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[bookmark: _Toc64492250][bookmark: _Toc74164084][bookmark: _Toc63773596]1. Study 1

1.1. [bookmark: _Toc64492251][bookmark: _Toc74164085][bookmark: _Hlk64220487]Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for All Study 1 Variables

Table S1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Study 1 Variables (n = 62).
	[bookmark: _Hlk64491626]Variables
	M
	SD
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.

	1. Happiness
	2.86
	0.74
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Sadness 
	2.42
	0.82
	.14
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Anger
	2.29
	0.80
	-.19
	.52***
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Fear
	2.70
	0.95
	-.01
	.65***
	.55***
	
	
	
	

	5. Agency (task 1)
	4.00
	0.59
	.08
	.05
	.25
	.19
	
	
	

	6. Communion (task 1)
	3.80
	0.68
	-.01
	-.18
	-.09
	-.08
	.10
	
	

	7. Agency (task 2)
	4.21
	0.59
	.16
	-.07
	.01
	.09
	.47***
	.23
	

	8. Communion (task 2)
	4.00
	0.54
	.17
	.01
	-.18
	-.06
	.08
	.12
	.21


Note. ***p < .001


1.2. [bookmark: _Toc63773597][bookmark: _Toc64492252][bookmark: _Toc74164086]Recall Tasks: Mean Agency and Communion Ratings

Table S2. Recall Tasks: Mean Agency and Communion Ratings (Study 1).
	Senders’ Traits
	Communion Ratings
	Agency Ratings

	
	First
Recall Task
	Second Recall Task
	First
Recall Task
	Second Recall Task

	High Communion
High Agency
	6.04
(1.21)
	6.45
(0.87)
	6.48
(0.85)
	6.49
(0.94)

	Low Communion
High Agency
	1.77
(1.07)
	2.27
(1.45)
	5.52
(1.55)
	5.72
(1.77)

	High Communion
Low Agency
	5.56
(1.75)
	5.40
(1.82)
	1.93
(1.27)
	2.28
(1.47)

	Low Communion
Low Agency
	1.82
(1.53)
	1.88
(1.40)
	2.09
(1.62)
	2.35
(1.47)


Note. Ratings were made on a scale from 1 to 7 with higher scores indicating higher levels of communion or agency. Standard deviations are given in parentheses.
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[bookmark: _Toc64492253][bookmark: _Toc74164087][bookmark: _Toc63773598]2. Study 2

[bookmark: _Toc64492254][bookmark: _Toc74164088]2.1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for All Study 2 Variables

Table S3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for all Study 2 Variables (n = 62†).
	Variables
	M
	SD
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.
	9.
	10.
	11.
	12.
	13.

	1. Happiness
	3.51
	0.91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Sadness 
	1.96
	0.84
	.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Anger
	2.43
	0.83
	-.18
	.65***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Fear
	2.92
	1.03
	-.20
	.64***
	.68***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. AU4
	0.38
	0.56
	.01
	-.01
	.06
	.10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. AU5
	0.08
	0.16
	-.01
	-.06
	.01
	-.10
	.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. AU6
	0.38
	0.49
	-.04
	-.05
	-.28*
	-.15
	-.08
	.14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. AU12
	0.61
	0.56
	.06
	-.07
	-.29*
	-.18
	.01
	.16
	.90***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. AU15
	0.09
	0.17
	.02
	-.17
	-.18
	-.29*
	-.07
	.08
	.13
	.15
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Facial activity index
	0.16
	0.54
	.14
	.18
	.05
	-.02
	.37**
	-.17
	.03
	.03
	-.21
	
	
	
	

	11. Agency (task 1)
	4.03
	0.56
	-.02
	-.10
	.01
	-.05
	-.17
	-.24
	-.01
	.05
	.20
	-.09
	
	
	

	12. Communion (task 1)
	3.71
	0.62
	-.14
	.01
	-.04
	-.14
	-.23
	-.09
	-.03
	.09
	-.01
	-.09
	.34**
	
	

	13. Agency (task 2)
	4.26
	0.60
	.31*
	.07
	.09
	.11
	-.06
	-.24
	-.21
	-.23
	.02
	.19
	.27*
	-.21
	

	14. Communion (task 2)
	3.97
	0.61
	.08
	-.04
	-.07
	-.06
	-.25
	-.18
	-.31*
	-.25
	-.09
	-.03
	.03
	.26*
	.23


Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001; †n = 59 for all correlations with AUs and facial activity index.

[bookmark: _Toc63773599][bookmark: _Toc64492255][bookmark: _Toc74164089]2.2. Recall Tasks: Mean Agency and Communion Ratings

Table S4. Recall Tasks: Mean Agency and Communion Ratings (Study 2).
	Senders’ Traits
	Communion Ratings
	Agency Ratings

	
	First
Recall Task
	Second Recall Task
	First
Recall Task
	Second Recall Task

	High Communion
High Agency
	5.71
(1.21)
	6.11
(1.08)
	6.50
(0.81)
	6.60
(0.67)

	Low Communion
High Agency
	1.90
(1.21)
	2.33
(1.70)
	5.59
(1.30)
	5.94
(1.46)

	High Communion
Low Agency
	5.57
(1.63)
	5.57
(1.44)
	1.93
(1.11)
	2.19
(1.30)

	Low Communion
Low Agency
	1.64
(1.09)
	1.85
(1.23)
	2.11
(1.75)
	2.32
(1.55)


Note. Ratings were made on a scale from 1 to 7 with higher scores indicating higher levels of communion or agency. Standard deviations are given in parentheses.


[bookmark: _Toc63773600][bookmark: _Toc64492256][bookmark: _Toc74164090]2.2. Separate Action Units Analysis

Similar to the analysis for self-reported emotions, we run 2 (senders’ emotional display: happiness, anger) x 2 (senders’ communal traits: high communion, low communion) x 2 (senders’ agentic traits: high agency, low agency) repeated measures ANOVAs with the separate AU scores as dependent variables.[footnoteRef:1] The analysis was followed by a series of planned contrasts driven by the same logic as the contrasts for self-reported emotions. All means and standard deviations are given in Table S5. [1:  We did not run the analyses for AU15 because we did not expose participants to sadness displays.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk73998118][bookmark: _Hlk73996980][bookmark: _Hlk46861573]For the AU12 score (happiness), the analysis showed a significant three-way interaction, F(1,58) = 7.51; p = .008; ηp2 = .12 [.01, .27]. The first contrast, however, was not significant, indicating that we found no differences in AU12 intensity in response to the happy (M = 0.64; SD = 0.70) vs. angry (M = 0.58; SD = 0.69) senders, F(1,58) = 0.27; p = .603; ηp2 < .01 [0, .09]. This shows that we found no evidence for happiness mimicry, as indicated by the AU12 activity. The results for the AU6 score (happiness) were similar. Specifically, we found the significant three-way interaction, F(1,58) = 4.46; p = .039; ηp2 = .07 [0, .21], but no support for happiness mimicry, as evidenced by a non-significant contrast comparing AU6 intensity in response to the happy (M = 0.42; SD = 0.62) vs. angry (M = 0.35; SD = 058) senders, F(1,58) = 0.53; p = .472; ηp2 < .01 [0, .11].
[bookmark: _Hlk51427687]We than analyzed the effects for anger-related responses focusing on AU4 (anger) and AU5 (fear) scores. For AU4, we found a three-way interaction with a small effect size, ηp2 = .03 [0, .16]. AU4 was more intense after exposure to the angry senders (M = 0.51; SD = 0.76) than to the happy senders (M = 0.25; SD = 0.48), as indicated by a large effect size of this comparison, ηp2 = .16 [.03, .33]. Moreover, we observed a small effect showing that AU4 was more intense following exposure to the low-communion angry senders (M = 0.54; SD = 0.81) than the high-communion angry senders (M = 0.47; SD = 0.79), ηp2 = .02 [0, .13]. This effect was more pronounced for the high-agency angry senders (high communion: M = .37; SD = .76 vs. low communion: M = .54, SD = .95; ηp2 = .05 [0, .18]); for the low-agency angry senders, the effect of communion was small to non-existent (high communion: M = .58, SD = 1.02 vs. low communion: M = .54, SD = 0.93; ηp2 = .002 [0, .08]). Overall, the pattern of findings for AU4 suggested that participants reacted to angry displays with more convergent facial activity when the senders had non-affiliative characteristic (i.e., were low in communion) and were able to act on these intents (i.e., were high in agency).
Finally, the analysis for AU5 score (fear) showed a three-way interaction with a negligible effect size, ηp2 < 0.001. Moreover, AU5 intensity in response to the angry (M = 0.09; SD = 0.27) vs. happy (M = 0.08; SD = 0.17) senders did not differ, as indicated by a negligible effect size of this comparison, ηp2 < 0.001.
Overall, we found no effects of the senders’ emotional displays on separate action units, which suggest that we found no evidence for mimicry. The only exception was AU4, for which we observed a higher score following exposure to the angry senders than following exposure to the happy senders. Moreover, for AU4, congruent responses were more intense when the senders were low in communion, which suggest that angry displays evoked reactive responses. Importantly, the effects of communion on AU4 were stronger when the senders were high in agency.
[bookmark: _Hlk46861774]

Table S5. Mean AU scores (Study 2).
	Senders’ traits
	Happiness displays
	Anger displays

	
	AU12
	AU6
	AU4
	AU5
	AU15
	AU12
	AU6
	AU4
	AU5
	AU15

	High Communion
High Agency
	0.58
(0.95)
	0.41
(0.87)
	0.17
(0.42)
	0.02
(0.13)
	0.12
(0.42)
	0.71
(1.10)
	0.44
(0.97)
	0.37
(0.76)
	0.10
(0.48)
	0.14
(0.43)

	Low Communion
High Agency
	0.68
(1.03)
	0.34
(0.82)
	0.31
(0.82)
	0.07
(0.31)
	0.08
(0.34)
	0.47
(0.84)
	0.24
(0.70)
	0.54
(0.95)
	0.07
(0.25)
	0.14
(0.57)

	High Communion
Low Agency
	0.88
(1.13)
	0.71
(1.12)
	0.15
(0.58)
	0.12
(0.46)
	0.03
(0.26)
	0.56
(0.95)
	0.36
(0.87)
	0.58
(1.02)
	0.14
(0.60)
	0.12
(0.33)

	Low Communion
Low Agency
	0.41
(0.77)
	0.20
(0.58)
	0.37
(0.83)
	0.12
(0.38)
	0.03
(0.18)
	0.58
(0.97)
	0.37
(0.85)
	0.54
(0.93)
	0.05
(0.39)
	0.03
(0.18)


Note. Ratings were made on a scale from 1 to 3 with higher scores indicating higher AU intensity. Standard deviations are given in parentheses.





[bookmark: _Toc63773601][bookmark: _Toc64492257][bookmark: _Toc74164091]3. Study 3

[bookmark: _Toc64492258][bookmark: _Toc74164092]3.1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for All Study 3 Variables

Table S6. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for all Study 3 Variables (n = 71†)
	Variables
	M
	SD
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.
	9.
	10.
	11.

	1. Happiness
	2.91
	0.85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Sadness 
	2.41
	0.80
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Anger
	2.06
	0.85
	.09
	.50***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Fear
	2.10
	0.85
	.05
	.72***
	.41***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Zygomaticus
	0.03
	0.34
	.002
	-.09
	-.16
	.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Corrugator supercilii
	-0.11
	0.47
	-.16
	.18
	.21
	.17
	-.17
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Depressor anguli oris
	-0.10
	0.39
	.07
	-.13
	-.19
	.06
	.32*
	-.04
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Facial activity index
	0.33
	0.52
	-.14
	.24
	.18
	.20
	-.08
	.31*
	.02
	
	
	
	

	9. Agency (task 1)
	4.05
	0.49
	.19
	.11
	.03
	.03
	-.04
	.04
	.13
	.10
	
	
	

	10. Communion (task 1)
	3.67
	0.53
	.29*
	-.04
	.04
	-.01
	.20
	-.06
	.04
	.10
	.16
	
	

	11. Agency (task 2)
	4.23
	0.53
	-.11
	.24*
	.04
	.10
	-.01
	-.08
	.19
	.13
	.26*
	-.10
	

	12. Communion (task 2)
	4.01
	0.52
	.16
	.17
	.34**
	.19
	-.11
	.07
	.04
	.07
	.38**
	.30*
	.29*


[bookmark: _Hlk64408083]Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001; † 64 ≥ n ≥ 68 for all correlations with muscle activity and facial activity index.

[bookmark: _Toc63773602][bookmark: _Toc64492259][bookmark: _Toc74164093]3.2. Recall Tasks: Mean Agency and Communion Ratings

Table S7. Recall Tasks: Mean Agency and Communion Ratings (Study 3).
	Senders’ Traits
	Communion Ratings
	Agency Ratings

	
	First
Recall Task
	Second Recall Task
	First
Recall Task
	Second Recall Task

	High Communion
High Agency
	6.20
(1.10)
	6.29
(0.94)
	6.45
(0.91)
	6.46
(0.73)

	Low Communion
High Agency
	1.63
(1.00)
	2.26
(1.44)
	5.68
(1.44)
	6.03
(1.34)

	High Communion
Low Agency
	5.41
(1.76)
	5.73
(1.71)
	1.85
(1.30)
	2.12
(1.33)

	Low Communion
Low Agency
	1.45
(0.93)
	1.76
(1.14)
	2.20
(1.62)
	2.30
(1.42)


Note. Ratings were made on a scale from 1 to 7 with higher scores indicating higher levels of communion or agency. Standard deviations are given in parentheses.

