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1  |  INTRODUCTION

Several cognitive biases are associated with anxiety in 
general and with spider phobia in particular. One of these 
biases is attention bias, which is exhibited through three 

components. The first two are marked by faster engage-
ment with feared stimuli than with neutral stimuli, and 
slower disengagement from feared stimuli than from neu-
tral ones. These two components are followed by avoidance 
of fearful stimuli among fearful participants (for reviews, 
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Abstract
The current registered report focused on the temporal dynamics of the relation-
ship between expectancy and attention toward threat, to better understand the 
mechanisms underlying the prioritization of threat detection over expectancy. In 
the current event- related potentials experiment, a- priori expectancy was manipu-
lated, and attention bias was measured, using a well- validated paradigm. A visual 
search array was presented, with one of two targets: spiders (threatening) or birds 
(neutral). A verbal cue stating the likelihood of encountering a target preceded the 
array, creating congruent and incongruent trials. Following cue presentation, pre-
paratory processes were examined using the contingent negative variation (CNV) 
component. Following target presentation, two components were measured: early 
posterior negativity (EPN) and late positive potential (LPP), reflecting early and 
late stages of natural selective attention toward emotional stimuli, respectively. 
Behaviorally, spiders were found faster than birds, and congruency effects emerged 
for both targets. For the CNV, a non- significant trend of more negative amplitudes 
following spider cues emerged. As expected, EPN and LPP amplitudes were larger 
for spider targets compared to bird targets. Data- driven, exploratory, topographical 
analyses revealed different patterns of activation for bird cues compared to spider 
cues. Furthermore, 400–500 ms post- target, a congruency effect was revealed only 
for bird targets. Together, these results demonstrate that while expectancy for spi-
der appearance is evident in differential neural preparation, the actual appearance 
of spider target overrides this expectancy effect and only in later stages of process-
ing does the cueing effect come again into play.
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see Abado, Richter, et  al., 2020; Cisler & Koster,  2010). 
Attention bias is a key feature of spider phobia and has 
been widely researched (e.g., Flykt & Caldara,  2006; 
Öhman et al., 2001). Indeed, research shows that fear may 
contribute to the direction and magnitude of attention 
bias, which in turn contributes to the maintenance of fear, 
creating a vicious cycle that maintains fear, anxiety and at-
tention bias (for a review, see Van Bockstaele et al., 2014). 
These findings are especially important in the therapeutic 
context, as reduction of attention bias can also lead to a re-
duction in phobia symptoms. Such desired reduction can 
be accomplished using specifically developed attention 
bias modification (ABM) methods (for more information 
on ABM, see McNally, 2019; Shechner et al., 2012).

A priori expectancies, which can also be biased, consti-
tute one important factor that affects attention bias. In the 
case of spider phobia, encounter bias (Aue & Hoeppli, 2012) 
occurs when spider- fearful individuals overestimate the 
likelihood of encountering a spider compared to non- 
fearful individuals (for a review on the expectancy bias 
toward positive stimuli, see Dricu et al., 2020; for a review 
on the expectancy bias toward negative stimuli, see Aue & 
Okon- Singer, 2015; de Jong & Daniels, 2020). Consequence 
bias is another type of expectancy bias in which partic-
ipants overestimate the negative consequences that will 
follow their encounter with the fear- relevant stimulus 
(Aue & Hoeppli, 2012).

While attention bias itself has been studied extensively, 
only a few studies have examined how a priori expectan-
cies affect attention bias. Some of these studies specifically 
examined the interaction between a priori expectancies 
and attention bias in individuals with spider phobia (Aue 
et al., 2013, 2016, 2019). Expectancies were manipulated 
using a verbal cue indicating the likelihood that a cer-
tain target stimulus would appear in a subsequent visual 
search array. There were three types of cues: a spider cue 
(“spider 90%”), a bird cue (“bird 90%”) and an ambiguous 
cue (“spider bird 50%”/“bird spider 50%”). Following the 
cue, participants were shown a visual search array com-
prising nine pictures: eight pictures of neutral distractors 
(butterflies) and one deviant picture (a target)—either a 
threatening picture (spider) or a neutral one (bird), which 
in turn was either congruent or incongruent with the cue. 
Participants were asked to discriminate between the tar-
gets (spider or bird) as quickly and as accurately as pos-
sible. As expected, participants with spider phobia, in 
particular, exhibited a general attention bias (i.e., faster 
reaction times (RTs)) toward spider targets compared to 
bird targets. Nevertheless, an interaction between cue and 
target was found in both groups of participants, such that 
while the preceding cues had a beneficial effect on bird 
detection, spider detection was quick and unaffected by 
cueing (Aue et  al.,  2013). In other words, RTs were the 

shortest for both congruent and incongruent spider tar-
get trials, slower for congruent bird target trials, and the 
slowest for incongruent bird target trials. These behavioral 
results have been replicated in an autonomic measures 
study (Aue et al., 2016), as well as in a functional magnetic 
resonance imaging (fMRI) study (Aue et al., 2019). Thus, it 
seems that due to its threatening value, the appearance of 
a spider target might override the control of endogenous 
attention driven by the cue (i.e., the expectancy effect).

To summarize, several studies have used behavioral, au-
tonomic, and neural measures to examine the interaction 
between expectancies and attention bias toward spiders 
(Aue et al., 2013, 2016, 2019). Results suggest that there is 
a competition between endogenous processes which are 
elicited by a- priori probabilities and exogenous processes 
induced by the threatening value of spiders. However, the 
exact temporal dynamics of the neurocognitive mecha-
nisms underlying the competition between expectancy and 
orienting of attention toward spiders have not been studied 
yet. To fill this gap, we harnessed electroencephalography 
(EEG) in unselected adult participants and extracted spe-
cific event- related potential (ERP) components that inform 
about expectancy versus attention allocation during the 
processing of threat- related stimuli. Understanding the na-
ture of this interaction can help in developing treatments 
aimed at reducing attention bias, thereby reducing phobia 
and anxiety symptoms. This line of inquiry is also theoret-
ically relevant, as it is more ecological and informative to 
study cognitive biases together rather than separately (for 
more details on the combined cognitive bias hypothesis, see 
Aue & Okon- Singer, 2015; Everaert & Koster, 2020).

1.1 | The current study

The current experiment sought to explore the electrophys-
iological time- course of threat processing when effects of 
expectancy versus exogenous attention allocation were 
carefully considered together as well as disentangled from 
each other. To this end, the current study focused on three 
successive ERP components: first, the contingent negative 
variation (CNV), which reflects anticipation and prepara-
tory processes. Examining the CNV allowed us to contrast 
spider cues with bird cues. Moreover, we also examined 
two ERP components that reflect early and late emotional 
processing following target onset: the early posterior 
negativity (EPN) and the late positive potential (LPP), re-
spectively. Both EPN and LPP have been found to reflect 
“natural selective attention” at different processing stages 
that are sensitive to evolutionary significant information, 
such as spiders, snakes, and content involving threat and 
mutilation (for reviews, see Olofsson et al., 2008, Schupp 
et al., 2006; see also Schupp & Kirmse, 2021). Accordingly, 
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these three components allowed us to cover a broad win-
dow, spanning from cue presentation to target process-
ing, thereby disentangling the contribution of expectancy 
(CNV) from actual threat processing (EPN and LPP).

1.1.1 | Contingent negative variation

The CNV is a slow negative- going wave that appears be-
tween a warning stimulus (S1) and an imperative stimulus 
(S2). The CNV is mostly elicited following cues, and when 
there is a constant interval of several seconds between S1 
and S2 (for a review, see Brunia, van Boxtel, et  al., 2011). 
The CNV is believed to reflect anticipatory attention and 
orienting of attention. In an emotional context, Amrhein 
et al. (2005) studied consequence bias in participants with 
panic disorder and in healthy control participants. Panic- 
relevant (emergencies), phobia- relevant (spiders) and neu-
tral (mushrooms) pictures were randomly paired with an 
aversive outcome (startle sound). During the CNV interval 
(4000–6000 ms post- picture onset), an interaction was found 
between participant group and picture category. Specifically, 
the CNV of participants with panic disorder was signifi-
cantly more negative for emergency than for spider pictures, 
while in control participants, the CNV for spider pictures 
and for emergency pictures was significantly more negative 
than for mushroom pictures. Thus, control participants ex-
hibited larger CNV amplitudes toward panic- relevant and 
phobia- relevant cues, compared to neutral cues.

Other studies also found that the CNV was sensitive to 
threat cues. For instance, Regan and Howard (1995) used 
a tone- slide paradigm (i.e., acquisition and extinction), in 
which the tone predicted an upcoming white noise after 
a fear- relevant (small animals)/- irrelevant (landscapes) 
slide. CNV amplitudes were measured throughout the en-
tire trial (8 s). In the fear- relevant condition, CNV ampli-
tudes were significantly larger toward trials that predicted 
the white noise, compared to trials that did not include a 
white noise, both during acquisition and extinction ses-
sions. In the fear- irrelevant condition, the differentiation 
between both trial types was weaker in both sessions. 
Thus, overall, the CNV was sensitive to threat cues, even 
during extinction, in the fear- relevant condition, but not 
in the fear- irrelevant condition. Using the CNV, the cur-
rent study examined the time course of differential expec-
tancy and anticipatory effects for threatening cues versus 
neutral cues.

1.1.2 | Early posterior negativity

The EPN is an early occipito- temporal component that 
reaches its maximum amplitude ~200–300 ms after 

stimulus onset. The EPN is believed to reflect early en-
hanced attention in emotional contexts, especially toward 
evolutionary- relevant stimuli (for reviews, see Olofsson 
et al., 2008; Schupp et al., 2006). The EPN has also been 
studied using priming/expectancy and attention para-
digms. For instance, Hietanen and Astikainen  (2013) 
showed participants positive and negative scenes (primes), 
followed by happy, sad, and neutral facial expressions (tar-
gets). Trials were congruent or incongruent in terms of va-
lence. They found that the EPN was sensitive to negative 
primes and targets. However, EPN was more sensitive to 
happy faces that were preceded by negative primes com-
pared to positive primes, while sad faces were not affected 
by primes, resulting in a significant interaction between 
prime and target (Hietanen & Astikainen, 2013).

Additionally, Flaisch et al. (2008) showed participants 
a continuous stream of pleasant, unpleasant and neutral 
pictures. Each picture was preceded by a prime picture of 
the same category. A priming effect of emotional stimuli 
was found, regardless of congruency. In other words, as 
long as the prime was not neutral (i.e., either pleasant or 
unpleasant), smaller EPN amplitudes were found toward 
the subsequent picture, regardless of its valence. Using 
the EPN, the current study examined early emotional pro-
cessing and attention bias toward threatening compared 
to neutral stimuli.

1.1.3 | Late positive potential

The LPP reflects elaborated processing in emotional 
contexts, especially toward evolutionary- relevant stimuli 
(for reviews, see Olofsson et al., 2008; Schupp et al., 2006). 
While the EPN reflects natural selective attention during 
early processing stages, the LPP is similarly sensitive 
to evolutionary- significant stimuli but likely reflects 
additional later processing stages. However, findings 
regarding the LPP are mixed. Flykt and Caldara  (2006) 
used a visual search task similar to the one used in this 
experiment in order to measure LPP amplitudes toward 
fear- relevant and fear- irrelevant stimuli in participants 
with either spider or snake phobia. Participants with 
spider phobia exhibited larger LPP amplitudes toward 
spider targets than snake and neutral targets. Similarly, 
participants with snake phobia exhibited larger LPP 
amplitudes to snake targets than spider and neutral targets, 
while control participants did not exhibit prioritized 
processing toward any kind of target.

A recent study used a paradigm that is very similar 
to the one used here in terms of cue validity (Johnen & 
Harrison, 2019). This study used symbolic cues that pre-
dicted the valence of the upcoming picture on 70% of 
the trials. Results showed that the LPP component was 

 14698986, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/psyp.14546 by U

niversitat B
ern, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



4 of 18 |   ABADO et al.

sensitive to validity and to valence but not to the inter-
action between these two factors. Other cueing studies 
revealed that the LPP is sensitive to predictability (Lin 
et al., 2012, 2018) as well as to trait intolerance of uncer-
tainty (Gole et al., 2012). Using the LPP, the current study 
examined late emotional processing and attention bias to-
ward congruent and incongruent trials with threatening 
and neutral pictures.

To summarize, mixed findings exist regarding the ef-
fects of cue congruency and valence on EPN and LPP 
amplitudes to neutral and emotional targets. These dif-
ferences may be related to specific tasks, paradigms, 
designs, and requirements. As our task differs to some 
extent from all of the aforementioned tasks, it could 
shed light on the interaction between expectancy and 
attention toward evolutionary- relevant stimuli when the 
cues are not 100% predictive and when a visual search 
array is presented.

1.1.4 | Hypotheses

In our previous studies based on a similar visual search 
task, results showed a consistent and robust attention bias 
toward spiders in both participants with spider phobia and 
control participants with low fear of spiders. Behaviorally, 
we expected participants to detect spider targets quicker 
than bird targets. Moreover, an interaction between cues 
and targets was also hypothesized, whereby participants 
were expected to react faster on congruent compared to 
incongruent trials, yet this effect should interact with 
target type: a larger congruency effect was expected for 
bird targets than spider targets, given that we previously 
found across several studies that the appearance of spider 
targets could override expectancy driven by the cue (e.g., 
Aue et al., 2013, 2016, 2019).

Importantly, as shown in the literary overview, previ-
ous ERP studies have employed various paradigms and 
often found contradictory results. Thus, our ERP hypoth-
eses were mostly based on our own previous studies (Aue 
et al., 2013, 2016, 2019), which have used a similar para-
digm. When hypotheses could not be made based on our 
own previous studies, we have referred to the relevant 
literature. For instance, we refer to Regan and Howard's 
study (Regan & Howard,  1995) for the CNV hypothesis. 
While this study used a very different paradigm, which 
included acquisition and extinction, it did include several 
aspects which are very similar to our own study: (1) small 
animals served as fear- relevant stimuli; (2) participants 
were unselected; and (3) CNV was measured following 
threatening and neutral cues.

For the CNV component, we hypothesized larger am-
plitudes for spider cues than bird cues. This hypothesis 

is in line with Regan and Howard's study  (1995), which 
showed that the CNV was sensitive to threat cues in 
fear- relevant conditions (i.e., pictures of small animals), 
among a sample of unselected participants (see also 
Amrhein et al., 2005, for similar results). For the EPN, we 
expected a main effect of target. Specifically, we expected 
larger amplitudes for spider targets compared to bird tar-
gets, regardless of the preceding cue. This hypothesis is in 
line with the study by Flaisch et al. (2007), which found 
that the EPN was sensitive to emotional stimuli, regard-
less of their congruency with the preceding prime. For the 
LPP, we expected an interaction effect between cues and 
targets: the LPP was expected to be larger for congruent 
than incongruent trials, with this congruency effect being 
larger for bird trials than spider trials. This hypothesis is 
in line with previous studies which have found that the 
LPP is larger for congruent/certain trials compared to 
incongruent/uncertain trials (Lin et al., 2012, 2018), and 
our own studies, which behaviorally, physiologically, and 
neurally showed larger congruency effects for bird targets 
compared to spider targets (Aue et al., 2013, 2016, 2019).

To summarize, we hypothesized that a differential ex-
pectancy effect could be created by spiders at the cue level 
(CNV), but these threat- related stimuli could nevertheless 
benefit from enhanced processing at the target level irre-
spective of expectancy, especially at an early stage of target 
processing (during the EPN), thereby reflecting a genuine 
early attention bias toward them. In this framework, tar-
get processing could be facilitated by expectancy at a later 
stage of processing, as reflected by the LPP. This hypothesis 
is also in line with our previous studies, which employed 
intracranial ERP methods and found that early processing 
of fearful stimuli was characterized by emotional effects 
which were independent of direction of attention, while 
later processing was characterized by a modulation of the 
emotional response by attention (Pourtois et al., 2010).

2  |  METHODS

2.1 | Participants

The sample size was determined using G*Power (ver-
sion 3.1.9.7; Faul et  al.,  2009). Our previous studies 
using the same paradigm have found large effect sizes 
for the cue- target interaction: ƞ2

p = .44 (Aue et al., 2013), 
ƞ2

p = .2 (Aue et al., 2016) and ƞ2
p = .31 (Aue et al., 2019). 

Accordingly, in the current study, we used a large ef-
fect size, which is the smallest of our previous studies 
(ƞ2

p = .20; a large effect size is defined as an effect size 
that is ƞ2

p > .14; Cohen,  2013) to estimate the sample 
size. Specifically, ƞ2

p expresses the sum of squares of 
the effect in relation to the sum of squares of the effect 
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and the sum of squares of the error associated with the 
effect. As we used the ƞ2

p that is generated by SPSS, it 
already incorporated the correlation between paired 
measures (Lakens, 2013).

Accordingly, 30 participants were needed to reach a 
power of .95 with an error probability of .02 and four re-
peated measures (2 cues × 2 targets), using the “as in SPSS” 
setting. We recruited 36 participants in total, taking into 
account exclusion of participants due to post- experimental 
exclusion criteria (see below). Participants completed the 
study in exchange for course credit or payment, as in-
structed by the ethics committee. This study was approved 
by the ethics committee of the School of Psychological 
Sciences at the University of Haifa (Approval #070/20).

Exclusion criteria included history of attention defi-
cit hyperactivity disorder, psychiatric and/or neurolog-
ical history and current use of psychiatric medications. 
Participants were prescreened for these criteria using a 
screening questionnaire. Post- experimental exclusion 
criteria included: (1) Extreme accuracy rates or RTs (±3 
standard deviations [SDs] above/below the mean [M]) as 
calculated for each participant in comparison with the en-
tire sample. The same criterion was applied to individual 
trials per participant per condition. (2) Excessive noise in 
the raw electroencephalography (EEG) data. Inclusion 
criteria were normal or corrected- to- normal vision and 
right dominant hand.

Of the 36 recruited participants, six participants were 
excluded from the final analysis: one due to extremely low 
accuracy rates (55%, which was more than 3 SDs below 
the mean), one due to technical issues (electrodes PO3 
and PO4, which are 2 out of the 5 electrodes used to mea-
sure the EPN, detached halfway through the experiment), 
and 4 participants had excessive noise in the raw EEG 
data (i.e., rejection rate that is over 25% of trials per par-
ticipant, in line with the recommendation of Luck, 2014). 
The criteria for artifact rejection are presented below, in 
the “Data Processing” section. Thus, the final sample in-
cluded 30 participants (6 males; Mage = 23.73 ± 3.11). Less 
than 1% of the trials were excluded due to extremely fast 
or slow RT.

2.2 | Stimuli

This study used the exact same stimuli as our previous 
studies (Aue et  al.,  2013, 2016, 2019). Specifically, 30 
pictures of spiders, 30 pictures of birds and 100 neutral 
pictures of butterflies were used, with all pictures matched 
for contrast, luminance and spatial frequency using 
MATLAB (MathWorks; version R2017a).

2.3 | Procedure

Compared to our previous studies that focused on periph-
eral physiological effects or fMRI, the paradigm was adapted 
to make it compatible with an EEG study. Although in our 
previous studies long durations (2000–3000 ms) were used 
for fixation and stimulus presentation, shorter durations 
were used here to extract conspicuous CNV, EPN and LPP 
ERP components (see Figure  1). Because of the reduced 
presentation duration compared to our previous studies, 
we also reduced the number of pictures shown in the vis-
ual search array, from 9 to 4 pictures and reduced the visual 
search array presentation duration from 2500 to 800 ms. 
Expectancy cues were kept relatively long (2000 ms), in 
line with our previous studies and with other studies 
which measured the CNV over long durations, depending 
on the task and on trial length (for a review, see Brunia, 
van Boxtel, et  al., 2011). Lastly, a short fixation (100 ms) 
between cues and targets was presented in order to make 
participants quickly fixate before the presentation of the 
targets. These parameters were chosen based on a behavio-
ral pilot study conducted with 20 participants that showed 
similar results (i.e., interaction between the cue and target) 
as Aue et al. (2013, 2016, 2019).

Participants were first asked to fill in some questionnaires 
(see the Supplementary Materials for details regarding the 
administered questionnaires and related findings). During 
the experiment, participants then took part in 20 practice 
trials. Then, they were asked to use a visual analogue scale 
(VAS) ranging from 0% to 100% to rate the probability of 
encountering the bird and spider targets throughout the 

F I G U R E  1  An example of a congruent trial: a spider cue is followed by a spider target (right column, bottom row). Pictures in the array 
are not to scale. Participants could still respond when the blank screen appears.
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experiment (two questions presented in random order, one 
for each type of target). This measure reflects participants' 
a- priori expectancy of encountering each type of target.

After that, the experiment began and consisted of five 
blocks, each comprising 100 trials (500 trials overall), with 
a break between them. Each trial began with a fixation 
point (average of 500 ms, jittered between 400 and 600 ms). 
Then, a cue appeared for 2000 ms, indicating the probabil-
ity of the target stimulus type in the next trial (spider cue: 
“spider 90%”, bird cue: “bird 90%”, ambiguous cue: “spider 
bird 50%” or “bird spider 50%”). Ambiguous cues served 
as a means to elicit a sense of ambiguity/uncertainty and 
to encourage participants to use the cue, which is mostly 
predictive. This was followed by another fixation (100 ms), 
followed by the search array. The array included a fixation 
with four pictures, two on each side: three pictures of but-
terflies and one deviant (target) picture of either a bird or a 
spider. Picture size was 480 × 270 pixels (13.5 × 7.75 cm) and 
each picture was located 3 cm away from the fixation point; 
screen size was 62 cm (24 in) and participants were seated 
60 cm away from the screen. Each picture had an equal 
probability of appearing in any one of the four possible lo-
cations. The visual search array was shown for 800 ms and 
participants were instructed to determine, as quickly and as 
accurately as possible, the category of the target stimulus by 
pressing the P key for spider targets and Q key for bird tar-
gets (counterbalanced). Participants could respond during 
the presentation of the search array or the following blank 
screen (1200 ms; see Figure 1 for an example of the proce-
dure). Catch trials (additional 25 trials in the experiment +4 
trials during practice) included a purple fixation rather than 
a black one. For this type of trials, participants were asked 
to press the space key as soon as possible, rather than detect 
the target. The aim of catch trials was to make sure that 
participants fixate. In reality, and in line with our previous 
studies, there was a 75% congruency rate between cues and 
targets, excluding ambiguous trials (Aue et al., 2013, 2016, 
2019). This was done in order to reassure participants of the 
validity of the cues and to encourage them to use the cues, 
while still being able to collect enough incongruent trials 
within a reasonable timeframe. Thus, in reality, we could 
use 25% of trials as incongruent trials. The experimental 
paradigm took about 40 min to complete, with a break ap-
proximately every 8 min.

Following the experiment, participants were asked to 
answer several questions:

1. Using a VAS that was identical to the one used to 
measure a priori expectancies, participants were asked 
to rate the proportion of spiders and birds they en-
countered throughout the experiment (two questions 
presented in random order, one for each type of tar-
get). This measure reflects participants' a- posteriori 

estimations of the appearance of each target (i.e., 
memory bias).

2. As a manipulation check and to make sure that spiders 
were indeed considered unpleasant, participants were 
shown 15 random pictures from the experiment (five 
from each category—spiders, birds and butterflies). For 
each picture, they were asked to indicate how pleasant 
and how unpleasant it was, each on a scale from 0 to 8 
(Kron et al., 2013). Each picture appeared for 4 s, fol-
lowed by the two scales.

2.4 | Design

The study employed a 2 × 2 within- subject design, with 
the following factors: cue (bird, spider) and target (bird, 
spider). Trials with ambiguous cues were not analyzed 
as they only constituted 12% of trials, in line with our 
previous studies, which have used similar proportions 
(Aue et  al.,  2013, 2016, 2019). In other words, the main 
comparison for expectancies was spider cues (threat cues) 
versus bird cues (neutral cues). Thus, overall, there were 
two congruent conditions (bird cue followed by a bird 
target; spider cue followed by a spider target) and two 
incongruent conditions (spider cue followed by a bird 
target; bird cue followed by a spider target).

2.5 | Data processing and analysis

The current study was preregistered, and all relevant 
materials, data, and analyses codes can be found online 
(https:// osf. io/ 64nzq/  ).

2.5.1 | Behavioral recording

RT was recorded using E- Prime 3.0 (Psychology Software 
Tools, Pittsburgh, PA, USA).

2.5.2 | Behavioral analysis

RTs were analyzed with IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, 
version 27 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA). Only cor-
rect trials were analyzed. Our variables of interest were all 
within- subject and included cue (bird, spider) and target 
(bird, spider). These variables were entered into a repeated- 
measures analysis of variance (ANOVA). For analyzing 
the interaction effects between cue and target, additional 
paired sample t- tests were conducted to measure the exist-
ence of the congruency effects separately for each type of 
target (bird cue- spider target vs. bird cue- bird target; bird 
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cue- spider target vs. spider cue- spider target). Cohen's d for 
paired samples was calculated for each t- test.

2.5.3 | EEG recording

EEG was recorded from 32 scalp sites using active, gel- 
based Ag/AgCl electrodes mounted in an elastic cap 
(Biosemi™, http:// www. biose mi. com/ headc ap. htm) 
based on the extended 10–20 system. Continuous EEG 
was recorded during the task and sampled at 512 Hz using 
a BioSemi ActiveTwo system, with Common Mode Sense 
(CMS) active electrode and Driven Right Leg (DLR) pas-
sive electrode serving as ground for internal gain scaling 
(www. biose mi. com).

2.5.4 | Data preprocessing

The data were analyzed using EEGLab (version 2021.0; 
Delorme & Makeig,  2004) and ERPLab plugin (Lopez- 
Calderon & Luck, 2014) running on MATLAB (MathWorks; 
version R2017a) routines. Raw EEG data was rereferenced 
offline to the digital average of the 32 EEG electrodes. EEG 
deflections resulting from eye blinks were corrected using 
independent component analysis (ICA). Any remaining 
artifacts that exceeded ±100 μV in amplitude were rejected.

2.5.5 | ERP analysis

ERPs were determined by averaging the 2000 ms segmented 
trials for cues and for targets, resulting in two cue condi-
tions (spider cue, bird cue) and four target conditions (bird 
cue- spider target, bird cue- bird target, spider cue- bird tar-
get, spider cue- spider target). Offline, a 0.01 Hz high- pass 
filter and a notch filter were applied before pre- processing 
and a 30 Hz low- pass filter was applied after pre- processing. 
Baseline correction was set to 200 ms before stimulus onset. 
Only correct trials were analyzed. CNV amplitudes were 
scored as the mean amplitude in the interval between 1500 
and 2000 ms after cue onset until stimulus onset, on frontal, 
central and parietal sites (F3, Fz, F4, C3, Cz, C4, P3, Pz, and 
P4; see Amrhein et  al.,  2005; Carretie,  2004; Mühlberger 
et  al.,  2006). A paired samples t- test was conducted to 
compare bird cues and spider cues. EPN amplitudes were 
scored as the mean amplitude in the time interval between 
250 and 350 ms after array onset on occipito- parietal and oc-
cipital sites O1, O2, PO7, PO8, and Oz (Beligiannis & Van 
Strien, 2020; Diéguez- Risco et al., 2015; Grassini et al., 2019; 
Hermann et  al.,  2007; Hietanen & Astikainen,  2013; 
Langeslag & van Strien,  2018). The EPN was analyzed 
using an ANOVA identical to the one used for behavioral 

analyses (two cues: bird vs. spider; two targets: bird vs. spi-
der). The same paired samples t- tests were also used. LPP 
amplitudes were scored as the mean amplitude in the time 
interval from 400 to 700 ms following array onset on fron-
tal, central and parietal sites (F3, Fz, F4, C3, Cz, C4, P3, Pz, 
and P4; Breton et al., 2014; Cuthbert et al., 2000; Langeslag 
et al., 2007; White & Grant, 2017). The LPP was analyzed in 
the same way as the EPN. Cohen's d for paired samples was 
calculated for each t- test.

2.5.6 | Bayesian analyses

For behavioral as well as ERP data: Bayesian statistical 
analyses were conducted using the software JASP (version 
0.17.1.0; Wagenmakers et al., 2018). The Bayes factor (BF) is 
used for comparing two competing hypotheses (the null hy-
pothesis, i.e., H0 vs. the alternative one, i.e., H1), as it quan-
tifies the relative strength of evidence provided by the data 
for one hypothesis compared to the other one. BF10 indi-
cates the Bayes factor in favor of H1 over H0. A BF10 greater 
than 1 suggests stronger evidence for H1 than H0, while a 
value less than 1 indicates stronger evidence for H0 than H1 
(Quintana & Williams, 2018). BFInclusion is a different factor, 
used to assess the evidence for including a particular vari-
able in a model compared to excluding it. It measures the 
change in the odds of the data under the inclusion model 
relative to the odds under the exclusion model. A BFInclusion 
greater than 1 indicates evidence in favor of including the 
variable, while a value less than 1 suggests evidence in favor 
of excluding it (Quintana & Williams, 2018).

3  |  RESULTS

3.1 | Behavioral analysis

Participants’ RTs for correct responses were analyzed. On 
average, errors made up 10% of all responses (SD = 6%). As 
expected, a main effect of target was found (F(1,29) = 53.96, 
p < .001, ƞ2

p = .650; BFInc = 368,178.15), such that par-
ticipants responded faster to spider targets compared to 
bird targets (bird targets: M = 755.14 ms; spider targets: 
M = 675.28 ms; representing the classical effect of attention 
bias). A cue × target interaction was found (F(1,29) = 26.07, 
p < .001, ƞ2

p = .473; BFInc = 76,849.63). Paired- samples t- 
tests were conducted to analyze this interaction further 
using two planned contrasts: (1) bird cue- spider target ver-
sus spider cue- spider target and (2) spider cue- bird target 
versus bird cue- bird target. As shown in Figure 2, a congru-
ency effect was found for both spider (M = 21.28 ± 30.11 ms; 
t(29) = 3.87, p = .001; Cohen's d = 0.707; BF10 = 54.66) and 
bird (M = 31.96 ± 40.31 ms; t(29) = 4.34, p < .001; Cohen's 
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d = 0.793; BF10 = 173.247) targets, as participants generally 
responded faster on congruent trials compared to incongru-
ent trials for both targets.

As the current paradigm somewhat differs from our 
previous experiments (Aue et al., 2013, 2016, 2019), addi-
tional exploratory analyses were conducted, demonstrat-
ing that RTs in the current experiment were overall faster 
compared with RTs in these previous experiments (for de-
tails, see the Supplementary Materials). With regards to 
the questionnaires, correlations were found between the 
fear of spiders and intolerance of uncertainty (for details, 
see the Supplementary materials).

3.2 | ERP analysis

ERP analyses were conducted on correct trials, after the 
removal of trials which contained artifacts (~13% ± 5% of 
trials; see also Table 1).

3.2.1 | Contingent negative variation

No differences in CNV amplitudes were found between 
bird cues (M = −0.284, SD = 0.428) and spider cues 
(M = −0.356; SD = 0.395; t(29) = 1.105; p = .278, Cohen's 
d = 0.202; BF10 = 0.577), although it was numerically 
larger for the latter compared to the former category. 
Hence, a nonsignificant trend in the expected direction 
was found (see Figure 3), but our hypothesis for the CNV 
could not be confirmed based on this (pre- registered) 
analysis.

3.2.2 | Early posterior negativity

As hypothesized, a significant main effect of target 
was found, as EPN amplitudes were more negative for 
spider targets (M = 6.195) compared to bird targets 
(M = 6.442; F(1, 29) = 4.830, p = .036, ƞ2

p = .143; 

F I G U R E  2  Pirate plot of RT as a function of the cue × target interaction. Dark horizontal lines reflect the sample mean. Horizontal 
bands around the sample mean reflect 95% confidence interval. **p < .01, ***p < .001. All pirate plots in the manuscript were created using R 
(R Core Team, 2021) and the “yarrr” package.

T A B L E  1  Frequencies and the number of trials per condition.

Cue Bird Spider Ambiguous

Target Bird Spider Bird Spider Bird Spider

Number of trials 164 (131 ± 13) 56 (41 ± 6) 56 (44 ± 6) 164 (125 ± 15) 30 (24 ± 3) 30 (22 ± 3)

Frequencies 75% 25% 25% 75% 50% 50%

Total 44% 44% 12%

Note: In parentheses: the mean and SD of the number of trials that was left in each condition, following the removal of incorrect responses and artifact 
detection (see the Section 3.5).
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BFIncl = 0.803). Moreover and in agreement with our 
(pre- registered) hypothesis for the EPN, no significant 
interaction between cues and targets emerged 
(F(1,29) = 0.094, p = .761, ƞ2

p = .003; BFIncl = 0.278; see 
Figure 4). Planned paired- samples t- tests showed that 
for both targets, no significant differences emerged be-
tween the two preceding cues: spider cue- bird target 
conditions versus bird cue- bird target conditions (t(1, 
29) = −1.272, p = .213, Cohen's d = −0.232; BF10 = 0.404) 
and bird cue- spider target conditions versus spider 
cue- spider target conditions (t(1, 29) = 0.597, p = .555, 
Cohen's d = 0.109; BF10 = 0.229).1

3.2.3 | Late positive potential

As hypothesized, a significant main effect of target was 
found, as LPP amplitudes were more positive for spi-
der targets (M = −0.132) than bird targets (M = −0.533; 
F(1, 29) = 28.36, p < .001, ƞ2

p = .494; BFIncl = 2272.073). 
However, no significant interaction between cues and 
targets emerged (F(1,29) = 0.027, p = .870, ƞ2

p = .001; 
BFIncl = 0.233; see Figure  5), while such an interac-
tion was hypothesized. Planned paired- samples t- tests 
showed that for both targets, no differences emerged 
between the two preceding cues: spider cue- bird target 
conditions versus bird cue- bird target conditions (t(1, 
29) = 0.604, p = .551, Cohen's d = 0.110; BF10 = 230) and 
bird cue- spider target conditions vs. spider cue- spider 
target conditions (t(1, 29) = −0.352, p = .727, Cohen's 
d = 0.064; BF10 = 206).

3.3 | Exploratory topographical analyses

The main (i.e., preregistered) analyses were based 
on standard ERP component analyses and are in line 
with previous studies. Out of the 32 electrodes availa-
ble, only 5–9 were used to score the CNV, EPN or LPP. 
Since expectancy and attention might also influence the 

 1It is important to note that since the study's design includes a larger 
number of congruent trials than incongruent trials, the signal- to- noise 
(SNR) ratio of the ERP data is smaller for incongruent trials. For this 
reason, we have also calculated EPN and LPP amplitudes using 
weighted means by condition (congruent/incongruent × spider/bird 
target). The weights were applied based on the remaining trials for all 
participants, after the removal of noisy or incorrect trials, in line with 
the exclusion criteria mentioned in the Methods section (see also 
Table 1 for the number of trials left in each condition). With the 
application of weights, the results did not change, as main effects of 
targets once again emerged for the EPN (M of bird targets = 6.16, M of 
spider targets = 6.49, t(29) = 3.42, p = .002, Cohen's d = 0.625; 
BF10 = 38.26) and the LPP (M of bird targets = −0.54, M of spider 
targets = − 0.13, t(29) = 6.06, p < .001, Cohen's d = 1.11; BF10 = 26,700.46).

F I G U R E  3  (a) Grand average ERPs separately for the two cue conditions. The CNV component (cue- locked; 1500–2000 ms) is 
highlighted by the black rectangle. Shadows represent standard errors. The x axis represents the time axis in milliseconds (ms), spanning 
from 200 ms prior to cue onset until 2000 ms following it, while the y axis represents the amplitude in microvolts (μv). (b) The corresponding 
topographical voltage map (horizontal view) for the CNV is shown for each cue condition separately. As can be seen from it, the topography 
of the CNV turned out to be different between these two conditions. We analyzed this topographical effect at the statistical level in an 
exploratory analysis (see here below).
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topography (i.e., electric field configuration) of these 
ERP components, besides their local amplitudes meas-
ured at a few electrode locations, we also performed a 
data- driven topographical analysis of both the cue and 
target- related ERP activities taking into account all elec-
trodes and timepoints available (see Pourtois et al., 2008 
for an elaboration on the advantages of this topographi-
cal analysis).

4  |  METHODS

The dominant topographies accounting for the ERP data-
set were examined using CARTOOL software (Version 
4.11; developed by D. Brunet, Functional Brain Mapping 
Laboratory, Geneva, Switzerland). In essence, it comprises 
of two consecutive data analysis steps. Initially, the domi-
nant topographical maps are extracted from the grand 

F I G U R E  5  (a) Grand average ERPs separately for the four conditions (two cues × two targets). The LPP component (target- locked; 
400–700 ms) is highlighted by the black rectangle. Shadows represent the standard errors. The x axis represents time in ms, spanning from 
200 ms prior to target onset until 500 ms following it, while the y axis represents the amplitude in μv. (b) The corresponding topographical 
voltage map (horizontal view) for the LPP is shown for each condition separately. As was the case for the EPN, the LPP showed a similar 
topography across the four conditions.

F I G U R E  4  (a) Grand average ERPs separately for the two main target conditions. The EPN component (target- locked; 250–350 ms) is 
highlighted by the black rectangle. Shadows represent standard errors. The x axis represents time in ms, spanning from 200 ms prior to target onset 
until 500 ms following it, while the y axis represents the amplitude in μv. (b) The corresponding topographical voltage map (horizontal view) for 
the EPN is shown for each target condition separately. Unlike the CNV (see Figure 3), the EPN topography turned out to be comparable for them.
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average ERP data (i.e., segmentation) through a cluster-
ing algorithm that takes into account the global dissimi-
larity, regardless of the overall strength of the ERP signal 
(Lehmann & Skrandies, 1980). Subsequently, these main 
and dissociable topographical configurations are fitted 
back into the individual subject ERP data (i.e., fitting), 
and a quantification of their representation across con-
ditions and participants is provided, including the global 
explained variance (GEV, or goodness of fit). Finally, para-
metric tests are carried out on the GEV to compare the 
different experimental conditions at the statistical level.

4.1 | Segmentation

To identify the dominant topographical maps, we em-
ployed K- means clustering on the entire epoch, spanning 
from −200 ms pre- stimulus to 2000 ms post- stimulus onset 
(overall 1126 timeframes (TFs) sampled at 512 Hz). The 
clustering method was performed with the recommended 
settings in CARTOOL, which included: (1) Minimum and 
maximum number of clusters, predefined from 1 to 10; (2) 
applying a smoothing kernel (Besag factor 10) of three TFs; 
(3) rejecting segments shorter than three TFs; (4) merging 
clusters if they correlated above 95%. The clustering method 
included 300 random trials. The best segmentation result 
was chosen based on both an objective meta criterion of 7 
criteria previously proposed (Charrad et al., 2014).

4.2 | Fitting

Following segmentation, the dominant identified topog-
raphies were fitted back to the individual averages, to 
determine their goodness- of- fit across participants and 
conditions. Fitting parameters also followed the recom-
mendations implemented in CARTOOL and included: (1) 
a smoothing kernel (Besag factor 10) of three TFs, and (2) 
rejection of segments shorter than three consecutive TFs. 
The main extracted measure was the GEV for each partici-
pant in each condition. The GEV was entered into paired- 
sample t- tests (for the CNV) and repeated- measures 
ANOVA (for the EPN and LPP), similarly to the analyses 
conducted in the main analysis section.

5  |  RESULTS

5.1 | Segmentation and fitting, 
cue- locked activity

Based on the meta- criterion, a solution with nine different 
dominant maps was found to explain the ERP data set the 
best, accounting for 92.50% of the variance. During the time 

window corresponding to the CNV (1500–2000 ms), two dif-
ferent dominant maps emerged, one for each cue. Specifically, 
the dominant map for bird cues was characterized by right- 
lateralized negativity, particularly in fronto- central areas, 
while the dominant map for spider cues was most negative 
on the left side, particularly in centro- parietal areas (see 
Figure 6 for segmentations and topographies). The extracted 
GEV, provided by the fitting of the two dominant maps in the 
time window of interest for the CNV (1500–2000 ms) revealed 
a significant interaction between cue type (spider cue, bird 
cue) and map (F(1,29) = 14.062, p = .001, ƞ2

p = .372). Paired- 
sample t- tests revealed significant differences between bird 
cues and spider cues for both maps (t(29) = −3.039; p = .005, 
Cohen's d = 0.555; t(29) = 2.774; p = .010, Cohen's d = 0.506), as 
the right- lateralized map showed higher levels of explained 
variance for bird cues (M = 8.9%, SD = 9.8%) compared to 
spider cues (M = 4.8%, SD = 8.1%), while the opposite was 
true for the more left- lateralized map (spider cues: M = 7.5%, 
SD = 9,1%; bird cues: M = 3.4%, SD = 6.2%).

5.2 | Segmentation and fitting, 
target- locked activity

Based on the meta- criterion, a solution with seven different 
dominant maps was found to explain the ERP data set the 
best and accounted for 96.40% of the variance. During the 
time window corresponding to the EPN (250–350 ms) and 
LPP (400–700 ms), two different dominant maps emerged, 
one for each time- window. For each ERP component, the 
same topography was found for all conditions, however. 
Both maps are characterized by fronto- central negativ-
ity and parieto- occipital positivity, in agreement with the 
topographical properties of the EPN and LPP, respectively 
(see Figure 7 for segmentations and topographies).

5.2.1 | Early posterior negativity

The extracted GEV, provided by the fitting of the domi-
nant map in the time window of interest for the EPN 
(250–350 ms) revealed a significant main effect of target 
(F(1, 29) = 6.770, p = .014, ƞ2

p = .189). This map, which is 
most negative in frontal sites and gradually becomes most 
positive in occipital sites, explained more variance for bird 
targets (M = 0.197) than for spider targets (M = 0.182). No 
significant interaction effect between the cue and target 
emerged (F(1, 29) = 0.132, p = .719, ƞ2

p = .005).

5.2.2 | Late positive potential

The extracted GEV, provided by the fitting of the domi-
nant map in the time window of interest for the LPP 

 14698986, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/psyp.14546 by U

niversitat B
ern, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



12 of 18 |   ABADO et al.

(400–680 ms; the end of the time window in which the 
map was expressed) revealed no significant effects (all 
ps > .14). Similar to the EPN, this map was most negative 

in frontal sites and gradually becomes most positive in oc-
cipital sites. Following visual inspection of the LPP (see 
Panel a of Figure  5), fitting was also conducted on a 

F I G U R E  7  Outcome of the spatio- temporal segmentation of the grand average ERP data for the target for each condition separately. 
During the time interval corresponding to the EPN component (250–350 ms), a main topography emerged that was shared between all 
conditions. A different topography emerged for the LPP component (400–700 ms), but similarly to the EPN, this main LPP topography was 
similar for all conditions.

F I G U R E  6  Outcome of the spatio- temporal segmentation of the grand average ERP data for the cue for each condition separately. 
During the time interval corresponding to the CNV component (1500–2000 ms), two different topographies were identified, one for each cue 
(bird cue on the upper row, spider cue on the lower row; see also Figure 3).
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smaller time window, from 400 to 500 ms post- stimulus. 
This additional fitting showed significant differences be-
tween congruent and incongruent bird target conditions 
(M of GEV for spider cue- bird target condition = 15.1%; 
M of GEV for bird cue- bird target condition = 17.6%, 
t(29) = −3.33, p = .002, Cohen's d = −0.608), but not be-
tween spider target conditions (M of GEV for bird cue- 
spider target condition = 18.5%; M of GEV for spider 
cue- spider target condition = 17.3%, t(29) = 1.01, p = .321, 
Cohen's d = 0.184). This result suggests that this congru-
ency effect, which is found for bird targets but not for spi-
der targets, is limited to this specific.

6  |  DISCUSSION

The aim of the current registered report was to examine 
the temporal dynamics of the relationship between ex-
pectancy and attention toward threat, in order to better 
understand the mechanisms underlying the prioritization 
of threat detection. Our previous studies demonstrated 
that a- priori expectancies influence neutral target (birds) 
detection, but not threatening target (spiders) detection. 
However, the specific processing stage(s) and underlying 
mechanisms of expectancy- attention interaction and se-
lective attention to spiders remain unclear. Thus, in the 
current study, we aimed at shedding light on the neuro- 
temporal processes that underlie threat expectancy and 
attention to threat, by using EEG and focusing on specific 
ERP components. To this end, three ERP components 
were examined in a modified version of the task: cue- 
locked CNV was measured to examine anticipatory atten-
tion, and target- locked EPN and LPP were measured to 
assess early and late emotional attention, respectively.

Behaviorally, as expected, an attention bias was found 
toward spider targets, as participants detecting spiders 
faster than birds, thus replicating our previous studies 
(Aue et al., 2013, 2016, 2019) as well as other studies avail-
able in the extant literature (e.g., Öhman et  al.,  2001). 
Moreover, congruency effects were also found for both 
targets, as participants reacted faster on congruent trials 
compared to incongruent trials, for both target types. Of 
note, in terms of effect size, the congruency effect was 
larger for bird than spider targets, an asymmetry which is 
similar to our previous studies.

For the CNV, while the expected main effect toward 
spider cues was not significant, it was trending in the ex-
pected direction, as CNV amplitudes were more negative 
toward spider cues compared to bird cues. Moreover, topo-
graphical analysis showed that during the time interval 
corresponding to the CNV, spider cues and bird cues lead 
to two different electric field configurations, suggesting 
the involvement of different brain regions or networks for 

the two cues. In line with previous CNV studies, activity 
for bird cues was associated a right- lateralized frontal neg-
ativity (Brunia, Hackley, et al., 2011; Masaki et al., 2010; 
Walentowska et al., 2018), while spider cues were associ-
ated with a more posterior and left- lateralized negativity. 
Hence, the results of this exploratory analysis suggest that 
prior to target onset, anticipatory processing was different 
for birds compared to spiders.

For the EPN, as expected, the mean amplitude was 
more negative for spider targets compared to bird targets 
and no congruency effects emerged. Also in line with 
our hypotheses, the amplitude of the LPP was more pos-
itive for spider targets compared to bird targets, yet it did 
not change with congruency, when assessed based on 
the pre- registered analysis. However, exploratory topo-
graphical analyses showed that the congruency effect 
was different for spider versus bird targets during the 
400–500 ms interval post- target onset, corresponding to 
the early phase of the LPP. More specifically, during this 
interval, a clear congruency effect was found for bird 
targets, but it was absent for spider targets. Interestingly, 
this neurophysiological effect and asymmetry closely 
resembles the behavioral effect found in this as well as 
in our previous studies (Aue et  al.,  2013, 2016, 2019). 
Hence, our new ERP results suggest that spiders, unlike 
birds, lead to prioritized processing because: (1) they 
produce a different anticipatory effect following the cue 
at the CNV level; (2) they yield enhanced target pro-
cessing at the EPN and LPP levels, which reflect early 
and late stages of selective attention toward emotional 
stimuli.

A dissociation was found between behavioral and ERP 
results, as a congruency effect emerged at the behavioral 
level but not at the LPP level, even though a congruency 
effect was expected to be found at the LPP level. These re-
sults suggest that the LPP may be more sensitive to threat 
than it is to predictability and congruency (for similar 
results, see Johnen & Harrison, 2019). It is important to 
note that at the methodological level, the current para-
digm was modified and adapted from our previously used 
paradigm (Aue et  al.,  2013, 2016, 2019) to make it EEG 
compatible. Specifically, the target duration was reduced 
from 2500 ms to 800 ms and set size was reduced from 9 
pictures (8 distractors) to 4 pictures (3 distractors). These 
changes may have led to the current results, as the current 
paradigm may have only allowed the measurement of ini-
tial engagement and not of any elaborate search strategies 
(for a comparison of RTs between the current paradigm 
and the previously used paradigm, see the Supplementary 
materials). Specifically, this shorter duration may have en-
couraged a cue- guided search strategy, unlike longer du-
rations, in which participants would not necessarily need 
to depend on cues to effectively search for and find the 
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target (for more, Abado, Richter, et al., 2020; Wolfe, 2021). 
Despite the differences between paradigms, the overall ex-
pected pattern of results emerged, as main effects toward 
spiders were found in ERP as well as behavioral data.

The topographical CNV results suggest differen-
tial preparatory activity for spider cues versus bird cues 
(in line with ERP results by Amrhein et  al.  [2005] and 
Regan and Howard  [1995]). Thus, as the CNV reflects 
anticipatory attention, it can be concluded that attention 
was directed toward spiders from the cue level, as also 
reflected in the behavioral findings (i.e., congruency ef-
fects). Theoretically, these ERP results suggest that the 
faster detection of spider targets may be facilitated by 
pretarget preparation and endogenous attention, as par-
ticipants prepare more for the encounter of spiders com-
pared to the encounter of birds (for more on preferential 
processing of evolutionary- relevant stimuli, see Abado 
et  al.,  2023; Öhman & Mineka,  2001; Seligman,  1971). 
Methodologically, one implication of these findings is that 
future studies should use topographical analyses for the 
CNV, rather than focus on a handful of electrodes, as it 
usually done (for more on the advantages of topographical 
analyses, see Pourtois et al., 2008).

Together, results from the current study suggest that 
prioritization of threat begins at the pre- stimulus (i.e., 
expectancy) stage. This effect then continues when the 
stimulus appears, as there is an early (EPN) effect of emo-
tional attention, which reflects the processing of the emo-
tional value of the target regardless of the preceding cues. 
This is followed by a later (LPP) more elaborate stage of 
emotional attention, where emotion is brought together 
with expectancy, as exhibited by the congruency effects 
that were found 400–500 ms post stimulus. While the 
differential effects of expectancy on target were limited 
to a short interval, the main effect toward spiders lasted 
longer (until 700 ms post stimulus). These results suggest 
that effects of expectancy and attention can be sequential 
as well as interactive (see also Öhman, 1986, for the two- 
stage model of emotional stimuli perception). Some stud-
ies suggest that prioritization of emotional stimuli, at the 
EPN level as well as the LPP level, is an adaptive behavior 
that promotes evolutionary success (Schupp et al., 2006; 
see also Dolcos et al., 2020; Pourtois et al., 2013 for more 
on emotion–attention interactions).

The current study adds to previous literature in that it 
measures the temporal unfolding of expectancy processes 
using the CNV as well as subsequent attentional processes 
using the EPN and LPP. Thus, while previous studies fo-
cused solely on the CNV in non- emotional contexts (e.g., 
Kóbor et al., 2021; Scheibe et al., 2009), or solely on the 
EPN and LPP in emotional contexts (for a review, see 
Schupp et  al.,  2006), the current study examined emo-
tional expectancy and attentional processes sequentially. 

Hence, the current study harnessed the high temporal res-
olution provided by EEG/ERP measures to better under-
stand the temporal dynamics of expectancy and attention 
as they take place. While the CNV reflects real- time pro-
cessing of cues, the LPP reflects congruency effects (i.e., 
an interaction between cues and targets), thus providing 
a comprehensive picture of expectancies as well as expec-
tancy violations in emotional contexts. Hence, the current 
findings emphasize the importance of studying the disso-
ciation, as well as the interaction, between expectancy and 
attention (for more on the dissociation between expec-
tancy and attention, see Abado, Aue, et al., 2020; Berggren 
& Eimer, 2019; Summerfield & Egner, 2009).

The current study recruited an unselected sample for 
ecological validity. Future studies can examine the CNV 
in relation to low and high levels of intolerance of un-
certainty and with larger sample sizes. At the same time, 
cues can be made more unpredictable as the present study 
employed mostly valid cues. Such a manipulation could 
maximize uncertainty and reveal possible associations be-
tween trait intolerance of uncertainty and the CNV (e.g., 
see Gole et al., 2012; see also Abado, Aue, et al. (2020) for 
an elaboration on various individual, affective, and mo-
tivational factors that affect the interaction between ex-
pectancies and attention to threat). Of note, that fact that 
these results were found among a sample of unselected 
participants, supports the notion that directing expec-
tancy and attention toward spiders reflects an adaptive 
evolutionary mechanism (Seligman, 1971; for a review on 
the neural chronometry of threat- related attentional bias 
in health and in anxiety, see Gupta et al., 2019; for cogni-
tive biases in health and psychiatric disorders, see Aue & 
Okon- Singer, 2020).

As mentioned, the current paradigm included a re-
duced visual array and shorter presentation durations, 
compared to our previous studies. Future studies can use 
the previous (longer) paradigm and focus more on later 
components, such as the LPP. With longer presentation 
durations, a checking behavior is often exhibited, in which 
spider fear levels are positively correlated with the time it 
takes to find bird targets (e.g., Aue et al., 2013; for a meta- 
analysis on checking behavior in threatening as well as 
neutral conditions, see Strauss et al., 2020). It would be in-
teresting to see whether this checking behavior is associ-
ated with the LPP, which can also be sustained for several 
seconds following picture onset (e.g., Cuthbert et al., 2000; 
Hajcak et  al.,  2010). This would be more clinically rele-
vant in high fear participants. Along the same lines, our 
own previous work showed that attention bias can be re-
duced in low fear as well as in high fear participants, using 
a manipulation of the frequencies of spider/bird targets 
(Abado, Sagi, et al., 2020). Future studies can explore this 
change in attention bias using ERPs and examine whether 
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behavioral/neural changes are associated with a reduction 
in fear levels.

Taken together, the current results show consistent dif-
ferential processing of spiders, which is exhibited in three 
ways: (1) topographical analyses of the CNV showed that 
spider cues were processed differently than bird cues; (2) 
both neural (i.e., EPN and LPP) and behavioral results 
showed prioritized processing of spider targets compared 
to bird targets; (3) behaviorally, congruency effects were 
found for both types of targets, although this effect seems 
to be stronger for bird targets compared to spider targets. 
In a complementary manner, during a short window of 
the LPP, a congruency effect was found only for bird tar-
gets, while spider targets were unaffected by the previous 
cues. Together, ERP results show that prioritization of spi-
ders begins at the cue level, before pictures are even pre-
sented, and lasts until later processing of targets, at the 
LPP level. For spider targets, no differences between con-
gruent and incongruent conditions were found during a 
short time window, after which the effect of spider targets 
remains. Thus, the effects of expectancy and attention are 
interactive and dynamic, as expectancy effects are present 
following cue onset and to a lesser extent following target 
onset. Following the target onset, the effects of threat are 
strong and long- lasting.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Elinor Abado: Conceptualization; data curation; formal 
analysis; investigation; methodology; project administra-
tion; writing – original draft; writing – review and editing. 
Tatjana Aue: Conceptualization; investigation; method-
ology; software; writing – original draft; writing – review 
and editing. Gilles Pourtois: Conceptualization; formal 
analysis; investigation; methodology; writing – original 
draft; writing – review and editing. Hadas Okon- Singer: 
Conceptualization; funding acquisition; investigation; 
methodology; project administration; resources; supervi-
sion; writing – original draft; writing – review and editing.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work was supported by the Israel Science Foundation 
(grant #823/18) awarded to HOS, as well as funding given 
to EA from the Budgeting and Planning Committee 
(Higher Education Council, Education of Ministry, Israel) 
and The Herta & Paul Amir Faculty of Social Sciences, 
University of Haifa, Israel. The funding sources had no 
involvement in the study design, collection, analysis or 
interpretation of the data, writing the manuscript, or the 
decision to submit the article for publication. The au-
thors would like to thank Dr. Leehee Peled- Avron, Dana 
Zoabi, Rani Bar- On, Shahar Shmuel, Gil Shner Livne, Noy 
Front, Alessar Merai, Tasneem Akriya, Amal Wishahi, 
Guy Nahardiya, Alisa Kanterman, Omer Reuveni, and 

Nan Qin for their help and support in technical issues. 
We also wish to thank Prof. Gal Richter- Levin, Prof. Orly 
Rubinsten, and Prof. Simone Shamay- Tsoory for their 
kind help in lending us EEG equipment.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
The authors do not report any conflicts of interest.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
All materials, stimuli, data, scripts, and output files were 
uploaded onto the OSF website (https:// osf. io/ 64nzq/  ).

ORCID
Elinor Abado   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9114-6245 

REFERENCES
Abado, E., Aue, T., & Okon- Singer, H. (2020). The missing pieces of 

the puzzle: A review on the interactive nature of A- priori expec-
tancies and attention bias toward threat. Brain Sciences, 10(10), 
745. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ brain sci10 100745

Abado, E., Aue, T., & Okon- Singer, H. (2023). Spider vs. guns: 
Expectancy and attention biases to phylogenetic threat do 
not extend to ontogenetic threat. Frontiers in Psychology, 14, 
1232985. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2023. 1232985

Abado, E., Richter, T., & Okon- Singer, H. (2020). Attention bias to-
ward negative stimuli. In Cognitive biases in health and psychi-
atric disorders (pp. 19–40). Elsevier. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
B978-  0-  12-  81666 0-  4. 00002 -  7

Abado, E., Sagi, J., Silber, N., De Houwer, J., Aue, T., & Okon- Singer, 
H. (2020). Reducing attention bias in spider fear by manipulat-
ing expectancies. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 135, 103729. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. brat. 2020. 103729

Amrhein, C., Pauli, P., Dengler, W., & Wiedemann, G. (2005). 
Covariation bias and its physiological correlates in panic dis-
order patients. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 19(2), 177–191. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. janxd is. 2004. 01. 004

Aue, T., Chauvigné, L. A. S., Bristle, M., Okon- Singer, H., & Guex, 
R. (2016). Expectancy influences on attention to threat are only 
weak and transient: Behavioral and physiological evidence. 
Biological Psychology, 121, 173–186. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
biops ycho. 2016. 07. 006

Aue, T., Guex, R., Chauvigné, L. A. S., & Okon- Singer, H. (2013). 
Varying expectancies and attention bias in phobic and non- 
phobic individuals. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 7, Article 
418. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fnhum. 2013. 00418 

Aue, T., Guex, R., Chauvigné, L. A. S., Okon- Singer, H., & 
Vuilleumier, P. (2019). Expectancies influence attention to 
neutral but not necessarily to threatening stimuli: An fMRI 
study. Emotion, 19(7), 1244–1258. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 
emo00 00496 

Aue, T., & Hoeppli, M.- E. (2012). Evidence for an encounter expec-
tancy bias in fear of spiders. Cognition & Emotion, 26(4), 727–
736. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02699 931. 2011. 602241

Aue, T., & Okon- Singer, H. (2015). Expectancy biases in fear 
and anxiety and their link to biases in attention. Clinical 
Psychology Review, 42, 83–95. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cpr. 
2015. 08. 005

 14698986, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/psyp.14546 by U

niversitat B
ern, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://osf.io/64nzq/
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9114-6245
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9114-6245
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci10100745
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1232985
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816660-4.00002-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816660-4.00002-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2020.103729
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2004.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2016.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2016.07.006
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00418
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000496
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000496
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2011.602241
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2015.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2015.08.005


16 of 18 |   ABADO et al.

Aue, T., & Okon- Singer, H. (2020). Cognitive biases in health and 
psychiatric disorders (1st ed.). Academic press is an imprint of 
Elsevier.

Beligiannis, N., & Van Strien, J. W. (2020). Early posterior negativity 
in humans to pictures of snakes and spiders: Effects of proxim-
ity. Experimental Brain Research, 238(12), 2795–2804. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s0022 1-  020-  05925 -  5

Berggren, N., & Eimer, M. (2019). The roles of relevance and 
expectation for the control of attention in visual search. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and 
Performance, 45(9), 1191–1205. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 
xhp00 00666 

Breton, A., Jerbi, K., Henaff, M.- A., Cheylus, A., Baudouin, J.- Y., 
Schmitz, C., Krolak- Salmon, P., & Van der Henst, J.- B. (2014). 
Face the hierarchy: ERP and oscillatory brain responses in so-
cial rank processing. PLoS ONE, 9(3), e91451. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 0091451

Brunia, C. H. M., Hackley, S. A., Van Boxtel, G. J. M., Kotani, Y., & 
Ohgami, Y. (2011). Waiting to perceive: Reward or punishment? 
Clinical Neurophysiology, 122(5), 858–868. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. clinph. 2010. 12. 039

Brunia, C. H. M., van Boxtel, G. J. M., & Böcker, K. B. E. (2011). Negative 
slow waves as indices of anticipation: The Bereitschaftspotential, 
the contingent negative variation, and the stimulus- preceding 
negativity. Oxford University Press. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ 
oxfor dhb/ 97801 95374 148. 013. 0108

Carretie, L. (2004). Valence- related vigilance biases in anxiety studied 
through event- related potentials. Journal of Affective Disorders, 
78(2), 119–130. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0165 -  0327(02) 00242 -  2

Charrad, M., Ghazzali, N., Boiteau, V., & Niknafs, A. (2014). NbClust: 
An R package for determining the relevant number of clusters 
in a data set. Journal of Statistical Software, 61(6), 1–36. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 18637/  jss. v061. i06

Cisler, J. M., & Koster, E. H. W. (2010). Mechanisms of attentional bi-
ases towards threat in anxiety disorders: An integrative review. 
Clinical Psychology Review, 30(2), 203–216. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. cpr. 2009. 11. 003

Cohen, J. (2013). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. 
Routledge. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4324/ 97802 03771587

Cuthbert, B. N., Schupp, H. T., Bradley, M. M., Birbaumer, N., & 
Lang, P. J. (2000). Brain potentials in affective picture process-
ing: Covariation with autonomic arousal and affective report. 
Biological Psychology, 52(2), 95–111. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
S0301 -  0511(99) 00044 -  7

de Jong, P. J., & Daniels, J. K. (2020). Negative expectancy biases in 
psychopathology. In Cognitive biases in health and psychiatric 
disorders (pp. 71–97). Elsevier. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ B978-  0-  
12-  81666 0-  4. 00004 -  0

Delorme, A., & Makeig, S. (2004). EEGLAB: An open source tool-
box for analysis of single- trial EEG dynamics including inde-
pendent component analysis. Journal of Neuroscience Methods, 
134(1), 9–21. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jneum eth. 2003. 10. 009

Diéguez- Risco, T., Aguado, L., Albert, J., & Hinojosa, J. A. (2015). 
Judging emotional congruency: Explicit attention to situational 
context modulates processing of facial expressions of emotion. 
Biological Psychology, 112, 27–38. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
biops ycho. 2015. 09. 012

Dolcos, F., Katsumi, Y., Moore, M., Berggren, N., de Gelder, B., 
Derakshan, N., Hamm, A. O., Koster, E. H. W., Ladouceur, C. 
D., Okon- Singer, H., Pegna, A. J., Richter, T., Schweizer, S., 

Van den Stock, J., Ventura- Bort, C., Weymar, M., & Dolcos, S. 
(2020). Neural correlates of emotion- attention interactions: 
From perception, learning, and memory to social cognition, in-
dividual differences, and training interventions. Neuroscience & 
Biobehavioral Reviews, 108, 559–601. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
neubi orev. 2019. 08. 017

Dricu, M., Kress, L., & Aue, T. (2020). The neurophysiological basis 
of optimism bias. In Cognitive biases in health and psychiatric 
disorders (pp. 41–70). Elsevier. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ B978-  0-  
12-  81666 0-  4. 00003 -  9

Everaert, J., & Koster, E. H. W. (2020). The interplay among attention, 
interpretation, and memory biases in depression: Revisiting 
the combined cognitive bias hypothesis. In Cognitive biases in 
health and psychiatric disorders (pp. 193–213). Elsevier. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/ B978-  0-  12-  81666 0-  4. 00009 -  X

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.- G. (2009). Statistical 
power analyses using G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and 
regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods, 41(4), 1149–
1160. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3758/ BRM. 41.4. 1149

Flaisch, T., Junghöfer, M., Bradley, M. M., Schupp, H. T., & Lang, P. J. 
(2008). Rapid picture processing: Affective primes and targets. 
Psychophysiology, 45(1), 1–10. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1469-  
8986. 2007. 00600. x

Flykt, A., & Caldara, R. (2006). Tracking fear in snake and spider 
fearful participants during visual search: A multi- response do-
main study. Cognition & Emotion, 20(8), 1075–1091. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1080/ 02699 93050 0381405

Gole, M., Schäfer, A., & Schienle, A. (2012). Event- related potentials 
during exposure to aversion and its anticipation: The moder-
ating effect of intolerance of uncertainty. Neuroscience Letters, 
507(2), 112–117. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. neulet. 2011. 11. 054

Grassini, S., Valli, K., Souchet, J., Aubret, F., Segurini, G. V., 
Revonsuo, A., & Koivisto, M. (2019). Pattern matters: Snakes 
exhibiting triangular and diamond- shaped skin patterns mod-
ulate electrophysiological activity in human visual cortex. 
Neuropsychologia, 131, 62–72. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. neuro 
psych ologia. 2019. 05. 024

Gupta, R. S., Kujawa, A., & Vago, D. R. (2019). The neural chronom-
etry of threat- related attentional bias: Event- related potential 
(ERP) evidence for early and late stages of selective attentional 
processing. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 146, 20–
42. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijpsy cho. 2019. 08. 006

Hajcak, G., MacNamara, A., & Olvet, D. M. (2010). Event- related 
potentials, emotion, and emotion regulation: An integrative re-
view. Developmental Neuropsychology, 35(2), 129–155. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 87565 64090 3526504

Hermann, A., Schäfer, A., Walter, B., Stark, R., Vaitl, D., & Schienle, 
A. (2007). Diminished medial prefrontal cortex activity in 
blood- injection- injury phobia. Biological Psychology, 75(2), 
124–130. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biops ycho. 2007. 01. 002

Hietanen, J. K., & Astikainen, P. (2013). N170 response to facial ex-
pressions is modulated by the affective congruency between 
the emotional expression and preceding affective picture. 
Biological Psychology, 92(2), 114–124. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
biops ycho. 2012. 10. 005

Johnen, A.- K., & Harrison, N. R. (2019). The effects of valid and 
invalid expectations about stimulus valence on behavioural 
and electrophysiological responses to emotional pictures. 
International Journal of Psychophysiology, 144, 47–55. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijpsy cho. 2019. 08. 002

 14698986, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/psyp.14546 by U

niversitat B
ern, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-020-05925-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-020-05925-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000666
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000666
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0091451
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0091451
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2010.12.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2010.12.039
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195374148.013.0108
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195374148.013.0108
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-0327(02)00242-2
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v061.i06
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v061.i06
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.11.003
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-0511(99)00044-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-0511(99)00044-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816660-4.00004-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816660-4.00004-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2003.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2015.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2015.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.08.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.08.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816660-4.00003-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816660-4.00003-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816660-4.00009-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816660-4.00009-X
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2007.00600.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2007.00600.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930500381405
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930500381405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neulet.2011.11.054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2019.05.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2019.05.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2019.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565640903526504
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565640903526504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2019.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2019.08.002


   | 17 of 18ABADO et al.

Kóbor, A., Kardos, Z., Horváth, K., Janacsek, K., Takács, Á., Csépe, 
V., & Nemeth, D. (2021). Implicit anticipation of probabilistic 
regularities: Larger CNV emerges for unpredictable events. 
Neuropsychologia, 156, 107826. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. neuro 
psych ologia. 2021. 107826

Kron, A., Goldstein, A., Lee, D. H.- J., Gardhouse, K., & Anderson, 
A. K. (2013). How are you feeling? Revisiting the quantification 
of emotional qualia. Psychological Science, 24(8), 1503–1511. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09567 97613 475456

Lakens, D. (2013). Calculating and reporting effect sizes to facilitate 
cumulative science: A practical primer for t- tests and ANOVAs. 
Frontiers in Psychology, 4, Article 863. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ 
fpsyg. 2013. 00863 

Langeslag, S. J. E., Jansma, B. M., Franken, I. H. A., & Van Strien, 
J. W. (2007). Event- related potential responses to love- related 
facial stimuli. Biological Psychology, 76(1–2), 109–115. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biops ycho. 2007. 06. 007

Langeslag, S. J. E., & van Strien, J. W. (2018). Cognitive reappraisal 
of snake and spider pictures: An event- related potentials study. 
International Journal of Psychophysiology, 130, 1–8. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. ijpsy cho. 2018. 05. 010

Lehmann, D., & Skrandies, W. (1980). Reference-free identifi-
cation of components of checkerboard-evoked multichan-
nel potential fields. Electroencephalography and Clinical 
Neurophysiology, 48, 609–621. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 0013- 
4694(80) 90419- 8

Lin, H., Gao, H., Ye, Z., Wang, P., Tao, L., Ke, X., Zhou, H., & Jin, H. 
(2012). Expectation enhances event- related responses to affec-
tive stimuli. Neuroscience Letters, 522(2), 123–127. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. neulet. 2012. 06. 022

Lin, H., Liang, J., Jin, H., & Zhao, D. (2018). Differential effects of uncer-
tainty on LPP responses to emotional events during explicit and 
implicit anticipation. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 
129, 41–51. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijpsy cho. 2018. 04. 012

Lopez- Calderon, J., & Luck, S. J. (2014). ERPLAB: An open- source 
toolbox for the analysis of event- related potentials. Frontiers in 
Human Neuroscience, 8, Article 213. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ 
fnhum. 2014. 00213 

Luck, S. J. (2014). An introduction to the event-related potential tech-
nique. MIT Press, p. 210.

Masaki, H., Yamazaki, K., & Hackley, S. A. (2010). Stimulus- 
preceding negativity is modulated by action- outcome contin-
gency. Neuroreport, 21(4), 277–281. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 
WNR. 0b013 e3283 360bc3

McNally, R. J. (2019). Attentional bias for threat: Crisis or opportu-
nity? Clinical Psychology Review, 69, 4–13. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. cpr. 2018. 05. 005

Mühlberger, A., Wiedemann, G., Herrmann, M. J., & Pauli, P. (2006). 
Phylo-  and ontogenetic fears and the expectation of danger: 
Differences between spider-  and flight- phobic subjects in cog-
nitive and physiological responses to disorder- specific stimuli. 
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 115(3), 580–589. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1037/ 0021-  843X. 115.3. 580

Öhman, A. (1986). Face the beast and fear the face: Animal and so-
cial fears as prototypes for evolutionary analyses of emotion. 
Psychophysiology, 23(2), 123–145. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 
1469-  8986. 1986. tb006 08. x

Öhman, A., Flykt, A., & Esteves, F. (2001). Emotion drives atten-
tion: Detecting the snake in the grass. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: General, 130(3), 466–478. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 
0096-  3445. 130.3. 466

Öhman, A., & Mineka, S. (2001). Fears, phobias, and prepared-
ness: Toward an evolved module of fear and fear learning. 
Psychological Review, 108(3), 483–522. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 
0033-  295X. 108.3. 483

Olofsson, J. K., Nordin, S., Sequeira, H., & Polich, J. (2008). Affective 
picture processing: An integrative review of ERP findings. 
Biological Psychology, 77(3), 247–265. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
biops ycho. 2007. 11. 006

Pourtois, G., Delplanque, S., Michel, C., & Vuilleumier, P. (2008). 
Beyond conventional event- related brain potential (ERP): 
Exploring the time- course of visual emotion processing 
using topographic and principal component analyses. Brain 
Topography, 20(4), 265–277. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1054 
8-  008-  0053-  6

Pourtois, G., Schettino, A., & Vuilleumier, P. (2013). Brain mech-
anisms for emotional influences on perception and atten-
tion: What is magic and what is not. Biological Psychology, 
92(3), 492–512. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biops ycho. 2012. 
02. 007

Pourtois, G., Spinelli, L., Seeck, M., & Vuilleumier, P. (2010). Temporal 
precedence of emotion over attention modulations in the lateral 
amygdala: Intracranial ERP evidence from a patient with tempo-
ral lobe epilepsy. Cognitive, Affective, & Behavioral Neuroscience, 
10(1), 83–93. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3758/ CABN. 10.1. 83

Quintana, D. S., & Williams, D. R. (2018). Bayesian alternatives for 
common null- hypothesis significance tests in psychiatry: A 
non- technical guide using JASP. BMC Psychiatry, 18(1), 178. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s1288 8-  018-  1761-  4

Regan, M., & Howard, R. (1995). Fear conditioning, preparedness, 
and the contingent negative variation. Psychophysiology, 
32(3), 208–214. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1469-  8986. 1995. 
tb029 50. x

Scheibe, C., Schubert, R., Sommer, W., & Heekeren, H. R. (2009). 
Electrophysiological evidence for the effect of prior probabil-
ity on response preparation. Psychophysiology, 46(4), 758–770. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1469-  8986. 2009. 00825. x

Schupp, H. T., Flaisch, T., Stockburger, J., & Junghöfer, M. (2006). 
Emotion and attention: Event- related brain potential studies. In 
Progress in brain research (Vol. 156, pp. 31–51). Elsevier. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0079 -  6123(06) 56002 -  9

Schupp, H. T., & Kirmse, U. M. (2021). Case- by- case: Emotional 
stimulus significance and the modulation of the EPN and LPP. 
Psychophysiology, 58(4), e13766. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ psyp. 
13766 

Seligman, M. E. P. (1971). Phobias and preparedness. Behavior 
Therapy, 2(3), 307–320. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0005 -  7894(71) 
80064 -  3

Shechner, T., Britton, J. C., Pérez- Edgar, K., Bar- Haim, Y., Ernst, M., 
Fox, N. A., Leibenluft, E., & Pine, D. S. (2012). Attention biases, 
anxiety, and development: Toward or away from threats or re-
wards?: Special article: Attention biases, anxiety, and develop-
ment. Depression and Anxiety, 29(4), 282–294. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1002/ da. 20914 

Strauss, A. Y., Fradkin, I., McNally, R. J., Linkovski, O., Anholt, G. 
E., & Huppert, J. D. (2020). Why check? A meta-analysis of 
checking in obsessive-compulsive disorder: Threat vs. distrust 
of senses. Clinical Psychology Review, 75, 101807.

 14698986, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/psyp.14546 by U

niversitat B
ern, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2021.107826
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2021.107826
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613475456
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00863
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2018.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2018.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(80)90419-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(80)90419-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neulet.2012.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neulet.2012.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2018.04.012
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00213
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00213
https://doi.org/10.1097/WNR.0b013e3283360bc3
https://doi.org/10.1097/WNR.0b013e3283360bc3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.115.3.580
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.115.3.580
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1986.tb00608.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1986.tb00608.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.130.3.466
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.130.3.466
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.483
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.483
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10548-008-0053-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10548-008-0053-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2012.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2012.02.007
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.10.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-018-1761-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1995.tb02950.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1995.tb02950.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2009.00825.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(06)56002-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(06)56002-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13766
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13766
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(71)80064-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(71)80064-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.20914
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.20914


18 of 18 |   ABADO et al.

Summerfield, C., & Egner, T. (2009). Expectation (and attention) in 
visual cognition. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 13(9), 403–409. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. tics. 2009. 06. 003

Van Bockstaele, B., Verschuere, B., Tibboel, H., De Houwer, J., 
Crombez, G., & Koster, E. H. W. (2014). A review of current 
evidence for the causal impact of attentional bias on fear and 
anxiety. Psychological Bulletin, 140(3), 682–721. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1037/ a0034834

Wagenmakers, E. J., Love, J., Marsman, M., Jamil, T., Ly, A., Verhagen, 
J., Selker, R., Gronau, Q. F., Dropmann, D., Boutin, B., Meerhoff, 
F., Knight, P., Raj, A., van Kesteren, E. J., van Doorn, J., Šmíra, 
M., Epskamp, S., Etz, A., Matzke, D., de Jong, T., … Morey, R. D. 
(2018). Bayesian inference for psychology. Part II: Example ap-
plications with JASP. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 25, 58–76.

Walentowska, W., Paul, K., Severo, M. C., Moors, A., & Pourtois, G. 
(2018). Relevance and uncertainty jointly influence reward an-
ticipation at the level of the SPN ERP component. International 
Journal of Psychophysiology, 132, 287–297. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. ijpsy cho. 2017. 11. 005

White, E. J., & Grant, D. M. (2017). Electrocortical consequences of 
image processing: The influence of working memory load and 
worry. Psychiatry Research: Neuroimaging, 261, 1–8. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. pscyc hresns. 2017. 01. 003

Wolfe, J. M. (2021). Guided Search 6.0: An updated model of vi-
sual search. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 28(4), 1060–1092. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 3758/ s1342 3-  020-  01859 -  9

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online 
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this 
article.
Table S1. Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) for all 
questionnaires and questions.

How to cite this article: Abado, E., Aue, T., 
Pourtois, G., & Okon- Singer, H. (2024). Expectancy 
and attention bias to spiders: Dissecting 
anticipation and allocation processes using ERPs. 
Psychophysiology, 00, e14546. https://doi.
org/10.1111/psyp.14546

 14698986, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/psyp.14546 by U

niversitat B
ern, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2009.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034834
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034834
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2017.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2017.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pscychresns.2017.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pscychresns.2017.01.003
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-020-01859-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.14546
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.14546

	Expectancy and attention bias to spiders: Dissecting anticipation and allocation processes using ERPs
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	1.1|The current study
	1.1.1|Contingent negative variation
	1.1.2|Early posterior negativity
	1.1.3|Late positive potential
	1.1.4|Hypotheses


	2|METHODS
	2.1|Participants
	2.2|Stimuli
	2.3|Procedure
	2.4|Design
	2.5|Data processing and analysis
	2.5.1|Behavioral recording
	2.5.2|Behavioral analysis
	2.5.3|EEG recording
	2.5.4|Data preprocessing
	2.5.5|ERP analysis
	2.5.6|Bayesian analyses


	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Behavioral analysis
	3.2|ERP analysis
	3.2.1|Contingent negative variation
	3.2.2|Early posterior negativity
	3.2.3|Late positive potential

	3.3|Exploratory topographical analyses

	4|METHODS
	4.1|Segmentation
	4.2|Fitting

	5|RESULTS
	5.1|Segmentation and fitting, cue-locked activity
	5.2|Segmentation and fitting, target-locked activity
	5.2.1|Early posterior negativity
	5.2.2|Late positive potential


	6|DISCUSSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


