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Abstract

While analytics of sleep electroencephalography (EEG) holds certain advantages over other methods in clinical applications, high
variability across subjects poses a significant challenge when it comes to deploying machine learning models for classification
tasks in the real world. In such instances, machine learning models that exhibit exceptional performance on a specific dataset may
not necessarily demonstrate similar proficiency when applied to a distinct dataset for the same task. The scarcity of high-quality
biomedical data further compounds this challenge, making it difficult to evaluate the model’s generality comprehensively. In
this paper, we introduce Transfer Euclidean Alignment - a transfer learning technique to tackle the problem of the dearth of human
biomedical data for training deep learning models. We tested the robustness of this transfer learning technique on various rule-based
classical machine learning models as well as the EEGNet-based deep learning model by evaluating on different datasets, including
human and mouse data in a binary classification task of detecting individuals with versus without traumatic brain injury (TBI).
By demonstrating notable improvements with an average increase of 14.42% for intraspecies datasets and 5.53% for interspecies
datasets, our findings underscore the importance of the use of transfer learning to improve the performance of machine learning and
deep learning models when using diverse datasets for training.
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1. Introduction

Electroencephalogram (EEG) is a widely used non-invasive
technique for assessing the electrical activity of the brain. Elec-
trical signals generated by the synchronous activity of a pop-
ulation of neurons are picked up by the electrodes placed on
the scalp which are then amplified and recorded, providing a
means of understanding the human brain Nunez et al. (2006).
Quantitative EEG (QEEG) is a method of analyzing EEG data
that involves the computation of its various measures, such
as power spectral density, coherence, and phase synchrony
Prichep (2005). EEG has been used in a wide range of clin-
ical applications, including the diagnosis and monitoring of
epilepsy Acharya et al. (2013); Noachtar and Rémi (2009),
sleep disorders, stroke Wu et al. (2015), traumatic brain injury
(TBI) Rapp et al. (2015); Vishwanath (2021), and Alzheimer’s
disease Jeong (2004), in addition to the study of cognitive pro-
cesses such as attention Liu et al. (2013), memory Klimesch
(1999), language Weiss and Mueller (2003), and general intelli-
gence Thatcher et al. (2016), as it can reveal anomalies that are
indicative of brain dysfunction. Despite the benefits of EEG
for real-time monitoring, such as affordability and negligible
dependence on bulky equipment and highly trained clinicians,
EEG poses certain challenges, such as its non-stationary char-
acteristics and low signal-to-noise ratio Nunez et al. (2006).

Moreover, the high variability of the EEG signal across sessions
and individuals can pose difficulties in generalizing results Xu
et al. (2020).

Despite constant efforts to build models using advanced ma-
chine learning (ML) and deep learning (DL) algorithms that ac-
count for cross-subject variability, the heterogeneous nature of
EEG leads to inconsistent results, hindering model transporta-
bility. In most cases, models that perform extremely well on
one dataset may not necessarily perform well on another dataset
carrying out the same task due to overfitting of the model or in-
herent differences present amongst the datasets Kamrud et al.
(2021). ML algorithms rely on a crucial assumption that both
the training and testing datasets of a classifier share the same
feature space and follow the same distribution. However, in
real-world scenarios, this assumption may not always hold,
which often leads to challenges in practical implementations
of the ML model Pan and Yang (2010). To address this issue,
traditional ML approaches are often carried out using a vast
amount of training data to capture the maximum variability.
However, it is extremely difficult to collect a sufficient amount
of high-quality data in the biomedical domain due to concerns
of privacy and confidentiality, lack of standardization, ethical
issues, and incentives for data sharing. Although validation
sets, ensemble models, and data augmentation are commonly
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used solutions for addressing the problem of limited training
data, they all have certain limitations and assumptions. The use
of a validation set for parameter tuning can be challenging when
there is a limited amount of available data. Ensemble mod-
els are effective when the individual models being combined
have the same number of parameters Sagi and Rokach (2018).
Data augmentation introduces additional sources of variability,
as there is no consensus on which transformations to apply, and
the parameters of the transformation are often chosen randomly
Wen et al. (2020). The dearth of data makes ML and DL models
overfit and increases model uncertainty. The results obtained in
these scenarios may be a result of biased model performance,
as the data do not capture the true underlying distribution. Con-
sequently, analysis of the generality of the ML model across
multiple datasets becomes extremely important to understand
the true capability of the proposed model. With the growth of
domain adaptation and transfer learning (TL) techniques, there
seems to be an increase in the literature aiming to address the
above-mentioned problems. TL aims to learn distributions over
different domains and use the previously learned knowledge on
the target task Wan et al. (2021). Recent works on TL and its ap-
plications in different domains, including EEG processing, are
mentioned in Niu et al. (2020). The use of TL has gained trac-
tion in the DL domain with the advancement of brain-computer
interface (BCI) applications that utilize the knowledge learned
from EEG data collected from different subjects across differ-
ent sessions/tasks. Though fine-tuning pre-trained models for
improved performance is one of the most widely used trans-
fer learning techniques Zhang et al. (2021), there is no publicly
available pre-trained model for EEG classification, unlike those
present for image classification Krizhevsky et al. (2012). Our
literature review identified four major works that involved TL
between animals and humans, which are in line with the work
showcased in this paper. In Van Steenkiste et al. (2020), a ro-
bust deep neural network was proposed for electrocardiogram
(ECG) beat classification. After the use of TL from the MIT-
BIH dataset to the equine ECG (eECG) database, they showed
an increase in performance metrics. In Leroux et al. (2021),
the authors present an approach to leverage a feature extractor
based on a DL network trained on human voice prints to pro-
vide an informative space over which chimpanzee voice prints
can be recognized. Similarly, the primary focus in Pandeya and
Lee (2018) is the automatic classification of unseen domestic
cat sounds using a pre-trained neural network. The authors in
Ntalampiras (2018) proposed to transfer knowledge existing in
music genre classification to identify bird species motivated by
the existing acoustic similarities. As can be observed, all these
works involve TL from humans to animal models, and most of
these works involve pre-training DL models with human data
and then using them to classify animal data. In contrast, in this
paper, we propose to tackle the problem of the dearth of human
biomedical data for training and increase the generalizability of
the classification model by training the model on the Euclidean
space-transformed animal (mice) data and classifying human
data.

DL has been extensively used in domains such as computer
vision Rawat and Wang (2017); Voulodimos et al. (2018) and

speech recognition Nassif et al. (2019) to yield improved per-
formance compared to classical ML algorithms. However, its
use in understanding phenomena in EEG is yet to be explored
to its true potential. S. Gong et al. Gong et al. (2021) have ex-
tensively reviewed the adoption of DL models in EEG domains.
Thus far, a number of DL models such as Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNN), Recurrent Neural Network (RNN), Autoen-
coders, and Generative Adversarial Network (GAN) have been
used to model EEG data Vo et al. (2022) and in various clas-
sification tasks such as motor imagery, sleep stage classifica-
tion Loh et al. (2020), emotion recognition, and brain-computer
interface Lotte et al. (2018), with the most prevalent architec-
ture being CNN followed by Deep Belief Networks (DBN) and
hybrid architectures Craik et al. (2019). EEGNet encapsulates
several well-known EEG feature extraction concepts Lawhern
et al. (2018). Nonetheless, due to the low signal-to-noise ra-
tio of the EEG signals, it sometimes becomes extremely dif-
ficult for the DL models to make any sense of the input sig-
nals. Cerasa et al. Cerasa et al. (2022) concluded in their study
of comparison between traditional regression models and ML
models for the same brain injury tasks that ML models did not
provide significant improvement in the results although they
helped in capturing better their non-linear relations. As a re-
sult, with the widespread reliance on DL models, one has to
dwell deeper into the understanding of its advantages on EEG-
related tasks for the extraction of meaningful results. Advances
in DL architectures have renewed interest in multimodal pre-
diction and classification of TBI Lai et al. (2020); Noor and
Ibrahim (2020); Thanjavur et al. (2021).

In this work, our first aim is to explore different classical
ML models such as decision trees (DT), random forest (RF),
support vector machines (SVM), k-nearest neighbors (kNN),
and extreme gradient boost (XGB) as well as EEGNet-based
CNN model to detect mild TBI subjects. The robustness of
the proposed models is tested by evaluating them on different
datasets, including human and mouse data. We then aim to in-
troduce Transfer Euclidean Alignment (TEA) - a transfer align-
ment technique motivated by Correlation Alignment (CORAL)
Sun et al. (2016) and Euclidean Alignment He and Wu (2019)
to leverage the knowledge learned on mouse data to improve
the classification accuracy on human data. The subsequent sec-
tions in this paper are organized as follows. In Section 2, we
explain the mice and human datasets used in this study (Section
2.1) and common EEG signal preprocessing steps involved in
both rule-based ML and DL approaches (Section 2.2). We then
outlay the rule-based ML (Section 2.3) and EEGNet-based DL
(Section 2.4) approach in detail. Finally, we discuss the results
in Section 3 and draw our conclusion from this study in Section
4.

2. Methods

2.1. Datasets

2.1.1. Mouse Data
Dataset 1 (D1): Mouse dataset 1 was acquired as previously

published in Lim et al. (2013); Modarres et al. (2017). Male
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C57BL/6J mice (Jackson Laboratory) at 10 weeks of age were
housed in a laboratory environment with an ambient tempera-
ture of 23±1°C and a 12-hour light/12-hour dark cycle, which
was automatically controlled. The animals were assigned to one
of two groups: TBI and sham. Fluid Percussion Injury (FPI)
along with EEG/EMG implantation in mice (n=12) was per-
formed as described previously Lim et al. (2013). Once the hub
was FPI-induced, a 20-ms pulse of saline was delivered onto the
dura with the pressure level between 1.4 and 2.1 atm Carbonell
et al. (1998); McIntosh et al. (1989). The procedure was identi-
cal for sham mice, except for the introduction of the fluid pulse.
EEG was recorded for five continuous days after the seven-day
recovery period with a sampling frequency of 256 Hz. An ex-
perienced and blinded scorer performed sleep scoring, dividing
the data into 4-second epochs of wakefulness (W), non-rapid
eye movement (NREM), and rapid eye movement (REM) as
previously described in Modarres et al. (2017).
Dataset 2 (D2): Mouse dataset 2 was acquired as previously
published in Willie et al. (2012). Male C57BL6 mice (Jackson
Laboratories, Bar Harbor, ME) at 4-6 months of age were used
for the experiments. Once the surgical implantation of EEG and
EMG electrodes for polysomnographic recordings were per-
formed, left craniotomy and electromagnetically controlled cor-
tical impact (CCI) was induced using a flat metal tip impounder
driven at a velocity of 5 m/sec by an electromagnetic device or
left craniotomy only (sham) was performed ipsilateral to the im-
planted probes following a 2-week recovery and rehabilitation
period (n=5 mice per group) Brody et al. (2007). The electroni-
cally saved EEG/EMG records were initially scored using sleep
scoring software (SleepSign; Kissei Comtec Co., Ltd., Nagano,
Japan) into 4-sec epochs as W, REM, and NREM based on es-
tablished criteria for rodent sleep Renger et al. (2004). The
data were then manually over-scored by visual inspection and
corrected when appropriate by a single investigator blinded to
the intervention.

2.1.2. Human Data
Data from participants who underwent clinically indicated

overnight polysomnography at a single site, VA Portland Health
Care System (VAPORHCS) was accessed retrospectively un-
der IRB approval (MIRB #4108). A limited dataset of dei-
dentified data from a subset of participants with a history of
traumatic brain injury (TBI) and age-matched controls with-
out TBI was institutionally transferred from VAPORHCS to
UCIrvine under an approved Data Use Agreement. The source
of data included age, sex, TBI status, and raw data from
overnight polysomnography (PSG) using Polysmith (NihonKo-
hden, Japan), with six scalp electrodes placed according to the
10-20 system of EEG placement at F3, F4, C3, C4, O1, and O2.
A certified polysomnographic technician manually scored PSG
data and analyzed the sleep staging data in 30-second epochs
based on standard clinical criteria. Each epoch was classified
into one of the five sleep stages, namely awake (W), REM, and
NREM stages N1, N2, and N3. A board-certified sleep physi-
cian additionally validated the staging as part of the clinical
scoring process at VAPORHCS.

2.2. Preprocessing EEG signal

Preprocessing is a crucial and necessary step in EEG analysis
as the signal is inherently noisy Keil et al. (2014) and contains
various components that are not of interest in this work, such
as eye movement, ECG components, and muscle artifacts Rob-
bins et al. (2020). Eye movement and ECG components are re-
moved using independent component analysis (ICA), which is
a signal processing technique used to separate underlying inde-
pendent components from observed multivariate non-gaussian
data Thatcher and Lubar (2009). In order to filter out bad
epochs based on amplitude range, variance, and channel devia-
tion, thresholds based on the Z-score are calculated rather than
having an absolute threshold value. A Z-score of ±3 is used as
a threshold to identify contaminated data Nolan et al. (2010).
Preprocessing EEG signals commonly involves filtering to re-
move noise. While filtering in the time domain causes a slight
phase shift, frequency filtering does not Oppenheim (1999).
Additionally, faster algorithms for calculating Fourier Trans-
form (FT) and Inverse Fourier Transform (IFT) make frequency
domain filtering more efficient compared to time domain filter-
ing, which involves convolution steps Widmann et al. (2015);
Yael et al. (2018). Therefore, the filtering procedures used in
this study involved three main steps: (1) converting the EEG
signal from the time domain to the frequency domain using FT,
(2) multiplying the frequency domain signal with the window
of the required frequency range, and (3) reconstructing the fil-
tered signal back to the time domain using IFT. The details of
the procedure have been laid out in Vishwanath (2021)

2.3. Rule-Based classical ML approach

2.3.1. Feature extraction
Domain knowledge is essential in developing rule-based

classical ML models. The model’s performance significantly
relies on the chosen features, so it is important to carefully se-
lect relevant QEEG features based on the task at hand Rapp
et al. (2015). Prichep et al. (2012); Thatcher et al. (1989, 2001)
discuss various QEEG discriminant functions used for TBI de-
tection.

To extract relevant features from EEG signals, spectral fea-
tures such as the average and relative power, slow: fast power
ratios, frequency amplitude asymmetry, and phase-amplitude
coupling, connectivity features such as coherence, phase differ-
ence, and phase locking value, time domain features such as
Hjorth parameter and non-linear features such as spectral en-
tropy are calculated. The average and relative power in promi-
nent EEG frequency bands - delta (0.5 – 4Hz), theta (4 – 8Hz),
alpha (8 – 12Hz), sigma (12 - 16Hz), and beta (12 – 35Hz) are
calculated as the area under the power spectral density (PSD)
determined using Welch’s periodogram and their ratios to the
total power respectively. Additionally, power ratios correspond-
ing to theta : alpha, and alpha1 : alpha2 are also evaluated.
To investigate the relative change in power distribution across
different brain regions, frequency amplitude asymmetry is cal-
culated as differences in absolute power between pairs of elec-
trodes Thatcher et al. (1989). For inter and intra-hemisphere
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comparisons, it is calculated as in Equation 2 and 3 respec-
tively. Modulating the amplitude of high-frequency oscillations
by the phase of the low-frequency component of the signal is
a strong indicator of cross-frequency coupling characterized by
phase-amplitude coupling (PAC) Munia and Aviyente (2019).
For an observed EEG signal x(t), phase ϕxl (t) of the signal fil-
tered at lower frequency range fl and amplitude envelope Axh (t)
of the signal filtered at higher frequency fh is calculated us-
ing Hilbert transform. Then the normalized mean amplitude is
calculated for each frequency bin given by Equation 4 where
⟨ ⟩ denotes mean operation. Coherence provides a method for
analyzing the spatial relationships between the EEG signals ob-
served from different regions of the brain given by Equation 5
where S is the spectral-temporal density function of the signal.
To overcome the shortcoming of coherence calculation, phase
locking value (PLV) is calculated, which, unlike coherence,
takes only the phase of the signals into consideration Bruña
et al. (2018) given by Equation 6 where ϕ1 and ϕ2 are the phase
of the two EEG signals respectively. Hjorth parameters consist
of three measures - activity, mobility, and complexity Hjorth
(1970). Activity is calculated as the variance of the amplitude of
the EEG signal (Equation 7). Mobility is defined as the square
root of the ratio between the variances of the first derivative and
the amplitude of the EEG signal (Equation 8), and complexity
is a dimensionless quantity measured as the ratio between the
mobility of the first derivative of the signal to the signal itself
(Equation 9). Non-linear features such as spectral entropy are
calculated using standard formula 10 where P( f ) is normalized
PSD and fs is the sampling frequency. All the measures calcu-
lated as input features for rule-based ML models are detailed in
Vishwanath (2021).

2.3.2. Feature Normalization and Selection
The calculated features then undergo a normalization proce-

dure, which involves log transformation to overcome the skew-
ness present in data, age regression to minimize the effect of
age, and finally, Z-score standardization to bring all features to
a similar scale of zero mean and unit standard deviation. Rela-
tive band power R is transformed using log(R/(1 − R)), magni-
tude squared coherence C is transformed with log(C/(1 − C)),
amplitude asymmetry X is transformed with log((2+X)/(2−X))
and spectral entropy S pEn using –log(1 − S pEn) Gasser et al.
(1982); John (1987). For age regression, the model assumes
a linear relationship between the calculated features and log10
of the subject’s age expressed in years. The intercept and the
coefficients obtained for the norming group (group of all con-
trol/normal subjects) are used to age regress the corresponding
features of TBI subjects Prichep et al. (2012) using the equation
below.

yi = xi − log 10(S ub jectAge) · mi (11)

where xi and yi represent untransformed and transformed vari-
ables respectively and mi represents the age-regression param-
eter.

Selecting relevant features is a crucial step in developing an
efficient ML model since it helps prevent overfitting and re-
duces the computational time and cost of model training. In this

Relative Power =
Power in f requency band

Total Power
(1)

Freq Amplitude Asymmetry =
Le f t − Right
Le f t + Right

(2)

Freq Amplitude Asymmetry =
Anterior − Posterior
Anterior + Posterior

(3)

P( j) =

〈
Axh

〉
ϕxl

( j)∑N
k=1
〈
Axh

〉
ϕxl

(k)
(4)

Coh( f , t) =

∣∣∣∑n S 1n · S ′2n

∣∣∣2∑
n

∣∣∣S 1,
∣∣∣2 ·∑n |S 2n|

2
(5)

PLV( f , t) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1N ∑n

ei(ϕ1n−ϕ2n)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ (6)

Activity(x(t)) = var(x(t)) (7)

Mobility(x(t)) =

√
var
(

dx(t)
dt

)
var(x(t))

(8)

Complexity(x(t)) =
Mobility

(
dx(t)

dt

)
Mobility(x(t))

(9)

H(x, s f ) = −
fs/2∑
f=0

P( f ) log2[P( f )] (10)

work, recursive feature elimination (RFE), which is a wrapper
approach Kohavi and John (1997) to feature selection, is used.
It iteratively evaluates the performance of an ML model on a
subset of features based on which a decision is made to either
add or remove features. RFE method with the random forest as
the base estimator is used here.

2.3.3. Feature Alignment
As mentioned earlier, this work is motivated by unsuper-

vised domain adaptation techniques - Correlation Alignment
(CORAL) Sun et al. (2016) and Euclidean Alignment He and
Wu (2019) that aims to reduce the difference between data dis-
tributions and align EEG trails in the Euclidean space enabling
the use of machine learning algorithms that can be directly
applied to the transformed trials. CORAL minimizes domain
shifts between different datasets by aligning their second-order
statistics. This is done by re-coloring whitened source features
with the covariance of the target distribution. Unlike the work
done in He and Wu (2019), we aim to reduce the differences
between different datasets mentioned in Subsection 2.1 and not
between different subjects. As a result, we calculate the mean
covariance of the entire dataset. In Sun et al. (2016), the covari-
ance of the dataset is considered; however, since our datasets
consist of different subjects, we align the mean covariance ma-
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Figure 1: Overveiw of procedure. The EEG signals acquired from human and mouse subjects undergo binary classification (TBI/Control) either through rule-based
ML models after feature extraction or through an EEGNet-based CNN model. The results obtained without the TEA pipeline (depicted in blue arrow) are then
compared with the results obtained with the TEA pipeline (depicted in green arrow), along with an analysis of their feature space.

trix instead of the covariance matrix of the dataset. In Sun et al.
(2016), the authors choose to recolor the source dataset with the
covariance of the target dataset; however, we follow the concept
used in He and Wu (2019) to transform mean covariance matri-
ces of all datasets into the identity matrix.

Consider datasetD1 containing a total of m subjects and sub-
ject m having nm trials. Mean covariance matrix R̄re f for the
entire datasetD1 is calculated using

R̄re f = ⟨
1

nm

nm∑
i=1

XimXT
im⟩ (12)

where Xim refers to the ith trial of the mth subject and ⟨ ⟩ denotes
average across all m subjects in the dataset. Giving importance
to individual subject differences, R̄re f is calculated as the aver-
age of covariances of individual subjects. Then, the alignment
is performed using

X̃i = R̄−1/2
re f Xi (13)

This is carried out for all datasets, which reduces the mean co-
variance matrices of all datasets to the identity matrix as shown
in Equation 14. Thus, making the distributions of the covari-
ance matrices of different datasets similar. For classical rule-
based ML algorithms, these operations are performed on the
input feature space.

⟨
1

nm

nm∑
i=1

X̃imX̃T
im⟩ = ⟨

1
nm

nm∑
i=1

R̄−1/2
re f XiXT

i R̄−1/2
re f ⟩

= R̄−1/2
re f ⟨

1
nm

nm∑
i=1

XiXT
i ⟩R̄

−1/2
re f = R̄−1/2

re f R̄re f R̄
−1/2
re f = I

(14)

2.3.4. ML implementation
The calculated TEA features are fed into different rule-based

ML models such as DT, RF, SVM, kNN, and XGB. The dataset
is split in such a way that there are always 2 subjects in the test
set - one from each class (control and TBI), and the data from
the rest of the subjects are considered as a training set. This
setup is known as independent validation and is repeated for dif-
ferent combinations of the train/test split. The model for kNN
is run for 3 different values of ”k” - 5, 11, and 19 to compare
the significance of the number of neighbors in our classifica-
tion task. SVM uses the radial basis function (RBF) kernel. All
rule-based ML models are implemented using ”sklearn” which
is an ML module for Python. The overview of the classification
procedure is shown in Fig. 1.

2.4. EEGNet-based DL Approach

2.4.1. Data Preparation and Alignment
The preprocessed clean data obtained using the steps de-

scribed in Section 2.2 are reshaped into tensors of the dimen-
sion 1 × 7168 and 6 × 6000 (number of channels × number of
samples/epoch) for mice and humans respectively. Mice EEG
typically features a single channel, in contrast to human EEG,
which utilizes six channels as described in Section 2.1. Further
differentiating the two, mice EEG data are sampled at 256 Hz,
whereas human EEG recordings are sampled at 200 Hz. Conse-
quently, given a 30-second epoch length for human data and 28
seconds for mice, the input dimensions for the model are shaped
as 1 × 7168 for mice and 6 × 6000 for humans. In the exper-
iments involving TEA, the mouse data were resampled to 200
Hz, and the human data were averaged across channels using
dynamic time warping averaging Petitjean et al. (2014) to make
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Figure 2: EEGNet-based CNN architecture.

the dimensions of the input data more consistent across species.
Arithmetic averaging of time series data results in loss of infor-
mation, especially high-frequency information. This is over-
come by using dynamic time-warping averaging. Fig. 3 shows
the arithmetic averaged (blue) as well as dynamic time warp-
ing averaged (orange) signals of a 2-second window of the 6
EEG channels (depicted as amplitude range) used in this study.
Then, the mean covariance matrices of both source (mice) and
target (human) datasets were aligned together as discussed in
Section 2.3.3 so that they can be compared in a common Eu-
clidean space. First, we calculated the reference covariance
matrix as the mean covariance matrix for each EEG dataset
by averaging the covariance matrices of all subjects across all
epochs. The covariance matrix of each dataset then underwent
a transformation, resulting in their standardization to an iden-
tity matrix. Such standardization allows direct comparison and
improves the accuracy of deep learning models when working
with diverse datasets.

2.4.2. Model Architecture and Evaluation
In this study, we employed a DL model derived from the

EEGNet architecture Lawhern et al. (2018). EEGNet is a spe-
cialized compact CNN model designed explicitly for interpret-
ing EEG data as its design incorporates specific techniques and
methodologies tailored to EEG signals, such as feature extrac-
tion and optimal spatial filtering, consequently minimizing the
number of parameters the model needs to learn. Here, we in-
troduce a refined EEGNet architecture tailored to accommodate
both human and mouse EEG data. While the layers of the archi-
tecture remain consistent, a crucial distinction emerges when
we consider the input shape. Beyond these input variations
explained previously, the overarching structure and processing
components of the model remain uniform across both datasets.

In our efforts to adapt and optimize the EEGNet model to
detect mTBI subjects, we undertook a series of modifications.
Notably, after iterative testing, we adjusted the temporal con-

Figure 3: 2-second window of Arithmetic averaged (blue) and Dynamic Time
Warping Averaged (orange; used in this work) EEG signal. Arithmetic averag-
ing across 6 EEG channels will lead to loss of high-frequency information. The
blue-shaded region depicts the range of EEG values calculated from the max
and min of the 6 channels.

volution’s length in the initial layer from 64 to 128, set the hy-
perparameter learning rate to 0.009, modified the number of
epochs to 100, and tweaked the number of channels from 64
to 6 or 1 depending on the data input. Although we experi-
mented with other changes such as the incorporation of a Glob-
alAveragePooling2D layer, fluctuating the dropout rate between
40% and 60%, and modifying the order of layers sequencing,
these adjustments did not considerably improve the model per-
formance. In addition, we added a callback function designed
to adjust the learning rate according to the training loss dynam-
ically. This involved the introduction of a ’patience’ hyper-
parameter, dictating the epochs of stagnant loss values before
halving the learning rate. Detailed architecture is shown in Fig.
2. The above-introduced model was trained using the indepen-
dent validation method mentioned in Section 2.3.4 to keep the
evaluation method consistent between all explored ML and DL
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architectures. During the training process, the model’s hyper-
parameters, including learning rate, batch size, kernel size, and
number of epochs, were fine-tuned. These hyper-parameter op-
timizations were made to find a balance, preventing the model
from either overfitting or underfitting the data. For evaluating
CNN architecture, the average accuracy from 15 such test sub-
ject combinations is reported to ensure that the model is not
biased due to the random selection of test subjects. In the
case of TEA, the model was first trained on Euclidean-aligned
mouse data, after which they were retrained on the aligned hu-
man dataset. In other words, the model was pre-trained on the
mouse data before fine-tuning with the human dataset.

Figure 4: Performance of models for (a) W, (b) NREM, and (c) REM sleep
stage before and after alignment when using only mouse datasets.

Figure 5: Feature space of mouse datasets before (left column) and after (right
column) Transfer Euclidean Alignment, (a) for W, (b) NREM, and (c) REM
sleep stages. Across all sleep stages, though dataset D1 (red) and dataset D2
(blue) share the same feature space, they do not follow the same distribution
(shown in the left column) highlighting the covariate shifts present between the
datasets. The right column depicts the alignment of the covariance matrices of
the datasets after TEA, enabling models trained onD2 to perform well onD1.

3. Results and Discussion

There has been a significant amount of literature pointing to-
ward studies that show convergent findings in mouse and hu-
man models of various neurological diseases. This becomes an
important consideration in this work as its main objective is to
benefit from the use of mice TBI EEG to train ML and DL mod-
els that can ultimately detect TBI accurately in human subjects.
In a review study Hafezparast et al. (2002), the authors answer
some crucial questions on reasons that facilitate the modeling
of neurological diseases in mice and why it is beneficial to use
mice rather than other mammals. The authors in Buzsáki et al.
(2013) and Zhang et al. (2019) answer more fundamental ques-
tions of EEG conservation across species. Evolutionary preser-
vation of brain rhythms, along with the stability of the constel-
lation of the oscillation system in brains, is discussed in Buzsáki
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Figure 6: Feature space of mouse dataset (red) and human (blue) dataset before (left column) and after (center and right column) Transfer Euclidean Alignment for
Wake sleep stages. The right column is a different view of the center column. Similar to Fig 5, the datasets do not follow the same distribution (shown in the left
column), highlighting the covariate shifts present between the datasets. The center and right columns depict the alignment of the covariance matrices of the datasets
after TEA, enabling models trained on mouse datasets to perform well on human datasets.

Figure 7: Performance of models for (a) W, and (b) REM sleep stage before
and after alignment when using human and mouse datasets.

et al. (2013). Zhang et al. Zhang et al. (2019) investigated the
differences between eyes-closed and eyes-open conditions for
humans and rats and concluded that the 1/f-like power spec-
trum scaling of resting state EEG activities was similar in both
species. Focusing on TBI models in model organisms, Risling
et al. Risling et al. (2019) discuss the advantages and disad-
vantages of animal research in TBI, specific to modeling TBI in
rodent brains. The work done in this paper is primarily based on
convergent findings in sleep-wake disturbances and EEG slow
waves after TBI in mice and humans Modarres et al. (2017);

Sandsmark et al. (2017).
In the following subsections, we discuss the results ob-

tained from 2 different experiments - Intra-species covariate
shift reduction and Inter-species covariate shift reduction. Intra-
species covariate shift reduction involves data from mice only.
We intend to reduce the covariate shift between 2 different
mouse datasets - D1 and D2 mentioned in Section 2.1 and
thereby increase the performance of the models. In the exper-
iment involving Inter-species covariate shift reduction, we use
both the mice and human datasets. The mouse data are con-
sidered as the source domain dataset, and the human data are
considered as the target domain. We leverage the mouse data to
improve the classification of human data.

3.1. Intraspecies Covariate Shift Reduction

Mouse datasets D1 and D2 used in this experiment are con-
sidered to be the target and source datasets, respectively. The
performance of the ML and DL models with and without an
alignment is shown in Fig 4. The classification accuracy is
shown on the y-axis, and the models compared in this study are
shown on the x-axis. It is observed that the accuracy of almost
all ML models across all sleep stages increases with alignment
and more so for algorithms that are directly dependent on the
distance between the instances/data points, such as kNN and
SVM, with an average increase in accuracy of 23% and 10%
respectively. DT and RF show relatively less improved per-
formance after alignment in most conditions, which can be at-
tributed to the nature of the ML model and its lesser reliance
on distance metrics. The highest increase in performance is
noticed in CNN, with an average increase of 40%, which per-
forms poorly before TEA when compared to ML models. Fig. 5
shows the feature space of mouse datasets before (left column)
and after (right column) TEA for different sleep stages. As it
can be observed after TEA, the data points of the source dataset
align to match the same Euclidean space as the target dataset,
making it easier for ML models built on the source dataset to
classify instances in the target domain. The shaded regions in
the plots presented in the right column depict the planes fit to
the source and target datasets, which coincide after using TEA.
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3.2. Interspecies Covariate Shift Reduction
In this experiment, both mice and human data were used. To

analyze the need for and the effect of TEA, we compare results
across three different cases - (a) in the first case, only the human
dataset was used to train and test the model, (b) in the second
case the model was pre-trained using mouse dataset, and then
fine-tuned using human training dataset, (c) the third case was
similar to the second but involved the use of TEA datasets. As a
result, the model was pre-trained using aligned mouse data and
fine-tuned using aligned human training data. In all three cases,
the test subjects used to evaluate the models were kept consis-
tent so as to make a fair comparison. Fig 7 shows the perfor-
mance of the models across the wake and REM sleep stages. A
consistent observation across all rule-based classical models is
the increase in accuracy with the introduction of the pre-trained
model using mouse data compared to using only human data.
The use of TEA is also clearly seen with an increase in accuracy
when aligned datasets are used across all models. The decrease
in accuracy in the case of the DL model without alignment can
be attributed to the difference in the data distribution and the rel-
ative ratio of the mice and human data available for the model to
train on. Since the human data is PSG recording and the mouse
data is a 24h recording the ratio of the amount of data available
for both species is highly skewed, which might affect the per-
formance of the model. It’s also important to highlight that in
CNN model, we utilize preprocessed EEG data as input, devi-
ating from the manually crafted input features based on domain
knowledge used in traditional rule-based ML models. However,
this problem is overcome by the use of TEA, which shows an
increase in performance when used. Fig. 6 shows the feature
space without and with TEA. Similar to Fig. 5, the datasets
being used in this experiment align in the Euclidean space af-
ter the use of TEA, enabling the transfer of useful knowledge
from the mouse dataset to the human classification task. A su-
perior performance has been reported by the use of TEA com-
pared to the previous works on the same datasets Dhillon et al.
(2021); Vishwanath et al. (2020a,b, 2021); Vishwanath (2021);
Vishwanath et al. (2022), validating the use of TEA to reduce
covariate shifts between datasets. We suspect the use of TEA
will require a much smaller human training dataset to achieve
the same accuracy as using only human data, which will be ex-
plored in future work.

4. Conclusion

In this study, we employed two distinct experiments to re-
duce covariate shifts between intra-species (mouse dataset) and
inter-species (mouse and human datasets). Our objective was
to evaluate the performance of ML and DL models in clas-
sifying TBI subjects from the control group. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first work demonstrating the use of
transfer learning in Euclidean space that involves learning from
a mouse model (that acts as the source data) to improve the
performance of the target human dataset. We have effectively
demonstrated the working of TEA in both classical rule-based
ML settings as well as EEGNet-based DL models by showcas-
ing significant enhancement in classification accuracy across all

sleep stages. In conclusion, our research underscores the effec-
tiveness of TEA as a transfer learning technique to bridge the
gap between datasets with high subject-to-subject variability.
Our findings suggest the promising potential of TEA in improv-
ing the generalizability and utility of machine learning models
across diverse datasets, which has significant implications for
real-world applications in the field of EEG anomaly detection
and beyond.
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