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1. Brain activity increase: real > sham neurofeedback Response time in mental rotation task Completion time in trail making task (B)
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interaction. We allocated 64 students on a 2:1 basis to either real or sham Fig. 3. Error bars indicate = 1 standard error of the mean. To test our hypotheses, we estimated linear mixed models
neurofeedback and subsequently on a 1:1 basis to either self- or external-pacing including neurofeedback, pacing, time point and their interaction as fixed effects and participant as a random intercept.
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Discussion

Previous studies classified participants by their ability to increase brain activity either

as responder or as non-responder. Here we expanded this binary approach by
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2) Real NF : ext. paced 5o | o 4 min. rest increases in cognitive performance.
+ Feedback: : . : :
3) Sham NF : self paced @@ . ® individual upper alpha Varying effects of self-paced training on performance in a mental rotation task and
[1, 3s] | via P3, Pz, P4, 01, 02 , , o , , ,
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- J JAN ey 7981 ) L y . .
‘ ‘ demonstrated greater increases in self-paced tasks [3].
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frequency band increases model fits and the effects on cognitive performance.

For electrophysiological data acquisition we used a BrainAmp DC amplifier (Brain
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