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“Tbh I'm feeling really worried about what's References
going to happen next. | don't really know what
kind of pictures I'm gonna see and that freaks
me out. | really thought the HIT would be less

intense, and | just keep thinking that I'm going
to have the pictures stuck in my head for a

long time. | really hope that doesn't happen cuz
| bet it would be distracting and will make me

feel bad for a long time after I'm done...”

“Tbh I'm feeling fine about what's going to
happen next. | don't really know what kind of
pictures I'm gonna see but I'm ok with that. |

hope the HIT will be interesting, and | don't

think I'll have the pictures get stuck in my

heald' I'm rea”Y just th'nlkmg allaout.typlcal stutf Holmes, E. A., & Mathews, A. (2005). Mental imagery and emotion: A special relationship? Emotion, 5(4), 489—
that's on my mind and |I'm feeling fine about all 497

that...”
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* Ps then provided post-exposure anxiety ratings using same scale as above and again wrote their

thoughts and feelings to quantify post-exposure anxious, sad, and anger word use.
* Ps then informed that no images would be shown and were debriefed on deception.

Study 2 | © Aseparate set of mTurk Ps (N = 218) completed the same methods above. Ps then

answered guestions assessing:

 Empathy in response to the partner: Personal distress, empathic concern, and perspective taking

 Mental imagery (i.e., how frequently and how vividly they imagined “in their mind’s eye” the
negative images they thought they would see during the study

LIWC.net.
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Worry contagion was strongest in Ps who were both
exposed to a worried partner and also had frequent
and vivid mental images

Targeting both empathic responding and
Interpretations of one’s mental images might
“Inoculate” individuals against contagious worries




