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Background and motivation Strongest alpha power occurred in parieto-occipital channels and strongest beta power in Alpha-beta correlation and individual differences

frontal channels

» Neurophysiological studies across species suggest that intrinsic brain oscillations influence sensory
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Despite being correlated, alpha and beta power each provide significant independent

Alpha (F = 4.7789, p = 0.0002397) and beta (F = 6.4915, p = 5.346e-06) power both

Induced brain oscillations seen in the alpha (7-15 Hz) and beta (13-30 Hz) bands

contributions to predicting single-trial behavioral outcomes

covaried significantly with percent correct score within condition
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attention [7,8] and fronto-motor predictive coding [9-11], respectively
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power ratio across trials = listeners may have employed different task strategies
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