Supplementary materials
Additional analyses: Four-way ANOVA on participants' acceptance rates
A four-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) on participants' acceptance rates, with stimulation (anodal, sham) as a between-participants independent variable, and beneficiary (self, other), proposer (partner, computer), and fairness (50%, 40%, 30%, 20%, 10%) as within-participant independent variables, revealed the following results.
Fairness. A strong main effect emerged: the less fair the offer, the lower the acceptance rate, F(4,236)=85.47, p<.001, η2=.592.
Beneficiary. A main effect of beneficiary, indicating that participants accepted more offers when deciding for a third party (other) than for themselves (self), F(1,59)=11.89, p=.001, η2=.168. Nevertheless, this effect was qualified by a significant beneficiary by fairness interaction, F(4,236)=8.55, p<.001, ηp2=.127, indicating that the higher acceptance rates in the 'other', compared to the 'self', condition, were evident for unfair (i.e., 10%-30%), F[1,59]=10.44, p=.002, ηp2=.150, but not for fair (i.e., 40% -50%), F[1,59]<1, p=.834) offers.
Proposer. A main effect of proposer, indicating that offers generated by the computer were accepted more often than those made by a human partner, F(1,59)=17.67, p<.001, η2=.231. Nevertheless, this effect was qualified by a significant proposer by fairness interaction, F(4,236)=8.55, p<.001, ηp2=.127, indicating that the computer advantage disappeared for perfectly fair offers (i.e., 50%), F[1,59]<1, p=.803, but were evident for all other fairness levels (i.e., 10%-40%), F[1,59]=18.02, p<.001, ηp2=.234.
Stimulation. The main effect of stimulation was not significant, F(1,59)=2.14, p=.149, ηp2=.035, nor was the stimulation by fairness interaction, F(4,236)=1.58, p=.180, ηp2=.026. Furthermore, a focused contrast for the unfair offers likewise failed to reach significance, F(1,59)=2.36, p=.129, ηp2=.039. 
Stimulation by Beneficiary interaction. The two-way interaction between stimulation and beneficiary was marginally significant, F(1,59)=3.26, p=.076, ηp2=.052, indicating that, as reported in the main text, anodal stimulation increased acceptance rates relative to sham, F(1,59)=4.25, p=.044, ηp2=.067, in the 'self' condition. However, the stimulation effect was not significant in the 'other' condition, F(1,59)<1, p=.470. Furthermore, probing the interaction within each stimulation group show a robust beneficiary effect under sham—indicating higher acceptance rates for 'other' than 'self', F(1,59)=14.02, p<.001, ηp2=.192—but no beneficiary effect under anodal stimulation, F(1,59)=1.33, p=.254, ηp2=.022.
Finally, all other interactions were not significant.
