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Sensitivity Analyses
Sensitivity analyses were computed using simulations with the simr package (Green & MacLeod, 2016) for our main hypotheses to assess what strength of effect we were able to detect with 80% power. As shown in Table S1, these analyses revealed that we were equipped to detect effects of y = 0.18 – 0.28 for hypothesis 1 (attachment anxiety predicting motives), y = 0.19 – 0.27 for hypothesis 2 (attachment avoidance predicting motives), y = 0.07 – 0.10 for hypothesis 3 (attachment anxiety predicting change in well-being), y = 0.07 – 0.10 for hypothesis 4 (attachment avoidance predicting change in well-being) with 80% power. 

Table S1.
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	Hypothesis
	Predictor
	Outcome
	γ

	H1
	Anxiety
	Contrahedonic (self-focused)
	0.18

	
	
	Relationship Maintenance
	0.25

	
	
	Impression Management
	0.28

	
	
	Relationship Distancing
	0.20

	H2
	Avoidance
	Prohedonic (self-focused)
	0.26

	
	
	Performance (self-focused)
	0.25

	
	
	Relationship Distancing
	0.19

	
	
	Relationship Maintenance
	0.25

	
	
	Emotional Similarity
	0.27

	H3
	Anxiety
	Emotional WB 
	0.10

	
	
	Relationship WB 
	0.07

	H4
	Avoidance
	Emotional WB 
	0.10

	
	
	Relationship WB 
	0.07

	H5
	Anxiety * Rel
	Contrahedonic (self-focused)
	0.20

	
	
	Relationship Maintenance
	0.24

	
	
	Impression Management
	0.26

	
	
	Relationship Distancing
	0.20

	
	Avoidance * Rel
	Prohedonic (self-focused)
	0.24

	
	
	Performance (self-focused)
	0.25

	
	
	Relationship Distancing
	0.17

	
	
	Relationship Maintenance
	0.23

	
	
	Emotional Similarity
	0.25

	
	Anxiety * Rel
	Emotional WB
	0.22

	
	
	Relationship WB 
	0.15

	
	Avoidance * Rel
	Emotional WB
	0.18

	
	
	Relationship WB 
	0.12


Note. Anxiety = Attachment Anxiety, Avoidance = Attachment Avoidance, Rel= Relationship Type (Romantic vs. Not-Romantic), WB= Well-being, Coefficients show smallest effect sizes that could be determined with 80% power. Variables are not standardized so interpretation of effect sizes corresponds to original response scales 


Experience Sampling Items
To capture the motivations behind engaging in interpersonal emotion regulation, participants reported on various motives they had for regulating their partners’ emotions during their most recent interaction (To what extent did you have any of following goals to manage your partner’s emotions during your most recent interaction, whether you acted on them or not?). All items included in our study are displayed in Table S2. 

Table S2.
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	IER Motives
	Each item was rated on a scale of 1 (‘not at all’) to 7 (‘extremely’)

	   Prohedonic - Self
	I wanted to feel better or maintain my own positive feelings.

	   Contrahedonic - Self
	I wanted to decrease my positive emotions or amplify my negative emotions.

	   Performance - Self
	I wanted to concentrate on what I am doing without being distracted by their emotions

	   Impression Management
	I wanted them to think highly of me.

	
	I wanted to make a positive impression on them or avoid rejection from them.

	   Relationship Maintenance
	I wanted to maintain or develop a close relationship with them.

	
	I wanted to have a smooth, conflict free interaction with them.

	   Relationship Distancing
	I wanted to avoid having to deal with their emotions.

	
	I wanted to distance myself from them

	   Emotional Similarity
	I wanted them to feel the way I feel.

	   Prohedonic - Other
	I wanted to make them feel better or maintain their good feelings.

	   Contrahedonic - Other
	I wanted to decrease their positive emotions or amplify their negative emotions.  

	   Performance - Other
	I wanted to help them concentrate on what they were doing without being distracted by their emotions.

	
	I wanted to influence how they felt in order to get them to do something for me

	Interaction outcome
	Each item was rated on a scale of 1 (much less than before) to 7 (much more than before)

	  Perceived change in emotional well-being
	How much more positive emotion did you feel as a result of this interaction (compared to before the interaction)?

	
	How much more negative emotion did you feel as a result of this interaction (compared to before the interaction)?

	   Perceived change in relationship well-being
	How much more satisfied were you with the relationship as a result of this interaction (compared to before the interaction)?

	
	How much closer was your relationship with this person after this interaction?




Effect of Time on Experience Sampling Variables
Within-person correlations between study variables and time were computed to assess whether on average individuals increased or decreased in specific variables over time. As shown in Table S3, over time individuals on average decrease in prohedonic (self and other), impression management, relationship maintenance, and emotional similarity motives, and they increase in their relationship distancing motives. Individuals also on average perceived less positive changes in their emotional well-being and relational well-being over time. 

Table S3.
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	Study variables 
	Time 

	Prohedonic - Self
	-.06**

	Contrahedonic - Self
	.00

	Performance - Self
	.02

	Impression Management
	-.05**

	Relationship Distancing
	.04*

	Relationship Maintenance
	-.20**

	Emotional Similarity
	-.04*

	Prohedonic - Other
	-.13**

	Contrahedonic - Other
	.00

	Performance – Other
	-.02

	Perceived Change in Emotional Well-being
	 -.14**

	Perceived Change in Relationship Well-being
	-.12**





Note. Time in study was indicated by duration since the first prompt. *p < .05. **p < .01.


Main Effects of Attachment
We tested whether the interaction between attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance predicted interpersonal emotion regulation motives or interaction outcomes by running multilevel models with interpersonal emotion regulation motives or interaction outcomes as the outcomes predicted by the interaction of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance while controlling for gender and time. Attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were grand mean centered, gender was dummy coded (1=Woman) and time was calculated from when participants received the first survey. As seen in Table S4, there was only a significant Attachment Anxiety x Attachment Avoidance interaction for emotional similarity motives (). Simple slope analyses showed that attachment avoidance was significantly related to lower emotion similarity motives when attachment anxiety was 1 SD above the mean () but unrelated to similarity motives when attachment anxiety was 1 SD below the mean ().

Table S4.
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	Attachment Anxiety * Attachment Avoidance 

	Dependent Variables
	γ(SE)
	
	95% CI

	Motives
	
	
	

	Prohedonic - Self
	-.06(.08)
	.00
	[-.21, .08]

	Contrahedonic - Self
	-.05(.05)
	.00
	[-.15, .04]

	Performance - Self
	-.09(.07)
	.00
	[-.22, .05]

	Impression Management
	-.05(.08)
	.00
	[-.20, .11]

	Relationship Distancing
	-.06(.06)
	.00
	[-.17, .05]

	Relationship Maintenance
	-.04(.07)
	.00
	[-.17, .10]

	Emotional Similarity
	-.21(.07)**
	.03
	[-.36, -.07]

	Prohedonic - Other
	-.05(.07)
	.00
	[-.19, .09]

	Contrahedonic - Other
	-.07(.05)
	.00
	[-.17, .03]

	Performance – Other
	-.11(.06)
	.02
	[-.22, .00]

	Interaction Outcomes
	
	
	

	Perceived Change in Emotional Well-being
	.01(.03)
	.00
	[-.05, .06]

	Perceived Change in Relationship Well-being
	.00(.02)
	.00
	[-.03, .04]
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Note. Main effects of each attachment dimension and the interaction between attachment avoidance and anxiety were included predictors of each IER motive and interaction outcomes. Values in brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each estimate. Only fixed effects were included. *p < .05. **p < .01.
Models Accounting for Big Five Personality
	Certain Big Five personality traits (namely, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism) are associated with attachment and therefore may explain attachment-related outcomes in IER (Noftle & Shaver, 2006). Further, personality traits have been shown to relate to various intrapersonal ER motives, including prohedonic, contrahedonic, and impression management (Eldesouky & English, 2019). To test robustness of the effects of attachment, we included these four Big Five personality traits previously linked to attachment as covariates predicting each motive and social interaction outcome. Personality was assessed with the Big Five Inventory - 2 Short (BFI-2S; Soto & John, 2017), which consists of 6 items for each of the 5 personality traits (extraversion, openness, conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism). For each item, participants selected from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). Scores for each personality trait were averaged in their respective scales (extraversion: α = 0.76; agreeableness: α = 0.70; conscientiousness: α = 0.82; neuroticism: α = 0.86).
	Big Five personality traits were correlated with attachment, but largely unrelated to interpersonal emotion regulation (see Table S5 for correlations with personality). Most effects of attachment on interpersonal emotion regulation remained significant when controlling for Big Five personality traits (see Table S6 for estimates of fixed effects), which increases confidence in the robustness of the findings. The only exception was that when controlling for Big Five personality, the association between attachment anxiety and self-focused pro-hedonic motives became non-significant (). 

Table S5.
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	Variable
	Extraversion
	Agreeableness
	Neuroticism
	Conscientiousness

	Attachment Anxiety
	-0.11
	-0.26**
	0.65**
	-0.12

	Attachment Avoidance
	-0.29**
	-0.32**
	0.19**
	0.07

	Prohedonic - Self
	0.01
	0.05
	0.09
	0.05

	Contrahedonic - Self
	-0.01
	-0.07
	0.04
	-0.02

	Performance - Self
	0.03
	-0.07
	0.07
	0.03

	Impression Management
	-0.03
	-0.02
	0.14*
	0.09

	Relationship Distancing
	0.01
	-0.13
	0.04
	-0.05

	Relationship Maintenance
	0.05
	0.07
	-0.02
	0.12

	Emotional Similarity
	0.02
	-0.08
	0.12
	-0.11

	Prohedonic - Other
	-0.01
	0.12
	0.04
	0.1

	Contrahedonic - Other
	0.02
	-0.06
	0.02
	-0.02

	Performance – Other
	0.05
	-0.01
	0.06
	0.04

	Perceived Change in Emotional Well-being
	0.07
	0.16*
	-0.08
	0.03

	Perceived Change in Relationship Well-being
	-0.01
	0.08
	-0.07
	0.06
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Note. Scores for attachment and Big Five personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, conscientiousness) were averaged in their respective subscales. Interpersonal emotion regulation motive and outcome scores were averaged across all occasions for each participant. *p < .05. **p < .01.
Table S6.
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	Attachment Anxiety
	Attachment Avoidance

	Dependent Variables
	Intercept
	γ(SE)
	
	95% CI
	γ(SE)
	
	95% CI

	Motives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prohedonic - Self
	3.88
	.22(.12)
	.01
	[-.01, .46]
	-.14(.09)
	.01
	[-.33, .05]

	Contrahedonic - Self
	1.86
	.47(.08)
	.00
	[-.11,.20]
	-.06(.06)
	.00
	[-.18,.06]

	Performance - Self
	2.89
	.06(.12)
	.00
	[-.16, .28]
	.05(.09)
	.00
	[-.12. .23]

	Impression Management
	3.69
	.32(.13)**
	.03
	[.06, .57]
	-.07(.10)
	.00
	[-.27, .13]

	Relationship Distancing
	2.04
	.13(.09)
	.01
	[-.04, .30]
	.02(.07)
	.00
	[-.11,.16]

	Relationship Maintenance
	4.83
	.22(.11)
	.02
	[-.01, .44]
	-.06(.09)
	.00
	[-.24, .11]

	Emotional Similarity
	2.98
	.11(.12)
	.00
	[-.13, .34]
	-.15(.10)
	.01
	[-.34, .03]

	Prohedonic - Other
	4.19
	.15(.12)
	.01
	[-.08, .38]
	-.09(.09)
	.00
	[-.27, .09]

	Contrahedonic - Other
	1.81
	.03 (.08)
	.00
	[-.13, .20]
	-.02 (.07)
	.00
	[-.15, .10]

	Performance – Other
	2.43
	.13(.10)
	.01
	[-.06, .31]
	-.01(.08)
	.00
	[-.15, .14]

	Interaction Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Change in Emotional Well-being
	4.70
	-.03(.05)*
	.00
	[-.12, .06]
	-.10(.04)*
	.01
	[-.17,.-.03]

	Perceived Change in Relationship Well-being
	4.44
	.02 (.03)
	.00
	[-.04, .08]
	-.06 (.03)*
	.01
	[-.11, -.01]


Note. Values in brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each estimate. Big Five personality traits, gender, and time were included but effects are not shown here Scores for Big Five personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, conscientiousness) were averaged in their respective subscales. Both attachment dimensions were included together as predictors of interpersonal emotion regulation. Big Five and Attachment variables were grand mean centered. Gender and time were included as covariates in each model. Only fixed effects were included. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Attachment Predicting Frequency of Different Types of Interaction Partners in Daily Life
We assessed correlations between attachment and the proportion of interactions for each relationship type (nested within person). Results are shown in Table S7. Attachment avoidance was associated with less interaction with college friends and more interaction with family, romantic partners, and professors. Attachment anxiety was associated with less interaction with college friends and romantic partners, and more interaction with family and acquaintances

Table S7.
[bookmark: _Toc107388083]Relationship Type Frequencies and Correlations with Attachment Dimensions
	Relationship Type
	Avoidance
	Anxiety
	Frequency
	Percent

	College Friend
	r = -.21**
	r = -.07**
	1813
	53.3

	Home Friend
	r = -.04
	r = -.05
	204
	6.0

	Family Member
	r = .16**
	r = .08**
	565
	16.5

	Romantic Partner
	r = .41**
	r = -.13**
	378
	11.1

	Acquaintance
	r = .03
	r = .06*
	177
	5.1

	Professor
	r = .05*
	r = .03
	123
	3.6

	Other
	r = .11**
	r = .13**
	150
	4.4



Note. Correlations between relationship type and attachment were calculated using proportions of each interaction type out of total interactions within each participant. Only people in romantic relationships were included in romantic partner correlations. *p < .05, **p < .01.

Testing Relationship Type as a Moderator
In adulthood, romantic partners tend to be the primary attachment figures for individuals (Doherty & Feeney, 2004). We therefore expect that attachment related processes should be particularly salient in interactions with romantic partners. Relationship type of daily interaction partners was examined to test this hypothesis. Specifically, we ran follow-up models with relationship type (coded as 1 = romantic and 0 = all other relationship types) included as a moderating level 1 dummy variable to test whether the associations between attachment and motives or perceived interaction outcome differ between romantic and non-romantic relationships. These relationship type moderation analyses were only conducted among those in a romantic relationship (N = 67), as these are the only participants for which the distinction between romantic and nonromantic is meaningful. There were no significant interactions between attachment and romantic relationship type (see Table S8 for interaction estimates). That is, there was no evidence that attachment was more predictive of interpersonal emotion regulation motives or perceived outcomes in interactions with romantic partners compared to other types of social interactions. However, due to few participants being in romantic relationships and interactions with romantic partners not occurring frequently, we had limited ability to detect whether effects varied across these types of relationship contexts.  

Table S8. 
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	Attachment Anxiety*Romantic Relationship
	
	Attachment Avoidance*Romantic Relationship
	

	Dependent Variables
	Intercept
	γ(SE)
	95% CI
	γ(SE)
	95% CI

	Motives
	
	
	
	
	

	Prohedonic - Self
	3.55
	-.06(.14)
	[-.33, .22]
	-.04(.13)
	[-.29, .21]

	Contrahedonic - Self
	1.69
	-.08(.08)
	[-.24, .07]
	-.10(.07)
	[-.25, .04]

	Performance - Self
	2.82
	-.07(.13)
	[-.32, .19]
	-.06(.12)
	[-.30, .17]

	Impression Management
	3.48
	.11(.13)
	[-.14, .37]
	.09(.12)
	[-.14, .33]

	Relationship Distancing
	2.03
	-.16(.10)
	[-.37, .04]
	-.11(.09)
	[-.29, .07]

	Relationship Maintenance
	4.70
	-.05(.13)
	[-.31, .21]
	.08(.12)
	[-.15, .31]

	Emotional Similarity
	2.70
	-.04(.14)
	[-.31, .23]
	.07(.13)
	[-.17, .32]

	Prohedonic - Other
	3.60
	-.21(.15)
	[-.51, .09]
	.11(.14)
	[-.17, .38]

	Contrahedonic - Other
	1.58
	.03(.08)
	[-.12, .18]
	-.01(.07)
	[-.15, .13]

	Performance – Other
	2.25
	.03(.07)
	[-.11, .17]
	.05(.07)
	[-.08, .18]

	Interaction Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Change in Emotional Well-being
	4.78
	-.05(.11)
	[-.27, .17]
	-.01(.10)
	[-.20, .19]

	Perceived Change in Relationship Well-being
	4.41
	.03(.06)
	[-.10, .15]
	-.02(.06)
	[-.13, .09]


Note.  Only participants in romantic relationships were included in these models (N = 67). The interaction between each attachment dimension and romantic relationship (coded as 1 = romantic and 0 = all other relationship types) were included together as predictors of IER motives and interaction outcomes. Values in brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each estimate. Gender was included as a covariate and main effects of attachment were also included in these models. Random effects of romantic relationship were included. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Attachment as a Moderator of Interpersonal Emotion Regulation Motive-Outcome Links
We also explored whether the relationship between interpersonal emotion regulation motives and perceived social interaction outcomes was dependent on attachment (Exploratory RQ2). However, as shown in Table S9, no significant interaction effects emerged.

Table S9.
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	Attachment Anxiety * Motive
	
	Attachment Avoidance * Motive
	

	Independent Variables
	γ(SE)
	95% CI
	γ(SE)
	95% CI

	Predicting Changes in Emotional Well-being 
	
	
	
	

	Prohedonic - Self
	-.01(.01)
	[-.04, .02]
	.00(.01)
	[-.02, .03]

	Contrahedonic - Self
	.02(.02)
	[-.03, .06]
	.03(.02)
	[-.01, .07]

	Performance - Self 
	-.00(.01)
	[-.03, .03]
	-.00(.01)
	[-.03, .03]

	Impression Management
	.01(.02)
	[-.02, .04]
	.02(.02)
	[-.01, .05]

	Relationship Distancing
	-.03(.02)
	[-.07, .02]
	-.01(.02)
	[-.05, .03]

	Relationship Maintenance
	.02(.02)
	[-.02, .05]
	.00(.01)
	[-.03, .03]

	Emotional Similarity
	-.02(.02)
	[-.05, .01]
	.01(.01)
	[-.02, .04]

	Prohedonic - Other
	.02(.01)
	[-.01, .04]
	-.02(.01)
	[-.04, .01]

	Contrahedonic - Other
	-.00(.03)
	[-.06, .05]
	.01(.03)
	[-.04, .06]

	Performance – Other
	.01(.02)
	[-.03, .06]
	-.00(.02)
	[-.04, .04]

	Predicting Changes in Relationship Well-being
	
	
	
	

	Prohedonic - Self
	.00(.01)
	[-.02, .02]
	.01(.01)
	[-.01, .03]

	Contrahedonic - Self
	-.00(.01)
	[-.03, .03]
	-.01(.01)
	[-.03, .02]

	Performance - Self
	.00(.01)
	[-.03, .03]
	.00(.01)
	[-.03, .02]

	Impression Management
	-.00(.01)
	[-.03, .02]
	.01(.01)
	[-.02, .03]

	Relationship Distancing
	-.01(.02)
	[-.05, .03]
	.01(.02)
	[-.02, .05]

	Relationship Maintenance
	-.00(.01)
	[-.03, .02]
	-.00(.01)
	[-.03, .03]

	Emotional Similarity
	-.01(.01)
	[-.04, .01]
	-.00(.01)
	[-.02, .02]

	Prohedonic - Other
	.01(.01)
	[-.01, .03]
	-.01(.01)
	[-.01, .00]

	Contrahedonic - Other
	-.03(.02)
	[-.07, .01]
	.00(.02)
	[-.03, .04]

	Performance – Other
	-.02(.02)
	[-.06, .01]
	.00(.01)
	[-.03, .03]



Note. All models controlled for main effects of other motives. Interactions for attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were entered into the models simultaneously. Random slopes included for respective motives (e.g., prohedonic when assessing prohedonic *attachment) to avoid spurious interactions. *p < .05, **p < .01.


References
Doherty, N. A., & Feeney, J. A. (2004). The composition of attachment networks throughout the adult years. Personal Relationships, 11(4), 469-488. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2004.00093.x 
Eldesouky, L., & English, T. (2019). Individual differences in emotion regulation goals: Does 
personality predict the reasons why people regulate their emotions?. Journal of 
Personality, 87(4), 750–766. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12430
Green, P., & MacLeod, C. J. (2016). SIMR: an R package for power analysis of generalized linear mixed models by simulation. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 7(4), 493-498.
Noftle, E. E., & Shaver, P. R. (2006). Attachment dimensions and the big five personality traits: Associations and comparative ability to predict relationship quality. Journal of Research in Personality, 40(2), 179–208. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2004.11.003
Soto, C. J., & John, O. P. (2017). Short and extra-short forms of the Big Five Inventory–2: The 
BFI-2-S and BFI-2-XS. Journal of Research in Personality, 68, 69-81.
