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* Mind blanking (MB): mental state of empty Within-subject design (31 TMRI)

mind or with no reportable content U,
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“Press the button when you realize you had a MB” “Report your mental state when you hear the cue”
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scMB and pMB correlated positively, and both type of reports distributed uniformly over time

scMB and pMB Correlation
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scMB and pMB clustering were equivalent in P3/P4 and

, o , , FC patterns and their occurrence rate matched prior work
iInconclusive in P1/P2, with no clear difference

Comparison of conditions Combined conditions

Difference between scMB and pMB conditions Centroids (k=4, lag=0s) Centroid Matrices for K-Means Clustering (k=4, lag=0s, data=all)
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Distance to Same-condition vs Other-condition Cluster
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