Short-Term Memory Improvement Requires Stable Modulation of EEG Alpha Oscillations
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High-effort blocks included a monetary bonus ($1 for correct responses) on ten random trials. At the end of a
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High-density scalp EEG was recorded at 250 Hz for offline analysis. The EEG signal was filtered to between 2 and \ /
100 Hz, and artifacts were removed by visual inspection and ICA analysis.

Time-frequency transforms were performed using a Morlet wavelet filterbank on the time window from 0.5-2.5

seconds after stimulus offset.
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