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S1 Table Descriptive Statistics and Psychometric Properties of Study Variables
	Measurement tools
	Min
	Max
	Skewness
	Kurtosis
	ICC(1)
	Cronbach’s α
	# Items

	Classroom Climate
	2.12
	5.00
	-0.35
	0.28
	0.136
	0.77
	12

	Prosocial Feedback Expectations
	2.32
	5.00
	-0.58
	0.62
	-
	0.75
	6

	Self-Monitoring
	1.82
	4.86
	0.87
	0.65
	-
	0.78
	8

	Prosocial Behavior
	2.32
	5.00
	0.75
	0.72
	-
	0.89
	5


[bookmark: _GoBack]Note. N = 888 students nested in 36 classrooms. Min = observed minimum; Max = observed maximum; ICC(1) = intraclass correlation coefficient (Type1), representing the proportion of variance attributable to between-classroom differences; # Items = number of items in scale. ICC(1) reported only for Classroom Climate [ ICC(2) = .730, median rwg(j) = .82]. Dashes indicate not applicable.
S2 Measurement Model Analysis
To evaluate the discriminant validity of the study's core constructs, we tested the hypothesized four-factor model against three alternative models using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA): Model 1 (Four-factor model): The baseline model specified classroom climate, prosocial feedback expectations, self-monitoring, and prosocial behavior as four distinct latent variables. Model 2 (Three-factor model): This model combined prosocial feedback expectations and prosocial behavior into one latent factor, while classroom climate and self-monitoring remained separate constructs. Model 3 (Two-factor model): This model combined classroom climate, prosocial feedback expectations, and prosocial behavior into a single factor, with self-monitoring as a distinct construct. Model 4 (One-factor model): All items from the four constructs loaded onto a single latent factor. The results should that the four-factor model yielded the best fit to the data (χ²/df = 3.25, CFI = 0.93, TLI =0 .91, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR= 0.056), providing evidence for the discriminant validity of the four constructs. 

