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Table 1s. Frequency of people that reported on the sick day variable at 3, 6, and/or 12-months
	
	Total sample
	Intervention
	Control

	At least 1 sick day variable (across the 3, 6, and 12-month follow-ups)
	778
	420
	358

	0 reports
	1078
	611
	467

	1 reports
	391
	206
	185

	2 reports
	236
	131
	105

	3 reports
	151
	83
	68

	Reported at 3- & 6-months
	237
	129
	108

	Reported at 3- & 12-months
	206
	115
	91

	Reported at 6- & 12-months
	246
	136
	110




Table 2s. Examining strength of correlations between reports of sick days at each time point
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1
	Sick days at baseline
	--
	0.51***
(n = 203)
	0.53***
(n = 169)
	0.09
(n = 149)

	2
	Sick days at 3 months
	0.43***
(n = 170)
	--
	0.09
(n = 129)
	0.01
(n = 115)

	3
	Sick days at 6 months
	0.26**
(n = 138)
	0.50***
(n = 108)
	--
	0.33***
(n = 136)

	4
	Sick days at 12 months
	-0.01
(n = 125)
	0.50*** 
(n = 91)
	0.28**
(n = 110)
	--


Note. Correlations above the diagonal concern the intervrntion group, while the correlations below the diagonal concern the control group.  *p <  .05. **p <  .01. ***p < .001


Table 3s. Two-sample t-test comparing sick days for intervention and control group based on sick day reports at baseline, 3-, 6-, and 12-months 
	
	Intervention group
	Control group
	
	
	
	

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	n
	p
	d

	Baseline
	3.76
	7.29
	3.59
	6.94
	0.44
	1256.9
	0.663
	0.02

	3 months
	2.63
	5.54
	3.80
	7.58
	-1.84
	368.65
	0.067
	0.18

	6 months
	2.02
	4.07
	3.64
	7.41
	-2.81
	304.52
	0.005
	0.27

	12 months
	1.79
	3.65
	4.07
	7.36
	-3.86
	260.55
	<.001
	0.39


Note. The t-test are based on Satterhwaite degrees of freedom (i.e., Welch test to account for unequal variances in the two groups). Cohen’s d is provided as an effect size measure. 

Main results
The results remained consistent when we restricted the analytical sample, using the imputed sick day variable (see measurement description for the sick day variable).
When including only those that provided 2 or more reports of sick days (that is, dropping those that only completed 1 report of sick days), those in the intervention group reported fewer sick days (M = 7.50, SD = 11.57) than those in the control group (M = 15.28, SD = 24.55), t(233.28) = -3.84, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.41.

When limiting our analyses further to including only those that provided 3 reports of sick days (that is, dropping those that only completed 1 or 2 report of sick days), those in the intervention group reported fewer sick days (M = 6.60, SD = 9.94) than those in the control group (M = 15.00, SD = 23.94), t(85.86) = -2.71, p = .008, Cohen’s d = 0.46.


Table 4s.  Results of negative binomial regression examining group membership, gender, parental status, education level, and number of modules used as predictors of the number of sick days (N = 778)
	Parameter
	Estimate
	Standard
Error
	Wald 95% 
Confidence Limits
	Wald 
Chi-Square
	p-value

	Intercept
	2.603
	0.181
	[2.248;
	2.957]
	207.33
	<.001

	Group assignment
	0.260
	0.183
	[-0.099;
	0.620]
	2.02
	0.156

	Gender
	-0.677
	0.139
	[-0.950;
	-0.405]
	23.70
	<.001

	Parental status 
	0.275
	0.255
	[-0.224;
	0.775]
	1.17
	0.280

	Education – high level
	-0.049
	0.161
	[-0.364;
	0.267]
	0.09
	0.763

	Education – low level
	0.099
	0.155
	[-0.204;
	0.403]
	0.41
	0.522

	Modules used
	-0.042
	0.026
	[-0.093;
	0.009]
	2.62
	0.106

	Dispersion
	3.078
	0.175
	[2.753;
	3.441]
	
	



Note.  Group = intervention group is reference group.   Gender = female is the reference group; b = -0.677 suggests that men had fewer sick days than women, on average.  Parental status = being a parent is the reference group. Education = medium level of education is the reference group.  

