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Abstract

The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) assesses emotion regulation strategies, 

particularly expressive suppression and cognitive reappraisal. However, the ERQ does not 

discern between regulating positive vs. negative emotions. Recent research suggests that 

suppression and reappraisal can impact mental health differently when targeting positive vs 

negative emotions. We developed and validated the Emotion Regulation Questionnaire - 

Positive/Negative (ERQ-PN), designed to measure positive and negative forms of suppression 

and reappraisal strategies. We recruited 963 participants (female = 478) through Prolific.com and 

administered the ERQ-PN. Participants had an average age of 45 years and were predominantly 

White (74%) and heterosexual (84%). Structural validity was assessed through confirmatory 

factor analyses. Model fit was estimated using the comparative fit index and the root-mean-

square error of approximation. We also used the Bayesian information criterion to compare the 

fit of different models. Overall, participants used reappraisal more often to decrease negative 

emotions (vs. increasing positive) and leaned toward using suppression more for negative (vs. 

positive) emotions. These analyses revealed that the four-factor model (Model 2) delineating 

four latent variables (positive reappraisal, negative reappraisal, positive suppression, and 

negative suppression) had a good fit (RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0. 97, TLI = 0.96, χ2(98) 

= 531.28, p < 0.001). An incremental validity assessment revealed that positive and negative 

reappraisal correlated similarly with related mental health constructs. By contrast, suppression of 

negative vs. positive emotions was differentially associated to the validators tested. The ERQ-PN 

represents a valid measure of emotion regulation that accounts for both positive and negative 

emotions.
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1. Introduction

Emotions are essential to human life, influencing our overall well-being. Emotion 

regulation refers to the ability to manage or modulate the emotions we experience and how we 

express them [1]. One widely used measure of emotion regulation is the Emotion Regulation 

Questionnaire (ERQ) [2]. The ERQ assesses two common emotion regulation strategies: 

reappraisal and suppression. Reappraisal refers to altering how we evaluate a situation to change 

its emotional impact, while suppression refers to inhibiting the outward expression of an emotion 

[1]. In the process model of emotion regulation proposed by Gross [1], these strategies 

encapsulate two different aspects of the process, namely cognitive change vs. modulation of 

behavioral and physiological response. However, research has shown that reappraisal and 

suppression can be used to target positive or negative emotions separately, with distinctive 

effects on mental health [3,4]. The current edition of the ERQ was not developed to capture the 

difference between positive and negative emotions, therefore it does not distinguish between 

these two emotion regulation targets. This paper proposes and evaluates a revision of the ERQ to 

include questions for measuring both positive and negative reappraisal and suppression 

strategies, by only adding a handful of questions and addressing a limitation of the ERQ, the 

different number of items per subscale. 

1.1. Negative and Positive Cognitive Reappraisal

Reappraisal to up-regulate positive emotions (e.g., “I should feel proud of myself; I 

reached the best decision possible.”) vs. down-regulate negative ones (e.g., “I should not feel bad 

about this; I reached the best decision possible”) has been used interchangeably in previous 

literature. Previous studies have found that reappraising to down-regulate negative emotions can 
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lead to positive psychological outcomes, on average. For example, in a study using ecological 

momentary assessment, Southward et al. [3] found that participants who used reappraisal of 

specific negative emotions, such as anger and sadness, could improve their mood. An alternate 

approach to improving mood involves up-regulating positive emotions instead of down-

regulating negative emotions. For example, past research has explored the distinction between 

these two emotion regulation targets using daily journals [5]. Researchers observed that 

reappraising to up-regulate emotions was linked to higher positive affect, self-esteem, and 

psychological adjustment. However, they found no strong association between reappraisal to 

down-regulate negative emotions and self-esteem or psychological adjustment, suggesting that 

there may be a distinction between downregulating negative emotions and up-regulating positive 

emotions. 

1.2. Negative and Positive Expressive Suppression

Suppression has been studied mainly in the context of suppressing negative emotions [6]. 

Multiple studies have associated suppression of negative emotions with increased negative affect 

and depressive symptoms [5,7,8]. For instance, in an experimental study, when participants were 

asked to suppress their negative emotions to an emotional clip or to allow their emotional 

response, those that suppressed reported higher distress and heart rate variability [9]. This 

suggests that suppression may be counterproductive when trying to manage negative emotions. 

However, depending on the context, suppressing negative emotions can be beneficial. For 

example, a study exploring suppression of anger in romantic relationships found that suppression 

of anger when participants were experiencing high (but not low) heart rate variability was 

associated with better relationship outcomes [10]. 
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Similarly, suppressing positive emotions can have beneficial or harmful effects 

depending on the context. For example, suppression of positive emotions could lead to higher 

stress levels, as there is evidence that positive emotions have a stress-buffering effect [11], while 

expressing positive emotions has been shown to be essential for developing and maintaining 

social relationships [12]. Thus, suppressing positive emotions could lead to adverse social 

outcomes such as a higher sense of inauthenticity, which was associated in previous studies with 

lower social relationship satisfaction and social support [13]. Furthermore, not suppressing 

positive emotion can also be harmful when it leads to positive-emotion persistence which is 

believed to be an underlying mechanism in mania [14]. Thus, being able to study positive 

suppression (separate from negative suppression) could allow us to explore different associations 

with mental health-related variables. 

1.3. Our Study

In the current study, we revised the ERQ to assess positive and negative forms of 

reappraisal and suppression strategies. We define positive reappraisal as the reinterpretation of 

the meaning of a situation with the goal of up-regulating positive emotions. Negative reappraisal 

was defined as the reinterpretation of an event with the goal of down-regulating negative 

emotions. Similarly, we define negative suppression as inhibiting the expression of negative 

emotions, while positive suppression involves inhibiting the expression of positive emotions. We 

also explore the associations between these four emotion regulation strategies and different 

validators related to mental health. Study data and code can be accessed on the OSF website 

(https://osf.io/ezngp).

2. Materials and Methods
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2.1. Participants

A total of 963 participants were included in this study from a nationally representative 

sample recruited through Prolific.com, an online participant recruitment platform that has 

consistently been found to produce better data quality than alternatives like Amazon Mechanical 

Turk [15]. Recruitment spanned from January 20, 2023, to January 28, 2023. We aimed for a 

sample of 1000, Prolific’s recommendation for a nationally representative sample based on 

stratification across three demographics: age, sex and race-ethnicity based on the US Census 

Bereau [16,17]. We ultimately recruited 963 individuals for the study. This sample size would 

allow us to detect effect of r = 0.09, with power of 80% at p value < 0.05. 

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Cognitive Reappraisal and Expressive Suppression

Participants' habitual use of reappraisal and suppression was assessed using the original 

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ). The ERQ has two subscales measuring reappraisal 

and suppression. The reappraisal 6-item subscale assesses participants’ habitual use of 

reappraisal by asking participants how much they agree with specific statements on a 7-point 

scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Mean scores range from 1 to 7, with higher 

scores representing higher habitual use of suppression. The suppression 4-item subscale assesses 

participants’ habitual use of suppression by asking participants how much they agree with 

specific statements on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Mean scores 

range from 1 to 7, with higher scores representing higher habitual use of suppression. The ERQ 

demonstrated to have possess high acceptable consistency (𝜔 = 0.75)
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2.2.2. Positive and Negative Cognitive Reappraisal and Expressive Suppression

Positive and negative emotion regulation was assessed using the using the ERQ-PN. The 

ERQ-PN is 16 items measure of four proposed variation of emotion regulation strategies: 

positive reappraisal (e.g., “I control my positive emotions by changing the way I think about the 

situation I’m in.”), negative reappraisal (e.g., “I control my negative emotions by changing the 

way I think about the situation I’m in.”), positive suppression (e.g., “I keep my positive emotions 

to myself”), and negative suppression (e.g., “I keep my negative emotions to myself.”) 

Additionally, the instructions and some items were adapted to include examples of negative (i.e., 

sadness, anger, anxiety, or fear), and positive emotion (i.e., joy, happiness, or positive surprises). 

We included four items for each of the four subscales. Thus, the ERQ-PN addresses a 

limitation of the original ERQ, that the reappraisal scale was assessed with more items that the 

suppression scale. The ERQ-PN items were adapted from the ERQ by including a specific type 

of emotional target (i.e., positive vs negative emotion). However, we retained much of the same 

language in the items so that the positive and negative versions were textually “mirror” versions 

of each other. When the original ERQ items were about positive emotions (e.g., “When I want to 

feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement), I change what I’m thinking about”), we 

reused the item and added one that focused on negative emotions (i.e., “When I want to feel less 

negative emotions (e.g., sadness, anger, anxiety, or fear), I change what I’m thinking about.” and 

vice versa. When items did not specify type of emotion (e.g., “I keep my emotions to myself.”), 

we modify it to include positive or negative emotions (e.g., “I keep my positive emotions to 

myself.”) We also matched the number of items for all the subscales, so that each subscale would 

have four items. This meant that we excluded one of the ERQ reappraisal items (e.g., “I control 

my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I’m in.”) We found this item would 
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be redundant with other reappraisal items (e.g., “When I want to feel more positive emotion, I 

change the way I’m thinking about the situation.”, “When I want to feel more positive emotion, I 

change the way I’m thinking about the situation.”) The items were also organized in the same 

order as the ERQ; however, we began with all items for positive reappraisal and suppression, 

followed by all items for negative reappraisal and suppression. Participants rated each item on a 

seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Mean scores 

range from 1 to 7, with higher scores representing higher habitual use of the specific emotion 

regulation strategy. A copy of the ERQ-PN measure can be found on appendix B. The ERQ-PN 

demonstrated to have high internal consistency (𝜔 = 0.84)

2.2.3. Difficulties in Emotion Regulation 

Participants' difficulties in emotion regulation were assessed using the brief version of the 

Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (DERS-18) [18,19]. This 18-item scale measures six 

aspects of emotion regulation: nonacceptance (i.e., nonacceptance of emotional responses), goals 

(i.e., difficulty engaging in goal-directed behavior), impulse (i.e., impulse control difficulties), 

awareness (lack of emotional awareness), strategies (i.e., limited access to emotion regulation 

strategies), and clarity (i.e., lack of emotional clarity). Participants were asked to indicate how 

often the items applied to them on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = almost never, 5 = almost always). 

Scores range from 3 to 15 for each subscale, with higher scores indicating greater difficulties in 

emotion regulation. The DERS-18 demonstrated to possess excellent internal consistency (𝜔 = 

0.91)

2.2.4. Psychological Distress
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Participants' level of internalizing distress was measured using the Kessler Psychological 

Distress Scale (K6) [20]. The K6 is a 6-item scale that assesses internalizing distress by asking 

participants to rate on a 4-point scale how often they have experienced negative affect and 

related symptoms over the past month (0 = none of the time, 4 = all of the time). Scores range 

from 0 to 24, with higher scores indicating higher psychological distress. Scores of 6 on the K6 

may indicate mild psychological distress, while scores of 13 may indicate more severe 

psychological distress. The K6 has been demonstrated to have criterion validity [21] and in our 

study demonstrated to possess high internal consistency (𝜔 = 0.87)

2.2.5. Well-being

Participants' subjective well-being was assessed using the World Health Organization 

Well-being Index (WHO-5) [22]. This 5-item scale asks participants to rate their experiences 

based on their feelings over the last two weeks on a 6-point Likert scale (0 = at no time, 5 = all of 

the time). Scores range from 0 to 25 and are multiplied by four to produce scores from 0-100, 

with higher scores representing higher well-being. The WHO-5 demonstrated to have excellent 

internal consistency (𝜔 = 0.92).

2.2.6. Positive and Negative Affect

Participants' positive and negative affect were assessed using the Positive and Negative 

Affect Schedule (PANAS) [23]. This 20-item scale consists of two subscales: positive affect and 

negative affect, each containing 10 items. Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they 

have felt each emotion on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = very slightly or not at all, 5 = extremely). 

Scores range from 10 to 50, with higher scores indicating higher positive or negative affect 

levels. The PANAS demonstrated to have acceptable internal consistency (𝜔 = 0.72).

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 30, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.28.24309661doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.28.24309661
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


12

2.2.7. Personality

We assessed the Big-Five personality traits (i.e., emotional stability, extraversion, 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness) using the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) 

[24]. The TIPI is a 10-item scale assessing personality traits with 5 bipolar factors representing 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness to experience. 

The measure contains 2 descriptors for each pole of all 5 personality dimensions. Each item is 

rated using a 7-point scale (1 = disagree strongly, 7 = agree strongly). After reverse recoding, the 

mean for each of the 5 personality dimensions was used as subscales. Scores range from 1 to 7, 

with higher scores indicating higher endorsement of the personality trait. The TIPI demonstrated 

to have acceptable internal consistency (𝜔 = 0.76).

2.3. Procedure

Participants who wished to partake in the study were presented with a Qualtrics survey. On the 

first page of the survey, participants were provided with a Study Information Sheet, which 

detailed the study's purpose, procedures, potential risks and benefits, confidentiality, and 

payment (2.40 USD). Consent was obtained by participants clicking on a button to indicate their 

agreement and desire to proceed. Following consent, participants were presented with 

demographic questions. Subsequently, they were given the original ERQ and the ERQ-PN. To 

control for familiarity with the questionnaires, the order of these measures was randomized. An 

explanation was included between the first and second ERQ, informing participants that the next 

questionnaire would be very similar and requesting participants to complete the questionnaire the 

same way that they would answer any other. Upon completing these two questionnaires, 

participants proceeded to complete the remaining measures.
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2.4. Analytic Plan

All analyses were conducted using the R programming language [25]. We first conducted 

descriptive statistics for demographic and psychological factors. We then conducted descriptive 

statistics for the ERQ-PN including mean, standard deviation, median, and interquartile range.

2.5. Model Fit

To evaluate the consistency of our theoretical model with the observed data, we 

employed confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), a statistical method used to test the hypothesized 

relationship between observed variables (i.e., ERQ-PN items) and the predicted underlying latent 

constructs (positive vs negative reappraisal and suppression). We first tested a two-factor model 

(Model 1), where we attempted to replicate the traditional two-factor ERQ structure in which the 

items were loaded onto one of two latent variables representing different emotion regulation 

strategies: reappraisal or suppression. Next, we tested a four-factor model (Model 2) with four 

correlated latent variables: positive reappraisal, negative reappraisal, positive suppression, and 

negative suppression. we examined a second-order model (Model 3), adding two higher-order 

latent variables representing overall reappraisal (i.e., positive and negative reappraisal) and 

suppression (i.e., positive and negative suppression). 

2.6. Model Comparison

To assess the degree to which the models fit the data, we relied on the comparative fit 

index (CFI) [26] and the root-mean-square error of residual approximation (RMSEA) [27]. 

Although guidelines for good fit may vary, generally a CFI value above .95 and RMSEA values 

less than 0.06 represent a good fit to the data [28]. We also used the Bayesian information 
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criterion (BIC) to identify which of the good-fitting models was most parsimonious. When 

comparing models, a lower BIC value implies a better fit of the data in terms of the odds of the 

model, with the lowest BIC value being superior to other models [29]. Additionally, we 

conducted a nested chi-squared test to identify whether the more complex model significantly 

improved fit compared to the simpler one [30].

2.7. Convergent Validity and Concurrent Validity

Finally, we explored the correlation between the ERQ and ERQ-PN subscales, and 

dimensions of positive and negative mental health to establish convergent validity. Specifically, 

we correlated the two ERQ subscales (i.e., suppression and reappraisal), and the ERQ-PN four 

sub-scales (i.e., positive reappraisal, negative reappraisal, positive suppression, and negative 

suppression) with 12 validators reflecting positive and negative dimensions of mental health. 

Additionally, we used Zou’s test for dependent overlapping correlations [31] to evaluate the 

difference between positive and negative versions of reappraisal and suppression. We used this 

because it allowed us to test whether these two pairs of correlations significantly differ from 

each other. This test takes into account the fact that the correlations are not independent of each 

other (e.g., (1) negative reappraisal and well-being, (2) positive reappraisal and well-being). The 

Zou’s test also allowed us to examine the size of the differences and statistical significance at p 

< .05. 

3. Results

3.1. Demographics
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The study included a sample of U.S. adults (N = 963) meant to be nationally 

representative in terms of age, sex assigned at birth, and race-ethnicity. Sample demographics are 

found in Table 1.

Table 1

Demographic and psychological characteristics of a nationally representative sample of 

participants who participated in an online study to validate an adapted version of the Emotion 

Regulation Questionnaire (N = 963)

Variable N (%)
Gender
Woman 478 (49.69%)
Man 467 (48.54%)
Non-binary or genderqueer 14 (1.46%)
Other 3 (0.31%)
Missing 1

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White 709 (74.01%)
Non-Hispanic Black 115 (12.00%)
Hispanic 59 (6.16%)
Asian 55 (5.74%)
Multiracial 14 (1.46%)
American Indian/Native American or Alaska Native 3 (0.31%)
Other 2 (0.21%)
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 (0.10%)
Missing 5

Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 810 (84.20%)
Bisexual 87 (9.04%)
Homosexual/Gay/Lesbian 36 (3.74%)
Asexual 17 (1.77%)
Other 12 (1.25%)
Missing 1

Education
Some high school or less 6 (0.63%)
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High school diploma or GED 133 (13.87%)
Some college, but no degree 176 (18.35%)
Associate or technical degree 109 (11.37%)
Bachelor’s degree 373 (38.89%)
Graduate or professional degree (MA, MS, MBA, 
PhD, JD, MD, DDS, etc.) 162 (16.89%)
Missing 4

Yearly income
Under $15,000 72 (7.51%)
$15,000 - $24,999 92 (9.59%)
$25,000 - $34.999 96 (10.01%)
$35,000 - $49,999 134 (13.97%)
$50,000 - $74,999 212 (22.11%)
$75,000 - $99,999 140 (14.60%)
$100,000 - $149,999 122 (12.72%)
$150,000 - $199,999 55 (5.74%)
$200,000+ 36 (3.75%)
Missing 4

Age (in years) 45.46 (15.64)
Missing 5

Reappraisal of positive emotions (ERQ-PN; 1-7) 4.79 (1.26)
Suppression of positive emotions (ERQ-PN; 1-7) 2.43 (1.31)
Reappraisal of negative emotions (ERQ-PN; 1-7) 5.05 (1.24)
Suppression of negative emotions (ERQ-PN; 1-7) 4.08 (1.58)
Cognitive reappraisal (ERQ; 1-7) 5.03 (1.16)
Missing 7

Expressive suppression (ERQ; 1-7) 3.47 (1.35)
Missing 9

Extraversion (TIPI; 1-7) 3.54 (1.76)
Missing 6

Agreeableness (TIPI; 1-7) 5.47 (1.24)
Missing 2

Conscientiousness (TIPI; 1-7) 5.52 (1.34)
Missing 2

Emotional stability (TIPI; 1-7) 4.76 (1.65)
Missing 1

Openness (TIPI; 1-7) 5.17 (1.30)
Missing 2

Awareness (DERS-18; 3-15) 6.50 (2.54)
Missing
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Clarity (DERS-18; 3-15) 5.07 (2.28)
Missing 6

Goals (DERS-18; 3-15) 8.83 (3.52)
Missing 10

Impulse (DERS-18; 3-15) 4.93 (2.60)
Missing 9

Nonacceptance (DERS-18; 3-15) 6.58 (3.43)
Missing 7

Strategies (DERS-18; 3-15) 6.05 (3.12)
Missing 8

Difficulty in emotion regulation 
(DERS; 18-90) 37.92 (12.50)
Missing 36

Positive affect (PANAS; 10-50) 26.92 (7.70)
Missing 19

Negative affect (PANAS; 10-50) 17.25 (5.60)
Missing 20

Internalizing distress (K6;0-24) 5.30 (5.11)
Missing 9

Well-being (WHO-5; 0-100) 54.19 (23.47)
Missing 7

Note. N = total sample size, M = mean score, S.D. = standard, % = percentage. ERQ = Emotion 

Regulation Questionnaire, ERQ-PN = revised ERQ, TIPI = Ten Item Personality Inventory, 

DERS-18 = Brief version of the Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale, PANAS = Positive 

and Negative Affect Scale, K6 = Kessler Psychological Distress Scale, WHO-5 = World Health 

Organization Well-Being Index. Positive values = positive correlation, negative values = 

negative correlation. Ranges are shown within parentheses for the continuous variables.

3.2. ERQ-PN

Descriptive statistics for the ERQ-PN items are presented in Table 2. In general, 

participants reported greater use of reappraisal to feel less negative (e.g., sad, angry, anxious, or 

fearful) than to feel more positive (e.g., joy, happiness, or surprise; t(962) = -8.53, p < .001, 
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mean difference = -0.26, 95% CI [-0.32, -0.20], d = -0.27). Participants appeared to use 

suppression much more with negative than with positive emotions (t(962) = -32.94, p < .001, 

mean difference = -1.65, 95% CI [-1.75, -1.55], d = -1.06). 

Table 2

Descriptive statistics of the Revised Emotion Regulation Questionnaire’s latent factors and 

specific items in a sample of 963 adults recruited via Prolific (N = 963)

Variables Mean 
(Range: 1-7) SD Median IQR

25%
IQR 
75%

Subscales
Reappraisal of positive emotions 4.79 1.26 5.00 4.00 5.75
Suppression of positive emotions 2.43 1.31 2.25 1.25 3.25
Reappraisal of negative emotions 5.05 1.24 5.00 4.50 6.00
Suppression of negative emotions 4.08 1.58 4.25 3.00 5.25
Items
1: “When I want to feel less 
negative emotions (e.g., sadness, 
anger, anxiety, or fear), I change 
what I’m thinking about.”

5.13 1.40 5.00 5.00 6.00

2: “I keep my negative emotions 
to myself.” 4.33 1.71 5.00 3.00 6.00

3: “When I am feeling negative 
emotions, I am careful not to 
express them.”

4.20 1.68 4.00 3.00 5.00

4: “When I’m faced with a 
stressful situation, I make myself 
think about it in a way that helps 
me feel less negative (e.g., less 
sad, angry, anxious, or fearful).”

4.98 1.41 5.00 4.00 6.00

5: “I control my negative 
emotions by not expressing 
them.”

3.84 1.77 4.00 2.00 5.00

6: “When I want to feel less 
negative emotion, I change the 
way I’m thinking about the 
situation.”

5.07 1.37 5.00 5.00 6.00
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7: “I control my negative 
emotions by changing the way I 
think about the situation I’m in.”

5.00 1.40 5.00 4.00 6.00

8: “When I am feeling negative 
emotions, I make sure not to 
express them.”

3.96 1.75 4.00 3.00 5.00

9: “When I want to feel more 
positive emotion (e.g., joy, 
happiness, or surprise), I change 
what I’m thinking about.”

4.97 1.55 5.00 4.00 6.00

10: “I keep my positive emotions 
to myself.” 2.68 1.50 2.00 1.00 4.00

11: “When I am feeling positive 
emotions, I am careful not to 
express them.”

2.36 1.35 2.00 1.00 3.00

12: “When I’m faced with a 
stressful situation, I make myself 
think about it in a way that helps 
me feel more positive (e.g., 
joyful, happy, surprised).”

4.91 1.47 5.00 4.00 6.00

13: “I control my positive 
emotions by not expressing 
them.”

2.38 1.42 2.00 1.00 3.00

14: “When I want to feel more 
positive emotion, I change the 
way I’m thinking about the 
situation.”

4.91 1.52 5.00 4.00 6.00

15: “I control my positive 
emotions by changing the way I 
think about the situation I’m in.”

4.37 1.67 5.00 3.00 6.00

16: “When I am feeling positive 
emotions, I make sure not to 
express them.”

2.29 1.39 2.00 1.00 3.00

Note. SD = standard, IQR = interquartile range.

3.3. Structural Validity 

The model with two latent variables representing reappraisal and suppression (Model 0) 

fit the data poorly (RMSEA = 0.19, CFI = 0.70, TLI = 0.65, χ2(103) = 3837.29, p < 0.001), 

suggesting that in this sample, variation in the scale is not well-explained by these two factors. 

The four-factor model (Model 1) representing four correlated latent variables, positive 
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reappraisal, negative reappraisal, positive suppression, and negative suppression (see Fig 1), fit 

the data well. However, the χ2 did not meet conventional cut-offs (RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0. 97, 

TLI = 0.96, χ2(98) = 531.28, p < 0.001). Finally, the second-order model (Model 2), which 

included two higher-order latent variables representing overall reappraisal (i.e., positive and 

negative reappraisal) and suppression (i.e., positive and negative suppression, see Fig 2) also fit 

the data well (RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.96, χ2(101) = 563.29, p < 0.001). For this 

model we fixed to 1 the first order latent to reduce overparameterization. Model 1 exhibited 

lower AIC and BIC values (AIC = 31440, BIC = 31625) than Model 2 (AIC = 31466, BIC = 

31636), indicating that Model 1 is more parsimonious than Model 2. These results suggest that 

the items we added to the ERQ may capture the intended differences in positive vs. negative 

emotion regulation, although falling under the umbrella of habitual use of reappraisal and 

suppression. Factor loadings can be found on appendix C.

Fig 1

Structural Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Four-Factor Model: Negative Reappraisal, Negative 

Suppression, Positive Reappraisal, and Positive Suppression in a sample of Online Respondents 

(N = 963)

Note. The figure represents a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model with four latent 

variables, NCR = negative cognitive reappraisal, NES = negative expressive suppression, PCR = 

positive cognitive reappraisal, and PES = positive expressive suppression, derived from the 

ERQ-PN scale. Observed variables, represented as ERQR1 through ERQR16, are individual 

items on the ERQ-PN scale. Factor loadings, error variances, and correlations between the 

factors are also depicted.
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Fig 2

Structural Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Higher Order Positive and Negative Emotion Traits: 

Positive Reappraisal, Suppression, Negative Reappraisal, and Suppression (N = 963)

Note. The figure represents a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) model with six latent 

variables: SUP = positive and negative suppression, REA = positive and negative reappraisal, 

NCR = negative cognitive reappraisal, NES = negative expressive suppression, PCR = positive 

cognitive reappraisal and PES = positive expressive suppression, derived from the ERQ-PN 

scale. Observed variables, represented as ERQR1 through ERQR16, are individual items on the 

ERQ-PN scale. Factor loadings, error variances, and correlations between the factors are also 

depicted.

3.4. Convergent Validity and Concurrent Validity

To evaluate the convergent and concurrent validity of the ERQ-PN’s distinction between 

positive and negative emotion regulation over the traditional ERQ, we correlated the four 

emotion regulation sub-scales (i.e., positive reappraisal, negative reappraisal, positive 

suppression, and negative suppression) and the original ERQ subscales with various constructs 

reflecting positive and negative dimensions of mental health (see Table 3). The table suggests 

that the ERQ-PN has convergent validity as most of the correlations between negative/positive 

reappraisal and suppression, follow a similar pattern that the correlations with their ERQ 

reappraisal and suppression counterparts.

Table 3
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Correlations Between Emotion Regulation Strategies and Mental Health Outcomes in a 

Nationally Representative Sample of Participants (N = 963)

Cognitive 
reappraisal 
(ERQ)

Reappraisal 
of positive 
emotions 
(ERQ-PN)

Reappraisal 
of negative 
emotions 
(ERQ-PN)

Expressive 
suppression 
(ERQ)

Suppression 
of positive 
emotions 
(ERQ-PN)

Suppression 
of negative 
emotions 
(ERQ-PN)

Extraversion 
(TIPI) 0.15*** 0.14*** 0.17*** -0.36*** -0.28*** -0.26***

Emotional 
stability (TIPI) 0.35*** 0.35*** 0.38*** -0.01 -0.06 0.08*

Awareness 
(DERS-18) -0.31*** -0.29*** -0.29*** 0.36*** 0.27*** 0.28***

Clarity 
(DERS-18) -0.28*** -0.23*** -0.27*** 0.26*** 0.26*** 0.15***

Goals (DERS-
18) -0.19*** -0.19*** -0.23*** 0.06 -0.01 0.01

Impulse 
(DERS-18) -0.26*** -0.25*** -0.27*** 0.03 0.11** -0.04

Nonacceptance 
(DERS-18) -0.18*** -0.15*** -0.17*** 0.26*** 0.20*** 0.22***

Strategies 
(DERS) -0.35*** -0.34*** -0.38*** 0.15*** 0.17*** 0.07*

Difficulty in 
emotion 
regulation 
(DERS-18)

-0.36*** -0.34*** -0.37*** 0.24*** 0.22*** 0.15***

Positive affect 
(PANAS) 0.37*** 0.36*** 0.38*** -0.21*** -0.20*** -0.09**

Negative affect 
(PANAS) -0.22*** -0.2*** -0.24*** 0.12** 0.1** 0.03

Internalizing 
distress (K6) -0.29*** -0.27*** -0.30*** 0.21*** 0.19*** 0.12***

Well-being 
(WHO-5) 0.32*** 0.32*** 0.35*** -0.18*** -0.17*** -0.07*

Note. Table values are Pearson’s r between the ERQ, ERQ-PN, TIPI, DERS-18, PANAS, K6, 

and WHO-5. ERQ = Emotion Regulation Questionnaire, ERQ-PN = ERQ Revised, TIPI = Ten 

Item Personality Inventory, DERS-18 = Brief version of the Difficulties in Emotion Regulation 

Scale, PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Scale, K6 = Kessler Psychological Distress Scale, 
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WHO-5 = World Health Organization Well-Being Index. *** = p < 0.001, ** = p < 0.01, * = p < 

0.05.

The data also supported some degree of convergent validity in assessing positive vs. 

negative emotion regulation, at least for suppression. Notably, positive and negative reappraisal 

showed differing correlations with the 4 of the 12 validators (see Figure 3). The suppression sub-

scales exhibited larger differential associations with 6 of the 12 validators (see Figure 4). For 

example, difficulties with impulse control were positively correlated with positive suppression (r 

= 0.11) and negatively, though weakly, associated with negative suppression (r = -0.04), which 

represented a statistically significant difference (Z = 4.53, p < 0.001). Notably, positive 

reappraisal was highly correlated with negative reappraisal (r = 0.89; CI [0.88, 0.90]). However, 

the confidence intervals did not reach 1 suggesting that they are different terms.
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Fig 3

Convergent validity of negative vs positive reappraisal, across different validators in a 

nationally representative sample of online workers (N = 963) 

Note. Figure values are Pearson’s r between the ERQ-PN and validators. Values displayed above 

the horizontal line indicate differences in Pearson's correlations of 0.04 or greater, which are 

statistically significant at p < 0.05 according to Zou’s tests. ERQ = Emotion Regulation 

Questionnaire, ERQ-PN = Emotion Regulation Questionnaire Positive and Negative, TIPI = Ten 

Item Personality Inventory, DERS-18 = Brief version of the Difficulties in Emotion Regulation 

Scale, PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Scale, K6 = Kessler Psychological Distress Scale, 

WHO-5 = World Health Organization Well-Being Index. 
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Fig 4

Convergent validity of negative vs positive suppression, across different validators in a 

nationally representative sample of online workers (N = 963) 

Note. Figure values are Pearson’s r between the ERQ-PN and validators. Values displayed above 

the horizontal line indicate differences in Pearson's correlations of 0.10 or greater, which are 

statistically significant at p < 0.05 according to Zou’s test. ERQ = Emotion Regulation 

Questionnaire, ERQ-PN = Emotion Regulation Questionnaire Positive and Negative, TIPI = Ten 

Item Personality Inventory, DERS-18= Brief version of the Difficulties in Emotion Regulation 

Scale, PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Scale, K6 = Kessler Psychological Distress Scale, 

WHO-5 = World Health Organization Well-Being Index. 
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4. Discussion

We aimed to develop and provide preliminary validation for the Emotion Regulation 

Questionnaire - Positive/Negative (ERQ-PN), which encompasses the regulation of both positive 

and negative emotions. The best-fitting structure contained latent variables representing 

reappraisal and suppression, with lower-order factors representing the regulation of negative vs. 

positive emotions. This model extends the original ERQ by incorporating a potentially important 

distinction between positive and negative emotion targets. Participants used reappraisal and 

suppression more often to regulate negative emotions vs. positive ones. Interestingly, positive 

and negative reappraisal demonstrated high inter-correlations and consistent associations with 

external validators. In contrast, the positive vs negative suppression items exhibited more 

differential relations when compared to each other. For instance, positive suppression correlated 

with increased difficulty with impulsive control, an association not observed with negative 

suppression. Similarly, positive suppression had stronger associations with well-being and 

positive affect than negative suppression.

4.1. Differences Between Reappraisal and Suppression

These findings advance research in emotion regulation by introducing a measurement 

tool and highlighting the role of emotional valence in the study of emotion regulation and its 

association with mental health outcomes. In the current study, distinguishing between positive 

and negative suppression appeared more meaningful than distinguishing positive from negative 

reappraisal. Moreover, the associations between positive vs negative reappraisal and mental 

health outcomes did not markedly differ, suggesting a potential overlap between the two 

reappraisal subscales. The largest distinction between positive and negative reappraisal was 
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found in variables that were more strongly correlated with positive than negative reappraisal (i.e., 

lack of emotional clarity, difficulty engaging in goal-directed behavior, and limited access to 

emotion regulation strategies). However, these differences were of small magnitude.

The overlap between positive and negative reappraisal might be partially explained by the 

inherent differences between attempting to change cognition vs emotional expression, which 

impacts emotion regulation at different points of the regulatory process [1]. Specifically, 

reappraisal aims to alter one’s perception of a situation with the goal of changing the intensity of 

an emotion. In contrast, suppression primarily focuses on changing the outward expression of 

emotions, not necessarily the emotion itself. Such modulation may be particularly relevant in 

specific social contexts where expressing specific emotions is expected (e.g., smiling after 

receiving a compliment), even if they do not align with the individual’s current emotions. 

Conversely, reappraisal seeks to adjust the intensity or nature of the emotional experience itself. 

This distinction, especially when considering the valence of emotions, warrants further 

exploration. 

4.2. Differences Between Positive and Negative Suppression

Taken together, our results suggest that suppression of positive emotions could be more 

closely associated with negative aspects of mental health than negative suppression. Specifically, 

higher suppression of the expression of negative emotions was positively associated with higher 

emotional stability. In contrast, suppression of positive emotions was positively associated with 

higher impulse control difficulties when feeling upset, lower well-being and positive affect, and 

difficulties with emotion regulation including having limited access to emotion regulation 

strategies. 
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Previous experimental research suggests that suppression does not impact positive affect 

directly when watching an emotion-eliciting film [32]. However, other research shows that 

suppression of positive emotions can disrupt emotional processing in social interactions [33], 

potentially leading to reduced well-being and positive affect. Suppressing positive emotions in 

social situations where an expression of positive affect is expected can lead to diminished social 

bonds, as the expression of positive emotions plays an essential role in rapport building [34,35]. 

We also found that individuals with high impulse control difficulties tend to suppress 

positive emotions more often. One potential explanation is that impulsive individuals experience 

more intense and frequent positive emotions and therefore report a greater use of suppression of 

context-inappropriate displays of positive emotions. However, the item that measures impulsivity 

on the DERS-18, refers specifically to impulsivity when the respondent is feeling upset. 

Therefore, these items better capture negative urgency (i.e., the tendency to act rashly in 

response to strong negative emotions), rather than positive urgency (i.e., the tendency to act 

rashly in response to strong positive emotions) or impulsivity in general [36,37]. Given the high 

correlation between negative and positive urgency [38,39], hypothesizing that individuals chose 

to suppress given the context, would go against previous research that shows that people high in 

positive and negative urgency act in the spur of the moment when experiencing intense emotions 

[37–39]. Our paper suggests differences between positive and negative suppression. Thus, future 

research could focus on identifying whether these subtypes of suppression are explained by 

different underlying mechanisms, that could be differentially related to impulsivity based on the 

intensity of different emotions.

On the ERQ-PN, negative suppression was associated with negative mental health, but to 

a lesser degree, in comparison to positive suppression. Notably, negative suppression presented a 
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positive correlation with emotional stability, diverging from the negative correlations observed 

with both positive suppression and overall suppression. This discrepancy may suggest that the 

context in which suppression is used may influence its outcomes and support distinguishing 

between positive and negative regulation goals. For instance, in specific contexts, suppressing 

negative emotions might reflect increased emotional stability, especially in contexts where 

emotional restraint is valued, as it allows an individual to match the contextual demands [32,40]. 

However, not all negative suppression is adaptive. For example, when faced with a conflict, 

expressing anger paired with problem-solving has been shown to be more beneficial than not 

expressing anger at all [41]. Future research should explore the intersection of multiple emotion 

regulation strategies to better characterize the process of regulation between reappraisal and 

suppression. Altogether, these results indicate that the balance between suppression and 

expression of emotions should be studied in a way that disaggregates between positive and 

negative emotions to understand how suppression of negative emotions can be helpful in certain 

contexts.

4.3. Clinical Implications

The distinction between positive and negative emotion regulation may carry implications 

for clinical practice. For instance, interventions focusing on positive affect in depression have 

been found to be more efficacious than interventions focused on reducing negative affect [42], 

although this pattern of results is not found consistently across studies [43]. Additionally, 

integrating a focus on both positive and negative emotion regulation might offer additional 

benefits in the context of psychological interventions. Geschwind et al. [44], for example, found 

faster symptom improvement when an initial negative-focus cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT) 

treatment phase was followed by a positive-focus CBT phase. 
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Future studies could delve into the distinct associations between emotion regulation 

targets and therapeutic strategies to further our understanding of the nuanced dynamics of 

emotion regulation. Specific theoretical models, like those proposed by Litz et al. [45], suggest 

that the emotional numbness and anhedonia often reported by individuals with post-traumatic 

stress disorder might originate from challenges in expressing positive emotions rather than an 

inability to experience them. Thus, being able to distinguish positive from negative suppression 

could be crucial for understanding the regulation of positive emotions in a broader range of 

mental health disorders, a topic that has received less attention compared to the regulation of 

negative emotions.

4.5. Limitations and Strengths

While the current study provides valuable insights into the role of valence in emotion 

regulation strategies and mental health outcomes, it is not without limitations. One limitation is 

the use of a Western sample, as there is evidence that suppression may not have an adverse effect 

on mental health in an Eastern Asian sample [46]. Thus, differentiating positive from negative 

suppression in participants from Eastern Asian countries could lead to different results. 

Additionally, we relied entirely on self-report measures with one time point. It is possible that 

differential associations would emerge in an experimental context or with longitudinal data (e.g., 

individuals may identify moments in which they reappraise to feel positive vs. to feel less 

negative). Additionally, previous recent research suggests that reappraisal can be done in 

different ways (e.g., reappraise the emotion vs perspective taking) [47] and for different purposes 

(e.g., reconstrual vs repurposing) [48] which the ERQ was not designed to capture. 

One notable strength of our study lies in the utilization of a large nationally representative 

sample of online workers, which increases the generalizability of our findings relative to other 
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convenience samples like college students. Another strength is that we use multiple measures of 

emotion regulation, such as the DERS, alongside the ERQ to establish convergent validity. Also, 

we included multiple assessments encompassing a wide range of validators including positive 

and negative dimensions of mental health. Most importantly, we contributed to the field of 

emotion regulation by studying different targets of emotion regulation in a well-established 

measure. Our results support the utility of distinguishing between positive and negative 

suppression and support a commonality of positive and negative reappraisal.

4.6. Future Directions

Future research should continue exploring the role of emotional valence's role in emotion 

regulation strategies and mental health outcomes. One immediate avenue of research would be to 

modify the ERQ-PN to make the targets of reappraisal and suppression more consistent across 

items. Because there is evidence that reappraisal and suppression can change across treatments 

[49], future work could examine how interventions influence positive and negative reappraisal 

and suppression distinctively and how these changes relate to changes in outcomes. 

Disaggregating between positive vs. negative emotion regulation targets might be especially 

important for individuals experiencing difficulty expressing positive emotions (e.g., individuals 

with anhedonia vs. individuals with fear of positive emotions). Additionally, researchers could 

triangulate the ERQ-PN with other indicators of emotion regulation like text responses and 

biomarkers like skin conducting. Moreover, the ERQ-PN's performance in different populations 

and cultures and its relationship with other measures of emotion regulation strategies should be 

investigated to further validate its utility as a comprehensive emotion regulation assessment tool. 

5. Conclusions
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In conclusion, the ERQ-PN appears to be a reliable and potentially valid measure of 

emotion regulation, including positive and negative emotions. The distinction between positive 

and negative emotions may be necessary for a more refined understanding of emotion regulation 

and could have important clinical implications. By considering the valence of emotions in 

emotion regulation strategies, researchers and clinicians can better understand and address the 

unique challenges individuals face in regulating their emotions and improving their mental 

health.
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