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Open multi-session and multi-
task EEG cognitive Dataset for 
passive brain-computer Interface 
Applications
Marcel F. Hinss   1 ✉, Emilie S. Jahanpour1, Bertille Somon2, Lou Pluchon1, Frédéric Dehais1,3 
& Raphaëlle N. Roy1,3

Brain-Computer Interfaces and especially passive Brain-Computer interfaces (pBCI), with their 
ability to estimate and monitor user mental states, are receiving increasing attention from both the 
fundamental research and the applied research and development communities. Testing new pipelines 
and benchmarking classifiers and feature extraction algorithms is central to further research within this 
domain. Unfortunately, data sharing in pBCI research is still scarce. The COG-BCI database encompasses 
the recordings of 29 participants over 3 separate sessions with 4 different tasks (MATB, N-Back, PVT, 
Flanker) designed to elicit different mental states, for a total of over 100 hours of open EEG data. This 
dataset was validated on a subjective, behavioral and physiological level, to ensure its usefulness to 
the pBCI community. Furthermore, a proof of concept is given with an example of mental workload 
estimation pipeline and results, to ensure that the data can be used for the design and evaluation of 
pBCI pipelines. This body of work presents a large effort to promote the use of pBCIs in an open science 
framework.

Background & Summary
Since the industrial revolution, work environments have seen a shift away from physical work towards oversee-
ing and controlling machines1. Even though accidents and incidents have become rarer, this shift in operator 
activity has led to an increase in cognitive demand through supervision, while simultaneously making errors 
more costly2,3. One emerging solution to optimize human-machine teaming and prevent human error is to 
implement passive Brain Compute Interfaces (pBCI4). PBCIs allow the estimation and monitoring of critical 
mental states during complex real-life tasks based on neuroimaging data collected from the user /operator. These 
mental state inference systems can be then used to dynamically drive human-machine interactions to overcome 
cognitive bottleneck5,6. Mental states that are commonly targeted include (but are not limited to) mental work-
load, vigilance and task-switching ability as they are known to precede a degradation of human performance7. 
In practice, researchers will use laboratory tasks (eg. the N-Back paradigm) to specifically target one of these 
mental states (working memory). Concomitantly, brain activity is recorded with electroencephalography (EEG) 
and/or functional near-infrared spectroscopy (fNIRS) to then be classified with machine-learning algorithms. 
As the ground truth about the task difficulty is known by the experimenter, the results of the classification 
can then be evaluated in terms of their accuracy8. However, BCI’s further development and use in real life are 
unfortunately hindered by a decrease in performance due to strong variability that originates both between and 
within users factors9. In particular, EEG signals and BCI performance have been reported to significantly change 
across days, tasks, users’ mental states and contexts10–15. A relevant solution to tackle this issue is to develop 
transfer learning methods. Transfer learning is an overarching term for a group of problems that refer to the 
decrease in effectiveness/accuracy of machine-learning algorithms and pipelines when applying the algorithm 
to slightly different but related data16. To that end, open datasets present not only a cost-effective alternative to 
collecting data individually for each experiment but also enables researchers to validate their algorithms and 
compare their performances on a similar set of data. Nonetheless, the number of freely available datasets is, with 
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exceptions17, very limited see10 for further details). The advantages of data sharing and the simultaneous lack 
of free data were the motivating factors for the creation of the COG-BCI database18. Hence, this database18 was 
designed to propose a sufficient amount of fully informed data in a range of conditions representing various 
cognitive states, thus also allowing researchers to investigate transfer learning. Four tasks were carefully selected 
to allow the assessment of various mental states. The Flanker task is used for decision-making and conflict eval-
uation19. The task consists of deciding the direction of an arrow, while either having distracting (incongruent) 
or non-distracting (congruent) stimuli presented at the same time. Afterwards, participants receive feedback, 
allowing researchers to investigate the effects of errors as well as trial-based feedback. The N-Back task is known 
for taxing working memory, and has therefore been frequently used to elicit different levels of mental work-
load20. Here, participants have to retain numbers that appear on the screen and decide if the currently presented 
letter is the same as the Nth letter before (N equal to 0, 1 or 2). Another more ecological way to measure mental 
workload is the MATB-II, in which participants have to simultaneously perform four aviation-related subtasks. 
Lastly, the Psychomotor Vigilance Task (PVT) was selected as a simple and well-established measure for robust 
estimation of vigilance and fatigue21. In this task, participants have to react as fast as possible, by pressing a but-
ton, to a stimulus appearing pseudo-randomly on a computer screen. This article was meant as a description of a 
publicly available EEG database18. It details the methods used to create the tasks and database, the experimental 
choices and standards selected. Next, the analyses used for technical validation of the tasks are presented. The 
results (subjective, behavioral and physiological) are further interpreted to determine if the tasks were correctly 
implemented and elicited the expected mental states and their physiological markers. These results also include 
a proof of concept of their possible use for pBCI development with a three-class machine-learning estimation 
pipeline example. Lastly, usage notes are provided.

Methods
Participants.  Ethical Approval for the data collection and subsequent distribution was obtained from the 
Comité d’Éthique de la Recherche - CER at Université de Toulouse (CER number 2021-342). Based on the aver-
age number of participants presented in the pBCI literature (around 15 participants per experiment5,22), cogni-
tive science literature (around 20 participants per experiment23,24) and similar databases (SEED25 15 participants 
and DEAP26 32 participants) we initially recruited 35 participants to perform this experiment. Due to partici-
pant dropout and technical issues with the data collection, a total of 29 participants were included in the final 
experimental setup. Participants (11 Female, 18 Male) were on average 23.9 (Std. 3.20) y.o. All but 4 participants 
were students, while the others were employees. 14 participants had obtained a bachelor’s degree, while 13 had 
obtained a master’s degree. Based on the Edinburgh Handedness scale, 2 participants were left-handed.

Experimental paradigm.  The experiment was conducted over 3 sessions spaced one week apart during 
which participants had to perform 4 different tasks: the N-back task, the MATB-II, the PVT and the arrow-based 
Eriksen flanker task19. Upon their arrival for the first session, participants were informed about the study proce-
dure and asked to read and sign the informed consent.Participants consented to the collection and subsequent 
distribution of their subjective, behavioral and physiological (cardiac and EEG) data for the duration of the exper-
iment. Participants also consented to having a 3D picture taken. Then they were asked to fill in the demographic 
questionnaires, as well as the Edinburgh Handedness Inventory27. The EEG was set up while participants received 
task instructions. To ensure precise electrode location for within and between-subjects variability, a 3D picture 
of their head with the electrode cap was recorded at the beginning of each session. Then, participants completed 
a short training sequence for all 4 tasks. After training, they filled in the Karolinska Sleepiness Scale28 (KSS) and 
performed a two-minute resting state (one-minute eyes open and one minute eyes closed) while their brain activ-
ity was recorded. Participants then started performing the tasks, which were presented twice in a pseudorandom 
order followed systematically by a Rating Scale Mental Effort29 (RSME). An additional KSS was also completed 
following the PVT only. Participants were allowed to take short breaks in-between tasks. After all tasks were fully 
completed, participants performed another resting-state period, before filling in the KSS scale once more. The 
entire experimental protocol is detailed in Fig. 24. Completing the tasks took from 65 up to 80 minutes depending 
on the number of breaks the participants took. Together with setting up the electrodes and training, each session 
lasted for about two hours, with the first session often lasting a bit longer due to more detailed instructions. Due 
to the ongoing pandemic at the time of acquisition, a special sanitary protocol was adopted.

Materials.  The database was created by acquiring subjective, behavioral and physiological data from par-
ticipants using the experimental protocol presented above. Details on the questionnaires, tasks and acquisition 
devices used are given in this section.

Subjective questionnaires.  All questionnaires were coded and administered with MATLAB v.2021a  
(The Mathworks Inc.), and presented on a 60 Hz LCD computer screen. The questionnaires can be found in Fig. 23.

Demographics.  The demographics questionnaire includes questions assessing age, gender, level of education 
and occupation.

Edinburgh handedness inventory.  The shortened version of the Edinburgh Handedness Inventory is adminis-
tered to participants30. It encompasses four items (e.g., writing) scored on a 5-point scale ranging from: “Always 
right; Usually right; Both equally; Usually left; Always left”. This shortened version is a faster measure while main-
taining its reliability27.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01898-y
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Karolinska sleepiness scale (KSS).  The KSS performs a measure of subjective sleepiness at any given time31. It is 
a simple 9-point scale ranging from “1 extremely alert” to “9 extremely sleepy - fighting sleep”. The scale has been 
validated and used frequently thus providing a fast, straightforward and reliable measure of sleepiness28.

Rating scale mental effort (RSME).  The RSME is a scalar measure of Mental Effort. On a 150mm-long line, par-
ticipants have to indicate their subjective level of workload. The scale is marked by 9 anchor points ranging from 
‘0 = absolutely no effort’ to ‘130 = extreme effort’. The instructions are written above the scale and read: “Please 
indicate, by marking the vertical axis below, how much effort it took for you to complete the task you have just 
finished”. This scale has been validated and is favourable due to its short duration compared to other scales, such 
as the widely used NASA-Task Load Index29.
Tasks.  Psychomotor vigilance task.  The PVT is a 10-minute task allowing to measure vigilance21,32. Participants 
are asked to react as fast as possible to the appearance of a timer on the computer screen by pressing the space bar 
of a keyboard. This task was designed to closely resemble the PC-PVT 2.0, an established computer version of the 
PVT32. Each trial starts with an interstimulus interval (ISI) lasting between 2 and 10 s. Then the timer is displayed 
on the screen until participants responded Fig 1. Then the timer stops and displays the participant’s reaction time 
on the screen for another 500 ms. Participants have to perform a total of 90 trials per session, leading the task 
to last roughly 10 minutes. Participants’ reaction times and responses are collected throughout the whole task. 
Figure 2 contains an illustration of the task.

N-Back task.  The N-Back task is a widely used measure of both working memory and mental workload20,33. 
This task is selected to elicit different levels of mental workload across several conditions without changing the 
amount of visual information presented or the amount of motor responses required thus avoiding EEG data 
contamination.

Fig. 1  Experimental setup with a participant equipped with the 64 electrode EEG system performing the 
MATB-II task. Consent for the publication of this picture was obtained from the participant.

Fig. 2  The PVT task: Following an ISI of 2–10 seconds a red timer appears, which shows the time elapsed from 
trial onset until reaction. Once the participant reacts with a button push, the timer stops and shows the reaction 
time for 500 ms before the next trial starts.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01898-y
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On a computer screen, participants are presented with single letters appearing for a short period of time. 
Participants are instructed to remember the order in which the numbers appear and to react with a button press 
if the presented number is the same as the Nth number presented before. The N here is the variable that deter-
mines the difficulty of a particular block. With the increasing size of N, the difficulty of this task increases, as 
more numbers need to be retained. Here 3 different conditions are chosen 0-Back, 1-Back and 2-Back corre-
sponding to easy, medium and high workload levels. Trials begin with the presentation of a number (between 1 
and 9) for 500 ms, followed by a blank screen for 1500 ms (Fig. 3). If the number presented is a hit number par-
ticipants are instructed to respond by hitting the space bar. A hit number corresponds to the number 3 in the 
0-back condition; the same number as the previous one in the 1-back condition; and the same number as 2 trials 
before in the 2-back condition. Each block consists of 48 trials and lasts approximately 2 minutes. The display 
frequency of hit numbers was fixed at 1

3
 (16 trials per block) in all three conditions. Participants completed 3 

blocks (~6 minutes) of each condition for a total of 9 blocks.
Additionally, in the 2-back condition, 5 conflict trials are added per block. These trials are characterized by 

a number being followed immediately by the same number again. Participants are asked not to react to these 
trials, but this has been suggested to result in eliciting conflict34. As these trials would also occur during full 
randomization of the numbers, they have no adverse effect on the participant’s performance. Before the onset of 
each block, the participant was informed about the condition of the block as well as given a short instruction on 
what to do. Participants’ responses and reaction times are recorded throughout the entire task for each session.

Flanker task.  The Flanker task is a simple choice reaction task to elicit errors and conflict during a binary deci-
sion19. In its arrowhead version, p articipants are presented with stimuli composed of 5 horizontal arrows. They 
are instructed to react to the middle arrow and ignore the flanking arrows on either side. These flanker stimuli can 
either point towards the same direction (congruent condition) or the other direction (incongruent condition) as 
the target, central arrow. A typical stimulus may therefore look like ‘<< ><<’ or ‘<<<<<’, where the respec-
tive targets are ‘>’ and ‘<’. Each trial begins with an ISI of 2000 m, followed by the stimulus display for 16 ms 
(Fig. 4). This display time was determined in a pilot study based on changes in error rates. Each of the four possi-
ble stimuli (‘>>< >>’ ‘<<<<<’ ‘<< ><<’ ‘>>>>>’) are presented equally frequently (25% of all trials) in 
a pseudorandom order. Following the stimulus presentation, participants are required to respond by stating the 
target direction with the “S” and “L” keys of the keyboard. During this time a blank screen with a fixation cross 
is shown for 2500 ± 250 ms. At the end of each trial, participants received feedback about the outcome (correct, 
incorrect, miss) of their trial for 500 ms In total, 120 trials were performed (30 for each type), with a complete run 

Fig. 3  The N-Back task: Single digits are presented for 500 ms with a 1500 ms ISI. If in the 2-back condition the 
last 3 stimulus would be a hit trial and require a response from the participant, as the digit shown 2 trials before 
was the same.

Fig. 4  The Flanker task: Following a 2000 ms ISI one of the 4 possible stimuli (bottom left) is shown for 18 ms. 
Participants then have between 2250–2750 ms to react before they receive feedback for 500 ms.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01898-y
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taking around 10 minutes. Before the onset of the run, participants received instructions. Participants’ responses, 
error rates and reaction times to each type of stimulus are recorded throughout the entire task for each session.

MATB-II task.  NASA developed the MATB-II task to assess task-switching and mental workload capacities 
in more realistic environments35 1. As the MATB-II also taxes mental workload the inclusion of this task not 
only allows for more ecologically valid taxation of mental workload, it also allows researchers to investigate 
transfer learning between the N-Back task and a more realistic measures of mental workload. Participants are 
presented with up to 4 different tasks that they have to complete simultaneously. This provides a highly real-
istic environment of operational systems that researchers can control to create different degrees of cognitive 
workload and difficulty. For this study, combinations of four of the available subtasks of the MATB-II were used 
and presented with an adapted version of the MATB-II software (Fig. 5). This version is coded in MATLAB 
v.2021a (The MathWorks Inc.) and provides the same measures as the original MATB-II task22. The four subtasks 
selected from the MTAB-II are tracking (TRACK), system monitoring (SYSMON), communication (COMM) 
and resource management (RESMAN); leaving task scheduling unused. In the tracking task (TRACK - top right 
corner), participants are presented with a moving target inside a window and have to keep the target within the 
central square area by controlling a joystick. The degree of difficulty can be adapted by modifying the degree and 
the speed at which the target moves. For the System monitoring task (SYSMON - top left corner), participants 
have to monitor gauges and warning lights. Action is required in the absence of green lights, the presence of red 
lights and deviations of four moving pointers dials from a midpoint. Participants have to press keys F5, F6 and 
F1 to F4 respectively in those cases. The degree of difficulty can be adapted by increasing the number of events to 

Fig. 5  The MATB task: Top Left: Monitoring sub-task (SYSMON), where participants have to react to alarms 
with button presses, if any of the gauges indicate abnormal values (change in color for F5 and F6, extremely 
high or low values for F1 - F4). Top Right: Tracking task (TRACK), which requires the participants to keep the 
circle in the middle of the target by controlling a joystick. Bottom Left: Communications sub-task (COMM), 
requiring participants to react to radio messages and to change frequencies according to the message by using 
the Joystick. Bottom Right: The Fuel Management task (RESMAN), where participants need to keep the 
reservoir level of the two main tanks at a certain level, by activating and deactivating 8 pumps.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01898-y
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which the participant has to react to. In the communication task (COMM - bottom left corner), participants are 
required to listen to radio messages and select specific radio channels and change frequencies accordingly when 
the messages are directed to him/her while ignoring messages not directed to them. Participants’ responses are 
recorded with joystick-based button presses. Workload level can be adapted by including fewer or more messages 
directed or not to the participant. The last task used is the resource management task (RESMAN - bottom right 
corner). Participants are presented with an interface displaying two main fuel tanks (A and B) and four subsidiary 
tanks (C to F) interconnected via eight pumps (numbers 1 to 8, Type keys). The goal is to maintain a specific level 
of fuel in both of the main tanks. Participants can do this by activating or deactivating the pumps. To increase the 
difficulty of the task, events such as pump failures can be introduced. Pump activation/deactivation can be done 
by pressing buttons (F1-F6) Whenever a pump fails, it is inoperable for a short time window.

In the current study, participants are asked to perform three independent runs of 5 minutes each correspond-
ing to a different degree of difficulty. For the easy condition, participants only engaged in the system monitoring 
and the tracking tasks. For the medium condition, participants engaged in both tasks as well as the resource 
management task. For the difficult condition, the communications task was added, as well as the tracking task 
was made more difficult. Before the start of each run, the participants also received a short instruction.

Fig. 6  EEG channel locations following the extended 10–20 system56. Electrode TP9 was sacrificed to record 
peripheral ECG.

Fig. 7  Behavioral and cardiac PVT results: (a) Average reaction time over trials (10 trials each) per session.  
A consistent increase in RT over sessions can be observed; (b) Average BPM over blocks of 100 seconds;  
(c) Average RMSSD (measure of HRV) over blocks; (d) Average SDNN (measure of HRV) over sessions.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01898-y
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Data acquisition.  Subjective, behavioral and physiological data are recorded throughout the entire session 
for each session independently and with each participant. Accurate data synchronization and stimuli recording is 
performed through the LabRecorder of the LabStreaming Layer software and its related API (https://labstream-
inglayer.readthedocs.io/info/intro.html).

Stimulus presentation and response acquisition.  All tasks were coded in MATLAB v.2021a (The Mathworks Inc.),  
with the PsychToolBox-3 (http://psychtoolbox.org/). To display the stimuli, a desktop computer with a 60 Hz 
screen was used. Response acquisition occurred with a Keyboard and an Extreme 3D Pro Logitec Joystick for the 
MATB task. Participants were seated approximately 50 cm away from the screen Fig. 1.

EEG system.  In this experimental campaign, we used an EEG system (electroencephalography) with 64 active 
Ag-AgCl electrodes (ActiCap, Brain Products Gmbh) and an ActiCHamp amplifier (Brain Products, Gmbh). 
Electrode locations followed the standard 10–20 system36. Electrode used here names can be found in Fig. 6. For 
participants 1–9 the electrode Cz was not recorded. In addition, one electrode dedicated to recording peripheral 
electrocardiographic (ECG) activity was placed on the left fifth intercostal. To obtain the precise location of 
the electrodes on the scalp of each participant at each session, a 3D scanning camera by STRUCTURE (https://
structure.io/ and the get chanlocs plug-in developed specifically for electrode localisation purposes was used 
(GitHub.com/sccn/get chanlocs/wiki37). For this, a 3D camera was located on an IPad (Apple Inc.) and cali-
brated once for the entire experimental campaign. Then, after equipping the participant with the electrode cap, 
and right before the experiment, a 3D scanning of their head was realised as described on the Structure Sensor 
website and recommended specifically for EEG on the get_chanlocs wiki.

Data was recorded continuously during each session. Reference was located at Fpz (Fig. 6). Before acquisition 
impedances were improved such that acquisition started with all electrode impedances lower than 25 kΩ. The 
signal was amplified, digitized at a 24-bit rate, and sampled at 500 Hz with a 0.05 μV resolution. No filtering was 
applied during the acquisition.

Data processing.  To allow the community to perform their pipeline design and tests, the data that we pro-
vide is raw. Hence, only the structure and format of these data is detailed below.

Data Records
COG-BCI is available on Zenodo18. In order to improve standardization and ease of use, the data is presented in the 
BIDS format, intended to become the new standard for neuroimaging studies38 (https://bids.neuroimaging.io/).  
An exemplary folder tree can be seen in Fig. 25. Participants are numbered from 1 to 29. For each session, the 
behavioral results, as well as the exact electrode locations and individual datasets for each task, are provided. The 
EEG data is saved in the .set and .fdt file format (two files per dataset). The resting state is divided into 4 different 

Fig. 8  Topography of the average alpha power over three-time windows of 1 minute, in the beginning, the 
middle, and at the end of the PVT.

Fig. 9  Cerebral PVT results: (a) Average alpha power in the frontal area; (b) Average alpha power in the central 
area; (c) Average alpha power in the posterior area.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01898-y
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datasets: RS_Beg refers to the resting state at the beginning of the sessionand RS_End to the resting state at the 
end of the session; EC is the abbreviation for eyes closed and EO refers to eyes open. Furthermore, a notebook 
file is available within the database18. This file details the order in which the tasks - referenced with numbers 
available in Table 1 - were acquired, if the recording had to be interrupted at any point as well as other comments 
if applicable. The trigger list file contains all LSL triggers and what they refer to.

Technical Validation
This section presents the analyses that were performed in order to ensure that the experimental protocol did 
elicit the mental states of interest to ensure the pBCI community of the relevance of the dataset. First, the pro-
cessing applied to the data to enable statistical analysis of the results is presented. Next, the results obtained 
thanks to the statistical analyses are presented. Lastly, proof of usability for pBCI is provided with a simple 
pipeline and estimation results, followed by a conclusion on this technical validation. For all reported statistics 
a p-value of <0.05 was considered significant. For multiple correction, the Bonferroni method was applied and 
the reported p-values are multiplied by the factor of tests. Following the GLM contrast analyses (t-test) were 
used to report statistical significance39.

Data processing and analysis.  Data Processing and Analysis were performed using MATLAB v.2021a 
(The Mathworks Inc.) with the EEGlab toolbox v.2022.0 (https://sccn.ucsd.edu/eeglab/index.php) and JASP v. 
0.16.3 (https://jasp-stats.org/).

Cardiac activity.  The data from the cardiac electrode was first down-sampled to 250 Hz before a frequency 
band pass FIR filter was applied (1–40 Hz). The data were then epoched into 10-second segments. Using R 

Number in the Notebook Task

1 PVT

2 Flanker

3 Two-Back

4 One-Back

5 Zero-Back

6 MATB-Easy

7 MATB-Medium

8 MATB-Difficult

Table 1.  Table with the numbers and the tasks they refer to within the Notebook. Allows for determining the 
order of the tasks of each session for each participant.

Fig. 10  Behavioral and cardiac MATB results: (a) RMSE score divided by condition and by session; (b) Average 
absolute TRACK distance divided by condition and by session; (c) SYSMON reaction time divided by condition 
and by session (d) BPM divided by condition and by session; (e) RMSSD (measure of HRV) across conditions; 
(f) SDNN (measure of HRV) across conditions.
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peak-detection, the heart-rate (HR) as well as heart rate variability (HRV; in the time domain) were computed 
for each epoch. HRV was measured with the Standard deviation of NN (i.e., normal R-R) intervals (SDNN) and 
the root mean square of the successive differences (RMSSD). Both measures have been used in neuroergonomic 
experiments for mental workload and vigilance evaluation40,41. The RMSSD is a measure that is often used for 
shorter time-windows as it reflects beat-to-beat variations while the SDNN is a metric more suited for long-term 
analysis, reflecting overall cardiac variation42.

Cerebral activity.  The EEG data were processed with a usual pre-processing pipeline. Data were first 
down-sampled to 250 Hz. Next, a 1 Hz high-pass FIR filter was applied. An automatic channel rejection and 
interpolation, based on a two standard deviation criterion was then used. On average, 0.34 channels were inter-
polated per task. Using the cleanline43 toolbox, the 50 Hz line noise was then filtered. The data were then epoched 
into 0.5-second segments and an automatic epoch rejection using a 2 standard deviation criterion was applied. 
On average, 16 epochs (8 seconds) were rejected per task. Finally, an independent component analysis (ICA) 
and subsequent component rejection were performed using the standard runica extended function in EEGLAB 
v. 2022.0 (https://sccn.ucsd.edu/eeglab/index.php) and the IClabel toolbox44. The thresholds for rejecting eye, 
heart and muscle components were all set to >90%. On average 7 components were rejected per participant and 
session. After the pre-processing, data was merged again into a continuous signal.

When the data was used for machine learning (i.e. proof of usability for pBCI, see section Mental Workload 
Estimation), an adapted version of this pipeline was applied. Here the data was first epoched before the 
pre-processing was applied to each epoch individually. The automatic epoch rejection was therefore not used.

For the EEG analysis, the power in the theta (4–8 Hz) and alpha (8–13 Hz) bands were extracted at each elec-
trode of the continuous data using the spectopo EEGLAB function and the absolute mean power was computed 
for each frequency band. Electrode clusters were selected to calculate the power by brain areas, identical to those 
of Simon et al.45. For the frontal area, a cluster of 10 electrodes was averaged: F3, F1, Fz, F2, F4, FC3, FC1, FCz, 
FC2, FC4; for the central area, 10 electrodes were averaged: C3, C1, Cz, C2, C4, CP3, CP1, CPz, CP2, CP4; and 
for the parieto-occipital area, a cluster of 11 electrodes was averaged: P3, P1, Pz, P2, P4, PO3, POz, PO4, O1, 
Oz, O2.
Specific per-task analyses.  Psychomotor vigilance task.  The behavioral analysis of the PVT focused on the reac-
tion times of participants. It was analyzed whether there was a significant effect of time-on-task (TOT; measured 
per trial), Session and ISI.

Cardiac analysis of the PVT focused on the normalized values of HR and HRV. A General Linear Model 
(GLM) with TOT (measured in the 10-second epochs) as a covariate and session as a fixed factor on the depend-
ent variables of HRV (SDNN or RMSS) and HR (beats per minute; BPM) was performed.

For the EEG analysis, three 1-minute time windows were selected within the signal: one at the beginning, 
one in the middle and one at the end of the PVT46. A Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied when the 
assumption of sphericity condition was violated. A GLM with Session (Session: 1, 2, 3) and Time window (Time 
window: beginning, middle, end) as fixed factors was performed on the alpha power on each Region of Interest 
(ROI: frontal, central and posterior).

MATB-II task.  To analyze the subjective RSME scores, a 3 × 3 (Session: 1, 2, 3; and Difficulty: Easy, Medium, 
Difficult) repeated-measures analysis of variance (RMANOVA) was performed.

As with the subjective scores RMANOVAS were performed on the performance of the tracking and the 
system monitoring tasks. This was done as these were the only two tasks assessed across all conditions. For the 
tracking task, the average absolute distance from the center of the square (root mean squared distance) was used 
as a measure of performance. For the system monitoring task, the average reaction time to alarms was used.

For all analyses, a Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied when the assumption of sphericity was vio-
lated. Cardiac data was analyzed using a GLM (Fixed factors: Session x Condition, TOT as a covariate) on the 
dependent variables of HRV (SDNN or RMSS) and HR (BPM).

For the EEG analysis, the data were analyzed according to the difficulty of the task (Easy; Medium; Difficult), 
the cortical area (frontal and posterior) and the theta and alpha bands. A GLM (Fixed factors: Session x 
Difficulty) was performed on each ROI (frontal, central and posterior).

N-Back task.  A 3 × 3 × 3 RMANOVA (Session x Condition x Block) was performed on participants’ error rates. 
A Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied when the assumption of sphericity was violated.

Fig. 11  Topography of the average theta power across difficulty on the MATB.
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For reaction times, using the same factors the data was analyzed using a GLM (dependent variable: reaction 
time).

Cardiac data were analyzed in a similar way as was the cardiac data of the MATB task. A GLM (Fixed factors: 
Session x Condition x Block) on the dependent variables of HRV (SDNN or RMSS) and HR (BPM) was per-
formed. Here Block was added as an additional factor. The EEG data were analyzed according to the difficulty 
(Easy; Medium; Difficult) of the N-back task, with a GLM (fixed factors: Session x Difficulty) on each ROI (fron-
tal, central and posterior), and for both the alpha and theta band respectively.

Flanker task.  The behavioral results of the Flanker task were analyzed using GLMs and RMANOVAs. The first 
analysis (GLM) focused on reaction times as a dependent variable with congruency (congruent vs incongruent 
trial), session (1, 2 or 3) and response accuracy (error vs correct response) as fixed factors. Furthermore, it was 
investigated if session or congruency affected accuracy (RMANOVA).

To analyze the EEG data, ERPs were computed for both the moment of response (when the participant 
reacted to the stimulus) and for the feedback (when participants received positive or negative feedback regarding 
the current trial). At the moment of the response, the analysis focused on the ERN amplitude, which is sensitive 
to accuracy47. In the feedback time window, the analysis focused on the FRN and P300, which have been shown 
to be sensitive to feedback valence48. To determine the peak amplitude of the three components, the same pro-
cedure was applied: the most negative (for the ERN and FRN) or positive (for the P300) point in the 0–150 ms 
post-response, and in the 175–325 ms and 250–450 ms post-feedback time-windows respectively for the ERN, 
FRN and P300 were identified for each epoch. Then the average around this point was computed (±2 points 
for a 5-point average). To analyze the results a GLM with the Fixed factors of congruency, correctness, and the 
session was performed on the dependent variables of peak amplitudes of the P300, FRN and ERN components.

Mental workload estimation.  Mental Workload estimation was performed on both the N-Back and the MATB 
tasks, with three different mental workload levels each (0-back, 1-back, 2-back; and MATB Easy, MATB Medium, 
MATB Difficult). For both tasks, the same preprocessing, feature extraction and classification pipeline was used. 
To preprocess the data, the following steps were executed: First, 5-second non-overlapping epochs were created 
from the continuous data, which were then downsampled to 250 Hz. Next, FIR filters (eegfiltnew function from 
EEGLAB with default parameters) were applied to filter the data either in the theta or the alpha band (i.e.[4–8]Hz 
and [8–12]Hz respectively). Automatic channel rejection with subsequent interpolation of the rejected electrodes 
was performed. If the standard deviation of a channel was more than two standard deviations larger than that of 
the other channels, the channel was interpolated, using linear interpolation. To keep full rank for the following 
independent component analysis (ICA), a full-rank average referencing was performed. Finally, an ICA with 
IClabel component rejection was performed44. Eye, muscle and heart components with over 90% confidence 
were removed. Figure 26a) summarizes how many components on average, were removed per task. Figure 26b) 
details how many channels were interpolated per task. Differences between tasks with regard to the amounts of 
components removed channels interpolated are most likely due to differences in motor activity across conditions.

To classify the data, the covariance matrix of a subset of 10 channels (F3, Fz, F4, FCz, C3, C4, CPz, P3, Pz, P4)  
was calculated for each epoch. The data were then divided into training and testing sets using a 5-fold 
cross-validation procedure. The data were trained and tested on a Riemannian Minimum Distance to Mean 

Fig. 13  Cerebral MATB results: (a) Average theta power in the frontal area; (b) Average theta power in the 
posterior area; (c) Average alpha power in the frontal area (d) Average alpha power on the posterior area.

Fig. 12  Topography of the average alpha power across difficulty on the MATB.
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(MDM) classifier49,50. Based on at least 60 trials in each of the 3 classes, the upper limit for the 33% chance level 
is 41.7%51. Accuracy was then evaluated using a RMANOVA with the factors of session (1 vs. 2 vs. 3), difficulty, 
and bandwidth (theta vs. alpha).

Validation results.  Here, we present the results obtained for each task independently, as well as the results for 
mental workload classification. RSME, as well as KSS scores, did not significantly change across sessions.

Psychomotor vigilance task

•	 Behavior: The GLM showed that ISI, TOT and session all had significant effects on the reaction time  
(TOT: t(28) = 12.87 p < 0.005; ISI: t(28) = −19.32 p < 0.005; Session: t(28) = −2.31 p < 0.05; Fig. 7a). With 
increasing TOT, participants took significantly longer to respond to stimuli, while longer ISI resulted in 
quicker responses. Contrast analysis showed significantly lower reaction times during session 3 as compared 
to session 2 (t(28) = −2.31 p < 0.05).

•	 Cardiac activity: Both TOT and Session influenced participants’ HR. It increased over sessions, as well as 
throughout each session (Epoch: t(4946) = 2.88 p < 0.005; Session 1 - Session 2: t(4946) = 9.86 p < 0.001; 
Session 1 - Session 3: t(4946) = 7.12 p < 0.001; Session 2 - Session 3: t(4946) = 2.67 p < 0.01; Fig. 7b).

HRV however, significantly decreased as time increased (RMSSD: Epoch: t(4945) = −2.6 p < 0.01). The 
SDNN was not sensitive to changes within sessions. As observed with the N-Back task, the lowest HRV was 
observed during Session 2 (RMSSD: Session 1 - Session 2: t(4945) = −9.72 p < 0.001; Session 2 - Session 3:  
t(4945) = −5.50 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 3: t(4945) = −4.19 p < 0.001; Fig. 7; SDNN Session 1 - 
Session 2: t(4945) = −6.15 p < 0.001; Session 2 - Session 3: t(4945) = −3.45 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 3: 
t(4945) = −2.67 p < 0.01; Fig. 7).

•	 Cerebral activity: There was a significant effect of TOT, as indicated by the time windows, on the frontal, 
central and posterior alpha power (Fig. 8). A contrast analysis showed significantly lower alpha power at the 

Fig. 14  Behavioral and cardiac N-Back results: (a) RMSE score divided by condition and by session, showing 
an increase in subjective workload with increasing difficulty and a slight decrease in subjective workload over 
sessions (b) Reaction time across sessions divided by condition and Reaction time within sessions divided 
by condition. Over sessions participants improved in performance (lower reaction time). Within sessions 
the reaction time of participants increased (c) Accuracy (1 = 100%) across conditions; (d) BPM divided by 
condition and session; (e) RMSSD (measure of HRV) across conditions and sessions; (f) SDNN (measure of 
HRV) across conditions and sessions.

Fig. 15  Cerebral N-Back results: Average theta power at (a) the frontal area; (b) the posterior area.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01898-y


1 2Scientific Data |           (2023) 10:85  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01898-y

www.nature.com/scientificdatawww.nature.com/scientificdata/

beginning of the task, compared to the middle and the end of the task on all ROI (Beginning-Middle: frontal: 
t(256) = −2.51 p < 0.05; central: t(256) = −2.47, p < 0.05; posterior: t(256) = −2.47 p < 0.05; Beginning-End: 
frontal: t(256) = −2.51 p < 0.05; central: t(256) = −2.47, p < 0.05; posterior: t(256) = −2.47 p < 0.05; Fig. 9).

MATB-II

•	 RSME questionnaire: RMSE scores were dependent on both session and difficulty (Session: F(2,104) = 17.15 
p < 0.005; Difficulty: F(2,104) = 92.73 p < 0.005; Fig. 10a). Across sessions, RSME scores decreased, while 
increasing difficulty was reflected in higher scores.

•	 Behavior: The TRACK scores (average absolute distance from midpoint) showed significant effects of diffi-
culty as well as session (Session: F(2,56) = 27.63 p < 0.005; Difficulty: F(2,56) = 421.99 p < 0.005). The inter-
action was also significant (Interaction F(4,112) = 23.12 p < 0.005; Fig. 10b). In general, the difficult condition 

Fig. 16  Behavioral and cardiac Flanker results: (a) Reaction time for Correct and Incorrect trials divided 
by Congruent and Incongruent trials; (b) Reaction time across sessions; (c) Accuracy across conditions and 
sessions.

Fig. 17  ERN results for the Flanker task: (a) Congruency and Response effect at the Fz electrode; (b) 
Congruency and Response effect at the Cz electrode; (c) Session effect at the Fz electrode; (d) Session effect at 
the FCz electrode.
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showed much higher deviation scores as compared to the other conditions. However, an increase in perfor-
mance was observed across sessions.

Analysis of the SYSMON scores (average reaction times to alarms) showed significant effects of difficulty 
as well as session (Session: F(2,56) = 15.17 p < 0.005; Difficulty: F(2,56) = 62.19 p < 0.005). The interaction 
was also significant (Interaction F(4,112) = 6.86 p < 0.005; Fig. 10c). As with the TRACK task, increase in 
difficulty resulted in lower performances as seen by higher reaction times. Across sessions, reaction times 
decreased in all sub-tasks.

•	 Cardiac activity: HR was found to be significantly affected by difficulty and TOT (Difficulty: Easy - Medium 
t(6860) = −4.11 p < 0.001; Easy - Difficult t(6860) = 7.44 p < 0.001; Medium - Difficult t(6860) = −11.51 
p < 0.001; Fig. 10d). Contrast analysis showed that heart rate increased in the difficult condition, whereas the 
medium condition had the lowest heart rates. HR was shown to increase across sessions (Session 1 - Session 
2 t(6860) = 6.27 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 3 t(6860) = 7.72 p < 0.001). However, the increase from session 
2 to session 3 was not significant. Within sessions, an increase in heart rate was observed over time (TOT: 
t(6860) = 8.47 p < 0.001).

HRV, as measured by RMSSD, was significantly influenced by difficulty, across and within sessions. 
In the difficult condition, significantly lower RMSSD values were observed as compared to the medium 
and easy conditions. Session 1 differed significantly from both sessions 2 and 3 (Difficulty: Easy - Difficult 
t(6860) = −9.89 p < 0.001; Medium - Difficult t(6860) = 9.75 p < 0.001; TOT: t(6860) = −4.72 p < 0.001; 
Session 1 - Session 2 t(6860) = −4.78 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 3 t(6860) = −4.85 p < 0.001; Fig. 10e). 
The heart rate variability was significantly lower in the difficult condition. During the first session, the vari-
ability was higher than during the other two sessions and within sessions, the HRV decreased. The results of 
the analysis of HRV as measured by SDNN showed similar results as the analysis using RMSSD. The difficult 
condition showed the lowest variability, while the easy condition had the highest SDNN values. SDNN val-
ues observed during session 1 were significantly higher as compared to the values observed during session 
2(Difficulty: Easy - Difficult t(6860) = −16.29 p < 0.001; Easy - Medium t(6860) = −5.54 p < 0.001; Medi-
um - Difficult t(6860) = 10.74 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 2 t(6860) = −2.24 p < 0.001; Fig. 10e). Within 
sessions a decrease in HRV was observed (TOT: t(6860) = −3.32 p < 0.001).

•	 Cerebral activity: There was a significant effect of difficulty on the frontal and posterior theta power (Fig. 11). 
A contrast analysis revealed that theta power during the easy condition was significantly lower compared to 
the medium and difficult conditions in both areas (Easy-Medium: frontal: t(256) = −4.35 p < 0.001; pos-
terior: t(256) = −5.74 p < 0.001; Easy-Difficult: frontal: t(256) = −3.54 p < 0.01; posterior: t(256) = −6.18 
p < 0.001; Fig. 13). Concerning the alpha power, there was a significant effect of difficulty in the posterior area 

Fig. 18  FRN results for the Flanker task: (a) Congruency and Response effect at the Fz electrode; (b) 
Congruency and Response effect at the Cz electrode; (c) Session effect at the Fz electrode; (d) Session effect at 
the FCz electrode.
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(Fig. 12). A contrast analysis revealed that the alpha power was significantly lower in the easy than the difficult 
condition (Easy-Difficult: t(256) = −3.45 p < 0.01).

N-Back task

•	 RSME questionnaire: RSME scores were significantly impacted by difficulty and session (Difficulty: 
F(2,104) = 55.56 p < 0.005; Session F(2,104) = 3.52 p < 0.05; Fig. 14a). An increase in difficulty was reflected 
by higher scores.

•	 Behavior: All GLM factors (session, condition, block and error) had significant main effects on reaction 
time (Session: t(28) = −8.89 p < 0.005; Condition: t(28) = 57.53 p < 0.005; Block t(28) = 6.29 p < 0.005; Error: 
t(28) = −10.29 p < 0.005; Fig. 14b). Reaction time decreased across sessions and increased within sessions. 
Errors were accompanied by longer reaction times. More difficult conditions (higher N) resulted in increases 
in reaction time. Regarding accuracy, a significant effect of condition on error rates was found (Condition: 
F(2,56) = 52.25 p < 0.005; Fig. 14c). More difficult conditions resulted in lower accuracy.

•	 Cardiac activity: Heart rate was found to be significantly higher during the 2-back condition (Difficulty: 
0-back - 2-back t(6953) = 8.60 p < 0.001; 1-back - 2-back t(6953) = −7.52 p < 0.001; Fig. 14d). The lowest 
heart rate was observed during session 1, whereas the highest heart rate occurred during Session 2 (Session: 
Session 1 - Session 2: t(6953) = 13.96 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 3: t(6953) = 7.78 p < 0.001; Session 2 -  
Session 3: t(6953) = 6.12 p < 0.001). Block did not have any significant effect on heart rate.

HRV as measured by SDNN was influenced by difficulty, session and block (Difficulty: 0-back - 1-back 
t(6953) = −4.02 p < 0.001; 1-back - 2-back t(6953) = 4.82 p < 0.001; 0-back - 2-back t(6953) = −8.75 
p < 0.001; Session: Session 1 - Session 2: t(6953) = −9.45 p < 0.001; Session 2 - Session 3: t(6953) = −9.78 
p < 0.001; Block: Block 1 - Block 2 t(6918) = −4.02 p < 0.001; Block 1 - Block 3 t(6918) = −6.67 p < 0.001; 
Fig. 14f). HRV was lower for more difficult tasks and decreased within each session. During session 2 a 
significantly lower HRV was observed. The first block had a significantly higher HRV as compared to both 
upcoming blocks.

The results of the RMSSD metric largely confirmed these results. Difficulty, session and block showed 
significant effects on the RMSSD (Difficulty: 0-back - 2-back: t(6918) = −5.53 p < 0.001; 1-back - 2-back: 
t(6918) = 4.18 p < 0.001; Session: Session 1 - Session 2: t(6953) = −11.07 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 
3: t(6953) = −5.32 p < 0.001; Session 2 - Session 3: t(6953) = −5.71 p < 0.001; Block: Block 1 - Block 2 
t(6918) = −4.02 p < 0.001; Block 1 - Block 3 t(6918) = −3.62 p < 0.001; Fig. 14e). More difficult conditions 
resulted in a lower RMSSD value. As with the SDNN the lowest RMSSD value was observed during the 

Fig. 19  P300 results for the Flanker task: (a) Congruency and Response effect at the Fz electrode; (b) 
Congruency and Response effect at the Cz electrode; (c) Session effect at the Fz electrode; (d) Session effect at 
the FCz electrode.
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second session. In addition session 1 had a significantly higher RMSSD as compared to session 3. The HRV 
(as observed by the RMSSD) was significantly higher during the first block as compared to the other two 
blocks.

•	 Cerebral activity: Analysis of the EEG power showed that there was a significant effect of the session in the 
theta band on the frontal area (Fig. 15). A contrast analysis revealed that theta power during the third session 
was significantly higher compared to the first and second sessions in the frontal area (Session 1 - Session 3: 
t(256) = 2.12 p < 0.05). No effect of difficulty on theta power was found. Also, no significant effects of the 
session nor difficulty were found on alpha power for this task.

Flanker task

•	 RSME questionnaire: RSME scores were significantly higher during session 1 as compared to the session 2 
(t(54) = 3.38 p < 0.005).

•	 Behavior: All main factors (response, congruency and session as well as the covariate TOT) showed signif-
icant effects on the reaction time to the Flanker trials (Response: t(10433) = 46.84 p < 0.001; Congruency: 
t(10433) = −15.48 p < 0.001; Session: t(10433) = −14.83 p < 0.001; Fig. 16a,b). Contrast analysis revealed 
significant differences between: Correct Incongruent - Correct Congruent (t(10433) = 23.03 p < 0.001); 
Incorrect Incongruent - Correct Congruent (t(9980) = 11.29 p < 0.001); Correct Incongruent - Incor-
rect Congruent (t(9980) = 15.65 p < 0.001). Reaction times did not change due to correct responses for 
incongruent trials. However Congruent correct trials were significantly faster than responses to all other 
trials. Congruent Incorrect responses were significantly slower than all other trials. The analysis with 

Fig. 21  Error-related potentials time-locked to the participants’ response at the FCz electrode during an 
arrow-based flanker task. Grand averages across participants show the ERP in response to correct (green) and 
incorrect (red) trials with the Error-Related Negativity peaking 30 ms post-response.

Fig. 20  Event-related potentials elicited by feedback (correct/positive and incorrect/negative) at the FCz 
electrode (see ample P300 component in the incorrect condition).
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accuracy as a dependent variable showed significant main effects of congruency as well as session (Condition: 
F(2,28) = 20.79 p < 0.005; Session: F(2,56) = 10.33 p < 0.005; Fig. 14c). Participants’ accuracy was signifi-
cantly lower in incongruent trials. Their accuracy improved across sessions.

•	 Cerebral activity: Following the response of the participant, the event-related negativity (ESNresponse) ampli-
tude was sensitive to correctness, session and congruency (Correct: t(9941) = −3.51 p = 0.001; Session 1 - 
Session 2 t(9941) = −1.97 p < 0.05; Session 1 - Session 3 t(9941) = −5.24 p < 0.001; Session 2 - Session 3 
t(9941) = 3.29 p < 0.001; Congruency t(9941) = 4.93 p < 0.001). Across sessions, the ERN value decreased. 
A contrast analysis of the interaction effects between Correct/Error and Incongruent/Congruent revealed 
several significant effects at the electrode site FCz: Incorrect incongruent - Correct congruent (t(9941) = 3.51 
p < 0.005); Incorrect incongruent - Incorrect congruent (t(9941) = −4.9 p < 0.001); Incorrect Congruent - 
Correct Congruent t(9941) = −5.02 p < 0.001). Incongruent trials have a significantly lower amplitude during 
correct trials as compared to congruent correct trials.(Fig. 17a,c). There was also a significant effect of con-
gruency and session at the Fz electrode (Session 1 - Session 2 t(9941) = 9.04 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 3 
t(9941) = 9.55 p < 0.001; Congruency t(9980) = 3.11 p < 0.005). Contrast analysis showed the same effect as 
with electrode FCz: Incongruent trials had a significantly lower amplitude during correct trials as compared 
to congruent correct trials (Correct Congruent - Correct Incongruent t(9941) = −3.11 p < 0.01). The ampli-
tude of session 1 was significantly lower as compared to the other sessions (Figs. 17b,d & 21).

When participants received feedback for the preceding trial, the feedback-related negativity (FRN) 
showed to be affected by multiple factors. At electrode FCz Correctness, congruency as well as sessions had 
an effect on the amplitude of the FRN (Correct: t(9941) = −13.24 p < 0.001; Congruency: t(9941) = 2.95 
p < 0.005; Session 1 - Session 2 t(9941) = −7.79 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 3 t(9941) = −12.42 p < 0.001; 
Session 2 - Session 3 t(9941) = 4.65 p < 0.001) Correct responses resulted in a lower amplitude, while 
congruency increased the amplitude. Across sessions, the amplitude decreased. (Fig. 18a,c). Fz also showed 
more negative amplitudes following a correct response (Correct - Error: t(9941) = −8.07 p < 0.001; 
Fig. 18a,b), while congruency increased the amplitude (Congruent - Incongruent: t(9941) = 2.46 p < 0.05). 
Across sessions the amplitude decreased (Session 1 - Session 2: t(9941) = −5.69 p < 0.001; Session 1 -  
Session 3 t(9941) = −10.29 p < 0.001; Session 2 - Session 3 t(9941) = 4.61 p < 0.001; Fig. 18b,d).

The P300 amplitude during feedback was also seen to be affected by several conditions. The P300 ampli-
tude at electrode Fz was influenced by session, congruency and accuracy(Correct - Error: t(9941) = −34.4 
p = 0.001; Session 1 - Session 2: t(9941) = −6.72 p < 0.001; Session 1 - Session 3: t(9941) = −8.97 p < 0.001; 
Session 2 - Session 3: t(9941) = 2.26 p < 0.05; Congruent - Incongruent: t(9941) = 3.07 p < 0.005). The P300 
component was significantly larger during incorrect trials and incongruent trials while decreasing across 
sessions (Figs. 19b,d & 20). The P300 component at electrode FCz was influenced by congruency, accuracy 
and session (Correct - Error: t(9941) = −12.0 p = 0.001; Session 2 - Session 3: t(9941) = −2.58 p = 0.01; 
Congruent - Incongruent: t(9989) = 3.02 p < 0.005). The amplitude was larger for incorrect trials, as well 
as for congruent trials. The amplitude during session 3 was significantly lower as compared to session 2 
(Fig. 19a,c).

Fig. 22  Results of the Mental Workload estimation: (a) Accuracy of estimation based on the alpha and theta 
band per task (i.e. MATB and N-back); (b) Accuracy of estimation based on the alpha and theta band per 
session (i.e. session 1, 2 or 3).: (c) Accuracy of the estimation based on the alpha and the theta band.
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Fig. 23  Screenshots of the Matlab Questionnaires: Demographics, Karolinska Sleepiness Scale (KSS), 
Edinburgh Handedness Inventory (EDI), Rating Scale Mental Effort (RSME). The code is accessible in the Code 
availability section.

Fig. 24  Experimental Procedure, detailing each step for all three sessions.
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Mental workload estimation.  The estimation of mental workload using the Riemannian MDM classifier 
proved capable of detecting different levels of mental workload for both the MATB and the N-Back tasks. The 
RMANOVA with accuracy as a dependent variable and bandwidth (alpha or theta band), Session (1, 2, 3) and Task 
(MATB and N-BACK) showed several significant effects. With 69.40% (±12.50%), the accuracy for the MATB 
task was significantly higher than the accuracy of the N-Back (64.97 ± 12.99; F(1,28) = 13.00 p < 0.001; Fig. 22a). 
Using the data filtered in the alpha band resulted in significantly higher accuracies (68.41 ± 12.37%) as compared 
to the theta band (65.97 ± 13.37%; F(1,28) = 7.95 p < 0.05; Fig. 22a,c). The accuracies also changed across sessions 
(F(2,56) = 4.96 p < 0.05; Fig. 22b). Accuracy was highest during the second session (70.30 ± 12.73%) followed by 
the first session (64.30 ± 12.52%) with the lowest accuracy during the third session (66.96 ± 12.87). Multiple com-
parisons between the three tests showed a significant difference between session 1 and session 2 (t(28) = −3.14 
p < 0.01). The interaction effect between Bandwidth and Session was also significant (F(2,56) = 3.50 p < 0.05; 
Fig. 22b). The interaction shows a more pronounced difference between classification performances of the alpha 
and theta band during the first session (Alpha Session 1 - Theta Session 1: t(28) = 3.67 p < 0.001). The strongest 
performance occurred with the alpha band during the second session (accuracy of 70.67%).

Conclusion of the dataset validation.  In order to validate the acquired dataset, the tasks performed 
were assessed regarding their capability to elicit the well-known and expected effects on cognition. This valida-
tion occurred at three levels. Subjective levels of mental workload and vigilance decrement were assessed by the 
KSS and RSME subjective scales28,29. Behavioral performance for each task was obtained in the form of accura-
cies and reaction times. Physiological changes were assessed using cardiac (ECG) and cerebral (EEG) activity 
measurements.

Regarding the Psychomotor Vigilance Task, it was expected that over its 10-minute duration the vigilance 
of participants would decrease21,32. This was shown as reflected by the increase in reaction times as well as the 

Fig. 25  Exemplary folder tree of the data in the BIDS structure.
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increase in heart rate and decrease in HRV with increasing TOT. Concerning the cerebral activity, it was shown 
that slow EEG wave activity, including alpha, increases throughout the cortex as the person fatigues52. The results 
obtained here confirm this effect, namely the increase in alpha power with increasing TOT further confirms the 
vigilance decrement.

The N-Back task is a popular task for eliciting different levels of mental workload by taking working memory, 
while keeping visual stimuli as well as motor responses constant20,33. As shown here, differences in mental work-
load were observed at the subjective level with higher RSME scores (with increasing difficulty/mental workload), 
at the behavioral level with decreased performance with increasing difficulty, as well as at the physiological level 
with increased heart rates and decreased HRV during more difficult conditions. The current analyses revealed 
that there was an effect of the session on cerebral activity. Theta power increased with sessions in the frontal 
area. This result suggests that task engagement increased over the sessions53 - in accordance with the increase 
in performance.

The MATB task represents an approach towards a more ecologically valid task for eliciting different levels of 
mental workload35. As with the N-Back task, the analysis showed increasing mental workload at the subjective, 
behavioral and physiological levels as difficulty increases. As with the N-Back, more difficult conditions resulted 
in a higher heart rate and a lower heart rate variability. The expected results concerning the modulation of brain 
activity during MATB was a peak of activity in the frontal theta band as the difficulty increased54. Regarding 
alpha power, a decrease in amplitude in the posterior sites was expected with increasing difficulty54. The cerebral 
analysis found an increase in theta power during more difficult conditions. While the alpha power was sensitive 
to changes in mental workload the results diverge from the traditionally seen decrease in alpha power with 
increasing difficulty. The opposite effect was observed here. However, behavioral and subjective analysis, as well 
as theta power, confirm different levels of mental workload across conditions of varying difficulty.

The Flanker task is a decision-making task that involves dealing with conflictual information19. Commonly 
it is observed, that incongruent trials result in less accurate and slower responses. On a cerebral level, it has 
been observed that errors result in stronger deflections of the ERN, FRN and P300 components. The behavioral 
results show a decrease in accuracy as well as an increase in reaction times for incongruent trials, as compared 
to congruent trials47,55. Furthermore, it was shown that errors resulted in significantly longer reaction times. The 
difference between erroneous and correct trials was also significant at the physiological level, as represented by 
the sensitivity of the ERN, FRN, and P300 components to errors sessions and congruency.

In addition to these measures of validation, the collected data was also tested in its ability to be used for 
mental workload estimation. On both the MATB and the N-Back task, an MDM Riemannian classifier was used 
to classify epochs of EEG data between three levels of mental workload. The obtained average accuracy of over 
65% in this 3-class problem (more than 20% above the upper limit of a 95% CI for chance level) confirms that 
the COG-BCI database18 may be of use for developing and testing classification pipelines. A higher accuracy 
was reached on the MATB-II data, which may be the result of an increased activity of the sensory-motor areas 
depending on task difficulty. In the N-back task, it is expected, that all conditions result in the same amount of 
motor activity.

Overall, the results presented here show that the COG-BCI database18 is a useful asset for testing novel meth-
ods within passive BCI research or related fields. It should be noted that the analysis presented here does not in 
any form present an exhaustive analysis of all effects that may be present within the data as well as of all pipelines 
that may be designed to estimate users’ cognitive state. The goal of the analyses performed here was to validate 

Fig. 26  EEG data preprocessing for the mental state estimation example: (a) Average amount of removed 
components; (b) Average amount of interpolated channels.
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the usability of the collected dataset for working on passive BCIs and therefore to pave the way towards open 
science practices in pBCI research and development.

Usage Notes
The behavioral output of the N-Back, Flanker and PVT tasks is saved in Tables. The behavioral output of the 
MATB is saved in a MATLAB structure, with individual substructures for each of the tasks.

•	 TRACK: 2 columns with the X and Y coordinates of the tracking tasks (2 Hz sampling rate).
•	 SYSMON: 2 columns referring to the onset of a specific alarm (column 1) and reaction time (column 2).
•	 RESMAN: 2 columns with the amount of fuel in the relevant reservoirs (1 Hz sampling rate).
•	 COMM: A table with 5 categories:

•	 Target: Was the radio message a target (1 = yes)
•	 TargetRadio: Which radio needed to be changed (1–4)
•	 TargetFrequency: What was the target frequency
•	 Reacted: Did the participant react to the radio message and change some radio frequency (1 = yes)
•	 Correct Was the change in the radio frequency correct (1 = yes)

Code availability
The dataset is only comprised of raw data, enabling researchers to work on their pipelines with their custom 
preprocessing steps for instance. Therefore, no code has been needed for generating these data. Regarding the 
technical validation, it was performed using Matlab and JASP software. The code for the Subjective Questionnaires 
is available on GitHub (https://github.com/Marcels-2-Neurons/Subjective_Questions/tree/main).
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