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Abstract
Many brain-computer interfaces make use of brain signals
that are elicited in response to a visual, auditory or tactile
stimulus, so-called event-related potentials (ERPs). In the
predominantly used visual ERP speller applications, sets of
letters shown on a screen are flashed randomly, and the par-
ticipant attends to the target letter they want to spell. When
this letter flashes, the resulting ERP is different compared
to when any other non-target letter flashes, and by using
a sequence of binary classifications of the observed ERP
responses, the brain-computer interface can detect which let-
ter was the target. We propose a new unsupervised approach
to detect the attended letter. In each trial, for every available
letter our approach makes the hypothesis that it is in fact
the attended letter, and calculates the ERPs based on each
of these hypotheses. By leveraging the fact that only the
true hypothesis produces the largest difference between the
class means, we can detect the attended letter. Note that this
unsupervised method does not require any changes to the
underlying experimental paradigm and therefore can be em-
ployed in almost any ERP-based setup. To deal with the very
noisy electroencephalogram data, we use a block-Toeplitz
regularized covariance matrix to model the background ac-
tivity. We implemented the proposed novel unsupervised
mean-difference maximization (UMM) method and evalu-
ated it in offline replays of brain-computer interface visual
speller datasets. For a dataset that used 16 flashes per sym-
bol per trial, UMM correctly classifies 3651 out of 3654
letters (99.92 %) across 25 participants. In another dataset
with fewer shorter trials, 7344 out of 7383 letters (99.47 %)
are classified correctly across 54 participants with two ses-
sions each. Even in more challenging datasets obtained
from patients with amyotrophic lateral sclerosis (77.86 %)
or when using auditory ERPs (82.52 %), the obtained clas-
sification rates obtained by UMM are competitive. As an
additional benefit, stable confidence measures are provided
by this novel method, which can be used to monitor conver-
gence of UMM.
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1. Introduction
A brain–computer interface (BCI) allows its user to control
applications and devices using their brain activity (Wolpaw
& Wolpaw, 2012). Popular BCIs are visual spellers (Farwell
& Donchin, 1988; Halder et al., 2015; Lin et al., 2018;
Verbaarschot et al., 2021), wheelchair control (Li et al.,
2013) or even BCI-assisted rehabilitation paradigms for
neurological diseases (Mane et al., 2020; Musso et al., 2022).
A common component in these applications is the detection
of a particular brain signal.

A popular signal for BCI is the event-related potential
(ERP) (Jung et al., 1998; Blankertz et al., 2011; Haider
& Fazel-Rezai, 2017). This signal is elicited in response to
a usually external stimulus and can be detected using, e.g.,
the electroencephalogram (EEG) (Nunez, 2012). The ERP
response looks different for stimuli the participant attends
to compared to the stimuli they ignore. This allows a binary
selection, and many BCIs use a sequence of binary decisions
to allow selection from multiple classes.

A common ERP-based BCI is a visual speller application.
Here, a screen usually presents symbols in a grid layout
on a screen. In fixed intervals, a subset of these symbols
is highlighted, while others remain static. When a symbol
is highlighted, that the participant currently attends to, a
so-called target ERP is elicited, whereas the other, ignored
symbols elicit non-target ERPs. After a number of high-
lighting sequences of different sets of symbols, the BCI can
infer the attended symbol.

As brain signals are participant-specific (Jayaram et al.,
2016) and can change from session to session, machine
learning methods are employed to reliably discern individ-
ual target and non-target ERP responses. Popular meth-
ods (Lotte et al., 2018) in ERP-based BCI include shrinkage
linear discriminant analysis (sLDA) (Blankertz et al., 2011),
classifiers leveraging Riemannian geometry (Barachant &
Congedo, 2014) and even neural network approaches (Ce-
cotti & Graser, 2010). Generally, these approaches require
a so-called calibration phase, in which the participant is
instructed which stimulus to pay attention to. Using the
labeled data obtained from the calibration phase, the classi-
fication algorithm is trained to identify the characteristics of
the target and non-target ERPs as well as of the confounding
noise. In LDA-based classifiers, both the signal and noise
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information is exploited for subsequent prediction, i.e., the
productive online usage of the speller application. However,
it is often unclear how much calibration data is required.
Please note that in the calibration period, the participant
cannot use the BCI productively.

There exist some unsupervised approaches that make the
calibration phase superfluous, enabling the participant to
immediately start using the BCI. For example, expectation
maximization can be used to find the target/non-target ERP
responses (Kindermans et al., 2012). Alternatively, a slight
modification of a visual speller paradigm can enable learn-
ing by label proportions (Hübner et al., 2017) or one can
even combine both (Verhoeven et al., 2017; Hübner et al.,
2018) into a mixed approach. While there is no calibration
phase in these examples, the approaches typically require
a few trials worth of data (e.g., around 7 letters in (Hübner
et al., 2018)) to reach a satisfactory performance. Each of
these previous approaches use unsupervised learning to ob-
tain the target and non-target ERP responses. These serve
as the class means for an LDA classifier, which is then used
to classify each individual epoch of a trial to obtain the
multi-class prediction (i.e., which letter was attended) by
aggregating these many binary classifications.

Instead of aggregating the outcome of the binary events
(target/non-target) into a multi-class decision (letter), we
propose to make use of the whole trial in ERP-based BCIs,
by forming each possible selection as a hypothesis and
choosing the one that maximizes the distance between the
hypothesized ERP target and non-target means. This simple,
yet surprisingly effective, unsupervised mean-difference
maximization (UMM) method is computationally light
and does not require any modifications of the underlying
BCI paradigm, making deployment in current ERP-based
paradigms straightforward.

2. Methods
2.1. Preliminaries

We consider a binary BCI ERP classification problem, where
one trial consists of Ne epochs, of which N+

e are targets
and N−

e are non-targets. Additionally, N+
e < N−

e and
N+

e , N
−
e > 1, both of which are true in virtually all ERP-

based BCI applications. Furthermore for each epoch ek, 1 ≤
k ≤ Ne we know which symbols s out of the set of available
symbols S were flashed during the k-th highlight event.

In this setting, without label information—i.e., which sym-
bol was focused by the participant—the task is to find the as-
signmentA+ such that all epochs {ek | k ∈ A+} correspond
to target events (i.e., the attended symbol was flashed) and
all other epochs {ek | k ∈ A−} with A− := {k | k /∈ A+}
are non-targets.

Without incorporating experimental constraints, enumerat-
ing assignments quickly would become prohibitive in prac-
tice, as the number of possible assignments is

(Ne

N+
e

)
, e.g., for

a common row-column speller with a 1:5 target/non-target
ratio and 60 highlights per letter, this is

(
60
10

)
= 7.54 · 1010.

However, we know that in all feasible assignments A+ one
letter has to be common among all assigned epochs, there-
fore the number of possible assignments reduces to the
number |S| of available symbols.

2.2. Unsupervised Mean-difference Maximization
(UMM)

Algorithm 1 Pseudocode for the basic UMM method. Vari-
ants of blue lines are described in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3.

Require: available symbols S, epochs of i-th trial E(i)

1: for every trial i do
2: Σ91 ← cov(E(i))91 . no class labels needed
3: d∗ ← 9∞
4: for s in S do
5: ∆µs ← mean(E

(i)

As+
)−mean(E

(i)

As− )

6: d← ∆µsΣ
91∆µT

s

7: if d > d∗ then
8: d∗ ← d
9: s∗ ← s

10: end if
11: end for . s∗ decoded symbol for trial i
12: end for

Let EA := {ek | k ∈ A} denote the set of epochs of a
trial that are in assignment A, mean(·) calculates the mean
of its arguments and cov(·) the covariance matrix of its
arguments. Thus, mean(EA+) corresponds to the target
ERP and mean(EA−) corresponds to the non-target ERP
response. In an unsupervised setting we do not know which
letter was attended, and therefore, which assignment is cor-
rect. However, for every available symbol s ∈ S, we can
construct the hypothesis that it is the attended symbol, and
obtain a corresponding target assignments, i.e., As+ which
contains all epochs where s was highlighted (analogously,
As− contains all epochs where s was not highlighted).

According to the hypothesis that s is the attended letter,
calculate the vector ∆µs between the obtained hypothetical
class means

∆µs = mean(EAs+ )−mean(EAs− ), (1)

and the corresponding squared distance

d2(s) = (∆µs)(∆µs)
T (2)

between the class means. In case s is the true attended
symbol, As+ = A+ contains only target epochs. If s is not
the true attended symbol, at least one of As+ and As− (or
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both) contain mixtures of non-target and target epochs. As
a result, averaging the epochs of different classes in each
assignment will mix the corresponding ERPs, which in turn
reduces the distance between the hypothetical class means.
Therefore, the squared distance d2(s) between the assumed
class means will be maximal if our assumed symbol is the
true symbol that was attended.

However, in a high-dimensional noisy setting, with corre-
lated data and few samples to estimate the class means from,
the squared distance is not reliable. As a remedy, we pro-
pose to use the inverted global covariance matrix Σ91, to
remove the influence of correlated dimensions and dampen
dimensions that have a high variance in general. The result-
ing covariance-corrected distance metric

dΣ(s) = (∆µs)Σ
91(∆µs)

T (3)

is also known as the squared Mahalanobis distance. Note
that both distances are equivalent if the covariance is the
identity matrix, e.g., as would be the case for whitened
data. The symbol s∗ that was actually attended can now be
obtained by

s∗ = argmax
s

dΣ(s). (4)

Note that the traditional Mahalanobis distance would require
the within-class covariance matrices, i.e., label information
would be necessary. However, as shown by Hübner (2020),
in some cases, the global covariance—i.e., pooling data
of both classes and ignoring class-specific means—can be
used instead. Particularly, when the matrix is multiplied
with a vector that points in the direction of the difference
between the (unknown) class means. In this case, the matrix-
vector product is merely scaled by some factor when using
the global instead of the within-class covariance. As the
same Σ91 is used for all symbols, every distance is scaled
equally, i.e., this does not affect Equation (4). Note that
regardless of the hypothesis on which symbol is attended,
the expected direction of the hypothesized class mean differ-
ence vector ∆µs points toward the same direction as the true
class mean difference vector. While noise may change the
direction of ∆µ, we assume that the overall reduction of the
distance between class means caused by wrong assignments
dominates.

To illustrate the novel approach Figure 1 shows a toy ex-
ample of the unsupervised mean-difference maximization
(UMM) for simulated data of a four-letter spelling problem.
Each letter is hypothesized as the target (‘C’ and ‘D’ as the
target are not shown), but only the true target ‘B’ produces
the largest vector between the class means.

The basic UMM method as pseudo-code is described in Al-
gorithm 1.

2.2.1. CONFIDENCE

While our method assumes the attended symbol is the one
that maximizes Equation (3), we can make use of all distance
values generated by the other hypotheses to define a notion
of UMM’s confidence.

After UMM determined s∗ to be the attended symbol,
let S− describe the set of all other symbols, i.e., S− :=
{s | s 6= s∗, s ∈ S} with corresponding distances DΣ

S− :=
{dΣ(s) | s ∈ S−}.

Now DΣ
S− allows to calculate the standard deviation σS−

of the class mean distances of the presumably not attended
symbols. It can be used to standardize a comparison of the
distance produced by the symbol assignment s∗ with the
runner-up assignment sr:

c =
dΣ(s∗)− dΣ(sr)

σS−
, (5)

where the runner-up is determined by sr = argmaxs d
Σ(s)

where s 6= s∗.

The obtained confidence value c for this choice of s∗ is al-
ways positive or zero. Intuitively, if differences in distances
is only caused by Gaussian noise then the distance between
the winner and the runner-up should remain small. A large
confidence on the other hand is unlikely to be caused merely
by noise, instead UMM’s decision for s∗ is more likely to
be correct.

2.2.2. LEARNING ACROSS TRIALS

So far, UMM is applied instantaneously—i.e., using only
the epochs of the trial at hand—and did not incorporate
any information of previous trials. Making use of data of
previous trials is straightforward for the covariance esti-
mation. Instead of using only the epochs of the current
i-th trial Σ1 := cov(E(i)) (cf. Algorithm 1, line 2), we
pool the data of the current trial and all previous trials, i.e.,
Σall := cov(E(1) ∪ . . . ∪ E(i−1) ∪ E(i)).

Correspondingly, class mean estimates obtained from the
current trial only might be improved by replacing them by
a more robust estimate that makes use of previous trials
(cf. Algorithm 1, line 5). It makes use of the weighted
average between the class mean estimates of the previous
Nt trials and the estimate obtained from the current trial, i.e.,

µO
s+ =

µprev
+ ·Nt + mean

(
E

(i)

As+

)
Nt + 1

, (6)

with µprev
+ being the target mean of previous trials. The non-

target means can be calculated analogously. Note that we
are considering an unsupervised setting, and therefore we
do not know the true class means/labels of previous trials.
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Figure 1: UMM method exemplified for two-dimensional toy data representing a four letter speller paradigm. The same
multivariate Gaussian noise was assumed for all letters. The true target letters ‘B’ (orange) were drawn from a different mean
than the true non-targets ‘A’, ‘C’ and ‘D’ (blue, green, red). Star markers indicate means of assumed target letters, circles of
correspondingly assumed non-target letters. Left: Input data (no hypothesis). Center: Example of the wrong hypothesis,
under which letter ‘A’ (blue) is assumed target. Letters ‘B’, ‘C’, ‘D’ are pooled to form the gray non-targets under this
hypothesis. The black dashed line indicates the difference between the hypothesized class means. Right: Analogously for
the orange ‘B’ being the hypothesized target class, which results in a larger distance between the hypothesized class means.
Note that ‘C’ and ‘D’ as target hypotheses are not shown.

We propose two different options to deal with this: The
first option given by Equation (6) is an optimistic one, as
it simply assumes that all of UMM’s predictions in previ-
ous trials have been correct. Alternatively, the previously
derived confidence measure can be used to weigh the means
according to their confidence, i.e.,

µC
s+ =

[
Nt∑
l=1

(ĉ(l) · µ(l)
+ ) + c(i) ·mean

(
E

(i)

As+

)]
Nt∑
l=1

(ĉ(l)) + c(i)
, (7)

where c(l) is the confidence and µ(l) the mean ob-
tained of the (already recorded) l-th trial, and ĉ(l) =
min(c(l), 1). Limiting previous confidence values to 1 is
needed, because—as we show in Section 4.8—UMM is sen-
sitive to the specific stimulation sequence used for a symbol.
Note that c(i) is the confidence of UMM for the current
i-th trial, which cannot be known before calculating µC

s+ ,
therefore this c(i) is derived using instantaneous, i.e., only
the current trial only (cf. Equation (5)).

Note that both approaches make use of naïve label-
ing (Kuncheva et al., 2008), i.e., they use their own past
classification decisions and assume them to be the true la-
bels. As such, UMM is dependent on correct classifications,
especially during the very first trials.

2.2.3. STATIONARY COVARIANCE MATRIX OF
BACKGROUND ACTIVITY

To have less epochs than feature dimensions in the first
few trials is prohibitive for using the vanilla sample covari-
ance matrix. Thus a shrinkage regularized covariance ma-
trix (Ledoit & Wolf, 2004) denoted by Σs may be beneficial.
Alternatively, a recently introduced block-Toeplitz struc-
tured covariance matrix (Sosulski & Tangermann, 2022)
denoted by Σt can be used. It assumes EEG background
activity to be stationary in short epochs (Cohen & Sances,
1977). The authors observed improved ERP classification
performance for this regularization—especially when few
data is available—due to its sample efficiency. In addition,
Σt reduces the required memory by a factor ofNt compared
to Σs, and more efficient algorithms are known for math-
ematical operations performed on block-Toeplitz matrices.
Comparisons between Σs and Σt in our work, however, will
only focus on potential classification performance differ-
ences.

2.2.4. BCI DATASETS

We evaluated our method on five publicly available BCI
datasets. For the Hüb17 dataset by Hübner et al. (2017),
a copy spelling task was performed by 13 healthy partici-
pants, and 31-channel EEG was recorded using gel-based
electrodes to reflect the visual ERP responses. Each partici-
pant had to spell a 63 letter sentence three times. To spell
one letter, 68 visual highlighting events were performed,
where a pseudo-random set of letters was highlighted, with
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16 target and 52 non-target events per letter.

The Hüb18 dataset by Hübner et al. (2018) had almost the
same setup for 12 healthy participants, except the sentence
to copy spell consisted of 35 letters only. Data obtained
afterwards under a later free-spelling condition was not
evaluated.

Lee et al. (2019) recorded the Lee19 dataset of 54 healthy
participants with two sessions of a visual ERP paradigm
each. Per session, participants performed 33 letters of stan-
dard copy spelling first (used as calibration data) followed
by an online block of spelling a known 36 letter sentence.
However, the UI did not indicate the next letter on the screen
during the spelling process, so participants had to remem-
ber the sentence and their current position in the sentence.
While 62-channel EEG had been recorded, we included only
the same 32 channels used by the original authors in their
ERP classification pipeline. In addition to using pseudo-
random sets of letters during each highlighting event, the
authors overlayed symbols by a familiar face to potentially
evoke an additional N400f ERP response (Kaufmann et al.,
2011). In this dataset 60 epochs per letter are available, with
10 target and 50 non-target epochs.

In the Ric13 dataset, Riccio et al. (2013) recorded 35 let-
ters per participant for a visual ERP protocol. The eight
participants were ALS patients. The EEG was recorded
at eight channels and the spelling application had a clas-
sic row-column layout. Each letter used 120 highlighting
events with 20 targets and 100 non-targets. Note that for
the UMM method, compared to pseudo-random symbol
highlights, the row-column paradigm is harder to classify,
when using mean estimation methods that make use of past
trials. This can be explained in an example, consider the
setting that UMM chooses a wrong symbol already in the
first trial. If the correct symbol is on a different row and
column than the correct letter, the hypothesis for the target
assignment now contains no actual targets, whereas the non-
target assignments contains all 20 target and the remaining
80 non-targets. In this case, the vector between the means
does not point towards the target but the opposite direction.
As UMM considers distances only, it is not able to detect
this wrong orientation. Using this wrong direction in the
following letter would pull future means in this wrong di-
rection. Since the row-column interface is still popular we
chose to include this more challenging paradigm into our
evaluation.

Finally, the Sch14 dataset by Schreuder (2014) is a dataset
using auditory evoked ERPs in the AMUSE paradigm. The
21 healthy participants used an auditory BCI to spell a sen-
tence, but in contrast to the other datasets, had to correct
for spelling mistakes, i.e., if the online classifier decoded
a wrong selection, participants had to select an ‘undo’ op-
eration to correct this. The spelling application involved

a two-step procedure to select a letter: Per step, a partici-
pant focused on one out of six different tones which were
presented from six loudspeaker directions. First the group
of letters containing the target was selected and then the
actual letter to be spelled. As a wrong selection in the first
step changes the required selection for the second step (i.e.,
from the actual letter to choosing ‘undo’), we could evaluate
UMM’s performance per selection step with respect to the
correct selection of one out of six loudspeaker directions, but
not regarding the correct selection of a letter. One selection
step consisted of 90 epochs with 15 target and 75 non-target
tones. The dataset contains EEG recorded at 32 channels.
Note that similarly to the Ric13 dataset, this is a challeng-
ing paradigm, as wrong decisions create mean-difference
vectors that point into the opposite direction.

Example code how to use UMM on two visual ERP datasets
is available at our repository at:
https://github.com/jsosulski/umm_demo.

3. Statistical Testing
In order to compare the different mean and covariance esti-
mation methods, we use the paired t-test, which requires the
obtained average classification performances to come from
a normal distribution. As these averages are calculated from
total of 108 participants, we assume that due to the central
limit theorem that the calculated sample means follow a
normal distribution (Lumley et al., 2002). While we could
employ a non-parametric paired Wilcoxon rank sum test,
this test would treat a classification rate difference of, e.g.,
0.98 to 0.99 in the same way as 0.54 to 0.99 and we want
to penalize cases where UMM underperforms severely.

To correct for multiple testing, we used Bonferroni cor-
rection to correct for multiple testing six times and tested
against a significance level of 1 %.

4. Results
We show results for three different mean estimation meth-
ods: using only the single current trial (µ1) and then using
information from previous trials. First, using an optimistic
estimation (µO) and second using a confidence-based es-
timation (µC). The covariance matrix is estimated either
only on the single current trial (Σ1) or on the current and all
previous trials (Σall) using either shrinkage (Σs) or block-
Toeplitz (Σt) regularization.

4.1. Effectiveness of UMM

Performance values of the different mean and covariance
estimators in the UMM algorithm are shown in Figure 2.
For this plot, the average classification rate for each partic-
ipant was calculated, and then all 108 participants across

https://github.com/jsosulski/umm_demo
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Figure 2: Boxplot of UMM classification rates for different
mean and covariance estimators, pooled across all datasets.
Whiskers show 1.5 interquartile ranges and diamonds in-
dicate performance of subjects who are more than 1.5 in-
terquartile ranges away from the first quartile.

all datasets were pooled. While this emphasizes the Lee19
dataset with 54 participants, we can get an overview over
the performance values of the different estimators.

First off, the median classification rate of UMM for the set-
ting with Toeplitz covariance from all past trials (Σall

t ) and
confidence-based mean estimation (µC), has a median per-
formance of 1.0, as 58 (more than half of 108) could be clas-
sified perfectly from the very first trial on. The difference of
using Toeplitz covariance compared to shrinkage covariance
is not significant when using confidence-based mean, but it
is significant when using optimistic mean. An explanation
could be that Toeplitz covariance reduces the number of
wrong classifications especially early on, which is impor-
tant when using optimistic mean estimation and relying on
early classification results. In contrast, confidence-based
mean estimation discounts the importance of wrong early
classifications (if their confidence is low). Interestingly,
only shrinkage covariance estimation benefits significantly
from using more than one trial of data to estimate the co-
variance matrix and not when using the Toeplitz covariance
estimation. For three participants of the Ric13 dataset, the
classification performance is 0.0 (the theoretical chance
level is 1/36) when using with µC and Σall

t strategies. A
possible explanation could be that in these cases, UMM was
initialized unfavorably and was unable to recover (cf. Sec-
tion 2.2.4). Further evidence for this explanation is that
this does not occur when using the instantaneous mean (µ1).
Using µ1 should be combined with using the instantaneous
covariance estimation (Σ1) and not all pooled data (Σall),
however, this effect is only significant when using shrinkage
covariance estimation.

Figure 3 compares UMM classification performances across
the different mean and covariance estimators for each re-

spective dataset. As expected, the domain-specific block-
Toeplitz covariance is better than using just the shrinkage
covariance regularization for most datasets. Generally, the
confidence-based mean estimation performs best across all
datasets. Only the Hüb18 dataset is marginally better with
the optimistic mean estimate, which corresponds to one in-
stead of two wrong letters out of 1260 letters. Using UMM,
on all three visual speller datasets with healthy participants,
classification rates above 99 % are achieved, without using
any calibration data at all. For the Ric13 dataset, a normal
shrinkage covariance is better than using the Toeplitz struc-
tured matrix. Surprisingly, in the Sch14 dataset, using a
covariance matrix calculated from a single trial appears to
perform better than using all the data available. However,
this occurs only due to chance as UMM is sensitive to a
correct classification in the first few trials, as it learns from
its own classification results when using optimistic or (less
so) confidence-based class mean estimation. Interestingly,
when using only the current trial to estimate the mean (µ1),
it is actually detrimental in every dataset to calculate the
covariance matrix on previous trials (Σall). A possible ex-
planation could be, that all datasets had a fixed stimulus
onset asynchrony (SOA). As a result, in each trial the fre-
quency that is synchronized with the SOA (e.g., 4 Hz for
SOA 250 ms) is barely represented in the temporal covari-
ance.

4.2. Learning Curves

The learning curves in Figure 4 show that the Toeplitz co-
variance matrix (blue curves) tends to be a better choice than
only the shrinkage regularized covariance for all datasets
except for the Ric13 dataset. This is especially true dur-
ing the early letters, where for Hüb17 and Hüb18 there
is virtually no ramp up period observed anymore with the
Toeplitz regularization. Furthermore, in all datasets, us-
ing UMM with a confidence-based mean estimation (the
brighter curves within one color) outperforms the optimistic
UMM approach, especially so for the Lee19 dataset when
used in combination with a shrinkage estimation covariance
matrix. For the Ric13 dataset, we observed a surprisingly
short ramp up period at the start, however the performance
does not reach the upper ceiling as for the other datasets.
This is explained by the effect explained in the next section,
where UMM can fail to perform at all if the initial trials are
classified wrongly.

4.3. Participant-wise Results for Sch14

For the auditory dataset in each trial, the attended
tone/direction (one out of six) had to be decoded instead
of the actual letter, while selecting a letter required at least
two trials. As the spelling interface allowed to delete wrong
letter and undo wrong first step decisions, the number of
trials performed for spelling the same text was different for
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Figure 3: Heatmap with the classification rate of UMM for all datasets. Each row describes a dataset with the different
covariance and mean estimators indicated in each column. Note that the top three rows correspond to the three similar visual
speller datasets with pseudo-random stimulation sequences. Numbers in brackets after each dataset name indicate how many
times UMM was used to spell a sentence in total, i.e., per session / block.

each participant. As shown in Figure 5, the overall perfor-
mance is worse for this auditory paradigm than for the visual
speller datasets. Nevertheless, UMM worked flawlessly or
almost flawlessly for some participants. Interestingly, the
two participants VPfcj and VPfcm perform below chance
level with UMM when using information from previous
trials. This is explained by the stimulation protocol, which
delivers tone stimuli one after the other instead of in par-
allel: When UMM chooses the wrong target assignment
in the first trials, the mean estimation in subsequent tri-
als will move the class means along the opposite direction
(cf. Section 2.2.4). In the visual speller setups, where one
stimulation event highlights multiple symbols, this prob-
lem is alleviated, especially when the set of highlighted let-
ters is chosen (pseudo-)randomly (datasets: Hüb17, Hüb18,
Lee19) and is not constrained to rows or columns (dataset:
Ric13).

4.4. Improvement over State of the Art Unsupervised
Classifiers

To relate UMM with state of the art decoding methods in
BCI, we compare our results with the original publications
of the Hüb17 and Hüb18 datasets, as in these datasets the
used online classifier was indeed unsupervised. We only
report for the setting where the covariance is estimated using
a Toeplitz structure (Σt) and the mean was estimated based
on previous confidence values (µC).

In Figure 6, the online classification results obtained by the
original learning from label proportions (‘LLP’) method on
the Hüb17 dataset (Hübner et al., 2017) are compared to
the classification results we obtained using UMM. In this
plot, each row corresponds to one block of 63 letters spelled
by one participant. Whereas in the original experiment,
a clear ramp-up phase of ‘LLP’ can be observed for all
participants, UMM works from the very start for basically

every participant. Even for participant 11 (third last) who
had difficulties using the BCI with ‘LLP’, UMM would
allow for a perfect classification performance. Note that the
EEG data of the second block of participant 6 could not be
loaded due to missing optical markers and was therefore
omitted for both methods.

In the original recording of the Hüb18 dataset, Hübner et al.
(2018) compared learning from label proportions, expecta-
tion maximization and their proposed combination thereof,
i.e., the so-called ‘Mix’ method. Note that in this online
experiment each block of 35 letters had been classified by
one of the three methods. As we could not match which
method had been used for which block, we only report the
performance of the ‘Mix’ method, as this method had been
reported as the best of the compared approaches by Hübner
and colleagues and can still be considered as the state of
the art unsupervised classification method for ERP-based
BCI. The results of a comparison between the ‘Mix’ method
and UMM are shown in Figure 7. In this dataset, no clearly
bad performing participants can be observed, but UMM
notably again works from the very first letter. Note that the
performance of ‘Mix’ (85.71%) seems to be only slightly
better than ‘LLP’ (84.21%), but this is caused by the shorter
sentences that had to be spelled (unsupervised methods tend
to perform badly especially for the first few letters).

Note that in both, the Hüb17 and the Hüb18 datasets,
UMM’s performance when using no past information at
all (see columns Σ1

t , µ
1 and Σ1

s, µ
1 in Figure 3), is already

very high, especially when the covariance estimation makes
use of the block-Toeplitz regularization.

4.5. Comparison to Supervised Classification

In the Lee19 dataset, the original authors used the first 33 let-
ters recorded in copy-spell mode as calibration data, while
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Figure 4: Learning curves for UMM using different covari-
ance regularization and mean estimation methods for all vi-
sual speller datasets. UMM used the current and all previous
trials to predict the letter. A ratio of 1 indicates that the N-th
letter was correctly predicted for all sessions/participants
contained in a dataset. Please note, that results for the Ric13
dataset were obtained from the recordings of 8 patients only,
while the other datasets contain the results of between 36 to
107 recordings. The solid black line indicates the maximally
possible performance level for each dataset.
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Figure 5: Bar plot with classification rate of the Sch14
dataset. Red-colored participants did not finish the original
experiment, as in the original experiment their classifica-
tion performance was not sufficient to finish spelling the
sentence.

the remaining 36 were actually classified online. Note that
the latter was a copy-spell task as well, however, the inter-
face did not indicate which letter to spell next after every
letter. For this online block, Lee et al. (2019) report a mean
classification accuracy of 96.8 %. As UMM is an unsu-
pervised approach, it can not only be applied to the online
block, but it would allow online classification already for the
first 33 letters. On the full set of 69 letters, UMM reaches a
performance of 99.47 %. Evaluating UMM’s classification
rate only for letters from the online block (letters 34–69,
comparable to what Lee and colleagues reported), UMM
obtains an accuracy of 99.61 %.

For the Ric13 dataset, the first 15 letters had been used by
the original authors for calibration and the remaining 20 had
been used for online spelling. On this dataset, Riccio et al.
(2013) report an average classification accuracy of 97.5 %
which is much better than the 77.86 % UMM achieves. How-
ever, the bad average classification performance is mainly
caused by participants where initial mistakes prohibit UMM
from working even when using confidence-base mean es-
timation. Detecting and mitigating early mistakes may be
key to improve UMM’s performance.

4.6. Reliability of the Confidence Measure

To assess the reliability of the confidence measure proposed
for the unsupervised UMM method, we focus on a setting for
which a substantial amount of letters were classified incor-
rectly. For this purpose, we chose the traditional shrinkage
covariance estimation with confidence-based mean (Σall

s ,
µC classification rate: 93.40 %) of the large Lee19 dataset.
In this setting, the distribution of the confidence values is
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Figure 6: Heatmap of correctly (blue) and incorrectly (yel-
low) classified letters for the original learning from label
proportions (LLP) method (left) and the proposed novel
UMM method (right). Each row is one block of 63 letters
of one participant. Black lines delineate the 13 participants,
who executed different numbers of letter blocks each.

Figure 7: Heatmap of correctly (blue) and incorrectly (yel-
low) classified letters for the original ‘Mix’ method (left)
and UMM (right). Each row is one block of 35 letters of one
participant. Black lines delineate the 12 participants, who
executed different numbers of letter blocks each. Overall
classification performance is given in brackets.

shown in Figure 8. As expected, the confidence is consis-
tently low for incorrect classifications. In fact, all wrong
classifications had a confidence of 1.5 or lower, while over-
all confidence values ranged between 0 and 7.5.

4.7. Confidence as a Predictor of Degenerate Cases

As mentioned previously, when using past information to
estimate the means of a trial, in rare cases it can happen
that UMM learns the inverted class means at the start. This
undesired behavior was mainly observed when using the
worse shrinkage regularized covariance matrix (Σs). How-
ever, even when using the block-Toeplitz covariance (Σt),
we observed the undesired behavior for participants 1,2,4
of the Ric13 dataset and participants VPfcj and VPfcm of
the Sch14 dataset. If this happens, UMM will misclassify
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Figure 8: Distribution of confidence values for the Lee19
dataset using confidence-based mean estimation and shrink-
age covariance estimation.

reliably below chance level.

We investigated this undesired behavior for the example of
participant 40 of the Lee19 dataset in Figure 9 when using
shrinkage covariance (Σall

s ) estimation. This figure provides
the cumulative confidence values, i.e., the sum of all confi-
dences obtained over all trials. In session 1 (top plot), using
UMM with past information would lead to almost no correct
classification at all for this participant, whereas in session 2
UMM performs perfectly. The cumulative confidence can
be used to detect this degenerate case in session 1, as the
confidence of UMM using µC (green line) is barely differ-
ent from the confidence that uses µ1 (purple line). Contrary,
in session 2 µC reliably accumulates to higher confidences.
Note that in the UMM implementation, calculating both con-
fidences corresponds to one additional matrix multiplication
only, which has only a negligible run time impact.

4.8. Using UMM Confidence to Assess the Quality of the
Stimulation Sequence

In the Hüb17 and Hüb18 datasets, the stimulation sequences
were pre-generated before the start of the experiments. The
same sequence was used in every block/sentence of each
participant across both datasets. This means that, for exam-
ple, when letter ‘A’ was the symbol to be attended in the
third position of a sentence, each participant was presented
with the same order of highlighting events for this letter in
this position.

The grand average confidence values for each letter for both
the Hüb17 and the Hüb18 datasets are visualized in Fig-
ure 10. By design, the first 15 letters participants had to spell
were the same between the two datasets, while this happened
by chance for letters 30 and 34 in the later part. Interestingly
the average classifier confidences are virtually equal when
the letters are the same at a certain position in the sentence
to be spelled, even though the 13 participants in the Hüb17
study were different from the 12 participants from the Mix
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Figure 9: Cumulative confidences for participant 40 of the
Lee19 dataset. Blue blocks at the bottom line indicate that
the letter was classified correctly using the cumulative mean
estimate µC , yellow blocks indicate misclassifications.

study. However, if different letters had to be spelled—i.e.,
the stimulation sequence of the attended letter is different be-
tween Hüb17 and Hüb18 participants—the confidences are
not overlapping. The same holds for the same letter being
spelled in different positions of the sentence as then differ-
ent stimulation sequences have been used. See for example
the confidence values for the space/underscore character in
positions 12 and 15, where the average confidence is around
3.4 and around 5.7 respectively. This observation strongly
indicates that the confidence of UMM can be used—when
other experimental parameters are identical—to identify
stimulation sequences which are hard or easy to classify for
UMM.

5. Discussion
We proposed the UMM approach, this unsupervised method
would allow healthy participants to use a ERP-based visual
speller BCI without any calibration and with almost no mis-
classifications from the very first letter on. The experiments
on a large number of datasets indicate, that UMM performs
better than traditionally used supervised and unsupervised
LDA binary classification. Note that the latter use aggre-
gated classifier outputs to make predictions in a multi-class
setting, whereas UMM solves this multi-class directly. A
possible explanation of the observed performance differ-
ence is that our method does not try to correctly estimate
the parameters of an actual projection direction (while for
LDA, the normal vector w needs to be estimated)—instead,
it selects the classification assignment that produces the

largest difference between the class means, which is a much
simpler task but still sufficient to determine the target ERP
stimulus. Solving this simpler task only may enable UMM
to flexibly adapt to changes of the underlying signals, while
most decoding approaches cannot cope well with such non-
stationarities. See, e.g., participant 11 (third last participant
from the top in Figure 6), who had a ‘overall low signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR)’ (Hübner et al., 2017) which yields very
poor performance using LDA. If this low SNR is caused by,
e.g., latency jitter of the discriminative ERP components
between trials, the true ERPs cannot be captured by mere
class-wise averaging of the epochs across trials, which is
used in traditional classification approaches. In contrast,
UMM will consider the most discriminative dimensions per
trial—albeit with more emphasis to the traditional class-wise
means when using optimistic or confidence-based mean es-
timations.

The proposed mean estimation methods of our approach
can be interpreted as a regularization of the mean using past
trials and naïve labeling of these past trials. Compared to a
traditional LDA—here, the data is projected on the direction
of the difference between class means without considering
the current trial—this allows UMM to consider deviations
from the directions of the class means when classifying a
new trial. Note that our current straightforward approaches
weight previous trials with the amount of trials available
(optimistic mean estimate), which already works well on
the majority of participants. However, as it probably is not
optimal, it leaves room for future improvement.

Our proposed UMM framework would also allow a ‘forget-
ting of very old trials’ for mean and covariance estimation,
to cope with non-stationarities. A rather extreme case is
to use UMM instantaneously, e.g., with Σ1

t and µ1. Here,
no past information is used at all, nevertheless this vari-
ant achieves up to 96.11 % classification accuracy (on the
Hüb18 dataset) and is completely immune towards all signal
non-stationarities between trials (but not within a trial).

In contrast to expectation maximization, which typically
is computationally intensive, our proposed approach takes
around 0.5 s to predict a letter on a i7-8700K CPU (re-
leased in 2017) in our provided implementation. Note
that the current implementation has more potential for run
time improvements, e.g., by optimizing the inversion of
the block-Toeplitz matrix (Poletti & Teal, 2021) which cur-
rently makes up more than half of the total time required.
Additionally, Hübner et al. (2018) observed that expecta-
tion maximization sometimes can get stuck in local optima
and take many trials before showing a good performance,
even on the high quality data of the Mix dataset. Aside
from better classification performance, another benefit of
UMM over the ‘Mix’ (which is a combination of ‘LLP’
and expectation maximization) method is that it does not
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require a paradigm modification: it is readily applicable
to any existing ERP-based BCI paradigm we can think of,
which requires a multi-class selection by solving multiple
binary classification problems, which is almost always true.
However, UMM can benefit from suitable paradigm design,
for example, it tends to perform better when the set of high-
lighted letters is not constrained to form a row or column
but is be chosen as (pseudo-)random subsets.

From a neuroscience perspective, it is also interesting to
investigate which stimuli or epochs, are easier or harder
to classify for UMM in order to assess the elicited ERPs.
However, UMM can only be used to predict the final one-
out-of-multiple-classes letter (or another multi-class label)
directly and cannot directly operate on a single stimulus.
Still, as UMM calculates a mean estimate and the inverted
covariance matrix, it is trivial to simply use these to obtain
an LDA (w = Σ91∆µ), which could then be used for actual
binary classification of individual epochs.

While for more difficult data (Ric13 dataset, with patients
and a row / column layout) or generally for weaker ERP
responses (Sch14 dataset with auditory evoked ERPs) it
rarely can happen that UMM fails to perform at all when
using mean information from past trials. This is a known
phenomenon in setups using naïve labeling (Kuncheva et al.,
2008) when early trials are misclassified. This emphasizes
the need for methods that work even when extremely lim-
ited data is available—for example, using the block-Toeplitz
structured covariance matrix—to reliably classify the first
few trials/letters in a BCI experiment. Using the proposed
cumulative confidence measure (see Figure 9), these de-
generate cases could be detected in an online experiment,
such that UMM can be informed to, e.g., discard the mean
information obtained so far and start over. A different ap-
proach to cope with harder datasets could be to initialize

the UMM mean estimation either with prior knowledge, or
using a short calibration phase, however, this would make
UMM a supervised method. As the UMM method appears
to perform always above chance level when no past infor-
mation is used, for example as shown in Figure 5, this
information could be used to obtain a robust mean estimate
overall and may also serve to prevent the undesired cases
where UMM performs below chance level. Finally, UMM
could also make use of a recalculation procedure similar to
the post-hoc re-analysis proposed by Hübner et al. (2017).
The authors make use of recent information (i.e., better
mean and covariance estimates the more data is recorded)
to re-classify previous trials. If this rectifies mistakes on
the first few trials, the corrected aggregated mean estimate
(confidence-based or optimistic) will become more reliable
in future trials.

6. Conclusion
We introduced the simple Unsupervised Mean-difference
Maximization (UMM) method for ERP-based BCI systems.
It does not require labels, i.e., no calibration phase is needed.
UMM delivers a highly competitive classification accuracy
over multiple visual speller datasets with healthy partici-
pants (99.96 %, 99.84 % and 99.47%). Rare shortcomings
were observed in a patient dataset (77.86 %) and an auditory
dataset (82.52 %), which can be detected using a proposed
confidence metric, which comes basically for free when
using UMM. For BCI practitioners it is important to empha-
size that UMM can be applied to any available ERP-based
BCI protocol, but benefits from suitable paradigm design.
Practitioners should consider incorporating UMM into their
BCI systems to eliminate the need for calibration as well as
to allow participants to instantly be able to spell.
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Disclaimer
There is currently a patent application pending for applica-
tions using UMM.
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