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Supplemental Materials
Pilot Study Additional Methods
For prosocial orientation, we asked participants to rate how much the following statements describe them: “I care about benefiting others,” “I want to help others,” I want to have positive impact on others,” and “It is important to me to do good for others” (1 = not at all; 7 = a great deal). For other-orientation, we asked participants to rate the following statements: “I am concerned about the needs and interests of others such as my classmates/peers,” “The goals and aspirations of my peers are important to me,” and “I consider others’ wishes and desires to be relevant” (1 = not at all; 7 = a great deal). To measure conflict avoidance, we asked participants to rate the following statements: “I attempt to avoid being ‘put on the spot’ and try to keep my conflict with others to myself,” “I generally avoid arguments,” “I try to keep my disagreement with others to myself in order to avoid hard feelings,” “I sometimes avoid taking positions which would create controversy,” and “I try to do what is necessary to avoid useless tensions” (1 = not at all; 7 = a great deal).
Also, we asked participants who gave feedback to predict: “How uncomfortable do you think that telling them about the situation would make them feel?” (1 = not at all uncomfortable, 10 = very uncomfortable); “How embarrassed do you think that telling them about the situation would make them feel?” (1 = not at all embarrassed, 10 = very embarrassed); “How valuable do you think it was for the person to know about the situation?” (1 = not at all valuable, 10 = very valuable); “How much do you think that knowing about the situation would help the person?” (1 = not at all helpful, 10 = very helpful); “How grateful did you think the person would be that you told them about the situation?” (1 = not at all grateful, 10 = very grateful); “How much do you think the person would have liked you after you told them about the situation?” (1 = way less, 10 = way more); “How much do you think the person would want to see /interact with you after you told them about the situation?”  (1 = they definitely did not want to see/interact with me again, 10 = they definitely wanted to see/interact with me again); “How much did you think it would change your relationship with the person after you told them about the situation?” (1 = it harmed our relationship, 10 = it improved our relationship). 
We asked participants who did not give feedback to imagine what might have happened if they had, and predict: “How uncomfortable do you think the person would have felt if you had told them about the situation?” (1 = not at all uncomfortable, 10 = very uncomfortable); “How embarrassed do you think the person would have felt if you had told them about the situation?” (1 = not at all embarrassed, 10 = very embarrassed); “How valuable do you think it would have been for them to know about the situation?” (1 = not at all valuable, 10 = very valuable); “How much do you think that knowing about the situation would have helped them?” (1 = not at all helpful, 10 = very helpful); “How grateful do you think the person would have been if you had told them about the situation?” (1 = not at all grateful, 10 = very grateful); “How much do you think the person would have liked you if you had told them about the situation?” (1 = way less, 10 = way more); “How much do you think the person would have wanted to see/ interact with you again if you had told them about the situation?”  (1 = they would definitely did not want to see/interact with me again, 10 = they would definitely want to see/interact with me again); “How much do you think it would have changed your relationship with the person if you had told them about the situation?” (1 = it would have harmed our relationship, 10 = it would have improved our relationship). 
Finally, we asked all participants the following control questions: “How embarrassing did you find the situation?” (1 = not at all embarrassing, 7 = extremely embarrassing); “How did you feel about the situation overall, at the end?” (1 = extremely bad, 7 = extremely good); “How important do you think it was for the person to fix the situation (i.e., clean the smudge off their face)?” (1 = not at all important, 7 = extremely important); “How much do you believe the situation reflected on the person’s personality, or attitude?” (1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal); “Do you think this situation was within the person’s control, or outside their control?” (1 = definitely outside of their control, 7 = definitely within their control).
Experiment 1 Additional Results
We found no significant difference between givers (M = 5.44, SD = 2.89) and receivers (M = 5.49, SD = 2.5) with regards to their predictions about how good givers would feel after giving feedback, t(2,158)= -.39, p = .70, d = -0.02. As such, we did not test this item as a mediator of condition on predicted desire for feedback, and we did not ask this question again in Experiments 2-5.
When considering the gender of participants, we found a significant main effect in which givers underestimate receivers desire for feedback among both male and female participants. This main effect of condition was qualified by a significant interaction, such that the underestimation of desire for feedback was greater for male participants (b = -.12, p = .004). Specifically, male givers more strongly underestimated receivers’ desire for feedback (M = 4.26, SD = 1.91), compared to female givers (M = 4.74, SD = 1.92), t(850)= -3.87, p < .001, d = -0.25.
We varied the gender of the target individuals in the scenarios: half male and half female (randomly selected). There was no significant interaction between target individual gender and the underestimation of desire for feedback (b = .082, p = .481).
Experiment 2 Additional Methods
We asked the following questions about participants’ employment before they entered the survey: “What is the size of the company?” (1 person, 2-10 people, 10-30 people, 30-100 people, 100+ people); “Which of the following best describes your current job title or role?” (Executive (C-Suite), Vice President, Director, Manager, Individual Contributor, None of the above); “How long have you been working at this company?” (2 weeks or more, 1 month or more, 6 months or more, 1 year or more); “What is the name of this company?” (free response).
We additionally asked participants who received feedback to provide more details about the feedback situation. We asked: “Who told you about the situation?” (open-ended); “Did you know the person that told you about the situation?” (Yes / No); “How well did you know the person?” (1 = the person was a total stranger, 7 = the person was a close friend or significant other); and “How did they tell you?” (open-ended). Receivers who received feedback [did not receive feedback] were asked, “When you reflect on this situation and consider how much you wanted to be told, what do you think about the most? Check the box or boxes below for each thought that crosses your mind (check all that apply)” (The first thing that I thought of was how valuable it was [would be] to know about the situation; The first thing I thought of was how uncomfortable it was [would be] for me to be told about the situation; The first thing I thought of was how uncomfortable it was [would be]  for the person who told me about the situation. The first thing I thought of was how much my relationship with the person who told me about the situation changed [would change] after they told me). 
Regardless of whether givers gave feedback, we asked givers, “Did somebody else tell the person about the situation?” (Yes / No); “Did you know the person?” (Yes / No); and “How well did you know the person?” (1 = the person was a total stranger; 7 = the person was a close friend or significant other). We only asked givers who gave feedback, “How did you tell the person about the situation?” (open-ended). We asked givers who gave feedback and those who did not give feedback, “When you reflect on this situation and consider how much the other person wanted to be told about the situation, what do you think about the most? Check the box or boxes below for each thought that crosses your mind (check all that apply)” (The first thing that I thought of was how valuable it would be for the person to know about the situation; The first thing I thought of was how uncomfortable it would be for the person to be told about the situation; The first thing I thought of was how uncomfortable it would be for me to tell the person about the situation. The first thing I thought of was how much my relationship with the person would after I tell them).  
Experiment 2 Additional Results
We found that givers who gave feedback believed their feedback was more valuable, that receiver discomfort was significantly lower, that the feedback would harm the relationship less, and that it would be less uncomfortable for them to give feedback compared to givers who did not give feedback. Specifically, we examined whether the differences between feedback givers’ and receivers’ perceptions of receiver value, receiver discomfort, giver discomfort, and relationship harm were moderated by whether or not the feedback was given or received, in a series of 2 × 2 ANOVAs. Indeed, there were significant interactions for each of the aforementioned measures, Fs = 11.23, 12.52, 13.16, and 13.89, respectively, ps < .007, χ2 > .005. Decomposing these interactions revealed that receivers valued the feedback and believed the feedback would harm the relationship to the same extent whether they were given feedback or not, p = .50, and did not report feeling significantly more uncomfortable when recalling scenarios in which they received feedback compared to when they did not, p = .14. Receivers felt the relationship harm was less when they were given feedback (M = 5.46, SD = 2.00), versus when they were not (M = 6.08, SD = 1.83), t(203) = 2.25, p = .030, d = 0.32. In contrast, givers believed their feedback was more valuable when it was actually given (M = 6.48, SD = 2.43) than when it was not (M = 5.48, SD = 2.40), t(196) = 2.79, p = .006, d = 0.41. Givers who did not give feedback predicted receiver discomfort to be significantly higher (M = 5.34, SD = 2.42) compared to the predictions of givers who actually gave feedback (M = 3.84, SD = 2.50), t(196) = 4.08, p < .001, d = 0.61. They thought their feedback would harm the relationship less when they gave it (M = 4.11, SD = 1.69) versus when they did not (M = 5.43, SD = 2.05), t(196) = -4.57, p < .001, d = -0.68. Lastly, givers who did not give feedback thought it would be more uncomfortable to give feedback (M = 4.09, SD = 2.61) compared to the predictions of givers who actually gave feedback (M = 2.06, SD = 2.30), t(196) = 5.65, p < .001, d = 0.63.
Experiment 5 Additional Methods
First Pre-Survey: The exact items in the survey to measure receiver value for receivers [and givers] were: “How valuable do you think that getting feedback will be [to the other person]?” (1 = not at all valuable; 10 = very valuable); “How much do you think that the feedback will help you [the other person]?” (1 = not at all helpful; 10 = very helpful); and, “How grateful will you be [do you think the other person will be] for the feedback?” (1 = not at all grateful; 10 = very grateful). 
To measure relationship harm, we asked receivers [givers]: “How much do you think you will like the other person after they give you feedback? [How much do you think the other person would like you after you give them feedback]?” (1 = way less; 10 = way more); “How much will you want to see/ interact with the person again after they give you feedback? [How much do you think the other person would want to see/ interact with you again after you give them feedback]?” (1 = definitely will not want to see/interact with them [me] again; 10 = definitely will want to see/ interact with them [me] again); and, “How much do you think that getting feedback will hurt your [the other person’s] feelings?” (1 = not at all; 10 = very much).
To measure receiver discomfort, we asked receivers [givers]: “How uncomfortable do you think that getting feedback will make you [the other person] feel?” (1 = not at all uncomfortable; 10 = very uncomfortable), and, “How embarrassed do you think that getting feedback will make you [the other person] feel?” (1 = not at all embarrassed; 10 = very embarrassed). To measure giver discomfort, we asked receivers [givers]: “How uncomfortable do you think that giving feedback to you will make the other person feel [giving feedback will make you feel]?” (1 = not at all uncomfortable; 10 = very uncomfortable), and, “How embarrassed do you think that giving feedback to you will make the other person feel [giving feedback will make you feel]?” (1 = not at all embarrassed; 10 = very embarrassed).
Participants also predicted how much receiving feedback would improve the receiver’s speech score in the receiver [giver] conditions: “Your [the other person’s] practice speech and final speech will be scored by an external rater based on the feedback guide. They will score the practice and final speech on a scale from 1 (low quality) to 10 (high quality). How much do you think getting feedback on your [the] practice speech will affect your [the other person’s] score for the final speech?” (1 = my [their] final speech will be way worse than my [their] practice speech (1 or more points lower), 7 = my [their] final speech will be scored much higher than my [their] practice speech (1 or more points higher)).
In this experiment, we additionally asked givers to report and receivers to predict givers’ desire for giving feedback. Specifically, we asked, “How much do you want to give feedback to the other person? (givers), or, “How much do you think the other person wants to give feedback to you? (receivers; 1 = not at all; 10 = very much).
We asked receivers and givers two additional questions: “If you had a choice to get feedback on your speech or not, what would you pick?” (Prefer not to get feedback; Prefer to get feedback), additional question we asked givers was, “If you had a choice to give feedback to your partner on their speech or not, what would you pick?” (Prefer not to give feedback; Prefer to give feedback).
We asked receivers (not givers) to indicate which of the following five categories they wanted feedback on: disfluencies, eye contact/ facial expressions, hand motions/ body language/ gesturing, demeanor/ attitude/ confidence, rate of speaking/ breathing.
Second Pre-Survey: We again asked receivers to indicate which of the following five categories they wanted feedback on: disfluencies, eye contact/ facial expressions, hand motions/ body language/ gesturing, demeanor/ attitude/ confidence, rate of speaking/ breathing. 
Post-Survey: We first asked participants to predict and report how much they enjoyed receiving [giving] feedback: “How much did you enjoy getting feedback from [giving feedback to] the other person?” and, “How much do you think the other person enjoyed giving feedback to [getting feedback from] you?” (1 = not at all¸ 10 = very much). 
We also asked receivers [givers], “Which of the following categories did you get [give] feedback on?” (verbal disfluencies; eye contact/ facial expressions; hand motions/ body language/ gesturing; demeanor/ attitude/ confidence; rate of speaking/ breathing).
We also asked receivers two additional questions about the feedback: “How receptive were you to the feedback given to you?” (1 = definitely not receptive, 10 = very receptive) and, “How likely are you to implement the feedback you received in your future speeches and presentations?” (1 = not likely to implement in future, 10 = very likely to implement in future). 

Feedback Guide: For each category, please provide detailed feedback to the other person about what they are doing poorly and how they can improve.

	Categories
	Notes

	1. Disfluencies (e.g., saying “uh”, “like” too much)
Please count the number of verbal disfluencies that the speaker says (such as “um”) and report them.
	






	2. Eye contact / Facial expressions
Please report when the speaker does not make eye contact or makes inappropriate or ineffective facial expressions.
	







	3. Hand motions / Body language
Please record how the speaker’s gestures, posture, and body language more generally may be ineffective (e.g., shifting or rocking movements).  

	







	4. Demeanor (e.g., seeming under-confident)
Please note any times when the speaker did not convey confidence and positive attitude in any aspect of their speech.
	







	5. Breathing, pace (e.g., not remembering to take breaths)
Please focus on the speaker’s breath and rate of speech. Notice when their speech may feel too quick or too slow, or when they seem to be breathing too rapidly or not breathing enough
	








Instructions to Givers.  Givers were given the following instructions before they gave feedback to receivers:
Your job is to provide feedback to the other person to make their speech better after a practice round. If the other person wins, you will receive an Amazon gift-card for $25. To give feedback, please use this feedback guide. You will be asked to give feedback on each of the 5 categories on this guide. For each category, you will write detailed feedback to the other person about what they are doing poorly and how they can improve.

Experiment 5 Additional Results
Binary choice: give/ receive feedback. We found no difference in givers and receivers being asked whether they wanted to give/ receive feedback or not: most receivers chose to receive feedback (87%) and most givers (82%) chose to give feedback, χ2(1, N = 204) = .61 p = .44.
	Speech scores. Both givers and receivers alike believed that the feedback would improve receivers’ speech scores, with no differences in predicted improvements before (Mrec = 5.34, SD = 0.84; Mgiv = 5.48, SD = 0.82) versus after (Mrec = 5.38, SD = 0.87; Mgiv = 5.56, SD = 0.73) the competition, ps > .117. Receivers did indeed improve their speech score from their practice speech (M = 6.00, SD = 1.20) to their final speech (M = 6.38, SD = 1.18), paired t(87) = 4.0, p < 0.001, d = 0.43.
Categories for feedback. We found no significant difference in the five categories in which givers and receivers indicated they wanted to give (receive) feedback, in the first pre-survey, second pre-survey, or post-survey (p’s > .43),
	Enjoyment giving and receiving feedback. Givers predicted that receivers experienced less enjoyment receiving feedback (M = 6.67, SD = 1.99) than receivers actually reported that they felt (M = 8.23, SD = 1.79), t(202) = -5.89, p < .001, d = -0.82. Receivers relatively accurately predicted givers’ level of enjoyment (Mrec = 7.31, SD = 1.92; Mgiv = 7.01, SD = 1.91), t(202) = 1.13, p = .259, d = 0.16.
Desire for giving feedback. We also asked givers to report, and receivers to predict, the desire for giving feedback. Exploring the results from these new items revealed that, in the first pre-survey, receivers (M = 5.02, SD = 1.95) underestimated givers’ (M = 7.09, SD = 2.10) desire to give feedback, t(202) = -7.30, p < .001, d = -1.02; however, in the second pre-survey this effect reversed such that receivers (M = 6.56, SD = 2.21) overestimated givers’ (M = 5.88, SD = 1.96) desire to give feedback, t(202) = 2.32, p = .022, d = 0.33. Indeed, givers’ desire to provide feedback dramatically decreased in the second pre-survey (M = 5.88, SD = 1.96) compared to the first pre-survey (M = 7.09, SD = 1.96; by more than 1 point on the Likert scale), paired t(101) = -5.22, p < .001, d = -0.52. This suggests that perhaps in the abstract they wanted to give feedback, but when actually faced with having to do it soon, they had much less desire to do so. In contrast, receivers’ desire to get feedback actually increased from the first (M = 7.25, SD = 2.33) to second (M = 7.68, SD = 2.33) pre-survey, paired t(101) = 2.76, p = .007, d = 0.28, indicating that they wanted the feedback more as their performance loomed closer.
Correlations with the desire to give feedback. Finally, we examined whether givers’ reported desire to provide feedback (in the first and second pre-surveys), their reported discomfort with giving feedback, expected value for the receiver, and predictions about relationship harm correlated with any of the types of feedback that they actually gave. The only significant correlations that emerged were with the desire to provide feedback and the amount of constructive feedback given, and with the level of discomfort givers felt and the percentage of positive, neutral, and constructive feedback they gave. A non-significant correlation emerged between the estimated value of feedback to the receiver, and the amount of constructive feedback given. Non-significant correlations emerged between givers’ anticipated relationship harm, and the amount of positive, neutral, and constructive feedback they gave.
Supplemental Table S1 
Correlations between Type of Feedback Provided and Giver Desire to Give Feedback, Anticipated Discomfort Giving Feedback, Anticipated Relationship Harm, and Value of Feedback to Receiver
	Feedback type
	Positive
	Negative
	Neutral
	Constructive

	Desire to provide feedback
	.069
	.134
	.088
	.220*

	Anticipated discomfort giving feedback
	-.227*
	-.161†
	-.232*
	-.236*

	Value of feedback to receiver
	.022
	.077
	.004
	.19†

	Relationship harm
	-.204†
	-.04
	-.203†
	-.193†




Supplemental Table S2 
Correlations between Type of Feedback Provided and Practice Speech Scores, Final Speech Scores, and Performance Improvement Scores
	Feedback type
	Positive
	Negative
	Neutral
	Constructive

	
	M = .53
SD = .19
	M = .38
 SD = .16
	M = .09
 SD = .08
	M = .37
 SD = .23

	Practice speech scores
	.283**
	-.239*
	-.197†
	-.259*

	Final speech scores
	.269*
	-.229*
	-.189†
	-.279**

	Percentage improvement from practice to final
	-.134
	.070
	.175†
	.101



Note. Each cell shows the Pearson’s correlation between the two variables. Each column is the percentage of unique pieces of positive, negative, neutral, and constructive feedback provided. Significance is denoted by: †p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
Summary of Deviations from Preregistrations
We preregistered all of the studies presented in this paper except the Pilot Study (Experiments 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) on AsPredicted.org. The links to the preregistrations are included in the Methods section of each study.  
Across Experiments 1-5, we pre-registered that givers’ considerations of their own consequences (i.e., their estimations of their own discomfort giving feedback and relationship harm) would mediate their underestimation of receivers’ desire for feedback. However, upon further reflection, we believe these variables make more sense as predictors of givers’ estimation of receivers’ desire for feedback rather than as mediators that explain why receivers’ reports differ from givers’. As such, we added regression models in Experiments 1-5 that we did not register, with givers’ predictions about receivers’ desire for feedback as the outcome variable, and givers’ beliefs about their anticipated discomfort, receivers’ discomfort, the potential for relationship harm, and the value of the feedback to the receiver as predictor variables.  
Beyond this absence, our methods and results deviate from our preregistrations in the following ways: 
Experiment 1
· We preregistered to measure a potential mediators “Giver Benefits: How much would you feel good about telling [colleague] that [issue] (for instance, because the information could be helpful)?/  How much would [colleague] feel good about telling you that [issue] (for instance, because the information could be helpful)?”. We did not find a significant difference between groups, so we did not test this as a mediator. This analysis is included in the Supplemental Materials (p. 86), and we did not ask this question in future experiments (Experiments 2-5)
· Due to a survey error, we only asked these manipulation check questions for 9 out of the 10 scenarios. The “interrupting” scenario was left out of the manipulation check questions.
· Although we preregistered a simple t-test analysis, we conducted a follow-up robustness analysis to control for the effect of scenario in a 2 (condition) × 10 (scenario) ANOVA.

Experiment 2:
· We preregistered to recruit 400 participants, but 403 adults from Prolific Academic agreed to participate in a study. 4 of these participants did not meet the requirements for generating an appropriate feedback scenario, so they were excluded from our analyses, leaving 399 participants in our analyses.
Experiment 3:
· No deviations from pre-registration 
Experiment 4:
· We did not test our third pre-registered hypothesis that givers’ estimation of relationship harm will predict their estimation of receivers’ desire for feedback. We did not collect predictions of relationship harm in this study because one of the intervention conditions asks givers to imagine someone else is giving feedback.
Experiment 5:
· We preregistered to ask discomfort questions again after the feedback-giver gave feedback on the practice speech, but in the actual experiment we did not ask participants to predict their partners’ discomfort in the post-survey. Thus, givers answered questions about their own experienced discomfort, but were not asked to estimate receivers’ discomfort. Similarly, receivers answered questions about their own discomfort, but were not asked to estimate givers’ discomfort.
· We did not preregister the following exploratory analysis: we examined whether the amount of constructive feedback received was more strongly associated with performance improvement for those who performed worse on the practice speech. 
· We added a regression analysis to examine the relationship between desire for feedback as the dependent variable and the interaction between condition and first vs. second survey as a predictor variable. 
· We preregistered two coding categories - whether the feedback is positive (i.e., focuses on things that were done well) vs. constructive (i.e., focuses on things that could be improved or were done poorly). However, after reviewing the feedback generated during the actual experiment, we added a category of “neutral” feedback. This led to three coding categories: 1. Positive feedback was defined as feedback that focused on things that were done well. 2. Negative feedback was defined as feedback that focused on things that were done poorly. 3. Feedback was categorized as neutral when the giver pointed something out without indicating whether it was good or bad.  
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