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Background Task

Trial outline Authenticity task

Two classes of emotional vocalisations produced by
actors: “real” (i.e. authentic-sounding) and “fake” (see
Lavan et al, 2014; McGettigan et al, 2015) ; 132
nonverbal vocalizations in total

« Real laughing (RL), Fake laughing (FL) (18 each)

« Real Crying (RC), Fake Crying (FC)(18 each)

* Neutral vocalisation (30)

« Spectrally-rotated stimuli (30 - not analysed, as
the sounds were deemed too unnatural and
more salient)

Participants passively listen to one vocalisation in a
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Vocalization

Affective voice conveys information on the person’s emotional state. However,
emotional vocalisations can be both genuine, produced spontaneously (i.e. authentic),
and voluntary (deliberate, controlled, “fake”). Voluntary, fake vocalisations carry
different meanings and evoke different social responses. _
Ability to tell the genuine from the voluntary is important in everyday social interactions trial o

and is thought to be related to cognitive empathy (Shamay-Tsoory, 2011) Each vocalisation was subsequently rated on a scale
fMRI findings suggest that different brain regions are involved in the processing of Response from 1 (real/authentic) to 7 (fake).

authentic and voluntary emotions, with the former being more automatic, and the latter e e

engaging areas involved in mentailising (McGettigan et al., 2015)

However, little is known about the time course of emotional processing in relation to
auditory authenticity recognition.
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Other measures:

Empathy Quotient (EQ) with subfactors

Aims and hypotheses Y S
o Reading Mind from the Eyes task (RMET)

« To explore the time course of authenticity processing using ERPs - Authenticity detection index (authentic stimuli rtings -
« (Can we observe a difference between authentic/fake vocalisations in early or later ERP fake stimuli ratings; Neves et al., 2018).
components?

Can we attribute the differences to individual’s trait empathy scores?

Methods (EEG) Results
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by differences in low-level properties. early activity might impact later, more deliberate authenticity ratings.



