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A 2 E L : The manuscript titled "The research of inhibition deficit hypothesis in the aging of
speech production: evidence from different speech level" investigated age-related changes in
speech production, and found an interesting pattern or contrast previous study on the conclusion of
overall inhibition deficit in older adults, and suggested that older adults might show decreased
speech production only in “high competition” condition. The findings are novel and worth
publishing, however, some theoretical concerns also raised with the current manuscript, which
need careful clarification and consideration before this work could be accepted, and | will list as
follows:

=0 1: The introduction section is generally okay, but the author needs to be more focused, i.e.,
review more relevant theories and empirical studies (e.g., the inhibition deficit hypothesis), while
do not go too far to the irrelevant theory (e.g., transmission deficit hypothesis).

[EIRZ: The transmission deficit hypothesis has been moved to the discussion section and the
inhibition deficit hypothesis is now the only one hypothesis that is focused in the introduction
section. According to this change, description of the main issues in the present study has also been
revised.

=0 2: The organization through study 1 to 3 was kind of odd, please clarify the underlying
rationale for the selected order. The current justification certainly does not work well (at least not
S0 convincing).

B : The underlying rationale and the logic for study 1 to 3 has been clarified.

&0 3: The sample size in the current investigation was small, only 20 older adults was involved.
Moreover, as indicated by SDs, there should be larger individual differences in the older adults,
which might make the conclusion less safe.

Bl : Larger SDs do represent the larger individual differences in the older adults. However,
normally they might narrow differences between youths and elders, and, double can be dismissed
according to the recent results. More importantly, Ludwig, Borella, Tettamanti and de Ribaupierre
(2010) also reported similar large SDs for elders in reading and naming tasks. This prove has been
provided in the text.

=0 4: Another concern with the method was the experimental design in the present study, that
the authors are using within-subject design for all three experiments, more information should be
provided regarding the design and procedure: what’s the time interval between different tasks,
what’s the order of different tasks(counterbalanced or not), is any (potential) practice or fatigue



effect emerged?

[EIRz: The method section has been revised and the appropriate information has been provided.
=0 5: | would personally suggest the authors to directly test how inhibition function could
influence older adults’ speech production (e.g., Stroop could be treated somehow as a index of
inhibition).

[EIRz: This is a really good idea, and a statement for this idea has been made in the discussion
section.

=0 6: Other minor points were marked in the manuscript, please see the attached file (please be
very careful in writing English and APA style).

[EIRz: Small changes mentioned in the text have been revised. They are: (1) answers for the large
SD; (2) some syntax errors in the abstract; (3)double check for the APA style; (4) rearrangement
for the introduction section. However, in Acta Psychologica Sinica, or some other journals (take
the report given by Baayena, Davidsonb, & Batesc (2007) in Journal of Memory and Language
as an example), F; always represents participants analyses and F, represents items analyses.
Therefore, the descriptions about F; and F, have not been further provided in the text.
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HRA 2 B:

&I 1: Experiment 3 seemed to be and oddball in the flow, and the rationale for conducting
Experiment 3 was not so convincing. | would love to see more detailed description of how
Experiment 3 related to and extended previous two experiments.



[EIRz: More description has been provided.

=0 2: Still on Experiment 3, | think the results are fine, but the discussion on Experiment 3 was
lacking. It seemed that your focus was mainly on the first two experiments.

[EIRz: More discussion on Experiment 3 has been added especially basis on the correlation
analyses among three experiments.

EI13: My previous point about directly testing how inhibition function could influence older
adults’ speech production was not well addressed, could you at least run some correlation analyses?
B : Correlation analyses have been provided and more details have been added in the text.
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= : Now the manuscript looks much better than before. Just one minor point to be revised - in
page 23, section 5, second paragraph, the wording seems to be inconsistent with the statistics,
please check.
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