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Summary	
This	Stage-1	is	a	replicaOon	and	extension	of	the	study	3	and	6	from	Barasch	et	al.	(2014).		The	
authors	are	planning	to	fully	replicate	the	results	from	study	3	and	6,	with	minor	deviaOons,	and	
extend	by	adding	measures	of	authenOcity,	rewards	moOvaOon,	perceived	self-focus,	and	
perceived	other-focus.		

General	comments		

I	would	like	to	thank	the	authors	for	undertaking	this	very	interesOng	replicaOon	project	and	I	
applaud	the	choice	of	using	the	Registered	Report	methodology	to	do	so.	Overall,	I	am	impressed	
by	the	level	of	detail.	All	the	deviaOons	from	the	original	paper	are	thoughXully	menOoned	and	
jusOfied.	The	proposed	extensions	are	carefully	designed	and	I	appreciate	the	authors’	goal	to	
build	a	unified	comprehensive	comprehensive	design.	The	jusOficaOon	for	the	sample-size	
raOonale	is	also	well	defined	and	the	power	analysis	well	specified.	I	have	some	comments	that	I	
believe	will	further	improve	the	clarity	of	the	analyses	to	be	conducted	and	will	improve	the	
staOsOcal	precision	of	the	analyses.		

Major	comments		

First,	I	believe	that	the	authors	could	improve	the	hypothesis	layout	in	the	PCIRR-Study	Design.	For	
example,	«	EmoOons	towards	vicOms	predict	moral	character,	yet	more	so	when	they	result	in	
prosocial	behavior	(compared	when	they	do	not)	»	could	be	divided	into	two	separate	hypotheses	
for	clarity.	The	same	goes	for	the	second	hypothesis,	which	could	be	divided	into	mulOple	
hypotheses	for	clarity.	This	leads	to	my	second	comment.		

While	reading	the	stage-1,	I	found	it	difficult	to	disOnguish	which	analyses	are	part	of	the	
confirmatory	analysis	and	which	are	part	of	the	exploratory	analysis.	From	my	understanding,	the	
authors	will	test	the	replicability	of	the	hypotheses	from	the	original	paper	(very	well	summarised	
in	Table	1).	I	assume	that	these	will	be	part	of	the	confirmatory	analysis.	In	addiOon,	the	authors	
will	test	the	inclusion	of	addiOonal	measures	(e.g.,	authenOc	prosocial	moOvaOon),	but	are	these	
extensions	part	of	the	confirmatory	analyses	or	purely	exploratory?	For	example,	on	page	14,	the	
authors	plan	to	test	the	following	«	targets	experiencing	high	distress	in	the	donate	condiOon	will	
be	seen	as	more	authenOcally	moOvated	than	targets	experiencing	low	distress	in	the	donate	
condiOon.	».	However,	I	fail	to	see	this	included	in	the	PCIRR-Study	Design	Table.	The	disOncOon	
between	confirmatory	and	exploratory	analyses	in	a	Registered	Report	are	important,	and	I	believe	
that	the	Stage-1	will	gain	in	clarity	and	staOsOcal	precision	if	the	authors	provide	more	detail.		



Following	my	previous	comment,	I	am	concerned	about	the	number	of	hypotheses	that	the	
authors	will	be	tesOng.	ReplicaOng	and	extending	findings	is	good	for	science	to	provide	more	
precise	effect	sizes	and	a	more	comprehensive	understanding	of	a	phenomenon.	However,	I	am	
afraid	that	the	extension	here	will	lead	to	test	many	hypotheses	and	increase	the	likelihood	of	
finding	a	posiOve	result.	If	the	extensions	are	part	of	the	confirmatory	analysis,	I	suggest	that	the	
authors	include	a	MulOple	Hypothesis	TesOng	(MHT)	correcOon	procedure.	If	they	are	part	of	the	
exploratory	analysis,	I	could	understand	reporOng	the	exploraOons	without	but	I	would	sOll	suggest	
checking	the	robustness	of	such	findings	to	a	MHT	procedure.	

The	authors	plan	to	replicate	using	a	Prolific	sample.	Could	the	authors	please	clarify	the	filters	
that	will	be	applied	on	Prolific?	Will	the	sample	be	representaOve	of	the	US	populaOon?	

This	is	not	a	comment	per	say	but	more	a	quesOon	to	the	authors.	I	see	the	benefit	of	wriOng	a	
result	secOon	with	simulated	data	for	the	authors.	However,	I	do	not	see	the	purpose	of	including	
this	in	the	stage-1.	In	my	opinion,	a	stage-1	should	include	as	much	elements	as	possible	up	unOl	
the	result	this	secOon.	The	elements	should	be	described	clearly	and	a	referee	should	be	able	to	
«	visualize	»	the	result	secOon	without	seeing	it.	Adding	a	simulated	data	result	secOon,	especially	
with	data	simulated	using	random	generaOon	in	Qualtrics,	does	not	add	important	elements	to	the	
stage-1.	If	anything,	it	adds	addiOonal	work	the	reviewers	as	they	will	have	to	review	this	secOon	
again	for	the	stage-2.	Could	the	author	jusOfy	why	they	decided	to	include	this	secOon?		

Minor	comments:		

This	sentence	was	confusing	to	read,	please	consider	rephrasing	for	clarity.		«	At	the	Ome	of	wriOng	
(January	2024),	there	were	301	Google	Scholar	citaOons	of	the	arOcle	and	have	broadly	inspired	
many	important	follow-up	theoreOcal	and	empirical	arOcles,	such	as	on	the	psychology	of	
(in)effecOve	altruism	(Berman	et	al.,	2018;	Caviola	et	al.,	2020;	Caviola	et	al.,	2021),	related	to	the	
now	influenOal	EffecOve	Altruism	movement	(MacAskill,	2015).	»	

This	fact	«	Despite	its	impact,	to	our	knowledge,	there	are	currently	no	published	direct	
replicaOons	of	their	study.	»		is	already	menOoned	in	text	before,	please	consider	deleOng.	


