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Switch costs scale inversely with switch frequency, reflecting strategic adaptation of cognitive flexibility.
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Statistical testing: dependent-samples two-tailed t test with a nonparametric
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Target locked switch-related positivity is reversed around average response time onset. As before,
marginally significant interaction effect shows switch-related polarity inversion in infrequent switch blocks.

Conclusions

« Switch frequency modulates the relationship between switches and repeat
trial ERP signatures at both the cue and stimulus processing stages

« These effects are mainly driven by repeat trial changes across switch

frequency conditions, mirroring behavioral results

« Future directions: Time frequency analyses® of frontal theta, or MVPA
decoding® of task rules or switch frequencies post-cue v. post-stimulus
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