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Other measures collected in the study but not reported in the paper
As this study is part of a greater project on emotional intelligence, hypersensitivity and well-being, the online testing session contained several additional questionnaires that are not investigated in the present paper. Participants filled in Rotterdam Emotional Intelligence Scale (Pekaar et al., 2018), Cognitive Emotional Regulation Questionnaire (Jermann et al., 2006), Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985), and Satisfaction in interpersonal relationships Ryff scale (Ryff & Keyes, 1995).


Indices calculation
Given that mouse trajectories were recorded at a very high but slightly irregular sampling rate (approximately every 8 ms), raw time series differed in their temporal spacing across participants and trials. To ensure a common temporal reference and restore comparability, we interpolated the raw data to generate a continuous time series with evenly spaced anchor points every 10 milliseconds (100Hz). Following interpolation, we downsampled the data to 10 Hz to reduce high-frequency motor noise and to align the temporal resolution with the validated algorithmic framework used in previous DART studies (e.g. Irvin et al., 2022). Based on this preprocessed time series, we computed several affective indices were computed to characterize the temporal dynamics of emotional responses.
Onset time was defined using the criteria proposed by Irvin et al. (2022) as the first time point followed by two consecutive directional changes consistent with the valence of the stimulus (e.g., movement in a pleasant direction for a positive image), provided that the average magnitude of these movements exceeded a threshold of 4. This criterion served to distinguish intentional affective responses from random noise. Consistent with the procedure described by Irvin et al. (2022), an additional condition to ensure that the onset time corresponded to a meaningful affective shift: the initial amplitude had to be followed by three successive movement changes whose positions were all congruent with the stimulus valence. This aspect of the procedure ensured that feeling onset time could be reliably detected starting from the neutral baseline position (i.e., position 0), thereby improving the temporal precision of affective response detection. Internal consistency was then assessed for each dynamic index after aggregating responses at the participant-by-stimulus level within each valence condition. For each index, Cronbach’s alpha was computed across images, treating stimuli as items and participants as observations, thereby avoiding non-independence due to repeated trials. The onset time indices demonstrated very good internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.88 for pleasant stimuli and 0.90 for unpleasant stimuli. 
Peak amplitude was defined as the extreme value within a 0–6 second window: for trials involving pleasant stimuli, it corresponded to the highest value, while for trials involving unpleasant stimuli, it was the lowest value within the same time frame. This window included the 5-second emotional image presentation plus an additional second to allow participants sufficient time to respond, given that affective ratings are not produced instantaneously. This operationalization slightly differs from the procedure used by Irvin et al. (2022), who defined the peak as the first inflection point following response onset. We adopted the present definition to capture the maximum amplitude reached over the full response trajectory, as visual inspection indicated that initial inflection points were sometimes followed by a further increase in pleasantness or unpleasantness. The peak amplitude indices demonstrated very good internal consistency, with values of 0.92 for pleasant stimuli and 0.91 for unpleasant stimuli.
Velocity was defined as the peak amplitude divided by the time elapsed between the onset time of the emotional response and the moment the peak amplitude was reached, following the same logic as in Irvin et al. (2022). This measure reflects how rapidly participants’ emotional response increased in reaction to the emotional images. The velocity indices demonstrated good internal consistency, with values of .83 for both pleasant and unpleasant stimuli.


Table A.1 
List of images presented in the main part Dynamic Affective Rating Task (DART)
	Image Name
	Valence
	Database

	EM0018
	pleasant
	EMOMadrid

	EM0075
	pleasant
	EMOMadrid

	EM0147
	pleasant
	EMOMadrid

	EM0228
	pleasant
	EMOMadrid

	EM0316
	pleasant
	EMOMadrid

	EM0358[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This image was inadvertently presented twice during the experiment.] 

	pleasant
	EMOMadrid

	Faces_120_h
	pleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_134_h
	pleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_232_h
	pleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_321_h
	pleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_347_h
	pleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_356_h
	pleasant
	NAPS

	P078
	pleasant
	GAPED

	People_185_h
	pleasant
	NAPS

	Animals_053_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	Animals_063_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	EM0596
	unpleasant
	EMOMadrid

	EM0710
	unpleasant
	EMOMadrid

	EM0719
	unpleasant
	EMOMadrid

	Faces_009_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_159_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_172_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_302_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	Faces_366_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	People_127_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	People_145_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	People_200_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	People_227_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	People_238_h
	unpleasant
	NAPS

	Bark 4
	neutral
	OASIS

	Bottle 1
	neutral
	OASIS

	Cotton swabs 2
	neutral
	OASIS

	Cotton swabs 3
	neutral
	OASIS

	Cups 1
	neutral
	OASIS

	Cups 4
	neutral
	OASIS

	EM0035
	neutral
	EMOMadrid

	EM0076
	neutral
	EMOMadrid

	EM0209
	neutral
	EMOMadrid

	EM0244
	neutral
	EMOMadrid

	EM0414
	neutral
	EMOMadrid

	EM0446
	neutral
	EMOMadrid

	EM0497
	neutral
	EMOMadrid

	Keyboard 2
	neutral
	OASIS

	Landscapes_091_h
	neutral
	NAPS

	Objects_185_h
	neutral
	NAPS

	Objects_241_h
	neutral
	NAPS

	Office supplies 1
	neutral
	OASIS

	Office supplies 2
	neutral
	OASIS

	Office supplies 4
	neutral
	OASIS

	Office supplies 5
	neutral
	OASIS

	Paper 2
	neutral
	OASIS

	Paper 3
	neutral
	OASIS

	Paper 4
	neutral
	OASIS

	Paperclips 3
	neutral
	OASIS

	Paperclips 4
	neutral
	OASIS

	Phone 1
	neutral
	OASIS

	Yarn 2
	neutral
	OASIS

	Yarn 3
	neutral
	OASIS

	Yarn 4
	neutral
	OASIS




Table A.2 
Linear mixed models predicting onset time: Valence model and EI-facet models
	
	Valence model
	GERT model
	STEU model
	STEM model

	Intercept
	0.403***
	0.401***
	0.403***
	0.403***

	
	[0.330, 0.477]
	[0.328, 0.475]
	[0.330, 0.477]
	[0.330, 0.476]

	Valence
	0.046
	0.046
	0.046
	0.046

	
	[-0.042, 0.135]
	[-0.042, 0.135]
	[-0.042, 0.135]
	[-0.042, 0.135]

	GERT
	
	0.032
	
	

	
	
	[-0.010, 0.074]
	
	

	STEU
	
	
	-0.016
	

	
	
	
	[-0.057, 0.026]
	

	STEM 
	
	
	
	-0.042*

	
	
	
	
	[-0.083, -0.001]

	Valence x GERT
	
	0.035*
	
	

	
	
	[0.007, 0.063]
	
	

	Valence x STEU
	
	
	0.026
	

	
	
	
	[-0.002, 0.054]
	

	Valence x STEM 
	
	
	
	0.007

	
	
	
	
	[-0.022, 0.035]

	Gender
	0.056
	0.068
	0.056
	0.057

	
	[-0.052, 0.163]
	[-0.037, 0.174]
	[-0.052, 0.163]
	[-0.049, 0.163]

	R2 Marginal
	0.006
	0.024
	0.007
	0.016

	R2 Conditional
	0.490
	0.490
	0.489
	0.489

	Partial R² (interaction)
	-
	< 0.001
	0.001
	0.003

	Partial R² (EI facet)
	-
	< 0.001
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	AIC
	1888.3
	1879.6
	1889.2
	1888.4

	BIC
	1938.9
	1942.9
	1952.4
	1951.6

	RMSE
	0.27
	0.27
	0.27
	0.27

	Nb Observations
	4118
	4118
	4118
	4118

	Random effects
	
	
	
	

	ID Intercept
	0.062
	0.061
	0.062
	0.060

	ID Valence Intercept
	0.020
	0.019
	0.019
	0.020

	ID Valence Intercept-slope
	-0.322
	-0.372
	-0.316
	-0.319

	Image Intercept
	0.013
	0.013
	0.013
	0.013

	Residual
	0.078
	0.078
	0.078
	0.078


Note. Valence was effect-coded (−0.5 = unpleasant, +0.5 = pleasant). Gender was dummy-coded with women as the reference category. R² marginal: variance explained by fixed effects; R² conditional: fixed + random effects. ΔR² values represent the additional variance explained by including each EI facet [main and interaction effects combined] relative to the Valence-only model. Partial R² (interaction): Proportion of variance uniquely explained by the interaction term. Partial R² (EI facet): Proportion of variance uniquely explained by the main effect of the EI facet. Random intercepts were specified for participants (ID) and stimuli (Image). Random slopes for valence were included at the participant level (ID), allowing intercept–slope correlations. Reported values are variances and correlations of the random effects. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. [] 95% Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. Mixed-effects models were fitted using the lme4 package. Degrees of freedom for fixed effects were estimated using the Satterthwaite approximation implemented in the lmerTest package.

Table A.3 
Linear mixed models predicting peak amplitude: Valence model and EI-facet models
	
	Valence model
	GERT model
	STEU model
	STEM model

	Intercept
	418.768***
	418.815***
	418.650***
	418.735***

	
	[382.455, 455.080]
	[382.518, 455.112]
	[382.453, 454.846]
	[382.424, 455.045]

	Valence
	-116.053***
	-116.053***
	-116.053***
	-116.053***

	
	[-166.723, -65.384]
	[-166.676, -65.431]
	[-166.680, -65.427]
	[-166.714, -65.393]

	GERT
	
	-5.151
	
	

	
	
	[-16.213, 5.910]
	
	

	STEU
	
	
	-15.669**
	

	
	
	
	[-26.457, -4.880]
	

	STEM 
	
	
	
	-1.852

	
	
	
	
	[-12.931, 9.228]

	Valence x GERT
	
	-12.728*
	
	

	
	
	[-24.252, -1.203]
	
	

	Valence x STEU
	
	
	-11.103
	

	
	
	
	[-22.671, 0.466]
	

	Valence x STEM
	
	
	
	-5.590

	
	
	
	
	[-17.262, 6.083]

	Gender
	-35.416*
	-35.719*
	-34.662*
	-35.206*

	
	[-65.745, -5.087]
	[-65.939, -5.498]
	[-64.031, -5.293]
	[-65.521, -4.892]

	R2 Marginal
	0.147
	0.154
	0.167
	0.149

	R2 Conditional
	0.591
	0.591
	0.591
	0.591

	Partial R² (interaction)
	-
	0.005
	0.007
	0.001

	Partial R² (EI facet)
	-
	< 0.001
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	AIC
	51991.2
	51989.3
	51982.3
	51994.2

	BIC
	52042.1
	52052.8
	52045.9
	52057.7

	RMSE
	95.81
	95.82
	95.82
	95.81

	Nb Observations
	4263
	4263
	4263
	4263

	Random effects
	
	
	
	

	ID Intercept
	4043
	4016
	3797
	4040

	ID Valence Intercept
	3889
	3726
	3765
	3857

	ID Valence Intercept-slope
	0.033
	0.017
	-0.013
	0.030

	Image Intercept
	4579
	4578
	4577
	4579

	Residual
	9791
	9791
	9791
	9791


Note. Valence was effect-coded (−0.5 = unpleasant, +0.5 = pleasant). Gender was dummy-coded with women as the reference category. R² marginal: variance explained by fixed effects; R² conditional: fixed + random effects. ΔR² values represent the additional variance explained by including each EI facet [main and interaction effects combined] relative to the Valence-only model. Partial R² (interaction): Proportion of variance uniquely explained by the interaction term. Partial R² (EI facet): Proportion of variance uniquely explained by the main effect of the EI facet. Random intercepts were specified for participants (ID) and stimuli (Image). Random slopes for valence were included at the participant level (ID), allowing intercept–slope correlations. Reported values are variances and correlations of the random effects. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. [] 95% Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. Mixed-effects models were fitted using the lme4 package. Degrees of freedom for fixed effects were estimated using the Satterthwaite approximation implemented in the lmerTest package.

Table A.4 
Linear mixed models predicting velocity: Valence model and EI-facet models
	
	Valence model
	GERT model
	STEU model
	STEM model

	Intercept
	5.626***
	5.626***
	5.625***
	5.624***

	
	[5.436, 5.815]
	[5.436, 5.816]
	[5.437, 5.813]
	[5.435, 5.814]

	Valence
	-0.477***
	-0.477***
	-0.477***
	-0.476***

	
	[-0.722, -0.231]
	[-0.722, -0.231]
	[-0.722, -0.231]
	[-0.722, -0.231]

	GERT
	
	-0.023
	
	

	
	
	[-0.113, 0.068]
	
	

	STEU
	
	
	-0.135**
	

	
	
	
	[-0.223, -0.047]
	

	STEM 
	
	
	
	-0.039

	
	
	
	
	[-0.129, 0.052]

	Valence x GERT 
	
	-0.041
	
	

	
	
	[-0.115, 0.032]
	
	

	Valence x STEU
	
	
	-0.047
	

	
	
	
	[-0.120, 0.026]
	

	Valence x STEM
	
	
	
	-0.060

	
	
	
	
	[-0.133, 0.013]

	Gender
	-0.177
	-0.180
	-0.173
	-0.169

	
	[-0.411, 0.058]
	[-0.414, 0.054]
	[-0.397, 0.051]
	[-0.401, 0.064]

	R2 Marginal
	0.067
	0.070
	0.095
	0.073

	R2 Conditional
	0.513
	0.513
	0.513
	0.513

	ΔR² (vs Valence model)
	-
	0.002
	0.027
	0.005

	Partial R² (interaction)
	-
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001

	Partial R² (EI facet)
	-
	< 0.001
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	AIC
	9066.2
	9077.3
	9064.6
	9074.7

	BIC
	9123.2
	9146.9
	9134.2
	9144.3

	RMSE
	0.64
	0.64
	0.64
	0.64

	Nb Observations
	4141
	4141
	4141
	4141

	Random effects
	
	
	
	

	ID Intercept
	0.284
	0.283
	0.266
	0.283

	ID Valence Intercept
	0.145
	0.143
	0.143
	0.142

	ID Valence Intercept-slope
	-0.282
	-0.288
	-0.327
	-0.299

	Image Intercept
	0.103
	0.103
	0.103
	0.103

	Residual
	0.439
	0.439
	0.439
	0.439


Note. Valence was effect-coded (−0.5 = unpleasant, +0.5 = pleasant). Gender was dummy-coded with women as the reference category. R² marginal: variance explained by fixed effects; R² conditional: fixed + random effects. ΔR² values represent the additional variance explained by including each EI facet [main and interaction effects combined] relative to the Valence-only model. Partial R² (interaction): Proportion of variance uniquely explained by the interaction term. Partial R² (EI facet): Proportion of variance uniquely explained by the main effect of the EI facet. Random intercepts were specified for participants (ID) and stimuli (Image). Random slopes for valence were included at the participant level (ID), allowing intercept–slope correlations. Reported values are variances and correlations of the random effects. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. [] 95% Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. Mixed-effects models were fitted using the lme4 package. Degrees of freedom for fixed effects were estimated using the Satterthwaite approximation implemented in the lmerTest package.
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