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Supplemental Material: Part 2
Additional Studies
Supplemental Study 1. Supplemental Study 1 was a high powered replication of Study 1, whereby 500 participants (177 men,323 women;Mag=34.20,​SD=​10.84) completed the Study 1 procedure. As in Study 1, confiding predicted reduced mind-wandering frequency (but not concealing frequency, Table S1). Tables appear at the end of the document.
Also as in Study 1, the relationship between mind-wandering to secrets and well-being was more reliable than the relationship between concealment and well-being (Table S1). The more that people mind-wandered to than concealed their secret (a difference score), the lower their well-being, b=-0.02,95%CI= ​[-0.03,-0.02],SE=​0.004,t(3057.83)=-6.03,p<.00001.
Multilevel mediation analysis (1,000 iterations) demonstrated that confiding a secret in someone predicted higher well-being through reduced occurrences of mind-wandering to the secret outside of concealment contexts (MIE=.02,SE=.0002,95%CI=[.01,.03]), but not as a function of reduced occurrences of concealing within social interactions (MIE=-.006,​SE=.0001,​95%CI=[-.01,.002]). 
Supplemental Study 2. Supplemental Study 2 examined whether social support obtained from confiding predicted well-being. We presented 200 participants (72 men,128 women;Mage= 32.52,​SD=10.75) again with the Common Secrets Questionnaire, and per each secret participants had that was known by others, they completed the measure of social support obtained from confiding from Study 3, and the impact of  the secret on well-being from Study 1.

Using the multilevel modeling strategy from the earlier studies, we entered the extent social support obtained for the confided secrets (M=4.35, SD=1.64, 95% CI=[4.27, 4.43]) as a predictor of well-being (M=1.06,SD=2.70,95%CI=[0.93,1.19]). The more social support obtained from confiding a secret, the higher participants’ well-being, b=0.72, 95% CI=[0.64, 0.80], SE=0.04, t(1544.41)=17.03,p<.00001.
Supplemental Study 3. Recall that Study 4 found that experimentally asking participants to focus on the social support obtained from confiding enhanced a sense of well-being through increasing perceived coping efficacy. Before running Study 4, we conducted Supplemental Study 3 which had the exact same procedure, but did not measure the proposed mediator, perceived coping efficacy.  
We presented 200 participants (63 men,137 women:Mage= 32.00,SD=9.81) with the Common Secrets Questionnaire (Slepian et al., 2017), and per each secret they had and confided (of the 38 categories), they completed the measure of the perceived impact of the secret on well-being from the prior studies. Preceding the measure of subjective well-being, for a randomly determined half of secrets, participants were provided with the Study 4 framing manipulation that experimentally asked participants to focus on the social support obtained from confiding. 
Using the multilevel modeling strategy form the earlier studies, we entered whether the confided secret was framed as providing social support as a predictor of well-being from that secret (treating category of secret and participant as random factors). Indeed, for participants’ confided secrets that were randomly framed as yielding social support (vs. no framing manipulation), participants felt the secret less hurt their well-being, b=1.04,95%CI=[0.83,1.25],SE=0.11,​t(1984.40)=9.88,p<.00001. 
Supplemental Study 4. We conducted an replication of Study 3, where the only change was that the time window of participants’ judgments of mind-wandering and concealing were now estimated from the past 7 days rather than 30 days. If the effects replicate, then the present the present results are not some artifact of a larger window of judgment for mind-wandering and concealment. Indeed, with 200 participants (82 men,117 women, 1 other; Mage= 37.53,SD=11.87), the effects replicated, excluding the 6 participants who indicated fabricating responses, and the frequency estimates determined as outlier by the adjusted boxplot methods, which considered 8 responses by 4 participant as outliers (1.49% of the data), mind-wandering to or concealing secrets more than 62 times in a week (Table S2). 
Additional Analyses
Multilevel Analyses Robustness Checks. As described in the main text, rather than summarize data per participant, we model each individual secret kept by our participants. Such analyses are far more powerful than person-level approaches and do not “throw away” data as would happen when aggregating per participant. Instead, we implement multilevel models which tested our fixed effects of interest, while also including participant and secret category as crossed random factors. Including these random factors accounts for random variance attributable to participants and categories of secrets. 
Consequently, the remaining variance explained in each model corresponds to the general relationships between the fixed effects and the dependent measure, such that any effect found is not attributable to particular participants nor categories of secret. Each individual participant and category of secret receives a random intercept in the model, and the fixed effects generalize and average across each specific participant and category of secret. Consequently, the results are not attributable to particular participants nor particular categories of secrets. Despite this, one might ask whether the results hold when controlling for the total number of secrets participants had (Table S3 – Table S8) or the number of confided and non-confided secrets (Table S9 through Table S12). Indeed, all results hold when controlling for these person-level variables (tables are presented the end of this document).
Validation of Well-Being Measure. The measure of well-being used in the current work asked participant to what extent the secret influences their well-being. Thus, our measure of well-being is subjective. Yet this is not only a limitation of the present well-being measure, this applies to any measure of well-being. Well-being is a subjective state. It is the subjective judgment of well-being that determines health outcomes, not what could be considered more “objective markers” (e.g., see Cacioppo et al., 2002; Cacioppo et al., 2003; Hawkley et al., 2003; Mellor et al., 2008). The more one subjectively feels they have higher well-being, the higher their well-being. 
Even so, especially since the measure of well-being (per each secret of the 18,000+ secrets in the current paper), is a single item, it would be ideal to have some validation of the measure. Prior work (Slepian et al., 2017) found that this measure of well-being predicted reports of physical health, and thus this measure predicts outcomes we would expect to vary by well-being. 
Study 1 and Supplemental Study 1 measured reports of physical health, seeking to replicate this prior validation. Specifically, Study 1 and Supplemental Study 1 participants completed the often-used general health subscale from the RAND 36-Item Health Survey (Hays et al., 1993). Scores range from 0 to 100 (for example, “my health is excellent,” “I seem to get sick a little easier than other people” (reversed). Given the tight range of actual observed values (Study 1, M=62.62, SD=21.35, 95% CI=[59.65, 65.60]; Supplemental Study 1, M=65.78, SD=21.09, 95% CI=[63.93, 67.63]), we z-scored this measure to give a better sense of its relationship with well-being. Given that well-being varies on the level of secrets (each secret has its own perceived impact on well-being) and that general health varies at the level of individual, responses to the health measure need to be modeled as a predictor of well-being from secrets (i.e., otherwise one cannot predict a value that is constant per individual). Independent of all other factors analyzed in Study 1 and Supplemental Study 1, there was indeed a positive relationship between well-being from secrets and physical health outcomes, both in Study 1, b=0.23, 95% CI=[0.07, 0.39], SE=0.08, t(191.36)=2.77, p=.006, and in Supplemental Study 1, b=0.29, 95% CI=[0.18, 0.39], SE=0.05, t(464.20)=5.37, p= .0000001.
Experimental Studies (Supplemental Study 3 and Study 4) Robustness Checks. In Supplemental Study 3 and Study 4, at the level of each individual secret, we experimentally framed confiding as providing either epistemic or relational support, relative to no framing, and examined downstream feelings of subjective well-being from that secret. While such a manipulation could only influence perceived well-being in the moment, it is perceived well-being that is associated with a variety of health outcomes, including physical health (as demonstrated above, and in prior work; Slepian et al., 2017). Interventions thus that target more long-lasting reframings should thus make it likely that such improved subjective well-being has downstream outcomes for more healthy living. 
It is possible that this reframing manipulation is limited by the significance of secrets, such that it only works for more trivial secrets, whereas more significant secrets cannot be so easily reframed. To examine this possibility, we calculated the average significance per each secret reported by participants in Study 3. Across participants, a given category of secret was reliably rated around specific significance levels (Figure S1). Thus, while not a perfect representation of a different group of participants’ ratings of the significance of their own secrets, these scores serve as a useful proxy for the significance of Supplemental Study 3 and Study 4 participants’ secrets. 
In Study 4, significance did not significantly interact with the framing manipulation to predict well-being, b=-0.29, 95% CI=[-0.61, 0.03], SE=0.16, t(1654.60)=1.76, p=.08. In Supplemental Study 3, however, there was a significant interaction, b=0.34, 95% CI=[0.04, 0.65], SE=0.16, t(2000.92)=2.21, p=.03. As low (-1SD) significance, the framing manipulation improved perceived well-being, b=0.81, 95% CI=[0.51, 1.10], SE=0.15, t(1998.89)=5.39, p<.0001. At high significance, the framing manipulation also improved perceived well-being, even more strongly, b=1.28, 95% CI=[0.98, 1.57], SE=0.15, t(1984.99)=8.57, p<.0001. Thus, if anything the effects of framing confided secrets are stronger (rather than weaker) for more significant secrets. 
Additional Study 3 Robustness Checks. Finally, as described in the main text, we accounted for individual differences in global well-being and social support. We measured global well-being with the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985), a widely-used measure of well-being (e.g., “In most ways my life is close to my ideal,” from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree; M=4.17, SD=1.54, 95% CI=[3.96, 4.39]). We measured overall perceived social support using the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet & Farley, 1988), asking participants to indicate their agreement from 1-strongly disagree to 7- strongly agree to 12 statements (e.g., “There is a special person who is around when I am in need,” “I can talk about my problems with my friends”, M=5.43, SD=1.26, 95% CI=[5.25, 5.61]). We also measured the amount of time participants estimated they spent in social interaction, “What percent of your waking hours are you interacting with someone? Take your best guess!” using a slider scale that ranged from 0 to 100.
	It is possible that when people generally have high levels of social support, or higher global well-being, they perceive confiding more generally as improving well-being. But as can be seen in Table S13, all results hold when controlling for overall perceived social support and global well-being. It is also possible that these results are not a function of the model we propose, but rather some function of how much time participants spend in social interaction given that one cannot actively conceal a secret from a target person unless interacting with them. As also can be seen in Table S13, however, all results hold when controlling for estimated time spent in social interaction.
Additional Measures
	Upon entering the study, Study 1 and Supplemental Study 1 participants completed the Ten Item Personality Measure (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003), but this measure was not collected for the current project (rather the data were collected for a secondary data analysis project on personality and secrecy, not analyzed for the present project). 

Figure S1. Significance of secrets in Study 3, by category of secret.
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	Supplemental study 1 results
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering (M=5.40, SD=11.67, 95% CI=[5.11, 5.69])
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	0.69
	
	-1.11, -0.26
	
	0.22
	
	6932.18
	
	-3.18
	
	.001

	Concealing
	0.79
	
	0.76, 0.81
	
	0.01
	
	6773.37
	
	63.15
	
	< .0001

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency (M=3.03, SD=9.07, 95% CI=[2.81, 3.25])
	 
	 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	0.14
	
	-0.17, 0.46
	
	0.16
	
	4655.49
	
	0.89
	
	.13

	Mind-wandering
	
	0.46
	
	0.45, 0.47
	
	0.01
	
	4329.54
	
	64.41
	
	< .0001

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being (M=-0.19, SD=2.46, 95% CI=[-0.26, -0.11])
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.07, -0.02
	
	0.01
	
	2640.22
	
	-3.97
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.04, 0.01
	
	0.01
	
	2627.62
	
	-1.13
	
	.26

	Coping
	
	0.53
	
	0.47, 0.60
	
	0.03
	
	2240.03
	
	16.14
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.16
	
	0.10, 0.22
	
	0.03
	
	2508.8
	
	5.06
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	-0.11
	
	-0.34, 0.13
	
	0.12
	
	2633.22
	
	-0.90
	
	.37

	Significance
	 
	-0.11
	 
	-0.15, -0.06
	 
	0.02
	 
	2663.35
	 
	-4.31
	 
	< .001

	Note: Outliers for unbounded measures of frequency of mind-wandering and concealing: 124 outlying responses (0.89% of the data) from 8 participants mind-wandering to or concealing secrets more than 93 times in a month.




	Table S2.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplemental study 4 results
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting perceived coping efficacy (M = 5.60, SD = 1.65 95% CI = [5.54, 5.67]) 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Social support
	
	0.08
	
	0.01, 0.16
	
	0.04
	
	2652.06
	
	2.29
	
	.02

	Confided
	
	-0.41
	
	-0.63, -0.19
	
	0.11
	
	2596.17
	
	-3.70
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	-0.19
	
	-0.22, -0.16
	
	0.01
	
	2544.75
	
	-14.09
	
	< .001

	Social support x Confided
	0.08
	
	0.01, 0.16
	
	0.04
	
	2635.57
	
	2.12
	
	.03

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering (M = 2.12, SD = 4.71, 95% CI=[1.94, 2.29])

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping
	
	-0.45
	
	-0.55, -0.34
	
	0.05
	
	1998.55
	
	-8.61
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.02
	
	-0.08, 0.11
	
	0.05
	
	2368.77
	
	0.34
	
	.73

	Confided
	
	0.04
	
	-0.33, 0.42
	
	0.19
	
	2609.95
	
	0.23
	
	.82

	Concealing
	
	0.67
	
	0.64, 0.71
	
	0.02
	
	2634.49
	
	34.71
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.31
	
	0.23, 0.38
	
	0.04
	
	2566.97
	
	7.89
	
	< .001

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency (M = 1.17, SD = 3.82, 95% CI = [1.02, 1.31]) 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping
	
	-0.12
	
	-0.21, -0.04
	
	0.04
	
	1973.01
	
	-2.80
	
	.01

	Social support
	
	0.01
	
	-0.07, 0.09
	
	0.04
	
	2394.5
	
	0.14
	
	.89

	Confided
	
	0.13
	
	-0.18, 0.44
	
	0.16
	
	2578.21
	
	0.84
	
	.40

	Mind-wandering
	
	0.46
	
	0.43, 0.48
	
	0.01
	
	2282.30
	
	35.01
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.04
	
	-0.02, 0.10
	
	0.03
	
	1935.13
	
	1.30
	
	.19

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being (M = -0.26, SD = 2.52, 95% CI = [-0.35, -0.16]) 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.07, -0.02
	
	0.01
	
	2640.22
	
	-3.97
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.04, 0.01
	
	0.01
	
	2627.62
	
	-1.13
	
	.26

	Coping
	
	0.53
	
	0.47, 0.60
	
	0.03
	
	2240.03
	
	16.14
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.16
	
	0.10, 0.22
	
	0.03
	
	2508.80
	
	5.06
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	-0.11
	
	-0.34, 0.13
	
	0.12
	
	2633.22
	
	-0.90
	
	.37

	Significance
	 
	-0.11
	 
	-0.15, -0.06
	 
	0.02
	 
	2663.35
	 
	-4.31
	 
	< .001




	Table S3.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 1 results controlling for number of secrets

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	-1.34
	
	-2.14, -0.54
	
	0.41
	
	3027.97
	
	-3.28
	
	< .01

	Concealing
	
	0.87
	
	0.82, 0.93
	
	0.03
	
	3031.16
	
	32.6
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	
	0.08
	
	-0.02, 0.19
	
	0.05
	
	250.73
	
	1.57
	
	.12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	-0.35
	
	-0.81, 0.10
	
	0.23
	
	2301.52
	
	-1.52
	
	.13

	Mind-wandering
	0.29
	
	0.27, 0.31
	
	0.01
	
	2714.22
	
	32.96
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	
	0.01
	
	-0.06, 0.08
	
	0.04
	
	217.95
	
	0.29
	
	.78

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	-0.03
	
	-0.03, -0.02
	
	0.004
	
	3057.35
	
	-6.62
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.03, 0.001
	
	0.01
	
	3016.47
	
	-1.87
	
	.06

	Confided
	
	0.25
	
	0.07, 0.43
	
	0.09
	
	3041.98
	
	2.68
	
	< .01

	No. secrets
	 
	-0.004
	 
	-0.03, 0.02
	 
	0.01
	 
	232.08
	 
	-0.35
	 
	.73





	Table S4.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplemental study 1 results controlling for number of secrets
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	-0.67
	
	-1.09, -0.24
	
	0.22
	
	6930.69
	
	-3.07
	
	< .01

	Concealing
	
	0.79
	
	0.76, 0.81
	
	0.01
	
	6767.00
	
	63.17
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	
	0.07
	
	0.01, 0.14
	
	0.03
	
	580.60
	
	2.26
	
	.02

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	0.14
	
	-0.18, 0.45
	
	0.16
	
	4648.55
	
	0.85
	
	.40

	Mind-wandering
	0.46
	
	0.45, 0.47
	
	0.01
	
	4326.82
	
	64.42
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	
	-0.03
	
	-0.09, 0.03
	
	0.03
	
	524.54
	
	-1.08
	
	.28

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	-0.02
	
	-0.02, -0.01
	
	0.003
	
	6893.77
	
	-4.49
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.03, -0.01
	
	0.005
	
	6625.93
	
	-4.69
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	0.20
	
	0.08, 0.32
	
	0.06
	
	6914.33
	
	3.18
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	 
	-0.03
	 
	-0.05, -0.02
	 
	0.01
	 
	561.30
	 
	-4.00
	 
	< .001



	Table S5.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplemental study 3 results controlling for number of secrets
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Experimental framing    (vs none)
	1.04
	
	0.83, 1.25
	
	0.11
	
	1985.05
	
	9.89
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	 
	-0.03
	 
	-0.07, 0.01
	 
	0.02
	 
	195.80
	 
	-1.64
	 
	.10



	Table S6.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4 results controlling for number of secrets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Experimental framing    (vs none)
	0.12
	
	0.02, 0.23
	
	0.05
	
	1629.12
	
	2.28
	
	.02

	No. secrets
	 
	-0.03
	 
	-0.05, 0.0003
	 
	0.01
	 
	192.83
	 
	-1.93
	 
	.05






	Table S7.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 3 results controlling for number of secrets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting perceived coping efficacy

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Social support
	
	0.03
	
	-0.05, 0.10
	
	0.04
	
	2611.96
	
	0.68
	
	.50

	Confided
	
	-0.44
	
	-0.69, -0.18
	
	0.13
	
	2585.3
	
	-3.36
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	-0.15
	
	-0.18, -0.12
	
	0.02
	
	2593.44
	
	-9.75
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	
	0.01
	
	-0.02, 0.03
	
	0.01
	
	171.93
	
	0.54
	
	.59

	Support x Confided
	0.17
	
	0.09, 0.26
	
	0.04
	
	2605.25
	
	4.09
	
	< .001

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping efficacy
	
	-0.81
	
	-1.05, -0.58
	
	0.12
	
	2448.88
	
	-6.82
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.12
	
	-0.12, 0.37
	
	0.12
	
	2461.85
	
	0.98
	
	.33

	Confided
	
	0.01
	
	-0.97, 0.98
	
	0.50
	
	2608.45
	
	0.02
	
	.99

	Concealing 
	
	0.79
	
	0.74, 0.84
	
	0.02
	
	2558.34
	
	32.72
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.75
	
	0.56, 0.93
	
	0.09
	
	2601.45
	
	7.91
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	
	0.02
	
	-0.09, 0.12
	
	0.05
	
	168.58
	
	0.33
	
	.74

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping efficacy
	
	-0.11
	
	-0.27, 0.05
	
	0.08
	
	2279.89
	
	-1.39
	
	.17

	Social support
	
	0.05
	
	-0.12, 0.22
	
	0.08
	
	2412.92
	
	0.60
	
	.55

	Confided
	
	0.12
	
	-0.54, 0.78
	
	0.34
	
	2546.15
	
	0.36
	
	.72

	Mind-wandering 
	
	0.36
	
	0.34, 0.39
	
	0.01
	
	2264.57
	
	32.96
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.08
	
	-0.04, 0.21
	
	0.06
	
	2220.68
	
	1.28
	
	.20

	No. secrets
	
	0.03
	
	-0.05, 0.11
	
	0.04
	
	154.68
	
	0.68
	
	.50

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering 
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.03, -0.01
	
	0.005
	
	2588.65
	
	-4.24
	
	< .001

	Concealing 
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.04, -0.01
	
	0.01
	
	2578.15
	
	-3.32
	
	< .001

	Coping efficacy
	
	0.44
	
	0.38, 0.50
	
	0.03
	
	2552.69
	
	14.64
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.12
	
	0.06, 0.18
	
	0.03
	
	2564.27
	
	3.99
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	-0.19
	
	-0.43, 0.05
	
	0.12
	
	2590.2
	
	-1.54
	
	.12

	Significance
	
	-0.16
	
	-0.21, -0.12
	
	0.02
	
	2605.23
	
	-6.93
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	 
	-0.01
	 
	-0.05, 0.02
	 
	0.02
	 
	174.33
	 
	-0.96
	 
	.34






	Table S8.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplemental study 4 results controlling for number of secrets
	
	
	
	

	Predicting perceived coping efficacy

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Social support
	
	0.08
	
	0.01, 0.16
	
	0.04
	
	2476.08
	
	2.16
	
	.03

	Confided
	
	-0.42
	
	-0.64, -0.20
	
	0.11
	
	2439.21
	
	-3.72
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	-0.20
	
	-0.23, -0.17
	
	0.01
	
	2397.47
	
	-14.21
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	
	-0.002
	
	-0.03, 0.02
	
	0.01
	
	168.40
	
	-0.14
	
	.89

	Support x Conf.
	0.09
	
	0.01, 0.17
	
	0.04
	
	2453.93
	
	2.08
	
	.04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping efficacy
	
	-0.50
	
	-0.60, -0.40
	
	0.05
	
	2037.52
	
	-9.97
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.03
	
	-0.06, 0.13
	
	0.05
	
	2334.96
	
	0.69
	
	.49

	Confided
	
	0.01
	
	-0.36, 0.37
	
	0.19
	
	2495.35
	
	0.03
	
	.98

	Concealing
	
	0.62
	
	0.58, 0.66
	
	0.02
	
	2495.86
	
	31.14
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.28
	
	0.21, 0.36
	
	0.04
	
	2457.36
	
	7.42
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.05, 0.03
	
	0.02
	
	172.83
	
	-0.51
	
	.61

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping efficacy
	
	-0.07
	
	-0.15, 0.01
	
	0.04
	
	1868.44
	
	-1.62
	
	.10

	Social support
	
	0.01
	
	-0.06, 0.09
	
	0.04
	
	2283.72
	
	0.37
	
	.71

	Confided
	
	0.09
	
	-0.21, 0.40
	
	0.16
	
	2466.33
	
	0.58
	
	.56

	Mind-wandering
	0.44
	
	0.42, 0.47
	
	0.01
	
	2055.91
	
	31.62
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.06
	
	-0.002, 0.12
	
	0.03
	
	1891.87
	
	1.90
	
	.06

	No. secrets
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.04, 0.03
	
	0.02
	
	172.15
	
	-0.35
	
	.73

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	-0.06
	
	-0.09, -0.04
	
	0.01
	
	2491.24
	
	-4.85
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	0.002
	
	-0.03, 0.03
	
	0.02
	
	2470.01
	
	0.12
	
	.90

	Coping efficacy
	
	0.53
	
	0.46, 0.60
	
	0.03
	
	2111.98
	
	15.73
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.15
	
	0.09, 0.21
	
	0.03
	
	2383.84
	
	4.81
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	-0.07
	
	-0.31, 0.16
	
	0.12
	
	2484.02
	
	-0.59
	
	.55

	Significance
	
	-0.11
	
	-0.16, -0.06
	
	0.03
	
	2507.01
	
	-4.37
	
	< .001

	No. secrets
	 
	-0.01
	 
	-0.04, 0.02
	 
	0.01
	 
	169.66
	 
	-0.59
	 
	.55




	




Table S9.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 1 analyses controlling for confided and total secrets
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	-1.17
	
	-2.04, -0.30
	
	0.44
	
	2645.25
	
	-2.64
	
	< .01

	Concealing
	
	0.88
	
	0.82, 0.94
	
	0.03
	
	2751.84
	
	30.55
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	0.12
	
	-0.05, 0.28
	
	0.08
	
	188.97
	
	1.37
	
	.17

	No. total secrets
	
	0.13
	
	-0.02, 0.28
	
	0.08
	
	176.06
	
	1.69
	
	.09

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	-0.32
	
	-0.80, 0.16
	
	0.24
	
	1799.22
	
	-1.31
	
	.19

	Mind-wandering
	0.28
	
	0.27, 0.30
	
	0.01
	
	2379.52
	
	31.11
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.003
	
	-0.11, 0.11
	
	0.06
	
	168.73
	
	-0.06
	
	.95

	No. total secrets
	
	0.04
	
	-0.06, 0.14
	
	0.05
	
	158.82
	
	0.78
	
	.44

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	-0.03
	
	-0.04, -0.02
	
	0.004
	
	2769.92
	
	-6.65
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.03, -0.01
	
	0.01
	
	2738.78
	
	-2.70
	
	< .01

	Confided
	
	0.25
	
	0.06, 0.44
	
	0.10
	
	2669.53
	
	2.60
	
	< .01

	No. conf. secrets
	0.02
	
	-0.01, 0.06
	
	0.02
	
	182.37
	
	1.25
	
	.21

	No. total secrets
	
	0.01
	
	-0.02, 0.04
	
	0.02
	
	170.19
	
	0.46
	
	.65



	
Table S10.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplemental study 1 analyses controlling for confided and total secrets
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	-0.69
	
	-1.13, -0.24
	
	0.23
	
	5974.35
	
	-3.00
	
	< .01

	Concealing
	
	0.80
	
	0.78, 0.83
	
	0.01
	
	6229.93
	
	61.80
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	0.06
	
	-0.04, 0.15
	
	0.05
	
	434.90
	
	1.15
	
	.25

	No. total secrets
	
	0.07
	
	-0.03, 0.18
	
	0.05
	
	442.19
	
	1.45
	
	.15

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Confided
	
	0.18
	
	-0.15, 0.51
	
	0.17
	
	3892.36
	
	1.08
	
	.28

	Mind-wandering
	0.47
	
	0.45, 0.48
	
	0.01
	
	4009.01
	
	63.17
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.02
	
	-0.10, 0.06
	
	0.04
	
	427.71
	
	-0.44
	
	.66

	No. total secrets
	
	-0.04
	
	-0.13, 0.05
	
	0.05
	
	430.33
	
	-0.81
	
	.42

	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	-0.02
	
	-0.02, -0.01
	
	0.004
	
	6273.92
	
	-4.69
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.03, -0.01
	
	0.005
	
	6105.57
	
	-4.10
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	0.20
	
	0.08, 0.33
	
	0.07
	
	5977.73
	
	3.11
	
	< .01

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.04
	
	-0.07, -0.02
	
	0.01
	
	412.11
	
	-3.59
	
	< .001

	No. total secrets
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.04, 0.01
	
	0.01
	
	423.77
	
	-1.17
	
	.24



	Table S11.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 3 analyses controlling for confided and total secrets
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting coping efficacy

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Social support
	
	0.03
	
	-0.05, 0.10
	
	0.04
	
	2611.02
	
	0.68
	
	.50

	Confided
	
	-0.43
	
	-0.69, -0.18
	
	0.13
	
	2582.48
	
	-3.34
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	-0.15
	
	-0.18, -0.12
	
	0.02
	
	2591.65
	
	-9.76
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	0.002
	
	-0.03, 0.03
	
	0.02
	
	167.25
	
	0.10
	
	.92

	No. total secrets
	
	0.01
	
	-0.02, 0.04
	
	0.02
	
	162.76
	
	0.83
	
	.41

	Support x Confided
	0.17
	
	0.09, 0.26
	
	0.04
	
	2602.53
	
	4.11
	
	< .001

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping efficacy
	
	-0.81
	
	-1.05, -0.58
	
	0.12
	
	2449.74
	
	-6.82
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.12
	
	-0.12, 0.36
	
	0.12
	
	2489.68
	
	0.96
	
	.34

	Confided
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.99, 0.98
	
	0.50
	
	2609.87
	
	-0.02
	
	.99

	Concealing
	
	0.79
	
	0.74, 0.84
	
	0.02
	
	2557.50
	
	32.7
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.75
	
	0.56, 0.93
	
	0.09
	
	2601.34
	
	7.91
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	0.03
	
	-0.11, 0.16
	
	0.07
	
	163.03
	
	0.43
	
	.67

	No. total secrets
	
	0.01
	
	-0.12, 0.14
	
	0.07
	
	157.41
	
	0.14
	
	.89

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping efficacy
	
	-0.11
	
	-0.27, 0.05
	
	0.08
	
	2278.63
	
	-1.39
	
	.17

	Social support
	
	0.05
	
	-0.11, 0.22
	
	0.08
	
	2415.52
	
	0.60
	
	.55

	Confided
	
	0.13
	
	-0.54, 0.79
	
	0.34
	
	2524.91
	
	0.38
	
	.71

	Mind-wandering
	
	0.36
	
	0.34, 0.39
	
	0.01
	
	2263.16
	
	32.95
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.08
	
	-0.04, 0.21
	
	0.06
	
	2219.29
	
	1.28
	
	.20

	No. conf. secrets
	0.02
	
	-0.08, 0.12
	
	0.05
	
	149.62
	
	0.46
	
	.65

	No. total secrets
	
	0.03
	
	-0.07, 0.13
	
	0.05
	
	144.50
	
	0.65
	
	.52

	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.03, -0.01
	
	0.005
	
	2588.30
	
	-4.23
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.04, -0.01
	
	0.01
	
	2577.53
	
	-3.32
	
	< .001

	Coping efficacy
	
	0.44
	
	0.38, 0.50
	
	0.03
	
	2549.51
	
	14.62
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.13
	
	0.07, 0.19
	
	0.03
	
	2571.99
	
	4.07
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	-0.17
	
	-0.41, 0.07
	
	0.12
	
	2570.01
	
	-1.39
	
	.17

	Significance
	
	-0.17
	
	-0.21, -0.12
	
	0.02
	
	2604.03
	
	-6.96
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.03
	
	-0.07, 0.01
	
	0.02
	
	168.25
	
	-1.54
	
	.12

	No. total secrets
	 
	-0.0006
	 
	-0.04, 0.04
	 
	0.02
	 
	163.42
	 
	-0.03
	 
	.98



	Table S12.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplemental study 4 analyses controlling for confided and total secrets
	
	

	Predicting coping efficacy

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Social support
	
	0.08
	
	0.01, 0.16
	
	0.04
	
	2476.80
	
	2.16
	
	.03

	Confided
	
	-0.41
	
	-0.63, -0.19
	
	0.11
	
	2434.89
	
	-3.65
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	-0.20
	
	-0.23, -0.17
	
	0.01
	
	2395.78
	
	-14.26
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.02
	
	-0.05, 0.01
	
	0.02
	
	161.67
	
	-1.14
	
	.25

	No. total secrets
	
	0.02
	
	-0.01, 0.05
	
	0.02
	
	162.40
	
	1.20
	
	.23

	Support x Confided
	0.09
	
	0.01, 0.17
	
	0.04
	
	2454.32
	
	2.12
	
	.03

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping efficacy
	
	-0.50
	
	-0.60, -0.41
	
	0.05
	
	2054.36
	
	-10.00
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.04
	
	-0.06, 0.13
	
	0.05
	
	2345.28
	
	0.73
	
	.46

	Confided
	
	0.03
	
	-0.34, 0.39
	
	0.19
	
	2498.14
	
	0.14
	
	.89

	Concealing
	
	0.62
	
	0.58, 0.66
	
	0.02
	
	2494.71
	
	31.14
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.28
	
	0.21, 0.36
	
	0.04
	
	2462.4
	
	7.35
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.02
	
	-0.07, 0.03
	
	0.02
	
	161.25
	
	-0.76
	
	.45

	No. total secrets
	
	0.004
	
	-0.05, 0.06
	
	0.03
	
	164.54
	
	0.15
	
	.88

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping efficacy
	
	-0.07
	
	-0.15, 0.02
	
	0.04
	
	1886.65
	
	-1.59
	
	.11

	Social support
	
	0.01
	
	-0.07, 0.09
	
	0.04
	
	2290.61
	
	0.34
	
	.73

	Confided
	
	0.08
	
	-0.23, 0.39
	
	0.16
	
	2465.13
	
	0.51
	
	.61

	Mind-wandering
	
	0.44
	
	0.42, 0.47
	
	0.01
	
	2055.99
	
	31.62
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.06
	
	-0.001, 0.12
	
	0.03
	
	1896.96
	
	1.92
	
	.06

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.0009
	
	-0.04, 0.04
	
	0.02
	
	160.81
	
	-0.04
	
	.96

	No. total secrets
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.06, 0.03
	
	0.02
	
	163.61
	
	-0.55
	
	.58

	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	
	-0.06
	
	-0.09, -0.04
	
	0.01
	
	2490.18
	
	-4.85
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	0.002
	
	-0.03, 0.03
	
	0.02
	
	2469.01
	
	0.12
	
	.90

	Coping efficacy
	
	0.53
	
	0.46, 0.60
	
	0.03
	
	2129.43
	
	15.70
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.15
	
	0.09, 0.21
	
	0.03
	
	2392.9
	
	4.81
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	-0.07
	
	-0.31, 0.17
	
	0.12
	
	2471.69
	
	-0.57
	
	.57

	Significance
	
	-0.11
	
	-0.16, -0.06
	
	0.03
	
	2506.89
	
	-4.37
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.01
	
	-0.04, 0.02
	
	0.02
	
	158.94
	
	-0.56
	
	.57

	No. total secrets
	 
	-0.01
	 
	-0.04, 0.03
	 
	0.02
	 
	161.58
	 
	-0.42
	 
	.68



	

Table S13.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 3 analyses controlling for social support, life satisfaction, and social interaction.

	Predicting perceived coping efficacy

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Social support
	
	0.02
	
	-0.06, 0.09
	
	0.04
	
	2591.65
	
	0.44
	
	.66

	Confided
	
	-0.45
	
	-0.70, -0.19
	
	0.13
	
	2562.31
	
	-3.47
	
	< 0.001

	Significance
	
	-0.15
	
	-0.18, -0.12
	
	0.01
	
	2569.20
	
	-10.05
	
	< 0.001

	No. conf. secrets
	0.002
	
	-0.03, 0.03
	
	0.02
	
	164.67
	
	0.11
	
	.91

	No. total secrets
	
	0.03
	
	-0.004, 0.06
	
	0.02
	
	159.50
	
	1.73
	
	.09

	Global social support
	0.21
	
	0.06, 0.35
	
	0.07
	
	153.36
	
	2.75
	
	.01

	Social interaction
	
	-0.002
	
	-0.01, 0.004
	
	0.003
	
	154.03
	
	-0.60
	
	.55

	Life satisfaction
	
	0.03
	
	-0.08, 0.15
	
	0.06
	
	157.75
	
	0.55
	
	.59

	Social support x Conf.
	0.18
	
	0.09, 0.26
	
	0.04
	
	2584.26
	
	4.16
	
	< .001

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting mind-wandering

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping
	
	-0.83
	
	-1.06, -0.59
	
	0.12
	
	2452.74
	
	-6.83
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.13
	
	-0.12, 0.37
	
	0.13
	
	2493.36
	
	1.02
	
	.31

	Confided
	
	-0.04
	
	-1.03, 0.95
	
	0.51
	
	2586.18
	
	-0.08
	
	.94

	Concealing
	
	0.79
	
	0.74, 0.84
	
	0.02
	
	2537.77
	
	32.53
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.74
	
	0.56, 0.93
	
	0.10
	
	2578.44
	
	7.77
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	0.02
	
	-0.12, 0.16
	
	0.07
	
	160.10
	
	0.29
	
	.77

	No. total secrets
	
	-0.002
	
	-0.14, 0.14
	
	0.07
	
	153.19
	
	-0.02
	
	.98

	Global social support
	0.13
	
	-0.52, 0.79
	
	0.33
	
	144.48
	
	0.39
	
	.69

	Social interaction
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.03, 0.02
	
	0.01
	
	145.71
	
	-0.56
	
	.58

	Life satisfaction
	
	-0.26
	
	-0.79, 0.26
	
	0.27
	
	151.16
	
	-0.98
	
	.33

	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting concealing frequency

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Coping
	
	-0.12
	
	-0.28, 0.04
	
	0.08
	
	2288.23
	
	-1.46
	
	.15

	Social support
	
	0.05
	
	-0.12, 0.22
	
	0.09
	
	2412.81
	
	0.61
	
	.54

	Confided
	
	0.11
	
	-0.56, 0.78
	
	0.34
	
	2499.52
	
	0.33
	
	.74

	Mind-wandering
	
	0.36
	
	0.34, 0.39
	
	0.01
	
	2250.80
	
	32.78
	
	< .001

	Significance
	
	0.08
	
	-0.04, 0.21
	
	0.06
	
	2184.62
	
	1.31
	
	.19

	No. conf. secrets
	0.02
	
	-0.09, 0.12
	
	0.05
	
	147.60
	
	0.31
	
	.76

	No. total secrets
	
	0.05
	
	-0.06, 0.15
	
	0.05
	
	141.57
	
	0.91
	
	.36

	Global social support
	0.11
	
	-0.37, 0.60
	
	0.25
	
	135.11
	
	0.47
	
	.64

	Social interaction
	
	0.02
	
	-0.002, 0.03
	
	0.01
	
	135.61
	
	1.73
	
	.09

	Life satisfaction
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.40, 0.37
	
	0.20
	
	140.33
	
	-0.07
	
	.94

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicting well-being 

	Predictor
	
	b
	
	95% CI
	
	SE
	
	df
	
	t
	
	p

	Mind-wandering
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.03, -0.01
	
	0.005
	
	2568.51
	
	-4.21
	
	< .001

	Concealing
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.04, -0.01
	
	0.01
	
	2556.33
	
	-3.24
	
	< .001

	Coping
	
	0.44
	
	0.38, 0.50
	
	0.03
	
	2529.06
	
	14.59
	
	< .001

	Social support
	
	0.13
	
	0.07, 0.19
	
	0.03
	
	2552.54
	
	4.11
	
	< .001

	Confided
	
	-0.18
	
	-0.42, 0.07
	
	0.12
	
	2548.35
	
	-1.41
	
	.16

	Significance
	
	-0.16
	
	-0.21, -0.11
	
	0.02
	
	2583.42
	
	-6.64
	
	< .001

	No. conf. secrets
	-0.02
	
	-0.06, 0.02
	
	0.02
	
	163.98
	
	-1.03
	
	.31

	No. total secrets
	
	0.004
	
	-0.04, 0.04
	
	0.02
	
	158.27
	
	0.19
	
	.85

	Global social support
	-0.14
	
	-0.33, 0.04
	
	0.09
	
	150.50
	
	-1.53
	
	.13

	Social interaction
	
	-0.002
	
	-0.01, 0.01
	
	0.003
	
	151.35
	
	-0.52
	
	.60

	Life satisfaction
	 
	0.20
	 
	0.05, 0.35
	 
	0.08
	 
	156.01
	 
	2.65
	 
	.01
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