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Pre-Test for Conversation Questions
Method
Participants. Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 45; Mage = 35.71; SDage = 9.58; 31.11% female; 82.22% Caucasian) to complete the study in exchange for $2.00. An additional 3 participants were excluded because they failed one or more attention checks.
Procedure. Participants imagined visiting a “social interaction” research lab where they would engage in a get-to-know-you discussion with another study participant who they had never met before. They were told that this discussion would be called the “sharing game.”
Then participants viewed each of the 20 discussion questions in randomized order (see Table S1). They responded to four items for each discussion question: “How much do you think your answers would reveal about your identity—about who you are as a person?” (0 = nothing at all; 10 = quite a bit); “Questions can range from superficial and shallow to intimate and deep. How intimate do you consider these questions to be?” (0 = not intimate at all; 10 = extremely intimate); “To what extent do you think these questions would require you to reveal meaningful information about yourself?” (0 = not at all; 10 = quite a bit); and “How vulnerable do you think you would feel while asking and answering these questions with a stranger?” (0 = not at all vulnerable; 10 = extremely vulnerable).
Then participants completed two attention checks: they reported who they were asked to imagine speaking with (A stranger who I’d never met before vs. A friend with whom I’d lost touch) and they reported whether they paid attention throughout the study (Yes vs. No). Finally, participants reported demographic information and received payment.
Results
The four items were highly correlated (α = .96) and so we collapsed across them to form an intimacy scale by averaging participants’ responses (see Table S1).
	Index
	Question
	M (SD)

	S01
	What do you think about the weather today?
	1.21 (2.11)

	S02
	How often do you come here?
	1.97 (2.06)

	S03
	How did you celebrate last Halloween?
	2.14 (2.09)

	S04
	How often do you get your hair cut? Where do you go? Have you ever had a really bad haircut experience?
	2.39 (2.13)

	S05
	What is the best TV show you've seen in the last month? Tell your partner about it.
	2.68 (2.31)

	S06
	When was the last time you walked for more than an hour? Describe where you went and what you saw.
	2.69 (2.19)

	S07
	Do you like to get up early or stay up late? Why?
	2.89 (1.93)

	S08
	Do you have anything planned for later today? When are you going to do it?
	3.22 (2.01)

	S09
	Can you describe a conversation you had with another person earlier today?
	3.30 (2.14)

	S10
	What’s your daily routine like?
	4.40 (1.85)

	D01
	What would constitute a "perfect" day for you?
	4.75 (2.38)

	D02
	Where is somewhere you've visited that you felt really had an impact on who you are today?
	5.24 (1.94)

	D03
	If you were going to become a close friend with the other participant, please share what would be important for him or her to know.
	6.35 (1.99)

	D04
	If a crystal ball could tell you the truth about yourself, your life, the future, or anything else, what would you want to know?
	6.38 (2.12)

	D05
	For what in your life do you feel most grateful? Tell the other participant about it.
	6.47 (1.96)

	D06
	Is there something you've dreamed of doing for a long time? Why haven't you done it?
	6.50 (2.10)

	D07
	What is one of the more embarrassing moments in your life?
	6.83 (1.88)

	D08
	What is one of your most meaningful memories? Why is it meaningful for you?
	7.29 (2.02)

	D09
	Can you describe a time you cried in front of another person?
	7.39 (2.16)

	D10
	If you could undo one mistake you have made in your life, what would it be and why would you undo it?
	7.82 (1.98)



Table S1. Intimacy ratings by question. Numbers outside parentheses denote means; numbers inside parentheses denote standard deviations. S01 through S10 denote shallow questions in ascending order of intimacy. D01 through D10 denote deep questions in ascending order of intimacy.
Introduction #1 (Listener vs. Asker vs. Discussant vs. Answerer)
Method
Participants. Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 188 individuals after exclusions; Mage = 34.91; SDage = 10.66; 46.28% female; 66.49% Caucasian) to complete the study in exchange for $0.50. An additional 13 participants were excluded for failing the attention check.
Procedure. Participants imagined visiting a “social interaction” research lab where they would speak with another study participant who they had never met before. They were told that this discussion would be called the “sharing game.”
Then participants were randomly assigned to one of four roles: Listener, Asker, Discussant, or Answerer. Listeners were told that “the other study participant would draw 5 questions out of a hat and answer them, and you would listen to his or her answers.” Askers were told that they would “ask 5 questions and the other participant would answer these 5 questions while you simply listen.” Discussants were told that they and the other study participant “would ask and answer 5 questions while interacting with one another. That is, both you and the other study participant would answer the same 5 questions.” Answerers were told that “the other participant would ask 5 questions and you would answer these 5 questions while the other participant simply listens.”
Then participants viewed the list of 20 pre-tested discussion questions in randomized order. They selected the 5 questions that they would most like to listen to, ask, discuss, or answer during the sharing game. Then participants completed one attention check item in which they reported their role in the sharing game (Listener vs. Asker vs. Discussant vs. Answerer). Finally, participants reported demographic information and received payment.
Results
	Based on the pre-test ratings, we computed the mean intimacy of the questions that participants selected in each condition. The mean intimacy of the questions selected varied significantly by condition, F(3, 184) = 15.02, p < .001, ηp2 = .20. Consistent with our predictions, Listeners (M = 5.06, SD = 1.33) chose more intimate questions than Discussants (M = 4.04, SD = 1.09), t(184) = -4.10, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.51, -0.53], d = -0.86, or Answerers (M = 3.58, SD = 0.91), t(184) = -6.13, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.96, -1.00], d = -1.25. Likewise, Askers (M = 4.71, SD = 1.38) chose more intimate questions than Discussants, t(184) = -2.69, p = .008, 95% CIdifference = [-1.16, -0.18], d = -0.56, or Answerers, t(184) = -4.67, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.61, -0.65], d = -0.95.
The number of deep questions selected also varied by condition, F(3, 184) = 14.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .19. Listeners (M = 3.06 out of 5, SD = 1.57) chose more deep questions than Discussants (M = 1.89, SD = 1.30), t(184) = -3.97, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-0.35, -0.12], d = -0.83, or Answerers (M = 1.36, SD = 1.16), t(184) = -5.92, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-0.45, -0.23], d = -1.20. Likewise, Askers (M = 2.74, SD = 1.61) chose more deep questions than Discussants, t(184) = 2.86, p = .005, 95% CIdifference = [0.05, 0.29], d = 0.60, or Answerers, t(184) = 4.76, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.16, 0.39], d = 0.97.
Introduction #2 (Listener vs. Answerer vs. Revealer)
Method
Participants. Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 144; Mage = 36.28; SDage = 10.45; 43.06% female; 83.33% Caucasian) to complete the study in exchange for $1.25. An additional 6 participants were excluded for failing the attention check.
Procedure. The procedure was identical to the experiment discussed above with two exceptions. First, participants were randomly assigned to one of three roles: Listener, Answerer, or Revealer. Listeners and Answerers received instructions analogous to those from the previous experiment. Revealers were told that “you would write down your answers to all of the questions and then the other study participant would draw 5 questions out of a hat. Then you would reveal your answers to these 5 questions while the other participant simply listens.” Revealers were asked to imagine that they had already written down their answers to each of the 20 questions before they chose the 5 that they preferred for the sharing game.
Second, after participants selected 5 out of 20 questions, we added exploratory items in which participants evaluated each of the 20 questions individually by reporting how easy it would be for them (or the other person) to come up with a response to the question (0 = not at all easy; 10 = extremely easy) and how intimate they considered the question to be (0 = not intimate at all; 10 = extremely intimate).
Results
	Based on the pre-test ratings, we computed the mean intimacy of the questions that participants selected in each condition. The mean intimacy of the questions selected varied significantly by condition, F(2, 141) = 11.89, p < .001, ηp2 = .14. Answerers (M = 3.79, SD = 1.06) and Revealers (M = 3.83, SD = 1.06) selected similarly intimate questions, t(141) = 0.14, p = .885, 95% CIdifference = [-0.43, 0.49], d = 0.03, but consistent with our predictions, Listeners (M = 4.80, SD = 1.30) selected significantly more intimate questions than either Answerers, t(141) = 4.33, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.55, 1.47], d = 0.88, or Revealers, t(141) = -4.13, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.44, -0.51], d = -0.85.
Furthermore, the number of deep questions that participants selected varied significantly by condition, F(2, 141) = 12.71, p < .001, ηp2 = .15. Listeners (M = 2.85 out of 5, SD = 1.55) chose more deep questions than either Answerers (M = 1.62, SD = 1.23), t(141) = -4.52, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-0.35, -0.14], d = -0.92, or Revealers (M = 1.68, SD = 1.24), t(141) = 4.23, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.12, 0.34], d = 0.87. The number of deep questions selected did not differ significantly between Answerers and Revealers, t(141) = -0.22, p = .824, 95% CIdifference = [-0.12, 0.10], d = -0.05.
Experiment 1a
Full Output from ANOVA in Main Text
	In a 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) × 2 (target: self, partner) ANOVA with repeated measures on both factors and interest as the dependent measure, we observed a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 24) = 79.62, p < .001, ηp2 = .77, such that participants underestimated interest, and a significant main effect of target, F(1, 24) = 121.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .84, such that participants’ own interest was greater than their partners’ interest. These main effects were qualified by a significant measurement phase × target interaction effect, F(1, 24) = 14.63, p < .001, ηp2 = .38, such that participants underestimated their partner’s interest more than they underestimated their own.
Mediational Analyses at the Level of the Individual
	We conducted mediational analyses at the level of the individual, with measurement phase (expectations vs. experiences) as the independent variable, partner interest as the mediating variable, and the primary measures as dependent variables in separate analyses. The indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = -0.55, 95% CI = [-1.83, 0.57]) and happiness (b = -0.83, 95% CI = [-1.90, 0.15]) but significant for connectedness (b = -0.99, 95% CI = [-1.45, -0.62]).
Miscalibrated Beliefs vs. Response Bias
	Two sets of additional analyses suggest that differences between participants’ expectations and experience reflect miscalibrated beliefs and not response biases.
	First, we did not find evidence that participants inflated their experience ratings to rationalize or justify a somewhat awkward conversation. Across our dyadic experiments, participants who rated their conversations to be especially awkward tended to rate their conversation partners as less caring in both the shallower (b = -0.18, SE = 0.04, t(1193.98) = -4.72, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.26, -0.11]) and deeper conditions (b = -0.12, SE = 0.03, t(1193.81) = -4.27, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.18, -0.07]), tended to report feeling less connected to their conversation partners in both the shallower (b = -0.22, SE = 0.03, t(1630.18) = -7.47, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.28, -0.17]) and deeper conditions (b = -0.17, SE = 0.02, t(1630.54) = -7.35, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.22, -0.13]), and tended to report less happiness in both the shallower (b = -0.23, SE = 0.03, t(1390.52) = -7.63, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.29, -0.17]) and deeper conditions (b = -0.20, SE = 0.02, t(1391.43) = -8.45, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.25, -0.16]).
Second, across our dyadic experiments, paired participants’ experience ratings tended to be positively correlated for each of the primary measures: partner care or interest (b = 0.11, SE = 0.03, t(995.57) = 3.65, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.18]), awkwardness (b = 0.07, SE = 0.03, t(1335.98) = 2.44, p = .015), connectedness or enjoyment (b = 0.21, SE = 0.03, t(1334.22) = 7.57, p < .001), and happiness (b = 0.08, SE = 0.03, t(995.89) = 2.41, p = .016). 
Gender Effects
	The amount of miscalibration did not differ significantly between same-gender and mixed-gender pairs on the own-interest, partner-interest, awkwardness, or connectedness measures, Fs(1, 23) < 0.90, ps > .352, ηp2s < .04. Mixed-gender pairs were significantly more likely than same-gender pairs to underestimate their happiness, F(1, 23) = 4.75, p = .040, ηp2 = .17.
Experiment 1b
Method
Participants. Fifty pairs of employees and executives at a financial services firm were recruited during two presentations delivered on the same day at the firm (N = 100 individuals; Mage = 39.57; SDage = 10.57; 63.00% female; 81.00% Caucasian). No employees participated in both sessions and all employees entered the sessions unaware that they would be participating in any experiment. An additional 11 participants could not be matched with their partner after the session because either 1 or 3 participants reported the same pair ID, and so were removed from analyses. Another 6 individuals listened to the presentation remotely and did not speak with another person; their survey responses also were not analyzed.
Procedure. The procedure was nearly identical to Experiment 1a with several minor changes. First, we modified the wording of the fourth discussion question from, “Can you describe a time you cried in front of another person?” to “Can you tell me about one of the last times you cried in front of another person?” Second, rather than report how interested they would be in their partner’s responses (and vice versa), participants instead reported how much they would care about their partner’s responses (0 = not at all; 10 = quite a bit) and how much their partner would care about the participant’s responses (0 = not at all; 10 = quite a bit). Third, after reporting their own experiences on the primary measures, participants indicated the degree to which they responded to all the questions openly and honestly (0 = not at all; 10 = completely), and completed an analogous measure for their partner after reporting their perceptions of their partner’s experiences. Fourth, participants completed a free-response item at the end of the survey in which they reported how the conversation made them feel. These free-responses were used only for illustrative purposes and are not analyzed quantitatively. Finally, whereas participants in Experiment 1a separately reported how often they wished they would engage in small talk and how often they wished they would engage in deep conversation, participants in this experiment reported how deep they wished their conversations in the office would be (-5 = much less deep than they usually are; 0 = neither more nor less deep than they usually are; 5 = much deeper than they usually are).
Results
	The strength-of-bond and liking items were highly correlated in both expectations (α = .81) and experiences (α = .72) and so we again combined these items to form a connectedness scale.
	The employees who participated in the two sessions held different positions in the firm—those in the morning session worked at the management or executive level, whereas those in the afternoon session included a broader mix of mid-level managers and non-management employees—and so we first tested whether the findings from the two sessions differed in any meaningful way. To do this, we performed a 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) × 2 (session: morning, afternoon) ANOVA for each of the primary measures separately. The measurement phase × session interaction effects were nonsignificant on all items, Fs(1, 48) ≤ 0.18, ps ≥ .670, ηp2s ≤ .004, indicating that the amount of miscalibration on the primary measures did not vary significantly by session. We therefore analyzed both sessions together as one experiment.
	Participants underestimated both how much they would care about their partner’s responses and how much their partner would care about the participant’s responses, but consistent with our hypotheses, participants especially underestimated their partner’s care. These patterns were confirmed in a 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) × 2 (target: self, partner) ANOVA with repeated measures on both factors. We observed a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 49) = 154.62, p < .001, ηp2 = .76, such that participants underestimated care, a significant main effect of target, F(1, 49) = 40.31, p < .001, ηp2 = .45, such that participants’ own care was greater than their partners’ care, and a significant measurement phase × target interaction effect, F(1, 49) = 16.26, p < .001, ηp2 = .25.
To decompose this interaction effect, we tested for differences between predicted and actual care for each measure separately. Participants tended to underestimate how much they would care about their partner’s responses, paired t(49) = -10.91, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.97, -1.35], d = -1.40, and how much they would perceive their partner to care about one’s own responses, paired t(49) = -11.74, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.62, -1.86], d = -1.72.
Further, our data suggest that these differences between expectations and experiences reflect miscalibrated beliefs about a deep conversation and not response biases that might arise in the ratings of their partner’s care after the conversation. Participants’ expectations of their partner’s care underestimated both their partner’s expected care before the conversation, paired t(49) = -6.26, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.23, -0.63], d = -0.72, as well as their partner’s self-reported care after the conversation, paired t(49) = -14.62, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.95, -2.23], d = -2.07.
Participants’ conversations also unfolded significantly better than they anticipated: Participants overestimated awkwardness, paired t(49) = 12.11, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [2.34, 3.26], d = 1.71, underestimated connectedness, paired t(49) = -10.82, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.05, -1.41], d = -1.53, and underestimated happiness, paired t(49) = -11.50, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.27, -1.59], d = -1.63.
We hypothesized that underestimating others’ care would explain miscalibration on the primary measures. In within-pairs mediational analyses, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.66, 0.82]) but significant for both connectedness (b = -0.67, 95% CI = [-1.24, -0.18]) and happiness (b = -0.85, 95% CI = [-1.43, -0.35]). Thus, we observed significant mediation for connectedness in both Experiments 1a and 1b, but for awkwardness only in Experiment 1a and for happiness only in Experiment 1b. We continue testing the mediating role of partner care in the following experiments.
Participants wished that they engaged in relatively deeper conversations in the office than they did typically (M = 2.08, SD = 1.72), t(99) = 12.12, p < .001, 95% CI = [1.74, 2.42], d = 1.21. Furthermore, participants reported being highly open and honest during the conversations (M = 9.20, SD = 1.02) and perceived their partners to have been highly open and honest as well (M = 8.92, SD = 1.03), suggesting that participants engaged in relatively intimate conversations as intended.
Mediational Analyses at the Level of the Individual
	We conducted mediational analyses at the level of the individual, with measurement phase (expectations vs. experiences) as the independent variable, partner care as the mediating variable, and the primary measures as dependent variables in separate analyses. The indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.31, 95% CI = [-0.27, 0.91]) but significant for both connectedness (b = -0.77, 95% CI = [-1.21, -0.34]) and happiness (b = -1.04, 95% CI = [-1.55, -0.62]).
Gender Effects
	The amount of miscalibration did not differ significantly between same-gender and mixed-gender pairs on any measure, Fs(1, 48) < 1.57, ps > .217, ηp2s < .03.
Experiment 1c
Method
Participants. Fifty-six groups of two to three individuals were recruited during a master’s degree student orientation event split into two sessions (N = 137 individuals after exclusions; Mage = 36.95; SDage = 4.91; 25.55% female; 35.04% Caucasian). No students participated in both sessions and all students entered the sessions unaware that they would be participating in any experiment. An additional 35 participants were excluded because one or more participants in the group reported technical difficulties during the conversation. Further, we removed another 11 groups from analyses because one or more group members did not consent to have their data analyzed for scientific research.
Procedure. The procedure was nearly identical to Experiment 1a with several notable exceptions. First, we conducted the research study (and the rest of the orientation event) virtually through the Zoom video conferencing software due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Participants engaged in their conversations in digital “breakout rooms” in which only their conversation partners could be seen and heard. Although incidental to our primary hypotheses, the video conferencing format allows us to test the generalizability of our findings by having participants interact across a different communication medium. Second, we created groups of two to three participants—rather than strictly creating dyads—due to the limited number of breakout rooms available through the video conferencing software. Third, we removed the own interest and partner interest measures but retained the awkwardness, strength of bond, and liking measures. Fourth, we measured predicted and actual enjoyment rather than happiness. Fifth, we slightly modified the deep conversation topics. Participants received the following questions:
1. If I were to become a good friend of yours, what would be most important for me to know?
2. For what in your life do you feel most grateful? Please tell me about it.
3. Can you tell me about one of the last times you cried in front of another person?
4. What are you most anxious about, right now, starting this program at Booth?
Sixth, participants reported their own experiences after the conversation but did not report their perceptions of their partner’s experiences—with the exception that they reported both their own openness and honesty and their perception of their partners’ openness and honesty after the other experience measures. Seventh, after the experience measures, participants reported the intimacy of their conversation, the intimacy of their typical conversations with strangers, and the intimacy of the conversations they wish they would have with strangers, on separate scales from 0 (light conversation and small talk) to 10 (meaningful conversation and deep talk). Finally, because participants conversed through a video call, they indicated at the end of the survey whether they experienced any technological difficulties during the conversation.
Results
	We first tested whether the findings from the two sessions differed in any meaningful way. To do this, we performed a 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) × 2 (session: morning, afternoon) ANOVA for the awkwardness and connectedness measures separately. The measurement phase × session interaction effects were nonsignificant on both items, Fs(1, 54) ≤ 0.54, ps ≥ .467, ηp2s ≤ .01, indicating that the magnitude of miscalibration on the primary measures did not vary significantly by session. We therefore collapsed across both sessions in the following analyses. The strength-of-bond, liking, and enjoyment items were highly correlated (αpredictions = .71, αexperiences = .77), and so we collapsed them to form a connectedness scale.  
Replicating the findings of the Experiments 1a-b, participants’ conversations unfolded substantially better than they anticipated: Participants overestimated how awkward they would feel during their conversations, paired t(55) = 9.05, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [1.78, 2.79], d = 1.39, but underestimated how connected they would feel to their conversation partner, paired t(55) = -10.13, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.92, -1.29], d = -1.69.
Participants reported that their conversations were relatively deep and meaningful (M = 6.84, SD = 1.40), and that both they (M = 9.09, SD = 0.85) and their conversation partners (M = 8.76, SD = 0.85) were highly open and honest during the conversation. Participants also indicated that their typical conversations with strangers (M = 3.60, SD = 2.31) were significantly less intimate than they wished they would be (M = 5.81, SD = 2.37), paired t(136) = -11.32, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.60, -1.83], d = -0.94.
Analyses Without Exclusions
	We reanalyzed the data with all 172 participants (71 groups) included. Consistent with the main analyses already described, participants overestimated how awkward they would feel during their conversations, paired t(70) = 10.69, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [1.85, 2.69], d = 1.42, but underestimated how connected they would feel to their conversation partner, paired t(70) = -11.66, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.82, -1.29], d = -1.69.
Participants reported that their conversations were relatively deep and meaningful (M = 6.81, SD = 1.48), and that both they (M = 9.02, SD = 0.88) and their conversation partner (M = 8.75, SD = 0.91) were highly open and honest during the conversation. Participants also indicated that their typical conversations with strangers (M = 3.63, SD = 2.39) were significantly less deep and meaningful than they wished they would be (M = 5.87, SD = 2.40), paired t(171) = -12.06, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.60, -1.87], d = -0.93.
Gender Effects
	The amount of miscalibration did not differ significantly between single-gender and mixed-gender groups on either awkwardness or connectedness, Fs(1, 54) < 3.19, ps > .080, ηp2s < .06.
Experiment 2
Full Output from ANOVAs in Main Text
For awkwardness, a 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA on evaluations of awkwardness with repeated measures on the second factor yielded a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 87) = 100.25, p < .001, ηp2 = .54, indicating greater awkwardness in the deep condition, and a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 87) = 178.31, p < .001, ηp2 = .67, indicating that participants overestimated awkwardness. These main effects were qualified by the predicted interaction, F(1, 87) = 71.34, p < .001, ηp2 = .45, indicating that participants in the deep condition overestimated awkwardness more than participants in the shallow condition.
For connectedness, a 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with the connectedness scale as the dependent measure yielded a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 87) = 4.76, p = .032, ηp2 = .05, such that participants in the deep condition reported greater connectedness than participants in the shallow condition, and a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 87) = 98.24, p < .001, ηp2 = .53, such that participants underestimated connectedness across conditions. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 87) = 0.12, p = .734, ηp2 = .001.
Moderation by Big Five Personality Traits
We tested whether personality moderated our findings by regressing overestimation of awkwardness, and underestimation of connectedness, simultaneously over the Big Five traits. In the shallow condition, overestimation of awkwardness was not significantly associated with agreeableness (β = -0.01, t(98) = -0.07, p = .947), conscientiousness (β = -0.09, t(98) = -0.88, p = .379), extraversion (β = -0.03, t(98) = -0.34, p = .738), or openness (β = 0.11, t(98) = 1.06, p = .290), but was significantly associated with higher neuroticism (β = -0.26, t(98) = -2.58, p = .011). Underestimation of connectedness was not significantly associated with agreeableness (β = 0.04, t(98) = 0.43, p = .669), conscientiousness (β = -0.09, t(98) = -0.90, p = .372), or extraversion (β = 0.03, t(98) = 0.27, p = .791), but was significantly associated with higher neuroticism (β = 0.22, t(98) = 2.19, p = .031) and lower openness (β = -0.21, t(98) = -2.16, p = .033).
In the deep condition, overestimation of awkwardness was not significantly associated with any Big Five personality traits: agreeableness (β = -0.17, t(68) = -1.36, p = .179), conscientiousness (β = 0.06, t(68) = 0.51, p = .610), extraversion (β = 0.16, t(68) = 1.28, p = .204), neuroticism (β = -0.02, t(68) = -0.20, p = .845), or openness (β = -0.04, t(68) = -0.31, p = .757). Underestimation of connectedness likewise was not significantly associated with any Big Five personality traits: agreeableness (β = 0.10, t(68) = 0.83, p = .409), conscientiousness (β = -0.18, t(68) = -1.44, p = .153), extraversion (β = -0.12, t(68) = -0.98, p = .330), neuroticism (β = -0.07, t(68) = -0.59, p = .557), or openness (β = -0.07, t(68) = -0.58, p = .561).
Gender Effects
	Neither the amount of miscalibration on the primary measures, nor differences in miscalibration between the shallow and deep conditions, differed significantly between same-gender and mixed-gender pairs, Fs(1, 85) < 2.95, ps > .090, ηp2s < .03.

Experiment 3 (Manipulation Check)
	To test whether the intimacy manipulation was effective, we recruited a separate group of participants to rate the intimacy of the participant-generated discussion questions.
Method
Participants. Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 409; Mage = 34.69; SDage = 11.85; 40.34% female; 68.95% Caucasian) to complete the study in exchange for $0.50. No participants were excluded. We targeted 400 participants so that each participant-generated discussion question would be evaluated by approximately two raters.
Procedure. Participants imagined visiting a research lab to participate in a “sharing game” with another study participant who they hadn’t met before. They were told that they would read a set of questions that they would ask and answer during the sharing game and that they should imagine how they would respond to each question after reading.
Then participants viewed a set of 5 control and 5 deep questions. For each question, participants reported how intimate the question was (0 = not intimate at all; 10 = extremely intimate). Each participant evaluated the 10 questions that were generated by one participant in the lab experiment, regardless of whether this lab participant was a Writer (whose questions were ultimately used in the discussion) or a Receiver (whose questions were ultimately not used in the discussion). After rating the questions, all participants reported demographic information and received payment.
Results
We computed mean intimacy ratings across the five control questions and five deep questions, separately, for each participant in the original laboratory experiment. Participants discussed more intimate questions in the deep condition (M = 6.28, SD = 1.50) than in the control condition (M = 4.74, SD = 1.67), t(96) = -4.81, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.17, -0.90], d = -0.97, suggesting that the intimacy manipulation was effective.
	Next, we performed the same analysis for all questions that participants generated in Experiment 3. The deep questions (M = 6.46, SD = 1.43) were rated as more intimate than control questions (M = 4.71, SD = 1.74), t(395) = -10.99, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.07, -1.44], d = -1.10, again suggesting that the intimacy manipulation was effective.
Experiment 3
Full Output from ANOVAs in Main Text
	A 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor and awkwardness as the dependent measure yielded a marginally significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 98) = 2.89, p = .092, ηp2 = .03, such that participants in the deep condition reported directionally greater awkwardness, and a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 98) = 58.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .37, such that participants overestimated awkwardness. We also observed a marginally significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 98) = 3.74, p = .056, ηp2 = .04, such that the participants in the deep condition overestimated awkwardness more than participants in the control condition.
	For connectedness, we found a main effect of conversation, F(1, 98) = 8.67, p = .004, ηp2 = .08, such that participants reported greater connectedness in the deep condition than in the control condition, and also a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 98) = 40.46, p < .001, ηp2 = .29, such that participants underestimated how connected they would feel to their partner after the conversation. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 98) = 0.01, p = .936, ηp2 = .0001.
	For happiness, we found a non-significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 98) = 2.06, p = .154, ηp2 = .02, and a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 98) = 45.07, p < .001, ηp2 = .32, such that participants underestimated happiness. The conversation × measurement phase interaction was non-significant, F(1, 98) = 1.84, p = .179, ηp2 = .02.
Moderation by Big Five Personality Traits
We tested whether personality moderated our findings by regressing overestimation of awkwardness, and underestimation of connectedness and happiness, simultaneously over the Big Five traits. Among participants in the control condition, overestimation of awkwardness was not significantly associated with any Big Five traits: agreeableness (β = -0.01, t(94) = -0.07, p = .944), conscientiousness (β = -0.02, t(94) = -0.02, p = .985), extraversion (β = -0.08, t(94) = -0.71, p = .479), neuroticism (β = -0.13, t(94) = -1.05, p = .296), or openness (β = 0.02, t(94) = -0.15, p = .883). Among participants in the deep condition, overestimation of awkwardness was not significantly associated with agreeableness (β = -0.06, t(94) = -0.62, p = .539), conscientiousness (β = 0.01, t(94) = 0.14, p = .891), extraversion (β = -0.02, t(94) = -0.18, p = .857), or neuroticism (β = -0.004, t(94) = -0.04, p = .970), but was significantly associated with lower openness (β = 0.45, t(94) = 4.34, p < .001).
Among participants in the control condition, underestimation of connectedness was not significantly associated with any of the Big Five traits: agreeableness (β = 0.07, t(94) = 0.61, p = .544), conscientiousness (β = 0.21, t(94) = 1.77, p = ..080), extraversion (β = 0.008, t(94) = 0.08, p = .940), neuroticism (β = 0.19, t(94) = 1.50, p = .137), or openness (β = 0.002, t(94) = 0.02, p = .986). Likewise, among participants in the deep condition, underestimation of connectedness was not significantly associated with any of the Big Five traits: agreeableness (β = -0.03, t(94) = -0.26, p = .796), conscientiousness (β = -0.03, t(94) = -0.17, p = .866), extraversion (β = 0.18, t(94) = 1.64, p = .104), neuroticism (β = -0.18, t(94) = -1.68, p = .095), or openness (β = -0.20, t(94) = -1.79, p = .077).
Among participants in the control condition, underestimation of happiness was not significantly associated with agreeableness (β = 0.06, t(94) = 0.50, p = .618), extraversion (β = 0.12, t(94) = 1.07, p = .289), neuroticism (β = 0.20, t(94) = 1.59, p = .115), or openness (β = -0.06, t(94) = -0.51, p = .614), but was significantly associated with higher conscientiousness (β = 0.23, t(94) = 2.01, p = .048). Among participants in the deep condition, underestimation of happiness was not significantly associated with any Big Five traits: agreeableness (β = 0.04, t(94) = 0.35, p = .729), conscientiousness (β = 0.08, t(94) = 0.72, p = .474), extraversion (β = -0.06, t(94) = 0.55, p = .586), neuroticism (β = -0.10, t(94) = -0.89, p = .378), or openness (β = -0.14, t(94) = -1.22, p = .226).
Analyses Without Exclusions
Next, we performed the primary analyses with all 103 pairs of participants included. We performed 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVAs, with repeated measures on the second factor, for awkwardness, connectedness, and happiness.
Awkwardness. We observed a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 101) = 4.44, p = .038, ηp2 = .04, such that predicted or actual awkwardness was greater for deep questions than control questions, a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 101) = 57.44, p < .001, ηp2 = .36, such that participants overestimated awkwardness, and a marginally significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 101) = 3.73, p = .056, ηp2 = .04, such that participants overestimated awkwardness more for deep questions than for control questions. Participants in the deep condition expected their conversations to be more awkward than participants in the control condition, t(101) = -2.63, p = .010, 95% CIdifference = [-2.01, -0.28], d = -0.52, but experiences did not differ, t(101) = -1.04, p = .300, 95% CIdifference = [-1.19, 0.37], d = -0.21. Participants overestimated awkwardness in both the deep condition, paired t(51) = 6.66, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [1.26, 2.35], d = 0.92, and the control condition, paired t(50) = 4.04, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.54, 1.61], d = 0.57.
Connectedness. We observed a main effect of conversation, F(1, 101) = 10.42, p = .002, ηp2 = .09, such that predicted or actual connectedness was greater for participants in the deep condition, and a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 101) = 42.11, p < .001, ηp2 = .29, such that participants underestimated connectedness. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 101) = 0.02, p = .895, ηp2 = .0002. Participants in the deep condition predicted greater connectedness than participants in the control condition, t(101) = -3.32, p = .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.60, -0.40], d = -0.65, and also reported greater experiences of connectedness, t(101) = -2.63, p = .010, 95% CIdifference = [-1.83, -0.26], d = -0.52. Participants underestimated connectedness in both the control condition, paired t(50) = -4.67, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.41, -0.56], d = -0.65, and the deep condition, paired t(51) = -4.52, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.48, -0.57], d = -0.63.
Happiness. The main effect of conversation was non-significant, F(1, 101) = 2.54, p = .114, ηp2 = .02, but we observed a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 101) = 43.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .30, such that participants underestimated happiness. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 101) = 2.65, p = .107, ηp2 = .03. Predicted happiness did not differ by condition, t(101) = -0.72, p = .472, 95% CIdifference = [-0.83, 0.38], d = -0.14, but experienced happiness was marginally greater in the deep condition, t(101) = -1.96, p = .052, 95% CIdifference = [-1.51, 0.007], d = -0.39. Participants in the control condition underestimated happiness, paired t(50) = -3.51, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.28, -0.35], d = -0.49, as did participants in the deep condition, paired t(51) = -5.83, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.81, -0.88], d = -0.81.
Gender Effects
	Neither the amount of miscalibration on the primary measures, nor differences in miscalibration between the control and deep conditions, differed significantly between same-gender and mixed-gender pairs, Fs(1, 96) < 3.04, ps > .080, ηp2s < .03.
Experiment 4a
Full Output from ANOVAs in Main Text
	A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (target: self, partner) ANOVA on participants’ care expectations yielded a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 101) = 38.79, p < .001, ηp2 = .28, indicating that expected care was higher for deep conversations, a main effect of target, F(1, 101) = 32.90, p < .001, ηp2 = .25, indicating that participants thought they would care more about their own responses than their partner would, and a significant interaction, F(1, 101) = 6.00, p = .016, ηp2 = .06, indicating that the self/other caring gap was significantly larger in the deep condition than in the shallow condition.
	A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA on the partner care measure with repeated measures on the second factor produced a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 101) = 16.24, p < .001, ηp2 = .14, such that more care was expected or experienced in the deep condition than the shallow condition, and a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 101) = 93.22, p < .001, ηp2 = .48, such that participants underestimated partner care. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 101) = 0.29, p = .591, ηp2 = .003.
	For awkwardness, a 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor yielded a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 101) = 39.70, p < .001, ηp2 = .28, indicating that participants in the deep condition reported greater awkwardness, and a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 101) = 52.65, p < .001, ηp2 = .34, indicating that participants overestimated awkwardness across conditions. These main effects were qualified by a significant conversation × measurement phase interaction, F(1, 101) = 4.30, p = .041, ηp2 = .04, indicating that participants in the deep condition overestimated awkwardness more than participants in the shallow condition.
	For connectedness, a 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor yielded a main effect of conversation, F(1, 101) = 25.90, p < .001, ηp2 = .20, indicating that participants in the deep condition reported greater connectedness than participants in the shallow condition, and a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 101) = 144.32, p < .001, ηp2 = .59, indicating that participants underestimated connectedness. These main effects were qualified by a significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 101) = 11.76, p < .001, ηp2 = .10, indicating that participants in the shallow condition underestimated connectedness significantly more than participants in the deep condition.
	For happiness, a 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor yielded a main effect of conversation, F(1, 101) = 5.35, p = .023, ηp2 = .05, indicating that participants in the deep condition reported greater happiness than participants in the shallow condition, and a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 101) = 130.18, p < .001, ηp2 = .56, indicating that participants generally underestimated their happiness. These main effects were qualified by a significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 101) = 13.18, p < .001, ηp2 = .12, indicating that participants underestimated happiness significantly more in the shallow condition than the deep condition.
Mediational Analyses at the Level of the Individual
	We conducted mediational analyses at the level of the individual, with measurement phase (expectations vs. experiences) as the independent variable, partner care as the mediating variable, and the primary measures as dependent variables, separately for the shallow and deep conditions. In the shallow condition, the indirect effects were significant for awkwardness (b = 0.38, 95% CI = [0.03, 0.72), connectedness (b = -0.46, 95% CI = [-0.82, -0.20]), and happiness (b = -0.41, 95% CI = [-0.83, -0.13]). In the deep condition, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.18, 95% CI = [-0.25, 0.65]), significant for connectedness (b = -0.41, 95% CI = [-0.74, -0.18]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.41, 95% CI = [-0.75, -0.11]).
Analyses Without Exclusions
We re-analyzed the data with all 105 pairs of participants included.
	Care. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (target: self, partner) ANOVA on participants’ expectations yielded a main effect of conversation, F(1, 103) = 34.89, p < .001, ηp2 = .25, a main effect of target, F(1, 103) = 33.99, p < .001, ηp2 = .25, and a significant interaction, F(1, 103) = 4.63, p = .034, ηp2 = .04.  Although participants in the shallow condition expected to care significantly more about their responses to the questions (M = 5.68, SD = 1.57) than their partner would (M = 5.02, SD = 1.67), paired t(52) = -2.83, p = .007, 95% CIdifference = [-1.13, -0.19], d = -0.39, this gap was significantly larger among participants in the deep condition (Mself = 7.45, SDself = 1.35; Mpartner = 6.02, SDpartner = 1.44), paired t(51) = -5.24, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.98, -0.88], d = -0.73.
A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA on the partner care measure with repeated measures on the second factor produced a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 103) = 16.88, p < .001, ηp2 = .14, such that more care was expected or experienced in the deep condition than the shallow condition, and a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 103) = 98.24, p < .001, ηp2 = .49, such that participants underestimated partner care. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 103) = 0.18, p = .672, ηp2 = .002, indicating that participants underestimated the recipients’ care similarly in the deep and shallow conditions.
Awkwardness. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the second factor, yielded main effect of conversation, F(1, 103) = 35.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .26, a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 103) = 49.96, p < .001, ηp2 = .33, and a conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 103) = 4.55, p = .035, ηp2 = .04. Participants in the shallow condition overestimated awkwardness, paired t(52) = 3.55, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.46, 1.64], d = 0.49, but participants in the deep condition overestimated awkwardness to a greater extent, paired t(51) = 6.39, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [1.34, 2.57], d = 0.89.
Connectedness. We observed a main effect of conversation, F(1, 103) = 26.86, p < .001, ηp2 = .21, a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 103) = 148.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .59, and a conversation × measurement phase interaction effect F(1, 103) = 11.59, p < .001, ηp2 = .10. Participants in the deep condition underestimated connectedness, paired t(51) = -7.02, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.49, -0.83], d = -0.97, but participants in the shallow condition underestimated connectedness to a greater degree, paired t(52) = -10.03, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.47, -1.65], d = -1.38. Participants in the deep condition predicted greater connectedness than participants in the shallow condition, t(103) = 5.48, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.88, 1.89], d = 1.07, and experienced greater connectedness, t(103) = 2.56, p = .012, 95% CIdifference = [0.11, 0.86], d = 0.50.
Happiness. We observed a main effect of conversation, F(1, 103) = 4.62, p = .034, ηp2 = .04, and a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 103) = 133.98, p < .001, ηp2 = .57, qualified by a conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 103) = 12.52, p < .001, ηp2 = .11. Participants in the shallow condition underestimated happiness, paired t(52) = -9.86, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.35, -1.56], d = -1.35, and they did so to a greater degree than participants in the deep condition, paired t(51) = -6.28, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.37, -0.71], d = -0.87. Participants in the deep condition predicted greater happiness, t(103) = 3.37, p = .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.36, 1.41], d = 0.66, but happiness experiences did not differ, t(103) = -0.14, p = .890, 95% CIdifference = [-0.44, 0.39], d = -0.03.
Mediational analyses. In the shallow condition, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.19, 95% CI = [-0.25, 0.65]), non-significant for connectedness (b = -0.44, 95% CI = [-1.03, 0.03]), and non-significant for happiness (b = -0.43, 95% CI = [-0.93, 0.002]). In the deep condition, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.05, 95% CI = [-0.41, 0.55]), significant for connectedness (b = -0.47, 95% CI = [-0.86, -0.17]), and non-significant for happiness (b = -0.35, 95% CI = [-0.68, 0.01]).
	Desire for shallow and deep conversation. Participants reported that they wanted to engage in more small talk than they typically do (M = 1.10, SD = 2.34), t(209) = 6.82, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.78, 1.42], d = 0.47, and more deep conversation (M = 1.41, SD = 2.17), t(209) = 9.42, p < .001, 95% CI = [1.11, 1.70], d = 0.65. Differences between small talk and deep conversation were not significant, paired t(209) = -1.64, p = .102, 95% CIdifference = [-0.68, 0.06], d = -0.11.
Gender Effects
	Neither the amount of miscalibration on the primary measures, nor differences in miscalibration between the shallow and deep conditions, differed significantly between same-gender and mixed-gender pairs, Fs(1, 99) < 1.53, ps > .219, ηp2s < .02.
Experiment 4b
Method
Participants. We recruited one hundred and two pairs of participants from a master’s degree student orientation event (N = 202 individuals after exclusions; Mage = 36.63; SDage = 5.10; 19.31% female; 37.13% Caucasian). We excluded 1 pair from analyses because the participants did not discuss the conversation questions they were assigned. In addition, another 21 participants could not be matched with their partner after the session because either 1 or 3 participants reported the same pair ID; we did not analyze data from these participants.
Procedure. The procedure was identical to Experiment 4a with several exceptions. First, rather than manipulate the intimacy of the discussion questions, we manipulated the intimacy of the conversation that participants were asked to have and then provided several shallow or deep discussion questions as examples. Participants were not required to restrict their conversations to the questions we provided. Participants in the shallow condition read the following instructions:
After being paired up, we would like you to have a light and easy conversation with the other person. You should try to maintain small talk and focus on relatively light issues that occur to you. Try to guide the conversation toward topics that are easy to talk about and that are not too personally intimate or emotional. Please respect the other person's privacy. You are strangers at this point, after all. Both you and the person you will speak with are receiving this instruction to keep the conversation light and easy. Here are some examples of questions you should discuss. Please restrict your conversation to relatively light and easy topics like these:
· How is your day going so far?
· Have you been to the Harper Center before?
· What do you think about the weather today?
· Can you describe a conversation you had with another person earlier today?
· What do you think of Chicago?

Participants in the deep condition read the following instructions:
After being paired up, we would like you to have a deep and meaningful conversation with the other person. You should try to go beyond the surface, beyond small talk, by revealing deep and personal information about yourself. Try to guide the conversation toward topics that are really important and that are personally intimate and emotional. Please try to have a deep and meaningful interaction with this person. You are part of the same community, after all. Both you and the person you will speak with are receiving this instruction to have a deep and meaningful interaction. Here are some examples of questions you should discuss. Please restrict your conversation to relatively deep and meaningful topics like these: 
· If I was to become a good friend of yours, what would be most important for me to know about you?
· For what in your life do you feel most grateful? Please tell me about it.
· If you could undo one mistake you have made in your life, what would it be and why would you undo it?
· Can you tell me about one of the last times you cried in front of another person?
· What are you most afraid of starting this program at Booth?

Second, we modified the happiness measure by asking participants to report their overall happiness (0 = not at all happy; 10 = extremely happy) rather than how happy they felt about the conversation. Before the intimacy manipulation, participants reported how happy they felt at the moment to establish a baseline measure, and then later predicted how happy they would feel following the conversation and reported how happy they actually felt after the conversation. 
Third, after the conversation, participants completed a manipulation check by reporting how intimate their conversation was (0 = light conversation and small talk; 10 = meaningful conversation and deep talk). Fourth, participants also reported how intimate their typical conversations with strangers were, and how intimate they wished their conversations with strangers would be, using the same scale.
Fifth, after completing these items, participants reported how positive or negative their conversation was (-5 = very negative; 0 = equally positive and negative; 5 = very positive) and then reported how the conversation made them feel in free-response format. These free-responses were used only for illustrative purposes and are not analyzed quantitatively.
Finally, participants reported demographic information and were thanked and debriefed.
Results (Experiment 4b)
As in Experiment 4a, the strength-of-bond and liking measures were highly correlated in expectations (α = .79) and in experiences (α = .83) and so we combined these measures to form a connectedness scale.
Manipulation check. The conversation intimacy manipulation was effective: Participants in the deep condition (M = 7.29, SD = 1.54) reported deeper and more meaningful conversations than participants in the shallow condition (M = 5.72, SD = 1.86), t(99) = 4.64, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.90, 2.25], d = 0.92.
	Care measures. As predicted, participants expected to care more about their own responses than their partner would, and this self/other caring gap was significantly larger in the deep condition than in the shallow condition. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (target: self, partner) ANOVA on participants’ expectations yielded a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 99) = 8.11, p = .005, ηp2 = .08, indicating that expected care was higher for deep conversations, a main effect of target, F(1, 99) = 48.33, p < .001, ηp2 = .33, indicating that participants thought they would care more about their own responses than their partner would, and a significant interaction, F(1, 99) = 5.17, p = .025, ηp2 = .05. Although participants in the shallow condition expected to care significantly more about their responses to the questions (M = 6.54, SD = 1.42) than their partner would (M = 5.95, SD = 1.48), paired t(50) = -4.49, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-0.85, -0.32], d = -0.63, this gap was significantly larger among participants in the deep condition (Ms = 7.59 vs. 6.43, respectively; SDs = 1.47 vs. 1.59), paired t(49) = -5.37, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.59, -0.73], d = -0.76.
	Perhaps more important, comparisons with actual experience indicated that participants systematically underestimated how much they would actually perceive their partner to care about their responses. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA on the partner care measure with repeated measures on the second factor produced a non-significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 99) = 1.28, p = .261, ηp2 = .01, but a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 99) = 83.14, p < .001, ηp2 = .46, such that participants underestimated partner care. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 99) = 1.66, p = .201, ηp2 = .02, indicating that participants underestimated the recipients’ care similarly in the deep and shallow conditions. Consistent with our hypotheses, participants underestimated their partner’s care significantly more than they underestimated their own, F(1, 99) = 37.86, p < .001, ηp2 = .28.
[bookmark: _Hlk53391717]Awkwardness. Participants again overestimated how awkward the conversation would be across conditions, and did so somewhat more in the deep condition than in the shallow condition. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor yielded a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 99) = 18.83, p < .001, ηp2 = .16, indicating that participants in the deep condition reported greater awkwardness, and a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 99) = 84.92, p < .001, ηp2 = .46, indicating that participants overestimated awkwardness across conditions. These main effects were qualified by a marginally significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 99) = 3.69, p = .058, ηp2 = .04. Although participants overestimated how awkward the conversation would be in the shallow condition, paired t(50) = 6.28, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [1.13, 2.19], d = 0.88, participants overestimated feelings of awkwardness marginally more in the deep condition, paired t(49) = 6.80, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [1.78, 3.28], d = 0.96.
[bookmark: _Hlk53391739]Connectedness. Participants again underestimated connectedness across conditions, but unexpectedly, participants in the shallow condition underestimated connectedness more than participants in the deep condition. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor yielded a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 99) = 7.86, p = .006, ηp2 = .07, indicating that connectedness was greater for participants in the deep condition, and a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 99) = 85.38, p < .001, ηp2 = .46, indicating that participants underestimated connectedness. These main effects were qualified by a significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 99) = 17.96, p < .001, ηp2 = .15. Although participants underestimated how connected they would feel in the deep condition, paired t(49) = -3.37, p = .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.05, -0.26], d = -0.48, they did so significantly more in the shallow condition, paired t(50) = -10.05, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.12, -1.41], d = -1.41. Participants in the deep condition expected to feel more connected than did participants in the shallow condition, t(99) = 4.91, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.66, 1.54], d = 0.98, but experiences of connectedness did not differ significantly between conditions, t(99) = -0.04, p = .970, 95% CIdifference = [-0.49, 0.48], d = -0.01.
[bookmark: _Hlk53391777]Happiness. Participants underestimated happiness across conditions, but participants in the shallow condition underestimated how happy they would feel somewhat more than participants in the deep condition. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor yielded a non-significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 99) = 0.02, p = .898, ηp2 = .0002, but a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 99) = 64.36, p < .001, ηp2 = .39, indicating that participants generally underestimated their happiness. This main effect was qualified by a marginally significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 99) = 3.21, p = .076, ηp2 = .03. Although participants significantly underestimated how happy they would feel about the conversation in the deep condition, paired t(49) = -3.87, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.00, -0.32], d = -0.55, they did so marginally more in the shallow condition, paired t(50) = -8.20, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.29, -0.78], d = -1.15. Participants in the deep condition did not expect to feel significantly happier about their conversations than participants in the shallow condition, t(99) = 0.70, p = .486, 95% CIdifference = [-0.30, 0.63], d = 0.14, nor did they experience greater happiness after speaking, t(99) = -1.02, p = .309, 95% CIdifference = [-0.63, 0.20], d = -0.20.
In both the shallow and deep conditions, speaking with the other person enhanced participants’ mood compared to how they felt before the conversation. Participants in the shallow condition felt happier after their conversations (M = 8.25, SD = 0.83) than they did at baseline (M = 7.62, SD = 0.91), paired t(50) = -6.08, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-0.85, -0.43], d = -0.85. Participants in the deep condition also felt happier after their conversations (M = 8.04, SD = 7.28) than they did at baseline (M = 7.28, SD = 1.08), paired t(49) = -5.16, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.06, -0.46], d = -0.73. Changes in happiness did not differ significantly by condition, F(1, 99) = 0.46, p = .497, ηp2 = .005. This suggests that connecting with strangers, whether in a relatively shallow or deeper way, could enhance people’s mood to a degree that would surprise those engaging in the conversation (see also Epley & Schroeder, 2014).
[bookmark: _Hlk53391871][bookmark: _Hlk53391884]Mediational analyses. We found some evidence that underestimating a partner’s care could explain why participants underestimated how connected and happy they would feel following the conversation. We performed a series of within-pairs mediational analyses using measurement phase (expectation vs. experience) as the independent variable and partner care as the mediating variable. In the shallow condition, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.35, 95% CI = [-0.31, 0.99]), significant for connectedness (b = -0.54, 95% CI = [-1.02, -0.19]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.36, 95% CI = [-0.63, -0.17]). In the deep condition, the indirect effects were also non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.37, 95% CI = [-0.25, 0.92]), significant for connectedness (b = -0.53, 95% CI = [-0.93, -0.24]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.39, 95% CI = [-0.89, -0.06]). These findings suggest that underestimating others’ care may help to explain why deep conversations between strangers unfold more positively than people expect, and why even shallow conversations may turn out more positively than people expect as well.
	Desired conversation intimacy. Unlike in Experiment 4a, Participants in Experiment 4b reported how intimate their normal conversations with strangers were, and how intimate they wished them to be, on a scale ranging from 0 (light conversation and small talk) to 10 (meaningful conversation and deep talk). Again indicating a general preference for deeper conversation in daily life, participants reported that their typical conversations with strangers (M = 3.87, SD = 2.23) were less deep and meaningful than they wished they would be (M = 5.82, SD = 2.43), paired t(201) = -11.93, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.27, -1.63], d = -0.84. These results again suggest that a reluctance to engage in deeper conversation does not stem from people’s own disinterest in doing so, but rather may stem from some of the miscalibrated expectations about others’ interest and care described earlier.
Mediational Analyses at the Level of the Individual
	We conducted mediational analyses at the level of the individual, with measurement phase (expectations vs. experiences) as the independent variable, partner care as the mediating variable, and the primary measures as dependent variables, separately for the shallow and deep conditions. In the shallow condition, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.21, 95% CI = [-0.15, 0.61]), significant for connectedness (b = -0.41, 95% CI = [-0.75, -0.18]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.25, 95% CI = [-0.47, -0.10]). In the deep condition, the indirect effects were also non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.33, 95% CI = [-0.01, 0.74]), significant for connectedness (b = -0.43, 95% CI = [-0.76, -0.21]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.38, 95% CI = [-0.72, -0.16]).
Analyses Without Exclusions
	We re-analyzed data with all 102 pairs included.
Care. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (target: self, partner) ANOVA on participants’ expectations yielded a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 100) = 8.64, p = .004, ηp2 = .08, a main effect of target, F(1, 100) = 50.24, p < .001, ηp2 = .33, and a significant interaction, F(1, 100) = 4.51, p = .036, ηp2 = .04. Although participants in the shallow condition expected to care significantly more about their responses to the questions (M = 6.54, SD = 1.41) than their partner would (M = 5.91, SD = 1.49), paired t(51) = 4.67, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.36, 0.89], d = 0.65, this gap was significantly larger among participants in the deep condition (Mself = 7.59, SDself = 1.47; Mpartner = 6.43, SDpartner = 1.59), paired t(49) = 5.37, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.73, 1.59], d = 0.76.
A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA on the partner care measure with repeated measures on the second factor produced a non-significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 100) = 1.39, p = .241, ηp2 = .01, but a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 100) = 85.24, p < .001, ηp2 = .46, such that participants underestimated partner care. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 100) = 2.12, p = .148, ηp2 = .02, indicating that participants underestimated the recipients’ care similarly in the deep and shallow conditions.
	Awkwardness. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the second factor, yielded a main effect of conversation, F(1, 100) = 19.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .16, a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 100) = 87.16, p < .001, ηp2 = .47, and a marginally significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 100) = 3.62, p = .060, ηp2 = .03. Participants in the shallow condition overestimated awkwardness, paired t(51) = 6.46, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [1.15, 2.19], d = 0.90, but participants in the deep condition did so to a marginally greater extent, paired t(49) = 6.80, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [1.78, 3.28], d = 0.96.
Connectedness. We observed a main effect of conversation, F(1, 100) = 8.11, p = .005, ηp2 = .07, a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 100) = 87.97, p < .001, ηp2 = .47, and a conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 100) = 19.10, p < .001, ηp2 = .16. Participants in the shallow condition underestimated connectedness, paired t(51) = -10.25, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.15, -1.45], d = -1.42, as did participants in the deep condition, paired t(49) = -3.37, p = .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.05, -0.26], d = -0.48. Participants in the deep condition predicted greater connectedness than participants in the shallow condition, t(100) = 5.03, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.68, 1.56], d = 1.00, but experienced connectedness did not differ across conditions, t(100) = -0.09, p = .925, 95% CIdifference = [-0.50, 0.46], d = -0.02.
Happiness. The main effect of conversation was non-significant, F(1, 100) = 0.001, p = .974, ηp2 = .00001, but we observed a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 100) = 66.19, p < .001, ηp2 = .40, and a marginally significant conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 100) = 3.42, p = .067, ηp2 = .03. Participants in the shallow condition underestimated happiness, paired t(51) = -8.42, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.30, -0.80], d = -1.17, as did participants in the deep condition, paired t(49) = -3.87, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-1.00, -0.32], d = -0.55. Happiness expectations did not differ by condition, t(100) = 0.80, p = .424, 95% CIdifference = [-0.28, 0.65], d = 0.16, nor did happiness experiences, t(100) = -0.96, p = .340, 95% CIdifference = [-0.61, 0.21], d = -0.19.
Mediational analyses. In the shallow condition, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.35, 95% CI = [-0.31, 1.04]), significant for connectedness (b = -0.54, 95% CI = [-1.03, -0.20]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.36, 95% CI = [-0.62, -0.16]). In the deep condition, the indirect effects were also non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.36, 95% CI = [-0.27, 0.89]), significant for connectedness (b = -0.60, 95% CI = [-0.99, -0.25]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.41, 95% CI = [-0.82, -0.04]).
Desire for shallow and deep conversation. Participants reported that their typical conversations with strangers were less deep and meaningful than they wished they would be, paired t(203) = -11.94, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.28, -1.63], d = -0.84.
Gender Effects
	Neither the amount of miscalibration on the primary measures, nor differences in miscalibration between the shallow and deep conditions, differed significantly between same-gender and mixed-gender pairs, Fs(1, 97) < 3.63, ps > .060, ηp2s < .04. The one exception was that same-gender pairs were significantly more likely than mixed-gender pairs to underestimate their connectedness, F(1, 97) = 4.52, p = .036, ηp2 = .04.
Experiment 5
Conversation Manipulations
First, participants generated two control questions. The wording of the instructions was tailored to each relationship context. Participants were told:
We would like you to begin by generating two questions. These should be the types of questions that you would typically ask while [getting to know another person for the first time] [spending time with the other person]. Please select questions that you would actually be willing to ask and answer later in this study, and these questions should be the types of questions that you would typically ask while [getting to know somebody new] [speaking with this person]. Note that these should be questions you’re able to both ask the other person and answer yourself.

Participants then generated two deep questions. Specifically, they were told:
Next we would like you to generate two more questions. This time, please generate two questions that are deeper and more intimate than the types of questions that you would typically ask while [getting to know another person for the first time] [speaking with this person]. In other words, we would like you to generate questions that go beyond the surface, beyond small talk, to probe deeper subject matter that might be more personal or emotional. For example, you might ask the person about important experiences they’ve had or activities they’ve enjoyed. You might ask the person to reveal something important about them. You might ask them what they feel grateful for or to describe something they wish they’d done differently in their lives. The questions you generate should require both you and your partner to reveal something about yourselves that you might not normally reveal while [first getting to know one another] [speaking with one another]. These should be topics that are more intimate and go deeper than the ones you wrote down in the previous set of questions. Again, note that these should be questions you’re able to both ask the other person and answer yourself.
Full Output from ANOVAs in Main Text
	The 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (relationship: distant, close) × 2 (target: self, partner) ANOVA on participants’ expectations yielded a significant main effect of target, F(1, 196) = 6.73, p = .010, ηp2 = .03, indicating that participants thought they would care more about their own responses than their partner would, a main effect of conversation, F(1, 196) = 23.39, p < .001, ηp2 = .11, indicating that participants in the deep conditions predicted greater partner care, and a main effect of relationship, F(1, 196) = 61.69, p < .001, ηp2 = .24, indicating the participants in the close conditions predicted greater partner care. These main effects were qualified by a significant conversation × target interaction, F(1, 196) = 8.86, p = .003, ηp2 = .04, indicating that participants in the deep conditions predicted greater self/other differences in care, and a significant relationship x target interaction, F(1, 196) = 8.86, p = .003, ηp2 = .04, indicating that participants in the distant conditions predicted greater self/other differences in care.
	A 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (relationship: distant, close) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the third factor and partner care as the dependent measure produced a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 196) = 13.78, p < .001, ηp2 = .07, such that partner care was greater among deep pairs, a main effect of relationship, F(1, 196) = 74.84, p < .001, ηp2 = .28, such that close pairs reported greater partner care than distant pairs, a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 196) = 106.68, p < .001, ηp2 = .35, such that participants underestimated partner care, and a relationship × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 196) = 55.84, p < .001, ηp2 = .22, such that distant pairs underestimated partner care more than close pairs.
	For awkwardness, a 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (relationship: distant, close) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the third factor produced a main effect of conversation, F(1, 196) = 6.59, p = .011, ηp2 = .03, such that awkwardness was greater for participants in the deep condition than participants in the control condition, a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 196) = 92.79, p < .001, ηp2 = .32, such that participants overestimated awkwardness, a conversation × measurement phase interaction, F(1, 196) = 4.94, p = .027, ηp2 = .02, such that participants in the deep condition overestimated awkwardness more than participants in the control condition, and a relationship × measurement phase interaction, F(1, 196) = 11.05, p = .001, ηp2 = .05, such that distant pairs overestimated awkwardness more than close pairs.
For enjoyment, a 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (relationship: distant, close) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the third factor produced a significant effect of relationship, F(1, 196) = 16.72, p < .001, ηp2 = .08, such that close pairs reported greater enjoyment than distant pairs, an effect of measurement phase, F(1, 196) = 135.31, p < .001, ηp2 = .41, such that participants underestimated enjoyment, and a significant relationship × measurement phase interaction, F(1, 196) = 29.58, p < .001, ηp2 = .13, such that distant pairs underestimated enjoyment more than close pairs.
For happiness, a 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (relationship: distant, close) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA with repeated measures on the third factor produced a main effect of relationship, F(1, 196) = 22.87, p < .001, ηp2 = .10, such that close pairs reported greater happiness than distant pairs, a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 196) = 188.47, p < .001, ηp2 = .49, such that participants underestimated happiness, and a relationship × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 196) = 29.96, p < .001, ηp2 = .13, such that distant pairs underestimated happiness more than close pairs.
Mediational Analyses at the Level of the Individual
	We conducted mediational analyses at the level of the individual, with measurement phase (expectations vs. experiences) as the independent variable, partner care as the mediating variable, and the primary measures as dependent variables, separately for each condition. Among participants in the control condition who spoke with distant strangers, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.21, 95% CI = [-0.14, 0.60]), non-significant for enjoyment (b = -0.25, 95% CI = [-0.63, 0.13]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.46, 95% CI = [-0.74, -0.17]). Among participants in the control condition who spoke with close others, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.02, 0.15]), non-significant for enjoyment (b = -0.06, 95% CI = [-0.26, 0.06]), and non-significant for happiness (b = -0.06, 95% CI = [-0.23, 0.07]).
Among participants in the deep condition who spoke with distant strangers, the indirect effects were significant for awkwardness (b = 0.61, 95% CI = [0.21, 1.13]), non-significant for enjoyment (b = -0.04, 95% CI = [-0.67, 0.55]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.44, 95% CI = [-0.81, -0.18]). Among participants in the deep condition who spoke with close others, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.09, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.32]), significant for enjoyment (b = -0.17, 95% CI = [-0.36, -0.04]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.11, 95% CI = [-0.23, -0.04]).
We then conducted between-individuals mediational analyses with relationship (close vs. distant) as the independent variable, underestimation of partner care as the mediating variable, and the amount of miscalibration for each of the primary measures as dependent variables in separate analyses. Among participants in the control conditions, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.22, 95% CI = [-0.04, 0.52]), significant for enjoyment (b = -0.42, 95% CI = [-0.69, -0.16]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.53, 95% CI = [-0.80, -0.31]). Among participants in the deep conditions, the indirect effects were significant for awkwardness (b = 0.36, 95% CI = [0.11, 0.70]), non-significant for enjoyment (b = -0.23, 95% CI = [-0.60, 0.09]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.33, 95% CI = [-0.61, -0.13]).
Analyses Without Exclusions
	We reanalyzed the data with all 204 pairs included.
Care. A 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (Relationship: distant, close) × 2 (target: self, partner) ANOVA on participants’ expectations yielded a significant main effect of target, F(1, 200) = 6.36, p = .012, ηp2 = .03, indicating that participants thought they would care more about their own responses than their partner would, qualified by a significant conversation × target interaction, F(1, 200) = 8.56, p = .004, ηp2 = .04. Participants in the deep conditions expected to care more about their responses to the questions than their partner would, F(1, 99) = 18.05, p < .001, ηp2 = .15, but participants in the control conditions did not, F(1, 101) = 0.07, p = .792, ηp2 = .0007.
A 2 (conversation: control, deep) × 2 (relationship: distant, close) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA on the partner care measure with repeated measures on the third factor produced a significant main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 200) = 112.07, p < .001, ηp2 = .36, such that participants underestimated partner care. The conversation × measurement phase interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 200) = 0.19, p = .667, ηp2 = .0009, indicating that participants underestimated the recipients’ care similarly in the deep and control conditions. Consistent with our predictions, we also observed a significant relationship × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 200) = 59.11, p < .001, ηp2 = .23. Although participants who spoke with close others underestimated how much their partner would care about their responses, F(1, 100) = 4.26, p = .042, ηp2 = .04, those who spoke with distant strangers did so significantly more, F(1, 100) = 0.96, p = .329, ηp2 = .01.
	Awkwardness. A 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) × 2 (relationship: distant, close) × 2 (measurement phase: expectations, experiences) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the second factor, produced a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 200) = 94.19, p < .001, ηp2 = .32, such that participants overestimated awkwardness, a conversation × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 200) = 5.60, p = .019, ηp2 = .03, indicating that deep pairs overestimated awkwardness more than control pairs, and a relationship × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 200) = 11.08, p = .001, ηp2 = .05, indicating that distant pairs overestimated awkwardness more than close pairs. Distant pairs predicted that deep conversations would be marginally more awkward than control conversations, t(100) = -1.84, p = .069, 95% CIdifference = [-1.41, 0.05], d = -0.36, but experienced no differences in reality, t(100) = 0.45, p = .655, 95% CIdifference = [-0.46, 0.73], d = 0.09. Close pairs predicted that deep conversations would be more awkward than control conversations, t(100) = -2.68, p = .009, 95% CIdifference = [-1.69, -0.25], d = -0.53, but experienced only marginally greater awkwardness after deep conversations, t(100) = -1.91, p = .059, 95% CIdifference = [-1.40, 0.03], d = -0.38.
	Enjoyment. For enjoyment, we observed a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 196) = 135.31, p < .001, ηp2 = .41, such that participants underestimated enjoyment, and a relationship × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 196) = 29.58, p < .001, ηp2 = .13, such that distant pairs underestimated enjoyment more than close pairs. Distant pairs did not predict differences in enjoyment between control and deep conversations, t(100) = -0.48, p = .633, 95% CIdifference = [-0.75, 0.46], d = -0.09, nor did they experience differences after speaking, t(100) = -1.09, p = .278, 95% CIdifference = [-0.93, 0.27], d = -0.22. Close pairs likewise did not predict differences in enjoyment between control and deep conversations, t(100) = -0.65, p = .518, 95% CIdifference = [-0.76, 0.38], d = -0.13, nor did they experience differences after speaking, t(100) = -1.46, p = .147, 95% CIdifference = [-1.06, 0.16], d = -0.29.
	Happiness. For happiness, we observed a main effect of measurement phase, F(1, 196) = 188.47, p < .001, ηp2 = .49, such that participants underestimated happiness, and a relationship × measurement phase interaction effect, F(1, 196) = 29.96, p < .001, ηp2 = .13, such that distant pairs underestimated happiness more than close pairs. Distant pairs did not predict differences in happiness between control and deep conversations, t(100) = -1.21, p = .231, 95% CIdifference = [-0.81, 0.20], d = -0.24, nor did they experience differences after speaking, t(100) = -1.24, p = .218, 95% CIdifference = [-0.91, 0.21], d = -0.25. Close pairs likewise did not predict differences in happiness between control and deep conversations, t(100) = -0.51, p = .614, 95% CIdifference = [-0.63, 0.37], d = -0.10, nor did they experience differences after speaking, t(100) = -1.39, p = .166, 95% CIdifference = [-0.93, 0.16], d = -0.28.
	Mediational analyses. Next we tested whether underestimation of partner care mediated overestimation of awkwardness or underestimation of enjoyment or happiness. Among distant control pairs, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.24, 95% CI = [-0.30, 0.77]), non-significant for enjoyment (b = -0.32, 95% CI = [-0.78, 0.20]), and non-significant for happiness (b = -0.31, 95% CI = [-0.64, 0.06]). Among close control pairs, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.21]), non-significant for enjoyment (b = -0.07, 95% CI = [-0.41, 0.08]), and non-significant for happiness (b = -0.07, 95% CI = [-0.30, 0.10]). Among distant deep pairs, the indirect effects were significant for awkwardness (b = 0.88, 95% CI = [0.36, 1.44]), non-significant for enjoyment (b = -0.28, 95% CI = [-1.13, 0.51]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.46, 95% CI = [-0.98, -0.12]). Among close deep pairs, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = -0.004, 95% CI = [-0.25, 0.19]), significant for enjoyment (b = -0.20, 95% CI = [-0.48, -0.03]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.14, 95% CI = [-0.34, -0.02]).
	Next we tested whether underestimation of partner care explained differences between close and distant pairs in calibration on the primary measures. Among control pairs, the indirect effects were non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.27, 95% CI = [-0.05, 0.66]), significant for enjoyment (b = -0.58, 95% CI = [-0.96, -0.16]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.55, 95% CI = [-0.90, -0.25]). Among deep pairs, the indirect effects were also non-significant for awkwardness (b = 0.34, 95% CI = [-0.02, 0.79]), significant for enjoyment (b = -0.41, 95% CI = [-0.91, -0.01]), and significant for happiness (b = -0.37, 95% CI = [-0.71, -0.13]).
Gender Effects
	No main effects of measurement phase (prediction vs. experience), or higher-order interactions with measurement phase, were qualified by significant interaction effects with the gender combination of the pair (same-gender versus mixed-gender), Fs(1, 192) < 3.09, ps > .080, ηp2s < .02. The one exception was that mixed-gender pairs were significantly more likely than same-gender pairs to underestimate their happiness, F(1, 192) = 6.69, p = .010, ηp2 = .03.
Experiment 5 Discussion
Method
Participants. Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 109 individuals after exclusions; Mage = 36.32; SDage = 10.36; 56.88% female; 70.64% Caucasian) to complete the study in exchange for $2.00. An additional 3 participants were excluded for failing an attention check.
Procedure. Participants imagined visiting a “social interaction” research lab where they would speak with another study participant. They were told that this discussion would be called the “sharing game.”
Then participants were randomly assigned to either the “friend” or “stranger” condition. Participants in the “friend” condition provided the first and last initials of a friend who they know very well and they were told that they would imagine having a conversation with this friend. Participants in the “stranger” condition were told that they would imagine having a conversation with a stranger who they had never met before.
	Then participants in both conditions read the set of 20 pre-tested discussion questions (see Appendix), presented in randomized order. Participants selected the 5 questions that they would most like to ask and answer with the other person. Then participants viewed each of the 20 questions separately and reported how interested they would be in asking and answering the question with the other person (0 = not at all; 10 = extremely), how much they would care about their own response to the question (0 = not at all; 10 = quite a bit), how much they believed the other person would care about the participant’s own response to the question (0 = not at all; 10 = quite a bit), how awkward they would feel while answering and discussing the question with the other person (0 = not at all awkward; 10 = very awkward), and how much they would enjoy answering and discussing the question with the other person (0 = not at all; 10 = very much).
Participants then completed an attention check item in which they reported whether they imagined speaking with a stranger or a close friend. Participants in the friend condition were also asked to report whether the person whose initials they had entered was somebody real who they considered themselves to be friends with.
Finally, participants reported demographic information and received payment.
Results
Participants in the “friend” condition (M = 3.10, SD = 1.51) selected more deep questions than participants in the “stranger” condition (M = 1.79, SD = 1.32), t(107) = 4.82, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.77, 1.84], d = 0.92. Participants in the friend condition selected mostly deep questions, t(51) = 2.84, p = .006, 95% CI = [2.68, 3.52], d = 0.39, whereas participants in the stranger condition selected mostly shallow questions, t(56) = -4.07, p < .001, 95% CI = [1.44, 2.14], d = -0.54. Participants in the “friend” condition also selected questions higher in average intimacy (M = 5.04, SD = 1.24) based on the pre-test than did participants in the “stranger” condition, (M = 3.97, SD = 1.10), t(107) = 4.76, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.62, 1.51], d = 0.91.
Differences in choice were largely driven by participants’ interest in discussing deep questions. We computed each participant’s mean interest in discussing the 10 shallow questions and the 10 deep questions, separately, and performed a 2 (partner: friend, stranger) × 2 (conversation: shallow, deep) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor and mean interest in discussing shallow or deep questions as the dependent measure. We observed a marginally significant main effect of partner, F(1, 107) = 3.02, p = .085, ηp2 = .03, such that participants expressed greater interest in speaking with friends than strangers, and a significant main effect of conversation, F(1, 107) = 27.64, p < .001, ηp2 = .21, such that participants were more interested in discussing deep questions than shallow questions. Importantly, these main effects were qualified by a significant partner × conversation interaction effect, F(1, 107) = 19.10, p < .001, ηp2 = .15, such that participants in the friend condition were more interested in discussing deep (vs. shallow) questions than participants in the stranger condition (see Figure S1). Participants in the friend and stranger conditions did not differ in their interest in discussing shallow questions, t(107) = -1.36, p = .178, 95% CIdifference = [-1.31, 0.24], d = -0.26, but participants in the friend condition were more interested in discussing deep questions, t(107) = 4.28, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.83, 2.26], d = 0.82.
[image: ]
Figure S1. Mean interest across partner (friend or stranger) and conversation (shallow or deep) in the follow-up to Experiment 5. Error bars ±1 SE.
We observed similar patterns for the participant care, partner care, awkwardness, and enjoyment measures. For each measure, we observed significant main effects of conversation: Participants predicted greater participant care, partner care, awkwardness, and enjoyment for deep questions than for shallow questions, Fs(1, 107) ≥ 20.09, ps < .001, ηp2s ≥ .16. Furthermore, we observed significant partner × conversation interaction effects for each measure, Fs(1, 107) ≥ 7.52, ps ≤ .007, ηp2s ≥ .07, indicating that participants in the friend condition expected deep (vs. shallow) questions to produce greater participant care, partner care, and enjoyment, but lower awkwardness, than those in the stranger condition.
Experiment 6a
Full Output from ANOVAs in Main Text
	For the partner care measure, we found a significant effect of intimacy, b = 1.22, SE = 0.20, t(298.19) = 5.98, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.82, 1.61], indicating that expected care was higher for deep conversations, a significant effect of target, b = 1.51, SE = 0.14, t(298.19) = 10.49, p < .001, 95% CI = [1.23, 1.79], indicating that participants thought they would care more about their own responses than their partner would, and a significant intimacy × target interaction, b = 0.97, SE = 0.29, t(298.19) = 3.36, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.40, 1.53], indicating that this self/other caring gap was significantly more pronounced for deep conversations.
For awkwardness, we found an effect of intimacy, b = -1.19, SE = 0.19, t(302.11) = -6.25, p < .001, 95% CI = [-1.56, -0.82], indicating that participants reported greater awkwardness for deep conversations, an effect of measurement phase, b = -1.87, SE = 0.27, t(302.11) = -6.94, p < .001, 95% CI = [-2.39, -1.34], indicating that participants overestimated awkwardness across both conversations, and an intimacy × measurement phase interaction, b = 0.94, SE = 0.38, t(302.11) = 2.48, p = .014, 95% CI = [0.20, 1.69], indicating that participants in the deep condition overestimated awkwardness more than did participants in the control condition.
	For connectedness, we found an effect of intimacy, b = -1.06, SE = 0.13, t(292.99) = -8.21, p < .001, 95% CI = [-1.32, -0.81], indicating that participants reported stronger connections for deep conversations, and an effect of measurement phase, b = 1.02, SE = 0.18, t(292.99) = 5.58, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.66, 1.38], indicating that participants underestimated connectedness across both conversations. The intimacy × measurement phase interaction was non-significant, b = -0.16, SE = 0.26, t(292.99) = -0.61, p = .541, 95% CI = [-0.66, 0.35].
	For happiness, we found an effect of intimacy, b = -0.24, SE = 0.12, t(296.00) = -2.06, p = .040, 95% CI = [-0.47, -0.01], indicating that participants reported more happiness for deep conversations, and an effect of measurement phase, b = 1.17, SE = 0.17, t(296.00) = 7.03, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.84, 1.49], indicating that participants underestimated happiness across both conversations. These main effects were qualified by a significant intimacy × measurement phase interaction effect, b = -0.62, SE = 0.23, t(296.00) = -2.63, p = .009, 95% CI = [-1.08, -0.16], indicating that participants underestimated their happiness significantly more for the deep conversation than the shallow conversation.
Mediational Analyses at the Level of the Individual
[bookmark: _Hlk53560556]	We conducted mediational analyses at the level of the individual, with measurement phase (expectations vs. experiences) as the independent variable, partner care as the mediating variable, and the primary measures as dependent variables, separately for the shallow and deep conversations. For the shallow conversations, partner care significantly mediated the effect of measurement phase (expectations vs. experiences) on connectedness, b = -0.73, 95% CI = [-1.06, -0.47], and happiness, b = -0.30, 95% CI = [-0.53, -0.11], but not awkwardness, b = 0.05, 95% CI = [-0.26, 0.35]. For the deep conversations, partner care significantly mediated the effect of measurement phase on connectedness, b = -0.66, 95% CI = [-0.99, -0.39], and happiness, b = -0.22, 95% CI = [-0.46, -0.004], but not awkwardness, b = 0.23, 95% CI = [-0.32, 0.75].
Analyses Without Exclusions
	We reanalyzed the data with all 32 groups included.
Care measures. Replicating the main-text analyses, we found a significant effect of intimacy, b = 1.16, SE = 0.20, t(318.13) = 5.81, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.77, 1.55], a significant effect of target, b = 1.55, SE = 0.14, t(318.13) = 11.01, p < .001, 95% CI = [1.28, 1.83], and a significant intimacy × target interaction, b = 1.04, SE = 0.28, t(318.13) = 3.69, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.49, 1.59]. Participants expected to care significantly more about their responses during shallow conversations (M = 5.05, SD = 2.62) than their partner would (M = 4.02, SD = 2.38), b = 1.03, SE = 0.20, t(318.13) = 5.18, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.64, 1.42], but this gap was significantly larger for deep conversations (Ms = 7.24 vs. 5.17, respectively; SDs = 2.03 vs. 2.25), b = 2.07, SE = 0.20, t(318.13) = 10.40, p < .001, 95% CI = [1.68, 2.46].
Awkwardness. We found an effect of intimacy, b = -1.20, SE = 0.18, t(320.59) = -6.60, p < .001, 95% CI = [-1.55, -0.84], an effect of measurement phase, b = -1.84, SE = 0.26, t(320.59) = -7.15, p < .001, 95% CI = [-2.34, -1.33], and an intimacy × measurement phase interaction, b = 0.99, SE = 0.36, t(320.59) = 2.73, p = .007, 95% CI = [0.28, 1.70]. Although participants overestimated how awkward their shallow conversations would be, b = -0.84, SE = 0.26, t(320.59) = -3.29, p = .001, 95% CI = [-1.35, -0.34], they did so significantly more for deep conversations, b = -1.84, SE = 0.26, t(320.59) = -7.15, p < .001, 95% CI = [-2.34, -1.33].
Connectedness. We found an effect of intimacy, b = -1.07, SE = 0.13, t(311.92) = -8.56, p < .001, 95% CI = [-1.32, -0.83], and an effect of measurement phase, b = 1.07, SE = 0.18, t(311.92) = 6.03, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.72, 1.42]. The intimacy × measurement phase interaction was non-significant, b = -0.16, SE = 0.25, t(311.92) = -0.62, p = .534, 95% CI = [-0.65, 0.33]. Participants expected to feel more connected to their deep conversation partner, b = 1.00, SE = 0.18, t(311.92) = 5.61, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.65, 1.34], and felt significantly more connected to this person after speaking, b = 1.15, SE = 0.18, t(311.92) = 6.49, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.80, 1.50].
Participants reported significantly stronger connections to their deep conversation partner than their shallow conversation partner (M = 1.55, SD = 3.04), one-sample t(127) = 5.76, p < .001, 95% CI = [1.02, 2.08], d = 0.51.
Happiness. We found a marginally significant effect of intimacy, b = -0.22, SE = 0.11, t(315.13) = -1.90, p = .058, 95% CI = [-0.44, 0.01], and a significant effect of measurement phase, b = 1.05, SE = 0.16, t(315.13) = 6.49, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.74, 1.37], The intimacy × measurement phase interaction was significant, b = -0.47, SE = 0.23, t(315.13) = -2.04, p = .042, 95% CI = [-0.02, -0.02], indicating that participants underestimated their happiness significantly more for the deep conversation than the shallow conversation. Participants expected to feel equally happy after their shallow and deep conversations, b = -0.02, SE = 0.16, t(315.13) = -0.10, p = .923, 95% CI = [-0.33, 0.30], yet felt significantly happier after their deep conversations, b = 0.45, SE = 0.16, t(315.13) = 2.79, p = .006, 95% CI = [0.14, 0.77].
Mediational analyses. For the shallow conversations, partner care significantly mediated the effect of measurement phase (expectations vs. experiences) on connectedness, b = -0.68, SE = 0.22, 95% CI = [-1.17, -0.31], and happiness, b = -0.35, SE = 0.18, 95% CI = [-0.72, -0.02], but not awkwardness, b = 0.07, SE = 0.24, 95% CI = [-0.42, 0.51]. For the deep conversations, partner care significantly mediated the effect of measurement phase on connectedness, b = -0.97, SE = 0.28, 95% CI = [-1.54, -0.45], but not awkwardness, b = 0.67, SE = 0.36, 95% CI = [-0.01, 1.35], or happiness, b = -0.28, SE = 0.23, 95% CI = [-0.71, 0.19].
Desired conversation intimacy. Participants reported that their typical conversations with strangers (M = 3.61, SD = 2.37) were significantly less intimate than they would ideally prefer (M = 5.46, SD = 2.53), paired t(127) = -9.30, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [-2.25, -1.46], d = -0.75.
Gender Effects
	Same-gender pairs were significantly more likely than mixed-gender pairs to underestimate their own care, their partner's care, their connections, and their happiness, bs > 0.61, ts > 2.24, ps < .026, but not the awkwardness of their conversations, b = 0.09, SE = 0.40, t(295.47) = 0.24, 95% CI = [-0.68, 0.86]. Notably, both same-gender pairs (ts > 5.58, ps < .001) and mixed-gender pairs (ts > 2.53, ps < .013) significantly underestimated the positivity of their conversations on each of the partner-care, awkwardness, connection, and happiness measures. Differences in miscalibration between shallow and deep conversations did not differ significantly between same-gender and mixed-gender pairs on any measure, -1.03 < bs < 0.61, ts < 1.60, ps > .110.
Experiments 7a & 7b
Analyses Without Exclusions (Experiment 7a)
We reanalyzed the data from Experiment 7a with all 100 participants included. Participants in the caring condition (M = 3.00, SD = 1.46) selected a greater number of deep questions than participants in the uncaring condition (M = 2.02, SD = 1.68), t(98) = 3.11, p = .002, 95% CIdifference = [0.36, 1.60], d = 0.62. Furthermore, participants in the caring condition (M = 4.90, SD = 1.24) selected questions with greater average intimacy than participants in the uncaring condition (M = 4.24, SD = 1.44), t(98) = 2.49, p = .015, 95% CIdifference = [0.13, 1.20], d = 0.50.
In a 2 (partner: caring, uncaring) × 2 (question type: shallow, deep) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor and mean desire to discuss shallow or deep questions as the dependent measure, we observed a significant partner × question type interaction effect, F(1, 98) = 9.08, p = .003, ηp2 = .08: Participants in the caring and uncaring conditions did not differ in their desire to discuss shallow questions, t(98) = -0.33, p = .744, 95% CIdifference = [-0.90, 0.65], d = -0.07, but participants in the caring condition (M = 6.56, SD = 1.91) expressed greater desire to discuss deep questions than participants in the uncaring condition, t(98) = 3.49, p < .001, 95% CIdifference = [0.59, 2.15], d = 0.70.
Analyses Without Exclusions (Experiment 7b)
We re-analyzed the data including all 160 participants. The number of deep questions selected varied significantly across care conditions, F(2, 157) = 4.10, p = .018, ηp2 = .05. Underestimation participants (M = 2.37, SD = 1.15) selected more deep questions than participants in the overestimation condition (M = 1.70, SD = 1.27), t(157) = -2.74, p = .007, 95% CIdifference = [-1.15, -0.19], d = -0.53. Participants in the control condition (M = 2.21, SD = 1.36) also selected more deep questions than participants in the overestimation condition, t(157) = -2.07, p = .040, 95% CIdifference = [-0.99, -0.02], d = -0.40. Choice of deep questions did not differ significantly between participants in the underestimation condition and participants in the control condition, t(157) = -0.65, p = .518, 95% CIdifference = [-0.64, 0.33], d = -0.13.
The average intimacy of the selected questions varied significantly across care conditions, F(2, 157) = 3.88, p = .023, ηp2 = .05. Participants in the underestimation condition selected questions with higher average intimacy (M = 4.50, SD = 1.07) than participants in the overestimation condition (M = 3.92, SD = 1.11), t(157) = -2.79, p = .006, 95% CIdifference = [-1.00, -0.17], d = -0.54. However, participants in the control condition (M = 4.23, SD = 1.11) did not differ significantly from participants in the underestimation condition, t(157) = -1.30, p = .194, 95% CIdifference = [-0.70, 0.14], d = -0.25, or the overestimation condition, t(157) = 1.46, p = .148, 95% CIdifference = [-0.11, 0.73], d = 0.28.
We then performed a 2 (care: underestimation, overestimation) × 2 (question type: shallow, deep) ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor and mean interest in discussing shallow or deep questions as the dependent measure. We observed a significant main effect of care, F(1, 106) = 6.37, p = .013, ηp2 = .06, such that participants in the underestimation condition were more interested in discussing the questions than participants in the overestimation condition, and a significant main effect of question type, F(1, 106) = 6.47, p = .012, ηp2 = .06, such that participants were more interested in discussing deep questions than shallow questions. The care × question type interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 106) = 1.55, p = .216, ηp2 = .01. Participants in the underestimation condition did not differ from those in the overestimation condition in their interest in discussing shallow questions, t(157) = -1.56, p = .121, 95% CIdifference = [-1.47, 0.17], d = -0.30, but they were significantly more interested in discussing deep questions, t(157) = -2.97, p = .003, 95% CIdifference = [-1.97, -0.40], d = -0.57.
Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Analyses
[bookmark: _Hlk69717792][bookmark: _Hlk69717998]	Throughout our experiments, we performed exploratory analyses using the actor-partner interdependence model (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006) to test whether differences between participants’ expectations and experiences were more strongly associated with the participants’ own expectations (as our theory would suggest) or their partners’ expectations. We inputted one’s own expectations and one’s partner’s expectations as predictors and one’s own miscalibration (experiences − expectations) as the outcome variable, separately for each of the primary measures. We found consistent evidence that miscalibration was associated with one’s own expectations: participants who expected their partners to care very little were especially likely to underestimate their partners’ care; participants who expected their conversations to be especially awkward were especially likely to overestimate the awkwardness of their conversations; participants who expected to form especially weak connections to their partner were especially likely to underestimate the strength of their connections; and participants who expected to feel especially unhappy with their conversations were especially likely to underestimate their happiness. In contrast, we found little evidence that miscalibration was associated with one’s partner’s expectations. The few associations that were statistically significant varied in direction across measures and experiments, and in every case were weaker than the associations with one’s own expectations (see Table S2).
Table S2. Actor-partner interdependence analyses for the experiments in the main text.
	
	DV = Care or Interest
(Experiences – Predictions)
	DV = Awkwardness
(Experiences – Predictions) 
	DV = Connectedness or Enjoyment
(Experiences – Predictions)
	DV = Happiness
(Experiences – Predictions)

	Exp. 1a
	Actor-to-partner interest:
Intercept: b = 7.00, t = 8.37, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.78, t = -10.23, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.06, t = 0.69, p = .496

Partner-to-actor interest:
Intercept: b = 6.91, t = 6.38, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.79, t = -6.63, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.02, t = 0.20, p = .846
	Intercept: b = 0.94, t = 1.83, p = .081
Actor: b = -0.66, t = -6.90, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.07, t = -0.71, p = .485
	Intercept: b = 3.98, t = 5.04, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.56, t = -6.38, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.23, t = 2.60, p = .012
	Intercept: b = 6.79, t = 6.95, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.79, t = -8.34, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.09, t = 0.98, p = .332

	Exp. 1b
	Actor-to-partner care:
Intercept: b = 4.93, t = 7.58, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.58, t = -7.60, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.11, t = 1.64, p = .105

Partner-to-actor care:
Intercept: b = 5.80, t = 7.59, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.71, t = -9.75, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.08, t = 1.00, p = .320
	Intercept: b = -0.38, t = -0.50, p = .622
Actor: b = -0.40, t = -5.04, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.02, t = 0.26, p = .796
	Intercept: b = 4.83, t = 6.82, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.62, t = -8.33, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.10, t = 1.30, p = .198
	Intercept: b = 5.48, t = 8.90, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.66, t = -9.90, p < .001
Partner:  b = 0.09, t = 1.37, p = .175

	Exp. 1c
	—
	Intercept: b = 0.26, t = 2.33, p = .024
Actor: b = -0.78, t = 11.76, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.05, t = 0.67, p = .505
	Intercept: b = 6.66, t = 9.97, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.77, t = -10.45, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.03, t = -0.31, p = .757
	—

	Exp. 2
	—
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 0.27, t = 1.52, p = .135
Actor: b = -0.70, t = -11.23, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.06, t = 0.91, p = .367

Deep:
Intercept: b = -0.49, t = -0.71, p = .485
Actor: b = -0.55, t = -6.86, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.05, t = 0.59, p = .561
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 3.50, t = 3.23, p = .002
Actor: b = -0.48, t = -3.51, p = .001
Partner: b = 0.06, t = 0.46, p = .649

Deep:
Intercept: b = 3.15, t = 4.09, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.57, t = -5.54, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.24, t = 2.31, p = .024
	—

	Exp. 3
	—
	Control:
Intercept: b = 0.42, t = 1.07, p = .289
Actor: b = -0.63, t = -8.14, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.13, t = 1.65, p = .102

Deep:
Intercept: b = 0.44, t = 0.93, p = .356
Actor: b = -0.56, t = -7.48, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.01, t = -0.18, p = .860
	Control:
Intercept: b = 1.25, t = 1.93, p = .059
Actor: b = -0.22, t = -2.50, p = .014
Partner: b = 0.17, t = 1.91, p = .059

Deep:
Intercept: b = 2.77, t = 2.97, p = .005
Actor: b = -0.34, t = -3.50, p = .001
Partner: b = 0.03, t = 0.27, p = .785
	Control:
Intercept: b = 1.97, t = 2.52, p = .015
Actor: b = -0.32, t = -3.55, p = .001
Partner: b = 0.13, t = 1.37, p = .175

Deep:
Intercept: b = 3.39, t = 3.71, p = .001
Actor:  b = -0.30, t = -3.37, p = .001
Partner: b = -0.06, t = -0.65, p = .516

	Exp. 4a
	Shallow, self care:
Intercept: b = 4.35, t = 4.26, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.74, t = -7.25, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.01, t = 0.10, p = .918

Shallow, other care:
Intercept: b = 6.58, t = 9.65, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.82, t = -9.83, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.11, t = -1.29, p = .199

Deep, self care:
Intercept: b = 4.63, t = 2.92, p = .005
Actor: b = -0.48, t = -3.61, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.18, t = -1.35, p = .182

Deep, other care:
Intercept: b = 6.42, t = 7.85, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.72, t = -7.59, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.06, t = -0.64, p = .526
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 1.02, t = 3.25, p = .002
Actor: b = -0.85, t = -10.93, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.02, t = -0.25, p = .801

Deep:
Intercept: b = 0.61, t = 0.94, p = .350
Actor: b = -0.54, t = -6.43, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.01, t = 0.08, p = .939
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 6.28, t = 12.00, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.60, t = -9.00, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.17, t = -2.61, p = .010

Deep:
Intercept: b = 6.27, t = 7.72, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.65, t = -8.06, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.99, t = -1.23, p = .221
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 6.21, t = 10.88, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.61, t = -9.42, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.99, t = -1.53, p = .129

Deep:
Intercept: b = 5.19, t = 6.08, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.55, t = -6.31, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.05, t = -0.61, p = .546





Table S2 continued.
	
	DV = Care or Interest
(Experiences – Predictions)
	DV = Awkwardness
(Experiences – Predictions) 
	DV = Connectedness or Enjoyment
(Experiences – Predictions)
	DV = Happiness
(Experiences – Predictions)

	Exp. 4b
	Shallow, self care:
Intercept: b = 4.06, t = 3.96, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.54, t = -5.13, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.04, t = 0.37, p = .711

Shallow, other care:
Intercept: b = 4.75, t = 6.84, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.58, t = -7.20, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.05, t = 0.62, p = .538

Deep, self care:
Intercept: b = 5.59, t = 4.13, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.69, t = -5.83, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.09, t = -0.76, p = .4448

Deep, other care:
Intercept: b = 5.47, t = 6.92, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.70, t = -8.06, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.04, t = 0.46, p = .645
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 0.81, t = 2.47, p = .017
Actor: b = -0.62, t = -9.51, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.14, t = -2.15, p = .034

Deep:
Intercept: b = 0.95, t = 1.14, p = .259
Actor: b = -0.72, t = -8.27, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.03, t = 0.36, p = .719
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 5.81, t = 7.24, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.66, t = -7.31, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.01, t = -0.16, p = .877

Deep:
Intercept: b = 4.27, t = 3.78, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.65, t = -6.63, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.14, t = 1.46, p = .149
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 5.00, t = 8.30, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.55, t = -8.86, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.005, t = 0.08, p = .940

Deep:
Intercept: b = 4.11, t = 4.39, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.43, t = -5.29, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.04, t = -0.43, p = .669

	Exp. 5
	Control, unacquainted, self care:
Intercept: b = 3.36, t = 5.05, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.43, t = -6.20, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.02, t = -0.30, p = .763

Control, unacquainted, other care:
Intercept: b = 4.39, t = 5.87, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.50, t = -5.65, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.02, t = 0.25, p = .807

Control, acquainted, self care:
Intercept: b = 1.51, t = 1.66, p = .104
Actor: b = -0.40, t = -4.68, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.17, t = 1.96, p = .053

Control, acquainted, other care:
Intercept: b = 3.54, t = 3.43, p = .001
Actor: b = -0.45, t = -5.36, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.01, t = -0.08, p = .937

Deep, unacquainted, self care:
Intercept: b = 1.44, t = 1.74, p = .089
Actor: b = -0.32, t = 3.66, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.13, t = 1.44, p = .152

Deep, unacquainted, other care:
Intercept: b = 4.87, t = 6.33, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.60, t = -6.71, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.06, t = 0.69, p = .489

Deep, acquainted, self care:
Intercept: b = 4.21, t = 5.39, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.42, t = -4.57, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.08, t = -0.85, p = .397

Deep, acquainted, other care:
Intercept: b = 4.78, t = 5.59, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.51, t = -6.10, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.03, t = -0.30, p = .764
	Control, unacquainted:
Intercept: b = 0.44, t = 1.37, p = .178
Actor: b = -0.63, t = -8.90, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.05, t = 0.71, p = .480

Control, acquainted:
Intercept: b = 0.40, t = 1.50, p = .139
Actor: b = -0.55, t = -7.93, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.01, t = -0.13, p = .895

Deep, unacquainted:
Intercept: b = -0.10, t = -0.28, p = .785
Actor: b = -0.63, t = -10.46, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.10, t = 1.61, p = .111

Deep, acquainted:
Intercept: b = -0.001, t = -0.002, p = .999
Actor: b = -0.45, t = -5.85, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.13, t = 1.69, p = .094
	Control, unacquainted:
Intercept: b = 4.38, t = 5.73, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.50, t = -6.31, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.05, t = 0.66, p = .508

Control, acquainted:
Intercept: b = 2.04, t = 2.20, p = .033
Actor: b = -0.33, t = -4.37, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.12, t = 1.65, p = .103

Deep, unacquainted:
Intercept: b = 4.55, t = 5.75, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.57, t = -7.91, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.14, t = 1.96, p = .054

Deep, acquainted:
Intercept: b = 4.36, t = 4.52, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.48, t = -6.01, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.02, t = 0.23, p = .820
	Control, unacquainted:
Intercept: b = 3.21, t = 4.48, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.43, t = -5.35, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.17, t = 2.13, p = .036

Control, acquainted:
Intercept: b = 2.37, t = 2.26, p = .029
Actor: b = -0.31, t = -3.33, p = .001
Partner: b = 0.07, t = 0.74, p = .464

Deep, unacquainted:
Intercept: b = 4.30, t = 4.54, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.53, t = -6.40, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.12, t = 1.47, p = .145

Deep, acquainted:
Intercept: b = 4.57, t = 5.28, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.40, t = -5.47, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.86, t = -1.17, p = .245





Table S2 continued.
	
	DV = Care or Interest
(Experiences – Predictions)
	DV = Awkwardness
(Experiences – Predictions) 
	DV = Connectedness or Enjoyment
(Experiences – Predictions)
	DV = Happiness
(Experiences – Predictions)

	Exp. 6a
	Shallow, self care:
Intercept: b = 2.41, t = 3.60, p = .001
Actor: b = -0.37, t = -4.51, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.004, t = -0.04, p = .966

Shallow, other care:
Intercept: b = 3.36, t = 6.18, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.46, t = -5.46, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.01, t = 0.16, p = .876

Deep, self care:
Intercept: b = 3.00, t = 3.45, p = .001
Actor: b = -0.41, t = -5.15, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.02, t = 0.21, p = .835

Deep, other care:
Intercept: b = 5.67, t = 8.35, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.60, t = -7.54, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.11, t = -1.37, p = .173
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 1.26, t = 3.06, p = .005
Actor: b = -0.37, t = -5.12, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.17, t = -2.32, p = .023

Deep:
Intercept: b = 1.08, t = 1.49, p = .141
Actor: b = -0.55, t = -7.25, p < .001
Partner: b = 0.04, t = 0.51, p = .608
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 3.24, t = 5.51, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.50, t = -5.40, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.02, t = -0.18, p = .857

Deep:
Intercept: b = 4.43, t = 6.23, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.51, t = -6.44, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.10, t = -1.28, p = .203
	Shallow:
Intercept: b = 2.85, t = 4.31, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.32, t = -3.72, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.09, t = -1.09, p = .276

Deep:
Intercept: b = 3.79, t = 5.19, p < .001
Actor: b = -0.40, t = -5.08, p < .001
Partner: b = -0.08, t = -1.07, p = .288
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