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Preregistered Exploratory Analyses for Study 1  

 In Study 1, we preregistered that we would collect data on whether participants were 

thinking about diversity when making their hiring decisions in an exploratory fashion 

(http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=4kg79v). Participants indicated their agreement with the 

statement “To what extent were you thinking about the diversity of the overall group of new 

hires when making your hiring decisions?” on a 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Extremely) scale. As an 

exploratory analysis, we tested whether participants’ responses to this question mediated the 

relationship between choice condition (isolated choice vs. collective choice) and gender diversity 

of the group of hires.  

 We ran a bootstrap analysis with 5,000 iterations to test whether the extent to which 

people considered group diversity when making hiring decisions mediated the relationship 

between choice condition and the gender diversity of hires. Following our preregistration plan, in 

this mediation analysis, we operationalized gender diversity as the average number of women 

hired by the participant; thus, in the isolated choice condition, the possible outcome values were 

0 or 1, while in the collective choice condition, the possible outcome values were 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 

0.8, or 1. We found that people’s considerations of group diversity when making hiring decisions 

partially mediated the effect of choice condition on the gender diversity of hires. Specifically, the 

effect of being assigned to the isolated choice condition on how much people considered group 

diversity was significant (𝑏!"#$%&'(_!!!"#$ = -1.05, SE = 0.25, p < 0.001), and we also found a 

significant positive relationship between considering group diversity and the gender diversity of 

hires (𝑏!"#$%&"'(_!"#$%&'('& = 0.045, SE = 0.0054, p < 0.001). The effect of being assigned to the 

isolated choice condition on the gender diversity of hires (𝑏!"#$%&'(_!!!"#$ = -0.105, SE = 0.033, p 

= 0.001) was weakened to marginal significance when we included group diversity 
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considerations in the regression (𝑏!"#$%&'(_!!!"#! = -0.060, SE = 0.032, p = 0.057). The indirect 

effect of group diversity considerations was significant, as the 95% bias-corrected confidence 

interval with 5,000 bootstrap samples reveals that the size of the indirect effect excluded zero 

(95% CI: -0.077, -0.020). 

 In an additional exploratory analysis that was not preregistered, we examined whether the 

rates of choosing the black male candidate were different across experimental conditions. Only 

one of the five choices included a black male candidate, so we restricted our attention to that 

choice. There were 85 participants in the isolated choice condition who were faced with the 

decision including the black male candidate, and all 69 participants in the collective choice 

condition made the same choice. We found that the black male was chosen marginally more in 

the collective choice condition (39.1%) than in the isolated choice condition (24.7%), �!(1, N = 

154) = 3.05, p = 0.08.  
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Robustness Checks: Logistic Regression Analyses  

 As a robustness check, we re-ran all of our primary study analyses using logistic 

regressions rather than OLS regressions with standard errors clustered at the participant level to 

account for the fact that participants in the collective choice conditions made multiple decisions. 

None of our results change in direction or significance as a result of using logistic regressions 

instead of OLS regressions, and below we detail our findings. 

Study 1 Results: Consistent with our OLS results, assignment to the isolated choice condition 

was associated with a significantly lower likelihood of choosing a woman (bisolated_choice = -1.00, 

SE = 0.241, p < 0.001; 95% CI: [-1.48, -0.533]). 

Study 2 Results: Consistent with our OLS results, assignment to the isolated choice condition 

was associated with a significantly lower likelihood of choosing a female author (bisolated_choice = -

0.279, SE = 0.141, p = 0.047; 95% CI: [-0.554, -0.003]). 

Study 3A Results: Consistent with our OLS results, assignment to the isolated choice condition 

was associated with a lower likelihood of choosing a woman (bisolated_choice = -0.394, SE = 0.201, 

p = 0.050; 95% CI: [-0.788, -0.001]). 

Study 3B Results: Consistent with our OLS results, there was a significant positive interaction 

between the diversity valued and isolated choice conditions, indicating a higher likelihood of 

choosing women in the isolated choice condition when we drew attention to diversity 

(bisolated_choice*diversity_valued = 0.630, SE = .238, p = 0.008; 95% CI: [0.163, 1.097]). Furthermore, 

the effect of the isolated choice condition on the likelihood of choosing a woman was significant 

and negative when we restrict our attention to the control condition in which diversity was not 

made salient (bisolated_choice = -0.654, SE = .190, p = 0.001; 95% CI: [-1.026, -0.283]), while the 



 

 

5 

effect of assignment to the isolated choice condition was not significant when diversity was 

salient (bisolated_choice = -0.024, SE = .145, p = 0.867; 95% CI: [-0.308, 0.259]). 

Study 4B Results: Consistent with our OLS results, assignment to the isolated choice condition 

was associated with a significantly lower likelihood of choosing a woman (bisolated_choice = -0.692, 

SE = 0.146, p < 0.001; 95% CI: [-0.977, -0.406]).  
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SUPPLEMENTARY STUDIES  

S1. Conceptual Replication of Study 1. 

In Study S1, we replicated our results from Study 1 in a different hypothetical 

organizational context: selecting professors to serve on a prestigious university task force.  

Methods 

 Participants. We decided in advance to recruit 525 participants through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk. After excluding participants who did not follow directions (following our 

preregistration plan), we were left with 510 participants (48.8% of whom identified as men). 

Participants were paid $0.70 to take a survey that took about five minutes to complete. This 

study was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=84zt5f). 

 Procedure. Participants were asked to imagine they had to select professors to serve on a 

prestigious university task force. They were told that the university had five different academic 

divisions and the task force would include one professor from each division. 

 Participants were randomly assigned to either an isolated choice condition or a collective 

choice condition. In the isolated choice condition, participants were told they would have to 

select one professor from one of the academic divisions to join the task force. In the collective 

choice condition, participants were told they would have to select all five members of the task 

force, one from each academic division. Since participants in the isolated choice condition made 

one selection and those in the collective choice condition made five selections, we assigned five 

times as many participants to the isolated choice condition. 

 After reading instructions about their selection task, participants read a description of the 

task force’s mission and were shown a list of the university’s academic divisions. In the isolated 

choice condition, participants then were instructed to select a professor from just one of these 
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five academic divisions (selected at random), while in the collective choice condition, 

participants selected a candidate from each of the five academic divisions. After reading these 

descriptions, participants saw the faculty candidates and were asked to make their selections. For 

each academic division, we presented participants with three professors who were candidates for 

the task force. The candidates from each division were held constant across conditions, so the 

decisions participants made were completely equivalent across conditions; the only thing that 

differed across conditions was the number of decisions participants made. All decisions were 

made under joint evaluation since participants in both conditions were choosing among three 

candidates from each division. At least two of the candidates were always men, and for two of 

the five divisions, we included only male candidates to obscure our focus on gender diversity. 

Participants were provided with each candidate’s picture (taken from the Chicago Face Database; 

Ma, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2015), academic division, professorial title, department, and number 

of years at the university. Screenshots of the study are available on page 80 of this Online 

Supplement. 

Results 

Our dependent variable of interest was whether a woman was selected in each task force 

decision.1 In the isolated choice condition, 12.9% of the professors selected were women; in the 

collective choice condition, 19.5% of the professors selected were women (if participants had 

chosen at random, 20% of the professors selected would have been women). Following our 

preregistered analysis plan, we ran an ordinary least squares regression with robust standard 

errors clustered by participant to predict the selection of a female professor in each task force 

decision. The unit of analysis was a single selection decision, so participants in the collective 
                                                
1 As in Study 1, for decisions where all three candidates were men, the dependent variable was coded as zero in both 
conditions. Our results are identical regardless of whether we include these decisions in our analyses. 
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choice condition contributed five times as many data points to the regression as participants in 

the isolated choice condition. Our only predictor variable was an indicator for random 

assignment to the isolated choice condition. Replicating our results from Study 1, we found that 

participants in the isolated choice condition were significantly less likely to select female 

professors for the university task force (bisolated_choice = -0.066, SE = 0.028, p = 0.0205, 95% CI: [-

0.121, -0.010]) than were participants in the collective choice condition. This study provides 

further evidence that making isolated choices produces less gender-diverse groups than making 

sets of selection decisions. 

Preregistered Exploratory Analyses for Study S1 

 In Study S1, we preregistered that we would run a secondary analysis to explore whether 

choice condition (isolated choice vs. collective choice) affected the racial and gender diversity of 

the group of hires, as opposed to only studying the gender diversity of the group of hires 

(http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=84zt5f). In the isolated choice condition, 37.1% of the 

professors selected were not white men (they were instead white women or black men); in the 

collective choice condition, 41.8% of the professors selected were white women or black men. 

As preregistered, we ran an ordinary least squares regression with robust standard errors and 

errors clustered by participant to predict whether a white female or black male professor was 

chosen. Our independent variable was an indicator variable for being in the isolated choice 

condition. We found that the effect of being in the isolated choice condition on the likelihood of 

selecting a white female or black male professor was not significant (𝑏!"#$%&'(_!!!"#$ = -0.047, p 

= 0.173). 
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S2. Unrelated Decisions Paradigm. 

Since participants in the collective choice condition had to make five times as many 

decisions as those in the isolated choice condition for Studies 1, 3A, 3B, 4B, and S1, one 

potential concern is that fatigue or depletion could be driving our findings. To address this 

concern, we redesigned the decision task in the isolated choice condition so participants would 

make just as many decisions as participants in the collective choice condition. We again 

predicted that participants would select fewer female candidates in the isolated choice condition 

than in the collective choice condition. This study was preregistered on AsPredicted.org 

(http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=kn8rb5). 

Methods 

Participants. Six hundred and fifty-four U.S. participants (39.5% identified as men) were 

recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk to participate in a short online research study. 

Participants were paid $0.60 to complete a survey that would take about 5 minutes of their time. 

Procedures. We used the same study paradigm as in Study 1: participants were told we 

were interested in understanding how people make hiring decisions and were asked to imagine 

they were hiring for a technology company that was looking to fill five different roles. 

Participants were randomly assigned to either the isolated choice condition or the 

collective choice condition. In the isolated choice condition, participants were told they would 

have to hire one person to fill one of the five roles. In the collective choice condition, participants 

were told they would have to hire five people (i.e. one person to fill each of the five roles).  

Participants were then shown descriptions for each of the five roles to be filled by the 

organization, and in the isolated choice condition, we asked participants to select the candidate 

who would fill one of these roles (the role they were asked to fill was selected at random). After 
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reading all five job descriptions, participants were asked to make hiring decisions for the role(s) 

they were responsible for filling. In order to equalize the number of decisions made across 

conditions (to control for fatigue or depletion), participants in the isolated choice condition were 

also asked to make four additional choices that were unrelated to the hiring decision but identical 

in structure. The additional choices involved selecting their preferred object out of a set of three 

(e.g., their preferred pen out of a set of three pens). In both conditions, all choices were shown on 

the same screen. 

For each hiring decision, participants were asked to choose among three candidates who 

had prior work experience in a relevant job. The candidates were held constant across conditions. 

The three candidates always included at least two men. As in previous studies, we included three 

men as candidates for one job to obscure the fact that our study was focused on gender diversity. 

Participants were provided with each candidate’s picture (taken from the Chicago Face Database; 

Ma, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2015), most recent job, and years of experience. For the additional 

decisions made in the isolated choice condition (to equalize the number of decisions across 

conditions), participants were shown a picture of each object under consideration and other 

relevant information such as its price. The order of each hiring decision was held constant across 

conditions, such that participants in the isolated choice condition saw the focal decision in the 

same position on the page (relative to the other decisions) as participants in the collective choice 

condition. Screenshots of the study are available on page 90 of this Online Supplement. 

Results 

Our dependent variable of interest was whether a woman was selected in each hiring 

decision. In the isolated choice condition, women were chosen in 11.7% of the hiring decisions; 

in the collective choice condition, women were chosen in 21.1% of the hiring decisions. 
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Following our preregistered analysis plan, we ran an ordinary least squares regression with 

robust standard errors clustered by participant to predict whether a female candidate was chosen 

in each selection decision. Our independent variable was an indicator variable for being in the 

isolated choice condition. Replicating Studies 1 and S1, we found that being in the isolated 

choice condition significantly decreased the likelihood of selecting a female candidate 

(𝑏!"#$%&'(_!!!"#$ = -0.095, p < 0.001). This study suggests that isolated hiring decisions lead to 

less gender-diverse groups than sets of hiring decisions, and it suggests that this phenomenon 

cannot be explained by increased choice requirements and resulting fatigue in the collective 

choice condition. 
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S3. Diversity Levels Moderation. 

In Study S3, we tested whether informing participants of the gender diversity of their 

organization as a whole would affect how they behaved in the isolated choice condition. Given 

that isolated choices lack group information, we expected that telling participants about their 

organization’s overall diversity would help contextualize their choices. We hypothesized that 

when organizational diversity levels were high, they would not feel a strong need to consider 

diversity in their decision-making, whereas when diversity levels were low, they would be more 

likely to feel a salient need to consider how their decision would affect the overall gender 

diversity of the organization. Thus, we predicted that the isolated choice effect would be 

attenuated when participants were informed that their organization had low overall levels of 

diversity immediately before making their hiring decision. We set out to test this prediction in 

Study S3.   

Methods 

 Participants. We decided in advance to recruit 950 participants through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk. After excluding participants who did not follow directions (following our 

preregistration plan), we were left with 930 participants (56.5% of whom identified as men). 

Participants were paid $0.40 to take a survey that could be completed in about four minutes. This 

study was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=m2m8yx). 

Procedures. Similar to Studies 1, S2, and 3A, participants in this study were asked to 

imagine they were hiring for a technology company that was looking to fill five different roles. 

Participants in this study were randomly assigned to one of four conditions in a 2x2 (isolated 

choice vs. collective choice x low diversity vs. high diversity) factorial design. Participants 

assigned to the isolated choice conditions were told they would be tasked with hiring one person 
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to fill one of these five roles. Those in the collective choice conditions were told they would be 

tasked with hiring five people, one for each role.  

Across all conditions, participants were given some brief facts about their organization, 

including when it was founded, its locations, how many of its employees had college degrees, 

and how many of its employees were women. Participants assigned to the low diversity 

conditions were informed that 19% of the organization’s employees were women, whereas 

participants assigned to the high diversity condition were told that 48% of the company’s 

employees were women. Participants were reminded of all of this company information 

immediately before making their hiring decisions.  

For each role they were asked to fill, participants chose between three candidates with 

prior work experience in a relevant job. These candidates were held constant across conditions, 

and always included at least two men (one of the four decisions included three men as candidates 

to conceal that our study focused on gender diversity). Participants were provided with each 

candidate’s picture (taken from the Chicago Face Database; Ma, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2015), 

most recent job, and number of years of experience. 

Screenshots of the study stimuli are available on page 95 of this Online Supplement. 

Results 

Our dependent variable of interest was whether a woman was selected in each hiring 

decision. We found that when participants were told that 48% of their organization’s employees 

were women, they chose to hire women 15.7% of the time in the isolated choice condition and 

30.5% of the time in the collective choice condition (bisolated_choice = -0.148, SE = .036, p < 0.001; 

95% CI: [-0.218, -0.078]). Meanwhile, participants who were told that 19% of the organization’s 

employees were women chose to hire women 33.3% of the time in the isolated choice condition 
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and 29.2% of the time in the collective choice condition (bisolated_choice = 0.042, SE = .042, p = 

0.316; 95% CI: [-0.040, 0.123]). 

We set out to test whether the interaction between assignment to the isolated choice 

condition and assignment to the low diversity condition was significant. Following our 

preregistered analysis plan, we ran an ordinary least squares regression with robust standard 

errors clustered by participant to account for the fact that participants in the collective choice 

conditions made four times as many decisions as participants in the isolated choice conditions. 

Our dependent variable was whether a female applicant was chosen in each hiring decision, and 

our predicted variables were an indicator variable for being in the isolated choice condition, an 

indicator variable for being in the low diversity condition, and an interaction between the isolated 

choice and low diversity condition indicators. There was a significant interaction between the low 

diversity and isolated choice conditions (bisolated_choice*low_diversity = 0.190, SE = .055, p < 0.001; 

95% CI: [0.082, 0.297]), suggesting that being reminded that your organization has low gender 

diversity attenuates the isolated choice effect, perhaps because the low levels of diversity in your 

organization make diversity salient for all decision makers. The results also suggest that when 

isolated choices are contextualized in a manner that highlights the need for diversity – namely, 

by informing participants of their organization’s low overall levels of gender diversity – the 

isolated choice effect is eliminated.  
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S4. Majority Female Paradigm. 

 To test the robustness of our paradigm, we re-ran Study 1 but ‘flipped’ the genders of all 

candidates shown to participants. That is, we re-ran the hiring paradigm from Study 1, but each 

role had at least two qualified female candidates as opposed to at least two such male candidates. 

We predicted that participants in the isolated choice condition would still hire groups of 

candidates with less gender diversity (i.e., with fewer men) compared to groups of candidates 

formed by aggregating hiring decisions from participants in the collective choice condition. This 

study was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=4y78np). 

Methods 

 Participants. 495 U.S. participants (42.6% identified as men) were recruited through 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk to participate in a short online research study. Participants were paid 

$0.60 to complete a survey that took about 5 minutes to complete. 

Procedures. We used the same study paradigm as in Study 1: participants were told we 

were interested in understanding how people make hiring decisions and were asked to imagine 

they were hiring for a technology company that was looking to fill five different roles. 

Participants were randomly assigned to either the isolated choice condition or the 

collective choice condition. In the isolated choice condition, participants were told they would 

have to hire one person to fill one of the five roles. In the collective choice condition, participants 

were told they would have to hire five people (i.e., one person to fill each of the five roles).  

Participants were then shown descriptions for each of the five roles to be filled by the 

organization, and in the isolated choice condition, we randomly assigned participants to fill one 

of these roles. After reading these job descriptions, participants were asked to make hiring 

decisions for the roles they were responsible for filling. 
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For each role, participants were asked to choose among three candidates who had prior 

work experience in a relevant job. The candidates were held constant across conditions. The 

three candidates always included at least two qualified women, and we included three women as 

candidates for one job to obscure the fact that our study was focused on gender diversity. 

Participants were provided with each candidate’s picture (taken from the Chicago Face Database; 

Ma, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2015), most recent job, and years of experience. Screenshots of the 

study are available on page 108 of this Online Supplement. 

Results 

Our dependent variable of interest was whether a man was selected in each hiring 

decision. In the isolated choice condition, men were chosen in 3.2% of the hiring decisions; in 

the collective choice condition, men were chosen in 9.4% of the hiring decisions. Following our 

preregistered analysis, we ran an ordinary least squares regression with robust standard errors 

and errors clustered by participant to predict whether a male candidate was chosen. Our 

independent variable was an indicator variable for being in the isolated choice condition. We 

found that the effect of being in the isolated choice condition on the likelihood of selecting a 

male candidate was significant (𝑏!"#$%&'(_!!!"#$ = -0.062, p < 0.01), suggesting that isolated 

choices produced less gender diverse sets of hires than collective choices.  
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Table S1: Study 1 Regression Results 
 

 
Dependent Variable: 

Female hired 

 Isolated 
choice 
condition 

-0.106*** 
(0.026) 

  
Intercept 0.179*** 

 (0.018) 
  

Observations 998 

R2 0.026 
  

Note: 

This table shows the results of an ordinary 
least squares regression predicting whether a 
woman was selected in each hiring decision as 
a function of experimental condition. Robust 
standard errors clustered by participant are in 
parentheses. 
*, **, and *** denote significance at the 5%, 
1%, and 0.1% levels, respectively. 
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Table S2: Study 2 Regression Results 

 

 
Dependent Variable: Female 

author recommended 
  
Isolated 
choice 
condition 

-0.0545* 
(0.027) 

  
Intercept 0.295*** 

 (0.019) 
  
Observations 598 
R2 0.003 
  

Note: 

This table shows the results of an 
ordinary least squares regression 
predicting whether a female author 
was recommended in each 
recommendation decision as a 
function of experimental condition. 
Robust standard errors clustered by 
participant are in parentheses. 
*, **, and *** denote significance at 
the 5%, 1%, and 0.1% levels, 
respectively. 
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Table S3: Study 3A Regression Results 

 

 
Dependent Variable: 

Female hired 
  
Isolated 
choice 
condition 

-0.058† 
(0.030) 

  
Intercept 0.211*** 

 (0.019) 
  
Observations 790 
R2 0.006 
  

Note: 

This table shows the results of an 
ordinary least squares regression 
predicting whether a woman was 
selected in each hiring decision as a 
function of experimental condition. 
Robust standard errors clustered by 
participant are in parentheses. 
†, *, **, and *** denote significance 
at the 10%, 5%, 1%, and 0.1% levels, 
respectively. 
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Table S4: Study 3B Regression Results 

 

 
Dependent Variable: 

Female selected 
  

Isolated choice 
condition 

-0.103*** 
(0.030) 

Diversity valued 
condition 

0.118** 
(0.035) 

Isolated choice 
condition*Diversity 
valued condition 

0.098* 
(0.045) 

  
Intercept 0.253*** 

 (0.025) 

  
  

Observations 1587 

R2 0.043 
  

Note: 

This table shows the results of 
an ordinary least squares 
regression predicting whether a 
woman was selected in each 
personnel decision as a 
function of assignment to the 
isolated choice condition, 
assignment to the diversity 
values condition, and their 
interaction. Robust standard 
errors clustered by participant 
are in parentheses. 
*, **, and *** denote 
significance at the 5%, 1%, 
and 0.1% levels, respectively. 

 
 

  



 

 

21 

Table S5: Study 4B Regression Results 

 

 
Dependent Variable: 

Female hired 
  
Isolated 
choice 
condition 

-0.163*** 
(0.027) 

Intercept 0.473*** 

 (0.027) 
  
Observations 957 
R2 0.028 
  

Note: 

This table shows the results of an 
ordinary least squares regression 
predicting whether a woman was 
selected in each conference speaker 
decision as a function of experimental 
condition. Robust standard errors 
clustered by participant are in 
parentheses. 
*, **, and *** denote significance at 
the 10%, 5%, 1%, and 0.1% levels, 
respectively. 
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Screenshots of Study 1 Stimuli. 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition:  
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Isolated Choice condition: 
 

 
 
Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition (the screenshots below were shown on a single screen): 
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 Isolated Choice condition: 
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Screenshots of Study 2 Stimuli.
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Collective Choice condition: 

 

Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 

 

  



 

 

36 

Collective Choice condition (the screenshots below were shown on a single screen): 
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Isolated Choice condition (the screenshots below were shown on a single screen): 
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Screenshots of Study 3A Stimuli
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
 

 
  



 

 

45 

Collective Choice condition (the screenshots below were shown on a single screen): 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Screenshots of Study 3B Stimuli 
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Collective Choice condition, Diversity Values condition: 
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Collective Choice condition, No Values Control condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition, Diversity Values condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition, No Values Control condition: 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition, Diversity Values condition (the screenshots below were shown on a 
single screen): 
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Collective Choice condition, No Values Control condition (the screenshots below were shown on 
a single screen): 
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Isolated Choice condition, Diversity Values condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition, No Values Control condition: 
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Manipulation Check 
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Screenshots of Study 4A Stimuli.  

Text identifying where this study took place has been blocked out to preserve the anonymity of 
the review process. 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition (the screenshots below were shown on a single screen): 
Note: This screenshot has been modified to protect the anonymity of the review process by 
replacing the names of scientists used in the study with aliases. The photos have been 
modified because we do not have permission to reprint the professional photos of people 
used as stimuli. 

  
    

Real photos used in survey 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
Note: This screenshot has been modified to protect the anonymity of the review process by 
replacing the names of scientists used in the study with aliases. The photos have been 
modified because we do not have permission to reprint the professional photos of people 
used as stimuli. 
 
 

 
  

Real photos used in survey 
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Screenshots of Study 4B Stimuli. 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition (the screenshots below were shown on a single screen): 
Note: This screenshot has been modified to protect the anonymity of the review process by 
replacing the names of scientists used in the study with aliases. The photos have been 
modified because we do not have permission to reprint the professional photos of people 
used as stimuli. 

  

Real photos used in survey 
Real photos used in survey 

Real photos used in survey Real photos used in survey 

Real photos used in survey 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
Note: This screenshot has been modified to protect the anonymity of the review process by 
replacing the names of scientists used in the study with aliases. The photos have been 
modified because we do not have permission to reprint the professional photos of people 
used as stimuli. 

 
  

Real photos used in survey 
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Screenshots of Study S1 Stimuli. 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
 

 
 
  



 

 

84 

 
 
 

  



 

 

85 

 
 

 
 
  



 

 

86 

Collective Choice condition: 
 

 
 
Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition (the screenshots below were shown on a single screen): 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Study S2 Stimuli. 
 
Note: The collective choice condition in this study is identical to Study 1, so we only provide 

screenshots for the isolated choice condition. 
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Note that the screenshots below were shown on a single screen: 
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Screenshots of Study S3 Stimuli 

 

  



 

 

97 

 
  



 

 

98 

Collective Choice condition, Low Diversity condition: 
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Collective Choice condition, High Diversity condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition, Low Diversity condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition, High Diversity condition: 
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition, Low Diversity condition (the screenshots below were shown on a 
single screen): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  
    



 

 

105 

Collective Choice condition, High Diversity condition (the screenshots below were shown on a 
single screen): 
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Isolated Choice condition, Low Diversity condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition, High Diversity condition: 
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Screenshots of Study S4 Stimuli.
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Collective Choice condition: 
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Isolated Choice condition: 
 
 
 
  



 

 

112 

Collective Choice condition:  
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Isolated Choice condition: 
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Collective Choice condition (the screenshots below were shown on a single screen): 
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Isolated Choice condition 
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