       


[bookmark: _Toc122426923]SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Who Feels They Contribute to U.S. Society? Helping Behaviors and Social Class Disparities in Perceived Contributions






[bookmark: _Toc122426926][bookmark: _heading=h.t3m8qgi5806o]Study 1A 
[bookmark: _heading=h.cquy27ltv3ow][bookmark: _Toc122426927]Sample Details 
[bookmark: _Toc122426928]We monitored incoming data by reviewing responses to 6 open-ended questions.  Participants who wrote gibberish for more than 3 of the 6 responses were excluded, leaving a sample of 1522 participants. We collected data in three waves in early 2020: Wave 1 from January 29 to February 6, Wave 2 on February 24, and Wave 3 on March 26. Given the onset of COVID-19 in the United States in March 2020, the qualitative data from the third round collected yielded different responses than earlier data (e.g., “practicing social distancing,” “staying indoors to eliminate coronavirus”). To illuminate the confound introduced by the onset of COVID-19 in the United States, we only qualitatively coded data from the first two waves, comprising of a final sample of N = 1250 participants. Anyone who wrote “NA,” gibberish (e.g., random letters), or copied and pasted the text of the question were excluded from qualitative analysis, leaving N = 1124 qualitative responses. 
[bookmark: _Toc122426929]

[bookmark: _Toc122426930]Table S1. Additional Sample Demographics 
	[bookmark: _Toc122426931]Demographic
	[bookmark: _Toc122426932]Response Options
	[bookmark: _Toc122426933]Percent of Sample

	[bookmark: _Toc122426934]Education
	[bookmark: _Toc122426935]Some high school
	[bookmark: _Toc122426936]4.16

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426937]High school degree
	[bookmark: _Toc122426938]31.44

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426939]Bachelor’s degree (B.A. or B.S.)
	[bookmark: _Toc122426940]40.56

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426941]Advanced degree (M.A., M.S., Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)
	[bookmark: _Toc122426942]23.84

	[bookmark: _Toc122426943]Race
	[bookmark: _Toc122426944]White/European American
	[bookmark: _Toc122426945]76.72

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426946]Black/African American
	[bookmark: _Toc122426947]9.60

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426948]Asian/Asian American
	[bookmark: _Toc122426949]5.20

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426950]Latino/Latina
	[bookmark: _Toc122426951]4.88

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426952]Multiracial
	[bookmark: _Toc122426953]2.24

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426954]Native American/Pacific Islander 
	[bookmark: _Toc122426955]0.48

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426956]Other
	[bookmark: _Toc122426957]0.88

	[bookmark: _Toc122426958]Race Dichotomized
	[bookmark: _Toc122426959]White
	[bookmark: _Toc122426960]76.72

	
	Asian, Asian American, Black, African American, Latino/Latina, Native American, Pacific Islander, multiracial or any other race/ethnicity listed
	[bookmark: _Toc122426962]23.28

	[bookmark: _Toc122426963]Marital Status
	[bookmark: _Toc122426964]Currently married
	[bookmark: _Toc122426965]52.32

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426966]Not currently married
	[bookmark: _Toc122426967]40.72

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426968]Did not respond
	[bookmark: _Toc122426969]6.96

	Working Status
	Currently working
	52.80

	
	Not currently working 
	40.08

	
	Did not respond
	7.12


[bookmark: _Toc122426970]Note. Participants selected all races or ethnicities that applied. Participants who selected more than one race/ethnicity were coded as multiracial. The marital status variable compares currently married versus single, divorced, or widowed participants and was used as a covariate. 



Comparison to Other Markers of Social Class 
[bookmark: _Toc122426971]Social class context as designated by education dichotomized (i.e., high-school degree or less education vs. Bachelor’s degree or more education) significantly related to income category ( = 342.25, p < .001) and occupation ( = 160.60, p < .001); see Table S2 for details. As expected, a greater proportion of participants in lower (vs. higher) social class contexts reported lower incomes and manual jobs or being unemployed. Conversely, a greater proportion of participants in higher (vs. lower) social class contexts reported higher incomes and non-manual or managerial jobs. 

[bookmark: _Toc122426972][bookmark: _Toc122426973]Table S2. Social Class Context by Income and Occupation 
	[bookmark: _Toc122426974]Demographic
	[bookmark: _Toc122426975]Response Options
	[bookmark: _Toc122426976]Percent of Participants in Each Social Class Context 

	
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426977]Lower social class context
	[bookmark: _Toc122426978]Higher social class context

	[bookmark: _Toc122426979]Annual Household Income
	[bookmark: _Toc122426980]Less than $10,000
	[bookmark: _Toc122426981]14.16
	[bookmark: _Toc122426982]1.74

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426983]$10,000 to $19,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122426984]13.03
	[bookmark: _Toc122426985]0.87

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426986]$20,000 to $29,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122426987]11.69
	[bookmark: _Toc122426988]4.22

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426989]$30,000 to $39,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122426990]13.71
	[bookmark: _Toc122426991]4.22

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426992]$40,000 to $49,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122426993]9.89
	[bookmark: _Toc122426994]6.21

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426995]$50,000 to $59,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122426996]8.09
	[bookmark: _Toc122426997]9.69

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122426998]$60,000 to $69,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122426999]3.82
	[bookmark: _Toc122427000]7.58

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427001]$70,000 to $79,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122427002]4.72
	[bookmark: _Toc122427003]8.45

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427004]$80,000 to $89,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122427005]2.02
	[bookmark: _Toc122427006]5.22

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427007]$90,000 to $99,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122427008]1.57
	[bookmark: _Toc122427009]7.33

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427010]$100,000 to $149,999
	[bookmark: _Toc122427011]5.84
	[bookmark: _Toc122427012]22.73

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427013]$150,000 or more
	[bookmark: _Toc122427014]3.15
	[bookmark: _Toc122427015]15.16

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427016]Did not respond
	[bookmark: _Toc122427017]8.31
	[bookmark: _Toc122427018]6.58

	[bookmark: _Toc122427019]Occupation 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427020]Manual, blue-collar, or service
	[bookmark: _Toc122427021]17.75
	[bookmark: _Toc122427022]9.32

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427023]Non-manual, white-collar, or clerical
	[bookmark: _Toc122427024]13.03
	[bookmark: _Toc122427025]18.88

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427026]Managerial or professional
	[bookmark: _Toc122427027]9.21
	[bookmark: _Toc122427028]31.68

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427029]Unemployed
	[bookmark: _Toc122427030]23.15
	[bookmark: _Toc122427031]5.47

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427032]Retired
	[bookmark: _Toc122427033]28.31
	[bookmark: _Toc122427034]28.32
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[bookmark: _Toc122427036][bookmark: _Toc122427037]Table S3. Qualitative Coding Scheme 

	[bookmark: _Toc122427039]Code
	[bookmark: _Toc122427040]Definition / Notes 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427041]Examples 

	[bookmark: _Toc122427043]Number of contributions 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427044]Count the number of separate contributions the participant lists. If “none” then code this as 0. 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427045][number] 

	[bookmark: _Toc122427072]None
	[bookmark: _Toc122427073]Response is that they didn’t make a contribution. 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427074]None, not sure, unsure, don’t know, “I really dont think i have done anything to make the world a better place.”

	[bookmark: _Toc122427078]Not related 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427079]Unrelated to the question or gibberish. Gibberish defined by asking the question: is there any way this response describes a contribution or action? Some responses copy and paste part of the prompt, which counts as this code. Remove from the dataset when analyzing. 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427080]“fkdlhhbvldf,” “111,” “I answered this question on the previous page,” NA, no comment 


Note. Some participants described contributions they hoped to make but had not yet enacted. These aspirational contributions were not included in the qualitative analysis. 



[bookmark: _Toc122427081][bookmark: _Toc122427082]Table S4. Qualitative Coding Inter-Rater Reliability 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427083]Category
	[bookmark: _Toc122427084]Round 1
	[bookmark: _Toc122427085]Round 2
	[bookmark: _Toc122427086]Round 3

	[bookmark: _Toc122427087]Number
	[bookmark: _Toc122427088].82
	[bookmark: _Toc122427089].85
	[bookmark: _Toc122427090].91

	[bookmark: _Toc122427115]None
	[bookmark: _Toc122427116].88
	[bookmark: _Toc122427117]1
	[bookmark: _Toc122427118]1

	[bookmark: _Toc122427123]Not Related
	[bookmark: _Toc122427124].32
	[bookmark: _Toc122427125].79
	[bookmark: _Toc122427126]1

	[bookmark: _Toc122427127]Average
	[bookmark: _Toc122427128].73
	[bookmark: _Toc122427129].84
	[bookmark: _Toc122427130].95




[bookmark: _Toc122427131]Table S5. Quantitative Self-Perceived Social Class Context Differences Remain Consistent with Full Sample and Without Covariates 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427132]Variation on Analyses Approach 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427133]MLower social class context
	[bookmark: _Toc122427134]MHigher social class context
	[bookmark: _Toc122427135]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122427136]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122427137]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122427138]t
	[bookmark: _Toc122427139]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122427140]R2

	[bookmark: _Toc122427141]Including data collected in March 2020[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Our data collection overlapped with the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in the United States. Given the primary aim of Study 1A was a qualitative analysis, we restricted our sample to data collected before March 2020 to avoid any confounds from the onset of the pandemic on the open-ended responses. We analyze the measure of quantitative self-perceived social contribution without the final wave of data collection (N = 1250; results are presented in the main text) and with the full sample (N = 1522) and see the same pattern of results.] 

	[bookmark: _Toc122427142]4.42
	[bookmark: _Toc122427143]4.96
	[bookmark: _Toc122427144]-0.54
	[bookmark: _Toc122427145]-0.08
	[bookmark: _Toc122427146][-0.69, -0.39]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427147]-6.99
	[bookmark: _Toc122427148]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122427149].09

	[bookmark: _Toc122427150]Without covariates 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427151]4.35
	[bookmark: _Toc122427152]4.99
	[bookmark: _Toc122427153]-0.64
	[bookmark: _Toc122427154]0.08
	[bookmark: _Toc122427155][-0.80, -0.49]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427156]-8.13
	[bookmark: _Toc122427157]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122427158].05


[bookmark: _heading=h.6ii5m75p00ao]

[bookmark: _Toc122427173][bookmark: _Toc122427174]Table S6. Open-ended Responses to Actions Counted as Contributions Social Class Context Differences Remain Consistent Without Covariates 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427175]Open-ended Outcome 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427176]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122427177]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122427178]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122427179]z
	[bookmark: _Toc122427180]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122427181]R2

	[bookmark: _Toc122427182]Number of contributions[footnoteRef:2] [2:  We used a generalized linear regression with a Poisson distribution to account for the count nature of the number of contributions. All other qualitative coding categories were analyzed using logistic regression models due to the binary outcomes. ] 

	[bookmark: _Toc122427183]-0.33
	[bookmark: _Toc122427184]0.06
	[bookmark: _Toc122427185][-0.45, -0.22]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427186]-5.58
	[bookmark: _Toc122427187]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122427188].03

	No contribution 
	0.81
	0.17
	[0.49, 1.14]
	4.87
	<.001
	.04




[bookmark: _Toc122427159]Table S7. Number of Actions Counted as Contributions Related to Self-Perceived Social Contribution Scale Without Covariates, Controlling for Participant Social Class Context  
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427160]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122427161]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122427162]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122427163]t
	[bookmark: _Toc122427164]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122427165]R2

	[bookmark: _Toc122427166]Without covariates 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427167]0.34
	[bookmark: _Toc122427168]0.04
	[bookmark: _Toc122427169][0.27, 0.41]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427170]9.15
	[bookmark: _Toc122427171]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122427172].13



[bookmark: _heading=h.c98dwu4ilnou][bookmark: _Toc122427224]
 Study 1B 

[bookmark: _Toc122427230][bookmark: _Toc122427231]Table S8. Sample Demographics 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427232]Demographic
	[bookmark: _Toc122427233]Response Options
	[bookmark: _Toc122427234]Percent of Sample

	[bookmark: _Toc122427240]Gender
	[bookmark: _Toc122427241]Men
	[bookmark: _Toc122427242]48.29

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427243]Women
	[bookmark: _Toc122427244]48.86

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427245]Non-binary
	[bookmark: _Toc122427246]2.85

	[bookmark: _Toc122427247]Education
	[bookmark: _Toc122427248]Some high school
	[bookmark: _Toc122427249]3.61

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427250]High school degree
	[bookmark: _Toc122427251]46.39

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427252]Some college 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427253]1.05

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427254]Associate’s Degree 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427255]1.81

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427256]Bachelor’s degree (B.A. or B.S.)
	[bookmark: _Toc122427257]32.13

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427258]Advanced degree (M.A., M.S., Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)
	[bookmark: _Toc122427259]15.02

	[bookmark: _Toc122427260]Race
	[bookmark: _Toc122427261]White/European American
	[bookmark: _Toc122427262]75.76

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427263]Black/African American
	[bookmark: _Toc122427264]7.32

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427265]Asian/Asian American
	[bookmark: _Toc122427266]6.27

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427269]Multiracial
	[bookmark: _Toc122427268]5.04

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427267]Latino/Latina
	[bookmark: _Toc122427270]4.37

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427271]Native American/Pacific Islander 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427272]0.48

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427273]Other
	[bookmark: _Toc122427274]0.76

	[bookmark: _Toc122427275]Race Dichotomized
	[bookmark: _Toc122427276]White
	[bookmark: _Toc122427277]75.76

	
	Asian, Asian American, Black, African American, Latino/Latina, Native American, Pacific Islander, multiracial or any other race/ethnicity listed
	[bookmark: _Toc122427279]24.24

	[bookmark: _Toc122427280]Marital Status
	[bookmark: _Toc122427281]Currently married
	[bookmark: _Toc122427282]35.74

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427283]Not currently married
	[bookmark: _Toc122427284]59.22

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427285]Did not respond
	[bookmark: _Toc122427286]5.04

	Working Status
	Currently working
	65.30

	
	Not currently working
	29.56

	
	Did not respond 
	5.13


[bookmark: _Toc122427287]Note. Participants selected all races or ethnicities that applied. Participants who selected more than one race/ethnicity were coded as multiracial. The marital status variable compares currently married versus single, divorced, or widowed participants and was used as a covariate. 



Comparison to Other Markers of Social Class 
Social class context as designated by education dichotomized (i.e., high-school degree or less education vs. Bachelor’s degree or more education) significantly related to income category ( = 176.95, p < .001) and occupation ( = 253.37, p < .001); see Table S9 for details. As expected, a greater proportion of participants in lower (vs. higher) social class contexts reported lower incomes and manual jobs or being unemployed. Conversely, a greater proportion of participants in higher (vs. lower) social class contexts reported higher incomes and non-manual or managerial jobs. 

Table S9. Social Class Context by Income and Occupation 
	Demographic
	Response Options
	Percent of Participants in Each Social Class Context 

	
	
	Lower social class context
	Higher social class context

	Annual Household Income
	Less than $10,000
	11.15
	3.02

	
	$10,000 to $19,999
	12.23
	4.03

	
	$20,000 to $29,999
	14.75
	4.44

	
	$30,000 to $39,999
	13.49
	8.06

	
	$40,000 to $49,999
	8.99
	8.87

	
	$50,000 to $59,999
	11.15
	8.87

	
	$60,000 to $69,999
	5.94
	9.27

	
	$70,000 to $79,999
	5.22
	8.47

	
	$80,000 to $89,999
	1.80
	5.44

	
	$90,000 to $99,999
	3.24
	6.65

	
	$100,000 to $149,999
	4.86
	16.13

	
	$150,000 or more
	1.80
	11.49

	
	Did not respond
	4.86
	5.24

	Occupation 
	Manual, blue-collar, or service
	26.26
	7.06

	
	Non-manual, white-collar, or clerical
	16.91
	36.69

	
	Managerial or professional
	9.71
	35.48

	
	Unemployed
	34.89
	8.87

	
	Retired
	6.65
	7.26

	
	Did not respond
	5.58
	4.64






Table S10. Open-ended Responses to Actions Counted as Contributions Social Class Context Differences Remain Consistent Without Covariates 
	Open-ended Outcome 
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	z
	p
	R2

	No contribution 
	1.65
	0.45
	[0.84, 2.63]
	3.67
	< .001
	.06




Table S11. Social Class Context Differences Remain Consistent Without Covariates 
	Analyses Without Covariates
	MLower social class context
	MHigher social class context
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p
	R2

	Self-perceived social contribution scale 
	4.73
	5.48
	-0.75
	0.09
	[-0.93, 
-0.57]
	-8.07
	< .001
	.06

	Meta-perceived social contribution scale
	4.65
	5.25
	-0.60
	0.09
	[-0.78, 
-0.42]
	-6.61
	< .001
	.04




[bookmark: _Toc122427311]
Table S12. Social Class Context Differences in Close-Ended Measures of Contributing to Others’ Well-being 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427312]Measure
	MLower social class context
	MHigher social class context
	[bookmark: _Toc122427315]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122427316]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122427317]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122427318]t
	[bookmark: _Toc122427319]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122427320]R2

	[bookmark: _Toc122427321]Self-perceived contribute to others’ well-being 0-10
	[bookmark: _Toc122427322]5.44
	[bookmark: _Toc122427323]5.77
	[bookmark: _Toc122427324]-0.32
	[bookmark: _Toc122427325]0.13
	[bookmark: _Toc122427326][-0.59, 
[bookmark: _Toc122427327]-0.06]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427328]-2.44
	[bookmark: _Toc122427329].01
	[bookmark: _Toc122427330].03

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Toc122427331]Self-perceived contribute to others’ well-being overall
	[bookmark: _Toc122427332]2.81
	[bookmark: _Toc122427333]3.05
	[bookmark: _Toc122427334]-0.24
	[bookmark: _Toc122427335]0.07
	[bookmark: _Toc122427336][-0.37,
[bookmark: _Toc122427337]-0.11]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427338]-3.66
	[bookmark: _Toc122427339]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122427340].05

	Meta-perceived contribute to others’ well-being 0-10
	5.42
	5.78
	-0.36
	0.15
	[-0.64, 
-0.07]
	-2.46
	.01
	.06

	Meta-perceived contribute to others’ well-being overall
	2.85
	3.03
	-0.18
	0.07
	[-0.31,
-0.05]
	-2.66
	.008
	.08


Note. Self-perceived contribute to others’ well-being 0-10 was measured by the following item: “How would you rate your contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people these days? Take into account all that you do, in terms of time, money, or concern, on your job, and for your family, friends, and the community” 0 the worst possible contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people, 10 the best possible contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people (M = 5.60, SD = 2.07). Self-perceived contribute to others’ well-being overall was measured by the following item: “When you think about your life as a whole up to the present, how would you rate your contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people" 1 poor, 5 excellent (M = 2.93, SD = 1.03). Meta-perceived contribution to others’ well-being 0-10 (M = 5.59, SD = 2.19) and meta-perceived contribution to others’ well-being overall (M = 2.93, SD = 1.03) were measured using the same language as self-perceived but indicating what others’ think (e.g., “How would other people rate your contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people these days?” Multiple regression analyses were conducted for each measure. Social class context was coded as: Participants in lower social class contexts = 0, Participants in higher social class contexts = 1. Means represent estimated marginal means from the model. 95% CI represent 5000 bootstrapped confidence intervals. The models included age, gender, race (dichotomized), marital status (dichotomized), and working status (dichotomized) as covariates. 




Supplemental Study 1: Investigating the Perceived Contribution of Help to Close vs. Distant Others Using Open-Ended Responses 
[bookmark: _Toc122427342]
Supplemental Study 1 tested for the presence of a shared default model of social good by investigating what types of help Americans perceive as contributions to society. Using the open-ended responses in Study 1A as the stimuli, Supplemental Study 1 contrasted help to close others vs. distant others. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.pmselr3g78jm]Methods
[bookmark: _heading=h.2jxsxqh]Participants and Power
We recruited 412 U.S. citizens via Prolific Academic. We aimed to balance the sample by social class context (i.e., high school-degree or less education, college degree or more education) crossed with gender (men, women) for a total of four sampling cells. As detailed in our pre-registration (https://osf.io/pn2h5 and https://osf.io/wtp34), our target sample size was 400 participants.[footnoteRef:3] We excluded current college students (n = 10), for whom designating social class context is difficult, and participants who did not pass all three the attention checks (n = 40). The final sample (N = 362) was 51.93% people with high-school degrees or less education, 49.17% men, 74.31% White (MAge = 34.22 years, SDAge = 10.48 years). [3:  We conducted an a priori power analysis using G*Power software (Erdfelder et al., 1996). We planned to conduct within-subjects main effects and exploratory within-between interaction effects. Given that within-between interaction effects require larger sample sizes to detect an effect, we aimed to achieve 95% power to detect a small effect size of .01 for exploratory analyses of interaction between social class context and any within-subjects main effect at the standard .05 alpha error probability. For the repeated measures design with a within-between interaction, the target total sample size was approximately 100 participants. Given the greater sample size needed to detect interactions with possible heterogeneity in the effect (Gelman, 2018), we increased the suggested sample and arrived at recruiting a total of 400 participants.] 

[bookmark: _heading=h.xra6vw29yoy9]
Transparency and Openness
Supplemental Study 1’s research materials, anonymized data, and analysis code can be found on the OSF project page. We report the rationale for our sample size and all data exclusions. Supplemental Study 1’s design and analysis plan were pre-registered: https://osf.io/pn2h5 and https://osf.io/wtp34. We pre-registered two hypotheses and an analysis plan testing the effect of the recipient of help on the perceived contribution to society and worthiness of a tax credit. As noted in the main text, this study was removed to the SI during the review process for ease of readability. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.kbhklou6g3l5]
Procedure 
Participants completed an online survey in which they rated quotes of people describing their contributions from the open-ended responses in Study 1A. The quotes varied in the recipient of help (close vs. distant other), which served as the primary within-subjects manipulation. The quotes also varied in their form of help (e.g., time, money, etc.). Here, we present findings only for ratings of the quotes describing time spent helping others.[footnoteRef:4] Examples of each category are shown below. The quotes were presented in random order for each participant.  [4:  This represents a deviation from our pre-registration, as we originally planned to investigate help to close vs. distant others across a broad range of helping behaviors. However, our focus shifted to only time spent helping others. ] 


Table S13. Contribution Quotes Varying in Bridging vs. Bonding Help 
	Recipient
	Example Quotes

	Bonding Help 
(i.e., Close Others)

	“Babysitting my great grandchildren, so that my granddaughter can go to college and make a difference in someone's life” 

	Bridging Help 
(i.e., Distant Others)
	“Help the less fortunate in nursing homes” 


[bookmark: _heading=h.yc50tuaygl8v]
Measures
Participants rated each quote on its perceived contribution and whether the action was worthy of a reduction in their yearly national tax (i.e., a tax credit) to assess whether participants believed the contribution was worthy of some larger societal recognition. Lastly, participants completed demographics including social class context as measured by education. 
Ratings Others’ Contributions. Participants rated each quote on the following dimensions on 5-point Likert scales.  
Contribution to Society. Participants rated “How much does this action contribute to making the world and society a better place?” (1 not at all to 5 a great deal; M = 3.37, SD = 1.14). 
Worthy of a Tax Credit. As an indication of whether people think a given contribution would make a difference in the world such that it should be formally and institutionally recognized, participants were instructed that “some people get a tax credit (i.e., they pay less tax) to recognize they have contributed to others and society.” Then, participants were asked, “How much, if any, should this person receive in a tax credit for their contribution?” (1 not at all to 5 a great deal; M = 2.06, SD = 1.22). 
[bookmark: _heading=h.8gh6x0ln90u5]Social Class Context. Social class context was measured using the criteria in Studies 1A and 1B. 

Results
We tested whether the recipient (close vs. distant) affected the perceived value of helping others. We expected that people would evaluate help to distant others (i.e. bridging help) as more of a contribution than help to close others (i.e., bonding help). 
[bookmark: _heading=h.yrnm1dz94jj3]Recipient of Help
Given the repeated nature of the data (i.e., each participant rated every quote), we conducted linear mixed-effects models for each outcome to test the effect of the recipient of help (close vs. distant) on perceptions of the action. Specifically, the models included a fixed effect of the recipient (close vs. distant), a random intercept of the action (i.e., the specific action the participant read), a random slope for the recipient of help, and a random intercept of the participant.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  The pre-registration for this study does not include random slopes for condition (i.e., the recipient of help, close vs. distant) in the mixed models. However, we added random slopes for condition to align with a maximal random effects structure to follow best practices and reduce the likelihood of inflating Type 1 error rates (Brauer & Curtin, 2018). This maximal structure was a good fit for this study because there are multiple observations per cell per participant (unlike Studies 2-4 in the main text). ] 

Contribution to Society. While the relationship did not reach standard levels of significance, the results show some support for the pre-registered hypothesis such that participants rated help to distant others as more of a valuable contribution to society than help to close others (MDistant = 3.58; MClose = 3.17; B = 0.41, SE = 0.18, 95% CI [0.06, 0.76]; t = 2.27, p = .08, R2m = .03, R2c = .56). 
[bookmark: _heading=h.fgs912mptxlo]Worthy of a Tax Credit. We hypothesized that in the pre-registration participants would rate help to distant others as more of a contribution to society than help to close others, however the results did not support this hypothesis as there was not a significance difference in the worthiness of a tax credit between help to close and distant others (MDistant = 2.16; MClose = 1.97; B = 0.19, SE = 0.27, 95% CI [-0.34, 0.72]; t = 0.69, p = .53, R2m = .006, R2c = .68). 
[bookmark: _heading=h.s9q805r10ite][bookmark: _heading=h.6ftce7ga1ple]
Discussion
[bookmark: _heading=h.bu3q75iwrumo]Supplemental Study 1 provided some evidence for a shared cultural model of social good. It found some support for the hypothesis that Americans perceived helping distant others as more of a contribution to society, however the results did not reach standard levels of significance. Further, the results did not find support for the hypothesis that help to distant (vs. close) others is more worthy of formal recognition in the form of a tax credit. These results may be due to a number of factors that varied between these open-ended quotes. 


[bookmark: _Toc122427467]Study 2 
[bookmark: _Toc122427468][bookmark: _Toc122427469]Table S14. Additional Sample Demographics 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427470]Demographic
	[bookmark: _Toc122427471]Response Options
	[bookmark: _Toc122427472]Percent of Sample

	[bookmark: _Toc122427473]Education
	[bookmark: _Toc122427474]1 Some high school
	[bookmark: _Toc122427475]2.48

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427476]2 High school degree
	[bookmark: _Toc122427477]24.47

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427478]3 Some college
	[bookmark: _Toc122427479]21.99

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427480]4 Associates degree
	[bookmark: _Toc122427481]1.77

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427482]5 Bachelor’s degree (B.A., B.S.)
	[bookmark: _Toc122427483]24.11

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427484]6 Advanced degree (M.A., M.S., Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)
	[bookmark: _Toc122427485]25.18

	[bookmark: _Toc122427486]Gender
	[bookmark: _Toc122427487]Men
	[bookmark: _Toc122427488]48.23

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427489]Women
	[bookmark: _Toc122427490]49.29

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427491]Non-binary
	[bookmark: _Toc122427492]2.13

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427493]Did not respond
	[bookmark: _Toc122427494]0.35

	[bookmark: _Toc122427495]Race
	[bookmark: _Toc122427496]White/European American
	69.50

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427498]Black/African American
	12.41

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427506]Multiracial
	6.38

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427502]Asian/Asian American
	[bookmark: _Toc122427503]5.67

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427500]Latino/Latina
	4.26

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427504]Native American/Pacific Islander
	1.06

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427508]Other
	[bookmark: _Toc122427509]0.71


[bookmark: _Toc122427510]Note. Participants selected all races or ethnicities that applied. Participants who selected more than one race/ethnicity were coded as multiracial. 




Comparison to Other Markers of Social Class 
[bookmark: _Toc122427511]Social class context as designated by education dichotomized significantly related to income category ( = 63.38, p < .001) and occupation ( = 61.22, p < .001). As expected, lower (vs. higher) social class contexts were associated with lower incomes and more manual jobs or being unemployed compared higher (vs. lower) social class contexts were associated with higher incomes and non-manual or managerial jobs.  

[bookmark: _Toc122427512][bookmark: _Toc122427513]Table S15. Social Class Context by Income and Occupation 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427514]Demographic
	[bookmark: _Toc122427515]Response Options
	[bookmark: _Toc122427516]Percent of Participants in Each Social Class Context 

	
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427517]Lower social class context
	[bookmark: _Toc122427518]Higher social class context

	[bookmark: _Toc122427519]Annual Household Income
	[bookmark: _Toc122427520]Less than $10,000
	17.48
	3.60

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427523]$10,000 to $19,999
	14.69
	10.07

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427526]$20,000 to $29,999
	13.29
	2.16

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427529]$30,000 to $39,999
	13.29
	9.35

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427532]$40,000 to $49,999
	8.39
	5.76

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427535]$50,000 to $59,999
	10.49
	12.23

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427538]$60,000 to $69,999
	4.90
	2.88

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427541]$70,000 to $79,999
	6.99
	7.19

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427544]$80,000 to $89,999
	2.80
	5.04

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427547]$90,000 to $99,999
	2.10
	6.47

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427550]$100,000 to $149,999
	4.90
	22.30

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427553]$150,000 or more
	0.70
	12.95

	[bookmark: _Toc122427556]Occupation 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427557]Manual, blue-collar, or service
	29.37
	13.67

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427560]Non-manual, white-collar, or clerical
	13.29
	25.90

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427563]Managerial or professional
	7.69
	39.57

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427566]Unemployed
	40.56
	15.83

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427569]Retired
	9.09
	5.04






[bookmark: _Toc122427572]Table S16. Social Class Moderation Analyses of Effect of Recipient of Help on Outcomes 
	
	F
	df
	95% CI
	p

	Contribution to society 
	0.002
	(1, 280)
	[-0.18, 0.19]
	.96

	Moral goodness 
	0.78
	(1, 280)
	[-0.20, 0.08]
	.39

	Choice 
	0.82
	(1, 280)
	[-0.33, 0.12]
	.37

	Worthiness of a tax credit 
	0.06
	(1, 280)
	[-0.24, 0.19]
	.81


Note. We tested whether social class moderated any main effects by conducting linear mixed effects models interacting recipient of help (close vs. distant) with participant social class context (lower vs. higher social class context) and a random intercept for participant. The models included all lower-level main effects but only the interaction term is reported here. 


[bookmark: _Toc122427573]Table S17. Contribute to Others’ Well-being 
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427574]MDistant
	[bookmark: _Toc122427575]MClose
	[bookmark: _Toc122427576]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122427577]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122427578]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122427579]t
	[bookmark: _Toc122427580]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122427581]R2m
	[bookmark: _Toc122427582]R2c

	[bookmark: _Toc122427583]Contributing to Others’ Well-being
	[bookmark: _Toc122427584]4.24
	4.01
	[bookmark: _Toc122427586]0.23
	[bookmark: _Toc122427587]0.04
	[bookmark: _Toc122427588][0.15, 0.31]
	5.48
	[bookmark: _Toc122427590]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122427591].02
	[bookmark: _Toc122427592].72


Note. Participants rated each action on: “How much do [e.g., Jamie, Taylor]’s [action] contribute to the wellbeing (i.e., health and happiness) of other people?” on a scale from 1 no contribution at all to 5 an enormous contribution (M = 4.13, SD = 0.93). The mixed effects model here mirror those presented in the main text. Specifically, the model included a fixed effect of the recipient (close vs. distant) and a random intercept of the participant. 


Perceived Selfishness as an Additional Potential Mediator 
[bookmark: _heading=h.trpqvrtsoq2o][bookmark: _Toc122427593]As an exploratory analysis of an additional potential mediator, we also measured how selfish participants perceived Jamie or Taylor to be: “How selfish is [e.g., Jamie, Taylor]?” 1 not at all selfish, 5 extremely selfish (M = 1.30, SD = 0.71). We found that people who helped distant other were rated as significantly less selfish than people who helped close others (MDistant = 1.26; MClose = 1.34; B = -0.09, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.16, -0.01]; t = -2.37, p = .02, R2m = .004, R2c = .64). The results show no evidence that participant social class moderated the effect of the recipient of help on perceived selfishness (F(1, 280) = 1.49, p = .22, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.23]). Further, as expected, the results show a significant indirect effect of perceived selfishness meditating the effect of the recipient of help (0 = close, 1 = stranger) on contribution to society (Indirect effect = 0.02, 95% CI [0.003, .04], p = .01; Total effect = 0.34, 95% CI [0.25, 0.43], p < .001). Together, these additional analyses suggest that help to close others may be perceived as more selfish than help to distant others and that this difference may help partially explain why helping close others is perceived as less of a contribution to society than help to distant others. 

Study 3

Table S18. Additional Sample Demographics 
	Demographic
	Response Options
	% of Sample

	Education
	1 Some high school
	1.39

	
	2 High school degree
	27.29

	
	3 Some college
	21.71

	
	4 Associates degree
	1.79

	
	5 Bachelor’s degree (B.A., B.S.)
	31.27

	
	6 Advanced degree (M.A., M.S., Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)
	16.53

	Gender
	Women
	50.0

	
	Men
	48.61

	
	Non-binary
	1.20

	
	Did not respond
	0.20

	Race
	White/European American
	78.69

	
	Black/African American
	8.37

	
	Multiracial
	4.38

	
	Asian/Asian American
	4.18

	
	Latino/Latina
	4.18

	
	Native American/Pacific Islander
	0.20

	
	Other
	0.0


Note. Participants selected all races or ethnicities that applied. Participants who selected more than one race/ethnicity were coded as multiracial. 


Comparison to Other Markers of Social Class 
Social class context as designated by education dichotomized significantly related to income category ( = 96.59, p < .001) and occupation ( = 89.00, p < .001). As expected, lower (vs. higher) social class contexts were associated with lower incomes and more manual jobs or being unemployed compared higher (vs. lower) social class contexts were associated with higher incomes and non-manual or managerial jobs.  

Table S19. Social Class Context by Income and Occupation 
	Demographic
	Response Options
	Percent of Participants in Each Social Class Context 

	
	
	Lower social class context
	Higher social class context

	Annual Household Income
	Less than $10,000
	8.78
	3.75

	
	$10,000 to $19,999
	11.45
	3.75

	
	$20,000 to $29,999
	13.74
	5.42

	
	$30,000 to $39,999
	16.03
	6.25

	
	$40,000 to $49,999
	9.92
	7.50

	
	$50,000 to $59,999
	8.02
	3.33

	
	$60,000 to $69,999
	6.11
	7.08

	
	$70,000 to $79,999
	6.87
	10.00

	
	$80,000 to $89,999
	3.44
	8.33

	
	$90,000 to $99,999
	6.87
	6.25

	
	$100,000 to $149,999
	6.87
	21.67

	
	$150,000 or more
	1.91
	16.67

	Occupation 
	Manual, blue-collar, or service
	27.48
	10.42

	
	Non-manual, white-collar, or clerical
	22.90
	26.25

	
	Managerial or professional
	10.31
	42.08

	
	Unemployed
	26.72
	9.58

	
	Retired
	12.60
	11.67




Table S20. Required to Help Distant vs. Help to Close
	
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Choice
	-2.44
	0.06
	[-2.55, -2.33]
	-43.35
	<.001

	Contribution to society
	0.04
	0.03
	[-0.02, 0.11]
	1.28
	.20

	Moral goodness
	-0.75
	0.04
	[-0.83, -0.67]
	-18.67
	<.001

	Deserving of recognition
	-0.33
	0.05
	[-0.42, -0.24]
	-7.17
	<.001



Table S21. Simple Effects of the Type of Help on Perceptions of Help Among Participants in Higher and Lower Social Class Contexts
	
	Comparison
	Participant social class context
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Choice
	Choice vs. Required 
	Lower
	2.94
	0.08
	[2.79, 3.08]
	39.00
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	2.80
	0.08
	[2.64, 2.97]
	33.29
	< .001

	
	Choice vs. Close
	Lower
	0.40
	0.08
	[0.25, 0.54]
	5.28
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	0.47
	0.08
	[0.31, 0.64]
	5.59
	< .001

	
	Required vs. Close
	Lower
	-2.54
	0.08
	[-2.69, -2.39] 
	-33.73
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	-2.33
	0.08
	[-2.50, -2.17]
	-27.70
	< .001

	Contribution to society 
	Choice vs. Required 
	Lower
	0.24
	0.05
	[0.14, 0.33]
	4.97
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	0.35
	0.05
	[0.25, 0.44]
	7.00
	< .001

	
	Choice vs. Close
	Lower
	0.32
	0.05
	[0.23, 0.41]
	6.74
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	0.35
	0.05
	[0.25, 0.44]
	7.00
	< .001

	
	Required vs. Close
	Lower
	0.08
	0.05
	[-0.009, 0.18]
	1.77
	.078

	
	
	Higher
	0.00
	0.05
	[-0.01, 0.01]
	0.00
	1

	Moral goodness
	Choice vs. Required 
	Lower
	1.07
	0.05
	[0.96, 1.18]
	19.63
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	1.08
	0.06
	[0.96, 1.20]
	18.19 
	< .001

	
	Choice vs. Close
	Lower
	0.29
	0.05
	[0.18, 0.40]
	5.33
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	0.36
	0.06
	[0.25, 0.48]
	6.11
	< .001

	
	Required vs. Close
	Lower
	-0.78
	0.05
	[-0.89, -0.67]
	-14.30
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	-0.72
	0.06
	[-0.83, -0.60]
	-12.08
	< .001

	Deserving of recognition 
	Choice vs. Required 
	Lower
	0.98
	0.06
	[0.86, 1.11]
	15.35
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	0.93
	0.07
	[0.80, 1.06]
	13.79
	< .001

	
	Choice vs. Close
	Lower
	0.57
	0.06
	[0.45, 0.70]
	8.96
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	0.68
	0.07
	[0.55, 0.81]
	10.08
	< .001

	
	Required vs. Close
	Lower
	-0.41
	0.06
	[-0.53, -0.28]
	-6.39
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	-0.25
	0.07
	[-0.38, -0.12]
	-3.71
	< .001
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Table S22. Social Class Moderation Analyses of Effect of Recipient of Help on Outcomes 
	
	F
	df
	p

	Choice 
	1.70
	(2, 1000)
	.18

	Contribution to society 
	1.39
	(2, 1000)
	.25

	Moral goodness 
	0.47
	(2, 1000)
	.62

	Deserving of recognition 
	1.51
	(2, 1000)
	.22


Note. We tested whether social class moderated any main effects by conducting linear mixed effects models interacting recipient of help (close vs. distant) with participant social class context (lower vs. higher social class context) and a random intercept for participant. The models included all lower-level main effects but only the interaction term is reported here. 


Contribute to Others’ Well-being 
Participants rated each action on: “How much do [e.g., Jamie, Taylor, Casey]'s [action] contribute to the wellbeing (i.e., health and happiness) of other people?” on a scale from 1 no contribution at all to 5 an enormous contribution (M = 3.64, SD = 0.95). The mixed effects model here mirror those presented in the main text. Specifically, the model included a fixed effect of condition (close vs. choice distant vs. required distant) and a random intercept of the participant. 
The results show a main effect of condition on perceived contribution to others’ well-being: F(2, 1002) = 47.39, p < .001, R2m = .02, R2c = .66. Specifically, choosing to help a distant other was perceived as more of a contribution to others’ well-being than being required to help a distant other (MChoice = 3.79, MRequired = 3.45, B = 0.34, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [0.27, 0.41], t = 9.58, p < .001) or helping a close other (MClose = 3.67, B = 0.12, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [0.05, 0.18], t = 3.29, p = .001). Further, being required to help a distant other was perceived as less of a contribution to others’ well-being than help to a close other (B = -0.22, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.29, -0.15], t = -6.29, p < .001). There was also no evidence that social class moderated the effect of condition on perceived contribution to others’ well-being: F(2, 1000) = 1.94, p = .14. 



Table S23. Between-Subjects Analysis of Main Effect of Condition on Outcomes 
	
	MChoice
	MRequired
	MClose
	F
	df
	p
	R2

	Choice 
	4.62
	1.99
	4.15
	383.23
	(2, 499)
	< .001
	.60

	Contribution to society 
	3.33
	3.15
	3.00
	4.65
	(2, 499)
	.01
	.01

	Moral goodness
	4.02
	3.27
	3.84
	36.87
	(2, 499)
	<.001
	.13

	Deserving of recognition 
	2.97
	2.20
	2.22
	22.84
	(2, 499)
	<.001
	.08


Note. These analyses only include the first stimuli participants saw, treating the condition as a proxy for a between-subjects variable. 


Table S24. Between-Subjects Condition Comparisons 
	Outcome 
	
	 B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Choice
	Choice – Required 
	2.62
	0.10
	[2.43, 2.83]
	25.95
	<.001

	
	Choice – Close
	0.48
	0.10
	[0.27, 0.68]
	4.65
	<.001

	
	Required – Close 
	-2.15
	0.10
	[-2.35, -1.95]
	-21.22
	<.001

	Contribution
	Choice – Required 
	0.19
	0.11
	[-0.03, 0.40]
	1.71
	.09

	
	Choice – Close
	0.33
	0.11
	[0.12, 0.55]
	3.04
	.002

	
	Required – Close 
	0.15
	0.11
	[-0.07, 0.36]
	1.35
	.18

	Moral
	Choice – Required 
	0.76
	0.09
	[0.57, 0.94]
	8.21
	<.001

	
	Choice – Close
	0.18
	0.09
	[-0.0006, 0.36]
	1.96
	.051

	
	Required – Close 
	-0.57
	0.09
	[-0.75, -0.39]
	-6.23
	<.001

	Recognition
	Choice – Required 
	0.77
	0.13
	[0.52, 1.03]
	5.96
	<.001

	
	Choice – Close
	0.75
	0.13
	[0.50, 1.01]
	5.76
	<.001

	
	Required – Close 
	-0.02
	0.13
	[-0.27, 0.24]
	-0.15
	.88


Note. These analyses only include the first stimuli participants saw, treating the condition as a proxy for a between-subjects variable. 





Study 4
Table S25. Additional Sample Demographics 
	Demographic
	Response Options
	% of Sample

	Education
	Some high school
	3.07

	
	High school degree
	45.28

	
	Bachelor’s degree (B.A. or B.S.)
	31.56

	
	Advanced degree (M.A., M.S., Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)
	20.10

	Race
	White/European American
	79.10

	
	Black/African American
	9.60

	
	Latino/Latina
	4.28

	
	Multiracial
	3.79

	
	Asian/Asian American
	2.26

	
	Native American/Pacific Islander 
	0.24

	
	Other
	0.73

	Race Dichotomized
	White
	79.10

	
	Asian, Asian American, Black, African American, Latino/Latina, Native American, Pacific Islander, multiracial or any other race/ethnicity listed
	20.9

	Marital Status
	Currently married
	50.44

	
	Not currently married
	49.56

	Working Status
	Currently working
	55.21

	
	Not currently working 
	44.79


Note. Participants selected all races or ethnicities that applied. Participants who selected more than one race/ethnicity were coded as multiracial. The marital status variable compares currently married versus single, divorced, or widowed participants and was used as a covariate. The marital status variable compares currently married versus single, divorced, or widowed participants and was used as a covariate.


Comparison to Other Markers of Social Class 
Social class context as designated by education dichotomized significantly related to income category ( = 308.47, p < .001) and occupation ( = 204.07, p < .001). As expected, lower (vs. higher) social class contexts were associated with lower incomes and more manual jobs or being unemployed compared higher (vs. lower) social class contexts were associated with higher incomes and non-manual or managerial jobs.  

Table S26
Social Class Context by Income and Occupation 
	Demographic
	Response Options
	Percent of Participants in Each Social Class Context 

	
	
	Lower social class context
	Higher social class context

	Annual Household Income
	Less than $10,000
	6.84
	1.56

	
	$10,000 to $19,999
	10.52
	2.66

	
	$20,000 to $29,999
	15.69
	4.22

	
	$30,000 to $39,999
	14.69
	6.09

	
	$40,000 to $49,999
	11.02
	7.50

	
	$50,000 to $59,999
	12.19
	7.19

	
	$60,000 to $69,999
	9.35
	6.72

	
	$70,000 to $79,999
	6.68
	6.88

	
	$80,000 to $89,999
	2.34
	6.41

	
	$90,000 to $99,999
	3.51
	6.41

	
	$100,000 to $149,999
	3.84
	23.59

	
	$150,000 or more
	3.34
	20.75

	Occupation 
	Manual, blue-collar, or service
	24.54
	11.09

	
	Non-manual, white-collar, or clerical
	12.19
	20.94

	
	Managerial or professional
	7.85
	33.12

	
	Unemployed
	19.87
	30.31

	
	Retired
	35.56
	4.53







Table S27. Mixed Models with All Data Points of Perceptions of Own Volunteering vs. Hands-On Unpaid Assistance 
	
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Contribution to society 
	0.27
	0.05
	[0.17, 0.38]
	5.19
	< .001

	Choice
	0.40
	0.06
	[0.28, 0.52]
	6.54
	< .001


Note. Models include all participants, though participants only had the opportunity to respond to these questions if they indicated engaged in that form of help. As a result, the missing values are not random, which may bias estimates.  

Table S28. Simple Effects of Perceptions of Volunteering vs. Hands-on Unpaid Assistance Among Participants in Higher and Lower Social Class Contexts 
	
	DV
	Particip-ant social class context
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Own help
	Contribution to society 
	Lower
	0.27
	0.11
	[0.05, 0.49]
	2.41
	.02

	
	
	Higher
	0.15
	0.08
	[0.005, 0.30]
	2.03
	.04

	
	Choice
	Lower
	0.08
	0.13
	[-0.18, 0.33]
	0.60
	.55

	
	
	Higher
	0.33
	0.09
	[0.15, 0.51]
	3.60
	< .001

	Help in general
	Contribution to society 
	Lower
	0.05
	0.05
	[-0.06, 0.15]
	0.88
	.38

	
	
	Higher
	0.13
	0.05
	[0.04, 0.22]
	2.77
	0.006

	
	Choice
	Lower
	0.32
	0.04
	[0.23, 0.40]
	7.19
	< .001

	
	
	Higher
	0.45
	0.04
	[0.36, 0.54]
	10.10
	< .001


Note. Models for own help only include participants who indicated engaging in both forms of help (i.e., volunteering and hands-on unpaid assistance). 

Table S29. Social Class Moderation Analyses of Effect of Recipient of Help on Outcomes 
	
	DV
	F
	df
	p

	Own help
	Contribution to society 
	0.76
	(2, 307.89)
	.38

	
	Choice
	2.64
	(2, 308.24)
	.11

	Help in general
	Contribution to society 
	0.84
	(2, 2452.9)
	.43

	
	Choice
	3.77
	(2, 2450.7)
	.02


Note. We tested whether social class moderated any main effects by conducting linear mixed effects models interacting type of help (volunteering vs. hands-on unpaid assistance) with participant social class context (lower vs. higher social class context) and a random intercept for participant. The models included all lower-level main effects but only the interaction term is reported here. Models for own help only include participants who indicated engaging in both forms of help (i.e., volunteering and hands-on unpaid assistance). 
Analyses without Covariates 
Table S30. Perceptions of Volunteering vs. Hands-on Unpaid Assistance Without Covariates 
	
	DV
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Own help
	Contribution to society 
	0.19
	0.06
	[0.06, 0.31]
	2.98
	.003

	
	Choice
	0.22
	0.08
	[0.08, 0.37]
	2.97
	.003

	Help in general
	Contribution to society 
	0.9
	0.04
	[0.02, 0.15]
	2.44
	.01

	
	Choice
	0.39
	0.03
	[0.33, 0.45]
	12.37
	< .001


Note. Models for own help only include participants who indicated engaging in both forms of help (i.e., volunteering and hands-on unpaid assistance). 


Table S31. Choice Mediation of Volunteering and Hands-on Unpaid Assistance Without Covariates 
	Mediator
	DV
	Indirect Effect
	Total Effect

	
	
	Estimate
	95% CI
	p
	Estimate
	95% CI
	p

	Choice
	Own contribution 
	0.08
	[0.03, 0.14]
	.004
	0.19
	[0.05, 0.32]
	.002

	
	Contribution in general 
	0.15
	[0.12, 0.18]
	< .001
	0.09
	[0.02, 0.16]
	.02


Note. Models for own help only include participants who indicated engaging in both forms of help (i.e., volunteering and hands-on unpaid assistance). 



Analyses Comparing Volunteering with Remote Unpaid Assistance 
Table S32. Perceptions of Volunteering vs. Remote Unpaid Assistance 
	
	DV
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Own help
	Contribution to society 
	0.19
	0.07
	[0.05, 0.33]
	2.70
	.007

	
	Choice
	0.22
	0.08
	[0.06, 0.38]
	2.66
	.008

	Help in general
	Contribution to society 
	0.22
	0.04
	[0.15, 0.29]
	6.31
	< .001

	
	Choice
	0.45
	0.03
	[0.39, 0.51]
	14.26
	< .001


Note. Models for own help only include participants who indicated engaging in both forms of help (i.e., volunteering and remote unpaid assistance). 


Table S33. Choice Mediation of Volunteering and Remote Unpaid Assistance 
	Mediator
	DV
	Indirect Effect
	Total Effect

	
	
	Estimate
	95% CI
	p
	Estimate
	95% CI
	p

	Choice
	Own contribution 
	0.19
	[0.13, 0.25]
	<001
	0.27
	[0.15, 0.29]
	<.001

	
	Contribution in general 
	0.17
	[0.14, 0.21]
	< .001
	0.22
	[0.15, 0.30]
	< .001


Note. Models for own help only include participants who indicated engaging in both forms of help (i.e., volunteering and remote unpaid assistance). 
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[bookmark: _Toc122427597][bookmark: _Toc122427598]Table S34. Additional Sample Demographics 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427599]Demographic
	[bookmark: _Toc122427600]Response Options
	[bookmark: _Toc122427601]Percent of sample

	
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427602]Time 1 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427604]Time 2
	[bookmark: _Toc122427606]Time 3

	[bookmark: _Toc122427608]Education
	[bookmark: _Toc122427609]1 No school / some grade school 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427610]0.60
	[bookmark: _Toc122427611]0.40
	[bookmark: _Toc122427612]0.18

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427613]2 8th grade / junior high school 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427614]1.77
	[bookmark: _Toc122427615]1.32
	[bookmark: _Toc122427616]1.06

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427617]3 Some high school 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427618]7.41
	[bookmark: _Toc122427619]4.92
	[bookmark: _Toc122427620]3.79

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427621]4 GED 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427622]1.50
	[bookmark: _Toc122427623]1.37
	[bookmark: _Toc122427624]1.23

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427625]5 Graduate from high school 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427626]27.64
	[bookmark: _Toc122427627]25.99
	[bookmark: _Toc122427628]23.50

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427629]6 1-2 years of college, no degree yet 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427630]19.09
	[bookmark: _Toc122427631]16.60
	[bookmark: _Toc122427632]15.85

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427633]7 3+ years of college, no degree yet 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427634]4.80
	[bookmark: _Toc122427635]3.95
	[bookmark: _Toc122427636]3.52

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427637]8 Graduate from 2-year college or vocational school or associates degree 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427638]7.40
	8.00
	[bookmark: _Toc122427640]10.21

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427641]9 Graduate from 4- or 5- year college bachelor’s degree 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427642]17.09
	[bookmark: _Toc122427643]19.00
	[bookmark: _Toc122427644]20.86

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427645]10 Some graduate school 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427646]2.60
	[bookmark: _Toc122427647]3.15
	[bookmark: _Toc122427648]2.55

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427649]11 Master’s degree 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427650]6.83
	[bookmark: _Toc122427651]10.48
	[bookmark: _Toc122427652]12.59

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427653]12 Ph.D., ED.D., MD, DDS LLB, LLD, JD or other professional degree (12) 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427654]3.23
	[bookmark: _Toc122427655]4.69
	[bookmark: _Toc122427656]4.58

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427657]Missing data
	[bookmark: _Toc122427658]0
	[bookmark: _Toc122427659]0.11
	[bookmark: _Toc122427660]0.09

	[bookmark: _Toc122427661]Race
	[bookmark: _Toc122427662]White 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427663]86.07
	[bookmark: _Toc122427664]90.04
	[bookmark: _Toc122427665]88.56

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427666]Black and/or African American
	[bookmark: _Toc122427667]6.56
	[bookmark: _Toc122427668]4.41
	[bookmark: _Toc122427669]3.52

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427670]Native American or Aleutian Islander / Eskimo 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427671].73
	[bookmark: _Toc122427672]1.60
	[bookmark: _Toc122427673]1.23

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427674]Asian 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427675]1.1 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427676]0.57
	[bookmark: _Toc122427677]0.44

	
	Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
	--
	0.06
	0.09

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427678]Multiracial
	[bookmark: _Toc122427679]0.73
	[bookmark: _Toc122427680]--
	[bookmark: _Toc122427681]--

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427682]Other 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427683]2.63
	[bookmark: _Toc122427684]2.86
	[bookmark: _Toc122427685]5.28

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427686]Missing data or don’t know 


	[bookmark: _Toc122427687]2.17
	[bookmark: _Toc122427688]0.11 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427689]0.88 

	[bookmark: _Toc122427690]Race Dichotomized
	[bookmark: _Toc122427691]White
	[bookmark: _Toc122427692]86.07
	[bookmark: _Toc122427693]90.04
	88.56

	
	Asian, Black, African American, Native American, Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, multiracial, or any other race/ethnicity listed 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427696]11.76
	9.50
	10.56

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427699]Missing data 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427700]2.17
	0.46
	0.88

	[bookmark: _Toc122427703]Marital Status
	[bookmark: _Toc122427704]Currently married 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427705]64.08
	[bookmark: _Toc122427706]67.66
	[bookmark: _Toc122427707]63.82

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427708]Not currently married 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427709]35.92
	[bookmark: _Toc122427710]32.23
	[bookmark: _Toc122427711]36.00

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427712]Missing data 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427713]0
	[bookmark: _Toc122427714]0.11
	[bookmark: _Toc122427715]0.18

	[bookmark: _Toc122427716]Working Status
	[bookmark: _Toc122427717]Currently working
	[bookmark: _Toc122427718]60.91
	[bookmark: _Toc122427719]48.94
	[bookmark: _Toc122427720]37.68

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427721]Not currently working 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427722]38.45
	[bookmark: _Toc122427723]50.66
	[bookmark: _Toc122427724]58.80

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427725]Missing data 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427726]0.63
	[bookmark: _Toc122427727]0.40
	[bookmark: _Toc122427728]3.52


[bookmark: _Toc122427729]Note. We used the dichotomized version of race as a covariate in analyses. Participants reported whether they were married, single, divorced, or widowed. We created a dichotomous variable comparing currently married participants to all other relationship statuses which we used as a covariate in analyses. We also created a dichotomous variable comparing participants who are currently working to all other working statuses which we used as a covariate in our analyses. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.itksasscbp33]

Comparison to Other Markers of Social Class 
As expected, social class context as designated by education dichotomized (i.e., high-school degree or less education vs. Bachelor’s degree or more education) significantly related to annual household income at all three time point, such that participants in higher social class contexts (i.e., with a Bachelor’s degree or more education) reported higher incomes on average than participants in lower social class contexts (i.e., with a high school degree or less education). 

[bookmark: _Toc122427730]Table S35. Annual Household Income Significantly Differs by Social Class Context 
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427731]MLower
	[bookmark: _Toc122427732]MHigher
	[bookmark: _Toc122427733]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122427734]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122427735]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122427736]t
	[bookmark: _Toc122427737]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122427738]R2

	[bookmark: _Toc122427739]Time 1
	[bookmark: _Toc122427740]55,472.60
	[bookmark: _Toc122427741]93,453.25
	[bookmark: _Toc122427742]-37,981
	[bookmark: _Toc122427743]2,296
	[bookmark: _Toc122427744][-42,483.32, 
[bookmark: _Toc122427745]-33,477.97]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427746]-16.54
	[bookmark: _Toc122427747]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122427748].09

	[bookmark: _Toc122427749]Time 2
	[bookmark: _Toc122427750]53,232.50
	[bookmark: _Toc122427751]93,720.36
	[bookmark: _Toc122427752]-40,488
	[bookmark: _Toc122427753]2,900
	[bookmark: _Toc122427754][-46,176.56, 
[bookmark: _Toc122427755]-34,799.16]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427756]-13.96
	[bookmark: _Toc122427757]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122427758].10

	[bookmark: _Toc122427759]Time 3
	[bookmark: _Toc122427761]61,211.29

	[bookmark: _Toc122427760]120,645.36
	[bookmark: _Toc122427762]-59,434
	[bookmark: _Toc122427763]4230
	[bookmark: _Toc122427764][-67,734.89, 
[bookmark: _Toc122427765]-51,133.25]
	[bookmark: _Toc122427766]-14.05
	[bookmark: _Toc122427767]<.001.
	[bookmark: _Toc122427768].16

	[bookmark: _Toc122427769]Note. Annual household income measured in dollars. Incomes above $300,000 were coded as $300,000. Social class context was coded as: Participants in lower social class contexts = 0, Participants in higher social class contexts = 1. A separate model was conducted for each time point with social class context (participants in higher vs. lower social class contexts) predicting annual household income without covariates. 



Social class context as designated by education dichotomized also significantly related to occupation (Time 2:  = 156.02, p < .001; Time 3:  = 113.74, p < .001), such that participants in lower social class contexts were more likely to hold manual jobs and less likely to hold managerial or professional jobs than participants in higher social class contexts. 
Overall, unemployment rates were very low in the sample. Social class context as designated by education dichotomized did not consistently and robustly significantly relate to unemployment status across the three points (Time 1:  = 0.004, p = .95; Time 2:  = 0.063, p = .80; Time 3:  = 4.69, p = .030). The significant comparison at Time 3 shows that a slightly greater proportion of participants in lower social class contexts reported being unemployed than participants in higher social class contexts, which mirrors the patterns find in the samples in Studies 2-3. 
Social class context as designated by education dichotomized significantly related to retirement status across the three time points (Time 1:  = 6.18, p = .01; Time 2:  = 9.78, p = .002; Time 3:  = 9.02, p = .003). A greater proportion of participants in lower social class contexts reported being retired than participants in higher social class contexts. 



Table S36. Social Class Context by Occupation 
	
	Demographic
	Response Options
	Percent of Participants in Each Social Class Context 

	
	
	
	Lower social class context
	Higher social class context

	Time 1
	Unemployed
	2.99
	3.14

	
	Retired
	16.79
	13.21

	Time 2
	Occupation 
	Manual, blue-collar, or service
	28.45
	9.20

	
	
	Non-manual, white-collar, or clerical
	20.04
	21.78

	
	
	Managerial or professional
	16.83
	40.64

	
	Unemployed
	1.65
	1.38

	
	Retired
	34.58
	27.45

	Time 3
	Occupation 
	Manual, blue-collar, or service
	19.29
	6.94

	
	
	Non-manual, white-collar, or clerical
	10.83
	9.11

	
	
	Managerial or professional
	14.54
	47.51

	
	Unemployed
	1.63
	0.22

	
	Retired
	25.22
	20.17


Note. Time 1’s occupation codes were too numerous to reasonably categorize, so we only reported occupation major categories at Time 2 and Time 3. 

[bookmark: _Toc122427795]

[bookmark: _Toc122427796]Table S37. Helping None, High, Low Cutoffs 
	
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427798]Time 1
	[bookmark: _Toc122427799]Time 2
	[bookmark: _Toc122427800]Time 3

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427801]Category
	[bookmark: _Toc122427802]Value (hours /
[bookmark: _Toc122427803]month)
	[bookmark: _Toc122427804]% of sample
	[bookmark: _Toc122427805]Value (hours /
[bookmark: _Toc122427806]month)
	[bookmark: _Toc122427807]% of sample
	[bookmark: _Toc122427808]Value (hours /
[bookmark: _Toc122427809]month)
	[bookmark: _Toc122427810]% of sample

	Volunteering
	[bookmark: _Toc122427816]None
	[bookmark: _Toc122427817]0
	[bookmark: _Toc122427818]61
	[bookmark: _Toc122427819]0
	[bookmark: _Toc122427820]55
	[bookmark: _Toc122427821]0
	[bookmark: _Toc122427822]59

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427823]Low
	[bookmark: _Toc122427824]1-8
	[bookmark: _Toc122427825]20
	[bookmark: _Toc122427826]1-9
	[bookmark: _Toc122427827]23
	[bookmark: _Toc122427828]1-9
	[bookmark: _Toc122427829]20

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427830]High
	[bookmark: _Toc122427831]9+
	[bookmark: _Toc122427832]19
	[bookmark: _Toc122427833]10+
	[bookmark: _Toc122427834]22
	[bookmark: _Toc122427835]10+
	[bookmark: _Toc122427836]21

	Unpaid assistance to close others 
	[bookmark: _Toc122427838]None
	[bookmark: _Toc122427839]0
	[bookmark: _Toc122427840]27
	[bookmark: _Toc122427841]0
	[bookmark: _Toc122427842]29
	[bookmark: _Toc122427843]0
	[bookmark: _Toc122427844]34

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427845]Low
	[bookmark: _Toc122427846]1-11
	[bookmark: _Toc122427847]35
	[bookmark: _Toc122427848]1-14
	[bookmark: _Toc122427849]36
	[bookmark: _Toc122427850]1-11
	[bookmark: _Toc122427851]33

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427852]High
	[bookmark: _Toc122427853]12+
	[bookmark: _Toc122427854]38
	[bookmark: _Toc122427855]15+
	[bookmark: _Toc122427856]35
	[bookmark: _Toc122427857]12+
	[bookmark: _Toc122427858]33




[bookmark: _heading=h.le6ncl4flauz][bookmark: _heading=h.o4gpxocz57z1][bookmark: _Toc122427905][bookmark: _Toc122427906]Table S38. Helping Descriptive Statistics by Social Class Context 
	
	
	Time 1
	Time 2
	Time 3

	
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122427912]Lower social class context%
	[bookmark: _Toc122427913]Higher social class context
%
	[bookmark: _Toc122427914]Lower social class context%
	[bookmark: _Toc122427915]Higher social class context
%
	[bookmark: _Toc122427916]Lower
social class context
%
	[bookmark: _Toc122427917]Higher
social class context
%

	Volunteering
	None
	63.71
	43.34
	54.24
	32.95
	58.27
	35.60

	
	Low
	16.13
	24.08
	15.66
	24.50
	11.37
	24.49

	
	High
	14.28
	25.76
	13.82
	28.48
	13.67
	24.04

	Unpaid assistance to close others
	None
	[bookmark: _Toc122427944]24.15
	[bookmark: _Toc122427945]27.66
	[bookmark: _Toc122427946]25.81
	[bookmark: _Toc122427947]27.65
	[bookmark: _Toc122427948]30.36
	29.93

	
	Low
	[bookmark: _Toc122427951]30.27
	[bookmark: _Toc122427952]40.09
	[bookmark: _Toc122427953]28.17
	[bookmark: _Toc122427954]41.39
	[bookmark: _Toc122427955]25.18
	[bookmark: _Toc122427956]36.96

	
	High
	[bookmark: _Toc122427958]39.37
	[bookmark: _Toc122427959]27.32
	[bookmark: _Toc122427960]36.13
	[bookmark: _Toc122427961]25.50
	[bookmark: _Toc122427962]31.51
	[bookmark: _Toc122427963]25.62


[bookmark: _heading=h.h3p0oxie06wt][bookmark: _heading=h.211w2i84zbbw]




Helping Behaviors Differentially Mediate the Self-Perceived Contribution Disparity  
Time 2. The social class disparity in self-perceived social contribution was also evident at Time 2, such that participants in lower (vs. higher) social class context reported lower levels of self-perceived social contribution (B = -0.73, SE = 0.07, 95% CI = [-0.86, -0.60], t = -11.15, p < .001). Participants in lower social class context spent less time volunteering (B = -0.45, SE = 0.05, 95% CI = [-0.54, -0.36], t = -10.00, p < .001) but more time providing unpaid assistance to close others (B = 0.16, SE = 0.05, 95% CI = [0.08, 0.25], t = 3.63, p < .001) than participants in higher social class contexts. Both volunteering (B = 0.46, SE = 0.04, 95% CI = [0.39, 0.54], t = 12.49, p < .001) and providing unpaid assistance to close others (B = 0.12, SE = 0.04, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.19], t = 3.25, p = .001) were significantly and positively associated with feeling as though one meaningfully contributes to the world. Further, both volunteering (B = -0.21, SEboot = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.27, -0.16]) and unpaid assistance to close others (B = 0.02, SEboot = 0.01, 95% CI = [0.006, 0.04]) significantly mediated the effect of social class on self-perceived social contribution. Notably, the 95% CI of the estimated difference between the two indirect effects did not overlap with 0, revealing that volunteering mediated significantly more of the observed association between participant social class context than unpaid assistance to close others did (B = -0.23, SEboot = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.29, -0.18]). 
Time 3. The social class disparity in self-perceived social contribution was also evident at Time 3, such that participants in lower (vs. higher) social class context reported lower levels of self-perceived social contribution (B = -0.63, SE = 0.08, 95% CI = [-0.79, -0.46], t = -7.44, p < .001). Participants in lower social class context spent less time volunteering (B = -0.38, SE = 0.06, 95% CI = [-0.49, -0.27], t = -6.79, p < .001) than participants in higher social class context, and volunteering was significantly and positively associated with feeling as though one meaningfully contributes to society (B = 0.45, SE = 0.05, 95% CI = [0.36, 0.55], t = 9.18, p < .001). Unlike the pattern of results for Time 1 and Time 2, the results did not show a significant social class difference in time spent providing unpaid assistance to close others (B = 0.05, SE = 0.06, 95% CI = [-0.06, 0.16], t = 0.93, p = .35). Further, the results did not show a significant association between providing unpaid assistance to close others and self-perceived social contribution (B = 0.05, SE = 0.05, 95% CI = [-0.04, 0.15], t = 1.05, p = .29). Further, volunteering significantly mediated the effect of social class on self-perceived social contribution (B = -0.17, SEboot = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.24, -0.11]) but unpaid assistance to close others did not (B = 0.003, SEboot = 0.005, 95% CI = [-0.005, 0.01]). Notably, the 95% CI of the estimated difference between the two indirect effects did not overlap with 0, revealing that volunteering mediated significantly more of the observed association between participant social class context than unpaid assistance to close others did (B = -0.18, SEboot = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.24, -0.12]). 




[bookmark: _Toc122428012]Analyses without Covariates 
[bookmark: _heading=h.qmf08flbdkdr][bookmark: _Toc122428013]A mixed model regression and pairwise comparisons without covariates in the model show that participants in lower social class contexts reported lower self-perceived social contribution than participants in higher social class contexts at all three time points (averaged effect: B = -0.78, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.87, -0.70]; t = -18.40, p < .001, R2m = .09, R2c = .55). 

[bookmark: _Toc122428014]Table S39. Social Class Context Differences in Helping Behaviors without Covariates 
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428016]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122428017]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122428018]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122428019]z
	[bookmark: _Toc122428020]p

	[bookmark: _Toc122428022]Volunteering 
	[bookmark: _Toc122428023]-1.34
	[bookmark: _Toc122428024]0.10
	[bookmark: _Toc122428025][-1.54, -1.15]
	[bookmark: _Toc122428026]-13.50
	[bookmark: _Toc122428027]<.001

	[bookmark: _Toc122428028]Unpaid assistance to close others
	[bookmark: _Toc122428029]0.38
	[bookmark: _Toc122428030]0.07
	[bookmark: _Toc122428031][0.24, 0.52]
	[bookmark: _Toc122428032]5.36
	[bookmark: _Toc122428033]<.001


[bookmark: _Toc122428047][bookmark: _heading=h.dpfns09h587i]Note. See main text for full description of analytical strategy. 

Table S40. Helping Behaviors Differentially Associated the Self-Perceived Contribution without Covariates
	
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Volunteering 
	0.49
	0.03
	[0.43, 0.55]
	16.63
	<.001

	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.12
	0.03
	[0.06, 0.17]
	4.30
	<.001


Note. See main text for full description of analytical strategy. 

Table S41. Helping Differentially Mediates the Self-Perceived Contribution Disparity without Covariates 
	
	                          Type of Help
	B
	SEboot
	95% CI

	Time 1
	Indirect Effects
	Volunteering 
	-0.13
	0.02
	[-0.17, -0.10]

	
	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.01
	0.006
	[0.002, 0.02]

	
	Contrast
	

	-0.14
	0.02
	[-0.18, -0.11]

	Time 2
	Indirect Effects
	Volunteering 
	-0.20
	0.03
	[-0.25, -0.15]

	
	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.02
	0.009
	[0.007, 0.04]

	
	Contrast
	

	-0.22
	0.03
	[-0.27, -0.17]

	Time 3
	Indirect Effects
	Volunteering 
	-0.16
	0.03
	[-0.23, -0.11]

	
	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.004
	0.005
	[-0.005, 0.02]

	
	Contrast
	
	-0.17
	0.03
	[-0.23, -0.11]


Note. See main text for full description of analytical strategy. The contrast is the indirect effect of volunteering minus the indirect effect of unpaid assistance to close others.
[bookmark: _Toc122428072]

Analyses with Helping Behaviors Raw Values 

Table S42. Social Class Context Differences in Helping Behaviors Raw Values
	
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	z
	p

	Volunteering 
	-3.33
	0.48
	[-4.26, -2.40]
	-7.00
	<.001

	Unpaid assistance to close others
	13.74
	2.56
	[8.73, 18.75]
	5.37
	<.001


Note. See main text for full description of analytical strategy, including covariates. 


Table S43. Helping Behaviors Raw Values Differentially Associated the Self-Perceived Contribution 
	
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Volunteering 
	0.01
	0.001
	[0.01, 0.02]
	12.74
	<.001

	Unpaid assistance to close others
	-0.00002
	0.0002
	[-0.0004, 0.0003]
	-0.09
	.93


Note. See main text for full description of analytical strategy, including covariates.

Table S44. Helping Behavior Raw Values Differentially Mediates the Self-Perceived Contribution Disparity 
	
	                          Type of Help
	B
	SEboot
	95% CI

	Time 1
	Indirect Effects
	Volunteering 
	-0.04
	0.1
	[-0.07, -0.01]

	
	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.0009
	0.006
	[-0.01, 0.01]

	
	Contrast
	

	-0.04
	0.02
	[-0.07, -0.01]

	Time 2
	Indirect Effects
	Volunteering 
	-0.10
	0.02
	[-0.14, -0.07]

	
	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.004
	0.004
	[-0.003, 0.01]

	
	Contrast
	

	-0.10
	0.02
	[-0.14, -0.07]

	Time 3
	Indirect Effects
	Volunteering 
	-0.05
	0.02
	[-0.11, -0.01]

	
	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	-0.008
	0.009
	[-0.03, 0.006]

	
	Contrast
	
	-0.04
	0.03
	[-0.11, 0.004]


Note. See main text for full description of analytical strategy, including covariates. The contrast is the indirect effect of volunteering minus the indirect effect of unpaid assistance to close others.





[bookmark: _Toc122428133]Analyses with Measures Contributing to Others’ Well-being 

[bookmark: _Toc122428134]Table S45. Social Class Context Differences in Contributing to Others’ Well-being 
	[bookmark: _Toc122428135]Measure
	[bookmark: _Toc122428136]MLower
	[bookmark: _Toc122428137]MHigher
	[bookmark: _Toc122428138]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122428139]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122428140]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122428141]t
	[bookmark: _Toc122428142]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122428143]R2m
	[bookmark: _Toc122428144]R2c

	[bookmark: _Toc122428145]Contribute to others’ well-being 0-10
	[bookmark: _Toc122428146]6.34
	[bookmark: _Toc122428147]6.81
	[bookmark: _Toc122428148]-0.47
	[bookmark: _Toc122428149]0.07
	[bookmark: _Toc122428150][bookmark: _Toc122428151][-0.62, -0.33]
	[bookmark: _Toc122428152]-6.37
	[bookmark: _Toc122428153]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122428154].04
	[bookmark: _Toc122428155].34

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Toc122428156]Contribute to others’ well-being overall
	[bookmark: _Toc122428157]3.75
	[bookmark: _Toc122428158]3.85
	[bookmark: _Toc122428159]-0.10
	[bookmark: _Toc122428160]0.03
	[bookmark: _Toc122428161][bookmark: _Toc122428162][-0.16, -0.04]
	[bookmark: _Toc122428163]-3.41
	[bookmark: _Toc122428164]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122428165].01
	[bookmark: _Toc122428166].48


[bookmark: _Toc122428167][bookmark: _Toc122428168]Note. Participants rated their contribution to others’ well-being 0-10: “How would you rate your contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people these days? Take into account all that you do, in terms of time, money, or concern, on your job, and for your family, friends, and the community” on a scale from 0 the worst possible contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people to 10 the best possible contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people (M1 = 6.60, SD1 = 2.23; M2 = 6.45, SD2 = 2.20; M3 = 6.37, SD3 = 2.21). Participants also rated their contribution to others’ well-being overall: “When you think about your life as a whole up to the present, how would you rate your contribution to the welfare and well-being of other people" on a scale from 1 poor to 5 excellent (M1 = 3.78, SD1 = 0.88; M2 = 3.78, SD2 = 0.80; M3 = 3.79, SD3 = 0.81). The mixed effects models here mirror those presented in the main text. Specifically, the models included a fixed effect of participant social class context and a random intercept of the participant and fixed effects for time and the covariates. 


Table S46. Helping Behaviors Differentially Associated with Contribution Well-Being 
	Measure of Contribution
	Helping
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Contribute to others’ well-being 0-10

	Volunteering 
	0.86
	0.06
	[0.74, 0.97]
	14.93
	<.001

	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.45
	0.05
	[0.34, 0.56]
	8.27
	<.001

	Contribute to others’ well-being overall
	Volunteering 
	0.14
	0.02
	[0.10, 0.18]
	6.44
	<.001

	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.11
	0.02
	[0.07, 0.15]
	5.36
	<.001


Note. See main text for full description of analytical strategy. 





Table S47. Helping Behavior Raw Values Differentially Mediates the Self-Perceived Contribution Disparity at Time 1 
	Measure of Contribution
	                          Type of Help
	B
	SEboot
	95% CI

	Contribute to others’ well-being 0-10
	Indirect Effects
	Volunteering 
	-0.19
	0.03
	[-0.24, -0.14]

	
	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.05
	0.01
	[0.03, 0.08]

	
	Contrast
	

	-0.24
	0.03
	[-0.30, -0.19]

	Contribute to others’ well-being overall
	Indirect Effects
	Volunteering 
	-0.04
	0.009
	[-0.06, -0.02]

	
	
	Unpaid assistance to close others
	0.01
	0.005
	[0.005, 0.02]

	
	Contrast
	

	-0.05
	0.01
	[-0.07, -004]


Note. See main text for full description of analytical strategy, including covariates. The contrast is the indirect effect of volunteering minus the indirect effect of unpaid assistance to close others.




[bookmark: _Toc122428399]

Additional Analyses Race and Gender (and Other Demographics) 

[bookmark: _Toc122428400]Table S48. Model Comparisons Showing Explanatory Value of Social Class, Race, and Gender in Study 1A and Study 5 (MIDUS) 
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428401]Study 1A
	[bookmark: _Toc122428402]Study 5 (MIDUS)

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428403]F
	[bookmark: _Toc122428404]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122428405]χ2
	[bookmark: _Toc122428406]p

	[bookmark: _Toc122428407]Social class context 
	[bookmark: _Toc122428408]46.12
	[bookmark: _Toc122428409]< .001
	[bookmark: _Toc122428410]289.91
	[bookmark: _Toc122428411]< .001

	[bookmark: _Toc122428412]Gender
	[bookmark: _Toc122428413]18.87
	[bookmark: _Toc122428414]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122428415]2.75
	[bookmark: _Toc122428416].10

	[bookmark: _Toc122428417]Race 
	2.14
	[bookmark: _Toc122428419].14
	[bookmark: _Toc122428420]2.41
	[bookmark: _Toc122428421].12


[bookmark: _Toc122428422]Note. ANOVA comparison of a full model (including all covariates, social class context, race, and gender) versus a model without one of the key predictors of interest in these analyses. The model comparison shows the added explanation value of including social class, gender, or race in the model. Gender: men = 0, women = 1. Race here represents a dichotomous race variable. Race: Asian, Asian American, Black, African American, Latino/Latina, Native American, Pacific Islander, multiracial or any other race/ethnicity listed = 0, White = 1. 



[bookmark: _Toc122428423]Table S49. Main Effects of Demographics in Study 1A and Study 5 (MIDUS) 
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428424]Study 1A
	[bookmark: _Toc122428425]Study 5 (MIDUS) 

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428426]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122428427]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122428428]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122428429]t
	[bookmark: _Toc122428430]p
	[bookmark: _Toc122428431]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122428432]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122428433]95% CI
	[bookmark: _Toc122428434]t
	[bookmark: _Toc122428435]p

	[bookmark: _Toc122428436]Gender 
	[bookmark: _Toc122428437]0.34
	[bookmark: _Toc122428438].08
	[bookmark: _Toc122428439][0.18, 0.49]
	[bookmark: _Toc122428440]4.34
	[bookmark: _Toc122428441]<.001
	[bookmark: _Toc122428442]0.07
	[bookmark: _Toc122428443].04
	[bookmark: _Toc122428444][-0.01, 0.14]
	[bookmark: _Toc122428445]1.66
	[bookmark: _Toc122428446].10

	[bookmark: _Toc122428447]Race
	[bookmark: _Toc122428448]-0.14
	[bookmark: _Toc122428449].09
	[bookmark: _Toc122428450][-0.32, 0.05]
	[bookmark: _Toc122428451]-1.47
	[bookmark: _Toc122428452].14
	[bookmark: _Toc122428453]-0.10
	[bookmark: _Toc122428454].06
	[bookmark: _Toc122428455][-0.22, 0.03]
	[bookmark: _Toc122428456]-1.55
	[bookmark: _Toc122428457].12

	Age
	0.02
	.002
	[0.01, 0.03]
	7.17
	<.001
	-0.009
	.002
	[-0.01, -0.006]
	-5.50
	<.001

	Marital status 
	-0.01
	.08
	[-0.17, 0.14]
	-0.16
	.88
	-0.09
	.04
	[-0.16, -0.02]
	-2.63
	.008

	Working Status
	0.19
	.09
	[0.02, 0.36]
	2.25
	.02
	.14
	.03
	[0.08, 0.21]
	4.27
	<.001 


[bookmark: _Toc122428458]Note. Gender: men = 0, women = 1. Race here represents a dichotomous variable. Race: Asian, Asian American, Black, African American, Latino/Latina, Native American, Pacific Islander, multiracial or any other race/ethnicity listed = 0, White = 1. Marital status: married = 0, not married = 1. Working status: not currently working = 0, currently working = 1. 




[bookmark: _Toc122428459]Table S50. Interactions of Social Class Context with Gender and Race in Study 1A and Study 5 (MIDUS) 
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428460]Study 1A
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428461]Study 5 (MIDUS) 

	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428462]F
	[bookmark: _Toc122428463]df
	[bookmark: _Toc122428464]p
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428465]F
	[bookmark: _Toc122428466]df
	[bookmark: _Toc122428467]p

	[bookmark: _Toc122428468]Gender 
	[bookmark: _Toc122428469]0.67
	[bookmark: _Toc122428470]1, 1150
	[bookmark: _Toc122428471].41
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428472]14.12
	[bookmark: _Toc122428473]1, 2682.0
	[bookmark: _Toc122428474]< .001

	[bookmark: _Toc122428475]Race
	[bookmark: _Toc122428476]2.18
	[bookmark: _Toc122428477]1, 1150
	[bookmark: _Toc122428478].14
	
	[bookmark: _Toc122428479].0002
	[bookmark: _Toc122428480]1, 2962.7
	[bookmark: _Toc122428481].99


Note. Gender: men = 0, women = 1. Race here represents a dichotomous variable. Race: Asian, Asian American, Black, African American, Latino/Latina, Native American, Pacific Islander, multiracial or any other race/ethnicity listed = 0, White = 1.
[bookmark: _Toc122428483]

[bookmark: _Toc122428484]Table S51. Contrasts of Social Class Context by Gender Interaction in Study 5 (MIDUS) 
	[bookmark: _Toc122428485][bookmark: _Toc122428486]Contrast: (men - women)
	[bookmark: _Toc122428487]B
	[bookmark: _Toc122428488]SE
	[bookmark: _Toc122428489]z
	[bookmark: _Toc122428490]p

	[bookmark: _Toc122428491]Lower social class context
	[bookmark: _Toc122428492]0.03
	[bookmark: _Toc122428493]0.05
	[bookmark: _Toc122428494]0.72
	[bookmark: _Toc122428495].47

	[bookmark: _Toc122428496]Higher social class context
	[bookmark: _Toc122428497]-0.29
	[bookmark: _Toc122428498]0.07
	[bookmark: _Toc122428499]-4.04
	[bookmark: _Toc122428500]< .001



