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While highly variable between participants, self-reported
levels of rumination showed a slightly larger decrease
after silent mouthing compared to finger-tapping (upper
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panel). However, this decrease might also be due to
differences in state rumination, trait rumination and negative
0

affect at baseline. The change in self-reported rumination
was not modulated by the reported modality of
rumination (lower panel). To further investigate the
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research could compare different kinds of rumination
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rumination) and should make sure that no difference in state
rumination exists at baseline.
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