
[Note: Words have been changed in the response to the reviewer and in the comments to mask the study.]  

 

Response: We agree with your assessment, although there are two things we would like to 

clarify “Rregarding the “stranger-directedfamily” category.  it is necessary to clarify several 

issues.Firstly, thisthe “stranger” category  is established aroundhad two key features,: namely 

rage and paranoia. These features were also found in other categories, but the “stranger” category 

was characterized only had by these features.   Although the content of these delusions was not 

person-focused, it was not relationship-focused, as in the “family” category.  In addition, neither 

feature serves a positive function within the relationship. Nevertheless, It is very unlikely that 

people with delusions about a strangers would have a relationship with the stranger.  

 

Secondly, the family category had the features of rage, paranoia, and persecution. The features of 

paranoia and persecution were also part of the  whether “supernatural” category but not the 

“stranger” category.  This means suggests that when delusions were about the family were are 

more likely to be more debilitating than delusions about strangers.  to show the classic features 

of delusions. As we note in the paper, this possibility is consistent with other research on the 

content of delusions. In addition, whereas Tthe content of the delusions in the supernatural 

category overlapped with the content of the delusions in the supernatural stranger category, in 

that both could involve delusions about there were references to strangers in both categories, but 

delusions in the family category rarely included content about strangers.  

 

Comment [      1]: I don’t think that this paragraph is a convincing (or even 
relevant) response to the reviewer’s criticism.  
 

The reviewer wants you to provide justification for the “family” category, but 
you are focusing a lot on the “stranger” category.  
 
I would try to explain why the “family” category is relevant to your conceptual 
model, and then give a list of 2-4 empirical results that are consistent with this 
position. 

Comment [      2]: This point (that these delusions did not serve a positive 
interpersonal function) was not something you brought up in the paper. I 
deleted it here. If you still want to make this point, you need to include it in the 
paper (and then refer to it here). 

Comment [      3]: I found this paragraph to be much more relevant and 
convincing than first one. What do you think about dropping the first one and 
using my earlier comments to strengthen this one? 

Comment [      4]: I would add brief citations here in parentheses, like: 
 (Author, year; Author, year). 

Comment [      5]: What about adding that in the CFA, the family category 
explained just as much, or more, variance than the other five categories? 


