Table S1
Experimental Research Abstract Evaluation Rubric
	[bookmark: _Hlk170977503]Component
	Strong (2 points)
	Medium (1 point)
	Weak (0 points)

	[bookmark: _Hlk170977523]Introduction
	· [bookmark: _GoBack]Describes the background information in a specific and concise manner.
· AND describes the purpose of the study in a specific manner.
· AND establishes a clear and logical connection between the background and purpose of the investigation.
	· Describes the background information and then connects it to the purpose of the investigation, but the background or purpose is somewhat lacking in specifics, wordy, or somewhat inaccurate.
· OR contains only implicit or superficial connections.
	· Describes the background information and then connects it to the purpose of the investigation, but background or purpose lacks most specific details and is very imprecise or cannot be connected anyway.
· OR provides no background or purpose; hence, the connection between background and purpose cannot be evaluated. 

	Methods
	· Describes the methods used to study the subject of the investigation in a specific, accurate, and concise manner. It includes accurate information about seven or eight methods components: (1) research design, (2) sample, (3) sample size, (4) data collection instrument, (5) intervention, (6) setting, (7) duration, and (8) main measures. 
	· Describes the methods used to study the subject of the investigation, but it is somewhat lacking in specifics (having accurate 4-6 components) or somewhat wordy.
	· Describes the methods used in the investigation, but it lacks the most specific details (having only accurate 0-3 components).
· OR provides no methods.

	Result
	· States results, including quantitative data, in a specific, accurate, and concise manner.
	· States results including quantitative data, but it is somewhat inaccurate, lacking in specifics, or somewhat wordy (e.g., reporting unimportant statistics).
· OR states results only qualitatively.
	· Provides imprecise, inaccurate, or unrelated results.
· OR provides no results

	Conclusion
	· Provides an interpretation of results in a clear and concise manner and specifically states what they mean to the investigation.
· AND clearly and specifically shows what contribution the study makes to the overarching topic (either theoretical or practical).
	· (Provides an interpretation of results, but in a wordy manner or fails to state what the results mean to the investigation.
· AND shows the research’s contribution to the overall topic but is wordy or somewhat imprecise.)
· OR describes either interpretation of the results or contribution in a clear manner. 
	· Provides an imprecise, inaccurate, or unrelated conclusion.
· OR provides no conclusion.




	Table S1 (continued)

	Component
	Strong (2 points)
	Medium (1 point)
	Weak (0 points)

	Language Use & Convention
	Language Use 
· It does not include more than two grammar, spelling, capitalization, or punctuation errors. 
Conventions 
· The majority of the sentences are active sentences (max two sentences passive). 
· Correct tenses were used (study results past, conclusions present). 
· It does not include direct sentences or word groups (more than six words). 
· It does not include citations to other specific sentences. 
· And defines all acronyms at their first use.
	· There is no problem related to language use, but one or more conventions were not followed.
· OR language use is problematic, but there is no problem related to conventions. 
	· There are notable problems with both language use and conventions. 


Notes. Intraclass correlation coefficients for the two raters of the initial and revised abstracts were .86 and .89, respectively.





Table S2
Feedback Content Coding Scheme
	Category
	Explanation
	Sample feedback comment

	Summary 
(κ = .82)
	Feedback provides information about the writing content or approaches without positive or negative judgments about its quality.
	· “It includes that effect was already found in artificial settings”
· “It starts with an attention grabber phrase ‘expands the boundaries of traditional laboratory scenarios.’” 
· “I wanted to include the whole method for replication purpose and that people know what has been examined in this study.”

	Praise 
(κ = .86)
	Feedback indicates positive aspects of the writing for admiration or approval of them.
	· “Excellent integration into broader context in research” 
· “Accurate and detailed information about the sample”
· “I believe the language is clear and is easy to follow and understand.”

	Problem 
(κ = .89)
	Feedback indicates erroneous or missing points in the writing.
	· “The justification of why this study should be done in a real-life setting is missing.”
· “Relevant values for a quantitative analysis are missing.”
· “Experimental setting is insufficiently described.”
· “I do not think it was necessary to mention the items that were not being recorded.”
· “My conclusion had too many details.”

	Suggestion-General
(κ = .51, 91.6%)
	Feedback gives criteria-general or implicit suggestions to improve the writing.
	· “The next time I should explain the methods used in a more precise way.”
· “The result should be more detailed.”
· “With more time spent on it (more rereading) the wording could always be improved”

	Suggestion-Specific 
(κ = .78)
	Feedback gives criteria-specific suggestions that can be easily found in the writing.
	· “Include the actual results that participants paid 2.76 more when being exposed to the eye image.”
· “Add a transition sentence, e.g. like the high-quality abstract show ‘However, whether these cues have the same impact in natural settings remains unknown. Hence, this study investigates how cues of being watched influence cooperation in a real-world setting.’
· “It should be mentioned that the experiment lasted for 10 weeks.”
· “Could explain further on the implications of these findings for understanding human behavior in social settings.”

	Neutral
	Uncertainty exists in the feedback statement as it does not provide a certain positive or negative judgment.
	· “Now I'm not sure whether I should have added the practical and theoretical implications.”
· “I am very unsure about the language use.”


Note. Because of the low frequency of neutral comments, they were not used in further analyses.


Table S3
Feedback Topics for Problem Detection Accuracy (κ = .86)
	Dimension
	Topic
	Sample feedback comment

	Introduction
	1. Background information
	“No background is given for the study. Describe briefly the theoretical background.”

	
	2. Significance of the study
	“… Missing lab vs. natural context [problem]. Include the information that previous studies were lab-based while this is set in a natural environment.”

	
	3. Research purpose
	“The purpose is not really clarified.”

	
	4. Concise writing
	“Too long third & fourth sentence is unnecessary and repetitive.”

	Method
	5. Research design
	“Only description of the research design, not the actual name. find out what the research design is actually called.”

	
	6. Sample work
	“Lack of background information on participants. Note that participants are faculty members.”

	
	7. Sample size
	“Description of sample size is missing. Describe sample size.”

	
	8. Data collection instrument
	“Explain what honesty box is.”

	
	9. Intervention
	“A little more information of the experimental set-up would be nice. Add information that images were changed on a regular base and maybe why.”

	
	10. Setting
	“Missing info: coffee room displaying prices (setting)”

	
	11. Duration
	“The duration of the experiment is missing.”

	
	12. Measure
	“Central measures are all missing. The measure was the money collected to the amount of milk consumed each week.”

	
	13. Sample gender
	“Add information about the gender of the participants.”

	
	14. Concise writing
	“Detailed description of the setting and the methodology used, but could be more concise.”

	Findings
	15. Key results
	“Mentions main effects but also one side effect deleting information not concerning main effect of eyes vs. flowers”

	
	16. Important values
	“Add concrete values on how much revenue has increased.”

	
	17. Concise writing
	“A very clear description of the important results, but perhaps too detailed. Focus on the important details.

	Conclusion
	18. Interpretation of results
	“I should have interpreted the results.”

	
	19. Literature contribution
	“No contribution to literature is mentioned. Embed study in research context and literature.”

	
	20. Practical contribution
	“Missing- implications for real life situations where people are anonymous.”

	
	21. Concise writing
	“My conclusion had too many details.”

	Language & convention
	22. Active sentences
	“Active voice verbs could be used, as the paragraph is solely passive verbs.”

	
	23. Tense
	“Used past tense a few times when presence should have been used.”

	
	24. Mechanics (Grammar, spelling, capitalization, or punctuation)
	“I did the following mistake: I wrote ‘subconsiously’ instead of ‘subconsciously’.”

	
	25. Direct sentences
	“Too much direct sentences or wording from the study”

	
	26. Citations
	“Remove citations of other studies.”

	
	27. Acronyms
	“One undefined acronym”


Table S4
Coding Scheme for Problem Detection Accuracy (κ = .84) 
	Category
	Explanation
	Sample (Feedback topic listed in Table S3)

	Hit
	Feedback correctly addresses a problem that exists in the initial abstract and pertains to feedback topics. Therefore, it has the potential to improve abstract quality.
	· Introduction part of the abstract: “In this study Bateson et al. investigate whether cues of being watched increase contributions to a public setting.”
Feedback: “There is no background info. I could have included some general info about the topic i.e. what other researchers already did.” (1)
· Method part of the abstract: “… The study was conducted on a population of 48 participants who had the option to pay anonymously for a hot beverage using an honour system.”
Feedback: “More details about the characteristic of the participants can be added. Add information about the gender of the participants.” (13)
· Result part of the abstract: “… Results show a significant main effect of image type (eyes versus flowers: F1,7 = 11.551, p = 0.011). People paid 2.76 times as much in the weeks with eyes (mean ± s.e. = 0.417 ± 0.081 £ per litre) than with flowers (0.151 ± 0.030 £ per litre).”
Feedback: “Provides results but too many detailed values and too many details about the images used in the study. Edit to only include p-value and increase in payment.” (17)
· Conclusion of the abstract: “…Therefore, our findings show that reputational concerns may be extremely powerful in motivating cooperative behaviour. We conclude by discussing practical as well as theoretical implications of our research for the study of human cooperativeness.”
Feedback: “Conclusions mentioned, but also somewhat superficial. Focus on the theoretical/research contributions and explain them more clearly.” (19) 
· Method part of the abstract: “Each week participants will be subtly presented with either an image of flowers or of eyes while the researchers will measure both milk consumption in relation to money paid.”
Feedback: “Some incorrect tenses. use the correct tense- ‘were’ instead of ‘will’” (23)




	Table S4 (continued)

	Category
	Explanation
	Sample (Feedback topic listed in Table S3)

	False alarm
	Feedback addresses an issue that is not actually problematic, missing, or does not need improvement according to assessment criteria explanations. 
	· Introduction part of the abstract: “When people know that their behaviour is being observed by others, they increase their levels of cooperation. This could be found by conducting various artificial experiments. However, it is unclear if such findings also hold truth in reality. Therefore, a real-world experiment was conducted to investigate whether the presence of an image of a pair of eyes would get participants to contribute more money to an honesty box than the image of flowers.”
Feedback: “Maybe mention one more aspect of the theoretical background.” (1)
· Method part of the abstract: “The participants received payment instructions via e-mail and through a prominent notice posted directly above the honesty box. For the experiment, the image on the notice alternated on a weekly basis between that of flowers and a pair of eyes directed toward the observer.”
Feedback: “Some additional details, such as the prices of the beverages could be mentioned.” (9)
· Result part of the abstract: “The evaluation shows a statisically significant effect of the image type present (p=0.011).  People paid on average 2.76 times more in the presence of an eye image compared to an flower image.”
Feedback: “Mention that the flowers are not statistically relevant” (15)
· Conclusion part of the abstract: “This study provides empirical evidence that cues of being watched enhance cooperation in a real-world setting. Subconscious cues, such as the photocopied eyes used in this experiment, can strongly enhance cooperation and may be sufficient to override the explicit instructions of the experimenter to the effect that behavior is anonymous.”
Feedback: “Contributions of the study are missing. Add Contributions to the study part.” (19)

	Vague
	Feedback addresses a problem in a quite vague or abstract way (general statements about the criteria), and it is hard to understand what its purpose is or what the feedback refers to in the abstract.
	· “[Language is] understandable but should be more engaging.”
· “Style is overall not bad but could still be improved.”
· “Too short. More Details and explanation.”





Table S5
Statistics Regarding Entry Characteristics of Three Experimental Groups 
	[bookmark: _Hlk164348612]Measure
	PF−−
(n = 54)
	PF+−
(n = 56)
	PF++
(n = 52)
	Test statistics

	
	n
	%
	M (SD)
	n
	%
	M (SD)
	n
	%
	M (SD)
	

	Gender 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	χ² (2) = 0.755, p = .686

	Male
	10
	18.5
	-
	14
	25.0
	-
	13
	25.0
	-
	

	Female
	43
	79.6
	-
	42
	75.0
	-
	39
	75.0
	-
	

	Other a
	1
	1.9
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	

	Education level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	χ² (4) = 1.18, p = .881

	Bachelor
	18
	33.3
	-
	17
	30.4
	-
	18
	34.6
	-
	

	Master
	23
	42.6
	-
	24
	42.9
	-
	18
	34.6
	-
	

	Doctoral
	13
	24.1
	-
	15
	26.8
	-
	16
	30.8
	-
	

	Major 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	χ² (2) = 1.544, p = .462

	Psychology
	22
	40.7
	-
	26
	46.4
	-
	17
	32.7
	-
	

	Non-psychology
	28
	51.9
	-
	29
	51.8
	-
	31
	59.6
	-
	

	Not available a
	4
	7.4
	-
	1
	1.8
	-
	4
	7.7
	-
	

	English reading skill
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	χ² (4) = 7.695, p = .103

	B2
	13
	24.1
	-
	16
	28.6
	-
	11
	21.2
	-
	

	C1
	22
	40.7
	-
	27
	48.2
	-
	33
	63.5
	-
	

	C2
	19
	35.2
	-
	13
	23.2
	-
	8
	15.4
	-
	

	English writing skill
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	χ² (4) = 2.194, p = .700

	B2
	21
	38.9
	-
	24
	42.9
	-
	22
	42.3
	-
	

	C1
	24
	44.4
	-
	26
	46.4
	-
	26
	50.0
	-
	

	C2
	9
	16.7
	-
	6
	10.7
	-
	4
	7.7
	-
	

	Writing experience
	54
	100
	10.61
(12.00)
	56
	100
	7.61 (8.54)
	52
	100
	7.79
(7.92)
	F (2, 159) = 1. 65, p = .196

	Self-confidence in understanding
	54
	100
	79.98 (18.29)
	56
	100
	77.16 
(18.23)
	52
	100
	79.29 
(13.72)
	F (2, 159) = 0.42, p = .661

	Self-confidence in writing
	54
	100
	70.09
(22.10)
	56
	100
	62.79
(20.96)
	52
	100
	61.40
(20.82)
	F (2, 159) = 2.58, p = .079


a This category was not included in the Chi-square test due to the low frequency. 
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