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Abstract

Collective outcomes often result from complex social dynam-
ics where individuals both contribute directly and also shape
each other’s contributions. How do we hold people responsible
for an outcome when their actions influence others? Here, we
examine how an individual’s role within a group (whether they
can influence others, be influenced by others, or act indepen-
dently) affects how responsible they are judged to be. Across
three experiments spanning both social and physical settings, we
find that people systematically assign greater responsibility to
those who can influence others. Furthermore, influencers with
knowledge of their potential impact were held more responsible
than those who were unaware. The relative responsibility of
individuals who were influenced by others and who acted inde-
pendently differed by context. Together, these results show that
we hold others responsible by considering not only how their
actions directly affect the outcome, but also how they affect
others’ propensity to act.

Keywords: responsibility attribution; causal reasoning; social
influence; group decision-making

Introduction
On National Voter Registration Day in 2023, Taylor Swift
posted an Instagram story that drove over 35,000 new reg-
istrations, a 23% increase from the previous year, including
more than twice as many registrations among 18-year-olds
(Sullivan, 2023). A Newsweek poll conducted in early 2024
found that 18% of all voters were more likely to vote for a
candidate she endorsed (Fung, 2024). Swift’s outsized influ-
ence on American politics is widely acknowledged, despite
her own vote carrying the same weight as anyone else’s. Col-
lective outcomes such as elections, petitions, markets, and
climate change often result from more than a simple aggrega-
tion of individual contributions: they are also driven by the
ways in which people influence each other’s behavior. How do
we hold people responsible not only for the direct effects that
their actions have on the outcome, but also for their influence
on others’ actions?

Previous research has identified many factors that influence
how we hold people responsible for group outcomes. These
include a person’s causal role in bringing the outcome about
(e.g. Lagnado et al., 2013; Langenhoff et al., 2021; Spellman,
1997), how much the person contributed to the outcome (e.g.
Gerstenberg & Lagnado, 2010; Xiang et al., 2023), inferences
about the person’s character or mental states (e.g. Cushman,
2008; Gerstenberg et al., 2018; Lagnado & Channon, 2008;

Malle et al., 2014; Shaver, 1985), and how easily the person
could have been replaced (e.g. Gantman et al., 2020; Wu &
Gerstenberg, 2024). Prior work has developed computational
models of responsibility that formalize an agent’s causal role
by evaluating how the outcome would have been different
in a counterfactual situation in which the agent had acted
differently (e.g. Chockler & Halpern, 2004; Halpern & Pearl,
2005; Wu et al., 2023).

Much of this prior research has focused on outcomes in
which agents each contribute directly. However, in most real-
world situations, people do not act in isolation; they observe,
mimic, guide, and persuade each other. Social norms and af-
filiations are powerful drivers of collective behavior (Allcott,
2011; Asch, 1951; Cialdini et al., 1990; Duffy & Chartrand,
2015; Festinger, 1954), as people may act to conform to oth-
ers’ expectations or accept others’ judgments as evidence of
reality (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). Moral exemplars can pro-
vide standards for how one ought to behave (van de Ven et al.,
2019). Individuals who set bad examples can be blamed for
their imitators’ wrongdoings (Kardos et al., 2024). Responsi-
bility may even extend beyond direct causal influence; people
can be held responsible for others’ actions simply by sharing
group membership with them (Lickel & Onuki, 2015; Lickel
et al., 2003; Sanders et al., 1996; Shultz et al., 1987).

In this paper, we explore how social influence affects re-
sponsibility judgments. We designed situations where mul-
tiple causes contributed to an outcome and each cause was
one of three types: a root cause, which has the potential to
influence others; a dependent cause, which is influenced by
a root cause; and an independent cause, which neither influ-
ences nor is influenced by others. We designed a paradigm
to directly pit these causes against each other while holding
equal their contribution to the outcome. Experiment 1 fea-
tured voting scenarios in which some individuals’ votes were
visible to others. We additionally manipulated whether or not
these voters were aware of their potential influence. Experi-
ment 2 looked at a physical domain in the form of a system
of interacting gears, where one gear’s motion could affect
another’s. Experiment 3 tested similar voting scenarios as in
Experiment 1, but framed influence as receiving voting advice
from another person.

Using these paradigms, we investigated how responsibility
is distributed across different roles within a group. We hy-
pothesized that root causes would be held more responsible
than independent causes, who would in turn be held more



How responsible are the following club 
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Atlas:
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Hunter:
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Harper:

Influence structures
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Outcomes
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A.   Manipulations

Figure 1: Experiment overview. (A) Participants made responsibility judgments for five different contributors in groups where
we manipulated the influence structure, the outcome, and additionally whether the root cause was aware of their influence in
Experiment 1. (B) In Experiment 1, we designed a voting paradigm and focused on positive outcomes only with the additional
awareness manipulation. (C) In Experiment 2, we designed a physical setting and again focused on positive outcomes. (D)
In Experiment 3, we framed influence as a mentor advising a mentee, and tested both positive and negative outcomes. Note
that the arrows point from dependent causes to the root cause in Experiment 1, and from the root cause to dependent causes in
Experiments 2 and 3.

responsible than dependent causes, for several reasons. First,
this ordering might reflect the relative agency of the different
actors. Agents perceived to have greater capacity to act and
control the outcome tend to be held more responsible than
those who are “acted upon” (Gray & Wegner, 2009; Malle
et al., 2014). Second, dependent causes may be held the least
responsible because they lie along a causal chain initiated by
a root cause, which discounts the role of their own choice
(Engelmann & Waldmann, 2022; Hilton et al., 2010; Kelley,
1973; McClure, 1998). Finally, root causes may be perceived
to bring about the greatest change in the probability of the
outcome, as their actions include the potential addition of
others’ (Brewer, 1977; Gerstenberg et al., 2023; Spellman,
1997). We additionally hypothesized that root causes who
were aware of their potential influence would be held more
responsible than those who were unaware, because they had
greater foreseeability over the outcome (Lagnado & Channon,
2008; Markman & Tetlock, 2000).

Experiment 1: Visible voting
In this experiment, participants examined voting scenarios
where some voters’ votes were visible to others and rated how
responsible each contributing voter was for the outcome.

Methods
All experiments were pre-registered on the Open Science
Framework and programmed with jsPsych (de Leeuw et al.,
2023).1

1All data and materials can be found at: https://github.com/
cicl-stanford/responsibility_influence_cogsci.

Participants Fifty participants (age: median= 40, SD= 11;
gender: 27 females, 21 males, 1 non-binary and 1 undisclosed;
race: 40 White, 6 Black, 3 Asian, 1 Multiracial) were recruited
on Prolific. All participants were fluent English speakers
based in the US, and were compensated at a rate of $12/hour.

Procedure Participants first clicked through instructions de-
scribing the study set-up, in which five club members voted
on proposals and a majority was needed for a proposal to
pass. Participants were familiarized with different types of
scenarios: (1) trials in which all individuals voted indepen-
dently; (2) trials in which one person’s vote was visible to
one or two others, and that person knew their vote would be
seen; and (3) trials in which one person’s vote was visible,
but that person was unaware of their visibility. On each trial,
observers (dependent causes) were illustrated as having open
eyes (see Figure 1B). Agents who knew their votes would
be seen (root causes with knowledge) were illustrated with
thought bubbles. Arrows indicated the direction of observa-
tion by pointing from dependent voters to root voters. Each
person’s vote was indicated by a check mark or cross mark
next to their name. After reviewing instructions, participants
answered a set of comprehension questions. If they did not
answer all the questions correctly, they would be redirected to
the beginning of the instructions.

Participants then saw 23 trials in randomized order. On each
trial, they rated how responsible each individual who voted
with the majority was for the outcome, on a continuous slider
with endpoints labeled “not at all” (0) and “very much” (10).
For example, in Figure 1B, participants were asked to judge

https://github.com/cicl-stanford/responsibility_influence_cogsci
https://github.com/cicl-stanford/responsibility_influence_cogsci
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Figure 2: Responsibility judgments by role. Error bars are bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals. Root gears in Experiment 2
are referred to as root causes without knowledge because they are physical objects. Mentors in Experiment 3 are referred to as
root causes with knowledge because they directly advise mentees.

responsibility for Sage, Hunter, Quinn, and Chandler (but not
Bryce). After completing all trials, participants optionally
shared demographic information and briefly described what
factors influenced their responses. The average time to com-
plete the experiment was 13 minutes (SD = 5.6).

Design We designed three different influence structures: ei-
ther all voters were independent, there was one root voter and
one dependent voter, or there was one root voter and two de-
pendent voters (see Figure 1A for examples). This minimal
design allowed us to isolate differences between roles and be-
tween root voters with different numbers of dependents. For
the latter two structures, we additionally manipulated whether
the root voter was aware that their vote was visible to others.
We then created 23 trials that enumerate all possible voting
patterns for these structures that lead to a positive outcome
(i.e. a majority vote of 3, 4, or 5). Note that this means that
there were some instances in which a dependent cause voted
differently from the root cause, but across all scenarios they
voted the same way as the root cause 73% of the time.

Results
We first evaluated how participants’ responsibility judgments
differed by the type of voter (root voter who knew their vote
would be visible, root voter who was unaware their vote would
be visible, dependent voter who observed a root voter, and
independent voter). We fit a Bayesian mixed-effects model
to predict responsibility ratings using role as a fixed effect.
The model also controlled for majority size (i.e. number of
voters in favor), and additionally included a random intercept
for participant. Overall, we found credible effects of both the
number of majority votes and a person’s level of influence
on how much responsibility they were assigned (Table 1).
Responsibility decreased with the number of votes. That
is, voters who were part of a larger majority were overall
held less responsible than those who were part of a slight
majority. To examine how responsibility for different types

of voters compared with each other, we estimated marginal
means and pairwise contrasts. Participants held root voters
with knowledge the most responsible (𝑀 = 8.34, 95% CI

Table 1: Model results. Estimated coefficients for model pre-
dictors (size of majority; outcome in Experiment 3 only; and
role) and pairwise differences between roles using marginal
means, with 95% credible intervals. The labels root+ and
root− refer to root causes with and without knowledge, re-
spectively. The size of majority refers to the number of con-
tributors aligned with the outcome (3, 4, or 5). Credible
effects are indicated with ∗.

Predictor Estimate [95% CrI]

Experiment 1
Size of majority −0.07 [−0.13, −0.02] ∗

Role (root+ vs. root−) 0.44 [0.25, 0.62] ∗

Role (root+ vs. dependent) 0.16 [0.01, 0.32] ∗

Role (root+ vs. independent) 0.75 [0.60, 0.89] ∗

Role (dependent vs. root−) 0.27 [0.11, 0.43] ∗

Role (dependent vs. independent) 0.59 [0.48, 0.69] ∗

Role (root− vs. independent) 0.31 [0.17, 0.46] ∗

Experiment 2
Size of majority −0.37 [−0.47, −0.28] ∗

Role (root− vs. dependent) 1.22 [0.98, 1.45] ∗

Role (root− vs. independent) 1.59 [1.40, 1.79] ∗

Role (dependent vs. independent) 0.38 [0.18, 0.57] ∗

Experiment 3
Outcome −0.06 [−0.15, 0.03]
Size of majority −0.07 [−0.13, 0]

Role (root+ vs. dependent) 1.15 [1.01, 1.29] ∗

Role (root+ vs. independent) 0.96 [0.84, 1.08] ∗

Role (independent vs. dependent) 0.19 [0.09, 0.30] ∗
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Figure 3: Responsibility for root causes by follower proportion. Error bars are bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals. In
Experiments 1 and 3, followers refer to dependent voters who voted the same as the root voter. In Experiment 2, followers refer
to dependent gears that spun with the root gear.

[8.13, 8.54]), followed by dependent voters (𝑀 = 8.17, 95%
CI [8.03, 8.30]), then root voters without knowledge (𝑀 =

7.90, 95% CI [7.69, 8.12]), and finally independent voters
(𝑀 = 7.57, 95% CI [7.46, 7.68]; Figure 2A). All differences
in means were credible (Table 1).

We next tested how responsibility for root voters might
vary with the number of dependent voters, particularly those
that acted the same way. We fit a Bayesian mixed-effects
regression to the subset of participants’ ratings for root voters
using a fixed effect of the proportion of dependent voters
who followed the root’s vote (either 0%, 50%, or 100%),
as well as random intercepts for participants. We found no
credible relationship between responsibility for root voters
and the proportion of followers (𝛽 = 0.09, 95% CrI [−0.09,
0.27]). Participants assigned root voters similar amounts of
responsibility regardless of whether none of their dependent
voters voted the same way (𝑀 = 8.02, 95% CI [7.67, 8.37]),
half of them followed (𝑀 = 8.18, 95% CI [7.82, 8.50]), or all
of them followed (𝑀 = 8.13, 95% CI [7.95, 8.33]; Figure 3A).

Discussion
The results of Experiment 1 show that responsibility for group
outcomes is affected by how individuals within the group in-
fluence each other, even when their contributions are the same.
Voters who could be observed (root causes) were held the
most responsible, especially if they knew about their own vis-
ibility. This finding was aligned with our initial hypotheses.
However, voters who could observe others (dependent causes)
were held next most responsible, and voters who acted inde-
pendently were held the least responsible. This finding was
surprising because we had expected that dependent voters
would be perceived to have the least agency (Gray & Weg-
ner, 2009) and smallest probabilistic impact on the outcome
(Spellman, 1997), and thus be judged the least responsible.

A possible explanation is that dependent voters were not
actually perceived to have less agency. In fact, some par-
ticipants viewed dependent voters as having greater control

over the outcome because they had access to more informa-
tion (e.g. “When someone was able to see another vote, they
had more power to swing the vote in favor or against.”). In
contrast, root voters without knowledge may have been held
less responsible than dependent voters because, despite their
influence, they did not have the additional information about
others’ votes. This explanation may also account for the null
effect of follower proportion on responsibility for root causes.
If dependent voters were simply making more informed de-
cisions, then follower proportion would not necessarily bear
on a root voter’s causal efficacy. Based on these considera-
tions, we designed Experiment 2 to eliminate confounds in
how much information each contributor had by turning to a
purely physical setting.

Experiment 2: Mechanical system
In Experiment 1, the relationship between root voters and de-
pendent voters may have been interpreted as a difference in
information access rather than direct causal influence. To re-
move mental states such as knowledge as potential confounds,
we designed Experiment 2 to feature a fully mechanical sys-
tem of gears.

Methods
Participants Fifty participants (age: median = 42, SD =

14; gender: 22 females, 28 males; race: 40 White, 6 Asian,
2 Black, 1 Hispanic, 1 Multiracial) were recruited on Prolific.
All participants were fluent English speakers based in the US,
and were compensated at a rate of $12/hour.

Procedure The procedure was similar to that of Experi-
ment 1, except that we now framed the scenarios as systems
of gears working together inside toy boxes (see Figure 1C).
Each toy box consisted of five gears and at least three gears
needed to spin for the toy box to work. Some gears (root gears)
could cause others (dependent gears) to spin, although not al-
ways. Arrows indicated the direction of influence by pointing



from root gears to dependent gears. On each trial, participants
were asked to rate how responsible each spinning gear was for
the outcome on a continuous slider with endpoints labeled
“not at all” (0) and “very much” (10). The average time to
complete the experiment was 6.9 minutes (SD = 2.6).

Design The design was similar to that of Experiment 1,
except that we no longer manipulated knowledge for the root
cause. We continued to show only positive outcomes and
the same three influence structures as before: all independent
gears, one root gear with one dependent gear, or one root
gear with two dependent gears. We created 14 trials that
enumerate all possible gear-turning patterns that lead to a
positive outcome. Across all trials, 65% of dependent gears
spun when the root gear spun.

Results
As shown in Figure 2B, we first evaluated how participants’
responsibility judgments differed by the role within the group
(root gear without knowledge, dependent gear, or indepen-
dent gear). We fit a Bayesian mixed-effects model to predict
responsibility ratings using both role and size of majority
(i.e. number of gears that spun) as fixed effects, along with
a random intercept for participant. Overall, we found credi-
ble effects of both the size of the majority and a gear’s level
of influence (Table 1). Responsibility decreased as the total
number of spinning gears increased. Participants held root
gears the most responsible (𝑀 = 8.43, 95% CI [8.24, 8.61]),
followed by dependent gears (𝑀 = 7.15, 95% CI [6.91, 7.39]),
and independent gears (𝑀 = 6.73, 95% CI [6.57, 6.88]; Fig-
ure 2B). All pairwise differences were credible (Table 1).

We then tested whether responsibility for root gears varied
with the number of dependent gears, particularly those that
also spun. Participants held the root gear most responsible
when 100% of dependent gears also spun (𝑀 = 9.00, 95% CI
[8.81, 9.17]), followed by when 50% of dependent gears also
spun (𝑀 = 8.45, 95% CI [8.07, 8.81]), and finally when none
of the dependent gears spun (𝑀 = 7.30, 95% CI [6.84, 7.75])
(Figure 3B). We then fit a Bayesian mixed-effects regression
to predict responsibility for root gears as a function of the pro-
portion of spinning dependent gears (0%, 50%, or 100%). We
found a credible positive relationship between responsibility
for root gears and the proportion of dependent spinning gears
(𝛽 = 1.66, 95% CrI [1.39, 1.92]).

Discussion
The results of Experiment 2 were similar to those in Exper-
iment 1. Root gears were held the most responsible, and
independent gears were held the least responsible. We addi-
tionally found that root gears were assigned more responsibil-
ity the more dependent gears spun with them. Interestingly,
we see the same ordering of relative responsibility in de-
pendent, independent, and root gears despite the setting here
being mechanistic, which rules out explanations that depen-
dent gears had more agency or knowledge over the outcome.
One possibility here is that participants may have had strong

prior intuitions about causal relationships between physical
objects such as gears. They may have found trials in which
the root gear spun, but the dependent gear (presumably linked
in some way) did not spin, to be confusing. Relatedly, they
may have perceived dependent gears as a unit with root gears
so that their motion seemed tightly coupled. This could have
led them to distribute responsibility across the unit, which
would shift judgments for dependent gears and root gears to
be in line with each other (e.g. “A lot of cases were pretty
straightforward. The hardest ones tended to be the ones where
gears failed to turn other ones. It felt like this caused [root
gears] to not contribute a lot to the final outcome.”).

We saw that in Experiment 1, dependent voters may have
been perceived to be merely more informed agents, while
in Experiment 2, dependent gears may have been seen as
inextricably linked to root gears. Therefore, we designed
Experiment 3 to test a new framing that preserves the agency
of the contributors but makes social influence more explicit.

Experiment 3: Advised voting
In Experiment 3, we returned to the voting paradigm from Ex-
periment 1, but framed influence explicitly as mentors giving
advice to mentees before voting. With this setup, mentors act
as root causes with knowledge.

Methods
Participants Fifty participants (age: median = 43, SD =

11; gender: 24 females, 26 males; race: 39 White, 4 Black,
3 Asian, 3 Multiracial, 1 Middle Eastern) were recruited on
Prolific. All participants were fluent English speakers based
in the US, and were compensated at a rate of $12/hour.

Procedure The procedure was similar to that of Experi-
ments 1 and 2, except that we now framed influence as a
mentor-mentee relationship. Some members in each group
were mentees (dependent causes), who received advice from
a mentor (root cause) prior to everyone privately casting their
votes (see Figure 1D). Arrows pointed from root causes to
dependent causes. In the main task, participants were shown
20 trials in randomized order. For each trial, they rated how
responsible each member who voted with the majority was for
the proposal passing or failing to pass. The average comple-
tion time was 10.2 minutes (SD = 4).

Design Unlike the previous two experiments, here we in-
cluded trials with both positive and negative outcomes. We
created 20 trials (12 positive, 8 negative) that collectively cov-
ered a wide variety of situations differing in the proportion
of dependent voters who followed the root voter’s advice, the
number of dependent voters, and how votes were distributed
across group members. Across all trials, dependent voters
followed the root voters’ advice 70% of the time.

Results
Figure 2C shows mean responsibility judgments by voter type.
Using the same Bayesian mixed-effects models as in Exper-



iments 1 and 2, we examined responsibility judgments as a
function of role (root voter with knowledge, i.e. mentor; de-
pendent voter, i.e. mentee; and independent voter), control-
ling for outcome (positive or negative) and majority size, and
including random intercepts for participants. We did not find
credible effects of outcome or majority size on responsibility
judgments (Table 1).

We found a credible effect of a person’s level of influence on
how much responsibility they were assigned. Participants held
root voters with knowledge most responsible (𝑀 = 8.29, 95%
CI [8.13, 8.45]), followed by independent voters (𝑀 = 7.32,
95% CI [7.20, 7.43]), and lastly dependent voters (𝑀 = 7.14,
95% CI [6.97, 7.28]; Figure 2C). All pairwise differences
were credible (Table 1).

Responsibility for root voters varied with the number of de-
pendent voters who acted the same way as them (Figure 3C).
We found a credible positive relationship between root voter
responsibility and the proportion of dependent voters that fol-
lowed (𝛽 = 0.64, 95% CrI [0.38, 0.90]). Participants assigned
the most responsibility to root voters when 100% of depen-
dents followed them (𝑀 = 8.47, 95% CI [8.27, 8.66]), and
next when half of them followed (𝑀 = 8.09, 95% CI [7.75,
8.42]), and finally the least responsibility when none of them
did (𝑀 = 7.86, 95% CI [7.37, 8.34]).

Discussion
In this experiment, we studied responsibility among agents
where we explicitly stated the presence and direction of in-
fluence as a mentor advising a mentee. Consistent with prior
results, we found that mentors (root causes) were attributed the
most responsibility and that they were held more responsible
when more of their mentees followed their advice.

In contrast to Experiments 1 and 2, here we found that
dependent causes were held less responsible than indepen-
dent causes. This reversal highlights the nuanced factors that
affect responsibility judgments, including inferences about a
person’s mental states such as intentionality and foreseeability
(e.g. Cushman, 2008; Lagnado & Channon, 2008; Markman
& Tetlock, 2000), as well as perceptions of agency and per-
sonal control (e.g. Alicke, 2000; Gray & Wegner, 2009). In
Experiment 1, where root voters were merely observed, their
intentions to influence were not clear (especially when they
were unaware) and there were no particular relationships to
suggest that dependent voters might have less agency. In Ex-
periment 3, however, mentors actively and intentionally ad-
vised mentees, forming a stronger impression of root causes
causally shaping the contributions of dependent causes.

General Discussion
People’s actions are rarely solitary endeavors, but instead in-
formed and interpreted by those around us. In this paper,
we investigated how people attribute responsibility for group
outcomes when some individuals in the group can influence
the actions of others. Across three experiments spanning both
social and physical settings, we found that responsibility judg-

ments are affected by whether a person can influence others
(a root cause), is influenced by others (a dependent cause),
or acts independently (an independent cause), even when all
contributions to the outcome are identical.

First, we found that root causes were consistently held more
responsible than both dependent and independent causes.
Their responsibility tended to increase with the proportion of
dependent causes that followed. This aligns with prior find-
ings that people can be held responsible for setting bad exam-
ples (Kardos et al., 2024) or by being associated with wrong-
doers (Lickel & Onuki, 2015). Second, an intriguing finding
was how responsibility for dependent causes shifted relative
to independent causes across different contexts. Participants
held dependent causes more responsible when influence was
more passive (Experiment 1) or mechanistic (Experiment 2),
but reversed this pattern when influence was highlighted as
a distinct social relationship (Experiment 3). One explana-
tion is that this reflects a distinction between actively shaping
another’s behavior versus merely permitting or enabling the
possibility of an outcome. Different causal interpretations and
expressions can produce different causal judgments (Beller &
Gerstenberg, 2026; Wolff, 2007).

In an exploratory follow-up analysis, we re-ran all mixed-
effects models with random slopes for all within-participant
predictors. We found that, in Experiment 1, only the differ-
ences between root causes (both with and without knowledge)
and independent causes remained credible; differences be-
tween dependent causes and any other cause were no longer
credible. In Experiments 2 and 3, root causes were still held
credibly more responsible than dependent and independent
causes, but differences between the latter two were no longer
credible. Future work should clarify these effects.

Overall, our findings also raise interesting questions about
how different forms of influence shape responsibility judg-
ments. In our experiments, dependent causes generally fol-
lowed root causes, but oftentimes people are influenced to act
in the opposite direction (e.g. Brehm, 1966). For example,
while a 2024 poll found that 18% of people were more likely
to vote for a political candidate endorsed by Taylor Swift, 17%
reported they would be less likely to do so (Fung, 2024). How
do people judge responsibility in settings with mixed or even
conflicting social pressures? A related case is when a root has
the capacity to influence others but chooses not to use it, either
deliberately or negligently. Prior work suggests that acts of
omission readily elicit blame, especially when the agent had a
duty or normative prior to act (DeScioli et al., 2012; Haidt &
Baron, 1996; Henne et al., 2017; Khemlani et al., 2021; Sarin
& Cushman, 2024; Spranca et al., 1991). Even awareness
of one’s potential influence may create a moral obligation to
exercise it (Hart & Honoré, 1985; Singer, 1972). Future work
could examine responsibility attribution in these cases.

Together, the current work contributes towards a better un-
derstanding of responsibility attribution that accounts not only
for the direct impacts of our individual actions, but also for
how our actions influence others’ propensity to act.
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