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Fig. 1. The paradigm under the three-sentense
condition
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Table 1. Means and SD's of confidence for performance of
correct and incorrect word recall

Correct recall Incorrect recall

Mean 82.96 54.99
SD 12.67 15.72
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Table 2. Means and SD s of confidence for performance of
correct word recall on successful and unsuccessful trials

Unsuccessful trials
80.95
12.33

Successful trials
88.60
9.99

Mean
SD

WNT, =7y PEBEOEMAEIZKT 587 5 —<
v ZHEEEOZEHRK & LT, BB RIS DOV TR
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A, 2X—5XDME%RS TRTOFMFHTENT
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Table3. Confidence for performance of correct word
recall on each memory load condition

2-sent. 3-sent. 4-sent. 5-sent.
Mean 92.10 80.59 85.70 90.58
SD 10.78 12.92 12.68 11.28
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Fig. 2. Confidence for performance of
correct and incorrect word recall by high
and low span participants
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Fig. 3. Confidence for performance of
correct word recall on successful and
unsuccessful trials by high and low span
participants
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