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Appendix C. Information on CRT and ToM Responses

CRT Instrument

Taken from Frederick (2005):

(1) A bat and a ball cost $1.10 in total. The bat costs a dollar more than the ball. How much
does the ball cost? _ cents
[Correct answer: 5 cents; intuitive answer: 10 cents]

(2) If it takes 5 machines 5 minutes to make 5 widgets, how long would it take 100 machines
to make 100 widgets? ___ minutes
[Correct answer: 5 minutes; intuitive answer: 100 minutes]

(3) In a lake, there is a patch of lily pads. Every day, the patch doubles in size. If it takes 48
days for the patch to cover the entire lake, how long would it take for the patch to cover
half of the lake? __ days
[Correct answer: 47 days; intuitive answer: 24 days]

Taken from Toplak et al. (2014):

(4) If John can drink one barrel of water in 6 days, and Mary can drink one barrel of water in
12 days, how long would it take them to drink one barrel of water together? _ days
[correct answer: 4 days; intuitive answer: 9]

(5) Jerry received both the 15t highest and the 15" Jowest mark in the class. How many
students are in the class? students
[correct answer: 29 students; intuitive answer: 30]

(6) A man buys a pig for S60, sells it for $70, buys it back for $S80, and sells it finally for $90.
How much has he made? __ dollars
[correct answer: S20; intuitive answer: S10]

(7) Simon decided to invest $8,000 in the stock market one day early in 2008. Six months
after he invested, on July 17, the stocks he had purchased were down 50%. Fortunately
for Simon, from July 17 to October 17, the stocks he had purchased went up 75%. At this
point, Simon has: a. broken even in the stock market, b. is ahead of where he began, c.
has lost money
[correct answer: c; intuitive response: b]
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Table C.1 Distribution of CRT scores

CRT score % of subjects
0 18.7
1 23.3
2 14.6
3 16.7
4 7.9
5 7.9
6 6.2
7 4.6
Mean 2.43
Std. Dev. 2.04

Theory of Mind Instrument

This is an example of one of the 36 eye gaze questions taken from Baron-Cohen (1997):

Fig. C Example of an eye gaze test question

What emotion are the eyes showing?

jealous
panicked
arrogant

hateful

arrogant

jealous

panicked

hateful

Table C.2 Distribution of ToM eye gaze test scores

Eye gaze score 0-9 10-15

16-20

21-25

26-30

>30

Mean

Std. Dev.

% of subjects 0.4 2.5

8

31

45

12.5

26

4.45
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Appendix D. Relation between trader characteristics and clues purchased

Table D Influence of Trader Characteristics on Number of Clues Purchased

Number of clues

Purchased
(1]
Constant 0.62***
(0.08)
Male 0.11
(0.08)
Cognitive Reflection 0.03
(0.04)
Theory of Mind 0.06*
(0.03)
Period -0.01*
(0.01)
Precise 0.51%**
(0.12)
Full Information 0.18**
(0.09)
Distribution -0.19%***
(0.07)
High Cost -0.22%**
(0.07)
Observations 2,000

*, *¥*% and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level respectively. This panel regression includes a
random effect for each subject. Standard errors (reported in parentheses) are clustered at the session level. Data
from the No Information treatment is excluded as these traders did not have the option to acquire clues. The
number of observations is equal to the number of subjects (200) multiplied by the number of market periods (10).
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