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Research goal

| Replication of the N2 effect
1n the canonical version of the Eriksen Flanker

1. The fronto-central N2 (200-300ms post-stimulus at FCz) observed in the Go-NoGo Task on a large sample with repeated measures.
paradigm typically interpreted as an index of response inhibition [1].

Background

2. By analogy, a negativity reported for incongruent trials 1in the flanker

task also interpreted as an index of response inhibition [1,6]. MethOd S

3. Striking diversity i1n characteristics of the reported ,,N2" component across
different ERP studies using the flanker paradigm (different from the Go-NoGo N2): Large sample with repeated measures

varying topography (e.g. posterior)[8],

diverse time windows [8,9], _ _

nonstandard measures (non-mastoid reference [3], using peak amplitudes [2]), 52 Polish high school students (41 women, 16-17 y.o0.)
the effect often confused with the P300 for congruent trials [1,4,6]. /-month breaks between the three testing sessions

Independent variables:

C - congruency (1ncongruent vs. congruent)

Ta.S k St r'UCtu rle EC - electrode cluster

(frontal, central, parietal)
(Erj kksen F1_aknker Task) T festi _
| ¢ Erisken&Eriksen, 1974 - testing session
Respond to. ‘sandition (T1, T2, T3) +
the direction of Congruent Frontal EC

the central arrow condition Dependent variable:

Ighore | | | 1
the distractors Mean amplitude (uv) CeEEra

(flanking arrows) in time windows (ms):
1300 - 2700

2 blocks, ms - ~ ) |
72 trials in each, — 1820 ms 1300 -2700 N2 (200-320) Parietal EC

50% incongruent trials ms until response - P3.c (370-450)

50% trials under fixation point or 1akme - P3.1c (490-630)

—>
time

Behavioral results: R -I t
repeated measures ANOVA e S u S

3 (Test wave) x 2 (Congruity) Results summary

ERP results:

repeated measures ANOVA Behavioral results
3 (Test wave) x 3 (Electrode Cluster) x 2 (Congruity)
o vean amplitudes () 1. Clear flanker congruity effect:
5 _ shorter RTs in congruent condition
§ Factors (200—%0 ms) (37(P)§21§8nms) (49(P)§é13(n)cms) (p< . 001)
X6.3
& Flanker — . - - 2. Better performance at T2&T3 than
6.2 Congraent — at Tl: shorter RTs (p<.001)
CX ECXT
. 3 w <_05 W ERP r'eSU-ltS

2
Testing phase

1. A frontal positivity for
the incongruent condition 1n the 200-320
ms time window.

Test wave

Time window

Differences in P3 latency dependent
N2 congruity:
(200-320 ms)

P300 for congruent trials
the 370-450 ms time window
(congruent > i1ncongruent)

P3
(370-450 ms)

b) P300 for incongruent trials
in the 490-630 ms time window
(1ncongruent > congruent)

P3

(490-630 ms) c) The P300 latencies for

congruent and incongruent trials
correlate with RTs

congruent condition
incongruent condition
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selective attention).
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