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Abstract: The ability to inhibit or suppress unwanted or inappropriate actions, is an essential
component of executive function and cognitive health. The immense selective pressure placed on
maintaining inhibitory control processes is exemplified by the relatively small number of instances in
which these systems completely fail in the average person’s daily life. Although mistakes and errors
do inevitably occur, inhibitory control systems not only ensure that this number is low, but have
also adapted behavioral strategies to minimize future failures. The ability of our brains to adapt our
behavior and appropriately engage proper motor responses is traditionally depicted as the primary
domain of frontal brain areas, despite evidence to the fact that numerous other brain areas contribute.
Using the stop-signal task as a common ground for comparison, we review a large body of literature
investigating inhibitory control processes across frontal, temporal, and midbrain structures, focusing
on our recent work in rodents, in an effort to understand how the brain biases action selection and
adapts to the experience of conflict.
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1. Introduction

Imagine for a second that you are driving a car, and have just pulled up at a red light.
To your left is a turn lane that has its own separate light, and to your right another lane
that, like yours, will continue straight ahead through the intersection. Now that you have
imagined this scenario, have you ever found yourself suddenly slamming on the brake
after letting off it for a second, thinking that the green left turn arrow signal for the lane
next to yours, was actually instructing you to go as well? Hopefully, we’re not alone in
this experience.

In truth, I know we are not alone, because just recently, to my amazement, I witnessed
a car in the lane to my right (i.e., two full lanes from the turn lane which had just received
a green arrow) lurch fully into the intersection, slam on their brakes, and then speed
forward to avoid being hit by turning traffic coming from the opposite direction. While not
meaning to minimize the danger this motorist caused, I instinctively said out loud “well
someone’s anterior cingulate cortex failed” (unfortunately, the passenger with me at the
time, a non-neuroscientist, did not appreciate my brain joke, rolled their eyes and called
me “a nerd”).

Inhibitory control, which will be the focus of this review, has largely been defined
as the withholding or prevention of inappropriate actions, often which stems from the
conflict that arises when two discrete motor plans are activated simultaneously. While
there are differences in opinion regarding what constitutes “conflict,” the common ground
in this debate centers itself around the importance of the brain and its ability to first detect
when newly perceived sensory information contrasts with the intended motor action of
the organism through some common mechanisms such as value, and second to respond
rapidly [1–4]. The car example in the first few paragraphs serves two purposes. First it helps
exemplify the possible danger associated with a failure to correctly exert inhibitory control.
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Failure to successfully navigate competing motor sequences, can lead to an incorrect or
maladaptive motor command being issued, which in turn decreases the likelihood for
reward in a laboratory setting, and increases the likelihood for embarrassment or injury
in the real world. Second, the car example also helps illustrate that while—hopefully—
common enough to relate to, the frequency with which we either commit, or witness,
complete failures to exert inhibitory control is relatively low.

The reason, barring a major neurological or neuropsychiatric condition, that the
incidence of these failures is low is partly because it is highly adaptive not to lose control,
but also because we have lots of practice successfully engaging control processes. Back
to the car example, think about how many times you, like the motorist in our example,
have been in a similar situation and failed to reapply the brake, instead running the red
light—hopefully, that number is fairly small. Either way, it is even more likely that you can
remember far more instances where you have successfully navigated intersections with
multiple signals and never felt the urge to release the brake until it was appropriate. In fact,
the difficulty in observing and eliciting these types of errors is illustrated in the laboratory
by numerous psychological tasks such as the Stroop Task, stop-signal task, Flanker Task,
etc. that report relatively low error rates despite the best efforts of experimenters to make
subjects fail.

This remarkable resiliency to error is attributed to an ever growing network of brain
regions and behavioral strategies tasked with facilitating inhibitory control. In addition to
the act of mitigating conflict between competing responses on a given trial (i.e., inhibiting
one response in favor of another), several other behavioral strategies such as proactive
(i.e., mechanisms that insure the motorist from above is more attentive to sensory cues and
more aware of how much pressure they are applying to the brake at the next red light)
and reactive (i.e., mechanisms that caused the motorist from above to panic and accelerate
quickly out of harm’s way) forms of control are also in place to help lessen/prevent the
potential damage a breakdown in control can cause. Importantly, proactive and reactive
mechanisms both facilitate successful inhibitory control, and we will attempt to highlight
these processes throughout our discussion of inhibitory control.

Understanding which brain regions are responsible for the implementation of these
various aspects of control has been described as a Rorschach Test for modern cognitive and
systems neuroscience [3]. This analogy bears a great deal of truth as a quick survey of the
literature yields evidence for the anterior cingulate cortex (ACC), the midcingulate cortex,
the medial prefrontal cortex (mPFC), and the orbitofrontal cortex (OFC) all being necessary
for the detection of competing motor outputs and the implementation of inhibitory control.
Beyond the frontal lobe, parts, or all, of the striatum, the amygdala, and the thalamus have
also been implicated in the implementation of control. In truth, finding a brain region
not involved, at least in some way, in inhibitory control is quite challenging. While truly
understanding the neural mechanisms that underlie inhibitory control will likely require
decades more of theorizing and experimentation, this review will attempt to summarize
and make sense of a subset of this literature that has chosen to look at inhibitory control in
the context of the stop-signal task.

We will focus on the details of the stop-signal task in the following section, but for now,
the choice to focus on stop-signal tasks as a case study for understanding inhibitory control
stems from a much of our recent work employing the use of the electrophysiological and
systems neuroscience approaches within the context of the stop-signal task in rodents. We
see this as an advantage to discussions about inhibitory control as it allows for comparison
of physiological processes across both brain regions and species, as well as affording us the
opportunity to ask what happens when these brain regions are disrupted, something more
difficult to do in a controlled manner in humans. Moreover, by limiting our review to stud-
ies that have employed the stop-signal task and recorded from brain regions throughout
the frontal lobe, striatum, and midbrain we are able to more seamlessly generate a frame-
work for the implementation of inhibitory control. One caveat to this approach is that the
contributions of sensory processing modalities to this process are complex and numerous,
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however, given that these processes are ultimately highly specific to the modality being
tested, it is for that reason that they are beyond the scope of this review. Instead, we will
focus on the detection of conflict, the available evidence supporting proactive and reactive
forms of control, how these forms of control impact action selection, and how detection
of conflict ultimately can modulate the expression of a motor plan. Our hope is that this
review provides a framework for future theories and experiments attempting to better
characterize and understand the neural mechanisms of inhibitory control.

2. Stop-Signal Task

Throughout the literature, there are a variety of different behavioral tasks designed
to study inhibitory control (i.e., the Stop-Signal task, the Stroop Task, Go/No-Go task,
the Flanker Task, the Simon Task, etc.). Despite nuances in design and implementation,
generally speaking, all of these tasks place a largely automatic or reflexive response in
competition with a less automatic or more effortful response. This competition inevitably
results in conflict when subjects are asked, at some point during the testing, to refrain from
making the reflexive response in favor or the less reflexive response. Typically, in these
scenarios the percentage of correct trials on reflexive and less reflexive trials is measured,
and decreased accuracy on less reflexive trials, is suggestive of a breakdown in inhibitory
control processes. Furthermore, decreases in accuracy are almost always accompanied by
longer response or reaction times as well, indicative of a need for greater thought or effort.

Although there are great number of similarities between these tasks, the ease with
which they have been adapted for study in non-human populations is variable. The Stroop
Task for instance, arguably one of the most famous inhibitory control tasks, is difficult to
adapt to rodents or primates in its human form, as animal subjects lack the instinctual
automaticity (and ability) for word reading and color naming [5,6]. This highlights one
advantage of the stop-signal task, as training rodents or primates to make and withhold
operant responses based on visual or auditory cues, rather than word reading or color nam-
ing, is quite tractable, and makes direct cross-species comparison possible [6]. Additionally,
while word reading and color naming take advantage of common human abilities, these
response domains are restricted to specific use cases. In many ways, at least in the minds
of the authors, the stop-signal task with its reliance on light and auditory cues in place
of these more specific responses, more closely resembles a greater variety of real-world
situations [6]. For instance, most scenarios, like driving a car or waiting your turn in line at
the grocery store, require us to make different responses based on a variety of auditory or
visual stimuli.

The idea of using the stop-signal task to directly study mechanisms of inhibitory
control comes, in part, from the theoretical work of Logan and Cowan, which posits that
stop-signal performance is determined by a race between a reflexive and a less reflexive
response [6–8]. The premise of the stop-signal task requires subjects, on a majority of trials,
to respond quickly, usually with a lever or button press, to some sort of GO cue (i.e., a
light, tone, etc.). Performance on GO trials is then compared to performance on STOP
trials, trials in which the initial GO cue is presented, but is then followed by a STOP cue
(typically a different colored light or sound) that instructs the subject to either refrain from
responding or make an opposite response (i.e., if the GO response instructs the subject to
press the left lever, the STOP cue would instruct the subject to press the right lever instead).
Difficulty on the task arises from the asymmetry of the task structure. On a typical stop-
signal task, the number of GO trials exceeds the number of STOP trials by a recommended
minimum of 3:1 [6]. Across species, this asymmetry in the number of GO and STOP trials,
respectively, results in the development of reflexive, automatic, responding to the first cue,
thus making it more difficult to refrain from responding on STOP trials [6–15]. Moreover,
with the addition of a stop-signal delay, an experimentally manipulated delay between the
presentation of the GO cue and the presentation of the STOP cue, researchers can better
titrate task difficulty to individual subjects, creating both a measure of individual difference
as well as a means to ensure inhibitory control processes are maximally challenged [6–8].
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Variants of this task can also take advantage manipulations that alter reaction times (i.e.,
time to orient towards a cue) and movement times (i.e., time to make a response once a cue
has been presented) distributions, respectively, in order to identify differences in types of
inhibitory control, including proactive and reactive mechanisms [16–19].

The utility and adaptability of the stop-signal task has made it useful for everything
from neurophysiological dissections of relevant brain circuitry [9–15,20–31], to assessment
of inhibitory control across the lifespan [32–34], as well as between individuals both with
and without neurological or neuropsychiatric conditions [17–19,35–39]. It is for these
reasons that we chose to focus our review on the stop-signal task, as the stop-signal task,
and its growing literature, allows us to study a rigorous behavioral task with validity in
non-human and human settings, in combination with electrophysiological recordings that
allow for the functional dissection of the brain regions responsible for inhibitory control.

3. Functional Dissection of Inhibitory Control

The stop-signal task, and its derivatives, require subjects to make a habitual response
(i.e., respond with a left or right lever press to a directional light cue) on a majority number
of trials (i.e., GO trials). This habitual response is then put in conflict on STOP trials, when
the first directional cue is quickly followed by a second cue (i.e., STOP cue) telling the
subject to either refrain from making a response or to redirect their response in the opposite
manner. This behavioral sequence, requires the brain to represent two competing action
plans, and is theorized to result in a race between action plans, where the winning plan
corresponds to the response the subject makes.

In order for competition resulting from two simultaneously active action plans to be
mitigated, the brain must first represent each action plan, and, on correctly performed
STOP trials, must either bias or possess the ability to suspend the first action plan in favor
the correct motor sequence. In the following sections we will see that the dorsomedial
striatum (DMS) represents dueling action plans, and that areas in the frontal lobe, such
as ACC, mPFC, and OFC as well as areas such as the amygdala and ventral tegmental
area (VTA) work in concert to exert influence over which action plan is seen to fruition.
Finally, we will discuss new work suggesting that distinct motor pathways in the brain
stem further augment responding on correct STOP trials (see Figure 1f).

3.1. Dorsomedial Striatum (DMS)

Pharmacological lesions and manipulations of DMS first implicated this area in in-
hibitory control [24,27,40,41]. Using a variant of the stop-signal task (see Figure 1), rats with
DMS lesions were shown to perform worse on STOP-trials, requiring earlier warning in
order to successfully inhibit the inappropriate response [27]. However, DMS lesioned rats
also exhibited slower reaction times on GO trials as well, making it difficult to gauge the ex-
act role of DMS in this process [27]. Similar impairments were observed in rats performing
a 5-choice serial reaction time task, in which DMS lesioned rats were unable to successfully
refrain from making a response during the delay period [24,40,41]. These findings were
suggestive of the fact that DMS dysfunction corresponds to difficulty in the implementation
of inhibitory control, however, the nature of this difficulty remained unclear.

Using a single unit electrophysiological approach, we recorded from the DMS of rats
performing a novel variant of the stop-signal task in order to elucidate the exact role of
DMS in this process. In our task (i.e., the stop-change task), a house light cues rats to the
beginning of a trial, at which point rats must make and hold a nose poke into a central port
for 1 s before a directional light cue, on either the left or right side of the port, is flashed for
100 ms. On 80% of the trials (i.e., GO trials), the directional cue instructs rats to move and
hold in one of two fluid wells, beneath the center port, in order to receive a small liquid
sucrose reward (i.e., a right directional cue, instructs the rats to move to the right fluid well).
On the remaining 20% of trials (i.e., STOP trials), the initial GO cue is flashed for 100 ms,
but is then followed by the presentation of the STOP cue, which instructs rats to cancel
their initial movement in the direction of the GO cue, in favor of movement in the direction
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of the STOP cue (see Figure 1a for reference). Unlike the standard stop-signal task where
both the correct engagement of inhibitory control processes or inattentiveness can result in
correct responding, by forcing rats to make a STOP response, the stop-change task we have
developed allows us to discriminate between correct engagement of inhibitory control
processes and inattentiveness. Figure 1b illustrates the trial types typically analyzed in
this task.

Figure 1. Stop-change task design. (a) Schematic of stop-change task. Following the house lights rats made a nose poke for
1000 ms before a light cue was illuminated on either the right or left side. On 80% of trials (GO trials) this light corresponded
to the correct direction that the rat needed to move in order to receive reward. On 20% of trials a second light was illuminated
after the initial GO cue directing the rat to inhibit their initial response to the first cue in favor of making a response in the
direction of the second cue. (b) Illustration of GO (Blue), STOP (red), STOP-error (dashed red) trial types. (c,d) Percent
correct and movement times for sequence effects. Sequence effects are reflected by the current trial type being capitalized
(i.e., ‘G’ for GO; ‘S’ for STOP), and the trial type the came before the current trial type being lower case (i.e., ‘g’ for GO; ‘s’ for
STOP). gG would be read as a GO trial that preceded by a GO trial. The four possible trial type are: gG = go, go; sG = stop,
go; sG = stop, go; sS = stop, stop. Percent correct and movement times were averaged over sessions. Error bars represent
±SEM. (e) Movement times on correct and error GO and STOP trials. (f) Schematic of major brain regions discussed in this
review (mPFC = medial prefrontal cortex; OFC = orbitofrontal cortex; ACC = anterior cingulate cortex; DMS = dorsomedial
striatum; BLA = basolateral amygdala; RN = red nucleus; VTA = ventral tegmental area). Measurements relative to bregma.
Figure 1c–e were adapted from Brockett et al., 2020 [15].

Using this paradigm, we have successfully shown that rats perform more accurately
on GO trials (~75–80% correct) compared to STOP trials (~50–60% correct) and that their
movement times (i.e., the elapsed time from leaving the center port to entering the fluid
well) are predictive of performance (i.e., relatively fast, ballistic movement times on GO and
STOP error trials, and slower more deliberative movement times on correct STOP trials)
(Figure 1c–e) [9–15]. Moreover, on correct STOP trials, slower movement times showed a
significant positive correlation with accuracy (Figure 1e) [9–15]. Error trials are defined as
only trials where the rat makes the incorrect response.
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Below we examine activity across multiple brain regions as rats performed this ask.
When describing neural activity, we will describe ‘directional signals’ on GO trials and
how they are altered during STOP trials. Since some neurons have response fields to
the left whereas other neurons have response fields to the right we will refer to activity
during movements to the left or right in terms of actions made into the response field and
away from the response field based on the strength of firing. Actions that generate the
strongest firing—averaged across both correct STOP and GO trials—will be referred to as
‘into the response field’ or the cell’s ‘preferred’ direction (i.e., thick lines in plots), whereas
the opposite movement will be referred to as ‘away from the respond field’ or the cell’s
‘nonpreferred’ direction (i.e., thin lines in plots). The strength of the ‘directional signal’ is
simply the difference between movements in opposite directions (i.e., how strongly cell
firing discriminated between the two directions; difference between thick and thin lines
in plots).

Electrophysiological dissection of DMS neural responses of 437 neurons revealed
strong directional preferences on both GO and STOP trials for increasing-type cells (i.e.,
cells that exhibit increased firing during the response epoch) (Figure 2a,b) [9]. As reflected
by the thick blue line in Figure 2a, on GO trials, neurons encoding movements into a
neuron’s response field (i.e., the preferred direction of the neuron; quantified as a selective
increase in firing for either a left or right movement) showed rapid increases in firing rate
emerging just prior to port exit, reaching a peak approximately 0.2 s after port exit [9].
Conversely, neurons encoding movements away from a neuron’s response field (i.e., the
non-preferred direction; Figure 2a; thin blue line) revealed minimal increases in firing rate
during this period. Firing rate was correlated with movement times, suggestive of the fact
that this activity is directly related to the directional response of the rat [9].

Figure 2. Miscoding of direction in the DMS. (a) Population histogram reflecting the initial miscoding
of direction on GO (blue), gS (red), and sS (orange) trials. Strongest GO selectivity is observed on
GO trials (blue bar), followed by gS (red bar) and sS (orange bar). Colored bars represent significant
differences in directional selectively as computed by sliding t-test comparing preferred (thick) and
non-preferred (thin) direction over 100 ms bins for each respective trial type (p’s < 0.01). Grey dashed
line labeled GO cue represents the approximate average presentation time of the GO cue. Grey
dashed line labeled SCRT represents the stop-change reaction time. Please note that GO trial refers to
all GO trials, irrespective of the trial type that came before. (b) Schematic depicting response profiles
representing movements into (thick lines) and away from (thin lines) a neuron’s response field (gray
dashed circle). Figure adapted from Bryden et al., 2012 [9].

Analysis of DMS firing patterns on STOP trials (Figure 2a) revealed an initial mis-
coding of direction that, on correctly performed STOP trials, was rectified prior to our
calculation of the stop-change reaction time (SCRT), a behavioral measure of time required
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to stop and then redirect a behavioral response (i.e., calculated as the difference in move-
ment times on correctly performed STOP trials and GO trials) [9]. On correctly performed
STOP trials, an initial increase in firing from the population of neurons encoding the non-
preferred direction was observed just prior to port exit on a time course similar to that seen
on GO trials (Figure 2a; thin red line) [9]. Presumably this firing represents the action plan
in response to the initial GO cue that must be overwritten. Notably, this initial encoding
of the first cue (i.e., GO cue) was stronger on gS trials (i.e., STOP trials that were more
difficult to inhibit because they were preceded by a GO trials; red) compared to sS trials
(i.e., STOP trials that were easier to inhibit because the preceding trial was also a STOP
trial; orange) consistent with increased errors and slower movement times on gS trials.
Importantly, for both gS and sS trials, population activity just after port exit, following the
presentation of the STOP cue, quickly signaled the appropriate direction (i.e., the direction
now signaled by the STOP cue). This second wave of firing emerged around the time of
port exit and at the time the SCRT (Figure 2a, thick and thin red lines diverge for both red
and orange). This adaptive shift in the firing pattern of the population of DMS neurons
predicted successful STOP trial performance as well as slower movement times [9].

Interestingly, on STOP-error trials (i.e., trials where rats responded in the incorrect
direction) firing favored the incorrect direction, and population-level response profiles
were not statistically discriminable from that of GO responses [9]. Firing in the preferred
direction emerged rapidly on the time course and at magnitude comparable to that which
was observed on GO trials. Critically, this increase in population level responding corre-
lated with faster movement times and subsequently decreased accuracy. At the population
level, firing encoding the non-preferred direction did begin to emerge on STOP-error trials,
unlike on GO trials, however, this response emerged just after the SCRT [9].

Collectively, these findings suggest that the DMS plays a direct role in representing
alternative action plans [9]. Analysis of single unit data on STOP trials revealed clear
representation of both directional responses and correct performance on these trials, cor-
related with the rapid overtaking of the population of cells encoding the non-preferred
directional response, by the population of cells encoding the preferred directional response.
Importantly, this change in directional encoding occurred before the SCRT, a behavioral
estimate of the time it should take an animal to stop and redirect its behavioral response.
Moreover, analysis of error trials revealed errant encoding of the preferred direction, sug-
gesting that on these trials, rats were unable to inhibit the maladaptive response. Although
DMS appears to be one area in which the race between correct and incorrect action plans is
occurring, and suggestive of the fact that disruption of DMS may result in errant respond-
ing, it remains unclear what factors facilitate the inhibition of the incorrect response, and
the biasing of behavior in the correct direction.

3.2. Anterior Cingulate Cortex (ACC)

Numerous behavioral results/theories have implicated the ACC in having a central
role in the implementation of inhibitory control [1,2,42–51]. These theories have evolved
from early speculation that emotive processes radiated from ACC in an effort to bias behav-
ior accordingly [43] to theories that instead suggested a role for ACC in the motivational
biasing of behavior [44]. In the late 1980’s/early 1990’s theories of ACC function employed
a more cognitive psychology lens, suggesting a that ACC biased behavior through atten-
tional mechanisms [45,46], conflict detection [47–49], and most recently through a kind of
value assessment about whether to stay or forage [1,2]. In all instances, ACC has largely
been depicted as a center for the integration of emotionally valenced and value based
information that in turn biases decisions regarding two competing outputs (i.e., stop or go,
stay or forage, etc.).

While highly debated, arguably the most influential account of ACC function is
the “conflict-monitoring hypothesis” [47], which suggests that one role of ACC is in the
detection of instances in which a subjects intended action is at odds with the action dictated
by the subject’s environment. Importantly, while the authors never intended for this to be
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an all-encompassing account of ACC function [47–49], using this computational approach,
the authors were able to account for a variety of previous ACC-related findings including its
role in response override [5,52–60], undetermined responding [61–74] and tasks involving
error commission [75–81]. Importantly while this framework highlights a role for ACC in
both representing the goal as well as possessing the ability to bias action selection toward
the appropriate, this biasing, necessarily requires inhibitory control, and for that reason we
will discuss the involvement of ACC in inhibitory control from that perspective.

The framework of the conflict-monitoring hypothesis, much like Logan and Cowan’s
framework for stop-signal performance [7], conceptualized performance on the Stroop
Task as a race between opposing action plans (i.e., wording reading vs. color naming),
where, upon realizing two action plans were simultaneously active, ACC would alert in
an effort bias attention and direct behavior accordingly [47]. Recent accounts of ACC
function have subsumed this original proposal for ACC function and reframed the role
of ACC as one that is assessing the costs and benefits of breaking from a more automatic
holding pattern and entering into a more exploratory pattern [1], but even still at its core
all accounts attempt to explain what ACC is signaling when competing action sequences
are activated simultaneously.

It is for these reasons, that we sought to investigate the physiological profile of ACC
during the performance of our stop-change task. As described previously, rats were trained
on the stop-change task, fitted with a drivable 8-channel electrode targeting ACC, and
tested on the stop-change task [12]. As before, rats exhibited greater accuracy on GO
trials relative to STOP trials, as well as shorter movement times on GO versus STOP trials.
Moreover, when GO and STOP trials were split between correct and incorrect responses,
movement times on STOP error trials were extremely fast relative to correctly performed
GO and STOP trials, suggesting that rats were not waiting to choose a response, but
acting reflexively.

We analyzed neural activity from 536 ACC neurons and found that at both the popu-
lation and single unit levels, ACC neurons exhibited a strong preference for STOP trials
(Figure 3a–c). Specifically, ACC neurons fired strongly on STOP trials when rats correctly
refrained from responding in the non-preferred direction in favor of firing in the preferred
direction (i.e., the direction signaled by the STOP cue) (Figure 3a,b). As seen in Figure 3,
GO trials elicited limited firing from ACC neurons and did not appear to be particularly
selective. Furthermore, greater firing on STOP trials was correlated with greater accuracy
and slower movement times on correctly performed STOP trials, but not GO trials, further
suggesting that firing in ACC is unique to STOP trial performance.

We also analyzed whether the magnitude of firing rate was impacted by the degree
of conflict (Figure 3c). One advantage of the stop-change task is that trial history can be
used as proxy for predicted difficulty on the current trial. For instance, a string of STOP
trials might prepare a rat to proactively exercise inhibitory control on the current trial,
resulting in slower movement times overall and better accuracy, whereas a string of GO
trials prior to the current STOP trial may promote speeded responding, and make it more
likely that a rat commits an error when presented with a STOP trial. As predicted, gS trials
(Figure 3c; red) (i.e., trials where a GO trial preceded the current STOP trial) elicited the
highest firing in ACC when compared to sS trials (Figure 3c; orange) (trials where a STOP
trial preceded the current STOP trial) and GO trials (Figure 3c; blue), suggesting that firing
in ACC at both the population and single unit level, is significantly modulated by previous
instances of conflict. Collectively, these findings largely confirm the conflict-monitoring
hypothesis in suggesting that ACC is uniquely activated by the experience of conflict (i.e.,
when two competing motor sequences are active simultaneously), or said another way,
the need to exercise inhibitory control. Moreover, these findings are largely supported by
recent imaging data in patients with Parkinson’s disease, that showed reduced bilateral
functional recruitment of ACC in patients performing a Go-NoGo task [82]. However,
based on these findings, whether firing in ACC modulates downstream action selection was
unclear. To remedy this, we trained a different group of rats on the stop-change task, and
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performed unilateral lesions of ACC while recording downstream from DMS (Figure 4a).
In this study, we predicted that if ACC firing represented a behaviorally meaningful signal,
that this would be reflected in DMS, which receives monosynaptic projections from ACC,
and as described in the section above, represents competing action plans. Specifically, we
hypothesized that ACC lesioned rats would perform worse on STOP trials, and that action
selectivity in DMS would be altered on STOP-error trials.

Figure 3. Enhanced firing of ACC neurons on STOP trials. (a) Population histogram depicting average firing on GO (blue),
GO error (dashed blue), STOP (red), and STOP error (dashed red) trials. Thick and thin lines representing firing into (thick)
and away from (thin) a neuron’s response field. Grey dashed line labeled SCRT represents the stop-change reaction time.
Importantly, the number of single units showing increased firing for STOP versus GO trials significantly outnumbered
those showing increased firing on GO versus STOP trials both pre-SCRT (34 vs. 8, binomial test, p < 0.05) and post-SCRT
(134 vs. 31, binomial test, p < 0.05) [12]. (b) Population histogram from the same neurons as in A, however, only GO correct
(blue), STOP correct (red) and STOP error (red dashed) firing rates cued to movements into a neurons response field are
shown. Activity is aligned to the SCRT. Ribbons represent standard error of the mean. (c) Response of ACC neurons to
degrees of conflict induced by the previous trial. GO (blue; little conflict), gS (red; high conflict), and sS (orange; medium
conflict) for movements into a neurons response field are shown. Figure adapted from Bryden et al., 2019 [12].

Figure 4. Unilateral ACC lesions impair response selection. (a) Left: stereotaxic overlays detailing
the extent of the lesion for all 8 rats (4F, 4M) tested. Lesions were primarily constrained to rodent
Cg1 and showed little overlap with other frontal regions [83]. Unilateral lesions were performed to
minimize the impact on the animal in order to assess changes in DMS firing without excessive
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changes to behavior or potential engagement of redundant systems [13,84]. Middle: Photomicrograph
of Nissl stained tissue showing representative lesion (arrow). Overlay approximately matched to
section (~ +1.6 mm anterior from bregma). Scale bar = 1 mm. Top Right: Sagittal view of two injection
sites in ACC and the targeted recording site in DMS. Bottom Right: Overlays detailing the tracks of
all 16 electrodes tracks in DMS. Shaded blue tracks signify lesioned animals, while black borders
signify controls. Injections and electrodes were placed in either the right or left hemisphere, and
placement was counterbalanced across treatment groups. Note: placements are shown on the same
hemisphere to reflect the unilateral nature of the manipulations. (b) Percent correct scores on GO and
STOP trials by condition averaged over recording sessions. (c,d) Population histograms for control
((c); n = 97) and lesion ((d); n = 53) rats aligned to onset of the second cue light. Solid lines represent
firing on STOP-change trials where the rat made the correct response, and dashed lines represent
STOP-change trials where the rat committed an error. Thick and thin lines represent firing into (thick)
or away from (thin) a neuron’s preferred direction. Tick marks (grey) represent significance when
comparing thick to thin lines within trial type. Figure adapted from Brockett et al., 2020 [13].

Rats were trained on the stop-change task, prior to conducting pharmacological lesions
of ACC and electrode implantation in DMS [13]. Following surgery, ACC lesioned rats
performed worse on STOP trials relative to controls (Figure 4b). Moreover, ACC lesioned
rats were worse on high conflict (i.e., gS) and lower conflict (i.e., sS) trials compared to
controls. Interestingly, ACC lesioned rats still performed better on sS trials and gS trials
suggesting that while a fundamental impairment in the regulation of inhibitory control
exists, unilateral damage to ACC ultimately leaves the ability to react to the experience
of conflict (i.e., conflict adaptation) intact. Analysis of firing rates of DMS neurons in
controls revealed characteristic representation of response direction, where on correctly
performed STOP trials, firing in the non-preferred direction was quickly overtaken by firing
corresponding the preferred direction prior to the SCRT (Figure 4c; black lines). However,
in lesioned rats, this change in directional preference was delayed, with peak firing from
neurons representing the non-preferred direction emerging well after the SCRT (Figure 4d;
black lines), suggesting that the animal’s ability to react to conflict may be impaired. While
still able to perform STOP trials correctly, the mechanisms of action selection were delayed
in ACC lesioned animals suggesting that ACC plays a role in the biasing of action selection
in the DMS. Analysis of single units in the DMS revealed a similar pattern with significant
directional encoding emerging in separate analysis epochs related to the first (i.e., GO)
and second (i.e., STOP) cues in controls rats, but not in ACC lesioned rats, which did not
reach a significant threshold during the analysis window corresponding to the STOP cue.
Additionally, when looking at population firing rates during the second cue epoch, on STOP
error trials, no significant difference in firing rates encoding the non-preferred and preferred
directions emerged in controls (Figure 4c; gray dashed), but strong directional encoding
for the preferred, albeit incorrect, direction emerged in ACC lesioned rats (Figure 4d; gray
dashed). In ACC lesioned rats, the strength of the firing on STOP-error trials was similar
in magnitude and timing to firing observed on GO trials, and is suggestive of failure to
react to conflict between competing inputs, similar to the motorist in the introduction who
drove into the middle intersection in response to a green turn arrow.

Despite not observing a behavioral impairment in conflict adaptation in ACC lesioned
animals, we asked whether there were clues in signals associated with differing degrees of
conflict that could point toward a mechanism by which ACC might bias firing in DMS. By
comparing firing rates on gS and sS trials, we found that in controls, directional selectivity
emerged earlier on gS trials relative to sS trials and persisted longer, indicative of a greater
need for control. The extended period of directional selectivity to the first cue on gS trials
suggests that conflict-induced activation of ACC may be important for shutting down
representation of the first cue/more automatic response in control rats in order to facilitate
reactive inhibition. Remarkably, this pattern was not observed in lesioned rats, where
directionally selective firing was observed equally and with similar timing for gS and sS
trials. This observation was recently support by single unit work in humans [21]. Analysis
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employing targeted dimensionality reduction revealed that in humans performing the
stop-signal task, ACC activity on STOP trials helped amplify task-relevant information
during conflict, suggesting that ACC biasing action selection by increasing the awareness
to the STOP cue [21].

While the conflict-monitoring hypothesis was never designed with the intention to
fully account for all of ACC’s function, it brought to light the possibility that ACC may
be uniquely sensitive to competition between two opposing motor outputs/the need for
inhibitory control. Although this framework has since been revised and restructured
several times, current models of ACC function still suggest a role in amplifying task
relevant information in the service of biasing action selection. These single unit findings
support this notion, and provide a concrete link between the detection of conflict in ACC
and biasing of behavior downstream. Interestingly, the results of the ACC lesion study in
rats suggest that other mechanisms of inhibitory control, such a proactive control or conflict
adaptation remain relatively intact [13]. While this could be due in part to the unilateral
nature of our manipulation, other single unit data exploring the OFC in the context of the
stop-signal task suggests that this function may be served by a different area entirely.

3.3. Orbitofrontal Cortex (OFC)

Historically, the OFC has long been implicated in inhibitory control. Studies ex-
amining patients that underwent frontal lobectomies and OFC leucotomies frequently
reported symptoms of behavioral disinhibition, in which patients exhibited intense shifts
in mood/personality [85–91]. More recent work has demonstrated in the OFC grey matter
volume is inversely correlated with the time needed to stop or cancel an initiating action,
further suggesting a role for OFC in these processes [92]. Collectively, these findings in
human patients were largely supported by a growing body of work employing a variety of
animal models that suggested OFC was critical for reversal learning, a task where animals
are first reward for correctly using one strategy (e.g., pushing the right lever to receive
reward), and then are switched to being rewarded for using another strategy (e.g., pushing
the left lever to now receive reward) within the same recording session [93–106]. Unfor-
tunately, this initial theoretical insight, failed to account for other observations, such as
the ability of OFC lesioned subjects to learn an initial strategy, and later the observation
that when shifted between three strategies, OFC lesions seemed to leave behavioral perfor-
mance unhindered [91,104–107]. For a variety of different experimentally and theoretically
grounded reasons, the view that OFC was important for inhibitory control was gradually
overturned in favor of theories that placed a greater emphasis on OFC’s role in outcome
expectancy and more recently in representing a kind of task space (for a recent review of
OFC function see [108]).

Despite evidence to the contrary, OFC repeatedly has been shown to be important for
stop-signal performance, in a way that consistently highlights a role for OFC in inhibitory
control [108]. OFC lesions disrupt performance on the five-choice serial reaction time
task, a inhibitory control task commonly used in rodents [94]. Lesioned rats commit
more perseverative errors, suggesting an inability to integrate newly acquired information
about the probability of an action’s ability to garner reward. Moreover, using the stop-
signal task, OFC lesions in rats have produced longer stop-signal reaction times (SSRTs), a
behavioral measure, similar to the SCRT, that serves as an estimate of how long it takes
to cancel an action [109]. Similarly, infusion of the attention-deficit hyperactivity (ADHD)
drug, atomoxetine, into OFC has similarly shown to stabilize behavioral performance
and improve SSRT measures [110]. These findings suggest that OFC seems to regulate
a subject’s ability to respond to instances of conflict, and may suggest a role for OFC in
adapting behavioral strategies following the experience of conflict.

The ability to adapt behavioral responses following the experience of conflict is often
termed proactive control or conflict adaptation. Importantly, while this mechanism of
control may not prevent an initial error in action selection from occurring, this mechanism
helps ensure that, behavioral responses are proactively slowed down so as to increase
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the probability of correctly engaging mechanisms of inhibitory control in the future. Ac-
cordingly, in a recent paper, non-human primates were trained to perform the stop-signal
task [20]. OFC recordings revealed that neurons in OFC encoded successful task com-
pletion, and distinguished between successful versus failed STOP trials [20]. Moreover,
researchers showed that inhibitory signals detected in the firing pattern of OFC neurons
were orthogonal to value selective signals detected in those same neurons, suggesting that
while multiplexed, at the level of single cells in the OFC, inhibitory control signals are
distinct from value signals [20].

These findings largely support findings from our work investigating OFC signals
during the stop-change task. Once again, rats were trained on the same stop-change
task and exhibited similar behavioral patterns on both GO and STOP trials as described
earlier [10]. Analysis of firing data from OFC neurons revealed that neurons in OFC were
modulated by both direction and movement speed, and to a lesser degree by trial type,
firing significantly for both GO and STOP trials alike. The strength of firing on STOP trials
was highest on trials where conflict adaptation was observed (i.e., sS trials) (Figure 5a,b).
As illustrated by the orange shaded region of Figure 5a, firing on sS trials peaked above
that observed on GO and gS trials. Moreover, analysis of the timing (Figure 5a; orange, red,
and blue bars reflect significant differences between thick and thin lines within overlapping
100 ms time bins) illustrate that relative to gS trials (red), selective firing on sS trials (i.e.,
the difference between thick and thin orange line) emerged earlier and was associated with
greater accuracy. On sS trials, the experience of conflict on the previous trial, appeared to
elicit a unique response in OFC neurons, as observed by a negative correlation between
firing and percent correct. These observations suggest that when rats struggled to inhibit
the automatic response on the previous trial, OFC provided a boost to the directional
signals that was needed to bias action selection. This interpretation is broadly consistent
with recent work in monkeys suggesting that OFC is involved in reconciling cognitive
signals during conflict adaptation [111].

Figure 5. Strength of the directional signals are modulated by previous trial conflict in OFC. (a) Population histogram for all
increasing-type OFC neurons (n = 209) on GO (blue; little conflict), gS (red; high conflict), and sS (orange; medium conflict)
trials. Conflict adaptation is exhibited in the form of stronger and earlier directional signaling on sS (orange bar/shaded
region) versus gS (red bar) trials. (b) Schematic depicting response profiles representing movements into (thick lines) and
away from (thin lines) a neuron’s response field. Figure adapted from Bryden and Roesch, 2015 [10].

While future work is necessary to elucidate the exact downstream consequences of this
proactive OFC signal, behavioral and neurophysiological evidence seems to suggest that
OFC facilitates proactive control, by slowing behavior and increasing the odds of correctly
responding during a STOP trial that preceded by another STOP trial. In principle this
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might explain why despite disruption of ACC function, and impaired overall performance
on STOP trials, ACC lesioned rats still exhibit intact conflict adaptation signaling. While
ACC and OFC likely work in concert, the results from these two studies suggests distinct
roles for ACC and OFC in the regulation of inhibitory control.

3.4. Medial Prefrontal Cortex (mPFC)

As with the ACC and OFC, the mPFC has long been implicated in flexible behavior
and inhibitory control as well. In rats, lesions to rat prelimbic cortex result in SSRT
deficits on the stop signal task [110]. Additionally, using a task a cognitive/behavioral
flexibility, the attentional set-shifting task, pharmacological ablation of neurons [112] and
astrocytes [113] result in impairments on the extradimensional shift portion to the task.
During the extradimensional shift, rats are rewarded for using a previously unrewarded
exemplar to guide decision-making. Although cognitive flexibility refers to an organisms’
ability to switch between stimuli dimensions or strategies in order to respond adaptively,
this phenomenon necessitates the ability to inhibit a more automatic response in favor
of a less automatic response, and this how often made it difficult to parse differences in
the neurobiological mechanisms underlying flexibility and those underlying inhibitory
control [114].

In order to understand the contributions of mPFC to stop-signal performance, we
recorded from the mPFC of rats performing our stop-change task [11]. Behavioral perfor-
mance was identical to those described in the previous sections. Analysis of firing rates of
mPFC neurons suggested that mPFC was responsive to both GO and STOP trials. For both
trial types, rapid increases in firing for the preferred direction emerged following port exit.
The timing of this increase was similar regardless of trial type, however, peak amplitudes
were reached between (~0.5–0.8 s) after port exit, slower than what is typically seen in
DMS, ACC, and OFC. Population and single unit firing was also modulated by degree of
conflict, with highest firing rates being observed for STOP trials that followed a GO trial
(gS), followed by STOP trials that preceded a STOP trial (sS). This pattern of modulation is
similar to what was observed in ACC, albeit the timing of the response pattern in mPFC
was delayed. This delay in conflict modulated firing suggests a different role for mPFC in
stop-signal performance than that of ACC. Whereas ACC has been demonstrated to fire
rapidly on STOP trials, and important for the modulation of action selection signals in DMS,
the firing rates observed in mPFC suggest a role in updating, perhaps on the effectiveness
of the employed strategy, which is likely to benefit future performance. Future work would
benefit from investigating the effects of mPFC impairment on DMS action selection.

3.5. Summary of Frontal Function

Work investigating the contributions of frontal cortex to inhibitory control has started
to reveal functionally distinct roles for ACC, OFC, and mPFC, respectively. While ACC
appears to have a clear role in signaling and reacting to competition between simulta-
neously active actions, both OFC and mPFC, although sensitive to instances of conflict,
appear to focus their efforts proactively adapting behavior for success on future trials.
OFC in particular is responsive to errors, and appears to slow behavior, a form of conflict
adaptation, to help ensure improved performance should competition arise again. On the
other hand, mPFC, with its delayed conflict modulated firing, appears to be essential for
taking in information on strategy effectiveness, although future work is necessary to clarify
how mPFC is doing this.

Importantly, although frontal regions appear to play an important role in the biasing of
action selection, it is important to consider that these brain regions do not act independently
from the rest of the brain and information from other brain areas such as amygdala, ventral
tegmental area (VTA), as well as motor areas such as red nucleus (RN) may also play an
important role in stop-signal performance.
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3.6. Amygdala

The amygdala is small almond shaped brain region that is comprised of a collection of
interconnected nuclei and is situated deep within the temporal lobe [115–117]. Although
historically the amygdala has been investigated for its role in fear and emotion, a more
modern view of amygdala function is one that incorporates the amygdala’s involvement in
associative learning more generally, and in insuring that valenced information is brought
to the attention of frontal brain areas tasked with decision-making and the biasing of action
selection [115–117].

Anatomically, evidence for the importance of amygdala, specifically, the basolateral
amygdala (BLA), in influencing frontal function comes from the presence of strong recipro-
cal connections between BLA and ACC, OFC, and mPFC [115–117]. Disruption studies of
BLA function in the context of reversal learning paradigms have shown impairments in
reversal learning [105,118], but also that the loss of associative encoding in BLA leads to
weakened signaling in OFC, and failure to accurately map value onto actions [118].

Evidence of anatomical interconnectedness and the importance of BLA in detecting
changes in reward contingencies led us to speculate that BLA may be important for
detecting the need for inhibitory control and possibly mitigating conflict that arises from
competing action plans [119]. Using a discrimination task, a precursor to our stop-change
task, rats were trained to discriminate between three distinct odors [119]. Two of the odors
were associated with a forced choice action with the third odor was associated with free
choice. Responses on forced choice trials were identified as either congruent or incongruent.
On congruent trials, rats were directed to make a response in the direction rats were biased
toward during free-choice trials, while on incongruent trials rats were forced to make a
response in the opposite direction. Rats responded faster on congruent trials, when the
odor directed them to make a response in their preferred direction. Single unit recordings
from BLA showed that neurons fired preferentially only on incongruent trials when an
error was about to be committed. On these error trials, firing emerged early, before response
initiation and was correlated with error commission and a lack of reward. This preemptive
signal may be a type of teaching signal that could be important for helping slow behavior
on future trials. Given that the behavioral task used in this study was not identical to the
stop-change task described previously, it is difficult to make comparisons about the timing
of these results, but they are nevertheless suggestive of a role for amygdala in inhibitory
control processes. Future work must examine BLA firing on the stop-change task in order
to more fully dissect its contribution to action selection and conflict adaptation.

3.7. Ventral Tegmental Area (VTA)

In the laboratory, and in the real world, inhibiting inappropriate actions, and subse-
quently performing correct or adaptive ones, is typically associated with reward or positive
outcomes. Going back to our car example from the beginning of the review, while it is hard
to classify correctly refraining from entering the intersection errantly as rewarding per se,
it is certainly adaptive and may be associated with a variety of positive outcomes. It is
perhaps not surprising then that dopamine (DA), a neurotransmitter commonly associated
with reward and motivation, has been shown to be important for stop-signal perfor-
mance [14]. The VTA is comprised of a small cluster of neurons located in the midbrain
and is the place of origin for DA neurons that are part of the mesocorticolimbic system.
The VTA has been shown to be important for numerous cognitive and reward-related
processes [120,121], but its exact role in inhibitory control has often been debated.

Pharmacological manipulation of the DA system in subjects performing the stop-
signal task has resulted in mixed results [24,109,122–126]. Some studies report impaired
responding on GO trials [24,109] while others report improved performance on STOP
trials [122–126]. In order to better understand the role DA signals from VTA played in
inhibitory control we recorded from a different set of rats performing our stop-change
task [14]. Once again, we observed similar behavioral results as described previously.
Neurons were screened on the basis of waveform characteristics to classify populations of
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putative DA cells. Populations of putative DA cells seemed to discriminate between GO
and STOP trials, respectively. Relative to GO cues, putative DA neurons fired less for STOP
cues, however, this same population of cells appeared to fire more upon receiving reward
during STOP trials. The diminished firing observed following the presentation of a STOP
cue, and exaggerated firing period upon receiving reward on correctly performed STOP
trials is suggestive of increased uncertainty concerning the likelihood of reward on STOP
trials. Firing was further modulated by trial history, with lower firing rates observed on
STOP trials that were preceded by long strings of GO trials. In effect, firing rates on STOP
trials and future accuracy appeared to follow a kind of dose-response curve, diminishing
with each additional previously experienced GO trial. In other words, the more GO trials a
rat experiences in a row prior to a STOP trial, the less likely it is to perform the STOP trial
correctly, which reflective in diminished firing of putative DA neurons in VTA in response
to the STOP cue. Collectively these results suggest that the firing of putative DA cells in
VTA functions as a kind of gauge for the rat’s estimation of its probability of success on
a given trial. Whether and how this information is used to influence frontal processes,
inhibitory control, and subsequently action selection remains unclear, and an area for future
research. Moreover, it is important to consider that the substantia nigra, a brain region
located lateral to VTA, and that is another hub for dopaminergic neurons, has also been
implicated in inhibitory control mechanisms and is altered in Parkinson’s disease patients
showing deficits in inhibitory control [17,19,127]. Although the link(s) between reward
certainty in VTA or substantia nigra, or both, error commission in amygdala, and action
selection/inhibitory control remain speculative, it seems likely that these signals work in
tandem to better calibrate and assist frontal cortex in appropriately implementing control.

3.8. Red Nucleus (RN)

Relative to more “cognitive” brain areas and brain areas important for reward, compar-
atively less attention is paid to non-cortical motor areas of the brain tasked with the actual
planning and execution of motor responses. This inequity within the field is problematic
as correct cognitive computations are often useless without accurate, well-timed, motor
outputs. Understanding whether and how the motor system influences and responds
to inhibitory control signals is crucial to our understanding of inhibitory control. In or-
der to begin to address this, we recently recorded from the RN of rats performing the
stop-signal task [15].

The RN is a key node in the descending motor pathway and receives projections
from the interpositus and dentate nucleus of the cerebellum as well as from the premotor
cortex [128–132]. At a cellular level, the RN is further subdivided into magnocellular and
parvocellular divisions with projections from the interpositus nucleus targeting the magno-
cellular division and premotor and dentate nucleus projections targeting the parvocellular
extant [129–135]. Whether these divisions are functionally meaningful and whether RN
plays the same role in rodents as it does in primates is debated, as the ratio of magnocellular
to parvocellular cells has fluctuated across evolution [130,131,136], however, collectively,
the RN has been overwhelmingly implicated in goal-directed movement [137–147] and
motor/gait adjustment [137,140,143,145,147–149]. Based on this evidence, we predicted
that the RN in rats might be instrumental in performing rapid adjustment in behavior and
possibly altering motor responses based on past experience.

Rats exhibited identical behavioral phenotypes as described previously performing
better on GO relative to STOP trials. As shown in Figure 6a, analysis of single units in RN
during task performance revealed directionally selective increases in firing on both GO and
STOP trials. As with mPFC and VTA while the timing of increases in firing on both GO and
STOP trials was similar emerging ~0.1–0.2 s before port exit, the trajectory of these changes
in firing were different. Relative to GO trials, directional firing on correctly performed
STOP trials was noticeably increased and broader for the preferred direction (Figure 6a;
red shaded region). On STOP error trials firing in the preferred direction quickly decayed
relative to both GO and correctly performed STOP trials shortly after port exit (Figure 6a).
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Figure 6. Neurons in RN reflect combined movement on STOP trials. (a) Average population
histogram for increasing-type neurons (n = 121) for GO (blue), STOP (red), and STOP-error (red
dashed) trials. Thick and thin lines represent movements into (thick) and away from (thin) a neuron’s
response field. (b–e) Distribution of r-values depicting correlation between firing rate during the
response epoch and movement time on STOP-preferred (b), STOP-non-preferred (c), GO-preferred
(d), and GO-non-preferred (e) directions (Wilcoxon; µ = mean). Black bars indicated individual
neurons that exhibited a significant within session correlations between firing rate and movement
time (p < 0.05). Figure adapted from Brockett et al., 2020 [15].

In all cases, firing rates were strongly correlated with movement speed, suggesting that
RN neurons may be responsible for driving movement. To determine whether increases in
firing drove movement speed we performed a regression analysis to determine the numbers
of neurons within the response epoch that correlated with movement time (Figure 6b–e).
Counts of neurons on GO and STOP trials were significantly shifted in the negative direction
only when the response was made in the preferred direction on both GO (Figure 6d) and
STOP (Figure 6b) trials, but not for movements made in the non-preferred direction for
either trial type (Figure 6c,e). The significant negative correlation between firing rate and
movement time is suggested of a speeding or driving of responding by neurons in RN.

We reasoned that the amplification of firing that is specific to correct STOP trials that
occurred after the SCRT and may be reflective of the initiation of the GO movement that is
quickly modified by the presence of the STOP cue (Figure 6a; red shaded region). Given
that movement times were strongly correlated with firing rate; this amplification may also
suggest that RN is attempting to reactively boost or speed responding along in order make
sure the motor response falls correctly in the response window. In order to verify that
this boost in firing was behaviorally adaptive, we examined firing rates as a function of
trial history. We found that on GO trials that were preceded by another GO trial (gG) that
directional selectively emerged 100ms before GO trials that were preceded by a STOP trial
(sG), suggesting that increasing-type cells in RN contribute to trial-by-trial adjustments in
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behavior via a mechanism of proactive adjustment, slowing future movements to the first
cue following the experience of conflict.

Much like our work from frontal areas, we have shown that the RN, a nucleus that is
typically one of the last areas within the brain to operate on motor signals before they are
sent to the spinal cord, is also readily modulated by the experience of conflict. While many
questions about where in the brain RN receives information regarding the experience of
conflict remain, this is the first evidence, to suggest that even at this late stage of action
selection/motor output flexibility within the circuit exists, and that RN can respond and
restructure behavioral actions in response to conflict.

4. Summary and Future Directions
4.1. Summary

We have presented a large body of evidence from numerous brain areas collected from
rats all performing our novel variant of the stop-signal task. While this review is far from
exhaustive, with other researchers examining firing in multiple other brain areas including,
frontal eye field [22], supplementary eye field [150,151], striatum [152,153], substantia
nigra pars reticulata [154], motor cortices [28,29,31], supplementary motor cortex [155,156],
subthalamic nucleus [16,154,157–159], and basal forebrain [160], we have shown how DMS
represents competing action sequences, and how these signals are modulated directly by
ACC. ACC, unlike OFC and mPFC, has been shown to be important for detecting instances
where two competing representations for actions are simultaneously active, and in turn,
engaging reactive processes to shut down representation of the action represented by the
first cue in rodents [13] and humans [21]. In contrast, OFC appears highly sensitive to
instances of conflict [10,20], and proactively moves to slow behavior on future trials to
facilitate future success. Although, understudied in the context of this task as of now,
mPFC also appears to represent conflict, but does so in a delayed fashion that might be
reflective of proactive strategy reassessment and updating [11]. Importantly, frontal brain
areas appear to working in tandem with other non-frontal brain areas receiving information
about error commission from BLA [119] as well information about the certainty of reward
from VTA [14]. These processes all occur while neurons in RN begin signaling in the
direction of a preferred movement [15]. On GO trials this signaling results in relatively fast
automatic response, but on STOP trials this firing pattern is altered reactively to account for
the addition of the alternative motor action. Remarkably, RN even demonstrates a degree
of flexibility, proactively working to slow responding to the first cue on future trials after
the experience of conflict (see Figure 7 for summary).

Figure 7. Model of stop-signal performance. Schematic representing proposed roles for ACC,
BLA, DMS, mPFC, OFC, RN, subthalamic nucleus (STN), and VTA in inhibitory control. BLA and
VTA work in concert to signal the probability of error (BLA) and success (VTA), respectively. This
information is then used by ACC and STN to react to sudden presentation of STOP signals/experience
of conflict between simultaneously active action plans. Behavioral strategies and representations of
the response are monitored by mPFC and DMS, while OFC and RN make preparations to slow and
adapt behavior to ensure future success.
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4.2. Future Directions

The ability to map out this circuitry from the representation of competing actions, to
the detection of conflict, to motor output is made possible by the utilization of the stop-
change task. Although, there are numerous variants of the stop-signal task, these findings
illustrate the experimental power of using a tightly controlled and carefully designed
behavioral paradigm, as well as the importance of commitment to exploring all aspects of a
behavioral task. While we believe that there is much value in obtaining multiple measures
of the output of brain region, as a look at the historical theoretical foundations of work in
the OFC [108], ACC [161], and amygdala [116] suggest, however, the focus on a single brain
region at the expense of the rest of the brain, a mindset that pervades much of neuroscience
to varying degree, can ultimately limit the deeper understanding of the brain and behavior.

While our work has begun to provide a framework for thinking about inhibitory
control and how it impacts the whole brain, much work is needed to investigate the compli-
cated interplay that likely occurs between brain regions as well as to relate these findings to
humans directly. To address this first issue we propose employing disruption approaches
similar to the one used in our ACC lesion study [13]. With the DMS providing a physiolog-
ical gauge, we can systematically assess the contributions of upstream brain regions such
as OFC or mPFC to the biasing of action selection using pharmacological, pharmacokinetic,
and optogenetic approaches. Similar approaches can be used to understand the contribu-
tions of these brain regions to motor output by using the physiological profile of RN as
a guide, and this approach can be generalized to numerous other well-characterized and
commonly used tasks of cognition.

To address relating these findings/approaches to humans, using information from
animal research to inform studies in humans are necessary. This again is where using the
stop-signal task, which is easily adapted into the human laboratory setting, is particularly
advantageous. While important ethical considerations constrain the number of approaches
available to human subject’s researchers, similar manipulations, at least in principle, can
be performed in humans by taking advantage of functional magnetic resonance imaging
(fMRI), electrocorticography (ECoG) [29,162], and transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS).
Ultimately understanding the degree to which findings in animal models extend to human
beings is critical for validating much of the work presented here.

Finally, at the level of individual brain areas, we propose, and hope to soon add, to this
work by exploring other brain areas such as BLA, cerebellum, insula, and others directly in
an effort to create a profile for how the brain as whole performs the stop-signal task. The
cerebellum in particular, which has direct connections with RN and seems more than likely
to be involved in facilitating control, need further investigation and incorporation into
existing frameworks. Moreover, understanding whether and how the circuitry underlying
inhibitory control changes across the lifespan is important, as deficits in control generally,
as well as specific deficits in proactive and reactive forms of inhibitory control, are common
symptoms of numerous neurological and neuropsychiatric illnesses [36,114,163].

5. Conclusions

As neuroscientists, we remain a long way from fully understanding how or why the
motorist next to me errantly bolted into the center of oncoming traffic upon the left lane
receiving a green arrow. Despite this truth, our work has shown that DMS represents
competing action plans and that the neural representations of these action plans are biased
reactively by ACC and perhaps proactively by OFC and mPFC. Moreover, the BLA and
VTA seem to provide context to frontal regions tasked with adapting behavior to changing
environmental constraints, and this represent and important and, at present, understudied
contribution to inhibitory control mechanisms more generally. Finally, motor areas of
the brain such as RN are critical in translating changes in action plans into fully realized
actions. RN in particular not only appears to bias behavior in the moment, by speeding
appropriate responses on STOP trials, but also proactively by dampening movement speeds
on future trials.
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In short, these findings suggest that inhibitory control mechanisms encompass much
more than the common frontal processes that are traditionally studied, but also high-
light the need for the field to begin to expand its areas of study to include other brain
areas/systems. In other words, in order to better understand inhibitory control, and other
cognitive phenomenon, we need to move beyond our favored brain region(s) and commit
to investigating the contributions of the brain as whole.

We are not perfect in this, as this review alone focuses just on mechanisms of detection
and motor output, largely ignoring sensory input that likely plays a large role in converting
diverse sensory stimuli into a common form that can be integrated and responded to.
However, what we feel this review highlights is that in order to efficiently investigate
the contribution of multiple brain regions to a behavior, we need a common ground, and
well-established and characterized behavioral tests, amenable to physiological exploration,
can provide this common space. Our hope is this review provides a guide to understanding
inhibitory control as much as it provides a framework for tackling problems in systems
neuroscience moving forward.

Author Contributions: A.T.B. and M.R.R. conceived of wrote and edited the manuscript together.
Both authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work is supported by the following grants: NIMH: MH1117836 to ATB and NIDA:
DA031695 to MRR.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no biomedical financial interests or potential conflicts of interest.

References
1. Shenhav, A.; Cohen, J.D.; Botvinick, M.M. Dorsal Anterior Cingulate Cortex and the Value of Control. Nat. Neurosci. 2016,

19, 1286–1291. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Kolling, N.; Wittmann, M.K.; Behrens, T.E.J.; Boorman, E.D.; Mars, R.B.; Rushworth, M.F.S. Value, Search, Persistence and Model

Updating in Anterior Cingulate Cortex. Nat. Neurosci. 2016, 19, 1280–1285. [CrossRef]
3. Ebitz, R.B.; Hayden, B.Y. Dorsal Anterior Cingulate: A Rorschach Test for Cognitive Neuroscience. Nat. Neurosci. 2016,

19, 1278–1279. [CrossRef]
4. Mirabella, G. Should I Stay or Should I Go? Conceptual Underpinnings of Goal-Directed Actions. Front. Syst. Neurosci. 2014,

8, 206. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Stroop, J.R. Studies of Interference in Serial Verbal Reactions. J. Exp. Psychol. 1935, 18, 643–662. [CrossRef]
6. Verbruggen, F. Capturing the Ability to Inhibit Actions and Impulsive Behaviors: A Consensus Guide to the Stop-Signal Task.

eLife 2019, 8, e46323. [CrossRef]
7. Logan, G.D.; Cowan, W.B. On the Ability to Inhibit Thought and Action: A Theory of an Act of Control. Psychol. Rev. 1984,

91, 295–327. [CrossRef]
8. Logan, G.D.; Van Zandt, T.; Verbruggen, F.; Wagenmakers, E.-J. On the Ability to Inhibit Thought and Action: General and Special

Theories of an Act of Control. Psychol. Rev. 2014, 121, 66–95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
9. Bryden, D.W.; Burton, A.C.; Kashtelyan, V.; Barnett, B.R.; Roesch, M.R. Response Inhibition Signals and Miscoding of Direction in

Dorsomedial Striatum. Front. Integr. Neurosci. 2012, 6, 69. [CrossRef]
10. Bryden, D.W.; Roesch, M.R. Executive Control Signals in Orbitofrontal Cortex during Response Inhibition. J. Neurosci. 2015,

35, 3903–3914. [CrossRef]
11. Bryden, D.W.; Burton, A.C.; Barnett, B.R.; Cohen, V.J.; Hearn, T.N.; Jones, E.A.; Kariyil, R.J.; Kunin, A.; Kwak, S.I.; Lee, J.; et al.

Prenatal Nicotine Exposure Impairs Executive Control Signals in Medial Prefrontal Cortex. Neuropsychopharmacology 2016,
41, 716–725. [CrossRef]

12. Bryden, D.W.; Brockett, A.T.; Blume, E.; Heatley, K.; Zhao, A.; Roesch, M.R. Single Neurons in Anterior Cingulate Cortex Signal
the Need to Change Action During Performance of a Stop-Change Task That Induces Response Competition. Cereb. Cortex 2019,
29, 1020–1031. [CrossRef]

13. Brockett, A.T.; Tennyson, S.S.; de Bettencourt, C.A.; Gaye, F.; Roesch, M.R. Anterior Cingulate Cortex Is Necessary for Adaptation
of Action Plans. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2020, 117, 6196–6204. [CrossRef]

14. Tennyson, S.S.; Brockett, A.T.; Hricz, N.W.; Bryden, D.W.; Roesch, M.R. Firing of Putative Dopamine Neurons in Ventral Tegmental
Area Is Modulated by Probability of Success during Performance of a Stop-Change Task. eNeuro 2018, 5. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.4384
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27669989
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.4382
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.4387
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnsys.2014.00206
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25404898
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0054651
http://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.46323
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.91.3.295
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0035230
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24490789
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnint.2012.00069
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3587-14.2015
http://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2015.197
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhy008
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1919303117
http://doi.org/10.1523/ENEURO.0007-18.2018


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 617 20 of 24

15. Brockett, A.T.; Hricz, N.W.; Tennyson, S.S.; Bryden, D.W.; Roesch, M.R. Neural Signals in Red Nucleus during Reactive and
Proactive Adjustments in Behavior. J. Neurosci. 2020, 40, 4715–4726. [CrossRef]

16. Mirabella, G.; Iaconelli, S.; Modugno, N.; Giannini, G.; Lena, F.; Cantore, G. Stimulation of Subthalamic Nuclei Restores a near
Normal Planning Strategy in Parkinson’s Patients. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e62793. [CrossRef]

17. Mirabella, G.; Fragola, M.; Giannini, G.; Modugno, N.; Lakens, D. Inhibitory Control Is Not Lateralized in Parkinson’s Patients.
Neuropsychologia 2017, 102, 177–189. [CrossRef]

18. Mancini, C.; Cardona, F.; Baglioni, V.; Panunzi, S.; Pantano, P.; Suppa, A.; Mirabella, G. Inhibition Is Impaired in Children with
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptoms but Not in Those with Tics. Mov. Disord. 2018, 33, 950–959. [CrossRef]

19. Di Caprio, V.; Modugno, N.; Mancini, C.; Olivola, E.; Mirabella, G. Early-Stage Parkinson’s Patients Show Selective Impairment
in Reactive but Not Proactive Inhibition. Mov. Disord. 2020, 35, 409–418. [CrossRef]

20. Balasubramani, P.P.; Pesce, M.C.; Hayden, B.Y. Activity in Orbitofrontal Neuronal Ensembles Reflects Inhibitory Control.
Eur. J. Neurosci. 2020, 51, 2033–2051. [CrossRef]

21. Ebitz, R.B.; Smith, E.H.; Horga, G.; Schevon, C.A.; Yates, M.J.; McKhann, G.M.; Botvinick, M.M.; Sheth, S.A.; Hayden, B.Y. Human
Dorsal Anterior Cingulate Neurons Signal Conflict by Amplifying Task-Relevant Information. bioRxiv 2020. [CrossRef]

22. Hanes, D.P.; Patterson, W.F.; Schall, J.D. Role of Frontal Eye Fields in Countermanding Saccades: Visual, Movement, and Fixation
Activity. J. Neurophysiol. 1998, 79, 817–834. [CrossRef]

23. Errington, S.P.; Woodman, G.F.; Schall, J.D. Dissociation of Medial Frontal β-Bursts and Executive Control. J. Neurosci. 2020,
40, 9272–9282. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Eagle, D.M.; Baunez, C. Is There an Inhibitory-Response-Control System in the Rat? Evidence from Anatomical and Pharmaco-
logical Studies of Behavioral Inhibition. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2010, 34, 50–72. [CrossRef]

25. Eagle, D.M.; Robbins, T.W. Lesions of the Medial Prefrontal Cortex or Nucleus Accumbens Core Do Not Impair Inhibitory Control
in Rats Performing a Stop-Signal Reaction Time Task. Behav. Brain Res. 2003, 146, 131–144. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Aron, A.R.; Poldrack, R.A. Cortical and Subcortical Contributions to Stop Signal Response Inhibition: Role of the Subthalamic
Nucleus. J. Neurosci. 2006, 26, 2424–2433. [CrossRef]

27. Eagle, D.M.; Robbins, T.W. Inhibitory Control in Rats Performing a Stop-Signal Reaction-Time Task: Effects of Lesions of the
Medial Striatum and d-Amphetamine. Behav. Neurosci. 2003, 117, 1302–1317. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Mirabella, G.; Pani, P.; Ferraina, S. Neural Correlates of Cognitive Control of Reaching Movements in the Dorsal Premotor Cortex
of Rhesus Monkeys. J. Neurophysiol. 2011, 106, 1454–1466. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Mattia, M.; Spadacenta, S.; Pavone, L.; Quarato, P.; Esposito, V.; Sparano, A.; Sebastiano, F.; Di Gennaro, G.; Morace, R.; Cantore,
G.; et al. Stop-Event-Related Potentials from Intracranial Electrodes Reveal a Key Role of Premotor and Motor Cortices in
Stopping Ongoing Movements. Front. Neuroeng. 2012, 5, 12. [CrossRef]

30. Cisek, P.; Kalaska, J.F. Neural Correlates of Reaching Decisions in Dorsal Premotor Cortex: Specification of Multiple Direction
Choices and Final Selection of Action. Neuron 2005, 45, 801–814. [CrossRef]

31. Mattia, M.; Pani, P.; Mirabella, G.; Costa, S.; Del Giudice, P.; Ferraina, S. Heterogeneous Attractor Cell Assemblies for Motor
Planning in Premotor Cortex. J. Neurosci. 2013, 33, 11155–11168. [CrossRef]

32. Williams, B.R.; Ponesse, J.S.; Schachar, R.J.; Logan, G.D.; Tannock, R. Development of Inhibitory Control across the Life Span.
Dev. Psychol. 1999, 35, 205–213. [CrossRef]

33. Hsieh, S.; Lin, Y.-C. Stopping Ability in Younger and Older Adults: Behavioral and Event-Related Potential. Cogn. Affect.
Behav. Neurosci. 2017, 17, 348–363. [CrossRef]

34. Carver, A.C.; Livesey, D.J.; Charles, M. Age Related Changes in Inhibitory Control as Measured by Stop Signal Task Performance.
Int. J. Neurosci. 2001, 107, 43–61. [CrossRef]

35. Friedman, N.P.; Miyake, A.; Young, S.E.; DeFries, J.C.; Corley, R.P.; Hewitt, J.K. Individual Differences in Executive Functions Are
Almost Entirely Genetic in Origin. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2008, 137, 201–225. [CrossRef]

36. Dalley, J.W.; Robbins, T.W. Fractionating Impulsivity: Neuropsychiatric Implications. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2017, 18, 158–171. [CrossRef]
37. Chambers, C.D.; Garavan, H.; Bellgrove, M.A. Insights into the Neural Basis of Response Inhibition from Cognitive and Clinical

Neuroscience. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2009, 33, 631–646. [CrossRef]
38. Dimitrov, M.; Nakic, M.; Elpern-Waxman, J.; Granetz, J.; O’Grady, J.; Phipps, M.; Milne, E.; Logan, G.D.; Hasher, L.; Grafman, J.

Inhibitory Attentional Control in Patients with Frontal Lobe Damage. Brain Cogn. 2003, 52, 258–270. [CrossRef]
39. Aron, A.R.; Fletcher, P.C.; Bullmore, E.T.; Sahakian, B.J.; Robbins, T.W. Stop-Signal Inhibition Disrupted by Damage to Right

Inferior Frontal Gyrus in Humans. Nat. Neurosci. 2003, 6, 115–116. [CrossRef]
40. Christakou, A.; Robbins, T.W.; Everitt, B.J. Prefrontal Cortical-Ventral Striatal Interactions Involved in Affective Modulation of

Attentional Performance: Implications for Corticostriatal Circuit Function. J. Neurosci. 2004, 24, 773–780. [CrossRef]
41. Brown, V.J.; Robbins, T.W. Elementary Processes of Response Selection Mediated by Distinct Regions of the Striatum. J. Neurosci.

1989, 9, 3760–3765. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
42. Kolling, N.; Behrens, T.; Wittmann, M.K.; Rushworth, M. Multiple Signals in Anterior Cingulate Cortex. Curr. Opin. Neurobiol.

2016, 37, 36–43. [CrossRef]
43. Papez, J.W. A Proposed Mechanism of Emotion. Arch. Neurol. Psychiatry 1937, 38, 725–743. [CrossRef]
44. Mesulam, M.M. A Cortical Network for Directed Attention and Unilateral Neglect. Ann. Neurol. 1981, 10, 309–325. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2775-19.2020
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0062793
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.06.025
http://doi.org/10.1002/mds.27406
http://doi.org/10.1002/mds.27920
http://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.14638
http://doi.org/10.1101/2020.03.14.991745
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.1998.79.2.817
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2072-20.2020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33097634
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.07.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2003.09.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14643466
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4682-05.2006
http://doi.org/10.1037/0735-7044.117.6.1302
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14674849
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00995.2010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21697448
http://doi.org/10.3389/fneng.2012.00012
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2005.01.027
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4664-12.2013
http://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.1.205
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-016-0483-7
http://doi.org/10.3109/00207450109149756
http://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.137.2.201
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2017.8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2008.08.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0278-2626(03)00080-0
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn1003
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0949-03.2004
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.09-11-03760.1989
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2585053
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2015.12.007
http://doi.org/10.1001/archneurpsyc.1937.02260220069003
http://doi.org/10.1002/ana.410100402


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 617 21 of 24

45. Posner, M.I.; Petersen, S.E.; Fox, P.T.; Raichle, M.E. Localization of Cognitive Operations in the Human Brain. Science 1988,
240, 1627–1631. [CrossRef]

46. Posner, M.I.; Dehaene, S. Attentional Networks. Trends Neurosci. 1994, 17, 75–79. [CrossRef]
47. Botvinick, M.M.; Braver, T.S.; Barch, D.M.; Carter, C.S.; Cohen, J.D. Conflict Monitoring and Cognitive Control. Psychol. Rev. 2001,

108, 624–652. [CrossRef]
48. Botvinick, M.M.; Cohen, J.D.; Carter, C.S. Conflict Monitoring and Anterior Cingulate Cortex: An Update. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2004,

8, 539–546. [CrossRef]
49. Botvinick, M.M. Conflict Monitoring and Decision Making: Reconciling Two Perspectives on Anterior Cingulate Function.

Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 2007, 7, 356–366. [CrossRef]
50. Holroyd, C.B.; Coles, M.G.H. The Neural Basis of Human Error Processing: Reinforcement Learning, Dopamine, and the

Error-Related Negativity. Psychol. Rev. 2002, 109, 679–709. [CrossRef]
51. Hillman, K.L.; Bilkey, D.K. Neurons in the Rat Anterior Cingulate Cortex Dynamically Encode Cost–Benefit in a Spatial Decision-

Making Task. J. Neurosci. 2010, 30, 7705–7713. [CrossRef]
52. Bench, C.J.; Frith, C.D.; Grasby, P.M.; Friston, K.J.; Paulesu, E.; Frackowiak, R.S.; Dolan, R.J. Investigations of the Functional

Anatomy of Attention Using the Stroop Test. Neuropsychologia 1993, 31, 907–922. [CrossRef]
53. Bush, G.; Whalen, P.J.; Rosen, B.R.; Jenike, M.A.; McInerney, S.C.; Rauch, S.L. The Counting Stroop: An Interference Task

Specialized for Functional Neuroimaging: Validation Study with Functional MRI. Hum. Brain Mapp. 1998, 6, 270–282. [CrossRef]
54. Carter, C.S.; Mintun, M.; Cohen, J.D. Interference and Facilitation Effects during Selective Attention: An H215O PET Study of

Stroop Task Performance. NeuroImage 1995, 2, 264–272. [CrossRef]
55. Casey, B.J.; Trainor, R.J.; Orendi, J.L.; Schubert, A.B.; Nystrom, L.E.; Giedd, J.N.; Castellanos, F.X.; Haxby, J.V.; Noll, D.C.;

Cohen, J.D.; et al. A Developmental Functional MRI Study of Prefrontal Activation during Performance of a Go-No-Go Task.
J. Cogn. Neurosci. 1997, 9, 835–847. [CrossRef]

56. George, M.S.; Ketter, T.A.; Parekh, P.I.; Rosinsky, N.; Ring, H.; Casey, B.J.; Trimble, M.R.; Horwitz, B.; Herscovitch, P.; Post, R.M.
Regional Brain Activity When Selecting a Response despite Interference: An H2 (15) O PET Study of the Stroop and an Emotional
Stroop. Hum. Brain Mapp. 1994, 1, 194–209. [CrossRef]

57. MacLeod, C.M. Half a Century of Research on the Stroop Effect: An Integrative Review. Psychol. Bull. 1991, 109, 163–203. [CrossRef]
58. Pardo, J.V.; Pardo, P.J.; Janer, K.W.; Raichle, M.E. The Anterior Cingulate Cortex Mediates Processing Selection in the Stroop

Attentional Conflict Paradigm. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1990, 87, 256–259. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
59. Paus, T.; Petrides, M.; Evans, A.C.; Meyer, E. Role of the Human Anterior Cingulate Cortex in the Control of Oculomotor, Manual,

and Speech Responses: A Positron Emission Tomography Study. J. Neurophysiol. 1993, 70, 453–469. [CrossRef]
60. Taylor, S.F.; Kornblum, S.; Minoshima, S.; Oliver, L.M.; Koeppe, R.A. Changes in Medial Cortical Blood Flow with a Stimulus-

Response Compatibility Task. Neuropsychologia 1994, 32, 249–255. [CrossRef]
61. Andreasen, N.C.; O’Leary, D.S.; Cizadlo, T.; Arndt, S.; Rezai, K.; Watkins, G.L.; Ponto, L.L.B.; Hichwa, R.D. Remembering the Past:

Two Facets of Episodic Memory Explored with Positron Emission Tomography. Am. J. Psychiatry 1995, 152, 1576–1585. [CrossRef]
62. Barch, D.M.; Braver, T.S.; Akbudak, E.; Conturo, T.; Ollinger, J.; Snyder, A. Anterior Cingulate Cortex and Response Conflict:

Effects of Response Modality and Processing Domain. Cereb. Cortex 2001, 11, 837–848. [CrossRef]
63. Buckner, R.L.; Petersen, S.E.; Ojemann, J.G.; Miezin, F.M.; Squire, L.R.; Raichle, M.E. Functional Anatomical Studies of Explicit

and Implicit Memory Retrieval Tasks. J. Neurosci. 1995, 15, 12–29. [CrossRef]
64. Deiber, M.P.; Passingham, R.E.; Colebatch, J.G.; Friston, K.J.; Nixon, P.D.; Frackowiak, R.S. Cortical Areas and the Selection of

Movement: A Study with Positron Emission Tomography. Exp. Brain Res. 1991, 84, 393–402. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
65. Friston, K.J.; Frith, C.D.; Liddle, P.F.; Frackowiak, R.S. Functional Connectivity: The Principal-Component Analysis of Large (PET)

Data Sets. J. Cereb. Blood Flow Metab. 1993, 13, 5–14. [CrossRef]
66. Frith, C.D.; Friston, K.J.; Liddle, P.F.; Frackowiak, R.S.J. A PET Study of Word Finding. Neuropsychologia 1991, 29, 1137–1148.

[CrossRef]
67. Frith, C.D.; Friston, K.; Liddle, P.F.; Frackowiak, R.S. Willed Action and the Prefrontal Cortex in Man: A Study with PET.

Proc. Biol. Sci. 1991, 244, 241–246. [CrossRef]
68. Jueptner, M.; Frith, C.D.; Brooks, D.J.; Frackowiak, R.S.; Passingham, R.E. Anatomy of Motor Learning. II. Subcortical Structures

and Learning by Trial and Error. J. Neurophysiol. 1997, 77, 1325–1337. [CrossRef]
69. Petersen, S.E.; Fox, P.T.; Posner, M.I.; Mintun, M.; Raichle, M.E. Positron Emission Tomographic Studies of the Cortical Anatomy

of Single-Word Processing. Nature 1988, 331, 585–589. [CrossRef]
70. Petersen, S.E.; Fox, P.T.; Posner, M.I.; Mintun, M.; Raichle, M.E. Positron Emission Tomographic Studies of the Processing of Singe

Words. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 1989, 1, 153–170. [CrossRef]
71. Playford, E.D.; Jenkins, I.H.; Passingham, R.E.; Nutt, J.; Frackowiak, R.S.; Brooks, D.J. Impaired Mesial Frontal and Putamen

Activation in Parkinson’s Disease: A Positron Emission Tomography Study. Ann. Neurol. 1992, 32, 151–161. [CrossRef]
72. Raichle, M.E.; Fiez, J.A.; Videen, T.O.; MacLeod, A.M.; Pardo, J.V.; Fox, P.T.; Petersen, S.E. Practice-Related Changes in Human

Brain Functional Anatomy during Nonmotor Learning. Cereb. Cortex 1994, 4, 8–26. [CrossRef]
73. Thompson-Schill, S.L.; D’Esposito, M.; Aguirre, G.K.; Farah, M.J. Role of Left Inferior Prefrontal Cortex in Retrieval of Semantic

Knowledge: A Reevaluation. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1997, 94, 14792–14797. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1126/science.3289116
http://doi.org/10.1016/0166-2236(94)90078-7
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.624
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.10.003
http://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.7.4.356
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.4.679
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1273-10.2010
http://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932(93)90147-R
http://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0193(1998)6:4&lt;270::AID-HBM6&gt;3.0.CO;2-0
http://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.1995.1034
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.1997.9.6.835
http://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.460010305
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.109.2.163
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.87.1.256
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2296583
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.1993.70.2.453
http://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932(94)90010-8
http://doi.org/10.1176/ajp.152.11.1576
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/11.9.837
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.15-01-00012.1995
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00231461
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2065746
http://doi.org/10.1038/jcbfm.1993.4
http://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932(91)90029-8
http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1991.0077
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.1997.77.3.1325
http://doi.org/10.1038/331585a0
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.1989.1.2.153
http://doi.org/10.1002/ana.410320206
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/4.1.8
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.94.26.14792


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 617 22 of 24

74. Yetkin, F.Z.; Hammeke, T.A.; Swanson, S.J.; Morris, G.L.; Mueller, W.M.; McAuliffe, T.L.; Haughton, V.M. A Comparison of
Functional MR Activation Patterns during Silent and Audible Language Tasks. AJNR Am. J. Neuroradiol. 1995, 16, 1087–1092.

75. Carter, C.S.; Braver, T.S.; Barch, D.M.; Botvinick, M.M.; Noll, D.; Cohen, J.D. Anterior Cingulate Cortex, Error Detection, and the
Online Monitoring of Performance. Science 1998, 280, 747–749. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

76. Dehaene, S.; Posner, M.I.; Tucker, D.M. Localization of a Neural System for Error Detection and Compensation. Psychol. Sci. 1994,
5, 303–305. [CrossRef]

77. Falkenstein, M.; Hohnsbein, J.; Hoormann, J. Event-Related Potential Correlates of Errors in Reaction Tasks. Electroencephalogr. Clin.
Neurophysiol. Suppl. 1995, 44, 287–296.

78. Falkenstein, M.; Hohnsbein, J.; Hoormann, J.; Blanke, L. Effects of Crossmodal Divided Attention on Late ERP Components. II.
Error Processing in Choice Reaction Tasks. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 1991, 78, 447–455. [CrossRef]

79. Gehring, W.J.; Goss, B.; Coles, M.G.; Meyer, D.E.; Donchin, E. A Neural System for Error Detection and Compensation. Psychol. Sci.
1993, 4, 385–390. [CrossRef]

80. Gratton, G.; Coles, M.G.; Sirevaag, E.J.; Eriksen, C.W.; Donchin, E. Pre- and Poststimulus Activation of Response Channels: A
Psychophysiological Analysis. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 1988, 14, 331–344. [CrossRef]

81. Scheffers, M.K.; Coles, M.G.; Bernstein, P.; Gehring, W.J.; Donchin, E. Event-Related Brain Potentials and Error-Related Processing:
An Analysis of Incorrect Responses to Go and No-Go Stimuli. Psychophysiology 1996, 33, 42–53. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

82. Laubach, M.; Amarante, L.M.; Swanson, K.; White, S.R. What, If Anything, Is Rodent Prefrontal Cortex? eNeuro 2018, 5. [CrossRef]
83. Harlow, J.M. Recovery from the Passage of an Iron Bar through the Head. Hist. Psychiatry 1993, 4, 274–281. [CrossRef]
84. Vaidya, A.R.; Pujara, M.S.; Petrides, M.; Murray, E.A.; Fellows, L.K. Lesion Studies in Contemporary Neuroscience.

Trends Cogn. Sci. 2019, 23, 653–671. [CrossRef]
85. Palermo, S.; Lopiano, L.; Morese, R.; Zibetti, M.; Romagnolo, A.; Stanziano, M.; Rizzone, M.G.; Geminiani, G.C.; Valentini, M.C.;

Amanzio, M. Role of the Cingulate Cortex in Dyskinesias-Reduced-Self-Awareness: An FMRI Study on Parkinson’s Disease
Patients. Front. Psychol. 2018, 9, 1765. [CrossRef]

86. Bechara, A.; Damasio, H.; Damasio, A.R. Emotion, Decision Making and the Orbitofrontal Cortex. Cereb. Cortex 2000, 10, 295–307.
[CrossRef]

87. Blair, R.J.R. Psychopathy, Frustration, and Reactive Aggression: The Role of Ventromedial Prefrontal Cortex. Br. J. Psychol. 2010,
101, 383–399. [CrossRef]

88. Davidson, R.J.; Putnam, K.M.; Larson, C.L. Dysfunction in the Neural Circuitry of Emotion Regulation—A Possible Prelude to
Violence. Science 2000, 289, 591–594. [CrossRef]

89. Reitman, F. Orbital Cortex Syndrome Following Leucotomy. AJP 1946, 103, 238–241. [CrossRef]
90. Saver, J.L.; Damasio, A.R. Preserved Access and Processing of Social Knowledge in a Patient with Acquired Sociopathy Due to

Ventromedial Frontal Damage. Neuropsychologia 1991, 29, 1241–1249. [CrossRef]
91. Rudebeck, P.H.; Rich, E.L. Orbitofrontal Cortex. Curr. Biol. 2018, 28, R1083–R1088. [CrossRef]
92. Mirabella, G.; Mancini, C.; Valente, F.; Cardona, F. Children with Primary Complex Motor Stereotypies Show Impaired Reactive

but Not Proactive Inhibition. Cortex 2020, 124, 250–259. [CrossRef]
93. Bechara, A.; Damasio, H.; Tranel, D.; Damasio, A.R. Deciding Advantageously before Knowing the Advantageous Strategy.

Science 1997, 275, 1293–1295. [CrossRef]
94. Chudasama, Y.; Robbins, T.W. Dissociable Contributions of the Orbitofrontal and Infralimbic Cortex to Pavlovian Autoshaping

and Discrimination Reversal Learning: Further Evidence for the Functional Heterogeneity of the Rodent Frontal Cortex. J. Neurosci.
2003, 23, 8771–8780. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

95. Dias, R.; Robbins, T.W.; Roberts, A.C. Dissociation in Prefrontal Cortex of Affective and Attentional Shifts. Nature 1996, 380, 69–72.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

96. Fellows, L.K.; Farah, M.J. Ventromedial Frontal Cortex Mediates Affective Shifting in Humans: Evidence from a Reversal Learning
Paradigm. Brain 2003, 126, 1830–1837. [CrossRef]

97. Hornak, J.; O’Doherty, J.; Bramham, J.; Rolls, E.T.; Morris, R.G.; Bullock, P.R.; Polkey, C.E. Reward-Related Reversal Learning after
Surgical Excisions in Orbito-Frontal or Dorsolateral Prefrontal Cortex in Humans. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2004, 16, 463–478. [CrossRef]

98. Izquierdo, A.; Suda, R.K.; Murray, E.A. Bilateral Orbital Prefrontal Cortex Lesions in Rhesus Monkeys Disrupt Choices Guided by
Both Reward Value and Reward Contingency. J. Neurosci. 2004, 24, 7540–7548. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

99. Izquierdo, A.; Jentsch, J.D. Reversal Learning as a Measure of Impulsive and Compulsive Behavior in Addictions. Psychopharmacology
2012, 219, 607–620. [CrossRef]

100. Jones, B.; Mishkin, M. Limbic Lesions and the Problem of Stimulus—Reinforcement Associations. Exp. Neurol. 1972, 36, 362–377.
[CrossRef]

101. Kim, J.; Ragozzino, M.E. The Involvement of the Orbitofrontal Cortex in Learning under Changing Task Contingencies.
Neurobiol. Learn. Mem. 2005, 83, 125–133. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

102. McAlonan, K.; Brown, V.J. Orbital Prefrontal Cortex Mediates Reversal Learning and Not Attentional Set Shifting in the Rat.
Behav. Brain Res. 2003, 146, 97–103. [CrossRef]

103. Rolls, E.T.; Hornak, J.; Wade, D.; McGrath, J. Emotion-Related Learning in Patients with Social and Emotional Changes Associated
with Frontal Lobe Damage. J. Neurol. Neurosurg. Psychiatry 1994, 57, 1518–1524. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1126/science.280.5364.747
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9563953
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.1994.tb00630.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/0013-4694(91)90062-9
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.1993.tb00586.x
http://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.14.3.331
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1996.tb02107.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8570794
http://doi.org/10.1523/ENEURO.0315-18.2018
http://doi.org/10.1177/0957154X9300401407
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.05.009
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01765
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/10.3.295
http://doi.org/10.1348/000712609X418480
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.289.5479.591
http://doi.org/10.1176/ajp.103.2.238
http://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932(91)90037-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2018.07.018
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2019.12.004
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.275.5304.1293
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.23-25-08771.2003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14507977
http://doi.org/10.1038/380069a0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8598908
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awg180
http://doi.org/10.1162/089892904322926791
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1921-04.2004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15329401
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00213-011-2579-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/0014-4886(72)90030-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.nlm.2004.10.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15721796
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2003.09.019
http://doi.org/10.1136/jnnp.57.12.1518


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 617 23 of 24

104. Schoenbaum, G.; Nugent, S.L.; Saddoris, M.P.; Setlow, B. Orbitofrontal Lesions in Rats Impair Reversal but Not Acquisition of Go,
No-Go Odor Discriminations. Neuroreport 2002, 13, 885–890. [CrossRef]

105. Schoenbaum, G.; Setlow, B.; Nugent, S.L.; Saddoris, M.P.; Gallagher, M. Lesions of Orbitofrontal Cortex and Basolateral Amygdala
Complex Disrupt Acquisition of Odor-Guided Discriminations and Reversals. Learn. Mem. 2003, 10, 129–140. [CrossRef]

106. Walton, M.E.; Behrens, T.E.J.; Buckley, M.J.; Rudebeck, P.H.; Rushworth, M.F.S. Separable Learning Systems in the Macaque Brain
and the Role of Orbitofrontal Cortex in Contingent Learning. Neuron 2010, 65, 927–939. [CrossRef]

107. Riceberg, J.S.; Shapiro, M.L. Reward Stability Determines the Contribution of Orbitofrontal Cortex to Adaptive Behavior.
J. Neurosci. 2012, 32, 16402–16409. [CrossRef]

108. Brockett, A.T.; Roesch, M.R. The Ever-Changing OFC Landscape: What Neural Signals in OFC Can Tell Us about Inhibitory
Control. Behav. Neurosci. 2020. [CrossRef]

109. Eagle, D.M.; Baunez, C.; Hutcheson, D.M.; Lehmann, O.; Shah, A.P.; Robbins, T.W. Stop-Signal Reaction-Time Task Performance:
Role of Prefrontal Cortex and Subthalamic Nucleus. Cereb. Cortex 2008, 18, 178–188. [CrossRef]

110. Bari, A.; Mar, A.C.; Theobald, D.E.; Elands, S.A.; Oganya, K.C.N.A.; Eagle, D.M.; Robbins, T.W. Prefrontal and Monoaminergic
Contributions to Stop-Signal Task Performance in Rats. J. Neurosci. 2011, 31, 9254–9263. [CrossRef]

111. Mansouri, F.A.; Buckley, M.J.; Tanaka, K. The Essential Role of Primate Orbitofrontal Cortex in Conflict-Induced Executive
Control Adjustment. J. Neurosci. 2014, 34, 11016–11031. [CrossRef]

112. Birrell, J.M.; Brown, V.J. Medial Frontal Cortex Mediates Perceptual Attentional Set Shifting in the Rat. J. Neurosci. 2000, 20, 4320–4324.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

113. Brockett, A.T.; Kane, G.A.; Monari, P.K.; Briones, B.A.; Vigneron, P.-A.; Barber, G.A.; Bermudez, A.; Dieffenbach, U.; Kloth,
A.D.; Buschman, T.J.; et al. Evidence Supporting a Role for Astrocytes in the Regulation of Cognitive Flexibility and Neuronal
Oscillations through the Ca2+ Binding Protein S100β. PLoS ONE 2018, 13, e0195726. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

114. Uddin, L.Q. Cognitive and Behavioural Flexibility: Neural Mechanisms and Clinical Considerations. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2021,
22, 167–179. [CrossRef]

115. Janak, P.H.; Tye, K.M. From Circuits to Behaviour in the Amygdala. Nature 2015, 517, 284–292. [CrossRef]
116. Brockett, A.T.; Vázquez, D.; Roesch, M.R. Prediction Errors and Valence: From Single Units to Multidimensional Encoding in the

Amygdala. Behav. Brain Res. 2021, 113176. [CrossRef]
117. Murray, E.A. The Amygdala, Reward and Emotion. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2007, 11, 489–497. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
118. Saddoris, M.P.; Gallagher, M.; Schoenbaum, G. Rapid Associative Encoding in Basolateral Amygdala Depends on Connections

with Orbitofrontal Cortex. Neuron 2005, 46, 321–331. [CrossRef]
119. Kashtelyan, V.; Tobia, S.C.; Burton, A.C.; Bryden, D.W.; Roesch, M.R. Basolateral Amygdala Encodes Upcoming Errors but Not

Response Conflict. Eur. J. Neurosci. 2012, 35, 952–959. [CrossRef]
120. Roesch, M.R.; Calu, D.J.; Schoenbaum, G. Dopamine Neurons Encode the Better Option in Rats Deciding between Differently

Delayed or Sized Rewards. Nat. Neurosci. 2007, 10, 1615–1624. [CrossRef]
121. Schultz, W. Updating Dopamine Reward Signals. Curr. Opin. Neurobiol. 2013, 23, 229–238. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
122. Tannock, R.; Schachar, R.J.; Carr, R.P.; Chajczyk, D.; Logan, G.D. Effects of Methylphenidate on Inhibitory Control in Hyperactive

Children. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 1989, 17, 473–491. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
123. Aron, A.R.; Dowson, J.H.; Sahakian, B.J.; Robbins, T.W. Methylphenidate Improves Response Inhibition in Adults with Attention-

Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder. Biol. Psychiatry 2003, 54, 1465–1468. [CrossRef]
124. Bedard, A.-C.; Ickowicz, A.; Logan, G.D.; Hogg-Johnson, S.; Schachar, R.; Tannock, R. Selective Inhibition in Children with

Attention-Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder off and on Stimulant Medication. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 2003, 31, 315–327. [CrossRef]
125. Boonstra, A.M.; Kooij, J.J.S.; Oosterlaan, J.; Sergeant, J.A.; Buitelaar, J.K. Does Methylphenidate Improve Inhibition and Other

Cognitive Abilities in Adults with Childhood-Onset ADHD? J. Clin. Exp. Neuropsychol. 2005, 27, 278–298. [CrossRef]
126. Lijffijt, M.; Kenemans, J.L.; ter Wal, A.; Quik, E.H.; Kemner, C.; Westenberg, H.; Verbaten, M.N.; van Engeland, H. Dose-Related

Effect of Methylphenidate on Stopping and Changing in Children with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder. Eur. Psychiatry
2006, 21, 544–547. [CrossRef]

127. Dirnberger, G.; Jahanshahi, M. Executive Dysfunction in Parkinson’s Disease: A Review. J. Neuropsychol. 2013, 7, 193–224. [CrossRef]
128. Massion, J. The Mammalian Red Nucleus. Physiol. Rev. 1967, 47, 383–436. [CrossRef]
129. Onodera, S. Olivary Projections from the Mesodiencephalic Structures in the Cat Studied by Means of Axonal Transport of

Horseradish Peroxidase and Tritiated Amino Acids. J. Comp. Neurol. 1984, 227, 37–49. [CrossRef]
130. Onodera, S.; Hicks, T.P. A Comparative Neuroanatomical Study of the Red Nucleus of the Cat, Macaque and Human. PLoS ONE

2009, 4, e6623. [CrossRef]
131. Houk, J.C. Red Nucleus: Role in Motor Control. Curr. Opin. Neurobiol. 1991, 1, 610–615. [CrossRef]
132. Keifer, J.; Houk, J.C. Motor Function of the Cerebellorubrospinal System. Physiol. Rev. 1994, 74, 509–542. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
133. Murray, H.M.; Gurule, M.E. Origin of the Rubrospinal Tract of the Rat. Neurosci. Lett. 1979, 14, 19–23. [CrossRef]
134. Huisman, A.M.; Kuypers, H.G.; Verburgh, C.A. Quantitative Differences in Collateralization of the Descending Spinal Pathways

from Red Nucleus and Other Brain Stem Cell Groups in Rat as Demonstrated with the Multiple Fluorescent Retrograde Tracer
Technique. Brain Res. 1981, 209, 271–286. [CrossRef]

135. Beitzel, C.S.; Houck, B.D.; Lewis, S.M.; Person, A.L. Rubrocerebellar Feedback Loop Isolates the Interposed Nucleus as an
Independent Processor of Corollary Discharge Information in Mice. J. Neurosci. 2017, 37, 10085–10096. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1097/00001756-200205070-00030
http://doi.org/10.1101/lm.55203
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2010.02.027
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0776-12.2012
http://doi.org/10.1037/bne0000412
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhm044
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1543-11.2011
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1637-14.2014
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.20-11-04320.2000
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10818167
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0195726
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29664924
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41583-021-00428-w
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature14188
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2021.113176
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2007.08.013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17988930
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2005.02.018
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2012.08022.x
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn2013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2012.11.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23267662
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00916508
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2681316
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3223(03)00609-7
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023285614844
http://doi.org/10.1080/13803390490515757
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2005.04.003
http://doi.org/10.1111/jnp.12028
http://doi.org/10.1152/physrev.1967.47.3.383
http://doi.org/10.1002/cne.902270106
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0006623
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4388(05)80037-6
http://doi.org/10.1152/physrev.1994.74.3.509
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8036246
http://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3940(79)95337-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(81)90153-0
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1093-17.2017


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 617 24 of 24

136. Gruber, P.; Gould, D.J. The Red Nucleus: Past, Present, and Future. Neuroanatomy 2010, 9, 1–3.
137. Ghez, C.; Kubota, K. Activity of Red Nucleus Neurons Associated with a Skilled Forelimb Movement in the Cat. Brain Res. 1977,

131, 383–388. [CrossRef]
138. Burton, J.E.; Onoda, N. Dependence of the Activity of Interpositus and Red Nucleus Neurons on Sensory Input Data Generated

by Movement. Brain Res. 1978, 152, 41–63. [CrossRef]
139. Amalric, M.; Condé, H.; Dormont, J.F.; Farin, D.; Schmied, A. Cat Red Nucleus Changes of Activity during the Motor Initiation in

a Reaction Time Task. Exp. Brain Res. 1983, 52, 210–218. [CrossRef]
140. Cheney, P.D.; Mewes, K.; Fetz, E.E. Encoding of Motor Parameters by Corticomotoneuronal (CM) and Rubromotoneuronal

(RM) Cells Producing Postspike Facilitation of Forelimb Muscles in the Behaving Monkey. Behav. Brain Res. 1988, 28, 181–191.
[CrossRef]

141. Martin, J.H.; Ghez, C. Red Nucleus and Motor Cortex: Parallel Motor Systems for the Initiation and Control of Skilled Movement.
Behav. Brain Res. 1988, 28, 217–223. [CrossRef]

142. Dormont, J.F.; Farin, D.; Schmied, A.; Amalric, M. Cat Red Nucleus Activity Preceding Movement Depends on Initiation
Conditions. Exp. Brain Res. 1989, 77, 271–282. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

143. Jarratt, H.; Hyland, B. Neuronal Activity in Rat Red Nucleus during Forelimb Reach-to-Grasp Movements. Neuroscience 1999,
88, 629–642. [CrossRef]

144. Belhaj-Saïf, A.; Cheney, P.D. Plasticity in the Distribution of the Red Nucleus Output to Forearm Muscles after Unilateral Lesions
of the Pyramidal Tract. J. Neurophysiol. 2000, 83, 3147–3153. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

145. Van Kan, P.L.E.; McCurdy, M.L. Contribution of Primate Magnocellular Red Nucleus to Timing of Hand Preshaping during
Reaching to Grasp. J. Neurophysiol. 2002, 87, 1473–1487. [CrossRef]

146. Pacheco-Calderón, R.; Carretero-Guillén, A.; Delgado-García, J.M.; Gruart, A. Red Nucleus Neurons Actively Contribute to the
Acquisition of Classically Conditioned Eyelid Responses in Rabbits. J. Neurosci. 2012, 32, 12129–12143. [CrossRef]

147. Herter, T.M.; Takei, T.; Munoz, D.P.; Scott, S.H. Neurons in Red Nucleus and Primary Motor Cortex Exhibit Similar Responses to
Mechanical Perturbations Applied to the Upper-Limb during Posture. Front. Integr. Neurosci. 2015, 9, 29. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

148. Muir, G.D.; Whishaw, I.Q. Red Nucleus Lesions Impair Overground Locomotion in Rats: A Kinetic Analysis. Eur. J. Neurosci.
2000, 12, 1113–1122. [CrossRef]

149. Van Kan, P.L.; McCurdy, M.L. Role of Primate Magnocellular Red Nucleus Neurons in Controlling Hand Preshaping during
Reaching to Grasp. J. Neurophysiol. 2001, 85, 1461–1478. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

150. Stuphorn, V.; Taylor, T.L.; Schall, J.D. Performance Monitoring by the Supplementary Eye Field. Nature 2000, 408, 857–860.
[CrossRef]

151. Stuphorn, V.; Schall, J.D. Executive Control of Countermanding Saccades by the Supplementary Eye Field. Nat. Neurosci. 2006,
9, 925–931. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

152. Mallet, N.; Schmidt, R.; Leventhal, D.; Chen, F.; Amer, N.; Boraud, T.; Berke, J.D. Arkypallidal Cells Send a Stop Signal to Striatum.
Neuron 2016, 89, 308–316. [CrossRef]

153. Gu, B.-M.; Schmidt, R.; Berke, J.D. Globus Pallidus Dynamics Reveal Covert Strategies for Behavioral Inhibition. Elife 2020,
9, e57215. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

154. Schmidt, R.; Leventhal, D.K.; Mallet, N.; Chen, F.; Berke, J.D. Canceling Actions Involves a Race between Basal Ganglia Pathways.
Nat. Neurosci. 2013, 16, 1118–1124. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

155. Chen, X.; Scangos, K.W.; Stuphorn, V. Supplementary Motor Area Exerts Proactive and Reactive Control of Arm Movements.
J. Neurosci. 2010, 30, 14657–14675. [CrossRef]

156. Scangos, K.W.; Stuphorn, V. Medial Frontal Cortex Motivates But Does Not Control Movement Initiation in the Countermanding
Task. J. Neurosci. 2010, 30, 1968–1982. [CrossRef]

157. Mirabella, G.; Iaconelli, S.; Romanelli, P.; Modugno, N.; Lena, F.; Manfredi, M.; Cantore, G. Deep Brain Stimulation of Subthalamic
Nuclei Affects Arm Response Inhibition in Parkinson’s Patients. Cereb. Cortex 2012, 22, 1124–1132. [CrossRef]

158. Swann, N.; Poizner, H.; Houser, M.; Gould, S.; Greenhouse, I.; Cai, W.; Strunk, J.; George, J.; Aron, A.R. Deep Brain Stimulation of
the Subthalamic Nucleus Alters the Cortical Profile of Response Inhibition in the Beta Frequency Band: A Scalp EEG Study in
Parkinson’s Disease. J. Neurosci. 2011, 31, 5721–5729. [CrossRef]

159. Van Wouwe, N.C.; Pallavaram, S.; Phibbs, F.T.; Martinez-Ramirez, D.; Neimat, J.S.; Dawant, B.M.; D’Haese, P.F.; Kanoff, K.E.; van
den Wildenberg, W.P.M.; Okun, M.S.; et al. Focused Stimulation of Dorsal Subthalamic Nucleus Improves Reactive Inhibitory
Control of Action Impulses. Neuropsychologia 2017, 99, 37–47. [CrossRef]

160. Mayse, J.D.; Nelson, G.M.; Avila, I.; Gallagher, M.; Lin, S.-C. Basal Forebrain Neuronal Inhibition Enables Rapid Behavioral
Stopping. Nat. Neurosci. 2015, 18, 1501–1508. [CrossRef]

161. Brockett, A.T.; Roesch, M.R. Anterior cingulate cortex and adaptive control of brain and behavior. In International Review of
Neurobiology; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2020; p. S0074774220301586.

162. Fonken, Y.M.; Rieger, J.W.; Tzvi, E.; Crone, N.E.; Chang, E.; Parvizi, J.; Knight, R.T.; Krämer, U.M. Frontal and Motor Cortex
Contributions to Response Inhibition: Evidence from Electrocorticography. J. Neurophysiol. 2016, 115, 2224–2236. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

163. Mirabella, G. Inhibitory Control and Impulsive Responses in Neurodevelopmental Disorders. Dev. Med. Child Neurol. 2021,
63, 520–526. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(77)90533-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(78)90133-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00236629
http://doi.org/10.1016/0166-4328(88)90095-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/0166-4328(88)90099-X
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00274984
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2792275
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4522(98)00227-9
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.2000.83.5.3147
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10805709
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00038.2001
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1782-12.2012
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnint.2015.00029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25964747
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1460-9568.2000.00987.x
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.2001.85.4.1461
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11287470
http://doi.org/10.1038/35048576
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn1714
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16732274
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2015.12.017
http://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.57215
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32519952
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3456
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23852117
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2669-10.2010
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4509-09.2010
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhr187
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.6135-10.2011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.02.016
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.4110
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00708.2015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26864760
http://doi.org/10.1111/dmcn.14778
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33340369

	Introduction 
	Stop-Signal Task 
	Functional Dissection of Inhibitory Control 
	Dorsomedial Striatum (DMS) 
	Anterior Cingulate Cortex (ACC) 
	Orbitofrontal Cortex (OFC) 
	Medial Prefrontal Cortex (mPFC) 
	Summary of Frontal Function 
	Amygdala 
	Ventral Tegmental Area (VTA) 
	Red Nucleus (RN) 

	Summary and Future Directions 
	Summary 
	Future Directions 

	Conclusions 
	References

