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Background Experiment 2

* There is growing interest in the visual perception of social interactions [1,2]. Some research suggests that Negative intensity rating:

dyads presented in a social interaction arrangement (i.e. facing each other, as if they are engaged in an We made two changes to this Experiment: Positive intensity rating: . Main effect of Emotion. [F(2, 134) = 48.62, p < .001],
interaction) are processed holistically, and enjoy preferential processing compared to the same 1. The rating response scale was changed such that participants were asked to provide * Main effect of Emotion, [F(2, 134) = 337.48, p < .001], where Angry > Neutral > Happy
individuals presented in a way that is not interpreted as a social interaction (i.e. facing away from each ratings for both how positively and how negatively they perceived the stimuli, thus where Happy > Neutral > Angry * Main effect of arrangement, [F(1, 67) = 68.0, p <.001],
other) [3] allowing us to capture whether there was ambiguity over the stimuli's valence. * Nomain effect of Arrangement where F2F > B2B

| * Arrangement x Emotion interaction, [F(2, 134) = 7.08, - Arrangement x Emotion interaction, [F(2, 134) = 37.92,

2. We asked participants to report on their perception of one of the interactants only (i.e. p = .001] p < .001]
left, or right), such that an attentional cue control experiment would be more
comparable (see below).

* In emotional categorization tasks, facial [4] and bodily [5] expressions of one interactant influence the
perceived expression of another when they are presented face-to-face, but not when they are presented
back-to-back.

Angry interactants were rated as significantly less positive when Angry, Happy, and Neutral interactants were rated as significantly
presented F2F vs B2B. more negative when presented F2F vs B2B. The effect was larger
for Happy than Angry or Neutral interactants.

* Emotion categorization tasks can tell us if the emotion itself is perceived differently, but it is also
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