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Abstract.
In the field of brain-computer interfaces (BCIs), the potential for leveraging

deep learning techniques for representing electroencephalogram (EEG) signals
has gained substantial interest. This review synthesizes empirical findings from
a collection of articles using deep representation learning techniques for BCI
decoding, to provide a comprehensive analysis of the current state-of-the-art.
Each article was scrutinized based on three criteria: (1) the deep representation
learning technique employed, (2) the underlying motivation for its utilization, and
(3) the approaches adopted for characterizing the learned representations. Among
the 81 articles finally reviewed in depth, our analysis reveals a predominance of
31 articles using autoencoders. We identified 13 studies employing self-supervised
learning (SSL) techniques, among which ten were published in 2022 or later,
attesting to the relative youth of the field. However, at the time being, none
of these have led to standard foundation models that are picked up by the
BCI community. Likewise, only a few studies have introspected their learned
representations. We observed that the motivation in most studies for using
representation learning techniques is for solving transfer learning tasks, but we
also found more specific motivations such as to learn robustness or invariances, as
an algorithmic bridge, or finally to uncover the structure of the data. Given the
potential of foundation models to effectively tackle these challenges, we advocate
for a continued dedication to the advancement of foundation models specifically
designed for EEG signal decoding by using SSL techniques. We also underline
the imperative of establishing specialized benchmarks and datasets to facilitate
the development and continuous improvement of such foundation models.
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1. Introduction

Representing high-dimensional data elements into
lower-dimensional vectors usually facilitates their
processing by subsequent machine learning algorithms.
This representational process is called embedding and
is carried out by an embedding function. The low-
dimensional vectors obtained are called embedding
vectors or embeddings also for short. In deep learning,
we typically consider that any intermediate data
representation of neural networks can be regarded as
embeddings. However, in this article, we will focus
on studies that either explicitly introspect, or that use
algorithms that directly optimize the embedding. The
terms embedding vector and representation will be used
interchangeably in the following.

For this article, we consider embeddings in the
context of brain-computer interfaces (BCIs). BCIs
are systems that allow direct communication from a
subject’s brain to a computer, omitting motor output.
This is realized by recording brain activity, decoding
the recorded signals and interpreting the decoded
information. The decoding outcomes are interpreted
either as brain states of interest which are to be
monitored over time, or as control commands that
are send to the computer. State-of-the-art BCIs for
controlling devices or computer applications decode
changes of brain activity which are a response to
either an external stimulus or the result of a subject
actively executing a mental task. As brain activity
is predominantly recorded via electroencephalogram
(EEG), we will primarily focus on this type of BCI
in this article. This recording modality has the
advantage a relatively low cost compared to other
recording techniques such as magnetoencephalography
and functional magnetic resonance tomography, and
is often preferred over local field potentials, signals
from stereotactic EEG or electrocardiography due to
its non-invasiveness. BCIs based on EEG reflects
electrical brain activity with minimal delay and
a relatively high temporal resolution, allowing to
build applications which impose high demands in the
temporal domain. Here, the data elements to be
represented as embedding vectors consist of short
windows of EEG time-series signals, i.e., epochs or
trials.

Embedding vectors serve as a fundamental
framework for transfer learning or domain adaptation.
These terms describe the approach to employ data,

hyperparameters, trained models or other information
which had been obtained from earlier recordings or
earlier users to a novel recording or user. Transfer
learning is of particular interest within the BCI
community [46, 122], as it may help to solve a
central problem in research and clinical applications
of BCI: Training a decoding method from scratch
for a novel user or session is challenged by a lack
of time. However, there are several caveats to
consider. Firstly, there may be potential changes
in strategies between subjects. Secondly, the exact
location, timing, intensities, and frequencies of neural
activity may vary between individuals, along with
their brain morphologies. Thirdly, individual lesions
in stroke patients and individual progress patterns
and deficits in neurodegenerative diseases can affect
transfer learning. Lastly, various confounding factors
such as medication, sleep patterns, imprecise electrode
placements, artefacts and environmental factors can
also lead to non-stationarities in the signals.

This review is motivated by observing a growing
number of publications in the BCI field during
recent years, which have used embedding techniques.
However, it is unclear which techniques are most
commonly used to learn embeddings for BCI. In
addition, it is not established which alternative deep
learning approaches so far have remained unexplored
in BCI and which benefits they could bring. Finally,
it might also be valuable for the BCI community to
see which purposes exactly serve the different types
of embedding and how they can be benchmarked and
introspected.

In this review article, our focus is three-
fold. Firstly, we focus on the potential motivations
researchers have for using embeddings. Indeed, we
observe that the use of DL-based representations in
BCI can be motivated by multiple different reasons.
Secondly, this review article aims to draw the spectrum
of possible methods that can be used for embedding
learning, and more generally feature learning, using
deep learning (DL) for BCI applications. Lastly,
we look at introspection techniques for embeddings.
These techniques can be informative for comparing
and evaluating embeddings, and reveal what type of
information can be obtained from them. Throughout
this article we will explore the literature on deep
representation learning for BCI. Additionally, we will
have a view on studies involving non-BCI EEG data
with the purpose to potentially identify research gaps
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in the BCI field. Furthermore, we will also provide
examples from leading deep learning domains, such as
computer vision, natural language processing (NLP),
and speech processing, to illustrate the potential of
deep representation learning for the field of BCI.

This article is organized as follows: in Section 2,
our approaches for retrieving and filtering articles and
for extracting information are introduced. Section 3
explores different possible motivations for learning an
embedding or using an algorithm that intrinsically does
that. In Section 4, we will draw a list of the different
approaches that have been used to learn embeddings
in the BCI field. We will also report algorithms used in
neighbouring fields for non-BCI, but EEG data, as they
could be relevant for BCI. Finally, in Section 5, we will
explore the different methods that have been proposed
to benchmark, qualify, and compare the embeddings
learned.

2. Our Methodology

With the focus of this review article being on the
intersection between the notions of deep representation
learning and BCI, the first step has been to collect
articles dealing with both topics simultaneously.
Unfortunately, only few articles contain these exact
keywords in their title or abstract and too many
contain them in the main text body. Therefore, we
had to establish a finer search strategy.

This strategy consisted of first creating, for both
of the two notions, a list of terms that were either
equivalent or implying it. For example, the notion
of BCI can either be replaced by equivalents such as
brain-computer interface, and brain-machine interface,
or by specific paradigms that may imply a BCI, such
as motor imagery or event-related potential. Similarly,
the notion of deep representation learning can either be
replaced by equivalents like deep learning + embedding,
or by techniques that inherently obtain a deep learning-
based representation, such as autoencoders. We noted
the importance of accepting many different terms
that describe potential deep learning methods which
can learn an embedding. To compile this list of
method terms, we used the review conducted by
Roy and colleagues [99]. The query finally used in
search engines was the conjunction (AND) between the
disjunction (OR) of all the terms of the BCI list and
the disjunction of all the deep representation learning
terms. This query contains 65 terms in total. Note that
a term can eventually contain multiple words (such as
deep learning). AND, OR and the parenthesis are not
considered terms. We restricted our search to articles
published after 2014 because we did not expect any
earlier relevant work involving both deep learning and
BCI. Finally, we restricted our search to the titles only

in the search engines.
We initially started by using three search engines:

Web of Science, PubMed and Google Scholar.
Unfortunately, Google Scholar did not allow for
nesting terms in parenthesis. In a second attempt,
we computed the disjunctive normal form of our
expression (which removes the need for parenthesis)
but it resulted in a 8568 terms expression which hit the
150-word limit of Google Scholar. Therefore, we had to
drop Google Scholar and only used Web of Science and
PubMed. The matching articles were gathered using
Publish or Perish [41] and organized using Zotero [116].

We found 87 articles from Web of Science and
43 from PubMed, which resulted in 101 articles after
removing duplicates. This search was conducted on
April 1st 2024. We read all the titles and found that
25 were off-topic, which left us with 76. Among those,
five were behind a paywall for which we did not have
access, three were not in English and one was not
available. This left us with 67 articles. We read the 67
abstracts and found that eleven articles were still off-
topic, which left us with a final selection of 56 articles.
We included 25 additional articles post-search directly
to the final selection. They were detected either in
reference sections of the 56 articles or were selected
based on our prior knowledge of the field. These
additional articles also include non-BCI EEG studies
which have applied techniques that can be interesting
to the BCI community. A flow diagram summarizing
the selection process is provided by Figure 1.

Among the resulting 56+25 articles, many use
similar techniques, in particular, 34 articles employed
autoencoders to learn a representation. Because
of such redundant approaches we refrained from
discussing every single paper, but maintained all of
them in our literature list.

While reading the resulting 81 articles, our focus
was on three aspects:

(i) the motivation(s) for learning an embedding,

(ii) the algorithms and approaches used for learning
the embedding,

(iii) and the methods used for characterizing and
introspecting the obtained embeddings.

Our findings on these three aspects are respectively
reported in Section 3, Section 4 and Section 5. The
first aspect, the motivation authors had to learn an
embedding, was not always explicit. We estimated
their motivation by reading the Introduction and
Discussion sections and by identifying the problems
being addressed in the article. However, we
refrained from interpreting why the authors used
a particular method or made a specific design
choice. The second and third aspects, algorithms
and characterisation/introspection techniques, were
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87 Web of Science results 43 PubMed
results

101 results overall

25 titles
off-topic 76 titles on-topic

67 available

81 abstracts
on-topic

Duplicate removal

Title screening

Availability check

Abstract screening

5 not free
3 not english
1 not available

11 abstracts
off-topic

Google Scholar:
search impossible

25 added
post-search

Figure 1. Flow diagram summarizing the process for selecting which articles from the initial search results to consider in this
review. Blue boxes indicate the initial available sources and number of articles, red boxes indicate articles which were not considered
for various reasons (see main text), and the green box represents the finally considered articles.

usually clearer and less prone to interpretation. Their
identification was done by respectively reading the
Methods and Results sections.

Because the goal of any review, including this one,
is to provide an overview of the state-of-the-art for a
research topic, the aspect (ii) on algorithms is central.
It allows researchers entering the field to choose from
the complete panel of methods at their disposition.
However, to choose between the algorithms presented,
researchers need to understand which needs each of
these algorithm addresses, i.e., for what reason should
one algorithm be preferred over another? Hence, the
aspect (i) on motivations. Moreover, this section
can also be used to help researchers entering the
field identify their own motivations by reviewing
a list of potential ones. Finally, the aspect (iii)
on introspection techniques is necessary because the
algorithms presented in this review are quite specific
and the introspection methods commonly used in BCI
to characterise classical machine learning algorithms
may be of limited use only in this BCI context.
Additionally, most of the introspection techniques
presented simply take embedding vectors as input,
without making assumptions about the algorithm that
had been used to learn the embedding. Therefore, we
will see how certain introspection methods commonly
paired with certain algorithms can actually be paired
with many other algorithms described in Section 4.

3. Motivations to learn embeddings

In this section, we will report on which motivations
were identified as leading to the use of a DL-based
embedding or to the use of a method that inherently
learns one. Please note that the motivations we list
in the following are not exclusive and that the authors
of a study can have multiple motivations for learning
an embedding. Many of the motivations listed in this
section are special cases of transfer learning, which
turned out to be a motivation in the large majority of
the articles we reviewed for learning an embedding. In
the following subsections, we explain why embeddings
seem specifically suited for transfer learning in BCI.

3.1. Improve classification accuracy

Undoubtedly, most articles share the objective of
improving the classification accuracy over the state of
the art in a particular scenario. However, in some
articles the reference to embeddings is only motivated
by that reason (e.g. [25, 69]). While this is a legitimate
motivation by itself, it does not tell us much about how
the embedding is learned or why a particular algorithm
was used. For this reason, we will not elaborate more
on this motivation.
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3.2. Learning to become robust to noise

EEG is sensitive to many sources in addition to
the signal of interest. These additional sources can
be, for example, non-physiological noise picked up
by the system, muscular artefacts or other non-
neural biosignals, or background brain activity. These
additional sources are considered, in many cases, not
relevant to the BCI task and typically they do not
help the decoding, as they may fluctuate over time,
showing non-stationary distributions. We observe that
the least restrictive experimental protocols tend to be
most affected by these undesired sources. Examples
are dry or water-based EEG systems that are easier
and faster to set up than gel-based ones, but are also
more prone to noise. Similarly, real-world conditions
are less constrained than lab conditions where subjects
are asked not to blink and to remain still during the
recordings. Here, the former will lead to more artefacts
and non-stationarities in the signals. Therefore, it is
desirable to have systems which have learned to be
robust to these additional sources.

We will see two methods that allow learning
robustness. The first one, for robustness to noise
specifically, is denoising autoencoders [17, 91] that
will be explained in Paragraph 4.2.2. The second
method is through data augmentations [96] which will
be explained in Paragraph 4.3.3.

3.3. Learning invariances

This motivation addresses experimental scenarios or
protocols which record brain signals under multiple
conditions. Typical conditions are the subject id, the
session number, or the source dataset. Data collected
over conditions can be expected to follow different
distributions. The conditions usually are orthogonal to
the main BCI classes, i.e., there can be examples with
any combination of condition and BCI class. A model
is said to be invariant with respect to a condition if
the representation it produces does not depend on that
condition. Learning domain-invariant representations
is a typical approach to transfer learning because it
allows using the same representation on multiple data
distributions. The notion of invariance is close to that
of robustness described in Subsection 3.2. However, we
made a distinction between the two as in the case of
robustness, we will systematically refer to factors that
are only obstacles to the decoding (such as noise and
artefacts), whereas in the case of invariance, we will
refer to contextual information for which a conscious
choice is made to maintain invariance.

We will see in Paragraph 4.4.2 that invariant
representations can be learned through an adversarial
objective [47] or by using deep metric learning [36],
see Subsection 4.5.

3.4. Learning from small datasets

The ability to learn from as little as possible data
while still reaching satisfactory classification scores is
desirable in BCI systems for two main reasons: First, it
allows for the quick start of BCI applications because
only a small amount of calibration data needs to be
recorded. Second, BCI datasets are quite small in
general.

Shortening calibration times can be addressed
with two different types of algorithms: algorithms
able to exploit very well the few available examples
of the ongoing session [106, 110], or algorithms that
can take advantage of existing data recorded before
the current session such that only little adaptation is
needed for the ongoing session [37, 57]. The former is
generally not a strong point of deep learning models
but rather of classical machine learning models that
exploit expert knowledge, e.g., in the form of domain-
specific regularization approaches [104, 105, 106, 110].
The latter is better known as transfer learning, and
using it is nearly always motivated by the reduction of
calibration times.

Tackling small datasets essentially involves the
same principle as shortening calibration times, hence
it can also be done in two different ways: either by
simply exploiting well the small existing datasets or by
pre-training models on other types of datasets.

Most of the algorithms we will mention in this
article allow for some form of transfer learning.
However, we will see in Paragraph 4.0.2 that
unsupervised algorithms are particularly useful for
this purpose as they allow the use of non-BCI EEG
datasets that are much more abundant [78]. The
unsupervised algorithms will be described in detail in
Subsections 4.2, 4.3, 4.4.1 and 4.5.

3.5. Bridging heterogeneous components

Raw data elements generally have intrinsic structures:
An image has a width and a height, a text has a
certain number of words, and an EEG recording has
a duration, sampling rate and a specific spatial layout
of recording channels. These intrinsic structures define
a relation of the features contained in an example: the
pixels of an image, the words of a text, and the samples
of an EEG recording follow specific orders. Each data
type requires specialized layers in DL architectures
and/or pre-processing steps to capture their internal
structures. These layers and steps are necessary to
transform the data elements into forms that allow
for better processing by the following classifiers (or
classification layers). As explained in the Introduction
(Section 1), these forms are called embeddings, i. e.,
collections of features, where the eventual purpose of
each feature is automatically defined by the training
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algorithm. We observed in the literature that an
embedding can be used as an algorithmic bridge in
multiple ways:

3.5.1. Between different types of algorithms. Because
there is no a priori hypothesis about the features
of an embedding, virtually any classification or
regression algorithm can use embedding features as
input. Therefore, it is common to use an embedding
as a bridge between different types of decoding
algorithms [37, 124]. A typical scenario uses a deep
learning model as feature extractor and a classical
machine learning model to decode those features. This
configuration can be employed for transfer learning
scenarios.

3.5.2. Between different data types. Because the
purpose of each feature in an embedding is learned
automatically by the algorithm, it is possible to design
the learning task such that different data types can
be projected into a common embedding space. Even
if every data type requires a different processing
pipeline, they can all produce an embedding of the
same dimensionality. Then, techniques exist to align
the embedding spaces of different data types according
to their semantic similarity. This so-called joint
embedding learning is commonly used to relate image
and text data into an embedding [52, 63], but first
publications have now shown, how joint embeddings
can be learned also for EEG and MRI data [28].

3.5.3. Between different recording systems. Despite
existing norms for EEG electrode placement, there
are many different EEG systems available, all with
particularities and slight variations. Additionally, not
all datasets are recorded using the same set or even the
same number of channels. To address this obstacle,
recent studies have begun investigating architectures
that can receive recordings from multiple different
channel sets as input [130, 35, 120, 126, 13], see
Paragraph 4.3.2. These architectures show promise for
transfer learning or for handling corrupt channels.

3.5.4. To enforce multiple objectives. Finally, the
embedding can enable the combination of multiple
high-level objectives as in the following example:
During training (in opposition to joint embeddings)
a single processing pipeline is employed to create
the embedding layer. From this point on the
processing can be split into multiple branches, each
computing a specific objective. Finally, the global
loss would be a weighted sum of these different
objectives. In this scenario, the embedding provides
a high-level representation of the data which tends
to satisfy all the different objectives. One could

want to enforce multiple objectives simultaneously,
for example, to both optimize the performance
of the model on a BCI task and to obtain a
subject-independent representation as proposed by
Ozdenizci and colleagues [82], see Paragraph 4.4.2,
or to simultaneously enforce a supervised and an
unsupervised objective for the purpose of mitigating
the risk of overfitting and enhancing generalization, see
Li and colleagues [62] and Subsection 4.3.

3.6. Uncover the structure of the data

Finally, self-supervised learning (SSL) algorithms differ
from the aforementioned approaches by not relying
on labelled data (see Subsection 4.3). Instead, they
learn representations in a data-driven manner. As a
result, the patterns that emerge when summarizing
datasets using visualization methods such as UMAP
(see Subsection 5.3) may reveal underlying structures
in the data, rather than simply reflecting the
prior assumptions of an experimenter. In this
direction, Banville and colleagues demonstrated that
the representations learned through SSL contained
structures that translated physiological and clinical
phenomena [9]. This finding highlights the potential
of SSL algorithms to uncover meaningful structures in
complex data.

4. Approaches used to obtain embeddings

Here, we will try to draw an exhaustive list of all
the algorithms and methods that can be put into
place to meet the objectives described in Section 3.
We distinguish two types of algorithms which learn
representations in either a supervised or unsupervised
way.

4.0.1. Supervised methods. We say an algorithm is
supervised when it directly exploits examples with
human-annotated labels. In BCI, such labels can for
example be the type of mental imagery task being
executed, or the stimulus attended during an epoch,
i.e., the BCI classes. In general, such examples
have to be recorded under controlled conditions
where the participant has to execute a pre-scripted
task, as opposed to online/free BCI control. The
representations learned in this way are typically only
tailored for the task corresponding to the labels and do
not generalize well.

Not many of the reviewed articles learn a repre-
sentation in this supervised manner. Nevertheless, in
Subsection 4.1, we described one very simple exam-
ple. In Subsection 4.5, we will see how metric learning
can also be used to learn embeddings in a supervised
way. Yet, supervised learning is often used to fine-tune
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pre-trained models. In such a case, the supervised al-
gorithm does not properly learn the embedding but
rather uses it and eventually improves it.

4.0.2. Unsupervised methods. Algorithms implement-
ing unsupervised learning do not use human-annotated
labels [49]. This bears the advantage of being able
to be trained on any raw EEG signal, i.e., not nec-
essarily recorded under a BCI protocol, which is far
more abundant than labelled recordings of BCI ses-
sions. It is generally the class of unsupervised algo-
rithms that is employed to train so-called foundation
models, i.e., general-purpose embeddings trained from
large amounts of data. In a typical scenario, an un-
supervised algorithm pre-trains a neural network on
what is called a pretext task, and a supervised algo-
rithm later on fine-tunes it, or part of it, on what is
called a downstream task. In the context of BCI, down-
stream tasks can be the classification of an imagined or
executed movement, of attended vs. ignored stimuli, of
sleep stages, the detection of seizures, emotions, or the
regression of the level of mental workload, of the level
of drowsiness, etc. We will see in the following sections
some pretext tasks that can or could be used in BCI.

The overall goal is typically to obtain a good
score on the downstream task, and the goal of the
pretext task is to provide a pre-trained network
that can already extract information relevant to the
downstream task. If the pretext task manages to
learn information relevant to the downstream task,
the workload of the latter is alleviated. This way,
the network might need fewer examples from the
downstream task to be fine-tuned. Because the pretext
and downstream tasks are inevitably different to some
extent, the data features that must be learned to
solve each of them are also different. This leads to
the question of how similar a particular pretext task
is compared to actual BCI tasks (i.e., downstream
tasks), or slightly rephrased, whether a given pretext
task is general enough to learn a representation that
is sufficiently general to contain information that is
relevant to (various) BCI classification tasks.

Many different unsupervised algorithms exist,
each with its own way of relating to the notion of an
embedding. In Subsection 4.2, we will review articles
realizing autoencoder paradigms and variants of it as
pretext tasks. Then, in Subsection 4.3, we will look at
the subfield of unsupervised learning that uses pseudo
labels, called self-supervised learning (SSL). In Para-
graph 4.4.1, we will see how generative adversarial net-
work (GAN) can be used for unsupervised representa-
tion learning. Finally, in Subsection 4.5, we will show
how metric learning techniques can be realized in un-
supervised manners.

4.1. Hidden layer of a classification network

The simplest approach one can think of to obtain an
embedding is to train a feed-forward neural network
with at least one hidden layer on a classification task,
i.e., using a cross-entropy loss. Here each output
node of the network will correspond to a specific class.
Receiving a novel input example, the task of each
output node is to predict the probability that the
true class label is that of the node in question. To
obtain as many outputs as there are classes, there
is usually a fully connected layer that linearly maps
the latent representation from the last hidden layer to
these outputs. This last latent representation can be
considered as an embedding, and it is common to treat
it as such [37], i.e., re-using that representation for
other purposes, analysing the information contained
in this latent representation, etc. This method has
the advantage of being extremely simple to implement.
In addition, it is generally more computationally
efficient than most unsupervised methods. However,
this simple method produces representations that are
very targeted, which means they are typically not
transferable to other tasks and sometimes not to other
distributions as well.

To obtain more flexible representations, it is
common to use multiple objectives simultaneously, i.e.,
multi-task learning. For example, one can enforce the
representation to be invariant to the subject in addition
to allowing the classification of mental imagery tasks.
We will see in detail how such domain-invariant
representations can be learned in Paragraph 4.4.2.
Another approach consists of representations that
allow the reconstruction of the original input. This
can be achieved by combining the classifier with an
autoencoder [24], c.f. Subsection 4.2.

4.2. Autoencoder

Autoencoders encompass relatively well-established
methods for unsupervised representation learning [8].
In their canonical form, their architecture can be
decomposed into two parts: an encoder and a decoder.
The encoder takes as input an example X and
returns a hidden representation z. The decoder
takes as input the representation z and returns an
estimation of the original input X̂. The objective
is to minimize the difference between the estimated
and the original inputs X̂ and X. Typically, the
dimension of the hidden representation z is smaller
than that of the input X such that the network learns
to extract important features from the input data,
which are necessary to reconstruct the original input.
Autoencoders are unsupervised and can virtually be
applied to any type of input. Over the years, a
significant amount of variants were developed. This
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is reflected in the 34 studies we have found using
autoencoders.

4.2.1. VAE. Variational autoencoders (VAEs) is a
variant in which the latent representation predicted
by the encoder is not directly fed to the decoder, but
rather used as parameters for a random distribution,
typically an isotropic Gaussian. Then, a point
sampled from this distribution is given to the decoder
as input [8]. Modelling the problem in this way
allows to gain control over the meaning of a latent
representation, which would not be possible with
a regular autoencoder. Additionally, depending
on the distribution used, it can force the hidden
representation to have disentangled features [43].
These reasons might explain why VAEs have been
well adopted by the BCI community. For example,
Ozdenizci et al. used them in combination with
adversarial networks (c.f. Subsection 4.4) to learn
subject-invariant representations of motor imagery
recordings [81].

4.2.2. DAE and MAE. Denoising autoencoders
(DAEs) and masked autoencoders (MAEs) are variants
where the input for the encoder is corrupted, either by
adding noise or by masking parts of it. Nevertheless,
the output of the decoder is still compared to the
original unaltered input. This way, the network can
learn how to handle noisy or corrupted input examples.
These are interesting characteristics for EEG data and
explain why they are commonly used [19, 123, 91, 17].

4.2.3. SAE. Sparse autoencoders (SAEs) differ from
regular autoencoders in that they enforce sparsity
in the hidden representation through an additional
loss term. Sparsity means that only a small
number of dimensions of the representation are
simultaneously non-zero. The sparsity is typically
enforced by adding a penalty term which enforces
a minimal Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence [59]
between the average activation of each hidden unit
and a sparsity hyperparameter. Liu et al. [70]
proposed a deep learning architecture for EEG-based
emotion recognition, which consists of a convolutional
neural network (CNN) for feature extraction, followed
by a SAE and a multilayer perceptron (MLP)
classifier. Their approach involves training the
CNN in a supervised manner, then discarding the
linear classification layer and training the SAE in an
unsupervised way using the CNN features. Finally,
the MLP is trained in a supervised way using the
SAE features. Their results support that the proposed
approach outperforms other methods, including the
CNN part alone. Qui et al. [91] proposed an
approach combining denoising and sparse autoencoders

for seizure detection. They demonstrated that the
joint use of these two techniques resulted in better
performance than either approach used independently.
The DAE component was shown to prevent overfitting
and improve the robustness of the model to noise,
while the SAE allowed for the learning of higher-level
features in the EEG data.

4.3. Self-Supervised Learning (SSL)

Self-supervised learning (SSL) is a form of unsuper-
vised learning that uses pseudo labels, or automatically
generated labels, to train a network [49]. Designing
these pseudo labels is typically done by using known
properties of the data, e.g., an example is similar to it-
self, a time sample comes before the next one, samples
from different channels are correlated, etc. A pseudo
label could be, for example, the chronological order of
different time windows of a recording. The unsuper-
vised learning is guided by the necessity to create pre-
text tasks which either are similar to the downstream
tasks or sufficiently general to learn features that would
be relevant for them. SSL have been extremely suc-
cessful in the fields of computer vision [16, 10], speech
processing [6] and NLP [23].

As the topic is fairly new, it is still relatively
unknown within the BCI community. Out of the 13
studies we found using SSL with BCI data, 10 were
published after 2021.

4.3.1. SSL Tasks Using Temporal Structure. In their
early 2021 study, Banville et al. [9] compared three
different SSL pretext tasks that all exploit the temporal
structure of EEG recordings. The first task, relative
positioning, consists of predicting whether two time
windows were within a certain distance or further
apart. The second task, temporal shuffling, requires to
determine if three time windows are in the correct order
or not. The last task, contrastive predictive coding, uses
a number of consecutive windows and distractors that
had been sampled elsewhere. The first two consecutive
windows constitute the context. The task is to predict,
for each other window, whether it is following the
context or is a distractor. A similar approach was taken
by Ou and colleagues [80].

4.3.2. Masking-based SSL. Also in 2021, Kostas et
al. [58] published an SSL method called wav2vec that
was originally developed for speech processing [6].
Wav2vec shares similarities with masked autoencoders
(c.f. Paragraph 4.2.2), where temporal regions of the
signal are masked, but directly optimises the distance
between embedding vectors instead of going back
to the input space. This work sparked a number
of studies, which also experimented with temporal
masking strategies [42, 13, 21, 62, 30].
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Most masking-based SSL studies rely on trans-
former architectures [117]. This is because the at-
tention mechanism of transformers allows the network
by design to selectively focus on the unmasked por-
tions of the signal and predict the masked portions.
Yang and colleagues pioneered the use of transformers
with independent encoding of the EEG channels [126].
This novel approach enables the exploration of mask-
ing strategies over the channels that allow to pre-train
an attention mechanism over the channel structure.
Such pre-trainings pave the way for the development
of pre-trained models that are independent of specific
channel sets. Subsequent studies by Li et al. and
Guetschel et al. further expanded on this concept with
a domain-inspired spatial masking strategy [62, 35].

4.3.3. Augmentation-based contrastive SSL. As a
third pioneering article (2020), Mohsenvand and
colleagues experimented with SSL based on data
augmentations [75], and were followed by Yand and
colleagues [127]. The general idea of such methods
is to first sample two data augmentations from a
pre-defined family of plausible augmentations. In
the image domain such augmentations could be a
combination of cropping, rotation, colour shift and
addition of noise. Sampling an augmentation would
then mean sampling a set of parameters for cropping,
rotating, shifting the colours and adding noise. Second,
the two augmentations are applied to the examples of
the batch, resulting in two augmented versions of every
example. Third, the augmented examples are passed
to a network to obtain embeddings. Finally, the loss
function enforces the embeddings of the two versions of
each example to be either similar (non-contrastive) or
to share a higher similarity with each other than with
the representations of the other examples in the batch
(contrastive).

Plausible and efficient augmentations are different
for each domain. Domain knowledge about EEG
signals and neural processes can guide the design
of novel, plausible data augmentations for BCI. For
example, a slight shift in the orientation of the source
dipoles [140] or of their amplitude [14] are plausible
and can be used as data augmentation. However,
it is not established which augmentations would be
the most efficient for self-supervised representation
learning with BCI data and EEG processing in general.
Rommel et al. [97] reviewed data augmentations which
have already been tested on EEG data. The authors
underline that different BCI tasks require different data
augmentations. They also recognize that the list of
augmentations that have already been introduced for
or tested on EEG signals is probably not exhaustive
and new ones could still be discovered.

Overall, the field of SSL remains relatively

unexplored in BCI but is part of the hot topics in deep
learning. The BCI community would probably gain
much from exploring SSL further.

4.4. Adversarial network-based training

Some learning objectives are complex, i.e., non-trivial
to compute. In other words, they can not simply be
evaluated by non-parameterised loss functions such as
the mean squared error, or the cross-entropy loss. Such
complex objectives may, for example, maximize the
level of realism of a generated example [27], minimize
the mutual information between two embeddings [47],
or minimize the amount of domain-specific information
present in a latent representation [81]. To enforce such
complex objectives, it is possible to utilize auxiliary
neural networks. These auxiliary networks can deliver
richer feedback to the main networks than a non-
parameterized loss functions. The specificity of the
methods presented in this section is that their auxiliary
networks all learn to maximize their objective, whereas
their main networks are trained to minimize it. For
this reason, these auxiliary networks are actually called
adversarial networks. In mathematical terms, the
objective function being optimized is the minimum
over the possible main networks of the maximum over
the possible adversary networks of the loss function.

4.4.1. Generative adversarial networks. A specific
case an adversarial network training can be found in
generative adversarial networks (GANs), where the
main network is called generator and the adversary
network is called discriminator. The generators are
optimised for generating realistic data from random
noise vectors, and the discriminators are trained to
discriminate if the examples they receive as input
are real or have been artificially created by the
generators [34].

In the image domain, Radford et al. emphasized
that GANs can be used to learn representations in an
unsupervised way [92]. Indeed, the discriminators can
take as input any kind of data and are trained on a
relatively high-level task (depending on how good the
outputs of the generator are), such that there is a good
chance to find features relevant to other learning tasks
in their hidden representations. Furthermore, it has
been shown by Vondrick and colleagues that relevant
features can be learned from video data this way [118].
However, GANs are known to be difficult to train
(long and unstable) such that their use as unsupervised
feature extractors remains marginal in general.

In the context of BCIs, we did not find any
article using them for that purpose, but it could be
worth investigating this further. However, there are
many successful examples of GANs being used to
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generate fake BCI examples in the context of data
augmentation [40, 32, 27].

4.4.2. Domain-invariant representations. A partic-
ular use of adversarial networks is to learn domain-
invariant representations. In the context of BCI, the
domains are typically the subjects or the sessions, but
they can also be the recording equipment, the dataset,
the stimulation parameters, or factors. A domain-
invariant representation is particularly interesting for
cross-domain transfer, e.g., if we have a decoding model
pre-trained on multiple subjects and want to apply it
to a novel one. Transfer learning is one of the current
challenges of BCI [121].

To enforce representations to be domain-invariant,
a usual objective of adversarial networks is to
identify from which domain the input examples
come. In this context, the auxiliary networks
taking the adversary role are often called domain
discriminators. The objective of the main network is
partly to fool the domain discriminator by leaving no
domain-specific information in the representations they
generate and partly to complete another task such as
classification [31, 102].

Özdenizci and colleagues implemented this for
subject-independent motor imagery feature extrac-
tion [81, 82]. Their adversarial network is trained to
discriminate the subjects and is paired with a VAE (see
Paragraph 4.2.1).

Jeon and colleagues argued that using a domain
discriminator can introduce problems like discard class-
relevant information, also referred to as negative
transfer [83]. They instead trained their adversarial
network to estimate the mutual information between
class-relevant and class-irrelevant features [47]. Their
main network’s objectives are to minimize the mutual
information between the class-relevant and class-
irrelevant features and to classify motor imagery
examples using the class-relevant features. Note that
Jeon et al. used the term adversarial learning which to
our knowledge is slightly unconventional in this context
while it commonly describes attacks on models (i.e.,
reverse engineering, trying to fool the models, etc.).

4.5. Deep metric learning

Deep metric learning is a sub-field of deep learning
focussed on training neural networks to embed
examples into vector spaces whose metrics implement
notions of similarity between examples. A typical
notion of similarity would be class membership:
examples from the same class would be considered
more similar, i.e., close to each other in the embedding
space, than examples from different classes. It is
possible to define notions of similarity even without
human-annotated labels by using pseudo labels or

by simply considering that an example is similar to
itself. These cases will also be referred to as SSL (see
Subsection 4.3).

A loss function commonly used for deep metric
learning is the triplet loss [101]. The triplet loss takes
three examples as input: an anchor, a positive and
a negative example. The anchor and the positive
examples are expected to be similar, while the anchor
and the negative ones are dissimilar. The loss
minimizes the distance between the representations
of anchor and positive and at the same time also
maximizes the distance between the representations
of anchor and negative. Most of the loss functions
used for deep metric learning are relatively similar
to the triplet loss or the contrastive loss [38] which
does not involve negative examples. A particularity
of deep metric learning techniques is, that even if
they can be supervised, they directly optimize the
representations or the embedding space. In other
words, the data representations are obtained explicitly
and not merely as a side-product. Deep metric learning
is frequently used in computer vision for tasks such
as face recognition [101] or place recognition [2]. In
these tasks, the class is the identity of the person on
the picture or the place where the photo was taken.
These tasks have in common that they usually have
only a few examples per class but many different
classes. Additionally, they require models which can
work on classes that were unseen during training. This
last requirement makes it impossible to use regular
classifiers for these tasks.

Schneider et al. [100] used a variation of the triplet
loss and introduced a novel triplet sampling scheme
for learning embeddings for neural data jointly with
behavioural data and/or time. Triplet sampling holds
an important role in metric learning [101]. While the
authors tested their framework only on animal data, it
would be interesting to investigate its use on human
data and eventually for BCI.

For BCI data, Guetschel et al. [36] developed
a variation of the triplet loss that allows creating
a hierarchical structure in the embedding space
according to metadata associated with the recordings.
In their framework, the hierarchy between the
different meta-labels is defined by the researcher
using expert knowledge. The authors demonstrated
their framework by structuring the embedding space
according to the subjects and motor imagery class
labels, but this approach could theoretically be applied
also to structure according to sessions, datasets or
paradigms.

Studies exploiting metadata are at the border
between supervised and unsupervised learning as they
effectively use labels, but these metadata labels usually
come ”for free”. On the other hand, contrastive losses
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can also be used to simply separate the classes as an
alternative to a classification task [89].

Looking at the successful examples of deep metric
learning techniques for face recognition, which works
even for subjects outside the training set, we might
wonder if this concept is not under-exploited for BCI
data. Indeed, we typically restrict ourselves to only a
few classes in BCI, but the use of deep metric learning
techniques could potentially deeply transform the BCI
domain by, for example, allowing to learn from 24/7
multimodal recordings with both EEG and video for
action recognition.

5. Characterizing embeddings

In most studies, the introspection effort invested
to characterize the learned representation is shallow
and limited to simple score comparisons with a few
baselines. This limited approach can often miss
important details about the learned representations.
Fortunately, more elaborate techniques exist for
introspecting DL-based embeddings, which can provide
valuable insights into the learned representations.
In this section, we will stress the importance of
having common benchmarks with commonly agreed-
on fine-tuning procedures to reliably compare a novel
technique for obtaining an embedding with other
existing techniques. We will also explain how the score
on the pretext task can be used to better understand
an embedding. Finally, we will see projection methods
for visualizing embeddings in lower dimensions, where
it can be easier for humans to obtain insights.

5.1. Score on downstream task

While the performance an embedding enables for
various tasks is a very high-level characteristic, it
nevertheless is important. For testing how well an
embedding will perform in transfer learning scenarios
or to compare pretext tasks, specific benchmarks
are required. The MOABB library [3] allows for
rigorous benchmarking models on between-sessions
and between-subject transfer scenarios with motor
imagery, event-related potential (ERP), c-VEP and
SSVEP datasets [18]. However, these evaluations
are not meant to allow fine-tuning the models on
the target distribution. This fine-tuning aspect was
addressed in the 2021 BEETL competition [121]. In
this competition, the participants had to solve a cross-
datasets transfer task for motor imagery BCI data.
They received a few labelled examples also from the
final test dataset, which makes this competition similar
to a transfer-learning-with-fine-tuning task. However,
the participants of the BEETL competition were
allowed to use the data as they wished. Therefore,
the challenge was simultaneously testing the initial

training strategy and the eventual fine-tuning strategy
of the participants.

5.1.1. Intertwined evaluation. In general, the perfor-
mance score on a downstream task provides an inter-
twined evaluation of both the embedding method and
the fine-tuning method. Yet, the methods involved in
both are independent and thus should be evaluated
separately. This separation is already common in the
image domain [10, 22]. To only test the initial training,
i.e., compare different pretext tasks, the typical ap-
proach is to always use the same fine-tuning strategy.
A first fine-tuning strategy is to continue the training
of the whole network for a fixed number of epochs but
on the downstream task and with examples from the
target distribution [58]. This strategy can be compu-
tationally heavy and may easily overfit depending on
the amount of fine-tuning data. A second fine-tuning
strategy also commonly used in representation learn-
ing is to train a linear classifier on top of the frozen
representations [49, 10]. This strategy produces re-
producible results, and its simplicity favours methods
able to extract representations which are easy to clas-
sify according to the downstream tasks. It thus may
not obtain the best classification scores, but this is not
crucial for benchmarking purposes. Unfortunately, it is
not always possible to use this so-called linear probing,
depending on the SSL strategy used [35].

5.1.2. Multiple downstream tasks. Furthermore, a
single downstream task is insufficient for the evaluation
of models that claim a certain generalization character-
istic, e.g., a EEG representation learned by unsuper-
vised methods which shall be used for different BCI
protocols as well as sleep staging, emotion recognition
etc. Instead, benchmarks containing sets of tasks are
required, comparable to the benchmarks used in the
image or language domain. For NLP, the GLUE bench-
mark [119] evaluates models on a range of natural lan-
guage understanding tasks, while the SQuAD bench-
mark [93] evaluates models on question-answering
tasks. In computer vision, commonly used classifica-
tion benchmarks are ImageNet [22], Places205 [139],
VOC07 [26], and iNat18 [115]; and for object detec-
tion or segmentation, VOC07+12 [26], and COCO [67]
are often used. The development of these benchmarks
has played a crucial role in advancing the field of NLP
and computer vision.

Similar benchmarks are needed for BCI to
evaluate general-purpose embeddings. In particular,
such a benchmark would need to include all types
of BCI tasks and should reflect a diversity of user
groups, noise conditions, number and placements of
recording channels, recording qualities, number of
calibration examples and contamination with artefacts.
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Aspects like the number of calibration examples, the
number of channels, and the presence of noise or
artefacts, can be simulated by applying corruptions
or ablations to datasets. Such transformations are
already used in studies for testing the robustness of
models [77, 37, 19, 126]. Unfortunately, the approaches
are not consistent over publications, which makes
comparison between studies difficult. Normalizing
these corruptions or ablations could be an option for
establishing a standardized benchmark, allowing for
more consistent and comparable evaluations across
studies.

5.1.3. Community adoption. Finally, a good bench-
mark is one adopted by the community. If each article
reports its results on a new benchmark, the authors
should also provide baseline performances. The high
demands on computing resources in deep learning lim-
its the number of baselines a new approach can be com-
pared against. Additionally, there is always a concern
that authors applying a method as a baseline may not
be using it to its fullest potential, whether intentionally
or not. For instance, a baseline method may be poorly
optimized or implemented, leading to sub-optimal re-
sults.

In summary, the BCI community requires bench-
marks that can evaluate general-purpose embeddings
across a full range of tasks, have a deterministic fine-
tuning procedure, and are widely adopted by the com-
munity for systematic model testing.

5.2. Score on pretext task

Obtaining a score evaluating the performance of a
network on a pretext task is straightforward, as
each task comes with its own intrinsic metric. It
can simply be the value of the loss function or
an accuracy score for tasks involving classification.
However, these scores are not ideal for comparing
different pretext tasks with each other because
they are heterogeneous. Nonetheless, scores on
pretext tasks should not be disregarded, as they still
provide important information which can complement
downstream task scores. In particular, they can
help with introspecting the embeddings learned by
the model and their generalization abilities. For
example, in Banville et al. [9], plotting pretext and
downstream task performances simultaneously allowed
for a comparison of task difficulty and downstream
benefits. Kostas et al. [58] used the score on the
pretext task to evaluate its difficulty with respect to its
main hyperparameter. This relation between difficulty
and hyperparameter allowed them to speculate on how
the network was solving the task. Additionally, the
low variability of the score on the pretext task across
subjects, hardware, and tasks, allowed them to claim

that the learned embeddings had good generalization
abilities. Overall, while pretext task scores should
not be used to compare different pre-training methods
together, they are useful for introspection during the
development of a given pre-training method.

5.3. Introspection by lower-dimensional visualizations
of the embedding vectors

Embedding vectors typically have a few hundred
dimensions. Therefore, these vectors can not directly
be visualised. Thus it is common to first project
embedding vectors into a two-dimensional space.
Then, all the examples of the dataset can be visualized
simultaneously as a 2D scatter plot, each point
representing a different example. This type of plot
allows to obtain insights about the distribution of the
data in the original embedding space. Additionally, it
is common to colour the examples according to a label,
typically the label corresponding to a downstream
task [9, 36, 37, 54, 47], but we sometimes encounter
colourings corresponding to the age, gender, date,
presence of a pathology [9], continuous behavioural
labels [100], the subject id [36] or other meta-data. A
colouring can be applied to investigate how difficult
it will probably be to separate the learned features
according to the label. The examples can also
be coloured according to whether they belong to
the train or the test set. A comparison of the
two distributions would allow inspecting potential
non-stationarities between the two sets, which may
impact the generalization abilities of the model.
Such comparison is particularly beneficial for transfer
learning scenarios. An example of such a projected plot
can be found in Figure 2.

Naturally, some information is lost in the
projection. Thus the different projection methods
are required to intrinsically make assumptions about
the type of information that is important and should
be preserved. The following paragraphs describe the
most commonly used methods for embedding vector
projections.

5.3.1. PCA. A well-established technique that
linearly projects data into a new coordinate system
is principal component analysis (PCA) [111]. The
coordinates of the new system are arranged in
decreasing order of the variance, which the original
data displays in each novel coordinate. To reduce
the dimensionality of the embeddings, one typically
choses the first two dimensions of this new coordinate
system. Therefore, we see that PCA gives importance
to the variance of the data: only the directions with
the highest variance between the embedding vectors
will be represented in the projection.
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Because the projection is linear, the aspects of the
original high-dimensional embedding space represented
by it are faithful. However, variance as a measure of
importance for the dimensions may not be a relevant
criterion to describe the data. Nevertheless, PCA is
the least computationally expensive one for visualising
embeddings out of the three methods identified by this
review [39].

5.3.2. t-SNE. The t-distributed stochastic neighbor
embedding (t-SNE) [114, 44] is also a well-established,
but non-linear method for dimensionality reduction. It
first models the embedding vectors as a graph where
each node is one vector and where edges represent a
pairwise similarity between vectors, i.e., a normalized
version of their Euclidean distance. Then, it builds a
low-dimensional projection of each embedding vector
along with a graph following similar principles as the
original graph. The projections are optimized such
that the Kullback-Leibler divergences between the edge
weights of their graph and those of the original graph
are minimized, i.e., it enforces the graphs in both, the
high- and the low-dimensional space to be similar.

This procedure preserves local structures: embed-
ding vectors which are close to each other will also
be close to each other after the projection. However,
with the random initialisation of the projections orig-
inally proposed, t-SNE does not allow to preserve the
global structure [56]. Thus the distances between even-
tual clusters in the projected space should not be in-
terpreted.

Finally, in current implementations, t-SNE is
significantly more computationally expensive than
PCA. It has a complexity of O(n2) with n the number
of embedding vectors and assuming that k, the number
of projected dimension, is small (k ≤ 3) [114].

5.3.3. UMAP. Uniform manifold qpproximation and
projection (UMAP) [73] is the most recent of the
three methods presented here. It is very similar to
t-SNE, but it has been formulated using stronger
mathematical principles to guide its design choices. In
particular, it is better than the original formulation
of t-SNE at preserving the global structure of the
original embedding space as discussed by Oskolkov [79]
because of its initialisation and the choice of cross-
entropy for the loss function. Also, it is less
computationally expensive than the original t-SNE
while still being significantly more expensive than
PCA [72]. Its complexity is O(n1.14) [73]. However,
It was recently shown [56] that t-SNE can preserve
the global structure as well as UMAP if its random
initialisation is replaced with a PCA initialisation.
Also, recent optimized versions of t-SNE, such as fast
Fourier transform (FFT)-accelerated interpolation-

subject = 1 subject = 4

subject = 8

Figure 2. Example of UMAP-projected visualisation of
embeddings. Figure description. In this figure, each point
corresponds to one embedding vector. Its color denotes the class
labels. The sub-plots depict embedding vectors obtained for
different subjects, but all vectors were generated by the same
embedding function. The sub-plot of test subject 1 is marked by
a red frame. The topographic isolines in the background indicate
the four class distributions as derived from the complete data of
all subjects. The plots of only three subjects are displayed here
for space reasons. Comments. This plot was used to realize
that overall, the features learned were relevant for the targeted
classification task, even for the test subject. Additionally, it
indicated a hierarchy in the difficulty to separate the different
pairs of classes. The topographic isolines in the background
served as a visual reference to compare sub-plots and allowed to
observe distribution shifts between the embeddings of different
subjects. Source: Guetschel et al. 2022 [37].

based t-SNE (t-SNE) [68], seem comparable to UMAP
in terms of speed when projecting data into 2D or
3D [55]. Still, UMAP can effortlessly scale up with the
projection dimension k whereas t-SNE’s complexity
grows exponentially with k [73]. Increasing k is
not relevant for visualisation purposes but can be if
we want to use these algorithms for dimensionality
reduction, for example, before applying a clustering
approach.

5.4. Visual qualitative evaluation

A visual qualitative evaluation of embeddings can
be achieved using conditioned generation techniques.
These techniques involve a neural network, typically
called generator, whose objective is to generate
artificial examples (i.e., EEG epochs) that are as
similar as possible to real examples. In this context,
the only information the generator receives about a
target (real) example that is to be imitated, is an
embedding vector that represents it. For this reason,
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we say that the generation process is conditioned by an
embedding vector. Assuming the generator is properly
trained, the similarity between the artificial and the
real examples is limited by the information contained
in the embedding vectors which act as a bottleneck.
If a example is perfectly represented in its embedding
vector (i.e., without information loss), then a well-
trained generator will be able to reconstruct it exactly.
If some information is lost by the embedding, however,
then the generator can only ”guess” the original input.
Visually comparing an artificial example and its target
is a way to evaluate which information was lost and
which was maintained in the corresponding embedding.
Views of these examples can also be visualised in the
form of spatial patterns [64] of frequency spectra [132].

Autoencoders (c.f. Subsection 4.2) intrinsically
train a generator and allow for this type of analysis
without additional effort [64, 132]. However, this is
not the case for other embedding methods. Border
et al. proposed to use diffusion models as generators
and investigated this introspection method with
images [12]. However, this has not been explored
yet, to our knowledge, with EEG embeddings and
there have only been a few studies experimenting with
diffusion models and EEG signals [113, 4, 53].

6. Discussion and Recommendations

In the previous sections, we reported as factually as
possible our findings on the methods that can or
could be used to learn embeddings for BCI, along
with reasons for why one would want to do so,
and the methods available to introspect them. We
will now synthesise those findings and extract the
main outcomes and discuss them. We will close
with recommendations for future research on deep
representation learning for BCI and EEG.

Concerning the methods employed to learn
embeddings by the articles we analysed, we found that
a large majority were autoencoder-based, accounting
for approximately half of the articles surveyed. This
observation was not surprising as they are based
on a quite straightforward principle which has been
in existence for a long time and as many variants
have been developed [8] even if we could reported
on three only in our study. Furthermore, we
found a significant number of GANs, representing
approximately a fourth of the surveyed articles. Again,
this result was expected as GANs used to be the
state-of-the-art of generative models, before the arrival
of diffusion models, and have been abundantly used
for EEG generation. However, none of the surveyed
articles employed GANs for the purpose of EEG
representation learning, leaving this area open for
further investigation. Finally, if we leave aside the

studies that simply use the hidden layer of a classifier
as embedding, the remaining methods were only
observed sporadically. This shows how little the field
of deep representation learning has been explored in
BCI by now. Regardless, we close this paragraph
by reminding the reader that we did not conduct
a systematic review so these percentages might not
reflect the real distribution of the current research on
deep representation learning for BCI; they should be
taken with a grain of salt.

In addition to these findings, we make three
primary observations: firstly, in very few studies
the authors were using representations in a transfer
learning scenario. Yet, there is great potential:
deep learning models shine in BCI transfer learning
scenarios [121]. Moreover, re-using a pre-trained
representation can completely erase (in the case of
linear probing [37]) or at least alleviate (in the case
of fine-tuning [58]) the cost of using deep learning
techniques, which qualifies them for online BCI
applications. Secondly, when it comes to cross-dataset
transfer learning, the authors of the reviewed articles
all applied their own procedures for pre-training, fine-
tuning and evaluating of models. This makes the
comparison of methods difficult. To compare pre-
training methods, the two other steps (fine-tuning and
evaluating) should be fixed and standardised. To
our knowledge there currently is only one standard
benchmark for cross-dataset transfer in BCI [121] but
it still leaves room for improvement as discussed in
Subsection 5.1. Finally, the authors often learned an
embedding as a side product of the method they use
rather than as an explicit objective. In most cases, they
ignore the obtained embedding and continue with their
primary task despite the large panel of introspection
techniques available, as delineated in Section 5.

In light of these observations, we proceed to
sketch recommendations regarding the future of deep
representation learning for EEG data. The first
recommendation is, when an embedding has been
learned, to introspect this representation. Authors
can choose from a number of existing techniques,
as explained in Section 5, that can all provide
valuable insights about what has actually been learned.
Moreover, this additional introspection step requires
relatively little computational effort compared to the
initial one for learning the embedding.

The second recommendation focuses on founda-
tion models. We call foundation model an architecture
which has been pre-trained on large amounts of data.
Such models can typically produce general representa-
tions of their input data. Foundation models serve as
starting points or as building blocks for fine-tuning on
downstream tasks. We believe that the development
of EEG-specific foundation models would offer a great



Review of Deep Representation Learning Techniques for BCI and Recommendations 15

benefit for the BCI community. In the computer vision
domain, foundation models are typically trained using
SSL techniques [7] so this seems to be a promising av-
enue for BCI, too. Although the idea of developing
foundation models for BCI or EEG has started to be
discussed [21], there currently is no such model that
has been widely adopted by the BCI community.

Our third recommendation is about the eventual
creation of novel EEG datasets for the training of
foundation models. Experience from the language
processing and the computer vision fields has shown
that foundation models require extremely large, but
not necessarily labelled datasets to be trained [23, 1].
We assume this will probably be the case also for EEG
foundation models. In non-EEG domains, those large
datasets were coming from very diverse sources, which
would probably translate for EEG foundation models
into many different EEG recording systems, subjects
and recording conditions. The Temple University
Hospital EEG data corpus [78] might be such a
resource and has already been explored by Kostas et
al. [58] to train a SSL model, but we still lack hindsight
on whether this corpus is a good dataset for training
foundation models.

Our final recommendation is about the eventual
creation of novel benchmarks for evaluating SSL
methods and foundation models for BCI. To go
beyond the BEETL benchmark [121], we first need
to establish a set of fixed fine-tuning procedures to
focus on a comparison between pre-trained models
and not the combinations of pre-trained models and
fine-tuning procedures. The choice of such fixed fine-
tuning procedures should be relatively deterministic
and realistic for BCI usage. Two simple fine-tuning
procedures could for example be linear probing [37]
and whole network fine-tuning [58]. Second, this new
benchmark would need a large diversity of downstream
tasks. As the main purpose of foundation models
is to be re-used, they also need to be tested and
compared on as many re-usage scenarios as possible.
For BCI, this would translate into including datasets
from as many BCI paradigms, recording scenarios
and user groups as possible. We can even go a
step further and mention that novel datasets could be
recorded explicitly for this benchmark. As the goal
of using a foundation model is to reduce the amount
of calibration data needed, those novel datasets could
probably contain less repetitions per condition but
instead represent more and diverse conditions. Third,
and finally, a benchmark is useful if it is adopted and
used by the community. For this reason, the needs of
the BCI community must be kept in mind. Also, it
might be relevant to include such a benchmark in a
tool already actively used by the community such as
the MOABB library [3]. An adoption would also be

encouraged, if reviewers regularly require comparisons
with baseline approaches.

The conceptualization and successful training
of foundation models for EEG data processing,
potentially facilitated by novel benchmarks and
datasets, could revolutionize the field of BCI. In
particular, it would reduce the amount of data needed
to train BCI decoding models, implying reduced
calibration times for novel sessions or subjects and a
facilitation of rapidly explorating novel experimental
paradigms and user tasks. This efficiency could
accelerate research cycles, potentially catalyzing the
emergence of a new generation of BCI paradigms.
For novel application fields of BCI such as invasive
neurotechnological applications, where the small
sample problems may be even more severe, this
efficiency may even be decisive. Furthermore, the
generalized EEG representations we would obtain from
future foundation models could facilitate the alignment
of brain signals with other data modalities, such
as subject videos or medical records. Such cross-
modal embedding alignments would open the door
for a broader scope of predictive tasks, extending
beyond traditional imagery- and evoked potential-
based paradigms to directly forecast attributes or
states represented in other domains.

In summary, the advent of EEG foundation mod-
els could mark a paradigm shift, with implications
ranging from streamlined model training and enhanced
cross-modal applicability to the eradication of cumber-
some calibration procedures. Therefore, a focus on es-
tablishing such models should be considered a priority
within the EEG and BCI research communities and for
funding decisions.
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Acronyms

BCI brain-computer interface. 1, 2, 3, 16

c-VEP code-modulated visually evoked potential. 11,
16

CNN convolutional neural network. 8, 16

DAE denoising autoencoder. 8, 16

DL deep learning. 2, 16

DNN deep neural Network. 16

EEG electroencephalogram. 1, 2, 3, 16

ERP event-related potential. 11, 16

FFT fast Fourier transform. 13, 16

FIt-SNE FFT-accelerated interpolation-based t-SNE.
13, 16

GAN generative adversarial network. 7, 9, 14, 16

ICA independent component analysis. 16

MAE masked autoencoder. 8, 16

MLP multilayer perceptron. 8, 16

NLP natural language processing. 3, 8, 11, 16

PCA principal component analysis. 12, 13, 16

SAE sparse autoencoder. 8, 16

SSL self-supervised learning. Glossary: self-
supervised learning, 1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 16

SSVEP steady-state visually evoked potential. 11, 16

SVM support vector machine. 16

t-SNE t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding.
13, 16

UMAP uniform manifold qpproximation and projec-
tion. 6, 13, 16

VAE variational autoencoder. 8, 10, 16

Glossary

downstream task Learning task on which a network
can be pre-trained. Downstream tasks are typ-
ically supervised. In the context of BCI, down-
stream tasks can be the classification of imag-
ined concepts, responses to sensory stimuli, sleep
stages, emotions, mental workload, drowsiness,
seizure, etc. 7, 11, 12, 14, 16

human-annotated label Labels that, unlike pseudo
labels, were manually annotated by humans or,
in the context of BCI, that required the subject
to execute a pre-scripted task. Examples of such
labels in BCI are the imagery class that was
executed during an epoch, the stimulus that was
attended during an epoch, the sleep phase, the
reported mental workload, the level of drowsiness,
etc. However, we would not consider the subject’s
id or the electrode names as human-annotated
labels. 6, 7, 10, 16

pretext task Learning task on which a network
can be pre-trained. Training for pretext
tasks is typically done by unsupervised learning
algorithms. 7, 11, 12, 16

pseudo label Pseudo labels, unlike human-annotated
labels, are automatically generated labels based
on data attributes (e.g., chronological order of the
time samples, spatial position of the electrodes), or
on the meta-data associated with the recordings,
(i.g., subject id, subject age, electrode names,
etc.). 7, 8, 10, 16

self-supervised learning Subset of the unsuper-
vised learning algorithms that are trained with
pseudo labels [49] . 16

unsupervised learning Machine learning algorithms
that do not use human-annotated labels. 7, 8, 16
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P. Arena. Stacked autoencoders as new models
for an accurate Alzheimer’s disease classifica-
tion support using resting-state EEG and MRI
measurements. Clinical neurophysiology : offi-
cial journal of the International Federation of
Clinical Neurophysiology, 132(1):232–245, 2021.
issn: 1872-8952. doi: 10 . 1016 / j . clinph .

2020.09.015.

[29] R. D. Flint, M. C. Tate, K. Li, J. W.
Templer, J. M. Rosenow, C. Pandarinath, and
M. W. Slutzky. The Representation of Finger
Movement and Force in Human Motor and
Premotor Cortices. eNeuro, 7(4), Aug. 2020.
issn: 2373-2822. doi: 10.1523/ENEURO.0063-
20.2020.

[30] N. M. Foumani, G. Mackellar, S. Ghane, S.
Irtza, N. Nguyen, and M. Salehi. EEG2Rep:
Enhancing Self-supervised EEG Representation
Through Informative Masked Inputs, Feb. 2024.
doi: 10 . 48550 / arXiv . 2402 . 17772. arXiv:
2402.17772 [cs, eess].

[31] Y. Ganin and V. Lempitsky. Unsupervised Do-
main Adaptation by Backpropagation. In Pro-
ceedings of the 32nd International Conference
on Machine Learning, pages 1180–1189. PMLR,
June 2015.

[32] B. Gao, J. Zhou, Y. Yang, J. Chi, and Q. Yuan.
Generative adversarial network and convolu-
tional neural network-based EEG imbalanced
classification model for seizure detection. Biocy-
bernetics And Biomedical Engineering, 42(1):1–
15, 2022. issn: 0208-5216. doi: 10.1016/j.bbe.
2021.11.002.

[33] H. Ghazikhani and M. Rouhani. A stacked
autoencoders approach for a P300 speller BCI.
In 8th International Conference On Computer
And Knowledge Engineering, pages 1–6, 2018.
doi: 10.1109/iccke.2018.8566534.

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2404.15319
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.15319
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2211.02625
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.02625
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00542-019-04654-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00542-019-04654-2
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.03764
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.03764
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.03764
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2009.5206848
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2009.5206848
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1810.04805
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1810.04805
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.04805
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2919143
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2919143
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2018.08.031
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11263-009-0275-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11263-009-0275-4
https://doi.org/10.1109/tnnls.2020.3016666
https://doi.org/10.1109/tnnls.2020.3016666
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2020.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2020.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1523/ENEURO.0063-20.2020
https://doi.org/10.1523/ENEURO.0063-20.2020
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2402.17772
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.17772
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbe.2021.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbe.2021.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1109/iccke.2018.8566534


REFERENCES 19

[34] I. Goodfellow, J. Pouget-Abadie, M. Mirza,
B. Xu, D. Warde-Farley, S. Ozair, A.
Courville, and Y. Bengio. Generative adver-
sarial networks. Communications of the ACM,
63(11):139–144, Oct. 2020. issn: 0001-0782.
doi: 10.1145/3422622.

[35] P. Guetschel, T. Moreau, and M. Tangermann.
S-JEPA: towards seamless cross-dataset trans-
fer through dynamic spatial attention, Mar.
2024. doi: 10 . 48550 / arXiv . 2403 . 11772.
arXiv: 2403.11772 [cs].

[36] P. Guetschel, T. Papadopoulo, and M. Tanger-
mann. An embedding for EEG signals learned
using a triplet loss, Mar. 2023. doi: 10.48550/
ARXIV.2304.06495. arXiv: 2304.06495 [cs,

eess].

[37] P. Guetschel, T. Papadopoulo, and M. Tanger-
mann. Embedding neurophysiological signals.
In International Conference on Metrology for
eXtended Reality, Artificial Intelligence, and
Neural Engineering (MetroXRAINE), pages 169–
174, Rome. IEEE, Oct. 2022. doi: 10.1109/

metroxraine54828.2022.9967496.

[38] R. Hadsell, S. Chopra, and Y. LeCun. Dimen-
sionality Reduction by Learning an Invariant
Mapping. In IEEE Computer Society Confer-
ence on Computer Vision and Pattern Recog-
nition (CVPR’06), volume 2, pages 1735–1742,
June 2006. doi: 10.1109/CVPR.2006.100.

[39] N. Halko, P. G. Martinsson, and J. A. Tropp.
Finding Structure with Randomness: Stochas-
tic Algorithms for Constructing Approximate
matrix Decompositions. California Institute of
Technology, Oct. 2011. doi: 10.7907/PK8V-

V047.

[40] K. G. Hartmann, R. T. Schirrmeister, and
T. Ball. EEG-GAN: Generative adversarial
networks for electroencephalograhic (EEG)
brain signals, June 2018. doi: 10 . 48550 /

arXiv.1806.01875. arXiv: 1806.01875 [cs,

eess, q-bio, stat].

[41] A.-W. Harzing -. Publish or Perish, 2007.

[42] Y. He, Z. Lu, J. Wang, S. Ying, and J. Shi. A
self-supervised learning based channel attention
MLP-Mixer network for motor imagery decod-
ing. IEEE transactions on neural systems and
rehabilitation engineering, 30:2406–2417, 2022.
issn: 1558-0210. doi: 10.1109/tnsre.2022.
3199363.

[43] I. Higgins, L. Matthey, X. Glorot, A. Pal,
B. Uria, C. Blundell, S. Mohamed, and A.
Lerchner. Early Visual Concept Learning with
Unsupervised Deep Learning, Sept. 2016. doi:
10.48550/arXiv.1606.05579. arXiv: 1606.
05579 [cs, q-bio, stat].

[44] G. E. Hinton and S. Roweis. Stochastic
Neighbor Embedding. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, volume 15.
MIT Press, 2002.

[45] J. F. Hwaidi and T. M. Chen. Classification
of motor imagery EEG signals based on deep
autoencoder and convolutional neural network
approach. IEEE access : practical innovations,
open solutions, 10:48071–48081, 2022. issn:
2169-3536. doi: 10 . 1109 / access . 2022 .

3171906.

[46] V. Jayaram, M. Alamgir, Y. Altun, B.
Scholkopf, and M. Grosse-Wentrup. Transfer
learning in brain-computer interfaces. IEEE
Computational Intelligence Magazine, 11(1):20–
31, 2016. issn: 1556-603X. doi: 10.1109/MCI.
2015.2501545.

[47] E. Jeon, W. Ko, J. S. Yoon, and H.-I. Suk. Mu-
tual Information-Driven Subject-Invariant and
Class-Relevant Deep Representation Learning
in BCI. IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks
and Learning Systems:1–11, 2021. issn: 2162-
237X, 2162-2388. doi: 10.1109/TNNLS.2021.
3100583.

[48] R. Jiang, L. Sun, X. Wang, and Y. Xu. Appli-
cation of transformer with auto-encoder in mo-
tor imagery EEG signals. In 14th International
Conference on Wireless Communication and
Signal Processing, pages 631–637, 2022. isbn:
978-1-66545-085-0. doi: 10.1109/WCSP55476.
2022.10039415.

[49] L. Jing and Y. Tian. Self-Supervised Visual Fea-
ture Learning With Deep Neural Networks: A
Survey. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analy-
sis and Machine Intelligence, 43(11):4037–4058,
Nov. 2021. issn: 1939-3539. doi: 10 . 1109 /

TPAMI.2020.2992393.

[50] L. Jingwei, C. Yin, and Z. Weidong. Deep
learning EEG response representation for brain
computer interface. In 2015 34th Chinese
Control Conference (CCC), pages 3518–3523,
Hangzhou, China. IEEE, July 2015. isbn: 978-
988-15638-9-7. doi: 10 . 1109 / ChiCC . 2015 .

7260182.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3422622
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.11772
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.11772
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2304.06495
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2304.06495
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.06495
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.06495
https://doi.org/10.1109/metroxraine54828.2022.9967496
https://doi.org/10.1109/metroxraine54828.2022.9967496
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2006.100
https://doi.org/10.7907/PK8V-V047
https://doi.org/10.7907/PK8V-V047
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1806.01875
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1806.01875
https://arxiv.org/abs/1806.01875
https://arxiv.org/abs/1806.01875
https://doi.org/10.1109/tnsre.2022.3199363
https://doi.org/10.1109/tnsre.2022.3199363
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1606.05579
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.05579
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.05579
https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2022.3171906
https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2022.3171906
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCI.2015.2501545
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCI.2015.2501545
https://doi.org/10.1109/TNNLS.2021.3100583
https://doi.org/10.1109/TNNLS.2021.3100583
https://doi.org/10.1109/WCSP55476.2022.10039415
https://doi.org/10.1109/WCSP55476.2022.10039415
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2020.2992393
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2020.2992393
https://doi.org/10.1109/ChiCC.2015.7260182
https://doi.org/10.1109/ChiCC.2015.7260182


REFERENCES 20

[51] Y. H. Kang, D. Kim, and S. W. Lee. Meta-BCI:
Perspectives on a role of self-supervised learning
in meta brain computer interface. In 10th
International Winter Conference On Brain-
Computer Interface (Bci2022), 2022. doi: 10.
1109/bci53720.2022.9734995.

[52] R. Kiros, R. Salakhutdinov, and R. S. Zemel.
Unifying Visual-Semantic Embeddings with
Multimodal Neural Language Models, 2014.
doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.1411.2539.

[53] G. Klein, P. Guetschel, G. Silvestri, and
M. Tangermann. Synthesizing EEG Signals
from Event-Related Potential Paradigms with
Conditional Diffusion Models, Mar. 2024. doi:
10.48550/arXiv.2403.18486. arXiv: 2403.
18486 [cs, eess].

[54] W. Ko, E. Jeon, S. Jeong, and H.-I. Suk. Multi-
Scale Neural Network for EEG Representation
Learning in BCI. IEEE Computational Intelli-
gence Magazine, 16(2):31–45, May 2021. issn:
1556-603X, 1556-6048. doi: 10 . 1109 / MCI .

2021.3061875.

[55] D. Kobak and P. Berens. The art of using
t-SNE for single-cell transcriptomics. Nature
Communications, 10(1):5416, Nov. 2019. issn:
2041-1723. doi: 10.1038/s41467-019-13056-
x.

[56] D. Kobak and G. C. Linderman. Initialization
is critical for preserving global data structure in
both t-SNE and UMAP. Nature Biotechnology,
39(2):156–157, Feb. 2021. issn: 1546-1696. doi:
10.1038/s41587-020-00809-z.

[57] R. J. Kobler, J.-i. Hirayama, Q. Zhao, and M.
Kawanabe. SPD domain-specific batch normal-
ization to crack interpretable unsupervised do-
main adaptation in EEG, Oct. 2022. doi: 10.
48550/arXiv.2206.01323. arXiv: 2206.01323
[cs, eess].

[58] D. Kostas, S. Aroca-Ouellette, and F. Rudzicz.
BENDR: Using Transformers and a Contrastive
Self-Supervised Learning Task to Learn From
Massive Amounts of EEG Data. Frontiers in
Human Neuroscience, 15:653659, June 2021.
issn: 1662-5161. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2021.
653659.

[59] S. Kullback and R. A. Leibler. On Information
and Sufficiency. The Annals of Mathematical
Statistics, 22(1):79–86, Mar. 1951. issn: 0003-
4851, 2168-8990. doi: 10 . 1214 / aoms /

1177729694.

[60] S. Kumaraguru and M. R. E. Jebarani. Trust
aware routing using sunflower sine cosine-based
stacked autoencoder approach for EEG signal
classification in WSN. Journal Of High Speed
Networks, 27(2):101–119, 2021. issn: 0926-6801.
doi: 10.3233/jhs-210654.

[61] D.-Y. Lee, J.-H. Jeong, B.-H. Lee, and S.-W.
Lee. Motor imagery classification using inter-
task transfer learning via a channel-wise vari-
ational autoencoder-based convolutional neu-
ral network. IEEE transactions on neural sys-
tems and rehabilitation engineering, 30:226–
237, 2022. issn: 1558-0210. doi: 10 . 1109 /

tnsre.2022.3143836.

[62] H. Li, J. Tang, W. Li, W. Dai, Y. Liu, and Z.
Zhou. Multi-task collaborative network: Bridge
the supervised and self-supervised learning for
EEG classification in RSVP tasks. IEEE trans-
actions on neural systems and rehabilitation en-
gineering, 32:638–651, 2024. issn: 1558-0210.
doi: 10.1109/TNSRE.2024.3357863.

[63] L. H. Li, M. Yatskar, D. Yin, C.-J. Hsieh,
and K.-W. Chang. VisualBERT: A Simple and
Performant Baseline for Vision and Language,
2019. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.1908.03557.

[64] X. Li, Z. Zhao, D. Song, Y. Zhang, C. Niu,
J. Zhang, J. Huo, and J. Li. Variational au-
toencoder based latent factor decoding of multi-
channel EEG for emotion recognition. IEEE In-
ternational Conference On Bioinformatics And
Biomedicine:684–687, 2019. issn: 2156-1125.
doi: 10.1109/bibm47256.2019.8983341.

[65] X. Li, Z. Zhao, D. Song, Y. Zhang, J. Pan,
L. Wu, J. Huo, C. Niu, and D. Wang.
Latent factor decoding of multi-channel EEG
for emotion recognition through autoencoder-
like neural networks. Frontiers in neuroscience,
14:87, 2020. issn: 1662-4548. doi: 10 . 3389 /

fnins.2020.00087.

[66] Q. Lin, S.-q. Ye, X.-m. Huang, S.-y. Li, M.-z.
Zhang, Y. Xue, and W.-S. Chen. Classification
of epileptic EEG signals with stacked sparse
autoencoder based on deep learning. Intelligent
Computing Methodologies, 9773:802–810, 2016.
issn: 0302-9743. doi: 10.1007/978- 3- 319-

42297-8_74.

[67] T.-Y. Lin, M. Maire, S. Belongie, J. Hays, P.
Perona, D. Ramanan, P. Dollár, and C. L.
Zitnick. Microsoft COCO: Common Objects
in Context. In D. Fleet, T. Pajdla, B.
Schiele, and T. Tuytelaars, editors, Computer
Vision – ECCV 2014, Lecture Notes in
Computer Science, pages 740–755, Cham.
Springer International Publishing, 2014. isbn:

https://doi.org/10.1109/bci53720.2022.9734995
https://doi.org/10.1109/bci53720.2022.9734995
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1411.2539
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.18486
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.18486
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.18486
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCI.2021.3061875
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCI.2021.3061875
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-13056-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-13056-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41587-020-00809-z
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2206.01323
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2206.01323
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.01323
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.01323
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2021.653659
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2021.653659
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177729694
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177729694
https://doi.org/10.3233/jhs-210654
https://doi.org/10.1109/tnsre.2022.3143836
https://doi.org/10.1109/tnsre.2022.3143836
https://doi.org/10.1109/TNSRE.2024.3357863
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1908.03557
https://doi.org/10.1109/bibm47256.2019.8983341
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2020.00087
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2020.00087
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-42297-8_74
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-42297-8_74


REFERENCES 21

978-3-319-10602-1. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-
10602-1_48.

[68] G. C. Linderman, M. Rachh, J. G. Hoskins, S.
Steinerberger, and Y. Kluger. Fast interpolation-
based t-SNE for improved visualization of
single-cell RNA-seq data. Nature Methods,
16(3):243–245, Mar. 2019. issn: 1548-7105. doi:
10.1038/s41592-018-0308-4.

[69] C. Liu, J. Jin, R. Xu, S. Li, C. Zuo, H. Sun, X.
Wang, and A. Cichocki. Distinguishable spatial-
spectral feature learning neural network frame-
work for motor imagery-based brain-computer
interface. Journal of neural engineering, 18(4),
2021. issn: 1741-2552. doi: 10 . 1088 / 1741 -

2552/ac1d36.

[70] J. Liu, G. Wu, Y. Luo, S. Qiu, S. Yang, W.
Li, and Y. Bi. EEG-Based emotion classification
using a deep neural network and sparse
autoencoder. Frontiers in systems neuroscience,
14:43, 2020. issn: 1662-5137. doi: 10 . 3389 /

fnsys.2020.00043.

[71] N. Mammone, C. Ieracitano, H. Adeli, and F. C.
Morabito. AutoEncoder filter bank common
spatial patterns to decode motor imagery from
EEG. IEEE journal of biomedical and health
informatics, 27(5):2365–2376, 2023. issn: 2168-
2208. doi: 10.1109/JBHI.2023.3243698.

[72] L. McInnes. Performance Comparison of Di-
mension Reduction Implementations. UMAP
documentation. https://umap-learn.readthedocs.io/en/latest/benchmarking.html.
(Visited on 05/17/2024).

[73] L. McInnes, J. Healy, and J. Melville. UMAP:
Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projec-
tion for Dimension Reduction, Sept. 2020. doi:
10.48550/arXiv.1802.03426. arXiv: 1802.
03426 [cs, stat].

[74] S. Mirzaei and P. Ghasemi. EEG motor imagery
classification using dynamic connectivity pat-
terns and convolutional autoencoder. Biomed-
ical Signal Processing And Control, 68, 2021.
issn: 1746-8094. doi: 10.1016/j.bspc.2021.
102584.

[75] M. N. Mohsenvand, M. R. Izadi, and P.
Maes. Contrastive Representation Learning
for Electroencephalogram Classification. In
Proceedings of the Machine Learning for Health
NeurIPS Workshop, pages 238–253. PMLR,
Nov. 2020.

[76] A. V. Nair, K. M. Kumar, and J. Mathew. An
improved approach for EEG signal classification
using autoencoder. In 8th International Sym-
posium On Embedded Computing And System
Design, pages 6–10, 2018. doi: 10.1109/ised.
2018.8704011.

[77] P. Nejedly, V. Kremen, K. Lepkova, F. Mivalt,
V. Sladky, T. Pridalova, F. Plesinger, P. Jurak,
M. Pail, M. Brazdil, P. Klimes, and G. Worrell.
Utilization of temporal autoencoder for semi-
supervised intracranial EEG clustering and
classification. Scientific reports, 13(1):744, 2023.
issn: 2045-2322. doi: 10.1038/s41598-023-
27978-6.

[78] I. Obeid and J. Picone. The Temple University
Hospital EEG Data Corpus. Frontiers in
Neuroscience, 10, May 2016. issn: 1662-453X.
doi: 10.3389/fnins.2016.00196.

[79] N. Oskolkov. tSNE vs. UMAP: Global Struc-
ture. https://towardsdatascience.com/tsne-vs-
umap-global-structure-4d8045acba17, Mar. 2020.
(Visited on 05/17/2024).

[80] Y. Ou, S. Sun, H. Gan, R. Zhou, and Z.
Yang. An improved self-supervised learning for
EEG classification. Mathematical Biosciences
and Engineering, 19(7):6907–6922, 2022. issn:
1551-0018. doi: 10.3934/mbe.2022325.
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