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Table S1
Stimuli Descriptives. The description of the social situation corresponding to each stimulus and the descriptives for the modal emotion of each stimulus. The modal emotion for each stimulus used in this project, along with its median rating value, and the inter-quartile range (IQR) of its rating distribution. The modal emotions were computed using the archival ratings (Le Mau, et al., 2019) across the three conditions (Situation-only, Face-only, and Face-Situation). The situation descriptions of this final set of stimuli were examined by the researchers to check for clarity and provocative language. Minor clarification changes were made to three stimuli (stimulus 564: ‘WASPy’ was changed to ‘Christian’, stimulus 41: ‘WASP’ was changed to ‘prim white’, stimulus 72: ‘on a 26-to-1 long-shot filly who is now positioned a neck back down the stretch.’ was changed to ‘on a long-shot horse race. His horse is now positioned way behind the lead.’).

	Stimuli ID
	Situation Description
	Modal Emotion from Situation-only condition
	Modal Emotion from Face-Situation condition
	Modal Emotion from Face-only condition

	16
	He is a famous divorce attorney who has just been beaten in a bitter negotiation.
	Embarrassment Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 2.0
	Anger
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.75 
	Sadness
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0
 

	41
	She's a prim white girl, showing her bitchy and crass sister-in-law that she's learned a few things about how to say "fuck off!"
	Anger
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.0

Pride
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.0

	Contempt
Median Rating = 2.5
IQR = 3.25
	Disgust
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 3.0


	55
	She is a mother who just received the failing grades of her daughter in college, after being lied to about how well she's been doing.
	Surprise
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0
	Anger
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0
	Contempt
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

	72
	He's a compulsive gambler in debt to the mob, and he's bet his last three grand on a long shot horse race. His horse is now positioned way behind the lead.
	Interest
Median Rating = 3.5
IQR = 4.0 
	Fear
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.0
	Anger
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.75


	76
	He is at a neighborhood bar and just overheard another man talking about his wife.
	Interest
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.5
	Anger
 Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 3.0
	Contempt
 Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 1.0

	140
	He is a gambling addict, deep in debt to a ruthless bookie, urging his horse to pass the leader down the home stretch.
	Fear
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 3.0 
	Interest
Median Rating = 4.0
IQR = 4.0 
	Surprise
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 3.0


	163
	He's a one-night-stand specialist, in a restaurant, bumping into a woman he slept with a couple weeks ago and have mostly forgotten already, trying - and failing - to put a name to the face: "Oh, hi‚ you!"
	Embarrassment
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0
	Surprise
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.0 
	Amusement
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.0



	189
	He's a man watching his four-year-old daughter, in a tiny cap and gown, getting her degree from an elite preschool, reassured that the $35,000 tuition was worth it.
	Happiness
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0
	Pride
Median Rating = 4.0
IQR = 1.0
	Happiness
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0

	220
	He's a man wrongly convicted of rape who has been granted a DNA hearing after ten years in prison, being told that the original evidence kit was accidentally destroyed.
	Anger
Median Rating = 4.0
IQR = 2.0

	Sadness
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.75
	Fear
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.0

	222
	He's a graduate student being highly praised by a professor for a thesis he plagiarized.
	Shame
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0

	Amusement
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0
	Happiness
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.0

	284
	He is a clueless bachelor hanging up the phone after telling his girlfriend that he can easily live without her, realizing a minute later that he is sorry already.
	Sadness
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.25
	Shame
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.25
	Interest
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

Surprise
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0


	288
	He is an avowed atheist home for Thanksgiving dinner, waiting for his devout brother to finish saying an interminable grace.
	Contempt
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0
	Disgust
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0
	Contempt
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0


	322
	He is the director of a network beauty contest, seeing Miss Montana experience a sudden, very revealing "wardrobe malfunction": "Cut to camera three‚ camera three for God's sake!"
	Surprise
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0

	Embarrassment
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 2.0
	Fear
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 2.0

	422
	He is a high school bully pushing around a nerd when his six-foot-four big brother shows up.
	Fear
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 2.0
	Surprise
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.0
	Amusement
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

	423
	She's a socialite waiting for her car in front of Bloomingdale's; she never carries cash, of course, and she's being approached by a crazed, disheveled homeless man holding out a paper cup.
	Fear
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.0

	Disgust
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

Surprise
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

	Awe
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

Interest
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0


	489
	He is about to go out on a date with a woman he met through Craigslist, where he has described himself as a blond surfer type, and he is wondering how the first few minutes are going to go.
	Interest
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 2.5

	Fear
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0
	Sadness
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 3.0

	494
	He is a law professor putting a wiseass student on the spot: "And now what would you say to the judge, Mr. Sullivan?"
	Amusement
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

Anger
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0
 
	Interest
Median Rating = 1.5
IQR = 2.0
	Amusement
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

Happiness
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0


	511
	She's a member of a chastity club who has promised the Virgin Mary she'll keep her solemn pledge, now at a statue of the Madonna begging for her forgiveness.
	Shame
Median Rating = 4.0
IQR = 1.0
	Embarrassment
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.0
	Disgust
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

	512
	She's a skating coach watching her young protégé complete a triple lutz for the first time.
	Pride
Median Rating = 4.0
IQR = 1.0
	Happiness
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.0
	Surprise
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 2.25

	513
	She's telling her stepchildren, whom she deeply resents, a bedtime fairy tale, one of the Grimms' very grimmest, about a stepmother who kills her disobedient stepchildren.
	Disgust
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.0
	Contempt
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 3.5
	Anger
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 2.25

	544
	He's a high school kid at the edge of delinquency reacting to his mother telling him that he'll be in trouble when his father comes home: "Oooooh, I'm so scared!"
	Contempt
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.0
	Amusement
Median Rating = 1.5
IQR = 3.0
	Surprise
Median Rating = 4.0
IQR = 1.0

	564
	She's a snobbish, disapproving Christian matron greeting her Jewish daughter-in-law for what will soon be the Thanksgivng dinner from hell.
	Disgust
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.75
	Contempt
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 3.0
	Happiness
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0

Interest
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0


	567
	She's a respected and tough music critic, who, at the urging of a friend, reluctantly goes to hear an unknown string ensemble in a small old church with beautiful resonating sound and are suddenly and surprisingly moved to tears over a late Beethoven quartet.
	Happiness
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 1.5
 
	Awe
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 2.0
	Sadness
Median Rating = 2.0
IQR = 3.0 

	585
	He's the oldest salesman at a newly acquired company, reading a private e-mail between the new CEO and the COO accidentally sent to the entire staff, saying that "it's time to clear out the dead wood."
	Surprise
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 3.75

	Fear
Median Rating = 3.0
IQR = 2.0 
	Disgust
Median Rating = 1.0
IQR = 2.0 



Table S2
Stimuli Descriptives. Internal consistency computed using intra-class correlation (ICC) for emotion ratings obtained from situations and faces presented independently in studies 1a – 1e in the current project (empirical data) and the archival dataset (Le Mau et al., 2019). Empirical ratings were collected using the online recruitment platform Prolific while archival ratings were collected using the online recruitment platform MTurk.
	Stimuli ID
	ICC Situation-only
(Empirical Data)
	ICC Situation-only
(Archival Data)
	ICC Face-only
(Empirical Data)
	ICC Face-only 
(Archival Data)

	16
	0.8037965
	0.8316457
	0.7154294
	0.61476443

	41
	0.660063
	0.7106266
	0.6395016
	-0.07137506

	55
	0.7793591
	0.7065778
	0.7189762
	0.48649942

	72
	0.7767243
	0.6922537
	0.7001235
	0.29245207

	76
	0.8004943
	0.8142506
	0.7548286
	0.41975264

	140
	0.7762048
	0.5236063
	0.6213726
	0.26733118

	163
	0.6931443
	0.5773355
	0.683545
	0.35661174

	189
	0.6568749
	0.6861105
	0.6549401
	0.58174317

	220
	0.6953762
	0.4777813
	0.7274819
	0.6285421

	222
	0.6777536
	0.5128315
	0.6698174
	0.12078458

	284
	0.7908738
	0.7317604
	0.7177305
	0.05183331

	288
	0.7263495
	0.8000182
	0.7188015
	0.57970264

	322
	0.7770625
	0.6590957
	0.7008102
	0.23722562

	422
	0.7713109
	0.5972817
	0.5823268
	0.15871254

	423
	0.7574575
	0.6566664
	0.695944
	0.49057309

	489
	0.7463218
	0.7332038
	0.7197103
	0.71154379

	494
	0.6712609
	0.646271
	0.6819818
	0.30409602

	511
	0.6899789
	0.6203256
	0.7027361
	0.42981892

	512
	0.6882205
	0.6705387
	0.6649267
	0.39229903

	513
	0.5740011
	0.3383927
	0.7142669
	0.56943917

	544
	0.616453
	0.6702654
	0.7265601
	0.59681151

	564
	0.6669168
	0.7830284
	0.7463426
	0.23139649

	567
	0.6844059
	0.325501
	0.7268072
	0.43260242

	585
	0.7777253
	0.7930683
	0.6728779
	0.49153721



Power Analysis
In study 1a, 100 participants (Mean age = 31.85, SD age = 7.13; 60.82% male, 35.05% female and 2.06% non-binary; 75.26% White, 5.15% Black or African American, 4.12% Asian) were recruited and the sample size was predetermined based on a priori power analysis using G*power (Faul et al., 2007). Analysis indicated that with a sample of 90 individuals, we were sufficiently powered (1 -  = 0.80) to detect a medium effect size (f = 0.15) for a main effect of condition ( = 0.05). 
Sample size for study 1b (N = 60, Mean age = 35.26, SD age = 12.74; 45% male, 46.67% female and 7.33% non-binary; 73.33% White, 10% Black or African American, 6.67% Asian) was determined using simulation-based power analysis conducted for the interaction effect of trial and condition on updating inferred intensity of emotions ( = -0.465, SE = 0.0535) found in Study 1a. Using the simR package in R (Green et al., 2023), we determined that with a sample of 40 individuals, we are sufficiently powered (1 -   > 0.80) to detect ( = 0.05) the effect size observed in study 1a, and we oversampled to account for data loss resulting in the total sample of 60 individuals. 
For study 1c, we recruited 71 participants (Mean age = 37.14, SD age = 11.65; 43.66% male, 54.93% female and 0% non-binary; 74.65% White, 5.63% Black or African American, 4.23% Asian), and this sample size was also determined using simulation-based power analysis using simR package in R. A sample size of 50 participants was sufficient (1 -  = 0.94) to detect a medium effect size (Cohen's d = 0.5, pred = 0.28) for asymmetry in updating intensity of emotions. We oversampled (Ntotal = 63) to account for data loss based on attrition, exclusions, and poor data quality. 
For study 1d, the sample size (N = 444, Mean age = 39.42, SD age = 10.38; 47.30% male, 50% female and 2.03% non-binary; 76.8% White, 8.78% Black or African American, 2.25% Asian) was planned to investigate a small effect (Cohen’s d = 0.15) of expressivity beliefs on asymmetry in updating intensity of emotions using both G*power (Faul et al., 2007) and simR package in R. With a sample of 351 participants, we were sufficiently powered (1 -  = 0.8) to detect (p < 0.05) the desired effect size and we oversampled for 25% data to account for attrition, exclusions, and poor data quality. 
Study 1e was a pre-registered replication of study 1d where we planned to replicate the small effect of expressivity beliefs on asymmetry in updating intensity of emotions thereby recruiting the same sample size as Study 1d (N = 462, Mean age = 37.19, SD age = 10.34; 46.75% male, 50.87% female and 2.16% non-binary; 70.78% White, 8.66% Black or African American, 5.84% Asian).




Table S3
Detailed demographic information for each of the five independent study samples
	
	Study 1a
(N = 97)
	Study 1b
(N = 47)
	Study 1c
(N = 56)
	Study 1d
(N = 347)
	Study 1e (N = 378)

	Age
	Mean = 31.85
SD = 7.13
	Mean = 34.17
SD = 12.61
	Mean = 35.78
SD = 11.29
	Mean = 39.45
SD = 10.25
	Mean = 37.06
SD = 10.07

	Gender
	Male = 60.82%
Female = 35.05%
Non-binary/Other = 2.06%
	Male = 44.68%
Female = 44.68%
Non-binary/Other = 10.64%
	Male = 42.86%
Female = 55.36%
Non-binary/Other = 1.78%
	Male = 46.12%
Female = 51%
Non-binary/Other = 2.02%
	Male = 47.35%
Female = 52.65%
Non-binary/Other = 2.65%

	Ethnicity
	American Indian or Alaska Native = 0
Asian = 4 
Black or African American = 5
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander = 0
White = 73
Hispanic/Latinx = 7
Other = 8 

	American Indian or Alaska Native = 0
Asian = 4
Black or African American = 3
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander = 0
White = 35
Hispanic/Latinx = 4
Other = 1

	American Indian or Alaska Native = 0
Asian = 3
Black or African American = 2
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander = 0
White = 43
Hispanic/Latinx = 2
Other = 6

	American Indian or Alaska Native = 2
Asian = 8
Black or African American = 29
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander = 1
White = 273
Hispanic/Latinx = 7
Other = 27

	American Indian or Alaska Native = 
Asian = 25
Black or African American = 35
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander = 1
White = 271
Hispanic/Latinx = 18
Other = 30


	Educational Background
	High school diploma or less = 1
High school degree or equivalent = 10
Some college, no degree = 17
Associate degree = 14
Bachelor’s degree = 39
Postgraduate degree = 14

	High school diploma or less = 2
High school degree or equivalent = 7
Some college, no degree = 12
Associate degree = 3
Bachelor’s degree = 20
Postgraduate degree = 3

	High school diploma or less = 0
High school degree or equivalent = 3
Some college, no degree = 13
Associate degree = 5
Bachelor’s degree = 31
Postgraduate degree = 3
	High school diploma or less = 0
High school degree or equivalent = 46
Some college, no degree = 66
Associate degree = 35
Bachelor’s degree = 129
Postgraduate degree = 67

	High school diploma or less = 7
High school degree or equivalent = 50
Some college, no degree = 76
Associate degree = 31
Bachelor’s degree = 162
Postgraduate degree = 50


	Income
	<$20,000 = 15 
$20000 to $34999 = 9
$35000 to $49999 = 12
$50000 to $74999 = 19
$75000 to $99999 = 15
>$100000 = 21
	<$20,000 = 6 
$20000 to $34999 = 11
$35000 to $49999 = 2
$50000 to $74999 = 11
$75000 to $99999 = 5
>$100000 = 12
	<$20,000 = 3
$20000 to $34999 = 4
$35000 to $49999 = 9
$50000 to $74999 = 12
$75000 to $99999 = 7
>$100000 = 17
	<$20,000 = 34
$20000 to $34999 = 37
$35000 to $49999 = 55
$50000 to $74999 = 72
$75000 to $99999 = 46
>$100000 = 100
	<$20,000 = 37
$20000 to $34999 = 61
$35000 to $49999 = 46
$50000 to $74999 = 89
$75000 to $99999 = 64
>$100000 = 75



Table S4
Mixed-effects regression model estimates for the fixed effect of interaction between trial and condition examined for presence and intensity of emotions across the five independent study samples
	
	Interaction of trial and condition for updating of presence of emotions
	Interaction of trial and condition for updating of intensity of emotions

	Study 1a
	 = -0.048, 2(1) = 1.621
p = 0.203, 95% CI = -0.121, 0.026
	 = -0.505, (1,96) = -8.707 
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.618, -0.391

	Study 1b
	 = -0.255, 2(1) = 23.220
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.359, -0.151
	 = -0.810, (1,46) = -8.538
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.996, -0.624

	Study 1c
	 = -0.314, 2(1) = 44.185
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.406, -0.221
	 = -0.846, (1,55) = -11.06
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.996, -0.696

	Study 1d
	 = -0.309, 2(1) = 263.56
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.346, -0.271
	 = -0.705, (1,346) = -23.91
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.762, -0.647

	Study 1e
	 = -0.267, 2(1) = 214.82
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.303, -0.231
	 = -0.622, (1,377) = -21.79
p < 0.001, 95% CI = -0.678, -0.566



Table S5
Mixed-effects regression model estimates for the fixed effect of interaction between trial and condition examined for presence and intensity of emotions after removing the 5 stimuli (n = 19) that had more than one modal emotion
	
	Interaction of trial and condition for updating of presence of emotions
	Interaction of trial and condition for updating of intensity of emotions

	Integrative Analysis
	 = -0.58, 2(1) = 449.38
p < 0.001
	 = -0.54 (1,96) = -8.062
p < 0.001



Beliefs about Emotion Expressivity
Study 1a
Items Modified from Berent and Colleagues’ Expressive Essentialism Scale (2020)
In study 1a, we developed a 4-item measure of beliefs about expressivity of emotions by modifying the questions that examine the innateness and embodiment (facially and internally) of emotion (Berent et al., 2020). Every item in this study was rated for each of the 13 emotion categories (amusement, anger, awe, contempt, disgust, embarrassment, fear, happiness, interest, pride, sadness, shame, surprise) on a 7-point likert-type scale with values: extremely unlikely, moderately unlikely, slightly unlikely, neither likely nor unlikely, slightly likely, moderately likely, extremely likely
Items:
· How likely is it that a person who feels the below listed emotion will “show” it as a distinct facial expression?
· How likely is it that you could tell that a person is experiencing the below listed emotion from the person’s facial expression?
· How likely is it that each emotion will elicit a physical bodily response (e.g., a change in blood pressure, heart rate, perspiration)?
· How likely is it that when someone is feeling the below listed emotion that it is not detectable on their face?
From post-hoc inspection of these items we learned that these items potentially conflate measurement of two distinct dimensions of beliefs about expressivity of emotions. First, the dimension measuring how valuable facial expressions are in understanding others’ emotions (value dimension) and second, the dimension measuring how uniquely distinct facial expressions are in understanding others’ emotions (diagnosticity dimension). We anticipated that only beliefs about the diagnosticity of facial expressions may relate to the asymmetry in updating of emotion inferences and therefore wanted to develop items that discretely measure these dimensions. People with greater beliefs in the diagnosticity of facial expressions may update their inferences of emotions less from first viewing facial cue i.e., in the Face-first condition, compared to those who hold lower such beliefs. Due to lack of an existing measure, in studies 1b – 1e we developed and modified items iteratively in successive studies to distinctly measure the dimensions of value and diagnosticity beliefs.

Study 1b
Items Developed to Measure Beliefs about Expressivity and Updating
We initially developed a 13-item scale (used in study 1b) that included 4 items for value of facial expressions, 5 items for diagnosticity of facial expressions and 4 items for beliefs in people’s inflexibility to update judgements. Each item in this scale was rated on a 7-point likert-type scale with values: strongly disagree, moderately disagree, somewhat disagree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat agree, moderately agree, strongly agree
Value items:
· I always rely on people’s faces when I want to understand what emotion(s) they are feeling.
· Faces usually provide important information when trying to understand what emotion(s) other people are feeling.
· People often use their faces to express the emotion(s) they are feeling
· It is hard to tell what emotion(s) someone is feeling from their face. (r)
Diagnosticity items:
· There is a specific facial expression for each emotion(s).
· There are a variety of ways in which an emotion can be expressed on the face. (r)
· Faces are sufficient to understand what emotion(s) someone is feeling.
· I often need information besides someone’s facial expression to understand their emotion(s). (r)
· One facial expression can have different emotional meaning depending on the situation or social context. (r)
Inflexibility in updating items:
· My initial judgement about what emotion(s) someone is feeling is usually right.
· I rarely change my initial judgement about what emotion(s) someone is feeling.
· As I learn more information, I often revise my judgement about what emotion(s) someone if feeling. (r)
· I often seek additional information about a person or their situation to improve my initial judgement of their feelings. (r)
Studies 1c – 1e
Items Modified from Study 1b to Only Measure Beliefs about Expressivity 
Across studies 1c – 1e the following item were rated on a 7-point likert-type scale with values: strongly disagree, moderately disagree, somewhat disagree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat agree, moderately agree, strongly agree
Value items:
· People’s facial expressions are often a good indication of what emotion(s) they are feeling.
· Emotion(s) are something that do not easily show in a person’s facial expression. (r)
· Just looking at people’s facial expression is sufficient to understand what specific emotion they are feeling.
Diagnosticity items:
· There is a single unique facial expression for each emotion.
· There are a variety of ways in which a person can express a specific emotion on their face. (r)
· The same facial expression of a person can have different emotional meaning depending on the situation or social context. (r)

Table S6
Cronbach’s alpha computed for the items within the value and diagnosticity dimensions for studies 1b – 1e.
	Study
	Value dimension
	Diagnosticity dimension

	Study 1b
	 = 0.57
	 = 0.34

	Study 1c
	 = 0.50
	 = 0.43

	Study 1d
	 = 0.61
	 = 0.64

	Study 1e
	 = 0.62
	 = 0.59



Table S7
Mixed-effects regression model estimates for the fixed effect of interaction between trial, condition, and expressivity belief (value and diagnosticity) examined for presence of emotions across the four independent study samples
	
	Interaction of trial, condition, and value beliefs for updating of presence of emotions
	Interaction of trial, condition, and diagnosticity beliefs for updating of presence of emotions

	Study 1b
	 = -0.067, 2(1) = 1.473, p = 0.225, 95% CI = -0.175, 0.041
	 = 0.096, 2(1) = 3.176, p = 0.075, 95% CI = -0.010, 0.203

	Study 1c
	 = 0.013, 2(1) = 0.072, p = 0.788, 95% CI = -0.081, 0.107
	 = 0.036, 2(1) = 0.586, p = 0.444, 95% CI = -0.057, 0.130

	Study 1d
	 = -0.015, 2(1) = 0.603, p = 0.438, 95% CI = -0.052, 0.023
	 = -0.003, 2(1) = 0.024, p = 0.877, 95% CI = -0.041, 0.035

	Study 1e
	 = 0.016, 2(1) = 0.779, p = 0.377, 95% CI = -0.020, 0.052
	 = 0.040, 2(1) = 4.669, p = 0.031, 95% CI = 0.004, 0.076



Table S8
Mixed-effects regression model estimates for the fixed effect of interaction between trial, condition, and expressivity belief (value and diagnosticity) examined for intensity of emotions across the five independent study samples
	
	Interaction of trial, condition, and value beliefs for updating of intensity of emotions
	Interaction of trial, condition, and diagnosticty beliefs for updating of intensity of emotions

	Study 1b
	 = -0.102, (1,46) = -0.957, p = 0.339, 95% CI = -0.310, 0.107
	 = 0.188, (1,46) = 1.933, p = 0.053, 95% CI = -0.033, 0.379

	Study 1c
	 = 0.016, (1,55) = 0.212, p = 0.832, 95% CI = -0.136, 0.168
	 = -0.209, (1,55) = -2.702, p = 0.007, 95% CI = -0. 360, -0.057

	Study 1d
	 = -0.037, (1,346) = -1.22, p = 0.223, 95% CI = -0.097, 0.023
	 = 0.072, (1,346) = 2.275, p = 0.023, 95% CI = 0.010, 0.134

	Study 1e
	 = 0.026, (1,377) = 0.853, p = 0.394, 95% CI = -0.034, -0.086
	 = 0.019, (1,377) = 0.667, p = 0.504, 95% CI = 0.037, 0. 076
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Figure S1. Distribution of rating scores on two of the five diagnosticity scale items colored based on the order of task and scale administration in study 1b. Participants who performed the Emotion Updating task first were less likely to endorse faces as diagnostic sources of information for inferring emotions compared to those who performed the task after reporting on their beliefs. Given our interest in capturing lay beliefs about expressivity of emotions and the potential effects of task on such beliefs, we split the administration of the scale and task in two separate sessions for subsequent studies. In the first session participants reported on their lay beliefs about expressivity of emotions and after two days completed the Emotion Updating Task. 
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Figure S2. Distribution of average rating scores on the four items assessing beliefs about inflexibility in updating of emotion inferences (Cronbach’s  = 0.50) measured in study 1b (N = 47).
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