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[bookmark: _c0gslt57wiud]Study 1
[bookmark: _ueii52wahr6k]Comparison of donations between the Read and Read + Imagine conditions
To assess the robustness of the preregistered donation behavior effect, we compared results across (a) a preregistered sample of participants (N = 246 participants) and (b) all participants who took part in the two stages of the experiment (i.e., pre-test vs. post-test, N = 286). For each dataset, both parametric (Welch’s t-test) and nonparametric (Mann–Whitney U test) analyses were conducted, followed by a bootstrap-based estimation of the mean difference and effect size on the full sample.
Participants in the Read + Imagine condition donated significantly more than those in the Read condition. The one-tailed Welch’s t-test indicated a reliable group difference, t(241.82) = –2.07, p = .020. Mean donations were M = 0.34 in the Read condition and M = 0.45 in the Read + Imagine condition. A nonparametric Mann–Whitney test confirmed this effect, U = 6500, p = .023.
In the full sample (N = 286), the effect remained statistically significant but slightly attenuated: Welch’s t(283.89) = –1.71, p = .044. The corresponding mean donations were M = 0.35 and M = 0.44. The Mann–Whitney test yielded a comparable outcome, U = 9064.5, p = .042.
 A nonparametric bootstrap (10,000 resamples, bias-corrected and accelerated, BCa) was used to estimate the mean difference and standardized effect size. The estimated difference between groups was ΔM = 0.083, 95% BCa CI [–0.013, 0.179], with a one-tailed p = .043. The corresponding Hedges’ g was 0.20 (95% BCa CI [–0.03, 0.44]). These estimates align with the preregistered analyses, indicating a small to medium effect consistent across different analytic approaches.
Taken together, all analyses confirmed the effectiveness of the imagery intervention on real donation behavior.
[bookmark: _lb92phbxr3s7]Full sample
[bookmark: _bf8xd5503sep]General Pro-Environmental Behavioral Intentions
 The analysis revealed a significant main effect of Time, F(1, 284) = 15.39, p < .001, η²ₚ = .051, indicating an overall increase in pro-environmental behavioral intentions from pre-test to post-test. The main effect of Instruction Condition was not significant, F(1, 284) = 3.66, p = .057, η²ₚ = .013, and the Instruction Condition × Time interaction was significant, F(1, 284) = 5.50, p = .020, η²ₚ = .019. Post-hoc tests showed no reliable group difference at the pre-test (p = .21). However, after the intervention, participants in the Read + Imagine condition reported higher behavioral intentions than those in the Read condition (difference = 5.77, p = .017, g = 0.29).
[bookmark: _zajvao4lblnh]Climate Change Emotions
 There was a significant main effect of Time, F(1, 284) = 3.87, p = .050, η²ₚ = .013, and a significant Instruction Condition × Time interaction, F(1, 284) = 4.93, p = .027, η²ₚ = .017. Follow-up comparisons indicated a small increase in declared emotions from pre-test to post-test in the Read + Imagine condition (estimate = 0.08, p = .027). In contrast, changes in the Read condition were negligible.
[bookmark: _2l0j0wg4k4ma]Policy Support
A strong main effect of Time emerged, F(1, 284) = 42.26, p < .001, η²ₚ = .130, showing that Policy Support increased over time irrespective of condition. The main effect of Instruction Condition, F(1, 284) = 1.74, p = .188, and the interaction, F(1, 284) = 0.11, p = .746, were not significant, indicating that both groups showed comparable increases in Policy Support.
[bookmark: _zfmobj5iurmz]Threat Perception
Threat Perception also showed a small main effect of Time, F(1, 284) = 3.89, p = .050, η²ₚ = .014, suggesting slightly elevated perceived threat in the post-test. Neither the main effect of Instruction Condition, F(1, 284) = 0.60, p = .439, η²ₚ = .002, nor the interaction, F(1, 284) = 0.28, p = .596, was significant.

[bookmark: _kotrzc7coix6]Control Analysis
[bookmark: _buwmbh7vlax2]Reported Vividness, Emotions, and Effort
To verify that the two conditions did not differ in participants’ subjective experiences during the task, we compared self-reported vividness of mental imagery, emotional engagement, and perceived effort between the Read and Read + Imagine conditions using independent-samples t-tests.
No significant difference emerged in the mean reported vividness of mental imagery between the two conditions, t(242.22) = –0.29, p = .776; M = 55.85 vs. M = 56.70 for the Read and Read + Imagine conditions, respectively. The conditions did not differ in reported emotions, t(242.79) = –0.89, p = .377; M = 46.87 vs. M = 49.62. Likewise, perceived effort was comparable across groups, t(243.65) = –0.58, p = .56; M = 4.69 vs. M = 4.80. Reading times were also comparable across conditions, t(198.09) = 0.21, p = .836; M = 270.91 s vs. M = 265.60 s for the Read and Read + Imagine groups, respectively. This suggests that the observed differences in donations cannot be attributed to these specific measures of engagement or task difficulty.
[bookmark: _3zoawfihrjaw]Condition Assignment Perception
To test whether participants correctly recognized the condition to which they had been assigned, we compared the actual experimental condition with participants’ self-reported perception of it (i.e., whether they believed they were in the Read or Read + Imagine condition). The association was highly significant, p < .001 (Fisher’s exact test, two-tailed). Most participants in the Read + Imagine group correctly reported having received imagery instructions (120 of 122), whereas fewer in the Read group did so (52 of 124). These results indicate that participants were generally able to accurately identify their assigned condition when explicitly asked to imagine the text they had read. Participants in the Read condition may have spontaneously generated mental imagery while reading, which could have influenced their perception of the condition assignment. 
To explore whether participants’ recognition of their assigned condition influenced reported vividness or donation behavior, we compared three groups: (1) participants who correctly recognized their assignment to the Read + Imagine condition (n = 120), (2) those who correctly recognized their assignment to the Read condition (n = 52), and (3) those who incorrectly believed they were in the Read + Imagine condition despite being assigned to the Read condition (n = 72).
A one-way ANOVA on vividness ratings revealed a significant group effect, F(2, 241) = 5.86, p = .003. Tukey post-hoc tests indicated that vividness was significantly higher among participants who misidentified their condition (i.e., they believed that they were in the Read + Imagine condition) compared with those who correctly recognized their assignment to the Read condition (difference = 14.24, 95% CI [4.42, 24.07], p = .002). The difference in vividness ratings between correct perception of assignment to the Read + Imagine condition and Read condition was not significant (difference = –8.76, 95% CI [–17.72, 0.21], p = .057), and neither was the difference between correct perception of assignment to Read + Imagine condition and incorrect perception of assignment to the Read + Imagine condition (difference = 5.49, 95% CI [–2.56, 13.54], p = .244). In contrast, donations did not differ significantly across groups, F(2, 241) = 1.99, p = .138, with mean donations of M = 0.44, M = 0.33, and M = 0.35, for correct perception of assignment to the Read + Imagine condition, correct perception of assignment to the Read condition, and incorrect perception of assignment to the Read + Imagine condition, respectively.
Finally, a Pearson correlation confirmed a positive association between vividness and donation behavior, r(244) = .23, 95% CI [.11, .35], p < .001, indicating that participants who experienced more vivid imagery tended to donate larger amounts, irrespective of the condition/perceived group assignment.
[bookmark: _alehnu9l2l5a]Attrition Analysis
Of the participants who completed the pre-test, only 14 (n = 14) did not finish the post-test session. To check for potential attrition bias, we compared these 14 non-completers with the participants who completed the study across all key baseline variables (age, gender, Threat Perception, General Pro-Environmental Behavioral Intentions, Climate Change Emotions, and Policy Support). Independent t-tests revealed no significant differences between the two groups on any of these measures (all ps > .5). Although the small number of dropouts limits the statistical power of this analysis, the lack of any observed differences suggests that attrition was not systematically related to these pre-test variables, mitigating concerns about attrition bias.
[bookmark: _u1age1nfbg5u]Study 2
[bookmark: _td98fkmpv4t9]Robustness Check
As preregistered, the main analysis comparing the Read and Read + Imagine conditions on donation amounts was conducted using both Welch’s t-test and the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test. These tests were selected to account for potential violations of normality or homogeneity of variance common in donation data.
Results from Welch’s t-test indicated a statistically significant difference in donations between the two conditions, t(1195) = -2.71, p = .007. The associated effect size was Cohen's d = -0.16. To further confirm this finding using a method robust to non-normal distributions, a Mann-Whitney U test was performed. Consistent with the Welch's t-test, the non-parametric analysis corroborated that the difference between the groups was statistically significant, U = 164,700, p = .007. The effect size remained similar (rank biserial correlation = .09). Both tests corroborated the primary finding that the mental imagery intervention significantly impacted donation behavior.
Second, to control for potential clustering of data by country, a linear mixed-effects model (LMM) was fitted using restricted maximum likelihood (REML). The experimental condition was entered as a fixed effect, and a random intercept was included for the country.
The analysis revealed a statistically significant fixed effect of the experimental condition on donation amounts, t(108.6) = -2.72, p = .008. After adjusting for random variance associated with participants' country of origin, the estimated marginal means confirmed the direction of this effect. Participants in the experimental (Read + Imagine) condition donated significantly more (M = £0.39, 95% CI [0.31, 0.46]) than those in the control condition (M = £0.32, 95% CI [0.26, 0.39]).
These findings align with the results of the non-parametric tests, demonstrating that the mental imagery intervention significantly increased charitable giving even when rigorously controlling for geographic clustering.
Third, to ensure the robustness of the primary findings, the analysis was repeated on a restricted sample that excluded participants who failed the attention or manipulation checks. This left a final sample of 1,081 participants (Control n = 541; Experimental n = 540).
Even after removing these participants, the results remained consistent with the primary analysis. A Welch’s t-test revealed a statistically significant difference in donation amounts between the conditions, t(1078) = -2.66, p = .008. Participants in the Read + Imagine condition donated significantly more (M = £0.39, SD = £0.40) than those in the Read condition (M = £0.33, SD = £0.39), with the effect size Cohen’s d = -0.16.
To account for potential non-normality in the donation data within this restricted sample, a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test was also conducted. This test corroborated the results of the t-test, confirming a significant difference in donations between the two groups, U = 132,700, p = .006, with a comparable effect size (rank biserial correlation = .09). Overall, excluding inattentive participants did not meaningfully alter the core finding that mental imagery increases charitable giving.
[bookmark: _qpgrj0n6soio]Control measures
To verify the effectiveness of the experimental manipulation, a chi-square test of independence was conducted to examine whether participants accurately identified their assigned condition. The analysis revealed a statistically significant relationship between the actual condition assignment and participants' responses on the manipulation check, χ2(2, N = 1200) = 1,095, p < .001.
An examination of the observed frequencies indicated that the vast majority of participants successfully identified their assignment. Specifically, 96.4% of participants in the control group (582 out of 604) and 96.8% in the experimental group (577 out of 596) selected the correct option. These results confirm that the experimental manipulation was highly effective and salient to the participants.
Additionally, no significant difference was observed between the two conditions for the mean number of correct responses on the four comprehension check questions, t(1198) = -0.795, p = .429, Cohen’s d = -0.046.

