Toward real-time neurofeedback for the
suppression of unwanted working memories
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Classifier Training
* Neural patterns of Maintain and Suppress generalize across experiments?;
we trained a classifier to guide engagement toward this group template.
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* Directly suppressing unwanted working memory content reduces

its subsequent accessibility’.
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generalization group classifier trained on top 10k voxels
across experiments? independent data (N = 48)’ (whole brain)
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e Suppression engagement fluctuates trial to trial?, and weaker rained
engagement predicts difficulty controlling unwanted thoughts®. -
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* Because suppression is a complex, internal process, individuals o 1 5 %45 67 86w _ control I— diameter reflects
. . . . Trial Time (TR) ngagement W g (o oe® cued-strategy engagement
lack a direct signal of how well they are engaging it.

e Decoded neurofeedback can provide this signal by tracking the 4 RESULTS
distributed activity patterns of suppression engagement*.
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Suppress vs. Maintain | g = 0.064, BF,, = 77.78 |  =-0.008, BF, = 3.97
(all sessions) 10 10

Can decoded neurofeedback increase the strength Sunpross x Session | 0002, BF =025 | B =00003, BF <026

and consistency of suppression engagement? Maintain x Session__| =001, BF,, = 1222 |p - 0.0003, BF,, = 026
Control engagement does not predict behavioral accessibility
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DISCUSSION

Neurofeedback did not modulate suppression engagement or

_ _ consistency, and did not predict changes in memory accessibility.
Behavioral Transfer (Sessions 1-3)

Encode Control Delay Engageme_nt may index, but not dr_ive, downstream changes: |
1s manipulating even the strongest signal need not change behavior®,.

Engagement is only one piece: how it shapes the targeted memory’s
representation may better index whether control succeeds.
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