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Professor Robert W. Proctor, Editor
AJP

Dear Professor Proctor,
Here Please find the response letter below is a letter explainingdetailing how we respond addressed to your and the two anonymous reviewers’ comments, which greatly improved the article. Please convey our thanks to the reviewers. We made a note in the revised MS: “We would like to thank the two anonymous reviewers and the journal editor, Robert W. Proctor, for their helpful comments, which greatly improved the paper.”
	As you may see from the response to reviewer 2, we added the results of a new experiment (the UU experiment, please see the discussion section) we added to the revised MS the results of a new experiment (the UU experiment. See Discussion), which supports the visual-similarity hypothesis.
Best wishes,
Sam Rakover
 

Editor of AJP, Professor Proctor
1. We made the appropriate corrections: we separated between the preparatory experiment and the two experiments 1a and 1b. We deleted removed the word ‘tend’.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: For ease of reading for the reviewer/editor, it may be a good option to include the page numbers for each correction in reference to the paper.  
2. We inserted the sentence: “holistic perception of the face”.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: You may want to include the entire sentence for context.  
3. The appropriate correction has been made.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: It would be beneficial to provide details of the appropriate correction. 
4. The sentence has been modified I changed the sentence to: “…to relieve the participants from time pressure.”
5. The main reason for discussing the “combined hypothesis” is as follows:. Although mental rotation by itself cannot explain the results, the possibility of a combined hypothesis may propose an explanation. ActuallyIn fact, the cognitive system may use such a strategy: mental-rotation and then visual similarity. The discussion presents several arguments that such a hypothesis is not feasible.      

   
    



Reviewer 1
(1) Expansion of the introduction: We accepted reviewer 1’s proposal and we expanded the introduction. We dealt with the explanations of the FIE and their connected problemsissues. One noted issue of them is the lack of an answer to the question of how to compare a perceived inverted face with a remembered upright face, which is the main topic of the present paper. We however, however, did not think that the debate about surrounding the question of whether holistic processing is a type of a configural information, wasis a central issue for the present paper. , since This is since it focuses on a different, novel  new question: how to compare an inverted face with an upright face by similarity or mental rotation.
(2) Pilot study: Every new experiment in my laboratory is checked by running it in a pilot study (including about 3 participants). This procedure was also applied also to the present study. The estimate of N is made on the basis outcome of the pilot study, my own experience of running many numerous experiments in the area of face recognition, and the range of N in similar studies reported in the literature. We made suited the post-hocposthoc power analysis to the interaction of experiment 2 and found that the observed power (α=.05) is .835, which is quite good.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: You may want to make use of terminology relevant to statistical analysis such as ‘significant’, or  ‘which lead to our failure to reject the hypotheses.
(3) D’ or A’ and reaction time: I do noon’t think that the parametric Dd’ or the non-parametric A’ are needed required in this instancehere. These indexes are great exceptional improvements for percent correct. However, the percent correctcorrect, and these two indexes do not express the present experiment specific prediction.: Ffor the similarity group, the %FA will be greater than for the non-similarity group. SimilarA similar comment can be given to the measure of RT – it is not what the experiment was aiming to achieveat (in the method we explained that we used long decision time to relieve time-pressure.). Furthermore, at the end of the paper, we discussed the connection between the procedure type and the response type (correct/error response vs. RT).
(4) Contribution of the study: I agree with reviewer 1 that more experiments are needed to support the present paper’s approach. The revision did moved something attowards this direction.: Wwe added a part of a series of experiments, which we started began to run, however, further  but which wereresearch was blocked halted by the COVID-19 pandemic., Tan experiment (the results of the UU-experimentUU experiment (, see discussion) that  its results support the visual-similarity hypothesis.
Reviewer 2 
(1) Major concern: Reviewer 2 proposed that %FAs > %FAs even for the UU experiment. He suggested the following explanation for theirhis/her prediction: “Given that the similar faces deviate less in their features from the remembered faces than the non-similar faces, participants will more often confuse the similar distractors with the remembered faces than the non-similar distractors, thus resulting in the higher false-alarm rates for the similar distractors than non-similar distractors.” If we understand this explanation correctly, then it is essentially the same as the visual-similarity hypothesis. Hence, we do non’t see note here any disagreement with Reviewer 2. AndMoreover, in effect, we added to the revision of the UU -experiment, which confirmed Reviewer 2’s and our prediction., and  whichThis supported the visual-similarity hypothesis . (sSee description of the experiment in the discussion). Please sSee below why we included this experiment in the discussion.).
(2) Why is the UU experiment is included in the Discussion?: The experiment could be included in the revision in two ways: it could be reported as an additional experiment 3 or it could be described in the discussion. We have chosen the second wayoption, because offor thetwo  following reasons. F. Firstly, the major main result of the UU experiment can be reported briefly and very clearly and briefly as a segment in the dDiscussion section. Secondly, this experiment was only a part of a larger study, which includes four experimental orientation-groupsorientation groups: UU, UI,. II, and IU. We started to run the study about 8 month months ago, but because on account of the Covid-19 pandemic, we managed to complete only the UU experiment. We believe that this form of reporting the experimental results emphasizes the main point of the paper: the mechanism that is involved in the FIE is visual-similarityvisual-similarity.
(3)  A. a Distractor similarity/dissimilarity: Can a dissimilar distractor be similar to any one of the other 14 remembered faces? The answer is negative, becauseas a result  of the following reasons. As described in experiment 1, each of the 30 faces in the upright orientation was compared with all the 30 faces in the inverted orientation. On the basis ofBased on this comparison, the two groups of similarity and non-similarity pairs of faces were constructed. These groups constituted the faces presented in experiment 2a (and the new UU experiment). Thus, this procedure took careattended to of the above concern and provideds a negative answer to the upward question. Furthermore, experiment 2b substantiated the results of experiment 1 with another method of similarity evaluation. 
(4)  B. We added the requested bars to the graphs.
(5)  C.c We added the required information.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: You may want to elaborate sightly on the nature of which information was added.
(6)  D.d The article was edited by an English editor.
(7)  E.e We added the requested spaces.
(8)  F.f The conclusion of the paper has already beenis already made clear in the abstract.
(9)  G.g No, there was not no preregistration.
(10) H.h We corrected the error that appeared on the Google drive.
(11) I.i We added this information (180 degreedegrees) in the introduction of the paper.
(12) J.j Yes, they may choose all five.                
	    
 
   
                  
