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Non-matching trials included more unrelated and more (semantically or phonologically) related items. Example of an item with
high semantic similarity.
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What is the EEG signature of the effects of individual differences
in inner speech propensity on visual recognition?
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- Individual differences in inner speech propensity are
reflected in pre-target posterior alpha and beta activity.
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Fig. 4. ERPs per typicality group (median split) at channel P10.

« Visual processing as indexed by the P1 is influenced by
individual differences in inner speech traits and stimulus P1 Interaction Effects on RT
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Fig. 5. Left: Interaction between P1 amplitude and semantic similarity on RT.
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