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Experiment 1

1. Participants’ Demographics

Table S1 presents the age, sex, country of origin and education for the transgender and control groups. Table S1d further lists the ethnicity of transgender and cisgender participants (this information was not available for the remaining controls). Demographic information was missing for one transgender participant (hence n=119).

Table S1. Demographic characteristics in Experiment 1

a. Age and sex 
	
	Sex
	Count
	Mean
	SD

	Transgender
	Woman
	67
	28.03
	5.67

	
	Man
	44
	29.07
	4.87

	
	Prefer not to say
	8
	27.13
	4.76

	
	Grand Total
	119
	28.35
	5.32

	Controls
	Woman
	60
	34.02
	10.26

	
	Man
	60
	36.37
	11.12

	
	Grand Total
	120
	35.19
	10.72



b.  Highest Level of Education
	Education
	Transgender
	Controls

	Associate
	8
	12

	Bachelors
	50
	52

	High school/GED
	39
	37

	MA
	14
	12

	PhD
	1
	2

	Other
	7
	5

	Grand Total
	119
	120



c. Country of Residence
	
	Transgender
	Controls

	Africa
	0
	16

	Canada
	9
	18

	Europe
	1
	5

	Mexico
	0
	1

	Oceania
	9
	5

	UK/Ireland
	21
	71

	USA
	79
	4

	Grand Total
	119
	120





d. Ethnicity of Transgender and cisgender participants
	
	Transgender
	Cisgender

	Asian
	12
	2

	Black
	8
	8

	Mixed
	9
	3

	Other
	2
	2

	White
	88
	45

	Grand Total
	119
	60




2. Gender identity, transitioning, and its link to mind-body intuitions

To evaluate the link between mind-body intuitions and gender identity, we further administered the Utrecht Gender Dysphoria Scale (1) to transgender participants, and correlated the Gender Affirmation and Gender Dysphoria scores with Mind-body Separation (the differential response to epistemic vs. non-epistemic states, computed separately for the afterlife and replication scenarios). Table S2 presents the results.


Table S2. Correlation between performance on the Gender Dysphoria Scale and Mind-Body intuitions 

	 
	∆Afterlife
	∆Replication
	Gender affirmation

	∆Afterlife
	
	
	

	∆Replication
	0.01
	
	

	Gender affirmation
	0.21*
	-0.11
	

	Gender dysphoria
	0.05
	-0.16
	0.57**



* p<.05; *** p<.001

To evaluate whether Mind-Body intuitions are associated with the steps taken to transition, we gauged transitioning using a Transitioning questionnaire (adapted from (2)).  

The proportion of transition steps was computed separately for each category (taken/intended x social/appearance/medical). The proportion was computed by dividing the number of “yes” responses for each category by the total number of questions in that category. Table S3 presents the means and SD; Table S4 presents the correlations with the Mind-Body Separation (the differential response to epistemic vs. non-epistemic states, computed separately for the afterlife and replication scenarios).

These participants were also given the gender congruence scale (also from (2)), but since results on this scale offered no evidence for incongruence, as the mean hovered around the “neutral” midpoint of the five-step scale (M=3.17, SD=0.81), we did not explore it further. We speculate that this was the case because the scale did not take into account the transitioning, which may have mitigated the level of incongruence.

Table S3. Steps taken to transition

	
	
	Steps

	
	
	Social
	Appearance
	Medical

	Taken
	Mean
	0.57
	0.60
	0.29

	
	SD
	0.32
	0.25
	0.31

	Intended
	Mean
	
	0.38
	0.56

	
	SD
	
	0.46
	0.38




Table S4. The correlation between mind-body intuitions and steps taken or intended to transition

	
	
	Mind-Body Separation
	Steps taken
	Steps intended

	
	 
	∆afterlife
	∆replication
	Social
	Appearance
	Medical
	Appearance

	Mind-body separation
	∆afterlife
	—
	
	
	
	
	

	
	∆replication
	0.01
	—
	
	
	
	

	Steps taken
	Social
	0.36*
	-0.11
	—
	
	
	

	
	Appearance
	0.08
	-0.07
	0.51**
	—
	
	

	
	Medical
	0.14
	-0.11
	0.74**
	0.47**
	—
	

	Steps intended
	Appearance
	-0.16
	-0.15
	0
	0.03
	0.22
	—

	
	Medical
	0.15
	0.01
	0.61**
	0.33*
	0.61**
	0.19


	* p<.01; ** p<.001

	



4. Additional analyses

To ensure that the mind-body intuitions reported in the main text are not due to participant exclusion, we further conducted the same analysis for all transgender (n=120) and all Control (n=120) participants.  The conclusions remained unchanged (see Figure S1A).

In the replication task, there was a significant effect of Trait (β=1.21, SE=0.35, Z=3.40, p<.001), as non-epistemic traits were considered more likely to emerge than epistemic traits. The effect of Group was marginally significant, as transgender participants were somewhat more likely than Controls to consider psychological traits to persist (β=0.92, SE=0.48, Z=1.92, p=.06). Critically, this was the case regardless of trait type (for the Group x Trait interaction: β=0.06, SE=0.23, Z=0.28, p>.78). Thus, in the replication task, mind-body intuitions in the two groups did not differ.
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Figure S1. Mind-body intuitions the transgender group relative to Controls (A-B) and cisgender people (C-D). Error bars are SEs of the mean. Note: these figures reflect the means of all participants (without any outlier removal); Trans=transgender; Cis=Cisgender.

In contrast, the afterlife scenario yielded a reliable Group x Trait interaction (β=-0.83, SE=0.21, Z=-4.02, p<.001). The effect of Group (β=0.79, SE=0.28, Z=2.81, p<.01) and Trait (β=-0.93, SE=0.35, Z=-2.61, p<.01) were likewise significant.

Tukey HSD tests showed that, in the afterlife scenario, transgender participants considered epistemic traits more likely to persist than non-epistemic traits (β=1.34, SE=0.38, Z=3.52, p<.01), whereas for Controls, this difference did not reach significance (β=0.51, SE=0.36, Z=1.42, p<.49, n.s.). Transgender participants also considered epistemic traits more likely to persist than controls (β=-1.20, SE=0.31, Z=-3.89, p<.001). The two groups, however, did not differ in their responses to non-epistemic traits (β=-0.37, SE=0.29, Z=-1.29, p>.56, n.s). 

Altogether, then, transgender and Controls only differed in their responses to the afterlife scenario, and only when considering non-epistemic traits—traits that are not patently anchored in the body. Consequently, when Task (afterlife vs. replication) was entered into the model, the Group x Trait x Task interaction was highly significant (β=0.79, SE=,0.16 Z=5.02, p<.001). 

These conclusions remained when transgender participants were compared to the subgroup of 60 Controls that explicitly defined themselves as cisgender (Figure S1B). In particular, the Group x Trait interaction was significant in the afterlife (β=-0.83, SE=0.24, Z=-3.43, p<.001) but not in the replication scenario (Z<1.). Thus, the Group x Trait x Task interaction was highly significant (β=0.83, SE=0.19, Z=4.46, p<.001). These results make it clear that the conclusions reported in the main text uphold regardless of whether outliers are removed or maintained.

Experiment 2

1. Participants’ demographics

Table S5. Demographic characteristics in Experiment 2
a. Age and Gender
	
	Gender
	Age

	 
	Category
	Count 
	Mean 
	SD 

	Transgender 
 
 
 
	Woman
	56
	28.64
	5.70

	
	Man
	37
	26.35
	4.49

	
	Prefer not to say 
	6
	25.00
	6.60

	
	Grand Total 
	99
	27.59
	5.41

	Cisgender
 
 
	Woman
	49
	29.84
	5.52

	
	Man
	51
	29.02
	5.57

	
	Grand Total 
	100
	29.42
	5.54



b.  Highest Level of Education (count)
	Education level
	Transgender
	Cisgender

	Associates
	6
	6

	Bachelors
	42
	53

	Highschool / GED
	33
	21

	Masters
	14
	19

	PhD
	1
	1

	Other
	3
	 



c. Country of Residence (count)
	 
	Transgender
	Cisgender

	Australia
	4
	1

	Austria
	1
	 

	Canada
	9
	36

	Germany
	 
	1

	Ireland
	1
	3

	New Zealand
	1
	1

	South Africa
	 
	13

	United Kingdom
	12
	34

	United States
	71
	11



d. Ethnicity of Transgender and Cisgender participants (count)
	 
	Transgender
	Cisgender

	Asian
	9
	14

	Black
	6
	21

	Mixed
	7
	4

	White
	73
	59

	Other
	4
	2


2. Mind-body intuitions

A. Main analysis
As noted in the main text, we analyzed the effect of the protagonist’s perceived identity (Jane/Mary), Group (Transgender/Cisgender) and Trait (Epistemic/Nonepistemic) using a mixed effect logistic regression model ( response~ trait*group*protagonist  + (trait | subject) + (1 | item). 

As noted in the main text, this analysis yielded a significant three-way interaction, as well as a significant main effect of Protagonist. 

In addition, there was a marginally significant effect of Group (β=1.06, SE=0.54, Z=1.95, p=.051), as transgender people were more likely to state that the protagonist traits would emerge. 

There were also significant interactions of Trait x Group interaction (β=-1.52, SE=0.77, Z=-198, p<.05) and Trait x Protagonist interaction (β=3.61, SE=0.82, Z=4.42, p<.001); the  Group x Protagonist interaction approached significance (β=-1.87, SE=1.09, Z=-1.72, p<.09). 

Next, we interrogated the significant interactions using Tukey HSD tests. None of the contrasts were significant for the Trait X Group interaction (all p>.11).

For the Protagonist x Trait interaction, Tukey HSD tests showed that, when the protagonist was identified as Jane, people considered epistemic traits more likely to emerge than non-epistemic traits (β=2.30, SE=0.60, Z=3.85, p<.0007). In contrast, when the protagonist was identified as Mary, there was a trend to consider non-epistemic traits more likely to emerge (β=-1.31, SE=0.53, Z=-2.45, p<.07). 

Additionally, epistemic traits were considered more likely to emerge when the protagonist was identified as Jane than Mary (β=4.72, SE=0.96, Z=4.94, p<.0001), whereas non-epistemic traits were considered more likely to emerge when the protagonist was identified as Mary than Jane (β=1.11, SE=0.23, Z=4.88, p<.0001).  Finally, Jane’s epistemic traits were considered more likely to emerge than Mary’s non-epistemic traits(β=3.41, SE=0.71, Z=4.79, p<.0002), and  Jane’s non-epistemic traits were considered more likely to emerge than Mary’s epistemic traits (β=2.42, SE=0.66, Z=3.68, p<.002). We note, however, that the conclusions from these two-way interactions are qualified by the significant three-way interaction reported in the main text.

B. Auxiliary analyses
To demonstrate that participants were not confused about the identity of the protagonist (the person leaving room A), we further contrasted the mean responses for each group against chance. The main text reports the results for participants who identified the protagonist as “Jane”. Table S6 further reports these tests for participants who identified her as “Mary”.

 As expected, none of the means exceeded chance, and in one case (the responses of the cisgender group to epistemic traits), the mean was below chance—a contrast that was marginally significant. These results suggest that when participants identified the person leaving room A as “Jane” were quite clear on who this person was.

Table S6. Contrasts against chance.
	Protagonist
	Mean
	 
	Mean
	β
	SE
	z
	p

	Jane
	Transgender
	Epistemic
	0.77
	10.02
	1.42
	7.04
	0.0001

	
	
	Nonepistemic
	0.70
	1.29
	0.23
	5.61
	0.0001

	
	Cisgender
	Epistemic
	0.61
	1.24
	0.69
	1.80
	0.07

	 
	 
	Nonepistemic
	0.64
	0.76
	0.22
	3.40
	0.0001

	Mary
	Transgender
	Epistemic
	0.39
	-1.91
	1.15
	-1.67
	0.09

	
	
	Nonepistemic
	0.48
	0.06
	0.25
	-0.26
	0.80

	
	Cisgender
	Epistemic
	0.39
	-1.32
	0.67
	-1.97
	0.05

	 
	 
	Nonepistemic
	0.46
	-0.31
	0.28
	-1.12
	0.26


 


3. Gender identity, transitioning, and its link to mind-body intuitions

 Moving to gender identity and transitioning, we next report the full matrices of correlations between mind-body intuitions, AQ, gender identity, and transitioning. 

Table S7. Simple correlations between mind-body intuitions, gender identity, steps to transition and autistic characteristics among participants who identified the protagonist as Jane. 

	 
	 
	Mind-body 
	 
	 
	Autism 
	Gender identity 
	 
	All steps
	 
	Steps taken
	 
	 
	Steps intended

	 
	 
	∆trait 
	Epistemic 
	Non-epistemic 
	AQ 
	affirmation 
	dysphoria 
	Taken 
	Intended 
	Social 
	Appearance 
	Medical 
	Appearance 

	Mind-body 
	Epistemic 
	0.818***
	— 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Non-epistemic 
	0.042 
	0.608***
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Autism 
	AQ 
	-0.315*
	-0.098 
	0.26 
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender identity 
	affirmation 
	-0.109 
	-0.055 
	0.056 
	-0.098 
	— 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	dysphoria 
	-0.155 
	-0.199 
	-0.131 
	0.008 
	0.555***
	— 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	All steps 
	Taken 
	-0.163 
	-0.19 
	-0.109 
	-0.124 
	0.361*
	0.345*
	— 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Intended 
	-0.056 
	-0.031 
	0.026 
	-0.142 
	0.441**
	0.511***
	0.398**
	— 
	
	
	
	

	Steps taken 
	Social 
	-0.112 
	-0.182 
	-0.167 
	-0.06 
	0.301*
	0.354*
	0.977***
	0.383*
	— 
	
	
	

	
	Appearance 
	-0.324*
	-0.224 
	0.061 
	-0.209 
	0.348*
	0.121 
	0.598***
	0.137 
	0.476**
	— 
	
	

	
	Medical 
	-0.058 
	-0.033 
	0.024 
	-0.174 
	0.307*
	0.259 
	0.692***
	0.407**
	0.612***
	0.152 
	— 
	

	
	Appearance 
	0.026 
	0.132 
	0.199 
	-0.068 
	0.285 
	0.314*
	0.115 
	0.715***
	0.126 
	0.04 
	0.058 
	— 

	Steps intended 
	Medical 
	-0.134 
	-0.148 
	-0.075 
	-0.096 
	0.452**
	0.562***
	0.467***
	0.925***
	0.453**
	0.132 
	0.495***
	0.425**



*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Table S8. Partial correlation between mind-body intuitions, gender identity, and steps to transition among participants who identified the protagonist as Jane, controlling for autistic characteristics.
Steps intended
	 
	 
	Mind-body 
	 
	 
	Gender identity 
	 
	Steps to transition
	 
	Steps taken
	 
	 
	Steps intended

	 
	 
	∆trait 
	Epistemic 
	Non-epistemic 
	affirmation 
	dysphoria 
	Taken 
	Intended 
	Social 
	Appearance 
	Medical 
	Appearance 

	Mind-body 
	Epistemic 
	0.822***
	— 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	Non-epistemic 
	0.105 
	0.653***
	— 
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Gender identity 
	affirmation 
	-0.15 
	-0.065 
	0.086 
	— 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	dysphoria 
	-0.235 
	-0.292*
	-0.189 
	0.584***
	— 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	All steps 
	Taken 
	-0.223 
	-0.224 
	-0.095 
	0.374*
	0.351*
	— 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	Intended 
	-0.116 
	-0.063 
	0.045 
	0.457**
	0.52***
	0.387*
	— 
	
	
	
	

	Steps taken 
	Social 
	-0.143 
	-0.2 
	-0.161 
	0.307*
	0.356*
	0.978***
	0.379*
	— 
	
	
	

	
	Appearance 
	-0.437**
	-0.282 
	0.09 
	0.372*
	0.129 
	0.59***
	0.111 
	0.475***
	— 
	
	

	
	Medical 
	-0.13 
	-0.072 
	0.047 
	0.326*
	0.267 
	0.686***
	0.392*
	0.612***
	0.12 
	— 
	

	
	Appearance 
	0.002 
	0.12 
	0.209 
	0.292 
	0.317*
	0.107 
	0.715***
	0.122 
	0.027 
	0.047 
	— 

	Steps intended 
	Medical 
	-0.181 
	-0.174 
	-0.063 
	0.463**
	0.567***
	0.461**
	0.925***
	0.45**
	0.115 
	0.488**
	0.421**




*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001



Table S9. Simple correlations between mind-body intuitions, gender identity, steps taken to transition and autistic characteristics among participants who identified the protagonist as Mary.
 
	 
	 
	∆trait 
	Epistemic 
	Non-epistemic 
	AQ 
	affirmation 
	dysphoria 
	Taken 
	Intended 
	Social 
	Appearance 
	Medical 
	Appearance 

	Mind-body 
	Epistemic 
	0.757***
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Non-epistemic 
	0.088 
	0.717***
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Autism 
	AQ 
	0.242 
	0.131 
	-0.06 
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Gender identity 
	affirmation 
	0.108 
	0.13 
	0.082
	-0.136
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	dysphoria 
	0.028 
	-0.08 
	-0.154 
	-0.117 
	0.496***
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	All steps
	Taken 
	0.336*
	0.367*
	0.195 
	0.168 
	0.343*
	0.435**
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Intended 
	0.087 
	0.033 
	-0.046 
	0.052 
	0.517***
	0.618***
	0.485**
	— 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Steps taken
	Social 
	0.315*
	0.339*
	0.177 
	0.195 
	0.341*
	0.437**
	0.974***
	0.459**
	— 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Appearance 
	0.084 
	0.124 
	0.099 
	-0.101 
	0.068 
	0.094 
	0.441**
	0.165 
	0.268 
	— 
	 
	 

	 
	Medical 
	0.393***
	0.411**
	0.2 
	0.172 
	0.321*
	0.378*
	0.79***
	0.486**
	0.697***
	0.285 
	— 
	 

	steps intended
	Appearance 
	0.138 
	0.102 
	0.005 
	0.098 
	0.173 
	0.096 
	0.169 
	0.679***
	0.17 
	-0.021 
	0.208 
	— 

	 
	Medical 
	0.045 
	-0.007 
	-0.06 
	0.019 
	0.569***
	0.732***
	0.531***
	0.94***
	0.498***
	0.217 
	0.513***
	0.388*



*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001


4. 
5. Pre-registration.  

As noted in the main text. Experiment 2 was pre-registered (https://osf.io/am4hu/?view_only=794167235c1747899497367fcb021357). We had originally intended to recruit 80 transgender and 80 cisgender participants who took part in our previous research; we were able to collect data from 76/80 cisgenders and 75/80 transgenders, one transgender person took the study twice, so his second entry was removed; another was an outlier. Altogether, data were analyzed from 74/80 transgenders.

Upon inspection of the results, we discovered that only half of the participants (transgenders and cisgenders) identified the protagonist as Jane. This was unexpected, as our predictions were premised on the assumption that people separate minds and bodies (as they are known to do), and they do, then Jane’s mind could well seem to land in Mary’s body.  

This logic, however, neglected to recognize that in the mind-body scenario, Jane’s mind not merely separates from her body, but further lands in the wrong body. And as noted (in the Main Text), the separation of minds and bodies does not logically entail that minds can persist in the wrong body. This explains why so many participants resisted the conclusion that Jane can persist in Mary’s body.

Because only half of the sample did so, and because we were interested in individual differences within the group (in order to correlate mind-body and gender intuitions), we therefore decided to make two. changes to the pre-registration plan. 

(a) We increased the sample size to N=100 per group, by recalling additional transgender sand cisgenders from previous research to take part in this experiment (akin to the original group, who also included participants from past research). We set the sample size to 100 because this was the maximal sample of Prolific workers that we could feasibly recall.

(b) We decided to conduct all analyses separately, depending on how the protagonist was identified (as Jane and Mary). To justify this decision, we further evaluated the three-way interaction (group x trait x protagonist identity) by adding the protagonist identity as a factor into the mixed effect model. In response to a reviewer’s concern that participants chose the protagonist’s identity at random, we added an analysis demonstrating that participants who identified the protagonist as Jane credited her with Jane’s traits (i.e., above chance) whereas those identified her as Mary did not. 

An analysis of the pre-registered (partial) sample (N=74 transgenders; N=76 cisgenders)  matched the conclusions of the full sample, reported in the main text. In each group, exactly half (.5) of the participants identified the protagonist as Jane and half identified her as Mary. 

Group differences only emerged when the protagonist was identified as Jane (see Figure S2A). Here, the mixed-effect model yielded a significant trait x group interaction (β=-3.29, SE=1.43, Z=-2.29, p=.02). 

Tukey HSD tests showed that transgender participants considered epistemic traits more likely to emerge (relative to non-epistemic traits: β=4.02, SE=1.23, Z=3.27, p=.006), but this was not the case for cisgender participants (Z<1). Additionally, for epistemic traits, the mean responses of transgenders were marginally higher than cisgenders (β=-3.98, SE=1.64, Z=-2.41, p=.07), but this was not the case for non-epistemic traits (β=-0.67, SE=0.336, Z=-2.00, p=.18).


[image: ]
Figure S2. Mind-body intuitions of transgender and cisgender people. Error bars are SEs of the mean. Trans=transgender; Cis=Cisgender.

In contrast, when the protagonist was identified as Mary (Figure S2B), there was only a marginally significant main effect of trait (β=1.05, SE=0.55, Z=1.91, p=.056); the effect of Group and interaction were not significant (both Z<1).

Finally, a comparison of the responses of the sub-groups who identified the protagonist as Jane vs. Mary yielded a marginally significant three-way interaction (β=3.17, SE=1.77, Z=1.78, p=.074)
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Appendix 1

The list of psychological traits in the mind-body task (Experiment 1)

	Number
	Category
	Trait

	1. 
	Non-epistemic

	emotion
	Anger in response to hostility

	2.      
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Love for one’s family 

	3.      
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Contentment with one’s life

	4.      
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Disgust by feces 

	5.      
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Excitement towards an opportunity 

	6.      
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Fear of danger

	7.      
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Happiness at the birth of one’s child

	8.      
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Joy of being

	9.      
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Pride in one’s accomplishments

	10.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Sadness from a friend’s death

	11.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Shame from one’s shortcomings

	12.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Surprise at an unexpected event

	13.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Trust in one’s family

	14.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Jealousy towards a lover

	15.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Envy at a competitor’s success

	16.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Empathy towards a person in need

	17.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Admiration for wisdom

	18.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Pain from witnessing illness and death

	19.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Hope for a better future

	20.   
	Non-epistemic
	emotion
	Affection towards others

	21.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Gripping objects by hand

	22.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Sitting down to relax 

	23.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Walking to move around

	24.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Running when in a hurry

	25.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Kicking with one’s feet

	26.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Lifting objects with hands

	27.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Stretching one’s muscles 

	28.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Licking with one’s tongue

	29.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Yawning when tired

	30.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Breathing heavily after exertion

	31.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Squatting down 

	32.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Trembling at cold temperatures

	33.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Tickling a child to make them laugh

	34.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Touching other people with one’s hands

	35.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Smelling the scent of food 

	36.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Sleeping to restore one’s energy

	37.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Seeing objects with one’s eyes

	38.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Sniffling when one has a cold

	39.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Crying at sad events

	40.   
	Non-epistemic
	action
	Dancing at to a rhythm

	41.   
	Epistemic
	Recalling past events

	42.   
	Epistemic
	Judging one’s options

	43.   
	Epistemic
	Distinguishing between right and wrong

	44.   
	Epistemic
	Reflecting on one’s past and future

	45.   
	Epistemic
	Having self control of one’s own behavior

	46.   
	Epistemic
	Speculating about the possible outcomes of events

	47.   
	Epistemic
	Making jokes 

	48.   
	Epistemic
	Thinking about magic

	49.   
	Epistemic
	Using metaphors

	50.   
	Epistemic
	Mourning the dead 

	51.   
	Epistemic
	Observing rituals

	52.   
	Epistemic
	Overcoming a fear

	53.   
	Epistemic
	Recognizing taboos

	54.   
	Epistemic
	Recognizing relations among kin

	55.   
	Epistemic
	Interpreting others' behaviors

	56.   
	Epistemic
	Symbolic reasoning

	57.   
	Epistemic
	Making comparisons

	58.   
	Epistemic
	Keeping track of time

	59.   
	Epistemic
	Planning for the future

	60.   
	Epistemic
	Recognizing melodies

	61.   
	Epistemic
	Keeping track of people’s age

	62.   
	Epistemic
	Forming sentences

	63.   
	Epistemic
	Forming words

	64.   
	Epistemic
	Abstract reasoning

	65.   
	Epistemic
	Having preferences concerning aesthetics

	66.   
	Epistemic
	Attributing human qualities to inanimate objects

	67.   
	Epistemic
	Having a belief in the super-natural

	68.   
	Epistemic
	Having beliefs about fortune and misfortune

	69.   
	Epistemic
	Devising classification of body parts

	70.   
	Epistemic
	Having classification of animals

	71.   
	Epistemic
	Having classification of plants

	72.   
	Epistemic
	Having classification of weather

	73.   
	Epistemic
	Devising methods to heal the sick

	74.   
	Epistemic
	Having a contrast between 'general' and 'particular'

	75.   
	Epistemic
	Having a logical notion of 'and'

	76.   
	Epistemic
	Having a logical notion of 'not'

	77.   
	Epistemic
	Forming myths

	78.   
	Epistemic
	Having a concept of 'person'

	79.   
	Epistemic
	Having a preference for one's own children and close kin

	80.   
	Epistemic
	Having norms about trade






Appendix 2: Instructions to the Mind-body tasks (Experiment 1) 

Instructions in the body replication task 


In what follows, we are asking you to reason about a hypothetical scenario. 

Suppose it were possible to grow a replica of the body of an adult human donor.  The replica preserves every aspect of the human body and brain. In particular, suppose that the body of the replica looks and works precisely like a normal human body. Similarly, the brain replica is identical in all respects to the brain of the adult donor. 

Below is a list of various traits that define the human donor. Will these traits emerge in its replica?  

Please indicate your answer as either 1=yes, this trait will emerge in the replica OR 2=no, this trait will not emerge in the replica.  Thank you!


























Instructions in the afterlife task 


In this experiment, we examine people’s beliefs about the afterlife. Whether or not there is an afterlife, is of course unknown. But for the purpose of this experiment, we invite you to assume that after people die, they do continue to exist in some capacity. Your task is to reason about which human traits are likely to be maintained in the afterlife.

Below is a list of human traits. Then, please determine the following: if an afterlife exists, will these traits emerge in the afterlife?

Please indicate your answer as either 1=yes, this trait will emerge in the afterlife OR 2=no, this trait will not emerge in the afterlife.  Thank you!
 





Appendix 3

The Utrecht Gender Dysphoria Scale

	item
	category
	

	1
	affirmation
	1. I prefer to behave like my affirmed gender.

	2
	dysphoria
	2. Every time someone treats me like my assigned sex I feel hurt.

	3
	affirmation
	3. It feels good to live as my affirmed gender.

	4
	affirmation
	4. I always want to be treated like my affirmed gender.

	5
	affirmation
	5. A life in my affirmed gender is more attractive for me than a life in my assigned sex.

	6
	dysphoria
	6. I feel unhappy when I have to behave like my assigned sex.

	7
	dysphoria
	7. It is uncomfortable to be sexual in my assigned sex.

	8
	dysphoria
	8. Puberty felt like a betrayal.

	9
	dysphoria
	9. Physical sexual development was stressful.

	10
	dysphoria
	10. I wish I had been born as my affirmed gender.

	11
	dysphoria
	11. The bodily functions of my assigned sex are distressing for me (i.e. erection, menstruation).

	12
	dysphoria
	12. My life would be meaningless if I would have to live as my assigned sex.

	13
	dysphoria
	13. I feel hopeless if I have to stay in my assigned sex.

	14
	dysphoria
	14. I feel unhappy when someone misgenders me.

	15
	dysphoria
	15. I feel unhappy because I have the physical characteristics of my assigned sex.

	16
	dysphoria
	16. I hate my birth assigned sex.

	17
	dysphoria
	17. I feel uncomfortable behaving like my assigned sex.

	18
	dysphoria
	18. It would be better not to live, than to live as my assigned sex.





Appendix 4
Transitioning questionnaire (adapted from(2)).
	Steps taken/intended
	item
	Type
	Text

	Taken
	1
	Social
	Come out as transgender to family

	
	2
	Social
	Come out as transgender to friends

	
	3
	Social
	Come out as transgender to coworkers or fellow students

	
	4
	Social
	Adopted a name not given at birth that better represents gender identity

	
	5
	Social
	Currently called adopted name by family

	
	6
	Social
	Currently called adopted name by friends

	
	7
	Social
	Currently called adopted name by coworkers/fellow students

	
	8
	Social
	Legally had name changed to adopted name

	
	9
	Appearance
	Wear clothing that matches gender identity in social situations

	
	10
	Appearance
	Wear clothing that matches gender identity at work/school

	
	11
	Social
	Legally changed sex on birth certificate (if live in state where this is possible)

	
	12
	Social
	Driver’s license changed to reflect gender identity

	
	13
	Medical
	Had surgery to alter genitalia

	
	14
	Medical
	Undergoing hormone replacement therapy

	
	15
	Appearance
	Used or had a nonsurgical cosmetic procedure (e.g., electrolysis) to alter physical appearance in order to make it more congruent with gender identity.

	
	16
	Medical
	Had non-genital surgery (e.g., breast removal, breast implants, facial femininization surgery, vocal cord surgery) to alter appearance (or presence) in order to make it more congruent with gender identity

	Intended
 
	17
	Medical
	 Surgery to alter genitalia

	
	18
	Medical
	Hormone replacement therapy

	
	19
	Appearance
	Nonsurgical cosmetic procedure (e.g., electrolysis) to alter physical appearance in order to make it more congruent with gender identity.

	
	20
	Medical
	 Non-genital surgery (e.g., breast removal, breast implants, facial femininization surgery, vocal cord surgery) to alter appearance (or presence) in order to make it more congruent with gender identity




Appendix 5
Instructions and materials used in the body swapping scenario (Experiment 2)

In this study, we ask you to consider an imaginary scenario. 

Suppose it was possible for two people to swap bodies. At the start of the procedure, two women, Jane and Mary, enter a special device; Jane, a young woman, enters chamber A, whereas Mary, who is older, enters chamber B.  The picture below features Jane as she enters Chamber A.

Then, the machine starts working. When it’s done, the technician opens the door of Chamber A (where Jane just entered), and out comes a woman who looks just like Mary (whereas the woman exiting Chamber B looks just like Jane). 

Can you help us determine who is the woman who just exited Chamber A? Do you think she will know what Jane used to know, feel how Jane felt before, perceive the world and act as Jane used to?

Please keep in mind that the two women who entered the device are totally different: Jane was younger, and she had none of Mary’s characteristics.  

Below is a list of characteristics that Jane had just before she entered the machine. Remember that these characteristics only apply to Jane (and not to Mary). With this in mind, please determine whether the woman who goes out of chamber A will show these characteristics. If you think she will exhibit Jane's original trait, please select 1; if you think she won't, please select 2. Thank you!
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	Item
	Type
	Trait

	1
	Epistemic
	Knows her spouse’s name is Bob

	2
	Epistemic
	Can describe her childhood in Maine

	3
	Epistemic
	Good at Math

	4
	Epistemic
	Knows what’s in the safe at her home

	5
	Epistemic
	Understands French

	6
	Epistemic
	Knows her old hometown, Portland, Maine

	7
	Epistemic
	Can tell her house number on Walnut street.

	8
	Epistemic
	Knows a great café she visited in Paris.

	9
	Epistemic
	Knows the color of her spouse’s toothbrush

	10
	Epistemic
	Remembers the sweater she got for her birthday

	11
	Epistemic
	Remembers the words of her favorite song

	12
	Epistemic
	Knows the names of all the bones in the body

	13
	Non-epistemic
	Hates broccoli

	14
	Non-epistemic
	Jealous when other women look at Bob, her spouse

	15
	Non-epistemic
	Loves vanilla ice cream

	16
	Non-epistemic
	Empathetic towards immigrants

	17
	Non-epistemic
	Angry at her neighbor’s annoying dog

	18
	Non-epistemic
	Shameful about that mishap at work

	19
	Non-epistemic
	Tends to stumble when in hurry.

	20
	Non-epistemic
	Shivers when she’s excited.

	21
	Non-epistemic
	Has cold feet in bed

	22
	Non-epistemic
	Fears heights.

	23
	Non-epistemic
	Color blind

	24
	Non-epistemic
	Big fan of country music




· Who is the woman who came out of Chamber A? 
· Jane
· Mary


image4.png
Chamber A




image1.emf

image2.emf

image3.emf
_:>
©
o)
o

Proportion "will persist"
A i e
o ol (@) N (0]
o o o o o

o
w
S

Epistemic

It's Jane

Non-epistemic

Trait

B Trans
OCis

Proportion "will persist"

A e e e
EoN o1 (0)) N o O
o o o o o o

o
W
S

It's Mary
B Trans
O Cis
[
|
Epistemic Non-epistemic

Trait










