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> The go/no-go (GNG) task is a well-known experimental Data Collection OFC Population Neural Trajectories for Go vs. No-Go Trials
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reducing performance over timelll. task Neural Data e & o2 PC1(300%) P R AN
» Recorded from patients undergoing intracranial monitoring at EMU.

OBJECTIVES » Single-Unit Activity (SUA) in orbitofrontal cortex (OFC): obtained through Behnke- Figure 6. The cortical surface showing

Fried probes (8 recording microwires extending from the tip of the sEEG probe), microwire placement in OFC.
Develop and test a gamified GNG paradigm to: sorted using Wave clus?!,

» enhance participant engagement.
> successfully replicate key behavioral patterns seen in RESULTS
traditional GNG. R I NN | IR |

» reveal neural signatures of inhibitory control in prefrontal. Impact of Dynamic Difficulty on Reaction Time (RT) Time (ms) Time (ms) Time (ms)
» be used in the epilepsy monitoring unit (EMU). Figure 12. OFC population neural trajectories using PCA (Principal Component Analysis).
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> When a monster is detected, close the gate (go trial). 1500 g g | ¢ group P p » PC1 shows a significant go/no-go d.|fference before any movement (trials with RT < 3200
: . _ {04 _ 104 difficulty. ms were excluded from the analysis) and then later, after the average RT.
» When a human is detected, leave the gate open (no-go trial). 1000 1000 , _ _ o
. 1o, - 1o, » No sustained plateau was observed among > PC2 shows sustained divergence starting just before the average RT.
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Figure 2. The Anticipation Task developed with Ur.nty. Example of a go e | significantly faster i e | /" e | significantly slower
correct trial (top row: gate closed for a monster stimulus) and a no-go ] than those for go : O .// o folee alarm
correct trial (bottom row: gate open for a human stimulus). correct trials | (t,,=-2.46, p=.03) 2. SUA Patterns
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SUA across Task Conditions: 3. Neuronal State-Space Trajectories
Examples of Heterogeneous Response Patterns | » Each dimension captured different patterns of OFC activity.
| » Neural trajectories for go and no-go trials overlapped at the start of the trial
S e e o and diverged just before and around the response time.
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Figure 4. Dynamic difficulty adjustment. Hallway visibility alters the i 4 J > Compare neural responses recorded during the Anticipation Task to those
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- > 10 patients with drug-resistant Figure 10. Example unit N1 recorded from the left OFC of patient YFP. Figure 11. Example unit N2 recorded from the right OFC of patient YFN.
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