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Cognitive control is essential to flexible, goal-directed behavior under uncertainty, yet its underlying
mechanisms are not clearly understood. Because attentional functions are known to allocate mental
resources and prioritize the information to be processed, we propose that the attentional functions of
alerting, orienting, and executive control and the interactions among them contribute to cognitive control
in the service of uncertainty reduction. To test this hypothesis, we examined the relationship between
cognitive control and attentional functions. We used the Majority Function Task (MFT) to manipulate
uncertainty in order to evoke cognitive control along with the Revised Attention Network Test (ANT-R)
to measure the efficiency and the interactions of attentional functions. A backwards, stepwise regression
model revealed that performance on the MFT could be significantly predicted by attentional functions
and their interactions as measured by the ANT-R. These results provide preliminary support for our the-
ory that the attentional functions are involved in the implementation of cognitive control as required to
reduce uncertainty, though further investigation is needed.

� 2013 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction performance on specific tasks. For example, the popular conflict
Cognitive control is required for the flexible allocation of mental
resources in the service of goal-directed behavior (Badre, 2008;
Kouneiher, Charron, & Koechlin, 2009; Miller, 2000; Posner & Sny-
der, 1975; Solomon et al., 2009). The terms ‘‘cognitive control’’, and
‘‘executive control’’ are frequently used interchangeably in the lit-
erature. For the purpose of this paper we define cognitive control
as the broader construct of information prioritization for goal-dri-
ven decision-making (Posner & Snyder, 1975). Executive control of
attention, on the other hand, is defined as a specific component of
attention for conflict processing (Posner & Fan, 2008). Although the
term cognitive control is widely used in the literature, how control
is achieved is not clearly understood and its underlying mecha-
nisms are not entirely known. In this paper, we present our theory
regarding the role of the attentional functions in cognitive control,
along with data from a preliminary study investigating the rela-
tionship between the attentional functions and cognitive control.
1.1. Defining cognitive control

Previous attempts to model cognitive control have resulted in
several definitions, which describe cognitive control in terms of
monitoring theory (Botvinick, Braver, Barch, Carter, & Cohen,
2001) and a recently proposed variant of this theory (Yeung, Co-
hen, & Botvinick, 2011) are based on performance models of tasks
such as the Stroop Color-Word task (Stroop, 1935) and the Eriksen
flanker task (Eriksen & Eriksen, 1974). The guided activation model
(Miller & Cohen, 2001) is based on a model of the Stroop task,
while the error-likelihood model (Brown & Braver, 2005) and its
updated version, the prediction response outcome model (Alexan-
der & Brown, 2011), are based on modified stop-signal and flanker
tasks. These models are meant to capture control functions consid-
ered to be most relevant to cognitive control, but models of control
are disproportionately based on tasks tapping response inhibition.
As a result, existing models yield theories of cognitive control
whose parameters are constrained to the particular function being
measured by the specific tasks in which the theories are grounded.
This is clearly problematic for defining an ontology of a construct
as heterogeneous as cognitive control (Morton, Ezekiel, & Wilk,
2011; Stout, 2010), which is not limited to response inhibition,
but is also required for complex information processing, which
we will later discuss.

Another approach to defining cognitive control is inspired by
functional anatomy (Stout, 2010), with focus predominantly on
the anterior cingulate (Botvinick et al., 2001) or prefrontal (Miller
& Cohen, 2001) cortices, both shown to be associated with tasks
widely considered as cognitive control functions. To test anatomi-
cal hypotheses, specific tasks known to elicit activation in
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pre-specified neuroanatomical areas are chosen, rather than tasks
that may tap the more integrative, heterogeneous construct. The
difficulty that arises when attempting to pinpoint the neural geog-
raphy of complex cognitive functions is that often a one-to-one
mapping of structures to functions is elusive. Instead, we may find
a range of cognitive processes emerging from a mélange of brain
structures (Price & Friston, 2005), as well as a mélange of processes
emerging from single structures (Shackman et al., 2011). While
narrow definitions of cognitive control may lead to the identifica-
tion of associated discrete functional anatomy, considering the
construct as dynamic and flexible produces a far more complex
picture.

A definition of cognitive control in terms of its underlying psy-
chological processes has yet to be developed. Existing models are
limited in their scope, confining application of the construct to spe-
cific individual functions. As such, existing task- and anatomy-
based models fall short of capturing the broad nature of cognitive
control. In order to arrive at a satisfactory description of the con-
struct and its nature, a more integrative examination is necessary.

1.2. Cognitive control: componential, emergent, or both?

The ontology of cognitive control has been overwhelmingly
such that the constructs described as comprising it (e.g., response
selection, response inhibition, and task-set switching, among oth-
ers) are described as discrete functions, measured by different
tasks, with no interactions between them (Lenartowicz, Kalar,
Congdon, & Poldrack, 2010). Although a previous study aiming to
determine the organization and possible dissociability of the exec-
utive functions found them to be both diverse and unified (Miyake
et al., 2000), it is only very recently has it been suggested that cog-
nitive control is achieved via the interactions of control compo-
nents (Badre, 2011). There is now emerging debate regarding
whether cognitive control is better defined as comprising discrete
functional components attributable to unique functional anatomy,
whether it emerges from more basic psychological functions that
often serve other purposes or whether it is best conceptualized
as being both componential and emergent (Cooper, 2010; Juvina,
2011).

The componential view has been investigated by neuroimaging
studies. One approach attempts to isolate a control component and
identify the neural structures uniquely associated with that func-
tion (Aron, 2007). Another approach attempts to dissociate several
components (Lenartowicz et al., 2010) derived from previous task-
based definitions (Miyake et al., 2000) and identify their discrete
functional anatomy. There is much evidence to suggest consider-
able overlap in control functions (Sabb et al., 2008), which is prob-
lematic for mapping these constructs onto neural networks
(Lenartowicz et al., 2010), and ultimately suggests that in terms
of cognition, these functions share something more fundamental
(Juvina, 2011). Control components are often found to be related
(Juvina, 2011) and difficult to completely dissociate (Lenartowicz
et al., 2010; Miyake et al., 2000), suggesting that they share a fun-
damental commonality. It is our hypothesis that this commonality
lies with the attentional functions, underlying a critical basis of
cognitive control.

From another perspective, the emergent view of cognitive con-
trol suggests that control functions arise from the goal-directed
integration of neural resources otherwise dedicated to non-control
processes (Cooper, 2010; Juvina, 2011). Support for this view has
thus far come from computational models employing Adaptive
Character of Thought-Rational (ACT-R) cognitive architecture,
demonstrating that the mechanisms implemented to deal with
cognitive control tasks (e.g., Stroop) are also employed in other,
non-control tasks (Nomura et al., 2010; Pacheco-Unguetti, Acosta,
Callejas, & Lupiáñez, 2010). In terms of brain-based models,
network-oriented theories of cognitive control provide a more
integrative view of control functions by suggesting the existence
of distinct networks responsible for the execution of control func-
tions (Corbetta & Shulman, 2002; Dosenbach, Fair, Cohen, Schlag-
gar, & Petersen, 2008). A more recent brain network approach
suggested that the instantiation of cognitive control may occur
via the interactions of defined task-related networks (Power
et al., 2011). Together, these findings suggest the need for depar-
ture from a strictly componential view of cognitive control (Juvina,
2011). Of note, an emergent view need not dismiss the contribu-
tions of various components of cognitive control and the theories
that have developed around them (Alexander & Brown, 2011; Bot-
vinick et al., 2001; Brown & Braver, 2005; Miller & Cohen, 2001).
Rather, the emergent view builds on these components of cognitive
control, with new system-level properties emerging when compo-
nent interactions are examined in a specific framework.

1.3. Cognitive control for uncertainty reduction

In order to define cognitive control, it is essential to understand
its function(s). We propose that cognitive control serves as the ba-
sis for the reduction of uncertainty. Uncertainty may be conceptu-
alized at several levels, ranging from sensory processing to
outcome prediction (Bach & Dolan, 2012). One way to quantify
uncertainty is in terms of Shannon entropy, which takes into ac-
count the amount of information that must be gained before a cor-
rect decision may be made (Shannon, 1948). In Shannon’s
information theory, entropy, in bits, can also represent higher-level
uncertainty associated with, for example, selection of letters or
words in a message. Uncertainty can arise from conflict between
perceptual and behavioral processes, such that the amount of
uncertainty is proportional to the number of competing responses
from which one must choose (Hirsh, Mar, & Peterson, 2012). As
previously mentioned, cognitive control is widely considered as
necessary for conflict processing. We propose that the condition
of conflict is a special case of uncertainty (Hirsh et al., 2012; Mush-
taq, Bland, & Schaefer, 2011), such that the quantifiable uncer-
tainty one faces in conditions of conflict lies within a limited
range. Uncertainty can, however, be manipulated without conflict,
as it is in the Majority Function Task (MFT; Fan, Guise, Liu, & Wang,
2008), requiring the recruitment of cognitive control not in the ser-
vice of conflict processing (as it is typically thought to be) but
rather for uncertainty reduction.

Cognitive control is most important when there is competition
for limited mental resources, a relatively common condition in the
brain (Desimone & Duncan, 1995). Cognitive control serves to re-
duce uncertainty in decision-making, at various levels, by control-
ling what information reaches focused awareness. Under such
circumstances, a considerable amount of computation is required
in order to generate accurate responses. For example, when pro-
cessing information in the presence of task-irrelevant distracters
(as in the Color Stroop (Stroop, 1935) or the Eriksen flanker (Erik-
sen & Eriksen, 1974) tasks), individuals must actively screen out
distracting information or inhibit competing responses in order
to accurately implement a response. Efficient performance on
these tasks is due to the mental flexibility that cognitive control
allows.

As distracting information and/or the number of possible re-
sponses increase, uncertainty also increases. One way to examine
information uncertainty and consequently the implications for
cognitive control is within the framework of information theory
(Fan et al., 2008; Hirsh et al., 2012). If we consider uncertainty in
terms of entropy, or the amount of information that needs to be
processed before a response can be made, we can investigate cog-
nitive control in explicitly computational terms. Considering the
overlap in neural networks associated with cognitive control and
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dealing with uncertainty, uncertainty can be viewed as one context
that triggers the implementation of cognitive control (Mushtaq
et al., 2011). Conflict detection and resolution is therefore a special
case of cognitive control, functioning to reduce uncertainty and
facilitate decision-making.

Other control ‘components’, or as we consider them, functions,
can also be explained from an uncertainty reduction perspective.
For example, the ‘‘switch cost’’ associated with set-shifting can
be considered to be due to increased uncertainty associated with
the task switch. Underdetermined responding and response selec-
tion also induce uncertainty, as uncertainty increases with the
number of potential responses. For inhibition of prepotent re-
sponses, a low frequency event can be conceptualized in terms of
dealing with increased uncertainty (for a specific trial type termed
as surprise in Shannon’s information theory) when a required re-
sponse is not the most readily accessible one.

1.4. An attentional function theory of cognitive control

From the inception of the term ‘‘cognitive control’’, it was de-
scribed as a limited capacity system employed in the form of cog-
nitive strategies (particularly attentional strategies) consistent
with task instructions (Posner & Snyder, 1975). Early theories of
attention, such as expectancy theory (Deese, 1955), the early filter
model (Broadbent, 1958), the attenuation model (Treisman, 1960,
1964), the pertinence model (Deutsch & Deutsch, 1963), and fea-
ture integration theory (Treisman & Gelade, 1980) are all related
to the selection of a subset of sensory information due to a limited
capacity for information processing. One early model featured a
‘supervisory attention system’ to account for the willed and auto-
matic control of behavior (Norman & Shallice, 1986). Attention
can thus be thought of as subserving cognitive control by modulat-
ing information processing in a goal-consistent manner, via the
attentional functions. Further, control processes have been de-
scribed as being implemented via attention, and since active atten-
tion is required, only one process can be controlled at a time
without interference from other processes (Shiffrin & Schneider,
1977).

One view of attention is that it consists of separable, yet inter-
connected brain networks (alerting, orienting, and executive con-
trol) that influence computational priority, controlling what
information enters conscious awareness (Fan et al., 2009; Posner
& Fan, 2008). Alerting allows for an increase in vigilance to an
impending stimulus and orienting refers to the mechanisms by
which information is selected from various sensory inputs. Execu-
tive control of attention refers to those processes involved in
detecting and resolving conflict in information processing among
competing mental processes (Bush, Luu, & Posner, 2000). Previous
investigations of cognitive control have focused almost exclusively
on the orienting function of attention: ‘‘top-down’’ control is anal-
ogous to endogenous (voluntary and goal-directed) orienting and
‘‘bottom-up’’ attentional control is analogous to exogenous (invol-
untary and saliency-driven) orienting (Folk, Remington, & John-
ston, 1992; Theeuwes & Burger, 1998). We argue that other
aspects of attention also contribute to the emergence of cognitive
control, and that these functions are not exclusive to top-down
control.

We propose an attentional function theory of cognitive control
in which the attentional functions operate to serve cognitive con-
trol in the reduction of uncertainty in temporal, spatial, and pro-
cess/response domains. In this theory, alerting increases the
predictability (reduces the uncertainty), in time, of the upcoming
information that is to be processed. Orienting acts to select the
most relevant and important information, in space, to be pro-
cessed. Orienting and executive control of attention are differenti-
ated in that orienting acts at the input stage to filter (or attenuate)
task irrelevant information whereas executive control acts to bias
the task-relevant process at the processing and response stages
when there is competition between processes. For example, on
the Stroop Color-Word task, the color and word meaning are pro-
cessed simultaneously and compete with each other to be the po-
tential response. The attentional functions play a role in resolving
the conflict by biasing the color naming process, and by inhibiting
the competing response. In the flanker task, because orienting can-
not filter out (or attenuate) the flankers perfectly, the flankers may
be processed as target and the incongruent flankers and target
compete for the response. The executive control function solves
this conflict, interacting with the orienting function, to focus the
computations more on the task-relevant dimension or target loca-
tion. The objective of cognitive control is thus the prioritization of
computations of specific input information so that uncertainty can
be minimized.

We hypothesized that attention plays a critical role in cognitive
control via the functions of alerting, orienting and executive con-
trol, and their interactions, to influence the priority of computa-
tions of cognitive processes for access to consciousness or
response. To test the hypothesis, we examined individual differ-
ences on our well-established measure of attention (Fan et al.,
2009) in relation to our newly developed task (Majority Function
Task, MFT) which involves the implementation of cognitive control
(Fan et al., 2008; Wang, Liu, & Fan, 2011). We therefore used the
MFT as an index of the general capacity of cognitive control, and
the ANT-R to index the individual attentional functions and their
interactions. We predicted that performance on the ANT-R would
be predictive of efficiency cost with increasing uncertainty on the
MFT.
2. Methods

2.1. Participants

Sixty-two adult volunteers participated in this study. After
excluding those with lower than 70% accuracy on the ANT-R, and
those who performed less than 2 standard deviations below the
mean on accuracy on the MFT, the final sample size was 44 (33 fe-
males; mean age, 21.6 years; SD 4.4 years). The protocol was ap-
proved by the Institutional Review Board of Queens College of
the City University of New York, and written informed consent
was obtained from each participant.
2.2. Tasks

2.2.1. The majority function task
We developed the MFT to parametrically manipulate cognitive

load, and to capture the effects of cognitive control by manipulating
uncertainty, rather than conflict only (Fan et al., 2008). In this task,
participants are randomly presented with groups of arrows (set
sizes 1, 3 or 5) at 8 possible locations arranged as an octagon around
a central fixation cross (see Fig. 1). The arrows are presented simul-
taneously, pointing either left or right, and participants must indi-
cate the direction in which the majority of arrows point. There are
six conditions, with the ratios of arrows pointing in the same direc-
tion to arrows pointing in the opposite direction as: 1:0 for set size
1; 3:0 and 2:1 for set size 3; and 5:0, 4:1, and 3:2 for set size 5. The
stimuli are presented for 2500 ms, followed by a variable fixation
period of 2000–3000 ms and each trial lasts 5 s on average. Partici-
pants are instructed to respond as accurately and as quickly as pos-
sible. There are three runs with six blocks each (two for each set
size), each block has 12 trials, and each run has 72 trials. Each run
lasts 395 s. There are 5 s fixation periods before and after each block.
The order of the blocks is counterbalanced with reversed repetition



Fig. 1. Schematic of the Majority Function Task (MFT). In this task, arrows with set
sizes of 1, 3, or 5 are randomly presented at 8 possible locations arranged as an
octagon centered on a fixation cross. The arrows point either left or right, and are
presented simultaneously. Participants’ task is to indicate the direction in which the
majority of arrows point. For example, if three arrows are presented, and two point to
the left and one to the right (see the ‘‘2:1’’ panel in the ‘‘Set size 3’’ column), the correct
response should be ‘‘left’’. The eight circles are all for illustration of the locations and
are not displayed during the experiment. The label for each condition is the ratio of
the number of arrows pointing in the same and other directions in each set size.
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for each run. The total trial number in this task is 216 and it takes
approximately 20 min to complete.

From an information theory perspective, the MFT systemati-
cally manipulates uncertainty with computational load, so that
uncertainty is defined as entropy, or the average information value
in bits that participants need to process in order to make a deci-
sion. By manipulating set size (1, 3 or 5 arrows) and set content
(ratio of leftward to rightward pointing arrows), computational
load of each condition can be quantified based on algorithms of
information processing and RT variation. Previous algorithmic
and computational modeling analyses of performance on the
MFT revealed that a grouping search, rather than exhaustive or
self-terminating search, exhibited the best fit to the data (Fan
et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2011). The grouping search, whereby par-
ticipants sequentially sample groups of arrows out of the set (e.g., 2
arrows for set size 3 and 3 arrows for set size 5) until they arrive at
a sample in which all arrows are pointing in one direction, allowing
them to find the majority, has been shown to be the most plausible
algorithm for searching for the majority on this task. The computa-
tional loads for the six conditions, based on the grouping search
strategy are 0, 1.00, 2.58, 1.58, 2.91, and 4.91 bits, respectively.
Zero bits is a relative value and does not mean that there is no
information to be processed. Because all arrowheads possibly need
to be processed in order to make a decision on majority, unlike in a
flanker task where flankers can be filtered out, this task requires
dynamic and flexible cognitive control.

2.2.2. The revised attention network test
The ANT-R (Fan et al., 2009), based on the original version of the

Attention Network Test (ANT) (Fan, McCandliss, Sommer, Raz, &
Posner, 2002), was developed to assess the efficiency and the inter-
actions of the three dissociable attentional functions: alerting, ori-
enting and executive control (see Fig. 2). Stimuli consist of a row of
5 horizontal black arrows (one central target plus four flankers),
pointing either to the left or right, against a gray background.
Participants are asked to identify the direction of only the center
arrow by pressing the left button of a computer mouse if the target
points left, and the right mouse button if the target points right,
and to respond as quickly and as accurately as possible. A cue, in
the form of an increase in brightness of one or two boxes at
either/both locations of the target stimuli, may appear prior to tar-
get onset, and may either be temporally or spatially informative.
There are three different cue conditions: (1) no-cue (no box flashes
prior to target onset); (2) double-cue (both cue boxes flash prior to
target onset and so this only provides temporal information); and
(3) spatial-cue (one cue box flashes prior to target onset and so is
temporally and possibly spatially informative).

The alerting function is measured via the performance (e.g., RT)
difference between the no- and double-cue conditions. For the ori-
enting component, a spatial-cue is followed by a target presented
either to the left or right of a centered fixation crosshair, requiring
participants to shift their attention from the crosshair to the target
in order to respond. The validity of the spatial cues is manipulated
to measure the disengaging and moving aspects of the orienting
function, so that 75% of the 48 spatial cues are valid, and 25% are
invalid. To measure the conflict effect, the target (center) arrow
is flanked both sides by two arrows that either point in the same
direction as the target (congruent condition) or different direction
from the target (incongruent condition). To further challenge the
executive control function, the flanker conflict effect is combined
with a location conflict (Simon) effect (Simon & Berbaum, 1990)
so that there are 2 flanker congruency (congruent, incongruent)
and 2 location congruency (congruent, incongruent) conditions.

A fixation cross is visible at the center of the screen throughout
the task. In each trial, depending on the condition, a brief cue is
either presented for 100 ms (cued conditions) or the display of
the boxes remains unchanged (no-cue condition). Cue-to-target
intervals are manipulated to measure the alerting and orienting
speeds. After a variable duration (either 0, 400, or 800 ms,
mean = 400 ms), the target and flankers are presented for 500 ms.
The duration between target offset and onset of the next trial is
varied systematically with a mean trial duration of 4000 ms. Par-
ticipants must respond within 1700 ms after the onset of the tar-
get. The mean trial duration is 5000 ms, with 72 test trials each
over 4 runs, mean run duration = 420 s. The total time require to
complete this task is approximately 30 min.

Each attentional function is operationally defined as a compar-
ison of the performance (RT and accuracy) between conditions,
providing a score for each attentional function:

1. Phasic alerting benefit can be measured by:
Alerting ¼ RTno-cue � RTdouble-cue
.
2. Orienting operations can be separately measured as:
Validity effect ¼ Disengaging þ ðMoving þ EngagingÞ
¼ RTinvalid-cue � RTvalid-cue

Moving þ Engaging
¼ RTdouble-cue � RTvalid-cue
Here, the Moving + Engaging is equivalent to the ‘‘orienting’’ effect
described in our previous studies e.g., (Fan et al., 2002).
Disengaging ¼ RTinvalid-cue � RTdouble-cue
for the cost of disengaging from the invalid cue. Disengaging was
not listed and included in the regression model because it is not
independent of the validity effect.
Orienting time ¼ RTvalid-cue; 0 ms cue-to-target interval

� RTvalid-cue; 800 ms cue-to-targetinterval
for the benefit of the target response due to advanced orienting.



M.-A. Mackie et al. / Brain and Cognition 82 (2013) 301–312 305
3. The conflict (cost) effects are defined as:
Flanker conflict effect¼RTflanker-incongruent�RTflanker-congruent:

Location conflict effect¼RTlocation-incongruent�RTlocation-congruent:

Flanker by location interaction¼ðRTflanker-incongruent; location-incongruent

�RTflanker-congruent; location-incongruentÞ�ðRTflanker-incongruent; location-congruent

�RTflanker-congruent; location-congruentÞ:
4. The interactions between the various attentional functions can
be calculated by comparing the conflict scores under different
cue conditions:
Alerting by flanker conflict ¼ ðRTno-cue; flanker-incongruent

� RTno-cue; flanker-congruentÞ
� ðRTdouble-cue; flanker-incongruent

� RTdouble-cue; flanker-congruentÞ
A negative value here indicates that alerting had a negative impact
on flanker conflict processing.
Orienting by flanker conflict ¼ ðRTdouble-cue; flanker-incongruent � RTdouble-cue; flanker-congruentÞ
� ðRTvalid-cue; flanker-incongruent � RTvalid-cue; flanker-congruentÞ:

Validity by flanker conflict ¼ ðRTinvalid-cue; flanker-incongruent � RTinvalid-cue; flanker-congruentÞ
� ðRTvalid-cue; flanker-incongruent � RTvalid-cue; flanker-congruentÞ:

Alerting by location conflict ¼ ðRTno-cue; location-incongruent � RTno-cue; location-congruentÞ
� ðRTdouble-cue; location-incongruent � RTdouble-cue; location-congruentÞ:

Orienting by location conflict ¼ ðRTdouble-cue; location-incongruent � RTdouble-cue; location-congruentÞ
� ðRTvalid-cue; location-incongruent � RTvalid-cue; location-congruentÞ:

Validity by location conflict ¼ ðRTinvalid-cue; location-incongruent � RTinvalid-cue; location-congruentÞ
� ðRTvalid-cue; location-incongruent � RTvalid-cue; location-congruentÞ:

The network effects in accuracy were computed using similar
formulae as above, with the proportion of correct trials replacing
RT.

2.3. Data analysis

Means and standard deviations of RT, accuracy, and efficiency
(defined below) were calculated for each task. Cases with missing
data (individuals for whom efficiency on one or more of the ANT-R
functions could not be computed, due to missed trials or error re-
sponse under any conditions) were excluded in this analysis (final
n = 38) since our prediction uses ‘‘and’’ rather than ‘‘or’’ logic, and
we could only include those with complete data sets on both tasks
in the efficiency computations. The significance of the attentional
effects and their interactions was tested using one-sample t-tests
(two-tailed). The wide range of scores obtained on the MFT (differ-
ence between the easiest and most difficult conditions in RT and
accuracy) indicated a substantial impact of the speed-accuracy
trade-off. To take both speed and accuracy into account, we also
computed an efficiency index across conditions and tasks for the
variables in our regression model:

Efficiency (E) = Accuracy/RT, in which accuracy is the ratio of cor-
rect responses and RT is in seconds. The rationale for using this
division rather than the inverse is to obtain higher scores for better
performance (Machizawa & Driver, 2011).

For the MFT, we calculated efficiency for each individual on
each condition and then estimated the best-fit regression line to
obtain a slope and intercept. That is, the slope of efficiency as a
function of cognitive load (Fan et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2011)
was computed for each participant:

MFTE = b0 + b1 entropy, in which b1 is the slope and b0 is the
intercept.

To compute the attentional effects in the ANT-R, we computed
efficiency scores for each condition and then calculated the
attentional effects for each individual based on the formulae pre-
sented above, using efficiency scores rather than RT or accuracy
separately. For example, to compute efficiency on the flanker con-
flict effect for each participant:

Flanker conflictE ¼ Eflanker-incongruent � Eflanker-congruent ;

We then performed a backwards stepwise regression analysis using
MFT efficiency slope as the dependent variable and the ANT-R effi-
ciency scores for all attentional effects as independent variables. As
previously mentioned, the MFT manipulates information (entropy)
parametrically. We therefore employed MFTE slope as our depen-
dent variable since it quantifies performance per unit increase of
entropy, and is a useful indicator of how MFT performance varies
with increased information. The overall regression model was as
follows:

MFTEslope ¼ b0 þ b1AlertingE þ b2ValidityE þ b5OrientingE

þ b6FlankerConflictE þ b7Location ConflictE

þ b8Alerting � FlankerE þ b9Orienting � FlankerE

þ b10Validity� FlankerE þ b11Flanker � LocationE

þ b12Alerting � LocationE þ b13Orienting � LocationE

þ b14Validity� LocationE:

To maximize predicted variance of the model, we focused on the
first regression model to reach significance at p < 0.05. A significant
model would indicate that cognitive control efficiency could be pre-
dicted by attentional functions.
3. Results

3.1. Cognitive control as measured by the MFT

We first examined model fit for the grouping search. The R2 val-
ues (M = 0.91, SD = 0.04, 95% confidence intervals = 0.90–0.92) of
the individually fit regression lines for the efficiency computations
for the various conditions of the MFT was a large effect. The large
proportion of variance accounted for by this method demonstrates
that quantifying MFT performance in terms of efficiency is both
valid and useful, as well as providing further support for the
grouping search as the most likely strategy for participants in this
task.

The overall average RT was 964 ms (SD = 150 ms), overall accu-
racy of task performance was 94% (SD = 2%), and overall efficiency
was 1.17 (SD = 0.18). RTs, accuracy, and efficiency scores for each
condition of the MFT are presented in Table 1. Fastest response times
(M = 539 ms, SD = 72 ms) and highest accuracy (M = 99%, SD = 1%)
were observed for the 1:0 condition, indicating that this was the
least difficult condition at which participants were the most efficient
(M = 1.87, SD = 0.25). Slowest response times (M = 1516 ms,
SD = 279 ms), lowest accuracy (M = 75%, SD = 8%), and lowest effi-
ciency rates (M = 0.52, SD = 0.12), were observed for the 3:2 condi-
tion, indicating that this was the most difficult condition. If we
consider RT and accuracy cost as an indicator of level of cognitive
load, then the 3:2 condition was the one with the greatest level of
cognitive load, as one would expect from the level of uncertainty
generated by the high incongruence ratio of the arrows.

Fig. 3a shows the increase in RT for each MFT condition as a
function of computational load, or the amount of information in
bits that need to be processed, in order to make a decision. Note
that RT increased not as a function of the number of arrows within
the set, but the information value of the set. As such the 2:1
condition had longer average RT than the 5:0 condition. Fig. 3b



Fig. 2. Schematic of the Revised Attention Network Test (ANT-R). In each trial, depending on the cue condition (none, double, and valid or invalid), a cue box flashes for
100 ms. After a variable duration (0, 400, or 800 ms), the target (the center arrow) and two flanker arrows on the left and right side (congruent or incongruent) are presented
for 500 ms. The participant makes a response to the target’s direction. The post-target fixation period between 2000 and 12,000 ms.

Table 1
MFT means (SD) in RT (ms), accuracy (%) and efficiency for all conditions.

Set
size

Condition Entropy
(bits)

RT (ms) Accuracy
(%)

Efficiency

1 1:0 0 539 (72) 98.83 (1.31) 1.87
(0.25)

3 3:0 1 672 (126) 100 (0) 1.54
(0.31)

2:1 2.58 1114
(189)

93.20 (6.48) 0.86
(0.13)

5 5:0 1.58 733 (125) 100 (0) 1.40
(0.25)

4:1 2.91 1208
(218)

98.03 (3.96) 0.84
(0.16)

3:2 4.91 1516
(279)

75.44 (8.43) 0.52
(0.12)
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shows the accuracy for each trial type of the MFT. Accuracy de-
creased not only with ratios of uncertainty within arrow sets, but
also as a function of computational load. Efficiency scores also de-
creased with increasing levels of uncertainty, as illustrated in
Fig. 3c. The overall effect of the MFT, computed as the RT difference
between the easiest condition (1:0) and the most difficult condi-
tion (3:2), showed an average RT difference of 977 ms
(SD = 249 ms), and an average difference in accuracy of 23%
(SD = 9%). The efficiency difference was 1.35 (SD = 0.21), represent-
ing a 72% average decrease in efficiency between the 1:0 and 3:2
conditions.
3.2. Attentional functions as measured by the ANT-R

The overall average RT was 653 ms (SD = 82 ms), overall accu-
racy of the task performance was 91% (SD = 9%), and overall effi-
ciency was 1.51 (SD = 0.17). RTs, accuracy and efficiency scores for
each of the attentional effects are presented in Table 2. Fig. 4a–c
shows effects of the attentional functions and their interactions in
RT, accuracy, and efficiency, respectively. The flanker conflict effect
had the largest average RT difference (168 ms, SD = 37 ms), and an
average accuracy cost of 13.5% (SD = 13.5%). The average efficiency
discrepancy for the flanker conflict effect was �0.55 (SD = 0.20),
representing a 32% average decrease in efficiency between the flan-
ker congruent and flanker incongruent conditions.

The comparison between the no-cue and double-cue conditions
for the alerting effect showed a significant difference for RT
(t(37) = 9.33, p < 0.001) and efficiency (t(37) = �8.34, p < 0.001)
but not for accuracy (t(37) = �1.74, ns), indicating that alerting im-
proved overall response speed and efficiency, but not accuracy.
There were also significant differences for RT (t(37) = 19.59,
p < 0.001), accuracy (t(37) = �5.00, p < 0.001) and efficiency
(t(37) = �12.62, p < 0.001) for target response under the invalid-
cue condition compared to the valid-cue condition for the validity
effect, indicating a cost by invalid cueing. The orienting time effect
showed significant differences for RT (t(37) = 12.28, p < 0.001),
accuracy (t(37) = �5.73, p < 0.001) and efficiency (t(37) = �12.83,
p < 0.001) under the 0 ms-cue-to-target interval compared to the
800 ms-cue-to-target interval, indicating better attentional perfor-
mance under the longer cue to target interval condition. The flan-
ker conflict effect on RT (t(37) = 27.97, p < 0.001), accuracy
(t(37) = �7.29, p < 0.001) and efficiency (t(37) = �17.06, p < 0.001)
were significant when flanker congruent and flanker incongruent
conditions were compared, demonstrated the performance cost
of incongruent flankers. The location conflict effect was significant
for RT (t(37) = �4.19, p < 0.001) and accuracy (t(37) = �2.28,
p < 0.05) but not for efficiency (t(37) = 0.378, ns).

The alerting by flanker conflict and the alerting by location con-
flict interactions were not significant on RT (t(37) = 0.03, ns), accu-
racy (t(37) = �0.99, ns), or efficiency (t(37) = 0.96, ns) indicating
that whether participants were provided with double cues or no
cues did not have a significant effect on either flanker or location
conflict processing. The orienting by flanker conflict interaction
was significant for RT (t(37) = 5.26, p < 0.001) and efficiency
(t(37) = �2.88, p < 0.01), but not for accuracy (t(37) = �1.53, ns),
indicating that orienting facilitated flanker conflict processing in
terms of speed and efficiency. The orienting by location conflict
interaction was not significant for RT (t(37) = 0.592, ns), accuracy
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Fig. 3. (a) RT, (b) accuracy, and (c) efficiency change as a function of computational load in MFT.
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Fig. 4. (a) RT, (b) accuracy, and (c) efficiency for the various attentional functions and their interactions on ANT-R.
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Table 2
Means (SD) of the attentional function effects in RT, accuracy, and efficiency
difference scores.

Attention function effect RT (ms) Accuracy (%) Efficiency

Alerting 51 (34)*** 1.67 (5.29) �0.13 (0.10)***

Validity 102 (32)*** 4.92 (5.57)*** �0.30 (0.15)***

Orienting time 85 (43)*** 5.78 (5.96)*** �0.32 (0.16)***

Flanker conflict 168 (37)*** 13.54 (13.55)*** �0.55 (0.20)***

Location conflict �13 (20)*** 0.63 (3.34)* 0.01 (0.08)
Alerting by flanker 0.25 (63) 1.19 (12.8) 0.03 (0.18)
Orienting by flanker 35 (41)*** 2.68 (8.89) �0.05 (0.13)**

Validity by flanker 69 (43)*** 10.10 (10.81)*** �0.15 (0.17)***

Flanker by location �15 (19)*** 0.39 (3.49) 0.01 (0.05)
Alerting by location 12 (52) 3.41 (10.45) �0.05 (0.16)
Orienting by location 4 (44) �1.87 (5.87) 0.00 (0.13)
Validity by location �34 (57)** �1.38 (6.87)* 0.06 (0.14)*

* p < 0.05.
** p < 0.01.
*** p < 0.001.
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(t(37) = 1.27, ns) or efficiency (t(37) = �0.45, ns). The validity by
flanker conflict interaction was significant for RT (t(37) = 9.90,
p < 0.001), accuracy (t(37) = �5.13, p < 0.001), and efficiency
(t(37) = �5.91, p < 0.001), indicating invalid cueing generated a fur-
ther cost for the target response beyond the conflict effect. The
validity by location interaction was also significant for RT
Table 3
Correlations between efficiency on the various ANT-R attentional effects and MFT efficien

MFTE slope AE VE OE FE LE

AE �.22 1
VE .29 .01 1
OE .23 .17 .49** 1
FE .24 .12 .66** .64** 1
LE �.03 .17 .01 .05 .20 1
AxFE �.10 .51** �.01 .21 .18 0.21
OxFE .11 �.45** .32* .34* .26 �0.16
VxFE .07 .24 .54** .21 .54** 0.05
FxLE .04 �.04 .26 .32* .24 0.26
AxLE �.22 .27 �.14 .08 .16 �0.19
OxLE �.18 �.22 �.09 �.14 �.06 0.05
VxLE �.25 �.08 .06 �.21 .09 0.17

A = Alerting; V = Validity; O = Orienting time; F = Flanker Conflict; L = Location Conflict
AxL = Alerting by Location; OxL = Orienting by Location; VxL = Validity by Location.
* p < 0.05.
** p < 0.01; (2-tailed).

Table 4
Correlations between RT on the various ANT-R attentional effects and MFT RT slope.

MFT RT slope A V O F L

A .21 1
V .15 .08 1
O .10 .18 .44** 1
F .13 .04 .26 .38* 1
L �.07 .02 .03 �.26 .15 1
AxF �.18 .29 .24 �.10 �.13 .05
OxF .28 �.28 .15 .12 .09 �.08
VxF .25 .06 .54** .16 .38* .07
FxL �.12 .08 .05 �.06 �.30* .28
AxL 0 .05 �.11 �.30* .17 .24
OxL �.19 �.09 .05 .16 �.01 �.01
VxL �.28 �.16 �.12 �.10 .29 .12

A = Alerting; V = Validity; O = Orienting time; F = Flanker Conflict; L = Location Conflict
AxL = Alerting by Location; OxL = Orienting by Location; VxL = Validity by Location.
* p < 0.05.
** p < 0.01; (2-tailed).
(t(37) = �3.62, p < 0.01), accuracy (t(37) = 2.08, p < 0.05), and effi-
ciency (t(37) = 2.56, p < 0.05), indicating that orienting to an inva-
lid cue reduced the location conflict effect. The flanker conflict by
location interaction, produced a significant negative RT difference
(t(37) = �4.68, p < 0.001), but the differences for accuracy
(t(37) = �1.56, ns) and efficiency (t(37) = 1.67, ns) were not signif-
icant. This indicates that the RT cost of the flanker conflict effect
under the location incongruent condition was less than under the
location congruent condition, which is counter-intuitive but con-
sistent with our previous findings (Fan et al., 2009).
3.3. Cognitive control performance as a function of attentional
functions

To examine relationships between MFTE slope and the ANT-R
attentional effects in efficiency, we first conducted an exploratory
correlation analysis (see Table 3). None of the ANT-R attentional ef-
fects and interactions in efficiency were significantly correlated
with MFTE slope. To determine the main contributions of integra-
tive attentional functions to cognitive control, we regressed MFTE

slope on efficiency scores of the ANT-R effects (using backwards
stepwise regression). Evaluation of assumptions showed that nor-
mality, linearity and homoscedasticity of residuals were satisfied.
Further, the Durbin–Watson test (2.43) indicated independence
of residuals within the model.
cy (MFTE) slope.

AxFE OxFE VxFE FxLE AxLE OxLE VxLE

1
�.45** 1
.32* 0.11 1
0.11 .34* 0.27 1
0.06 0.01 �0.04 �0.04 1
�0.22 0.18 0.11 0.29 �.36* 1
�0.23 �0.07 0.07 0.12 0.06 .41** 1

; AxF = Alerting by Flanker; OxF = Orienting by Flanker; VxF = Validity by Flanker;

AxF OxF VxF FxL AxL OxL VxL

1
�.41** 1
.06 .29 1
.33* �.02 �.21 1
�.11 .04 .01 �.20 1
�.04 �.10 �.09 .28 �.64** 1
.03 �.21 �.07 �.02 .09 .12 1

; AxF = Alerting by Flanker; OxF = Orienting by Flanker; VxF = Validity by Flanker;



Table 5
Correlations between accuracy on the various ANT-R attentional effects and MFT accuracy slope.

MFT accuracy slope A V O F L AxF OxF VxF FxL AxL OxL VxL

A .11 1
V �.05 .05 1
O �.12 .19 .19 1
F �.17 .16 .48** .51** 1
L .09 .19 .04 .19 �.10 1
AxF .05 .78** �.03 .17 .03 .33* 1
OxF �.19 �.38* .41** .30 .38* .01 �.44** 1
VxF .02 .14 .91** .24 .52** .07 .04 .29 1
FxL .17 .14 .14 .07 �.01 .83** .27 .08 .19 1
AxL �.22 .01 �.02 .47** .48** �.15 �.03 .39** .05 �.17 1
OxL .37* �.03 .01 �.37* �.32* .06 .22 �.23 .03 .19 �.56** 1
VxL .08 �.03 .11 �.07 .19 �.03 �.15 .27 .003 �.03 .18 0 1

A = Alerting; V = Validity; O = Orienting time; F = Flanker Conflict; L = Location Conflict; AxF = Alerting by Flanker; OxF = Orienting by Flanker; VxF = Validity by Flanker;
AxL = Alerting by Location; OxL = Orienting by Location; VxL = Validity by Location.
* p < 0.05.
** p < 0.01; (2-tailed).

Table 6
Initial model and first model to reach significance in backward regression analysis
predicting MFT efficiency slope from ANT-R attention effects.

Predictor MFTE slope

B SE B b t r

Model with 12 predictors
AlertingE �0.12 0.11 �.26 �1.12 �.22
ValidityE �0.00 0.09 �.01 �0.03 .29
OrientingE 0.03 0.09 .08 0.31 .23
Flanker ConflictE 0.08 0.08 .34 1.11 .24
Location ConflictE �0.05 0.12 �.09 �0.43 �.03
Alerting by FlankerE �0.08 0.07 �.29 �1.17 �.10
Orienting by FlankerE �0.11 0.10 �.30 �1.11 .11
Validity by FlankerE 0.01 0.07 .05 0.21 .07
Flanker by LocationE 0.14 0.19 .16 0.73 .04
Alerting by LocationE �0.10 0.09 �.28 �1.17 �.22
Orienting by LocationE �0.09 0.08 �.26 �1.09 �.18
Validity by LocationE �0.08 0.07 �.26 �1.19 �.25

Model with 5 predictors
AlertingE �0.12 0.08 �0.26 �1.62 �.22
Flanker ConflictE 0.07 0.04 0.31 2.05* .24
Alerting by LocationE �0.10 0.06 �0.28 �1.64 �.22
Orienting by LocationE �0.09 0.06 �0.25 �1.35 �.18
Validity by LocationE �0.06 0.06 �0.19 �1.07 �.25

Note: R2 for Model with 12 predictors = .34 (p > 0.05), R2 for Model with 5 predic-
tors = .28 (p < 0.05).
* p < 0.05.

Table 7
Initial model and first model to reach significance in backward regression analysis
predicting MFT RT from ANT-R attentional effects.

Predictor MFTE slope

B SE B b t r

Model with 12 predictors
Alerting 0.49 0.28 .31 1.75 .21
Validity 0.24 0.36 .14 0.65 .15
Orienting �0.27 0.27 �.23 �1.00 .10
Flanker Conflict 0.29 0.29 .22 0.99 .13
Location Conflict �0.15 0.49 �.06 �0.30 �.06
Alerting by Flanker �0.24 0.18 �.28 �1.34 �.18
Orienting by Flanker 0.20 0.26 .16 0.79 .28
Validity by Flanker 0.06 0.24 .05 0.23 .25
Flanker by Location 0.09 0.55 .03 0.16 �.12
Alerting by Location �0.27 0.21 �.29 �1.28 0
Orienting by Location �0.35 0.26 �.29 �1.34 �.19
Validity by Location �0.17 0.15 �.19 �1.10 �.28

Model with 3 predictors
Alerting 0.53 0.24 .34 2.20* .21
Alerting by Flanker �0.13 0.14 �.15 �0.92 �.18
Orienting by Flanker 0.40 0.21 .31 1.94 �28

Note: R2 for Model with 12 predictors = .30 (p > 0.05), R2 for Model with 3 predic-
tors = .18 (p < 0.05).
* p < 0.05.
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In our regression analysis of MFTE slope, the initial model
including all ANT-R predictors explained 34% of variability in
scores. For the initial model and the first model to reach signifi-
cance at the p < 0.05 level, unstandardized regression coefficients
(B), standard error of B, standardized regression coefficients (b),
t-statistics (t) and correlations (r) with the dependent variable
for the predictors are presented in Table 6. Regarding the first mod-
el to reach significance at the p < 0.05 level, R for regression was
significantly different from zero, F(5,37) = 2.53, p < 0.05, with
R2 = 0.28, 95% CI = .08–.49. The adjusted R2 value indicates that
17% of the variability in MFTE slope can be explained by AlertingE,
Flanker ConflictE, Alerting by LocationE, Orienting by LocationE and
Validity by LocationE. Flanker ConflictE (b = .31) was the one regres-
sion coefficient that differed significantly from zero (p < 0.05).
While 17% explained variance may not seem like a large amount,
it is by definition, close to a large effect (see Cohen, 1988). A med-
ium effect corresponds to approximately 10% of the variance, while
a large effect corresponds to approximately 25% of the variance.
For the first model to reach significance, tolerance (range: .671–
.959, M = .815, SD = .116) and variance inflation factor values
(range: 1.042–1.491, M = 1.247, SD = .178), were well within typi-
cally recommended ranges. We therefore concluded that multicol-
linearity was not a significant threat to inference based on the
regression model.

The rationale for focusing on the first regression model to reach
significance is that we aimed to balance the parsimony of the mod-
el with maximizing the amount of explained variance in the MFTE

slope by the combination of predictors. While it is true that the
backwards step-wise approach could be progressed to simpler
models (final model had only 3, rather than 5 predictors), this
comes at a substantial cost in variance of MFTE slope predicted
(R2 (model with 5 predictors) = .283; R2 (model with 3 predic-
tors) = .203; DR2 = .08).

Although we were mainly interested in the relationship be-
tween MFTE slope and efficiency scores, we also conducted analy-
ses in which we regressed MFTE slope on RT and accuracy scores
for all ANT-R predictors. See Tables 4 and 5 for the bivariate corre-
lations between the MFT slope and the network effects (in RT and
accuracy, respectively). For the initial models and the first models
to reach significance at the p < 0.05 level, unstandardized regres-
sion coefficients (B), standard error of B, standardized regression



Table 8
Initial model and first model to reach significance in backward regression analysis
predicting MFT accuracy from ANT-R attentional effects.

Predictor MFTE slope

B SE B b t r

Model with 12 predictors
Alerting 0.59 0.09 .18 0.65 .11
Validity �0.10 0.15 �.32 �0.68 �.05
Orienting 0.39 0.06 .13 0.61 �.12
Flanker Conflict �0.03 0.03 �.19 �0.79 �.17
Location Conflict �0.10 0.17 �.19 �0.57 .09
Alerting by Flanker �0.25 0.04 �.18 �0.63 .05
Orienting by Flanker �0.26 0.05 �.13 �0.52 �.19
Validity by Flanker 0.06 0.07 .35 0.77 .02
Flanker by Location 0.14 0.16 .28 0.87 .17
Alerting by Location 0.00 0.41 �.02 �0.08 �.22
Orienting by Location 0.08 0.06 .28 1.38 .37
Validity by Location 0.05 0.05 .18 0.98 .08

Model with 2 predictors
Validity �0.02 0.05 �.06 �0.41 �.05
Orienting by Location 0.11 0.04 .36 2.60* .37

Note: R2 for Model with 12 predictors = .23 (p > 0.05), R2 for Model with 2 predic-
tors = .14 (p < 0.05).
* p < 0.05.
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coefficients (b), t-statistics (t) and correlations (r) with the depen-
dent variable for the predictors are presented in Tables 7 and 8.

In terms of RT, the initial model explained 30% of the variability
in MFT scores. For the first model to reach significance at the p < 0.05
level, R was significantly different from zero, F(3,40) = 2.93, p < 0.05,
with R2 = 0.18, 95% CI = �0.01 to .37. The adjusted R2 value indicates
that 12% of the variability in MFTE slope can be explained by Alerting,
Alerting by Flanker and Orienting by Flanker. For the first model to
reach significance, tolerance (range: .797–.883, M = .827,
SD = .048) and variance inflation factor values (range: 1.133–
1.255, M = 1.212, SD = .069) were within normal limits.

For accuracy, the initial model explained 23% of the variability
in MFT scores. For the first model to reach significance at the
p < 0.05 level, R was significantly different from zero,
F(2,41) = 3.44, p < 0.05, with R2 = 0.14, 95% CI = �0.04 to .32. The
adjusted R2 value indicates that 10% of the variability in MFTE slope
can be explained by Validity and Orienting by Location. For the first
model to reach significance, tolerance and variance inflation factor
values were equal to 1 for each predictor.
4. Discussion

Our results support the idea that cognitive control (as imple-
mented for the MFT) is at least partially supported by various
attentional functions and their interactions. Of the attentional ef-
fects discussed above, our final regression model included alerting,
flanker conflict, and interactions of alerting, validity, and orienting
with location conflict. It is worth noting that all three interactions
were with the location effect. The location conflict effect of the
ANT-R, which is essentially a Simon effect (Simon & Berbaum,
1990), may be relevant to the complex way in which cognitive con-
trol is implemented in the MFT. The location effect represents a
taxing of executive control when the direction of the center arrow-
head is opposite the location of the actual stimuli (e.g., arrowhead
pointing left when stimuli are to the right side of the fixation
cross). The alerting and validity by location effects demonstrate
the importance of the alerting function as they facilitate the imple-
mentation of cognitive control during a Simon-like effect. Likewise,
the orienting function is similarly an effective predictor when it is
considered under different Simon-like effects. Given that the MFT
requires one to process stimuli in 8 possible stimuli locations, it
is not surprising that alerting and orienting play a role in MFT per-
formance. Somewhat interesting is that the regression suggests
that executive function related to a Simon-like conflict resolution,
when interacting with cue validity, alerting, and orienting, are also
relevant to predicting the way in which uncertainty is reduced dur-
ing executive control for the MFT.

We presented a theory that describes processes supporting cog-
nitive control, and suggests that the need for control is indicated
when an individual is faced with uncertainty in the form of in-
creased information processing demands (quantifiable in units of
bits). It follows from our theory that once engaged, control would
be withdrawn when uncertainty and its accompanying conflict are
resolved. However, this idea requires further empirical examina-
tion. When faced with uncertainty, the attentional functions, pos-
sibly in concert with other functions, interact to give rise to the
control necessary to constrain what information reaches conscious
awareness for processing. Further, attentional functions do not
operate independently of other systems, but rather interact with
perceptual and cognitive functions in the service of cognitive con-
trol. For example, attention my bias or enhance processing across
sensory modalities (Corbetta, Miezin, Dobmeyer, Shulman, et al.,
1990; Desimone & Duncan, 1995; Egner & Hirsch, 2005; Gazzaley,
Cooney, McEvoy, Knight, & D’Esposito, 2005; Moran & Desimone,
1985), and working memory (Awh, Vogel, & Oh, 2006; Gazzaley
& Nobre, 2012).
4.1. Attention and cognitive control

Our results suggest a role for the attentional functions in cogni-
tive control. In the present study, this was reflected by low effi-
ciency in attentional functions and their interactions predicting
decreased efficiency in cognitive control, under increasing levels
of uncertainty. We predicted that all three attentional functions
would be implicated in cognitive control as measured by the
MFT. Examination of zero-order correlations revealed that the
main three attention functions were not individually correlated
with performance efficiency on cognitive control in this study. This
may appear to suggest that there is no relationship between these
functions and cognitive control on the MFT task. However, consid-
ering the attentional functions in concert within the regression
model revealed their predictive value, as each attentional function
(alerting, orienting, and executive control) was represented to
some extent in the final model.

As previously mentioned, there has been debate over whether
cognitive control can be considered as comprising discrete control
components or an emergent property from other psychological
functions that usually serve more basic functions (Cooper, 2010;
Juvina, 2011). Our data may suggest that cognitive control is at
least partially emergent from the interactions of the attentional
functions as they are recruited to deal with uncertainty reduction
and conflict resolution in the service of efficient information pro-
cessing. This conclusion is especially evident in the regression
model wherein it is the linear combination of attentional functions
that is predictive of performance on the MFT.

One criticism of existing task-based models of cognitive control
is that while they report associations between control functions
and specific tasks, they do not detail how the functions allow for
performance on these tasks (Cooper, 2010). Our theory states that
cognitive control is recruited in order to reduce uncertainty associ-
ated with cognitive tasks, and that this is accomplished via the
recruitment of the attentional functions and the interactions be-
tween them. Our findings are consistent with neural and behav-
ioral findings on tasks that reflect interactions between the main
attentional functions (Badre, 2011; Callejas, Lupiàñez, Funes, &
Tudela, 2005; Walsh, Buonocore, Carter, & Mangun, 2011).
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4.2. The MFT as a measure of cognitive control

The MFT systematically manipulates uncertainty, resulting in a
much higher level of computational load than other tasks such as
the Stroop Color-Word and Flanker tasks. The implementation of
cognitive control is thus greatly required to reduce uncertainty in
order to make the correct response (Fan et al., 2008; Wang et al.,
2011). Unlike the Stroop Color-Word and flanker tasks, the nature
of the MFT is such that it does not solely require participants to
screen out distracting information or inhibit a prepotent response.
Instead, participants must also process the conflicting information
in order to choose the correct response, and they may do so several
times before arriving at a response (Fan et al., 2008). For example,
in the flanker task, a correct response is derived from a single pro-
cessing of the stimulus: the participant must ignore flanker direc-
tion and determine whether a single target arrow is pointing to the
left or to the right. Similarly, for the Stroop task, participants must
determine the color of the ink in which the word is printed, while
inhibiting the impulse to read or respond to the color word instead.
With practice, however, participants may learn how to screen out
the distracting information, and reduce the reaction time and accu-
racy costs associated with conflict on these tasks. This effect is
associated with participants’ expectation that conflict will occur.
In contrast, to reach a decision on the majority in the MFT, partic-
ipants may need to process all arrows to ultimately generate the
appropriate response and, unlike the Stroop or flanker task, the
amount of information can vary in a quantifiable fashion for the
MFT.

The MFT has properties of the flanker task (determining direc-
tionality in the presence of conflicting information), but requires
stronger cognitive control as indicated by the almost tenfold RT
cost on average for the hardest condition of the MFT versus the
flanker incongruent condition (conflict effect) of the ANT-R (Fan
et al., 2008, 2009). Greater computational load of the MFT can be
inferred from longer RT and decreased accuracy of responses
(Fan et al., 2008). We observed large variability in performance
on the MFT, indicating that as a task of cognitive control, it may al-
low for greater flexibility in examining this construct. The range of
task complexity and the accompanying intra- and inter-individual
variability in performance may allow for a broader understanding
of the increased recruitment of cognitive control in dealing with
increased complexity. This wide range of variability also makes
the MFT suitable to studying differences in cognitive control per-
formance between healthy individuals and patient populations.

4.3. Efficiency as an index of behavioral performance

The increased variability in RT and accuracy under the higher
uncertainty conditions of the MFT appear to indicate the involve-
ment of a speed-accuracy trade-off. When this occurs, RT and accu-
racy are working against each other. Therefore, combining RT and
accuracy into an efficiency score allows for the examination of
overall levels of performance across conditions (Townsend & Ash-
by, 1983). In studies of cognitive control, it is common to look at RT
and/or accuracy separately. However, as complexity increases, as
in the MFT, participants may opt to favor speed over accuracy, or
vice versa. This may result in effects being missed at the individual
level due to participants’ switching strategies under different con-
ditions. Combining accuracy and RT (both are ratio scores) there-
fore controls for the effects of favoring one strategy over the
other. It is for this reason that we focused primarily on regressing
MFT efficiency scores on ANT-R attentional effects. Results of the
separate regression analyses for RT and accuracy demonstrated
that alerting and orienting functions accounted for the majority
of the variance in these performance indices, likely reflecting the
speed-accuracy trade-off. Looking at performance in terms of
efficiency then, is more likely to reflect the psychological processes
involved in cognitive control, as the combination of speed and
accuracy likely reflects the adjustment of cognitive control under
the demands of the task.

4.4. Summary

We argue that there is a limit to the amount of information that
can reach focused awareness (Posner & Fan, 2008), and that cogni-
tive control is thus implemented, at least partly, via integrative
attentional functions in order to prioritize the important informa-
tion to be processed. We propose a theory of cognitive control that
is, at least in part, emergent from attentional functions. It is the
computational mechanisms of distinct attentional functions and
their interactions that influence information processing for access
to consciousness or to output. Considering the incredibly flexible
nature of cognitive control, varying combinations of interactions
of fundamental components, such as attentional functions, seems
a more plausible explanation than discrete control functions local-
ized to specific brain areas.

Acknowledgments

Research reported in this publication was supported by the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health of the National Institutes of
Health under Award Number R01 MH094305. The content is solely
the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent
the official views of the National Institutes of Health.

References

Alexander, W. H., & Brown, J. W. (2011). Medial prefrontal cortex as an action-
outcome predictor. Nature Neuroscience, 14(10), 1338–1344.

Aron, A. R. (2007). The neural basis of inhibition in cognitive control. Neuroscientist,
13(3), 214–228. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1073858407299288.

Awh, E., Vogel, E. K., & Oh, S. H. (2006). Interactions between attention and working
memory. Neuroscience, 139(1), 201–208. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.neuroscience.2005.08.023.

Bach, D. R., & Dolan, R. J. (2012). Knowing how much you don’t know: A neural
organization of uncertainty estimates. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 13(8),
572–586. DOI: 10.1038/nrn3289.

Badre, D. (2008). Cognitive control, hierarchy, and the rostro-caudal organization of
the frontal lobes. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 12(5), 193–200. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.tics.2008.02.004.

Badre, D. (2011). Defining an ontology of cognitive control requires attention to
component interactions. Topics in Cognitive Science, 3(2), 217–221. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01141.x.

Botvinick, M. M., Braver, T. S., Barch, D. M., Carter, C. S., & Cohen, J. D. (2001). Conflict
monitoring and cognitive control. Psychological Review, 108(3), 624–652. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037//0033-295x.108.3.624.

Broadbent, D. E. (1958). Perception and communication. New York: Pergamon.
Brown, J. W., & Braver, T. S. (2005). Learned predictions of error likelihood in the

anterior cingulate cortex. Science, 307(5712), 1118–1121.
Bush, G., Luu, P., & Posner, M. I. (2000). Cognitive and emotional influences in

anterior cingulate cortex. Trends in Cognitive Science, 4(6), 215–222.
Callejas, A., Lupiàñez, J., Funes, M., & Tudela, P. (2005). Modulations among the

alerting, orienting and executive control networks. Experimental Brain Research,
167(1), 27–37. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00221-005-2365-z.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Cooper, R. P. (2010). Cognitive control: Componential or emergent? Topics in
Cognitive Science, 2(4), 598–613. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-
8765.2010.01110.x.

Corbetta, M., Miezin, F. M., Dobmeyer, S., Shulman, G. L., et al. (1990). Attentional
modulation of neural processing of shape, color, and velocity in humans.
Science, 248(4962), 1556–1559. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.2360050.

Corbetta, M., & Shulman, G. L. (2002). Control of goal-directed and stimulus-driven
attention in the brain. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 3(3), 201–215. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn755.

Deese, J. (1955). Some problems in the theory of vigilance. Psychological Review,
62(5), 359–368.

Desimone, R., & Duncan, J. (1995). Neural mechanisms of selective visual-attention.
Annual Review of Neuroscience, 18, 193–222. http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/
annurev.neuro.18.1.193.

Deutsch, J. A., & Deutsch, D. (1963). Attention: Some theoretical considerations.
Psychological Review, 70, 80–90.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1073858407299288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2005.08.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2005.08.023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01141.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01141.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0033-295x.108.3.624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0033-295x.108.3.624
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00221-005-2365-z
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2010.01110.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2010.01110.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.2360050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn755
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.18.1.193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.18.1.193
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0090


312 M.-A. Mackie et al. / Brain and Cognition 82 (2013) 301–312
Dosenbach, N. U. F., Fair, D. A., Cohen, A. L., Schlaggar, B. L., & Petersen, S. E. (2008). A
dual-networks architecture of top-down control. Trends in Cognitive Sciences,
12(3), 99–105. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.01.001.

Egner, T., & Hirsch, J. (2005). Cognitive control mechanisms resolve conflict through
cortical amplification of task-relevant information. Nature Neuroscience, 8(12),
1784–1790. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nn1594.

Eriksen, B. A., & Eriksen, C. W. (1974). Effects of noise letters upon the identification
of a target letter in a nonsearch task. Perception and Psychophysics, 16(1),
143–149.

Fan, J., Gu, X., Guise, K. G., Liu, X., Fossella, J., Wang, H., et al. (2009). Testing the
behavioral interaction and integration of attentional networks. Brain and
Cognition, 70(2), 209–220. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2009.02.002.

Fan, J., Guise, K. G., Liu, X., & Wang, H. (2008). Searching for the majority: Algorithms
of voluntary control. PLoS ONE, 3(10). http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0003522.

Fan, J., McCandliss, B. D., Sommer, T., Raz, A., & Posner, M. I. (2002). Testing the
efficiency and independence of attentional networks. Journal of Cognitive
Neuroscience, 14(3), 340–347.

Folk, C. L., Remington, R. W., & Johnston, J. C. (1992). Involuntary covert orienting is
contingent on attentional control settings. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Human Perception and Performance, 18(4), 1030–1044.

Gazzaley, A., Cooney, J., McEvoy, K., Knight, R. T., & D’Esposito, M. (2005). Top-down
enhancement and suppression of the magnitude and speed of neural activity.
Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 17(3), 507–517. http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/
0898929053279522.

Gazzaley, A., & Nobre, A. C. (2012). Top-down modulation: Bridging selective
attention and working memory. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 16(2), 129–135.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2011.11.014.

Hirsh, J. B., Mar, R. A., & Peterson, J. B. (2012). Psychological entropy: A framework
for understanding uncertainty-related anxiety. Psychological Review. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026767.

Juvina, I. (2011). Cognitive control: Componential and yet emergent. Topics in
Cognitive Science, 3(2), 242–246. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-
8765.2011.01144.x.

Kouneiher, F., Charron, S., & Koechlin, E. (2009). Motivation and cognitive control in
the human prefrontal cortex. Nature Neuroscience, 12(7), 939–947.

Lenartowicz, A., Kalar, D. J., Congdon, E., & Poldrack, R. A. (2010). Towards an
ontology of cognitive control. Topics in Cognitive Science, 2(4), 678–692. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2010.01100.x.

Machizawa, M. G., & Driver, J. (2011). Principal component analysis of behavioural
individual differences suggests that particular aspects of visual working
memory may relate to specific aspects of attention. Neuropsychologia, 49(6),
1518–1526. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.11.032.

Miller, E. K. (2000). The prefrontal cortex and cognitive control. Nature Reviews
Neuroscience, 1(1), 59–65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35036228.

Miller, E. K., & Cohen, J. D. (2001). An integrative theory of prefrontal cortex
function. Annual Review of Neuroscience, 24, 167–202.

Miyake, A., Friedman, N. P., Emerson, M. J., Witzki, A. H., Howerter, A., & Wager, T. D.
(2000). The unity and diversity of executive functions and their contributions to
complex, ÄúFrontal Lobe, Äù Tasks: A latent variable analysis. Cognitive
Psychology, 41(1), 49–100. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1999.0734.

Moran, J., & Desimone, R. (1985). Selective attention gates visual processing in the
extrastriate cortex. Science, 229, 782–784.

Morton, J. B., Ezekiel, F., & Wilk, H. A. (2011). Cognitive control: Easy to identify but
hard to define. Topics in Cognitive Science, 3(2), 212–216. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01139.x.

Mushtaq, F., Bland, A. R., & Schaefer, A. (2011). Uncertainty and cognitive control.
Frontiers in Psychology, 2. http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00249 (Review).

Nomura, E. M., Gratton, C., Visser, R. M., Kayser, A., Perez, F., & D’Esposito, M. (2010).
Double dissociation of two cognitive control networks in patients with focal
brain lesions. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 107(26),
12017–12022. http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1002431107.
Norman, D. A., & Shallice, T. (1986). Attention to action: Willed and automatic
control of behavior. In R. J. Davidson, G. E. Schwartz, & D. Shapiro (Eds.).
Consciousness and self regulation: Advances in research and theory (Vol. 4,
pp. 1–18). New York: Plenum Press.

Pacheco-Unguetti, A. P., Acosta, A., Callejas, A., & Lupiáñez, J. (2010). Attention and
anxiety. Psychological Science, 21(2), 298–304. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0956797609359624.

Posner, M. I., & Fan, J. (2008). Attention as an organ system. In J. R. Pomerantz (Ed.),
Topics in integrative neuroscience: From cells to cognition (pp. 31–61). Cambridge
University Press.

Posner, M. I., & Snyder, C. R. R. (1975). Attention and cognitive control. In R. L. Solso
(Ed.), Information processing and cognition: The Loyola symposium. Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Power, J. D., Cohen, A. L., Nelson, S. M., Wig, G. S., Barnes, K. A., Church, J. A., et al. (2011).
Functional network organization of the human brain. Neuron, 72(4), 665–678.

Price, C. J., & Friston, K. J. (2005). Functional ontologies for cognition: The systematic
definition of structure and function. Cognitive Neuropsychology, 22(3/4),
262–275. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02643290442000095.

Sabb, F. W., Bearden, C. E., Glahn, D. C., Parker, D. S., Freimer, N., & Bilder, R. M.
(2008). A collaborative knowledge base for cognitive phenomics. Molecular
Psychiatry, 13(4), 350–360. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.mp.4002124.

Shannon, C. E. (1948). A mathematical theory of communication. Bell System
Technical Journal, 27(3), 379–423.

Shackman, A. J., Salomons, T. V., Slagter, H. A., Fox, A. S., Winter, J. J., & Davidson, R. J.
(2011). The integration of negative affect, pain and cognitive control in the
cingulate cortex. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 12(3), 154–167. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1038/nrn2994.

Shiffrin, R. M., & Schneider, W. (1977). Controlled and automatic human
information processing: II. Perceptual learning, automatic attending and a
general theory. Psychological Review, 84(2), 127–190. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0033-295x.84.2.127.

Simon, J. R., & Berbaum, K. (1990). Effect of conflicting cues on information
processing: The ‘Stroop effect’ vs. the ‘Simon effect’. Acta Psychologica (Amst),
73(2), 159–170.

Solomon, M., Ozonoff, S. J., Ursu, S., Ravizza, S., Cummings, N., Ly, S., et al. (2009).
The neural substrates of cognitive control deficits in autism spectrum disorders.
Neuropsychologia, 47(12), 2515–2526. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.neuropsychologia.2009.04.019.

Stout, D. (2010). The evolution of cognitive control. Topics in Cognitive Science, 2(4),
614–630. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2009.01078.x.

Stroop, J. R. (1935). Studies of interference in serial verbal reactions. Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 18, 643–662.

Theeuwes, J., & Burger, R. (1998). Attentional control during visual search: The
effect of irrelevant singletons. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human
Perception and Performance, 24(5), 1342–1353.

Townsend, J. T., & Ashby, F. G. (1983). The stochastic modeling of elementary
psychological processes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Treisman, A. M. (1960). Contextual cues in selective listening. Quarterly Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 12(4), 242–248.

Treisman, A. M. (1964). The effect of irrelevant material on the efficiency of
selective listening. American Journal of Psychology, 77, 533–546.

Treisman, A. M., & Gelade, G. (1980). A feature-integration theory of attention.
Cognitive Psychology, 12(1), 97–136.

Walsh, B. J., Buonocore, M. H., Carter, C. S., & Mangun, G. R. (2011). Integrating
conflict detection and attention control mechanisms. Journal of Cognitive
Neuroscience, 23(9), 2211–2221.

Wang, H., Liu, X., & Fan, J. (2011). Cognitive control in majority search: a
computational modeling approach. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 5(16).
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2011.00016.

Yeung, N., Cohen, J. D., & Botvinick, M. M. (2011). Errors of interpretation and
modeling: A reply to Grinband et al. NeuroImage, 57(2), 316–319. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.04.029.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nn1594
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2009.02.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0003522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0003522
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/0898929053279522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/0898929053279522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2011.11.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01144.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01144.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0150
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2010.01100.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2010.01100.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.11.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35036228
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1999.0734
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0180
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01139.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01139.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1002431107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797609359624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797609359624
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02643290442000095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.mp.4002124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn2994
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn2994
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.84.2.127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.84.2.127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2009.04.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2009.04.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2009.01078.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0278-2626(13)00067-5/h0290
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2011.00016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.04.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.04.029

	Cognitive control and attentional functions
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Defining cognitive control
	1.2 Cognitive control: componential, emergent, or both?
	1.3 Cognitive control for uncertainty reduction
	1.4 An attentional function theory of cognitive control

	2 Methods
	2.1 Participants
	2.2 Tasks
	2.2.1 The majority function task
	2.2.2 The revised attention network test

	2.3 Data analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Cognitive control as measured by the MFT
	3.2 Attentional functions as measured by the ANT-R
	3.3 Cognitive control performance as a function of attentional functions

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Attention and cognitive control
	4.2 The MFT as a measure of cognitive control
	4.3 Efficiency as an index of behavioral performance
	4.4 Summary

	Acknowledgments
	References


