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Figure 6. Model prediction performance across the cortical surface. a Cortical map of model prediction accuracy on
both inflated and flattened cortical sheets of S03 (Figure ??a shows other subjects) in terms of significantly predicted voxels
(p < 0.01, FDR-corrected), in which well-predicted voxels appear yellow. b Proportion of significantly predicted voxels in
representative cortical regions for S03 (Figure ??b shows other subjects). (abbreviations: V, visual; LO, lateral occipital; TPJ,
temporo-parietal junction; IPL, inferior parietal lobule; PC, precuneus; STS, superior temporal sulcus; TE, temporal area; MTC,
medial temporal cortex; DLPFC/DMPFC/VMPFC, dorsolateral/dorsomedial/ventromedial prefrontal cortex; ACC, anterior
cingulate cortex; and OFC, orbitofrontal cortex). c Histogram of prediction accuracy for all cortical voxels for S03 (Figure ??c
shows other subjects). The red line indicates the threshold for significant prediction (p < 0.01, FDR-corrected).

(p < 0.01, FDR-corrected) in a whole-brain analysis. Therefore, in this work, we focused on the cortex. Furthermore, we found251

that semantic features appeared to have stronger predictive power for neural activity in the lateral occipital cortex (LOC) than252

emotion features, but this does not mean that LO regions are unrelated to emotion processing. Notably, LOC has also been253

consistently identified in neuroimaging studies using affective visual stimuli?, ?(but not in other modalities?, ?, ?).254

The advantage of using vision-language paradigm rather than language paradigm is that it may provides additional purely255

perceptual information that is relevant for judging the similarity of objects and that might not come to mind immediately when256

using languages.257

The limitations of the present study are as follows. First, the present study used affective video clips to mimic real-life258

emotional experiences from natural events or social interactions. Nevertheless, the emotional experiences evoked by these259

stimulus video clips may differ from real-life natural events or social interactions in their magnitude, occurrence rate and260

co-occurrence. Second, the emotion ratings used to construct the encoding model may have biased the recovered affective space.261

Specifically, the emotion ratings used in this study were annotated by third-party participants who were independent of the fMRI262

subjects. Due to individual differences in emotional experiences (e.g., for the same video, some people may be surprised while263

others are not), this emotion rating way may introduce some bias slightly, as third-party participants may experience emotions264

differently than fMRI subjects. Third, despite controlling for visual and semantic features in the voxel-wise encoding analysis265

(by banded ridge regression?; see Methods), it is possible that such features still confound the results. Future studies need to266

design better paradigms to rule out the potential contamination of visual and semantic features on emotion representation.267

In addition, the number of videos used for regression was unbalanced across emotion categories, which may impact the268

encoding model fitting. In estimating the relationship between emotion categories and affective dimensions, some categories269

with a large number of samples were associated with relatively high weights on every affective dimension which may be due to270

the large number of samples in those categories and may not reflect the actual relationship between emotion categories and271

affective dimensions. Fortunately, most categories that appeared neither too frequent nor too rare in these stimuli are largely272

immune to this bias. Therefore, we do not believe that these biases have a significant impact on the results of this study.273

The fMRI dataset used for this study contains five subjects. Because the brain is a complex and hyperactive structure, fewer274

subjects in the dataset would reduce its efficiency, and the resulting voxel-wise encoding model may not be robust enough in275

real-world applications. Meanwhile, the number of video stimuli used in this study is also not large enough. Since the fitting of276

the encoding model depends on the number of paired ‘stimuli-response’ data, limited paired data may lead to a deviation of the277

fitted encoding model from the real case. To improve the generalization ability of the encoding model, it is necessary to recruit278

more subjects and build a larger ‘stimuli-response’ dataset in future studies.279

Consistent with previous studies?, ?, our results provided evidence for a lower-dimensional, yet biologically favorable,280

affective space to represent emotions in the cerebral cortex. Considering the coding efficiency, we believe that the gradient-like281

manner of emotion representation lends more support to the “constructionism" perspective of emotion coding, as the spatial282

arrangement of distinct gradients would allow the brain to effectively map various emotional states within a limited range283

of brain regions. Taken together, our study provides an important step toward a comprehensive understanding of emotion284

representation in the human brain.285
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