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	Reviewer’s comments
	Authors’ Response
	Where1 

	ABSTRACT
	
	

	Reviewer A

	
	

	Reviewer B

	
	

	Reviewers A and B (comments from file: 57730-198966-1-RV):
	
	

	“You need to acknowledge earlier studies (González-Fernández & Schmitt, 2020; González-Fernández, 2022) that have provided this evidence already…”
	The authors changed to “Overall, the current research corroborates previous evidence for the vocabulary acquisition pattern…”
	Page 1, line 14

	“word knowledge dimensions and their conceptualized relationship” → what do you mean by this? Unclear, undefined. Rephrase.
	The authors changed to “This research explored the nature of the word knowledge construct by analyzing the hierarchical difficulty in acquiring different word knowledge aspects and their relationships.”
	Page 1, line 1

	TITLE
	
	

	Reviewer A

	
	

	Reviewer B

	
	

	Reviewers A and B (comments from file: 57730-198966-1-RV):
	
	

	Title → provide a more informative title: what exactly about word-knowledge are you studying, relationships? Nature? Include it in the title.
	The authors changed to “Research into Multiple Aspects of Word Knowledge in Thai EFL Students: The Hierarchical Acquisition and Relationships”
	Page 1 

	INTRODUCTION
	
	

	Reviewer A

	
	

	Reviewer B

	
	

	Reviewers A and B (comments from file: 57730-198966-1-RV):
	

	

	“You should rephrase, “it is unclear how different word knowledge dimensions are acquired and fit together…” with an explanation of what the other studies have found…”
	The authors changed to “However, the multi-aspect conceptualization of word knowledge and how different word aspects are acquired and fit together was basically demonstrated…”

	Page 1, paragraph 2

	“but they are not known simultaneously” → wrong; you can know FM and collocations simultaneously. Explain.
	The authors changed to “It is precisely known that the various aspects of word knowledge are related to one another, but they may not be known simultaneously…”
	Page 1, paragraph 2

	LITERATURE REVIEW
	
	

	Reviewer A

	
	

	Reviewer B

	
	

	Reviewers A and B (comments from file: 57730-198966-1-RV):
	
	

	“The manuscript should describe and discuss González-Fernández & Schmitt (2020) in a lot more detail…”
	The authors changed the entire paragraph González-Fernández and Schmitt’s (2020) study is the base of the current study, and explain how the current manuscript differs from the earlier one “Similarly, González-Fernández and Schmitt (2020) studied the nature of the word knowledge construct within the various aspects…”
	Page 4, paragraph 2

	“Refer to the dimensions…”
	The authors referred to the aspects “Nation has proposed three main aspects…”
	Page 2, paragraph 2

	“The framework does not state that there is a continuum…”
	The authors changed to “This framework represents a construct of knowing a word as a taxonomy…”
	Page 2, paragraph 1

	“Nation does not state this, as it would be impossible for L2 learners to know all these aspects…”
	The authors changed to “Nation also notes that native (L1) speakers and second language (L2) students necessitate knowing multiple aspects to master their word knowledge.”
	Page 2, paragraph 1

	You need to adapt this “it is unclear how various dimensions relate to one another…”
	The authors changed to “More recently, some previous studies exposed significant evidence for a multi-aspect conceptualization of word knowledge…”
	Page 2, paragraph 4

	Revised “Specifically, all dimensions are interrelated but are acquired at different rates…”
	The authors changed to “Specifically, all aspects are found to be interrelated but acquired at different rates... It is unclear, based on fragmentary explorations and inconsistent results…”
	Page 3, paragraph 1

	Elaborate “Together, word dimensions benefit vocabulary acquisition…”
	The authors changed to “Together, knowing various word aspects benefits vocabulary acquisition and development…; for example, learners can easily understand and use a word if they are capable of various knowledge aspects…”
	Page 3, paragraph 1

	Elaborate “Lin (2015) explored the relationships between multi-dimension and the learnability of a word…”
	The authors changed to “Lin (2015) explored the relationships between multi-aspect with a particular focus on word form (morphology and orthography) and unveiled that multiple related aspects, both receptively and productively, influence acquiring a word. As demonstrated, learners can receptively and productively acquire a word if they possess various aspects…”
	Page 3, paragraph 3

	You conclude a paragraph with this “Together, these prior studies indicate that word knowledge is developed over multiple language exposures,” but the studies you report do not seem to be discussing the need for multiple exposures.
	The authors changed to “Together, these prior studies point out that word knowledge is developed over exposure to multiple related aspects…”
	Page 4, line 6

	“Be careful, GF&S actually show that the various word-knowledge aspects form a single dimension…”
	The authors changed to “Literature on vocabulary research has also shown the nature of word learnability, indicating that words are acquired at varying stages and involve the receptive-productive knowledge process…”
	Page 4, paragraph 1

	Elaborate “The conceptualization of word knowledge is built on receptive-productive knowledge development.”
	The authors changed to “A process of receptive-productive knowledge is essential to build on the conceptualization of vocabulary development…”
	Page 4, paragraph 2

	“Yet, González-Fernández and Schmitt (2019) first address the valid acquisition pattern of the various word dimensions.” Please state exactly what they found…
	The authors changed to “Yet, González-Fernández and Schmitt first address the valid acquisition pattern of the various word aspects, indicating that form-meaning link recognition is the easiest, followed by collocate form recognition…”
	Page 4, paragraph 2

	“there is inadequate evidence to show the hierarchical acquisition of word dimensions” → inadequate or limited?
	The authors changed to “there is limited evidence to illustrate the hierarchy of the acquisition of word aspects…”
	Page 5, paragraph 1

	“1. What is the hierarchical difficulty…” → given that this issue has not been explored on Thai learners before…
	The authors changed to “Is there a hierarchical difficulty in acquiring different word knowledge aspects in Thai EFL high school students?”
	Page 5, paragraph 2

	RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
	
	

	Reviewer A

	
	

	Reviewer B

	
	

	Reviewers A and B (comments from file: 57730-198966-1-RV):
	
	

	Include Mean, SD of the students’ age, and gender distribution. Also specify whether they come from the same school, different schools, and how you ensured they were comparable.
	The authors changed to “This research included 500 senior high school students. The participants were high school students comprising the tenth-grade (n = 165), eleventh-grade (n = 198), and twelfth-grade (n = 137) students and ranging in age from 16 to 18 years old (M = 16.94, SD = 0.78)…”
	Page 5, paragraph 3

	“received English lessons for at least ten years of systematic schooling at a well-established government university in northeastern Thailand.” → did they receive these lessons at university? Explain.
	The authors changed to “They were all Thai native speakers using L1 to converse in daily life and studied English lessons as EFL for about ten years of systematic schooling at a local high school under a well-established government university administration in northeastern Thailand.”
	Page 5, paragraph 3

	Provide a citation to the website/document that specifies the Thai Ministry of Education and explain how this level is assessed in schools and How the level relates to the CEFR levels.
	The authors changed to “Senior high school students have been exposed to high-frequency words, based on the Basic Education Curriculum B.E. 2544 (A.D. 2001) and B.E. 2551 (A.D. 2008) in Thailand, and their English proficiency is considered at the B1 or B2 level based on the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) in Thailand (Ministry of Education in Thailand, 2008)”.
	Page 5, paragraph 3

	“and students need to know 86% of high-frequency words and 10% of academic words (Hayashi & Murphy, 2011; Sukying, 2020).” → why? To do what? Elaborate
	The author changed to “they need to know 86% of high-frequency words and 10% of academic words to further study in a higher level…”
	Page 6, line 4

	“The target words were chosen from the New General Service List (NGSL) (Browne, Culligan, & Phillips, 2013) and the New Academic Word List (NAWL) (Coxhead, 2012).” → why?
	The authors changed to “The NGSL comprises English’s most important high-frequency words…”
	Page 5, paragraph 4

	“The Meaning Comprehension Test was then used to verify the appropriateness of the target words in the research context.” → what is this test?
	The authors changed to “The Meaning Comprehension Test, developed based on Wesche and Paribakht (1996), which contained the target words as a five-point Likert scale, was further conducted with 126 senior high school students excluding the main study…”
	Page 6, paragraph 1

	“final list of 30 target words” → include this list as an appendix
More importantly, how did you ensure that the words were appropriate to be tested across the various word-knowledge dimensions? Elaborate.
	The authors changed to “The item reached a mean extent of 40% and 60%. Moreover, the item difficulty and discrimination were rated as moderate, ranging from 0.3 to 0.7 (Hopkins & Antes, 1990). The neutral words were used for assessment…” and added a list of the target word.
	Page 6, paragraph 1

	How were the instructions of each test given to the students, in their L1 or L2?
	The authors changed to “All instructions for each test were presented to the participants in the English language and also explained by the researcher in their L1.”
	Page 7, line 3

	It would be more appropriate that the samples for each test come from the same target word.
	The authors used the same target word in all samples.
	

	Report the Cronbach’s α value for each test
	The authors provided Cronbach’s α value for each test.
	

	WRT → this test includes only 4 target items for 4 categories, which means that the matching for some words will be based on elimination of options. Discuss this limitation and how it might have influenced the results.
	The authors changed to “Its limitation was that the completion of adverbs was highly linked to knowledge of adjectives because students who knew the correct form of the adjective might also know its adverb form.”
	Page 7, paragraph 2

	L2TT → this test presents the word in context, but other tests do not. Discuss how this might have influenced the results, e.g., by potentially making these tests easier/trickier?
	The authors changed to “The sentence delivered the context of the word to prevent a mix-up of the target meaning.”
	Page 7, paragraph 3

	ART → “All of the words in each set of the vocabulary battery were offered in the same part of speech” → do you mean across all the 12 tests? Or do you mean the distractors within this test? Clarify.
	The authors changed to “All of the words in each set of distractors were offered in the same part of speech to prevent any suggestions on the association of the word category.”
	Page 8, paragraph 1

	“The Grammatical Recognition Test (GRT) was developed based on The Vocabulary Size Test” → how exactly was this done?
	The authors changed to “The Grammatical Recognition Test (GRT) was advanced based on Webb’s (2005) receptive grammatical functions task…”
	Page 8, paragraph 2

	How do you define “grammatical function” in this study?
	The authors changed to “This test independently measured systematic knowledge, i.e., subject-verb agreement, passive use, and word-part accuracy.”
	Page 8, paragraph 2

	CRT → “The test was presented as a receptive measure of collocation, with a specific focus on the collocations of adjective-noun” → how did you do this if the target words included all word classes, i.e., verb, noun, adjective and adverb? Explain.
	The authors changed to “The CRT was offered as a receptive measure of collocation, with a particular emphasis on adjective-noun collocations… and the collocational words were checked on the websites, including the Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English and the Online Oxford Collocation Dictionary...”
	Page 8, paragraph 3

	RWT → “Participants necessitated supplying a correct derived form of the word with its part of speech, including noun, verb, and adjective.” → what about adverb?
	The authors changed to “The adverbs were removed to avoid the link between recognition knowledge of adjectives and recall knowledge of adverbs (Ishii, 2005).”
	Page 9, paragraph 2

	L1TT → “They were necessitated to translate the highlighted word and supply the correct definition in English” - definition or word form?
	The authors changed to “The highlighted Thai target word with the contextual sentence was necessitated to translate and supply the correct form in English, which related to its definition by following a given initial letter.”
	Page 9, paragraph 3

	CPT → “Please complete the missing adjective to match the following noun” → if the target words included all parts of speech (noun, adjective, verb, and adverb), how does assessing only knowledge of adjective collocates address the collocational knowledge of the target words?
	“Please follow the two initial letters to complete the missing adjective to match the following noun in the sentence.”
	Page 10, paragraph 2

	What is the distribution of the data?...
	The authors changed to “The mean, skewness, kurtosis, and standard deviation in single variables were first used to assess univariate normality, and multivariate normality of all variables was also detected.”
	Page 10, paragraph 4

	The two main analyses, IS and SEM, need to be explained in more detail.
	The authors changed to “An analysis of Implication Scaling (IS) was used to approximate the acquisition difficulty for different word aspects… and lastly, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to examine the hypothesized model of the relationships between various word aspects…”
	Page 11, paragraph 1

	“since the tests are assessing the same target words, you need to perform repeated measures ANOVAs…”
	The authors changed to “A repeated-measures ANOVA was further used to detect significant differences…”
	Page 11, line 3

	“Next, an effect size analysis was used to examine the strength of the effect when it was found in the population” → of which effect? Clarify.
	The authors changed to “Next, an analysis of effect size was used to scrutinize the strength of the effect of knowledge differences and correlations when it was found in the population.”
	Page 11, line 5

	RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	
	

	Reviewer A

	
	

	Reviewer B

	
	

	Reviewers A and B (comments from file: 57730-198966-1-RV):
	
	

	“However, it should be noted that the effect sizes reported here may be low due to the restricted sample size of the participants” → 500 students is not a small sample, but a rather large sample in comparison with any other EFL study. Thus, this is unlikely to be the explanation.
	The authors changed to “A large effect size suggests that results have practical importance, whereas a small effect size implies that the study results have limited practical applicability.”
	Page 12, paragraph 1

	“The ANOVA comparison cannot inform about acquisition, but rather knowledge. Rephrase accordingly.”
	The authors changed to “These results indicate that word knowledge aspects are at various rates, particularly different levels of receptive and productive knowledge of an aspect.”
	Page 12, paragraph 1

	“based on the reproducibility coefficient, if the participants can recall one dimension, it is assumed that they will always know the other five dimensions at the receptive level” → No.
	The authors changed to “In other words, if the participants can retrieve one aspect, it is presumed, based on the Crep, that they will always know the other four aspects at the receptive level…”
	Page 13, line 3

	Maybe explain why this is, particularly in relation with the previous findings by GF&S 2020 which found all recognition aspects were acquired before any recall.
	The authors changed to “Based on González-Fernández and Schmitt’s (2020) findings which found all aspect receptions were acquired before any productions, this research revealed differently that word part production was known before the two reception aspects of collocation and grammatical function…”
	Page 13, line 4

	“The scalability coefficient indicates that the scalability pattern is quite active and that the dimensions are one-dimensional.” → this is not clear. Clarify and cite a source.
	The authors changed to “The Cscal signifies the strength of the aspects on an implicational scale and indicates whether the aspects are unidimensional and, by this means, scalable…”
	Page 13, line 9

	“All word tests were verified to be a normal distribution of scores and passed univariate assumptions and measurement reliability to construct the SEM model (Phakiti, 2007).” → for SEM not only you need to check the normality of the variables independent, but also together (i.e., multivariate normality). Did you check this? If so, report.
	The authors changed to “All word tests were verified to be a normal distribution of scores and passed univariate assumptions (Sk and Ku values ≤ 2), multivariate normality (MAH values ≤ 10.44), and measurement reliability (Cronbach’s α values ≥ 0.8) to construct the SEM model (Phakiti, 2007).”
	Page 13, paragraph 1

	“The hypothesized model of word knowledge was re-conceptualized.” → How? Explain the changes. The models in Figures 2 and 3 do not seem to have changed regarding how the receptive and productive aspects were conceptualised. Also, they do not show that receptive and productive knowledge differs.
	The authors changed to “The hypothesized model of word knowledge was conceptualized based on González-Fernández and Schmitt’s (2020) previous model of word knowledge as independent word knowledge aspects…”
	Page 13, paragraph 2

	“This illustrates that these dimensions were different sub-constructs of word knowledge and can be understood as a single construct.” → evidence from your own research to not refer to the aspects as multiple or different “dimensions”, since they all comprise a single one.
	The authors changed to “This illustrates that these aspects were different sub-constructs of word knowledge and can be understood as a single construct…”
	Page 15, paragraph 1

	“This research investigated the nature of word knowledge as a multidimensional construct.” → this is part of it, but not the entire aim. Also, your findings show that vocabulary is a single construct, so do not refer to it as a multidimensional construct.
	The authors changed to “This research investigated the nature of the word knowledge construct as a multi-aspect by examining the hierarchical acquisition of various word aspects and their relationships…”
	Page 15, paragraph 3

	“Yet, it is unclear whether form or meaning knowledge is acquired first.” → why? How does this compare to previous studies? (e.g., GF&S 2020).
	The authors changed to “Yet, it is unclear whether form or meaning knowledge is acquired first because different factors, such as educational settings and individual learning styles, imply different acquisitions of word aspects…”
	Page 15, paragraph 5

	“The test of written form production might be easier for the participants because it only required them to re-correct the misspelled words. This implies that some productive knowledge dimensions can be known without mastering all receptive knowledge dimensions, which is consistent with previous literature”. Good. How do you think this would have changed if you had asked them to recall the entire word form?
	The authors changed to “The test of written form production might be easier for the participants because it only required them to re-correct the misspelled words. Based on the findings of González-Fernández and Schmitt (2020), who found that all aspect receptions were learned before any productions, this research, based on the IS results, showed that word part production was recalled before the two reception aspects of collocation and grammatical function. This entails that the reception of collocation or grammatical function may deduce the production of word part knowledge…”
	Page 16, paragraph 1

	This is not explained in the analysis, and it is not clear how your model can inform about this receptive-productive continuum. Please elaborate.
	The authors changed to “The results demonstrated that the various word aspects were found to influence the acquisition of word knowledge. Specifically, the construct of word knowledge emphasizes the process of multiple related aspects. The reception and production of the word aspects were the primary mechanisms for acquiring word knowledge…”
	Page 17, paragraph 3

	“Further research using alternative measurements and learner populations will either support or refute its generalizability. We anticipate that, while the sequential acquisition of the dimensions may alter slightly with different participants or measures, the receptive and productive distinction will likely persist.” → link this to GF&S 2020 paper, which already made these claims.
	The authors changed to “there is still a necessity to straightly investigate the hierarchical acquisition of word knowledge aspects as a multi-framework to obtain more empirical evidence on the hierarchical structure of word knowledge (González-Fernández, 2022)… and further research using alternative measurements and learner populations will either back up or disprove its generalizability. We argue with the previous claim by González-Fernández and Schmitt (2020) and anticipate that, while the sequential acquisition of the aspects may alter slightly with different measures or participants, the receptive and productive distinction will probably persevere.”
	Page 17, paragraph 4

	“Other instruments based on qualitative methodologies, such as observation, questionnaires, and interviews, should be applied to ensure the reliability and validity of the data and gather additional information on vocabulary acquisition.” → very good idea. You could elaborate more on how to do this.
	The authors changed to “Other instruments based on qualitative methodologies, such as observation, questionnaires, and interviews, should be applied to certify the reliability and validity of the data and gather supplementary information on vocabulary acquisition (e.g., the interview may help to gain insightful information to explain more clearly how various aspects are prioritized and learned before others by learners).”
	Page 18, paragraph 3

	LANGUAGE & ORGANIZATION
	
	

	Reviewer A

	
	

	Reviewer B

	
	

	Reviewers A and B (comments from file: 57730-198966-1-RV):
	
	

	“Reconsider using the term “dimensions” when referring to the word knowledge aspects…”
	The authors changed the term “dimension” to the term “aspect” for the word knowledge aspects.
	

	“conducted” → administered
	The authors changed the term “conducted” to the term “administered”.
	

	González-Fernández & Schmitt, 2019 → wrong year, it is 2020 now.
	The authors changed the year from 2019 to 2020
	

	“and the nature of the vocabulary construct in acquiring.” → check the grammar
	The authors changed to “This research will advance our comprehension of the role of different word aspects and the nature of the word knowledge construct.”
	Page 2, line 1

	“While the IS analysis showed information about the difficulty hierarchy of the word dimensions, the SEM analysis indicated how these dimensions were related to each other as an entire vocabulary construct…”→ this paragraph does not flow in the discussion section, and would be better located in the Analysis section.
	The authors moved it to the analysis section.
	Page 11, paragraph 1

	“most widely accepted conceptualization of word knowledge of what is involved in knowing a word.” → repetition: use of word knowledge or of what is involved in knowing a word.
	The authors changed to “The research examined Nation’s (2013) framework, which is the most widely accepted conceptualization of what is involved in knowing a word.”
	Page 1 (abstract), line 3

	“The results indicated that the receptive knowledge tests scored higher than the productive knowledge tests” → the test cannot score higher. Learners scored higher on the tests
	The authors changed to “The results showed that the receptive knowledge test of an aspect showed higher scores than its productive knowledge test. There was also a positive correlation between knowledge of the different aspects.”
	Page 1 (abstract), line 7



1 Please refer to the changes in the revised file (File name: ____________________57730-198966-1-RV________________________________)
