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GAZE FOLLOWERS DO NOT CUE SOCIAL ATTENTION - SOM
In general, the additional measures reported in the below Supplemental Material do not, in the main, reveal information that directly helps us to interpret our reaction time data presented in the main text, except that they allow us to discount any general concern that participants might have been engaging in the different trial types in markedly different ways. We report these measures here for completeness.
Eyetracking data: Learning phase
Of the 29 participants of which we retained the reaction times data, the eyetracking data of five female participants were not analysed due to tracking loss in the learning phase (>20% of eyetracking sample). Of these five, four datasets were also lost from the test phase by the same criterion. Therefore, eyetracking data are based on samples of 24 (learning phase) and 25 (test phase).
Although it was not part of the task, participants may spontaneously look at the faces (e.g., Coutrot & Guyader, 2014). We thus were interested in understanding spontaneous gaze-behaviour before and after the task in relation to the identities, as modulated by their role in the interaction (leader, follower, group). We reasoned that at the beginning of the trial (i.e. before the task) gaze-behaviour could be modulated by anticipation of the interaction, while at the end of the trial (i.e., after the task) a spontaneous “checking-back” gaze-behaviour could be modulated by a need for social referencing (Feinman et al., 1992). 
Data were recorded for the first (Figure 1, A.1 and A.2, in the main text) and the final (Figure 1, E.1 and E.2, in the main text) slide of each trial. Areas Of Interests (AOIs) were designed and grouped in order to identify leaders, followers, and group, according to each experimental condition. As there were two group members, the average dwell times on both members was used to compare directly to dwell times on the single identities (i.e., the leader and the follower).   
Mean dwell times on the faces in the first slide were submitted to a 2×2 repeated measures ANOVA, with condition (leader, follower) and type of identity (single, group) as within-subjects factors. The ANOVA did not yield any significant main effect (condition: p > .250; type of identity: p > .250), but revealed a significant interaction, F(1,23) = 4.326, p = .049, η2p = .158. Participants fixated significantly longer members of the group in the leader condition (259 ms) than in follower condition (249 ms), t(23) = 2.112, p = .046, dz = .436, with the reverse (but non-significant) pattern for the single identities (246 ms vs. 258 ms), t(23) = -1.496; p = .155. Combined, these trends imply that participants looked longer at whichever component of the scene moved their attention last.
Dwell times on the faces in the final slide were submitted to a 2×2×2×2 repeated measures ANOVA, with condition (leader, follower), type of identity (single, group), cueing (cued trials, uncued trials), SOA (300ms, 600ms) as within-subjects factors. The ANOVA revealed a main effect of cueing, F(1,23) = 4.943, p = .036, η2p = .177, with longer dwell times on faces overall at the end of cued trials than on uncued trials. The interaction condition × type of identity was not significant (F < 1; p > .250). No other significant effects were observed (Fs < 3.590; .071 < ps < .988) (Table S1).
These data suggest that, at the end of the trials in the learning phase no specific social referencing gaze-behaviour was observed in respect to leaders, followers, or group identities, although a more general referencing behaviour was observed toward the faces at the end of cued trials.


	Table S1 – Dwell times on faces in the last slide of the trial (learning phase).

	Leader condition

	
	Cued trials
	
			Uncued trials

	
	300ms SOA
	600ms SOA
	
	300ms SOA
		600ms SOA

	Type of identity
	M [95% CI]
	M [95% CI]
	
	M [95% CI]
	M [95% CI]

	Single	
	192 [150,234]
	204 [156,252]
	
	166 [123,209]
	185 [130,240]

	Group
	212 [167,257]
	187 [143,231]
	
	200 [151,249]
	178 [133,223]

	Follower condition

	
				Cued trials
	
	Uncued trials

	
	300ms SOA
	600ms SOA
	
	300ms SOA
	600ms SOA

	Type of identity
	M [95% CI]
	M [95% CI]
	
	M [95% CI]
	M [95% CI]

	Single	
	195 [148,242]
	208 [145,271]
	
	201 [141,260]
	175 [124,226]

	Group
	204 [155,253]
	184 [145,223]
	
	185 [143,227]
	194 [142,246]




Face ratings  
Participants rated the faces for Dominance as follows: Leaders (M = 5.38, CI [4.81,5.95]), Followers (M = 5.48, CI [4.81,5.95]), Group (M = 5.23, CI [4.93,5.52]). Participants rated the faces for Liking as follows: Leaders (M = 5.45, CI [4.88,6.01]), Followers (M = 4.86, CI [4.30,5.42), Group (M = 5.25, CI = 4.98,5.54). As we report in the main text, no significant effects emerged from the comparison among the present ratings, but it is notable that the pattern is in the predicted direction, with Followers being liked the least. 


Response accuracy: Test Phase
	Table S2 – Mean percentages of correct trials (test phase).

	
	Cued trials
	
			Uncued trials

	
	200ms SOA
	1000ms SOA
	
	200ms SOA
		1000ms SOA

	Leadership
	M [95% CI]
	M [95% CI]
	
	M [95% CI]
	M [95% CI]

	Leader condition	
	95.36 [93.58,97.15]
	96.44 [94.8,98.09]
	
	96.66 [95.24,98.08]
	95.58 [93.56,97.6]

	Follower condition
	96.9 [94.07,97.73]
	98.06 [96.69,99.42]
	
	95.04 [92,61,97.47]
	96.12 [94.12,98.12]



[bookmark: _GoBack]Eyetracking data of the test phase 
During the first slide of each trial, participants viewed the face prior to the target appearing. It could be that participants were influenced by the identity of the face (i.e., leader or follower) with respect to how long they did maintain fixation. Moreover, after target presentation, the identity could influence fixation maintenance on the face.
Eyetracking data were thus recorded for the slide before the target appeared (Figure 1J, in the main text) and the target slide (Figure 1K, in the main text) of each trial. AOIs were designed and grouped in order to identify leaders and followers, according to each experimental condition. 
Dwell times on the faces in the slide before the target appeared (Figure 1J in the main text) were submitted to a paired sample t-test (leader condition, follower condition). Please note that this slide could last 200 ms or 1000 ms, according to the two SOAs of our design. Therefore, we collapsed the SOA factor by calculating the means across SOAs for each trial. The analysis did not reveal a significant difference, t(24) = .335, p > .250 (leader condition: M = 497, CI[456,539]; follower condition: M = 496, CI[457,535].
Dwell times on the faces in the target slide (Figure 1K in the main text) were submitted to a repeated measures 2×2×2 ANOVA, with condition (leader, follower), cueing (cued trials, uncued trials), SOA (200ms, 1000ms) as within-subjects factors. The analysis yielded a main effect of SOA, F(1,24) = 47.791, p < .001, η2p = .666, with longer dwell times with 200ms SOA than with 1000ms. The analysis also yielded a significant cueing × SOA effect, F(1,24) = 22.2, p < .001, η2p = .481. Post-hoc comparisons revealed that participants exhibited longer dwell times on faces in uncued trials than in cued trials, with 200ms SOA (p = .003), and the reverse pattern with 1000ms SOA (p = .046). Post hoc analyses also revealed that the difference between the dwell times on faces in 200ms SOA and in 1000ms SOA was significant both in cued (p < .001) and in uncued trials (p < .001). The ANOVA did not yield other significant effects (Fs < 1.370, ps > .250 (Table S3).
	Table S3 – Dwell times on faces in the target slide (test phase).

	
	Cued trials
	
			Uncued trials

	
	200ms SOA
	1000ms SOA
	
	200ms SOA
		1000ms SOA

	Condition
	M [95% CI]
	M [95% CI]
	
	M [95% CI]
	M [95% CI]

	Leader	
	222 [175,271]
	186 [133,238]
	
	244 [198,289]
	173 [123,223]

	Follower
	219 [177,261]
	180 [130,231]
	
	241 [194,288]
	165 [118,212]
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