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Supplemental Material
[bookmark: _Toc187763001]Supplemental Analyses Using Subsets of Data
[bookmark: _Hlk142811009][bookmark: _Hlk142811052][bookmark: _Hlk142811103]In addition to the main meta-analysis using the complete data set (k = 1,106 effect sizes), we also conducted three-level meta-analyses using four subsets of data on income (k = 308), education (k = 326), occupational prestige (k = 69), and subjective social class (k = 264), respectively. Specifically, we analyzed the overall effects and potential moderations for the associations between each indicator of social class and prosociality. These additional analyses can inform us about the more nuanced differences regarding whether different indicators of social class have different effects depending on the sociocultural variables or specific characteristics of prosociality measures and samples.
[bookmark: _Toc187763002]Overall Effect Size
Three-level meta-analyses using the four subsets of data consistently showed small positive correlations of prosociality with income (r = .061, p < .001), education (r = .072, p < .001), occupational prestige (r = .062, p < .001), and subjective social class (r = .055, p < .001; see Table S17).
[bookmark: _Toc187763003]Moderations of Sociocultural Variables
Further moderation analyses testing the potential moderations of sociocultural variables (i.e., national income, income inequality, absolute and relative mobility, population density, religiosity, tightness, individualism, power distance, and long-term orientation) using the four subsets of data showed the following patterns of results: (1) the income–prosociality association was not significantly moderated by any of the coded sociocultural variables (all ps > .213); (b) the education–prosociality association was significantly stronger in societies with higher religiosity, b = 0.021, t(289) = 2.885, p = .004, lower tightness, b = −0.102, t(272) = −2.922, p = .004, lower power distance, b = −0.020, t(313) = −2.626, p = .009, and weaker long-term orientation, b = −0.023, t(313) = −3.133, p = .002; (c) the association between occupational prestige and prosociality was significantly stronger in societies with lower national income, b = −0.026, t(59) = −2.079, p = .042, and lower individualism, b = −0.025, t(66) = −2.234, p = .029; (4) the association between subjective social class and prosociality was significantly more pronounced in societies with lower religiosity, b = −0.025, t(248) = −2.111, p = .036, and stronger long-term orientation, b = 0.028, t(258) = 2.430, p = .016 (see Table S18).
[bookmark: _Toc187763004]Moderations of Prosociality Measures
[bookmark: OLE_LINK91]Prosocial Intention Versus Prosocial Behavior. We coded the type of prosociality measure into prosocial intention and prosocial behavior. Further analyses using the four subsets of data showed that the type of prosociality measure significantly moderated the associations of income, F(1, 306) = 7.756, p = .006, and education, F(1, 324) = 12.354, p < .001, with prosociality, although it did not significantly moderate the association of occupational prestige, F(1, 67) = 3.367, p = .071, or subjective social class, F(1, 262) = 0.054, p = .816, with prosociality. Specifically, only income and education had a significantly stronger association with prosocial behavior (rs = .072 and .087) compared to prosocial intention (rs = .024 and .034; see Table S19).
Daily Versus Laboratory Prosocial Behavior. In studies that measured actual prosocial behavior, we also coded behavioral type into daily versus laboratory prosocial behavior. Further analyses across the four subsets of data showed that behavioral type significantly moderated the associations of income, F(1, 227) = 14.803, p < .001, education, F(1, 216) = 4.928, p = .027, and subjective social class, F(1, 131) = 15.742, p < .001, with prosocial behavior. Yet, behavioral type did not significantly moderate the association between occupational prestige and prosocial behavior, F(1, 53) = 1.959, p = .167. Specifically, income, education, and subjective social class were more strongly associated with daily prosocial behavior (rs = .086, .098, and .087), compared to laboratory prosocial behavior (rs = .008, .046, and −.020). Moreover, all social class indicators were consistently positively associated with daily prosocial behavior (ps < .001), whereas only education was positively associated with laboratory prosocial behavior (p = .034; see Table S19).
Material Versus Nonmaterial Cost of Prosocial Behavior. In studies that measured actual prosocial behavior, we further coded the behavioral cost into material cost, nonmaterial cost, and mixed cost. Further moderation analyses across the four subsets of data showed that behavioral cost significantly moderated the association only between occupational prestige and prosocial behavior, F(1, 50) = 9.534, p = .003 (k = 52 for categories of nonmaterial cost and material cost with at least four effect sizes observed), whereas behavioral cost did not significantly moderate the association of income, F(2, 226) = 2.579, p = .078, education, F(2, 215) = 0.221, p = .802, or subjective social class, F(2, 130) = 0.194, p = .824, with prosocial behavior. Specifically, only occupational prestige showed a significantly stronger association with prosocial behavior involving material cost (r = .115), compared to that involving nonmaterial cost (r = .045; see Table S19), p < .001.
[bookmark: _Toc187763005]Moderations of Sample Characteristics
Participants’ Age and Developmental Stage. Meta-regressions across the four subsets of data with age as the predictor consistently showed that none of the associations between the four social class indicators and prosociality significantly varied by age (ps > .05). Further comparisons across children, adolescents, and adults across the four subsets of data showed that age group significantly moderated the association only between subjective social class and prosociality, F(1, 259) = 9.742, p = .002 (k = 261 for categories of adolescents and adults with at least four effect sizes observed) and did not significantly moderate the association of income, F(2, 304) = 0.860, p = .424, education, F(2, 323) = 0.308, p = 0.735, or occupational prestige, F(2, 66) = 0.236, p = .790, with prosociality.
A closer look at the associations across different age groups showed the following patterns: (a) Children’s prosociality was positively associated only with their parents’ income (r = .055, p = .034) and education (r = .074, p = .006); (b) adolescents’ prosociality was positively associated with their parents’ income (r = .099, p = .001), education (r = .053, p = .037), and their own subjective social class (r = .173, p < .001); (c) adults’ prosociality showed consistent positive associations with their own income (r = .057, p < .001), education (r = .074, p < .001), occupational prestige (r = .065, p < .001), and subjective social class (r = .046, p < .001); (d) the association between subjective social class and prosociality was significantly stronger among adolescents than among adults (p = .002; see Table S19).
Student Status of Adult Samples. For adult samples, we further coded participants’ student status into students, nonstudents, and mixed. Moderation analyses across the data sets on income, education, and subjective social class (excluding occupational prestige because of insufficient effect sizes across categories) showed that the student status of adult samples significantly moderated the associations of income, F(2, 252) = 3.243, p = .041, and subjective social class, F(2, 242) = 5.121, p = .007, with prosociality. Specifically, the income–prosociality association was significantly stronger among nonstudent samples than among student samples (p = .012), and the association between subjective social class and prosociality was significantly stronger among mixed samples than among nonstudent or student samples (ps < .05). Moreover, the four social class indicators were consistently positively associated with prosociality among nonstudent samples (ps < .001), but none of them were significantly associated with prosociality among students (ps > .05; see Table S19).
[bookmark: _Toc187763006]Supplemental Analyses on Additional Moderators Related to Prosociality Measures
[bookmark: _Toc187763007]Subjective Versus Objective Measure of Prosociality
[bookmark: _Hlk175396724][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]One could argue that subjective measures are likely to cause social desirability bias, leading to an overestimation of the class–prosociality association. To explore this issue, we distinguished between subjective and objective measures of prosociality and examined whether the class–prosociality association was stronger for subjective (vs. objective) measures. Specifically, we coded all prosociality measures into subjective measures (i.e., self- or other-reported prosocial behavior or intention to act prosocially; k = 882) and objective measures (i.e., observed prosocial behavior in daily life or laboratory settings involving actual expenditures of resources such as time and money; k = 224; see also L. K. Ma et al., 2017). In addition, assessing the informant involved in the subjective measures of prosociality, we categorized all subjective measures into self-report measures (i.e., prosocial behavior or behavioral intentions reported by participants themselves; k = 817) and other-report measures (i.e., prosocial behavior or behavioral intentions reported by others, such as parents, teachers, classmates, colleagues, and supervisors; k = 65). Overall, a moderator analysis showed a significantly stronger class–prosociality association for subjective measures (r = .074, p < .001) than for objective measures (r = .025, p = .024), F(1, 1104) = 17.131, p < .001. Further analyses focusing on only actual prosocial behaviors similarly showed a stronger class–prosociality association for subjective measures of prosocial behavior (k = 477, r = .104, p < .001) compared to objective measures of prosocial behavior (k = 224, r = .016, p = .129), F(1, 699) = 50.053, p < .001. When we distinguished the informant in prosociality assessment, we found no significant difference in the observed effect sizes for self-report measures (r = .075, p < .001) and other-report measures (r = .063, p = .002) of prosociality, F(1, 880) = 0.312, p = .576.
[bookmark: _Toc187763008]Target of Prosociality
One could argue that social class is differentially associated with prosocial behaviors or behavioral intentions toward different targets (e.g., family, friends, and strangers). To explore this question, we coded the target of prosociality and tested its potential moderating role. Specifically, we coded the target of prosociality into six specific categories (Padilla-Walker & Carlo, 2014): family (i.e., close and extended family members; k = 15), friends (i.e., close or casual friends; k = 8), acquaintances (people with whom one has a casual or informal relationship but not as close as friends, such as colleagues, supervisors, subordinates, classmates, and neighbors; k = 39), strangers (i.e., someone one does not personally know, including an unidentified or anonymous person; k = 203), organizations (i.e., prosocial behavior happens within organizational settings or through organizations that benefit another person, groups, or organizations, but the specific targets are personally unidentifiable; k = 238), and other (i.e., targets that cannot be categorized into the other five categories, such as mixed targets including multiple categories or targets with no clear information about their identity; k = 603). Overall, most of the reported effect sizes (72.88%) were related to prosociality toward strangers or unspecified targets (i.e., stranger or “other” categories), and only 62 (5.61%) of the reported effect sizes were related to prosociality toward family, friends, or acquaintances. Moderator analysis comparing the effect sizes across targets showed a significant difference in the effect sizes for prosociality toward family (r = .010, p = .749), friends (r = .066, p = .138), acquaintances (r = −.045, p = .050), strangers (r = .015, p = .173), organizations (r = .082, p < .001), and “other” targets (r = .081, p < .001), F(5, 1100) = 10.389, p < .001. Notably, the effect sizes for family, friends, acquaintances, and strangers were generally weak and nonsignificant (except for acquaintances), and the effect size for prosociality toward family was not statistically different from any of those toward friends, acquaintances, and strangers (all ps > .05).
Because of the limited number of effect sizes for family, friends, and acquaintances, to facilitate interpreting our results with higher statistical power, we further coded the target of prosociality into four broader categories, including members of one’s social network (including family, friends, and/or acquaintances; k = 69), strangers (k = 203), organizations (k = 238), and other (k = 596). Additional moderator analysis based on this categorization showed a significant difference in the observed effect sizes for prosociality toward these four types of targets, F(3, 1102) = 16.344, p < .001. Notably, the observed class–prosociality association was not statistically different for targets of network members (r = −.016, p = .346) and strangers (r = .015, p = .188), p = .106.
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[bookmark: _Toc187763009]Table S1
Search Syntax, Date of Searches, and Number of Results Retrieved from Each Database Used in the Main Meta-Analysis
	Database
	Interface
	Language
	Search syntax
	Search results (data of search)

	PsycINFO, PsycARTICLES, ProQuest Dissertations and Theses
	ProQuest
	EN
	IF((“social class” OR socioeconomic* OR “social rank” OR income OR wealth OR poverty OR education OR occupation) AND (prosocial OR altruis* OR cooperat* OR donat* OR sharing OR volunteering OR helping OR genero* OR reciproc*))

	3,538 (March 28, 2021)
268 (January 28, 2024)

	PubMed
	PubMed
	EN
	(social class[MAJR] OR socioeconomic*[MAJR] OR social rank[MAJR] OR income[MAJR] OR wealth[MAJR] OR poverty[MAJR] OR education[MAJR] OR occupation[MAJR]) AND (prosocial[MAJR] OR altruis*[MAJR] OR cooperat*[MAJR] OR donat*[MAJR] OR sharing[MAJR] OR volunteering[MAJR] OR helping[MAJR] OR genero*[MAJR] OR reciproc*[MAJR])

	3,703 (April 1, 2021)
77 (January 28, 2024)

	[bookmark: _Hlk63808009]Academic Search Complete, EBSCO Open Dissertations
	EBSCO
	EN
	(TI social class OR TI socioeconomic* OR TI social rank OR TI income OR TI wealth OR TI poverty OR TI education OR TI occupation) AND (TI prosocial OR TI altruis* OR TI cooperat* OR TI donat* OR TI sharing OR TI volunteering OR TI helping OR TI genero* OR TI reciproc*) 

	1,879 (April 11, 2021)
293 (January 28, 2024)

	Web of Science Core Collection
	Web of Science
	EN
	AK = ((“social class” OR socioeconomic* OR “social rank” OR income OR wealth OR poverty OR education OR occupation) AND (prosocial OR altruis* OR cooperat* OR donat* OR sharing OR volunteering OR helping OR genero* OR reciproc*))

	4,833 (March 28, 2021)
1,662 (January 28, 2024)

	Scopus
	Scopus
	EN
	AUTHKEY ((“social class” OR socioeconomic* OR “social rank” OR income OR wealth OR poverty OR education OR occupation) AND (prosocial OR altruis* OR cooperat* OR donat* OR sharing OR volunteering OR helping OR genero* OR reciproc*))

	3,753 (March 31, 2021)
1,590 (January 28, 2024)

	Google Scholar a
	Google Scholar
	EN
	[bookmark: _Hlk61732932](“social class” OR socioeconomic* OR “social rank” OR income OR wealth OR poverty OR education OR occupation) AND (prosocial OR altruis* OR cooperat* OR donat* OR sharing OR volunteering OR helping OR genero* OR reciproc*)

	988 (April 7, 2021)
985 (January 28, 2024)

	VIP Chinese Science and Technology Periodicals Full-Text Database
	VIP
	CHS
	M = (社会阶层 OR 社会经济地位OR收入 OR 财富 OR 贫困 OR 受教育水平 OR 职业) AND (亲社会行为 OR 利他行为 OR 合作行为 OR 捐助行为 OR 分享行为 OR 志愿行为 OR 助人行为 OR 慷慨行为 OR 互惠行为)

	197 (March 21, 2021)
30 (January 28, 2024)

	Wanfang Data E-Resources
	Wanfang
	CHS
	关键词: ((“社会阶层”OR“社会经济地位”OR“收入”OR“财富”OR“贫困”OR“受教育水平”OR“职业”) AND (“亲社会行为”OR“利他行为”OR“合作行为”OR“捐助行为”OR“分享行为”OR“志愿行为”OR“助人行为”OR“慷慨行为”OR“互惠行为”))

	39 (March 22, 2021)
28 (January 28, 2024)

	China Academic Journals Full-text Database, China Doctoral Dissertations Full-text Database, China Master’s Theses Full-text Database
	CNKI
	CHS
	KY = (社会阶层 OR 社会经济地位OR收入 OR 财富 OR 贫困 OR 受教育水平 OR 职业) AND (亲社会行为 OR 利他行为 OR 合作行为 OR 捐助行为 OR 分享行为 OR 志愿行为 OR 助人行为 OR 慷慨行为 OR 互惠行为)
	1,713 (March 22 and 24, 2021)
151 (January 28, 2024)


Note. VIP = VIP Chinese Periodicals Service Platform; Wanfang = Wanfang Data Knowledge Service Platform; CNKI = China National Knowledge Infrastructure. EN = English; CHS = Simplified Chinese. The first literature search was limited to 1965 to 2021, and the second literature search was limited to 2021 to 2024.
a References from Google Scholar were searched through Harzing’s Publish or Perish software (1965–2021 and 2021–2024, respectively, including records in all languages), which retrieves a maximum of 1,000 results. Available from https://harzing.com/resources/publish-or-perish.


[bookmark: _Toc187763010]Table S2
Reviews and Meta-Analyses From Which References Were Screened for the Main Analysis on Social Class and Prosociality
	Article
	Language
	Article type
	Topic

	Bradley et al. (2018)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Observability and prosociality

	Cai et al. (2016)
	Simplified Chinese
	Review
	Power and prosocial behavior

	Coyne et al. (2018)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Prosocial media, prosocial behavior, aggression, and empathic concern

	Ding & Lu (2016)
	Simplified Chinese
	Meta-analysis
	Empathy and prosocial behavior

	Galen (2012)
	English
	Review
	Religious belief and prosociality

	Gong et al. (2019)
	Simplified Chinese
	Meta-analysis
	Social class and trust

	H. He et al. (2018)
	Simplified Chinese
	Meta-analysis
	Gratitude and prosocial behavior

	Hui et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Prosociality and well-being

	Ibbotson (2014)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Developmental trajectories of prosocial behavior

	Imuta et al. (2016)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Theory of mind and prosocial behavior

	Jung et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Prosocial modeling

	Kline et al. (2019)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Personality and prosocial behavior

	L. K. Ma et al. (2017)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Gratitude and prosocial behavior

	Memmott-Elison et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Prosocial behavior, externalizing behaviors, and internalizing symptoms

	Piff & Robinson (2017)
	English
	Review
	Social class and prosocial behavior

	Shariff et al. (2016)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Religious priming and prosociality

	Tang et al. (2019)
	Simplified Chinese
	Meta-analysis
	Guilt and prosocial behavior

	Thielmann et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Personality and prosocial behavior

	Wiepking & Bekkers (2012)
	English
	Review
	Predictors of charitable giving

	S. X. Xiao et al. (2019)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Gender differences in prosocial behavior

	Xu et al. (2021)
	Simplified Chinese
	Meta-analysis
	Self-esteem and prosocial behavior

	Xu & Li (2016)
	Simplified Chinese
	Meta-analysis
	Gratitude and prosocial behavior

	Yuan et al. (2019)
	Simplified Chinese
	Review
	Social class and prosocial behavior




[bookmark: _Toc187763011]Table S3
Coding Scheme for Study Characteristics and Effect Sizes in the Main Meta-Analysis
	#
	Variable name
	Instructions

	1
	round
	The stage of literature search and screening: (1) first stage: March 2021 to January 2022; (2) second stage: January 2024.
1 = first stage of literature search, 2 = second stage of literature search

	2
	ArticleNo
	The assigned number of the article that is included in the meta-analysis.

	3
	studyNameCHS
	For articles written in Chinese, code the name of each study using author names and year in Chinese.

	4
	studyName
	Code the name of each study with independent samples using the format “Author surnames (publication year)” in English. Studies with three or more authors are coded with only the first author followed by et al. unless distinctions need to be made from other articles.
If an article involves several studies, code the article in several rows by also adding the specific study number. 
If a study reports effect sizes only for separate subgroups (e.g., male and female participants) or experimental conditions, code the study in different rows describing each subgroup or condition.
For studies that focused on young children’s prosociality and measured parent-report objective SES and subjective SES, only code the effect size for objective SES and prosociality.

	5
	duplicates
	Other studies that are based on the same data set or sample, but with different measures of social class or prosociality.

	6
	studySource
	The source from which the study that was retrieved.
1 = database searching, 2 = references of included articles from database searching, 3 = citations of included articles from database searching, 4 = references of meta-analyses and reviews on prosociality, 5 = other (e.g., provided by the author)

	7
	language
	The language of the included article or data set. 
1 = English, 2 = Simplified Chinese

	8
	pubYear
	Year when the paper was published or became publicly available.

	9
	datacollectYear
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK92]The year when the data were collected. If the year of data collection was mentioned in the article or by the author, we code the year as reported; If the data were collected across 2 or more years (≤ 5), code the year when the data collection started. If the data were collected within a range of more than 5 years, code the median year as the year of data collection.
If this information was unavailable, we used the following procedure to estimate the year of data collection: (a) If the article reported that the data were presented at a conference, we coded the year of the conference; (b) if the article was presented as a working paper (e.g., preprint), we used this year; (c) if the article reported the date of first submission, we coded this year; (d) if the article reported only the final date when the article was accepted, we subtracted 1 year from the acceptance year to account for the reviewing time; (e) if the data were retrieved from a thesis or dissertation, we subtracted 1 year from the dissertation defense year to account for data collection and writing time; (f) if the article was available/published online or published, we coded the year of data collection as 2 years prior to publication (Konrath et al., 2014; Yuan et al., 2022).
In the case of secondary data, the above procedure does not apply, but code the year of data collection using the data source information.

	10
	pubType
	The type of publication that reports the effect size.
1 = journal article, 2 = thesis/dissertation, 3 = other (e.g., bioRxiv preprint, conference paper)

	11
	pubStatus
	The publication status of the article or data set included in the meta-analysis. Studies from master’s/doctoral theses or dissertations are coded as “unpublished.” Studies from conference papers with DOI numbers are coded as “published.” 
1 = published, 2 = unpublished

	12
	studyID
	Study ID of effect sizes.
Effect sizes calculated from the same sample or data set are assigned the same study ID;
For studies that report the effect sizes only for each subgroup (e.g., male and female participants) or experimental condition, assign different study IDs for all subgroups or conditions within a study if these subgroups or conditions involve independent samples.

	13
	effectsizeID
	The unique ID for each coded effect size.

	14
	rawEffectSize
	The effect size for the association between social class and prosociality that is retrieved or calculated from the article. 
When a longitudinal study reports the correlations within and between waves, code the effect size within the first wave (e.g., the correlation between social class measured at Wave 1 and prosociality measured at Wave 1). If this information is not available, code the correlation that is reported in the earliest wave possible (e.g., the correlation between social class measured at Wave 1 and prosociality measured at Wave 2, which reflects a longitudinal association).

	15
	EffectSize
	Effect size used for the analyses recoded (i.e., multiplied by −1) if (a) higher scores on social class represent lower social class, or (b) higher scores on prosociality represent lower levels of prosociality. A positive effect size indicates that higher social class relates to more prosociality.

	16
	pValue
	The reported or calculated p value for the association between social class and prosociality. Code the exact p value whenever possible; otherwise, report p < .05, p < .01, p < .001 or p > .05 if only this information is included in the paper (or can be inferred from the 95% CI when calculating the effect size). If not reported, code as “NA.”

	17
	dataSource
	The source of data reported in the paper. Data collected by the authors of the study are primary data, and data collected by someone else or retrieved from other projects (e.g., World Values Survey, European Values Survey) are secondary data.
1 = primary data, 2 = secondary data
Studies based on data that were part of a larger project or that the authors (or any coauthor) were involved in were coded as primary data.

	18
	dataSourceName
	In the case of secondary data, provide details about the secondary data, such as European Social Survey Round 6. For primary data, code as “NA.”

	19
	hypoRel
	Whether the coded effect size for the class–prosociality association is relevant to the hypotheses tested in the paper. 
1 = hypothesis relevant, 2 = hypothesis irrelevant
If a study aimed to test whether the class–prosociality association was moderated by other variables and proposed specific hypotheses about how social class relates to prosociality across different conditions of another variable, code as hypothesis relevant; if a study hypothesized that prosociality is associated with social class and treated prosocial behavior as the predictor and social class indicators as an outcome variable, code as hypothesis relevant; if a study proposed that the class–prosociality association is mediated by another variable, code as hypothesis relevant.
If a study tested whether social class moderates the association between another predictor and prosociality without proposing specific hypotheses about how social class might relate to prosociality, code the study as hypothesis irrelevant; studies on prosociality that considered social class (e.g., income, education, or occupational prestige of participants or their parents) as control variables are coded as hypothesis irrelevant.

	20
	effectSource
	How effect size was obtained.
1 = reported, 2 = calculated from raw data, 3 = calculated from other statistics, 4 = provided by the author (through email)

	21
	otherStatistics
	The exact other statistics (e.g., F, β, t, or M, SD, and n) used to calculate r. F statistics should come from one-way ANOVAs with two conditions. For effect sizes that are not calculated from other statistics, code as “NA.”

	22
	otherStatisticValues
	The specific values of other statistics used to calculate r (e.g., high class: M = 3.57, SD = 0.82, n = 76; low class: M = 3.53, SD = 0.88, n = 73). For effect sizes that are not calculated from other statistics, code as “NA.”
For studies that reported the descriptive statistics of social class (e.g., education, income) among prosocial actors and nonprosocial actors, calculate the correlation between prosociality and social class using relevant statistics; if social class is divided into more than two categories but prosociality is a continuous variable, combine social class categories into two groups (high vs. low social class) and then calculate the effect size using the relevant statistics.

	23
	SCMeasure
	The specific measure of social class, including income, education, occupational prestige, and subjective perception of one’s SES (e.g., the MacArthur Scale of subjective SES; Adler et al., 2000).

	24
	SCAlpha
	The Cronbach’s α of the social class measure (if applicable) when several items are used. When this was not applicable (e.g., for single-item measure of social class) or not reported in the paper, code as “NA.”

	25
	SCDimension
	The specific dimension of social class measure: (a) Objective social class: indicators that can reveal the objective resources one has, such as income, education, and occupational prestige; (b) subjective social class: one’s subjective perception of social class, which can be either measured or manipulated (e.g., the MacArthur Scale of subjective SES; Adler et al., 2000); (c) mixed: indicators that include both objective and subjective measures of social class. 
1 = objective social class, 2 = subjective social class, 3 = mixed
For studies that measured participants’ feeling that their family income is above average (vs. average or below average) or subjective perception of financial strain, code as “subjective.”

	26
	objectiveCategory
	The specific category of the measure of objective social class. For a study that measured neighborhood SES or used Hollingshead’s four-factor SES score that is derived from four factors including education and occupation (Hollingshead, 1975), code as “mixed.” For subjective or mixed (i.e., a combination of objective and subjective) measures of social class, code as “NA.”
1 = income, 2 = education, 3 = occupational prestige, 4 = mixed

	27
	SCVariable
	The type of variable for social class. 
1 = categorical, 2 = continuous
For studies that measured social class as an ordinal variable and reported the descriptive statistics of each category, code as categorical; for studies that treated social class as a continuous variable in the analyses, code as continuous. 

	28
	prosocialMeasure
	The specific indicator or task for the measure of prosociality (e.g., cooperation in various economic games, charitable giving, and volunteering).

	29
	prosocialAlpha
	The Cronbach’s α of the prosociality measure (if applicable) when several items were used. When this was not applicable (e.g., for a single-item measure of prosociality) or not reported in the paper, code as “NA.”

	30
	prosocialType
	The specific category of the task used to measure prosociality: (a) prosocial intention: self-reported (or other-reported) intention or tendency to behave prosocially without any actual commitment of time, money, or other resources, such as the Prosocial Tendencies Measure, the Prosocial Behavior subscale of the Strength and Difficulty Questionnaire, and willingness to donate or volunteer in hypothetical scenarios, and stated behavioral intention in hypothetical economic games; (b) prosocial behavior: actual prosocial behavior that occurs in daily-life situations or is observed in arbitrary laboratory tasks (e.g., incentivized economic games) that often involves actual commitment of resources in terms of time or money.
Note. The Rushton, Chrisjohn, and Fekken Self-Report Altruism Scale, which assesses the frequency with which participants engage in each behavior (from “never” to “all of the time”), is coded as “prosocial behavior.” For those measures that asked participants to imagine a helping or resource allocation scenario and then indicate their allocation decisions, code as “prosocial intention.” For incentivized economic games with actual commitment of resources (e.g., tokens that have value, stickers, time, or money), code as “prosocial behavior.”
1 = prosocial intention, 2 = prosocial behavior

	31
	behaviorType
	If prosocial behavior is measured, code whether the behavior occurs in daily-life situations or is observed in arbitrary laboratory tasks: (a) daily prosocial behavior: past donation frequency (e.g., times per year or ratings from “never” to “always”), donation amount, volunteering frequency (e.g., times per year or ratings from “never” to “always”), volunteering hours, or participants’ actual donation or time spent in helping others when requested to; (b) laboratory prosocial behavior: resource allocation behavior in incentivized dictator games, ultimatum games, trust games, give-some games, and public goods games with real commitment of costs.
1 = daily prosocial behavior, 2 = laboratory prosocial behavior

	32
	behaviorCost
	If prosocial behavior is measured, code whether prosocial behavior involves material or nonmaterial cost: (a) nonmaterial: behavior that involves nonmaterial cost, such as time (e.g., volunteering); (b) material: behavior that involves real material cost, such as money (e.g., charitable donation, resource sharing task, dictator game) or other resources that have material value; (c) mixed: behaviors that involve both material and nonmaterial cost (e.g., combined measures of volunteering and donation). For measures of prosocial intention, code “NA” here.
Note. The Rushton, Chrisjohn, and Fekken Self-Report Altruism Scale is coded as “mixed” as it contains items related to sharing material goods. For multi-item scales with no clear information about the cost, code the cost as “mixed.”
1 = non-material, 2 = material, 3 = mixed

	33
	prosocialVariable
	The type of variable for prosociality. 
1 = categorical, 2 = continuous

	34
	objvsSubj
	The type of prosociality measure based on whether it is subjective (i.e., self- or other-reported prosocial behavior or intention to act prosocially) or objective (i.e., observed prosocial behavior in daily life or in laboratory settings involving actual expenditures of resources such as time and money).
1 = subjective, 2 = objective

	35
	informant
	The informant involved in the subjective assessment of prosociality: (a) participants themselves (self-report measures); (b) others, such as parents, teachers, colleagues, and supervisors (other-report measures).
1 = self-report measures, 2 = other-report measures

	36
	target
	The target toward whom the behavior is intended, which is categorized into six specific types: (a) family: close and extended family members; (b) friends: close or casual friends; (c) acquaintances: people with whom one has a casual or informal relationship but not close as friends, such as colleagues, supervisors, subordinates, classmates, and neighbors; (d) strangers: someone (or someone in need) one does not personally know, including another unidentified or anonymous person; (e) organizations: prosocial behavior happens within organizational settings or through organizations (e.g., nonprofit charitable organizations) that eventually benefit another person, groups, or organizations, but the specific targets are personally unidentifiable; (f) other: targets that cannot be categorized into the other five types, such as mixed targets including multiple types or targets with no clear information about their identity.
1 = family, 2 = friends, 3 = acquaintances, 4 = strangers, 5 = organizations, 6 = other

	37
	target4
	The target toward whom the behavior is intended, which is categorized into four broad types: (a) members of one’s social network, including family (i.e., close and extended family members), friends (i.e., close or casual friends), and/or acquaintances (e.g., colleagues, supervisors, subordinates, classmates, and neighbors); (b) strangers: someone (or someone in need) one does not personally know, including another unidentified or anonymous person; (c) organizations: prosocial behavior happens within organizational settings or through organizations (e.g., nonprofit charitable organizations) that eventually benefit another person, groups, or organizations, but the specific targets are personally unidentifiable; (d) other: targets that cannot be categorized into the other three types, such as mixed targets including multiple types or targets with no clear information about their identity.
1 = members of one’s social network, 2 = strangers, 3 = organizations, 4 = other

	38
	N
	Total sample size used for data analysis in a study after exclusion of participants.
When a study is coded into subgroups or different conditions, code the sample size for each group or condition separately.

	39
	sex
	Proportion of male participants (nmale/Ntotal) in the whole valid sample of a study (after exclusion of participants, if possible). When this information was not reported, code as “NA.”

	40
	age
	Participants’ mean age in years (after exclusion of participants, if possible). Participants’ median age is used a proxy whenever necessary. When this information was not reported, code as “NA.”

	41
	ageSD
	The standard deviation of participants’ age in years. When this information was not reported, code as “NA.”

	42
	minAge
	The minimum age of participants in years. When this information was not reported, code as “NA.”

	43
	maxAge
	The maximum age of participants in years. When this information was not reported, code as “NA.”

	44
	ageGroup
	Participants’ age group based on their mean age: (a) children: participants’ average age is less than 12 years old; (b) adolescents: participants’ average age is 12 to 17 years old; (c) adults: participants’ average age is 18 years or older. When the mean age information is not available, infer this from other information (e.g., university students and participants recruited from MTurk or other online platforms are coded as “adults”). 
1 = children, 2 = adolescents, 3 = adults

	45
	CoRFull
	The full name of the society (i.e., country or region, such as United States, United Kingdom, China). If participants come from different regions of China that differ in cultural values (e.g., collectivism), specify this in the coding, e.g., China (CN; for those coming from the mainland), Hong Kong, China (HK), Macao, China (MO), and Taiwan, China (TW). If participants come from multiple regions (e.g., Hong Kong and Macao) of China, code as “China”; If participants come from multiple countries, code as “##.”

	46
	CoRCode
	The alpha-2 code (e.g., US, UK, CN) for the society (i.e., country or region) where the data collection took place. Use ## to denote multiple countries. This code can be retrieved from https://www.iban.com/country-codes.

	47
	countryFull
	The full name of the country. Combine different regions of China into one.

	48
	countryCode
	The alpha-2 code (e.g., US, UK, CN) for the country where the data collection took place. Use ## to denote multiple countries. Studies conducted in different regions of a country are combined into one (e.g., the mainland, Hong Kong, and Taiwan in China were combined as CN).

	49
	continent
	The continent where the country is located.
1 = North America, 2 = Europe, 3 = Asia, 4 = South America, 5 = Africa, 6 = Oceania, 7 = mixed

	50
	culturalGroup
	The specific cultural zone that the country or region belong to based on the classiﬁcation from the World Values Survey (WVS; Inglehart & Baker, 2000). The categorization was retrieved from the Inglehart–Welzel Cultural Map obtained from WVS Wave 7 (2017–2022), or earlier waves if the categorization is not available.
1 = African-Islamic zone, 2 = Catholic European zone, 3 = Confucian zone, 4 = English-speaking zone, 5 = Latin American zone, 6 = Orthodox zone, 7 = Protestant European zone, 8 = West and South Asian zone

	51
	sample
	The specific sample (e.g., secondary vocational school students, industry employees) described in the paper.

	52
	adultSampleType
	For adult participants, further code whether participants were student (e.g., undergraduates) or nonstudent samples. For children and adolescent samples, code as “NA.”
1 = students, 2 = nonstudents, 3 = mixed
For adult samples that were primarily students, code as 1 (students); for adult samples that include both students and nonstudents, code as 3 (mixed); for longitudinal studies that follow children or adolescents into young adulthood without mentioning the student status of the adults, code the participants as 3 (mixed); community samples are coded as 2 (nonstudents); studies that do not provide sufficient information about the sample type are coded as 3 (mixed).

	53
	expSetting
	The setting in which the study was conducted: (a) lab: laboratory setting that is not at a field site; (b) online (e.g., MTurk, Prolific Academic, Sona system); (c) field: data that are collected during a regular class or in group sessions with several participants, or through interviews, mailed questionnaires, or in mixed ways (e.g., lab and online, or field and online) are coded as “field.” Studies that do not provide sufficient information about the setting are also coded as “field.” For studies conducted in two different settings (e.g., online and lab) but one of them is the major setting, code the major setting.
1 = lab, 2 = online, 3 = field

	54
	studyDesign
	Whether the study was experimental (social class was manipulated, and prosociality was measured after the manipulation of social class), cross-sectional (all variables were measured at the same time point), or longitudinal (social class and prosociality are measured at different time points).
1 = experimental, 2 = cross-sectional, 3 = longitudinal

	55
	Cohort
	To estimate the birth cohort of participants, we first estimate the average birth year by subtracting mean age from data collection year (datacollectYear − age) and then convert the outcome (e.g., 1986.5) into birth cohort (e.g., 1980).

	56
	nationalIncome
	Gross national income per capita of the country/region in purchasing power parity in constant 2017 international dollars provided by the World Bank (retrieved from https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GNP.PCAP.PP.KD, last updated on February 21, 2024).

	57
	GINI
	The income inequality represented by the Gini index of the country or region provided by the World Bank (retrieved from https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI, last updated on February 21, 2024).

	58
	AbsMobility
	The proportion of sampled individuals who attained higher education than the maximum education level of their parents, excluding individuals whose parents have tertiary education (World Bank, 2023). This variable is coded as the value of “CAT” in the Global Database on Intergenerational Mobility provided by the World Bank (https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/what-is-the-global-database-on-intergenerational-mobility-gdim, last updated on March 15, 2023). Both gender groups for children’s cohorts and the maximal educational attainment of fathers and mothers were used.

	59
	RelMobility
	The index of intergenerational persistence obtained from the coefficient of individuals’ years of education regressed on their parents’ years of education (World Bank, 2023). This variable is coded as the value of “BETA” in the Global Database on Intergenerational Mobility provided by the World Bank (https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/what-is-the-global-database-on-intergenerational-mobility-gdim, last updated on March 15, 2023). Higher score represents lower relative mobility. Both gender groups for children’s cohorts and the maximal educational attainment of fathers and mothers were used.

	60
	popuDensity
	Population density (i.e., the number of people per square meter of land area), provided by the World Bank (retrieved from https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.POP.DNST, last updated on February 21, 2024).

	61
	Religiosity
	Gallup International Religiosity Index (Gallup International Survey, 2014): The percentage of people from a country identifying themselves as “a religious person,” regardless of whether they attend a place of worship (range 0–1).

	62
	Tightness
	Tightness score (mean of the six-item Tightness scale after centering and z-scoring) of the country or region, retrieved from Gelfand et al. (2021).

	63
	Individualism
	Individualism index of the country or region, retrieved from https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison/ (last updated on October 16, 2023).

	64
	powerDistance
	Power distance index of the country or region, retrieved from https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison/ (last updated on October 16, 2023).

	65
	LongTermOrientation
	Long-term orientation index of the country or region, retrieved from https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison/ (last updated on October 16, 2023).


Note. Studies that were conducted primarily among students (e.g., university students) but measured their education level and prosociality were excluded from the meta-analysis, because many students had not completed their education yet. We also coded a subset of studies that measured or manipulated public versus private settings (1 = private, 2 = public) or target social class (1 = low class, 2 = high class) for additional analyses. ANOVA = analysis of variance; CI = confidence interval; NA = not applicable or not available; SES = socioeconomic status.

[bookmark: _Toc187763012]Table S4
Formulas Used to Calculate Correlation Coefficient From a Range of Statistical Data
	Statistical data and definition of terms
	Formula

	Means (M1 and M2), standard deviations (SD1 and SD2), and sample sizes (n1 and n2) for two groups, and the proportion (p) of the total sample in one of the two groups
	

where



	Standardized mean difference (Cohen’s d) and sample sizes (n1 and n2) of each group
	

, where 

	The t value from independent-samples t test and (a) sample sizes (n1 and n2) of each group or (b) degree of freedom (df)

	

 or 

	F ratio from one-way analysis of variance with (a) two independent groups and sample sizes (n1 and n2) of each group or (b) degree of freedom (df)

	

 or 

	Standardized coefficient (β) from regression models
	

(λ = 0 when β < 0; λ = 1 when β ≥ 0)

	
[bookmark: OLE_LINK10]Cell frequencies (a, b, c, and d) of a 2 × 2 contingency table
	



	Cell frequencies, f, of an r × c contingency table where r or c is greater than 2. N is the total sample size, r is the table row number, and c is the table column number associated with each f.
	


	
Chi-square (χ2) with df = 1 and total sample size (N)
	



	Odds ratio (OR) and sample sizes (n1 and n2) for two groups (prosocial actors and nonprosocial actors)
	
(1) 


(2) , where 


2


[bookmark: _Toc187763013]Table S5
Search Syntax, Date of Searches, and Number of Results Retrieved From Each Database Used in the Meta-Analyses on Seven Prosocial Traits
	Database
	Interface
	Language
	Search syntax
	Search results (data of search)

	PsycINFO, PsycARTICLES, ProQuest Dissertations and Theses (PQDT)
	ProQuest
	EN
	IF((“social class” OR socioeconomic* OR “social rank” OR income OR wealth OR poverty OR education OR occupation) AND (“social preference” OR “other-regarding preference” OR “social value orientation” OR agreeableness OR honesty-humility OR “big five” OR “five factor model” OR HEXACO OR empathy OR sympathy OR gratitude OR appreciation OR trust))

	2,671 (January 28, 2024)

	PubMed
	PubMed
	EN
	(social class[MAJR] OR socioeconomic*[MAJR] OR social rank[MAJR] OR income[MAJR] OR wealth[MAJR] OR poverty[MAJR] OR education[MAJR] OR occupation[MAJR]) AND (social preference[MAJR] OR other-regarding preference[MAJR] OR social value orientation[MAJR] OR agreeableness[MAJR] OR honesty-humility[MAJR] OR big five[MAJR] OR five factor model[MAJR] OR HEXACO[MAJR] OR empathy[MAJR] OR sympathy[MAJR] OR gratitude[MAJR] OR appreciation[MAJR] OR trust[MAJR])

	1,854 (January 28, 2024)

	Academic Search Complete, EBSCO Open Dissertations
	EBSCO
	EN
	(TI social class OR TI socioeconomic* OR TI social rank OR TI income OR TI wealth OR TI poverty OR TI education OR TI occupation) AND (TI social preference OR TI other-regarding preference OR TI social value orientation OR TI agreeableness OR TI honesty-humility OR TI big five OR TI five factor model OR TI HEXACO OR TI empathy OR TI sympathy OR TI gratitude OR TI appreciation OR TI trust)

	772 (January 28, 2024)

	Web of Science Core Collection
	Web of Science
	EN
	AK = ((“social class” OR socioeconomic* OR “social rank” OR income OR wealth OR poverty OR education OR occupation) AND (“social preference” OR “other-regarding preference” OR “social value orientation” OR agreeableness OR honesty-humility OR “big five” OR “five factor model” OR HEXACO OR empathy OR sympathy OR gratitude OR appreciation OR trust))

	1,843 (January 28, 2024)

	Scopus
	Scopus
	EN
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]AUTHKEY ((“social class” OR socioeconomic* OR “social rank” OR income OR wealth OR poverty OR education OR occupation) AND (“social preference” OR “other-regarding preference” OR “social value orientation” OR agreeableness OR honesty-humility OR “big five” OR “five factor model” OR HEXACO OR empathy OR sympathy OR gratitude OR appreciation OR trust))

	2,673 (January 28, 2024)

	Google Scholar a
	Google Scholar
	EN
	(“social class” OR socioeconomic* OR “social rank” OR income OR wealth OR poverty OR education OR occupation) AND (“social preference” OR “other-regarding preference” OR “social value orientation” OR agreeableness OR honesty-humility OR “big five” OR “five factor model” OR HEXACO OR empathy OR sympathy OR gratitude OR appreciation OR trust)

	983 (January 28, 2024)

	VIP Chinese Science and Technology Periodicals Full-Text Database
	VIP
	CHS
	M = (社会阶层 OR 社会经济地位 OR 收入 OR 财富 OR 贫困 OR 受教育水平 OR 职业) AND (社会偏好 OR 利他偏好 OR 社会价值取向 OR 宜人性 OR 诚实-谦逊性 OR 大五人格 OR 五因素模型 OR HEXACO人格 OR 共情 OR 移情 OR 同情 OR 感恩 OR 信任)

	2,351 (January 28, 2024)

	Wanfang Data E-Resources
	Wanfang
	CHS
	关键词: ((“社会阶层”OR“社会经济地位”OR“收入”OR“财富”OR“贫困”OR“受教育水平”OR“职业”) AND (“社会偏好”OR“利他偏好”OR“社会价值取向”OR“宜人性”OR“诚实-谦逊性”OR“大五人格”OR“五因素模型”OR“HEXACO人格”OR“共情”OR“移情”OR“同情”OR“感恩”OR“信任”))

	2,361 (January 28, 2024)

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]China Academic Journals Full-text Database (CJFD), China Doctoral Dissertations Full-text Database (CDFD), China Master’s Theses Full-text Database (CMFD)
	CNKI
	CHS
	KY = (社会阶层 OR 社会经济地位OR收入 OR 财富 OR 贫困 OR 受教育水平 OR 职业) AND (社会偏好OR利他偏好OR社会价值取向OR宜人性OR诚实-谦逊性OR大五人格OR五因素模型OR HEXACO人格 OR共情OR移情OR同情OR感恩OR信任)
	1,826 (January 28, 2024)


Note. VIP = VIP Chinese Periodicals Service Platform; Wanfang = Wanfang Data Knowledge Service Platform; CNKI = China National Knowledge Infrastructure. EN = English, CHS = Simplified Chinese. The literature search was limited to 1965 to 2024. 
2

a References from Google Scholar were searched through Harzing’s Publish or Perish software (1965–2024, including records in all languages), which retrieves a maximum number of 1,000 results. Available from https://harzing.com/resources/publish-or-perish.
[bookmark: _Toc187763014]Table S6
Reviews and Meta-Analyses From Which References Were Screened for the Additional Analyses on Social Class and Seven Prosocial Traits
	Article
	Language
	Article type
	Topic

	Alderotti et al. (2022)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Big Five personality traits and earnings

	Anglim et al. (2022)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Personality and intelligence

	Anglim et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Personality and well-being

	Bailey & Leon (2019)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Age-related differences in trust

	Balliet et al. (2009)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Social value orientation and cooperation

	Balliet & Van Lange (2013)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Trust, punishment, and cooperation

	Blötner et al. (2021)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Machiavellianism and cognitive and affective empathy

	Card (2019)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Reliabilities of four measures of gratitude

	Colquitt et al. (2007)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Relationships of trust, trustworthiness, and trust propensity with risk taking and job performance

	Gong et al. (2019)
	Simplified Chinese
	Meta-analysis
	Social class and trust

	Howard & Van Zandt (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	HEXACO, Big Five, and Dark Triad personality

	Konrath et al. (2011)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Changes in dispositional empathy

	L. K. Ma et al. (2017)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Gratitude and prosociality

	Moshagen et al. (2019)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	HEXACO Personality Inventory

	Pletzer et al. (2018)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Social value orientation, expectations, and cooperation

	Pletzer et al. (2019)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Personality and workplace deviance

	Portocarrero et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Dispositional gratitude and well-being

	Soutter et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Big Five and HEXACO personality traits, proenvironmental attitudes, and behaviors

	Tehrani et al. (2024)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Parenting styles and Big Five personality traits among adolescents

	Vachon et al. (2014)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Empathy and aggression

	Wilmot & Ones (2022)
	English
	Review
	Agreeableness and its consequences

	Yan et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Empathy and executive function

	X. Yang & Hu (2020)
	Simplified Chinese
	Review
	Social class and empathy

	Yin & Wang (2023)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	Empathy and prosocial behavior

	Zettler et al. (2020)
	English
	Meta-analysis
	HEXACO model of personality


[bookmark: _Toc187763015]Figure S1
PRISMA Flowchart of the Literature Search of English-Language (EN) and Chinese-Language (CHS) Reports on Seven Prosocial Traits
[image: ]
Note. Unless otherwise mentioned, FFM refers to the five-factor model of personality including openness to experience (O), conscientiousness (C), extraversion (E), agreeableness (A), and neuroticism (N). HEXACO refers to the six-dimensional HEXACO model of personality including honesty-humility (H), emotionality (E), extraversion (X), agreeableness (A), conscientiousness (C), and openness to experience (O).

[bookmark: _Toc187763016]Table S7
Coding Scheme for Study Characteristics and Effect Sizes on Social Class and Seven Key Prosocial Traits
	#
	Variable name
	Instructions

	1
	ArticleNo
	The assigned number of the article that is included in the meta-analysis.

	2
	studyNameCHS
	For articles written in Chinese, code the name of each study using author names and year in Chinese.

	3
	studyName
	Code the name of each study with independent samples using the format “Author surnames (publication year)” in English. Studies with three or more authors are coded with only the first author followed by et al. unless distinctions need to be made from other articles.
If an article involves several studies, code the article in several rows by also adding the specific study number; 
If a study only reports effect sizes for separate subgroups (e.g., male and female participants) or experimental conditions, code the study in different rows describing each subgroup or condition;
For studies that focused on young children’s prosocial traits and measured parent-report objective SES and subjective SES, only code the effect size for objective SES and prosocial traits.

	4
	studySource
	The source from which the study was retrieved.
1 = sources identified during screening for prosociality, 2 = database searching for prosocial traits, 3 = references of meta-analyses and reviews on prosocial traits

	5
	language
	The language of the included article or data set. 
1 = English, 2 = Simplified Chinese

	6
	pubYear
	Year when the paper was published or became publicly available.

	7
	pubType
	The type of publication that reports the effect size.
1 = journal article, 2 = thesis/dissertation, 3 = other (e.g., bioRxiv preprint, conference paper)

	8
	studyID
	Study ID of effect sizes.
Effect sizes calculated from the same sample or data set are assigned the same study ID;
For studies that only report the effect sizes for each subgroup (e.g., male and female participants) or experimental condition, assign different study IDs for all subgroups or conditions within a study if these subgroups or conditions involve independent samples.

	9
	effectsizeID
	The unique ID for each coded effect size.

	10
	rawEffectSize
	The effect size for the association between social class and prosocial trait that is retrieved or calculated from the article. 
When a longitudinal study reports the correlations within and between waves, code the effect size within the first wave (e.g., the correlation between social class measured at Wave 1 and prosocial trait measured at Wave 1). If this information is not available, code the correlation that is reported in the earliest wave possible (e.g., the correlation between social class measured at Wave 1 and prosocial trait measured at Wave 2, which reflects a longitudinal association).

	11
	EffectSize
	Effect size used for the analyses recoded (i.e., multiplied by −1) if (a) higher scores on social class represent lower social class, or (b) higher scores on a prosocial trait represent lower levels of a prosocial trait. A positive effect size indicates that higher social class relates to a higher level of a prosocial trait.

	12
	dataSource
	The source of data reported in the paper. Data collected by the authors of the study are primary data, and data collected by someone else or retrieved from other projects (e.g., World Values Survey, European Values Survey) are secondary data.
Studies based on data that were part of a larger project or that the authors (or any coauthor) were involved in are coded as primary data.
1 = primary data, 2 = secondary data

	13
	dataSourceName
	In the case of secondary data, provide details about the secondary data, such as European Social Survey Round 6. For primary data, code as “NA.”

	14
	effectSource
	How effect size was obtained.
1 = reported, 2 = calculated from raw data, 3 = calculated from other statistics, 4 = provided by the author (through email)

	15
	otherStatistics
	The exact other statistics (e.g., F, β, t, or M, SD, and n) used to calculate r. F statistics should come from one-way ANOVAs with two conditions. For effect sizes that are not calculated from other statistics, code as “NA.”

	16
	otherStatisticValues
	The specific values of other statistics used to calculate r (e.g., high SES: M = 3.57, SD = 0.82, n = 76; low SES: M = 3.53, SD = 0.88, n = 73). For effect sizes that are not calculated from other statistics, code as “NA.”
For studies that report the descriptive statistics of social class (e.g., education, income) among those with high and low levels of prosocial traits, calculate the correlation between prosocial trait and social class using relevant statistics; If social class is divided into more than two categories, but prosocial trait is a continuous variable, combine social class categories into two groups (high vs. low social class) and then calculate the effect size using the relevant statistics.

	17
	SCMeasure
	The specific measure of social class, including income, education, occupational prestige, and subjective perception of one’s SES (e.g., the MacArthur Scale of subjective SES; Adler et al., 2000).

	18
	SCDimension
	The specific dimension of social class measure: (a) objective social class: indicators that can reveal the objective resources one (or one’s parent) has, such as income, education, and occupational prestige; (b) subjective social class: one’s subjective perception of social class, which can be either measured or manipulated (e.g., the MacArthur Scale of subjective SES; Adler et al., 2000); (c) mixed: indicators that include both objective and subjective measures of social class. 
For studies that measure participants’ feeling that their family income is above average (vs. average and below average) or subjective perception of financial strain, code as “subjective.”
1 = objective social class, 2 = subjective social class, 3 = mixed

	19
	objectiveCategory
	The specific category of the measure of objective social class. For a study that measures neighborhood SES or uses Hollingshead’s four-factor SES score that is derived from four factors including education and occupation (Hollingshead, 1975), code as “mixed.” For subjective or mixed (i.e., a combination of objective and subjective) measures of social class, code as “NA.”
1 = income, 2 = education, 3 = occupational prestige, 4 = mixed

	20
	(a) svoMeasure
	The specific indicator or task for the measure of social value orientation. Example: Social Value Orientation Slider Measure (Murphy et al., 2011).

	
	(b) bfiAgMeasure
	The specific indicator or task for the measure of FFM agreeableness. Example: NEO Five Factor Inventory–Agreeableness (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

	
	(c) hexacoAgMeasure
	The specific indicator or task for the measure of HEXACO agreeableness. Example: HEXACO Personality Inventory Revised–Agreeableness (Lee & Ashton, 2004).

	
	(d) hexacoHHMeasure
	The specific indicator or task for the measure of HEXACO honesty-humility. Example: HEXACO Personality Inventory Revised–Honesty-Humility (Lee & Ashton, 2004).

	
	(e) empathyMeasure
	The specific indicator or task for the measure of trait empathy. Example: Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983).

	
	(f) gratitudeMeasure
	The specific indicator or task for the measure of trait gratitude. Example: Gratitude Questionnaire–6 (McCullough et al., 2002).

	
	(g) trustMeasure
	The specific indicator or task for the measure of dispositional trust. Example: General Trust Scale (Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994).

	21
	N
	Total sample size used for data analysis in a study after exclusion of participants.
When a study is coded into subgroups or different conditions, code the sample size for each group or condition, separately.

	22
	sex
	Proportion of male participants (nmale/Ntotal) in the whole valid sample of a study (after exclusion of participants, if possible). When this information is not reported, code as “NA.”

	23
	age
	Participants’ mean age in years (after exclusion of participants, if possible). Participants’ median age is used a proxy whenever necessary. When this information is not reported, code as “NA.”

	24
	ageGroup
	Participants’ age group based on their mean age: (a) children: participants’ average age is less than 12 years old; (b) adolescents: participants’ average age is 12 to 17 years old; (c) adults: participants’ average age is 18 years or older. When the mean age information is not available, infer this from other information (e.g., university students and participants recruited from MTurk or other online platforms are coded as “adults”).
1 = children, 2 = adolescents, 3 = adults

	25
	CoRFull
	The full name of the society (i.e., country or region, such as United States, United Kingdom, China). If participants come from different regions of China that differ in cultural values (e.g., collectivism), specify this in the coding, e.g., China (CN; for those coming from the mainland), Hong Kong, China (HK), Macao, China (MO), and Taiwan, China (TW). If participants come from multiple regions (e.g., Hong Kong and Macao) of China, code as “China”; If participants come from multiple countries, code as “##.”

	26
	CoRCode
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK54]The alpha-2 code (e.g., US, UK, CN) for the society (i.e., country or region) where the data collection took place. Use ## to denote multiple countries. This code can be retrieved from https://www.iban.com/country-codes.

	27
	sample
	The specific sample (e.g., secondary vocational school students, industry employees) described in the paper.


Note. Studies that were conducted primarily among students (e.g., university students) but measured their education level and prosocial traits were excluded from the meta-analysis, because many students had not completed their education yet. The seven key prosocial traits included in the additional meta-analyses were (a) social value orientation, (b) FFM agreeableness, (c) HEXACO agreeableness, (d) HEXACO honesty-humility, (e) trait empathy, (f) trait gratitude, and (g) dispositional trust. Data for each prosocial trait were coded in separate Excel sheets. ANOVA = analysis of variance; CI = confidence interval; NA = not applicable or not available; SES = socioeconomic status.
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Table S8
Descriptive Statistics of Coded Variables for Studies Included in the Main Meta-Analysis on the Class–Prosociality Association
	Variable
	s (%)a
	k (%)
	M
	SD
	Mdn
	Mode
	Min
	Max

	Continuous variablesb

	Data collection year
	471 (100.00%)
	1,106 (100.00%)
	2012
	10.804
	2016
	2020
	1967
	2023

	Sample size
	471 (100.00%)
	1,106 (100.00%)
	4,970
	58151.147
	473
	60
	15
	1,237,366

	Sex (male%)
	448 (95.12%)
	1,054 (95.30%)
	0.459
	0.131
	0.469
	0.500
	0
	1

	Sample age (in years)
	384 (81.53%)
	875 (79.11%)
	31.632
	17.139
	31.5
	35.11
	1.756
	83.791

	National income
	423 (89.81%)
	1,013 (91.59%)
	34,862.087
	18,706.485
	38,943.028
	16,167.831
	2,058.324
	69,347.418

	Income inequality
	344 (73.04%)
	751 (67.90%)
	37.355
	4.758
	38.350
	38.500
	24.700
	63.000

	Absolute mobility
	185 (39.28%)
	459 (41.50%)
	0.581
	0.143
	0.561
	0.431
	0.199
	0.898

	Relative mobility
	185 (39.28%)
	459 (41.50%)
	0.369
	0.100
	0.356
	0.328
	0.113
	0.759

	Population density
	435 (92.36%)
	1,006 (90.96%)
	249.732
	914.088
	141.098
	150.306
	2.422
	7897.305

	Religiosity
	437 (92.78%)
	1,016 (91.86%)
	0.353
	0.243
	0.340
	0.070
	0.070
	0.940

	Tightness
	419 (88.96%)
	968 (87.52%)
	−0.017
	0.240
	−0.060
	0.186
	−0.604
	1.243

	Individualism
	459 (97.45%)
	1,081 (97.74%)
	56.283
	16.339
	59
	43
	5
	100

	Power distance
	459 (97.45%)
	1,081 (97.74%)
	56.510
	21.149
	50
	80
	11
	100

	Long-term orientation
	459 (97.45%)
	1,081 (97.74%)
	60.022
	16.377
	56
	77
	1
	100

	Categorical variables

	Society
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mainland China
	145 (30.79%)
	313 (28.30%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	United States
	118 (25.05%)
	308 (27.85%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Netherlands
	14 (2.97%)
	32 (2.89%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hong Kong SAR, China
	7 (1.49%)
	31 (2.80%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Germany
	13 (2.76%)
	29 (2.62%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spain
	7 (1.49%)
	22 (1.99%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Italy
	15 (3.18%)
	21 (1.90%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Canada
	9 (1.91%)
	20 (1.81%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sweden
	6 (1.27%)
	20 (1.81%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Australia
	10 (2.12%)
	19 (1.72%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Otherc
	127 (26.96%)
	291 (26.31%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Continent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	North America
	130 (27.60%)
	336 (30.38%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Europe
	126 (26.75%)
	288 (26.04%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asia
	186 (39.49%)
	417 (37.70%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	South America
	8 (1.70%)
	21 (1.90%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Africa
	4 (0.85%)
	13 (1.18%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oceania
	13 (2.76%)
	25 (2.26%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed
	4 (0.85%)
	6 (0.54%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cultural zone
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	African-Islamic zone
	12 (2.55%)
	27 (2.44%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Catholic European zone
	52 (11.04%)
	120 (10.85%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Confucian zone
	163 (34.61%)
	371 (33.54%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English-speaking zone
	154 (32.7%)
	379 (34.27%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Latin American zone
	10 (2.12%)
	29 (2.62%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Orthodox zone
	8 (1.70%)
	21 (1.90%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Protestant European zone
	46 (9.77%)
	109 (9.86%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West and South Asian zone
	18 (3.82%)
	32 (2.89%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social class measure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Objective social class
	387 (82.17%)
	822 (74.32%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subjective social class
	173 (36.73%)
	264 (23.87%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed
	10 (2.12%)
	20 (1.81%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Objective social class indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	223 (47.35%)
	308 (27.85%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	204 (43.31%)
	326 (29.48%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Occupational prestige
	52 (11.04%)
	69 (6.24%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed
	77 (16.35%)
	119 (10.76%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social class variable type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Categorical
	106 (22.51%)
	191 (17.27%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Continuous
	382 (81.10%)
	915 (82.73%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prosociality measure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prosocial intention
	188 (39.92%)
	405 (36.62%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prosocial behavior
	311 (66.03%)
	701 (63.38%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Behavioral type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Daily prosocial behavior
	225 (47.77%)
	530 (47.92%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Laboratory prosocial behavior
	87 (18.47%)
	171 (15.46%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Behavioral cost
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nonmaterial cost
	168 (35.67%)
	365 (33.00%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Material cost
	136 (28.87%)
	266 (24.05%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed cost
	36 (7.64%)
	70 (6.33%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prosociality variable type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Categorical
	74 (15.71%)
	143 (12.93%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Continuous
	408 (86.62%)
	963 (87.07%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Publication status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Published
	404 (85.77%)
	932 (84.27%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unpublished
	67 (14.23%)
	174 (15.73%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hypothesis relevance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hypothesis relevant
	171 (36.31%)
	346 (31.28%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hypothesis irrelevant
	308 (65.39%)
	760 (68.72%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Data source
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Primary data
	344 (73.04%)
	777 (70.25%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary data
	127 (26.96%)
	329 (29.75%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Experimental setting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lab
	58 (12.31%)
	102 (9.22%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Online
	139 (29.51%)
	356 (32.19%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Field
	274 (58.17%)
	648 (58.59%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study design
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Experimental
	16 (3.40%)
	20 (1.81%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-sectional
	449 (95.33%)
	1,058 (95.66%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Longitudinal
	11 (2.34%)
	28 (2.53%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social visibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Private
	22 (4.67%)
	40 (3.62%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Public
	23 (4.88%)
	42 (3.80%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Target social class
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Low class
	16 (3.40%)
	51 (4.61%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High class
	16 (3.40%)
	51 (4.61%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age group
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Children
	52 (11.04%)
	110 (9.95%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adolescents
	54 (11.46%)
	115 (10.40%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adults
	364 (77.28%)
	880 (79.57%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adult sample type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students
	81 (17.20%)
	159 (14.38%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nonstudents
	259 (54.99%)
	638 (57.69%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed
	24 (5.10%)
	83 (7.50%)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. s = the number of independent studies (total s: 471); k = the number of effect sizes (total k: 1,106).
a Percentages may not add up to 100% because of missing values or because multiple values from the same category come from the same sample. b The descriptive statistics M, SD, Mdn, Mode, Min, and Max for continuous variables are based on study-level data that were available (s ranges from 185 to 471). c The top 10 representative societies with the largest number of effect sizes are presented. All other societies (including mixed societies) are combined as Other in this table.
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Studies Included in the Main Meta-Analysis on Social Class and Prosociality
	Study
	Study and sample characteristics
	
	Sociocultural variables
	k
	rmin
	rmax

	
	Year
	ID
	N
	Sex
	Mage
	CoR
	
	GNI
	GINI
	AM
	RM
	PDE
	REL
	TN
	IN
	PD
	LTO
	
	
	

	Ajrouch et al. (2016)
	2005
	1
	499
	0.397
	66.900
	US
	
	54242.693
	41.0
	NA
	NA
	32.255
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.130
	0.130

	Alonso-Ferres et al. (2020) Study 1
	2019
	2
	306
	0.409
	28.380
	ES
	
	40741.337
	34.3
	NA
	NA
	94.351
	0.37
	−0.299
	67
	57
	47
	9
	−0.098
	0.179

	Alonso-Ferres et al. (2020) Study 2
	2019
	3
	588
	0.680
	33.420
	ES
	
	40741.337
	34.3
	0.764
	0.317
	94.351
	0.37
	−0.299
	67
	57
	47
	3
	−0.141
	−0.030

	Alvis et al. (2023)
	2020
	4
	437
	0.180
	16.430
	US
	
	61845.785
	39.7
	NA
	NA
	36.241
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.060
	0.110

	Amir et al. (2018) Study 1
	2018
	5
	1,489
	0.469
	35.110
	US
	
	62659.102
	41.4
	0.431
	0.328
	35.730
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Amir et al. (2018) Study 2
	2018
	6
	916
	0.469
	35.110
	US
	
	62659.102
	41.4
	0.431
	0.328
	35.730
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.058
	−0.058

	Amir et al. (2018) Study 3
	2018
	7
	1,016
	0.469
	35.110
	US
	
	62659.102
	41.4
	0.431
	0.328
	35.730
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.016
	−0.016

	Amir et al. (2018) Study 4
	2018
	8
	1,293
	0.469
	35.110
	US
	
	62659.102
	41.4
	0.431
	0.328
	35.730
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.026
	−0.026

	Andreoni et al. (2021)
	2019
	9
	360
	NA
	NA
	NL
	
	55646.602
	29.2
	NA
	NA
	515.143
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	1
	0.441
	0.441

	Ang (2009) Study 2
	2007
	10
	1,470
	0.510
	NA
	MY
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	82.461
	0.72
	0.223
	27
	100
	47
	1
	0.168
	0.168

	Aquino et al. (1996)
	1995
	11
	292
	0.400
	71.900
	US
	
	42127.079
	39.9
	NA
	NA
	29.073
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	0.130
	0.250

	Aral et al. (2022) non-immigrant sample
	2019
	12
	143
	0.578
	13.670
	DE
	
	55797.066
	31.7
	NA
	NA
	237.823
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	2
	0.010
	0.070

	Aral et al. (2022) immigrant sample
	2019
	13
	243
	0.543
	13.750
	DE
	
	55797.066
	31.7
	NA
	NA
	237.823
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	2
	−0.010
	0.000

	Armstrong-Carter, Miller, et al. (2021)
	2007
	14
	1,175
	0.500
	NA
	GB
	
	42898.267
	34.4
	NA
	NA
	253.472
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	2
	−0.040
	0.010

	Armstrong‐Carter & Telzer (2021)
	2019
	15
	375
	0.427
	14.570
	US
	
	64065.592
	41.5
	NA
	NA
	35.893
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.260
	0.240

	Arshad et al. (2021)
	2021
	16
	303
	0.950
	30.000
	PK
	
	5166.287
	NA
	NA
	NA
	300.179
	0.88
	NA
	5
	55
	19
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	Barr & Serneels (2009)
	2000
	17
	164
	0.810
	32.000
	GH
	
	NA
	NA
	0.414
	0.444
	86.427
	NA
	1.243
	9
	80
	1
	1
	0.160
	0.160

	Barragan-Jason & Hopfensitz (2021)
	2021
	18
	234
	0.500
	4.932
	FR
	
	45991.903
	NA
	NA
	NA
	123.758
	0.40
	NA
	74
	68
	60
	2
	0.069
	0.108

	Beadle et al. (2015) Sample b
	2013
	19
	22
	0.375
	77.920
	US
	
	56694.793
	40.7
	NA
	NA
	34.552
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.289
	−0.289

	Bian & Wu (2023)
	2020
	20
	458
	0.461
	NA
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.487
	0.487

	Bjälkebring et al. (2021)
	2015
	21
	1,073
	0.432
	63.340
	SE
	
	51514.710
	29.2
	0.796
	0.209
	24.058
	0.19
	0.338
	87
	31
	52
	1
	0.030
	0.030

	Boenigk & Mayr (2016)
	2009
	22
	6,906
	0.458
	54.100
	DE
	
	46040.434
	30.5
	0.317
	0.369
	234.940
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	2
	0.249
	0.279

	Bowen et al. (2000)
	1994
	23
	1,104
	0.000
	63.500
	US
	
	41224.919
	40.0
	NA
	NA
	28.729
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.247
	0.117

	Brañas-Garza et al. (2020)
	2017
	24
	448
	0.475
	19.020
	ES
	
	39565.057
	34.7
	NA
	NA
	93.271
	0.37
	−0.299
	67
	57
	47
	1
	−0.062
	−0.062

	Brown et al. (2005)
	2004
	25
	1,118
	0.383
	73.840
	US
	
	53008.730
	40.3
	NA
	NA
	31.959
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.080
	0.080

	Brownell & Drummond (2020)
	1991
	26
	1,364
	0.520
	NA
	US
	
	38943.028
	38.0
	NA
	NA
	27.621
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	14
	−0.030
	0.270

	Bruno & Fiorillo (2016)
	2006
	27
	14,567
	0.580
	NA
	IT
	
	44658.823
	33.7
	NA
	NA
	196.620
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	2
	0.071
	0.098

	Callan et al. (2017) Study 2
	2015
	28
	392
	0.564
	32.600
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	0.431
	0.328
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.126
	0.005

	Callan et al. (2017) Study 3
	2015
	29
	546
	0.518
	33.680
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	0.431
	0.328
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.024
	0.068

	Carlo et al. (2010)
	2008
	30
	489
	0.474
	12.280
	ES
	
	38413.595
	34.2
	NA
	NA
	92.129
	0.37
	−0.299
	67
	57
	47
	1
	−0.030
	−0.030

	Caro & Bass (1997)
	1991
	31
	2,842
	0.356
	NA
	US
	
	38943.028
	38.0
	NA
	NA
	27.621
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.135
	0.135

	Cavaliere & Lombardi (2015)
	2011
	32
	389
	0.751
	NA
	IT
	
	42043.255
	35.1
	NA
	NA
	200.798
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	0.030
	0.030

	Čavojová et al. (2024)
	2021
	33
	485
	0.500
	44.320
	SK
	
	30973.261
	NA
	0.288
	0.430
	113.295
	NA
	−0.360
	57
	100
	53
	7
	−0.069
	0.150

	Chambre (1984)
	1974
	34
	4,339
	0.418
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	35.5
	NA
	NA
	23.349
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.106
	0.219

	Chang et al. (2021)
	2021
	35
	648
	0.508
	22.260
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.183
	0.183

	Chauvin & O’Brien (2023)
	2022
	36
	426
	0.462
	40.300
	US
	
	66843.077
	NA
	0.431
	0.328
	NA
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.020
	0.020

	Y. Chen et al. (2013)
	2013
	37
	455
	0.537
	4.000
	CN
	
	11012.372
	39.7
	NA
	NA
	145.208
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	−0.100
	−0.010

	C. K. Cheung & Chan (2000)
	1997
	38
	277
	0.449
	31.500
	HK
	
	39504.252
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6180.286
	0.26
	NA
	50
	68
	93
	6
	−0.162
	0.095

	R. Y. M. Cheung et al. (2018)
	2016
	39
	804
	0.637
	13.880
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.090
	0.090

	R. Y. M. Cheung & Wang (2022)
	2020
	40
	172
	0.490
	6.800
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.070
	0.070

	Cho et al. (2022)
	2020
	41
	330
	0.167
	40.060
	US
	
	61845.785
	39.7
	0.481
	0.389
	36.241
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	0.078
	0.141

	L. H. Choi (2003)
	1993
	42
	6,465
	0.624
	77.368
	US
	
	40014.622
	40.4
	NA
	NA
	28.379
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.093
	0.195

	N. G. Choi & DiNitto (2012)
	2004
	43
	1,800
	0.439
	NA
	US
	
	53008.730
	40.3
	NA
	NA
	31.959
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	6
	0.000
	0.230

	Chou (1998)
	1996
	44
	1,051
	0.414
	14.400
	HK
	
	37344.197
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6129.048
	0.26
	NA
	50
	68
	93
	2
	0.080
	0.090

	Chou et al. (2003)
	2000
	45
	1,866
	0.452
	51.700
	HK
	
	40075.662
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6347.619
	0.26
	NA
	50
	68
	93
	3
	0.092
	0.184

	Civai et al. (2022)
	2020
	46
	900
	0.488
	45.490
	GB
	
	41219.445
	32.6
	0.654
	0.257
	277.275
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	2
	0.029
	0.145

	Cnaan et al. (1993)
	1989
	47
	871
	0.281
	50.252
	US
	
	NA
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	26.948
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.036
	0.036

	Collie (2022)
	2021
	48
	408
	0.560
	14.000
	AU
	
	51245.529
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.339
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Collie et al. (2018)
	2009
	49
	206,210
	0.514
	NA
	AU
	
	43618.939
	NA
	NA
	NA
	2.824
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	1
	0.090
	0.090

	Corrêa et al. (2019)
	2015
	50
	312
	0.106
	69.630
	BR
	
	14730.375
	51.9
	0.519
	0.759
	24.550
	0.79
	−0.376
	36
	69
	28
	2
	0.117
	0.279

	Côté et al. (2015) Survey study
	2012
	51
	1,498
	0.497
	50.250
	US
	
	56204.845
	40.9
	0.494
	0.439
	34.313
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.013
	−0.013

	Côté et al. (2015) Experiment
	2015
	52
	704
	0.419
	34.320
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	0.431
	0.328
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.113
	0.016

	Côté & Willer (2020) MTurk 2016 Study
	2016
	53
	508
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	59936.801
	41.1
	NA
	NA
	35.318
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.094
	0.122

	Côté & Willer (2020) Human Cooperation Laboratory Study
	2014
	54
	5,422
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	58140.588
	41.5
	NA
	NA
	34.806
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.012
	−0.012

	Côté & Willer (2020) MTurk 2019 Study
	2019
	55
	3,807
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	64065.592
	41.5
	NA
	NA
	35.893
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	6
	−0.064
	0.124

	Coulombe et al. (2019)
	2018
	56
	169
	0.521
	7.120
	US
	
	62659.102
	41.4
	NA
	NA
	35.730
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.114
	0.093

	Coulombe & Yates (2022)
	2017
	57
	250
	0.500
	4.085
	US
	
	61163.327
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.542
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.037
	0.037

	Davis & Carlo (2019) male sample
	2017
	58
	128
	1.000
	16.100
	US
	
	61163.327
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.542
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	6
	−0.040
	0.160

	Davis & Carlo (2019) female sample
	2017
	59
	183
	0.000
	16.100
	US
	
	61163.327
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.542
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	6
	−0.180
	0.140

	Desalegn & Birhanu (2020)
	2018
	60
	299
	0.612
	NA
	ET
	
	2058.324
	NA
	NA
	NA
	98.470
	NA
	NA
	7
	70
	14
	8
	−0.607
	0.376

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Albania
	2012
	61
	1,115
	0.455
	44.090
	AL
	
	11146.302
	29.0
	0.654
	0.394
	105.854
	NA
	NA
	27
	90
	56
	1
	0.080
	0.080

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Belgium
	2012
	62
	1,705
	0.495
	47.690
	BE
	
	48579.388
	27.5
	0.685
	0.329
	366.808
	0.44
	NA
	81
	65
	61
	1
	0.076
	0.076

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Bulgaria
	2012
	63
	1,924
	0.419
	55.110
	BG
	
	18673.493
	36.0
	0.745
	0.495
	67.298
	0.52
	NA
	50
	70
	51
	1
	0.136
	0.136

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Switzerland
	2012
	64
	1,236
	0.520
	48.280
	CH
	
	69061.859
	31.6
	0.547
	0.296
	202.391
	0.38
	NA
	79
	34
	42
	1
	0.045
	0.045

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Cyprus
	2012
	65
	892
	0.445
	48.720
	CY
	
	35535.551
	34.3
	0.863
	0.341
	125.168
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	0.071
	0.071

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Czech Republic
	2012
	66
	1,376
	0.484
	48.490
	CZ
	
	30967.188
	26.1
	0.199
	0.360
	136.097
	0.23
	−0.463
	70
	57
	51
	1
	0.044
	0.044

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Germany
	2012
	67
	2,552
	0.515
	49.730
	DE
	
	50123.530
	31.1
	0.324
	0.432
	230.751
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	1
	0.162
	0.162

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Denmark
	2012
	68
	1,407
	0.520
	50.130
	DK
	
	51814.351
	27.8
	0.586
	0.346
	139.789
	0.42
	NA
	89
	18
	59
	1
	0.089
	0.089

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Estonia
	2012
	69
	1,958
	0.414
	51.040
	EE
	
	26925.022
	32.9
	0.609
	0.298
	31.203
	NA
	−0.470
	62
	40
	71
	1
	0.107
	0.107

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Spain
	2012
	70
	1,572
	0.503
	47.690
	ES
	
	35415.384
	35.4
	0.852
	0.427
	93.507
	0.37
	−0.299
	67
	57
	47
	1
	0.127
	0.127

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Finland
	2012
	71
	2,057
	0.488
	50.090
	FI
	
	45340.264
	27.1
	0.727
	0.236
	17.816
	0.56
	−0.283
	75
	33
	63
	1
	0.051
	0.051

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) France
	2012
	72
	1,784
	0.457
	51.650
	FR
	
	43007.471
	33.1
	0.685
	0.310
	119.919
	0.40
	NA
	74
	68
	60
	1
	0.083
	0.083

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) United Kingdom
	2012
	73
	1,795
	0.433
	51.690
	GB
	
	41489.997
	33.1
	0.702
	0.281
	263.300
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	1
	0.147
	0.147

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Hungary
	2012
	74
	1,417
	0.450
	48.050
	HU
	
	23586.889
	30.8
	0.448
	0.473
	109.581
	NA
	−0.604
	71
	46
	45
	1
	0.060
	0.060

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Ireland
	2012
	75
	1,923
	0.473
	48.420
	IE
	
	41110.126
	33.2
	0.781
	0.277
	66.766
	0.45
	−0.182
	58
	28
	51
	1
	0.138
	0.138

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Israel
	2012
	76
	1,657
	0.444
	46.910
	IL
	
	33684.008
	41.6
	0.756
	0.288
	365.550
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	1
	0.093
	0.093

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Iceland
	2012
	77
	640
	0.511
	44.400
	IS
	
	NA
	26.8
	0.515
	0.349
	3.199
	0.51
	0.040
	83
	30
	57
	1
	0.062
	0.062

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Italy
	2012
	78
	582
	0.513
	47.440
	IT
	
	40576.279
	35.2
	0.741
	0.469
	201.340
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	−0.012
	−0.012

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Lithuania
	2012
	79
	1,739
	0.405
	49.460
	LT
	
	25601.698
	35.1
	0.656
	0.128
	47.672
	NA
	NA
	55
	42
	49
	1
	0.173
	0.173

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Netherlands
	2012
	80
	1,566
	0.487
	51.630
	NL
	
	51034.334
	27.6
	0.737
	0.276
	496.885
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	1
	0.045
	0.045

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Norway
	2012
	81
	1,554
	0.535
	46.290
	NO
	
	68978.202
	25.7
	0.599
	0.366
	13.740
	NA
	NA
	81
	31
	55
	1
	0.086
	0.086

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Poland
	2012
	82
	1,478
	0.486
	47.370
	PL
	
	24327.143
	33.0
	0.503
	0.396
	124.300
	0.86
	−0.325
	47
	68
	49
	1
	0.102
	0.102

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Portugal
	2012
	83
	1,004
	0.375
	54.620
	PT
	
	28625.275
	36.0
	0.608
	0.623
	114.803
	0.60
	0.100
	59
	63
	42
	1
	0.116
	0.116

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Russia
	2012
	84
	1,880
	0.369
	47.420
	RU
	
	25933.234
	40.7
	0.733
	0.174
	8.744
	0.70
	−0.469
	46
	93
	58
	1
	0.087
	0.087

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Sweden
	2012
	85
	1,674
	0.524
	48.910
	SE
	
	49432.596
	27.6
	0.711
	0.259
	23.370
	0.19
	0.338
	87
	31
	52
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Slovenia
	2012
	86
	931
	0.460
	50.100
	SI
	
	31428.410
	25.6
	0.490
	0.446
	102.114
	NA
	NA
	81
	71
	50
	1
	0.074
	0.074

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Slovak Republic
	2012
	87
	1,253
	0.422
	49.940
	SK
	
	26630.147
	26.1
	0.396
	0.282
	112.452
	NA
	−0.360
	57
	100
	53
	1
	0.056
	0.056

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Ukraine
	2012
	88
	1,804
	0.358
	49.830
	UA
	
	12839.410
	24.7
	0.717
	0.179
	78.701
	0.73
	−0.440
	55
	92
	51
	1
	0.086
	0.086

	Detollenaere et al. (2017) Kosovo
	2012
	89
	1,172
	0.481
	43.260
	KO
	
	8370.994
	29.0
	0.581
	0.322
	NA
	0.83
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	0.133
	0.133

	Devanath (2010)
	2009
	90
	40
	0.500
	1.756
	US
	
	52757.073
	40.6
	NA
	NA
	33.536
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	8
	0.123
	0.470

	Ding et al. (2021) Study 1
	2021
	91
	172
	0.599
	NA
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.107
	0.107

	Ding et al. (2021) Study 2
	2021
	92
	176
	0.523
	NA
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.051
	0.051

	Dreman & Greenbaum (1973) donor-anonymous condition
	1971
	93
	60
	0.500
	5.786
	IL
	
	NA
	NA
	0.756
	0.288
	141.821
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	1
	−0.154
	−0.154

	Dreman & Greenbaum (1973) donor-known condition
	1971
	94
	60
	0.500
	5.786
	IL
	
	NA
	NA
	0.756
	0.288
	141.821
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	1
	0.096
	0.096

	Dulin et al. (2012)
	2008
	95
	998
	NA
	63.000
	NZ
	
	32914.861
	NA
	0.508
	0.236
	16.178
	NA
	NA
	69
	22
	55
	1
	−0.080
	−0.080

	Dunn et al. (2008) Study 1
	2007
	96
	632
	0.454
	NA
	US
	
	55485.229
	40.8
	NA
	NA
	32.879
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.213
	0.213

	Dunn et al. (2008) Study 2
	2007
	97
	15
	0.813
	NA
	US
	
	55485.229
	40.8
	NA
	NA
	32.879
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.452
	0.452

	Dury et al. (2015)
	2007
	98
	31,581
	0.467
	71.400
	BE
	
	49706.347
	29.2
	NA
	NA
	350.915
	0.44
	NA
	81
	65
	61
	2
	0.078
	0.130

	Dvorak & Toubman (2013)
	1991
	99
	23,760
	0.700
	47.580
	US
	
	38943.028
	38.0
	0.618
	0.345
	27.621
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.078
	0.078

	Eisenberg et al. (2001)
	1999
	100
	149
	0.409
	15.100
	BR
	
	10861.107
	59.0
	0.789
	0.359
	20.757
	0.79
	−0.376
	36
	69
	28
	1
	0.027
	0.027

	Elhusseini et al. (2023)
	2017
	101
	199
	0.500
	8.760
	US
	
	61163.327
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.542
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.080
	0.080

	Erlandsson et al. (2019)
	2015
	102
	1,050
	0.504
	52.100
	SE
	
	51514.710
	29.2
	0.711
	0.259
	24.058
	0.19
	0.338
	87
	31
	52
	4
	−0.050
	0.160

	Falk et al. (2021)
	2017
	103
	435
	NA
	NA
	DE
	
	54335.963
	31.9
	NA
	NA
	236.589
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	1
	0.099
	0.099

	Farmer & Fedor (2001)
	1999
	104
	201
	0.520
	47.800
	US
	
	48739.093
	40.0
	0.546
	0.458
	30.466
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	0.100
	0.190

	Farrow & Yuan (2011)
	2009
	105
	3,085
	0.534
	48.540
	US
	
	52757.073
	40.6
	0.494
	0.439
	33.536
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.120
	0.230

	Feng & Guo (2017) Sample a
	2015
	106
	525
	0.240
	20.130
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	NA
	NA
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.070
	−0.020

	Fengler (1984)
	1977
	107
	1,203
	0.390
	72.000
	US
	
	NA
	35.5
	NA
	NA
	24.046
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.000
	0.000

	Fényes & Pusztai (2012)
	2010
	108
	2,384
	NA
	NA
	HU
	
	23584.739
	29.4
	NA
	NA
	110.461
	NA
	−0.604
	71
	46
	45
	2
	−0.012
	0.014

	Ficklin (2014)
	2010
	109
	1,451
	0.460
	49.000
	US
	
	54225.311
	40.0
	0.494
	0.439
	33.816
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.092
	0.205

	Fitzgerald & White (2003)
	2001
	110
	93
	0.462
	8.090
	US
	
	50641.069
	40.6
	NA
	NA
	31.104
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.310
	0.310

	Fu et al. (2018)
	2017
	111
	434
	0.454
	11.270
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	0.102
	0.113

	Gao et al. (2017)
	2008
	112
	2,019
	0.855
	44.651
	CN
	
	7457.824
	43.0
	0.589
	0.319
	141.098
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.189
	0.475

	Gerbino et al. (2018) Study 1
	2008
	113
	165
	0.485
	12.430
	IT
	
	43633.272
	33.8
	NA
	NA
	198.928
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	0.149
	0.149

	Gerbino et al. (2018) Study 2
	1994
	114
	927
	0.524
	14.030
	IT
	
	NA
	NA
	0.720
	0.384
	193.273
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	0.138
	0.138

	Gerpott et al. (2020) Study 1
	2018
	115
	275
	0.500
	44.740
	DE
	
	55010.592
	31.8
	0.293
	0.392
	237.294
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Gerpott et al. (2020) Study 2
	2018
	116
	83
	0.483
	32.530
	NL
	
	55762.332
	28.1
	0.726
	0.246
	511.780
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	1
	0.300
	0.300

	Gheorghiu et al. (2021) Study 1
	2021
	117
	686
	0.192
	42.590
	GB
	
	45869.512
	NA
	0.654
	0.257
	277.048
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	2
	0.036
	0.070

	Gheorghiu et al. (2021) Study 2
	2021
	118
	309
	0.615
	34.900
	US
	
	65581.771
	39.8
	0.431
	0.328
	36.298
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.022
	0.088

	Gheorghiu et al. (2021) Study 3
	2021
	119
	403
	0.444
	35.500
	US
	
	65581.771
	39.8
	0.431
	0.328
	36.298
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.064
	0.042

	Gheorghiu et al. (2021) Study 4
	2021
	120
	615
	0.470
	34.980
	US
	
	65581.771
	39.8
	0.431
	0.328
	36.298
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.048
	0.080

	Gheorghiu et al. (2021) Study 5
	2021
	121
	278
	0.457
	35.260
	US
	
	65581.771
	39.8
	0.431
	0.328
	36.298
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.043
	0.113

	Gheorghiu et al. (2021) Study 6
	2021
	122
	241
	0.510
	35.850
	US
	
	65581.771
	39.8
	0.431
	0.328
	36.298
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.048
	0.155

	Grayman-Simpson & Mattis (2013)
	2011
	123
	139
	0.350
	37.000
	US
	
	54910.219
	40.9
	0.481
	0.389
	34.062
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.130
	0.140

	Greitemeyer (2023) Study 2
	2023
	124
	365
	NA
	NA
	AT
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.39
	0.210
	77
	11
	47
	1
	0.006
	0.006

	Grimalda et al. (2018) Sample a
	2006
	125
	179
	0.497
	38.363
	IR
	
	13787.769
	44.8
	NA
	NA
	43.761
	NA
	0.376
	23
	58
	30
	2
	−0.155
	0.129

	Grimalda et al. (2018) Sample b
	2006
	126
	207
	0.435
	40.709
	RU
	
	NA
	41.0
	0.733
	0.174
	8.734
	0.70
	−0.469
	46
	93
	58
	2
	0.117
	0.138

	Grimalda et al. (2018) Sample c
	2006
	127
	159
	0.314
	36.979
	ZA
	
	11820.218
	NA
	0.618
	0.511
	40.798
	0.91
	NA
	23
	49
	18
	2
	0.120
	0.181

	Grimalda et al. (2018) Sample d
	2006
	128
	171
	0.532
	40.586
	US
	
	55620.430
	41.4
	0.494
	0.439
	32.567
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.067
	0.010

	Grimalda et al. (2018) Sample e
	2006
	129
	201
	0.423
	39.416
	AR
	
	20034.446
	46.3
	0.610
	0.474
	14.425
	0.72
	−0.532
	51
	49
	29
	2
	−0.029
	−0.019

	Grimalda et al. (2018) Sample f
	2006
	130
	205
	0.473
	40.390
	IT
	
	44658.823
	33.7
	0.741
	0.469
	196.620
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	2
	0.087
	0.130

	Grimalda et al. (2016)
	2015
	131
	253
	0.526
	36.450
	PG
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	19.172
	0.83
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	0.076
	0.076

	C. Guo & Peck (2009)
	2003
	132
	6,254
	0.707
	48.333
	US
	
	51547.218
	40.8
	0.546
	0.458
	31.665
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.220
	0.243

	S. Guo & Chen (2022)
	2020
	133
	967
	0.538
	15.310
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	0.070
	0.090

	Han et al. (2023) Study 1
	2022
	134
	265
	0.468
	37.900
	US
	
	66843.077
	NA
	0.431
	0.328
	NA
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.058
	0.148

	Han et al. (2023) Study 2
	2022
	135
	241
	0.427
	24.300
	KR
	
	42887.389
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.44
	0.189
	58
	60
	86
	2
	−0.057
	−0.008

	Han et al. (2023) Study 3
	2022
	136
	254
	0.496
	34.540
	KR
	
	42887.389
	NA
	0.887
	0.186
	NA
	0.44
	0.189
	58
	60
	86
	1
	−0.030
	−0.030

	Han et al. (2023) Study 4
	2022
	137
	224
	0.406
	23.620
	KR
	
	42887.389
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.44
	0.189
	58
	60
	86
	2
	0.021
	0.035

	Hank & Stuck (2008)
	2004
	138
	27,297
	0.460
	NA
	##
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6
	0.176
	0.499

	Harrington & O’Connell (2016)
	2014
	139
	538
	0.586
	11.600
	IE
	
	46587.277
	31.9
	NA
	NA
	67.611
	0.45
	−0.182
	58
	28
	51
	4
	0.075
	0.187

	Harris & Thoresen (2005)
	1984
	140
	7,496
	0.379
	76.800
	US
	
	NA
	37.3
	NA
	NA
	25.748
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.120
	0.210

	Hart et al. (2007)
	1992
	141
	6,925
	0.480
	18.000
	US
	
	39622.348
	38.4
	0.481
	0.389
	28.007
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.034
	0.037

	Hartas (2011)
	2004
	142
	12,713
	NA
	3.000
	GB
	
	41354.674
	34.8
	NA
	NA
	247.956
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Hashim (2021)
	2018
	143
	66
	0.439
	5.242
	SG
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	7897.305
	NA
	0.356
	43
	74
	67
	4
	−0.164
	0.310

	Hendry et al. (2023)
	2020
	144
	280
	NA
	2.840
	GB
	
	41219.445
	32.6
	NA
	NA
	277.275
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	1
	0.030
	0.030

	Hoge & Yang (1994) GSS Catholics sample
	1987
	145
	1,124
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	37.2
	NA
	NA
	26.454
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.170
	0.160

	Hoge & Yang (1994) GSS Protestants sample
	1987
	146
	2,827
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	37.2
	NA
	NA
	26.454
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.130
	0.230

	Hoge & Yang (1994) Gallup survey
	1988
	147
	2,289
	0.452
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	37.7
	NA
	NA
	26.695
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.060
	0.170

	Hosokawa & Katsura (2021)
	2019
	148
	473
	0.478
	NA
	JP
	
	43019.699
	NA
	NA
	NA
	347.416
	0.13
	0.191
	62
	54
	100
	3
	−0.069
	−0.058

	Hui et al. (2020)
	2017
	149
	2,860
	0.516
	18.560
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	6
	−0.130
	−0.030

	Hunter & Linn (1981)
	1979
	150
	102
	0.520
	73.764
	US
	
	NA
	34.8
	NA
	NA
	24.572
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.001
	0.060

	Jackson et al. (1995)
	1985
	151
	800
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	37.6
	NA
	NA
	25.977
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	0.197
	0.305

	Janoski et al. (1998)
	1973
	152
	924
	NA
	25.000
	US
	
	NA
	36.1
	0.618
	0.345
	23.137
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.070
	0.090

	H. Jiang et al. (2017)
	2016
	153
	238
	0.340
	20.408
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.015
	0.015

	J. Jiang et al. (2018) Study 1
	2015
	154
	280
	0.521
	27.150
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	0.561
	0.483
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.260
	0.260

	J. Jiang et al. (2018) Study 2
	2015
	155
	149
	0.463
	22.490
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	NA
	NA
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.020
	0.020

	S. Jiang et al. (2020)
	2020
	156
	1,280
	0.474
	15.680
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.121
	0.130

	Jin & Ryu (2022) Study 1
	2020
	157
	624
	0.463
	41.294
	US
	
	61845.785
	39.7
	0.481
	0.389
	36.241
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	6
	−0.034
	0.352

	Johnson & Lee (2017)
	2011
	158
	26,419
	0.470
	63.400
	US
	
	54910.219
	40.9
	0.618
	0.345
	34.062
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.021
	0.247

	Kakkar & Sivanathan (2022) Study 4
	2020
	159
	249
	0.864
	28.990
	IN
	
	6088.029
	34.8
	NA
	NA
	469.660
	0.76
	0.732
	24
	77
	51
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Kaya et al. (2021)
	2019
	160
	3,008
	0.507
	37.800
	TR
	
	NA
	41.9
	0.708
	0.576
	107.298
	0.79
	0.287
	46
	66
	35
	2
	0.061
	0.168

	Kim & Chang (2014)
	2010
	161
	209
	0.713
	NA
	KR
	
	33067.630
	32.0
	NA
	NA
	509.816
	0.44
	0.189
	58
	60
	86
	1
	−0.026
	−0.026

	King et al. (2015)
	2011
	162
	1,630
	0.454
	59.500
	US
	
	54910.219
	40.9
	0.546
	0.458
	34.062
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.163
	0.230

	Kirkland et al. (2021a) Study 1
	2019
	163
	58
	0.467
	4.853
	AU
	
	48565.190
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.294
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	2
	−0.190
	−0.066

	Kirkland et al. (2021a) Study 2
	2019
	164
	60
	0.450
	5.003
	AU
	
	48565.190
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.294
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	2
	−0.006
	0.043

	Kirkland et al. (2021b)
	2019
	165
	128
	0.469
	6.859
	AU
	
	48565.190
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.294
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	2
	−0.032
	0.080

	Konrad-Ristau & Burghardt (2021) Sample a
	2016
	166
	379
	0.493
	5.110
	DE
	
	53349.823
	31.4
	NA
	NA
	235.713
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	1
	0.080
	0.080

	Konrad-Ristau & Burghardt (2021) Sample b
	2016
	167
	1,226
	0.501
	5.110
	DE
	
	53349.823
	31.4
	NA
	NA
	235.713
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 3
	2007
	168
	3,975
	0.464
	46.870
	US
	
	55485.229
	40.8
	0.494
	0.439
	32.879
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	0.234
	0.326

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 5
	2007
	168
	3,983
	0.464
	46.890
	US
	
	55485.229
	40.8
	0.494
	0.439
	32.879
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	0.095
	0.211

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Austria
	1998
	169
	974
	0.427
	49.276
	AT
	
	44553.744
	31.3
	0.333
	0.417
	96.665
	0.39
	0.210
	77
	11
	47
	4
	0.016
	0.095

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Australia
	1998
	170
	1,156
	0.484
	52.444
	AU
	
	32076.893
	NA
	0.584
	0.304
	2.422
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	3
	0.006
	0.072

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Bulgaria
	1998
	171
	1,095
	0.483
	48.254
	BG
	
	10678.676
	NA
	0.699
	0.548
	74.634
	0.52
	NA
	50
	70
	51
	4
	−0.007
	0.157

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Canada
	1998
	172
	930
	0.641
	40.220
	CA
	
	34959.624
	33.2
	0.816
	0.214
	3.363
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	4
	−0.040
	0.046

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Switzerland
	1998
	173
	1,103
	0.469
	43.850
	CH
	
	60597.896
	NA
	0.529
	0.352
	179.882
	0.38
	NA
	79
	34
	42
	4
	−0.010
	0.037

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Cyprus
	1998
	174
	1,000
	0.495
	41.972
	CY
	
	31293.877
	NA
	0.762
	0.408
	98.989
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	4
	−0.051
	0.158

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Czech Republic
	1998
	175
	1,204
	0.395
	45.974
	CZ
	
	23308.081
	NA
	0.208
	0.427
	133.226
	0.23
	−0.463
	70
	57
	51
	4
	0.028
	0.097

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Denmark
	1998
	176
	1,111
	0.458
	48.495
	DK
	
	43710.750
	NA
	0.485
	0.430
	132.605
	0.42
	NA
	89
	18
	59
	4
	−0.032
	0.024

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Germany
	1998
	177
	1,967
	0.453
	48.729
	DE
	
	40941.193
	28.1
	0.294
	0.439
	235.079
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	4
	−0.002
	0.037

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Spain
	1998
	178
	2,467
	0.482
	45.274
	ES
	
	31385.878
	34.6
	0.744
	0.521
	80.537
	0.37
	−0.299
	67
	57
	47
	3
	0.075
	0.133

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 France
	1998
	179
	1,080
	0.492
	43.810
	FR
	
	37923.113
	31.7
	0.591
	0.358
	109.928
	0.40
	NA
	74
	68
	60
	3
	−0.076
	0.051

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 United Kingdom
	1998
	180
	755
	0.409
	48.168
	GB
	
	NA
	36.6
	0.542
	0.305
	241.752
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	2
	0.029
	0.111

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Hungary
	1998
	181
	995
	0.431
	51.604
	HU
	
	NA
	NA
	0.611
	0.463
	114.327
	NA
	−0.604
	71
	46
	45
	4
	−0.063
	0.195

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Italy
	1998
	182
	1,007
	0.478
	45.270
	IT
	
	41091.273
	36.7
	0.806
	0.546
	193.488
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	3
	−0.021
	0.063

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Israel
	1998
	183
	1,166
	0.467
	39.785
	IL
	
	27633.986
	NA
	0.735
	0.327
	275.924
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	3
	0.117
	0.157

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Ireland
	1998
	184
	1,002
	0.470
	47.945
	IE
	
	35232.956
	NA
	0.752
	0.323
	53.893
	0.45
	−0.182
	58
	28
	51
	4
	0.003
	0.134

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Japan
	1998
	185
	1,366
	0.499
	47.063
	JP
	
	37789.346
	NA
	0.862
	0.276
	346.776
	0.13
	0.191
	62
	54
	100
	3
	0.001
	0.055

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Latvia
	1998
	186
	1,196
	0.423
	42.906
	LV
	
	11170.601
	NA
	0.717
	0.113
	38.729
	0.40
	−0.039
	70
	44
	69
	4
	−0.031
	0.099

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Norway
	1998
	187
	1,346
	0.466
	43.016
	NO
	
	45701.955
	NA
	0.643
	0.347
	12.133
	NA
	NA
	81
	31
	55
	4
	−0.066
	0.057

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Netherlands
	1998
	188
	1,966
	0.453
	44.295
	NL
	
	43544.507
	NA
	0.688
	0.422
	465.261
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	3
	−0.012
	0.046

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 New Zealand
	1998
	189
	929
	0.459
	47.630
	NZ
	
	26216.134
	NA
	0.523
	0.176
	14.489
	NA
	NA
	69
	22
	55
	4
	−0.032
	0.058

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Portugal
	1998
	190
	1,200
	0.428
	46.278
	PT
	
	27417.189
	NA
	0.608
	0.623
	111.040
	0.60
	0.100
	59
	63
	42
	4
	−0.025
	0.053

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Poland
	1998
	191
	1,112
	0.442
	47.535
	PL
	
	14534.447
	NA
	0.653
	0.389
	126.232
	0.86
	−0.325
	47
	68
	49
	4
	−0.008
	0.130

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Chile
	1998
	192
	1,501
	0.420
	42.142
	CL
	
	14800.688
	55.5
	0.667
	0.531
	20.170
	NA
	−0.339
	49
	63
	12
	3
	0.038
	0.136

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Philippines
	1998
	193
	1,200
	0.500
	39.012
	PH
	
	4628.587
	NA
	0.553
	0.310
	249.830
	0.86
	NA
	17
	94
	46
	4
	0.040
	0.126

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Russia
	1998
	194
	1,703
	0.450
	42.734
	RU
	
	NA
	38.1
	0.835
	0.202
	9.015
	0.70
	−0.469
	46
	93
	58
	4
	−0.028
	0.050

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Sweden
	1998
	195
	1,157
	0.470
	44.093
	SE
	
	38238.590
	NA
	0.796
	0.209
	21.729
	0.19
	0.338
	87
	31
	52
	4
	−0.038
	0.054

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Slovak Republic
	1998
	196
	1,271
	0.482
	39.340
	SK
	
	16926.922
	NA
	0.490
	0.356
	112.069
	NA
	−0.360
	57
	100
	53
	4
	0.006
	0.074

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 Slovenia
	1998
	197
	1,006
	0.487
	45.504
	SI
	
	24517.010
	NA
	0.469
	0.405
	98.393
	NA
	NA
	81
	71
	50
	3
	−0.015
	0.067

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 6 United States
	1998
	198
	1,227
	0.448
	44.955
	US
	
	47191.931
	40.0
	0.546
	0.458
	30.118
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.002
	0.107

	Korndörfer et al. (2015) Study 7
	2007
	168
	3,901
	0.463
	46.780
	US
	
	55485.229
	40.8
	0.494
	0.439
	32.879
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.019
	0.075

	Kraus & Callaghan (2016) Study 1
	2014
	199
	3,982
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	58140.588
	41.5
	NA
	NA
	34.806
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.079
	0.120

	Kraus & Callaghan (2016) Study 2
	2014
	200
	680
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	58140.588
	41.5
	NA
	NA
	34.806
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.069
	−0.069

	Kuang et al. (2021) Study 1
	2019
	201
	302
	0.568
	11.285
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.019
	−0.019

	Kuang et al. (2021) Study 2
	2019
	202
	152
	0.440
	12.355
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	0.204
	0.247

	Kushlev et al. (2022) 
	2013
	203
	1,237,366
	0.470
	41.110
	##
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	Lai et al. (2015)
	2015
	204
	580
	0.297
	14.110
	HK
	
	58030.896
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6944.095
	0.26
	NA
	50
	68
	93
	4
	−0.010
	0.080

	Laible, Carlo, et al. (2014)
	2000
	26
	1,162
	0.514
	9.020
	US
	
	50353.897
	40.1
	NA
	NA
	30.797
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	0.130
	0.200

	Laible, McGinley, et al. (2014)
	2000
	26
	1,038
	0.497
	NA
	US
	
	50353.897
	40.1
	NA
	NA
	30.797
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.220
	0.220

	Lan (2023a) left-behind children
	2021
	205
	246
	0.464
	15.770
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.020
	0.020

	Lan (2023a) non-left-behind children
	2021
	206
	492
	0.449
	15.910
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.060
	0.060

	Lan (2023b) Chinese immigrant-origin
	2018
	207
	122
	0.615
	11.960
	IT
	
	42451.004
	35.2
	NA
	NA
	204.322
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	0.140
	0.140

	Lan (2023b) Chinese ethnic majority
	2018
	208
	157
	0.459
	12.220
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	Lan (2023b) Italian ethnic majority
	2018
	209
	165
	0.436
	11.490
	IT
	
	42451.004
	35.2
	NA
	NA
	204.322
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	0.210
	0.210

	Lavertu et al. (2022)
	2021
	210
	57
	0.526
	9.500
	CA
	
	49237.621
	NA
	NA
	NA
	4.350
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	1
	0.046
	0.046

	Lazarus et al. (2021)
	2020
	211
	4,870
	0.302
	NA
	ID
	
	11205.547
	37.6
	NA
	NA
	144.796
	0.82
	0.502
	5
	78
	29
	1
	0.021
	0.021

	Le & Nakagawa (2021)
	2019
	212
	250
	0.540
	44.400
	VN
	
	9733.786
	NA
	0.675
	0.550
	NA
	0.34
	0.388
	30
	70
	47
	3
	0.050
	0.217

	M. Lee (2019)
	2012
	213
	1,396
	0.442
	50.616
	KR
	
	34144.334
	31.6
	0.874
	0.252
	515.876
	0.44
	0.189
	58
	60
	86
	2
	0.137
	0.175

	Y. K. Lee & Chang (2008)
	2006
	214
	708
	NA
	NA
	TW
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	40
	58
	87
	4
	−0.221
	0.055

	Leslie et al. (2013)
	2011
	215
	16,429
	0.460
	45.760
	US
	
	54910.219
	40.9
	0.494
	0.439
	34.062
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.100
	0.220

	H. Li et al. (2020) Study 1
	2018
	216
	240
	0.538
	33.070
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	0.561
	0.483
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.176
	0.176

	H. Li et al. (2020) Study 2
	2018
	217
	240
	0.542
	31.940
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	0.561
	0.483
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.256
	0.256

	H. Li et al. (2020) Study 3
	2018
	218
	106
	0.264
	22.730
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.172
	0.172

	H. Li et al. (2020) Study 4
	2013
	219
	10,724
	0.504
	52.650
	CN
	
	11012.372
	39.7
	0.589
	0.319
	145.208
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	5
	−0.070
	0.177

	H. Li et al. (2020) Study 5
	2018
	220
	240
	0.492
	34.540
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	0.561
	0.483
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.108
	0.108

	T. Li & Siu (2021) Study 2
	2018
	221
	423
	0.437
	49.760
	HK
	
	64136.986
	NA
	NA
	NA
	7097.714
	0.26
	NA
	50
	68
	93
	8
	−0.210
	0.060

	W. Li et al. (2021)
	2017
	222
	1,525
	0.501
	12.470
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	6
	0.010
	0.247

	X. Li et al. (2017)
	2015
	223
	1,386
	0.561
	35.000
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	0.561
	0.483
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	Liebe et al. (2022) Germany
	2021
	224
	1,962
	0.490
	49.340
	DE
	
	55088.475
	NA
	0.293
	0.392
	238.118
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	8
	−0.101
	0.137

	Liebe et al. (2022) Poland
	2021
	225
	1,924
	0.477
	42.290
	PL
	
	33351.483
	NA
	0.506
	0.449
	123.316
	0.86
	−0.325
	47
	68
	49
	8
	−0.112
	0.114

	Liebe et al. (2022) Sweden
	2021
	226
	1,911
	0.481
	48.910
	SE
	
	56355.338
	NA
	0.646
	0.307
	25.574
	0.19
	0.338
	87
	31
	52
	6
	−0.166
	0.212

	Liebe et al. (2022) United States
	2021
	227
	1,925
	0.495
	45.470
	US
	
	65581.771
	39.8
	0.481
	0.389
	36.298
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	8
	−0.174
	0.184

	J. Lin et al. (2023) Study 1
	2022
	228
	217
	0.429
	31.530
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	0.080
	0.178

	J. Lin et al. (2023) Study 2a
	2022
	229
	395
	0.423
	28.050
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	0.015
	0.201

	J. Lin et al. (2023) Study 2b
	2022
	230
	211
	0.626
	24.190
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	−0.056
	−0.008

	J. Lin et al. (2023) Study 4
	2022
	231
	506
	0.478
	31.090
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	9
	−0.020
	0.100

	R. Lin et al. (2021)
	2021
	232
	3,080
	0.400
	19.900
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Lindsay & Creswell (2014) Study 1
	2014
	233
	52
	0.330
	19.710
	US
	
	58140.588
	41.5
	NA
	NA
	34.806
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.310
	0.310

	C. Liu (2019)
	2017
	234
	530
	0.489
	33.460
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	0.561
	0.483
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.300
	0.300

	C. Liu & Hao (2017)
	2016
	235
	315
	0.470
	32.940
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	0.561
	0.483
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.360
	0.360

	X. Liu et al. (2023)
	2023
	236
	253
	0.447
	12.580
	CN
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.100
	−0.100

	Livi et al. (2018)
	2017
	237
	765
	0.810
	25.050
	IT
	
	41812.974
	35.9
	NA
	NA
	204.711
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	−0.048
	−0.048

	Lohndorf et al. (2019)
	2016
	238
	77
	0.623
	5.068
	CL
	
	23933.099
	NA
	NA
	NA
	24.322
	NA
	−0.339
	49
	63
	12
	1
	0.030
	0.030

	Lok & Dunn (2022)
	2019
	239
	15,545
	0.203
	37.400
	US
	
	64065.592
	41.5
	0.431
	0.328
	35.893
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.120
	0.120

	Luengo Kanacri et al. (2016)
	2015
	240
	1,294
	0.493
	38.501
	CL
	
	23886.428
	44.4
	0.729
	0.421
	24.034
	NA
	−0.339
	49
	63
	12
	4
	0.024
	0.132

	Luengo Kanacri et al. (2013)
	1994
	241
	573
	0.518
	12.980
	IT
	
	NA
	NA
	0.570
	0.331
	193.273
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	0.090
	0.090

	Luengo Kanacri et al. (2021)
	2016
	242
	194
	0.503
	10.480
	IT
	
	41115.427
	35.2
	NA
	NA
	205.018
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	2
	0.060
	0.080

	C. Ma et al. (2022) Study 1
	2021
	243
	333
	0.517
	13.160
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.110
	0.110

	C. Ma et al. (2022) Study 2
	2021
	244
	246
	0.464
	15.770
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.060
	0.060

	Y. Ma et al. (2011)
	2010
	245
	33
	0.515
	22.400
	CN
	
	8846.375
	43.7
	0.561
	0.483
	142.488
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.020
	0.020

	Maftei (2020)
	2020
	246
	168
	0.226
	40.830
	RO
	
	28603.052
	34.6
	0.623
	0.530
	83.733
	0.77
	NA
	46
	90
	32
	4
	−0.488
	−0.142

	Main et al. (2017)
	2013
	247
	238
	0.519
	9.200
	US
	
	56694.793
	40.7
	NA
	NA
	34.552
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	0.020
	0.180

	Malti, Averdijk, et al. (2016)
	2005
	248
	1,028
	0.490
	8.110
	CH
	
	67826.310
	NA
	NA
	NA
	188.198
	0.38
	NA
	79
	34
	42
	1
	−0.080
	−0.080

	Malti et al. (2009) Study 1
	2006
	249
	1,273
	0.507
	6.170
	CH
	
	69347.418
	33.9
	NA
	NA
	189.389
	0.38
	NA
	79
	34
	42
	2
	−0.030
	0.080

	Malti et al. (2009) Study 2
	2006
	250
	175
	0.514
	6.100
	CH
	
	69347.418
	33.9
	NA
	NA
	189.389
	0.38
	NA
	79
	34
	42
	3
	−0.080
	0.070

	Malti, Ongley, et al. (2016)
	2006
	250
	175
	0.510
	6.100
	CH
	
	69347.418
	33.9
	NA
	NA
	189.389
	0.38
	NA
	79
	34
	42
	3
	−0.110
	0.200

	Manesi et al. (2019)
	2013
	251
	643
	0.319
	29.790
	US
	
	56694.793
	40.7
	0.431
	0.328
	34.552
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.022
	0.022

	McGinley et al. (2009) male sample
	2007
	252
	49
	1.000
	23.240
	US
	
	55485.229
	40.8
	0.431
	0.328
	32.879
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	6
	−0.090
	0.190

	McGinley et al. (2009) female sample
	2007
	253
	99
	0.000
	22.950
	US
	
	55485.229
	40.8
	0.431
	0.328
	32.879
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	6
	−0.060
	0.140

	Memmott‐Elison et al. (2021) African American
	2015
	254
	526
	0.529
	9.990
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.010
	0.010

	Memmott‐Elison et al. (2021) European-American
	2015
	255
	2,503
	0.529
	9.990
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.001
	−0.001

	Memmott‐Elison et al. (2021) U.S. Latino/a
	2015
	256
	815
	0.529
	9.990
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.040
	0.040

	Mesch et al. (2011) sample b
	2008
	257
	4,554
	0.540
	NA
	US
	
	54027.833
	40.8
	NA
	NA
	33.244
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	0.102
	0.170

	Metz et al. (2003)
	1998
	258
	367
	0.439
	NA
	US
	
	47191.931
	40.0
	NA
	NA
	30.118
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.050
	0.090

	Michalik (2005)
	2003
	259
	96
	0.528
	14.083
	US
	
	51547.218
	40.8
	0.431
	0.328
	31.665
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.210
	0.210

	Miller et al. (2015)
	2014
	260
	74
	0.459
	4.090
	US
	
	58140.588
	41.5
	NA
	NA
	34.806
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.280
	−0.280

	Moscardino et al. (2020) Chinese-origin early adolescents
	2015
	261
	123
	0.439
	12.290
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	NA
	NA
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.090
	0.090

	Moscardino et al. (2020) Italian early adolescents
	2015
	262
	187
	0.556
	12.190
	IT
	
	39796.622
	35.4
	NA
	NA
	205.367
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	0.020
	0.020

	Motsenok & Ritov (2021) Study 2
	2019
	263
	171
	0.363
	NA
	IL
	
	40956.148
	NA
	NA
	NA
	418.392
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	1
	−0.115
	−0.115

	Motsenok & Ritov (2021) Study 3
	2019
	264
	135
	0.470
	NA
	IL
	
	40956.148
	NA
	NA
	NA
	418.392
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	2
	−0.265
	−0.240

	Motsenok & Ritov (2021) Study 4 ingroup condition
	2019
	265
	74
	0.306
	NA
	IL
	
	40956.148
	NA
	NA
	NA
	418.392
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	1
	−0.240
	−0.240

	Motsenok & Ritov (2021) Study 4 outgroup condition
	2019
	266
	81
	0.306
	NA
	IL
	
	40956.148
	NA
	NA
	NA
	418.392
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	1
	0.073
	0.073

	Mutran (1985)
	1974
	267
	1,314
	0.420
	72.700
	US
	
	NA
	35.5
	NA
	NA
	23.349
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.051
	0.105

	Neumayr & Handy (2019)
	2011
	268
	1,011
	0.426
	NA
	AT
	
	53124.041
	30.8
	NA
	NA
	101.692
	0.39
	0.210
	77
	11
	47
	3
	−0.025
	0.141

	Oh & Ki (2019)
	2017
	269
	2,156
	0.731
	NA
	US
	
	61163.327
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.542
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.124
	0.388

	Olsson et al. (2021) United States
	2018
	270
	115
	0.452
	55.170
	US
	
	62659.102
	41.4
	0.494
	0.439
	35.730
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	−0.162
	−0.077

	Olsson et al. (2021) Sweden
	2018
	271
	210
	0.471
	48.910
	SE
	
	53106.959
	30.0
	0.711
	0.259
	24.981
	0.19
	0.338
	87
	31
	52
	4
	−0.096
	−0.040

	Olsson et al. (2021) Spain
	2018
	272
	217
	0.484
	48.590
	ES
	
	40254.830
	34.7
	0.852
	0.427
	93.670
	0.37
	−0.299
	67
	57
	47
	4
	−0.154
	−0.075

	Olsson et al. (2021) Japan
	2018
	273
	212
	0.519
	51.320
	JP
	
	43034.004
	NA
	0.720
	0.321
	347.904
	0.13
	0.191
	62
	54
	100
	4
	−0.180
	−0.014

	Olsson et al. (2021) China
	2018
	274
	185
	0.546
	42.440
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	0.528
	0.453
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	−0.239
	0.107

	Olsson et al. (2021) Russia
	2018
	275
	229
	0.419
	45.780
	RU
	
	26006.748
	37.5
	0.569
	0.271
	8.822
	0.70
	−0.469
	46
	93
	58
	4
	−0.114
	0.037

	Olsson et al. (2021) Chile
	2018
	276
	158
	0.525
	44.590
	CL
	
	24051.747
	NA
	0.729
	0.421
	25.152
	NA
	−0.339
	49
	63
	12
	4
	−0.074
	0.079

	Olsson et al. (2021) Mexico
	2018
	277
	201
	0.498
	40.110
	MX
	
	20249.798
	46.7
	0.763
	0.416
	63.795
	0.68
	−0.348
	34
	81
	23
	4
	−0.212
	0.089

	Olsson et al. (2021) Colombia
	2018
	278
	203
	0.483
	39.070
	CO
	
	14064.302
	50.4
	0.678
	0.579
	44.414
	0.82
	−0.584
	29
	67
	6
	4
	−0.104
	0.045

	Olsson et al. (2021) Indonesia
	2018
	279
	185
	0.432
	37.620
	ID
	
	11055.203
	38.4
	0.683
	0.405
	142.245
	0.82
	0.502
	5
	78
	29
	4
	−0.271
	−0.140

	Oman et al. (1999) male sample
	1990
	280
	852
	1.000
	NA
	US
	
	39416.530
	38.3
	NA
	NA
	27.255
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.044
	0.051

	Oman et al. (1999) female sample
	1990
	281
	1,169
	0.000
	NA
	US
	
	39416.530
	38.3
	NA
	NA
	27.255
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.061
	0.116

	Ongley & Malti (2014)
	2013
	282
	244
	0.496
	8.576
	CA
	
	46918.502
	33.8
	NA
	NA
	3.913
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	1
	0.120
	0.120

	O’Reilly et al. (2012) Study 1
	2004
	283
	14,051
	0.420
	NA
	CA
	
	42356.098
	33.8
	NA
	NA
	3.563
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	3
	0.190
	0.260

	Ottoni-Wilhelm et al. (2014)
	2002
	284
	1,244
	0.490
	15.300
	US
	
	50884.191
	40.4
	0.431
	0.328
	31.394
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	4
	0.090
	0.190

	Parboteeah et al. (2004)
	1995
	285
	38,119
	0.510
	46.340
	##
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	0.250
	0.250

	J. Park et al. (2019) Study 2
	2019
	286
	498
	0.490
	30.530
	US
	
	64065.592
	41.5
	0.431
	0.328
	35.893
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	K. Park & Ryu (2018) Study 1
	2018
	287
	160
	0.506
	44.400
	KR
	
	41593.260
	NA
	0.898
	0.205
	528.969
	0.44
	0.189
	58
	60
	86
	3
	0.117
	0.530

	Penner (2002)
	1999
	288
	847
	0.230
	NA
	US
	
	48739.093
	40.0
	NA
	NA
	30.466
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	6
	−0.030
	0.240

	Peplak (2020) Study 1
	2019
	289
	168
	0.473
	11.344
	CA
	
	48528.151
	31.7
	NA
	NA
	4.194
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	Pfeffer & DeVoe (2009) Study 1
	2008
	290
	66
	0.410
	35.310
	US
	
	54027.833
	40.8
	0.481
	0.389
	33.244
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.225
	0.569

	Piff et al. (2010) Study 1
	2009
	291
	115
	0.330
	22.570
	US
	
	52757.073
	40.6
	0.431
	0.328
	33.536
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.225
	−0.225

	Piff et al. (2010) Study 3
	2009
	292
	155
	0.310
	37.000
	US
	
	52757.073
	40.6
	0.481
	0.389
	33.536
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.180
	−0.180

	Piff et al. (2010) Study 4
	2009
	293
	91
	0.363
	21.640
	##
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	−0.421
	−0.421

	Pilkington et al. (2012)
	2010
	294
	561
	0.485
	65.440
	AU
	
	43360.023
	34.7
	0.584
	0.304
	2.868
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	1
	0.115
	0.115

	Poulin (2014) Study 1
	1987
	295
	846
	0.500
	70.850
	US
	
	NA
	37.2
	NA
	NA
	26.454
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.160
	0.160

	Poulin et al. (2013)
	1987
	295
	846
	0.500
	70.850
	US
	
	NA
	37.2
	NA
	NA
	26.454
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.080
	0.130

	Price et al. (2015)
	2013
	296
	125
	0.504
	21.630
	GB
	
	41789.522
	32.7
	NA
	NA
	265.070
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	1
	−0.120
	−0.120

	Quan (2021)
	2019
	297
	960
	0.455
	20.230
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	Quan et al. (2022)
	2019
	298
	604
	0.510
	19.810
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Ramirez-Valles (2006)
	1999
	299
	609
	0.468
	44.825
	US
	
	48739.093
	40.0
	0.546
	0.458
	30.466
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.095
	0.102

	Rao et al. (2022) Study 1
	2020
	300
	368
	0.709
	18.870
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	Rao et al. (2022) Study 2
	2020
	301
	408
	0.414
	27.240
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.020
	0.030

	Regnerus et al. (1998)
	1996
	302
	2,579
	0.410
	NA
	US
	
	43476.995
	40.3
	NA
	NA
	29.413
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.067
	0.067

	Ringshaw (2015)
	2014
	303
	75
	0.533
	10.860
	ZA
	
	13377.013
	63.0
	NA
	NA
	45.116
	0.91
	NA
	23
	49
	18
	2
	−0.010
	0.110

	Rosenthal et al. (1998)
	1993
	304
	105
	0.457
	18.000
	US
	
	40014.622
	40.4
	0.481
	0.389
	28.379
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.155
	0.155

	Rutten et al. (2007)
	2005
	305
	260
	0.588
	14.780
	NL
	
	49075.615
	29.0
	NA
	NA
	483.408
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	1
	0.000
	0.000

	Sambeek (2016)
	2015
	306
	175
	0.371
	NA
	NL
	
	52407.315
	28.2
	NA
	NA
	503.116
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	6
	−0.027
	0.179

	Schnitker et al. (2020)
	2015
	307
	396
	0.370
	18.420
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.130
	0.130

	Shmotkin et al. (2003)
	1989
	308
	1,343
	0.540
	83.791
	IL
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	208.780
	0.30
	−0.400
	56
	13
	47
	2
	0.110
	0.185

	Shukor et al. (2016)
	2014
	309
	386
	0.500
	NA
	MY
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	93.156
	0.72
	0.223
	27
	100
	47
	2
	0.004
	0.259

	Simões et al. (2018)
	2017
	310
	645
	0.447
	12.300
	PT
	
	32269.042
	33.8
	NA
	NA
	112.442
	0.60
	0.100
	59
	63
	42
	1
	0.010
	0.010

	Son & Wilson (2011)
	1995
	43
	3,257
	0.450
	42.830
	US
	
	42127.079
	39.9
	0.546
	0.458
	29.073
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.010
	0.230

	Song et al. (2018)
	2016
	311
	131
	0.511
	6.900
	CA
	
	46329.089
	32.7
	NA
	NA
	4.028
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Stamos et al. (2020) Study 1
	2017
	312
	300
	0.343
	25.290
	US
	
	61163.327
	41.2
	NA
	NA
	35.542
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.057
	0.057

	Stamos et al. (2020) Study S4
	2014
	313
	68
	NA
	22.650
	BE
	
	49277.103
	28.1
	NA
	NA
	370.180
	0.44
	NA
	81
	65
	61
	1
	0.170
	0.170

	Stern (1973) Knoxville
	1972
	314
	173
	0.353
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	36.7
	NA
	NA
	22.917
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	−0.050
	−0.050

	Stern (1973) Johnson City
	1972
	315
	173
	0.318
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	36.7
	NA
	NA
	22.917
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.010
	0.010

	Stern (1973) Paterson
	1972
	316
	171
	0.345
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	36.7
	NA
	NA
	22.917
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.280
	0.280

	Stern (1973) Linden
	1972
	317
	168
	0.381
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	36.7
	NA
	NA
	22.917
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.020
	0.020

	Stern (1973) North Caldwell
	1972
	318
	162
	0.451
	NA
	US
	
	NA
	36.7
	NA
	NA
	22.917
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.080
	0.080

	Suter & Gmür (2018)
	2016
	319
	1,263
	NA
	50.000
	CH
	
	68132.404
	33.0
	0.547
	0.296
	211.932
	0.38
	NA
	79
	34
	42
	1
	0.108
	0.108

	Sutter & Untertrifaller (2020)
	2019
	320
	328
	0.530
	4.491
	IT
	
	43126.205
	34.6
	NA
	NA
	201.981
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	1
	0.044
	0.044

	Sweijen et al. (2022)
	2020
	321
	823
	0.288
	18.120
	NL
	
	52511.416
	26.0
	NA
	NA
	518.013
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	5
	−0.047
	0.005

	Sze et al. (2012)
	2010
	322
	213
	0.330
	44.591
	US
	
	54225.311
	40.0
	0.494
	0.439
	33.816
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.070
	0.070

	Taghian et al. (2019)
	2017
	323
	207
	0.589
	NA
	AU
	
	47092.191
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.197
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	2
	−0.062
	0.095

	Tang & Morrow-Howell (2008)
	2002
	324
	16,415
	0.425
	73.660
	US
	
	50884.191
	40.4
	NA
	NA
	31.394
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.154
	0.246

	Taniguchi (2012)
	2009
	325
	13,133
	0.485
	44.261
	US
	
	52757.073
	40.6
	0.494
	0.439
	33.536
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.016
	0.090

	Taniguchi & Marshall (2014)
	2005
	326
	1,954
	0.484
	49.931
	JP
	
	40079.840
	NA
	0.862
	0.276
	350.543
	0.13
	0.191
	62
	54
	100
	2
	0.058
	0.063

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) Australia
	2020
	327
	1,480
	0.430
	32.090
	AU
	
	48587.660
	NA
	0.663
	0.231
	3.335
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	2
	0.010
	0.230

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) China
	2020
	328
	599
	0.330
	25.430
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.017
	0.024

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) France
	2020
	329
	528
	0.420
	33.540
	FR
	
	42780.184
	30.7
	0.620
	0.265
	123.405
	0.40
	NA
	74
	68
	60
	2
	0.110
	0.113

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) Germany
	2020
	330
	500
	0.590
	28.460
	DE
	
	53506.054
	NA
	NA
	NA
	238.017
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	2
	0.044
	0.225

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) Indonesia
	2020
	331
	523
	0.330
	21.220
	ID
	
	11205.547
	37.6
	NA
	NA
	144.796
	0.82
	0.502
	5
	78
	29
	2
	0.050
	0.172

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) Italy
	2020
	332
	500
	0.570
	27.480
	IT
	
	39991.885
	35.2
	NA
	NA
	200.999
	0.74
	−0.060
	53
	50
	39
	2
	0.042
	0.111

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) Netherlands
	2020
	333
	413
	0.610
	27.160
	NL
	
	52511.416
	26.0
	NA
	NA
	518.013
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	2
	0.082
	0.196

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) Thailand
	2020
	334
	330
	0.200
	34.970
	TH
	
	NA
	35.0
	0.851
	0.356
	139.904
	0.94
	0.254
	19
	64
	67
	2
	−0.126
	0.060

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) United Kingdom
	2020
	335
	550
	0.360
	37.370
	GB
	
	41219.445
	32.6
	0.631
	0.179
	277.275
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	2
	0.158
	0.206

	Tanjitpiyanond et al. (2022) United States
	2020
	336
	500
	0.550
	32.450
	US
	
	61845.785
	39.7
	0.431
	0.328
	36.241
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.137
	0.181

	Terrier et al. (2021)
	2019
	337
	363
	0.355
	NA
	FR
	
	46866.254
	31.2
	NA
	NA
	123.070
	0.40
	NA
	74
	68
	60
	4
	0.023
	0.170

	Thoits & Hewitt (2001)
	1986
	338
	3,617
	0.375
	54.000
	US
	
	NA
	37.6
	NA
	NA
	26.218
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.190
	0.240

	Truhan et al. (2022)
	2022
	339
	257
	0.486
	13.650
	GB
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	1
	0.168
	0.168

	Tse et al. (2022) United Kingdom
	2020
	340
	251
	0.510
	58.200
	GB
	
	41219.445
	32.6
	0.702
	0.281
	277.275
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	2
	−0.063
	−0.011

	Tse et al. (2022) United States
	2020
	341
	268
	0.478
	40.560
	US
	
	61845.785
	39.7
	0.481
	0.389
	36.241
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.020
	0.139

	Tse et al. (2022) Germany
	2020
	342
	197
	0.492
	48.160
	DE
	
	53506.054
	NA
	0.293
	0.392
	238.017
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	2
	0.025
	0.028

	Tse et al. (2022) Hong Kong
	2020
	343
	200
	0.485
	42.440
	HK
	
	59160.729
	NA
	NA
	NA
	7124.762
	0.26
	NA
	50
	68
	93
	2
	0.063
	0.217

	Tu et al. (2022)
	2012
	344
	125,626
	0.592
	33.810
	CN
	
	10346.768
	42.2
	0.528
	0.453
	144.244
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.140
	0.140

	Tune (1968)
	1967
	345
	606
	0.530
	NA
	GB
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	227.105
	0.30
	−0.207
	76
	35
	60
	1
	0.153
	0.153

	Tutić & Liebe (2020)
	2017
	346
	1,003
	0.480
	50.120
	US
	
	61163.327
	41.2
	0.494
	0.439
	35.542
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.070
	0.070

	Tutić & Liebe (2021)
	2008
	347
	629
	0.550
	15.300
	DE
	
	47413.821
	30.9
	NA
	NA
	235.522
	0.34
	0.129
	79
	35
	57
	2
	−0.020
	0.154

	van den Heuvel et al. (2023) 
	2018
	348
	63
	0.492
	5.110
	NL
	
	55762.332
	28.1
	NA
	NA
	511.780
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	2
	0.050
	0.548

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 1
	2015
	349
	226
	0.442
	37.440
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	0.481
	0.389
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.110
	0.130

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 2
	2015
	350
	300
	0.460
	36.720
	US
	
	59570.019
	41.2
	0.481
	0.389
	35.063
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	0.100
	0.130

	Van Doesum et al. (2022) Study 3
	2019
	351
	149
	0.242
	21.630
	NL
	
	55646.602
	29.2
	NA
	NA
	515.143
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	1
	−0.130
	−0.130

	Van Horn (2002)
	2001
	352
	541
	0.571
	NA
	US
	
	50641.069
	40.6
	NA
	NA
	31.104
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.016
	0.016

	van Langen et al. (2014)
	2014
	353
	264
	0.000
	18.920
	NL
	
	51262.797
	28.6
	NA
	NA
	500.594
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Veenstra et al. (2008) girls
	2001
	354
	1,133
	0.000
	11.090
	NL
	
	47452.711
	NA
	0.726
	0.246
	475.302
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	2
	0.020
	0.270

	Veenstra et al. (2008) boys
	2001
	355
	1,097
	1.000
	11.090
	NL
	
	47452.711
	NA
	0.726
	0.246
	475.302
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	2
	0.110
	0.300

	H. Wang et al. (2021)
	2020
	356
	590
	0.642
	15.620
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.293
	0.293

	L. Wang et al. (2017)
	2008
	357
	14,882
	0.454
	NA
	CA
	
	46469.239
	33.9
	NA
	NA
	3.708
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	6
	−0.020
	0.119

	Y. Wang, Yang, Hu, & Chen (2021)
	2019
	358
	1052
	0.340
	34.450
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	0.561
	0.483
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.150
	0.150

	Y. Wang, Yang, Zhang, & Hu (2021)
	2021
	359
	477
	0.675
	30.630
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.180
	0.180

	Warburton & Stirling (2007)
	2002
	360
	4,792
	0.550
	NA
	AU
	
	35785.736
	NA
	NA
	NA
	2.538
	0.34
	−0.053
	73
	38
	56
	3
	−0.013
	0.037

	Webb & Abzug (2008)
	2003
	361
	11,520
	0.529
	48.000
	US
	
	51547.218
	40.8
	0.546
	0.458
	31.665
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	5
	0.000
	0.299

	Wei et al. (2023)
	2021
	362
	1,712
	0.370
	38.540
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	0.561
	0.483
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	−0.150
	0.050

	Whillans et al. (2017) Study 1
	2013
	363
	185
	0.400
	45.343
	##
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	2
	0.078
	0.125

	Whillans et al. (2017) Study 2
	2016
	364
	414
	0.474
	37.844
	##
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	2
	0.050
	0.070

	Whillans et al. (2017) Study 3
	2016
	365
	471
	0.437
	30.900
	CA
	
	46329.089
	32.7
	0.689
	0.260
	4.028
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	2
	0.067
	0.132

	Wiepking & Maas (2009)
	2004
	366
	1,316
	0.480
	NA
	NL
	
	48184.442
	29.8
	NA
	NA
	482.280
	0.26
	−0.545
	100
	38
	67
	4
	0.000
	0.180

	Winterich & Zhang (2014) Study 3
	2012
	367
	139
	0.460
	19.190
	US
	
	56204.845
	40.9
	NA
	NA
	34.313
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.070
	0.070

	Xenikaki (2013)
	2012
	368
	100
	0.430
	43.532
	##
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	2
	−0.265
	−0.007

	Xiao et al. (2021)
	2017
	369
	1,185
	0.510
	NA
	HK
	
	62442.175
	NA
	NA
	NA
	7041.143
	0.26
	NA
	50
	68
	93
	6
	0.036
	0.109

	S. Xie & Shi (2022) Study 1
	2020
	370
	53
	0.415
	21.340
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.283
	−0.283

	S. Xie & Shi (2022) Study 2
	2020
	371
	68
	0.353
	20.120
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.436
	−0.425

	S. Xie & Shi (2022) Study 3
	2020
	372
	137
	0.336
	19.840
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.133
	−0.133

	Xu & Zhang (2023) Study 1
	2012
	373
	4,396
	0.541
	49.230
	CN
	
	10346.768
	42.2
	0.589
	0.319
	144.244
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	6
	0.080
	0.290

	Yen et al. (1997)
	1991
	374
	13,572
	0.484
	NA
	CA
	
	31157.206
	32.0
	NA
	NA
	3.127
	0.40
	−0.135
	72
	39
	54
	1
	0.046
	0.046

	Yeung (2004)
	2000
	375
	1,038
	NA
	NA
	FI
	
	42005.374
	27.2
	NA
	NA
	16.994
	0.56
	−0.283
	75
	33
	63
	1
	0.138
	0.138

	Yoo et al. (2013)
	2007
	376
	335
	0.496
	11.240
	US
	
	55485.229
	40.8
	NA
	NA
	32.879
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	−0.060
	0.120

	Yost-Dubrow & Dunham (2018) Study 1
	2016
	377
	251
	0.594
	34.640
	US
	
	59936.801
	41.1
	0.431
	0.328
	35.318
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.030
	0.030

	Yost-Dubrow & Dunham (2018) Study 2
	2016
	378
	250
	0.486
	34.912
	US
	
	59936.801
	41.1
	0.431
	0.328
	35.318
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	2
	−0.077
	0.046

	Youngblade (2003)
	2001
	379
	171
	0.468
	8.590
	US
	
	50641.069
	40.6
	NA
	NA
	31.104
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	1
	0.045
	0.045

	R. Zhang & Wang (2019)
	2018
	380
	182
	0.522
	7.020
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.040
	0.040

	S. Zhang et al. (2022) Study 1
	2022
	381
	46
	0.522
	20.540
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.313
	−0.313

	W. Zhang et al. (2022)
	2022
	382
	1,202
	0.490
	9.040
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.010
	0.010

	Y. Zhang et al. (2020)
	2019
	383
	144
	0.300
	18.960
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.090
	0.090

	C. Zhao et al. (2022)
	2018
	384
	547
	0.446
	12.800
	US
	
	62659.102
	41.4
	NA
	NA
	35.730
	0.56
	−0.133
	60
	40
	50
	3
	0.090
	0.140

	L. Zhao et al. (2020)
	2020
	385
	256
	0.254
	NA
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.443
	−0.195

	Zheng et al. (2023)
	2019
	386
	388
	0.438
	19.450
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.320
	0.320

	Zheng et al. (2021)
	2019
	387
	520
	0.458
	20.320
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.310
	0.310

	Z. Zhou et al. (2022)
	2020
	388
	285
	0.495
	12.290
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.050
	0.050

	Zhu et al. (2023)
	2022
	389
	2,313
	0.510
	14.570
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.130
	0.130

	S. Chen (2020)*
	2019
	390
	51,507
	0.590
	17.237
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	−0.114
	0.310

	Chu et al. (2018)*
	2016
	391
	308
	0.458
	16.050
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.110
	0.260

	Cong (2008)*
	2007
	392
	771
	0.411
	NA
	CN
	
	6810.158
	NA
	NA
	NA
	140.377
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.001
	0.058

	Cui (2021) Study 1a*
	2017
	393
	37,156
	0.478
	43.180
	##
	
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3
	−0.180
	0.240

	Cui (2021) Study 1b*
	2020
	394
	89
	0.382
	29.130
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	−0.010
	0.260

	Cui (2021) Study 2*
	2020
	395
	170
	0.265
	22.050
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	−0.090
	0.200

	Cui (2021) Study 3a*
	2020
	396
	154
	0.416
	22.080
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	−0.010
	0.340

	Dong et al. (2014) *
	2014
	397
	5,560
	0.443
	NA
	CN
	
	11866.353
	39.2
	NA
	NA
	146.126
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	6
	−0.019
	0.071

	Fan (2023) Study 1*
	2017
	398
	2,578
	0.488
	50.070
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	0.589
	0.319
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	−0.040
	0.200

	Fan (2023) Study 2*
	2022
	399
	201
	0.124
	20.070
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.101
	−0.067

	Fan (2023) Study 3*
	2022
	400
	231
	0.130
	20.040
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	10
	−0.066
	0.116

	Gong (2017) Study 1*
	2016
	401
	228
	0.382
	21.940
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.615
	−0.615

	Gong (2017) Study 2*
	2016
	402
	149
	0.725
	21.540
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.240
	−0.240

	J. Guan & Jin (2019) Study 1*
	2017
	403
	236
	0.288
	20.940
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.231
	−0.217

	J. Guan & Jin (2019) Study 2*
	2017
	404
	94
	0.255
	21.790
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.166
	−0.129

	N. Guan (2015) Study 1*
	2014
	405
	136
	0.567
	NA
	CN
	
	11866.353
	39.2
	NA
	NA
	146.126
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.178
	−0.178

	Z. Guo et al. (2023) Study 1*
	2020
	406
	160
	0.363
	23.200
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.060
	−0.060

	Z. Guo et al. (2023) Study 2*
	2020
	407
	113
	0.407
	23.960
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.040
	−0.030

	Hu (2023) Study 1*
	2022
	408
	478
	0.320
	NA
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	−0.050
	0.220

	Hu (2023) Study 2*
	2022
	409
	120
	0.308
	20.290
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.114
	0.197

	Huang et al. (2021) *
	2021
	410
	636
	0.487
	21.110
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	W. Jiang (2019) *
	2017
	411
	243
	NA
	16.240
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	8
	0.076
	0.261

	W. Jiang & Wang (2017) Study 1*
	2017
	412
	262
	0.447
	19.650
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.150
	0.150

	W. Jiang, Wang, & Wang (2017) *
	2017
	413
	221
	0.439
	15.730
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.180
	0.180

	X. Jiang (2018) Study 3*
	2017
	414
	169
	0.391
	NA
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	8
	0.025
	0.265

	Y. Jiang (2017) Study 1*
	2016
	415
	60
	0.367
	20.130
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.321
	−0.321

	Y. Jiang (2017) Study 2*
	2016
	416
	60
	0.400
	19.680
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.118
	−0.118

	J. Li (2020) Study 2*
	2019
	417
	112
	0.446
	20.440
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.100
	−0.100

	Q. Li & Hu (2023) Study 2*
	2021
	418
	130
	0.485
	26.180
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.170
	0.390

	Q. Li & Hu (2023) Study 3*
	2021
	419
	140
	0.486
	27.230
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.430
	0.770

	Liang et al. (2023)*
	2021
	420
	1,570
	0.159
	20.940
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.029
	0.029

	Q. Liu & Wang (2023)*
	2022
	421
	507
	0.535
	4.830
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.090
	−0.090

	W. Liu & Shi (2015)*
	2015
	422
	464
	0.481
	26.650
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	0.561
	0.483
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.123
	−0.123

	W. Liu, Zhu, et al. (2022)*
	2021
	423
	235
	0.574
	29.050
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.210
	0.210

	Y. Liu et al. (2019)*
	2019
	424
	2,012
	0.488
	14.830
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.240
	0.240

	Long (2012)*
	2011
	425
	395
	0.582
	NA
	CN
	
	9589.872
	42.4
	NA
	NA
	143.269
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.045
	0.071

	Lu (2015) Study 1*
	2014
	426
	242
	0.529
	31.800
	CN
	
	11866.353
	39.2
	0.561
	0.483
	146.126
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.364
	0.364

	Lu (2015) Study 2 Sample a*
	2014
	427
	42
	0.624
	NA
	CN
	
	11866.353
	39.2
	NA
	NA
	146.126
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.400
	0.546

	Lu (2015) Study 2 Sample b*
	2014
	428
	43
	0.624
	NA
	CN
	
	11866.353
	39.2
	NA
	NA
	146.126
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.332
	−0.302

	Lu et al. (2014) *
	2012
	429
	40
	0.600
	48.875
	CN
	
	10346.768
	42.2
	0.589
	0.319
	144.244
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.000
	0.354

	N. Luo (2019) Study 1*
	2018
	430
	363
	0.317
	22.450
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	8
	−0.050
	0.120

	N. Luo (2019) Study 2*
	2018
	431
	219
	0.292
	22.610
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.140
	0.140

	Y. Luo (2019) Study 1*
	2018
	432
	216
	0.505
	29.660
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	0.561
	0.483
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.116
	0.190

	Y. Luo (2019) Study 2*
	2018
	433
	216
	0.326
	22.210
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.163
	0.199

	L. Ma & Li (2021) *
	2014
	434
	5,423
	NA
	NA
	CN
	
	11866.353
	39.2
	NA
	NA
	146.126
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.208
	0.263

	Meng (2022) Study 1*
	2021
	435
	564
	NA
	NA
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.035
	0.099

	Meng (2022) Study 2*
	2021
	436
	298
	0.503
	NA
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	16
	0.009
	0.178

	Qin (2020) Study 2*
	2019
	437
	211
	0.218
	NA
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.155
	0.233

	Shao (2020) *
	2019
	438
	547
	0.410
	NA
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.196
	−0.176

	Shi (2019) Study 2*
	2018
	439
	291
	0.323
	20.550
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.070
	0.079

	Shi (2019) Study 3*
	2018
	440
	304
	0.220
	18.980
	CN
	
	15067.743
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	149.417
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.010
	−0.010

	Q. Sun et al. (2023) Study 3*
	2022
	441
	456
	0.408
	30.360
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	−0.040
	0.010

	Y. Sun (2021) Study 1*
	2020
	442
	76
	0.368
	18.080
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.101
	−0.101

	Y. Sun (2021) Study 2*
	2020
	443
	78
	0.372
	18.030
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.035
	−0.035

	Tian (2020) *
	2019
	444
	510
	0.512
	NA
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.152
	0.152

	T. Wang (2023) Study 1*
	2022
	445
	2,264
	0.295
	26.240
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	0.060
	0.150

	T. Wang (2023) Study 2*
	2022
	446
	147
	0.184
	21.270
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	8
	−0.040
	0.130

	T. Wang (2023) Study 3*
	2022
	447
	152
	0.586
	20.740
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	0.120
	0.140

	Y. Wang (2022) *
	2022
	448
	275
	0.429
	21.000
	CN
	
	17994.702
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.010
	0.010

	Y. Wang et al. (2017) *
	2016
	449
	737
	0.509
	13.920
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	3
	0.080
	0.140

	F. Xie et al. (2021) *
	2020
	450
	1,029
	0.416
	15.350
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.170
	0.360

	X. Xie (2016) *
	2014
	451
	100
	0.310
	20.950
	CN
	
	11866.353
	39.2
	NA
	NA
	146.126
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.202
	0.202

	X. Xie & Li (2018) Study 2*
	2016
	452
	102
	0.412
	23.684
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.091
	0.261

	S. Yang et al. (2022) *
	2021
	453
	506
	0.387
	19.610
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.200
	−0.200

	J. Zhang & Xu (2018) *
	2017
	454
	246
	0.134
	NA
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.078
	−0.078

	L. Zhang (2018) Study 1*
	2017
	455
	567
	0.476
	NA
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	−0.033
	0.016

	L. Zhang et al. (2017) *
	2016
	456
	314
	0.420
	NA
	CN
	
	13332.386
	38.5
	NA
	NA
	147.823
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.101
	0.101

	Q. Zhang (2020) Study 1*
	2019
	457
	218
	0.520
	21.140
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.074
	−0.074

	W. Zhang et al. (2021) *
	2019
	458
	1,082
	0.497
	12.320
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.150
	0.150

	W. Zhang & Zhu (2021) *
	2020
	459
	7,385
	0.511
	NA
	CN
	
	16167.831
	37.1
	NA
	NA
	150.306
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	4
	−0.081
	0.105

	H. Zhao et al. (2018) Study 1*
	2015
	460
	56
	0.357
	21.110
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	NA
	NA
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.360
	0.360

	H. Zhao et al. (2018) Study 2 Sample a*
	2015
	461
	48
	0.302
	NA
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	NA
	NA
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.055
	−0.055

	H. Zhao et al. (2018) Study 2 Sample b*
	2015
	462
	48
	0.302
	NA
	CN
	
	12552.185
	38.6
	NA
	NA
	146.978
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.454
	0.454

	J. Zhao (2022) *
	2021
	463
	1,191
	0.479
	NA
	CN
	
	17536.122
	NA
	NA
	NA
	150.440
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.110
	0.120

	X. Zheng et al. (2023) *
	2017
	464
	832
	0.454
	15.830
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.280
	0.440

	X. Zheng et al. (2021) *
	2019
	465
	813
	0.326
	19.320
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	2
	0.080
	0.170

	X. Zhou (2018) Study 1*
	2017
	466
	61
	0.365
	25.332
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.551
	0.551

	X. Zhou (2018) Study 3*
	2017
	467
	210
	0.376
	NA
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.190
	0.190

	X. Zhou (2018) Study 4*
	2017
	468
	61
	0.426
	21.640
	CN
	
	14224.869
	39.1
	NA
	NA
	148.720
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.491
	0.491

	Zou (2020) Study 1*
	2019
	469
	83
	0.181
	NA
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.023
	−0.023

	Zou (2020) Study 2*
	2019
	470
	96
	0.260
	NA
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	0.041
	0.041

	Zou (2020) Study 3*
	2019
	471
	301
	0.223
	NA
	CN
	
	15933.621
	38.2
	NA
	NA
	149.948
	0.07
	0.186
	43
	80
	77
	1
	−0.087
	−0.087


[bookmark: _Hlk164635463]Note. Studies based on dependent samples are assigned the same ID. Year = estimated year of data collection; N = the number of participants in the study; Sex = the percentage of male participants in the sample; Mage = mean age in years; CoR = the coded society (country or region) represented as a two-letter code (alpha-2) according to the International Standards for country codes (ISO); ## = multiple societies; GNI = gross national income (per capita); GINI = Gini index; AM = absolute mobility; RM = relative mobility (i.e., the index of intergenerational persistence; higher values indicate lower relative mobility); PDE = population density; REL = religiosity; TN = tightness; IN = individualism; PD = power distance; LTO = long-term orientation; k = the number of effect sizes in each study; rmin and rmax represent the smallest and largest effect size(s) in the study; NA = not applicable or not available. Studies marked with * are written in Chinese. A positive effect size (r) represents higher levels of prosociality among higher class individuals.

[bookmark: _Toc187763019]Table S10
Studies Included in the Additional Meta-Analysis on Social Class and Social Value Orientation
	Study
	Sample characteristics
	　
	Study characteristics
	k
	rmin
	rmax

	
	Year
	N
	Sex
	Mage
	CoR
	　
	Social class measure
	SVO measure
	
	
	

	Callan et al. (2017) Study 1
	2017
	564
	0.512
	34.36
	US
	　
	MacArthur Scale; annual household income; educational attainment

	Triple Dominance Measure
	3
	−0.015
	0.007

	Manesi et al. (2019)
	2019
	643
	0.319
	29.79
	US
	
	Educational attainment
	SVO Slider Measure 
	1
	0.031
	0.031

	Piff et al. (2010) Study 3
	2010
	155
	0.310
	37.00
	US
	　
	Composite measure of educational attainment and annual income
	Triple Dominance Measure
	1
	−0.230
	−0.230

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Argentina
	2021
	145
	0.166
	23.06
	AR
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.121
	0.098

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Australia
	2021
	118
	0.153
	19.50
	AU
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.009
	0.407

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Austria
	2021
	614
	0.148
	26.01
	AT
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.111
	0.063

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Belgium
	2021
	94
	0.117
	19.67
	BE
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.245
	−0.107

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Canada
	2021
	315
	0.251
	20.33
	CA
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.140
	0.048

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Chile
	2021
	189
	0.265
	19.65
	CL
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.024
	0.006

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) China
	2021
	1,088
	0.248
	20.91
	CN
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.150
	0.012

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Czech Republic
	2021
	217
	0.180
	28.49
	CZ
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.167
	0.117

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) France
	2021
	207
	0.111
	19.55
	FR
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.010
	0.065

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Germany
	2021
	893
	0.349
	24.10
	DE
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.074
	0.064

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Greece
	2021
	105
	0.286
	24.36
	GR
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.240
	−0.056

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Hong Kong China
	2021
	393
	0.196
	20.20
	HK
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.172
	0.035

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) India
	2021
	174
	0.603
	20.39
	IN
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.127
	−0.031

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Indonesia
	2021
	402
	0.132
	22.06
	ID
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.109
	−0.031

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Israel
	2021
	384
	0.224
	24.56
	IL
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.072
	0.170

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Japan
	2021
	273
	0.568
	20.99
	JP
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.072
	0.051

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Mexico
	2021
	150
	0.380
	20.91
	MX
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.157
	−0.074

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Netherlands
	2021
	235
	0.277
	20.87
	NL
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	0.013
	0.108

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Poland
	2021
	147
	0.170
	23.91
	PL
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.119
	−0.06

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Portugal
	2021
	152
	0.178
	21.49
	PT
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.004
	0.010

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Republic of Korea
	2021
	394
	0.348
	19.26
	KR
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.093
	0.035

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Romania
	2021
	142
	0.077
	21.44
	RO
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.137
	0.039

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Russia
	2021
	217
	0.078
	25.31
	RU
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.281
	0.119

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Singapore
	2021
	167
	0.383
	22.02
	SG
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	0.029
	0.142

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) South Africa
	2021
	365
	0.173
	22.68
	ZA
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.020
	0.131

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Spain
	2021
	222
	0.297
	22.14
	ES
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.211
	−0.102

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Sweden
	2021
	164
	0.530
	27.52
	SE
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.090
	0.175

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Switzerland
	2021
	267
	0.382
	24.52
	CH
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.069
	−0.029

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Turkey
	2021
	508
	0.303
	20.81
	TR
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.088
	−0.071

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) United Kingdom
	2021
	582
	0.246
	20.34
	UK
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.073
	0.035

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) United States
	2021
	1,030
	0.461
	20.48
	US
	　
	MacArthur Scale; parental education; relative income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.073
	−0.020

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 1
	2017
	226
	0.442
	37.44
	US
	　
	MacArthur Scale; annual household income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	2
	−0.040
	0.030

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 2
	2017
	300
	0.460
	36.72
	US
	　
	MacArthur Scale; annual household income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	2
	−0.090
	−0.070

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 3
	2017
	450
	0.529
	34.54
	US
	　
	MacArthur Scale; annual household income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	2
	−0.080
	−0.050

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 4
	2017
	442
	0.520
	35.43
	US
	
	MacArthur Scale; annual household income
	SVO Slider Measure 
	2
	0.030
	0.080

	Van Doesum et al. (2022) Study 1
	2022
	123
	0.236
	21.63
	NL
	
	MacArthur Scale
	SVO Slider Measure 
	1
	0.150
	0.150

	Van Doesum et al. (2022) Study 2
	2022
	288
	0.413
	34.00
	GB
	
	MacArthur Scale; annual household income; education
	SVO Slider Measure 
	3
	−0.050
	0.000

	Van Doesum et al. (2022) Study 3
	2022
	149
	0.242
	21.63
	NL
	　
	MacArthur Scale
	SVO Slider Measure 
	1
	−0.070
	−0.070


[bookmark: _Hlk175397133]Note. Year = year of publication or when the paper became publicly available; N = the number of participants in the study; Sex = the percentage of male participants in the sample; Mage = mean age in years; CoR = the coded society (country or region) as a two-letter code (alpha-2) based on the International Standards for country codes; MacArthur Scale = MacArthur Scale of subjective socioeconomic status; SVO = social value orientation; k = the number of effect sizes in each study; rmin and rmax represent the smallest and largest effect size(s) in the study. A positive (or negative) r indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of prosocial orientation.


[bookmark: _Toc187763020]Table S11
Studies Included in the Additional Meta-Analyses on Social Class and FFM Agreeableness
	Study
	Sample characteristics
	　
	Study characteristics
	k
	rmin
	rmax

	
	Year
	N
	Sex
	Mage
	CoR
	　
	Social class measure
	FFM agreeableness measure
	
	
	

	Anand et al. (2015)
	2015
	756
	0.580
	38.75
	US
	
	Composite score of education, income and occupation
	NEO Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	−0.070
	−0.070

	Apers et al. (2019)
	2019
	311
	0.476
	45.57
	NL
	
	Monthly income
	International Personality Item Pool Big Five personality questionnaire-agreeableness
	1
	−0.100
	−0.100

	Bergner (2020) Study 2
	2020
	123
	0.500
	39.49
	AT
	
	Income
	NEO Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.040
	0.040

	Bergner (2020) Study 3
	2020
	155
	0.650
	28.81
	AT
	
	Education background
	Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.030
	0.030

	Bernerth et al. (2012)
	2012
	142
	0.610
	37.8
	US
	
	Educational attainment
	Brief version of Goldberg’s Unipolar Big Five Markers-agreeableness
	1
	−0.190
	−0.190

	Bowling et al. (2011)
	2011
	220
	0.430
	39.00
	US
	
	Education
	Big Five Factor Markers of the International Personality Item Pool-agreeableness
	1
	−0.030
	−0.030

	Boyce et al. (2013)
	2013
	8,625
	0.458
	44.50
	AU
	
	Household income
	A shortened version of the Big Five Scale-agreeableness
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Čavojová et al. (2024)
	2024
	485
	0.500
	44.32
	SK
	
	Education level
	Big Five Inventory-2 short form-agreeableness
	1
	0.113
	0.113

	Chan et al. (2018)
	2018
	349
	0.450
	61.84
	##
	
	Highest level of qualification
	Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.070
	0.070

	Choi & Lee (2014)
	2014
	373
	0.770
	32.88
	KR
	
	Education
	Big Five personality traits-agreeableness
	1
	0.110
	0.110

	Christensen et al. (2019) men
	2019
	3,782
	1.000
	55.30
	DK
	
	Years of education; occupational social class
	NEO Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	2
	−0.090
	−0.070

	Christensen et al. (2019) women
	2019
	1,730
	0.000
	52.50
	DK
	
	Years of education; occupational social class
	NEO Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	2
	−0.070
	−0.060

	Damian et al. (2015)
	2015
	346,000
	0.480
	NA
	US
	
	Parental SES (composite score of family income, father’s job status and parental education)
	Project Talent Personality Inventory-Social Sensitivity scale (agreeableness)
	1
	0.170
	0.170

	de Haro et al. (2013)
	2013
	130
	0.360
	26.4
	ES
	
	Gross monthly income
	NEO Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.000
	0.000

	Duckworth et al. (2012)
	2012
	9,646
	0.420
	68
	US
	
	Lifetime income
	The Midlife Development Inventory Personality Scales-agreeableness
	1
	−0.140
	−0.140

	Fuiks (2008)
	2008
	240
	0.100
	41.15
	US
	
	Education level
	Revised NEO Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	−0.050
	−0.050

	Furnham & Cheng (2015)
	2015
	5,199
	0.480
	33
	GB
	
	Education; occupation
	Five-factor models from the International Personality Item Pool-agreeableness
	2
	0.103
	0.108

	Furnham & Cheng (2019)
	2019
	12,522
	0.449
	40.21
	GB
	
	Education qualification; occupation
	15-item version of the Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	2
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Gannon & Ranzijn (2005)
	2005
	191
	0.330
	35.94
	AU
	
	Income; education
	NEO Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	2
	−0.100
	−0.031

	Ganzach & Gotlibovski (2014)
	2014
	8,904
	0.510
	15
	US
	
	Education; parents’ education; family income
	Measure of Big-Five personality dimensions-agreeableness
	3
	−0.010
	0.100

	Gerbino et al. (2018) Study 1
	2018
	165
	0.485
	12.43
	IT
	
	SES (parents’ education and occupation)
	Agreeableness Subscale of Big-Five Questionnaire-Children
	1
	−0.007
	−0.007

	Gerbino et al. (2018) Study 2
	2018
	927
	0.524
	14.03
	IT
	
	SES (parents’ education and occupation)
	Agreeableness subscale of Big-Five Questionnaire-Children
	1
	0.095
	0.095

	Greitemeyer & Sagioglou (2016) Study 1a
	2016
	509
	0.572
	31.60
	US
	
	Subjective SES (MacArthur Scale and additional items)
	Big Five Agreeableness subscale
	1
	0.080
	0.080

	Greitemeyer & Sagioglou (2016) Study 1b
	2016
	507
	0.533
	36.80
	US
	
	Subjective SES (MacArthur Scale and additional items)
	Big Five Agreeableness subscale
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	Greitemeyer & Sagioglou (2016) Study 2
	2016
	764
	0.490
	32.60
	US
	
	Subjective SES (MacArthur Scale and additional items)
	Big Five Agreeableness subscale
	1
	0.040
	0.040

	Grevenstein & Bluemke (2015)
	2015
	1,842
	0.145
	28.11
	DE
	
	Education
	German 25-item Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	−0.010
	−0.010

	Grevenstein et al. (2018)
	2018
	1,033
	0.248
	41.83
	DE
	
	Education
	German 15-item Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	John et al. (1994)
	1994
	350
	1.000
	12.70
	US
	
	SES (a composite score of parents’ education and occupation)
	Mother-report California Child Q-Set Big Five Scales-agreeableness
	1
	0.040
	0.040

	Judge et al. (1999) adulthood
	1999
	194
	NA
	NA
	US
	
	Annual pretax income; occupation status
	Big Five personality traits-agreeableness-childhood assessments
	2
	−0.110
	−0.040

	Judge et al. (2012) Study 3
	2012
	1,691
	0.680
	NA
	US
	
	Education; occupation status; income
	Big Five personality traits-agreeableness
	3
	−0.140
	−0.050

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK97]Kajonius & Carlander (2017)
	2017
	5,280
	0.470
	54.6
	SE
	
	Family SES during childhood; educational attainment; annual income
	Big Five HP5 inventory-agreeableness
	3
	−0.060
	0.070

	Kim & Jeong (2015)
	2015
	9,479
	0.452
	NA
	KR
	
	Education; income
	Ten-item Personality Inventory-agreeableness
	2
	−0.006
	0.007

	Lechner et al. (2021)
	2021
	9,300
	0.482
	15.10
	DE
	
	Parent's occupation status
	Big Five Inventory-10-agreeableness 
	1
	−0.040
	−0.040

	Lee & Ohtake (2018) Japan male workers
	2018
	1,140
	1.000
	49.82
	JP
	
	Annual income
	Big Five personality traits-agreeableness
	1
	0.112
	0.112

	Lee & Ohtake (2018) Japan female workers
	2018
	921
	0.000
	48.57
	JP
	
	Annual income
	Big Five personality traits-agreeableness
	1
	−0.028
	−0.028

	Lee & Ohtake (2018) US male workers
	2018
	416
	1.000
	49.72
	US
	
	Annual income
	Big Five personality traits-agreeableness
	1
	−0.089
	−0.089

	Lee & Ohtake (2018) US female workers
	2018
	402
	0.000
	50.4
	US
	
	Annual income
	Big Five personality traits-agreeableness
	1
	−0.086
	−0.086

	Y. Li et al. (2023)
	2023
	521
	0.418
	NA
	CN
	
	Education level
	Big Five personality traits-agreeableness
	1
	0.082
	0.082

	Löckenhoff et al. (2008)
	2008
	505
	0.352
	46.65
	US
	
	Education
	Revised NEO Personality Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	−0.066
	−0.066

	Marengo et al. (2020)
	2020
	3,003
	0.393
	35.53
	DE
	
	Education
	German version of the Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.074
	0.074

	Matz & Gladstone (2020) Study 1
	2020
	636
	0.390
	44.10
	GB
	
	Income
	Big Five Inventory-44-agreeableness
	1
	−0.050
	−0.050

	Matz & Gladstone (2020) Study 2
	2020
	3,155
	0.318
	35.31
	GB
	
	Income
	Big Five Inventory-44-agreeableness
	1
	−0.040
	−0.040

	Matz & Gladstone (2020) Study 3
	2020
	4,170
	NA
	NA
	GB
	
	Income
	Three items from the British Household Panel Survey to measure agreeableness
	1
	−0.100
	−0.100

	Matz & Gladstone (2020) Study 4
	2020
	549
	0.500
	37.56
	GB
	
	Income
	Big Five Inventory-10-agreeableness
	1
	0.040
	0.040

	Meyer et al. (2019)
	2019
	3,637
	NA
	NA
	DE
	
	Parents' occupational status
	German short version of the Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	−0.060
	−0.060

	Mongrain et al. (2018)
	2018
	648
	0.329
	32.25
	##
	
	Income
	Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.063
	0.063

	Ng (2015)
	2015
	1,972
	0.450
	41.88
	SG
	
	Perceived income status
	An abbreviated version of the Big Five Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Ng et al. (2019)
	2019
	507
	0.493
	43.00
	SG
	
	Log annual income
	50-item inventory from the International Personality Item Pool-agreeableness
	1
	−0.030
	−0.030

	Osborne & Sibley (2012) Study 1
	2012
	6,518
	0.407
	47.90
	NZ
	
	Income; education
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK98]20-item Mini-International Personality Item Pool (Donnellan et al., 2006)-agreeableness 
	2
	0.050
	0.120

	Osborne & Sibley (2012) Study 2
	2012
	17,434
	0.474
	50.20
	US
	
	Income; education
	10-item Personality Inventory-agreeableness
	2
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Poulin (2014) Study 1
	2014
	846
	0.500
	70.85
	US
	
	Years of education
	NEO Five-Factor Personality Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	Seibert & Kraimer (2001)
	2001
	496
	0.640
	35.70
	US
	
	Salary (log-transformed)
	Big Five mini-marker scale-agreeableness
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Semeijn et al. (2020)
	2020
	293
	0.826
	41.00
	NL
	
	Gross income; education
	NEO Five-Factor instrument-agreeableness
	2
	−0.030
	0.020

	Shanahan et al. (2014)
	2014
	13,962
	0.510
	28.34
	US
	
	Educational attainment; hourly wages (log)
	Short-form version of the International Personality Item Pool-agreeableness
	2
	0.090
	0.220

	Shane et al. (2021)
	2021
	5,903
	0.480
	46.68
	US
	
	Education; annual household income
	Agreeableness (modified version of the Big Five Inventory)
	2
	−0.090
	−0.070

	Stoll et al. (2017)
	2017
	3,023
	0.415
	19.55
	DE
	
	Family SES based on parental occupational status
	German version of the NEO-Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.000
	0.000

	Viinikainen et al. (2010)
	2010
	203
	0.503
	42.00
	FI
	
	Annual income
	Big Five Personality Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.010
	0.010

	Wild & Alvarez (2020)
	2020
	5,863
	0.497
	23.08
	DE
	
	Subjective rating of social class
	Big Five Inventory-10-agreeableness
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	X. Xu et al. (2013) Study 1
	2013
	486
	0.424
	34.97
	US
	
	Education
	Big Five Aspects Scale-agreeableness
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	X. Xu et al. (2013) Study 2
	2013
	540
	0.476
	34.26
	US
	
	Education
	Big Five Aspects Scale-agreeableness
	1
	−0.070
	−0.070

	X. Xu et al. (2013) Study 3
	2013
	460
	0.433
	34.55
	US
	
	Education
	Big Five Aspects Scale-agreeableness
	1
	−0.130
	−0.130

	Fan (2023) Study 2*
	2023
	201
	0.124
	20.07
	CN
	
	Objective SES (parental education, occupation, and family monthly income); MacArthur Scale
	Chinese Big Five Personality Inventory-15-agreeableness
	2
	−0.131
	0.073

	Fan (2023) Study 3*
	2023
	231
	0.130
	20.04
	CN
	
	Objective SES (parental education, occupation, and family monthly income); MacArthur Scale
	Chinese Big Five Personality Inventory-15-agreeableness
	2
	−0.095
	0.088

	Feng (2013)*
	2013
	1,915
	0.502
	16.88
	CN
	
	Family SES (composite score of family income, parental education, and parental occupational prestige)
	NEO-Five Factor Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.090
	0.090

	J. Liu et al. (2013)*
	2013
	5,927
	0.364
	32.28
	CN
	　
	Absolute income; relative income
	NEO Five-Factor Inventory-Short Form-agreeableness
	2
	0.030
	0.040


Note. Year = year of publication or when the paper became publicly available; N = the number of participants in the study; Sex = the percentage of male participants in the sample; Mage = mean age in years; CoR = the coded society (country or region) as a two-letter code (alpha-2) based on the International Standards for country codes; ## = multiple societies; MacArthur Scale = MacArthur Scale of subjective socioeconomic status (SES); k = the number of effect sizes in each study; rmin and rmax represent the smallest and largest effect size(s) in the study. A positive (or negative) r indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of FFM agreeableness. NA = not applicable or not available. Studies marked with * are written in Chinese.


[bookmark: _Toc187763021]Table S12
Studies Included in the Additional Meta-Analyses on Social Class and HEXACO Agreeableness
	Study
	Sample characteristics
	
	Study characteristics
	k
	rmin
	rmax

	
	Year
	N
	Sex
	Mage
	CoR
	　
	Social class measure
	HEXACO agreeableness measure
	
	
	

	Akbar & Akhtar (2018)
	2018
	303
	0.780
	33.70
	PK
	
	Education; income
	HEXACO-60-agreeableness
	2
	−0.005
	−0.003

	Biron et al. (2016)
	2016
	375
	0.670
	42.97
	NL
	
	Education
	HEXACO-60-agreeableness
	1
	−0.070
	−0.070

	de Vries (2012)
	2012
	113
	0.699
	44.60
	NL
	
	Education
	Short self-rating subordinate-rating forms of the HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-agreeableness
	2
	−0.080
	0.080

	de Vries et al. (2017) Study 2
	2017
	235
	0.651
	38.70
	##
	
	Education
	Short HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-agreeableness
	1
	−0.030
	−0.030

	de Vries & van Gelder (2015)
	2015
	455
	0.547
	45.60
	NL
	
	Education
	208-item Dutch HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised -agreeableness
	1
	−0.010
	−0.010

	Farrell (2014)
	2014
	225
	0.538
	14.05
	CA
	
	Perceived family SES
	100-item HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-agreeableness
	1
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]−0.010
	−0.010

	W. Li et al. (2023)
	2023
	1,646
	0.465
	15.21
	CN
	
	Current family SES (composite score of family monthly income and parents’ education)
	24-item Brief HEXACO Inventory-agreeableness
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 1
	2017
	226
	0.442
	37.44
	US
	
	Annual household income; MacArthur Scale
	HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-100-agreeableness
	2
	−0.030
	0.080

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 2
	2017
	300
	0.460
	36.72
	US
	　
	Annual household income; MacArthur Scale
	HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-100-agreeableness
	2
	−0.050
	0.040


Note. Year = year of publication or when the paper became publicly available; N = the number of participants in the study; Sex = the percentage of male participants in the sample. Mage = mean age in years; CoR = the coded society (country or region) as a two-letter code (alpha-2) based on the International Standards for country codes; ## = multiple societies. MacArthur Scale = MacArthur Scale of subjective socioeconomic status (SES); k = the number of effect sizes in each study; rmin and rmax represent the smallest and largest effect size(s) in the study. A positive (or negative) r indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of HEXACO agreeableness.


[bookmark: _Toc187763022]Table S13
Studies Included in the Additional Meta-Analyses on Social Class and HEXACO Honesty-Humility
	
Study
	Sample characteristics
	　
	Study characteristics
	k
	rmin
	rmax

	
	Year
	N
	Sex
	Mage
	CoR
	　
	Social class measure
	HEXACO honesty-humility measure
	
	
	

	Ceschi et al. (2016)
	2016
	208
	0.370
	40.73
	IT
	
	Education
	HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-honesty-humility
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	de Vries (2012)
	2012
	113
	0.699
	44.60
	NL
	
	Education
	short self-rating and subordinate-rating forms of the HEXACO-Personality Inventory-Revised-honesty-humility
	2
	−0.120
	−0.100

	de Vries et al. (2017) Study 2
	2017
	235
	0.651
	38.70
	##
	
	Education
	short HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-honesty-humility
	1
	−0.180
	−0.180

	de Vries & van Gelder (2015)
	2015
	455
	0.547
	45.60
	NL
	
	Education
	208-item Dutch HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-honesty-humility
	1
	0.060
	0.060

	Farrell (2014)
	2014
	225
	0.538
	14.05
	CA
	
	Perceived family SES
	100-item HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-honesty-humility
	1
	−0.040
	−0.040

	W. Li et al. (2023)
	2023
	1,646
	0.465
	15.21
	CN
	
	Current family SES (composite score of family monthly income and parents’ education)
	24-item Brief HEXACO Inventory-honesty-humility
	1
	−0.050
	−0.050

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 1
	2017
	226
	0.442
	37.44
	US
	
	Annual household income; MacArthur Scale
	HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-100-honesty-humility
	2
	−0.060
	−0.050

	Van Doesum et al. (2017) Study 2
	2017
	300
	0.460
	36.72
	US
	　
	Annual household income; MacArthur Scale
	HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised-100-honesty-humility
	2
	−0.090
	−0.010


Note. Year = year of publication or when the paper became publicly available; N = the number of participants in the study; Sex = the percentage of male participants in the sample; Mage = mean age in years; CoR = the coded society (country or region) as a two-letter code (alpha-2) based on the International Standards for country codes; ## = multiple societies; MacArthur Scale = MacArthur Scale of subjective socioeconomic status (SES); k = the number of effect sizes in each study; rmin and rmax represent the smallest and largest effect size(s) in the study. A positive (or negative) r indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of HEXACO honesty-humility.


[bookmark: _Toc187763023]Table S14
Studies Included in the Additional Meta-Analyses on Social Class and Trait Empathy
	
Study
	Sample characteristics
	　
	Study characteristics
	k
	rmin
	rmax

	
	Year
	N
	Sex
	Mage
	CoR
	　
	Social class measure
	Trait empathy measure
	
	
	

	Alonso-Ferres et al. (2020) Study 1
	2020
	306
	0.409
	28.38
	ES
	
	Family income; educational attainment; MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	3
	−0.011
	0.062

	Aslan et al. (2021)
	2021
	376
	0.423
	20.92
	TR
	
	Mother’s education level; father’s education level; monthly income
	Empathy Tendency Scale
	3
	−0.041
	0.127

	Carlo et al. (2010)
	2010
	489
	0.474
	12.28
	ES
	
	SES based on the Hollingshead classification scheme of occupation (Hollingshead, 1975)
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	0.020
	0.080

	Cartabuke et al. (2019)
	2019
	432
	0.449
	21.40
	US
	
	Parental income
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Cho et al. (2022)
	2022
	330
	0.167
	40.06
	US
	
	Education; household income
	Toronto Empathy Questionnaire
	2
	−0.015
	0.066

	Davies (1993)
	1993
	303
	0.446
	20.80
	US
	
	Family income
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	−0.080
	−0.080

	Eisenberg et al. (2001)
	2001
	149
	0.409
	15.10
	BR
	
	High-SES and low-SES groups recruited from public schools in a poor or rich neighborhood
	Adapted subscales of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	−0.056
	0.024

	Fakkel et al. (2023) boys
	2023
	167
	1.000
	13.03
	NL
	
	Parental SES (both parents’ educational attainment)
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	0.010
	0.010

	Fakkel et al. (2023) girls
	2023
	153
	0.000
	13.03
	NL
	
	Parental SES (both parents’ educational attainment)
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	0.160
	0.160

	Fitzgerald & White (2003)
	2003
	93
	0.462
	8.09
	US
	
	Hollingshead Four-Factor Index of Socioeconomic Status (Hollingshead, 1975) score 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK101]Perspective taking (Interpersonal and Self-Understanding Stage Sequence Interview; Selman, 1979)
	1
	0.190
	0.190

	Foster et al. (2018)
	2018
	392
	0.533
	35.88
	US
	
	Annual income; education level; MacArthur Scale (community-centered and national-centered versions)
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	4
	−0.065
	−0.011

	Gary (2021)
	2021
	1,317
	0.460
	45.96
	US
	
	Self-identified social class; income; education
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	3
	0.010
	0.030

	Gerpott et al. (2020) Study 1
	2020
	275
	0.500
	44.74
	DE
	
	Education (no university degree vs. university degree)
	German Interpersonal Reactivity Index 
	2
	−0.020
	0.030

	Gerpott et al. (2020) Study 2
	2020
	83
	0.483
	32.53
	NL
	
	Education
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	0.140
	0.300

	Greitemeyer & Sagioglou (2018) Study 1a
	2018
	451
	0.610
	33.80
	US
	
	MacArthur Scale; SES scale; education
	Basic Empathy Scale
	6
	−0.01
	0.06

	Harrington & O’Connell (2016)
	2016
	537
	0.586
	11.60
	IE
	
	SES based on parents/guardians’ occupational status
	Children’s Empathic Attitudes Questionnaire
	1
	0.095
	0.095

	S. Jiang et al. (2020)
	2020
	1,280
	0.474
	15.68
	CN
	
	Chinese version of the family economic hardship scale
	Empathy (the subscale of the Adolescent Psychological Resilience Scale)
	1
	0.143
	0.143

	Jolliffe & Farrington (2006) male
	2006
	194
	1.000
	14.80
	GB
	
	SES (parents were employed and also their type and place of employment)
	Basic Empathy Scale
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	Jolliffe & Farrington (2006) female
	2006
	169
	0.000
	14.80
	GB
	
	SES (parents were employed and also their type and place of employment)
	Basic Empathy Scale
	1
	0.130
	0.130

	Kalliopuska (1984a) mother
	1984
	201
	0.000
	NA
	FI
	
	Job prestige level
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK105]Mehrabian and Epstein’s Empathy Scale (1972)
	1
	0.100
	0.100

	Kalliopuska (1984a) father
	1984
	140
	1.000
	NA
	FI
	
	Job prestige level
	Mehrabian and Epstein’s Empathy Scale (1972)
	1
	0.126
	0.126

	Kalliopuska (1984b)
	1984
	196
	NA
	10.39
	FI
	
	Guardian’s occupation level
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK104]Mehrabian and Epstein’s Empathy Scale (1972)
	1
	0.021
	0.021

	T. Li & Siu (2021) Study 2
	2021
	423
	0.437
	49.76
	HK
	
	Household income; education level
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	−0.080
	−0.050

	C. Liu & Hao (2017)
	2017
	315
	0.470
	32.94
	CN
	
	SES (annual household income and three highest levels of education completed by the participants themselves and by each of their parents)
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	0.090
	0.090

	X. Liu et al. (2023)
	2023
	253
	0.447
	12.58
	CN
	
	High vs. low SES based on family income
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index-Chinese version
	1
	−0.568
	−0.568

	Y. Ma et al. (2011)
	2011
	33
	0.515
	22.40
	CN
	
	Objective SES
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	0.270
	0.270

	Main et al. (2017)
	2017
	238
	0.519
	9.20
	US
	
	Mother's education; father's education; family per capita income
	Parent/teacher report Children’s Sympathy/Empathy Scale
	6
	−0.090
	0.180

	Mancil (2014)
	2014
	61
	0.490
	7.10
	US
	
	Family income
	Adapted version of the Index of Empathy for Children and Adolescents
	1
	0.280
	0.280

	Manzo (2016) Study 1 student sample
	2016
	116
	0.293
	19.02
	US
	
	Family household income
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	−0.080
	−0.080

	Manzo (2016) Study 1 Mturk sample
	2016
	204
	0.578
	32.20
	US
	
	Own household income
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	−0.144
	−0.144

	McGinley et al. (2009) male sample
	2009
	49
	1.000
	23.24
	US
	
	Parental education
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	0.030
	0.030

	McGinley et al. (2009) female sample
	2009
	99
	0.000
	22.95
	US
	
	Parental education
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	Navarro-Carrillo et al. (2020) Study 2
	2020
	201
	0.458
	34.16
	ES
	
	MacArthur Scale; monthly family income; educational attainment
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	3
	−0.163
	−0.009

	Ok et al. (2020)
	2020
	307
	0.425
	32.49
	TR
	
	Income
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	−0.010
	−0.010

	Penner (2002)
	2002
	847
	0.230
	NA
	US
	
	Education; income
	Other-oriented Empathy dimension of Prosocial Personality Battery
	2
	0.000
	0.130

	Ringshaw (2015)
	2015
	75
	0.533
	10.86
	ZA
	
	Annual total family income; maternal education
	Questionnaire of Cognitive and Affective Empathy; Chicago Empathy for Pain Task; Theory of Mind Battery
	8
	−0.200
	0.350

	[bookmark: _Hlk175342292]Selasih et al. (2022)
	2022
	611
	0.450
	NA
	ID
	
	The Four-Factor Index of Socioeconomic Status (Hollingshead, 1975)
	Toronto Empathy questionnaire (Spreng et al., 2009)
	1
	0.205
	0.205

	R. Sun et al. (2019) Study 1
	2019
	339
	0.431
	34.14
	US
	
	MacArthur scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	−0.042
	0.074

	R. Sun et al. (2019) Study 2
	2019
	394
	0.497
	34.70
	US
	
	MacArthur scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	−0.035
	0.004

	R. Sun et al. (2019) Study 3
	2019
	1,477
	0.208
	22.48
	US
	
	MacArthur scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	−0.085
	0.003

	R. Sun et al. (2019) Study 4
	2019
	1,132
	0.474
	41.06
	US
	
	MacArthur scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	−0.139
	0.055

	Tutić & Liebe (2020)
	2020
	1,003
	0.480
	50.12
	US
	
	Objective social class (composite measure of income, educational attainment, and occupational prestige); MacArthur Scale
	Three items from the Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	−0.060
	−0.040

	van Langen et al. (2014)
	2014
	264
	0.000
	18.92
	NL
	
	Composite measure of parents' education level and professional status
	Basic Empathy Scale
	2
	−0.070
	−0.020

	Q. Wang et al. (2019)
	2019
	1,271
	0.360
	19.42
	CN
	
	Paternal education; maternal education
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	−0.011
	0.003

	Wei et al. (2023)
	2023
	1,712
	0.370
	38.54
	CN
	
	Educational attainment; family income; MacArthur Scale
	Cognitive empathy, positive empathy and negative empathy dimensions of an adapted empathy scale
	9
	−0.150
	0.140

	Wiepking & Maas (2009)
	2009
	1,316
	0.480
	NA
	NL
	
	Education; natural log of annual after-tax household income
	Empathic concern (7 items)
	2
	0.040
	0.040

	Wu et al. (2021)
	2021
	586
	0.382
	19.90
	CN
	
	Father’s education; mother's education; parents’ gross monthly income
	Basic Empathy Scale
	3
	0.02
	0.081

	Yoo et al. (2013)
	2013
	335
	0.496
	11.24
	US
	
	Family income; mother's education; father's education
	Mother-report empathy at T1 (7 items based on the Interpersonal Reactivity Index)
	3
	−0.040
	0.070

	R. Zhang & Wang (2019)
	2019
	182
	0.522
	7.02
	CN
	
	Composite SES based on father’s education, mother’s education, and household income
	Griffith Empathy Measure-Chinese version
	1
	0.000
	0.000

	Fan (2023) Study 2*
	2023
	201
	0.124
	20.07
	CN
	
	Objective SES (parental education, occupation, and family monthly income); MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index-Chinese version
	2
	−0.092
	0.063

	Gao (2021)*
	2021
	1,064
	0.018
	NA
	CN
	
	Education; monthly income
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	0.017
	0.061

	Guo (2020) Study 1*
	2020
	548
	0.336
	NA
	CN
	
	Students in poverty or not
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	0.088
	0.088

	J. Li (2020) Study 2*
	2020
	112
	0.446
	20.44
	CN
	
	Subjective family SES (poor vs. average and good)
	Basic Empathy Scale
	1
	0.268
	0.268

	Long (2012)*
	2012
	395
	0.582
	NA
	CN
	
	Father’s education; mother’s education
	Mehrabian Empathy Scale
	2
	0.140
	0.161

	Luo (2019) Study 1*
	2019
	216
	0.505
	29.66
	CN
	
	Objective SES (composite score of education, occupation, and monthly income); MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index-Chinese version
	2
	0.052
	0.089

	Luo (2019) Study 2*
	2019
	144
	0.326
	22.21
	CN
	
	Subjective SES manipulation (high-SES vs. low-SES vs. control)
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index-Chinese revised edition
	2
	−0.008
	0.060

	F. Meng (2022) Study 1*
	2022
	564
	NA
	NA
	CN
	
	Objective SES (income, education, and occupation of self or parents); MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	0.098
	0.148

	Shi (2019) Study 3*
	2019
	304
	0.220
	18.98
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	6-item Empathy Scale
	1
	−0.196
	−0.196

	Q. Sun et al. (2023) Study 1*
	2023
	326
	0.469
	29.52
	CN
	
	Subjective SES manipulation
	Trait empathy (Neumann et al., 2015)
	1
	0.010
	0.010

	Q. Sun et al. (2023) Study 2*
	2023
	441
	0.537
	30.45
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale; income; occupation; education level
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK100]Trait empathy (Neumann et al., 2015)
	4
	−0.040
	0.060

	Q. Sun et al. (2023) Study 3*
	2023
	456
	0.408
	30.36
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale; income; occupation; education level
	Trait empathy (Neumann et al., 2015)
	4
	−0.040
	−0.020

	Q. Sun et al. (2023) Study 4*
	2023
	419
	0.468
	29.95
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	Trait empathy (Neumann et al., 2015)
	1
	−0.080
	−0.080

	Q. Sun et al. (2023) Study 5*
	2023
	870
	0.444
	30.19
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	Trait empathy (Neumann et al., 2015)
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	S. Wang et al. (2022)*
	2022
	582
	0.179
	33.45
	CN
	
	Education; income
	Empathy Scale
	2
	0.081
	0.168

	T. Wang (2023) Study 3*
	2023
	152
	0.586
	20.74
	CN
	
	Objective social class (composite score of education levels and occupation); MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	4
	0.060
	0.200

	Y. Wang (2022)*
	2022
	275
	0.429
	21.00
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	0.050
	0.050

	X. Xiao (2021)*
	2021
	2,178
	0.444
	19.61
	CN
	
	Subjective social class
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Xie et al. (2021)*
	2021
	1,029
	0.416
	15.35
	CN
	
	Objective SES (composite score of family income, parental education, and parental occupational prestige); MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index-Chinese revised edition
	2
	0.130
	0.180

	Zhai (2018)*
	2018
	250
	0.524
	5.00
	CN
	
	Objective SES (composite score of parental education, occupation, and family income)
	Empathy Continuum
	1
	0.068
	0.068

	Zhao (2022)*
	2022
	1,191
	0.479
	NA
	CN
	
	Household Socioeconomic Status Questionnaire; MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index
	2
	0.090
	0.090

	Zheng (2021)*
	2021
	953
	0.300
	22.91
	CN
	
	Objective Household Socioeconomic Status Questionnaire
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index-Chinese version
	1
	−0.170
	−0.170

	Zhou (2015) Study 1*
	2015
	36
	0.472
	NA
	CN
	　
	Subjective Socioeconomic Status Scale for Adolescents
	Interpersonal Reactivity Index-Chinese version
	1
	0.058
	0.058


Note. Year = year of publication or when the paper became publicly available; N = the number of participants in the study; Sex = the percentage of male participants in the sample; Mage = mean age in years; CoR = the coded society (country or region) as a two-letter code (alpha-2) based on the International Standards for country codes; ## = multiple societies; MacArthur Scale = MacArthur Scale of subjective socioeconomic status (SES); k = the number of effect sizes in each study; rmin and rmax represent the smallest and largest effect size(s) in the study. A positive (or negative) r indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of trait empathy. NA = not applicable or not available. Studies marked with * are written in Chinese.

[bookmark: _Toc187763024]Table S15
Studies Included in the Additional Meta-Analyses on Social Class and Trait Gratitude
	Study
	Sample characteristics
	　
	Study characteristics
	k
	rmin
	rmax

	
	Year
	N
	Sex
	Mage
	CoR
	　
	Social class measure
	Trait gratitude measure
	
	
	

	H. Jiang et al. (2017)
	2017
	238
	0.340
	20.41
	CN
	
	Subjective family SES
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	−0.044
	−0.044

	C. Liu & Hao (2017)
	2017
	315
	0.470
	32.94
	CN
	
	SES (annual household income and education levels of participants and their parents)
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	0.160
	0.160

	Puente-Díaz & Meixueiro (2016)
	2016
	1,025
	0.508
	42.53
	MX
	
	Monthly income
	Two items taken from the Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	0.084
	0.084

	Quan et al. (2022)
	2022
	604
	0.510
	19.81
	CN
	
	SES (composite score of parental education, parental occupation, and family income)
	Gratitude Questionnaire-Chinese version
	1
	0.120
	0.120

	Reckart (2017)
	2017
	1,506
	0.520
	NA
	US
	
	Parental SES (receiving free or reduced lunch prices)
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	0.176
	0.176

	C. Y, Tan et al. (2023)
	2023
	427
	0.267
	37.90
	MY
	
	MacArthur Scale; education
	Three-item Gratitude scale
	2
	0.121
	0.161

	Yost-Dubrow & Dunham (2018) Study 1
	2018
	251
	0.594
	34.64
	US
	
	Income
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	0.160
	0.160

	Yost-Dubrow & Dunham (2018) Study 2
	2018
	250
	0.486
	34.91
	US
	
	Income
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	0.030
	0.030

	Chen et al. (2022)*
	2022
	1,248
	0.443
	NA
	CN
	
	Adolescents’ Subjective Socioeconomic Status scale
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	0.260
	0.260

	A. He et al. (2021)*
	2021
	1,178
	0.480
	14.94
	CN
	
	Adolescents’ Subjective Socioeconomic Status scale
	Adolescent Gratitude Scale
	1
	0.150
	0.150

	X. Li & Li (2016)*
	2016
	1,138
	0.362
	NA
	CN
	
	Poverty level
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	0.125
	0.125

	Long (2012)*
	2012
	395
	0.582
	NA
	CN
	
	Father’s education; mother's education
	Gratitude Questionnaire for Middle School Students
	2
	0.133
	0.184

	F. Meng (2022) Study 1*
	2022
	564
	NA
	NA
	CN
	
	Objective SES (income, education, and occupation of self or parents); MacArthur Scale
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	2
	−0.031
	0.143

	S. Yang et al. (2022)*
	2022
	506
	0.387
	19.61
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	Adolescent Gratitude Scale
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Ye & Wu (2012)*
	2012
	1,506
	0.514
	14.96
	CN
	
	Family SES (composite score of parental education and family economic hardship)
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	1
	−0.010
	−0.010

	D. Zhang et al. (2017)*
	2017
	353
	0.439
	NA
	CN
	　
	Parents' occupation; parents’ education; family income
	Gratitude Questionnaire
	5
	0.070
	0.130


Note. Year = year of publication or when the paper became publicly available; N = the number of participants in the study; Sex = the percentage of male participants in the sample; Mage = mean age in years; CoR = the coded society (country or region) as a two-letter code (alpha-2) based on the International Standards for country codes. MacArthur Scale = MacArthur Scale of subjective socioeconomic status (SES); k = the number of effect sizes in each study; rmin and rmax represent the smallest and largest effect size(s) in the study. A positive (or negative) r indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of trait gratitude. NA = not applicable or not available. Studies marked with * are written in Chinese.

[bookmark: _Toc187763025]Table S16
Studies Included in the Additional Meta-Analyses on Social Class and Dispositional Trust
	Study
	Sample characteristics
	　
	Study characteristics
	k
	rmin
	rmax

	
	Year
	N
	Sex
	Mage
	CoR
	　
	Social class measure
	Dispositional trust measure
	
	
	

	Chowdhury (2023)
	2023
	373
	0.496
	46.07
	US
	
	MacArthur Scale
	General distrust of others (two items)
	1
	0.200
	0.200

	Han et al. (2018)
	2018
	5,969
	0.389
	NA
	KR
	
	Education level; monthly household income
	Interpersonal trust (one item)
	2
	0.007
	0.015

	Hooghe et al. (2012)
	2012
	1,931
	0.455
	34.70
	NL
	
	Education level
	Generalized trust
	1
	0.322
	0.322

	Jachimowicz et al. (2017) pilot study
	2017
	285
	0.554
	35.26
	US
	
	Income
	Generalized trust
	1
	0.058
	0.058

	Kim et al. (2022) Study 1a
	2022
	43,833
	0.439
	45.77
	US
	
	Subjective social class; years of education; income
	Social trust (one item)
	3
	0.150
	0.240

	Kim et al. (2022) Study 1b
	2022
	18,599
	0.462
	45.02
	KR
	
	Subjective social class; years of education; income
	Social trust (one item)
	3
	0.060
	0.100

	Kim et al. (2022) Study 2
	2022
	496,349
	0.476
	42.10
	##
	
	Subjective social class; years of education; income
	Social trust (one item)
	3
	0.070
	0.100

	Lin et al. (2023) Study 1
	2023
	217
	0.429
	31.53
	CN
	
	Annual income; education; MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal trust
	3
	0.006
	0.136

	Lin et al. (2023) Study 2a
	2023
	395
	0.423
	28.05
	CN
	
	Annual income; education; MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Trust Scale
	3
	0.038
	0.208

	Lundberg & Kristenson (2008)
	2008
	795
	0.508
	60.00
	SE
	
	Occupation; education
	Trust scale
	2
	0.030
	0.090

	Mell et al. (2022) Study1
	2022
	915
	0.473
	48.00
	FR
	
	Current socioeconomic status
	Social trust
	1
	0.187
	0.187

	Navarro-Carrillo et al. (2018)
	2018
	899
	0.455
	38.19
	ES
	
	Objective social class (composite score of income level and completed formal education); MacArthur Scale
	Generalized trust
	2
	0.060
	0.130

	Qiang et al. (2021)
	2021
	480
	0.333
	27.77
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	Generalized trust
	1
	0.275
	0.275

	Ren et al. (2022)
	2022
	17,217
	NA
	45.78
	CN
	
	Perceived SES
	Generalized trust (one item)
	1
	0.170
	0.170

	Song et al. (2018)
	2018
	131
	0.511
	6.90
	CA
	
	Primary caregivers’ highest level of education
	Trust subscale of the Holistic Student Assessment
	1
	−0.020
	−0.020

	Stamos et al. (2019) Study 1
	2019
	199
	0.445
	36.02
	US
	
	Current SES
	Interpersonal Trust Scale
	1
	0.151
	0.151

	Sum & Bădescu (2019) 8th grade sample
	2019
	825
	NA
	NA
	RO
	
	Family income; parental education
	Generalized trust
	2
	−0.098
	0.220

	Sum & Bădescu (2019) high school sample
	2019
	5,036
	NA
	NA
	RO
	
	Family income; parental education
	Generalized trust
	2
	−0.005
	0.268

	ten Brinke & Keltner (2022) Study 4
	2022
	300
	0.577
	36.02
	US
	
	MacArthur Scale
	Rotter Trust Scale
	1
	0.167
	0.167

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Argentina
	2021
	145
	0.166
	23.06
	AR
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.015
	0.155

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Australia
	2021
	118
	0.153
	19.50
	AU
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.045
	0.095

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Austria
	2021
	614
	0.148
	26.01
	AT
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.020
	0.071

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Belgium
	2021
	94
	0.117
	19.67
	BE
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.085
	0.027

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Canada
	2021
	315
	0.251
	20.33
	CA
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.087
	0.057

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Chile
	2021
	189
	0.265
	19.65
	CL
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.001
	0.120

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) China
	2021
	1,088
	0.248
	20.91
	CN
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.028
	0.001

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Czech Republic
	2021
	217
	0.180
	28.49
	CZ
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.051
	0.077

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) France
	2021
	207
	0.111
	19.55
	FR
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.053
	0.104

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Germany
	2021
	893
	0.349
	24.10
	DE
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.016
	0.093

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Greece
	2021
	105
	0.286
	24.36
	GR
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.076
	0.081

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Hong Kong China
	2021
	393
	0.196
	20.20
	HK
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.059
	0.021

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) India
	2021
	174
	0.603
	20.39
	IN
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.187
	−0.034

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Indonesia
	2021
	402
	0.132
	22.06
	ID
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.190
	0.209

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Israel
	2021
	384
	0.224
	24.56
	IL
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.004
	0.096

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Japan
	2021
	273
	0.568
	20.99
	JP
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.068
	−0.022

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Mexico
	2021
	150
	0.380
	20.91
	MX
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.066
	0.051

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Netherlands
	2021
	235
	0.277
	20.87
	NL
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.003
	0.190

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Poland
	2021
	147
	0.170
	23.91
	PL
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.090
	0.245

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Portugal
	2021
	152
	0.178
	21.49
	PT
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.056
	0.114

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Republic of Korea
	2021
	394
	0.348
	19.26
	KR
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.023
	0.104

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Romania
	2021
	142
	0.077
	21.44
	RO
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.003
	0.118

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Russia
	2021
	217
	0.078
	25.31
	RU
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.080
	0.031

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Singapore
	2021
	167
	0.383
	22.02
	SG
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.081
	0.090

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) South Africa
	2021
	365
	0.173
	22.68
	ZA
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.030
	0.061

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Spain
	2021
	222
	0.297
	22.14
	ES
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.027
	0.111

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Sweden
	2021
	164
	0.530
	27.52
	SE
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.010
	0.045

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Switzerland
	2021
	267
	0.382
	24.52
	CH
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.175
	0.098

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) Turkey
	2021
	508
	0.303
	20.81
	TR
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.086
	−0.049

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) United Kingdom
	2021
	582
	0.246
	20.34
	GB
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	−0.012
	0.046

	Van Doesum et al. (2021) United States
	2021
	1,030
	0.461
	20.48
	US
	
	Parental education; relative income; MacArthur Scale
	General trust (three items)
	3
	0.037
	0.048

	Vaughn (2011)
	2011
	525
	0.327
	35.91
	US
	
	Education
	Trust Scale
	1
	−0.018
	−0.018

	Wiepking & Maas (2009)
	2009
	1,316
	0.480
	NA
	NL
	
	Education; natural log of annual after-tax household income
	Generalized trust (one item)
	2
	−0.010
	0.120

	Y. Xu & Zhang (2023) Study 1
	2023
	4,396
	0.541
	49.23
	CN
	
	ln(income); education; self-rated social class
	Generalized trust (one item)
	3
	−0.070
	0.060

	W. Guo (2020) Study 2*
	2020
	210
	0.372
	NA
	CN
	
	Family income
	Interpersonal Trust Scale
	1
	0.089
	0.089

	Z. Guo et al. (2023) Study 1*
	2023
	160
	0.363
	23.20
	CN
	
	Objective SES (composite score of education and monthly income)
	General Trust Scale
	1
	−0.010
	−0.010

	Z. Guo et al. (2023) Study 2*
	2023
	113
	0.407
	23.96
	CN
	
	Objective SES (composite score of education and monthly income)
	General Trust Scale
	1
	−0.110
	−0.110

	Q. Meng (2023) Study 1*
	2023
	120
	0.467
	19.87
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	General Trust Scale
	1
	−0.266
	−0.266

	Q. Meng (2023) Study 2*
	2023
	120
	0.500
	19.80
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	Distrust Scale
	1
	−0.358
	−0.358

	Q. Meng (2023) Study 3*
	2023
	120
	0.500
	19.75
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	General Trust Scale
	1
	−0.288
	−0.288

	X. Tan (2016)*
	2016
	1,907
	0.501
	39.56
	CN
	
	Monthly household income; education; subjective social status
	General level of social trust
	3
	−0.020
	0.200

	H. Yang (2018) Study 2*
	2018
	575
	0.341
	21.45
	CN
	
	Objective social class (composite score of family income, parental education and occupation); MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Trust Scale
	2
	−0.198
	−0.198

	J. Yang et al. (2020)*
	2020
	1,595
	0.440
	38.35
	CN
	
	MacArthur Scale
	Chinese version of Trust in Others Questionnaire
	1
	0.140
	0.140

	Yu (2020)*
	2020
	6,603
	0.460
	50.74
	CN
	
	Self-identified social class
	Generalized trust (one item)
	1
	0.092
	0.092

	Zhong & Yang (2023)*
	2023
	318
	0.387
	20.57
	CN
	　
	MacArthur Scale
	Interpersonal Trust Scale
	1
	0.130
	0.130


Note. Year = year of publication or when the paper became publicly available; N = the number of participants in the study; Sex = the percentage of male participants in the sample; Mage = mean age in years; CoR = the coded society (country or region) as a two-letter code (alpha-2) based on the International Standards for country codes; ## = multiple societies; MacArthur Scale = MacArthur Scale of subjective socioeconomic status (SES); k = the number of effect sizes in each study; rmin and rmax represent the smallest and largest effect size(s) in the study. A positive (or negative) r indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of dispositional trust. NA = not applicable or not available. Studies marked with * are written in Chinese.

[bookmark: _Toc187763026]Table S17
Meta-Analytic Results of the Association Between Social Class and Its Subdimensions With Prosociality From Separate Data Sets
	Association
	s
	k
	r̅
	95% CI
	90% PI
	Q
	I2(2)
	I2(3)

	Social class and prosociality
	471
	1,106
	.065
	[.055, .075]
	[−.133, .257]
	35,947.085***
	55.455%
	42.114%

	Income and prosociality
	223
	308
	.061
	[.046, .076]
	[−.136, .253]
	8,877.455***
	86.009%
	12.182%

	Education and prosociality
	204
	326
	.072
	[.056, .087]
	[−.108, .247]
	20,985.714***
	39.241%
	57.867%

	Occupational prestige and prosociality
	52
	69
	.062
	[.040, .084]
	[−.064, .186]
	414.645***
	65.805%
	18.350%

	Subjective social class and prosociality
	173
	264
	.055
	[.033, .076]
	[−.186, .289]
	4,003.776***
	59.512%
	35.087%


Note. s = number of independent studies; k = number of effect sizes. A positive mean effect size (r̅) indicates higher levels of prosociality among higher class individuals. CI = confidence interval; PI = prediction interval; Q = sum of squared deviations of each effect size’s estimate from overall meta-analytic estimate; I2(2) and I2(3) represent the heterogeneity indices at the within-study and between-study levels, respectively. 
*** p < .001.
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[bookmark: _Toc187763027]Table S18
Results of Meta-Regressions of Sociocultural Moderators of the Class–Prosociality Association From Separate Data Sets
	Sociocultural moderator
	s
	k
	b
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Income–prosociality data set (k = 308)

	National income
	195
	276
	−0.007
	[−0.023, 0.010]
	−0.801
	.424

	Income inequality
	167
	230
	−0.000
	[−0.017, 0.016]
	−0.055
	.956

	Absolute mobility
	114
	136
	0.010
	[−0.010, 0.030]
	1.004
	.317

	Relative mobility
	114
	136
	0.010
	[−0.011, 0.030]
	0.938
	.350

	Population density
	203
	284
	−0.010
	[−0.027, 0.006]
	−1.247
	.214

	Religiosity
	199
	278
	−0.003
	[−0.019, 0.012]
	−0.406
	.685

	Tightness
	186
	255
	0.034
	[−0.033, 0.101]
	0.998
	.319

	Individualism
	214
	299
	0.004
	[−0.012, 0.020]
	0.490
	.625

	Power distance
	214
	299
	0.000
	[−0.015, 0.016]
	0.056
	.955

	Long-term orientation
	214
	299
	0.009
	[−0.007, 0.025]
	1.089
	.277

	Education–prosociality data set (k = 326)

	National income
	176
	285
	0.011
	[−0.005, 0.027]
	1.330
	.185

	Income inequality
	136
	223
	0.012
	[−0.007, 0.031]
	1.207
	.229

	Absolute mobility
	94
	129
	0.005
	[−0.017, 0.026]
	0.424
	.672

	Relative mobility
	94
	129
	−0.010
	[−0.030, 0.010]
	−0.976
	.331

	Population density
	189
	303
	−0.009
	[−0.028, 0.011]
	−0.888
	.375

	Religiosity
	186
	291
	0.021
	[0.007, 0.036]
	2.885
	.004

	Tightness
	173
	274
	−0.102
	[−0.171, −0.033]
	−2.922
	.004

	Individualism
	198
	315
	0.002
	[−0.013, 0.017]
	0.278
	.781

	Power distance
	198
	315
	−0.020
	[−0.034, −0.005]
	−2.626
	.009

	Long-term orientation
	198
	315
	−0.023
	[−0.038, −0.009]
	−3.133
	.002

	Occupational prestige–prosociality data set (k = 69)

	National income
	44
	61
	−0.026
	[−0.052, −0.001]
	−2.079
	.042

	Income inequality
	28
	43
	0.024
	[−0.012, 0.060]
	1.367
	.179

	Absolute mobility
	34
	40
	0.016
	[−0.010, 0.042]
	1.255
	.217

	Relative mobility
	34
	40
	−0.016
	[−0.042, 0.011]
	−1.193
	.240

	Population density
	51
	68
	−0.008
	[−0.028, 0.013]
	−0.734
	.466

	Religiosity
	46
	63
	−0.006
	[−0.032, 0.020]
	−0.443
	.659

	Tightness
	40
	52
	−0.035
	[−0.154, 0.083]
	−0.602
	.550

	Individualism
	51
	68
	−0.025
	[−0.047, −0.003]
	−2.234
	.029

	Power distance
	51
	68
	0.008
	[−0.016, 0.031]
	0.656
	.514

	Long-term orientation
	51
	68
	0.017
	[−0.011, 0.044]
	1.198
	.235

	Subjective social class–prosociality data set (k = 264)

	National income
	167
	257
	−0.014
	[−0.036, 0.008]
	−1.277
	.203

	Income inequality
	106
	163
	0.009
	[−0.025, 0.043]
	0.517
	.606

	Absolute mobility
	79
	126
	−0.015
	[−0.038, 0.008]
	−1.310
	.193

	Relative mobility
	79
	126
	−0.001
	[−0.024, 0.023]
	−0.044
	.965

	Population density
	155
	234
	0.009
	[−0.012, 0.030]
	0.813
	.417

	Religiosity
	162
	250
	−0.025
	[−0.047, −0.002]
	−2.111
	.036

	Tightness
	158
	248
	0.075
	[−0.022, 0.172]
	1.521
	.130

	Individualism
	169
	260
	−0.010
	[−0.032, 0.013]
	−0.858
	.391

	Power distance
	169
	260
	0.019
	[−0.002, 0.041]
	1.791
	.074

	Long-term orientation
	169
	260
	0.028
	[0.005, 0.051]
	2.430
	.016


Note. s = the number of independent studies; k = the number of effect sizes; CI = confidence interval. All moderators (except for tightness) were standardized prior to the meta-regressions. For ease of interpretation, relative mobility was reverse scored (i.e., higher scores represent higher relative mobility) prior to the standardization and analysis.


[bookmark: _Toc187763028]Table S19
The Class–Prosociality Association From Four Subsets of Data Depending on Characteristics of Prosociality Measures and Samples
	Moderator
	Income–prosociality
	Education–prosociality
	Occupational prestige–prosociality
	Subjective social class–prosociality

	
	k
	r̅ [95% CI]
	k
	r̅ [95% CI]
	k
	r̅ [95% CI]
	k
	r̅ [95% CI]

	Prosociality measure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prosocial intention
	79
	.024 [−.006, .054]
	108
	.034 [.008, .060]
	14
	.110 [.054, .164]
	131
	.052 [.022, .082]

	Prosocial behavior
	229
	.072 [.055, .089]
	218
	.087 [.070, .105]
	55
	.054 [.030, .078]
	133
	.057 [.028, .085]

	Behavioral type
	　
	
	　
	
	　
	
	
	

	Daily prosocial behavior
	181
	.086 [.069, .104]
	178
	.098 [.080, .115]
	44
	.061 [.036, .086]
	78
	.087 [.054, .118]

	Laboratory prosocial behavior
	48
	.008 [−.028, .045]
	40
	.046 [.003, .088]
	11
	.021 [−.031, .073]
	55
	−.020 [−.063, .022]

	Behavioral cost
	　
	
	　
	
	　
	
	
	

	Nonmaterial
	120
	.060 [.040, .081]
	129
	.089 [.069, .110]
	40
	.045 [.020, .070]
	55
	.046 [.005, .088]

	Material
	89
	.095 [.070, .120]
	68
	.095 [.065, .123]
	12
	.115 [.075, .156]
	66
	.040 [−.000, .081]

	Mixed
	20
	.058 [.004, .112]
	21
	.075 [.025, .124]
	3
	−.037 [−.107, 0.033]
	12
	.072 [−.018, .160]

	Age group
	　
	
	　
	
	　
	
	
	

	Children
	33
	.055 [.004, .106]
	41
	.074 [.021, .126]
	10
	.041 [−.026, .107]
	3
	.025 [−.186, .233]

	Adolescents
	19
	.099 [.038, .159]
	36
	.053 [.003, .103]
	7
	.059 [−.026, .142]
	16
	.173 [.096, .248]

	Adults
	255
	.057 [.041, .074]
	249
	.074 [.057, .091]
	52
	.065 [.039, .091]
	245
	.046 [.024, .067]

	Adult sample type
	　
	
	　
	
	　
	
	
	

	Students
	25
	−.014 [−.071, .043]
	30
	.039 [−.025, .103]
	—
	—
	66
	.001 [−.042, .044]

	Nonstudents
	212
	.063 [.045, .081]
	204
	.079 [.061, .096]
	52
	.065 [.039, .091]
	151
	.050 [.023, .077]

	Mixed
	18
	.063 [−.002, .127]
	15
	.037 [−.037, .111]
	—
	—
	28
	.130 [.063, .197]


[bookmark: _Hlk170832154]Note. k = the number of effect sizes; CI = confidence interval. The results are based on analyses of the subsets of data on income (k = 308), education (k = 326), occupational prestige (k = 69), and subjective social class (k = 264). A positive (or negative) mean effect size (r̅) indicates higher (or lower) levels of prosociality among higher class individuals.
[bookmark: _Toc187763029]Table S20
Societies and Cultural Zones Included in the Main Meta-Analysis and the Mean Effect Size Estimates
	Cultural zone
	Society
	s
	k
	r̅
	95% CI
	Cultural zone
	Society
	s
	k
	r̅
	95% CI

	African–Islamic zone
	
	12
	27
	.047
	[−.017, .111]
	English-speaking zone
	
	154
	379
	.072
	[.055, .089]

	
	Albania
	1
	1
	.080
	[−.166, .316]
	
	Australia
	10
	19
	.037
	[−.036, .109]

	
	Ethiopia
	1
	8
	.027
	[−.151, .202]
	
	Canada
	9
	20
	.071
	[−.005, .146]

	
	Ghana
	1
	1
	.160
	[−.124, .420]
	
	Ireland
	3
	9
	.112
	[−.004, .225]

	
	Indonesia
	3
	7
	−.033
	[−.156, .091]
	
	New Zealand
	2
	5
	−.029
	[−.177, .119]

	
	Iran
	1
	2
	−.011
	[−.238, .216]
	
	United Kingdom
	12
	18
	.062
	[−.005, .128]

	
	Kosovo
	1
	1
	.133
	[−.113, .363]
	
	United States
	118
	308
	.076
	[.056, .096]

	
	Pakistan
	1
	1
	.050
	[−.212, .306]
	Latin American zone
	
	10
	29
	.045
	[−.020, .110]

	
	South Africa
	2
	4
	.106
	[−.069, .274]
	
	Argentina
	1
	2
	−.024
	[−.246, .200]

	
	Turkey
	1
	2
	.115
	[−.090, .310]
	
	Brazil
	2
	3
	.138
	[−.036, .303]

	Catholic European zone
	
	52
	120
	.053
	[.023, .083]
	
	Chile
	4
	12
	.067
	[−.038, .170]

	
	Austria
	3
	8
	.051
	[−.069, .169]
	
	Colombia
	1
	4
	−.028
	[−.220, .166]

	
	Belgium
	3
	4
	.106
	[−.036, .244]
	
	Mexico
	1
	4
	−.071
	[−.260, .125]

	
	Czech Republic
	2
	5
	.061
	[−.087, .207]
	
	Philippines
	1
	4
	.087
	[−.098, .266]

	
	Estonia
	1
	1
	.107
	[−.136, .338]
	Orthodox zone
	
	8
	21
	.020
	[−.053, .092]

	
	France
	5
	12
	.070
	[−.024, .163]
	
	Bulgaria
	2
	5
	.113
	[−.035, .255]

	
	Hungary
	3
	7
	.057
	[−.063, .176]
	
	Romania
	1
	4
	−.245
	[−.420, −.051]

	
	Italy
	15
	21
	.070
	[.007, .132]
	
	Russia
	4
	11
	.035
	[−.069, .138]

	
	Latvia
	1
	4
	.060
	[−.125, .240]
	
	Ukraine
	1
	1
	.086
	[−.157, .319]

	
	Lithuania
	1
	1
	.173
	[−.070, .397]
	Protestant European zone
	
	46
	109
	.059
	[.028, .090]

	
	Poland
	3
	13
	.055
	[−.058, .166]
	
	Denmark
	2
	5
	.028
	[−.120, .174]

	
	Portugal
	3
	6
	.043
	[−.085, .170]
	
	Finland
	2
	2
	.094
	[−.080, .262]

	
	Slovak Republic
	3
	12
	.024
	[−.089, .137]
	
	Germany
	13
	29
	.067
	[.006, .128]

	
	Slovenia
	2
	4
	.046
	[−.106, .197]
	
	Iceland
	1
	1
	.062
	[−.188, .305]

	
	Spain
	7
	22
	−.006
	[−.086, .073]
	
	Netherlands
	14
	32
	.100
	[.041, .159]

	Confucian zone
	
	163
	371
	.069
	[.052, .087]
	
	Norway
	2
	5
	.018
	[−.129, .165]

	
	Mainland China
	145
	313
	.074
	[.055, .094]
	
	Sweden
	6
	20
	.017
	[−.065, .099]

	
	Hong Kong SAR, China
	7
	31
	.047
	[−.025, .118]
	
	Switzerland
	6
	15
	.018
	[−.069, .105]

	
	Japan
	4
	12
	−.022
	[−.120, .077]
	West and South Asian zone
	
	18
	32
	.046
	[−.010, .102]

	
	Republic of Korea
	6
	11
	.099
	[.005, .191]
	
	Cyprus
	2
	5
	.074
	[−.075, .220]
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	Taiwan, China
	1
	4
	−.043
	[−.226, .142]
	
	India
	1
	1
	−.020
	[−.283, .246]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Israel
	9
	13
	.005
	[−.082, .092]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Malaysia
	2
	3
	.149
	[−.012, .302]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Papua New Guinea
	1
	1
	.076
	[−.192, .333]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Singapore
	1
	4
	.048
	[−.171, .263]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Thailand
	1
	2
	−.033
	[−.246, .183]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Vietnam
	1
	3
	.138
	[−.076, .339]


Note. s = the number independent studies; k = the number of effect sizes; CI = confidence interval. A positive (or negative) mean effect size (r̅) indicates higher (or lower) levels of prosociality among higher class individuals.
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Intercorrelations Between Demographic, Methodological, and Sociocultural Moderators
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21

	1. Sex
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Age
	.014
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Social class measure (subjective)
	−.085**
	.016
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Social class measure (mixed)
	.026
	−.105**
	−.076*
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Prosociality measure (behavior)
	.005
	.315***
	−.151***
	−.122***
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Publication status (unpublished)
	−.177***
	−.271***
	.102**
	−.059
	−.141***
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Hypothesis relevance (irrelevant)
	.075*
	.181***
	−.167***
	−.128***
	.131***
	−.324***
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Data source (secondary)
	.098**
	.460***
	−.174***
	−.088**
	.400***
	−.221***
	.153***
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Experimental setting (online)
	−.090**
	.102**
	.236***
	−.035
	−.219***
	−.027
	−.019
	−.376***
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Experimental setting (field)
	.159***
	.102**
	−.274***
	.031
	.150***
	−.101**
	.110***
	.479***
	−.820***
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Study design (cross-sectional)
	−.022
	.127***
	−.089**
	.029
	.050
	.019
	.067*
	−.036
	.033
	.046
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Study design (longitudinal)
	.091**
	−.080*
	−.090**
	−.022
	.027
	−.070*
	.084**
	.122***
	−.074*
	.077*
	−.757***
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. National income
	.071*
	.119**
	−.195***
	.137***
	.130***
	−.332***
	.194***
	.100**
	.134***
	−.080*
	.041
	.038
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. Income inequality
	.017
	−.033
	.036
	.111**
	.039
	.062
	.090*
	−.112**
	.005
	−.035
	−.004
	.003
	−.103**
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Absolute mobility
	.023
	.075
	.117*
	−.090
	.101*
	−.053
	.003
	.134**
	−.159**
	.140**
	.085
	−.085
	−.343***
	−.112*
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Relative mobility
	.087
	−.127**
	.018
	.045
	−.078
	−.046
	−.064
	.045
	.052
	−.027
	.013
	−.013
	.188***
	−.388***
	.211***
	—
	
	
	
	
	

	17. Population density
	−.036
	−.035
	−.072*
	−.034
	−.085**
	.007
	.031
	−.035
	−.099**
	.076*
	.038
	−.037
	.156***
	−.528***
	.202***
	.109*
	—
	
	
	
	

	18. Religiosity
	.088**
	.271***
	−.185***
	.075*
	.287***
	−.372***
	.229***
	.247***
	.016
	.044
	.011
	.103**
	.556***
	.214***
	−.077
	−.243***
	−.126***
	—
	
	
	

	19. Tightness
	−.013
	−.202***
	.132***
	−.036
	−.199***
	.283***
	−.193***
	−.249***
	−.004
	−.054
	.000
	−.035
	−.491***
	.039
	.022
	.047
	.109**
	−.573***
	—
	
	

	20. Individualism
	.030
	.173***
	−.144***
	.010
	.201***
	−.235***
	.185***
	.262***
	.008
	.045
	.032
	.031
	.670***
	−.598***
	−.096*
	.337***
	−.075*
	.138***
	−.514***
	—
	

	21. Power distance
	−.099**
	−.216***
	.183***
	−.069*
	−.242***
	.338***
	−.196***
	−.279***
	.026
	−.084**
	.049
	−.101**
	−.792***
	.158***
	.134**
	−.217***
	.135***
	−.506***
	.458***
	−.703***
	—

	22. Long-term orientation
	−.128***
	−.218***
	.096**
	−.046
	−.236***
	.307***
	−.146***
	−.170***
	−.030
	−.017
	−.002
	−.065*
	–.317***
	−.238***
	.070
	.379***
	.382***
	−.823***
	.529***
	−.122***
	.474***


Note. The number of effect sizes (k) ranges from 312 to 1,106. All categorical variables with m levels were coded as (m − 1) dummy variables with one category as the reference category. The reference categories for each categorical variable were social class measure (objective), prosociality measure (intention), publication status (published), hypothesis relevance (relevant), data source (primary), experimental setting (lab), and study design (experimental). 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Multilevel Meta-Regression Models Predicting the Effect Sizes for the Class–Prosociality Association
	Variable
	Model 1
(k = 860)
	Model 2
(k = 860)
	Model 3
(k = 804)
	Model 4
(k = 577)
	Model 5
(k = 455)
	Model 6
(k = 455)
	Model 7
(k = 775)

	
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p

	Sex
	0.016
	.008
	0.016
	.011
	0.015
	.018
	0.014
	.069
	0.012
	.138
	0.012
	.144
	0.015
	.023

	Age
	0.008
	.152
	−0.001
	.828
	−0.002
	.753
	−0.006
	.483
	−0.005
	.685
	−0.005
	.697
	−0.003
	.720

	Social class measure (subjective)
	
	
	0.007
	.486
	0.003
	.734
	0.001
	.965
	−0.011
	.335
	−0.011
	.318
	0.001
	.911

	Social class measure (mixed)
	
	
	−0.055
	.172
	−0.050
	.227
	−0.085
	.061
	−0.120
	.033
	−0.118
	.035
	−0.059
	.150

	Prosociality measure (behavior)
	
	
	0.027
	.024
	0.032
	.010
	0.037
	.016
	0.040
	.029
	0.040
	.028
	0.034
	.008

	Publication status (unpublished)
	
	
	0.021
	.300
	0.020
	.363
	0.021
	.394
	0.069
	.102
	0.070
	.095
	0.020
	.371

	Hypothesis relevance (irrelevant)
	
	
	−0.013
	.301
	−0.016
	.223
	−0.004
	.787
	0.002
	.898
	0.002
	.887
	−0.014
	.297

	Data source (secondary)
	
	
	0.014
	.405
	0.008
	.656
	0.022
	.281
	−0.023
	.319
	−0.023
	.316
	0.006
	.725

	Experimental setting (online)
	
	
	0.015
	.502
	0.016
	.501
	0.029
	.291
	−0.006
	.887
	−0.005
	.907
	0.011
	.641

	Experimental setting (field)
	
	
	0.033
	.127
	0.033
	.155
	0.049
	.064
	0.040
	.394
	0.040
	.387
	0.032
	.171

	Study design (cross-sectional)
	
	
	0.052
	.240
	0.060
	.179
	0.039
	.436
	0.057
	.437
	0.053
	.462
	0.053
	.267

	Study design (longitudinal)
	
	
	0.036
	.598
	0.046
	.507
	−0.014
	.860
	—
	—
	—
	—
	0.036
	.612

	National income
	
	
	
	
	−0.007
	.251
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income inequality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.007
	.290
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Absolute mobility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.003
	.724
	
	
	
	

	Relative mobility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.001
	.923
	
	

	Population density
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.002
	.802

	Religiosity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tightness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individualism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Power distance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Long-term orientation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	.081
	.104
	.091
	.029
	.275
	.274
	.075


Table S22 (continued)
	
	Model 8
(k = 791)
	Model 9
(k = 753)
	Model 10
(k = 841)
	Model 11
(k = 841)
	Model 12
(k = 841)
	Model 13
(k = 266)

	Variable
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p

	Sex
	0.015
	.015
	0.014
	.027
	0.015
	.013
	0.015
	.012
	0.016
	.008
	0.004
	.724

	Age
	0.001
	.882
	−0.001
	.857
	−0.001
	.929
	−0.000
	.956
	0.001
	.910
	−0.003
	.874

	Social class measure (subjective)
	0.004
	.710
	0.002
	.840
	0.004
	.704
	0.004
	.687
	0.003
	.716
	−0.024
	.160

	Social class measure (mixed)
	−0.049
	.238
	−0.059
	.154
	−0.055
	.172
	−0.054
	.185
	−0.050
	.213
	−0.114
	.061

	Prosociality measure (behavior)
	0.030
	.018
	0.034
	.012
	0.030
	.015
	0.030
	.015
	0.034
	.007
	0.019
	.426

	Publication status (unpublished)
	0.018
	.406
	0.024
	.279
	0.022
	.295
	0.023
	.270
	0.019
	.365
	0.028
	.540

	Hypothesis relevance (irrelevant)
	−0.010
	.468
	−0.010
	.468
	−0.012
	.351
	−0.012
	.357
	−0.010
	.424
	0.007
	.767

	Data source (secondary)
	0.016
	.361
	0.011
	.558
	0.013
	.457
	0.010
	.541
	0.011
	.521
	0.012
	.672

	Experimental setting (online)
	0.007
	.765
	0.016
	.488
	0.011
	.642
	0.010
	.660
	0.010
	.653
	0.052
	.376

	Experimental setting (field)
	0.025
	.285
	0.040
	.083
	0.029
	.190
	0.029
	.191
	0.027
	.216
	0.057
	.332

	Study design (cross-sectional)
	0.064
	.157
	0.052
	.246
	0.056
	.202
	0.055
	.209
	0.061
	.169
	0.094
	.227

	Study design (longitudinal)
	0.050
	.477
	0.031
	.659
	0.039
	.568
	0.040
	.558
	0.046
	.498
	—
	—

	National income
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.039
	.206

	Income inequality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.027
	.112

	Absolute mobility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.004
	.734

	Relative mobility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.024
	.064

	Population density
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.032
	.842

	Religiosity
	−0.010
	.106
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.028
	.364

	Tightness
	
	
	0.018
	.514
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.022
	.760

	Individualism
	
	
	
	
	−0.006
	.295
	
	
	
	
	0.044
	.206

	Power distance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.003
	.610
	
	
	−0.024
	.404

	Long-term orientation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.013
	.038
	0.085
	.005

	R2
	.073
	.073
	.116
	.112
	.120
	.208


Note. All categorical variables with m levels were coded as (m − 1) dummy variables with one category as the reference category. The reference categories for each categorical variable were social class measure (objective), prosociality measure (intention), publication status (published), hypothesis relevance (relevant), data source (primary), experimental setting (lab), and study design (experimental). All continuous variables (except for tightness) were standardized prior to the meta-regressions.
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Distribution of p Values Under .05 for All Studies Included in the p-Curve Analysis
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Note. The blue line shows the observed p curve including 557 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 487 are p < .025. There were 549 additional results entered but excluded from the p curve because they were p > .05. The dashed red line shows the uniform distribution of the p values, and the green line plots the right-skewed distribution for a power level of 33%. CI = Confidence interval.
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Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot for the Association Between Social Class and Social Value Orientation
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Note. k = 111 effect sizes. A positive (or negative) effect size (r-transformed Fisher’s z) indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of prosocial orientation. Fisher’s zs on the x-axis are plotted against the standard errors on the y-axis for every effect size.
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Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot for the Association Between Social Class and FFM Agreeableness
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Note. k = 86 effect sizes. A positive (or negative) effect size (r-transformed Fisher’s z) indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of FFM agreeableness. Fisher’s zs on the x-axis are plotted against the standard errors on the y-axis for every effect size.


[bookmark: _Toc187763035]Figure S5
Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot for the Association Between Social Class and HEXACO Agreeableness
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Note. k = 13 effect sizes. A positive (or negative) effect size (r-transformed Fisher’s z) indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of HEXACO agreeableness. Fisher’s zs on the x-axis are plotted against the standard errors on the y-axis for every effect size.


[bookmark: _Toc187763036]Figure S6
Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot for the Association Between Social Class and HEXACO Honesty-Humility
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描述已自动生成]
Note. k = 11 effect sizes. A positive (or negative) effect size (r-transformed Fisher’s z) indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of HEXACO honesty-humility. Fisher’s zs on the x-axis are plotted against the standard errors on the y-axis for every effect size.


[bookmark: _Toc187763037]Figure S7
Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot for the Association Between Social Class and Trait Empathy
[image: 图表

描述已自动生成]
Note. k = 145 effect sizes. A positive (or negative) effect size (r-transformed Fisher’s z) indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of trait empathy. Fisher’s zs on the x-axis are plotted against the standard errors on the y-axis for every effect size.


[bookmark: _Toc187763038]Figure S8
Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot for the Association Between Social Class and Trait Gratitude
[image: 一些文字和图片的手机截图

中度可信度描述已自动生成]
Note. k = 23 effect sizes. A positive (or negative) effect size (r-transformed Fisher’s z) indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of trait gratitude. Fisher’s zs on the x-axis are plotted against the standard errors on the y-axis for every effect size.


[bookmark: _Toc187763039]Figure S9
Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot for the Association Between Social Class and Dispositional Trust
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描述已自动生成]
Note. k = 147 effect sizes. A positive (or negative) effect size (r-transformed Fisher’s z) indicates that higher class individuals tend to show higher (or lower) levels of dispositional trust. Fisher’s zs on the x-axis are plotted against the standard errors on the y-axis for every effect size.
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