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[bookmark: _GoBack]SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
Focusing on the future from afar: 

Self-distancing from future stressors facilitates adaptive coping

Data for the three studies presented in the main text were collected as parts of larger projects. Here we provide information regarding additional variables that were exploratory in nature and/or were not common across studies.
Preliminary analyses confirmed that variables presented in the SI were within +/- 2 for skew and kurtosis and did not contain any outliers > 3 SD from the mean value, unless otherwise noted below.
Study 1
Method
Unless otherwise indicated, measures were on a 7-point Likert scale anchored at 1 with Strongly disagree and at 7 with Strongly agree. 
Avoidance. Participants indicated their tendency to avoid and suppress their emotions surrounding the experience with two items, respectively: “When prompted to think about this future event, I tried to avoid thinking about it,” and “When prompted to think about this future event, I tried to suppress (push away) my feelings about it.” Scores on these two items, r(869) = .73, p < .01—adapted from Ayduk and Kross (2010)—were combined to form an index of emotional avoidance tendency.
Task engagement. Participants task engagement was measured with the item, “I was highly engaged in thinking about the future experience.” 
Active distress. Participants were asked to rate how much “The possibility of this experience is an active source of distress for me in my daily life.” 
Life space. In order to assess the degree to which participants actively thought about the event, we also asked them the following: “Think of your life space in which you can have events, thoughts and goals that are important to you currently. What percentage of this larger life space does worrying/thinking about the event you just imagined occupy in your daily life currently? Please enter a number between 0 and 100.”
Distance from the scene. We tried to measure participants’ imagined distance from the scene using a second exploratory question: “As you visualized your worrisome future experience in your mind's eye, how far away from the scene of the experience were you? Please estimate in units of feet and write the corresponding number below (e.g., 1, 7, 98, 500, etc)”, M = 48.79, SD = 180.61. This variable was not fit for analysis due to extremely poor psychometric properties (skewness = 9.75, SD = 0.11; kurtosis = 136.67, SD = 0.21).
Results
	Correlations. Self-distancing was marginally related to lower engagement and active distress, but it was not related to avoidance or life space occupied by the worry (see Table 1). Analyses controlled for sample.
Table 1
Descriptive Data and Partial Correlations between Study 1 SI Variables and Self-Distancing 
	Measure
	M
	SD
	Self-Distancing (r)

	Avoidance
	4.20
	1.60
	.01

	Task engagement
	4.28
	1.55
	-.06†

	Active Distress
	4.26
	1.69
	-.06†

	Life Space
	29.63
	26.43
	-.01


Analyses controlled for sample. † p < .10
 	
 Replication of results with Study 1 subsamples. As noted when discussing the stressor type analyses in the main text, roughly 10% of participants who were asked to describe their stream of thoughts when considering their stressor did not respond to this question. In addition, roughly 40% of responses to this question were uncodeable. Because these participants did respond “yes” to a question asking whether they were able to think of a real stressor during this study, we thought it prudent to count them in all analyses for which we had data on them. However, in order to be thorough, we conducted correlations between self-distancing and our other main text variables, as well as the mediation analyses described in the main text, on two additional subsamples of our data: 1) only participants for whom we have stream of thought question responses (n = 716), and 2) only participants for whom we were able to code stressor type (n = 400). Correlations are overwhelmingly consistent with main text analyses (see Table 2). The joint mediation model presented in the main text replicated for both subsamples.
Table 2
Partial correlations between self-distancing and main text variables for subsamples of Study 1 participants based on responses to stream of thought question
	
	ER
	TC
	Recounting
	Reconstrual
	Vivid
	Likelihood
	Self-efficacy

	1) Responded to question
	-.19**
	-.05
	-.04
	.03
	-.19**
	-.11**
	.05


	2) Responded and codeable
	-.18**
	-.10†
	-.02
	.11*
	-.20**
	-.14**
	.10*


Note. Correlations control for sample. ER = emotional reactivity, TC = thought content, Vivid = imagery vividness.
 † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01

Exploratory mediation model. Although we made no a priori predictions regarding the role of self-efficacy in our theoretical model outlining the relations between distancing, imagery vividness, and emotional reactivity, we explored two alternative models by conducting bias corrected bootstrapping analyses with 10,000 replications, controlling for sample (Hayes, 2013) . The first was a serial mediation model wherein distancing predicted self-efficacy through imagery vividness and emotional reactivity. Although the total effect of distancing on self-efficacy was not significant (total effect = 0.04, 95CI [-0.03, 0.10]), the indirect effect through [image: ]vividness and emotional reactivity was (indirect effect = 0.02, 95CI [0.01, 0.03]). See Figure 1. 
Figure 1. Spontaneous self-distancing predicts self-efficacy through imagery vividness and emotional reactivity (n = 877). Values represent unstandardized regression coefficients.
** p < .01.

The second model addressed the possibility that distancing predicts emotional reactivity through vividness and self-efficacy; thus, the theoretical direction of the relation between emotional reactivity and self-efficacy was reversed. This indirect pathway was not significant (indirect effect = 0.00, 95CI [-0.002, 0.01]). 
Although these results are interesting and suggest that positive emotional reactions might enhance feelings of self-efficacy, we urge caution in the interpretation of these findings given the cross-sectional, correlational nature of these data. Future research is needed to experimentally test the relations outlined in this model. 
Study 2
Method
Survey questions. As part of a larger study, we asked students to answer the following questions using Likert scales described below.
Avoidance. Avoidance was measured through ratings on the item, “When I was asked to think about the experience that makes me anxious, I tried not to think about it”, on a scale of 1 = Completely disagree to 7 = Completely agree.
Temporal distance. As an exploratory item to measure self-distancing, we asked “When you thought about the experience that makes you anxious, how far in the future did it feel like it was happening?” Ratings were anchored at 1 = Right now and 7 = A very long time in the future. 
Actual timing. Participants answered, “When will this experience happen?” using the following scale: 1 = tomorrow or a few days from now, 2 = a few weeks from now, 3 = a month from now, 4 = a few months from now, 5 = a year or more from now, mode = 5. 
Worry accessibility. The accessibility of a worrisome thought was measured through ratings on the item, “It was very hard for me to think of something that makes me feel anxious”, on a scale of 1 = Completely disagree to 7 = Completely agree.
Trait Anxiety. Participants completed the Brief Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (Leary, 1983), M = 3.31, SD = 1.11, α = .88, the Adolescent Test Anxiety Scale (Kumke, 2008), M = 2.98, SD = 1.08, α = .82, and the Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale (Reynolds & Richmond, 1985), M = 3.52, SD = 0.97, α = .83. All items used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Not at all like me to 5 = Very much like me. A composite measure of anxiety was created by averaging these three scales.
Other trait measures. We collected a subset of questions from the Big Five Openness subscale (John & Srivastava, 1999), Grit Scale (Duckworth & Quinn, 2009), and the Domain Specific Impulsivity Scale for Children (Tsukayama, Duckworth, & Kim, 2014). These items used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Not at all like me to 5 = Very much like me. We also collected the nonreactivity subscale of the Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire (Baer et al., 2008), which was anchored at 1 = Almost never and 5 = Almost always. Items taken from questionnaires for adults were modified to be easily understood by adolescents. 
Manipulation checks. To assess students’ understanding of key concepts in the study, we asked the following questions. First, “What does it mean to see your experience from a distance?” Response options were, “You see the experience happening step-by-step, like you’re really in it”, “You’re watching yourself in the experience, like you’re seeing yourself in a movie”, and “you see it through your own eyes, like it is happening right in front of you.” 
We also asked “What does anxious mean?” Response options were: “feeling nervous or worried”, “feeling happy or joyful”, and “feeling angry or irritated.” Responses were coded as 1 = correct or 0 = incorrect.
Individual self-distancing items. Self-distancing items in the main text were combined on an a priori basis. However, given the relatively low correlation between these items, we also looked at item-specific correlations.  
Results
Survey questions. Of the additional survey questions described above, only temporal distance and actual timing of the even were related to self-distancing (see Table 3). Like the self-distancing composite presented in the main text, temporal distance was also negatively correlated with emotional reactivity, r(545) = -.28, p < .01. The relation between self-distancing and emotional reactivity holds when controlling for actual event timing.  
Table 3
Descriptive Data and Correlations between Study 2 SI Variables and Self-Distancing
	Measure
	M
	SD
	α
	Self-Distancing (r)

	Avoidance
	3.41
	1.99
	
	.06

	Temporal Distance
	3.20
	1.38
	
	.29**

	Actual Timing
	3.22
	1.65
	
	.20**

	Worry Accessibility
	2.68
	1.90
	
	.05

	Anxiety
	3.27
	0.89
	
	-.02

	Big Five Openness
	4.05
	0.68
	.74
	.02

	Grit
	3.60
	0.76
	.77
	-.06

	Self-Control
	3.55
	0.64
	.77
	-.05

	Mindfulness
	3.31
	0.78
	.74
	.04


Note. Due to the ordinal nature of actual timing, the correlation presented above for this variable is a Spearman r. All other correlations are Pearson rs.
** p < .01
Moderation by trait anxiety. Anxiety moderated the relation between self-distancing and emotional reactivity at a marginal level, ∆R2 = .004, F(1, 543) = 3.08, p = .08 (Hayes, 2013). Whereas students with low anxiety (-1 SD) showed no significant relation between self-distancing and emotional reactivity (conditional effect = -0.05, 95%CI [-0.13, 0.03]), those with average anxiety (conditional effect = -0.10, 95%CI [-0.16, -0.04]) and high anxiety (+1 SD; conditional effect = -0.15, 95%CI [-0.22, -0.07]) showed a significant negative relation between these two constructs. These results are consistent with previous research, which suggests that self-distancing strategies could be more useful when emotions are more extreme (e.g., Kross et al., 2012; Penner et al., 2016).
Manipulation checks. Students answered the question about self-distancing correctly 76% of the time. Students who got this question correct reported higher levels of self-distancing (M = 3.58, SD = 1.43) than those who got it wrong (M = 2.79, SD = 1.11), t(545) = -5.83, p < .01. Whether students got this question correct or not did not moderate the relation between self-distancing and emotional reactivity. 
Students were correct about the meaning of anxiety 98% of the time. There was no difference in self-distancing scores between students who got this question right or wrong, t(545) = -1.16, p = .25. 
Individual self-distancing items. The relation between self-distancing and emotional reactivity appears to be driven in large part by perceived distance (“When you saw this experience happen in your imagination a few moments ago, how far away from the experience did you feel?), r(545) = -.27, p < .01, over distanced perspective (“A few moments ago, when you saw this future experience in your imagination how much did you feel like you were seeing it through your own eyes versus watching the experience from a distance (like watching yourself in a movie)?”), r(545)= .02, p  = .67.  However, when tested in a joint mediation model with thought content (as described in main text) both variables predicted emotional reactivity through imagery vividness (see Figure 2). Distanced perspective also predicted emotional reactivity through thought content.

	[image: ]
	[image: ]

	Indirect effect for vividness: -0.06, 95%CI [-0.09, -0.03]
Indirect effect for thought content: -0.01, 95%CI [-0.03, 0.00]
	Indirect effect for vividness: -0.02, 95%CI [-0.04, -0.01]
Indirect effect for thought content: -0.01, 95%CI [-0.02, 
-0.001]


Figure 2. Mediation analyses predicting emotional reactivity from self-distancing through imagery vividness and thought content for Study 2 (N = 547). Panel a depicts results for perceived distance from the scenario. Panel b depicts results for taking a distanced perspective. Values represent unstandardized regression coefficients. 
** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .10.


Study 3
Method. Participants were asked the same questions about avoidance, task engagement, active distress, life space occupied by the worry, and distance from the scene described in Study 1 above. Avoidance items were correlated at r(899) = .70, p < .01. Again, the psychometric properties of the distance item were poor (skewness = 30.03, SD = 0.08, kurtosis = 902.00, SD = 0.16); the item was therefore unfit for further analysis. 
Condition differences. We found no differences by condition on active distress. Participants said they tried to avoid thinking about their worry more in the self-immersed group than the self-distanced group. However, when controlling for age, this difference does not reach significance, F(1, 846) = 2.26, p = .13. Regardless, the finding that self-distancing does not increase avoidance replicates previous work, which focused on the combination of self-distancing and reflecting on one’s negative emotions (e.g., Ayduk & Kross, 2010). Participants in the self-distanced condition reported that they were marginally less engaged in the visualization than participants in the self-immersed group. Finally, participants in the distanced condition rated their worries as taking up a greater proportion of their daily life space than those in the immersed condition (see Table 4). Controlling for life space does not substantively alter the results presented in Study 3 in the main text.

Table 4
Descriptive and Test Statistics for Study 3 SI Variables
	
	Distanced 
M (SD)
	Immersed 
M (SD)
	t
	df
	p
	∆

	Emotional Avoidance
	4.22 (1.45)
	4.43 (1.67)
	2.03
	870.62
	.04
	0.13

	Task Engagement
	4.03 (1.44)
	4.22 (1.56)
	1.83
	841.90
	.07
	0.12

	Active Distress
	4.34 (1.60)
	4.30 (1.80)
	-0.36
	854.34
	.72
	0.02

	Life Space
	30.98 (26.25)
	26.87 (24.51)
	-2.39
	772.78
	.02
	0.17


Note. Tests with non-integer df have been adjusted to account for unequal variances across conditions. ∆ = Glass’s delta.


	Exploratory mediation model. We conducted the same serial mediation models described in Study 1 above. The first model again used self-distancing (dummy coded such that self-distanced condition = 1 and self-immersed condition = 0) to predict self-efficacy through vividness and emotional reactivity. Both the total effect (0.35, 95CI [0.13, 0.58]), and the indirect effect (0.03, 95CI [0.003, 0.05]) were significant in this model (see Figure 3). Also, replicating Study 1, we did not find evidence for the alternate model using self-distancing to predict emotional reactivity through vividness and self-efficacy (indirect effect = 0.004, 95CI [.00, .01]).

[image: ]
Figure 3. Self-distanced condition, relative to self-immersed condition, predicts self-efficacy through vividness and emotional reactivity (n = 905). Values represent unstandardized regression coefficients.
* p < .05, ** p < .01.
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