PREREGISTERED

Exp 4: Written Information

A took chips from B

Exp 3: Photo x Expression

A took chips from B
A

Baseline Example (Exp 1-4)

A took chips from B

Exp 1: Photo x Gaze

A took chips from B

Exp 2: Gaze A x Gaze B

A took chips from B
A B

A B B A

B
’-a. s! !a 5‘. ’ Anna
) | -~ |

can wiggle her ears

TAKE FROM A | | GIVETOB | | LEAVE | " GiveTos | | teave | || | [ TakerromA | [ GiveTos || Leave | || | [ TakerrRomaA | [ GiveToB | [ Leave | | TAKEFROM A | [ GIVETOB | | LEAVE

Decision

Amount of chips

How much?

[1]
[2]
[3]

[4]

[5]
[6]

TAKE FROMA | | GIVETOB | | LEAVE

The participant
withesses the
norm violation...

... and can subsequently intervene
(punish or compensate). The participant
then specifies how many chips from their
own endowment they wish to invest.

Visual identifiability, transgression severity, and
nehavioral disposition influence third-party
preferences, but gaze behavior, facial
expression, and written information do not.
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Incentivized third-party justice game: = - influence decisions

In each trial, all three parties are endowed with 200 ol [ Punishment propensity

chips. Person A steals chips from a passive victim B. % N . depended on severity

The participant can then decide to use own chips to - e P

punish A or compensate B. The experimental trials

vary according to key factors (i.e., social cues). —4L Punish Compensate

» — Identifiability via written info
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