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Introduction

	In Liszkowski et al. (2009) subjects watched an interaction between two experimenters that served to establish the general routine of the requester requesting something and the giver handing something over. They presented the subjects with two locations, one that contained a desirable object (“target location”) and another that contained a clearly undesirable object (“alternative location”). Later the subject (infant or chimpanzee) took the position of the requester and was now allowed to make a request by pointing to one of the two locations. In one condition the location which previously contained the desirable object was now empty, but subjects could, based on their observation of the previous interaction, request more of the desirable objects by pointing to the now empty location (there were additional desirable objects located under the giver’s seat).
	Lyn et al. (2014) also altered various other important aspects of the original procedure used by Liszkowski et al. (2009). They did not offer an undesirable alternative to the subjects, but presented them with a “food cache” on one side and a “container” on the other side. During demonstrations the experimenter took food items stored in the “food cache”, placed them in the “container” and then handed them over to the subject. The subject was therefore familiarized with the same kind of desirable food in both locations. Right before the test trials, the experimenter followed the same procedure but did not hand over the food item to the subject. Instead, the food was placed back into the “food cache” with all food items in it and handed over to a second experimenter who carried them outside of the test area. Then subjects were allowed to make a request. Furthermore, Lyn et al. (2014) increased the number of test trials per subject from two (Liszkowski et al., 2009) to eight. Reference to absent entities was coded if the subject pointed to the “container” during one of the test trials.
Food preference and training
	In the beginning of each session we placed three food items on one of the plates. Then, the subject was allowed to request these food items one by one by pointing to them (i.e. inserting one or more fingers through the hole in front of the respective plate). E handed the requested food item over by taking one item from the plate and giving it to the subject through the hole in the middle of the window. Additionally, E ignored points through the middle hole or to the empty plate. The subject had to point for each food item separately, that is, E only handed over the food item when the subject removed the finger from the hole through which she just pointed. After the subject depleted the first three food items, E immediately stood up, left the room and returned with three additional food items of the same kind, which he placed on the same plate. The session ended immediately after E had re-baited the bowl three times and the subject had requested a total number of 12 food items.
Results
	Detailed description of the model selection process and the final models used in Experiment 1-3. All models were fitted in R (R Core Team, 2012) using the function glmer of the R-package lme4 (Bates, Maechler, & Bolker, 2012) using a binomial error structure. Subject Id was included as random effect in all models. Including random slopes was not possible because subjects who pointed to the empty plate received only one trial per session. 
Experiment 1:
	Model 1: ex1 initial full model

	Data
	all data

	N
	36

	Fixed effects
	condition + species + sex 

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	-

	BIC
	-


This model does not converge because gorillas did not point to the empty plate at all. In order to determine the influence of species we excluded the gorillas from the dataset.
	Model 2: ex1 initial full model without gorillas

	Data
	gorillas excluded

	N
	32

	Fixed effects
	condition + species + sex 

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	118.6

	BIC
	140.7



	Model 3: ex1 final model without gorillas

	Data
	gorillas excluded

	N
	32

	Fixed effects
	condition 

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	114.9

	BIC
	126.0



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 2 & 3

	df
	3

	χ2
	2.31 

	p
	.5112


Model comparison shows that inclusion of the predictors species and sex does not significantly improve the model fit. In subsequent analysis these predictors are removed from the model in order to analyse the entire dataset including gorillas.
	Model 4: ex1 final model 

	Data
	all data

	N
	36

	Fixed effects
	condition 

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	118.3

	BIC
	129.8



	Model 5: ex1 null model

	Data
	all data

	N
	36

	Fixed effects
	1 (only intercept)

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	128.9

	BIC
	136.6



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 4 & 5

	df
	1

	χ2
	12.61

	p
	.0003845



Experiment 2 (excluding follow-up trials)
Again, gorillas did not point to the empty plate and an estimation of effect of species was not possible. We therefore used the same model as in experiment 1 to analyse the data of the first part of experiment 2 excluding the follow-up trials.
	Model 6: ex2 final model 

	Data
	all data (excluding follow-up trials)

	N
	35

	Fixed effects
	condition 

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	135.6

	BIC
	147.1



	Model 7: ex2 null model

	Data
	all data (excluding follow-up trials)

	N
	35

	Fixed effects
	1 (only intercept)

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	143.9

	BIC
	151.5



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 6 & 7 

	df
	1

	χ2
	10.247

	p
	.001369



Experiment 2 (follow-up trials)
The dependent variable for this analysis was whether the subject pointed to the plate that previously contained the HQ food item.
	Model 8: ex2 full model follow-up trials 

	Data
	only  follow-up trials

	N
	31

	Fixed effects
	condition 

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	135.8

	BIC
	143.4



	Model 9: ex2 null model follow-up trials

	Data
	only  follow-up trials

	N
	31

	Fixed effects
	1 (only intercept)

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	133.9

	BIC
	139.0



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 8 & 9 

	df
	1

	χ2
	0.1136

	p
	.7361



Experiment 3 (excluding follow-up trials)
	Model 10: ex3 initial full model 

	Data
	all data (excluding follow-up trials)

	N
	40

	Fixed effects
	condition + age (days) + sex

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	109.4

	BIC
	123.3



	Model 11: ex3 final model 

	Data
	all data (excluding follow-up trials)

	N
	40

	Fixed effects
	condition 

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	108.3

	BIC
	116.6



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 10 & 11

	df
	2

	χ2
	2.8371

	p
	.2421


Model comparison shows that inclusion of the predictors age and sex does not significantly improve the model fit. Therefore they are excluded from the final model.
	Model 12: ex3 null model 

	Data
	all data (excluding follow-up trials)

	N
	40

	Fixed effects
	1 (only intercept)

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	110.7

	BIC
	116.3



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 11 & 12

	df
	1

	χ2
	4.459

	p
	.03472



Experiment 3 (follow-up trials)
The dependent variable for this analysis was whether the subject pointed to the plate that previously contained the HQ object.
	Model 13: ex3 final model follow-up trials

	Data
	only  follow-up trials

	N
	27

	Fixed effects
	condition

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	49.6

	BIC
	54.1



	Model 14: ex3 null model follow-up trials

	Data
	only  follow-up trials

	N
	27

	Fixed effects
	1 (only intercept)

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	50.1

	BIC
	53.1



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 13 & 14

	df
	1

	χ2
	2.5136

	p
	.1129



	For the following models we matched the number of trials per session for trials in which subjects pointed to the empty plate compared to trials in which they did not. Please note that in follow-up trials there was by default only one trial per session. The analysis is therefore repeated only for first part of experiments 2 and 3.
Experiment 1
	Model 15: ex1 final model 

	Data
	trial 1 data

	N
	36

	Fixed effects
	condition

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	91.4

	BIC
	100.3



	Model 16: ex1 null model 

	Data
	trial 1 data

	N
	36

	Fixed effects
	1 (only intercept)

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	102.3

	BIC
	108.2



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 15 & 16

	df
	1

	χ2
	12.878

	p
	.0003325


	Subjects pointed significantly more often to the empty plate in the different condition compared to the same condition (β = 2.54, SE = 0.91, z = 2.80, p < .001).
Experiment 2
	Model 17: ex2 final model 

	Data
	trial 1 data

	N
	35

	Fixed effects
	condition

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	103.0

	BIC
	111.8



	Model 18: ex2 null model 

	Data
	trial 1 data

	N
	35

	Fixed effects
	1 (only intercept)

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	111.3

	BIC
	117.2



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 17 & 18

	df
	1

	χ2
	10.294

	p
	.001335


	Subjects pointed significantly more often to the empty plate in the different condition compared to the same condition (β = 1.89, SE = 0.68, z = 2.77, p < .005).
Experiment 3
	Model 19: ex3 final model 

	Data
	trial 1 data

	N
	40

	Fixed effects
	condition

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	91.6

	BIC
	98.8



	Model 20: ex3 null model 

	Data
	trial 1 data

	N
	40

	Fixed effects
	1 (only intercept)

	random effects
	subject ID

	AIC
	94.0

	BIC
	98.7



	Model comparison 

	Models
	Model 19 & 20

	df
	1

	χ2
	4.3612

	p
	.03677


[bookmark: _GoBack]	Subjects pointed significantly more often to the empty plate in the different condition compared to the same condition (β = 1.12, SE = 0.55, z = 2.02, p < .05).
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