Review #20823
The two experiments conducted by the authors speak to the broad question of what the functions of morphological redundancy. Considering the learning costs it imposes, does it have a function? As the introduction discusses, one proposed function is that agreement systems sulearnability. Despite (or pehraps *because*) of their redundancy, morphology like agreement systems may act to help learners — particularly children — learn the language. 
The general motivation of the studies is very clear. I have two major comments:
1. What exactly should morphology be helping learners to learn?
The proposal that morphology helps language learning is a very general one and on its own doesn’t specify what precisely is facilitated by it. When subjecting this general hypothesis to an experimental test, one necessarily has to narrow the prediction. It would be good if the authors to better motivate why the critical analyses focus on noun-class classification. 
[I’m not quite sure I understand the question, so not very sure what to motivate. Why noun classification as a linguistic phenomenon? Why the specific test we used (i.e., associating nouns with their suffixes?) I might be a bit brain fried but would appreciate your help if you have ideas about what to add to the text and here]
I was also confused by the apparent difference in what was being tested in Exp 1 and Exp 2. (Fig 1E shows that participants need to choose the correct gloss given an image, but in what (I think?) is meant to be the corresponding test in Exp. 2 (Fig. 5E) participants are choosing between 2 visual referents given an (auditory) linguistic stimulus. These are different tasks…  
The tests mentioned by the reviewer are distinct; due to differences between the two studies in experimental structure, the equivalent test differs in phase number and therefore appears in a different figure panel (i.e., 5D rather than 5E). The equivalent test does appear in Study 2 — as noted on p. 28, it is presented in Figure 5d, and we have now made this explicit in the revised manuscript (p. 27). In both tests, participants are asked to match nouns with suffixes.
In addition, the second Exp 2 seems to test the participants’ knowledge of plurality? Or is that just that specific example. It would be very helpful to be more explicit about the type of knowledge participants had to demonstrate to get the different test types correct.

The reviewer refers to the number test, presented in Figure 5e. As explained on p. 28, this phase was designed to test whether participants noticed the number word and successfully learned its meaning, and its procedure is described on p. 28. Although children's performance on this test was lower than expected, it did not affect performance on the critical test (see Appendix C and discussion on p. 34, 41-42).

2. Reporting of results and general verbosity
The authors’ use of Bayesian stats currently obfuscates the results without reaping the benefit of Bayesian analysis. What I mean by “obfuscating” is that the reader is left wondering how they should interpret repeated statements like “Taken together, these results indicate with a possible, though uncertain, facilitatory effect of agreement on classifying novel nouns in children, and a clearer lack of such an effect for adults.” — All results are uncertain. The point of doing experiments is that they reduce our uncertainty. But how much is the uncertainty reduced here? This is an obvious case where using Bayes factors can help… I understand that some people don’t like Bayes factors (e.g., [78aIf you think p-values are problematic, wait until you understand Bayes Factors](https://datacolada.org/78a#/)), but the current presentation is neither here nor there: it lacks any mention of effect sizes, leading readers to make dichotomous inferences from whether credible intervals (sometimes 95%, sometimes 65%) include 0, accompanied by terms like “possible” and “uncertain”. In the end, I am left uncertain with how much to trust the results.
We thank the reviewer for this constructive feedback. We agree that the original presentation did not make full use of the Bayesian framework. We have revised the reporting in the following ways.
First, we have removed the 65% credible intervals entirely. We agree that including these interval widths alongside 95% credible intervals undermined rather than aided interpretation.
Second, rather than anchoring interpretation on whether credible intervals include zero, we now report two additional quantities for the key contrasts. We report predicted differences in accuracy in percentage points (pp), derived from posterior predicted probabilities, which gives readers an intuitive sense of effect magnitude on the original scale of the outcome. We also report the proportion of the posterior distribution consistent with the direction of the point estimate, which provides confidence estimation for the direction of the effect.
Regarding Bayes factors: we considered this suggestion carefully. However, Bayes factors are known to be sensitive to prior specification, and our models used weakly informative default priors appropriate for Bernoulli mixed-effects models rather than priors derived from estimates for effect size (which we do not have). Computing Bayes factors under these priors would likely favour the null by default rather than reflecting genuine prior knowledge, which we felt would be misleading. We therefore opted for the approach outlined above.
We believe the revised presentation addresses the reviewer's core concern: readers can now see not just whether intervals include zero, but how consistently the posterior favours a given direction and what the plausible range of effect sizes looks like on a meaningful scale.
The presentation of the results is also quite verbose. I recommend having an “Analytic Approach” section that describes the general analytic approach, obviating the need to repeatedly write things like “We used a Bayesian mixed-effect logistic regression model....”  A concise statement of the analytic approach and the use of Bayes factors also means that you won’t need to write things like “Indeed, the model 95% CrI contains only positive values for the three-way interaction between group, condition and noun type”. 

We followed the reviewer’s advice and added an Analytic Approach section that describes the details that all models have in common (see p. 15).

Other comments:

a. “tactile cues” - Without further context or looking up the paper it’s hard for the reader to understand what’s meant by “tactile cues”.  I also noticed that the Seidl et al. (2015) reference is missing (I think you meant this one? - [Why the body comes first: effects of experimenter touch on infants' word finding - PubMed](https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24734895/#/)) 

We thank the reviewer for this comment – this is now fixed (p. 5).
b. “there is evidence that adult learners struggle with acquiring various types of complex morphology, even when similar features exist in their native language” - How much of this evidence speaks to adult learners struggling with more complex morphology vs struggling with learning things that are different from their L1? E.g., it seems that English learners whose L1s lack articles tend to struggle with learning to use articles in English, but is it clear that speakers of L1s that use articles similarly struggle to learn L2s that use articles but have different article systems from English?

Although the reviewer is right to point out that more crosslinguistic evidence is needed in this literature (as is often the case in the field), there is evidence that adult learners struggle with acquiring morphology in their L2, even when they have similar systems in their L1. For example, adult learners of Turkish have difficulty acquiring case-marking morphology, even if their native language has a case system (Papadopoulou et al., 2011). We have now added this example to illustrate this point (p. 7).

c. Might the difference in accuracy b/w Exps 1 and 2 have something to do with the lack of text stimuli in Exp 2. I am inferring that the reason for it is that many of the kids can’t read yet; just pointing out that it may help explain the difference. 

Assuming this comment is about the agreement test in both experiments, and the lower accuracy of adults in this test: The suffixes in the noun class text in Study 2 actually did appear orthographically (see description of the relevant procedure on p. 30). We therefore do not think this can explain the different results. However, as explained on p. 42, the test was nevertheless different in these studies. In particular, the test in Study 2 it involved memory more than the equivalent test in Study 1, pointing to a possible reason for the different accuracy (see discussion on p. 42). 
d. It was often hard to match the results to the testing condition. Please use consistent labels for the different tests in the method schematics, and then refer to these when presenting those results. Or better yet, include an inset of the test-type image in the results figure so the readers immediately know which type of test the results are showing.

[They all appear in the captions and the naming is consistent... Not sure what they want. should I add titles to the figures??]


Review #20824
Two experimental artificial-language studies are presented investigating the role of agreement marking in the facilitation of noun class learning. The first study focused on adults and compared alliterative agreement, non-alliterative agreement, and no agreement; the second study compared adults and children and involved only alliterative agreement and no agreement. Neither study found evidence that agreement marking facilitated noun class learning, although the first study found evidence that alliterative agreement is easier to learn than non-alliterative agreement, and the second study found some evidence that agreement might assist children in classifying novel nouns.

This is a very (I'd go so far as to say "unusually") well-written manuscript reporting a well designed pair of experiments. The analysis is reasonable and well presented and the topic is of clear interest to readers of the journal. The fact that the results do not support the hypothesis is itself interesting and in no way a reason to oppose publication. I have very few issues indeed to raise! 

Thank you!
The main remaining question, in my view, concerns the degree to which this result reflects the reality of language acquisition. An oft-expressed worry about artificial-language-learning studies is that they do not well resemble ecologically valid learning scenarios. I think this concern is very often overstated, but I do worry myself in particular whether the concern might carry more weight for children than for adults, on the basis that the artificiality of the task might affect them more, and might deviate to a greater extent from their broader experience of learning languages. One might wonder, for instance, how different things would look if participants learned the language over multiple sessions, in more immersive scenarios etc. I don't raise this to suggest that the study as presented is lacking in value as it stands but to ask the authors to devote some discussion to this question in the manuscript. 

We definitely agree that artificial language learning is different from natural language learning, and for children this might be particularly true. However, if anything, we would expect this artificial nature to worsen children's performance in such a task compared to adults, whereas here we see the opposite trend. We are now discussing this point in the General Discussion, on p. 44.

I also think the General Discussion section seems to be based a little too strongly on the stance that the studies found evidence for a difference between adults and children. This evidence, as the authors do—to their credit—state, is somewhat uncertain. How should we interpret this given that earlier work, such as that of Tal and Arnon, seemed to find stronger evidence? To what extent should we infer from the current study that the advantage from redundancy is in fact slighter than often thought?

The way to interpret the findings is that it is probable that redundancy benefits children more than adults. Given that this effect is more likely beneficial than not, these results do not undermine the potential benefit of redundancy previously reported — rather, they support it, though less robustly than expected. We have now clarified this and modified our phrasing to better capture the nature of the evidence.
In summary, this is a pretty nice paper on an interesting and relevant topic for which I have little to ask beyond beefing up the Discussion.

Thank you!
