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Abstract 
Reappraisal has attracted attention as one of the effective emotion regulation 
strategies. In recent years, it has been suggested that reappraisal has some 
subtypes. However, the effects of the subtypes on affect have not yet been in-
vestigated in detail. In the current study, we focused on “positive reappraisal” 
and “putting into perspective” as reappraisal subtypes. The purpose of this 
study was to experimentally investigate the effects of the two subtypes on af-
fect. Participants were 107 undergraduate and graduate students (57 males 
and 50 females) from a Japanese university. They were randomly assigned to 
one of two conditions (positive reappraisal or putting into perspective). They 
completed a questionnaire to evaluate three types of affect at baseline, after a 
stress induction task, and after a reappraisal task. A t-test was conducted of 
the change score of each type of affect during the reappraisal task. The posi-
tive reappraisal group showed more of an increase in active positive affect and 
more of a decrease in depression and anxiety compared with the putting into 
perspective group. The result for non-active positive affect was not significant. 
In conclusion, positive reappraisal was a more effective strategy for emotion 
regulation than putting into perspective. The findings also indicate that 
putting into perspective was as effective for increasing non-active positive af-
fect as positive reappraisal. 
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1. Introduction 

Emotion regulation plays a very important role in maintaining and improving 
mental health. When we experience an unpleasant event and feel negative emo-
tion, thinking about the event might be important for problem solving and emo-
tion regulation. However, merely thinking about the negative event or emotion 
repeatedly is likely to lead to the inhibition of emotion recovery and problem 
solving (Nolen-Hoeksema, Wisco, & Lyubomirsky, 2008). In recent years, reap-
praisal has attracted attention as one of the effective emotion regulation strate-
gies. Reappraisal involves cognitively transforming the situation in order to alter 
its emotional impact (Gross, 1998a). The effects of reappraisal have been com-
pared with suppression, which involves inhibiting emotion-expressive behavior, 
and many studies have suggested that reappraisal is a more adaptive strategy 
than suppression (e.g., Gross, 1998b; Hofmann, Heering, Sawyer, & Asnaani, 
2009).  

Recently, it has been suggested that reappraisal has some subtypes, such as 
focusing on the positive sides of the event or seeing the event from a compara-
tive perspective, which are ways of reevaluating a negative situation. McRae, 
Ciesielski, & Gross (2012) have identified eight categories of reappraisal subtypes 
focusing on goals and tactics (e.g., reducing negative emotions or enhancing 
positive emotions). The results of a meta-analysis of reappraisal experiments 
(Webb, Miles, & Sheeran, 2012) indicate that reappraisal has three types that are 
based on the target of the reappraisal, and all three strategies are effective, al-
though a mixture of the three strategies is the most effective. In addition to the 
above research studies, the Cognitive Emotion Regulation Questionnaire 
(CERQ) (Garnefski, Kraaij, & Spinhoven, 2001) is a very useful scale for assess-
ing various cognitive strategies, including the subtypes of reappraisal 
(Sakakibara, 2014). Although the classification of the subtypes in previous re-
search was not always equivalent, it has been demonstrated that reappraisal has 
some subtypes and that the effects of reappraisal on affect differ according to the 
subtypes. Recent studies have started to focus on the effects of the subtypes on 
affect. However, the effects of the subtypes of the strategies on affect have not 
been investigated in detail. Investigating the effects of the subtypes is very im-
portant from the point of view of using a strategy in a more adaptive way. 

The CERQ assesses the following nine cognitive strategies: self-blame, blam-
ing others, acceptance, refocus on planning, positive refocusing, rumination or 
focus on thought, positive reappraisal, putting into perspective, and catastro-
phizing. In this study, we focused on positive reappraisal and putting into pers-
pective from the CERQ as the reappraisal subtypes, because the two strategies 
might especially relate to changing the appraisal of the situation. The former re-
fers to thoughts that attach a positive meaning to the event in terms of personal 
growth, while the latter refers to thoughts that play down the seriousness of the 
event or emphasize its relativity when compared to other events (Garnefski et al., 
2001). The two strategies have similarities in that both change one’s view of 
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events and they are theoretically included in the group of more adaptive strate-
gies (Garnefski et al., 2001). However, while positive reappraisal refers to an ac-
tive perspective from a positive side (e.g., “I could grow through experiencing 
this event”), putting into perspective refers to a lower comparative perspective 
(e.g., “It was not the worst result that could have happened”). Therefore, these 
two strategies are contrasting in terms of their difference in perspective.  

Previous research studies have suggested that positive reappraisal is an effec-
tive strategy to reduce negative emotion. Garnefski & Kraaij (2007) showed that 
only positive reappraisal had prospective relationships with depressive and an-
xiety symptoms, and that putting into perspective had no relationship with ei-
ther symptom. Moreover, in other research, putting into perspective has been 
shown to be related to higher levels of depressive symptoms (Schroevers, Kraaij, 
& Garnefski, 2007). On the other hand, there are studies that show that both 
strategies have a negative relationship with negative symptoms (e.g., Jermann, 
Van der Linden, d’Acremont, & Zermatten, 2006). It is also suggested that posi-
tive reappraisal is effective for enhancing positive emotion. In an experiment 
that examined the effect of cognitive strategies on positive and negative affect 
after a stress induction task, a positive reappraisal group showed a significant 
increase in their positive affect and a decrease in their negative affect compared 
with other cognitive strategy groups (i.e., rumination, acceptance, and distanc-
ing) (Rood, Roelofs, Bögels, & Arntz, 2012).  

Although the effects of positive reappraisal and putting into perspective on 
affect have not always been consistent, many studies have suggested that positive 
reappraisal is an effective strategy for reducing negative emotion and enhancing 
positive emotion. Sakakibara & Kitahara (2016) investigated the relationships 
between the CERQ and depression and anxiety through a meta-analysis, and 
they found that positive reappraisal and putting into perspective had signifi-
cantly negative correlations with both variables, and that the correlations be-
tween putting into perspective with both variables were weak relatively. There-
fore, from a comprehensive viewpoint, we anticipated that the change in affect 
would be greater when using positive reappraisal than when using putting into 
perspective. However, no study has compared the two strategies experimentally 
because most of the research studies have examined the effects of the two strate-
gies through self-report using the CERQ. Thus, in this research, we experimen-
tally investigated the effects of the two strategies on negative and positive affect. 
We assessed depression and anxiety as negative affect, and we assessed different 
types of affect as positive affect, which included active and non-active positive 
affect (i.e., energetic and calm respectively), in order to investigate the different 
effects of the two strategies in detail. We hypothesized that an increase in posi-
tive affect and decrease in depression and anxiety would be greater in a positive 
reappraisal group than in a putting into perspective group. Because most pre-
vious studies have not investigated the effects of the strategies on non-active 
positive affect, we could not hypothesize about each type of positive affect sepa-
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rately. In order to investigate the hypotheses, we conducted an experiment to 
compare the two strategies in terms of the change in each type of affect before 
and after completing a reappraisal task. 

2. Methods 
2.1. Participants 

The participants were 107 undergraduate and graduate students (57 males and 
50 females) from a Japanese university. The mean age was 22.05 years (SD = 
1.77). Participants were recruited widely through announcements in university 
classes or announcements through student email lists. We asked those who of-
fered to cooperate to participate in this study. 

2.2. Affect Assessment 

Both groups completed a short version of the Multiple Mood Scale (Terasaki, 
Kishimoto, & Koga, 1992) to measure the following three types of affect: active 
positive affect, non-active positive affect, and depression and anxiety. This scale 
measures the multifaceted subjective emotional state. Each type of affect was as-
sessed by five items that were rated on a four-point Likert-type scale (i.e., 1 = not 
at all to 4 = feel clearly). Active positive affect was assessed by such items as 
“energetic”, while non-active positive affect was assessed by such items as 
“calm”. Depression and anxiety were assessed by such items as “worried”. De-
pression and anxiety were not measured as a symptom but as a negative emo-
tional state. 

2.3. The Stress Induction Task 

Participants were instructed to recall a current or recent stressful experience for 
the stress induction task (cf. Rood et al., 2012). They imagined the event as a 
movie, and remembered the feelings and sensations related to the event until 
they could see the event vividly and they felt like they were experiencing the 
event again. Then, they stopped imagining the most stressful moment of the 
event. The participants continued the task for 3 minutes.  

2.4. The Reappraisal Task 

The instruction for the two reappraisal subtypes was based on items from the 
Japanese version of the CERQ (Sakakibara, 2015) and the instruction of Rood et 
al. (2012). Participants were instructed to think about their experience again as 
instructed.  

The positive reappraisal group was instructed to think about the positive sides 
of the event and to examine the learning from the event and how the event 
enabled them to grow. The putting into perspective group was instructed to 
think that the event could have become much worse, and that other people go 
though much worse experiences. Each group continued the task for 5 minutes. 

In order to confirm that the participants were engaged in the assigned task, 
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three items corresponding to each strategy were used (cf. Rood et al., 2012; Sa-
kakibara, 2015). An example of an item corresponding to positive reappraisal is 
“I thought about the positive things that I could get out of the event/situation.” 
An example item corresponding to putting into perspective is “I thought that it 
could have been much worse.” After finishing the reappraisal task, the partici-
pants rated these six items on a six-point Likert-type scale (i.e., 1 = not at all to 6 
= very applicable). 

2.5. Procedure 

The experimenter explained the outline of the study to the participants, and 
asked who was willing to participate. After obtaining informed consent, the ex-
periment was conducted individually in university classrooms. The experiment 
took approximately 20 minutes to complete. The participants were randomly as-
signed to one of two conditions: the positive reappraisal group (n = 54) and the 
putting into perspective group (n = 53).  

Both groups completed a questionnaire to measure the baseline affect (Time 
1). Then, they were instructed to recall a recent negative event and their affect 
while experiencing that event, and affect was assessed (Time 2). Next, they parti-
cipated in a different reappraisal task for each condition. After the reappraisal 
task, they rated items that assessed the manipulation check and affect (Time 3). 
Finally, a distraction task was introduced to recover the participants’ negative 
affect to the same level as at the baseline for ethical reasons. The task was a logic 
puzzle in which dots were connected in turn to complete a picture. After finish-
ing the distraction task, depression and anxiety were measured. This study was 
carried out with the approval of the ethics committee of the affiliated university. 

2.6. Statistical Analyses 

The planned analyses included a reliability analysis and the calculation of the 
basic statistics for each scale. We conducted a 2 (time: the baseline and after the 
stress induction task) × 2 (group: the positive reappraisal group and the putting 
into perspective group) mixed-model two-way analysis of variance for the ma-
nipulation check of the stress induction task. T-tests were conducted for a ma-
nipulation check of the reappraisal task and for the change in each type of affect 
before and after the reappraisal task. Finally, the recovery of negative affect was 
investigated with a 2 (time: the baseline and after the distraction task) × 2 
(group: the positive reappraisal group and the putting into perspective group) 
mixed-model two-way analysis of variance. All analyses were conducted with 
SPSS version 21.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA). 

3. Results 
3.1. Manipulation Check 

We investigated the effects of the stress induction task on each type of affect with 
a mixed-model two-way analysis of variance. For active positive affect, the inte-
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raction and the main effect of group were not significant (F(1, 105) = 0.84, F(1, 
105) = 0.12). The main effect of time was significant (F(1, 105) = 116.92, p < 
0.001). For non-active positive affect, the interaction and the main effect of 
group were not significant (F(1, 105) = 0.30, F(1, 105) = 0.15). The main effect of 
time was significant (F(1, 105) = 101.75, p < 0.001). For depression and anxiety, 
the interaction and the main effect of group were not significant (F(1, 105) = 
0.37, F(1, 105) = 1.20). The main effect of time was significant (F(1, 105) = 66.72, 
p < 0.001). The participants showed a decrease in the two types of positive affect 
and an increase in depression and anxiety through the stress induction task.  

We conducted a t-test to confirm that the participants were engaged in the as-
signed task. The reliability of the two scales corresponding to each condition was 
high for positive reappraisal (α = 0.82). Although the putting into perspective 
scale showed a slightly low score (α = 0.63) compared with the other scale, we 
used these two scales because the score was not problematic.  

The mean score of the positive reappraisal was 13.28 (SD = 2.84) for the posi-
tive reappraisal group and 8.45 (SD = 3.73) for the putting into perspective 
group (t(97.17) = 7.51, p < 0.001). The mean score of putting into perspective 
was 6.80 (SD = 2.45) for the positive reappraisal group and 12.13 (SD = 2.72) for 
the putting into perspective group (t(105) = 10.67, p < 0.001). These results show 
that the participants were engaged in each task.  

3.2. The Change in Affect between before and after the 
Reappraisal Task 

The Cronbach’s α reliability of the affect scales was high for each type of affect 
(active positive affect: α = 0.85, non-active positive affect: α = 0.87, depression 
and anxiety: α = 0.89). The mean score of each type of affect at each time is 
shown in Table 1 and Figures 1-3.  

In order to investigate the affect change through the reappraisal task, the 
change score (Time 3 - Time 2) was calculated for each type of affect and a t-test 
was conducted (Figures 4-6). The result of the t-test for active positive affect 
was significant (t(105) = 2.60, p < 0.05), and the positive reappraisal group 
showed more of an increase compared with the putting into perspective group.  

 
Table 1. Means and standard deviations of the mean scores for each type of affect. 

Variable 
Positive reappraisal Putting into perspective 

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

Active positive affect 11.15 8.13 9.48 11.09 8.55 8.85 

 (2.72) (2.32) (2.42) (3.38) (3.71) (3.75) 

Non-active positive affect 12.83 9.74 11.83 12.47 9.70 11.13 

 (3.59) (2.40) (3.51) (3.06) (3.10) (3.83) 

Depression and anxiety 11.31 14.06 11.50 10.81 13.17 11.98 

 (3.44) (2.99) (3.06) (4.14) (3.94) (3.94) 

Note: The upper row shows the means and the lower row shows the standard deviations. 
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Figure 1. Results of active positive affect. 

 

 
Figure 2. Results of non-active positive affect. 

 

 
Figure 3. Results of depression and anxiety. 

 
Note: Figures 1-3 show the mean scores for each type of affect at each time 
point. Time 1 = baseline; Time 2 = after the stress induction task; Time 3 = 
after the reappraisal task. 

 

 
Figure 4. Change in active positive affect. 
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Figure 5. Change in non-active positive affect. 

 

 
Figure 6. Change in depression and anxiety. 

Note: Error bars represent standard errors. Figures 4-6 show the change 
score for each type of affect in the positive reappraisal and putting into 
perspective groups. 

 
The result of the t-test for non-active positive affect was not significant (t(105) = 
1.25). The t-test result for depression and anxiety was significant (t(105) = 2.87, 
p < 0.01), and the positive reappraisal group showed more of a decrease com-
pared with the putting into perspective group. 

Finally, the negative affect recovery after the distraction was investigated. A 2 
(time) × 2 (group) mixed-model two-way analysis of variance was conducted. 
The mean score of depression and anxiety at the baseline was 11.31 (SD = 3.44) 
in the positive reappraisal group and 10.81 (SD = 4.14) in the putting into pers-
pective group. The mean score of depression and anxiety after the distraction 
task was 9.94 (3.28) in the positive reappraisal group and 9.96 (4.02) in the 
putting into perspective group. The interaction and main effect of group were 
not significant (F(1, 105) = 1.14, F(1, 105) = 0.13). The main effect of time was 
significant (F(1, 105) = 20.61, p < 0.001). Both groups showed a significant de-
crease in depression and anxiety compared to the baseline level.  

4. Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of two reappraisal sub-
types on positive and negative affect. The results of a t-test for the change in af-
fect suggested that positive reappraisal was more effective for enhancing active 
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positive affect, and reducing depression and anxiety, than the strategy of putting 
into perspective. Our hypotheses were supported by the results for active posi-
tive affect and depression and anxiety. Positive reappraisal is an active type of 
strategy in terms of the perspective taken, and it focuses on the positive sides of a 
negative situation, which might be useful for finding the benefits and learning 
from an event, even though people may not notice these by just thinking about 
the event.  

While we did not have detailed hypotheses about positive affect, the findings 
also suggest that putting into perspective was as effective for increasing 
non-active positive affect as positive reappraisal. In previous studies, it was 
demonstrated that putting into perspective is not necessarily an effective for 
strategy for emotion regulation. Although putting into perspective is related to 
positive thoughts, it was proposed that playing down the seriousness of the event 
is also a less adaptive factor (Schroevers et al., 2007). However, there was no sig-
nificant difference in non-active positive affect, with both groups exhibiting im-
proved non-active positive affect after the reappraisal task. For a gentle relaxed 
feeling, putting into perspective is also considered to be effective. Positive cogni-
tion types are suggested to include a comparison with a worse event or other 
people (Hashimoto, 2010). Comparing the negative experience with other unde-
sirable results that the event could have produced is one of the methods that in-
volves thinking alternative thoughts, which might be useful for finding the good 
fortune in the situation. The findings of this study are meaningful in that this 
study assessed not only active positive affect but also non-active positive affect.  

There are several limitations of this study that future studies will need to ad-
dress. First, research that includes the other subtypes and considers the context 
of emotion regulation is necessary. Recent research has also focused on the 
comparison of other reappraisal subtypes, such as acceptance and distancing 
(e.g., Kross, Duckworth, Ayduk, Tsukayama, & Mischel, 2011; Rood et al., 2012). 
Considering the context of the negative event might also be important for inves-
tigating the effects of the subtypes on affect, because the efficacy of a strategy 
may be different depending on the context (Garnefski & Kraaij, 2007). Moreo-
ver, it is suggested that positive reappraisal might not be effective for strong 
negative emotion (Sakakibara, 2015). It is necessary to clarify in what context 
each strategy is more effective. Therefore, it will be required to assess one’s eval-
uation of cognitive appraisal.  

Second, although we investigated the short-term effect in this study, it is also 
necessary to consider the longer term effect of the strategy. Sakakibara & Kita-
hara (2016) proposed that there was little long-term effect of putting into pers-
pective, although it could reduce negative emotion in the short term. Because the 
strategy involves the acceptance that the situation is “good” through comparison 
with other more negative situations, it does not change the evaluation or mean-
ing of the situation itself. The effects of putting into perspective might be mixed 
due to the effects of acceptance and resignation. Future research should examine 
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the long-term effect in daily life. Third, examining the effects of training that 
enhances cognitive reappraisal ability will also be fruitful for preventing depres-
sion (Troy, Wilhelm, Shallcross, & Mauss, 2010). We should investigate how 
people can acquire these skills through an intervention or training. As reapprais-
al is strongly related to the cognitive-behavioral therapy technique, examining 
the effect of the subtypes through the experiment in the current study is sig-
nificant when considering the intervention. It is meaningful to consider a cog-
nitive-behavioral intervention and the prevention of mental health problems 
based on the effects of the subtypes of reappraisal.  

5. Conclusion 

In conclusion, positive reappraisal was a more effective strategy for emotion 
regulation than putting into perspective. Using positive reappraisal leads not 
only to recovery from negative affect but also enhances positive affect. Putting 
into perspective is also a good strategy for increasing the level of calm affect. 
However, there might be situations in which using positive reappraisal effective-
ly is difficult. Although this study focused on only two strategies, investigating 
the effects of reappraisal on emotion regulation by including other subtypes 
might be useful for employing an adaptive strategy corresponding to the situa-
tion or for developing a more effective intervention program of reappraisal. The 
subtypes’ contents were different in each previous research study; therefore, it is 
desirable to examine what kind of reappraisal is effective when considering the 
context of emotion regulation and what factors influence the efficacy of the sub-
types. Since reappraisal is one of the most representative emotion regulation 
strategies, it is expected that examining the effects of the subtypes of reappraisal 
on affect in detail will contribute greatly to emotion regulation research and 
practice in daily life.  
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