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Subjects performed three tasks in blocks of 60 trials each. In the % 3 In Remember 2 condition,
Remember 1 condition subjects view a display of oriented bars (2 on

each side of fixation), and judge whether a subsequently presented
probe (P1) differs from that display. This task resembles Vogel and
Machizawa’s (2004) change detection task.
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The Remember 2 condition is similar to Remember 1, but subjects must 13 subjects performed the Remember/ignore task while , x10% A
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Dynamic changes in o power are associated with ignoring.
* Preparatory activity predicts subsequent accuracy in memory for a
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Significant differences at p<0.05

with *. ERP multiple comparison

corrected using bootstrap methods. df‘ff éren t. St'm.Uqu ] . . .
Within-subject error bars.  “Good ignoring” (as defined by high o -band power ) predicts

Pre vs post-stimulus activity shows ability to overcome interference (defined by behavior).
alpha suppression * In this paradigm, transient a-band power is associated with good

performance, due to suppression of interfering information.
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Random delays of 700 to 1200 ms between stimuli onsets. S1 and S2

are on the screen for 100 ms each. P1 and P2 are on the screen until Supported by: NIH grants MH068404 and T32 NS07292.
Thanks to John Langton and Tim Hickey for use of exploratory data analysis tool
response or 2000 ms. NDVis. Download it at http:/neuron.cs.brandeis.edu

Does this pre-stimulus activity
impact behavior? Consistent with role of o in active inhibition, not “idling.”
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