Supplemental Online Material 
Study 1
Appendix A. Items revised from the Couple Satisfaction Index (Funk & Rogge, 2007)

1. Please indicate the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship with (target person name). 

	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Extremely unhappy
	Fairly unhappy
	A little unhappy
	Happy
	Very happy
	Extremely happy
	Perfect



9.  The relationship between me and (target person name) is strong.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Not at all true
	A little true
	Somewhat true
	Mostly true
	Almost completely true
	Completely true



22. In general, how satisfied are you with the relationship between you and (target person name)? 

	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Not at all
	A little
	Somewhat
	Mostly
	Almost completely 
	Completely 




Appendix B. Daily perceived partner responsiveness of the target person measure

Please indicate the extent to which you felt each of the following today:

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	Not at all
	
	
	Somewhat
	
	
	A great deal



1. Today, (target person name) really listened to me.
2. Today, (target person name) seemed interested in what I was thinking and feeling.
3. Today, (target person name) was understanding.
4. Today, (target person name) tried to see where I was coming from.
5. Today, (target person name) did NOT accept my feelings and concerns. (R)
6. Today, (target person name) ignored my side of the story. (R)
7. Today, (target person name) dismissed my concerns too easily. (R)
8. Today, (target person name) seemed to ignore the things that were most important to me. (R)
Descriptive Statistics for Study 1
Table S1 reports means, standard deviations, and tests for sex differences for all study variables. For the daily variables, significance tests were conducted using the same multilevel models as described in the main text. Sex was treated as a level-2 variable and coded male = 0, female = 1. On average, both men and women perceived their target persons as moderately responsive. In terms of daily emotion experiences, women reported experiencing higher levels of excitement and gratitude, and non-significantly higher level of joy and pride. The gender differences in the experience of contentment, anxiety, anger and sadness were not significant. In terms of daily emotional expressions, women reported significantly higher expression of excitement, and men reported higher expression of anger, sadness, and anxiety, though this last difference was not significant. Men and women did not differ significantly in their reports of expression of the remaining emotions.



Table S1
Descriptive Statistics for Primary Measures in Study 1
	Variable
	Men
	Women
	Difference
t (df)

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	

	Daily PPR
	5.56
	1.15
	5.69
	1.18
	2.12 (369)*

	Daily Emotion Experience
	
	
	
	
	

	   Joy
	4.45
	1.76
	4.18
	1.86
	-1.92 (434) †

	   Excitement 
	3.90
	1.87
	3.36
	2.01
	-3.97 (462)***

	   Contentment 
	4.40
	1.73
	4.30
	1.70
	-0.65 (463)

	   Gratitude 
	3.72
	2.05
	3.60
	2.08
	-0.35 (371)***

	   Pride 
	3.11
	1.97
	2.86
	1.96
	-1.90 (436) †

	   Anxiety 
	3.40
	1.96
	3.54
	2.03
	1.22 (446)

	   Anger 
	2.84
	1.87
	2.97
	1.98
	1.40 (528)

	   Sadness
	2.70
	1.82
	2.81
	1.95
	0.98 (486)

	Daily Emotion Expression
	
	
	
	
	

	   Joy
	3.25
	2.34
	3.21
	2.36
	0.08 (439)

	   Excitement 
	2.74
	2.29
	2.40
	2.37
	-1.91(496) †

	   Contentment 
	2.94
	2.25
	3.10
	2.21
	1.23 (434)

	   Gratitude 
	2.34
	2.36
	2.44
	2.41
	0.85 (404)

	   Pride 
	1.73
	2.09
	1.72
	2.14
	0.23 (494)

	   Anxiety 
	1.91
	2.16
	2.12
	2.26
	1.93 (501) †

	   Anger 
	1.62
	2.09
	1.93
	2.29
	2.86 (537) **

	   Sadness
	1.38
	1.91
	1.67
	2.14
	2.69 (548)**


Note. †p < .10. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
Table S2 reports correlations for daily emotional experience. Correlations above the diagonal refer to daily emotional experience. To calculate these values, correlations were computed separately within each day, transformed to Fisher’s Zs, averaged, and then back-transformed to correlations. 
Experiences of positive emotions were highly correlated, indicating that on days when participants experienced one positive emotion, they were also more likely to experience the other positive emotions. Similarly, experience of negative emotions were highly correlated, indicating that on days when participants experienced one negative emotion, they were also more likely to experience the other negative emotions. Experience of positive emotions were negatively but weakly correlated with negative emotions, indicating that on days when participants experienced higher positive emotion, they were slightly less likely to experience negative emotions. 
Below the diagonal, Table S2 reports bivariate correlations between daily emotional experiences emotions at the person-level. Mean scores for each emotion across 14 days were first calculated for each person. These mean values were then correlated with one another. Experiences of the 5 positive emotions were significantly correlated, indicating that participants who were more likely to experience one positive emotion during the period of the study were also more likely to experience other positive emotions. Experiences of the three negative emotions were also significantly correlated, indicating that participants who were more likely to experience one negative emotion during the 14 days of the study were also more likely to experience other negative emotions. Positive and negative emotions were generally not significantly correlated with one another.
Table S2

Correlation Matrix for Emotional Experience at the Day and Person Levels

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1. Joy
	
	.61
	.56
	.52
	.48
	-.26
	-.22
	-.16

	2. Excitement 
	.60**
	
	.49
	.50
	.53
	-.22
	-.16
	-.11

	3. Contentment 
	.55**
	.50**
	
	.50
	.40
	-.29
	-.21
	-.13

	4. Gratitude 
	.61**
	.62**
	.61**
	
	.43
	-.14
	-.08
	.01

	5. Pride 
	.52**
	.67**
	.46**
	.58**
	
	-.16
	-.12
	-.07

	6. Anxiety 
	-.10
	.03
	-.02
	-.01
	.02
	
	.49
	.46

	7. Anger 
	-.02
	.13
	.04
	.08
	.11
	.58**
	
	.37

	8. Sadness 
	-.05
	.08
	.13
	.21**
	.02
	.62**
	.44**
	


Note. **p<.01, *p<.05. Day-level correlations are reported above the diagonal; person-level 	correlations appear below the diagonal.

Next, we examined the correlations for emotion expression. Table S5 shows the day-level correlations, calculated in the same manner as described above for emotion experience. Expressions of positive emotions were highly correlated with each other, as were correlations for expression of negative emotions. This indicates that on days when participants expressed one positive or negative emotion, they were also likely to express  other emotions of the same valence. Expressions of positive emotions were positively but weakly correlated with expressions of negative emotions, indicating that on days when emotions of one valence were expressed, there was a slight tendency to also express emotions of the other valence.
Bivariate correlations among the expressions of 8 emotions at the person-level are reported below the diagonal in Table S3. Most emotion expressions were significantly and positively correlated with each other, but these correlations were appreciably larger for emotions of the same valence. 
Table S3

Correlation Matrix for Emotional Expression at the Day and Person Levels

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1. Joy
	
	.60
	.63
	.53
	.46
	.04
	.02
	.11

	2. Excitement 
	.66**
	
	.53
	.46
	.49
	.00
	.03
	.08

	3. Contentment 
	.75**
	.65**
	
	.58
	.44
	.02
	.04
	.14

	4. Gratitude 
	.68**
	.65**
	.74**
	
	.40
	.09
	.06
	.16

	5. Pride 
	.57**
	.65**
	.56**
	.59**
	
	-.01
	.01
	.08

	6. Anxiety 
	.21**
	.20**
	.23**
	.19*
	.12
	
	.46
	.43

	7. Anger 
	.26**
	.25**
	.25**
	.16*
	.18*
	.65**
	
	.36

	8. Sadness 
	.24**
	.18*
	.37**
	.27**
	.13
	.59**
	.48**
	


Note. **p<.01, *p<.05. Day-level correlations are reported above the diagonal; person-level 	correlations appear below the diagonal.






Study 2

Verbatim Instructions Given to Participants
To begin, the experimenter read the following instructions to participants:
For this part of the study, we would like you to give a 5-minute speech about your strengths and weaknesses. In addition to me, there will be another evaluator reviewing the quality of your speech. Your performance will also be recorded by a video camera (pointing at the camera), and will be reviewed by researchers involved in the study. The researchers on our study team are non-verbal behavior specialists, who will watch this video and code your non-verbal behaviors, such as posture, voice, and facial expression. 
To provide more detail, you will be giving a speech for 5 minutes. Specifically, you will be asked to describe why you would be a good candidate for your dream job. 
In the speech, you will be asked to first state what your dream job is, and then elaborate on what skills, talents or characteristics do you have that would make you a good candidate for that position. You will then be asked to describe some of your weaknesses and how you plan to overcome them.
When you deliver your speech, please sit up straight and look at the video camera. It is important that you try and be as thorough as possible. Please try to talk for the full 5 minutes without any pauses for more than a few seconds.
You will have 3 minutes to prepare your thoughts before starting the speech. We’d like you to prepare mentally without taking any notes. Please prepare yourself well so that you can talk about your strengths and weaknesses for several minutes without interruption since this will make the best impression.
After delivering these instructions, the experimenter introduced a writing task that was designed to allow anxiety expression. To minimize suspicion and demand characteristics, the task was described as follows:
Before you begin, there is one more task we’d like you to do. We’re interested in looking at how different relationships influence performance on a speech task. Each participant in our study has been randomly assigned to perform different tasks before preparing for the speech. Your assigned task is to write an email to your romantic partner from our lab email account, and talk about this experiment to them.
The experimenter then opened the lab email account and typed in the partner’s email address, which participants had provided in the pre-assessment. Afterwards, they read the following instructions to the participants:
 	In the textbox, we’d like you to write an email to your partner, and tell them about the task you are about to participate in. In this email, we will ask you to tell them about the task you are about to participate in. You could describe what you’ll be doing in the upcoming task, how do you feel about the upcoming task, etc. 
After you’re done, we will ask you to send the email to your partner. Please notify me before you hit the send button.
Participants were allowed as much time as needed to write. After they were finished, the experimenter sent the email to the participant's partner. 

Appendix C. Instructions used for coding emails in Study 2.

1. Anxiety expressed to partner.
This code evaluates the level of explicitly stated anxiety, or described/ implied anxiety the email conveys. 
Explicit statement of anxiety: 
· “I’m nervous” or “... makes me anxious”
· emojis that convey distress: “:'(“ “:/"
· Example of mixed expression of anxiety: “it’s scary but whatever”, “It can be a little scary I guess” 	

Implied anxiety:
	1) Conveying the task is difficult/stressful, or list reasons for why it is difficult:
· “They want me to talk for 5 minutes straight about my strong points!!”
· “I've never had to talk about myself for 5 minutes”
· "I can’t wait until this is over”
2) Stating fear, uncertainty, anger, distress (or negative emotions in general) about the task/self
· “I don’t want to embarrass myself even though I know it doesn't matter”
· “I don’t know if I’ll be tongue-tied in front of a camera”
· “I don’t know if I will be able to talk for five minutes”
· “I have many great attributes but I also have many bad ones as well. ”

1 – No anxiety; 
Participant does not mention how they feel about the study, no emotional expression.
Example: “Hi, they’ve asked me to write an email describing the task I’m about to do. I will need to talk about my qualifications for 3 minutes. I’ll talk to you afterwards. Bye!”

2 – Uncertainty
Participant conveys uncertainty about the study.
Example: 
“I don’t know how I’ll do on this speech.”

3 – Some expression of anxiety
	Participant conveys some level of anxiety. There is no explicit signs of anxiety, but 	there are indirect signs of anxiety.

4 – Mixed/medium anxiety; 
Participant conveys anxiety- maybe not explicitly, but there are some signs of anxiety; or there are mixed signals of feeling anxious and feeling ok about the task.

5 – Anxious;  
There are clear signs for anxiety. Participant’s description of the task is subjectively anxious, and they also explicitly express their nervousness/anxiety. 
2. 
Support seeking from partner.
This code evaluates how much the participant relies on their partner to regulate their anxiety, and seek comfort from their partner, using their partner as a source of support, instead of relying on themselves to regulate. 
In general, if the email conveys that “there is a call for help”, directly or indirectly, 
Explicitly seek help on the task, or emotional support:
· “What should I say? ” or “What do you think I should say my strengths are?”
· “Do you have any advice?”
· “I wish I was able to talk to you”
Subtly seek out help or emotional support:
· “I’m nervous…I don’t know what to do”
-> Key distinction between support seeking and the first code, anxiety: If the participant only says “I’m nervous”, that would be anxiety, not indirect support seeking.
Examples of being self-reliant instead of relying on partner for solution:
· “I think I'll just relax and see what I can do.”
· “I will just… and I think I’ll be fine.”
Examples of a mixed support seeking (said in a sarcastic, withdrawn, or detached tone) 
· “I don’t even know what I’m good at haha”

1- No support seeking;
Participant does not mention how they feel about the study, no indirect, direct, or mixed support seeking.

2- Little support seeking;
Participant is completely self-reliant; do not rely on partner to provide support on the upcoming task, (would be like an email that merely informs their partner about the task happening, or focus on their partner’s day instead of talking about their own task.)

3- Indirect support seeking;
Participant is mostly self-reliant, conveys indirect signs of seeking support.

4- Mixed/weak request/strong indirect support seeking;
Participant sends out mixed signals of self-reliance and support seeking; or weak requests for support; or strong indirect support seeking.

5- Explicit support seeking;
Participant explicitly relies on their partner for support when thinking about the upcoming task.

3. 
Closeness towards partner / Affection.
This code evaluates how much the participant shows affection or closeness towards their partner. This code measures a holistic tone for the email overall.
Direct signs of closeness:
· Expressing warmth & affection (nick names) 
· Expressing positive regard towards partner (“I am not sure if I mentioned this before to you but you are very photogenic :)”)
· Expression of care for their partners (“I hope your exam went well!”)
· Ending the email with something that connects with their partner (“talk to you later”, “call you right after”)
Indirect signs:
· Overall tone: formal or casual 
· emojis, using of exclamation points.
1 – Minimal affection; 
No sign or minimal signs for affection; participant describe the task objectively and write the email in a formal tone.

2 – A little affection 
	Participant shows signs of indirect affection
	
3 – Mixed/medium affection; 
Participant shows signs for affection but not clear, or shows mixed signals for affection and distance.

4 – Affectionate; 
Participant explicitly expresses their affection towards their partner

5 – Very affectionate; 
	Participant has explicit statement of affection (doesn’t necessarily have to be “I love 	you”, but should be emotionally equivalent)


Supplemental Results
	
	Tables S4 and S5 provide descriptive statistics for the main variables in Study 2.

Table S4

 Descriptive Statistics for LIWC Analysis

	
	Men
	Women
	t
	Range

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	
	Low
	High

	Word count
	124.1
	64.4
	120.4
	61.6
	0.29
	15
	468

	Negative emotion words (%)
	1.88
	1.22
	1.91
	1.13
	0.90
	0
	5.77

	Anxiety words (%)
	.37
	.74
	.53
	.64
	-1.14
	0
	3.00

	Anger words (%)
	.16
	.52
	.08
	.27
	1.26
	0
	2.15

	Sadness words (%)
	.06
	.29
	.07
	.23
	-.06
	0
	1.58


     Note. All t-tests are non-significant (ps>.21). Df are 141 or 142 for all tests.


Table S5

Descriptive Statistics for Coders’ Ratings of the Emails

	
	Men
	Women
	Men
	Women
	t
	ICC

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	
	

	Anxiety Expression
	2.27
	1.23
	2.38
	1.22
	-0.45
	.97

	Support Seeking
	1.59
	0.70
	2.02
	1.06
	-2.12*
	.96

	Expressed Closeness
	2.59
	0.99
	2.90
	1.11
	-1.38
	.96


Notes. * p = .04. Df are 141 or 142 for all tests. ICC = Intraclass correlation coefficient for 	coder reliability.



Potential Covariates and Moderators in Study 2

Table S6 – S12 describes the exploratory analyses examining baseline measures as potential covariates (relationship length, relationship satisfaction, perceived partner responsiveness, and emotion suppression). In addition, we also examined these baseline measures as potential moderators for the effect of experimental conditions on anxiety expression. Similar to the main analyses, in all analyses, the two dummy coded variables used in the main analyses were entered simultaneously, the first dummy code compares the responsive condition with the control condition, and the second dummy code contrasts the unresponsive condition with control condition. Next, the covariate (centered) was entered into the model, followed by two product terms representing the interactions between relationship length and the two dummy variables were entered.  
Relationship Length
Anxiety expression analyzed by LIWC. Table S6 describes the analyses examining relationship length as a potential covariate as well as potential moderator for the effect of experimental conditions on the percentage of anxiety words contained in the participants’ emails. Findings remained the same after controlling for relationship length. The responsive-control comparison was not significant, F(1, 142) = 3.379, p =.068, sr2 = .023. The difference between the unresponsive and control conditions was not significant, F(1, 142) = .001, p = .980, sr2 = .000. Relationship length did not significantly moderate the relationship between experimental conditions  and percentage of anxiety-related words, F(1, 142) = .009, p = .191, sr2=.001 for the responsive-control comparison, and F(1, 142) = .554, p = .458, sr2=.004 for the unresponsive-control condition.

Table S6
Regressions Examining Relationship Length as Covariate and Moderator for Percentage of Anxiety Words
	
	
	B
	SE
	F
	p
	sr2

	Model 1 
	Responsive
	.257
	.142
	F(1, 142) =3.257
	.073
	.022

	
	Unresponsive
	-.004
	.144
	F(1, 142) =0.001
	.979
	.000

	Model 2
	Responsive
	.263
	.143
	F(1, 141) =3.379
	.068
	.023

	
	Unresponsive
	.004
	.146
	F(1, 141) =0.001
	.980
	.000

	
	Relationship Length
	-.002
	.003
	F(1, 141) =0.252
	.616
	.002

	Model 3
	Responsive
	.251
	.145
	F(1, 139) = 3.004
	.085
	.021

	
	Unresponsive
	-.005
	.147
	F(1, 139) =0.001
	.974
	.000

	
	Relationship Length
	.002
	.007
	F(1, 139) =0.115
	.735
	.001

	
	Responsive x Length
	-.004
	.009
	F(1, 139) =0.191
	.663
	.001

	
	Unresponsive x Length
	-.007
	.009
	F(1, 142) =0.554
	.458
	.004



Coded anxiety expression. Table S7 describes the analyses examining relationship length as a potential covariate as well as potential moderator for the effect of experimental conditions on the coders’ assessment of anxiety level in the emails sent by participants. Findings remained the same after controlling for relationship length. The responsive-control comparison remained significant, F(1, 142) = 4.076, p = .045, sr2 = .028. The difference between the unresponsive and control conditions was not significant, F(1, 142) = .012, p = .913, sr2 = .000. Relationship length did not significantly moderate the relationship between experimental conditions and coders’ assessment of anxiety level, F(1, 142) = .096, p = .758, sr2 = .001 for the responsive-control comparison, and F(1, 142) = .017, p = .896, sr2 = .000 for the unresponsive-control comparison.
Table S7
Regressions Examining Relationship Length as Covariate and Moderator for Coders’ Assessment of Anxiety Level
	
	
	B
	SE
	F
	p
	sr2

	Model 1 
	Responsive
	.525
	.252
	F(1, 142) = .4.330
	.039
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.042
	.256
	F(1, 142) = 0.027
	.869
	.000

	Model 2
	Responsive
	.513
	.254
	F(1, 141) = 4.076
	.045
	.028

	
	Unresponsive
	.028
	.258
	F(1, 141) = 0.012
	.913
	.000

	
	Relationship Length
	.003
	.006
	F(1, 141) = 0.276
	.600
	.002

	Model 3
	Responsive
	.518
	.257
	F(1, 139) = 4.053
	.046
	.028

	
	Unresponsive
	.037
	.262
	F(1, 139) = 0.020
	.888
	.000

	
	Relationship Length
	.001
	.013
	F(1, 139) = 0.002
	.963
	.000

	
	Responsive x Length
	.005
	.016
	F(1, 139) = 0.096
	.758
	.001

	
	Unresponsive x Length
	.002
	.016
	F(1, 139) = 0.017
	.896
	.000



Relationship Satisfaction
Anxiety expression analyzed by LIWC. Table S8 describes the analyses examining relationship satisfaction as a potential covariate as well as potential moderator for the effect of experimental conditions on the percentage of anxiety words contained in the participants’ emails. Findings remained the same after controlling for relationship satisfaction. The responsive-control comparison was significant, F(1, 142) = 4. 293, p = .040, sr2 = .029. The difference between the unresponsive and control conditions was not significant, F(1, 142) = .035, p=.853, sr2=.000. Relationship satisfaction did not significantly moderate the relationship between percentage of anxiety-related words and experimental conditions, F(1, 142) = 000, p = . 996, sr2=.000 for the responsive-control comparison, and F(1, 142) = 078, p = . 781, sr2=.001 for the unresponsive-control comparison.
Table S8
Regressions Examining Relationship Satisfaction as Covariate and Moderator for Percentage of Anxiety Words
	
	
	B
	SE
	F
	p
	sr2

	Model 1 
	Responsive
	.257
	.142
	F(1, 142) = 3.257
	.073
	.022

	
	Unresponsive
	-.004
	.144
	F(1, 142) = 0.001
	.979
	.000

	Model 2
	Responsive
	.295
	.142
	F(1, 141) = 4.293
	.040
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.027
	.144
	F(1, 141) = 0.035
	.853
	.000

	
	Relationship Satisfaction
	-.140
	.074
	F(1, 141) = 3.570
	.061
	.025

	Model 3
	Responsive
	.290
	.144
	F(1, 139) = 4.037
	.046
	.028

	
	Unresponsive
	.025
	.146
	F(1, 139) = 0.030
	.863
	.000

	
	Relationship Satisfaction
	-.122
	.127
	F(1, 139) = 0.916
	.340
	.007

	
	Responsive x Satisfaction
	.001
	.109
	F(1, 139) = 0.000
	.996
	.000

	
	Unresponsive x Satisfaction
	-.049
	.175
	F(1, 139) = 0.078
	.781
	.001



Coded anxiety expression. Table S9 describes the analyses examining relationship satisfaction as a potential covariate as well as potential moderator for the effect of experimental conditions on coders’ assessment of anxiety level in the emails sent by participants. The responsive-control comparison was significant, F(1, 142) = 4.196, p =.042, sr2 = .029. The difference between the unresponsive and control conditions was not significant F(1,142) = .026, p = .873, sr2 = .000. Relationship satisfaction did not significantly moderate the relationship between coders’ assessment of anxiety level and experimental conditions, F(1,142) = 2.363, p = . 127, sr2 = .016 for the responsive-control comparison, and F(1, 142) = 1.336, p = . 250, sr2 = .009 for the unresponsive-control comparison.
Table S9
Regressions Examining Relationship Satisfaction as Covariate and Moderator for Coders’ Assessment of Anxiety Level 
	
	
	B
	SE
	F
	p
	sr2

	Model 1 
	Responsive
	.525
	.252
	F(1, 142) = 4.330
	.039
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.042
	.256
	F(1, 142) = 0.027
	.869
	.000

	Model 2
	Responsive
	.524
	.256
	F(1, 141) = 4.196
	.042
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.041
	.259
	F(1, 141) = 0.026
	.873
	.000

	
	Relationship Satisfaction
	.004
	.133
	F(1, 141) = 0.001
	.979
	.000

	Model 3
	Responsive
	.546
	.257
	F(1, 139) = 4.518
	.035
	.031

	
	Unresponsive
	.085
	.260
	F(1, 139) = 0.107
	.744
	.001

	
	Relationship Satisfaction
	-.277
	.226
	F(1, 139) = 1.505
	.222
	.011

	
	Responsive x Satisfaction
	.521
	.339
	F(1, 139) = 2.363
	.127
	.016

	
	Unresponsive x Satisfaction
	.361
	.312
	F(1, 139) = 1.336
	.250
	.009



Baseline Perceived Partner Responsiveness (PPR)
Anxiety expression analyzed by LIWC. Table S10 describes the analyses examining baseline PPR as a potential covariate as well as potential moderator for the effect of experimental conditions on the percentage of anxiety words contained in the participants’ emails. The responsive-control comparison was not significant, F(1, 142) = 3.306, p = .071, sr2 = .023. The difference between the unresponsive and control conditions was not significant, F(1, 142) = . 000, p=.999, sr2 = .000. Baseline PPR did not significantly moderate the relationship between percentage of anxiety-related words and experimental conditions, F(1, 142) = 1.496, p =.223, sr2 = .010 for the responsive-control comparison, and F(1, 142) = . 469, p = .494, sr2 = .003 for the unresponsive-control comparison.

Table S10
Regressions Examining Baseline PPR as Covariate and Moderator for Percentage of Anxiety Words
	
	
	B
	SE
	F
	p
	sr2

	Model 1 
	Responsive
	.257
	.142
	F(1, 142) = 3.257
	.073
	.022

	
	Unresponsive
	-.004
	.144
	F(1, 142) = 0.001
	.979
	.000

	Model 2
	Responsive
	.258
	.142
	F(1, 141) = 3.306
	.071
	.023

	
	Unresponsive
	.000
	.144
	F(1, 141) = 0.000
	.999
	.000

	
	Baseline PPR
	-.064
	.059
	F(1, 141) = 1.172
	.281
	.008

	Model 3
	Responsive
	.253
	.141
	F(1, 139) = 3.206
	.076
	.023

	
	Unresponsive
	.007
	.144
	F(1, 139) = 0.002
	.961
	.000

	
	Baseline PPR
	-.087
	.102
	F(1, 139) = 0.717
	.399
	.005

	
	Responsive x Baseline PPR
	.178
	.145
	F(1, 139) = 1.496
	.223
	.010

	
	Unresponsive x Baseline PPR
	-.097
	.142
	F(1, 139) = 0.469
	.494
	.003



Coded anxiety expression. Table S11 describes the analyses examining baseline PPR as a potential covariate as well as potential moderator for the effect of experimental conditions on coders’ assessment of anxiety level in the emails sent by participants. Findings remained the same after controlling for baseline PPR. The responsive-control comparison was significant, F(1, 142) = 4. 324, p = .039, sr2 = .029. The difference between the unresponsive and control conditions was not significant F(1, 142) =.030, p = .862, sr2 = .000. Baseline PPR did not significantly moderate the relationship between coders’ assessment of anxiety level and experimental conditions, F(1, 142) = 3. 688, p = .058, sr2 = .027 for the responsive-control comparison, and F(1, 142) = . 020, p =. 887, sr2 = .000 for the unresponsive-control comparison.

Table S11 
Regressions Examining Baseline PPR as Covariate and Moderator for Coders’ Assessment of Anxiety Level 
	
	
	B
	SE
	F
	p
	sr2

	Model 1 
	Responsive
	.525
	.252
	F(1, 142) = 4.330
	.039
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.042
	.256
	F(1, 142) = 0.027
	.869
	.000

	Model 2
	Responsive
	.526
	.253
	F(1, 141) = 4.324
	.039
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.045
	.257
	F(1, 141) = 0.030
	.862
	.000

	
	Baseline PPR
	-.044
	.105
	F(1, 141) = 0.177
	.675
	.001

	Model 3
	Responsive
	.513
	.250
	F(1, 139) = 4.215
	.042
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.055
	.254
	F(1, 139) = 0.047
	.828
	.000

	
	Baseline PPR
	-.196
	.181
	F(1, 139) = 1.175
	.280
	.008

	
	Responsive x Baseline PPR
	.514
	.257
	F(1, 139) = 3.688
	.058
	.027

	
	Unresponsive x Baseline PPR
	-.036
	.251
	F(1, 139) = 0.020
	.887
	.000



Emotion Suppression
Anxiety expression analyzed by LIWC. Table S12 describes the analyses examining emotion suppression as a potential covariate as well as potential moderator for the effect of experimental conditions on the percentage of anxiety words contained in the participants’ emails. Findings remained essentially the same after controlling for emotion suppression. The responsive-control comparison was not significant, F(1,142) = 3.321, p =.071, sr2 = .023. The difference between the unresponsive and control conditions was not significant F(1,142) =.007, p = .933, sr2 = .000. Suppression did not significantly moderate the relationship between percentage of anxiety-related words and experimental conditions, F(1, 142) = . 020, p = .889, sr2 = .000 for the responsive-control comparison, and F(1, 142) = 1.895, p = .171, sr2 = .013 for the unresponsive-control comparison.

Table S12
Regressions Examining Emotion Suppression as Covariate and Moderator for Percentage of Anxiety Words
	
	
	B
	SE
	F
	p
	sr2

	Model 1 
	Responsive
	.257
	.142
	F(1,142) = 3.257
	.073
	.022

	
	Unresponsive
	-.004
	.144
	F(1,142) = 0.001
	.979
	.000

	Model 2
	Responsive
	.259
	.142
	F(1,141) = 3.321
	.071
	.023

	
	Unresponsive
	-.012
	.145
	F(1,141) = 0.007
	.933
	.000

	
	Suppression
	.049
	.045
	F(1,141) = 1.184
	.278
	.008

	Model 3
	Responsive
	.261
	.142
	F(1,139) = 3.371
	.068
	.024

	
	Unresponsive
	.000
	.145
	F(1,139) = 0.000
	.999
	.000

	
	Suppression
	.110
	.087
	F(1,139) = 1.592
	.209
	.011

	
	Responsive x Suppression
	-.016
	.114
	F(1,139) = 0.020
	.889
	.000

	
	Unresponsive x Suppression
	-.161
	.117
	F(1,139) = 1.895
	.171
	.013



Coded anxiety expression. Table S13 describes the analyses examining emotion suppression as a potential covariate as well as potential moderator for the effect of experimental conditions on coders’ assessment of anxiety level in the emails sent by participants. Findings remained the same after controlling for emotion suppression. The responsive-control comparison was significant, F(1, 142) = 4.359, p = .039, sr2=.030. The difference between the unresponsive and control conditions was not significant, F(1, 142) = . 016, p = .900, sr2 = .000. Suppression did not significantly moderate the relationship between coders’ assessment of anxiety level and experimental conditions, F(1, 142) = 621, p =.432, sr2 = .004 for the responsive-control comparison, and F(1, 142) = 1.447, p =.231, sr2 = .010 for the unresponsive-control comparison.

Table S13
Regressions Examining Emotion Suppression as Covariate and Moderator for Coders’ Assessment of Anxiety Level 
	
	
	B
	SE
	F
	p
	sr2

	Model 1 
	Responsive
	.525
	.252
	F(1, 142) = 4.33
	.039
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.042
	.256
	F(1, 142) = 0.027
	.869
	.000

	Model 2
	Responsive
	.528
	.253
	F(1, 141) = 4.359
	.039
	.030

	
	Unresponsive
	.032
	.257
	F(1, 141) = 0.016
	.900
	.000

	
	Suppression
	.057
	.081
	F(1, 141) = 0.505
	.479
	.003

	Model 3
	Responsive
	.522
	.194
	F(1, 139) = 4.248
	.041
	.029

	
	Unresponsive
	.043
	.253
	F(1, 139) = 0.027
	.869
	.009

	
	Suppression
	.205
	.156
	F(1, 139) = 1.729
	.191
	.012

	
	Responsive x Suppression
	-.160
	.203
	F(1, 139) = 0.621
	.432
	.004

	
	Unresponsive x Suppression
	-.252
	.209
	[bookmark: _GoBack]F(1, 139) = 1.447
	.231
	.010
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