Supplemental Materials for:
Effectiveness of an Intellectual Humility Intervention for Interpersonal Spiritual Struggles: A Pragmatic Randomized Controlled Trial

Due to space constraints, we report on a few of our preregistered hypotheses in this supplement. In this supplement, we include analyses of two measures of primary outcomes: the limitations owning subscale of the limitations owning measure of intellectual humility (IH) and theistic intellectual humility, and two measures of secondary outcomes: self-stigma and the subscales of psychological distress. 
We also report our moderation analyses in this supplement with regard to whether the intervention would be more effective at reaching the primary outcomes if participants felt more trust in and less hurt by the interpersonal spiritual struggles (ISS) partner.
We hypothesized that, relative to waitlist control participants, intervention participants would (1) report greater increases in each form of IH, including those reported in this supplement (limitations owning and theistic IH) and (2) report greater decreases in self-stigma about ISS and decreases in each of the three subdomains of psychological distress. Finally, we hypothesized that the intervention would be more effective at reaching the primary outcomes for participants who felt less hurt by, and had a greater degree of trust in, their ISS partner.
Measures
Psychometric properties of each scale reported in the supplement are presented in Table S1.
Limitations Owning. We administered the Limitations-Owning subscale of the Limitations-Owning Intellectual Humility Scale (Haggard et al., 2018). A sample item is, “I am quick to acknowledge my intellectual limitations” Participants responded on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree). 
Theistic Intellectual Humility. Christian participants completed the Theistic Intellectual Humility Scale (Hill et al., 2021). This scale conceptualizes IH as making one’s understanding and intellectual efforts dependent on God’s revelations. The three subscales assess intellectual submission to the Divine (e.g., “I try to submit all my intellectual efforts to God.”), human finite limitations (e.g., “I don’t need to know everything because God is in control.”), and belief bias and limitations (e.g., “I’m not always sure my interpretations of the Bible are right.”). Participants responded on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
Self-Stigma About ISS. We administered the Self-Stigma Scale-Short (Mak & Cheung, 2010), which uses three subscales to assess cognitive self-stigma (e.g., “My identity as someone who experiences interpersonal spiritual conflict is a burden to me.”), affective self-stigma (e.g., “I feel uncomfortable because I am someone who experiences interpersonal spiritual conflict.”), and behavioral self-stigma (e.g., “I estrange myself from others because I am someone who experiences interpersonal spiritual conflict”). Interpersonal spiritual conflict was defined as the ISS that brought participants to the study, and the self-stigma operationalization asks participants to reflect on the self in relation to that ISS. Participants responded on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). 
Subdomains of Psychological Distress. We administered the Brief Symptom Inventory-18 (Derogatis, 2000), assessing symptoms over the past week in the domains of somatization (e.g., faintness), depression (e.g., feeling no interest in things), and anxiety (e.g., nervousness). The main article reports on the global severity index, but we also examined each subscale separately in analyses. Participants responded on a scale from 0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely). 
Results
Intervention Effects on Primary Outcomes
Intellectual Humility
        	We used a multi-measure approach to assess IH with multiple validated measures. In this supplement, we report on the Limitations-Owning subscale of the Limitations-Owning Intellectual Humility Scale (Haggard et al., 2018), which produced similar results as the other validated scales of general IH used in the study. Limitations owning displayed a group by time interaction with the intervention group reporting higher limitations owning than the control group at the end of the intervention and one month later (see Table S2). 
Regarding within-group change over time, the control group did not show differences over time in owning limitations. The intervention group displayed higher limitations owning post-intervention relative to baseline (p < .001) and at the 1-month follow up relative to baseline (p < .001). Limitations owning remained stable in the month following the intervention (see Table S2).  
Theistic Intellectual Humility
We also assessed theistic IH among Christian participants. The findings suggest that our intervention did not consistently impact theistic IH (see Table S2).
Intervention Effects on Secondary Outcomes
Self-stigmatization
Affective self-stigma and cognitive self-stigma displayed group by time interactions. Relative to the control, the intervention group displayed lower levels of both of these forms of self-stigma following the intervention and one month later. Regarding within-group change over time, the control group did not differ across time for affective or cognitive self-stigma. The intervention group displayed lower affective and cognitive self-stigma following the intervention and one month later relative to baseline (all p’s < .001) and levels remained stable in the month following the intervention. There was no group by time interaction for behavioral self-stigma, though it approached significance (p = .06; see Table S3).
Domains of Psychological Distress
There was a group by time interaction for each of the domains of psychological distress (see Table S3). Relative to the control group, the intervention group reported less anxiety, distress, and somatization at the end of the intervention. However, these forms of psychological distress did not differ between the intervention group and control group at the one-month follow-up. 
Regarding within-group change over time, the control group had higher somatization after the intervention period than before (p = .003) and no other differences between time points. The intervention group had lower somatization following the intervention than before (p = .002) and no other differences between time points. The control group had higher depression following the intervention than before (p = .019) and no other differences between time points. The intervention group approximated a drop in depression from pre- to post- intervention (p = .050) and increased in depression during the month after the intervention (p = .033), with no difference in depression from baseline to final assessment (p = .953). The control group increased in anxiety over the intervention period (p = .009) and approximated a decrease in anxiety in the month following the intervention period (p = .050), with no difference in anxiety from baseline to final assessment (p = .292). The intervention group approximated a decrease in anxiety over the course of the intervention (p = .055) and increased in anxiety during the month after the intervention (p = .046), with no difference from baseline to final assessment (p = .997). 
Trust and Hurt as Moderators of Intervention Effects for the Primary Study Scales
	We examined whether the intervention would be more effective at reaching the primary outcomes if participants felt more trust in and less hurt by the ISS partner. Trust in the ISS partner was dichotomized by combining “no trust at all” and “a little trust” as low trust and by combining “a great deal of trust” and “very high trust” as high trust. There was a 3-way interaction for group, time, and trust in predicting each measure of IH, the impact of the ISS on daily life, and global ISS (see Table S4).
Following the intervention period, the intervention group was higher in each form of IH than the control group, regardless of level of trust. With the exception of IH about the ISS, the effects of the intervention on IH were stronger for those high in trust than those low in trust. At the one-month follow-up, the intervention group continued to be higher in each form of IH than the control group among those high in trust. Among those low in trust, only two of the four IH scales continued to reflect higher IH among the intervention than the control group at the one-month follow-up.
Following the intervention period, the intervention group experienced less negative impact of the ISS on daily life and less global ISS than the control group, regardless of whether participants were high or low in trust. However, the intervention effects tended to be stronger for those high in trust than for those low in trust. At the one-month follow-up, only those high in trust continued to experience an intervention effect for the impact of the ISS on daily life, with the intervention group experiencing less negative impact on daily life than the control group. For those low in trust, there was no intervention effect for the impact of the ISS on daily life, though it approached significance (p = .054) in the same direction as for those high in trust. At the one-month follow-up, the intervention group experienced less global ISS than the control group, regardless of level of trust, but in this case, the effect was stronger for those low in trust. 
Feeling hurt by the ISS partner was dichotomized by combining “not hurt at all” and “a little hurt” as low hurt and by combining “very hurt” and “extremely hurt” as high hurt. There was a 3-way interaction for group, time, and level of hurt in predicting each measure of IH as well as the negative life impact of the ISS and global ISS (see Table S5).
        	Following the intervention period, among those low in hurt, the intervention group was higher than the control group in each form of IH. Among those high in hurt, the intervention group was higher in IH on the basis of two of the three measures of IH. The intervention effect on IH was stronger among those low in hurt than among those high in hurt. At the one-month follow-up, those low in hurt continued to show greater IH in the intervention group than in the control group for all four measures of IH. Among those high in hurt, IH was higher in the intervention group than in the control group for two of the four measures of IH. Again, the intervention effect tended to be stronger among those low in hurt than those high in hurt.
        	Following the intervention period, the intervention group experienced less negative impact of the ISS on daily life and less global ISS than the control group, only among those low in hurt. Among those high in hurt, there was no difference between the intervention and control groups in these outcomes. The same pattern persisted at the one-month follow up: those low in hurt experienced less negative life impact of the ISS and less global ISS if they were in the intervention group than if they were in the control group. However, for those high in hurt, there was no difference in the extent to which the ISS negatively impacted daily life or in global ISS based on the intervention.  




Trust and Hurt as Moderators of Intervention Effects for the Supplemental Intellectual Humility Scales
	There was a 3-way interaction for group, time, and trust in predicting limitations owning (see Table S6). Following the intervention period, the intervention group was higher in limitations owning than the control group, regardless of level of trust. The effects of the intervention on limitations owning were stronger for those high in trust than those low in trust. At the one-month follow-up, the intervention group continued to be higher in limitations owning than the control group among those high in trust. Among those low in trust, there was no difference in limitations owning between the intervention than the control group at the one-month follow-up.
There was a 3-way interaction for group, time, and level of hurt in predicting limitations owning (see Table S7). Following the intervention period, among those low in hurt, the intervention group was higher than the control group in limitations owning. Among those high in hurt, the intervention group was higher in IH. The intervention effect on IH was stronger among those low in hurt than among those high in hurt. At the one-month follow-up, those low in hurt continued to show greater IH in the intervention group than in the control group. Among those high in hurt, limitations owning was similar in the intervention group and control group one month later. 
Findings regarding trust and hurt moderating the intervention effects reported in the main manuscript are included the main manuscript. However, the accompanying tables are provided in this supplement as Tables S6 and S7. 
Discussion
To streamline the main article, this supplement reports results from some of our preregistered hypotheses on primary and secondary outcomes. Contrary to hypotheses, the intervention was not effective at increasing theistic IH, a faith-based attitude of subjecting one’s understanding and intellectual efforts to God’s revelations. Our intervention was designed to be theologically and religiously neutral to make it fitting for a broader range of religious and non-religious individuals. The lack of response generalization to theistic IH suggests the importance of matching interventions to the particular forms and subtypes of IH for which change is sought, as crossover effects may not occur. However, the results for limitations owning IH supported hypotheses and were similar to the other IH measures in the main paper.
Consistent with hypotheses, the intervention was also effective at improving two forms of self-stigma about ISS with small-to-moderate effects, which persisted one month later. Self-stigma of ISS is a relatively understudied idea. There is some literature that acknowledges self-stigma that can accompany ISSs (Dworsky et al., 2013; Gear et al., 2009); however, this literature does not single out interpersonal spiritual struggles. Future research is needed to examine the outcomes and precursors of self-stigma of ISS, as well as the extent to which experiencing an ISS is a prominent and/or stable aspect of identity. 
Further, the intervention improved the domains of somatization, depression, and anxiety over the intervention period, but these effects did not persist for the subsequent month. The results mirror results using the global severity score, reported in the main article. For discussion of the results in the context of the literature and the intervention overall, please refer to the primary article. 
Findings regarding trust and hurt moderating the intervention effects reported in the main manuscript are discussed in the main manuscript.
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Table S1 

Psychometric Properties of the Measures and Descriptive Statistics

	Measure
	Items
	Internal Consistency
	Possible Range
	Raw Mean (SD)
Intervention Group
	Raw Mean (SD)
Control Group

	
	
	T0
	T1
	T2
	
	Baseline
	Post-intervention
	One-month follow up
	Baseline
	Post-intervention
	One-month follow up

	IH in the context of ISS
	

	Limitations owning
	4
	.59
	.63
	.62
	1-9
	5.64 (1.70)
	6.67 (1.51)
	6.59 (1.56)
	5.51 (1.87)
	5.73 (1.77)
	5.71 (1.86)

	Theistic IH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intellectual submission to the Divinea
	4
	.74
	.72
	.68
	1-6
	4.29 (.69)
	4.34 (.70)
	4.38 (.65)
	4.31 (.68)
	4.40 (.60)
	4.43 (.58)

	Human finite limitationsa
	4
	.67
	.76
	.74
	1-6
	4.37 (.59)
	4.42 (.64)
	4.41 (.64)
	4.39 (.62)
	4.36 (.65)
	4.50 (.54)

	Belief bias and limitationsa
	3
	.47
	.59
	.55
	1-6
	3.96 (.78)
	4.15 (.77)
	4.06 (.80)
	3.86 (.81)
	3.91 (.85)
	3.89 (.84)

	Self-Stigma about ISS
	

	Behavioral
	3
	.79
	.82
	.87
	1-4
	2.21 (.84)
	2.0 (.87)
	2.06 (.94)
	2.28 (.86)
	2.27 (.82)
	2.31 (.89)

	Affective
	3
	.74
	.84
	.86
	1-4
	2.36 (.82)
	2.12 (.94)
	2.09 (.97)
	2.38 (.86)
	2.44 (.92)
	2.43 (.91)

	Cognitive
	3
	.84
	.89
	.87
	1-4
	2.40 (.93)
	2.11 (.96)
	2.08 (.96)
	2.35 (.85)
	2.47 (.96)
	2.37 (.89)

	Mental health and wellbeing                                                     
	

	Somatization
	6
	.89
	.92
	.91
	t-score
	50.56 (10.31)
	48.26 (8.63)
	49.14 (9.72)
	49.73 (9.79)
	51.86 (11.01)
	50.90 (10.25)

	Depression
	6
	.90
	.92
	.92
	t-score
	50.23 (9.78)
	48.47 (8.84)
	49.64 (10.12)
	49.88 (10.33)
	51.63 (10.90)
	50.40 (9.91)

	Anxiety
	6
	.93
	.94
	.94
	t-score
	50.21 (10.17)
	48.50 (9.18)
	49.60 (9.97)
	49.80 (9.71)
	51.63 (10.60)
	50.47 (10.06)



Note. IH = intellectual humility; ISS = interpersonal spiritual struggle. 
a Administered to self-identified Christians only. 
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Table S2
Results of Generalized Linear Mixed Models Testing Intervention Effects on Primary Outcomes
	Variable
	Baseline
	Post-Intervention
	One-month post-intervention
	Time x Group Interaction

	
	Control
	Intervention
	
	
	Control
	Intervention
	
	
	Control
	Intervention
	
	
	F (df)
	p

	
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	Pairwise p
	Hedges’ g
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	Pairwise p
	Hedges’ g
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	Pairwise p
	Hedges’ g
	
	

	IH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Limitations owning
	5.51 (.13) [5.26, 5.76]
	5.64 (.11) [5.42, 5.86]
	.430
	.075
	5.74 (.13) [5.50, 6.00]
	6.69 (.11) [6.48, 6.91]
	<.001
	.571
	5.72 (.14) [5.45, 5.99]
	6.62 (.11) [6.40, 6.85]
	<.001
	.511
	10.41 
(2, 1188)
	<.001

	Theistic  IH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intellectual submission to the Divinea
	4.30 (.05) [4.20, 4.39]
	4.29 (.05) [4.20, 4.38]
	.895
	-.033
	4.36 (.05) [4.27, 4.45]
	4.34 (.05) [4.24, 4.44]
	.756
	-.076
	4.39 (.05) [4.30, 4.49]
	4.36 (.05) [4.27, 4.46]
	.648
	-.081
	.06 
(2, 1124)
	.940

	Human finite limitationsa
	4.38 (.04) [4.30, 4.47]
	4.37 (.04) [4.29, 4.45]
	.861
	-.031
	4.33 (.05) [4.23, 4.42]
	4.43 (.05) [4.34, 4.52]
	.123
	.104
	4.47 (.04) [4.39, 4.55]
	4.41 (.05) [4.32, 4.50]
	.371
	-.150
	4.33 
(2, 1124)
	.013

	Belief bias and limitationsa
	3.86 (.06) [3.75, 3.98]
	3.96 (.05) [3.85, 4.06]
	.230
	.119
	3.91 (.06) [3.78, 4.03]
	4.16 (.06) [4.05, 4.27]
	.003
	.292
	3.89 (.06) [3.76, 4.01]
	4.07 (.06) [3.96, 4.18]
	.039
	.193
	1.54 
(2, 1124)
	.214



Note. M = estimated marginal mean; SE = Huber-White standard error; CI = Huber-White confidence interval; Interaction p = Huber-White p-value; Pairwise p = Holm-Bonferroni adjusted p-value; IH = intellectual humility; ISS= interpersonal spiritual struggle. 
a Administered to self-identified Christians only.

Table S3

Results of Generalized Linear Mixed Models Testing Intervention Effects on Secondary Outcomes

	Variable
	Baseline
	Post-Intervention
	One-month post-intervention
	Time x Group Interaction

	
	Control
	Intervention
	
	
	Control
	Intervention
	
	
	Control
	Intervention
	
	
	F (df)
	p

	
	M (SE) 
[95% CI]
	M (SE) 
[95% CI]
	Pairwise p
	Heges’ g
	M (SE) 
[95% CI]
	M (SE) 
[95% CI]
	Pairwise p
	Heges’ g
	M (SE) 
[95% CI]
	M (SE) 
[95% CI]
	Pairwise p
	Heges’ g
	
	

	Behavioral 
self-stigma
	2.28 (.06) [2.16, 2.39]
	2.21 (.06) [2.10, 2.32]
	.402
	-.079
	2.27 (.06) [2.15, 2.39]
	2.01 (.06) [1.89, 2.13]
	.002
	-.321
	2.30 (.07) [2.18, 2.43]
	2.07 (.07) [1.94, 2.20]
	.012
	-.266
	2.81 (2, 1185)
	.060

	Affective 
self-stigma
	2.38 (.06) [2.26, 2.49]
	2.36 (.05) [2.25, 2.46]
	.786
	-.026
	2.42 (.07) [2.29, 2.55]
	2.12 (.07) [1.99, 2.25]
	.002
	-.342
	2.40 (.07) [2.27, 2.53]
	2.08 (.07) [1.94, 2.22]
	.001
	-.365
	6.55 (2, 1185)
	.001

	Cognitive 
self-stigma
	2.35 (.06) [2.24, 2.47]
	2.40 (.06) [2.28, 2.52]
	.553
	.056
	2.44 (.07) [2.30, 2.57]
	2.10 (.07) [1.97, 2.23]
	.001
	-.364
	2.34 (.07) [2.21, 2.46]
	2.07 (.07) [1.93, 2.20]
	.005
	-.310
	8.35 (2, 1185)
	<.001

	Somatization
	49.73 (.67) [48.41, 51.05]
	50.56 (.67) [49.24, 51.87]
	.381
	.082
	51.77 (.78) [50.23, 53.30]
	48.63 (.61) [47.43, 49.83]
	.002
	-.361
	50.78 (.73) [49.35, 52.20]
	49.48 (.69) [48.13, 50.82]
	.194
	-.174
	11.18 (2, 1185)
	<.001

	Depression
	49.88 (.71) [48.49, 51.27]
	50.23 (.64) [48.99, 51.48]
	.709
	.035
	51.5 (.77) [50.00, 53.04]
	49.08 (.62) [47.86, 50.30]
	.014
	-.315
	50.27 (.70) [48.90, 51.65]
	50.27 (.71) [48.87, 51.66]
	.993
	-.074
	7.49 (2, 1185)
	<.001a

	Anxiety
	49.80 (.67) [48.49, 51.11]
	50.21 (.66) [48.91, 51.50]
	.667
	.040
	51.60 (.76) [50.12, 53.09]
	49.05 (.65) [47.78, 50.33]
	.011
	-.312
	50.42 (.72) [49.01, 51.82]
	50.21 (.71) [48.81, 51.61]
	.837
	-.085
	8.64 (2, 1185)
	<.001



Note. M = estimated marginal mean; SE = Huber-White standard error; CI = Huber-White confidence interval; p = Huber-White p-value.
a When outliers are removed, p = .001.

Table S4 
Trust as a Moderator of Intervention Effects on Primary Outcomes

	
	Group x time x trust interaction
	Low trust Control
	Low trust Intervention
	
	
	High trust Control
	High trust Intervention
	
	

	Variable
	F (df)
	p
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	p
	g
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	p
	g

	
	
	
	Baseline

	Intellectual humility

	General intellectual humility
	3.10
(7, 1179)
	.003
	3.60 (.08)
[3.44, 3.77]
	3.74 (.08)
[3.58, 3.91]
	.231
	.182
	3.68 (.08)
[3.52, 3.83]
	3.79 (.07)
[3.66, 3.92]
	.269
	.111

	Lack of intellectual overconfidence
	3.60
(7, 1179)
	< .001
	2.45 (.06)
[2.33, 2.58]
	2.51 (.07)
[2.38, 2.64]
	.532
	.085
	2.38 (.06)
[2.26, 2.51]
	2.57 (.06)
[2.46, 2.69]
	.033
	.267

	Specific intellectual humility about the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	4.72
(7, 1179)
	< .001
	3.07 (.11)
[2.86, 3.27]
	3.01 (.11)
[2.81, 3.22]
	.713
	-.023
	3.25 (.11)
[3.04, 3.45]
	3.26 (.09)
[3.09, 3.43]
	.946
	-.018

	Interpersonal spiritual struggle

	Negative impact of the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	5.07
(7, 1179)
	< .001
	3.12 (.10)
[2.92, 3.32]
	3.09 (.11)
[2.89, 3.30]
	.856
	-.095
	3.27 (.09)
[3.09, 3.45]
	3.11 (.09)
[2.93, 3.28]
	.194
	-.092

	Global interpersonal spiritual struggle
	3.57
(7, 1179)
	< .001
	2.74 (.10)
[2.55, 2.93]
	2.75 (.10)
[2.55, 2.95]
	.955
	-.065
	2.76 (.11)
[2.55, 2.97]
	2.63 (.09)
[2.46, 2.80]
	.344
	-.051

	
	
	Post-Intervention

	Intellectual humility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General intellectual humility
	
	
	3.68 (.08)
[3.52, 3.85]
	4.04 (.08)
[3.90, 4.19]
	.001
	.422
	3.79 (.07)
[3.65, 3.93]
	4.28 (.06)
[4.17, 4.40]
	< .001
	.665

	Lack of intellectual overconfidence
	
	
	2.44 (.07)
[2.31, 2.57]
	2.88 (.08)
[2.73, 3.04]
	< .001
	.494
	2.43 (.06)
[2.31, 2.55]
	2.83 (.08)
[2.68, 2.98]
	< .001
	.504

	Specific intellectual humility about the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	3.12 (.11)
[2.91, 3.33]
	3.68 (.09)
[3.50, 3.87]
	< .001
	.501
	3.40 (.10)
[3.20, 3.60]
	3.83 (.08)
[3.67, 3.98]
	.001
	.401

	Interpersonal spiritual struggle

	Negative impact of the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	3.16 (.10)
[2.97, 3.35]
	2.70 (.11)
[2.48, 2.92]
	.002
	-.510
	3.24 (.10)
[3.06, 3.43]
	2.42 (.11)
[2.20, 2.64]
	< .001
	-.702

	Global interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	2.74 (.10)
[2.55, 2.94]
	2.34 (.10)
[2.14, 2.53]
	.004
	-.451
	2.93 (.10)
[2.73, 3.13]
	2.23 (.10)
[2.04, 2.42]
	< .001
	-.670

	
	
	One-month post-intervention

	Intellectual humility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General intellectual humility
	
	
	3.51 (.13)
[3.26, 3.75]
	4.02 (.07)
[3.87, 4.16]
	< .001
	.615
	3.88 (.07)
[3.75, 4.01]
	4.32 (.06)
[4.21, 4.43]
	< .001
	.510

	Lack of intellectual overconfidence
	
	
	2.72 (.10)
[2.53, 2.92]
	2.75 (.08)
[2.58, 2.91]
	.861
	.031
	2.41 (.06)
[2.30, 2.53]
	2.83 (.09)
[2.65, 3.01]
	< .001
	.414

	IH about religious conflict
	
	
	3.08 (.14)
[2.81, 3.36]
	3.67 (.10)
[3.46, 3.87]
	.001
	.486
	3.23 (.10)
[3.04, 3.41]
	3.89 (.08)
[3.74, 4.03]
	< .001
	.622

	Interpersonal spiritual struggle

	Negative impact of the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	2.77 (.13)
[2.52, 3.02]
	2.42 (.13)
[2.18, 2.67]
	.054
	-.387
	3.12 (.10)
[2.92, 3.32]
	2.44 (.12)
[2.21, 2.68]
	< .001
	-.503

	Global interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	2.68 (.12)
[2.44, 2.92]
	2.27 (.12)
[2.03, 2.51]
	.017
	-.483
	2.76 (.11)
[2.56, 2.97]
	2.27 (.11)
[2.07, 2.48]
	.001
	-.402



Note. Low trust represents the response options “no trust at all” and “a little trust”; high trust represents the response options “a great deal of trust” and “very high trust”; M = estimated marginal mean; SE = Huber-White standard error; CI = Huber-White confidence interval; pairwise p = Holm-Bonferroni adjusted p-value; g = Hedges’ g; Interaction p = Huber-White p-value. 


Table S5 
Hurt as a Moderator of Intervention Effects on Primary Outcomes
	
	Group x time x hurt interaction
	Low hurt Control
	Low hurt Intervention
	
	
	High hurt Control
	High hurt Intervention
	
	

	Variable
	F (df)
	p
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	p
	g
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	p
	g

	
	
	
	Baseline

	Intellectual humility

	General intellectual humility
	2.17
(7, 1179)
	.035
	3.77 (.09)
[3.59, 3.95]
	3.93 (.07)
[3.79, 4.08]
	.167
	-.007
	3.57 (.08)
[3.42, 3.72]
	3.67 (.07)
[3.53, 3.81]
	.361
	.208

	Lack of intellectual overconfidence
	4.90
(7, 1179)
	< .001
	2.39 (.09)
[2.23, 2.56]
	2.60 (.07)
[2.47, 2.74]
	.054
	.138
	2.43 (.06)
[2.32, 2.54]
	2.50 (.05)
[2.40, 2.61]
	.357
	.196

	Specific intellectual humility about the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	4.71
(7, 1179)
	< .001
	3.23 (.13)
[2.98, 3.48]
	3.19 (.11)
[2.98, 3.40]
	.837
	-.138
	3.12 (.09)
[2.94, 3.31]
	3.10 (.09)
[2.93, 3.28]
	.887
	.041

	Interpersonal spiritual struggle

	Negative impact of the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	2.99
(7, 1179)
	.004
	2.61 (.10)
[2.41, 2.81]
	2.58 (.10)
[2.40, 2.77]
	.843
	.038
	3.48 (.08)
[3.32, 3.63]
	3.41 (.08)
[3.25, 3.56]
	.522
	-.096

	Global interpersonal spiritual struggle
	2.44
(7, 1179)
	.017
	2.30 (.11)
[2.09, 2.52]
	2.25 (.09)
[2.07, 2.43]
	.708
	.036
	2.97 (.09)
[2.80, 3.14]
	2.95 (.08)
[2.79, 3.11]
	.881
	-.048

	
	
	Post-Intervention

	Intellectual humility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General intellectual humility
	
	
	3.85 (.09)
[3.66, 4.03]
	4.32 (.06)
[4.19, 4.44]
	< .001
	.568
	3.69 (.07)
[3.55, 3.83]
	4.02 (.06)
[3.90, 4.15]
	< .001
	.435

	Lack of intellectual overconfidence
	
	
	2.49 (.11)
[2.28, 2.70]
	3.06 (.07)
[2.92, 3.21]
	< .001
	.741
	2.42 (.05)
[2.31, 2.52]
	2.57 (.07)
[2.42, 2.71]
	.099
	-.036

	Specific intellectual humility about the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	3.24 (.16)
[2.93, 3.56]
	3.89 (.08)
[3.73, 4.06]
	< .001
	.567
	3.26 (.09)
[3.09, 3.43]
	3.62 (.09)
[3.44, 3.80]
	.004
	.348

	Interpersonal spiritual struggle

	Negative impact of the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	2.77 (.13)
[2.53, 3.02]
	2.10 (.09)
[1.92, 2.27]
	< .001
	-.746
	3.37 (.08)
[3.22, 3.53]
	3.12 (.12)
[2.89]
	.072
	-.078

	Global interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	2.48 (.13)
[2.22, 2.74]
	1.94 (.08)
[1.79, 2.09]
	< .001
	-.597
	2.98 (.09)
[2.81, 3.15]
	2.74 (.10)
[2.54, 2.94]
	.067
	-.078

	
	
	One-month post-intervention

	Intellectual humility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General intellectual humility
	
	
	3.77 (.10)
[3.56, 3.97]
	4.29 (.06)
[4.17, 4.40]
	< .001
	.524
	3.71 (.09)
[3.54, 3.89]
	4.11 (.07)
[3.97, 4.25]
	.001
	.548

	Lack of intellectual overconfidence
	
	
	2.72 (.09)
[2.54, 2.91]
	3.00 (.08)
[2.84, 3.16]
	.029
	.347
	2.41 (.07)
[2.28, 2.54]
	2.50 (.09)
[2.31, 2.68]
	.474
	-.070

	Specific intellectual humility about the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	3.31 (.12)
[3.07, 3.54]
	3.91 (.08)
[3.76, 4.06]
	< .001
	.545
	3.09 (.10)
[2.88, 3.29]
	3.68 (.10)
[3.48, 3.87]
	< .001
	.533

	Interpersonal spiritual struggle

	Negative impact of the interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	2.39 (.11)
[2.18, 2.61]
	2.00 (.09)
[1.81, 2.18]
	.006
	-.360
	3.39 (.10)
[3.20, 3.58]
	3.15 (.13)
[2.89, 3.41]
	.143
	-.152

	Global interpersonal spiritual struggle
	
	
	2.22 (.10)
[2.02, 2.42]
	1.94 (.09)
[1.77, 2.11]
	.036
	-.226
	3.09 (.10)
[2.89, 3.29]
	2.81 (.13)
[2.56, 3.06]
	.093
	-.222



Note. Low hurt represents the response options “not hurt at all” and “a little hurt”; high hurt represents the response options “very hurt” and “extremely hurt”; M = estimated marginal mean; SE = Huber-White standard error; CI = Huber-White confidence interval; p = Holm-Bonferroni adjusted pairwise p-value; g = Hedges’ g; Interaction p = Huber-White p-value. 



Table S6 
Trust as a Moderator of Intervention Effects on Limitations Owning Intellectual Humility
	
	
	Low trust

	High trust

	
	Group x time x trust interaction
	Control
	Intervention
	
	
	Control
	Intervention
	
	

	Variable
	F (df)
	p
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	p
	g
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	p
	g

	
	
	
	Baseline

	

	Limitations owning
	3.67 
(7, 1179)
	< .001
	5.45 (.16)
[5.13, 5.77]
	5.52 (.17)
[5.19, 5.84]
	.782
	.102
	5.56 (.17)
[5.23, 5.89]
	5.76 (.15)
[5.46, 6.06]
	.383
	.043

	
	
	Post-Intervention

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Limitations owning
	
	
	5.67 (.17)
[5.34, 5.99]
	6.46 (.18)
[6.11, 6.81]
	.001
	.434
	5.85 (.17)
[5.52, 6.19]
	6.82 (0.13)
[6.56, 7.08]
	< .001
	.592

	
	
	One-month post-intervention

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Limitations owning
	
	
	5.39 (.24)
[4.92, 5.86]
	5.98 (.21)
[5.58, 6.39]
	.061
	.315
	5.94 (.13)
[5.67, 6.20]
	6.92 (.12)
[6.68, 7.16]
	< .001
	.636



Note. Low trust represents the response options “no trust at all” and “a little trust”; high trust represents the response options “a great deal of trust” and “very high trust”; M = estimated marginal mean; SE = Huber-White standard error; CI = Huber-White confidence interval; pairwise p = Holm-Bonferroni adjusted p-value; g = Hedges’ g; Interaction p = Huber-White p-value. 

Table S7 

Hurt as a Moderator of Intervention Effects on Limitations Owning Intellectual Humility

	
	
	Low hurt

	High hurt

	
	Group x time x hurt interaction
	Control
	Intervention
	
	
	Control
	Intervention
	
	

	Variable
	F (df)
	p
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	p
	g
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	M (SE)
[95% CI]
	p
	g

	
	
	
	Baseline

	

	Limitations owning
	3.37
(7, 1179)
	.001
	5.59 (.20)
[5.20, 5.98]
	5.86 (.17)
[5.52, 6.19]
	.311
	.052
	5.47 (.15)
[5.18, 5.76]
	5.51 (.14)
[5.23, 5.79]
	.822
	.078

	
	
	Post-Intervention

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Limitations owning
	
	
	5.83 (.24)
[5.35, 6.30]
	6.87 (.15)
[6.56, 7.17]
	< .001
	.629
	5.73 (.14)
[5.45, 6.01]
	6.45 (.14)
[6.17, 6.73]
	< .001
	.465

	
	
	One-month post-intervention

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Limitations owning
	
	
	5.66 (.21)
[5.26, 6.06]
	6.90 (.14)
[6.63, 7.18]
	< .001
	.653
	5.76 (.16)
[5.46, 6.07]
	6.18 (.17)
[5.84, 6.51]
	.074
	.315



Note. Low hurt represents the response options “not hurt at all” and “a little hurt”; high hurt represents the response options “very hurt” and “extremely hurt”; M = estimated marginal mean; SE = Huber-White standard error; CI = Huber-White confidence interval; p = Holm-Bonferroni adjusted pairwise p-value; g = Hedges’ g; Interaction p = Huber-White p-value. 



