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Editor first decision—August 26, 2020: Revise and Resubmit (minor revisions) 
Dear Dr Laura Maffongelli, 
 
After review, we have reached a decision regarding your submission to Collabra: Psychology, "The development of 
scene semantics: ERP evidence for the processing of semantic object-scene inconsistencies in 24-month-olds ". Our 
decision is to request minor revisions of the manuscript prior to acceptance for publication. 
 
The full review information should be included at the bottom of this email. There may also be a copy of the 
manuscript file with reviewer comments available once you have accessed the submission account. A summary of 
the requested edits from the editorial team can be found below. Please consider these points and revise the file 
accordingly: 
 
To access your submission account, follow the below instructions: 
1) login to the journal webpage with username and password 
2) click on the submission title 
3) click 'Review' menu option 
4) download Reviewed file and make revisions based on review feedback 
5) upload the edited file 
6) Click the 'notify editor' icon and email the confirmation of re-submission and any relevant comments to the 
journal. 
 
Please ensure that your revised files adhere to our author guidelines, and that the files are fully 
copyedited/proofed prior to upload. Please also ensure that all copyright permissions have been obtained. This is 
the last opportunity for major editing;, therefore please fully check your file prior to re-submission. 
 
If you have any questions or difficulties during this process, please do contact us. 
 
Please could you have the revisions submitted by September 26, 2020. If you cannot make this deadline, please let 
us know as early as possible. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Dr Kate Mills 
University of Oregon 
klmills@uoregon.edu 
------------------------------------------------------ 
Reviewer A: 
 
1) General comments and summary of recommendation 
Describe your overall impressions and your recommendation, including changes or revisions. Please note that you 
should pay attention to scientific, methodological, and ethical soundness only, not novelty, topicality, or scope. A 
checklist of things to you may want to consider is below: 
 - Are the methodologies used appropriate? 
 - Are any methodological weaknesses addressed? 
 - Is all statistical analysis sound? 
 - Does the conclusion (if present) reflect the argument, is it supported by data/facts? 



 - Is the article logically structured, succinct, and does the argument flow coherently? 
 - Are the references adequate and appropriate?: 
I thank the authors for their revisions. The adapted version now entails more information about the 
developmental stage the targeted research group is in. This is highly relevant as the authors wish to give novel 
insight into complex semantic brain processing mechanisms at an early age. 
In my opinion, the methodologies used can be considered appropriate, especially as the authors write that they 
are using an analytical strategy previously used in other studies (and not only by the group itself). I also am glad 
that the authors elaborate on in the final section of the discussion that - although they are assessing a language-
free task, controlling for language abilities in children would be of benefit in future research. 
Further, as this manuscript represents novel analyses and examination of a previously neglected age group for 
object-scene semantic (in-)consistency investigations, I regard it as commendable to employ methods that are 
robust to examine this topic. 
On the one hand, I find the argumentations and conclusion the authors make rather convincing, on the other hand, 
this novel age group analysis and the not-yet corroborate findings through additional independent research poses 
the question whether the authors did indeed find 'first ERP evidence ....' or rather only 'indications for the 
processing of semantic object-scene inconsistencies in 24-month-olds'. In this respect, I must agree with the other 
reviewer that there was a need to take back some of the argument intensity. However, I believe that the authors 
of this manuscript have indeed tried hard to ameliorate the paper and have added/altered passages to make their 
string of argumentation more tangible as well as credible. 
 
2) Figures/tables/data availability: 
Please comment on the author’s use of tables, charts, figures, if relevant. Please acknowledge that adequate 
underlying data is available to ensure reproducibility (see open data policies per discipline of Collabra here).: 
The figures are appropriate for understanding the findings. However, I would suggest to label the quadrants in 
Figure 2, instead of just labelling 'upper panel A' and 'lower panel B' or instead making the information in panel B 
larger, because it is hard to make out the information in its current size. This would increase readability. 
 
3) Ethical approval: 
If humans or animals have been used as research subjects, and/or tissue or field sampling, are the necessary 
statements of ethical approval by a relevant authority present? Where humans have participated in research, 
informed consent should also be declared. 
If not, please detail where you think a further ethics approval/statement/follow-up is required.: 
the authors have ethics approval and conducted the research well within these guidelines. 
 
4) Language: 
Is the text well written and jargon free? Please comment on the quality of English and any need for improvement 
beyond the scope of this process.: 
There are still minor lingustic issues with the manuscript that could make readability even better. Also, I would 
advise the authors to re-check for commas. I think there are still several missing. 
 
------------------------------------------------------ 
 
------------------------------------------------------ 
Reviewer B: 
 
1) General comments and summary of recommendation 
Describe your overall impressions and your recommendation, including changes or revisions. Please note that you 
should pay attention to scientific, methodological, and ethical soundness only, not novelty, topicality, or scope. A 
checklist of things to you may want to consider is below: 
 - Are the methodologies used appropriate? 
 - Are any methodological weaknesses addressed? 
 - Is all statistical analysis sound? 
 - Does the conclusion (if present) reflect the argument, is it supported by data/facts? 



 - Is the article logically structured, succinct, and does the argument flow coherently? 
 - Are the references adequate and appropriate?: 
Most of the concerns in my report have been addressed and authors improved the manuscript considerably. I 
appreciate their effort. The current version of the manuscript describes the methods more in detail and interprets 
the results more fairly. 
Nonetheless, I should state my doubt about the conclusion of the current version of the manuscript. Given the 
previous behavioral evidence and the ERPs in current the manuscript, I believe that the results could have been 
interpreted in the other way around as well. 
(1) Since the level of significance is critically low, to have the conclusion stated in the manuscript data requires a 
more careful analysis (major comment 3). Otherwise, the results of the current analysis indicate that ERPs of two 
conditions do not differentiate in the given scalp sites and time windows (see Fig. 2A and B, error bars overlap 
considerably; uncorrected p-values are high). Alternatively, to present the data in a more convincing way, paired 
average amplitudes for each participant can be added in Fig. 2B. 
(2) Although I am not an expert in this field, what I understand from previous behavioral evidence is also in line 
with the interpretation that 2-year-olds do not discriminate the visual semantic information (e.g., see the response 
to major comment 1). 
 
2) Figures/tables/data availability: 
Please comment on the author’s use of tables, charts, figures, ifrelevant. Please acknowledge that adequate 
underlying data is available to ensure reproducibility (see open data policies per discipline of Collabra here).: 
none 
 
3) Ethical approval: 
If humans or animals have been used as research subjects, and/or tissue or field sampling, are the necessary 
statements of ethical approval by a relevant authority present? Where humans have participated in research, 
informed consent should also be declared. 
If not, please detail where you think a further ethics approval/statement/follow-up is required.: 
.. 
 
4) Language: 
Is the text well written and jargon free? Please comment on the quality of English and any need for improvement 
beyond the scope of this process.: 
 
 
Author revision—September 25, 2020 
 
Cover letter 
Dear Dr. Mills, 
I hereby submit the revised article “The development of scene semantics: First ERP evidence for the processing of 
semantic object-scene inconsistencies in 24-month-olds authored by Laura Maffongelli, Sabine Öhlschläger and 
Melissa L.-H- Võ . 
 
We thank you and the reviewers for once more providing helpful comments on our revised submission.We have 
gone through great lengths to address the additional concerns of the minor revision that were raised and strongly 
believe that revising the manuscript in response to the reviews greatly improved the paper. We hope the revised 
manuscript is now ready for publication at the Journal Collabra Psychology and we thank you for your continued 
interest in our research. 
 
All authors have seen and approved the revised content of the manuscript. 
 
Thank you for receiving our revised manuscript. We look forward to hearing from you regarding our submission 
and to respond to any further questions and comments you may have. 
 



Yours sincerely, 
 
Laura Maffongelli 
 
 
Response to reviewers 
Manuscript ID #295: The development of scene semantics: First ERP evidence for the processing of semantic 
object-scene inconsistencies in 24-month-olds 
 
We thank the editor and the reviewers for once more providing helpful comments on our revised submission “The 
development of scene semantics: ERP evidence for the processing of semantic object-scene inconsistencies in 24-
month-olds”.  
We have gone through great lengths to address the remaining concerns of the minor revision that had been raised 
and strongly believe that revising the manuscript in response to the reviews greatly improved the paper. The 
following reproduces the original comments made by the reviewers in italics, followed by our responses and 
details about changes made to the manuscript (bold, track changes on, see manuscript).  
We hope the revised manuscript is now ready for publication at the Journal Collabra Psychology and thank you for 
your continued interest in our research. 
 
 
Reviewer A: 
1) I thank the authors for their revisions. The adapted version now entails more information about the 
developmental stage the targeted research group is in. This is highly relevant as the authors wish to give novel 
insight into complex semantic brain processing mechanisms at an early age.  
In my opinion, the methodologies used can be considered appropriate, especially as the authors write that they are 
using an analytical strategy previously used in other studies (and not only by the group itself). I also am glad that 
the authors elaborate on in the final section of the discussion that - although they are assessing a language-free 
task, controlling for language abilities in children would be of benefit in future research.  
Further, as this manuscript represents novel analyses and examination of a previously neglected age group for 
object-scene semantic (in-)consistency investigations, I regard it as commendable to employ methods that are 
robust to examine this topic.  
On the one hand, I find the argumentations and conclusion the authors make rather convincing, on the other hand, 
this novel age group analysis and the not-yet corroborate findings through additional independent research poses 
the question whether the authors did indeed find 'first ERP evidence ....' or rather only 'indications for the 
processing of semantic object-scene inconsistencies in 24-month-olds'. In this respect, I must agree with the other 
reviewer that there was a need to take back some of the argument intensity. However, I believe that the authors of 
this manuscript have indeed tried hard to ameliorate the paper and have added/altered passages to make their 
string of argumentation more tangible as well as credible. 
2) Figures/tables/data availability: 
Please comment on the author’s use of tables, charts, figures, if relevant. Please acknowledge that adequate 
underlying data is available to ensure reproducibility (see open data policies per discipline of Collabra here).:  
        The figures are appropriate for understanding the findings. However, I would suggest to label the quadrants in 
Figure 2, instead of just labelling 'upper panel A' and 'lower panel B' or instead making the information in panel 
B larger, because it is hard to make out the information in its current size. This would increase readability. 
3) Ethical approval: 
If humans or animals have been used as research subjects, and/or tissue or field sampling, are the necessary 
statements of ethical approval by a relevant authority present? Where humans have participated in research, 
informed consent should also be declared. 
If not, please detail where you think a further ethics approval/statement/follow-up is required.: the authors have 
ethics approval and conducted the research well within these guidelines. 
4) Language: 
Is the text well written and jargon free? Please comment on the quality of English and any need for improvement 
beyond the scope of this process.:  



        There are still minor lingustic issues with the manuscript that could make readability even better. Also, I would 
advise the authors to re-check for commas. I think there are still several missing. 
 
We thank this reviewer for the very supportive and constructive reviews. We 
have followed all suggestions, including changing the title of the manuscript as 
well as careful proof reading of the manuscript by a native speaker. This leaves us 
with the hope that all concerns have been adequately met and the reviewer now 
finds our manuscript worthy for publication in Collabra. 
 
 
------------------------------------------------------ 
Reviewer B: 
 
1)  Most of the concerns in my report have been addressed and authors improved the manuscript considerably. I 
appreciate their effort. The current version of the manuscript describes the methods more in detail and interprets 
the results more fairly. 
Nonetheless, I should state my doubt about the conclusion of the current version of the manuscript. Given the 
previous behavioral evidence and the ERPs in current the manuscript, I believe that the results could have been 
interpreted in the other way around as well. 
(1) Since the level of significance is critically low, to have the conclusion stated in the manuscript data requires a 
more careful analysis (major comment 3). Otherwise, the results of the current analysis indicate that ERPs of two 
conditions do not differentiate in the given scalp sites and time windows (see Fig. 2A and B, error bars overlap 
considerably; uncorrected p-values are high). Alternatively, to present the data in a more convincing way, paired 
average amplitudes for each participant can be added in Fig. 2B. 
(2) Although I am not an expert in this field, what I understand from previous behavioral evidence is also in line with 
the interpretation that 2-year-olds do not discriminate the visual semantic information (e.g., see the response to 
major comment 1). 
 
Thank you for these additional comments. We are very happy that the reviewer appreciates the intense work we 
invested in the revision of the manuscript and thus already found our previous submitted version much improved. 
We took all remaining concerns very seriously, and therefore now provide 1) a figure with paired amplitudes for 
each participant as suggested by the reviewer (see p.10), 2) added a paragraph explaining the previous behavioural 
results and discussing them together with the ERP results we provide here (see p. 14), 3) have further down toned 
the discussion and conclusions (see p.13-14), and 4) even changed the title of the manuscript as also suggested by 
Reviewer A. We wholeheartedly hope that these last revisions improved the manuscript to the degree that it is 
seen fit for publication in Collabra, where other interested researchers can hopefully feel inspired to follow up on 
our line of work, and improve possible shortcomings of this study in their future work. 
 
 
 
Editor second (final) decision—October 14, 2020 
 
Dear Dr Laura Maffongelli, 
 
After review, we have reached a decision regarding your submission to Collabra: Psychology, "The development of 
scene semantics: ERP evidence for the processing of semantic object-scene inconsistencies in 24-month-olds ", and 
are happy to accept your submission for publication, pending the completion of copyediting and formatting 
processes. 
 
As there are no further reviewer revisions to make, you do not have to complete any tasks at this point. The 
accepted submission will now undergo final copyediting. You will be contacted once this is complete to answer any 
queries that may have arisen during copyediting and to allow a final chance to edit the files prior to typesetting. If 
you wish to view your submission during this time, you can log in via the journal website. 



 
The review information should be included in this email. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Dr Kate Mills 
University of Oregon 
klmills@uoregon.edu 
 


