May 10, 2022
We would like to thank the Editor and Reviewers for their helpful comments regarding our manuscript. Below, we provide our response in italics to each of the suggested change. 
Reviewer A
Introduction
· I’m wondering if the authors could find updated references to support some of their statements from the Introduction. For example, the first paragraph has citations that predominantly range from 1970s to 1990s; if these citations are seminal or critical works, please state that explicitly.

Thank you for your feedback. We have added updated references and have also stated explicitly the citations that are seminal or critical works. Pages 2 to 6.

· I’d suggest operationalizing emotion regulation in the second paragraph, in order to set that foundation sooner in the introduction. 
Done. Page 2.

· The stated aims of the current research at the end of the second paragraph (and similarly in the abstract) are not clear on the role of gender in these analyses. Specifically, the second aim investigating “emotion regulation processes in U.S. and Mexican individuals” alludes to examining emotion regulation at the cultural level, but the hypotheses and analyses also split this by gender. Please clarify that gender is also a consideration within the second aim. 
Done. Page 1 and 5.
   
Method
· The authors critiqued previous work as not including geographic or regional location, so I was wondering if there were any demographic variables accounted/controlled for in the analysis.

There were no geographical or regional variables accounted/controlled for in our analysis. 
In our study, there were no demographic variables accounted/controlled for in the analysis. 

· Please identify which three FAS items were excluded and how much they impacted the reliability of the samples. I was also curious if the authors had any thoughts as to why the items they excluded impacted reliability that much.

Done. Page 7 and 8.


· Please provide information on how scores were created for analysis (e.g., summed, averaged). I am particularly interested in how the FES was handled given its true/false response scale. 

Done. Pages 7 and 8.

· I’d encourage the authors to find more references to support their decision to keep the FES subscales given the low reliability estimates they reported.

Done. Page 8. 

· When discussing procedure, please note how long the survey took to complete and whether there were any participant checks in place. Additionally, please detail how participants were recruited and whether there was any incentive for participation.

Done. Page 9.

· Please note why you kept five univariate outliers.

Done. Page 9.


Results
· I’d encourage authors to use the phrasing ‘statistically significant’ and not just ‘significant’ when discussing results, particular when some raw score differences did not differ that greatly. 

Done through the entire document.

Discussion
·  I was a bit confused when the authors discussed strategies of downregulating emotions to support differences in cognitive reappraisal. I can note some similarities but the connection between them could be made more explicit.
Done.  Page 14.

· At the top of p. 14, when discussing findings in expressive suppression, I was wondering if there were any generational impacts. That is, with a younger aged Mexican sample, could this finding reflect changes in the newer generation. While the argument could be made around U.S. influence, could it also be a Mexican cultural shift? 

Great point, we have revised literature about this and updated the discussion section. Page 15.

· Similar point when discussing different in emotion regulation. The authors seem to be centering the possible influence of the U.S. as a factor, but I’m curious what other factors could be contributing here. Where else is change emanating from in Mexican culture? 
Done, we have include the different values rising in new generations of Mexican students.

· An updated citation around the ‘spill-over’ effects could be beneficial to support this argument.
Done.  Page 16.

· The overall conclusion reads a bit abrupt. Would it be possible to elaborate on the suggestions for future research? They currently read like they were added in out of necessity.  
Done.  Pages 18 and 19.

Reviewer B
I would ask that you consider using the identifier/marker as "U.S. Caucasian" versus "White." There are several ethnic groups within the U.S. that identify as White and yet perhaps may not be the demographic that you are focused on. Conversely, there are many ethnic groups that are minoritized/racialized yet also occupy White bodies.  
As recommended by the 7th edition of the American Psychological Association (APA) publication manual, we used the identifier/marker of “White” versus “Caucasian.” As noted in the APA manual, p. 143, “The use of the term “Caucasian” as an alternative to “White” or “European” is discouraged because it originated as a way of classifying White people as a race to be favorably compared with other races.”  Additionally, the U.S. Census uses “White” as an identifier/marker (https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/08/improved-race-ethnicity-measures-reveal-united-states-population-much-more-multiracial.html) 
I'm curious about the rationale behind excluding Mexican respondents who did not identify as Latinx? 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The rationale for this decision was that we needed to ensure that we were comparing two different cultural groups here, and by ensuring that those in the Mexican sample identified as Latinx, then we had greater confidence that our analyses were tapping into the cultural processes specific to this community. 
