Appendix

Stress manipulation check


The stress condition produced higher physiological and subjective stress levels at critical time points (i.e., T2 compared with BL) than the no-stress condition (ps < .05), suggesting a successful stress manipulation.

Stress reactivity results

To determine the effectiveness of the stress manipulation, a 2 (condition) × 3 (format) × 4 (time point) mixed ANOVA with planned comparisons to unpack significant interactions was conducted, separately for each stress measure. 

For systolic BP, the analysis yielded no main effect of format, F(2, 155) = .69, p = .50, ηp2 = .01. However, a significant main effect of condition, F(1, 155) = 5.01, p = .03, ηp2 = .03, and a significant main effect of time point were observed, F(3, 465) = 6.25, p < .001, ηp2 = .04. Additionally, a significant Condition × Time Point interaction was observed, F(3, 465) = 12.35, p < .001, ηp2 = .07. We first probed the interaction by running repeated-measures ANOVAs using time point as the within-subject variable on systolic BP for each condition. In the no-stress condition, there was a main effect of time point, F(3, 228) = 6.40, p < .001, ηp2 = .08. Critically, pairwise comparisons showed that time points BL (M = 100.63, SD = 13.49) and T2 (M = 99.92, SD = 11.83; p = .57, d = 0.06) were not statistically different. In the stress group, a main effect of time point was observed, F(3, 237) = 12.04, p < .001, ηp2 = .13. Follow-up pairwise comparisons revealed that critical time points BL (M = 102.01, SD = 13.00) and T2 (M = 108.93, SD = 15.56; p < .001, d = .48) showed differences in systolic BP in the expected direction. A similar pattern was observed for diastolic BP. See Panels A and B in the figure below for an illustration of the Condition × Time Point interaction for systolic and diastolic BP, respectively. 

We also interrogated subjective stress ratings with a 2 (condition) × 3 (format) × 4 (time point) mixed ANOVA. There was no main effect of format, F(2, 150) = .77, p = .47, ηp2 = .01, however a significant main effect of condition, F(1, 150) = 4.77, p = .03, ηp2 = .03, and a significant main effect of time point, F(2.86, 440.17) = 17.51, p < .001, ηp2 = .10, were observed. Additionally, analyses revealed a significant Condition × Time Point interaction, F(2.86, 428.80) = 23.53, p < .001, ηp2 = .14. We again first probed the interaction by running a repeated-measures ANOVA with time point as the within-subject variable, separately for each condition. Within the no-stress condition, no main effect of time point was observed, F(3, 225) = .59, p = .63, ηp2 = .01. However, in the stress condition, a main effect of time point was observed, F(3, 225) = 28.08, p < .001, ηp2 = .27. Follow-up pairwise comparisons were conducted and showed that time points BL (M = 29.25, SD = 24.70) and T2 (M = 51.47, SD = 30.25; p < .001, d = .80) were statistically different. See Panel C in the figure below for an illustration of the Condition × Time Point interaction for subjective stress ratings.
