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Supplementary Results
Because TSST and EmpaToM testing took place on two separate occasions, we conducted follow-up analysis controlling for the number of days between testing (days). On average, TSST and EmpaToM data collection was realized 14 days apart (range = 73 days). To control for the differences in number of days between testing, we reran our multiple regression models predicting cortisol, alpha-amylase, STAI, heart-rate and HF-HRV AUCi with interactions between EmpaToM derived empathy, compassion and ToM and days. To handle issues of variance inflation, empathy, compassion, ToM and days were mean centered.



Cortisol. Including number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing in the AUCi cortisol model did not change the pattern of significance in comparison to our main model (see Table S1).
Table S1. AUCi cortisol model controlling for number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing sessions.
	 AUCi
	Cortisol

	Predictors
	β
	CI

	(Intercept)
	0.05 
	-0.25 – 0.34

	Age
	-0.19 
	-0.39 – 0.01

	Gender [women]
	-0.08 
	-0.49 – 0.32

	Days
	0.14 
	-0.05 – 0.34

	Empathy
	-0.15 
	-0.38 – 0.08

	Compassion
	0.14 
	-0.08 – 0.36

	ToM
	0.08 
	-0.11 – 0.27

	Days x Empathy
	0.03 
	-0.22 – 0.29

	Days x Compassion
	0.01 
	-0.24 – 0.26

	Days x ToM
	0.10 
	-0.11 – 0.32

	Observations
	115

	R2 / R2 adjusted
	0.087 / 0.009


Note. Standardized beta-coefficients (β), confidence intervals (CI) are presented. Significant regression weights are depicted as * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.



Alpha-amylase. Including number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing in the AUCi alpha-amylase model did not change the pattern of significance in comparison to our main model (see Table S2). Importantly, the positive effect of ToM remained unaffected (days model: β = 0.22, CI [0.04, 0.41]; old model: β = 0.23, CI [0.04, 0.41]). In contrast to our main analysis, we found a significant days by compassion interaction (β = -0.30, CI [-0.54 – -0.06]). In detail, higher compassion ratings were associated with decreasing alpha-amylase stress sensitivity given more time between testing sessions (see Fig. S1).
Table S2. AUCi alpha-amylase model controlling for number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing sessions.
	 AUCi
	Alpha-amylase

	Predictors
	β
	CI

	(Intercept)
	-0.21 
	-0.49 – 0.07

	Age
	0.15 
	-0.06 – 0.35

	Gender [women]
	0.31 
	-0.09 – 0.70

	BMI
	-0.20 *
	-0.40 – -0.01

	Days
	0.06 
	-0.13 – 0.24

	Empathy
	0.03 
	-0.18 – 0.25

	Compassion
	-0.06 
	-0.27 – 0.15

	ToM
	0.22 *
	0.04 – 0.41

	Days x Empathy
	0.05 
	-0.18 – 0.28

	Days x Compassion
	-0.30 *
	-0.54 – -0.06

	Days x ToM
	0.10 
	-0.11 – 0.31

	Observations
	111

	R2 / R2 adjusted
	0.209 / 0.130


Note. Standardized beta-coefficients (β), confidence intervals (CI) are presented. Significant regression weights are depicted as * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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Figure S1. Compassion by days between testing interaction on AUCi of alpha-amylase. Low compassion ratings (blue) showed a positive association with alpha-amylase with increasing time between testing sessions. For high compassion ratings (red), the opposite was the case.



STAI. Including number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing in the AUCi STAI model did not change the pattern of significance in comparison to our main model (see Table S3).
Table S3. AUCi STAI model controlling for number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing sessions.
	 AUCi
	STAI

	Predictors
	β
	CI

	(Intercept)
	-0.08 
	-0.37 – 0.21

	Age
	-0.13 
	-0.33 – 0.08

	Gender [women]
	0.15 
	-0.25 – 0.56

	Days
	-0.09 
	-0.29 – 0.11

	Empathy
	0.09 
	-0.14 – 0.32

	Compassion
	-0.02 
	-0.24 – 0.21

	ToM
	-0.06 
	-0.25 – 0.14

	Days x Empathy
	0.10 
	-0.16 – 0.35

	Days x Compassion
	-0.01 
	-0.26 – 0.25

	Days x ToM
	-0.03 
	-0.24 – 0.19

	Observations
	115

	R2 / R2 adjusted
	0.040 / -0.042


Note. Standardized beta-coefficients (β), confidence intervals (CI) are presented. Significant regression weights are depicted as * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.



Heart-rate. Including number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing in the AUCi heart-rate model did not change the pattern of significance in comparison to our main model (see Table S4).
Table S4. AUCi heart-rate model controlling for number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing sessions.
	 AUCi
	Heart-rate

	Predictors
	β
	CI

	(Intercept)
	-0.12 
	-0.45 – 0.21

	Age
	-0.15 
	-0.39 – 0.10

	Gender [women]
	0.24 
	-0.23 – 0.71

	BMI
	0.01 
	-0.23 – 0.25

	Days
	0.11 
	-0.11 – 0.33

	Empathy
	-0.06 
	-0.32 – 0.19

	Compassion
	0.06 
	-0.19 – 0.30

	ToM
	-0.11 
	-0.33 – 0.11

	Days x Empathy
	0.04 
	-0.24 – 0.32

	Days x Compassion
	0.11 
	-0.19 – 0.41

	Days x ToM
	0.13 
	-0.14 – 0.40

	Observations
	95

	R2 / R2 adjusted
	0.063 / -0.048


Note. Standardized beta-coefficients (β), confidence intervals (CI) are presented. Significant regression weights are depicted as * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.



	HF-HRV. Including number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing in the AUCi HF-HRV model did not change the pattern of significance in comparison to our main model (see Table S5). Importantly, the positive effect of ToM remained unaffected (days model: β = 0.33, CI [0.13, 0.54]; old model: β = 0.33, CI [0.13, 0.53]).
Table S5. AUCi HF-HRV model controlling for number of days between TSST and EmpaToM testing sessions.
	 AUCi
	HF-HRV

	Predictors
	β
	CI

	(Intercept)
	0.30 
	-0.02 – 0.61

	Age
	-0.05 
	-0.28 – 0.18

	Gender [women]
	-0.56 *
	-1.01 – -0.12

	BMI
	0.03 
	-0.20 – 0.25

	Days
	0.00 
	-0.21 – 0.22

	Empathy
	-0.04 
	-0.28 – 0.20

	Compassion
	0.07 
	-0.16 – 0.30

	ToM
	0.33 **
	0.13 – 0.54

	Days x Empathy
	-0.00 
	-0.26 – 0.26

	Days x Compassion
	-0.12 
	-0.39 – 0.15

	Days x ToM
	-0.05 
	-0.30 – 0.21

	Observations
	94

	R2 / R2 adjusted
	0.167 / 0.066


Note. Standardized beta-coefficients (β), confidence intervals (CI) are presented. Significant regression weights are depicted as * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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