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Social communication is fraught with ambiguity. Negotiating the social world
requires interpreting the affective signals we receive and often selecting between
channels of conflicting affective information. The affective face-word Stroop
(AFWS) provides an experimental paradigm which may identify cognitive-
affective control mechanisms underpinning essential social-affective skills. Initial
functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) study of the AFWS identified right
amygdala as driving this affective conflict and left rostral anterior cingulate cortex
(rACC) as the locus of conflict control. We employed electroencephalogram
(EEG) and eLORETA source localization to investigate the timing, location, and
sequence of control processes when responding to affective conflict generated
during the AFWS. However we designated affective word as the response target
and affective face as the distractor to maximize conflict and control effects.
Reaction times showed slowed responses in high vs. low control conditions,
corresponding to a Rabbitt type control effect rather than the previously observed
Grattan effect. Control related activation occurred in right rACC 96-118 ms post-
stimulus, corresponding to the resolution of the P1 peak in the Visual Evoked
Potential (VEP). Face distractors elicit right hemisphere control, while word
distractors elicit left hemisphere control. Low control trials require rapid “booting
up” control resources observable through VEPs. Incongruent trial activity in right
fusiform face area is suppressed 118-156 ms post stimulus corresponding to
onset and development of the N170 VEP component. Results are consistent with
a predicted sequence of rapid early amygdala activation by affective conflict, then
rACC inhibition of amygdala decreasing facilitation of affective face processing
(however, amygdala activity is not observable with EEG).

affective Stroop, N170, amygdala, rostral ACC, fusiform face area, affective control,
eLORETA
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1. Introduction

Negotiating the complex, often contradictory world of social
communication requires skillful understanding not only of the
goals, thoughts, and intentions of others, but also of their
emotions expressed across both verbal and non-verbal channels
of communication. Due to the pragmatic nature of social
communication, emotional signals may be both consistent and
inconsistent across verbal and non-verbal channels, and this may
change rapidly across time.

In turn, the perceived emotions of others often evoke
corresponding emotions, which play a powerful role in motivating
and regulating our own social responses (Ratcliffe, 2018).
Consequently, an understanding of how the brain responds to
such changes in consistency and inconsistency between verbal and
non-verbal emotional signals is an important task for a humanly
meaningful social and affective neuroscience.

Early cognitive neuroscience research leveraged a range of
experimental paradigms taken from experimental psychology
which elicited objective behavioral effects (reaction time and
accuracy) in response to various manipulations of task conflict
in order to identify and parse the neural responses underlying
these well-known behavioral effects. These paradigms pitch various
aspects of the experimental stimulus (e.g., location, features,
context), selection of response category, motor response (e.g.,
right or left hand), and task requirements (e.g., name the word
or name the color) to create conflicts affecting selection of the
required behavioral response with observable effects on reaction
time and accuracy. For example, the color-naming Stroop paradigm
requires participants to respond to the color of the word while
ignoring the written word, which may be congruent (e.g., when
the word BLUE is presented in a blue color) or incongruent (e.g.,
when the word BLUE is presented in a yellow color) with the
required behavioral response. Similarly, the Eriksen Flanker task
requires participants to respond to the central letter or symbol in
a row of symbols, where it is flanked by characters which may be
congruent or incongruent with the required behavioral response
(Egner, 2008).

Then as now, theories of top-down regulation (control) posit
that processing conflicts elicited by these paradigms mobilize
resources which regulate these conflicts in the service of task
performance (Botvinick et al., 2004; Carter and van Veen, 2007).
Thus, neuroimaging studies have employed these paradigms to
identify both the locus of specific processing conflict effects and of
the control responses theorized to accompany them. An important
limitation of these studies is the difficulty in establishing the
time course of these interacting neural processes due to the
temporal resolution of most brain imaging technologies. This
information is critical not only for the testing of specific theoretical
models, but also for the development of alternative theoretical
models. One way in which this can be addressed is by employing
source localization of the electroencephalogram (EEG), with high
temporal resolution, to specify the timing of local functional
responses identified in brain imaging research. This is the approach
adopted in the present study, leveraging first generation brain
imaging affective neuroscience findings, to identify both the locus
and timing of affective processing conflict and the control of
affective conflict engendered by conflicting verbal (word) and
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non-verbal (facial expression) affective stimuli in a Stroop type
paradigm (Etkin et al., 2006).

One approach taken to identify the locus of conflict processing
effects in the Stroop or related paradigms is to identify brain
activity following the presentation of stimuli combining task
relevant and irrelevant features with conflicting task response
mappings (incongruent or I stimuli/trials), and contrast that with
brain activity following stimuli combining such features but with
identical task response mappings (congruent or C stimuli/trials;
e.g., MacDonald et al., 2000). The classic Stroop conflict effect is
caused by I trials producing high levels of conflict while C trials
produce relatively low levels of conflict, resulting in slower RTs
in I rather than C trials. In the case of Stroop type paradigms,
processing conflict is elicited between competing and exclusive
behavioral responses, but might in principle also occur earlier at the
level of stimulus processing (which underscores the importance of
determining the timing of such effects). However, I trials are also
expected to elicit activation of control resources to maintain the
accuracy of responses in the face of Stroop type response conflicts,
whereas C trials do not. Taken alone, regions of increased activation
in the I vs. C comparison could indicate either or both the effects of
task conflict (during stimulus or response processing) or the control
processes (at the locus of either their origin or their expression)
elicited to regulate this conflict.

Botvinick et al. (1999) devised a useful experimental logic
based on the Gratton effect (Gratton et al., 1992) to parse
cognitive control from conflict effects in neuroimaging studies of
experimental conflict paradigms. Gratton et al. (1992), employing
a version of the Eriksen Flanker task, reported that current trial
processing conflict (as indexed by RT and accuracy) was sensitive
to prior trial congruency with increased accuracy and decreased RT
on high conflict I trials when they were preceded by an I trial (II
trial sequence) than when preceded by a C trial (CI trial sequence).
For low conflict C stimuli, this relationship was reversed such that
RT increases and accuracy decreases when preceded by a I stimulus
(IC trial sequence) than when preceded by a C stimulus (CC trial
sequence). This effect is interpreted as due to prior activation of
control resources on high conflict I trials (which is absent on prior
C trials). Thus, II trials are expected to be higher in control and
lower in processing conflict than CI trials. Following this logic,
activation in brain regions which is greater in CI than II trials may
be interpreted as due to processing conflicts and brain activation
which is greater in II than CI trials due to control processes,
thereby dissociating conflict effects from control effects (which are
conflated in a direct I vs. C contrast).

This logic was employed by Botvinick et al. (1999) to determine
that anterior cingulate cortex (ACC) activation in the Flanker
paradigm was sensitive to processing conflict (CI > II) rather than
control processing, a critical prediction of the theory of conflict
monitoring and cognitive control (Botvinick et al., 2001). Egner
and Hirsch (2005a) applied this same logic to identify brain regions
which either implement or express cognitive control (CI < II) in
response to processing conflict on the color-word naming Stroop
task, finding control specific activation in left midfrontal and
superior frontal gyrus. In order to demonstrate the effects of control
specific activation on task specific sensory processing, Egner and
Hirsch (2005b) developed a novel Stroop type task using face-
word stimuli, where the task was to identify either the word or the
face as that of a famous actor or famous politician. Face stimuli
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were chosen to examine the effects of control related activation on
activity in target specific sensory processing pathways (i.e., on the
expression of control). The logic of this design utilizes activation in
the fusiform face area (FFA), an extrastriate visual area specific to
the processing of face stimuli (Kanwisher and Yovel, 2006). Egner
and Hirsch (2005b) determined that when faces served as targets,
activity in FFA was significantly greater in the high control (II)
than low control (CI) conditions. That is, the FFA was found to be
the site for the expression (as distinct from the source) of conflict
control effects in this context. Furthermore, functional connectivity
between the FFA and control related activity in right dorsolateral
prefrontal cortex (CI < II) was also enhanced in high vs. low control
conditions during for face as target responses consistent with the
latter region acting as the source of control related modulation
expressed in the former. This paradigm became the basis for the
development of the AFWS employed by Etkin et al. (2006) to study
the control of interference caused by conflicting affective signals.

Both everyday experience and experimental studies point to
the tendency for strong emotional experiences (and the situations
which elicit them) to interfere with the speed and accuracy of
behavior. Such interference between affect and cognition has
been investigated using “emotional Stroop” paradigms, in which
affectively arousing stimuli are presented in conjunction with (or
incorporated within) stimuli to be processed in some cognitive
paradigm. Affective stimuli employed in such paradigms are
normatively graded according to valence and intensity (Sutton
et al.,, 2019) with both dimensions exerting distinct interference
effects with attention to ongoing “cold” cognitive processing
(Sutton and Lutz, 2019). It should be noted that this is not the
type of affective interference targeted by Etkin et al. in the design
of their AFWS task. Rather, they sought to examine the conflict
created between mutually exclusive affective signals and the neural
processes elicited to control such conflict.

Face-word Stroop paradigms present visual stimuli where a
word is superimposed upon a face, and participants respond to
either the word or the face by identifying a salient stimulus
dimension of the target feature such as whether the target is an
actor or a politician (Egner and Hirsch, 2005b) or whether the
target is male or female (Egner et al., 2010). Face and word pairings
may be matching (congruent: C) or conflicting (incongruent: I)
with respect to the target dimension. In Stroop-type paradigms,
responses to incongruent trials are slower than responses to
congruent trials (MacLeod, 1991) and many brain imaging studies
have employed such paradigms in the cognitive domain to study
neural processes underlying response conflict and the resolution
of response conflicts within the brain. By presenting trials in
a mixed sequence, Egner et al. (2008) sought to leverage their
analysis of underlying processes by taking advantage of methods
applied in previous brain imaging studies of cognitive control
using Stroop type conflict paradigms (Kerns et al., 2004). Etkin
et al. (2006) applied this methodology to the study of emotional
conflict processing by pairing an affectively expressive face (happy
or fearful) with the overlaid word “happy” or “fear” to produce a
direct analogue of the perceptual, semantic, and response conflicts
characteristic of cognitive Stroop type tasks in the affective domain.
Due to the central importance of those findings to the current study
we will next consider them in some detail.

At a behavioral level, Etkin et al. (2006) found both Stroop
and Gratton effects. For congruent vs. incongruent trials, they
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carried out a region of interest contrast on the amygdalae which
found increased activation in the right amygdala for all incongruent
trials, concluding that the amygdala is responsive to conflict in
emotional information. For the control related contrast of II vs. CI
trials, analyses were conducted on regions of interest in bilateral
dACC and medial prefrontal cortex, lateral prefrontal cortex, and
rostral anterior cingulate cortex (rACC). CI trials resulted in greater
activation than II trials in bilateral dACC, medial prefrontal cortex,
and lateral prefrontal cortex. This was interpreted as conflict (rather
than control) related, as the Gratton effect was taken to indicate that
conflict was higher in CI than II trials due to the slower reaction
times (RTs) of the former.

II trials (compared to CI) produced greater activation in the left
rACC, which was interpreted as control related effects (based on
faster RTs to II than CI trials). This interpretation was bolstered
by a series of further analyses; activity in medial PFC and right
DLPFC during prior incongruent trials was found to predict rACC
activation in the current trial. Psychophysiological interaction
analysis (Friston et al., 1997) found an inverse relationship between
current trial activity for rACC and amygdala for high control (II)
but not low control (CI) trials. The extent to which left rACC
activity predicted reduced right amygdala activity in II vs. CI
trials was also found to predict the extent to which RT on II
trials was reduced in comparison to CI trials (a.k.a., the Gratton
effect). An effective connectivity analysis (Friston et al., 2003)
confirmed that prior trial incongruence enhanced rACC negative
effective connectivity (inhibitory control) over the amygdala on
the following trial. No rACC effects were found in the contrast
between high and low conflict (I vs. C) trials. Etkin et al. (2006)
therefore concluded that the rACC plays a key role in the resolution
of processing conflicting affective signals, at least in part by the
regulation of the affective (including autonomic) responses to those
mixed verbal and non-verbal signals.

Etkin et al. (2006) were able to identify context dependent
contralateral relations between the amygdala and rACC related to
control within trials, and corresponding dynamic relations between
them across trials. However, their account logically predicts a
specific (unfolding) sequence of within-trial effects that is beyond
the temporal resolution of standard fMRI methods to identify.
Firstly, rACC control related activation should follow activation
of the amygdala by conflicting affective visual stimuli. Secondly,
if rACC exerts control of affective conflict by downregulating this
amygdala response, it should precede a reduction in later activation
during the processing of conflicting affective stimuli that would
otherwise be facilitated by this initial amygdala activation. The
timing of these relationships cannot be established within the
temporal resolution of fMRI but may be accessible through the
evoked cortical responses generated by conflicting visual affective
stimuli.

The amygdalae (left and right) are amongst the most
omniconnected regions in the brain (Pessoa, 2008). These
connections include subcortical regions regulating sympathetic
nervous system reactivity (Beissner et al., 2013), hippocampal
regions involved in the memory of reward contingencies (Yang and
Wang, 2017; Murray and Fellows, 2022), frontal cortex including
rACC and orbitofrontal cortex (Beckmann et al., 2009), and all
levels of visual processing from striate to extrastriate cortex. Thus,
the amygdalae (left and right) are principal hubs in the integration
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affective and cognitive responses to perceptual signals within the
brain.

Initial activation of the amygdala by affectively salient facial
expressions (fear and happiness) occurs rapidly via magnocellular
pathways from the superior colliculus and pulvinar nucleus of
the thalamus (Garvert et al, 2014). Synaptic transmission time
along this pathway is estimated to take 80-90 ms (McFadyen
et al, 2019). Detailed visual processing of these same stimuli
occurs later along a pathway which feeds forwards from specific
feature identification in the occipital face area (Pitcher et al,
2011) to feature integration into facial gestalts in inferior temporal
cortex and the FFA (Ishai, 2008). Anatomical studies in primates
demonstrate that the amygdala projects extensively to both earlier
and later regions activated in this visual processing hierarchy
(Adolphs and Spezio, 2006) but most strongly to later processing
regions of the fusiform gyrus (Pessoa, 2008). Morris et al. (1998)
and Garvert et al. (2014) have provided evidence for top-down
amygdala modulation of the processing of facial expressions in
occipital and temporal visual cortex, respectively.

Based on these findings, it is expected that amygdala activation
triggered by processing conflicts between incongruent sensory
affective signals in the affective face-word Stroop task will drive
the amplification of conflicting representations of affective meaning
generated at higher levels of visual (face and word) processing
hierarchies. In which case, the down-regulation of conflict-
related amygdala activation by rACC reported by Etkin et al.
(2006) would be expected to lead to decreased facilitation of the
visual processing pathway engaged by task incongruent affective
information. Although both face and word present affectively
valenced visual information, affective word recognition is expected
to rely upon a left hemisphere occipital to temporal visual
processing pathway while affective face recognition will depend
upon a right hemisphere occipital to temporal visual pathway.
It may be noteworthy that control-related rACC activation in
that study was only observed in the left rACC—the same
hemisphere in which the conflicting affective signal (the word) is
processed.

We considered that application of EEG source localization
methods to the averaged visual evoked potentials (VEPs) generated
by a version of face-word affective Stroop may permit us to test
aspects of the functional interpretation developed above. VEPs
provide the fine-grained temporal resolution to allow us to establish
the timing and temporal sequence of functional events with
great precision. Source localization, guided by prior results and
specific predictions, permits us to identify whether the cortical
regions expected to be engaged in those events match the actual
regions involved.

The features of the VEP of interest for the current study are
early waveforms generated by occipital and temporal cortex, which
are specifically responsive to face processing. These are the P1 wave
(typically arising about 60 ms post-stimulus and reaching a peak
about 100 ms post-stimulus) and the immediately following N170
wave peaking about 150-170 ms post-stimulus (Luck, 2014). There
is a voluminous literature on both waveforms in the event related
potential literature which we do not seek to address here. What
is important for the current study is that the P1 is the earliest
waveform in the VEP sensitive to face related stimulus features
(Pitcher et al., 2011) while the N170 is associated with numerous
forms of whole face discrimination, including the affect of facial
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FIGURE 1

Proposed model for conflict and control in AFWS word-task. Face
stimuli sourced from the NimStim set of Facial Expressions
(Tottenham et al., 2009) and available to the scientific community at
https://macbrain.org/resources/. All faces are from the Nim Stim
data set publicly available for scientific research. LGN, lateral
geniculate nucleus; Pul, pulvinar nucleus; AM, amygdala; IT, inferior
temporal region; rACC, rostral anterior cingulate cortex (BA32);
solid line, feedforward signal; light dash, inhibition; heavy dash,
(variable) facilitation.

expressions (Alguacil et al., 2017; Qiu et al., 2017). Generators
contributing to the P1 (in the context of face stimuli) include
lateral and mid occipital cortex (Di Russo et al., 2002; Pitcher et al.,
2011). While the contributions of source activity in the FFA to
the N170 have been a matter of controversy (Eimer, 2011; Luck,
2012), a recent direct electro-cortical recording study shows that
face elicited activity in the right FFA coincides with the timing
of the scalp recorded N170 (Jacques et al., 2019). Another recent
study using individual structural MRI images as head models for
cortical source analysis of the N170 reported that the FFA is the
major contributor to the face-sensitive N170 (Gao et al., 2019).

A tentative model of the temporal dynamics in control
responses to affective stimulus conflict may be drawn: initial
conflicting affective signals are relayed rapidly to the amygdalae.
Conlflict sensitive (possibly lateralized) amygdala activation triggers
a rapid inhibitory control response from (possibly contralateral)
BA32 and enhances processing of affective face features in (likely
right) inferior temporal lobe (associated with the FFA). This
facilitation is downregulated as a consequence of BA32 regulation
of the amygdala in a later time window of the VEP (see Figure 1).
The likely time course of amygdala activation and down regulation
will be reflected in aspects of sympathetic nervous system activity,
but that is beyond the scope of this paper.

We set out to test predictions drawn from this model which
extend the temporal detail reported by Etkin et al. (2006) for the
AFWS task. In particular, we set out to establish the timing of BA32
control activation elicited by conflicting affective stimuli and to
establish the relationship of that timing relative to the expression
of control in the sensory processing of conflicting affective stimulus
features. We recorded scalp EEG while administering a version
of the AFWS paradigm and later conducted eLORETA source
analysis (Pascual-Marqui et al., 2011) on the obtained VEPs in time
windows corresponding to the rise and fall of the P1 and N170
components. Following Etkin et al., we compared I vs. C trials to
identify the timing and expression of conflict control and II vs. CI
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trials in order to determine the timing of predicted rACC affective-
conflict control. Scalp recorded EEG is unable to detect electrical
activity generated by the amygdala.

We chose to depart from the paradigm employed by Etkin
et al. in one very important respect: while they employed the face
as the response target, we employed the word. In the results of
the initial (non-affective) face-word paradigm reported by Egner
and Hirsch (2005b), the statistical magnitude of the conflict effect
(C vs. I reaction time difference) is much larger for the word
target that the face target task. Similarly, Ovaysikia et al. (2011)
compared responses to emotion word and affective faces in a
similar affective face-word Stroop experiment and reported the
statistical magnitude of the classic Stroop effect for RT (I > C) to
be greater for the word target compared to the face target. Due
to the central role of conflict in eliciting affective control in this
paradigm, it was decided to adopt a word target version of the
task in order to maximize the magnitude of the affective control
response in the present study. In this case, further processing of
the affective face stimulus becomes the source of task interference.
Additionally, both the timing of VEP components and the location
of the extrastriate processing pathways engaged in affective face
processing are known in much greater detail than for affective
words.

The issues addressed in the current study (together with
the methods of inquiry and analysis) are driven by unanswered
questions arising from the rationale, findings and conclusions lying
in and behind the original paper of Etkin et al. (2006). While there
have been over 1,600 published citations of that paper to date,
to our knowledge the simple questions posed here (originating
directly from that original paper) have not been addressed in any
of those studies. There is, however, a group of studies likely to be of
particular relevance to those which employ neuroscience methods
to study word target versions of the AFWS.

Zhu et al. (2010) conducted a classical ERP study comparing
VEPs to congruent and incongruent AFWS stimuli for both
word target and face target versions of the task. They sought to
demonstrate affective face processing effects in the early N170
component of the VEP. When responding to the face, I-trials
evoked a more negative N170 compared to C trials. Alternately,
responding to the word evoked a less negative N170 in I-trials. This
indicates that the N170 is indeed sensitive to conflict in affective
stimulus, and that modulation (control) of task relevant and task
irrelevant affective stimulus features have been triggered by this
very early processing stage, supporting our choice to examine these
early time windows. Behavioral findings from the fMRI study by
Ovaysikia et al. (2011) have been reviewed above, supporting our
choice of word target in the current paradigm. That study also
reports a comparison of the BOLD response between I and C trials
in word and face target conditions respectively finding both overlap
and differences in regions active during conflict for the word and
face target. Perhaps most salient to the current study, conflict
(i.e, I > C) showed greater activation in right inferior temporal
regions for the word but not the face target. This is consistent with
enhanced processing of affective facial features triggered by conflict
when the face acts as distractor, but the precise timing of such an
event cannot be determined from this study.

Yang et al. (2016) also report an fMRI study using a word
target version of the AFWS. They conducted separate contrasts
for negative and positive affective face stimuli (distractors) to
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determine regions engaged in conflict effects in each case.
Significant conflict effects were observed for positive but not for
negative affective faces. Valence of the affective face was a major
factor in determining conflict effects. The impact of the valence of
affective faces on conflict control, the focus of the current study,
remains to be determined. It is clearly an important and open
question whether or not control responses to affective conflict
(II > CI) are linked to a specific valence of the affective face however
we chose not to pursue that question in the current study.

Following these considerations, we sought to test the following
predictions:

1. We predicted that, when identifying the word of the affective
face-word Stroop task, participants would still show the classic
Stroop effect; that is, faster reaction times to congruent face-
word affective signals than to incongruent signals.

2.a) We also expected conflict related control effects in the
form of significant reaction time differences between II
and CI trial types.

b) We expected these differences to follow the Gratton effect
with reaction time for II trials faster than for CI trials.

3. We sought to employ EEG source localization of VEP
components to determine the timing of rACC affective-
conflict related control activity as reported by Etkin et al.
(2006).

a) We expected eLORETA estimates of source localized
activity during the VEP to face-word stimuli, in the rACC,
to be significantly greater in II than CI trials.

b) Due to the reversal in the laterality of stimulus processing
for the incongruent distractor (from word to face, from
left hemisphere to right hemisphere) we expected rACC
control activation to be switched from left rACC (in Etkin
et al., 2006) to right rACC in the present study.

c) We expected control related rACC activation to occur in
a time window following expected amygdala activation
(80 ms) but prior to control induced downregulation of
(contflicting) affective-face processing.

4. We propose that affective face-word conflict triggers a rapid
control response that for word targets leads to reduced
facilitation of the affective component of face processing.
Therefore, we expected a reduction in activity in the right FFA
in the time window of the N170 for I trials compared to C
trials.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Participants

Forty-eight English speaking employees (Male = 19,
Female = 29) from a local government authority at a regional
Australian city volunteered for this study. Ages ranged from 25
to 65 years (M = 46.3, SD = 12.3). A total of 38 participants self-
reported right-handedness and 10 self-reported left-handedness.
Eight participants declared they were taking prescription
medication for either a neurological or psychological condition.
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FIGURE 2

Example stimuli of the affective face-word Stroop task. Stimuli were either congruent with respect to the word (emotion target) and face (emotion
distractor) or incongruent, which were designed to elicit affective conflict. Participants were instructed to identify the emotion word that appeared
across the face (i.e., happy or fear). Face stimuli sourced from the NimStim set of Facial Expressions (Tottenham et al., 2009) and available to the
scientific community at https://macbrain.org/resources/. All faces are from the Nim Stim data set publicly available for scientific research.
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Ethics approval was granted by the responsible Human Research
Ethics Committee. All participants provided written informed
consent prior to the experiment and were debriefed on completion
of their testing. Permission to conduct the study was granted by
the local government authority’s Chief People and Culture Officer.

2.2. Experimental paradigm

An adaption of the emotional face-word Stroop task (Etkin
etal., 2006) was created and employed to induce emotional conflict
arising from the incongruence between two emotional dimensions
of a stimulus. Photos of faces with fearful or happy expressions
constituted the task-irrelevant dimension of the stimulus, whereas
the task-relevant dimension involved identifying the emotional
word that appeared across the face. Stimuli were presented with
STIM2 software (Compumedics USA Ltd, El Paso, TX, USA) on a
51 cm LCD monitor. The task consisted of happy and fearful faces
selected from The Research Network on Early Experience and Brain
Development’s battery of 646 facial expression stimuli, developed
for use in studies of face and emotion recognition (Tottenham
et al., 2009). All faces in that data set are of paid actors. Images
were matched on brightness, contrast, and size. Fearful and happy
faces were chosen to elicit strong emotional/somatic responses. The
faces were presented in color and the words “FEAR” or “HAPPY”
appeared in blue capital letters 2 cm tall on screen and were
positioned centrally across the face above the top lip across the
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nose. The facial expression and word were either congruent or
incongruent (refer Figure 2 for details).

Four different trial types were created on this combination
of facial expression and emotional word, ie., 43 congruent-
(n, si
incongruent-congruent

incongruent-incongruent  (II), 44
(IC), and 14
(CC). As the planned analyses was the CI vs. II comparison

incongruent
congruent-congruent

(with C vs. I as a secondary analysis) the stimulus sequence
was constructed to maximize the occurrence of CI and II trial
types. CC and IC trial types as such are not analyzed. The
number of fearful/happy faces for each relevant condition
can be seen in Table 1. All experimental stimuli and trial
sequences employed here may be viewed or downloaded from
the Research UNE repository (RUNE) at the following link
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F
%2Fhdl.handle.net%2F1959.11%2F54805&data=05%7C01%7Cgja
mieso%40myune.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7C6257298be77e460f0cb
608db572371ec%7C3e104c4{8ef24d1483d8bd7d3b46b8db%7C0%
7C0%7C638199581972550173%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8
eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAILCJQljoiV2luMzIiLCJBTil6Ik1haWwi
LCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=B3UkQRqoq
GIXkA%2Fm5%2Ba76k30rNYuu0Xg8IMP7b%2Bk2r0%3D&reserv
ed=0.

The task consisted of the presentation of 154 images across two
blocks of trials, separated by a break. The first block comprised of
78 trials and the second block of 76 trials. The first trial of each
block is not assigned a stimulus sequence. Stimuli were presented
for 1000 ms and were separated using an interstimulus interval

frontiersin.org
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TABLE 1 Happy and fearful faces for each trial type.

C 24 34
I 49 45
CI 23 20
11 25 26

C, congruent trial; I, incongruent trial; CI, incongruent trial preceded by congruent trial; II,
incongruent trial preceded by incongruent trial.

(ISI) that jittered between 1104 and 5992 ms to decrease expectancy
effects. These ISI are longer than typical in an ERP paradigm and
were chosen to match those reported by Etkin et al. (2006) in their
original fMRI study. A white central fixation cross appeared on a
black background for the duration of the ISI (refer Figure 3 for
details). The trial sequence for the two blocks was programmed
with MATLAB and presented in a pseudo-random order to ensure
the same trial type did not appear consecutively to avoid repetition
priming effects (Mayr et al, 2003). A breakdown of stimulus
characteristics is listed in Supplementary Table 1.

2.3. Electroencephalogram data
acquisition

Electroencephalogram was recorded using a 64-channel
(channels M1 and M2 were not used in the recording) Neuroscan
QuikCap (Compumedics USA Ltd., El Paso, TX, USA) arranged in
accordance with the international 10/20 system and aligned with
the anatomical nasion and inion points (see Figure 4). Electrodes

Congruent
Trial Intertrial
1000ms interval
1104ms -
5§992ms
Incongruent
Trial
1000us Intertrial
interval
1104ms -

$992ms

10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171

were composed of Ag/AgCl. Signals were acquired and digitized
using a SynAmps RT 24-bit digital amplifier (Compumedics USA
Ltd., El Paso, TX, USA) at a sampling rate of 500 Hz and passed
through a bandpass filter of DC to 200 Hz. The amplifier was
connected to Curry 7 Acquisition software (Compumedics USA
Ltd., El Paso, TX, USA) located on a Dell T5700 laptop, while
the STIM2 software for the emotional Stroop task was run on
a second Dell T5700 laptop. The recording reference was an
electrode midpoint between electrodes Cz and CPz. Recordings
were converted to a common average reference offline.

2.4. Procedure

After providing written informed consent, participants
completed a demographic information form and all cap electrodes
were prepared using an electrolyte solution administered
with an electronic pipette into the QuikCell sponge of
the electrodes. Impedance levels were below 10 kQ at the
commencement of recording.

Participants were instructed to relax into a comfortable position
approximately 1 m from the computer screen, and to remain as
quiet and still as possible for the duration of the experiment.
All participants commenced EEG recordings with 2 min of eyes
closed rest followed by 2 min of eyes open rest. EEG recording
was paused while participants were provided with instructions for
the Stroop task. Participants were instructed to respond to the
emotional word and not the facial expression as quickly and as
accurately as possible and to avoid missing a response. They were
instructed to nominate their response by using their right hand only
on the numeric keyboard, pressing number 1 to indicate the word

Incongruent

Trial Intertrial

1000ms interval

1104ms -

5992ms Congruent
Trial

L 1 1000ms Intertrial
N interval
cI Trial 1104ms -

il Trial

FIGURE 3

5992ms

iC Trial

¢C Trial

Example experimental paradigm of the affective face-word Stroop task. Examples of congruent and incongruent trials to examine affective conflict
as well as trial combinations for conflict adaptation effects. cl, incongruent trial preceded by a congruent trial; il, incongruent trial preceded by an
incongruent trial; iC, congruent trial preceded by an incongruent trial; cC, congruent trial preceded by a congruent trial. Face stimuli sourced from
the NimStim set of Facial Expressions (Tottenham et al., 2009) and available to the scientific community at https://macbrain.org/resources/. All faces

are from the Nim Stim data set publicly available for scientific research.
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FIGURE 4

Electrode locations of International 10-20 system for EEG recording for the 64 channel Neuroscan Quik-Cap. https://compumedicsneuroscan.com/
wp-content/uploads/quik-cap-64ch.jpg. All faces are from the Nim Stim data set publicly available for scientific research.

“FEAR” or number 3 to indicate the word “HAPPY.” In order to
counterbalance the response type with motor preparation, these
numbers were reversed for each alternate participant. The break
allowed between the two experimental blocks was up to 20 s.

Recording recommenced at the completion of the verbal
instructions immediately prior to commencement of the first block
of the emotional Stroop task. Testing took approximately 90 min
per participant per session, including equipment set up.

2.5. EEG analysis

Data processing was conducted using MATLAB r2018a and
IBM SPSS Statistics v27. EEG was re-referenced offline to a
common average channel. A 2nd order Butterworth bandpass filter
set at 0.5-48 Hz was then applied. Raw data was first visually
inspected to reject any obvious segments of artifact removed
from the EEG. Following this, independent components analysis
(Infomax algorithm) was conducted via Fully Automated Statistical
Thresholding for EEG artifact Rejection (Nolan et al., 2010) to
reject systematic artifacts in the dataset caused by biological
processes (e.g., eye movement, scalp tension, and breathing)
and environmental and electromagnetic interference (e.g., mains
electric fields or activity from mobile phones).

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience

Event Related Potentials (ERPs) are a measure of cortical
activity and are time and phase locked to a stimulus. EEG
waveforms were epoched between 250 ms pre-stimulus and 500 ms
post-stimulus. EEGLAB version 14.1.1 (Delorme and Makeig,
2004) was used for criterion-based artifact rejection. Criteria were
set to reject epochs with amplitudes greater than 60 wV, as these
were likely to contain non-cortical signals. The data were visually
inspected for any remaining epochs containing atypical artifact and
manually removed.

2.6. EEG source analysis

Cortical source localization analyses of ERPs during each
condition were conducted using The Key Institute eLORETA
(exact low resolution brain electromagnetic tomography; Pascual-
Marqui et al., 2011) package, which provides a single weighted
minimum norm solution to the inverse problem, resulting in
zero error localization in the gray matter (Pascual-Marqui, 2002;
Marco-Pallarés et al., 2005). Cortical sources of task related activity
were identified by computing three-dimensional distribution of
current source density [the description of the method is detailed
in Pascual-Marqui (2009) and Pascual-Marqui et al. (2011)] in
6239.5 mm® gray matter voxels throughout the cortex. The
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weights utilized by eLORETA yield images of current density in a
standardized realistic head model (Fuchs et al., 2002) based on the
MNI152 template (Mazziotta et al., 2001).

2.7. Statistics

Mean reaction times for correct responses were calculated
for each individual in each of the I, C, CI, and II trial types.
RTs faster than 200 ms and slower than 1050 ms were excluded
from the mean RT calculation. Mean RT and response accuracy
rate differences between trial types were analyzed in SPSS v27
using paired samples t-tests and the Wilcoxon signed rank test,
respectively. The eLORETA software package was used to conduct
statistical testing of differences in voxel activity between conditions.
We first computed paired samples t-tests at each voxel between
designated conditions. To control for the false discovery rate we
next employed the exceedance proportion test [see Friston et al.
(1990, 1991) for details], a method adapted from neuroimaging to
determine thresholds for a group of voxels above which the set
of voxels as a whole has the designated p-value. The exceedance
proportion test in the eLORETA software package calculates a
series of progressively increasing thresholds (set at deciles between
the lowest and highest obtained voxel statistic) and the associated
probabilities. In each case, when the maximum voxel statistic
was significant [as determined by non-parametric randomization
testing; see Nichols and Holmes (2002)] we applied the threshold
immediately below that threshold containing only the maximum
voxel value and report only that set of voxels. In that case, reported
Cohen’s d values are based upon the threshold ¢ value.

3. Results

3.1. Behavioral data

Data obtained were analyzed using reaction times and error
rates (Table 2). The assumptions of normality were met for all
variables except those related to accuracy; for those analysis the
equivalent non-parametric tests were used.

3.1.1. Reaction times

A paired samples t-test was used to compare participants’
mean reaction times on incongruent trials and congruent trials (see
Table 2). There was a significant Stroop effect for trial congruency
on participants’ reaction times, with slower reaction times found

TABLE 2 Reaction times and error rates for experimental conditions
across sessions.

[ [ | & | i

RT (ms) 577.84 (75.6) | 585.56 (75.7) | 583.24 (75.8) | 591.25(76.6)

Accuracy (%) 95.14 (4.97) | 95.08(5.42) | 95.09(5.57) | 95.08 (6.00)

Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. RT, reaction time in milliseconds.
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for incongruent trials; #(47) = 2.080, p = 0.021 (one tailed), Cohen’s
d=0.28.

A further paired samples f-test was used to compare
participants’ mean reaction times on II trials and CI trials (see
Table 2). There was a significant effect for prior trial congruency on
participants’ reaction times to a current incongruent, with slower
reaction times found for II trials than for CI trials; t(47) = —2.386,
p = 0.021 (two tailed), Cohen’s d = —0.32. A two-tailed p-value
is reported in this case because the direction of the significant
difference is the reverse of that described by the Grattan effect.

3.1.2. Accuracy data

Mean accuracy was consistently high across all trial types.
A Wilcoxon signed rank test indicated that II trials had a non-
significant influence on participant accuracy scores compared with
Cl trials; z = —0.062, p = 0.950, two-tailed, r = 0.009.

3.2. Averaged face-word affective Stroop
VEPs and global field power

3.2.1. Congruent and incongruent trials

Averaged VEPs for C and I trials are shown for electrodes
Fz, PO7, and PO8 in Figure 5. Waveforms show an expected
topography for face VEPs with a maximum negative peak in the
right lateral parietal-occipital region. The P1 peak occurs at 98 ms
post-stimulus and the N170 peak at 156 ms post-stimulus.

Global Field Power (GFP) is the spatial variance of the
EEG/ERP signal across all electrodes at each time point in the
signal. As EEG/ERP topography is essentially the information on
which source analysis operates, GFP provides an objective method
by which to establish time windows for source analysis that are
fitted to a particular data set but do not pre-empt the results of the
analysis. The GFP time-series for C and I trials is shown in Figure 6.
It can be seen that the timing of the first GFP peak closely matches
that of the P1 in Figure 5, and that the timing of the second peak
closely matches that of the corresponding N170 peak in the same
figure.

3.2.2. Congruent-incongruent and
incongruent-incongruent trials

Averaged VEPs for CI and II trials are shown for electrodes Fz,
PO7, and PO8 in Figure 7. The P1 peak occurs at 98 ms post-
stimulus and the N170 peak at 156 ms post-stimulus. The GFP
time-series for CI and II trials is shown in Figure 8. The timing
of the first GFP peak closely matches that of the P1 in both Figure 7
and the timing of the second peak closely matches that of the
corresponding N170 peak in the same figure.

3.3. eLORETA source analysis

Event related potential source analyses were conducted on
averaged waveforms at all 62 recording electrodes. The grand
averages at each electrode, in each condition, as well as individual
averages and behavioral data for each participant are available for
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FIGURE 5

Visual evoked potentials for congruent and incongruent trials at
electrodes Fz, PO7, and PO8. C, congruent trials; |, incongruent
trials. All faces are from the Nim Stim data set publicly available for
scientific research.
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FIGURE 6

Averaged global field power for congruent and incongruent trial
VEPs. C, congruent; |, incongruent. All faces are from the Nim Stim
data set publicly available for scientific research.

inspection and may be downloaded from the following RUNE link
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F
9%2Fhdl.handle.net%2F1959.11%2F54805&data=05%7C01%7Cgja
mieso%40myune.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7C6257298be77e460f0cb
608db572371ec%7C3e104c4f8ef24d1483d8bd7d3b46b8db%7C0%
7C0%7C638199581972550173%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8
eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAILCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTil6Ik1haWwi
LCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=B3UkQRqoq
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FIGURE 7

Visual evoked potentials for congruent-incongruent and
incongruent-incongruent trials at electrodes Fz, PO7, and PO8. Cl,
congruent-incongruent trial; I, incongruent-incongruent trials. All
faces are from the Nim Stim data set publicly available for scientific
research.
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FIGURE 8

Averaged global field power for congruent-incongruent and
incongruent-incongruent trial VEPs. Cl, congruent-incongruent; Il,
incongruent-incongruent. All faces are from the Nim Stim data set
publicly available for scientific research.

GIXkA%2Fm5%2Ba76k30rNYuu0Xg8IMP7b%2Bk2r0%3D&reserv
ed=0.

Based on the GFP data, four time windows were established
for the eLORETA analysis of cortical source activity differences
between CI and I trials and between C and I trials. The first window
was defined by the onset of the first GFP peak until the first peak
(50-98 ms post stimulus). Note that the termination of this time
window closely corresponds both to the P1 peak and to the expected
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magnocellular activation of the amygdala. The second window was
defined by interval between the first GFP peak and the following
GFP minimum (98-118 ms post-stimulus). The third window is
defined by period from the GFP onset of the N170 component in
the VEP until the second GFP peak (118-156 ms post-stimulus).
The final window corresponds to the resolution of the N170
component and is defined by the time from the second GFP peak
until the second GFP minima (154-204 ms post-stimulus).

3.3.1. Incongruent-incongruent vs.
congruent-incongruent trials

For the time window 96-118 ms post stimulus the exceedance
proportion test identified a group of 26 voxels above the threshold
value of #(41) = —3.847 with a probability of p < 0.002 for the set.
At the threshold value, Cohen’s d = 0.64 (a medium effect size).

The maximum voxel statistic (f = —4.27) was located at MNI
(5, 45, 0) right BA32. Supra threshold voxels are shown in blue in
Figure 9 in each Cartesian plane about the max voxel location.

The full list of suprathreshold voxels is presented in
Supplementary Table 2. Significant voxels are right lateralized and
fall within frontal regions BA32 (rACC), BA10, and BA11.

The II vs. CI contrast found no significant voxels in any
other time window.

3.3.2. Incongruent vs. congruent trials

For the time window 118-156 ms post stimulus, the exceedance
proportion test identified a group of 20 voxels above the threshold
value of #(41) = —3.537 with a probability of p < 0.003 for the set. At
the threshold value, Cohen’s d = 0.559 (also a medium effect size).

The maximum voxel statistic t = —3.39 was located at MNI (55,
—45, 15) at right BA20. Supra threshold voxels are shown in blue in
Figure 10 in each Cartesian plane about the max voxel location.

The full list of suprathreshold voxels is presented in
Supplementary Table 3. Significant voxels are again right
lateralized and fall mainly within middle and inferior temporal
lobe, BA20 and BA 37 consistent with the FFA. Another region in
this significant grouping is BA6 in the frontal cortex.

The T vs. C contrast found no significant voxels in any
other time window.

4. Discussion

We sought to extend the understanding of how conflicts
in affective signals between verbal and non-verbal channels are
resolved in the brain. We utilized the temporal resolution of the
EEG to explore within-trial dynamics controlling the processing
of these conflicts in the affective face-word Stroop paradigm
developed by Etkin et al. In doing so, we adapted the original
paradigm so that participants must respond to the word (verbal)
rather than the face cue. Our first concern was to establish that this
paradigm would produce both Stroop interference and control type
effects at the behavioral level. This was confirmed with RTs for I
trials found to be significantly longer than C trials.

Next, we sought to establish the presence of a control effect at
the behavioral level between II (considered to be high control) and
CI (considered to be low control) trials. There was a significant
difference in RT between these two conditions, however, it was

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience

11

10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171

the CI trials which showed faster responses than the II trials.
This contradicted our expectation of a Gratton type control effect.
Instead of the high control condition being faster than the low
control condition, it was slower. In fact, the effect size for this
difference was larger than the effect size for the Stroop effect itself.

This pattern is similar to another widely studied behavioral
control effect known as the Rabbitt effect (Rabbitt, 1966) (also
known as post-error slowing), in which a correct response
following an error is found to be slower than a correct response
following another correct response. The error response that triggers
the control adjustment by post error slowing is a high conflict
event (Botvinick et al., 2001). In the present case slowing on the
subsequent trial is also triggered by a high conflict stimulus on the
previous trial. Thus, in both cases, the cognitive control resources
required to perform the current task (indexed by RT) vary as
a function of prior demands on control resources. An I trial is
presumed to induce greater conflict than a C trial; consequently it
will require greater activation of the relevant control resources to
respond to than a C trial. As a result, the comparison between an
I trial and a C trial is not only one of stimulus or response conflict
but also of the level of required control (fast and accurate response
to I trials requires more control than to C trials). In the case of the
Gratton effect, greater control (elicited by an incongruent stimulus)
on a prior trial will result in a higher level of activation (or readiness
for activation) of those control resources on the current trial. So
the current trial they will require less resources to initiate control
and/or control will be engaged more rapidly. In the case of the
Gratton effect, this translates into reduced response times but in
this case—as in the Rabbitt effect—enhanced control is linked to
slower response times.

This could be explained if the response criteria of participants
was biased toward accuracy rather than speed. Botvinick et al.
(2001) provide such a model, simulating the Rabbitt effect
where high conflict trials trigger a change in response criteria.
Although participants were instructed that both speed and accuracy
were important, this does not guarantee that this was the case.
Some support for this interpretation may be seen in the mean
accuracy rates reported in Table 2 above: mean accuracy was
identical (to one decimal point) for all trial types, whereas
in the results reported by Etkin et al. (2006) accuracy for C
trials was greater than for I trials (as is typical for Stroop type
paradigms). A bias toward accuracy over response time would
mean that, once engaged, control resources would be active for
longer before response selection to check that an error was not
being made. In this study, such a motivational set may be due
to our sample who were comprised of administrative workers
in a government authority, and who were tested in a workplace
setting. Whilst unexpected, behavioral results do support the
conclusion that higher levels of stimulus conflict in prior trials
recruit greater control in responses to current conflict trials, II
trials continue to express greater behavioral control than in CI
trials.

The comparison of cortical source activity between high control
(II) and low control (CI) trials confirmed a highly significant cluster
of affective-conflict control related voxels centered in the right
rACC, with lower activity on the slower II trials and higher activity
on the faster CI trials. Applying the logic of Botvinick et al. from
brain imaging studies to these ERP source analysis results, this
CI > II activation difference would be taken to indicate conflict
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Significant voxels for incongruent vs. congruent trials 118—-156 ms post stimulus. Blue indicates | < C, p = 0.003. Max voxel MNI 55 =40 -15, right BA
20 (FFA). All faces are from the Nim Stim data set publicly available for scientific research.

(rather than control) related activity, whereas II > CI voxels are
taken to indicate control related activation. That is, based on the
reasoning that CI trials are lower in control (hence higher in
conflict) than II trials because they are slower to respond (the
Gratton effect) but in this case they are faster therefore following
that deeper logic we continue to interpret this finding as a control
response induced by affective-conflict.

This affective-conflict-stimulus evoked control response was
observed only in the 98-118 ms post-stimulus time window.
This time window lies in the resolution of the P1 component
of the VEP and immediately prior to the onset of the N170
component (which in this case peaked at 156 ms post stimulus).
This occurs very early in the stimulus processing response, prior
to the completion of sensory stimulus analysis, and hence prior
to response selection and motor preparation. It precedes, rather
than follows response conflict within the trial, yet it is sensitive to
congruency in the previous trial. It may be that it is the discrepancy
between prior trial stimulus-conflict and the current trial stimulus
conflict (a form of expectancy violation) that is triggering the
control response in this case.
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The timing of BA32 control activity in this study is too early
to be triggered by either sensory analysis of stimulus conflict or
response conflict. Etkin et al. (2006) reported that control related
BA32 activity was positively correlated with amygdala activity in
prior trials and negatively correlated with amygdala activity in the
current trial. While activity in the amygdala cannot be measured
in the current study due to the limitations of the scalp EEG, it is
known that affective stimuli evoke a rapid amygdala response via
fast links from the pulvinar nucleus of the thalamus, which occurs
prior to sensory analysis in visual cortex (Garvert et al., 2014). If
BA32 control activation in this paradigm is positively related to
amygdala activation in the previous trial [as in Etkin et al. (2006)],
then this increased activation in the amygdala is a strong candidate
for triggering the control response observed here.

In the current study, control related rACC activity was found
only in the right hemisphere, unlike Etkin et al. (2006) where it
was found only in the left hemisphere. This is to be expected if the
neural circuitry of control being exercised here is also lateralized.
In our study, the conflicting affective stimuli (faces) are processed
along a right hemisphere pathway that we expected to be influenced
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by rACC control. Whereas in the study conducted by Etkin et al.
(2006), the conflicting affective information was carried by the
word which is processed along a left hemisphere pathway. The
lateralization of rACC affective control for affective words vs.
faces, evident when both studies are viewed in conjunction, is
a new finding which merits further consideration in relation to
the development of other lateralized models of affective regulation
(Craig, 2011; Bruder et al., 2017).

In addition to the specific predictions made concerning rACC
activation in relation to affective control, there were further
unanticipated findings in our contrast of II and CI trials in this
time window. While the locus of significant voxels was clearly
right rACC (BA32), fully half of the significant group of voxels
identified lay in right orbitofrontal cortex (BA10 and BA1ll; see
Supplementary Table 2). Tracing studies show that rACC is a
rich hub connecting many regions across the frontal cortex (Tang
et al, 2019) including BA10 and BA1l. These results suggest
that the control related effects of rACC on the amygdala likely
include interactions with other frontal regions, which may provide
a basis for integrating cognitive processes with affective-conflict
regulation.

The contrast between I and C trial types revealed a highly
significant group of voxels mostly in right mid-inferior temporal
cortex (including BA 37 fusiform gyrus; see Supplementary
Table 3) and the right FFA, that was less active in the I condition
than in the C condition in the time window 118-156 ms post-
stimulus. Thus, in the time window between onset and peak of the
N170 component, activity near right FFA is reduced at the time
when affective information is being identified in the incongruent
face stimulus. This is the same contrast in which Etkin et al. (2006)
identified amygdala activation in response to conflict (I > C) in the
affective face-word stimuli.

The amygdalae have reciprocal connections with extrastriate
visual processing areas in inferior and mid temporal regions, so
the interaction of these regions may occur throughout the response
to each AFWS trial. Current literature indicates that the initial
response of the amygdalae to affectively salient stimuli is initiated
by fast magnocellular pathways (not accessible in the current
study). Amongst many effects this early amygdala response is
expected to prime extrastriate visual cortex for processing salient
stimulus features, thus enhancing later processing in these regions.
From the findings of Etkin et al. (2006), in the case of affective
conflict (AFWS), this would then trigger control related activity in
rACG; in that study left rACC in the case of face target, and in the
current study right rACC in the case of word target. This would
then result in down regulation of the amygdala with subsequent
down regulation of affective-face processing in right FFA. We found
reduced right inferior temporal and fusiform gyrus activity in
the I trials which followed immediately from the time widow in
which right rACC (BA32) control related activation was identified,
consistent with the predictions of our model presented previously
in Figure 1.

Current findings in the I vs. C contrast correspond closely
with the ERP results reported by Zhu et al. (2010) for the word
target version of the AFWS. They report a reduction in the
N170 component maximal at right lateral posterior recording sites,
and likely identify similar cortical source activity (not analyzed
in that study) to that underlying those results. Note that while
the inference drawn from I > C activation in stimulus-response
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conflict paradigms in the brain imaging literature (Botvinick et al.,
1999; Egner and Hirsch, 2005b) dictates that this is interpreted as
conflict related in the case of ERP and ERP source localization this
functional inference is now drawn from I < C results. This indicates
the need for great care in triangulating between EEG/ERP and
brain imaging methods in the study of psychological phenomena.
Zhu and colleagues also report the reverse finding for the face
target version of the AFWS—an increase in the amplitude of the
N170 component maximal at right lateral posterior recording sites
for I compared to C trials. This result, considered with those of
the current study, suggest increased affective-face processing of
incongruent stimuli in the region of the right FFA when face is
the target. A similar finding was also reported using fMRI by
Egner and Hirsch (2005b) for their initial (cognitive) face-word
Stroop paradigm, in which task relevant face processing in FFA was
amplified in high control conflict trials. The I > C findings of Zhu
et al. (2010) for face target likely indicate top-down upregulation
of affective face processing. Returning to our current result, this
would imply that top-down facilitation of extrastriate affective-face
processing (which we suggest is driven by the salience response of
the amygdala) is reduced on incongruent (high processing conflict)
trials for the word target in the AFWS task. We take this to indicate
that aforesaid facilitation is itself down regulated by the affective-
conflict control mechanisms evoked by the stimulus incongruence.

4.1. Limitations

There are two important ways in which the experimental
paradigm of the current study differ from Etkin et al. (2006), and
both place important limitations on the interpretation of results.
Firstly, the current study utilized a word target AFWS paradigm
while Etkin et al. employed a face target AFWS paradigm. In order
to further clarify the meaning of the current ERP source localization
findings in relation to the fMRI findings of Etkin et al., it will be
necessary to conduct a study which employs both face and word
target versions of the AFWS in a single study [as conducted by Zhu
et al. (2010)] but utilizing source localization and control-related
contrasts (IT vs. CI) which were not employed in that study. In
addition to replication, it will be important to establish whether
BA32 control related activation occurs ipsilateral to conflicting
sensory processing pathways.

Secondly, the ratio of I to C trials in this study was
approximately 2:1 whereas in Etkin et al. (2006) it was 1:1. The ratio
of incongruent to congruent trials is known to influence the Stroop
interference effect, with a higher proportion of I trials associated
with reduced Stroop interference effect in RT measures (Braem
et al,, 2019). It is unknown how this trial type frequency effect may
influence other conflict related control effects such as the Gratton
effect [employed by Etkin et al. (2006)] or Rabbitt type effects (as
in the current study). It is likely to enhance control (and reduce
conflict) on incongruent trials and thereby diminish the Gratton
effect (which was absent in the current study). It will be important
to conduct an AFWS study (preferably employing both face and
word response instructions) which manipulates trial type frequency
across high, balanced, and low ratios of I to C trials to determine the
impact on trial sequence (II, CI, IC, CC) reaction times.

It may also be useful for researchers to examine the differences
in control elicited when participants are instructed on the
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importance of accurate responses, speedy responses, and when they
receive balanced instructions. In order to unambiguously interpret
I vs. C source localization differences as evidence for facilitation,
absence of facilitation or conflict interference, it is necessary to
include affectively neutral face and word stimuli in the AFWS
paradigm [as employed for example by Ovaysikia et al. (2011) in
their related fMRI study]. Confirmation of the role of the amygdala
proposed in the current model would require future studies to
employ magnetoencephalogram (MEG) recording, which is able
track both cortical and amygdala activity with the temporal of the
EEG (Dumas et al., 2013).

5. Conclusion

This research compliments and extends the findings of Etkin
et al. (2006) on the regulation of affective-conflicts in sensory
information, in particular between words and faces using an
adaptation of the affective face-word Stroop paradigm. Using
contrasts derived from cognitive neuroscience research on Stroop
type tasks, they identified right amygdala activation as a primary
emotional conflict response in the face response AFWS task, and
left rACC as a source of affective-control which directly inhibits
amygdala activation. By leveraging the precise temporal resolution
of the EEG, we were able to obtain within-trial timings for initiation
of rACC affective-control activation, and for the subsequent
effects (plausibly expressions of control) on the extrastriate visual
pathways which processed the conflicting affective-face signals.

At a behavioral level, we were able to identify a novel
Rabbitt type control effect. The Rabbitt effect has been shown
to be modulated by the same conflict related activity (in this
case dorsal rather than rostral ACC) as the Gratton effect in a
cognitive Stroop color naming task (Kerns et al., 2004). These
results indicate that the control response to affective conflict can
toggle between Rabbitt-type and Gratton effects, although the
precise circumstances which trigger this switch and the underlying
mechanism remain to be identified.

We have confirmed the role of rACC in the control response
to affective conflict and identified that these effects are lateralized.
Considering these findings with those of Etkin et al. (2006),
it appears that right rACC is engaged in regulating affective
processing when conflict arises from right hemisphere processing,
and left rACC in regulating conflict arising from left hemisphere
processing pathways. Our results indicate that the initiation of
rACC control involves evoked cortical potentials that are not
registered in the results available through fMRI. This highlights the
importance of convergent (not merely parallel) inquiry in this field,
and the differences in interpretation required when dealing with
EEG/ERP and BOLD fMRI results.

Current results support the view that rACC regulation of
affective-conflicts are triggered within trials by early conflict-
related amygdala activation, leading to down regulation of the
amygdala response and hence to down regulation of the amygdala’s
attentional facilitation of selected affective signals (in this case
targeting the right FFA). While the current findings extend our
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understanding of how the brain responds to affective conflicts, the
ultimate utility of such knowledge lies in understanding the real
world of complex social interactions in which the management
of affective conflicts plays a key role in negotiating the complex
interactions between self and others.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be
made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

Ethics statement

The studies involving human participants were reviewed
and approved by Human Research Ethics Committee. The
patients/participants provided their written informed consent to
participate in this study.

Author contributions

GJ contributed to planning, writing, and analysis. JP
contributed to planning, writing, analysis, and data collection. IE
contributed to writing and analysis. AH contributed to planning
and writing. All authors contributed to the article and approved the
submitted version.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnhum.
2023.955171/full#supplementary- material

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-neuroscience
https://www.frontiersin.org/

Jamieson et al.

References

Adolphs, R., and Spezio, M. (2006). Role of the amygdala in processing visual social
stimuli. Prog. Brain Res. 156, 363-378. doi: 10.1016/S0079-6123(06)56020-0

Alguacil, S., Madrid, E., Espin, A. M., and Ruz, M. (2017). Facial identity and
emotional expression as predictors during economic decisions. Cogn. Affect. Behav.
Neurosci. 17, 315-329. doi: 10.3758/s13415-016-0481-9

Beckmann, M., Johansen-Berg, H., and Rushworth, M. F. (2009). Connectivity-
based parcellation of human cingulate cortex and its relation to functional
specialization. J. Neurosci. 29, 1175-1190. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3328-08.
2009

Beissner, F., Meissner, K., Bir, K. J., and Napadow, V. (2013). The autonomic
brain: an activation likelihood estimation meta-analysis for central processing of
autonomic function. J. Neurosci. 33, 10503-10511. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1103-13.
2013

Botvinick, M. M., Braver, T. S., Barch, D. M., Carter, C. S., and Cohen, J. D. (2001).
Conflict monitoring and cognitive control. Psychol. Rev. 108, 624-652. doi: 10.1037/
0033-295X.108.3.624

Botvinick, M. M., Cohen, J. D., and Carter, C. S. (2004). Conflict monitoring and
anterior cingulate cortex: an update. Trends Cogn. Sci. 8, 539-546. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.
2004.10.003

Botvinick, M., Nystrom, L. E., Fissell, K., Carter, C. S., and Cohen, J. D. (1999).
Conflict monitoring versus selection-for-action in anterior cingulate cortex. Nature
402, 179-181. doi: 10.1038/46035

Braem, S., Bugg, J. M., Schmidt, J. R,, Crump, M. J., Weissman, D. H., Notebaert,
W., et al. (2019). Measuring adaptive control in conflict tasks. Trends Cogn. Sci. 23,
769-783. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2019.07.002

Bruder, G. E., Stewart, J. W., and McGrath, P. J. (2017). Right brain, left
brain in depressive disorders: clinical and theoretical implications of behavioral,
electrophysiological and neuroimaging findings. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 78,178-191.
doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2017.04.021

Carter, C. S., and van Veen, V. (2007). Anterior cingulate cortex and conflict
detection: an update of theory and data. Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 7, 367-379.
doi: 10.3758/ CABN.7.4.367

Craig, A. D. (2011). Significance of the insula for the evolution of human awareness
of feelings from the body. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 1225, 72-82. doi: 10.1111/.1749-6632.
2011.05990.x

Delorme, A., and Makeig, S. (2004). EEGLAB: an open source toolbox for analysis
of single-trial EEG dynamics including independent component analysis. J. Neurosci.
Methods 134, 9-21. doi: 10.1016/j.jneumeth.2003.10.009

Di Russo, F., Martinez, A., Sereno, M. L, Pitzalis, S., and Hillyard, S. A. (2002).
Cortical sources of the early components of the visual evoked potential. Hum. Brain
Mapp. 15, 95-111. doi: 10.1002/hbm.10010

Dumas, T., Dubal, S., Attal, Y., Chupin, M., Jouvent, R., Morel, S, et al. (2013). MEG
evidence for dynamic amygdala modulations by gaze and facial emotions. PLoS One
8:€74145. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0074145

Egner, T. (2008). Multiple conflict-driven control mechanisms in the human brain.
Trends Cogn. Sci. 12, 374-380. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2008.07.001

Egner, T., Ely, S., and Grinband, J. (2010). Going, going, gone: characterizing the
time-course of congruency sequence effects. Front. Psychol. 1:154. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.
2010.00154

Egner, T., Etkin, A,, Gale, S., and Hirsch, J. (2008). Dissociable neural systems
resolve conflict from emotional versus nonemotional distracters. Cerebral Cortex 18,
1475-1484. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhm179

Egner, T., and Hirsch, J. (2005a). The neural correlates and functional integration of
cognitive control in a Stroop task. Neuroimage 24, 539-547. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.
2004.09.007

Egner, T., and Hirsch, J. (2005b). Cognitive control mechanisms resolve conflict
through cortical amplification of task-relevant information. Nat. Neurosci. 8, 1784-
1790. doi: 10.1038/nn1594

Eimer, M. (2011). The face-sensitive N170 component of the event-related brain
potential. Oxford Handb. Face Percept. 28, 329-344.

Etkin, A., Egner, T., Peraza, D. M., Kandel, E. R,, and Hirsch, J. (2006). Resolving
emotional conflict: a role for the rostral anterior cingulate cortex in modulating activity
in the amygdala. Neuron 51, 871-882. doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2006.07.029

Friston, K. J., Buechel, C., Fink, G. R., Morris, J., Rolls, E., and Dolan, R. J. (1997).
Psychophysiological and modulatory interactions in neuroimaging. Neuroimage 6,
218-229. doi: 10.1006/nimg.1997.0291

Friston, K. J., Frith, C. D., Liddle, P. F., Dolan, R. J., Lammertsma, A. A., and
Frackowiak, R. S. . (1990). The relationship between global and local changes in PET
scans. J. Cereb. Blood Flow Metab. 10, 458-466. doi: 10.1038/jcbfm.1990.88

Friston, K. J., Frith, C. D., Liddle, P. F., and Frackowiak, R. S.J. (1991). Comparing
functional (PET) images: the assessment of significant change. J. Cereb. Blood Flow
Metab. 11, 690-699. doi: 10.1038/jcbfm.1991.122

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience

10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171

Friston, K. J., Harrison, L., and Penny, W. (2003). Dynamic causal modelling.
Neuroimage 19, 1273-1302. doi: 10.1016/S1053-8119(03)00202-7

Fuchs, M., Kastner, J., Wagner, M., Hawes, S., and Ebersole, J. S. (2002). A
standardized boundary element method volume conductor model. Clin. Neurophysiol.
113, 702-712. doi: 10.1016/S1388-2457(02)00030-5

Gao, C., Conte, S., Richards, J. E., Xie, W., and Hanayik, T. (2019). The
neural sources of N170: understanding timing of activation in face-selective areas.
Psychophysiology 56:¢13336. doi: 10.1111/psyp.13336

Garvert, M. M., Friston, K. J., Dolan, R. J., and Garrido, M. 1. (2014). Subcortical
amygdala pathways enable rapid face processing. Neuroimage 102, 309-316. doi: 10.
1016/j.neuroimage.2014.07.047

Gratton, G., Coles, M. G., and Donchin, E. (1992). Optimizing the use of
information: strategic control of activation of responses. J. Exp. Psychol. 121, 480-506.
doi: 10.1037/0096-3445.121.4.480

Ishai, A. (2008). Let’s face it: it’s a cortical network. Neuroimage 40, 415-419. doi:
10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.10.040

Jacques, C., Jonas, J., Maillard, L., Colnat-Coulbois, S., Koessler, L., and Rossion, B.
(2019). The inferior occipital gyrus is a major cortical source of the face-evoked N170:
evidence from simultaneous scalp and intracerebral human recordings. Hum. Brain
Mapp. 40, 1403-1418. doi: 10.1002/hbm.24455

Kanwisher, N., and Yovel, G. (2006). The fusiform face area: a cortical region
specialized for the perception of faces. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 361,2109-2128.
doi: 10.1098/rstb.2006.1934

Kerns, J. G., Cohen, J. D., MacDonald, A. W. III, Cho, R. Y., Stenger, V. A, and
Carter, C. S. (2004). Anterior cingulate conflict monitoring and adjustments in control.
Science 303, 1023-1026. doi: 10.1126/science.1089910

Luck, S.J. (2012). “Event-related potentials,” in APA handbook of research methods
in psychology, Vol 1: Foundations, planning, measures, and psychometrics, eds H. E.
Cooper, P. M. Camic, D. L. Long, A. T. Panter, D. E. Rindskopf, and K. J. Sher
(Worcester, MA: American Psychological Association), 744. doi: 10.1037/13619-028

Luck, S. J. (2014). An introduction to the event-related potential technique.
Cambridge, MA: MIT press.

MacDonald, A. W., Cohen, J. D., Stenger, V. A., and Carter, C. S. (2000). Dissociating
the role of the dorsolateral prefrontal and anterior cingulate cortex in cognitive
control. Science 288, 1835-1838. doi: 10.1126/science.288.5472.1835

MacLeod, C. M. (1991). Half a century of research on the Stroop effect: an integrative
review. Psychol. Bull. 109, 163-203. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.109.2.163

Marco-Pallarés, J., Grau, C., and Ruffini, G. (2005). Combined ICA-LORETA
analysis of mismatch negativity. Neuroimage 25, 471-477. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.
2004.11.028

Mayr, U., Awh, E., and Laurey, P. (2003). Conflict adaptation effects in the absence
of executive control. Nat. Neurosci. 6, 450-452. doi: 10.1038/nn1051

Mazziotta, J., Toga, A., Evans, A., Fox, P., Lancaster, J., Zilles, K., et al. (2001). A
probabilistic atlas and reference system for the human brain: international consortium
for brain mapping (ICBM). Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. Ser. B Biol. Sci. 356, 1293-1322.
doi: 10.1098/rstb.2001.0915

McFadyen, J., Mattingley, J. B., and Garrido, M. I. (2019). An afferent white matter
pathway from the pulvinar to the amygdala facilitates fear recognition. eLife 8:e40766.
doi: 10.7554/eLife.40766

Morris, J. S., Friston, K. J., Biichel, C., Frith, C. D., Young, A. W., Calder,
A. ], et al. (1998). A neuromodulatory role for the human amygdala in
processing emotional facial expressions. Brain 121, 47-57. doi: 10.1093/brain/12
1.1.47

Murray, E. A,, and Fellows, L. K. (2022). Prefrontal cortex interactions with the
amygdala in primates. Neuropsychopharmacology 47, 163-179. doi: 10.1038/s41386-
021-01128-w

Nichols, T. E., and Holmes, A. P. (2002). Nonparametric permutation tests for
functional neuroimaging: a primer with examples. Hum. Mapp. 15, 1-25. doi: 10.1002/
hbm.1058

Nolan, H., Whelan, R., and Reilly, R. B. (2010). FASTER: fully automated statistical
thresholding for EEG artifact rejection. J. Neurosci. Methods 192, 152-162. doi: 10.
1016/j.jneumeth.2010.07.015

Ovaysikia, S., Tahir, K. A., Chan, J. L., and DeSouza, J. F. (2011). Word wins
over face: emotional Stroop effect activates the frontal cortical network. Front. Hum.
Neurosci. 4:234. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2010.00234

Pascual-Marqui, R. D. (2002). Standardized low-resolution brain electromagnetic
tomography (sLORETA): technical details. Methods Find. Exp. Clin. Pharmacol.
24(Suppl. D), 5-12.

Pascual-Marqui, R. D. (2009). “Theory of the EEG inverse problem,” in Quantitative
EEG analysis: methods and clinical applications, ed. S. Tong (London: Artech House),
121-140.

Pascual-Marqui, R. D., Lehmann, D., Koukkou, M., Kochi, K., Anderer, P., Saletu,
B., et al. (2011). Assessing interactions in the brain with exact low-resolution

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(06)56020-0
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-016-0481-9
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3328-08.2009
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3328-08.2009
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1103-13.2013
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1103-13.2013
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.624
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.624
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1038/46035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2017.04.021
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.7.4.367
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2011.05990.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2011.05990.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2003.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.10010
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0074145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.07.001
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00154
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00154
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhm179
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1594
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.07.029
https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.1997.0291
https://doi.org/10.1038/jcbfm.1990.88
https://doi.org/10.1038/jcbfm.1991.122
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-8119(03)00202-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1388-2457(02)00030-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13336
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.07.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.07.047
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.121.4.480
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.10.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.10.040
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.24455
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2006.1934
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089910
https://doi.org/10.1037/13619-028
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.288.5472.1835
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.109.2.163
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1051
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2001.0915
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.40766
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/121.1.47
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/121.1.47
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41386-021-01128-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41386-021-01128-w
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.1058
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.1058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2010.07.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2010.07.015
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2010.00234
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-neuroscience
https://www.frontiersin.org/

Jamieson et al.

electromagnetic tomography. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. A Mathem. Phys. Eng. Sci. 369,
3768-3784. doi: 10.1098/rsta.2011.0081

Pessoa, L. (2008). On the relationship between emotion and cognition. Nat. Rev.
Neurosci. 9, 148-158. doi: 10.1038/nrn2317

Pitcher, D., Walsh, V., and Duchaine, B. (2011). The role of the occipital face area
in the cortical face perception network. Exp. Brain Res. 209, 481-493. doi: 10.1007/
500221-011-2579-1

Qiu, R, Wang, H, and Fu, S. (2017). N170 reveals the categorical perception
effect of emotional valence. Front. Psychol. 8:2056. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.0
2056

Rabbitt, P. A. (1966). Errors and error correction in choice-response tasks. J. Exp.
Psychol. 71, 264. doi: 10.1037/h0022853

Ratcliffe, M. (2018). The interpersonal structure of  depression.
Psychoanal. ~ Psychother. 32,  122-139.  doi:  10.1080/02668734.2018.14
55729

Sutton, T. M., Herbert, A. M., and Clark, D. Q. (2019). Valence, arousal, and
dominance ratings for facial stimuli. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 72, 2046-2055. doi: 10.1177/
1747021819829012

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience

16

10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171

Sutton, T. M., and Lutz, C. (2019). Attentional capture for emotional words and
images: the importance of valence and arousal. Can. J. Exp. Psychol. 73, 47. doi:
10.1037/cep0000154

Tang, W., Jbabdi, S., Zhu, Z., Cottaar, M., Grisot, G., Lehman, J. F., et al. (2019). A
connectional hub in the rostral anterior cingulate cortex links areas of emotion and
cognitive control. eLife 8:e43761. doi: 10.7554/eLife.43761

Tottenham, N., Tanaka, J. W., Leon, A. C., McCarry, T., Nurse, M., Hare, T. A,,
etal. (2009). The NimStim set of facial expressions: judgments from untrained research
participants. Psychiatry Res. 168, 242-249. doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2008.05.006

Yang, Q., Wang, X,, Yin, S., Zhao, X,, Tan, J., and Chen, A. (2016). Improved
emotional conflict control triggered by the processing priority of negative emotion.
Sci. Rep. 6, 1-9. doi: 10.1038/srep24302

Yang, Y., and Wang, J. Z. (2017). From structure to behavior in basolateral
amygdala-hippocampus circuits. Front. Neural Circ. 11:86. doi: 10.3389/fncir.2017.
00086

Zhu, X. R., Zhang, H. J., Wu, T. T, Luo, W. B, and Luo, Y. J. (2010). Emotional

conflict occurs at an early stage: evidence from the emotional face-word Stroop task.
Neurosci. Lett. 478, 1-4. doi: 10.1016/j.neulet.2010.04.036

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2023.955171
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2011.0081
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2317
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-011-2579-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-011-2579-1
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02056
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02056
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0022853
https://doi.org/10.1080/02668734.2018.1455729
https://doi.org/10.1080/02668734.2018.1455729
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747021819829012
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747021819829012
https://doi.org/10.1037/cep0000154
https://doi.org/10.1037/cep0000154
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.43761
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2008.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep24302
https://doi.org/10.3389/fncir.2017.00086
https://doi.org/10.3389/fncir.2017.00086
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neulet.2010.04.036
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-neuroscience
https://www.frontiersin.org/

	Conflict and control in cortical responses to inconsistent emotional signals in a face-word Stroop
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Participants
	2.2. Experimental paradigm
	2.3. Electroencephalogram data acquisition
	2.4. Procedure
	2.5. EEG analysis
	2.6. EEG source analysis
	2.7. Statistics

	3. Results
	3.1. Behavioral data
	3.1.1. Reaction times
	3.1.2. Accuracy data
	3.2. Averaged face-word affective Stroop VEPs and global field power
	3.2.1. Congruent and incongruent trials
	3.2.2. Congruent-incongruent and incongruent-incongruent trials

	3.3. eLORETA source analysis
	3.3.1. Incongruent-incongruent vs. congruent-incongruent trials
	3.3.2. Incongruent vs. congruent trials


	4. Discussion
	4.1. Limitations

	5. Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	Supplementary material
	References


