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Abstract
The constructs of empathy (i.e., understanding and/or sharing another’s emotion) and emotion regulation (i.e., the processes 
by which one manages emotions) have largely been studied in relative isolation of one another. To better understand the inter-
relationships between their various component processes, this manuscript reports two studies that examined the relationship 
between empathy and emotion regulation using a combination of self-report and task measures. In study 1 (N = 137), trait 
cognitive empathy and affective empathy were found to share divergent relationships with self-reported emotion dysregula-
tion. Trait emotion dysregulation was negatively related to cognitive empathy but did not show a significant relationship 
with affective empathy. In the second study (N = 92), the magnitude of emotion interference effects (i.e., the extent to which 
inhibitory control was impacted by emotional relative to neutral stimuli) in variants of a Go/NoGo and Stroop task were used 
as proxy measures of implicit emotion regulation abilities. Trait cognitive and affective empathy were differentially related 
to both task metrics. Higher affective empathy was associated with increased emotional interference in the Emotional Go/
NoGo task; no such relationship was observed for trait cognitive empathy. In the Emotional Stroop task, higher cognitive 
empathy was associated with reduced emotional interference; no such relationship was observed for affective empathy. 
Together, these studies demonstrate that greater cognitive empathy was broadly associated with improved emotion regula-
tion abilities, while greater affective empathy was typically associated with increased difficulties with emotion regulation. 
These findings point to the need for assessing the different components of empathy in psychopathological conditions marked 
by difficulties in emotion regulation.

Keywords  Empathy · Emotion regulation · Cognitive · Affective · Social cognition

Our social lives often rely upon the linked processes of how 
we manage our own emotions and respond to the emotions 
of others. Yet, until recently the constructs of empathy (i.e., 
understanding and/or sharing another’s emotion) and emo-
tion regulation (i.e., the processes by which one manages 
emotions) have largely been studied in relative isolation of 
one another. Despite the growing research interest in this 
area, fundamental questions remain regarding the nature of 
the interrelationships between the various component pro-
cesses that comprise empathy and emotion regulation. To 
address these gaps in current knowledge, this manuscript 

reports two studies which examined how trait empathy is 
associated with self-report (study 1) and task-based (study 
2) measures of emotion regulation.

Empathy is commonly conceptualised as comprising 
two dimensions: affective empathy (the ability to share 
others’ emotions), and cognitive empathy (the ability to 
infer/understand others’ emotional experiences; Chakra-
barti & Baron-Cohen, 2006; Decety & Jackson, 2004; Singer 
& Lamm, 2009). Emotion regulation refers to the various 
processes that can be employed in order to influence one’s 
own emotions (Gross, 2015). A close relationship between 
empathy and emotion regulation has been proposed by pre-
vious theoretical accounts, including our own (e.g., Decety, 
2010; Schipper & Peterman, 2013; Thompson et al., 2019; 
Zaki, 2014). Of the handful of empirical studies that have 
explored this relationship, most have focused on the moder-
ating role of emotion regulation on the association between 
affective empathy and different ‘empathic outcomes’, such 
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as empathic concern (i.e., sympathy), personal distress, and 
prosocial behaviours (e.g., Brethel-Haurwitz et al., 2020; 
Lockwood et al., 2014; Lopez-Perez & Ambrona, 2015; 
Okun et al., 2000). While not their primary focus, such 
studies provide evidence suggestive of a direct relationship 
between empathy and emotion regulation. For example, 
one’s self-reported capacity to understand others’ emotions 
is positively related to the habitual use of more adaptive 
emotion regulation strategies such as reappraisal (Lockwood 
et al., 2014; Powell, 2018; Tully et al., 2016). Similarly, 
self-reported perspective-taking ability (a process associ-
ated with cognitive empathy) is negatively related to trait 
measures of emotion dysregulation (Contardi et al., 2016; 
Eisenberg & Okun, 1996; Okun et al., 2000).

Some of this prior work suggests a potential overlap in 
the cognitive control processes that underlie key abilities 
associated with these constructs. The ability to attribute an 
emotional/mental state to another individual (i.e., cogni-
tive empathy) requires various cognitive control processes, 
which facilitate the necessary coordination of self and other 
representations (e.g., Carlson et al., 2004; Decety & Som-
merville, 2003; Hansen, 2011; Mutter et al., 2006). Similar 
cognitive control processes have been implicated in emotion 
regulation, where they underlie the ability to exert control 
over one’s affective responses and behaviours (e.g., Buhle 
et al., 2014; Hendricks & Buchanan, 2016; McRae et al., 
2012; Schmeichel & Demaree, 2010).

While the aforementioned evidence would suggest that 
greater cognitive empathy may facilitate emotion regula-
tion, there is reason to expect that increased affective empa-
thy could in fact hinder these processes. Individuals with 
higher affective empathy exhibit an increased facial mim-
icry response to others’ emotions (Sonnby-Borgstrom, 2002; 
Dimberg et al., 2011), which has been shown to relate to 
heightened resonance with the mimicked emotion (Hatfield 
et al., 1993; Laird et al., 1994; Wild et al., 2001). Addi-
tionally, individuals with greater affective empathy may be 
predisposed to experience emotions with a greater inten-
sity and/or frequency (Davis, 1983; Eisenberg et al., 2000; 
Rueckert et al., 2011; Sato et al., 2013). Given that emotions 
can have a detrimental effect on the efficiency of cognitive 
control processes (Hare et al., 2008; Tottenham et al., 2011), 
it is possible that the increased emotional reactivity associ-
ated with higher levels of affective empathy could interfere 
with one’s ability to engage the often demanding processes 
necessary for emotion regulation.

Building upon prior work, the current research adopted 
a multi-method approach in which we examined the rela-
tionship between empathy and emotion regulation using a 
combination of self-report and more objective performance-
based measures. Study 1 examined how trait cognitive 
empathy and affective empathy are associated with self-
reported difficulties with emotion regulation (i.e., emotion 

dysregulation). Study 2 examined how the same trait empa-
thy measure relates to task metrics that index emotion regu-
lation abilities. Based on the findings discussed above, it was 
predicted that higher cognitive empathy would be associated 
with improved emotion regulation, whereas the opposite 
relationship would be observed for affective empathy.

Study 1

Various abilities should be taken into account when con-
sidering an individual’s capacity for emotion regulation, 
including (1) awareness/understanding of one’s emotions, 
(2) the capacity to select and implement appropriate regula-
tion strategies to manage emotions across diverse contexts, 
and (3) the ability to monitor the extent to which regula-
tory efforts successfully generate the desired modulation of 
emotion (Bonanno & Burton, 2013; Gohm & Clore, 2002; 
Gratz & Roemer, 2004; Gross, 2015; Koole et al., 2015). In 
this first study, we examined how trait cognitive empathy 
and affective empathy are related to a self-report measure 
of emotion regulation that assesses difficulties with emo-
tion regulation across each of the abilities highlighted above 
(Kaufman et al., 2016). We predicted that self-reported emo-
tion dysregulation would be negatively related to trait cog-
nitive empathy but show a positive relationship with trait 
affective empathy.

Methods

Participants

An a priori sample size estimation was conducted using 
G*power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007). Based on an expected cor-
relation coefficient of ~ 0.3 (Contardi et al., 2016; Lockwood 
et al., 2014), a minimum sample of 67 was required to detect 
such effects at an alpha level of p = 0.05, with a power of 
0.80. To account for the potential of data loss due to incom-
plete responses in the online survey, we aimed to collect a 
sample of approximately N = 100. A sample of 137 partici-
pants (101 female), with a mean age (± SD) of 20.6 years 
(± 3.01), was recruited from the University of Reading cam-
pus via the school of psychology research panel. Question-
naires were completed online and participants were awarded 
course credit for participation. Ethical approval was obtained 
from the University of Reading research ethics committee. 
This study was conducted as part of a larger project and 
included an additional questionnaire measure of emotion 
regulation (the ERQ; Gross & John, 2003), the data from 
which are not reported here.
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Materials

Empathy

Trait empathy was measured using the Questionnaire of 
Cognitive and Affective Empathy (QCAE; Reniers et al., 
2011). The QCAE is a 31-item self-report questionnaire 
assessing respondents’ capacity to understand and resonate 
with the emotions of others. It comprises five subscales 
which track onto the two dimensions of empathy (cognitive 
and affective). The cognitive empathy dimension assesses 
one’s propensity to take another’s perspective and accu-
rately infer their state (e.g., “When I am upset at someone, 
I usually try to ‘put myself in his shoes’ for a while”; “I 
can sense if I am intruding, even if the other person does 
not tell me”). The affective empathy dimension comprises 
items assessing respondents’ tendency to resonate with oth-
ers’ emotions (e.g., “I am happy when I am with a cheerful 
group and sad when the others are glum”; “It affects me 
very much when one of my friends seems upset”). Partici-
pants rate their response to each item using a 4-point scale, 
ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”; higher 
values reflect greater trait empathy. Cronbach’s alpha was 
high for both empathy dimensions (αCognitive empathy = 0.88; 
αAffective empathy = 0.82). The cognitive and affective subscales 
of the QCAE were positively correlated, rho(135) = 0.42 
(CI95%[0.27, 0.55]), p < 0.001.

Emotion Dysregulation

Trait emotion dysregulation was measured using the Diffi-
culties in Emotion Regulation-short form (DERS-SF; Kauf-
man et al., 2016). The DERS-SF (henceforth, DERS) is an 
18-item questionnaire assessing difficulties in six aspects of 
emotion regulation: (1) awareness of emotions (awareness), 
(2) clarity/understanding of emotions (clarity), (3) accept-
ance of emotions (non-acceptance), (4) capacity to maintain 
goal-directed behaviours in emotional situations (goals), 
(5) ability to exert control over one’s emotional impulses 
(impulse), and (6) ability to effectively manage one’s emo-
tional responses (strategies). Respondents report the fre-
quency with which they experience difficulties in these 
aspects of emotion regulation using a 5-point Likert scale, 
where 1 = almost never (0–10% of the time) and 5 = almost 
always (91–100% of the time); higher ratings reflect 
increased emotion dysregulation. The sum of the six sub-
scales provides a total score reflecting overall levels of emo-
tion dysregulation (DERS-Total). Within this sample, the 
DERS-Total metric and each subscale thereof demonstrated 
acceptable to high Cronbach’s alpha: αDERS-Total = 0.91; 
αAwareness = 0.79; αClar ity = 0.86; αAcceptance = 0.82; 
αGoals = 0.89; αImpulse = 0.89; αStrategies = 0.83.

Data Reduction and Analysis

The relationship between empathy and emotion dysregula-
tion was examined using bivariate correlations. Normality 
of each variable was assessed using Kolmogorov–Smirnov 
tests. As some variable distributions showed significant 
deviation from normality, Spearman’s rho is reported for all 
correlations in order to enable their direct comparability. All 
correlations are reported as two-tailed, with an alpha level of 
p = 0.05. Data were analysed using SPSS version 27 (IBM 
Corp., Armonk, N.Y., USA) and Jamovi version 1.6 (https://​
www.​jamovi.​org). To ensure that the observed results were 
not unduly influenced by a small number of outlier cases, 
the results following the removal of univariate and bivariate 
outliers are reported in supplementary material (S1).

Results

Descriptive statistics for all variables used in the correlation 
analysis are reported in Table 1 (descriptive statistics for 
the DERS subscales are reported in supplementary mate-
rial, S2). Affective empathy was not significantly correlated 
with DERS-Total, rho(135) = 0.13 (CI95% [− 0.04, 0.29]), 
p = 0.14. Cognitive empathy showed a small significant neg-
ative correlation with DERS-Total, rho(135) =  − 0.18 (CI95% 
[− 0.34, − 0.01]), p = 0.04. These two correlations were sig-
nificantly different from each other, Steiger’s Z =  − 3.36, 
p < 0.001 (Fig. 1).

To better understand the relationship between cogni-
tive/affective empathy and trait emotion dysregulation, we 
conducted exploratory correlations testing the relationship 
between both empathy dimensions and each subscale of 
the DERS. Cognitive empathy was significantly negatively 
related to the awareness subscale and showed a trend-level 
negative relationship with the impulse control subscale. 
Affective empathy was significantly positively related to the 
goals and strategies subscales and showed a trend-level posi-
tive relationship with non-acceptance. There was also a sig-
nificant negative relationship between affective empathy and 
the awareness subscale. Steiger’s tests demonstrated that, 
with the exception of the clarity subscale, the cognitive and 

Table 1   Descriptive statistics for the QCAE subscales and DERS-
Total score

a Skewness standard error = 0.21.
b Kurtosis standard error = 0.41.

Mean (SD) Skewnessa Kurtosisb

QCAE-Cognitive 58.37 (7.76)  − 0.17 0.32
QCAE-Affective 34.88 (5.85)  − 0.34 0.07
DERS-Total 43.04 (12.59) 0.62  − 0.05

https://www.jamovi.org
https://www.jamovi.org
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affective dimensions of empathy showed significantly dif-
ferent relationships with each subscale of the DERS. False 
Discovery Rate (FDR)–corrected correlation results and 
associated Z statistics are reported in Table 2.

Study 2

The results of study 1 highlight several points of divergence 
between trait cognitive empathy and affective empathy in 
terms of their relationship with self-reported emotion dys-
regulation. Cognitive empathy was more negatively related 
to difficulties with emotional awareness than affective empa-
thy. Significant differences between these empathy compo-
nents were also observed in relation to other subscales of 
DERS measuring difficulties with impulse control (impulse), 
maintaining focus on goal-directed behaviours (goals), 
and managing/accepting one’s emotions (strategies and 
non-acceptance, respectively). Many of these abilities are 
thought to be dependent upon more ‘implicit’ forms of emo-
tion regulation, which refer to regulatory processes that can 
be enacted with little or no reliance upon conscious effort-
ful control or monitoring (Gyurak et al., 2011; Mauss et al., 

2007). Consequently, in this second study, we examined how 
these same measures of trait cognitive and affective empathy 
are associated with performance on two tasks that assess 
implicit emotion regulation abilities.

Prior work has highlighted the deleterious impact of emo-
tional stimuli on cognitive control processes (e.g., Jasinska 
et al., 2012; Padmala et al., 2011; Reeck & Egner, 2011; 
Tottenham et al., 2011). While definitions of emotion regula-
tion often emphasise more deliberate and effortful processes, 
regulating the early influence of emotions on cognitive 
control is largely dependent upon more implicit processes, 
which also play a key role in emotion regulation in daily life 
(Gyurak et al., 2011; Mauss et al., 2007).

Emotional variants of well-known cognitive control 
tasks are commonly used to assess attentional biases and 
the interaction between emotion and cognition. Such tasks 
have also proven useful for assessing more implicit emo-
tion regulation abilities (see review by Buhle et al., 2010). 
In these paradigms, performance is compared across condi-
tions in which distracting stimuli are either emotional or 
non-emotional, thereby indexing the extent to which perfor-
mance is disrupted by emotional information (a phenomenon 
henceforth referred to as ‘emotion interference effects’). The 

Fig. 1   Scatterplot show-
ing the relationship between 
Z-transformed trait cognitive/
affective empathy (QCAE) and 
Z-transformed emotion dysregu-
lation (DERS-Total). Affective 
empathy (left panel) was not 
significantly correlated with 
DERS-Total; cognitive empathy 
(right panel) was negatively cor-
related with DERS-Total

Table 2   Correlation coefficients 
for cognitive/affective empathy 
and DERS subscales

a Cognitive empathy, baffective empathy.
* < 0.05, ** < 0.01, *** < 0.001.

Awareness Clarity Non-acceptance Goals Impulse Strategies

CEa  − 0.40***  − 0.16  − 0.15 0.11  − 0.17  − 0.10
AEb  − 0.22*   0.01 0.16 0.29** 0.04 0.23*
Z (CE:AE)  − 2.07* − 1.84  − 3.36***  − 1.99*  − 2.27*  − 3.59***
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assumption underlying this approach is that individuals with 
better implicit emotion regulation abilities will exhibit a 
reduced magnitude of emotion interference effects relative 
to their less well-regulated counterparts (Etkin et al., 2010; 
Koole & Rothermund, 2011; Zhang & Lu, 2012). In the 
present study, we used two paradigms that have been used 
in previous research to assess implicit emotion regulation: 
the emotional go/nogo and the emotional Stroop (henceforth 
Emo-GNG and Emo-Stroop, respectively). While the term 
implicit is sometimes used in reference to regulation para-
digms wherein the processing of emotional information is 
entirely irrelevant to task performance (Zhang & Lu, 2012), 
we use the term slightly more broadly to refer to tasks in 
which regulatory processes may be initiated without any 
explicit instruction/intention (Yiend et al., 2008).

Prior studies using the Emo-GNG have demonstrated 
that emotional nogo stimuli tend to induce more commis-
sion errors (i.e., false alarms) relative to neutral nogo stim-
uli (Hare et al., 2005, 2008; Tottenham et al., 2011; Zhang 
et al., 2016). Similarly, numerous emotional variants of the 
Stroop task (Stroop, 1935) have demonstrated the heightened 
potential for emotional stimuli to disrupt cognitive control 
processes relative to neutral stimuli, indexed by increased 
response times (RT) and/or decreased accuracy (Etkin et al., 
2006; Haas et al., 2006; Stenberg et al., 1998). These emo-
tion interference effects are often exhibited to a greater 
extent, or in some cases, only, in individuals with high trait 
anxiety (e.g., Kalanthroff et al., 2016; Richards et al., 1992; 
see also Buhle et al., 2010).

One prior study found that improved performance on a 
task measuring cognitive empathy–related processes was 
associated with a greater ability to ignore irrelevant distrac-
tors in an Emo-Stroop (Bradford, 2015). However, this study 
did not test the relationship between affective empathy and 
the Emo-Stroop. Additionally, while there is some evidence 
to suggest that affective empathy is associated with a height-
ened sensitivity to emotional stimuli (such as in attentional 
blink tasks, e.g., Kanske et al., 2013), prior work has failed 
to find any direct evidence for a relationship between affec-
tive empathy and interference effects in Emo-Stroop tasks 
(Hofelich & Preston, 2012).

It is important to note that the trait empathy measures 
used in these prior studies have been criticised for conflat-
ing the cognitive and affective dimensions of empathy with 
dissociable constructs, such as sympathy (Reniers et al., 
2011). Furthermore, many studies that have used Emo-
Stroop variants lacked a neutral control condition, which 
makes it difficult to determine the extent to which any RT 
difference between the congruent and incongruent condi-
tions is driven by emotion interference effects (on incon-
gruent trials) or emotion facilitation effects (on congruent 
trials). Accordingly, the current study includes a neutral 
control condition to enable the examination of emotional 

interference independently of facilitation. As prior work has 
demonstrated the potential for both positively and negatively 
valenced stimuli to attract attention and disrupt cognitive 
processing (e.g., Hare et al., 2005; Pratto & John, 1991), 
both tasks included positive and negative emotional facial 
expressions in order to increase the generalizability of the 
results.

It was expected that emotional stimuli would disrupt 
inhibitory control processes, as indexed by decreased per-
formance relative to neutral stimuli (i.e., increased emotion 
interference effects). Based on the literature discussed in 
the general introduction, it was predicted that trait cogni-
tive and affective empathy would be differentially related to 
the magnitude of these emotion interference effects. Given 
evidence suggestive of overlap in the cognitive control pro-
cesses underlying abilities related to cognitive empathy 
and emotion regulation (e.g., Buhle et al., 2014; Decety & 
Sommerville, 2003; Hansen, 2011; Hendricks & Buchanan, 
2016), it was predicted that cognitive empathy would be 
negatively related to the magnitude of emotion interference 
effects. Conversely, based on evidence that affective empa-
thy is positively associated with increased spontaneous mim-
icry and emotional reactivity (Davis, 1983; Eisenberg et al., 
2000; Hatfield et al., 1993; Laird et al., 1994; Wild et al., 
2001), it was predicted that trait affective empathy would 
show a positive relationship with the magnitude of emotion 
interference effects.

Methods

Participants

As in study 1, an a priori sample size estimation was con-
ducted using G*power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007). Based on an 
expected correlation coefficient of ~ 0.3 (Contardi et al., 
2016; Lockwood et al., 2014), a minimum sample of 67 was 
required to detect such effects at an alpha level of p = 0.05, 
with a power of 0.80. To account for potential data loss due 
to non-responders and data outliers, we sought to obtain a 
sample of approximately N = 100. Ninety-two right-handed 
participants (78 females) were recruited from the undergrad-
uate psychology population at the University of Reading. 
All participants were recruited through the online research 
panel and received course credit for participation. The mean 
age (± SD) was 19.86 (± 2.39). The two tasks were admin-
istered as part of a lab session, with the order of task com-
pletion counterbalanced. This study was conducted as part 
of a larger project and included an additional questionnaire 
measure of emotion regulation (the ERQ; Gross & John, 
2003), the data from which are not reported here.

Following data quality checks (see “Data Reduction 
and Analysis” for details), thirteen participants’ data were 
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removed from the Emo-GNG, and nine participants’ data 
were removed from the Emo-Stroop, leaving a final sam-
ple of N = 79 (71 females; mean age ± SD = 19.95 ± 2.55) 
and N = 83 (69 female; mean age ± SD = 19.93 ± 2.50) for 
these two tasks, respectively. The QCAE was completed 
online; Cronbach’s alpha was high for both QCAE subscales 
(αAffective Empathy = 0.79; αCognitive Empathy = 0.88). Following 
case removals based on the Emo-GNG and Emo-Stroop 
task data, the cognitive and affective subscales of the QCAE 
were positively correlated in both instances, rho(77) = 0.38 
(CI95%[0.18, 0.56]), p < 0.001; rho(81) = 0.36 (CI95%[0.15, 
0.53]), p = 0.001.

Materials and Procedure

Emo‑GNG

Face stimuli were taken from the Nimstim Face Stimulus Set 
(Tottenham et al., 2009; www.​macbr​ain.​org) and comprised 
photographs of six female (identity numbers: 1, 3, 6, 8, 9, 
10) and six male (identity numbers: 21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 34) 
actors. Different male and female actors displaying fearful 
expressions were used for the practice block. Each image 
was converted to greyscale with the dimensions 256 × 329 
pixels. The facial expressions included in the task were the 
closed-mouth versions of happy, sad, disgusted, and calm 
(i.e., neutral). These emotions were selected in order to 
include stimuli depicting expressions of positive, neutral, 
and negative valence, which were likely to differ in terms 
of the approach/avoid tendencies they elicit (Seidel et al., 
2010; Tottenham et al., 2011). The same actors were used 
for each facial expression, and the frequency with which 
each stimulus was presented was balanced across conditions.

The Emo-GNG task lasted approximately 25 min. This 
included a practice block comprising 12 trials, followed 
by 6 experimental blocks each comprising 48 trials. Upon 
completion of a block, a holding screen was presented until 
participants pressed a key to continue; the order in which the 
blocks were completed was randomised. In each block, an 
emotional target (go) or distractor (nogo) was always paired 
with a calm target/distractor, such that if an emotional face 
was the go stimulus, a calm face was the nogo stimulus, and 
vice versa. Each block contained one emotion type only, 
alongside the neutral (calm) expressions. At the start of each 
block, participants were told which emotion represented the 
go stimulus and were instructed to respond to these targets 
by pressing ‘0’ on the keypad with their right index finger. 
Participants were not told what the nogo expression would 
be but were instructed to respond as quickly as possible 
(while maintaining accuracy) to the target expression and 
to withhold responding for any other expression (full ver-
batim instructions for the Emo-GNG task are presented in 
supplementary material, S3).

To induce a prepotent tendency to respond, 73% (35 tri-
als) of the trials in each block were go trials, and 27% (13 
trials) were nogo trials. As in previous Emo-GNG tasks 
(Durston et al., 2002; Hare et al., 2005), trial order was 
pseudorandom and parametrically balanced to control for 
the number of go stimuli preceding each nogo stimulus and 
to ensure that nogo trials occurred equally across the early, 
middle, and late stages of a block. Stimuli were presented in 
the centre of the screen for 500 ms at a size of 7.2 cm wide 
9.2 cm high. A white fixation cross positioned centrally atop 
a black background was presented during each interstimu-
lus interval (ISI), which was jittered, ranging from 2,000 
to 6,000 ms (M ± SD = 3,708 ms ± 1211 ms). Following the 
onset of a stimulus there was a 2,000 ms window in which 
responses were recorded (go trials in which a response was 
not made within this time window were classed as misses). 
A schematic of the trial structure is depicted in Fig. 2.

Emo‑Stroop

Face stimuli comprised the same male and female actors 
used in the Emo-GNG. The facial expressions used in the 
Emo-Stroop were angry, happy, and calm (i.e., neutral). 
Each image was converted to greyscale, with the dimen-
sions of 256 × 329 pixels. Different actors (identities: 7, 14, 
20, 38) and emotional expressions (fearful) were used for the 
practice trials. For each face, the word “angry” or “happy” 
was superimposed over the bridge of the nose (so as not to 
obscure any features) in capitalized Arial font at a size of 30 
with 10% transparency. The stimuli were presented centrally 
on the monitor at a size of 13 cm high by 10 cm wide.

The Emo-Stroop took approximately 15 min to complete. 
This comprised 16 practice trials, followed by three experi-
mental blocks each comprising 48 trials. The blocks were 
emotion-specific (i.e., angry face, happy face, calm face), 
and contained an equal number of trials in which the word 
was “happy” or “angry”. Trial and block orders were ran-
domised. The task was 2-AFC, with participants instructed 
to respond by pressing the 1 or 2 key on the keyboard with 
the index and middle finger of their right hand depending 
upon whether the word was positive (i.e., “happy”) or nega-
tive (i.e., “angry”; button mappings were counterbalanced 
across the sample). Full verbatim instructions for the Emo-
Stroop task are presented in supplementary material, S3.

Each stimulus was presented for 500 ms, followed by 
a fixation screen comprising a white cross presented cen-
trally atop a black background. The duration of the fixa-
tion screen was jittered, ranging from 4,500 to 6,000 ms 
(M ± SD = 5,250 ms ± 565 ms). Responses were recorded 
within a 2,500 ms window, which incorporated the 500 ms 
stimulus presentation and 2,000 ms of the post-stimulus 
fixation screen. Any trials in which the participant failed to 

http://www.macbrain.org
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respond within this time window were classed as incorrect. 
A schematic of the Emo-Stroop task structure is depicted 
in Fig. 3.

Data Reduction and Analysis

Bivariate correlations were used to examine the relation-
ship between trait cognitive/affective empathy and the emo-
tion interference effect metrics from the Emo-GNG and 

Fig. 2   Schematic of the Emo-
GNG task events. This example 
shows three trials in the 
calm-happy block; participants 
were instructed to respond as 
quickly as possible to frequent 
“go” faces while withholding 
responses to infrequent “nogo” 
faces

Fig. 3   Schematic of events in 
the Emo-Stroop. This figure 
depicts an example of a congru-
ent and an incongruent stimulus 
in the angry face block



	 Affective Science

1 3

Emo-Stroop (see task-specific sections below for details 
of how these metrics were calculated). Normality of each 
variable was assessed using Kolmogorov–Smirnov tests. 
As some variable distributions showed significant deviation 
from normality, Spearman’s rho is reported for all correla-
tions in order to enable their direct comparability. All cor-
relations are reported as two-tailed, with an alpha level of 
p = 0.05. Data were analysed using SPSS version 27 (IBM 
Corp., Armonk, N.Y., USA) and Jamovi version 1.6 (https://​
www.​jamovi.​org). To ensure that the observed results were 
not unduly influenced by a small number of outlier cases, the 
same analyses reported in the “Results” were conducted fol-
lowing the removal of univariate and bivariate outlier cases 
(see supplementary material, S4). Descriptive statistics for 
all variables included in the correlation analyses are reported 
in supplementary material (S5).

Emo‑GNG

Participants with a mean hit rate (HR) or false alarm rate 
(FAR) that deviated from the group mean by more than 
3*SD were removed as outliers (12 participants). Visual 
inspection of these data confirmed that these participants 
had failed to correctly follow task instructions in at least 
one block (e.g., they always/never responded across all trials 
and/or evidently confused the go/nogo stimuli). Further, one 
participant was removed because the necessary question-
naire data was incomplete, leaving a final sample of N = 79, 
which was subject to analysis.

The key index of task performance on the Emo-GNG was 
D-prime, which was calculated by subtracting the z-trans-
formed FAR from the z-transformed HR. As D-prime cal-
culations cannot be performed for values of 1 (i.e., 100% 
HR/FAR) or 0 (i.e., 0% HR/FAR), any such values were 
transformed using the formula: 1/(2 N) for values of 0, 
and 1–1/(2 N) for values of 1. D-prime data were analysed 
using a repeated-measures ANOVA with trial type (Emo-
NoGo/Calm-NoGo) and emotion (happy, sad, disgust) as 
within-subjects factors. Greenhouse Geisser corrected val-
ues are reported where the assumption of sphericity was not 
satisfied.

The key metric extracted from this task for the correlation 
analysis was the difference in mean D-prime between the 
calm-nogo and emo-nogo conditions (calm-nogo D-prime 
minus emo-nogo D-prime). This metric was termed the 
“emotion interference effect”. As the different facial expres-
sion pairings were balanced across these two conditions, 
this metric controls for variability in participants’ ability to 
discriminate between the calm and emotional faces, provid-
ing a direct measure of the extent to which their performance 
was affected by emotional nogo stimuli.

Emo‑Stroop

An unexpected error in the task program resulted in data for 
a substantial number of trials being lost for two participants; 
these cases were removed prior to analysis. Two participants 
who failed to complete the necessary questionnaire data 
were also removed. To ensure data quality, participants with 
an overall mean accuracy more than 3*SD below the group 
mean were removed (5 cases), leaving a final sample of 
N = 83, which was subject to analysis. Incorrect trials (mean 
number of trials removed per participant = 12.28, SD = 8.07) 
and correct trials in which the RT deviated from the group 
mean by more than 3*SD were removed (mean number of 
trials removed per participant = 8.08, SD = 10.65). The mean 
number of trials per block following all removals was 41.21 
(SD = 4.76).

The dependent variable in the Emo-Stroop was RT for 
correct trials. These data were analysed using a repeated-
measures ANOVA, with face (angry, happy, calm) and word 
(angry, happy) as within-subjects factors. Greenhouse Geis-
ser corrected values are reported where the assumption of 
sphericity was not satisfied. Given the inclusion of a neu-
tral (calm face) control condition, this paradigm enabled 
the assessment of interference (resulting from incongruent 
task-irrelevant emotional faces) independently of facilita-
tion (resulting from congruent task-irrelevant emotional 
faces) effects. The emotion interference effect metric was 
calculated by subtracting the mean RT for the neutral control 
condition from the mean RT for the incongruent condition.

Results

Emo‑GNG

A repeated-measures ANOVA demonstrated a signifi-
cant main effect of trial type, F(1, 78) = 96.60, p < 0.001, 
ηp

2 = 0.55, and emotion, F(1.83, 142.88) = 70.91, 
p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.48. A significant trial type by emo-
tion interaction was also observed, F(2, 156) = 32.52, 
p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.29. D-prime was significantly higher 
for calm (M ± SD = 2.76 ± 0.51) relative to emotional 
(M ± SD = 2.19 ± 0.61) nogo trials (p < 0.001; Fig. 4, left 
panel). The post hoc pairwise comparisons for the main 
effect of emotion and the trial type by emotion interaction 
are presented in supplementary material (S6).

Trait affective empathy was positively correlated with 
the GNG emotion interference effect, rho(77) = 0.34 
(CI95%[0.12, 0.52]), p = 0.003. Cognitive empathy was not 
significantly related to the GNG emotion interference effect, 
rho(77) = 0.14 (CI95%[-0.08, 0.35]), p = 0.22. The difference 
between these correlations was not significant, Steiger’s 
Z =  − 1.63, p = 0.10 (two-tailed; Fig. 5).

https://www.jamovi.org
https://www.jamovi.org


Affective Science	

1 3

Given that affective empathy has been found to be associ-
ated with improved emotion discrimination under conditions 
of brief stimulus exposure (e.g., Kang et al., 2017), it is 
possible that the correlation between affective empathy and 
the emotion interference effect could have been driven by a 
higher D-prime in the calm-nogo condition (i.e., improved 
HR when responding to emotional go targets). A significant 
negative correlation between affective empathy and D-prime 
in the emo-nogo condition was observed, rho(77) =  − 0.24 
(CI95%[− 0.44, − 0.02]), p = 0.04; affective empathy showed 
no relationship with D-prime in the calm-nogo condition, 
rho(77) = 0.05 (CI95%[− 0.17, 0.27]), p = 0.64. These results 
suggest that the correlation between affective empathy and 
the emotion interference effect was driven by increased emo-
tional interference in the emo-nogo condition, rather than 
improved performance in the calm-nogo condition. Cog-
nitive empathy was not significantly related to D-prime in 
either the emo-nogo, rho(77) =  − 0.13 (CI95%[− 0.30, 0.10]), 

p = 0.26, or the calm-nogo condition, rho(77) =  − 0.02 
(CI95%[− 0.23, 0.21]), p = 0.90.

Emo‑Stroop

Mean accuracy was 91.47% (SD = 5.6), which con-
firms that participants were able to complete the task 
as instructed. A repeated-measures ANOVA examining 
the effect of face (angry, happy, calm) and word (angry, 
happy) on the dependent variable RT demonstrated a sig-
nificant main effect of word, F(1, 82) = 19.05, p < 0.001, 
ηp

2 = 0.19, with shorter RTs for “happy” compared to 
“angry”, but no main effect of face, F(2, 164) = 0.13, 
p = 0.88, ηp

2 = 0.002. The hypothesised face by word 
interaction was at trend-level, F(2, 164) = 2.31, p = 0.10, 
ηp

2 = 0.03. In the calm face condition, RT for the word 
happy (M ± SD = 593.44 ms ± 101.22 ms) was significantly 
shorter than for the word angry (M ± SD = 603.64 ms ± 1

Fig. 4   Mean D-prime for Emo-
NoGo and Calm-NoGo condi-
tions on the left. Mean D-prime 
for Emo-NoGo and Calm-NoGo 
trials for each emotion on 
the right (see supplementary 
material S6 for accompanying 
results). Error bars depict ± 1 
within-subjects SEM

Fig. 5   Scatterplot show-
ing the relationship between 
z-transformed cognitive/affec-
tive empathy and the Emo-GNG 
emotion interference effect 
(calm-nogo D-prime minus 
emo-nogo D-prime). Affective 
empathy (left panel) showed a 
significant positive correlation 
with the emotion interference 
effect; cognitive empathy (right 
panel) was not significantly 
related to the emotion interfer-
ence effect
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00.28 ms; p = 0.04). Similarly, in the happy face condi-
tion, RT for the word happy (M ± SD = 586.80 ms ± 102.
06 ms) was significantly shorter than for the word angry 
(M ± SD = 608.65 ± 101.07 ms; p < 0.001). However, in 
the angry face condition, the difference between RT for 
the word happy (M ± SD = 591.75 ms ± 98.13 ms) and the 
word angry (M ± SD = 600.19 ms ± 98.64 ms) did not reach 
significance (p = 0.11; Fig. 6, left panel).

In sum, some evidence of emotion interference effects 
was observed, which reduced the positive word RT advan-
tage in the angry face condition. To test more directly 
for interference effects, paired-samples t-tests were con-
ducted to compare RT across the congruent, incongruent, 
and control conditions. No significant differences were 
observed between the control and incongruent condi-
tions (t(82) = 0.34, p = 0.73). A trend-level difference was 
observed between the congruent and incongruent conditions, 
t(82) = 1.82, p = 0.07 (two-tailed; Fig. 6, right panel).

As per our hypothesis, we examined how trait empathy 
was associated with individual differences in the magnitude 
of the emotion interference effect. It is worth noting that the 
lack of a significant effect at the group level does not neces-
sarily refute the potential presence of significant individual 
differences (see Hedge et al., 2018 for a relevant discus-
sion). Indeed, prior studies have demonstrated that Emo-
Stroop interference and incongruency effects may often be 
observable only in certain individuals/groups, such as those 
with high trait/clinical anxiety (e.g., Kalanthroff et al., 2016; 
Richards et al., 1992).

Trait cognitive empathy was negatively corre-
lated with the Emo-Stroop emotion interference effect, 
rho(81) =  − 0.24 (CI95%[− 0.43, − 0.03]), p = 0.03. In con-
trast, affective empathy showed no relationship with this 
emotion interference effect, rho(81) = 0.003 (CI95%[− 0.21, 
0.22]), p = 0.98. The difference between these correlations 

Fig. 6   Mean RT across each 
condition in the Emo-Stroop 
task (left panel). Mean RT for 
the incongruent, congruent, and 
control conditions (right panel). 
Error bars depict ± 1 within-
subjects SEM

Fig. 7   Scatterplot showing the 
relationship between z-trans-
formed cognitive/affective 
empathy and the Emo-Stroop 
emotion interference effect 
(incongruent RT minus control 
RT). The emotion interference 
effect was not related to affec-
tive empathy (left panel) but 
showed a significant negative 
relationship with cognitive 
empathy (right panel)
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was approaching the threshold for significance, Steiger’s 
Z =  − 1.95, p = 0.05 (two-tailed; Fig. 7).

Discussion

Across two studies, the relationship between trait empathy 
and emotion regulation was examined. It was predicted 
that greater cognitive empathy would be associated with 
improved emotion regulation (i.e., reduced emotion dys-
regulation), whereas greater affective empathy would be 
associated with increased difficulties in emotion regulation 
(i.e., increased emotion dysregulation). These predictions 
were largely borne out by the data, with a few caveats as 
discussed below.

In study 1, trait cognitive and affective empathy showed 
divergent patterns in their relationships with self-reported 
emotion dysregulation. Cognitive empathy was negatively 
related to overall levels of emotion dysregulation, suggesting 
that those with greater cognitive empathy experience fewer 
difficulties with emotion regulation. In contrast, affective 
empathy did not show a significant relationship with overall 
levels of emotion dysregulation. With the exception of the 
Clarity subscale, trait cognitive empathy and affective empa-
thy shared significantly different relationships with each sub-
scale of the DERS. These findings are broadly consistent 
with those reported by Contardi et al. (2016), who observed 
similar relationships between trait empathy and emotion 
dysregulation in a sample of Italian students. Our findings 
provide support for this work by replicating the findings in a 
UK sample; furthermore, the exploratory subscale analysis 
provides greater specificity as to the relationship that cog-
nitive and affective empathy share with different aspects of 
emotion dysregulation.

Building upon the findings of study 1, the second study 
examined how the same trait empathy measures were associ-
ated with performance-based metrics of emotion regulation. 
We used the magnitude of emotion interference effects (i.e., 
the extent to which inhibitory control was affected by emo-
tional relative to neutral stimuli) in an Emo-GNG and an 
Emo-Stroop task as a proxy measure of participants' implicit 
emotion regulation abilities. Affective empathy was posi-
tively correlated with the emotion interference effect in the 
Emo-GNG, which suggests that higher affective empathy 
was associated with greater difficulty regulating impulsive 
behaviours in the presence of emotional distractors. In con-
trast, no relationship was observed between trait cognitive 
empathy and the Emo-GNG emotion interference effect. In 
the Emo-Stroop, higher cognitive empathy was associated 
with reduced emotional interference, which suggests that 
individuals with higher cognitive empathy were more effi-
cient in regulating the potential interference caused by task-
irrelevant emotional faces. No relationship was observed 

between affective empathy and the Emo-Stroop interference 
effect.

On the basis of prior literature, we had predicted that 
the emotion interference effects from both tasks would 
show a negative relationship with cognitive empathy, and a 
positive relationship with affective empathy. However, this 
hypothesis was only partially supported, since cognitive and 
affective empathy were associated with different emotion 
interference effects. We speculate that the Emo-GNG and 
Emo-Stroop tasks used in study 2 may be assessing differ-
ent processes relevant to emotion regulation, which could 
have differential relevance to cognitive and affective empa-
thy, respectively. It has been asserted that the GNG task 
assesses response inhibition whereas the Stroop assesses 
conflict resolution, which reflect related but dissociable 
aspects of cognitive control (Nee et al., 2007; Swick et al., 
2011; see also supplementary material S7, where we report 
no inter-relationship between these task metrics). The differ-
ential results for these tasks could reflect the extent to which 
they each provide a ‘pure’ measure of a unitary component 
of cognitive control. While the GNG provides a relatively 
pure measure of inhibition, the Stroop may also assess other 
aspects of cognitive control not captured by the GNG, such 
as shifting and updating (Miyake et al., 2000).

Additionally, these divergent findings may be driven by 
differences in the task-relevance of the emotional face stim-
uli in these two tasks. Given that the faces in the Emo-Stroop 
were always task-irrelevant, it could be that participants 
were able to focus their attention more fixedly on the target 
words, reducing the likelihood for trait affective empathy 
to modulate task effects. As participants were required to 
actively attend to the faces in order to perform successfully 
on the Emo-GNG task, such an approach would not have 
been possible. A recent study found that affective empa-
thy was associated with greater self-reported ‘attentional 
focusing’ abilities but poorer ‘attentional shifting’ abilities 
(Goodhew & Edwards, 2020), which is consistent with the 
above interpretation.

Despite the caveats mentioned above, study 2 task 
results provide evidence to suggest that higher trait cogni-
tive empathy is associated with improved implicit emotion 
regulation abilities, whereas higher trait affective empathy 
may be associated with a diminished capacity to regulate 
emotional influences on cognitive control processes. Given 
the differences in the way in which emotion regulation was 
assessed across studies 1 and 2, we are cautious in making 
strong generalizability inferences from their results. That 
being said, the findings of study 2 are broadly consistent 
with those of study 1, where higher cognitive empathy was 
associated with reduced emotion dysregulation. While affec-
tive empathy was not significantly related to overall emotion 
dysregulation in study 1, it did show positive relationships 
with subscales assessing difficulties in certain aspects of 



	 Affective Science

1 3

emotion regulation, such as maintaining focus on goal-
directed behaviours.

While the relationships between the two dimensions of 
empathy and facets of self-reported emotion dysregulation 
were broadly in opposing directions, cognitive and affective 
empathy were both negatively associated with difficulties 
with emotional awareness. This observation is consistent 
with the interpretation that individuals with greater empathy 
show a heightened awareness and understanding of their own 
emotional experiences (Frith & Frith, 2003; Happé & Frith, 
1996; Hobson, 2010; Rieffe & Camodeca, 2016), which is 
a key competency supporting adaptive emotion regulation 
(Gratz & Roemer, 2004; Gross, 2015).

Prior theoretical and empirical work suggests that the 
cognitive component of empathy is reliant upon various 
cognitive control processes, which support the ability to 
take another’s perspective and make accurate inferences 
about their mental/emotional state (Carlson et al., 2004; 
Decety & Sommerville, 2003; Hansen, 2011; Mutter et al., 
2006). Given that many forms of adaptive emotion regula-
tion are reliant upon similar processes and neural architec-
ture to those that support cognitive empathy (Buhle et al., 
2014; Hendricks & Buchanan, 2016; McRae et al., 2012; 
Schmeichel & Demaree, 2010), the results of the current 
studies could reflect the fact that higher cognitive empathy 
is associated with improved efficiency of the cognitive con-
trol processes that also underlie the ability to regulate one’s 
emotions.

Rather than making any causal attributions to the 
observed association between cognitive empathy and emo-
tion regulation, we believe that the relationship between 
these constructs is likely bi-directional in nature. Greater 
cognitive empathy abilities may support emotion regula-
tion and vice versa. For instance, in an emotional situation, 
an individual with heightened emotion regulation abilities 
may have greater cognitive resources available with which 
to make accurate inferences about others’ states. Similarly, 
an individual who is more adept in the cognitively demand-
ing task of taking others’ perspectives, may be better able to 
adopt a more distanced self-perspective in emotional situa-
tions, which could facilitate the use of more adaptive regula-
tion strategies such as reappraisal (Kross & Ayduk, 2011; 
Ochsner & Gross, 2008; Wallace-Hadrill & Kamboj, 2016).

In contrast to cognitive empathy, affective empathy was 
positively associated with emotion interference effects in 
the Emo-GNG task and showed positive relationships with 
DERS subscales that assessed difficulties in managing 
emotions and maintaining focus on goal-directed behav-
iours. These findings could reflect a heightened propensity 
for spontaneous facial mimicry (SFM) and increased emo-
tional reactivity in individuals with higher affective empathy 
(Eisenberg et al., 1989; Davis, 1983; Rueckert et al., 2011; 
Sonnby-Borgstrom, 2002; Sato et al., 2013; Wild et al., 

2001), which results in increased interference on cognitive 
control processes necessary for certain aspects of emotion 
regulation (Tottenham et al., 2011).

The present findings represent an important step towards 
further elucidating the relationship between the various 
component processes associated with empathy and emotion 
regulation. However, it is worth noting the limitations of the 
current work that future studies could address. First, while 
emotion regulation was assessed using a combination of 
self-report trait measures and more objective performance-
based metrics, in both studies, empathy was assessed using 
a self-report questionnaire. While helpful in understanding 
respondents’ self-perceptions of their own abilities (Dzi-
obek et al., 2008), given that many of the processes associ-
ated with empathy are thought to occur on an implicit level 
(e.g., Decety & Jackson, 2004; Pfeifer et al., 2008; Singer & 
Lamm, 2009), one could argue that certain features of this 
construct may be difficult to assess accurately via introspec-
tion (Kagan, 1988). Further, self-report empathy measures 
rely upon retrospective self-reporting, which may leave 
them susceptible to inaccuracies and/or response biases 
(Moskowitz, 1986) such as socially desirable responding 
(Gerdes et al., 2010; Paulhus, 1991). A further limitation 
of using only trait measures is that they may not accurately 
capture ability-based components of empathy, which may be 
more amenable to measurement using performance-based 
task approaches. Indeed, prior work highlights a lack of 
convergence between trait and task measures of empathy 
(e.g., Melchers et al., 2015), which could suggest that these 
approaches are assessing slightly distinct latent constructs.

While the difference metrics we derived from the tasks in 
study 2 were designed to minimise the impact of individual 
differences in general cognitive control, it would be useful 
for future work to examine the relationship that cognitive 
and affective empathy share with emotional as well as non-
emotional versions of similar cognitive control tasks. Addi-
tionally, given the evidence of positive relationships between 
intelligence and cognitive control abilities (e.g., Checa & 
Fernandez-Berrocal, 2015; Shamosh & Gray, 2008), control-
ling for IQ in future work may also help to shed more light 
on the potential mechanisms that underlie the relationships 
observed in these studies.

An additional caveat comes from the lack of an overall 
emotion interference effect in the Emo-Stroop task. While 
it does not preclude us from drawing inferences about indi-
vidual differences, it points to the possibility that the con-
dition-related variability in this version of the task may be 
significantly smaller than the between-subject variability 
(Hedge et al., 2018). The decision to use the affective faces, 
rather than the affective words, as the distractor stimuli was 
based on prior work which demonstrated greater interference 
effects for face relative to word distractors (Beall & Herbert, 
2008). However, other studies have observed contrary results 
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(Ovaysikia et al., 2011), and future work might seek to 
examine the relative differences in condition-related effects 
and between-subject variability in these effects across dif-
ferent Emo-Stroop task variants.

Finally, consideration should be given to our characteri-
zation of these tasks as implicit regulation. The explicit 
goal for these tasks was to respond as quickly and accu-
rately as possible. To achieve this explicit goal, partici-
pants would have had to regulate the potential interfer-
ence caused by the emotional distractors. According to 
Braunstein et al.’s (2017) framework, such ‘incidental’ 
regulation would be considered implicit. Accordingly, 
we characterize both of these tasks as assessing implicit 
emotion regulation. The distinction between implicit and 
explicit processes is by no means a binary one (Gyurak 
et al., 2011; Koole et al., 2015), and it would be useful 
for future work to examine how cognitive and affective 
empathy relate to regulatory processes that lie at different 
points along the continuum between implicit and explicit. 
Similarly, future work should take into account whether 
different stimuli used as emotional distractors (e.g., IAPS 
images, threat of shock) yield similar associations with 
empathy.

In conclusion, the current studies provide new evi-
dence on the relationship that the cognitive and affective 
dimensions of empathy share with emotion regulation. 
While greater cognitive empathy was broadly associated 
with improved emotion regulation abilities based on both 
self-report and task-based measures, greater affective 
empathy was associated with increased difficulties with 
specific aspects of emotion regulation. Given the myriad 
subprocesses with which both of these constructs are 
related, coupled with the diverse range of tools used in 
their assessment, future work should seek to test the gen-
eralizability of these findings by examining these relation-
ships using different trait and/or task measures of empa-
thy and emotion regulation to those used in the current 
studies. An additional avenue for future research would 
be to explore these relationships in populations known to 
exhibit atypicalities in empathy and/or emotion regula-
tion, such as individuals with autism spectrum conditions 
or psychopathy.

Acknowledgements  The authors would like to thank Esther Olaniyi, 
George Holland, Jessica Neal-Reidy, Jordan Fearon-Brown, Lauren 
Weaver, and Michael Jeanne Caguiat for their help with data collection.

Additional Information 

Funding  This research was supported by a Medical Research Council 
(MRC) doctoral studentship (MR/J003980/1) awarded to NMT. BC was 
supported by the Leverhulme Trust (Grant No: PLP-2015–329), and 
Medical Research Council UK (Grant No: MR/P023894/1).

Data Availability  The datasets analysed during the current studies are 
available in the University of Reading Data Archive, https://​doi.​org/​
10.​17864/​1947.​305.

Ethical Approval  This study was performed in line with the principles 
of the Declaration of Helsinki. Approval was granted by the School of 
Psychology Research Ethics Committee at the University of Reading 
(2015–136-BC). All participants provided informed consent.

Conflicts of Interest  The authors declare no competing interests.

Supplementary Information  The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s42761-​021-​00062-w.

Author Contributions  NMT contributed to study design, data collec-
tion/analysis, and manuscript preparation. CVR and BC contributed to 
study design and manuscript preparation.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http://​creat​iveco​mmons.​org/​licen​ses/​by/4.​0/.

References

Baron-Cohen, S., Wheelwright, S., & Jolliffe, T. (1997). Is there a 
“language of the eyes”? Evidence from normal adults, and adults 
with autism or asperger syndrome. Visual Cognition, 4(3), 311–
331. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​71375​6761

Beall, P. M., & Herbert, A. M. (2008). The face wins: Stronger auto-
matic processing of affect in facial expressions than words in 
a modified Stroop task. Cognition and Emotion, 22(8), 1613–
1642. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02699​93080​19403​70

Blair, K. S., Smith, B. W., Mitchell, D. G. V., Morton, J., Vythilingam, 
M., Pessoa, L., & Blair, R. J. R. (2007). Modulation of emo-
tion by cognition and cognition by emotion. NeuroImage, 35(1), 
430–440. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​neuro​image.​2006.​11.​048

Bonanno, G. A., & Burton, C. L. (2013). Regulatory flexibility: An 
individual differences perspective on coping and emotion regu-
lation. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 8(6), 591–612. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​17456​91613​504116

Bradford, E. E. F., Jentzsch, I., & Gomez, J. C. (2015). From self to 
social cognition: Theory of mind mechanisms and their relation 
to executive functioning. Cognition, 138, 21–34. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​cogni​tion.​2015.​02.​001

Braunstein, L. M., Gross, J. J., & Ochsner, K. N. (2017). Explicit and 
implicit emotion regulation A multi level framework. Social Cog-
nitive and Affective Neuroscience, 12(10), 1545–1557. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1093/​scan/​nsx096

Breiter, H. C., Etcoff, N. L., Whalen, P. J., Kennedy, W. A., Rauch, S. 
L., Buckner, R. L., & Rosen, B. R. (1996). Response and habitu-
ation of the human amygdala during visual processing of facial 

https://doi.org/10.17864/1947.305
https://doi.org/10.17864/1947.305
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42761-021-00062-w
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1080/713756761
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930801940370
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.11.048
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613504116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsx096
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsx096


	 Affective Science

1 3

expression. Neuron, 17(5), 875–887. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
S0896-​6273(00)​80219-6

Brethel-Haurwitz, K. M., Stoianova, M., & Marsh, A. A. (2020). 
Empathic emotion regulation in prosocial behaviour and altru-
ism. Cognition and Emotion, 34(8), 1532–1548. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1080/​02699​931.​2020.​17835​17

Buhle, J. T., Silvers, J. A., Wager, T. D., Lopez, R., Onyemekwu, C., 
Kober, H., Weber, J., & Ochsner, K. N. (2014). Cognitive reap-
praisal of emotion: A meta-analysis of human neuroimaging 
studies. Cerebral Cortex, 24, 2981–2990. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1093/​cercor/​bht154

Buhle, J. T., Wager, T. D, & Smith, E. (2010). Using the Stroop task 
to study emotion regulation. In R. R. Hassin, K. N. Ochsner, & 
Y Trope (Eds), Oxford series in social cognition and social neu-
roscience. Self control in society, mind, and brain (p. 93–113). 
Oxford University Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​acprof:​oso/​
97801​95391​381.​003.​0006

Campos, J. J., Frankel, C. B., & Camras, L. (2004). On the nature of 
emotion regulation. Child Development, 75(2), 377–394. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​8624.​2004.​00681.x

Carlson, S. M., Moses, L. J., & Claxton, L. J. (2004). Individual dif-
ferences in executive functioning and theory of mind: An inves-
tigation of inhibitory control and planning ability. Journal of 
Experimental Child Psychology, 87(4), 299–319. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​jecp.​2004.​01.​002

Carlson, S. M., & Moses, L. J. (2001). Individual differences in inhibi-
tory control and children’s theory of mind. Child Development, 
72(4), 1032–1053. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1467-​8624.​00333

Chakrabarti, B., & Baron-Cohen, S. (2006). Empathizing: Neurocog-
nitive developmental mechanisms and individual differences. 
Progress in Brain Research, 156, 403–417. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/​S0079-​6123(06)​56022-4

Checa, P., & Fernández-Berrocal, P. (2015). The role of intelligence 
quotient and emotional intelligence in cognitive control pro-
cesses. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 1853. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​
fpsyg.​2015.​01853

Contardi, A., Imperatori, C., Penzo, I., Del Gatto, C., & Farina, B. 
(2016). The association among difficulties in emotion regulation, 
hostility, and empathy in a sample of young Italian adults. Fron-
tiers in Psychology, 7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2016.​01068

Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: 
Evidence for a multidimensional approach. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 44(1), 113–126. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1037/​0022-​3514.​44.1.​113

Decety, J., & Jackson, P. L. (2004). The functional architecture of 
human empathy. Behavioral and Cognitive Neuroscience 
Reviews, 3(2), 71–100. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​15345​82304​
267187

Decety, J., & Sommerville, J. A. (2003). Shared representations 
between self and other: A social cognitive neuroscience view. 
Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 7(12), 527–533. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​tics.​2003.​10.​004

Decety, J. (2010). The neurodevelopment of empathy in humans. 
Developmental Neuroscience, 32(4), 257–267. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1159/​00031​7771

Dimberg, U., Andréasson, P., & Thunberg, M. (2011). Emotional 
empathy and facial reactions to facial expressions. Journal of 
Psychophysiology, 25(1), 26–31. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1027/​0269-​
8803/​a0000​29

Durston, S., Thomas, K. M., Yang, Y., Ulug, A. M., Zimmerma, R. 
D., & Casey, B. J. (2002). A neural basis for the development of 
inhibitory control. Developmental Science, 5(4), 9–1. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1111/​1467-​7687.​00235

Dziobek, I., Rogers, K., Fleck, S., Bahnemann, M., Heekeren, H. R., 
Wolf, O. T., & Convit, A. (2008). Dissociation of cognitive and 
emotional empathy in adults with Asperger syndrome using 

the Multifaceted Empathy Test (MET). Journal of Autism and 
Developmental Disorders, 38(3), 464–473. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s10803-​007-​0486-x

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Miller, P. A., Fultz, J., Shell, R., Mathy, 
R. M., & Reno, R. R. (1989). Relation of sympathy and personal 
distress to prosocial behavior: A multimethod study. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 57(1), 55–66. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037//​0022-​3514.​57.1.​55

Eisenberg, N., & Okun, M. A. (1996). The relations of dispositional 
regulation and emotionality to elders’ empathy-related respond-
ing and affect while volunteering. Journal of Personality, 64(1), 
157–183. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​6494.​1996.​tb008​18.x

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Guthrie, I. K., & Reiser, M. (2000). Dis-
positional emotionality and regulation: Their role in predicting 
quality of social functioning. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 78(1), 136–157. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​
78.1.​136

Etkin, A., Egner, T., Peraza, D. M., Kandel, E. R., & Hirsch, J. (2006). 
Resolving emotional conflict: A role for the rostral anterior cin-
gulate cortex in modulating activity in the amygdala. Neuron, 
51(6), 871–882. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​neuron.​2006.​07.​029

Etkin, A., Prater, K. E., Hoeft, F., Menon, V., & Schatzberg, A. F. 
(2010). Failure of anterior cingulate activation and connectivity 
with the amygdala during implicit regulation of emotional pro-
cessing in generalized anxiety disorder. The American Journal 
of Psychiatry, 167(5), 545–554. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1176/​appi.​ajp.​
2009.​09070​931

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 
3: A flexible statistical power analysis program for the social, 
behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Meth-
ods, 39(2), 175–191. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3758/​BF031​93146

Flynn, E. (2007). The role of inhibitory control in false belief under-
standing. Infant and Child Development, 16(1), 53–69. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1002/​icd.​500

Frith, U., & Happé, F. (2005). Autism spectrum disorder. Current Biol-
ogy, 15(19), 786–790. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​cub.​2005.​09.​033

Frith, U., & Frith, C. D. (2003). Development and neurophysiology 
of mentalizing. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society 
of London. Series B, Biological Sciences, 358(1431), 459–473. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1098/​rstb.​2002.​1218

Gerdes, K. E., Segal, E. A., & Lietz, C. A. (2010). Conceptualising and 
measuring empathy. The British Journal of Social Work, 40(7), 
2326–2343. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bjsw/​bcq048

Gohm, C. L., & Clore, G. L. (2002). Four latent traits of emotional 
experience and their involvement in well-being, coping, and attri-
butional style. Cognition and Emotion, 16(4), 495–518. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02699​93014​30003​74

Goodhew, S. C., & Edwards, M. (2020). Attentional control both helps 
and harms empathy. Cognition, 206, 104505. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​cogni​tion.​2020.​104505

Gratz, K. L., & Roemer, L. (2004). Multidimensional assessment of 
emotion regulation and dysregulation: Development, factor struc-
ture, and initial validation of the difficulties in emotion regulation 
scale. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 
26(1), 41–54. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1023/B:​JOBA.​00000​07455.​
08539.​94

Greenberg, D. M., Kolasi, J., Hegsted, C. P., Berkowitz, Y., & Jurist, E. 
L. (2017). Mentalized affectivity: A new model and assessment 
of emotion regulation. PLoS ONE, 12(10), e0185264. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pone.​01852​64

Gross, J. J. (2002). Emotion regulation: Affective, cognitive, and social 
consequences. Psychophysiology, 39(3), 281–291. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1017/​s0048​57720​13931​98

Gross, J. J. (2015). Emotion regulation: Current status and future 
prospects. Psychological Inquiry, 26(1), 1–26. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1080/​10478​40X.​2014.​940781

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0896-6273(00)80219-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0896-6273(00)80219-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2020.1783517
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2020.1783517
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bht154
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bht154
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195391381.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195391381.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00681.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00681.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2004.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2004.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00333
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(06)56022-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(06)56022-4
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01853
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01853
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01068
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534582304267187
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534582304267187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2003.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2003.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1159/000317771
https://doi.org/10.1159/000317771
https://doi.org/10.1027/0269-8803/a000029
https://doi.org/10.1027/0269-8803/a000029
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00235
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00235
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-007-0486-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-007-0486-x
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.57.1.55
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.57.1.55
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1996.tb00818.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.1.136
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.1.136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.07.029
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2009.09070931
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2009.09070931
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.500
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.500
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2005.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2002.1218
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcq048
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930143000374
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930143000374
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104505
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBA.0000007455.08539.94
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBA.0000007455.08539.94
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185264
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185264
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0048577201393198
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0048577201393198
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.940781
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.940781


Affective Science	

1 3

Gross, J. J., & Feldman Barrett, L. F. (2011). Emotion generation and 
emotion regulation: One or two depends on your point of view. 
Emotion Review, 3(1), 8–16. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​17540​73910​
380974

Gross, J. J., & John, O. P. (2003). Individual differences in two emotion 
regulation processes: Implications for affect, relationships, and 
well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 
348–362. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​85.2.​348

Gyurak, A., Gross, J. J., & Etkin, A. (2011). Explicit and implicit emo-
tion regulation: A dual-process framework. Cognition & Emo-
tion, 25(3), 400–412. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02699​931.​2010.​
544160

Haas, B. W., Omura, K., Constable, R. T., & Canli, T. (2006). Inter-
ference produced by emotional conflict associated with anterior 
cingulate activation. Cognitive, Affective, & Behavioral Neuro-
science, 6(2), 152–156. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3758/​CABN.6.​2.​152

Hansen, S. (2011). Inhibitory control and empathy-related personal-
ity traits: Sex-linked associations. Brain and Cognition, 76(3), 
364–368. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​bandc.​2011.​04.​004

Happe, F., & Frith, U. (1996). Theory of mind and social impairment 
in children with conduct disorder. British Journal of Develop-
mental Psychology, 14(4), 385–398. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​
2044-​835x.​1996.​tb007​13.x

Hare, T. A., Tottenham, N., Davidson, M. C., Glover, G. H., & Casey, 
B. J. (2005). Contributions of amygdala and striatal activity 
in emotion regulation. Biological Psychiatry, 57(6), 624–632. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​biops​ych.​2004.​12.​038

Hare, T. A., Tottenham, N., Galvan, A., Voss, H. U., Glover, G. H., & 
Casey, B. J. (2008). Biological substrates of emotional reactiv-
ity and regulation in adolescence during an emotional go-nogo 
task. Biological Psychiatry, 63(10), 927–934. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​biops​ych.​2008.​03.​015015

Hatfield, E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Rapson, R. L. (1993). Emotional conta-
gion. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 2(3), 96–99. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1467-​8721.​ep107​70953

Hedge, C., Powell, G., & Sumner, P. (2018). The reliability paradox: 
Why robust cognitive tasks do not produce reliable individual 
differences. Behaviour Research Methods, 50, 1166–1186. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3758/​s13428-​017-​0935-1

Hendricks, M. A., & Buchanan, T. W. (2016). Individual differences 
in cognitive control processes and their relationship to emotion 
regulation. Cognition & Emotion, 30(5), 912–924. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1080/​02699​931.​2015.​10328​93

Hobson, R. P. (2010). Explaining autism Ten reasons to focus on the 
developing self. Autism. The International Journal of Research 
and Practic, 14(5), 391–407. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​13623​
61310​364142

Hofelich, A. J., & Preston, S. D. (2012). The meaning in empathy: 
Distinguishing conceptual encoding from facial mimicry, trait 
empathy, and attention to emotion. Cognition & Emotion, 26(1), 
119–128. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02699​931.​2011.​559192

Huizinga, M., Dolan, C. V., & van der Molen, M. W. (2006). Age-
related change in executive function: Developmental trends and 
a latent variable analysis. Neuropsychologia, 44(11), 2017–2036. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​neuro​psych​ologia.​2006.​01.​010

Jasinska, A. J., Yasuda, M., Rhodes, R. E., Wang, C., & Polk, T. A. 
(2012). Task difficulty modulates the impact of emotional stimuli 
on neural response in cognitive-control regions. Frontiers in Psy-
chology, 3. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2012.​00345

Kagan, J. (1988). The meanings of personality predicates. American 
Psychologist, 43(8), 614–620. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0003-​
066X.​43.8.​614

Kalanthroff, E., Henik, A., Derakshan, N., Usher., M. (2016). Anxi-
ety, emotional distraction, and attentional control in the Stroop 
task. Emotion, 16(3), 293–300. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​emo00​
00129

Kanske, P., Schönfelder, S., & Wessa, M. (2013). Emotional modu-
lation of the attentional blink and the relation to interpersonal 
reactivity. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 7. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​3389/​fnhum.​2013.​00641

Kaufman, E. A., Xia, M., Fosco, G. M., Yaptangco, M., Skidmore, C. 
R., & Crowell, S. E. (2016). The Difficulties in Emotion Regula-
tion Scale Short Form (DERS-SF): Validation and Replication 
in Adolescent and Adult Samples. Journal of Psychopathology 
and Behavioral Assessment, 38(3), 443–455. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s10862-​015-​9529-3

Killgore, W. D., & Yurgelun-Todd, D. A. (2001). Sex differences in 
amygdala activation during the perception of facial affect. Neu-
roReport, 12(11), 2543–2547. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​00001​
756-​20010​8080-​00050

Koole, S. L., & Rothermund, K. (2011). “I feel better but I don’t know 
why”: The psychology of implicit emotion regulation. Cognition 
& Emotion, 25(3), 389–399. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02699​931.​
2010.​550505

Koole, S. L., Webb, T., & Sheeran, P. (2015). Implicit emotion regula-
tion: Feeling better without knowing why. Current Opinion in 
Psychology, 3, 6–10. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​copsyc.​2014.​12.​
027

Kross, E., & Ayduk, O. (2011). Making meaning out of negative expe-
riences by selfdistancing. Current Directions in Psychological 
Science, 20(3), 187–191. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​09637​21411​
408883

Laird, J. D., Alibozak, T., Davainis, D., Deignan, K., Fontanella, K., 
Hong, J., & Pacheco, C. (1994). Individual differences in the 
effects of spontaneous mimicry on emotional contagion. Moti-
vation and Emotion, 18(3), 231–247. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
BF022​54830

Lei, Y., Dou, H., Liu, Q., Zhang, W., Zhang, Z., & Li, H. (2017). Auto-
matic processing of emotional words in the absence of aware-
ness: The critical role of P2. Frontiers in Psychology, 8. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2017.​00592

Lockwood, P. L., Bird, G., Bridge, M., & Viding, E. (2013). Dissecting 
empathy: High levels of psychopathic and autistic traits are char-
acterized by difficulties in different social information processing 
domains. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
3389/​fnhum.​2013.​00760

Lockwood, P. L., Seara-Cardoso, A., & Viding, E. (2014). Emotion 
regulation moderates the association between empathy and 
prosocial behavior. PLoS ONE, 9(5), e96555. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1371/​journ​al.​pone.​00965​55

López-Pérez, B., & Ambrona, T. (2015). The role of cognitive emo-
tion regulation on the vicarious emotional response. Motiva-
tion and Emotion, 39(2), 299–308. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s11031-​014-​9452-z

MacDonald, H. Z., & Price, J. L. (2019). The role of emotion regula-
tion in the relationship between empathy and internalizing symp-
toms in college students. Mental Health & Prevention, 13, 43–49. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​mhp.​2018.​11.​004

Mauss, I. B., Bunge, S. A., & Gross, J. J. (2007). Automatic emotion 
regulation. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 1(1), 
146–167. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1751-​9004.​2007.​00005.x

McRae, K., Gross, J. J., Weber, J., Robertson, E. R., Sokol-Hessner, 
P., Ray, R. D., & Ochsner, K. N. (2012). The development of 
emotion regulation: An fMRI study of cognitive reappraisal in 
children, adolescents and young adults. Social Cognitive and 
Affective Neuroscience, 7(1), 11–22. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​
scan/​nsr093

Melchers, M., Montag, C., Markett, S., & Reuter, M. (2015). Assess-
ment of empathy via self-report and behavioural paradigms: Data 
on convergent and discriminant validity. Cognitive Neuropsy-
chiatry, 20(2), 157–171. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13546​805.​2014.​
991781

https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073910380974
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073910380974
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.348
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.544160
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.544160
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.6.2.152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2011.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835x.1996.tb00713.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835x.1996.tb00713.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2004.12.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2008.03.015015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2008.03.015015
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10770953
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-017-0935-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2015.1032893
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2015.1032893
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362361310364142
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362361310364142
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2011.559192
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2006.01.010
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00345
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.43.8.614
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.43.8.614
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000129
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000129
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00641
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00641
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-015-9529-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-015-9529-3
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001756-200108080-00050
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001756-200108080-00050
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.550505
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.550505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411408883
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411408883
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02254830
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02254830
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00592
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00592
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00760
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00760
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0096555
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0096555
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-014-9452-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-014-9452-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mhp.2018.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00005.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsr093
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsr093
https://doi.org/10.1080/13546805.2014.991781
https://doi.org/10.1080/13546805.2014.991781


	 Affective Science

1 3

Miyake, A., Friedman, N. P., Emerson, M. J., Witzki, A. H., Howerter, 
A., & Wager, T. D. (2000). The unity and diversity of execu-
tive functions and their contributions to complex “Frontal Lobe” 
tasks: A latent variable analysis. Cognitive Psychology., 41(1), 
49–100. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1006/​cogp.​1999.​073

Morooka, T., Ogino, T., Takeuchi, A., Hanafusa, K., Oka, M., & Oht-
suka, Y. (2012). Relationships between the color-word matching 
Stroop task and the Go/NoGo task: Toward multifaceted assess-
ment of attention and inhibition abilities of children. Acta Medica 
Okayama, 66(5), 377–386. https://​doi.​org/​10.​18926/​AMO/​49385

Morris, J. S., Frith, C. D., Perrett, D. I., Rowland, D., Young, A. 
W., Calder, A. J., & Dolan, R. J. (1996). A differential neural 
response in the human amygdala to fearful and happy facial 
expressions. Nature, 383(6603), 812–815. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1038/​38381​2a0

Moskowitz, D. S. (1986). Comparison of self-reports, reports by 
knowledgeable informants, and behavioral observation data. 
Journal of Personality, 54(1), 294–317. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​
1467-​6494.​1986.​tb003​96.x

Mutter, B., Alcorn, M. B., & Welsh, M. (2006). Theory of mind and 
executive function: Working-memory capacity and inhibitory 
control as predictors of false-belief task performance. Percep-
tual and Motor Skills, 102(3), 819–835. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2466/​
pms.​102.3.​819-​835

Nee, D. E., Wager, T. D., & Jonides, J. (2007). Interference resolution: 
Insights from a meta-analysis of neuroimaging tasks. Cognitive, 
Affective, & Behavioral Neuroscience, 7(1), 1–17. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​3758/​CABN.7.​1.1

Ochsner, K. N., & Gross, J. J. (2008). Cognitive emotion regulation: 
Insights from social cognitive and affective neuroscience. Cur-
rent Directions in Psychological Science, 17(2), 153–158. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​8721.​2008.​00566.x

Okun, M. A., Shepard, S. A., & Eisenberg, N. (2000). The relations 
of emotionality and regulation to dispositional empathy-related 
responding among volunteers-in-training. Personality and Indi-
vidual Differences, 28(2), 367–382. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
S0191-​8869(99)​00107-5

Ólafsson, R. P., Smári, J., Guðmundsdóttir, F., Ólafsdóttir, G., 
Harðardóttir, H. L., & Einarsson, S. M. (2011). Self-reported 
attentional control with the Attentional Control Scale: Factor 
structure and relationship with symptoms of anxiety and depres-
sion. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 25(6), 777–782. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​janxd​is.​2011.​03.​013

Olatunji, B. O., Ciesielski, B. G., Armstrong, T., Zhao, M., & Zald, 
D. H. (2011). Making something out of nothing: Neutral content 
modulates attention in generalized anxiety disorder. Depression 
and Anxiety, 28(5), 427–434. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​da.​20806

Ovaysikia, S., Tahir, K. A., Chan, J. L., & DeSouza, J. F. X. (2011). 
Word wins over face: Emotional stroop effect activates the frontal 
cortical network. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 4. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fnhum.​2010.​00234

Padmala, S., Bauer, A., & Pessoa, L. (2011). Negative emotion impairs 
conflict-driven executive control. Frontiers in Psychology, 2. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2011.​00192

Paulhus, D. L. (1991). Measurement and control of response bias. 
In  J. P. Robinson, J.P., Shaver, P. R., & Wrightsman, L. S. 
(Eds),  Measures of Social Psychological Attitudes, Vol. 1. 
Measures of personality and social psychological attitudes (pp. 
17–59). https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​B978-0-​12-​590241-​0.​50006-X

Pfeifer, J. H., Iacoboni, M., Mazziotta, J. C., & Dapretto, M. (2008). 
Mirroring others’ emotions relates to empathy and interpersonal 
competence in children. NeuroImage, 39(4), 2076–2085. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​neuro​image.​2007.​10.​032

Powell, P. A. (2018). Individual differences in emotion regulation mod-
erate the associations between empathy and affective distress. 

Motivation and Emotion, 42(4), 602–613. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s11031-​018-​9684-4

Pratto, F., & John, O. P. (1991). Automatic vigilance: The attention-
grabbing power of negative social information. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 61(3), 380–391. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​61.3.​380

Reeck, C., & Egner, T. (2011). Affective privilege: Asymmetric inter-
ference by emotional distracters. Frontiers in Psychology, 2. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2011.​00232

Reniers, R. L. E. P., Corcoran, R., Drake, R., Shryane, N. M., & Völlm, 
B. A. (2011). The QCAE: A questionnaire of cognitive and affec-
tive empathy. Journal of Personality Assessment, 93(1), 84–95. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00223​891.​2010.​528484

Richards, A., French, C. C., Johnson, W., Naparstek, J., & Williams, 
J. (1992). Effects of mood manipulation and anxiety on perfor-
mance of an emotional Stroop task. British Journal of Psychol-
ogy, 83 (Pt 4), 479–491. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​2044-​8295.​
1992.​tb024​54.x

Rieffe, C., & Camodeca, M. (2016). Empathy in adolescence: Rela-
tions with emotion awareness and social roles. British Journal 
of Developmental Psychology, 34(3), 340–353. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1111/​bjdp.​12133

Rive, M. M., van Rooijen, G., Veltman, D. J., Phillip, M. L., Schene, 
A. H., & Ruhé, H. G. (2013). Neural correlates of dysfunctional 
emotion regulation in major depressive disorder. A systematic 
review of neuroimaging studies. Neuroscience and Biobehavio-
ral Reviews, 37(10), 2529–2553. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​neubi​
orev.​2013.​07.​018

Rueckert, L., Branch, B., & Doan, T. (2011). Are gender differences 
in empathy due to differences in emotional reactivity? Psychol-
ogy, 02(06), 574–578. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4236/​psych.​2011.​26088

Sato, W., Fujimura, T., Kochiyama, T., & Suzuki, N. (2013). Relation-
ships among facial mimicry, emotional experience, and emotion 
recognition. PLoS ONE, 8(3), e57889. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​
journ​al.​pone.​00578​89

Schipper, M., & Petermann, F. (2013). Relating empathy and emotion 
regulation: Do deficits in empathy trigger emotion dysregula-
tion? Social Neuroscience, 8(1), 101–107. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1080/​17470​919.​2012.​761650

Schmeichel, B. J., & Demaree, H. A. (2010). Working memory capac-
ity and spontaneous emotion regulation: High capacity predicts 
self-enhancement in response to negative feedback. Emotion, 
10(5), 739–744. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0019​355

Seidel, E. M., Habel, U., Finkelmeyer, A., Schneider, F., Gur, R. C., & 
Derntl, B. (2010). Implicit and explicit behavioural tendencies in 
male and female depression. Psychiatry Research, 177, 124–130. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​psyhr​es.​2010.​02.​001

Shamosh, N. A., & Gray, J. R. (2008). Delay discounting and intel-
ligence: A meta-analysis. Intelligence, 36(4), 289–305. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​intell.​2007.​09.​004

Singer, T., & Lamm, C. (2009). The social neuroscience of empathy. 
Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1156, 81–96. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1749-​6632.​2009.​04418.x

Sonnby-Borgström, M. (2002). Automatic mimicry reactions as related 
to differences in emotional empathy. Scandinavian Journal of 
Psychology, 43(5), 433–443. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1467-​9450.​
00312

Stenberg, G., Wiking, S., & Dahl, M. (1998). Judging words at face 
value: Interference in a word processing task reveals automatic 
processing of affective facial expressions. Cognition and Emo-
tion, 12(6), 755–782. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02699​93983​
79420

Stroop, J. R. (1935). Studies of interference in serial verbal reactions. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology, 18(6), 643–662. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​h0054​651

https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1999.073
https://doi.org/10.18926/AMO/49385
https://doi.org/10.1038/383812a0
https://doi.org/10.1038/383812a0
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1986.tb00396.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1986.tb00396.x
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.102.3.819-835
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.102.3.819-835
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.7.1.1
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.7.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(99)00107-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(99)00107-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2011.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2011.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.20806
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2010.00234
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2010.00234
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00192
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-590241-0.50006-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.10.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.10.032
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-018-9684-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-018-9684-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.3.380
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.3.380
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00232
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2010.528484
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1992.tb02454.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1992.tb02454.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12133
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.07.018
https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2011.26088
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0057889
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0057889
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2012.761650
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2012.761650
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyhres.2010.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2007.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2007.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2009.04418.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9450.00312
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9450.00312
https://doi.org/10.1080/026999398379420
https://doi.org/10.1080/026999398379420
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054651
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054651


Affective Science	

1 3

Swick, D., Ashley, V., & Turken, U. (2011). Are the neural correlates 
of stopping and not going identical? Quantitative meta-analysis 
of two response inhibition tasks. NeuroImage, 56(3), 1655–1665. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​neuro​image.​2011.​02.​070

Taylor, J. G., & Fragopanagos, N. F. (2005). The interaction of atten-
tion and emotion. Neural Networks, 18(4), 353–369. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​neunet.​2005.​03.​005

Thompson, N. M., Uusberg, A., Gross, J. J. and Chakrabarti, B. (2019) Empa-
thy and emotion regulation: An integrative account. In: Srinivasan, N. 
(Ed.), Emotion and Cognition. Progress in Brain Research, 247. Else-
vier, pp. 273–304. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​bs.​pbr.​2019.​03.​024

Tottenham, N., Hare, T. A., & Casey, B. J. (2011). Behavioral assess-
ment of emotion discrimination, emotion regulation, and cogni-
tive control in childhood, adolescence, and adulthood. Frontiers 
in Psychology, 2. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2011.​00039

Tottenham, N., Tanaka, J. W., Leon, A. C., McCarry, T., Nurse, M., 
Hare, T. A., & Nelson, C. (2009). The NimStim set of facial 
expressions: Judgments from untrained research participants. 
Psychiatry Research, 168(3), 242–249. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
psych​res.​2008.​05.​006

Tully, E. C., Ames, A. M., Garcia, S. E., & Donohue, M. R. (2016). 
Quadratic associations between empathy and depression as mod-
erated by emotion dysregulation. The Journal of Psychology, 
150(1), 15–35. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00223​980.​2014.​992382

Wallace-Hadrill, S. M. A., & Kamboj, S. K. (2016). The impact of 
perspective change as a cognitive reappraisal strategy on affect: 
A systematic review. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1715. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2016.​01715

Whalen, P. J., Rauch, S. L., Etcoff, N. L., McInerney, S. C., Lee, M. B., 
& Jenike, M. A. (1998). Masked presentations of emotional facial 
expressions modulate amygdala activity without explicit knowl-
edge. The Journal of Neuroscience, 18(1), 411–418. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1523/​JNEUR​OSCI.​18-​01-​00411.​1998

Wild, B., Erb, M., & Bartels, M. (2001). Are emotions contagious? 
Evoked emotions while viewing emotionally expressive faces: 
Quality, quantity, time course and gender differences. Psychia-
try Research, 102(2), 109–124. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0165-​
1781(01)​00225-6

Yiend, J., Mathews, A., Weston, B., Dunn, B. D., Cusack, R., & Mack-
intosh, B. (2008). An investigation of the implicit control of the 
processing of negative pictures. Emotion, 8(6), 828–837. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0014​146

Yu, C.L., & Chou, T.-L. (2018). A dual route model of empathy: A 
neurobiological prospective. Frontiers in Psychology, 9. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2018.​02212

Zaki, J. (2014). Empathy: A motivated account. Psychological Bulletin, 
140(6), 1608–1647. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0037​679

Zhang, W., & Lu, J. (2012). Time course of automatic emotion regula-
tion during a facial Go/Nogo task. Biological Psychology, 89(2), 
444–449. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​biops​ycho.​2011.​12.​011

Zhang, W., Ding, Q., Cheng, N., Wei, Q., Zhao, C., Zhang, P., Li, X., & 
Li, H. (2016). The development of automatic emotion regulation 
in an implicit emotional Go/NoGo paradigm and the association 
with depressive symptoms and anhedonia during adolescence. 
Neuroimage Clinical, 11, 116–123. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
nicl.​2016.​01.​018

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.02.070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neunet.2005.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neunet.2005.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.pbr.2019.03.024
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2008.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2008.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2014.992382
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01715
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01715
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.18-01-00411.1998
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.18-01-00411.1998
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-1781(01)00225-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-1781(01)00225-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014146
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014146
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02212
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02212
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037679
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2011.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nicl.2016.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nicl.2016.01.018

	Cognitive and Affective Empathy Relate Differentially to Emotion Regulation
	Abstract
	Study 1
	Methods
	Participants
	Materials
	Empathy
	Emotion Dysregulation

	Data Reduction and Analysis

	Results
	Study 2
	Methods
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure
	Emo-GNG
	Emo-Stroop

	Data Reduction and Analysis
	Emo-GNG
	Emo-Stroop


	Results
	Emo-GNG
	Emo-Stroop

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


