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[bookmark: _Toc204266205]Detailed sample and recruitment descriptions

[bookmark: _Toc188448707][bookmark: _Toc204266206]Study Site Descriptions 
In the following, we provide descriptions of each study site based on our knowledge from the literature and the sociodemographic information from the parental questionnaire. As education and occupation are often tied to gender, we report the percentage of mothers that filled out the questionnaire (as opposed to fathers or another guardian). SES was measured using the ISCO (International Standard Classification of Occupation), the ISCED (International Standard Classification of Education) and a subjective self-report for the financial status. We asked parents to select the 5 most important child qualities from the 11 qualities provided in the WVS (World Value Survey, Haerpfer et al., 2020) and then rank these from 1 to 5 (all items can be found in our codebook on OSF). 
[bookmark: _Toc188448708][bookmark: _Toc204266207]Germany
Almost all German children lived in the Münster city center. Münster is a large city with approximately 315,000 inhabitants, located in North Rhine-Westphalia province in Germany. Households in Germany usually consist of small nuclear families (Keller, 2022). Most children in our sample lived in households with two (51.16%) or three (31.63%) children, with their closest extended family members living about an hour (54.63%) or even further away (26.39%). The majority of them spoke only German at home (89.50%), while the other families reported speaking German and an additional language, such as Russian (1.39%) or Spanish (1.39%). Most questionnaires were filled out by mothers (80.09%). Socioeconomic Status in our sample was very high, with 73.60% holding at least a university degree or even a doctoral degree. The majority of the sample worked in academic occupations (62.00%) or leading positions (6.94%), and most parents reported that they lived comfortably with their income (56.74%) or were able to cope with it (40.47%). Less than three percent indicated any financial struggles. In the WVS ranking, the three most popular parenting values were Tolerance and respect for others (mentioned by 94.93%, average rank of 1.83), Independence (mentioned by 94.00%, average rank of 2.39) and Responsibility (mentioned by 93.08%, average rank of 2.63). 
Urban Germany has often been described as a prototypically autonomous cultural milieu, valuing individuality, autonomy and self-reliance as key socialization goals (Kärtner, 2015). Over the last decades, German society has undergone increasing individualization, which refers to a process by which individuals become more self-determined, reflexive and autonomous (Ostner, 2004). Individualization leads to a detachment from familiar and institutional obligations and an extension of the individual action area (Kron, 2003). This societal trend is also reflected in child-rearing practices, as German parents focus on independent socialization goals (Durgel et al., 2009; Mayer et al., 2005; Sieben, 2022) consider children as independent agents by infancy (Keller et al., 2004, 2005). They foster their agency by affording them control and choice from an early age (Keller & Lamm, 2005; Otto & Keller, 2015), by providing contingency experiences, offering object play, and distal interaction styles (Keller & Lamm, 2005). In their daily interactions, German children are often offered choices by their parents, but are rarely subjects to direct requests (Köster et al., 2022).  
[bookmark: _Toc188448709][bookmark: _Toc204266208]United States
U.S. children were recruited from the entire nation and came from 21 federal states[footnoteRef:1]. About half of them were from California (52.8%), and the majority came from urban areas (about 84%). Children in our sample lived in households with mostly two (47.32%) or three (24.11%) children. Their closest extended family members lived about an hour (44.64%) or even further away (29.46%). U.S. participants were asked about their self-identified race and ethnicity according to the US Census and were allowed to select multiple options. About half of the sample identified as White (49.10%) and about a third identified as Asian or Pacific Islander (30.40%). The other most common categories were Black (17.00%) and Hispanic/Latinx (12.5%). The majority (77.68%) reported that they only spoke English at home, but many spoke more than two languages at home (13.39%). Common second languages were Spanish (2.68%), Vietnamese (2.68%) and Chinese or Chinese varieties such as Cantonese (3.57%). Most questionnaires were filled out by mothers (81.25%) and most parents had university or doctoral degree (82.10%), and the majority worked in academic positions (30.36%), leading positions (10.71%) or engaged in care-work (18.75%). Parents lived mostly comfortably with their current income (50.45%), or could cope well with it (36.94%), while about 12.6% indicated financial problems. In the WVS ranking, the three most popular values were Good manners (mentioned by 77.79%, average rank of 3.38), Hard Work (mentioned by 64.29%, average rank of 3.03) and Independence (mentioned by 58.93%, average rank of 3.09).  [1:  In alphabetical order Alaska (1.9%), Arizona (0.9%), California (52.8%), Colorado (0.9%), Connecticut (0.9%), Florida (1.9%), Georgia (0.9%), Illinois (2.8%), Maryland (3.8%), New Jersey (0.9%), New York (7.5%), North Carolina (5.7%), Ohio (1.9%), Oregon (1.9%), Pennsylvania (2.8%), South Carolina (1.9%), Tennessee (2.8%), Texas (8.5%), Utah (4.7%), Virginia (1.9%), Washington, D.C. (0.9%).] 

As most research to date is still conducted with subjects from the United States, they are a particularly well described context (Arnett, 2008). The United States have often been characterized by people’s independent self-construals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), and as a prototypical WEIRD context (Henrich et al., 2010; Muthukrishna et al., 2020). U.S. parents value children’s agency and independence, but this effect is also dependent on social class (Tudge et al., 2000) and ethnicity (Suizzo, 2007). European American middle class families usually endorse more independence than other U.S. ethnic groups (Benito‐Gomez et al., 2020). In U.S. culture, personal choice is of great importance (Miller, 2003; Miller et al., 2011) and thus meeting social expectations is usually understood as conflicting with agency, as illustrated by parent’s reports and cultural artifacts (Goyal et al., 2019). 

[bookmark: _Toc188448710][bookmark: _Toc204266209]Japan
Japanese children lived in cities in the Kyoto areas in the Kansai province in Japan, namely Ikoma, Kizugawa, Kyotanabe, Nara, Seika and Tenri (ranging between approximately 36,500 and 350,000 inhabitants). Again, most children lived in households with two (57.85%) or three (23.97%) children and their closest extended family members lived about an hour (54.10%) or even further away (22.95%). Almost all families spoke only Japanese at home (99.20%), one family reported to speak Japanese and English. Most questionnaires were filled out by mothers (92.62%). Educational level was high, with most parents reporting a bachelor’s university degree (大学卒業, 63.93%) or a junior college degree (短期大学卒業, 20.49%). The majority of the parents engaged in care work (39.34%), the most common paid professions were academic occupations (15.57%) and clerical support work (11.48%). Most parents reported that they were able to cope with their income (58.33%) or lived very well (16.67%), but a larger share also reported financial difficulties (21.67%). In the WVS ranking, the three most popular values were Independence (mentioned by 77.87%, average rank of 2.09), Tolerance and respect for others (mentioned by 63.93%, average rank of 2.68) and Good manners (mentioned by 66.39%, average rank of 3.25). 
Japan has often been described by people’s interdependent self-concept (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), high context-sensitivity (Nisbett & Masuda, 2003) and a focus on life-long interdependence and symbiotic harmony in social relationships (Rothbaum et al., 2000). Japanese child-rearing is characterized by the concept of amae, referring to children’s encouraged dependence on indulgent care from their mothers (Doi, 2001). In children’s lived experiences amae reflects in a close, nurturing bond between mother and child that serves as a prototype for subsequent close relationships. Japanese parents prioritize smooth interpersonal relationships and wish for their children to become empathetic, sensitive and polite (Hess et al., 1980). However, agency also plays an important role in Japanese child-rearing: An ideal child should be considerate of others, because they themselves understand why it is important and they enjoy it (Holloway & Nagase, 2014; White & LeVine, 1986). Japanese contemporary parenting advice promotes using a mimarou parenting strategy (i.e., to watch and protect, not intervene directly), also with the rationale of promoting children’s autonomy (Porter & Tanabe, 2023). 
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Indian children were mostly recruited from Pune (88.10%), in the state of Maharashtra in India. In 2011, Pune had 3,115,341 inhabitants, and is now estimated at over 4 Million inhabitants. The remaining children were from other large cities such as Mumbai. Most families in our sample had either one (40.00%) or two children (52.00%). One third had extended family members living in the same household with them, while about a fourth each reported that the closest extended family members lived within walking distance or about an hour away. 24.60% of the parents in the sample reported that they only spoke Marathi at home. Most families reported speaking two (46.03%), three (19.84%) or more (3.17%) languages, with Marathi (mentioned by 74.60%), English (mentioned by 69.84%) and Hindi (mentioned by 36.51%) being the most common languages. About two thirds of the questionnaires were filled out by mothers, the remaining third by fathers. The educational level in the sample was very high, with 91.27% of all parents holding at least a university degree or even a doctoral degree. About a third of the sample reported working in a leading position (30.08%) and the majority worked in an academic occupation (41.46%). Accordingly, most parents reported that they lived comfortably with their income (65.00%) or were able to cope with it (34.15%). Only one parent reported any financial struggles. In the WVS ranking, the three most popular values were Good manners (mentioned by 76.98%, average rank of 2.04), Feelings of responsibility (mentioned by 73.02%, average rank of 2.95) and Independence (mentioned by 57.94%, average rank of 2.88). 
India is a large country, characterized by ethnic and cultural diversity and complex hierarchical relations between social classes (Mishra et al., 2005; Tuli, 2012). Distinct cultural facets of India include a high respect for power and status, embeddedness, familism and context-sensitivity (Panda & Gupta, 2004). Indian parenting is characterized as authoritative, asserting close regulation, enforcing family rules and expecting obedience (Tuli, 2012). Loyalty to the family and obedience are highly valued (Isaac et al., 2014). Still, Indian mothers also emphasize children’s independence (Tuli, 2012), specifically in urban, educated communities (Saraswathi & Pai, 1997). In the Indian context, fulfilling social expectations does not hold a negative connotation (Goyal et al., 2019), but is instead perceived as in congruence with one’s own wishes.  
[bookmark: _Toc188448712][bookmark: _Toc204266211]Ecuador
[bookmark: _GoBack]Ecuadorian children were recruited from the communidades in the rural area surrounding Otavalo and Cotacachi, in the province of Imbabura, more specifically from Agato, Peguche, Imbaqui, Carabuela, Compania, Imbaqui, Jahua Pamba, Morochos, Picuasi Pugro, Pijal, Punyaro Alto, Quinchuqui, Tawantisuyo, and Sinsi Uco. The communidades vary in size and consist of about a 100 to 800 families. Children lived in households with mostly two children (44.55%), followed by three children (26.36%) and one child (17.27%). Close family members mostly lived nearby within walking distance (78.18%) or in the same household (17.27%). Most families spoke Kichwa and Spanish at home (67.27%), some spoke only Spanish (28.18%) and a few spoke only Kichwa (2.73%). Most questionnaires were filled out by mothers (75.23%). Parental education was lower, with the majority having completed the equivalent of elementary school (Educación general básica elemental o media, 45.45%), middle school (Educación general básica superior, 16.36%) or high school (Bachillerato general unificado, 13.63%). The majority of the sample reported to be engaged primarily in care-work (49.09%), with the most common paid professions being service and sales work (21.82%) and craft and related trade works (11.82%). Most families either had difficulties (54.13%) or even severe difficulties (33.94%) with their current income. In the WVS ranking, the three most popular values were Good manners (mentioned by 91.82%, average rank of 3.06), Obedience (mentioned by 64.09%, average rank of 2.64) and Religious Faith (mentioned by 55.45%, average rank of 2.30). Kichwa children are socialized with a strong focus on following community values, customs and norms and taught to highly respect their elders and Mother Earth (Pachamama)(Terán Maigua, 2013). Kichwa communities also value interrelatedness, which is created and maintained by reciprocity (Estermann, 2015; Wefers et al., 2023). Kichwa children are taught about their obligations towards the community and obedience from an early age (Estermann, 2015; Salazar, 2018; Terán Maigua, 2013). In indigenous Latin American communities, this obedience is not understood as at odds with agency, because children’s agency is enacted within the norms of the familial context (García, 2015). Children attain the agency to participate by collaborating in the family’s activities on their own initiative – and with that, contribute to the well-being of their families and themselves. Observantly they pitch in to help others (being acomedidos, Rogoff & Mejía-Arauz, 2022), and take great pride in it. 
[bookmark: _Toc188448705][bookmark: _Toc204266212]Recruitment
Recruitment in Germany was achieved through a collaboration with the City of Münster, which provided address information for families with children in the target age range. These families were then contacted by mail and invited to participate in the study. We allowed parents to indicate a preference for the moderated or unmoderated setting. Parents were then either sent a link to the unmoderated version of the study or were contacted by phone to schedule a Zoom call with an experimenter. Children received a 10€ voucher for a local toy store as compensation. Families across the United States were invited through the lab's existing database as well as social media posts. They received a link to participate in the unmoderated setting and were paid $6 for their participation, based on the length of the study and the Lab's usual compensation rates. Recruitment in Japan was conducted through schools in several cities in the Kansai area (see site description for a complete list). Children were given a flyer, and families interested in participating were emailed a link to the unmoderated study version. Children were given a 1,000¥ Amazon gift card as compensation. In India, children were tested in a local school in Pune by a trained local experimenter. Permission was obtained from the school authorities and parents were informed about the project. The children were then tested by the experimenter within the school facilities and also via Zoom. They received school supplies as compensation. Finally, in Ecuador, a trained local experimenter collected the data in the communidades of the Otavalo and Cotacachi region. She obtained prior permission to enter the communidades from the local authorities and contacted families from previous projects. In addition, more families were recruited via WhatsApp with a flyer. The experimenter then visited the families at home or in the local community spaces with a convertible laptop. Data was collected using the Labvanced offline version and responses were later uploaded to the German servers. Families were compensated with food, which was deemed more appropriate by the local collaborators than a financial compensation. 
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Figure S 1
[image: ]Adaptation of the Cleaning Vignette in each Cultural Context
Note. In the U.S., we used the same pictures as in Germany. We used the English translation that was also used in India and changed the child’s name to Emma. 
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[bookmark: _Toc204266214]Percentages of correct answers to learning phase control questions 

Most children were able to answer the learning questions for the smiley- and circle-scale correctly, ranging between an average of 64.00% (Ecuador) and 98.26% (India). If they made mistakes, they mostly picked the adjacent scale-points, indicating that they understood the general usage of the scales (see Tables S1 and S2 for all percentages). Ecuadorian children’s poorer performance could potentially be a result of less experience with technology, including touch screens (Bohn et al., 2024). Also, children were mostly able to correctly recall what happened in the vignettes, ranging between an average of 75.94% (Ecuador) and 98.53% (Germany) in the closed format questions of the unmoderated setting, 89.15% (Germany) to 95.11% (India) in the open recall and 98.27% (Germany) to 100% (India) after the standardized prompts in the moderated setting (see Tables S3 and S4 for all percentages). 

Table S1
Learning Phase Descriptive Statistics for the Moderated Setting
	
	Germany
	India

	
	% 1st answer
	% + 2nd answer
	% 1st answer
	% + 2nd answer

	Smiley Scale
	
	
	
	

	Very good
	95.60
	100
	100
	NA

	Bad
	60.44
	91.22
	92.86
	100

	A little bit 
	81.32
	100
	100
	NA

	Circle Scale
	
	
	
	

	Agree a lot
	98.90
	100
	99.21
	100

	Do not agree
	97.80
	100
	99.21
	100

	Average
	86.81
	98.24
	98.26
	100


Note. Children were given the opportunity to correct their answer once in the moderated version. Percentages are provided for correct answers in their first try, and for cumulative correct answers after their first and second try.


Table S2 
Learning Phase Descriptive Statistics for the Unmoderated Setting
	
	Germany
	USA
	Japan
	Ecuador

	
	% Correct
	% + Adjacent
	% Correct
	% + Adjacent
	% Correct
	% + Adjacent
	% Correct
	% + Adjacent

	Smiley Scale (1-6)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Very good (6)
	96.80
	100.00
	95.53
	98.21
	95.90
	99.18
	84.55
	97.27

	Bad (2)
	90.40
	98.40
	70.54
	97.33
	70.49
	100
	40.91
	89.09

	A little bit good (4) 
	80.80
	100.00
	80.36
	99.11
	69.67
	100
	46.36
	91.81

	Circle Scale (1-4)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agree a lot (4)
	95.20
	99.20
	94.64
	99.11
	96.72
	99.18
	76.36
	89.09

	Do not agree (1)
	98.40
	99.20
	93.75
	94.64
	92.62
	97.54
	71.82
	79.09

	Average
	92.32
	99.36
	86.96
	97.68
	85.08
	99.18
	64.00
	89.27


Note. Percentages are provided for the correct answer options as well as for the cumulative correct and adjacent answer options (e.g. children who selected the option “good” instead of “very good”). Children heard an explanation of what each scale point meant and were then tested on half of the scale points. In the test they heard an example and were asked to select the option that matched the example (e.g. “Imagine that it is my birthday today and I feel very very good or very very happy. Which face goes with this feeling?”).
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Table S3
Vignette Comprehension Control Question Descriptive Statistics for the Unmoderated Setting
	
	Germany
	USA
	Japan
	Ecuador

	
	% correct
	% correct
	% correct
	% correct

	Cooking (Helping)
	
	
	
	

	Setting
	100
	95.53
	95.08
	73.64

	Request
	100
	98.36
	94.74
	78.00

	Ending
	98.40
	98.21
	96.91
	85.45

	Cleaning (Helping)
	
	
	
	

	Setting
	97.60
	91.96
	97.54
	80.91

	Request
	96.87
	97.62
	100
	81.67

	Ending
	98.40
	94.64
	90.98
	83.64

	Swing (Sharing)
	
	
	
	

	Setting
	100
	100
	99.18
	72.73

	Request
	98.27
	98.18
	98.68
	60.42

	Ending
	99.20
	96.43
	95.90
	87.27

	Animals (Sharing)
	
	
	
	

	Setting
	96.00
	90.18
	91.80
	43.64

	Request
	98.41
	98.25
	97.83
	83.87

	Ending
	99.20
	96.43
	96.72
	80.00

	Average
	98.53
	96.32
	96.28
	75.94


Note. Children’s comprehension was ensured by two (spontaneous version) to three single choice questions with three answer options each. If children gave a correct answer, they were rewarded with an affirmation and a dinging sound. If their answer was wrong, they were corrected.  



Table S4
Vignette Comprehension Control Question Descriptive Statistics for the Moderated Setting
	
	Germany
	India

	
	% free recall
	% + follow-up
	% free recall
	% + follow-up

	Cooking (Helping)
	
	
	
	

	Setting
	84.62
	94.25
	92.86
	100

	Child’s plan
	82.42
	100
	90.48
	100

	Request
	93.02
	100
	96.67
	100

	Ending
	85.71
	100
	93.65
	100

	Cleaning (Helping)
	
	
	
	

	Setting
	85.71
	97.80
	94.44
	100

	Child’s plan
	93.40
	97.80
	96.83
	100

	Request
	93.33
	95.56
	92.42
	100

	Ending
	84.62
	96.70
	96.03
	100

	Swing (Sharing)
	
	
	
	

	Setting
	95.60
	100
	99.21
	100

	Request
	97.83
	100
	98.59
	100

	Ending
	85.71
	100
	94.44
	100

	Swing (Sharing)
	
	
	
	

	Setting
	95.60
	100
	98.41
	100

	Request
	81.39
	92.93
	96.30
	100

	Ending
	87.91
	100
	91.27
	100

	Average
	89.15
	98.27
	95.11
	100


Note. Children’s comprehension of the stories was assessed in a free recall open question (“Can you tell me what happened in the story?”). If specific aspects of the story were not mentioned spontaneously, standardized follow-up questions were asked (e.g. “What did the mom say?”). In the helping scenarios, the protagonist originally had a different plan (e.g. going to their room to play), which we introduced to increase the cost of the scenario. 
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In our analyses of the four key dependent variables (i.e., desire and satisfaction in the domains helping and sharing), we built increasingly complex Linear Mixed Models. We report all model comparisons, model results of the model with the best fit and estimated marginal means for condition effects within each culture. We started with a Null Model, which included only a random intercept for subjects to account for the repeated measurements and a fixed effect for gender. We tested this model against a Condition Model, in which we added a fixed main effect for condition (requested vs. spontaneous scenarios). This model was tested against a Condition*Culture Model, in which we added a main effect for culture and a condition x culture Interaction term, which we expected in our hypotheses. Lastly, we added age to the model, including all two-way and three-way interactions, as we expected the condition x culture Interaction to become bigger with children’s age. As children’s answers were given in different settings (i.e., moderated and unmoderated) and to different vignettes (i.e., two different helping scenarios and two different sharing scenarios, which were counter-balanced), we tested the best model from the previously described model comparisons against a Control Model, in which we allowed random intercepts and slopes for setting and vignette. These models did not lead to an improved model fit and suffered from singularity issues because of very small random effects for setting and vignette, but are reported in the model comparison tables for the sake of completeness. Lastly, in our analyses on the predictive value of sense of individual agency and internalization, we added these as fixed main effects and interaction terms with condition to the model that emerged with the best fit in our first analysis step. For internalization, we chose not to aggregate the different internalization levels into a single score, following the work of other authors who recommend to consider each motivational level independently. We started by adding the higher levels (identified and integrated) and, if these improved the model fit, also the lower levels (external and introjected). 

[bookmark: _Toc204266218]Model comparisons
Table S5 
Model Comparisons for Predicting Desire to Help 
	Model
	Nested Model
	Fixed and random
effects added
	Model fit
	LRT Test against nested

	
	
	
	AIC
	BIC
	LL
	df
	df
	χ2

	Null
	-
	gender, (1|subject)
	3936.3
	3957.2
	-1964.2
	4
	
	

	Condition
	Null
	condition
	3832.8
	3858.9
	-1911.4
	5
	1
	105.49***

	Condition * Culture
	Condition
	culture, condition:culture  
	3696.0
	3763.9
	-1835.0
	13
	8
	152.84***

	Full
	Condition * Culture
	age, age:condition, age:culture, age:condition:culture
	3700.5
	3820.6
	-1827.2
	23
	10
	15.53

	Additional analysis to control for the effects of different vignettes and settings of data collection

	Control
	Condition * Culture
	(condition|vignette), (condition|setting) 
	3698.0
	3771.1
	-1835.0
	14
	1
	0

	Additional analyses to investigate the explanatory effect of sense of individual agency

	Agency
	Condition * Culture
	SIA, condition:SIA
	3697.6
	3776.0
	-1833.8
	15
	2
	2.34

	Additional analyses to investigate the explanatory effect of internalization of helping in the household

	Int High 
	Condition * Culture
	identified, condition:identified, integrated, condition:integrated
	3658.4
	3747.2
	-1812.2
	17
	4
	45.56***

	Int Full 
	Int High 
	external, external:condition, introjected, introjected:condition
	3654.7
	3764.4
	-1806.3
	21
	4
	11.72*


* p < .05. *** p < .001. 

Table S6
Model Comparisons for Predicting Satisfaction with Helping 
	Model
	Nested Model
	Fixed and random
effects added
	Model fit
	LRT Test against nested

	
	
	
	AIC
	BIC
	LL
	df
	df
	χ2

	Null
	-
	gender, (1|subject)
	4367.3
	4388.2
	-2179.7
	4
	
	

	Condition
	Null
	condition
	4268.3
	4294.2
	-2129.2
	5
	1
	100.99***

	Condition * Culture
	Condition
	culture, condition:culture  
	4117.1
	4185.0
	-2045.6
	13
	8
	167.19***

	Full
	Condition * Culture
	age, age:condition, age:culture, age:condition:culture
	4105.9
	4226.0
	-2029.9
	23
	10
	31.24***

	Additional analysis to control for the effects of different vignettes and settings of data collection

	Control
	Full
	(condition|vignette), (condition|setting)
	4116.9
	4268.4
	-2029.4
	29
	6
	0.99

	Additional analyses to investigate the explanatory effect of sense of individual agency

	Agency
	Full
	SIA, condition:SIA
	4109.7
	4240.3
	-2029.8
	25
	2
	0.20

	Additional analyses to investigate the explanatory effect of internalization of helping in the household

	Int High 
	Full
	identified, condition:identified, integrated, condition:integrated
	4067.0
	4208.1
	-2006.5
	27
	4
	46.85***

	Int Full 
	Int High 
	external, external:condition, introjected, introjected:condition
	4063.3
	4225.2
	-2000.6
	31
	4
	11.76*


* p < .05. *** p < .001. 


Table S7
Model Comparisons for Predicting Desire to Share 
	Model
	Nested Model
	Fixed and random
effects added
	Model fit
	LRT Test against nested

	
	
	
	AIC
	BIC
	LL
	df
	df
	χ2

	Null
	-
	gender, (1|subject)
	3832.9
	3853.8
	-1912.5
	4
	
	

	Condition
	Null
	condition
	3764.1
	3790.3
	-1877.1
	5
	1
	70.81***

	Condition * Culture
	Condition
	culture, condition:culture  
	3684.8
	3752.7
	-1829.4
	13
	8
	95.35***

	Full
	Condition * Culture
	age, age:condition, age:culture, 
age:condition:culture
	3693.5
	3813.7
	-1823.8
	23
	10
	11.25

	Additional analysis to control for the effects of different vignettes and settings of data collection

	Control
	Condition * Culture
	(condition|vignette), (condition|setting)
	3695.5
	3846.9
	-1818.7
	19
	6
	9.90

	Additional analyses to investigate the explanatory effect of sense of individual agency

	Agency
	Condition * Culture
	SIA, condition:SIA
	3686.1
	3764.4
	-1828.0
	15
	2
	2.69

	Additional analyses to investigate the explanatory effect of internalization of helping in the household

	Int High 
	Condition * Culture
	identified, condition:identified, integrated, condition:integrated
	3643.6
	3732.4
	-1804.8
	17
	4
	49.21***

	Int Full 
	Int High 
	external, external:condition, introjected, introjected:condition
	3645.7
	3755.4
	-1801.8
	21
	4
	5.89


 ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 

Table S8
Model Comparisons for Predicting Satisfaction with Sharing 
	Model
	Nested Model
	Fixed and random
effects added
	Model fit
	LRT Test against nested

	
	
	
	AIC
	BIC
	LL
	df
	df
	χ2

	Null
	-
	gender, (1|subject)
	4573.9
	4594.7
	-2282.9
	4
	
	

	Condition
	Null
	condition
	4486.5
	4512.7
	-2238.3
	5
	1
	89.30***

	Condition * Culture
	Condition
	culture, condition:culture  
	4433.4
	4501.3
	-2203.7
	13
	8
	69.17***

	Full
	Condition * Culture
	age, age:condition, age:culture, age:condition:culture
	4439.8
	4560.0
	-2196.9
	23
	10
	13.55

	Additional analysis to control for the effects of different vignettes and settings of data collection

	Control
	Condition * Culture
	(condition|vignette), (condition|setting)
	4448.9
	4600.4
	-2195.5
	29
	16
	16.44

	Additional analyses to investigate the explanatory effect of sense of individual agency

	Agency
	Condition * Culture
	SIA, condition:SIA
	4434.8
	4513.1
	-2202.4
	15
	2
	2.63

	Additional analyses to investigate the explanatory effect of internalization of helping in the household

	Int High 
	Condition * Culture
	identified, condition:identified, integrated, condition:integrated
	4406.8
	4495.6
	-2186.4
	17
	4
	34.55***

	Int Full 
	Int High 
	external, external:condition, introjected, introjected:condition
	4406.7
	4516.4
	-2182.3
	21
	4
	8.15†


† p < .10. *** p < .001.
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Table S9
Condition * Culture Model Results Predicting Desire to Help  

	Fixed Effects

	
	Results for Fixed Effects
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	[bookmark: _Hlk174970369]η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Intercept
	
	
	
	
	3.29
	0.07
	[3.15, 3.43]
	46.30
	1135.91
	<.001 

	Gendera
	5.21
	1, 680
	<.05
	.008
	-0.13
	0.06
	[-0.25, -0.02]
	-2.28
	680
	<.05

	Conb
	79.63
	1, 681
	<.001
	.10
	-0.92
	0.07
	[-1.07, -0.77]
	-12.29
	681
	<.001

	Culture
	22.06
	4, 680
	<.001
	.11
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	-0.21
	0.11
	[-0.43, 0.01]
	-1.90
	1224.27
	.06

	Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.21
	0.11
	[0.00, 0.42]
	1.98
	1225.40
	<.05

	Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.33
	0.11
	[0.12, 0.54]
	3.07
	1228.18
	<.01

	Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.16
	0.11
	[-0.06, 0.37]
	1.41
	1226.14
	.16

	Con*Culture
	18.06
	4, 681
	<.001
	.10
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	0.59
	0.13
	[0.34, 0.84]
	4.61
	681
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.62
	0.12
	[0.37, 0.86]
	4.95
	681
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.42
	0.12
	[0.18, 0.66]
	3.41
	681
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	1.04
	0.13
	[0.79, 1.29]
	8.05
	681
	<.001

	Random Effects

	
	Variance
	SD
	95% CI
	ICC

	Subjects (Intercept)
	0.30
	0.55
	[0.48, 0.61]
	.33


Note. p-Values for the fixed effects and predictors were calculated using Satterthwaites approximations using the afex package in R. Confidence intervals were calculated using profile likelihood. Model equation: Desire to Help ~ gender + condition*culture + (1|subject). 
Con = Condition, US = United States of America, JP = Japan, IN = India, EC = Ecuador.
a 0 = female, 1 = male. b 0 = spontaneous, 1 = requested, c 0 = Germany.

Table S10
Observed Means, Estimates and Pairwise Post-Hoc Tests for Desire to Help
	
	Observed Mean
	Estimated Mean
	Pairwise Post-Hoc Test

	
	Spont
	Req
	Spont
	Req
	∆Estimate
	SE
	t(681)
	p

	GER
	3.23
	2.31
	3.23
	2.30
	-0.92
	0.06
	-12.29
	<.001

	USA
	3.00
	2.67
	3.01
	2.68
	-0.33
	0.09
	-3.17
	<.01

	JP
	3.45
	3.15
	3.44
	3.14
	-0.30
	0.09
	-3.04
	<.01

	IN
	3.56
	3.06
	3.55
	3.05
	-0.50
	0.08
	-5.09
	<.001

	EC
	3.38
	3.50
	3.38
	3.50
	-0.12
	0.09
	1.13
	.26


Note. Estimated marginal means were obtained using the emmeans package in R. Results are averaged over gender. Post-Hoc tests are pairwise comparisons of estimated means between conditions. Degrees of freedom were calculated using Kenward-Roger approximations. 
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Table S11
Full Model Results Predicting Satisfaction with Helping  

	Fixed Effects

	
	Results for Fixed Effects
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Intercept
	
	
	
	
	5.04
	0.42
	[4.23, 5.85]
	12.06
	1161
	<.001 

	Gender
	2,58
	1, 675
	.11
	.004
	-0.12
	0.07
	[-0.26, 0.02]
	-2.28
	675
	.11

	Con
	7.74
	1, 676
	<.01
	.01
	-0.16
	0.46
	[-1.05, 0.73]
	-12.29
	676
	.73

	Culture
	2.70
	4, 675
	<.05
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	-1.58
	0.70
	[-2.95, -0.21]
	-2.24
	1164
	<.05

	Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	-0.71
	0.69
	[-2.05, 0.62]
	-1.04
	1163
	.30

	Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.65
	0.70
	[-0.69, 2.00]
	0.95
	1164
	.34

	Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.94
	0.70
	[-0.43, 2.31]
	1.34
	1164
	.18

	Age
	1.60
	1, 675
	.21
	.002
	0.004
	0.05
	[-0.08, 0.09]
	0.09
	1164
	.93

	Con*Culture
	1.87
	4, 676
	.11
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	1.92
	0.77
	[0.42, 3.42]
	2.49
	676
	<.05

	Conb*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	1.31
	0.75
	[-0.15, 2.77]
	1.74
	676
	.08

	Conb*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.81
	0.76
	[-0.66, 2.28]
	1.07
	676
	.28

	Conb*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.38
	0.77
	[-1.12, 1.88]
	0.49
	676
	.62

	Con*Age
	20.81
	1, 676
	<.001
	.03
	-0.08
	0.05
	[-0.17, 0.02]
	-1.51
	676
	.13

	Age*Culture
	0.47
	4, 675
	.76
	.002
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	0.15
	0.08
	[-0.00, 0.30]
	1.92
	1164
	<.10

	Age*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.07
	0.07
	[-0.07, 0.22]
	0.97
	1163
	.33

	Age*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	-0.002
	0.08
	[-0.15, 0.14]
	-0.02
	1164
	.98

	Age*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	-0.05
	0.08
	[-0.20, 0.10]
	-0.68
	1164
	.50




	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Con*Culture*Age
	1.96
	4, 676
	<.10
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US*Age
	
	
	
	
	-0.17
	0.08
	[-0.34, -0.01]
	-2.03
	676
	<.05

	Conb*Culturec JP*Age
	
	
	
	
	-0.12
	0.08
	[-0.28, 0.04]
	-1.43
	676
	.15

	Conb*Culturec IN*Age
	
	
	
	
	-0.04
	0.08
	[-0.21, 0.12]
	-0.55
	676
	.58

	Conb*Culturec EC*Age
	
	
	
	
	0.06
	0.08
	[-0.10, 0.22]
	0.71
	676
	.48

	Random Effects

	
	Variance
	SD
	95% CI
	ICC

	Subjects (Intercept)
	0.50
	0.71
	[0.63, 0.77]
	.40


Note. p-Values for the fixed effects and predictors were calculated using Satterthwaites approximations using the afex package in R. Confidence intervals were calculated using profile likelihood. Model equation: Satisfaction with Helping ~ gender + condition*culture*age + (1|subject). 
Con = Condition, US = United States of America, JP = Japan, IN = India, EC = Ecuador.
a 0 = female, 1 = male. b 0 = spontaneous, 1 = requested, c 0 = Germany

Table S12
Observed Means, Estimates and Pairwise Post-Hoc Tests for Satisfaction with Helping
	
	Observed Mean
	Estimated Mean
	Pairwise Post-Hoc Test

	
	Spont
	Req
	Spont
	Req
	∆Estimate
	SE
	t(681)
	p

	GER
	5.02
	4.18
	5.02
	4.18
	-0.84
	0.09
	-10.04
	<.001

	USA
	4.76
	4.30
	4.77
	4.32
	-0.46
	0.11
	-3.96
	<.001

	JP
	4.97
	4.39
	4.95
	4.38
	-0.57
	0.10
	-5.18
	<.001

	IN
	5.66
	5.22
	5.66
	5.22
	-0.43
	0.10
	-3.97
	<.001

	EC
	5.49
	5.57
	5.49
	5.57
	0.08
	0.11
	0.69
	.49


Note. Estimated marginal means were obtained using the emmeans package in R. Results are averaged over gender and age. Post-Hoc tests are pairwise comparisons of estimated means between conditions. Degrees of freedom were calculated using Kenward-Roger approximations.


Figure S2
Visualization of Three-Way Interaction of Condition, Culture and Age
[image: ]
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Table S 13
Condition * Culture Model Results Predicting Desire to Share
  
	Fixed Effects

	
	Results for Fixed Effects
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Intercept
	
	
	
	
	3.08
	0.07
	[2.93, 3.22]
	42.24
	1060.97
	<.001 

	Gendera
	4.77
	1, 680
	<.05
	.007
	-0.14
	0.06
	[-0.26, -0.01]
	-2.18
	680
	<.05

	Conb
	53.01
	1, 681
	<.001
	.07
	-0.63
	0.07
	[-0.77, -0.49]
	-8.93
	681
	<.001

	Culture
	16.78
	4, 680
	<.001
	.53
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	-0.13
	0.11
	[-0.35, 0.09]
	-1.12
	1147.53
	.26

	Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.33
	0.11
	[0.12, 0.55]
	3.03
	1148.70
	<.01

	Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.12
	0.11
	[-0.09, 0.37]
	1.15
	1149.52
	.25

	Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.31
	0.11
	[0.09, 0.53]
	2.74
	1149.48
	<.01

	Con*Culture
	7.81
	4, 681
	<.001
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	0.33
	0.12
	[0.10, 0.57]
	2.78
	681
	<.01

	Conb*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.45
	0.12
	[0.22, 0.68]
	3.83
	681
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.26
	0.12
	[0.03, 0.48]
	2.21
	681
	<.05

	Conb*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.62
	0.12
	[0.38, 0.86]
	5.11
	681
	<.001

	Random Effects

	
	Variance
	SD
	95% CI
	ICC

	Subjects (Intercept)
	0.40
	0.63
	[0.57, 0.69]
	.43


Note. p-Values for the fixed effects and predictors were calculated using Satterthwaites approximations using the afex package in R. Confidence intervals were calculated using profile likelihood. Model equation: Desire to Share ~ gender + condition*culture + (1|subject). 
Con = Condition, US = United States of America, JP = Japan, IN = India, EC = Ecuador. 
 a 0 = female, 1 = male. b 0 = spontaneous, 1 = requested, c 0 = Germany. 

Table S14
Observed Means, Estimates and Pairwise Post-Hoc Tests for Desire to Share
	
	Observed Mean
	Estimated Mean
	Pairwise Post-Hoc Test

	
	Spont
	Req
	Spont
	Req
	∆Estimate
	SE
	t(681)
	p

	GER
	3.01
	2.38
	3.01
	2.38
	-0.63
	0.07
	8.93
	<.001

	USA
	2.87
	2.57
	2.88
	2.59
	-0.29
	0.09
	3.01
	<.01

	JP
	3.35
	3.17
	3.34
	3.16
	-0.18
	0.09
	1.92
	.06

	IN
	3.13
	3.76
	3.13
	2.76
	-0.37
	0.09
	4.04
	<.001

	EC
	3.32
	3.31
	3.32
	3.31
	0.01
	0.09
	0.09
	.93


Note. Estimated marginal means were obtained using the emmeans package in R. Results are averaged over gender. Post-Hoc tests are pairwise comparisons of estimated means between conditions. Degrees of freedom were calculated using Kenward-Roger approximations. 
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Table S 15
Condition * Culture Model Results Predicting Satisfaction with Sharing  
	Fixed Effects

	
	Results for Fixed Effects
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Intercept
	
	
	
	
	4.63
	0.10
	[4.43, 4.83]
	44.84
	924.55
	<.001 

	Gendera
	6.10
	1, 680
	<.05
	.009
	-0.23
	0.09
	[-0.41, -0.05]
	-2.47
	680
	<.05

	Conb
	67.29
	1, 681
	<.001
	.09
	-0.87
	0.08
	[-1.03, -0.71]
	-10.58
	681
	<.001

	Culture
	7.95
	4, 680
	<.001
	.35
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	-0.37
	0.16
	[-0.68, -0.06]
	-2.31
	990.67
	<.05

	Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	-0.06
	0.15
	[-0.36, 0.24]
	-0.39
	991.63
	.70

	Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.15
	[-0.27, 0.33]
	0.18
	992.30
	.86

	Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.34
	0.16
	[0.03, 0.65]
	2.14
	992.26
	<.05

	Con*Culture
	9.64
	4, 681
	<.001
	.05
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	0.54
	0.14
	[0.27, 0.82]
	3.89
	681
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.62
	0.14
	[0.35, 0.89]
	4.55
	681
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.49
	0.13
	[0.23, 0.76]
	3.66
	681
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.73
	0.14
	[0.45, 1.00]
	5.18
	681
	<.001

	Random Effects

	
	Variance
	SD
	95% CI
	ICC

	Subjects (Intercept)
	1.13
	1.06
	[0.98, 1.13]
	.61


Note. p-Values for the fixed effects and predictors were calculated using Satterthwaites approximations using the afex package in R. Confidence intervals were calculated using profile likelihood. Model equation: Satisfaction with Sharing ~ gender + condition*culture + (1|subject). 
Con = Condition, US = United States of America, JP = Japan, IN = India, EC = Ecuador.
a 0 = female, 1 = male. b 0 = spontaneous, 1 = requested, c 0 = Germany. 

Table S16
Observed Means, Estimates and Pairwise Post-Hoc Tests for Satisfaction with Sharing
	
	Observed Mean
	Estimated Mean
	Pairwise Post-Hoc Test

	
	Spont
	Req
	Spont
	Req
	∆Estimate
	SE
	t(681)
	p

	GER
	4.52
	3.65
	4.52
	3.65
	-0.87
	0.09
	10.58
	<.001

	USA
	4.13
	3.80
	4.15
	3.83
	-0.32
	0.13
	2.83
	<.01

	JP
	4.48
	4.23
	4.46
	4.21
	-0.25
	0.12
	2.26
	<.05

	IN
	4.55
	4.17
	4.54
	4.17
	-0.37
	0.12
	3.48
	<.001

	EC
	4.85
	4.72
	4.86
	4.72
	-0.14
	0.13
	1.19
	.23


Note. Estimated marginal means were obtained using the emmeans package in R. Results are averaged over gender. Post-Hoc tests are pairwise comparisons of estimated means between conditions. Degrees of freedom were calculated using Kenward-Roger approximations. 
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[bookmark: _Toc204266224]Duty to help 
A mixed ANOVA (culture x condition) revealed a significant main effect of culture, F(4, 681) = 47.81, p < . 001, η2 = .15, a significant main effect of condition, F(1, 681) = 4.67, p < .05, η2 = .003,  and a significant interaction of culture and condition, F(4, 681) = 15.25, p < .001, η2 = .03, in predicting children’s perceived duty to help. To further investigate the interaction, we calculated dependent t-tests within each cultural group. 

Table S17
Dependent t-test Results for Duty to Help
	Culture
	Spontaneous
	Requested
	t 
	Cohen’s d

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	
	

	Germany
	2.21
	1.03
	2.88
	0.96
	7.27***
	0.67

	USA
	2.92
	1.12
	3.12
	0.98
	1.65
	0.19

	Japan
	3.44
	0.83
	3.34
	0.88
	-0.99
	-0.11

	India
	3.34
	0.91
	3.14
	0.99
	-2.23
	-0.22

	Ecuador
	3.61
	0.79
	3.56
	0.84
	-0.57
	-0.07


*** p < .001.


[bookmark: _Toc204266225]Duty to Share 

A mixed ANOVA (culture x condition) revealed a significant main effect of culture, F(4, 681) = 22.08, p < .001, η2= .08, and a significant interaction of culture and condition, F(4, 681) = 7.03, p < .001, η2= .01. We found no support for a main effect of condition, F(1, 681) = 0.74, p = .38, η2= .00. To further investigate the interaction, we calculated dependent t-tests within each cultural group. 
Table S18
Dependent t-test Results for Duty to Share
	Culture
	Spontaneous
	Requested
	t 
	Cohen’s d

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	
	

	Germany
	2.64
	1.01
	2.84
	0.94
	2.54*
	0.20

	USA
	2.99
	1.05
	3.19
	1.00
	1.73†
	0.19

	Japan
	3.61
	0.71
	3.30
	0.85
	-3.67***
	-0.40

	India
	3.29
	0.89
	3.05
	0.99
	-3.01**
	-0.25

	Ecuador
	3.42
	0.95
	3.39
	0.94
	-0.27
	-0.03


† p < .10. * p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001.




Cross-cultural differences in sense of individual agency and internalization

Table S19
Descriptive Statistics of Sense of Individual Agency and Internalization Scales
	
	Germany
M (SD)
	USA
M (SD)
	Japan
M (SD)
	India
M (SD)
	Ecuador
M (SD)

	SIA
	2.89a (0.59)
	2.81a,c (0.71)
	2.93a,b (0.60)
	2.68c (0.56)
	3.01b (0.70)

	Helping
	
	
	
	
	

	Externala
	1.75a (0.87)
	2.49b (1.22)
	1.87a (1.00)
	1.79a (1.00)
	3.38c (1.02)

	Introjected
	3.05a (0.61)
	3.14a (0.79)
	2.77c (0.77)
	3.59d (0.45)
	3.54d (0.70)

	Identifieda
	2.72a (0.81)
	2.93a (0.97)
	2.91a (0.88)
	3.56b (0.52)
	3.58b (0.73)

	Integrated
	3.10a (0.87)
	3.31b (0.93)
	3.48b,d (0.83)
	3.79c (0.48)
	3.51d (0.88)

	Sharing
	
	
	
	
	

	Externala
	1.62a (0.89)
	1.85a,b (1.04)
	1.99b (0.98)
	2.15b (1.12)
	3.01c (1.18)

	Introjected
	2.46a (0.86)
	2.58a (1.00)
	2.40a (0.85)
	2.98b (0.80)
	3.39c (0.78)

	Identifieda
	3.30a (0.70)
	3.29a,c (0.86)
	2.77b (0.87)
	3.54c,d (0.57)
	3.64d (0.64)

	Integrated
	3.63 (0.62)
	3.46 (0.92)
	3.28 (0.86)
	3.85 (0.40)
	3.70 (0.72)


Note. Means with different subscripts differ at the p = .05 level using t-tests with Bonferroni corrections. a Variables also held culture-specific age effects (see results in Tables S20-S28 and Figure S2).
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Children’s reported sense of individual agency was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 4.78, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 2.88, p < .001. However, model fit was not improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5, 676) =  1.36, p = .24.  

Table S20
Regression Results for Sense of Individual Agency
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.03***
	

	Constant
	2.89***
	0.04
	67.65
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	-0.07
	0.07
	-0.98
	-.04
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.04
	0.07
	0.59
	.03
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	-0.20**
	0.07
	-2.90
	-.12**
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.13†
	0.07
	1.75
	.07†
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.04***
	.00

	Constant
	3.07***
	0.22
	13.25
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.06
	0.39
	0.14
	.03
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	-0.26
	0.38
	-0.69
	-.16
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	-0.33
	0.39
	-0.84
	-.20
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.63
	0.38
	1.60
	.36
	
	

	Age 
	-0.02
	0.03
	-0.81
	-.05
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-0.01
	0.04
	-0.33
	-.08
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	0.03
	0.04
	0.81
	.19
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	0.01
	0.04
	0.33
	.08
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	-0.06
	0.04
	-1.31
	-.30
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
† p < .10. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Children’s external motivation to help was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 59.33, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 29.21, p < .001. Model fit was significantly improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5, 676) =  4.05, p < .001. 

Table S21
Regression Results for External Motivation to Help in the Household
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.26***
	

	Constant
	1.75***
	0.07
	25.68
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.74***
	0.12
	6.30
	.22***
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.11
	0.11
	1.01
	.03
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.04
	0.11
	-0.45
	.02
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	1.63***
	0.12
	13.45
	.51***
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.28***
	.02***

	Constant
	1.33***
	0.37
	3.62
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	1.04†
	0.62
	1.67
	.33†
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	1.94**
	0.61
	3.19
	.64**
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.85
	0.61
	1.39
	.28
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	3.62***
	0.61
	5.83
	1.14***
	
	

	Age 
	0.05
	0.04
	1.18
	.07
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-0.03
	0.07
	-0.50
	-.10
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	-0.20**
	0.07
	-3.06
	-.61**
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	-0.09
	0.07
	-1.35
	-.28
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	-0.22**
	0.07
	-3.27
	-.64**
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
† p < .10. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Children’s introjected motivation to help was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 34.12, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 16.25, p < .001. Model fit was not significantly improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5, 676) =  1.79, p = .11. 

Table S22
Regression Results for Introjected Motivation to Help in the Household
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.17***
	

	Constant
	3.05***
	0.05
	65.71
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.09
	0.08
	1.13
	.04
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	-0.28***
	0.08
	-3.78
	-.15***
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.54***
	0.07
	7.26
	.29***
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.49***
	0.08
	6.30
	.25***
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.18***
	.01†

	Constant
	2.47***
	0.25
	10.07
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	1.11**
	0.42
	2.68
	.57**
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.55
	0.40
	1.35
	.29
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	1.27**
	0.41
	3.12
	.68**
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	1.30**
	0.41
	3.15
	.66**
	
	

	Age 
	0.06*
	0.03
	2.41
	.15*
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-0.11*
	0.05
	-2.51
	-.53*
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	-0.09*
	0.04
	-2.09
	-.45*
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	-0.08†
	0.04
	-1.83
	-.40†
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	-0.09*
	0.05
	-1.99
	-.42*
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Children’s identified motivation to help was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 35.89, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 18.45, p < .001. Model fit was significantly improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5, 676) =  3.89, p < .01. 

Table S23
Regression Results for Identified Motivation to Help in the Household
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.17***
	

	Constant
	2.72***
	0.05
	50.17
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.21*
	0.09
	2.30
	.09**
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.20*
	0.09
	2.21
	.09*
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.84***
	0.09
	9.47
	.37***
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.86***
	0.09
	9.25
	.36***
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.20***
	.02**

	Constant
	3.20***
	0.29
	10.97
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.99*
	0.50
	2.01
	.42*
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.61
	0.48
	1.27
	.27
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.06
	0.48
	0.13
	.03
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.43
	0.49
	0.89
	.18
	
	

	Age 
	-0.05†
	0.03
	-1.68
	-.10†
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-0.09
	0.05
	-1.61
	-.34
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	-0.05
	0.05
	-0.87
	-.18
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	0.09
	0.05
	1.64
	.35
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	0.05
	0.05
	0.87
	.18
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Children’s integrated motivation to help was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 15.51, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 8.33, p < .001. Model fit was only marginally improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5, 676) =  2.03, p = .07. 

Table S24
Regression Results for Integrated Motivation to Help in the Household
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.08***
	

	Constant
	3.10***
	0.06
	55.74
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.22*
	0.10
	2.26
	.09**
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.38***
	0.09
	4.09
	.17***
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.69***
	0.09
	7.52
	.31***
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.41***
	0.10
	4.31
	.18***
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.10***
	.01†

	Constant
	2.95***
	0.30
	9.78
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	1.37**
	0.51
	2.68
	.60**
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	1.17*
	0.50
	2.35
	.53*
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.85†
	0.50
	1.69
	.38†
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.14
	0.51
	0.28
	.06
	
	

	Age 
	0.02
	0.03
	0.51
	.03
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-0.13*
	0.06
	-2.30
	-.51*
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	-0.09
	0.05
	-1.62
	-.36
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	-0.02
	0.05
	-0.32
	-.07
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	-0.03
	0.06
	0.54
	.12
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Children’s external motivation to share was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 34.85, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 18.12, p < .001. Model fit was significantly improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5, 676) =  4.10, p < .001. 

Table S25
Regression Results for External Motivation to Share
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.17***
	

	Constant
	1.62***
	0.07
	23.17
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.23†
	0.12
	1.90
	.07†
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.37**
	0.12
	3.19
	.13**
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.53***
	0.12
	4.60
	.18***
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	1.39***
	0.12
	11.54
	.45***
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.19***
	.02***

	Constant
	2.20***
	0.38
	5.84
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.55
	0.64
	0.86
	.18
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	1.04†
	0.62
	1.67
	.35
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	1.00
	0.63
	1.60
	.34
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	1.80**
	0.63
	2.84
	.59**
	
	

	Age 
	-0.06
	0.04
	-1.56
	-.10
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-0.04
	0.07
	-0.52
	-.11
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	-0.07
	0.07
	-1.09
	-.23
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	-0.05
	0.07
	-0.77
	-.16
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	-0.05
	0.07
	-0.68
	.14
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Children’s introjected motivation to share was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 29.51, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 14.29, p < .001. Model fit was only marginally improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5, 676) =  1.95, p = .08. 

Table S26
Regression Results for Introjected Motivation to Share
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.15***
	

	Constant
	2.46***
	0.06
	41.89
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.12
	0.10
	1.20
	.05
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	-0.06
	0.10
	-0.60
	-.02
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.53***
	0.10
	5.47
	.22***
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.93***
	0.10
	9.22
	.37***
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.16***
	.01†

	Constant
	2.23***
	0.32
	7.02
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.97†
	0.54
	1.80
	.39†
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.82
	0.52
	1.57
	.34
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	1.57**
	0.53
	2.97
	.65**
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	1.49**
	0.54
	2.78
	.59**
	
	

	Age 
	0.02
	0.03
	0.71
	.05
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-.09
	0.06
	-1.60
	-.34
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	-.10†
	0.06
	-1.71
	-.37†
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	-.12*
	0.06
	-2.01
	-.44*
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	-.06
	0.06
	-1.06
	-.22
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Children’s identified motivation to share was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 25.58, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 13.94, p < .001. Model fit was significantly improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5,676) =  4.16, p < .001. 

Table S27
Regression Results for Identified Motivation to Share
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.13***
	

	Constant
	3.30***
	0.05
	66.44
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	-0.02
	0.09
	-0.18
	-.00
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	-0.53***
	0.08
	-6.46
	-.26***
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.23**
	0.08
	2.87
	.12*
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.34***
	0.09
	3.98
	.16***
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.15***
	.02***

	Constant
	2.83***
	0.27
	10.58
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.89*
	0.45
	1.97
	.42*
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	1.22**
	0.44
	2.77
	.60**
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.19
	0.44
	0.42
	.10
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.88†
	0.45
	1.95
	.41†
	
	

	Age 
	0.05†
	0.03
	1.81
	.11†
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-0.11*
	0.05
	-2.04
	-.44*
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	-0.19***
	0.05
	-4.05
	-.88***
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	0.00
	0.05
	0.11
	-.02
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	-0.06
	0.05
	-1.21
	-.26
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.




[bookmark: _Toc204266236]Integrated Motivation

Children’s integrated motivation to share was predicted significantly by their culture in the first step, F(4,681) = 11.93, p < .001, and culture, age and their interaction term in the second step, F(9,676) = 5.76, p < .001. Model fit was not significantly improved by adding age as a main effect and interaction term, F(5,676) =  0.84, p = .52. 

Table S28
Regression Results for Integrated Motivation to Share
	Variable
	b
	SE
	t
	β
	R2
	∆R2

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	.06
	

	Constant
	3.63***
	0.05
	75.19
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	-0.18*
	0.08
	-2.16
	-.09*
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	-0.36***
	0.08
	-4.42
	-.19***
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.21**
	0.08
	2.70
	.11**
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	0.07
	0.08
	0.79
	.03
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	.07
	.01

	Constant
	3.40***
	0.26
	12.91
	
	
	

	US vs. GER
	0.03
	0.45
	0.06
	.01
	
	

	JP vs. GER
	0.31
	0.43
	0.71
	.16
	
	

	IN vs. GER
	0.70
	0.44
	1.60
	.37†
	
	

	EC vs. GER
	-0.09
	0.44
	-0.21
	-.05
	
	

	Age 
	0.03
	0.03
	0.92
	.06
	
	

	Age x US vs. GER
	-0.02
	0.05
	-0.47
	-.11
	
	

	Age x JP vs. GER
	-0.07
	0.05
	-1.56
	-.35
	
	

	Age x IN vs. GER
	-0.05
	0.05
	-1.13
	-.26
	
	

	Age x EC vs. GER
	0.02
	0.05
	0.37
	.08
	
	


Note. US = United States of America; GER = Germany; JP = Japan; IN = India; EC = Ecuador.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table S29
Internalization Model Results Predicting Desire to Help
	Fixed Effects

	
	Results for Fixed Effect Factors 
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Intercept
	
	
	
	
	2.30
	0.20
	[1.92, 2.69]
	11.71
	1229.69
	<.001 

	Gendera
	5.11
	1, 676
	<.05
	.008
	-0.13
	0.06
	[-0.24, -0.02]
	-2.26
	676
	<.05

	Conb
	2.85
	1, 677
	.09
	.004
	-0.94
	0.23
	[-1.39, -0.49]
	-4.09
	677
	<.001

	Culture
	12.81
	4, 676
	<.001
	.07
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	-0.28
	0.11
	[-0.50, -0.06]
	-2.50
	1237.96
	<.05

	Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.22
	0.11
	[-0.01, 0.44]
	2.00
	1239.67
	<.05

	Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.12
	0.11
	[-0.10, 0.34]
	1.09
	1239.97
	.28

	Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	-0.08
	0.13
	[-0.33, 0.17]
	-0.61
	1239.83
	.54

	Con*Culture
	14.09
	4, 677
	<.001
	.08
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	0.62
	0.14
	[0.36, 0.88]
	4.65
	677
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.61
	0.14
	[0.36, 0.87]
	4.67
	677
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.36
	0.13
	[0.11, 0.62]
	2.74
	677
	<.01

	Conb*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	1.05
	0.14
	[0.75, 1.35]
	6.84
	677
	<.001

	External
	0.03
	1, 676
	.86
	.00
	0.03
	0.04
	[-0.04, 0.10]
	0.90
	1239.95
	.37

	Introjected
	9.05
	1, 676
	<.01
	.01
	0.17
	0.07
	[0.04, 0.30]
	2.61
	1239.25
	<.01

	Identified
	12.52
	1, 676
	<.001
	.02
	0.09
	0.05
	[-0.01, 0.20]
	1.68
	1239.34
	.09

	Integrated
	0.34
	1, 676
	.56
	.00
	0.05
	0.06
	[-0.06, 0.16]
	0.94
	1239.90
	.35

	Conb*External
	1.61
	1, 677
	.21
	.002
	-0.05
	0.04
	[-0.14, 0.03]
	-1.27
	677
	.21

	Conb*Introjected
	0.09
	1, 677
	.77
	.00
	-0.02
	0.08
	[-0.17, 0.13]
	-0.30
	677
	.76

	Conb*Identified
	3.96
	1, 677
	<.05
	.006
	0.13
	0.06
	[0.00, 0.25]
	1.99
	677
	<.05

	Conb*Integrated
	0.64
	1, 677
	.435.
	.00
	-0.05
	0.07
	[-0.18, 0.07]
	-0.80
	677
	.43

	Random Effects

	
	Variance
	SD
	95% CI
	ICC

	Subjects (Intercept)
	0.26
	0.51
	[0.44, 0.57]
	.30


Note. p-Values for the fixed effects and predictors were calculated using Satterthwaites approximations using the afex package in R. Confidence intervals were calculated using profile likelihood. Desire to Help ~ gender + condition*culture + condition*external + condition*introjected + condition*identified + condition*integrated + (1|subject). Con = Condition, US = United States of America, JP = Japan, IN = India, EC = Ecuador.
a 0 = female, 1 = male. b 0 = spontaneous, 1 = requested, c 0 = Germany. 

Table S30
Internalization Model Results Predicting Satisfaction with Helping
	Fixed Effects

	
	Results for Fixed Effect Factors
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Intercept
	
	
	
	
	4.06
	0.46
	[3.17, 4.95]
	8.89
	1175.10
	<.001 

	Gender
	2.31
	1, 671
	.13
	.003
	-0.11
	0.07
	[-0.24, 0.03]
	-1.52
	671
	.13

	Con
	6.44
	1, 672
	<.05
	.01
	-0.07
	0.51
	[-1.06, 0.92]
	-0.14
	672
	.89

	Culture
	3.48
	4, 671
	<.01
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	-1.90
	0.70
	[-3.25, -0.56]
	-2.74
	1177.36
	<.01

	Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	-087
	0.68
	[-2.19, 0.44]
	-1.29
	1176.74
	.20

	Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.52
	0.68
	[-0.80, 1.84]
	0.77
	1177.49
	.44

	Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.79
	0.70
	[-0.58, 2.15]
	1.12
	1177.47
	.27

	Age
	0.68
	1, 671
	.41
	.001
	0.01
	0.04
	[-0.08, 0.10]
	0.23
	1177.49
	.82

	Con*Culture
	2.10
	4, 672
	.08
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	2.05
	0.77
	[0.54, 3.56]
	2.64
	672
	<.01

	Conb*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	1.55
	0.76
	[0.08, 3.02]
	2.05
	672
	<.05

	Conb*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.99
	0.76
	[-0.49, 2.46]
	1.30
	672
	.20

	Conb*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.79
	0.79
	[-0.74, 2.32]
	1.00
	672
	.32

	Con*Age
	21.56
	1, 672
	<.001
	.03
	-0.06
	0.05
	[-0.16, 0.04]
	-1.24
	672
	.22

	Age*Culture
	1.26
	4, 671
	.29
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	0.18
	0.08
	[0.03, 0.33]
	1.92
	1177.08
	<.05

	Age*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.09
	0.07
	[-0.05, 0.23]
	0.97
	1176.91
	.23

	Age*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	0.07
	[-0.16, 0.13]
	-0.02
	1177.49
	.85

	Age*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	-0.06
	0.08
	[-0.21, 0.09]
	-0.68
	1177.44
	.44

	Con*Culture*Age
	1.92
	4, 672
	<.11
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US*Age
	
	
	
	
	-0.18
	0.08
	[-0.34, -0.01]
	-2.10
	672
	<.05

	Conb*Culturec JP*Age
	
	
	
	
	-0.14
	0.08
	[-0.30, 0.02]
	-1.73
	672
	<.10

	Conb*Culturec IN*Age
	
	
	
	
	-0.07
	0.08
	[-0.23, 0.09]
	-0.81
	672
	.42

	Conb*Culturec EC*Age
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.09
	[-0.14, 0.19]
	0.34
	672
	.73






	
	Results for Fixed Effect Factors 
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	External
	4.45
	1, 671
	<.05
	.01
	-0.02
	0.04
	[-0.10, 0.06]
	-0.44
	1177.49
	.66

	Introjected
	1.76
	1, 671
	.19
	.03
	0.10
	0.08
	[-0.05, 0.25]
	1.33
	1176.81
	.19

	Identified
	25.86
	1, 671
	<.001
	.04
	0.22
	0.06
	[0.10, 0.35]
	3.45
	1177.07
	<.001

	Integrated
	0.11
	1, 671
	.74
	.00
	0.01
	0.06
	[-0.12, 0.14]
	0.16
	1177.43
	.88

	Conb*External
	5.47
	1, 672
	<.05
	.01
	-0.11
	0.05
	[-0.21, -0.02]
	-2.34
	672
	<.05

	Conb*Introjected
	0.16
	1, 672
	.69
	.00
	-0.03
	0.09
	[-0.20, 0.13]
	-0.40
	672
	.69

	Conb*Identified
	1.88
	1, 672
	.17
	.002
	0.10
	0.07
	[-0.04, 0.24]
	1.37
	672
	.17

	Conb*Integrated
	0.59
	1, 672
	.44
	.00
	-0.06
	0.07
	[-0.20, 0.08]
	-0.77
	672
	.44

	Random Effects

	
	Variance
	SD
	95% CI
	ICC

	Subjects (Intercept)
	0.45
	0.67
	0.59, 0.73
	.37


Note. p-Values for the fixed effects and predictors were calculated using Satterthwaites approximations using the afex package in R. Confidence intervals were calculated using profile likelihood. Satisfaction with Helping ~ gender + condition*culture*age + condition*external + condition*introjected + condition*identified + condition*integrated + (1|subject).). Con = Condition, US = United States of America, JP = Japan, IN = India, EC = Ecuador.
a 0 = female, 1 = male. b 0 = spontaneous, 1 = requested, c 0 = Germany
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Table S31
Internalization Model Predicting Desire to Share
	Fixed Effects

	
	Results for Fixed Effect Factors 
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Intercept
	
	
	
	
	1.94
	0.21
	[1.52, 1.35]
	9.04
	1150.89
	<.001 

	Gendera
	2.62
	1, 678
	.11
	.004
	-0.10
	0.06
	[-0.22, 0.02]
	-1.62
	678
	.11

	Conb
	0.41
	1, 679
	.53
	.00
	-0.48
	0.23
	[-0.92, -0.03]
	-2.07
	679
	<.05

	Culture
	20.84
	4, 678
	<.001
	.11
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	-0.12
	0.11
	[-0.34, 0.10]
	-1.09
	1166.47
	.27

	Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.51
	0.11
	[0.29, 0.73]
	4.61
	1166.90
	<.001

	Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.05
	0.11
	[-0.16, 0.26]
	0.44
	1168.55
	.66

	Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.20
	0.11
	[-0.01, 0.42]
	1.82
	1168.61
	.07

	Con*Culture
	7.97
	4, 679
	<.001
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	0.34
	0.12
	[0.10, 0.58]
	2.81
	679
	<.01

	Conb*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.42
	0.12
	[0.18, 0.65]
	3.43
	679
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.27
	0.12
	[0.04, 0.50]
	2.30
	679
	<.05

	Conb*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.65
	0.12
	[0.41, 0.89]
	5.27
	679
	<.001

	Identified
	27.15
	1, 678
	<.001
	.04
	0.30
	0.30
	[0.19, 0.42]
	5.12
	1165.61
	<.001

	Integrated
	1.00
	1, 678
	.32
	.001
	0.03
	0.02
	[-0.09, 0.15]
	0.52
	1168.34
	.60

	Conb*Identified
	1.89
	1, 679
	.17
	.002
	-0.09
	0.07
	[-0.22, 0.04]
	-1.38
	679
	.17

	Conb*Integrated
	0.34
	1, 679
	.56
	.00
	0.04
	0.07
	[-0.09, 0.17]
	0.58
	679
	.56

	Random Effects

	
	Variance
	SD
	95% CI
	ICC

	Subjects (Intercept)
	0.36
	0.60
	[0.54, 0.66]
	.40


Note. p-Values for the fixed effects and predictors were calculated using Satterthwaites approximations using the afex package in R. Confidence intervals were calculated using profile likelihood. Desire to Share ~ gender + condition*culture + condition*identified + condition*integrated + (1|subject). Con = Condition, US = United States of America, JP = Japan, IN = India, EC = Ecuador.
a 0 = female, 1 = male. b 0 = spontaneous, 1 = requested, c 0 = Germany

Table S32
Internalization Model Predicting Satisfaction with Sharing

	Fixed Effects

	
	Results for Fixed Effect Factors 
	Results for Fixed Effect Coefficients

	
	F
	df
	p
	η²p
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	p

	Intercept
	
	
	
	
	3.70
	0.30
	[3.10, 4.29]
	12.20
	985.9
	<.001

	Gendera
	3.91
	1, 678
	<.05
	.01
	-0.18
	0.09
	[-0.36, -0.00]
	-1.98
	678
	<.05

	Conb
	10.53
	1, 679
	<.01
	.02
	-1.31
	0.27
	[-1.83, -0.79]
	-4.93
	679
	<.001

	Culture
	7.28
	4, 678
	<.001
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	-0.38
	0.16
	[-0.69, -0.07]
	-2.43
	998.7
	<.05

	Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	1.09
	0.16
	[-0.20, 0.41]
	0.70
	999.1
	.49

	Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	-0.04
	0.15
	[-0.33, 0.25]
	-0.27
	1000
	.79

	Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	-0.22
	0.16
	[-0.09, 0.53]
	1.40
	1000
	.16

	Con*Culture
	10.00
	4, 679
	<.001
	.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conb*Culturec US
	
	
	
	
	0.57
	0.14
	[0.29, 0.84]
	4.04
	679
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec JP
	
	
	
	
	0.66
	0.14
	[0.39, 0.94]
	4.73
	679
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec IN
	
	
	
	
	0.47
	0.14
	[0.20, 0.73]
	3.44
	679
	<.001

	Conb*Culturec EC
	
	
	
	
	0.72
	0.14
	[0.44, 1.00]
	5.07
	679
	<.001

	Identified
	22.61
	1, 678
	<.001
	.03
	0.36
	0.08
	[0.20, 0.52]
	4.27
	998
	<.001

	Integrated
	0.02
	1, 678
	.88
	.00
	-0.08
	0.09
	[-0.24, 0.09]
	-0.87
	1000
	.38

	Conb*Identified
	0.00
	1, 679
	.98
	.00
	-0.00
	0.08
	[-0.15, 0.14]
	-0.04
	679
	.97

	Conb*Integrated
	2.65
	1, 679
	.10
	.004
	0.13
	0.08
	[-0.03, 0.28]
	1.62
	679
	.10

	Random Effects

	
	Variance
	SD
	95% CI
	ICC

	Subjects (Intercept)
	1.06
	1.03
	[0.95, 1.10]
	.60


Note. p-Values for the fixed effects and predictors were calculated using Satterthwaites approximations using the afex package in R. Confidence intervals were calculated using profile likelihood. Satisfaction with Sharing ~ gender + condition*culture + condition*identified + condition*integrated + (1|subject). Con = Condition, US = United States of America, JP = Japan, IN = India, EC = Ecuador.
a 0 = female, 1 = male. b 0 = spontaneous, 1 = requested, c 0 = Germany
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