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Table S1.

Studies Included in the Meta-analysis of the Sex Differences on CR

Study Year T}g;fTOf N dyy I Sample

Aczel et al. 2015  original 864 0.256 .62

Aktas et al. 2017  original 267 0.124 54 Study 1
original 239 0.345 .63 Study 2
original 382 -0.165 .73  Study3

Albaity et al. 2014  original 880 0.486 -

Alods-Ferrer et al. 2016  original 155 0476 -

Alos-Ferrer & Hugelschéfer 2012  original 416  0.827 - Exp. 1
original 111 0.528 - Exp. 2
original 364 0.335 - Exp. Class

Avram 2018  original 194  0.441 -

Bar-Hillel et al. 2019  V-CRT 394  0.056 .49

Baron et al. 2015  original 103 0.242 .62

Bialek et al. 2019  CRT-6 123 0258 .78 Study1
original 122 0.124 .78  Study 2

Bosch-Doménech et al. 2014  original 623 0.394 -

Bosley et al. 2019  original 451 0.438 .62

Bronstein et al. 2019  original 947 0387 .70
V-CRT 947 0.068 .63

Brosnan et al. 2014  original 68 0.517 -

Browne et al. 2014  original 1,137 0.538 -

Burger et al. 2020  original 399  0.266 54 Study 1
CRT-6 399 0322 .78 Study 1
original 304 0458 .53  Study?2
CRT-6 304 0.516 .77 Study2

Byrd & Conway 2019  original 276  0.181 .80 Study 1
V-CRT 276 -0.080 - Study 1
original 191 0.120 .78 Study 2
V-CRT 191 0.100 - Study 2

Caceres & San Martin 2017  original 19 1.060 -

Calvillo et al. 2019  CRT-7 411  0.539 - Exp. 1
CRT-7 231 0.086 - Exp. 2

Campitelli & Gerrans 2014  original 2,019 0.336 .66

Campitelli & Labollita 2010  original 155 0.220 -

Capraro et al. 2017  CRT-7 677 0.604 -

Cavojova et al. 2019  CRT-7 121  0.604 .77

Cheng & Janssen 2019  V-CRT 135 0.110 .60

Corgnet et al. 2015  CRT-7 150 0.603 - Study 1
CRT-7 158 0.673 - Study 2




Table S1.

Continuation

Study Year T}C’I;fTOf N dxy I Sample

Corgnet et al. 2016  CRT-7 150 0.549 -

Drummond & Fischhoff 2017  original 395 0383 .80 Study la
original 393 0324 .73 Study lc
original 268 0.307 .80 Study?2

Duttle & Inukai 2015  original 66 1.155 -

Finucane & Gullion 2010  CRT-6 608 0.408 .80

Fosgaard et al. 2019  original 1,926 0.377 -

Frederick 2005 original 3,428 0.112 -

Gervais et al. 2018  original 3,461 0.370 -

Grossman et al. 2014  CRT-4 224 0.346 -

Guthrie et al. 2007  original 241 0.132 -

Kahan 2017  original 1,993 0.381 .65

Kiss et al. 2016  original 900 0.343 -

Koehler & Pennycook 2019  V-CRT 866 0.138 .61

Lohse 2016  original 284 0.359 -

Narayanan & Moritz 2015  original 96 0.062 -

Mandel & Kapler 2018  original 190 0.636 .71 Exp.1
original 316 0.223 .80 Exp.2

Mufioz-Murillo et al. 2020  original 195 0.676 -

Obrecht et al. 2009  original 417 0.606 -

*Otero 2019  original 1,367 0.452 .58
CRT-10 1,367 0.632 .70

Otero 2020 CRT-10 186 0.325 .65 Study?2
original 186 0.113 .64 Study?2
V-CRT 186 0475 45 Study?2

Pennycook et al. 2012  original 223 0324 - Study 1
original 267 0.473 - Study 2

Pennycook et al. 2016  original 369 0.510 -

Pennycook & Rand 2019a original 799 0320 .68 Studyl
V-CRT 790 0.158 .57 Studyl
original 2,630 0.512 .71 Study 2
V-CRT 2,615 0.150 .58 Study2

Pennycook & Rand 2019b  original 401 0351 .74 Study 1
V-CRT 401 0.092 .63 Study1
original 397 0233 .74 Study2
V-CRT 395 0.134 .54 Study 2




Table S1.

Continuation
Study Year T}C’I;fTOf N dxy I Sample
Ponti & Carbone 2009  original 48 0.873 -
Ponti et al. 2014  original 192 0.512 -
*Primi et al. 2015  original 939 0.340 -
CRT-6 908 0.320 .76
Primi et al. 2018  original 281 0.719 - Study 1b
original 282 0.624 -
original 282 0.624 -
original 282 0.529 -
original 282 0.529 -
original 282 0.529 -
original 282 0.434 -
original 282 0.434 -
original 281 0.339 -
CRT-6 181 0.699 .76 Study?2
Razmyar & Reeve 2013  original 150 0.606 .64
Royzman et al. 2014  original 527 0372 .75
Royzman et al. 2015  CRT-6 548 0335 .85
Sajid & Li 2019  original 601 0.508 .72
Schulze & Newell 2015  original 58 0.817 - Exp. 2a
original 58 0.829 - Exp. 2b
Sinayev & Peters 2015 CRT-5 1,459 0473 - Study 2
®Sirota et al. 2021 °CRT-N 112 0.160 .75

‘CRT-N 113 0225 .75
‘CRT-N 113 0225 .75
‘CRT-N 113 0290 .75
‘CRT-N 113 0290 .75
‘CRT-N 113 0290 .75
‘CRT-N 113 0355 .75
‘CRT-N 113 0355 .75
‘CRT-N 111 0420 .75
V-CRT 112 -0.200 .83
V-CRT 113 -0.130 .83
V-CRT 113 -0.130 .83
V-CRT 113 -0.060 .83
V-CRT 113 -0.060 .83




Table S1.

Continuation

Study Year T}C’I;fTOf N dy I Sample
V-CRT 113 -0.060 .83
V-CRT 113 0.010 .83
V-CRT 113 0.010 .83
V-CRT 111 0.070 .83

Skagerlund et al. 2018  original 2,058 0.432 .63

Srol 2019  original 1,204 0.550 .70
CRT-4 1,204 0.520 .65

Stagnaro et al. 2018 original 2,759 0364 -

Stagnaro et al. 2019  original 513 0279 .63 Studyl
original 545 0421 .69 Study2
V-CRT 545 0324 .65 Study2

Stahl & Van Prooijen 2018  original 333 -0.098 .72 Study 1
V-CRT 333 -0.293 .60 Study 1
original 302 0345 .74 Study 2
V-CRT 302 0.060 .66 Study?2

Stieger & Reips 2016  original 2,127 0.275 .64

Svenson et al. 2018  original 122 0.438 .69

Teigen et al. 2018  original 130 0.570 .71

*Thomson & Oppenheimer 2016  original 129 0.813 .62
V-CRT 131 0.248 .51

*Toplak et al. 2014  original 158 0.637 -

CRT-4 158 0.652 -

Toplak et al. 2017 CRT-11 232 0473 .80

Ventis 2015  original 146 0.449 .67

Welsh et al. 2013  original 102 0.516 -

Willard & Norenzayan 2017  original 1,006 0.306 -

Woike 2019  original 698 0.250 .78  Study 2
CRT-3 698 0.330 .66 Study2

Yilmaz et al. 2019  original 8,647 0.445 -

Yilmaz & Saribay 2016  original 337 0293 .72 Study1
original 691 0.600 .50 Study2
original 126 0.128 .43 Study 3a
original 86 0.473 .70  Study 3b

*Yilmaz & Saribay 2017  original 395 0366 .75
V-CRT 395 -0.020 .64

Zhang et al. 2016  Original 205 0.370 .75




Note. N = sample size; dy, = observed effect size; r« = internal consistency reliability of
CR; CRT-3 = cognitive reflection test of Frederick (2005); V-CRT = verbal-CRT.

*The effect sizes are from the same sample but using different CR test.

°The distribution of effect sizes were obtained from a meta-analytic study.

‘The CRT used in this study is a mixture of the CRT-3 (Frederick, 2005) and the CRT-7 of
Toplak et al. (2014).
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