Supplemental Materials – Fairness is Based on Quality, Not Just Quantity
Sensitivity Analyses Studies 1 to 3
Sensitivity analyses were conducted using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) to determine the minimum effect size detectable using the sample size for each study (assuming 80% power). Study 1’s sample of 193 participants would be sufficient to detect an effect of w = .22 and Study 2’s 130 participants to detect w = .27. Studies 1 and 2 therefore had sufficient sample sizes to detect small to medium effects. Study 3 had a larger sample of 908 participants, sufficient to detect small effects of as little as w = .09.
Power Analysis for Study 3
The Study 3 sample size was based on a power analysis of a pilot. This pilot (n = 216) had a similar design to Study 3, such that we measured perceived fairness and rejection rates of offers from humans vs. computers. We found that the same offer was perceived as marginally less fair when coming from a person (M = 4.68, SD = 2.05; p = .053, d = .26) than from a computer (M = 5.19, SD = 1.80). Subsequently, the offer was more likely to be rejected when coming from a person (21.50%) than from a computer (11.01%; χ2 = 4.37, p = .037). As the effect on fairness was smaller than that on rejection, we used the fairness effect size (d = .26) and G*Power (80% power) to determine a necessary sample size of 452, which we doubled to maximize power in order to ensure that we could detect the effect in Study 3 (as per Simonsohn, 2015). 

Study 1 – Results Inclusive of All Participants
Inclusive of all participants, and in line with the results reported in the paper, a chi-square analysis indicated at least one significant difference in rejection rates between conditions (Wald χ2 = 30.35, p < .001). Specifically, z-tests of proportion showed that the rejection rate of the inferior offer (17 participants, 25%) was significantly greater than that of the equal offer (2 participants, 3%; z = 3.71, p < .001), and the superior offer (0 participants, 0%; z = 4.44, p < .001). Rejection of the equal and superior offers was not significantly different (z = 1.44, p = .150).
Study 2 – Mediation Analysis with Three Conditions
To test whether perceptions of the ostensible proposer mediated the effect of experimental condition on rejection rate, we used Hayes’ PROCESS macro (Model 4; 2017). The two independent variables were the type of offer (inferior vs. equal ($2); inferior vs. equal (5¢))[footnoteRef:1], the dependent variable was whether participants rejected the offer, and the putative mediator was perceived aggressiveness/offensiveness of the proposer. As summarized in Figure 3, and as theorized, participants in the inferior offer condition perceived that the proposer was more offensive/aggressive than participants in both the equal ($2) and equal (5¢) offers. Heightened perceptions of offensiveness/aggressiveness in turn partly explained the increased likelihood of rejecting the inferior (vs. equal) offers. Full results are summarized in Figure 1. [1: As nobody rejected the equal offer ($2), one “participant” who rejected the offer needed to be manually added to this condition. This was done to overcome ‘separation’ (Firth, 1993) and to allow for valid binary logistic regression. ] 



Figure 1: Mediation Model Testing Offensiveness/Aggressiveness in Study 2 with Three Conditions
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Study 2 – Results Inclusive of All Participants
Inclusive of all participants, and in line with the results reported in the paper, a chi-square test indicated at least one significant difference in rejection rates across conditions (Wald χ2 = 25.13, p < .001). Further z-tests of proportion indicated that more participants rejected the inferior offer (29%, 18 participants) than the equal ($2) offer (2%, 1 participant; z = 4.08, p < .001), or the equal (5¢) offer (6%, 4 participants; z = 3.36, p < .001). There was no significant difference in rejection of the equal offers (z = 1.35, p = .177).
	An ANOVA then showed a main effect of experimental condition (the offers participants received) on perceptions of aggressiveness/offensiveness (F(2,189) = 19.58, p < .001, partial η2 = .172). Contrast analysis supported a higher perception of aggressiveness/offensiveness in the inferior offer condition (M = 3.48, SD = 2.12) than the equal ($2) condition (M = 1.92, SD = 1.52, p < .001) and the equal (5¢) condition (M = 1.72, SD = 1.48, p < .001). There was no significant difference in aggressiveness/offensiveness perceptions between the two equal conditions (p = .999). 
Lastly, we conducted mediation analysis (Hayes, 2017; model 4). The independent variable was the type of offer (inferior vs. equal ($2/5)) the dependent variable was whether participants rejected the offer, and the putative mediator was perceived aggressiveness/offensiveness of the proposer. Consistent with results reported in the paper, receiving an inferior offer lead to a higher perception of offensiveness/aggressiveness relative to the two equal offer conditions (b = 1.65, SE = .27, p < .001). When regressing rejection on experimental condition and offensiveness/aggression as the mediator, there was a significant direct effect of the inferior offer (b = 1.70, SE = .57, p = .002) and a significant effect of aggressiveness/offensiveness perceptions (b = 0.40, SE = .12, p = .002). The indirect effect of the inferior offer through perceived offensiveness/aggressiveness was positive and significant (a x b = .65, LLCI = .27, ULCI = 1.20) supporting partial mediation.
Study 3 – Results Inclusive of All Participants
Inclusive of all participants, and in line with the results reported in the paper, a chi-square showed a significant difference in rejection rates between the human and computer offer conditions (Wald χ2 = 10.32, p = .001). Specifically, participants were more likely to reject the offer in the human condition (17%, 78 participants) than in the computer offer condition (10%, 45 participants). A t-test then found that the exact same qualitatively inferior offer was seen as less fair when made by a human (M = 4.98, SD = 1.87) as compared to a computer (M = 5.31, SD = 1.85, p = .007). 
Process analyses (Hayes, 2017; model 4) then showed that participants who received a human offer perceived this to be less fair than a computer offer (b = -.33, SE = .12, p = .007). Regressing rejection of the offer on experimental condition and fairness perceptions (the putative mediator) then showed a significant effect of fairness perceptions on rejection (b = -.62, SE = .06, p < .001) and an effect of experimental condition (b = .56, SE = .22, p = .011). The indirect effect of experimental condition through fairness perceptions on rejection rates was positive and significant (a x b = .21, LLCI = .06, ULCI = .37) suggesting partial mediation.

Study 3 – Condition Descriptions
Human Proposer Condition Description
“You and one other participant will be randomly assigned to the role of either Proposer or Decider. 

The Proposer will propose a division of 16€, such as X€ for the Proposer and X€ for the Decider. The Decider will then decide whether to accept or reject this proposed division.

If the Decider accepts the offer from the Proposer, the Decider and Proposer can receive their agreed upon shares.

If the Decider rejects the offer from the Proposer, the Decider AND the Proposer both get nothing (0€). This means that the Decider's choice will determine if the Proposer gets any money.”

Computer Condition Description
“You and one other participant will be randomly assigned to the role of either Receiver or Decider. 

A computer-simulated roulette wheel, which allocates equal probability to each possible outcome, will determine a proposed split of the 16€ between the Receiver and the Decider, such as X€ for the Receiver and X€ for the Decider. The Decider will then decide whether to accept or reject this proposed division.

If the Decider accepts the allocation from the computer-simulated roulette wheel, the Decider and the Receiver can receive their allocated shares.

If the Decider rejects the allocation from the computer-simulated roulette wheel, the Decider AND the Receiver will both get nothing (0€). This means that the Decider’s choice will determine if the Receiver gets any money.”



Study 4
We presented all participants with an identical qualitatively inferior offer and manipulated whether participants knew that this offer was inferior (that the proposer was retaining larger, superior denominations) or not. This was based on an existing procedure used to manipulate participants’ ability to attribute an intentionally inferior offer to the proposer (Kagel et al., 1996). Therefore, if people perceive qualitatively inferior offers to be unfair because they compare their inferior coins to the proposer’s superior coins, participants should be less likely to reject the exact same inferior offer when they do not know what the proposer is keeping (vs. when they do know).
One-hundred and seventy-three students (the maximum available) at a large European University completed this online study voluntarily as part of a course and for the chance to receive a share of 8€.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Seven students were excluded because they withdrew their consent (an option given to them at the end of the study), leaving 167 students (90 women; age: M = 20.99, SD = 1.45). Results are descriptively the same using the full sample.] 

All participants received an offer of 400 x 1¢ coins from a stake of 8€ which consisted of unspecified coins. Hence all participants were able to determine that the offer was financially and quantitatively equal. The key manipulation was whether participants learned that the proposer was keeping 2 x 2€ coins. Half the participants were told this; half were not. 
	An offer can only be identified as unfair when the participant knows both what they are to receive and what the proposer is to keep. An unfair offer should therefore be rejected at a lesser rate when participants cannot judge that it is unfair. In accordance with the proposed fairness mechanism, there was a significant difference in the rejection rate between the known inferior and unknown inferior conditions (Wald χ2 = 10.73, p < .001). Specifically, 19 participants (22%) rejected the inferior offer when they knew what the proposer was keeping, while only 4 (5%) rejected the inferior offer without this information. In short, participants were significantly more likely to reject the exact same monetary offer when they knew (vs. did not know) that the proposer was keeping qualitatively superior coins for themselves. 
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