Review notes by Zoltan Kekecs:
I really appreciate the authors thorough response to the comments by the editor, the other reviewer, and me.
I am happy with almost all responses by the authors. I only have two comments. The first is more significant, while the second is minor:

· Now the intervention and control groups are getting better matched, which is a good thing. Nevertheless, there are still important differences that I don’t see the reason of between the protocols for the control and the intervention group. 

Difference 1: The Treatment group has Step 1 and Step 2 in the instructions, where in Step 1 they do a voluntary version of the task. This means that the Treatment group closes their eyes (relaxes?), and does the behavior twice as many times as the Control group. I don’t see a good rationale for this discrepancy between the two groups. 

Difference 2: The Treatment group is explicitly told right BEFORE the involuntariness rating that: “What we’re aiming for is for that to feel completely involuntary, as if it was happening all by itself and that you aren’t involved in the process.” While the control group is only reminded of this AFTER the involuntariness scoring: “Now, the idea is that we’re going to try to make that feel involuntary” I don’t see a good reason for this difference in the scoring protocol.

Difference 3: The Treatment group gets more nudge to practice than the Control group. The Control group hears: “Now, the idea is that we’re going to try to make that feel involuntary. Do you think that you could make that feel more involuntary if you gave it another try?” while the Treatment group hears: “Is there anything you could also imagine, anything at all, that might make that feel more involuntary if you gave it another try? For example, some people imagine someone pushing their head forwards and backwards. Others imagine that they won’t be aware of their thoughts or feelings related to it”. A matching encouragement would be better. 

I suggest simply taking the Treatment group protocol word for word, and slightly adjusting it in a way that all instructions for explicitly imagining involuntariness is replaced with matched instructions and encouragement. I see that the authors did not implement my suggestion for matching instructions for imagination. If imagination is too close to the intervention, it could be replaced by “repetition”.

For example this could be the Training suggestion 1 step for the control group:
Head Nod (Crossed out sections are removed from the Treatment group protocol, bolded sections are replacements.) I don’t expect this to be implemented exactly, just giving an example of how such close matching could be achieved.

Step 1 
Now, please relax as you sit there. Please close your eyes and nod your head forwards and backwards for a few seconds. Please do that now. Allow 5 seconds. Great, thanks you can open your eyes and relax again. I imagine that you knew you were making that movement voluntarily. 
Step 2 
Now, the idea is that we’re going to try to make that feel involuntary through repetition the use of imagination. So, I’d like you to do it again, when I indicate, but this time I’d like you to also imagine that you’re not involved in the process at all, as if your head is moving your head to move all by itself. Please also imagine whatever you think might make it It will feel more involuntary. Please also imagine that you won’t be aware of any thoughts or feelings that would contradict that. 
Okay, please close your eyes and do that now: relax and nod your head while imagining all of those things. Allow 5 seconds. Please open your eyes and relax again. 
Now please relax as you sit there. I want you to think about your head nodding, as if in agreement, entirely automatically. Simply sitting there quietly and relaxed, your head will begin to nod. All by itself. Allow your head to nod. At first it will be small, almost imperceptible, movements. Forwards and backwards. Head nodding. All by itself. Each nod slightly more significant than the one before. Each nod more obvious. Nod after nod after nod.
What we’re aiming for is for that to feel completely involuntary, as if it was happening all by itself and that you aren’t involved in the process. Please indicate below how involuntary the experience felt, where zero means entirely voluntary and five means entirely involuntary. If the score is five, move to the next exercise.

Is there anything you could also imagine do, anything at all, that might make that feel more involuntary if you gave it another try? For example, some people say that repeating the exercise multiple times makes it more feel automatic. imagine someone pushing their head forwards and backwards. Others imagine that they won’t be aware of their thoughts or feelings related to it

If no, move to the next exercise. 

Now I’d like you to attempt the same exercise again, but this time imagine it will feel more involuntary. Please imagine that it is as involuntary as it could be.
…

· This simulation result feels strange: “For testing the null hypothesis, 120 participants achieved 98% probability for the subjective measure B < 1/3, but only 67% for the involuntariness measure B < 1/3. Increasing to 130 participants increased the probability to 81% for B < 1/3. We have therefore increased the upper limit to 130 to accommodate these calculations.” It is very uncommon that adding 10 participants to the sample size would increase expected power by 14% at these sample sizes. The code runs as intended, and it does produce the number indicated by the authors, however, I did not check the code in detail to fully understand it. I would just like to encourage the authors to double check this part of their work to make sure that the numbers reported in the text are all accurate. 
· 
· 

