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Experiment 1
Interaction of age group and judgment type in children’s and adults’ judgments from face-traits. 
For age as a categorical predictor, including both children’s and adult’s judgments, random intercepts of both subject and stimuli significantly improved model fit above the previous model that included only a random intercept for subject, 2 (2) = 106.9, p < .001. For fixed effects, the interaction model (interaction between age and judgment type) provided significantly better fit than the previous model that included two main effects for age and judgment type, 2 (3) = 8.01, p = .046. However, interpretations of odds ratios from interaction effects in logistic regressions are generally not intuitive (Kreft & de Leeuw, 1998). As such, to enable interpretation, individual models were fit for each inference type (i.e., separate models for character evaluations and behavior judgments) with age group as the single predictor.
Effect of age group in children’s and adults’ character evaluations. The model intercept indicated that 3-4-year-olds were significantly more likely than chance to select the expected face in their character evaluations (MPredicted = 85% [73%, 92%]), OR = 5.51, z = 5.00, p < .001. Relative to this youngest age group, all older children were significantly more likely to make the expected character evaluation: 5-6-year-olds (MPredicted = 92% [84%, 96%]), OR = 1.97, z = 2.26, p = .02; and 7-10-year-olds (MPredicted = 95% [89%, 97%]), OR = 3.31, z = 3.84, p = .001. However, compared to 3-4-year-olds, adults were no more likely to give expected responses (MPredicted = 88% [79%, 94%]), OR = 1.32, z = 1.03, p = .30, replicating the curvilinear developmental pattern seen in previous work (Cogsdill et al., 2014). Overall, these results reinforce the early-emerging consistency in character evaluations from face-trait information.
Effect of age group in children’s and adults’ behavior judgments. Similarly, the model intercept indicated that 3-4-year-olds were significantly more likely than chance to give the expected responses in behavior judgments (MPredicted = 66% [51%, 78%]), OR = 1.91, z = 2.06, p = .04. Additionally, 5-6-year-olds were only marginally more likely to make the expected face-consistent behavior judgments (MPredicted = 75% [62%, 84%]), OR = 1.78, z = 2.39, p = .08. By 7 years of age, however, children were significantly more likely than 3-4 year olds to give the expected response, (MPredicted = 85% [76%, 91%]), OR = 2.98, z = 4.40, p < .001, as were adults (MPredicted = 81% [71%, 89%]), OR = 2.30, z = 3.58, p < .001. This newly shows that children from 3-4 years of age are capable of making behavior judgments from face-trait information, albeit at a much less consistent rate than character evaluations. 

Experiment 2
Interaction of age group and judgment type in children’s and adults’ face-based judgments.
For age as a categorical predictor, random intercepts of subject and stimuli significantly improved model fit above the model with only a random effect of subject, 2 (2) = 55.40, p < .001. For fixed effects, the model with two main effects of judgment type and age group provided significantly better fit than the previous model with a single main effect of age, 2 (1) = 39.84, p < .001; the interaction model did improve fit above the model with two main effects, 2 (3) = 1.05, p = .79. 
This indicates that children and adults changed at similar rates for both character evaluations and behavior judgments. The model intercept indicated that 3-4-year-olds were more likely than chance to select the expected face, collapsing across judgment type (MPredicted = 62% [54%, 69%]). Yet compared to this youngest age group, each successive age group was significantly more likely to select the expected face, collapsing across judgment type: 5-6-year-olds (MPredicted = 72% [66%, 77%]), OR = 1.54, z = 1.96, p = .05; 7-10-year-olds (MPredicted = 78% [72%, 82%]), OR = 2.09, z = 4.03, p < .001; and adults (MPredicted = 78% [72%; 82%]), OR = 2.09, z = 2.44, p = .01. Additionally, the odds that children and adults overall gave the expected response were 1.58 times greater in character evaluations (MPredicted = 78% [74%, 82%]) than in behavior judgments (MPredicted = 69% [64%, 74%]), OR = 1.61, z = 2.44, p = .01. Nevertheless, to align with previous analyses, separate models were fit by judgment type with age (discrete) as the single predictor.
Effect of age group in children’s and adult’s character evaluations. The model intercept indicated that 3-4-year-olds were significantly more likely than chance to select the expected face in their character evaluations (MPredicted = 68% [59%, 75%]), OR = 2.10, z = 4.03, p < .001, and all successive age groups were significantly more likely to make the expected evaluation: 5-6-year-olds (MPredicted = 78% [71%, 83%]), OR = 1.64, z = 2.46, p = .01; 7-10-year-olds (MPredicted = 83% [77%, 87%]), OR = 2.27, z = 3.98, p < .001; and adults (MPredicted = 81% [76%, 85%]), OR = 2.03, z = 3.58, p < .001.
Effect of age group in children’s and adult’s behavior judgments. Unlike for character evaluations, the model intercept indicated that 3-4-year-olds were not significantly more likely than chance to select the expected face in their behavior judgments (MPredicted = 57% [47%, 66%]), OR = 1.33, z = 1.44, p = .15. Compared to this youngest age group, all children and adults were significantly more likely to make the expected behavior judgment: 5-6-year-olds (MPredicted = 66% [56%, 73%]), OR = 1.45, z = 2.00, p = .045; 7-10-year-olds (MPredicted = 72% [65%, 79%]), OR = 1.98, z = 3.65, p < .001; and adults (MPredicted = 74% [66%, 80%]), OR = 2.09, z = 4.06, p < .001. Thus, replicating the results of Experiment 1, face-trait behavior judgments and character evaluations appear to have different moments of emergence.

Experiment 3
Differences in children’s gift-giving across face-traits of trustworthiness and dominance. 
As in the analyses reported in the main paper, the random intercept of stimuli did not significantly improve model fit above the previous model with a single random intercept for subject, 2 (2) = 0, p > .99. The supplemental model with an interaction of age and face-trait (trustworthiness versus dominance) did not provide significantly better fit above the previous model with the single main effect of age, 2 (1) = 0.13, p = .94. Indeed, inspection of this model revealed that neither the interaction term, b = -0.01, SE = 0.07, OR = 0.99, z = -0.17, p = 0.87, nor the main effect of trait type, b = -0.10, SE = 0.31, OR = 1.10, z = 0.31, p = 0.75, were significant. 
Descriptively, children at the youngest ages had a predicted rate of giving a gift to the the expected face (i.e., submissive face) for dominance trials at MPredicted = 58% [45%, 70%], and to the expected face (i.e., trustworthy face) for trustworthiness trials at MPredicted = 61% [48%, 72%]. Children at the oldest ages had progressed to near-ceiling rates of giving gifts to the expected face for dominance trials at MPredicted = 84% [70%, 92%], and for trustworthiness trials at MPredicted = 83% [70%, 92%]. This indicates that children’s gift-giving behaviors did not differ across trustworthiness and dominance face-traits, implying that their prosocial behaviors were more likely driven by generalized halo effects rather than by specific reciprocity concerns.

Supplemental Data: Norms for Behavior Prediction Stimuli
	Participants.
Adult participants were recruited for participation through Amazon Mechanical Turk. A target of 50 complete participants was set to ensure adequate power for a simple binomial test. A total of 49 participants completed the study and passed the attention check at the beginning of the task to ensure that they were human participants. To reduce the time for study completion, no demographic information was collected from participants. 
Procedure.
Participants were presented with each of the behaviors used in our study (Table 1, e.g., “picks up a heavy box”) and then chose which of the three traits (trustworthiness, dominance, or competence) that behavior best represented. 
Results.
The data showed that adults were able to correctly associate behavior to the trait it had been chosen to describe. The two trustworthiness behaviors were perceived to reflect trustworthiness significantly more likely than chance (0.50): “sharing,” P(success) = 1.00 [0.92, 1.00], p < .001, and “helping,” P(success) = 0.96 [0.85, 0.99], p < .001. The competence behaviors were perceived to reflect competence significantly more likely than chance: “singing songs,” P(success) = 0.96 [0.85, 0.99], p < .001, and “drawing pictures,” P(success) = 1.00 [0.93, 1.00], p < .001. And the dominance behaviors were perceived to reflect dominance significantly more likely than chance: “picking up a heavy box,” P(success) = 0.96 [0.85, 0.99], p < .001, and “choosing games,” P(success) = 0.74 [0.60, 0.86], p = .001.
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