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1. Gender Analysis
Given the significant finding that gender affects the perceived trend lines, with women more likely to perceive them as upward, we estimate a logistic regression with robust standard errors using judgment accuracy as the dependent variable; graph format, visual cues, and their interaction as the independent variables; and age as a covariate. This analysis is conducted separately for men and women to gain further insights into the role of gender in our main results. Untabulated results indicate notable gender differences. For women, both the main effect of graph aggregation (χ² = 149.09, one-tailed, p = 0.000) and the main effect of visual cues (χ² = 135.69, one-tailed, p = 0.000) are significant. Judgment accuracy is higher when the graph format is aggregated rather than disaggregated and when visual cues are absent rather than present, consistent with the main results. Moreover, visual cues significantly moderate the effect of graph format (χ² = 79.19, one-tailed, p = 0.000). Simple effects show that the aggregated format improves judgment accuracy whether visual cues are absent (z = –17.80, one-tailed, p = 0.000) or present (z = –1.64, one-tailed, p = 0.051), though the latter is only marginally significant. The effect of visual cues is significant only when the graph is aggregated (z = –12.52, one-tailed, p = 0.000) and not when it is disaggregated (z = –0.63, one-tailed, p = 0.263). In contrast, for men, only the main effect of graph format is significant (χ² = 5.54, one-tailed, p = 0.009); neither the main effect of visual cues (χ² = 0.78, one-tailed, p = 0.189) nor their moderating effect (χ² = 0.16, one-tailed, p = 0.344) is significant. Similar to the results for women, men show higher judgment accuracy when the graph format is aggregated rather than disaggregated. Overall, women benefit more from an aggregated graph format when visual cues are absent, whereas for men, the positive effect of aggregation on judgment accuracy is observed on average across both the presence and absence of visual cues. However, these subgroup analyses should be interpreted with caution, given the relatively small sample sizes for men (43) and women (35) separately.

2. Role of Perceived Difficulty
An alternative explanation for our results may lie in the varying levels of difficulty across the experimental conditions—that is, participants may have found it more challenging to interpret the graph in some conditions than in others. We assessed whether the perceived difficulty in identifying performance patterns differed across conditions to examine this possibility. In a post-experimental question, participants were asked: “Considering the trend shown in the line graph, how difficult was it to identify a performance pattern?” using a 7-point Likert scale (‘1’ = extremely difficult, to ‘7’ = extremely easy). Table S1 reports the perceived difficulty by experimental condition, indicating that participants find it easier to identify patterns when the data are aggregated and visual cues are absent (4.57) and more difficult when the data are disaggregated and visual cues are present (3.80). Untabulated results show that the differences in perceived difficulty across experimental conditions are not statistically significant (F = 1.70, two-tailed, p = 0.175), suggesting that perceived difficulty cannot explain our main findings. We re-ran our main analysis, including perceived difficulty as an additional covariate. Untabulated results show that the main effect of graph aggregation remains significant (χ2 = 9.83, one-tailed, p = 0.001), whereas the main effect of visual cues becomes non-significant (χ2 = 1.58, one-tailed, p = 0.104). We also observe a significant main effect of perceived difficulty on judgment accuracy (z = 1.99, two-tailed, p = 0.047), indicating that participants exhibit higher judgment accuracy when the graph is perceived as easier to interpret.

	Graph Format
	Visual Cues

	
	Absent
	Present
	Total

	Aggregated
  Mean
	
4.57
	
4.47
	4.53

	  Standard Deviation
	(0.31)
	(0.30)
	(0.22)

	  Number of Participants
	21
	17
	38

	Disaggregated 
  Mean
	
4.55
	
3.80
	
4.19

	  Standard Deviation
	(0.27)
	(0.25)
	(0.19)

	  Number of Participants
	22
	20
	42

	Total
  Mean
	4.56
	4.11
	4.35

	  Standard Deviation
	(0.20)
	(0.20)
	(0.14)

	  Number of Participants
	43
	37
	80


Table S1. Descriptive statistics—perceived difficulty

