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Table A1. Effects of objective procedural arrangements and outcome favorability on decision acceptance. Robustness check with alternative dependent variable.
	
	E7
	E8
	E15
	E16
	E17
	E18
	E20
	E25
	E27

	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Objective procedural arrangements 
Perceived fairness of process 
	0.213*
(0.085)
	0.270*
(0.053)
	0.199*
(0.042)
	0.179*
(0.058)
	-0.038
(0.061)
	0.102*
(0.047)
	-0.015
(0.015)
	-0.104
(0.076)
	-0.065
(0.085)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome favorability  
Perceived fairness of process
	0.170*
(0.042)
	0.232*
(0.078)
	0.143*
(0.033)
	0.273*
(0.104)
	0.164
(0.119)
	0.166*
(0.031)
	0.135*
(0.020)
	0.151*
(0.056)
	0.127*
(0.042)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived fairness of process  Decision acceptance
	0.360*
(0.067)
	0.191*
(0.046)
	0.352*
(0.059)
	0.144*
(0.054)
	0.235*
(0.098)
	0.392*
(0.058)
	0.495*
(0.102)
	0.328*
(0.051)
	0.221*
(0.042)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Objective procedural arrangements  
Decision acceptance
	-0.075
(0.039)
	-0.092*
(0.042)
	-0.086*
(0.043)
	0.028
(0.083)
	-0.010
(0.028)
	0.031
(0.047)
	-0.045
(0.054)
	0.102*
(0.026)
	-0.015
(0.046)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome favorability  
Decision acceptance
	0.137*
(0.051)
	0.068
(0.042)
	0.136*
(0.049)
	0.107*
(0.028)
	0.028
(0.085)
	0.197*
(0.062)
	0.144
(0.084)
	0.120
(0.065)
	0.125*
(0.041)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indirect effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Objective procedural arrangements  Perceived fairness of process  Decision acceptance
	0.077*
(0.022)
	0.052
(0.021)
	0.070*
(0.018)
	0.026*
(0.019)
	-0.009
(0.016)
	0.040*
(0.016)
	-0.008
(0.015)
	-0.034
(0.019)
	-0.014
(0.012)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome favorability  Perceived fairness of process  Decision acceptance
	0.061*
(0.022)
	0.044*
(0.020)
	0.051*
(0.017)
	0.039
(0.027)
	0.039
(0.031)
	0.065*
(0.023)
	0.067*
(0.023)
	0.050*
(0.024)
	0.028
(0.015)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Objective procedural arrangements  
Decision acceptance
	0.002
(0.038)
	-0.040
(0.042)
	-0.016
(0.028)
	0.053
(0.052)
	-0.019
(0.067)
	0.070*
(0.036)
	-0.052
(0.038)
	0.068
(0.040)
	-0.029
(0.038)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome favorability  
Decision acceptance
	0.198*
(0.044)
	0.112
(0.044)
	0.187*
(0.033)
	0.146*
(0.057)
	0.067
(0.071)
	0.262*
(0.043)
	0.211*
(0.050)
	0.170*
(0.044)
	0.153*
(0.039)

	Number of individuals 
	202
	211
	239
	115
	96
	210
	128
	111
	182

	BIC
	544.8
	808.4
	593.9
	422.9
	359.9
	507.9
	234.0
	306.8
	592.8


Note: * p<0.05.
Table A2a. Randomization checks.
	
	E1
	E2
	E3
	E4
	E5
	E6
	E7
	E8
	E9

	Gender
	-0.018
	0.040
	-0.034
	0.067
	0.117
	0.112*
	0.170*
	-0.171*
	0.005

	
	(0.055)
	(0.086)
	(0.063)
	(0.103)
	(0.077)
	(0.037)
	(0.075)
	(0.069)
	(0.055)

	Political interest
	0.070
	-0.077
	-0.142
	-0.044*
	-0.036
	0.131
	0.015
	0.049
	-0.103

	
	(0.103)
	(0.141)
	(0.102)
	(0.013)
	(0.132)
	(0.125)
	(0.121)
	(0.113)
	(0.106)

	Political ideology
	-0.127
	0.188
	0.188
	0.176
	-0.042
	0.173
	-0.190
	-0.197
	-0.082

	
	(0.103)
	(0.138)
	(0.128)
	(0.195)
	(0.143)
	(0.119)
	(0.135)
	(0.121)
	(0.107)

	Constant
	0.547*
	0.471*
	0.503*
	0.296*
	0.465***
	0.235*
	0.653*
	0.668*
	0.614*

	
	(0.075)
	(0.125)
	(0.082)
	(0.115)
	(0.115)
	(0.106)
	(0.099)
	(0.122)
	(0.076)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of individuals 
	347
	197
	259
	96
	173
	180
	190
	211
	337

	R2
	0.006
	0.012
	0.014
	0.023
	0.016
	0.057
	0.033
	0.036
	0.006


Note: * p<0.05.
Table A2b. Randomization checks.
	
	E10
	E11
	E12
	E13
	E14
	E15
	E16
	E17
	E18

	Gender
	0.105
	-0.003
	-0.098
	0.024
	0.021
	0.017
	-0.028
	0.001
	-0.032

	
	(0.089)
	(0.062)
	(0.114)
	(0.081)
	(0.045)
	(0.074)
	(0.094)
	(0.113)
	(0.076)

	Political interest
	0.013
	-0.129
	-0.703*
	0.173
	0.373*
	0.092
	0.095
	0.192
	0.027

	
	(0.139)
	(0.101)
	(0.296)
	(0.125)
	(0.140)
	(0.119)
	(0.168)
	(0.161)
	(0.130)

	Political ideology
	-0.117
	0.239*
	0.478*
	0.094
	0.203
	0.281*
	0.214
	0.119
	-0.059

	
	(0.141)
	(0.126)
	(0.202)
	(0.158)
	(0.150)
	(0.138)
	(0.230)
	(0.155)
	(0.143)

	Constant
	0.553*
	0.446*
	0.891*
	0.375*
	0.188
	0.381*
	0.353
	0.370*
	0.636*

	
	(0.122)
	(0.082)
	(0.286)
	(0.103)
	(0.126)
	(0.097)
	(0.226)
	(0.161)
	(0.105)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of individuals 
	192
	266
	76
	166
	127
	226
	116
	95
	194

	R2
	0.012
	0.017
	0.120
	0.014
	0.061
	0.017
	0.014
	0.024
	0.002


Note: * p<0.05.
Table A2b. Randomization checks.
	
	E19
	E20
	E21
	E22
	E23
	E24
	E25
	E26
	E27 

	Gender
	-0.007
	-0.068
	0.007
	0.033
	-0.012
	0.027
	-0.305*
	-0.011
	0.006

	
	(0.032)
	(0.099)
	(0.045)
	(0.034)
	(0.037)
	(0.030)
	(0.104)
	(0.028)
	(0.082)

	Political interest
	0.053
	-0.161
	-0.023
	-0.004
	0.100
	0.123
	-0.015
	-0.035
	0.224*

	
	(0.098)
	(0.166)
	(0.141)
	(0.109)
	(0.124)
	(0.109)
	(0.174)
	(0.097)
	(0.133)

	Political ideology
	-0.096
	-0.114
	-0.032
	0.453*
	0.140
	-0.069
	0.009
	-0.011
	0.377*

	
	(0.111)
	(0.181)
	(0.157)
	(0.116)
	(0.138)
	(0.109)
	(0.247)
	(0.106)
	(0.169)

	Constant
	0.535*
	0.634*
	0.536*
	0.249*
	0.370*
	0.439*
	0.610*
	0.370*
	0.149

	
	(0.089)
	(0.135)
	(0.129)
	(0.086)
	(0.107)
	(0.091)
	(0.149)
	(0.084)
	(0.109)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of individuals 
	283
	120
	142
	212
	189
	287
	106
	284
	177

	R2
	0.004
	0.014
	0.001
	0.061
	0.010
	0.008
	0.076
	0.001
	0.032


Note: * p<0.05.

Table A3. Proportion of winners in all experiments (percent)

	Experiment
	Winners


	1
	47

	2
	60

	3
	47

	4
	54

	5
	53

	6
	74

	7
	70

	8
	64

	9
	47

	10
	63

	11
	51

	12
	51

	13
	54

	14
	76

	15
	67

	16
	64

	17
	65

	18
	70

	19
	80

	20
	71

	21
	81

	22
	51

	23
	76

	24
	80

	25
	62

	26
	74

	27
	61


4. Treatments in Vignette Experiments
In our vignette experiments, participants were given an identically worded text about a certain policy issue: banning religious symbols from schools (study 1-4, 9-12 and 19, 21-24, and 26); allocation of money from a fundraising activity (study 6 and 14); and teachers’ right to seize noisy mobile phones (study 5 and 13). After reading this description, participants were asked to imagine that a decision was to be made within their own personal setting (their school or, in the experiment involving adults in a large-scale setting, their municipality) and thereafter they were probed about their preferred outcome. 
After the introduction, we primed participants to consider procedural factors by reminding them that the decision could be made by different arrangements. Alternate objective procedural arrangements were primed because Van den Bos (1999; 2001) has identified a saliency dimension so that the subjective fair process effect is strongest when procedures are made explicit to participants. To emphasize the basic legitimacy of the procedural arrangements, participants were then asked to imagine that the issue had been publicly debated for some time.
When participants were students and adults in the school context, objective procedural arrangements were adapted to a school setting in that decisions could be made by “students in a referendum”, by “elected representatives in a student council”, or by “the teaching staff” (in their role as expert administrators) (study 2-3, 5-6, 10-11, and 13-14). In the experiment involving adults (study 1 and 9) and political science undergraduates (study 3 and 12) in a large-scale democracy, the decision on banning religious symbols in schools was made by elected representatives in the city council, by expert administrators in the local school board, or by citizens in a local referendum. 
Within-arrangement differences were about secret voting versus voting by a show of hands (study 19); voting when the public discourse was calm or spiteful (study 21); representatives being in majority or minority compared to representatives from an adjacent school in a joint decision (study 22); representatives being selected in low and high turnout elections (study 23); representatives acting on bounded or unbounded mandates (study 24); and representatives being selected by lottery or by elections (26). 
Following the prime of procedural arrangements, we introduced our randomly assigned manipulations of (i) objective procedural arrangement (by informing participants that the decision was made by the one or the other arrangement that was mentioned in the prime) and (ii) decision outcome (by informing that the decision was in favor or against the policy proposal). In combination with the question on preferred decision, the latter treatment defines outcome favorability for each participant. Following treatment, participants assessed the fairness of the objective procedural arrangement, reported their willingness to accept the decision, and responded to further questions of no relevance to this study. 
A. Comparisons among objective procedural arrangements
Experiment 1, 4, 9 and 12 (adult citizens and political science students)
The decision of whether to ban religious symbols in the schools in your municipality can be made in several different ways:
One possibility is that the decision is made by expert administrators at the local school agency. 
Another possibility is that the decision is made by the politicians in the local council. 
A third possibility is that the decision is made by the residents via referendum.
Now that the time has come for your municipality to make the decision, the pros and cons of a ban has been debated in the media. Following the public debate, // politicians in the local council //expert administrators at the local school agency //citizens in a referendum //makes the decision //to ban// not to ban// religious symbols in the schools in your municipality.
Experiment 2, 3, 10, and 11 (teacher personnel and high school students)
The decision of whether to ban religious symbols at your school can be made in several different ways:
One possibility is that the decision is made by the teaching staff. 
Another possibility is that the decision is made by the student council elected by all students at the school. 
A third possibility is that the decision is made by the students via referendum.
When your school is about to make a decision, there is a discussion among teachers and students in each class on the pros and cons of the different outcomes. After these discussion, //the teaching staff // the members of the student council who are elected by the students at your school //the students that vote anonymously for their preferred alternative// makes the decision //to ban// not to ban// religious symbols in your school.
Experiment 5, and 13 (high school students)
The decision whether to allow teachers the right to seize noisy mobile phones in your school can be made in several different ways:
One possibility is that the decision is made by the teaching staff. 
Another possibility is that the decision is made by the student council elected by all students at school. 
A third possibility is that the decision is made by the students via referendum in which every student has one vote.
When your school is about to make a decision, there is a discussion among teachers and students in each class on the pros and cons of the different outcomes. After these discussion, //the teaching staff // the members of the student council who are elected by the students at your school //the students that vote anonymously for their preferred alternative// makes the decision //to allow// not to allow// teachers the right to seize mobile phones in your school.
Experiment 6, and 14 (high school students)
The decision how to spend money from a fundraising activity can be made in several different ways:
One possibility is that the decision is made by the teaching staff. 
Another possibility is that the decision is made by the student council elected by all students at school. 
A third possibility is that the decision is made by the students via referendum.
When your school is about to make a decision, there is a discussion among teachers and students in each class on the pros and cons of spending the money exclusively on a school trip for each class,  to donate it to the organization Doctors Without Borders, and to split the money evenly between the two alternatives. After these discussion, //the teaching staff // the members of the student council who are elected by the students at your school // the students that vote anonymously for their preferred alternative/// makes the decision //to donate all money to the organization Doctors Without Borders// to spend all money on school trips// to split the money evenly between the organization Doctors Without Borders, and school trips.*
*This treatment condition was not used in the current analysis.  
B. Comparisons within objective procedural arrangements 
(all experiments involve high-school students)
Experiment 19 and 21 (Direct vote: secret vs. open voting; calm vs. spiteful discourse)
The decision of whether to ban religious symbols at your school can be made in several different ways. One possibility is that the decision is made by the teaching staff. Another possibility is that the decision is made by the student council elected by all students at school. A third possibility is that the decision is made by the students via referendum.
When your school is about to make a decision, all students and teachers gather in the school auditorium to discuss pros and cons of banning religious symbols. //The discussion becomes spiteful with many harsh words between proponents and opponents of a ban. The proponents of a ban are accused for racism, while opponents of a ban are accused for trying to evoke hostility between different groups in school.// The debate is conducted in a calm and objective manner, and anyone who wants to get the chance to speak their mind without being interrupted.// After these discussion, the decision is made via referendum in which all students are allowed to vote their preferred alternative. Such a vote can take place through a show of hands, or through casting secret votes. In this case, the decision is made through a show of hands// each student casting a secret vote//, and the majority decides to ban religious symbols in your school.*
*Experimental comparisons contrast secret vs. open voting (19), and calm vs. spiteful discourse (21), respectively. As the decision outcome was a constant, we relied on participants preferred outcome as reported pre-treatment to code outcome favorability. Participants who supported a ban are registered as “winners”, and participants who opposed a ban are registered as “losers”. The resulting variable is randomly distributed across treatments.
Experiment 22 (Representation: ingroup dominance vs. outgroup dominance)
Imagine that your school and an adjacent school, //which is larger// which is smaller// will decide whether to ban religious symbols (such as veils and necklaces with a cross)…The decision of whether to ban religious symbols at the two schools can be made in several different ways. One possibility is to have the decision made by a joint student council composed of student representatives from both your school and the adjacent //larger// smaller// school. In turn, student representatives are elected by students of respective school. 
Now that the time has come for your and the adjacent school to make the decision, each class gathers with their teacher and discuss the pros and cons of a ban. After the discussion, a joint student council is elected that will make the decision for the two schools. The council has been put together based on the principle that the schools will have a proportional number of representatives, such that //your school, which is smaller, will have fewer votes than the other, larger school// your school, which is larger, will have more votes than the other, smaller school// in the joint decision. The council then makes the decision that religious symbols //should// should not// be banned from the two schools. 
Experiment 23 and 26 (Representation: high vs. low turnout election; and lottery vs. election)
The decision of whether to ban religious symbols at your school can be made in several different ways. One possibility is that the decision is made by the teaching staff. Another possibility is that the decision is made by the student council elected by all students at school. A third possibility is that the decision is made by the students via referendum.
At your school it is clear since long that decision of questions of this nature shall be made by the student council. The council is composed of six students from each grade at your school //who have been voted representatives by their classmates.// who are selected by lottery.// Turnout in the student council election was //very high, with everyone except a few absent students voting// very low, with only about 20 percent of all students bothering to vote.// [The last sentence was not included in the lottery treatment.]
//An advantage of high turnout elections is that a majority of students are behind the students who are voted in the student council. Since all students except a few absentees have voted, there is also a good chance that one a student is willing to accept and follow the decisions that are made, even when they go against one’s personal preferences. 
A disadvantage of high turnout elections is that among those who vote there will be unengaged students who vote without thinking through their choice. As a result, candidates may be voted into the student council by students who are not familiar with who they are voting for.//
//An advantage of low turnout elections is that those students who after all vote are likely to really know who they are voting for, and to have been thinking through their choice. As a result, candidates will be voted into the student council by students who are familiar with various important issues. 
A disadvantage of low turnout elections is that candidates who are voted into the student council are not backed by a majority of students. There is also a risk that one as a student feel that one has not influenced the composition of the student council, and, hence, that one might find it harder to accept student council decisions.// 
//An advantage of selection by lottery is that all every student has an equal chance to sit in the student council, and that selection by lottery is the best way so secure that all students groups are proportionally represented. If all students have an equal chance of being selected, and if one as a student notices that all student groups are proportionally represented, there is also a good chance that one is willing to accept and follow the decisions that are made, even when they go against one’s personal preferences.
A disadvantage of selection by lottery may be that it is not always the most suitable students who take a seat in the student council, and that some student representatives may be less motivated. To select by lottery, rather than by election, does also mean that there is no coming election in which you can hold candidates you dislike accountable. //
When your school is about to make a decision, student council representatives walk about and discuss the pros and cons of banning religious symbols in your school. Right before the final decision is to be made, the issue is further discussed in the student council. Following these discussions, the student council, //which is selected in an election with a very high turnout level,// which is selected in an election with a very low turnout,// which is selected by lottery,// makes the decisive decision to ban religious symbols at your school.* 
*Experimental comparisons contrast high turnout elections vs. low turnout elections (23), and lottery vs election (in high and low turnout elections) (21), respectively. As the decision outcome was a constant, we relied on participants preferred outcome as reported pre-treatment to code outcome favorability. Participants who supported a ban are registered as “winners”, and participants who opposed a ban are registered as “losers”. The resulting variable is randomly distributed across treatments.
Experiment 24 (Representation: bounded vs. unbounded mandates)
The decision of whether to ban religious symbols at your school can be made in several different ways. One possibility is that the decision is made by the teaching staff. Another possibility is that the decision is made by the student council elected by all students at school. A third possibility is that the decision is made by the students via referendum.
At your school it is clear since long that decision of questions of this nature shall be made by the student council. The council is composed of two students from each class at your school who have been voted representatives by their classmates. 
//Before the election of representatives, all students who wanted to sit in the student council openly declared their views and how they were going to vote on the issues that might be relevant during the coming academic year. In the election to the student council, you could vote for two candidates from your class whose opinions on various issues that you liked.
At your school there is a rule that student representatives who do not vote in accordance with pre-election opinions may be deposited directly. A sensitive and disputed question before the election was whether to ban religious symbols at your school.
An advantage with having representatives declaring their views and how they intended to vote – what is known as bounded mandates – is that decisions will largely reflect students’ views. If one as a student feels that the decisions made by representatives reflect the views of students, there is also a good chance that one a student is willing to accept and follow the decisions that are made, even when they go against one’s personal preferences.
A disadvantage of so called bounded mandates is that it becomes difficult to deal with emerging issues which students and student representatives have not been able to discuss before the election to the student council. Another disadvantage may be that the idea that student council representatives should always vote in line with students’ opinions assumes that students really care and think through their position on various issues.//
//At the election, you as a student had the opportunity to vote for two candidates from your class who you trust, and who you believe will make good and wise decisions on the issues that may be encountered during the academic year. The students who are elected as student representatives must then independently understand the issues at hand and make decisions on their own. If you are dissatisfied with your representatives in the student council, you will have the opportunity to vote differently in the next student council election.
An advantage with allowing student council representatives to act independently – what is known as unbounded mandates – is that they are better equipped to learn about the issues, to act long-term, and to ensure consistency in decision-making. Furthermore, when new issues emerge, student council representatives with an open mandate can decide on these issues without having to wait for a new election to the student council. 
A disadvantage with so called unbounded mandates is the risk for inadequate contacts between students and student council representatives. This may lead students feel that student council representatives are not listening to them and that they do not longer represent the students.// 
When your school is about to make a decision, student council representatives walk about and discuss the pros and cons of banning religious symbols in your school. Right before the final decision is to be made, the issue is further discussed in the student council. Following these discussions, the student council makes the decisive decision to ban religious symbols at your school.* 
*As the decision outcome was a constant, we relied on participants preferred outcome as reported pre-treatment to code outcome favorability. Participants who supported a ban are registered as “winners”, and participants who opposed a ban are registered as “losers”. The resulting variable is randomly distributed across treatments.
5. Treatments in Field Experiment 1
When planning the field experiment we wanted to study natural collectives of individuals who are forced to take collective responsibility for the consequences of their decision. To achieve this, a large number of high school classes were invited to a study on decision-making and were randomly assigned to a treatment condition. Precisely, Field experiment 1 involved 21 high school-classes and 469 participants in a well-functioning high school in the Gothenburg metropolitan area with a total student population of about 1,000. 
The protocol followed vignette experiments as closely as possible. In each high school class, participants were presented with a distributive policy decision (how to spend a substantial sum of real money provided by us) and were thereafter asked about their preferred decision (to donate the money to charity, or to use it for a joint celebration). Thereafter experimenters initiated a discussion among participants on the merits of the two policy alternatives. Since each participant was assigned the equivalent of US$13, the precise sum of money varied slightly between classes, but the average sum allotted to a class was the equivalent of US$290. 
When the intensity of discussion began to fade, participants were probed to consider that the decision could be made by different procedural arrangements. After priming procedural arrangements, experimenters informed that the decision should be made by the one or the other procedural arrangement that was mentioned in the prime. Thereafter experimenters implemented the arrangement, and a binding decision about the use of real money was taken by participants. Following the decision, participants assessed the fairness of the objective procedural arrangement, reported their willingness to accept the decision, and responded to further questions of no relevance to this study.
Table 1 presents an overview of the treatment conditions. Although not full-factorial, this design allows us to estimate the consequences that follow from several different objective procedural arrangements: Comparing 1 and 6 pitches direct voting against expert-administrative decision-making (study 7); comparing 1 and 3 pitches direct voting against representative decision making (study 15); comparing 1 and 7 pitches a fairly implanted direct voting arrangement against an unfairly implemented direct voting arrangement in which the norm of neutrality is violated (study 18); comparing 1 and 2 pitches a secret vote procedure against an open vote procedure in which the vote is taken by a show of hands (study 20); comparing 3 and 4 pitches representational decision-making with bounded mandates against representational decision-making with unbounded mandates (study 25); and comparing 3 and 4 with 5 pitches decision-making with elected representatives against lottery-based representative decision-making (study 27). 
Table A4. Treatment conditions in field experiment 1

	1. Direct decision-making with secret ballot vote
2. Direct decision-making with a show of hands
3. Representational decision-making with bounded mandates
4. Representational decision-making with unbounded mandates
5. Representational decision-making with representatives selected by lottery
6. Expert decision-making (decision taken by the teacher)
7. Unfair implementation of direct decision-making (non-neutral behavior from third party administrator)


Direct decision-making with secret ballot vote
In the direct vote condition, participants were provided two ballots and asked to put one of them into an envelope and seal it.
Direct decision-making with a show of hands
In this condition, experimenters asked participants to indicate support for the two decision alternatives by raising their hands. 
Representational decision-making with bounded mandates
In this condition, experimenters informed participants that the decision was to be made by three representatives elected by and among themselves. To motivate this arrangement, participants were told that the elected representatives would get additional information and additional time for discussion among themselves and with one of the experimenters. By this we wanted to stress that representational decision-making can enhance the quality of decision by carefully deliberate the matter in an atmosphere of trust. 
To generate a bounded mandate from the electors, the election was conducted post-debate, which means that participants knew the attitude of most potential candidates, and that elected representatives were aware of the sentiments among their peers. The election process used secret ballots and a plurality principle (the three individuals who received the most votes were selected). 
After implementation of the procedural arrangement, the three elected representatives left the room together with one of the experimenters to continue the discussion in another locality. Representatives received additional information about the substantial alternatives, and after a renewed internal debate they decided according to the majority principle. This latter process lasted for about 15 minutes. Upon their return in the classroom, the outcome was announced, and participants were asked to fill in the final questionnaire. In all three classes, the decision outcome agreed with the majority preference as expressed pre-treatment.
Representational decision-making with unbounded mandates
This condition differs from the previous condition in one important respect: the election was conducted prior to the debate, which means that participants were unaware about the policy preferences of the elected few. In line with the idea of the benefits of unbounded mandates, experimenters encouraged participants to vote for three candidates whom they trusted and whom would make enlightened decisions.
Representational decision-making with representatives selected by lottery
This treatment followed the same procedure as the previous condition, except that the representatives were selected randomly by the experimenters from a list of all participants in the class as the debate among participants had ended. As could be expected with a random process, the decision made by the selected representatives agreed with the majority preference among participants as expressed pre-treatment.
Expert decision-making
In this condition, students were told that the decision was to be made by their teacher in her/his role as expert administrator with no personal interest in the outcome. To emphasize the teacher’s position as expert administrator, participants were (falsely) told that the teacher had received advance information about the two alternatives, and that the matter had been discussed among his/her colleagues. Following the classroom discussion, the teacher withdrew from the class, ostensibly for further reflection. It was made clear to participants that the teacher was free to choose any of the two alternatives irrespectively of the opinions in the class. After about 20 minutes, the teacher returned to the class room to announce the final decision.  As it turned out, in all three classes, the decision agreed with the majority preference as expressed pre- and post- discussion. (For ethical reasons, in the case the decision had been changed, we would have provided money to both charity and a festivity.)  
Unfair implementation of direct decision-making (non-neutral behavior from third party administrator)
In this condition, participants were informed that they should use referendum with secret ballot vote as their form of decision-making. Initially, the procedure went on as in the fair version of secret ballot vote. However, following the design employed by van Prooijen et al. (2006) the experimenters’ expressed biased attitudes. After the decision was taken experimenters provided the class with biased information in favor of the alternative the class had not chosen. Furthermore, experimenters told participants that the decision that they had made was no longer valid and that they had to make a new decision. This time the vote was taken by a show of hands. Some participants expressed dissent with this procedure, but in the end they all followed through. As it turned out, the initial majority decision stood in all three classes. (For ethical reasons, in the case the decision had been changed, we would have provided money to both charity and a festivity.)  
6. Field Experiment 2
Field experiment 2 involved 12 high school classes and 215 participants in three well-functioning high schools in the Gothenburg metropolitan area. Each treatment condition was applied in three class units. The basic protocol was identical with field experiment 1. 
The experiment focused on direct voting versus expert-bureaucratic decision making, and on the importance of providing affected individuals a voice in the procedure. We used a 2 X 2 full factorial design with the following four treatment conditions: (1) Direct voting and discussion prior to the decision; (2) direct voting without discussion before the decision; (3) expert decision-making and discussion prior to the decision; and (4) expert-decision-making without discussion prior to the decision. The design allowed us to make two theoretically motivated comparisons: direct vote (condition 1 and 2) versus expert decision-making (condition 3 and 4) (study 8); and voice (condition 1) versus no voice (condition 3) in direct decision-making (study 17). We found no evidence in the data for an interaction effect on decision acceptance between direct vote procedures and the presence of voice in study 8. 
Treatment conditions involving direct voting and discussion, and expert decision-making and discussion were identical with field experiment 1 (the decision was made by a secret ballot vote, or by the teacher after a period of reflection). However, the two conditions without discussion were unique for this study. In these conditions, the experimenters introduced the issue at hand to participants, provided the usual priming of procedural considerations by informing about different ways of making the decision, and then went directly to implementing the assigned decision-making arrangement without allowing participants the opportunity to discuss the matter.   
7. A systematic review of 500 journal articles
To identify studies that meet the design requirements for a full test of the theory, we used The Social Science Citation Index to identify 500 journal articles that address procedural fairness theory. The search was conducted in an early phase of this research, in April 2009, using the subject terms “procedural fairness” and “procedural justice”. Reflecting the theory’s prominence in the social sciences, we did not go further back in time than the year 2007 to find 500 journal articles.
After excluding 11 articles for technical reasons, or for the reason that they only reviewed the literature, we were left with 489 articles that report original research in the field. In an initial step, we checked whether these articles employed experimental manipulations of objective decision-making arrangements. Articles that passed this requirement were coded for further design qualities. Frequency distributions for coded variables are presented in Table 1. The initial coding was conducted by a research assistant who was familiar with the literature. Doubtful cases were double-checked by the first author, who also conducted the detailed coding of the subset of experimental articles after initial suggestions by the research assistant. 
Among the 489 relevant articles, we did not find a single study that matched all design requirements. Most requirements are discriminatory: Only a small number of studies (52) employ experimental manipulations of objective procedural arrangements, and of these only one third (17) provide systematic variation of outcome favorability. Similarly, only three articles measure decision acceptance specifically, and only nine articles focus on the context of group level decisions. When we settle for articles that manipulate both experimental variables in a group-level context and whose dependent variable is related but not identical with decision acceptance (willingness to cooperate; institutional approval; outcome satisfaction; and trust in decision-making authority), a total of three articles qualify. 
Table A5: Design Characteristics of 500 Journal Articles on Procedural Fairness Theory (absolute numbers)

	Experimental manipulation of objective procedural arrangements                            
	Yes
	No
	Not applicable
	

	
	52
	437
	11
	

	If yes
	
	
	
	

	Mode 
	Scenario
	Laboratory
	Field
	

	
	40
	29
	0
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Manipulated quality
	Voice
	Dignity
	Consistency
	Other

	
	37
	11
	22
	1

	
	
	
	
	

	Manipulation of outcome favorability
	Yes
	No
	
	

	
	17
	35
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Measurement of perceived procedural fairness
	Yes
	No
	
	

	
	52
	0
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent variable
	Decision acceptance specifically
	Related concepts
	Perceived procedural fairness only
	Other only

	
	3
	34
	10
	8

	
	
	
	
	

	Type of decision
	Group level policy decision
9
	Individual- level decision
43

	
	


Note: Journal articles that employed multiple study designs may appear more than once in the table.
