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[bookmark: _Toc187657383][bookmark: _Hlk144990349]Table S1: List of All Studies and Additional Independent Variables

	Study
	Setting
	Additional Independent Variables (other than the main variable of who called heads/tails and flipped the coin)
	Results of Additional Condition(s)

	1
	Lab
	Included a third condition in which the Experimenter Flipped the Coin
	In the experimenter flipped condition, participants’ responses were generally in between the responses of those in the P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped condition; see Table S6. 

	2
	Lab
	Two participants competed, with one losing the coin flip and the other winning the flip.
	Reported in Paper 

	3
	Field
	Two participants competed, with one losing the coin flip (reported in the meta-analysis) and the other winning the flip
	Reported in Paper 

	4
	Field
	Participants competed against a confederate and always won the coin flip
	Reported in Paper

	5
	mTurk
	Participants learned that their opponent was either White or Black, to see if the illusion of unfairness is increased when one’s opponent is of a different race.
	There were very few significant main effects of race of the other participant or Race x Who Flipped interactions, no more than would be expected by chance. We thus collapsed across this variable.

	6
	mTurk
	Participants learned that their opponent’s first name was Greg or Jamal (stereotypically White or Black names, respectively), to see if the illusion of unfairness is increased when one’s opponent is of a different race.
	There were very few significant main effects of race of the other participant or Race x Who Flipped interactions, no more than would be expected by chance. We thus collapsed across this variable.

	7
	mTurk
	We included two additional conditions that explored the effects of different ways of assigning participants to the negative outcome, other than a coin flip. In one condition, participants thought that the outcome was determined randomly in a way neither participant could control (who had more letters in their mTurk ID). In another, participants thought that the outcome was determined in a non-random manner, namely which participant responded most quickly to a prompt. Because neither condition involved perceived control over a negative outcome, they are not relevant to the current concerns.
	

	8
	mTurk
	This study employed a 2 (Who Flipped: Participant or their Opponent) x Consent (no consent, consent) design. All participants were told that who got to call heads/tails and flip the coin was determined by the number of letters in their mTurk ID. In the consent condition, participants were asked to fill out a consent form acknowledging how random and arbitrary the coin flip assignment was. Participants in the no consent condition did not complete this form.
	We replicated the illusion of unfairness on most measures. With one exception, asking participants to consent to how it was determined who would flip the coin did not significantly moderate this effect (See Table S13). The exception was on ratings of fairness. When no consent was given (as in previous studies), we replicated the illusion of unfairness: Participants thought it was less fair when the other participant got to flip the coin. When consent was given, who flipped did not influence fairness ratings. Why did participants in the consent condition moderate their responses on the fairness question? One possibility is experimental demand. Participants in the consent condition may have begrudgingly admitted that the procedure was fair, after agreeing with such statements as, “I understand it doesn't really matter who gets to call Heads/Tails and flip the coin, because the coin flip is random.” Nonetheless they still felt less responsible for the outcome when the other person flipped the coin, and were less pleased with the outcome (see Table S13).

	9
	mTurk
	Participants completed the dependent measures twice, once before learning the outcome of the coin toss and again after learning the outcome.
	Reported in Paper

	10
	mTurk
	This study employed a 2 (Who Flipped: P-Flipped, Other-P Flipped) x 2 (Explanation: No Explanation, Random Explanation). The no explanation condition was the same as previous studies in which participants were given no rationale for who got to call heads/tails and flip the coin. In the explanation condition participants were told that who flipped would be determined by which participant had more letters in their mTurk ID, which is a random string of letters and numbers
	Reported in Paper

	11
	mTurk
	This is the one study in which we did not manipulate who flipped the coin. All participants learned that the other participant would do the flip. As described in the main paper, we manipulated how people were asked to respond to the dependent measures: with their “immediate gut reaction,” with their “logical, reasoned response,” or with no instructions.
	Reported in Paper

	12
	Field
	Participants competed in a coin flip against the experimenter to determine whether they would be compensated with a prize for filling out a survey. That is, instead of competing against another participant who was equally deserving of the reward, participants competed against the experimenter. If participants lost the flip they thus ended up helping the experimenter (by filling out a survey) for no compensation. If they won the flip they received appropriate compensation for their participation.  Winning or losing was thus psychologically different than all the other studies, in which participants competed against another person of “equal standing.” (At the end of the study, after being debriefed, all participants received the prize.)
	Reported in Supplements




[bookmark: _Toc187657384]Preregistrations
Study 1: no pre-registration
Study 2: https://aspredicted.org/C6J_P1D
Study 3: https://aspredicted.org/5LS_42G
Study 4: https://aspredicted.org/SLD_XK4
Study 5: https://aspredicted.org/LSX_QW7
Study 6: https://aspredicted.org/46L_DHD
Study 7: https://aspredicted.org/LH6_PCV
Study 8: https://aspredicted.org/XZ9_JLR
Study 9: https://osf.io/4svmz/?view_only=1b2a94e9b2f541d290b83b38cc7e1f72
Study 10: https://aspredicted.org/MPF_BTF
Study 11: (1) https://aspredicted.org/G29_4K3 (2) https://aspredicted.org/C6Y_K8P
Study 12: https://aspredicted.org/ZJS_526
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[bookmark: _Toc187657386]Data Inclusion
	As stated in our pre-registrations, we included all participants in our analyses except those who failed manipulation checks of the condition they were in (i.e., those who were mistaken about who flipped the coin or who had received the bad outcome). The percentage dropped was generally low (e.g., none in Study 3 and five (2.3%) in Study 4), though it was somewhat higher in the online studies (ranging from 2.63% in Study 8 to 12.78% in Study 5). We dropped an additional eight participants; two from Study 1 and six from Study 2, due to experimental error (the participant accidentally won the coin toss). We also assessed participants’ level of suspicion, such as whether they believed that they would receive the negative outcome. Suspicion was quite low in the two lab and two field studies, but higher in the six online studies. As stated in our preregistrations we included suspicious people in all analyses, because dropping them had little impact on the results.
[bookmark: _Toc187657387]Power Analyses
	We ran an a priori power analysis using Study 1’s effect size of d = .57 for the basic illusion of unfairness effect using an independent samples t-test. The results suggested that a total of 100 participants was needed to achieve 80% power to detect the effect. We used this as a minimum benchmark for data collection in the lab and field studies (Studies 1-3).
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Following data collection from Study 5 (the first online study), we ran an a priori power analysis using Study 5’s effect size of d = .24 for the basic illusion of unfairness effect using an independent samples t-test. The results suggested that a total of 548 participants was needed to achieve 80% power to detect the effect. We used this as an approximate benchmark for data collection in the other online studies. For Studies 9, 10, and 11 we increased our sample size based on the maximum that was financially feasible with the goal of still detecting some potential interactions between conditions.
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	 Here we report post hoc power analyses for Studies 1-10 based on t-tests run on the average fairness outcome variable. For Study 11 we report a post hoc power analysis based on a one-way ANOVA run on the average fairness outcome variable. All analyses were run using G*Power.
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[bookmark: _Toc187657388]t-test Results for the Illusion of Unfairness Across 9 Studies
In Table S2 and Table S3 we report a series of independent sample t-tests comparing the two conditions: P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped across 9 studies. Table S2 reports the basic results of the illusion of unfairness and Table S3 reports the affective consequences of the illusion of unfairness. We used these results to conduct the random effects meta-analysis reported in the manuscript (Table 1). Note that for nearly every outcome variable, the results yielded a significant Shapiro Wilks’ test, which suggests that these data violate normality assumptions. However, when comparing the results of a non-parametric test such as the Welch test and the standard t-test results we find very small differences (if any) between the Mann Whitney’s effect size (rank biserial correlations) and the Student t-test (Cohen’s d) when converting the two (see both effect sizes for each individual study in the t-test tables presented in this document). Furthermore, there is ample literature1,2,3,4,5 suggesting that using t-tests and ANOVAs to analyze non-normal data does not violate the validity of such significance tests, especially when the sample sizes and distribution shapes are similar across conditions, which is the case in our studies.
	
[bookmark: _Toc187657389]Table S2. Summary of t-test results for the basic illusion of unfairness effect (9 Studies).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Studies
	
	Conditions
	
	Fairness (Average)
	
	Other-P Responsible
	
	
You Responsible 

	
	Undeservingness (Average)

	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	
	 
	Mean (SD)
	 
	d
	 
	Mean (SD)
	 
	d
	 
	Mean (SD)
	 
	d
	 
	Mean (SD)
	 
	d

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Study 1 (n=62)
	 
	Flip Self  (n= 32)
	 
	6.39 (0.92)
	 
	0.57*
	 
	1.26 (0.73)
	 
	0.93***
	 
	2.34 (1.43)
	 
	0.27
	 
	3.84 (0.71)
	 
	0.53*

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 30)
	 
	5.63 (1.66)
	 
	
	 
	2.28 (1.39)
	 
	
	 
	1.93 (1.66)
	 
	
	 
	4.38 (1.26)
	 
	

	Study 2 (n=150)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 74)
	 
	4.45 (0.76)
	 
	0.47**
	 
	1.32 (0.97)
	 
	0.66***
	 
	2.32 (1.46)
	 
	1.09***
	 
	4.08 (0.71)
	 
	0.21

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 76 )
	 
	4.03 (0.96)
	 
	
	 
	2.05 (1.22)
	 
	
	 
	1.15 (0.48)
	 
	
	 
	4.24 (0.73)
	 
	

	Study 3 (n=75 )
	 
	Flip Self (n= 38)
	 
	4.18 (0.80)
	 
	0.08
	 
	1.22 (0.67)
	 
	0.68**
	 
	2.05 (1.22)
	 
	1.12***
	 
	3.46 (0.98)
	 
	0.45

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 37)
	 
	4.10 (1.15)
	 
	
	 
	2.03 (1.54)
	 
	
	 
	1.05 (0.33)
	 
	
	 
	3.85 (0.76)
	 
	

	Study 5 (n=576)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 321)
	 
	5.02 (1.67)
	 
	0.24**
	 
	2.97 (1.42)
	 
	.33***
	 
	3.73 (1.43)
	 
	0.87***
	 
	4.25 (1.15)
	 
	0.16

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 255)
	 
	4.59 (1.82)
	 
	
	 
	3.45 (1.50)
	 
	
	 
	2.57 (1.21)
	 
	
	 
	4.43 (1.10)
	 
	

	Study 6 (n=657)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 319)
	 
	4.80 (1.83)
	 
	0.30***
	 
	1.66 (1.17)
	 
	0.58***
	 
	2.63 (1.45)
	 
	0.92***
	 
	4.20 (1.17)
	 
	0.22**

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 338)
	 
	4.26 (1.80)
	 
	
	 
	2.41 (1.42)
	 
	
	 
	1.47 (1.01)
	 
	
	 
	4.46 (1.14)
	 
	

	Study 7 (n=346)
	 
	Flip Self (n = 172)
	 
	5.04 (1.72)
	 
	0.32**
	 
	1.76 (1.23)
	 
	0.33 **
	 
	2.49 (1.42)
	 
	0.56***
	 
	4.18 (1.22)
	 
	0.16

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 174)
	 
	4.47 (1.83)
	 
	
	 
	2.19 (1.39)
	 
	
	 
	1.74 (1.26)
	 
	
	 
	4.37 (1.07)
	 
	

	Study 8 (n=314)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 164)
	 
	5.26 (1.48)
	 
	0.45***
	 
	1.81 (1.32)
	 
	0.37**
	 
	2.68 (1.45)
	 
	0.82***
	 
	4.07 (1.03)
	 
	0.31**

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 150)
	 
	4.54 (1.70)
	 
	
	 
	2.32 (1.45)
	 
	
	 
	1.59 (1.22)
	 
	
	 
	4.40 (1.14)
	 
	

	Study 9 (n=1184)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 588)
	 
	62.85 (24.57)
	 
	0.35***
	 
	29.62 (27.08)
	 
	0.50***
	 
	43.42 (29.61)
	 
	0.61***
	 
	53.75 (14.39)
	 
	0.08

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 596)
	 
	53.83 (27.18)
	 
	
	 
	44.55 (32.56)
	 
	
	 
	25.47 (28.94)
	 
	
	 
	54.90 (15.46)
	 
	

	Study 10 (n=624)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 314)
	 
	5.00 (1.62)
	 
	0.23**
	 
	1.65 (1.16)
	 
	0.41***
	 
	2.68 (1.42)
	 
	1.00***
	 
	4.16 (1.17)
	 
	0.24**

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 310)
	 
	4.62 (1.73)
	 
	
	 
	2.17 (1.39)
	 
	
	 
	1.42 (1.06)
	 
	
	 
	4.42 (1.05)
	 
	

	 Note p value significance levels are reported as * on the d values. p<.05 = *, p<.01 =**, p<.001=*** 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 






	
[bookmark: _Toc187657390]Table S3. Summary of t-test results for the downstream effects due to the illusion of unfairness effect (9 studies). 

	Studies
	 
	Conditions
	 
	Pleased with own condition assignment
	
	Pleased with other P’s condition assignment
	
	Positive
Affect
	
	Negative
Affect
	
	Liking for Other Participant

	
	 
	
	 
	Mean
 (SD)
	 
	d
	 
	Mean
 (SD)
	 
	d
	 
	Mean 
(SD)
	 
	d
	 
	Mean
 (SD)
	 
	d
	 
	Mean
 (SD)
	 
	d

	Study 1 (n=62)
	 
	Flip Self  (n= 32)
	 
	2.78 (1.07)
	 
	0.13
	 
	4.41 (0.88)
	 
	0.29
	 
	2.64 (0.75)
	 
	0.29
	 
	1.58 (0.70)
	 
	0.55*
	 
	-0.012 (0.73)
	 
	       -0.18

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 30)
	 
	2.63 (1.16)
	 
	
	 
	4.07 (1.41)
	 
	
	 
	2.41 (0.82)
	 
	
	 
	2.03 (0.94)
	 
	
	 
	0.103 (0.57)
	 
	

	Study 2 (n=150)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 74)
	 
	2.89 (1.32)
	 
	0.05
	 
	4.45 (1.35)
	 
	0.38*
	 
	2.47 (0.90)
	 
	0.06
	 
	1.62 (0.84)
	 
	-0.04*
	 
	4.42 (0.81)
	 
	-0.08

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 76)
	 
	2.84 (1.28)
	 
	
	 
	3.95 (1.26)
	 
	
	 
	2.42 (0.86)
	 
	
	 
	1.60 (0.82)
	 
	
	 
	4.49 (0.84)
	 
	

	Study 3 (n=75)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 38)
	 
	3.63 (0.85)
	 
	0.56*
	 
	4.95 (1.11)
	 
	-0.05
	 
	2.99 (0.74)
	 
	0.38
	 
	1.15 (0.32)
	 
	0.52*
	 
	5.32 (1.01)
	 
	0.18

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 37)
	 
	3.16 (0.83)
	 
	
	 
	5.00 (1.25)
	 
	
	 
	2.70 (0.79)
	 
	
	 
	1.49 (0.85)
	 
	
	 
	5.14 (0.96)
	 
	

	Study 5 (n=576)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 321)
	 
	2.63 (1.72)
	 
	0.15
	 
	3.77 (1.57)
	 
	0.22**
	 
	2.80 (1.06)
	 
	0.19*
	 
	2.05 (0.95)
	 
	-0.09
	 
	4.82 (1.12)
	 
	0.34***

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 255)
	 
	2.39 (1.45)
	 
	
	 
	3.43
(1.50)
	 
	
	 
	2.60 (0.98)
	 
	
	 
	1.97 (0.93)
	 
	
	 
	4.44 (1.08)
	 
	

	Study 6 (n=657)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 319)
	 
	2.27 (1.47)
	 
	0.11
	 
	3.50 (1.60)
	 
	0.16*
	 
	2.38 (1.02)
	 
	0.02
	 
	2.16 (1.00)
	 
	-0.02
	 
	4.51 (1.11)
	 
	0.14

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 338)
	 
	2.13 (1.16)
	 
	
	 
	3.26 (1.53)
	 
	
	 
	2.36 (0.93)
	 
	
	 
	2.14 (0.93)
	 
	
	 
	4.36 (1.03)
	 
	

	Study 7 (n=346)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 172)
	 
	2.46 (1.34)
	 
	0.04
	 
	3.62 (1.43)
	 
	0.12
	 
	2.60 (0.96)
	 
	0.04
	 
	1.93 (0.91)
	 
	-0.02
	 
	4.45 (1.05)
	 
	0.1

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 174)
	 
	2.40 (1.34)
	 
	
	 
	3.44 (1.58)
	 
	
	 
	2.56 (0.88)
	 
	
	 
	1.92 (0.92)
	 
	
	 
	4.35 (1.11)
	 
	

	Study 8 (n=314)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 164)
	 
	2.63 (1.60)
	 
	0.16
	 
	3.63 (1.55)
	 
	0.23*
	 
	2.70 (1.01)
	 
	0.24*
	 
	1.97 (1.05)
	 
	0.05
	 
	4.54 (1.08)
	 
	0.2

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 150)
	 
	2.40 (1.23)
	 
	
	 
	3.28 (1.53)
	 
	
	 
	2.47 (0.90)
	 
	
	 
	2.00 (.99)
	 
	
	 
	4.33 (1.07)
	 
	

	Study 9 (n=1184)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 588)
	 
	20.25 (19.95)
	 
	0.08
	 
	45.17 (24.24)
	 
	0.35***
	 
	44.41 (22.07)
	 
	0.02
	 
	31.38 (24.96)
	 
	0.08
	 
	55.41 (15.52)
	 
	0.20***

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 596)
	 
	18.80 (18.34)
	 
	
	 
	36.66 (24.75)
	 
	
	 
	43.94 (23.34)
	 
	
	 
	33.42 (26.62)
	 
	
	 
	51.93 (18.74)
	 
	

	Study 10 (n=624)
	 
	Flip Self (n= 314)
	 
	2.43 (1.31)
	 
	0.12
	 
	3.62 (1.44)
	 
	0.32***
	 
	2.52 (0.94)
	 
	0.06
	 
	1.96 (0.91)
	 
	0.04
	 
	4.48 (1.02)
	 
	0.06

	
	 
	Flip Other (n= 310)
	 
	2.27 (1.33)
	 
	
	 
	3.16 (1.43)
	 
	
	 
	2.46 (1.00)
	 
	
	 
	2.00 (0.96)
	 
	
	 
	4.41 (1.09)
	 
	

	 Note p value significance levels are reported as * on the d values. p<.05 = *, p<.01=**, p<.001=*** . Study 4 is not included in this table because it only had win conditions and no lose conditions (see study 4 for results).
	 
	 




[bookmark: _Toc187657391]Meta-Analysis of the Illusion of Unfairness Results: Extended Methods and Results

Variations across studies included in the meta-analysis. This meta-analysis is comprised of all the studies we’ve run which participants competed against another participant and had the basic two conditions (P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped) necessary to test the illusion of unfairness. The fairness, liking and deservingness indices varied slightly between the studies in the following ways:

The fairness index of Studies 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 used the average of two fairness items measuring process and outcome fairness. Studies 8, 9, 10 used an additional fairness item which measuring how fair participants found the decision to be as to who got to flip the coin. In each study we created a fairness index by averaging the two or three fairness items that were included. The liking measures varied across studies in the following ways:  Study 1 had participants complete 9 items about their liking for the other participant: How unlikeable/likeable, unpleasant/pleasant, unsociable/sociable, selfish/unselfish, inconsiderate/considerate, unfair/fair, incompetent/competent the other participant was, all on 9-point scales; how well they thought the other participant would fit in with their friends, and, after first meeting the other participant, how much most people would want to get to know him/her (the latter two on 5-point scales, 1 = not at all, 5 = very much). These items were transformed into a z-score and averaged together. Study 2 had participants complete three items about their liking for the other participant: How unlikeable/likeable and how positive/negative is their impression of them, on 7-point scales, and how much they would want to work with this person on a class project on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 5 = very much). These items were also transformed into z-scores and averaged together. Studies 3-10 had participants fill out a single liking item: “If you were to meet the other participant, how much do you think you would like or dislike him/her?”, answered on a labeled 7-point scale (1 = dislike a lot, 7 = like a lot), 
 Study 9 had two time points at which participants filled out the dependent variables (once before the outcome of the coin flip was revealed and once afterwards). We used the dependent variables completed at the second time point in the meta-analysis, as they were the most similar to the other studies.
Study 12 was not included in the meta-analyses because the manipulation varied from the others. That is, instead of competing against another participant who was equally deserving of the reward, participants competed against the experimenter. If participants lost the flip they thus ended up helping the experimenter (by filling out a survey) for no compensation. If they won the flip they received appropriate compensation for their participation.  Winning or losing was thus psychologically different than all the other studies. (At the end of the study, after being debriefed, all participants received the prize.)
Results from Study 10 demonstrated (using Bayesian equivalence tests) that there were no differences between explaining to participants that the coin flipper was chosen randomly via the count of odd or even numbers in their mTurk ID versus not giving an explanation (“we selected you/the other participant to flip the coin”). We therefore collapsed participants across those conditions and included them in the meta-analysis. The mTurk ID explanation was also used in Study 8 which was included in the meta-analysis. 
Using JASP to conduct the random effects meta-analyses (Tables S3a and S3b) we ran a test of residual heterogeneity, which is calculated using Cochran's Q. When applying the random effects model, we used Restricted Maximum Likelihood (REML) to estimate the between-study variance (𝜏 2), which is factored into the study weights, to provide a more accurate reflection of both within-study error and unexplained heterogeneity across studies. The test of residual heterogeneity estimates whether the observed variability in effect sizes across studies is more than what would be expected based on sampling error alone. We find that the test of residual heterogeneity is not significant (except for outcome fairness and participants responsibility for their outcomes in Table S4a), which suggests that the random effects model tends to adequately account for the variability in effect sizes, and there is no significant remaining heterogeneity.”
	[bookmark: _Toc187657392]Table S4a. Meta-Analytic Effects of the Illusion of Unfairness Across 9 “Losing” Studies



	Illusion of Unfairness Measures
	Overall  Meta-Analytic Effect Size
	Omnibus Test of
Model Coefficients
	Test of Residual
Heterogeneity

	 
	d [CI]
	Q
	p
	Q
	p

	Fairness
	-0.31 [-0.38, -0.25,]
	96.40
	<.001 
	6.7
	0.57 

	Procedural Fairness
	-0.31 [-0.37, -0.24]
	92.99
	<.001
	5.98
	0.74

	Outcome Fairness
	-0.25 [-0.35, -0.16]
	28.81
	<.001
	14.49
	0.07

	Decision Fairness
	-0.34 [-0.43, -0.26]
	60.18
	<.001
	0.93
	0.63

	You Responsible
	-0.82 [-0.96, -0.67]
	128.90
	<.001 
	30.76
	<.001

	Other-P Responsible 
	0.46 [0.38, 0.54]
	131.76
	<.001 
	12.69
	0.12

	Undeservingness
	0.19 [0.12, 0.26]
	29.00
	<.001 
	8.17
	0.42

	Downstream Affective Measures

	


	Pleased with Own Condition Assignment
	-0.11 [-0.18, -0.05]
	12.91
	<.001
	4.66
	0.79

	Pleased with Other Participant’s Condition Assignment
	-0.25 [-0.32, -0.18]
	44.90
	<.001 
	8.81
	0.36

	Liking for Other Participant
	-0.15 [0.24, -0.07]
	13.78
	<.001
	11.65
	0.17

	Positive Affect
	-0.09 [0.16, -0.02]
	6.82
	0.009
	8.10
	0.42

	Negative Affect
	-0.03 [-0.09, 0.03]
	0.88
	0.35
	11.95
	0.15




	[bookmark: _heading=h.30j0zll][bookmark: _Toc187657393]Table S4b. Meta-Analytic Effects of the Illusion of Unfairness Across 3 ‘Winning’ Studies



	Illusion of Unfairness Measures
	Overall  Meta-Analytic Effect Size
	Omnibus Test of
Model Coefficients
	Test of Residual
Heterogeneity

	 
	d [CI]
	Q
	p
	Q
	p

	Fairness
	0.21 [0.02, 0.40]
	4.88
	.03
	0.63
	0.73

	Procedural Fairness
	0.30 [0.11, 0.49]
	9.82
	0.002
	0.49
	0.78

	Outcome Fairness
	0.12 [-0.12, 0.36]
	0.99
	0.32
	0.69
	0.71

	You Responsible
	-0.86 [-1.11, 0.61]
	46.22
	<.001 
	2.68
	0.26

	Other-P Responsible 
	0.73 [0.54, 0.92]
	54.61
	<.001 
	1.34
	0.51

	Undeservingness
	-0.17 [-0.35, 0.02]
	2.98
	0.08 
	0.79
	0.67

	Downstream Affective Measures

	Guilt
	-0.26 [-0.45, 0.08]
	7.54
	0.01
	0.03
	0.99

	Pleased with Own Condition Assignment
	0.05 [-0.14, 0.24]
	0.25
	0.62
	1.85
	0.40

	Pleased with Other Participant’s Condition Assignment
	0.08 [-0.11, 0.26]
	0.62
	0.43 
	0.28
	0.87

	Liking for Other Participant
	-0.02 [-0.21, 0.17]
	0.04
	0.84
	0.07
	0.97

	Positive Affect
	-0.06 [-0.25, 0.13]
	0.43
	0.51
	0.98
	0.61

	Negative Affect
* only in Study 2 and Study 3
	-0.05 [-0.30, 0.21]
	0.12
	0.73
	0.08
	0.78




[bookmark: _Toc187657394]Study 1
Method 
Overview. Each experimental session consisted of a participant and a gender-matched confederate. The experimenter explained that they would each be performing a category learning task, with one member of the pair receiving a reward for each correct answer (reward condition), and the other receiving a punishment for each incorrect answer (punishment condition). Reward assignment (reward or punishment) was determined by coin flip, which was rigged such that the participant always lost and was assigned to the punishment condition. The independent variable was who flipped the coin: Participants were randomly assigned to conditions in which they flipped the coin, the confederate flipped the coin, or the experimenter flipped the coin.
Participants. Participants were 96 undergraduate students who participated in return for course credit. We dropped two from the analyses due to experimenter error (in these cases, the participants accidentally won the coin toss). Of the remaining 94 participants, 44% identified as female and 56% identified as male. Their reported races were 55% white, 22% Asian, 3% African American, 6% Hispanic, 12% Multi-Racial and 1% other. The mean age was 19.0 years (range = 18 to 22, SD = .97). 
Procedure. Each session involved an experimenter, confederate, and participant. All groups were gender-matched; that is, the participant, confederate, and experimenter were either all female or all male. The confederate went to the waiting area a few minutes prior to the study start time and wore earphones in order to minimize any interaction with the participant. Once the confederate saw the participant arrive, they texted the experimenter to come greet them and bring them to the laboratory. After signing consent forms, the participant and confederate received written and verbal instructions explaining that they would each be performing a category learning task. On each trial they would see two drawings of fish, and be asked to judge whether they belonged to the same category. Through trial and error, they were told, they would gradually determine the correct classification rules. The purpose of the study (ostensibly) was to see whether people learn the rules faster when they are punished for wrong guesses or rewarded for correct guesses. 
The experimenter then took the participant and confederate to another room to further explain the different conditions for the category learning task. They were seated in chairs separated by a partition in order to minimize interactions. To further illustrate the reward condition, the experimenter showed the participant and confederate a basket of snacks (candy, nuts, fruit snacks) and said that in this condition, the participant would receive one snack for every correct answer. In the punishment condition, the experimenter explained, the participant would be required to put their hand in a bucket of ice water for 30 seconds after every incorrect answer. So that they would have a better idea of what this would entail, the experimenter removed a bucket of ice and water from a mini fridge and asked the participant and confederate to take turns submerging their hand for 15 seconds. The experimenter then emphasized that one participant would be in the positive reinforcement condition and that the other participant would be in the negative reinforcement condition, which would be determined by a coin flip. 
Coin flip conditions. A few moments earlier, while the participant and the confederate dried their hands with a paper towel, the experimenter discreetly looked at a notecard at the top of a stack of 3 randomly sorted cards, which assigned participants to condition. Both the experimenter and the confederate were thus unaware of conditions up to this point. In the confederate flipped condition (hereafter Other-P Flipped), the experimenter said to the confederate. “Hm . . . you can flip the coin,” followed by a shrug. He/she then asked the confederate whether he/she wanted heads or tails, and the confederate always answered heads. The experimenter reminded the confederate and participant that an outcome of heads would mean that the confederate would be in the reward condition and the participant would be in the punishment condition, whereas an outcome of tails would indicate the reverse outcome. The experimenter took out a quarter and demonstrated how to make a fist with the coin resting on the side of the index finger, such that it could be flipped by flicking the thumb. Because the coin had heads on both sides, the outcome of the flip always assigned the participant to the punishment condition. The procedure in the participant flipped condition (hereafter P-Flipped) was identical, except that the experimenter told the participant that he/she could flip the coin. If the participant called heads, the experimenter unobtrusively produced a coin with tails on both sides; if the participant called tails, the experimenter unobtrusively produced a coin with heads on both sides. This insured that the participant was always assigned to the punishment condition. In order to ensure that participants did not realize that they were flipping a double-sided coin, the experimenter would place the coin on the thumb of the participant. The procedure in the experimenter flipped (hereafter E-flipped) was identical, except that the experimenter said he/she would flip the coin. He/she said if the outcome was heads, the confederate would be in the reward condition and the participant in the punishment condition, whereas if the outcome was tails, the condition assignments would be the reverse. He/she then flipped the coin with heads on both sides, again ensuring that the participant was always assigned to the punishment condition. In sum, the participant was always assigned to the punishment condition via a coin flip; the only difference was whether the participant, the confederate, or the experimenter called heads or tails and flipped the coin.
[bookmark: _heading=h.1fob9te]Dependent measures. After the coin flip the experimenter said that the participant and confederate would now fill out some baseline measures before doing the category learning task. They would do so, he/she said, on computers in separate rooms. After taking the confederate (and the snack basket) to another room, the experimenter returned and asked the participant to complete the questionnaire on a computer that was on an adjacent table. This questionnaire, which was programmed on Qualtrics, contained the dependent measures. Participants were first asked how pleased/displeased they were with the condition to which they had been assigned and the condition to which the other participant had been assigned, both on labeled 9-point scales (1 = extremely displeased, 9 = extremely pleased). As a measure of their affective state, participants then indicated the degree to which they were feeling calm, happy, nervous, distressed, irritated, angry, excited, relaxed, interested, and resentful, all on labeled 5-point scales (1 = very slightly or not at all, 5 = extremely). The emotion words were presented in random order. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.3znysh7]Next, participants completed nine items about their liking for the other participant: How unlikeable/likeable, unpleasant/pleasant, unsociable/sociable, selfish/unselfish, inconsiderate/considerate, unfair/fair, incompetent/competent the other participant was, all on 9-point scales; how well they thought the other participant would fit in with their friends, and, after first meeting the other participant, how much most people would want to get to know him/her (the latter two on 5-point scales, 1 = not at all, 5 = very much). They then completed the same items according to how much they liked the experimenter. 
Participants then answered five items about who was responsible for the condition to which they had been assigned: How responsible they were for the condition they received; how responsible the other participant was for the condition they received; how responsible the experimenter was for the condition they received; how responsible the other participant was for the condition he/she received, and how responsible the experimenter was for the condition the other participant received. Each of these items was answered on a labeled 5-point scale (1 = not at all responsible, 5 = extremely responsible). 
[bookmark: _heading=h.2et92p0]Next participants answered two questions about fairness: How fair or unfair the procedure for deciding who was assigned to which condition was, and how fair the outcome of the coin flip felt to them. Both were answered on labeled 9-point scales (1 = extremely unfair, 9 = extremely fair). Lastly, participants indicated how much they felt they and the other person deserved the outcome they had received (the positive or negative reinforcement), each on a labeled 7-point scale (1= extremely deserving, 7= extremely undeserving).
For another purpose, participants then completed the modern racism scale, a measure of the racial climate at their university, and a measure of their political orientation, followed by demographic questions.
After completing the dependent measures participants were told that the experiment was over and that they would not be doing the category learning task. They were fully debriefed with a funnel debriefing to gauge suspicion and offered a snack from the snack basket before departing.
Results	

For ease of presentation, we reduced the data by constructing scales. These scales were based on the results of this and the other studies, as well as our theoretical assumptions. In some of the individual scales the alphas were low; therefore, we report the results for all individual items in the supplementary materials. The scales were (1) their fairness ratings (the mean of how fair they thought the procedure and outcome was, alpha = .85); (2) how deserving they thought the outcomes were (the mean of their ratings of how deserving their outcome and the other participant’s outcome were, alpha = .91); (3) how responsible they thought they were for their outcome (single item); (4) how responsible they thought the other participant was (mean rating of Other-P’s responsibility for their own and the participant’s outcome, alpha = .91); (5) how responsible they thought the experimenter was (mean rating of the experimenter’s responsibility for their own and the participant’s outcome, alpha = .95); (6) a relative responsibility measure, which was the other participant’s rated responsibility minus the participant’s rated responsibility; (7) how pleased participants were the with the condition assignments (the mean of how pleased they were with their condition and the other participant’s condition, alpha = .18); (8) their negative affect (mean of their ratings of irritated, angry, distressed, nervous, and resentful, alpha = .85); (9) their positive affect (mean of their ratings of happy, calm, excited, relaxed, and interested, alpha = .74); (10) their liking for the other participant (mean of the nine standardized liking items, alpha = .83), and (11) their liking for the experimenter (mean of the nine standardized liking items, alpha = .83). 

The descriptives and t-tests for each individual dependent measure are displayed in Table S5. For the purpose of the meta-analysis, we used the results of aggregated items, as described above.




























[bookmark: _Toc187657395]Table S5. Study 1 Descriptives and T-Tests
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[bookmark: _heading=h.tyjcwt]Results of Experimenter Flipped Condition. The question as to where the “action” lies within in the illusion of unfairness remains. That is, do people experience an increase in fairness when they flip the coin, a decrease in fairness when the other person flips the coin, or both? To address this question, we included a third condition in Study 1, in which the experimenter flipped the coin. In this condition the experimenter simply said, “I will be the one flipping the coin,” and arbitrarily assigned one of the participants heads and the other tails. We note that this was the first study we did and that it has the smallest sample size of the studies, and thus has limited power. Nonetheless it is interesting to see where the results of the experimenter flipped condition fall, relative to the other two conditions.

The results of Study 1 were largely consistent with the illusion of fairness hypothesis, on the measures of fairness, deservingness, and responsibility (at least how responsible the other participant was).  As seen in Table S5 the effect sizes on these measures ranged from moderate (d = .47) to large (d = 1.08). There was less support for the hypothesis that who flipped the coin would have affective consequences; the contrast was significant only on the measure of negative affect. As seen in Table S6, the mean in the experimenter flipped condition fell in between the means in the P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped conditions on key variables. For example, when the experimenter flipped, participants’ fairness and undeservingness ratings, and their negative affect, were in between the means in the P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped conditions. Perhaps because the study had low power, the means in the experimenter flip condition were not significantly different from the means in either the P-Flipped or Other-P Flipped condition (with the exception of ratings of how responsible the other participant was for the outcome, see Table S6). Nonetheless, the results suggest that the “action” of the illusion of unfairness resides in both of the experimental conditions: Flipping the coin oneself seems fairer, and seeing the other person flip the coin seems less fair.



















[bookmark: _Toc187657397]Table S6. Experimenter Flip vs P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped Contrasts

	Dependent Measure
	Participant Flip
n
SD
M
	Exper. Flip
n
SD
M
	Other-P Flipped 
n
SD
M
	Omnibus
Test
F
df
p
	Contrast
(1 0 -1)
t
p
d

	Fairness Mean         
	32
.92
6.39
	32
1.19
5.98
	30
1.66
5.63
	2.70
91
.072
	2.32
.023
.49

	Deservingness
(Hi = Undeserving)
	32
.71
3.84
	32
1.05
4.19
	30
1.26
4.38
	2.22
91
.115
	-2.07
.041
.43

	P Responsible
	32
1.43
3.34
	32
1.12
2.63
	30
1.66
2.93
	2.07
91
.13
	1.14
.257
.239

	Other P Responsible
	32
.65
1.20
	32
.83
1.42
	30
1.38
2.27
	9.86
91
<.001
	-4.22
<.001
. 884

	Experimenter’s Responsibility
	32
1.12
1.81
	32
1.33
2.03
	30
1.10
1.75
	.484
91
.618
	.733
..465
.154

	Other-P Responsible – P Responsible

	31
1.38
-1.14
	32
.80
-.20
	30
1.12
.33
	13.70
91
<.001
	5.15
<.001
1.080

	Pleased with Condition Assignments           
	32
.71
3.59
	32
.91
3.28
	30
.95
3.35
	1.16
91
.32
	1.12
.268
.234

	Negative Affect       
	32
.70
1.58
	32
.71
1.84
	30
.94
2.03
	2.59
91
.080
	2.26
.026
.47

	Positive Affect           
	32
.75
2.64
	32
.75
2.33
	30
.82
2.41
	1.40
91
.25
	1.17
.24
.25

	Liking for Other P                 

	32
.57
-.012
	32
.66
-.044
	30
.73
.103
	.43
91
.65
	-.70
.489
.15

	Liking for Experimenter                 

	32
.57
.059
	32
.61
-.069
	30
.81
-.049
	.34
91
.72
	.64
.526
.13







[bookmark: _Toc187657398]Study 2
Method 
Overview. Each experimental session consisted of two participants. The experimenter explained that they would each be performing a category learning task, with one member of the pair receiving a reward for each correct answer (reward condition), and the other receiving a punishment for each incorrect answer (punishment condition). Condition assignment (reward or punishment) was determined by coin flip. The independent variable was who flipped the coin: Participants were randomly assigned to conditions in which they flipped the coin. This study employed a 2 x 2 design: flip/no-flip vs win/lose conditions. We report the demographics and results for the win/lose conditions separately below.
Participants: Lose conditions. Participants were 156 undergraduate students who participated in return for course credit. We dropped six from the analyses due to participant errors in misinterpreting the outcome (win/lose) of the coin flip. Of the remaining 150 participants, 77% identified as female and 72% identified as male, and one participant identified as transgender. Their reported races were 72% white, 31% Asian, 2% Hispanic, 1% Pacific Islander, 0.6% African American, and 1% other (participants could select to report multiple races). The mean age was 19.0 years (range = 17 to 28, SD = 1.25). 
Participants: Win conditions. Participants were 154 undergraduate students who participated in return for course credit. Across the participants, 51% identified as female and 49% identified as male, and one participant identified as transgender. Their reported races were 62% white, 32% Asian, 8% Hispanic, <1% Pacific Islande, <1% Native American, 7% African American, and 3% other (participants could select to report multiple races).. The mean age was 19 years (range = 17 to 51, SD = 2.84). 
Procedure. The procedure was identical to that of Study 1 except for these changes: Two actual participants were run in each session, instead of employing a confederate. The coin toss used a real coin, and in this manner one participant was randomly assigned to the punishment condition and the other the reward condition. Participants were told that if they received the punishment condition, they would have to put their hands in a bucket of ice water for 15 seconds for each incorrect trial (compared to 30 seconds in Study 1). To minimize experimenter bias, the experimenter informed participants that he/she could not be made aware of the coin flip’s outcome, so the coin flipper had to let the coin fall onto the ground and both participants would look at the result without interacting with each other or touching the coin. Prior to the coin flip procedure, the experimenter would grab the snack basket and leave the room while one participant flipped the coin. Before entering the room again, the experimenter would ask participants if the coin flip procedure was complete and would then pick up the coin without looking at the outcome. In this manner the experimenter was unaware of participants’ condition.
Dependent measures.  The dependent measures were identical to those of Study 1 except for: Liking for the other participant, guilt, and liking of the other participant was measured using three items: “If you were to spend more time with the other participant, how much do you think you would like or dislike him/her? (1=Dislike A Lot, 7= Like A Lot)”, “How would you rate your initial impressions of the other participant, based on your interactions with him/her today? (1= Extremely Negative, 7= Extremely Positive)”, “Compared to other students, how much would you like to work with this person on a class project? (1 = not at all, 5 = very much)”. Since the first two items listed above were measured on 7-point scales we standardized the three liking items before averaging them together. 
We computed the same two item fairness scales as reported in the first study, which had an alpha reliability rating of .822, two items for deservingness (.696), 5 items for negative affect (.802), 5 items for positive affect (.754) and three items for liking (.829).

Results: Lose Condition
	The results of a series of independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped conditions are reported below in Table S7.
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Results: Win Condition
	The results of a series of independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped conditions are reported below in Table S8.
[bookmark: _Toc187657400]Table S8. t-test results Study 2, Win Condition  
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[bookmark: _Toc187657401]Study 3
Method 
Overview. This study was a field study run on the campus at a University. Its aim was to replicate our lab study in a different setting with different incentives. Because participants in the lab study ultimately participated in the study with the purpose of receiving guaranteed course credit, we wanted to test the illusion of fairness in a context where there would be no reward at all for the participant who lost the coin flip. This study employed a 2 x 2 design: flip/no-flip vs win/lose conditions. We report the demographics and results for the win/lose conditions together below.
	Participants. 150 participants (75 pairs) completed the study. Of the 150 participants, 76 participants lost the coin flip and 74 participants won the coin flip. Of those participants, 72 identified as male and 70 identified as female, 2 reported identifying as “gender fluid”. Participants’ age ranged between 17-44 years old with a mean of 19.5 years. Participants self-identified their race as follows: 86 White, 29 African American, 29 Asian, 10 Hispanic, 0 American Indian/Alaskan Native, 1 Pacific Islander, 1 Russian and 1 Mixed. All participants correctly reported having won/lost as well as having flipped the coin or not. We included all participants in our analyses because when we dropped: 3 participants who reported having met the other participant, but not knowing them very well, 8 participants who reported recognizing the person but never having met, 10 participants who offered their prize to the other participant, and 10 participants who reported having completed one of the lab studies regarding the illusion of unfairness, we found no major differences compared to including them in the final dataset. We therefore decided to keep all participants.
Procedure. Participants were recruited from a street adjacent to the university as well as in front of one of the dining commons. The experimenter said to passersby: “Would you like the chance to win a cold drink for completing a brief survey?”. If they were interested in participating, we told them: “We need two people who don’t know each other. Only one of you will get the drink and we’ll decide who gets the prize with a coin flip. Do you want to participate?” This was followed by instructions to wait until we found another participant whom they did not know. Once both strangers were ready, we sat them down facing each other and read to them the following instructions: “Before we begin, we ask that you do not interact or speak with each other until after you are finished filling out the survey. Here’s how it will work. First, we’ll flip a coin to see who gets the prize. Then we will ask each of you to complete our brief survey on these tablets, which will take about 5 minutes.”
Following the instructions participants were told, “OK, let’s flip the coin. As you can see, it’s a fair coin, with heads on one side and tails on the other. Whoever wins will get the prize at the end of the study.” We then gave them instructions as to how to flip a coin correctly: “Whoever flips the coin will have to extend their arm in front of them and make this shape with their hand. They will place this coin between their thumb and index finger, to make sure they complete a standard coin flip. They will then proceed to flip it by simply flicking the coin with their thumb while keeping their wrist stable and letting the coin fall on the floor.” The experimenter, unbeknownst to the participants, assigned heads to the participant sitting on their right and tails to the participant on their left. The experimenter then demonstrated a coin flip and used the outcome to decide who would get to flip the coin. The experimenter looked at the coin in their hand, paused for half a second and without smiling, looked between participants then moved their gaze to either the participant on their left or right. The experimenter would then point with their clipboard and say: “you can flip the coin.” The experimenter then proceeded to say: “Do you want heads or tails? Okay, we know you'll be either happy or disappointed if you win or lose, but please try to remain silent.” They then summarized the procedure and potential outcomes.
Following the participant’s coin flip, the experimenter said: “OK, you [pointing to the winner] will get the prize. Go ahead and choose one of the drinks or snacks. Now I have a brief survey for you each to fill out, it won’t take long.” Participants then proceed to fill out the key dependent variables.
Results
The following dependent variables were averaged: 2 Fairness items (process and outcome) ratings (.850), 5 items negative affect (.782), and 5 items positive affect (.690), two items for deservingness (.738) Other dependent measures (e.g., responsibility and liking) were single items. 
Lose Condition
The descriptive results and the independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped conditions are reported below in Table S9.




[bookmark: _Toc187657402]Table S9. Descriptive and t-test Results of Study 3
[image: ]
[image: ][image: ]


 


Win Condition
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[bookmark: _Toc187657403]Study 4
Method
	Overview. This field study was run in a small park on the campus at a university. Its aim was to provide a further test of how participants experienced winning the coin flip.  
Participants. Participants were passersby recruited from a street adjacent to a university park. They completed the study at a table in the park.  Of the 217 participants, 85 identified as male, 130 identified as female, two identified as other. Participants’ age ranged from 17 - 63 years old with a mean of 20.68 years. Participants self-identified their race as follows: 129 White, 16 African American, 69 Asian, 11 Hispanic, 1 Native American, 1, Mixed, 3 other. We removed 5 participants from the analyses: three were given the wrong coin to flip, one participated twice, and one noticed that the coin was double-sided. 
Procedure. The procedure was the same as in the first field study except that the participant was competing for the prize with a confederate who posed as the second participant. Further, the actual participant always won the coin toss, which was accomplished by using a two-sided coin. The experimenter first recruited a passerby from the street to complete a survey, and while the participant waited at the bench, the experimenter recruited another participant (the confederate) from the street (this ensured that participants weren’t suspicious of a confederate simply waiting for the study to start). The experimenter stated “OK, let’s flip the coin. While saying this, they checked the time on their phone in their hand, if the minutes showed an odd number the confederate would flip, and if the minutes were even, the participant would flip. This ensured that the confederate and experimenter were unaware of the experimental conditions up until this point. When the confederate flipped the coin, they would always choose heads, and the experimenter would place the double-tailed coin on their hand (to ensure the participant won). When the participant flipped the coin, the experimenter would always place a double-sided coin that matched their selection of heads or tails (to ensure that they won). Participants then completed the dependent variables on a tablet.
Results	
The following dependent variables were averaged: Three fairness items (process, outcome, and decision; alpha = .79), two items for liking (.67), and two items for deservingness (.80) Other dependent measures (e.g., negative affect and responsibility) were single items.
The descriptive results and independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped win conditions are reported below in Table S10. Note that P-flip is labeled as 1 and Other-P-flip is labeled as 2. 

[bookmark: _Toc187657404]Table S10. Descriptives and t-test results Study 4 (winning outcome)
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Studies 5 and 6
Method
	Overview. Participants on mTurk were told that another participant would be taking part at the same time. The instructions were identical to Study 1, namely that they and the other participant would be performing a category learning task, that one would be assigned to a reward condition and the other to a punishment condition, and that the outcome each received would be determined by a coin flip. The details of how the other participant was simulated varied across studies, as described below. In Studies 5 and 6, participants were randomly assigned to a P-Flipped condition, in which they flipped a virtual coin, or to an Other-P Flipped condition, in which the other participant (ostensibly) flipped the virtual coin. As in Study 1, the real participant lost the coin flip in both conditions, and was thus assigned to the punishment condition. The dependent measures were the same as in Study 1. We note that both studies included an additional manipulation, namely whether the ostensible other participant was White or Black, to see whether their race influenced the magnitude of the illusion of unfairness. In Studies 5, participants exchanged demographic information and learned the race of the other participant; in Study 6, participants learned that the first name of the other participant was Greg or Jamal, which are stereotypically White or Black names. As it happened, there were very few significant main effects of race of the other participant or Race x Who Flipped interactions, no more than would be expected by chance. We thus averaged across race of the other participant in these studies. 
Participants. Participants were recruited from Amazon Turk on Sunday, August 18, 2019; Saturday, August 31, 2019; and Sunday, September 1, 2019 for Study 5, and on Saturday, Dec. 21, 2019; Sunday, Dec. 22, 2019; Monday, Dec. 23, 2019; Sunday, Dec. 29, 2019; Monday, Dec. 30, 2019; and Saturday, Jan. 4, 2020. We deliberately ran the studies on weekends in order to lower the likelihood that participants completed the study while at work. Participants were told that they would receive $2 for a study taking approximately 20-30 minutes (in Study 5) or $1.50 for a study taking approximately 15-25 minutes (in Study 6). As described below, all participants were given a bonus of $1 at the end of the study, thus, participants who completed the study were paid a total of $3 (Study 5) or $2.50 (Study 6). 
 Of the 1,120 participants who began Study 5, 399 dropped out or were dropped before being assigned to condition, for one of these reasons: They were doing the study on a smartphone (we required that they be using a laptop); they failed a bot detection question; they reported that they didn’t have time or weren’t alone; they preferred not to share their screen with another participant; or for unknown reasons. Of the 721 who completed the dependent measures, 380 identified as male, 339 identified as female, and 2 identified as other. Participants indicated that they were in the following age ranges: 18-25 (76), 26-39 (391), 40-59 (196), and 60 or older (58). Participants self-identified their race as follows: 527 White, 111 Black, 51 Asian, 16 Latino/a, 1 American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 14 Multiracial. 

In Study 6, of the 998 participants began the study, 295 dropped out before being assigned to condition for the same reasons as in Study 5. Of the remaining 703 participants, 344 identified as male, 355 identified as female, and 4 identified as other. Participants indicated that they were in the following age ranges: 18-25 (84), 26-39 (378), 40-59 (189), and 60 or older (52). Participants self-identified their race as follows: 509 White, 75 Black, 41 Asian, 41 Latino/a, 6 American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 21 Multiracial. 
Procedure. After consenting to participate, and answering a question designed to identify bots, participants responded to some preliminary questions, such as whether they had 20-30 minutes to commit to the study, whether they were alone, and whether they had turned off all devices that could be distracting. They then learned that they would be paired with another mTurk participant. In Study 5 they were told that they and the other participant would be asked to share what was shown on their computer screens with each other, and were given the option to opt out of the study if they preferred not to share their screens (72 participants did so). There was no screen sharing in Study 6.
	Participants then learned that they would be performing a category learning task, receiving instructions identical to those delivered in Study 1. As in that study, they learned that either they or the other participant would be assigned to a reward condition, whereas the other would be assigned to a punishment condition. The participant assigned to the reward condition, they read, would receive $.10 after every correct answer up to a bonus of $1.00. The participant assigned to the punishment condition, they read, would, after every wrong answer, be asked to read a paragraph from a textbook and summarize that paragraph in four sentences. (This activity was rated by pilot mTurk participants as particularly undesirable.) Participants answered a series of comprehension check questions to make sure they understood the instructions; if they answered incorrectly, the instructions were repeated.
	Participants then learned that a “virtual coin flip” would determine which participant would be assigned to the reward condition and which would be assigned to the punishment condition. “The way it works,” they read, “is that you or the other participant will select Heads or Tails and then click on a virtual coin, which will start spinning.” If the person who selected heads or tails won the toss, that person was assigned to the reward condition; if they lost the toss, they were assigned to the punishment condition. The way in which the other participant was portrayed differed slightly across the two studies:
	Study 5. Participants were told that “we alternate which person gets to select Heads/Tails and flip the coin,” and that that person’s computer screen would be shared with the other participant, so that he/she could observe the coin flip. Participants were asked to wait while a connection was established. “This may take a while,” they were told, “depending on the availability of other mTurk participants.” A throbber appeared on the screen, to (supposedly) indicate that the program was waiting for another participant to connect. After 20 seconds, the screen read, “Establishing connection with mTurker { A3IZSXSSGW8OFN } ,” followed by another throbber that remained on the screen for 8 seconds. Participants were asked to indicate their gender, age range, and race, which would supposedly be sent to the other participant, who would respond in kind. Each participant would then be asked to verify what they learned about the other participant, which would supposedly serve to eliminate bots. After entering their information, participants learned that the other participant was a male who was 26 – 39 years old. For another purpose, we manipulated the race of the other participant; he was described as “White/Caucasian” or as “Black/African American” (randomly assigned). On the next screen, participants were then asked to verify that information by indicating the gender, age, and race of the other participant. As it happened, there were no significant effects of the race of the other participant on any dependent measure, with very few exceptions. Therefore, we collapsed across this variable in the analyses reported here. 
	Participants then learned either that they or the other participant (randomly assigned) “will select Heads/Tails and do the virtual coin flip.” In the participant flip condition (hereafter called P-Flipped), they were given instructions to enlarge their screen so that the other participant could see it clearly, saw a screen that supposed launched screen sharing, selected Heads or Tails, and then pressed a button that started a picture of a U. S. quarter spinning. All participants lost the coin toss, assigning them to the punishment condition. That is, if they selected Heads the coin landed on Tails, and if they selected Tails the coin landed on Heads. In the other participant flip condition (hereafter called Other-P Flipped), participants were given instructions to enlarge their screens so that they would get a good view of the other participant’s screen, saw a screen that supposed launched screen sharing, and then saw the other participant selecting tails and pressing a button that started a picture of a U. S. quarter spinning (they were actually watching a video). The coin always landed on tails, such that once again, the participant was assigned to the punishment condition. In other words, in both the P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped conditions, participants were assigned to the punishment condition whereas the other participant was assigned to the reward condition. The only difference was who got to call heads/tails and spin the virtual coin. 
All participants then saw a screen that supposedly disconnected the screen sharing and answered the following manipulation check question: Who got to choose heads/tails and flip the coin; whether the coin landed on heads or tails, and whether they would be in the punishment or reward condition. 
	Study 6. The procedure in Study 6 was identical except for these differences: After learning that another participant had (supposedly) joined the study, participants were then told that a botcheck would be presented in which they would answer questions about two paragraphs from Wikipedia. The first paragraph was about tooth brushing, and participants typed an answer to the question, “What hardens on your teeth if you don’t brush every 24 hours?” The second paragraph was about affirmative action, and participants typed an answer to the question, “Who is given a preference in selection processes, under affirmative action?” After learning that both they and the other participant has passed the bot check, participants read that “we like to personalize things a bit by having each of you enter a little information that will be shared with each other, including your first name, your gender, and your age range.” They were asked to enter their first name, gender, and age range (18-25, 26-39, 40-59, or 60 and above), after which they saw what the other participant has supposedly entered. Participants saw that the other person was a male aged 26-39. Once again, for another purpose, we manipulated the race of the other participant, this time by varying his name. Half of the participants learned that his name was Jamal, a stereotypical Black name, whereas half learned that his name was Greg, a stereotypical White name. Participants were asked to verify what they learned by entering the other person’s name, gender, and age range on the next page. And, once again, the race of the other participant had no significant effect on any dependent measure, with very few exceptions. Therefore, we again collapsed across this variable in the analyses reported here.
Participants were randomly assigned to the P-Flipped or Other-P Flipped condition in the same manner as in Study 5, except that there was much less ostensible screen sharing. In the P-Flipped condition, participants flipped the coin and lost. In the Other-P Flipped condition, participants were told that the other participant had chosen tails, then saw an animation that supposedly depicted the other participant pressing a button that started a picture of a U. S. quarter spinning and then landing on tails.
[bookmark: _heading=h.3dy6vkm]	Dependent measures. After a filler question asking participants how pleased or displeased they were about having to share their screen with the other participant, participants answered the same dependent measures as assessed in Study 1, with these exceptions: Because there was not a condition in which an experimenter flipped a coin, all questions about the role of the experimenter were dropped. For length reasons we reduced the question about liking for the other participant to a single item, “If you were to meet the other participant, how much do you think you would like or dislike him/her?,” answered on a labeled 7-point scale (1 = dislike a lot, 7 = like a lot), and reduced the responsibility questions to two of the items asked in Study 5: how responsible participants felt they were for the outcome they received, and how responsible they felt the other participant was for the outcome they received. Participants then completed the Symbolic Racism Scale (for another purpose), and then, in random order, a system justification scale and locus of control scale.
	Participants then answered six open-ended questions asking for their general impressions of the study and assessing their suspicions (e.g., “What did you think about how it was decided that either you or the other participant would get to choose Heads or Tails and flip the virtual coin?”). They then completed rating scales assessing their suspicions more directly (e.g., “How much did you think there would be another mTurk participant taking part in this study at the same time?”, answered on a 5-point scale where 1 = not at all and 5 = completely). After providing some further demographic information, participants learned that the study was over and that they would not be doing the category learning task. They read a detailed explanation of the study, including the fact that there was not actually another participant and that there was not actually any screen sharing. This was followed by a post-debrief consent form in which participants were given the option of emailing the researchers and asking that their data be destroyed (none did so). Finally, all participants learned that they would receive a $1 bonus and given the opportunity to provide any further comments.
 
Results
There was a fair amount of reported suspicion about various aspects of the procedure in both studies. When asked whether they thought the virtual coin spin was random, 16% of participants in Study 5 and 23% of participants in Study 6 responded “not at all.” When asked whether they thought there was another participant taking part at the same time, 11% of participants in Study 5 and 20% of participants in Study 6 responded “not at all.” As it happened, however, when we dropped suspicious participants from the analyses, the results changed little. We suspect this is because at least some participants were not very suspicious when completing the dependent measures but became more so after being probed with specific questions. We thus opted to retain participants in the analysis regardless of their suspicion ratings. 
Consistent with our preregistration, we did drop participants who failed either one or both of two key manipulation checks: Recalling who got to flip the coin and recalling whether they would be in the punishment or reward condition. In Study 5, 145 participants answered one or more of these questions incorrectly. More did so in the Other-P Flipped condition (100) than in the P-Flipped condition (45), a difference that was significant, X2(1, N = 721) = 28.26, p < .001. In Study 6, only 46 participants answered one or both questions incorrectly. Again, more did in the Other-P Flipped condition than the P-Flipped condition, 31 vs. 15. X2 (1, N = 703) = 6.10, p = .014, the difference was less pronounced than it was in Study 5.
We computed the same scales as reported in previous studies which had these alphas for Studies 5 and 6, respectively: Fairness ratings (.887, .893), deservingness (.637, .713), how pleased participants were (.739, .697), negative affect (.871, .869), and positive affect (.878, .876). Other dependent measures (e.g., liking for the other participant) were single items. 
As seen in Tables S9 and S10, the results were as expected on the majority of the dependent variables.







[bookmark: _Toc187657406]Table S11. Descriptive and t-test Results of Study 5[image: ]
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Method
Participants. Participants were recruited from Cloud Research on Sunday, April 5, 2020. we limited participation to those with an approval rating of at least 90% and hits completed between 100 - 50,000. Of the 995 participants who began the study, 278 dropped out or were dropped before being assigned to condition, for one of these reasons: They were doing the study on a smartphone (we required that they be using a laptop); they failed a bot detection question; they reported that they didn’t have time or weren’t alone; or for unknown reasons. Of the 717 who completed the dependent measures, 374 identified as female, 339 identified as male, and 4 identified as other. Participants indicated that they were in the following age ranges: 18-25 (95), 26-39 (334), 40-59 (207), and 60 or older (81). Participants self-identified their race as follows: 538 White, 65 Black, 55 Asian, 31 Latino/a, 3 American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 12 Multiracial. As discussed below, we dropped 50 participants from the analyses who failed one or more manipulation checks. Of the remaining 667 participants, 365 identified as female, 308 identified as male, and 4 selected other. These participants indicated that they were in the following age ranges: 18-25 (92), 26-39 (304), 40-59 (202), and 60 or older (79), and self-identified their race as follows: 515 White, 57 Black, 52 Asian, 30 Latino/a, 3 American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 10 Multiracial. 
Procedure. The procedure was identical to Study 6 except for these changes: (1) We did not manipulate the race of the other participants. Participants were asked to enter their initials followed by a single digit of their choice; they learned that the other participant had entered ND8, was male, and was 26-39 years old. (2) Participants read and responded to one instead of two paragraphs as a supposed botcheck (the one about tooth brushing). Assignment to the P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped conditions was the same as in Study 6, namely, participants were told, “We have selected YOU [THE OTHER PARTICIPANT] to choose Heads/Tails and do the virtual coin flip, to determine which of you gets to be in the Reward Condition and which will be in the Punishment Condition.”
In this study we also included an additional 2 conditions. The main purpose behind these conditions was to explore the effects of different ways of assigning participants to the negative outcome. In the random condition, participants were simply randomly assigned to the good or bad outcome, supposedly on the basis of their mTurkID and whether the day of the month happened to be an even or odd number. Participants in this condition were told: “Who will be in the Reward Condition and who will be in the Punishment Condition will be determined in an arbitrary way, namely by whether the day of the month today is even or odd and by a random feature of your and the other participant's mTurk ID number.” The instructions further explained that the computer would check whether the day of the month is odd or even, and then the mTurk IDs of both participants. If the day of the month is even, it was explained, then the participant who has fewer letters in their mTurk ID would get to be in the reward condition and the other participant would be in the punishment condition. If the day of the month is odd, then the participant who has more letters in their mTurk ID would get to be in the reward condition and the other participant would be in the punishment condition. Participants saw a throbber for 8 seconds while the computer was supposedly making this calculation, and saw the following: “The day of the month is an ODD NUMBER [April 5th], and the OTHER PARTICIPANT has MORE letters in their mTurk ID. Therefore, he/she will be in the Reward condition, and you will be in the Punishment Condition”.
In the competition condition, we had participants compete for who would be in the reward condition and who would be in the punishment condition. The competition was described as follows: “In a moment you will see the screen countdown seconds from 5 (e.g., 5 - 4 - 3 - 2 - 1). The next screen will then show a captcha with embedded letters; that is, a graphic that displays four numbers. You should type those numbers in as fast as you can”. Whoever typed in the words the fastest, participants learned, would get to be in the reward condition. When they advanced the screen they saw the countdown, then a captcha with four numbers in it. After they typed in the numbers and advanced the screen, they saw a throbber for 10 seconds while the computer was supposedly determining the winner. They then read: “The other participant [ND86] entered the correct numbers the quickest. Therefore, he will be in the REWARD condition, while you will be in the PUNISHMENT condition”.
We note that in addition to participants who flipped or didn’t flip the coin, the demographics reported above include participants from the random and competition conditions. These results, however, will be reported in a separate article as this present line of research focuses purely on the illusion of unfairness due to the seemingly controllable coin flip procedure
Results
The level of reported suspicion at the end of the study was similar to the previous studies conducted on mTurk: When those in the P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped condition were asked whether they thought the virtual coin spin was random, 29% responded “not at all.” When asked whether they thought there was another participant taking part at the same time, 23% responded “not at all.” When asked how much they believed that they would be in the punishment condition, 5% said not at all. As with the previous mTurk studies, however, when we dropped suspicious participants from the analyses, the results changed little. We again opted to retain participants in the analysis regardless of their suspicion ratings. 
The following dependent variables were averaged: Fairness ratings 2 items (.900), deservingness 2 items (.650), negative affect 5 items (.859), and positive affect 5 items (.850). Other dependent measures (e.g., liking for the other participant) were single items.
The descriptive results independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped conditions are reported below in Table S13.
[bookmark: _Toc187657409]Table S13: Descriptives and t-test results Study 7
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Study 7: Descriptives for All Four Conditions

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Deserve_AVG
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	4.3678
	1.05611
	.08006
	4.2098
	4.5258

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	4.1831
	1.22111
	.09311
	3.9993
	4.3669

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	4.3879
	1.10756
	.08622
	4.2176
	4.5581

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	3.7500
	1.56646
	.12158
	3.5099
	3.9901

	
	Total
	677
	4.1743
	1.27443
	.04898
	4.0781
	4.2705

	FAIRNESS
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	4.4655
	1.83226
	.13890
	4.1914
	4.7397

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	5.0349
	1.71899
	.13107
	4.7762
	5.2936

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	4.8061
	1.83096
	.14254
	4.5246
	5.0875

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	4.6416
	1.92263
	.14922
	4.3469
	4.9362

	
	Total
	677
	4.7363
	1.83498
	.07052
	4.5979
	4.8748

	RESP_oth_sub_you
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	.4540
	1.41244
	.10708
	.2427
	.6654

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	-.7326
	1.31944
	.10061
	-.9311
	-.5340

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	-.0848
	.61887
	.04818
	-.1800
	.0103

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	-.8012
	1.42370
	.11050
	-1.0194
	-.5830

	
	Total
	677
	-.2866
	1.34363
	.05164
	-.3880
	-.1852

	Paffect
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	2.5609
	.88132
	.06681
	2.4290
	2.6928

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	2.6012
	.96038
	.07323
	2.4566
	2.7457

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	2.4655
	.84367
	.06568
	2.3358
	2.5951

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	2.4518
	1.04003
	.08072
	2.2924
	2.6112

	
	Total
	677
	2.5211
	.93422
	.03590
	2.4506
	2.5916

	Naffect
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	1.9149
	.91696
	.06951
	1.7777
	2.0521

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	1.9291
	.90733
	.06918
	1.7925
	2.0656

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	1.9745
	.94228
	.07336
	1.8297
	2.1194

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	1.9361
	.87968
	.06828
	1.8013
	2.0710

	
	Total
	677
	1.9383
	.91005
	.03498
	1.8696
	2.0069

	Like.Other
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	4.35
	1.106
	.084
	4.19
	4.52

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	4.45
	1.050
	.080
	4.30
	4.61

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	4.35
	.922
	.072
	4.20
	4.49

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	4.29
	1.155
	.090
	4.11
	4.47

	
	Total
	677
	4.36
	1.062
	.041
	4.28
	4.44

	You.Resp.You
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	1.74
	1.258
	.095
	1.55
	1.92

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	2.49
	1.424
	.109
	2.27
	2.70

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	1.55
	1.107
	.086
	1.38
	1.72

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	3.63
	1.271
	.099
	3.44
	3.83

	
	Total
	677
	2.35
	1.507
	.058
	2.23
	2.46

	Other.Resp.You
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	2.19
	1.391
	.105
	1.98
	2.40

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	1.76
	1.232
	.094
	1.57
	1.94

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	1.47
	1.051
	.082
	1.31
	1.63

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	2.83
	1.360
	.106
	2.62
	3.04

	
	Total
	677
	2.06
	1.363
	.052
	1.96
	2.16

	Fair_Pro
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	4.65
	1.874
	.142
	4.37
	4.93

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	5.24
	1.712
	.131
	4.98
	5.50

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	5.00
	1.825
	.142
	4.72
	5.28

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	4.69
	1.959
	.152
	4.39
	4.99

	
	Total
	677
	4.90
	1.856
	.071
	4.76
	5.04

	Fair_Out
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	4.28
	1.967
	.149
	3.99
	4.58

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	4.83
	1.898
	.145
	4.55
	5.12

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	4.61
	1.983
	.154
	4.31
	4.92

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	4.59
	1.960
	.152
	4.29
	4.89

	
	Total
	677
	4.58
	1.958
	.075
	4.43
	4.73

	You.Deserved
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	4.57
	1.331
	.101
	4.37
	4.77

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	4.36
	1.536
	.117
	4.13
	4.59

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	4.59
	1.297
	.101
	4.39
	4.79

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	3.91
	1.792
	.139
	3.64
	4.18

	
	Total
	677
	4.36
	1.522
	.058
	4.25
	4.48

	Oth.Deserved
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	4.17
	1.158
	.088
	3.99
	4.34

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	4.01
	1.254
	.096
	3.82
	4.19

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	4.18
	1.211
	.094
	4.00
	4.37

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	3.59
	1.534
	.119
	3.36
	3.83

	
	Total
	677
	3.99
	1.314
	.051
	3.89
	4.09

	Pleased.Self
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	2.40
	1.343
	.102
	2.20
	2.60

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	2.46
	1.335
	.102
	2.26
	2.66

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	2.25
	1.246
	.097
	2.06
	2.44

	
	Competition
	166
	2.33
	1.453
	.113
	2.10
	2.55

	
	Total
	677
	2.36
	1.346
	.052
	2.26
	2.46

	Pleased.Oth
	1.00 OFlips
	174
	3.44
	1.575
	.119
	3.21
	3.68

	
	2.00 PFlips
	172
	3.62
	1.432
	.109
	3.41
	3.84

	
	3.00 mTurkID
	165
	3.35
	1.484
	.116
	3.12
	3.57

	
	4.00 Competition
	166
	3.10
	1.600
	.124
	2.85
	3.34

	
	Total
	677
	3.38
	1.532
	.059
	3.26
	3.50
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Overview
	Participants learned that who got to call heads/tails and flip the coin would be determined randomly (by how many letters were in the participants’ mTurk ID). Half of the participants were randomly assigned to a consent condition, in which they signed a consent form acknowledging that the coin flip assignment was random and arbitrary. The design was thus a 2 (Who Flipped: Participant or their Opponent) x Consent (no consent, consent) design.

Method
Participants. Participants were recruited from Cloud Research. We set an approval rating of at least 85% and the number of hits completed to 50 - 10,000. Of the 1,101 participants who began the study, 390 dropped out or were dropped before being assigned to condition, for the same reasons as the other mTurk studies. Of the 711 who completed the dependent measures, 342 identified as female, 368 identified as male, and 1 identified as other. Participants indicated that they were in the following age ranges: 18-25 (58), 26-39 (342), 40-59 (235), and 60 or older (76). Participants self-identified their race as follows: 496 White, 118 Black, 43 Asian, 26 Latino/a, 1 American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 16 Multiracial. As discussed below, we dropped 82 participants from the analyses who failed one or more manipulation checks. Of the remaining 629 participants, 315 identified as female, 313 identified as male, and 1 identified as other. These participants indicated that they were in the following age ranges: 18-25 (51), 26-39 (280), 40-59 (225), and 60 or older (73), and self-identified their race as follows: 471 White, 67 Black, 40 Asian, 26 Latino/a, 1 American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 16 Multiracial.
Procedure. The procedure was identical to the previous mTurk studies except for the manner in which it was determined who would get to call  heads/tails and flip the coin. All participants were told that the assignment would be determined by who had more letters in their mTurk ID. (Note that Study 9 compared this procedure to the standard coin flip assignment.) The instructions presented to participants for these two conditions were the following:

“An arbitrary way to decide who gets to choose Heads/Tails and flip the coin is to see who has more letters in their mTurk ID (as opposed to numbers). Whoever has more letters will be the one to call Heads/Tails and flip the coin. Our computer will compare your mTurk IDs and give the answer on the next page.”

Participants were then assigned to flipping conditions with the instructions below:
 
· P-Flipped condition: “YOU have more letters in your mTurk ID. Therefore, you will get to call Heads or Tails and flip the virtual coin, to determine who will be in the reward condition and who will be in the punishment condition.”

· Other-P Flipped condition: “THE OTHER PARTICIPANT has more letters in their mTurk ID. Therefore, he/she will get to call Heads or Tails and flip the virtual coin, to determine who will be in the reward condition and who will be in the punishment condition.”

We also manipulated whether participants gave their consent for this assignment procedure. In the consent condition, after learning that who flipped would be determined by the participants who had more letters in their mTurk ID, participants read, “Before we proceed, we want to make sure you agree that this way of deciding who gets to call Heads/Tails and flip the coin is random.” They were asked to read and agree to the following three statements:
●	I understand that the number of letters in a person's mTurk ID is arbitrary and random.
●	I understand it doesn't really matter who gets to call Heads/Tails and flip the coin, because the coin flip is random.
●	I'm OK with me or the other participant calling Heads/Tails and flipping the coin, however it turns out.
Participants were then asked to “sign with your initials to indicate that you understand and consent to this way of determining who gets to call Heads/Tails and flip the coin.” All participants gave their approval, even though they were free to move forward without signing. In the no consent condition participants were not asked to consent to the assignment protocol. From this point on the procedure was identical to Study 7. 

Results
The level of reported suspicion at the end of the study was similar to the previous studies conducted on mTurk: When asked whether they thought the virtual coin spin was random, 22% responded “not at all.” When asked whether they thought there was another participant taking part at the same time, 23% responded “not at all.” When asked how much they believed that they would be in the punishment condition, 8% said not at all. As with the previous mTurk studies, however, when we dropped suspicious participants from the analyses, the results changed little. We again opted to retain participants in the analysis regardless of their suspicion ratings. 
As preregistered, we dropped 82 participants who either failed to recall corrected who got to flip the coin or they would be in the punishment or reward condition. Somewhat more of the people who failed the manipulation checks were in the Other-P Flipped condition (n = 51) than the P-Flipped condition (n = 31), X2 (df  =1, N = 711) = 3.20, p = .018. 
We computed the same scales as reported in Studies 5 and 6, which had these alphas: Fairness ratings (.903), deservingness (.721), how pleased participants were (.746), negative affect (.903), and positive affect (.875). Other dependent measures (e.g., liking for the other participant) were single items. 
As seen in Table S14, a series of 2 (Who Flipped) x 2 (Consent) ANOVAs revealed a significant main effect of Who Flipped on most of the measures, demonstrating the standard illusion of unfairness. Was the illusion reduced in the consent condition? As it happened, only on ratings of fairness (see Table S14). The Who Flipped x Consent interaction was significant only on this measure, reflecting the fact that in the no consent condition, participants thought the procedure was significantly less fair when the other participants flipped the coin, whereas in the consent condition, there was no significant difference in fairness ratings based on who flipped the coin. 
Thus, with the exception of the question about fairness, there was scant evidence that emphasizing the randomness of the selection process, and giving participants a voice by asking them to consent to the procedure, reduced the illusion of unfairness. Why did participants in the consent condition moderate their responses on the fairness question? One possibility is experimental demand. Participants in the consent condition may have begrudgingly admitted that the procedure was fair, after agreeing with such statements as, “I understand it doesn't really matter who gets to call Heads/Tails and flip the coin, because the coin flip is random.” Nonetheless they still felt less responsible for the outcome when the other person flipped the coin, and were less pleased with the outcome (see Table S14). 

	[bookmark: _Toc187657411]Table S14: Study 8: Effects of Who Flipped and Consenting to How it Would Be Determined Who Flipped

	

	Variables
	Means (SDs) by Condition
	ANOVA: F(1, 625)
	Simple Effect of Who Flipped: F(1, 625)

	
	No Consent
	Consent
	
	

	
	P-Flipped
	Other P
Flipped
	P-Flipped
	Other P
Flipped
	Who
Flipped
	Reflection Form
	Interaction
	No Consent 
	Consent

	Fairness
	5.26 (1.48)
	4.54 (1.70)
	5.25 (1.62)
	5.19 (1.70)
	8.97**
	6.30*
	6.54*
	0.10
	15.45***

	You Responsible
	2.68 (1.45)
	1.59 (1.22)
	2.65 (1.57)
	1.53 (1.15)
	103.16***
	0.16
	0.01
	52.43***
	50.74***

	Other P Responsible
	1.81 (1.32)
	2.32 (1.45)
	1.86 (1.40)
	2.16 (1.37)
	13.61***
	0.25
	0.82
	3.86ǂ
	10.59**

	Undeservingness of Self Getting Punishment
	4.20 (1.32)
	4.57 (1.36)
	4.42 (1.42)
	4.54 (1.20)
	5.40*
	0.75
	1.40
	0.65
	10.85*

	Undeservingness of Other P Getting Reward
	3.93 (1.11)
	4.23 (1.18)
	4.09 (1.28)
	4.10 (1.08)
	2.80
	0.01
	2.41
	0.01
	5.21*

	Undeserving Average
	4.07 (1.03)
	4.40 (1.14)
	4.25 (1.21)
	4.32 (1.02)
	5.20*
	0.33
	2.35
	0.28
	7.30**

	Liking
	4.54 (1.08)
	4.33 (1.07)
	4.48 (1.02)
	4.43 (1.02)
	2.35
	0.06
	1.10
	0.12
	3.34ǂ

	Pleased with Own Condition Assignment
	2.63 (1.60)
	2.40 (1.23)
	2.83 (1.63)
	2.45 (1.17)
	7.09**
	1.17
	0.43
	5.53*
	2.00

	Pleased with Other Participant’s Condition Assignment
	3.63 (1.55)
	3.28 (1.53)
	3.47 (1.58)
	3.40 (1.44)
	3.02ǂ
	0.03
	1.25
	0.19
	4.06*

	Positive Affect
	2.70 (1.01)
	2.47 (0.90)
	2.59 (1.06)
	2.53 (0.97)
	3.51ǂ
	0.11
	1.14
	0.32
	4.34*

	Negative Affect
	1.96 (1.05)
	2.00 (0.99)
	2.00 (1.01)
	1.95 (1.05)
	0.00
	0.00
	0.42
	0.24
	0.18



 ǂ = p < .10, * p < .05. **p < .01, ***p < .005
Note. Planned contrast = Other-P flip, No Reflection = -3, P-Flipped, No Reflection. = 1, Other-P flip, Reflection = 1, P-flip, Reflection =1.
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[bookmark: _Toc187657413]Study 9
Method

[bookmark: _heading=h.1t3h5sf]Participants. Participants were recruited from Cloud Research. We limited participation to those with an approval rating of at least 90% and hits completed between 100 - 50,000. Of the 1430 participants who began the study by signing the consent form, 1236 were assigned to coin flip conditions and 1216 completed the dependent measures, only 32 were removed because of failing our manipulation checks asking them which version of the learning ask they received or who got to flip the coin. We were left with a total of 1184. Total gender data for 1177 participants was: 547 identified as male and 630 identified as female. 113 participants were between 18-25, 491 were between 26-39, 428 were between 40-59, 152 were 60 and above. Participants self-identified their race as follows: 937 White, 88 Black, 124 Asian, 61 Latino/a, 5 American Indian/Alaskan Native, 39 more than one race.
We randomly assigned participants to the usual two flip conditions (P-Flipped vs. Other-P Flipped), but instead of only asking the dependent variables (i.e. fairness) after the outcome was determined, we presented participants with our dependent variables at two time points in a repeated measures design: Once, before the outcome was determined (i.e. after the coin was supposedly flipped but before participants knew the outcome) and a second time after revealing the outcome to the participants. The coin flip assignment was the same as in the Experimenter Decided condition of Study 6. The only slight differences were that the coin flip manipulation check stayed the same across conditions, but we removed two questions: “Which side did the coin land on” and “Which condition did you receive (punishment/reward). Whereas the regular condition had the coin flip land on a specific outcome and was followed by the DV instructions “Before you start the category learning task… we would like a baseline... ”. In the before outcome condition, the coin flip spinning was interrupted with the DV instructions “Before you get the outcome of the coin flip and start the category learning task…” the rest of the instructions remained the same. 
Dependent Measures. The dependent variables in this study were measured on slider scales ranging from 0 – Extremely […]  to 100 – Extremely […] because they were collected at two time points and we wanted to minimize the possibility that people recalled their exact answer to the first set of questions. A few measures were modified slightly from the previous studies in order to fit with both the before and after outcome conditions. 
Participant liking was measured with the following item: “If you were to meet the other participant, how much do you think you would like or dislike him/her?” Responsibility of self and other were measured with the following items: “How responsible do you feel YOU are for the version of the learning task YOU receive? (i.e., the reward or punishment condition)?” and “How responsible do you feel THE OTHER PARTICIPANT is for the version of the learning task YOU receive? (i.e., the reward or punishment condition)?”
Fairness at both time points was measured using the following two items: “Think about how it was decided whether YOU would be in the reward or punishment condition. How fair or unfair do you think this procedure was?” and “Think about how it was decided whether you or the other participant would get to call heads/tails and flip the coin. How fair or unfair do you think this procedure was?” Outcome fairness could only be measured at time 2 with the following item: “How fair does the outcome of the coin flip feel to you?”
We measured participant and other participant undeservingness at both time points using the following four items: “To what extent do you feel you deserve the reward condition?” and “To what extent do you feel you deserve the punishment condition?”, “To what extent do you feel the other participant deserves the reward condition)?”, and “To what extent do you feel the other participant deserves the punishment condition?
We measured how pleased participants felt about their outcome only at Time 2-- once they found out their outcome--using the following items: “How pleased/displeased are you about the condition YOU are in (i.e., the reward or the punishment condition)?” and “How pleased/displeased are you about the condition the other participant is in (i.e., the reward or the punishment condition)?”
Fairness items: how fair was it who got to flip, and how fair was the process were averaged and used as the fairness DV, the outcome fairness and how pleased questions were moved at the very end of time 2 DVs since they cannot be asked before the outcome is revealed. Note these 3 additional exploratory variables came after the manipulation checks of who flipped and which version of the learning task participants received. Since coded suspicion never made much of a difference on our results, we removed four of the open-ended questions, except general impressions.

Results
The level of reported suspicion at the end of the study was similar to the previous mTurk studies. When asked whether they thought the virtual coin spin was random, 23.1% responded “not at all.” (107, P-Flipped), (166, Other-P Flipped). When asked whether they thought there was another participant taking part at the same time, 25% responded “not at all.” (139, P-Flipped), (157, Other-P Flipped). When asked how much they believed that they would be in the punishment condition, 3.9% responded “not at all.” (23, P-Flipped), (23, Other-P Flipped).
As with the previous mTurk studies, however, when we dropped suspicious participants from the analyses, the results changed little. We again opted to retain participants in the analysis regardless of their suspicion ratings. 
We computed the same scales as reported in past studies, which had these alphas for DVs at time 1 and time 2, respectively: Fairness ratings (.787, .894), negative affect (.838, .885), and positive affect (.784, .876), undeservingness of the actual outcome (.-.149, -.014) and undeservingness of the alternative outcome(-1.85, -.095). Because the reliability of the undeservingness items was so low, we reported each item individually in the results (see main manuscript). We suspect that asking participants about deservingness before and after receiving the results led to drastically different interpretations of the question, which explains why the reliability index was low for these items and therefore led us to analyze them each individually. Other dependent measures (e.g., liking for the other participant) were single items. 
	                                                                                                                       - 53 -
The descriptives and independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped conditions are reported below in Table S16. Note that all dependent variables noted in Table S16 are from Time 2 reports in Study 11. Those were the variables used in the meta-analysis as they were the most similar to the other studies included in the meta-analysis.
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[bookmark: _Toc187657415]Study 10
Method
[bookmark: _heading=h.4d34og8]Participants. Participants were recruited from Cloud Research on Saturday, March 7, 2020. We set an approval rating of at least 85% and the number of hits completed to 50 - 10,000. Of the 947 participants who began the study, 228 dropped out or were dropped before being assigned to condition for the same reasons as the other mTurk studies. Of the 714 who completed the dependent measures, 323 identified as male, 388 identified as female, and 3 identified as other. Participants indicated that they were in the following age ranges: 18-25 (57), 26-39 (312), 40-59 (255), and 60 or older (90). Participants self-identified their race as follows: 560 White, 60 Black, 38 Asian, 22 Latino/a, 3 American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 17 Multiracial. As discussed below, we dropped 90 participants from the analyses who failed one or more manipulation checks. Of the remaining 624 participants, 275 identified as male, 346 identified as female, and 3 identified as other. Participants indicated that they were in the following age ranges:18-25 (51), 26-39 (258), 40-59 (227), and 60 or older (88). These participants self-identified their race as follows: 495 White, 50 Black, 35 Asian, 19 Latino/a, 2 American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 14 Multiracial.
Procedure. The procedure was identical to Study 6 except we manipulated how it was determined who would get to flip the coin. In the No Explanation condition (randomly assigned), participants read, “We have selected YOU [THE OTHER PARTICIPANT] to choose Heads/Tails and do the virtual coin flip, to determine which of you gets to be in the Reward Condition and which will be in the Punishment Condition.” In the explanation condition participants learned that who got to call Heads/Tails and flip the coin would be termed by who had more letters in their mTurk ID, as was done in Study 6. The remaining procedure and dependent measures were identical to those in Study 6.

Results
Once again there was a fair amount of reported suspicion about various aspects of the procedure. When asked whether they thought the virtual coin spin was random, 29% responded “not at all.” When asked whether they thought there was another participant taking part at the same time, 25% responded “not at all.” When asked how much they believed that they would be in the punishment condition, 4% said not at all. As with the previous mTurk studies, however, when we dropped suspicious participants from the analyses, the results changed little. We again opted to retain participants in the analysis regardless of their suspicion ratings. 
As preregistered, we dropped 90 participants who failed either one or both of three manipulation checks: Recalling who got to flip the coin, recalling whether they would be in the punishment or reward condition, and recalling how it was determined who would get to flip the coin. There was little difference in whether those dropped were in the Other-P Flipped condition (n = 47) or P-Flipped condition (n = 43), X2 (1, N = 714) = .20, p = .652.

We computed the same scales as reported in previous studies, which had these alphas respectively: Fairness ratings (.90), deservingness (.721), how pleased participants were (.746), negative affect (.903), and positive affect (.875). Other dependent measures (e.g., liking for the other participant) were single items.  
	The descriptive results and the independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs. Other-P Flipped conditions are reported below in Table S17.

The effects of who flipped the coin were very similar to the previous studies. When the other participant flipped, participants reported that the procedure and outcome were less fair, that they were more undeserving of the outcome, and that the other participant was more responsible for the outcome, than when they flipped the coin. These differences were significant on each of these measures in both studies, with the exception of the fairness measure, where p = .079. Once again the effect sizes ranged from small to large (ds = .141 to 1.247). Consistent with the previous findings, participants in the Other-P Flipped condition reported that they were significantly less pleased with the outcome than did participants in the P-Flipped condition, but there were no significant differences on negative or positive affect.

As reported in the paper, there was little effect of whether an explanation was provided for who got to flip the coin. There were no significant effects of how the flip was determined, nor were any of the Who Flipped x How Determined interactions significant. The only exception was a main effect of How Determined on negative affect, F(1, 620) = 4.394, p = .036, partial eta sq = .007, reflecting the fact that those in the mTurk ID condition reported slightly more negative affect (M = 2.05, SD = 1.00) than did those the Experimenter Decided condition (M = 1.90, SD = .86). The Who Flipped x How Determined interaction was not significant, F(1, 620) = .151, p = .698, partial eta sq < .001. On all of the other dependent measures shown in Table S17, the How Determined main effect was nonsignificant, Fs(1, 620) < 1.23, as was the Who Flipped x How Determined interaction, Fs(1, 620) < .68. Therefore, to be consistent with the previous studies, Table S17 displays the means in the P-Flipped and Other-P Flipped conditions collapsed across the How Determined manipulation.
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Bayesian Interval-Null testing Results. We conducted exploratory Bayesian Interval-Null testing (equivalence testing) to determine how much evidence our data provide in favor of the null, that is, that the difference between the explanation conditions was negligible. Specifically, we tested whether the explanation manipulation had no effect on participants who flipped the coin (P-Flipped) as well as on participants who did not flip the coin (Other-P Flipped). We set our equivalence region to -0.5 – 0.5, in order to be conservative in our estimates, and used the default Cauchy prior with a scale of 0.707. We tested the degree to which the data support the hypothesis that the parameter lies inside versus outside the equivalence region, and found that, for participants who did not flip the coin, the non-overlapping-hypothesis Bayes factor in favor of the interval-null ranged from 3680 (negative affect) to 217000 (other responsibility). We also tested the same hypothesis when participants flipped the condition (P-Flipped conditions), the non-overlapping-hypothesis Bayes factor in favor of the interval-null ranged from 471 (negative affect) to 241000 (fairness outcome). Overall, these results demonstrate extremely strong evidence for the null, hypothesis when comparing participants in the explanation condition with those who did not receive the explanation. 

[bookmark: _Toc187657417]Table S18. Results Comparing Explanation Condition with No Explanation Condition Using only Other-P Flipped Condition[image: ]
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[bookmark: _heading=h.2s8eyo1]Method
Overview. This study, run on Cloud Research, tested a dual process approach to the illusion of unfairness. We hypothesized that the illusion would be exacerbated by having participants make quick intuitive judgments while assessing the fairness of the coin flip procedure. Alternatively, asking participants to reflect before making their fairness judgment might reduce the illusion.
	Procedure. We used the standard coin flip paradigm that in which participants were simply told was selected to flip the coin.[footnoteRef:1] All participants were assigned to the Other-P Flip condition and were randomly assigned to one of three response conditions:  A Deliberative condition, an Intuitive condition and a Control Condition (in all conditions, the other participant flipped the coin). [1:  We ran one study prior to this one, but there was a problem with the instructions about the coin flip assignment, whereby part of the instructions was not displayed due to survey logic error. Participants weren’t told: “We have selected THE OTHER PARTICIPANT [ND8] to choose Heads/Tails and do the virtual coin flip, to determine which of you gets to be in the Reward Condition and which will be in the Punishment Condition.” Instead, they were immediately told; “If the other participant [ND8] WINS the toss, he will be in the Reward Condition and you will be in the Punishment Condition. If the other participant [ND8] LOSES the toss, you will be in the Reward Condition and he will be in the Punishment Condition.”, followed by; “Please Wait While the Other Participant Selects Heads or Tails ”. Because it was not made explicit who was selected to flip the coin we disregarded the first study, we launched the second study (pre-registered) and report the results of the second study which had the correct instructions.] 

In the Intuitive Condition participants were told:
IMPORTANT: We are interested in your immediate “gut reactions” to the following questions. Please give the response that first comes to mind, without thinking about it too much. To encourage you to give your gut response, you will only have 8 seconds to answer each question. If you haven’t responded after 8 seconds, the program will automatically advance to the next question. So, please be ready to read the question and respond quickly with your gut response. (Pretesting indicated that this procedure would induce participants to respond more quickly than they normally would.)
In the Deliberative Condition, participants were directed to answer the dependent variables with the following instructions:
IMPORTANT: We are interested in your logical, reasoned responses to the following questions. Please reflect on each question carefully and give what you think is the most reasoned response. To encourage you to give your logical, reasoned response, there will be an 8 second delay between the time you read the question and the opportunity to respond to it. Please spend that time reflecting on the question and thinking about your most reasoned response.

In the Control Condition participants did not receive any instructions about how fast or slow to respond. All participants then received these instructions, so that they were familiar with the response scales in advance: 
IMPORTANT:  There will be a total of 10 questions. Each one will be answered on a 5-point scale that with these responses:

Not at All        Slightly       Somewhat       Moderately      Very Much

[bookmark: _heading=h.17dp8vu]	Dependent measures. Due to the timing manipulations in the deliberative and intuitive conditions, we set all the dependent variables on a 5-point scale to increase ease of responding for participants. We also used a paired down version of the dependent variables to decrease participants’ response burden (see below). 
One item assessed how displeased/pleased they were with the condition they had been assigned (i.e., “How pleased are you about the condition you are in (i.e., the reward or the punishment condition)?”), on a 5-point scale (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very Much).
Participants then rated the extent to which they were happy and angry (i.e., “How Happy do you feel right now?”) on 5-point scales (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much). Participants then rated how much they liked the other participant (i.e., “How much do you like the other participant?” (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very Much). 
Next, participants answered three questions about how fair they found: the coin flip assignment, the procedure, the process, and the outcome (i.e., “How fair was it that the other person got to call heads/tails and flip the coin?; Think about how it was decided whether you would be in the reward or punishment condition. How fair do you think this procedure was? How fair does the outcome of the coin flip feel to you?”, on 5-point scales (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very Much). 
Subsequently, participants rated how responsible they thought they and the participant were for the fact that they were assigned to the punishment condition (i.e., “How responsible are you for the outcome you received (reward or punishment condition)?” and “How responsible do you feel the other participant is for the version of the learning task you received? (i.e., the reward or punishment condition)?” 
Finally, participants rated how deserving they thought it was that they and the other participant received the outcomes they did (i.e., “How much do you deserve the outcome you received (reward or punishment condition)?)” on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 5 = Very Much).
Results
The level of reported suspicion at the end of the study was similar to the previous mTurk studies. When asked whether they thought the virtual coin spin was random, 29.6% responded “not at all”. When asked how much they believed that they would be in the punishment condition, 4.7% responded “not at all.”. When asked whether they thought there was another participant taking part at the same time, 26.7% responded “not at all.” Once again the results changed little when suspicious participants were dropped from the analyses, so, as pre-registered, we included all participants.
We computed the same three item fairness scales as reported in previous studies, which had an alpha reliability rating of .886., negative affect (anger), positive affect (happy) and Deservingness (self), as well as other dependent measures (e.g., liking for the other participant) were single items.  
This study was not included in the meta-analysis because there were no Participant Flip conditions. The full results of this study are presented in the main manuscript.
[bookmark: _heading=h.35nkun2]
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Method 
	Participants. For this field study we recruited participants from a library on campus as and in front of a dining commons. One hundred twenty-eight participants completed the study. Forty-five identified as male, 82 identified as female, 1 identified as gender fluid. Participants’ age ranged from 18-65 years old with a mean of 21.5 years. Participants self-identified their race as follows: 76 White, 9 African American, 37 Asian, 9 Hispanic, 0 Native American, 1 Pacific Islander, 1, Mixed, 1 other.  All but one participant correctly reported having won/lost as well as having flipped the coin or not. We included all participants in our analyses because when we dropped: 1 participant who mistakenly reported having won when they in fact lost, 9 participants who reported having completed one of the lab studies regarding the illusion of unfairness, 4 participants who re-flipped the coin because of an issue, 4 participants who flipped or called their preference too early, 3 participants who expressed not wanting to flip, we found no major differences compared to including them in the final dataset. We therefore decided to keep all participants.
	Procedure. The procedure was similar to that of the first field study except that the participant was competing for the prize not with another participant, but with the experimenter to determine whether they would be compensated with a prize for filling out a survey. That is, instead of competing against another participant who was equally deserving of the reward, participants competed against the experimenter. If participants lost the flip they thus ended up helping the experimenter (by filling out a survey) for no compensation. If they won the flip they received appropriate compensation for their participation.  Winning or losing was thus psychologically different than all the other studies. (At the end of the study, after being debriefed, all participants received the prize.) Specifically, the experimenter said, “OK, let’s flip the coin” (while showing both sides of the coin to the participant). “If you win, you get the prize, if I win, I get to keep the prize. So, it’s kind of like a contest between us. Sometimes I let the participant flip the coin and other times I go ahead and flip the coin.” 
	In the Participant Flip condition (randomly assigned) the experimenter then said, “You can flip the coin. First, please choose Heads or Tails . . .You’re going to flip the coin like this with your thumb and index finger and let the coin fall on the floor. Please do not flip it just yet.” In the Experimenter Flip condition the experimenter said, “I can flip the coin. First, I’ll choose Heads or Tails. Let’s see ...  I want tails. Now I’ll flip the coin like this [shows them]. I’ll flip it with my thumb and index finger and let the coin fall on the floor.” If the participant won the coin toss the experimenter said, “OK, you win the prize. Go ahead and choose one of the drinks or snacks.” If the experimenter won, they said, “OK, I get to keep the prize.” Participants then completed the dependent variables on a tablet.
The following dependent variables were averaged: 3 Fairness items (process, outcome and how decided) ratings (.781), 5 items negative affect (.804), and 5 items positive affect (.648), two items for deservingness (.663), 2 items for liking (.753). The other dependent measures (e.g., responsibility and guilt) were single items.

Results: Lose Condition	
The descriptive results and independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped conditions are reported below in Table S20. 
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Note. Other-P Flipped condition = 0, P-Flipped condition = 1

Results: Win Condition

The descriptive results and independent samples t-tests comparing the P-Flipped vs Other-P Flipped conditions are reported below in Table S21.
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[bookmark: _Toc187657423]Moral Luck
Our results also speak to the philosophical literature on “moral luck,” which refers to the case in which people are held morally accountable for acts that are not entirely under their control. An example is the case of two drunk drivers, one of whom strikes a pedestrian (who ran into the middle of the road) while the other makes it home without incident. Most people would judge the first driver more harshly, even though the presence or absence of pedestrians was not controllable by either driver (Nagel, 1979; Williams, 1981). Philosophers have noted a paradox with the concept of moral luck; on the one hand, it seems unfair to blame people for things they could not control, but people rarely, if ever, have complete control over a situation, even when they commit acts that most of us would condemn (Hartman, 2017; Nelkin, 2023). In our studies, participants exhibited a strong version of lay moral luck: They believed that the person who flipped the coin was more responsible for a negative outcome, even though the outcome was random and uncontrollable.

Hartman, R. J. (2017) In defense of moral luck: Why luck often affects praiseworthiness and blameworthiness. New York: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315232041
Nagel, T. (1979). Mortal questions, New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 https://doi.org/10.1017/s003441250001475x 
Nelkin, Dana K., "Moral Luck", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2023 Edition), Edward N. Zalta & Uri Nodelman (eds.), URL = <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2023/entries/moral-luck/>.Orlogg, C. (2019, Sept. 19). Portland penny. Oregon Encyclopedia. Retrieved Nov. 2, 2021 from: https://www.oregonencyclopedia.org/articles/portland_penny/#.YYGeE2DMKUk
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Independent Samples T-Test

95% Cl for Location Parameter 95% Cl for Effect Size
Test Statstc  df  p Locaion Parameter _SE Diference  Lower Upper __ EflectSize _ Lower _ Upper
Far Student 2187 60 0033 0775 0354 1484 -0.085 0556 -1061  -0.045
Mann-Whiney 375500 0.104 45635 -1000 304085 0218 -0471 0069
Fiip.feel Student 2126 60 0038 -0740 0348 -1435 -0.044 0540 -104  -0.031
Mann-Whiney  390.000 0158 -1341e-5 -1000 658665 0188 -0446  0.100
You.Deserved Student 2379 60 0021 0623 0262 0.009 1147 0605 0003 1112
Mann-Whiney 616,500 0013 45435 5727e-5 1.000 0284 0003 0524
Oth.Deserved Student 1705 60 0093 0.456 0.268 -0.079 0991 0433 0073 093
Mann-Whiney  576.000 0073 4517e-5 -6357e-5 662165 0200 0087 0456
ot resp.oth Student 3723 60 <.001 1044 0280 0483 1605 0945 0417 1469
Mann-Whiney  703.000 <001 1.000 817405 1.000 0485 0210 0660
yourespyou Student -1046 60 0300 -0410 0392 1195 0375 0268 -0765 023
Mann-Whiney  379.500 0115 ~7.078e-5 -1000 46235 0200 -0484 0077
otnerresp.you Student 3503 58 <001 1018 0283 0451 1585 0% 0301 1458
Mann-Whiney 656500 <001 1.000 1591e-5 1.000 0451 0200 0660
Pleased.You Student 0523 60 0603 -0.148 0283 0714 0418 0133 -0631 0365
Mann-Whiney  433.000 0495 324685 -1000 381665 0088 -0370 0189
Pleased.Oth Student -1148 60 0256 0340 0296 0032 0253 0201 -0791 0211
Mann-Whiney 422,000 0389 198885 -1000 65195 0121 -03%0  0.167
Paffect Student -1159 60 0251 0231 0.199 0629 0.168 0204  -0704 0208
Mann-Whiney 405500 029 -0.200 0600 0200 0155 -0410 0133
Naffect Student 2161 60 0035 0452 0.200 0034 0871 0549 003 1055
Mann-Whiney  616.000 0054 0400 -5.89%e -6 0800 0283 0001 0524
FAIRNESS Student 2244 60 0029 0757 0338 -1432 -0.082 0570 -1076  -0.080
Mann-Whiney  387.000 0156 -4321e-5 -1000 67795 0194  -0451 003
Deserve_AVG Student 2086 60 0040 0540 0257 0025 1.054 0533 0023 103
Mann-Whiney  600.000 0032 394685 667885 0500 0250 003 0497
ofnerrespsubyouresp  Stugent 4270 58 <.001 1375 0322 0730 2019 1103 0555 1644
Mann-Whiney 698,500 <001 1.000 377385 2000 0554 0318 0725
P_Liking_Average Student 0697 60 0438 0116 0165 -0216 0.447 0177 0323 0676
Mann-Whiney 509.000 0688 0059 0204 0352 0060 025 0337

Nofe. For the Student test. efiect sze Is given by Conen's d. For the Mann-Whiiney fest, effect size & given by the rank biseral correlation
Note. For the Student test, location parameter i given by mean difference. For the Mann-Whitney test, location parameter s given by the Hodges-Lehmann estimate.
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Participant fipped 2 2384 1428 0252

otherresp.you Confederate fipped 2 2278 1386 0257
Participant fipped 3 1258 0729 0.131

Pleased.You Confederate fipped El 2633 1159 0212
Participant fipped 2 2781 1070 0.189

Pleased.Oth Confederate fipped El 4067 1413 0258
Participant fipped 2 4406 0875 0.155

Paffect Confederate fipped El 2407 0820 0.150
Participant fipped 2 2638 0749 0132

Nafiect Confederate fipped El 2033 0940 0172
Participant fipped 2 1581 0697 0123

FAIRNESS Confederate fipped El 5633 1655 0302
Participant fipped 2 6391 0922 0.163

Deserve_AVG Confederate fipped El 4383 1257 0230
Participant fipped 2 384 o712 0.126

otherresp subyouresp  Confederate fipped 2 0310 1039 0193
Participant fipped 3 -1.065 1413 0254

P_Liking_Average Confederate fipped El 0103 0733 0134
Participant fipped 2 0012 0565 0.100
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Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk)

w o
Fair Confederate fipped 0792 <001
Participant fipped 0853 <001
Fiip feel Confederate fipped 0763 <001
Participant fipped 0880 <001
You.Deserved Confederate fipped 0745 <001
Participant fipped 0583 <001
Oth.Deserved Confederate fipped 0776 <001
Participant fipped 0527 <001
oth resp.oth Confederate fipped 0782 < .001
Participant fipped 020 <001
youresp.you Confederate fipped 0562 <001
Participant fipped 0824 <001
other resp you Confederate fipped 0827 <001
Participant fipped 0408 <001
Pleased.You Confederate fipped 0887 0.004
Participant fipped 0890 0.003
Pleased.Oth Confederate fipped 0931 0.053
Participant fipped 0815 <001
Paffect Confederate fipped 0960 0303
Participant fipped 0959 0261
Nafiect Confederate fipped 0895 0.006
Participant fipped o785 <001
FAIRNESS Confederate fipped 0793 <001
Participant fipped o7 <001
Deserve_AVG Confederate fipped 0792 <001
Participant fipped 0568 <001
otherrespsubyouresp  Confederatefipped  0.826  <.001
Participant fipped o750 <001
P_Liking_Average Confederate fipped 0920 0.027
Participant fipped 0955 0.198

Wote. Signiicant resufs suggest a deviation from normaiiy.
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Independent Samples T-Test

95% C for Location Parameter 95% Cl for Effect Size
Test Statistic ot b Location Parameter  SEDifference Lower Upper  EffectSize  Lower  Upper
Pleased You Student -0235 148000 0815 -0050 0212 0469 0369 -0038  -03%8 0282
Welch 0235 147460 0815 0050 0212 0469 0369 -0038 -03%8 0282
Mann-Whitney  2754.000 0823 711685 242865  9098e-6  -0021 -0203 0183
Pleased Oth Student 2339 148000 0021 0499 0213 -0920 -0077  -0382 -0704 0058
Welch -2337 146815 0021 -0499 0213 -0920 -0077  -0382 -0704 0058
Mann-Whitney  2280.500 0030 794265 -1000 -232%-5 0189  -0360 -0.006
youresp you Student 6660 148000  <.001 1180 0177 -1529 -0830  -1089  -1431  -07M4
Welch -6507 88275 <001 1180 0179 1535 -0824  -1083 -1438 0723
Mann-Whitney 1455500 <001 1000 -1000 -3210e-5 0482  -0612 0328
oterresp you Student 4044 148000 <001 0728 0180 0372 1.084 0660 0331 0988
Welch 405 142135 <001 0728 0180 0373 1083 0661 0331 0989
Mann-Whitney 3923500 <001 41525 402065 1000 0395 0228 053
Fair_Pro Student -2687 148000  0.008 -0419 0156 -0728 011 0439 -0762 -0114
Welch 2694 142807  0.008 0419 0156 0727 0112 043 0763 0115
Mann-Whitney ~ 2158.000 0.007 -8.097e -7 1000 -1294e-5  -0233 0399 -0051
Fair_out Student 2604 147000 0010 0420 0161 -0738 0101 0427 -0751  -0101
Welch -2608 140517 0010 -0420 0161 -0738 -0.101 -0427  -0751  -0101
Mann-Whitney 2149000 0008 -3.406¢ -5 -1000 -5288e-5 022  -0383 0043
‘You Deserved Student 1158 148000 0249 0155 0134 -0109 0419 0189 -0132 0510
Welch 1157 146868 0249 0155 0134 0110 0419 0189 -0132 0509
Mann-Whitney  3074.000 0136 5785 -5 30985 2672e-6 0093 -0082 0272
Oth Deserved Student 1407 148000 0161 0157 0 0063 0317 0230  -0082 0551
Welch 1408 147995 0161 0157 011 0063 0377 0230  -0082 0551
Mann-Whitney 3054500 0its 45035 41267 1757e-5 0086  -0089 0265
Liking Student 0519 148000 0605 0070 0135 0197 0337 0085  -023 0405
Welch 0519 147999 0604 0070 0135 019 0336 0085 023 0405
Mann-Whitney  2962.000 0571 1544 -5 -0333 0333 0053 -0131 0234
RESP_OTH_SUB_YOU  Student 9055 148000 <001 1908 0211 1492 2324 1479 115 1838
Welch 9037 14353 <001 1908 0211 1.491 2325 1477 112 1838
Mann-Whitney  4786.000 <001 2000 1000 2000 0702 0595 0784
FARNESS Student -2965 148000 0004 -0420 0142 -0700 -0140 0484  -0808 0159
Welch -2974 141540 0003 0420 0141 -0699 0141 -0485  -0803 0159
Mann-Whitney  2113.000 0005 -1039% -5 -1000 -39%%e-5 0249  -0413 0068
AVG_Deserve Student 1324 148000 0187 0156 o118 0077 0388 0216 -0105 0537
Welch 1325 147995 0187 0156 otg 0077 0388 0216 -0105 0537
Mann-Whitney 3079500 0140 4850¢ -5 40385 5780e-5 0095  -00%0 0274
Nafect Student -0169 148000 03866 -0023 0136 -0292 0246 -0028 -0348 0283
Welch 0169 147608 0866 0023 013 -0292 0246 0028 -0348 0293
Mann-Whitney 2839000 0918 49735 34355 1792e-5 0010 -0174 0193
Pafiect Student 0320 148000 0743 -0047 0144 -0332 0237 -0054 0374 0265
Welch 0329 147190 0743 0047 0144 -0332 0237 -0054  -0374 0267
Mann-Whitney __2755.000 0831 44385 -0333 0333 0020 0203 0164

Nofe. For the Student t-test and Welch Llest, effect size 1 given by Conen's d. For the Mann-Whitney test, efiect size s given by he rank biserial correlaton.
Note. For the Student ttest and Welch t-est, location parameter s given by mean difierence. For the Mann-Whitney test, location parameter is given by the Hodges-Lehmann estimate.
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Pleased.You NOFLIP 76 2842 1276 0145
FLIP 74 289 1320 0.153

Pleased.Oth NOFLIP 76 3947 1264 0.145
FLIP 74 4486 1346 0.156

youresp.you NOFLIP 76 1145 0482 0,055
FLIP 74 2324 1463 0.170

otherresp.you NOFLIP 76 2053 1221 0.140
FLIP 74 1324 0967 0112

Fair_Pro NOFLIP 76 4013 1.052 0121
FLIP 74 4432 0845 0.008

Fair_Out NOFLIP 75 4053 1.089 0126
FLIP 74 4473 0.864 0.100

You.Deserved NOFLIP 76 4278 0793 0.001
FLIP 74 4122 0843 0.008

Oth.Deserved NOFLIP 76 4197 0.693 0.080
FLIP 74 4081 0671 0078

Liking NOFLIP 76 4493 0838 0096
FLIP 74 4423 0813 0085

RESP_OTH_SUBLYOU  NOFLIP 76 0.908 1191 0137
FLIP 74 -1.000 1385 0.161

FAIRNESS NOFLIP 76 4033 0.964 0111
FLIP 74 4453 0755 0.088

AVG_Deserve NOFLIP 76 4237 0728 0.083
FLIP 74 4081 0712 0.083

Nafiect NOFLIP 76 1599 0823 0.004
FLIP 74 1622 0843 0.008

Paffect NOFLIP 76 2421 0861 0.009
FLIP 74 2468 0.903 0.105
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Assumption Checks ¥

Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk)

w o
Pleased.You NOFLP 089  <.001
FLIP 0ot <.001
Pleased.Oth NOFLP 0885 <001
FLIP 0853 <001
youresp.you NOFLP 0326 <001
FLIP 0805 <.001
otherresp.you NOFLP 0805 <001
FLIP 037 <.001
Fair_Pro NOFLP 0826 <001
FLIP oges <001
Fair_Out NOFLP 0806  <.001
FLIP 058 <.001
You.Deserved NOFLP 0531 <001
FLIP 05% <001
Oth.Deserved NOFLP 0471 <001
FLIP 043 <001
Liking NOFLP 0950 0017
FLIP 0973 0113
RESP_OTH.SUBLYOU ~NOFLP 0756 <001
FLIP 079  <.001
FAIRNESS NOFLP 0863  <.001
FLIP 072 <001
AVG_Deserve NOFLP 0521 <001
FLIP 0537 <.001
Nafiect NOFLP 0707 <.001
FLIP 0738 <001
Paffect NOFLP 0947 0.003
FLIP 0.961 0022

Wote. Signiicant resufs suggest a deviation from normaiiy.




image23.png
Independent Samples T-Test ¥

Independent Samples T-Test ¥

5% Ci for Location Parameter,
Test Statistic df P Location Parameter  SE Difference Lower Upper Effect Size
Pleased You Student -0.399 152.000 0691 -0.067 0.169 -0.400 0.266 -0.064
Welch -0.399  150.637 0.691 ~0.067 0.169 -0.400 0.266 -0.064
Mann-Whitney 2874500 0.745 ~2410e -5 ~-2.156e -5 1.855e-5 -0.029
Pleased Oth Student 0.897  152.000 0371 0172 0.191 -0.206 0.549 0.145
‘Welch 0.891 142619 0374 0172 0.193 -0.209 0.552 0144
Mann-Whitney ~ 3185.500 0.400 3244e-5 ~7.383e-5 1.000 0.076
you.resp.you Student -4215 152.000 <001 -0.877 0208 -1.289 -0.466 -0.680
Welch -4242 150908  <.001 -0.877 0.207 -1.286 -0.469 -0.682
Mann-Whitney 1848.500 <001 -1.000 -1.000 ~-4.436e -5 -0.376
other.resp you Student 5193 152000 <.001 0917 0177 0.568 1.266
‘Welch 5.120 127 668 <001 0917 0179 0.563 1272
Mann-Whitney ~ 4279.000 <.001 1.000 7.280e -6 1.000
Fair_Pro Student 2446 152.000 0016 0420 0172 0.081 0758
Welch 2449 151.580 0.015 0.420 0171 0.081 0.758
Mann-Whitney 3666.500 0.008 8948e -6 3728e-5 1.000
Fair_Out Student 1.151 152.000 0.252 0196 0171 -0.141 0.533
‘Welch 1.151 150.794 0.252 0.196 0171 -0.141 0533
Mann-Whitney  3292.500 0211 2253e-5 -2.35%e -5 1.000
You Deserved Student 0241 152.000 0810 0026 0.108 -0.187 0239
Welch 0.241 150.818 0.810 0.026 0.108 -0.187 0.239
Mann-Whitney 2975.500 0937 287%-5 -8.809e -6 8018e-5
Oth.Deserved Student -0684 152000 0.495 -0.098 0.143 -0.380 0.184
‘Welch -0.691 146.338 0.490 -0.098 0141 -0.377 0.181
Mann-Whitney ~ 2716.000 0.268 ~5.108e -5 -9.518e-5 3.034e-5
Liking Student -0.282 152.000 0778 -0.038 0133 -0.301 0.226
Welch -0283  151.899 0778 -0.038 0133 -0.300 0.225
Mann-Whitney 2772500 0493 -4837e-5 -0.333 2262e-5
RESP_OTH_SUB_YOU  Student 8074 152000  <.001 1795 0222 1.355 2234
‘Welch 8.085 151.690 <001 1795 0222 1.356 2233
Mann-Whitney ~ 4804.000 <.001 2,000 1.000 2,000
FAIRNESS Student 1929  152.000 0.056 0.308 0.160 -0.007 0.623
Welch 1929 151.072 0.056 0308 0.160 -0.007 0623
Mann-Whitney 3541500 0.032 0.500 2560e -5 1.000
AVG_Deserve Student -0.345 152000 0730 -0.036 0.104 -0.241 0.169
Welch -0.348  148.983 0728 -0.036 0.103 -0.239 0.167
Mann-Whitney  2649.500 0.156 -4673e-5 ~1510e-5 1.558e-5 -0.105
Naffect Student 0.095  152.000 0924 0.006 0.068 -0.128 0.141 0.015
Welch 0094  137.678 0.925 0.006 0.069 -0.129 0.142 0015
Mann-Whitney  2947.500 0.960 ~5.960e -5 -5.505e -5 8.466e -6 -0.004
Paffect Student -1.108 152.000 0270 -0.152 0137 -0.423 0119 -0.179
Welch -1.108  151.154 0270 -0.152 0.137 -0.423 0.119 -0.179
Mann-Whitney ~ 2607.000 0.199 -0.333 -0.333 5.960e -5 -0.119
PANAS_11 Student -1705  152.000 0.090 -0.321 0.188 -0.692 0.051 -0.275
‘Welch -1711 152.000 0.089 -0.321 0187 0691 0.050 -0275
Mann-Whitney _ 2457.000 0.055 -1.973e-5 -1.000 2984e-5 -0.170

Wote. For the Student Lest and Welch t-test. effect size is gven by Cohen's d. For the Mann-V/hitney fest. eflect size is given by the rank biserial correlation.
Note. For the Student t-test and Weich t-test. location parameter is given by mean difference. For the Mann-Whitney test, location parameter is given by the Hodges-Lehmann
estimate.
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Assumption Checks v

Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk) ¥

w p
Pleased.You NO FLIP 0.842 <.001
FuP 0.855 <.001
Pleased.Oth NO FLIP 0.922 <.001
FuP 0.906 <.001
you.resp.you NO FLIP 0.588 <.001
FuP 0.860 <.001
other.resp.you NO FLIP 0.836 <.001
FuP 0.403 <.001
Fair_Pro NO FLIP 0.792 <.001
FuP 0.884 <.001
Fair_Out NO FLIP 0.874 <.001
FuP 0.890 <.001
You.Deserved NO FLIP 0.620 <.001
FuP 0.578 <.001
Oth.Deserved NO FLIP 0.536 <.001
FuP 0.739 <.001
Liking NO FLIP 0.965 0.038
FuP 0.906 <.001
RESP_OTH_SUB_YOU NO FLIP 0.874 <.001
FLIP 0.845 <.001
FAIRNESS NO FLIP 0.876 <.001
FuP 0.927 <.001
AVG_Deserve NO FLIP 0.617 <.001
FuP 0.667 <.001
Naffect NO FLIP 0.524 <.001
FuP 0.659 <.001
Paffect NO FLIP 0.969 0.067
FuP 0.963 0.022
PANAS_11 NO FLIP 0.777 <.001
FLIP 0.819 <.001

Note. Significant results suggest a deviation from normality.
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Descriptives

Group Descriptives
Group N Mean SD SE
Pleased.You NO FLIP 74 5770 1.054 0.123
FLIP 80 5838 1.037 0116
Pleased.Oth NO FLIP 74 3122 1.292 0.150
FLIP 80 2950 1.078 0121
you.resp.you NO FLIP 74 1.635 1177 0.137
FLIP 80 2513 1.387 0.155
other.resp.you NO FLIP 74 2230 1.288 0.150
FLIP 80 1313 0.880 0.098
Fair_Pro NO FLIP 74 4.095 1.049 0.122
FLIP 80 3.675 1.077 0.120
Fair_Out NO FLIP 74 3784 1.063 0.124
FLIP 80 3.587 1.052 018
You.Deserved NO FLIP 74 4014 0.672 0.078
FLIP 80 3.987 0.665 0.074
Oth.Deserved NO FLIP 74 4.365 0.751 0.087
FLIP 80 4463 0.993 0.1
Liking NO FLIP 74 4721 0.803 0.093
FLIP 80 4758 0.847 0.095
RESP_OTH_SUB_YOU  NOFLIP 74 0.595 1.354 0.157
FLIP 80 -1.200 1.400 0.157
FAIRNESS NO FLIP 74 3.939 0.990 0.115
FLIP 80 3631 0.990 01
AVG_Deserve NO FLIP 74 4189 0.566 0.066
FLIP 80 4225 0.707 0.079
Naffect NO FLIP 74 1.225 0.473 0.055
FLIP 80 1.219 0.368 0.041
Paffect NO FLIP 74 2.806 0.849 0.099
FLIP 80 2958 0.853 0.095
PANAS_11 NO FLIP 74 1.892 1.117 0.130
FLIP 80 2212 1.209 0.135





image26.png
Test Statstic of b Enedsae
Pleased You Student 24m 7300 0018 0557
Welch 2412 72998 0018 0557
Mann.Whitney 890,000 0031 0285
Pleased Ot Student 0193 7300 0888 0085
Welch 0193 71605 0848 0085
MannWhitney 659500 0833 0082
yourespyou Student 4801 72000 <001 1118
Welch 4801 4T3 <001 1116
Mann.Whitney  1017.500 <001 0435
ofhecresp you Student 2941 7200 0004 -0684
Welch 2941 49209 0005 0684
MannWhitney 489,500 0005 0285
ofhresp ot Stugent 330 7200 0001 0788
Welch 330 46720 0001 0788
MannWhitney 445000 <001 0350
yourespoth Student 387 200 <00 001
Welch 3877 ST <001 001
MannWhitney 985,000 <00 0440
Fair_Pro Student 0206 72000 0837 0088
Welch 0206 64005 0837 0088
Mann.Whitney 633500 055 -0.087
Fair_Out Student 044s 72000 0859 0103
Welch 0444 61051 0659 0.103
Mann.Whitney 644 500 0882 0058
You Deserved Student 1588 7200  oms 037
Welch -158 69416 Oms 0371
Mann.Whitney 595500 0212 0130
Ot Deserved. Student 1873 7200 0065 0435
Welch 1873 70140 0065 0435
MannWhitney 541,000 0055 0210
Liking Stugent 0793 73000 0e30 0183
Welch 0793 72968 0430 0183
Mann.Whitney 770500 047t 009
FAIRNESS Student 031 12000 0727 0082
Welch 031 ea170 0727 0.082
MannWhitney 655500 o7 0082
RESP_oth_sub_you  Student 540 7200 <001 -1212
Welch a0 TA7E <001 1272
Mann.Whitney 261000 <001 0618
Paffect Student 163 7300 0103 0382
Welch 1851 72253 0103 0382
MannWhitney 871,000 0075 0239
Naflect Student 225 7300 0027 0520
Welch 2227 45531 0031 0517
Mann.Whitney 583000 o151 oam
Deserve_AVG Student -1m5 7200 0058 0448
Welch 195 63063 0058 0448
Mann.Whitney 533500 o041 o221

‘ote_For he Shuden Lies! and Welch LiesL ofect sce i gven by Cohen's 0. For e Mann-
Whitney fest. effect size is given by the rank biserial correlation.
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Assumption Checks ¥

Test of Normaiiy (Shapiro-Wik) ¥

w o
Pleased.You 1 o788 <001
2 0804 <001
Pleased.Oth 1 087 <001
2 0874 <001
youresp.you 1 0801 <001
2 0155 <.001
otherresp.you 1 0367 <001
2 0673 <.001
oth resp.oth 1 0241 <001
2 0720 <.001
youresp.oth 1 0808 <001
2 0330 <001
Fair_Pro 1 0826 <001
2 0719 <.001
Fair_Out 1 0802 <001
2 o721 <001
You.Deserved 1 0646 <001
2 0678 <.001
Oth.Deserved 1 0604 <001
2 0604 <001
Liking 1 0928 0017
2 0.941 0.050
FAIRNESS 1 0870 <001
2 o784 <001
RESP_oth_sub_you 1 0826 <001
2 0682 <.001
Paffect 1 0.969 0365
2 0972 0462
Nafiect 1 0546 <001
2 0637 <.001
Deserve_AVG 1 0670 <001
2 0603 <.001

Wote. Signiicant resufs suggest a deviation from normaiiy.
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Descriptives ¥

Group Descriptives ¥

Group N Mean sD SE
Pleased.You 1 S 3632 0852 0138
2 £ 3162 0834 0137
Pleased.Oth 1 S 4947 1114 o.181
2 £ 5.000 1247 0205
youresp.you 1 7 2054 1224 0201
2 Ed 1054 0329 0.054
otherresp.you 1 7 1216 0672 0111
2 Ed 2027 1536 0253
oth resp.oth 1 7 1108 0458 0075
2 Ed 1811 1475 0193
youresp.oth 1 7 2162 1280 o021
2 Ed 1216 0750 0123
Fair_Pro 1 £l 4108 0.906 0.149
2 Ed 4054 131 0216
Fair_Out 1 £l 4243 07% 0.131
2 Ed 4135 1251 0206
You.Deserved 1 £l 3649 1033 0.170
2 Ed 4000 0850 0.140
Oth.Deserved 1 £l 3270 1071 0176
2 Ed 3703 0.909 0.149
Liking 1 kL] 5316 1010 0.164
2 £ 5135 0.962 0.158
FAIRNESS 1 £l 4176 0.801 0132
2 Ed 4005 1154 0.190
RESP_oth_sub_you 1 7 -0838 1385 0228
2 Ed 0973 1462 0240
Paffect 1 S 2989 0737 0119
2 £ 2697 0794 0.131
Nafiect 1 S 1153 0317 0.051
2 £ 1485 0853 0.140
Deserve_AVG 1 £l 3450 0975 0.160
2 Ed 3851 0763 0.125





image29.png
Test Statistic of p Effect Size
Pleased You Student -1338 73000 0185 -0.309
Weich -133% 71779 0.186 -0309
Mann-Whitney 584000 0190 -0.169
Pleased Oth Student -0055  73.000 0957 -0.013
Veich -0055 69723 0957 -0013
Mann-Whitney  664.000 0672 -0.055
you resp.you Student 3580 72000 <001 0832
Weich 3580 61925  <.001 0832
Mann-Whitney 994500 <001 0453
other resp you Student 2155 72000 0035 -0501
Weich 2155 71414 0035 -0501
Mann-Whitney 483000 0018 -0294
oth resp oth Student -3258 72000 0002 -0757
Weich -3258 63958 0.002 -0757
Mann-Whitney 395500 <.001 -0.422
you resp.oth Student 3776 72000 <001 0878
Vieich 3776 65161  <.001 0878
Mann-Whitney 1002000 <001 0.464
Fair_Pro Student -1083 72000 0278 -0254
Weich -1093 71947 0278 -0254
Mann-Whitney  586.000 0278 -0.144
Student 0175 72000 0862 0.081
Veich 0175 71198 0862 0041
Mann-Whitney  697.000 03894 0018
You Deserved Student 1282 72000 0218 0289
Welch 122 70413 0218 0289
Mann-Whitney  767.000 0248 0121
Oth Deserved Student 1233 72000 0221 0287
Veich 1233 69312 0222 0287
Mann-Whitney 763500 0300 0115
Liking Student -0069 72000 0945 -0016
Weich -0069 70332 0945 -0016
Mann-Whitney  669.000 03866 -0023
FAIRNESS Student -0505 72000 0615 -on7
Vieich -0505 71348 0615 -017
Mann-Whitney 631500 0565 -0.077
RESP_oth_sub_you  Student -475% 72000 <001 -1.106
‘Welch -475% 71795 <001 -1.106
Mann-Whitney 302500 <001 -0558
Paffect Student 0302 72000 0764 0070
Veich 0302 70158 0764 0070
Mann-Whitney 733000 05602 0.071
Naffect Student 0453 72000 0652 0.105
Weich 0453 57626 0652 0.105
Mann-Whitney 656500 0756 -0.041
Deserve_AVG Student 1302 72000 0.197 0303
Veich 1302 69.795 0197 0303
Mann-Whitney 791500 0.148 0156
PANAS_11 Student 1381 72000 0172 0321
Weich 1381 70155 0472 0321
Mann-Whitney 799000 0197 0167

Wote For the Student 1-est and Wekch est_efiect e is given by Cohen's d. For the Mann-
Whitney test. effect size is given by the rank biserial correlation




image30.png
Assumption Checks

Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk)

w P
Pleased You | flipped the coin 0.901 0.003
The other participant fiipped the coin 0813 <.001
Pleased Oth | flipped the coin 0.880 < 001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0912 0.006
you. resp you | flipped the coin 0.825 <.001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0.462 <.001
other resp you | flipped the coin 0.655 <.001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0848 <.001
oth resp.oth | flipped the coin 0443 <.001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0823 <.001
you resp oth | flipped the coin 0.881 <.001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0.630 <.001
Fair_Pro | flipped the coin 0.902 0.003
The other participant fiipped the coin 0.871 <.001
Fair_Out | flipped the coin 0.901 0.003
The other participant fiipped the coin 0.869 <.001
You.Deserved | flipped the coin 0.623 < 001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0733 <.001
Oth Deserved | flipped the coin 0642 < 001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0.812 <.001
Liking | flipped the coin 0.873 < 001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0912 0.006
FAIRNESS | flipped the coin 0.936 0.036
The other participant fiipped the coin 0.908 0.005
RESP_oth_sub_you | flipped the coin 0.865 < 001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0915 0.008
Paffect | flipped the coin 0946 0.073
The other participant fiipped the coin 0953 0.124
Naffect | flipped the coin 0.621 <.001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0837 <.001
Deserve_AVG | flipped the coin 0.628 < 001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0.736 <.001
PANAS_11 | fipped the coin 0.861 <001
The other participant fiipped the coin 0.809 <.001

Note Significant results suggest a deviation from normality.




image31.png
Group Descriptives
Group N Mean SD SE
Pleased You 1 flipped the coin 37 5432 1214 0.200
The other participant fiipped the coin 33 5789 1.094 0.178
Pleased Oth | flipped the coin 37 3.351 1476 0243
The other participant fiipped the coin 38 3368 1217 0.197
you resp.you 1 flipped the coin 37 2405 1462 0240
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 1378 0953 0.157
other resp you 1 flipped the coin 37 1676 1132 0.186
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 2270 1239 0204
oth_resp.oth 1 flipped the coin 37 1.351 0.889 0146
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 2189 1288 0212
you resp oth 1 flipped the coin 37 2622 1381 0227
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 1568 0.987 0.162
Fair_Pro 1 fipped the coin 37 3.027 1364 0.224
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 3378 1401 0230
Fair_Out | flipped the coin 37 3405 1257 0.207
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 3351 1.399 0230
‘You.Deserved | fiipped the coin 37 4351 0949 0.156
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 4054 1.104 0.182
Oth Deserved 1 flipped the coin 37 4432 0.929 0.153
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 4135 1134 0.186
Liking | fiipped the coin 37 5.392 0774 0.127
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 5.405 0.904 0.149
FAIRNESS | flipped the coin 37 3216 1.205 0.198
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 3365 1326 0218
RESP_oth_sub_you | flipped the coin 37 -0.730 1427 0235
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 0.892 1505 0.247
Paffect 1 flipped the coin 37 3178 0.769 0.126
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 3128 0653 0.107
Naffect | fipped the coin 37 1384 0.628 0.103
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 1330 0.363 0.060
Deserve_AVG | flipped the coin 37 4392 0.891 0.146
The other participant fiipped the coin 37 4095 1.066 0175
PANAS_11 | flipped the coin 37 2324 1270 0.209
The other participant fipped the coin 37 1946 1.079 0177





image32.png
Independent Samples Test
Levene's Testfor Equality of

Variances testfor Equaliy of Means
95% Confidence Interval of the
Significance Mean std. Ermor Diference
F sig t o One-Sidedp Two-Sidsdp  Difference Difference Lower Upper

Pleased.You Equal variances assumed 004 953 -275 208 392 784 039 142 318 241
Equal variances not 275 208000 392 784 -39 142 -318 240
assumed

Pleased.Oth Equal variances assumed 1.254 264 -278 208 391 781 042 152 -au2 257
Equal variances not 278 201184 301 782 042 152 343 258
assumed

Happy. Equal variances assumed 184 669 -219 208 414 827 -029 132 288 231
Equal variances not 219 207.802 414 827 029 132 -288 231
assumed

Guit Equal variances assumed 537 465 1976 208 025 048 253 128 00t 506
Equal variances not 1970 198770 025 050 253 128 000 507
assumed

likeable.otherP _Equal variances assumed 2282 134 031 208 488 975 00426 13704 -26590 27442
Equal variances not 031 204472 488 a75 00426 13728 -28641 27493
assumed

like.other Equal variances assumed 265 607 038 208 485 970 00445 11830 -22877 23766
Equal variances not 038 208.000 485 970 00445 11821 -22880 23748
assumed

yourespyou Equal variances assumed 82885 <001 7563 208 <001 <001 998 132 738 1.250
Equal variances not 7474 146364 <001 <001 998 134 734 1.262
assumed

ofherrespyou _Equal variances assumed 43478 <001 5311 208 <001 <001 784 148 -1.075 -493
Equal variances not 5365 166.884 <001 <001 784 146 1073 -498
assumed

Fair_Pro Equal variances assumed 808 70 1833 208 034 068 -307 168 638 023
Equal variances not 1830 205098 034 069 -307 168 638 024
assumed

Fair_out Equal variances assumed 107 744 1183 208 119 238 -195 165 -519 130
Equal variances not 1183 207865 119 238 -85 165 -519 130
assumed

Fair_How.Decided _Equal variances assumed 169 682 -251 208 401 802 -046 184 -408 316
Equal variances not 251 207.540 401 802 -04g 184 -408 316
assumed

oth Deserved Equal variances assumed 4969 027 1325 208 093 186 181 137 -088 450
Equal variances not 1321 197782 094 188 181 137 -089 451
assumed

YouDesened Equal variances assumed 5505 020 133 208 092 184 175 131 -84 434
Equal variances not 1328 196755 083 186 175 132 -085 435
assumed

FAIRNESS Equal variances assumed 1.035 310 1265 208 104 207 -18268 14444 -46744 10208
Equal variances not 41263 208919 104 208 -18268 14462 -48780 10244
assumed

liking.avg Equal variances assumed m 506 033 208 484 969 00436 11080 -21428 22209
Equal variances not 039 206696 484 969 00436 11088 -21448 2317

assumed
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Group Statistics

WhoFliped N Mean  Std Deviation _Std. Error Mean
Pleased.You 1 103 571 1.008 099
2 107 575 1.047 101
Pleased.Oth 1 103 337 1.180 116
2 107 341 1.018 098
Happy. 1 103 298 950 094
2 107 301 957 092
Guit 1 103 203 1.004 099
2 107 178 850 082
lkeable.otherP 1 103 48841 1.03893 10237
2 107 48508 94618 09147
like.other 1 103 53689 84005 08277
2 107 53645 87300 08440
yourespyou 1 103 220 1.224 121
2 107 121 595 057
otherrespyou 1 103 127 730 o2
2 107 2068 1316 127
Fair_Pro 1 103 328 1.263 124
2 107 359 1165 13
Fair_out 1 103 320 1.185 17
2 107 349 1.200 116
Fair_HowDecided 1 103 277 1.337 132
2 107 281 1.326 128
oth Deserved 1 103 434 1.081 106
2 107 418 892 086
YouDesened 1 103 418 1.048 103
2 107 401 852 082
FAIRNESS 1 103 31133 1.07917 10633
2 107 3.2960 1.01387 09801
liking.avg 1 103 51165 82010 08081
2 107 5121 78701 07608
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N Mean Std. Deviation

AVG_Deserve 1 103 4.26 0.985

2, 107 4.08 0.775
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Group Statistics

WhoFliped N Mean  Std Deviation _Std. Error Mean
Pleased.You 1 103 571 1.008 099
2 107 575 1.047 101
Pleased.Oth 1 103 337 1.180 116
2 107 341 1.018 098
Happy. 1 103 298 950 094
2 107 301 957 092
Guit 1 103 203 1.004 099
2 107 178 850 082
lkeable.otherP 1 103 48841 1.03893 10237
2 107 48508 94618 09147
like.other 1 103 53689 84005 08277
2 107 53645 87300 08440
yourespyou 1 103 220 1.224 121
2 107 121 595 057
otherrespyou 1 103 127 730 o2
2 107 2068 1316 127
Fair_Pro 1 103 328 1.263 124
2 107 359 1165 13
Fair_out 1 103 320 1.185 17
2 107 349 1.200 116
Fair_HowDecided 1 103 277 1.337 132
2 107 281 1.326 128
oth Deserved 1 103 434 1.081 106
2 107 418 892 086
YouDesened 1 103 418 1.048 103
2 107 401 852 082
FAIRNESS 1 103 31133 1.07917 10633
2 107 3.2960 1.01387 09801
liking.avg 1 103 51165 82010 08081
2 107 5121 78701 07608
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N Mean Std. Deviation

AVG_Deserve 1 103 4.26 0.985

2, 107 4.08 0.775
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Independent Samples T-Test

95% Cl for Effect Size

Test Statistic of P EfectSze  Lower  Upper
mean.deserved Student -1951 573000 0052 0164 0320 0.001
Welch 1960 552004 0.050 0164 -0320 7317e-4
Mann-Whiney  37281.500 0058 -0085 0179 0.009
Average Pleased  Student 2468 574000 0014 0207 0042 0372
Welch 249 564045 0013 0208 0043 0373
Mann-Whiney 44943500 0041 0088 0003 0191
Fair_Outcome Student 2214 574000 0027 0188 0021 0350
Welch 2210 540800 0028 01gs 0021 0350
Mann-Whiney  45337.500 0023 0108 0013 0200
Pleased.Seff Student 1761 574000 0079 0148 0017 0312
Welch 1795 571842 0073 0149 0016 0314
Mann-Whiney  42953.000 0292 0049 0045 0.144
Pleased.Oth Student 2651 574000  0.008 0222 0057 0387
Welch 2666 555440  0.008 0223 0058 0388
Mann-Whiney 46028 500 0.007 0125 0030 0217
Like.Other Student 4023 573000 <001 033 0172 0503
Welch 4042 553648 <001 0339 0173 0504
Mann-Whiney 43680000 <001 0183 0100 0283
‘You Resp.You Student 10381 574000 <001 0871 0699 1002
Welch 10578 571561 <001 0879 0706 1051
Mann-Whiney 59612 500 <001 0457 0378 0528
Other Resp You Student 3944 574000 <001 0331 -04% -0.165
Welch -3921 531438 <001 0330 0495 -0.164
Mann-Whiney 32752000 <001 0200 0289 -0.107
Far_Pro Student 3286 572000  0.001 0276 0110 0.441
Welch 3242 512465  0.001 0274 0108 0439
Mann-Whiney  46661.000 0.002 0144 0050 0235
You.Deserved Student 2747 573000 0.006 0231 -03% -0.065
Welch 273 54771 0006 0230 -03%5 -0.085
Mann-Whiney 35634500 0005 0126 0218 -0.031
Oth.Deserved Student 0421 573000 0674 0035 -0200 0.129
Welch 0426 562720 0670 0038 0200 0.129
Mann-Whiney 40446 500 0851 0008 -0103 0.087
FAIRNESS Student 2904 574000  0.004 0244 0078 0.409
Welch 2675 521654  0.004 0242 0077 0.407
Mann-Whiney  46208.000 0.007 0128 0035 0221
RESP_oth_sub_you  Student -14085 574000 <001 -1182 -1360 -1.004
Welch -13958 522208 <001 -7 1358 0997
Mann-Whiney  18559.500 <001 0547 0610 0475
Pafect Student 2275 574000 0023 0191 002 0356
Welch 2296 561052 0022 0182 0027 0356
Mann-Whiney  45290.000 0028 0107 0012 0.199
Naffect Student 1076 574000 0282 0080  -0074 0255
Welch 1080 551667 0281 0080  -0074 0255
Mann-Whiney _ 43131.000 0264 0054 0041 0.148
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Assumption Checks ¥

Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk)

w o
‘mean.deserved Me 0890 001
The other participant  0.879 001
Average_Pleased e 0940 001
The other participant  0.942 001
Fair_Outcome Me LES 001
The other participant  0.908 001
Pleased Self Me 083 001
The other participant  0.843 001
Pleased.Oth Me 0922 001
The other participant  0.908 001
Like.Other Me 0o 001
The other participant  0.880 001
YouResp You e 0857 001
The other participant 0,513 001
OtherResp.You e 0684 001
The other participant  0.817 001
Fair_Pro Me 0877 001
The other participant  0.898 001
You.Deserved Me 0889 001
The other participant  0.848 001
Oth.Deserved Me 0834 001
The other participant  0.783 001
FAIRNESS Me 0.908 001
The other participant  0.923 001
RESP_oth_sub_you  Me 0838 001
The other participant  0.835 001
Paffect Me 0973 001
The other participant  0.974. 001
Nafiect Me 0899 001
The other participant  0.889 001

Note Significant results suggest a deviation from normaiity.
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Descriptives ¥

Group Descriptives ¥

Group N Mean SO SE
‘mean.deserved Me 21 4245 1.149 0.064
‘The other participant 254 4431 1.103 0.069
Average_Pleased e 21 3199 1457 0.081
‘The other participant 255 2910 1321 0.083
Fair_Outcome Me 21 4888 1852 0.103
‘The other participant 255 4541 1884 o118
Pleased Self Me 21 2629 1718 0096
‘The other participant 255 2392 1451 0.001
Pleased.Oth Me 21 3769 1570 0.088
‘The other participant 255 3427 1496 0.004
Like.Other Me 320 4816 1123 0.063
‘The other participant 255 1483 1078 0.067
YouResp You e 21 3726 1425 0.080
‘The other participant 255 2565 1208 0076
OtherResp.You e 21 2969 1423 0.079
‘The other participant 255 3451 1500 0.004
Fair_Pro Me 320 5138 1604 0005
‘The other participant 255 4643 1908 0119
You.Deserved Me 21 4405 1308 0078
‘The other participant 254 4732 1444 0.001
Oth.Deserved Me 21 4.087 1259 0070
‘The other participant 254 4130 1140 0072
FAIRNESS Me 21 5016 1669 0.003
‘The other participant 255 4592 1821 0.114
RESP_oth_sub_you  Me 21 -0757 1336 0075
‘The other participant 255 0886 1455 0.001
Paffect Me 21 279 1.056 0.059
‘The other participant 255 2601 0976 0.061
Nafiect Me 21 2054 0953 0.053
‘The other participant 255 1969 0925 0.058





image40.png
Independent Samples T-Test

Test Statistic of o Effect Size
Pleased.Self Student -1414 655000 0.158 0110
Welch -1424 636231 0.155 0111
Mann-Whiney  53346.000 0308 -0.010
Pleased.Oth Student -1984  655.000 0.048 -0.155
Welch -1987 654915 0.047 -0.155
Mann-Whiney  49648.000 0068 -0.079
Like.Other Student -1812 655000 0.070 -0.141
Welch -1816 654330 0070 0142
Mann-Whiney  50072.000 0085 -0.071
You Resp.You Student ~11762 655000 <001 -0918
Welch -11881 602621 <001 -0923
Mann-Whiney  28268.000 <001 0475
Other Resp You Student 7374 655000 <001 0576
Welch 7334 6173% <001 0574
Mann-Whiney 70905000 <001 0315
Far_Pro Student 4303 654000 <001 033
Welch -4304 652953 <001 033
Mann-Whiney 42932500 <001 0201
Far_out Student 2895 654.000 0.004 0226
Welch 2897 653524 0004 0226
Mann-Whiney 46644500 0003 -0.132
You.Deserved Student Mg 652000 0.002 0244
Welch 3120 651393 0.002 0244
Mann-Whiney  60495.000 0002 0132
Oth.Deserved Student 1789 653.000 0074 0.140
Welch 1794 652185 0073 0.140
Mann-Whiney  57016.000 0099 0.064
FAIRNESS Student 3781 654000 <001 0295
Welch -3782 653089 <001 -0295
Mann-Whiney 44346000 <001 0175
RESP_oth_sub_you  Student 17100 655000 <001 1335
Welch 17103 653215 <.001 1335
Mann-Whiney 83427 500 <001 0640
Pafect Student 0258 655.000 0797 -0.020
Welch 0258 654422 07% -0.020
Mann-Whiney  54211.500 0902 0.006
Naffect Student 019 655.000 0845 -0.015
Welch 0196 654811 0845 0015
Mann-Whiney  54485.000 0819 0010
mean.deserved Student 2846 653.000 0.005 0222
Welch 2848 652606 0.005 0223
Mann-Whiney 59478 500 0009 0.110

Tofe_ For the Student st and Welch Hlest. eftect size 1s given by Cohen's d. For the Mann-Whitney
test, effect size is given by the rank biserial correlation.
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Assumption Checks

Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk)

w o
Pleased Self c 0825 001
3 0806 001
Pleased.Oth c 0.901 001
3 0.901 001
Like.Other c 0.859 001
3 0862 001
YouResp You c 0526 001
3 0.859 001
OtherResp.You c 0835 001
3 0620 001
Fair_Pro c 0917 001
3 0.867 001
Fair_Out c 0922 001
3 0.8% 001
You.Deserved c 0863 001
3 0872 001
Oth.Deserved c LEG) 001
3 079 001
FAIRNESS c 0940 001
3 0.906 001
RESP_oth_sub_you  C 0844 001
3 0834 001
Paffect c 0961 001
3 0946 001
Nafiect c 0932 001
3 0913 001
‘mean.deserved c 0871 001
P 0.861 001

Note. Significant results suggest a deviation from normaiity.
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Descriptives ¥

Group Descriptives
Group N Mean sD SE

Pleased Self c 319 2125 1164 0.065
3 23 2272 1.469 0.080

Pleased.Oth c 319 3257 1531 0088
3 23 3500 1604 0.087

Like.Other c 319 4357 1.030 0058
3 23 4509 1.109 0.060

YouResp You c 319 1473 1.009 0.056
3 23 2627 1453 0.079

OtherResp.You c 319 2408 1415 0.079
3 23 1663 1168 0.064

Fair_Pro c 319 4385 1882 0.105
3 37 4982 1910 0.104

Fair_Out c 319 4172 1.900 0.106
3 37 4608 1954 0.106

You.Deserved c 318 4761 1394 0078
3 E: 4417 1429 0078

Oth.Deserved c 319 4163 1173 0,066
3 E:] 3901 1280 0.070

FAIRNESS c 319 4250 1801 0.101
3 37 479 1833 0.100

RESP_oth_sub_you  C 319 0934 1418 0079
3 23 ~0.964 1426 0078

Paffect c 319 2363 0933 0052
3 23 2383 1019 0,055

Nafiect c 319 2144 0931 0052
3 23 2150 1.004 0,055

‘mean.deserved c 319 4461 1139 0.064
P 33 4204 1470 0.064
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Independent Samples T-Test

Test Statistic of o Effect Size
Deserve_AVG Student 1505 344000 0133 0.162
Welch 1504 335865 0134 0162
Mann-Whiney  16359.500 0.097 0.003
FAIRNESS Student 2980 344000 0.003 0320
Welch 2981 343087 0.003 -0.320
Mann-Whiney  12269.000 0003 -0.180
RESP_oth_sub_you  Student 8073 344000 <001 0868
Welch 8076 342908 <001 0868
Mann-Whiney  21596.000 <001 0443
Pafect Student 0406 344.000 0685 ~0.044
Welch 0406 340777 0685 ~0.044
Mann-Whiney  14802.000 0862 001
Naffect Student 0144 344000 0886 -0.015
Welch 0144 344000 0886 0015
Mann-Whiney  14323.000 0879 -0.009
Like.Other Student 0887 344000 0376 -0.095
Welch 0888 343449 0375 -0.095
Mann-Whiney  14471.500 0556 -0.033
‘You Resp.You Student 5211 344000 <001 -0.560
Welch -5208 337839 <001 0560
Mann-Whiney 10167 500 <001 -0321
OtherResp.You Student 3069 344000 0.002 0330
Welch 3071 3390967 0.002 0330
Mann-Whiney 17953500 <001 0200
Far_Pro Student 3051 344000 0.002 0328
Welch 3052 341386 0.002 0328
Mann-Whiney  12210.000 0.002 -0.184
Fair_Out Student 2645 344000 0.009 0284
Welch 2645 343303 0.009 0284
Mann-Whiney  12521.500 0.008 -0.163
You.Deserved Student 1349 344000 0178 0.145
Welch 1348 336.061 0178 0.145
Mann-Whiney 16054500 0202 0.073
Oth.Deserved Student 1239 344000 0216 0133
Welch 1239 341186 0216 0133
Mann-Whiney  15933.000 0215 0.065
Pleased.Self Student 0396 344000 0692 -0.043
Welch -03% 343988 0692 -0.043
Mann-Whiney  14520.500 0623 -0.030
Pleased.Oth Student -110 344000 0.268 0119
Welch -110 341623 0.268 0119
Mann-Whiney _ 13538.000 0136 -0.089

Tofe_ For the Student st and Welch Hlest. eftect size 1s given by Cohen's d. For the Mann-Whitney
test, effect size is given by the rank biserial correlation.
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Assumption Checks

Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk)

w o
Deserve_AVG ofip 0789 <001
Piip 087 <.001
FAIRNESS ofip 0934 <001
Piip 0899 <001
RESP_oth_sub_you  Ofiip 0831 <001
Piip 0814 <001
Paffect ofip 0972 0.001
Piip 0972 0.001
Nafiect ofip 0868 <001
Piip oge4 <001
Like.Other ofip 0844 <001
Piip 082 <001
YouResp You ofip 0624 <001
Piip 0846 <.001
OtherResp.You ofip o791 <001
Piip 0650 <001
Fair_Pro ofip 0906 <001
Piip 0857 <001
Fair_Out ofip 0917 <001
Piip 0sss <001
You.Deserved ofip 0838 <001
Piip 0873 <.001
Oth.Deserved ofip 0729 <001
Piip 0818 <.001
Pleased Self ofip 0869 <001
Piip 0868 <.001
Pleased.Oth ofip 0908 <001
Pip 0909 <001

Wote. Signiicant resufs suggest a deviation from normaiiy.
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Group Descriptives

Group N Mean sD SE
Deserve_AVG ofip 74 4368 1056 0.080
Piip 2 4183 1221 0003
FAIRNESS ofip 74 4466 1832 0139
Piip 2 5035 1719 0.131
RESP_oth_sub_you  Ofiip 74 0454 1412 0.107
Piip 2 0733 1319 0.101
Paffect ofip 74 2561 0881 0.067
Piip 2 2601 0960 0073
Nafiect ofip 74 1915 0917 0070
Piip 2 1929 0907 0.069
Like.Other ofip 74 4351 1106 0.084
Piip 2 4453 1050 0.080
YouResp You ofip 74 1736 1258 0085
Piip 2 2488 1424 0.109
OtherResp.You ofip 74 2190 1391 0.105
Piip 2 1756 1232 0.004
Fair_Pro ofip 74 4649 1874 0142
Piip 2 5238 1712 0.131
Fair_Out ofip 74 4282 1967 0.149
Piip 2 4831 1898 0.145
You.Deserved ofip 74 4569 1331 0.101
Piip 2 4360 1536 o7
Oth.Deserved ofip 74 4167 1158 0.088
Piip 2 4006 1254 0.096
Pleased Self ofip 74 2402 1343 0.102
Piip 2 2459 1335 0.102
Pleased.Oth ofip 74 3483 1575 0.119
Pip 172 3622 1432 0.109
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Independent Samples T-Test

Test Statistic of o Effect Size
Deserve_AVG Student 2746 312000 0.006 0310
Welch 2733 300404 0007 0309
Mann-Whiney  13951.000 0021 0135
RESP_oth_sub_you  Student 10249 312000 <001 1158
Welch 10202 300909 <001 1155
Mann-Whiney 19674500 <001 0600
Paffect Student 2152 312000 0032 0243
Welch 2163 311766 0031 0244
Mann-Whiney  10805.500 0062 -0.122
Naffect Student 0416 312000 0677 0.047
Welch 0417 311732 0677 0.047
Mann-Whiney  13140.000 0293 0.068
Like.Other Student -1788 312000 0075 -0.202
Welch 1787 310050 0075 0202
Mann-Whiney 10734500 0033 -0.127
OtherResp.You Student 3255 312000 0.001 0368
Welch 3241 301527 0.001 0367
Mann-Whiney 15008 500 <001 0220
‘You Resp.You Student 7218 312000 <001 -0815
Welch 7272 310038 <001 0819
Mann-Whiney 6852000 <001 0442
FAIRNESS Student 401 312000 <001 0453
Welch 3986 206777 <001 -0452
Mann-Whiney 9204000 <001 -0252
Far_Pro Student 4002 312000 <001 -0452
Welch 3978 206940 <001 0451
Mann-Whiney 9264000 <001 0247
Fair_Out Student 3180 312000 0.002 0350
Welch 3171 304984 0002 -0.359
Mann-Whiney 9863500 0002 0108
Fair_Decide Student 3839 312000 <001 0434
Welch 3822 301227 <001 0433
Mann-Whiney  9397.000 <001 -023
You.Deserved Student 2465 312000 0014 0278
Welch 2462 307527 0014 0278
Mann-Whiney  14021.500 0018 0.140
Oth.Deserved Student 2328 312000 0.021 0263
Welch 2321 305108 0021 0263
Mann-Whiney 13426 500 0082 0.002
Pleased.Seff Student -1409 312000 0.160 -0.159.
Welch -1425 303017 0.155 -0.160
Mann-Whiney  11819.000 0537 -0.030
Pleased.Oth Student -1997 312000 0.047 0226
Welch -1998 310126 0.047 0226
Mann-Whiney __10711.500 0039 -0.129

Wofe_ For the Student st and Welch Hlest. eftect size is given by Cohen's d. For the Mann-Whitney
test, effect size is given by the rank biserial correlation.
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Assumption Checks

Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk)

w o
Deserve_AVG c 082 <001
P 0833 <001
RESP_oth_sub_you ¢ 0799 <001
P 0808 <.001
Paffect c o074 0.006
P 0972 0.002
Nafiect c 0861 <001
P 0826 <.001
Like.Other c 0882 <001
P 0855 <.001
OtherResp You c 0805 <001
P 0646 <.001
YouResp You c 053 <001
P 0860 <.001
FAIRNESS c 0939 <001
P oot <.001
Fair_Pro c o1 <001
P 0870 <.001
Fair_Out c 0912 <001
P 0g7s <001
Fair_Decide c 0905 <001
P 0851 <001
You.Deserved c 082 <001
P 0854 <.001
Oth.Deserved c o748 <001
P o788 <.001
Pleased Self c 0878 <001
P 0ges <001
Pleased.Oth c 0897 <001
] 0910 <001

Wote. Signiicant resufs suggest a deviation from normaiiy.
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Group Descriptives

Group N Mean sD SE
Deserve_AVG c 150 4403 1144 0.003
P 164 2067 1027 0.080
RESP_oth_sub_you ¢ 150 0733 1459 0.119
P 164 0872 1316 0.103
Paffect c 150 2469 0899 0073
P 164 2702 1010 0.079
Nafiect c 150 2004 098 0.081
P 164 1956 1047 0.082
Like.Other c 150 4327 1.065 0.087
P 164 4583 1076 0.084
OtherResp.You c 150 2320 1453 0.119
P 164 181 1318 0.103
YouResp You c 150 1587 1222 0.100
P 164 2683 1447 0113
FAIRNESS c 150 45% 1701 0.139
P 164 5256 1481 0.116
Fair_Pro c 150 4587 1814 0148
P 164 5354 1581 0123
Fair_Out c 150 4473 1863 0152
P 164 5122 1751 0137
Fair_Decide c 150 4547 1808 0148
P 164 5293 1635 0128
You.Deserved c 150 4573 1358 0111
P 164 4201 1316 0.103
Oth.Deserved c 150 4233 1178 0096
P 164 3933 1108 0.087
Pleased Self c 150 2400 1226 0.100
P 164 2628 1598 0.125
Pleased.Oth c 150 3280 1533 0125
] 164 3628 1551 0.121
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Independent Samples T-Test

5% Clfor Effect Sze.

Test Statisic o P EfectSze Lower Upper

FAIRNESS_P_OD_AVG  Student 5985 1132000 <001 038 0483 0233
Welch 5990 1173038 <001 0348 04683 0233

Mann.Whitney 139698 000 <001 0203 0265 0139

Paffect T2 Student 0361 1E2000 0718 0021 0135 0083
Welch 0361 1179885 0718 0021 0135 0083

Mann-Whitney 171228 500 047 003 008 0083

Naflect T2 Student 1356 182000 0175 0079 0035 0183
Welch 1357 US4 0175 0079 0035 0183

Mann-Whitney 131144 500 0318 003 002 0099

Deserve_AVG Student 1325 12000 0185 0077 0037 0191
Welch 137 178041 0185 0077 0037 0191

Mann-Whitney 181884 500 0257 0038 0028 0103

resp oth sub you Student 16934 1181000 <001 osss  0ss: 1105
Welch 16960 1140662 <001 085 0868 1105

MannWhitney 264318 500 <001 0514 0468 0561

~A2Like Other_t Student 3485 1E000 <001 0203 0317 0088
Welch 3489 1147675 <001 0203 0317 0088

Mann-Whitney  156186.000 0001 0108 0173 0083

A2You RespYou_1 Student 10551 1182000 <001 0613 0730 0497
Welch 10589 1180430 <001 0613 0730 0497

MannWhitney 115182000 <001 0383 039 0283

A20thes Resp You_ Student 8572 181000 <001 048 0383 0618
Welch 858 1148957 <001 0499 0383 061

Mann.Whitney 223597 500 <00 0278 0216 033

A2Fair Pro_t Student 4629 112000 <001 0260 0383 0155
Welch 3631 177628 <001 0269 0384 0155

Mann.Whitney 150097 000 <001 0183 0207 0078

A2Fair_Decide_1 Student 5305 1000 <001 0308 0423 0194
Welch 5308 1175082 <001 0308 0423 0194

MannWhitney 144371000 <ot 07 029 012

Fair_Out Student 6207 1130000 <001 0363 0478 0288
Welch 6200 178530 <001 0363 0478 028

MannWhitney 139530 500 <001 0201 0263 0137

A2YouDeserve Reward_1  Student 1188 1E2000 0235 0060 0183 0045
Welch 1183 1180305 0235 0069 0.1 0085

Mann-Whitney  172437.500 0835 -00t6 0082 0050

A2YouDeserve Punish 1 Student 0819 1182000 0536 00% 0078 0150
Welch 0519 1180208 053 003% 0078 0150

Mann-Whitney 181741500 0267 0037 0029 0103

A20Mh Deserve Reward_1  Student 1364 12000 0179 0078 -003% 0182
Welch 1345 1175810 0179 0078 00% 0182

Mann-Whitney 188654 000 0022 0077 oom 0182

A20Mh Deserve Punish 1 Student 1870 1E2000 002 0109 0223 0005
Welch 1870 1B1678 002 0109 0223 0005

Mann-Whitney  168047.500 022 -00s1 0105 0025

Pleased Sef Student 1304 179000 012 0076 0150 0038
Welch 1308 1168274 0133 0076 0190 0038

Mann-Whitney 169250 000 032 008 0085 0037

Pleased Oth Student 5965 NTI000 <001 0347 0482 0232
Welch 5967 1176959 <001 034 0462 0232

Mann.Whitney _ 135683 000 <001 0219 0281 0155

Tote For the Student Liest and Wekch Liest efiect 522 1 gven by Cohens 3 For the Mann Vihiney fest. efct sze s Gven by
the rank biserial conelation.
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c o0gss <001
3 0%s4 <001
PafiectT2 c o0ses <001
3 080 <001
Naffect T2 c o0ss <001
3 0% <001
Desenve AVG c 0845 <001
3 082 <00
resp oth subyou c o086 <001
3 075 <00t
£2Lke Other_1 c 0918 <001
3 06 <001
A2You Resp You_1 c 087 <001
3 0%t <00
A20ther Resp You_t c o910 <001
3 084 <001
A2Fai_Pro_t c o085 <001
3 0%05 <001
A2Fai_Decide_1 c 080 <001
3 os2 <00t
Fair_out c 0833 <001
3 0816 <001
A2YouDeserve Revard 1 © osss <001
3 0870 <001
A2YouDeserve Punsh 1 C 0876 <001
3 os7a <001
A20m Desenve Reward 1 © 082 <001
3 o1 <00
A20m Desenve Punish 1 © oss1 <001
3 0854 <001
Pleased seif c 0883 <001
3 0875 <001
Pleased O c 0s0 <001
i3 0913 <oo

ofe. Signifcant results 5uggest a deviabion rom normaiy.
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Group Descriptives.
Grow [ ean ) sE
FARNESS PO DAVG  C s saay  27ies 13
3 58 6288 2457 1013
Pafiect T2 c se6  a3eis 23342 095
3 S8 assz 20 0910
Naffect T2 c s%6 33419 2564 1091
3 588 31384 24957 1029
Deserve_AVG c s sas2 15483 0633
3 588 53750 14394 0594
resp oth subyou c 59 19080 36678 1502
3 s7  -13sss 29885 1232
A2Like Other_1 c s s1s6 18739 0763
3 S8 55413 1550 0640
A2You Resp You_1 c 59 25465 2893 1185
3 s ses 2esm 121
A20ther Resp You_t c 596 aasse  mssT 134
3 s7 20617 27085 1118
A2Fai_Pro_t c s sesss 29573 12
3 588 64sel 2749 112
A2Fair_Decide._t c s%6 5140 28308 1180
3 s seaR 25854 1065
Far_out c ses 53205 0738 1280
3 7 eama 29212 1208
A2YouDeserve Revard 1 © s%6 38040 2008 0821
3 58 a2 2058 0847
A2YouDeserve Punsh 1 C s 2859 23183 0950
3 s 62018 2378 0981
A20m Desenve Reward 1 © 596 aposs 19447 0797
3 588 4 17840 0736
A20m Desenve Punish 1 © se6  s4ss3 21802 0893
3 s 573 217 0872
Pleased Self c ses  187% 18337 0752
3 7 20250 19947 0823
Pleased Ot c s8¢ 380 24758 1016
13 585 45173 24235 1002
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Test Statstic of b Enedsae
Deserve_AVG Student 291 200 0003 0237
Welch 2963 617018 0003 0237
Mann-Whitney 53421500 o017 0088
Pleased Sef Student -4 62000 018 0116
Welch _147 62135 018 06
Mann-Whitney 44793500 0074 0.080
Pleased Ot Student 3998 622000 <001 0320
Welch 3908 621847 <001 0320
Mann.Whitney 39818 000 <001 o
Like Other Student 0768 622000 0485 0061
Welch 0764 518265 0445 0061
Mann-Whitney 47401500 052 002
You Resp You Student 12526 62000 <001 -1003
Welch -12547  S7B6T7 <001 1008
Mann.Whitney 23713500 <001 -0s13
OtherResp You Student 5106 6200 <001 0409
Welch 5100 600115 <001 0.409
Mann.Whitney 59849 500 <00 0230
Fair_Pro Student 292 622000 0003 0235
Welch 2931 618950 0004 0235
Mann-Whitney 42254000 0003 0132
Student 4331 62000 <001 0347
Welch 4328 614879 <001 0347
Mann.Whitney 39275000 <o 01
Student 0480 62000 0831 0038
Welch 0480 621298 0831 0038
Mann-Whitney  47849.500 o710 0017
You Deserved Student 381 6200 <001 03n
Welch 3883 a11s4 <001 031
Mann.Whitney 55970000 <00 0150
O Deserved Student 1226 e200 022 0088
Welch 1224 62166 0221 0.088
Mann-Whitney  49947.000 ey 0025
FAIRNESS Student 2818 62000 0005 0226
Welch 2817 518106 0005 0225
Mann-Whitney 42452500 0005 0128
RESP_oth_sub_you  Student 15550 622000 <001 1245
Welch 15551 621961 <001 1265
Mann.Whitney 78588500 <001 0515
Paffect Student 0759 622000 0488 0061
Welch 0759 618670 0448 0061
Mann-Whitney 45980000 o;1 0085
Naflect Student 0553 e2000 0581 0088
Welch 0552 s18a4s 0581 0044
Mann-Whitney _ 49183000 o818 oo

Tote Forthe Studen Liest and Wekch Liesl sfiect sz i gven by Cohen's d.For he MannWWhiney
fest. effect size is given by the rank biserial comelation.
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Test of Nommaity (Shapiro-Wik)
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ot Sigrificant results sugges! a deviation from normaity.
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Group Descriptives.

Grow [ ean ) sE
Deserve_AVG ofip 310 404 102 0080
Plip 314 ate1 116 008
Pleased Self ofip 310 2274 129 oors
Plip 314 27 135 oo
Pleased Ot ofip 310 318 1e4 0om
Plip 314 3618 149 008t
Like Other ofip 310 443 1083 00w
Plip 314 a8 102 008
You Resp You ofip 310 1423 1055 0060
Plip 314 2675 1415 0080
OthecResp You ofip 310 271 133 oore
Plip 314 166 1164 0086
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Independent Samples T-Test

85% Cl for Effect Sze |
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Assumption Checks

Test of Normality (Shapiro-Wilk)

w o
Pleased.You 0 0805 <001
1 0787 <.001
Pleased.Oth 0 0717 <001
1 0787 <.001
LIKING 0 0913 0.054
1 0.957 0.100
RESP_oth_sub_you 0 0589 <001
1 082 <001
Paffect 0 0.968 0.667
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Nafiect 0 0813 <001
1 0799 <.001
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‘Note. Significant results suggest a deviation from normality.
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Group N Mean S0 SE
Pleased You | flipped the coin 30 5.600 0623 0.188
The other perscn (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 8125 1120 0.200
Pleased Oth | flipped the coin 30 2087 0800 0.148
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 32 4004 1.088 0.192
LIKING | flipped the coin 30 5.087 0.054 0.174
The other perscn (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 5350 0.835 0.148
RESP_oth_sub_you | flipped the coin 30 -0.333 1.003 0.200
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 32 0.408 1241 0.219
Paffect | flipped the coin 30 2083 0579 0.108
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 3103 0.772 0.138
Natfect | flipped the coin 30 1.187 0458 0.084
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 1.282 0.582 0.000
AVG_Deserve | flipped the coin 30 3883 0682 0.178
The other perscn (the one running the study) fipped the coin 32 3734 1.070 0.180
fair_pro_out_AVG | flipped the coin 0 2.050 1.003 0.200
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 2484 1.234 0218
FAIRNESS_AVG | flipped the coin 30 3.800 1.045 0191
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 32 3280 1.100 0.194
Like.Other | flipped the coin 30 4.000 1.020 0.188
The other perscn (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 5408 0.048 0.187
Likeable Other® | flipped the coin 30 5233 1.008 0.184
The cther person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 5313 0.608 0178
YOu.resp.you | flipped the coin 30 1.787 1.223 0.223
The other perscn (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 1531 0.083 0174
other.resp.you | fipped the coin 30 1433 0.835 01T
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 32 1038 1.801 0.205
Fair_Pro | flipped the coin 30 2087 1.088 0.200
The other perscn (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 2408 1.388 0.245
Fair_Out | fipped the coin 30 3033 1112 0.203
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 32 ases 1.288 0.224
Fair_How Decided | flipped the coin 30 2500 1.108 0.218
The other perscn (the one running the study) fipped the coin 2 2813 1.2% 0.222
‘You.Deserved | fipped the coin 30 3687 1213 0.221
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 32 aess 1.208 0231
Oth.Deserved | flipped the coin 30 4.100 1.082 0.194
The other person (the one running the study) fipped the coin 32 3.781 1.128 0100





