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S1 Mood Induction Procedure and Stimuli
	Participants underwent a mood induction procedure in between the two Tetris sessions that consisted of watching 10 approximately 20-to-30-seconds long video clips with either positive or neutral content. Participants were instructed to pay full attention to the video clips and immerse themselves in the depicted scenes. Prior to each video clip a fixation cross was displayed for 1,500 milliseconds in the middle of the computer screen, then the video clip started playing automatically. The video clips shown to the positive group were selected from the Emotional Movie Database (EMDB; Carvalho et al., 2012) and depicted positive social interaction including a couple dancing at a wedding, friends at the beach, and a pool party (norm ratings for valence ≥ 5.75 on a 9-point Likert-type scale). To render the video clips more comparable, they had no dialogue and were instead dubbed with joy-inducing music as generated by artificial intelligence after receiving a corresponding prompt. The video clips shown to the neutral group were either developed by Carvalho et al. (2012) or newly developed, each showing a hand manipulating small objects on a table. Instead of with music, these video clips were dubbed with random noise signals including white noise, blue noise, and purple noise. 
	As a manipulation check for the mood induction, participants completed the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) before and after watching the videoclips. The PANAS asks participants to rate for 10 positive and 10 negative adjectives each the degree to which they feel this way at the moment, using a 5-point Likert-type response scale ranging from very slightly or not at all to extremely. Both the positive items ( = .91;  = .94) and the negative items ( = .86;  = .87) showed excellent internal consistency, and sum scores were calculated across each set of items, respectively.
	To check whether the mood induction successfully manipulated participants’ mood, positive and negative mood were each predicted by mood induction group (positive vs. neutral), timepoint (post- vs. pre- induction), their interaction, and a random intercept per participant. The model for positive mood (R2c = .70, R2m = .22; see Supplement S2) revealed a significant interaction, F(1, 255) = 31.44, p < .001, ηp2 = .11, as participants’ mood deteriorated to a lesser degree in the positive group than in the neutral group (β = .54, 95% CI [.35, .73]). The interaction in the model for negative mood (R2c = .57, R2m = .04), on the other hand, narrowly missed significance, F(1, 255) = 3.87, p = .050, ηp2 = .01. Therefore, the mood induction only partly produced the intended effects.
References
	Carvalho, S., Leite, J., Galdo-Álvarez, S. & Gonçalves, Ó. F. (2012). The Emotional Movie Database (EMDB): A self-report and psychophysiological study. Applied Psychophysiology and Biofeedback, 37, 279–294 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10484-012-9201-6 
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S2 Manipulation Checks
	Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	SD

	
	
	
	LL
	UL
	
	

	Manipulation check for skill-challenge balance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	3.23
	0.07
	3.09
	3.36
	< .001
	

	      Session (session 2 vs. session 1)
	0.24
	0.09
	0.17
	0.34
	< .001
	

	      Condition (balance vs. overload)
	0.24
	0.04
	0.07
	0.42
	.007
	

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	
	
	
	
	
	0.64

	      Residual
	
	
	
	
	
	0.50

	Manipulation check for positive mood induction
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	26.25
	0.67
	24.93
	27.56
	< .001
	

	      Session (session 2 vs. session 1)
	–9.66
	0.58
	–10.81
	–8.52
	< .001
	

	      Group (positive vs. neutral)
	0.11
	0.95
	–1.76
	1.98
	0.910
	

	      Session × group
	4.66
	0.83
	3.03
	6.29
	< .001
	

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	
	
	
	
	
	6.02

	      Residual
	
	
	
	
	
	4.71

	Manipulation check for negative mood induction
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	15.18
	0.41
	14.38
	15.97
	< .001
	

	      Session (session 2 vs. session 1)
	–1.27
	0.38
	–2.02
	–0.52
	.001
	

	      Group (positive vs. neutral)
	0.03
	0.58
	–1.10
	1.16
	.962
	

	      Session × group
	–1.07
	0.54
	–2.13
	–0.00
	.050
	

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	
	
	
	
	
	3.44

	      Residual
	
	
	
	
	
	3.08


Note. N = 257. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.

S3 Mood Induction Null-Effects
	Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	SD

	
	
	
	LL
	UL
	
	

	Model predicting flow
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	3.18
	0.05
	3.09
	3.29
	< .001
	

	      Session (session 2 vs. session 1)
	0.11
	0.04
	0.04
	0.19
	.003
	

	      Group (positive vs. neutral)
	–0.06
	0.06
	–0.19
	0.06
	.309
	

	      Condition (balance vs. overload)
	0.13
	0.06
	0.02
	0.24
	.022
	

	      Session × group
	–0.02
	0.05
	–0.13
	0.09
	.729
	

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	
	
	
	
	
	0.39

	      Residual
	
	
	
	
	
	0.31

	Model predicting objective performance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	283.74
	84.56
	118.45
	449.03
	< .001
	

	      Session (session 2 vs. session 1)
	171.93
	61.93
	50.57
	293.29
	.006
	

	      Group (positive vs. neutral)
	61.95
	98.96
	–131.45
	255.35
	.532
	

	      Condition (balance vs. overload)
	436.14
	88.62
	262.83
	609.45
	< .001
	

	      Session × group
	–87.44
	88.10
	–260.08
	85.20
	.322
	

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	
	
	
	
	
	613.10

	      Residual
	
	
	
	
	
	499.30

	Model predicting subjective performance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	2.49
	0.13
	2.23
	2.75
	< .001
	

	      Session (session 2 vs. session 1)
	0.45
	0.09
	0.29
	0.62
	< .001
	

	      Group (positive vs. neutral)
	–0.02
	0.15
	–0.32
	0.28
	.892
	

	      Condition (balance vs. overload)
	0.30
	0.14
	0.02
	0.58
	.035
	

	      Session × group
	0.00
	0.12
	–0.24
	0.24
	.981
	

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	
	
	
	
	
	1.02

	      Residual
	
	
	
	
	
	0.69


Note. N = 257. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients. The main effects of mood induction group were non-significant for flow, F(1, 254) = 1.68, p = .195, ηp2 = .00, objective performance, F(1, 254) = 0.04, p = .837, ηp2 = .00, and subjective performance, F(1, 254) = 0.02, p = .890, ηp2 = .00, as were the interaction effects for flow, F(1, 255) = 0.12, p = .729, ηp2 = .00, objective performance, F(1, 255) = 0.99, p = .322, ηp2 = .00, and subjective performance, F(1, 255) = 0.00, p = .981, ηp2 = .00. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.

	Model specification
	Objective performance model
	Subjective performance model

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 1
	Model 2

	
	Flow
	Within-person flow
	Between-person flow
	Flow
	Within-person flow
	Between-person flow

	
	Estimate (SE)
	p
	Estimate (SE)
	p
	Estimate (SE)
	p
	Estimate (SE)
	p
	Estimate (SE)
	p
	Estimate (SE)
	p

	Excluding influential datapoints
	156.96 (27.05)
	< .001
	177.91(32.29)
	< .001
	140.45 (40.04)
	< .001
	1.47 (0.09)
	< .001
	1.31 (0.12)
	< .001
	1.58 (0.13)
	< .001

	Excluding 
outliers
	55.24 (15.34)
	< .001
	77.83 (21.38)
	< .001
	31.38 (21.97)
	.155
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Including Tetris-related background a
	226.40 (71.29)
	.002
	344.76 (99.19)
	< .001
	100.87 (102.14)
	.324
	1.22 (0.08)
	< .001
	1.31 (0.11)
	< .001
	1.12 (0.12)
	< .001

	Including mood induction group b
	323.24 (69.27)
	< .001
	344.76 (99.19)
	< .001
	302.67 (96.96)
	.002
	1.41 (0.08)
	< .001
	1.31 (0.11)
	< .001
	1.54 (0.12)
	< .001


S4 Sensitivity Analyses for Multilevel Models

Note. N = 257. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients for grand-mean centered flow. In the objective performance models, 10 influential data points were excluded in model 1 and 12 in model 2; in the subjective performance models, eight influential data points were excluded in model 1 and seven in model 2. Across models, 30 outliers (all very high scores) were excluded for objective performance, whereas no outliers were observed and excluded for subjective performance.
a Tetris-related skill (model 1: F(1, 253.52) = 10.52, p = .001, ηp2 = .04; model 2: F(1, 251) = 11.72, p < .001, ηp2 = .04) and prior familiarity (model1: F(1, 251.50) = 4.71, p = .030, ηp2 = .02; model 2: F(1, 251) = 5.24, p = .022, ηp2 = .02) gained significance in the objective performance models, but not enjoyment (model 1: F(1, 257.35) = 0.04, p = .836, ηp2 = .00; model 2: F(1, 251) = 0.01, p = .936, ηp2 = .00). In the subjective performance models, skill gained significance (model 1: F(1, 254.28) = 75.92, p < .001, ηp2 = .23; model 2: F(1, 251) = 77.34, p < .001, ηp2 = .24), but not familiarity (model1: F(1, 252.26) = 3.14, p = .077, ηp2 = .01; model 2: F(1, 251) = 2.85, p = .092, ηp2 = .01), nor enjoyment (model 1: F(1, 258.11) = 0.05, p = .825, ηp2 = .00; model 2: F(1, 251) = 0.17, p = .680, ηp2 = .00).
b Mood induction group did not gain significance in the objective performance models (model 1: F(1, 254.53) = 0.23, p = .631, ηp2 = .00; model 2: F(1, 253) = 0.21, p = .644, ηp2 = .00), nor in the subjective performance models (model 1: F(1, 253.73) = 0.57, p = .452, ηp2 = .00; model 2: F(1, 253) = 0.69, p = .406, ηp2 = .00).


S5 Sensitivity Analyses for Multilevel Mediation Models
	Model specification
	Objective performance model
	Subjective performance model

	
	Estimate
	95% CI
	Estimate 
	95% CI

	
	
	LL
	UL
	
	LL
	UL

	Excluding influential datapoints
	35.86
	3.97
	76.89
	0.18
	0.02
	0.35

	Excluding outliers
	2.85
	–3.56
	10.04
	–
	–
	–

	Including Tetris-related background
	37.54
	9.60
	75.40
	0.20
	0.08
	0.33

	Including mood induction group
	42.35
	6.13
	86.88
	0.19
	0.03
	0.35



Note. N = 257. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients for indirect effects. In the objective performance model, 10 influential data points and 30 outliers (all very high scores) were excluded, respectively; in the subjective performance models, eight influential data points and no outliers were excluded. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.



S6 Sensitivity Analyses for Lagged Regression Models
	Model specification
	Objective performance model
	Subjective performance model

	
	Estimate (SE)
	p
	Estimate (SE)
	p

	Excluding influential datapoints
	–33.08 (34.93)
	.345
	–0.14 (0.13)
	.286

	Robust regression
	–21.27 (18.58)
	.253
	–0.02 (0.14)
	.867

	Excluding outliers
	–46.65 (21.72)
	.033
	–
	–

	Without condition
	80.50 (118.21)
	.497
	0.03 (0.14)
	.846

	Including Tetris-related background a
	–42.78 (112.58)
	.704
	–0.05 (0.14)
	.717

	Including mood induction group b
	57.12 (113.20)
	.614
	0.01 (0.14)
	.937



Note. N = 257. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients for flow in the second session. Heteroscedasticity-consistent (HC3) standard errors are reported. For the objective performance model, 20 influential data points, and for the subjective performance model, 30 influential data points were excluded. All 24 outliers in objective performance in the second session were very high scores, whereas no outliers were observed in subjective performance in the second session.
a Prior familiarity with Tetris gained significance in the objective performance model (b = 143.24, SE = 67.23, p = .034), but not Tetris-related skill level (b = 62.31, SE = 58.46, p = .288) nor enjoyment (b = 21.05, SE = 29.37, p = .474). In the subjective performance model, neither familiarity (b = 0.04, SE = 0.13, p = .742) nor skill level (b = 0.08, SE = 0.07, p = .271) nor enjoyment (b = 0.08, SE = 0.05, p = .119) gained significance.
b Mood induction group did not gain significance in the objective performance model (b = –59.55, SE = 93.18, p = .523) nor in the subjective performance model (b = 0.01, SE = 0.12, p = .965).
S7 Lagged Regression Models Predicting Flow in the Second Session
	Effect
	
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	p

	
	
	
	
	LL
	UL
	

	Model 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	
	1.11
	0.19
	0.73
	1.48
	< .001

	      Condition (balance vs. overload)
	
	0.06
	0.05
	–0.04
	0.17
	.248

	      Flow session 1
	
	0.69
	0.06
	0.57
	0.80
	< .001

	      Objective performance session 1
	
	–0.00
	0.00
	–0.00
	0.00
	.430

	Model 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Intercept
	
	1.18
	0.20
	0.78
	1.58
	< .001

	      Condition (balance vs. overload)
	
	0.05
	0.05
	–0.06
	0.15
	.373

	      Flow session 1
	
	0.64
	0.08
	0.49
	0.79
	< .001

	      Subjective performance session 1
	
	0.03
	0.03
	–0.03
	0.09
	.371



Note. N = 257. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients. Heteroscedasticity-consistent (HC3) standard errors and corresponding 95% confidence intervals are reported. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.

