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Appendix A 
Main Effects for the Reaction Time in the Two Experiments

Experiment 1: Concerning main effects, S1 presentation time showed a significant effect (χ2(3, N = 20) = 121.65, p < .001, R2m = .01, R2c = .30). As shown by contrasts, participants were significantly slower for the 28 than the 100 (t(9172) = -5.92, p < .001), 250 (t(9172) = -9.36, p < .001) and 500 (t(9172) = ‑9.78, p < .001) ms presentation. Moreover, they were significantly slower for the 100 than the 250 (t(9172) = -3.46, p < .001) and 500 (t(9172) = -3.90, p < .001) ms presentation. No significant difference was observed between the 250 and 500ms presentation (t(9172) = -0.45, p = .65). Emotion repetition showed a significant main effect as well (χ2(3, N = 20) = 13.91, p < .001, R2m < .01, R2c = .29). Participants were significantly faster for the sameemo than the diffemoneut (t(9172) = 3.64, p < .001) and diffneutemo (t(9172) = 2.26, p < .05) conditions, but not than the sameneut condition (t(9172) = 1.44, p = .15). Furthermore, they were significantly faster for the sameneut than the diffemoneut condition (t(9172) = 2.19, p < .05), but not than the diffneutemo condition (t(9172) = 0.82, p = .42). No significant difference was observed between the diffneutemo and diffemoneut conditions (t(9172) = 1.38, p = .17).
Neither the main effect of motor response (χ2(1, N = 20) = 0.83, p = .36, R2m < .001, R2c = .03) nor color (χ2(1, N = 20) = 3.14, p = .08, R2m < .001, R2c = .29) repetition were significant. Note, however, that the latter result can be considered as marginal.
Experiment 2: S1 presentation time showed a significant main effect (χ2(3, N = 20) = 150.62, p < .001, R2m = .10, R2c = .42). Participants were significantly slower for the 14 than the 28 (t(9301) = -5.96, p < .001), 100 (t(9301) = -10.55, p < .001) and 250 (t(9301) = -10.66, p < .001) ms presentation time. Moreover, they were slower for the 28 than the 100 (t(9301) = ‑4.59, p < .001) and 250 (t(9301) = -4.72, p < .001) ms presentation time. No significant difference was observed between the 100 and 250ms presentation (t(9301) = -0.15, p = .88).
Emotion repetition also showed a significant main effect (χ2(3, N = 20) = 99.08, p < .001, R2m = .10, R2c = .41). Participants were significantly faster for the sameemo than the sameneut (t(9301) = 8.19, p < .001), diffemoneut (t(9301) = 8.83, p < .001) and diffneutemo (t(9301) = 4.39, p < .001) conditions. Moreover, they were significantly faster for the diffneutemo than the sameneut (t(9301) = 3.79, p < .001) and diffemoneut (t(9301) = 4.45, p < .001) conditions. No significant difference was observed between the sameneut and diffemoneut conditions (t(9301) = 0.66, p = .51).
Finally, motor response repetition showed a significant main effect as well (χ2(1, N = 20) = 7.23, p < .01, R2m = .09, R2c = .41). Participants were faster for a motor response repetition than alternation. Color repetition’s main effect was not significant (χ2(1, N = 20) = 0.02, p = .90).
Appendix B
Accuracy Analysis in Experiment 1

Main effects
The only significant main effect that we obtained in the accuracy analysis was the one of S1 presentation time (χ2(3, N = 20) = 12.53, p < .01, R2m = .01, R2c = .18). Participants were less accurate for the 28 than the 100 (z=2.82, p < .01) and 250 (z=3.21, p < .01) ms presentation. The difference with the 500ms presentation was marginal (z=1.78, p = .08). No significant difference was observed between the 100 and 250 (z=0.14, p = .69), the 100 and 500 (z=-1.06, p = .29), nor the 250 and 500 (z=-1.46, p = .14) ms presentation.
Neither the main effect of motor response repetition (χ2(1, N = 20) = 0.24, p = .63, R2m < .001, R2c = .17), emotion repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 4.15, p = .25, R2m < .01, R2c = .17), nor color repetition (χ2(1, N = 20) = 0.08, p = .77, R2m < .001, R2c = .17), were significant. 
Object file hypothesis
Concerning the binding between perceptual features, no effect of interest was significant. Indeed, emotion repetition did not significantly interact with color repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 2.59, p = .46, R2m < .01, R2c = .17), and both factors did not take part in a significant three-way interaction with S1 presentation time (χ2(9, N = 20) = 3.46, p = .94, R2m = .03, R2c = .20). The only significant effect was the interaction of color repetition with S1 presentation time (χ2(3, N = 20) = 10.40, p < .05, R2m = .01, R2c = .18). Emotion repetition did not significantly interact with the latter (χ2(9, N = 20) = 12.90, p = .17, R2m = .02, R2c = .19).
 	Event file hypothesis
	Concerning the binding between perceptual features and the motor response, emotion repetition significantly interacted with motor response repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 40.91, p < .001, R2m = .03, R2c = .19;  see Figure B1). As shown by simple effects, participants were significantly more accurate for a motor response repetition than alternation in the sameemo (z=-3.14, p < .01) and sameneut (z=-3.80, p < .001) conditions. Moreover, participants made less mistakes for a motor response alternation than repetition in the diffemoneut (z=3.19, p < .01) and diffneutemo (z=2.38, p < .05) conditions.
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Figure B1. Experiment 1. Interaction between emotion and motor response repetition.

	Another significant effect was the interaction between emotion repetition, motor response repetition and S1 presentation time (χ2(9, N = 20) = 18.95, p < .05, R2m = .09, R2c = .25; see Figure B2). As for the reaction time analysis, p-values were adapted using the FDR correction. Simple effects then showed that participants were significantly more accurate for a motor response repetition than alternation in the sameemo and sameneut conditions of the 250 (sameemo: z=-2.83, p < .05; sameneut: z=-2.94, p < .05) and 500 (sameemo: z=-3.29, p < .05; sameneut: z=-3.06, p < .05) ms presentation time. The same result was tendentiously observed in the sameneut condition of the 100ms presentation time (z=-2.45, p = .08), but not in the sameemo condition (z=0.17, p = .96). Neither of these effects were significant for the 28ms presentation time (sameemo: z=0.13, p = .96; sameneut: z=0.77, p = .78). Moreover, participants were not significantly more accurate for a motor response alternation than repetition in the diffemoneut and diffneutemo conditions of the 28 (diffemoneut: z=1.82, p = .24; diffneutemo: z=1.32, p = .50), 100 (diffemoneut: z=1.22, p = .15; diffneutemo: z=1.22, p = .51), 250 (diffemoneut: z=-1.39, p = .46; diffneutemo: z=0.97, p = .66) and 500 (diffemoneut: z=1.22, p = .51; diffneutemo: z=1.19, p = .51) ms presentation time. 
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Figure B2. Experiment 1. Interaction between emotion repetition, motor response repetition and S1 presentation levels.

We compared then the emotion-action integration between presentation levels, except the 28 and 100ms conditions, which did not show a significant binding above. The distance between a motor response repetition and alternation was not significantly different in the diffemoneut and diffneutemo conditions between the 500 and 250ms presentation time (diffemoneut: z=0.31, p = .96; diffneutemo: z=-0.09, p = .97). Moreover, concerning the sameemo and sameneut conditions, no significant difference was observed between presentation levels (sameemo: z=-0.17, p = .70; sameneut: z=-0.17, p = .42).
Neither interactions between color and motor response repetition (χ2(1, N = 20) = 0.05, p = .83, R2m < .001, R2c = .17), S1 presentation time, color and motor response repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 0.19, p = .98, R2m = .02, R2c = .19), nor emotion, color and motor response repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 2.39, p = .50, R2m = .03, R2c = .20), were significant. However, the interaction between S1 presentation time and the motor response repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 10.51, p < .05, R2m = .01, R2c = .18), as well as the four-way interaction between S1 presentation time, emotion, color and motor response repetition (χ2(9, N = 20) = 17.95, p < .05, R2m = .69, R2c = .75), were both significant.


Appendix C
Accuracy Analysis in Experiment 2

Main effects
One significant main effect was obtained: an effect of motor response repetition (χ2(1, N = 20) = 9.48, p < .01, R2m < .01, R2c = .17). Participants were significantly more accurate for a motor response alternation than repetition. 
Neither the main effect of color repetition (χ2(1, N = 20) = 0.13, p = .72, R2m < .001, R2c = .16), emotion repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 1.86, p = .60, R2m < .01, R2c = .16), nor S1 presentation time (χ2(3, N = 20) = 7.11, p = .07, R2m < .01, R2c = .17), were significant. Note, however, that the latter result can be considered as marginal.
Object file hypothesis
Concerning the binding between perceptual features, no effect of interest was significant. Emotion repetition did not significantly interact with color repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 6.66, p = .08, R2m < .01, R2c = .17; see Figure C1), and both factors did not take part in a significant three-way interaction with S1 presentation time (χ2(9, N = 20) = 12.11, p = .21, R2m = .03, R2c = .19). Note, however, that the former result can be considered as marginal. 

[image: E:\Travail Maroc\graphiques anaelle\étude 2\colorXemotion_ACC.tif]
Figure C1. Experiment 2. Interaction between emotion and color repetition.

Note that interactions between emotion repetition and S1 presentation time (χ2(9, N = 20) = 12.37, p = .19, R2m = .01, R2c = .17), as well as color repetition and S1 presentation time (χ2(3, N = 20) = 1.65, p = .65, R2m = .01, R2c = .17), were not significant.
Event file hypothesis
Concerning the binding between perceptual features and the motor response, emotion repetition significantly interacted with motor response repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 10.99, p < .05, R2m = .01, R2c = .17; see Figure C2). Participants were significantly more accurate for a motor response alternation than repetition in the diffemoneut (z=-3.16, p < .01) and diffneutemo (z=-3.13, p < .01) conditions. However, no significant difference was observed between a motor response repetition and alternation in the sameemo (z=-0.06, p = .95) and sameneut (z=0.40, p = .69) conditions.
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Figure C2. Experiment 2. Interaction between emotion and motor response repetition.

	Emotion repetition also interacted with motor response repetition and S1 presentation time for the event file hypothesis (χ2(9, N = 20) = 58.98, p < .001, R2m = .07, R2c = .22; see Figure C3). If we take a look at the emotion-action integration for each presentation time, using simple effects and correcting p-values for multiple comparisons, participants were more accurate for a motor response alternation than repetition in the diffemoneut (z=3.76, p < .01) and diffneutemo (z=3.28, p < .05) conditions of the 250ms presentation. Moreover, participants were significantly more accurate, in the latter presentation time, for a motor response repetition than alternation in the sameneut condition (z=-2.79, p < .05). This result was not significant in the sameemo condition (z=-1.71, p = .21). Concerning the 100ms presentation time, participants made marginally less mistake for a motor response alternation than repetition in the diffneutemo condition (z=2.29, p = .08), but not in the diffemoneut condition (z=1.77, p = .21). Furthermore, they were not significantly more accurate for a motor response repetition than alternation in the “samemo” (z=-2.29, p < .08) and sameneut (z=‑0.70, p = .73) conditions. Note, however, that the former result can be considered as marginal. For the 28ms presentation time, participants were not significantly more accurate for a motor response alternation than repetition in the sameemo (z=1.73, p = .21) and “sameneut (z=2.56, p = .08) conditions, although tendentiously in the latter case. No significant difference was observed between a motor response repetition and alternation in the diffemoneut (z=-0.39, p = .80) and diffneutemo (z=0.95, p = .56) conditions. Finally, concerning the 14ms presentation time, participants, reversed to what predicted, made significantly less mistake for a motor response alternation than repetition in the sameemo condition (z=2.82, p = .05). This result was not significant in the sameneut condition (z=0.94, p = .56). Moreover, no significant difference between a motor response repetition and alternation was observed in the diffemoneut (z=0.41, p = .80) and diffneutemo (z=-1.26, p = .38) conditions. 
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Figure C3. Experiment 2. Interaction between emotion repetition, motor response repetition and S1 presentation levels.

As the only significant results in accordance with our hypotheses were found in the 250ms presentation, we did not compare the emotion-action integration between the presentation levels in the accuracy analysis. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Neither, interactions between color and motor response repetition (χ2(1, N = 20) = 0.28, p = .60, R2m = .01, R2c = .17), S1 presentation time and motor response repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 2.14, p = .54, R2m = .01, R2c = .17), S1 presentation time, color and motor response repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 0.22, p = .97, R2m = .01, R2c = .17), emotion, color and motor response repetition (χ2(3, N = 20) = 1.82, p = .61, R2m = .02, R2c = .18), nor the four-way interaction between S1 presentation time, emotion, color and motor response repetition (χ2(9, N = 20) = 0.38, p = .95, R2m = .12, R2c = .26), were significant.
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