Supplemental Materials
Experiment 1: Voice vs. Transcript

Job Candidates’ Predictions (Master’s degree students)
Procedure. We recruited students participating in a University of Chicago job workshop. For the purpose of the workshop, the students first created written pitches to convince their preferred employers to hire them. They next practiced spoken pitches in small groups of workshop participants. Sixteen students agreed to complete our survey when the workshop ended. The survey was the same as described in Experiment 1 with two additional questions at the end: 1) How good of a writer do you think you are? 2) How good of a speaker do you think you are? Both questions included a response scale from 0 (Not at all good) to 6 (Very good).  


Additional Analysis. We performed additional analyses to explore whether participants’ beliefs about their speaking and writing abilities predicted how they expected to be judged. Participants believed they were equally good speakers as writers (Ms = 4.00 vs. 3.89, SDs = 1.32 vs. 1.15), paired t(15) = 0.36, p = .73. Participants’ beliefs about their writing abilities did not correlate with how they expected their writing would be judged or their likelihood of being hired in writing (rs = -0.20 & 0.01, ps > .46). Their beliefs about their speaking abilities positively correlated with how they expected their spoken pitches would be judged and likelihood of hiring (rs = 0.76 & 0.60, ps < .02). 
Evaluator results using hierarchical linear models.

We created a multilevel random-intercept, random-slope model with evaluators (Level 1) nested within candidates (Level 2). Experimental condition was treated as a fixed effect and candidate as a random effect. We centered ratings of evaluators’ perceptions within each candidate. Consistent with the analyses reported in the paper, evaluators who heard the pitch rated the candidate’s intellect more highly, had a more positive impression of the candidate, and reported greater interest in hiring the candidate compared to evaluators who read the transcripts, ts(157)= 4.30 & 2.39 & 2.81, ps <= .01 & .02 & .01.  Adding visual cues through video did not meaningfully affect beliefs about candidates’ intellect, impressions of candidates, or likelihood of hiring, ts(156)= 0.41 & 0.75 & 0.17, ps =.69 & .46 & .86.
Experiment 2: Speaking vs. Writing

Results using hierarchical linear models


We created a multilevel random-intercept, random-slope model with evaluators (Level 1) nested within candidates (Level 2). Experimental condition was treated as a fixed effect and candidate as a random effect. We centered ratings of evaluators’ perceptions within each candidate. Consistent with the analyses reported in the paper, evaluators who heard the pitch rated the candidate’s intellect more highly, had a more positive impression of the candidate, and reported greater interest in hiring the candidate compared to evaluators who read the transcripts, ts(215)= 2.37 & 2.75 & 2.63, ps <= .02 & .01 & .01, and compared to evaluators who read the writing, ts(215)= 2.64 & 3.47 & 2.24, ps <= .01 & .01 & .03. There was no difference in beliefs about candidates’ intellect, impressions of candidates, or likelihood of hiring between evaluators who read transcript versus writing, ts(215)= 0.28 & 0.73 & -0.40, ps =.78 & .47 & .69. 
Experiments 3a & 3b: Giving Voice to Text

Exp. 3a Results using hierarchical linear models


We created a multilevel random-intercept, random-slope model with evaluators (Level 1) nested within candidates (Level 2). Experimental condition was treated as a fixed effect and candidate as a random effect. We centered ratings of evaluators’ perceptions within each candidate. Consistent with the analyses reported in the paper, evaluators who heard the pitch spoken by a female actress rated the candidate’s intellect more highly, had marginally more positive impressions of the candidate, and reported greater interest in hiring the candidate compared to evaluators who read the writing, ts(262)= 3.38 & 1.84 & 3.58, ps <= .01 & .07 & 01. Evaluators who heard the pitch spoken by a male actor rated the candidate’s intellect marginally higher, had no more positive impressions of the candidate, and reported marginally greater interest in hiring the candidate compared to evaluators who read the writing, ts(262)= 3.27 & 0.04 & 1.93, ps <= .01 & .97 & .06. Evaluators who listened to female voices rated candidates’ intellect the same but had more positive impressions of the candidate and had more interest in hiring the candidate than evaluators who listened to the male voices, ts(262)= 0.14 & 2.20 & 2.01, ps = .89 & .03 & .05. Overall, the evaluators who listened to a male or female voice (combining the male and female speaker conditions) rated candidates’ intellect higher but had no more positive impressions of the candidate, and had more interest in hiring the candidate that evaluators who read the writing, ts(262)= 3.65 & 1.02 & 3.01, ps <= .01 & .31 & .01.
Exp. 3b Results using hierarchical linear models

We created a multilevel random-intercept, random-slope model with evaluators (Level 1) nested within candidates (Level 2). Experimental condition was treated as a fixed effect and candidate as a random effect. We centered ratings of evaluators’ perceptions within each candidate. Consistent with the analyses reported in the paper, evaluators who heard the pitch believed candidates had greater intellect, had higher impressions of candidates, and were more interested in hiring them, ts(133) = 2.58, 3.01, & 2.52, ps = .01, .003, & .01, compared to evaluators who read the pitch. 
Experiment 4: Professional Recruiters

Results using hierarchical linear models


We created a multilevel random-intercept, random-slope model with evaluators (Level 1) nested within candidates (Level 2). Experimental condition was treated as a fixed effect and candidate as a random effect. We centered ratings of evaluators’ perceptions within each candidate. Consistent with the analyses reported in the paper, recruiters who heard the pitch rated the candidate’s intellect more highly, had a more positive impression of the candidate, and reported greater interest in hiring the candidate compared to recruiters who read the transcript, ts(37)= 3.59 & 2.99 & 2.72, ps < .01. 
