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[bookmark: _Hlk224043474]Table S1. Demographic characteristics by disciplines, Study 1.
	Sample characteristics
	Narrow
	Moderate
	Broad

	Number of participants
	121
	105
	177

	[bookmark: _Hlk156481951]Age M (SD)
	23.87 (3.46)
	 23.82 (4.00)
	24.19 (4.46)

	Gender n (in %)
	
	
	

	  Male
	37 (31.09 %)
	45 (42.86 %)
	48 (27.12 %)

	  Female
	81 (68.07 %)
	59 (56.19 %)
	125 (70.62 %)

	  Diverse
	1 (0.84 %)
	1 (0.95 %)
	4 (2.25 %)

	Degree and semester n (in %) and M (SD)
	
	
	

	  Bachelor 
	10 (8.33 %)
	63 (65.63 %)
	114 (66.67 %)

	     Semester 
	4.50 (1.95)
	4.92 (2.83)
	5.07 (2.42)

	  Master 
	4 (3.33 %)
	33 (34.38 %)
	57 (33.33 %)

	      Semester 
	3.25 (0.96)
	3.64 (1.71)
	4.02 (2.30)

	  State examination (Staatsexamen) 
	106 (88.33 %)
	0 (0.00 %)
	0 (0.00 %)

	      Semester 
	6.95 (3.89)
	-
	-


[bookmark: _Hlk224043516]Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation 




Table S2. Demographic characteristics by disciplines, Study 2.
	Sample characteristics
	Political science
	Sociology
	Literature, linguistics
	History, philosophy, theology

	Number of participants
	101
	104
	139
	100

	Age M (SD)
	21.42 (2.87)
	22.74 (4.91)
	23.30 (5.27)
	23.92 (5.78)

	Gender n (in %)
	
	
	
	

	  Male
	41 (40.59 %)
	25 (24.75 %)
	19 (13.77 %)
	43 (43.00 %)

	  Female
	60 (59.41 %)
	73 (72.28 %)
	113 (81.88 %)
	53 (53.00 %)

	  Diverse
	0 (0.00 %)
	3 (2.97 %)
	6 (4.35 %)
	4 (4.00 %)

	Degree and semester n (in %) and M (SD)
	
	
	

	  Bachelor 
	89 (88.12 %)
	94 (90.38 %)
	110 (82.09 %)
	60 (81.08 %)

	     Semester 
	2.99 (3.03)
	2.70 (2.61)
	4.13 (2.71)
	4.46 (2.77)

	  Master 
	12 (11.88 %)
	10 (9.62 %)
	24 (17.91 %)
	14 (18.92 %)

	      Semester 
	3.83 (2.33)
	4.5 (4.22)
	4.88 (3.94)
	4.29 (3.65)


Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation 
Test of measurement invariance
For our cross-group comparison, we investigate if the measurement properties of our scales were equal across academic disciplines and time. Following a common procedure (Schmitt & Kuljanin, 2008; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000), a series of nested models with increasing constraints were tested. The following parameters were restricted for the corresponding models: configural invariance: non; weak invariance: loadings; strong invariance: loadings and intercepts. Results of our measurement invariance tests can be found in Tables S3 to S6.
Table S3. Measurement invariance testing across disciplines for Study 1.
	Time and Type of invariance
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	RMSEA

	Timepoint 1
	
	
	
	
	

	   Configural invariance
	341.530
	240
	.969
	.056

	   Weak invariance
	361.195
	260
	.969
	.054

	   Strong invariance
	389.118
	280
	.966
	.054

	Timepoint 2
	
	
	
	

	   Configural invariance
	283.269
	240
	.987
	.032

	   Weak invariance
	300.005
	260
	.988
	.034

	   Strong invariance
	323.879
	280
	.987
	.034



	Type of invariance
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	RMSEA

	Configural invariance
	208.515
	160
	.992
	.028

	Weak invariance
	220.145
	170
	.992
	.028

	Strong invariance
	229.653
	180
	.992
	.027


Table S4. Measurement invariance testing across time for Study 1.


	Time and Type of invariance
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	RMSEA

	Timepoint 1
	
	
	
	
	

	   Configural invariance
	341.530
	240
	.969
	.056

	   Weak invariance
	361.195
	260
	.969
	.054

	   Strong invariance
	389.118
	280
	.966
	.054

	Timepoint 2
	
	
	
	

	   Configural invariance
	283.269
	240
	.987
	.032

	   Weak invariance
	300.005
	260
	.988
	.034

	   Strong invariance
	323.879
	280
	.987
	.034


Table S5. Measurement invariance testing across disciplines for Study 2.

	Type of invariance
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	RMSEA

	Configural invariance
	280.235
	160
	.986
	.037

	Weak invariance
	280.999
	170
	.987
	.034

	Strong invariance
	301.425
	180
	.986
	.035


Table S6. Measurement invariance testing across time for Study 2.
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