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Researchers supporting the theory of constructed emotion have focused on the role of emotion labels in the construction of
emotional meaning from facial muscle movements. The label-feedback hypothesis proposed by Lupyan provided a theoretical basis
for explaining the top-down influence of emotion labels. This study aimed to investigate the presence of the emotion label
advantage effect in facial emotion judgment by adapting the procedure used by Lupyan and Thompson-Schill (2012) in object
recognition. Participants performed a task to judge whether the emotions of the auditory cues and the subsequently presented
facial expressions matched, with the auditory cues manipulated to be emotion labels, emotional vocalizations, or emotional action
labels. To verify whether the label advantage effect persists across different inter-stimulus intervals (ISIs) between the cue and
target, following the design of Lupyan & Thompson-Schill (2012), ISIs were set at 400ms, 1000ms, and 1500ms as a
between-subject variable. The responses were analyzed using signal detection theory. The results showed that emotion labels
yielded the highest sensitivity in emotion judgments compared to the other two types of cues. Moreover, this label advantage
effect was observed regardless of the time given for cue processing, namely, ISIs. These findings suggest that emotion labels,
compared to nonverbal cues like emotional vocalizations or other verbal cues like emotional action labels, effectively activate the
conceptual representations required for categorization, thereby facilitating more accurate emotion category judgments in facial
expressions. The results of this study can be interpreted as experimental evidence supporting the theory of constructed emotion
asserting the unique role of emotion labels in emotion perception based on the label-feedback hypothesis.
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ISI Target Feedback

500ms 250ms 1s

400ms Until Feedback 250ms
1s Response followed by ITI 250ms
1.5s

Figure 1. Experimental Procedure. Participants judged whether the emotions conveyed by the sequentially presented Cue and Target

matched or not. The Cue could be one of three auditory stimuli:

Emotion Label, Emotional Vocalization, or Emotional Action Label,

while the Target facial expression was presented visually. To ensure participant's attention to the auditory cue, the color of the

fixation changed just before its presentation. Additionally ISI between the Cue and Target was manipulated as a between—subjects

variable, varying at 400ms, 1000ms, or 1500ms among different groups. Auditory feedback was presented following each response in

every trial.
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Table 1. Means(standard deviations) of Hit rate(/if), False Alarm rate(FA), sensitivity(d), response bias(c) and correct reaction
time(RT) for each match and mismatch trial.
) ) Match Mismatch
Cue type ISI Hit FA d c
RT RT
400ms 0.92(0.06) 0.11€0.07) 2.88(0.74) -0.07(0.23) 635(104) 665(128)
Emotion
Label 1000ms 0.92(0.05) 0.1(0.07) 2.88(0.63) -0.07(0.24) 630(107) 667(109)
abe
1500ms 0.92(0.06) 0.1(0.05) 2.82(0.56) -0.08(0.21) 678(118) 717(135)
mean 0.92(0.06) 0.1(0.06) 2.86(0.64) -0.07(0.23) 648(111) 683(126)
400ms 0.91(0.06) 0.11(0.07) 2.73(0.65) 0.04(0.17) 624(116) 641(116)
Emotional
o 1000ms 0.93(0.03) 0.11(0.06) 2.81(0.57) -0.1(0.18) 613(103) 658(113)
Vocalization
1500ms 0.9(0.05) 0.12(0.07) 2.64(0.54) -0.04(0.24) 656(135) 697(135)
mean 0.91(0.05) 0.11(0.06) 2.73(0.59) -0.06(0.2) 631(119) 666(123)
400ms 0.85(0.08) 0.08(0.05) 2.61(0.56) 0.22(0.22) 628(107) 641(110)
Emotional
: 1000ms 0.89(0.06) 0.1(0.07) 2.71(0.6) 0.06(0.26) 623(107) 644(94)
Action Label
1500ms 0.87(0.07) 0.09(0.04) 2.63(0.43) 0.1(0.24) 677(135) 694(135)
mean 0.87(0.07) 0.09(0.05) 2.65(0.53) 0.13(0.25) 643(118) 660(116)
B QA4 B IS AR WSS Yolus] S SEHE(I
99 FEAE A Pt GA-8H 7F 191

234) = 7.12, p < .001, n2= .06. HHH
golala] ook, K2, 117) = 049, p =
615, DAl 593} IS19] Aoag vt folshA] sttt
R4, 234) = 034, p = .852. ol @A 3o et o4 &

& Wiz} gEfx|A|g, O ofpate] [SIo) wet thEa] reg
ojmgict, watA] A 18I 274 Sote] ©A f9E B
URE(d)E ANEYH, Y 200N UdErt W =
kow, YA By FARH FFY w22 1 FFE

Q'(Figllfe 2A MEmotionLabel

134 B
EEHRARAS MG, 1 A, wA §
| A2,

o
;9, l:l

o
%

2 86 MEmotional Vocalization
= 273, Mpyotionat Action Label = 2.65). /g Wl A3t g
APFE 2210 NAETL FAF Y 2R oo =
tom, A119) = 2.22, p = 0.028, FA1Z FF 73 29
HIShA & F-ofsHA =0T, «119) = 3.84, p < .001.
9] Ao E5S FHILR FTloto] FRAREA
AlRE Ax}, E5o] g w2t FrHEe] wtk
AT, A5, 712) = 19.846, p < .001, E5 @A 3
7He) Ao Ag frootA] Yot F(IO 1424) =
065, &3, £59 a7E SAIS Hol= Wi +39
FadE oAs] foldtt, H2, 1424) = 9.67, p < .001.

i)
>
o
2l
lo,
-PEO)II
]I, i
2 %

001, n,= .2 of, ISI9] FaTH= GolstA] ¢
R2, 117) = 2.36, p = 099, @A §3d7} 1SI9] Alozg
a7t et FoJskA] ket M4, 234) = 1.90, p = 0.110.
ol wA fFRol wEbA 7RSS WEHY Axot 2
A A, 1 FAYol ISIof whet gt A Fg-e oulgh
ot whebA Al IS 1747% SHoto] &A FFE %

HFo 752 4 3

Z W HFo] UrE’r‘iBIIl A FAR By 24
oAl HxRt Ao wRgHIFo] I G rh(Figure 2B:
=0.07, Mgy otionat vocatization = ~0.06,
= 0.13). Z &4 fds HH3H

MEm otion Label

MEmotionulActi(mLabr%l
Aol diell =HEE tA8S AARY AX, FAF3E

[A119) = -3.41, p < 00113} Z&7% 2Ry 2A[A119) =
-321, p = 0020914& LA A} P P ZA
[(119) = 5.57, p < 001141 BUX| Hafo] FAHo=

Solshar.
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Figure 2, Effects of Cue type on sensitivity(A) and response bias(B), with integrated ISI levels. Error bars represent the

standard error of the mean (SEM). * p<05, ** p<.01, *** p<00L.
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TZHY ZMTTOIM LE=E M3 o|SHELL

T AAelES AXshs AFAES € S5 2AYoRTEH GMA ouE Hdsks IolM Al THlE a4
of FE tom, AAEAL ofdd TS Asty| 9lsll Lupyane] BA-n=8 714 (label-feedback hypothesis)& ©]
24 AR Atk 2 AFollA= Lupyand}t Thompson—Schill (2012)0] EA4|Z| o4 P ol5arts AFol= dl ARge
weirtelS 2-gote] dZEAAZ WA FMEA olSsmIT UehEAE ERlstaAt sigitt. dddvite AdHer
A= AAA DAL dolo] AAEE d=rAo] M dAe BHske -"]'7‘1]% SRS, o, YAE A== A
Zt A5 e AABA, AR B, AAA A er 2AEN 18i HACI5a ) Tafet dERA B9
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