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As a part of the overall information-processing system of the brain, postural

control is related to the cognitive processes of working memory. Previous

studies have suggested that cognitive tasks and postural control processes can

compete for resources in common brain areas, although there is an “inverted

U” relationship between arousal level and behavioral control – the arousal

level of individuals changes when performing cognitive tasks. However, the

exact neural connections between the two are unclear. This may be related

to the nature of cognitive tasks. Some studies believe that posture occupies

not only spatial information processing resources but also visual non-spatial

information processing resources. Other studies believe that posture control

only occupies spatial information processing resources in the central system,

but does not occupy non-spatial information processing resources. Previous

studies used different cognitive task materials and reached different conclusions.

In this study, we used the same visuospatial and non-spatial materials, the

n-back visual working memory paradigm, the event-related potential technique

to investigate the effects of visuospatial and non-spatial working memory tasks

on adolescents’ postural control under different cognitive loads. The results of

this study showed that in both visuospatial and non-spatial conditions, the N1

effect of the parieto-occipital lobe was larger during upright posture than in the

sitting position (160–180 ms), the P300 effect of the central parieto-occipital

region (280–460 ms) was induced by working memory in different postures,

and the P300 wave amplitude was higher in the sitting position than in the

upright position. We demonstrated that upright postural control enhances early

selective attention but interferes with central memory encoding, thus confirming

that postural control and visuospatial and non-spatial working memory share

brain regions and compete with each other.

KEYWORDS

working memory, n-back paradigm, event-related potential, dual-task paradigm,
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1 Introduction

Postural control refers to when the position of the body in space
is controlled to achieve the purposes of stability and orientation.
Postural control is achieved through interactions between
individuals, their actions, and the surrounding environment
(Woollacott et al., 2001). In general, postural control refers to the
maintenance of an upright posture and a stable center of gravity
(Watson, 1999). Previous studies have shown that the control of
upright posture balance is related to the vestibular, proprioceptive,
and visual systems (Allum and Keshner, 1986; Ozdemir et al.,
2017) and is associated with cognitive function, especially working
memory. As vision provides the most intuitive spatial cues for
posture control, and experiments show that postural sway increases
by 8 more than 50% when vision is lost, this sense is considered to
play a predominant role in upright balance posture control (Collins
and De Luca, 1995; Ren et al., 2010).

At present, relevant theories of spatial memory and non-
spatial memory cognitive task and postural control abilities can be
roughly divided into two types: the competition model theory and
U-shaped nonlinear interaction model theory. According to the
competition model theory, interference between upright posture
control and certain cognitive tasks occurs because they compete for
common central processing resources; if there is no interference,
it is because their processing centers utilize different processing
resources (Fraizer and Mitra, 2008). Kerr et al. (1985) first
adopted the dual-task paradigm, in which all subjects performed
two different cognitive tasks while maintaining a stable upright
posture. The first involves spatial memory (memory of the spatial
position of text within a picture) and the second non-spatial
memory (word memory). They concluded that the control of
upright balance posture (1) is not an automatic process and (2)
occupies spatial information processing resources in the central
system, but not non-spatial information processing resources.
However, further studies found that non-spatial cognitive tasks,
such as reaction time tasks and mental counting tasks, can
also interfere with the stability of upright balance postures
(Huxhold et al., 2006; Schmid et al., 2007; Maylor et al., 2011).
Using behavioral data and functional near-infrared spectroscopic
imaging, researchers have demonstrated selective interactions
between upright balance postural control and working memory and
more pronounced interactions between upright balance postural
control and spatial working memory (Chen et al., 2018). However,
previous studies found that participants’ upright posture stability
was improved when performing cognitive tasks (Mylene et al.,
2001; Andersson et al., 2002; Kataoka et al., 2007), and the
authors proposed that cognitive tasks may be mediated by the
participant’s arousal levels, affecting posture control. The arousal
level of individuals changes when performing cognitive tasks, and
there is an “inverted U” relationship between arousal level and
behavioral control.

A number of researchers have adopted event-related potential
(ERP) technology and found that N1 (negative potential around
100 ms after stimulus onset) components related to the sensory
input processing of postural control were induced by Cz electrodes
in the central region during disturbed postural control (Quant
et al., 2004; Harada et al., 2009; Little and Woollacott, 2015;
Varghese et al., 2019). However, in the dual-task state (in which

the cognitive task was to visually track an object), the amplitude of
the N1 component decreased significantly. The participants’ level of
attention was positively correlated with the amplitude of N1, which
could be used as an objective indicator of perceptual formation of
attention (Finnigan et al., 2011). The amplitude of P300 (positive
displacement occurring around 300 ms after stimulus) reflects the
allocation of attention resources, and its latency reflects the speed
or efficiency of the brain’s processing of cognitive tasks. Initially, it
was found that, when studying the ERP of typical working memory,
the amplitude of P300 increased with increased task load, and its
latency was also influenced by task load and perceptual complexity
(Mccarthy and Donchin, 1981; Kok, 1997; Brown et al., 2007).

Previous studies have used highly diverse stimulus materials,
for example, graphics and speech stimuli respectively representing
space and non-space, and have not taken into account the
cognitive load. Therefore, the different cognitive upright paradigms
produced different results in the studies. In the n-back task,
the subjects are tasked with making “consistent” judgments of
target features, such as English letters, spatial orientation, facial
identity, expression, etc. The parameter N is a key variable in the
n-back paradigm, and many studies have investigated the impact of
cognitive load on working memory updates by changing N (Redick
and Lindsey, 2013). However, there are few reports of researchers
studying visual working memory and upright posture control using
the n-back paradigm.

This study adopted the n-back visual working memory
paradigm to investigate the effects of working memory tasks under
different cognitive loads on upright balance postural control. The
direct relationship between working memory and postural control
was studied with the ERP technique. In addition to studying
whether spatial and non-spatial working memory and upright
balance postural control utilize common brain regions, we also
observed whether different cognitive loads interact with each other
under different postural positions.

2 Methods and materials

2.1 General information

The sample size of this study was determined based on previous
ERP trial studies and the results collected by Clayson et al.
(2019). Fifteen participants were required for paired T-test and 11
participants in each group were required for repeated analysis of
variance (ANOVA) (Clayson et al., 2019). A total of 25 healthy
subjects from Jinan University were recruited for the experimental
group of this study, from all of whom, we obtained informed
consent. After ethical review, five subjects were excluded due to
failure to complete the whole experiment. In total, 20 volunteers
participated, including 11 males and 9 females, ranging in age from
18 to 26 years. The mean age (± SE) was 21.8 (±0.54) years;
height range was 150–175 cm; average height (±SE) was 165.05
(±1.67); and their body mass index (BMI) ranged from 18.9 to
23.10 kg/m2, with an average BMI (± SE) of 21.05 (±0.27) kg/m2.
After the study, all subjects received corresponding compensation.
All volunteers were right-handed, native Chinese speakers, had no
history of neurological diseases or head injury, had normal vision
or corrected vision, and no other special abnormalities. Subjects
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who could not stand with their feet together for 2.5–3 min were
excluded.

2.2 Stimulus materials and subjects’ tasks

Stimuli were presented on a computer screen (resolution of
1,024 × 768 pixels and refresh rate of 85 Hz) positioned 1 m from
the eyes of the subject. Both the horizontal and vertical viewing
angles were approximately 8.5◦. While avoiding some letters with
similar forms, we selected as experimental stimulus material the
following six English letters in capital format: A, B, E, Q, G,
and J. The experimental stimulus was presented in one of four
possible positions on the screen, up, down, left, or right, equidistant
apart and orientated around a central “+.”The target stimulus was
presented at 500 ms, and the interval was 2,500 ms. The experiment
was divided into eight blocks involving 1-back and 2-back working
memory tasks of different visual functions in two body positions
(Figure 1A). Body position was divided into a sitting position and
standing position (Figure 1B). During data collection, the subjects
randomly chose to sit or stand first through the question bank data.
Each block was about 144 s. With 48 experimental trials, including
intermediate rest times, the total length of the experiment was
21.5 min.

Subjects were instructed to press a “match” or “mismatch”
button to register their judgment as quickly and accurately
as possible. The left and right mouse buttons were to be
pressed with the right index and middle fingers. The participants
pressed the left mouse button for a match and the right mouse
button for a mismatch, with button-response pairing counter-
balanced across subjects. The six letters appeared the same
number of times in each block, and the probability of matching
and mismatching in each block was 1:1. In the visuospatial
component, participants were asked to match the location of
the target letter and probe letter in each 1-back and 2-back
sequence (Figures 2A, B). In the non-spatial working memory
component, participants were asked to match the identity of
the target letter and probe letter in each 1-back and 2-back
sequence (Figures 3A, B).

2.3 Electroencephalogram recordings

An electroencephalogram (EEG) was continuously recorded at
a sampling rate of 1,000 Hz with a 19-channel EEG amplifier (the
Symtop Instrument). The recording bandwidth was 0.5–100 Hz.
The international 10–20 system (FP1, FP2, F3, F4, C3, C4, P3, P4,
O1, O2, F7, F8, T3, T4, T5, T6, Fz, Cz, and Pz) was used, with

FIGURE 1

(A) Experimental flow chart. The experiment was divided into eight block. SWM was visuo-spatial working memory, NWM was non-spatial working
memory. All participants could randomly choose the order in which to conduct the experiment. (B) Upright posture controlled standing. Subjects
stood upright with feet completely together.

FIGURE 2

(A) 1-Back visuo-spatial working memory. The first arrow indicates the appearance of the first (target) stimulus and the beginning of the task. The
second arrow indicates the appearance of the second (probe) stimulus, where participants were required to match the second and first stimuli.
Participants needed to match the location of a letter between the second and first trials. A match trial occurred if the second and first letters had
matching locations, otherwise it was a mismatch trial. (B) 2-Back visuo-spatial working memory. Participants needed to match the location of a
letter between the third and first trials. A match trial occurred if the third and first letters had matching locations, otherwise it was a mismatch trial.
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FIGURE 3

(A) 1-Back non-spatial working memory. The first arrow indicates the appearance of the first (target) stimulus and the beginning of the task. The
second arrow indicates the appearance of the second (probe) stimulus, where participants were required to match the second and first stimuli.
A match trial occurred if the second and first letters matched, otherwise it was a mismatch trial. (B) 2-Back non-spatial working memory. Participants
were required to match the third and first stimuli. A match trial occurred if the third and first letters matched, otherwise it was a mismatch trial.

linked earlobes as the reference. The electrode impedances were
kept below 10 k� .

2.4 Statistical analysis

2.4.1 Behavioral index analysis data
All data are consistent with normality. The effects of the

experimental condition match accuracy, RT (trimmed mean), were
determined by multivariate ANOVAs in SPSS 20.0 software. If any
main effect or interaction existed, paired sample T-tests were used
to make further comparisons. The threshold of probability for all
analyses was set at 0.05.

2.4.2 ERP data analysis statistical software
Mindwave-sorting and statistical parametric mapping (SPM)

were used to analyze ERP space-time (Zhou et al., 2004, 2019; Cao
et al., 2017; Cheng et al., 2021), and EEG data were preprocessed
using Mindwave-sorting offline classification. First, any artifacts
in the eye, muscle, and EEG signals were detected by Mindwave-
sorting at a threshold of ±70 µV and automatically corrected by
principal component analysis (Lins et al., 1993a,b). Subsequently,
a period of 100 ms before the target stimulus to 600 ms after
the target stimulus was segmented, and baseline correction was
performed to correct for the pre-stimulus activity. The ERP
baseline measurement was the average amplitude of the 100-ms
pre-stimulus interval. Finally, we obtained the total mean value
of the generalized mean waveform execution SPM for eight test
types. ERP’s statistical software package was used to run paired
T-tests corresponding to the ERP of each channel. The results were
obtained from the difference values of F to obtain the statistical
parameter image SPM. The threshold of significance for all analyses
was set at 0.05.

3 Results

Table 1 shows descriptive statistical results for response time
and accuracy. Tables 2, 3 show that there were significant

differences in response time among the different task types
(P = 0.009). There were significant differences among the different
task difficulties (P < 0.001), but there was no significant interaction
among the three task types. The accuracies (P = 0.010) and the
difficulties (P < 0.001) of the different task types were significantly
different. Task difficulty and task type had no significant interaction
effects on accuracy (P = 0.040, P > 0.016, Bonferroni correction
threshold). As can be seen from Table 4, when a 1-back visuospatial
task was performed by volunteers in the upright position, reaction
time and accuracy were statistically different from those recorded
in the seated position (P = 0.001, P = 0.017), and the reaction
speed and accuracy of the 1-back visuospatial task in the upright
position were greater than those in the seated position. In the 1-
back visual non-spatial task, the upright position reaction speed was
faster (P = 0.018), and the difference was statistically significant, but
there was no difference in accuracy (P = 0.416).

3.1 Spatiotemporal patterns of average
waveform and SPM (t) of upright 1-back
spatial working memory vs. seated
1-back spatial working memory

3.1.1 Average waveform and component analysis
Figure 4 shows 1-back spatial working memory in the upright

position (red waveform) and 1-back spatial working memory in
the seated position (green waveform). There were two stages of
differences in waveform between the two groups. The first stage was
N1 in the parieto-occipital lobe (160-180 ms), and the amplitude
of N1 in the upper position of electrodes placement O1 and P3
was higher than that in the sitting position during this period. The
second stage was the occipital lobe (280-360 ms). In this stage, the
amplitudes of P300 at electrodes O1 and O2 in the upright position
were lower than those in the seated position. The specific statistical
data for the amplitude differences between the two ERPs on typical
electrodes are shown in Table 5. At the P3 electrode, the maximum
effect of N1 was 1.56 µV at 160 ms, −1.73 µV when upright, and
−0.17 µV when seated. The maximum expression value of the P300
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TABLE 1 Statistical description results of response time and accuracy (M ± SD) (n = 20).

Task type Task difficulty RT (MS) ACC

Upright Non-spatial 1-Back 671.56 ± 120.85 0.928 ± 0.13

2-Back 893.32 ± 280.76 0.863 ± 0.12

Total 782.44 ± 241.10 0.896 ± 0.13

Spatial 1-Back 725.87 ± 170.22 0.947 ± 0.11

2-Back 1,008.14 ± 305.07 0.697 ± 0.18

Total 867.01 ± 282.64 0.822 ± 0.19

Seated Non-spatial 1-Back 731.43 ± 155.03 0.888 ± 0.17

2-Back 902.47 ± 282.06 0.817 ± 0.18

Total 816.95 ± 240.77 0.852 ± 0.18

Spatial 1-Back 898.90 ± 284.36 0.842 ± 0.15

2-Back 971.58 ± 267.33 0.756 ± 0.15

Total 935.24 ± 274.89 0.780 ± 0.16

RT, response time; MS, millisecond; ACC, accuracy.

effect was 2.56 µV at 300 ms at electrode O2, and the corresponding
wave amplitudes were 3.82 µV for the upright position and 6.38 µV
for the seated position.

3.1.2 Spatiotemporal patterns of SPM (t)
Figure 5 shows a topographic map of the SPM (t) (0-

600 ms) two-tailed paired T-test results. The white bright blue
locations were divided into thresholds corresponding to P = 0.05:
t(1,19) = ±2.09. The white dots on the topographic map represent
electrode sites with significant differences. The 1-back spatial
working memory in the upright position vs. 1-back spatial working

TABLE 2 Results of analysis of variance of three factors for reaction time.

RT df F P η2

Position 1 1.792 0.183 0.09

Task 1 6.984 0.009* 0.27

Difficulty 1 23.722 <0.001** 0.56

Position × task 1 0.193 0.661 0.01

Position × difficulty 1 2.875 0.092 0.13

Task × difficulty 1 0.061 0.806 0.00

Position × task × difficulty 1 1.071 0.302 0.05

RT, response time. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.001.

TABLE 3 Results of analysis of variance of three factors for accuracy.

ACC df F P η2

Position 1 1.867 0.174 0.09

Task 1 6.835 0.010* 0.26

Difficulty 1 23.754 <0.001** 0.56

Position × task 1 0.195 0.660 0.01

Position × difficulty 1 2.639 0.106 0.12

Task × difficulty 1 4.312 0.040 0.18

Position × task × difficulty 1 3.076 0.081 0.14

RT, response time. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.001.

memory in the sitting position was initially shown in the parieto-
occipital lobe at 160-180 ms, and the mean amplitude of 1-back
spatial working memory in the upright position was higher than
that in the seated position. Then, significant differences again
appeared in the occipital lobe at 280–360 ms, and the mean
amplitude was higher while sitting than standing.

3.2 Spatiotemporal patterns of average
waveform and SPM (t) of upright 1-back
non-spatial working memory vs. seated
1-back non-spatial working memory

3.2.1 Average waveform and component analysis
Figure 6 shows the results for 1-back non-spatial working

memory in the upright position (blue waveform) and 1-back

TABLE 4 Accuracy and reaction time paired T-test results.

Pair t1 (ACC) P1 (ACC) t2 (RT) P2 (RT)

10–30 2.607 0.017* −3.875 0.001*

15–35 0.832 0.416 −2.594 0.018*

20–40 −1.539 0.140 0.601 0.555

25–45 1.401 0.177 −0.331 0.745

10–20 6.208 <0.001** −4.709 <0.001**

15–25 3.077 0.006* −4.680 <0.001**

30–40 1.887 0.075 −1.625 0.121

35–45 1.258 0.224 −4.159 0.001*

10–15 0.651 0.523 2.363 0.029*

20–25 −3.690 0.002* 2.231 0.038*

30–35 −0.867 0.397 3.661 0.002*

40–45 −1.647 0.116 1.896 0.073

Ten upright spatial 1-back; 15 upright non-spatial 1-back; 20 upright spatial 2-back; 25
upright non-spatial 2-back; 30 seat spatial 1-back; 35 seat non-spatial 1-back; 40 seat spatial
2-back; 45 seat non-spatial 2-back. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.001.
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FIGURE 4

Average waveforms (–100 to 600 ms) across 19 electrodes for 20 subjects performing the visual-spatial 1-back test in upright position (red line) vs.
visual-spatial 1-back test in seated position (green line). The baseline of the ERPs is the average amplitude of the waveforms over 100 ms before the
stimulus is presented.

TABLE 5 Difference in ERP between upright 1-back visuospatial working memory and seated 1-back visuospatial working memory significant
waveform effect (n = 20).

Effect N1 (O1) N1 (P3) P300 (O2) P300 (P3) P300 (O1)

Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo

t/P −2.12 0.047 −2.20 0.040 −2.91 0.009 −2.30 0.032 −2.25 0.036

Cohen’s d/WO −0.973 160 −1.009 160 −1.335 300 −1.055 340 −1.032 280

WO is the time window. The time window was set to 20 ms.

FIGURE 5

The ERPs of 1-back space working memory in upright position vs. 1-back space working memory in seated position were tested by two-tailed paired
T-test, and the spatio-temporal pattern of SPM (t) (0–600 ms) was obtained by interpolation in average T-value. The time window is set at 20 ms.
The colors beyond the 0.05 significant threshold (19) = 2.09 at the two ends of the color scale represent significant regions. The white dots
represent the electrode sites with significant differences.
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FIGURE 6

Average waveform of 1-back non-spatial working memory (blue waveform) for 20 subjects in upright position vs. 1-back non-spatial working
memory (light blue waveform) at 19 electrodes (–100 to 600 ms). The baseline of the ERPs was the average amplitude of the waveform within
100 ms before the stimulus was presented.

non-spatial working memory in the seated position (light blue
waveform). There were two stages of differences in waveforms
between the two groups. The first stage was N1 (160-180 ms)
in the parieto-occipital lobe. During this time, the amplitudes
of N1 at electrodes O1, P3, and Pz in the standing position
were higher than those in the sitting position. The second stage
was in the parietal region and central prefrontal region (400-
460 ms). At this stage, the amplitudes of P300 at electrodes
Fz, F3, P4, Pz, and Cz recorded while the participants were
in the upright position were lower than those recorded in the
sitting position. The specific statistical data for the amplitude
differences between the two ERPs at typical electrodes are shown
in Table 6. The maximum N1 effect was 2.42 µV at 180 ms
at the Pz electrode, and the corresponding wave amplitude was
−4.73 µV in the upright position and −2.31 µV in the seated
position. The maximum expression value of the P300 effect was
3.06 µV at 440 ms at the Cz electrode, and the corresponding
amplitude was 3.83 µV in the upright position and 6.89 µV in the
seated position.

3.2.2 Spatiotemporal pattern of ERP of SPM (t)
Figure 7 is a topographic map of the SPM (t) (0-600 ms) two-

tailed paired T-test results. The white bright blue locations were
divided into thresholds corresponding to P = 0.05: t(1,19) = ±2.09.
The white dots on the topographic map represent electrode sites
with significant differences. The 1-back spatial working memory in

the upright position and 1-back non-spatial working memory in the
seated position were initially shown in the parieto-occipital lobe at
160-200 ms, with a higher mean amplitude in the upright position
than in the seated position. After that, significant differences again
appeared in the central parietal region between 400 and 460 ms,
and the mean amplitude was higher in the sitting position than in
the standing position.

3.3 Spatiotemporal patterns of average
waveform and SPM (t) of sitting 1-back
spatial working memory vs. sitting
2-back spatial working memory

3.3.1 Average waveform and component analysis
Figure 8 shows the 1-back spatial working memory in the seated

position (green waveform) and 2-back spatial working memory
in the seated position (gray waveform). There were differences
between the two groups in the waveform at the forehead (220-
380 ms). At this stage, the average P3a amplitude of the 1-back
working memory at electrode F3 was lower than that of the 2-
back working memory. The specific statistical data for amplitude
differences between the two ERPs at typical electrodes are shown
in Table 7. The maximum expression value of the P300 effect was
3.45 µV at 260 ms at electrode F3, which corresponded to an
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TABLE 6 Difference in ERP between upright 1-back visual non-spatial working memory and seated 1-back visual non-spatial working memory showing
significant waveform effect (n = 20).

Effect N1 (Pz) P300 (Fz) P300 (F3) P300 (Cz) P300 (P4)

Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo

t/P −2.73 0.013 −2.42 0.025 −2.25 0.036 −2.39 0.027 −2.39 0.027

Cohen’s d/WO −1.252 180 −1.110 420 −1.032 440 −1.097 440 −1.097 400

WO is the time window. The time window was set to 20 ms.

FIGURE 7

The ERPs of 1-back non-spatial working memory in upright position vs. 1-back non-spatial working memory in seated position were tested by
two-tailed paired T-test, and the spatio-temporal pattern of SPM (t) (0–600 ms) was obtained by means of interpolation in average T-value. The
time window is set at 20 ms. The colors beyond the 0.05 significant threshold (19) = 2.09 at the two ends of the color scale represent significant
regions. The white dots represent the electrode sites with significant differences.

FIGURE 8

Average waveforms of the ERPs at 19 electrodes (–100 to 600 ms) for 20 subjects performing 1-back spatial working memory (green waveform)
while seated vs. 2-back spatial working memory (gray waveform) while seated at 19 electrodes (–100 to 600 ms). The baseline of the ERPs was the
average amplitude of the waveforms within 100 ms before the stimulus was presented.
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amplitude of 1.90 µV in the 1-back space working memory and
4.35 µV in the 2-back space working memory.

3.3.2 Spatiotemporal pattern of ERP of SPM (t)
Figure 9 is a topographic map of the SPM (t) (0-600 ms)

two-tailed paired T-test results. The white and bright blue
locations were divided into thresholds corresponding to P = 0.05:
t(1,19) = ±2.09. The white dots on the topographic map represent
electrode sites with significant differences. The 1-back spatial
working memory in the seated position and 2-back spatial working
memory in the seated position showed that the average P3a
amplitude of the 1-back spatial working memory was lower than
that of the 2-back spatial working memory in the prefrontal lobe at
220-380 ms.

3.4 Spatiotemporal patterns of average
waveform and SPM (t) of sitting 1-back
spatial working memory vs. sitting
1-back non-spatial working memory

3.4.1 Average waveform and component
Figure 10 shows the 1-back spatial working memory (green

waveform) and 1-back non-spatial working memory (red
waveform) in the seated position. The readings for the occipital
lobe, parietal lobe, forehead, and central region (360-460 ms) are
represented in the waveforms of the two groups. At this stage, the
average amplitudes of the P300 1-back spatial working memory
at electrodes Fz, F3, P4, P3, Pz, Cz, O1, and O2 were lower than
those of P300 in the 1-back non-spatial working memory. The

specific statistical data for the amplitude differences between the
two ERPs at typical electrodes are shown in Table 8. The maximum
expression value of the P300 effect was 3.38 µV at 460 ms at the P4
electrode, and the corresponding amplitude of the 1-back spatial
working memory was 3.15 µV, while that of the 1-back non-spatial
working memory was 6.53 µV.

3.4.2 Spatiotemporal patterns of SPM (t)
Figure 11 shows a topographic map of the SPM (t) (0-

600 ms) two-tailed paired T-test results. The white and bright
blue locations are divided into t thresholds corresponding to
P = 0.05: t(1,19) = ±2.09. The white dots on the topographic map
represent electrode sites with significant differences. The 1-back
spatial working memory in sitting position and 1-back non-spatial
working memory in sitting position were displayed in the occipital
lobe, parietal lobe, and central region (360-460 ms), and the average
P3b amplitude of 1-back spatial working memory was lower than
that of 1-back non-spatial working memory.

4 Discussion

N is a key variable of the n-back paradigm. Many studies
have investigated the impact of cognitive load on working
memory updates by changing the parameter N. When performing
visuospatial and non-spatial working memory in the upright
position, the response time was extended, and the accuracy
decreased with an increase in task difficulty. These research results
are consistent with those of Luo et al. (2015) and Reed et al. (2017).
In visuospatial working memory, there was no significant difference
in response time or accuracy with an increase in task difficulty. In

TABLE 7 Significant waveform differences in ERP between sitting 1-back space working memory and sitting 2-back space working memory (n = 20).

Effect P3a (F3) P3a (F3) P3a (F3) P3a (F3) P3a (F3)

Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo

t/P −2.42 0.025 −2.31 0.032 −2.57 0.018 −2.97 0.008 −3.21 0.004

Cohen’s d/WO −1.110 220 −1.060 240 −1.179 260 −0.091 280 −1.473 300

WO is the time window. The time window was set to 20 ms.

FIGURE 9

The ERPs of 1-back space working memory in sitting position vs. 2-back space working memory in sitting position were tested by two-tail paired
T-test, and the spatio-temporal pattern of SPM (t) (0–600 ms) was obtained by interpolation in average T-value. The time window is set at 20 ms.
The colors beyond the 0.05 significant threshold (19) = 2.09 at the two ends of the color scale represent significant regions. The white dots
represent the electrode sites with significant differences.
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FIGURE 10

Average waveforms of 1-back spatial working memory (green waveform) vs. 1-back non-spatial working memory (red waveform) for 20 subjects
sitting down at 19 electrodes (–100 to 600 ms). The baseline of the ERPs was the average amplitude of the waveforms within 100 ms prior to
stimulus presentation.

TABLE 8 Differences in ERP between 1-back visual spatial working memory and 1-back visual non-spatial working memory in sitting position showing
significant waveform effect (n = 20).

Effect P300 (P4) P300 (Pz) P300 (Pz) P300 (P3) P300 (P4)

Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo

t/P −2.22 0.038 −2.44 0.024 −2.77 0.012 −2.62 0.016 −2.68 0.014

Cohen’s d/WO −1.019 360 −1.120 380 −1.271 440 −1.202 440 −1.230 460

Effect P300 (O1) P300 (O2) P300 (Fz) P300 (Cz) P300 (F3)

Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo Stat P/wo

t/P −2.36 0.029 −2.14 0.045 −2.15 0.044 −2.51 0.020 −2.42 0.025

Cohen’s d/WO −1.083 460 −0.981 460 −0.982 440 −1.152 460 −1.110 440

WO is the time window. The time window was set to 20 ms.

the case of visual non-spatial working memory, the response time
increased with the difficulty of the task. There may be sufficient
cognitive resources in the sitting position but limited cognitive
resources in the upright position, resulting in increased cognitive
difficulty and, thus, a significant difference in the behavioral data of
reaction time and accuracy. Brain imaging studies have shown that
the degree of prefrontal cortex activation increases with an increase
in working memory load (Herff et al., 2013). As the difficulty of

the tasks increased in this study, as shown in Figure 9, the P3a of
visuospatial working memory at F3 on the forehead increased. With
an increase in cognitive difficulty, increasingly, more attention was
required to complete tasks of low cognitive difficulty, which is
consistent with the research results of Herff et al. (2013). Mccarthy
and Donchin (1981) formed similar research conclusions. When
studying the ERP of typical working memory, he found that the
P300 amplitude increased with an increase in task load (Mccarthy
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FIGURE 11

The ERPs of 1-back spatial working memory in seated vs. 1-back non-spatial working memory in seated were tested by the two-tailed paired T-test,
and the spatio-temporal pattern of SPM (t) (0–600 ms) was obtained by interpolation within the mean T-value. The time window is set at 20 ms. The
colors beyond the 0.05 significant threshold (19) = 2.09 at the two ends of the color scale represent significant regions. The white dots represent the
electrode sites with significant differences.

and Donchin, 1981; Hagen et al., 2006). P300 volatility is an index
that reflects the resources allocated to different tasks. The more
resources are allocated, the greater the volatility (Kok, 2010).

In the upright position, the reaction time of 1-back visuospatial
working memory was longer than that of visual non-spatial
working memory, but the difference in accuracy was not statistically
significant. The reaction time of 2-back visuospatial working
memory was longer than that of visual non-spatial working
memory, while accuracy was greater for visual non-spatial working
memory, with both showing statistical significance. In the seated
position, the reaction time of 1-back spatial visual working memory
was longer than that of non-spatial visual working memory, but the
accuracies were comparable. There were no significant differences
in response time or accuracy between 2-back visual empty working
memory and visual non-spatial working memory. In Figure 11,
brain imaging studies have shown that both 1-back spatial working
memory and 1-back non-spatial working memory in the seated
position displayed activity in the occipital lobe, parietal lobe, and
central region (360-460 ms), and the average P3b amplitude of
1-back spatial working memory was lower than that of 1-back non-
spatial working memory. P300 volatility is an index that reflects
the resources allocated to different tasks. The more resources are
allocated, the greater the volatility (Kok, 2010).This indicates that
non-spatial visual memory consumes more cognitive resources
than spatial memory, and the difference in the coding stage between
the two is mainly in the parieto-occipital lobe.

Compared with in the seated position, participants in the
upright position had statistically different reaction times and
accuracies in the 1-back visuospatial task, while reaction time in
the 1-back visuospatial task in the upright position was faster and
more accurate than that in the seated position. In the 1-back visual
non-spatial task, those in the upright position had faster reaction
speed, and the difference was statistically significant, but there was
no difference in accuracy. For the 2-back visuospatial and 2-back
visuo non-spatial tasks, there were no significant differences in
accuracy or reaction time between those in the sitting position and
upright position. The upright posture promoted better responses
in the simple visuospatial and non-spatial tasks. As the difficulty
increased, posture had no significant effect on the participants
ability to perform the two tasks. Because of the time limits of

this study, only 1-back and 2-back tests were conducted; however,
further 3-back tests can be carried out for comparison. Lacour et al.
(2009) proposed that there is an “inverted U” relationship between
arousal level and behavioral control.

1-Back spatial working memory was performed in the seated
position, there were two stages of differences in waveforms between
the two groups. The first stage was N1 (160-180 ms) in parieto-
occipital lobe. During this time, the amplitude of N1 at electrodes
O1 and P3 in those in the standing position was higher than that
in the lower position. The second stage was in the occipital lobe
(280-360 ms). In this stage, the amplitude of P300 at the O1 and
O2 electrodes in the upright position was lower than that in the
seated position. Similar to the results of previous studies by Quant
et al. (2004) and Little and Woollacott (2015), the N1 effect in the
frontal, central, and parietal lobes was triggered under different
body positions, but in this study, the N1 effect was also triggered
in the occipital lobe. N1 is considered to be related to selective
attention, and with attention decreases, the N1 amplitude decreases
with it (Hawkes, 2003). Studies have found that N1 is positively
correlated with attention, when attention decreases, the amplitude
of N1 also decreases (Peters et al., 2003; Herff et al., 2013).
Finnigan observed that attention decreased and N1 amplitude
decreased with perceptual stimulation, distraction, and inattention
(Kutas and Hillyard, 1980). As shown in Figure 7, visuospatial
working memory performed in the upright position had a higher
N1 amplitude than that performed in the seated position. This
is consistent with the findings of other behavioral studies, and
behavioral data analysis shows that the reaction speed is improved
for subjects in the upright position. The results of behavioral and
EEG studies indicate this effect is related to the enhancement of
attention in the upright position. When performing 1-back visual
non-spatial tasks, the N1 effect was also induced in the upright and
sitting positions, and the N1 amplitude in the visual non-spatial
tasks while upright was larger than that in the seated position,
which is roughly consistent with the behavioral index, i.e., the
response speed was faster in the upright position. There was no
difference in N1 amplitude between spatial working memory and
non-spatial working memory.

The amplitude of P3b in the occipital lobe was lower in
the standing position than the seated position, which may
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have been because controlling an upright posture consumes
more cognitive resources, leading to a decline in the waveform
related to P3b information-encoding in the occipital lobe.
Although postural control promoted subjects’ attention, it still
competed with visuospatial cognitive tasks for central information
processing resources. When 1-back non-spatial working memory
was performed in the upright position and 1-back non-spatial
working memory was performed in the seated position, there were
two stages of differences in waveform between the two groups.
The first stage was N1 (160-180 ms) in the parieto-occipital lobe.
During this time, the amplitudes of N1 of those in the standing
position at electrodes O1, P3, and Pz were higher than those in
sitting position. The second stage was in the occipital lobe (400-
460 ms). In this stage, the P300 amplitudes at the Fz, F3, P4, Pz, and
Cz electrodes of those in the upright position were lower than those
in the seated position. The results show that maintaining an upright
posture also competes with visual non-spatial cognitive tasks for
central information-processing resources. We demonstrated that
upright postural control enhances early selective attention but
interferes with central memory encoding, thus confirming that
postural control and visuospatial and non-spatial working memory
share brain regions and compete with each other.

In this study, ERP demonstrated that upright posture control
competed for resources with cognitive tasks. The amplitude of both
visuospatial and non-spatial working memory P300 increased with
an increase in working memory load. The amplitude of P300 in the
visual spatial working memory task was lower than that in the visual
non-spatial working memory task. Due to the time limitations of
this study, only 1-back and 2-back tests were conducted, but 3-back
tests can be further carried out for comparison in the future.

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this study can be found in
online repositories. The names of the repository/repositories
and accession number(s) can be found in the article/
supplementary material.

Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by the
Medical Ethics Committee of The First Affiliated Hospital
of Guangdong Pharmaceutical University. The studies were
conducted in accordance with the local legislation and institutional

requirements. The participants provided their written informed
consent to participate in this study. Written informed consent
was obtained from the individual(s) for the publication of any
potentially identifiable images or data included in this article.

Author contributions

SS: Formal analysis, Writing – original draft, Writing –
review & editing. FH: Supervision, Writing – original draft. LC:
Methodology, Writing – original draft. CS: Project administration,
Software, Writing – original draft. JL: Methodology, Writing –
original draft. ZC: Methodology, Resources, Writing – original
draft, Writing – review & editing. WC: Data curation, Formal
analysis, Project administration, Software, Writing – original draft,
Writing – review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declare financial support was received for
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.
This study was supported by the National Key Research and
Development Project of China (2020YFC2005700), the Guangdong
Medical Science and Technology Research Foundation of China
(B2024222), the Guangdong Medical Science and Technology
Research Foundation of China (A2023353), and the Guangdong
Medical Research Fund project (A2023444).

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

References

Allum, J. H. J., and Keshner, E. A. (1986). “Vestibular and proprloceptive control
of sway stabilization”. Disorders of Posture and Gait, In: Bles, W. and Brandt, T. Eds.
(Amsterdam: Elsevier).

Andersson, G., Hagman, J., Talianzadeh, R., Svedberg, A., and Larsen, H. C. (2002).
Effect of cognitive load on postural control. Brain Res. Bull. 58, 135–139. doi: 10.1016/
S0361-9230(02)00770-0

Brown, C. R., Clarke, A. R., and Barry, R. J. (2007). Auditory processing in
an inter-modal oddball task: Effects of a combined auditory/visual standard on

auditory target ERPs. Int. J. Psychophysiol.65, 122–131. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2007.
04.002

Cao, Y., Zhou, S., and Wang, Y. (2017). Neural dynamics of cognitive flexibility:
Spatiotemporal analysis of event-related potentials. J. Nan Fang Yi Ke DaXueXue Bao
37, 755–760. doi: 10.3969/j.issn.1673-4254.2017.06.07

Chen, Y., Yu, Y., Niu, R., and Liu, Y. (2018). Selective effects of postural control on
spatial vs. nonspatial working memory: A functional near-infrared spectral imaging
study. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 12:243. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2018.00243

Frontiers in Neuroscience 12 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2024.1387865
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-9230(02)00770-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-9230(02)00770-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2007.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2007.04.002
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1673-4254.2017.06.07
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2018.00243
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/neuroscience
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fnins-18-1387865 June 22, 2024 Time: 11:4 # 13

Shan et al. 10.3389/fnins.2024.1387865

Cheng, W., Huang, Q., Chen, Y., Dai, W., Cui, L., Shan, S., et al. (2021). Parsing
the neural mechanisms of short-term and long-term associations in the flanker
tasks: An ERP analysis. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 15:626907. doi: 10.3389/fnbeh.2021.
626907

Clayson, P. E., Carbine, K. A., and Baldwin, S. A. (2019). Methodological reporting
behavior, sample sizes, and statistical power in studies of event-related potentials:
Barriers to reproducibility and replicability. Psychophysiology 56:13437. doi: 10.1111/
psyp.13437

Collins, J. J., and De Luca, C. D. (1995). Upright, correlated random walks walks
ramdom walks: A stastiscal-biomechanics approach to the human postural control
system. Chaos 5:57. doi: 10.1063/1.166086

Finnigan, S., Connell, R. G., Cummins, T. D. R., Broughton, M., and Robertson,
I. H. (2011). ERP measures indicate both attention and working memory encoding
decrements in aging. Psychophysiology 48, 601–611. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.2010.
01128.x

Fraizer, E. V., and Mitra, S. (2008). Methodological and interpretive issues in
posture-cognition dual-tasking in upright stance. Gait Post. 27, 271–279. doi: 10.1016/
j.gaitpost.2007.04.002

Hagen, G. F., Gatherwright, J. R., Lopez, B. A., and Polich, J. (2006). P3a from visual
stimuli: Task difficulty effects. Int. J. Psychophysiol. 59, 8–14. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpsycho.
2005.08.003

Harada, T., Miyai, I., Suzuki, M., and Kubota, K. (2009). Gait capacity affects cortical
activation patterns related to speed control in the elderly. Exp. Brain Res. 193, 445–454.
doi: 10.1007/s00221-008-1643-y

Hawkes, C. (2003). Olfaction in neurodegenerative disorder. Adv. Otorhinolaryngol.
63, 133–151. doi: 10.1159/000093759

Herff, C., Heger, D., Fortmann, O., Hennrich, J., Putze, F., and Schultz, T. (2013).
Mental workload during n-back task-quantified in the prefrontal cortex using fNIRS.
Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7:935. doi: 10.3389/FNHUM.2013.00935

Huxhold, O., Li, S.-C., Schmiedek, F., and Lindenberger, U. (2006). Dual-tasking
postural control: Aging and the effects of cognitive demand in conjunction with focus
of attention. Brain Res. Bull. 69, 294–305. doi: 10.1016/j.brainresbull.2006.01.002

Kataoka, Y., Ochi, A., and Wada, R. (2007). Standing postural sway controlled by
concurrent dual attention-demanding task with numerical subtraction. Rigakuryoho
Kagaku 22, 235–238. doi: 10.1589/rika.22.235

Kerr, B., Condon, S. M., and Mcdonald, L. A. (1985). Cognitive spatial processing
and the regulation of posture. J. Exp. Psychol. 11:617. doi: 10.1037//0096-1523.11.5.617

Kok, A. (1997). Event-related-potential (ERP) reflections of mental resources: A
review and synthesis. Biol. Psychol. 45, 19–56. doi: 10.1016/S0301-0511(96)05221-0

Kok, A. (2010). On the utility of P3 amplitude as a measure of processing capacity.
Psychophysiology 38, 557–577. doi: 10.1017/S0048577201990559

Kutas, M., and Hillyard, S. (1980). Reading senseless sentences: Brain potentials
reflect semantic incongruity. Science 207, 203–205. doi: 10.1126/sci9ence.7350657

Lacour, M., Borel, L., Jimeno, P., Borel, L., and Lacour, M. (2009). Age-related
changes in posture control are differentially affected by postural and cognitive
task complexity. J. Curr. Aging Sci. 2, 139–149. doi: 10.2174/18746098109020
20135

Lins, O. G., Picton, T. W., Berg, P., and Scherg, M. (1993a). Ocular artifacts in
EEG and event-related potentials I: Scalp topography. Brain Topogr. 6, 51–63. doi:
10.1007/BF01234127

Lins, O. G., Picton, T. W., Berg, P., and Scherg, M. (1993b). Ocular
artifacts in recording EEGs and event-related potentials II: Source dipoles

and source components. Brain Topogr. 6, 65–78. doi: 10.1007/bf0123
4128

Little, C. E., and Woollacott, M. (2015). EEG measures reveal dual-task interference
in postural performance in young adults. Exp. Brain Res. 233, 27–37. doi: 10.1007/
s00221-014-4111-x

Luo, Y., Qin, S., Fernández, G., Zhang, Y., Klumpers, F., and Li, H. (2015). Emotion
perception and executive control interact in the salience network during emotionally
charged working memory processing. Hum. Brain Mapp. 35, 5606–5616. doi: 10.1002/
hbm.22573

Maylor, E. A., Allison, S., and Wing, A. M. (2011). Effects of spatial and
nonspatial cognitive activity on postural stability. Br. J. Psychol. 92:211. doi: 10.1348/
000712601162211

Mccarthy, G., and Donchin, E. (1981). A metric for thought: A comparison of P300
latency and reaction time. Science 211, 77–80. doi: 10.1126/science.7444452

Mylene, D., Frank, J., and Allard, F. (2001). Influence of a visuo-spatial, verbal and
central executive working memory task on postural control. Gait Post. 14, 110–116.
doi: 10.1016/S0966-6362(01)00113-8

Ozdemir, R. A., Contreras-Vidal, J. L., and Paloski, W. H. (2017). Cortical control
of upright stance in elderly. Mechanisms Ageing Dev. 169, 19–31. doi: 10.1016/j.mad.
2017.12.004

Peters, J. M., Hummel, T., Kratzsch, T., Lötsch, J., Skarke, C., and Frölich, L.
(2003). Olfactory function in mild cognitive impairment and Alzheimer’s disease:
An investigation using psychophysical and electrophysiological techniques. Am. J.
Psychiatry 160, 1995–2002. doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.160.11.1995

Quant, S., Adkin, A. L., Staines, W. R., and McIlroy, W. E. (2004). Cortical activation
following a balance disturbance. Exp. Brain Res. 155, 393–400. doi: 10.1007/s00221-
003-1744-6

Redick, T. S., and Lindsey, D. R. (2013). Complex span andn-back measures of
working memory: A meta-analysis. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 20, 1102–1113. doi: 10.3758/
s13423-013-0453-9

Reed, J. L., Gallagher, N. M., Sullivan, M., Callicott, J. H., and Green, A. E. (2017).
Sex differences in verbal working memory performance emerge at very high loads of
common neuroimaging tasks. Brain Cogn. 113, 56–64. doi: 10.1016/j.bandc.2017.01.
001

Ren, J., Kazuhiko, W., and Makoto, M. (2010). The effect of cognitive task on visual
control of standing posture: The effect of cognitive task on visual control of standing
posture. Acta Psychol. Sin. 42, 360–366. doi: 10.3724/SP.J.1041.2010.00360

Schmid, M., Conforto, S., Lopez, L., and Alessio, T. (2007). Cognitive load affects
postural control in children. Exp. Brain Res. 179, 375–385. doi: 10.1007/s00221-006-
0795-x

Varghese, J. P., Staines, W. R., and Mcilroy, W. E. (2019). Activity in functional
cortical networks temporally associated with postural instability. Neuroscience 401,
43–58. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2019.01.008

Watson, M. (1999). Neurophysiological basis of movement. Physiotherapy 85, 575–
575. doi: 10.1016/S0031-9406(05)61260-6

Woollacott, M., Shumway-Cook, A., and Williams, H. (2001). Normal postural
control. Motor Control Theory Pract. Appl. 19:44.

Zhou, S., Xiong, S., Cheng, W., and Wang, Y. (2019). Flanker paradigm contains
conflict and distraction factors with distinct neural mechanisms: An ERP analysis in a
2-1 mapping task. Cogn. Neurodyn. 13, 341–356. doi: 10.1007/s11571-019-09529-w

Zhou, S., Zhou, W., and Chen, X. (2004). Spatiotemporal analysis of ERP during
Chinese idiom comprehension. Brain Topogr. 17, 27–37. doi: 10.1023/B:BRAT.
0000047334.48256.9f

Frontiers in Neuroscience 13 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2024.1387865
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2021.626907
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2021.626907
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13437
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13437
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.166086
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2010.01128.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2010.01128.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2007.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2007.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-008-1643-y
https://doi.org/10.1159/000093759
https://doi.org/10.3389/FNHUM.2013.00935
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainresbull.2006.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1589/rika.22.235
https://doi.org/10.1037//0096-1523.11.5.617
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-0511(96)05221-0
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0048577201990559
https://doi.org/10.1126/sci9ence.7350657
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874609810902020135
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874609810902020135
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01234127
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01234127
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01234128
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01234128
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-014-4111-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-014-4111-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22573
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22573
https://doi.org/10.1348/000712601162211
https://doi.org/10.1348/000712601162211
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7444452
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0966-6362(01)00113-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mad.2017.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mad.2017.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.160.11.1995
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-003-1744-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-003-1744-6
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-013-0453-9
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-013-0453-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2010.00360
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-006-0795-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-006-0795-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2019.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-9406(05)61260-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11571-019-09529-w
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BRAT.0000047334.48256.9f
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BRAT.0000047334.48256.9f
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/neuroscience
https://www.frontiersin.org/

	Interaction between visual working memory and upright postural control in young adults: an event-related potential study based on the n-back paradigm
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods and materials
	2.1 General information
	2.2 Stimulus materials and subjects' tasks
	2.3 Electroencephalogram recordings
	2.4 Statistical analysis
	2.4.1 Behavioral index analysis data
	2.4.2 ERP data analysis statistical software


	3 Results
	3.1 Spatiotemporal patterns of average waveform and SPM (t) of upright 1-back spatial working memory vs. seated 1-back spatial working memory
	3.1.1 Average waveform and component analysis
	3.1.2 Spatiotemporal patterns of SPM (t)

	3.2 Spatiotemporal patterns of average waveform and SPM (t) of upright 1-back non-spatial working memory vs. seated 1-back non-spatial working memory
	3.2.1 Average waveform and component analysis
	3.2.2 Spatiotemporal pattern of ERP of SPM (t)

	3.3 Spatiotemporal patterns of average waveform and SPM (t) of sitting 1-back spatial working memory vs. sitting 2-back spatial working memory
	3.3.1 Average waveform and component analysis
	3.3.2 Spatiotemporal pattern of ERP of SPM (t)

	3.4 Spatiotemporal patterns of average waveform and SPM (t) of sitting 1-back spatial working memory vs. sitting 1-back non-spatial working memory
	3.4.1 Average waveform and component
	3.4.2 Spatiotemporal patterns of SPM (t)


	4 Discussion
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	References




