EAR Exclusions and Additional Coding Details
This description has been copied (with minor modifications) from a previous manuscript that used different variables from the same dataset (Sun & Vazire, 2019).
EAR Coder Response Options
[bookmark: _GoBack]In the first version of the hour-level coding survey, research assistants had the option of selecting “Not applicable”. In the second version, we changed this response option to “No way to tell”, and asked coders to try their best to make a judgment on the 1–5 scale, and to only select the “No way to tell” option if there was no information that could be used to make a judgment on a given item (e.g., if the sound quality of the files provided insufficient information). In addition, we slightly modified the wording of the items from how the participant “acted” or how they “were”, to how they “seemed” during the hour, to remind coders that we were interested in their holistic impressions.
Informativeness Ratings
In the first version of the hour-level coding survey (i.e., roughly the first three coders per participant), coders had five options for judging how informative the hour was, with instructions for each scale point (1 = no noise, 2 = there is noise but not sure what they’re doing, 3 = there is noise and you can tell what they’re doing, but not what they’re saying, 4 or 5 = talking; we asked coders to make a judgment about how informative the hour was between 4 and 5). We instructed coders to only complete the survey if the hour block was at least “3” on informativeness. However, several coders completed surveys for hours that they rated as being uninformative (i.e., rated as 1 or 2). As these hours seemed to contain information on participants’ behavior (based on the coders’ open-ended descriptions of what the participant was doing), we recoded surveys with at least some completed ratings as being informative.
To prevent confusion, in the second version of the survey (i.e., roughly the last three coders per participant), we simplified the response options to three options ((1) No noise, white noise, or sleeping in all files; (2) Uninformative noise in all files; (3) Information on participants’ behaviors or situation in at least one file), and recoded the first two options as “Uninformative” and the third option as “Informative”.
Number of Coders 
If a coder did not finish coding all hours for a participant during their time as a research assistant, the participant was reassigned to a new coder, who coded that participant from the beginning. This meant that some hour blocks were coded by up to 14 coders. In addition, due to human error, some hour blocks were coded by fewer than 6 coders. For the current analyses, we decided to include a maximum of 6 coders as indicators for the conversational depth and self-disclosure latent variables, to reduce model complexity and convergence issues. To decide which coders to retain (out of the possible 14 coders), for each participant, we rank-ordered coders by the number of hours they had coded for that participant, then kept the 6 coders who had coded the most hours for each participant.


Analyses for Social Connectedness Items
	For the main analyses, for conceptual reasons, we combined the close/connected and loneliness (reversed) items into a social connectedness composite. As the within-person reliability of this composite was lower than expected, we subsequently re-ran the analyses using the individual items as separate outcomes. These results suggest that, overall, the main effects were larger for the close/connected item than for the loneliness item (see Table S1). In addition, the moderating effect of trait extraversion found in the main analyses (a cross-level interaction for conversational depth; see Table 3) appeared to be driven by the close/connected item; this interaction effect was not detectable for the loneliness item (see Table S2). Finally, three additional between-person interactions emerged, but seem unlikely to be robust as they did not generalize across self- and observer-report methods, or across the two social connectedness items (see Table S2).
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Table S1
Predicting Closeness/Connectedness and Loneliness from Social Interactions
	
	Close, connected
	
	Lonely

	
	Self-Reported (ESM) Interactions
	
	Observed (EAR) Interactions
	
	Self-Reported (ESM) Interactions
	
	Observed (EAR) Interactions

	
	
	R2
	
	
	R2
	
	
	R2
	
	
	R2

	Quantity of interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Binary interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	1.23 [1.14, 1.31]
	.24
	
	0.78 [0.70, 0.86]
	.12
	
	–0.47 [–0.59, –0.36]
	.09
	
	–0.33 [–0.43, –0.22]
	.05

	Between
	0.56 [0.40, 0.69]
	.31
	
	0.40 [0.21, 0.58]
	.16
	
	–0.27 [–0.44, –0.06]
	.07
	
	–0.16 [–0.36, 0.00]
	.03

	Continuous interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	
	
	
	1.21 [1.10, 1.30]
	.15
	
	
	
	
	–0.49 [–0.58, –0.40]
	.05

	Between
	
	
	
	0.49 [0.32, 0.65]
	.24
	
	
	
	
	–0.27 [–0.47, –0.08]
	.07

	Quality of interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conversational depth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	0.24 [0.19, 0.29]
	.12
	
	0.16 [0.10, 0.22]
	.08
	
	–0.06 [–0.10, –0.01]
	.06
	
	–0.08 [–0.14, –0.02]
	.11

	Between
	0.46 [0.27, 0.61]
	.21
	
	–0.12 [–0.44, 0.19]
	.02
	
	–0.24 [–0.44, –0.04]
	.06
	
	0.18 [–0.39, 0.82]
	.06

	Self-disclosure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	0.33 [0.28, 0.39]
	.15
	
	0.24 [0.18, 0.30]
	.09
	
	–0.10 [–0.15, –0.04]
	.05
	
	–0.06 [–0.12, 0.00]
	.03

	Between
	0.54 [0.36, 0.66]
	.30
	
	0.19 [–0.12, 0.47]
	.04
	
	–0.12 [–0.25, 0.06]
	.01
	
	–0.05 [–0.31, 0.26]
	.01

	Knowing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	0.37 [0.32, 0.42]
	.18
	
	
	
	
	–0.12 [–0.18, –0.07]
	.07
	
	
	

	Between
	0.63 [0.47, 0.79]
	.40
	
	
	
	
	–0.28 [–0.42, –0.10]
	.08
	
	
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	0.47 [0.37, 0.50]
	.24
	
	
	
	
	–0.19 [–0.24, –0.14]
	.07
	
	
	

	Between
	0.65 [0.50, 0.81]
	.42
	
	
	
	
	–0.44 [–0.60, –0.31]
	.19
	
	
	


Note. ESM = Experience Sampling Method, EAR = Electronically Activated Recorder. The within-person quantity of interactions s are only standardized with respect to the well-being outcome. All other coefficients are standardized with respect to both the predictor and outcome. R2 = proportion of variance explained at each level. 95% credibility intervals are shown in brackets. Italicized coefficients denote item-level effects where the 95% CIs suggest a different conclusion than the effects for the composite measure (reported in Table 2).
Table S2
Predicting Closeness/Connectedness and Loneliness from Social Interactions: The Moderating Effects of Trait Extraversion
	
	Close, connected
	
	Lonely

	
	Self-Reported (ESM) Interactions
	Observed (EAR) Interactions
	
	Self-Reported (ESM) Interactions
	Observed (EAR) Interactions

	Quantity of interactions
	
	
	
	
	

	Binary interactions
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	1.24 [1.14, 1.33]
	0.77 [0.68, 0.84]
	
	–0.47 [–0.60, –0.34]
	–0.33 [–0.41, –0.24]

	Between
	0.53 [0.34, 0.70]
	0.34 [0.14, 0.54]
	
	–0.22 [–0.39, –0.02]
	–0.12 [–0.37, 0.12]

	Trait E
	0.20 [0.05, 0.35]
	0.27 [0.12, 0.40]
	
	–0.17 [–0.31, –0.01]
	–0.20 [–0.36, –0.03]

	Within × Trait E
	0.08 [–0.01, 0.16]
	0.03 [–0.06, 0.12]
	
	0.03 [–0.11, 0.16]
	0.02 [–0.08, 0.11]

	Between × Trait E
	0.09 [–0.09, 0.25]
	0.02 [–0.15, 0.18]
	
	0.24 [0.04, 0.46]
	0.11 [–0.10, 0.32]

	Continuous interactions
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	
	1.19 [1.06, 1.29]
	
	
	–0.50 [–0.64, –0.39]

	Between
	
	0.46 [0.28, 0.60]
	
	
	–0.20 [–0.38, 0.04]

	Trait E
	
	0.26 [0.14, 0.39]
	
	
	–0.18 [–0.34, –0.04]

	Within × Trait E
	
	–0.11 [–0.21, 0.01]
	
	
	0.11 [–0.01, 0.22]

	Between × Trait E
	
	0.01 [–0.14, 0.17]
	
	
	0.03 [–0.21, 0.24]

	Quality of interactions
	
	
	
	
	

	Conversational depth
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	0.24 [0.18, 0.29]
	0.15 [0.09, 0.22]
	
	–0.05 [–0.11, 0.01]
	–0.08 [–0.14, –0.02]

	Between
	0.42 [0.27, 0.54]
	0.06 [–0.35, 0.43]
	
	–0.21 [–0.37, –0.05]
	0.20 [–0.08, 0.52]

	Trait E
	0.26 [0.13, 0.37]
	0.33 [0.16, 0.46]
	
	–0.16 [–0.30, –0.02]
	–0.18 [–0.32, 0.01]

	Within × Trait E
	–0.29 [–0.49, –0.05]
	–0.29 [–0.55, –0.02]
	
	0.22 [–0.04, 0.43]
	0.18 [–0.05, 0.39]

	Between × Trait E
	0.04 [–0.10, 0.19]
	0.02 [–0.22, 0.30]
	
	0.02 [–0.15, 0.20]
	–0.39 [–0.64, –0.12]

	Self-disclosure
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	0.33 [0.28, 0.38]
	0.24 [0.17, 0.29]
	
	–0.09 [–0.14, –0.04]
	–0.06 [–0.11, 0.00]

	Between
	0.47 [0.34, 0.60]
	0.08 [–0.39, 0.60]
	
	–0.06 [–0.23, 0.12]
	–0.13 [–0.42, 0.18]

	Trait E
	0.22 [0.09, 0.35]
	0.31 [0.04, 0.50]
	
	–0.22 [–0.35, –0.07]
	–0.18 [–0.34, –0.02]

	Within × Trait E
	–0.08 [–0.32, 0.25]
	–0.11 [–0.43, 0.20]
	
	–0.07 [–0.34, 0.30]
	–0.11 [–0.60, 0.44]

	Between × Trait E
	0.14 [0.02, 0.29]
	–0.01 [–0.27, 0.23]
	
	–0.08 [–0.23, 0.09]
	0.25 [–0.10, 0.56]

	Knowing
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	0.38 [0.30, 0.42]
	
	
	–0.10 [–0.15, –0.06]
	

	Between
	0.58 [0.39, 0.74]
	
	
	–0.30 [–0.49, –0.08]
	

	Trait E
	0.20 [0.06, 0.34]
	
	
	–0.14 [–0.28, 0.01]
	

	Within × Trait E
	0.20 [–0.04, 0.42]
	
	
	–0.05 [–0.31, 0.19]
	

	Between × Trait E
	0.13 [–0.01, 0.27]
	
	
	0.19 [–0.01, 0.37]
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	
	

	Within
	0.48 [0.42, 0.52]
	
	
	–0.18 [–0.23, –0.13]
	

	Between
	0.62 [0.48, 0.72]
	
	
	–0.40 [–0.54, –0.25]
	

	Trait E
	0.16 [0.02, 0.29]
	
	
	–0.10 [–0.25, 0.04]
	

	Within × Trait E
	0.08 [–0.31, 0.36]
	
	
	–0.06 [–0.32, 0.28]
	

	Between × Trait E
	0.10 [–0.02, 0.23]
	
	
	0.14 [–0.01, 0.29]
	


Note. ESM = Experience Sampling Method, EAR = Electronically Activated Recorder. The within-person quantity of interactions coefficients are only standardized with respect to the well-being outcome. All other coefficients are standardized with respect to both the predictor and outcome. R2 = proportion of variance explained at each level. 95% credibility intervals are shown in brackets. Coefficients in bold highlight interaction effects with 95% credibility intervals that do not capture zero. Italicized coefficients denote item-level interaction effects where the 95% CIs suggest a different conclusion than the interaction effects for the composite measure (reported in Table 3).


Additional Moderation Effects
	Figure S3 illustrates the additional moderation effects from the main analyses that had 95% credibility intervals that did not capture zero (see Table 3). We chose not to elaborate on these effects in the main text, as they did not hold for self-reported social interactions (see Figure S1), and therefore seemed less robust. However, for transparency, we offer a brief interpretation here.
These effects imply that the positive association between the observer-based binary or continuous measure of the quantity of social interactions and average self-reported happiness was stronger for those who were more introverted, than for those who were more extraverted (see Table 3 and Figure S1). Model-predicted values derived from the Johnson-Neyman (1936) technique (see Figure S1) suggest that there was no detectable between-person association between observer-rated quantity of social interactions and average happiness for participants who had extraversion z-scores higher than –0.64 (for the binary measure) or –1.14 (for the continuous measure).
 [image: ]
Figure S1. Predicted standardized between-person associations between the EAR binary and continuous quantity of social interaction variables and happiness (solid black line) at different levels of trait extraversion (z-scored). Gray ribbons show 95% credibility intervals. The dotted vertical line shows the level of trait extraversion above which the association between the two variables could plausibly be in either direction. ESM = Experience Sampling Method, EAR = Electronically Activated Recorder. 
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