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Supplementary Methods
Note on Clustering Behavior
Contrary to previous literature that has commonly reported 3-4 coping profiles (Doron et al., 2013, 2015; Hendrickson et al., 2023; Tokumitsu et al., 2023), we did not identify clear clusters of participants based on their coping strategy usage. Although our a priori sample size justification was based on recommendations for cluster analysis (~30-40 participants per hypothesized cluster), it was still smaller than other studies, which had sample sizes ranging from N = 300-1000 (Doron et al., 2013, 2015; Hendrickson et al., 2023; Tokumitsu et al., 2023). The lack of clustering in our data could be a result of this difference in sample sizes. 
	Cluster analysis and the identification of coping profiles can be useful for considering patterns of coping strategies across large samples; however, the studies that use these methods still interpret findings based on categorizations such as adaptive versus maladaptive coping or problem-focused, emotion-focused, and avoidant coping (Doron et al., 2015; Hendrickson et al., 2023; Tokumitsu et al., 2023). Furthermore, a recent review highlighted that person-centered or data driven approaches to coping may not always be useful, especially given instability of profiles between different studies, coping scales, and methodologies (Helsper et al., 2025) Thus, it is still informative to consider these categorizations of coping, particularly in study designs that do not allow for such large sample sizes. Importantly, the mean levels of these three standard coping strategies in our study were similar to existing literature (Clausen et al., 2025), suggesting our participants’ reports of their use of these strategies is comparable to other samples.
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Supplementary Table S1
Linear regression model of coping strategies predicting mean task-unrelated and stressor-related thought ratings. 
	
	Task-unrelated thoughtsa
	Stressor-related thoughtsb

	
	β (SE)
	95% CI
	p
	β (SE)
	95% CI
	p

	Main effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Problem-focused coping
	-0.10 (0.12)
	[-0.33, 0.14]
	.420
	0.32 (0.16)
	[-0.002, 0.64]
	.052

	     Emotion-focused coping
	0.03 (0.12)
	[-0.21, 0.26]
	.819
	-0.01 (0.16)
	[-0.34, 0.31]
	.931

	     Avoidant coping
	0.22 (0.11)
	[0.01, 0.43]
	.042
	0.32 (0.15)
	[0.03, 0.61]
	.033

	Covariates
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Age
	-0.35 (0.10)
	 [-0.56, -0.14]
	.001
	-0.41 (0.14)
	[-0.70, -0.12]
	.005

	R2
	0.14
	0.11

	F(4, 113)
	4.71
	3.41


Note. β = standardized coefficients, SE = standard error, 95% CI = 95% confidence interval.
aTask-unrelated thoughts refer to thoughts unrelated to the attention task.  
bStressor-related thoughts refer to thoughts related to the content of the writing task.
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Linear regression model of coping strategies and thoughts predicting post-attention task affect.
	
	β (SE)
	95% CI
	p

	Main effects
	
	
	

	     Freely moving thoughts
	-0.11 (0.11)
	[-0.34, 0.12]
	.351

	     Deliberately constrained thoughts
	0.16 (0.11)
	[-0.06, 0.38]
	.141

	     Automatically constrained thoughts
	-0.01 (0.10)
	[-0.21, 0.8]
	.884

	     Problem-focused coping
	-0.01 (0.11)
	[-0.24, 0.21]
	.897

	     Emotion-focused coping
	-0.12 (0.12)
	[-0.36, 0.11]
	.304

	     Avoidant coping
	0.03 (0.11)
	[-0.18, 0.24]
	.769

	Interactions
	
	
	

	     Problem-focused x Freely moving
	0.03 (0.17)
	[-0.31, 0.37]
	.854

	     Problem-focused x Deliberately constrained
	0.29 (0.13)
	[0.03, 0.56]
	.032

	     Problem-focused x Automatically constrained
	-0.27 (0.11)
	[-0.50, -0.05]
	.017

	     Emotion-focused x Freely moving
	-0.01 (0.15)
	[-0.31, 0.29]
	.941

	     Emotion-focused x Deliberately constrained
	-0.17 (0.14)
	[-0.44, 0.10]
	.226

	     Emotion-focused x Automatically constrained
	0.07 (0.12)
	[0.16, 0.30]
	.567

	     Avoidant x Freely moving
	-0.09 (0.13)
	[-0.35, 0.17]
	.494

	     Avoidant x Deliberately constrained
	-0.05 (0.12)
	[-0.27, 0.17]
	.631

	     Avoidant x Automatically constrained
	0.06 (0.11)
	[-0.17, 0.29]
	.601

	Covariates
	
	
	

	     Post-writing task affect
	-9.61 (1.42)
	1.42
	< .001


Note. R2 = 0.37, F(16, 101) = 3.77. β = standardized coefficients, SE = standard error of the mean, 95% CI = 95% confidence interval.  
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Linear regression model of thoughts predicting post-stress induction heart rate variability (via RMSSD). 
	
	Model A (no baseline RMSSD)
	Model B (baseline RMSSD)

	
	β (SE)
	95% CI
	p
	β (SE)
	95% CI
	p

	Main effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Freely moving thoughts
	-2.42 (1.70)
	[-5.80, 0.97]
	.159
	-1.50 (1.25)
	[-3.99, 0.98]
	0.234

	     Deliberately constrained thoughts
	-1.13 (1.71)
	[-4.53, 2.27]
	.510
	-0.94 (1.25)
	[-3.42, 1.55]
	0.457

	     Automatically constrained thoughts
	3.13 (1.42)
	[0.32, 5.94]
	.029
	1.32 (1.05)
	[-0.77, 3.42]
	0.213

	Covariates
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Post-writing task heart rate
	-9.61 (1.42)
	[-12.42, -6.79]
	< .001
	-4.42 (1.18)
	[-6.77, -2.07]
	< .001

	     Baseline RMSSD
	- 
	10.91 (1.20)
	[8.54, 13.28]
	< .001

	R2
	0.37
	
	0.66
	

	F statistic
	F(4, 95) = 13.71
	F(5, 94) = 37.12


Note. β = standardized coefficients, SE = standard error, 95% CI = 95% confidence interval, RMSSD = root mean square of successive differences (as an index of heart rate variability).  



