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[bookmark: _4d34og8]Table S1: KQ Descriptives by item (Study 1)

	No.
	Act
	Ratings

	
	
	Cost
	Benefit
	Cost/Benefit

	1
	Say 'thank you' to your coworker.
	1.56
	6.71
	0.23

	2
	Return lost items to your coworker.
	2.05
	7.52
	0.27

	3
	Hold the door open for your coworker.
	1.88
	6.18
	0.30

	4
	Let a coworker ahead of you in line.
	2.03
	5.93
	0.34

	5
	Add a coworker's birthday to your calendar.
	1.90
	5.43
	0.35

	6
	Admit a mistake to your coworker.
	2.76
	6.55
	0.42

	7
	Compromise with your coworker.
	2.87
	6.04
	0.48

	8
	Leave a note after damaging your coworker's car.
	3.55
	6.75
	0.53

	9
	Flag a taxi cab and let your coworker take it.
	2.95
	5.50
	0.54

	10
	Show your coworker around a city.
	3.61
	6.50
	0.56

	11
	Surprise your coworker with their favorite things.
	4.22
	6.85
	0.62

	12
	Look after your coworker's pet if they die.
	4.36
	6.24
	0.70

	13
	Donate funds to your coworker.
	5.15
	7.10
	0.73

	14
	Cover the tab for your coworker.
	5.27
	6.68
	0.79

	15
	Shield your coworker during a shooting.
	6.79
	7.58
	0.90

	16
	Bail your coworker out of jail.
	6.73
	6.62
	1.02

	17
	Take a long flight to attend your coworker's funeral.
	6.19
	5.91
	1.05

	18
	Throw a luxurious party for your coworker.
	7.26
	5.76
	1.26





[bookmark: _mebpb07y4uft]Table S2: KQ Descriptives by item (Percentage responding ‘yes’) (Study 1)
“Given the opportunity, would you perform the following acts for [your boss / a colleague / a subordinate]?” / “Given the opportunity, would your [ boss / colleague / subordinate] perform these acts for you?”
	No.
	Act
	Percentage Responding "Yes" in Study 2

	
	
	To Boss
	To Colleagues
	To Subordinates
	From Boss
	From Colleagues
	From Subordinates

	1
	Say 'thank you' to your coworker.
	98%
	98%
	98%
	95%
	96%
	97%

	2
	Return lost items to your coworker.
	98%
	97%
	97%
	96%
	96%
	96%

	3
	Hold the door open for your coworker.
	98%
	98%
	98%
	94%
	95%
	94%

	4
	Let a coworker ahead of you in line.
	92%
	94%
	94%
	85%
	86%
	83%

	5
	Add a coworker's birthday to your calendar.
	82%
	83%
	86%
	70%
	69%
	65%

	6
	Admit a mistake to your coworker.
	97%
	96%
	97%
	84%
	89%
	91%

	7
	Compromise with your coworker.
	91%
	92%
	90%
	86%
	88%
	91%

	8
	Leave a note after damaging your coworker's car.
	95%
	96%
	95%
	91%
	92%
	89%

	9
	Flag a taxi cab and let your coworker take it.
	87%
	87%
	89%
	79%
	78%
	75%

	10
	Show your coworker around a city.
	81%
	90%
	84%
	71%
	83%
	76%

	11
	Surprise your coworker with their favorite things.
	62%
	74%
	76%
	47%
	55%
	53%

	12
	Look after your coworker's pet if they die.
	51%
	55%
	48%
	29%
	41%
	33%

	13
	Donate funds to your coworker.
	66%
	77%
	82%
	62%
	62%
	53%

	14
	Cover the tab for your coworker.
	65%
	84%
	93%
	84%
	74%
	49%

	15
	Shield your coworker during a shooting.
	36%
	40%
	49%
	24%
	25%
	22%

	16
	Bail your coworker out of jail.
	41%
	49%
	47%
	29%
	34%
	24%

	17
	Take a long flight to attend your coworker's funeral.
	59%
	62%
	61%
	42%
	46%
	42%

	18
	Throw a luxurious party for your coworker.
	26%
	33%
	30%
	22%
	25%
	17%
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	No.
	Act
	Ratings

	
	
	Cost
	Benefit
	Cost/Benefit

	1
	Ask a coworker how their family is doing.
	1.29
	3.58
	0.36

	2
	Be generous with praising a coworker.
	1.68
	4.16
	0.41

	3
	Nominate a coworker for an award or recognition.
	1.78
	4.22
	0.42

	4
	Help explain something to a coworker who is confused.
	1.95
	4.59
	0.42

	5
	Give a coworker a chance to ask questions and clarify things.
	1.84
	4.24
	0.43

	6
	Be open to hearing ideas from a coworker and really listen to them.
	1.87
	4.13
	0.45

	7
	Let a coworker ahead of you in line.
	1.92
	3.53
	0.54

	8
	Try to accommodate the needs and preferences of a coworker.
	2.53
	4.11
	0.62

	9
	Chat with a coworker you don’t normally talk to.
	2.15
	3.38
	0.64

	10
	Collaborate with a coworker on a project.
	2.65
	4.14
	0.64

	11
	Give a gift to a coworker who has helped you a lot.
	2.74
	4.13
	0.66

	12
	Give a coworker the benefit of the doubt if they seem rude.
	2.29
	3.18
	0.72

	13
	Help cover a coworker’s work who is on vacation.
	3.31
	4.25
	0.78

	14
	Offer to take some tasks off of a busy coworker’s plate.
	3.43
	4.41
	0.78

	15
	Invite a coworker to your favorite coffee shop, bar, or restaurant and spend time together outside of work.
	2.94
	3.61
	0.82

	16
	Lend your new car to a coworker whose car has broken down.
	3.79
	4.47
	0.85

	17
	Organize a fun activity for coworkers outside of work.
	3.47
	4.00
	0.87

	18
	Cover the tab for a coworker.
	3.37
	3.82
	0.88

	19
	Throw an office party to celebrate a completed project.
	3.50
	3.79
	0.92

	20
	Show a coworker around a city.
	3.76
	4.03
	0.93

	21
	Bail a coworker out of jail.
	4.49
	4.57
	0.98

	22
	Host a dinner party for your coworkers.
	3.95
	3.59
	1.10

	23
	Donate your annual bonus to a coworker's favorite charity.
	4.00
	3.57
	1.12

	24
	Throw a luxurious party for a coworker.
	4.47
	3.92
	1.14

	25
	Take a long flight to attend a coworker's wedding.
	4.39
	3.83
	1.15
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[bookmark: _29g5adzhkaec]Table S4: KQ Descriptives by item (Percentage responding ‘yes’) (Study 2)
“Given the opportunity, would you perform the following acts for [your boss / a colleague / a subordinate]?” / “Given the opportunity, would your [ boss / colleague / subordinate] perform these acts for you?”
	No.
	Act
	Percentage Responding "Yes" in Study 2

	
	
	To Boss
	To Colleagues
	To Subordinates
	From Boss
	From Colleagues
	From Subordinates

	1
	Ask a coworker how their family is doing.
	79%
	91%
	82%
	75%
	86%
	70%

	2
	Be generous with praising a coworker.
	63%
	81%
	80%
	69%
	69%
	54%

	3
	Nominate a coworker for an award or recognition.
	74%
	89%
	85%
	85%
	87%
	63%

	4
	Help explain something to a coworker who is confused.
	60%
	73%
	71%
	71%
	61%
	42%

	5
	Give a coworker a chance to ask questions and clarify things.
	78%
	88%
	84%
	83%
	83%
	65%

	6
	Be open to hearing ideas from a coworker and really listen to them.
	81%
	90%
	82%
	75%
	84%
	70%

	7
	Let a coworker ahead of you in line.
	74%
	82%
	69%
	55%
	75%
	68%

	8
	Try to accommodate the needs and preferences of a coworkers.
	71%
	82%
	73%
	69%
	74%
	58%

	9
	Chat with a coworker you don’t normally talk to.
	61%
	75%
	66%
	59%
	76%
	64%

	10
	Collaborate with a coworker on a project.
	75%
	91%
	77%
	65%
	90%
	75%

	11
	Give a gift to a coworker who has helped you a lot.
	57%
	78%
	68%
	51%
	64%
	45%

	12
	Give a coworker the benefit of the doubt if they seem rude.
	70%
	81%
	67%
	60%
	77%
	66%

	13
	Help cover a coworker’s work who is on vacation.
	61%
	85%
	69%
	45%
	77%
	60%

	14
	Offer to take some tasks off of a busy coworker’s plate.
	59%
	89%
	73%
	51%
	86%
	67%

	15
	Invite a coworker to your favorite coffee shop, bar, or restaurant and spend time together outside of work.
	39%
	73%
	51%
	36%
	73%
	46%

	16
	Lend your new car to a coworker whose car has broken down.
	32%
	47%
	27%
	22%
	44%
	22%

	17
	Organize a fun activity for coworkers outside of work.
	33%
	64%
	50%
	35%
	62%
	34%

	18
	Cover the tab for a coworker.
	40%
	67%
	60%
	51%
	56%
	29%

	19
	Throw an office party to celebrate a completed project.
	48%
	65%
	61%
	54%
	50%
	29%

	20
	Show a coworker around a city.
	48%
	74%
	61%
	36%
	70%
	47%

	21
	Bail a coworker out of jail.
	33%
	52%
	43%
	29%
	45%
	22%

	22
	Host a dinner party for your coworkers.
	35%
	54%
	37%
	31%
	49%
	23%

	23
	Donate your annual bonus to a coworker's favorite charity.
	20%
	30%
	25%
	23%
	27%
	14%

	24
	Throw a luxurious party for a coworker.
	27%
	37%
	24%
	25%
	32%
	14%

	25
	Take a long flight to attend a coworker's wedding.
	36%
	54%
	33%
	27%
	50%
	28%






Table S5: Industries (S2)
	Industry
	Counts
	% of Total

	Accommodation and Food Services
	25
	3 %

	Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services
	7
	1 %

	Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting
	8
	1 %

	Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
	21
	3 %

	Construction
	29
	4 %

	Educational Services
	87
	11 %

	Finance and Insurance
	78
	10 %

	Health Care and Social Assistance
	94
	12 %

	Information
	53
	7 %

	Management of Companies and Enterprises
	15
	2 %

	Manufacturing
	72
	9 %

	Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction
	1
	0 %

	Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
	82
	10 %

	Public Administration
	24
	3 %

	Services (except Public Administration)
	20
	3 %

	Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
	10
	1 %

	Retail Trade
	60
	8 %

	Transportation and Warehousing
	28
	4 %

	Utilities
	5
	1 %

	Wholesale Trade
	8
	1 %

	Not listed here
	54
	7 %
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Study Information
This is a replication and extension of our initial Work Kind study, also referred to as the Company Kindness Questionnaire study. The goals of this study are to 1) replicate our Study 1 findings in that willingness to perform and perceived likelihood of receiving specific acts of kindness to/from coworkers (boss/colleague/subordinates) will predict workplace happiness above and beyond general perceptions of workplace kindness 2) To compare our measure to an established measure of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) in regard to the ability to predict workplace happiness, 3) explore other potential predictors of happiness at work, and 4) to further refine and prepare our Company Kindness Questionnaire for applied use.

Data collection
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

Hypothesis
The first main hypothesis is that our findings from Study 1 will replicate with our new CKQ V2.0 which has greater range of more appropriate kind acts than Study 1. The specific finding that we expect to replicate is that KQs (a score of specific acts of kindness to and from colleagues and bosses, and explained further in the "Conditions" section of this preregistration) will predict workplace happiness above and beyond a general measure of workplace kindness (i.e. response to "My company is a kind place to work" on a 1-5 Likert scale ranging from "Strongly disagree" to "Strongly agree").

The second hypothesis is that the KQs will predict workplace happiness above and beyond a measure of Occupational Citizenship Behaviors (OCB; [1].

Dependent variable
We have termed the key dependent variable "workplace happiness" and is measured using the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire - Job Satisfaction Subscale (MOAQ-JSS;[2]) and is a three-item measure of the affective components of global job satisfaction with responses measured on a 6-point scale ranging from "Disagree very much" to "Agree very much". 

Conditions
There are no conditions in this study. The IV is the Kindness Quotients or KQs. 
The kind acts have been previously rated in terms of their cost and benefit, and each have a corresponding cost/benefit ratio. Participants in this study will indicate whether or not they themselves would perform these acts or expect specific coworkers to perform the acts for them. The point at which participants switch from not performing an act (assumedly because the cost is too large for the corresponding benefit) to performing an act is used to calculated a Kindness Quotient or KQ. These KQs, both to and from ("eKQ") specific others, will be used as predictors. 

Analyses
First, we had to establish how we would handle missing data as it was observed in Study 1 in regards to our main Hypothesis 1. In Study 1, a large proportion (more than 70%) of participants did not provide responses to all measures of interest. Two measures in particular were responsible for the largest portion of missing responses: ratings of kindness to and from “subordinates.” Therefore, two issues arise because of this: 1) Should missing values be imputed for these two measures? and 2) What predictors should be in our models to understand the relation between workplace kindness and happiness?

With regard to question 1, exploratory analyses suggested that income predicted missing responses to “subordinate” measures, suggesting that participants who did not have these ratings may have been in subordinate positions themselves (increases in income predicted a higher probability of these ratings being missing). Therefore, although imputing missing values for these measures is technically possible, doing so may be inappropriate because these participants, if they are in subordinate positions themselves, should not have data for these measures.

With regard to question 2, the research goal is to understand how general workplace kindness and specific workplace kindness (i.e., to and from bosses, colleagues, and subordinates) contribute to happiness. Therefore, if analyses are conducted on only the participants who have all general and specific kindness measures, a majority of data will not be used. This could lead to unrepresentative model coefficients, distorting our understanding of the relation between general/specific workplace kindness and happiness.

In Study 2, to address these issues, we take a robustness approach to ensure an unbiased understanding of the relation between general/specific workplace kindness and happiness. Specifically, for each outcome of interest (i.e., Workplace Happiness and General Happiness), we propose four two regression models, with the goal of ensuring that relations between predictors and outcomes do not change in sign or in substantive magnitude across models:

Model 1 (Primary model, largest N, with participants who have all measures included in the model):
Happiness ~ Age + Income + KindWorkplace + KQ_Boss + eKQ_Boss + KQ_Colleague + eKQ_Colleague

Model 2 (First robustness model, second-largest N, with only participants who do NOT have KQ_Sub and eKQ_Sub measures):
Happiness ~ Age + Income + KindWorkplace + KQ_Boss + eKQ_Boss + KQ_Colleague + eKQ_Colleague

Model 3 (Second robustness model, smallest N, with only participants who DO have KQ_Sub and eKQ_Sub measures):
Happiness ~ Age + Income + KindWorkplace + KQ_Boss + eKQ_Boss + KQ_Colleague + eKQ_Colleague

Model 4 (Third robustness model, smallest N, with only participants who DO have KQ_Sub and eKQ_Sub measures):
Happiness ~ Age + Income + KindWorkplace + KQ_Boss + eKQ_Boss + KQ_Colleague + eKQ_Colleague + KQ_Sub + eKQ_Sub

In the event, for the sake of simplicity, we reported Model 1 (Boss and Colleague) and Model 4 (Boss, Colleague, and Subordinate) only.

Model 1 will allow us to assess the impact of general/specific kindness on happiness with the largest N (assuming we lose a high proportion of data for the “subordinate” measures). Models 2-4 will replicate Model 1, with specific subsets of participants, and, for Model 4 in particular, additional measures. Specifically, Model 2 will ensure that the same relations hold in the subset of participants who do not have data for “subordinate” measures. Model 3 will ensure that the same relations hold in the subset of participants who indeed have data for “subordinate” measures. Model 4 will be built as a hierarchical regression, with Model 3 being the initial model and Model 4 adding the “subordinate” measures. If Models 1 and 4 -3 result in similar coefficients, and Model 4 does not explain additional variance in happiness, then we can be confident in Model 1's coefficients describing the in-general relations (i.e., in non-subsetted data) between general/specific kindness and happiness.

Having established our confidence in Model 1’s robustness, we will test how the CKQ compares to the OCB in their predictive ability of workplace happiness. First and most basically, we will examine the correlation between the OCB and the CKQ, with the expectation that at least the Kindness Quotients (KQs) reflecting kindness to others will correlate highly with the OCB. Additionally, we will examine the correlations between the KQs and the workplace happiness measure compared to the correlation between the OCB and the workplace happiness measure. The goal is to be able to describe the ways in which the OCB and CKQ are similar to one another, and how they differ.

Multiple linear regression models wherein the CKQ and OCB are predictors of the workplace happiness measure will also be performed in order to test the hypothesis that the CKQ provides predictive ability above and beyond the OCB. This will be tested by comparing the standardized regression coefficients and the change in R-squared that each measure produces when it is added to a model that already contains the other measure. See models below. 
Model 1 (Primary model same as in H1 testing): Happiness ~ Age + Income + KindWorkplace + KQ_Boss + eKQ_Boss + KQ_Colleague + eKQ_Colleague
Model 5 (Examining the OCB alone with the “control” variables): Happiness ~ Age + Income + KindWorkplace + OCB 
Model 6 (Examining the CKQ and OCB together): Happiness ~ Age + Income + KindWorkplace + KQ_Boss + eKQ_Boss + KQ_Colleague + eKQ_Colleague + OCB 

In the event we used the enter method to compare all variables (KQs, OCB, etc) at once.

Additionally and exploratorily, the subscales of the OCB (sportsmanship, civic virtue, courtesy, and altruism) will also be examined individually, with the goal of identifying aspects that should be included in future Work Kind studies.

Outliers and Exclusions
In order to be included in analyses, participants will have had to pass the attention check, completed at least 75% of the study, and not have "sped" through the study (defined as faster than 60% of the median; [3]. 

Sample Size
G*Power [4]was used to determine the minimum sample size of a few of our planned models. Our primary model (Model 1) consists of three control predictors and four tested predictors. Using the “Linear multiple regressions: Fixed model, R^2 increase” test in G*Power, in order to find a medium (0.15) effect at .80 power and .05 error level, the total minimum sample size = 85, while a sample size of 602 would uncover small (0.02) effects. Our largest planned model (Model 4) consists of three control predictors and six tested predictors, and can only include participants who had subordinates, and thus would not include the full sample. Using the “Linear multiple regressions: Fixed model, R^2 increase” test in G*Power, in order to find a medium (0.15) effect at .80 power and .05 error level, the necessary minimum sample size of participants with subordinates = 98, or 688 for small (0.02) effects. Our Study 1 findings suggest that about 1/3 of our total sample are likely to have subordinates, so ~300 (medium effects) to ~2000 (small effects) would be an adequate sample by this standard. Considering our exploratory analyses wherein we plan to examine the effects of as many as 12 additional predictors of competency (self, boss, colleague, subordinate), liking (boss, colleague, subordinate), and work quality (pay fairness, benefits, meaning in work, positive impact), along side our planned four tested predictors and three control predictors, in order to find a medium (0.15) effect at .80 power and .05 error level, the total minimum sample size for the largest exploratory model = 143, while a sample size of 977 would uncover small effects.  Based on these combined a priori power analyses, a sample size of 600 was tested utilizing G*Power’s sensitivity analysis and at .80 power this sample size would allow us to examine small (.02) effects in our main analyses, small-medium (.07) effects in our robustness-check analysis, and small-medium (.03) effects in or largest exploratory models. The minimum required sample size will be 600, with a goal of n = 1000. 

Other
One of the limitations of Study 1 was the lack of exploration of other specific workplace variables that may contribute to happiness at work and in general. In order to address this, questions addressing other aspects of a kind workplace (perceived fairness of pay, quality of the benefits package, meaning in work, and positive impact of work on the world), and questions addressing both the participant’s own competency and the competency of the participant’s boss, colleagues, and (if applicable) subordinates will be included in Study 2.

First, in order to examine the relationship between happiness, general workplace kindness, and other aspects of a kind workplace, we will begin by analyzing correlations between these variables (pay, benefits, meaning, and impact), the general kindness of the workplace, and happiness. Additionally, we will use these variables as predictors in a regression model with the happiness measures as (separate) outcomes and, also separately, the general kindness of the workplace. The goal is to identify and describe the aspects of a workplace that are most related to kindness and, specifically in regards to the outcome of happiness, to identify which variables should be controlled for by including them in the main regression models. Significant correlations and significant predictors within the regression models will be used to identify these candidates for inclusion in main analyses.

Second, we will examine how perceptions of competency (of the self, boss, colleagues and, when applicable, subordinates) relates to both happiness and CKQ ratings. Of specific interest is the relationship between self-competency and happiness, as well as the relationships between perceived competency of others and the related KQs (e.g., the relationship between how competent one’s boss is and how kind they are/how kind one is to them). Again, these relationships will be described and identified utilizing correlational analyses and regression models. The goal is to describe how KQs are related to perceptions of competency, and to determine if competency should be included in the main analyses in order to control for the effect(s) of competency on happiness.
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