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Version 0:

Decision Letter:

** Please ensure you delete the link to your author homepage in this e-mail if you wish to forward it to your coauthors **
Dear Mr Tagesson,

Your manuscript titled "Brief empathy interventions can decrease but not increase empathic tendencies" has now been seen
by one of the previous reviewers, who previously had outstanding concerns. Their comments appear below. In light of their
advice | am delighted to say that we are happy, in principle, to publish a suitably revised version in Communications
Psychology.

We also commissioned signed comments from the authors of the target paper, which are also attached for your information.
Please note that signed comments are not reviews and need not be replied to in a rebuttal.

We therefore invite you to revise your paper one last time to address the remaining concerns of our reviewers and a list of
editorial requests. At the same time we ask that you edit your manuscript to comply with our format requirements and to
maximise the accessibility and therefore the impact of your work.

EDITORIAL REQUESTS:

Please review our specific editorial comments and requests regarding your manuscript in the attached "Editorial Requests
Table". Please outline your response to each request in the right hand column. Please upload the completed table with your
manuscript files as a Related Manuscript file.

In particular, I highlight two issues:

The firstis a request to clarify the use of Bayesian statistics (the Savage—Dickey method) and ensure that the reported BFs
are only interpreted if they meet appropriate standards of strength of evidence.

The second request is to not only link to the comprehensive preregistrations (which are commendable), but to also ensure
the reporting of analyses and hypotheses can be easily mapped between the preregistration and the paper.

If you have any questions or concerns about any of our requests, please do not hesitate to contact me.

SUBMISSION INFORMATION:

In order to accept your paper, we require the files listed here https://www.nature.com/documents/commsj-file-checklist.pdf .
OPEN ACCESS:

Communications Psychology is a fully open access journal. Articles are made freely accessible on publication. For further
information about article processing charges, open access funding, and advice and support from Nature Research, please
visit https://www.nature.com/commspsychol/open-access

At acceptance, you will be provided with instructions for completing the open access licence agreement on behalf of all

authors. This grants us the necessary permissions to publish your paper. Additionally, you will be asked to declare that all
required third party permissions have been obtained, and to provide billing information in order to pay the article-processing



charge (APC).

*TRANSPARENT PEER REVIEW: Communications Psychology uses a transparent peer review system. On author
request, confidential information and data can be removed from the published reviewer reports and rebuttal letters prior to
publication. If you are concerned about the release of confidential data, please let us know specifically what information you
would like to have removed. Please note that we cannot incorporate redactions for any other reasons.

* CODE AVAILABILITY: All Communications Psychology manuscripts must include a section titled "Code Availability" at the
end of the methods section. We require that the custom analysis code supporting your conclusions is made available in a
publicly accessible repository at this stage; please choose a repository that generates a digital object identifier (DOI) for the
code; the link to the repository and the DOI must be included in the Code Availability statement. Publication as
Supplementary Information will not suffice.

*DATA AVAILABILITY:

All Communications Psychology manuscripts must include a section titled "Data Availability" at the end of the Methods
section. More information on this policy, is available in the Editorial Requests Table and at <a
href="http://www.nature.com/authors/policies/data/data-availability-statements-data-
citations.pdf">http://www.nature.com/authors/policies/data/data-availability-statements-data-citations.pdf</a>.

Please use the following link to submit the above items:

Link Redacted

** This url links to your confidential home page and associated information about manuscripts you may have submitted or be
reviewing for us. If you wish to forward this email to co-authors, please delete the link to your homepage first **

We hope to hear from you within two weeks; please let us know if you need more time.

Best regards,
Marike
Marike Schiffer, PhD

Chief Editor
Communications Psychology

REVIEWERS' COMMENTS:
Reviewer #1 (Remarks to the Author):

The revised manuscript shows clear improvements. However, it is important to emphasize that this does not constitute a true
replication, since all of the studies were conducted online. | recommend that the authors explicitly highlight this limitation in
the manuscript.

** Visit Nature Research's author and referees' website at <a
href="http:/www.nature.com/authors">www.nature.com/authors</a> for information about policies, services and author
benefits**



Open Access This Peer Review File is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which
permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were
made.

In cases where reviewers are anonymous, credit should be given to '"Anonymous Referee' and the source.

The images or other third party material in this Peer Review File are included in the article’s Creative Commons license,
unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons
license and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder.

To view a copy of this license, visit hitps:/creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



Signed Comments for Replication Study COMMSPSYCHOL-25-0640-T

We thank the authors for their attempt to replicate our work. Replication efforts are essential
for advancing cumulative science, and we appreciate the careful attention given to our
methodology and findings.

A direct comparison of ingroup and outgroup empathy within the same participants, as in
Hasson et al. (2022), was expected in all studies but was conducted only once out of five.
Such a within-participant approach controls for individual differences and provides stronger
evidence for reducing intergroup empathy bias. In contrast, reliance on between-participant
comparisons introduces variability across participants that may obscure true effects.

Given the between-participant design of most studies (four out of five), it is essential to
measure and control for participants’ baseline empathy or general motivated empathy traits.
Without such controls, it is difficult to determine whether observed or null effects result from
the interventions themselves or from pre-existing differences between conditions.

In four out of five studies, the control condition differed from that used in the original paper
and involved risk priming, which may itself elicit negative affect and place participants in a
non-neutral state. Without a neutral control baseline, as operationalized in the original paper,
direct comparisons across studies are difficult, particularly when interpreting null effects and
evaluating the true impact of the interventions.

Importantly, the replication provides two convergent indications that beliefs about the
limitation of empathy are conceptually linked to empathy bias. The findings in Study 1 show
that endorsing the view that empathy is limited led to lower empathic responses, suggesting
an underlying relationship between such beliefs and empathic processes.

In addition, Study 5, which was the only one employing a within-participant design and a
neutral control condition, showed that in the unlimited empathy intervention, no intergroup
empathy bias was observed, similar to the results of the original paper. Although the specific
comparisons between conditions did not fully align with those reported in the original paper,
it is encouraging to see that the closer the study design was to the original, the more the
replication converged with those results.

We hope that future studies will further clarify the mechanisms of this intervention and its
potential to increase empathy.

Sincerely,

Yossi Hasson, PhD
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem & Reichman University



	2118_1_tpr_0_t4w4hn
	2118_1_tpr_0_t4mnrt
	2118_0_rebuttal_28794_t1cd6l_convrt

	2118_0_supp_0_t312z7

