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Sample and Exclusion Criteria
Participants will be recruited through Prolific. The study will collect data from 400 participants who pass the eligibility screening criteria and complete the study.
To pass the eligibility screening participants must indicate that they are 18 or older, are U.S. citizens, and have not been convicted of a felony. The data of participants who do not meet these criteria will not be analyzed. 
Participants will be excluded from the analytic sample if they fail either attention-check item: responding below 80 to the item asking whether John/Jane’s last name is Doe, or responding above 20 to the item asking whether John/Jane’s last name is Smith. 
In addition, participants will be excluded from the analytic sample if they complete the survey in less than 1 minute, as the survey could only be reasonably completed in 3-5 minutes.
The final analytic sample will include only participants who passed the attention checks and the survey duration requirement and may therefore be smaller than 400.
Treatment Definitions
The experiment has two randomized treatment dimensions.
First, participants are randomly assigned to read a vignette that refers to the complainant either as the “victim” or as the “complaining witness.” This is the primary treatment of interest.
Second, participants are randomly assigned to read a vignette in which the complainant is either male or female. This factor is included to test whether the effect of the label varies by complainant gender.
The four resulting experimental conditions are:
· Male “victim”
· Female “victim”
· Male “complaining witness”
· Female “complaining witness” 
Outcome Measures
All outcome measures are collected after participants read the vignette.
The primary outcomes are: (1) participants’ belief that the defendant punched the complainant, with higher values indicating greater belief that the alleged assault occurred; and (2) participants’ agreement that John/Jane Doe is a victim, with higher values indicating greater agreement that the complainant is a victim. 
Secondary outcomes measure related judgments about the defendant, the complainant, and their claims about the incident. These include perceived defendant aggressiveness, perceived recidivism of the defendant, complainant fault, defendant fault, appropriate punishment, complainant believability, defendant believability, and sympathy for the complainant.
Outcomes will be analyzed as continuous 0–100 measures. No composite indexes will be used.
Planned Statistical Analyses
The primary analysis will test the treatment effect of the label manipulation, referring to the complainant as a “victim” rather than as a “complaining witness,” on participants’ responses to the two primary outcomes.
Outcomes will be analyzed as continuous 0–100 measures using ordinary least squares regression. To estimate the average treatment effect of the label manipulation while controlling for complainant gender and allowing the label effect to vary by complainant gender, we will fit the following model for each outcome:
Yᵢ = β₀ + β₁ VictimLabelᵢ + β₂ ComplainantGenderᵢ + β₃ VictimLabelᵢ × ComplainantGenderᵢ + εᵢ
Where Yᵢ is a given outcome measure described in the previous section. The treatment indicators will be effect-coded. VictimLabelᵢ will be coded as 0.5 for participants assigned to the “victim” condition and -0.5 for participants assigned to the “complaining witness” condition. ComplainantGenderᵢ will be coded as 0.5 for participants assigned to the female-complainant condition and -0.5 for participants assigned to the male-complainant condition.
Under this coding, β₁ estimates the average effect of the “victim” label relative to the “complaining witness” label, averaging across complainant gender. β₂ estimates the effect of the complainant being female rather than male, averaging across label condition. β₃ estimates whether the effect of the “victim” label differs depending on complainant gender.
The primary hypothesis tests will focus on β₁ for the two primary outcomes: participants’ belief that the defendant punched the complainant and participants’ agreement that John/Jane Doe is a victim. The interaction term β₃ will be used to test whether the effect of the label manipulation differs by complainant gender.
Secondary outcomes will be analyzed using the same model. We will use a two-sided α = 0.05 threshold to define statistically significant findings. Exact p-values will also be reported for all primary and secondary hypothesis tests.
Subgroup and Moderation Analyses
No empirical data or established theories exist regarding how our dependent variables might vary by respondent demographics and background characteristics. Therefore, we will conduct exploratory subgroup analyses to assess whether the effect of the victim-label manipulation or its moderation by the complainant’s gender varies by respondent characteristics. These analyses will examine moderation by respondent demographics and background characteristics, including education, political ideology, party identification, prior jury service, and respondent gender. These analyses are intended for hypothesis generation and to inform future lines of research.
For each subgroup variable, we will estimate an expanded version of the main regression model that includes the subgroup variable and its interaction with the victim-label treatment. The main effect of interest in these analyses will be whether the effect of the label differs across levels of the subgroup variable.
For example, for a subgroup variable Mᵢ, we will estimate:
Yᵢ = β₀ + β₁ VictimLabelᵢ + β₂ ComplainantGenderᵢ + β₃ VictimLabelᵢ × ComplainantGenderᵢ + β₄ Mᵢ + β₅ VictimLabelᵢ × Mᵢ + εᵢ
where β₅ estimates whether the effect of the “victim” label differs by the subgroup variable.
Again, these subgroup analyses will be treated as exploratory. 
Multiple Testing Adjustments
The study has two prespecified primary outcomes. Because these outcomes constitute the primary hypotheses motivating the experiment, they will not be adjusted for multiple testing. For the secondary outcomes, which are intended primarily to shed light on potential mechanisms and related judgments, we will estimate the prespecified regression model separately for each secondary outcome and control the false discovery rate using the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure. We will collect the p-values for the victim-label coefficient from those models and adjust that set of p-values using the Benjamini-Hochberg false discovery rate procedure. We will report both the unadjusted and Benjamini-Hochberg-adjusted p-values.
For demographic moderation analyses, we will collect the p-values for the victim-label-by-demographic interaction tests and adjust that set of p-values using the Benjamini-Hochberg false discovery rate procedure as well. For categorical demographic variables, we will use one omnibus interaction test per demographic variable.
Missing Data
Because the sliders used to measure the dependent variables start at 50 and 50 is a valid response, responses to the main outcome questions will not be treated as missing for participants who complete the survey and pass the attention checks. Participants who fail the attention checks will be excluded from the analyses. Missing demographic data will not affect inclusion in the main analyses, because the primary analyses do not depend on demographic covariates. For descriptive summaries and any exploratory analyses involving demographic variables, we will report the number of observations available for each demographic measure.
Hypotheses
Question 1: Does labeling an alleged victim of an assault as a victim versus a complaining witness in a vignette about the assault influence participants’ belief that the defendant punched the complainant?
Hypothesis 1: Participants will believe that the defendant punched the complainant to a greater extent in the condition in which the alleged victim is called a victim than in the condition in which the alleged victim is called a complaining witness.
Question 2: Does labeling the alleged victim as a victim versus a complaining witness change the extent to which participants consider the alleged victim to be a victim?
Hypothesis 2: Participants will consider the alleged victim to be more of a victim in the condition in which the alleged victim is called a victim than in the condition in which the alleged victim is called a complaining witness.
Note
As this is a pilot study, no data related to this project had been collected prior to this pre-analysis plan’s publication.

