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The identifiable victim effect describes the stronger tendency to help a specific victim
than to help a group of unidentified statistical victims. Our reanalysis of a meta-analysis
on the effect by Lee and Freely (2016) using robust Bayesian meta-analysis suggested
publication bias in the literature and the need to revisit the phenomenon. We conducted
a pre-registered far replication and extension of Studies 1 and 3 in Small et al. (2007), a
seminal demonstration of the identifiable victim effect, with hypothetical donations. We
examined the impact of deliberative thinking on the identifiable victim effect both by
directly informing participants of the effect (Study 1) and by providing an identified
victim with statistical information (Study 3). We found no empirical support for the
identifiable victim effect (n; =.000, 95% CI [.000, .003]) and subsequently no support for
debiasing such a phenomenon (n; = .001, 95% CI[.000, .012]). These findings suggest that
the identifiable victim may be better framed in terms of ‘scope-insensitivity’. In other
words, rather than providing more to a single identified victim, participants seem to be
insensitive to the number of victims affected. However, our study involved only
hypothetical donations rather than a real-effort real-donation paradigm as in Small et al.
(2007). Therefore, we hope that our results spark motivation for future high-powered
replications with real money donations, ideally carried out as registered reports and in
collaboration with proponents of the original effect. Materials, data, and code were made

available on the OSF: https://osf.io/n4jkh/ .

The identifiable victim effect is the tendency to offer
more support to an identifiable individual over a group of
unidentified victims who are described using numerical sta-
tistics (Jenni & Loewenstein, 1997). This inconsistent valu-
ation results in inefficient resource allocation. Small et al.
(2007) showed that the identifiable victim effect could be
weakened by deliberative thinking, meaning that being in-
formed of the effect and thinking analytically about one’s
own altruistic behavior may reduce motivation to offer as-
sistance to a single beneficiary. However, the effect was di-
minished not because participants gave more to the sta-
tistical victims, but because they gave less to an identified
victim. In Study 1 of Small et al. (2007), participants in an
explicit learning condition were taught about the identifi-
able victim effect before making a donation decision. Par-
ticipants who were briefed about the phenomenon in this

way donated less to an identifiable victim compared to the
control group. Study 3 found similar results in a condition
where the identified victim was presented together with
victim statistics: those in the joint presentation condition
donated less than those in the identified victim condition,
presumably because it reminded them of the many other
victims who would not receive help.

We report a replication of Small et al. (2007), in which
we had two major goals. Our first goal was to conduct an in-
dependent preregistered well-powered conceptual replica-
tion of the classic identifiable victim effect on hypothetical
donations. This included two manipulations aimed at debi-
asing the effect: An explicit learning technique, which con-
sisted of informing people about the effect and an implicit
learning technique, which consisted of showing the iden-
tifiable victim jointly with victim information. Our second
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goal was to examine associations between affective feelings
and hypothetical donations examining the impact of iden-
tifiability and explicit learning on affective feelings. Ad-
ditionally, we added an extension examining associations
with perceived impact of the donation.

The Identifiable Victim Effect

The phenomenon of disproportional generosity pro-
voked by identifiable in comparison to unidentifiable in-
dividuals appears to be supported by substantial empirical
research (Bergh & Reinstein, 2021; Caviola et al., 2020; Er-
landsson et al., 2014; Friedrich & McGuire, 2010; S. Lee &
Feeley, 2016; Loewenstein et al., 2006; Slovic, 2007; Small
& Loewenstein, 2003). Kogut and Ritov (2005) demon-
strated that this effect was restricted to a single target with
their name, age, or face displayed, which resulted in larger
hypothetical donations compared to a group of unidentified
victims.! Other moderators were proposed to account for
the identifiable victim effect, including the number of iden-
tified or unidentified victims, entitativity, cause of plight,
perceived responsibility, emotions displayed by the victim,
and sense of belonging (Erlandsson et al., 2015; Ritov &
Kogut, 2011; Small & Verrochi, 2009; Smith et al., 2013).

There are several possible explanations for the identi-
fiable victim effect. One explanation is proportion domi-
nance, which refers to the phenomenon that people show
higher sensitivity to proportions than to absolute values
(Baron, 1997). This heuristic suggests that people pay more
attention to proportions or percentages than to absolute
numbers. Therefore, when evaluating options to save lives,
a higher proportion of lives saved seems to result in more
helping (Erlandsson et al., 2014; Jenni & Loewenstein,
1997). In the case of an identifiable victim, given that the
victim serves as the only reference, the proportion is per-
ceived as 100%. For statistical victims, on the other hand,
the reference group may consist of millions of people. Even
though the absolute number of lives saved would be higher
than a single individual, the proportion of lives saved de-
creases, thus reducing willingness to help.

Another explanation for this effect is the ‘affect heuris-
tic’ (Slovic et al., 2007). This heuristic describes the ten-
dency to rely on emotional and affective states when eval-
uating a stimulus, and is believed to be activated when
evaluating a specific identified victim (S. Lee & Feeley,
2018; Small & Loewenstein, 2003). The personalized infor-
mation received about a specific victim is argued to elicit
stronger affective reactions such as sympathy and distress,
which likely motivates the willingness to offer more sup-
port to that individual. In contrast, a general number rep-
resenting statistical unidentified victims may fail to induce
any major affective responses, and therefore lead to less
willingness for altruistic behavior.

Finally, the effect may also be explained by the perceived
impact of the donation (Erlandsson et al., 2015). If partic-
ipants have a stronger belief in the impact of their dona-
tions, they are likely to be more willing to give. Duncan
(2004) reported that donations towards identifiable victims
were perceived to have stronger impact, likely because it
was easier to picture how the money or resources would
benefit the individual, compared to statistical victims who
were depicted in an abstract manner or as a number. How-
ever, findings seem mixed regarding the mediating effect of
perceived impact on the identifiable victim effect. For ex-
ample, Lee and Feeley (2016) and Friedrich and McGuire
(2010) did not find support for this factor, reporting no dif-
ferences in the helping behavior between a personalized in-
dividual and an anonymous group of people.

Reanalysis of a Meta-Analysis on the Identifiable
Victim Effect Suggests the Need to Revisit the
Phenomenon

Lee and Freely (2016) conducted a meta-analysis that
summarized 41 effects from 22 experiments on the identi-
fiable victim effect and found a ‘significant yet modest IVE
[identifiable victim effect]’ (S. Lee & Feeley, 2016, p. 199)
referring to an aggregated effect of r = .05. However, there
is reason to believe that this effect might be even weaker
when publication bias is accounted for: the three highest
powered studies in the dataset show effects that are al-
most zero, including one study with 12802 participants (r
= 0.004). Lee and Freely examined the possibility of pub-
lication bias using visual inspection of funnel plots. How-
ever, this approach does not perform well under some con-
ditions like high heterogeneity (Barto$, Maier, Quintana, et
al., 2022; Barto$, Maier, Wagenmakers, et al., 2022; Carter
et al., 2019; Hong & Reed, 2021; Kvarven et al., 2020; Lau
et al., 2006; Maier, VanderWeele, et al., 2022), which is pre-
sent in Lee and Freely’s meta-analysis (Q [40] = 104.65, p
<.001, IZ = 61.8%).

Many have proposed alternative bias correction tech-
niques (for reviews see Carter et al., 2019; and Renkewitz
& Keiner, 2019), but these only perform well under some
meta-analytic conditions in terms of effect size, hetero-
geneity, and publication bias. As it is not possible to know
the meta-analytic conditions without having adjusted for
publication bias, this situation poses the following
Catch-22 problem: In order to adjust for publication bias,
one needs to know the data generating process, but in
order to know the data generating process, one needs to
have adjusted for publication bias (Barto$, Maier, Shanks,
et al., 2022). Robust Bayesian Meta-Analysis (RoBMA) is a
novel method that aims to overcome this problem using
Bayesian model-averaging (Bartos, Maier, Wagenmakers, et
al., 2022; Barto$ & Maier, 2020; Maier, Bartos, et al., 2022).
Instead of selecting a single model, RoOBMA applies mul-

1 Though we note a recent failed replication of the Kogut and Ritov (2005) by Majumder et al. (2023).
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tiple models simultaneously and allows the data to guide
the inference to be based most strongly on those models
that predicted the data best. This multi-model inference
avoids the Catch-22 problem discussed above. Specifically,
RoBMA includes models of selection for significance (Vevea
& Hedges, 1995) and models based on the relationship
between effect sizes and standard errors (precision effect
test & precision effect estimate with standard errors, PET-
PEESE). Rather than selecting a single model, Bayesian
model-averaging bases the inference on all models (the two
publication bias correction methods above as well as meth-
ods assuming no publication bias) and weighs them based
on how well they predict the data. Therefore, it is much
more robust to model misspecification compared to previ-
ous publication bias adjustment methods.

RoBMA outperformed other methods for publication bias
correction in a large simulation study (Hong & Reed, 2021,
reanalysis with RoBMA in Bartos, Maier, Wagenmakers, et
al., 2022), which combined the simulation environments
from four previous studies (Alinaghi & Reed, 2018; Bom &
Rachinger, 2019; Carter et al., 2019; Stanley et al., 2017).
In addition, RoBMA has also been shown to perform better
than other methods on empirical data by comparing the es-
timates of bias-adjusted meta-analyses to registered repli-
cation reports (Barto$, Maier, Wagenmakers, et al., 2022).
Here we use the version of RoOBMA (also known as RoOBMA-
PSMA [publication selection model averaging]) as in Bartos,
Maier, Wagenmakers, et al. (2022), as it has been vetted
extensively in simulation studies and applied examples (in
the same paper). For details about the 36 models that are
included, and the corresponding prior distributions and
prior model probabilities see Bartos, Maier, Wagenmakers,
et al. (2022).

RoBMA quantifies evidence using Bayes factors. Bayes fac-
tors compare the likelihood of the data under competing
models (in our case, the alternative hypothesis in compar-
ison to the null hypothesis). In our paper we report BF;.
In other words, Bayes factors have the null in the numera-
tor and the alternative in the denominator, and denote ev-
idence in favor of the null hypothesis. As a rule of thumb
for Bayes factors with the null in the numerator, Bayes fac-
tors between 1 and 3 are often regarded as weak evidence
for the null, Bayes factors between 3 and 10 are often re-
garded as moderate evidence for the null, and Bayes factors
larger than 10 are often regarded as strong evidence for the
null (e.g., Jeffreys, 1939; M. D. Lee & Wagenmakers, 2013,
p. 105; Wasserman, 2000). However, we caution that these
rules of thumb should merely aid interpretation and not be

taken as absolute thresholds. Bayes factors are continuous
measures of the strength of evidence, and any discretiza-
tion inevitably results in loss of information.

When applying RoBMA to the data by Lee and Freely
(2016), we found moderate evidence for publication bias
(BFg; = 0.11) and strong evidence for the absence of the av-
erage effect (BF; = 14.93), with a model-averaged mean ef-
fect size estimate of r = 0.002 (95% CI [0; 0.004]).2 In ad-
dition, we find weak evidence against heterogeneity (BF;
= 1.24). We plotted the pattern of bias in Lee and Freely in
Figure 1. The left panel shows the regression line of effect
sizes on standard errors. This relationship indicates that
studies with smaller standard errors show smaller effects,
a pattern that is indicative of publication bias. The right
panel shows the relative publication probabilities for non-
significant in comparison to significant p-values. This panel
indicates that nonsignificant studies (p > .05) are consid-
erably less likely to be published than significant studies.
Note that most of the posterior probability among the pub-
lication bias models is on the selection models rather than
models assuming a relationship between effect sizes and
standard errors (see supplementary materials).

Choice of Target for Replication: Small et al.
(2007)

We chose Studies 1 and 3 of Small et al. (2007) for repli-
cation due to the article’s considerable impact. At the time
of writing (April 2023), there were 1210 Google Scholar
citations of the target article. Beyond the direct citation
count, Small et al. (2007) have influenced several other
highly cited articles (> 1000 times at the time of writing;
e.g., Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011; Slovic, 2007) and popular
science and philosophy books such as ‘The Life You Can
Save’ (Singer, 2019) and ‘Poor Economics’ (Banerjee & Du-
flo, 2011), which have guided both research and policy. Fur-
thermore, charities often feature pictures of identified vic-
tims in advertisements, hoping to employ this effect to
increase charitable giving (e.g., https://www.savethechil-
dren.org.uk/), underscoring the applied importance of
Small et al.’s findings.

To our knowledge, there has been one direct replication
of Small et al. (2007): a Spanish language unpublished doc-
toral thesis failed to find support for the results of Study
1 (Charris, 2018). However, Charris (2018) only found weak
evidence against the effect in a Bayesian analysis and no
evidence for the null using the TOST procedure to test
for equivalence (e.g., Lakens et al., 2018). Charris (2018)

2 Due to the lack of publication bias correction methods that can accommodate a three-level structure, we accounted for the dependency
by only using the most precise estimate within each experiment. Often there were multiple estimates with the same precision within a
study. In this case, we selected randomly and bootstrapped 500 times. Using the median of these bootstraps, this analysis comes to the
conclusions regarding evidence for publication bias and evidence for an effect. Unlike the main analysis we find moderate rather than
weak evidence against heterogeneity. In addition, as funnel plot based methods are sometimes criticized for finding bias for reasons
other than publication bias (Lau et al., 2006; Maier, VanderWeele, et al., 2022), we also reanalysed the meta-analysis using only the se-
lection models in RoBMA. This lead to the same conclusions. As only one of the authors is familiar with RoBMA we also requested an in-
dependent verification to double check our analysis, the corresponding r script is available in the supplementary materials. as the analy-

sis including selection models.
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Figure 1. Footprint of Publication Bias in Lee and Freely (2016)

Note. The left panel shows the PET-PEESE regression line (i.e., the relationship between effect sizes and standard errors) and the right panel shows the relative publication probabili-
ties based on the selection models. The left panel displays a regression line of effect sizes on standard errors, the intercept of this line indicates the hypothetical estimate of a study
with infinite precision; we can see that it is very close to 0. The right panel displays estimates for the relative publication probabilities of nonsignificant studies in comparison to sig-

nificant studies model averaged across the different selection models included in RoBMA.

concluded that his study lacked statistical power and does
not allow rejecting the identifiable victim effect. In other
words, more evidence is needed using high-powered direct
replications. Several other recent studies have also ques-
tioned the robustness of the phenomenon, but usually only
in conceptual replications. For example, Hart, Lane, and
Chinn (2018) failed to find support for variations in people’s
prosocial responsiveness focusing on a single victim than
many individuals. Recently, Moche and Vastfjill (2021) and
Moche (2022) also failed to replicate the effect across 6 of 7
well-powered studies. A field experiment also failed to pro-
vide evidence for the effect (Lesner & Rasmussen, 2014).
These failed replications are surprising given that other
high-powered studies did find evidence for the identifiable
victim effect (e.g., Caviola et al., 2020; Galak et al., 2011;
Sudhir et al., 2016).

However, conceptual replications are limited in their
ability to inform about previous findings, as when concep-
tual replications failed it can be argued that the differences
in methodology are the explanation for the different re-
sults (Chambers, 2017, p. 16). This may interact with a file-
drawer and publication bias problems in a literature, that
may result in a literature with successful conceptual repli-
cations but few shared null results.

The combination of the mixed evidence from replica-
tions, the above meta-analysis reanalysis, and the impact
of Small et al.'s findings, suggests that more research is
needed to revisit and reassess the identifiable victim effect
using high-power preregistered replications (Isager et al.,
2021). We note that we initially set out to conduct a direct
close replication, yet decided on first running a far con-
ceptual replication using the same design with an impor-

tant adjustment of the dependent variable to use hypothet-
ical donations rather than real donations. We did this for
a number of reasons. First, this project was related to a
different replication project we conducted in Majumder et
al. (2023) in which we failed to replicate the identifiable
victim effect demonstrated by Kogut and Ritov (2005) who
showed the effect using hypothetical donations, as many
other studies examining the identifiable victim effect have.
We aimed to make the two replications as similar as pos-
sible in their dependent variables to allow one replication
to possibly inform the other. Second, we acknowledge the
differences between hypothetical and real-life behavior, yet
thought it best to ensure that the effect holds with simpler
hypothetical donations before embarking on a more com-
plex and costly real donation study. Mean donations are
typically higher for hypothetical donations than for real do-
nations (Bekkers, 2006); however, we are not aware of any
evidence of mechanisms that result in differences between
conditions when switching from real to hypothetical dona-
tions.

Given this important adjustment regarding the depen-
dent variable, we categorized this replication as far and
conceptual, even though much of the rest of the study re-
mains the same. Thus, we caution against over-interpreting
from this replication to the original article’s real donations
effect replicating, though we hope the community would
find this informative in the generalizability of the original’s
design to hypothetical scenarios. We discuss this point and
implications in the general discussion.
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Small et al. (2007): Hypotheses and Findings

Small et al. (2007) proposed that thinking analytically
about the value of lives reduced giving to an identifiable
victim but not to statistical victims. They also suggested
that implicitly inducing analytical reasoning about the
value of lives reduced donations to an identifiable victim
but not to statistical victims. They conducted four experi-
ments, and the current replication focused on Studies 1 and
3.

Study 1 Design and Findings

In Study 1, participants were randomly assigned to one
of two conditions, with the intervention group learning
about the identifiable victim effect from previous research
(explicit learning condition), whereas another served as a
control group. They were further randomly assigned to ei-
ther the statistical victim condition, in which they read in-
formation either about the problem of starvation in dif-
ferent African countries, or to the identifiable victim
condition, in which they received a brief description of an
African girl from the Save the Children website. They were
then instructed to donate any five one-dollar bills received
earlier from a survey to victims they had read about in the
letter. After their donation, participants rated different af-
fective reactions they experienced towards the described
victim(s). These items included feeling upset, touched,
sympathetic, and morally responsible, as well as the per-
ceived appropriateness of donating to help the described
victims.

To summarize, their Study 1 design was a 2 (Identifia-
bility: identifiable vs. statistical) x 2 (Explicit Learning: in-
tervention vs. control) between-subjects factorial design.
Their results showed that in the control condition without
the intervention, donations to the identifiable victim were
higher than donations to statistical victims. However, the
pattern was different for the participants who were as-
signed to the explicit learning intervention conditions and
learned of the identifiable victim effect before asking to do-
nate, with the donations being similar towards the identi-
fiable victim compared to towards statistical victims. The
explicit learning intervention, therefore, seemed to have
eliminated the additional donations given towards an iden-
tifiable victim.’ In addition, they showed that aggregated
feelings predicted donation behavior better in the identi-
fiable victim/no intervention condition than in the other
conditions.

Study 3 Design and Findings
In Study 3, Small et al. (2007) further studied the effect

of implicit learning by adding a third identifiability condi-
tion, a joint condition (also referred to as “implicit learning

condition”) that included both a picture of the single victim
and general victim statistics, resulting in a three conditions
design (identifiable vs. statistical vs. joint). The donation in
this joint condition was intended for the described identi-
fied victim. The presentation of victim statistics was meant
to implicitly eliminate the identifiable victim effect in the
joint condition arguably because providing statistics along-
side the victim reminds the potential donor of the many
people who would not receive help. Study 3 did not inves-
tigate how feelings predicted donations. In summary, the
Study 3 design included one factor with three levels/condi-
tions: identifiable victim, statistical victims, and the joint/
implicit learning condition.

Small et al. (2007) found support for implicit learning, as
donations to the identified victim were lower in the joint
condition compared to the identifiable victim condition.

Overview of the Replication and Extension

In this replication, we merged Studies 1 and 3 in Small
et al. (2007) into a single experimental design to study both
the explicit and implicit ways of debiasing the identifiable
victim effect. Our study was a 3 x 2 experimental design
varying identifiability of the victim (identifiable victim, sta-
tistical victims, and joint - identifiable victim alongside sta-
tistical victims) and Explicit Learning (present or not). We
summarized the design in Table 1.

The Identifiability factor, therefore, included the implicit
learning intervention from Study 3 in Small et al. (2007).
Extending the original studies, the explicit learning inter-
vention was also manipulated on the joint condition and
participants in the joint condition also rated affective feel-
ings. We note that in-line with Small et al. (2007), the do-
nations in the joint condition went towards the identified
victim (rather than the statistical victims that were also de-
scribed in this condition). Mirroring Small et al. (2007)'s
Study 1, we assessed aggregated affective feelings as a pre-
dictor of hypothetical donations.

We summarized the hypotheses of the current replica-
tion in Table 2. To replicate the results of the original study,
our Hypothesis 1 tests the identifiable victim effect based
on the contributions toward different victims. We com-
bined the original Hypotheses 1 and 2 stated in Small et al.
(2007) into Hypothesis 2 to investigate whether being in-
formed about the identifiable victim effect affected dona-
tions towards the different victims. In Hypothesis 3, we ex-
plored whether learning about the identifiable victim effect
affected donations regardless of Identifiability. Hypothesis
4 describes the main effect of implicit learning (i.e., the
joint condition; being presented with victim statistics in
the identifiable victim condition) to replicate Study 3 from
Small et al. (2007). We proposed Hypothesis 5 to examine
the impact of Identifiability and Explicit Learning on affec-

3 We note that this differed from our expectations, given that in the charitable giving literature interventions are typically meant to in-
crease donations, and therefore we had expected that such an intervention would increase donations towards statistical victims to the

level of donations towards the identifiable victim.
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Table 1. Replication and Extension: Experimental Design

Identifiability
(IV1; between-subject)

Identifiable victim

Statistical victim Joint condition

condition condition (Implicit Learning)
. . Explicit learning Identifiable Statistical Joint
Explicit Learning intervention Explicit Explicit Explicit
(IV2; between-
subject) No intervention Identifiable Statistical Joint
(Control) Control Control Control

Note. Joint condition displayed both an identifiable victim and general victim statistics.

tive feelings, and added Hypothesis 6 to test our extension
regarding perceived impact of donation. For each of the hy-
potheses, we had hypotheses serving as replications mir-
roring the target article’s designs (Study 1 without the joint
conditions, and Study 3 without the Explicit Learning con-
ditions), and additional extension hypotheses that aim to
make the most of the unified design using all relevant con-
ditions (with joint, and with explicit learning intervention).

Extension: Perceived Impact of Donation

Given the conflicting findings regarding the influence
of the perceived impact of donations we discussed above
(Duncan, 2004; Friedrich & McGuire, 2010), we aimed to
extend the replication study by also considering the per-
ceived impact of donations. We, therefore, included an ad-
ditional measure of perceived impact of the donation to
investigate whether people consider donations more im-
pactful towards an identifiable victim or statistical victims.

Preregistration and Open Science

We provided all materials, data, and code at:
https://osf.io/n4jkh/. We preregistered the study, and the
preregistration can be accessed at: https://osf.io/dc9kb/.

We report all measures, manipulations, and exclusions
conducted for this investigation. The study was preregis-
tered with power analyses reported in the supplementary
materials, and analyses were only conducted after all data
had been collected. Deviations from our preregistration are
stated in the ‘Deviations from preregistration’ section of
the supplementary materials and also at the appropriate
places in the methods section of the main text of the man-
uscript.

Method
Participants

The study received ethics approval from the University
of Hong Kong (EA1908020). A total of 1004 Amazon Me-
chanical Turk (MTurk) participants were recruited from a
US sample using CloudResearch/TurkPrime (Litman et al.,
20175 Mg, = 39-4, SD = 12.4; 465 females, 533 males, 6 pre-
fer not to say). We compared the target article and the repli-
cation samples in Table 3.

We collected as many participants as we could afford
with the available funding. The full report of power analysis

can be found in the supplementary materials under the sec-
tion ‘Power analysis of the original study effect’ and indi-
cates that for the lowest powered effect (the interaction be-
tween Explicit Learning and Identifiability), a sample size
of 314 would be sufficient to achieve 95% power for the
original effect size. In addition, sensitivity power analyses
indicate that our sample size would have 95% power to de-
tect a very small effect size of 77; = 0.012 with an alpha level
of .05.

Exclusion Criteria

We pre-registered that “We will focus our analyses on
the full sample. However, as a supplementary analysis and
to examine any potential issues, we will also determine fur-
ther findings reports with exclusions”, with several exclu-
sions criteria for the supplementary analyses: low English
proficiency (scored lower than 4 on a scale of 0 to 6); not
being serious in completing the survey (scored lower than 3
on a scale of 0 to 4); correctly guessed the hypotheses; al-
ready seen the survey before; failure to complete the sur-
vey or completed in less than a minute; and not from the
United States.

Fifty-six responses met the exclusion criteria. We found
no major differences between the pre- and post-exclusion
results. As preregistered, we focused on the full sample for
data analysis. We summarized the results after exclusion in
the supplementary materials (‘Exclusion based on prereg-
istration criteria’), with a comparison of the findings (‘Pre-
exclusions versus post-exclusions’).

We had preregistered using median absolute deviance
(MAD) to detect univariate outliers; however, we realized
that this procedure is not relevant to our dataset due to the
boundedness of all the scales used.

Design and Procedure

We combined Studies 1 and 3 of Small et al. (2007) into
a unified between-subject design with a 3 (Identifiability:
identifiable vs. statistical, vs. joint) by 2 (Explicit Learning:
intervention vs. control) random-assignment experimental
design, and with donations and feelings as the dependent
variables. We provided additional details regarding the pro-
cedure in the ‘Procedure’ subsection in the supplementary
materials and the Qualtrics survey is provided with the pre-
registration in the OSF folder.
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Table 2. Replication and Extension: Summary of Hypotheses

Hypotheses

Label

Hypothesis description

Conditions comparisons for hypotheses

Donations

1a (Identifiability main
effect, without joint)
[s1]

1b (Identifiability main
effect, with joint) [E] *

2a (Interaction effect,
without joint) [S1]

2b (Interaction effect,
with joint) [E] *

3a (Explicit Learning
main effect, without
joint) [S1]*

3b (Explicit Learning
main effect, with joint)

(E]

4 (Identifiability with
Implicit Learning main
effect, without
Explicit) [S3] *

Identifiable victim
effect in donations

People donate more when presented
with an identifiable victim than when
presented with statistical victims

Identifiable (Explicit & Control) >
Statistical (Explicit & Control)

Identifiable (Explicit & Control) >
Statistical (Explicit & Control) ~= Joint
(Explicit & Control)

Explicit learning
reduces
identifiable victim
effect in donations

The identifiable victim effect is weaker
for people who were explicitly informed
about the identifiable victim effect.

Identifiable-Explicit minus Identifiable-
Control >

Statistical-Explicit minus Statistical-
Control

Identifiable-Explicit minus Identifiable-
Control > Statistical-Explicit minus
Statistical-Control ~= Joint-Explicit
minus Joint-Control

Explicit learning
reduces donations

People who were explicitly informed
about the identifiable victim effect tend
to donate less than those uninformed of
the effect.

Explicit (Identifiable, Statistical) <
Control (Identifiable, Statistical)

Explicit (Identifiable, Statistical, and
Joint) <

Control (Identifiable, Statistical, and
Joint)

Statistical
information
reduces donations
towards identified
victim (Implicit
learning)

People donate less to an identifiable
victim when the identifiable victim is
presented alongside information about
statistical victims (joint condition)

Identifiable (Control) >
Statistical (Control) ~=
Joint (Control)

Affective feelings

5a (Identifiability main
effect, without joint)
[s1]*

5b (Explicit Learning
main effect, without
joint) [S1]*

5c (Interaction effect,
without joint) [S1] *

5d (Interaction effect,
with joint) [E]

Identifiable victim
effect in affective
feelings

People rate higher affective feelings
towards an identifiable victim than
towards statistical victims and to an
identifiable victim presented alongside
statistical victims

Identifiable (Explicit & Control) >
Statistical (Explicit & Control)

Explicit learning
reduces affective
feelings

People who were explicitly informed
about the identifiable victim effect tend
to donate less than those uninformed of
the effect.

Explicit (Identifiable, Statistical) <
Control (Identifiable, Statistical)

Explicit learning
reduces
identifiable victim
effect in affective
feelings

The identifiable victim effect in affective
feelings is weaker for people who were
explicitly informed about the identifiable
victim effect

Identifiable-Explicit minus Identifiable-
Control >

Statistical-Explicit minus Statistical-
Control

Identifiable-Explicit minus Identifiable-
Control > Statistical-Explicit minus
Statistical-Control ~= Joint-Explicit
minus Joint-Control

Perceived impact

6 (Interaction effect,
with joint) [E]

Identifiable victim
effect in perceived
impact

People rate higher impact for donations
to an identifiable victim than towards 1)
statistical victims and 2) an identifiable
victim presented with victim statistics

Identifiable (Explicit & Control) >
Statistical (Explicit & Control) ~=
Joint (Explicit & Control)
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Note. For the interaction effects, we visually examined that the effect is in the correct direction if the interaction test is significant.
The preregistration only specified the tests including the joint condition (i.e., did not specify H1 & H2). However, we added these hypotheses to ensure a fair comparison to the origi-
nal article. Donations mentioned in the hypotheses refer to hypothetical donations. [S1] mirrors the target article’s Study 1. [S3] mirrors the target article’s Study 3. [E] indicates an

extension. * indicates analysis was not pre-registered and added for completeness of reporting addressing peer review.

Manipulations were instructed to read a passage about prior research find-
ings on the identifiable victim effect used in the original
Explicit Learning studies. In other words, they were taught about the phe-

nomenon before the donation.
Participants were randomly assigned into either the ex-

plicit learning intervention condition or to the control con-
dition (evenly presented with the Qualtrics randomizer).
Participants in the explicit learning intervention condition
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Table 3. Samples: Comparison of Original Study and Replication

Demographics

Small et al. (2007)

Replication

Sample size

Study 1: 121 1004

Study 3: 159

Geographic origin

US American

US American

Gender Not specified 533 males, 465 females
6 prefer not to say

Median age (years) Not specified 36

Average age (years) Not specified 394

Age range (years) Not specified 20-91

Medium (location) Laboratory Computer (online)

Compensation US$5 Around US$1

Year 2007 2020

Identifiability

Participants were then randomly assigned to one of the
three Identifiability conditions. Those in the identifiable
victim condition read about a child from Zambia suffering
from starvation, accompanied by a black-and-white photo-
graph and a short description. Those in the statistical vic-
tim condition read about numerical victim statistics to il-
lustrate the millions of people living in a similar plight to
the child described in the identifiable victim condition. The
joint condition was a combination of the previous two con-
ditions, with the same Zambian child presented in a photo
with a brief description, along with the victim statistics
provided in the statistical victim condition; the order of the
presentation was randomized (evenly presented with the
Qualtrics randomizer).

Forced Manipulation Comprehension Checks

To ensure reading and comprehension of the scenarios,
we added checks that the participants had to answer cor-
rectly in order to be able to proceed to the next page that
presented the dependent measures. This is a noted devia-
tion to the target article’s design, which we added to ad-
dress concerns that online sample participants may not
have read or were inattentive to the scenario and the ma-
nipulation.

Measures
Hypothetical Donation

Participants were then presented with the following con-
tinuation of the scenario: “Imagine that you have just
earned $5 US dollars and you are given an opportunity to
donate any amount of the money to the organization Save
the Children”. They then indicate their hypothetical dona-
tions from 0 to 5 US$ in increments of $1 (%0, $1, $2, $3, $4,
or $5). The donation was to the specific victim in the iden-
tifiable and joint conditions and to the anonymous group in
the statistical victim condition.

Affective Reactions (with Perceived Impact
Extension)

Participants indicated their affective reactions at the
time of donation on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1
(Not at all) to 5 (Extremely). The affective measures were: 1)
Upset: “How upsetting is the described situation of the vic-
tims to you?”, 2) Sympathetic: “How sympathetic did you
feel while reading the description of the victims?”, 3) Re-
sponsibility: “How much do you feel it is your moral re-
sponsibility to help out the victims?”, 4) Touched: “How
touched were you by the described situation of the vic-
tims?”, 5) Appropriateness: “To what extent do you feel
that it is appropriate to give money to aid the victims?”, and
6) Perceived impact (extension): “How confident were you
that donating your money to the described victims could
have a significant impact?”. In line with Small et al. (2007)
we investigated the effect of each feeling individually as
well as the effect on aggregated feelings (without the ex-
tension perceived impact).

Replication Closeness Evaluation

We summarized our evaluation criteria of the replication
closeness based on Lebel et al. (2018) in Table 4, categoriz-
ing the replication as ‘far’, given the adjustment we made
to the dependent variable being a hypothetical scenario in-
stead of a behavioral measure examining real-life dona-
tions.

Results

We followed and extended the analyses conducted by the
target article. We provided a comparison of the statistical
tests reported in the original study and the replication in
the supplementary materials.

Descriptive Statistics

We summarized the descriptive statistics for hypotheti-
cal donations, aggregated feelings, and perceived impact of
the donation in Tables 5-7 and statistical tests for hypo-
thetical donations in Tables 8 and 9. We provided the re-
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Revisiting and Rethinking the Identifiable Victim Effect: Replication and Extension of Small, Loewenstein, ...

Table 4. Classification of the Replication, Based on Lebel et al. (2018)

Design facet Replication Details of deviation
IV operationalization Same /
DV operationalization Different Hypothetical donations
See “DV stimuli” below in subsection “Hypothetical imaginary donation" for details
1V stimuli Similar Updated victim information
We presented the participants with the most updated victim information retrieved
from the website of Save the Children given that those used in the original study was
dated two decades ago.
Explicit learning intervention applied to the joint condition
To combine the original studies 1 and 3 into a single study, we applied the explicit
learning intervention to the joint condition as an extension.
DV stimuli Different Question adjustment
We made minor changes to the questions evaluating participants’ feelings to ensure
the reported emotion status was linked to the victim information they have just
read.
Hypothetical imaginary donation
We asked the participants to indicate how much they would hypothetically donate
from $0 to $5 to the corresponding victim(s) instead of donating the money to Save
the Children after signing a charity request letter.
Feelings variables measurement
We considered affective feelings in the joint condition which was not measured in
the original study.
We also added an extension of ‘perceived impact of donation’ into the scale.
Procedural details Similar No reward acquired from a pre-survey
Participants would not conduct an irrelevant survey prior to the experiment to earn
$5 for the donation.
Physical settings Different Online survey
Participants conducted an online survey in Qualtrics on the MTurk platform
whereas the original study surveyed inside a student center of a university in
Pennsylvania.
Contextual variables Different MTurk workers as participants

We recruited participants on the MTurk platform while the original study recruited
participants sitting inside the school center of a university in Pennsylvania.

Replication
classification

Far replication

Note. IV= Independent variable. DV= Dependent variable.

Table 5. Hypothetical Donations: Descriptives

Identiﬁaplg victim Statisticgl_victim Joint condition Total
condition condition
2.84[1.89] 2.74[1.98] 2.23[1.91] 2.60[1.94]
Explicit learning intervention condition {1.36}* {1.26}* {N/A} ’ (502')
(170) (159) (173)
2.58[1.87] 2.72[1.92] 2.48[1.99]
No intervention condition {2.83}* {117} {1.431 2'6(%([)12';?3]
(165) (176) (161)
Total 2.71[1.88] 2.73[1.95] 2.35[1.95] 2.60[1.93]
(335) (335) (334) (1004)

Note. Statistics are presented in the following format: mean [standard deviation] {Small et al. (2007)'s reported means} (condition sample size). *Based on Small et al. (2007) Study 1.

**Based on Small et al. (2007) Study 3.

sults for the individual measures of feelings in the supple-

mentary materials.

Hypothetical Donations

al. (2007) in Table 8.

We plotted hypothetical donations by conditions (in-
cluding joint condition) in Figure 2. We summarized the in-
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Table 6. Aggregated Feelings: Descriptives

Identifiable victim Statistical victim Joint Total
Explicit learning intervention 3.82[0.91] 3.82[1.02] 3.60[0.97] 3.75[0.97]
(170) (159) (173) (502)
No explicit learning intervention 3.81[0.90] 3.84[1.00] 3.77[1.05] 3.81[0.98]
(165) (176) (161) (502)
Total 3.81[0.91] 3.83[1.01] 3.69[1.01] 3.78[0.98]
(335) (335) (334) (1004)

Note. Statistics are presented in the order of Mean [Standard deviation] (condition sample size). We reported the same information for the non-aggregated feelings in the supplemen-
tary materials. Aggregated feelings were calculated following the approach by Small et al. (2007): Upset, sympathetic, touched, responsible, and appropriateness. The Cronbach’s al-

pha for the five feelings measures was 0.90.

Table 7. Perceived Impact (Extension): Descriptives

Identifiable victim Statistical victim Joint Total
Explicit learning intervention 3.47[1.23] 2.91[1.37] 2.94[1.35] 3.11[1.34]
(170) (159) (173) (502)
No explicit learning intervention 3.31[1.25] 2.99[1.34] 3.11[1.42] 3.14[1.34]
(165) (176) (161) (502)
Total 3.39[1.24] 2.96[1.35] 3.02[1.39] 3.12[1.34]
(335) (335) (334) (1004)

Note. Statistics are presented in the order of Mean [Standard deviation] (condition sample size).

Hla, H2a, and H3a: Identifiability and Explicit
Learning Main Effects and Interaction (without
Joint Condition) [Replication]

Following the analyses conducted in Study 1 of Small
et al. (2007),4 we carried out a 2 (Explicit Learning) x 2
(Identifiability) two-way ANOVA (i.e., cells Identifiable-Ex-
plicit, Statistical-Explicit, Identifiable-Control, and Statis-
tical-Control) to examine the following hypotheses: 1) Hla:
People donate more when presented with an identifiable
victim than when presented with statistical victim, 2) H2a:
The identifiable victim effect (Hla) is weaker for people
who were explicitly informed about the identifiable victim
effect 3) H3a: People that were explicitly informed about
the identifiable victim effect tend to donate less than those
uninformed about the effect.

We supplemented the frequentist analyses with a
Bayesian analysis to allow quantifying evidence for the null.
As parameter prior distribution we use a Cauchy (0, 0.707),
which is a common choice in Bayesian analysis. Because the
Cauchy distribution is very fat-tailed, this prior gives a lot
of mass to a wide range of plausible effect sizes while at the
same time not reducing the ability to obtain evidence for
smaller effects by much (Wagenmakers et al., 2020).

We found no support for the main effect of Identifiability
(H1a), Explicit Learning (H3a), or their interaction (H2a),
with similar hypothetical donation amounts in the identi-
fiable victim and statistical victim conditions. We therefore

concluded failure to replicate the identifiable victim effect
(H1a), and failure to replicate that explicitly learning about
the effect impacted the effect itself (H2a).

H1b, H2b and H3b: Identifiability and Explicit
Learning Main Effects and Interaction (with Joint
Condition) [Extension]

We ran an additional more complex version of the analy-
sis above, which included a comparison to the joint condi-
tion (which was added in the target article’s Study 3) and
was only possible because of our unified design combining
replications of the target article’s Studies 1 and 3. We con-
ducted a 2 (Explicit Learning) x 3 (Identifiability) two-way
ANOVA to examine if the provision of additional quantita-
tive information together with an identified victim would
debias the identifiable victim effect.

We found no support for the main effect of Explicit
Learning and no interaction effect of Identifiability and Ex-
plicit Learning, that explicitly learning about the identifi-
able victim effect reduces people’s (hypothetical) donations
(H3b). We found some support for main effect of Identifia-
bility (H1b), F(2, 998) = 3.91, p = .02, n; = .008. 95% CI [.000,
.021], though Bayesian analysis indicates weak support for
the null (BFy; = 1.77). The different conclusions from the
two analyses can be explained by the large sample that in-
creases the likelihood of significant p-values, even when

4 We had preregistered to check normality and kurtosis of dependent variables. However, we realized that given our large sample size due
to central limit theorem the sample means would still be normally distributed even if the data is not and therefore did not conduct these

tests.
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Figure 2. Hypothetical donations: Interaction of Identifiability and Explicit Learning

Note. Created in JASP (2023) version 0.16.

the evidence is low from a Bayesian perspective (Maier &
Lakens, 2022).

To better understand the Identifiability main effect, we
also examined the post-hoc comparisons comparing the
different Identifiability conditions with Bonferroni correc-
tion. We found no support for differences between statis-
tical and identifiable victim conditions, t(998) = 0.097, p
= 1.00, BFy; = 11.57, d = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.14], and
near threshold for the comparison between identifiable and
joint, £(998) = 2.37, p = .053, d = 0.18 [0.03, 0.34] with dona-
tions slightly lower in the joint condition. We found support
for differences between the statistical and the joint condi-
tion t(998) = 2.46, p = .041, d = 0.19 [0.04, 0.34]. Given the

weak near threshold unexpected effect, we caution against
over-interpretation of the Identifiability main effect or the
contrasts.

H4: Identifiability with Implicit Learning (Joint
Condition) Main Effect (without Explicit Learning)
[Replication]

We conducted the analyses mirroring the analyses of
Study 3 in Small et al (2007), without including the explicit
learning intervention conditions (i.e., H4: Identifiable-
Control > Joint-Control ~= Joint-Control). Although this
was conducted by the target, it was not included in the pre-
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Table 8. Hypothetical Donations: Statistical Tests for Identifiability and Explicit Learning

F p BFp1 m 95% Cl
H1: Identifiability
Without joint condition [S1]
H1a: Identifiable (Explicit & Control) vs. Statistical (Explicit & Control)
Target article 6.75 <.05 N/A .06 [.00,.15]
Replication 0.01 923 11.57 .00 [.00, .003]

With joint condition [E]

H1b: Identifiable (Explicit & Control) vs. Statistical (Explicit & Control) vs. Joint (Explicit & Control)

Replication 391 .020 1.77 01 [.00,.021]
H2: Interaction: Identifiability and Explicit Learning
Without joint condition [S1]
H2a: (Identifiable-Explicit vs. Statistical-Explicit vs. Identifiable-Control vs. Statistical-Control)
Target article 5.32 <.05 N/A .04 [.00,.14]
Replication 0.654 419 6.30 .001 [.000,.011]

With joint condition [E]

H2b: (Identifiable-Explicit vs. Statistical-Explicit vs. Joint-Explicit vs. Identifiable-Control vs. Statistical-Control vs. Joint-Control)

Replication 148 .228 12.74 .003 [.000,.012]
H3: Explicit learning intervention
ition [S1]
H3a: Explicit (Identifiable & Statistical) vs. Control (Identifiable & Statistical)
Target article 4.15 <.05 N/A .03 [.00,.12]
Replication 0.89 .346 7.51 .00 [.000,.012]
With joint condition [E]
H3b: Explicit (Identifiable-, Statistical, & Joint) vs. Control (Identifiable, Statistical, & Joint)
Replication 0.005 .943 14.15 .00 [.000,.002]
H4: Implicit learning and Identifiability
Without explicit learning [S3] *
H4: Identifiable (Control) > Statistical (Control) ~= Joint (Control)
Target article 5.67 <.01 N/A .07 [.01,.15]
Replication 0.61 541 25.03 .00 [.00,.015]

Note. ANOVA tests. N = 1004. CI = confidence interval. N/A = could not be recalculated. BF; denotes the Bayes factor in favor of the null. Bayes factors based on Cauchy prior with

Tscale

=0.707. U,Z) for original study recalculated based on F-statistics and degrees of freedom.

[S1] mirrors the target article’s Study 1. [S3] mirrors the target article’s Study 3. [E] indicates an extension. * indicates analysis was not pre-registered.

registration, which was focused on the unified design and
included the explicit conditions (see below). We therefore
labeled this analysis exploratory. We found no support for
an implicit learning effect, F(2, 499) = 0.61, p = .541, 1712, =
.002, 95% CI [.00, .02], and with strong evidence against the
effect in a complementary Bayesian analysis (BF;; = 25.03).
Therefore, we did not conduct any follow-up tests compar-
ing differences between specific cells.

Feelings

The Cronbach’s alpha for the feelings variables was 0.90.
We therefore followed the methodology by Small et al
(2007) and aggregated the five feelings into a single mea-
sure of aggregated feelings, combining: 1) feeling upset,
2) feeling sympathetic towards the victim(s), 3) feeling
touched by the situation, 4) feeling morally responsible,
and 5) feeling that it is appropriate to donate to the cause.
We summarized the results of the hypotheses tested on ag-
gregated feelings in Table 9.

H5a/b/c: Identifiability and Explicit Learning Main
Effects and Interaction on Aggregated Feelings
(without Joint Condition) [Replication]

In Small et al. (2007), aggregated feelings were measured
and analyzed in Study 1, and the joint condition was intro-
duced in Study 3. We therefore first conducted a matched
analysis to their Study 1 without the joint condition. We
note that our pre-registration originally focused on the
analyses that included the joint condition, yet deviated
from the target’s Study 1, which is reported in the following
section.

We found no support for and with Bayesian analyses ev-
idence against the main effect of Identifiability (H5a: F(1,
666) = 0.09, p = .764, BF; = 11.08, 2 = 0.00, 95% CI [0.00,
0.01]), main effect of Explicit Learning and (H5b: F(1, 666) =
0.01, p =.940, BF,; = 11.56, 2 = 0.00, 95% CI [0.00, 0.002]),
and their interaction (H5c: F(1, 666) = 0.04, p = .842, BF; =
8.13, 2 = 0.00, 95% CI [0.00, 0.01]).

Collabra: Psychology 12

©14E||00/5Z6¥08/€0206/ |/6/4Pd-2|01e/21gE||00/Npa"ssaidon"aul|uo//:dBy woly papeojumoq

176 €202

20z Arenuer | uo jsenb Aq ypd €0z06
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Table 9. Aggregated Feelings: Statistical Tests for Identifiability and Explicit Learning

df F p BFp1 m 95% Cl
Identifiability main effect, without joint [S1] *
H5a: Identifiable (Explicit & Control) > Statistical (Explicit & Control)
Target article 1,114 1.80 .18 N/A .02 [.00,.09]
Replication 1,114 0.09 764 11.08 .00 [.00,.01]
Explicit learning intervention main effect, without joint [S1] *
H5b: Explicit (Identifiable, Statistical) vs. Control (Identifiable, Statistical)
Target article 1,114 0.24 .63 N/A .00 [.00,.05]
Replication 1,114 0.01 .940 11.56 .00 [.00,.002]

Interaction effect, without joint [S1] *

H5c: (Identifiable-Explicit minus Identifiable-Control > Statistical-Explicit minus Statistical-Control)

Target article 1,114 2.00

Replication 1,114 0.04

.16 N/A .02
842 8.13 .00

(.00, .09]
[.00,.01]

Interaction effect, with joint [E]

H5d: (Identifiable-Explicit minus Identifiable-Control > Statistical-Explicit minus Statistical-Control ~= Joint-Explicit minus Joint-

Control)

Replication 2,998 0.792

453 44.85 .002 [.00,.009]

Note. ANOVA test. N = 1004. CI = confidence interval. Aggregated feelings refer to averaging the feelings of being upset, being sympathetic, being touched, moral responsibility, and
donation appropriateness into a single composite. The Cronbach’s alpha for the five feelings measures was 0.90. BF; denotes the Bayes factor in favor of the null. Bayes factors based

on Cauchy prior with ry . = 0.707. [S1] mirrors the target article’s Study 1. [E] indicates an extension. * indicates analysis was not pre-registered.

H5d: Identifiability and Explicit Learning Main
Effects and Interaction on Aggregated Feelings (with
Joint Condition) [Extension]

We also ran a pre-registered extension analysis with the
joint condition that went beyond the target article’s Study
1. We conducted a 2 (Explicit Learning) x 3 (Identifiability)
two-way ANOVA on aggregated feelings (mean across all
feelings measures apart from ‘perceived impact’). Results
were similar to those without the joint condition, with no
support for the main effects of Identifiability, the main ef-
fect of Explicit Learning, or the interaction on aggregated
feelings. The Bayesian analysis further suggests evidence
against an effect. Thus, we concluded that H5a/b/c and H5d
were not supported.

Exploratory: Identifiability and Explicit Learning
interaction on singular feelings

We also ran a 2 (Explicit Learning) x 3 (Identifiability)
two-way ANOVA to determine if separate affective reac-
tions were affected by the Identifiability and Explicit Learn-
ing interaction. We summarized our findings in a table in
the supplementary materials in the section ‘Descriptive
Statistics and Tests for Disaggregated Feelings’.

The target article reported no support for any effects re-
garding the feeling variables. In this replication, we found
some support for a main effect of Identifiability on moral
responsibility, F(2, 998) = 3.82, p = .022, 77;2; = .008 [.000,
.021] and appropriateness to donate, F(2, 998) = 3.71, p =
.025, 77;2; = .007 [.000, .020]. However, a Bayesian analysis
suggests weak evidence against an effect on moral respon-
sibility (BF; = 2.05) and appropriateness of donation (BF;
= 2.24). We therefore conclude that there is not enough ev-
idence to claim an effect on disaggregated feelings (espe-

cially given the large sample size and number of statistical
tests).

Associations between Aggregated Feelings and
Hypothetical Donations

We examined the associations between five aggregated
feelings (as above) and hypothetical donations, summa-
rized in Table 10. The target article found that aggregated
feelings predicted donations more strongly in the identi-
fiable victim/no intervention condition than in the other
conditions. In our data, there were strong positive rela-
tionships between aggregated feelings and hypothetical do-
nations across all six conditions, with the effects in all
conditions overlapping with the confidence intervals of all
the effects in the other conditions, showing no indication
for differences. We concluded these results as inconsistent
with the target article’s findings.

Perceived impact (Extension)

Hé: Effect of Identifiability and Explicit Learning on
Perceived Impact of Donation

We ran a 2 (Explicit Learning) x 3 (Identifiability) two-
way ANOVA to determine how the perceived impact of the
donation differed depending on these two factors. We find
evidence for an effect of Identifiability on perceived impact,
F(2, 998) = 10.5, p = .00003, n; = .021 [.006, .040], BF,, =
0.003. However, we do not find evidence for an effect of Ex-
plicit Learning on perceived impact, F(1, 998) = 0.11, p =
0.74, ;= .000 [.000, .004], BF; = 13.69, or for an interac-
tion between Explicit Learning and Identifiability, F(2, 998)
= 1.48, p = 0.229, n; = .002 [.000, .012], BF(; = 11.05.
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Table 10. Correlations between Aggregated Feelings and Hypothetical Donations across Conditions

Target article Replication

Conditions r p n r 95% Cl p

Identifiable/ Explicit learning .34 N/A 170 .63 [0.53,0.72] .001
Identifiable/ No explicit learning .55 <.01 165 .58 [0.47,0.67] .001
Statistical/ Explicit learning .33 N/A 159 .64 [0.54,0.73] .001
Statistical/ No explicit learning .39 N/A 176 .56 [0.45,0.65] .001
Joint/ Explicit learning N/A N/A 173 .63 [0.53,0.71] .001
Joint/ No explicit learning N/A N/A 161 .59 [0.58,0.80] .001

Note. CI = confidence interval. N/A = unreported in the original studies. Aggregated feelings refer to averaging the feelings of being upset, being sympathetic, being touched, moral
responsibility, and donation appropriateness into a single composite. The Cronbach’s alpha for the five feelings measures was 0.90.

As we only found evidence for an effect of Identifiability,
we follow up with post-hoc tests of this factor. We found
support for higher perceived impact in the identifiable vic-
tim condition (M = 3.39, SD = 1.24) compared to both the
statistical victim (M = 2.96, SD = 1.35), t(668) = 4.35, p <
.001, d = 0.34, 95% CI [0.18, 0.49], and joint condition (M
= 3.02, SD = 1.39), t(667) = 3.67, p < .001, d = 0.28, 95%
CI [0.13, 0.44]. Both of these results also held up in the
Bayesian analysis (BF,; = 0.001 and 0.02).

Further, the perceived impact of donation was correlated
to hypothetical donations, r(1002) = 0.54, p < .001. The cor-
relation is comparable for all cells of our design ranging
from 0.48 in the identifiable victim/no intervention condi-
tion to 0.60 in the statistical victim/intervention condition
(see supplementary materials for the correlation in each
cell of our design).

Discussion

We conducted a replication and extension of Small et
al.'s (2007) Studies 1 and 3 to examine the discrepancy in
human hypothetical prosocial donations towards a single
identifiable victim compared to a group of anonymous sta-
tistical victims. We found no support for the identifiable
victim effect in hypothetical donation tasks and Bayesian
analyses indicated evidence in support of no effect. We
found further support for this null effect in our reanalysis
of a large meta-analysis on the effect conducted by Lee and
Freely (2016) using advanced publication bias adjustment
methods. We also failed to demonstrate that either explic-
itly learning about the effect explicitly (through reading
prior research) or implicitly (being given statistical victim
information along with the personalized victim) weakens
the hypothetical donations gap. Thus, we conclude that we
failed to find support for the target article’s findings regard-
ing the identifiable victim effect and the interventions that
weakened the effect in hypothetical donations. We provided
a comparison of the results between the original study and
replication in Table 11.

In our extension adding a measure of perceived impact,
we found support for perceived impact of the hypothetical
donations as higher for an identifiable victim compared
to statistical victims, and with support for an association
between perceived impact and hypothetical donations,
though it somehow failed to translate to an effect on hy-

pothetical donations. Further research is needed to try and
understand the links between perceived impact, hypotheti-
cal donations, intent to donate, and actual donations.

We caution that our results should not be considered a
‘final word’ on this effect but rather a motivation for future
replication efforts in the form of high-powered registered
reports examining hypothetical donations, donation intent,
real money donations, and associated perceptions such as
perceived impact. In addition, we see many promising the-
oretical directions for further work in this area and possi-
bilities for rethinking and reframing the original theory.

Identifiable Victim Effect or Scope Insensitivity?

Majumder et al. (2023) recently reported a failed replica-
tion of Kogut and Ritov (2005) and suggested that the iden-
tifiable victim effect may be reframed, that instead of larger
donations towards an identifiable victim, the effect might
be viewed as similar donations towards an identifiable vic-
tim as a group of unidentified or statistical victims with
no donation adjustment per group size. This cognitive phe-
nomenon is usually discussed under the term ‘scope insen-
sitivity’, and describes that people do not value a good (here
helping children in need) in proportion to its scope or size
(Baron & Greene, 1996; Desvousges et al., 1993; Kahneman
& Knetsch, 1992). Scope insensitivity has also been shown
to be a factor in charitable giving (Hsee et al., 2013; Maier,
Caviola, et al., 2022; Vistfjall & Slovic, 2020) and has been
discussed as a reason for neglecting to help save human
lives, for example, in the context of genocides (Cameron &
Payne, 2011; Dickert et al., 2012, 2015; Slovic & Vistfjall,
2010). We see much need for research that would help clar-
ify the different aspects of the phenomenon, to disentangle
Identifiability (whether targets are identified or not), from
singularity (one versus group), from group size (in scope
insensitivity), and to then revisit the classics and examine
each of these factors, separately and jointly. Across several
replications, we struggled to find support for seminal arti-
cles in this domain (most recently, in Mayiwar et al., 2023),
and it would seem that these challenges are also shared by
the very scholars who initially reported these phenomena
(e.g., Moche & Vistfjdll, 2021)
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Table 11. Replication Results Summary: Comparison between the Target Article and the Replication

H Study Independent variable Dependent nf, effect size and Replication BFgq
variable 95% Confidence intervals summary Evidence
for null
Target article Replication

la 1 Identifiability main Donation .06 .00 No signal - 11.57
effect, without joint [.00,.15] [.00,.003] inconsistent

2a 1 Identifiability x Donation .04 .001 No signal - 6.30
Explicit Learning [.00,.14] [.00,.011] inconsistent
interaction effect,
without joint

3a 1 Explicit Learning main Donation .03 .001 No signal - 7.51
effect, [.00,.12] [.00,0.01] inconsistent
without joint

4 3 Implicit learning main Donation .07 .00 No signal - 25.03
effect, without Explicit [.01,.15] [.00,.015] inconsistent

5a 1 Identifiability main Affective 0.02 .00 No signal - 11.08
effect, without joint feelings [.00,.09] [.00,.01] inconsistent

5c 1 Identifiability x Affective 0.02 .00 No signal - 8.13
Explicit Learning feelings [.00, .09] [.00, 0.006] inconsistent

interaction effect,
without joint

Note. H = Hypotheses. Replication summary is using the LeBel et al. (2019) criteria.

Evidence for Irrational Decision Making?

It is unclear whether this phenomenon can be consid-
ered evidence for irrational decision-making in the context
of identifiable victims. On the one hand, as Majumder et
al. (2023) argued, the larger group of victims should elicit
more empathic concern, distress, and consequently, will-
ingness to contribute. Not observing this pattern violates
the principle of proportionality (i.e., larger issues should be
tackled with more resources). On the other hand, from a
cost-effectiveness perspective, it makes sense to contribute
more where the donation is most effective rather than where
the problem is biggest. According to the theory of impact
philanthropy proposed by Duncan (2004), the tendency for
people to offer help lies in their perception of the difference
they can make with their donations. In our study, we found
that participants did not necessarily perceive a hypothetical
donation to the larger group as more impactful, but rather
that they may in fact consider donations to the identifiable
victim more impactful, in line with Duncan (2004). People
might also perceive donating to the identified victim as
more impactful due to proportion dominance. In other
words, they may donate less to statistical victims, given
that they perceive a lower impact of their contribution
when they can only help a smaller proportion of affected
individuals (e.g., Erlandsson et al., 2014).

Therefore, effectiveness-based reasoning would imply
the opposite compared to the principle of proportionality
- donating more to the identified victim. A potential ex-
planation of the null effects in our study would be that
participants apply both reasoning based on proportionality
and based on effectiveness, and the two cancel each other
out, resulting in an overall null effect. Future research may
measure participants’ effectiveness focus and tendency to
allocate resources based on proportionality to directly in-

vestigate how these two factors affect donations to the
identifiable victim.

Limitations and More Future Directions

A core limitation that may explain the discrepancy be-
tween the results of the original studies and our replication
is our adjustment from real to hypothetical donations. In
Small et al. (2007), participants received money as a reward
after filling in an unrelated survey about the use of various
technology products. Participants then received a blank en-
velope and a charity request letter to decide how much they
would be willing to donate. Answering the unrelated tech-
nology survey allowed participants to assess how much ef-
fort they invested to earn money, making it easier to grasp
the subjective value of the money than in our study. Sec-
ond, given this cover story, participants may not have real-
ized that the experimenters were investigating their dona-
tion behavior. Third, participants might donate differently
with real in comparison to imaginary money, as they would,
for instance, likely deliberate more when making choices
involving real donations.

In our replication, we asked the participants to imagine
they had just earned $5 and how much of this they would
like to give to the corresponding victims. Generosity re-
flected in the hypothetical donation is usually higher than
that expected in the original studies (Bekkers, 2006).
Though a direct comparison between the two studies is
problematic given the passing of time and the very different
measures, looking at the raw numbers in our replication
people indicated higher hypothetical donations (Table 5
in the ‘Results’ section), compared to the real donations
reported in the target article. However, we note that our
conclusions do not depend on average donations but on
the differences between conditions. We are not aware of
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any evidence that would suggest that these effects stand a
better chance of working in real life setting than they do
in hypothetical scenarios. Nevertheless, a replication in a
field setting or an experiment with real donations would
be valuable in the future, though we recommend adjusting
expectations and taking into account that observed effects
might be much weaker than initially thought.

Second, we made additional adjustments and also added
forced comprehension checks, to ensure that participants
read and understood the hypothetical donation situation
and choice. It is possible that this may have somehow im-
pacted participants’ responses since they might disrupt
feelings of empathy. In addition, participants may believe
that the information about the identified victim effect was
supplied to them in order to answer the comprehension
checks rather than in order to use it in the subsequent do-
nation task. However, we note that if the effect was in-
deed affected by such factors, it may indicate that the initial
demonstrations were atleast partially motivated by socially
desirability responding (McKenzie et al., 2018), and/or that
the effect is more contextual, weaker, and less robust than
initially thought.

Third, our study was conducted online rather than in
person (as in Small et al., 2007). On the one hand, this dif-
ference may also be considered a strength, as the online
data collection allowed us to collect a larger and broader
sample than would have been possible in a lab study. On
the other hand, the increased anonymity in online settings
could reduce participants’ willingness to donate, even
though it is less clear how this would affect the differences
between conditions. This research was also conducted dur-
ing the Covid-19 pandemic, which might have affected par-
ticipants’ financial status and their psyche more broadly.
These two factors might have resulted in our participants
having little money for donations or being pre-occupied
with financial and existential concerns. Hypothetical dona-
tions, therefore, may have been limited by resource con-
straints, or their ‘mental account’ of how much they are
willing to contribute to donation tasks (Sussman et al.,
2015; Thaler, 1985, 1999).

Conclusion

We conducted a replication and extension of Small et
al. (2007) with modified setting and using hypothetical do-
nations. Contrary to the target article’s findings, we did
not find support for the identifiable victim effect and did
not find support for explicit and implicit interventions as
weakening the effect. We emphasize that our paper should
not be considered conclusive evidence against the identifi-
able victim effect, given the differences in the experimen-
tal setup. Instead, we believe that the failure to find the
effect on hypothetical donations in combination with the
publication bias-adjusted meta-analysis constitutes a cau-
tionary note. We, therefore, conclude that our paper shows
a pressing need for more replications with real donations
in the form of registered replication reports (Chambers,
2013), ideally conducted as adversarial collaborations be-
tween proponents and critics of the identifiable victim ef-
fect.
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Open Science Disclosures
Data collection
Data collection was completed before analyzing the data.
Conditions reporting
All collected conditions are reported.
Variables reporting

All variables collected for this study are reported and included in the provided data.
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Analysis of the Original Article

Methods of the Original Article

This section summarizes the methodology adopted in Small, Loewenstein, and Slovic
(2007)’s Studies 1 and 3

Experimental Design

Study 1:

- 2x2 between-subject design
- Participants were randomly assigned to each condition

Table S1

Study 1: Experimental Design

IV1: Identifiability
[between-subject]

IV2: Intervention
[between-subject]

IV1: Identifiable victim
condition

IV1: Statistical victim
condition

Manipulation: Information of an
identifiable victim was presented

Manipulation: Information of
statistical victims was presented

IV2: Intervention
condition
Manipulation:
Research on
identifiability was
presented

IV2:No
intervention
condition
Manipulation:
Research on
identifiability was
not presented

(1 = Not at all, 5 = Extremely)

DV1: Donation
“Indicate the amount of donation from $0 to $5 on the charity request
letter and include the letter with the money in the envelope”

DV2: Affective and moral reaction (Feelings)

Feeling of being upset

“How upsetting is this situation to you?”

Feeling of being sympathetic

“How sympathetic did you feel while reading the description of the
cause?”

Feeling of being touched

“How touched were you by the situation described?”

Moral responsibility

“How much do you feel it is your moral responsibility to help out
with this cause?”

Donation appropriateness

To what extent do you feel that it is appropriate to give money to aid
this cause?

Note: IV= Independent variable. DV= Dependent variable.
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Study 3:

- 1x3 between-subject design

- Participants were randomly assigned to each condition

Table S2

Study 3: Experimental Design

IV1:
Identifiability
[between-
subject]

IV1: Identifiable
victim condition

Manipulation:
Information of an
identifiable victim was
presented

IV1: Statistical victim
condition

Manipulation:
Information of statistical
victims was presented

IV1: Joint condition
(identifiable victim
provided with victim

statistics)

Manipulation:
Information of statistical
and identifiable victims
was presented

DV1: Donation

“Indicate the amount of donation from $0 to $5 on the charity request letter and include the
letter with the money in the envelope”

Note: IV= Independent variable. DV= Dependent variable.

Independent Variables (IV)
IV1: Identifiability

- Participants were presented with either one of the three victim information indicated

below

1. IVI: Identifiable victim condition
Manipulation: Information of an identifiable victim was presented

2. IV1: Statistical victim condition

3. IV1: Joint condition

Manipulation: Information of statistical victims was presented

Manipulation: Information of statistical and identifiable victims was presented
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IV2: Intervention

Participants were assigned to either the intervention or control group. Only
participants under manipulation would learn about the identifiable victim effect prior
to donations

Dependent Variables (DV)
DV1: Donations

DV?2: Affective and moral reactions (feelings)

Scale: 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 2, 3, 4, 5 = extremely)
Reliability: a= .87
Feelings variables:

a. Feeling of being upset
Question: How upsetting is this situation to you?

b. Feeling of being sympathetic
Question: How sympathetic did you feel while reading the description of the cause?

c. Feeling of being touched
Question: How touched were you by the situation described?

d. Moral responsibility
Question: How much do you feel it is your moral responsibility to help out with this
cause?

e. Donation appropriateness
Question: To what extent do you feel that it is appropriate to give money to aid this
cause?
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Results of the Target Article

Sample Descriptive Statistics

Table S3

Sample Description of the Original Study

Demographics

Small et al. (2007)

Sample size

Geographic origin
Gender

Age

Location

Sample type (participants)
Sample nature

Study 1: 121 (No exclusion)

Study 3: 159 (No exclusion)

USA

Unreported

Unreported

A student center at a university in Pennsylvania

Individuals sitting alone in the student center
Field
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Statistical Results of the Target Article

Table S4 summarizes the main effects of identifiability and intervention on donations,
combining the results of Studies 1 and 3.

Table S4
Effect of Identifiability and Intervention on Donations
p)
Variations dfl df2 F p Tp
Identifiability
Study 1: without joint 1 115 6.75 <.05 .06

condition with explicit
Study 3: with joint

condition, without explicit 2 N/A 3.67 <01 07
Explicit Learning 1 115 4.15 <.05 .04
Interaction 1 115 5.32 <.05 .04

Note. ANOVA test. N = 121 for identifiability without joint condition. N = 159 for
identifiability with joint condition. The main effect of intervention and the interaction effect
apply to Study 1 but not Study 3. N/A = unreported in the original studies.

Table S5 summarizes the contrast between identifiable/no intervention condition on
donations and a combination of other conditions including statistical/no intervention,
identifiable/intervention, and statistical/intervention conditions.

Table S5
Mean Contrast of ldentifiable/ No Intervention Condition on Donations with a Combination
of Other Conditions (Study 1)

Conditions M SD df t p

Identifiable/no intervention 2.83 2.10

Combination of other conditions 1.26 1.74 17 -4.06 <001

Note. Independent t-test. N = 121.
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Table S6 summarizes the ordered probit regression results on the effects of identifiability and
intervention on donations. This test was conducted due to the violation of normality with
many participants donating $0 to corresponding victims.

Table S6
Effects of Identifiability and Intervention on Donations (Study 1)
2
Variations df X p
Identifiability 1 10.06 <.01
Intervention 1 0.01 92
Interaction 1 4.72 <.03

Note. Ordered probit regression. N = 121.

Table S7 summarizes the insignificant effects of identifiability and intervention on
aggregated feelings by averaging five segregated feelings into a single composite. Original
studies also found insignificant results for the effect of identifiability and intervention on
each of these segregated feelings including the feelings of being sympathetic, being upset,
being touched, donation appropriateness, and moral responsibility. Results were not reported
in the original study.

Table S7
Effect of Identifiability and Intervention on Aggregated Feelings (Study 1)
Variations dfl df2 F p
Identifiability 1 114 1.80 18
Intervention 1 114 0.24 .63
Interaction 1 114 2.00 .16

Note. ANOVA test. N = 121.
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Table S8 summarizes the correlation between aggregated feelings and donations.

Table S8
Study 1: Correlations between Aggregated Feelings and Donations
Conditions r p
Identifiable/ intervention .34 N/A
Statistical/ intervention .33 N/A
Statistical/ no intervention .39 N/A
Identifiable/ no intervention .55 <.01

Note. Correlation test. N = 121. N/A = unreported in the original studies.

Table S9 summarizes the Bonferroni-adjusted pairwise comparison of identifiability on
donations in Study 3. Statistical results were not reported in the original study except the p-

value.

Table SO
Study 3: Effect of Identifiability on Donations with Bonferroni-adjusted Pairwise
Comparisons

Identifiability p
Identifiable & Statistical victim <.01
Statistical victim & Joint condition 1.0
Identifiable victim & Joint condition <.05

Note. Independent t-test. N = 159. p-values reported were Bonferroni-adjusted.
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Effect Size and Confidence Interval Calculations of the Original Study Effects

Please see the Rmardown or html file in the supplementary materials.

Power Analysis of the Original Study Effect

Power analysis was conducted with G*Power 3.1.9.4 to calculate the sample size for
replication. The required sample size for .95 power and .05 alpha is 314.

Main Effect of Identifiability on Donations (Study 1)

Original result: F(1,115) =6.75, p < .05, np2= .06

- an = .06 obtained from the original study was directly used for calculating the sample
size

critical F = 3.88791

35 40
Test family Statistical test
F tests ~ ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions »
Type of power analysis
A priori: Compute required sample size - given o, power, and effect size e
Input Parameters Output Parameters
Effect size f 0.2526456 Noncentrality parameater A 13.1489386
o err prob 0.05 Critical F 3.8879061
Power (1-p err prob) 0.95 Denominator df 202 O From variances
Numerator df 1 Total sample size 2086 t plained pecial ef 1
Number of groups 4 Actual power 0.95041459 ; ]

@ Direct

Calculate Effect size f 0.2526456

F tests - ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size
Input: Effectsizef = 0.2526456
o err prob = 0.05
Power (1- err prob) = 0.95
Numerator df = 1
Number of groups = 4
Output: Noncentrality parameter A = 13.1489386
Critical F = 3.8879061

Denominator df = 202

11
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Total sample size = 206
Actual power = 0.9504149

Main Effect of Intervention on donation (Study 1)

Original result: F(1,115) =4.15, p < .05, np2= .04

- np2 = .04 obtained from the original study was directly used for calculating the sample
size

critical F = 3.87163

0.5
0.4 4
0.3 1
0.2 4
0.1 4
o T T T T T
30 35 40
Test family Statistical test
F tests ~ AMOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions o
Type of power analysis
A priori: Compute required sample size - given o, power, and effect size ~
Input Parameters Output Parameters
Effect size f 0.2041241 Moncentrality parameter h 13.0833275
o err prob 0.05 Critical F 3.8716305
Power (1-B err prob) 0.895 Denominator df 310 O Erom variances
Numerator df 1 Total sample size 314 Wariance expls 1 by special effec 1
Number of groups 4 Actual power 0.9501074 S s . 1

(@  Direct

Calculate Effect size f 02041247

F tests - ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size
Input: Effectsize f = 0.2041241
o err prob = 0.05
Power (1-B err prob) = 0.95
Numerator df = 1
Number of groups = 4
Output: Noncentrality parameter A = 13.0833275
Critical F = 3.8716305
Denominator df = 310
Total sample size = 314
Actual power = 0.9501074

Interaction Effect of Identifiability and Intervention on Donation (Study 1)

Original result: F(1,115) =5.32, p < .05, npzz .04
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- np2 = .04 obtained from the original study was directly used for calculating the sample

size

critical F = 387163

0.5

0.4 4

0.3 1

0.2 1

0.1

0

Test family Statistical test

F tests e

Type of power analysis

AMNOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions

A priori: Compute required sample size - given o, power, and effect size

Input Parameters

Determine ==

Effect size f
o err prob
Power (1-p err prob)
Numerator df

Number of groups

0.2041241

0.05

0.95

1

4

Output Parameters
Noncentrality parameter »

Critical F
Denominator df
Total sample size

Actual power

T
35

;
40

13.0833275
3.8716305
310 () From variances
314 e ;
0.9501074 U i
®  Direct
Partial n2 0.04
Calculate Effect size f 02041247

F tests - ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions

13.0833275

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size
Input: Effectsize f = 0.2041241
o err prob = 0.05
Power (1-B err prob) = 0.95
Numerator df = 1
Number of groups = 4
Output: Noncentrality parameter A
Critical F = 3.8716305
Denominator df = 310
Total sample size = 314
Actual power = 0.9501074

Contrast of Identifiable/no intervention Condition on Donations and the Combination of

Other Conditions on Donations (Study 1)

Original result: #(117) = -4.06, p < .001
identifiable/no intervention: M = $2.83, SD = $2.10

Combination of other 3 conditions (statistical/no intervention, statistical /intervention,
identifiable/ intervention): M = $1.26, SD = $1.74

13



Small et al. (2007): Replication and extension (Supplementary)

critical t =1.99006

- =
7’ ~
7 \
0.3 4 '
/ \
7 N
7 A
0.2 7, \
LY
7 A
A
0.1 B\ « N
XN %
| - e
0 - T = i T — =
-2 o 2 4 [
Test family Statistical test
t tests ~ Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups) ~
Type of power analysis
A priori: Compute required sample size - given o, power, and affect size ~
Input Parameters Cutput Parameters
Tail(s) | Two A MNoncentrality parameter & 3.6861684
Effect size d 0.8141384 Critical t 1.9900634
o err prob 0.05 Df 80
Power (1-B err prob) 0.95 Sample size group 1 41
Allocation ratio N2 /N1 1 Sample size group 2 41
Total sample size 82
Actual power 0.9536770

14

) nll=n2

Mean group 1 0
Mean group 2 1

5D o within each group

@ nl =n2

Mean group 1
| Mean group 2
I 5D o group 1
SDogroup 2

Effect size d 08141384

Calculate

t tests - Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups)

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size
Input: Tail(s) = Two
Effectsized = 0.8141384
o err prob = 0.05
Power (1- err prob) = 0.95
Allocation ratio N2/N1 = 1
Output: Noncentrality parameter 6 =
Critical t = 1.9900634
Df = 80
Sample size group 1 = 41
Sample size group 2 = 41
Total sample size = 82
Actual power = 0.9536770

3.6861684

Correlation of Aggregated Feelings and Donations: Identifiable/ no intervention (Study 1)

Original result: r =.55, p < .01
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critical t =2.03951

-~ —
’ “‘\
0.3 1 ! %
o \
! \
/ \
0.2 4 / \
/ \
! N\
0.1 4 /! s
B « \
Y 2 ~
4 \.74__
o T ! 1 — T T T T e T
-2 0 2 4 & a
Test family Statistical test
t tests e Correlation: Point biserial model e
Type of power analysis
A priori: Compute required sample size - given o, power, and effect size A
Input Parameters Qutput Parameters
Tail(s) | Two e Moncentrality parameter & 3.78308977
Determine == Effect size |p 0.55 Critical t 2.0395134
o err prob 0.0% Df 31
Power (1-B err prob) 0.95 Taotal sample size 33
Actual power 09557662

t tests - Correlation: Point biserial model

Analysis:

Input: Tail(s) =
Effect size |p|
o err prob =
Power (1-B err prob) =

Two

0.55
0.05

0.95

Output: Noncentrality parameter 6
Critical t = 2.0395134
Df = 31
Total sample size = 33
Actual power = 0.9557662

A priori: Compute required sample size

3.7830977

15
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Main Effect of Identifiability on Donations (Study 3)
Original result: F(2) =5.67, p < .01, np2= .07

- np2 = .07 obtained from the original study was directly used for calculating the sample
size

Central and noncentral distributions  protocol of power analyses

critical F = 3.03951

0.84 i
0.6+
0.4 4
0.2 4
Ml e
0 \. T T T T == T
0 5 10 15 20

Test family Statistical test
F tests ~ ANOVA: Fixed effects, omnibus, one-way ~

Type of power analysis

A priori: Compute required sample size - given o, power, and effect size ot
Input Parameters Output Parameters Select procedure
Determine = Effect size f 0.2743516 Noncentrality parameter A 15.8064481 Effect size from variance \
o err prob 0.05 Critical F 3.0395083
Power (1-B err prob) 0.95 Numerator df 2 (O From variances
Number of groups 3 Denominator df 207 1
Total sample size 210 ce oS 1
Actual power 0.9517053 @ Diract

Partial n? 0.07

Calculate Effect size f 0.2743516

F tests - ANOVA: Fixed effects, omnibus, one-way

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size
Input: Effectsize f = 0.2743516
o err prob = 0.05
Power (1-f err prob) = 0.95
Number of groups = 3
Output: Noncentrality parameter A = 15.8064481
Critical F = 3.0395083
Numerator df = 2
Denominator df = 207
Total sample size = 210
Actual power = 0.9517053

Below is the summary of the calculated CI, effect size and the required sample size to detect
such effect. The maximum required sample size to detect the smallest effect size (the effect of
intervention on donations and the interaction of intervention and identifiability on donations)
was 314.

16
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Sensitivity Power Analysis

ity G*Power 3.1.9.7 e x
File Edit View Tests Calculator Help
Central and noncentral distributions  Protocol of power analyses
critical F = 3.85077
0.5 -
0.4 -
0.3
0.2 4
0.1 4
B Ko
o= — e
0 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Test family Statistical test
F tests o ANOWVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions b
Type of power analysis
Sensitivity: Compute reguired effect size — given o, power, and sample size ~
Input Parameters Output Parameters
o err prob 0.0% Noncentrality parameter A 13.0197201
Power (1-§ err prob) 0.95 Critical F 3.8507747
Total sample size 1004 Denominator df 1000
Numerator df 1 Effect size f 0.1138765
Number of groups 4

X-Y plot for a range of values

Calculate

This implies a partial eta squared of 0.012 (partial eta squared = {*2/(1+{"2)

17
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Table S10

Summary of the Confidence Interval, Effect Size and Required Sample Size of the Studied

Effects
Effect Statistical Original result Cohens’d 95% CI for Required

test Cohen’s d sample
size
Main effect of Two-way F(1,115) =6.75, 0.48 [0.11, 0.84] 206
identifiability on ANOVA p <.05,
donations (Studyl) np2: .06
Main effect of Two-way F(1,115) =4.15, -0.36 [-0.72, 0.002] 314
intervention on donations | ANOVA p <.05
(Study1) My = .04
Interaction effect of Two-way F(1,115)=5.32, Partial eta [0.0003, 0.14] 314
intervention and ANOVA p < .05, squared was
identifiability on = .04 used to
donations (Study 1) calculate the
95%CI

Contrast of identifiable/no | t-test 1(117) = -4.06, -0.85 [-1.27, -0.42] 82
intervention condition on p <.001
donations and
combination of other
conditions on donations
Correlation of aggregated | Correlation | r=.55, 0.55 [0.24, 0.76] 33
feelings and donations: p <.01
identifiable/no
intervention
Main effect of One way F(2)=5.67,p< Partial eta [0.008, 0.15] 210
identifiability on ANOVA 01, quared was
donations (with Joint n, = .07 3:: 95?%?&“1 e

condition) (Study 3)
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Procedure

Table S11 summarizes the procedure adopted in the replication.

Table S11

Procedure of the Replication

19

Materials and Scales Used in the Replication and Extension

Section

Procedure

Consent of participation

Participants indicated they were 18 or above before giving consent to

participate in the survey

Study outline Participants were given a brief introduction to the study to confirm their
willingness to participate in the survey
Explicit Learning Intervention: No intervention:
Intervention Read a passage about previous research on | Go straight to the identifiability
(participants were evenly the identifiable victim effect section
and randomly assigned to
two conditions)
Comprehension check According to the above information, to Not applicable
which type of people we tend to react more
strongly?
-No difference between an identifiable
victim and statistical victims
-An identifiable victim
-Statistical victim
Identifiability Identifiable victim Statistical victim Joint condition:
(participants were evenly condition: condition: Victim information
and randomly assigned to - Read a brief - Read some was a combination of

three conditions)

description of an African
girl displayed in a photo

factual information about
the problems of starvation
in Africa

the materials given in
the identifiable and
statistical victim
conditions

Comprehension check

According to the above-
mentioned descriptions,
which of the following
countries has the
greatest number of
children suffering from
starvation in Africa?
-Uganda

-The Democratic
Republic of Congo
-Ethiopia

Which of the following
describes the above-
mentioned child?

- She is 9 years old
- She comes from
Ethiopia

Her name is Juliet

Two questions
identical to the
identifiable and
statistical victim
condition
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Section Procedure

Donations Imagine that you have Imagine that you have just | Identical to the
just earned $5 US earned $5 US dollars. You | identifiable victim
dollars. You are given are given an opportunity to | condition
an opportunity to donate | donate any amount of the
any amount of the money to the organization
money to the Save the Children. Any
organization Save the money donated will go
Children. Money toward relieving the
donated will go toward | severe food crisis in
Juliet. Southern Africa and

Ethiopia.

Please indicate your
choice of donation Please indicate your
below. choice of donation below.
(50, $1, $2, $3, $4, 85) | ($0, $1, $2, $3, $4, $5)

Feelings Participants were asked to rate their feelings that best described them at the

time of donation:

(1 = not at all, 5 = extremely)

AN S

Feeling of being upset

Feeling of being sympathetic

Feeling of being touched

Moral responsibility

Donation appropriateness

Perceived impact of donation (Extension)

Funneling questions

Five funneling questions were asked:

1. Seriousness in completing the survey
2. Whether they have seen the materials before
3. Purpose of the study
4. Error in the study
5. English proficiency
Demographics Six demographic questions were asked:
1. Age
2. Gender
3. Race
4. Country of origin
5. Country of residence
6. Family’s social class
Debriefing Participants were informed the true purpose of the study and confidentially of

the result
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Material Used in the Experiments

Intervention Section

For the intervention group, the following text would be shown to the participants which was
identical to the one used in the original Study 1:

Before the survey begins, we would like to tell you about some research conducted by
social scientists.  This research shows that people typically react more strongly to
specific people who have problems than to statistics about people with problems.
For example, when ‘‘Baby Jessica’’ fell into a well in Texas in 1989, people sent over
$700,000 for her rescue effort. Statistics—e.g., the thousands of children who will
almost surely die in automobile accidents this coming year—seldom evoke such
strong reactions.

Identifiability Section

The information used in this section was retrieved from the Save the Children website:
http://savethechildren.org/

1. Identifiable victim condition

Figure S1. Photo of the little girl (presented in black and white).

A brief description of the little girl:

“Any money that you donated will go to Juliet, a 7-year-old girl from Zambia, Africa. She is
desperately poor, and faces a threat of severe hunger or even starvation. Her life will be
changed for the better as a result of your financial gift. With your support, and the support of
other caring sponsors, Save the Children will work with Juliet’s family and other members of
the community to help feed her, provide her with education, as well as basic medical care and
hygiene education.”


http://savethechildren.org/
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2. Statistical victim condition
The following text would be shown to the participants:

“Approximately 1.5 million children in Mozambique, Malawi and Zimbabwe have been
affected by the devastating impact of Cyclone Idai. Many rescued children and families have
not had access to food and water for days.

Across Ethiopia, at least 7.8 million people — including 4 million children — have been hit by
drought and are struggling to get enough food and water to feed themselves and their
livestock.

There are fears that there will eventually be nearly 1 million child refugees in Uganda. Many
children have walked for days without food, water or rest and are in desperate need of
healthcare, food and water.

An extreme hunger crisis is threatening some 4.6 million acutely malnourished children in
The Democratic Republic of Congo.”

3. Joint condition

Information shown in this condition would be identical to those used in the identifiable victim
condition and the statistical victim condition.
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Data Analysis Plan

This section summarizes the data analysis plan of the replication.

Main Effect of Identifiability and Intervention on Donations

Table S12

Main Effects of Identifiability and Intervention on Donation

Statistical
test

2x3 two-way ANOVA
- Effect of identifiability on donations
- Effect of intervention on donations
- Interaction of intervention and identifiability on donations

One way ANOVA
- Effect of identifiability on donations

Design

Between-subject

IV

2x3 two-way ANOVA 2x3 two-way ANOVA
Identifiability Intervention
- identifiable victim - no intervention
condition - intervention
- statistical victim condition
- joint condition

One way ANOVA
Identifiability
- identifiable victim
condition
- statistical victim condition

DV

Donations

Note

For the two-way ANOVA, if significant results were found, pairwise
independent t-tests would be conducted to indicate which conditions
attributed to the significant difference of donations with Bonferroni-
adjusted p-values reported.

Note. IV=Independent variable. DV= Dependent variable.

23
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Main Effect of Identifiability and Intervention on Aggregated Feelings

Table S13
Main Effect of Identifiability and Intervention on Aggregated Feelings

Statistical 2x3 two-way ANOVA

test - Main effect of identifiability on aggregated feelings

- Main effect of intervention on aggregated feelings

- Interaction of intervention and identifiability on aggregated feelings

Design Between-subject
1A% Identifiability Intervention
- 1dentifiable victim - no intervention
condition - intervention

- statistical victim condition
- joint condition

DV Aggregated feelings (by averaging the score of the feelings of being upset,
being touched, being sympathetic, moral responsibility, donation
appropriateness and perceived impact of donation)

Note If significant results were found, pairwise independent t-tests would be
conducted to indicate which conditions attributed to the significant
difference of aggregated feelings with Bonferroni-adjusted p-values
reported.

Note. IV= Independent variable. DV= Dependent variable.
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Main effect of identifiability and intervention on segregated feelings

Table S14
Main Effect of Identifiability and Intervention on Segregated Feelings

Statistical 2x3 two-way ANOVA

test - Main effect of identifiability on each segregated feeling

- Main effect of intervention on each segregated feeling

- Interaction of intervention and identifiability on each segregated

feeling
Design Between-subject
IV Identifiability Intervention
- identifiable victim - no intervention
condition - Intervention

- statistical victim condition
- joint condition

DV Segregated feelings:

- being upset

- being touched

- being sympathetic

- moral responsibility

- donation appropriateness

- perceived impact of donation (extension)

Note If significant results were found, pairwise independent t-tests would be
conducted to indicate which conditions attributed to the significant
difference of feelings with Bonferroni-adjusted p-values reported.

Note. IV= Independent variable. DV= Dependent variable.
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Correlation between Aggregated Feelings and Donations Across Conditions

Table S15

Correlations between Aggregated Feelings and Donations

Main effect

Correlation between aggregated feelings and donations

Statistical
test

Linear Pearson correlation between aggregated feelings and donations
across the following conditions

- identifiable/no intervention

- statistical/no intervention

- joint/no intervention

- identifiable/intervention

- statistical/intervention

- joint/intervention

Design

Between-subject

Predictor

Aggregated feelings (by averaging the feelings of being upset, being
touched, being sympathetic, moral responsibility, donation appropriateness
and perceived impact of donation)

Outcome

Donations

Note. IV=Independent variable. DV= Dependent variable.
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Comparisons and Deviations

We made many changes to the wording of the hypotheses in comparison to the preregistration to
improve the formulation of interaction predictions following peer review. The main changes had to do
with a more careful mapping of the hypotheses to the target article and differentiating between a
direct replication using the same conditions as in the target article’s studies, and extension analyses
that were made possible because of the unified design.
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Original versus Pre-registration versus Replication: General Summary of Deviation

Table S16
Summary of deviations

Original Study Pre- Replication Reason for change
registration
Sample
Sample nature People in the student MTurk workers MTurk workers To generalize the result with
center at a university in participants coming from a
Pennsylvania more diverse background
Sample size Study 1: 121 1000 1004 The sample size for replication
Study 3: 159 was adjusted to meet the
funding requirement of
compensation in this project
Physical setting ~ Student center at a Qualtrics Qualtrics Convenience of data collection
university in
Pennsylvania
Mode of data Pen and paper Online Online Convenience of data collection
collection
Survey design
Pre-survey A pre-survey about the ~ No pre-survey No pre-survey Imaginary donation was

Display format

Comprehension
check

Intervention

Affective
feelings

Donation
procedure

use of various
technological products
was conducted to allow
participants to receive
$5 for donation purpose
Separated the
identifiable, statistical
victim and joint
condition into two
studies

Not specified

Only applied to the
identifiable and
statistical victim
condition

Only applied to the
identifiable and
statistical victim
condition

Filled in the charity
request letter and
included the donated
money in an envelope
which would be donated
to Save the Children

Combined the
identifiable,
statistical victim
and joint
condition into a
single study
Questions would
be displayed after
participants read
the victim
information and
research about the
phenomenon
Applied to the
joint condition as
well

Applied to the
joint condition as
well

Imaginary
donation

Combined the
identifiable,
statistical victim
and joint
condition into a
single study
Questions would
be displayed after
participants read
the victim
information and
research about the
phenomenon
Applied to the
joint condition as
well

Applied to the
joint condition as
well

Imaginary
donation

adopted instead of real time
donation

To combine two studies into a
single study for comparison

To make sure the participants
read the information before
they proceed to the next
question

To allow comparison of the
joint condition with or without
intervention

To study how the affective
feelings differed in the joint
condition

To make the donation
procedure more compatible in
an online setting
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Original versus Replication: Identifiability Scenario

Table S17
Summary of Deviation for the Ildentifiability Scenario

29

Scenario Original Replication Reason for change
Statistical Food shortages in Malawi are affecting ~ Approximately 1.5 million children in The most updated
victim more than 3 million. Mozambique, Malawi and Zimbabwe statistical victim
condition _ _ . have been affected by the devastating information was used
In Zambia, severe rainfall deficits have . . . .
i . . impact of Cyclone Idai. Many rescued given that the statistics
resulted‘ in a 42 percent drop in maize children and families have not had in the original study
production from 2000. As a result, an food and water for days. was collected around
estimated three million Zambians face access fo Y .
the same period of
hunger. Across Ethiopia, at least 7.8 million time the experiment
Four million Angolans- one third of the ~ people — including 4 million children —  was conducted
population- have been forced to flee have been hit by drought and are
their homes. struggling to get enough food and water
to feed themselves and their livestock.
More than 11 million people in Ethiopia
need immediate food assistance. There are fears that there will eventually
be nearly 1 million child refugees in
Uganda. Many children have walked for
days without food, water or rest and are
in desperate need of healthcare, food
and water.
An extreme hunger crisis is threatening
some 4.6 million acutely malnourished
children in the Democratic Republic of
Congo
Identifiable “Any money that you donate will goto  “Any money that you donate will goto ~ The photo of Rokia
victim Rokia, a 7-year-old girl from Mali, Juliet, a 7-year-old girl from Zambia, was not available in
condition Africa. Rokia is desperately poor, and Africa. Juliet is desperately poor, and the original study

faces a threat of severe hunger or even
starvation. Her life will be changed for
the better as a result of your financial
gift. With your support, and the support
of other caring sponsors, Save the
Children will work with Rokia’s family
and other members of the community to
help feed her, provide her with
education, as well as basic medical care
and hygiene education.”

faces a threat of severe hunger or even
starvation. Her life will be changed for
the better as a result of your financial
gift. With your support, and the support
of other caring sponsors, Save the
Children will work with Juliet’s family
and other members of the community to
help feed her, provide her with
education, as well as basic medical care
and hygiene education.”

which was replaced by
Juliet found in the
website of Save the
Children

Note. The differences between the original study and replication were bolded.
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Original versus Replication: Questions Asking about Affective Feelings

Table S18

Summary of Deviation for Affective Feelings

Original

Replication

Reason for
change

Being upset

Being
sympathetic

Being touched

Moral
responsibility

Donation

appropriateness

How upsetting is this
situation to you?

How sympathetic did
you feel while reading
the description of the
cause?

How touched were you
by the situation
described?

How much do you feel
it is your moral
responsibility to help
out with this cause?

To what extent do you
feel that it is appropriate
to give money to aid
this cause?

How upsetting is the
described situation of the
victim(s) to you?

How sympathetic did you
feel while reading the
description of the
victim(s)?

How touched were you by
the described situation of
the victim(s)?

How much do you feel it is
your moral responsibility to
help out with the victim(s)?

To what extent do you feel
that it is appropriate to give
money to aid the victim(s)?

To make sure
the reported
emotion was
provoked from
the situation
describing the
victim(s)
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Original versus Replication: Questions Asking for Donations

Table S19
Summary of Deviation for Donations
Donation Original Replication Reason for
target change
An Now that you have had the Imagine that you've just  To specify the
identifiable opportunity to learn about earned $5 US dollars. money they
victim how any money you donate You're given an donated would
will be used, please fill out opportunity to donate any  go to
the following page and amount of the money to  corresponding
include it with any money the organization Save the  victims
you donate in the envelope Children. Money donated
you have been given. Even if  will go toward Juliet.
you do not choose to donate,
please fill out the form and
return it to us in the envelope.
Statistical Same as above Imagine that you have To specify the
victims just earned $5 US dollars money they
and you are given an donated would
opportunity to donate any  go to
amount of the money to  corresponding
the organization Save the  victims

Children. Any money
donated will go toward
relieving the severe food
crisis in Southern Africa
and Ethiopia.
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Pre-exclusions versus Post-exclusions

Table S20 and S21 summarize the number of cases for exclusion.

Table S20
Summary of Pre-exclusion and Post-exclusion

Cases fulfilling

) .- After exclusion
exclusion criteria

Before exclusion

Number of cases 1004 56 948

Table S21
Summary of Exclusion Cases

Exclusion criteria Cases fulfilling exclusion criteria

Participants indicating a low proficiency of 5
English (Exclusion: self-report < 4, on a 0-6
scale)

Participants who self-report not being 19
serious about filling in the survey
(Exclusion: self-report 3, on a 0-4 scale)

Participants who correctly guessed the 0
hypothesis of this study in the funneling

section. (Exclusion: include the word “

identifiable victim effect™)

Participants who have already seen or done 45
the survey before. (Exclusion: answered

“Yes”)

Participants who failed to complete the 0
survey. (Exclusion: duration = 0, leave
question blank)

Participants not from the United States 0

Note. Some participants are excluded for multiple reasons; therefore, the sum over these
exclusion criteria is more than the total number of exclusions.
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Deviations of Replication from the Pre-registered Plan

Table S22

Summary of Deviation between Pre-registration and Replication

33

Pre-registration

Replication

Reasons for deviation

Handling
outliers

Assumption of
normality

Data analysis

Adopted the method
of median absolute
deviation (MAD) in
detecting univariate
outliers

Was not considered

Considered all three
conditions of
identifiable,
statistical victim,
and joint conditions
in the main analysis
for the main effects
of identifiability,
intervention and
their interaction on
donations

Did not detect outliers

Reported the skewness
and kurtosis of
dependent variables

Separated the main

effects of identifiability,

intervention, and their
interaction with or
without joint conditions

We realized that it is
less relevant to handle
outliers with MAD
given that our scale
used in donation was
fixed in a range from
$0 to $5 and that the
options were
predetermined by
researchers

We realized that
central limit theorem
would ensure
normality of sample
means even if the data
is not normally
distributed.

Allowed a fair
comparison with the
results of the original
studies.
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Additional Analyses and Results

34

Comparison of Data Analysis Between Original Study And Replication

Table S23

Comparison of Data Analysis Between the Original Study and Replication

Statistical testing

Hypothetical effect

Original study

Replication

Hypothetical
effect

Main effect: Two way

Identifiability ANOVA

and intervention

on donations
Two way
ANOVA

Effect of identifiability on
donations (without joint
condition)

Effect of intervention on
donations (without joint
condition)

Interaction of
identifiability and
intervention on donations
(without joint condition)

N/A

One way ANOVA Effect of identifiability on

donations (with joint
condition)

Identical to the original
study

Effect of identifiability on
donations (with joint
condition)

Effect of intervention on
donations (with joint
condition)

Interaction of
identifiability and
intervention on donations
(with joint condition)

Embedded into the two
way ANOVA illustrated
above
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Post-hoc contrast
test

(Note: we conduct
the test only if the
interaction effect
was significant)

Contrast the mean
difference of
identifiable/no
intervention condition on
donations with the
combination of 3
conditions

(statistical/no intervention,
statistical/intervention,
identifiable/intervention)

We did not conduct this
test in this replication
given the insignificant
results for the
interaction effect

Ordered probit Effect of identifiability on ~ We did not conduct this
regression donations test in this replication
Effect of intervention on
donations
Interaction of
identifiability and
intervention on donations
Identifiability Two way Effect of identifiability on  Effect of identifiability on
and intervention ANOVA aggregated feelings aggregated feelings (with
on aggregated (without joint condition) joint condition)
feelings
Effect of intervention on Effect of intervention on
aggregated feelings aggregated feelings (with
(without joint condition) joint condition)
Interaction of Interaction of
identifiability and identifiability and
intervention on aggregated intervention on
feelings (without joint aggregated feelings (with
condition) joint condition)
Identifiability Two way Effect of identifiability on  Effect of identifiability on

and intervention ANOVA
on segregated
feelings

segregated feelings
(without joint condition)

Effect of intervention on
segregated feelings
(without joint condition)

Interaction of
identifiability and

segregated feelings (with
joint condition)

Effect of intervention on
segregated feelings (with
joint condition)

Interaction of
identifiability and
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intervention on segregated
feelings (without joint
condition)
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intervention on segregated
feelings (with joint
condition)

Correlation
between
aggregated
feelings and
donations

Linear Pearson's
correlation

Correlation between
aggregated feelings and
donations across four
different conditions
(statistical/intervention,
statistical/no intervention,
identifiable/intervention,
identifiable/no
intervention)

Correlation between
aggregated feelings and
donations across six
different conditions
(statistical/intervention,
statistical/no intervention,
identifiable/intervention,
identifiable/no
intervention,
joint/intervention,
joint/no intervention)

Note. Bolded items denote the differences between the original and replication study.
Segregated feelings include the feelings of being upset, being sympathetic, being touched,
moral responsibility, donation appropriateness. Aggregated feelings refer to averaging all the
segregated feelings into a single composite. "Perceived impact of donation" was also
included in the replication in the calculation of segregated and aggregated feelings.
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Evaluation of Replication ‘Closeness’
Table S25 summarizes the current replication as a "close to very close replication”.
For more details about the deviation from the original study, please refer to the
supplementary session of "Comparisons and deviations".
Table S25
Criteria for Evaluation of Replications by Lebel et al. (2018).

Target similarity Highly similar Highly dissimilar
Category Direct replication ‘ Conceptual replication
. Exact Very close Close Far Very far
Design facet . L. . L. . L. C . .

replication replication replication replication replication
v . o Same/similar  Same/similar Same/similar Different
operationalization
bV . o Same/similar  Same/similar Same/similar Different
operationalization
IV stimuli Same/similar  Same/similar  Different
DV stimuli Same/similar  Same/similar  Different
Procedural details ~ Same/similar  Different
Physical setting Same/similar  Different
Coptextual Different
variables

Note. A classification of relative methodological similarity of a replication study to an
original study. "Same" ("different") indicates the design facet in question is the same
(different) compared to an original study. IV = independent variable. DV = dependent
variable. "Everything controllable" indicates design facets over which a researcher has
control. Procedural details involve minor experimental particulars (e.g., task instruction
wording, font, font size, etc.).
"Similar" category was added to the Lebel et al. (2018) typology to refer to minor deviations
aimed to adjust the study to the target sample that is not expected to have major implications
on replication success.
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Descriptive Statistics and Statistical Tests for Segregated Feelings
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Table S26

Identifiability on Segregated Feelings: Descriptive Statistics
Segregated feelings Idemlﬁab.l? vietim Statistical victim condition JOmT

condition condition
M SD M SD M SD

Being upset 3.68 10 3.84 1.18 3.77 1.09
Being sympathetic 4.03 .00 3.99 1.10 3.84 1.14
Being touched 3.75 .06 3.73 1.18 3.63 1.23
Moral responsibility 3.47 24 3.57 1.26 3.30 1.35
Donation 4.13 00 4.05 1.14 3.90 1.17
appropriateness
Perceived impact of 3.39 24 2.96 1.35 3.02 1.39
donation
(Extension)

Note. N = 335 for identifiable victim condition. N = 335 for statistical victim condition. N =

334 for joint condition.
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Table S27
Segregated Feelings: Statistical Tests

Variations df F m 95% C1 p BFo;
Identifiability
Being upsetting 2 1.53 .003 [0.000, 0.012] 22 18.35
Being sympathetic 2 2.82 .006 [0.000, 0.017] .060 4.94
Being touched 2 0.90 .002 [0.000, 0.009] 41 33.12
Moral responsibility 2 3.82 .008 [0.000, 0.021] .022 2.05
Donation appropriateness 2 3.71 .007 [0.000, 0.020] .025 2.24
Perceived impact (Extension) 2 10.48 .021 [0.006, 0.040] <.001 0.003
Intervention
Being upset 1 2.17 .002 [0.000, 0.012] .14 4.55
Being sympathetic 1 1.84 .002 [0.000, 0.011] 18 541
Being touched 1 0.72 .0007 [0.000, 0.008] 40 9.75
Moral responsibility 1 0.046  .00005 [0.000, 0.004] .83 14.05
Donation appropriateness 1 0.67 .001 [0.000, 0.008] 41 9.87
Perceived impact (Extension) 1 0.11 .0001 [0.000, 0.005] T4 13.69
Interaction
Being upset 2 0.024  .00005 [0.000, 1.000] 98 45.53
Being sympathetic 2 0.81 .002 [0.000, 0.009] 44 22.17
Being touched 2 1.98 .004 [0.000, 0.014] .14 6.36
Moral responsibility 2 0.67 .001 [0.000, 0.008] Sl 21.66
Donation appropriateness 2 1.11 .002 [0.000, 0.010] 33 14.49
Perceived impact (Extension) 2 1.48 .003 [0.000, 0.012] 23 11.43
Residual 998

Note. ANOVA test. N = 1004. CI = confidence interval.
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Summary of Pairwise Independent t-tests for Perceived Impact of Donation

Table S28

Perceived Impact of Donation: Pairwise Independent t-tests

Comparison

Identifiability Identifiability df t p BFy; Cohen’s d 95% CI
Statistical - Identifiable 668 -435 00005 0 034 [049,-0.18]
victim victim
Jomt Identifiable 667 367 0008 02 -0.28 [-0.44, 0.13]
condition victim
Statistical - Joint 667 -059 100 7% 0046  [020,0.11]
victim condition

Note. Independent t- test. N = 335 for identifiable victim condition. N = 335 for statistical
victim condition. N = 334 for joint condition. CI = confidence interval. p values reported

were Bonferroni-adjusted.
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Table S29
Correlations between Aggregated Feelings and Hypothetical donations across Conditions
N r 95% CI p

Identifiable/ Explicit learning intervention 170 .53 [0.41, 0.63 <.001
Identifiable/ No explicit learning intervention 165 48 [0.35, 0.59] <.001
Statistical/ Explicit learning intervention 159 .60 [0.49, 0.69] <.001
Statistical/No explicit learning intervention 176 49 [0.37, 0.59] <.001
Joint/ Explicit learning intervention 173 57 [0.46, 0.66] <.001
Joint/ No explicit learning intervention 161 .59 [0.48, 0.68] <.001
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Exclusion Based on Pre-registration Criteria

A total of 1004 samples were collected from Amazon MTurk Platform. According to the
exclusion criteria set out in the pre-registration, our main reporting was on the full sample of
participants who finished the study, yet we ran an additional analyses using additional criteria
resulting in 948 participants. The results after exclusion were similar to those before
exclusion regarding the significance of different statistical tests.
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Table S30
Identifiability and Intervention on Donations: Statistical Tests

F p BFo,

43

95% CI

Identifiability (without joint

condition)

[Study 1]

Original study 6.75 <.05

Replication 0.16 0.699 10.51
Identifiability (with joint

condition) [Study 3]

Original study 5.67 <.01

Replication 3.26 .039 3.03
Identifiability (with joint 0.60 .55 24.04
condition & without explicit

learning)

06

.0002

.07
.007
.002

[.00,
[.000,

[.01,
[.000,
[.000,

15]
.008]

15]
.020]
.016]

Intervention (without joint

condition) [Study 1]

Original study 4.15 <.05

Replication 0.16 0.692 10.5
Intervention (With joint

condition)

[Study 3]

Extension 0.37 542 11.00

03

.0002

.0003

[.00,
[.000,

[.000,

12]
.008]

.006]

Interaction

(without joint condition)

[Study 1]

Original study 5.32 <.05

Replication 0.654 431 5.90
Interaction

(with joint condition)

[Study 3]

Extension 1.49 227 10.41

.04
.001

.003

[.00,
[.000,

[.000,

14]
012]

.013]

Note. ANOVA test. N = 1004. CI = confidence interval. N/A = Unreported or not relevant in the study
identifiable victim, statistical victim, and joint conditions were considered. For explicit learning, only
the identifiable victim and statistical victim conditions were considered. BF,; denotes the Bayes factor

in favor of the null.
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Table S31
Identifiability on Donations (With Joint Condition): Pairwise Independent t-tests

identifiability identifiability T df p-bont Cohen's d

mv IDVESY 2.0554948 626. 0000 0.1195795 D.1e436641
5V 3847058 632. 0000 1. 0000000 -0.03053411
IDVESY 5V . 4030304 - 0.0496425 —0.19103545

Note. p values reported were Bonferroni-adjusted.
Bayesian analysis

IDV vs IDV & SV -> BFO1 = 1.42

IDV vs SV -> BF01 = 10.51

IDV & SV vs SV -> BF01 = 0.68

Table S32
Identifiability and Intervention on Aggregated Feelings: Statistical Tests

A: With Joint Condition

sum of Squares df Mean Square F n=p

Intervention 1.946447 1. 9464471 2.0249303 - 1550671 0.0021450
identifiability 3.379406 2 1. 6837030 1.7578340 - 1729830 0.0037183
Intervention: identifiability 1.471278 2 0.7 3859 0.7653008 - 4654830 0.0016222
Residuals 905 . 489512 42 0. 9612415

B: Without Joint Condition

sum of squares Mean square n=p

Intervention 0.20432365 432 7 - 6400439 0. 0002468

identifiability 0.34345711 34 36793¢ .5443478 0.DD0SEZ8
Intervention: identifiability 0.05940510 L K . 8003154 0. 0001008
Residuals £89.01411810 3

Note. Cronbach’s alpha with exclusions was 0.90
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Bayesian analysis with joint condition

Identifiability -> BFO1 = 13.31
Intervention -> BF0O1 =4.71
Interaction -> BF0O1 =21.36

Bayesian analysis without joint condition

Identifiability -> BFO1 = 9.32
Intervention -> BF0O1 = 10.04
Interaction -> BF01 =7.76
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Table S33
Feeling of Being Upset

Sum of Squares

identifiability > 3049306

Intervention . BEEES 46
identifiability: Intervention « 2456569
Residuals 5248809

Mean sguare

2.6524653
- 86665 46
- 1228285
. 2701963

=

Z.08823266
3.04413348
0.09670038

p n=p

0.1244731 0. 0044140
0.0813552 0. 003 2
0. 3078370 0. 000 Z

Bayesian analysis

Identifiability -> BFO1 = 9.80
Intervention -> BF0O1 =2.79
Interaction -> BFO1 = 39.53

Table S34
Feeling of Being Sympathetic

Sum of Sguares

identifiability 570461
Intervemntion . 264902
identitTiability: Imtervention 519489
Residuals 1104. 704600

=

1. 948654
2.784036
1.074205

p n*p

0.14303%6 0. 0041202
0.0955403
0.3413872 0.0022755

Bayesian analysis

Identifiability -> BFO1 = 10.82
Intervention -> BF0O1 = 3.29
Interaction -> BFO1 = 15.45

Table S35
Feeling of Being Touched

Sum of Sguares

identifiability

Intervention
identifiability: Intervention
Residuals

Bayesian analysis
Identifiability -> BFO1 = 38.32

Intervention -> BFO1 = 5.87
Interaction -> BF0O1 =7.67

Mean Sguare

1. 2665045

- 6938891
- 6887117
- 9181704

n=p
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Table S36
Moral Responsibility

Sum of Squares Mean Square

identifiability 12.8963367 2 6. 4481684

Intervention 0.1134182 0.1134182
identifTiability: Intervention 2.063614 2 1.0318072
Residuals 1568. 927375 42 1. 6655280

Bayesian analysis

Identifiability -> BFO1 = 1.80
Intervention -> BF0O1 = 12.96
Interaction -> BFO1 =21.78

Table S37
Donation Appropriateness

Sum of Sgquares

identifiability

INtervention
identitiability: Intervention
Residuals

Bayesian analysis

denominator

numerator identifiability Intervention identifiability + Imtervention identifiability + Interwvention +
3564

Intercept only 0.01104356 8. 0.0302643

Bayesian analysis

Identifiability -> BFO1 = 8.07
Intervention -> BFO1 = 6.48
Interaction -> BFO1 = 19.30

Table S38
Perceived Impact of Donation

Sum of Sguares

identifiability 32.845519
- 930436

Intervention 1
identifiability: Imtervention 5 .465477
1]

Residuals 1670.323599

Bayesian analysis

Identifiability -> BFO1 = 0.01
Intervention -> BF0O1 = 8.84
Interaction -> BF0O1 =9.77

Square

2. 856447
.B13348
. 008493
.217443

Square

- 422759
- 930436
2.732738

773167

p

7154606 0.0211583
0. 06809744 0.7341844
0.861950756 0.5384285

« 3462681 - 0962845
- 489347 25 - 2226037
. BZB3745 - 4370766

p

9. 261822 0.0001029
. 088694
-541162

n=p
0. D81528

0. 0000723
0.0013136

n=p

- D049568
- D0157 87

identifiability: Intervention

0.9255169

np

0.0192849
0. 0011544
0.0022614
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Table S39
Perceived Impact of Donation: Pairwise Independent t-tests

jdentitiability identifiability df p-bont Cohen's d Lower Upper

IV IDVESY .3438119 626. 0000 0.0026270 . 26686660 0.1094446 0.4242886
5 .1439798 633. 0000 0.0001162 . 32890784 0.1719972 0.485818%
TDVESY 5v . 6EE1891 631. 0000 1. DOOO00 - D547 i -0.1014318 0.2108508

Note. Bonferromi corrected p-value

Bayesian analysis

IDV vs IDV & SV -> BFO1 =0.05
IDV vs SV -> BF0O1 = 0.002

IDV & SV vs SV -> BF01 = 8.95

Table S40
Correlation between Aggregated Feelings and Donations (Identifiable victim/ no
intervention)

Combri ned. donation Feelings

Combined. donation Pearson's r
p-value
95% CI Upper
o95% CI Lower
M

Feelings Pearson's r 0.5795138
p-value < . 0000001
95% CI Upper 0.6757388
oh% CI Lower 0. 4638697
N 154

Table S41
Correlation between Aggregated Feelings and Donations (Statistical victim/ no intervention)

Combi ned . donation Feelings

Combined. donation Pearson's r

95% CI Lower
N

Feelings Pearson's r
p-value = . 0000001
CI Upper 0. 5489365
95% CI Lower 0. 4368193
N 168
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Table S42

Correlation between Aggregated Feelings and Donations (Joint Condition/ No intervention)

Combined. donation

Feelings

Table S43

Combined. donation

Pearson's r

Pearson's r 0.6033475
p-value < . 0000001

0. 6960011
95% CI Lower 0. 4309309
N 151

Feelings

Correlation between Aggregated Feelings and Donations (Identifiable victim/ Intervention)

Combined. donation

Feelings

Table S44

Combi ned . donation

Pearson's r
p-value

95% CI Upper
95% CI Lower
N

Pearson's r 0.6279452
I < . DODOOD0L
D.7133357

95% CI Lower 0.5241828
N 161

Feelings

Correlation between Aggregated Feelings and Donations (Statistical victim/ Intervention)

Combined. donation

Feelings

Combined. donation

Pearson's r

9%% CI Lower
N

Pearson's r 0.6436821
p-value < . DOD000L
CI Upper 0.72B2551

[T Lower D.5397969

152

Feelings
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Table S45
Correlation between Aggregated Feelings and Donations (Joint condition/ Intervention)

Combined. donation Feelings

Combined. donation Pearson's r
p-value

oo% CI Lower
N

Feelings Pearson's r 0.6379104
o DDI00001

0. 7211695

0.5364852

162

Table S46

Correlation between Perceived Impact and Donations (Identifiable victim/ no intervention)

Donations Combined_impact

Donations Pearson"s r
p-value
95% CI Upper
9c% CI Lower
N

Combined_impact Pearson"s r 0. 4671946
p-value «< . DODDDOL
95% CI Upper 0.5823262
95% CI Lower 0.3336910
N 154

Table S47

Correlation between Perceived Impact and Donations (Statistical victim/ no intervention)

Correlation Matrix
Donations Combined_impact

Donations Pearson's r
p-value
95% CI Upper
95% CI Lower
N

Combined_impact Pearson's r 0.4881814
p-value < . 0000001

CI upper 0.5955694

CI Lower 0.3636510

168
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Table S48

Correlation between Perceived Impact and Donations (Joint Condition/ No intervention)

Donations

Combined_impact

Table S49

Pearson"s r
p-value

95% CI Upper
95% CI Lower
N

Pearson"s r
p-value

95% CI Upper
95% CI Lower
N

Donations

0.5946375
< . DODODL
0. 6EB33209
0. 4805521
151

Combined_impact

Correlation between Perceived Impact and Donations (Identifiable victim/ Intervention)

Donations

Combined_impact

Table S50

Pearson's r
p-value

95% CI Upper
95% CI Lower
N

Pearson's r
p-value
CI Upper
CI Lower

Donations

0.5108272
< o OO0
0. 6167698
0. 3867063
161

Combined_impact

Correlation between Perceived Impact and Donations (Statistical victim/ Intervention)

Donations

Combined_impact

Pearson's r
p-value

95% CI Upper
95% CI Lower
N

Pearson's r
p-value

95% CI Upper
95% CI Lower
N

Donations

0.5922525
< . DODOML
0. 6867058
0.4781336
152

Combined_impact
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Table S51

Correlation between Perceived Impact and Donations (Joint condition/ Intervention)

Donations Combined_impact

Donations Pearson's r

95% CI Lower
N

Combined_impact Pearson's r 0.5763033
J <, DODOL

0. 6708820

0.4632761

162

Individual RoBMA Models

Table S52
Summary of the Individual RoBMA models.

Robust Bayesian meta-analysis

Models overview:

Model Prior Effect Prior Heterogeneity Prior Bias Prior prob. log(marglik) Post. prob. Inclusion BF
s(0) s(0) 125 -3.26 O 000
()] (1)) omega[2s: .05] ~ CumD(1,
s(0) s(0) omegal2s: .1, .05]1 ~ cumDp(1, 1,
()] s(0) omega[ls: .05] ~ CumD(1, 1)
()] (V)] omega[ls: .05, .025] ~ cumD(1, 1,
()] s(0) omega[ls: .5, .05] ~ cumD(1, 1,
()] S(0) omega[ls: .5, .05, .025] ~ CumD(1, 1,
s(0) s(0) PET ~ C(0, 1)[0,
()] s(0) PEESE ~ C(0, 5)[O0,
()] 15)
()] 15) omega[2s: .05] ~ cumD(1, 1)
s5(0) 15) omegal[2s: .1, .05] ~ cumD(1, 1,
()] 15) omega[ls: .05] ~ CumD(1, 1)
s(0) 15) omegal[ls: .05, .025] ~ cumD(1, 1,
()] 15) omega[ls: .5, .05] ~ cumD(1, 1,

15) omega[ls: .5, .05, -025] ~ cumD(1, 1,

15) PET ~ C(0, 1[0,

.15) PEESE ~ C(0, 5)[0,

s(0)

s(0) omegal2s: .05] ~ CumD(1, 1)

(V)] omega[2s: .1, .05] ~ CumD(1, 1,

s(0) omega[ls: .05] ~ cumD(1, 1)

s(0) omega[ls: .05, .025] ~ cumD(1, 1,

(1)) omega[ls: .5, .05] ~ CumD(1, 1,

S(0) omega[ls: .5, .05, .025] ~ cumD(1, 1,

s(0) PET ~ C(0, 1)[0,

s(o) PEESE ~ C(0, 5)[0,

15)

15) omega[2s: .05] ~ CumD(1, 1)

15) omega[2s: .1, .05] ~ cumD(1, 1, 1)

15) omega[ls: .05] ~ CumD(1, 1)

15) omega[ls: .05, .025] ~ CumD(1,

15) omega[ls: .5, -05] ~ CumD(1, 1)

15) omegal[ls: .5, .05, .025] ~ CcumD(1, 1, 1, 1)

15) PET ~ C(0, 1)[0, Inf]

15) PEESE ~ C(0, 5)[0, Inf]
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010 8.
010 o
010 5.
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Note. For more information on the individual models see Bartos et al., (2022)
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Gilad Feldman

From: Andreas Gloeckner <andreas.gloeckner@uni-koeln.de>

Sent: 28 November 2022 14:44

To: Gilad Feldman

Cc: ‘Maximilian Maier'

Subject: AW: [Follow-up request to forward decision-letters to other journals]: Action Letter

JDM[220823]-R1

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Dr. Feldman:

Both reviewers agreed that the reviews can be reused and | agree concerning the action letter.
Hence, you can reuse the action letter and reviews for resubmissions to other journals. Doing so is overall, a useful
practice to efficiently use reviewer resources.

Best regards —
Andreas Gloeckner

Von: Andreas Gloeckner <andreas.gloeckner@uni-koeln.de>

Gesendet: Freitag, 25. November 2022 14:23

An: 'Gilad Feldman' <gfeldman@hku.hk>

Cc: 'Maximilian Maier' <maximilianmaier0401@gmail.com>

Betreff: AW: [Follow-up request to forward decision-letters to other journals]: Action Letter JDM[220823]-R1

Dear Dr. Feldman:
| asked the reviewers if they have objections against that and will answer as soon as | hear from them.

Best regards
Andreas Gloeckner

Von: Gilad Feldman <gfeldman@hku.hk>

Gesendet: Freitag, 25. November 2022 12:59

An: 'Andreas Gloeckner' <andreas.gloeckner@uni-koeln.de>

Cc: Maximilian Maier <maximilianmaier0401@gmail.com>

Betreff: [Follow-up request to forward decision-letters to other journals]: Action Letter JDM[220823]-R1

Dear Prof. Gloeckner,

Thank you for the reviews obtained and the decision letter.
We appreciate the feedback.

Follow up question/request:
In our submission email we explicitly asked that in case of a rejection we would be able to forward this decision to a
different journal opting for a streamlined review (such as in Collabra:Psychology and Meta Psychology, who have open
peer review). You did not comment on that in your decision letter.

1




May we proceed in forwarding your decision letter with our replies to those other journals?

Best regards,

Gilad Feldman (Fili)
Department of Psychology
University of Hong Kong

Website | Google Scholar | Mailing list & updates

From: Andreas Gloeckner <andreas.gloeckner@uni-koeln.de>
Sent: 24 November 2022 18:27

To: Gilad Feldman <gfeldman@hku.hk>

Cc: journal@sjdm.org

Subject: Action Letter JDM[220823]-R1

Dear Dr. Feldman,
dear reviewers in bcc:

| have now received feedback from two experts in the field concerning your revised manuscript "Revisiting and
Rethinking the Identifiable Victim Effect: Replication and Extension of Small, Loewenstein, and Slovic (2007)" that you
find attached below.

Both reviewers are experts in the field and identified major issues concerning the replication project and the manuscript
in general. These are mainly in line with my previous concerns, which lead to an initial rejection of the manuscript. You
aimed to address the concerns in a revision by some rewriting and decided against collecting new data. You could not
convince the reviewers that your treatment of the issues was sufficient and they raise several further important
limitations that | was not aware of. Both reviewers argue that this is not a reasonable replication given that the
dependent variable changed considerably. They also make further important comments concerning problems, that are
clearly formulated so that | do not have to reiterate them here.

Action: | reject the manuscript.

The paper might be alternatively presented as a test of the effect(s) in a different context / way (see R1). Also, the
RoBMA-analysis included in the paper might be of value either in this or a separate manuscript, but the analysis also has
substantial weaknesses (R1 & R2) and your descriptions are not sufficient to evaluate what was done (R1).

| appreciate your efforts to conduct replications of established effects in the field, but in this case the quality of the
replication is too low to warrant publication in this journal. | am sorry that | cannot bring you better news on this

manuscript.

Best regards —
Andreas Gloeckner

Reviewer 1

As | was asked to comment primarily on the re-analysis of the meta-analysis by Lee & Freely (2016) | focus on the
respective part of the manuscript and discuss the replication itself only briefly.



In the introduction the authors argue convincingly that studies on the identifiable victim effect are in need of direct
replications. The following study is meticulously and transparently documented, and the data analysis is very carefully
done. However, it appears severely inconsistent to me to argue for a direct replication and then to run a study that
changes the dependent variable. In the primary study the DV is “amount of money donated”, in the replication it is
“intended donations in a hypothetical scenario”. Because of this change | am not sure whether the study presented in
the paper can be considered a replication at all. | think that it would be perfectly reasonable to argue that both studies
investigate two (hopefully) related but clearly different kinds of behavior (“donating money” vs “claiming to donate
money”). It seems obvious to me that, in general, the factors affecting what people do with their money will be
different from the factors affecting what people claim to do with their money. A priori, there is also very little reason to
expect that a given factor will affect both kinds of behavior in the same way. Furthermore, the introduction calls into
question the very existence of an identifiable victim effect. Given this state of affairs, a replication of studies
investigating possible debiasing methods is rather not what is needed. This state also implies that extensions of studies
investigating the identifiable victim effect are of secondary importance. This seems relevant to me as it suggests that
the design of a meaningful and convincing replication study could be reduced to just two conditions. With only two
conditions, however, it could have very well been possible to run a high-powered direct replication (with actual
donations as DV) without any additional costs.

The paper is very clear about the change of the dependent variable between the original study and the replication. It
also discusses problems that may be arising from this difference. This discussion, however, appears unspecific and not
very helpful to me. After reading the paper, | still do not know why it should not matter whether or not participants can
actually take some money home depending on their decisions in the study. | have also no idea why the paper does not
present the study that it calls for in the introduction.

The re-analysis of the meta-analysis by Lee & Freely is based on RoBMA. This methodological decision is in line with the
with the recent literature on methods for the detection and correction of publication biases and is well substantiated in
the paper. | also think that there is good reason to believe that the main results of the re-analysis (i.e., that the meta-
analysis is affected by publication bias and that this bias may inflate the effect size estimate in a relevant way) are
correct. However, the report of this re-analysis is so very brief and incomplete that it is impossible to assess what
actually happened (and for many readers the results are probably hard to understand). | simply list several pieces of
information that are missing or that would be helpful for me. Large parts of this information could, of course, also be
given in the supplementary materials — they should, however, not be available only in the form of sparsely commented
code and a meta-analytical data set on the OSF.

- With regard to the underlying data, the number of included papers, studies, effect sizes and independent effect sizes
should be given (if applicable: for each individual analysis). Furthermore, some information on the sample sizes of
these studies would be helpful: | learned from the data set on the OSF that a study with a sample size of about N =
12.000 is included. This single study is (probably) larger than all the remaining studies taken together and, therefore,
has to have tremendous influence on the results of the meta-analysis and its re-analysis. This should be transparent.
Furthermore, | learned from the data set that the three largest studies all report effect sizes of (about) 0. This
information alone suggests to me quite clearly that publication bias might be a problem.

- Given the change of the dependent variable in the following study, it would be very interesting to know if the meta-
analysis also includes studies that use “donations in a hypothetical scenario” as DV. If so, then the obvious question
is whether the difference between actual and hypothetical donations is a moderator. If no such studies are included
that should be stated very clearly. — Again, in this case | am not sure of what relevance the meta-analysis and its re-
analysis are for the remainder of the paper.

- With regard to the RoBMA-analysis itself, the main problem is that it remains unclear which data models are
included in the averaging procedure of RoBMA. As the results of RoBMA have to depend on the considered data
models this information is essential. Furthermore, the included models need to specify prior distributions for their
parameters. These prior distributions should be given (alternatively: it should be stated from which source these
prior distributions are taken).

- Footnote 2 refers to an additional analysis that uses only “the most precise estimate within each experiment”. From
the meta-analytical data set it appears, however, that most effect size estimates from the same experiment are
based on the same sample size. Thus, in these cases, | have no idea which estimate is more precise and included in
the analysis.



- The estimates of RoBMa depend on the weightings of different models which in turn depend on the fit between
these models and the data. Therefore, to fully understand the RoBMA results it would be very helpful to have some
indication of these weightings (which could be given in a table).

- Figure 2 does not appear very helpful to me. The left panel is misleading to some degree as it shows the effect size
estimate of PET-PEESE which is not the RoOBMA estimate that is actually interpreted. As the weightings of the
different models are not known it is unclear which impact the PET-PEESE estimate has on the RoBMA estimate (i.e.,
the figure may show the estimate of a model with a very poor fit). — 1 do not really understand the right panel, which
is at least partly due to the missing information about the included models. Does the constant publication probability
with p >.5 imply that only one-sided selection models were considered? If also two-sided models were included why
does the estimated publication probability remain constant at high thresholds (p = .95, p =.975)?

Frank Renkewitz
(signed review)

Reviewer 2
Let me begin with what | like about the paper. Replication is generally important and useful and clearly there are many
methodological improvements in the current paper—Ilarger sample sizes, pre-registration, open data, etc that were not
standard when Small et al. (2007) was conducted and published.
That said, the fact that this replication involves hypothetical donation undermines the objectives of replication. In my
view, a hypothetical donation is a poor substitute for a few reasons. First, participants are less likely to take the task
seriously when there is no money at stake. This is generally true for hypothetical choice and a key reason why
experimental economics as a field insists on incentive-compatible designs (eg., Levitt and List, 2007). Second, when
studying generosity specifically it seems especially critical. Generosity is about self-sacrifice but a hypothetical donation
does not involve any sacrifice. That is, it is easy (cost-less) to reply in a survey that you would donate a lot. Indeed, as
the authors note, participants in these replication studies report that they would hypothetically donate much more than
what is found in typical donation studies, including in Small et al. (2007). Typically, in dictator game studies and real
donation studies there are a high proportion of Os and often a higher proportion of the max (5 in this case) when the
scale is low and fixed as it was in this case.
Another difference (not discussed in the replication paper) is that in Small et al., the study was designed with a cover
story that the donation request was not part of a ‘study’. That is participants were asked to complete an unrelated study
on technology usage and then paid for that study. Upon payment, they were given a letter from a charity, an envelope
and 5 $1 bills. In contrast, in the replication study, participants can only infer that their charitableness is what the
researchers are examining.
The authors discuss the hypotheticality as a limitation, so the question is how severe is this as a limitation and what is
the resulting contribution of the paper. My view is that this is not a face valid way of assessing generosity. No paper is
perfect and perhaps this could be chalked up as a ‘limitation’ if there were some greater theoretical or practical
contribution of the paper. But the paper’s main goal is to examine whether this effect replicates, and that is tested in a
way that although methodologically superior to the original studies in certain ways (pre-registration, larger samples,
etc,) is critically inferior in this other way.
Other comments:

1. From abstract: “These findings suggest that the identifiable victim may be
better framed in terms of ‘scope-insensitivity’. This doesn’t seem the right way to describe this particular effect. Scope
insensitivity would be if there was one child or many that are supported, such that there is evidently more social utility
to helping many (e.g., Kogut and Ritov studies where there is medicine for 1 or 10 children). In the current study, the
‘statistical victim” condition merely describes statistics of the magnitude of need. It does not imply that all of the people
in the statistics will be supported in the same way that the child in the identifiable victim condition will be.

This also relates to the discussion at the end of the manuscript about whether it reflects irrational decision

making. Surely, using some pool of resources to benefit one person that could alternatively be used to provide the
same benefit to >1 would reflect a failure of utilitarian reasoning and thus “irrational” in some sense. But | don’t think
you can evaluate that question given the current operationalization of the IVE.



2. Please note also that the Lee and Feely meta-analysis, which is modified and argued to provide further evidence
of a null effet, did not include large-scale field studies that find evidence consistent with the IVE (Galak et al,
2011; Sudhir et al., 2016)
Galak, J., Small, D., & Stephen, A. T. (2011). Microfinance Decision Making: A Field Study of Prosocial Lending. Journal of
Marketing Research, 48(SPL), S130-S137. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.48.SPL.5130

K. Sudhir, Roy, Cherian (2016). “Do Sympathy Biases Induce Charitable Giving? The Effects of Advertising Content” ,
Marketing Science, https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2016.0989

| found Table 1 overview of hypotheses to be confusing:

What does “main effect” in H1 mean? Shouldn’t this hypothesis about a simple effect absent any intervention?
What drives H2? Why would one expect a main effect of learning? The original paper hypothesized an
interaction effect, more akin to H3.

Why is H4 described as a main effect?

Hb is confusingly worded. I’'m having trouble interpreting it.

Prof. Dr. Andreas Gléckner (home)

Chair of Social Psychology, University of Cologne

Director of the Department Psychology (department head)

Richard-Strauss-Str. 2 (Room 2.A11), D-50931 Cologne, Germany, phone +49-221 470 7916

Senior Research Fellow, Max Planck Institute for Research on Collective Goods
research profile: https://scholar.google.de/citations?user=n5dYy5sAAAAJ
editor: Judgment and Decision Making
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Reply to JDM decision letter reviews:
Small et al. (2007) replication and extension

We would like to thank the JDM editor and the reviewers for their useful suggestions and their
willingness to forward their decision letter to a different journal.

Below we provide a detailed response to each of the items. Please note that the editor’s and
reviewers’ comments are in bold while our answers are underneath in normal script.

A track-changes comparison of the previous submission and the revised submission can be found
on: https://draftable.com/compare/phiAghwGwKEu and the file “combined comparison.pdf”
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Reply to JDM decision letter Small et al. (2007) replication and extension 2

Response to Editor: Dr./Prof. Andreas Gloeckner initial desk
review

[We resubmitted our manuscript with the following replies to the initial rejection, and the editor
decided to proceed to sending it to review, which received a second rejection, attached below]

Thank you for submitting your manuscript '"Revisiting and Rethinking the
Identifiable Victim Effect: Replication and Extension of Small,
Loewenstein, and Slovic (2007)" to Judgment and Decision Making.

I have read the manuscript with interest. I found the meta-analysis
interesting and also the citations of previous failed replications of the effect,
although the reporting of the latter seems a bit unbalanced in the paper. I,
however, see a fundamental problem in the methodology of the empirical
replication:

You basically replicate a real-effort real donation study with a pure
hypothetical study and don’t find any / much effects. Given this
fundamental difference in the design, you conclusions go way to far. You
may conclude that the identified victim effect does not replicate in
hypothetical decision (with MTURK persons that might only care for their
payment).

Thank you, we understand and accept. This is an important comment.

We changed the language throughout the manuscript to emphasize that we are focusing on
hypothetical decisions, in addition we changed the classification of the replication to a ‘close to
far’ replication. To our knowledge and having consulted in experts in this domain, there is a little
research on how hypothetical vs real money decisions affect donation judgements in practice;
however, we added a short discussion based on the research available tying hypothetical
donations to real-life findings.

We also greatly toned down our discussion and conclusions accordingly.

Also you manipulation check questions — which seem to be presented in
between the materials - do not seem entirely innocent since they might
disrupt feelings of empathy etc. But this is probably less of a problem.

Given our experience in such tasks and this sample, we felt this as a needed check. We have
rarely seen this affect DVs in other settings, other than decreasing noise that has to do with
inattentiveness. We have previously noted this as a deviation yet welcome the request to do
better in discussing this point. We now mention this in the discussion section.
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Also your results concerning publication bias did not convince me on first
glance, although I would need to ask an expert on that. I have followed the
usage of ROBMA as an interesting approach in other publications. In this
case, however, inspection of Figure 1 seems to indicate that the regression
line is driven mainly by three outliers (in both directions), whereas the
other studies seem relatively well behaved. It would be quite concerning for
various of the recent publication with RoBMA if this promising method
does not include any sensitivity / outlier influence analysis.

Thank you for this observation. From our read of the funnel plot it appears that this refers to
outliers in terms of precision/sample size. We do not believe that the outliers should be excluded
in this case as the include the two highest powered studies. Dropping the two largest studies from
the meta-analysis would result in losing information. Typically, when excluding outliers in PET-
PEESE these would be outliers in terms of effect size rather than precision.

However, we took this to heart and did our best to address this concern by adding an analysis
that only relies on the p-value models (selection models) of ROBMA (i.e., not dependent on any
regression of effect sizes on standard errors at all). This analysis seems to corroborate the
findings of the main analysis.
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Response to Editor: Dr./Prof. Andreas Gloeckner final decision
letter review

Both reviewers are experts in the field and identified major issues
concerning the replication project and the manuscript in general. These are
mainly in line with my previous concerns, which lead to an initial rejection
of the manuscript. You aimed to address the concerns in a revision by some
rewriting and decided against collecting new data. You could not convince
the reviewers that your treatment of the issues was sufficient and they raise
several further important limitations that I was not aware of. Both
reviewers argue that this is not a reasonable replication given that the
dependent variable changed considerably. They also make further
important comments concerning problems, that are clearly formulated so
that I do not have to reiterate them here.

Action: I reject the manuscript.
Thank you for the reviews obtained and your feedback.

We believe that the concerns raised are not about the methods or the rigor of the paper, but rather
about diverging views of what to expect from a replication and meta reanalysis project of this
phenomenon. We believe that we have been very careful in the way we addressed the issues, yet
welcome the opportunity to further clarify and elaborate on our decisions.

We strongly believe that the academic community would greatly benefits from the empirical
evidence communicated in this manuscript, as we move forward in the investigation of the
identifiable victim effect, and hope that other journals would share that view.

The paper might be alternatively presented as a test of the effect(s) in a
different context / way (see R1). Also, the RoBMA-analysis included in the
paper might be of value either in this or a separate manuscript, but the
analysis also has substantial weaknesses (R1 & R2) and your descriptions
are not sufficient to evaluate what was done (R1).

I appreciate your efforts to conduct replications of established effects in the
field, but in this case the quality of the replication is too low to warrant
publication in this journal. I am sorry that I cannot bring you better news
on this manuscript.

Below we address each of the issues raised in detail. We believe that we were able to address
these concerns. We do not think that the categorization of the replication as being low quality is
fair, as there were no questions raised regarding the methods or rigor, but rather the reviews were
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focused on the diverging views regarding what is expected from this replication or how to best
interpret our findings.

In addition, we have been very clear on everything that we conduced, and shared all materials,
data, and code that allow anyone interested in examining all that we did meeting and exceeding
what is currently typical in our field. We welcome opportunities to improve and further
addressed raised points regarding further need to clarify our sharing and disclosures, yet we
disagree that it was not possible to evaluate what we conducted, we believe we have met very
high standards of transparency. As evidence for that we previously noted and provided an
external 3 party evaluator report that validated all of our analyses who was provided the same
materials as those submitted with our manuscript.

We further elaborated on our decision to study intent and hypothetical scenarios, and given the
feedback changed our categorization of the replication to “far” and “conceptual”.
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Response to Reviewer #1: Dr./Prof. Frank Renkewitz

R1.1) As I was asked to comment primarily on the re-analysis of the meta-
analysis by Lee & Freely (2016) I focus on the respective part of the
manuscript and discuss the replication itself only briefly.

Thank you very much for the detailed and constructive review. Much appreciated!

R1.2) In the introduction the authors argue convincingly that studies on the
identifiable victim effect are in need of direct replications. The following
study is meticulously and transparently documented, and the data analysis
is very carefully done. However, it appears severely inconsistent to me to
argue for a direct replication and then to run a study that changes the
dependent variable. In the primary study the DV is “amount of money
donated”, in the replication it is “intended donations in a hypothetical
scenario”. Because of this change I am not sure whether the study
presented in the paper can be considered a replication at all. I think that it
would be perfectly reasonable to argue that both studies investigate two
(hopefully) related but clearly different kinds of behavior (“donating
money” vs “claiming to donate money”). It seems obvious to me that, in
general, the factors affecting what people do with their money will be
different from the factors affecting what people claim to do with their
money. A priori, there is also very little reason to expect that a given factor
will affect both kinds of behavior in the same way. Furthermore, the
introduction calls into question the very existence of an identifiable victim
effect. Given this state of affairs, a replication of studies investigating
possible debiasing methods is rather not what is needed. This state also
implies that extensions of studies investigating the identifiable victim effect
are of secondary importance. This seems relevant to me as it suggests that
the design of a meaningful and convincing replication study could be
reduced to just two conditions. With only two conditions, however, it could
have very well been possible to run a high-powered direct replication (with
actual donations as DV) without any additional costs. The paper is very
clear about the change of the dependent variable between the original
study and the replication. It also discusses problems that may be arising
from this difference. This discussion, however, appears unspecific and not
very helpful to me. After reading the paper, I still do not know why it
should not matter whether or not participants can actually take some
money home depending on their decisions in the study. I have also no idea
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why the paper does not present the study that it calls for in the
introduction.

Thank you.
There are a lot of points made here and we will try and address each:

Goals of the replication:

We indeed changed the dependent variable and have been very transparent and clear about that
and therefore classified this as being between close and far replication. Aside from the change in
dependent variable we were careful to try and follow the rest of the original’s vignettes. We may
have not been clear enough about why we made that change, and why we expected the effect to
hold, and we are grateful for the encouragement to elaborate on that. We added the following:

“We note that we initially set out to conduct a direct close replication, yet decided on first
running a far conceptual replication using the same design yet with an important
adjustment of the dependent variable to use hypothetical donations, which can be
approximated as intent, rather than real donations. We did this for a number of reasons.
First, this project followed on a different replication project we conducted in Majumder et
al., (2023) of the identifiable victim effect by Kogut and Ritov (2005) than showed the
effect using hypothetical donations, as many other studies examining the identifiable
victim effect have. We therefore aimed to make the two replications as close as possible
in their dependent variable. Second, we acknowledge the difference between intent and
real-life behavior, yet thought it best to ensure the effect holds with simpler intent before
embarking on the more complex and costly behavior, given that effects for donations
typically seem stronger for intent than for behavior and seem higher up in the causal
chain. Given this important adjustment regarding the dependent variable, though much of
the rest of the study remains the same, we categorized this replication as far and
conceptual. We caution against over-interpreting from this replication to the likelihood of
original article’s real donations effect replicating, though we hope the community would
find this informative in the generalizability of the original’s design to hypothetical
scenarios and intent. We discuss this point and implications in the general discussion.”

You argued that given the mixed findings in the literature was an exact very close replication of
the target article might be warranted, and we indeed call for such a replication in our general
discussion. Yet, the question here is whether this must be the goal of this replication, and we do
not believe that not meeting the categorization of an very close replication means that the
evidence we provide is of lesser value, as is too is informative regarding the generalizability of
the phenomenon. We were hoping to increase chances for a successful replication, as we thought
real stakes behavior with no underlying low-stakes intent unlikely, with intent more likely to
show the effect. Though not unheard of, it would seem strange that an effect would show for
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behavior and not for intent, especially given that much of that literature, like Kogut and Ritov
(2005) has been shown on hypothetical scenarios and intent.

Classification of the replication:

Given the change in the DV, in our manuscript, we used the Lebel et al. (2018) categorization to
classify our replication as being between “close and far” given that the methods closely resemble
the original’s yet the change in the DV is one that makes interpretation more difficult.

In our revised submission we went further to remove mention of direct close replications, and
classify our replication attempt as conceptual.

Alignment with literature’s needs

Both direct and conceptual replications are needed, and we thought that our replication combined
the best of these worlds. We think that a follow-up very close direct replication is needed, which
we called for in our discussion, and our results now help adjust our priors regarding the
likelihood of that succeeding so that we may aim to detect smaller effects and think of ways in
which we can help ensure a direct replication would be more likely to succeed. Our replication is
a needed step in informing the closer real-life replication. Our findings also suggest that it would
be valuable for future research to further investigate the donation intent-behavior link.

The re-analysis of the meta-analysis by Lee & Freely is based on RoOBMA.
This methodological decision is in line with the with the recent literature on
methods for the detection and correction of publication biases and is well
substantiated in the paper. I also think that there is good reason to believe
that the main results of the re-analysis (i.e., that the meta-analysis is
affected by publication bias and that this bias may inflate the effect size
estimate in a relevant way) are correct.

Thank you, we are glad to receive a second confirmation that our analyses are relevant and
accruate.

However, the report of this re-analysis is so very brief and incomplete that
it is impossible to assess what actually happened (and for many readers the
results are probably hard to understand). I simply list several pieces of
information that are missing or that would be helpful for me. Large parts
of this information could, of course, also be given in the supplementary
materials — they should, however, not be available only in the form of
sparsely commented code and a meta-analytical data set on the OSF.

R1.3) With regard to the underlying data, the number of included papers,
studies, effect sizes and independent effect sizes should be given (if
applicable: for each individual analysis). Furthermore, some information
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on the sample sizes of these studies would be helpful: I learned from the
data set on the OSF that a study with a sample size of about N = 12.000 is
included. This single study is (probably) larger than all the remaining
studies taken together and, therefore, has to have tremendous influence on
the results of the meta-analysis and its re-analysis. This should be
transparent. Furthermore, I learned from the data set that the three largest
studies all report effect sizes of (about) 0. This information alone suggests
to me quite clearly that publication bias might be a problem.

Thank you. Everything we did is transparent, as others — like you — could see all that we did on
the OSF. We appreciate the nudge for further clarifications in the manuscript.

We added information about the number of experiments and effects included and the information
about the high powered study as well as that the three largest studies show mostly null effects.

“Lee and Freely (2016) conducted a meta-analysis that summarized 41 effects from 22
experiments on the identifiable victim effect. They conclude that across these studies,
they find a “significant yet modest IVE [identifiable victim effect]” (Lee & Freely, 2016,
p. 199). However, there is indication that this effect might be much weaker if publication
bias is accounted for. The three largest powered studies in the dataset show effect that are
almost zero, including one study with 12 802 participants (r = 0.004).”

R1.4) Given the change of the dependent variable in the following study, it
would be very interesting to know if the meta-analysis also includes studies
that use “donations in a hypothetical scenario” as DV. If so, then the
obvious question is whether the difference between actual and hypothetical
donations is a moderator. If no such studies are included that should be
stated very clearly. — Again, in this case I am not sure of what relevance the
meta-analysis and its re-analysis are for the remainder of the paper.

This is a good point, and one that we are happy to elaborate on. Since we submitted both of our
identifiable victim replications to JDM, the editor was aware of our other project, but we should
have been clearer about our goals and why we made the adjustment to the dependent variable.
Indeed, some of the literature, like Kogut and Ritov (2005) which we attempted to replicate in
our other project, used hypothetical donations rather than real donations, and we aimed to bring
the two closer together to try and get at why our replication of Kogut and Ritov may have failed.

Unfortunately, the meta-analysis we re-analyzed did does not look at moderation regarding
hypothetical versus real donations, though it did include both types of studies. (For a study to be
included, it had to meet the following inclusion criteria: [...] (5) employ a measure of intention
to contribute money or time, or a measure of actual contribution of money as the dependent
variable, Lee and Freely, p. 202). The meta-analysis is not the focus of our investigation here,
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and so supplementary coding and moderation is beyond the scope we intended. We agree that
this is a valuable avenue for future research.

R1.5) With regard to the RoBMA-analysis itself, the main problem is that
it remains unclear which data models are included in the averaging
procedure of ROBMA. As the results of RoOBMA have to depend on the
considered data models this information is essential. Furthermore, the
included models need to specify prior distributions for their parameters.
These prior distributions should be given (alternatively: it should be stated
from which source these prior distributions are taken).

We used the default version of ROBMA as in all other RoOBMA applications. As it includes 36
models, and this is not the main focus on our manuscript, we did not consider it useful to explain

each of these models in detail. Instead we referred to the paper, which introduces this version of
RoBMA:

“Here we use the version of ROBMA (also known as ROBMA-PSMA [Publication
Selection Model Averaging]) as in Barto$, Maier, Wagenmakers et al., (2022) as it has
been vetted extensively in simulation studies and applied examples (in the same paper).
For details about the 36 models that are included, and the corresponding prior

distributions and prior model probabilities please see Bartos, Maier, Wagenmakers et al.,
(2022).”

R1.6) Footnote 2 refers to an additional analysis that uses only “the most
precise estimate within each experiment”. From the meta-analytical data
set it appears, however, that most effect size estimates from the same
experiment are based on the same sample size. Thus, in these cases, I have
no idea which estimate is more precise and included in the analysis.

Thank you. We updated this to bootstrap across the effect sizes with the same precision, it is now
explained in the footnote 2:

“Due to the lack of publication bias correction methods that can accommodate a three-
level structure, we accounted for the dependency by only using the most precise estimate
within each experiment. Often there were multiple estimates with the same precision
within a study. In this case, we selected randomly and bootstrapped 500 times. Using the
median of these bootstraps, this analysis comes to the conclusions regarding evidence for
publication bias and evidence for an effect. Unlike the main analysis we find moderate
rather than weak evidence against heterogeneity.”
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R1.7) The estimates of RoBMa depend on the weightings of different
models which in turn depend on the fit between these models and the data.
Therefore, to fully understand the ROBMA results it would be very helpful
to have some indication of these weightings (which could be given in a
table).

RoBMA includes 36 models. Therefore, we thought it out of scope to include all of them in the
main text. However, we added a table with Bayes factors and the posterior probabilities for the
36 models in the supplement, and those are provided in our provided code.

R1.8) Figure 2 does not appear very helpful to me. The left panel is
misleading to some degree as it shows the effect size estimate of PET-
PEESE which is not the RoOBMA estimate that is actually interpreted. As
the weightings of the different models are not known it is unclear which
impact the PET-PEESE estimate has on the RoBMA estimate (i.e., the
figure may show the estimate of a model with a very poor fit). — I do not
really understand the right panel, which is at least partly due to the missing
information about the included models. Does the constant publication
probability with p >.5 imply that only one-sided selection models were
considered? If also two-sided models were included why does the estimated
publication probability remain constant at high thresholds (p = .95, p
=.975)?

Figure 2 is the standard figure as included with all RoOBMA publications. Therefore, we kept it.
The estimate from PET-PEESE contributes to the model-ensemble, therefore, we believed it
would be useful to keep it. We now give the posterior probability for all selection models vs
PET-PEESE models. We explain that the right panel shows the model-averaged selection
probabilities across the different selection models included in RoOBMA.

The right panel displays estimates for the relative publication probabilities of nonsignificant
studies in comparison to significant studies model averaged across the different selection models
included in RoBMA
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Response to Reviewer #2: Anonymous

R2.1) Let me begin with what I like about the paper. Replication is
generally important and useful and clearly there are many methodological
improvements in the current paper—larger sample sizes, pre-registration,
open data, etc that were not standard when Small et al. (2007) was
conducted and published.

Thank you for the positive and constructive review, and the encouraging opening note.

R2.2) That said, the fact that this replication involves hypothetical donation
undermines the objectives of replication. In my view, a hypothetical
donation is a poor substitute for a few reasons. First, participants are less
likely to take the task seriously when there is no money at stake. This is
generally true for hypothetical choice and a key reason why experimental
economics as a field insists on incentive-compatible designs (eg., Levitt and
List, 2007). Second, when studying generosity specifically it seems
especially critical. Generosity is about self-sacrifice but a hypothetical
donation does not involve any sacrifice. That is, it is easy (cost-less) to
reply in a survey that you would donate a lot. Indeed, as the authors note,
participants in these replication studies report that they would
hypothetically donate much more than what is found in typical donation
studies, including in Small et al. (2007). Typically, in dictator game studies
and real donation studies there are a high proportion of 0s and often a
higher proportion of the max (5 in this case) when the scale is low and fixed
as it was in this case.

We understand. Please see our response to R1.2 above.

In addition, this seems to be a broader critic of the JDM literature and the intent based
1dentifiable victim effect studies. While behavioral economics is focused on real incentives, the
Judgment and Decision Making literature is not, and the psychological science literature cares
about intent. In addition, much of the behavioral economics literature originated and is based on
initial demonstration using very simplified vignette studies.

Finally, what you wrote was one of the reasons why we opted for intent before proceeding to
behavior. Behaviors are more difficult to observe, especially regarding self-sacrifice donations,
and so real-behavior is more conservative and less likely to observe as it involved many factors
that go beyond decision-making.
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R2.3) Another difference (not discussed in the replication paper) is that in
Small et al., the study was designed with a cover story that the donation
request was not part of a ‘study’. That is participants were asked to
complete an unrelated study on technology usage and then paid for that
study. Upon payment, they were given a letter from a charity, an envelope
and 5 $1 bills. In contrast, in the replication study, participants can only
infer that their charitableness is what the researchers are examining.

Again, this makes the real-behavior more conservative and less likely to be observed. If the
participants could infer what we are examining, and would have liked to aligned with that, we
would have been more rather than less likely to observe the effect.

About the specific argument about the separate study. We think it is quite unlikely that
participants did not realize that their charitable donations were investigated. Instead, the real
effort task is often used to calibrate participants subjective valuation of money in terms of the
time they invested to earn it.

To address the need to note this more clearly, we now mention this in the limitations section.

“Second, given this cover story participants may not have realized that the experimenters
were investigating their donation behavior.”

R2.3 The authors discuss the hypotheticality as a limitation, so the question
is how severe is this as a limitation and what is the resulting contribution of
the paper. My view is that this is not a face valid way of assessing
generosity. No paper is perfect and perhaps this could be chalked up as a
‘limitation’ if there were some greater theoretical or practical contribution
of the paper. But the paper’s main goal is to examine whether this effect
replicates, and that is tested in a way that although methodologically
superior to the original studies in certain ways (pre-registration, larger
samples, etc,) is critically inferior in this other way.

See our responses to the previous comments.
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Other comments:

R2.4) From abstract: “These findings suggest that the identifiable victim
may be better framed in terms of ‘scope-insensitivity’. This doesn’t seem
the right way to describe this particular effect. Scope insensitivity would be
if there was one child or many that are supported, such that there is
evidently more social utility to helping many (e.g., Kogut and Ritov studies
where there is medicine for 1 or 10 children). In the current study, the
‘statistical victim” condition merely describes statistics of the magnitude of
need. It does not imply that all of the people in the statistics will be
supported in the same way that the child in the identifiable victim
condition will be.

This also relates to the discussion at the end of the manuscript about
whether it reflects irrational decision making. Surely, using some pool of
resources to benefit one person that could alternatively be used to provide
the same benefit to >1 would reflect a failure of utilitarian reasoning and
thus “irrational” in some sense. But I don’t think you can evaluate that
question given the current operationalization of the IVE.

Think about it.

R2.5) Please note also that the Lee and Feely meta-analysis, which is
modified and argued to provide further evidence of a null effet, did not
include large-scale field studies that find evidence consistent with the IVE
(Galak et al, 2011; Sudhir et al., 2016)

Galak, J., Small, D., & Stephen, A. T. (2011). Microfinance Decision
Making: A Field Study of Prosocial Lending. Journal of Marketing
Research, 48(SPL), S130-S137. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.48.SP1..S130

K. Sudhir, Roy, Cherian (2016). “Do Sympathy Biases Induce Charitable
Giving? The Effects of Advertising Content” , Marketing Science,
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2016.0989

Thank you for providing these references.

We chose not to update the meta-analysis as in this case it would be difficult to justify why we
updated it with these studies and not with others. However, me now mention these field studies
as successful replication of the identifiable victim effect.


https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.48.SPL.S130
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2016.0989
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R2.6) I found Table 1 overview of hypotheses to be confusing:
What does “main effect” in H1 mean? Shouldn’t this hypothesis about a
simple effect absent any intervention?

This is a main effect as it is collapsing across the intervention, we chose to test this effect rather
than the simple effect as we can test it with more power.

Why is H4 described as a main effect?

H4 is with regards to the joint condition. Therefore, this is a main effect comparing identifiable
victim condition to joint condition.

HS5b is confusingly worded. I’m having trouble interpreting it.
We changed it to:

“Learning about the identifiable victim effect reduces affective feelings, and the effect is
stronger for an identifiable victim and joint presentation of identifiable victim with victim
statistics, than for statistical victims”
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Dear Dr. Feldman,

[ apologize for the delay in getting this decision to you. Although your manuscript
was streamlined, and did not go out for external review, [ needed to find time to
read everything carefully. From past experience with streamlined manuscripts
(many from your lab!), I know that this often takes me an entire workday, and
sometimes it takes a while before I'm able to clear a large chunk of time from my
calendar. I know this probably does not alleviate any frustration you might have
about the delay, but I will say that digging into a streamlined manuscript is one of
my favorite ways to spend my time, so I look forward to the opportunity to spend an
entire day immersed in that activity. This was no exception - your manuscript did
not disappoint. Itis a very rich submission, with many strong aspects, and overall |
feel that it is very close to publishable. Nevertheless, there are some revisions that I
am asking for before accepting your manuscript. [ hope you will agree that they will
improve the manuscript, and I believe they are all fairly straightforward to
implement. Thus, I am happy to commit to accepting your manuscript if you are
able to address these points, and if | find no or few new problems/errors in your
revised submission.

['ve numbered my points below, but many of them are interrelated and there is
some repitition. I apologize for this - [ wrote this decision letter as [ was reading the
manuscript, and tried to go back and make it more coherent, but there is still some
redundancy, and the order of the points is relatively meaningless (they are not
ordered from most to least important).

1. In some places you refer to your outcome measure for donations as
measuring “intentions” or “intended donations”, but I don’t think that’s
accurate. From my reading of the DV, these are not intentions to donate, just
hypothetical donations. That undermines the strength of some of your



arguments about the far replication still speaking to the effect in the

original. To be clear, I agree that these results, with this hypothetical
donation DV, are still relevant and worth publishing, and that the community
should care about them and their implications for the original effect. And
since you describe the study as a far replication, there isn’t much change
needed in the framing. However, [ think you do need to change your language
where you refer to intentions or a similar concept, and you need to tone down
some of the arguments you make that depend on this conceptualization of
your DV. After having read the reviews and response to the reviews from
JDM, I want to add that I think there is probably an interesting discussion to
be had about what the relationship is between answers to hypothetical
scenarios, and intentions. I'd be open to you making an argument that there
is a connection, but at least to me, as someone outside of JDM who interprets
“intent” in the common sense way, my answer to a hypothetical scenario is
not an intention, and I think that perspective should be represented in your
framing.

. It wasn’t clear to me from the study description what participants in the
implicit learning/joint statistical and identifiable information condition were
asked to do. Were they only asked to donate to the identifiable victim? Were
they given a choice about which victim(s) they could donate to? I found the
answer to this question (only asked to donate to the identifiable victim) on
page 19, but this information is necessary to interpret the research questions
and hypotheses, so it needs to be explained in greater detail when the study
design is described (pp. 12-15), and perhaps even when describing the
results of Small et al. (pp. 11-12), because it’s hard to make sense of this
condition without knowing what the donation target was.

. Related to this, I think it would help a lot if, when describing the Small et al.
hypotheses and findings (pp. 11-12), you explicitly describe the design of
each of the two studies. 1 had to go look these up to understand how your 2 x
3 design maps onto their designs, and I believe their designs are: Study 1 is a
2 (identifiability: identifiable vs. statistical) x 2 (explicit learning: intervention
vs. control) between-subjects factorial design, and Study 3 has only one factor
with three levels/conditions: identifiable victim, statistical victims, and the
joint/implicit learning condition where the donation target is an identifiable
victim but statistical information is also provided.

. One of my biggest struggles throughout the paper was figuring out which cells
in your design were compared to test each hypothesis. In Table 1, you
describe the hypotheses verbally, but it wasn’t clear to me how this mapped
onto the different cells in your design. What would help is if you would move
Table 3 earlier, remove the text about hypothetical donations and affective
feelings that is currently in the middle of the table (this text is misleading
anyway, as it seems like the DVs are paired with the rows of [IV2, when in fact



all DVs were measured in all conditions), and instead fill in the table with a
label for each of the six cells (e.g., “A1, A2, A3” in the top row and “B1, B2, B3”
in the bottom row, or even just the letters A through F, or whatever you think
is best). Then. in the table describing your hypotheses (what is currently
Table 1), refer to these cells explicitly (in addition to the verbal description of
the hypothesis). For main effects, this might be something like “comparing
cells A1 and A2 vs. cells B1 and B2”, and for an interaction this might be
something like “the difference between cell A1 and B1 will be greater than the
difference between cells A2 and B2”.

. Related to this, you refer to the two factors as “identifiability” and
“intervention” but I think this isn’t quite correct. One factor is just whether
there was the explicit intervention (explicit learning vs. control). But the
other factor is a combination of the simple identifiable vs. statistical
identifiability variable, and the implicit learning intervention, which happens
to be carried out by combining the identifiable and statistical information, but
is conceptually an intervention, not a level of identifiability. This makes your
design quite messy, because the two factors of the design don’t map on neatly
to two conceptual (causal) variables. I'm not sure how best to label the two
variables given this situation. [ am open to you keeping the oversimplified
“intervention” and “identifiability labels”, but it would help if you explicitly
acknowledged that one of the identifiability levels is the implicit learning
intervention in Small et al.'s Study 3 (I think). In addition, I suggest changing
the “intervention” label to “explicit learning intervention” or something like
that.

. In the results section, you say that you followed (and extended) the analyses
conducted by the target article, but because your design was different (2 x 3,
which meant that you ended up crossing the explicit learning conditions with
the implicit learning conditions, which I believe Small et al. never did, since
those two manipulations were in separate experiments?), it is not clear what
the most similar analyses would be. This becomes a bit clearer when you
report the analyses for each hypothesis (starting on page 23), but even then it
is not totally clear. For example, on page 23 you describe a 2 x 2, and I can
guess which of the six cells got dropped (the two cells in the joint level of
identifiability), but you never say this explicitly (and indeed, your Figure 2
includes all of the cells, unlike the analysis, which is only explained indirectly
- it needs to be more explicit). If you alert readers early on (in the intro
around pp. 12-15, where I am asking you to add a table with your design and
labels for each cell) that your design makes it tricky to map each cell onto the
similar/identical cell in the original studies, and then remind readers at the
beginning of the results section of this challenge, and of the fact that you will
need to compare subsets of cells (not the whole 2x3 design) for many of your
analyses, I think this will help a lot. Then, when you get to each specific



analysis (p. 23 onwards), you can once again use the labels I've asked you to
create for each cell to make it super clear to readers which cells are being
compared or dropped in each analysis.

Related to this, I could not make sense of Table 8. [ admit that if I tried
harder, [ probably could get there, but I don’t think many readers are going to
try harder than I have. I think adding the labels for each cell, and then
explicitly saying which cells are being compared to which for each analysis,
will help a lot with Table 8.

. Separate from the issue of being clearer about which cells are included in
which analysis, [ am concerned that your analyses, if [ understand them
correctly, did not always use the “right” cells, if the goal is to match the
analyses in Small et al.For example, for the bottom half of the first row titled
“Identifiability (with joint condition) [Study 3]”, it doesn’t sound to me like
these analyses match the Small et al. Study 3 analyses, because Study 3 did
not include the explicit learning intervention, right? From the text on page 24,
it sounds like this analysis includes all six cells, rather than only including the
three cells in the control level of the intervention variable, which is what
you’d need to do to match the Small et al. Study 3 test of a main effect of
identifiability.From looking at the descriptive results, I believe that when you
limit the test of the effect of identifiability to include only the cells in the
control condition of the intervention variable, you will find even smaller
effects/stronger evidence for the null. This is important - to the extent that
there is any effect of the joint condition, it seems to be driven by the cells in
the intervention condition, which means that presenting the joint information
only had an effect (to the extent that it had an effect at all, which is very small)
when presented together with the explicit learning information. I realize the
interaction was not significant, but my main point is that [ think the
appropriate test of the effect of implicit learning/joint presentation is a
simple 3-cell comparison of the control condition cells, and this will likely
show strong evidence for the null.I suspect that a similar decision (about how
to alter the analyses to best match the original analyses and the conceptual
question) will come up for other hypotheses, but [ haven’t
considered/thought through each of them carefully, in part because the
current structure of the results section makes it hard for me to think through
what each hypothesis is and what the best test would be (see my next

point). These issues also apply to the analyses of the feelings aggregate, but
here the situation is more complicated because, if | understand correctly,
feelings were only measured in Study 1 in Small et al., so the most
appropriate test if we want to compare the results to the original would be
excluding the two cells in the joint level of the identifiability variable.
However, it might be interesting to readers to know how the joint condition
affected feelings, so it might also be worth doing the three-cell comparison of



feelings across the three cells in the control level of the intervention variable,
which would also have the advantage of matching the analyses you’d be
conducting for the donation DV. On the other hand, the descriptive results in
Table 7 are enough for curious readers to look at this if they want to
(especially since your data will be publicly available), so perhaps you could
just stick to the 2x2 that matches the analysis of feelings in Small et al., Study
1.If changing some of the analyses to better match the original studies leads
to a deviation from your preregistered analyses, you will need to decide
whether/where to present the preregistered analyses that [ am asking you to
replace. My strong preference would be that they be moved out of the main
text, so that the main text only includes the most appropriate test of each
hypothesis (i.e., the test that most closely matches the original), even if these
were not preregistered. But it should also be very clear to readers, without
having to read the supplement, what was and what was

not preregistered.My reason for requesting that you change the analyses to
better match the original analyses is not just out of a desire to match the
original studies. I also think these tests are the right ones to test the
conceptual hypotheses. That is, for example, if I want to know if the effect of
the joint condition, I think the implied research question here is, “in the
absence of any other interventions, does presenting the statistical
information in addition to the identifiable information impact

donations?”. Thus, only the cells in the “control” level of the (explicit)
intervention condition are relevant. This is what I assume most readers
would be interested in, and what Small et al.'s Study 3 tested. Moreover, it’s
confusing to me that for the main effect of identifiability, you did drop some
cells to make the analysis match Small et al.'s Study 1 (i.e., you dropped the
two joint condition cells), but for the effect of identifiability, you didn’t drop
the cells that should be dropped to match Small et al.'s Study 3 (i.e., the
explicit intervention condition cells). The fact that you are inconsistent about
this is a further reason to revise your approach, and make it more consistent
throughout, and consistent with your stated aim of matching the analyses of
the original paper.

8. Another issue is that the results section lacks a clear structure. For example,
the heading on page 23 is about an interaction effect, but the first paragraph
is about a main effect (mostly, it also talks about some things that are not
specific to the main effect, such as the figure and the Bayesian analytic
approach). I would like you to structure the results section to match the
structure of the hypotheses presented in Table 1, with a heading or
subheading for each hypothesis, and text under each heading that matches
the heading. I realize that some things you want to report in the results
section are not specific to one hypothesis (e.g., some figures, and the
description of the analytic approach, etc.) - these can be presented at the
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beginning, before the results speaking to each specific hypothesis, or
wherever you think they fit best. But in any case, it should be possible and
easy for a reader to find the results for each of the hypotheses in a section
that has a heading that matches that hypothesis.

9. It would be helpful for readers to know that the feelings items were
aggregated in Small et al., that feelings were assessed in Study 1 but not Study
3 (if I read their paper correctly), and that your aggregate combines the same
items that were combined in Small et al. Study 1 (if that is correct). I would
also like you to report the Cronbach’s alpha for the aggregate (the original
authors did), and if it is low, to note that (but it was high in the original, so
hopefully it will be high for you, too). In addition, Table 7 needs more
information - the table note should specify which variables are included in
this aggregate, whether this matches the set of variables used to create the
feelings aggregate in Small et al. Study 1, and report the Cronbach’s alpha in
your study.

10.Table 6 was hard to interpret - add a table note explaining that these are
means (correct?), and that the values in from the original (in parentheses) are
actual dollars donated, whereas the values in the current study are only
hypothetical.

11.For the disaggregated feelings results (pp. 29-30), it is important to remind
readers that the perceived impact item was not measured in Small et al., and
was not included in the aggregate. Once again, I question whether the full 2x3
analysis is the best analysis - personally, [ am much more curious about more
specific comparisons of cells that map onto a more conceptual research
questions/hypothesis.

12.The results for the perceived impact analysis need to be described in greater
detail, and perhaps other analyses should be reported in addition to the main
effect of identifiability when all six cells are included. At a minimum, [ would
like you to add a table with the descriptive results for the perceived impact
variable separately for all six cells (like Table 7, but for the perceived impact
variable) so that readers can see what cells might be driving the effects found
in the 2x3 analyses. Then, [ would like you to consider adding more
discussion of what this effect looks when comparing specific subsets of
cells. Without knowing what these results look like, 'm not sure what, if
anything, there is to say about this, but to me the “cleanest” test of the effect
of identifiability on perceived impact would be the comparison between the
identifiable and statistical cells in the control level of the intervention
variable (though I could also see an argument for examining all three cells in
the control level). But there might be other interesting patterns, though of
course you want to be careful about over-interpreting the results. Still, I think
some discussion of/attention to what cells seem to be driving the effect is
warranted, given that this result is messy and somewhat hard to interpret



when both intervention conditions are included together. One reason [ am
urging more exploration of the pattern of results here is because this result is
quite critical for your overall conclusions. If it weren’t for this result, it would
be more or less accurate to say that your study basically found no evidence
for any effect of either of the manipulated variables, and indeed quite strong
evidence against a causal effect of these variables in some cases,
right? However, the results for perceived impact are one indication that these
null results may fail to pick up on a relevant phenomenon - maybe the
identifiable victim effect is not observable in hypothetical donations, but if it
affects perceived impact, and the effect is substantial, then it is reasonable to
presume that it could have downstream effects. Thus, this result makes your
interpretation/discussion/conclusions much more complicated (and
probably more interesting to readers who want to believe the IVE, and/or to
those of us who have strong priors that the identifiability manipulation must
affect something). I admit that the lack of effect on most of the feelings
variables

13.When describing the results for the associations between aggregated feelings
and hypothetical donations (p. 30), please remind readers that your
aggregated feelings variable included the same items as the original (if true)
and therefore included all of the measured feeling variables except perceived
impact (again, if true). Additionally, readers may be curious whether the
perceived impact ratings correlated with hypothetical donations. I'm
reluctant to ask you to add more analyses to the main text, but maybe a one
or two sentence description of this result would be good to add.

14.In Table 12, I was surprised to see that you report the results for hypotheses
5a and 5b separately for each feeling variable. The original only reported the
results for the aggregated feeling variable, right? It seems better to stick to
the parallel analysis here (and also, this would allow you to include the result
of the original study in this table). Also, because the direction of the effect for
moral responsibility and donation appropriateness were never described in
the text, a reader cannot evaluate whether these results support the
hypothesis. Moreover, the results of the Bayesian statistical tests did not
support the hypotheses for these variables, so it’s a bit misleading to conclude
“supported” (though it helps that the name of that column is NHST summary,
but I forgot that between the time I read the table and the time I went to type
this up (less than a minute later). Related to that, [ wondered whether Table
12 should include a column that reports the Bayesian results. [ would
recommend reporting this qualitatively, even though there is a loss of
information as you suggest (e.g., “strong in favor of null”), because the effect
size is not intuitively interpretable, at least to me, and the NHST results is not
very informative with your sample size. Ideally, you would also flag when the
result is statistically significant/shows evidence in favor of the alternative,



but is in the wrong direction or has the wrong pattern, if that is the case for
any of your results.

Smaller points:

[t is important to report deviations from the preregistration in the main text, not
just the supplement. You say that you report them in the supplement, but [ wonder
if you actually did report at least some of them in the main text (for example see my
next point about exclusions).

[t was not clear to me why you focused on the full sample for the analyses reported
in the main manuscript, if you preregistered exclusion criteria.

When introducing Bayes Factors on page 7, you describe the conceptual difference
between BF01 and BF10, and you lead readers to expect that you might use both
and switch between them, which worried me. However, from my reading, I think
you only use BF01, is that right? If not, I think you should stick to only one. Then, I
think you should make that clear where you introduce BFs on page 7 (i.e., explicitly
say that you’ll only report BF01, and therefore that numbers greater than 1 are
evidence directionally in favor of the null). You could also add, in your table notes
where you define BF01, an explicit statement that values above 1 are directionally in
favor of the null hypothesis.

I'm not sure you need Table 9 - two of the three results are reported in the text (and
you could easily add the third), and without having the means handy it’s hard to
remember how to interpret the direction of these differences, so the description in
text is more useful than the table anyway. (But note that as per my comments
above, | am recommending that these analyses be replaced by analyses that include
only the three cells in the control condition of the intervention variable.)

p. 2 “Our first goal was to conduct independent [...] replication” should be “an
independent [...] replication”?

p. 3 - I did not understand “examine the relationship between affective feelings on
the studied phenomenon” when I read it. Maybe change it to “examine effects of the
the manipulations on affective feelings”. It would also help to explicitly state that
the first goal is looking at donations as the outcome, and then you could be more
explicit here in describing the second goal as examining feelings as the outcome.
p. 3 “pay more attention to proportions or percentages” add “than to absolute
numbers”

p. 3 “a higher proportion of lives seems” should be “lives saved seems”

p. 5 “three largest powered” should be “three highest-powered”

p. 5 “data show effect that” should be “effects”

p. 7 “The right panel shows the regression line” I think this should be “left panel”
p. 10 “than showed the effect” should be “that showed the effect”



p. 10 “for behavior and seem higher up” should be “for behavior and intent seems
higher up” but see my point above about cutting language related to intent

p. 11: “the likelihood of original” should be “the original”

p. 12: “an implicit manner in suppressing” change “in” to “of”

p. 12: “results in the original studies” change “in” to “of”

p. 13: I didn’t understand why you included “to only one group” in the parenthetical
beginning “(rather than explaining...” - the implicit intervention was still to only one
group (one level of a three-level factor). I think this section will be rewritten
anyway, though, when you provide a summary of the designs of the Small et al.
studies as requested above.

p. 13: in the sentence beginning “In other words, our studiesis a 2 x 3 design...” |
would switch the order of “statistical” and “identifiable” to make the order
consistent with how you present the levels in the tables (or, in any case, pick an
order and be consistent throughout).

p. 13: “testthe” should be “test the”

p. 15: Table 1 note “would not be presented with” should be "would not necessarily
be presented with"p. 16: “See section’ deviations...” should be “See section
'deviations...”

p. 16: “alpha level of .05” two-tailed or one-tailed?

p. 18: “between subjects’ design” delete the apostrophe

p. 19: “were attentive” should be “were inattentive”

p. 19: “and the perceived impact of donation (extension)” it’s not clear that
“(extension)” refers only to the last variable, because of the “and” earlier in the
sentence.

p. 24: “and their interaction” should be “or their interaction”

p. 26: “joined” should be “joint” (also check for this elsewhere)

p. 29: “segregated” should be “disaggregated” (check for this elsewhere)

In summary, I think this is a very strong manuscript and, [ hope you will revise it
and resubmit it to Collabra: Psychology. I look forward to receiving your revision,
and if you can address the points I raised and I don’t find any new significant
errors/problems, [ expect to accept the next submission. Please see the instructions
below for submitting your revision.

Please ensure that your revised files adhere to our author guidelines, and that the
files are fully copyedited/proofed prior to upload. Please also ensure that all
copyright permissions have been obtained. This may be the last opportunity for
major editing, therefore please fully check your file prior to re-submission.

If you have any questions or difficulties during this process, please contact the
editorial office at editorialoffice@collabra.org.
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We hope you can submit your revision within the next six weeks. If you cannot make
this deadline, please let us know as early as possible.

Sincerely,
Simine Vazire

Editor in Chief
Collabra: Psychology

Author Response
Oct 6, 2023

Reply to Collabra decision letter:
Small et al. (2007) replication and extension

We are grateful for the constructive suggestions for improvement. We incorporated the majority
of these suggestions, resulting in what we believe is an improved version of the manuscript.

A track-changes comparison of the previous submission and the revised submission can be
found on: https://draftable.com/compare/hrPQgkSTBJpt

Below is a point-by-point response to the comments. The editor’s comments are in bold with our
reply underneath in normal script.

Summary of changes

Below we provide a table with a summary of the main changes to the manuscript and our
response to the editor and reviewers:

Section Actions taken in the current manuscript

General We removed any references to ‘intent to donate’ and instead reframed our dependent
variable as hypothetical donations throughout the manuscript.

Introduction We clarified several points regarding the Study of Small et al. based on your
comments.We also changed Tables 2 and 8 to explain the different cells of our design
and then describe tests conducted later in terms of these cells. We believe this makes it
much clearer, which cells are compared in which statistical tests. We further made a lot
of changes throughout to improve the writing for this final submission.

Results We added several additional analyses to exactly match the analyses conducted by Small
et al. (2007). We also restructured the results section to make it more easy to identify
which hypotheses are being tested. We further added information about the relationship
between perceived impact of donation and hypothetical donations. We also made
several smaller changes based on the editors comments.
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Reply to Editor: Prof. Simine Vazire

I apologize for the delay in getting this decision to you. Although your
manuscript was streamlined, and did not go out for external review, I needed to
find time to read everything carefully. From past experience with streamlined
manuscripts (many from your lab!), I know that this often takes me an entire
workday, and sometimes it takes a while before I'm able to clear a large chunk of
time from my calendar. I know this probably does not alleviate any frustration
you might have about the delay, but I will say that digging into a streamlined
manuscript is one of my favorite ways to spend my time, so I look forward to the
opportunity to spend an entire day immersed in that activity. This was no
exception -- your manuscript did not disappoint. It is a very rich submission,
with many strong aspects, and overall I feel that it is very close to publishable.
Nevertheless, there are some revisions that I am asking for before accepting your
manuscript. I hope you will agree that they will improve the manuscript, and I
believe they are all fairly straightforward to implement. Thus, I am happy to
commit to accepting your manuscript if you are able to address these points, and
if I find no or few new problems/errors in your revised submission.

Thank you very much for taking the time to review our manuscript carefully and the detailed,
positive, and constructive feedback.

I've numbered my points below, but many of them are interrelated and there is
some repitition. I apologize for this - I wrote this decision letter as I was reading
the manuscript, and tried to go back and make it more coherent, but there is still
some redundancy, and the order of the points is relatively meaningless (they are
not ordered from most to least important).



1. In some places you refer to your outcome measure for donations as
measuring ''intentions'’ or "'intended donations'', but I don't think that's
accurate. From my reading of the DV, these are not intentions to donate, just
hypothetical donations. That undermines the strength of some of your
arguments about the far replication still speaking to the effect in the original. To
be clear, I agree that these results, with this hypothetical donation DV, are still
relevant and worth publishing, and that the community should care about them
and their implications for the original effect. And since you describe the study as
a far replication, there isn't much change needed in the framing.

However, I think you do need to change your language where you refer to
intentions or a similar concept, and you need to tone down some of the
arguments you make that depend on this conceptualization of your DV. After
having read the reviews and response to the reviews from JDM, I want to add
that I think there is probably an interesting discussion to be had about what the
relationship is between answers to hypothetical scenarios, and intentions. I'd be
open to you making an argument that there is a connection, but at least to me, as
someone outside of JDM who interprets "intent'' in the common sense way, my
answer to a hypothetical scenario is not an intention, and I think that perspective
should be represented in your framing.

Thank you for the feedback.

That is an interesting observation, and we see the value in being more accurate and having a
better alignment between what was measured and the claims. The literature on the topic does
seem rather vague about these links, and sometimes takes hypothetical donations as some proxy
for intent. This does seem like something that the literature would need to resolve, yet we do not
think it is important for us to tackle this given our framing as a “far replication”. There is already
plenty that we are tackling here, so there is no need to also try and tackle that.

We changed the language to refrain from intent and instead refer to hypothetical donations. We
went over the manuscript and tried to further tone down any claims that may suggest anything
beyond the context of hypothetical donations.



We see this as the main paragraph addressing the issue (in the beginning of the discussion

section):
We caution that our results should not be considered a ‘final word’ on this effect but
rather a motivation for future replication efforts in the form of high-powered registered
reports examining hypothetical donations, donation intent, real money donations, and
associated perceptions such as perceived impact. In addition, we see many promising
theoretical directions for further work in this area and possibilities for rethinking and
reframing the original theory.

In addition, we include two paragraphs discussing the topic in the limitations section (p.40)

2. It wasn't clear to me from the study description what participants in the
implicit learning/joint statistical and identifiable information condition were
asked to do. Were they only asked to donate to the identifiable victim? Were
they given a choice about which victim(s) they could donate to? I found the
answer to this question (only asked to donate to the identifiable victim) on page
19, but this information is necessary to interpret the research questions and
hypotheses, so it needs to be explained in greater detail when the study design is
described (pp. 12-15), and perhaps even when describing the results of Small et
al. (pp. 11-12), because it's hard to make sense of this condition without knowing
what the donation target was.

Thank you for pointing this out. We agree this needs to be clarified earlier and better.

We therefore added the following to the introduction under subsection “Small et al. (2007):

Hypotheses and Findings™:
“In Study 3, Small et al. (2007) further studied the effect of implicit learning by adding a
third identifiability condition, a joint condition (also referred to as “implicit learning
condition”) that included both a picture of the single victim and general victim statistics,
resulting in a three conditions design (identifiable vs. statistical vs. joint). The donation in
this joint condition was intended for the described identified victim. The presentation of
victim statistics was meant to implicitly eliminate the identifiable victim effect in the
joint condition arguably because providing statistics alongside the victim reminds the
potential donor of the many people who would not receive help. Study 3 did not
investigate how feelings predicted donations. In summary, the Study 3 design included
one factor with three levels/conditions: identifiable victim, statistical victims, and the
joint/implicit learning condition.”



3. Related to this, I think it would help a lot if, when describing the Small et al.
hypotheses and findings (pp. 11-12), you explicitly describe the design of each of
the two studies. I had to go look these up to understand how your 2 x 3 design
maps onto their designs, and I believe their designs are: Study 1 is a 2
(identifiability: identifiable vs. statistical) x 2 (explicit learning: intervention vs.
control) between-subjects factorial design, and Study 3 has only one factor with
three levels/conditions: identifiable victim, statistical victims, and the
joint/implicit learning condition where the donation target is an identifiable
victim but statistical information is also provided.

Thank you, that is very valuable feedback. We rewrote the description of Small et al. (2007) to

explicitly describe the design of the two studies:
Small et al. (2007) proposed that thinking analytically about the value of lives reduced
giving to an identifiable victim but not to statistical victims. They also suggested that
implicitly inducing analytical reasoning about the value of lives reduced donations to an
identifiable victim but not to statistical victims. They conducted four experiments, and
the current replication focused on Studies 1 and 3.
Study 1 design and findings
In Study 1, participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions, with the
intervention group learning about the identifiable victim effect from previous research
(explicit learning condition), whereas another served as a control group. They were
further randomly assigned to either the statistical victim condition, in which they read
information either about the problem of starvation in different African countries, or to the
identifiable victim condition, in which they received a brief description of an African girl
from the Save the Children website. They were then instructed to donate any five one-
dollar bills received earlier from a survey to victims they had read about in the letter.
After their donation, participants rated different affective reactions they experienced
towards the described victim(s). These items included feeling upset, touched,
sympathetic, and morally responsible, as well as the perceived appropriateness of
donating to help the described victims.
To summarize, their Study 1 design was a 2 (Identifiability: identifiable vs. statistical) x 2
(Explicit Learning: intervention vs. control) between-subjects factorial design. Their
results showed that in the control condition without the intervention, donations to the
identifiable victim were higher than donations to statistical victims. However, the pattern
was different for the participants who were assigned to the explicit learning intervention
conditions and learned of the identifiable victim effect before asking to donate, with the
donations being similar towards the identifiable victim compared to towards statistical
victims. The explicit learning intervention, therefore, seemed to have eliminated the
additional donations given towards an identifiable victim . In addition, they showed that
aggregated feelings predicted donation behavior better in the identifiable victim/no
intervention condition than in the other conditions.
Study 3 design and findings
In Study 3, Small et al. (2007) further studied the effect of implicit learning by adding a
third identifiability condition, a joint condition (also referred to as “implicit learning
condition”) that included both a picture of the single victim and general victim statistics,



resulting in a three conditions design (identifiable vs. statistical vs. joint). The donation in
this joint condition was intended for the described identified victim. The presentation of
victim statistics was meant to implicitly eliminate the identifiable victim effect in the
joint condition arguably because providing statistics alongside the victim reminds the
potential donor of the many people who would not receive help. Study 3 did not
investigate how feelings predicted donations. In summary, the Study 3 design included
one factor with three levels/conditions: identifiable victim, statistical victims, and the
joint/implicit learning condition.

Small et al. (2007) found support for implicit learning, as donations to the identified
victim were lower in the joint condition compared to the identifiable victim condition.

4. One of my biggest struggles throughout the paper was figuring out which
cells in your design were compared to test each hypothesis. In Table 1, you
describe the hypotheses verbally, but it wasn't clear to me how this mapped onto
the different cells in your design. What would help is if you would move Table 3
earlier, remove the text about hypothetical donations and affective feelings that is
currently in the middle of the table (this text is misleading anyway, as it seems
like the DVs are paired with the rows of IV2, when in fact all DVs were
measured in all conditions), and instead fill in the table with a label for each of
the six cells (e.g., '"'A1, A2, A3" in the top row and '"B1, B2, B3" in the bottom
row, or even just the letters A through F, or whatever you think is best). Then. in
the table describing your hypotheses (what is currently Table 1), refer to these
cells explicitly (in addition to the verbal description of the hypothesis). For main
effects, this might be something like '"comparing cells A1 and A2 vs. cells B1 and
B2", and for an interaction this might be something like ''the difference between
cell A1 and B1 will be greater than the difference between cells A2 and B2'".

That is very valuable feedback, and is very important for clarity and allowing reviewers and
readers to follow what we have done given the integrated design. We agree and have worked to
improve on this throughout the manuscript.

We updated this in the main Table 2 “Replication and extension: Summary of hypotheses” which
now has a column labeled “Conditions comparisons for hypotheses”. We did the same with
Tables 8 and 9 that now reference both the hypotheses and the conditions for each of the
analyses.

We also reorganized the results section to better mirror the tables and explicitly refer to the tested
hypotheses.

5. Related to this, you refer to the two factors as "identifiability'' and
"intervention'' but I think this isn't quite correct. One factor is just whether
there was the explicit intervention (explicit learning vs. control). But the other
factor is a combination of the simple identifiable vs. statistical identifiability
variable, and the implicit learning intervention, which happens to be carried out
by combining the identifiable and statistical information, but is conceptually an
intervention, not a level of identifiability. This makes your design quite messy,



because the two factors of the design don't map on neatly to two conceptual
(causal) variables. I'm not sure how best to label the two variables given this
situation. I am open to you keeping the oversimplified 'intervention' and
"identifiability labels'', but it would help if you explicitly acknowledged that one
of the identifiability levels is the implicit learning intervention in Small et al.'s
Study 3 (I think). In addition, I suggest changing the "intervention'' label to
"explicit learning intervention'' or something like that.

Thank you. This is very helpful, and we agree, this was confusing. We originally use the labels
by the target article, but can see it would be helpful to improve on that.

We kept the identifiability label, and renamed the “intervention” label to “Explicit learning”
throughout the manuscript. We also refer to the joint condition as “Implicit learning”.

In our main hypotheses table (Table 2) and results (Tables 8 and 9) we now also make it clearer
what each of those labels refers to in terms of both the specific hypothesis, and in terms of the
cells compared in the unified design.

6. In the results section, you say that you followed (and extended) the analyses
conducted by the target article, but because your design was different (2 x 3,
which meant that you ended up crossing the explicit learning conditions with the
implicit learning conditions, which I believe Small et al. never did, since those
two manipulations were in separate experiments?), it is not clear what the most
similar analyses would be. This becomes a bit clearer when you report the
analyses for each hypothesis (starting on page 23), but even then it is not totally
clear. For example, on page 23 you describe a 2 x 2, and I can guess which of the
six cells got dropped (the two cells in the joint level of identifiability), but you
never say this explicitly (and indeed, your Figure 2 includes all of the cells, unlike
the analysis, which is only explained indirectly - it needs to be more explicit). If
you alert readers early on (in the intro around pp. 12-15, where I am asking you
to add a table with your design and labels for each cell) that your design makes it
tricky to map each cell onto the similar/identical cell in the original studies, and
then remind readers at the beginning of the results section of this challenge, and
of the fact that you will need to compare subsets of cells (not the whole 2x3
design) for many of your analyses, I think this will help a lot. Then, when you
get to each specific analysis (p. 23 onwards), you can once again use the labels
I've asked you to create for each cell to make it super clear to readers which cells
are being compared or dropped in each analysis.

We appreciate this feedback. We agree, the unified design has made it a bit more challenging to
articulate how our design relates to the target’s studies.

We made many changes to the manuscript to address these suggestions. In addition to re-
labeling, and being clear about hypotheses and which cells are contrasted, we also added clearer
indications of how each hypothesis maps onto the target article, labeling each hypothesis and



analysis as either a replication of Study 1, a replication of Study 3, or an extension that the
unified design allowed us to test (see labels [S1] [S3] [E] in the different lines).

Related to this, I could not make sense of Table 8. I admit that if I tried harder, I
probably could get there, but I don't think many readers are going to try harder
than I have. I think adding the labels for each cell, and then explicitly saying
which cells are being compared to which for each analysis, will help a lot with
Table 8.

Yes, we understand and agree. We revamped Table 8 as a supplementary to the revamped Table
2, and also did similar changes to Table 9.

In all tables, we now refer to the specific hypotheses tested, and which cells are contrasted. We
also clarified these better in the accompanying text.

7. Separate from the issue of being clearer about which cells are included in
which analysis, I am concerned that your analyses, if I understand them
correctly, did not always use the ''right'' cells, if the goal is to match the analyses
in Small et al. For example, for the bottom half of the first row titled
""Identifiability (with joint condition) [Study 3]", it doesn't sound to me like these
analyses match the Small et al. Study 3 analyses, because Study 3 did not include
the explicit learning intervention, right? From the text on page 24, it sounds like
this analysis includes all six cells, rather than only including the three cells in the
control level of the intervention variable, which is what you'd need to do to
match the Small et al. Study 3 test of a main effect of identifiability. From
looking at the descriptive results, I believe that when you limit the test of the
effect of identifiability to include only the cells in the control condition of the
intervention variable, you will find even smaller effects/stronger evidence for the
null. This is important - to the extent that there is any effect of the joint
condition, it seems to be driven by the cells in the intervention condition, which
means that presenting the joint information only had an effect (to the extent that
it had an effect at all, which is very small) when presented together with the
explicit learning information. I realize the interaction was not significant, but
my main point is that I think the appropriate test of the effect of implicit
learning/joint presentation is a simple 3-cell comparison of the control condition
cells, and this will likely show strong evidence for the null. I suspect that a
similar decision (about how to alter the analyses to best match the original
analyses and the conceptual question) will come up for other hypotheses, but I
haven't considered/thought through each of them carefully, in part because the
current structure of the results section makes it hard for me to think through
what each hypothesis is and what the best test would be (see my next point).
These issues also apply to the analyses of the feelings aggregate, but here the
situation is more complicated because, if I understand correctly, feelings were



only measured in Study 1 in Small et al., so the most appropriate test if we want
to compare the results to the original would be excluding the two cells in the joint
level of the identifiability variable. However, it might be interesting to readers to
know how the joint condition affected feelings, so it might also be worth doing
the three-cell comparison of feelings across the three cells in the control level of
the intervention variable, which would also have the advantage of matching the
analyses you'd be conducting for the donation DV. On the other hand, the
descriptive results in Table 7 are enough for curious readers to look at this if
they want to (especially since your data will be publicly available), so perhaps
you could just stick to the 2x2 that matches the analysis of feelings in Small et al.,
Study 1. If changing some of the analyses to better match the original studies
leads to a deviation from your preregistered analyses, you will need to decide
whether/where to present the preregistered analyses that I am asking you to
replace. My strong preference would be that they be moved out of the main text,
so that the main text only includes the most appropriate test of each hypothesis
(i.e., the test that most closely matches the original), even if these were not
preregistered. But it should also be very clear to readers, without having to read
the supplement, what was and what was not preregistered. My reason for
requesting that you change the analyses to better match the original analyses is
not just out of a desire to match the original studies. I also think these tests are
the right ones to test the conceptual hypotheses. That is, for example, if I want to
know if the effect of the joint condition, I think the implied research question
here is, "'in the absence of any other interventions, does presenting the statistical
information in addition to the identifiable information impact donations?"'.
Thus, only the cells in the "control' level of the (explicit) intervention condition
are relevant. This is what I assume most readers would be interested in, and
what Small et al.'s Study 3 tested. Moreover, it's confusing to me that for the
main effect of identifiability, you did drop some cells to make the analysis match
Small et al.'s Study 1 (i.e., you dropped the two joint condition cells), but for the
effect of identifiability, you didn't drop the cells that should be dropped to match
Small et al.'s Study 3 (i.e., the explicit intervention condition cells). The fact that
you are inconsistent about this is a further reason to revise your approach, and
make it more consistent throughout, and consistent with your stated aim of
matching the analyses of the original paper.

Thank you, great feedback. We realized that we should have been much clearer about what
analyses match which of the target article’s studies, and what analyses are extensions.

We made the necessary changes in Tables 2, 8, and 9, and in the accompanying text. We now
also explicitly label each analysis, and we mirror all analyses in the target article, as well as the
additional extension analyses that the unified design allowed us to execute. We are also clearer
on what analyses were not pre-registered and we therefore labeled “exploratory”, even if they
were in the target article.



Specifically, regarding the case of the implicit learning hypothesis, we added the following
hypothesis to Table 2, which matched the analyses by Small et al:

H4 (Identifiability with Implicit Learning main effect, without Explicit) [S3] *
We wrote the following in the results section:

H4: Identifiability with Implicit Learning (joint condition) main effect
(without Explicit Learning) [Replication]

We conducted the analyses mirroring the analyses of Study 3 in Small et al (2007),
without including the explicit learning intervention conditions (i.e., H4: Identifiable-
Control > Joint-Control ~= Joint-Control). Although this was conducted by the target, it
was not included in the pre-registration, which was focused on the unified design and
included the explicit conditions (see below). We therefore labeled this analysis
exploratory. We found no support for an implicit learning effect, F(2, 499) =0.61, p =
541, m_p™2 =.002, 95% CI [.00, .02], and with strong evidence against the effect in a
complementary Bayesian analysis (BFO1 = 25.03). Therefore, we did not conduct any
follow-up tests comparing differences between specific cells.



8. Another issue is that the results section lacks a clear structure. For example,
the heading on page 23 is about an interaction effect, but the first paragraph is
about a main effect (mostly, it also talks about some things that are not specific to
the main effect, such as the figure and the Bayesian analytic approach). I would
like you to structure the results section to match the structure of the hypotheses
presented in Table 1, with a heading or subheading for each hypothesis, and text
under each heading that matches the heading. I realize that some things you
want to report in the results section are not specific to one hypothesis (e.g., some
figures, and the description of the analytic approach, etc.) - these can be
presented at the beginning, before the results speaking to each specific
hypothesis, or wherever you think they fit best. But in any case, it should be
possible and easy for a reader to find the results for each of the hypotheses in a
section that has a heading that matches that hypothesis.

We understand and agree.
We now structure the results section according to the DVs and the hypotheses:

e Results
o Descriptive Statistics
o Hypothetical Donations
m Hla, H2a, and H3a: Identifiability and Explicit Learning Main Effects and
Interaction (without joint condition) [Replication]
m HIb, H2b and H3b: Identifiability and Explicit Learning Main Effects and
Interaction (with Joint Condition) [Extension]
m H4: Identifiability with Implicit Learning (joint condition) main effect
(with and without Explicit Learning) [Replication]
o Feelings
m HS5a/b/c: Identifiability and Explicit Learning Interaction without joint
condition on aggregated feelings [Replication]
m HS5d: Identifiability and Explicit Learning Interaction with joint condition
on aggregated feelings [Extension]
m Exploratory: Identifiability and Explicit Learning interaction on singular
feelings
m Associations between Aggregated Feelings and Hypothetical Donations



9. It would be helpful for readers to know that the feelings items were
aggregated in Small et al., that feelings were assessed in Study 1 but not Study 3
(if I read their paper correctly), and that your aggregate combines the same
items that were combined in Small et al. Study 1 (if that is correct). I would also
like you to report the Cronbach's alpha for the aggregate (the original authors
did), and if it is low, to note that (but it was high in the original, so hopefully it
will be high for you, too). In addition, Table 7 needs more information - the table
note should specify which variables are included in this aggregate, whether this
matches the set of variables used to create the feelings aggregate in Small et al.
Study 1, and report the Cronbach's alpha in your study.

Thank you, we followed and implemented all your suggestions.

We now report the reliability at the beginning of the “Feelings” subsection in the Results, which

was 0.90. We also make it clearer which items were included in the aggregated feelings measure:
The Cronbach's alpha for the feelings variables was 0.90. We therefore followed the
methodology by Small et al (2007) and aggregated the five feelings into a single measure
of aggregated feelings, combining: 1) feeling upset, 2) feeling sympathetic towards the
victim(s), 3) feeling touched by the situation, 4) feeling morally responsible, and 5)
feeling that it is appropriate to donate to the cause.

We now also explain which study included the aggregated feelings, how the analyses relate to

what is in the target article and what was pre-registered, also updated in Tables 2 (hypotheses)

and 9 (results):
HSa/b/c: Identifiability and Explicit Learning Main Effects and Interaction on
aggregated feelings (without joint condition) [Replication]

In Small et al. (2007), aggregated feelings were measured and analyzed in Study 1, and
the joint condition was introduced in Study 3. We therefore first conducted a matched
analysis to their Study 1 without the joint condition. We note that our pre-registration
originally focused on the analyses that included the joint condition, yet deviated from the
target’s Study 1, which is reported in the following section.

[...]

HSd: Identifiability and Explicit Learning Main Effects and Interaction on
aggregated feelings (with joint condition) [Extension]

We also ran a pre-registered extension analysis with the joint condition that went beyond
the target article’s Study 1. We conducted a 2 (Explicit Learning) x 3 (Identifiability)
two-way ANOVA on aggregated feelings (mean across all feelings measures apart from
‘perceived impact’). Results were similar to those without the joint condition, with no
support for the main effects of Identifiability, the main effect of Explicit Learning, or the
interaction on aggregated feelings. The Bayesian analysis further suggests evidence
against an effect. Thus, we concluded that H5a/b/c and H5d were not supported.

10. Table 6 was hard to interpret - add a table note explaining that these are
means (correct?), and that the values in from the original (in parentheses) are



actual dollars donated, whereas the values in the current study are only
hypothetical.

We added a table note to explain this:
Note.Statistics are presented in the order of Mean [Standard deviation] (condition sample
size). We reported the same information for the non-aggregated feelings in the
supplementary materials. Aggregated feelings were calculated following the approach by
Small et al. (2007): Upset, sympathetic, touched, responsible, and appropriateness. The
Cronbach’s alpha for the five feelings measures was 0.90.

11. For the disaggregated feelings results (pp. 29-30), it is important to remind
readers that the perceived impact item was not measured in Small et al., and was
not included in the aggregate. Once again, I question whether the full 2x3
analysis is the best analysis - personally, I am much more curious about more
specific comparisons of cells that map onto a more conceptual research
questions/hypothesis.

We believe that follow up tests of specific cells are better conducted if we find evidence for a
difference in the overall ANOVA tests (as we did for the perceived impact). As we do not find
compelling evidence for any effect in the 2 x 3 ANOV As we did not conduct any follow ups. As
per conceptual research questions, we think the most interesting analysis is the correlation
between aggregated feelings and hypothetical donations. Here Small et al. (2007) reported that
this correlation is stronger in the identifiability/no intervention condition, which is seen as a
potential explanation of the effect. We do not find support for this pattern. These results are
presented in the next section.

We now explicitly state in both text and tables which feelings are included in the aggregated
feelings measure. We also separated perceived impact to its own section.



12. The results for the perceived impact analysis need to be described in
greater detail, and perhaps other analyses should be reported in addition to the
main effect of identifiability when all six cells are included. At a minimum, I
would like you to add a table with the descriptive results for the perceived impact
variable separately for all six cells (like Table 7, but for the perceived impact
variable) so that readers can see what cells might be driving the effects found in
the 2x3 analyses. Then, I would like you to consider adding more discussion of
what this effect looks when comparing specific subsets of cells.

We reported all perceived impact descriptives in Table 7. We follow up with pairwise
comparisons along the Identifiability factor as only this factor showed a main effect and there

was no interaction.
Table 7

Perceived Impact (extension): Descriptives

Identifiable Statistical Joint Total
victim victim
Explicit learning 3.47 [1.23] 201[137]  2.94[1.35] 3.11[1.34]
intervention (170) (159) (173) (502)
No explicit learning 3.31[1.25] 2.99 [1.34] 3.11[1.42] 3.14 [1.34]
intervention (165) (176) (161) (502)
Total 3.39 [1.24] 296[1.35]  3.02[1.39] 3.12 [1.34]
(335) (335) (334) (1004)

Note. Statistics are presented in the order of Mean [Standard deviation] (condition sample size).

Without knowing what these results look like, I'm not sure what, if anything,
there is to say about this, but to me the "cleanest' test of the effect of
identifiability on perceived impact would be the comparison between the
identifiable and statistical cells in the control level of the intervention variable
(though I could also see an argument for examining all three cells in the control
level). But there might be other interesting patterns, though of course you want
to be careful about over-interpreting the results. Still, I think some discussion
of/attention to what cells seem to be driving the effect is warranted, given that
this result is messy and somewhat hard to interpret when both intervention
conditions are included together.

We did not see much need to go into the details of the contrasts between the conditions, the
Explicit Learning main effect, or the interaction, given that our ANOV A model only showed
support for a main effect of identifiability. We believe that looking at Table 7 also makes that
pattern fairly clear, together with our explanation:

Hé: Effect of Identifiability and Explicit Learning on Perceived Impact of Donation



We ran a 2 (Explicit Learning) x 3 (Identifiability) two-way ANOVA to determine how
the perceived impact of the donation differed depending on these two factors. We find
evidence for an effect of Identifiability on perceived impact, F(2, 998) = 10.5, p = .00003,
n_(p )*2= .021 [.006, .040], BFO1 = 0.003. However, we do not find evidence for an
effect of Explicit Learning on perceived impact, F(1, 998) =0.11, p=0.74,n_(p )"2=
.000 [.000, .004], BFO1 = 13.69, or for an interaction between Explicit Learning and
Identifiability, F(2, 998) = 1.48, p = 0.229, n_(p )"2= .002 [.000, .012], BFO1 = 11.05.

As we only found evidence for an effect of Identifiability, we follow up with post-hoc
tests of this factor. We found support for higher perceived impact in the identifiable
victim condition (M = 3.39, SD = 1.24) compared to both the statistical victim (M =
2.96, SD = 1.35), t(668) = 4.35, p <.001,d =0.34,95% CI[0.18, 0.49], and joint
condition (M = 3.02, SD = 1.39), t(667) = 3.67, p < .001, d = 0.28, 95% CI [0.13, 0.44].
Both of these results also held up in the Bayesian analysis (BFO1 = 0.001 and 0.02).

One reason I am urging more exploration of the pattern of results here is because
this result is quite critical for your overall conclusions. If it weren't for this
result, it would be more or less accurate to say that your study basically found no
evidence for any effect of either of the manipulated variables, and indeed quite
strong evidence against a causal effect of these variables in some cases, right?
However, the results for perceived impact are one indication that these null
results may fail to pick up on a relevant phenomenon - maybe the identifiable
victim effect is not observable in hypothetical donations, but if it affects
perceived impact, and the effect is substantial, then it is reasonable to presume
that it could have downstream effects. Thus, this result makes your
interpretation/discussion/conclusions much more complicated (and probably
more interesting to readers who want to believe the IVE, and/or to those of us
who have strong priors that the identifiability manipulation must affect
something). I admit that the lack of effect on most of the feelings variables

We agree this is complex, and we do not have enough information to understand why the
perceived impact effect did not translate to an effect regarding hypothetical donations. We feel it
important to be very cautious in interpreting these effects, and to make any assumptions about
what might be reasonable regarding downstream effect from perceived impact to hypothetical
versus real donations.
We think it best to focus on reporting the results as is, and allowing for follow-up research to try
and look further to try and better explain what is going on here. In our discussion we noted the
following:
In our extension adding a measure of perceived impact, we found support for perceived
impact of the hypothetical donations as higher for an identifiable victim compared to
statistical victims, and with support for an association between perceived impact and
hypothetical donations, though it somehow failed to translate to an effect on hypothetical
donations. Further research is needed to try and understand the links between perceived
impact, hypothetical donations, intent to donate, and actual donations.



(sidenote: seemed like your last sentence has been cut off)

13. When describing the results for the associations between aggregated
feelings and hypothetical donations (p. 30), please remind readers that your
aggregated feelings variable included the same items as the original (if true) and
therefore included all of the measured feeling variables except perceived impact
(again, if true).

We took the following actions:

1. The section “Associations between Aggregated Feelings and Hypothetical Donations” is
now a subsection of the “Feelings” section.

2. We explicitly write that “We examined the associations between five aggregated feelings
(as above) and hypothetical donations, summarized in Table 10.”

3. In Table 10 we added the following note: “Aggregated feelings refer to averaging the
feelings of being upset, being sympathetic, being touched, moral responsibility, and
donation appropriateness into a single composite. The Cronbach’s alpha for the five
feelings measures was 0.90.”

Additionally, readers may be curious whether the perceived impact ratings
correlated with hypothetical donations. I'm reluctant to ask you to add more
analyses to the main text, but maybe a one or two sentence description of this
result would be good to add.

The “perceived impact” section includes the following:
Further, the perceived impact of donation was correlated to hypothetical donations,
r(1002) = 0.54, p < .001. The correlation is comparable for all cells of our design ranging
from 0.48 in the identifiable victim/no intervention condition to 0.60 in the statistical
victim/intervention condition (see supplementary materials for the correlation in each cell
of our design).

14. 1In Table 12, I was surprised to see that you report the results for hypotheses
Sa and Sb separately for each feeling variable. The original only reported the
results for the aggregated feeling variable, right? It seems better to stick to the
parallel analysis here (and also, this would allow you to include the result of the
original study in this table). Also, because the direction of the effect for moral
responsibility and donation appropriateness were never described in the text, a
reader cannot evaluate whether these results support the hypothesis. Moreover,
the results of the Bayesian statistical tests did not support the hypotheses for
these variables, so it's a bit misleading to conclude ''supported' (though it helps
that the name of that column is NHST summary, but I forgot that between the
time I read the table and the time I went to type this up (less than a minute later).
Related to that, I wondered whether Table 12 should include a column that



reports the Bayesian results. I would recommend reporting this qualitatively,
even though there is a loss of information as you suggest (e.g., ''strong in favor of
null''), because the effect size is not intuitively interpretable, at least to me, and
the NHST results is not very informative with your sample size. Ideally, you
would also flag when the result is statistically significant/shows evidence in favor
of the alternative, but is in the wrong direction or has the wrong pattern, if that
is the case for any of your results.

Thank you, very valuable feedback. We agree with all the points made.
We have made major changes to Table 11 (previously Table 12):

1. We now mirror the table to the hypotheses, focusing only on the hypotheses that relate to
the replication.

2. We now report feelings on the aggregate, without the separate feelings.

3. We now report the Bayes Factor in support of the null BFy; in a column “BF,; Evidence
for null”.

4. We adjusted all hypotheses and the reported findings to the target’s Study 1 (2 x 2,
without joint conditions) and Study 1 (1 x 3, without Explicit Learning conditions)
designs.

5. We also added a section with the matched analysis to the results, and are now clearer on
what we pre-registered (with joint) compared to what the target article reported in Study
1 (without joint conditions).

Smaller points:

It is important to report deviations from the preregistration in the main text, not
just the supplement. You say that you report them in the supplement, but I
wonder if you actually did report at least some of them in the main text (for
example see my next point about exclusions).

In our revision, in both the text and the tables, we worked to be more explicit about which
analyses were pre-registered, and what deviations took place. We also added indications of pre-
registered hypotheses and clarification notes to the tables.

It was not clear to me why you focused on the full sample for the analyses
reported in the main manuscript, if you preregistered exclusion criteria.

Apologies, we wrote our exclusions section too briefly, and should have been clearer
about what we did.

In our pre-registration exclusions criteria section (in the supplementary, p. 37;
https://osf.io/dgch2) we wrote the following:
Generalized exclusion criteria



https://osf.io/dqch2

The default generalized exclusion criteria we use in our pre-registration is the following:
"We will focus on our analyses on the full sample. However, as a supplementary analysis
and to examine any potential issues, we will also determine further findings reports with
exclusions. In any case, we will report exclusions in detail with results for the full sample
and results following exclusions (in either the manuscript or the supplementary).

General criteria:

1. Participants indicating a low proficiency of English (self-report < 4, on a 0-6
scale)

2. Participants who self-report not being serious about filling in the survey (self-
report < 3, on a 0-4 scale).

3. Participants who correctly guessed the hypothesis of this study in the funnelling
section.

4. Participants who have already seen or done the survey before.

5. Participants who failed to complete the survey. (duration = 0, leave question
blank)

6. Participants not from the United States.

To be clearer about this, in the revision we amended the main text in the “Exclusions” subsection

to the following:
We pre-registered that “We will focus our analyses on the full sample. However, as a
supplementary analysis and to examine any potential issues, we will also determine
further findings reports with exclusions”, with several exclusions criteria for the
supplementary analyses: low English proficiency (scored lower than 4 on a scale of 0 to
6); not being serious in completing the survey (scored lower than 3 on a scale of 0 to 4);
correctly guessed the hypotheses; already seen the survey before; failure to complete the
survey or completed in less than a minute; and not from the United States.

A related question that may arise is why we pre-registered to focus on the full sample.

The reason is that exclusions tend to be very categoric, post-hoc, and subjective (e.g., is serious =

5 really much better than serious = 4? is self-reported English proficiency = 4 really better than

English proficiency = 3?). Given that, we rarely see any reason to use these arbitrary thresholds

to reduce the number of participants, and typically only result to using those as supplementary

analyses to try and alleviate any concerns for data quality.

Also, our experience so far has been that these exclusions tend to have very little if any impact

on the results, yet have come to include those in our replication templates in an attempt to pre-

empt any criticism about our sample’s seriousness, comprehension, and attentiveness.

When introducing Bayes Factors on page 7, you describe the conceptual
difference between BF01 and BF10, and you lead readers to expect that you
might use both and switch between them, which worried me. However, from my
reading, I think you only use BF01, is that right? If not, I think you should stick
to only one. Then, I think you should make that clear where you introduce BFs
on page 7 (i.e., explicitly say that you'll only report BF01, and therefore that
numbers greater than 1 are evidence directionally in favor of the null). You



could also add, in your table notes where you define BF01, an explicit statement
that values above 1 are directionally in favor of the null hypothesis.

We changed the text as requested:
“In our paper we report BFO1. In other words, Bayes factors have the null in the
numerator and the alternative in the denominator, and denote evidence in favor of the null
hypothesis.”

And in the tables:
“BFO1 denotes the Bayes factor in favor of the null.”

I'm not sure you need Table 9 - two of the three results are reported in the text
(and you could easily add the third), and without having the means handy it's
hard to remember how to interpret the direction of these differences, so the
description in text is more useful than the table anyway. (But note that as per
my comments above, I am recommending that these analyses be replaced by
analyses that include only the three cells in the control condition of the
intervention variable.)

We deleted Table 9 and added the third hypothesis test to the text instead.

p- 2 "Our first goal was to conduct independent [...] replication'' should be "an
independent [...] replication''?

Thank you. Fixed.

p. 3 - 1 did not understand ''examine the relationship between affective feelings
on the studied phenomenon'' when I read it. Maybe change it to ''examine
effects of the the manipulations on affective feelings''. It would also help to
explicitly state that the first goal is looking at donations as the outcome, and then
you could be more explicit here in describing the second goal as examining
feelings as the outcome.

We changed it to:
“Our second goal was to examine associations between affective feelings and

hypothetical donations examining the impact of identifiability and explicit learning on
affective feelings.”

p- 3 ''pay more attention to proportions or percentages'' add ''than to absolute
numbers"'

p- 3 "'a higher proportion of lives seems'' should be "lives saved seems''

p. S "'three largest powered'' should be '"three highest-powered"



p. S '"data show effect that'' should be '"effects'

p- 7 '"The right panel shows the regression line'' I think this should be ''left
panel"'

p- 10 "than showed the effect'' should be '"that showed the effect"

p. 10 "'for behavior and seem higher up'' should be ''for behavior and intent
seems higher up'' but see my point above about cutting language related to intent

p. 11: "the likelihood of original'' should be ''the original"
p. 12: "an implicit manner in suppressing'' change ''in" to "of"'
p. 12: "'results in the original studies'' change "'in'' to "of"'

We fixed these issues. Thank you for pointing them out.

p. 13: I didn't understand why you included ''to only one group' in the
parenthetical beginning ''(rather than explaining..." - the implicit intervention
was still to only one group (one level of a three-level factor). I think this section
will be rewritten anyway, though, when you provide a summary of the designs of
the Small et al. studies as requested above.

We removed “to only one group”

p- 13: in the sentence beginning ''In other words, our studies is a 2 x 3 design..."' I
would switch the order of ''statistical'' and '"identifiable' to make the order
consistent with how you present the levels in the tables (or, in any case, pick an
order and be consistent throughout).

We switched the order. We also changed the order of factors so that identifiability appears first,
which makes more sense and is more consistent with the rest of the manuscript.

p. 13: ""testthe'' should be ''test the'

p. 15: Table 1 note '"'would not be presented with'' should be ''would not
necessarily be presented with''p. 16: ''See section' deviations..." should be ''See
section 'deviations..."

p. 16: "alpha level of .05" two-tailed or one-tailed?



ANOVAs and F-tests are always one tail; we kept it as is, since we were worried that explicitly
stating “one tail” may confuse readers as it may imply that a two sided test is possible.

p. 18: ""between subjects' design'' delete the apostrophe
p- 19: "were attentive'' should be ''were inattentive"

p- 19: "and the perceived impact of donation (extension)" it's not clear that
""(extension)'' refers only to the last variable, because of the '"'and'' earlier in the
sentence.

p. 24: ""and their interaction'' should be "or their interaction''
p. 26: ""joined' should be "joint' (also check for this elsewhere)

p- 29: ""segregated'' should be ''disaggregated'' (check for this elsewhere)

We fixed these issues.

In summary, I think this is a very strong manuscript and, I hope you will revise
it and resubmit it to Collabra: Psychology. I look forward to receiving your
revision, and if you can address the points I raised and I don't find any new
significant errors/problems, I expect to accept the next submission. Please see the
instructions below for submitting your revision.

Please ensure that your revised files adhere to our author guidelines, and that the
files are fully copyedited/proofed prior to upload. Please also ensure that all
copyright permissions have been obtained. This may be the last opportunity for
major editing, therefore please fully check your file prior to re-submission.

Thank you very much for all the detailed feedback. We are very grateful.

Editor Final Decision: Accept
Oct 15, 2023

Dear Gilad,

[ have now had a chance to read over your manuscript “Revisiting and Rethinking
the Identifiable Victim Effect: Replication and Extension of Small, Loewenstein, and
Slovic (2007)”, along with the letter describing the changes you made. Thank you for



your responsiveness to the concerns I raised. I am happy to say that your paper is
now officially accepted for publication in Collabra: Psychology. Congratulations on
this excellent work, I think it will make an important contribution to the literature
and I look forward to seeing it published! [ hope your experiences with Collabra:
Psychology have been positive and that you will continue to consider it as an outlet
for your work.

As there are no further reviewer revisions to make, you do not have to complete any
tasks at this point.

You will be receiving separate correspondence regarding any production and
technical comments, data deposits, as well as publication charges. We work with the
Copyright Clearance Center to process any applicable APC charges. Please note that
your APC transaction must be completed before your article gets published.

You will have an opportunity to check the page proofs before we publish your
article. Thank you again for publishing in Collabra: Psychology.

Sincerely,

Simine Vazire

Editor in Chief
Collabra: Psychology
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	Reply to Editor: Prof. Simine Vazire
	I apologize for the delay in getting this decision to you.  Although your manuscript was streamlined, and did not go out for external review, I needed to find time to read everything carefully.  From past experience with streamlined manuscripts (many ...
	I've numbered my points below, but many of them are interrelated and there is some repitition.  I apologize for this - I wrote this decision letter as I was reading the manuscript, and tried to go back and make it more coherent, but there is still som...
	1.    In some places you refer to your outcome measure for donations as measuring "intentions" or "intended donations", but I don't think that's accurate.  From my reading of the DV, these are not intentions to donate, just hypothetical donations.  Th...
	2.    It wasn't clear to me from the study description what participants in the implicit learning/joint statistical and identifiable information condition were asked to do. Were they only asked to donate to the identifiable victim?  Were they given a ...
	3.    Related to this, I think it would help a lot if, when describing the Small et al. hypotheses and findings (pp. 11-12), you explicitly describe the design of each of the two studies.  I had to go look these up to understand how your 2 x 3 design ...
	4.    One of my biggest struggles throughout the paper was figuring out which cells in your design were compared to test each hypothesis. In Table 1, you describe the hypotheses verbally, but it wasn't clear to me how this mapped onto the different ce...
	5.    Related to this, you refer to the two factors as "identifiability" and "intervention" but I think this isn't quite correct.  One factor is just whether there was the explicit intervention (explicit learning vs. control).  But the other factor is...
	6.    In the results section, you say that you followed (and extended) the analyses conducted by the target article, but because your design was different (2 x 3, which meant that you ended up crossing the explicit learning conditions with the implici...
	Related to this, I could not make sense of Table 8.  I admit that if I tried harder, I probably could get there, but I don't think many readers are going to try harder than I have.  I think adding the labels for each cell, and then explicitly saying w...
	7.    Separate from the issue of being clearer about which cells are included in which analysis, I am concerned that your analyses, if I understand them correctly, did not always use the "right" cells, if the goal is to match the analyses in Small et ...
	H4: Identifiability with Implicit Learning (joint condition) main effect (without Explicit Learning) [Replication]
	8.    Another issue is that the results section lacks a clear structure.  For example, the heading on page 23 is about an interaction effect, but the first paragraph is about a main effect (mostly, it also talks about some things that are not specific...
	9.    It would be helpful for readers to know that the feelings items were aggregated in Small et al., that feelings were assessed in Study 1 but not Study 3 (if I read their paper correctly), and that your aggregate combines the same items that were ...
	10.    Table 6 was hard to interpret - add a table note explaining that these are means (correct?), and that the values in from the original (in parentheses) are actual dollars donated, whereas the values in the current study are only hypothetical.
	11.    For the disaggregated feelings results (pp. 29-30), it is important to remind readers that the perceived impact item was not measured in Small et al., and was not included in the aggregate. Once again, I question whether the full 2x3 analysis i...
	12.    The results for the perceived impact analysis need to be described in greater detail, and perhaps other analyses should be reported in addition to the main effect of identifiability when all six cells are included. At a minimum, I would like yo...
	Without knowing what these results look like, I'm not sure what, if anything, there is to say about this, but to me the "cleanest" test of the effect of identifiability on perceived impact would be the comparison between the identifiable and statistic...
	One reason I am urging more exploration of the pattern of results here is because this result is quite critical for your overall conclusions.  If it weren't for this result, it would be more or less accurate to say that your study basically found no e...
	13.    When describing the results for the associations between aggregated feelings and hypothetical donations (p. 30), please remind readers that your aggregated feelings variable included the same items as the original (if true) and therefore includ...
	Additionally, readers may be curious whether the perceived impact ratings correlated with hypothetical donations.  I'm reluctant to ask you to add more analyses to the main text, but maybe a one or two sentence description of this result would be good...
	14.    In Table 12, I was surprised to see that you report the results for hypotheses 5a and 5b separately for each feeling variable.  The original only reported the results for the aggregated feeling variable, right?  It seems better to stick to the ...
	Smaller points:
	It is important to report deviations from the preregistration in the main text, not just the supplement.  You say that you report them in the supplement, but I wonder if you actually did report at least some of them in the main text (for example see m...
	It was not clear to me why you focused on the full sample for the analyses reported in the main manuscript, if you preregistered exclusion criteria.
	Apologies, we wrote our exclusions section too briefly, and should have been clearer about what we did.
	When introducing Bayes Factors on page 7, you describe the conceptual difference between BF01 and BF10, and you lead readers to expect that you might use both and switch between them, which worried me.  However, from my reading, I think you only use B...
	I'm not sure you need Table 9 - two of the three results are reported in the text (and you could easily add the third), and without having the means handy it's hard to remember how to interpret the direction of these differences, so the description in...
	p. 2 "Our first goal was to conduct independent [...] replication" should be "an independent [...] replication"?
	p. 3 - I did not understand "examine the relationship between affective feelings on the studied phenomenon" when I read it.  Maybe change it to "examine effects of the the manipulations on affective feelings".  It would also help to explicitly state t...
	p. 3 "pay more attention to proportions or percentages" add "than to absolute numbers"
	p. 3 "a higher proportion of lives seems" should be "lives saved seems"
	p. 5 "three largest powered" should be "three highest-powered"
	p. 5 "data show effect that" should be "effects"
	p. 7 "The right panel shows the regression line" I think this should be "left panel"
	p. 10 "than showed the effect" should be "that showed the effect"
	p. 10 "for behavior and seem higher up" should be "for behavior and intent seems higher up" but see my point above about cutting language related to intent
	p. 11: "the likelihood of original" should be "the original"
	p. 12: "an implicit manner in suppressing" change "in" to "of"
	p. 12: "results in the original studies" change "in" to "of"
	p. 13: I didn't understand why you included "to only one group" in the parenthetical beginning "(rather than explaining..." - the implicit intervention was still to only one group (one level of a three-level factor).  I think this section will be rewr...
	p. 13: in the sentence beginning "In other words, our studies is a 2 x 3 design..." I would switch the order of "statistical" and "identifiable" to make the order consistent with how you present the levels in the tables (or, in any case, pick an order...
	p. 13: "testthe" should be "test the"
	p. 15: Table 1 note "would not be presented with" should be "would not necessarily be presented with"p. 16: "See section' deviations..." should be "See section 'deviations..."
	p. 16: "alpha level of .05" two-tailed or one-tailed?
	p. 18: "between subjects' design" delete the apostrophe
	p. 19: "were attentive" should be "were inattentive"
	p. 19: "and the perceived impact of donation (extension)" it's not clear that "(extension)" refers only to the last variable, because of the "and" earlier in the sentence.
	p. 24: "and their interaction" should be "or their interaction"
	p. 26: "joined" should be "joint" (also check for this elsewhere)
	p. 29: "segregated" should be "disaggregated" (check for this elsewhere)
	In summary, I think this is a very strong manuscript and, I hope you will revise it and resubmit it to Collabra: Psychology. I look forward to receiving your revision, and if you can address the points I raised and I don't find any new significant err...
	Please ensure that your revised files adhere to our author guidelines, and that the files are fully copyedited/proofed prior to upload. Please also ensure that all copyright permissions have been obtained. This may be the last opportunity for major ed...


