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Due to the limited availability of data, additional analysis was unable to identify which clinical, 
demographic, and illness-related variables were relevant in differentiating the 'BP group' and 'SZ 
concerning this dimension of capacity. 

3.2.3. Reasoning 

For Reasoning (Table 6), the 'BD group' had a slightly positive effect size (ES=0.18) but was not 
statistically significant (p=0.236). The only study with a significant effect size (p=0.001) was that of 
Mandarelli et al. (Mandarelli et al., 2018), with an ES=0.65. In this case, the studies exhibited significant 
heterogeneity (Q(5)=12.40, p = 0.030). 

The only study to highlight a negative effect size (ES=-0.31, p=0.21) was that of Appelbaum & 
Redlich (Appelbaum & Redlich, 2006). However, the results of this study showed a discrepancy 
between the data collected at one recruitment center (Durham), where the results of the two groups 
tended to overlap (SZ=6.94 ±1.61; BD=6.86 ±1.46), compared to another center (Worcester) (SZ=5.20 
±1.42; BD= 4.93 ±1.94). 

The only study to show a negative effect size (ES=-0.31, p=0.21) was that of Appelbaum & Redlich 
(Appelbaum & Redlich, 2006). However, the statistical analysis conducted by the researchers did not 
reveal any significant difference between the scores of the 'BD group' compared to that of the 'SZ 
group'. 

3.2.4. Expression of a choice 

For Expression of a choice (Table 7), the BD group had a slightly positive effect size (ES=0.23) 
but not significant (p=0.060). None of the studies had a significant effect size, and overall, they were 
not heterogeneous (Q(3)=1.80, p=0.407).  

Table 4. Understanding. 

Study No. of BD No. of SZ ES Sig. SE W 95% CI 

 

Appelbaum & Redlich  2006 22 63 0.33 0.180 0.25 14.21 % - 0.15, 0.81 
Cairns et al. 2005 29 84 -0.09 0.680 0.21 18.88 % - 0.51, 0.33 

López-Jaramillo et al. 2016 40 40 0.0 1.000 0.22 17.63 % - 0.43, 0.43 
Mandarelli et al.  2018 47 65 0.06 0.735 0.19 23.90 % - 0.31, 0.44 

Palmer et al. 2007 31 31 -0.09 0.708 0.25 13.73 % - 0.59, 0.40 
Srebnik et al. 2004 20 41 0.46 0.091 0.27 11.65 % - 0.07, 0.99 

Overall (random-effects 
model)* 

189 324 0.09 0.352 0.09 100 % - 0.10, 0.27 

Heterogeneity: Q=4.21; df=5 (p=0.519); I²= 0%; Tau²=0.00 

Table 5. Appreciation. 

Study No. 

of 

BD 

No. 

of 

SZ 

ES Sig. SE W 95% 

CI 

 Appelbaum 

& Redlich  

2006 

22 63 0.05 0.823 0.25 15.15 

% 

- 

0.43, 

0.54 

Cairns et al. 

2005 

29 84 -

0.04 

0.840 0.21 18.57 

% 

- 

0.46, 

0.38 
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Due to the limited availability of data, additional analysis was unable to identify which clinical, 
demographic, and illness-related variables were relevant in differentiating the 'BP group' and 'SZ 
concerning this dimension of capacity. 

3.2.3. Reasoning 

For Reasoning (Table 6), the 'BD group' had a slightly positive effect size (ES=0.18) but was not 
statistically significant (p=0.236). The only study with a significant effect size (p=0.001) was that of 
Mandarelli et al. (Mandarelli et al., 2018), with an ES=0.65. In this case, the studies exhibited significant 
heterogeneity (Q(5)=12.40, p = 0.030). 

The only study to highlight a negative effect size (ES=-0.31, p=0.21) was that of Appelbaum & 
Redlich (Appelbaum & Redlich, 2006). However, the results of this study showed a discrepancy 
between the data collected at one recruitment center (Durham), where the results of the two groups 
tended to overlap (SZ=6.94 ±1.61; BD=6.86 ±1.46), compared to another center (Worcester) (SZ=5.20 
±1.42; BD= 4.93 ±1.94). 

The only study to show a negative effect size (ES=-0.31, p=0.21) was that of Appelbaum & Redlich 
(Appelbaum & Redlich, 2006). However, the statistical analysis conducted by the researchers did not 
reveal any significant difference between the scores of the 'BD group' compared to that of the 'SZ 
group'. 

3.2.4. Expression of a choice 

For Expression of a choice (Table 7), the BD group had a slightly positive effect size (ES=0.23) 
but not significant (p=0.060). None of the studies had a significant effect size, and overall, they were 
not heterogeneous (Q(3)=1.80, p=0.407).  

Table 4. Understanding. 

Study No. of BD No. of SZ ES Sig. SE W 95% CI 

 

Appelbaum & Redlich  2006 22 63 0.33 0.180 0.25 14.21 % - 0.15, 0.81 
Cairns et al. 2005 29 84 -0.09 0.680 0.21 18.88 % - 0.51, 0.33 

López-Jaramillo et al. 2016 40 40 0.0 1.000 0.22 17.63 % - 0.43, 0.43 
Mandarelli et al.  2018 47 65 0.06 0.735 0.19 23.90 % - 0.31, 0.44 

Palmer et al. 2007 31 31 -0.09 0.708 0.25 13.73 % - 0.59, 0.40 
Srebnik et al. 2004 20 41 0.46 0.091 0.27 11.65 % - 0.07, 0.99 

Overall (random-effects 
model)* 

189 324 0.09 0.352 0.09 100 % - 0.10, 0.27 

Heterogeneity: Q=4.21; df=5 (p=0.519); I²= 0%; Tau²=0.00 

Table 5. Appreciation. 

Study No. 

of 

BD 

No. 

of 

SZ 

ES Sig. SE W 95% 

CI 

 Appelbaum 

& Redlich  

2006 

22 63 0.05 0.823 0.25 15.15 

% 

- 

0.43, 

0.54 

Cairns et al. 

2005 

29 84 -

0.04 

0.840 0.21 18.57 

% 

- 

0.46, 

0.38 
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López-

Jaramillo et 

al. 2016 

40 40 0.0 1.000 0.22 17.67 

% 

- 

0.43, 

0.43 

Mandarelli 

et al.  2018 

47 65 0.50 0.010 0.19 21.41 

% 

0.12, 

0.87 

Palmer et al. 

2007 

31 31 0.53 0.037 0.26 14.25 

% 

0.03, 

1.03 

Srebnik et al. 

2004 

20 41 0.35 0.195 0.27 12.96 

% 

- 

0.18, 

0.88 

Overall 

(random-

effects 

model)* 

189 324 0.23 0.037 0.11 100 

% 

0.01, 

0.44 

Heterogeneity: Q=6.73; df=5 (p=0.242); I²=25.70%; Tau²=0.02 

Table 6. Reasoning. 

Study No. 

of 

BD 

No. 

of 

SZ 

ES Sig. SE W 95% 

CI 

 Appelbaum 

& Redlich  

2006 

22 63 - 

0.31 

0.215 0.25 15.87 

% 

- 

0.79, 

0.18 

Cairns et al. 

2005 

29 84 0.00 0.985 0.21 17.79 

% 

- 

0.05, 

1.02 

López-

Jaramillo et 

al. 2016 

40 40 0.00 1.000 0.22 17.33 

% 

- 

0.43, 

0.43 
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Mandarelli 

et al.  2018 

47 65 0.65 0.001 0.20 18.96 

% 

0.27, 

1.04 

Palmer et al. 

2007 

31 31 0.18 0.462 0.25 15.60 

% 

- 

0.31, 

0.68 

Srebnik et al. 

2004 

20 41 0.49 0.074 0.27 14.45 

% 

- 

0.05, 

1.02 

Overall 

(random-

effects 

model)* 

189 324 0.18 0.074 0.27 100 

% 

- 

0.12, 

0.47 

Heterogeneity: Q=12.40; df=5 (p = 0.030); I²=59.69%; Tau²=0.08 

Table 7. Expression of a choice. 

Study No. 

of 

BD 

No. 

of 

SZ 

ES Sig. SE W 95% 

CI 

 Cairns et al. 

2005 

29 84 0.00 1.000 0.21 33.76 

% 

- 

0.42, 

0.42 

Mandarelli 

et al.  2018 

47 65 0.35 0.064 0.19 63.50 

% 

- 

0.02, 

0.73 

Palmer et al. 

2007 

31 31 0.35 0.167 0.25 36.50 

% 

- 

0.15, 

0.84 

Overall 

(random-

107 180 0.23 0.060 0.12 100 

% 

- 

0.01, 
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