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 Unique Contribution of Anxiety Reactivity and Anxiety Perseveration to Trait Anxiety Scores
There exist conflicting findings about in-vivo measures of anxiety reactivity and anxiety perseveration, and their ability to predict unique variance in trait anxiety scores. While Rudaizky and colleagues (2014) identified that experimental measures of anxiety reactivity and anxiety perseveration both accounted for unique variance in trait anxiety scores, Mann (2020) found that the experimental measure of anxiety perseveration alone made an independent contribution to trait anxiety scores. Given these conflicting findings, we sought to replicate Rudaizky and colleagues’ (2014) analyses to determine whether 1) measures of anxiety reactivity and anxiety perseveration significantly correlate, and 2) lab-based measures of anxiety reactivity and anxiety perseveration account for unique variance in trait anxiety scores, as measured by the STAI-T. 
Computation of Bias Scores to Enable Assessment of Independent Contribution of Anxiety Reactivity and Anxiety Perseveration to Trait Anxiety
Testing the above questions required the computation of anxiety reactivity and anxiety perseveration indices. 
Calculating anxiety reactivity bias scores. 
An anxiety reactivity index was calculated by averaging scores across the stressor introduction state anxiety assessment and post video clip state anxiety assessment points and subtracting the score at the baseline state anxiety assessment point. The anxiety reactivity index therefore represents the elevation of anxiety experienced by participants as a result of exposure to information concerning the upcoming stressful event (the interview challenge). Positive values reflect elevated anxiety reactions to the interview information, and higher values reflect more intense anxiety reactions.
Calculating anxiety perseveration bias scores. 
An anxiety perseveration index was calculated by averaging the state anxiety scores across the four perseveration assessment points, to give a mean mood rating following the interview challenge stressor. The anxiety perseveration index therefore represents the persistence of the anxious reaction elicited by the interview challenge. Positive values reflect ongoing elevation of anxiety reactions, following participation in the interview challenge, and higher values reflect more intense anxiety reactions.
Contribution of Anxiety Reactivity and Anxiety Perseveration measures to STAI-T score variation. 
	By replicating the analyses conducted by Rudaizky and colleagues (2014), the individual contribution of our in-vivo measures of anxiety reactivity and anxiety perseveration to variation in trait anxiety scores was examined. Anxiety perseveration index scores were positively correlated with STAI-T scores r = .56, p < .001, however, anxiety reactivity index scores were not significantly correlated with STAI-T scores r = .06, p =.47. In line with Rudaizky and colleagues (2014) findings, there was no significant relationship between the in-vivo measures of anxiety reactivity and anxiety perseveration r = .03, p = .70. This lack of association between the two measures adds evidence to the growing literature base that these two dimensions indeed represent dissociable facets of trait anxiety. Multiple regression was utilised to determine if anxiety reactivity and anxiety perseveration index scores predict independent variance in STAI-T scores. When both index scores were entered simultaneously, the model was significant F(2, 131) = 30.33, p < .001. Consistent with the pattern of correlations, the anxiety perseveration index (β = .56, t(131) = 7.74, p < .001), but not the anxiety reactivity index (β = .04, t(131) = .58, p < .56) predicted significant independent variance in STAI-T scores. 
Creation of Video Clip Stimuli
The experimental design of the study required the creation of 16 scripts comprised of information concerning the upcoming interview challenge stressor. Given the information type distinction and the experimental valence manipulation, it was necessary to create scripts across four distinct content categories: situational negative, situational positive, implicational negative and implicational positive content. This ensured that the information presented was situational or implicational in nature and either positive or negative in nature. 
These scripts were developed by experimenters to include information identifying the valence of the information, as well as the information type. Situational scripts comprised information related to positive or negative concrete details of the interview challenge. This included details about the questions and the way they were posed, as well as the in-the-moment feelings or emotions the interview challenge elicited, such as symptoms of anxiety or feelings of relief. Implicational scripts comprised information related to the reasons for, and the consequences of the interview challenge. This included details about why the individual was taking part in the interview challenge and any ongoing effects the individuals experienced in the period following the interview challenge. Each script (see script examples below) included multiple pieces of information, to ensure a uniform length of 210 words, plus or minus ten words, which corresponds to 60 seconds when spoken aloud. 
To create the video clips themselves, the scripts were delivered by ‘actors’, who were students between the ages of 18 and 25 recruited from the community, to ensure the videos contained individuals who could have plausibly completed the interview challenge before. Each one of the 16 videos developed included a different actor and there was an even gender split for the video clips (i.e., eight of the recruited individuals identified as female, with the other eight identifying as males). Within each video category, there were two videos which presented male actors and two videos presenting female actors, so this even gender split was reflected within each video category.
Using Adobe Premier Pro® (Version 22.0, Adobe Inc., 2022), the sixteen video clips were edited to ensure uniform size, clarity, and duration. Each video measured 26 cm x 26 cm and was positioned in the centre of the screen. 
Example video clip scripts
Situational Negative Script
[bookmark: _Hlk89271210][bookmark: _Hlk89271243]I have just completed the interview challenge. There were aspects of this task that I really didn’t like. I felt a lot of self-doubt throughout the interview. They didn’t give me any information on the topics before starting the questions. I had no idea what would be asked. I felt very anxious, my mouth felt dry and my hands began to sweat. I got two history questions in a row which is a topic I really struggle with. My confidence dropped massively. I also wasn’t given any feedback or encouragement throughout the interview. I was met with silence whether I gave an answer to the question or not. This was really discouraging and made me feel self-conscious about my answers.  I was so nervous towards the end of the interview that I struggled to focus on what was being asked. I kept thinking back to past questions I should have known the answer to. I ended up giving really stupid and thoughtless answers. The way the interview ends also made me feel bad. There’s no feedback or anything, so after all the self-doubt and anxiety I was just left feeling like I did really poorly. Those are some of the aspects that made me really not like the whole situation.
Situational Positive Script
I just completed the interview challenge. There were some aspects of the experience that I really liked. The interview challenge itself was pretty informal and chilled. It’s not a real interview it’s just part of a study, which really took the pressure off my performance. I realised that I could relax and just try my best to give an answer to the questions. It’s not like there were important people around to see me get things wrong. There were a few questions I didn’t know the answer to, but I took a stab in the dark and hopefully got them right. I also got to use general knowledge I don’t usually get to use in my studies. I am really interested in geography, so I was happy some of the questions were related to this topic. It was a nice feeling to know the answer to a few of the questions right away. That made me pretty happy. You can also improvise a bit, which is fun. Like I was tossing up between two answers for a few questions, so I just gave both. At the end of the day, it didn’t really matter what answer I gave because who’s gonna judge me.  That’s what was very beneficial about the interview task for me.
Implicational Negative Script
I did the interview challenge this semester. I haven’t been able to stop thinking about how bad I did and what that means. I’m usually really confident speaking in front of other people but receiving no response or feedback at all made me second guess all my answers. I know that it was recorded too, and I still feel really stupid and embarrassed thinking about that recording. This has made me lose a lot of confidence. I had to go straight to a tutorial after the interview and I felt so self-conscious. I didn’t speak up the whole time because I was worried the other students would judge my answers. While I can usually wind down quickly after a bad experience, I found it really hard to stop overthinking my performance on the interview. It must be because some of the questions were related to what I am studying. I really should have known the answers. If I couldn’t answer these questions during the interview, I probably won’t be able to answer similar questions during tests or exams either. I’m really worried about what this means for my studies. Thinking about all of this made me feel very negative after taking part in the interview challenge.
Implicational Positive Script
I did the interview challenge this semester. I often think back about what a positive experience this has been for me. A lot of the questions had nothing to do with what I am studying, which usually would have thrown me, but it didn’t really matter how well you performed on the interview which made it a more enjoyable experience. I now feel motivated to learn more about topics that I don’t know much about so I can improve my general knowledge. I think this will be really helpful for my future studies. It was beneficial for me to practice coping with an interview situation where you are given no responses or feedback. I feel that this has set me up well for future interview situations, as I now know how to act in a situation where you’re not getting that kind of feedback. I don’t often get experience answering questions under time pressure outside of tests or exams, so I used the interview to practice staying calm and focused on what was being asked. This has increased my confidence in my ability to perform under pressure which will be really helpful for my future studies. The interview challenge has been such a positive experience that I really enjoyed because of all I learnt. 

Development of Interview Challenge Questions
The questions were taken from four high school subjects (politics and law, human biology, modern history, and geography) taught as a part of ATAR curriculum in Western Australia to increase the likelihood participants would have previously been exposed to the four chosen domains. The questions were developed based on key learning outcomes outlined by the school standards and curriculum authority (SCSA) (see table 1 for full questions and related learning outcome). This approach was chosen with the aim of increasing participants engagement with the stressor through the mechanisms of stimulus relevance and memory bias. It is likely that first year undergraduate students had been exposed to one or more of these topics throughout their high school years, making the interview questions both relevant, and potentially similar to content they encountered during a stressful or threatening experience (e.g., a test or exam) (Coles et al., 2007). Through this pathway, participants could engage with the stressor, given it represents a similarly threatening situation, but struggle to recall the specific information, as threatening information is accessible, but not necessarily retrievable (Coles et al., 2007). 
Table 1. 
Interview Challenge Questions and SCSA Learning Outcomes
	Question
	SCSA Learning Outcome

	What are the three levels of government in Australia and what are their respective roles?
	Essential to the understanding of democracy and the rule of law is knowledge of:
· Division of Powers.
· Separation of Powers Doctrine.

	Describe the structure of a cell and the purpose of each of the three parts.
	Cells and Tissues:
· The human body is comprised of cells, tissues and organs within complex systems that work together to maintain life.

	Explain the factors that led up to the start of World War II. 
	Nazism in Germany:
· The reasons for the Nazi Party’s rise to power, including, the treaty of Versailles, the impact of the great depression etc.

	Name and describe each layer of the Earth’s inner structure.
	The causes, spatial distribution, impacts and responses to a geomorphic hazard (e.g. volcanic eruption, earthquake, tsunami)




Supplementary Results
Linear Mixed Effect Models
Supplementary analyses were conducted using linear mixed effects modelling using the mixed model function of the GAMLj jamovi package (Galluci, 2020).

Table 4.
Fixed Effect Omnibus tests (Anxiety Reactivity Data)
	
	Df
	F
	p-value

	Time
	1, 130
	15.29
	< .001

	Information
	1, 130
	1.71
	0.193

	Valence
	1, 130
	2.10
	0.150

	Time x Information
	1, 130
	2.93
	0.089

	Time x Valence
	1, 130
	7.21
	0.008

	Information x Valence
	1, 130
	0.38
	0.540

	Time x Information x Valence
	1, 130
	0.02
	0.874



Table 5. 
Post Hoc Comparisons Time x Valence (Anxiety Reactivity Data)
	Comparison
	
	
	
	

	
Time
	Valence
	Time 
	Valence
	
	
Df
	
t
	Bonferroni-corrected p-value

	Stressor Intro
	Negative
	Stressor Intro
	Positive
	
	159
	0.51
	1.000

	Stressor Intro
	Negative
	Post Video
	Negative
	
	130
	0.88
	1.000

	Stressor Intro
	Negative
	Post Video
	Positive
	
	159
	2.63
	0.057

	Stressor Intro
	Positive
	Post Video
	Positive
	
	130
	4.59
	< .001

	Post Video
	Negative
	Stressor Intro
	Positive
	
	159
	0.12
	1.000

	Post Video
	Negative
	Post Video
	Positive
	
	159
	2.23
	0.162





Table 6.
Fixed Effect Omnibus tests (Anxiety Perseveration Data)
	
	Df
	F
	p-value

	Time
	3, 390
	105.16
	< .001

	Information
	1, 129
	0.32
	0.571

	Valence
	1, 129
	0.08
	0.778

	Time x Information
	3, 390
	0.76
	0.519

	Time x Valence
	3, 390
	1.25
	0.291

	Information x Valence
	1, 129
	0.35
	0.555

	Time x Information x Valence
	3, 390
	1.71
	0.164



