Online Supplementary Material A 
Study 1 Stimuli 
	
	Facilitate Own Progress
	Facilitate Group Member’s Progress

	5-person group
	In this study, you are participating in a group challenge. You and 4 other participants from this study (a group of 5 people) are trying to collect as many points as possible by solving mathematical equations. You are competing with other groups of 5, and everyone in the group that scores the highest number of points will receive a £2 bonus.
Every equation is worth 2 points and every person in the group will have the opportunity to solve 10 equations.
The equations are relatively difficult. It takes, on average, about 15 seconds to solve an equation.
The experimenter allotted exactly 15 seconds per equation based on the fact that this is the average amount of time to solve an equation of this particular difficulty.
You have the opportunity to “purchase” additional time per equation for yourself to increase your likelihood of having sufficient time to solve each equation correctly. You can do that by giving up a portion of your own compensation (up to £0.50) for this study. For every £0.10 you give up, we will increase your allotted time per equation by 5 seconds.
Depending on how much additional time per equation you “purchase,” we will adjust the remaining portion of the study (follow-up questions, etc.), so that the total amount of time spent on this study remains unaffected.

	In this study, you are participating in a group challenge. You and 4 other participants from this study (a group of 5 people) are trying to collect as many points as possible by solving mathematical equations. You are competing with other groups of 5, and everyone in the group that scores the highest number of points will receive a £2 bonus.
Every equation is worth 2 points and every person in the group will have the opportunity to solve 10 equations.
The equations are relatively difficult. It takes, on average, about 15 seconds to solve an equation.
The experimenter allotted exactly 15 seconds per equation based on the fact that this is the average amount of time to solve an equation of this particular difficulty.
You have the opportunity to “purchase” additional time per equation for one of your group members to increase their likelihood of having sufficient time to solve each equation correctly. You can do that by giving up a portion of your own compensation (up to £0.50) for this study. For every £0.10 you give up, we will increase the allotted time per equation for one of your group members by 5 seconds.
Depending on how much additional time per equation you “purchase,” we will adjust the remaining portion of the study (follow-up questions, etc.), so that the total amount of time spent on this study remains unaffected.

	15-person group
	In this study, you are participating in a group challenge. You and 14 other participants from this study (a group of 15 people) are trying to collect as many points as possible by solving mathematical equations. You are competing with other groups of 15, and everyone in the group that scores the highest number of points will receive a £2 bonus. 
Every equation is worth 2 points and every person in the group will have the opportunity to solve 10 equations.
The equations are relatively difficult. It takes, on average, about 15 seconds to solve an equation.
The experimenter allotted exactly 15 seconds per equation based on the fact that this is the average amount of time to solve an equation of this particular difficulty.
You have the opportunity to “purchase” additional time per equation for yourself to increase your likelihood of having sufficient time to solve each equation correctly. You can do that by giving up a portion of your own compensation (up to £0.50) for this study. For every £0.10 you give up, we will increase your allotted time per equation by 5 seconds.
Depending on how much additional time per equation you “purchase,” we will adjust the remaining portion of the study (follow-up questions, etc.), so that the total amount of time spent on this study remains unaffected.
	In this study, you are participating in a group challenge. You and 14 other participants from this study (a group of 15 people) are trying to collect as many points as possible by solving mathematical equations. You are competing with other groups of 15, and everyone in the group that scores the highest number of points will receive a £2 bonus. 
Every equation is worth 2 points and every person in the group will have the opportunity to solve 10 equations.
The equations are relatively difficult. It takes, on average, about 15 seconds to solve an equation.
The experimenter allotted exactly 15 seconds per equation based on the fact that this is the average amount of time to solve an equation of this particular difficulty.
You have the opportunity to “purchase” additional time per equation for one of your group members to increase their likelihood of having sufficient time to solve each equation correctly. You can do that by giving up a portion of your own compensation (up to £0.50) for this study. For every £0.10 you give up, we will increase the allotted time per equation for one of your group members by 5 seconds.
Depending on how much additional time per equation you “purchase,” we will adjust the remaining portion of the study (follow-up questions, etc.), so that the total amount of time spent on this study remains unaffected. 
 






Online Supplementary Material B
Altruism Scale (Studies 1, 2, 3, and 4; adapted from Schwartz et al.’s (2009) helping-others and general-helping-orientation scales)
Please rate the extent to which the following statements are true about you:
(1 = not true at all/ 7 = very true) 
1. I enjoy doing things for others.
2. I try to help others even if they do not help me.
3. I have given directions to strangers.
4. I give money to charity.
5. I have done volunteer work for charity.
6. I helped carry a stranger’s belongings.
7. I delayed an elevator and held a door open for a stranger.
8. I allowed someone to go ahead of me in line.
9. I would point out a clerk’s error if s/he undercharged me.
10. I have helped a colleague whom I did not know with a work assignment when my knowledge was greater than his or hers.
Cronbach’s α = .82 (Study 1); Cronbach’s α = .84 (Study 2); Cronbach’s α = .83 (Study 3); Cronbach’s α = .84 (Study 4)



Online Supplementary Material C
Self-Construal Scale (Studies 1, 2, 3, and 4; Singelis, 1994) 
Interdependent Self-Construal
Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
(1 = strongly disagree/ 7 = strongly agree)
1. I have respect for authority figures with whom I interact.
2. It is important to me to maintain harmony within my group.
3. My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me.
4. I would offer a seat in a bus to my boss.
5. I respect people who are modest about themselves.
6. I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group I am in.
7. I often have the feeling that my relationships with others are more important than my own accomplishments.
8. I should take into consideration my parents’ advice when making education/career plans.
9. It is important to me to respect decisions made by my group.
10. I will stay in a group when they need me, even if I am not happy with the group.
11. If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible.
12. Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an argument.
Cronbach’s α = .85 (Study 1); Cronbach’s α = .85 (Study 2); Cronbach’s α = .87 (Study 3); Cronbach’s α = .86 (Study 4)
Independent Self-Construal
Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
(1 = strongly disagree/ 7 = strongly agree)
1. I’d rather say “No” directly than risk being misunderstood.
2. Speaking up is not a problem for me.
3. Having a lively imagination is important to me.
4. I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or reward.
5. I am the same person at home and at work.
6. I act the same way no matter who I am with.
7. I feel comfortable using someone’s first name soon after I meet them, even when they are much older than I am.
8. I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I’ve just met.
9. I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects.
10. My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me.
11. I value being in good health above everything.
Cronbach’s α = .79 (Study 1); Cronbach’s α = .83 (Study 2); Cronbach’s α = .81 (Study 3); Cronbach’s α = .79 (Study 4)

Online Supplementary Material D
Analysis of Perceived Time per Study (Study 1)
Our manipulation check for the perception of time per study was significantly influenced by action type. This poses a concern, because one could argue that the reason participants were willing to give up more compensation to purchase extra time for a group member (vs. themselves) is that purchasing extra time for the self made them think that their study would take longer, thus reducing money earned per minute of study. We conducted follow-up analyses to address this possibility. This analysis was not pre-registered, as we did not expect that the control for the perception of time per study would allow this to occur. First, we re-ran the main analysis with expected time per study as a covariate. The effect of the covariate was significant (F(1, 685) = 3.74, p = .054, η2partial = .005); importantly, the main effect of action type on motivation remained significant (F(1, 685) = 19.88, p < .001, η2partial = .028), whilst the main effect of group size (F(1, 685) = .06, p = .805) and the interaction (F(1, 685) = 1.40, p = .237) remained not significant. Next, we ran Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4 with perceived time per study as the sole mediator, as well as a single-mediator model 4 with time per study and perceived goal progress as parallel mediators. Time per study was a significant mediator of action type on willingness to give up compensation when perceived goal progress was not in the model (β = -.04, SE = .02; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0859, -.0014). However, when perceived goal progress was entered into the mediation model as a parallel mediator, the indirect effect of action type on motivation through perception of time became not significant (β = -.01, SE = .02; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0534, .0256), whilst the indirect effect through perceived goal progress was significant (β = .10, SE = .03; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0515, .1695).  



Online Supplementary Material E
Study 1 Analysis of Additional Measures

Intercorrelations Table
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	Perceived Goal Progress
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Motivation
	.32**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interdependent Self-Construal
	.18**
	.20**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Self-Construal
	.14**
	.11**
	.02
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Indispensability
	.31**
	.33**
	.42**
	.18**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intrinsic Motivation
	.36**
	.63**
	.29**
	.16**
	.38**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Altruism
	.10**
	.18**
	.41**
	.32**
	.35**
	.14**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group Identification
	.24**
	.33**
	.46**
	.26**
	.62**
	.46**
	.29**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group Norms Pressure
	.28**
	.31**
	.40**
	.10**
	.42**
	.47**
	.09*
	.49**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intragroup Competition
	.24**
	.20**
	.24**
	.15**
	.24**
	.41**
	.04
	.34**
	.53**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-Efficacy
	.14**
	  .02
	.15**
	.20**
	.17**
	.18**
	.10*
	.15**
	.08*
	.15**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Other-Efficacy
	.18**
	.21**
	.26**
	.20**
	.36**
	.34**
	.22**
	.36**
	.22**
	.21**
	.37**
	1
	
	
	

	Group Efficacy
	.28**
	.32**
	.36**
	.24**
	.54**
	.36**
	.26**
	.49**
	.36**
	.29**
	.27**
	.47**
	1
	
	

	Commitment
	.27**
	.43**
	.32**
	.24**
	.65**
	.39**
	.36**
	.46**
	.39**
	.24**
	.23**
	.30**
	.56**
	1
	

	Locus of Control
	.36**
	.40**
	.31**
	.25**
	.55**
	.42**
	.24**
	.47**
	.37**
	.31**
	.27**
	.34**
	.63**
	.60**
	1



Descriptive Statistics, Main Effects, and Interaction Effects
	
	Smaller Group and Facilitate Own Progress
	Smaller Group and Facilitate Group Member’s Progress
	Larger Group and Facilitate Own Progress
	Larger Group and Facilitate Group Member’s Progress
	Main Effect of Group Size
	Main Effect of Action Type
	Interaction

	Perceived Goal Progress
	M = 4.42 SD = 1.41
	M = 4.71 SD = 1.36
	M = 4.22 SD = 1.43
	M = 4.74 SD = 1.36
	F(1, 685) = .57
p = .451
	F(1, 685) = 14.45 p < .001
η2 = .002, Cohen’s f = .15
	F(1, 685) = 1.09
p = .296

	Motivation
	M = 1.60 SD = 1.05
	M = 2.10 SD = 1.28
	M = 1.73
SD = 1.22
	M = 2.00 SD = 1.30
	F(1, 686) = .03
p = .854
	F(1, 686) = 17.15
p < .001
η2 = .007, Cohen’s f = .16
	F(1, 686) = 1.54
p = .216

	Self-Efficacy
	M = 3.86 SD = 1.90
	M = 4.05 SD = 1.77
	M = 3.83
SD = 1.93
	M = 3.67 SD = 1.82
	F(1, 686) = 2.07
p = .151
	F(1, 686) = .01
p = .920
	F(1, 686) = 1.42 p = .235 

	Other-Efficacy
	M = 4.05 SD = 1.41
	M = 4.06 SD = 1.28
	M = 4.13
SD = 1.44
	M = 4.22 SD = 1.36
	F(1, 686) = 1.22
p = .270
	F(1, 686) = .23
p = .632
	F(1, 686) = .134 p = .715

	Group Efficacy
	M = 4.32 SD = 1.56
	M = 4.54
SD = 1.63
	M = 4.45
SD = 1.61
	M = 4.50
SD = 1.61
	F(1, 685) = .11
p = .744
	F(1, 685) = 1.19
p = .276
	F(1, 685) = .45
p = .502

	Commitment
	M = 4.61 SD = 1.99
	M = 4.92 SD = 1.88
	M = 4.91
SD = 1.93
	M = 4.76 SD = 2.03
	F(1, 686) = .23        p = .634
	F(1, 686) = .29     p = .590
	F(1, 686) = 2.44
p = .118

	Locus of Control
	M = 4.24 SD = 1.67
	M = 4.39
SD = 1.64
	M = 4.23
SD = 1.74
	M = 4.30 SD = 1.76
	F(1, 685) = .11        p = .737
	F(1, 685) = .72    p = .398
	F(1, 685) = .10
p = .747

	Perceived Indispensabi-lity
	M = 4.93 SD = 1.53
	M = 5.12
SD = 1.44
	M = 4.83
SD = 1.62
	M = 4.78 SD = 1.67
	F(1, 686) = 3.38      p = .066
	F(1, 686) = .32    p = .573
	F(1, 686) = .94
p = .334

	Intragroup Competition

	M = 2.49 SD = 1.69
	M = 2.68
SD = 1.71
	M = 2.63
SD = 1.75
	M = 2.59 SD = 1.70
	F(1, 686) = .05        p = .818
	F(1, 686) = .34    p = .558
	F(1, 686) = .73
p = .393

	Group Identification
	M = 3.83 SD = 1.46
	M = 4.13
SD = 1.54
	M = 3.88
SD = 1.49
	M = 3.91 SD = 1.65
	F(1, 686) = .58        p = .446
	F(1, 686) = 2.00   p = .158
	F(1, 686) = 1.36
p = .245

	Group-Norms Pressure
	M = 2.67 SD = 1.56
	M = 2.83
SD = 1.52
	M = 2.71
SD = 1.55
	M = 2.76 SD = 1.56
	F(1, 686) = .03        p = .855
	F(1, 686) = .80    p = .373
	F(1, 686) = .23
p = .630

	Intrinsic Motivation 
	M = 2.12 SD = 1.58
	M = 2.64
SD = 1.75
	M = 2.27
SD = 1.71
	M = 2.67 SD = 1.77
	F(1, 683) = .45 
p = .504
	F(1, 683) = 12.51 p < .001
η2 = .001, Cohen’s f = .14
	F(1, 683) = .20
p = .653


In addition to conducting these analyses, we re-ran the main ANOVAs (for perceived goal progress and motivation) and the mediation model whilst holding each of these additional variables as a covariate. None of these variables, whilst controlled for as a covariate, rendered the focal effect and corresponding underlying mechanism effects not significant. We did not control for all additional variables simultaneously because several of them exhibited significant correlations, posing an issue of multicollinearity. This was a deviation from pre-registration. 
Additional Analysis of Self- and Other-Efficacy
	A result warranting further attention was that participants felt more confident in their group member’s than in their own ability to solve equations within 15 seconds. It is plausible that they decided to “invest” more resources (i.e., buy additional time) into a group member because they thought that the group member was better equipped to make use of the extra time per equation (since they considered a group member more capable to begin with) and would make more goal progress. If this is the case, then our focal effect should be more pronounced when the difference between other-efficacy and self-efficacy is greater, and it should be less pronounced when the difference is lesser. In other words, the difference between other- and self-efficacy should moderate the effect of action type on motivation. We created a difference score between other-efficacy and self-efficacy and ran a moderation model (Hayes’ 2017 model 1). There was no significant interaction between action type and self-efficacy difference score (β = .03, SE = .05; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.07, .12), suggesting that the difference between confidence in a group member’s and one’s own ability did not play a significant role in the effect of action type on motivation. 
	In addition, we explored whether other-efficacy, self-efficacy, or the difference score mediated our focal effect. None did: difference score (β = .003, SE = .013; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0217, .0314), self-efficacy (β = .0003, SE = .0034; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0064, .0125), other-efficacy (β = .0095, SE = .0198; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0275, .0506). These analyses were post-hoc and were not pre-registered. 
Additional Analysis of Intrinsic Motivation
	Results for intrinsic motivation also warranted further attention, as we found that participants were more intrinsically motivated if they were giving up compensation to purchase additional time per equation for a group member than if they were purchasing the time for themselves (see Table 1). We re-ran the main model holding intrinsic motivation as a covariate. The effect of the covariate was significant (F(1, 682) = 434.04, p < .001, η2partial = .389); importantly, the main effect of action type remained significant (F(1, 682) = 6.11, p = .014, η2partial = .009), whilst the main effect of group size (F(1, 682) = .13, p = .716) and the interaction (F(1, 682) = 1.16, p = .282) remained not significant. Next, we ran Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4 with intrinsic motivation as the sole mediator and single-mediator model 4 with intrinsic motivation and perceived goal progress as parallel mediators. Intrinsic motivation was a significant mediator when perceived goal progress was not in the model (β = .21, SE = .06; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0934, .3287). When perceived goal progress was entered into the model as parallel mediator, both indirect effects through intrinsic motivation (β = .19, SE = .06; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0827, .3028) and through perceived goal progress (β = .04, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0134, .0701) were significant. 
Analysis of Altruism 

First, we re-ran the main analysis (a 2 × 2 ANOVA with action type and group size as independent variables and motivation as the dependent variable) whilst controlling for altruism. Altruism was a significant covariate in the model (F(1, 685) = 24.23, p < .001, η2partial = .034). The main effect of action type remained significant (F(1, 685) = 17.85, p < .001, η2partial = .025), whilst the main effect of group size (F(1, 685) = .16, p = .689) and the interaction (F(1, 685) = 1.28, p = .258) remained not significant.
When we added altruism into the mediation model as a covariate, the indirect effect of action type on motivation via perceived goal progress remained significant (β = .10, SE = .03; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0499, .1616). 
Next, we explored whether the extent to which participants were chronically altruistic moderated our focal effect of action type on motivation. This analysis was exploratory and was not pre-registered. It is plausible that those who are more altruistic are more motivated to facilitate the progress of a group member (vs. one’s own progress) than those who are less altruistic. We ran Hayes’ (2017) moderation model 1 with action type as the independent variable, altruism as the moderator, and motivation as the outcome variable. The interaction between action type and altruism on motivation was not significant (β = .16, SE = .09; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0115, .3380). This suggests that it is unlikely that people’s altruistic nature played a role in the increased motivation to facilitate a group member’s (vs. one’s own) progress when pursuing a group-level goal. 
Analysis of Self-Construal 
First, we analyzed the role of interdependent self-construal. We re-ran the main ANOVA model (with action type and group size as independent variables and motivation as the dependent variable), holding interdependent self-construal as a covariate. Interdependent self-construal was a significant covariate (F(1, 685) = 27.35, p < .001, η2partial = .038). The main effect of action type remained significant (F(1, 685) = 17.42, p < .001, η2partial = .025), whilst the main effect of group size (F(1, 685) = .06, p = .812) and the interaction remained not significant (F(1, 685) = .74, p = .390). 
The indirect effect of action type on motivation via perceived goal progress remained significant when interdependent self-construal was held as a covariate in Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4 (β = .10, SE = .03; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0471, .1548).
Next, we explored whether interdependent self-construal would moderate our focal effect (exploratory and not pre-registered). Perhaps those who are higher on interdependent-self- construal orientation would be more likely to want to facilitate the progress of a group member (vs. one’s own progress) when working toward a group-level goal. Hayes’ (2017) moderation model 1 with action type as the independent variable, motivation as the dependent variable, and interdependent self-construal as the moderator revealed that interdependent self-construal did not significantly moderate the effect of action type on motivation (β = .04, SE = .09; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.1396, .2284). This suggests that interdependent self-construal likely did not play a significant role in explaining why people were more motivated to facilitate a group member’s progress than their own progress when striving toward a group-level goal. 
We conducted a similar set of analyses for independent self-construal, which was a significant covariate in the main model (F(1, 685) = 8.83, p = .003, η2partial = .013). The main effect of action type remained significant (F(1, 685) = 17.14, p < .001, η2partial = .024), whilst the main effect of group size (F(1, 685) = .04, p = .837) and the interaction remained not significant (F(1, 685) = 1.49, p = .222). 
The indirect effect of action type on motivation via perceived goal progress remained significant when independent self-construal was held as a covariate in Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4 (β = .10, SE = .03; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0498, .1642).
Hayes’ (2017) moderation model 1 revealed that independent self-construal did not significantly moderate the effect of action type on motivation (β = -.09, SE = .10; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.2855, .0967). Based on these results, we believe that independent self-construal did not play a significant role in explaining why people were more motivated to facilitate a group member’s progress than their own when pursuing a group-level goal.


Online Supplementary Material F
Study 2 Stimuli
	
	Facilitate Own Progress
	Facilitate Group Member’s Progress

	Conjunctive Goal Structure
	As a part of this experiment, you are participating in a group task. You have been assigned to a group of 10 randomly chosen participants who are also taking part in this study, and you are competing against other groups of 10. Groups are competing in an English-language challenge. Everyone has been assigned different tasks and roles. The group with the highest score will win the challenge. The group score will be computed based on a conjunctive scoring structure: This means that the group score will be determined by the lowest-performing participant. All participants in the winning group will be awarded a £2 bonus for this study. Your task is to correct a short essay for grammatical errors. Your score will be the number of correctly identified grammatical errors. Please note that only correctly identified errors will count positively toward your score. If you identify an “incorrect” error, it will be recorded negatively toward your score (because it would make the paragraph more grammatically inaccurate).
	As a part of this experiment, you are participating in a group task. You have been assigned to a group of 10 randomly chosen participants who are also taking part in this study, and you are competing against other groups of 10. Groups are competing in an English-language challenge. Everyone has been assigned different tasks and roles. The group with the highest score will win the challenge. The group score will be computed based on a conjunctive scoring structure: This means that the group score will be determined by the lowest-performing participant. All participants in the winning group will be awarded a £2 bonus for this study. Your task is to correct a short essay for grammatical errors which was written by another member of your group. Based on the task that was assigned to you, you will not have your own personal score. However, how well you correct the essay will influence your group member’s score. Their performance/score from writing this paragraph will be equal to the number of grammatical errors you correctly identify. Please note that only correctly identified errors will count positively toward your group member's score. If you identify an “incorrect” error, it will be recorded negatively toward your group member’s score (because it would make the paragraph more grammatically inaccurate).

	Disjunctive Goal Structure
	As a part of this experiment, you are participating in a group task. You have been assigned to a group of 10 randomly chosen participants who are also taking part in this study, and you are competing against other groups of 10. Groups are competing in an English-language challenge. Everyone has been assigned different tasks and roles. The group with the highest score will win the challenge. The group score will be computed based on a disjunctive scoring structure: This means that the group score will be determined by the highest-performing participant. All participants in the winning group will be awarded a £2 bonus for this study. Your task is to correct a short essay for grammatical errors. Your score will be the number of correctly identified grammatical errors.  
Please note that only correctly identified errors will count positively toward your score. If you identify an “incorrect” error, it will be recorded negatively toward your score (because it would make the paragraph more grammatically inaccurate).
	As a part of this experiment, you are participating in a group task. You have been assigned to a group of 10 randomly chosen participants who are also taking part in this study, and you are competing against other groups of 10. Groups are competing in an English-language challenge. Everyone has been assigned different tasks and roles. The group with the highest score will win the challenge. The group score will be computed based on a disjunctive scoring structure: This means that the group score will be determined by the highest-performing participant. All participants in the winning group will be awarded a £2 bonus for this study. Your task is to correct a short essay for grammatical errors which was written by another member of your group. Based on the task that was assigned to you, you will not have your own personal score. However, how well you correct the essay will influence your group member’s score. Their performance/score from writing this paragraph will be equal to the number of grammatical errors you correctly identify.
Please note that only correctly identified errors will count positively toward your group member’s score. If you identify an “incorrect” error, it will be recorded negatively toward your group member's score (because it would make the paragraph more grammatically inaccurate).

	Additive Goal Structure
	As a part of this experiment, you are participating in a group task. You have been assigned to a group of 10 randomly chosen participants who are also taking part in this study, and you are competing against other groups of 10. Groups are competing in an English-language challenge. Everyone has been assigned different tasks and roles. The group with the highest score will win the challenge. The group score will be computed based on an additive scoring structure: This means that the group score will be determined by adding up the scores of all the participants. All participants in the winning group will be awarded a £2 bonus for this study. Your task is to correct a short essay for grammatical errors. Your score will be the number of correctly identified grammatical errors.
Please note that only correctly identified errors will count positively toward your score. If you identify an “incorrect” error, it will be recorded negatively toward your score (because it would make the paragraph more grammatically inaccurate).
	As a part of this experiment, you are participating in a group task. You have been assigned to a group of 10 randomly chosen participants who are also taking part in this study, and you are competing against other groups of 10. Groups are competing in an English-language challenge. Everyone has been assigned different tasks and roles. The group with the highest score will win the challenge. The group score will be computed based on an additive scoring structure: This means that the group score will be determined by adding up the scores of all the participants. All participants in the winning group will be awarded a £2 bonus for this study. Your task is to correct a short essay for grammatical errors which was written by another member of your group. Based on the task that was assigned to you, you will not have your own personal score. However, how well you correct the essay will influence your group member’s score. Their performance/score from writing this paragraph will be equal to the number of grammatical errors you correctly identify.
Please note that only correctly identified errors will count positively toward your group member’s score. If you identify an “incorrect” error, it will be recorded negatively toward your group member’s score (because it would make the paragraph more grammatically inaccurate).  



Error-free Paragraph
Daily exercise, undoubtedly, has several positive effects on individuals’ mental health. Even though the psychological state can be improved through other means, sports can help with the most widespread mental issues. Daily physical activity helps to promote mental health by preventing onset of depression and easing anxiety. Apart from general health advantages, physical activity can help in preventing onset of depression. Involvement in sports for depression treatment is a widely discussed idea in peer-reviewed research. For instance, Budde and Wegner (2018) report that a total of 25 of 30 studies found a significant inverse relationship between baseline physical activity and follow-up depression, suggesting that physical activity can prevent the onset of depression. People leading an active lifestyle are less prone to depression than those preferring a sedentary way of living. Moreover, people who exercise feel less anxious in daily life and are less receptive to stress. Research finds that a shift from an active to a sedentary lifestyle has been proven to increase levels of anxiety and feelings of loneliness in people who did not continue their weekly workout routine consisting of approximately 150 minutes (Reynolds, 2020). Thus, people who do not exercise are more likely to experience mental and physical effects of stress, leading to severe issues such as depression and anxiety. In conclusion, an active lifestyle not only prevents the manifestations of depression, but it also has a calming effect on people with anxiety. A sedentary lifestyle can lead to the development of chronic diseases or further mood disorders. Therefore, daily physical activity is a promising alternative to a TV. Daily exercise will not only prevent depression, it will also ease the nerves, reduce anxiety, and bring more social satisfaction into people’s lives.


Online Supplementary Material G
Study 2 Additional Measures
	Measure
	Wording
	Scale and Reliability Score (if applicable)

	Group Efficacy
	When searching for errors in the paragraph, to what extent did you feel that the group was capable of earning more points than the other groups you were competing against? 
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so


	Commitment
	When searching for errors in the paragraph, how committed did you feel to the goal of earning as many points as possible as a group? 
	1 = not committed at all/ 7 = very committed

	Locus of Control
	When searching for errors in the paragraph, to what extent did you feel that it was within your power to impact the desired outcome of earning more points as a group than other groups you were competing against?
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so

	Perceived Indispensability
	When searching for errors in the paragraph, how important was it to you not to let your group members down? AND
When searching for errors in the paragraph, how important was your contribution for the group’s success?
	1 = not important at all/ 7 = very important (Pearson’s r = .70)

	Intragroup Competition
	How strongly have you competed with your group member(s) while working on the task?
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so

	Group Identification
	I identify with this group; 
I am glad to belong to this group; 
I do not consider the group to be important.reverse-scored 
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Cronbach’s α = .82)

	Group-Norms Pressure
	When searching for errors:
I was guided by what would be seen as ‘right’ by my group; 
I felt pressured by my group; 
I was conscious of the group norms; 
I was trying to do what would be expected of me by my group.
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Cronbach’s α = .88)

	Intrinsic Motivation
	When searching for errors in the paragraph, to what extent did you enjoy the activity? AND
When searching for errors in the paragraph, to what extent did the activity bring you pleasure? 
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Pearson’s r = .90)






Online Supplementary Material H
Study 2 Analysis of Additional Measures
Intercorrelations Table
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	Perceived Goal Progress
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Motivation
	.12**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interdependent Self-Construal
	.21**
	.05
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Self-Construal
	.18**
	-.06
	.17**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Indispensability
	.24**
	.09*
	.39**
	.24**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intrinsic Motivation
	.16**
	-.03
	.29**
	.17**
	.36**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Altruism
	.21**
	.14**
	.49**
	.30**
	.31**
	.25**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group Identification
	.18**
	-.02
	.35**
	.28**
	.64**
	.37**
	.25**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Group-Norms Pressure
	.08*
	-.06
	.42**
	.15**
	.45**
	.28**
	.18**
	.46**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Intragroup Competition
	.09*
	-.08
	.20**
	.16**
	.21**
	.21**
	.02
	.20**
	.33**
	1
	
	
	

	Group Efficacy
	.16**
	.01
	.31**
	.29**
	.45**
	.40**
	.18**
	.49**
	.34**
	.24**
	1
	
	

	Commitment
	.21**
	.09*
	.28**
	.23**
	.65**
	.31**
	.23**
	.49**
	.33**
	.19**
	.43**
	1
	

	Locus of Control
	.81**
	.06
	.31**
	.26**
	.44**
	.38**
	.22**
	.40**
	.33**
	.17**
	.66**
	.48**
	1



Descriptive Statistics, and Main and Interaction Effects
	
	Conjunctive Structure and Facilitate Own Progress
	Additive Structure and Facilitate Own Progress
	Disjunctive Structure and Facilitate Own Progress
	Conjunctive Structure and Facilitate Group Member’s Progress
	Additive Structure and Facilitate Group Member’s Progress
	Disjunctive Structure and Facilitate Group Member’s Progress
	Main Effect of Goal Structure
	Main Effect of Action Type
	Interaction

	Perceived Goal Progress
	M = 5.82 SD = 1.15
	M = 5.82 SD = 1.08
	M = 5.52 SD = 1.28
	M = 5.94 SD = 1.03
	M = 6.00 SD = 1.00
	M = 6.05 SD = 1.15
	F(2, 614) = .67 p = .511
	F(1, 614) =  9.23 p = .002
η2 = .001, 
Cohen’s f = .12
	F(2, 614) = 1.95 p = .143

	Motivation
	M = 5.46 SD = .66
	M = 5.35 SD = .76
	M = 5.40 SD = .66
	M = 5.52 SD = .67
	M = 5.60 SD = .66
	M = 5.66 SD = .63
	F(2, 614) = .42 p = .659
	F(1, 614) = 11.50 p = .001
η2 = .0003, Cohen’s f = .14
	F(2, 614) = 1.37 p = .256

	Group Efficacy
	M = 4.27 SD = 1.74
	M = 4.42 SD = 1.66
	M = 4.73 SD = 1.28
	M = 4.47 SD = 1.50
	M = 4.66 SD = 1.40
	M = 4.81 SD = 1.25
	F(2, 613) = 3.57 p = .029
η2 = .0001, Cohen’s f = .11
	F(1, 613) = 1.96  p = .162
	F(2, 613) = .15 p = .860

	Commitment
	M = 5.31 SD = 1.66
	M = 5.50 SD = 1.76
	M = 5.35 SD = 1.53
	M = 5.69 SD = 1.44
	M = 5.96 SD = 1.31
	M = 5.79 SD = 1.44
	F(2, 614) = 1.22 p = .296
	F(1, 614) = 11.61 p = .001
η2 = .001, 
Cohen’s f = .14
	F(2, 614) = .04 p = .965

	Locus of Control
	M = 4.71 SD = 1.57
	M = 4.41 SD = 1.74
	M = 4.66 SD = 1.57 
	M = 4.66 SD = 1.64
	M = 4.92 SD = 1.50
	M = 4.94 SD = 1.33
	F(2, 608) = .41 p = .664
	F(1, 608) = 3.58  p = .059
	F(2, 608) = 1.59 p = .205

	Perceived Indispensabi-lity
	M = 5.01 SD = 1.55
	M = 4.88 SD = 1.73
	M = 4.66 SD = 1.59
	M = 5.49 SD = 1.35
	M = 5.32 SD = 1.54
	M = 5.52 SD = 1.30
	F(2, 614) = .66 p = .516
	F(1, 614) = 22.74 p < .001
η2 = .003, 
Cohen’s f = .19
	F(2, 614) = 1.12 p = .327

	Intragroup Competition
	M = 3.86 SD = 1.88
	M = 3.61 SD = 1.96
	M = 3.74 SD = 1.72
	M = 3.52 SD = 1.84
	M = 3.58 SD = 1.88
	M = 3.66 SD = 1.94
	F(2, 614) = .19 p = .828
	F(1, 614) = .88    p = .350
	F(2, 614) = .39 p = .675

	Group Identification
	M = 3.95 SD = 1.37
	M = 4.03 SD = 1.57
	M = 4.13 SD = 1.26
	M = 4.08 SD = 1.35
	M = 4.54 SD = 1.36
	M = 4.67 SD = 1.44
	F(2, 614) = 1.21 p = .299
	F(1, 614) = 18.93 p < .001
η2 = .002, 
Cohen’s f = .18
	F(2, 614) = .04 p = .964

	Group-Norms Pressure
	M = 3.51 SD = 1.69
	M = 3.43 SD = 1.61
	M = 3.53 SD = 1.57
	M = 3.74 SD = 1.49
	M = 3.64 SD = 1.60
	M = 3.64 SD = 1.53
	F(2, 613) = .15 p = .862
	F(1, 613) = 1.97  p = .161
	F(2, 613) = .07 p = .929

	Intrinsic Motivation 
	M = 3.72 SD = 1.78
	M = 4.01 SD = 1.92
	M = 4.05 SD = 1.89
	M = 3.66 SD = 1.74
	M = 4.07 SD = 1.81
	M = 4.08 SD = 1.72
	F(2, 611) = 2.62 p = .074
	F(1, 611) = .00    p = .953
	F(2, 611) = .05 p = .947


In addition to conducting these analyses, we re-ran the main ANOVAs (for perceived goal progress and motivation) and the mediation model whilst holding each of these additional variables as a covariate. None of these variables, whilst controlled for as a covariate, rendered the focal effect and corresponding underlying mechanism effects not significant. Similar to Study 1, we did not control for all additional variables simultaneously because several of them exhibited significant correlations, posing an issue of multicollinearity. This deviated from the pre-registration. 
Analysis of Group Efficacy
	The measure of group efficacy yielded a significant main effect of goal structure. A post-hoc contrast analysis (not pre-registered) revealed that group efficacy was stronger in the disjunctive goal-structure condition (M = 4.77, SD = 1.26) than in the additive and conjunctive goal-structure conditions (Madditive = 4.57, SD = 1.50; Mconjunctive = 4.39, SD = 1.59; t(618) = 2.29, p = .023, Cohen’s d = .2). This is not concerning and makes intuitive sense, as basing the group score on the best-performing participant is likely to inspire more confidence in the possible success of the group than basing it on the worst-performing participant or on everyone’s cumulative performance. 
Analysis of Commitment	
Commitment to the goal was significantly higher in the facilitate-group-member’s-progress condition than in the facilitate-own-progress condition. We re-ran the main model controlling for commitment, which was not significant as a covariate in the model (F(1, 613) = 3.52, p = .061). Importantly, the main effect of action type on motivation remained significant (F(1, 613) = 9.68, p = .002, η2partial = .016), whereas the main effect of goal structure (F(2, 613) = .47, p = .624) and the interaction (F(2, 612) = 1.34, p = .263) remained not significant when controlling for commitment. Commitment was a significant mediator of action type on motivation in Hayes’ (2017) model 4 when perceived goal progress was not included in the model (β = .01, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0000, .0402). However, when perceived goal progress was added into the model as a parallel mediator, the indirect effect of action type on motivation through commitment became not significant (β = .01, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0035, .0339), whereas the indirect effect of action type on motivation through perceived goal progress was significant (β = .01, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0025, .0375). This suggests that the indirect effect through perceived goal progress played a more pronounced role in the effect of action type on motivation than did commitment to the goal.
Analysis of Perceived Indispensability
	Perceived indispensability was also significantly influenced by the action-type manipulation. Similar to the analysis of commitment, we first re-ran the main model controlling for indispensability. Indispensability as a covariate was not significant in the model (F(1, 613) = 3.09, p = .079). The main effect of action type (F(1, 613) = 9.02, p = .003, η2partial = .015) remained significant in the model, whilst the main effect of goal structure (F(2, 613) = .45, p = .640) and the interaction (F(2, 612) = 1.30, p = .274) remained not significant. Perceived indispensability did not significantly mediate the effect of action type on motivation when considered as a sole mediator in Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4 (β = .02, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0007, .0469). When perceived indispensability and perceived goal progress were entered into the model as parallel mediators, the indirect effect of action type on motivation through indispensability remained not significant (β = .01, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0062, .0388), whereas the indirect effect of action type on motivation through perceived goal progress was significant (β = .02, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0024, .0382). This suggests that the indirect effect through perceived goal progress played a more pronounced role in the effect of action type on motivation than did perceived indispensability.
Analysis of Group Identification
   	Group identification was stronger in the facilitate-group-member’s-progress condition than in the facilitate-own-progress condition. When controlled for in the main model, group identification was not a significant covariate (F(1, 613) = 1.59, p = .208). The main effect of action type remained significant (F(1, 613) = 12.67, p < .001, η2partial = .020), whilst the main effect of goal structure (F(2, 613) = .47, p = .624) and the interaction (F(1, 613) = 1.39, p = .250) remained not significant. Group identification did not significantly mediate the effect of action type on motivation when treated as a sole mediator in Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4 (β = -.01, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0341, .0055). When group identification and perceived goal progress were entered into the model as parallel mediators, the indirect effect of action type on motivation through group identification remained not significant (β = -.02, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0423, .0003), whilst the indirect effect of action type on motivation through perceived goal progress was significant (β = .02, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0049, .0439).
Analysis of Altruism
	First, we re-ran the main model controlling for altruism. A two-way ANOVA with action type and goal structure as independent variables, motivation as the dependent variable, and altruism as a covariate revealed that altruism was a significant covariate (F(1, 613) = 10.21, p = .001, η2partial = .016). The main effect of action type remained significant (F(1, 613) = 10.01, p = .002, η2partial = .016), whilst the main effect of goal structure (F(2, 613) = .34, p = .709) and the interaction (F(2, 613) = 1.50, p = .225) remained not significant.  
	Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4 with action type as the independent variable, motivation as the dependent variable, perceived goal progress as mediator, and altruism as a covariate revealed that the indirect effect of action type on motivation through perceived goal progress remained significant when controlling for altruism (β = .01, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0010, .0321).
	Next, we examined if altruism moderates our focal effect. Perhaps people who are naturally more altruistic would be more likely to want to facilitate their group member’s (vs. their own) progress when pursuing group-level goals. This analysis was exploratory and was not pre-registered. Hayes’ (2017) moderation model 1 with action type as the independent variable, motivation as the dependent variable, and altruism as the moderator revealed that altruism did not significantly moderate the relationship between action type and motivation (β = -.02, SE = .05; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.1204, .0857). This casts doubt on the idea that people were motivated to facilitate the progress of a group member (vs. their own) out of their altruistic nature. 
Analysis of Self-Construal 
	Analysis of self-construal followed a similar structure as the analysis of altruism. We analyzed interdependent self-construal first. A two-way ANOVA with action type and goal structure as independent variables, motivation as the dependent variable, and interdependent self-construal as a covariate revealed that interdependent self-construal was not a significant covariate (F(1, 612) = 1.34, p = .248). The main effect of action type remained significant (F(1, 612) = 11.53, p = .001, η2partial = .018), whilst the main effect of goal structure (F(2, 612) = .46, p = .632) and the interaction (F(2, 612) = 1.29, p = .276) remained not significant when interdependent self-construal was held as a covariate in the model. 
	The indirect effect of action type on motivation via perceived goal progress remained significant (β = .02, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0026, .0373) when interdependent self-construal was held as a covariate in Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4. 
	To further explore whether interdependent self-construal played a role in our focal effect, we ran Hayes’ (2017) moderation model 1 with action type as the independent variable, motivation as the dependent variable, and interdependent self-construal as the moderator. This analysis was exploratory and was not pre-registered. Interdependent self-construal did not significantly moderate the relationship between action type and motivation (β = .02, SE = .06; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.0977, .1299), suggesting that participants’ orientation toward interdependence likely did not play a significant role in motivating them to facilitate their group member’s (vs. their own) goal progress when working on a group-level goal. 
	We conducted similar analyses for independent self-construal. A two-way ANOVA with action type and goal structure as independent variables, motivation as the dependent variable, and independent self-construal as a covariate revealed that independent self-construal was not a significant covariate (F(1, 613) = 2.13, p = .145). The main effect of action type remained significant (F(1, 613) = 11.64, p = .001), whilst the main effect of goal structure (F(2, 613) = .36, p = .696) and the interaction remained not significant (F(2, 613) = 1.38, p = .251).
The indirect effect of action type on motivation via perceived goal progress remained significant (β = .02, SE = .01; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: .0052, .0436) when independent self-construal was held as a covariate in Hayes’ (2017) single-mediator model 4. 
Next, we examined whether independent self-construal moderated our focal effect (exploratory and not pre-registered). Hayes’ (2017) moderation model 1 revealed that independent self-construal was not a significant moderator (β = -.08, SE = .06; 95% bootstrapped LLCI, ULCI: -.1886, .0356). This suggests that independent-self-construal orientation likely did not play a significant role in the effect of action type on motivation.    


Online Supplementary Material I
Study 3 Stimuli 
	
	Facilitate Own Progress
	Facilitate Group Member’s Progress

	1 Point per Anagram
	You are now ready to participate in the actual task for points. You have been assigned to a task where you solve only one anagram. The anagram that you have been assigned to solve is more difficult than the practice anagrams you just did.
The anagram that you will be working on is worth 1 point if solved correctly.
The points that the anagram earns will count towards your progress. In other words, the point from the anagram will count as your personal contribution toward the progress on the goal of collecting 100 points collectively as a group.
	You are now ready to participate in the actual task for points. You have been assigned to a task where you solve only one anagram. The anagram that you have been assigned to solve is more difficult than the practice anagrams you just did.
The anagram that you will be working on is worth 1 point if solved correctly.
Another caveat about your task is that if you solve this anagram correctly, the point that the anagram earns will count towards one of your group members’ progress. In other words, the point from the anagram will count as your group member’s contribution toward the progress on the goal of collecting 100 points collectively as a group.

	10 Points per Anagram
	You are now ready to participate in the actual task for points. You have been assigned to a task where you solve only one anagram. The anagram that you have been assigned to solve is more difficult than the practice anagrams you just did.
The anagram that you will be working on is worth 10 points if solved correctly.
The points that the anagram earns will count towards your progress. In other words, points from the anagram will count as your personal contribution toward the progress on the goal of collecting 100 points collectively as a group.
	You are now ready to participate in the actual task for points. You have been assigned to a task where you solve only one anagram. The anagram that you have been assigned to solve is more difficult than the practice anagrams you just did.
The anagram that you will be working on is worth 10 points if solved correctly.
Another caveat about your task is that if you solve this anagram correctly, the points that the anagram earns will count towards one of your group members’ progress. In other words, points from the anagram will count as your group member’s contribution toward the progress on the goal of collecting 100 points collectively as a group.






Online Supplementary Material J
Study 3 Additional Measures
	Measure
	Wording
	Scale and Reliability Score (if applicable)

	Group Efficacy
	When working on the anagram task, to what extent did you feel that the group was capable of attaining the desired outcome of earning 100 points? 
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so


	Commitment
	When working on the anagram task, how committed did you feel to the goal of earning 100 points collectively as a group?
	1 = not committed at all/ 7 = very committed

	Locus of Control
	When working on the anagram task, to what extent did you feel that it was within your power to impact the desired outcome of earning 100 points collectively as a group?
	1 = not at all/7 = very much so

	Perceived Indispensability
	When working on the anagram task, how important was it to you not to let your group members down? AND 
When working on the anagram task, how important was your contribution for the group’s success?
	1 = not important at all/ 7 = very important (Pearson’s r = .65)

	Intragroup Competition
	How strongly have you competed with your group member(s) while working on the anagram task?
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so

	Group Identification
	I identify with this group; 
I am glad to belong to this group; 
I do not consider the group to be important.reverse-scored 
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Cronbach’s α = .77)

	Group-Norms Pressure
	When working on the anagram:
I was guided by what would be seen as ‘right’ by my group; 
I felt pressured by my group; 
I was conscious of the group norms; 
I was trying to do what would be expected of me by my group.
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Cronbach’s α = .84)

	Intrinsic Motivation
	When working on the anagram task, to what extent did you enjoy the activity? AND
When working on the anagram task, to what extent did the activity bring you pleasure? 
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Pearson’s r = .91)



Online Supplementary Material K
Study 3 Analysis of Additional Measures
Intercorrelations Table
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Perceived Goal Progress
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interdependent Self-Construal
	.24**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Self-Construal
	.18**
	.17**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Indispensability
	.48**
	.40**
	.21**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intrinsic Motivation
	.29**
	.31**
	.21**
	.44**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Altruism
	.14**
	.53**
	.34**
	.32**
	.33**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group Identification
	.35**
	.42**
	.21**
	.66**
	.49**
	.30**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Group-Norms Pressure
	.29**
	.39**
	.19**
	.60**
	.28**
	.22**
	.58**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Intragroup Competition
	.35**
	.27**
	.23**
	.41**
	.37**
	.15**
	.40**
	.44**
	1
	
	
	

	Group Efficacy
	.39**
	.28**
	.21**
	.53**
	.52**
	.28**
	.48**
	.35**
	.32**
	1
	
	

	Commitment
	.36**
	.35**
	.21**
	.71**
	.47**
	.34**
	.58**
	.48**
	.36**
	.59**
	1
	

	Locus of Control
	.50**
	.26**
	.20**
	.57**
	.48**
	.28**
	.46**
	.34**
	.34**
	.67**
	.55**
	1



Descriptive Statistics, and Main and Interaction Effects
	
	10 Points per Anagram and Facilitate   Own Progress
	1 Point per Anagram and Facilitate   Own Progress
	10 Points per Anagram and Facilitate   Group Member’s Progress
	1 Point per Anagram and Facilitate Group Member’s
Progress
	Main Effect of Points per Anagram
	Main Effect of Action Type
	Interaction

	Perceived Goal Progress
	M = 4.66 SD = 1.67 
	M = 3.85 SD = 2.03
	M = 5.59 SD = 1.44
	M = 4.65 SD = 1.93
	F(1, 870) = 47.84 p < .001
η2 = .006, 
Cohen’s f = .23
	F(1, 870) =  46.86 p < .001
η2 = .006, 
Cohen’s f = .23
	F(1, 870) =  .23
p = .633

	Motivation
	60%
	48%
	74%
	46%
	Wald (1) = 33.52
p < .001
	Wald (1) = 3.40
p = .065
	Wald (1) = 5.97
p = .015

	Group Efficacy
	M = 5.06 SD = 1.59
	M = 4.30 SD = 1.88
	M = 5.02 SD = 1.70
	M = 4.67 SD = 1.84
	F(1, 869) = 18.95 p < .001
η2 = .003, 
Cohen’s f = .15
	F(1, 869) = 1.58  p = .208
	F(1, 869) = 2.57 
p = .109

	Commitment
	M = 5.72 SD = 1.41
	M = 5.20 SD = 1.85
	M = 5.62 SD = 1.72
	M = 5.36 SD = 1.78
	F(1, 871) = 9.78  p = .002
η2 = .001, 
Cohen’s f = .11
	F(1, 871) = .05    p = .818
	F(1, 871) =  1.17
p = .280

	Locus of Control
	M = 5.20 SD = 1.63
	M = 3.94 SD = 2.04
	M = 5.12 SD = 1.68
	M = 4.44 SD = 1.98
	F(1, 868) = 53.24 p < .001
η2 = .008, 
Cohen’s f = .23
	F(1, 868) = 2.48  p = .116
	F(1, 868) = 4.65 
p = .031 
η2 = .001, 
Cohen’s f = .07

	Perceived Indispensabi-lity
	M = 5.36 SD = 1.38
	M = 4.62 SD = 1.78 
	M = 5.32 SD = 1.67
	M = 5.05 SD = 1.68
	F(1, 871) = 18.21 p < .001
η2 = .002, 
Cohen’s f = .14
	F(1, 871) = 2.68  p = .102
	F(1, 871) =  3.69
p = .055

	Intragroup Competition
	M = 3.29 SD = 2.13
	M = 2.67 SD = 1.89
	M = 3.25 SD = 2.04
	M = 3.23 SD = 2.06
	F(1, 871) = 4.73  p = .030
η2 = .002, 
Cohen’s f = .07.
	F(1, 871) = 3.10  p = .079
	F(1, 871) = 4.27 
p = .039
η2 = .001, 
Cohen’s f = .07

	Group Identification
	M = 4.21 SD = 1.29
	M = 3.92 SD = 1.48
	M = 4.30 SD = 1.50
	M = 4.19 SD = 1.52
	F(1, 871) = 3.54  p = .060
	F(1, 871) = 2.86  p = .091
	F(1, 871) =  .83
p = .362

	Group-Norms Pressure
	M = 3.71 SD = 1.44
	M = 3.46 SD = 1.58
	M = 3.76 SD = 1.66 
	M = 3.69 SD = 1.57
	F(1, 871) = 1.96  p = .162
	F(1, 871) = 1.43  p = .232
	F(1, 871) = .612 
p = .434

	Intrinsic Motivation 
	M = 4.51 SD = 1.74
	M = 4.31 SD = 1.96
	M = 4.49 SD = 1.86
	M = 4.29 SD = 1.91
	F(1, 871) = 2.163 p = .142
	F(1, 871) = .01    p = .908
	F(1, 871) = .00 
p = .987 


In addition to conducting these analyses, we re-ran the logistic regression holding each of these variables as a covariate. None of these variables, whilst controlled for as a covariate, rendered the focal effects not significant. We did not control for all additional variables simultaneously because several exhibited significant correlations, posing an issue of multicollinearity. This was a deviation from pre-registration.
	The analysis of additional variables showed a pattern such that responses on most of the constructs (with the exception of group identification, group-norms pressure, and intrinsic motivation) were higher in the 10-points-per-anagram condition than in the 1-point-per-anagram condition. This is not surprising, because an action that is more objectively consequential for goal pursuit is likely to stimulate greater involvement, which can increase these relevant motivational constructs. More germane to our theoretical query is any effect that action type has on these constructs. There was no significant main effect of action type on any of the measured additional variables. 
Analyses of Locus of Control and Intragroup Competition
Locus of control and intragroup competition yielded significant interaction effects. Probing these interactions (not pre-registered) revealed that neither locus of control (F(1, 868) = .17, p = .677) nor intragroup competition (F(1, 871) = .05, p = .828) was influenced by action type in the 10-points-per anagram condition (the condition in which our focal effect manifested, consistent with our theorizing). However, in the 1-point-per-anagram condition (the condition in which our focal effect was attenuated), both locus of control (Mgroup_member’s_progress = 4.44, SDgroup_member’s_progress = 1.98 vs. Mown_progress = 3.94, SDown_progress = 2.04; F(1, 868) = 6.82, p = .009, η2partial = .008) and intragroup competition (Mgroup_member’s_progress = 3.23, SDgroup_member’s_progress = 2.06 vs. Mown_progress = 2.67, SDown_progress = 1.89; F(1, 871) = 7.16, p = .008, η2partial = .008) were higher in the facilitate-group-member’s-progress than in the facilitate-own-progress condition. In summary, these constructs were affected only in the condition in which the focal effect did not manifest, casting doubt on the possibility that they drive the focal effect.
Analyses of Altruism 
We entered altruism as a covariate into the main-model logistic regression with action type, points per anagram, and the interaction between the two factors as predictors, and motivation as the dependent variable. Altruism was a significant covariate in the model (β = .21, SE = .07, Wald (1) = 8.58, p = .003). The interaction between action type and points per anagram remained significant (β = -.73, SE = .30, Wald (1) = 5.98, p = .014) as did the simple effect of action type (β = .63, SE = .22, Wald (1) = 8.41, p = .004) in the 10-points-per-anagram condition and the main effect of points per anagram (β = -.84, SE = .15, Wald (1) = 31.73, p < .001). The simple effect of action type in the 1-point-per-anagram condition remained not significant (β = -.05, SE = .10, Wald (1) = .27, p = .607).
Next, we explored whether altruism moderated the simple effect of action type on motivation in the 10-points-per-anagram condition. We ran a logistic regression model with action type, altruism, and the interaction between action type and altruism as predictors, and motivation as the dependent variable. We conducted this analysis only on participants in the 10-points-per anagram condition. The interaction between altruism and action type was not significant (β = .06, SE = .22, Wald (1) = .06, p = .803), suggesting that participants’ altruistic nature did not play a significant role in the increased motivation to facilitate the progress of a group member (over one’s own progress). 
Analysis of Self-Construal 
Interdependent self-construal was analyzed next. We ran a logistic regression with interdependent self-construal, action type, points per anagram, and the interaction between the action type and points per anagram as predictors, and motivation as the dependent variable. Interdependent self-construal was a significant covariate in the model (β = .16, SE = .07, Wald (1) = 5.44, p = .020). The interaction between action type and points per anagram remained significant (β = -.69, SE = .30, Wald (1) = 5.40, p = .020). The simple effect of action type in the 10-points-per-anagram condition (β = .63, SE = .22, Wald (1) = 8.71, p = .003) and the main effect of points per anagram also remained significant (β = -.88, SE = .15, Wald (1) = 34.30, p < .001). The simple effect of action type in the 1-point-per anagram condition remained not significant (β = -.03, SE = .10, Wald (1) = .08, p = .772). 
In the logistic regression model conducted on participants in the 10-points-per-anagram condition with action type, interdependent self-construal, and the interaction between action type and interdependent self-construal as predictors, and motivation as the dependent variable, the interaction between interdependent self-construal and action type on motivation in the 10-points-per-anagram condition was not significant (β = -.04, SE = .15, Wald (1) = .06, p = .810), suggesting that participants’ orientation toward interdependence was unlikely to have played a significant role in the tendency to be motivated to facilitate a group member’s progress (vs. one’s own progress).  
Lastly, independent self-construal was analyzed. A logistic regression with action type, points per anagram, the interaction between action type and points per anagram, and independent self-construal as predictors, and motivation as the outcome variable, revealed that independent self-construal was not a significant covariate in the model (β = .12, SE = .07, Wald (1) = 2.84, p = .092). The interaction between action type and points per anagram remained significant (β = -.72, SE = .30, Wald (1) = 5.80, p = .016). The simple effect of action type in the 10-points-per-anagram condition (β = .63, SE = .22, Wald (1) = 8.47, p = .004) as well as the main effect of points per anagram (β = -.86, SE = .15, Wald (1) = 33.20, p < .001) also remained significant. The simple effect of action type in the 1-point-per-anagram condition remained not significant (β = -.05, SE = .10, Wald (1) = .20, p = .653).
 	In the logistic regression model conducted on participants in the 10-points-per-anagram condition, with action type, independent self-construal, and the interaction between action type and independent self-construal as predictors, and motivation as the dependent variable, the interaction between independent self-construal and action type on motivation in the 10-points-per-anagram condition was not significant (β = .01, SE = .14, Wald (1) = .01, p = .943), suggesting that participants’ orientation toward independence was unlikely to have played a significant role in the tendency to be motivated to facilitate a group member’s progress (over one’s own progress).  


Online Supplementary Material L
Study 4 Stimuli
	Facilitate Own Progress
(Self Condition)
	Facilitate Similar Group Member’s Progress
(Close-social-distance Condition)
	Facilitate Group Member’s Progress
(Control-social-distance Condition)

	You will now begin the experimental task. Your task will be to solve mathematical equations. Every correctly solved equation counts as 1 point. The collective score of your group will be the total number of equations solved collectively by all group members.

Your contribution to the group's goal progress is the number of equations that you correctly solve.
	You will now begin the experimental task. Your task will be to solve mathematical equations. Every correctly solved equation counts as 1 point. The collective score of your group will be the total number of equations solved collectively by all group members.

You will be solving the equations on behalf of one of your group members. The points from correctly solved equations will count as your group member's points that they contribute to the progress on the group goal.

This group member has the same birth month as you and is close to you in age.
	You will now begin the experimental task. Your task will be to solve mathematical equations. Every correctly solved equation counts as 1 point. The collective score of your group will be the total number of equations solved collectively by all group members.

You will be solving the equations on behalf of one of your group members. The points from correctly solved equations will count as your group member's points that they contribute to the progress on the group goal.






Online Supplementary Material M
Study 4 Additional Measures
	Measure
	Wording
	Scale and Reliability Score (if applicable)

	Group Efficacy
	To what extent did you feel that your group was capable of earning more points than other groups?
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so


	Commitment
	How committed did you feel to the goal of earning as many points as possible collectively as a group?
	1 = not committed at all/ 7 = very committed

	Locus of Control
	Did you feel that it was within your power to impact how many points your group earns?
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so

	Perceived Indispensability
	In this study, how important was it to you not to let your group members down? AND 
In this study, how important was your contribution for the group’s success?
	1 = not important at all/ 7 = very important (Pearson’s r = .72)

	Intragroup Competition
	How strongly have you competed with your group member(s) when solving the equations?
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so

	Group Identification
	I identify with this group; 
I am glad to belong to this group; 
I do not consider the group to be important.reverse-scored 
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Cronbach’s α = .79)

	Group-Norms Pressure
	When solving the equations:
I was guided by what would be seen as ‘right’ by my group; 
I felt pressured by my group; 
I was conscious of the group norms; 
I was trying to do what would be expected of me by my group.
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Cronbach’s α = .80)

	Intrinsic Motivation
	To what extent did you enjoy solving the equations? AND
To what extent did solving the equations bring you pleasure?
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Pearson’s r = .89)





	Public Self-Awareness
	Please rate to what extent the following statements were true about you, while you were solving equations in the experimental task: I was “observing” myself; I was “looking at myself objectively”; I was imagining that I am being observed.
	1 = not at all/ 7 = very much so
(Pearson’s r = .86)
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Study 4 Analysis of Additional Measures
Intercorrelations Table
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	Perceived Goal Progress
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Motivation 1 (number of equations requested to solve)
	-.02
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Motivation 2 (correctly solved equations—log transformed) 
	.13**
	.86**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interdependent Self-Construal
	.15**
	.06
	.06
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Self-Construal
	.14**
	-.02
	-.03
	.16**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Indispensability
	.36**
	.16**
	.22**
	.32**
	.14**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intrinsic Motivation
	.17**
	.22**
	.32**
	.27**
	.14**
	.33**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Altruism
	.06
	.07
	.09
	.38**
	.37**
	.23**
	.17**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group Identification
	.23**
	-.05
	-.01
	.40**
	.28**
	.48**
	.42**
	.25**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group-Norms Pressure
	.25**
	-.01
	-.01
	.44**
	.17**
	.39**
	.23**
	.11**
	49**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Intragroup Competition
	.22**
	.03
	.04
	.28**
	.13**
	.29**
	.33**
	.01
	.30**
	.39**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Group Efficacy
	.28**
	.21**
	.24**
	.39**
	.17**
	.47**
	.50**
	.10
	.48**
	.33**
	.37**
	1
	
	
	

	Commitment
	.34**
	.21**
	.26**
	.30**
	.21**
	.70**
	.33**
	.23**
	.42**
	.35**
	.29**
	.44**
	1
	
	

	Locus of Control
	.27**
	.27**
	.34**
	.25**
	.15**
	.48**
	.36**
	.10**
	.31**
	.29**
	.23**
	.56**
	.45**
	1
	

	Public Self-Awareness
	.20**
	-.01
	-.02
	.38**
	.17**
	.28**
	.31**
	.18**
	.35**
	.50**
	.35**
	.26**
	.28**
	.20**
	1



Descriptive Statistics, and Main and Interaction Effects
	
	Facilitate Own Progress 
	Facilitate Group Member’s Progress (Close Social Distance)
	Facilitate Group Member’s Progress (Control Social Distance)
	Main Effect of Action Type

	Perceived Goal Progress
	M = 5.63, SD = 1.34
	M = 5.88, SD = 1.06
	M = 6.14, SD = 1.09
	F(2, 403) = 6.87, 
p = .001; 
η2 = .03, 
Cohen’s f = .18

	Motivation 1 (number of equations requested to solve: 1 = 5 equations,...7 = 35 equations)
	M = 2.99, SD = 2.02
	M = 2.84, SD = 1.94
	M = 2.89, SD = 1.89
	F(2, 403) = .19,    
p = .830

	Motivation 2 (count of correctly solved equations)
	M = 11.47, SD = 8.32
	M = 11.53, SD = 8.22
	M = 13.34, SD = 8.95
	β = .07, SE = .02; Wald (1) = 18.08, 
p < .001

	Group Efficacy
	M = 4.96, SD = 1.41
	M = 5.06, SD = 1.49
	M = 5.13, SD = 1.39
	F(2, 404) = .485,    
p = .616

	Commitment
	M = 5.80, SD = 1.36
	M = 5.98, SD = 1.32
	M = 5.90, SD = 1.49
	F(2, 404) = .59,    
p = .555

	Locus of Control
	M = 5.37, SD = 1.43
	M = 5.46, SD = 1.33
	M = 5.54, SD = 1.44
	F(2, 401) = .48,    
p = .617

	Perceived Indispensability
	M = 5.59, SD = 1.29
	M = 5.89, SD = 1.25
	M = 5.95, SD = 1.24
	F(2, 404) = 3.22,    
p = .041
η2 = .02, 
Cohen’s f = .13

	Intragroup Competition
	M = 3.59, SD = 1.85
	M = 4.11, SD = 2.01
	M = 3.93, SD = 1.98
	F(2, 404) = 2.66,    
p = .071

	Group Identification
	M = 4.51, SD = 1.42
	M = 4.78, SD = 1.37
	M = 4.60, SD = 1.44
	F(2, 404) = 1.44,    
p = .239

	Group-Norms Pressure
	M = 3.83, SD = 1.48
	M = 3.89, SD = 1.42
	M = 4.06, SD = 1.61
	F(2, 403) = .80,    
p = .452

	Intrinsic Motivation 
	M = 4.21, SD = 1.96
	M = 4.37, SD = 1.92
	M = 4.46, SD = 1.92
	F(2, 404) = .53,    
p = .587

	Public Self-Awareness
	M = 4.95, SD = 1.72
	M = 4.12, SD = 1.80
	M = 4.28 SD = 1.78
	F(2, 404) = 1.17,    
p = .313


In addition to conducting these analyses, we re-ran the Poisson regression holding each of these additional variables as a covariate. None of these variables, whilst controlled for as a covariate, rendered the focal effects not significant. 
Analysis of Perceived Indispensability
The analysis of additional variables revealed a significant omnibus test for the effect of action type on perceived indispensability. We performed pair-wise comparisons to check what was driving that effect and found it was the self condition. The difference between the self condition (M = 5.59, SD = 1.29) and close-social-distance condition (M = 5.89, SD = 1.25; t(281) = -2.01, p = .046) was significant; the difference between self condition (M = 5.59, SD = 1.29) and control-social-distance condition was also significant (M = 5.95, SD = 1.24; t(257) = -2.33, p = .021). Importantly, the difference of conceptual interest to the current study design between close-social-distance condition (M = 5.89, SD = 1.25) and control-social-distance condition (M = 5.95, SD = 1.24; t(257) = -.42, p = .68) was not significant. 
Analysis of Altruism
	First, we entered altruism as a covariate into the Poisson regression model with count of correctly solved equations as the dependent variable and action type as the independent variable. Altruism emerged as a significant covariate in the model (β = .04, SE = .01; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 7.43, p = .006). The omnibus test (Wald Chi-Square (2) = 22.18, p < .001), the simple difference between self condition and the control-social-distance condition (β = -.14, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 16.22, p < .001), as well as the difference between control-social-distance condition and close-social-distance condition (β = -.14, SE = .03; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 16.97, p < .001) remained significant. The difference between self condition and close-social-distance condition remained not significant (β = .01, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .01, p = .985). Next, we examined whether altruism moderated the effect of action type on count of correctly solved equations. Altruism moderated the difference between self condition and control-social-distance condition (β = -.09, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 6.54, p = .011) and the difference between self condition and close-social-distance condition (β = -.12, SE = .03; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 11.19, p = .001). The greater the level of altruism, the smaller the difference between conditions. Altruism did not moderate the difference between close-social-distance condition and control-social-distance condition (β = .03, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .52, p = .47). Taking these observations together, we believe it is unlikely that altruistic nature played a major role in our focal effect. 
Analysis of Self-Construal
	Interdependent self-construal was analyzed next. First, we entered interdependent self-construal as a covariate in the Poisson regression model with count of correctly solved equations as the dependent variable and action type as the independent variable. Interdependent self-construal emerged as a significant covariate in the model (β = .03, SE = .01; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 5.01, p = .025). The omnibus effect of action type (Wald Chi-Square (2) = 22.37, p < .001), the difference between self condition and close-social-distance condition (β = -.15, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 16.60, p < .001), and the difference between close-social-distance condition and control-social-distance condition (β = -.14, SE = .03; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 16.89, p < .001) remained significant, whilst the difference between self condition and close-social-distance condition remained not significant (β = -.01, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .01, p = .942). We then considered interdependent self-construal as a moderator in the model. Interdependent self-construal did not significantly moderate the difference between self condition and control-social-distance condition (β = .01, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .01, p = .983), between close-social-distance condition and control-social-distance condition (β = -.03, SE = .03; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .77, p = .379), or between self condition and close-social-distance condition (β = .03, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .73, p = .393).
	Lastly, independent self-construal was entered into the model as a covariate. Independent self-construal did not emerge as a significant covariate (β = -.02, SE = .02; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 1.44, p = .230). The omnibus effect of action type (Wald Chi-Square (2) = 25.02, p < .001), the difference between self condition and close-social-distance condition (β = -.15, SE = .03; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 17.68, p < .001), and the difference between close-social-distance condition and control-social-distance condition (β = -.15, SE = .03; Wald Chi-Square (1) = 18.68, p < .001) remained significant, whilst the difference between self condition and close-social-distance condition remained not significant (β = -.01, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .05, p = .819). We then considered independent self-construal as a moderator in the model. Independent self-construal did not significantly moderate the difference between self condition and control-social-distance condition (β = -.03, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .01, p = .948), between close-social-distance condition and control-social-distance condition (β =.04, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .93, p = .33), or between self condition and close-social-distance condition (β = .01, SE = .04; Wald Chi-Square (1) = .07, p = .788). 


