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If | can’t stop myself, does it matter what | do next?

An ERP study of the monitoring of primary stop errors and secondary choice errors
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All types of errors elicited a response-locked ERN.
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Correct trials following flanker error trials and both types of

Correct Pog;t_Eerr Trials "NoGo'error trials presented a negative response-locked voltage
: : deflection compared to correct trials following correct trials.
MPFC Theta Frequency Dynamics
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For time-frequency decompositions, raw signals were first fil-
tered between 3 and 13 Hz (harrow-band) using a 385-point FIR
filter.
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After filtering, all data were sorted into 3000 ms epochs.
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