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Figure S1
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Note. Relevant components for the present study are highlighted in bold and grey. For further information see OSF project and preregistrations (https://osf.io/mr7w5). EMA = Ecological Momentary Assessment, EMI = Ecological Momentary Intervention.


Supplement 2: Overview of EMI content
Day 1: Reminder & introduction to the training
The emotional rollercoaster metaphor is used as an entry point to illustrate how overwhelming emotions can feel at times. This serves as a transition into the upcoming training, which aims to provide tools for regulating emotions. Participants are reminded that, in the days prior, they were asked to observe and reflect on emotional experiences, both positive and negative, and consider how they responded to them. 
Day 2: How Emotions Work
The focus is on understanding how emotions arise and what functions they serve. Emotions are described as reactions to internal or external events, which may occur immediately or delayed. They are compared to waves that build up and subside. Emotions such as fear, anger, sadness, and joy are presented as important sources of information that draw attention to significant events and influence behavior.
Day 3: Emotion Regulation
On this day, participants learn that while emotions are important, they can sometimes appear in situations where they are unhelpful or become too intense. Building on previous experiences, common strategies such as distraction, relaxation, or physical activity are revisited and discussed as initial ways to manage emotions. These are introduced as part of the broader concept of emotion regulation, which refers to how we can influence our emotional responses.
Participants are then introduced to the idea that not all strategies are equally effective in the long term. For example, avoidance may reduce discomfort in the short term but is not considered a helpful long-term approach. As a next step, two specific strategies acceptance and problem-solving are presented in more detail. Participants learn what each strategy involves, what steps they include, and in which types of situations they are useful, depending on whether the situation can be changed or not.
Day 4 - Applying Acceptance and Problem-Solving
The two strategies are further explored in terms of real-life application. A traffic light model is introduced to help choose between acceptance and problem-solving:
· Red: Stop and notice the emotion.
· Yellow: Think: Can the situation be changed?
· If yes, apply problem-solving.
· If not, practice acceptance.
· Green: Take action by applying the chosen strategy.
Participants are prepared to apply this model to upcoming exercises in emotionally challenging situations.


Supplement 3
Figure S2
Flowchart of ParticipantsAssessed for eligibility (n = 106)
Excluded (n = 1)
· Did not meet inclusion criteria (n = 1)
Randomized (n = 104)
Analyzed (n = 32)
Allocated to intervention group 
(n = 50)
· Received allocated intervention (n = 47)
· Dropout (n = 3)

Allocated to control group 
(n = 54)
· Received allocated intervention (n = 48)
· Dropout (n = 6)
Analyzed (n = 34)
Allocation
Excluded (n = 14)
· No negative situation (n = 2)
· One negative situation (n = 12)
Baseline
Analysis
Excluded (n = 15)
· No negative situation (n = 5 )
· One negative situation (n = 10)
Enrollment
Excluded (n = 1)
· Declined to participate (n = 1)



Descriptives of excluded participants (N = 29) reporting none or one negative situation
Excluded participants had a lower compliance rate with 66.3%. They answered fewer prompts (M = 19.9, SD = 7.3, Range = 6-29) and spent less time answering assessments (M = 1.7 minutes, SD = 1.5). Lower time spent with answering can be explained by choosing more third option (381, 0.93 minutes) than positive (153, 3.08 minutes) or negative situations (43, 3.68 minutes). Excluded participants from intervention group had similar compliance for EMI content (85.0%) and training (62.5%).


Supplement 4. Intercorrelations between ER strategies and internalizing symptoms
Table S1
Within and Between Person Correlation Matrix
	
	Internalizing symptoms
	Acceptance
	Problem solving
	Dysfunctional ER strategies
	NA

	Within 
	
	
	
	
	

	Acceptance
	-
	
	
	
	

	Problem solving
	-
	-0.03

	
	
	

	Dysfunctional ER strategies
	-
	-0.30**

	0.06

	
	

	NA
	-
	-0.15
	0.22*

	0.40***

	

	Controllability
	-
	0.06

	0.09

	-0.26

	-0.14


	Between
	
	
	
	
	

	Acceptance
	-0.40*

	
	
	
	

	Problem solving
	-0.42

	0.51

	
	
	

	Dysfunctional ER strategies
	0.70***

	-0.51**

	-0.38

	
	

	NA
	0.70*

	-0.06

	-0.15

	0.68**

	

	Controllability
	-0.47

	0.27

	0.52

	-0.68**

	-0.51




Note. Bonferroni corrected results. As internalizing symptoms do not vary between individuals, its correlation with state variables is only meaningful at the between person level.
* p < .05,** p < .01,*** p < .001


Supplement 4
Table S2
Durations of EMI forms in minutes
	
	Intervention group
	Control group

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	Day 1
	0.73
	1.52
	0.66
	0.37

	Day 2
	2.55
	1.52
	2.21
	1.31

	Day 3
	3.55
	1.97
	3.68
	2.32

	Day 4
Day 4-6
	1.44
	0.72
	3.02
	2.33

	Training session
	1.89
	1.20
	2.40
	1.52

	Evening prompt
	1.06
	0.93
	1.28
	1.10



Note. Training session = training elements that were self-initiated by participants during the training days guiding them through use of strategies; Evening prompt = short evening questionnaire assessing how often acceptance or problem-solving strategies were applied throughout the day. 

Supplement 5
Table S3
Fixed effects and model parameters for multilevel mixed models on acceptance and problem solving, including perceived controllability
	
	Acceptance
	
	Problem solving

	
	Model 1
	Model 4
	
	Model 1
	Model 4

	ICC
	0.34
	
	
	0.18
	

	Predictors
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	10.45***
(0.23)
	10.88***
(0.37)
	
	9.86*** 
(0.20)
	10.19***
(0.38)

	Time
	
	-0.47
(0.40)
	
	
	-0.28
(0.32)

	Group
	
	-0.78
(0.53)
	
	
	-0.65
(0.50)

	Control
	
	0.20 
(0.21)
	
	
	0.17  
(0.27)

	Time x group
	
	0.69
(0.55)
	
	
	0.45 
(0.56)

	Time x control
	
	-0.95*
(0.43)
	
	
	0.56
(0.42)

	Group x control
	
	-0.20 
(0.41)
	
	
	0.14 
(0.40)

	Time x group x control
	
	1.11
(0.63)
	
	
	-0.56
(0.55)

	Variance components

	Level 1
	5.10
	5.02
	
	6.39
	6.31 

	Level 2
	2.59 
	2.66 
	
	1.42 
	1.45

	Goodness of fita
	
	
	
	
	

	Deviance
	1933.6
	1921.6
	
	1991.6 
	1980.4

	χ2
	
	12.00
	
	
	11.18

	df
	
	7
	
	
	7

	R2c/R2m
	
	0.36/0.03
	
	
	0.21/0.03


Note. Standard errors in parentheses; robust standard errors (CR2) for models with predictors. Model 1 = null model (intercept only); Control = perceived controllability; R2c = conditional R2, variance explained by the entire model including fixed and random effects; R2m = marginal R2, variance explained by fixed effects only. 
a FML estimation.
* p < .05, *** p < .001.

Table S4
Mixed Analyses of Variance for difficulties in ER and internalizing symptoms
	
	Difficulties in Emotion Regulation
	
	Internalizing symptoms

	[bookmark: _Hlk179210871]Effect
	df
	MSE
	F
	ηp2
	p
	
	df
	MSE
	F
	ηp2
	p

	Group
	1,64
	1431.86
	0.60

	.01
	.442

	
	1,64
	173.68
	0.00
	.00

	.993


	Time
	1,64
	87.67

	0.03

	.00
	.861

	
	1,64
	22.42
	0.11

	.00

	.743


	Group x time
	1,64
	87.67

	0.38

	.01
	.539

	
	1,64
	22.42
	0.34

	.01

	.564



Note. MSE = Error mean sum of squares.


Table S5
Results of sensitivity analysis with reduced data set (n = 47) for multilevel mixed models on acceptance and problem solving
	
	Acceptance
	
	Problem solving

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	ICC
	0.34
	
	
	0.18
	

	Predictors
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	10.39***
(0.29)
	10.87***
(0.45)
	
	10.10 *** 
(0.22)
	10.73***
(0.38)

	Time
	
	-0.46
(0.51)
	
	
	-0.68
(0.34)

	Group
	
	-0.99
(0.63)
	
	
	-1.15*
(0.55)

	Time x group
	
	0.86
(0.64)
	
	
	0.97
(0.63)

	Variance components

	Level 1
	4.63
	4.61
	
	6.11
	6.07

	Level 2
	3.15 
	3.16
	
	1.32 
	1.26

	Goodness of fita
	
	
	
	
	

	Deviance
	1494.5
	1490.4
	
	1546.4
	1540.1

	χ2
	
	4.18
	
	
	6.30

	df
	
	3
	
	
	3

	R2c/R2m
	
	0.42/0.02
	
	
	0.19/0.03


Note. Standard errors in parentheses; robust standard errors (CR2) for models with predictors. Model 1 = null-model (intercept only); R2c = conditional R2, variance explained by the entire model including fixed and random effects; R2m = marginal R2, variance explained by fixed effects only. 
a FML estimation.
* p < .05, *** p < . 001.
