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Introduction Results Prediction of behavioural miss/correct trials using decoding of

distance (task-relevant) information

Behavioural and neural effects of vigilance decrement evoked by the MOM task

Deteriorating behavioural performance (i.e. increasing misses and reaction times) for the Monitoring vs
Active condition shows that the MOM task evokes vigilance decrements successfully.

The difference in information decoding rates between the correct vs miss trials allowed prediction of the
outcome of the trial:
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- Using MVPA, we extracted information about dots’ ditance from
the defletion point (all possible pairs of 15 distances) and dots’
direction of approach (right vs left).

: SE— - On miss trials, the decoding rates of task-relevant information decreases in the brain.
On miss (vs hit) trials:

Decoding of task-irrelevant information (i.e. direction of approach) is noisier, but not decreased.
Decoding of task-relevant information (i.e. distance) is decreased.

- We used these observations to predict behavioural outcome of individual trials with ~80% accuracy
around 800 ms before the action was needed.
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