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Appendix 1

SURVEY WAVE 1 (SEPT 2016-JULY 2017) SURVEY WAVE 2 (MAY 2017-JULY 2017) SURVEY WAVE 3 (JULY 2018-MARCH 2019)

DOOR-TO-DOOR RECRUITMENT: DOOR-TO-DOOR RECRUITMENT:
I Households briefed on study (1031) | | COMMUNITY EATERY RECRUITMENT | | Houssholds briefed on study (775) | | COMMUNITY EATERY RECRUITMENT |
Refusals after briefing (409) l l Refusals after briefing (672) l l
| Provided verbal consent, reimbursed $10 (622) | | Provided verbal consent, reimbursed $10 (205) I Provided verbal consent, notreimbursed (103) | | Provided verbal consent, notreimbursed (77) |
Excluded from analyses (29) Excluded from analyses (5) Excluded from analyses (1)
-Returned empty survey forms (23) -Did not meet eligibility criteria (5) -Retumned empty survey forms (1)
-Did not meet eligibility criteria (6)

Included in analyses (593)
OQutcome variables

-Organ donation decisionfor self (593)*

-Organ donation decisionforfamily (567)*
-Family discussion & confdence in family's
decisions for self (575)

Predictors

-Demographics: gender (570), age (490),
ethnicity (569), religion (569), marital status
(568), education (571), house type (569),
household size (540)

-Fears about organ donaton for the self (587)
and fora family member (570)

-Culture: Vertical / horizontal collectivism and
individualism (593), power distance (593)

Included in analyses (200)
Qutcome variables

-Organ donation decisionfor self (200)*

-Organ donation decisionfor family (200)*
-Perception of family’s organ donation decision
foryou (199)

-Family discussion & confdence in family’s
decisions for self (194)

-Family discussion & confidence in decisions for
afamily member (193)

PEredictors

-Demographics: gender (194), age (175),
ethnicity (200), religion (193), marital status
(198), education (199), house type (198),
household size (193)

-Fears about organ donation for a family member
(200)

*The full surveys can be found at https:/osf.io/csjn2
#For a subset of participants (172from Wave 1, and all

Included in analyses (179)
Qutcome variables

-Organ donation decisionforself (177)*
-Organ donation decisionforfamily (178)*

-Demographics: gender (177), age (170),
ethnicity (176), religion (179), marital status
(178), educaton (177), house type (176),
household size (176)
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Figure S1. Flow diagram of participant inclusion across the three waves of data collection.

(donatevs. not donate).

(rated using a 10cm visual analogue scale anchored on one end with ‘I will definitely not donate’ and onthe other with
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As shown in Figure S1, data collection proceeded in three waves. For sensitivity
analyses, we repeated — where possible — the analyses for each wave of data collection
separately.

1. Deciding for the self versus a family member

In the main manuscript, we recorded the proportion of participants who were willing to
donate their own organs but who refused family donation. As shown in Table S1, this
proportion did not differ significantly as a function of data collection wave; x2(2, N = 882) =

4.80, p = 0.09.

Table S1. Willing donors who refused, presented as a function of survey wave

Number of willing donors who refused (%)

Wave 1 176/516 (34.1%)
Wave 2 20/137 (14.6%)
Wave 3 320177 (18.1%)

2. Understanding the role of overconfidence in family decision-making

In Waves 1 and 2, participants were asked: (i) whether they had discussed organ
donation with their families, (ii) whether they thought their family members were aware of their
views; and (i) how confident they were that their families would carry out their wishes upon
death.

As shown in Table S2, we found no evidence that discussion rates differed as a
function of survey wave; x2(2, N = 698) = 3.31, p = 0.07. Similarly, we found no evidence that
either awareness or confidence differed according to survey wave; t(767) = -0.001, p = 0.999

and t(764) = -1.32, p = 0.19 respectively (Table S3).

Table S2. Organ donation discussions, presented as a function of survey wave

Number of participants who have discussed organ donation (%)
Wave 1 98/510 (19.2%)
Wave 2 48/188 (25.5%)

Table S3. Family awareness and confidence in family decision-making, presented as a

function of survey wave

Mean rating for family awareness (SE)  Mean rating for confidence (SE)
Wave 1 2.56 (0.07) 3.76 (0.06)
Wave 2 2.56 (0.10) 3.90 (0.09)
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