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1. Materials Introduction of the Allocation Conflict and Interventions

Usage of your tuition fees:
We need your opinion!
Since there have been tuition fees, it has been shown: We students have to keep an eye on how our tuition fees are used so that they really benefit us and do not seep away somewhere in the “university swamp”.  
Your tuition fees are meant to be “redistributed”: What do you think about that?
Tuition fees of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences (Faculty 11) – thus, your tuition fees – shall go to the Faculty of History and the Arts (Faculty 9) to improve the teaching situation there. 
Your tuition fees will then no longer be used for you. This can mean that the teaching situation does not improve for you for a semester or two. 
The background is the following: The Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences is the third largest at [name of university] in terms of student numbers. Consequently, a large amount of money is raised through our tuition fees.
For example, more lecturers could be hired with this money in the future. Additional textbooks could be purchased and other things that specifically improve the teaching situation for you.
The Faculty of History and the Arts (Faculty 9) is in a worse position: It has significantly fewer students than the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences. This is why there is much less money from tuition fees that can be used to improve the teaching situation at the Faculty of History and the Arts. Therefore, the situation for history and art students has not improved since tuition fees were introduced.
This is the reason why tuition fees should be "given away" by our faculty. Money is to be taken from the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences and given to the Faculty of History and the Arts.

The Faculty of History and the Arts has complained that without this additional money (your tuition fees) teaching is already hardly possible because rooms and equipment are poor and there are too few teaching staff.

We need your opinion:
What do you think of this redistribution of tuition fees?

Control Condition
[Study 1 no further instructions]

[Study 2]
Before you give your opinion, please briefly think about your situation.

Please consider your situation as a student at the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences. This means: Think about how you, as a student, are doing in this situation in which the tuition fees of your faculty should be "handed over" to the Faculty of History and the Arts. How do you feel, what do you think and how is your life affected by this situation?

Please briefly write down your thoughts in keywords.



Justice-focused Intervention
[Studies 1 and 2]
Before you give your opinion, we ask you to read through the following explanations for the understanding of both sides.

Both faculties find their demands just:
· Representatives of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences find it just that the money benefits those students who paid it. If in one faculty more money is collected from students, the money should be used for improvements in this faculty.
· Representatives of the Faculty of History and the Arts find it just that money is invested for students whose teaching situation is particularly bad. The Faculty of History and the Arts needs the money from the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences urgently because, otherwise, the teaching in history and the arts cannot be guaranteed at the moment. 

→ In general, there are different ideas of justice. In the present case, one party wants that those get more who pay more (students of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences), and the other party wants that those get more who need it more urgently (students of the Faculty of History and the Arts). 

These ideas (distribution according to achievement [,contribution’, Study 2] or according to neediness) are fundamental alternatives and are sometimes in irreconcilable conflict with each other. Nevertheless, both are valid ideas of justice. This means, they are good reasons to make a distribution in a certain way. So, there is a dilemma in matter of justice.

When you think of various other situations in your life, you see that you yourself have different ideas in different situations about what is just: You may share half-and-half with friends, with siblings it is looked at who needs how much, at school or at university you want to be graded according to performance, etc.

Hence, for a valid justice view there is always a valid alternative with which it may be in conflict.



Empathy Induction
[Study 1, imagine-self]
Please put yourself in the perspective of the history and art scientists

Please imagine that you are in the position of a history and art student (Faculty 9). This means: As a student, you are in the situation that your faculty is currently unable to improve the teaching situation due to the lower resources from tuition fees. Rooms and equipment remain poor and there will continue to be too few teaching staff.

If you were a history or art student: How would you feel, what would you think and how would you behave? Please write this down in keywords.


[Study 2, imagine-other]
Before you give your opinion, please put yourself in the perspective of the history and art scientists
Please imagine the situation of a history and art student (Faculty 9). This means: Imagine how the students are doing in this situation, in which their faculty is currently unable to improve the teaching situation due to the lower resources from tuition fees. How do the students feel, what do they think and how is their life affected by this situation? Try not to think about how the information presented affects yourself. Just focus on imagining how a history and art student feels.

Please briefly write down your thoughts in keywords.





Combination
[Study 2]
Before you give your opinion, please put yourself in the perspective of the history and art scientists
Please imagine the situation of a history and art student (Faculty 9). This means: Imagine how the students are in this situation, in which their faculty is currently unable to improve the teaching situation due to the lower income from tuition fees. How do the students feel, what do they think and how is their life affected by this situation? Try not to think about how the information presented affects yourself. Just focus on imagining how a history and art student feels.

Please briefly write down your thoughts in keywords.
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Before you give your opinion, we ask you to read through the following explanations for the understanding of both sides.
Both faculties find their demands just:
· Representatives of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences find it just that the money benefits those students who paid it. If in one faculty more money is collected from students, the money should be used for improvements in this faculty.
· Representatives of the Faculty of History and the Arts find it just that money is invested for students whose teaching situation is particularly bad. The Faculty of History and the Arts needs the money from the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences urgently because, otherwise, the teaching in history and the arts cannot be guaranteed at the moment. 

→ In general, there are different ideas of justice. In the present case, one party wants that those get more who pay more (students of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences), and the other party wants that those get more who need it more urgently (students of the Faculty of History and the Arts). 

These ideas (distribution according to contribution or according to neediness) are fundamental alternatives and are sometimes in irreconcilable conflict with each other. Nevertheless, both are valid ideas of justice. This means, they are good reasons to make a distribution in a certain way. So, there is a dilemma in matter of justice.

When you think of various other situations in your life, you see that you yourself have different ideas in different situations about what is just: You may share half-and-half with friends, with siblings it is looked at who needs how much, at school or at university you want to be graded according to performance, etc.

Hence, for a valid justice view there is always a valid alternative with which it may be in conflict.









2. Additional Analyses Appropriateness Checks
Study 1
Appropriateness Checks
We found significant differences between conditions for identification with the in-group, F(2,78) = 7.99, p < .01, ηp2 = .17, specifically between the justice-focused intervention (M = 3.91, SD = 0.68) and empathy induction (M = 2.77, SD = .1.28), t(27) = 3.97, pbh < .001, d = 1.14, and justice-focused intervention and control group, (M = 3.29, SD = 1,11), t(44.53) = 2.54, pbh = .02, d = 0.68. Moreover, means in familiarity with the out-group differed, F(2,78) = 4.21, pbh = .02, ηp2 = .10; specifically, between the control group (M = 0.25, SD = 0.70) and the empathy induction (M = 1.29, SD = 1.81), t(50) = -2.89, pbh = .04, d = -0.78. We hence re-ran our central analyses while controlling for identification and familiarity.
Controlling for Identification with the In-group and Familiarity with the Out-group. When adding identification and familiarity as covariates to the central analyses testing the effectiveness of interventions, the pattern of results remained largely unchanged.
Legitimacy Judgments. The interaction between Experimental Condition and Claim on the legitimacy judgment remained significant, F(2,76) = 4.74, p = .01, ηp2 = .11. Subsequent pairwise comparisons based on the estimated marginal means showed that the out-group’s claim was judged as more legitimate in each intervention condition, compared to the control condition (see Table S1). Different from the findings without control variables, legitimacy judgments of the in-group’s claim did not differ between conditions.
Concessions to the Out-group. We found a significant effect of Experimental Condition on concessions, F(2,75) = 4.39, p = .02, ηp2 = .11. Subsequent pairwise comparisons based on the estimated marginal means showed that concessions were higher in each intervention condition, compared to the control condition (see Table S1).
Mediation Analysis. When adding identification with the in-group and familiarity with the out-group as additional predictors to the mediation analysis, the indirect effect of the justice-focused intervention through legitimacy judgment of the out-group’s claim on concessions remained significant, B = 14.60, SE = 4.29, 95% CI [6.20, 23.00]. Similarly, the indirect effect of empathy induction through legitimacy judgment of the out-group’s claim on concessions remained significant, B = 16.44, SE = 4.50, 95% CI [7.61, 25.26]. No other indirect effect was significant.



	Table S1
Pairwise Comparisons Based on the Estimated Marginal Means While Controlling for Identification with the In-group and Familiarity with the Out-group in Study 1.


	Comparison
	Mean Diff.
	SE
	95% CI
	pbh

	Legitimacy out-group's claim
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Control - Justice-focused
	-1.25
	0.38
	-2.00
	-0.49
	.01

	
	Control - Empathy
	-1.34
	0.41
	-2.15
	-0.53
	<.001

	
	Justice-focused - Empathy
	-0.09
	0.42
	-0.93
	0.74
	.82

	Legitimacy in-group's claim
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Control - Justice-focused
	0.58
	0.40
	-0.22
	1.39
	.23

	
	Control - Empathy
	0.69
	0.43
	-0.18
	1.55
	.23

	
	Justice-focused - Empathy
	0.10
	0.45
	-0.79
	0.99
	.98

	Concessions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Control - Justice-focused
	-13.79
	5.44
	-24.63
	-2.95
	.04

	
	Control - Empathy
	-14.36
	5.81
	-25.93
	-2.79
	.02

	
	Justice-focused - Empathy
	-0.57
	6.02
	-12.56
	11.43
	.93




Study 2
Appropriateness Checks
There were significant differences between conditions with regard to one of the appropriateness checks, namely identification, F(3,147) = 6.57, p < .001, ηp2 = .12, specifically between the justice-focused intervention (M = 3.18, SD = 1.09) and control group (M = 3.88, SD = 0.78), t(69) = 3.39, pcorr = .01, d = 0.73, as well as the justice-focused intervention and combination group (M = 3.98, SD = 0.67), t(57.50) = 3.88, pcorr < .001, d = 0.90. Identification in the empathy condition did not differ significantly from any other condition (M = 3.63, SD = 0.87). We hence re-ran our central analyses while controlling for identification.
Controlling for Identification with the In-group. When adding identification as a covariate to the central analyses testing the effectiveness of interventions, the pattern of results remained largely unchanged.
Understanding of the Justice Dilemma. We found a main effect of Experimental Condition on the understanding of the justice dilemma, F(3,146) = 6.45, p < .001, ηp2 = .12. Subsequent pairwise comparisons based on the estimated marginal means showed better understanding of the justice dilemma in the justice-focused intervention group and combination group, compared to the control group, as well as in the combination group compared to the empathy induction group (see Table S2). 
Experienced Empathy. We found a main effect of Experimental Condition on experienced empathy, F(3,146) = 3.91, p = .01, ηp2 = .07. Pairwise comparisons based on the estimated marginal means showed that participants in the empathy induction group and combination group experienced more empathy compared to the control group (see Table S2).
Legitimacy Judgments. The interaction between Experimental Condition and Claim on the legitimacy judgments remained significant, F(3,146) = 5.18, p = .001, ηp2 = .10. Subsequent pairwise comparisons based on the estimated marginal means showed the combination group, compared to the control group, evaluated the out-group’s claim as more legitimate and the in-group’s claim as less legitimate (see Table S2). Different from the analyses without covariates, the pairwise comparison between justice-intervention group and control group were only marginally significant.
Concessions to the Out-group. We found a significant effect of Experimental Condition on concessions, F(3,146) = 4.00, p = .01, ηp2 = .08. Subsequent pairwise comparisons based on the estimated marginal means showed that concessions were higher in the justice-focused intervention condition and the combination condition, compared to the control condition (see Table S2).
Mediation Analysis. When adding identification as additional predictor to the mediation analysis, the indirect effect of the justice-focused intervention through understanding of the justice dilemma and legitimacy judgment of the out-group’s claim on concessions remained significant, B = 1.77, SE = 0.86, 95% CI [0.08, 3.46]. Similarly, the indirect effect of empathy induction through experienced empathy and legitimacy judgment of the out-group’s claim on concessions remained significant, B = 2.62, SE = 1.12, 95% CI [0.43, 4.82]. The combination of both interventions had an effect through both pathways, namely through understanding of the justice dilemma and legitimacy judgment of the out-group’s claim, B = 1.90, SE = 0.88, 95% CI [0.18, 3.62], as well as experienced empathy and perceived legitimacy of the out-group’s claim, B = 2.68, SE = 1.09, 95% CI [0.53, 4.82]. No other indirect effects were significant.



	Table S2
Pairwise Comparisons Based on the Estimated Marginal Means while Controlling for Identification with the In-group in Study 2.


	 
	 Comparison
	Mean Diff
	SE
	95% CI
	pbh

	Understanding justice dilemma
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Control - Justice-focused
	-0.88
	0.27
	-1.40
	-0.35
	<.001

	
	Control - Empathy
	-0.31
	0.26
	-0.83
	0.20
	.28

	
	Control - Combination
	-0.94
	0.25
	-1.43
	-0.45
	<.001

	
	Justice-focused - Empathy
	0.57
	0.26
	0.06
	1.08
	.05

	
	Justice-focused - Combination
	-0.06
	0.26
	-0.57
	0.44
	.81

	
	Empathy - Combination
	-0.63
	0.25
	-1.11
	-0.14
	.02

	Experienced empathy
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Control - Justice-focused
	-0.40
	0.23
	-0.86
	0.06
	.18

	
	Control - Empathy
	-0.65
	0.23
	-1.10
	-0.20
	.02

	
	Control - Combination
	-0.66
	0.22
	-1.09
	-0.24
	.01

	
	Justice-focused - Empathy
	-0.25
	0.23
	-0.70
	0.19
	.31

	
	Justice-focused - Combination
	-0.27
	0.22
	-0.71
	0.17
	.35

	
	Empathy - Combination
	-0.01
	0.22
	-0.44
	0.41
	.95

	Legitimacy out-group's claim
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Control - Justice-focused
	-0.72
	0.30
	-1.31
	-0.13
	.07

	
	Control - Empathy
	-0.38
	0.29
	-0.96
	0.19
	.29

	
	Control - Combination
	-1.03
	0.28
	-1.57
	-0.48
	<.001

	
	Justice-focused - Empathy
	0.34
	0.29
	-0.23
	0.91
	.32

	
	Justice-focused - Combination
	-0.31
	0.29
	-0.87
	0.26
	.34

	
	Empathy - Combination
	-0.65
	0.28
	-1.19
	-0.10
	.06

	Legitimacy in-group's claim
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Control - Justice-focused
	0.44
	0.31
	-0.18
	1.05
	.32

	
	Control - Empathy
	0.20
	0.30
	-0.40
	0.80
	.51

	
	Control - Combination
	0.84
	0.29
	0.27
	1.41
	.02

	
	Justice-focused - Empathy
	-0.24
	0.30
	-0.83
	0.35
	.46

	
	Justice-focused - Combination
	0.40
	0.30
	-0.19
	0.99
	.31

	
	Empathy - Combination
	0.64
	0.29
	0.07
	1.20
	.06

	Concessions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Control - Justice-focused
	-11.90
	4.75
	-21.28
	-2.52
	.04

	
	Control - Empathy
	-2.16
	4.62
	-11.30
	6.98
	.77

	
	Control - Combination
	-11.94
	4.40
	-20.63
	-3.25
	.04

	
	Justice-focused - Empathy
	9.74
	4.58
	0.70
	18.79
	.05

	
	Justice-focused - Combination
	-0.04
	4.54
	-9.01
	8.93
	.99

	 
	Empathy - Combination
	-9.78
	4.37
	-18.42
	-1.14
	.05


	



3. Full Sample Analyses
Here, we report the results of Studies 1 and 2 without applying exclusion criteria.
Study 1
The full sample size was N = 92. Out of those, 33 participants were randomly assigned to the justice-focused intervention condition, 29 to the empathy condition, and 30 to the no intervention control condition.
Appropriateness Checks
	The pattern of results for the appropriateness checks was very similar to that reported in the main manuscript; importantly, participants were identified with the group of psychology students and did not have close ties with the history department and considered the conflict context relevant. See Table S3 for results. 
Legitimacy Judgments
The analyses with the full sample revealed highly similar patterns of results, compared to the analyses with exclusion criteria applied (see Figure S1). We found a significant main effect of experimental condition on the evaluation of claim legitimacy, F(2,89) = 4.58, p = .01, ηp2 = .09. In addition, there was again a significant interaction effect of Experimental Condition x Claim, F(2,89) = 7.89, p < .001, ηp2 = .15. Consistent with Hypotheses 1a and 1b, post-hoc t-tests showed that the out-group’s neediness claim was judged as significantly more legitimate after the justice-focused intervention, t(57.81) = 4.06, pbh  =  .01, d = 1.00, and the empathy induction, t(57) = 4.77, pbh   = .003, d = 1.20, compared to the control group. Consistent with Hypothesis 2a and 2b, the judgment of the in-group’s equity claim was significantly lower in the empathy induction group, t(57) = -2.55, pbh = .03, d = -0.67, but not in the justice-focused intervention group, t(61) = -1.67, pbh = .10, d = -0.42, compared to the control group. However, judgment of the in-group’s claim did not differ between the intervention groups, t(60) = -0.87, pbh = .58, d = 0.22.
Concessions to the Out-Group
The interventions had a significant effect on concessions to the history department, F(2,88) = 5.67, p = .005, ηp2 = .11. Participants in the control condition were substantially less willing to transfer their tuition fees to another department (M = 17.67, SD = 17.36) compared to participants in the justice-focused intervention condition (M = 33.75, SD = 23.00, t(60) = 3.10, pbh = .01, d = 0.79 , and the empathy condition (M = 33.07, SD = 20.42), t(57) = 2.92, pbh = .01, d =  0.81, Concessions in the two intervention groups did not differ significantly from each other, t(59) = 0.30, pbh = .77 , d = 0.03.

Mediation
Also the results of our mediation analyses was virtually identical with the full sample (see Figure S2). Consistent with Hypothesis 2a, the indirect effect of justice-focused intervention through perceived legitimacy of the out-group’s claim on concessions was significant, B = 15.98, SE = 4.28, 95% CI [7.59, 24.37]. Similarly, in line with Hypothesis 2b, the indirect effect of empathy induction through perceived legitimacy of the out-group’s claim on concessions was significant, B = 17.46, SE = 4.45, 95% CI [8.74, 26.18]. No other indirect effect was significant. 

	Table S3
Means and Standard Deviations (in Parentheses) of the Appropriateness Checks in Study 1 and Study 2 and Comparisons to the Theoretical Scale Midpoint (2.5, on a scale from 0 to 5).

	
	Study 1
	
	Study 2

	
	M (SD)
	t
	p
	d
	
	M (SD)
	t
	p
	d

	In-group identification
	3.33 (1.15)a
	6.89
	<.01
	0.72
	
	3.69 (0.93)c
	17.20
	<.01
	1.28

	Familiarity out-group
	0.85 (1.49)b
	-10.64
	<.01
	-1.11
	
	0.29 (0.80)
	-36.85
	<.01
	-2.75

	Relevance
	4.20 (0.88)
	18.48
	<.01
	1.93
	
	3.72 (1.15)
	14.30
	<.01
	1.06

	Credibility
	2.80 (1.54)
	1.90
	.06
	0.20
	
	2.88 (1.46)
	3.48
	<.01
	0.26

	Note. Study 1, all dfs = 91; Study 2 dfs = 180 (179 for familiarity)



Figure S1
Legitimacy Judgments of Out-Group’s and In-Group’s Claims Depending on Experimental Condition for the Full Sample in Study 1.


Figure S2
[image: ]Path Diagram (with Unstandardized Coefficients B) Displaying the Mediation of Interventions on Concessions to the Other Party through Legitimacy Judgments of the Out-Group’s Claim for the Full Sample in Study 1.

Study 2
Without applying exclusion criteria, the sample size was N = 181. Out of those, 41 participants were randomly assigned to the justice-focused intervention condition, 49 to the empathy condition, 48 to the combination condition, and 43 to the no intervention control condition.
Appropriateness Checks 
As shown in Table S3 (right panel), identification with the in-group and relevance of the conflict was high also in the full sample. Also, participants were not highly familiar with the history department and believed the cover story that a redistribution of tuition fees was negotiable.
Manipulation Checks 
The four experimental groups did not differ significantly in how much they focused on their own feelings, F(3,177) = 0.06, p = .98, ηp2= .001, nor in their distress, F(3,177) = 0.19, p = .90, ηp2= .003. However, as intended, groups differed significantly with regard to experienced empathy, F(3,177) = 3.85, p = .01, ηp2 = .06, focusing on the feelings of others, F(3,17) = 13.72, p < .001, ηp2= .19, and understanding of the justice dilemma, F(3,177) = 7.99, p < .001, ηp2 = .12. Table S4 displays descriptive statistics for each group.
Compared to the control group, participants in the justice-focused condition, t(82) = 3.59, pbh = .004, d = 0.79, and the combination condition understood the justice-dilemma better, t(89) = 4.36, pbh = .002, d = .91. Participants in the combination condition, t(89) = 3.54, pbh = .005, d = 0.74, but not in the empathy condition, also experienced more empathy than participants in the control condition.
Lastly, compared to the control condition, participants in the empathy condition, t(90) = 4.65, pbh = .001, d = 0.97, the combination condition, t(89) = 6.33, pbh = .001, d = 1.32, and the justice-focused condition, t(82) = 2.72, pbh = .02, d = 0.60, focused more on feelings of others. Participants in the justice-focused condition, however, focused less on the feelings of others than participants in the combination condition, t(87) = 3.10, pbh = .001, d = 0.66. 
Legitimacy Judgments
There was a significant interaction of Experimental Condition x Claim on the legitimacy judgments, F(3,177) = 3.87, p = .01, ηp2 = .06. Subsequent t-tests for each claim, once corrected for multiple testing, showed only a significant difference for the out-group’s neediness claim between the control condition (M = 2.30, SD = 1.39) and the combination condition (M = 3.13, SD = 0.98), t(74.33) = 3.26, pbh = .02, d = 0.70. This pattern of results differs from the one reported in the main manuscript (see Figure S3). 
Concessions to the Out-Group
There was a significant main effect of experimental condition on concessions to the out-group, F(3,176) = 5.51, p = .001,ηp2 = .09. Participants in the control group (M = 22.09, SD = 17.77) were significantly less willing to transfer tuition fees compared to justice-focused intervention group (M = 35.37, SD = 25.94), t(70.38) = -2.72, pbh = .02, d = -0.60, and combination group (M = 33.65, SD = 17.22), t(89) = -3.15, pbh = .01, d = -0.66, but not compared to empathy condition (M = 25.17, SD = 13.26), t(89) = -0.64, pbh = .63, d = -0.20. The empathy condition also scored significantly lower than the justice-focused intervention group, t(57.42) = -2.50, pbh = .02, d = -0.50, and combination group, t(88.25) = -3.02, pbh = .01, d = -0.55.
Mediation Analysis 
We re-ran the Mediation analysis with the full sample. While the overall pattern of significance for the individual paths remained highly similar to the analysis reported in the main manuscript (see Figure S4), the indirect effect of the justice-focused intervention on concessions with p = .07 fell outside of the significance level of .05, B = 1.17, SE = 0.65, 95% CI [-0.10, 2.44]. Empathy induction had still an indirect effect on concessions through experienced empathy and perceived legitimacy of the out-group’s claim, B = 1.87, SE = 0.87, 95% CI [0.17, 3.58], but not via understanding of the justice dilemma. With regard to the combination condition, the path via empathy and legitimacy of the out-group’s claim was significant, B = 2.54, SE = 0.96, 95% CI [0.65, 4.43], but not via understanding of the justice dilemma, B = 1.33, SE = 0.72, 95% CI [-0.07, 2.72].


Table S4
Means and Standard Divisions (in parentheses) for Manipulation Checks in Study 2.
	
	Condition

	
Measure
	Control
	Empathy induction
	Justice-focused
	Combination

	Empathy
	1.72
	2.16
	2.03
	2.37

	
	(0.92)
	(0.97)
	(1.00)
	(0.83)

	Understanding justice dilemma
	2.97
	3.36
	3.83
	3.95

	
	(1.11)
	(1.03)
	(1.09)
	(1.04)

	Focus on feelings of others
	1.58
	2.92
	2.44
	3.31

	
	(1.42)
	(1.34)
	(1.47)
	(1.19)

	Distress
	1.45
	1.57
	1.41
	1.44

	
	(1.22)
	(1.11)
	(1.13)
	(1.14)

	Focus on own feelings
	3.05
	2.956
	3.05
	2.98

	
	(1.34)
	(1.32)
	(1.36)
	(1.28)





Figure S3.
Legitimacy Judgments of Out-Group’s and In-Group’s Claims Depending on Experimental Condition for the Full Sample in Study 2.


Figure S4.
Path Diagram (Displaying Unstandardized Coefficients B) of Indirect Effects of Interventions on Concessions to the Out-Group Mediated by Experienced Empathy, Understanding of the Justice Dilemma, and Legitimacy Judgments of the Out-Group’s Claim with the Full Sample.
[image: ]

4. Exploratory Analyses of Additional Measures in Study 1
[bookmark: _GoBack]In Study 1, we assessed several additional measures (please see https://osf.io/vw3fu/ for the complete materials). Here, we report the results of three of these measures, that further speak to the effectiveness of both the justice-focused intervention and empathy induction.
	For each group, we asked participants whether they would support its claim (“I would support the claim of the history department/ the psychology department to use my tuition fees”), and whether they would want to tell the respective group that their claim is a mistake (“I would like to tell the history department/ psychology department that they are making a mistake with their claim”). Participants responded on rating scales from 0 (not at all) to 5 (very much). Further, participants responded to a dichotomous item (yes vs. no) whether their tuition fees may be used for the history department.
	We submitted the responses to the support items to a 3 (Experimental condition: justice-focused vs. empathy induction vs. control) x 2 (Claim: in-group vs. out-group) mixed ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor (analogous to the analyses of the legitimacy judgments). We found a significant Condition x Claim interaction, F(1,77) = 10.98, p < .001, ηp2 = .03. Post-hoc t-tests revealed that support for the out-group’s claim was lower in the control condition (M = 1.18, SD = 1.16) compared to the justice-intervention condition (M = 2.43, SD = 1.89), t(44.67) = -2.98, pbh = .01, d = 0.80 , and the empathy induction condition (M = 3.42, SD = 1.56), t(50) = -5.93, pbh = .001, d = 1.63. The differences in support after the two interventions did not reach significance, t(49.93) = 2.06, pbh = .07, d = 0.57. With regard to support for the in-group’s claim, participants in the empathy induction condition (M = 2.29, SD = 1.55), but not the justice-intervention condition (M = 2.64, SD = 1.50), showed less support than participants in the control condition (M = 3.46, SD = 1.55), t(50) = -2.72, pbh = .02, d = 0.76 . 
	With regard to the intention to tell each faculty that their claim is a mistake, we did not find any significant differences between experimental conditions, all ps > .09.
	For the dichotomous measure of the usage of tuition fees, we created a contingency table. A Person chi-square test revealed that the observed frequencies differed, 2(2) = 14.25, p = .001. Bonferroni-corrected z-Tests comparing column proportions revealed that the proportions of both intervention conditions and the control condition differed significantly (Table S5).

Table S5
Contingency Table for Use of Tuition Fees in Study 1.
	
	Condition

	
	Control
	Justice-focused
	Empathy induction

	No
	19a
	8b
	5b

	Yes
	9a
	20b
	19b


Note. Each subscript letter denotes a subset of condition whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the .05 level.
	



	 


Control Group	0.51	0.52	0.51	0.52	Out-group's Neediness Claim	In-group's Equity Claim	1.51	3.46	Justice-foused	0.48999999999999977	0.5	0.48999999999999977	0.5	Out-group's Neediness Claim	In-group's Equity Claim	2.93	2.82	Empathy Induction	0.52	0.53000000000000025	0.52	0.53000000000000025	Out-group's Neediness Claim	In-group's Equity Claim	3.13	2.5099999999999998	
Subjective Legitimacy




Control Group	0.37000000000000011	0.37000000000000011	0.37000000000000011	0.37000000000000011	Out-group's Neediness Claim	In-group's Equity Claim	2.2999999999999998	3.26	Justice-foused	0.37999999999999989	0.4099999999999997	0.37999999999999989	0.4099999999999997	Out-group's Neediness Claim	In-group's Equity Claim	2.94	2.99	Empathy Induction	0.35000000000000009	0.35000000000000009	0.35000000000000009	0.35000000000000009	Out-group's Neediness Claim	In-group's Equity Claim	2.5499999999999998	3.19	Combination Group	0.35000000000000009	0.35000000000000009	0.35000000000000009	0.35000000000000009	Out-group's Neediness Claim	In-group's Equity Claim	3.13	2.65	
Subjective Legitimacy
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