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Abstract: Negative affect facilitates conflict processing. Here we sought to assess whether symmet-
rically, its downregulation by means of reappraisal could lower it. To this end, 105 participants
performed the confound-minimized Stroop task eliciting negative affect that was followed by a
simple reward-related visual discrimination task. Conflict processing was induced with the former
task. Half of them (experimental group) were instructed to use this second task to downregulate
negative affect arising from the Stroop task. The other half (control group) did not receive these
appraisal-related instructions. Group comparisons showed that negative affect and the conflict effect
were similar for these two groups. However, when we added and modeled the subjective ratings
related to emotion regulation, we found that conflict processing significantly improved for partici-
pants who reported using reappraisal spontaneously, and this gain occurred irrespective of negative
affect. These results suggest that reappraisal can influence conflict processing but this change does
not depend on negative affect.
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1. Introduction

Conflict processing is usually associated with enhanced cognitive control [1]. Recently,
it has been suggested that defensive motivation and/or negative affect could also influence
conflict processing [2–4], as conflict appears to be inherently aversive [2,5]. During conflict
processing, a specific negative state could be activated, which would serve as a motivational
drive for implementing additional control [6], eventually leading to improved conflict
resolution subsequently. Conversely, cognitive control decreases when task-unrelated
positive signals are used intermittently, which can counteract the negativity arising from
conflict processing [7–13]. Hence, conflict processing and negative affect have close ties
with each other [14].

Given the aversive quality of conflict, some researchers have suggested that con-
flict processing could be regarded as a form of implicit emotion regulation to some
degree [15–17]. This strategy allows to restore a state of “cognitive comfort” and maintain
homeostasis in the face of aversive events, such as conflict or error [14,17]. At the neural
level, there is also indirect evidence for close ties between conflict processing and negative
affect, with shared effects observed in the frontoparietal network (FPN) and the dorsal
anterior cingulate cortex (dACC) [18,19]. Interestingly, the involvement of a common dACC
region in these two cases could reflect their differential motivational value [14,18].

In fact, the notion that emotion regulation and conflict processing share common
ground is not new, but backed up by several lines of research in the existing literature.
Reappraisal in particular, which is an adaptive and effective emotion regulation strategy, is
closely related to a wide range of cognitive control abilities that are thought to contribute
indirectly to maintaining psychological well-being [20,21]. More specifically, it has been
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shown that distraction by (negative) emotional stimuli on conflict processing is less pro-
nounced for participants who tend to use reappraisal as an emotion regulation strategy [22].
Moreover, if negative stimuli are paired with conflict (during a training phase), whose
resolution requires cognitive control, participants are more likely to subsequently use
reappraisal spontaneously as an emotion regulation strategy during a test phase [23]. In
this sense, cognitive control can bolster reappraisal.

Whereas the studies mentioned above suggest that cognitive control can influence
reappraisal, other studies have focused on the reverse modulatory effect, namely, the
influence of reappraisal on cognitive control during conflict processing. For example, a
reduced Stroop effect has been reported as a result of using reappraisal [24]. Moreover, we
recently found that reappraisal weakened conflict adaptation [25], which reflects trial-by-
trial adjustments in cognitive control [26]. More specifically, we found that participants who
reported using reappraisal as the preferred emotion regulation strategy in their daily life
(as estimated using the emotion regulation questionnaire—ERQ [20]) had a lower conflict
adaptation effect compared with those who did not. Hence, reappraisal, when conceived
as a disposition, appeared to lower conflict adaptation.

Although these studies provide some preliminary evidence regarding a possible asso-
ciation between emotion regulation and conflict processing, negative affect manipulated
in them was deemed “incidental” due to being orthogonal or somewhat separated from
conflict processing [2]. In this context, we believe it is important to note that conflict
processing could be regarded as a form of implicit emotion regulation as long as negative
affect is actually “integral” (i.e., directly part of, or at least strongly connected with, conflict
processing), as opposed to “incidental” only [2]. However, in this case (integral negative
affect), it remains largely unknown whether implicit emotion regulation could alter conflict
processing. The goal of the current study was to explore this important question, and more
specifically, to assess if reappraisal (which is a common emotion regulation strategy [27]),
when unlocked using specific instructions during the experiment, could alter cognitive
control (i.e., conflict processing).

To this end, we used the confound-minimized Stroop task (the first task) combined
with punishment-related negative feedback contingent on task performance to elicit neg-
ative affect (see also [28,29], for similar manipulations). Crucially, the Stroop task was
followed by a simple and seemingly unrelated visual discrimination task (the second task)
where participants received a majority of positive feedback (i.e., reward) contingent on
task performance. Half of the participants (experimental group) were encouraged to use it
proactively as a means to downregulate negative affect that could result from the Stroop
task (the first task). For these participants, reappraisal was mentioned explicitly via instruc-
tions. The other half of the participants (control group) performed the same two tasks, in
the same order, however, they were not instructed to use reappraisal.

We examined if reappraisal could influence cognitive control, as reflected by a different
conflict effect in the experimental group compared with the control group. More specifically,
we hypothesized that conflict processing could decrease in the experimental group com-
pared with the control group. Moreover, given the specifics of this new emotion regulation
procedure, which remains largely implicit compared with strategies or tactics in the existing
literature where emotion regulation is more explicit and cue or event-based [27,30], we
also expected some inter-individual differences to arise in the two groups concerning the
willingness, use, and success of this newly devised emotion regulation strategy based on
the connection (at the emotional level) between these two tasks. These inter-individual
differences and their possible effect on conflict processing (i.e., the conflict effect) were
therefore also examined using exploratory analyses.

2. Methods
2.1. Participants

We recruited one hundred and five participants (all native Dutch speakers). The sam-
ple size was calculated based on a priori power analysis to detect a small effect size (partial
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eta squared of 0.04) with 85% power using a between-subjects factorial design, which
indicated a required sample size of 102. Fifty-four of them were randomly assigned to the
experimental group while fifty-one were assigned to the control group. Six participants
(two from the experimental group and four from the control group) were excluded from
further data analyses due to low accuracy (lower than 60%), and another one from the
experimental group was excluded too because he did not complete the subjective ratings.
Accordingly, the final sample consisted of ninety-eight participants; fifty-one in the experi-
mental group (mean age = 22.4 years, SD = 3.3, 14 males) and forty-seven in the control
group (mean age = 23.1 years, SD = 2.2, 13 males). Participants in the experimental group
were compensated with EUR 20–22, and those in the control group were compensated
with EUR 9–10 for their participation (EEG was also recorded for the participants in the
experimental group, which explains why they eventually received a larger compensation
than those in the control group). All participants had normal or corrected-to-normal vision
and reported no history of psychiatric or neurological disorders.

2.2. Stimuli and Task

Participants were seated in front of a computer monitor and asked to perform two
different tasks in two different blocks, namely, a speeded Stroop task and a simple visual
discrimination task. The Stroop task was the main one and served to measure the con-
flict effect. This Stroop task was challenging for participants and increased substantially
negative affect because negative feedback associated with monetary loss was provided
upon incorrect or slow responses at the single-trial level, which occurred in about half
of the trials [28]. The visual discrimination task was used to buffer the rise in negative
affect resulting from the Stroop task, especially for the experimental group (see here below).
Unlike the Stroop task, it was characterized by the delivery of a large amount of positive
performance feedback (i.e., reward) throughout.

In the Stroop task, the Stroop stimuli consisted of four words (in Dutch) (“rood”/red,
“blauw”/blue, “groen”/green, or “geel”/yellow; font size, 30 points) presented in one
out of four possible colors (red, RGB: 255, 0, 0; blue, RGB: 0, 176, 240; green, RGB: 0,
255, 0; and yellow, RGB: 255, 255, 0). However, for a given participant, each word was
presented in only two of the four possible hues (see below). To rule out contingency
learning, a four-alternative forced choice (4-AFC) task was used [31,32], where two pairs
of S-R were created arbitrarily to balance congruent and incongruent trials. Each pair
consisted of two words and two colors such that incongruent trials were created for the
(incompatible) word-color association within each pair, but not across pairs. According
to this rule, 8 stimuli types were created in total (instead of 16 if all combinations were
constructed), corresponding to 4 stimuli for congruent trials and 4 stimuli for incongruent
trials. Each word was presented equally often in the congruent and incongruent colors
in each block within each mapping [33]. To rule out feature repetitions across successive
trials, the stimuli were systematically alternated across successive trials to ensure that there
was no stimulus (or response) repetition for both goal-relevant (color) and goal-irrelevant
(meaning) dimensions. On each and every trial, participants were instructed to identify the
color in which the word appeared (i.e., color naming task) as fast and accurately as possible
by using four predefined keys with corresponding colors (red, blue, green, and yellow) of
a response box. To do so, participants used their left middle finger to respond to the red
color, left index finger to the blue color, right middle finger to the yellow color, and right
index finger to the green color.

Each trial started with a fixation cross that was used as intertrial interval (ITI), with a
mean duration of 500 ms (range: 400, 500, and 600 ms). After the fixation cross, the Stroop
stimulus was presented in the middle of the screen for 1000 ms or until a response was
given, followed by a blank screen shown for 700 ms, before either a negative feedback
signaled by a black cross was provided if the response was incorrect or too slow (i.e., falling
above the response deadline corresponding to an arbitrary time limit; see here below), or a
neutral feedback signaled by a black square was provided if the response was correct and
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fast enough (i.e., falling below this time limit). Importantly, participants were informed
beforehand that each negative feedback received would be converted to a 2-cent monetary
loss, while neutral feedback would not be associated with a specific consequence (see
Figure 1A). Hence, punishment motivation was selectively increased. With regard to the
time limit, we used an algorithm validated previously that enforces fast responding [34]
and ensures a balanced proportion of negative and neutral feedback on average without
yielding excessive frustration. Unbeknownst to the participants, the reaction time (RT)
cutoff was updated on a trial-by-trial basis to deal with unwanted fatigue or habituation
effects throughout the experimental session.
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Figure 1. Task and experimental procedure. (A) For task 1 (speeded Stroop task), each trial started
with a fixation cross, followed by the Stroop stimulus. A blank screen ensued, before the performance-
contingent feedback was presented (being either negative or neutral). Negative feedback (a black
cross) led to monetary loss, while there was no consequence for neutral feedback (a black square).
For task 2 (visual discrimination task), each trial started with a fixation cross, followed by an arrow
pointing either to the left or to the right. After that, a blank screen was shown, followed by the
performance-contingent feedback (being either positive or neutral). Positive feedback (a green dot)
led to monetary win, while there was no consequence for neutral feedback (a black dot). (B) General
structure of the experimental procedure, consisting of four successive phases.

Following the Stroop task, participants performed a simple visual discrimination
task, where they were asked to carry out a two-alternative forced choice (2-AFC) task
regarding the direction of an arrowhead. On each trial, participants were instructed to
respond according to the direction of the arrowhead (pointing either to the left or right
side) using the digits “9” and “0” of the keyboard. To do so, participants used their right
index finger to press “9” and right middle finger to press “0”. Each trial started with
a fixation cross that was used as the ITI and presented on the screen for 500 ms. After
the fixation cross, the arrow was presented in the middle of the screen for 1000 ms or
until a response was given, followed by a blank screen shown for 700 ms, before either
a green or a black dot was presented (i.e., feedback), for correct and incorrect response,
respectively (see Figure 1A). Participants were informed beforehand that each positive
feedback received would be converted to a 2-cent monetary gain. Hence, only correct
responses were rewarded, while incorrect ones were not punished. As this simple visual
discrimination task was mostly used to buffer or repair negative affect resulting from the
preceding Stroop task (especially in the experimental group), only accuracy but not speed
was used to determine performance feedback. We aimed at getting a large amount of
positive feedback associated with monetary gain for each participant.
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2.3. Procedure

Before the start of the experiment, all participants gave informed consent and per-
formed a practice session to become familiarized with the Stroop task (20 trials) and visual
discrimination task (20 trials). During practice, punishment motivation (Stroop task) and
approach motivation (visual discrimination task) were not elicited. Following practice, the
experiment began and was divided into two sessions. The first session served as baseline,
during which the Stroop task (n = 101 trials) was executed and punishment motivation
introduced and elicited (unlike the practice, incorrect or slow responses were associated
with monetary loss in session 1). The second session included alternations between the
Stroop task and the visual discrimination task, in this specific order. More specifically,
participants first performed 81 trials of the Stroop task (with punishment motivation) before
they completed 40 trials of the visual discrimination task. This procedure was repeated
four times (i.e., there were four combinations of the two tasks, with short self-paced breaks
allowed in between). For the visual discrimination task, the stimuli were presented in
random order (see Figure 1B).

For the two groups, the exact same instructions were used for both practice and session
1. However, for session 2, different instructions were given to the two groups. For the
experimental group, participants were encouraged to reappraise negative affect resulting
from the Stroop task while performing it, using (the prospect of) positive feedback received
later with the subsequent visual discrimination task. In this group, instructions emphasized
the putative association between the amount of negative feedback received with the Stroop
task and the amount of positive feedback gleaned with the visual discrimination task,
whereby the second one (reward) somehow canceled out the first one (punishment). In
comparison, for the control group, these two tasks were introduced as separate, and
not connected to one another whatsoever. Accordingly, unlike the participants of the
experimental group, the participants of the control group were not encouraged to regulate
negative affect (Stroop task) with the prospect of getting offsetting positive feedback (visual
discrimination task). After session 2, we administered six specific questions meant to
obtain a more fine-grained estimate of the emotion regulation strategy employed by the
participants during the experiment. Two questions probed the willingness to downregulate
negative affect encountered during the Stroop task. Two other questions were related
to the actual use of the visual discrimination task to buffer negative affect generated by
the Stroop task. Last, two questions probed the perceived success to do so. Hence, these
three subscales actually referred to three different phases of emotion regulation, wherein
“willingness” reflected participants’ motivation prior to regulation, “use” was related
to actual regulation, and “success” was associated with the post-evaluation phase. All
participants were asked to rate their willingness, use, and success to downregulate negative
affect. In addition, we calculated bivariate correlations between these three variables (i.e.,
willingness, use, and success). Stimuli presentation and data recording were controlled
using E-Prime (Version 2.0; Psychology Software Tools Inc., Sharpsburg, PA, USA).

2.4. Questionnaires
2.4.1. Positive and Negative Affect Schedule

A Dutch version of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; [35,36]) was
used as a manipulation check for the increase in negative affect (and concurrent decrease in
positive affect) with the Stroop task as soon as loss-related feedback was introduced (session
1). The scale consists of 20 words that describe different feelings and emotions (10 items
for negative affect; 10 items for positive affect). The PANAS was administered 3 times in
total: after the practice, after session 1, and after session 2. Each time, participants rated
the 20 items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1—very slightly or not at all to 5—extremely.
In addition, the order of these 20 items was alternated across these three measurement
points to reduce the use of any predefined response strategy, or the anticipation of specific
emotional words.
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2.4.2. Subjective Feelings (Negative Feedback vs. Positive Feedback)

Participants were asked to rate their dislike and like feelings toward negative (Stroop
task) and positive (visual discrimination task) feedback, respectively, by means of a visual
analog scale (VAS) ranging from 0 (not at all) to 100 (a lot) along a putative dislike or like
continuum. For negative feedback, the VAS was administrated three times in total (i.e.,
once after each phase of the experiment), while for positive feedback, it was administrated
twice only (i.e., after practice and session 2).

2.5. Data Analysis

We first performed standard group comparisons (i.e., experimental vs. control) for all
dependent variables (i.e., conflict effect, emotion regulation score, PANAS, and subjective
feelings). Second, in order to investigate whether the perceived willingness/use/success of
emotion regulation could modulate conflict processing, PANAS, and subjective feelings,
we added in an exploratory analysis of the emotion regulation score (i.e., willingness, use,
and success) as a predictor in the (generalized) linear mixed model ((G)LMM). In this
exploratory analysis, inter-individual differences in emotion regulation (as revealed by
these subjective ratings), irrespective of the experimental manipulation, could be considered
to assess if they might relate to cognitive control (i.e., the conflict effect) or not. A standard
alpha level of 0.05 was used for all statistical tests (see Table 1 for the summary of the
expected and actual (indicated in brackets) outcome for the data analysis). All data are
made publicly available via the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/gybr9/, accessed
on 10 April 2022).

Table 1. Summary of the expected and actual (indicated in brackets) outcome for the standard and
exploratory analysis.

Emotion Regulation Score
(Willingness, Use, Success)

Dislike Feelings/
PANAS-Negative

Affect
Like Feelings Conflict Effect

(Accuracy, RTs)

Standard analysis
(Experimental vs. control) Increased (no difference) Decreased

(no difference)
Increased

(no difference)
Decreased

(no difference)

Exploratory analysis - Decreased
(no difference)

Increased
(increased)

Decreased
(decreased)

2.6. Manipulation Checks

First, using an independent-sample t test, we compared the two groups for the emotion
regulation score. Second, using the linear regression model, we added the sum scores of
PANAS as a dependent variable, while the group (experimental vs. control), phase (practice
vs. session 1 vs. session 2) and affect (negative vs. positive) were used as independent
variables (i.e., predictors). Similarly, for the subjective ratings, the mean values of dislike
feelings for negative feedback and of like feelings for positive feedback were added as
dependent variables, while the group (experimental vs. control) and phase (for dislike
feelings: practice vs. session 1 vs. session 2; for like feelings: practice vs. session 2) were
added as independent variables (i.e., predictors) in the linear regression models. In the
exploratory analysis, we added the emotion regulation score as predictor in the model for
the PANAS and subjective ratings, separately.

2.7. Conflict Processing

Behavioral data (i.e., accuracy and reaction time (RT)) preprocessing, visualization,
and analysis were carried out in R [37], using the tidyverse, ggplot2, lme4, and dplyr
packages [38–41]. For each subject separately, the outliers (over ±3SD from the mean)
were excluded for the accuracy analysis; the error trials and outliers were excluded from
further analysis for the RT data. Accuracy data, which are corresponding to a categorical
dependent variable, were analyzed using a generalized linear mixed model (GLMM) with
binomial distribution and a logit link function. RT data were analyzed using a linear mixed

https://osf.io/gybr9/
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model (LMM) with which RT were log transformed. We used the mean-centered deviation
coding for the two main factors (congruency and group).

We added the random intercept for each subject as the random effect in the model. For
the fixed effects in the standard analysis, two main effects (congruency and group), and the
two-way interaction (congruency by group) were added. In the exploratory analysis, we
additionally added the subjective ratings (i.e., willingness, use, and success) as predictors in
the model. In order to assess effects of each factor of interest (i.e., the main and interaction
effects) on accuracy and RT data, we compared models with and without that fixed effect
of interest using likelihood ratio tests. For each comparison, both models included all other
fixed effects that could presumably influence the results, as well as identical random effects
structures.

Last, in order to assess whether conflict processing differed between the two groups
(for the standard analysis) or was modulated by the emotion regulation score (i.e., willing-
ness, use, or success) during the baseline period (i.e., session 1), we used the GLMM and
LMM approach to analyze accuracy and RT data, separately.

3. Results
3.1. Standard Analysis
3.1.1. Manipulation Checks
Emotion Regulation Score

The scores on the willingness, use, and success did not differ between the two groups,
ts ≤ 1.229, ps ≥ 0.222, and Cohen’s ds ≤ 0.249 (see Figure 2A). In addition, the scores on
the willingness subscale were positively correlated with those on both the use (r = 0.533,
p < 0.001) and success (r = 0.505, p < 0.001) subscales. Further, the scores on the use subscale
were also positively correlated with those on the success subscale (r = 0.475, p < 0.001).
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PANAS

The linear regression showed that the model significantly predicted the PANAS scores,
F(11, 576) = 44.37, p < 0.001, with an R2 = 0.448. More specifically, the phase significantly
contributed to the model, with higher scores in session 1 than the practice and session 2,
βs ≥ 2.680, ts ≥ 2.167, and ps ≤ 0.03. Affect significantly contributed to the model, β = 8.744,
t = 7.068, and p < 0.001. However, the three-way interaction between affect, phase, and
group did not significantly contribute to the model, βs ≤ 2.632, ts ≤ 1.085, and ps ≥ 0.278
(Figure 2B).

Dislike Feelings (Negative Feedback)

Dislike ratings were significantly accounted for by the model, F(5, 288) = 16.28,
p < 0.001, with an R2 = 0.207. More specifically, the factor phase significantly contributed to
the model, showing that dislike feelings in session 1 were significantly higher compared
with practice, β = 23.489, t = 4.785, and p < 0.001, whereas they did not differ compared
with session 2, β = 1.095, t = 0.223, and p = 0.823. Group significantly contributed to the
model, with higher ratings in the experimental compared with the control group, β = 12.104,
t = 2.516, and p = 0.012. However, the two-way interaction between phase and group did
not significantly contribute to the model, βs ≤ 1.293, ts ≤ 0.190, and ps ≥ 0.849 (Figure 2C,
left panel).

Like Feelings (Positive Feedback)

The linear regression model did not explain the like ratings, F(3, 192) = 0.161, p = 0.922,
with an R2 = 0.013 (Figure 2C, right panel).

3.1.2. Conflict Processing
Accuracy

The model comparison based on the fixed effects showed that the model that contained
congruency was preferred over the model without this effect, indicating a significant main
effect of congruency, χ2(1) = 14.58, p = 0.0001, and 95% CI = [0.053, 0.165]. The model that
contained the two-way interaction between congruency and group was not preferred over
the model without this effect, indicating that this two-way interaction was not significant,
χ2(1) = 0.709, p = 0.399, and 95% CI = [−0.064, 0.160]. During the baseline period, conflict
processing was not modulated by group either, as shown by the observation that the
model with the two-way interaction between congruency and group was not preferred
over the model without this effect, χ2(1) = 0.050, p = 0.822, and 95% CI = [−0.185, 0.233]
(see Figure 3A, right panel).

RTs

The model comparison based on the fixed effects showed that the model with congru-
ency was preferred over the model without this effect, indicating a significant main effect
of congruency, χ2(1) = 113, p < 0.001, and 95% CI = [−0.017, −0.012], with faster responses
for congruent than incongruent trials. The model with group was also preferred over the
model without this effect, χ2(1) = 6.468, p = 0.01, and 95% CI = [−0.053, −0.007], with faster
responses for the participants in the experimental than the control group. However, the
model with the two-way interaction between congruency and group was not preferred
over the model without this effect, χ2(1) = 0.154, p = 0.695, and 95% CI = [−0.004, 0.006].
In addition, during the baseline period, conflict processing was not modulated by group
either, as shown by the observation that the model with the two-way interaction between
congruency and group was not preferred over the model without this effect, χ2(1) = 0.821,
p = 0.364, and 95% CI = [−0.013, 0.004] (see Figure 3A, left panel).
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Figure 3. Behavioral results. (A) Conflict processing for the standard analysis (experimental group
vs. control group). Conflict processing was similar in the two groups for RTs (left panel) and accuracy
(right panel). (B) The influence of emotion regulation on conflict processing was modulated by the
self-reported scores of emotion regulation. In the experimental group, conflict processing was not
modulated by the perceived success of emotion regulation. However, in the control group, the conflict
effect was reduced when the perceived success of emotion regulation increased. This effect could
not be explained by a speed–accuracy tradeoff as the same trend was visible for RTs (left panel) and
accuracy (right panel). Vertical bars correspond to standard errors of the mean.

3.2. Exploratory Analysis
3.2.1. Manipulation Checks
PANAS

When the emotion regulation score (i.e., willingness, use, and success) was added in the
linear regression model, it significantly predicted the PANAS scores, Fs ≥ 21.78, ps < 0.001,
with an R2s ≥ 0.448. However, the four-way interaction between affect, phase, group,
and emotion regulation score did not significantly contribute to the model, βs ≤ 0.106,
ts ≤ 0.884, and ps ≥ 0.376.

Dislike Feelings (Negative Feedback)

The emotion regulation score (i.e., willingness, use, and success) significantly predicted
dislike ratings, Fs ≥ 7.766, and ps < 0.001, with an R2s ≥ 0.202. However, the three-way
interaction between phase, group, and emotion regulation score did not significantly
contribute to the model, βs ≤ 0.393, ts ≤ 1.141, and ps ≥ 0.254.

Like Feelings (Positive Feedback)

The emotion regulation score (i.e., willingness, use, and success) significantly predicted
like ratings, Fs ≥ 3.219, and ps ≤ 0.003, with an R2s ≥ 0.073. More specifically, the use
(Figure 4A) and the willingness (Figure 4B) scores significantly contributed to the model,
βs ≥ 2.287, ts ≥ 2.264, and ps ≤ 0.024; whereas the success scores did not, β = 0.154, t = 1.440,
and p = 0.152. However, the three-way interaction between phase, group, and emotion
regulation score did not significantly contribute to the model, βs ≤ 0.168, ts ≤ 0.707, and
ps ≥ 0.480.
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3.2.2. Conflict Processing
Accuracy

The random effect showed that the variance of the subject was 0.385 (SD = 0.620) (see
Table 2). For the fixed effects, GLMM results showed that the model with the three-way
interaction between congruency, group, and use scores was preferred over the model
without this effect, indicating a significant three-way interaction (see Table 2), χ2(1) = 6.874,
p = 0.008, and 95% CI = [0.001, 0.013]. However, the model with the three-way interaction
between congruency, group, and success scores was not preferred over the model without
this effect, χ2(1) = 2.641, p = 0.104, and 95% CI = [−0.0009, 0.009], and the same was
found for the model containing the three-way interaction between congruency, group and
willingness scores, χ2(1) = 0.816, p = 0.366, and 95% CI = [−0.003, 0.008].

Table 2. Summary of random and fixed effects (ACC) when the subject-specific use scores were
included in the statistical model (exploratory analysis).

AIC BIC logLik Deviance df.resid

30,722.3 30,797.4 −15,352.2 30,704.3 30,852
Random effects

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.

Subject (Intercept) 0.385 0.620
Fixed effects

Predictor Estimate SE z-Value Pr(>|z|)

(Intercept) 1.427 0.064 22.041 <2−16 a

Congruency 0.115 0.028 4.034 5.47−5 a

Group −0.119 0.129 −0.923 0.356 d

Use-score −0.001 0.003 −0.374 0.708 d

Congruency:Group 0.043 0.057 0.760 0.447 d

Congruency:Use-score −0.001 0.001 −0.559 0.576 d

Group:Use-score 0.004 0.006 0.629 0.529 d

Congruency:Group:Use-score 0.007 0.002 2.625 0.008 b

‘a’ < 0.001; ‘b’ < 0.05; ‘d’ > 0.1.

Since this three-way interaction (congruency by group by use score) was significant,
we built two GLMMs containing two factors (congruency, use score) to assess the impact
of use on congruency for the experimental and the control groups separately. For the
experimental group, the model with the two-way interaction between congruency and
the use scores was not preferred over the model without this effect, χ2(1) = 2.158, and
p = 0.142, 95% CI = [−0.001, 0.006], indicating that the conflict effect was not modulated
by the use of reappraisal in this group. However, for the control group, the model with
this two-way interaction effect was preferred over the one without it, indicating that this
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two-way interaction between congruency and the use scores was significant, χ2(1) = 4.857,
p = 0.027, and 95% CI = [−0.008, 0.0005]. As can be seen in Figure 3B (right panel), the
conflict effect gradually decreased when the use scores increased. During the baseline
period, none of the models with the three-way interaction between congruency, group,
and willingness/use/success were significantly preferred over the ones without this effect,
χ2(1) ≤ 0.554, and ps ≥ 0.456.

RTs

The random effect showed that the variance of the subject was 0.0032 (SD = 0.057)
(see Table 3). For the fixed effect, LMM results showed that the model with the three-
way interaction between congruency, group, and the success scores was preferred over
the model without this effect, indicating that this three-way interaction was marginally
significant (see Table 3), χ2(1) = 3.072, and p = 0.079, 95% CI = [−0.0005, 0.00002]. However,
the model with the three-way interaction between congruency, group, and use scores
was not preferred over the one without this effect, χ2(1) = 0.617, p = 0.432, and 95% CI
= [−0.0003, 0.0002], and the same was found for the model containing the three-way
interaction between congruency, group and willingness scores, χ2(1) = 1.384, p = 0.24, and
95% CI = [−0.0004, 0.0001].

Table 3. Summary of random and fixed effects (RTs) when the subject-specific success scores were
included in the statistical model (exploratory analysis).

AIC BIC logLik Deviance df.resid

−36,336.7 −36,258.1 18,178.4 −36,356.7 19,250
Random effects

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.

Subject (Intercept) 0.0032 0.057
Residual 0.0086 0.093

Fixed effects

Predictor Estimate SE t-Value Pr(>|z|)

(Intercept) 2.638 5.805−3 454.484 <2−16 a

Congruency −1.397−2 1.359−3 −10.277 <2−16 a

Group −2.807−2 1.162−2 −2.416 0.017 b

Success-score −4.428−4 2.858−4 −1.549 0.124 d

Congruency:Group 6.257−4 2.718−3 0.230 0.818 d

Congruency:Success-score 6.968−5 6.815−5 1.022 0.307 d

Group:Success-score −2.874−4 5.700−4 −0.504 0.615 d

Congruency:Group:Success-score −2.382−4 1.359−4 −1.753 0.079 c

‘a’ < 0.001; ‘b’ < 0.05; ‘c’ < 0.1; ‘d’ > 0.1.

To further explore the three-way interaction (congruency by group by success score),
two LMMs including two factors (congruency, success score) were computed for the experi-
mental and the control groups separately. For the experimental group, the model with the
two-way interaction between congruency and the success scores was not preferred over the
model without this effect, χ2(1) = 0.198, p = 0.656, and 95% CI = [−0.0003, 0.0002]. However,
for the control group, the model with the two-way interaction between congruency and
the success score was preferred over the model without this effect, indicating that the
two-way interaction was significant, χ2(1) = 4.920, p = 0.027, and 95% CI = [0.00002, 0.0004].
As can be seen in Figure 3B (left panel), the conflict effect gradually decreased when the
success scores increased. During the baseline period, none of the models with the three-way
interaction between congruency, group, and willingness/use/success were significantly
preferred over the ones without this effect, χ2(1) ≤ 1.788, and ps ≥ 0.181.
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4. Discussion

The goal of the current study was to explore whether implicit emotion regulation
could influence conflict processing. To test this assumption, we devised a new procedure
where the participants in the experimental group could more easily establish a connection
between negative affect elicited from the Stroop task and positive affect generated from
the subsequent reward-related visual discrimination task, and once established, engage in
indirect and implicit emotion regulation [42]. In the control condition, no such connection
was installed between these two successive tasks, which could therefore be processed
irrespective of each other. When using standard group comparisons, results did not
show that conflict processing was different in the experimental group compared with the
control group. However, given the specifics of this new procedure, some inter-individual
differences in emotion regulation, and by extension conflict processing, were a priori
expected to some extent. When we considered and modeled them in an exploratory
analysis, we found that they significantly influenced conflict processing, and importantly,
this modulation was found to be different in the experimental group compared with the
control group. We hereafter discuss the implications of these new results in greater detail.

As visible from the subjective ratings, larger emotion regulation scores for the willing-
ness, use, and success subscales were not found in the experimental group compared with
the control group. This result thus suggests that the differential instructions we gave to the
participants of the experimental group were not sufficient to increase at the group level
the connection at the emotional level between the two tasks, which was assumed to help
them use emotion regulation “implicitly”. Although reappraisal was often manipulated on
a trial-by-trial basis in previous studies [27,30], here we adopted a different approach and
provided participants with specific instructions at the beginning of each block, with the
goal to bias implicitly conflict processing during the ensuing series of trials. Hence, this
approach is probably less potent or explicit than a trial-by-trial manipulation of emotion
regulation [43,44], and accordingly, reappraisal had probably a limited effect for a subset of
subjects only in the experimental group.

Notwithstanding this limitation, we, however, observed that emotion regulation did
influence conflict processing, yet when we considered and modeled the perceived ability of
participants to use the second task to downregulate negative affect resulting from the first
one (i.e., Stroop task). More specifically, we found that in the experimental group, emotion
regulation had no modulatory influence on conflict processing. However, it did have a
positive, albeit unspecific influence on conflict processing, as shown by faster RTs and higher
accuracy for participants with larger success and use scores in this group (see Figure 3B).
This suggests that the implementation of emotion regulation eased conflict processing in
general, as opposed to a gain for incongruent trials selectively. In comparison, in the control
group, participants who reported higher levels of successful emotion regulation showed a
reduction in conflict processing (i.e., a gain for incongruent trials specifically; see Figure 3B),
suggesting that they probably had higher or sharper cognitive control abilities [45]. These
participants could solve conflict more efficiently than those who reported weak or no
connection between the two tasks. Thus, it appears reasonable to assume that although
participants assigned to the control group did not receive emotion regulation instructions,
some of them could, however, “spontaneously” connect the two tasks at the emotional
level, which eventually improved conflict processing. Moreover, we also found that for
the two groups alike, the perceived willingness and use of emotion regulation predicted
the like feelings for the reward-related feedback (as positive) during the second task (see
Figure 4). This result suggests that reward processing during the second task was probably
an important component for the use of implicit emotion regulation during the first task.

However, in the experimental group where a general facilitation during conflict pro-
cessing was observed as a function of emotion regulation, and in the control group where
this gain was restricted to incongruent trials, negative affect did not change accordingly and
it was not different between these two groups (see results for PANAS as well as dislike feel-
ings towards the negative feedback). In other words, this modulation of conflict processing,
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depending on emotion regulation, appeared to occur irrespective of a change or decrease
in negative affect at the subjective level. This dissociation is intriguing and suggests that
the reciprocal links between negative affect, emotion regulation, and cognitive control are
probably not straightforward [3], and likely mediated by specific motivational or even
self-regulation processes [14,22,46–48]. This assumption accords well with some theoretical
models according to which there are strong reciprocal influences between cognitive control
and self-regulation [49,50]. For example, if negative affect is not perceived or experienced as
sufficiently arousing or distressing, then participants do not engage easily in self-regulation
(which probably requires effort exertion; see [51]), and as a result, cognitive control remains
unaffected [52]. Similarly, in our experiment, negative affect arising from the Stroop task
following the encounter of frequent punishments was deemed mild or moderate only,
and in this situation, it was probably not salient enough to drive a systematic change in
cognitive control depending on emotion regulation, even for the participants that belonged
to the experimental group [53].

Moreover, as our results for the like ratings indirectly suggest, it might be the up-
regulation of positive affect during the second task, rather than the downregulation of
negative affect elicited by the Stroop task, which eventually drove the modulation of con-
flict processing by emotion regulation. In agreement with this interpretation, like feelings
toward positive feedback increased with higher scores on the willingness and use subscales,
which are thought to reflect a greater motivation as well as actual ability to implement
emotion regulation. Hence, in our experiment, some participants probably “spontaneously”
engaged in self-regulation during the Stroop task, likely because they were motivated by
the prospect of reward (second task), and they had sufficient resources left to do so [54].
Moreover, if reappraisal instructions were provided to these participants (experimental
group), then a general performance benefit was observed for them, whereas in the con-
trol group, where no such instructions were given, this benefit was confined to conflict
resolution.

Our study only provides a first, probably imperfect attempt, based on a new experi-
mental design, to explore more systematically the interplay between conflict processing,
emotion regulation, and negative affect, and there is definitely room for improvement in the
future. Moreover, some limitations warrant comment. As a matter of fact, our manipulation
was not successful when assessed using standard group comparisons. Effects of emotion
regulation on conflict processing were mostly found when considering inter-individual
differences in the former process. In future studies, this limitation could be overcome
by improving further the new emotion regulation procedure proposed in this study. For
example, different (and more frequent) instructions to use emotion regulation in the ex-
perimental group could be used to increase the likelihood to observe significant group
differences along this dimension, but also regarding conflict processing, which is thought
to depend on negative affect and has been suggested to reflect an indirect form of emotion
regulation [15–17]. Another caveat pertains to the emotion regulation score we have used
here, and for which psychometric properties (such as validity and reliability) are currently
lacking. Hence, some caution is needed in the interpretation of this emotion regulation
score, and more specifically, its ability to reflect the use and success of a specific emotion
regulation strategy, such as reappraisal. Future studies are needed to better delineate what
this score truly captures at the emotional and regulation levels; an effort which could turn
out to be beneficial to determine more precisely which specific component or process of
emotion regulation is eventually susceptible to alter conflict processing. Last, we could
reason that our manipulation was not successful because the speeded Stroop task we have
used here was demanding or challenging for the participants, and hence there was actually
little room for them to use reappraisal to downregulate negative affect arising from it.
In this context, we believe that the use of refined experimental paradigms in the future
could address this issue. For example, through a dedicated training procedure, the use of
reappraisal could be fostered, which could create a more potent effect for its actual use
subsequently during the encounter of negative affect [23].
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5. Conclusions

To conclude, the results of this study suggest that implicit emotion regulation can
influence cognitive control, and as such, they add to a growing literature in psychology
and neuroscience that seeks to better connect negative affect, defensive motivation, and
cognitive control with each other, and eventually explain their reciprocal interactions
using a unified theoretical framework [3,18]. More than negative affect per se and/or its
downregulation, our new results indirectly suggest that that motivation and ability to
spontaneously engage in implicit emotion regulation may be important factors accounting
for the modulation of conflict processing. Hence, we suggest that besides negative affect
and emotion regulation, motivational or self-regulation processes, which are difficult to
manipulate or assess and need to be better examined in future studies, probably also
contribute to shape and influence cognitive control.

Author Contributions: Q.Y.: conceptualization, data curation, formal analysis, funding acquisition,
writing; G.P.: conceptualization, funding acquisition, writing—review and editing. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by a grant (201606990022) from the China Scholarship Council
(CSC), a co-funding (BOF) grant (BOFCHN2017000101) from Ghent University awarded to Qian
Yang, and the Starting Research Fund from Sichuan Normal University (XJ20210029).

Institutional Review Board Statement: All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of Ghent University and with the 1964
Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards.

Informed Consent Statement: All participants provided informed consent prior to participation.

Data Availability Statement: All data are made publicly available via the Open Science Framework
(https://osf.io/gybr9/, accessed on 10 April 2022).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

References
1. Egner, T. The Wiley Handbook of Cognitive Control; Wiley: New York, NY, USA, 2017.
2. Inzlicht, M.; Bartholow, B.D.; Hirsh, J.B. Emotional foundations of cognitive control. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2015, 19, 126–132. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
3. Dignath, D.; Eder, A.B.; Steinhauser, M.; Kiesel, A. Conflict monitoring and the affective-signaling hypothesis—An integrative

review. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 2020, 27, 193–216. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Yee, D.; Leng, X.; Shenhav, A.; Braver, T. Aversive Motivation and Cognitive Control. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2022, 133, 104493.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Dreisbach, G.; Fischer, R. Conflicts as aversive signals for control adaptation. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 2015, 24, 255–260. [CrossRef]
6. Botvinick, M.M. Conflict monitoring and decision making: Reconciling two perspectives on anterior cingulate function. Cogn.

Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 2007, 7, 356–366. [CrossRef]
7. Van Steenbergen, H.; Langeslag, S.J.; Band, G.P.; Hommel, B. Reduced cognitive control in passionate lovers. Motiv. Emot. 2014,

38, 444–450. [CrossRef]
8. Van Steenbergen, H.V.; Band, G.P.; Hommel, B. Reward counteracts conflict adaptation: Evidence for a role of affect in executive

control. Psychol. Sci. 2009, 20, 1473–1477. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
9. Van Steenbergen, H.; Band, G.P.; Hommel, B. In the mood for adaptation: How affect regulates conflict-driven control. Psychol.

Sci. 2010, 21, 1629–1634. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
10. Van Steenbergen, H.; Band, G.P.; Hommel, B. Reward valence modulates conflict-driven attentional adaptation: Electrophysiolog-

ical evidence. Biol. Psychol. 2012, 90, 234–241. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
11. Dreisbach, G.; Fischer, R. The role of affect and reward in the conflict-triggered adjustment of cognitive control. Front. Hum.

Neurosci. 2012, 6, 342. [CrossRef]
12. Schuch, S.; Koch, I. Mood states influence cognitive control: The case of conflict adaptation. Psychol. Res. 2015, 79, 759–772.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
13. Schuch, S.; Zweerings, J.; Hirsch, P.; Koch, I. Conflict adaptation in positive and negative mood: Applying a success-failure

manipulation. Acta Psychol. 2017, 176, 11–22. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Saunders, B.; Lin, H.; Milyavskaya, M.; Inzlicht, M. The emotive nature of conflict monitoring in the medial prefrontal cortex. Int.

J. Psychophysiol. 2017, 119, 31–40. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://osf.io/gybr9/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2015.01.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25659515
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-019-01668-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31898269
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2021.12.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34910931
http://doi.org/10.1177/0963721415569569
http://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.7.4.356
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-013-9380-3
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02470.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19906127
http://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610385951
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20943936
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2012.03.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22504294
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00342
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-014-0602-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25100233
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2017.03.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28342397
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2017.01.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28088350


Brain Sci. 2022, 12, 564 15 of 16

15. Dignath, D.; Eder, A.B. Stimulus conflict triggers behavioral avoidance. Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 2015, 15, 822–836. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

16. Braver, T.S. Conflicts as aversive signals: Motivation for control adaptation in the service of affect regulation. In Motivation and
Cognitive Control; Routledge: London, UK, 2015; pp. 200–222.

17. Saunders, B.; Milyavskaya, M.; Inzlicht, M. Variation in cognitive control as emotion regulation. Psychol. Inq. 2015, 26, 108–115.
[CrossRef]

18. Shackman, A.J.; Salomons, T.V.; Slagter, H.A.; Fox, A.S.; Winter, J.J.; Davidson, R.J. The integration of negative affect, pain and
cognitive control in the cingulate cortex. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2011, 12, 154–167. [CrossRef]

19. Vermeylen, L.; Wisniewski, D.; González-García, C.; Hoofs, V.; Notebaert, W.; Braem, S. Shared neural representations of cognitive
conflict and negative affect in the medial frontal cortex. J. Neurosci. 2020, 40, 8715–8725. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Gross, J.J.; John, O.P. Individual differences in two emotion regulation processes: Implications for affect, relationships, and
well-being. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2003, 85, 348. [CrossRef]

21. McRae, K.; Jacobs, S.E.; Ray, R.D.; John, O.P.; Gross, J.J. Individual differences in reappraisal ability: Links to reappraisal frequency,
well-being, and cognitive control. J. Res. Personal. 2012, 46, 2–7. [CrossRef]

22. Cohen, N.; Henik, A.; Moyal, N. Executive control attenuates emotional effects—For high reappraisers only? Emotion 2012, 12,
970. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Cohen, N.; Mor, N. Enhancing reappraisal by linking cognitive control and emotion. Clin. Psychol. Sci. 2018, 6, 155–163. [CrossRef]
24. Moser, J.S.; Most, S.B.; Simons, R.F. Increasing negative emotions by reappraisal enhances subsequent cognitive control: A

combined behavioral and electrophysiological study. Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 2010, 10, 195–207. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
25. Yang, Q.; Notebaert, W.; Pourtois, G. Reappraising cognitive control: Normal reactive adjustments following conflict processing

are abolished by proactive emotion regulation. Psychol. Res. 2019, 83, 1–12. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Braem, S.; Bugg, J.M.; Schmidt, J.R.; Crump, M.J.; Weissman, D.H.; Notebaert, W.; Egner, T. Measuring adaptive control in conflict

tasks. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2019, 23, 769–783. [CrossRef]
27. Kalokerinos, E.K.; Greenaway, K.H.; Denson, T.F. Reappraisal but not suppression downregulates the experience of positive and

negative emotion. Emotion 2015, 15, 271. [CrossRef]
28. Yang, Q.; Pourtois, G. Conflict-driven adaptive control is enhanced by integral negative emotion on a short time scale. Cogn.

Emot. 2018, 32, 1637–1653. [CrossRef]
29. Yang, Q.; Paul, K.; Pourtois, G. Defensive motivation increases conflict adaptation through local changes in cognitive control:

Evidence from ERPs and mid-frontal theta. Biol. Psychol. 2019, 148, 107738. [CrossRef]
30. McRae, K.; Ciesielski, B.; Gross, J.J. Unpacking cognitive reappraisal: Goals, tactics, and outcomes. Emotion 2012, 12, 250.

[CrossRef]
31. Schmidt, J.R.; Weissman, D.H. Congruency sequence effects without feature integration or contingency learning confounds. PLoS

ONE 2014, 9, e102337. [CrossRef]
32. Weissman, D.H.; Jiang, J.; Egner, T. Determinants of congruency sequence effects without learning and memory confounds. J. Exp.

Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 2014, 40, 2022. [CrossRef]
33. Mordkoff, J.T. Observation: Three reasons to avoid having half of the trials be congruent in a four-alternative forced-choice

experiment on sequential modulation. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 2012, 19, 750–757. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
34. Aarts, K.; Pourtois, G. Anxiety not only increases, but also alters early error-monitoring functions. Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci.

2010, 10, 479–492. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
35. Watson, D.; Clark, L.A.; Tellegen, A. Development and validation of brief measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS

scales. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1988, 54, 1063. [CrossRef]
36. Engelen, U.; De Peuter, S.; Victoir, A.; Van Diest, U.; Van Den Bergh, O. Further validation of the Positive and Negative Affect

Schedule (PANAS) and comparison of two Dutch versions. Gedrag Gezondh. 2006, 34, 89.
37. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing: Vienna, Austria,

2018. Available online: https://www.R-project.org/ (accessed on 16 July 2021).
38. Wickham, H. Tidyverse: Easily Install and Load the ‘Tidyverse’. R Package Tidyverse (Version 1.2.1) [Computer Software]. 2017.

Available online: https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/tidyverse/index.html (accessed on 16 July 2021).
39. Wickham, H. ggplot2: Elegant Graphics for Data Analysis; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2016.
40. Bates, D.; Mächler, M.; Bolker, B.; Walker, S. Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. arXiv 2014, arXiv:1406.5823.
41. Wickham, H.; Francois, R.; Henry, L.; Müller, K. Dplyr: A Grammar of Data Manipulation. R Package Version 0.4. 2015. Available

online: https://dplyr.tidyverse.org/reference/dplyr-package.html (accessed on 16 July 2021).
42. Gross, J.J. Emotion regulation: Affective, cognitive, and social consequences. Psychophysiology 2002, 39, 281–291. [CrossRef]
43. Ochsner, K.N.; Silvers, J.A.; Buhle, J.T. Functional imaging studies of emotion regulation: A synthetic review and evolving model

of the cognitive control of emotion. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 2012, 1251, E1–E24. [CrossRef]
44. Urry, H.L. Seeing, thinking, and feeling: Emotion-regulating effects of gaze-directed cognitive reappraisal. Emotion 2010, 10, 125.

[CrossRef]
45. Larson, M.J.; Clayson, P.E.; Baldwin, S.A. Performance monitoring following conflict: Internal adjustments in cognitive control?

Neuropsychologia 2012, 50, 426–433. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-015-0355-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25931151
http://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2015.962396
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2994
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1744-20.2020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33051353
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.348
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.10.003
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0026890
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22251044
http://doi.org/10.1177/2167702617731379
http://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.10.2.195
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20498344
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-018-1099-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30244285
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.07.002
http://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000025
http://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2018.1434132
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2019.107738
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0026351
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0102337
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0037454
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-012-0257-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22549895
http://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.10.4.479
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21098809
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063
https://www.R-project.org/
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/tidyverse/index.html
https://dplyr.tidyverse.org/reference/dplyr-package.html
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0048577201393198
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2012.06751.x
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0017434
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2011.12.021


Brain Sci. 2022, 12, 564 16 of 16

46. Inzlicht, M.; Schmeichel, B.J.; Macrae, C.N. Why self-control seems (but may not be) limited. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2014, 18, 127–133.
[CrossRef]

47. Baumeister, R.F.; Vohs, K.D. Self-Regulation, ego depletion, and motivation. Soc. Personal. Psychol. Compass 2007, 1, 115–128.
[CrossRef]

48. Salas Riquelme, C.E.; Turnbull, O.H.; Gross, J.J. Reappraisal generation after acquired brain damage: The role of laterality and
cognitive control. Front. Psychol. 2014, 5, 242.

49. Hofmann, W.; Schmeichel, B.J.; Baddeley, A.D. Executive functions and self-regulation. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2012, 16, 174–180.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

50. Kruglanski, A.W.; Bélanger, J.J.; Chen, X.; Köpetz, C.; Pierro, A.; Mannetti, L. The energetics of motivated cognition: A force-field
analysis. Psychol. Rev. 2012, 119, 1–20. [CrossRef]

51. Inzlicht, M.; Werner, K.M.; Briskin, J.L.; Roberts, B.W. Integrating models of self-regulation. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2021, 72, 319–345.
[CrossRef]

52. Fröber, K.; Stürmer, B.; Frömer, R.; Dreisbach, G. The role of affective evaluation in conflict adaptation: An LRP study. Brain Cogn.
2017, 116, 9–16. [CrossRef]

53. Inzlicht, M.; Legault, L. No pain, no gain: How distress underlies effective self-control (and unites diverse social psychological
phenomena). In The Control within: Motivation and Its Regulation; Forgas, J., Harmon, J., Eds.; Psychology Press: New York, NY,
USA, 2014; pp. 115–132.

54. Sharvit, K.; Brambilla, M.; Babush, M.; Colucci, F.P. To feel or not to feel when my group harms others? The regulation of collective
guilt as motivated reasoning. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 2015, 41, 1223–1235. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2013.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00001.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2012.01.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22336729
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0025488
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-061020-105721
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2017.05.003
http://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215592843

	Introduction 
	Methods 
	Participants 
	Stimuli and Task 
	Procedure 
	Questionnaires 
	Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 
	Subjective Feelings (Negative Feedback vs. Positive Feedback) 

	Data Analysis 
	Manipulation Checks 
	Conflict Processing 

	Results 
	Standard Analysis 
	Manipulation Checks 
	Conflict Processing 

	Exploratory Analysis 
	Manipulation Checks 
	Conflict Processing 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

