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Measurement invariance of two forms of prosocial motivation
[bookmark: _Hlk176273497][bookmark: _Hlk175560426][bookmark: _Hlk175560506][bookmark: _Hlk175560525]To test the measurement invariance of two forms of prosocial motivation, we collected data from China and the United States via crowdsourcing marketplaces (e.g., MTurk) and excluded Asian Americans from the latter. We recruited 200 Chinese full-time employees (59.0% female; mean age = 36.99 years, SD = 7.87 years) and 161 full-time employees from the United States (60.2% female; mean age = 35.78 years, SD = 11.59 years) and asked them to assess their prosocial motivation. Following Kankaraš et al.’s (2011) procedure, we tested configural invariance (invariance of factor structure), metric invariance (invariance of factor loadings), and scalar invariance (intercept invariance). The baseline model indicating configural invariance fitted the data well: χ2 = 119.32, df = 38, CFI = .94, TLI = .92, SRMR = .06.[footnoteRef:1] The chi-square difference was nonsignificant when we constrained the factor loadings to be equal across the two samples: χ2 = 124.35, df = 44, CFI = .94, TLI = .93, SRMR = .07, Δχ2 = 5.03, Δdf = 6, p = .54, supporting metric invariance. However, the chi-square difference was significant when the intercept was constrained to be equal: χ2 = 166.34, df = 50, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, SRMR = .08, Δχ2 = 41.99, Δdf = 6, p < .05. These results suggest that the mean scores might be different across the two samples, but do not contradict our analytic approach of employing scale scores to determine latent profile solutions used in subsequent analyses. [1:  We report standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) rather than root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) because SRMR tends to yield more acceptable type I error rates (Shi et al., 2020).] 

Supplementary Analyses
Replacing the original proportional variable with a dummy one. In Study 2, all the sampled teams offered complete team data (i.e., every team member within a team completed all three waves of data collection). This data enables us to investigate whether the presence of even a single inactive helper within a team could result in similar effects. We therefore replaced the proportional independent variable with a dummy variable that denotes the presence of at least one inactive helper within a team (0 = none, 1 = one or more inactive helpers). Table S1 presents models used to examine Hypotheses 1-3, and Figures S1 and S2 demonstrate the interaction patterns. Table S2 displays the testing of Hypotheses 4 and 5. As shown, all the significant results in the original analyses remained unchanged.
Alternative approaches to understanding the team-level phenomena. We chose to employ the latent profile analysis in the two primary studies because this approach has been widely used when complicated combinations of multiple variables cannot be clearly surfaced using traditional analyses. Additionally, using latent profile analysis to determine sample-specific cut-off points for “high” and “low” avoids the relatively arbitrary grouping based on mean levels. However, the regression-based approach may still reveal some worth reporting information. For example, Table S3 indicates that in the Study 1 sample (but not in Study 2), the interaction effect between the team average of pressure-based prosocial motivation and team minimum of pressure-based prosocial motivation on team processes was negative and significant (b = -.12, SE = .04, p < .01). Figure S3 shows the pattern of this interaction effect, suggesting that when team average of pressure-based prosocial motivation was high (so that a duty-based norm would be easier to establish), the existence of a team member who had particularly low levels of pressure-based prosocial motivation in this team resulted in better team processes than the teams with higher minimum of pressure-based prosocial motivation.
In contrast to our profile-based approach, this alternative analysis did not simultaneously consider pleasure-based prosocial motivation. However, it still supports our findings in the main document. When a team has a member with low prosocial motivation, other team members tend to work harder to restore or strengthen positive team processes. As a result, if most team members work together to create a collaborative social norm, leaders may not need to exert much effort to screen out every minority member who is low in prosocial motivation.
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Table S1
Models for Hypotheses Testing (Study 2)
	Predictors
	Team processes (Study 2)

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Intercept
	5.48** (.45)
	5.55** (.43)
	5.46** (.38)

	Team size
	- .06 (.10)
	- .09 (.09)
	- .07 (.08)

	Presence of at least one inactive helper within a team (0 = none,1 = one or more inactive helpers) (I)
	- .76** (.21)
	-1.20** (.27)
	- .08 (.21)

	Leaders as dual-role helpers(DUA)
	
	.12 (.20)
	

	Proportion of dual-role teammates within a team (PDU)
	
	
	.27** (.09)

	I × DUA
	
	1.14** (.40)
	

	I × PDU
	
	
	.79**(.20)

	R2
	.12**
	.21**
	.35**

	F-value
	7.00**
	6.94**
	13.99**

	df
	2, 107
	4,105
	4,105


Note. N = 110. ** p < .01
Table S2
Tests for the Proposed Moderated Mediation Model (Study 2)
	Outcome
	Different levels of the moderating factor
	Stage
	Effect

	
	
	First
	Second
	Indirect
	Indirect effect 95% CI

	Indirect effect

	Team performance
	
	- .76** (.21)
	.90** (.14)
	-.69** (.22)
	[-1.35, -.18]

	Moderator: Leaders’ prosocial motivation profiles (0 = others, 1 = dual-role helpers) 

	Team performance
	Others
	-1.20** (.27)
	.90** (.14)
	-1.08** (.30)
	[-2.00, -.30]

	
	Dual-role helpers
	-.07 (.30)
	.90** (.14)
	-.06 (.27)
	[-.46, .34]

	Moderator: Proportion of dual-role teammates within a team 

	Team performance
	Low
	-.87** (.22)
	.90** (.14)
	-.78** (.24)
	[-1.37, -.16]

	
	High
	.71* (.33)
	.90** (.14)
	.64* (.32)
	[.003, 1.47]


Note. N = 110. 
95% bias-corrected confidence intervals were calculated by the bootstrapping method (N=10,000).
　* p < .05
** p < .01

Table S3
Alternative Testing
	Predictor
	Team process

	
	Study 1
	Study 2

	Intercept
	6.17** (.17)
	5.73** (.38)

	Team size
	-.04 (.02)
	-.14 (.08)

	[bookmark: _Hlk175581365]Team average of pressure-based prosocial motivation (A)
	.30** (.10)
	.81** (.14)

	Team minimum of pressure-based prosocial motivation (B)
	-.10 (.08)
	-.27 (.15)

	A*B
	-.12** (.04)
	-.10 (.09)

	N
	190
	110

	R2
	.29**
	.42**

	F-value
	18.50
	19.13

	df
	4, 185
	4, 105


** p < .01


Figure S1
The Interaction Patterns (Moderator: Leaders’ Prosocial Motivation Profiles)

	



Figure S2
The Interaction Patterns (Moderator: The Proportion of Dual-role Teammates within a Team)



Figure S3
Simple Slopes Tests (Moderator: Team Average of Pressure-based Motivation)
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