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1. Accuracy data
1.1. Experiment 1
	The accuracy data were subjected to a repeated-measures 2 (agent group: same vs. different) × 2 (word meaning: hindering action vs. neutral action) analysis of variance (ANOVA) for each participant group. 
For HC adolescents, none of effects reached significance (agent group: F(1, 29) = 0.10, p = 0.752, ηp2 < 0.01; word meaning: F(1, 29) = 0.35, p = 0.561, ηp2 = 0.01; agent group × word meaning: F(1, 29) = 0.37, p = 0.546, ηp2 = 0.01). 
For MDD adolescents, none of effects reached significance (agent group: F(1, 29) = 0.45, p = 0.509, ηp2 = 0.02; word meaning: F(1, 29) = 1.61, p = 0.214, ηp2 = 0.05; agent group × word meaning: F(1, 29) = 0.02, p = 0.887, ηp2 < 0.01). 
For replication experiment of HC, neither the main effect of agent group (F(1, 27) = 0.74, p = 0.396, ηp2 = 0.03) nor the main effect of word meaning (F(1, 27) = 1.66, p = 0.209, ηp2 = 0.06) was significant. The interaction effect was significant (F(1, 27) = 6.74, p = 0.015, ηp2 = 0.20). The analysis of simple effect revealed that when the agent was from the same group, no significant difference was found between hindering action word and neutral action word (t(27) = 0.26, p = 0.796, Cohen’s d = 0.05, 95% CI of Cohen’s d = [-0.35, 0.45]). While, when the agent was from the different group, participants judged the hindering action word more accurately than the neutral action word (t(27) = 2.08, p = 0.047, Cohen’s d = 0.43, 95% CI of Cohen’s d = [0.007, 0.855]). But such difference had an inconclusive Bayesian factor (BF10 = 1.29).
1.2. Experiment 2
[bookmark: _Hlk75363246]	The accuracy data were subjected to a repeated-measures 2 (agent group: same vs. different) × 2 (word meaning: helping action vs. neutral action) analysis of variance (ANOVA) for each participant group. 
For HC adolescents, none of effects reached significance (agent group: F(1, 29) = 0.60, p = 0.444, ηp2 = 0.02; word meaning: F(1, 29) = 1.92, p = 0.177, ηp2 = 0.06; agent group × word meaning: F(1, 29) < 0.01, p = 0.935, ηp2 < 0.01). 
For MDD adolescents, none of effects reached significance (agent group: F(1, 29) = 1.85, p = 0.184, ηp2 = 0.06; word meaning: F(1, 29) = 0.06, p = 0.814, ηp2 < 0.01; agent group × word meaning: F(1, 29) = 0.74, p = 0.397, ηp2 = 0.03). 
1.3. Experiment 3
	For the helping action, no significant difference was found between helping action word and neutral action word (t(30) = 0.57, p = 0.572, Cohen’s d = 0.10). Similarly, we did not find significant difference between hindering action word and neutral action word (t(30) = 0.06, p = 0.951, Cohen’s d = 0.01).

2. Additional analyses including gender as a covariate
Because gender was highly unbalanced in the present sample, we did not include gender as a between-subjects factor in the main repeated-measures ANOVA, as the very small number of male participants would have resulted in unstable estimates and limited statistical power for testing gender-related effects. To examine whether the findings were robust to potential gender differences, we conducted an additional linear mixed-effects analysis including gender as a covariate. The pattern of results remained unchanged, with all key effects retaining the same direction and significance.
2.1. Experiment 1
For the MDD group in Experiment 1, the main effect of word meaning remained significant, F(1, 87) = 13.57, p < 0.001, whereas neither the main effect of agent group, F(1, 87) = 1.88, p = 0.174, nor the interaction between agent group and word meaning, F(1, 87) = 1.12, p = 0.293, was significant. 
For the HC group in Experiment 1, neither the main effect of agent group, F(1, 87) = 0.05, p = 0.817, nor the main effect of word meaning, F(1, 87) = 0.45, p = 0.503, nor their interaction, F(1, 87) = 0.04, p = 0.844, was significant. 
For the HC replication group in Experiment 1, neither the main effect of agent group, F(1, 81) = 0.03, p = 0.862, nor the main effect of word meaning, F(1, 81) = 0.04, p = 0.833, nor their interaction, F(1, 81) = 0.21, p = 0.651, was significant.
2.2. Experiment 2
For the HC group in Experiment 2, the main effect of word meaning remained significant, F(1, 87) = 6.15, p = 0.015, and the interaction between agent group and word meaning also remained significant, F(1, 87) = 5.64, p = 0.020, whereas the main effect of agent group, F(1, 87) = 0.63, p = 0.429, was not significant.
For the MDD group in Experiment 2, the main effect of word meaning remained significant, F(1, 87) = 11.99, p < 0.001, whereas neither the main effect of agent group, F(1, 87) = 0.01, p = 0.929, nor the interaction between agent group and word meaning, F(1, 87) = 0.11, p = 0.741, was significant. 
2.3 Experiment 3
For the helping action condition in Experiment 3, the main effect of word meaning was not significant, F(1, 30) = 0.04, p = 0.851. For the hindering action condition in Experiment 3, the main effect of word meaning was not significant, F(1, 30) = 0.50, p = 0.486.


Table S1. Descriptive results of accuracy for all experiments (M±SE)
	
	Same group
	Different group

	
	Hindering action word
	Neutral action word
	Hindering action word
	Neutral action word

	Exp. 1 (HC)
	0.970±0.011
	0.972±0.009
	0.965±0.011
	0.973±0.009

	Exp. 1 (MDD)
	0.972±0.009
	0.962±0.011
	0.977±0.009
	0.965±0.011

	Exp. 1 (HC Replication)
	0.936±0.010
	0.931±0.019
	0.965±0.008
	0.922±0.025

	
	Same group
	Different group

	
	Helping action word
	Neutral action word
	Helping action word
	Neutral action word

	Exp. 2 (HC)
	0.937±0.021
	0.902±0.035
	0.948±0.021
	0.912±0.031

	Exp. 2 (MDD)
	0.948±0.012
	0.937±0.014
	0.927±0.013
	0.932±0.018

	
	No demonstration
	No demonstration

	
	Helping action word
	Neutral action word
	Hindering action word
	Neutral action word

	Exp. 3
	0.938±0.020
	0.942±0.018
	0.950±0.015
	0.951±0.013





1

