Online Resource 3
Predicting Compliance: Exploratory Moderator Analyses
Given that the mindfulness and reappraisal literatures have considered different contextual and dispositional factors for strategy efficacy, and given between-condition differences in thematic mention frequencies, we were interested in exploring whether certain themes were more important for mindfulness versus reappraisal compliance decisions. Specifically, we tested if ER condition moderated the effects of the themes on compliance, building off the logistic regression presented in the main manuscript (Table 2). These moderation effects are likely underpowered, though patterns are worth exploring.    
The results of the exploratory moderation analysis are provided in Table S2. The main difference is a condition-by-Individual Differences interaction. This revealed that, for reappraisal participants, the probability of compliance did not change with mention of Individual Differences (64%, 67%). However, for mindfulness, mentioning Individual Differences predicted significantly smaller odds of complying (47%, 81%; p < 0.001). After including utility-evaluative themes, mindfulness participants and those with greater distress remained significantly more likely to comply.
The decomposition of the interaction revealed that, of those assigned to mindfulness, the marginal probability of compliance was 47.37% for those who mentioned Individual Differences and 80.73% for those who did not mention it. This was a significant difference using Bonferroni corrections (z = -3.50, p = 0.003). For those in the reappraisal condition, the marginal probabilities were 66.68% and 64.35%, respectively, and their difference was not statistically significant (z = -0.19, p = 1.00). No other pairwise comparisons were significant.  
	Table S2

Results of the Exploratory, Third Step of the Logistic Regression Analysis of Compliance with Condition as the Moderator

	Predictor
	Odds ratio
	SE
	z
	95% CI
	p

	Step 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Mindful
	26.32
	25.96
	3.31
	[3.81, 181.96]
	0.001

	Pandemic distress
	1.04
	0.02
	2.44
	[1.01, 1.07]
	0.02

	Mindful × Pandemic distress
	0.96
	0.03
	-1.37
	[0.92, 1.02]
	0.17

	Trait anxiety
	0.99
	0.01
	-1.02
	[0.96, 1.01]
	0.31

	Stress
	0.88
	0.35
	-0.32
	[0.40, 1.93]
	0.75

	Distraction
	2.42
	1.56
	1.37
	[0.69, 8.56]
	0.17

	Motivation
	1.36
	0.66
	0.63
	[0.52, 3.53]
	0.53

	Individual Differences
	0.89
	0.56
	-0.19
	[0.26, 3.05]
	0.85

	Conditional Utility
	0.90
	0.48
	-0.20
	[0.32, 2.56]
	0.84

	Positive Outcome
	3.79
	1.51
	3.35
	[1.74, 8.27]
	0.001

	Mindful × Stress
	0.09
	0.15
	-1.43
	[0.003, 2.45]
	0.15

	Mindful × Distraction
	0.55
	0.48
	-0.69
	[0.10, 2.98]
	0.49

	Mindful × Motivation
	0.43
	0.34
	-1.06
	[0.09, 2.05]
	0.29

	Mindful × Individual Differences
	0.12
	0.11
	-2.35
	[0.02, 0.71]
	0.02

	Mindful × Conditional Utility
	0.43
	0.34
	-1.08
	[0.09, 2.01]
	0.28

	Mindful × Positive Outcome
	1.04
	0.76
	0.06
	[0.25, 4.35]
	0.95

	Note. Significant effects are bolded. Pandemic distress and trait anxiety are entered as continuous variables. All others are binary.



As another exploratory test, we considered whether pandemic-related distress moderated any of the effects of condition and utility-evaluative themes on compliance. This was explored given arguments that stressor intensity decreases the likelihood of reappraisal use in favor of more mindfulness-related disengagement strategies in the laboratory and in everyday life (e.g., Blanke et al., 2022; see Sheppes et al., 2011, 2014). However, pandemic-related distress did not interact with any themes to predict compliance, meaning there was no evidence that certain themes were more important for more distressed individuals. See Table S3 for the exploratory results. 
	Table S3

Results of the Exploratory, Third Step of the Logistic Regression Analysis of Compliance with Pandemic Distress as the Moderator 

	Predictor
	Odds ratio
	SE
	z
	95% CI
	p

	Step 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Mindful
	5.31
	4.73
	1.88
	[0.93, 30.37]
	0.06

	Pandemic distress
	1.04
	0.03
	1.55
	[0.99, 1.09]
	0.12

	Mindful × Pandemic distress
	0.99
	0.03
	-0.46
	[0.93, 1.05]
	0.65

	Trait anxiety
	0.98
	0.01
	-1.26
	[0.95, 1.01]
	0.21

	Stress
	0.42
	0.39
	-0.93
	[0.07, 2.59]
	0.35

	Distraction
	3.45
	3.13
	1.36
	[0.58, 20.48]
	0.17

	Motivation
	0.91
	0.90
	-0.10
	[0.13, 6.36]
	0.92

	Individual Differences
	0.45
	0.49
	-0.73
	[0.05, 3.86]
	0.46

	Conditional Utility
	0.51
	0.47
	-0.73
	[0.08, 3.16]
	0.47

	Positive Outcome
	6.45
	4.94
	2.43
	[1.44, 28.97]
	0.02

	Pandemic distress × Stress
	1.02
	0.03
	0.68
	[0.96, 1.08]
	0.49

	Pandemic distress × Distraction
	0.97
	0.03
	-0.87
	[0.91, 1.04]
	0.38

	Pandemic distress × Motivation
	1.00
	0.04
	0.09
	[0.93, 1.08]
	0.93

	Pandemic distress × Individual Differences
	0.99
	0.04
	-0.30
	[0.92, 1.06]
	0.77

	Pandemic distress × Conditional Utility
	1.01
	0.03
	0.18
	[0.95, 1.07]
	0.86

	Pandemic distress × Positive Outcome
	0.98
	0.03
	-0.69
	[0.93, 1.03]
	0.49

	Note. Significant effects are bolded. Pandemic distress and trait anxiety are entered as continuous variables. All others are binary. 
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