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Calibration of confidence judgment

< 2 x5 4
= M 0.19 M 0.52,
F(1.74) 8.53,P 0.005,n 2 0.10 F(4.74)
3.61,P 0.01,n2 0.17
< Figurel
R HDS 3,4
Test score
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= M 0.16 M 0.49,
F(1.74) 12.15,P 0.0001,n 2 0.16 F(4.71)
4.21,P 0.004n 2 0.19
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Schema Representation test
< , M 4.49 M 3.83
, F ,78 8.55,p<0.005, n 2=0.10
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