Editorial comments:
1. Formatting: 
-Long abstract exceeds 300 words and must be shortened.

Response: Long abstract has been shortened. 

-Please split 1.3.4 into two steps.

Response: Step 1.3.4 has been split into three steps.

-Please include spaces between all numbers and units.

Response: All numbers and units have a space between them. 

-Please use superscript numbers for reference citations, including those in figure legends/tables. 

Response: All in-text references are now accompanied by their reference superscript number.

2. Results: 
-An appendix/supplemental material has not been provided as described.	

Response: We apologize; it has been uploaded as an Excel file. 

-Please provide a graphical representation of the data if possible, to provide visual interest for the video.

Response: Tables 3 and 4 have been substituted by graphs (Figures 1-4).

3. Discussion: Please discuss the future applications of the protocol.

Response: Because of the broad spectrum of research that the DRM task can be applied to, the authors have decided to include a sentence (line 463) that reflects the comprehensive nature of the DRM task: “Broadly speaking, future applications of the DRM task should continue addressing the reconstructive nature of memory, and more specifically, the transformation of single episodes into generalizable, flexible, and useful gist abstractions.”


Reviewers' comments:

General response to R1: The authors appreciate all the constructive feedback given by this reviewer. It has undoubtedly made the manuscript a more complete piece of work.

Reviewer #1: 
Manuscript Summary:
The authors provide instruction for the DRM paradigm. They recommend taking word lists from Stadler, Roediger, and McDermott (1999), presenting each list aurally at a pace of two seconds per word, and leaving delays between each word list. They provide instructions on how to measure true and false memory with recall and recognition, and they recommend that these be measured at least 24 hours after the presentation of the word lists if stress is a variable in the study. The authors present data using these methods that show robust false memories for the critical lures. Finally, the authors discuss deviations to this protocol and mention the debate about whether DRM errors are actually false memories. We believe the authors have adequately described this method of eliciting false memories and explained how researchers may deviate from some of their recommendations. All of the major steps are described in sufficient detail for a novice researcher to understand how to use the DRM procedure. Their results are reasonable and we imagine others would get similar results if they were to follow the instructions in the manuscript.

Major Concerns: We have not major concerns.  

Minor Concerns: We have just a few minor concerns and/or recommendations. 
1) The Stadler et al. (1999) norms are not the most recent norms. The authors might consider mentioning more recent norms from Gallo and Roediger (2002; Variability among word lists in eliciting memory illusions: Evidence for associative activation and monitoring).

Response: This reference has been added to the Protocol on line 153: “See also Gallo and Roediger49 for additional normed word lists.”

2) In their presentation of representative results, the authors should include effect sizes with their t-tests. These effect sizes will be useful for subsequent researchers' power analyses.

Response: Effect sizes (Cohen’s d) have been added to each statistical test in the Results section.

3) The authors should address the reliability of the DRM paradigm. Some studies have found it to be fairly reliable (e.g., Blair, Lenton, & Hastie, 2002, the reliability of the DRM paradigm as a measure of individual differences in false memories) whereas others have found low internal consistency (Lovden, 2003, The episodic memory and inhibition accounts of age-related increases in false memories: A consistency check).

Response: This information has been added to the Introduction (line 94, see also references 17 and 18): “…and there is considerable evidence that the DRM task is quite reliable27 (but see28).”

4) Finally, it might be useful to describe how to conduct signal detection analyses using recognition data. Signal detection analyses are becoming increasingly popular with the recognition tests of the DRM paradigm (e.g., in the articles cited as 8, 9, and 10 in the references). I don't think this is absolutely necessary but it could make a nice addition to the present version of the manuscript. It may be beyond the scope of this manuscript, so perhaps the authors can mention signal detection analyses and cite an article that explains how to do them.

Response: This information has been added to the Discussion (line 429): “Regarding statistical analysis, although in the current report we presented uncorrected recognition rates (for simplicity), the reader might consider signal detection methods to analyze the recognition test data53 (see Seamon et al.21 for a good example of signal detection methods with the DRM task).”

Additional Comments to Authors: None.   


Reviewer #2:
General response to R2: The authors appreciate all the attention given to the manuscript and all the constructive comments. The manuscript has definitely increased in quality because of their helpful critique.

Manuscript Summary:
In this article, the authors describe the Deese-Roediger-McDermott (DRM) false memory task and provide a "user's manual" to conduct the task in the laboratory. We note several minor concerns below that we feel should be addressed. If they are addressed, we recommend publication.

Major Concerns: N/A

Minor Concerns: 
1. The procedure outlined in the current paper calls for a 24 or 48-hour delay between the study and test phases. The authors should point out that these lengthy delays are rather uncommon. We realize that the authors are interested in false memory effects after sleep or after administration of a stressor task, in which memory consolidation is the primary focus. However, the results of the two experiments reported in the paper show critical lure false recall rates of 20%. This compares to the results of Stadler et al. (1999) who reported an average false recall rate of 51% across the top 18 DRM lists (p. 496). We assume that the differences between the results in the current paper and those of Stadler et al. stem primarily from the extended delay (i.e., after 24 or 48 hours, participants may not remember the list themes they studied, so they won't falsely recall the critical lures). Therefore, if readers of this article want to use this procedure to study false memory, it might be preferable to shorten the study/test delay so that false recall is greater than 20%.

Response: This information has been added to the Discussion (line 418): “Our mean false recall rates were M=.20. Across shorter delays, like those used by Stadler et al.48mean false recall rates can be higher (e.g., M=.51 for the top 18 lists48).”

2. We wonder about the method of having a recall test followed by a recognition test. As pointed out by Gallo (Associative Illusions of Memory, 2006), prior testing of the lists often increases false recognition of the critical lures compared to when the lists are not tested. This introduces a potential confound that users of the procedure will need to be aware of.

Response: This information has been added to the Discussion (line 370): “Related to this issue, in the current experiments, the recognition test was administered immediately after the free recall test, which has been found to increase recognition rates2,18; therefore, we caution the reader to interpret our recognition data accordingly.”

3. The authors stipulate that non-presented words (i.e., items from non-presented DRM lists and their corresponding critical lures) should be included on the recognition test. This is an important component of DRM recognition testing, but the authors might want to inform the reader that this part of the procedure represents a high-threshold correction that helps account for response bias. Although this is not important for the current paper, it is important to point out that this correction procedure is only one way to address response bias. Signal-detection methods may also be used.

Response: This information has been added to the Discussion (line 450): “This is one procedure that represents a high-threshold correction that addresses response bias. Another possible procedure is using signal detection methods (see Seamon et al.21).”


Additional Comments to Authors: N/A   


Reviewer #3:
General response to R3: The authors are grateful to this reviewer for providing such concise and helpful comments. We believe by incorporating their comments we have made this article a better piece of science.

Manuscript Summary: 
The paper was well written. The DRM has been used in a variety of contexts and is fairly simple to conduct using the current research available. However, the method described would be helpful for researchers who wish to use the DRM (particularly the recognition portion) because all of the necessary information is condensed. Descriptions of time delays between word items and lists is useful as well as descriptions of high frequency word lists. 

Major Concerns: 
-The paper rational describes a more recent controversy over the generalization of the DRM. This seems to comprise a substantial portion of the introduction and Discussion but is irrelevant to the main purpose of the paper. This section should be removed and replaced by focusing more on the common uses of the DRM. If the section remains, then it should be mentioned that newer studies are comparing this paradigm to other false memory paradigms. Therefore, this methodology will ensure researchers who are making these comparisons are able to replicate. As a result, there will be less cause to believe that mixed findings from these new studies are due to variations in the methodology.

Response: In line 87, in the Introduction we have changed the language to “Although both the DRM and misinformation paradigms are argued to assess false memory, newer studies have found small (r = .12)8 or no relationship9,10 between the misinformation and the DRM effects, suggesting that different mechanisms may be at play for each type of false memory”
We understand this delivers the point of the reviewer, specifically, that it seems that the DRM task is different than other false memory tasks.

-The section regarding recognition was a bit unclear. More clarity on how many lures, actual items, and non-represented items would be helpful.

Response: A note has been added to step 1.3.3.3 (line 208): “Note: For example, if 15 DRM word lists are presented during encoding, for the recognition test, present 120 words: 45 study words, 15 critical lure words, 45 non-presented list items from other non-studied DRM word lists, and 15 critical words from those non-studied DRM word lists. “


Minor Concerns: There is a typo on line 233.
  
Response: The error has been fixed.


Additional Comments to Authors: N/A   

Reviewer #4:
General response to R4: The authors appreciate all the time and attention given to our manuscript and are thankful for the constructive feedback given by this reviewer. As explained more specifically below, we have chosen to apply some of the changes suggested by the reviewer while leaving some out of the final version. We understand the main idea of the current report is to present a brief, yet comprehensive introduction of the most popular DRM research, accompanied with easily accessible methodology to utilize the task. Therefore, we have decided not to discuss thoroughly the DRM(RS) literature.

Manuscript Summary: 
General 
This paper contains a description of a paradigm for administering the "DRM" memory task. It is a useful contribution to methodology.

Specific 
1. Abstract, line 12 (and elsewhere). Make "wordlists" two words.

Response: All “wordlists” have been changed to “word lists”.

2. Although there are continuous line numbers, there are no page numbers. I like to have page numbers for reference purposes. I have numbered the pages, with 1 on the page with Line 1.

Response: Page numbers have been added.

3. P. 2, par. 2, Introduction. Lines 56 to 58 contain a history of the DRM procedure. It is actually a little more complex. I think that the following information should be included. Two other researchers should be recognized in the history of the paradigm: Read, who worked on it independently of the others and Solso, who worked on a similar procedure (Bruce & Winograd, 1988, p. 622; McKelvie, 2001). It has even been suggested that the paradigm be named the DRMRS procedure in recognition of the contributions or Read and Solso (McKelvie, 2001).

Response: We appreciate the thoroughness but we believe it would be better to keep the history of the task as simple as possible because this is a methods-oriented journal. This manuscript specifically is completely based on the task (re)developed by Roediger and McDermott (1995). Further, from our reading and understanding of the literature, we believe that a vast majority of the field refers to it as the DRM task, and we would not want to confuse the non-expert reader by varying its name. Nonetheless, we have added the references provided (see line 63): “Although some3,4 argue it should be called the DRMRS task, for the contributions of Read5 and Solso6, the most common name in the literature is the DRM task, and we call it by that name here.”	Comment by Author: Change RTR to reflect this new language.

4. Lines 62, 63. Is the implication that more natural materials are not needed for recognition studies as much as had been assumed? In other words, is it being argued that the DRM (RS) paradigm provides a non-natural set of materials to demonstrate false memory effects? If this is the argument, it would be helpful to state it explicitly.

Response: We do not try to make any claims that the DRM materials are “non-natural”. In lines 62-63 we are giving the reasoning of Roediger and McDermott (1995) for further developing Deese’s task. Our intention was to inform the reader that there is some Discussion about the generalizability of the DRM task and whether DRM illusions are comparable to false memories “retrieved” during therapy.

5. Par. 3, lines 82-84. What exactly is the argument here? Is it meant to support the notion that the DRM(RS) false memory mechanism is simply different from the misinformation effect mechanism? Or is it being suggested that DRM(RS) illusion can be seen as illustrating another process that is interesting for reasons other than false memory? Please clarify exactly what the main point is.

Response: We do not think these are two independent points. In fact, the misinformation paradigm, being particularly different than the DRM task, we believe it may reflect different memory processes than the DRM task. We believe this is expressed fairly clearly in the second paragraph of the introduction.

6. P. 2, bottom. The DRM(RS) false memory effect is indeed robust, both for recall and for recognition. It might be useful to give summary statistics for the rates of correct recall, correct recognition, false recall and false recognition, which can be found in two reviews (McKelvie, 2003, 2004).

Response: We have added these references to the Introduction, see line 93: “The DRM false memory effect is highly robust across studies (for quantitative reviews see17,18)”

7. P. 3, par. 3, line 109. Perhaps say more about how memory consolidation has been demonstrated, either here or later when the author's results are presented.
Response: Language has been added to clarify what we meant by targeting memory consolidation, see line 127 in the Introduction: “ In the current report, the DRM task procedures are explained in their simplest form, with a focus on targeting memory consolidation processes (i.e., experimental manipulations, such as stress and sleep, occur after encoding has finished), as this has been the focus in our laboratory.”

8. P. 4, Line 137. Should there be a protocol for visual presentation? This statement implies that both have equal value. However, later in the paper (line 333), it is auditory presentation is recommended.

Response: We presented the protocol as we have used it in our experiments, that is, using auditory presentation for the words. We added that statement in the protocol to inform the reader that visual presentation is also an option.

9. P. 5, Line 183. I think that the paradigm should include a set of words that serve as foils for the critical non-presented associates. Indeed, the authors recognize this (P. 9, lines 354-355). In fact, it has been done in many recognition memory experiments with the DRM(RS) paradigm. For a review of these studies, along with values for correct and false recognition adjusted for the false alarms, see McKelvie (2004).

Response: As the reviewer states, we have had included this in our Discussion (lines 450). We have added McKelvie (2004) as a reference, which should prove helpful for the reader.

10. P. 6, Line 253. The authors claims in this section that the results presented are representative. However, although the false memory effect in both recall and recognition is robust, it is unusual for the rate to be higher than the rates for correct recall and correct recognition. Although it is also implied (P. 7, lines 274-275) that this effect occurred in early research, I think that it should be observed that it is not typical. Evidence that correct recall and recognition are usually higher than false recall and recognition can be found here in McKelvie's (2003, 2004) reviews.

Response: We have added this information in the first paragraph of the Discussion, see line 401: “Additionally, although several early 2 studies, as well as the presented studies suggest that critical words (false memories) are consistently remembered better than study words (true memories), others have shown the opposite pattern, particularly for short term memory tests17,18.”


11. Pp. 6-7, previous results. Report standardized effect sizes.

Response: Effect sizes (Cohen’s d) have been added to each statistical test in the Results section.

12. It might also be suggested that it would be useful to have a protocol for testing recognition alone, without testing recall first. Recall has been shown to increase the subsequent recognition (McKelvie, 2004).

Response: We have added this information in the first paragraph of the Discussion, see line 370: “Related to this issue, in the current experiments, the recognition test was administered immediately after the free recall test, which has been found to increase recognition rates2,18; therefore, we caution the reader to interpret our recognition data accordingly”


13. P. 8, line 351. Say more about the correlations. What was correlated? Why exactly would a smaller number of lists have a particular impact on correlations?  

[bookmark: _GoBack]Response: Additional language has been added to clarify this in the 4th paragraph of the Discussion, see line 441: “Similarly, using an insufficient number of word lists may also decrease the ability to observe a clear effect, especially regarding correlations (i.e., statistically significant correlations are more difficult to observe when the range of a variable is small, as would be the case if few DRM word lists were included in a study25).”

References of papers mentioned above: 
McKelvie, S. J. (2001). Effects of free and forced retrieval instructions on false recall and recognition. The Journal of General Psychology, 128(3), 261–278. 
McKelvie, S. J. (2003). False recall with the DRMRS (“Drummers”) procedure: a quantitative summary and review. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 97, 1011–1030. 
McKelvie, S. J. (2004). False recognition with the Deese-Roediger-Reid- Solso procedure: A quantitative summary. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 98(3, Pt 2), 1387–2408. 

Conclusion I think that this is a useful contribution. However, some changes should be made if it is to be published.

Major Concerns: Give more history. Build into the paradigm a set of words that serve as foils for false recognition.

Minor Concerns: See narrative summary above. Some points should be clarified.

Additional Comments to Authors: N/A
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