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Appendices
Appendix 1. Final Version of the Emotion Regulation Scale
	Dimension
	Items
	Conceptual Definition

	Maladaptive Cognitions & Rumination (MCR)
	1. I find myself constantly thinking about upsetting events.
1. أجد نفسي أفكر باستمرار في الأحداث المزعجة. 
	Reflects a maladaptive regulation style dominated by a negative cognitive bias. It is characterized by rumination (persistent, passive focus on distress), self-devaluation (interpreting challenges as proof of failure or low self-worth), and the suppression of positive affect. High scores indicate emotion management through internal, self-critical processes that amplify and sustain negative emotional states.


	
	2. In difficult situations, I tell myself that the situation confirms my failure.
2. أقول لنفسي في المواقف الصعبة أن الوضع يثبت فشلي.

	

	
	3. I focus my attention on negative emotions for a long time.
3. أركز انتباهي على المشاعر السلبية لفترة طويلة.
	

	
	4. I hide my positive feelings (like joy or delight).
4. أخفي مشاعري الإيجابية (مثل الفرح أو البهجة .(
	

	
	5. I refrain from suggesting modifications, even if I think they would be helpful.
5. أمتنع عن اقتراح التعديلات، حتى لو كنت أعتقد أنها ستكون مفيدة.
	

	
	 6. I view setbacks as indicators of my self-worth.
6. أنظر إلى الانتكاسات كمؤشرات على قيمتي الذاتية.
	

	Cognitive-Behavioral Avoidance (CBA)
	7. I avoid going to places where I expect to feel upset.
7. أتجنب الذهاب إلى الأماكن التي أتوقع أنها ستجعلني أشعر بالانزعاج.
	Reflects strategies of anticipatory avoidance and cognitive distraction. It involves modifying one's behavior or environment preemptively to evade potential distress and deliberately redirecting attention toward neutral or positive stimuli to disengage from emotional triggers. High scores indicate a preference for managing emotions by avoiding triggers and controlling one's cognitive focus.

	
	8. I change current plans to reduce my stress level.
8. أغير الخطط الحالية لتقليل مستوى التوتر لدي.

	

	
	9. I focus on a specific task to avoid thinking about my feelings.
9. أركز على مهمة محددة لتجنب التفكير في مشاعري.
	

	
	10. When I am stressed, I shift my focus to tasks that do not provoke my emotions.
10. عندما أكون متوترًا، أحوّل تركيزي إلى مهام لا تثير مشاعري.
	

	
	11. I consciously observe pleasant details to redirect my attention.
11. أراقب بوعي التفاصيل الممتعة لتحويل انتباهي.
	

	Positive Cognitive Reappraisal (PCR)
	12. I remind myself that the situation is not as bad as it seems.
12. أذكر نفسي بأن الموقف ليس سيئاً كما يبدو.

	Reflects a purely cognitive and adaptive strategy focused on consciously reinterpreting the meaning of a situation to alter its emotional impact. It involves de-catastrophizing, adopting a growth-oriented perspective, and viewing adversity as temporary. High scores indicate emotion management through positive reframing and changing one's subjective appraisal of events.

	
	13. I try to view difficult events as opportunities for growth and learning.
13. أحاول النظر إلى الأحداث الصعبة كفرص للنمو والتعلم.
	

	
	14. I interpret problems as temporary obstacles, not permanent ones.
14. أُفسر المشاكل على أنها عقبات مؤقتة وليست دائمة.
	

	Environmental & Social Engagement (ESE)
	15. I deliberately attend events that I believe will improve my mood.
15. أتعمد حضور الفعاليات التي أعتقد أنها ستحسن مزاجي.
	Reflects a proactive, approach-oriented strategy focused on actively seeking or crafting positive external conditions to regulate emotions. It is characterized by modifying one's physical environment and pursuing social experiences anticipated to generate positive affect. High scores indicate managing emotions through behavioral activation and the strategic selection of mood-enhancing contexts.

	
	16. I rearrange my surroundings to feel more comfortable.
16. أُعيد ترتيب محيطي لأشعر براحة أكبر.
	

	
	17. I seek out social situations that I expect will make me feel joyful.
17. أبحث عن المواقف الاجتماعية التي أتوقع أنها ستجعلني أشعر بالبهجة.

	



Note. All items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). No items are reverse-scored in the final ERS. Higher scores on each subscale indicate greater endorsement of the emotion-regulation strategy represented by that subscale.

Factor 1: Maladaptive Cognitions & Rumination (MCR) comprises six items reflecting a dysfunctional internal process. This factor is characterized by a negative cognitive bias, manifesting as persistent rumination on distress, a tendency toward self-devaluation (interpreting challenges as personal failures), and the suppression of positive affect. High scores indicate emotion regulation through passive, self-critical thought patterns that likely perpetuate negative states. 
Factor 2: Cognitive-Behavioral Avoidance (CBA) encompasses five items capturing a preemptive regulatory style. It involves both the behavioral avoidance of situations or stimuli anticipated to cause distress and the cognitive strategy of deliberately redirecting attention toward neutral or positive elements to disengage from emotional triggers. 
Factor 3: Positive Cognitive Reappraisal (PCR), measured by three items, represents a central adaptive strategy focused on cognitively reinterpreting the meaning of an event. This factor involves de-catastrophizing, adopting a growth-oriented perspective, and framing adversity as temporary to alter its emotional impact. 
Factor 4: Environmental & Social Engagement (ESE), also defined by three items, reflects a proactive, approach-oriented strategy. It involves actively modifying one’s physical environment and selectively seeking out social experiences anticipated to cultivate positive mood states, representing emotion regulation through behavioral activation and context selection. Together, these four preliminary dimensions represent cognitive, behavioral, and engagement-focused emotion regulation strategies.

Appendix 2. Detailed Documentation of the Multi-Model AI-Assisted Workflow Used in the Development of the Emotion Regulation Scale (ERS)
	Step
	Purpose
	AI Model/Tool
	Input/Prompt
	AI Output/Role
	Human Review and Decision
	Result

	1. Construct Setup
	Establish the theoretical framework and construct boundaries for item development.
	OpenAI GPT-5
	Definition of emotion regulation; Gross’s Process Model; five theoretical dimensions (situation selection, situation modification, attentional deployment, cognitive change, and response modulation); distinction between antecedent- and response-focused strategies; illustrative examples.
	The model was provided with the theoretical framework and construct specifications to guide subsequent item generation.
	The research team reviewed and approved the theoretical specifications used to guide item development.
	A structured theoretical framework was established for item generation.

	2. Item Generation
	Generate an initial pool of candidate ERS items.
	OpenAI GPT-5
	The theoretical specifications were accompanied by instructions to generate 5–6 items per dimension using concise (10–20 words), first-person, behaviorally focused statements suitable for Likert-type responses and avoiding jargon and double-barrelled wording.
	Generated 25 candidate items, with five items representing each theoretical dimension.
	The research team reviewed the generated items for theoretical relevance and wording.
	Initial 25-item pool.

	3. Negative-Item Identification and Wording Review
	Identify negatively worded items and review their direction and wording within each dimension.
	OpenAI GPT-5
	nitial 25-item pool; instructions to identify negatively worded items within each theoretical dimension and flag items potentially requiring reverse scoring for subsequent researcher review.
	Identified candidate negatively worded items for review.
	The research team reviewed the identified items and made the final decisions regarding their wording and designation.
	Negatively worded items were identified and finalized within the item pool.

	4. Redundancy, Ambiguity, and Bias Screening
	Identify item overlap, ambiguity, and potential linguistic or cultural bias and improve behavioral specificity.
	Google Gemini
	Construct definitions, theoretical dimensions, and the 25-item pool were provided with instructions to identify redundancy, ambiguity, nonspecific wording, and potential cultural or linguistic bias and to suggest neutral alternatives.
	Identified potentially overlapping, ambiguous, or biased wording and proposed more specific, neutral, and behaviorally anchored alternatives.
	All proposed revisions were reviewed by the research team, who made the final decisions regarding item modification. Substantive changes were distinguished from purely linguistic refinements.
	Revised item pool with improved specificity, clarity, and neutrality.

	5. Grammar and Clarity Review
	Improve readability, grammar, and sentence structure while preserving intended meaning.
	Google Gemini and Grammarly
	Revised items were reviewed for grammar, clarity, conciseness, and readability while maintaining their intended conceptual content.
	Suggested linguistic and structural refinements and identified remaining ambiguities.
	The research team reviewed the suggested refinements and approved the wording used for translation.
	Final English item wording prepared for translation.

	6. Translation
	Produce and reconcile Arabic translations of the item pool.
	OpenAI GPT-5 and Claude 3.5 Sonnet
	The finalized English items were independently provided to both models for Arabic translation.
	Produced two independent Arabic translations of the 25 items.
	The research team and an independent translator compared the two translations and resolved differences to produce a consolidated Arabic version.
	Consolidated Arabic version prepared for expert review.

	7. Expert Review
	Evaluate the Arabic items for content appropriateness.
	Human experts; no AI model
	The Arabic items were provided to three associate professors of psychology specializing in psychometrics and research methodology for evaluation using predefined criteria covering accuracy, clarity, conceptual equivalence, methodological rigor, and inclusivity.
	Not applicable.
	Expert comments were reviewed by the research team, and items requiring improvement were revised where appropriate. Final decisions remained with the research team.
	Expert-reviewed Arabic item set prepared for administration.

	8. Item Randomization
	Reduce potential sequence effects during administration.
	Non-AI procedure
	The reviewed item set was arranged in randomized order.
	Not applicable.
	The research team reviewed the randomized item order.
	Randomized version of the ERS.

	9. Exploratory Factor Analysis
	Examine the empirical factor structure of the initial item pool.
	IBM SPSS Statistics 27; R-based Parallel Analysis Engine
	Data from the first randomly selected subsample (n = 370) were analyzed using Principal Axis Factoring with Varimax rotation; parallel analysis and the scree plot informed factor retention.
	Not applicable; statistical analysis rather than AI-assisted interpretation.
	The statistical results and theoretical interpretability were evaluated by the research team. Items 6, 7, 10, and 25 did not meet the ≥ .40 primary-loading criterion and were removed.
	Four-factor exploratory solution with 21 retained items.

	10. Cross-Model Validation, Construct Verification, and Ambiguity Resolution
	support cross-model validation, construct verification, factor interpretation, and ambiguity resolution following the EFA
	Google Gemini and NotebookLM
	EFA results, including item loadings for each factor, together with the definition of emotion regulation, Gross’s Process Model and its five dimensions, and the distinction between antecedent-focused and response-focused strategies. Both models were instructed to review the items within each factor, identify common themes, assign descriptive labels, and provide conceptual and operational definitions aligned with the theoretical framework.
	Both models independently proposed factor interpretations, descriptive labels, and conceptual and operational definitions. Their outputs were compared to identify areas of agreement and discrepancy in factor interpretation and classification.
	The research team compared the outputs of both models. Factor interpretations that were theoretically justified and aligned with Gross’s Process Model were retained, while weaker or unsupported associations were excluded. Final factor labels, definitions, and interpretations were reviewed and determined by the research team.
	The empirically derived factors were interpreted and refined through cross-model comparison, with the final factor labels, definitions, and interpretations determined by the research team.








Examples of Substantive Item Revisions During the AI-Assisted Development Process
	Original item
	    AI-Generated Revision
	Revised item
	Type of modification
	Rationale / effect of revision
	Human decision

	I hide my feelings.
	I hide my positive feelings (like joy or delight).
	-
	Conceptual refinement
	Narrowed the item from general emotional concealment to the more specific suppression of positive affect.
	AI-generated revision reviewed and approved by the research team.

	I repeatedly find myself thinking about upsetting events.
	I find myself constantly thinking about upsetting events.
	-
	Clarity & Lexical Precision
	Changed "repeatedly" to "constantly" to better reflect persistent rumination and sustained attentional bias, aligning with the maladaptive attentional deployment construct, based on the grammar and clarity review.
	AI-generated revision reviewed and approved by the research team.

	I tell myself the situation proves I am a failure.
	I tell myself in difficult situations that the situation proves my failure.
	In difficult situations, I tell myself that the situation confirms my failure.
	Contextual & Conceptual Refinement
	Added “In difficult situations” to specify the context, changed “proves” to “confirms” and “I am a failure” to “my failure” for greater conceptual precision regarding negative self-evaluation.
	AI-generated revision with the sentence structure and wording modified by the research team, reviewed and approved by the research team.

	I dwell my attention on negative emotions for a long time. / I let my attention dwell on negative emotions for a long time.
	I focus my attention on negative feelings for a long time.
	I focus my attention on negative emotions for a long time.
	Observable Behavior Specification
	Replaced “dwell/let dwell” with “focus” to make the behavior more specific, observable, and less vague, in line with the screening stage requirements.
	AI-generated revision with “feelings” replaced by “emotions” by the research team, reviewed and approved by the research team.

	I perceive setbacks as indicators of my self-worth. / I interpret setbacks as reflecting my personal worth.
	I look at setbacks as indicators of my self-worth.
	I view setbacks as indicators of my self-worth.
	Conciseness & Naturalness
	Replaced “perceive/interpret” with “look at” to provide a more accessible and natural phrasing while preserving the intended meaning of maladaptive self-worth attribution. The research team subsequently replaced “look at” with “view” for greater conciseness and academic naturalness.
	AI-generated revision with “look at” replaced by “view” by the research team, reviewed and approved by the research team.

	I refrain from suggesting modifications even if I believe they would be beneficial.
	I refrain from suggesting modifications, even if I think they would be helpful.
	-
	Simplification & Readability
	Replaced "believe" with "think" and "beneficial" with "helpful" to use simpler, more accessible language, improving readability for respondents across educational levels, following the grammar and clarity review.
	AI-generated revision reviewed and approved by the research team.

	I choose to avoid places where I know I’ll feel upset
	I avoid going to places that I anticipate will make me feel upset.
	I avoid going to places where I expect to feel upset.
	Structural & Grammatical Refinement
	Replaced “that” with “where” and “anticipate” with “expect,” and simplified “will make me feel upset” to “to feel upset” to improve sentence flow, clarity, and conciseness.
	AI-generated revision with the wording and sentence structure modified by the research team, reviewed and approved by the research team.

	I seek out social settings that make me feel cheerful
	I actively look for social situations that I expect will make me feel cheerful
	I seek out social situations that I expect will make me feel joyful.

	Vocabulary & Specificity Refinement
	Retained “seek out” from the original item rather than adopting the AI-generated “actively look for,” changed “settings” to “situations” for greater contextual specificity, and changed “cheerful” to “joyful” to better align with the intended positive affect.
	AI-generated revision with wording modified by the research team, including retention of “seek out” and changes to “situations” and “joyful,” reviewed and approved by the research team.




AI Models and Software Used in the Emotion Regulation Scale Development Process
	OpenAI GPT-5

	Anthropic Claude 3.5 Sonnet

	Gemini

	NotebookLM

	Grammarly





Appendix 3. Sensitivity Analysis of the Exploratory Factor Analysis
Table A3.1. Comparison of Varimax and Promax Rotations for the Initial 25-Item EFA
	Item
	Varimax loading(s)
	Promax pattern coefficient(s)
	|Δ|*

	ERS1
	.513
	.543
	.030

	ERS2
	.623
	.704
	.081

	ERS3
	.439
	.413
	.026

	ERS4
	.339 / .385
	.363
	.022

	ERS5
	.529
	.564
	.035

	ERS6
	.247
	.304
	.057

	ERS7
	.314
	.336
	.022

	ERS8
	.407
	.370 / .364
	.037

	ERS9
	.462
	.460
	.002

	ERS10
	.283
	.246
	.037

	ERS11
	.485
	.471
	.014

	ERS12
	.558
	.604
	.046

	ERS13
	.487
	.476
	.011

	ERS14
	.666
	.672
	.006

	ERS15
	.444
	.561
	.117

	ERS16
	.813
	.929
	.116

	ERS17
	.696
	.751
	.055

	ERS18
	.661
	.702
	.041

	ERS19
	.465
	.363 / .324
	.102

	ERS20
	.451
	.510
	.059

	ERS21
	.522
	.505
	.017

	ERS22
	.562
	.582
	.020

	ERS23
	.447 / .434
	.325 / .379
	.068

	ERS24
	.495
	.547
	.052

	ERS25
	.340
	.364
	.024


Note. Promax values are pattern coefficients. Multiple coefficients are reported for items with substantial cross-loadings (≥ .30 on more than one factor). |Δ| represents the absolute difference between the primary loading under Varimax and the primary pattern coefficient under Promax. PAF = Principal Axis Factoring. *For items with multiple coefficients, Δ is calculated using the primary (largest absolute) loading under each rotation.  






Table A3.2. Comparison of Varimax and Promax Rotations for the Final 21-Item EFA
	Item
	Factor
	Varimax loading(s)
	Promax pattern coefficient(s)
	|Δ|*

	ERS1
	F2
	.472
	.476
	.004

	ERS2
	F2
	.592
	.653
	.061

	ERS3
	F1
	.462
	.447
	.015

	ERS4
	F3
	.531
	.535
	.004

	ERS5
	F3
	.499
	.565
	.066

	ERS8
	F2
	.437
	.433
	.004

	ERS9
	F3
	.635
	.671
	.036

	ERS11
	F2
	.493
	.476
	.017

	ERS12
	F2
	.599
	.672
	.073

	ERS13
	F2
	.537
	.558
	.021

	ERS14
	F1
	.639
	.618
	.021

	ERS15
	F4
	.462
	.546
	.084

	ERS16
	F4
	.733
	.790
	.057

	ERS17
	F4
	.604
	.608
	.004

	ERS18
	F1
	.669
	.710
	.041

	ERS19
	F3
	.523
	.489
	.034

	ERS20
	F1
	.460
	.514
	.054

	ERS21
	F4
	.477
	.449
	.028

	ERS22
	F1
	.558
	.565
	.007

	ERS23
	F2
	.445
	.398
	.047

	ERS24
	F1
	.533
	.580
	.047


Note. Promax values are pattern coefficients. |Δ| represents the absolute difference between the Varimax primary loading and the Promax primary pattern coefficient. Factor assignments are based on the primary loading. PAF = Principal Axis Factoring.
Table A3.3. Inter-Factor Correlations for the Final 21-Item Promax Solution
	Factor
	F1
	F2
	F3
	F4

	F1
	1.000
	
	
	

	F2
	.315
	1.000
	
	

	F3
	−.249
	.384
	1.000
	

	F4
	−.221
	.438
	.572
	1.000


Note. Factor correlations were obtained from the Promax-rotated four-factor solution using Principal Axis Factoring.

Appendix 4. Structural Equation Model
[image: ]
Figure 1 Initial CFA Model


Appendix 5. Complete Item Trajectory from the Initial 25-Item Pool to the Final 17-Item Scale
	Original Item
	EFA Loading (PAF + Varimax)
	EFA Decision
	CFA Standardized Loading
	CFA Decision
	Final Status
	Theoretical/Content Rationale for Deletion
	Final Factor

	ERS1
	0.513
	Retained
	0.49
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 2

	ERS2
	0.623
	Retained
	0.55
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 2

	ERS3
	0.439
	Retained
	0.50
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 1

	ERS4
	.339 / .385
	Retained
	0.61
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 3

	ERS5
	0.529
	Retained
	0.38
	Deleted (< .40)
	Deleted in CFA
	The item (“I try not to show my feelings, even when I feel them strongly”) reflects emotional suppression, whereas the remaining items primarily reflect positive cognitive reappraisal. Retaining the item would reduce the conceptual coherence of the factor.
	—

	ERS6
	0.247
	Deleted (< .40)
	N/A
	N/A
	Deleted in EFA
	
	—

	ERS7
	0.314
	Deleted (< .40)
	N/A
	N/A
	Deleted in EFA
	
	—

	ERS8
	0.407
	Retained
	0.51
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 2

	ERS9
	0.462
	Retained
	0.58
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 3

	ERS10
	0.283
	Deleted (< .40)
	N/A
	N/A
	Deleted in EFA
	
	—

	ERS11
	0.485
	Retained
	0.43
	Deleted (Content redundancy with ERS2)
	Deleted in CFA
	The item (“I change my route to avoid encountering certain people”) overlaps conceptually with Item 2 (“I change my current plans to reduce my stress level”), as both reflect behavioral avoidance.
	—

	ERS12
	0.558
	Retained
	0.34
	Deleted (< .40)
	Deleted in CFA
	The item (“I replace face-to-face meetings with phone calls to reduce anxiety”) reflects avoidance through communication modality, but its wording may have limited applicability across social and cultural contexts.
	—

	ERS13
	0.487
	Retained
	0.59
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 2

	ERS14
	0.666
	Retained
	0.70
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 1

	ERS15
	0.444
	Retained
	0.37
	Deleted (< .40)
	Deleted in CFA
	The item (“I openly express my negative feelings”) reflects emotional expression, whereas the remaining items focus on actively seeking or modifying environmental and social contexts to regulate affect.
	—

	ERS16
	0.813
	Retained
	0.67
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 4

	ERS17
	0.696
	Retained
	0.74
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 4

	ERS18
	0.661
	Retained
	0.67
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 1

	ERS19
	0.465
	Retained
	0.74
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 3

	ERS20
	0.451
	Retained
	0.53
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 1

	ERS21
	0.522
	Retained
	0.65
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 4

	ERS22
	0.562
	Retained
	0.45
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 1

	ERS23
	0.447
	Retained
	0.63
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 2

	ERS24
	0.495
	Retained
	0.51
	Retained
	Retained
	
	Factor 1

	ERS25
	0.34
	Deleted (< .40)
	N/A
	N/A
	Deleted in EFA
	
	—


Note. The initial item pool comprised 25 items. During the EFA, Items 6, 7, 10, and 25 were removed, resulting in a 21-item solution. During the CFA, Items 5, 11, 12, and 15 were subsequently removed, resulting in the final 17-item model. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; EFA = exploratory factor analysis; PAF = principal axis factoring; N/A = not applicable because the item had been removed during the preceding EFA.
Appendix 6. Pearson Correlations Between ERS Dimensions and ERQ Subscales 
	 
	Cognitive Reappraisal
	Expressive Suppression

	Maladaptive Cognitions & Rumination (MCR)
	-0.152*
	0.400*

	Cognitive-Behavioral Avoidance (CBA)
	0.588*
	0.180*

	Positive Cognitive Reappraisal (PCR)
	0.608*
	0.110*

	Environmental & Social Engagement (ESE)
	0.522*
	-0.071


Note. * Significant correlation at 0.01 level

Appendix 7. Pearson Correlations Between ERS Dimensions and Depression, Anxiety, Well-Being, and Quality of Life Indicators 
	 
	PHQ9
	GAD7
	WHO-5 Well-Being Index
	QOL1
	QOL2

	Maladaptive Cognitions & Rumination (MCR)
	0.432*
	0.462*
	-0.330*
	-0.357*
	-0.295*

	Cognitive-Behavioral Avoidance (CBA)
	-0.032
	0.033
	0.045
	0.199*
	0.113*

	Positive Cognitive Reappraisal (PCR)
	-0.239*
	-0.211*
	0.203*
	0.375*
	0.258*

	Environmental & Social Engagement (ESE)
	-0.184*
	-0.141*
	0.150*
	0.309*
	0.211*


Note. * Significant correlation at 0.01 level
Appendix 8. Discriminant validity assessment using the Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) Ratio
	Dimension
	MCR
	CBA
	PCR
	ESE

	Maladaptive Cognitions & Rumination (MCR)
	—
	
	
	

	Cognitive-Behavioral Avoidance (CBA)
	0.228
	—
	
	

	Positive Cognitive Reappraisal (PCR)
	0.382
	0.680
	—
	

	Environmental & Social Engagement (ESE)
	0.321
	0.709
	0.759
	—


Note. HTMT values < .85 were considered indicative of adequate discriminant validity.
Appendix 9. Differences in ERS Dimension Scores Across Depression Severity Groups (PHQ-9 Classification)
	
	Maladaptive Cognitions & Rumination (MCR)
	Cognitive-Behavioral Avoidance (CBA)
	Positive Cognitive Reappraisal (PCR)
	Environmental & Social Engagement (ESE)

	None/Minimal depression
	2.68a ± 1.11
	5.09a,b ± 1.23
	5.55a ± 1.26
	5.78a ± 1.34

	Mild depression
	3.40b ± 1.12
	5.04a,b ± 1.24
	5.14a,b ± 1.32
	5.49a,b± 1.35

	Moderate depression
	3.63b,c ± 1.08
	4.84a ± 1.08
	4.87b ± 1.31
	5.21b ± 1.34

	Moderately severe depression
	3.98c,d ± 1.16
	4.67a ± 1.26
	4.64b ± 1.31
	5.15b ± 1.33

	Severe depression
	4.43d ± 1.30
	5.33b ± 1.06
	4.73b ± 1.42
	5.02b ± 1.69

	F-value
	39.322
	3.057
	11.131
	6.745

	P-value
	< 0.001
	0.016
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	Effect size (η²)
	0.17
	0.01
	0.05
	0.03


Note. Values are presented as mean ± SD.  Means sharing the same superscript letter are not significantly different according to Tukey’s HSD post-hoc test (p < .05). η² = eta squared.



Appendix 10. Differences in ERS Dimension Scores Across Anxiety Severity Groups (GAD-7 Classification)
	
	Maladaptive Cognitions & Rumination (MCR)
	Cognitive-Behavioral Avoidance (CBA)
	Positive Cognitive Reappraisal (PCR)
	Environmental & Social Engagement (ESE)

	Minimal anxiety
	2.54a ± 1.11
	5.06a,b ± 1.24
	5.58a ± 1.27
	5.85a ± 1.31

	Mild anxiety
	3.38b ± 1.06
	4.88a ± 1.17
	5.09b ± 1.28
	5.38b ± 1.34

	Moderate anxiety
	3.67b ± 1.07
	5.01a,b ± 1.20
	4.93b ± 1.25
	5.22b ± 1.33

	Severe anxiety
	4.34c ± 1.26
	5.29b ± 1.15
	4.73b ± 1.59
	5.38b ± 1.63

	F-value
	64.486
	2.736
	11.949
	7.561

	P-value
	< 0.001
	0.043
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	Effect size (η²)
	0.20
	0.01
	0.04
	0.03


Note. Values are presented as mean ± SD.  Means sharing the same superscript letter are not significantly different according to Tukey’s HSD post-hoc test (p < .05). η² = eta squared.
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