
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
This supplement reports the full results of the HLM analysis, adjusting for control variables at all three levels. All effects are estimated as random effects. We also provide additional information on the selection of our dependent and control variables. 
Control Variables at National Level
At the national level, we controlled for economic development using Gross National Income (GNI) per Capita adjusted for Purchase Power Parity for the year 2004 (using different years across the sample period did not change the main results). This data was taken from the United Nations Development Programme (United Nations Development Programme, no date) and the CIA world fact book (Central Intelligence Agency, no date). We also controlled for power distance, which refers to the extent to which cultures are hierarchically differentiated and strong power differentials exist between the bottom and the top of society. Power distance is a theoretically closely related variable to formalization (Lee & Antonakis, 2014): individuals in high-power distance cultures do not expect a large degree of autonomy and choice and they are more likely to rely on formal rules and authority (Hofstede, 2001). In more power distant societies, organizations are more formalized (Huang & Van de Vliert, 2003).  Controlling for power distance will therefore differentiate our certainty management process from a general preference for formalization due to general preferences acquired through cultural socialization. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]We created a new composite power distance index, averaging Hofstede’s (2001) power distance, the power distance index used in the GLOBE study (House et al., 2004) and the Hierarchy value index by Schwartz (2006). Missing data for African and Middle Eastern countries in our sample were replaced with regional estimates provided by Hofstede (2001; missing data: Kenya, Nigeria, Egypt, UAE, Saudi Arabia & Lebanon), House et al. (2004; missing data: Kenya and UAE) and Schwartz (2006; missing data: Kenya, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon & UAE). Hofstede (2001) used data from Ghana, Nigeria, Sierra Leone (West African Region), Ethiopia, Kenya, Tanzania, and Zambia (East African Region) to estimate the African mean, and from Egypt, Lebanon, Libya, Kuwait, Iraq, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates to estimate Middle Eastern countries. House et al. (2004) used data from Egypt, Kuwait, Morocco, Qatar and Turkey for the Middle East cluster and Namibia, Nigeria, South Africa (Black sample), Zambia and Zimbabwe for Sub-Saharan Africa. We calculated the Sub-Saharan Africa mean for Schwartz (2006) with data from Zimbabwe, South Africa (Black sample), Uganda, Ghana, Namibia, Nigeria, Senegal, Cameroon and Ethiopia, and the Middle Eastern mean with data from Egypt, Yemen, Jordan, Iran and Turkey. 
We ran a principal component analysis on the normalized scores. A single factor with an eigenvalue of 2.85 and explaining 71.23% of the variance emerged. The reliability of the composite power distance score was .85. Power distance correlated .34 with uncertainty and .69 with wealth. All data was grand-mean centered.

Control Variables at Organization Level 
At the organizational level, we included dummy-coded industry variables. The comparison category was all other industries. We also used an indicator of employee orientation (see the main manuscript). Support received from various sources within an organization (from leaders, co-workers, general perceptions of support) is a strong and consistent predictor of OCB. Importantly, the effect of organization-based support exceeds other core predictors of OCB including personality and leadership perceptions (Carpenter et al., 2014), and it is particularly important for facilitating voice behavior specifically (Chiaburu, et al., 2013). Therefore, controlling for organizational support tests whether our effects are important and independent of other core organizational processes. All dummy codes for industry were entered without centering. 

Control Variables at Individual Level
At the individual level, we controlled for age and managerial position (see Table 1 in main text for demographic information). Previous studies have shown that age and occupational position can have an influence on OCB levels (e.g. Carpenter et al., 2014; O’Driscoll & Roche, 2015). Therefore, we need to control for these effects. No gender differences were found in our sample; therefore, gender is not included in our models.

Selection of Dependent Variables
We conducted a number of pilot studies. First, we collected data from 334 full-time employees in Germany (N=184) and the UK (N=150). For a description of the sample, see Fischer and Smith (2004). We measured OCB with items from established scales (Frese, Kring, Soose, & Zempel, 1996, Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienisch, 1994; William & Anderson, 1991). Exploratory factor analyses revealed that the most interpretable solution was a differentiation between pro-active and compliant OCB. The reliabilities in both samples for pro-active vs compliant behaviour scales were above .70. 
To examine whether employees made distinctions between in-role versus extra-role behavior and whether there were further distinctions between particular OCB components, we collected data from 106 British employees, 179 German employees, 131 in the US, 91 in New Zealand and 153 employees in Brazil (for a description of the sample, see Fischer et al., 2007; Fischer, 2008). We included the in-role behavior items from William and Anderson (1991) as well as a number of items from established scales (Frese et al., 1996; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983; Van Dyne et al., 1994). We found a clear distinction between in-role and extra-role behaviors, but inconsistent structures of the extra-role components of OCB across the different samples. In-role behavior showed reliabilities above .70 in all samples. The structures of the extra-role scales were not comparable across studies. 
During the period when we conducted this study, the meta-analysis by LePine, Erez, & Johnson (2002) suggested that although employees make perceptual distinctions between different OCB dimensions, there was no differential validity between the different OCB subscales. The distinction proposed by Van Dyne et al. (1995) between promotive vs challenging OCB was conceptually interesting from both a theoretical and management perspective. We therefore presented the items from Van Dyne and LePine (1998) to managers and business experts in Germany, NZ, Brazil and Argentina. The items were discussed in one-to-one interviews or in small focus groups. We decided to drop one item because of issues of clarity that were raised by managers (‘get involved in issues that affect the quality of work life here in this group’ – defining quality of work life was deemed too difficult across national and industry contexts). We then sampled 1239 employees from various organizations in Argentina (N=215), Brazil (N=275), Malaysia (N=81), New Zealand (N=310), Turkey (N=200), and the U.S. (N=158, the sample is described in Fischer et al., 2014). We administered the revised scale by Van Dyne and LePine (1998). Overall, the fit of the two-factor model in the combined sample was satisfactory: χ2(df=52, N=1056) = 528.52, p < .01, CFI=.94, TLI=.92, RMSEA=.093, SRMR=.049. Cronbach’s alpha on average was .88 for helping and .89 for voice (minimum alpha was .81 for helping in Malaysia). 
Based on these pilot studies, conversations with managers across a number of organizations and countries as well as the available evidence in the literature at the time of preparing the data collection (2005, in particular the meta-analysis by LePine et al., 2002), we selected the voice and helping scales developed by Van Dyne and LePine (1998)
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Supplementary Table 1
Full HLM analysis with control variables entered
	
	Voice
	Helping

	Individual level
	
	

	Intercept
	5.201**
	5.421**

	Age 
	.005
	.001

	Manager
	.276*
	.124

	
Organizational Level
	
	

	Primary (vs other industries)
	-.021
	.047

	Retail & Sales (vs other industries)
	-.208*
	-.151

	Finance (vs other industries)
	.062
	.103

	Education (vs other industries)
	-.072
	-.046

	Formalization
	.082
	.060

	Employee Orientation
	.163**
	.261**

	
National Level
	
	

	Gross National Income per Capita
	.000
	.000

	Power Distance
	-.023
	-.134*

	Uncertainty Norms
	.428*
	.680**

	Uncertainty Norms * Formalization
	.648**
	.080


Note: ** p < .01; * p < .05

