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Abstract
[bookmark: _Hlk187925697]Introduction. Outcome uncertainty is known to engage motivational and emotional phenomena. However, there remain questions as to how outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss and information availability via performance feedback interact to impact motivational and emotional phenomena: (1) generally, and (2) in relation to individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty, and current symptoms related to anxiety and depression. 
Methods. To address these gaps in the literature, we manipulated the level of outcome uncertainty (gain, loss, none) and performance feedback (present, absent) during an online cognitive control task (n = 69), to examine how these factors impact different read-outs: subjective emotional responses (valence, arousal), task accuracy, reaction times, and fixation count. Self-reported intolerance of uncertainty and symptoms of general distress, anxious arousal, and anhedonic depression were also collected. 
Results. Outcome uncertainty related to loss and gain, compared to no outcome, was associated with higher arousal and higher task accuracy. Uncertainty about task performance through the absence of performance feedback lowered arousal, dampened positive affect, and led to demotivation (i.e. lowered task accuracy and fixation count). Individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty and symptoms of anxiety and depression were specifically associated with different self-reported experiences of emotion (i.e. valence) and motivational engagement (i.e. fixation count). Discussion. These findings suggest that outcome uncertainty and performance feedback, as well as intolerance of uncertainty, and anxious/depressive traits differently impact motivation and emotion. 
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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk187926195]Motivation and emotion are critical for health and wellbeing (Kringelbach & Phillips, 2014). Motivation is generally divided into two systems, which are thought to promote survival (Dickinson & Dearing, 1979). An aversive system supporting avoidance of punishment or negative stimuli (e.g. pain, social rejection, monetary loss) and an appetitive system supporting approach towards potentially rewarding or positive stimuli (e.g. food, sex, social intimacy, monetary gain) (Lang & Bradley, 2010). Internal or external motivationally relevant events evoke emotional reactions, consisting of changes in subjective experience, behaviour, and physiological responding (Frijda, 1986; Lang & Bradley, 2010). Despite these advances, there remain gaps in our knowledge as to how contextual dimensions (for commentary see, Cowen & Keltner, 2017) such as uncertainty modulate motivational and emotional phenomena. 
Uncertainty refers to “when something is unknown, or when there is a lack of information concerning the probability of future events and their possible outcomes” (e.g. waiting to hear the outcome of a job interview, academic exam, or marriage proposal) (Morriss et al., 2022). The dominant view is that uncertainty is more likely to engage the aversive system associated with negative emotional states (e.g. fear, anxiety) (Brosschot et al., 2016; Gray, 1990; Hirsh et al., 2012; Peters et al., 2017). Indeed, the majority of empirical research on the topic has demonstrated how uncertain negative outcomes, compared to neutral outcomes, result in greater subjective experience of distress, heightened physiological arousal (e.g. skin conductance, pupil dilation, and facial electromyography) and neural activity associated with salience (for review see Grupe & Nitschke, 2013). In a recent survey-based study, uncertainty in general was found to evoke more negative emotional states than positive emotional states (Morriss et al., 2022). Notably, some research suggests that uncertainty does engage the appetitive system as well. For instance, uncertain positive outcomes, compared to neutral outcomes, result in greater physiological arousal (e.g. skin conductance) and salience-related neural activation (Foti & Hajcak, 2012; Lin et al., 2015; Morriss et al., 2019; Morriss et al., 2021). Furthermore, a survey-based study revealed that uncertainty, in combination with positive outcomes, was found to elicit both negative and positive emotional states equally (Morriss et al., 2022). 
In the literature so far, efforts have generally focused on separately examining uncertainty in relation to negative versus neutral outcomes, or positive versus neutral outcomes, under passive viewing (for review, see Morriss et al., 2019). Furthermore, prior research examining uncertainty with mixed valence outcomes under task demand have tended to use uncertain outcomes that are symmetrical in terms of valence (e.g. gain and loss), without a control condition (e.g.  no outcome) (Hein et al., 2021; Hübner & Schlösser, 2010). Based on this, it is difficult to compare whether outcome uncertainty related to negative and positive events differentially modulates motivational and emotional phenomena. For instance, does outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss engage motivation equally and heighten negative and/or positive emotional experiences differently? 
[bookmark: _Hlk188368883][bookmark: _Hlk188368783][bookmark: _Hlk188367878]It is well established that both animals and humans are driven to identify and seek out information in their environment, in order to reduce or resolve uncertainty (Peters et al., 2017). Cognitive control is the coordination of cognitive processes to attain goals (Miller, 2000) and it is essential for selecting and filtering information to reduce uncertainty (Del Popolo Cristaldi et al., 2023; Fan, 2014; Wu et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2021). Factors such as the availability of information likely contribute to uncertainty in relation to motivational and emotional phenomena.  The availability of information via performance feedback (e.g. correct, incorrect) has been extensively studied using cognitive control tasks (for review see Mushtaq et al., 2011).An earlier study demonstrated that the absence (e.g. increases uncertainty about performance), compared to the presence of performance feedback resulted in poorer task accuracy and slower reaction times (Moret-Tatay et al., 2016). Although, to date only a few studies using cognitive control tasks have directly manipulated uncertainty (Jackson et al., 2015; Sandre & Weinberg, 2019; Speed et al., 2017). Two studies reported that task irrelevant uncertainty (e.g. unpredictable tones) increased accuracy and neural markers associated with error monitoring (Jackson et al., 2015; Speed et al., 2017). Another study that included ambiguous trials without a correct or incorrect answer did not find any differences in accuracy but observed greater changes in neural markers associated with error monitoring (Sandre & Weinberg, 2019). Alongside these findings, there is also evidence that under high levels of uncertainty, there is a greater desire for performance related feedback (Anseel & Lievens, 2007). In sum, these findings suggest that during cognitive control tasks uncertainty increases task performance and error monitoring, and that uncertainty may be reduced via performance feedback. Notably, it has been largely unexplored as to how interactions between task relevant uncertainty related to positive and negative events and information availability via performance feedback impact motivational and emotional phenomena. For example, does the outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss and the presence or absence of performance feedback interact to modulate emotional and motivational phenomena differently? 
Previous research has demonstrated that sensitivity to uncertain valenced (e.g. reward, punishment) outcomes is associated with individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty (e.g. tendency to find uncertainty aversive, for review see Morriss et al., 2021; Morriss et al., 2023; Sandhu et al., 2023; Tanovic et al., 2018) and anxiety/depressive symptomology (Pulcu & Browning, 2019; Brown et al., 2023). More specifically for example, under uncertain threat, even when mild, higher intolerance of uncertainty is associated with greater attentional deployment (Del Popolo Cristaldi et al., 2021), arousal (Morriss et al., 2016), and information seeking behaviour (Bartoszek et al., 2022; Wake et al., 2022). However, at this current time, there has been a lack of research on how uncertainty related to performance feedback (e.g. the absence of this information), is associated with individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty and anxiety/depressive symptomology. Relatedly, very little research has explored whether interactions between outcome uncertainty related to positive and negative events and information availability via performance feedback are influenced by individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty and current experiences of anxiety and depressive symptoms. 
[bookmark: _Int_USjGehUc]The present experiment aimed to address these gaps in the literature by examining how outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss, performance feedback, and individual differences (intolerance of uncertainty/anxious and depressive symptoms) during an online cognitive control task (modified Eriksen Flanker) impact different measurements of motivational and emotional phenomena: self-reported emotional states (valence, arousal),task performance (accuracy, reaction time), and fixation count. Outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss was manipulated via instructions before each experimental block that stated whether task performance would result in a potential monetary gain, a potential monetary loss, or that there was no possibility of monetary gain or loss. Information availability via performance feedback was manipulated such that half of the experimental blocks included the presence of feedback (i.e. ‘correct’, 'Incorrect’) and half of the experimental blocks included the absence of feedback (i.e. ‘?‘). 

Hypotheses:
1. Outcome uncertainty related to gain or loss, versus no outcome, will lead to higher affect and motivation (Grupe & Nitschke, 2013; Morriss et al., 2019) e.g. evoke greater subjective ratings of arousal and positive/negative valence, improve task performance (higher accuracy, faster reaction time), and elicit higher fixation count to the flanker and feedback.
2. The lack of possibility to reduce uncertainty related to the absence of performance feedback, compared to the presence of performance feedback, will lead to higher negative affect and decreased motivation (Morriss et al., 2022) e.g. evoke larger subjective ratings of negative affect , impair task performance (lower accuracy, slow reaction times; see Moret-Tatay et al., 2016) and lower fixation count to the flanker and feedback., 
3. Outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss and performance feedback may interact to impact task performance, subjective ratings of emotional experience, and fixation count. However, given the lack of prior research on the topic, the direction and strength of such an interaction is currently unclear.
4. Outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss, relative to no outcome, may lmodulate arousal, valence,and motivation based on individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty (for review see Tanovic et al., 2018). The absence of performance feedback in combination with outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss may exacerbate such effects (Morriss et al. 2023) 
5. Interactions between the type of outcome uncertainty and performance feedback may be associated with current symptoms of anxious arousal/anhedonic depression. Anxious arousal may be related to increased negative affect and motivation during the task, particularly under conditions with potential loss (Mogg & Bradle 1998). Anhedonic depression may be related to decreased positive affect and motivation during the task, particularly under conditions with potential gain (Treadway & Zald, 2011). 

Materials & Methods 
Participants
Data was obtained from a total of 79 participants, 5 were excluded due to absent responding and a further 5 for having a performance rate below 60%. Consequently, the final sample consisted of 69 participants (36 Female, 32 Male, 1 Not specified) aged between 18 and 41 (M = 25.66 years, SD =  5.13). Further demographic information from 68 participants can be found in Table 1. Participants were eligible to take part provided they were within the specified age range, per above, and had access to a working webcam. Participant recruitment consisted of the dissemination of posters, published across the University of Reading and various social medial platforms (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram). Information regarding past and/or present psychopathology was not collected, nor controlled. Although involvement was voluntary, participants were given a £10 Amazon voucher as a reimbursement for their time. Note, participants were informed that they would receive a £5 Amazon voucher, plus the opportunity to win more, contingent on task performance. However, irrespective of performance, all participants received a £10 voucher. The study procedure was approved by the University of Reading Research Ethics Committee. 

Table 1
Overview of additional demographic information. 
	 

	 
	n
	%

	Ethnicity
	 
	 

	  White
	39
	57.35 %

	  Black
	12
	17.65 %

	  Multi-ethnic
	9
	13.24 %

	  Asian
	4
	5.88 %

	  Middle Eastern
	2
	2.94 %

	  Other
	1
	1.47 %

	  Unspecified
	1
	1.47 %

	English level
	 
	 

	  First language
	58
	85.29 %

	  Second language
	8
	11.76 %

	  Unspecified
	2
	2.94 %

	Nationality
	 
	 

	  European
	54
	79.41%

	  North American
	6
	8.82 %

	  Asian
	3
	4.41 %

	  South American
	1
	1.47 %

	  Multi-nationality
	1
	1.47 %

	  Unspecified
	3
	4.41 %

	Sexual orientation
	 
	 

	  Heterosexual
	53
	80.88 %

	  LGBTQ+
	12
	17.65 %

	  Unspecified
	3
	4.41 %

	
	
	



Sample size was informed by a power analysis for a repeated measures ANOVA conducted in G*Power 3 (Faul et al., 2007), to examine the main/interaction effects of uncertainty and valence: f = 0.15, α error probability = 0.05, Power (1-β error probability) = 0.8, number of groups = 1, number of measurements = 6 ((2: present, absent) x 3 (gain, loss, none)), correlation among repeated measures = 0.3. This analysis resulted in a sample size suggestion of 68 participants. A small-medium effect size was entered due to the lack of research examining the impact of uncertainty x valence interactions during a cognitive control task. Notably, similar sample sizes (e.g. 60-70) have been commonly used in studies to explore the impact of individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty and anxious temperament on behavioural and psychophysiological measures (Klingelhöfer-Jens et al., 2022; Rodriguez-Sobstel et al., 2023). 

Procedure 
All experimental phases were completed using a PC or laptop online. Informed consent was obtained in the first instance, prior to the start of the task. Participants then received task instructions, see Flanker Task section for more details. Subsequently, participants were prompted to set-up their webcam and position themselves appropriately to enable eye-tracking throughout (for more detail, refer to Eyetracking section). Once optimal, participants were exposed to the eye-tracking calibration and validation, consisting of two phases. The first phase instructed participants to move their eyes to follow the location of a single black dot presented on screen, whilst clicking the dot simultaneously. The second phase resembled the first, however, participants were required to follow the dot only, without clicking. Successful calibration led participants into the main Flanker Task. 
An experimenter was present during task set-up to assist and answer any questions, however, exited prior to starting the Flanker Task. Once the task was completed, participants were given demographic questions (i.e., age, ethnicity, gender etc.) and questionnaires (see Questionnaires) to complete. The task, including set-up, took approximately 30 minutes. 

Online Flanker Task
A modified version of the Eriksen flanker task (Eriksen & Schultz, 1979) was used. This task was built using JsPych (de Leeuw, 2015) and consisted of 240 trials in total, divided into 6 blocks of 40 trials. Each block presented the opportunity to either gain or lose real voucher money contingent on task performance, with a further block condition offering no gain or loss. Each of these blocks were delivered twice, equating to 80 trials per valence. Block order was counterbalanced, resulting in 8 block combinations. Each combination was allocated to a group, to which participants were sequentially assigned.  Participants were notified if they could win, lose, or win nor lose at the start of each block. 
[bookmark: _Hlk187922484]During the task, participants were presented with a central fixation cross for 500 ms, followed by five horizontal arrows, displayed for 800 ms until a response was provided. Participants were instructed to attend to the central arrow, whilst ignoring the four adjacent flankers. When exposed to the arrow array, participants were asked to indicate the direction of the central arrow, by pressing the corresponding arrow key on their keyboard i.e., press the left key for a left facing central arrow or press the right key for a right facing arrow. Each trial was either congruent or incongruent, split 50/50, thus, 120 trials each. For congruent, the flanking arrows all pointed in the same direction as the target arrow (i.e., < < < < <). For incongruent, the flanking arrows all pointed in the opposite direction (i.e., < < > < <). Within each array, arrows were equally sized and distanced. Once a response had been selected, participants received performance feedback. This feedback was either present (i.e., given legitimate feedback such as ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’) or absent (i.e., they were given a ‘?’). These were split equally across the task (120 trials each). Trial order was psudorandomised, with the constraint that there be no more than three of the same trial type presented consecutively.
At the end of each block, participants were asked to rate valence (1 = negative, 9 = positive), arousal (1 = Calm, 9 = Excited) and felt emotions (excited, enthusiastic, happy, joyful, sad, upset, angry, frustrated, fearful and anxious). For felt emotions, participants were instructed to rate the intensity of each emotion category from 0 to 6 (i.e., 0 = not sad at all, 6 = being very sad). The felt emotions are not reported in this manuscript as they were not central to the hypotheses and were recorded for exploratory purposes.

Eye-tracking
Eye-tracking data were collected throughout the task using the WebGazer library (Papoutsaki et al., 2016), contained within jsPsych. Utilising a webcam, Webgazer implements vision techniques to detect and analyse specific visual attributes of a participant's eyes to forecast the individual's point of gaze. Before the start of the task, a 5-point calibration and a 5-point validation was carried out to maximise the quality of the data (see Procedure for more details). 

Questionnaires 

The Intolerance of Uncertainty Scale – 12 item (IUS, Freeston et al., 1994; Carleton et al., 2007) consists of 12-items which are rated on a 5 point scale (1 “not at all typical of me” to 5 “very typical of me”). Participants were instructed to score each item based on how characteristic it is for them. The IUS is scored by creating a total score of all the items. IUS achieved an internal consistency of α = .89.

The Mini Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire (Mini-MASQ, Clark & Watson, 1991), consists of 26 items, which are rated on a 5 point-scale (1 = “Not at all” to 5 = “Extremely”).. The Mini-MASQ includes three subscales: 1) General Distress (GD, 8 items) 2) Anxious Arousal (AA, 10 items) and 3) Anhedonic Depression (AD, 8 items). Participants were instructed to score each item based on how much they “have felt or experienced things this way during the past week, including today”. The Mini-MASQ is scored by creating a total score of all the items for each subscale.  The Mini-MASQ, GD, AA and AD subscales yielded the following internal consistency: α = .9, α = .78 and α = .86, respectively. 

Data Reduction
Reaction Time
An analysis of reaction time (RT) during the flanker task was conducted. Originally, the dataset consisted of 18960 trials, however, only correct trials with an RT between 250ms and 800ms were retained. This reduced the number of trials included in the analysis to 15644 [82.5%]. Subsequently, a grand average for each participant across all combinations of outcome uncertainty  (loss, gain, none), performance feedback (present, absent), and trial type (congruent and incongruent) was calculated.

Accuracy
An analysis of accuracy was also conducted. The original dataset comprised of 18960 trials, with 16267 [85.8%] kept for further analysis. The percentage of correct trials for each participant across all combinations of outcome uncertainty (loss, gain, none), performance feedback (present, absent), and congruency (congruent and incongruent) was calculated.

Fixation Count
Depending on the device used by the participant, the frequency of sampling varied. For this reason, the number of times the eye-tracker samples were recorded inside an “area of interest” was used. The eyetracker data consisted of X and Y coordinates (in screen pixels) and a t variable to indicate the timestamp. To ensure the data from different devices was comparable, the eye-tracker data were converted from screen pixels to percentage of screen resolution.  
[bookmark: _Hlk187923750][bookmark: _Hlk187923988]Initially, samples with a X or Y percentage smaller than 0 or bigger than 100 (i.e., non-valid eye data samples) were removed, reducing the dataset to 886295 samples. For all samples, the “area of interest” count was calculated, described above. The “area of interest” included the full string for the flanker or the full string for the feedback, and was calculated as a X and Y percentage bigger than 40 and smaller than 60. Subsequently, the number of samples (i.e. Fixation Count) within the “area of interest” for each participant across all combinations of outcome uncertainty (loss, gain, none), performance feedback (present, absent), and trial type (congruent and incongruent) was calculated, reducing the dataset to 270906 samples [30.5%]. This calculation was done for the flanker and feedback phases. The number of samples for the flanker presentation was 174768, of which 54242 [30%] were valid samples. The number of samples for the feedback display was 348707, of which 105182 [31%] were valid samples. To clarify, 30% of data points fell within the area of interest, the other remaining 70% were not of interest (rest of the computer screen).   
[bookmark: _Hlk187927451]For 8 participants, Webgazer did not produce usable results, meaning they were excluded from the analysis. This reduced the sample size to 56 participants for fixation count.

Analysis Plan
To explore the effects of Outcome Uncertainty (Gain, Loss, No Outcome) and Performance Feedback (Present, Absent) on affective responding, multilevel models (MLMs) were conducted separately for valence ratings and arousal ratings. Similarly, to assess the effects of Outcome Uncertainty, Performance Feedback and Congruency (Congruent, Incongruent) on task performance, MLMs were run for reaction time, accuracy, and fixation count. All experimental manipulations were within-subjects factors. Demeaned IUS, MASQ-AD, MASQ-GD and MASQ-AA were included in all models to assess individual differences. All models included all possible interactions among the experimental factors and the individual difference measures. Participant ID was modelled as a random intercept to account for within-subject variability. Restricted maximum likelihood estimation was disabled to allow for model comparison.
Estimated marginal means (EMMs) were used for significant main and interaction effects between factors, where appropriate. To further visualise any significant interactions between a covariate and factor, simples slopes analysis were performed and subsequently, entered into pairwise comparisons. When applicable, multiple comparisons were Tukey’s-adjusted.

Results
Main Effects
Table 3. 
MLM Analyses for Valence and Arousal Ratings. 
	 
Model
	 
Effect
	 
df
	 
F
	 
p

	Valence
	Performance Feedback
	1, 345
	14.69
	< .001*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 345
	2.68
	.07

	 
	IUS
	1, 69
	0
	.98

	 
	MASQ-AA
	1, 69
	2.13
	.15

	 
	MASQ-GDD
	1, 69
	.77
	.38

	 
	MASQ-AD
	1, 69
	1.41
	.001*

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 345
	.86
	.42

	 
	Performance Feedback x IUS
	1, 345
	.23
	.63

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AA
	1, 345
	1.52
	.22

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-GDD
	1, 345
	.17
	.68

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AD
	1, 345
	.1
	.76

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 345
	3.77
	.02*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 345
	2.11
	.12

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 345
	1.71
	.18

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 345
	1.64
	.19

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 345
	3.16
	.04*

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 345
	1.46
	.23

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 345
	1.59
	.21

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 345
	1.42
	.24

	 
 
 
Arousal
	 
 
 
Performance Feedback
	 
 
 
1, 345
	 
 
 
8.94
	 
 
 
002*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 345
	8.07
	< .001*

	 
	IUS
	1, 69
	.08
	.78

	 
	MASQ-AA
	1, 69
	2.12
	.15

	 
	MASQ-GDD
	1, 69
	0
	.98

	 
	MASQ-AD
	1, 69
	.77
	.38

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 345
	.35
	.70

	 
	Performance Feedback x IUS
	1, 345
	1.4
	.24

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AA
	1, 345
	2.01
	.16

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-GDD
	1, 345
	0
	.97

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AD
	1, 345
	.05
	.83

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 345
	1.09
	.34

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 345
	1.66
	.19

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 345
	.62
	.54

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 345
	1.05
	.35

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 345
	.84
	.43

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 345
	.17
	.85

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 345
	.78
	.46

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 345
	1.25
	.28

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note. Significant effects are denoted with an asterisk*.
 

Valence Ratings
Figure 1. 
Valence (1A) and Arousal (1B) ratings for feedback-present and feedback-absent trials.
[image: A diagram of a diagram showing the results of a present

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note, Valence and Arousal ratings were indicated on a 1-9 scale. For Valence, 1 = negative and 9 = positive. For Arousal, 1 = calm and 9 = excited. 
 
Analyses revealed a significant main effect of Performance Feedback on valence ratings (Table 3). Specifically, participants reported more positive valence ratings in the presence of feedback (M = 6.82, SD = 1.84) compared to when it was absent (M = 6.4, SD = 1.94) (Figure 1A).
 
 Arousal Ratings
Consistent with the valence findings, a significant main effect of Performance Feedback was also observed for arousal ratings (Table 3), with elevated arousal reported when feedback was provided (M = 5.69, SD = 2.33), relative to when it was not (M = 5.34, SD = 2.26) (Figure 1B).
 
Figure 2. 
Arousal ratings for Gain, Loss and No Outcome blocks. 
[image: A diagram of a loss and loss

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note, Arousal was reported from 1 = calm and 9 = excited. 
 
A significant main effect of Outcome Uncertainty was also identified (Table 3). Post-hoc analysis of estimated marginal means revealed that arousal was lowest during loss blocks (M = 5.30, SE = 0.25, 95% CI [4.79, 5.80]), modestly higher in the No Outcome context (M = 5.41, SE = 0.25, 95% CI [4.90, 5.91]), and highest during Gain blocks (M = 5.84, SE = 0.25, 95% CI [5.34, 6.34]). Pairwise comparisons indicated significantly reduced arousal in the loss condition relative to the Gain condition, b = -0.543, SE = 0.148, t(372) = -3.662, p < .001. A similar reduction was observed in the No Outcome versus Gain comparison, b = -0.435, SE = 0.148, t(372) = -2.929, p = .01. No significant difference emerged between the Loss and No Outcome conditions, b = -0.109, SE = 0.148, t(372) = -0.732, p = .744 (see Figure 2).
 
Table 4. 
MLM Analyses for Flanker Fixation and Feedback Fixation. 
	 
Model
	 
Effect
	 
df
	 
F
	 
p

	Flanker Fixation
	Performance Feedback
	1, 603.01
	6.11
	.01*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 603.01
	2.49
	.08

	 
	Congruency
	1, 603.01
	.02
	.88

	 
	IUS
	1, 55
	.03
	.87

	 
	MASQ-AA
	1, 55
	8.83
	.004*

	 
	MASQ-GDD
	1, 55
	2.22
	.14

	 
	MASQ-AD
	1, 55
	1.54
	.22

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 603.01
	2.42
	.09

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency
	1, 603.01
	0
	.98

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency
	2, 603.01
	.17
	.84

	 
	Performance Feedback x IUS
	1, 603.01
	.05
	.83

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AA
	1, 603.01
	2.69
	.1

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-GDD
	1, 603.01
	.14
	.71

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AD
	1, 603.01
	.67
	.41

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 603.01
	1.54
	.21

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 603.01
	3.65
	.03*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 603.01
	8.63
	< .001*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 603.01
	5.78
	.003*

	 
	Congruency x IUS
	1, 603.01
	.51
	.47

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-AA
	1, 603.01
	.35
	.55

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	1, 603.01
	.23
	.63

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-AD
	1, 603.01
	.3
	.58

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency
	2, 603.01
	.39
	.68

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 603.01
	1.71
	.18

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 603.01
	5.31
	.005*

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 603.01
	1.08
	.34

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 603.01
	3.05
	.05*

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x IUS
	1, 603.01
	.01
	.92

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	1, 603.01
	.1
	.75

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	1, 603.01
	.08
	.78

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	1, 603.01
	.14
	.71

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x IUS
	2, 603.01
	.15
	.86

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	2, 603.01
	0
	.99

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	2, 603.01
	.05
	.95

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	2, 603.01
	.02
	.98

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x IUS
	2, 603.01
	.04
	.96

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	2, 603.01
	.02
	.98

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	2, 603.01
	.09
	.91

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	2, 603.01
	.09
	.91

	Feedback Fixation
	 
Performance Feedback
	 
1, 605
	 
2.62
	 
.11

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 605
	2.23
	.11

	 
	Congruency
	1, 605
	.24
	.62

	 
	IUS
	1, 55
	.02
	.89

	 
	MASQ-AA
	1, 55
	8.22
	.005*

	 
	MASQ-GDD
	1, 55
	2.87
	.09

	 
	MASQ-AD
	1, 55
	2.22
	.14

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 605
	2.39
	.09

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency
	1, 605
	.14
	.71

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency
	2, 605
	.07
	.93

	 
	Performance Feedback x IUS
	1, 605
	.36
	.55

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AA
	1, 605
	2.92
	.08

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-GDD
	1, 605
	.67
	.41

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AD
	1, 605
	1.42
	.23

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 605
	1.71
	.18

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 605
	2.99
	.05

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 605
	3.64
	.03*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 605
	3.61
	.03*

	 
	Congruency x IUS
	1, 605
	.01
	.9

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-AA
	1, 605
	1.17
	.28

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	1, 605
	.21
	.65

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-AD
	1, 605
	.04
	.83

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency
	2, 605
	.26
	.77

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 605
	2.04
	.13

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 605
	3.95
	.019*

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 605
	.93
	.39

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 605
	1.18
	.3

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x IUS
	1, 605
	.02
	.89

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	1, 605
	0
	.99

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	1, 605
	.38
	.54

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	1, 605
	.13
	.72

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x IUS
	2, 605
	.02
	.97

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	2, 605
	.17
	.84

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	2, 605
	.12
	.88

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	2, 605
	.14
	.87

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x IUS
	2, 605
	0
	.99

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	2, 605
	.08
	.93

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	2, 605
	.23
	.79

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	2, 605
	.47
	.62

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note. Significant effects are denoted with an asterisk*.
 
Flanker Fixation
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. 
Flanker Fixation count at each level of Performance Feedback (Present, Absent). 
[image: A diagram of a test tube
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As shown in Table 4, a significant main effect of Performance Feedback on flanker fixation was observed. Participants made more flanker fixations when feedback was present (M = 32.97, SD = 32.26) than when it was absent (M = 30.47, SD = 31.40) (Figure 3). 
 
Feedback Fixation
No significant main or interaction effects were observed for Performance Feedback, Outcome Uncertainty and Congruency (Table 4). 
 
Table 5. 
MLM Analyses for RT and Accuracy. 
	 
Model
	 
Effect
	 
df
	 
F
	 
p

	RT
	Performance Feedback
	1, 759
	2.46
	.12

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 759
	6.48
	.001*

	 
	Congruency
	1, 759
	604.64
	< .001*

	 
	IUS
	1, 69
	5.46
	.02*

	 
	MASQ-AA
	1, 69
	2.12
	.15

	 
	MASQ-GDD
	1, 69
	.15
	.69

	 
	MASQ-AD
	1, 69
	.03
	.85

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 759
	1.06
	.35

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency
	1, 759
	.17
	.68

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency
	2, 759
	.53
	.59

	 
	Performance Feedback x IUS
	1, 759
	7.54
	.006*

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AA
	1, 759
	.02
	.89

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-GDD
	1, 759
	.72
	.39

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AD
	1, 759
	1.23
	.27

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 759
	1.48
	.23

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 759
	.53
	.59

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 759
	.02
	.98

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 759
	.64
	.53

	 
	Congruency x IUS
	1, 759
	.83
	.36

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-AA
	1, 759
	5.98
	.01*

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	1, 759
	2.12
	.15

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-AD
	1, 759
	1.29
	.26

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency
	2, 759
	1.21
	.29

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 759
	1.67
	.18

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 759
	.24
	.79

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 759
	4.01
	.02*

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 759
	3.1
	.05*

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x IUS
	1, 759
	.51
	.48

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	1, 759
	.25
	.62

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	1, 759
	1.71
	.19

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	1, 759
	.18
	.67

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x IUS
	2, 759
	.53
	.59

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	2, 759
	.01
	.99

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	2, 759
	.06
	.94

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	2, 759
	.39
	.68

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x IUS
	2, 759
	.17
	.84

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	2, 759
	.14
	.87

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	2, 759
	.13
	.88

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	2, 759
	.06
	.94

	 
Accuracy
	 
Performance Feedback
	1, 759
	 
8.7
	 
.003*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 759
	7.68
	< .001*

	 
	Congruency
	1, 759
	102.95
	< .001*

	 
	IUS
	1, 69
	1.79
	.19

	 
	MASQ-AA
	1, 69
	1.71
	.19

	 
	MASQ-GDD
	1, 69
	.91
	.34

	 
	MASQ-AD
	1, 69
	3.3
	.07

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty
	2, 759
	.2
	.82

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency
	1, 759
	7.83
	.005*

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency
	2, 759
	3.9
	.02*

	 
	Performance Feedback x IUS
	1, 759
	2.47
	.12

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AA
	1, 759
	1.46
	.23

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-GDD
	1, 759
	1.49
	.22

	 
	Performance Feedback x MASQ-AD
	1, 759
	.74
	.39

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 759
	1.12
	.33

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 759
	.38
	.68

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 759
	.2
	.82

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 759
	.45
	.64

	 
	Congruency x IUS
	1, 759
	5.47
	.02*

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-AA
	1, 759
	6.34
	.01*

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	1, 759
	.33
	.57

	 
	Congruency x MASQ-AD
	1, 759
	4.05
	.04*

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency
	2, 759
	.79
	.45

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x IUS
	2, 759
	.54
	.58

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AA
	2, 759
	.15
	.86

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-GDD
	2, 759
	.4
	.67

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x MASQ-AD
	2, 759
	.89
	.41

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x IUS
	1, 759
	2.58
	.11

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	1, 759
	2.53
	.11

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	1, 759
	.46
	.49

	 
	Performance Feedback x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	1, 759
	0
	.95

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x IUS
	2, 759
	1.01
	.37

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	2, 759
	.37
	.69

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	2, 759
	.19
	.82

	 
	Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AD
	2, 759
	.1
	.91

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x IUS
	2, 759
	.6
	.55

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AA
	2, 759
	.21
	.81

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-GDD
	2, 759
	1.05
	.35

	 
	Performance Feedback x Outcome Uncertainty x Congruency x MASQ-AD
 
	2, 759
	.69
	.5


Note. Significant effects are denoted with an asterisk*.
Response Time
Figure 4. 
RT for levels of (4A) Outcome Uncertainty (Gain, Loss, No Outcome), and (4B) Congruency (Congruent, Incongruent). 
[image: A graph showing the results of a normal growth rate
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Analysis of response times revealed a significant main effect of Outcome Uncertainty (Table 5). Subsequent pairwise comparisons showed that participants responded significantly faster in the Loss blocks (M = 516 ms, SE = 9.97) compared to No Outcome blocks (M = 525 ms, SE = 9.97), Δ = -9.5, SE = 2.82, t(818) = -3.375, p = .002 (Figure 4A). No significant differences were observed between the Loss and Gain (p = .41), or No Outcome and Gain (p = .09) conditions.
Additionally, a significant main effect of congruency was observed (Table 5): participants responded more quickly in congruent trials (M = 492.83 ms, SD = 90.11) than incongruent trials (M = 547.26 ms, SD = 89.19) (Figure 4B). 
Accuracy
Figure 5. 
Mean Accuracy, split by: Performance Feedback (4A), Outcome Uncertainty (4B) and Congruency (4C). 
[image: A graph of progress and progress
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As depicted in Table 5, accuracy varied as a function of Performance Feedback. As such, participants exhibited a greater overall accuracy when feedback was provided (M = 96.39, SD = 8.72), compared to when it was withheld (M = 94.32, SD = 15.36) (Figure 5A). Accuracy further differed by Outcome Uncertainty. More specifically, participants were significantly more accurate in both Loss (M = 96.6, SE = 0.86, p = .0014) and Gain conditions (M = 96.1, SE = 0.86, p = .01), relative to the No Outcome condition (M = 93.4, SE = 0.86) (Figure 5B). No significant difference was found between Loss and Gain (p = .826). Furthermore, congruency exerted a strong influence on performance, with higher accuracy on congruent trials (M = 98.98, SD = 3.79) than incongruent trials (M = 91.73, SD = 16.53) (Figure 5C).

Figure 6. 
Congruent and Incongruent Accuracy for feedback-present and feedback-absent trials (A), alongside mean Accuracy for Gain, Loss and No Outcome conditions (B), separated by Congruency  (Congruent, Incongruent). 
[image: A diagram of a diagram of a diagram
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Post-hoc analyses performed to explore the significant Performance Feedback × Congruency interaction (Table 5) revealed that in congruent trials, the presence of feedback had no significant impact on accuracy (b = 0.10, SE = 1.06, t(818) = 0.09, p = .925). However, when faced with incongruent trials, feedback significantly improved task accuracy (b = 4.06, SE = 1.06, t(818) = 3.82, p = .0001) (Figure 6A). In turn, during feedback trials, accuracy was significantly higher on congruent than incongruent trials (b = 5.27, SE = 1.06, t(818) = 4.96, p < .0001). This congruency effect was even larger in the absence of feedback (b = 9.23, SE = 1.06, t(818) = 8.68, p < .0001) (Figure 6A).
Outcome Uncertainty also interacted with Congruency (Table 5). Follow-up comparisons revealed that for congruent trials, there were no significant differences between outcome types (all ps > .70). However, for incongruent trials, significant differences emerged: participants performed significantly better on Loss trials compared to No Outcome trials (M = 5.61, SE = 1.30, t(818) = 4.31, p < .001), and significantly better on No Outcome trials compared to Gain trials (M = −4.33, SE = 1.30, t(818) = −3.33, p = .003) (Figure 6B). The difference between Loss and Gain trials was not significant (p = .589). Further analysis showed that the congruency effect was significant across all outcome types: participants performed better on congruent than incongruent trials for Loss outcomes (M = 5.17, SE = 1.30, t(818) = 3.97, p < .001), No Outcome trials (M = 9.94, SE = 1.30, t(818) = 7.63, p < .001), and Gain trials (M = 6.65, SE = 1.30, t(818) = 5.10, p < .001), with the largest effect observed for No Outcome trials (Figure 6B).
 
Individual Differences Based on Intolerance of Uncertainty
Valence
A significant interaction emerged between Outcome Uncertainty and Intolerance of Uncertainty (IUS) scores (Table 3). To clarify this effect, a simple slopes analysis was conducted to examine how the relationship between IUS and valence ratings varied across Outcome Uncertainty conditions. Pairwise comparisons of estimated slopes indicated a significant difference between the Gain and Loss conditions: higher IUS scores were more strongly associated with reduced valence ratings in the Gain context relative to the Loss context (b = 0.049, SE = 0.019, t(372) = 2.55, p = .030). In contrast, differences between the Loss and No Outcome conditions (b = 0.035, SE = 0.019, t(372) = 1.90, p = .141), as well as between the No Outcome and Gain conditions (b = 0.012, SE = 0.019, t(372) = 0.65, p = .792), were not statistically significant.
Finally, a significant three-way interaction was found between Performance Feedback, Outcome Uncertainty and IUS. Follow-up analyses revealed that IUS slope was significantly steeper when feedback was provided in Loss contexts, compared to feedback-absent Gain contexts, b = 0.08, SE = 0.03, t(372) = 3.05, p = .029. This indicates that individuals higher in IUS reported more negative valence ratings when encountering Loss blocks, accompanied by performance feedback. 

Response Time
Individual differences in IUS significantly predicted response speed (Table 5), with higher IUS scores associated with faster reaction times across the task (β = -3.21, SE = 1.34, t(91.11) = -2.39, p = .019).
A significant two-way interaction between Performance Feedback and IUS was identified (Table 5). Follow-up analyses indicated that when feedback was presented, higher IUS scores were associated with slower reaction times compared to when feedback was absent (b = –0.81, SE = 0.31, t(818) = –2.65, p = .008).
 
Accuracy
Results from further examination of the significant Congruency × IUS interaction (Table 5) revealed that IUS exerted a significantly stronger negative effect on accuracy under incongruent, relative to congruent conditions (β = 0.225, SE = 0.099, t(818) = 2.25, p < .025). 

Individual Differences Based on Anxiety and Depression Symptoms
Valence Ratings
Among the individual difference measures, Anhedonic Depression, as measured by the MASQ-AD, exhibited a significant main effect (Table 3). As such, higher scores were associated with more negative valence ratings, β = -0.12, SE = 0.04, t(154.91) =-2.72, p = .007.

Flanker Fixation
Anxious Arousal, as indexed by the MASQ-AA, significantly predicted fixation patterns (Table 4): greater levels of Anxious Arousal were associated with increased flanker fixations across the task, β = 3.15, SE = 0.98, t(79.4) = 3.2, p = .002. 
Although analyses reveal a significant interaction between Outcome Uncertainty and MASQ-AA, MASQ-GD and MASQ-AD (Table 4), these effects did not remain when entering these individual difference measure separately. Therefore, these effects were not followed up. 
Furthermore, both Performance Feedback and Outcome Uncertainty significantly interacted with MASQ-AA and MASQ-AD scores (see Table 4). For MASQ-AA, follow-up comparisons of simple slopes revealed that, in the absence of feedback, MASQ-AA slope was significantly more negative in the Gain condition compared to both the Loss (Δ = –1.469, SE = 0.444, t(664) = –3.309, p = .013) and No Outcome conditions (Δ = –1.4885, SE = 0.444, t(664) = –3.352, p = .011). This pattern suggests that participants reporting higher levels of Anxious Arousal showed reduced attention to flankers in Gain contexts, but only when Performance Feedback was not provided. No other slope comparisons reached statistical significance (all ps > .07). For MASQ-AD, when feedback was provided, individuals with higher Anhedonic Depression scores showed a significantly stronger positive association with flanker fixations in the Loss condition compared to the No Outcome condition (Δ = 1.1161, SE = 0.368, t(664) = 3.029, p = .03). Additionally, the association between MASQ-AD and flanker fixations was significantly more positive in the Gain condition relative to the No Outcome condition (Δ = –1.2243, SE = 0.368, t(664) = –3.323, p = .012). These effects were only observed during feedback trials. No other comparisons reached statistical significance (ps > .1).

Feedback Fixation
The linear mixed model revealed a significant main effect of MASQ-AA (Table 4), further examination of this result showed that across all conditions, higher MASQ-AA scores were significantly associated with more fixations (b = -0.1037, SE = 0.049, t(154.914) = -2.099, p = .04).
While analyses showed a significant interaction between Outcome Uncertainty and MASQ-AD and MASQ-GD (Table 4), these effects did not persist when these individual difference measures were analysed separately. As such, no further investigation of these effects was undertaken.
A significant three-way interaction between Outcome Uncertainty, Performance Feedback, and MASQ-AA was found (Table 4). Specifically, in the feedback-absent Gain condition, compared to the feedback-absent No Outcome condition, greater Anxious Arousal was significantly associated with fewer fixations on the feedback cue (b = –1.29, SE = 0.396, t(666) = –3.26, p = .015). No other pairwise comparisons reached statistical significance, including those within the feedback-present conditions (all ps > .10).

Response Time
Another of the individual difference measures, MASQ-AA, showed a significant interaction with trial Congruency (Table 5). Specifically, higher levels of Anxious Arousal were associated with faster responses on congruent trials relative to incongruent trials (Δ = -1.29, SE = 0.55, t(818) = -2.41, p = .018). 
Although MASQ-AD and MASQ-GD initially showed significant interactions with Performance Feedback and Outcome Uncertainty (Table 5), these effects did not withstand correction in post-hoc analyses and should be interpreted cautiously.

Accuracy 
Accuracy also varied as a function of Congruency and MASQ-AD scores (Table 5). As such, MASQ-AD scores were more positively associated with accuracy in the congruent condition than in the incongruent condition (b = 0.312, SE = 0.161, t(818) = 1.94, p = .053).


Discussion
The current study examined how outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss, information availability via performance feedback, and individual differences impacted motivational and emotional phenomena during a cognitive control task i.e., modified Eriksen Flanker. Task blocks with potential gain and loss, relative to no outcome, resulted in higher ratings of arousal and higher task accuracy. In addition, tor task blocks with potential loss, relative to no outcome, reaction times were faster. Task blocks with the absence, relative to presence of performance feedback, led to lower ratings of arousal, lower ratings of positive valence, lower task accuracy, and fewer fixations during the flanker presentation There was little evidence for interactions between outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss, and performance feedback during the cognitive control task. Individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty, anxious arousal, and anhedonic depression were related to multiple read-out measures during the task. Overall, these findings suggest that outcome uncertainty, performance feedback, intolerance of uncertainty, and anxious/depressive traits have different effects upon motivational and emotional phenomena.

General Effects of Outcome Uncertainty Related to Gain and Loss
There was sufficient evidence for H1 - that outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss, relative to no outcome, would lead to higher affect and motivation (Grupe & Nitschke, 2013; Morriss et al., 2019). Task blocks with potential gain and loss, relative to no outcome, resulted in higher ratings of arousal  and higher task accuracy (Hübner & Schlösser, 2010) For task blocks with potential loss, relative to no outcome, reaction times were also faster.  Lastly, no differences were observed based on the valence of the outcome for fixation count. In sum, these findings indicate that outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss generally evokes the relevant and expected emotional experience and motivational system (e.g., aversive and appetitive) during cognitive control. Such findings are in line with previous research demonstrating uncertain reward and punishment stimuli during passive viewing to evoke a range of emotions and motivational engagement, indexed by different read-outs (for reviews see Grupe & Nitschke, 2013; Morriss et al., 2019).     

General Effects of Performance Feedback
There was evidence for H2 - that the lack of possibility to reduce uncertainty related to the absence, relative to the presence of performance feedback would lead to lower positive affect and motivation. For instance, task blocks with the absence, relative to presence of performance feedback, led to lower ratings of arousal, lower ratings ofpositive valence, lower task accuracy, and fewer fixations during the flanker presentation. Furthermore, the absence, relative to the presence of performance feedback during incongruent trials resulted in poorer task accuracy, similar to previous research using cognitive control tasks (Moret-Tatay et al., 2016). However, the absence or presence of performance feedback did not appear to modulate  reaction times or fixation count during the presentation of feedback. The findings here suggest that the absence of performance feedback may lower the chance for reducing uncertainty, which may help explain the observed dampening of arousal, positive valence and motivation (Morriss et al., 2022), particularly when task demand was high, within these experimental blocks. Such findings sit alongside previous literature that has demonstrated that under uncertainty there is greater desire for receiving performance feedback (Anseel & Lievens, 2007).

Interactions between Outcome Uncertainty Related To Gain and Loss and Performance Feedback
Interestingly, there was little evidence for H3 – that there would be interactions between outcome uncertainty and performance feedback on the different read-out measures.  The findings reported in this study are at odds with the existing literature on uncertain threat and reward stimuli during passive viewing, where there are clear interaction effects on different read-outs (Foti & Hajcak, 2012; Lin et al., 2015; Morriss et al., 2019). The differences in findings may reflect the differences in context, given that the cognitive control task was relatively easy (e.g. accuracy was generally high for the congruent condition) and involved low stakes (e.g. small monetary incentive). Perhaps, the combined impact of outcome uncertainty and performance feedback in the cognitive control task would be more apparent if the task difficulty and the stakes were higher. To summarise, from these findings there is not enough evidence either way to suggest that outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss and performance feedback under task demand elicits greater emotional experience or that both the aversive and appetitive systems are engaged equally.

Individual Differences Based on Intolerance of Uncertainty
Notably, the findings varied for H4, which was based on individual differences in intolerance of uncertainty. Intolerance of uncertainty modulated responses based on the absence or presence of performance feedback. More specifically, higher intolerance of uncertainty was associated with faster reaction times to flankers in blocks where there was an absence vs. presence of feedback. This finding is in line with past research suggesting that those with higher intolerance of uncertainty are more motivated to resolve uncertainty quickly (Fergus & Carleton, 2016). In this study, intolerance of uncertainty also modulated responses on the basis of the outcome uncertainty for gain and loss outcomes during the cognitive control task, where lower intolerance of uncertainty was associated with greater valence rating differentiation between loss vs. gain, and loss vs. no outcome task blocks. Such that individuals with lower, relative to higher intolerance of uncertainty rated task blocks with potential loss outcomes more negatively, and task blocks with potential gain outcomes more positively. These findings suggest that individuals with higher intolerance of uncertainty tend to generalise their experiences of valence under outcome uncertainty, regardless of whether the outcome was based on gain or loss, which is in line with the intolerance of uncertainty and threat generalisation literature (Bauer et al., 2020; Morriss et al., 2016). Interestingly, higher intolerance of uncertainty was also associated with more negative valence ratings during loss blocks with feedback, suggesting that negative affect was more clearly experienced when there was feedback about loss outcomes. Lastly, higher intolerance of uncertainty was also associated with faster correct reaction times overall during the cognitive control task. As far as we are aware there are no other findings like this one in the literature. Such a finding may reflect that intolerance of uncertainty is related to greater attentional vigilance in general, which has been demonstrated in a few studies with different read-outs (Fergus & Carleton, 2016; see supplemental materials for Huang et al., 2023). However, this finding needs to be interpreted with caution because intolerance of uncertainty was not found to modulate fixation count in this study, which is another index of attentional vigilance. Thus, further replication is required. Taken together, these findings indicate that to some extent intolerance of uncertainty exacerbates emotional and motivational phenomena, namely via self-report and behaviour, when the environment includes task demand with uncertainty and mixed valence outcomes.    

Individual Differences Based on Anxiety and Depression Symptoms
[bookmark: _Int_nJDGSPPc]With regards to H5, which was based on symptoms of anxious arousal and anhedonic depression, there were a few standout findings. Greater symptoms of anxious arousal were associated with a higher fixation count to the flanker targets and feedback cues overall, in line with the account that attentional vigilance is heightened during anxious states (Mogg & Bradley 1998). Interestingly, higher anxious arousal was also associated with fewer fixations to the flanker and feedback cues during the no feedback gain block suggesting that anxious arousal lowers the seeking of uncertain reward. Conversely, higher anhedonic depression was associated with more fixations to the flanker during gain and loss blocks with feedback, suggesting that those experiencing anhedonia are more motivated by potential gain and loss outcomes when there is greater certainty of them happening. Lastly, greater symptoms of anhedonic depression was associated with more negative valence ratings across task blocks regardless of the outcome, which supports the account that positive affect is dampened during anhedonic states (Treadway & Zald, 2011). However, symptoms of anxious arousal and anhedonic depression were not observed to interact with any other read-outs. In sum, these findings suggest that current symptoms of anxiety and depression are involved in altering emotional and motivational phenomena, specifically self-report and fixation count, when the environment includes task demand with uncertainty and mixed valence outcomes.

Implications, Strengths, Limitations, and Conclusions
While this study provides insight into how emotional and motivational phenomena are impacted by these different factors, questions remain on the generalisability of results. For instance, are these findings specific or would similar findings emerge under different forms of attention (e.g. alerting, orienting) or other cognitive processes (e.g. working memory). There are opportunities for future studies, potentially multi-lab efforts, to examine such questions by using the same experimental setup with small modifications (e.g. change the parameters of uncertainty, gain and loss, task difficulty). Addressing these questions would better our understanding of how emotional and motivational phenomena are impacted by outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss, performance feedback, and individual differences, as well as have implications that extend beyond basic science (e.g. occupational psychology, educational psychology, clinical practice). 
The study reported here had a few notable strengths. Firstly, the study used a well-established cognitive control task (Erikson Flanker), multiple read-out measures, and several individual difference measures. Secondly, the study recorded ratings both on the discrete emotional states and dimensions of valence/arousal, providing further detailed insight into how these aspects of emotion are related to outcome uncertainty and performance feedback. Thirdly, even though the study was conducted online, we were able to interact with the participants to check that they understood what to do during the experiment. The study also had a few limitations with regards to using eye-tracking for online experiments. As previously described, fixation count, irrespective of region-of-interest, did not differ as a function of outcome uncertainty or performance feedback. This finding may echo potential problems with the quality of the eye-tracking data due to a lower sampling rate and lack of recalibration. For instance, although a researcher was initially present to assess the testing environment and reinforce eye-tracking requirements (e.g. minimise head movement, calibration) – these may not have been maintained throughout the course of the task. This exemplifies a key consideration when choosing to conduct online versus in-person research: despite online research bearing many advantages (e.g. speed, convenience and affordability), there is an inherent lack of control. For this finding, this may have been rectified, in part, by having recalibration and validation phases between blocks (Yang & Krajbich, 2021). Another limitation was that response time dependencies and post-error slowing were not included as covariates for RT analyses (Viviani et al., 2024). 
In conclusion, the general pattern of results from this study suggests that during a cognitive control task: (1) uncertainty about task performance through the absence of performance feedback dampened arousal and positive affect, and led to demotivation (i.e. lower fixation count during the presentation of flankers and poorer task accuracy, (2) outcome uncertainty related to loss and gain evoked greater arousal and engaged motivation (i.e. higher task accuracy),(3) higher intolerance of uncertainty is associated with less discrimination between valence ratings for outcome uncertainty related to gain and loss, and higher motivational engagement (i.e. faster reaction time) during the task generally and particularly when feedback is absent, and (4) anxious symptoms are associated with increased motivation across the task (e.g. greater fixation count), and (6) anhedonia symptoms are associated with general negative affect throughout the task . Future research on how outcome uncertainty, performance feedback, and individual differences impact emotional and motivational phenomena would benefit from replicating or modifying the experiment used in this study to assess the generalisability of these results to other attentional or cognitive processes. 





Acknowledgements
The authors thank the participants who took part. This research was supported by a BIAL Foundation Grant (No. 149/20) and an ESRC New Investigator Grant (ES/R01145/1) awarded to JM. 

Author contributions
NB: Methodology, Generating scripts and coding the experiment, Data curation, Formal analysis, Visualisation, Writing – first draft of method
PB: Data curation, Formal analysis, Visualisation, Writing – first draft of method, results, and referencing
JM: Funding acquisition, Project administration, Conceptualisation, Methodology, Writing – first draft of introduction and discussion. 

Data Sharing Statement
The merged data file and analyses are available here: https://osf.io/hm6r9/












References
Anseel, F., & Lievens, F. (2007). The Relationship Between Uncertainty and Desire for Feedback: A Test of Competing Hypotheses 1. Journal of Applied social psychology, 37(5), 1007-1040. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00197.x
Bauer, E. A., MacNamara, A., Sandre, A., Lonsdorf, T. B., Weinberg, A., Morriss, J., & van Reekum, C. M. (2020). Intolerance of uncertainty and threat generalization: A replication and extension. Psychophysiology, 57(5), e13546. https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13546
Bartoszek, G., Ranney, R. M., Curanovic, I., Costello, S. J., & Behar, E. (2022). Intolerance of uncertainty and information-seeking behavior: Experimental manipulation of threat relevance. Behaviour research and therapy, 154, 104125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2022.104125
Brosschot, J. F., Verkuil, B., & Thayer, J. F. (2016). The default response to uncertainty and the importance of perceived safety in anxiety and stress: An evolution-theoretical perspective. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 41, 22–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2016.04.012
Brown, V. M., Price, R., & Dombrovski, A. Y. (2023). Anxiety as a disorder of uncertainty: Implications for understanding maladaptive anxiety, anxious avoidance, and exposure therapy. Cognitive, Affective & Behavioral Neuroscience, 23(3), 844–868. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-023-01080-w
Carleton, R. N., Norton, M. A. P. J., & Asmundson, G. J. G. (2007). Fearing the unknown: A short version of the Intolerance of Uncertainty Scale. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 21(1), 105–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2006.03.014
Clark, L. A., & Watson, D. (1991). Tripartite model of anxiety and depression: Psychometric evidence and taxonomic implications. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 100(3), 316–336. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.100.3.316
Cowen, A. S., & Keltner, D. (2017). Self-report captures 27 distinct categories of emotion bridged by continuous gradients. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(38), E7900–E7909. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1702247114
Del Popolo Cristaldi, F., Mento, G., Sarlo, M., & Buodo, G. (2021). Dealing with uncertainty: A high-density EEG investigation on how intolerance of uncertainty affects emotional predictions. PloS one, 16(7), e0254045. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0254045
Del Popolo Cristaldi, F., Toffoli, L., Duma, G. M., & Mento, G. (2023). Little fast, little slow, should I stay or should I go? Adapting cognitive control to local-global temporal prediction across typical development. Plos one, 18(2), e0281417.  https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0281417
Dickinson, A., & Dearing, M. F. (1979). Appetitive-aversive interactions and cognitive processes. Mechanisms of learning and motivation: A memorial volume to Jerzy Konorski, 203, 231.
de Leeuw, J. R. (2015). jsPsych: A JavaScript library for creating behavioral experiments in a Web browser. Behavior Research Methods, 47(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-014-0458-y
Eriksen, C. W., & Schultz, D. W. (1979). Information processing in visual search: A continuous flow conception and experimental results. Perception & Psychophysics, 25(4), 249–263. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03198804
Fan, J. (2014). An information theory account of cognitive control. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 8, 680. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00680
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 Methods, 39, 175-191. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
Fergus, T. A., & Carleton, R. N. (2016). Intolerance of uncertainty and attentional networks: Unique associations with alerting. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 41, 59–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2016.03.010
Foti, D., & Hajcak, G. (2012). Genetic variation in dopamine moderates neural response during reward anticipation and delivery: Evidence from event-related potentials. Psychophysiology, 49(5), 617–626. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2011.01343.x
Freeston, M. H., Rhéaume, J., Letarte, H., Dugas, M. J., & Ladouceur, R. (1994). Why do people worry? Personality and Individual Differences, 17(6), 791–802. https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(94)90048-5
Frijda, N. H. (1986). The emotions (pp. xii, 544). Editions de la Maison des Sciences de l’Homme.
Gray, J. A. (1990). Brain Systems that Mediate both Emotion and Cognition. Cognition and Emotion, 4(3), 269–288. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699939008410799
Grupe, D. W., & Nitschke, J. B. (2013). Uncertainty and anticipation in anxiety: an integrated neurobiological and psychological perspective. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 14(7), 488-501. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3524
[bookmark: _Int_KlCY8Ix0]Hein, T. P., de Fockert, J., & Ruiz, M. H. (2021). State anxiety biases estimates of uncertainty and impairs reward learning in volatile environments. NeuroImage, 224, 117424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2020.117424
Hirsh, J. B., Mar, R. A., & Peterson, J. B. (2012). Psychological entropy: A framework for understanding uncertainty-related anxiety. Psychological Review, 119(2), 304–320. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026767
Huang, J., Wu, H., Sun, X., & Qi, S. (2023). The impact of threat of shock-induced anxiety on alerting, orienting, and executive function in women: An ERP study. Cognitive, Affective, & Behavioral Neuroscience, 23(6), 1513–1533. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-023-01133-0
Hübner, R., & Schlösser, J. (2010). Monetary reward increases attentional effort in the flanker task. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 17(6), 821–826. https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.17.6.821
Jackson, F., Nelson, B. D., & Proudfit, G. H. (2015). In an uncertain world, errors are more aversive: evidence from the error-related negativity. Emotion, 15(1), 12. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/emo0000020
Klingelhöfer-Jens, M., Morriss, J., & Lonsdorf, T. B. (2022). Effects of intolerance of uncertainty on subjective and psychophysiological measures during fear acquisition and delayed extinction. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 177, 249–259. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2022.05.006
Kringelbach, M. L., & Phillips, H. (2014). Emotion: Pleasure and pain in the brain (pp. xii, 291). Oxford University Press.
Lang, P. J., & Bradley, M. M. (2010). Emotion and the motivational brain. Biological Psychology, 84(3), 437–450. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2009.10.007
Lin, H., Jin, H., Liang, J., Yin, R., Liu, T., & Wang, Y. (2015). Effects of Uncertainty on ERPs to Emotional Pictures Depend on Emotional Valence. Frontiers in Psychology, 6. https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01927
Miller, E. K. (2000). The prefontral cortex and cognitive control. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 1(1), 59-65.
Mogg, K., & Bradley, B. P. (1998). A cognitive-motivational analysis of anxiety. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36(9), 809–848. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0005-7967(98)00063-1
Moret-Tatay, C., Leth-Steensen, C., Irigaray, T. Q., Argimon, I. I. L., Gamermann, D., Abad-Tortosa, D., Oliveira, C., Sáiz-Mauleón, B., Vázquez-Martínez, A., Navarro-Pardo, E., & de Córdoba Castellá, P. F. (2016). The effect of corrective feedback on performance in basic cognitive tasks: An analysis of RT components. Psychologica Belgica, 56(4), 370–381. https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.240
Morriss, J., Abend, R., Zika, O., Bradford, D. E., & Mertens, G. (2023). Neural and psychophysiological markers of intolerance of uncertainty. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 184, 94-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2023.01.003
Morriss, J., Biagi, N., Lonsdorf, T. B., & Andreatta, M. (2021). The role of intolerance of uncertainty in the acquisition and extinction of reward. European Journal of Neuroscience, 53(9), 3063–3071. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.15173
Morriss, J., Gell, M., & van Reekum, C. M. (2019). The uncertain brain: A co-ordinate based meta-analysis of the neural signatures supporting uncertainty during different contexts. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 96, 241–249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2018.12.013
Morriss, J., Goh, K., Hirsch, C. R., & Dodd, H. F. (2023). Intolerance of uncertainty heightens negative emotional states and dampens positive emotional states. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 14, 1147970. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2023.1147970
Morriss, J., Macdonald, B., & Reekum, C. M. van. (2016). What Is Going On Around Here? Intolerance of Uncertainty Predicts Threat Generalization. PLOS ONE, 11(5), e0154494. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0154494
Morriss, J., Tupitsa, E., Dodd, H. F., & Hirsch, C. R. (2022). Uncertainty Makes Me Emotional: Uncertainty as an Elicitor and Modulator of Emotional States. Frontiers in Psychology, 13. https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.777025
Mushtaq, F., Bland, A. R., & Schaefer, A. (2011). Uncertainty and cognitive control. Frontiers in psychology, 2, 249. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00249
Papoutsaki, A., Sangkloy, P., Laskey, J., Daskalova, N., Huang, J., & Hays, J. (n.d.). WebGazer: Scalable Webcam Eye Tracking Using User Interactions.
Peters, A., McEwen, B. S., & Friston, K. (2017). Uncertainty and stress: Why it causes diseases and how it is mastered by the brain. Progress in Neurobiology, 156, 164–188. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pneurobio.2017.05.004
Pulcu, E., & Browning, M. (2019). The Misestimation of Uncertainty in Affective Disorders. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 23(10), 865–875. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.07.007
Rodriguez-Sobstel, C., Wake, S., Dodd, H., McSorley, E., van Reekum, C. M., & Morriss, J. (2023). Shifty Eyes: The Impact of Intolerance of Uncertainty on Gaze Behaviour During Threat Conditioning. Collabra: Psychology, 9(1), 82229. https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.82229
Sandhu, T. R., Xiao, B., & Lawson, R. P. (2023). Transdiagnostic computations of uncertainty: towards a new lens on intolerance of uncertainty. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 105123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2023.105123
Sandre, A., & Weinberg, A. (2019). Neither wrong nor right: Theta and delta power increase during performance monitoring under conditions of uncertainty. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 146, 225-239. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2019.09.015
Speed, B. C., Jackson, F., Nelson, B. D., Infantolino, Z. P., & Hajcak, G. (2017). Unpredictability increases the error-related negativity in children and adolescents. Brain and cognition, 119, 25-31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2017.09.006
Tanovic, E., Gee, D. G., & Joormann, J. (2018). Intolerance of uncertainty: Neural and psychophysiological correlates of the perception of uncertainty as threatening. Clinical Psychology Review, 60, 87–99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2018.01.001
Treadway, M. T., & Zald, D. H. (2011). Reconsidering anhedonia in depression: Lessons from translational neuroscience. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 35(3), 537–555. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.06.006
Viviani, G., Visalli, A., Finos, L., Vallesi, A., & Ambrosini, E. (2024). A comparison between different variants of the spatial Stroop task: The influence of analytic flexibility on Stroop effect estimates and reliability. Behavior Research Methods, 56(2), 934-951. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-023-02091-8
Wake, S., Dalla Verde, A., Biagi, N., Van Reekum, C. M., & Morriss, J. (2022). Just let me check: The role of individual differences in self-reported anxiety and obsessive-compulsive features on subjective, behavioural, and physiological indices during a checking task. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 179, 43-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2022.104125
Wu, T., Chen, C., Spagna, A., Wu, X., Mackie, M. A., Russell‐Giller, S., ... & Fan, J. (2020). The functional anatomy of cognitive control: A domain‐general brain network for uncertainty processing. Journal of Comparative Neurology, 528(8), 1265-1292. https://doi.org/10.1002/cne.24804
Wu, T., Schulz, K. P., & Fan, J. (2021). Activation of the cognitive control network associated with information uncertainty. NeuroImage, 230, 117703. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2020.117703
Yang, X., & Krajbich, I. (2021). Webcam-based online eye-tracking for behavioral research. Judgment and Decision Making, 16(6), 1485–1505. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500008512

2

image2.jpeg
Arousal

Gain

Loss
Outcome Uncertainty

No Outcome




image3.jpeg
Flanker Fixation Count

Present

Feedback

Absent




image4.jpeg
800 800

700 700

600 600

400 400

300 300

200 200
Gain Loss  No Outcome Congruent Incongruent

Outcome Uncertainty Congruency





image5.jpeg
Accuracy

100

~
o

o
o

25

Present Absent
Performance Feedback

Accuracy

75

a
S

25

Gain Loss  No Outcome
Outcome Uncertainty

Accuracy

100

~
o

a
S

25

Congruent Incongruent
Congruency




image6.jpeg
Accuracy

100

~
o

o
o

25

Congruent Incongruent
Congruency

Feedback

W Present
W Absent

Accuracy

100

T TP I
s Tk 7

—_—

Gain Loss No Outcome

Outcome Uncertainty

Congruent

W Congruent
M Incongruent




image1.jpeg
Valence

Present Absent
Feedback

Arousal

Present Absent
Feedback




