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Abstract 

 The identifiability effect describes humans' tendency to exhibit different emotional and 

behavioral responses toward identified as compared to anonymous individuals. This 

phenomenon has been extensively studied within the identifiable victim effect, showing 

thathypothesizing that people display more helping behavior when faced with an identified as 

compared to an anonymous individual in need. By contrast, research on the influence of 

offender identifiability on the perception and treatment of offenders is relatively scarce and 

has found mixed results. Specifically, some studies show negative consequences of offender 

identifiability for offenders (e.g., stronger punishment); whereas, other studies found positive 

consequences for offenders (e.g., weaker punishment). In the present study, we aim to 

investigate whether the consequences of identifiability (vs. anonymity) of the offender may 

vary depending on the punisher’s role in the initial offense. We hypothesize that offender 

identifiability leads to stronger punishment for offenders when punishment is imposed by the 

initial victim. By contrast, offender identifiability should lead but to weaker punishment when 

punishment is imposed by an uninvolved third party. To investigate this, we propose an online 

vignette study in which participants read about an offense (a) in which they were either the 

affected victim themselves (second party) or uninvolved and only learned about the offense 

(third party) and (b) in which the offender is either identified or unidentified. Following this, 

participants will indicate their intentions to punish, as well as their levels of empathy, moral 

outrage, and attribution of blame towards the offender. 

Keywords: offender identifiability, second-party punishment, third-party punishment, 

offender empathy, moral outrage, offender blaming 
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The Influence of Offender Identifiability in Second- and Third-Party Punishment 

Cases of victimization often garner significant attention in the public sphere, 

frequently becoming focal points in media discourse. However, these cases are particularly 

delicate, involving highly vulnerable individuals in highly sensitive situations. Therefore, 

protecting both victims and offenders is of paramount importance. In Germany, for example, 

the anonymity of both victims and offenders must be preserved in media crime reporting and 

court proceedings to protect their personal rights (Hooffacker & Meier, 2017). Victims 

receive special protection and their identity is generally not disclosed unless consent is given 

or they are considered public figures. The identity of offenders (e.g., name and photo), by 

contrast, can or should be disclosed under certain circumstances, especially when there is a 

legitimate public interest that outweighs the individual's protective interests. Disclosing the 

identity of victims or offenders may, however, change people's attitudes and subsequent 

behavior toward them (Lewinsohn-Zamir et al., 2017; Pałka et al., 2023), ultimately 

influencing court decisions and judicial sentencing (Hough et al., 2003; Myers & Greene, 

2004; Roberts & Hough, 2005). Given the potentially far-reaching impact of such seemingly 

trivial details, like disclosing the identities of victims and offenders, it is essential to 

understand its actual consequences and accompanying psychological mechanisms. 

Previous research has extensively studied the impact of the so-called “identifiability 

effect” on the perception and public support for victims (e.g., Genevsky et al., 2013; Lee & 

Feeley, 2016). By contrast, the influence of identifiability (vs. anonymity) of offenders on 

other individuals’ emotions, attitudes, and behavior has received limited attention. Moreover, 

existing research has provided mixed results as to whether offender identifiability has positive 

(Barak-Corren & Lewinsohn-Zamir, 2019; Baron & Ritov, 2009; Kogut, 2011b; Lewinsohn-

Zamir et al., 2017) or negative consequences (Kogut, 2011b; Small & Loewenstein, 2005) for 

offenders. The current study aims to contribute to this literature and particularly suggests that 

the influence of offender identifiability on the perception and treatment of the offender 
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depends on the punisher’s role in the initial offense. More specifically, we test the hypothesis 

that offender identifiability has negative consequences for the offender (e.g., stronger 

punishment intentions) when the situation is evaluated by the initial victim; conversely, 

offender identifiability should have positive consequences for the offender (e.g., weaker 

punishment intentions) when the situation is evaluated by a third party that was unaffected by 

the initial offense. 

The Identifiability Effect 

Research on the identifiability effect originated in 1968 when Schelling first described 

the phenomenon that the death of a single individual life triggers stronger emotional reactions 

and helping behavior than the death of an anonymous, so-called "statistical" life. In essence, 

Schelling summarized his idea as "the more we know, the more we care" (Schelling, 1968). In 

line with this reasoning, decades of research a large body of research has tested the hypothesis 

suggest that the mere identification of a victim by “irrelevant information” such as name, age, 

or a picture leads to stronger emotional reactions (e.g., empathy) and willingness to help (e.g., 

donation behavior) compared to cases where the victim remains anonymous (e.g., Hou et al., 

2023; Kogut & Ritov, 2005a; Lee & Feeley, 2018; Small et al., 2007)1. One theoretical 

explanation that has been proposed for this effect is that, by making the individual more 

concrete and increasing their psychological closeness (Mentovich et al., 2016; Pałka et al., 

2023), identifiability amplifies positive and benevolent emotions, and, ultimately, increases 

positive behavioral intentions concerning the victim, such as helping behavior (Kogut et al., 

2018; Kogut & Ritov, 2005a; Oppenheimer & Olivola, 2011). Of note, recent studies have 

raised questions about the robustness and strength of the victim identifiability effect. Maier 

 
1 The identifiability effect refers to the impact of providing identifying information – often unrelated to the core 

issue – about a single individual. This effect needs to be distinguished from related concepts such as singularity 

or scope insensitivity, which examine whether a single identified individual elicits stronger (emotional) reactions 

compared to a group or a larger number of (identified or unidentified) individuals (Kogut & Ritov, 2005b, 

2005a; Maier et al., 2024; Moche et al., 2022; Sudhir et al., 2016). In the present research, we specifically 

investigate the impact of having identifying information versus no identifying information about one individual. 



Offender Identifiability in Second- and Third-Party Punishment    6 
 

and colleagues (2024), for example, conducted a re-analysis of meta-analytic evidence on the 

identifiable victim effect and reported moderate evidence of publication bias, and strong 

evidence for the absence of the average identified victim effect. Additionally, several recent 

studies have failed to replicate the victim identifiability effect (e.g., Majumder et al., 2022; 

Moche & Västfjäll, 2021; Vu et al., 2024; Wiss et al., 2015), further complicating the 

understanding of its strength and the conditions under which it operated in the literature. 

Given this mixed evidence, the extent and boundary conditions of the victim identifiability 

effect remain uncertain. Although this effect appears to be highly context-dependent and has 

recently failed to replicate, a great body of evidence indicates that, in general, it is 

advantageous for victims to be identified .  

By contrastIn contrast to the extensive research on the victim identifiability effect,  

evidence on the effects of offender identifiability on individuals’ perceptions of and responses 

to an offense is strikingly scarce received relatively little attention and, thus, remain 

insufficiently explored. and yielded Moreover, the few studies testing this effect yielded 

remarkably inconsistent results (as we will outline below). One of the first attempts to extend 

the victim identifiability effect and to test how the identification of offenders influences 

people’s emotional responses and behavior toward the offender has been provided by Small 

and Loewenstein (2005). The authors suggested that identification generally intensifies 

prevailing emotional and moral reactions toward an individual rather than only amplifying 

positive and benevolent responses (see also Loewenstein et al., 2005). To test this reasoning, 

Small and Loewenstein (2005) employed an economic game in which participants became 

victims of injustice due to the unfair behavior of either an identified or unidentified teammate 

(the offender). They could then decide how much of their own money they wanted to invest in 

order to reduce the offender’s payout and, thus, punish them. in which participants could 

choose to either share their money with the group (contributors), which benefited everyone, or 

keep their money for themselves (non-contributors), which increased their own profit but 
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reduced the profits of other contributing participants. In a second round of the game, 

contributors could then decide whether and to what extent they would like to invest money to 

punish non-contributors. Importantly, before punishment, non-contributors were either 

identified or not. In line with their hypothesis, results showed that feelings of anger and blame 

were amplified and, ultimately, led to stronger punitive actions against the offender  (i.e., the 

non-contributor) when the offender was identified, compared to when the offender remained 

unidentified. This research led to the general belief that offender identifiability enhances 

individuals’ tendency to punish the offender (Baron & Ritov, 2009; Bystranowski et al., 2022; 

Feng et al., 2023; Hsu, 2008; Sah & Loewenstein, 2012; Żuradzki, 2019). 

However, other research paints a completely different picture and suggests that the 

effects are not quite that simple. Baron and Ritov (2009, Study 8), for example, also expected 

that offender identifiability increases punishment intentions. However, their data revealed 

patterns that were in the direct opposite direction: People expressed weaker intentions to 

punish identified compared to unidentified offenders. Similarly, Lewinsohn-Zamir and 

colleagues (2017) found that in cases of minor offenses (e.g., littering in the park or breach of 

contract), offender identifiability made people punish more leniently. Barak-Corren and 

Lewinsohn-Zamir (2019) investigated the effect of victim and offender identifiability on 

third-party perceptions of credibility, morality, blameworthiness, and responsibility of both 

victims and offenders in the case of (accused) sexual harassment. Again, data revealed that 

offender identifiability was advantageous for offenders: Participants evaluated identified (vs. 

unidentified) offenders more positively and were less supportive of measures against the 

offender (e.g., disciplinary actions, filing criminal charges). This research would, thus, 

suggest that offender identifiability reduces (rather than enhances) individuals’ tendency to 

punish the offender. 
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In sum, previous studies show mixed results regarding whether identifying an offender 

leads to more benevolent versus malevolent emotions and behavior toward them. One aspect 

that has a fundamental impact on people’s punishment in general and that may also help 

explaining these mixed results is the role of the punisher in the initial offense. 

Second- and Third-Party Punishment 

 Punishment of the offender can most prominently be imposed by victims of the 

offense. This has been termed second-party punishment (e.g., Mischkowski et al., 2018). 

Sometimes, however, punishment is enforced by individuals who were unaffected by the 

initial offense and, thus, were only in an observer role. This has been termed third-party 

punishment (e.g., Henrich et al., 2006). There is a great body of literature investigating the 

parallels and differences between these two positions on punishment decisions (Pedersen et 

al., 2018; Przepiorka & Liebe, 2016; Twardawski et al., 2022). This research, for example, 

suggests that second parties tend to punish more strongly than third parties (Civai et al., 2019; 

Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004; Hechler & Kessler, 2022; Stallen et al., 2018).  

Moreover, the psychological mechanisms underlying second- and third-party 

punishment seem to be quite different. Victims tend to focus primarily on the harm caused 

(Bellucci et al., 2020), and, thus, the consequences of the offense (Rim et al., 2013), 

ultimately affecting their motivation to punish (Yang et al., 2024). Specifically, second-party 

punishment seems to be more strongly motivated by antisocial or retributive motives than 

third-party punishment (Carpenter & Matthews, 2012; Jensen, 2010; Zhou et al., 2017). 

Additionally, the experience of harm and suffering triggers anger as the primary emotion 

underlying second-party punishment (Hartsough et al., 2020; Hopfensitz & Reuben, 2009; 

Russell & Giner-Sorolla, 2013; Seip et al., 2014). Based on the idea that identifiability 

intensifies the prevailing emotions and behavioral responses (Lewinsohn-Zamir et al., 2017; 
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Small & Loewenstein, 2005) offender identifiability should lead to stronger punishment (and 

more negative perception) by victims.  

For uninvolved third parties, by contrast, punishment is relatively more strongly 

influenced by information about the offender's intentions (Bellucci et al., 2020; Yang et al., 

2024). Third-party punishers, thus, tend to focus more on the cause of an act than on its 

consequences (Rim et al., 2013). This may be affected by the identification of the offender, as 

identifiability increases social and psychological closeness and makes the offending person 

that has committed the offense more concrete (Mentovich et al., 2016; Pałka et al., 2023), 

ultimately changing people’s perceptions and attitudes toward them (Ledgerwood et al., 

2010). Indeed, research shows that third parties show more benevolent attitudes toward 

socially and psychologically close people and punish them less strongly (Passarelli & 

Buchanan, 2020; Qu et al., 2018). Likewise, qualitative research shows that, as people gain 

more information about offenders, their attention moves away from the offense itself. Instead, 

they develop an understanding of the offender’s reasons for committing the crime, leading to 

increased empathy toward them (Mae Boag & Wilson, 2013). Literature further suggests a 

complex interplay of emotions underlying third-party punishment, with moral outrage2 caused 

by the perception of the offense (Camerer, 2003; Ginther et al., 2022; Hartsough et al., 2020; 

Landmann & Hess, 2017), but also empathy-related emotions such as sympathy, compassion, 

or pity for the offender playing a pivotal role (Kogut, 2011b; Rudolph et al., 2004). 

Importantly, while moral outrage is positively related to punishment (Carlsmith et al., 2002; 

Lotz et al., 2011), offender empathy is negatively related to punishment (Condon & DeSteno, 

2011; Klimecki et al., 2016; Kogut, 2011b). Consequently, offender identifiability should 

 
2 Moral outrage is sometimes equated with anger and their distinction is sometimes questioned (Batson et al., 

2007; O’Mara et al., 2011). Nevertheless, their distinctiveness has been emphasized in studies that differentiate 

between the two emotions (Ginther et al., 2022; Hechler & Kessler, 2018). Moral outrage, which encompasses 

the emotion of anger, arises from the perceived wrongfulness and immorality of an action, unlike anger which is 

typically triggered by its consequences (Hechler & Kessler, 2018).  
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rather lead to weaker punishment (and a more positive perception) of the offender by initially 

uninvolved third parties. 

Importantly, the mixed results of research on the effects of offender identifiability, 

which was outlined above, are very much in line with this reasoning. Studies examining 

victim’s responses to identified (vs. unidentified) offenders show negative consequences of 

identifiability for the offender (e.g., stronger punishment) (Kogut, 2011b; Small & 

Loewenstein, 2005). Whereas studies examining third- parties’ responses to identified (vs. 

unidentified) offenders show positive consequences of identifiability for the offender (e.g., 

weaker punishment) (Barak-Corren & Lewinsohn-Zamir, 2019; Baron & Ritov, 2009; 

Lewinsohn-Zamir et al., 2017). The present research builds upon this tentative evidence and, 

thus, is designed to integrate the (mixed) findings from the literature by directly testing the 

moderating influence of the role of the punisher in the initial offense on the effects of offender 

identifiability on punishment. Specifically, we hypothesize that the influence of offender 

identifiability on punishment intentions depends on the role of the punisher in the initial 

offense (Hypothesis 1). Victims should indicate stronger intentions to punish an identified 

compared to an unidentified offender. This effect should be reversed for , whereas third 

parties, who are expected to should indicate weaker intentions to punish an identified 

compared to an unidentified offender. 

Notably, research by Kogut (2011b) is closely related to the present study. In this 

research, the author tested to what extent the effect of offender identifiability on punishment 

intentions depends on the perspective taken in an offense. More precisely, participants were 

asked to either take the perspective of the victim or the offender of a misconduct that was 

committed by an identified vs. unidentified offender (Kogut, 2011b, Study 1). Results 

revealed that participants had stronger intentions to punish identified offenders, compared to 

unidentified offenders, when adopting the victim'’s perspective, whereas they had weaker 
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intentions to punish identified offenders, compared to unidentified offenders, when taking the 

offender'’s perspective. In a subsequent study, the role of emotions in the decision to punish 

identified (vs. unidentified) offenders was investigated, without having participants adopt a 

specific perspective (Kogut, 2011b, Study 2). Therefore, in this study, participants may be 

considered third parties. From this third-party perspective, participants showed weaker 

intentions to punish identified offenders than unidentified ones. Again, this research may be 

interpreted as further tentative evidence in line with the present hypothesis. However, it did 

not directly compare the perspective of the victim with the perspective of an uninvolved third 

party and can, thus, not directly integrate the mixed literature by testing the hypothesis 

outlined above. This is the goal of the present study. 

Psychological Mechanisms 

Additionally, the present research seeks to enhance our understanding of the 

psychological mechanisms underlying the effects of offender identifiability. Affective 

mechanisms have been frequently proposed as a key aspect in this regard (Erlandsson et al., 

2015; Lee & Feeley, 2016; Lewinsohn-Zamir et al., 2017; Loewenstein et al., 2005). One 

relevant affective response often discussed and found to be intensified by identification is 

empathy (Kogut & Ritov, 2005a; Moche et al., 2024; Sah & Loewenstein, 2012), which can 

influence both helping (Batson et al., 1981, 2001; Oceja et al., 2014) and punishing behavior 

(Lu & McKeown, 2018; Vitaglione & Barnett, 2003). For punishment, empathy towards the 

offender, that is, individuals’ capacity to understand an offender’s perspective and emotions, 

is particularly important (Kogut, 2011b; Unnever & Cullen, 2009). In the context of offender 

identifiability, research has already shownsuggests that victims express less empathy toward 

identified vs. unidentified offenders and, consequently, indicate stronger punitive intentions 

(Kogut, 2011b). Empathy for the offender was, thus, found suggested as a psychological 

mechanism (i.e., a mediator) between identification and punishment intentions. By contrast, 
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for uninvolved third parties, identifying information about the offender increased positive 

emotions toward the offender, including empathy (Barak-Corren & Lewinsohn-Zamir, 2019). 

Building on these findings and our theoretical considerations, we hypothesize that the 

influence of offender identifiability on empathy toward the offender depends on the role of 

the evaluating individual in the initial offense (Hypothesis 2). Victims should express less 

empathy toward an identified compared to an unidentified offender. This effect should be 

reversed for  whereas third parties, who are expected to should  express more empathy toward 

an identified compared to an unidentified offender. Additionally, we hypothesize that offender 

empathy mediates the influence of offender identifiability on punitive intentions depending on 

the role of the punisher (Hypothesis 5a). Specifically, we assume that victims express less 

empathy toward an identified compared to an unidentified offender, whereas third parties 

express more empathy toward an identified compared to an unidentified offender. Offender 

empathy is then negatively related to punishment intentions. 

Moral outrage, as another important affective response to an offense, arises from the 

perception that a fundamental moral principle has been violated, leading to negative emotions 

like indignation and anger (Batson et al., 2007). Anger, as a close sibling construct to and one 

part of moral outrage, has already been studied in the context of offender identifiability: Small 

and Loewensteins’ study (2005), reported that anger served as a mediator between offender 

identifiability and second-party punishment. Specifically, victims felt more anger toward 

identified compared to unidentified offenders, and, in turn, punished them more strongly. 

Conversely, research on third-party evaluations has demonstrated indicates the direct opposite 

pattern, showing that with people expressing less anger and willingness to punish identified 

compared to unidentified offenders (Baron & Ritov, 2009, Study 8; Kogut, 2011b, Study 2). 

Importantly, even though the role of moral outrage has not yet been studied in the context of 

identifiability effects, it has been found to play an important mediating role in third-party 

punishment decisions (Bastian et al., 2013; Carlsmith et al., 2002; Ginther et al., 2022; 
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Landmann & Hess, 2017; Pfattheicher et al., 2019). In the present study, we examine moral 

outrage as a mediator underlying the effect of offender identifiability and the role of the 

punisher in the initial offense on punishment intentions. Accordingly, we hypothesize that the 

influence of offender identifiability on moral outrage toward the offender depends on the role 

of the evaluating individual in the initial offense (Hypothesis 3). Victims should express more 

moral outrage toward an identified compared to an unidentified offender. This effect should 

be reversed for , whereas third parties, who are expected to  should express less moral outrage 

toward an identified compared to an unidentified offender. Additionally, we hypothesize that 

moral outrage mediates the influence of offender identifiability on punitive intentions 

depending on the role of the punisher (Hypothesis 5b). Specifically, we assume that victims 

express more, whereas third parties express less moral outrage toward an identified compared 

to an unidentified offender. Moral outrage is then positively related to punishment intentions. 

Another important variable for punishment decisions in general that will be considered 

in the present research, which we also aim to consider in this research, is offender blaming. 

Blame is typically assigned in response to actions or behaviors perceived as immoral (Squires, 

1968). The attribution of blame plays a major role in punishment decisions (Sifferd, 2024), as 

it directs moral responsibility to the individual showing the behavior (i.e., the offender; Gray 

et al., 2012; Schein & Gray, 2014), ultimately increasing people’s punitive intentions. This 

applies to both victims and third parties (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004; Moore, 2020) and 

depends on the amount of harm caused, as well as the perceived intentionality of the 

offender’s behavior (Krueger & Hoffman, 2016).  Given that victims of a crime tend to focus 

more on the harm caused when assigning punishment, whereas third parties tend to focus 

more on the intentional agent (Bellucci et al., 2020), we suggest that blaming an identified vs. 

unidentified offender differs depending on whether the situation is evaluated by a victim or a 

third party. Barak-Corren and Lewinsohn-Zamirs (2019) already found that uninvolved third 

parties blamed an identified offender less compared to an unidentified offender. In sum, we 
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hypothesize that the influence of offender identifiability on offender blaming depends on the 

role of the evaluating individual in the initial offense (Hypothesis 4). Victims should blame an 

identified offender more compared to an unidentified offender. This effect should be reversed 

for , whereas third parties, who are expected to should  blame an identified offender less 

compared to an unidentified offender. Additionally, we hypothesize that offender blaming 

mediates the influence of offender identifiability on punitive intentions depending on the role 

of the punisher (Hypothesis 5c). Specifically, we assume that victims blame an identified 

compared to an unidentified offender more, whereas third parties blame an identified 

compared to an unidentified offender less. Offender blaming is then positively related to 

punishment intentions. 

The Present Research 

In summary, the present research aims to enhance the understanding of the 

identifiability effect, specifically focusing on offender identifiability, thereby extending a 

comparatively limited literature, and integrating mixed results that were reported so far. We 

examine the role of both offender identifiability (unidentified vs. unidentified) and the role of 

the punisher (victim vs. third -party) on punishment intentions. Moreover, we investigate the 

mediating role of relevant emotions like empathy, moral outrage, and blame in this process. In 

total, we will test the following hypotheses, which are visually illustrated in Figure 1: In total, 

we will test the following hypotheses:  

H1: The influence of offender identifiability on punishment intentions depends on the 

role of the punisher in the initial offense. Victims indicate stronger intentions to punish an 

identified compared to an unidentified offender. ,This effect should be reversed for  whereas 

third parties, who are expected to indicate weaker intentions to punish an identified compared 

to an unidentified offender. 
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H2: The influence of offender identifiability on empathy toward the offender depends 

on the role of the evaluating individual in the initial offense. Victims express less empathy 

toward an identified compared to an unidentified offender. This effect should be reversed for , 

whereas third parties, who are expected to  express more empathy toward an identified 

compared to an unidentified offender. 

H3: The influence of offender identifiability on moral outrage toward the offender 

depends on the role of the evaluating individual in the initial offense. Victims express more 

moral outrage toward an identified compared to an unidentified offender. This effect should 

be reversed for, whereas third parties, who are expected to  express less moral outrage toward 

an identified compared to an unidentified offender.  

H4: The influence of offender identifiability on offender blaming depends on the role 

of the evaluating individual in the initial offense. Victims blame an identified offender more 

compared to an unidentified offender. This effect should be reversed for, whereas third 

parties, who are expected to  blame an identified offender less compared to an unidentified 

offender. 

Figure 1 

Conceptual model of the hypothesized interaction effects of punisher role and offender 

identifiability on punishment intentions, offender empathy, moral outrage, and offender 

blaming.  
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H5: (a) Offender empathy, (b) moral outrage, and (c) offender blaming are mediators 

for the effect of the interaction of identifiability and initial role of the punisher on punishment. 

Victims express less empathy, more moral outrage, and more offender blaming to an 

identified compared to an unidentified offender, whereas third parties express more empathy, 

less moral outrage, and less offender blaming to an identified compared to an unidentified 

offender. Offender empathy is then negatively related to punishment intentions, whereas 

moral outrage and offender blaming are positively related to punishment intentions. 

Methods and Materials 

We created a simulated dataset using the statistics program R (simulation code available on 

Open Science Framework3). Using this dataset, we conducted all planned calculations and 

report the results below as an example of how they will be conducted and reported after the 

 
3 https://osf.io/h5uys/?view_only=60348d468d8949aab31e9304128ec76a 

https://osf.io/h5uys/?view_only=60348d468d8949aab31e9304128ec76a
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actual data collection. Consequently, the following sections are written in past tense, even 

though no actual data has been collected yet. 

To investigate the role of offender identifiability on punishment intentions of both 

affected victims and uninvolved third parties, we plan to conducted an online study with a 

crime scenario. In this scenario, we will experimentally manipulated whether the offender 

wasis identified (vs. not) and whether participants are were victims or third parties. Hence, we 

will havehad a 2 (offender identifiability: no vs. yes) x 2 (punisher role: victim vs. third party) 

between-subjects design. Participants will werebe randomly assigned to one of these 

experimental conditions. All materials, data, and analyses scripts will be providedcan be 

found in the supplementary documents on the Open Science Framework (OSF)4. 

Sample, Data Collection, and Exclusion Criteria 

 We conducted an a priori power analysis to determine the required sample size to test 

our central hypothesis (Hypothesis 1) using the R package “pwr”G*Power (Champely, 2020). 

To ensure sufficient power for our study, we based our analysis on the effects of offender 

identifiability on punishment reported in the literature, ranging from small (Barak-Corren & 

Lewinsohn-Zamir, 2019, f = 0.12; Lewinsohn-Zamir et al., 2017, f = 0.10), to medium- sized 

effects (Small & Loewenstein, 2005, f = 0.26; Kogut, 2011b, Study 2, f = 0.32). However, 

given that this prior research only focused on either the victims or third parties as punishers, 

this only corresponds to the planned follow-up analyses (see below), but not our planned 

ANOVA testing the interaction effect of offender identifiability and role of the punisher on 

punishment intentions. Consequently, we planned to collect enough data to detect a small 

effect (f = 0.125) in a 2 x 2 between-subjects-design ANOVA, with a power of 1-β = .90 and 

α = .05. An a priori power analysis resulted in a required sample size of N = 911675 

participants. To account for dropouts or data exclusions based on inattentive participation (see 

 
4 https://osf.io/h5uys/?view_only=60348d468d8949aab31e9304128ec76a  

https://osf.io/h5uys/?view_only=60348d468d8949aab31e9304128ec76a
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below for more information on  planned data exclusions), we aimed to recruit N = 750 1000 

participants5 finishing the study up until the last relevant item (so-called “use-me” item, see 

below). The code to replicate this a priori power analysis can be found in our analysis script 

on the OSF. 

We recruited participants from Prolific Academic (Palan & Schitter, 2018). 

Participants had to be at least 18 years of age and fluent in English to take part in the study. 

Initially, we recruited N = 1000 participants with complete data, of which N = 62 were 

excluded because of the following pre-registered criteria: (1) completing the survey too fast6 

(n  = 22), (2) answering one of three attention checks incorrectly (n = 37), and (3) indicating 

their data should not be used (Meade & Craig, 2012) (n = 3). This resulted in a final sample 

size of N = 938 participants (46.27% female, 53.20% male, 0.53 % other; age range: 18 - 68; 

M = 35.05, SD = 9.31).  

The study will bewas conducted online via SoSciSurvey7 (Leiner, 2024). We plan to 

recruit participants from Prolific Academic. The planned study will be conducted  and in full 

accordance with the Ethical Guidelines of the American Psychological Association (APA) 

and the German Association of Psychologists (DGPs). Ethics approval by an institutional 

review board or committee is not mandatory at German universities if a study fully discloses 

all information regarding the study to participants and is unlikely to cause harm, stress, or any 

other form of negative affect exceeding an “everyday experience” level. This will not bewas 

not the case for the present study; therefore, no official ethics approval neededs to be 

obtained. Additionally, participants will not bewere not deceived in this study. 

 
5 We do this based on own experiences with previous studies and literature, suggesting to account for dropout 

and exclusion rates of around 10% (Hoerger, 2010; Meade & Craig, 2012). 
6 The online platform SosciSurvey provides an index of relative completion speed. This index is calculated based 

on median completion times across the survey. An index > 2 means that, across all pages of the survey, a 

participant completed the pages at least twice as fast as the typical participant of this survey (Leiner, 2019). 
7 A pretest version of the questionnaire can be found via the following link: 

https://survey.ifkw.lmu.de/JudgmentRevealed/?act=1Zng3r85AfE2K8wgGWd1wSEc 

https://survey.ifkw.lmu.de/JudgmentRevealed/?act=1Zng3r85AfE2K8wgGWd1wSEc
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Participants must be at least 18 years of age and fluent in English to take part in the 

study. Additionally, we will exclude participants who either (a) complete the survey too 

slowly or too fast (b) answer one of three attention check questions incorrectly, or (c) indicate 

that they did not participate conscientiously and that their data should not be used at the end 

of the questionnaire. 

Design and Measures 

All materials of the planned study can be found in our supplementary materials on the 

OSF8. The experiment will followed a 2 x 2 between-subjects design with offender 

identifiability (no vs. yes) and punisher role (victim vs. third party) as independent variables 

and punishment intentions, offender empathy, moral outrage, and offender blaming as 

measured variables. After providing informed consent and demographic information (age and 

gender), participants will read a scenario detailing a pickpocketing offense. We chose 

pickpocketing because this typically does not involve direct confrontation between the victim 

and the offender in the situation of the offense (as compared to, for example, an assault). 

Therefore, this scenario allows the offender to be presented as either identified or unidentified 

for both the victim and third-party role. In this scenario, participants will were either be in the 

role of the victim of the pickpocket or the role of an uninvolved third party. Next, participants 

will indicated their intentions to punish the offender, before answering questions on offender 

empathy, moral outrage, and offender blaming in randomized order. Following this, we  will 

assessed participants’ perceived seriousness of the behavior, harm caused, intentionality of the 

offender, and their subjective psychological closeness toward the offender for exploratory 

purposes, again in randomized order. Following three attention checks on the content of the 

scenario, participants will indicated whether they participated conscientiously (so-called “use-

me” item; Meade & Craig, 2012), before they will bewere fully debriefed and thanked. 

 
8 https://osf.io/h5uys/?view_only=60348d468d8949aab31e9304128ec76a 

https://osf.io/h5uys/?view_only=60348d468d8949aab31e9304128ec76a
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Manipulation 

 We will used self-created scenarios to experimentally manipulate whether the offender 

wasis unidentified (n = 481) or unidentified (n = 457) and whether participants are were 

victims (n = 483) or third parties (n = 455). In the scenario, participants read about a 

pickpocketing incident, in which the victim had placed their backpack next to them while 

locking their bike. When turning back to the backpack again after locking the bike, they 

realized that their backpack was missing, with a person running away with it. The offender 

wasis caught shortly afterward by the police. In the offender unidentified condition, offenders 

will were only be termed as “the offender”. In the offender identified condition, offenders will 

bewere identified by name, age, and a picture9. Gender of the offender was counterbalanced. 

Names and ages were randomly selected from six possible variations each and we used race-

neutral names taken from previous research (Darolia et al., 2016) . Pictures were (taken from 

the Basel Chicago Face Database; (Ma et al., 2015). To address potential race effects, we 

randomly selected three female and three male photos from each of the following ethnic 

groups: Asian, Black, Latino, and White. This selection includes individuals aged between 24 

and 29. Consequently, our sample of pictures consists of 12 female and 12 male pictures. One 

of these was randomly presented to the participants. Names, ages, and pictures will be 

randomly selected from six possible variations each. Gender of the offender will be 

counterbalanced.  

Measured variables 

Unless stated otherwise, all dependent variables will bewere measured on a 6-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 = “Strongly Disagree” to 6 = “Strongly Agree”. Items within 

 
9 We provide name, age, and a picture as these elements are often reported in media coverage on offenses and 

provided in research on the identifiability effect (see e.g., Genevsky et al., 2013; Kogut, 2011a; Wiss et al., 

2015). 
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scales were  will be presented in randomized order. All scales are based on prior research to 

decrease the chances of potential floor or ceiling effects. 

We will measured participant's’ intentions to punish the offender with three items from 

Pfattheicher et al. (2019). The items include “The offender deserves hard harsh treatment.”, 

“The offender should be taught a lesson.”, and “The offender should be severely punished” (α 

= 0.02, ω = 0.36). Empathy toward the offender will bewas measured with six items that were 

adapted from Haegerich and Bottoms (2000) and Pfattheicher et al., (2019) and extend. These 

items read as follows: “I feel compassion for the offender.”, “I can experience the same 

feelings as the offender experienced”, “I feel like I can easily take the perspective of the 

offender”, “I can imagine the thoughts going through the offender’s mind”; “I emphasize with 

the offender.”, and “I genuinely understand the offender” (α = 0.06, ω = 0.11). This measure 

of empathy captures both the affective and cognitive components of empathy (Cuff et al., 

2016; Davis et al., 1987; Duan & Hill, 1996). Moral outrage will bewas measured with three 

items from Pfattheicher et al. (2019), including “I am angry at with the offender”, “I am 

outraged by the offender’s behavior.”, and “The offender’s behavior was absolutely 

immoral.” (α = 0.04, ω = 0.37). We will further measured offender blaming with two items 

adapted from Kogut (2011a): “The offender is responsible for what happened.” and “The 

offender is to blame for what happened” (α = 0.02, ω = 0.01).  

Several exploratory variables will bewere assessed as follows: Perceived seriousness 

of the behavior will bewas measured with a single item adapted from Herzog and Oreg 

(2008): “How serious was the described behavior?”, on a scale ranging from 1 = “Not at all 

serious” to 6 = “Very serious”. Perceived harm will bewas measured with one item adapted 

from Bastian et al. (2013) asking “How much harm has been caused as a result of the 

behavior?” ranging from 1 = “No harm at all” to 6 = “A lot of harm”. Additionally, 

participants' perceived intentionality of the offender’s behavior will bewas measured with a 
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single item from Struthers et al. (2008)  asking “To what extent do you think the offender 

intended to do what he/she did?” ranging from 1 = “Not at all intended” to 6 = “Completely 

intended”. Participants’ perceived psychological closeness toward the offender will bewas 

assessed with three items, adapted from Yan et al. (2016). These items include “I feel similar 

to the offender.”, “I feel like I know the offender well.”, and “I feel close to the offender”, and 

will bewas answered on a scale ranging from 1 = “Strongly Disagree” to 6 = “Strongly 

Agree” (α = -0.12, ω = 0.37). The attention checks will bewere assessed with three single 

choice items, asking (1) what was stolen in the scenario, (2) what role the participant had, and 

(3) what kind of information was given about the offender in the described scenario. We 

provided three answer options for each attention check item, with one answer that is clearly 

correct. 

Statistical Analysis 

 All statistical analyses will bewere performed using “R” version 4.4.0 and a p-value of 

.05 or less will bewas considered to be statistically significant. We will report the 

demographic information (age and gender), as well as the number of participants per 

experimental condition in our sample. Scale scores for all self-report measures will bewere 

calculated by averaging items. and we will report internal consistency (McDonald’s ω) of all 

scales in the method section. In addition, we provide mean values and standard deviations of 

all measured variables, as well as correlations between the variables for the overall sample. 

Similarly, we will report mean values and standard deviations of all measured variables 

separated for conditions. 

Table 1 shows means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations between the 

measured variables. Notably, none of these correlations was significant, except for the 

correlation between offender blaming and moral outrage (r = -.07). This suggests that as 
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offender blaming increases, moral outrage decreases slightly, although this relationship is 

relatively weak.   

Table 1  

  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals. 

  

Var M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

          

1. PI 3.44 0.99               

                    

2. OE 3.51 0.72 -.02             

      [-.09, .04]             

                    

3. MO 3.46 1.00 .04 .01           

      [-.03, .10] [-.05, .08]           

                    

4. OB 3.48 1.23 -.01 -.07* .05         

      [-.07, .06] [-.13, -.00] [-.02, .11]         

                    

5. SE 3.56 1.71 .00 .02 .03 -.00       

      [-.06, .06] [-.04, .09] [-.04, .09] [-.06, .06]       

                    

6. HA 3.58 1.72 .01 -.02 -.01 .04 -.01     

      [-.05, .08] [-.09, .04] [-.07, .06] [-.03, .10] [-.07, .06]     

                    

7. IN 3.41 1.71 -.02 -.04 .00 .02 -.05 -.04   

      [-.08, .04] [-.11, .02] [-.06, .07] [-.04, .08] [-.12, .01] [-.10, .03]   

                    

8. PC 3.49 0.94 -.06 .00 -.04 .03 -.03 -.02 .03 

      [-.13, .00] [-.06, .06] [-.11, .02] [-.04, .09] [-.10, .03] [-.09, .04] [-.03, .10] 

                    

 

Note. N = 938; M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. 

Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. PI = 

Punishment Intentions, OE = Offender Empathy, MO = Moral Outrage, OB = Offender 

Blaming, SE = Seriousness, HA = Harm, IN = Intentionality, PC = Psychological Closeness.  

* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 

 

Figure 2 displays means and distributions of punishment intentions, offender empathy, 

moral outrage, and offender blaming for each condition. Before conducting any hypotheses 

tests, we tested the assumption of homogeneity of variances using Levene’s test for all 

dependent variables. Based on these tests, the assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
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confirmed for punishment intentions (p = .072), offender empathy (p = .193), moral outrage 

(p = .206), and offender blaming (p = .212). Therefore, we conducted conventional Fisher’s 

ANOVAs to test our hypotheses for all these variables10. In the following, we report our 

findings for each dependent variable separately. 

Figure 2 

Means and distributions of punishment intentions, offender empathy, moral outrage, and 

offender blaming for each condition. Error bars represent one standard error of the mean.  

 

Note. V-Ui = Victim role, Unidentified offender; V-I = Victim role, Identified offender; Th-

Ui = Third Party role, Unidentified offender; Th-I = Third Party role, Identified offender. 

 

Punishment intentions 

 We willAs depicted in Figure 2 (upper left corner), punishment intentions were similar 

in all conditions. To test our central prediction (Hypothesis 1:; Tthe effect of offender 

identifiability on peoples’ punishment intentions depends on the role of the punisher in the 

initial offense),  bywe conducteding a two-way ANOVA with both experimental factors and 

 
10 If Levene’s tests indicate a violation of the homogeneity of variances assumption, we will perform Robust 

ANOVAs using the WRS2 package (Mair & Wilcox, 2020) and report the results of both the conventional 

Fisher’s and robust ANOVA. 
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their interaction as predictors. including interaction. We did not find a significant main effect 

of role, F(1,934) = 2.34, p = .127, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00], or offender identifiability 

on punishment intentions, F(1,934) = 0.37, p = .543, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00]. 

Importantly, and contrary to our central prediction, the interaction effect of role and 

identifiability on punishment intentions was not significant, F(1,934) = 0.11, p = .746, η2
p < 

0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00].11 The interaction effect is most central for our hypothesis. If the 

interaction effect (or any of the main effects) is significant, we will conduct follow-up 

independent samples t-tests (one-sided) or Welch’s t-tests (in case of variance heterogeneity) 

to determine the direction of the effect. If we find a significant interaction effect and 

differences in the hypothesized direction, we take this as an indication that the effect of 

offender identifiability on punishment intentions depends on the role of the punisher and that 

victims indicate stronger intentions to punish identified (vs. unidentified) offenders, while 

third parties indicate weaker intentions to punish identified (vs. unidentified) offenders.  

Psychological Mechanisms 

 To further investigate test our hypotheses about the interaction between offender 

identifiability and the punisher's role on relevant affective and cognitive mechanisms 

(Hypotheses 2-4), we  will conducted a series of two-way ANOVAs. For offender empathy, 

conditions did not differ descriptively, as depicted in Figure 2 (upper right corner). In line 

with this pattern, we did not find a significant main effect of role, F(1,934) = 0.15, p = .699, 

η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00] or offender identifiability on offender empathy, F(1,934) = 

2.39, p = .123, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00]. Additionally, the predicted interaction effect of 

 
11 Note that if the interaction effects for Hypotheses 1-4 are significant, we will conduct follow-up one-sided 

Welch's t-tests for independent samples to test whether the directions of the effects are as hypothesized. If we 

find significant main effects, we will perform (additional) pairwise Welch’s t-tests to explore specific group 

differences. In all cases, we will report the effect sizes and confidence intervals of these analyses. 
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role and identifiability on offender empathy was also not significant, F(1,934) = 1.42, p = 

.234, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00].  

As depicted in Figure 2 (lower left corner), conditions did not differ descriptively in 

expressed moral outrage. Again, our analyses did not reveal any significant main effects of 

role, F(1,934) = 0.00, p = .951, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00] or offender identifiability on 

moral outrage, F(1,934) = 2.55, p = .111, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00]. There was also no 

significant interaction effect, F(1,934) = 0.00, p = .948, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00]. 

Finally, conditions also did not differ descriptively regarding offender blaming (Figure 

2, lower right corner). In line with this, there was no significant main effect of role on 

offender blaming, F(1,934) = 0.21, p = .651, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00]. Similarly, the 

main effect of offender identifiability was not significant, F(1,934) = 0.43, p = .511, η2
p < 

0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00]. Furthermore, and again contrary to our prediction, the interaction 

effect of role and identifiability on offender blaming was not significant, F(1,934) = 0.00, p = 

.987, η2
p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.00;1.00]. For each variable (offender empathy, moral outrage, 

offender blaming), again, we will conduct follow-up independent samples t-tests (one-sided) 

or Welch’s t-test (if variance homogeneity is not given), to determine whether the direction of 

the effect is in line with our hypotheses.  
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To examine the potentially mediating role of offender empathy, moral outrage, and 

offender blaming in the relationship between offender identifiability and the punisher's role on 

punishment intentions (Hypothesis 5 a-c), we will perform one bootstrapped moderated 

mediation analysis  for detecting indirect effects using the lavaan package . Offender 

identifiability will be treated as independent variable; punisher role will be treated as 

moderator variable; offender empathy, moral outrage, and offender blaming will be treated as 

parallel mediator variables; punishment intentions will be treated as the dependent variable. 

All continuous variables will be standardized. When 95% confidence intervals for the 

respective indirect effects do not contain zero (and estimates are in the hypothesized 

direction), we take this as an indication that the influence of offender identifiability and 

punisher’s role on punishment intentions is mediated by (a) offender empathy, (b) moral 

outrage, and (c) offender blaming, respectively. 
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Study Design Template 

Question Hypothesis Sampling 

plan 

Analysis 

Plan 

Rationale for 

deciding the 

sensitivity of 

the test for 

confirming or 

disconfirming 

the 

hypothesis 

Interpretation 

given 

different 

outcomes 

Theory 

that could 

be shown 

wrong by 

the 

outcomes 

How does 

identifying an 

offender affect 

victims’ and 

third- parties’ 

punishment 

intentions? 

H1: The 

influence of 

offender 

identifiability 

on punishment 

intentions 

depends on the 

role of the 

punisher in the 

initial offense. 

Victims 

indicate 

stronger 

intentions to 

punish an 

identified 

compared to an 

unidentified 

offender., This 

effect should be 

reversed for 

whereas third 

parties, who are 

expected to 

indicate weaker 

intentions to 

punish an 

identified 

compared to an 

unidentified 

offender. 

We aim to recruit 

1000 participants 

via Prolific 

Academic plan to 

collect enough 

data to detect a 

small effect (f = 

0.125) in a 2 x 2 

between-subjects-

design ANOVA, 

with a power of 1-

β = .90 and α = 

.05. TheAn a 

priori power 

analysis resulted 

in a required 

sample size of N = 

911675 

participants. To 

account for 

dropouts or data 

exclusions, we 

increased the 

planned sample 

size to N = 1000 

(see manuscript 

for further 

explanation). 

based on 

inattentive 

participation (see 

manuscript for 

more information 

on planned data 

exclusions), we 

aim to recruit N = 

750 participants. 

Participants will 

be recruited via 

Prolific Academic. 

We will 

perform an 

ANOVA 

with 

identifiability 

(IV1), 

punisher role 

(IV2), and 

their 

interaction 

(IV3) on 

punishment 

intentions 

(DV).  

 

If we find an 

interaction 

effect, we 

will perform 

independent 

samples t-

tests or 

Welch’s t-

tests.  (if 

variance 

homogeneity 

is not given). 

 

To ensure 

sufficient power 

to test the central 

prediction (H1), 

of  our study, we 

based our power 

analysis on the 

effects of offender 

identifiability on 

punishment 

reported in the 

literature, ranging 

from small 

(Barak-Corren & 

Lewinsohn-

Zamir, 2019, f = 

0.12; Lewinsohn-

Zamir et al., 2017, 

f = 0.10), to 

medium sized 

effects (Small & 

Loewenstein, 

2005, f = 0.26; 

Kogut, 2011b, 

Study 2, f = 0.32). 

However, given 

that thisthese 

prior research 

onlystudies 

focused only on 

either the victims 

or third parties as 

punishers, this 

only corresponds 

to the planned 

follow-up 

analyses, but not 

our planned 

ANOVA testing 

thenot the 

interaction effect 

of offender 

identifiability and 

punisher role of 

the punisher on 

punishment 

intentions. 

Consequently, we 

plan to collect 

enough data to 

detect a small 

effect (f = 0.125) 

in a 2 x 2 

between-subjects-

design ANOVA, 

with a power of 1-

ß = .90 and α = 

.05. Since 

punishment 

intentions is our 

central dependent 

variable, allAll 

If results are in 

line with our 

predictions, this 

helps identifying 

an important 

boundary 

condition of the 

effect of offender 

identifiability on 

punishment: It 

depends on the 

role of the 

punisher in the 

initial offense 

(second vs. third 

parties).  

If results are not in 

line with our 

predictions, the 

role of the 

punisher in the 

initial offense does 

either not affect 

the effect of 

offender 

identifiability on 

punishment 

intentions, or 

offender 

identifiability does 

not at all affect 

people’s 

punishment 

intentions. 

Research on 

offender 

identifiability 

found mixed 

effects on 

punishment. 

The present 

study helps 

integrating 

this literature 

by identifying 

an important 

boundary 

condition: the 

role of the 

punisher in 

the initial 

offense. If we 

find the 

hypothesized 

interaction 

effect, this 

would show 

that the 

current idea 

that offender 

identifiability 

generally 

increases 

punishment 

intentions 

(Small & 

Loewenstein, 

2005) is 

overly 

simple. 

If we do not 

find the 

hypothesized 

interaction 

effect, main 

effects of our 

manipulations 

may become 

more 

interesting 

and may 

replicate 

some results 

reported in 

the literature, 

while failing 

to replicate 

other results 

reported in 

the literature.   

How does 

identifying an 

offender affect 

victims’ and 

third parties’ 

emotional and 

attitudinal 

responses 

towards them? 

H2: The 

influence of 

offender 

identifiability 

on empathy 

toward the 

offender 

depends on the 

role of the 

evaluating 

individual in 

the initial 

offense. 

Victims express 

less empathy 

toward an 

identified 
compared to an 

unidentified 

offender., This 

effect should be 

reversed for 

whereas third 

parties, who are 

expected to  

express more 

We will 

perform an 

ANOVA 

with 

identifiability 

(IV1), 

punisher role 

(IV2), and 

their 

interaction 

(IV3) on 

offender 

empathy 

(DV).  

If we find an 

interaction 

effect, we 
will perform 

independent 

samples  t-

tests or 

Welch’s t-

tests (if 

variance 

If results are in 

line with our 

predictions, this 

helps identifying 

an important 

boundary 

condition of the 

effect of offender 

identifiability on 

evaluator's 

emotional and 

attitudinal 

responses: These 

responses depend 

on the role of the 

evaluator in the 

initial offense 
(second vs. third 

parties).  

 

If results are not in 

line with our 

predictions, the 

role of the 
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empathy toward 

an identified 

compared to an 

unidentified 

offender. 

homogeneity 

is not given). 

other analyseis 

follow this 

reasoning. 

evaluator in the 

initial offense does 

either not affect 

the effect of 

offender 

identifiability on 

offender empathy, 

moral outrage, or 

offender blaming, 

or offender 

identifiability does 

not at all affect 

these emotional 

and attitudinal 

responses. 

H3: The 

influence of 

offender 

identifiability 

on moral 

outrage toward 

the offender 

depends on the 

role of the 

evaluating 

individual in 

the initial 

offense. 

Victims express 

more moral 

outrage toward 

an identified 

compared to an 

unidentified 

offender., This 

effect should be 

reversed for 

whereas third 

parties, who are 

expected to  

eexpress less 

moral outrage 

toward an 

identified 

compared to an 

unidentified 

offender. 

We will 

perform an 

ANOVA 

with 

identifiability 

(IV1), 

punisher role 

(IV2), and 

their 

interaction 

(IV3) on 

moral 

outrage 

(DV).  

If we find an 

interaction 

effect, we 

will perform 

independent 

samples  t-

tests or 

Welch’s t-

tests (if 

variance 

homogeneity 

is not given). 

 

H4: The 

influence of 

offender 

identifiability 

on offender 

blaming 

depends on the 

role of the 

evaluating 

individual in 

the initial 

offense. 

Victims blame 

an identified 

offender more 

compared to an 

unidentified 

offender., This 

effect should be 

reversed for 

whereas third 

parties, who are 

expected to  

blamee an 

identified 

offender less 

compared to an 
unidentified 

offender. 

We will 

perform an 

ANOVA 

with 

identifiability 

(IV1), 

punisher role 

(IV2), and 

their 

interaction 

(IV3) on 

offender 

blaming 

(DV).  

If we find an 

interaction 

effect, we 

will perform 

independent 

samples  t-

tests or 

Welch’s t-

tests (if 

variance 

homogeneity 

is not given). 
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