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It’s Surprisingly Nice to Hear You:
Misunderstanding the Impact of Communication Media Can Lead to Suboptimal Choices of How to Connect with Others

Supplemental Materials


Experiment S1: New Year’s Pilot
Materials and Methods
	Participants. Three hundred participants from the United States (140 female; Mage = 35.40, SD = 11.96) were recruited online through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk platform in exchange for $1.00. These participants filled out a survey on the Friday prior to the 2017 New Year’s Eve weekend. Respondents were sent a follow-up questionnaire on the Monday following the new year and were asked to complete it for an additional $1.00. Two hundred fifty-six of them (85.33%; 113 female; Mage = 35.94, SD = 12.13) completed the second survey.
Procedure. Participants were told they were partaking in a two-part study, with part one beginning immediately and part two starting the following week. In phase one, participants were asked to consider how they’ve felt for the past month. They were then presented with the 20 items from the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3; Russell, 1996), modified slightly to refer to the timeframe of the past month. This scale is designed to measure subjective feelings of loneliness and social isolation. Participants responded to all 20 items, including “In the past month, how often have you felt that you lack companionship?” and “In the past month, how often have you felt alone?” (see Russell, 1996 for the complete list of items). Ratings were provided on 4-point scales with labeled anchors (1 = Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Often). Some items on this scale are reverse-scored (e.g., “In the past month, how often have you felt that there are people you can turn to?”) so that higher values indicate greater loneliness. Participants also completed exploratory questionnaires regarding social anxiety, fear of negative evaluation, and trait extraversion, and ended the initial survey by providing demographic information (age and gender).
All participants who completed the first questionnaire were contacted on the following Monday and asked to complete a second survey. They were told that we were interested in the time they spend interacting with others in a variety of ways during their free time, outside of the time spent communicating with people during normal work hours. They were then asked to consider the past weekend and probed to estimate the total time spent engaging in different forms of social interaction on Saturday and Sunday (combined). They were asked to estimate the total time engaging in a given activity in hours and minutes, and instructed that it was acceptable to enter 0 if no time was spent on certain types of interaction over the weekend.
Participants reported the amount of voice-based and text-based social interaction they engaged in, although those explicit categories were not spelled out for them. They did so by indicating the number of hours and minutes they spent interacting with others face-to-face over the weekend, on Facebook, Twitter, or other social media sites, spent talking on the phone, spent writing emails, spent using some form of video chat (Skype, FaceTime, etc.), and spent texting. Participants then also indicated how lonely they felt over the weekend, using the same measures included at Time 1, but with items that were now specifically about the past weekend rather than the past month (e.g., “Over this past weekend, how often did you feel alone?”).
Results
Time spent talking in person, on the phone, or over video chat was summed to compute the total amount of voice-based interaction over the weekend. Time spent over the weekend on social media, emails, and text messaging was summed to compute the total amount of text-based interaction.
Participants spent the largest number of hours on Saturday and Sunday combined engaging in face-to-face interaction (M = 10.25 hours, SD = 10.38), followed by time spent on social media (M = 4.22 hours, SD = 6.15), time spent texting (M = 2.25 hours, SD = 5.32), time spent on the phone (M = 1.33 hours, SD = 2.85), time spent on video chat (M = 0.90 hours, SD = 3.50), and time spent communicating over email (M = 0.54 hours, SD = 1.12). Collapsing across communication media, participants spent an average of 12.48 hours (SD  = 11.45) over the weekend interacting via voice and 7.02 hours (SD = 9.81) over text.
As predicted, the more time a participant spent communicating with his or her voice, the less lonely the person reported feeling over the weekend, r = -0.18, p < .01. The total amount of communication over text, however, was not related to reported loneliness, r = 0.04, p = .57. These correlation coefficients are significantly different from each other, z = -2.83, p < .01. These relationships between voice use, text use, and loneliness held when analyzing the results in regressions controlling for the loneliness participants reported in the earlier survey (standardized betas = -0.09 and 0.03, ps = .01 and .42, voice and text, respectively). These results are consistent with the possibility that communication involving the human voice promotes stronger feelings of connection to other individuals.  We explore this more systematically in the experiments reported in the main text, which isolate the role of voice from other media (e.g., in-person interaction) more directly than was possible in this pilot study.


Experiment 1 Response Rate Analysis
Table S1: Analysis of predicted differences between communicating over the phone or over email between participants who did versus did not respond to the follow-up questionnaire in Experiment 1.

	
	Participants Who Responded
(n = 103)
	Participants Who
Did Not Respond
(n = 97)
	

t-value
	

p-value

	How Strong of a Bond?
	Mdiff = 1.18, SDdiff = 2.23
	Mdiff = 1.39, SDdiff = 1.99
	-0.69
	0.49

	Feel Like You Reconnected?
	Mdiff = 1.66, SDdiff = 2.23
	Mdiff = 1.84, SDdiff = 2.28
	-0.57
	0.57

	How Awkward?
	Mdiff = 2.13, SDdiff = 3.46
	Mdiff = 1.39, SDdiff = 3.36
	1.52
	0.13





Experiment 2 Analysis by Participant Pool
Table S2: Analysis of differences between expectations and experiences for each measure, by the student and community samples we recruited from in Experiment 2. We tested whether miscalibration differed for the two participant pools in any meaningful way. These differences were all not significant, indicating that the amount of miscalibration on these measures did not vary by participant pool. We therefore collapsed across both samples for our analyses.

	
	Student Pool
(n = 93 pairs)
	Community Pool
(n = 58 pairs)
	
t-value
	
p-value

	Got to Know

	Mdiff = 0.65, SDdiff = 1.30
	Mdiff = 0.85, SDdiff = 1.65
	-0.86
	0.39

	Similar to Partner
	Mdiff = 0.69, SDdiff = 1.36
	Mdiff = 0.91, SDdiff = 1.98
	-0.81
	0.42

	Enjoy Conversation
	Mdiff = 1.11, SDdiff = 1.18
	Mdiff = 1.10, SDdiff = 1.25
	0.05
	0.96

	Like Partner

	Mdiff = 0.90, SDdiff = 1.00
	Mdiff = 0.86, SDdiff = 1.42
	0.21
	0.84

	Strength of Bond
	Mdiff = 0.85, SDdiff = 1.09
	Mdiff = 1.02, SDdiff = 1.50
	-0.79
	0.43

	Awkwardness

	Mdiff = -1.86, SDdiff = 1.61
	Mdiff = -1.47, SDdiff = 1.82
	-1.39
	0.17





Experiment S2: First Follow-Up to Experiment 2
Materials and Methods
	Participants. Five hundred participants (216 female; Mage = 27.20, SD = 11.71) were recruited in laboratories on the University of Chicago campus and in Downtown Chicago, Illinois to participate in an experiment called “Getting to Know People.” None of these individuals participated in Experiment 2. We confirmed that the participants who were paired up in the laboratory were actually strangers to each other who had never interacted before. We targeted a sample of size of 500 so that we could have approximately 50 pairs of participants in each of three experimental conditions involving actual interactions, 50 participants in each of three conditions reporting predictions between-participants, and 50 additional participants providing within-participant predictions.  Four pairs of participants in the actual interaction conditions were unable to complete the procedure due to technical issues with Skype, leaving a final sample of 492 for analysis.
	Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to engage in live interactions and report actual experiences, to provide predictions between-participants, or to provide within-participant predictions involving interacting with someone they did not know in a modified “fast friends” procedure over text chat, voice chat, or video chat. As in Experiment 2, pairs of participants in the actual interaction conditions were randomly assigned to one of three groups: text, audio, and audiovisual. Here, too, participants were told that this was a study of interpersonal closeness and that their task was to get close to their partner by interacting in a “sharing game.” The five questions participants asked and answered—either through text chat, voice chat, or video chat—were identical to those used in Experiment 2, as were the instructions they received and all measures related to experienced connection that they completed. Unlike Experiment 2, participants did not report ratings of awkwardness in this experiment. Also unlike Experiment 2, participants in the actual interaction conditions did not make predictions prior to their discussion with another person over Skype.
	Instead, a separate group of participants was randomly assigned to make predictions about their reactions to conversations like these, in either the text, audio, or audiovisual conditions (between-participants). These participants made predictions about how well they believed they would get to know their conversation partner, how similar they would feel to him or her, how much they thought they would enjoy their conversation, how much they would like their conversation partner, and how strong of a bond the thought they would form with the other person. Participants reported their answers to these items on 9-point scales, exactly as described in Experiment 2. We randomly assigned another group of participants to make within-participant predictions such that they reported expectations of connection (on these same response scales) for all three communication media, with the order of communication media counterbalanced across participants. The interaction conditions allowed us to examine how using different communication media affect actual experiences of connectedness. The first set of prediction conditions allowed us to examine expectations of connectedness when participants consider only one mode of communication (as in Experiment 2). The within-participant predictions allowed us to examine expectations of connectedness when communication media are directly compared against each other (as in Experiment 1).
Results
	In Experiment 2, participants did not expect differences across communication media when they considered only one communication mode. Here, too, participants reported no difference in expectations of connection across communication media when they were not compared directly against each other (that is, between-participants, for either text chat, voice chat, or audiovisual chat; see Table S3 below for details). Experiment 1, however, found that participants did expect differences in connection across communication media when different media were explicitly brought to mind. In Experiment S2, when predictions were made within- rather than between-participants, respondents also expected to feel more connected to their partner when using voice-based media than when using text-based media (see Table S4).  The results of this experiment thus suggest that people do think that communication media will influence their social connection when media are compared directly, as in Experiment 1, but that they overlook the importance of different communication media on social connection when their attention is not drawn to its impact, as in Experiment 2.
	This experiment also involved participants who had actual conversation experiences. We replicated the effects on felt connection from Experiment 2 here as well, with participants feeling more connected to their partner over voice-based media than over text (video and audiovisual conditions did not differ; see Table S5). These results suggest that communication media containing voice promote feelings of connectedness more than text-based media, and that adding visual cues to voice in the video chat condition did not increase participants’ sense of connection compared to voice alone.


Table S3: Average predictions for all measures in the text, voice, and video chat conditions when predictions are made between-participants in the first follow-up to Experiment 2. Subscripts of the same letter across rows indicate that means are not significantly different from others in that row. Participants did not generally expect differences across communication media, as in Experiment 2.
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Table S4: Average predictions for all measures when text, voice, and video are directly compared to each other (i.e., when predictions are made within-participants) in the first follow-up to Experiment 2. Comparisons across rows are significantly different in the cases where a subscript does not include the same letter. Across items, participants expected to feel more connected in the voice conditions than in the text condition.
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Table S5: Average actual ratings for all measures in the first follow-up to Experiment 2, after interactions had taken place. Comparisons across rows are significantly different in the cases where a subscript does not include the same letter. Participants in the voice condition felt more connected, on average, than participants in the text condition.
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Experiment S3: Second Follow-Up to Experiment 2
Materials and Methods
	Participants. Fifty-two participants (22 female; Mage = 26.81, SD = 12.71) who had not completed our other experiments were recruited in laboratories on the University of Chicago campus and in Downtown Chicago, Illinois to participate in a different experiment also called “Getting to Know People.” We targeted a minimum sample of size of 50 participants for this within-participant prediction experiment but ultimately recruited 52 participants total because Experiment S3 was run concurrently in different physical locations.
	Procedure. Although Experiment S2 included predictions made both within- and between-participants, it did not include a measure of predicted awkwardness. Experiment 2, in the main text, included predictions of awkwardness (finding no expected difference between communication media), but these predictions were only provided between-participants. Participants in Experiment S3 were therefore recruited in order to obtain within-participant predictions of awkwardness (as obtained in Experiment 1, but now employing the paradigm utilized in Experiment 2—in which relatively deep conversation is had with a stranger).
	Participants were asked to imagine participating in a study of interpersonal closeness, as in Experiments 2 and S2, and that their task was to get close to another participant with whom they had never interacted with before. The “sharing game” (i.e., the modified version of the fast friends procedure) was then described to participants, including the same discussion topics from Experiments 2 and S2.
	Participants in this experiment were informed that they could communicate with their partner via one of two modes of communication: text-based chat on a screen in front of them or voice chat over a computer. The order in which these two options were presented was counterbalanced. We did not include an audiovisual condition in this experiment, which was intended to assess whether predictions differ between text and audio. In order to assess expectations when these two communication media were compared directly, all participants were told that their feelings may or may not vary depending on the mode of communication and that we were interested in understanding in how they thought they would feel about their conversation and conversation partner when conversing using these different methods.
	Participants were instructed to consider interacting with another person they had never met before in these two ways and to first indicate their preference between typing or talking. They were then asked about their beliefs regarding how they thought they would feel when communicating over text chat and when communicating over voice chat (counterbalanced). They reported how awkward they thought it would be to interact with this stranger via text and via voice on scales ranging from 1 (“Not at all awkward”) to 9 (“Very awkward”). They also reported expectations of connection on 9-point scales, as in Experiments 2 and S2.
Results
	Unlike Experiment 1, there was no significant difference in participants’ preference between communication media in this hypothetical experiment, p = .8. Participants in this experiment were recruited individually, unlike in Experiment 2, and presumably had no expectation of actually interacting with another person. It may be the case, therefore, that this result could be attributed to the hypothetical nature of the interaction participants were imagining (as suggested in the section on psychological distance in the General Discussion of the main text). Experiment 1 made it clearer to participants that they would be interacting with someone else, and so it is possible that choices felt less hypothetical in that procedure.
	Like Experiment 1, however, we did again observe significant differences in expectations of connection and awkwardness between communication media. Most important, replicating the pattern of within-participant predictions from Experiment 1—here when using the paradigm of Experiment 2—participants expected that conversations would feel more awkward over voice chat (M = 4.65, SD = 2.40) than over text chat (M = 3.25, SD = 2.07), paired t(51) = 3.80, p < .001, d = 0.53. As in the within-participant predictions from Experiment S2, participants in Experiment S3 also expected they would feel more connected when interacting with their voice than when interacting through text: that they would get to know their partner more over voice chat (M = 6.79, SD = 1.81) than over text chat (M = 4.65, SD = 2.19), paired t(51) = 6.64, p < .001, d = 0.92, that they would feel more similar to their partner over voice chat (M = 5.69, SD = 1.80) than over text chat (M = 4.71, SD = 1.87), paired t(51) = 2.91, p < .01, d = 0.40, that they would enjoy their conversation more over voice chat (M = 6.50, SD = 1.84) than over text chat (M = 4.98, SD = 2.02), paired t(51) = 4.67, p < .001, d = 0.65, that they would like their partner more over voice chat (M = 6.14, SD = 1.69) than over text chat (M = 4.90, SD = 1.51), paired t(51) = 4.51, p < .001, d = 0.63, and that they would form a stronger bond with their partner over voice chat (M = 6.17, SD = 1.91) than over text chat (M = 4.04, SD = 1.87), paired t(51) = 6.13, p < .001, d = 0.85. When individuals consider both communication media, they expect to feel more connected when talking than typing, but also anticipate feeling more awkward.


Experiment S4: Third Follow-Up to Experiment 2
Materials and Methods
	Participants. One hundred ninety-nine participants from the United States (80 female; Mage = 35.56, SD = 11.04) were recruited online through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. We targeted recruitment of 200 participants so that we would have approximately 50 participants in each of two between-participants prediction conditions, and an additional 100 participants providing within-participant predictions.
Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to make within-participant predictions (regarding their expectations for how they would feel when communicating over voice and text) or to make predictions between-participants (that is, how they would feel when communicating over voice or text). All participants were asked to imagine participating in an experiment similar to Experiment 2. For participants who directly compared the two communication media, the procedure closely followed that of Experiment S3, with two exceptions. First, we did not elicit preferences; this experiment only concerned expectations about awkwardness and connection. Second, because this experiment was conducted online, participants were asked to imagine that they were in a laboratory. This detail was not necessary in Experiment S3 because participants in that experiment were recruited in a laboratory. For participants making predictions between-participants, they were instructed to consider only one of the two modes. They either imagined communicating via text chat or via voice chat (without any mention of the other alternative). All ratings were provided on the same 9-point scales used in Experiment S3.
Results
	When participants were randomly assigned to report their expected feelings in both the voice and text conditions, they generally reported significant differences in expectations of awkwardness and connection, as in Experiments 1, S2, and S3. When the same participant provided an explicit comparison between voice and text, they reported believing that talking over voice chat (M = 6.05, SD = 2.11) would be significantly more awkward than typing via text-based chat (M = 4.26, SD = 2.24) on average, paired t(97) = 7.52, p < .001, d = 0.76. They also believed they would get to know their partner better, feel more similar to their partner, and form a significantly stronger bond with their partner through voice than through text, all ts > 3.3, ps < .001, ds = 0.44, 0.34, and 0.47, respectively. Differences were not significant for enjoyment and liking in this experiment, ps > .5. The left panel of Figure S1 displays these results.
	As depicted in the right panel of Figure S1, and in line with the results of Experiments 2 and S2, participants did not generally anticipate significant differences when predictions were made between-participants—when they only considered how they would feel after interacting over either voice chat or text chat (all ps > .1, except for liking, which was unexpectedly higher in the text scenario than the voice scenario, paired t(99) = -2.06, p = .042, d = 0.41). More broadly, the results of Experiments 1, 2, S2, S3, and S4 suggest that people’s expectations about awkwardness and connectedness when using different communication media vary depending on whether communication media are directly compared or not. When communication media involving voice and text are directly compared, participants believe that talking can produce stronger connections than typing but also believe that talking will be significantly more awkward than typing. When participants consider only one method of communicating, they tend to overlook the importance of different communication media almost entirely. As Experiments 1, 2, and S2 (which all included conditions involving actual interactions) suggest, however, media involving voice can cultivate stronger feelings of connection without any increase in awkwardness.
Figure S1: Average predictions for all measures when text and voice are directly compared to each other (i.e., when predictions are made within-participants; left panel) and when predictions are made between-participants (right panel) in the third follow-up to Experiment 2. When making direct comparisons, participants expected to feel significantly more connected but also significantly more awkward when talking than when typing, as in Experiment 1. Participants did not generally expect differences across communication media when they were not explicitly asked to compare them, as in Experiment 2. * p < 0.05 *** p < 0.001
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Text Voice Video
N 51 50 49



Got to Know 5.80 (SD = 1.61) a 5.33 (SD = 1.56) a 5.38 (SD = 1.72) a
Similar to Partner 5.43 (SD = 1.57) a 4.90 (SD = 1.60) a 4.96 (SD = 1.51) a



Enjoy Conversation 6.75 (SD = 1.57) a 6.47 (SD = 1.93) a,b 5.96 (SD = 1.86) b
Like Partner 6.53 (SD = 1.25) a 6.29 (SD = 1.41) a 6.32 (SD = 1.27) a



Strength of Bond 5.18 (SD = 1.61) a 5.04 (SD = 2.03) a 5.10 (SD = 1.74) a
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Text Voice Video
N 50 50 50



Got to Know 4.66 (SD = 2.00) a 6.10 (SD = 1.59) b 6.84 (SD = 1.72) c
Similar to Partner 5.18 (SD = 1.86) a 5.74 (SD = 1.63) b 6.04 (SD = 2.03) b



Enjoy Conversation 5.74 (SD = 1.97) a 6.46 (SD = 2.02) b 6.38 (SD = 2.18) b
Like Partner 5.90 (SD = 1.62) a 6.54 (SD = 1.64) b 6.66 (SD = 1.85) b



Strength of Bond 4.64 (SD = 2.29) a 5.82 (SD = 2.06) b 6.14 (SD = 2.19) b
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Text Voice Video
N 50 50 46



Got to Know 5.85 (SD = 1.15) a 6.37 (SD = 1.41) b 6.33 (SD = 1.26) a,b
Similar to Partner 5.47 (SD = 1.42) a 5.98 (SD = 1.39) a 5.84 (SD = 1.59) a



Enjoy Conversation 7.25 (SD = 1.29) a 7.81 (SD = 0.86) b 7.62 (SD = 1.08) a,b
Like Partner 7.46 (SD = 1.00) a 7.90 (SD = 0.83) b 7.77 (SD = 0.96) a,b



Strength of Bond 5.66 (SD = 1.39) a 6.24 (SD = 1.41) b 6.16 (SD = 1.47) a,b
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