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4 Introduction )

* We use Inattentional Blindness (IB) [1] in the context of a “no-report” paradigm
[2] to investigate the neural correlates of consciousness (NCCs).

* We used four ditferent analyses of scalp EEG data to help inform this debate:

1) Event-related potentials (ERPs) 2) Event-related spectral perturbations (ERSPs)
3) Signal stability analyses 4) Pattern classification with temporal generalization

\_ Timing and topography of candidate NCCs are currently debated [4]. Y.

* 3-phase IB paradigms allow for isolation NCCs from task-specific activity [3].
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