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 Supplemental Material

	The supplemental material here details additional information about the methods and statistical analyses.  

Primary results

Table S1
Model fit indices for the negative binomial, zero-inflated negative binomial, zero-inflated Poisson, and multinomial ordered logit models, reported for each of the corresponding predictions.
	Model
	No. parameters
	AIC
	wi (AIC)

	Predictions 3
	
	
	

	Negative binomial
	16
	1,108.18
	0.51

	Zero-inflated negative binomial
	32
	1,108.28
	0.49

	Zero-inflated Poisson
	32
	1,186.49
	5.06 *10-18

	Multinomial ordered logit
	144
	1,152.03
	1.54 *10-10

	Predictions 4
	
	
	

	Negative binomial
	17
	1,074.07
	0.99

	Zero-inflated negative binomial
	34
	1,085.33
	0.004

	Zero-inflated Poisson
	34
	1,152.02
	1.18 *10-17

	Multinomial ordered logit
	153
	1,124.54
	1.09 *10-11

	Prediction 5
	
	
	

	Negative binomial
	16
	1,001.17 
	0.99

	Zero-inflated negative binomial
	32
	1,011.95
	0.005

	Zero-inflated Poisson
	32
	1,077.11
	3.22 *10-17

	Multinomial ordered logit
	144
	1,043.32
	6.99 *10-10

	Prediction 6
	
	
	

	Negative binomial
	16
	1,071.80
	0.97

	Zero-inflated negative binomial
	32
	1,035.29
	0.03

	Zero-inflated Poisson
	32
	1,108.39
	4.03 *10-18

	Multinomial ordered logit
	144
	1,028.35
	3.55 *10-10

	Prediction 7
	
	
	

	Negative binomial
	16
	1,029.44 
	0.97

	Zero-inflated negative binomial
	32
	1,036.21
	0.03

	Zero-inflated Poisson
	32
	1,102.07
	1.68 *10-16

	Multinomial ordered logit
	144
	1,068.62
	3.01 *10-9



Table S2
Coefficients for all predictors included in the negative binomial model.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	0.09 (0.23)
	.699

	Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.00 (0.23)
	.987

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.03 (0.32)
	.934

	Soft suspicion
	-0.31 (0.19)
	.111

	Hard suspicion
	-0.46 (0.23)
	.050*

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	0.39 (0.30)
	.199

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.24 (0.40)
	.538

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	0.05 (0.38)
	.901

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	-0.26 (0.33)
	.436

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	0.50 (0.40)
	.204

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	0.10 (0.49)
	.845

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	0.28 (0.29)
	.342

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	-0.04 (0.31)
	.895

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	-0.28 (0.32)
	.379

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	-0.13 (0.35)
	.713


Note: * p < .05

Results for individual differences analyses

Table S3
Coefficients for all predictors included in the model in which self-reported empathic concern and personal distress were the focal predictors in the negative binomial model.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathic concern
	0.31 (0.10)
	.002**

	Social evaluation manipulation 
	0.67 (0.73)
	.360

	Empathic concern x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.14 (0.14)
	.344

	Personal distress
	-0.03 (0.07)
	.673

	Soft suspicion
	-0.36 (0.19)
	.059

	Hard suspicion
	-0.37 (0.23)
	.109

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	0.43 (0.30)
	.146

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.50 (0.40)
	.209

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	0.04 (0.38)
	.915

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	-0.27 (0.33)
	.411

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	0.51 (0.39)
	.195

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	0.09 (0.48)
	.848

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	0.28 (0.30)
	.349

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	-0.01 (0.31)
	.969

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	-0.27 (0.32)
	.410

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	-0.11 (0.34)
	.740


Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01

Table S4
Coefficients for all predictors included in the model in which self-reported principle of care was the focal predictor in the negative binomial model.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Principle of care
	0.96 (0.25)
	< .001

	Social evaluation manipulation
	3.63 (1.34)
	.007

	Principle of care x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.86 (0.32)
	.007

	Soft suspicion
	-0.23 (0.19)
	.225

	Hard suspicion
	-0.34 (0.24)
	.150

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	0.55 (0.30)
	.072

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.60 (0.39)
	.126

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	0.29 (0.37)
	.441

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	0.06 (0.33)
	.862

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	0.64 (0.40)
	.110

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	0.10 (0.53)
	.850

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	0.39 (0.30)
	.193

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	0.13 (0.32)
	.680

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	0.03 (0.33)
	.933

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	0.22 (0.41)
	.590



Table S5
Coefficients for all predictors included in the model in which self-reported moral identity internalization was the focal predictor in the negative binomial model.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Moral identity internalization
	0.37 (0.26)
	.161

	Social evaluation manipulation
	1.08 (1.54)
	.482

	Moral identity internalization x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.23 (0.34)
	.489

	Soft suspicion
	-0.26 (0.20)
	.189

	Hard suspicion
	-0.42 (0.24)
	.081

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	0.34 (0.31)
	.279

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.23 (0.40)
	.571

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	-0.03 (0.38)
	.944

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	-0.25 (0.34)
	.461

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	0.43 (0.42)
	.297

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	0.04 (0.49)
	.941

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	0.18 (0.30)
	.549

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	-0.05 (0.32)
	.867

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	-0.24 (0.33)
	.469

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	0.15 (0.42)
	.723



Table S6
Coefficients for all predictors included in the model in which self-reported moral identity symbolization was the focal predictor in the negative binomial model.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Moral identity symbolization
	-0.12 (0.16)
	.456

	Social evaluation manipulation
	-1.54 (0.74)
	.036*

	Moral identity symbolization x Social evaluation manipulation
	0.47 (0.22)
	.032*

	Soft suspicion
	-0.24 (0.19)
	.219

	Hard suspicion
	-0.36 (0.23)
	.120

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	0.46 (0.31)
	.483

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.28 (0.40)
	.631

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	-0.01 (0.38)
	.973

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	-0.21 (0.33)
	.529

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	0.65 (0.40)
	.109

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	0.18 (0.48)
	.713

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	0.23 (0.30)
	.440

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	-0.05 (0.32)
	.873

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	-0.20 (0.33)
	.535

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	0.18 (0.42)
	.672



Results for original pre-registration analyses

We amended our analysis plan because in the time since we submitted the original pre-registration, we learned that there are more appropriate methods to analyze the data. Here, we report the results based on the original pre-registration. Table S7 shows the results for each of the five models prescribed by the pre-registration. The only difference between the results is that, for the analyses featuring moral identity symbolization as the independent variable, the social evaluation manipulation significantly predicted volunteering behaviors in the model specified by the preregistration amendment, but not the model specified by the original preregistration (p = .067). Otherwise, the results of the original and amended analyses did not qualitatively differ. 

Table S7
Results for the focal predictors for all models predicting volunteering behavior as specified by the original preregistration.
	Model
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	1
	Empathy manipulation
	0.17 (0.46)
	.705

	
	Social evaluation manipulation
	0.20 (0.46)
	.662

	
	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.11 (0.65)
	.866

	2
	Empathic concern
	0.62 (0.19)
	.002*

	
	Social evaluation manipulation 
	1.43 (1.37)
	.298

	
	Empathic concern x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.27 (0.27)
	.318

	
	Personal distress
	-0.05 (0.15)
	.736

	3
	Principle of care
	1.76 (0.47)
	< .001***

	
	Social evaluation manipulation
	6.46 (2.66)
	.016*

	
	Principle of care x Social evaluation manipulation
	-1.52 (0.64)
	.018*

	4
	Moral identity internalization
	0.66 (0.52)
	.210

	
	Social evaluation manipulation
	2.25 (3.08)
	.467

	
	Moral identity internalization x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.45 (0.68)
	.505

	5
	Moral identity symbolization
	-0.28 (0.33)
	.408

	
	Social evaluation manipulation
	-2.82 (1.53)
	.066

	
	Moral identity symbolization x Social evaluation manipulation
	0.92 (0.46)
	.043*


 Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

Exploratory analyses

Effects of sex

	To test whether results differed by sex, we re-ran the model used to test Prediction 3 (i.e., the focal hypothesis from Fultz et al., 1986) twice: Once, including only men (n = 81) in the analysis, and again including only women (n = 195). For both men and women, the coefficients for all predictors were non-significant (ps > .064; see Tables S8-9).  

Table S8
Coefficients for the Negative-Binomial Regression Model That Includes Only Men.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	-0.50 (0.52)
	.334

	Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.58 (0.51)
	.260

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	0.49 (0.43)
	.504

	Soft suspicion
	-0.43 (0.19)
	.322

	Hard suspicion
	-0.61 (0.45)
	.170

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	-0.12 (0.55)
	.865

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	-0.94 (1.00)
	.344

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	-0.31. (0.82)
	.702

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	-0.24 (0.69)
	.734

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	0.77 (1.33)
	.560

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	-0.66 (1.00)
	.507

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	-2.09 (1.16)
	.073

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	-0.13 (0.51)
	.803

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	-0.63 (0.62)
	.308

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	-1.32 (0.71)
	.064



Table S9
Coefficients for the Negative-Binomial Regression Model That Includes Only Women.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	0.28 (0.25)
	.261

	Social evaluation manipulation
	0.19 (0.25)
	.452

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.24 (0.35)
	.492

	Soft suspicion
	-0.21 (0.21)
	.310

	Hard suspicion
	-0.34 (0.28)
	.224

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	0.35 (0.34)
	.299

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.36 (0.44)
	.411

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	0.00 (0.41)
	.993

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	-0.39 (0.37)
	.288

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	0.32 (0.41)
	.439

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	0.09 (0.54)
	.863

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	0.19 (0.33)
	.559

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	-0.01 (0.37)
	.982

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	-0.25 (0.36)
	.491

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	0.14 (0.40)
	.736



Effects of race

	To test whether results differed across demographics, we re-ran the model used to test Prediction 3 in three separate models, corresponding to the three largest demographic groups in our data: White (n = 93), Asian (n = 93) participants, and all other non-White non-Asian participants (n = 94). Soft suspicion negatively predicted volunteering for Asian participants (b = -0.66, SE = 0.32, p = .041). Otherwise, the coefficients for all predictors were non-significant across all three groups (ps > .071; Tables S10-12). 

Table S10
Coefficients for the Negative-Binomial Regression Model That Includes Only White Participants.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	-0.32 (0.43)
	.467

	Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.37 (0.46)
	.422

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	0.60 (0.60)
	.317

	Soft suspicion
	-0.50 (0.34)
	.136

	Hard suspicion
	-0.58 (0.41)
	.161

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	0.85 (0.56)
	.133

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.55 (127)
	.664

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	0.37 (0.74)
	.616

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	0.31 (0.87)
	.726

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	-0.24 (0.76)
	.751

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	-0.28 (515,000)
	1.0

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	0.92 (0.70)
	.186

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	-0.36 (0.47)
	.434

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	0.05 (0.42)
	.905

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	0.24 (0.46)
	.594



Table S11
Coefficients for the Negative-Binomial Regression Model That Includes Only Asian Participants.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	-0.30 (0.35)
	.396

	Social evaluation manipulation
	0.40 (0.35)
	.249

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.15 (0.49)
	.766

	Soft suspicion
	-0.66 (0.32)
	.041*

	Hard suspicion
	-0.44 (0.37)
	.231

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	-0.32 (0.52)
	.540

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.07 (0.60)
	.911

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	-0.54 (0.62)
	.377

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	-0.48 (0.51)
	.348

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	0.45 (0.62)
	.462

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	-0.67 (0.68)
	.326

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	-0.30 (0.57)
	.595

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	-1.17 (0.81)
	.149

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	-1.13 (0.62)
	.071

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	-1.57 (0.97)
	.105


Note: * p < .05

Table S12
Coefficients for the Negative-Binomial Regression Model That Includes Only Non-White Participants.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	0.40 (0.38)
	.284

	Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.05 (0.38)
	.898

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.80 (0.55)
	.145

	Soft suspicion
	-0.26 (0.36)
	.472

	Hard suspicion
	-0.52 (0.45)
	.247

	Experimenter dummy code 1
	0.95 (0.57)
	.097

	Experimenter dummy code 2
	0.72 (0.66)
	.275

	Experimenter dummy code 3
	0.84 (0.70)
	.230

	Experimenter dummy code 4
	0.23 (0.68)
	.739

	Experimenter dummy code 5
	1.03 (0.75)
	.167

	Experimenter dummy code 6
	0.95 (0.91)
	.302

	Experimenter dummy code 7
	0.84 (0.51)
	.098

	Experimenter dummy code 8
	0.78 (0.52)
	.134

	Experimenter dummy code 9
	-0.94 (0.82)
	.254

	Experimenter dummy code 10
	-0.19 (0.70)
	.785



Table S13
Coefficients for the Linear Regression Model That Includes Personal Distress As the Outcome.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	0.10 (0.10)
	.332

	Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.03 (0.11)
	.767

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	0.02 (0.15)
	.875



Table S14
Coefficients for the Linear Regression Model That Includes Empathic Concern As the Outcome.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	0.19 (0.20)
	.335

	Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.06 (0.20)
	.749

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	0.35 (0.28)
	.216



Table S15
Descriptive Statistics of Self-Reported Personal Distress for Subjects in Each of the Four Combinations of the Perspective-Taking and Social Evaluation Manipulations.
	
	Low perspective-taking
	High perspective-taking

	Low social evaluation 
	Mean = 2.48, SD = 0.97
N = 71
	 Mean = 2.74, SD = 1.27
N = 70

	
	
	

	High social evaluation
	 Mean = 2.40, SD = 1.16
N = 67
	 Mean = 2.72, SD = 1.21
N = 69



Table S16
Descriptive Statistics of Self-Reported Empathic Concern for Subjects in Each of the Four Combinations of the Perspective-Taking and Social Evaluation Manipulations.
	
	Low perspective-taking
	High perspective-taking

	Low social evaluation 
	Mean = 4.71, SD = 1.25
N = 71
	 Mean = 4.65, SD = 1.10
N = 69

	
	
	

	High social evaluation
	 Mean = 4.65, SD = 1.10
N = 69
	 Mean = 5.19, SD = 1.15
N = 68



Table S17
Coefficients For the Indirect Effects Model.
	      Predictors
	  b (SE)
	p

	Empathic Concern as the Dependent Variable

	Empathy manipulation
	0.36 (0.14)
	.012*

	
	
	

	Volunteering Hours as the Dependent Variable

	Empathy manipulation
	-0.07 (0.32)
	.826

	Self-reported empathic concern
	0.48 (0.14)
	< .001**

	
	
	

	Indirect and Total Effects

	Indirect effect
	0.17 (0.08)
	.041*

	Total effect
	0.99 (0.33)
	.762


Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01

Table S18
Coefficients For the Logistic Regression Model.
	Predictors
	b (SE)
	p

	Empathy manipulation
	0.09 (0.34)
	.788

	Social evaluation manipulation
	0.76 (0.36)
	.036*

	Empathy manipulation x Social evaluation manipulation
	-0.54 (0.50)
	.286


Note: * p < .05

Differences in the protocol used for our experiment versus Fultz et al. (1986)

	Although we strived to maintain a direct replication of the protocol featured in Fultz et al. (1986), there were some minor differences that we detail here.

	Note from the Communicator. Subjects in our experiment only received a single note from the Communicator. Subjects in Fultz et al.’s (1986) experiment received two notes, the second of which specified the Communicator’s need. Also, the content of the notes slightly differed (e.g., where the Communicator was from, the precise language used to convey the Communicator’s need state). Finally, our experiment featured two different notes: One note authored by “Janet,” which was given exclusively to female subjects, and one authored by “Mark,” which was given exclusively to male subjects. Fultz et al.’s (1986) only used the “Janet” note since their experiment included only female subjects. 

	Presence of the Communicator. Subjects in our experiment were informed that their interaction partner had already completed the tasks in his/her role as Communicator. In contrast, subjects in Fultz et al.’s (1986) experiment were told that the Communicator had arrived earlier and was in a different room, but the two would never meet one another during the course of the experiment.

	Disposal of the note. Subjects in our experiment who were assigned to the low social evaluation condition were asked to place the note they received from the Communicator in a recycling bin. Subjects in Fultz et al.’s (1986) experiment did not receive any instructions to dispose of the note. 

Volunteering opportunity. Subjects in our experiment indicated how much time they wished to volunteer with the Communicator by checking one of eleven different options for time, where the options ranged from zero to ten hours. Subjects in Fultz et al.’s (1986) experiment indicated their volunteering preference using a five-point scale, where 0 = did not want to meet Janet; 1 = 1-3 hours volunteering; 2 = 4-6 hours volunteering; 3 = 7-9 hours volunteering; 4 = over 10 hours volunteering.

Individual differences measures. Subjects in our experiment completed two additional individual differences measures (endorsement of the principle of care and the moral identity scale. Subjects in Fultz et al.’s (1986) experiment did not complete these measures. 

Analytic strategy. Our analysis strategy involved comparing a series of competing models, each of which included ten predictors, and then selecting the model with the best fit (in this case, a negative binomial model) (see Methods for details about the models and predictors). Fultz et al. (1986) analyzed the data using a 2x2 ANOVA that included three predictors: The empathy manipulation, the social evaluation manipulation, and the interaction between the empathy and social evaluation manipulations.

Suspicion probe

The following are the questions that we asked subjects about the study to determine whether they had become aware of either the deception or the experiment’s true hypothesis, and the full debriefing that we provided: 

(1) “Thank you for your participation today. I am just going to ask you a few questions about your experience taking the study. But before that, are there any questions about the study that I can answer for you?”

(2) “We are interested in seeing how clear and easy the protocol was to follow. Was there anything that you found confusing or unclear about the study? 

(3) “Great, thanks. Today’s experiment was designed to help us test some very specific hypotheses about human behavior. If you had to guess, what would you say were the hypotheses we were testing today? We would like to know as many of your guesses about our hypotheses as you can come up with.”

(4) “Did you wonder at any point whether there was more than meets the eye to any of the procedures that we had you complete today? That is, do you think that there might have been any information that I held back from explaining to you about the study until now?” 

(5) This question was asked if participants said ‘yes’ to question 4.
 “Interesting. Do you think these thoughts affected your behavior during the study? If so, how?”

(6) “Okay, well here is some more information about what we were interested in studying today that we couldn’t discuss with you in advance. While we told you that the study was about how people form impressions of others based on verbal information alone, in reality we were interested in whether you would volunteer for the long-term relationships study. The essays that you read were written by us, the researchers, not by participants from a previous study. Consequently, the volunteering opportunity does not actually exist. 

Some participants were in a “public” condition in which they were told that the Communicator’s note and the Listener’s responses would be read by the research assistant, and that the Communicator was aware of the volunteer opportunity. Other participants were in a “private” condition in which they were told that only they would read the Communicator’s note, and that their responses to the questionnaires and volunteering opportunity would be private. Also, some participants were randomly assigned to read instructions about what perspective they should take when reading the other person’s letter. Our main hypothesis was that people who were in a public condition would volunteer for more hours. We also predicted that those who were told to take the perspective of the letter-writer while reading the letter would be inclined to volunteer for more hours.

We couldn’t tell you the true purpose of the study because if we did, then the cause of your volunteering decision would be unknown—that is, we would not know whether your decision to volunteer depended on the tasks we had you complete or instead based on your knowledge of the true purpose of the study. Now that you see how elaborate the study was and the nature of the ideas we are investigating, I hope you can understand that we couldn’t have tested what we wanted to test without keeping you in the dark about some of the elements of the study. It makes us uncomfortable any time we have to deceive participants, but for some studies the use of deception cannot be avoided. For instance, in studies about helping decisions people have to think that they are interacting with people who really are in need of help, even while we keep the experiences of our participants as uniform as possible. Does that make sense?”

(7) “Now that you know everything about the study, we would like to ask you to please not reveal anything about this experiment to your friends or anyone else you know who might also participate in the study down the road. It may be tempting to tell people about your experience in the study, but anyone who knows about the deceptive elements of the study will not give us valid data. Information like this tends to spread rapidly, and telling even one person may result in many subjects whose data is unusable or misleading. Do you think we can count on you not to share this info with others?”

(8) “Thank you for understanding. If someone does ask you about what your experience in the study was like, we would suggest that you just say that you judged another participant on the basis of a short essay they wrote. Sound good?”
