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1- Model 1 with a constant timing threshold of 0.5
The shape of the corrected distribution
For the original RTs, Wald was the best fitting distribution function (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected F(1.003,4.013) =  12.20, p = 0.025, partial η2 = 0.753; Post hoc tests: MGaussian - MGamma = 75.39; t(4) = 25.669, ptukey = 0.00004; MGaussian - MWald = 86.88, t(4) = 19.64, ptukey = 0.0001; MGamma - MWald = 11.49, t(4) = 7.66, p = 0.0035). This result also applied to the corrected RTs (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected F(1.004,4.013) = 438.9; p =  0.00003, parial η2 = 0.99; Post hoc tests: MGaussian - MGamma = 29.503; t(4) = 14.588, ptukey = 0.0003; MGaussian - MWald = 34.79, t(4) = 12.71, ptukey = 0.0005; MGamma - MWald = 5.291, t(4) = 7.285, p = 0.004).
Gain in the precision and Scalar Variability
	For the constant timing threshold of 0.5, there was a ~17% gain in the timing precision as a result of threshold adjustment (t(4) = -138.477, p < 0.00001; Cohen’s d = 61.93; BF01 = 6.917e-6, error% = 7.0592-6, Moriginal = 0.24 (SD = 0.0072), Mcorrected = 0.198 (SD = 0.0078)). However, the RTs were not significantly prolonged as a result of threshold adjustment (t(4) = 1.65, p = 0.18, Cohen's d = 0.74, BF01 = 1.078, error% = 0.014, Moriginal = 0.39.97 (SD = 38.88), Mcorrected = 40.23 (SD = 39.22)).
Early signals of timing errors
As in the case of the constant timing threshold of 1, the metacognitive variable at the beginning of the timing process could predict metacognitive judgments (ß25 = 3.7496, ß50 = 2.0081,  ß100 = 0.9440; all ps < 0.001).


2- Model 1 with a constant threshold of 0.75
The shape of the corrected distribution
As in the 0.5 constant timing threshold model, Wald was the best fitting distribution function for the original RTs (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected F(1.072,4.287) = 603.4; p <  0.00001, parial η2 = 0.99; Post hoc tests: MGaussian - MGamma = 49.27; t(4) = 29.79, ptukey = 0.00002; MGaussian - MWald = 55.29, t(4) = 23.26, ptukey = 0.00006; MGamma - MWald = 6.023, t(4) = 6.89, p = 0.005). However, for the corrected RTs, Gamma and Wald fitted equally better than the Gaussian distribution function (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected F(1.002,4.008) =  26.51, p = 0.0067, partial η2 = 0.87; Post hoc tests: MGaussian - MGamma = 19.51; t(4) = 6.15, ptukey = 0.0078; MGaussian - MWald = 22.65, t(4) =4.86, ptukey = 0.018; MGamma - MWald = 3.15, t(4) = 2.092, p = 0.21).
Gain in the precision and abidance to scalar Property
	For the constant timing threshold of 0.75, the gain in time precision as a result of RT correction was around 16% (t(4) = 14.44, p = 0.00013, Cohen's d = 6.46; BF01 = 0.0060, error% = 0.0011, Moriginal = 0.19 (SD = 0.0043), Mcorrected = 0.16 (SD = 0.0041)). However, as in the case of the timing threshold of 0.5, the RTs were not prolonged as a result of threshold adjustment (t(4) = 1.83, p = 0.14, Cohen's d = 0.82; BF01 = 0.93, error% = 0.016, Moriginal = 58.998 (SD = 57.28), Mcorrected = 59.296 (SD = 57.62)).
Early signals of timing errors
As in the case of the constant timing threshold of 1, the metacognitive variable at the beginning of the timing process could predict metacognitive judgments (ß25 = 2.68, ß50 = 2.08, ß100 = 0.96; all ps < 0.001).
Together, these findings suggest that Model 1 has comparable results for different threshold values.
3- Model 1 with a constant correction factor of 5%
The shape of the corrected distribution
	For the original RTs, Wald and Gamma distributions were equally better than Gaussian distribution function (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected F(1.004,4.017) =  61.56, p = 0.0014, partial η2 = 0.94; Post hoc tests: MGaussian - MGamma = 35.709; t(4) = 9.71, ptukey = 0.0014; MGaussian - MWald = 40.026, t(4) = 7.29, ptukey = 0.0042; MGamma - MWald = 4.32, t(4) = 2.35, p = 0.16). This result also applied to the corrected RTs (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected F(1.002,4.010) = 33.35; p =  0.00443, parial η2 = 0.89; Post hoc tests: MGaussian - MGamma = 14.59; t(4) = 7.30, ptukey = 0.0041; MGaussian - MWald = 16.22, t(4) = 5.33, ptukey = 0.013; MGamma - MWald = 1.62, t(4) =1.55, p = 0.36).
Gain in the precision and Scalar Variability
The gain in time precision as a result of RT correction was around ~12% (t(4) = 23.21, p = 0.00002, Cohen's d = 10.38; BF01 = 0.0015, error% = 2.582e-4, Moriginal = 0.17 (SD = 0.0054), Mcorrected = 0.15 (SD = 0.0037)). However, the RTs were not prolonged as a result of threshold adjustment (t(4) = 2.43, p = 0.072; Cohen's d = 1.086; BF01 = 0.58, error% = 6.751e-4, Moriginal = 78.63 (SD = 576.84), Mcorrected = 78.78 (SD = 76.83).
Early signals of timing errors
As in the case of constant threshold of 1, metacognitive variable at the beginning of the timing process could predict metacognitive judgments (ß25 = 2.068, ß50 = 1.91, ß100 = 0.98; all ps < 0.001).




4- Model 1 with constant correction factor of 2.5%
The shape of the corrected RT distribution
For the original RTs, Wald was the best fitting distribution function (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected F(1.009,4.036) = 221.4; p =  0.0001, partial η2 = 0.98; Post hoc tests: MGaussian - MGamma = 37.97; t(4) =18.65, ptukey = 0.00012; MGaussian - MWald = 43.135, t(4) = 13.86, ptukey = 0.0004; MGamma - MWald = 5.16, t(4) =4.69, p = 0.020). This result also applied to the corrected RTs (Greenhouse-Geisser corrected F(1.009,4.035) =  146.5, p = 0.00025, partial η2 = 0.97; Post hoc tests: MGaussian - MGamma = 17.83; t(4) = 14.73, ptukey = 0.00028; MGaussian - MWald = 20.83, t(4) = 11.41, ptukey = 0.00075; MGamma - MWald = 2.998, t(4) = 4.769, p = 0.019).
Gain in the precision and abidance to scalar variability
The gain in time precision as a result of RT correction was around ~10% (t(4) = 28.13, p < 0.00001, Cohen's d = 15.58; BF01 = 8.403e-4, error% = 1.924e-4, Moriginal = 0.167 (SD = 0.0050), Mcorrected = 0.15 (SD = 0.0044)). The RTs were not prolonged as a result of threshold adjustment (t(4) = 1.35, p = 0.248; Cohen's d = 0.60; BF01 = 1.35, error% = 0.012, Moriginal = 78.16 (SD =51.38), Mcorrected = 78.26 (SD = 51.45).
Early signals of timing errors
As in the case of constant timing threshold of 1, metacognitive variable at the beginning of the timing process could predict metacognitive judgments (ß25 = 1.94, ß50 = 1.93, ß100 = 1.032; all ps < 0.001).




5- Model 1 with reference  of .25
The shape of the corrected RT distribution
For the original RTs, Wald and Gamma equally better than Gaussian (F(1.007,4.028) = 61.58, p = 0.00138, partial η2 = 0.94; MGaussian -MGamma = 29.47, SE = 2.99, ptukey = 0.0013; MGaussian - MWald = 30.955, SE = 4.342, ptukey = 0.0045; MGamma - MWald = 1.49, SE = 1.38, ptukey = 0.58). This result also applied to the corrected RTs (F(1.008,4.034) = 41.90, p = 0.0028, partial η2 = 0.91; MGaussian -MGamma = 13.17, SE = 1.71, ptukey = 0.0033; MGaussian - MWald = 14.64, SE = 2.42, ptukey = 0.0083; MGamma - MWald = 1.47, SE = 0.74, ptukey = 0.23). 
Gain in the precision and abidance to scalar variability
The gain in precision for the Model 1 with of 0.25 was around 23% (t(4) = 50.947, p < 0.00001, Cohen’s d = 22.784; BF01 = 1.459e-4, error % = 5.940e-5, MOriginal = 0.17 (SD = 0.0071), Mcorrected = 0.13 (SD = 0.0068). The RTs were not prolonged as a result of correction (t(4) = 2.67, p = 0.056, Cohen’s d = 1.195, BF01 = 0.49, error % = 7.640e-4, MOriginal = 78.63 (SD = 76.66), Mcorrected = 79.06 (SD = 77.0099)). 
Early signals of timing errors
 As in all other versions of Model 1, metacognitive variable at the beginning of the timing process could predict metacognitive judgments (ß25 = 2.012, ß50 = 1.92, ß100 = 1.008; all ps < 0.001).
6- Model 1 with reference  of 0
The shape of the corrected RT distribution
	For the original RTs, Gamma and Wald equally better than Gaussian (Greenhouse-Geisser F(1.006, 4.025) = 42.87, p = 0.0027, partial η2 = 0.92; MGaussian - MGamma = 3.32, SE = 4.09, ptukey = 0.0035; MGaussian - MWald = 33.878, SE = 5.55, ptukey = 0.008; MGamma - MWald = 2.557, SE = 1.502, ptukey = 0.31). For the corrected RTs, Gamma, Gaussian and Wald were equally well fitting (Greenhouse-Geisser F(1.007,4.027) = 7.29, p = 0.054).
Gain in the precision and abidance to scalar variability
	The gain in precision was around 29% (t(4) = 41.012, p < 0.0001, Cohen’s d = 18.341; BF01 = 2.736e-4, error % = 1.110e-4; Moriginal = 0.17 (SD = 0.0067); Mcorrected = 0.12 (SD = 0.005). RT was also prolonged as a result of correction (t(4) = 9.327, p = 0.00074, Cohen’s d = 4.171, BF01 = 0.021, error % = 2.913e-6).
Early signals of timing errors
As in all other versions of Model 1, metacognitive variable at the beginning of the timing process could predict metacognitive judgments (ß25 = 1.94; ß50 = 1.92; ß100 = 0.97 all p < 0.001).
7- Comparison of metacognitive abilities for   = 0 and   =  0.5
	We tested whether setting noise parameter  to zero resulted in an improved MEM performance. For this, we separately compared the slopes for magnitude monitoring and error directionality across two versions of Model 1 where  = 0 and   =  0.5.
For magnitude monitoring, independent samples t-test revealed that Model 1 with  = 0.5 was significantly larger by ~3.1% (t-test: t(7.999) = -2.484, p = 0.038; BF01 = 0.45, error % = 1.277e-5; M = 0.5 = -0.0098, SD = 2.280e-4; M = 0 = -0.0095, SD = 2.302e-4). This result, however, did not apply to the ability to correctly report the error directionality (Welch’s t-test: t(6.062) = -1.305, p = 0.24; BF01 = 1.2408, error % = 0.003;  M = 0.5 = 0.042, SD = 0.038; M = 0 =0.089, SD = 0.072).

