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Dear Dr. Mojescik,
Thank you for your submission to Collabra. After reading the original reviews and decision letter, I was overall positive about the manuscript but did feel the need to consult one additional expert reviewer. As you will read, this reviewer is also mainly positive, but also raises a few issues. The two comments that stood to me (and that I hadn’t picked up on myself) are about the potential difference in reliability between your gist and detail measures, which might translate to differences in the correlation with the subjective ratings, and the fixed order of questioning. Please address these points in the revision. In addition, please carefully consider the other points raised by the reviewer, although I see them as less crucial and thus leave it up to you whether or not you want to act on them.
In your resubmission, please include a document with a point-by-point response to both the points I list here and the reviewers’ comments, outlining each change made in your manuscript or providing a suitable rebuttal. 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 necessary copyright permissions have been obtained. This may be 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 contact the editorial office at editorialoffice@collabra.org.
We hope you can submit your revision within the next six weeks. If you cannot make this deadline, please let us know as early as possible.
Sincerely,
Sebastiaan Mathôt
Reviewer 1
Rating scale questions
	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	The study/studies in this manuscript have strong construct validity (good measures and/or manipulations of the constructs the authors wish to study). (Choose “Neutral” if this is not an empirical manuscript)
	
	✔
	
	
	

	The study/studies in this manuscript have strong statistical validity (appropriate statistical tests, assumptions are clear and reasonable, no statistical errors, appropriate statistical inferences, etc.). (Choose “Neutral” if this is not an empirical manuscript)
	
	✔
	
	
	

	The study/studies in this manuscript have strong internal validity (any causal claims or implications are well-justified, alternative explanations are thoroughly considered, etc.). (Choose “Neutral” if this is not an empirical manuscript, or no causal claims are made or even vaguely implied.)
	
	✔
	
	
	

	The study/studies in this manuscript have strong external validity (authors appropriately constrain their conclusions based on the limits of the generalizability of their findings to other contexts (including from lab to real world), other populations, other stimuli or measures, etc.)
	
	
	✔
	
	


Open response questions
Please write your review here. The author(s) will see this review. Your identity will not be revealed to the authors unless you also include your name (i.e., sign your review) in this box. It is up to you whether to reveal your identity or not, either is fine.
SUMMARY
This manuscript reports the results of a study on the relationships between objective and subjective measures of episodic memory, and tested whether these relationships differ between older (68-75 years old) and younger adults (20-25 years old). Episodic memories were induced using an event-imagination paradigm in which participants imagined events comprising a theme, a famous person, and object, and a location, the latter three being presented as images and words. The objective measures of episodic memory comprised performance on a 4-alterative test of gist memory (i.e., select the appropriate person / object / location for an event, based on its theme), and a 2-alternative test of memory for perceptual details (i.e., for faces: select which of two pictures of the same person was shown in the imagination task; for objects and locations: select which of two pictures of objects or locations belonging to the same basic level category was associated with the event).
The main finding of interest was that for both age groups, memory vividness and memory confidence were associated with accurate recognition of gist, but not with memory for perceptual details, and that this pattern of associations was similar for the two age groups.
EVALUATION
This study presents a highly powered replication and extension of an earlier study by Cooper and Ritchley (2022), using an exact replication of their methods and analyses. My evaluation of the study is that it makes a nice empirical contribution to the field by replicating earlier work and adding the comparison of the relationship between objective and subjective memory measures for younger and older adults. Moreover, the authors did an exemplary job in their adherence to the recommendations for open science. That said, I do have some points of critique and suggestions to improve the paper before it can be published.
My main concern about the study is whether the comparison of the correlations with the two objective memory tests is fair, given that there are several differences between these two memory tests that might have influenced the correlations.
To start, the two measures probably differed in reliability as a 4-AFC test would be expected to generate a more reliable measure of memory contents than a 2-AFC (e.g, Rodriguez, 2005). Importantly, a lower reliability would entail that the correlation with another measure is also bound to be lower (e.g., Vul et al., 2009), thus offering a potential explanation for why the correlation with perceptual details was non-significant and lower than that observed for gist. The authors could address this issue by computing the reliability (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha) of each of the two memory tests, and then using these reliability estimates to normalize the correlation: rc = ru / sqrt (r11 * r22), where rc is the corrected correlation, ru is the observed (uncorrected) correlation, and r11 and r22 are the reliabilities of the two measures (formula copied from http://www.med.uottawa.ca/courses/CMED6203/Index_notes/Reliability & Correlations.htm#:~:text=rc %3D ru %2F sqrt,0.8 gives rc %3D 0.44.).
Another potentially problematic aspect of the chosen methodology is that memory for gist was always probed before memory for perceptual details. Arguably, this could lead to relatively inflated performance for the test of perceptual details, as previous work has shown that repeatedly probing the same engram leads to an increase in performance (i.e., if you test the different pairwise associations for an engram comprised of three elements, performance increases across the sequence of tests; e.g., Horner & Burgess, 2013). This potential benefit of retrieval practice could impact the observed correlations as inflated performance means there will be less variance.
Relatedly, a more minor suggestion would be for the authors to explain and motivate their choice of how the objective memory measures were computed. Based on the means reported for the analyses of memory performance (p. 12-13), it seems the authors computed the average total number of elements recognized correctly per engram. What should be clarified here or in the methods section is whether these scores were corrected for the different guess rates in the 2- and 4-alternative choice tests that were used for to test memory for perceptual details and gist.
Another aspect that should be clarified about the objective memory tests is the order in which the tests of the three types of elements (faces / objects / locations) were presented: Was the order of these tests randomized, counterbalanced, or fixed? If it was fixed, this could again introduce a retrieval practice effect that would lead to differences in performance for the three elements, potentially contributing to a difference in correlations.
Lastly, the authors could discuss whether the memory tests for perceptual detail were equivalent for the three elements. Here, it seems that the test for faces would require more detailed information than the tests for objects and locations, as the latter involved a lure that was a different exemplar from the same basic level category while the former involved a lure of the same exemplar (i.e., another picture of the same person).
Taken together, I think that the methods used to measure of memory for gist and perceptual details have some suboptimalities that could be detrimental to the interpretation of any differences in correlation with these two measures. For future studies, a better approach might be to assess memory for gist and detail independently across different engrams, using a choice task with the same number of choice options for each type of memory, much like Brady et al. (2008) assessed and compared memory for pictures of objects at the level of gist, exemplar, and state.
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See a supplemental file titled “2279537-reviewers_response.pdf”
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Dear Dr. Mojescik,
Thank you for submitting your revision to Collabra: Psychology. At this point, I felt there was no need to send the manuscript out for external review yet again, and so instead I read the revision myself. I feel you have done excellent and thorough job in revising the manuscript (which in part simply came down to clarifying why the reviewer comments about the order and reliability were actually not applicable). In other words: congratulations, it is my pleasure to accept your manuscript as is! And thank you for submitting such solid work to Collabra!
As there are no further reviewer revisions to make, you do not have to complete any tasks at this point.
You will be receiving separate correspondence regarding any production and technical comments, data deposits, as well as publication charges. We work with the Copyright Clearance Center to process any applicable APC charges. Please note that your APC transaction must be completed before your article gets published.
You will have an opportunity to check the page proofs before we publish your article. Thank you again for publishing in Collabra: Psychology.
Sincerely,
Sebastiaan Mathôt




