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* Double system lens model: uses symmetric statistical APPARATUS

Discussion

The results indicate the lens model can be used to evaluate phishing judgments. The best evidence for this is seen in the
high R, and R, values. Varying achievement scores were also observed across participants consistent with their varying
levels of performance in the judgment task.

ANALYSIS CAPABILITIES LIMITATIONS

* Compare cue validities and utilizations: is there a mismatch °

models of the environment and the judgment values * PC or mobile smartphone with Roundcube (web-based

made by the human to evaluate human judgment email client) was used to interact with the emails

* Affords numerous analysis capabilities INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

* PC and mobile smartphone experimental conditions
r, = GR,Rs + C+/1 — R2\/1 — RZ P °

* Dichotomous criterion: 1 for phishing, 0 for legitimate Email distribution — consistent with prior

between what cues are most diagnostic and what cues are being phishing research
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DEPENDENT MEASURE

* Judgment the participant made about an email: * Compare judgment strategies of different humans to each other .

Use of multiple linear regression over

1 if sorted into “suspicious”, 0 if sorted into “keep” and to the environment model

DATA ANALYSIS

* Link-based phishing emails only:

logistic regression to handle dichotomous

\

N\

* Training and design intervention applications criterion, judgments, and cues
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