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Additional implication on coping with stress in the future
	To the extent that reconstrual attempts can lead to changes in how people think about stressors in general (e.g., viewing it as a learning opportunity; see Question 4 of our reconstrual manipulation), it is possible that conversations focused on reconstrual may allow support-recipients to reframe their current stressful experiences in ways that promote insight into dealing with similar experiences in the future (Crum, Salovey, & Achor, 2013; Jamieson, Mendes, & Nock, 2013). Future research could fruitfully explore this possibility.


Supplementary Methods
This file contains information about additional procedure and measures in the descriptive study, Study 1a, and Study 1b, scripted questions and instructions in Study 1, additional manipulation check measure (self-report) in Study 1.
Descriptive Study
Participants
	125 MTurk participants (42 females; Mage= 28.72, SDage= 9.36) participated for a small payment. 
Procedure and Materials
	Participants took as much time as needed to respond (in writing) to the following prompt: 
When close others approach you to talk about their problems—for example, an argument they’ve just had or negative news they’ve just received—what do you do to help them feel better? What do you say to them?
	Two raters coded participants’ responses for the presence of statements indicating they cue their partner to recount or reconstrue their experience (0 = no, 1 = yes). Following coding guidelines from prior research (Ayduk & Kross, 2010), recounting-support (κ = .81) was operationalized as statements in which participants cued their partner to describe the chain of events, behaviors, or emotions experienced (e.g., “I ask them how the event made them feel…”). Reconstruing-support (κ = .75) was operationalized as statements in which participants cued their partner to focus on the broader context or to help them understand the reasons underlying their experience (e.g., “…I’d have them put themselves in the other person’s shoes”). Some responses contained themes relevant to both recounting and reconstruing (e.g., “I let them fully vent the situation, then I ask them questions so that they can look at the situation from other aspects.”; κ = .74), or other types of support (e.g., “I usually give them a hug...”; κ = .68). Discrepancies were resolved through discussion.
Study 1a
	For exploratory purposes, we examined the potential impact of receiving reconstrue-support (vs. recount-support) on how participants thought and felt about their experience one day after their lab session. To do this, we sent participants an online link to a variety of measures (see below) at 9pm in the evening after their lab session. Two participants failed to complete this follow-up survey, which resulted in 64 participants total.
	First, participants responded to the following question, “how do you feel right now” using a 0 (Very bad) to 100 (Very good) scale (M = 67.86, SD = 17.80). Then, participants were instructed to recall and think about their negative experience (one that was discussed in the lab session) and allow themselves to “ponder this event, focusing on the causes and reasons underlying the thoughts and feelings [they] experienced”, and to “try to understand the emotions [they] experienced during the event.” Participants spent one minute doing this before completing the rest of the survey.
	 After recalling their experience, participants responded to the following question, “how do you feel right now?” using a 0 (Very bad) to 100 (Very good) scale, (M = 61.02, SD = 17.16). In addition, participants indicated the extent to which they felt upset (M = 4.16, SD = 1.47) and the extent to which their emotions and physical reactions were still intense, (M = 3.47, SD = 1.44) as they thought about their event now, using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale.
	We also explored the potential impact of our manipulation on self-distancing by asking  participants to indicate “the extent [they] felt like [they] were a distanced observer of what was happening (i.e., watched the event unfold from the perspective of an observer, in which [they]could see [themselves]from afar) vs. an immersed participant in the experience (i.e., saw the event replay through [their]own eyes as if [they]were right there)”, on a 1 (predominantly immersed) to 7 (predominantly distanced) scale and “how far away from the scene [they] were as [they] visualized [their] experience just now” on a 1 (very close, saw it through my own eyes) to 7 (very far, saw it as if an observer) scale. These items were correlated ( = .77) and thus averaged to create an index of self-distancing (M = 3.48, SD = 1.42).
To further explore participants’ thoughts and feelings regarding their experience, we asked several additional questions. Using a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), participants indicated the extent to which the event seemed smaller in the bigger picture of their life than it previously did (M = 4.78, SD = 1.45), the extent to which they were able to step back from the experience and place it in a broader perspective (M = 5.08, SD = 1.34), the extent to which their thoughts focused on the specific chain of events, (M = 4.56, SD = 1.42), the extent to which they re-experienced the emotions they originally felt during the event (M = 4.45, SD = 1.38), the extent to which they could easily focus on how the consequences of the experience that is bothering them will fade over time (M = 5.13, SD = 1.40), the extent to which they could handle the situation well if they were to face a similar experience like the one they talked about (M = 4.64, SD = 1.59), the extent to which the experience is an active source of distress (M = 4.52, SD = 1.46), the extent to which the experience they talked about yesterday remains unresolved (M = 4.42, SD = 1.65),  the extent to which the confederate allowed them to vent as much as they wanted about their experience (M = 5.52, SD = 1.22) and the extent to which the confederate allowed them to gain new perspectives regarding their experience (M = 3.62, SD = 1.56) on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much so). They also completed the Impact of Event Scale (IES, Horowitz, Wilner, & Alvarez, 1979; intrusions subscale ( = .88; M = 2.48, SD = 1.43; avoidance subscale ( = .79; M = 2.41, SD = .65) and indicated how often they thought about negative personal experiences (other than the one they discussed) since the laboratory session on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very frequently), (M = 3.54, SD = 1.57).
Study 1b
One week prior to coming to the laboratory session, participants completed a survey that assessed their preference for different coping strategies. We also included additional questionnaires that were not germane to the study in order to keep participants blind to the study goals and hypotheses.
Based on a recent meta-analysis on common emotion regulation strategies (see Aldao, Nolen-Hoeksema, & Schweizer, 2010), and our theoretical framework (see Kross & Ayduk, 2017), we created five vignettes that represented common ways in which people prefer to cope with their negative experiences. We included three vignettes that reflected different types of social support (i.e., recount, reconstrue, distract) and two vignettes that involved coping strategies unrelated to receiving social support (i.e., focusing only on the positives, yoga and meditation) to keep participants blind from the study objective. The order in which each vignette was presented was randomized. Participants read through each vignette and then chose one that best reflected the type of social support that they think is the most effective (see Supplementary Appendix).
Scripted questions during the Getting-acquainted session
1. “How has the semester been going for you?” (Study 1a); “How is your summer going?” (Study 1b) 
2. “What is your favorite class right now?” (Study 1a); “What do you do for fun?” (Study 1b)
3. “What subjects interest you the most?”
4. “What are some of your extra-curricular interests?”

Prompt signaling transition to the main conversation
“In the email, you were asked to come prepared with an interpersonal conflict to talk about...Could you briefly tell me about the experience? What happened? Who did it involve?”
Content coding
	First, three judges coded participants’ portion of the conversation on the extent to which it contained recounting- ( = .77; M = 1.94, SD = .73) and reconstruing ( = .83; M = .53, SD = .59) statements on a 0 (not at all) to 3 (very much) scale, following protocols implemented in prior research (Ayduk & Kross, 2010). For recounting statements, coders rated the extent to which participants focused on describing the chain of events, behaviors, or emotions experienced (e.g., “I started to feel defensive and angry about some of the things he said…”); for reconstruing statements, coders rated the extent to which participants talked about their experience from a broader perspective and what they learned from the event (e.g., “…looking back on it, I realize how much I have grown from it”). Final ratings were averaged across the three judges. 
	Second, to account for potential variability in the supportive nature of the Support-provider during the conversation, two judges coded the Support-provider’s utterances on the extent to which they reflected supportiveness (e.g., “I’m so sorry to hear that…”, “It must be really hard…”) on a 0 (not at all) to 2 (very) scale. Final ratings were averaged across the two judges ( > .90). 
Additional Manipulation Check (self-report) 
To assess whether the confederate successfully cued reconstruing in participants, we asked participants to respond to “As I was talking to the research assistant about the event, I had a realization that led me to think different about the event”, on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale, (M = 3.99, SD = 1.79).
Supplementary Results
This file contains additional analyses to supplement the paper: results from the descriptive study, exploratory analyses on measures assessed on Day 2, which occurred one day after the lab session (Study 1a), exploratory analyses involving participants’ preferred coping strategy (Study 1b), and additional manipulation check in Study 1.
Descriptive Study Results
38.4% of participants reported providing reconstruing-support exclusively whereas 28% reported providing recounting-support exclusively. 10.4% reported providing both types of support while 23.2% provided other types of support (see Figure S1). Thus, the majority of participants (76.8%) reported using at least one of the two approaches when they provide support, highlighting their relevance to everyday social support provisions.
Study 1a Additional Analyses for Day 2 
Types of support had no influence for the majority of the measures assessed on Day 2, ps > .18. Nevertheless, participants in the recount-support (M = 4.00, SD = 1.64) reported that the event remained unresolved more so than those in the reconstrue-support (M = 4.82, SD = 1.61), F(1, 61) = 2.64, p = .05. 
Study 1b Additional Analyses Involving Coping Preference 
	The distribution of the selected coping preferences was as follows: forty-one participants chose recount-support (34.5%), 40 participants chose reconstrue-support (33.6%), 20 participants chose distraction (16.8%), 7 participants chose talking only about the positives (5.9%), and 10 participants chose yoga and meditation (8.4%). One participant failed to respond to this measure.
	Next, we included this categorical variable as a covariate in all of the main analyses. Controlling for participants’ coping preference in all of these analyses did not substantively change any of the results. 
Additional Manipulation Check (self-report) 
In line with manipulation assignment, participants indicated that they experienced a realization to think differently about their event more in the reconstrue (vs. recount) condition (Ms = 4.29 vs. 3.73, SDs = 1.71 vs. 1.78), F(1, 172) = 4.79, p = .03. Due to an oversight, we did not administer a self-report measure for recounting.
Exploratory analyses on manipulation strength by question
	To analyze whether some reconstrue (recount) questions elicited more reconstrual (recounting), we conducted two sets of pairwise t-tests. See Table S3 for the results. Although certain questions elicited more reconstrual (recounting), because all participants received all questions, these results do not pose a threat to our design. Instead, these findings can potentially be useful for refining our manipulation in the future work.


Supplementary Appendix
This file contains the material we used to assess participants’ preference for various coping strategies (Study 1b).

We all experience events in our lives that lead us to experience distress. Take a few moments to consider what you usually prefer to do to get over any stressful events.

Now that you have a sense of what you like to do to deal with negative experiences, please consider the following scenarios. Read through each one and then choose the profile that best reflects the method you believe works best for you.

1) Recount
Mila D. grew up in a middle-class family. After completing her college degree she got a job in a retail company. Recently Mila got into an argument with her co-worker at work. Feeling frustrated, Mila approaches her close friend who allows her to vent as much as she needs to and talk about how she feels. 

2) Reconstrue
Elissa J. graduated from college a couple of years ago. After some short-term jobs, she finally found a place in a marketing company. Recently Elissa got into an argument with her colleague at work. Feeling annoyed, Elissa begins talking to her close friend who helps her gain new insight and put her problems in perspective. 

3) Distraction
Irene C. completed her college degree two years ago and is currently working as an executive assistant in a large company. Lately she has been annoyed by her team-members at work. Feeling frustrated, Irene decides take her mind off the team-members by listening to music and watching her favorite movies.

4) Talking about the positives
Anna K. has been working as an interior designer for a few years after college. Lately she has been feeling down about her heavy workload and conflict she has been experiencing with her colleagues. Anna talks to her close friend who encourages her to only think about the positive aspects and ignore the negative aspects in her life. 

5) Yoga and Meditation
Carol H. works as a research assistant in the economics department and also pursuing a graduate degree. Lately she has been overwhelmed with the amount of work and preparing for a difficult exam. Feeling stressed, Carol decides to practice yoga and meditation.



Table S1. Examples of the types of support provided to a close other in the Descriptive Study 
	Condition
	Sample responses

	Recount
	 “Letting them vent their feelings to me usually makes them feel better in itself, as opposed to keeping it bottled up.”
“I ask them how the event made them feel. I agree with them what happened is indeed unfortunate.”
“I let them talk it out. I ask them to explain their problem, in detail, and encourage them to vent…”
“…I like asking open-ended questions (‘what do you mean by that?’, ‘how are you feeling?’, that sort of thing).”

	Reconstrue
	“…I also try to give them a different perspective, perhaps from the point of view of the person they are in an argument with.”
“I listen patiently and try and help them see another side if possible, if not then I tell them that things will get better with time.”
“I’d console them and really try to make them look at things in perspective…I’d try and have them put themselves in the other person’s shoes.”
“Taking time to talk to people and help them understand the situation can help ease their minds…”


 

Table S2. Means and standard deviations of recounting statements and reconstrual statements by question in each condition

	Recounting statements
	M
	SD

	Question 1
	1.71a
	.38

	Question 2
	1.37b
	.45

	Question 3
	1.35b
	.43

	Question 4
	1.09c
	.69

	Question 5
	.84d
	.45



	Reconstrual statements
	M
	SD

	Question 1
	.28a
	.43

	Question 2
	.38a
	.51

	Question 3
	.42a
	.55

	Question 4
	.87b
	.78

	Question 5
	.84b
	.68


Note. Means in columns that share a subscript do not differ by p < .05 in a paired-samples t test. 
 

Figure S1. Types of support given to a close other (in percentages) in the Descriptive Study.

  


Type of Support Given
Reconstruing	Recounting	Both	Neither	38.4	28.0	23.2	10.4	
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