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Supplementary Material
Supplementary Methods
Additional measures
Beck Depression Inventory-II (BDI-II). Depressive symptoms in the past two weeks were assessed using the BDI-II (Beck, Steer, & Brown, 1996; German version: Hautzinger, Keller, & Kühner, 2006). The BDI-II consists of 21 items assessing different symptoms associated with depression. For each item, participants are instructed to pick one statement describing the occurrence of the respective symptom most closely. 
State and Trait Anxiety Inventory-State version (STAI-T/S). Trait anxiety was assessed during the online screening and state anxiety was assessed at baseline using the trait and state version of the STAI, respectively (Spielberger, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg, & Jacobs, 1983; German version: Laux, Glanzmann, Schaffner, & Spielberger, 1981). Each version of the STAI consists of 20 items resembling anxiety-related statements. Participants are instructed to rate answer each item on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 4 (almost always). 
Trauma History Checklist (THC). Prior exposure to traumatic events was assessed via the THC (Holmes & Steel, 2004). The THC consists of thirteen traumatic events for which participants are instructed to indicate whether or not they experienced or witnessed each event. Due to an administration error, the first 107 participants answered only 9 of the 13 questions. 
Film relevance and feedback questionnaire. To assess how personally relevant the films were to the participants, participants were instructed to rate the self-relevance of each film clip on a 11-point scale ranging from 0 (not relevant at all) to 10 (very relevant). Further, to assess whether participants were aware of the purpose of the CBM-App training, we asked participants to rate how strongly the completion of positive or negative words affected the intrusions and the associated distress the participants had on a 21-point scale ranging from -10 (extreme reduction of distress) to 10 (extreme increase of distress). Finally, we asked participants to rate how often they had no time to fill in the diary and how accurately they filled in the questionnaire on a 10-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 10 (totally).
Additional information statistical approach
Variable preparation and ANCOVA assumptions
Prior to all analyses, each continuous covariate was grand mean centered and continuous predictors in hierarchical regression were standardized to facilitate the interpretation of the results. When the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes for an ANCOVA was violated as indicated by a significant interaction between the covariate and one or more of the factors, the planned analyses was adapted i.e., the particular significant interaction terms were included in the analysis. For following-up and interpreting interactions between categorical and continuous variables, three levels of the continuous variable were created (Low: M – SD, Medium: M, High: M + SD). For the computation of BFs, these interactions were included in the step following the inclusion of the respective factor. Post-hoc tests for such interactions were not supplemented with BFs as they were not part of our hypotheses.
Contrast coding
	Both the between-subject factors ‘Valence’ and ‘Cognition’ were effect coded with the positive condition and the self condition being coded as ‘1’, and the negative condition as well as the world condition being coded as ‘-1’, respectively. Further, the within-subject factor ‘time’ in the analysis of the manipulation check for the trauma films was dummy coded with mood pre-trauma films being coded as ‘0’ and mood post-trauma films as ‘1’, i.e., the effect of time in a linear mixed model corresponds to the change from pre- to post. Finally, the within subject factor ‘subscale’ in the analysis of the PTCI was effect coded with the self subscale being coded as ‘1’ and the world subscale being coded as ‘-1’.
Bayes Factor computation
	BFs were computed by stepwise model comparison. First, a full model was computed including only the intercept, if applicable the covariate, and for within-subject analyses ‘participant’ as a random factor. Main effects were then tested by including a specific main effect in the model and comparing it to the null model. Interactions were tested by comparing a model including a particular interaction effect to a model including all lower level main effects and interactions.
Supplementary analyses 
	Investigating differential effects of the CBM-App training on the ERT foil and target sentences were investigated by fitting a linear mixed model with random intercepts for individual participants (Between subject factors: Valence: Positive, Negative; Cognition: Self, World; Order: A first, B first; Within subject factor: Sentence type: Target, Foil) with the overall ERT score at post-training as the dependent variable and both the relative bias index measured through the target sentences and the foil sentences at pre-training as covariates. 
Effects on mood at post-training were analyzed via a 2x2 (Valence: Positive, Negative; Cognition: Self, World) ANCOVA with mood after the trauma film as a covariate. Further, the effects of the training on the subscales of the IES-R (‘Intrusions’, ‘Avoidance’, and ‘Hyperarousal’) were analyzed via 2x2 (Valence: Positive, Negative; Cognition: Self, World) ANOVAs. Additionally, scores on the movie relevance questionnaire as well as of the feedback questionnaire were analyzed via 2x2 (Valence: Positive, Negative; Cognition: Self, World) ANOVAs. Further, in exploratory analyses, effects of the CBM-App training on the IPC subscales (‘Internal’, ‘Powerful others’, and ‘Chance’) at post-training and follow-up were analyzed via 2x2 (Valence: Positive, Negative; Cognition: Self, World) ANCOVAs controlling for the pre-training score on the respective subscale. Significant interactions were followed up by pairwise comparisons. 
Supplementary Results
Additional interactions in main paper analyses
ERT
The found effects described in the main paper were independent of the order in which the sets of ERT scenarios were presented as indicated by a non-significant main effect of Order and no significant interactions between Order and the other variables (Fs(1, 163) < 3.25, ps > .073, BF10s < .69)[footnoteRef:1]. Unexpectedly, we found a significant Valence x pre-training bias score interaction, F(1, 163) = 11.20, p = .001, η²G = .054, BF10 = 22.07. Post-hoc comparisons showed that the positive conditions had a significantly more positive bias score than the negative conditions at post-training, irrespective of the pre-training bias score, yet the difference between the conditions was smaller for more positive pre-training bias scores (Low: t(171) = 10.99, p < .001, d = 1.60, Medium: t(171) = 12.42, p < .001, d = 1.25, High: t(171) = 6.32, p < .001, d = .91). In summary, the results indicated that the positive training induced a more positive appraisal style than the negative training, irrespective of the targeted cognition or the order of ERT presentation. However, this effect was slightly weaker for participants with a more positive bias score to start with. [1:  Due to an administration error, two participants (allocated to the negative world condition) received version A of the ERT at both pre- and post-training. These participants were included in the analyses as participants who received version B first and A second.] 

PTCI
Post-Training. In addition to effects described in the main paper, there was a significant main effect of Subscale, t(169) = 22.40, p < .001, d = 1.02, BF10 = 5.53 × 1056, indicating that mean scores on the world subscale were higher compared to the mean scores on the self subscale, irrespective the trained Valence or Cognition (Self subscale: EMM = 2.17, SE = .07; World subscale: EMM = 4.10, SE = .07). This main effect was further qualified by a significant Cognition x Subscale interaction t(169) = 2.53, p = .012, d = .11, BF10 = 3.16. However, follow-up comparisons showed that the self and the world condition differed neither on the self subscale, t(171) = 1.46, p = .147, d = .20, nor on the world subscale t(171) = 1.55, p = .123, d = .17.
Follow-up. In addition to effects described in the main paper, we found a significant main effect of Subscale t(168) = 21.31, p < .001, d = .91, BF10 = 2.40 × 1051, indicating a significantly higher score on the world subscale than on the self subscale at follow-up (Self subscale: EMM = 1.76, SE = .08; World subscale: EMM = 3.55, SE = .08). However, this main effect was further qualified by a significant Cognition x Subscale interaction t(168) = 2.53, p = .012, d = .10, BF10 = 1.65. However, post-hoc comparisons revealed no differences between the self and the world conditions on the self subscale, t(167) = 1.53, p = .128, d = .27, nor on the world subscale t(167) = .93, p = .352, d = .10.
Supplementary analyses
ERT analyses including foil indices
	Investigating foil and target sentences of the ERT within in a single analysis we found a significant main effect of Valence t(166) = 11.31, p < .001, d = .73, BF10 = 6.98 × 1024, indicating more positive joint ERT scores in the positive compared to the negative conditions. However, this main effect was qualified by a significant Valence x Sentence type interaction, t(169) = 10.53, p < .001, d = .46, BF10 = 2.85 × 1012. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons showed that participants in the negative conditions had more negative bias scores on the target sentences than on the foil sentences, t(166) = 5.39, p < .001, d = .49, and participants in the positive conditions had more positive bias scores on the target sentences than on the foil sentences t(166) = 9.49, p < .001, d = 1.11, the remaining pairwise comparisons were also significant (t(166) > 3.50, p < .004) indicating that the positive conditions had a more positive bias score at post-training than the negative conditions and this effect was more pronounced on the target than on the foil sentences. For descriptive statistics of supplementary analyses, see Table S2.
Mood at post-training
	We found a significant effect of Valence, F(1, 167) = 13.81, p < .001, η²G = .040, BF10 = 69.15, with means generally indicating a lower negative mood in the positive compared to the negative condition at post-training. However, there was a significant Valence x post-trauma film mood interaction, F(1, 167) = 5.14, p = .025, η²G = .015, BF10 = .79, indicating that the effect of Valence differed depending on the mood after the trauma film. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons revealed that the positive and the negative condition did not differ in negative mood post-training when mood levels were low post-trauma film (Low: t(167) = .99, p = .323, d = .15), yet for a medium and high level of negative mood post-trauma film, negative mood at post-training was significantly lower in the positive compared to the negative condition (Medium: t(167) = 3.72, p < .001, d = .39; High: t(167) = 4.21, p  < .001, d = .63). There were no other significant main effects or interactions (Fs(1, 167) < 1.64, ps > .202, BF10s < .44). 
IES-R subscales
IES-R – Intrusions. On the intrusions subscale there was a significant Valence x Cognition interaction F(1, 168) = 5.12, p = .025, η²G = .030, BF10 = 2.13, but no significant main effects of Valence or Cognition (Fs(1, 168) < .13, ps > .721, BF10s < .18). Post-hoc pairwise comparisons following the significant interaction, however, revealed no group differences between the four conditions (ts(168) < 1.88, ps > .376, BF10s < .96).
IES-R – Avoidance. On the avoidance subscale, we found a significant Valence x Condition interaction, F(1, 168) = 4.15, p = .043, η²G = .024, BF10 = 1.39, but no significant main effects of Valence and Cognition (Fs(1, 168) < .29, ps > .595, BF10s < .18). Post-hoc pairwise comparisons revealed no group differences between the four conditions (ts(168) < 1.82, ps > .426, BF10s < 1.18). 
IES-R – Hyperarousal. On the hyperarousal subscale there were no significant main effects or interactions (Fs(1, 168) < 3.26, ps > .073, BF10s < .90) indicating no differences between the conditions.
Relevance trauma films and feedback questionnaire
	The relevance of the trauma films did not differ between the conditions as indicated by no significant main effects of Valence and Cognition, and a non significant interaction (Fs(1, 167) < .96, ps > .329, BF10s < .34), indicating that there was no difference between the conditions as how relevant the participants perceived the trauma films. Further, on the feedback questionnaire, there were no significant main effects or interactions for each of the question (Fs(1, 167) < 3.84, ps > .051, BF10s < .99), indicating that the participants did not think that the completion of positive or negative words during the CBM training had an impact on how many intrusions of the trauma films they had or how distressing the intrusions were. Finally, there were no group differences regarding diary compliance and accuracy, as shown by non-significant main effects or interactions (Fs(1, 167) < 1.28, ps > .260, BF10s < .35), indicating that the conditions were equally highly compliant in filling out the diary. 
Exploratory analyses - LOC scores at post-training and follow-up
At post-training, we neither found significant main effects of Valence or Cognition, nor a significant Valence x Cognition interaction for the Internal subscale (Fs(1, 168) < 3.50, ps > .063, BF10s < .82) and the Powerful others subscale (Fs(1, 168) < 3.81, ps > .052, BF10s < .94). However, for the Chance subscale, we found a significant main effect of Valence F(1, 168) = 4.91, p = .028, η²G  = .018, BF10 = 1.64, indicating lower scores on the Chance subscale at post-training in the positive compared to the negative conditions. The main effect of Cognition and the two-way interaction, however, were non-significant (Fs(1, 168) < .08, ps > .782, BF10s < .23). At follow-up, there were no significant main effects of Valence or Cognition, as well as no significant interaction for the Internal subscale (Fs(1, 167) < .52, ps > .474, BF10s < .23), the Powerful others subscale (Fs(1, 167) < 1.22, ps > .272, BF10s < .30), or the Chance subscale (Fs(1, 167) < 3.70, ps > .056, BF10s < 1.17). 
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Table S1. Additional descriptive statistics of Manipulation check and outcome data.
	Measure
	Positive CBM-App EMM (SE)
	Negative CBM-App EMM (SE)
	Sig. Main effects EMM (SE)
	Sig. Interactions
EMM (SE)

	
	Self (N = 44)
	World (N = 42)
	Self (N = 44)
	World (N = 43)
	
	

	Mood post-trauma film
	37.66 (2.50)
	31.10 (2.56)
	41.93 (2.50)
	34.60 (2.53)
	Time: 
Pre: 11.95 (1.26)
Post: 36.32 (1.26)
	Time x Valence:
Pre, Pos.: 13.13 (1.79)
Pre, Neg.: 10.76 (1.78)
Post, Pos.: 34.38 (1.79)
Post. Neg.: 38.27 (1.78)
Time x Cognition:
Pre, Self: 11.91 (1.77)
Pre, World: 11.99 (1.80)
Post, Self: 39.80 (1.77)
Post, World: 32.85 (1.80)

	Bias Index post-training
	Low 1.15 (.17)
Med 1.33 (.14)
High 1.51 (.18)
	Low 1.08 (.19)
Med 1.26 (.14)
High 1.44 (.16)
	Low -0.91 (.16)
Med -0.26 (.14)
High 0.39 (.17)
	Low -1.21 (.16)
Med -0.56 (.14)
High 0.09 (.17)
	Valence: 
Pos.: 1.29 (.10)
Neg.: -.41 (.10)
	Valence x Bias Index pre-training:
Pos., Low: 1.11 (.15)
Neg., Low: -1.06 (.13) 
Pos., Med.: 1.29 (.10)
Neg., Med: -.41 (.10)
Pos., High: 1.47 (.14)
Neg., High: .24 (.14)

	IES-R total score
	34.69 (1.18)
	31.12 (1.21)
	31.37 (1.18)
	34.03 (1.21)
	-
	Valence x Cognition

	Intrusion frequency
	4.07 (.62)
	3.24 (.64)
	3.20 (.62)
	3.77 (.63)
	-
	-

	Intrusion distressa
	38.11 (3.75)
	34.49 (3.91)
	33.40 (3.91)
	38.11 (3.80)
	-
	-

	PTCI Self and World subscale combined mean, post-training
	2.95 (.12)
	2.93 (.12)
	3.33 (.12)
	3.34 (.12)
	Valence:
Pos.: 2.94 (.08)
Neg.: 3.33 (.08)
Subscale: 
Self: 2.17 (.07)
World: 4.10 (.07)
	Cognition x Subscale:
Self, Self: 2.07 (.10)
Self, World: 4.21 (.10)
World, Self: 2.28 (10)
World, World: 3.98 (.10)

	PTCI Self and World subscale combined mean, follow-up
	2.49 (.13)
	2.58 (.13)
	2.78 (.12)
	2.78 (.13)
	Valence:
Pos.: 2.53 (.09)
Neg.: 2.78 (.09)
Subscale: 
Self: 1.76 (.08)
World: 3.55 (.08)
	Cognition x Subscale:
Self, Self: 1.65 (.11)
Self, World: 3.62 (.11)
World, Self: 1.88 (.11)
World, World: 3.48 (.11)


Note. Estimated marginal means and standard errors from the respective models are presented. a = Only participants who reported at least one intrusion (N = 141) were included in the intrusion distress analyses. One participant allocated to the negative world condition did not return for the second day and is therefore excluded from analyses concerning the second day. Low (M – SD), Med (M), High (M + SD) refers to the level of the covariate if the interaction between the covariate and one or more factors was included in the analysis. Pre = Pre trauma film. Post = Post trauma film. Pos. = Positive condition. Neg. = Negative condition. PTCI = Posttraumatic Cognitions Inventory. IPC = Levenson’s Internal, Powerful Others, and Chance Scale. IES-R = Impact of Event Scale – Revised. 

Table S2. Model based descriptive statistics for ERT foil analyses, LOC analyses, subscale analyses, and the feedback questionnaire.
	Measure
	Positive CBM-App EMM (SE)
	Negative CBM-App EMM (SE)
	Sig. Main effects
	Sig. Interactions

	
	Self (N = 44)
	World (N = 42)
	Self (N = 44)
	World (N = 43)
	
	

	ERT post-training 
Target and Foil sentences joint mean score 
	.91 (.09)
	.80 (.10)
	-.14 (.09)
	-.27 (.09)
	Valence:
Pos.: .85 (.07)
Neg.: -.20 (.07)
Sentence Type:
Target: .42 (.06)
Foil: .23 (.06)

	Valence x Sentence Type:
Pos., Target: 1.28 (.08)
Neg., Target: -.44 (.08)
Pos., Foil: .43 (.08)
Neg., Foil: .04 (.08)

	Mood post-training
	Low: 5.32 (1.92) 
Med: 13.46 (1.52)
High: 21.61 (1.84)
	Low: 2.96 (1.76)
Med: 11.11 (1.57)
High: 19.25 (2.09)
	Low: 5.50 (2.04)
Med: 17.18 (1.54)
High: 28.86 (1.71)
	Low: 7.11 (1.83)
Med: 18.79 (1.53)
High: 30.47 (1.93)
	Valence:
Pos.: 12.29 (1.09) 
Neg.: 17.98 (1.08)
	Valence x mood post-film:
Pos., Low: 4.14 (1.48)
Neg., Low: 6.30 (1.60)
Pos., Med: 12.29 (1.09)
Neg., Med: 17.98 (1.08)
Pos., High: 20.43 (1.64)
Neg., High: 29.67 (1.46)

	IPC-Int post-training 
	35.74 (.52)
	35.81 (.54)
	35.33 (.52)
	34.26 (.52)
	-
	-

	IPC-Pow post-training
	18.70 (.68)
	18.80 (.69)
	20.98 (.68)
	19.17 (.69)
	-
	-

	IPC-Cha post-training
	20.09 (.82)
	20.23 (.84)
	21.84 (.82)
	22.15 (.83)
	Valence: 
Pos.: 20.16 (.59)
Neg.: 22.00 (.58)
	-

	IPC-Int follow-up
	36.93 (.50)
	36.71 (.51)
	37.09 (.50)
	36.58 (.51)
	-
	-

	IPC-Pow follow-up
	20.01 (.70)
	19.15 (.72)
	20.63 (.70)
	20.08 (.72)
	-
	-

	IPC-Cha follow-up
	21.44 (.78)
	20.19 (.81)
	20.44 (.78)
	22.24 (.80)
	-
	-

	IES-R - Intr
	12.84 (.56)
	11.50 (.57)
	11.35 (.56)
	12.58 (.57)
	
	Valence x Cognition

	IES-R - Avoid
	13.27 (.65)
	11.60 (.66)
	11.73 (.65)
	12.71 (.66)
	-
	Valence x Cognition

	IES-R - Hyper
	8.59 (.28)
	8.02 (.28)
	8.30 (.28)
	8.73 (.28)
	-
	-

	Mean trauma film relevance
	4.81 (.31)

	4.70 (.32)

	4.37 (.32)

	4.88 (.32)

	-
	-

	Impact of positive words on intrusion frequency
	-2.18 (.44)

	-2.33 (.45)

	-1.26 (.45)

	-1.83 (.45)

	-
	-

	Impact of positive words on intrusion distress
	-2.77 (.44)

	-2.69 (.45)

	-1.88 (.44)

	-1.83 (.45)

	-
	-

	Impact of negative words on intrusion frequency
	2.34 (.38)

	2.28 (.39)

	2.07 (.38)

	2.05 (.39)

	-
	-

	Impact of negative words on intrusion distress
	2.48 (.44)

	2.00 (.45)

	2.49 (.45)

	2.48 (.45)

	-
	-

	Diary compliance
	1.95 (.25)
	1.95 (.26)
	1.91 (.26)
	2.33 (.26)
	-
	-

	Diary accuracy
	8.16 (.24)
	8.43 (.24)
	8.67 (.24)
	8.45 (.24)
	-
	-


Note. One participant allocated to the negative world condition did not return for the second day and is therefore excluded from analyses concerning the second day. Low (M – SD), Med (M), High (M + SD) refers to the level of the covariate if the interaction between the covariate and one or more factors was included in the analysis. Due to an administration error, the movie relevance and feedback questionnaire was not administered to one participant (allocated to the negative self condition). Pos. = Positive condition. Neg. = Negative condition. IES-R = Impact of Event Scale – Revised. Intr = Intrusions, Avoid = Avoidance, Hyper = Hyperarousal. IPC = Levenson’s Internal, Powerful Others, and Chance Scale. Int = Internal, Pow = Powerful others, Cha = Chance.




	Day 1
	THC 
STAI-S 
PTCI 1
IPC 1
Mood 1

	
	Trauma films

	
	Attention to films 
Mood 2

	
	ERT pre
CBM
ERT post

	
	Mood 3
PTCI 2
IPC 2

	7-day intrusion Diary

	Day 2 (7 days later)
	IES-R
PTCI 3
IPC 3
Relevance and Feedback Questionnaire
Debriefing


Note. CBM = Cognitive Bias Modification. ERT = Encoding Recognition Task. IES-R = Impact of Event Scale – Revised. IPC = Levenson’s Internal, Powerful others and Chance Scale. PTCI = Posttraumatic Cognitions Inventory. STAI-S = State Trait Anxiety Inventory – State version. THC = Trauma History Checklist.  
Table S3. Study overview.
