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eFigure 1. Conceptual model of information flow in response to an affective face stimulus. 
As noted in the text, visually driven affective appraisal is initiated by sensory stimulus 
processing and feature extraction in the early visual cortex and subsequently the face-
sensitive cortex on the fusiform gyrus.1,2  This region feeds into core limbic circuitry, 
including the amygdala and its functionally differentiated nuclei.3  Amygdala projections to 
ventral and dorsal prefrontal regions may be essential to transmitting affective information 
to higher-order heteromodal cortex. In turn, frontal control of the amygdala4 may be 
essential in modulating the deliberative (as opposed to the automatic) responses driven by 
corticoamygdala interactions.5 Importantly, the degree of this modulation may be top-down 
mediated by the context of the task or bottom-up driven by the stimulus itself. Intricate 
interplay between relatively specialized and distinct regions of corticolimbic pathways is 
supposed to be maturing during adolescence.6  



 

 

Figure 2 (Supplementary) 

  

 

eFigure 2. Example of the experimental paradigm used. 
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Note: A conservative Bonferroni correction was applied taking into account 17 statistical 
tests conducted on all coupling pairs (driving, intrinsic, and modulation: Figures 4-6). The 
overall α level was set to P = .01 and the effective degrees of freedom for each test were 
approximated based on the Welch-Satterthwaite equation for independent samples with 
unequal sample sizes and assuming unequal variances. The resultant Bonferroni-
corrected α level for each individual test was fixed at P < .005. Only pairwise tests of 
parameter estimates that were significant at this Bonferroni corrected level were 
considered to be significantly different.   
 
eTable 1. t Statistics for the Winning Model for Comparison of Driving Inputsa 
 

V1 FG Amygdala 
18.34* 4.44 3.95 

 
Abbreviations: FG, fusiform gyrus; V1, primary visual cortex. 
aIndicates comparison between control group and children and adolescent offspring of 
patients with schizophrenia (Figure 4).  Indicated values were significant (P < .01, 
Bonferroni correction). Columns indicate regions driven by inputs. 
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eTable 2. t Statistics Across Comparison of Intrinsic Connectionsa 
 

 
Abbr
eviati
ons: 
DPF

C, dorsal prefrontal cortex; FG, fusiform gyrus; V1, primary visual cortex; VPFC, ventral 
prefrontal cortex. 
aIndicates comparison between control group and children and adolescent offspring of 
patients with schizophrenia (Figure 5). * P = .01, Bonferroni correction. Columns indicate 
directional connections across the network in the winning model. 

V1→ 
FG 

FG→ 
Amygdala 

Amygdala
→ 

VPFC 

Amygdala
→ 

DPFC 

VPFC→ 
Amygdala 

VPFC→ 
DPFC 

DPFC→ 
Amygdala 

DPFC→ 
VPFC 

4.93* 20.29* 39.42* 43.00* 49.04* 48.23* 44.86* 42.44* 
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eTable 3.  t Statistics for Comparison of Contextual Modulation of Frontolimbic 
Connectionsa 
 
 

 VPFC→Amygdala DPFC→Amygdala 

Negative 4.85* 12.8* 

Neutral 0.31 4.8* 

Positive 0.24 0.21 

 
 

aIndicates comparison between control group and children and adolescent offspring of 
patients with schizophrenia (Figure 6). * P = .01, Bonferroni correction. 
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