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Statistically significant group differences

- Different strategies to obtain the same signal-to-noise ratio: The in SSVEP amplitudes were observed only
Target Flankers low-WMC increased attention to the target, whereas high-WMC in occipital electrodes that showed
suppressed attention to the flankers. strong SSVEPs.
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DISCUSSION

- WMC is related to the control of attention to both relevant and irrelevant information. High-WMC indi-
viduals inhibit distractors more strongly, whereas low-WMC individuals enhance targets. Two different strat-
egies can result in similar behavioral performance, yet suppression might be more neurally efficient®.

- In a frequency-tagged version of the Eriksen flanker task, as in a standard version>*, conflict-related theta
power was increased. However, frontal midline theta did not show VWMC-related differences.

to cognitive tasks with small stimuli and relatively short stimulus presentation times.

- General implications for the use of SSVEPs to study cognitive processes. SSVEPs can be successfully applied
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