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S1. Study 1a: People Abdicate Frequently
	We re-analyzed the data including all 308 participants, regardless of whether they passed both attention check items. Rates of abdication did not significantly differ across the four scenarios, F(3, 304) = 1.41, p = .241, η2 = .014. Therefore, we collapsed across scenarios for the following analyses.
First, we measured the percentage of participants who abdicated the decision. Across scenarios, 68% of participants abdicated and 32% allocated. We did not make a priori predictions about whether a greater proportion of participants would allocate the resources or abdicate. However, exploratory analyses indicated that across scenarios, participants abdicated more often than they allocated, 2(1, N = 308) = 39.29, p < .001. Among participants who allocated the resources, a greater proportion were generous (68%) than selfish (32%), 2(1, N = 99) = 12.37, p < .001.
Self-report choice data. Independent raters coded participant free-response items based on five categories: generosity, responsibility, indecision, strategy, and guilt. Each response was coded from 0 to 2 on each of the categories. When raters disagreed by more than one scale point, they discussed the ratings to resolve the issue. In the final ratings after discussion, the two raters had exact agreement for 84% of responses across the data set.
The most common reason that participants gave for abdicating was generosity (e.g., “I felt that I want to be generous in the decision making”, M = 1.18, SD = 0.83), followed by guilt (e.g., “I don’t want to seem greedy and selfish”, M = 0.52, SD = 0.74), responsibility (e.g., “I don’t want the responsibility of choosing who gets which ticket”, M = 0.33, SD = 0.66), indecision (e.g., “I am not a good decision maker”, M = 0.14, SD = 0.43), and strategy (e.g., “She will probably let me have the good one anyway”, M = 0.08, SD = 0.33). Mean generosity ratings differed significantly from mean ratings on all other dimensions, ts(208) > 7.07, ps < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.47, 0.84], ds > 0.49.
S2. Study 1b: People Abdicate Frequently (In Live Interactions)
Pretesting. Before starting this study, we conducted two pretests to identify one high-value and one low-value granola bar. Based on these pretests, we selected Nature Valley as the high-quality “premium-brand” granola bar, and Glutino as the low-quality “store-brand” granola bar. We recruited 50 participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk and asked them to rate each of 10 brands of granola bar, which were displayed visually: Great Value, Nature Valley, South Beach, Sunny Hemp, EnviroKidz, Enjoy Life, Skinny Cow, Van’s, Kind, and Glutino, on scales ranging from 1 (Not at all desirable) to 7 (Extremely desirable).
Based on these desirability ratings, we then selected four granola bars to pilot test in a local park where we planned to run the study on abdication. The four granola bars were Nature Valley, Van’s, Glutino, and Enjoy Life, out of which two were expected to be highly desirable (Nature Valley and Van’s) and two were expected to be less highly desirable (Glutino and Enjoy Life). Sixteen participants were recruited for the pilot, and for each participant, the experimenter selected two of the four granola bars at random such that one high-quality and one low-quality granola bar were seen by each participant. Then the participant perused the granola bars and selected one to consume.
Between the two highly desirable granola bars, participants’ choices did not differ significantly between Van’s (4 selections out of 7) and Nature Valley (6 selections out of 9), 2(1, N = 16) = 0.15, p = .696. We selected Nature Valley as the high-quality “premium-brand” granola bar for the upcoming study because we expected that participants were more likely to recognize the Nature Valley brand name. In contrast, between the two less highly desirable granola bars, participants selected Glutino (1 selection out of 10) significantly less often than Enjoy Life (5 selections out of 6), 2(1, N = 16) = 8.60, p = .003. Therefore, we selected Glutino as the low-quality “store-brand” granola bar for the upcoming study.
	Exploratory items. The survey also included several exploratory items. Both participants reported their happiness with their own or the other person’s allocation from 1 (Not very happy) to 7 (Very happy). Participants also predicted each other’s happiness with the allocation from 1 (Not very happy) to 7 (Very happy).
	Then participants reported counterfactual beliefs about how the granola bars would have been allocated had the non-allocator instead distributed them. For example, if the first decision maker allocated the granola bars, he or she imagined instead having abdicated and then predicted whether the other person would have responded by allocating selfishly or generously. By contrast, if the first decision maker abdicated, this person reported imagined instead choosing to allocate the granola bars and reported whether he or she would have allocated selfishly or generously. The second decision maker completed corresponding items.
	Finally, after tasting one granola bar each, participants completed several exploratory items about the granola bars themselves. Participants rated the taste of the granola bar they had tried from 1 (Very bad) to 7 (Very good), how much they liked this granola bar from 1 (Very little) to 7 (Very much), and the desirability of both granola bars from 1 (Not at all desirable) to 7 (Extremely desirable).
Additional analyses. First decision makers’ self-reported happiness did not differ based on whether they received the premium-brand (M = 5.20, SD = 1.48) or store-brand (M = 5.30, SD = 1.58) granola bar, t(107) = -0.32, p = .748, 95% CIdifference = [-0.68, 0.49], d = -0.06. Likewise, second decision makers’ happiness did not vary based on whether they received the premium-brand (M = 5.43, SD = 1.59) or store-brand (M = 5.58, SD = 1.43) granola bar, t(107) = 0.52, p = .603, 95% CIdifference = [-0.43, 0.73], d = 0.10. However, first decision makers felt happier if they allocated (M = 5.77, SD = 1.35) than abdicated (M = 4.99, SD = 1.53), t(107) = 2.59, p = .011, 95% CIdifference = [0.18, 1.39], d = 0.53, whereas second decision makers’ happiness did not vary based on whether the first decision maker allocated (M = 5.20, SD = 1.78) or abdicated (M = 5.68, SD = 1.33), t(107) = -1.56, p = .121, 95% CIdifference = [-1.08, 0.13], d = -0.32.
First decision makers’ predictions about second decision makers’ happiness did not depart significantly from second decision makers’ actual happiness, whether first decision makers allocated (Mpredicted = 5.00, SDpredicted = 1.63; Mactual = 5.20, SDactual = 1.78), paired t(34) = -0.66, p = .514, 95% CIdifference = [-0.82, 0.42], d = -0.12, or abdicated (Mpredicted = 5.39, SDpredicted = 1.28, Mactual = 5.68, SDactual = 1.33), paired t(73) = -1.32, p = .190, 95% CIdifference = [-0.71, 0.14], d = -0.22. Likewise, second decision makers’ predictions about first decision makers’ happiness did not differ significantly from first decision makers’ actual happiness whether the first decision maker allocated (Mpredicted = 5.74, SDpredicted = 1.31; Mactual = 5.77, SDactual = 1.35), t(34) = -0.09, p = .927, 95% CIdifference = [-0.66, 0.60], d = -0.02, or abdicated (Mpredicted = 4.88, SDpredicted = 1.57, Mactual = 4.99, SDactual = 1.53), t(73) = -0.57, p = .571, 95% CIdifference = [-0.49, 0.27], d = -0.07.
Similarly, first decision makers’ predictions about second decision makers’ happiness did not depart significantly from second decision makers’ actual happiness, whether second decision makers received the premium-brand granola bar (Mpredicted = 5.30, SDpredicted = 1.34; Mactual = 5.43, SDactual = 1.59), paired t(43) = -0.45, p = .656, 95% CIdifference = [-0.75, 0.48], d = -0.07, or the store-brand granola bar (Mpredicted = 5.25, SDpredicted = 1.46, Mactual = 5.58, SDactual = 1.43), paired t(64) = -1.62, p = .111, 95% CIdifference = [-0.76, 0.08], d = -0.20. Likewise, second decision makers’ predictions about first decision makers’ happiness did not differ significantly from first decision makers’ actual happiness whether the first decision maker received the premium-brand granola bar (Mpredicted = 5.35, SDpredicted = 1.37; Mactual = 5.20, SDactual = 1.48), t(64) = 0.78, p = .436, 95% CIdifference = [-0.24, 0.55], d = 0.10, or the store-brand granola bar (Mpredicted = 4.86, SDpredicted = 1.73, Mactual = 5.30, SDactual = 1.58), t(43) = -1.58, p = .121, 95% CIdifference = [-0.98, 0.12], d = -0.24.
When first decision makers abdicated, they were more likely to report that they would have been generous (64%) than selfish (36%) had they instead allocated, 2(1, N = 74) = 5.41, p = .020. By contrast, when first decision makers abdicated, second decision makers’ were equally likely to report that first decision makers would have been generous (59%) or selfish (41%) had first decision makers instead allocated, 2(1, N = 74) = 2.65, p = .104. When first decision makers allocated, first decision makers reported equally often that the second decision maker would have been generous (51%) or selfish (49%) had the first decision maker instead abdicated, 2(1, N = 35) = 0.03, p = .866. By contrast, when first decision makers allocated, second decision makers were more likely to report that they would have been generous (69%) than selfish (31%), 2(1, N = 35) = 4.83, p = .028, had first decision makers instead abdicated.
Next we analyzed the ratings of the granola bars themselves. Ratings of taste were more positive among participants who received the premium-brand Nature Valley granola bar (M = 5.58, SD = 1.16) than among participants who received the store-brand Glutino granola bar (M = 4.30, SD = 1.58), t(216) = 6.03, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.85, 1.67], d = 0.82. Similarly, ratings of liking were more positive among participants who received the premium-brand Nature Valley granola bar (M = 5.40, SD = 1.30) than among participants who received the store-brand Glutino granola bar (M = 4.15, SD = 1.75), t(216) = 6.03, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.85, 1.67], d = 0.82. Participants reported that the premium-brand Nature Valley granola bar (M = 4.88, SD = 1.35) was more desirable than the store-brand Glutino granola bar (M = 3.78, SD = 1.65), paired t(217) = 7.61, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.81, 1.38], d = 0.52.
Although Study 1b was not designed to test the hypothesis that abdication prompts reciprocity, we also tested whether rates of generosity differed depending on who allocated the granola bars. Among 35 pairs for which the first person allocated resources, 60% of allocators were generous; by contrast, among 74 pairs for which the first person abdicated and the second person allocated resources, 69% of allocators were generous. These rates did not differ significantly, Z = 0.92, p = .359, 95% CIdifference = [-10%, 28%].
We note again that Study 1b was not designed to test whether abdication prompts reciprocity; rather, this study was designed to test whether people are willing to abdicate even when allocating resources with actual value. Two features of the study prevent us from obtaining clear estimates of whether abdication prompts reciprocity. First, pairs of participants self-selected into the “abdicate” and “allocate” cells because the first person was given the opportunity to choose whether to abdicate or allocate. It may be especially challenging to interpret rates of generosity among first decision makers (who either abdicated or allocated) because about two-thirds of these participants abdicated. Although the majority of these participants (64%) indicated that they would have allocated the granola bars generously, it is unclear whether participants hold accurate insight into how they would have behaved. Additionally, this study does not present clear evidence of whether abdication prompts reciprocity because the granola bars themselves were ambiguous: we used labels in attempt to signal that one granola bar had lower value (“store brand”) and the other had higher value (“premium brand”), but some participants may nonetheless have preferred the store-brand flavor regardless of its label. In fact, when participants rated the granola bars prior to the resource allocation, only 55.30% of participants rated the high-value granola bar as more desirable; among the others, 37.11% of participants rated both granola bars as equally desirable and 17.09% of participants rated the low-value granola bar as more desirable. As a result, it is not certain that the allocations we coded as generous versus selfish were always interpreted the same way by the participants themselves, and likewise, it is unclear which granola bars participants would have kept for themselves had all participants been asked to allocate.
Analyses with all participants included. We also conducted the primary analyses with all 244 participants, regardless of whether they followed instructions or had allergies to the granola bars. First we measured the percentage of individuals who allocated the resources versus abdicated. Thirty-five percent of individuals allocated the resources whereas sixty-five percent abdicated. An exploratory analysis comparing rates of abdication and allocation indicated that participants abdicated more often than they allocated, 2(1, N = 122) = 10.62, p = .001. These results indicate that even when people distribute resources in face-to-face interactions, they abdicate more often than they choose between the resources, at least in some situations.
Among individuals who allocated, 60% were generous and 40% were selfish. These rates did not differ from chance, 2(1, N = 43) = 1.88, p = .170. In pairs for which the first individual abdicated, a greater proportion of allocators were subsequently generous (67%) than selfish (33%), 2(1, N = 79) = 9.23, p = .002.
S3. People Abdicate Naturally
	People often abdicate when presented with options to abdicate or allocate, but one limitation of Studies 1a and 1b is that participants were presented with options to allocate or abdicate. When people divvy up resources between themselves and others, they may or may not spontaneously choose to abdicate: Perhaps people prefer to abdicate when this option is made highly accessible but do not think to abdicate when no options are presented. This possibility, if true, would call into question the prevalence of abdication in people’s everyday behaviors.
	In the following study (pre-registered at: https://aspredicted.org/zq4zq.pdf), we tested whether people could recall instances in which they had abdicated resource allocation decisions to others. Because people recalled times when they had abdicated, these actions were likely performed spontaneously. We predicted that the majority of participants would be able to recall abdicating to another individual.
Method
Participants. We recruited 50 participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mage = 32.98; SDage = 7.71; 36% female; 70% Caucasian) to complete a research study in exchange for $0.25. No participants were excluded.
Procedure. Participants read that people commonly allocate resources between themselves and others, but that people sometimes abdicate these decisions rather than choose for themselves. Specifically, participants read:
Oftentimes people need to decide "who gets what" when interacting with friends, family, and strangers. For example, you might rent several DVDs and need to choose whether to watch your own or your spouse's favorite movie that night; you might cut several slices of wedding cake and need to decide which to keep for yourself and which to give to your cousin; or you might have plane or concert tickets and need to decide whether to keep the aisle seat for yourself or give the aisle seat to your friend.

When people divvy up items between themselves and others, however, they don't always choose who gets what right from the start. Instead, people might sometimes abdicate the decision to the other person. By abdicate we mean that people might relinquish control over the decision by asking the other person to choose rather than make the decision themselves.
Then participants thought about the most recent time when they abdicated to somebody else. After doing so, they first reported whether they could think of any instance at all (Yes vs. No) and then they reported when the most recent instance occurred (Within the last day vs. Within the last week vs. Within the last month vs. Within the last year vs. More than one year ago). Next participants estimated the total number of times they had abdicated over the past year. Finally, participants reported demographic information.
Results
	The majority of participants (92%) were able to recall an instance in which they abdicated to another person, 2(1, N = 50) = 35.28, p < .001. Among participants who could remember abdicating, 6.52% reported abdicating within the past day; 50.00% within the last day or the last week; 86.96% within the last day, week, or month; and 95.65% within the past day, week, month, or year.
	Finally, among participants who could remember abdicating, people reported abdicating several times over the past year (M = 31.50, SD = 58.27). The median estimate among these participants was seven, and the distribution was right skewed because six participants reported that they had abdicated 100 or more times over the past year (maximum estimate = 300).
Discussion	
	These recall data suggest that not only do people prefer to abdicate when presented with this option, but that people spontaneously do so in their everyday interactions. Nearly all participants remembered abdicating to others, and many of these participants reported abdicating recently. Relinquishing control seems to be a common behavior when people allocate resources.
S4. Study 2: Abdication Prompts Reciprocity
We re-analyzed the data with all 323 participants, regardless of whether they passed all attention checks. Critically, a greater proportion of allocators were generous in the abdication condition (88%) than in the baseline condition (57%), Z = -6.07, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-40%, -20%], consistent with our predictions. In line with previous research (e.g., Choshen-Hillel et al., 2015), participants in both groups were at least marginally more likely to be generous than selfish: abdication, 2(1, N = 161) = 90.94, p < .001; baseline, 2(1, N = 162) = 3.56, p = .059.
S5. Study 3a: Abdication Is Perceived As Generous
We re-analyzed the data with all 303 participants, regardless of whether they passed the attention check. Evaluations varied by condition, F(2, 300) = 219.73, p < .001, ηp2 = .594. Planned contrasts revealed that people were perceived as more generous when they chose generously (M = 6.19, SD = 0.97) than when they chose selfishly (M = 3.45, SD = 0.93), t(300) = 18.83, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [2.45, 3.02], d = 2.66, and as more generous than when they abdicated (M = 5.98, SD = 1.16) than when they chose selfishly (M = 3.45, SD = 0.93), t(300) = 17.49, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [2.24, 2.81], d = 2.46.
Critically, when the first individual abdicated, evaluations significantly exceeded the scale midpoint, t(102) = 17.28, p < .001, 95% CI = [5.75, 6.21], d = 1.70, indicating that abdication was seen as more generous than selfish. In fact, evaluations of the first individual did not vary significantly based on whether the person chose generously or abdicated, t(300) = -1.44, p = .150, 95% CIdifference = [-0.49, 0.08], d = 0.20. It is interesting that the difference between these two cases was so small given that one choice is unequivocally generous.
Finally, we analyzed the choices of participants in the abdication condition. After the first individual abdicated the decision, a greater proportion of participants were generous (93%) than selfish (7%), 2(1, N = 103) = 76.90, p < .001.
	S6. Study 3b: Abdication Is Perceived As Generous
We re-analyzed the data with all 192 participants, regardless of whether they passed the attention checks. First, we conducted an omnibus ANOVA with condition as the independent variable and evaluations of Friend A (the person who either allocated or abdicated) as the dependent variable. Evaluations varied by condition, F(3, 188) = 101.31, p < .001, η2 = .62. Therefore, we conducted planned contrasts.
When the first person abdicated, evaluations of the abdicator’s generosity did not differ based on whether the allocator was generous (M = 5.87, SD = 1.19) or selfish (M = 5.67, SD = 1.21), t(188) = 0.90, p = .371, 95% CIdifference = [-0.24, 0.63], d = 0.19, so we collapsed across these conditions. Abdicators were perceived to be more generous than selfish by third-party observers (M = 5.77, SD = 1.20), t(91) = 14.27, p < .001, 95% CI = [5.53, 6.02], d = 1.48. The individual was seen as significantly less generous after abdicating (M = 5.77, SD = 1.20) than after giving away the better item (M = 6.15, SD = 0.86), t(188) = 1.97, p = .050, 95% CIdifference = [0.00, 0.75], d = 0.35.
Although less central to our primary hypotheses, we also conducted exploratory analyses over third-party observers’ evaluations of Friend B (the person who initially did not control the golf balls). Evaluations varied by condition, F(3, 188) = 150.15, p < .001, η2 = .71. Specifically, third-party observers reported similar evaluations of Friend B whenever the first individual allocated, no matter whether the allocation was generous (M = 4.19, SD = 0.65) or selfish (M = 4.15, SD = 0.72), t(188) = 0.23, p = .816, 95% CIdifference = [-0.28, 0.36], d = 0.05. By contrast, when the first individual abdicated, observers evaluated Friend B as more generous when the person responded by generously giving away the good item (M = 6.36, SD = 0.82) than by selfishly giving away the bad item (M = 2.89, SD = 0.99), t(188) = 20.83, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [3.14, 3.80], d = 4.32.
S7. Study 4: Perceptions of Generosity Drive Reciprocity
	We re-analyzed the data including all 321 participants, regardless of whether they passed all attention checks. Allocators in the baseline condition were generous (71%) more often than selfish (29%), 2(1, N = 162) = 28.54, p < .001. Likewise, allocators in the abdication condition were generous (77%) more often than selfish (23%), 2(1, N = 159) = 47.60, p < .001. Allocators were directionally, but not significantly, more generous in the abdication condition than the baseline condition, Z = -1.30, p = .192, 95% CIdifference = [-16%, 3%].
Allocators in the baseline (M = 5.18, SD = 1.89) and abdication (M = 5.32, SD = 1.66) conditions did not differ in feeling that they “wanted” to be generous, t(319) = -0.71, p = .477, 95% CIdifference = [-0.53, 0.25], d = -0.08, and allocators in the baseline (M = 5.04, SD = 1.96) and abdication (M = 5.35, SD = 1.77) conditions did not differ in feelings that they “should” be generous, t(319) = -1.48, p = .139, 95% CIdifference = [-0.72, 0.10], d = -0.17. However, allocators in the abdication condition (M = 5.25, SD = 1.44) reported that their friend was significantly more generous than allocators in the baseline condition (M = 4.71, SD = 1.61), t(319) = -3.18, p = .002, 95% CIdifference = [-0.88, -0.21], d = -0.35.
Next, we conducted mediation analyses using condition as the independent variable and behavior as the dependent variable. When the three possible mediators were entered separately, the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for size of the total indirect effect of condition on behavior included zero for “want” [-0.25, 0.53], and “should” [-0.10, 0.65], but excluded zero for “generous” [0.07, 0.41], indicating significant mediation. When the three mediators were entered into the model in parallel, the model did not produce significant mediation for any of the three variables: “want” [-0.20, 0.40], “should” [-0.07, 0.50], or “generous” [-0.24, 0.13].
S8. Study 4 Supplemental Study: Pre-Registered Replication
Although the results from both Studies 2 and 4 were consistent with our predictions, we observed a large discrepancy between the effect sizes between the two studies. To obtain a better estimate of the true effect size, we ran a direct replication of Study 2 (preregistered at: https://aspredicted.org/99p7h.pdf).
Method
	Participants. We recruited 322 participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mage = 33.12; SDage = 10.76; 43% female; 84% Caucasian) to complete a research study in exchange for $0.25. Thirty additional participants were excluded because they failed one or more of two attention check items.
	Procedure. The procedure was identical to Study 2 from the main text. Participants read the gift cards scenario and were randomly assigned to either the baseline or abdication condition. Then participants selected either the high-value or medium-value gift card. Finally, participants responded to demographic questions and were debriefed.
Results
A greater proportion of allocators were generous in the abdication condition (84%) than in the baseline condition (67%), Z = -3.49, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-26%, -7%], consistent with our predictions. Participants in both groups were more likely to be generous than selfish: abdication, 2(1, N = 155) = 71.13, p < .001; baseline, 2(1, N = 167) = 19.46, p < .001.
S9. Study 6 Pilot: Abdication Prompts People to Give More Money to Strangers
Method
Participants. We recruited 198 participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mage = 36.77; SDage = 12.11; 58% female; 70% Caucasian) to complete a research study in exchange for $0.25. An additional 2 participants were excluded because they failed an attention check.
Procedure. After providing informed consent, participants were asked to imagine spending the afternoon in a local, public park. Then they imagined being approached by a researcher from a local university who asked them to participate in a five-minute study about their product preferences in exchange for an Amazon eGift Card.
Then participants imagined that the researcher indicated that participants would first make some judgments about their product preferences and then would be randomly matched with another participant from the study. At this point, all participants completed three items about their product preferences: “How often do you browse products on Amazon.com?” (1 = Never; 7 = Very frequently); “How often do you purchase products on Amazon.com?” (1 = Never; 7 = Very frequently); and “How would you rate the selection of products that is available on Amazon.com? (1 = Not at all high in quality; 7 = Extremely high in quality).
Then participants imagined that the researcher told them that they had been randomly matched with another person who just participated in the study. Participants imagined that both they and the person with whom they were matched would receive one Amazon eGift Card: one person would receive an eGift Card worth $1.00 and the other person would receive an eGift Card worth $1.50.
Participants were then randomly assigned to either the baseline or abdication condition. Participants in the baseline condition imagined that the researcher said, “You have been randomly assigned to choose, so you can go ahead and choose who gets which eGift Card.” Participants in the abdication condition imagined that the researcher said, “The other participant was randomly assigned to decide which of you would distribute the eGift Cards. The other participant was given two options: the participant could either choose who gets which eGift Card him or herself or could allow you to choose. And this participant decided to allow you to choose. You can go ahead and choose who gets which eGift Card.” Finally, participants in both conditions imagined allocating the gift cards by selecting one of two options: “I would take the $1.50 eGift Card for myself and give the $1.00 eGift Card to the other person.” or “I would take the $1.00 eGift Card for myself and give the $1.50 eGift Card to the other person.”
After they imagined allocating the gift cards, all participants completed one item about the other person’s generosity: “Consider the other participant that you were matched with earlier in this study. To what extent do you feel like the other person is generous?” (1 = Not at all; 7 = Completely). Then participants completed one attention check question, provided demographic information, and were thanked and debriefed.
Results
First we analyzed participants’ allocations of the gift cards. Rates of generosity were greater in the abdication condition (42%) than the baseline condition (26%), Z = 2.45, p = .014, 95% CIdifference = [3%, 30%], consistent with the prediction that abdication prompts reciprocity.
Next we analyzed participants’ ratings of the other person’s generosity. People perceived the other person to be more generous in the abdication condition (M = 5.20, SD = 1.39) than in the baseline condition (M = 3.94, SD = 1.08), t(196) = 7.11, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.91, 1.61], d = 1.01. That is, participants rated the other individual as more generous after that individual asked the participant to choose.
Finally, we conducted a mediation analysis using condition as the independent variable and resource allocation behavior as the dependent variable. We entered perceived generosity as the mediating variable and observed that the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for the indirect effect excluded zero, [0.19, 0.90], indicating significant mediation.
S10. Study 6: Abdication Prompts People to Give More Money to Strangers
	At the start of each day of data collection, we collected “filler” participants. Each of these participants was given two options: (1) choose between the two gift cards yourself; or (2) abdicate the decision to an upcoming study participant. Each day filler participants were recruited until one such participant abdicated. We did this simply to conform to the no-deception policy at this study location, such that participants in the “abdication” condition were not deceived when they are told that another person abdicated the decision earlier the same day. We did not have predictions about decisions among filler participants and we specified in our pre-registration that we would not analyze data provided by filler participants (see pre-registration at https://aspredicted.org/wk2y2.pdf and amendment at https://aspredicted.org/2uv7e.pdf).
S11. Study 4 Direct Replication
	We conducted a direct replication of Study 4 to obtain a more precise estimate of the strength of perceived generosity as a mediator. We pre-registered the replication at https://aspredicted.org/a8yn3.pdf.
Method
Participants. We recruited 310 participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mage = 36.62; SDage = 11.69; 58% female; 71% Caucasian) to complete a research study in exchange for $0.25. An additional 27 participants were excluded because they failed 1 or more of 2 attention check items.
Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to either the baseline or abdication condition. The procedure was identical to Study 4: participants distributed the gift cards and then reported how much they wanted to give their friend the high-quality gift card, how much they felt like they should give their friend the high-quality gift card, and the extent to which they perceived their friend to be generous, on separate scales ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Completely). Participants then responded to the same attention check questions and were debriefed.
Results
Allocators in the baseline condition were generous (68%) more often than selfish (32%), 2(1, N = 164) = 21.95, p < .001. Likewise, allocators in the abdication condition were generous (78%) more often than selfish (22%), 2(1, N = 146) = 46.05, p < .001. Critically, replicating the results from Studies 2 and 4, allocators were marginally more generous in the abdication condition than the baseline condition, Z = -1.94, p = .053, 95% CIdifference = [-19.70%, 0.12%].
Allocators in the baseline (M = 5.00, SD = 1.87) and abdication (M = 4.95, SD = 1.87) conditions did not differ in feeling that they “wanted” to be generous, t(308) = -0.23, p = .822, 95% CIdifference = [-0.47, 0.37], d = -0.03. Likewise, allocators in the baseline (M = 5.16, SD = 1.82) and abdication (M = 5.39, SD = 1.73) conditions did not differ in feeling that they “should” be generous, t(308) = 1.15, p = .252, 95% CIdifference = [-0.17, 0.63], d = 0.13. However, allocators in the abdication condition (M = 5.30, SD = 1.65) reported that their friend was significantly more generous than allocators in the baseline condition (M = 4.85, SD = 1.47), t(308) = 2.52, p = .012, 95% CIdifference = [0.10, 0.80], d = 0.29.
Next, we conducted mediation analyses using condition as the independent variable and allocation as the dependent variable. When the three possible mediators were entered separately, the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for size of the total indirect effect of condition on behavior included zero for “want” [-0.52, 0.40], and “should” [-0.28, 0.90], but excluded zero for “generous” [0.02, 0.25], indicating significant mediation (see Supplemental Figure 1). When the three mediators were entered into the model in parallel, confidence intervals for the indirect effects excluded zero for “generous” [-0.56, -0.02], indicating significant mediation, but included zero for “want” [-0.52, 0.37] and “should” [-0.28, 0.90].
We also computed correlations among the “generous,” “want,” and “should” variables. The “generous” and “want” variables were positively correlated, r = .39, t(308) = 7.39, p < .001, 95% CI = [.29, .48], as were the “generous” and “should” variables, r = .28, t(308) = 5.13, p < .001, 95% CI = [.17, .38], and the “want” and “should” variables, r = .70, t(308) = 16.97, p < .001, 95% CI = [.63, .75].
Finally, we computed correlations between each of these variables and the allocation measure (0 = selfish; 1 = generous). Across the baseline and abdication conditions, the degree to which participants “wanted” to give away the better gift card correlated positively with generous allocations, r = .66, t(308) = 15.36, p < .001, 95% CI = [.59, .72], as did the degree to which participants felt that they “should” give away the better gift card, r = .73, t(308) = 18.73, p < .001, 95% CI = [.67, .78], and the degree to which participants perceived the other individual as generous, r = .18, t(308) = 3.16, p = .002, 95% CI = [.07, .28].
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Supplemental Figure 1. Mediation analysis of Study 4: Perceived generosity of the other individual as a mediator of the effect of condition on allocation. Asterisks indicate significant paths (*p < .05).
