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Supplementary material I

Power analysis
A pilot study was conducted to inform the expected magnitude of effects on the primary continuous outcomes (narrative engagement, cognitive empathy, and enjoyment), yielding effect-size estimates in the small range (Cohen’s f = 0.14–0.17). These pilot estimates were used to guide recruitment targets and to accommodate anticipated exclusions and missing data. Accordingly, we recruited approximately N = 561 participants; after data cleaning, the final analyzed sample comprised N = 516.
Given the final sample size, we conducted sensitivity analyses in G*Power to quantify the smallest effects that could be detected with adequate power for the primary confirmatory tests. For continuous outcomes (e.g., narrative engagement), sensitivity power was evaluated using F tests in linear multiple regression (fixed model; R² increase) for the incremental contribution of the close-up presence (present vs absent) × trait emotional intelligence interaction, controlling for close-up content contrasts, film (categorical), film length, and film quality. With N = 516, α = .05 (two-tailed), and 1 − β = .80, the minimum detectable incremental effect for the interaction term was approximately f² ≈ 0.015.
For the count outcomes (mental state attribution), sample size adequacy was additionally evaluated using a Poisson-regression power model in GPower (z-tests for Poisson regression; α = .05, two-tailed; 1 − β = .80), parameterized as Exp(β₁) = 1.10 with baseline rate β₀ = 0.02 and mean exposure = 130 words, based on Rooney & Bálint (2018), and assuming R² = 0.30. Under these assumptions, GPower recommended a total sample size of N = 469; the present study’s analyzed sample (N = 516) exceeded this benchmark. In the primary analyses, count outcomes were modeled using negative binomial regression with log(word count) as an offset to account for overdispersion and differences in textual exposure.


Supplementary material II
Research stimuli: Film creation process
We created bespoke short films in collaboration with film academy students. After being briefed on the experiment, they developed synopses constrained to a single location, one main character, no dialogue, and some emotional content. To standardize expressiveness, we specified flat, general lighting; no direct looks to camera; no extreme angles or camera movement (static shots only); frontal or profile close-ups; no strong sound effects or music; and no strong facial or bodily emotional expressions. The authors reviewed the synopses and selected three for production.
The students then prepared storyboards, which were reviewed with the authors, and the shot-scale manipulations and version content were finalized. Films were shot with professional equipment and non-professional actors, using multiple cameras to enable editing of different shot-scale versions. Editors first produced a no–close-up version, then inserted face and/or object close-ups to create three additional versions, ensuring the same number of close-ups and equal clip length across versions.
An independent trained coder coded each edited film by shot scale (7-point scale from extreme long shot to extreme close-up) and shot content (object vs. face). Initial coding revealed substantial differences in film length and shot rate, prompting a second editing round to increase quantitative similarity across films. The final versions were recoded for shot scale and shot rate. Table 1 reports the cinemetrics of the final film versions; deviations of up to ±20% from the average were permitted.

Table S1

[image: ]
Content description of films
Euthanasia: A young man enters a hospital ward where an old lady lays unconscious. He seems to be the lady’s relative. He looks around and slowly starts taking away the old lady’s valuables: jewelry, watch, and takes something like a key from her suitcase. As he also disconnects the life supporting device, suddenly a young woman appears at the door.
Hide: A young woman built a tent in her room out of some blankets. She then lays down in the tent and starts reading a book. After a while she goes out to the bathroom and sits on the toilet. She believes to hear a noise. She goes back to the room to check. She finds nothing. She goes back to the toilet. When she finishes and returns to her room she finds a boy laying in her tent that is destroyed now.
Morning: A mother enters the room of her daughter. Opens the shades and inadvertently knocks a bunch of pencils off the table. She puts the pencils back, sits down next to the girl’s bed who doesn’t want to get up, and turns to the wall. The mother keeps sitting there some more time, then leaves the room. The girl turns again and checks the time.  
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Preliminary checks
Randomization check
Random assignment was successful. A multivariate ANOVA showed no between-group differences in age (p = .850), level of English (p = .477), trait emotional intelligence (p = .742), or device type (p = .648). Independent-samples Kruskal–Wallis tests likewise indicated no group differences in gender (p = .847) or education (p = .531).
[bookmark: _smuxnnvvz84o]Assumptions
Although Shapiro–Wilk tests indicated deviations from normality, skewness and kurtosis were within −1 to +1 and residuals appeared approximately normal. Given comparable group sizes and acceptable homogeneity of variances, ANCOVA/ANOVA models were deemed appropriate for the continuous variables. 
[bookmark: _l5aulunb70op]Perceived quality of films
Perceived film quality varied by film source and by close-up conditions (both ps < .001). Morning was rated lower than Euthanasia and Hide (both ps < .001), which did not differ from one another. Clips in No CU were rated lower than Object CU (p = .016; p < .001), Face CU (p = .009; p < .001; p = .020), and Object+Face CU (p < .001), with no differences among Object CU, Face CU, and Object+Face CU. Accordingly, perceived quality was included as a covariate where indicated.
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Hypothesis 3 Full report
Continuous outcomes. To test the relative effect of close-up presence and close-up content on narrative responses, continuous outcome variables were submitted to a univariate GLM, with close-up conditions (4 levels: no close-up, object, face, object+face close-up) and film source as fixed between-subjects factors. We specified planned contrasts on close-up conditions to test (1) any close-up vs. no close-up (close-up presence), (2) face vs. object close-ups, (3) object+face close-ups vs. the other close-up conditions, and two additional contrasts comparing the overall close-up presence effect with the face–object and both–others contrasts. Estimated marginal means for close-up content were obtained with LSD-adjusted pairwise comparisons, and we requested parameter estimates, partial η², observed power, and Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances. We ran two models: Model 1 without covariates and Model 2 including film quality and film length as covariates.
In Model 1, planned contrasts directly compared the overall presence effect to the content contrasts. For Presence minus Face vs. Object, the presence contrast was significantly larger for narrative engagement, emotional engagement, narrative presence, cognitive empathy, and enjoyment, with Fs(1, 507) ranging from 4.43 to 16.20, all ps ≤ .036 (comprehension showed a trend, p = .056; attention ns). For Presence minus Both vs. Others, the same pattern emerged: the presence contrast was significantly larger for narrative engagement, emotional engagement, narrative presence, cognitive empathy, and enjoyment, with Fs(1, 507) ranging from 4.57 to 13.72, all ps ≤ .033 (comprehension and attention ns). Together, these results indicate that having any close-ups versus none robustly increases narrative engagement, cognitive empathy and enjoyment, whereas the specific close-up content (object vs. face vs. object+face) does not meaningfully differentiate viewer responses. In Model 2, we re-estimated the GLM including film length and perceived film quality as covariates and focused on the two second-order planned contrasts that directly address the hypothesis of interest: whether the overall presence of close-ups (any close-up vs. no close-up) explains more variance than close-up content (face vs. object, and both vs. others).
For emotional engagement, both second-order contrasts were statistically significant. The “presence vs. face–object” contrast showed that the presence effect was stronger than the face–versus–object effect, F(1, 505) = 5.08, p = .025, partial η² = .010. Likewise, the “presence vs. both–others” contrast indicated that the presence effect was also stronger than the contrast comparing object+face close-ups to the other close-up conditions, F(1, 505) = 9.67, p = .002, partial η² = .019. Thus, after controlling for film length and perceived film quality, emotional engagement was better accounted for by whether any close-ups were present than by how close-ups were distributed across object versus face, or “both” versus the other close-up types.
For overall narrative engagement, the “presence vs. both–others” contrast was also significant, F(1, 505) = 5.99, p = .015, partial η² = .012, indicating that the presence of any close-ups produced a stronger pattern than the contrast between the object+face condition and the other close-up conditions. The “presence vs. face–object” contrast for narrative engagement did not reach conventional significance, F(1, 505) = 2.81, p = .094, partial η² = .006, but pointed in the same direction.
No second-order contrasts involving presence (Presence – FaceVsObject, Presence – BothVsOthers) were significant for comprehension, attention, narrative presence, cognitive empathy, or enjoyment (all ps ≥ .15). Taken together, these results suggest that, once covariates are controlled, the presence of close-ups per se is a more important determinant of viewers’ emotional engagement (and, to a lesser extent, overall narrative engagement) than the specific configuration of object, face, or combined object+face close-ups.
Count outcomes. Total mental-state references. In Model 1, the close-up presence contrast (Object/Face/Both vs. NoCU) was positive but not significant, b = 0.12, p = .076 (ratio = 1.13). However, presence exceeded the Both-versus-(Face/Object mean) content contrast, b = 0.21, p = .038 (ratio = 1.23), and did not differ from the Face-versus-Object contrast (p = .738). In Model 2 (controlling for film source, film length, and film quality), the presence contrast was not significant, b = 0.078, p = .281 (ratio = 1.08), and the presence-minus-content tests were also non-significant (Presence − FaceVsObject: p = .361; Presence − BothVsOthers: p = .095), although Face tended to exceed Object, b = 0.179, p = .051 (ratio = 1.20). Affective references. In Model 1, close-up presence significantly increased affective references relative to no close-up, b = 0.41, p = .001 (ratio = 1.51). Content effects were also robust: Face exceeded Object, b = 0.54, p < .001 (ratio = 1.71), and Both exceeded the mean of Face and Object, b = 0.25, p = .038 (ratio = 1.28). The presence-minus-content comparisons were non-significant (all ps ≥ .36). This pattern held in Model 2: presence remained significantly positive, b = 0.394, p = .002 (ratio = 1.48), and Face exceeded Object, b = 0.721, p < .001 (ratio = 2.06), but neither presence-minus-content comparison was significant (all ps ≥ .103). Cognitive references. In Model 1, the presence contrast was not significant, b = 0.20, p = .109 (ratio = 1.22). Nevertheless, presence exceeded the Both-versus-others content contrast, b = 0.51, p = .003 (ratio = 1.67), and did not differ from the Face-versus-Object contrast (p = .184). In Model 2, presence again was not significant, b = 0.168, p = .208 (ratio = 1.18), whereas Both was lower than the mean of Face and Object, b = −0.324, p = .018 (ratio = 0.72). Importantly, presence exceeded the Both-versus-others content contrast (Presence − BothVsOthers), b = 0.492, p = .008 (ratio = 1.64), but not the Face–Object contrast (p = .326).
Intentional references. In Model 1, close-up presence was significantly negative, b = −0.23, p = .016 (ratio = 0.80), and did not exceed either content contrast (all ps ≥ .23). In Model 2, the negative presence effect remained significant, b = −0.305, p = .002 (ratio = 0.74), and Both was also lower than the mean of Face and Object, b = −0.270, p = .025 (ratio = 0.76). Both presence-minus-content tests were non-significant (all ps ≥ .567).
Summary across outcomes. Overall, evidence that close-up presence was stronger than close-up content was limited and outcome-specific. The only consistent support across models emerged for cognitive references, where presence exceeded the Both-versus-others content contrast in both Model 1 and Model 2; corresponding evidence did not emerge for affective or intentional references, and for total references it weakened after adjusting for film length and quality.
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Table S2. Effects of Close-Up Presence, Film, and Their Interaction on Narrative Response Measures (Hypothesis 1 Model 1)
	Dependent Variable
	CU Presence F(1,507)
	p
	ηp²
	Film F(2,507)
	p
	ηp²
	Presence × Film F(2,507)
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	16.72
	< .001
	.032
	24.54
	< .001
	.088
	5.91
	.003
	.023

	Narrative understanding
	4.31
	.038
	.008
	9.31
	< .001
	.035
	3.71
	.025
	.014

	Attentional focus
	0.94
	.332
	.002
	11.38
	< .001
	.043
	1.89
	.152
	.007

	Emotional engagement
	22.37
	< .001
	.042
	23.60
	< .001
	.085
	7.60
	< .001
	.029

	Narrative presence
	6.16
	.013
	.012
	4.04
	.018
	.016
	0.27
	.763
	.001

	Cognitive empathy
	5.36
	.021
	.010
	21.99
	< .001
	.080
	4.94
	.008
	.019

	Enjoyment
	14.37
	< .001
	.028
	17.11
	< .001
	.063
	4.21
	.015
	.016



Note. Values are based on Type III sums of squares. ηp² = partial eta squared.

Table S3. Effects of Close-Up Presence, Film, and Their Interaction on Narrative Response Measures (Hypothesis 1 Model 2)
	Dependent Variable
	CU Presence F(1,505)
	p
	ηp²
	Film F(2,505)
	p
	ηp²
	Presence × Film F(2,505)
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	4.73
	.030
	.009
	15.16
	< .001
	.057
	3.80
	.023
	.015

	Narrative understanding
	1.79
	.182
	.004
	7.89
	< .001
	.030
	3.06
	.048
	.012

	Attentional focus
	0.02
	.899
	< .001
	5.91
	.003
	.023
	1.96
	.142
	.008

	Emotional engagement
	9.34
	.002
	.018
	18.20
	< .001
	.067
	4.02
	.018
	.016

	Narrative presence
	0.58
	.446
	.001
	1.27
	.281
	.005
	0.02
	.982
	< .001

	Cognitive empathy
	1.60
	.206
	.003
	26.16
	< .001
	.094
	4.62
	.010
	.018

	Enjoyment
	0.10
	.748
	< .001
	1.53
	.217
	.006
	2.77
	.063
	.011



Note. Film length and perceived film quality were included as covariates. Values are Type III sums of squares. ηp² = partial eta squared.

Table S4. Effects of Close-Up Content, Film, and Their Interaction on Narrative Response Measures (Hypothesis 2, Model 1)
	Dependent Variable
	CU Content F(2,373)
	p
	ηp²
	Film F(2,373)
	p
	ηp²
	Content × Film F(4,373)
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	0.15
	.865
	.001
	7.07
	< .001
	.037
	2.22
	.066
	.023

	Narrative understanding
	0.02
	.979
	< .001
	1.63
	.197
	.009
	2.80
	.026
	.029

	Attentional focus
	0.72
	.489
	.004
	7.20
	< .001
	.037
	1.65
	.162
	.017

	Emotional engagement
	0.25
	.778
	.002
	5.11
	.006
	.027
	2.22
	.067
	.023

	Narrative presence
	0.47
	.624
	.003
	2.24
	.108
	.012
	0.22
	.930
	.002

	Cognitive empathy
	0.08
	.920
	< .001
	47.42
	< .001
	.203
	0.82
	.515
	.009

	Enjoyment
	1.07
	.343
	.006
	11.34
	< .001
	.057
	0.30
	.877
	.003



Note. Values are based on Type III sums of squares. Analyses were restricted to participants who viewed films containing close-ups (N = 382). ηp² = partial eta squared.

Table S5. Effects of Close-Up Content, Film, and Their Interaction on Narrative Response Measures (Hypothesis 2, Model 2)
	Dependent Variable
	CU Content F(2,371)
	p
	ηp²
	Film F(2,371)
	p
	ηp²
	Content × Film F(4,371)
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	0.39
	.680
	.002
	4.40
	.013
	.023
	1.81
	.127
	.019

	Narrative understanding
	0.77
	.465
	.004
	1.75
	.176
	.009
	2.83
	.025
	.030

	Attentional focus
	0.01
	.994
	< .001
	0.22
	.804
	.001
	1.53
	.193
	.016

	Emotional engagement
	0.01
	.990
	< .001
	5.07
	.007
	.027
	0.96
	.428
	.010

	Narrative presence
	0.78
	.461
	.004
	1.26
	.286
	.007
	0.15
	.965
	.002

	Cognitive empathy
	0.53
	.590
	.003
	50.39
	< .001
	.214
	0.65
	.631
	.007

	Enjoyment
	0.82
	.440
	.004
	3.19
	.042
	.017
	0.19
	.943
	.002



Covariate Effects
	Dependent Variable
	Film Quality F(1,371)
	p
	ηp²
	Film Length F(1,371)
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	67.45
	< .001
	.154
	0.55
	.459
	.001

	Narrative understanding
	7.47
	.007
	.020
	1.53
	.217
	.004

	Attentional focus
	5.65
	.018
	.015
	0.01
	.921
	< .001

	Emotional engagement
	65.90
	< .001
	.151
	0.01
	.919
	< .001

	Narrative presence
	39.47
	< .001
	.096
	0.06
	.805
	< .001

	Cognitive empathy
	13.14
	< .001
	.034
	0.79
	.376
	.002

	Enjoyment
	231.32
	< .001
	.384
	0.01
	.914
	< .001



Note. Values are based on Type III sums of squares. Analyses were restricted to participants who viewed films containing close-ups (N = 382). Film length and perceived film quality were included as covariates. ηp² = partial eta squared.

Table S6. Effects of Experimental Condition and Film on Narrative Response Measures (Hypothesis 3, Model 1)
	Dependent Variable
	Condition F(3,507)
	p
	ηp²
	Film F(2,507)
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	5.52
	< .001
	.032
	18.62
	< .001
	.068

	Narrative understanding
	1.42
	.236
	.008
	6.05
	.003
	.023

	Emotional engagement
	7.36
	< .001
	.042
	16.23
	< .001
	.060

	Attentional focus
	0.78
	.509
	.005
	11.55
	< .001
	.044

	Narrative presence
	2.35
	.072
	.014
	4.12
	.017
	.016

	Cognitive empathy
	1.83
	.140
	.011
	41.13
	< .001
	.140

	Enjoyment
	5.30
	.001
	.030
	16.92
	< .001
	.063



Note. Condition refers to the four experimental groups (No Close-Up, Object Close-Up, Face Close-Up, Object + Face Close-Up). Values are based on Type III sums of squares. ηp² = partial eta squared.

Table S7. Effects of Experimental Condition and Film on Narrative Response Measures (Hypothesis 3, Model 2)
	Dependent Variable
	Condition F(3,505)
	p
	ηp²
	Film F(2,505)
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	2.43
	.065
	.014
	12.14
	< .001
	.046

	Narrative understanding
	0.66
	.577
	.004
	5.10
	.006
	.020

	Emotional engagement
	4.95
	.002
	.029
	19.49
	< .001
	.072

	Attentional focus
	0.30
	.823
	.002
	3.16
	.043
	.012

	Narrative presence
	0.72
	.541
	.004
	1.85
	.159
	.007

	Cognitive empathy
	0.71
	.547
	.004
	46.78
	< .001
	.156

	Enjoyment
	0.55
	.651
	.003
	2.30
	.101
	.009



Covariate Effects
	Dependent Variable
	Film Quality F(1,505)
	p
	ηp²
	Film Length F(1,505)
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	100.19
	< .001
	.166
	3.74
	.054
	.007

	Narrative understanding
	13.56
	< .001
	.026
	1.13
	.289
	.002

	Emotional engagement
	90.38
	< .001
	.152
	10.70
	.001
	.021

	Attentional focus
	7.76
	.006
	.015
	0.04
	.850
	< .001

	Narrative presence
	69.44
	< .001
	.121
	0.39
	.532
	.001

	Cognitive empathy
	25.79
	< .001
	.049
	0.63
	.427
	.001

	Enjoyment
	373.91
	< .001
	.425
	0.01
	.929
	< .001



Note. Condition refers to the four experimental groups (No Close-Up, Object Close-Up, Face Close-Up, Object + Face Close-Up). Film length and perceived film quality were included as covariates. Values are based on Type III sums of squares. ηp² = partial eta squared.


Table S8
Effects of Close-Up Presence, Emotional Intelligence, Film, and Covariates on Narrative Response Measures (Hypothesis 4, Model 2)
	Dependent variable
	Effect
	df
	F
	p
	ηp²

	Narrative engagement
	Close-up presence
	1, 503
	1.26
	.263
	.002

	
	Emotional intelligence
	1, 503
	17.59
	< .001
	.034

	
	Close-up presence × EQ
	1, 503
	0.69
	.408
	.001

	
	Film
	2, 503
	17.10
	< .001
	.064

	
	Close-up presence × film
	2, 503
	4.47
	.012
	.017

	
	Film quality
	1, 503
	106.13
	< .001
	.174

	
	Film length
	1, 503
	0.56
	.453
	.001

	Narrative understanding
	Close-up presence
	1, 503
	0.19
	.667
	< .001

	
	Emotional intelligence
	1, 503
	11.48
	< .001
	.022

	
	Close-up presence × EQ
	1, 503
	0.38
	.539
	.001

	
	Film
	2, 503
	8.84
	< .001
	.034

	
	Close-up presence × film
	2, 503
	3.06
	.048
	.012

	
	Film quality
	1, 503
	15.65
	< .001
	.030

	
	Film length
	1, 503
	0.57
	.451
	.001

	Attentional focus
	Close-up presence
	1, 503
	3.80
	.052
	.008

	
	Emotional intelligence
	1, 503
	11.16
	.001
	.022

	
	Close-up presence × EQ
	1, 503
	3.87
	.050
	.008

	
	Film
	2, 503
	6.85
	.001
	.027

	
	Close-up presence × film
	2, 503
	2.59
	.076
	.010

	
	Film quality
	1, 503
	8.04
	.005
	.016

	
	Film length
	1, 503
	1.43
	.232
	.003

	Emotional engagement
	Close-up presence
	1, 503
	0.00
	.948
	< .001

	
	Emotional intelligence
	1, 503
	4.17
	.042
	.008

	
	Close-up presence × EI
	1, 503
	0.14
	.706
	< .001

	
	Film
	2, 503
	18.94
	< .001
	.070

	
	Close-up presence × film
	2, 503
	4.25
	.015
	.017

	
	Film quality
	1, 503
	91.44
	< .001
	.154

	
	Film length
	1, 503
	2.21
	.137
	.004

	Narrative presence
	Close-up presence
	1, 503
	1.68
	.195
	.003

	
	Emotional intelligence
	1, 503
	1.15
	.285
	.002

	
	Close-up presence × EI
	1, 503
	1.44
	.230
	.003

	
	Film
	2, 503
	1.36
	.257
	.005

	
	Close-up presence × film
	2, 503
	0.02
	.985
	< .001

	
	Film quality
	1, 503
	68.23
	< .001
	.119

	
	Film length
	1, 503
	0.36
	.550
	.001

	Cognitive empathy
	Close-up presence
	1, 503
	0.14
	.714
	< .001

	
	Emotional intelligence
	1, 503
	24.22
	< .001
	.046

	
	Close-up presence × EI
	1, 503
	0.04
	.836
	< .001

	
	Film
	2, 503
	25.24
	< .001
	.091

	
	Close-up presence × film
	2, 503
	4.58
	.011
	.018

	
	Film quality
	1, 503
	30.56
	< .001
	.057

	
	Film length
	1, 503
	0.50
	.480
	.001

	Enjoyment
	Close-up presence
	1, 503
	0.08
	.782
	< .001

	
	Emotional intelligence
	1, 503
	0.04
	.837
	< .001

	
	Close-up presence × EI
	1, 503
	0.05
	.816
	< .001

	
	Film
	2, 503
	1.53
	.217
	.006

	
	Close-up presence × film
	2, 503
	2.80
	.062
	.011

	
	Film quality
	1, 503
	366.14
	< .001
	.421

	
	Film length
	1, 503
	0.33
	.569
	.001


Note. Emotional intelligence was entered as a continuous moderator. Film length and perceived film quality were included as covariates. Values are based on Type III sums of squares. ηp² = partial eta squared. Model 2 includes covariates.
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