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Abstract

This study investigated whether error-related negativity (ERN) elicited by par-

tial errors and No-go N2 represent distinct or similar components. We also

investigated whether the error positivity (Pe) and No-go P3 represent distinct

or similar components. Partial-error trials are behaviourally classified as cor-

rect trials but preceded by covert muscular activities. Recent studies have

reported that analysing partial-error trials is useful for investigating the func-

tional roles of ERN and No-go N2. In this study, 23 participants performed a

Go/No-go flanker task. They performed nine blocks of 60 trials each.

Stimulus-locked event-related potentials (ERPs) were averaged separately for

Go-congruent pure-correct trials, Go-incongruent pure-correct trials and No-

go pure-correct trials. In addition, we compared the stimulus-locked ERPs

among No-go pure-correct trials, No-go partial-error trials, Go-incongruent

pure-correct trials and Go-incongruent partial-error trials. Electromyogram

(EMG)-locked ERPs were averaged separately for correct trials, overt errors in

No-go trials, partial errors in No-go trials, overt errors in incongruent trials

and partial errors in incongruent trials. N2 was remarkably larger in No-go

partial-error trials than in No-go pure-correct trials. Consistent with previous

findings, the No-go partial-error N2 might reflect error-related processing. P3

amplitudes were larger in the No-go trials than in both the Go-congruent and

Go-incongruent trials. These results suggest that the No-go P3, but not the No-

go N2, might reflect inhibition of overt movement. The present findings

provide further evidence that the previously reported increase in No-go N2

may be due to an overlap of the ERN elicited by partial errors.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Inhibitory control is a critical executive function (Miyake
et al., 2000). Consequently, numerous studies have
determined the neural correlates of response inhibition.
In the Go/No-go paradigm, where frequent Go stimuli
signalling responses and rare No-go stimuli inhibiting
responses are randomly presented, an enhanced N2 is
observed approximately 200 ms after the No-go stimulus
onset (e.g., Fallgatter & Strik, 1999; Iannaccone
et al., 2015; Jodo & Kayama, 1992; Pfefferbaum
et al., 1985). The enhanced N2 for the No-go stimulus is
referred to as No-go N2 (Kok, 1986), which has been
believed to reflect response inhibition (Abdul Rahman
et al., 2017; Falkenstein et al., 1999; Fallgatter &
Strik, 1999; Jodo & Kayama, 1992; Kok, 1986).

However, some studies have proposed a different
perspective: The functional significance of N2 compo-
nents, including both Go N2 and No-go N2, is a response
conflict (Donkers & van Boxtel, 2004; Iannaccone
et al., 2015; Nieuwenhuis et al., 2003; Randall &
Smith, 2011; Smith et al., 2007; Smith et al., 2013; Yeung
et al., 2004). This is because the No-go N2 amplitude was
larger in the high-conflict trials than in the low-conflict
trials (Iannaccone et al., 2015; Randall & Smith, 2011),
larger for the unexpected No-go stimulus than for the
expected No-go stimulus (Randall & Smith, 2011) and
larger for the low-frequency Go stimulus than for
the high-frequency No-go stimulus (Nieuwenhuis
et al., 2003).

Furthermore, from the perspective of error
processing, previous studies have confirmed that covert
erroneous muscular activities, referred to as partial
errors, can be observed from the withhold hand for the
No-go stimulus (Maruo et al., 2017; Masaki et al., 2012;
Masaki & Segalowitz, 2004; Nguyen et al., 2020; Vidal
et al., 2000). This indicates the existence of covert
responses on successfully withholding trials, raising
questions about the definition of ‘success’ in response
inhibition. As described below, it is pivotal to consider
the functional significance of No-go N2 because covert
muscular activities elicited by the No-go stimulus are
unsuccessful response inhibitions at the peripheral level.

Although error-related negativity (ERN, Falkenstein
et al., 1990; Gehring et al., 1990) is elicited by overt errors
in conflict tasks, it can also be elicited by erroneous mus-
cular activities on the wrong response limb preceding
corrective response (i.e., partial errors) in correct trials.
This is referred to as partial-error ERN, which shows a
scalp distribution similar to that of No-go N2 over the
frontocentral regions (Burle et al., 2008; Masaki
et al., 2012; Masaki & Segalowitz, 2004). Given that ERN
is elicited by partial errors in No-go trials, the partial-

error ERN likely overlaps with No-go N2 in time, thereby
enhancing negativity.

Nguyen et al. (2016) found a larger No-go N2 in par-
tially inhibited trials (i.e., partial-error trials) than in the
inhibition-success trials, suggesting that the enhanced
No-go N2 might reflect error processing. However,
Nguyen et al. (2016) did not compare stimulus-locked
No-go N2s with response-locked ERNs, considering par-
tially inhibited trials for the No-go stimulus. These find-
ings raise the question that the widely accepted No-go N2
might reflect a mixture of error detection and response
inhibition processes.

Therefore, it is reasonable to presume that No-go N2s
were contaminated by partial error processing in previ-
ous studies that did not record muscular activities from
response hands. It is noteworthy that the functional sig-
nificance of No-go N2 cannot be determined unless par-
tial errors are eliminated. In this study, we investigated
the involvement of partial errors in No-go N2 and
whether the same findings for No-go N2s are obtained
for trials free of partial errors, using a suitable task to
robustly observe the No-go N2. We used a Go/No-go
flanker task (Iannaccone et al., 2015) where Go-
congruent and Go-incongruent stimuli were randomly
presented, and some of them were No-go stimuli (20%).
Iannaccone et al. (2015) found that N2 was larger in the
high-conflict trials (Go-incongruent) than in the no-
conflict trials (Go-congruent). However, they did not
compare the high-conflict trials (Go-incongruent) and
no-conflict trials (Go-congruent) with No-go trials. If the
response conflict influences the N2 amplitudes, N2
should be larger in No-go pure-correct trials (i.e., partial-
error free trials) than in the Go-congruent trials.

We recorded electromyograms (EMGs) from both
forearms to identify partial errors and rigorously analysed
both Go N2 and No-go N2, classifying trials according to
the presence or absence of erroneous EMG activities. The
steps for analysing event-related potentials (ERPs) were
as follows. First, we compared the stimulus-locked ERPs
among three pure-correct trials (i.e., excluding partial
errors): (1) Go-congruent pure-correct trials, (2) Go-
incongruent pure-correct trials and (3) No-go pure-
correct trials. If the previously reported No-go N2s
included partial-error ERNs, the stimulus-locked N2s on
pure-correct trials in our study should not differ between
Go-congruent pure-correct trials and No-go pure-correct
trials. In addition, if N2 reflects response conflict
(Nieuwenhuis et al., 2003), the stimulus-locked N2
should be larger in Go-incongruent pure-correct trials
than in Go-congruent pure-correct trials. Second, we
compared the stimulus-locked ERPs among four different
trials: (1) No-go pure-correct trials, (2) No-go partial-error
trials, (3) Go-incongruent pure-correct trials and
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(4) Go-incongruent partial-error trials. Given that the N2
in partial-error trials reflects error detection (Masaki
et al., 2012; Nguyen et al., 2016), the No-go N2 should be
larger in partial-error trials than in pure-correct trials.
For the same reason, we also expected that the N2
elicited by incongruent stimuli would be larger in partial-
error trials than in pure-correct trials.

No-go N2 is followed by No-go P3, which is distributed
over the frontocentral regions in No-go trials (De Jong
et al., 1990; Dimoska et al., 2006;Gajewski &
Falkenstein, 2013; Groom & Cragg, 2015; Nguyen
et al., 2020, 2016; Smith et al., 2006, 2008). Compared with
No-go N2, No-go P3 is, seemingly, more involved in
response inhibition (Donkers & van Boxtel, 2004; Nguyen
et al., 2020; Randall & Smith, 2011; Smith et al., 2013). Pre-
vious studies found larger P3s for No-go stimuli than for
Go stimuli (Gajewski & Falkenstein, 2013; Groom &
Cragg, 2015; Nguyen et al., 2020, 2016; Smith et al., 2006,
2008). In addition, Nguyen et al. (2016) found larger No-go
P3s in successfully inhibited trials than in partially
inhibited trials. Smith et al. (2013) found that No-go P3
was larger in a button press condition where a motor
response was inhibited for the No-go stimulus than in a
count condition where a cognitive response was inhibited,
whereas the No-go N2 did not differ between the two con-
ditions. These findings suggest that No-go P3 may reflect
inhibition control of an overt movement (Nguyen
et al., 2020; Smith et al., 2013) and completion of adequate
inhibition of the planned response (Nguyen et al., 2016).

Based on previous findings, we presumed that No-go
P3, unlike No-go N2, represents response inhibition. In
this study, we were also motivated to examine the func-
tional significance of the No-go P3. If No-go P3 exclu-
sively reflects response inhibition, No-go P3 should be
larger in No-go trials than in Go trials, independent of
stimulus congruency and the occurrence of partial errors.
Furthermore, we examined if the error positivity (Pe;
Falkenstein et al., 1991) is superimposed on the No-go P3
in our Go/No-go task. Few studies have reported the
involvement of partial errors in the Pe. Previous studies
have identified early and late Pe in overt-error trials
(Endrass et al., 2007; Maruo et al., 2017; O’Connell
et al., 2007; Thurm et al., 2020). These studies reported
that the early Pe distribution over the frontocentral
regions might reflect error detection (Endrass et al., 2007;
O’Connell et al., 2007; Thurm et al., 2020; Wang
et al., 2020), and late Pe, which is distributed over the
centroparietal regions, might reflect error awareness
(Endrass et al., 2012, 2007; O’Connell et al., 2007; Thurm
et al., 2020). However, the roles of early Pe and late Pe
remain unclear. If the error positivity is superimposed on
the No-go P3, the early positivity might reflect response
inhibition rather than error detection.

In terms of response conflict, this study tests the
assumption that the ERN elicited by overt errors should
be larger in incongruent trials than in No-go error trials
because response conflict is stronger in incongruent trials
than in No-go trials (Braver et al., 2001). However, the
ERN may not differ between these two trials, supporting
the assertion that the ERN reflects the online monitoring
of responses (Carbonnell & Falkenstein, 2006), not the
response conflict (Yeung et al., 2004).

2 | METHOD

2.1 | Participants

Twenty-three participants (17 men, mean
age � SEM = 22.1 � .6 years) were recruited from
Waseda University’s Faculty of Sports Sciences. Partici-
pants had normal or corrected-to-normal vision and were
paid 2400 yen (about 28 US dollars) for their participa-
tion. Written informed consent was obtained from all
participants. This study was approved by the Ethics
Committee of Waseda University.

2.2 | Procedure

Participants performed a Go/No-go flanker task
(Figure 1) (Iannaccone et al., 2015). In each trial, two
white-coloured arrowheads (i.e., either ▲ or ▼,
1.1� � 1.1� each) were presented vertically 100 ms pre-
ceding the target stimulus’ onset on a computer monitor
placed in front of the participant (1-m distance). Subse-
quently, the target stimulus (i.e., either ▲, ▼ or ♦)
appeared between the flanker stimuli for 200 ms, func-
tioning as the imperative stimulus. Trials in which the
target triangle was identical to the flanked triangles were
defined as Go-congruent trials, and those in which the
target triangle was flanked by upturned triangles were
defined as Go-incongruent trials. The rhombus stimulus
indicated No-go trials. The Go/No-go flanker task con-
sisted of 40% Go-congruent trials, 40% Go-incongruent
trials and 20% No-go trials. These stimuli were followed
by a blank screen lasting either 750, 850 or 950 ms. The
stimuli were presented with a tachistoscope system
(Iwatsu Isel, IS-702). Participants were instructed to
respond to the direction of the triangle quickly and
accurately with a brisk finger extension. They were also
instructed not to respond to the rhombus (No-go stimu-
lus) and ignore the flanking triangles.

Participants rested both forearms and palms comfort-
ably on a table to minimize any movements unrelated to
their responses. Responses were recorded using two

1936 MARUO AND MASAKI



microswitches mounted 150 mm apart in the midsagittal
line. The microswitches included a small cantilever that
required a small upward displacement for switch closure.
A plastic plate (30 � 20 � 1 mm) was attached to the end
of the cantilever key to provide leverage. Participants
placed their middle fingers at the end of the plastic plate.
The weight of the finger at rest was sufficient to depress
the key. Half of the participants were asked to briskly lift
the right middle finger in response to ▲ and the left mid-
dle finger in response to ▼, and the other half, vice
versa. If participants did not respond within 450 ms in
either the Go-congruent or Go-incongruent trials, a feed-
back letter appeared on the screen (‘Too Late!’) for
500 ms, indicating no response in that trial (time-out
trial). Before the experiment, participants performed
30 practice trials and subsequently performed nine con-
secutive blocks (60 trials per block). After every three
blocks, if the participants’ error rate was less than 10%,
they were instructed that the time interval allowed for a
response in both Go-congruent and Go-incongruent trials
would be shortened by 50 ms. Reaction time (RT) was
measured as the interval between the imperative stimu-
lus onset and the response onset.

2.3 | EEG recording

The EEGs from 128 scalp sites and both horizontal and
vertical electrooculograms (EOGs) from the left and right
outer canthi and from above and below the left eye,
respectively, were recorded using direct current (DC) and
a 100-Hz low-pass filter using the Biosemi Active-Two
system (Biosemi Inc.) that adopted Ag/AgCl active elec-
trodes. We also recorded bipolarly EMGs from the exten-
sor digitorum muscles in the response forearms with
Ag/AgCl active electrodes using the Biosemi Active-Two
system. EMGs were high-pass filtered at 5.31 Hz and full-
wave rectified off-line with the Vision Analyser (Brain
Products) software. All physiological signals were
recorded at a sampling rate of 2048 Hz.

2.4 | Data analysis

RT was measured as the interval between imperative
stimulus onset and microswitch closure. The percentage
of errors was calculated separately for the Go-congru-
ent, Go-incongruent and No-go trials. The percentage of
time-outs was calculated for the Go-congruent and Go-
incongruent trials. For stimulus-locked ERP averaging,
EEG epochs ranging from �300 to 700 ms relative to
the imperative stimulus onset were segmented for each
response type, as we investigated N2 and P3 after
imperative stimulus onset (e.g., Fallgatter & Strik, 1999;
Iannaccone et al., 2015; Jodo & Kayama, 1992;
Pfefferbaum et al., 1985). For EMG-locked ERP averag-
ing, EEG epochs ranging from �300 to 500 ms relative
to the EMG onset were segmented in each response
type because we investigated the ERN and Pe after the
EMG onset (e.g., Falkenstein et al., 1990; Gehring
et al., 1990). The trials were sorted based on the
response type (pure-correct, partial-errors and overt-
errors) as well as the stimulus condition (congruent
vs. incongruent). Thus, stimulus-locked ERPs were sep-
arately averaged for pure-correct and partial-error trials,
whereas EMG-locked ERPs were separately averaged
for overt-error and partial-error trials. Partial errors in
incongruent trials were characterized by rectified EMG
activity of the incorrect response hand that did not lead
to a switch closure, which was followed by corrective
EMG activity within 250 ms. Partial errors in No-go tri-
als were detected according to the rectified EMG
activity of the No-go correct-trial limb. The EEG was
re-referenced using mean activities across all scalp elec-
trodes (i.e., average reference) and band-pass filtered
.1–30 Hz (roll off 12 dB). Ocular artefacts were
corrected using an algorithm developed by Gratton
et al. (1983), which implements a Brain Vision Analyser
for users. This algorithm corrects ocular artefacts using
regression analysis (Hoffmann & Falkenstein, 2008).
We excluded trials from ERP averaging in which
the response time was less than 100 ms, or EEG

F I GURE 1 Procedure of a Go/No-go

flanker task used in the present study.

Participants were asked to respond to the

pointing direction of the white triangle stimulus

(i.e., up or down), but not to respond to the

rhombus
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voltages exceeding a threshold of 75 μV during the
recording epoch.

To determine EMG onset, we identified a deflection
of EMG activities that first exceeded 4 SD of the rectified
EMG derived from a baseline window (i.e., �700 to
�550 ms before the EMG onset). We then backward
searched the nearest negative peak from the exceeding
point using a semi-automatic macro implemented in the
Brain Vision Analyser. When we found any invalid EMG
onsets with visual inspection, we corrected them manu-
ally, which allowed us to detect incorrect EMG activities
(i.e., partial errors) (Maruo et al., 2017; Masaki &
Segalowitz, 2004; Vidal et al., 2000). Adopting the exten-
sion of the middle fingers as a response, we appropriately
detected small EMG activities, such as partial errors,
because the extensor digitorum muscles involved in
finger extensions existed more surface and were more
suitable for surface-EMG recordings than the flexor
digitorum superficialis muscles involved in finger
flections. Thus, our procedure excluded partial errors
from the ERPs in purely correct trials.

The mean voltage amplitudes were determined using
a collapsed localizer approach (Luck & Gaspelin, 2017).
The difference waveforms collapsed across all individ-
uals. The time windows were 230–330 ms for N2 and
330–480 ms for P3, respectively, according to the time
range of the ERP activities of interest. The mean voltage
during the 100 ms before imperative stimulus onset
served as the baseline voltage. For the EMG-locked ERPs
(i.e., ERN and Pe), we calculated the mean amplitude of
ERN at the midline frontocentral (FCz) in a time window
ranging from 100 to 200 ms following EMG onset. The
baseline was defined as the mean voltage from �300 to
�200 ms before EMG onset. For the early Pe, we calcu-
lated mean amplitudes at midline central (Cz) in a time
window ranging from 150 to 250 ms. For the late Pe, we
calculated mean amplitudes at the midline parietal
(Pz) in a time window ranging from 250 to 350 ms.

First, N2 and P3 were compared among the pure-
correct trials. Both N2 and P3 amplitudes were subjected
to one-way repeated-measures analysis of variance
(ANOVA) with factor trial type (Go-congruent correct/
Go-incongruent pure-correct/No-go pure-correct) using
JASP (Vearsion 0.16.1; JASP Team, 2022). In addition,
both N2 and P3 were compared between partial-error
and pure-correct trials. Both N2 and P3 amplitudes were
subjected to one-way repeated-measures ANOVA with
factor trial type (No-go pure-correct/No-go partial-error/
Go-incongruent pure-correct/Go-incongruent partial-
error). However, both ERN and Pe amplitudes were
subjected to two-way repeated-measures ANOVA with
factor trial type (incongruent/No-go) and error type (full/
partial). Degrees of freedom for all F-ratios were adjusted

using the Greenhouse–Geisser procedure; however, the
original degrees of freedom were reported with the
epsilon value where required. Bonferroni correction was
applied for post-hoc comparisons. A post-hoc power anal-
ysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1 to determine if the
study had sufficient power to identify a significant main
effect (Faul et al., 2007). We obtained power values of
.17, .80 and .99 for small (f = .10), medium (f = .25) and
large effect sizes (f = .40), respectively.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Performance measures

A paired t test revealed that RT was significantly longer
in incongruent trials than in congruent trials (congruent:
302 ms, SEM = 3.6; incongruent: 360 ms, SEM = 2.8; t
(23) = 16.29, p = .001, d = 3.40). One-way ANOVA rev-
ealed a main effect of error type (F(2, 44) = 47.10,
p = .001, pη2 = .68). The error rate in the incongruent
trials was significantly higher than that in the congruent
trials (congruent: 2.6%; SEM = .5; incongruent: 16.0%;
SEM = 1.7; t(22) = 7.82, p = .001, d = 1.63). The error
rate in the No-go trials (18.8%, SEM = 1.8) was signifi-
cantly higher than that in the congruent trials (t(22)
= 9.39, p = .001, d = 1.96). The error rate did not differ
between the incongruent and No-go trials (t(22) = 1.58,
p = .37, d = .12). A paired t test revealed that the time-
out rate was significantly higher in incongruent trials
than in the congruent trials (congruent: 2.3%, SEM = .4;
incongruent: 5.3%, SEM = .7; t(22) = 3.81, p = .001,
d = .79).

3.2 | Stimulus-locked ERP

3.2.1 | Comparison among pure-correct
trials

Figure 2 depicts the stimulus-locked ERPs at FCz for the
pure-correct trials. N2 did not emerge over the
frontocentral regions in the pure-correct trials. The aver-
age number of trials for the pure-correct N2 was 203.3
(SEM = 1.9) in the Go-congruent, 97.4 (SEM = 5.5) for
Go-incongruent and 30.9 (SEM = 3.3) for No-go trials,
respectively. The minimum number of averages for the
pure-correct N2 was 182 in the Go-congruent, 67 in the
Go-incongruent and 7 in the No-go trials. The mean N2
amplitudes on Go-congruent trials, No-go trials and
incongruent trials were �.16 μV (SEM = .55), .95 μV
(SEM = .68), and �.88 μV (SEM = .63), respectively. A
one-way ANOVA showed a main effect of trial type
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F I GURE 2 Stimulus-synchronized grand averaged waveforms (n = 23) at FCz and Cz on pure-correct trials (time window 230 to

330 ms for the N2 and 330 to 480 ms for the P3). We compared the stimulus-synchronized event-related potentials (ERPs) among three pure-

correct trials (i.e., excluding partial errors). The waveform for No-go (including partial errors) is only for illustrative purposes. Rectified EMG

waveforms for both overt responses and partial errors (i.e., an incorrect hand response) are also shown. Note that the initial incorrect EMG

waveform is followed by a corrective response for No-go partial errors (green lines). Waveforms in the middle panels show individual ERPs

with 95% confidence intervals. Topographies represent activities across the time window from 230 to 330 ms for the N2 and 330 to 480 ms

for the P3. Cz, midline central; EMG, electromyogram; FCz, midline frontocentral
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(F(2, 44) = 8.89, p = .002, pη2 = .29). Post-hoc tests rev-
ealed that N2 was larger in the Go-congruent trials than
in the No-go trials (t(22) = 2.53, p = .04, d = .53). N2
was larger in the Go-incongruent trials than in the No-go
trials (t(22) = 4.19, p = .001, d = .87).

Figure 2 also depicts P3 at Cz for the pure-correct
trials. Mean P3 amplitude at Cz on Go-congruent,

Go-incongruent and No-go trials were .96 μV
(SEM = .49), 6.50 μV (SEM = .60) and .45 μV
(SEM = .60), respectively. A one-way ANOVA showed a
main effect of trial type (F(2, 44) = 118.51, p = .001,
pη2 = .84). Post-hoc tests revealed that P3 was larger in
the No-go trials than in both the congruent (t(22)
= 12.72, p = .001, d = 2.65) and Go-incongruent trials

F I GURE 3 Stimulus-synchronized grand averaged waveforms (n = 23) at FCz and Cz on pure-correct trials and partial-error trials

(time window 230 to 330 ms for the N2 and 330 to 480 ms for the P3). Rectified EMG waveforms for both overt responses and partial errors

(i.e., an incorrect hand response) are also shown. Note that the initial incorrect EMG waveform is followed by a corrective response for Go-

incongruent partial errors (black lines). We compared the stimulus-synchronized event-related potentials (ERPs) between partial-error trials

and pure-correct trials. Waveforms in middle panels show individual ERPs with 95% confidence intervals. Topographies represent activities

across the time window from 230 to 330 ms for the N2 and 330 to 480 ms for the P3. Cz, midline central; EMG, electromyogram; FCz,

midline frontocentral
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(t(22) = 12.87, p = .001, d = 2.89). P3 did not differ
between the congruent and incongruent trials (t(22)
= 1.16, p = .76, d = .24).

3.2.2 | Comparison between partial-error
trials and pure-correct trials

Figure 3 depicts the N2 at FCz for the No-go pure-correct,
No-go partial-error, Go-incongruent pure-correct and Go-
incongruent partial-error trials. The average number of
trials for the N2 in the No-go pure-correct, No-go partial-
error, Go-incongruent pure-correct and Go-incongruent
partial-error trials were, in order, 30.9 (SEM = 3.3), 53.5
(SEM = 2.6), 97.4 (SEM = 5.5) and 78.0 (SEM = 4.9),
respectively. The minimum number of averages for N2 in
the No-go pure-correct, No-go partial-error, Go-
incongruent pure-correct and Go-incongruent partial-
error trials were 7, 42, 67 and 50, respectively. A one-way
ANOVA revealed a main effect of trial type (F(3, 66)
= 25.73, p = .001, pη2 = .54). Post-hoc tests showed that
N2 in Go-incongruent partial-error trials (M = �2.32 μV,
SEM = .58) was larger than in both No-go pure-correct
(t(22) = 8.42, p = .001, d = 1.76) and Go-incongruent
pure-correct trials (t(22) = 3.72, p = .003, d = .78). In
addition, N2 was larger in No-go partial-error trials
(M = �1.53 μV, SEM = .61) than in No-go pure-correct
trials (t(22) = 6.38, p = .001, d = 1.33). N2 was larger in
Go-incongruent pure-correct trials than in No-go pure-
correct trials (t(22) = 4.70, p = .001, d = .98). The N2
amplitudes did not differ between the Go-incongruent
pure-correct trials and No-go partial-error trials (t(22)
= 1.68, p = .59, d = .35) and between No-go partial-error
trials and Go-incongruent partial-error trials (t(22)
= 2.04, p = .27, d = .43).

Figure 3 also depicts P3 at Cz for each trial. A one-
way ANOVA revealed a main effect of trial type (F(3, 66)
= 110.21, p = .001, pη2 = .83). Post-hoc tests showed that
P3 was larger in the No-go pure-correct trials than in the
Go-incongruent pure-correct trials (t(22) = 13.25,
p = .001, d = 2.76), larger in No-go partial-error trials
(M = 6.09 μV, SEM = .59) than in the Go-incongruent
partial-error trials (M = .43 μV, SEM = .71, t(22)
= 12.43, p = .001, d = 2.59), larger in No-go partial-error
trials than in Go-incongruent pure-correct trials (t(22)
= 12.37, p = .001, d = 2.58), and larger in No-go pure-
correct trials than in Go-incongruent partial-error trials (t
(22) = 13.32, p = .001, d = 2.78). The P3 amplitudes did
not differ between the No-go pure-correct and No-go
partial-error trials (t(22) = .89, p = 1.00, d = .18) or
between Go-incongruent pure-correct trials and Go-
incongruent partial-error trials (t(22) = .06, p = 1.00,
d = .01).

3.3 | EMG-locked ERP

Figure 4 depicts the ERN at FCz for incongruent
overt-error, incongruent partial-error, No-go overt-error
and No-go partial-error trials. The average number of
trials for the ERN in the incongruent overt-error,
incongruent partial-error, No-go overt-error and No-go
partial-error trials were 38.3 (SEM = 3.9), 78.3
(SEM = 4.9), 22.6 (SEM = 2.1) and 54.0 (SEM = 2.9),
respectively. The minimum number of averages for the
ERN in the incongruent overt-error, incongruent
partial-error, No-go overt-error and No-go partial-error
trials were 15, 32, 8 and 26, respectively. There was a
significant interaction between error type and trial
type (F(1, 22) = 18.39, p = .001, pη2 = .46). Post-hoc
tests revealed that ERN in the incongruent overt-error
trials was larger than in both incongruent partial-error
trials (t(22) = 6.62, p = .001) and No-go partial-
error trials (t(22) = 9.99, p = .001). ERN in No-go
overt-error trials was larger than in both incongruent
partial-error trials (t(22) = 5.57, p = .001) and No-go
partial-error trials (t(22) = 10.48, p = .001). The ERN
in incongruent partial-error trials was larger than
that in No-go partial-error trials (t(22) = 5.57,
p = .001). ERN amplitudes did not differ between
incongruent and No-go overt-error trials (t(22) = .63,
p = 1.00).

Figure 4 also depicts the early Pe waveforms at Cz
in each trial. There was a significant interaction
between error type and trial type (F(1, 22) = 65.43,
p = .001, pη2 = .75). Post-hoc tests revealed that early
Pe in No-go partial-error trials was larger in No-go
overt-error trials (t(22) = 10.10, p = .001), incongruent
overt-error trials (t(22) = 9.76, p = .001) and incongru-
ent partial-error trials (t(22) = 10.34, p = .001). Early
Pe in incongruent partial-error trials was larger in both
incongruent overt-error trials (t(22) = 3.79, p = .004)
and No-go overt-error trials (t(22) = 3.71, p = .005).
The early Pe did not differ between the No-go overt-
error trials and incongruent overt-error trials (t(22)
= .06, p = .96).

Figure 4 also depicts the late Pe waveforms at Pz in
each trial. A two-way ANOVA revealed a main effect of
error type (F(1, 22) = 4.72, p = .04, pη2 = .18). Post-hoc
tests revealed that late Pe was larger in the overt-error tri-
als than in the partial-error trials (t(22) = 2.17, p = .04,
d = .45). A two-way ANOVA revealed a main effect of
trial type (F(1, 22) = 7.94, p = .01, pη2 = .27). Post-hoc
tests revealed that late Pe was larger in the No-go trials
than in the incongruent trials (t(22) = 2.82, p = .01,
d = .59). The interaction between trial type and error
type was not significant (F(1, 22) = 3.32, p = .08,
pη2 = .13).
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4 | DISCUSSION

We investigated whether partial errors could yield No-go
N2 and No-go P3 using a Go/No-go flanker task. We
found longer RTs and higher error rates in incongruent
trials than in congruent trials. Although N2s did not dif-
fer among pure-correct trials, P3s were larger in both No-
go pure-correct and No-go partial-error trials than in Go
correct trials and incongruent pure-correct trials. In addi-
tion, No-go N2 was larger in partial-error trials than in
pure-correct trials. Furthermore, ERN was larger in the
overt-error trials than in the partial-error trials.

We identified partial errors embedded in muscular
activities for both the No-go and incongruent trials. The
fact that the stimulus-locked ERPs did not differ among
pure-correct trials suggests that the increased No-go N2s
reported in previous studies might be due to the contami-
nation of ERN elicited by partial errors. The current
result is consistent with our previous study (Maruo
et al., 2017), in which N2 did not differ between Go cor-
rect trials and No-go pure-correct trials. Most studies of
No-go N2 have asserted that No-go N2 reflects response
inhibition (Falkenstein et al., 1999; Kok, 1986) and/or
response conflict (Nieuwenhuis et al., 2003; Yeung
et al., 2004). If so, the No-go N2 in No-go pure-correct tri-
als should have been larger than in Go correct trials, even
after partial errors were excluded from ERP averaging.
This was not the case in this study. Thus, it is plausible
that the increased No-go N2s in the No-go trials in previ-
ous studies might have reflected a composite waveform.
Our results cast doubt on the existence of the so-called
No-go N2, which is believed to represent response inhibi-
tion processes.

It is plausible that the increased No-go N2 in our
study was due to a superimposition of the ERN
elicited by partial errors (Maruo et al., 2017; Masaki
et al., 2012; Vidal et al., 2000). This suggests that the
error-monitoring system detects covert EMG activities
in the absence of overt responses. Nguyen et al. (2016)
found a larger No-go N2 in partially inhibited trials
(i.e., partial-error trials) than in successfully inhibited
trials. Maruo et al. (2017) also found a larger No-go
N2 in partial-error trials than in pure-correct trials.
Although Nguyen et al. (2016) did not record EMG
activities, the No-go N2 on partial-error trials may
have reflected the error processing.

Some studies relying on the framework of the
conflict-monitoring theory have reported larger N2
amplitudes in high-conflict trials than in low-conflict tri-
als (Iannaccone et al., 2015; Nieuwenhuis et al., 2003).
The conflict-monitoring theory asserts that the pre-
response conflict in correct trials results in a larger N2.
However, we did not find any difference in N2 ampli-
tudes between the incongruent and No-go trials, contrary
to the conflict-monitoring theory. Previous studies of the
No-go N2 that advocated conflict-monitoring theory did
not remove the contamination of partial errors from ERP
averaging. Even so, it should be noted that we cannot
completely rule out the conflict-monitoring account in
No-go N2 because we did not apply the same computer
simulation as in a previous study to our dataset (Yeung
et al., 2004).

P3 amplitudes were larger in the No-go trials than in
the Go-congruent and incongruent trials. These results
are consistent with the notion that the No-go P3 reflects
inhibition of overt movement (Nguyen et al., 2020; Smith
et al., 2013) and the complete inhibition of the planned
response (Nguyen et al., 2016). Although we found larger
P3s in the No-go trials, there was no difference in P3
amplitudes between the No-go pure-correct and No-go
partial-error trials. Expanding the findings of Smith
et al. (2013) that No-go P3 was enhanced by the inhibi-
tion of overt movements, our results further suggest that
No-go P3 can be enhanced by both the complete inhibi-
tion of response (i.e., no peripheral manifestation of erro-
neous activities) and withdrawal of implicit erroneous
activities (i.e., partial errors).

Given that the ERN reflects response conflict (Yeung
et al., 2004), the ERN should have been larger in
incongruent trials than in No-go trials, in accordance
with the findings of Braver et al. (2001). However, this
was not the case in the present study. Our results may
support the online monitoring account (Carbonnell
& Falkenstein, 2006; Yordanova et al., 2004).
Carbonnell and Falkenstein (2006) suggested that ERN
amplitudes might reflect neither the degree of conflict
nor error, whereas ERN latency might reflect error
processing.

For the EMG-locked ERPs, the early Pe was larger for
No-go partial errors than for both overt errors and
incongruent partial errors. Previous studies have identi-
fied two distinct positive components associated with

F I GURE 4 EMG-synchronized grand averaged waveforms (n = 23) at FCz, Cz and Pz and rectified EMG waveforms on overt-error

trials and partial-error trials (time window 100 to 200 ms for the error-related negativity [ERN]). Rectified EMG waveforms are also shown.

Note that the initial incorrect EMG waveform is followed by a corrective response for Go-incongruent partial errors (black lines). Waveforms

in the right panels show individual event-related potentials (ERPs) with 95% confidence intervals. Topographies represent activities across

the time window from 100 to 200 ms for the ERN. Cz, midline central; EMG, electromyogram; FCz, midline frontocentral
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error processing: early and late Pe (Endrass et al., 2007,
2012; Maruo et al., 2017; O’Connell et al., 2007). They
suggested that the early Pe showing frontocentral distri-
butions may reflect error monitoring and error awareness
(Endrass et al., 2007, 2012; O’Connell et al., 2007; Thurm
et al., 2020). However, these notions cannot unambigu-
ously explain why the early Pe was the largest in No-go
partial-error trials in our study. Furthermore, Pe cannot
be elicited by partial errors because the participants do
not recognize their own partial errors in most cases, and
thus, evaluate those trials as correct (Burle et al., 2008).
Although a previous study suggested that the participants
might consciously detect a few partial errors (Rochet
et al., 2014), the largest Pe in the No-go partial error trials
in our study is difficult to be explained by the
transiently induced consciousness account. Considering
the possibility of overlap between stimulus- and
response-related activities in our Go/No-go task, it is
plausible that the enhanced early Pe in No-go partial
error trials might reflect response inhibition processes
provoked by the No-go stimulus rather than error
monitoring and error awareness. This interpretation is
also supported by the result that the Pe was more obvious
for No-go trials than for incongruent trials regardless of
error types (i.e., overt and partial errors). Further
research is needed to elucidate the functional significance
of the early Pe.

In conclusion, partial errors may affect standard No-
go N2. The present findings provide further evidence that
the previously reported No-go N2 may be due to an over-
lap of the ERN elicited by partial errors. In contrast, No-
go P3s in both the pure-correct and partial error trials
appeared to reflect the response inhibition processes. Our
results show that analysing partial errors is useful in
determining the functional significance of No-go N2 and
No-go P3. The present findings provide further evidence
that the widely accepted No-go N2 might merely
represent the partial-error ERN or at least reflect contam-
ination of the ERN. Furthermore, No-go P3 may
represent purely inhibition processes.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
A portion of this study was presented at the 58th Annual
Meeting of the Society for Psychophysiological Research
(Canada, 2018). This work was supported by JSPS
KAKENHI (Grants 17H02139 and 17K20017) from the
Japan Society for the Promotion of Science and Waseda
University Grants for Special Research Projects (2020C-
395).

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
The authors declare no competing financial interests.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Yuya Maruo performed the conceptualization, data
curation, formal analysis, and writing of the original
draft.

Hiroaki Masaki carried out the conceptualization,
data curation, formal analysis, funding acquisition, pro-
ject administration, and writing of the original draft.

PEER REVIEW
The peer review history for this article is available at
https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/ejn.15658.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The datasets generated for this study are available on
request to the corresponding author.

ORCID
Yuya Maruo https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5567-725X
Hiroaki Masaki https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5312-8401

REFERENCES
Abdul Rahman, A., Carroll, D. J., Espy, K. A., & Wiebe, S. A.

(2017). Neural correlates of response inhibition in early
childhood: Evidence from a Go/No-Go task. Developmental
Neuropsychology, 42(5), 336–350. https://doi.org/10.1080/
87565641.2017.1355917

Braver, T. S., Barch, D. M., Gray, J. R., Molfese, D. L., & Snyder, A.
(2001). Anterior cingulate cortex and response conflict: Effects
of frequency, inhibition and errors. Cerebral Cortex, 11(9),
825–836. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/11.9.825

Burle, B., Roger, C., Allain, S., Vidal, F., & Hasbroucq, T. (2008).
Error negativity does not reflect conflict: A reappraisal of con-
flict monitoring and anterior cingulate cortex activity. Journal
of Cognitive Neuroscience, 20(9), 1637–1655. https://doi.
org/10.1162/jocn.2008.20110

Carbonnell, L., & Falkenstein, M. (2006). Does the error negativity
reflect the degree of response conflict? Brain Research, 1095(1),
124–130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2006.04.004

De Jong, R., Coles, M. G., Logan, G. D., & Gratton, G. (1990). In
search of the point of no return: The control of response pro-
cesses. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human
Perception and Performance, 16(1), 164–182. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0096-1523.16.1.164

Dimoska, A., Johnstone, S. J., & Barry, R. J. (2006). The auditory-
evoked N2 and P3 components in the stop-signal task: Indices
of inhibition, response-conflict or error-detection? Brain
and Cognition, 62(2), 98–112. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
bandc.2006.03.011

Donkers, F. C., & Van Boxtel, G. J. (2004). The N2 in go/no-go tasks
reflects conflict monitoring not response inhibition. Brain
and Cognition, 56(2), 165–176. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
bandc.2004.04.005

Endrass, T., Klawohn, J., Preuss, J., & Kathmann, N. (2012). Tem-
porospatial dissociation of Pe subcomponents for perceived
and unperceived errors. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 6,
178. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00178

1944 MARUO AND MASAKI

https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/ejn.15658
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5567-725X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5567-725X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5312-8401
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5312-8401
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565641.2017.1355917
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565641.2017.1355917
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/11.9.825
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.20110
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.20110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2006.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.16.1.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.16.1.164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2006.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2006.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2004.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2004.04.005
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00178


Endrass, T., Reuter, B., & Kathmann, N. (2007). ERP correlates of
conscious error recognition: Aware and unaware errors in an
antisaccade task. European Journal of Neuroscience, 26(6),
1714–1720. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2007.05785.x

Falkenstein, M., Hohnsbein, J., Hoormann, J., & Blanke, L. (1990).
Effects of errors in choice reaction tasks on the ERP under
focused and divided attention. In C. Brunia, A. Gaillard, & A.
Kok (Eds.), Psychophysiological brain research (pp. 192–195).
Tilburg University Press.

Falkenstein, M., Hohnsbein, J., Hoormann, J., & Blanke, L. (1991).
Effects of crossmodal divided attention on late ERP compo-
nents. II. Error processing in choice reaction tasks. Electroen-
cephalography and Clinical Neurophysiology, 78(6), 447–455.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(91)90062-9

Falkenstein, M., Hoormann, J., & Hohnsbein, J. (1999). ERP
components in Go/Nogo tasks and their relation to inhibition.
Acta Psychologica, 101(2–3), 267–291. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0001-6918(99)00008-6

Fallgatter, A. J., & Strik, W. K. (1999). The NoGo-anteriorization as
a neurophysiological standard-index for cognitive response
control. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 32(3),
233–238. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8760(99)00018-5

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A. G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G* power
3: A flexible statistical power analysis program for the social,
behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research
Methods, 39(2), 175–191. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146

Gajewski, P. D., & Falkenstein, M. (2013). Effects of task complexity
on ERP components in Go/Nogo tasks. International Journal
of Psychophysiology, 87(3), 273–278. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijpsycho.2012.08.007

Gehring, W. J., Coles, M., Meyer, D., & Donchin, E. (1990). The
error-related negativity: An event-related brain potential
accompanying errors. Psychophysiology, 27, S34.

Gratton, G., Coles, M. G., & Donchin, E. (1983). A new method for
off-line removal of ocular artifact. Electroencephalography and
Clinical Neurophysiology, 55(4), 468–484. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0013-4694(83)90135-9

Groom, M. J., & Cragg, L. (2015). Differential modulation of the N2
and P3 event-related potentials by response conflict and inhi-
bition. Brain and Cognition, 97, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
bandc.2015.04.004

Hoffmann, S., & Falkenstein, M. (2008). The correction of eye blink
artefacts in the EEG: A comparison of two prominent
methods. PLoS ONE, 3(8), e3004. https://doi.org/10.1371/jour-
nal.pone.0003004

JASP Team. (2022). JASP (Version 0.16.1)[Computer software].
Iannaccone, R., Hauser, T. U., Staempfli, P., Walitza, S.,

Brandeis, D., & Brem, S. (2015). Conflict monitoring and error
processing: New insights from simultaneous EEG–fMRI.
NeuroImage, 105, 395–407. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
neuroimage.2014.10.028

Jodo, E., & Kayama, Y. (1992). Relation of a negative ERP compo-
nent to response inhibition in a Go/No-go task. Electroenceph-
alography and Clinical Neurophysiology, 82(6), 477–482. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(92)90054-L

Kok, A. (1986). Effects of degradation of visual stimuli on compo-
nents of the event-related potential (ERP) in Go/Nogo reaction
tasks. Biological Psychology, 23(1), 21–38. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0301-0511(86)90087-6

Luck, S. J., & Gaspelin, N. (2017). How to get statistically significant
effects in any ERP experiment (and why you shouldn’t).
Psychophysiology, 54(1), 146–157. https://doi.
org/10.1111/psyp.12639

Maruo, Y., Sommer, W., & Masaki, H. (2017). The effect of mone-
tary punishment on error evaluation in a Go/No-go task. Inter-
national Journal of Psychophysiology, 120, 54–59. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2017.07.002

Masaki, H., Murphy, T. I., Desjardins, J. A., & Segalowitz, S. J.
(2012). The error-related negativity associated with different
strength of stimulus–response interference. Clinical Neuro-
physiology, 123(4), 689–699. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
clinph.2011.07.043

Masaki, H., & Segalowitz, S. (2004). Error negativity: A test of the
response conflict versus error detection hypotheses. In M.
Ullsperger & M. Falkenstein (Eds.), Errors, conflicts, and the
brain. Current opinions on performance monitoring (pp. 76–83).
Max Planck Institute of Cognitive Neuroscience.

Miyake, A., Friedman, N. P., Emerson, M. J., Witzki, A. H.,
Howerter, A., & Wager, T. D. (2000). The unity and diversity
of executive functions and their contributions to complex
“frontal lobe” tasks: A latent variable analysis. Cognitive Psy-
chology, 41(1), 49–100. https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1999.0734

Nguyen, A. T., Albrecht, M. A., Lipp, O. V., & Marinovic, W. (2020).
Motor output matters: Evidence of a continuous relationship
between Stop/No-go P300 amplitude and peak force on failed
inhibitions at the trial-level. Psychophysiology, 57(8), e13558.
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13558

Nguyen, A. T., Moyle, J. J., & Fox, A. M. (2016). N2 and P3 modula-
tion during partial inhibition in a modified Go/Nogo task.
International Journal of Psychophysiology, 107, 63–71. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2016.07.002

Nieuwenhuis, S., Yeung, N., Van Den Wildenberg, W., &
Ridderinkhof, K. R. (2003). Electrophysiological correlates of
anterior cingulate function in a go/no-go task: Effects of
response conflict and trial type frequency. Cognitive, Affec-
tive, & Behavioral Neuroscience, 3(1), 17–26. https://doi.
org/10.3758/CABN.3.1.17

O’Connell, R. G., Dockree, P. M., Bellgrove, M. A., Kelly, S. P.,
Hester, R., Garavan, H., Robertson, I. H., & Foxe, J. J. (2007).
The role of cingulate cortex in the detection of errors with and
without awareness: A high-density electrical mapping study.
European Journal of Neuroscience, 25(8), 2571–2579. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2007.05477.x

Pfefferbaum, A., Ford, J. M., Weller, B. J., & Kopell, B. S. (1985).
ERPs to response production and inhibition. Electroencepha-
lography and Clinical Neurophysiology, 60(5), 423–434. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(85)91017-X

Randall, W. M., & Smith, J. L. (2011). Conflict and inhibition in the
cued-Go/NoGo task. Clinical Neurophysiology, 122(12),
2400–2407. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2011.05.012

Rochet, N., Spieser, L., Casini, L., Hasbroucq, T., & Burle, B. (2014).
Detecting and correcting partial errors: Evidence for efficient
control without conscious access. Cognitive, Affective, &
Behavioral Neuroscience, 14(3), 970–982. https://doi.
org/10.3758/s13415-013-0232-0

Smith, J. L., Jamadar, S., Provost, A. L., & Michie, P. T. (2013).
Motor and non-motor inhibition in the Go/NoGo task: An
ERP and fMRI study. International Journal of

MARUO AND MASAKI 1945

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2007.05785.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(91)90062-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-6918(99)00008-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-6918(99)00008-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8760(99)00018-5
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2012.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2012.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(83)90135-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(83)90135-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2015.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2015.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0003004
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0003004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.10.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.10.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(92)90054-L
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(92)90054-L
https://doi.org/10.1016/0301-0511(86)90087-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0301-0511(86)90087-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.12639
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.12639
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2017.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2017.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2011.07.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2011.07.043
https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1999.0734
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13558
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2016.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2016.07.002
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.3.1.17
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.3.1.17
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2007.05477.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2007.05477.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(85)91017-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(85)91017-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2011.05.012
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-013-0232-0
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-013-0232-0


Psychophysiology, 87(3), 244–253. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijpsycho.2012.07.185

Smith, J. L., Johnstone, S. J., & Barry, R. J. (2006). Effects of pre-
stimulus processing on subsequent events in a warned
Go/NoGo paradigm: Response preparation, execution and
inhibition. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 61(2),
121–133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2005.07.013

Smith, J. L., Johnstone, S. J., & Barry, R. J. (2007). Response prim-
ing in the Go/NoGo task: The N2 reflects neither inhibition
nor conflict. Clinical Neurophysiology, 118(2), 343–355. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2006.09.027

Smith, J. L., Johnstone, S. J., & Barry, R. J. (2008). Movement-
related potentials in the Go/NoGo task: The P3 reflects both
cognitive and motor inhibition. Clinical Neurophysiology,
119(3), 704–714. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2007.11.042

Thurm, F., Li, S. C., & Hämmerer, D. (2020). Maturation-and aging-
related differences in electrophysiological correlates of error
detection and error awareness. Neuropsychologia, 143, 107476.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2020.107476

Vidal, F., Hasbroucq, T., Grapperon, J., & Bonnet, M. (2000). Is the
‘error negativity’ specific to errors? Biological Psychology,
51(2–3), 109–128. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-0511(99)
00032-0

Wang, L., Gu, Y., Zhao, G., & Chen, A. (2020). Error-related nega-
tivity and error awareness in a Go/No-go task. Scientific
Reports, 10(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-
60693-0

Yeung, N., Botvinick, M. M., & Cohen, J. D. (2004). The neural
basis of error detection: Conflict monitoring and the error-
related negativity. Psychological Review, 111(4), 931–959. https:
//doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.111.4.931

Yordanova, J., Falkenstein, M., Hohnsbein, J., & Kolev, V. (2004).
Parallel systems of error processing in the brain. NeuroImage,
22(2), 590–602. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
neuroimage.2004.01.040

How to cite this article: Maruo, Y., & Masaki, H.
(2022). A possibility of error-related processing
contamination in the No-go N2: The effect of
partial-error trials on response inhibition
processing. European Journal of Neuroscience,
55(8), 1934–1946. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.15658

1946 MARUO AND MASAKI

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2012.07.185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2012.07.185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2005.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2006.09.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2006.09.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2007.11.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2020.107476
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-0511(99)00032-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-0511(99)00032-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-60693-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-60693-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.111.4.931
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.111.4.931
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.01.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.01.040
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.15658

	A possibility of error-related processing contamination in the No-go N2: The effect of partial-error trials on response inh...
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  METHOD
	2.1  Participants
	2.2  Procedure
	2.3  EEG recording
	2.4  Data analysis

	3  RESULTS
	3.1  Performance measures
	3.2  Stimulus-locked ERP
	3.2.1  Comparison among pure-correct trials
	3.2.2  Comparison between partial-error trials and pure-correct trials

	3.3  EMG-locked ERP

	4  DISCUSSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	PEER REVIEW
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


