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Study 1
Removing Suspicious Participants
	Because online research platforms like MTurk often contain participants who are inattentive, nonserious, malicious, and/or inhuman (e.g., bots; see Peer et al., 2022), a team of six research assistants screened the open-ended responses from all participants and flagged those that appeared suspicious (e.g., they appeared to not understand the question, responded to an unasked question, provided unintelligible responses). These coders were reliable (ICC = .82). Participants who were identified as suspicious (n = 10) by the majority of the research team were excluded from the following supplemental analyses. Removing these participants did not change the primary pattern of results. In particular, participants in the uncertain condition reported being more willing to respond to their partners’ hurtful behavior by engaging in indirect opposition, t(139) = -2.85, p = .005, d = 0.48, but not direct opposition, t(139) = -1.23, p = .221, d = 0.21, or cooperative behaviors, t(139) = -0.90, p = .372, d = 0.15, compared to those in the certain condition. 
Results
Descriptive Statistics and Preliminary Analyses
Men and women did not significantly differ in the extent to which they reported being likely to use both indirect, t(147) = 0.38, p = .708, d = 0.06, and direct, t(147) = -1.79, p = .076, d = -0.31, opposition; however, women reported being less likely to behave in a cooperative manner than did men, t(147) = 4.06, p < .001, d = 0.69. 
Did Gender Moderate the Primary Results?
Gender did not moderate the association between condition and either indirect opposition, t(145) = 0.62, p = .537, r = .05, or direct opposition, t(145) = 0.69, p = .492, r = .06. Gender moderated the association between condition and cooperation though, t(145) = 2.87, p = .005, r = .26, such that women who were in the uncertain condition reported being more likely to engage in cooperation than women in the certain condition, t(145) = 2.66, p = .009, r = .22; however, men did not differ across the two conditions in regard to their likelihood of engaging in cooperative behavior, t(145) = -1.59, p = .114, r = -.13.
Perceived Partner Commitment and Partner Commitment Uncertainty
Given that most participants perceived that their partners’ commitment was above the midpoint, and given that people tend to be more confident in extreme responses (i.e., responses further from the midpoint of a scale; for review, see Gross et al., 1995), it is possible that the effects of partner commitment uncertainty are confounded with perceived partner commitment. Indeed, perceived partner commitment was positively associated with partner commitment uncertainty, r = .22, p = .008 in this study. Accordingly, we conducted supplemental analyses that are reported in the primary manuscript that controlled for perceptions of partners’ commitment. 
Excluding Extreme Reaction Times
	Although not preregistered in this study, we conducted supplemental analyses that excluded reaction times that were one and three standard deviations above the mean to ensure that results were not biased by participants who may have been distracted while participating in the study. Results indicated that those in the uncertain condition continued to take longer to report their partners’ commitment, suggesting that they were more uncertain about their partner’s commitment, than did those in the certain condition even after excluding reaction times that were one, t(140) = -8.49, p < .001, d = -1.45, and three, t(146) = -7.09, p < .001, d = -1.18, standard deviations above the mean.
Study 2
Method
Procedure
Participants assigned to the other two conditions read articles that were new to this study. Specifically, the article read by participants in the regulation condition was written to increase their motivation to regulate their partner’s behavior by suggesting that people tend to be happier in their relationships to the extent to which they changed their partner (e.g., “Researchers were surprised to find that the more tried to change things about their partner that they did not like, the more the quality of their relationships actually improved”). In contrast, the article read by participants in the tolerance condition was written to decrease their motivation to regulate their partner’s behavior by suggesting that people tend to be happier in their relationships to the extent to which they accept their partner (e.g., “Researchers were surprised to find that the more tried to change things about their partner that they did not like, the more the quality of their relationships actually got worse”).
Measures
Interpersonal Dispositions. Participants completed questionnaires assessing both attachment insecurity and emotional intelligence prior to the manipulation to evaluate the role of both for participants’ engagement in partner-regulation. First, participants completed the Experiences in Close Relationships scale (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) to assess their attachment insecurity. This measure asks participants to report the extent of their agreement with 18 items that assess attachment anxiety (e.g., “I worry about being abandoned”) and 18 items that assess attachment avoidance (e.g., “I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close”) using a 7-point Likert response scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The sum of items from each subscale were calculated; internal consistency was acceptable. (αanxiety = .92, αavoidance = .94). Second, participants completed the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire Short Form (Petrides, 2009). This questionnaire consists of 30 items (e.g., “Expressing my emotions with words is not a problem for me,” “I’m usually able to find ways to control my emotions when I want to”) that participants respond to using a 7-point Likert response scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The sum of items from each subscale were calculated; internal consistency was acceptable. (α = .86).
Motivation to Regulate. Participants also responded to two face-valid items assessing their perceptions of the extent to which their partner needed to change their behavior (“How much should your partner change their behavior in the future?” “How motivated would you be to change your partner’s behavior?”) using a 7-point Likert response scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) (α = .75).
Results
Descriptive Statistics and Preliminary Analyses
Men and women did not significantly differ in the extent to which they reported being likely to use both indirect opposition, t(268) = -0.67, p = .506, d = -0.09, direct opposition, t(268) = -1.51, p = .131, d = -0.20, or cooperation, t(268) = 0.27, p = .788, d = 0.04. However, women expressed a greater desire to both evaluate their partner’s commitment, t(268) = -2.01, p = .046, d = -0.27, and regulate their partner’s behavior, t(268) = -2.17, p = .031, d = -0.30, than did men. Finally, men and women did not significantly differ in their self-reported uncertainty about their partner’s commitment, t(268) = 0.42, p = .675, d = 0.06; however, women took significantly longer to evaluate their partner’s commitment than did men, t(255) = -2.06, p = .041, d = -0.29, suggesting that greater uncertainty. 
Comparing the Regulation and Tolerance Conditions.
	As noted in the primary manuscript, another primary goal of the current research was to examine whether people engage in greater direct opposition to the extent that they believe their partners need regulating; thus, we attempted to increase this belief among participants in the regulation condition and decrease this belief among participants in the tolerance condition. Unexpectedly, this manipulation failed to manipulate this belief. Specifically, participants’ motivation to regulate their partners’ behavior did not differ across the four conditions, F(3, 266) = 2.14, p = .096, η2 = .02; further, in contrast to predictions, the tolerance condition (M = 7.82, SD = 3.41) did not differ from the regulation condition (M = 8.97, SD = 3.19), p = .150. However, consistent with predictions, the manipulation check assessing the motivation to regulate partners’ behavior was associated with direct opposition, r = .36, p < .001.
Did Gender Moderate the Primary Results?
Gender did not moderate the difference between uncertainty and certainty conditions in regard to the likelihood of indirect opposition, t(131) = 0.32, p = .749, r = 0.03, direct opposition, t(131) = 0.50, p = .619, r = 0.04, or cooperative behavior, t(131) = 0.18, p = .861, r = 0.02.
Perceived Partner Commitment and Partner Commitment Uncertainty
	Consistent with the results from Study 1, perceived partner commitment was negatively associated with partner commitment uncertainty, as assessed behaviorally, r = -.52, p < .001, but not via self-reports, r = -.02, p = .733.
Excluding Extreme Reaction Times and Including all Reaction Times
	As noted in the primary manuscript, results in the primary manuscript followed our preregistered plan to exclude reaction times that were one standard deviation above the mean. In supplemental analyses, we examined whether those in the uncertain condition continued to take longer to report their partners’ commitment, suggesting that they were more uncertain about their partner’s commitment, than did those in the certain condition even after (a) excluding reaction times that were three standard deviations above the mean (> 68.03 seconds; 8 (3%) responses) and (b) including all reaction times. Unexpectedly, the effect of condition did not remain significant after excluding only reaction times that were three standard deviations above the mean, t(128) = -0.80, p = .428, d = -0.14, and after including all reaction times, t(134) = 1.25, p = .215, d = -0.22. It is worth noting, however, the former analysis would have included participants who took up to 68.03 seconds (3 SD) to respond and the latter would have included participants who took over 28.69 seconds (1 SD) to respond. Thus, when including participants who took roughly half a minute or more to respond appeared to decrease the effectiveness of the manipulation, potentially because those participants were distracted.
The Role of Attachment Insecurity and Emotional Intelligence
	We conducted a series of supplemental analyses that addressed the role of both attachment insecurity and emotional intelligence for partner commitment uncertainty and opposition. First, given that doubts about partners’ commitment are central to attachment insecurity (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) and given that people who believe they possess greater emotional intelligence may be more confident in their social judgements, we examined whether attachment insecurity and emotional intelligence, assessed prior to the manipulation, were associated with either participants’ reaction times when reporting their partners’ commitment or their self-reported uncertainty. Results indicated that their reaction times were not associated with attachment anxiety, r = .02, p = .797, attachment avoidance, r = -.02, p = .708, or emotional intelligence, r = .12, p = .061. In contrast, their self-reported uncertainty was associated with lower emotional intelligence, r = -.19, p = .002, greater attachment anxiety, r = .34, p < .001, and greater attachment avoidance, r = .34, p < .001. 
Next, given that attachment insecurity may be particularly relevant when attachment concerns are salient (e.g., after being led to believe that partners’ commitment is unpredictable), we then tested whether any of these associations were moderated by the uncertainty conditions. Results did not support this idea, however. Specifically, the uncertainty conditions did not moderate the association between either attachment anxiety, t(124) = -0.44, p = .659, attachment avoidance, t(124) = 0.66, p = .512, or emotional intelligence, t(124) = -0.63, p = .532, and reaction times. Further, the uncertainty conditions did not moderate the association between either attachment anxiety, t(132) = 1.06, p = .290, attachment avoidance, t(132) = 0.24, p = .814, or emotional intelligence, t(132) = 0.21, p = .837, and self-reported uncertainty.
Next, given that both attachment insecurity and emotional intelligence affect intimates’ conflict behavior (e.g., Jayamaha et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2008), we examined whether emotional intelligence and attachment insecurity were associated with participants’ partner-regulation behaviors. Results were partially consistent with previous research. Specifically, emotional intelligence was associated with less indirect opposition, r = -.18, p = .003, but not with direct opposition, r = .05, p = .450, or cooperation, r = .04, p = .570; attachment anxiety was associated with greater indirect opposition, r = .29, p < .001, and direct opposition, r = .16, p = .008, but not cooperation, r = -.01, p = .853; attachment avoidance was associated with less cooperation, r = -.19, p = .002, but not with indirect opposition, r = .11, p = .069, or direct opposition, r = -.02, p = .794. Importantly, the association between the uncertainty conditions and indirect opposition remained significant, t(131) = 5.56, p < .001, r = 0.44, after controlling for attachment anxiety, avoidance, and emotional intelligence. 
Finally, because the effects of attachment insecurity tend to be greater when relationship threats are more salient (Mikulincer, Gillath, & Shaver, 2002), we examined whether the uncertainty conditions moderate the association between either emotional intelligence or attachment insecurity and indirect opposition. Results did not support this idea. Specifically, the uncertainty conditions did not moderate the association between either attachment anxiety, t(132) = 0.93, p = .354, attachment avoidance, t(132) = -0.81, p = .418, or emotional intelligence, t(132) = 0.99, p = .325, and indirect opposition.





Study 1-SM
[bookmark: _Hlk137471090][bookmark: _Hlk137471124]	Study 1-SM aimed to further establish the functions of indirect opposition by using a different experimental manipulation than the one used in Studies 1 and 2 to demonstrate that the effects obtained in those studies did not depend on the specific operationalization of the independent variable. We also considered the alternative possibility that people rely on indirect opposition when they want to regulate their partner’s behavior without upsetting that partner. Participants were asked to report the likelihood that they would use various partner-regulation behaviors and how upset their partner would be if they engaged in each of those behaviors after imagining a specific scenario that either (a) created uncertainty about their partner’s commitment, (b) suggested the need to change their partner’s behavior, or (c) did neither. We predicted that participants would be significantly more likely to engage in indirect opposition (Hypothesis 1a), but not direct opposition or cooperation, when they were led to be uncertain about their partner’s commitment. Finally, as noted in the primary manuscript, Study 2 was unable to address whether people are significantly more likely to engage in direct opposition, but not indirect opposition or cooperation, when they were led to believe that their partners needed to change their behavior because we failed to manipulate participants’ belief that their partners needed to change their behavior. Thus, the current study aimed to address whether a different manipulation would successfully manipulate participants’ belief that their partners needed to change their behavior and whether this belief would be associated with greater direct, but not indirect, opposition. 
Method
Participants
Four hundred and eighty-seven participants who were in a relationship for at least three months were recruited using the MTurk. This sample size was obtained because an a priori power analysis indicated that 318 participants would be necessary for sufficient power (>.80) for a one-way ANOVA with two tails, an alpha of .05, and a small-to-medium effect size (f = .18); this effect size was selected because (a) it was more conservative than the effects obtained in Study 1 and (b) it is similar to the size of effects typically obtained in social psychological research (Lovakov & Agadullina, 2021). We erroneously recruited more participants than necessary because we failed to realize that we had reached our target goal; however, none of the data were analyzed prior to completing data collection. To reduce the likelihood of inattentive, nonserious, or computer assisted responders (e.g., “bots), participants were only eligible if they had completed at least 1,000 prior MTurk tasks with an approval rating of at least 99%. Following preregistered criteria, 72 (15%) participants were excluded from analyses because they failed attention checks. Excluding an additional 18 participants who were judged by a group of six research assistants to have provided suspicious responses to open-ended questions did not affect the primary pattern of results.
The remaining 415 participants (170 men, 244 women, 1 other) had a mean age of 44.51 years (SD = 14.44) and relationship length of 147.63 months (SD = 148.43). Two hundred and sixty-four (64%) participants were married, 104 (25%) reported they were in an exclusive relationship, 20 (5%) reported they were engaged, and 27 (7%) reported they were casually dating. The majority of participants (n = 332; 80%) identified as White or Caucasian, 33 (8%) identified as Black or African American, 24 (6%) identified as Asian, 16 (4%) identified as Hispanic or Latino/a, 2 (1%) identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, 2 (1%) identified as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, 2 (1%) identified as two or more ethnicities, and the remaining 4 (1%) identified as another ethnicity. The majority of participants (n = 373; 90%) identified as heterosexual, 37 (9%) identified as bisexual, and five (1%) identified as gay or lesbian.
Procedure
After providing informed consent, participants were asked to imagine that their partner behaved in a hurtful manner. Specifically, they were asked to imagine that their partner took a lengthy trip, failed to call the participant when they arrived at their destination, and did not answer the phone when the participant called to inquire if the partner arrived safely. To ensure that participants thought about this scenario, participants were asked several open-ended questions (e.g., “Describe how you would feel after being unable to contact your partner”). Next, participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions. Participants in the control condition were asked to imagine that their partner returned their call the next day. Participants in the uncertain commitment condition were asked to imagine a situation that would cause them to doubt their partner’s commitment; specifically, they were asked to imagine that their partner returned their call the next day and admitted that he/she did not answer his/her phone because he/she did not want to talk to the participant the previous evening. Finally, participants in the regulation condition were asked to imagine a situation in which their partner’s behavior was problematic and needed to be regulated; specifically, they were asked to imagine that their partner returned their call the next day and explained that he/she did not call or answer his/her phone because the phone’s battery had run out and he/she had forgotten to pack his/her charger. Participants then completed manipulation checks, a measure assessing how likely they would be to respond to their partner’s explanation with various partner-regulation behaviors, and a measure assessing how upset they thought their partner would be if they engaged in each of those behaviors. Finally, participants reported their demographic information and were debriefed. All procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Board at the university of the first author.
Measures
Partner-regulation Behaviors. To assess participants’ likelihood of engaging in direct opposition, indirect opposition, and cooperation, participants completed the measures of partner-regulation behaviors that were used in Study 1. Internal consistency was acceptable. (αindirect = .92, αdirect = .90, αcooperation = .78)
Perceived Reactions to Partner-regulation Behaviors. Participants also completed an extension of the partner-regulation behavior measure that asked, “how bothered [their] partner would be if [they] actually engaged in each of those behaviors”, using a 7-point Likert response scale from 1 (not bothered at all) to 7 (very bothered). To ensure that we could compare the perceived impact of indirect and direct items, all items from each subscale were averaged (rather than summed) so that the comparison would not be biased by the number of behaviors, which varied across the three types of behaviors. Internal consistency was high. (αindirect = .90, αdirect = .88, αcooperation = .87)
[bookmark: _Hlk165796175]Manipulation Checks. To confirm the effectiveness of the manipulations, we assessed participants’ partner commitment uncertainty and perceived need for partner regulation. First, similar to Study 1, participants responded to a face-valid item assessing the perceived extent of their partner’s commitment (“How committed to your relationship would you think your partner is?”)—i.e., perceived partner commitment— that served as a covariate in supplemental analyses. Immediately after responding to this item, participants then responded to a reverse-coded item that assessed their confidence in their previous judgement of their partner’s commitment (“How confident would you be in that? That is, how certain would you be that you know how committed or uncommitted your partner is?”)—i.e., partner commitment uncertainty— that served as an indicator of participants’ partner commitment uncertainty. Second, participants responded to a face-valid item assessing their perceptions of the extent to which their partner needed to change their behavior (“How much should your partner change their behavior in the future to avoid a similar situation?”). Participants responded to both items using a 7-point Likert response scale from 1 (very strong disagreement) to 7 (very strong agreement).
Transparency and Openness
This study’s design and analyses were preregistered, and we report all data exclusions, manipulations, and measures. Data were analyzed using SPSS, version 28 (IBM Corp., 2021). Full measures, the preregistration plan, analyses code, and the dataset, which was collected in 2021, can be found at: https://osf.io/pj7d8/?view_only=c38c116c6d6e46d397bfca1993ded073.
Results
Descriptive Statistics and Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations appear in Table 1-SM. Men and women did not significantly differ in the reported likelihood of engaging in indirect opposition, t(412) = 0.69, p = .493, d = 0.07; however, women reported being more likely to use direct opposition, t(412) = -2.66, p = .008, d = -0.27, and less likely to behave in a cooperative manner, t(412) = 4.30, p < .001, d = 0.44, than did men. Further, men and women did not significantly differ in how upset they believed their partners would be if they engaged in indirect, t(412) = 0.13, p = .896, d = 0.01, or direct, t(412) = -0.42, p = .677, d = 0.04, opposition; however, women believed their partners would be less upset if they engaged in cooperative behaviors than did men, t(412) = 3.69, p < .001, d = 0.37.


Table 1-SM. 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Outcomes in Study 1-SM. 
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	M
	SD

	(1) Indirect opposition (likelihood)
	
	
	
	
	
	3.03
	1.56

	(2) Direct oppositional (likelihood)
	.65**
	
	
	
	
	4.12
	1.62

	(3) Cooperation (likelihood)
	.38**
	.18**
	
	
	
	3.82
	1.31

	(4) Indirect opposition (impact)
	.07
	.17**
	.18**
	
	
	4.56
	1.37

	(5) Direct oppositional (impact)
	.19**
	.24**
	.06
	.70**
	
	4.61
	1.41

	(6) Cooperation (impact)
	.43**
	.16**
	.42**
	.26**
	.24**
	3.30
	1.49


Note. ** p < .01.

Confirming the effectiveness of the manipulation, participants in the three conditions differed from one another in regard to their certainty about their partners’ commitment, F(2, 412) = 7.53, p = .001, f = .19, and how much they believed that their partners’ behavior needed to be regulated, F(2, 412) = 5.64, p = .004, f = .17. Tukey’s post-hoc tests revealed that those in the uncertain commitment condition (M = 4.82, SD = 1.61) reported being less certain in their partners’ commitment than did participants in the regulation (M = 5.55, SD = 1.36), p < .001, or control (M = 5.34, SD = 1.61), p = .013, conditions, whereas those in the regulation condition were not significantly different from those in the control condition, p = .481. Further, those in the regulation condition (M = 5.83, SD = 1.27) reported that their partners’ behavior needed to be regulated more than those in the uncertain commitment (M = 5.32, SD = 1.65), p = .023, or control (M = 5.26, SD = 1.58), p = .005, conditions, whereas those in the uncertain commitment condition were not significantly different from those in the control condition, p = .940.
Participants in the three conditions also differed from one another in regard to how committed they believed their partners were (i.e., perceived partner commitment), F(2, 412) = 16.31, p < .001, f = .28. Tukey’s post-hoc tests revealed that those in the uncertain commitment condition (M = 4.16, SD = 1.90) reported believing that their partners were less committed than did participants in the regulation (M = 5.29, SD = 1.62), p < .001, or control (M = 5.16, SD = 1.69), p < .001, conditions; whereas those in the regulation condition were not significantly different from those in the control condition, p = .794. Accordingly, because these differences in perceived commitment might account for any obtained effects, we controlled for perceived partner commitment in supplemental analyses described below.
Did Increasing Uncertainty about Partners’ Commitment and/or the Need to Regulate Partners’ Behavior Affect Participants’ Behavior?
	Participants in the three conditions differed from one another in regard to how likely they would be to use indirect opposition, F(2, 412) = 5.34, p = .005, f = .16. In particular, consistent with predictions (Hypothesis 1a), Tukey’s post-hoc tests revealed that participants in the uncertain commitment condition (M = 3.41, SD = 1.49) reported that they were more likely to engage in indirect opposition than did those in the regulation (M = 2.92, SD = 1.64), p = .031, or control (M = 2.84, SD = 1.50), p = .006, conditions; in contrast, and also consistent with expectations, those in the regulation condition did not report that they were significantly more likely to use indirect opposition compared to those in the control condition, p = .911. Differences in indirect opposition between the three conditions remained significant after controlling for direct opposition, F(2, 411) = 5.74, p = .003, f = .17. Further, a supplemental analysis revealed that those in the uncertain commitment condition continued to report being more likely to engage in indirect opposition compared to those in the control condition even after controlling for the perceived partner commitment, b = 3.87, SE = 1.55, t(285) = 2.49, p = .013, r = .15, suggesting that manipulating uncertainty did not increase indirect opposition simply because it led participants to believe that their partners were less committed.
Participants in the three conditions also differed from one another in regard to how likely they said they would be to use direct opposition, F(2, 412) = 4.02, p = .019, f = .14. Specifically, consistent with expectations, Tukey’s post-hoc tests revealed that participants in the regulation condition (M = 4.30, SD = 1.53) were more likely to report that they would use direct opposition compared to those in the control condition (M = 3.84, SD = 1.69), p = .040. In contrast, and also consistent with expectations, those in the uncertain commitment condition (M = 4.29, SD = 1.58) did not report a significantly different likelihood of using direct opposition than those in the regulation condition, p = .998, or those in the control condition, p = .050. Differences in direct opposition between the three conditions remained significant after controlling for indirect opposition, F(2, 411) = 4.43, p = .013, f = .15. 
Regarding the idea that people may use indirect opposition due to fear that direct opposition may upset the partner more than indirect opposition (i.e., the perceived impact), participants did not report believing that indirect opposition would significantly upset their partners more than direct opposition, t(414) = -0.99, p = .324, d = .04, and this null effect was not moderated by condition, F(1, 413) = 0.11, p = .740. 
Finally, participants in the three conditions did not significantly differ from one another in regard to how likely they said they would be to use cooperative behaviors, F(2, 412) = 0.60, p = .548, f < .01.
Removing Suspicious Participants
	A team of six research assistants similarly screened the open-ended responses from all participants and flagged those that seemed suspicious. These coders were reliable (ICC = .79). Participants who were identified as suspicious (n = 18) by the majority of the research team were excluded from the following supplemental analyses. Removing these participants did not change the primary pattern of results. In particular, participants in the three conditions differed from one another in regard to how likely they would be to use indirect opposition, F(2, 394) = 7.23, p = .001, f = .19; participants in the uncertain commitment condition reported that they were more likely to engage in indirect opposition compared to those in the regulation, p = .009, or control, p = .001, conditions, and those in the regulation condition did not report that they were more likely to use indirect opposition compared to those in the control condition, p = .892. Similarly, participants in the three conditions differed from one another in regard to how likely they said they would be to use direct opposition, F(2, 394) = 4.05, p = .018, f = .14; participants in the regulation condition reported that they were more likely to use direct opposition than were those in the control condition, p = .040, but not those in the uncertain commitment condition, p = .998, and those in the uncertain commitment condition did not report a significantly different likelihood of using direct opposition than those in the regulation condition, p = .047. Finally, participants in the three conditions did not differ from one another in regard to how likely they said they would be to use cooperative behaviors, F(2, 396) = 0.35, p = .705, f = .04.
Discussion
	Like Studies 1 and 2, Study 1-SM demonstrated that intimates led to question their partners’ commitment reported being more likely to engage in indirect opposition compared to intimates who were not. We found no evidence that people engage in indirect opposition to regulate their partner’s behavior without upsetting them; not only did participants not believe that partners would be less upset by indirect than direct opposition, participants led to believe that their partners needed to change their behavior were no more likely to engage in indirect opposition compared to intimates who were not. Instead, believing that a partner needed to change their behavior increased the use of direct opposition, supporting theoretical perspectives that suggest that people rely on direct opposition to regulate partners’ behavior (Baker & McNulty, 2020; Overall & McNulty, 2017; Overall & Simpson, 2013).



Study 3
Method
Measures
[bookmark: _Hlk203736298]Interpersonal Beliefs (Baseline). Prior to the daily portion of the study, participants completed the Experiences in Close Relationships scale (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) to assess attachment anxiety (α = .94) and avoidance (α = .92) and the global satisfaction and commitment subscales of the Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998) to assess their relationship satisfaction (α = .82) and commitment (α = .86). These measures are described in Study 2.
Interpersonal Beliefs (Daily). Each day, participants also responded to two items: one that assessed their relationship satisfaction (i.e., “I am satisfied with my relationship with my partner right now”) and one that assessed their relationship commitment (“I am committed to my relationship right now”). Participants responded to both items using a 7-point Likert response scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
[bookmark: _Hlk201907866]Motivation (Daily). Every day, participants responded to two items that assessed their motivation to regulate their partner’s behavior (i.e., “I think my partner needs to change their behavior”, “I am motivated to change my partner’s behavior”) using a 7-point Likert response scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). These two items were averaged. 
Results
Addressing Gender Differences
Because only 18 men participated in this study, we did not examine whether men and women differed in their responses to any variables, nor did we test whether gender moderated any results, because we were not powered to test these questions.
Excluding Extreme Reaction Times and Including all Reaction Times
As noted in the primary manuscript, results in the primary manuscript followed our preregistered plan to exclude reaction times that were one standard deviation above the mean. In supplemental analyses, we examined whether partner commitment uncertainty was associated with greater indirect opposition even after (a) excluding reaction times that were three standard deviations above the mean and (b) including all reaction times. Results indicated that Baseline partner commitment uncertainty continued to predict indirect opposition after including all reaction times, t(87) = 2.97, p = .004, r = .30; however, this association became nonsignificant when excluding reaction times that were three standard deviations above the mean (> 18.43 – 100.11 seconds, depending on the item; 3% of total responses), t(87) = 1.54, p = .127, r = .16. In contrast, daily partner commitment uncertainty continued to predict indirect opposition both when including all reaction times, t(769) = 2.62, p = .009, r = .09, and when excluding reaction times that were three standard deviations above the mean (> 25.60 – 30.75 seconds, depending on the item; 2% of total responses), t(767) = 2.19, p = .029, r = .08.
The Role of Satisfaction, Commitment, and Perceived Partner Commitment
[bookmark: _Hlk203737060][bookmark: _Hlk203737046]	In the supplemental analyses reported here, we examined whether (a) partner commitment uncertainty continues to predict indirect opposition after controlling for satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment, (b) partner commitment uncertainty predicts satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment, and (c) whether satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment predict opposition. First, given that people tend to engage in less opposition to the extent that they broadly view their relationships favorably (Fincham & Beach, 2006), and given that such relationship evaluations might be associated with partner commitment uncertainty, it is possible that the obtained effects of partner commitment uncertainty might be confounded by other relationship evaluations. As such, we examined whether partner commitment uncertainty continues to predict indirect opposition after controlling for satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment by repeating the primary analyses reported in the primary manuscript except including satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment. After controlling for satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment, partner commitment uncertainty at Baseline, as assessed behaviorally, t(84) = 2.83, p = .006, r = .30, and through self-reports, t(84) = 3.09, p = .003, r = .32, continued to predict indirect opposition, and daily partner commitment uncertainty as assessed behaviorally continued to predict indirect opposition, t(764) = 4.28, p < .001, r = .15, and daily partner commitment uncertainty as assessed through self-reports continued to not predict indirect opposition, t(769) = 1.42, p = .157, r = .05. Taken together, this suggests that partner commitment uncertainty is not associated with opposition simply because of its association with broader relationship evaluations.
	Next, given that uncertainty can be distressing (Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Berger, 1995), we examined whether partner commitment uncertainty predicts satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment by regressing either satisfaction, commitment, or perceived partner commitment onto partner commitment uncertainty and a variable indicating the day of the report. Regarding satisfaction, partner commitment uncertainty assessed via self-reports, t(87) = -8.53, p < .001, r = -.67, but not assessed behaviorally, t(87) = 0.58, p = .561, r = .06, at Baseline predicted lower satisfaction over the course of the study; further, daily partner commitment uncertainty assessed behaviorally, t(763) = -0.30, p = .768, r = -.01, and via self-reports, t(768) = -0.29, p = .773, r = -.01, did not predict daily changes in satisfaction. Regarding commitment, partner commitment uncertainty assessed via self-reports, t(87) = -7.62, p < .001, r = -.63, but not assessed behaviorally, t(87) = 0.78, p = .438, r = .08, at Baseline predicted lower commitment over the course of the study; further, daily partner commitment uncertainty assessed behaviorally, t(763) = -0.39, p = .698, r = -.01, and via self-reports, t(768) = -0.64, p = .521, r = -.02, did not predict daily changes in commitment. Finally, regarding perceived partner commitment, partner commitment uncertainty assessed via self-reports, t(87) = -8.37, p < .001, r = -.67, but not assessed behaviorally, t(87) = -0.03, p = .974, r < .01, at Baseline predicted lower perceived partner commitment over the course of the study; further, daily partner commitment uncertainty assessed behaviorally, t(763) = -0.69, p = .490, r = -.03, and via self-reports, t(768) = 1.30, p = .194, r = .05, did not predict daily changes in perceived partner commitment. Taken together, this suggests that intimates who express greater uncertainty about their partners’ commitment experience greater declines in their evaluations of their relationships and partners over time.
	Finally, as noted in the primary manuscript, people might engage in indirect opposition for a variety of reasons (e.g., subtly expressing dissatisfaction) other than because of their desire to evaluate their partners’ commitment. As such, we examined whether satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment predict opposition by repeating the primary analyses reported in the primary manuscript except replacing partner commitment uncertainty with either satisfaction, commitment, or perceived partner commitment. First, satisfaction assessed at Baseline was negatively associated with both indirect, t(87) = -3.16, p = .002, r = -.32, and direct, t(87) = -3.78, p < .001, r = -.38, opposition over the course of the study; further, daily satisfaction was associated with negatively associated with daily changes in indirect, t(770) = -3.13, p = .002, r = -.11, but not direct, t(770) = -1.28, p = .200, r = -.05, opposition. Next, commitment assessed at Baseline was negatively associated with both indirect, t(87) = -2.76, p = .007, r = -.28, and direct, t(87) = -2.19, p = .031, r = -.23, opposition over the course of the study; however, daily commitment was not associated with daily changes in indirect, t(770) = -1.16, p = .247, r = -.04, or direct, t(770) = -0.95, p = .330, r = -.04, opposition. Finally, perceived partner commitment assessed at Baseline was negatively associated with both indirect, t(87) = -3.08, p = .003, r = -.31, and direct, t(87) = -2.81, p = .006, r = -.29, opposition over the course of the study; further, daily perceived partner commitment was negatively associated with daily changes in indirect, t(769) = -2.21, p = .028, r = -.08, but not direct, t(769) = -0.85, p = .397, r = -.03, opposition. Together, this suggests that people who view their relationships and partners more negatively are more likely to engage in opposition. Importantly though, as we noted earlier, the effects of partner commitment uncertainty remained significant after controlling for satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment; thus, people who were more uncertain about their partners’ commitment did not engage in greater indirect opposition simply because they viewed their relationship or partner more negatively.
The Role of Attachment
	At Baseline, participants completed questionnaires assessing their attachment anxiety and avoidance. For the reasons we discussed in the supplemental materials for Study 2, we examined here whether (a) attachment predicts greater partner commitment uncertainty, (b) attachment predicts indirect opposition, and (c) attachment moderates the association between partner commitment uncertainty and indirect opposition. First, we examined whether attachment predicts greater partner commitment uncertainty. To do so, we first looked at the association with partner commitment uncertainty at Baseline with two multiple regression analyses that regressed either behavioral or self-reported partner commitment uncertainty at Baseline onto attachment anxiety and avoidance. Results indicated that neither attachment anxiety, t(86) = 0.60, p = .552, r = .06, nor attachment avoidance, t(86) = -0.53, p = .569, r = -.06, was associated with Baseline partner commitment uncertainty as assessed behaviorally; however, attachment avoidance, t(86) = 4.54, p < .001, r = .44, but not attachment anxiety, t(86) = 1.77, p = .081, r = .19, was associated with greater Baseline partner commitment uncertainty as assessed via self-reports. We then looked at the association with daily partner commitment uncertainty by conducting multilevel analyses that regressed either daily behavioral or self-reported partner commitment uncertainty onto attachment anxiety and avoidance and a variable indicating the day of the report. Results indicated that neither attachment anxiety, t(86) = 0.21, p = .834, r = .02, nor attachment avoidance, t(86) = -1.48, p = .142, r = -.16, was associated with daily partner commitment uncertainty as assessed behaviorally; however, both attachment avoidance, t(86) = 3.54, p = .001, r = .36, and attachment anxiety, t(86) = 2.27, p = .026, r = .24, were associated with greater daily partner commitment uncertainty as assessed via self-reports.
	Next, we examined whether attachment insecurity predicted changes in indirect opposition over the course of the study by conducting multilevel analyses that regressed participants’ next-day reports of indirect opposition onto previous-day reports of indirect opposition, attachment anxiety and avoidance, and a variable indicating the day of the report. Because indirect opposition was skewed (Skewness = 1.60), we specified a Poisson distribution. Results indicated that attachment anxiety, t(86) = 3.98, p < .001, r = .39, but not avoidance, t(86) = 0.79, p = .434, r = .08, was associated with greater indirect opposition. Importantly, controlling for attachment insecurity largely did not affect the primary results. Specifically, uncertainty assessed either behaviorally, t(85) = 2.45, p = .016, r = .26, or via self-reports, t(85) = 4.37, p < .001, r = .43, at Baseline, and daily uncertainty assessed behaviorally, t(764) = 4.34, p < .001, r = .16, continued to positively predict changes in indirect opposition; further, daily self-reports continued to not reach traditional levels of significance when predicting changes in indirect opposition, t(769) = 1.39, p = .165, r = .05.
[bookmark: _Hlk203737695]Finally, we examined whether attachment insecurity moderated the association between partner commitment uncertainty and indirect opposition by repeating the primary analyses reported in the primary manuscript, except first mean-centering attachment insecurity and partner commitment uncertainty and including both, along with their interaction, in the models. Results indicated that attachment insecurity did not moderate the association of between baseline partner commitment uncertainty assessed behaviorally—anxiety: t(83) = -0.16, p = .873, r = -.02; avoidance: t(83) = 0.57, p = .573, r = .06— or via self-report —anxiety: t(83) = 0.85, p = .399, r = .09; avoidance: t(83) = -0.23, p = .819, r = -.03— or daily partner commitment uncertainty assessed behaviorally—anxiety: t(762) = -1.17, p = .243, r = -.04; avoidance: t(762) = -0.58, p = .560, r = -.02— or via self-report —anxiety: t(767) = 1.33, p = .183, r = .05; avoidance: t(767) = -0.93, p = .350, r = -.03—and indirect opposition.
Motivation to Regulate Partners’ Behavior
In the supplemental analyses reported here, we examined whether partner commitment uncertainty predicts the motivation to regulate partners’ behavior and whether the motivation to regulate partners’ behavior predicts opposition. To address the former, we conducted analyses similar to the analyses in the primary manuscript that examined the association between partner commitment uncertainty and the need to evaluate partners’ commitment, except the current analyses regressed the need to regulate partners’ behavior, rather than the need to evaluate partners’ commitment, onto partner commitment uncertainty. Consistent with expectations, partner commitment uncertainty at Baseline, as assessed via self-reports, t(87) = 0.43, p = .668, r = .05, and behaviorally, t(87) = 0.75, p = .453, r = .08, and daily, as assessed via self-reports, t(965) = -1.14, p = .255, r = -.04, and behaviorally, t(965) = 0.24, p = .813, r = .01, did not predict the motivation to regulate partners’ behavior.
To address the latter, we conducted analyses similar to the analyses in the primary manuscript that examined the association between the motivation to evaluate partners’ commitment, and opposition except the current analyses regressed opposition onto the need to regulate partners’ behavior, rather than the need to evaluate partners’ commitment. Consistent with expectations, the need to regulate partners’ behavior was positively associated with changes in direct opposition, t(767) = 2.62, p = .009, r = .09, but unexpectedly, it was also associated with indirect opposition, t(767) = 2.14, p = .033, r = .08.




Study 2-SM
	The goal of Study 2-SM was to investigate a critical auxiliary hypothesis not examined so far—that people believe that partners’ responses to indirect opposition offers more diagnostic information about those partners’ commitment than their responses to direct opposition. To this end, two samples of participants reported their perceptions of a fictitious romantic partner who responded to oppositional behavior. Although vignette studies have limited utility answering some types of research questions (e.g., evaluating how people would actually behave in a particular situation; Diekmann et al., 2003), they are a valid and useful approach for assessing how people evaluate others’ intentions and beliefs (Clifford et al., 2015; Wason et al., 2002), such as their perceptions of others’ commitment. Thus, participants read a vignette about a person who discovered that their partner was still communicating with an ex-partner. Participants were randomly assigned to conditions that varied in regard to that character’s response to the partner (i.e., direct opposition, indirect opposition, no response) and their partner’s subsequent responsiveness (i.e., responsive, unresponsive). Finally, participants evaluated the authenticity of the partner’s behavior, their perceptions of that partner’s commitment, and their certainty in that partner’s commitment. 
We tested two predictions. Because indirect opposition does not explicitly pressure the partner to change their behavior, and because people should be more likely to assume that others’ behavior reflects their authentic desires when they were not pressured into behaving that way (Jones & Harris, 1967), we predicted that perceptions of a partner’s responsiveness would be perceived as authentic regardless of whether it was prompted by indirect opposition versus no opposition (Hypothesis 3a). In contrast, because people should be less likely to assume that others’ behavior reflects their authentic desires when they are pressured into behaving that way (Jones & Harris, 1967), we predicted that partner responsiveness would be perceived as less authentic if it was prompted by direct opposition compared to no opposition (Hypothesis 3b). Second, because authentic (vs. obliged) behaviors tend to be perceived as more diagnostic of a partner’s commitment (Lemay & Clark, 2008a, 2008b; Weckbacher & Baker, 2018), we also predicted that responsiveness would predict commitment regardless of whether it followed indirect opposition versus no opposition (Hypothesis 4a) but predict commitment less when it followed direct opposition versus no opposition (Hypothesis 4b).
Method
Participants
To increase the diversity and generalizability of the sample, participants were recruited via two different methods. Two hundred and thirty-nine participants in Sample 1 were recruited via MTurk and one hundred and ninety-five participants in Sample 2 were recruited via the undergraduate participant pool at the first author’s university. To reduce the likelihood of inattentive, nonserious, or computer assisted responders (e.g., “bots), MTurk participants were only eligible if they had completed at least 1,000 prior MTurk tasks with an approval rate at least 99%. Following preregistered criteria, sixty-three (26%) participants recruited from MTurk and 27 (14%) undergraduates were excluded from analyses because they failed attention checks. Excluding an additional 10 participants who were judged by a group of six research assistants to have provided suspicious responses to open-ended questions did not affect the primary pattern of results. This sample size was obtained because an a priori power analysis indicated that 337 participants would be necessary for sufficient power (>.80) to test all three predictions, anticipating small-to-medium effect sizes (f = .17, r = .20; f2 = .10); this effect size was selected because (a) previous research had not yet established the typical size of the predicted effects and (b) it is similar to the size of effects typically obtained in social psychological research (Lovakov & Agadullina, 2021). Although we recruited slightly more participants than necessary, none of the data were analyzed prior to completing data collection. 
Across the two samples, the remaining 344 participants (131 men, 205 women, 1 trans woman, 5 non-binary individuals, 2 did not identify) had a mean age of 30.03 years (SD = 12.85). One hundred and eighty-six (54%) were in a romantic relationship. The majority of participants (n = 200; 58%) identified as White or Caucasian, 79 (23%) identified as Black or African American, 26 (8%) identified as Hispanic or Latino/a, 25 (7%) identified as Asian, 1 (<1%) identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, 1 (<1%) identified as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and the remaining 12 (4%) identified as two or more ethnicities. The majority of participants (n = 282; 82%) identified as heterosexual, 32 (9%) identified as bisexual, ten (3%) identified as gay or lesbian, and twenty (6%) reported another or no sexual orientation.
Procedure
After providing informed consent, participants were instructed to read a story in which the main character and actor, Olivia, had been exclusively dating her partner, Matt, for two years. Readers soon learned that Matt disclosed to Olivia that he still occasionally talks to his ex-partner. Although Matt insisted that he was not romantically interested in, nor had anything romantic happened recently with, his ex-partner, Olivia was still upset to discover that Matt was communicating with his ex-partner.
Next, participants were randomly assigned to one of three opposition conditions that determined the next part of the story. Participants in the direct opposition condition read a version of the story that stated that Olivia told Matt that her feelings were hurt and insisted that he stop talking with his ex. Participants in the indirect opposition condition read a version of the story that stated that Oliva sulked and refused to talk with Matt for the remainder of the day. Finally, participants in the no opposition condition were not provided with information about how Olivia acted.
Participants were then randomly assigned to one of two responsiveness conditions that determined the final part of the story. Participants in the responsive condition read a version of the story that stated that Olivia asked Matt a month later if he was still talking with his ex-partner and he responded saying that he had stopped talking with his ex-partner. Participants in the unresponsive condition read a version of the story that stated that Olivia asked Matt a month later if he was still talking with his ex-partner and he responded saying that he was still talking with her. This second manipulation (i.e., responsiveness) was fully crossed with the first manipulation (i.e., opposition) and participants’ assignment to the second manipulation was fully independent of their assignment to the first manipulation.
Finally, participants responded to questions assessing the perceived authenticity of the partner’s behavior, their perceptions of that partner’s commitment, and their certainty in that partner’s commitment. Participants then completed attention checks, reported their demographic information, and were debriefed. All procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Board at the university of the first author.
Measures
Perceived Partner Authenticity. To assess the extent to which participants believed that the partner’s behavior reflected that partner’s authentic desires, participants answered three questions that assessed the attributions that they made for that behavior (i.e., “[the partner] decided to [continue/stop] talking to his ex because it is truly what he wanted to do”, “…because of the type of person that he is”, “…because of how [the character] reacted”; reverse-coded), using a 9-point Likert response scale from 1 (do not agree at all) to 9 (agree completely).  Internal consistency was slightly low, though acceptable (α = .68).
Perceived Partner Commitment. To assess participants’ perceptions of the partner’s commitment, participants responded to two questions from the Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998) that were modified to refer to the partner’s commitment rather than their own (i.e., “[the partner] wants his relationship with [the character] to last for a very long time,” “[the partner] is committed to maintaining his relationship with [the character]”), using a 9-point Likert response scale from 1 (do not agree at all) to 9 (agree completely).[footnoteRef:1] These two items were selected because previous research (e.g., Rusbult et al., 1998) suggests that those items load strongly onto the underlying construct. Internal consistency was acceptable. (α = .89) [1:  The pre-registration for this study indicates that we intended to include a third item to assess perceived commitment; however, this third item was inadvertently omitted during data collection.] 

Partner Commitment Uncertainty. We used two methods to assess participants’ certainty in the partner’s commitment. First, we used a self-report approach. More specifically, after responding to each of the two previously-described items assessing their perceptions of the partner’s commitment, participants responded to one item that asked, “How confident are you that your response to the previous question is correct?”, using a 9-point Likert response scale from 1 (not confident at all) to 9 (very confident). Items were reverse coded such that greater scores indicated greater uncertainty. Internal consistency of their responses to the two items was acceptable (α = .79). Second, we used a behavioral approach. Specifically, we recorded how long it took each participant to respond to the two previously-described items assessing their perceptions of the partner’s commitment. Reaction times that were one standard deviation above the mean (nine responses to item 1 were > 23.42 seconds; twenty responses to item 2 were > 13.96 seconds) were excluded from analyses to ensure that results were not biased by participants who were distracted while participating in the study. The average of those two reaction times was calculated; longer reaction times reflect greater uncertainty.
Transparency and Openness
This study’s design and analyses were preregistered, and we report all data exclusions, manipulations, and measures. Data were analyzed using SPSS, version 28 (IBM Corp., 2021). Full measures, the preregistration plan, analyses code, and the dataset, which was collected in 2021, can be found at: https://osf.io/chqgj/?view_only=9bf8dad026714553a481d5ab93f27a3c.
Results
Descriptive Statistics and Preliminary Analyses
[bookmark: _Hlk138405668]Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations appear in Table 2-SM. As revealed there, perceptions of the partner’s commitment were associated with believing that the partner’s behavior was less authentic. Although unexpected, this association may suggest that people are aware that highly-committed individuals often sacrifice their own desires for their partner’s (Rusbult et al., 2001) and thus assume that their actions are less authentic than those of people who are less committed. Men and women did not significantly differ in the extent to which they believed that the partner’s behavior reflected their authentic desires, t(334) = 0.67, p = .504, d = 0.08, or were uncertain about the partner’s commitment, based on their confidence judgements, t(334) = -0.38, p = .702, d = -0.04. Nevertheless, women (M = 5.06, SD = 2.69) took longer to report on the partners’ commitment, suggesting that they were more uncertain about that partner’s commitment, than did men (M = 4.19, SD = 2.33), t(334) = -3.07, p = .002, d = -0.34, and men (M = 6.66, SD = 2.12) perceived that the partner was more committed than did women (M = 6.10, SD = 2.18), t(334) = 2.31, p = .021, d = 0.26. Finally, consistent with our theoretical arguments, people were more certain of the partner’s commitment to the extent to which they perceived the partner’s behavior to be authentic, regardless of whether certainty was assessed behaviorally or via self-reports.

Table 2-SM. 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Variables in Study 2-SM. 
	
	1
	2
	3
	M
	SD

	(1) Perceived partner authenticity
	
	
	
	5.41
	2.08

	(2) Perceived partner commitment
	-.31**
	
	
	6.34
	2.16

	(3) Partner commitment uncertainty (s.r.)
	-.18**
	-.22**
	
	2.88
	1.60

	(4) Partner commitment uncertainty (r.t.)
	-.34**
	.03
	.15**
	4.74
	2.57


Note. ** p < .01; s.r. = self-reports, r.t. = reaction times (seconds).

Did Direct Opposition Decrease Perceptions of the Authenticity of Partner’s Responsive Behavior?
[bookmark: _Hlk138695954]We conducted a two-way (Opposition x Responsiveness) ANOVA to test the prediction that participants would perceive partner responsiveness to be authentic regardless of whether it followed more or less indirect opposition (Hypothesis 3a) but less authentic when it followed more (versus less) direct opposition (Hypothesis 3b). The Opposition X Responsiveness interaction was not significant at traditional levels, F (2,338) = 2.39, p = .094, ηp2 = .01. Nevertheless, there was a significant effect of the opposition condition among those within the responsiveness condition, and the pattern of results was consistent with both predictions. In particular, consistent with Hypothesis 3a, the partner’s subsequent responsive behavior was perceived to be similarly authentic regardless of whether the character engaged in indirect opposition (M = 4.43, SD = 1.48) or no opposition (M = 3.98, SD = 1.47), p = .092. In fact, the direction of effects was such that responsiveness after indirect opposition was actually judged to be non-significantly more authentic after indirect opposition than after no opposition. In contrast, but consistent with Hypothesis 3b, responsiveness was judged to be significantly less authentic when it followed direct opposition (M = 3.36, SD = 1.24) than when it followed either no opposition, p = .018, or indirect opposition, p < .001. 
Interestingly, opposition played no role in shaping judgements of the partner’s unresponsiveness. Specifically, unresponsiveness following direct opposition was perceived to be just as authentic (M = 6.69, SD = 1.42) as unresponsiveness following either indirect opposition (M = 7.02, SD = 1.18), p = .186, or no opposition (M = 7.15, SD = 1.57), p = .094, and the authenticity of partner’s subsequent unresponsive behavior was not perceived to be significantly different when the character behaved in an indirect oppositional manner versus when the character did not engage in any opposition, p = .640. 
Critically, these judgments of authenticity had implications for perceptions of the partner’s commitment. Specifically, when we regressed perceived commitment onto mean-centered authenticity scores, a dummy code for the responsiveness condition (0 = unresponsive, 1 = responsive), and their interaction, the responsiveness condition was significantly associated with greater perceived commitment, t(340) = 8.41, p < .001, r = .41, but this main effect was qualified by a significant Authenticity X Responsiveness interaction, t(340) = 2.49, p = .013, r = .13 (see Figure 1-SM). Tests of the simple slopes (see Aiken & West, 1991) revealed that the partner’s responsiveness was more-positively associated with perceptions of that partner’s commitment among those who perceived high (+1 SD), t(340) = 7.89, p < .001, r = .39, compared to low (- 1 SD), authenticity, t(340) = 4.08, p = .001, r = .22.

Figure 1-SM
Interactive Effects of Perceived Authenticity and Partner’s Responsiveness for Perceptions of Partner’s Commitment in Study 2-SM
[image: ]

Did Partner’s Responsive Behavior Shape Commitment Less When Preceded by Direct (vs. Indirect) Opposition?
[bookmark: _Hlk138421865]We next conducted a two-way (Opposition x Responsiveness) ANOVA to test our predictions that partner’s responsiveness would be associated with perceptions of that partner’s commitment regardless of when it was prompted by indirect opposition versus no opposition (Hypothesis 4a) but less strongly associated with commitment when it was prompted by direct opposition versus no opposition (Hypothesis 4b). The Opposition X Responsiveness interaction predicting perceived partner commitment was not significant, F (2,338) = 0.22, p = .807, ηp2 < .01. However, consistent with predictions (Hypothesis 4a), the perceived commitment of partners who subsequently engaged in responsive behavior was no different when the character behaved in an indirect oppositional manner than when the partner did not engage in any opposition, p = .345. However, inconsistent with predictions (Hypothesis 4b), the perceived commitment of partners who subsequently engaged in responsive behavior was no different when the character behaved in a direct oppositional manner (M = 7.25, SD = 1.43) than when the character either behaved in an indirect oppositional manner (M = 7.64, SD = 1.16), p = .253, or did not engage in any opposition (M = 7.30, SD = 1.55), p = .888.
Removing Suspicious Participants
	A team of six research assistants similarly screened the open-ended responses from all participants and flagged those that seemed suspicious. Reliability of these coders was acceptable (ICC = .68). Participants who were identified as suspicious (n = 10) by the majority of the research team were excluded from the following supplemental analyses. Removing these participants did not change the primary pattern of results. In particular, the Opposition X Responsiveness interaction continued to not predict perceived authenticity at traditional levels, F (2,328) = 2.44, p = .089, ηp2 = .01. However, the partner’s subsequent responsive behavior continued to be perceived as significantly less authentic when the character behaved in a direct oppositional manner than when the character either behaved in an indirect oppositional manner, p < .001, or did not engage in any opposition, p = .017. The partner’s subsequent responsive behavior continued to not be perceived differently when the actor behaved in an indirect oppositional manner than when the actor did not engage in any opposition, p = .107. Opposition continued to have less of an effect on judgements of the partner’s unresponsiveness. Specifically, participants did not judge the partner’s unresponsiveness to be less authentic when the character behaved in a direct oppositional manner than if the actor engaged in indirect opposition, p = .244, or engaged in no opposition, p = .129; the authenticity of partner’s subsequent unresponsive behavior was perceived similarly when the character behaved in an indirect oppositional manner and when the character did not engage in any opposition, p = .655. Finally, the Authenticity X Responsiveness interaction continued to perceived commitment, t(330) = 2.31, p = .022, r = .13.


Study 4
Method
Measures
[bookmark: _Hlk201908579][bookmark: _Hlk203739105]Interpersonal Beliefs (Baseline). Prior to their laboratory session, participants completed the Experiences in Close Relationships scale (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) to assess attachment anxiety (α = .93) and avoidance (α = .92) and the commitment subscale of the Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998) to assess their relationship commitment (α = .59). These measures are described in Study 2. They also completed the Quality Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983). This measure requires individuals to report agreement with six items that assess relationship satisfaction (e.g., “My relationship with my partner makes me happy”). Five items ask participants to respond according to a 7-point scale, whereas one item asks participants to respond according to a 10-point scale. Thus, scores could range from 6 to 45, with higher scores reflecting greater relationship satisfaction. All items were summed (α = .95).
Desired Behavioral Change from Partners. To assess the extent to which participants believed that their partners should change their behavior, participants responded to one face-valid question (i.e., “How much does resolving the problem require that your partner change?”) prior to each problem-solving discussion, using a 7-point Likert response scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (a lot).
Results
Descriptive Statistics and Preliminary Analyses
Preliminary analyses that examined potential gender differences were conducted that utilized multilevel modeling to estimate two-level cross models in which persons were nested within dyads, and persons and discussions were crossed, given that both partners participated in each discussion at the same time (Kenny et al., 2006). Husbands and wives did not significantly differ from one another in regard to the amount of their indirect opposition, t(200) = -0.56, p = .577, r = -.04, how much change they desired from their spouses, t(200) = 0.04, p = .966, r = .00, the extent to which they offered to change their behavior, t(200) = -0.21, p = .831, r = -.02, their uncertainty about their partners’ commitment, t(200) = -0.11, p = .909, r = -.01, or their perceptions of their partners’ commitment before, t(200) = 1.16, p = .247, r = .08, or after, t(200) = 0.59, p = .559, r = .04, the discussions. However, husbands were less engaged in the conversations, t(200) = 2.23, p = .038, r = .15, and engaged in less direct opposition, t(200) = 2.04, p = .042, r = .14, than did wives.
Did Gender Moderate the Primary Results?
Gender did not moderate the association between partner commitment uncertainty and either indirect opposition, t(394) = 0.33, p = .745, r = .02, or direct opposition, t(394) = 0.24, p = .814, r = .01. Moreover, gender did not further moderate the association between direct opposition and either partners’ engagement, t(394) = 1.79, p = .075, r = .09, or offering to change, t(394) = 1.75, p = .080, r = .09, on changes in perceived partner commitment. Similarly, gender did not moderate the null interaction of indirect opposition and either partners’ engagement, t(394) = 0.64, p = .521, r = .03, or offering to change, t(394) = 0.39, p = .700, r = .02, on changes in perceived partner commitment.
The Role of Satisfaction, Commitment, and Perceived Partner Commitment
[bookmark: _Hlk203747489]	Prior to their laboratory session, participants completed questionnaires assessing their relationship satisfaction and commitment, and prior to each discussion, participants completed an item assessing their perceptions of their partners’ commitment. For the reasons we discussed in the supplemental materials for Study 3, we examined here whether (a) controlling for satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment affected any of the primary results, (b) satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment predict partner commitment uncertainty, and (c) whether satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment predict indirect opposition. First, we examined whether controlling for satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment affected any of the primary results by repeating the primary analyses reported in the primary manuscript except including satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment. Results indicated that partner commitment uncertainty continued to predict indirect opposition after controlling for these variables, t(382) = 3.65, p < .001, r = .18. Further, direct opposition continued to moderate the association between both partners’ engagement, t(386) = -3.28, p = .001, r = -.16, and offers to change, t(386) = -2.99, p = .003, r = -.15, on changes in perceived partner commitment, after controlling for participants’ satisfaction and commitment.
	Next, we examined whether satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment predicted partner commitment uncertainty by regressing partner commitment uncertainty onto either satisfaction, commitment, or perceived partner commitment and a dummy code indicating the order of the discussion. Results indicated that neither satisfaction, t(388) = -1.62, p = .106, r = -.08, commitment, t(388) = -0.66, p = .511, r = -.03, nor perceived partner commitment, t(391) = -0.77, p = .441, r = -.04, was associated with partner commitment uncertainty.
	Finally, we examined whether satisfaction, commitment, and perceived partner commitment predicted indirect opposition by repeating the primary analyses reported in the primary manuscript except replacing partner commitment uncertainty with either satisfaction, commitment, or perceived partner commitment. Results indicated that greater relationship satisfaction was associated with less indirect opposition, t(388) = -2.30, p = .022, r = -.12; however, neither commitment, t(388) = -1.76, p = .079, r = -.09, nor perceived partner commitment, t(388) = -0.97, p = .335, r = -.05, were associated with indirect opposition. 
The Role of Attachment
	At Baseline, participants completed questionnaires assessing their attachment anxiety and avoidance. For the reasons we discussed in the supplemental materials for Study 2, we examined here whether (a) attachment predicts greater partner commitment uncertainty, (b) attachment predicts indirect opposition, and (c) attachment moderates any of the primary results. First, we examined whether attachment predicts greater partner commitment uncertainty by regressing partner commitment uncertainty onto both attachment anxiety and avoidance and a dummy code indicating the order of the discussion. Results indicated that neither attachment anxiety, t(390) = -0.96, p = .339, r = -.05, nor avoidance, t(390) = 0.07, p = .943, r = .00, predicted partner commitment uncertainty.
	Next, we examined whether attachment insecurity predicted indirect opposition by repeating the primary analyses reported in the primary manuscript except replacing partner commitment uncertainty with both attachment anxiety and avoidance. Results indicated that neither attachment anxiety, t(386) = 0.80, p = .424, r = .04, nor avoidance, t(386) = 1.00, p = .319, r = .05, was associated with greater indirect opposition. Importantly, controlling for attachment insecurity did not affect the primary results. Specifically, uncertainty continued to positively predict indirect opposition, t(389) = 3.59, p < .001, r = .18, after controlling for attachment anxiety and avoidance. Further, direct opposition continued to moderate the association between both partners’ engagement, t(386) = -3.27, p < .001, r = -.16, and offers to changes, t(386) = -2.73, p = .007, r = -.14, on changes in commitment after controlling for attachment anxiety and avoidance.
[bookmark: _Hlk203748054][bookmark: _Hlk203748069]Finally, we examined whether attachment insecurity moderated any of the primary results. We first addressed whether attachment moderated the association between partner commitment uncertainty and indirect opposition by repeating the primary analyses reported in the primary manuscript, except first mean-centering attachment insecurity and partner commitment uncertainty and including both, along with their interaction, in the models. Results indicated that neither attachment anxiety, t(380) = 0.68, p = .496, r = .03, nor avoidance, t(380) = 0.62, p = .534, r = .03, moderated the association between partner commitment uncertainty and indirect opposition. Next, we addressed whether attachment further moderated the interaction of direct opposition and either partners’ engagement or offers to change on changes in perceived partner commitment by repeating the primary analyses reported in the primary manuscript, except first mean-centering attachment insecurity, direct opposition, and either partners’ engagement or offers to change and including all three, along with the two- and three-way interactions, in the models. Results indicated that neither attachment anxiety, t(380) = 0.48, p = .629, r = .02, nor avoidance, t(380) = -0.87, p = .385, r = -.04, moderated the interaction of direct opposition and partners’ engagement; further, neither attachment anxiety, t(380) = -0.14, p = .889, r = -.01, nor avoidance, t(380) = 1.51, p = .133, r = .08, moderated the interaction of direct opposition and partners’ offers to change.
Was a Greater Desire for Changes in Partners’ Behavior Associated with Greater Oppositional Behavior? 
To examine whether people would engage in significantly greater oppositional behavior when they believed their partners should change their behavior, we regressed both types of oppositional behavior onto their reports of how much change they desired from their partners and a variable indicating the order of the discussion. Consistent with expectations, desiring more change was associated with significantly greater direct, t(398) = 5.94, p < .001, r = .29, but not indirect, t(398) = 1.73, p = .084, r = .09, opposition. 



Study 5
Results
Descriptive Statistics and Preliminary Analyses
Preliminary analyses that examined potential gender differences were conducted that utilized multilevel modeling to estimate two-level models in which persons were nested within dyads. Women were more likely to engage in both indirect, t(120) = 2.10, p = .038, r = .19, and direct, t(120) = 4.26, p < .001, r = .36, opposition. However, men and women did not significantly differ in the extent to which they were responsive to their partners, t(120) = -0.30, p = .765, r = -.03, were uncertain about their partners’ commitment, as measured by self-reports, t(120) = -0.13, p = .894, r = -.01, and behaviorally, t(120) = -1.54, p = .125, r = -.14, perceived their partners were committed, either before, t(120) = 0.55, p = .584, r = .05, or after, t(120) = 0.66, p = .511, r = .06, the discussions, or perceived that their partners were responsive, t(120) = 1.61, p = .111, r = .14.
Did Gender Moderate the Primary Results?
Gender did not moderate the association between partner commitment uncertainty, as assessed by both self-reports, t(118) = -0.74, p = .459, r = -.07, and behaviorally, t(116) = -1.68, p = .095, r = .15, and indirect opposition. Further, gender did not moderate the association between partner commitment uncertainty, as assessed by both self-reports, t(118) = 0.14, p = .889, r = .01, and behaviorally, t(117) = -0.85, p = .400, r = -.08, and direct opposition. Similarly, gender did not further moderate the interaction between either direct, t(115) = 1.14, p = .256, r = .11, or indirect, t(115) = -0.56, p = .579, r = -.05, opposition and partners’ responsiveness on perceptions of those partners’ care; nor did gender further moderate the interaction between either direct, t(114) = -0.95, p = .342, r = -.09, or indirect, t(114) = -0.41, p = .685, r = .04, opposition and changes in perceived partner commitment.
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