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Supplementary Materials and Results
Supplementary Materials
Copies of the pre-registrations, the materials (i.e., PDF copies of the Qualtrics surveys),
data, and SAS syntax are available on the OSF database:
https://osf.io/yvud8/?view_only=659e06c9805b47eeb89e6dcf2b5fd621
Supplementary Results for Experiment 1
Results including the baseline condition.
RMET. Given the threats to internal validity caused by the failure of random assignment
to the baseline condition, the baseline condition was removed from the primary analyses of
Experiment 1 in accord with the suggestion of the editor. These results, which should be
interpreted tentatively, are presented here (see Table S1 and Table S2). As shown in the tables,
the baseline condition RMET scores did not differ from literary or popular fiction condition
RMET scores at average ART. At 1 SD above the mean, literary condition RMET scores were
significantly higher than those in the baseline condition, but the pattern was reversed at 1 SD
below the mean.
Table S1.
Results of Hypothesis Tests for the RMET
Experiment 1

Experiment 1
(not registered)

Condition
ART
Condition X ART

df
2, 303
1, 303
2, 303

F
0.30
22.81
6.19

p
.741
< .001
.002

ηp2 95% CI
.002 [.000, .017]
.070 [.024, .129]
.039 [.005, .085]

Condition

2, 299

0.31

.736

.002 [.000, .017]

ART
Condition X ART

1, 299
2, 299

18.08
5.52

< .001
.004

.057 [.016, .113]
.035 [.003, .080]

Table S2.
Least Squares Means by Condition for the RMET
Literary Fiction
25.43
[24.76, 26.09]

Popular Fiction
25.06
[24.31, 25.81]

Baseline
25.44
[24.38, 26.51]

High ART
(+ 1 SD)

27.69ab
[26.76, 28.62]

26.20a
[25.19, 27.21]

25.58b
[23.91, 27.26]

Low ART
( - 1 SD)

23.17a
[22.21, 24.12]

23.93
[22.81, 25.04]

25.31a
[24.01, 26.60]

25.60
[24.94, 26.26]

25.21
[24.47, 25.95]

25.45
[24.39, 26.50]

High ART
(+ 1 SD)

27.65ab
[26.73, 28.57]

26.11a
[25.11, 27.11]

25.58b
[23.93, 27.24]

Low ART
( - 1 SD)

23.55a
[22.59, 24.51]

24.30
[23.20, 25.41]

25.31a
[24.05, 26.56]

Experiment 1

Experiment 1
(not registered)

MJT. As shown in Table S3 and Table S4, the MJT scores in the baseline condition did
not differ significantly from those in the two reading conditions.
Table S3.
Results of Hypothesis Tests for the MJT
Experiment 1

Condition

df
1, 247

F
8.32

p
.004

ηp2 95% CI
0.367 [0.114, 0.613]

ART

1, 247

45.83

< .001

.156 [.081, .236]

Experiment 1
(not registered)

Condition X ART

1, 247

0.07

.792

.000 [.000, .017]

Condition

1, 242

10.43

.001

0.415 [0.158, 0.662]

ART

1, 242

31.16

< .001

.114 [.048, .189]

Condition X ART

1, 242

0.01

.932

.000 [.000, .008]

Baseline Judgment

1, 242

12.02

< .001

.047 [.008, .107]

Table S4.
Least Squares Means by Condition for the MJT
Experiment 1
Experiment 1
(not registered)

Literary Fiction
1.66a
[1.40, 1.92]

Popular Fiction
1.09a
[0.80, 1.37]

Baseline
1.35
[0.94, 1.77]

1.65a
[1.40, 190]

1.05a
[0.77, 1.33]

1.41
[1.01, 1.82]

Robust regression.
RMET. As indicated in the pre-registration for Experiment 1, the results of the GLM
were confirmed using robust regression, which attenuates the impacts of multivariate outliers.
Consistent with the results of the GLM, the main effect of ART was significant (Χ2 = 32.46, p <
.001). The main effect of condition was not significant, with scores in the literary fiction
condition not differing from those in the popular fiction (Χ2 = 0.62, p = .429) or baseline
conditions (Χ2 = 0.07, p = .792), and baseline scores not differing from popular fiction scores (Χ2
= 0.75, p = .387). However, ART scores moderated the contrast between the literary and baseline
conditions (Χ2 = 10.33, p = .001) and that between the literary and popular genre fiction
conditions (Χ2 = 5.95, p = .014). Follow-up analyses testing these two contrasts at one standard

deviation above the mean revealed that participants in the literary fiction condition obtained
marginally higher scores on the RMET than those in the baseline condition (Χ2 = 3.60, p = .057)
and significantly higher than those in the popular genre fiction condition (Χ2 = 5.65, p = .017).
The baseline and popular genre fiction conditions did not differ (Χ2 = 0.03, p = .852). Estimated
at one standard deviation below the mean, the baseline scores were higher than in the literary
fiction condition (Χ2 = 7.24, p = .007) but no different than in the popular genre fiction condition
(Χ2 = 2.39, p = .122). The literary and popular genre fiction conditions did not differ at one
standard deviation below the mean (Χ2 = 0.27, p = .602). Thus, both conventional and robust
methods yielded similar pattern of effects, with the exception of the unpredicted higher
performance on the RMET in the baseline compared to literary condition at low levels of ART
performance.
MJT. The same model described in the manuscript was tested using robust regression.
Consistent with the results of the GLM, participants in the literary fiction condition prioritized
intent over outcome more than participants in the popular fiction condition (Χ2 = 10.14, p =
.001), but not more than those in the baseline condition (Χ2 = 0.75, p = .384). MJT scores in the
baseline condition did not differ from those in the popular fiction condition (Χ2 = 2.59, p = .107).
There were significant main effects of ART (Χ2 = 7.94, p = .004) and baseline MJT scores (Χ2 =
21.63, p < .001), as in the GLM.

