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SI Materials and Methods
Participants
Social economic status (education and income) was obtained at least 48 hours prior to the laboratory visit on an internet survey, for which there was 11.6% missing data. Regarding income, those dependent or partially dependent upon their parents were asked to report parental income; otherwise participants reported their own income. Most participants reported at least some college (57%) and 21% completed their bachelor’s degree. Approximately one-third reported income less than $30,000 (34%), another third reported $30 - $90,000 (34%) and the remaining third more than $90,000 (32%). 
Pre-session
Once a participant was recruited for the study, he or she received an email link that directed them to an online survey site to complete pre-session measures. 
Measures	
	ANS Measures
ANS responses were measured using non-invasive sensors. An electrocardiograph (Standard Lead II configuration, right arm, left leg, right leg ground) measured heart rate. Impedance cardiography, which measures the circulating blood in the thoracic cavity, was measured with four tape sensors: inner sensors were placed at the xiphisternal and base of the neck, outer sensors were placed 3 cm distally to the inner sensors.
Cortisol We followed the strictest neuroendocrine guidelines available, which included all baseline saliva samples were obtained after participants arrived at the lab and acclimated to the surroundings – closer to 30 minutes in our study and never less than 25 minutes. In addition, we screened for medication use, smoking, pregnancy, and lactation. Moreover, we only ran women during the follicular stage of their menstrual cycle when estrogen and progesterone are at their monthly lowest levels and women on birth control pills are taking placebo pills. Study day instructions included no caffeine or aerobic activity within two hours of the study start time and no consumption of products with live cultures (e.g., yogurt) at any time that day. We only ran subjects between the hours of 1 and 6 when waking cortisol levels are at their nadir, and we asked participants their waking time that morning to calculate number of hours awake, which we used as a covariate in all analyses with cortisol. These guidelines are articulated in depth in Blascovich, Mendes, Vanman, & Dickerson, 2011.
Analysis Strategy 
Below is the syntax used to estimate the model for cortisol. All other models had the same structure (with actor and partner behavioral tension, self-reported discomfort, respectively). West (2013) provides a comprehensive explanation of how constraints are placed on the variance covariance matrix needed to estimate models for indistinguishable dyads (using the “G matrix” in SAS, see below). We started a model with all possible random effects and covariances between them (i.e., a saturated model). However, covariances between random effects that include the random effects for linkage were trimmed to reach convergence. Thus, we estimated a model with all covariances between the random effects that allowed the model to reach convergence. 
Variables: 
I1: coded 1 for partner 1, 0 for partner 2 (needed to estimate random intercept)
I2: coded 0 for partner 1, 1 for partner 2 (needed to estimate random intercept)
obs_id: separate time variable for each dyad. For instance, for dyad 1, obs_id is coded 1-27 for times 1-27, for dyad 2 obs_id is coded 28-54 for times 1-27.
pep_1_00: respondent PEP 
pep_1_00_lagnewC: respondent PEP lagged, grand mean centered
pep_2_00_lagnewC: partner PEP lagged, grand mean centered
person_race: see coding in the main text
dyad_Race: see coding in the main text
cort_reactivity_1C: respondent cortisol reactivity, grand mean centered
cort_reactivity_2C: partner cortisol reactivity, grand mean centered 
partnum: For every dyad, one partner is coded 1 and one partner is coded 2 
dyad_ID: unique code for each dyad 
 



SAS Syntax
The data G statement must be read in before the PROC MIXED statement. Annotations are in parentheses next to each line. 
data G;
input parm row col value;
datalines;
1 1 1	1 (random intercept for P1)
1 2 2	1 (random intercept for P2)
2 3 3	1 (random stability for P1)
2 4 4	1 (random stability for P2)
3 1 2	1 (covariance between the two partner’s intercepts)
4 3 4	1 (covariance between the two partner’s stability effects)
5 1 3 1 (covariance within person between intercept and linkage P1)
5 2 4 1 (covariance within person between intercept and linkage P2)
6 1 4 1 (covariance between P1 intercept and P2 stability)
6 2 3	1 (covariance between P2 intercept and P1 stability)
7 5 5 1 (random linkage for person 1)
7 6 6 1 (random linkage for person 2)
;
proc mixed data = ztest covtest method=REML  scoring=15; 
		CLASS  obs_id dyad_id partnum; 
model pep_1_00 =  person_race dyad_race
pep_2_00_lagnewC
pep_2_00_lagnewC*person_race
pep_2_00_lagnewC*cort_reactivity_1C
pep_2_00_lagnewC*cort_reactivity_2C
pep_2_00_lagnewC*person_race*cort_reactivity_1C
pep_2_00_lagnewC*person_race*cort_reactivity_2C
BMI_1_00C dyad_race person_race
cort_reactivity_1C
cort_reactivity_2C
pep_1_00_lagnewC pep_1_00_lagnewC*cort_reactivity_1C 
pep_1_00_lagnewC*cort_reactivity_2C
pep_1_00_lagnewC*dyad_race
pep_1_00_lagnewC*person_race
pep_1_00_lagnewC*person_race*cort_reactivity_1C
pep_1_00_lagnewC*dyad_race*cort_reactivity_1C
pep_1_00_lagnewC*person_race*cort_reactivity_2C
pep_1_00_lagnewC*dyad_race*cort_reactivity_2C
pep_2_00_lagnewC*dyad_race
pep_2_00_lagnewC*dyad_race*cort_reactivity_2C
pep_2_00_lagnewC*dyad_race*cort_reactivity_1C
/cl s ddfm=SATTERTH solution ;
	 random I1 I2 I1*pep_1_00_lagnewC I2*pep_1_00_lagnewC I1*pep_2_00_lagnewC I2*pep_2_00_lagnewC  
	 /gcorr sub=dyad_ID type=lin(7) ldata=G;		 
	repeated partnum  /type=cs sub=dyad_ID*obs_id;
	parms (1.)  (.2)  (.0)  (.0) (.0) (.0) (0.) (.2) (.2);
	run;
Results
Correlations among measures of anxiety: cortisol and tense behavior: r= -0.09; cortisol and self-report discomfort r = -0.05; tense behavior and self-reported discomfort r = -0.13),
Cortisol reactivity 
There was also the expected main effect of BMI, [b =0.17, SE = 0.05, t(66) = 3.48, p < 0.0001, 95% CI: 0.07 to 0.27], and a main effect of person race, [b = 1.27, SE = 0.57, t(51.8) = 2.26, p = 0.03, 95% CI: 0.14 to 2.41], indicating that African Americans had greater PEP reactivity than European Americans in cross-race dyads. 
Behavioral tension 
The effects of BMI and Person race were consistent with those found in the cortisol reactivity analysis. Consistent with the model for cortisol, participants’ PEP scores were stable from one minute to the next, as indicated by a main effect of the respondent’s PEP prior score on their current PEP score, [b =0.69, SE = 0.013, t(117) = 49.97, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.66 to 0.72]. Participants also showed positive linkage to their partners’ physiology, as indicated by a main effect of the partner’s prior PEP score (timex-1) on the respondent’s current PEP score (timex), [b = 0.05, SE = 0.011, t(1067) = 5.13, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.03 to 0.07]. 
One other significant effect was found: a three-way partner prior PEP (timex-1) score x person race x respondent behavioral tension, [b = 0.10, SE = 0.04, t(457) = 2.53, B = .10, p = 0.011, 95% CI: 0.02 to 0.17], indicating that the strength of the linkage path was moderated by respondent’s own behavioral tension, and differently for European Americans and African Americans in cross-race dyads. This interaction was driven by marginal two-way interactions between the Partner’s prior PEP score (timex-1) and respondent tense behavior for African Americans with European Americans,[b =-0.05, SE = 0.03, t (422) = -1.85, p = .06, 95% CI: -0.11 to 0.003], and European Americans with African Americans, [b = 0.05, SE = 0.02, t(279) = 1.91, p = .06, 95% CI:  -0.002 to 0.10]. For African Americans with European American partners, greater behavioral tension by the respondent was associated with being less linked to the partner. For European Americans with African American partners, the greater freezing behavior by the respondent was associated with being more strongly linked to the partner.  The two-way partner prior PEP (timex-1) score x respondent tension interaction was not significant for Whites in same-race dyads,[b = 0.03, SE = 0.04,  t(555) = .65, p = .66, 95% CI: -0.05 to 0.11]. 
Interpersonal discomfort
Consistent with the model for cortisol reactivity, participants’ PEP scores were stable from one minute to the next, as indicated by a main effect of the respondent’s PEP prior score on their current PEP score, [b =0.69, SE = 0.013, t(110) = 52.83, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.66 to 0.71]. Participants also showed positive linkage to their partners’ physiology, as indicated by a main effect of the partner’s prior PEP score (timex-1) on the respondent’s current PEP score (timex), [b = 0.06, SE = 0.011, t(977) = 5.98, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.04 to 0.08]. 
Interpersonal discomfort separately for times 1 and 2
	Examining the pattern of effects for interpersonal discomfort measured at time 1 (immediately after the interaction), the three-way partner prior PEP (timex-1) score x person race x partner discomfort interaction was not significant, [b = -0.04, SE = 0.01, t(945) = -1.51, p = .13, 95% CI: -0.10 to 0.01], but in the same direction as the effect for the composite reported in the main text. For African Americans with European American partners, the trend of the effect is that the more discomfort their partner reported experiencing after the first interaction, the more they were linked to that partner (although not significantly so), [b = 0.03, SE = 0.02, t(830) = 1.58, p = 0.11, 95% CI: -0.008 to 0.08]. For European Americans with African American partners, the effect of partner discomfort on being linked to the partner was not trending toward significance, [b = -0.01, SE = 0.02, t(549) = -0.59, p = 0.55, 95% CI: -0.05 to 0.03]. For European Americans with European American partners, the effect of partner discomfort on being linked to the partner was also not trending toward significance, [b = 0.02, SE = 0.02, t(668) = .76, p = .44, 95% CI: -0.03 to 0.06]. 
For interpersonal comfort measured at time 2, the three-way partner prior PEP score (timex-1) x person race x partner discomfort interaction was significant, [b = -0.07, SE = 0.02, t(901) = -2.92, p = 0.004, 95% CI: -0.12 to  -0.02]. For African Americans with European American partners, the more discomfort their partner reported experiencing after the second interaction, the more they were linked to the partner,[b = 0.05, SE = 0.02, t(906) = 2.18, p = 0.03, 95% CI: 0.005 to 0.09]. For European Americans with African American partners, the more discomfort their partner reported experiencing, the marginally less they were linked to the partner [b = -0.02, SE = 0.01, t(568) = -1.85, p = .07, 95% CI = -0.05 to 0.002]. For European Americans with European American partners, the more discomfort the partner reported experiencing, the more they were linked to the partner (although this effect is not significant), [b = 0.03, SE = 0.02, t(1125) = 1.57, p = .12, 95% CI: -.008 to 0.07]. 
Additional Findings
Behavioral Friendliness 
In addition to coding for behavioral tension, coders also made ratings for 5 behaviors that were averaged to create a composite of friendliness (α = 0.82). These behaviors were: enthusiastic (1 = not at all to 7 = incredibly, M = 3.40, SD = 1.54; ICC = 0.43), engaged  (0 = not at all to 5 = mostly; M = 4.48, SD = 1.19; ICC = 0.37), excited (1 = not at all to 7 = incredibly; M = 2.70, SD = 1.40; ICC = 0.37), friendly (3 = strongly disagree to 3 = strongly agree; M = 1.61, SD  = 1.07; ICC = 0.52), and positive/negative the participant appeared (-3 = strongly negative  to 3 = strongly positive; M = 1.04, SD  1.19; ICC = 0.48). These 5 items were standardized and averaged to create a composite of participant friendliness (α = 0.94). Friendliness correlated moderately with behavioral tension (r = -0.47), and weakly with the other moderator variables (r with cortisol = -0.03; r with self-reported discomfort = -0.14). By including this variable, we were able to test whether African Americans show stronger linkage to European American partners who behave more negatively in general—not specifically more negative on the dimensions related to anxiety and discomfort. 
For friendly behavior, only one interaction was found, a two-way partner friendly behavior by partner prior PEP (timex-1) score, [b = -0.03, SE = 0.02, t(961) = -2.10, p = 0.036, 95% CI: -0.06 to -0.002], indicating that for all participants, the friendlier the partner appeared, the less they were linked to the partner. Aside from the main effects of stability and BMI (Ps < .001), which were consistent with all other models, no other significant effects for stability were found, ps > .21. These effects suggest that in the present study, African Americans were only more linked to European American partners who gave off cues of discomfort and anxiety, not those who appeared less engaged and friendly during the encounter.  
Differences in cortisol reactivity, behavioral tension, friendliness behavior, and self-reported discomfort as a function of race and gender. 
We examined whether cortisol reactivity, behavioral tension, friendliness behavior, and self-reported discomfort differed as a function of the race variables race and gender. In all models we treated dyad as unit of analysis to adjust for non-independence between partners. 
For cortisol reactivity, men and women did not differ, p = 0.28. European Americans did not differ from African Americans within cross-race dyads, p = 0.15, but they did differ from European Americans in same-race dyads [t(180.96) = 3.06, p = .003, 95% CI: 0.82 to 3.80]. Specifically, European Americans in same-race dyads showed more reactivity (M = -0.07; SE = 0.05), than those in cross-race dyads (M = -2.36, SE = 0.64). African Americans in cross-race dyads also showed less reactivity (M = -1.25; SE =0.41) than European Americans in same-race dyads, but not significantly less [t(180.42) = 1.60, p = 0.11, 95% CI: -0.28 to 2.69]. This finding replicates the work of Jamieson et al. (2012), who also showed greater cortisol reactivity during same race interactions compared to intergroup interactions, and most that AAs had significantly lower cortisol reactivity than EAs across both ingroup and intergroup interactions. Cortisol reactivity can result from a number of different psychological processes including effort, arousal, attention and affect, but the primary function of cortisol is to metabolize glucose. There does appear to be race differences in cortisol levels and reactivity that might related to differences that stem from years of different eating habits, health behaviors, sleeping, or exercise habits. 
For behavioral tension (standardized), women (M = -0.58, SE = 0.04) appeared more tense than men (M = 0.55, SE =0.07); [t (112) = -10.73, P < .001, 95% CI: -0.66 to -0.45]. European-Americans (M = 0.05; SE = 0.11) appeared more tense than African-Americans (M = -0.13; SE = .11) within cross-race dyads, [t(114) = 2.25, p = .03, 95% CI: -0.34 to -0.02], but European-Americans in cross-race dyads did not differ from European-Americans (M = 0.03; SE = 0.08) in same-race interactions, [t(142.27) = -0.39, p = 0.70, 95% CI: -0.28 to -0.18]. African Americans in cross-race dyads did not differ from European Americans in same-race dyads, [t(142.27) = 1.17, p = .24, 95% CI: -0.09 to 0.36]. 
 For friendliness (standardized), there was no effect of gender [t(112) = -1.13, p = 0.26, 95% CI: -0.23 to 0.06]. European-Americans (M = -0.11; SE = 0.11) appeared marginally less friendly than African-Americans (M =0 .05; SE = 0.10) within cross-race dyads, [t(114) = 1.73, p = 0.09, 95% CI: -0.34 to 0.02], but did not differ from European Americans in same-race dyads (M = 0.03; SE = 0.08), [t(132.16) = 0.85, p = .40, 95% CI: -0.18 to 0.45]. African Americans did not differ from European Americans in same-race dyads, [t(132.26) = -0.15, p = 0.88, 95%  CI: -0.34 to 0.29].   
For self-reported discomfort, there were no effects of gender (p = 0.90) or race (Ps > 0.24). 
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