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[bookmark: _Toc179551740]Vignette Paradigm Studies: Supplementary Method Information

[bookmark: _Toc179551741]Attention check in Study 2
As reported in the main text, in Study 2, we presented an attention check question at the beginning of the study, and excluded subjects who failed this question. This question was presented after subjects reported their age, gender, and preferred political affiliation, but before we presented our first vignette. We asked subjects to “Please carefully read the following story about a woman named Lisa” and then presented the following short vignette: “Lisa works at a Home Depot. At the store, Lisa's job is to work in customer service. Normally, Lisa works Tuesday-Sunday but does not work Mondays. However, last week Lisa's coworker Ben asked her to cover his Monday shift. So this Monday, Lisa has to work a 6-hour shift.” Then, on a new page, we asked subjects “What is Lisa's job at the Home Depot?” and provided the following answer choices: (i) Manager, (ii) Cashier, (iii) Stocker, (iv) Customer service, and (iv) It was not specified in the story. Correct answer: (iv).

[bookmark: _Toc179551742]Exit surveys
As reported in the main text, after rating the moral merits of punishment for each vignette, subjects in Studies 1-2 completed a post-experimental survey. This survey contained a simple analogy question (“Dog is to puppy as cat is to ____”, designed to check for inattentive subjects, or subjects who did not understand English) and a set of additional demographic questions (recall that subjects reported their age, gender, and political party affiliation at the start of the study; here they additionally reported their education, income, belief in god, strength of political party affiliation, general political conservativism or liberalism, conservativism or liberalism on social issues, and conservativism or liberalism on economic issues). See survey materials on OSF for exact wording of each of these questions.

[bookmark: _Toc179551743]Vignette Paradigm Studies: Supplementary Results

[bookmark: _Toc179551744]Analyses of individual items relevant to the moral merits of punishment
As described in the main text, for our manipulation check analyses in Studies 1-2, we did not plan to combine our three questions relevant to the moral merits of punishment into a composite measure. Instead, we planned to investigate the effect of our ambiguity manipulations on (i) just the offensiveness item (in Studies 1a-b) and (ii) each of the three individual items (in Study 2). However, because our three items form reliable scales (see main text) and produce comparable effects, for brevity we instead simply analyzed our composite measure for both studies. Here, we report analyses demonstrating that, within each study, we indeed find significant effects of ambiguity on all three items.
In Studies 1a-b, we found significant positive effects of unambiguity on ratings of the transgression’s offensiveness (Democrats in Study 1a: b = 26.77 [24.96, 28.59], B = 0.48, t = 28.98, p < .001, n = 1591; Republicans in Study 1b: b = 25.52 [23.54, 27.50], B = 0.44, t = 25.24, p < .001, n = 1566) and the appropriateness of punishment (Democrats in Study 1a: b = 22.92 [21.03, 24.80], B = 0.42, t = 23.84, p < .001, n = 1591; Republicans in Study 1b: b = 24.42 [22.41, 26.42], B = 0.42, t = 23.89, p < .001, n = 1566). Moreover, we found a significant negative effect of unambiguity on ratings of the proportionality of punishment, where higher numbers indicated that punishment was harsher (Democrats in Study 1a: b = -10.55 [-11.74, -9.37], B = -0.30, t = -17.48, p < .001, n = 1591; Republicans in Study 1b: b = -10.47 [-11.95, -9.00], B = -0.27, t = -13.93, p < .001, n = 1566). Similarly, in Study 2, we found significant positive effects of unambiguity of ratings of the likelihood that allegations were true (b = 14.72 [11.49, 17.94], B = 0.33, t = 8.98, p < .001, n = 401), the appropriateness of punishment (b = 14.57 [10.49, 18.65], B = 0.29, t = 7.02, p < .001, n = 401), and the extent to which punishment was justified (b = 15.14 [11.15, 19.13], B = 0.30, t = 7.45, p < .001, n = 401).

[bookmark: _Toc179551745]Analyses of probability distribution reputation measure
As described in the main text, we collected two distinct measures of the perceived reputation value of punishment. Because they produce comparable results, for brevity, our main text analyzes only our point estimate measure; here, we report analyses of our probability distribution measure.
To begin, in Table S1, we reproduce main text Table 1 using our probability distribution reputation measure.
[image: ]
Table S1.

Next, we reproduce our main text analyses of the effects of our ambiguity and ideology manipulations using our probability distribution reputation measure.
First, we report the main effects of ambiguity. In each study, we find a positive effect of the unambiguous (versus ambiguous) condition on the perceived reputation value of punishment (Democrats, Study 1a: b = 0.46 [0.39, 0.54], B = 0.24, t = 11.94, p < .001, n = 1591; Republicans, Study 1b b = 0.43 [0.34, 0.52], B = 0.20, t = 9.55, p < .001, n = 1566; Democrats, Study 2: b = 0.51 [0.36, 0.66], B = 0.27, t = 6.72, p < .001, n = 401).
Next, we report the main effects of ideology in Studies 1a-b. In both studies, we find a positive effect of the more (versus less) ideological observer condition on the perceived reputation value of punishment (Democrats, Study 1a: b = 0.34 [0.27, 0.42], B = 0.18, t = 8.67, p < .001, n = 1591; Republicans, Study 1b: b = 0.19 [0.10, 0.29], B = 0.09, t = 4.21, p < .001, n = 1566).
Next, we report the simple effects of ambiguity within each of our ideology conditions in Studies 1a-b. In both studies, we find consistently find positive effects of the unambiguous (versus ambiguous) condition. Among Democrats in Study 1a, this pattern held within the Less Ideological Observer condition (b = 0.58 [0.47, 0.69], B = 0.29, t = 10.53, p < .001, n = 782) and within the More Ideological Observer condition (b = 0.36 [0.26, 0.46], B = 0.20, t = 7.07, p < .001, n = 809). Similarly, among Republicans in Study 1b, the pattern held within the Less ideological Observer condition (b = 0.50 [0.37, 0.62], B = 0.23, t = 7.84, p < .001, n = 803) and within the More Ideological Observer condition (b = 0.36 [0.23, 0.48], B = 0.17, t = 5.60, p < .001, n = 763).
Finally, we report the interactions between ambiguity and ideology in Studies 1a-b. We find a significant negative interaction between ideology and an unambiguous condition dummy among Democrats in Study 1a (b = -0.22 [-0.36, -0.07], B = -0.10, t = -2.88, p = .004, n = 1591) but not Republicans in Study 1b (b = -0.14 [-0.32, 0.04], B = -0.06, t = -1.54, p = .123, n = 1566).

[bookmark: _Toc179551746]Extended discussion of analyses of secondary DVs
In main text Table 2, to illuminate our finding that subjects expected punishment to look better when it was more clearly merited, we report analyses of how our ambiguity manipulations influenced our set of secondary reputation DVs. As discussed in the main text, we find little evidence for the hypothesis that, when punishment is more ambiguously deserved, subjects expect punishing to be seen by others as a stronger signal of the punisher’s values or likely conduct. To test this hypothesis, we measured the extent to which subjects thought the punisher would appear politically partisan, and likely to follow partisan norms in the relevant moral domain (e.g., by behaving respectfully towards LGBTQ people). And we find that subjects in our ambiguous conditions did not consistently expect punishers to be perceived more positively on these DVs. Here, we provide a more extended discussion of this point.
Looking to our partisanship DV, we do find that, among Republicans in Study 1b, subjects in the ambiguous (vs. unambiguous) conditions expected punishers to appear more politically partisan. However, this effect is small, and in our Democrat studies, we find a null effect (Study 1a) and a marginally significant effect in the opposite direction (Study 2) on our partisanship DV. Moreover, turning to our respectful domain behavior DV, among Democrats in Studies 1a and 2, we find that subjects in the unambiguous conditions expected punishers to appear more respectful in the relevant domain, and among Republicans in Study 1b, we find a null effect. Taken together, then, our analyses of our secondary DVs do not support the hypothesis that people expect partisans who stick their necks out by punishing in more ambiguous cases to reap the reward of appearing especially committed to their group’s moral values.

[bookmark: _Toc179551747]Results within individual vignettes
In the main text, we report that all results from Studies 1-2 hold significantly within each individual vignette. Here, we expand on this claim. First, in Figures S1 and S2, we reproduce main text Figures 3 and 4 (which show results from Studies 1-2) within each individual vignette. This figure highlights the robustness of our results across vignettes.
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Figure S1.
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Figure S2.

We also note that, with the exception of the significant interaction between ambiguity and ideology among Democrats in Study 1a, all significant results from Studies 1-2 are significant within each individual vignette (all ps <= .003).
Specifically, for each individual vignette in each of Studies 1a-b, we find (i) a significant positive main effect of our unambiguous (vs. ambiguous) condition on the moral merits of punishment, (ii) that, within our ambiguous conditions, mean reputation ratings are significantly above the scale midpoint for both of our reputation measures, (iii) significant positive main and simple effects of our unambiguous (vs. ambiguous) condition on both of our reputation measures, and (iv) a significant positive main effect of our more (vs. less) ideological observer condition on both of our reputation measures. 
Similarly, for each individual vignette in Study 2, we find (i) a significant positive main effect of our unambiguous (vs. ambiguous) condition on the moral merits of punishment; (ii) that, within our ambiguous conditions, mean reputation ratings are significantly above the scale midpoint for both of our reputation measures; (iii) a significant positive main effect of our unambiguous (vs. ambiguous) condition on both of our reputation measures.
For brevity, we do not report results from each of these individual tests; however, our OSF page for this paper includes a script with code to conduct them.
Our main text also reports, for both Studies 1 and 2, that subjects in our ambiguous conditions who personally saw punishment as morally questionable (as indexed by ratings of the moral merits of punishment at or below the scale midpoint) nonetheless expected punishment to confer reputational benefits (as indexed by above-midpoint reputation ratings) a meaningful share of the time. This “meaningful share” claim was not supported by a significance test; instead, we reported the relevant shares (by study and ideology condition) in the right columns of Table 1 and plotted them in Figure 3B. The relevant shares for each individual vignette are plotted in Figure S1.
Finally, we note that in addition to analyzing each vignette individually, we planned in our pre-registrations to conduct a set of secondary analyses looking only at the first vignette that each subject evaluated. Mirroring our analyses of each individual vignette, we find that all of our results hold when restricting to the first vignette, with the exception of the interaction between ambiguity and ideology among Democrats in Study 1a (which becomes marginally significant for one of our two reputation DVs, and non-significant for the other reputation DV). We also find that, for one of our two reputation DVs in Study 2, the comparison of average reputation ratings in the ambiguous condition to the scale midpoint becomes marginally significant. Again, for brevity, rather than reporting all relevant tests from our first vignette analyses, we provide the relevant code in our publicly-shared script on OSF.

[bookmark: _Toc179551748]Behavioral Paradigm Studies: Supplementary Method Information

[bookmark: _Toc179551749]Attention checks in Study 3
As reported in the main text, in Study 3, we presented two attention check questions at the beginning of the study, after subjects reported their age, gender, and preferred political affiliation. 
First, we asked subjects to “Please carefully read the following story about a woman named Sarah” and then presented the following short vignette: “Sarah works at a local grocery store. At the store, Sarah's job is to serve as the cashier. Normally, Sarah works Monday-Friday but does not work weekends. However, last week Sarah's coworker Ben asked her to cover his Saturday shift. So this Saturday, Sarah has to work a 7-hour shift.” Then, on a new page, we asked subjects “What is Sarah’s job at the grocery store?” and provided the following answer choices: (i) Manager, (ii) Cashier, (iii) Stocker, (iv) Customer service, and (iv) It was not specified in the story. Correct answer: (ii).
Second, we presented a picture of a hot dog on a bun with toppings and the following text: “The meal pictured above consists of multiple food items. From the options below, please select the food that is probably not one of these food items.” We provided the choices: “olives”, “onion”, “mustard”, “relish”, “ketchup”, “bread”, “hotdog”. Correct answer: olives (the only topping that was not included in the image).
As described in Section 6 of this SM, in our Study 3 pre-registration, we planned to conduct secondary analyses excluding subjects who failed one or both attention check questions; we find that our conclusions hold among this subset, but omit these analyses for brevity.

[bookmark: _Toc179551750]Description of comprehension questions
In the main text, we note that our behavioral paradigm studies presented subjects with a series of comprehension questions after we introducing the economic game involving the Decider. Here, we describe these questions. 
In all behavioral paradigm studies, after introducing the economic game, we presented subjects with four comprehension questions about the economic game and its relationship to their punishment decision. The first question read “Imagine that Player 1 is deciding how much to share with to you. Which decision will result in Player 1 earning the highest payoff?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 deciding to share 0 cents, (ii) Player 1 deciding to share 50 cents, (iii) Player 1 deciding to share $1. Correct answer = (i).
The second question read “Imagine that Player 1 is deciding how much to share with to you. Which decision will result in you earning the highest payoff?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 deciding to share 0 cents, (ii) Player 1 deciding to share 50 cents, (iii) Player 1 deciding to share $1. Correct answer = (iii).
In the third question, we asked subjects about the Decider’s ideology. The wording of this question, and answer choices, differed across studies and conditions (given that we described the Decider differently across studies and conditions); see below for details.
The fourth question read “Is the Sharing Game related to the component of the HIT in which you will decide whether to donate 30 cents to help hold [biologist Joseph Pringle / dean Elizabeth Cartland] accountable?” (with our Democrat studies referencing Pringle and our Republican studies referencing Cartland). In the private conditions, the answer choices were: (i) No, it is unrelated: Player 1 will NOT learn about the news article, group of organizers, or my donation decision and (ii) Yes, it is related, and the correct answer was (i). In the public conditions, the answer choices were: (i) No, it is unrelated, (ii) Yes, it is related: before deciding how much to share with me, Player 1 will see all of the materials that I saw and will see, learn that I saw them, and find out whether I decided to donate 30 cents, and the correct answer was (ii).
In Study 3, the third question read “What information do you know about Player 1?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 is a Republican, (ii) Player 1 is a Democrat, (iii) Player 1 is a weak Democrat, who only leans towards the party (in the “Weak Democrat Decider” conditions) or Player 1 is a strong Democrat who strongly supports the #MeToo movement (in the “Strong Democrat Decider” conditions). Correct answer: (iii). 
	In Study 4, the third question read “What political affiliation is Player 1?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 is a Republican, (ii) Player 1 is a Democrat. Correct answer: (ii).
In Study 5, in the “Generic Democrat Decider” conditions, the third question read “What political affiliation is Player 1?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 is a Republican, (ii) Player 1 is a Democrat. Correct answer: (ii). In the “Strong Democrat Decider” conditions, the question instead read “What information do you know about Player 1's political affiliation?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 is a Republican, (ii) Player 1 is a Democrat, (iii) Player 1 is a Democrat who supports the #MeToo movement. Correct answers: either (ii) or (iii). (Note that we counted both of these answers as correct because of ambiguity created by the question; while subjects were told that Player 1 supports #MeToo, it is unclear whether this constitutes information about Player 1’s “political affiliation”).
In Study 6, the third question read “What information do you know about Player 1’s political affiliation?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 is a Republican, (ii) Player 1 is a Democrat, (iii) Player 1 is a Democrat who supports the #MeToo movement. Correct answers: either (ii) or (iii). (See above for our reason for counting both of these answers as correct).
In Study 7, in the “Weak Republican Decider” conditions, the third question read “What political affiliation is Player 1?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 is a Republican, (ii) Player 1 is a Democrat. Correct answer: (i). In the “Strong Republican Decider” conditions, the question instead read “What information do you know about Player 1’s political affiliation?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 is a Democrat, (ii) Player 1 is a Republican, (iii) Player 1 is a Republican who is a committed member of the Men’s Rights Movement. Correct answers: either (ii) or (iii). (See above for our reason for counting both of these answers as correct). 

[bookmark: _Toc179551751]Items used to measure the perceived moral merits of punishment
As described in the main text, in our behavioral paradigm studies, we measured the perceived moral merits of punishment across ten items. Here, we report the exact wording of each item. In our Democrat studies, subjects answered each of the below questions on a 1-10 scale (1 = Not at all, 10 = Very):
1. How confident are you that the allegations against Joseph Pringle are true? 
2. How bad of a person do you think Joseph Pringle is?
3. How immoral do you think Joseph Pringle's actions were?
4. How angry are you at Joseph Pringle? 
5. How much of an outrage is Joseph Pringle's behavior?
6. How much do you think Joseph Pringle deserves to be punished?
7. How important do you think it is that Joseph Pringle is punished?
8. How comfortable are you with the group of organizers' approach to holding Joseph Pringle accountable?
9. To what extent do you think the group of organizers' approach to holding Joseph Pringle accountable is proportionate and appropriate?
10. To what extent do you think the group of organizer's approach to holding Joseph Pringle accountable is moral?

Correspondingly, in our Republican studies, subjects answered each of the below questions (on the same scale):
1. How confident are you that Elizabeth Cartland discriminates against men?
2. How bad of a person do you think Elizabeth Cartland is?
3. How immoral do you think Elizabeth Cartland's decision to take action against Jones was?
4. How angry are you at Elizabeth Cartland?
5. How much of an outrage is Elizabeth Cartland's behavior?
6. How much do you think Elizabeth Cartland deserves to be punished?
7. How important do you think it is that Elizabeth Cartland is punished?
8. How comfortable are you with the group of organizers' approach to holding Elizabeth Cartland accountable?
9. To what extent do you think the group of organizers' approach to holding Elizabeth Cartland accountable is proportionate and appropriate?
10. To what extent do you think the group of organizers' approach to holding Elizabeth Cartland accountable is moral?

[bookmark: _Toc179551752]Exit surveys
As reported in the main text, after completing our dependent measures, subjects in our behavioral paradigm studies completed a post-experimental survey. In this survey, we began by asking subjects an open-ended question about how they made their decisions in the study. Next, we asked subjects a series of questions designed to investigate the extent to which they were consciously motivated by reputation concerns and by financial motives, and then presented all subjects with an open-ended question about anything they’d like to share about the impression of the study. Afterwards, we asked subjects about their previous participation in related studies, as well as three questions about their beliefs that various components of the experiment (specifically, “the news article”, “the group of organizers”, and “Player 1 and the sharing game”) were real. 
Next, we presented subjects with a simple analogy question (“Dog is to puppy as cat is to ____”, designed to check for inattentive subjects, or subjects who did not understand English) and a set of additional demographic questions (recall that subjects reported their age, gender, and political party affiliation at the start of the study; here they additionally reported their education, income, belief in god, strength of political party affiliation, general political conservativism or liberalism, conservativism or liberalism on social issues, conservativism or liberalism on economic issues—and, in Studies 3 and 6 only, their race).
Next, in Studies 3 and 4 only, we presented a second question about previous participation in related studies (that was more specific and descriptive than the first question). The wording of this question was different in Study 3 versus 4. Following our pre-registrations, in Study 4 but not Study 3, we excluded from our final sample any subjects who reported, on the relevant question, having previously participated in an extremely similar study.
 Finally, in all studies besides Study 3, we presented subjects with a three-item Cognitive reflection task. See survey materials on OSF for exact wording of all exit survey questions. 

[bookmark: _Toc179551753]Additional measure in Study 6
As noted in the main text, in Study 6, we measured subjects’ perceptions of the moral merits of punishment twice: once at the beginning of the study (using items 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, and 9 from the ten-item scale we used in our other behavioral paradigm studies), and once at the end of the study. Here, we provide more information about our second measure of the moral merits of punishment. For this second measure, we presented subjects with a second six-item scale. This second scale included the remaining items from the ten-item scale used in our other behavioral paradigm studies (i.e., items 3, 5, 7, and 10) plus two additional items (“How accurate do you think the allegations against [the Professor] are?” and “How fair and reasonable do you think the group of organizers and their approach are?”).



[bookmark: _Toc179551754]Pilot test method
As noted in the main text, we conducted a non-preregistered pilot test that serves to validate our behavioral paradigm by conceptually replicating key results from our vignette paradigm. In this pilot, we placed Democrat subjects in the public condition of our behavioral paradigm (i.e., we told them that the Decider—another Democrat— would learn whether they punished). Then, we measured their expectations about how the Decider would see and treat them if they did vs. did not choose to punish. Here, we provide more information about the method for this pilot test.
In our pilot test (across all conditions, target n = 450, final n = 440, mean age = 37.53, 36.59% male), which recruited subjects from MTurk and was conducted in December 2018, subjects were either (i) assigned to the unambiguous condition, and told that the Decider was “a Democrat”, (ii) assigned to the ambiguous condition, and told that the Decider was “a Democrat”, or (iii) assigned to the ambiguous condition, and told that the Decider was “a strong Democrat who strongly supports the #MeToo movement”.
The procedure for our pilot test closely mirrored the procedure in the public conditions of our behavioral paradigm studies, with a few exceptions.
First, there were some changes to the text of the third comprehension, to match the featured descriptions of the Decider’s ideology. When the Decider was described generically as a Democrat, the third comprehension question read “What political affiliation is Player 1?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Democrat, (ii) Republican, (iii) Independent. When the Decider was described as more ideological, the third question instead read “What information do you know about Player 1’s political affiliation?” and had the following answer choices: (i) Player 1 is a Republican, (ii) Player 1 is a Democrat, (iii) Player 1 is a strong Democrat who strongly supports the #MeToo movement.
Second, after introducing our economic game involving the Decider, our behavioral paradigm studies sought to enhance the salience of our observability manipulation by presenting subjects with screenshot(s) that purportedly illustrated the economic game from the perspective of the Decider. However, our pilot test did not present such screenshots.
Third, after subjects read the full news articles detailing the harassment allegations, rather than asking subjects to make punishment decisions, we instead measured their expectations regarding the reputation value of punishment. Specifically, we told subjects that, before deciding whether to donate to the group of organizers, we would like them to make some guesses about Player 1 (i.e., the Decider). We also reminded subjects (i) of the ideology information about the Decider, and (ii) that the Decider would learn about their punishment decision (and more generally would be able to see all of the materials that they saw). We then measured their expectations about the reputation value of punishment in two ways. 
First, subjects predicted, in random order, the number of cents (between 0 and 100, measured in 10-cent increments) that the Decider would share with them if they (i) did, and (ii) did not, donate to the group of punishing organizers. Specifically, subjects were asked (i) “If you choose NOT to donate 30 cents to the group of organizers, and thus NOT to help hold [Pringle/Cartland] accountable...How many cents, if any, do you think Player 1 will share with you?” and (ii) “If you choose TO donate 30 cents to the group of organizers, and thus TO help hold [Pringle/Cartland] accountable...How many cents, if any, do you think Player 1 will share with you?”. We then computed each subject’s predicted financial gain from punishing as the difference between these numbers.
Second, subjects answered the question “Do you think Player 1 will see you more positively if you DO or do NOT donate?” via a 1-9 Likert scale (1 = Much more positively if I do NOT donate, 5 = No difference, 9 = much more positively if I DO donate).
After subjects completed these guesses about the Decider they were paired with, we asked them to make a second set of guesses about a second and hypothetical Decider. Subjects were asked to imagine that this Decider did not get to read the full news article (but did get to see the news headline and organizer statement). This second set of guesses was designed to address a research question we do not discuss in this paper (and was measured after all DVs of interest); thus, they are not analyzed.
After collecting this second set of guesses, we informed subjects that they would not actually be making punishment decisions, and then presented them with a post-experimental survey. This was identical to the exit survey from our other behavioral paradigm studies, except that (i) we did not ask subjects our series of questions about the extent to which subjects were consciously motivated by reputation concerns (including as compared to other motivations), (ii) we did not ask subjects about previous participation in related studies, and (iii) we included a Machiavellianism scale after our demographic questions and before the CRT.

[bookmark: _Toc179551755]Validation study method
As noted in the main text, we conducted a pre-registered validation study pertaining to our observability manipulation for our behavioral paradigm. This validation study was motivated by the fact that, in addition to varying whether punishment behavior observable, the public and private conditions from our behavioral paradigm differ in another way: in the private condition, subjects were told that the Decider would not even learn about the alleged transgression or group of organizers. Our validation study aimed to evaluate the effect of this difference between the public and private conditions. To this end, we compared our original public and private conditions to a modified version of the private condition, in which subjects were told that the Decider would learn about the alleged transgressions and group of organizers, but would not learn about their punishment decision.
In our validation study (across all conditions, target n = 1200, final n = 1201, mean age = 41.07, 58.37% female, 38.13% male, and 3.5% nonbinary/other), which recruited subjects from Prolific and was conducted in April 2024, subjects were assigned to our original public condition, our original private condition, or our modified private condition.
The procedure for the public and original private conditions was identical to the procedure from these conditions of our other behavioral studies. We also included, at the beginning of the study, the two attention check items included in Study 3 (although, per our pre-registration, we do not use performance on these attention checks in any of our validation study analyses) and used the same version of the exit survey that we used in Study 3. 
In the modified private condition, we made the following changes relative to the original private condition. First, when describing the economic game involving the Decider, subjects read that “The Sharing Game component of this study is unrelated to the component in which you will decide whether to donate 30 cents to help hold biologist Joseph Pringle accountable. Player 1 will NOT find out whether you decide to donate. Instead, Player 1 will simply see the news headline and organizer statement that you saw, read the full news article that you will read, and learn that you saw these materials.”
	Second, the correct answer choice of the fourth comprehension question read “No, it is unrelated: Player will 1 NOT find out whether I decided to donate 30 cents. Instead, Player 1 will simply learn about the news article and group of organizers, and learn that I saw the same materials.”
Third, when presenting the full news article, subjects were reminded that Player 1 would also read the article and learn that they had read the article (as in our public but not original private condition), but also were reminded that Player 1 would not find out whether they decided to donate to the group of organizers.
Finally, due to a programming error, in our modified private condition, we inadvertently did not present two small components of our instructions (that were presented in both the public and original private conditions), described below. Of note, only the first of these components came before punishment decisions (the only DV we analyze in our validation study) were measured.
First, as noted in the main text, to enhance the salience of our observability manipulation, after explaining the economic game involving the Decider, we presented subjects with screenshot(s) that purportedly illustrated the economic game from the Decider’s perspective. In all conditions, at the top of the page with the screenshots, we wrote “Within the screenshot we have put the text in GREEN to help distinguish the screenshot (with instructions for Player 1) from the rest of this survey (with instructions for you).” And in the public and original private conditions, after the page with the screenshots but before the next part of the study (in which we showed subjects the full news article), we presented a transition page saying “You have FINISHED viewing the screenshot of the study from Player 1's perspective. Moving forward, all instructions are written for YOU.” In our modified private condition, we inadvertently did not display this transition page. We believe that this omission is very unlikely to have introduced confusion or influenced our results because (i) our modified private condition did still display the upfront message that the screenshots would be presented in green (and all other survey text was presented in black), and (ii) the next part of the study (in which we presented the full news article) was on a new page, itself creating a transition, and (iii) the next part of the study was clearly directed at the subject rather than Player 1, given that it featured a reminder that Player 1 would also read the article and learn that they had read the article.
Second, as noted in the main text, on the page where we measured personal moral evaluations of punishment, we informed subjects in the public and original private conditions that their answers would not be shown to the Decider; in our modified private condition, we inadvertently did not display this message. This omission cannot have influenced our results, because, as noted above, it occurred after punishment decisions (per our pre-registration, the only DV we analyze in our validation study) were measured.

[bookmark: _Toc179551756]Behavioral Paradigm Studies: Supplementary Results
[bookmark: _Toc179551757]Pilot test results
As noted in the main text, mirroring our vignette results, our pilot test shows that subjects both (i) expected punishing to confer reputational benefits even in the ambiguous condition of our behavioral paradigm, and (ii) expected punishing to confer greater reputational benefits in the unambiguous condition.
First, we show that subjects expected punishing to confer reputational benefits even in the ambiguous conditions of our pilot test. In the ambiguous condition where the Decider was described as “a Democrat”, subjects expected punishing to result in positive financial gain (M = 9.73¢, SD = 26.74, one-sample t-test compared to no financial gain or loss: t(146) = 4.41, p < .001) and to be evaluated more positively than not punishing (M = 6.04, SD = 2.10, one-sample t-test compared to midpoint of 5: t(146) = 6.01, p < .001). Likewise, in the ambiguous condition where the Decider was described as “a strong Democrat who strongly supports the #MeToo movement”, subjects also expected punishing to result in financial gain (M = 24.31¢, SD = 27.83, t(143) = 10.48, p < .001) and be evaluated positively (M = 7.43, SD = 1.62, t(143) = 18.00, p < .001).
Next, we compare our two conditions where the Decider was described as “a Democrat”, and show that subjects in the unambiguous condition expected punishing to confer stronger reputational benefits (expected financial gains M = 17.52¢, SD = 25.17; expected positive evaluation M = 7.13, SD = 1.81) than subjects in the ambiguous condition (expected financial gains M = 9.73¢, SD = 26.74; expected positive evaluation M = 6.04, SD = 2.10). We find significant differences both for expected financial gains (b = 7.79 [1.85, 13.73], B = .15, t = 2.58, p = .010, n = 296) and positivity (b = 1.09 [.64, 1.54], B = .27, t = 4.77, p < .001, n = 296).

[bookmark: _Toc179551758]Analyses of comprehenders
Following our pre-registration, in the main text, we report results from our behavioral paradigm studies that include data from all subjects, regardless of their performance on study comprehension questions. However, for Studies 3-6 (and our validation study), our pre-registrations also planned to report secondary analyses in which we restricted to subjects who correctly answered comprehension questions about the incentives and structure of the task.
As described in Section 3.2 of this SM, our behavioral studies each presented four such comprehension questions. Of note, the fourth question—which asked about whether punishment was observable—had different answer choices, and a different correct answer, in the public vs. private conditions. For Studies 4-6, our pre-registrations planned secondary analyses in which we restricted to subjects who answered all four of our comprehension questions correctly. However, in each of our studies, for the fourth question, we found a lower pass rate in public than private (aggregating across studies, 92% in public and 95% in private; effect of public versus private for each study: Study 3: b = -.02 [-.03, -.01], B = -.06, t = -3.93, p < .001, n = 4,001; Study 4: b = -.06 [-.09, -.03], B = -.11, t = -4.57, p < .001, n = 1588; Study 5: b = -.03 [-.06, -.01], B = -.07, t = -2.67, p = .008, n = 1558; Study 6: b = -.04 [-.06, -.02], B = -.09, t = -4.35, p < .001, n = 2415; Study 7: b = -.02 [-.04, .00], B = -.04, t = -1.93, p = .053, n = 2352). This difference likely reflects that, in the public condition, the experimental instructions corresponded somewhat less obviously to the correct answer to the comprehension question.
 As such, restricting to subjects who passed this question introduces a selection effect that can undermine random assignment. For this reason, in our analyses of comprehenders, we restrict only based on our first three questions (for which the correct answers did not differ across conditions)—an approach that we pre-registered for Study 3 and our validation study, which were conducted chronologically last. 
As illustrated by the below analyses, when restricting to subjects who correctly answered our first three comprehension questions, we continue to support all our key conclusions.
First, in Table S2, we reproduce main text Table 4 among subjects who correctly answered our first three comprehension questions (with coefficients bolded for significant results).
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Table S2. 
	
Next, we reproduce our main text analyses of Study 6 among subjects who correctly answered our first three comprehension questions. We find significant observability effects on punishment across each of bins one (b = .05 [.01, .09], B = .12, t = 2.34, p = .020, n = 351), two (b = .11 [.05, .16], B = .15, t = 4.01, p < .001, n = 727), three (b = .18 [.10, .26], B = .18, t = 4.44, p < .001, n = 574) and four (b = .12 [.01, .23], B = .12, t = 2.22, p = .027, n = 330).
	Next, we reproduce our meta-analysis of the interactions between ambiguity and observability among subjects who correctly answered our first three comprehension questions. We find a significant effect in the direction of observability making people more discerning: meta-analytic effect = 0.071 [-0.023, 0.118], z = 2.921, p = 0.003.
Finally, we reproduce our validation study analyses among subjects who correctly answered our first three comprehension questions. We find that the rate of punishment was significantly higher in the public condition (.32) relative to both the original private condition (.24; b = .08 [.01, .15], B = .09, t = 2.34, p = .019, n = 654) and the modified private condition (.24; b = .08 [.01, .15], B = .09, t = 2.37, p = .018, n = 663), while the two private conditions did not differ significantly from each other (effect of original relative to modified private: b = .0004 [-.06, .06], B = .0005, t = .01, p = .990, n = 673).

[bookmark: _Toc179551759]Analyses of continuous support for punishment
As described in the main text, in addition to making punishment decisions, subjects in our behavioral paradigm studies also reported their continuous commitment to punishing. Per our pre-registrations, as secondary analyses, we reproduce our analyses of punishment with this DV. 
As described in the main text and illustrated by the below analyses, when analyzing this DV, we find similar effects to when we analyze punishment, although the observability effects are less consistently significant. Although this is currently speculative and would need to be confirmed by further testing, this discrepancy may reflect that subjects in our public conditions were told that the Decider would find out whether they punished, but were not told that the Decider would see their reported continuous support for punishment. In Table S3, we reproduce main text Table 4 using continuous support for punishment (with coefficients bolded for significant results).
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Table S3.

Next, we reproduce our main text analyses of Study 6 using this DV. We find significant observability effects on reported commitment to punishing in each of bins one (b = .48 [.20, .77], B = .16, t = 3.33, p = .001, n = 393), two (b = .63 [.37, .88], B = .16, t = 4.87, p < .001, n = 857), and three (b = .43 [.14, .73], B = .10, t = 2.87, p = .004, n = 741), as well as a marginally significant effect in bin four (b = .42 [-.01, .85], B = .09, t = 1.91, p = .056, n = 424).
Finally, we reproduce our meta-analysis of the interactions between ambiguity and observability on this DV. We do not find a significant effect, although the effect again goes in the direction of observability making people more discerning: meta-analytic effect = 0.189 [-0.054, 0.433], z = 1.524, p = 0.128.

[bookmark: _Toc179551760]Analyses of the psychological mechanisms through which reputation drove punishment
Here, we report secondary analyses exploring the psychological mechanisms through which reputational incentives drove punishment behavior, both in the ambiguous and unambiguous conditions of our behavioral paradigm. These analyses were mostly pre-registered for Studies 4-7, but were mostly not pre-registered for Study 3; for consistency, however, we report the same analyses for all behavioral studies. We also include for all studies a few additional analyses that we did not pre-register but ultimately found informative; we note that these analyses were not pre-registered when reporting them.


Analyses
To investigate the psychology underlying reputationally-driven punishment, we begin by asking whether making punishment observable influenced personal moral evaluations of punishment (when using this variable as a secondary DV, rather than a manipulation check or individual-difference variable). Unlike the other analyses in this section (i.e., Section 4.4), this analysis was pre-registered even for Study 3. This analysis allows us to ask whether subjects in the public conditions of our paradigm “internalized” their reputational incentives to punish, such that they saw punishment as more morally merited than subjects in the private conditions. In Table S4, we report, for each of our study/audience contexts, the effects of observability on the perceived moral merits of punishment, both within the ambiguous and unambiguous conditions (with coefficients bolded for significant results). For Study 6, we use the second moral evaluation that subjects provided (i.e., the moral evaluation subjects provided after assignment to their observability condition). (Mirroring main text Table 4, we also report effects of ambiguity within public and private, and the interaction between observability and ambiguity.) 
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Table S4.

We find that, while making punishment observable consistently increased punishment behavior, it did not consistently influence the perceived moral merits of punishment. Table S4 reveals that in six of the seven study/audience contexts manipulating observability within the ambiguous condition of our paradigm, and four of the five study/audience contexts manipulating observability within the unambiguous condition, we observed no significant effect of observability on the perceived moral merits of punishment. (In the remaining two instances, we found small but significant positive effects of observability.) Thus, we do not find strong evidence that, when punishment was observable, subjects perceived a stronger moral case for punishment.
Next, we turn to investigating subjects’ self-reported motivations for their punishment decisions (including both reputation motives and other motives, such as moral motives, self-signaling motives, and financial motives). First, we ask whether making punishment observable increased rates of punishment simply by increasing conscious and explicit reputation motives. To this end, we investigate whether the positive effects of observability on punishment remain significant when controlling for two measures of explicit reputation motives that we collected in both our public and private conditions (“To what extent did you make your punishment decision because you wanted others to see you as a good person?” and “To what extent did you make your punishment decision because you wanted Player 1 to see you as a good person?”). In Table S5, we report, for each of our study/audience contexts, the effects of observability on punishment both with and without these controls, both within the ambiguous and unambiguous conditions (with coefficients bolded for significant results). When controlling for explicit reputation motives, we find that the positive effects of observability on punishment do remain significant in six of seven cases (and marginally significant in the seventh), although the effects are attenuated. This pattern suggests that making punishment observable may not have increased punishment behavior merely by increasing conscious and explicit reputation motives.
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Table S5.

Next, we turn to considering endorsement of different self-reported motives across conditions. In Figure S3, we plot mean ratings for the four motives questions we presented in both the public and private conditions of our paradigm, across study/audience contexts, ambiguity conditions, and observability conditions. In particular, we plot ratings for the two above-described explicit reputation questions, as well as a question about moral motives (“To what extent did you make your punishment decision because you personally felt that it was truly the right decision?”) and a question about self-signaling motives (“To what extent did you make your punishment decision because you wanted to see yourself as a good person?”). Additionally, for each study/audience context + ambiguity condition combination, we investigate whether there was a significant effect of observability on the ratings of the relevant motive, designating significant effects with asterisks in Figure S3; these tests were not pre-registered.
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Figure S3.
Figure S3 reveals that making punishment observable did significantly increase reported reputation motives in many study/audience context + ambiguity condition combinations—but in many cases it also significantly increased reported moral and self-signaling motives. Thus, we find evidence that subjects in our public conditions may have attributed their increased inclinations to punish not merely to reputation motives, but also to the desire to do the right thing, and the desire to see themselves as good people. 
Moreover, Figure S3 reveals that subjects in both the public and private conditions provided quite low endorsement of the above-described reputation items, both in absolute terms and relative to endorsement of moral motives and self-signaling motives. Indeed, within each unique study/audience context + ambiguity condition combination plotted in Figure S3, collapsing across the public vs. private conditions, we find that mean endorsement of each reputation item is significantly lower than both (i) the scale midpoint (using one-sample t-tests, all ps < .001), and (ii) mean endorsement of each non-reputation item (using paired t-tests, all ps < .001); these tests were not pre-registered. These patterns suggest that, on average, subjects in our behavioral paradigm may not have perceived themselves to be strongly driven by reputation, even when their punishment decisions were observable.
Importantly, social desirability concerns may plausibly have limited endorsement of the above-described reputation items, including relative to the non-reputation items (insofar as subjects perceived endorsing the reputation items as relatively socially undesirable). Yet in our public conditions only, we presented some additional explicit reputation items (measuring agreement with the statement “I would have made a different decision if Player 1 were out of the picture” and asking “To what extent did you make your decision purely on the basis of what you thought would make Player 1 view you positively, irrespective of what you felt was or wasn’t morally right?”). We also presented parallel items about financial motives that might plausibly have triggered social desirability concerns to a comparable degree (measuring agreement with the statement “I would have made a different decision if donating didn't require sacrificing my own money” and asking “To what extent did you make your decision purely on the basis of what would earn you the most money, irrespective of what you felt was or wasn’t morally right?”).
In Figure S4, we plot mean ratings for these four items, within the public conditions (where they were measured) and across study/audience contexts and ambiguity conditions. Figure S4 again reveals, across study/audience contexts and ambiguity conditions, quite low endorsement of these reputation items, including relative to the financial items. Indeed, within each unique study/audience context + ambiguity condition combination plotted in Figure S4, we find that mean endorsement of each reputation item is significantly lower than both (i) the scale midpoint (using one-sample t-tests, all ps < .001), and (ii) mean endorsement of each financial item (using paired t-tests, all ps < .001).  Figure S4 thus provides further evidence that subjects in our public conditions may not have perceived themselves to be strongly driven by reputation.
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Figure S4.

Interpretation
In the above analyses, we investigated the psychological mechanisms through which reputation drove punishment. These analyses have implications for the question of whether, in contexts where people anticipate reputational benefits for punishing, public-facing punishment is experienced as more strategic and less morally-motivated (relative to punishment behavior in private). One might see such a psychological shift as especially plausible in the context of public-facing punishment in ambiguous situations, where people are more likely to experience moral reservations about the merits of punishment.
The above analyses provide some evidence that reputational incentives can change the psychology underlying punishment behavior. Supporting this conclusion, we find that making punishment observable consistently increased punishment behavior without consistently increasing the perceived merits of punishment, and also increased explicit self-reported reputation motives. Interestingly, however, these patterns held not merely in the ambiguous conditions of our paradigm, but also in the unambiguous conditions. 
Furthermore, the above analyses suggest that observability may not have increased punishment behavior merely by increasing explicit and conscious reputation motives. While making punishment observable did increase reported reputation motives, the effects of observability on punishment behavior were robust to controlling for explicit reputation motives. Moreover, making punishment observable also increased reports of other motives (in particular, both moral and self-signaling motives), and we found quite low overall endorsement of explicit reputation motives, both in absolute terms and relative to other motives (including moral motives, self-signaling motives, financial motives). 
Thus, when reputation is at stake—and subjects consequently become more inclined to punish despite not perceiving a stronger moral case for punishment—we find evidence that they may not be conceptualizing their increased punishment merely as a strategic, reputationally-driven behavior. Indeed, subjects also seem to be attributing some of their increased drive to punish to the desire to do the right thing, and the desire to see themselves as good people. 
Together, then, our analyses paint a nuanced picture. On the one hand, they provide some evidence that public-facing punishment may involve a distinct psychology that includes some explicit reputation motives. Yet they are not especially consistent with the hypothesis that public-facing punishment is experienced as a highly strategic behavior (to the exclusion of other motives), or the hypothesis that reputational incentives selectively transform the psychology of punishment in contexts where the moral case for punishment is more ambiguous. 
That said, it is possible that subjects were more explicitly motivated by reputation than they were willing to admit (due to social desirability concerns), and also that subjects were particularly withholding about their reputation motives in the ambiguous conditions of our paradigm (if social desirability concerns surrounding reputation motives are particularly strong when punishment is less clearly deserved). Interestingly, we did find low rates of endorsement of reputation motives even relative to financial motives—which, like reputation motives, are self-interested, and thus might be subject to similar social desirability concerns. Yet it is nonetheless possible that subjects saw admitting to financial motives as more socially acceptable than admitting to reputational motives. Thus, future work should continue to investigate the question of how reputational incentives may or may not shift the proximate psychological mechanisms underlying moralistic punishment behavior, both in more ambiguous and unambiguous contexts.

[bookmark: _Toc179551761][bookmark: _Toc179551762]Robustness check considering only subjects who completed all personal moral evaluation scale items
As noted in the main text, because of a programming error, Studies 3-5 did not require subjects to complete our personal moral evaluation scale to proceed with the survey, leaving us with missing data for some subjects for some scale items. In our analyses of composite personal moral evaluations, we use all non-missing data, and compute each subject’s score as the average of all scale items that they completed. Here, however, we show that our analyses of composite personal moral evaluations are robust to analyzing only subjects who completed all scale items. (These analyses were not pre-registered, because we did not plan the error causing the missing data.)
First, Table S6 reveals that we find similar reliability estimates for our personal moral evaluation scale when using all non-missing data vs. restricting to subjects without missing data.
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Table S6.

Second, Table S7 reveals that we find similar results for our manipulation check analysis (investigating the effect of our ambiguity manipulation, within the private conditions, on the composite personal moral evaluations) when using all non-missing data vs. restricting to subjects without missing data.
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Table S7.

[bookmark: _Toc179551763]Vignette Paradigm Studies: Discussion of pre-registered analysis plans 
As noted in the main text, all three of our vignette paradigm studies (i.e., Studies 1a, 1b, and 2) were pre-registered, and in each, we adhered strictly to our planned sample sizes and exclusion criteria. We also adhered to many aspects of our pre-registered analysis plans, with a few deviations, described in this section.



[bookmark: _Toc179551764]Study 1
Study 1a was pre-registered at http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=5xp2rm and Study 1b was pre-registered at http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=zd5qn9. Our analyses of Studies 1a-b differed from these pre-registrations in the following ways.
First, to account for the structure of our data (where each subject evaluated four vignettes), we planned to use repeated-measures ANOVAs that modeled vignette as a within-subject factor (although we did not plan to report effects of vignette). However, to create a consistent statistical approach across all studies in our paper, we instead analyzed our data using linear regressions that account for repeated measures by clustering standard errors on subject. We pre-registered this regression-based approach in Study 2, which aligns with the rest of our paper (which consistently uses linear regressions rather than ANOVAs). Of note, the ANOVA and regression-based analysis approaches produce qualitatively identical results.
Second, as described in the main text, for our manipulation check analyses in Studies 1-2, we did not plan to combine our three questions relevant to the moral merits of punishment into a composite measure. Instead, we planned to investigate the effect of our ambiguity manipulations on (i) just the offensiveness item (in Studies 1a-b) and (ii) each of the three individual items (in Study 2). However, because our three items form reliable scales (see main text) and produce comparable effects (see Section 2.1 of this SM), for brevity we instead simply analyzed our composite measure for both studies.
Third, as described in the main text, we planned to treat our two measures of the perceived reputation value of punishment as equally primary. However, because they produce comparable results, for brevity, our main text analyzes only our point estimate measure, and in Section 2.2 of this SM, we report analyses of our probability distribution measure.
Fourth, as described in the main text, we planned to investigate the effects of our ambiguity and ideology manipulations on the perceived reputation value of punishment, but not to additionally investigate the absolute perceived reputation value of punishment in our ambiguous conditions. However, after conducting Studies 1a-b, we realized that an important finding was that, while subjects expected punishing to look better when it was more clearly deserved, even subjects in our ambiguous conditions expected punishing to look good in absolute terms. To illustrate this important point, we report the non-preregistered analyses in the section of the main text titled “Did subjects expect punishment to look good, even in ambiguous situations?”.
Fifth, we planned to report all main and simple effects of our ambiguity and ideology manipulations, as well as the interaction between them. We report all of these analyses except the simple effects of ideology within each of our ambiguity conditions. In all cases, these simple effects mirror the main effects of ideology in direction and significance (i.e., subjects consistently expected punishing to have greater reputation value when the Observer was more ideological). However, for brevity, we do not report them, given that our conclusions from Studies 1-2 are focused primary on the effects of ambiguity, and their robustness to ideology, rather than the effects of ideology per se.
Sixth, for our secondary DVs (analyzed in main text Table 2), we likewise planned to investigate all main, simple, and interaction effects pertaining to our ambiguity and ideology manipulations. However, for brevity, we simply report the main effects of ambiguity on each of these DVs, allowing us to focus on what we came to see as the key theoretical question they help us answer: what are the specific reasons that people expected punishing to be perceived more positively when it was unambiguously deserved? Moreover, to provide further insight into this question, we additionally reported the zero-order correlations between each secondary DV and the overall perceived reputation value of punishment—which, as noted in the main text, was not a pre-registered analysis.
Finally, we planned to conduct secondary analyses excluding subjects who failed to correctly answer a simple analogy question. Across all studies in this paper, rates of incorrect responses to this question were very low (always less than 3%) and our key results are qualitatively unchanged by excluding subjects with incorrect responses. For brevity, we do not report results after performing this exclusion, but code for the exclusion is included in our publicly-shared script on OSF.

[bookmark: _Toc179551765]Study 2
Study 2 was pre-registered at https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=d7ji9i. Our analyses of Study 2 differed from our pre-registration in the following ways.
First, as described above and in the main text, for our manipulation check analysis, we planned to individually analyze each item relevant to the moral merits of punishment, but instead analyze a composite measure (which produces comparable results; see Section 2.1 of this SM).
Second, as described above and in the main text, we planned to treat our two measures of the perceived reputation value of punishment as equally primary, but instead analyze only our point estimate measure in the main text (and our probability distribution measure, which produces comparable results, in Section 2.2 of this SM).
Third, as described in the main text, unlike in Study 1, in Study 2 we did plan to investigate the absolute perceived reputation value of punishment in our ambiguous condition, albeit as a secondary analysis. However, we planned to do so simply by comparing the average perceived reputation value of punishment in the ambiguous condition to the scale midpoint. Yet in the main text, we additionally report the frequency with which subjects in our ambiguous condition personally saw punishment as morally questionable, but nonetheless expected punishment to confer reputational benefits. We report this analysis, which was not pre-registered, because we came to appreciate its theoretical significance after conducting Study 2.
Finally, as described above and in the main text, we did not plan to report the zero-order correlations between each secondary DV and the overall perceived reputation value of punishment, but nonetheless report these correlations because we ultimately determined that they would help shine a brighter light on the patterns that might underlie our findings.

[bookmark: _Toc179551766]Behavioral Paradigm studies: Discussion of pre-registered analysis plans
As noted in the main text, our five behavioral paradigm studies, Studies 3-7, were all pre-registered. Study 3 was pre-registered at https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=QYF_5H3. Study 4 was pre-registered at: https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=CLP_UCD. Study 5 was pre-registered at http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=hq3be5. Study 6 was pre-registered at https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=e3bc2w. Study 7 was pre-registered at https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=8a38p7. Additionally, our validation study was pre-registered at https://aspredicted.org/RR7_4ZT. 
As noted in the main text, for each study, we adhered strictly to our planned sample sizes and exclusion criteria. However, after observing the results from Studies 3-7, we decided to focus our paper on two key research questions that our set of studies provided particularly clear and robust answers to: whether reputation (i) drives increased punishment in ambiguous situations and (ii) causes people to differentiate less between ambiguous and unambiguous situations. For each question, in the main text, we describe the analyses relevant to the question, and then conduct each analysis within each study for which the analysis is possible (given the study’s design). 
This approach aims to maximize theoretical focus and efficiency of presentation, and involves reporting many pre-registered analyses. However, the pre-registered analysis plans for our individual studies also endeavored to investigate additional research questions that we do not ultimately discuss in our paper. For example, in Study 3—which crossed manipulations of ambiguity, observability, and Decider ideology—we planned to examine the three-way interaction between these factors. This pre-registered analysis tests whether audience ideology moderates the influence of reputation on sensitivity to nuance (i.e., propensity to differentiate between ambiguous and unambiguous situations). We ultimately found no evidence for this possibility (Study 3 produced no significant interactions between Decider ideology and any other factors on punishment behavior, and no other studies crossed manipulations of all three factors) and chose not to focus on it in our paper. As such, the set of behavioral study analyses that we report in this paper should not be considered pre-registered. Below, we detail the ways that the analyses we ultimately report deviate from our pre-registered analysis plans.
First, as noted above, our reported analyses involve some deviations from our planned analyses of the effects of our manipulations (of ambiguity, ideology, and/or observability, depending on the study) on punishment behavior. To outline these deviations, Table S6 reports, for each individual behavioral study, (i) all pre-registered analyses of our manipulations on punishment behavior, (ii) the research questions underlying each of these analyses, and (iii) a summary of the findings they produce. 
Second, in Section 4.4 of this SM, we report analyses exploring the psychological mechanisms through which reputation drove punishment. These analyses were mostly pre-registered for Studies 4-7, but were mostly not pre-registered for Study 3; for consistency, however, we report the same analyses for all behavioral studies. We also include for all studies a few additional analyses that we did not pre-register but ultimately found informative. In particular, we did not pre-register but report (i) analyses investigating whether making punishment observable increased reported reputational and non-reputational motives for punishment (that were measured in both the public and private conditions) and (ii) statistical tests comparing mean ratings for these reputational motives to the scale midpoint, and to mean ratings for the non-reputational motive items (of note, these comparisons were pre-registered for two additional reputation items that we measured only in the public conditions; we chose to extend the approach to these items as well).
Third, in Studies 4-5 and 7, we planned as secondary analyses to investigate potential moderation of our effects by political ideology or CRT scores. Yet these analyses were designed to address exploratory questions that we do not discuss in our paper, so we do not report them. Of note, our publicly available data allow interested parties to conduct these analyses.
Fourth, as described in the main text, because precisely estimating interaction effects is particularly difficult (Giner-Sorolla, 2018), to maximize statistical power, we conducted a meta-analysis examining the interaction between ambiguity and observability across different study/audience contexts. All of our pre-registrations concerned individual studies, so this cross-study analysis was not pre-registered.
Fifth, in Studies 3-6 (and our validation study), we planned secondary analyses that restrict to subjects who correctly answered comprehension questions about the incentives and structure of the task. For consistency, we report such analyses (in Section 4.3 of this SM) for all behavioral paradigm studies, including Study 7. Moreover, as described Section 4.3, when performing this restriction, we consider only the first three of four comprehension questions that we included in each study. This decision reflects that the fourth question had different answer choices (and a different correct answer) in the public vs. private conditions, and rates of comprehension consistently showed differences across these two conditions. As such, restricting to subjects who passed this question introduces a selection effect that can undermine random assignment. We thus restrict only based on our first three questions (for which the correct answers did not differ across conditions)—an approach that we pre-registered for Study 3 and our validation study (which were conducted chronologically last), but not Studies 4-6.	
Finally, in Studies 4-7, we planned secondary analyses excluding subjects who failed to correctly answer a simple analogy question presented at the end of the study. As noted above in Section 5.1, across all experiments in this paper, rates of incorrect responses to this question were very low (always less than 3%) and our key results are qualitatively unchanged by excluding subjects with incorrect responses. Similarly, in Study 3, we planned secondary analyses excluding subjects who failed to correctly answer two attention checks presented at the beginning of the study. 87% of subjects correctly answered both questions, and our conclusions again hold among this subset. For brevity, we do not report results after performing these exclusions, but code for the exclusions is included in our publicly-shared script on OSF.
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Table S8. 




[bookmark: _Toc179551767]Vignette Paradigm Studies: Full vignette texts
[bookmark: _Toc179551768]Study 1
Here, we report full texts for each of our Study 1 vignettes, across experimental conditions. 
[bookmark: _Toc32494202][bookmark: _Toc87303407][bookmark: _Toc87303877][bookmark: _Toc89864491][bookmark: _Toc96873988]
7.1.1 Racist comment (Democrat Vignette 1)
Last week, Rita was having coffee with her coworker, Emily. While chatting, they began to discuss another employee, Ashanti, who was recently hired. Whereas Rita and Emily are White, Ashanti is Black. Rita mentioned to Emily that she recently had a fun conversation with Ashanti and thought that she seemed cool. 

Ambiguous condition: Emily agreed, and added that Ashanti also seemed really smart, so she definitely didn’t think she was hired because of affirmative action or anything like that.

Unambiguous condition: Emily said that she hadn’t talked to Ashanti yet, but that she didn’t like having “her type” around the office, and was sure that she was only hired because of affirmative action.

Rita responded by calling Emily out for this comment and its implications, saying, “that's really racist and offensive”. 

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Veronica. 

More ideological condition: Veronica is a strong Democrat who strongly supports the Black Lives Matter movement. 
 
Less ideological condition: Veronica is a Democrat.

Veronica also works with Rita, Emily, and Ashanti. While Rita and Emily were having their coffee conversation, Veronica (who, out of view, was standing in line for a coffee) happened to overhear them. So Veronica ended up hearing what Emily said about Ashanti, and hearing Rita call Emily out.
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7.1.2 Homophobia (Democrat Vignette 2)
Last week, Sam was having coffee with his coworker, Brett. While chatting, they began to discuss an upcoming political election and the field of candidates, including a specific candidate who is openly gay. Sam and Brett are both straight.

Ambiguous condition: During their conversation, Brett said that he was honestly very impressed by the field of candidates and could see himself voting for any of them. Then, he made a joke about the candidate being gay, stating that he was really starting to “get behind him” and then saying “that’s what he said!”.  

Unambiguous condition: During their conversation, Brett made a joke about the candidate being gay, stating that he was really starting to “get behind him” and then saying “that’s what he said!”. Then, after laughing at his own joke, Brett said “no, but seriously, it’s pretty wild that a fag is running”.
 
Sam responded by calling Brett out, saying “that’s really homophobic and offensive”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Anthony. 

More ideological condition: Anthony is a strong Democrat who strongly supports LGBT rights. 

Less ideological condition: Anthony is a Democrat. 
 
Anthony also works with Sam and Brett. While Sam and Brett were having their coffee conversation, Anthony (who, out of view, was standing in line for a coffee) happened to overhear them. So Anthony ended up hearing what Brett said about the candidate, and hearing Sam call Brett out.

[bookmark: _Toc32494204][bookmark: _Toc87303409][bookmark: _Toc87303879][bookmark: _Toc89864493][bookmark: _Toc96873990]7.1.3 Sexism (Democrat Vignette 3)
Last week, David was having coffee with his coworker, Josh. While chatting, they began to discuss a female coworker of theirs, Monica, who recently gave a presentation that they attended.

Ambiguous condition: After David asked Josh a question about the content of Monica’s presentation, Josh commented that he felt bad but that he had honestly been a bit distracted by her short skirt, which he said was “kind of an interesting choice for the office” but that he “wasn’t complaining about it”.

Unambiguous condition: After David asked Josh a question about the content of Monica’s presentation, Josh commented that he hadn’t been paying any attention to Monica because her “slutty short skirt” was too distracting, and that she “is generally kind of a bitch anyways”. 

David responded by calling Josh out, saying “that’s really objectifying and sexist”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Ken. 

More ideological condition: Ken is a strong Democrat and considers himself a strong feminist ally. 
 
Less ideological condition: Ken is a Democrat. 
 
Ken also works with David, Josh, and Monica. While David and Josh were having their coffee conversation, Ken (who, out of view, was standing in line for a coffee) happened to overhear them. So Ken ended up hearing what Josh said about Monica, and hearing David call Josh out.
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7.1.4 Racist costume (Democrat Vignette 4)
Shortly after Halloween, Frank was having coffee with his coworker, Sarah. Frank and Sarah had both attended Halloween parties over the weekend, so they were discussing their costumes and swapping pictures. Sarah told Frank about her costume first, which was a bumble bee.
 
Ambiguous condition: Next, Frank (who is White) explained to Sarah that he had dressed up as Stevie Wonder (who is Black). He also showed her a picture of his costume, in which he wore a wig with dreadlocks to match Stevie’s hairstyle.

Unambiguous condition: Next, Frank (who is White) explained to Sarah that he had dressed up as Stevie Wonder (who is Black). He also showed her a picture of his costume. In the costume, he painted his face black, and thickened his lips and painted them bright red using makeup. He also wore a fake black nose with exaggerated flared nostrils, and a gold teeth grill (even though Stevie Wonder doesn’t wear grills). 
 
Sarah responded by calling Frank out, saying “that costume is really racially insensitive and offensive”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Michael. 

More ideological condition: Michael is a strong Democrat who strongly supports the Black Lives Matter movement. 
 
Less ideological condition: Michael is a Democrat.
 
Michael also works with Frank and Sarah. While Frank and Sarah were having their coffee conversation, Michael (who, out of view, was standing in line for a coffee) happened to overhear them. So Michael ended up hearing about Frank's costume, and hearing Sarah call Frank out.
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7.1.5 Religion (Republican Vignette 1)
Last weekend, David attended a BBQ function organized by his company for employees and their families. At the event, David had a conversation with his co-worker Josh. While David and Josh were chatting, they were approached by another co-worker’s seven-year-old daughter. She had wandered over to them while her parents were getting more food.

David and Josh began talking to this seven-year-old girl. During their conversation, she mentioned that she and her parents had attended church that morning, and then asked David and Josh if they believe in God.

Ambiguous condition: Josh responded by explaining that he has some doubts about whether God exists, and then telling the girl that when she got older, “she would have to think carefully about it for herself.”

Unambiguous condition: Josh responded by telling the girl that “everything they tell you in church is a total lie” and that “people who believe in God are really stupid”.

After Josh made these comments, David called him out, saying, “making negative comments about religion to somebody else’s kid is really disrespectful and inappropriate”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Nate. 

More ideological condition: Nate is a strong Republican and a religious Christian.

Less ideological condition: Nate is a Republican.

Nate also works with David and Josh. At the BBQ, he happened to be seated behind David and Josh (out of their view). So Nate ended up overhearing the exchange between the seven-year-old girl and David and Josh, and hearing David call Josh out.
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7.1.6 Veteran’s day (Republican Vignette 2)
Last November, Veterans day fell on a Sunday. That Sunday, Jason attended church and sat next to Steve, another member of his congregation. The pastor explained that they would start the day’s service with a short Veterans day ceremony. The ceremony began with the national anthem. 

Ambiguous condition: During the anthem, Jason noticed that Steve kept whispering to his wife instead of paying attention.

Unambiguous condition: During the anthem, Steve kept loudly cracking jokes and laughing with a few of his friends sitting behind him. Then, later in the ceremony, Steve got a phone call, and instead of silencing it, got up to answer it (loudly saying “hang on a minute bro”), and then caused a major disruption as he squeezed out past others in the pew. A few minutes later, he squeezed back past everyone into his seat, again disrupting them while they paid their respects during the ceremony.

After the service ended, Jason called Steve out for his behavior, saying, “that was really disrespectful and offensive”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Ryan. 

More ideological condition: Ryan is a strong Republican who cares strongly about veterans' rights.

Less ideological condition: Ryan is a Republican.

Ryan also attends the same congregation as Jason and Steve. When Jason called Steve out for his behavior, Ryan (who, out of their view, happened to be walking behind them) overheard their conversation. So Ryan ended up hearing Jason describe Steve’s behavior and call Steve out.
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7.1.7 September 11 (Republican Vignette 3)
Last week, Jackie and her co-worker Emma were having lunch in their company’s break room. 

Ambiguous condition: During their lunch, Emma mentioned that she had recently overheard a joke at a coffee shop about the 9/11 attacks.

Emma said that she knew it wasn’t great to joke about the attacks, but that she honestly found herself chuckling a little bit, and then told Jackie the joke. “What's Al Qaida's favorite football team?” she asked, and then answered “The New York Jets!”

Unambiguous condition: During their lunch, the company PA made an announcement, asking for a company-wide moment of silence to remember the victims of September 11th, 2001.

After the moment of silence ended, Emma told Jackie a joke about the 9/11 attacks. “What is the New York City Fire Department's favorite song?” she asked, and then answered “It’s Raining Men!” Afterwards, she laughed at her own joke and then said, “but seriously, kind of absurd that they’re imposing a moment of silence on everyone nearly two decades after the attacks”.

In response, Jackie called Emma out, saying, “that’s really disrespectful and offensive”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Samantha. 

More ideological condition: Samantha is a strong Republican and deeply patriotic.

Less ideological condition: Samantha is a Republican.
 
Samantha also works with Jackie and Emma. While Jackie and Emma were having their lunch conversation, Samantha (who, out of view, was also in the break room) happened to overhear them. So Samantha ended up hearing what Emma said, and hearing Jackie call Emma out.
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7.1.8 Flag (Republican Vignette 4)
Last weekend, Rachel and her co-worker Becky both attended a sporting event as part of a work function. Since their company purchased a large block of seats, each employee received an American Flag as a “thank you” as they exited the stadium.

Ambiguous condition: Upon receiving her flag, Becky turned to Rachel and said, “I’m not much of a flag person” and then dismissively handed the flag back to the person who gave it to her.

Unambiguous condition: Upon receiving her flag, Becky turned to Rachel and said, “I’m not much of a flag person” and then dismissively threw it on the floor. Then, a moment later, she picked it up and said “Ha, actually this is perfect because I just threw out the old rag I keep in my car for when I need something to wipe up a mess with.”

Afterwards, Rachel called Becky out, saying, “disrespecting the flag like that is really offensive”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Caroline. 

More ideological condition: Caroline is a strong Republican who is deeply patriotic.

Less ideological condition: Caroline is a Republican.

Caroline also works with Rachel and Becky. She also attended the sporting event, and was walking behind Rachel and Becky (out of their view) as they were leaving. So Caroline ended up observing Rachel and Becky’s exchange over the flag, and hearing Rachel call Becky out.

[bookmark: _Toc179551769]Study 2
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Rita works at a medium-sized organization. Two of her coworkers are named Emily and Ashanti. Whereas Rita and Emily are White, Ashanti is Black.
 
Recently, Ashanti accused Emily of racism towards her. Specifically, Ashanti claimed that she overheard Emily say that she was sure that Ashanti was only hired because of affirmative action, and that she didn’t like having “her type” around the office.

Ambiguous condition: Emily responded to this allegation by denying it. She insisted that she is not racist and would never speak that way about Ashanti. She also said that she wasn’t sure why Ashanti would say something like this, but maybe it was to make her look bad because they were both vying for the same upcoming promotion.

Unambiguous condition: Emily heard about this allegation against her, but didn’t say anything to dispute it.

Rita learned about Ashanti’s allegation against Emily and Emily’s reaction to it. The next day, Rita approached Emily about a picnic she was organizing for colleagues, and had previously invited Emily to. Rita said to Emily: “What you said about Ashanti was really racist and offensive—I think it’s best if you don’t come to the picnic”. 

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Veronica. 
Veronica is a Democrat, and also works with Rita, Emily, and Ashanti. Veronica learned about the allegation against Emily and Emily’s reaction to it, and also overheard when Rita told Emily not to attend the picnic.
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Sam works at a medium-sized organization. One of his coworkers is named Brett. Sam and Brett are both straight.
 
Recently, Brett was accused of homophobia. A gay employee at the organization named Alex claimed that he overheard Brett speak in a homophobic way about a gay political candidate.
 
 Specifically, Alex claimed that he overheard Brett and a colleague discussing an upcoming political election while watching TV coverage about the field of candidates. One of the candidates is openly gay, and the TV coverage featured a conversation in which this candidate and his husband were laughing and joking around. Alex reported that during this TV coverage, Brett—who had previously expressed that he found this particular candidate really annoying—remarked “ugh, not these fucking gays”.

Ambiguous condition: Brett responded to this allegation by denying it. He insisted that he is not homophobic and did not reference the candidate’s sexual orientation, but instead simply said “ugh, not these fucking guys”.

Unambiguous condition: Brett heard about this allegation against him but did not respond to it.

Sam learned about the allegation against Brett and Brett’s reaction to it. The next day, Sam approached Brett about a barbecue he was organizing for colleagues, and had previously invited Brett to. Sam said to Brett: “The way you talked about that politician was really homophobic and offensive—I think it’s best if you don’t come to the barbecue”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Anthony.  
Anthony is a Democrat, and also works with Sam and Brett. Anthony learned about the allegation against Brett and Brett’s reaction to it, and also overheard when Sam told Brett not to attend the barbecue.
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David works at a medium-sized organization. One of his coworkers is named Josh.
 
Recently, Josh was accused of sexism. An employee at the organization named Monica claimed that she overheard Josh and a colleague discussing a presentation she had just given, and that Josh spoke about her in a sexist way.
 
Specifically, Monica claimed that she overheard Josh say that he hadn’t been paying any attention to her presentation because her skirt was “slutty and distracting” and that she is “kind of a bitch”.

Ambiguous condition: Josh responded to this allegation by denying it. He insisted that he is not sexist and would never speak that way about Monica. He also said that he wasn’t sure why Monica would make something like this up, but maybe it was related to a dispute that they recently had over a work project.

Unambiguous condition: Josh heard about this allegation against him, but didn’t do anything to address it.

David learned about the allegation against Josh and Josh’s reaction to it. The next day, David approached Josh about a game night he was organizing for colleagues, and had previously invited Josh to. David said to Josh: “What you said about Monica was really sexist and offensive—I think it’s best if you don’t come to the game night”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Ken. 
Ken is a Democrat, and also works with David and Josh. Ken learned about the allegation against Josh and Josh’s reaction to it, and also overheard when David told Josh not to attend the game night.
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Sarah works at a medium-sized organization. One of her coworkers is named Frank.
Recently, Frank was accused of racism. A Black employee at the organization named Damian claimed that he saw Frank at a Halloween party at a club, and Frank was wearing a racist costume.
 
Specifically, Damian claimed that he saw Frank (who is White) dressed up as Stevie Wonder (who is Black)—and that Frank had painted his face black, used makeup to thicken his lips, and worn a fake black nose with exaggerated flared nostrils.

Ambiguous condition: Frank responded to this allegation by denying it. He insisted that he is not racist and wasn’t even out at a club on the night in question, and that Damian must have mistaken him for somebody else.

Unambiguous condition: Frank heard about this allegation against him but didn’t say anything about it.
 
Sarah learned about the allegation against Frank and Frank’s reaction to it. The next day, Sarah approached Frank about a happy hour she was organizing for colleagues, and had previously invited Frank to. Sarah said to Frank: “The Halloween costume you wore was really racially insensitive and offensive—I think it’s best if you don’t come to the happy hour”.

Today, we’d like you to answer a few questions about another person named Michael. 
Michael is a Democrat, and also works with Sarah and Frank. Michael learned about the allegation against Frank and Frank’s reaction to it, and also overheard when Sarah told Frank not to attend the happy hour.

[bookmark: _Toc179551770]Behavioral Paradigm studies: Full news article texts
Here, we report full texts for each of our news articles from our behavioral paradigm studies, across ambiguity conditions.
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Ambiguous condition

Biologist Joseph Pringle Accused of Sexual Harassment

Joseph Pringle, the celebrated Columbia University biologist and Goldberg Prize winner known for his foundational research on immune functioning, established a university-wide graduate scholarship in September. The scholarship was designed to “recruit and retain the most talented women applicants.”

But in interviews, two women who worked for Dr. Pringle at Columbia (as his lab manager and graduate student, respectively) have described encounters when the biologist, now 63, treated them inappropriately.

In 2016, during her first week as Dr. Pringle’s lab manager, Jessica Sampora, now 26, said that the biologist invited her to his apartment to celebrate her new job. When she arrived, she said, he offered her a glass of wine, removed his pants and then asked her to undress. She declined, left the apartment and said nothing because, she said, she was worried about holding her job.
 
However, questions have been raised about the motivations behind Ms. Sampora’s allegation. In 2017, Columbia chose not to renew Ms. Sampora’s contract as a lab manager after she made several costly errors in the laboratory— a decision that Dr. Pringle, along with several other biology faculty members, supported. Before leaving her former department, Ms. Sampora was vocal about her disagreement with this decision.
 
Gabrielle Jordan, 27, also alleged that Dr. Pringle crossed a line. Ms. Jordan said she had been warned about Dr. Pringle’s advances after joining his laboratory as a graduate student in 2015. “A colleague said, ‘He will open huge doors for you professionally, but beware that he likes young women,’” she said. Then, while talking with her at the department holiday party two months later, she said, Dr. Pringle rubbed his hand down her lower back and onto her bottom, Ms. Jordan recalled. Like Ms. Sampora, Ms. Jordan said that she was too afraid to report the incident to anyone. She also declined to name the colleague who warned her about Dr. Pringle.
 
However, an anonymous source reported to the Columbia Daily Spectator, the Columbia University newspaper, that Gabrielle Jordan “had a reputation” in the biology department for “flirting with everyone and creating constant personal drama,” but declined to elaborate further.
 
Many former students and collaborators of Dr. Pringle have also issued statements expressing their surprise at the allegations, and describing their positive relationships with Dr. Pringle. “Dr. Pringle was my PhD advisor for six years, starting in 2010, and was an extremely dedicated mentor and advocate of my career. He has always treated me with respect. I cannot recall a time that he ever made me feel uncomfortable in any way, or crossed any professional boundaries. And I have never seen any evidence of him treating other women this way. I am honestly completely shocked by these allegations,” wrote Dr. Jeanette Frank, a former student of Dr. Pringle’s who is now a professor at University of California, Berkeley.
 
For his part, Dr. Pringle has denied the allegations. “I had purely professional working relationships with Ms. Sampora and Ms. Jordan. The incidents they have described absolutely did not happen, and have not been corroborated by any evidence. Moreover, I was not even in attendance during the 2015 department holiday party. I am cooperating with Columbia University and enthusiastically invite a full investigation of my behavior.”
 
Unambiguous condition

Biologist Joseph Pringle Accused of Sexual Harassment

Joseph Pringle, the celebrated Columbia University biologist and Goldberg Prize winner known for his foundational research on immune functioning, established a university-wide graduate scholarship in September. The scholarship was designed to “recruit and retain the most talented women applicants.”

But many women who have worked for Dr. Pringle at Columbia as lab managers or graduate students have described encounters when the biologist, now 63, treated them inappropriately.

Four have described incidents in which they were invited to Dr. Pringle’s private apartment, where he exposed himself or asked them to undress, according to interviews. A fifth woman said in an interview that Dr. Pringle grabbed her underwear through her dress at a department holiday party, and a sixth described an incident with Dr. Pringle in which she said she had to flee his home after he forcefully pulled her onto a bed.

In 2016, during her first week as Dr. Pringle’s lab manager, Jessica Sampora, now 26, said that the biologist invited her to his apartment to celebrate her new job. When she arrived, she said, he offered her a glass of wine, removed his pants and then asked her to undress. She declined, left the apartment and said nothing because, she said, she was worried about holding her job.
 
Gabrielle Jordan, 27, said she had been warned about Dr. Pringle’s advances after joining his laboratory as a graduate student in 2015. “A couple of people had said, ‘He will open huge doors for you professionally, but beware that he loves attractive women,’” she said. Then, while talking with her at the department holiday party two months later, she said, Dr. Pringle moved his hand from the small of her back down to her behind, where he played with her thong underwear through her dress. “He started to roll my underwear around in his fingers,” Ms. Jordan recalled. Like Ms. Sampora, Ms. Jordan said that she was too afraid to report the incident to anyone.

Sara Clint described her experience with Dr. Pringle in 2011, when she was a visiting student at Columbia. Dr. Pringle invited Ms. Clint to a dinner party “for his laboratory” at his apartment, she said, but she turned out to be the only guest. After dessert, Ms. Clint said that Dr. Pringle forcefully tried to kiss her, and she went to leave. “He grabbed me from the back with both of his arms and started pulling me backward,” Ms. Clint said. “I twisted and pulled away from him, and he grabbed one of my arms and started dragging me down the hallway toward the bedroom."

“He pushes me on the bed and lays down on top of me while I’m twisting and pushing him away and saying, ‘No, no, no,’” she continued. “I was pretty aggressive about telling him no, but he wasn’t listening.” She said she finally broke free, ran to her car and locked all the doors. “Then he was right at the window: ‘Come on, come back in,’ he said. “I got the car started, got to the bottom of the long driveway, stopped and just sat there in my car crying and shaking.”

She initially didn’t report the incident, she said, because she felt afraid. In 2014, however, she told her boyfriend Steve Honnald on a cross-country road trip they took together. “We put 7,000 miles on a rental, and she told me her story about Dr. Pringle,” Mr. Honnald confirmed in an interview. “I was horrified.”
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Ambiguous condition

Feminist Princeton Dean accused of Anti-Male Discrimination following Discipline of Basketball Captain over Sexual Assault Accusation

Elizabeth Cartland, the Dean of Student Affairs at Princeton University, is being accused of gender discrimination following the discipline of former basketball captain Tyler Jones. In 2018, Cartland, 53, initiated disciplinary action against Jones, 22, reporting that he had sexually assaulted another Princeton student. The ultimate result was that Jones, a star power forward and Ivy League student-athlete, was found responsible for sexual assault and forced to take a one-year leave of absence from Princeton—an outcome that he says was unfair, but Cartland claims was justified.

A source at Princeton, who requested to remain anonymous, reported that in her capacity as Dean, Cartland organized an event for students to discuss the #MeToo movement, and its implications for students and culture at Princeton. After the event, a sophomore student, whose name has not been released to the public and who is identified as Jane Doe in some internal Princeton documents, spoke with Cartland in private. She told Cartland about an October 2017 sexual encounter that she had with Jones, which she felt uncomfortable about.

Cartland asked Doe if she had consented to the encounter, and Doe indicated that Jones was very pushy, and she had used nonverbal cues to indicate her discomfort and tried to physically move away several times. However, she also acknowledged that she “was not that physically forceful” and couldn’t remember whether she verbally asked to stop their encounter.

When asked, independent experts recently consulted to comment on the case had split opinions on whether the encounter that Doe described met Princeton’s definition of sexual assault. Moreover, Doe did not ask Cartland to file a complaint against Jones. However, the Princeton source said that Cartland discovered that a similar—albeit slightly more severe—report had been made about Jones over two years ago (but the student filing the report chose not to take action). Cartland ultimately decided to file a complaint stating that Jones had sexually assaulted Doe—and the complaint resulted in Jones being required to take a one-year leave from school. A few weeks after the complaint was filed, Doe asked Cartland to drop the complaint, but Cartland encouraged her to proceed with it, explaining that Jones was a threat to campus safety.

Jones has accused Cartland of discriminating against men by pursuing weak sexual assault complaints against them. Cartland describes herself as a feminist on her personal Twitter account, including via a positive review for the book “A History of Women in America: From Founding Mothers to Feminists, How Women Shaped the Life and Culture of America”.

 “Amid increased societal pressure to focus on issues of sexual misconduct, Ms. Cartland and Princeton University have chosen to prioritize an agenda over the facts. Despite my innocence, they targeted me in order to demonstrate that the university is tough on men who ‘victimize’ female students,” Jones said in a statement to the media.

Cartland has defended herself, arguing that women tend to question and downplay the culpability of men who ignore their discomfort, citing research documenting that repeat offenders—such as, in her view, people with records like Jones’—commit most of the sexual assaults on college campuses, and noting that the university teaches all incoming students about the importance of “affirmative consent”. Despite Jones’ allegations, Cartland has not been disciplined by Princeton and continues to serve as the Dean of Students.

Unambiguous condition 

Feminist Princeton Dean accused of Anti-Male Discrimination following Expulsion of Basketball Captain over Sexual Assault Accusation
 
Elizabeth Cartland, the Dean of Student Affairs at Princeton University, is being accused of gender discrimination following the expulsion of former basketball captain Tyler Jones. In 2018, Cartland, 53, allegedly coerced a sophomore student into discussing a consensual sexual encounter she had with Jones, and then repeatedly lied about key details of her story in order to get Jones expelled for sexual assault.

As a result, Jones—a star power forward and academic award-winning student-athlete—was forced out of the university during the spring semester of his senior year. According to several sources, Jones did nothing wrong, but fell victim to Cartland’s radical feminist agenda and blatant bias against men. Cartland describes herself as a “strong feminist” on her personal Twitter and Facebook accounts, where she recently posted a positive review for the book “How to Date Men When You Hate Men”.

In January of 2018, in her capacity as Dean, Cartland organized an event for students in support of the #MeToo movement. Throughout the event, Cartland repeatedly invited students to talk to her about “any sexual experiences they had at Princeton that had made them uncomfortable”. A sophomore, whose name has not been released and who is identified as Jane Doe in internal Princeton documents, chose to speak with Cartland.

Doe was interviewed for this story. She says that she told Cartland about an October 2017 sexual encounter that she had with Jones, which she had later come to regret. Doe explained to Cartland that she had consented to the encounter—but later, after talking with a friend, came to feel that Jones had pushed things along too quickly. Doe says that she stressed that she did not blame Jones, because she had done nothing to communicate that she wanted to slow down. However, Cartland told Doe that Jones crossed a line with his “piggish” male behavior, and that his “toxic masculinity” was “rampant among jocks” and “promoting rape culture”. Cartland then pressured Doe to file a sexual assault complaint against Jones.

“Dean Cartland told me that even if Tyler’s behavior may not have technically been assault, charging men with assault whenever there’s even a hint of an issue is necessary to enact change. When I told her that I wasn’t comfortable misrepresenting the facts, she told me that Tyler had previously been accused of assaulting others. I only later learned that this was a lie, and that he had no previous record. Dean Cartland told me that if I didn’t file a complaint, I would be responsible when Tyler hurt others in the future. I was scared, so I agreed”, Doe said. According to Doe, Cartland then took formal notes on their conversation that completely misrepresented Doe’s story. Cartland falsely stated that Doe had reported Jones “raping and abusing” her, and that Doe had been crying throughout their sexual encounter.

According to a whistleblower at the Princeton Office of Sexual Assault Prevention (OSAP), whose name has been kept private for this story, Cartland used her authority to pressure OSAP staff against investigating Jones’ side of the story. When Doe also contacted OSAP staff directly to tell them that she felt uncomfortable with Cartland’s complaint and that she was not raped, Cartland deleted all records of Doe’s conversations with OSAP staff. Jones was ultimately found responsible for “penetration without consent” and expelled.

“I handled over a hundred cases before Cartland was hired, and I have never seen investigations hampered like this. Cartland has thrown justice out the window to pursue her radical anti-male agenda. Look, as a woman, I care deeply about the safety of female students. But what Cartland is doing just isn’t right. She’s ruining people’s lives and it makes me sick to watch it happen. These are complete witch-hunts and it’s honestly shocking that she’s gotten away with them. I know that many others in my office feel exactly the same way,” the whistleblower said.

In a statement to the media, Jones spoke out about the harm he has suffered. “Dean Cartland has chosen to ignore the facts in order to punish me simply because I am male, and a prominent figure in campus athletics. As a result, I’ve been forced out of my community, lost out on the degree I worked so hard for, and had my reputation irreparably damaged,” he said.

Members of Jones’ community have also attested to his moral character. Jones is a regular church-goer, and volunteers every weekend as a “little helper” in a retirement home. He regularly helps Dorothy Brown, 86, picking up groceries for her and keeping her company. “Tyler is a true light in my life and the lives of many others. I don’t know what I’d do without him. God bless him, and protect him from evildoers who seek him harm”, Brown said in an interview.

Despite the allegations against her, Cartland has not been disciplined by Princeton and continues to serve as the Dean of Students. According to university records, since Cartland began as Dean the number of male students expelled over sexual assault charges has quadrupled, and is now much higher than at peer schools like Harvard and Yale.
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Ambiguity effect



 in Private
Observability effect



 in Ambiguous
Observability effect in 



Unambiguous
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t  = 3.15, p  = .002, n  = 791



Private: 0.61, 
Public: 0.74, 
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t  = 9.74, p  < .001, n  = 791



Ambiguous: 0.39, 
Unambiguous: 0.74, 
b  = 0.35 [0.29, 0.42], 
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Public: 0.39, 

b = 0.11 [0.04, 0.17], 

B = 0.11, 

t = 3.15, p = .002, n = 791
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Public: 0.74, 

b = 0.13 [0.07, 0.20], 

B = 0.14, 
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Unambiguous: 0.61, 

b = 0.33 [0.26, 0.39], 
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t = 9.74, p < .001, n = 791

Ambiguous: 0.39, 

Unambiguous: 0.74, 

b = 0.35 [0.29, 0.42], 

B = 0.36, 

t = 11.01, p < .001, n = 827

b = 0.03 [-0.06, 0.12], 

B = 0.03,

t = 0.62, p = .537, n = 1618

Strong D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Ambiguous: 5.79 (2.48), 

Unambiguous: 8.63 (1.36), 

b = 2.84 [2.57, 3.11], 

B = 0.58, 

t = 20.53, p < .001, n = 823

Private: 0.31, 

Public: 0.43, 

b = 0.13 [0.06, 0.19], 

B = 0.13, 

t = 3.72, p < .001, n = 788

Private: 0.60, 

Public: 0.80,

b = 0.19 [0.13, 0.26], 

B = 0.21, 

t = 6.25, p < .001, n = 829

Ambiguous: 0.31, 

Unambiguous: 0.60, 

b = 0.30 [0.23, 0.36], 

B = 0.30, 

t = 8.98, p < .001, n = 823

Ambiguous: 0.43, 

Unambiguous: 0.80, 

b = 0.37 [0.30, 0.43], 
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t = 11.46, p < .001, n = 794

b = 0.07 [-0.02, 0.16], 

B = 0.06, 
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Democrats, 

MTurk 

4 Generic D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Ambiguous: 5.09 (2.42), 

Unambiguous: 8.03 (1.77), 

b = 2.95 [2.62, 3.27], 

B = 0.57, 

t = 17.89, p < .001, n = 663

Private: 0.20, 

Public: 0.29, 

b = 0.09 [0.03, 0.16], 

B = 0.11, 

t = 2.73, p = .007, n = 667

Private: 0.47, 

Public: 0.69, 

b = 0.22 [0.14, 0.29], 

B = 0.22, 

t = 5.75, p < .001, n = 649
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Unambiguous: 0.47, 

b = 0.27 [0.20, 0.34], 
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t = 2.52, p = .012, n = 1316
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Unambiguous: 8.04 

(1.75), n = 339

Private: 0.41, 

Public: 0.53, 

b = 0.12 [0.05, 0.20], 

B = 0.13, 

t = 3.25, p = .001, n = 668
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Ambiguous: 4.93 (2.48), 
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Public: 0.24, 

b = 0.12 [0.06, 0.18], 
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t = 3.98, p < .001, n = 631
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Democrats, 

MTurk 
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Ambiguous: 5.01 (1.92), 

n = 1022

Private: 0.22, 

Public: 0.33, 

b = 0.11 [0.08, 0.15], 

B = 0.13, 

t = 5.74, p < .001, n = 1982

Ambiguous: 0.22, 

n = 1022

Ambiguous: 0.33, 

n = 960

Generic R

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Ambiguous: 5.13 (2.33),

Unambiguous: 7.39 (1.95), 

b = 2.26 [1.93, 2.60], 

B = 0.47, 

t = 13.19, p < .001, n = 628

Private: 0.18, 

Public: 0.27, 

b = 0.09 [0.02, 0.15], 

B = 0.10, 

t = 2.60, p = .010, n = 642

Private: 0.33, 

Public: 0.48, 

b = 0.15 [0.08, 0.23], 

B = 0.15, 

t = 3.89, p < .001, n = 620

Ambiguous: 0.18, 

Unambiguous: 0.33, 

b = 0.15 [0.08, 0.22], 

B = 0.17, 

t = 4.30, p < .001, n = 628

Ambiguous: 0.27, 

Unambiguous: 0.48, 

b = 0.21 [0.14, 0.29], 

B = 0.22, 

t = 5.72, p < .001, n = 634

b = 0.07 [-0.03, 0.17], 

B = 0.06, 

t = 1.31, p = .192, n = 1262

Strong R

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

Ambiguous: 5.61 (2.40), 

n = 319
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b = 0.12 [0.05, 0.18], 

B = 0.14, 

t = 3.43, p = .001, n = 628
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n = 309
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Observability effect
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Observability effect in 
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Ambiguity effect
 in Private



Ambiguity effect 
in Public



Observability X Ambiguity
Interaction 



Weak D
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Private: 5.35 (2.70), 
Public: 5.60 (2.68), 
b  = 0.25 [-0.09, 0.59], 



B  = 0.05, 
t  = 1.42, p  = .156, n  = 958



Private: 7.65 (2.50), 
Public: 7.94 (2.33), 
b  = 0.28 [-0.02, 0.58], 



B  = 0.06, 
t  = 1.85, p  = .064, n  = 1002



Ambiguous: 5.35 (2.70), 
Unambiguous: 7.65 (2.50), 
b  = 2.31 [1.98, 2.63], 



B  = 0.41, 
t  = 13.84, p  < .001, n  = 975



Ambiguous: 5.60 (2.68), 
Unambiguous: 7.94 (2.33), 
b  = 2.34 [2.03, 2.66], 



B  = 0.42, 
t  = 14.66, p  < .001, n  = 985



b  = 0.04 [-0.42, 0.49],
B = 0.01, 



t  = 0.16, p  = .875, n  = 1960



Strong D
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Private: 5.60 (2.78), 
Public: 6.01 (2.72), 
b  = 0.41 [0.06, 0.75], 



B  = 0.07, 
t  = 2.33, p  = .020, n  = 996



Private: 7.66 (2.48), 
Public: 8.30 (2.24), 
b  = 0.64 [0.36, 0.93], 



B  = 0.14, 
t  = 4.40, p  < .001, n  = 1045



Ambiguous: 5.60 (2.78), 
Unambiguous: 7.66 (2.48), 
b  = 2.06 [1.73, 2.38], 



B  = 0.36, 
t  = 12.47, p  < .001, n  = 1016



Ambiguous: 6.01 (2.72), 
Unambiguous: 8.30 (2.24), 
b  = 2.29 [1.99, 2.60], 



B  = 0.42, 
t  = 14.76, p  < .001, n  = 1025



b  = 0.24 [-0.21, 0.68], 
B  = 0.04, 



t  = 1.04, p  = .297, n  = 2041



Democrats, 
MTurk 4 Generic D



Public vs. Private X 
Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Private: 4.60 (2.71), 
Public: 5.08 (2.82), 
b  = 0.48 [0.10, 0.86], 



B  = 0.09, 
t  = 2.45, p  = .014, n  = 804



Private: 6.84 (2.68), 
Public: 7.61 (2.38), 
b  = 0.77 [0.42, 1.13], 



B  = 0.15, 
t  = 4.27, p  < .001, n  = 784



Ambiguous: 4.60 (2.71),
Unambiguous: 6.84 (2.68), 
b  = 2.24 [1.86, 2.61], 



B  = 0.38, 
t  = 11.73, p  < .001, n  = 801



Ambiguous: 5.08 (2.82), 
Unambiguous: 7.61 (2.38), 
b  = 2.53 [2.17, 2.90], 



B  = 0.44, 
t  = 13.59, p  < .001, n  = 787



b  = 0.30 [-0.23, 0.82], 
B  = 0.04, 



t  = 1.11, p  = .267, n  = 1588



Generic D Public vs. Private, 
Unambiguous 



Private: 6.43 (2.83), 
Public: 6.86 (2.89),
b  = 0.43 [0.03, 0.82], 



B  = 0.07, 
t  = 2.12, p  = .034, n  = 804



Unambiguous: 6.43 (2.83), 
n  = 406



Unambiguous: 6.86 (2.89), 
n  = 398



Strong D Public vs. Private, 
Ambiguous 



Private: 4.26 (2.68), 
Public: 5.15 (2.78), 
b  = 0.89 [0.50, 1.28], 



B  = 0.16, 
t  = 4.45, p  < .001, n  = 754



Ambiguous: 4.26 (2.68), 
n  = 382



Ambiguous: 5.15 (2.78), 
n  = 372



Democrats, 
MTurk 6 Strong D Public vs. Private, 



Ambiguous 



Private: 4.78 (2.73), 
Public: 5.17 (2.71), 
b  = 0.39 [0.17, 0.61], 



B  = 0.07, 
t  = 3.51, p  < .001, n  = 2415



Ambiguous: 4.78 (2.73),
 n  = 1228



Ambiguous: 5.17 (2.71), 
n  = 1187



Generic R
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Private: 4.57 (2.67),
Public: 4.78 (2.87), 
b  = 0.20 [-0.18, 0.59], 



B  = 0.04, 
t  = 1.03, p  = .302, n  = 787



Private: 5.87 (2.83), 
Public: 6.30 (2.85), 
b  = 0.43 [0.03, 0.83], 



B  = 0.08, 
t  = 2.12, p  = .034, n  = 783



Ambiguous: 4.57 (2.67), 
Unambiguous: 5.87 (2.83),
b  = 1.29 [0.91, 1.68], 



B  = 0.23, 
t  = 6.58, p  < .001, n  = 784



Ambiguous: 4.78 (2.87), 
Unambiguous: 6.30 (2.85), 
b  = 1.52 [1.12, 1.92], 



B  = 0.26, 
t  = 7.45, p  < .001, n  = 786



b  = 0.23 [-0.33, 0.78], 
B  = 0.03, 



t  = 0.80, p  = .425, n  = 1570



Strong R Public vs. Private, 
Ambiguous 



Private: 4.94 (2.78), 
Public: 5.11 (2.79), 
b  = 0.17 [-0.22, 0.56], 



B  = 0.03, 
t  = 0.85, p  = .395, n  = 782



Ambiguous: 4.94 (2.78), 
n  = 399



Ambiguous: 5.11 (2.79), 
n  = 383
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Analyses of continuous support for punishment 
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Sample Study 










Observability effect

 in Ambiguous

Observability effect in 

Unambiguous

Ambiguity effect

 in Private

Ambiguity effect 

in Public

Observability X Ambiguity

Interaction 

Weak D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Private: 5.35 (2.70), 

Public: 5.60 (2.68), 

b = 0.25 [-0.09, 0.59], 

B = 0.05, 

t = 1.42, p = .156, n = 958

Private: 7.65 (2.50), 

Public: 7.94 (2.33), 

b = 0.28 [-0.02, 0.58], 

B = 0.06, 

t = 1.85, p = .064, n = 1002

Ambiguous: 5.35 (2.70), 

Unambiguous: 7.65 (2.50), 

b = 2.31 [1.98, 2.63], 

B = 0.41, 

t = 13.84, p < .001, n = 975

Ambiguous: 5.60 (2.68), 

Unambiguous: 7.94 (2.33), 

b = 2.34 [2.03, 2.66], 

B = 0.42, 

t = 14.66, p < .001, n = 985

b = 0.04 [-0.42, 0.49],

B = 0.01, 

t = 0.16, p = .875, n = 1960

Strong D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Private: 5.60 (2.78), 

Public: 6.01 (2.72), 

b = 0.41 [0.06, 0.75], 

B = 0.07, 

t = 2.33, p = .020, n = 996

Private: 7.66 (2.48), 

Public: 8.30 (2.24), 

b = 0.64 [0.36, 0.93], 

B = 0.14, 

t = 4.40, p < .001, n = 1045

Ambiguous: 5.60 (2.78), 

Unambiguous: 7.66 (2.48), 

b = 2.06 [1.73, 2.38], 

B = 0.36, 

t = 12.47, p < .001, n = 1016

Ambiguous: 6.01 (2.72), 

Unambiguous: 8.30 (2.24), 

b = 2.29 [1.99, 2.60], 

B = 0.42, 

t = 14.76, p < .001, n = 1025

b = 0.24 [-0.21, 0.68], 

B = 0.04, 

t = 1.04, p = .297, n = 2041

Democrats, 

MTurk 

4 Generic D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Private: 4.60 (2.71), 

Public: 5.08 (2.82), 

b = 0.48 [0.10, 0.86], 

B = 0.09, 

t = 2.45, p = .014, n = 804

Private: 6.84 (2.68), 

Public: 7.61 (2.38), 

b = 0.77 [0.42, 1.13], 

B = 0.15, 

t = 4.27, p < .001, n = 784

Ambiguous: 4.60 (2.71),

Unambiguous: 6.84 (2.68), 

b = 2.24 [1.86, 2.61], 

B = 0.38, 

t = 11.73, p < .001, n = 801

Ambiguous: 5.08 (2.82), 

Unambiguous: 7.61 (2.38), 

b = 2.53 [2.17, 2.90], 

B = 0.44, 

t = 13.59, p < .001, n = 787

b = 0.30 [-0.23, 0.82], 

B = 0.04, 

t = 1.11, p = .267, n = 1588

Generic D

Public vs. Private, 

Unambiguous 

Private: 6.43 (2.83), 

Public: 6.86 (2.89),

b = 0.43 [0.03, 0.82], 

B = 0.07, 

t = 2.12, p = .034, n = 804

Unambiguous: 6.43 (2.83), 

n = 406

Unambiguous: 6.86 (2.89), 

n = 398

Strong D

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

Private: 4.26 (2.68), 

Public: 5.15 (2.78), 

b = 0.89 [0.50, 1.28], 

B = 0.16, 

t = 4.45, p < .001, n = 754

Ambiguous: 4.26 (2.68), 

n = 382

Ambiguous: 5.15 (2.78), 

n = 372

Democrats, 

MTurk 

6 Strong D

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

Private: 4.78 (2.73), 

Public: 5.17 (2.71), 

b = 0.39 [0.17, 0.61], 

B = 0.07, 

t = 3.51, p < .001, n = 2415

Ambiguous: 4.78 (2.73),

 n = 1228

Ambiguous: 5.17 (2.71), 

n = 1187

Generic R

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Private: 4.57 (2.67),

Public: 4.78 (2.87), 

b = 0.20 [-0.18, 0.59], 

B = 0.04, 

t = 1.03, p = .302, n = 787

Private: 5.87 (2.83), 

Public: 6.30 (2.85), 

b = 0.43 [0.03, 0.83], 

B = 0.08, 

t = 2.12, p = .034, n = 783

Ambiguous: 4.57 (2.67), 

Unambiguous: 5.87 (2.83),

b = 1.29 [0.91, 1.68], 

B = 0.23, 

t = 6.58, p < .001, n = 784

Ambiguous: 4.78 (2.87), 

Unambiguous: 6.30 (2.85), 

b = 1.52 [1.12, 1.92], 

B = 0.26, 

t = 7.45, p < .001, n = 786

b = 0.23 [-0.33, 0.78], 

B = 0.03, 

t = 0.80, p = .425, n = 1570

Strong R

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

Private: 4.94 (2.78), 

Public: 5.11 (2.79), 

b = 0.17 [-0.22, 0.56], 

B = 0.03, 

t = 0.85, p = .395, n = 782

Ambiguous: 4.94 (2.78), 

n = 399

Ambiguous: 5.11 (2.79), 

n = 383

Audience

Conditions 

within 

Study/Audience 

context

Democrats, 

Prolific 

3

Analyses of continuous support for punishment 

Democrats, 

MTurk 

5

Republicans, 

MTurk

7

Sample Study 
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Observability effect
 in Ambiguous



Observability effect in 
Unambiguous



Ambiguity effect
 in Private



Ambiguity effect 
in Public



Observability X Ambiguity
Interaction 



Weak D
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Private: 5.99, Public: 6.08, 
b  = 0.09 [-0.21, 0.40], 



B  = 0.02, 
t  = 0.61, p  = .542, n  = 957



Private: 8.69, Public: 8.61, 
b  = -0.09 [-0.26, 0.09], 



B  = -0.03, 
t  = -0.98, p  = .329, n  = 1001



Ambiguous: 5.99,
Unambiguous: 8.69, 
b  = 2.71 [2.46, 2.95], 



B  = 0.57, 
t  = 21.49, p  < .001, n  = 975



Ambiguous: 6.08,
Unambiguous: 8.61, 
b  = 2.52 [2.28, 2.77], 



B  = 0.54, 
t  = 20.13, p  < .001, n  = 983



b  = -0.18 [-0.53, 0.17], 
B  = -0.03, 



t  = -1.03, p  = .305, n  = 1958



Strong D
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Private: 5.99, Public: 6.16, 
b  = 0.17 [-0.14, 0.48], 



B  = 0.03, 
t  = 1.06, p  = .289, n  = 996



Private: 8.57, Public: 8.76, 
b  = 0.19 [0.02, 0.35], 



B  = 0.07, 
t  = 2.21, p  = .027, n  = 1045



Ambiguous: 5.99, 
Unambiguous: 8.57, 
b  = 2.58 [2.33, 2.82], 



B  = 0.54, 
t  = 20.49, p  < .001, n  = 1016



Ambiguous: 6.16, 
Unambiguous: 8.76, 
b  = 2.60 [2.35, 2.84], 



B  = 0.54, 
t  = 20.78, p  < .001, n  = 1025



b  = 0.02 [-0.33, 0.37], 
B  = 0.00, 



t  = 0.11, p  = .910, n  = 2041



Democrats, 
MTurk 4 Generic D



Public vs. Private X 
Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Private: 5.22, Public: 5.50, 
b  = 0.28 [-0.06, 0.62], 



B  = 0.06, 
t  = 1.60, p  = .110, n  = 804



Private: 8.01, Public: 8.06, 
b  = 0.05 [-0.20, 0.30], 



B  = 0.01, 
t  = 0.40, p  = .687, n  = 783



Ambiguous: 5.22,
Unambiguous: 8.01, 
b  = 2.79 [2.49, 3.10], 



B  = 0.54, 
t  = 18.00, p  < .001, n  = 801



Ambiguous: 5.50, 
Unambiguous: 8.06, 
b  = 2.56 [2.26, 2.86], 



B  = 0.52, 
t  = 16.84, p  < .001, n  = 786



b  = -0.23 [-0.65, 0.20], 
B  = -0.04, 



t  = -1.05, p  = .294, n  = 1587



Generic D Public vs. Private, 
Unambiguous 



Private: 7.91, Public: 7.91, 
b  = -0.01 [-0.27, 0.26], 



B  = -0.00, 
t  = -0.07, p  = .947, n  = 804



Unambiguous: 7.91, 
n  = 406



Unambiguous: 7.91, 
n  = 398



Strong D Public vs. Private, 
Ambiguous 



Private: 5.13, Public: 5.54, 
b  = 0.41 [0.06, 0.76], 



B  = 0.08, 
t  = 2.28, p  = .023, n  = 754



Ambiguous: 5.13, 
n  = 382



Ambiguous: 5.54, 
n  = 372



Democrats, 
MTurk 6 Strong D Public vs. Private, 



Ambiguous 



Private: 5.58, Public: 5.54, 
b  = -0.04 [-0.20, 0.12], 



B  = -0.01, 
t  = -0.47, p  = .635, n  = 2415



Ambiguous: 5.58, 
n  = 1228



Ambiguous: 5.54, 
n  = 1187



Generic R
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Private: 5.33, Public: 5.41, 
b  = 0.08 [-0.26, 0.42], 



B  = 0.02, 
t  = 0.46, p  = .649, n  = 787



Private: 7.35, Public: 7.39, 
b  = 0.04 [-0.24, 0.32], 



B  = 0.01, 
t  = 0.27, p  = .788, n  = 783



Ambiguous: 5.33, 
Unambiguous: 7.35, 
b  = 2.02 [1.72, 2.32], 



B  = 0.43, 
t  = 13.24, p  < .001, n  = 784



Ambiguous: 5.41, 
Unambiguous: 7.39, 
b  = 1.98 [1.65, 2.31], 



B  = 0.39, 
t  = 11.90, p  < .001, n  = 786



b  = -0.04 [-0.48, 0.40], 
B  = -0.01, 



t  = -0.18, p  = .858, n  = 1570



Strong R Public vs. Private, 
Ambiguous 



Private: 5.73, Public: 5.62, 
b  = -0.11 [-0.44, 0.23], 



B  = -0.02, 
t  = -0.62, p  = .538, n  = 782



Ambiguous: 5.73, 
n  = 399



Ambiguous: 5.62, 
n  = 383



Audience



Conditions 
within 



Study/Audience 
context



Analyses of the perceived moral merits of punishment 



Democrats, 
Prolific 3



Democrats, 
MTurk 5



Republicans, 
MTurk 7



Sample Study 










Observability effect

 in Ambiguous

Observability effect in 

Unambiguous

Ambiguity effect

 in Private

Ambiguity effect 

in Public

Observability X Ambiguity

Interaction 

Weak D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Private: 5.99, Public: 6.08, 

b = 0.09 [-0.21, 0.40], 

B = 0.02, 

t = 0.61, p = .542, n = 957

Private: 8.69, Public: 8.61, 

b = -0.09 [-0.26, 0.09], 

B = -0.03, 

t = -0.98, p = .329, n = 1001

Ambiguous: 5.99,

Unambiguous: 8.69, 

b = 2.71 [2.46, 2.95], 

B = 0.57, 

t = 21.49, p < .001, n = 975

Ambiguous: 6.08,

Unambiguous: 8.61, 

b = 2.52 [2.28, 2.77], 

B = 0.54, 

t = 20.13, p < .001, n = 983

b = -0.18 [-0.53, 0.17], 

B = -0.03, 

t = -1.03, p = .305, n = 1958

Strong D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Private: 5.99, Public: 6.16, 

b = 0.17 [-0.14, 0.48], 

B = 0.03, 

t = 1.06, p = .289, n = 996

Private: 8.57, Public: 8.76, 

b = 0.19 [0.02, 0.35], 

B = 0.07, 

t = 2.21, p = .027, n = 1045

Ambiguous: 5.99, 

Unambiguous: 8.57, 

b = 2.58 [2.33, 2.82], 

B = 0.54, 

t = 20.49, p < .001, n = 1016

Ambiguous: 6.16, 

Unambiguous: 8.76, 

b = 2.60 [2.35, 2.84], 

B = 0.54, 

t = 20.78, p < .001, n = 1025

b = 0.02 [-0.33, 0.37], 

B = 0.00, 

t = 0.11, p = .910, n = 2041

Democrats, 

MTurk 

4 Generic D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Private: 5.22, Public: 5.50, 

b = 0.28 [-0.06, 0.62], 

B = 0.06, 

t = 1.60, p = .110, n = 804

Private: 8.01, Public: 8.06, 

b = 0.05 [-0.20, 0.30], 

B = 0.01, 

t = 0.40, p = .687, n = 783

Ambiguous: 5.22,

Unambiguous: 8.01, 

b = 2.79 [2.49, 3.10], 

B = 0.54, 

t = 18.00, p < .001, n = 801

Ambiguous: 5.50, 

Unambiguous: 8.06, 

b = 2.56 [2.26, 2.86], 

B = 0.52, 

t = 16.84, p < .001, n = 786

b = -0.23 [-0.65, 0.20], 

B = -0.04, 

t = -1.05, p = .294, n = 1587

Generic D

Public vs. Private, 

Unambiguous 

Private: 7.91, Public: 7.91, 

b = -0.01 [-0.27, 0.26], 

B = -0.00, 

t = -0.07, p = .947, n = 804

Unambiguous: 7.91, 

n = 406

Unambiguous: 7.91, 

n = 398

Strong D

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

Private: 5.13, Public: 5.54, 

b = 0.41 [0.06, 0.76], 

B = 0.08, 

t = 2.28, p = .023, n = 754

Ambiguous: 5.13, 

n = 382

Ambiguous: 5.54, 

n = 372

Democrats, 

MTurk 

6 Strong D

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

Private: 5.58, Public: 5.54, 

b = -0.04 [-0.20, 0.12], 

B = -0.01, 

t = -0.47, p = .635, n = 2415

Ambiguous: 5.58, 

n = 1228

Ambiguous: 5.54, 

n = 1187

Generic R

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

Private: 5.33, Public: 5.41, 

b = 0.08 [-0.26, 0.42], 

B = 0.02, 

t = 0.46, p = .649, n = 787

Private: 7.35, Public: 7.39, 

b = 0.04 [-0.24, 0.32], 

B = 0.01, 

t = 0.27, p = .788, n = 783

Ambiguous: 5.33, 

Unambiguous: 7.35, 

b = 2.02 [1.72, 2.32], 

B = 0.43, 

t = 13.24, p < .001, n = 784

Ambiguous: 5.41, 

Unambiguous: 7.39, 

b = 1.98 [1.65, 2.31], 

B = 0.39, 

t = 11.90, p < .001, n = 786

b = -0.04 [-0.48, 0.40], 

B = -0.01, 

t = -0.18, p = .858, n = 1570

Strong R

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

Private: 5.73, Public: 5.62, 

b = -0.11 [-0.44, 0.23], 

B = -0.02, 

t = -0.62, p = .538, n = 782

Ambiguous: 5.73, 

n = 399

Ambiguous: 5.62, 

n = 383

Audience

Conditions 

within 

Study/Audience 

context

Analyses of the perceived moral merits of punishment 

Democrats, 

Prolific 

3

Democrats, 

MTurk 

5

Republicans, 

MTurk

7

Sample Study 
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Not controlling for explicit 
reputation motives



Controlling for explicit 
reputation motives



Not controlling for explicit 
reputation motives



Controlling for explicit 
reputation motives



Weak D
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



b  = 0.11 [0.05, 0.17],
B  = 0.12, 



t  = 3.73, p  < .001, n  = 958



b  = 0.10 [0.04, 0.15],
B  = 0.10, 



t  = 3.21, p  = .001, n  = 958



b  = 0.12 [0.06, 0.18], 
B  = 0.13, 



t  = 4.08, p  < .001, n  = 1002



b  = 0.10 [0.04, 0.16], 
B  = 0.11, 



t  = 3.31, p  = .001, n  = 1002



Strong D
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



b  = 0.11 [0.05, 0.17], 
B  = 0.11, 



t  = 3.47, p  = .001, n  = 996



b  = 0.06 [-0.00, 0.12], 
B  = 0.06, 



t  = 1.94, p  = .053, n  = 996



b  = 0.18 [0.12, 0.23], 
B  = 0.19, 



t  = 6.28, p  < .001, n  = 1045



b  = 0.15 [0.09, 0.21], 
B  = 0.16, 



t  = 5.13, p  < .001, n  = 1045



Democrats, 
MTurk 4 Generic D



Public vs. Private X 
Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



b  = 0.09 [0.03, 0.15], 
B  = 0.11, 



t  = 3.03, p  = .003, n  = 804



b  = 0.07 [0.01, 0.13], 
B  = 0.08, 



t  = 2.22, p  = .027, n  = 804



b  = 0.17 [0.11, 0.24], 
B  = 0.18, 



t  = 5.01, p  < .001, n  = 784



b  = 0.17 [0.10, 0.24], 
B  = 0.17, 



t  = 4.87, p  < .001, n  = 784



Generic D Public vs. Private, 
Unambiguous 



b  = 0.12 [0.05, 0.18], 
B  = 0.12, 



t  = 3.32, p  = .001, n  = 804



b  = 0.09 [0.02, 0.16], 
B  = 0.09, 



t  = 2.57, p  = .010, n  = 804



Strong D Public vs. Private, 
Ambiguous 



b  = 0.14 [0.08, 0.20], 
B  = 0.18, 



t  = 4.89, p  < .001, n  = 754



b  = 0.09 [0.03, 0.14], 
B  = 0.11, 



t  = 3.12, p  = .002, n  = 754



Democrats, 
MTurk 6 Strong D Public vs. Private, 



Ambiguous 



b  = 0.09 [0.06, 0.13], 
B  = 0.10, 



t  = 5.12, p  < .001, n  = 2415



b  = 0.04 [0.01, 0.08], 
B  = 0.05, 



t  = 2.58, p  = .010, n  = 2415



Generic R
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



b  = 0.10 [0.04, 0.16], 
B  = 0.12, 



t  = 3.25, p  = .001, n  = 787



b  = 0.09 [0.03, 0.15], 
B  = 0.10, 



t  = 2.84, p  = .005, n  = 787



b  = 0.09 [0.03, 0.16], 
B  = 0.10, 



t  = 2.68, p  = .008, n  = 783



b  = 0.09 [0.02, 0.16], 
B  = 0.09, 



t  = 2.48, p  = .013, n  = 783



Strong R Public vs. Private, 
Ambiguous 



b  = 0.10 [0.03, 0.16], 
B  = 0.11, 



t  = 3.03, p  = .003, n  = 782



b  = 0.08 [0.02, 0.14], 
B  = 0.09, 



t  = 2.63, p  = .009, n  = 782



Observability effects
 in Unambiguous



Sample Study Audience



Conditions 
within 



Study/Audience 
context



Observability effects
 in Ambiguous



Democrats, 
Prolific 3



Democrats, 
MTurk 5



Republicans, 
MTurk 7










Not controlling for explicit 

reputation motives

Controlling for explicit 

reputation motives

Not controlling for explicit 

reputation motives

Controlling for explicit 

reputation motives

Weak D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

b = 0.11 [0.05, 0.17],

B = 0.12, 

t = 3.73, p < .001, n = 958

b = 0.10 [0.04, 0.15],

B = 0.10, 

t = 3.21, p = .001, n = 958

b = 0.12 [0.06, 0.18], 

B = 0.13, 

t = 4.08, p < .001, n = 1002

b = 0.10 [0.04, 0.16], 

B = 0.11, 

t = 3.31, p = .001, n = 1002

Strong D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

b = 0.11 [0.05, 0.17], 

B = 0.11, 

t = 3.47, p = .001, n = 996

b = 0.06 [-0.00, 0.12], 

B = 0.06, 

t = 1.94, p = .053, n = 996

b = 0.18 [0.12, 0.23], 

B = 0.19, 

t = 6.28, p < .001, n = 1045

b = 0.15 [0.09, 0.21], 

B = 0.16, 

t = 5.13, p < .001, n = 1045

Democrats, 

MTurk 

4 Generic D

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

b = 0.09 [0.03, 0.15], 

B = 0.11, 

t = 3.03, p = .003, n = 804

b = 0.07 [0.01, 0.13], 

B = 0.08, 

t = 2.22, p = .027, n = 804

b = 0.17 [0.11, 0.24], 

B = 0.18, 

t = 5.01, p < .001, n = 784

b = 0.17 [0.10, 0.24], 

B = 0.17, 

t = 4.87, p < .001, n = 784

Generic D

Public vs. Private, 

Unambiguous 

b = 0.12 [0.05, 0.18], 

B = 0.12, 

t = 3.32, p = .001, n = 804

b = 0.09 [0.02, 0.16], 

B = 0.09, 

t = 2.57, p = .010, n = 804

Strong D

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

b = 0.14 [0.08, 0.20], 

B = 0.18, 

t = 4.89, p < .001, n = 754

b = 0.09 [0.03, 0.14], 

B = 0.11, 

t = 3.12, p = .002, n = 754

Democrats, 

MTurk 

6 Strong D

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

b = 0.09 [0.06, 0.13], 

B = 0.10, 

t = 5.12, p < .001, n = 2415

b = 0.04 [0.01, 0.08], 

B = 0.05, 

t = 2.58, p = .010, n = 2415

Generic R

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. 

Unambiguous

b = 0.10 [0.04, 0.16], 

B = 0.12, 

t = 3.25, p = .001, n = 787

b = 0.09 [0.03, 0.15], 

B = 0.10, 

t = 2.84, p = .005, n = 787

b = 0.09 [0.03, 0.16], 

B = 0.10, 

t = 2.68, p = .008, n = 783

b = 0.09 [0.02, 0.16], 

B = 0.09, 

t = 2.48, p = .013, n = 783

Strong R

Public vs. Private, 

Ambiguous 

b = 0.10 [0.03, 0.16], 

B = 0.11, 

t = 3.03, p = .003, n = 782

b = 0.08 [0.02, 0.14], 

B = 0.09, 

t = 2.63, p = .009, n = 782

Observability effects

 in Unambiguous

Sample Study Audience

Conditions 

within 

Study/Audience 

context

Observability effects

 in Ambiguous

Democrats, 

Prolific 

3

Democrats, 

MTurk 

5

Republicans, 

MTurk

7
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Study Using all non-missing data Restricting to subjects 
without missing data



3 Cronbach's alpha = 0.9730   Cronbach's alpha = 0.9732   
4 Cronbach's alpha = 0.9748   Cronbach's alpha = 0.9748   
5 Cronbach's alpha = 0.9738   Cronbach's alpha = 0.9739   
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Using all non-missing data Restricting to subjects 
without missing data



Weak D
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Ambiguous: 5.99 (2.40), 
Unambiguous: 8.69 (1.40), 
b  = 2.71 [2.46, 2.95], 



B  = 0.57, 
t  = 21.49, p  < .001, n  = 975



Ambiguous: 6.01 (2.39), 
Unambiguous: 8.71 (1.39), 
b  = 2.71 [2.46, 2.96], 



B  = 0.57, 
t  = 21.42, p  < .001, n  = 955



Strong D
Public vs. Private X 



Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Ambiguous: 5.99 (2.50), 
Unambiguous: 8.57 (1.39), 
b  = 2.58 [2.33, 2.82], 



B  = 0.54, 
t  = 20.49, p  < .001, n  = 1016



Ambiguous: 6.02 (2.50), 
Unambiguous: 8.57 (1.39), 
b  = 2.56 [2.31, 2.80], 



B  = 0.54, 
t  = 20.19, p  < .001, n  = 1005



Democrats, 
MTurk 4 Generic D



Public vs. Private X 
Ambiguous vs. 
Unambiguous



Ambiguous: 5.22 (2.49), 
Unambiguous: 8.01 (1.85), 
b  = 2.79 [2.49, 3.10], 



B  = 0.54, 
t  = 18.00, p  < .001, n  = 801



Ambiguous: 5.22 (2.49), 
Unambiguous: 8.01 (1.85), 
b  = 2.79 [2.48, 3.10], 



B  = 0.54, 
t  = 17.85, p  < .001, n  = 784



Generic D Public vs. Private, 
Unambiguous 



Unambiguous: 7.91 (1.85), 
n  = 406



Unambiguous: 7.91 (1.85), 
n  = 403



Strong D Public vs. Private, 
Ambiguous 



Ambiguous: 5.13 (2.48), 
n  = 382



Ambiguous: 5.12 (2.49), 
n  = 374



Democrats, 
MTurk 5



Ambiguity effect in Private 
(on perceived moral merits of punishment)
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within 



Study/Audience 
context
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Study Design Pre-registered analysis
of punishment behavior Research question Summary of findings



Predict punishment as a function of 
ambiguity, observability, audience ideology, 
and all two- and three-way interactions



How does the influence of reputation on 
punishment depend on ambiguity and 
audience ideology?



Positive main effect of observability, 
negative main effect of ambiguity, positive 
main effect of strong ideology, and no sig  
interactions



Examine the  two-way interaction between 
ambiguity and observability within each of 
the two ideology conditions



In the context of a less ideological audience, 
does reputation erode sensitivity to nuance?
In the context of a more ideological audience, 
does reptuation erode sensitivity to nuance?



As reported in main text Table 4, no sig 
interaction within either ideology condition 
(within the strong Democrat audience, the 
interaction is marginally sig in the direction 
of reputation enhancing sensitivity to 
nuance.)



Examine the  two-way interaction between 
ideology and observability, within the  
ambiguous condition



Do more ideological audiances amplify the 
power of reputation to drive punishment in 
ambiguous situations?



No sig interaction



Examine the  two-way interaction between 
ideology and ambiguity, within the  public  
condition



When reputation is at stake, do more 
ideological audiances eorde sensitivity to 
nuance?



No sig interaction



Predict punishment as a function of 
ambiguity, observability, and their 
interaction



Does reputation erode sensitivity to nuance?



Positive main effect of observability, 
negative main effect of ambiguity, and no 
sig interaction (as reported in main text 
Table 4, the interaction is marginally sig in 
the direction of reputation enhancing 
sensitivity to nuance.)



Examine the effect of observability within 
each of the two ambiguity conditions



In ambiguous situations, does reptuation 
drive punishment?
In unambiguous situations, does reptuation 
drive punishment?



As reported in main text Table 4, positive 
effects of observability within both the 
ambiguous condition and the 
unambiguous condition.



Predict punishment as a function of 
ambiguity, observability, and their 
interaction



In a context where the perceived reptuation 
value of punishment is roughly equated 
across our ambiguous vs. unambiguous 
conditions (because the ambiguous condition 
is paired with a more ideological Decider than 
the unambiguous condition), what is the 
relative power of reputation to drive 
punishment in ambiguous vs. unambiguous 
situations?



Positive main effect of observability, 
negative main effect of ambiguity, and no 
sig interaction.



Examine the effect of observability within 
each of the two ambiguity conditions



In ambiguous situations, does reptuation 
drive punishment?
In unambiguous situations, does reptuation 
drive punishment?



As reported in main text Table 4, positive 
effects of observability within both the 
ambiguous condition and the 
unambiguous condition.



Predict punishment as a function of 
observability and initial moral evaluations of 
punishment



In ambiguous situations, does reptuation 
drive punishment?



Positive effect of observability. Table 4 
reports this analysis without controlling for 
initial moral evaluations of punishment (for 
consistency with approach in other 
studies).



Examine the effect of observability within 
each "bin", categorizing participants 
according to their initial moral evaluation of 
punishment



Does reputation drive punishment even 
among individuals who, before learning about 
their punishment opportunity and reputational 
incentive, reported reservations about the 
moral merits of punishment?



As reported in the body of the main text, 
positive effects of observability within all 
bins.



Setting aside the "Ambiguous + Strong 
Republican Decider" conditions, predict 
punishment as a function of ambiguity, 
observability, and their interaction 



In the context of a Generic Republican 
audience, does reputation erode sensitivity to 
nuance?



Positive main effect of observability, 
negative main effect of ambiguity, and no 
sig interaction. Main text Table 4 reports 
interaction.



Setting aside the "Ambiguous + Generic 
Republican Decider" conditions, predict 
punishment as a function of ambiguity, 
observability, and their interaction 



In a context where the perceived reptuation 
value of punishment is roughly equated 
across our ambiguous vs. unambiguous 
conditions (because the ambiguous condition 
is paired with a more ideological Decider than 
the unambiguous condition), what is the 
relative power of reputation to drive 
punishment in ambiguous vs. unambiguous 
situations?



Positive main effect of observability, 
negative main effect of ambiguity, and no 
sig interaction.



Examine the effect of observability within 
each of the three ambiguity/audience 
conditions



In ambiguous conditions with a more 
ideological audience, does reputation drive 
punishment?
In ambiguous conditions with a less 
ideological audience, does reputation drive 
punishment?
In unambiguous conditions with a less 
ideological audience, does reputation drive 
punishment?



As reported in main text Table 4, positive 
effects of observability within all three 
ambiguity/audience conditions



6



2x1 (two conditions)



Public vs. Private 
(always Ambiguous + Strong Democrat Decider, 



measure personal moral evaluation first)



Description of Decider
Strong Democrat: "a Democrat who
 supports the #MeToo movement"



7



2x3 (six conditions)



Public vs. Private X 
Ambiguous + Strong Republican Decider vs. 



Ambiguous + Generic Republican Decider vs. 
Unambiguous + Generic Republican Decider



Descriptions of Deciders
Strong Republican: “a Republican who 



is a committed member of the 
Men’s Rights Movement"



Generic Republican: "a Republican"



3



2x2x2 (eight conditions)



Public vs. Private X 
Ambiguous vs. Unambiguous X



Strong vs. Weak Democrat Decider



Descriptions of Deciders
Strong Democrat: "a strong Democrat 



who strongly supports the #MeToo movement"



Weak Democrat: "a weak Democrat, 
who only leans towards the party"



4



2x2 (four conditions)



Public vs. Private X 
Ambiguous vs. Unambiguous



(always Generic Democrat Decider)



Description of Decider
Generic Democrat: "a Democrat"



5



2x2 (four conditions)



Public vs. Private X 
Ambiguous + Strong Democrat Decider vs. 
Unambiguous + Generic Democrat Decider



Descriptions of Deciders
Strong Democrat: "a Democrat who 
supports the #MeToo movement"



Generic Democrat: "a Democrat"










Study Design

Pre-registered analysis

of punishment behavior

Research question Summary of findings

Predict punishment as a function of 

ambiguity, observability, audience ideology, 

and all two- and three-way interactions

How does the influence of reputation on 

punishment depend on ambiguity and 

audience ideology?

Positive main effect of observability, 

negative main effect of ambiguity, positive 

main effect of strong ideology, and no sig  

interactions

Examine the  two-way interaction between 

ambiguity and observability within each of 

the two ideology conditions

In the context of a less ideological audience, 

does reputation erode sensitivity to nuance?

In the context of a more ideological audience, 

does reptuation erode sensitivity to nuance?

As reported in main text Table 4, no sig 

interaction within either ideology condition 

(within the strong Democrat audience, the 

interaction is marginally sig in the direction 

of reputation enhancing sensitivity to 

nuance.)

Examine the  two-way interaction between 

ideology and observability, within the  

ambiguous condition

Do more ideological audiances amplify the 

power of reputation to drive punishment in 

ambiguous situations?

No sig interaction

Examine the  two-way interaction between 

ideology and ambiguity, within the  public  

condition

When reputation is at stake, do more 

ideological audiances eorde sensitivity to 

nuance?

No sig interaction

Predict punishment as a function of 

ambiguity, observability, and their 

interaction

Does reputation erode sensitivity to nuance?

Positive main effect of observability, 

negative main effect of ambiguity, and no 

sig interaction (as reported in main text 

Table 4, the interaction is marginally sig in 

the direction of reputation enhancing 

sensitivity to nuance.)

Examine the effect of observability within 

each of the two ambiguity conditions

In ambiguous situations, does reptuation 

drive punishment?

In unambiguous situations, does reptuation 

drive punishment?

As reported in main text Table 4, positive 

effects of observability within both the 

ambiguous condition and the 

unambiguous condition.

Predict punishment as a function of 

ambiguity, observability, and their 

interaction

In a context where the perceived reptuation 

value of punishment is roughly equated 

across our ambiguous vs. unambiguous 

conditions (because the ambiguous condition 

is paired with a more ideological Decider than 

the unambiguous condition), what is the 

relative power of reputation to drive 

punishment in ambiguous vs. unambiguous 

situations?

Positive main effect of observability, 

negative main effect of ambiguity, and no 

sig interaction.

Examine the effect of observability within 

each of the two ambiguity conditions

In ambiguous situations, does reptuation 

drive punishment?

In unambiguous situations, does reptuation 

drive punishment?

As reported in main text Table 4, positive 

effects of observability within both the 

ambiguous condition and the 

unambiguous condition.

Predict punishment as a function of 

observability and initial moral evaluations of 

punishment

In ambiguous situations, does reptuation 

drive punishment?

Positive effect of observability. Table 4 

reports this analysis without controlling for 

initial moral evaluations of punishment (for 

consistency with approach in other 

studies).

Examine the effect of observability within 

each "bin", categorizing participants 

according to their initial moral evaluation of 

punishment

Does reputation drive punishment even 

among individuals who, before learning about 

their punishment opportunity and reputational 

incentive, reported reservations about the 

moral merits of punishment?

As reported in the body of the main text, 

positive effects of observability within all 

bins.

Setting aside the "Ambiguous + Strong 

Republican Decider" conditions, predict 

punishment as a function of ambiguity, 

observability, and their interaction 

In the context of a Generic Republican 

audience, does reputation erode sensitivity to 

nuance?

Positive main effect of observability, 

negative main effect of ambiguity, and no 

sig interaction. Main text Table 4 reports 

interaction.

Setting aside the "Ambiguous + Generic 

Republican Decider" conditions, predict 

punishment as a function of ambiguity, 

observability, and their interaction 

In a context where the perceived reptuation 

value of punishment is roughly equated 

across our ambiguous vs. unambiguous 

conditions (because the ambiguous condition 

is paired with a more ideological Decider than 

the unambiguous condition), what is the 

relative power of reputation to drive 

punishment in ambiguous vs. unambiguous 

situations?

Positive main effect of observability, 

negative main effect of ambiguity, and no 

sig interaction.

Examine the effect of observability within 

each of the three ambiguity/audience 

conditions

In ambiguous conditions with a more 

ideological audience, does reputation drive 

punishment?

In ambiguous conditions with a less 

ideological audience, does reputation drive 

punishment?

In unambiguous conditions with a less 

ideological audience, does reputation drive 

punishment?

As reported in main text Table 4, positive 

effects of observability within all three 

ambiguity/audience conditions

6

2x1 (two conditions)

Public vs. Private 

(always Ambiguous + Strong Democrat Decider, 

measure personal moral evaluation first)

Description of Decider

Strong Democrat: "a Democrat who

 supports the #MeToo movement"

7

2x3 (six conditions)

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous + Strong Republican Decider vs. 

Ambiguous + Generic Republican Decider vs. 

Unambiguous + Generic Republican Decider

Descriptions of Deciders

Strong Republican: “a Republican who 

is a committed member of the 

Men’s Rights Movement"

Generic Republican: "a Republican"

3

2x2x2 (eight conditions)

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. Unambiguous X

Strong vs. Weak Democrat Decider

Descriptions of Deciders

Strong Democrat: "a strong Democrat 

who strongly supports the #MeToo movement"

Weak Democrat: "a weak Democrat, 

who only leans towards the party"

4

2x2 (four conditions)

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous vs. Unambiguous

(always Generic Democrat Decider)

Description of Decider

Generic Democrat: "a Democrat"

5

2x2 (four conditions)

Public vs. Private X 

Ambiguous + Strong Democrat Decider vs. 

Unambiguous + Generic Democrat Decider

Descriptions of Deciders

Strong Democrat: "a Democrat who 

supports the #MeToo movement"

Generic Democrat: "a Democrat"
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Average perceived 
reputation value of punishment, 



across all observations



Frequency of expectation that punishment will look 
good, across observations where subject 



questioned the merits of punishment



Democrats, 
Study 1a



Less ideological Observer: 
3.29 (0.96), t  = 7.71, p  < .001, n  = 379, 



More ideological Observer: 
3.76 (0.94), t  = 20.18, p  < .001, n  = 407



Less ideological Observer: 39.36%, 
More ideological Observer: 59.87%



n = 954 observations across 495 unique subjects



Republicans, 
Study 1b



Less ideological Observer: 
3.30 (0.99), t  = 7.76, p  < .001, n  = 409, 



More ideological Observer: 
3.55 (1.02), t  = 13.15, p  < .001, n  = 377



Less ideological Observer: 40.72%, 
More ideological Observer: 59.18%,



n = 1040 observations across 520 unique subjects



Democrats, 
Study 2



Less ideological Observer: 
3.27 (0.93), t  = 4.90, p  < .001, n  = 194



Less ideological Observer: 40.97%,
n = 227 observations across 108 unique subjects










Average perceived 

reputation value of punishment, 

across all observations

Frequency of expectation that punishment will look 

good, across observations where subject 

questioned the merits of punishment

Democrats, 

Study 1a

Less ideological Observer: 

3.29 (0.96), t = 7.71, p < .001, n = 379, 

More ideological Observer: 

3.76 (0.94), t = 20.18, p < .001, n = 407

Less ideological Observer: 39.36%, 

More ideological Observer: 59.87%

n = 954 observations across 495 unique subjects

Republicans, 

Study 1b

Less ideological Observer: 

3.30 (0.99), t = 7.76, p < .001, n = 409, 

More ideological Observer: 

3.55 (1.02), t = 13.15, p < .001, n = 377

Less ideological Observer: 40.72%, 

More ideological Observer: 59.18%,

n = 1040 observations across 520 unique subjects

Democrats, 

Study 2

Less ideological Observer: 

3.27 (0.93), t = 4.90, p < .001, n = 194

Less ideological Observer: 40.97%,

n = 227 observations across 108 unique subjects
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A All observations
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Perceived reputation value of punishment, ambiguous conditions
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Observations where subject held moral reservations about punishmentB










0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Religion Veteran's day

September 11 Flag

Less ideological Observer

More ideological Observer

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Republicans, Study 1b

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Racist comment Homophobia

Sexist comment Racist costume

Less ideological Observer

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Democrats, Study 2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Racist comment Homophobia

Sexist comment Racist costume

Less ideological Observer

More ideological Observer

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Democrats, Study 1a

A

All observations

Punishment will look good Punishment will look bad

Perceived reputation value of punishment, ambiguous conditions

0

.

1

.

2

.

3

0

.

1

.

2

.

3

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Religion Veteran's day

September 11 Flag

Less ideological Observer

More ideological Observer

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Republicans, Study 1b

0

.

1

.

2

.

3

.

4

0

.

1

.

2

.

3

.

4

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Racist comment Homophobia

Sexist comment Racist costume

Less ideological Observer

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Democrats, Study 2

0

.

1

.

2

.

3

0

.

1

.

2

.

3

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Racist comment Homophobia

Sexist comment Racist costume

Less ideological Observer

More ideological Observer

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Democrats, Study 1a

Punishment will look good Punishment will look bad

Perceived reputation value of punishment, ambiguous conditions

Observations where subject held moral reservations about punishment

B


image3.emf



0
.0



5
.1



.1
5



.2
0



.0
5



.1
.1



5
.2



0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100



Racist comment Homophobia



Sexist comment Racist costume



Ambiguous
Unambiguous



 P
ro



po
rti



on



Graphs by Vignette



 Less ideological Observer



0
.0



5
.1



.1
5



.2
0



.0
5



.1
.1



5
.2



0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100



Racist comment Homophobia



Sexist comment Racist costume



Ambiguous
Unambiguous



 P
ro



po
rti



on



Graphs by Vignette



 More ideological Observer
0



.0
5



.1
.1



5
.2



0
.0



5
.1



.1
5



.2



0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100



Racist comment Homophobia



Sexist comment Racist costume



Ambiguous
Unambiguous



 P
ro



po
rti



on



Graphs by Vignette



 Less ideological Observer



A Democrats, Study 1a C Democrats, Study 2



Perceived reputation value of punishment



Punishment will look goodPunishment will look bad



Perceived reputation value of punishment



Punishment will look goodPunishment will look bad



0
.0



5
.1



.1
5



.2
0



.0
5



.1
.1



5
.2



0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100



Religion Veteran's day



September 11 Flag



Ambiguous
Unambiguous



 P
ro



po
rti



on



Graphs by Vignette



 More ideological Observer



0
.0



5
.1



.1
5



.2
0



.0
5



.1
.1



5
.2



0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100



Religion Veteran's day



September 11 Flag



Ambiguous
Unambiguous



 P
ro



po
rti



on



Graphs by Vignette



 Less ideological Observer



B Republicans, Study 1b



Punishment will look goodPunishment will look bad



Perceived reputation value of punishment










0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Racist comment Homophobia

Sexist comment Racist costume

Ambiguous

Unambiguous

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Less ideological Observer

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Racist comment Homophobia

Sexist comment Racist costume

Ambiguous

Unambiguous

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 More ideological Observer

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Racist comment Homophobia

Sexist comment Racist costume

Ambiguous

Unambiguous

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Less ideological Observer

A

Democrats, Study 1a

C

Democrats, Study 2

Perceived reputation value of punishment

Punishment will look good Punishment will look bad

Perceived reputation value of punishment

Punishment will look good Punishment will look bad

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Religion Veteran's day

September 11 Flag

Ambiguous

Unambiguous

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 More ideological Observer

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

.

2

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100

Religion Veteran's day

September 11 Flag

Ambiguous

Unambiguous

 

P

r

o

p

o

r

t

i

o

n

Graphs by Vignette

 Less ideological Observer

B

Republicans, Study 1b

Punishment will look good Punishment will look bad

Perceived reputation value of punishment


