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Appendix1. other statistically significant results
1. Results concerning dependent variables: intensity of emotions – positive/negative (valence); automatic/reflective (origin)
1.1.  Differences in the origin of the experienced emotions 
Significant differences were also obtained regarding the origin of the emotions experienced: F(1,667) = 82.29, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.108, 95% CI [0.07, 0.15]. Generally, the intensity of reflective emotions was higher (M = 44.56, SD = 10.65) than automatic emotions (M = 40.98, SD = 10.75), t(684) = -9.11, p < 0.001.
1.2.  Differences in experienced negative and positive emotions
We also observed significant differences in the intensity of positive and negative emotions (valence): F(1,667) = 83.80, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.110, 95% CI [0.07, 0.16]. Overall respondents declared a higher level of negative emotions (M = 47.66, SD = 18.77), compared to emotions with a positive valence (M = 37.88, SD = 14.76), t(684) = 9.11, p < 0.001.
1.3.  Difference in the intensity of emotions concerning the valence and their origin
Analyses also revealed an interaction effect between emotional valence and origin: F(1,677) = 10.04, p = 0.002, η2 = 0.015, 95%CI [0.00, 0.04]. Negative emotions were significantly predominant in both emotion groups (automatic and reflective): (Maut = 45.22, SDaut = 20.82), (Mrefl = 50.09, SDrefl = 19.60) and for positive emotions: (Maut = 36.73, SDaut = 14.63), (Mrefl = 39.03, SDrefl = 18.18). Moreover, reflective emotions (both positive and negative) reached significantly higher levels than automatic emotions. All differences were statistically significant at the level of p < 0.001. 
2. Other results 
Besides the above-mentioned measurements, respondents were also asked to indicate the perceived causes of writing inaccessibility. The most frequently indicated reason for difficulty was the language in which the document was worded (M = 62.20, SD = 29.42). This option was selected by almost all respondents (n = 680). Slightly fewer (n = 675) identified the location of the legal basis for the decision as a factor affecting the difficulty of the text. They rated the impact of this variable at an average of M = 59.69, SD = 30.98. Another factor that made the text difficult to understand was the amount of information. This option was chosen by 684 respondents, and they estimated its impact on the inaccessibility of the letter as follows: M = 57.83, SD = 29.61. The last variable that could affect the complexity of an official letter was an external factor – the context of communication with offices and previous experience in that field. This factor was selected by 677 respondents and determined its influence: M = 52.88, SD = 30.11. Perceived emotions also played a large role when reading official letters, according to the participants. This response was indicated by almost all participants (n = 680), and they assessed the role of this factor at M = 49.00, SD = 29.05.
We also observed small but significant correlations – automatic emotions (origin) after reading the letter negatively correlated with accuracy (reading comprehension): r = -0.081, p = 0.035. Moreover, this group of affective states also negatively correlated with the placement of the legal basis: r = 0.104, p = 0.006. Similarly, the location of the legal provisions of the decision and answer accuracy correlated negatively: r = -0.121, p = 0.002. Also, a negative correlation occurred between experienced reflective emotions (origin) after contact with writing and the saturation of the text with verbs versus nominalizations: r = -0.103, p = 0.007.



