Supplemental Materials
Supplementary Study 1: Do Grateful Individuals Engage in More Costly Prosocial Actions?
To further assess the relationship between gratitude and prosocial action, we conducted our own survey focused on costly prosocial actions aimed at bringing about social or political change. Specifically, Supplementary Study 1 was designed to examine whether dispositional gratitude is associated with attending community meetings, contacting elected officials, volunteering for a cause, donating money to a cause, displaying physical symbols of support, participating in protests, and verbally supporting causes even when it is uncomfortable to do so.
Supplementary Study 1 was preregistered on AsPredicted (#178736) and approved by the Institutional Review Board at [University Anonymized] (IRB0148802).
Method
Participants. Two hundred forty-nine participants (Mage = 38.71, SDage = 13.07) were recruited from Prolific, of which 69.9% self-identified as female, 29.7% as male, and 0.4% as nonbinary. In terms of racial and ethnic composition, 80.7% self-identified as White/Caucasian, 7.6% as Black/African American, 8.4% as Asian/Pacific Islander, 1.6% as Hispanic/Latino, 0.4% as Native American/American Indian, and 4.00% as Other. Participants received $0.75 for their participation.
Procedure and Materials. Participants completed the Gratitude Questionnaire Short-Form (GQ-6; McCullough et al., 2002) and our survey designed to assess their frequency of engaging in various costly prosocial actions. The order in which they did so was counter-balanced across participants, with half completing the GQ-6 first, and half completing it second. 
The Gratitude Questionnaire Short-Form (GQ-6; McCullough et al., 2002) assessed participants’ agreement with six statements, such as “I have so much in life to be thankful for”, “If I had to list everything that I felt grateful for, it would be a very long list”, and the reverse-keyed item “When I look at the world, I don’t see much to be grateful for.” Participants responded using a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree). The scale demonstrated strong internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha of α = .84. 
Participants also rated how often they engaged in seven costly prosocial activities using a 4-point scale, with response options of Never, Rarely, Sometimes, and Frequently (not labeled with numerical values). Specifically, they indicated their frequency of: (1) Donating to a cause they believe in, (2) Displaying a physical symbol (e.g., lawn sign, bumper sticker, pin, t-shirt) to support or oppose a cause they have strong feelings about, (3) Volunteering to support a cause they believe in, (4) Participating in a community-level meeting (e.g., a city council meeting, local activism group), (5) Contacting an elected official about a cause they believe in, (6) Attending a protest, rally, or march, and (7) Verbally speaking up to support a cause they believe in even when doing so is costly or uncomfortable. 
Finally, participants rated how important six social issues are to them on a 5-point scale (1 = Not important, 5 = Very important): (1) Poverty and homelessness, (2) Affordable and accessible healthcare, (3) The increasing frequency of natural disasters (e.g., wildfires, hurricanes, tornados), (4) Immigration policies, (5) Political corruption, and (6) Care for veterans.
Results
Supplemental Table 1a presents the item-by-item correlations between participants’ GQ-6 scores (i.e. trait gratitude) and our seven costly prosocial action items, along with the correlation between gratitude and the mean of all seven items (Cronbach’s α = .80). Overall, we found that gratitude significantly predicted the frequency of engaging in costly prosocial actions (as quantified by our aggregate score). In an item-by-item analysis of the costly prosocial actions, gratitude was significantly associated with the specific actions of donating to causes, volunteering, and participating in community-level meetings. Gratitude was only directionally associated in the predicted direction with attending rallies or protests, verbally speaking out, and contacting elected officials. The frequency of displaying physical symbols in support of a cause was negatively associated with trait gratitude, but not significantly so. Although speculative and in need of further research, it appears from these results that grateful individuals are significantly more likely to engage in prosocial actions that lie in the middle range of costliness. 
	Finally, Supplemental Table 1b displays the correlations between scores on the GQ-6 and participants’ ratings of how much importance they assign to various contemporary social, political, and environmental problems. Grateful individuals assigned greater importance to these issues overall, as reflected in the highly significant correlation with their mean rating (α = .75). Item-by-item, gratitude was significantly correlated with the importance they attached to poverty and homelessness, affordable and accessible healthcare, immigration, and political corruption, and it was marginally significantly correlated with the importance they attached to the increasing frequency of natural disasters and care for veterans.  Thus, not only are more-grateful individuals more likely to engage in various costly prosocial actions, they also tend to be more concerned about various problems plaguing the world.


	Supplemental Table 1a. Pearson’s Correlations Between Gratitude and Costly Prosocial Behaviors

	Prosocial Behavior
	Pearson’s Correlations
	
	Independent Ratings of Costliness

	Attending protests, rallies, or marches
	r(246) = .070, p = .274, 95% CI [-.055, .193]
	
	4.41 (1.54)

	Verbally speaking up in support of a cause when doing so was uncomfortable
	r(247) = .092, p = .148, 95% CI [-.033, .214]
	
	4.24 (1.69)

	Participating in a community-level meeting
	r(246) = .139, p = .029, 95% CI [.014, .259]
	
	4.04 (1.70)

	Volunteering
	r(246) = .178, p = .005, 95% CI [.055, .296]
	
	4.02 (1.70)

	Donating to a cause you believe in
	r(246) = .296, p < .001, 95% CI [.178, .406]
	
	3.98 (1.59)

	Contacting an elected official
	r(246) = .051, p = .424, 95% CI [-.074, 0.174]
	
	3.75 (1.67)

	Displaying a physical symbol
	r(246) = -.028, p = .664, 95% CI [-.151, .097]
	
	3.24 (1.70)

	Aggregate Costly Prosocial Actions
	r(247) = .162, p = .010, 95% CI [.039, .281]
	
	---------

	Table 2b. Pearson’s Correlations Between Gratitude and Importance of Social Causes

	Importance of Social Cause
	Pearson’s Correlations
	
	Participant Ratings of Importance

	Affordable and accessible healthcare
	r(246) = .202, p = .001, 95% CI [.080, .319]
	
	4.38 (0.78)

	Political corruption
	r(246) = .143, p = .024, 95% CI [.019, .263]
	
	3.87 (1.00)

	Poverty and homelessness
	r(246) = .193, p = .002, 95% CI [.071, .310]
	
	3.83 (1.04)

	The increasing frequency of natural disasters 
	r(245) = .122, p = .055, 95% CI [-.003, .243]
	
	3.67 (1.13)

	Immigration policies
	r(244) = .188, p = .003, 95% CI [.064, .306]
	
	3.42 (1.15)

	Care for veterans
	r(246) = .122, p = .055, 95% CI [-.003, .243]
	
	3.24 (1.15)

	Aggregate Importance of Social Causes
	r(246) = .236, p <.001, 95% CI [.115, .350]
	          
	---------

	




[bookmark: _Hlk190899912]Supplementary Analyses for Study 2
To estimate how trait and state gratitude relate to costly prosocial behavior, we fit three generalized linear mixed-effects models (GLMMs) predicting each costly prosocial behavior (i.e., volunteering, donating, and helping a stranger) from two key predictors: a fixed effect of each respondent’s mean gratitude score across the two waves (capturing the between-person effect, or trait gratitude) and a fixed effect of person-mean centered gratitude (i.e., the change in gratitude for each respondent at each wave relative to their own mean, capturing the within-person effect, or state gratitude). Our models, which were preregistered, included random intercepts for respondent and country.
Across all three types of costly prosocial behavior, trait gratitude consistently predicted greater likelihood of engaging in costly prosocial action. While there was some evidence that momentary increases in gratitude (relative to one’s own average) also mattered, these within-person effects were inconsistent and smaller in magnitude. We unpack each costly prosocial behavior below. The reported odds reflect the change associated with a 1-point increase in gratitude.
Volunteering. Individuals who were generally more grateful across time were more likely to volunteer (estimate = 0.16, SE = .003, z = 50.49, p < .001), corresponding to a 17.6% increase in the odds of volunteering. The within-person effect, however, was not statistically significant (estimate = 0.01, SE = .005, z = 1.42, p = .157). 
Donating. Individuals who were generally more grateful across time were also more likely to make charitable contributions (estimate = 0.18, SE = .003, z = 63.77, p < .001), corresponding to a 19.7% increase in the odds of donating. A smaller but statistically significant within-person effect emerged, such that individuals were more likely to report making a charitable contribution when they felt more grateful than usual (estimate = 0.01, SE = .004, z = 2.68, p = .007), indicating a 1.2% increase in odds. 
Helping a Stranger. A similar pattern was observed for helping strangers. Individuals higher in trait gratitude were more likely to report helping a stranger (estimate = 0.09, SE = .002, z = 40.10, p < .001), corresponding to a 9.9% increase in the odds of helping. There was also a significant but modest within-person effect, such that individuals were more likely to help a stranger on occasions when they felt more grateful than usual (estimate = 0.02, SE = .004, z = 4.537, p < .001), which corresponds to a 1.8% increase in odds of helping. 
Next, we tested whether gratitude measured at the first wave, conducted approximately one year prior predicts engaging in costly prosocial behavior (i.e., volunteering, donating, and helping a stranger) in the last month at Wave 2. To test this possibility, we fit three GLMMS predicting Wave 2 costly prosocial action from gratitude reported at Wave 1. This was the case across all three behaviors. We unpack these analyses below.
Volunteering. Gratitude reported at Wave 1 one year prior had a greater likelihood of volunteering in the last month (estimate = 0.11, SE = .003, z = .32.60, p <.001), corresponding to an 11.1% increase in the odds of volunteering.
Donating. The same pattern emerged for donating, with Wave 1 gratitude predicting a greater likelihood of making a charitable contribution at Wave 2 (estimate = .12, SE = .003, z = 42.80, p <.001), corresponding to a 13.0% increase in the odds of donating.  
Helping a Stranger.  This was also the case for the likelihood of helping a stranger out in the last month at Wave 2 (estimate = .08,  SE = .003, z = 27.30, p <.001), corresponding to a 7.9% increase in the odds of helping a stranger .
Study 4a
[bookmark: _Hlk190899525]We examined whether inducing gratitude, in comparison to a control task, would increase participants’ intentions to engage in costly prosocial behaviors. Much like we did in Study 2, we conceptualized costly prosocial actions as behaviors that benefit others but require significant personal effort or cost to the self (reputational, financial, emotional, etc.). These include, for example, donating to a cause, attending a protest, or contacting elected officials. We hypothesized that participants in the gratitude condition would be more likely to report intentions to engage in costly prosocial behaviors than those in the comparison condition.
The study was preregistered on AsPredicted (#183888) and approved by the Institutional Review Board at [University Anonymized] (IRB0148802).
[bookmark: _Hlk190899457]Method
[bookmark: _Ref200215392][bookmark: _Hlk190899426]Participants. Three hundred sixty participants (Mage = 36.03, SDage = 11.95) were recruited from Prolific, of which 61.11% self-identified as female, 37.50% as male, and 1.11% as nonbinary. In terms of racial and ethnic composition, 64.70% self-identified as White/Caucasian, 18.30% as Black/African American, 12.50% as Asian/Pacific Islander, 9.17% as Hispanic/Latino, and 1.67% Native American/American Indian.[footnoteRef:1] Participants were compensated with $1.00 for their participation. [1:  Participants could select multiple racial and ethnic categories, so percentages sum to more than 100%.] 

Procedure and materials. Participants were recruited for a research study ostensibly designed to “further our understanding of how people perform various cognitive tasks, including constructing and evaluating mental images, recalling past events, and predicting future actions.” To maintain this cover story, the study began with a series of unrelated mental rotation tasks. 
After completing the mental rotation tasks, participants were told, “In this task, we are examining how well people can recall different types of events from their lives. These events may be typical routines from the past or present, important personal achievements, or times when you felt a certain way.” Participants were then randomly assigned to one of two emotion-induction conditions, adapted from DeSteno et al. (2014). In the gratitude condition, participants were asked to recall and write about a time they felt grateful, while those in the control condition recalled and wrote about the events of a typical day. They had three minutes to complete this task (see Supplemental Table 2 for a full report of the instructions). 

	Supplemental Table 2. Induction Instructions

	In this task, we are examining how well people can recall different types of events from their lives. These events may be typical routines from the past or present, important personal achievements, or times when you felt a certain way. The topic will be randomly selected for you, and you will have 3 minutes to write about the event.

Please proceed to the next page to begin.

	Gratitude Condition
	Control Condition

	You have been assigned to:

Describe a time when you were grateful: Think of a time when you felt gratitude to someone (or some higher power) for something.

You will have 3 minutes to recall and write about a time when you were grateful. Please take a moment now to think about it as vividly as you can.

When you are ready, please proceed to the next page to begin writing about it in as much detail as possible.
	You have been assigned to:

Describe a typical day: Think of a normal day for you, and describe its typical events.


You will have 3 minutes to recall and write about a typical day. Please take a moment now to think about it as vividly as you can.

When you are ready, please proceed to the next page to begin writing about it in as much detail as possible.

	Your 3 minutes begins now (see timer below).

Describe A TIME WHEN YOU WERE GRATEFUL.

Continue writing until the time is up, at which point you will automatically be advanced to the next page.
	Your 3 minutes begins now (see timer below).

Describe A TYPICAL DAY.


Continue writing until the time is up, at which point you will automatically be advanced to the next page.



Participants then rated their emotional state on a 7-point scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very much), indicating how much they felt amused, angry, grateful, proud, and sad. While our primary focus was gratitude, we included other emotions in the survey to avoid revealing the true purpose of the study.
Next, participants responded to a series of items designed to measure their likelihood of engaging in costly prosocial actions over the next year. They were asked, “How likely do you think it is that you would participate in each of the following activities sometime in the next year?” Using a 7-point scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very likely), participants rated how likely they were to: (1) Donate to a cause they believe in, (2) Display a physical symbol (e.g., lawn sign, bumper sticker, pin, t-shirt) to support or oppose a cause they have strong feelings about, (3) Volunteer to support a cause they believe in, (4) Participate in a community-level meeting (e.g., a city council meeting, local activism group), (5) Contact an elected official about a cause they believe in, (6) Attend a protest, rally, or march to express support for a cause they believe in, and (7) Verbally speak up to support a cause they believe in when doing so is costly or uncomfortable. Cronbach’s alpha for all seven items was high (α = .879), so we created an aggregate score to represent Costly Prosocial Actions.
Next, participants rated the personal importance of six social issues on a 5-point scale (1 = Not important, 5 = Very important). The issues included: (1) Poverty and homelessness, (2) Affordable and accessible healthcare, (3) The increasing frequency of natural disasters (e.g., wildfires, hurricanes, tornados), (4) Immigration policies, (5) Political corruption, and (6) Care for veterans.
Participants then provided basic demographic information and were fully debriefed about the purpose of the study. 



Studies 4b and 4c 
Our initial attempt to experimentally induce gratitude in Study 4a did not produce condition-level differences in costly prosocial intentions. With that said, individuals who felt more grateful, regardless of condition, reported greater intentions to engage in such behaviors. This might suggest that our previous gratitude manipulation, which consisted of asking participants to write about a time they felt grateful (vs. describing a typical day), may not have been strong enough to influence intentions to engage in costly prosocial actions. 
In Study 4b and 4c, we tested whether a video-based approach might more effectively induce gratitude and increase intentions to engage in costly prosocial behaviors. Participants either watched a Gratitude or General Positive Affect video, followed by the same costly prosocial intention items used in Study 4a. Study 4b was conducted online, using a self-paced format with participants self-recruited from a University subject pool. Study 4c was conducted in-person, with students recruited by trained research assistants on the [University Anonymized] campus and brought into a private room in the Social Psychology Lab. 
Studies 4b and 4c were preregistered on AsPredicted (#211687) and approved by the Institutional Review Board at [University Anonymized] (IRB0148802).
Common Procedure
As a rationale for why they were asked to watch the video, participants were told that “People come into psychology studies in different moods and mindsets, which can influence how they respond and introduces “noise” into the study. To get everyone in roughly the same mood, we’d like everyone to watch a short video.” After watching the video, participants were reminded of the study’s focus: “As we explained earlier, we’re interested in how [University] students think about their future. Accordingly, we’d like you to answer a few questions about your plans for your future and about yourself.” Participants then responded to a series of items designed to measure their likelihood of engaging in costly prosocial actions over the next year, using the same items from Study 4a. Cronbach’s alpha for all seven items was high (4b = .844; 4c =.858), so we created an aggregate score to represent Costly Prosocial Actions for both Study 4b and 4c.
Following this, participants provided demographic information (age, gender, ethnicity and race), and completed the Gratitude Questionnaire Short-Form (GQ-6; McCullough et al., 2002). Cronbach’s alpha for the GQ-6 was acceptable in both studies (4b = .825; 4c = .693). Participants then confirmed their [University] student status, indicated their class year, and were debriefed.

Study 4b
Method
Participants. Two hundred and fifty-one students (Mage = 19.89, SDage = 1.34) from [University] signed-up to participate in exchange for course credit. However, only 173 actually completed the survey. In terms of gender, 70.19% self-identified as female and 29.81% as male. In terms of racial and ethnic composition, 52.80% self-identified as White/Caucasian, 44.70% as Asian/Pacific Islander, 4.35% as Black/African American, and 10.6% as Hispanic/Latino.1 Twelve participants reported that they did not watch the video in full and were removed from analyses, as specified in our preregistration, resulting in a final sample of 161.  
Procedure and materials. Participants were recruited online for a study on “how [University] students think about their future.” The study description informed them that they would first watch a short video, then answer a series of questions about their thoughts and expectations for the future.” The study was administered using Qualtrics and was self-paced, such that participants could sign up and complete it at any time that was convenient for them. 
Before signing the consent form, an audio and visual check was conducted to ensure that study stimuli could be properly seen and heard. Potential participants watched and listened to a short clip of a live performance of Thick as a Brick by Jethro Tull, a flute-driven progressive rock epic, taken from BBC’s Sight and Sound broadcast on February 19, 1977. Afterward, they were asked to identify its opening lyrics from a set of options: “Don’t really mind if you sit this one out” (correct answer), “Sitting on a park bench”, and “In the shuffling madness of the locomotive breath.” All participants correctly identified the opening lyrics.
The remainder of the procedure followed the common protocol described above. 

Study 4c
Method
Participants. One hundred eleven students (Mage = 20.19, SDage = 1.80) from [University] volunteered to participate. In terms of gender, 61.90% self-identified as female, 37.14% as male, and 0.95% as nonbinary. In terms of racial and ethnic composition, 40.00% self-identified as White/Caucasian, 36.20% as Asian/Pacific Islander, 17.10% as Black/African American, and 15.20% as Hispanic/Latino.1 Two participants did not complete the study, and four participants reported that they did not watch the video in full and were removed from analyses, as specified in our preregistration, resulting in a final sample of 105. Participants were compensated with 5 [University] Bucks ([XX]Bs), the equivalent of $5, for their participation.
Procedure and materials. Participants were recruited in person on the [University] campus by one of several trained research assistants who approached them and said: “Hi, I’m a student researcher here at [University]. Do you want five [XX]Bs for a quick ten-minute study? You’d just watch a video and fill out a brief survey.” If students expressed interest, the RA brought them to the research lab, where the head RA of the session explained that they would be watching a ten-minute video and then answering some questions on “how [University] students think about their future,” and that the survey would not proceed until the video was completed. 
Participants were seated at a computer station in a private room, provided with headphones, and completed the informed consent form on Qualtrics. Unlike Study 4b, participants did not complete an audio and visual check. Following consent, they were randomly assigned to either the Gratitude or General Positive Affect condition, and completed the remainder of the protocol described above.

Manipulation Check Study
Method
Participants. Sixty-four students (Mage = 20.19, SDage = 1.60) from [University] signed-up to participate in exchange for course credit. However, only 55 actually completed the survey. In terms of gender, 72.22% self-identified as female, 25.93% as male, and 1.85% as nonbinary. In terms of racial and ethnic composition, 50.00% self-identified as White/Caucasian, 42.60% as Asian/Pacific Islander, 11.10% as Black/African American, and 9.26% as Hispanic/Latino. 1 One participant reported that they did not watch the video in full and were removed from analyses, resulting in a final sample of 54.  
Procedure and materials. Our Manipulation Check Study followed the same study procedure (i.e., recruitment, compensation) as Study 4b, with one key difference: instead of completing the costly prosocial action items after watching the randomly assigned video, participants rated their emotional state on a 7-point scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very much), indicating how much they felt amused, angry, grateful, proud, and sad. Responses to the gratitude item served as our manipulation check. After reporting their emotional state, participants then completed demographic questions before exiting the survey. Participants did not complete the GQ-6 in this study.
