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Abstract 

Background: Human brain neuron activities are incredibly significant nowadays. Neuronal 

behavior is assessed by analyzing signal data such as electroencephalography (EEG), which 

can offer scientists valuable information about diseases and human-computer interaction. One 

of the difficulties researchers confront while evaluating these signals is the existence of large 

volumes of spike data. Spikes are some considerable parts of signal data that can happen as a 

consequence of vital biomarkers or physical issues such as electrode movements. Hence, 

distinguishing types of spikes is important. From this spot, the spike classification concept 

commences. Previously, researchers classified spikes manually. The manual classification was 

not precise enough as it involves extensive analysis. Consequently, Artificial Intelligence (AI) 

was introduced into neuroscience to assist clinicians in classifying spikes correctly. 

Objectives:  Recognizing noises from spikes produced by neural activity causes the spike 

classification task to bear a significant demand. Classifying spikes accurately and quickly 

reveals the role of AI in spike classification scope. This review provides an in-depth discussion 

of the importance and use of AI in spike classification. This work organizes materials in the 

spike classification field for future studies and fully describes how spikes are recognized. 

Therefore, the existing datasets are described first. The topic of spike classification is then 

separated into three major components: preprocessing, classification, and evaluation. Each of 

these sections introduces existing methods and determines their importance. Having been 

summarized and compared, more efficient algorithms are highlighted. The primary goal of this 

work is to provide a perspective on spike classification for future research, as well as a thorough 

grasp of the methodologies and issues involved. 



Methodology: In this work, numerous studies were extracted from IEEE, Science Direct, 

Springer, Wiley, and Google Scholar databases. The PRISMA-related research guidelines were 

then used to choose papers. Then, research studies based on spike classification using machine 

learning and deep learning approaches with effective preprocessing were selected. Although 

there are research papers on image processing using keyword spike classification, the primary 

focus of this study is on signal data. 

Results: Finally, 50 papers were selected for in-depth review. First, useful information on the 

datasets for these papers is supplied. In addition, preprocessing approaches, classification 

methods, and ultimate performance are investigated in each of these studies. The material is 

then summarized. Furthermore, the fundamental concerns on the subject of spike classification 

raised in the opening of this paper are thoroughly addressed throughout the review. Our 

reviewing outcomes illustrate that support vector machine, random forest, and k-means 

clustering drastically influence machine learning methods in the consequences of high accuracy 

and many uses. Moreover, multi-layer perceptron, convolutional neural network, spiky neural 

network, and recurrent neural network can classify spikes with considerable functionality 

among deep learning methods. 

Conclusion: Various preprocessing and classification techniques have been used practically to 

classify extracted signal data from patients in medical institutions, especially for distinguishing 

brain diseases. Our review emphasizes the importance of classifying spikes in neuroscience 

applications with machine learning and deep learning models. This can provide precious 

insights and hands-on solutions for using AI to classify real-world medical data.  

Keywords: Spike Classification, Signal Processing, Artificial Intelligence, Preprocessing, 

Machine Learning, Deep Learning 

 

1. Introduction 

In the brain, neurons initiate and propagate electrical signals among themselves that serve as 

communication across the various brain areas [1]. These neuronal activities, which were 

initially observed on invasive extracellular microelectrodes [2], demonstrate discrete waveform 

shapes ("spikes") that can be influenced by various factors, e.g., neuron shape and membrane 

properties,  microenvironment, and distance from the recording electrode.  Indeed, the spike 

patterns of recorded neuronal electrical activity offer a window into the understanding of brain 

functioning in health and disease. As neuroscience research grew, efficient and precise analysis 

of spike patterns has become an essential tool.  

Spike pattern analysis encompasses spike identification, as well as spike feature extraction and 

classification [3]. Spike identification seeks to identify potential brain spikes in samples 

recorded from either invasive microelectrode or noninvasive scalp surface 

electroencephalography (EEG) electrodes. An electrode may detect several spikes near a large 

number of neurons. Signal preprocessing using techniques like filtering [4] is performed to 

extract waveforms induced by brain activity from those generated by random voltage 

fluctuations and noise, which may be attributable to electrode decoding or signal voltages near 

the electrode tips (Figure 1). Spike classification, involving methodology for estimating spike 

rates, synchrony analysis, and neural coding, is the process of grouping brain spikes with 

similar qualities into individual clusters, i.e., the spikes are considered to belong to the same 



isolated unit [5]. The impact of spike classification on the robustness of the neuroscience 

research observations cannot be overstated [5]. 

 

Figure 1. a) Raw extracellular recording signal. b) After preprocessing, spikes are recovered for downstream 

analysis. 

Accurate classification model development requires knowledge of signals, signal processing 

and data mining techniques [6]. Traditionally, neuron data are manually sorted into true neuron 

activity and noise based on the waveform, but this is subject to observer expertise and human 

biases. Spike classification can be based on various specified objective spike characteristics. 

Lemon et al. classified spikes based on shape analysis [7]; and Balaram et al, spatiotemporal 

mapping and electrical source analysis [8].  

In recent years,  AI has revolutionized the medical field, significantly advancing both 

behavioral [9-12] and neural research [13]. AI approaches, especially deep learning [14], are 

being adopted for spike classification [15], e.g., in disease states, like seizures [8, 16, 17]. 

Modeled after neurons in the human brain [18], deep learning uses non-linear processing units 

(“neurons”) to execute complex calculations and extract signal features automatically. 

Outperforming classic machine learning methods in signal analysis performance, deep learning 

demands comparatively heavier computational resources [19], and large quantity of data and 

several iterations for training, which may render these methods less feasible for wearable 

devices [18, 19]. Despite current limitations, AI holds potential for spike pattern analysis 

application to brain-computer interfaces (BCI), e.g., mobile EEG-enabled devices can be 

harnessed for communications or motor rehabilitation needs in patients who have lost speech 

or movement capabilities [20]. 

In this work, we review AI techniques in spike pattern analysis. AI techniques have been  

employed for data preprocessing and classification [21]. In the data preprocessing phase, 

Veerabhadrappa et al. have comprehensively surveyed spike data clustering for data 

preprocessing [2]. Accordingly, while the current study will also discuss pertinent data 

preprocessing approaches, our primary focus is on spike classification, which we have stratified 

using machine learning and deep learning methods (Figure 2).  



 

 

Figure 2. Organization of our review into preprocessing, machine learning, and deep learning classificaiton 

techniques. 

 

1.1 Related review papers 

Recent review articles have been published on spiking neural networks, but data preprocessing 

and classification with other machine learning methods were lacking [22-25]. Pietrzak et al. 

reviewed methods related to spiking neural networks, focusing on their computational 

complexity. However, AI methods in the field of signal classification were not addressed [26]. 

Shoeibi et al. reviewed deep learning methods for signal data analysis in seizure disease but 

did not consider machine learning methods and studies related to spike classification [6]. Abd 

El-Samie et al. surveyed spike classification methods on EEG and magnetoencephalography 

(MEG) data, but examined neither machine learning methods nor AI-based preprocessing [27]. 

Xu and Xia reviewed feature extraction and deep learning methods used in EEG signal 

classification but did not consider other preprocessing and machine learning methods [28]. 

Parsa et al. reviewed deep learning methods for EEG-based signal and image data classification 

but did not study spike classification and AI-based methods related to preprocessing and 

classification [29]. Auge et al. reviewed encoding methods in signal processing and spiking 

neural network methods but did not provide insight into preprocessing-related machine 

learning methods and signal classification-related deep learning methods [30]. Table 1 

compares existing review papers with our proposed study. It may be noted that our work 

focuses on automated neural spike classification using machine and deep learning techniques 

using one-dimensional signals.  

 



 

Table 1. Summary of related review papers. 

Ref Year Title Scope Advantages Limitations 

[27] 2018 

A Review of EEG 

and MEG Epileptic 

Spike Detection 

Algorithms 

Epileptic 

Spike Detection 

on EEG and 

MEG data 

A complete review of 

time- and frequency-

domain 

Analysis of signal data 

Not considering machine 

learning and deep learning 

methods in detail 

[6] 2021 

Epileptic Seizure 

Detection Using 

Deep Learning 

Techniques: 

A Review 

Epileptic seizure 

detection using 

EEG and MRI 

data 

Reviewing all deep 

learning methods and 

related architectures for 

signal data 

Focusing only on deep 

learning methods and not 

other machine learning 

methods 

[30] 2021 

A Survey of 

Encoding 

Techniques for 

Signal Processing in 

Spiking Neural 

Networks 

Foundation 

in spiking signal 

encoding 

A complete review of 

spiking neural 

networks using signal 

data 

Not considering other 

machine learning and deep 

learning methods 

[22] 2023 

Backpropagation-

Based Learning 

Techniques for 

Deep Spiking 

Neural Networks: A 

Survey 

Deep 

learning 

applications 

using spiking 

neural networks 

Reviewing deep 

learning methods based 

on spiking neural 

networks with 

introducing useful 

architectures in detail 

Considering only spiking 

neural networks and not 

other deep learning and 

machine learning methods 

[31] 2023 

Direct learning-

based deep 

Spiking Neural 

Networks: a review 

Direct learning 

for spiking 

neural networks 

Reviewing spiking 

neural networks while 

discussing effective 

hyperparameters 

Considering only spiking 

neural networks and not 

other deep learning and 

machine learning methods 

[26] 2023 

Overview of 

Spiking Neural 

Network Learning 

Approaches 

and Their 

Computational 

Complexities 

Deep 

learning 

applications 

using spiking 

neural networks 

Review existing 

learning algorithms for 

spiking neural 

networks, divide them 

into categories by type 

and assess their 

computational 

complexity. 

Considering only spiking 

neural networks and not 

other deep learning and 

machine learning methods 

[28] 2023 

EEG Signal 

Classification and 

Feature Extraction 

Methods Based on 

Deep Learning: A 

Review 

Application of 

deep learning 

algorithms on 

EEG data 

A detailed comparison 

of EEG data using deep 

learning methods and 

related architectures 

Considering only deep 

learning methods and EEG 

data and not other machine 

learning methods and other 

types of signal data 

[29] 2023 

EEG-based 

classification of 

individuals with 

neuropsychiatric 

disorders using deep 

neural networks: A 

systematic review 

of current status and 

future directions 

Neuropsychiatric 

disorders 

classification 

A review of EEG and 

image data using deep 

learning methods. Also, 

a comparison of 

features and 

hyperparameters in 

deep learning 

Not presenting other 

machine learning methods 

and effective preprocessing 

techniques in detail 

This 

Work 
2024 

A review of Neural 

Spike Classification 

Methods Based on 

Machine Learning 

and Deep Learning 

Algorithms 

Spike 

classification 

using 

preprocessing, 

machine 

learning, and 

deep learning on 

signal data 

A complete review of 

the preprocessing and 

classification phase on 

spiky signal data. 

Preprocessing 

techniques, machine 

learning, and deep 

learning algorithms 

were considered and 

compared in detail. 

Focusing only on signal 

data 

 



 

1.2 Objectives and Overview 

The objectives of this review are listed below. 

• Provide information about the datasets available in the field of spike classification 

• Introduce preprocessing methods based on AI for spike classification. 

• Present machine learning and deep learning-based spike classification algorithms. 

• Comparing papers published related to spike classification. 

• Discuss perspectives for future work. 

In this review, we will examine AI-based preprocessing, machine learning, and deep learning 

methodologies for spiky datasets. The first part discusses crucial features in a spiky dataset and 

how to deal with them to generate useful features. Then, within this framework, machine 

learning and deep learning algorithms are introduced. Finally, the results and metrics for 

evaluating the proposed models are given. Thus, the studies will be reviewed in three aspects: 

preprocessing, classification, and evaluation (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. Summary of proposed procedures in the related research paper. 

 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 details the search strategy; Section 3 

presents the datasets used in related research papers; Section 4 describes the process of spike 

pattern analysis, including preprocessing and classification; Section 5 provides the results of 

reviewed studies; Section 6, main challenges and insights; and Section 7 provides the 

conclusion and future works. 

 

2. Systematic review methodology 

2.1 Search strategy 



We searched IEEE, Science Direct, Springer, Wiley, and Google Scholar databases for 

publications related to spike pattern analysis using the keywords "spike classification", "spike 

detection", "machine learning" and "deep learning" [32]. We included only studies that used 

EEG, electrocardiography (ECG), and MEG signal data and excluded those that used image 

processing techniques. 1212 records were screened, the titles and abstracts of which were 

entered into the Endnote reference manager, and duplicate entries were removed, leaving 189 

records. From these, 83 nonrelevant papers were removed after title and abstract review, 

leaving 106 publications. The latter were subjected to full-text review, and 53 papers were 

removed, leaving 50 research papers (Figure 4). 

 

 

Figure 4. PRISMA flow diagram used to select the research papers. 

 

3. Overview of available datasets for spike classification 

In this section, some of the most important signal datasets utilized in spike classification tasks 

are discussed. These datasets were retrieved from a variety of data sources, including 

magnetoencephalography (MEG), electrocardiogram (ECG), electroencephalography (EEG), 



and extracellular recordings. Table 2 provides a brief description of each data type for easier 

comprehension. 

 

 

Table 2. Summary of related datasets. 

Data Type Description Quick Link 

MEG 

MEG is a noninvasive technique that measures magnetic fields 

generated by brain activity, analyzing neural oscillations, 

event-related potentials, and functional connectivity. It's used 

for sensory processing, language, memory, attention, and 

epilepsy localization [21, 33-37]. 

https://github.com/sagihaider/

MEGBCI2020 

 

ECG 

One of the most popular public ECG datasets is the QT 

Database (QTDB) that comprises ECGs recorded from 105 

healthy individuals and individuals with cardiac conditions. 

Annotated by experts, the ECGs enable analysis of heart rate 

variability, QT interval, and other cardiac parameters, and the 

dataset has been extensively used for the development and 

evaluation of algorithms for arrhythmia detection, heart rate 

variability analysis, and QT interval measurement [38]. As two 

examples of using ECG, [39, 40]  can be mentioned. 

https://archive.physionet.org/

physiobank/database/qtdb/ 

 

EEG 

The database for Emotion Analysis by employing the 

Physiological (DEAP) and the SJTU Emotion EEG Dataset 

(SEED) datasets can be considered as two common public 

EEG datasets for signal classification. The DEAP dataset, 

which has 40 channels and includes recordings of 32 patients' 

EEG and peripheral physiological signals, was used to classify 

EEG emotions. The SEED dataset, which includes EEG data 

from 15 participants watching emotionally stimulating films, 

was used for emotion analysis [37, 41-43]. Furthermore, due 

to the relevance of EEG data, several organizations and 

hospitals created their own EEG datasets for classification 

purposes [44-63]. 

• https://www.eecs.qmul.ac

.uk/mmv/datasets/deap/ 

 

• https://bcmi.sjtu.edu.cn/h

ome/seed/ 

 

• https://github.com/meag

mohit/EEG-Datasets 

 

Extracellular 

Recordings 

Extracellular recordings are employed for monitoring neuronal 

activity external to the cell, offering a method to observe 

patterns of action potentials across various regions of the 

peripheral and central nervous systems. Furthermore, it is 

possible to record massed activity as well [64]. One 

application of extracellular recordings is observed in the 

classification of spikes, a process undertaken in [2, 3]. 

https://www.nwb.org/example

-datasets/ 

 

 

 

4. Proposed AI-based techniques used for spike classification 

4.1 Preprocessing Methods 

The primary question in this section is: what effects does preprocessing have on a successful 

classification? 

Since in this study, spiky data is reviewed, data preprocessing can have a significant impact 

on the final classification outcome. For example, in a classification process using machine 

https://github.com/sagihaider/MEGBCI2020
https://github.com/sagihaider/MEGBCI2020
https://archive.physionet.org/physiobank/database/qtdb/
https://archive.physionet.org/physiobank/database/qtdb/
https://www.eecs.qmul.ac.uk/mmv/datasets/deap/
https://www.eecs.qmul.ac.uk/mmv/datasets/deap/
https://bcmi.sjtu.edu.cn/home/seed/
https://bcmi.sjtu.edu.cn/home/seed/
https://github.com/meagmohit/EEG-Datasets
https://github.com/meagmohit/EEG-Datasets
https://www.nwb.org/example-datasets/
https://www.nwb.org/example-datasets/


learning or deep learning, a preprocessing approach can serve as a recognizer for the classifier. 

In other words, classification requires first recognizing the incoming signal data, and a 

preprocessing method is the recognizer in this process. The essential input values for the 

signals can include time-domain and frequency features, as well as superposition-based 

features [28]. 

On the other hand, data preprocessing can be quite significant because it removes artifacts 

during the signal classification process. Artifacts, such as noise-induced by electrode 

movement, pollute the source signal and interfere with the classification process [29].  

No specific pipeline for signal preprocessing has been proposed yet [29]. However, the studies 

conducted in this paper demonstrate how preprocessing strategies might lead signal data to 

successful classification. Therefore, the available preprocessing techniques will be revealed 

below. 

4.1.1 Feature Extraction 

A. Filtering 

The Common Spatial Pattern (CSP) is a feature extraction technique based on spatial filters. 

These techniques alter the new variance maximization and minimization space. The CSP 

approaches investigate many frequency bands for all types of information. The characteristics 

extracted using typical spatial pattern approaches have a low-intensity content, making it 

unable to classify motor imagery with high-performance [65].  

The study by Sriraam et al. developed a detection system for epileptic seizures by multichannel 

EEG. The Yule-Walker method was chosen for Power Spectral Density (PSD) due to its 

accuracy in estimating narrowly banded spectra. The study used a fourth-order self-regressive 

framework to obtain PSD predicts, segmenting the pre-processed signal and determining the 

highest PSD for every single part [66]. 

B. Time Frequency Transforms 

The Short-Time Fourier Transform (STFT), Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT), and Wavelet 

Transform (WT) and are time-frequency-based techniques have been used for feature 

extraction [65]. These techniques help accurately classify signals by extracting relevant 

information. DWT is used to statistically evaluate the frequency bands of medical brain waves, 

disclosing signal characteristics in both temporal and frequency domains [67]. The outcome 

also demonstrates that most algorithms have performed better when dealing with feature sets 

produced by wavelets [2]. Furthermore, Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) focuses primarily on 

filtering techniques and divides the time domain into four frequency bands called alpha, beta, 

gamma, and delta. It can transform time-domain signals into frequency-domain impulses as 

well [68]. 

The DWT computes the WT fast by using sub-band coding. DWT is simple to install and 

reduces computation time and resource needs. Digital filtering techniques generate a time-scale 

representation of the signal that is digital. The signal is examined with filtering of varying 

cutoff frequencies and scales. The DWT signals are first put through an analysis filter bank and 

then decimated. These filters divided signals into two bands. The low-pass filter, like an 

averaging operation, extracts coarse information from the signal. The high-pass filter has a 



distinguishing action [47].  A band-pass filter can be employed to normalize data and eliminate 

noise [16].  

Chahid et al. describe a feature extraction approach for detecting epileptic spikes in MEG and 

EEG recordings that employ the position weighting matrix algorithm with digitized 

quantization. This approach enhances spike precision when classifying, especially when using 

the temporal domain with a STFT of raw input signals. Tested over three classification trials, 

the approach demonstrates incredible promise in spike classification and decreases feature 

vector size. [21]. 

Haggag et al. proposes using cepstrum to detect spikes in noisy signals. Cepstrum, calculated 

using the Inverse Fourier Transform (IFT), contains details concerning the intensity and 

amplitude of the original spectrum, separating meaningful features from noisy signals. It 

improves performance and efficiency and reduces unclustered spikes, with simulation results 

showing higher accuracy rates [69]. 

Luo et al. describe a unique method for recognizing states of emotion utilizing spiking neural 

networks and EEG methods of processing. EEG signals are extracted for the classification of 

emotions using three algorithms: the DWT, variance, and FFT [42]. 

Authors introduced a new spike classification algorithm using frequency domain features of 

neural snippets to classify neural snippets [5]. The algorithm uses both amplitude and phase 

components of the Fourier transform, allowing for fine differences within each cluster. They 

reported, three different noise levels were used, and 99%, 95%, and 83% of accuracies [5]. 

Abbasi et al. implemented a high-performance deep convolutional neural network (CNN) 

pattern classifier to detect high-frequency spike transient indicators of hypoxic-ischemic brain 

injury. The findings suggest that the proposed WT in preprocessing and CNN in classification 

can classify spikes of EEG data with 99.81% accuracy and Area Under Curve (AUC) of 100% 

[70]. 

A new approach by Duan et al. uses feature extraction methods and a spiking swarm intelligent 

optimization classification algorithm. The method considers both time-frequency and principal 

component features of epilepsy, while the spiking swarm algorithm leverages individual 

cooperation and information interaction. Their method yielded  an average classification 

accuracy of 98.95% and the highest accuracy of 100% [71]. 

Thanaraj and Parvathavarthini detected automatically interictal spikes in epilepsy localization 

using a multichannel Time-Frequency entropy measure. The Least Squares SVM and a band-

pass filter classify EEG epochs as normal or spike periods. Validated with 15 patients, the 

proposed measure achieved an interictal spike classification accuracy of 91.20%, the sensitivity 

of 100%, and a specificity of 84.23% [72]. 

Raghu et al. proposes a band-pass filter for feature extraction and SVM for the classification 

phase in raw EEG data. Their  method used three different datasets and the best sensitivity of 

97.53%   [63]. 

Joshi et al. presented a rapid, resilient, and accurate spatiotemporal analytical algorithm for 

classifying epileptic seizures. In their study, a band-pass filter was employed for feature 

extraction in EEG spiky data during the preprocessing stage, and a direct thresholding-based 



technique was used for classification. The proposed technique achieved 93.18% accuracy and 

a F1score of 93.81% [62]. 

Although the methods mentioned can be helpful in most datasets, recent research papers have 

indicated that with bigger data sets, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) has a slight 

advantage [2]. PCA is considered a feature extraction technique and a dimensionality reduction 

method. It will be introduced in the dimensionality reduction section. 

Wang et al. introduced a functional localization method in the brain of a cynomolgus monkey 

using PCA and K-means clustering to identify spike patterns at different locations. SVM was 

used to train a spike pattern recognition model with an accuracy of 99.5%. Weighted KNN 

showed accuracy at 96.1% [73]. 

Le Douget et al.  automatically detected spikes in EEG data using DWT and RF. Their method, 

trained and cross-validated using scalp and intracranial EEG subjects, achieved 62% recall and 

26% precision for surface EEG subjects and 63% recall and 53% precision for intracranial EEG 

subjects [74]. 

4.1.2 Dimensionality Reduction 

PCA is the most widely used dimensionality reduction approach. It is a robust transform 

technique for linearly transforming initial data into feature data with a reduced dimension while 

decreasing variance. Furthermore, it can cut processing expenses by converting higher-

dimensional feature space into lower-dimensional principal component space. PCA identifies 

patterns in data and exposes similarities and distinctions, making it valuable in the recognition 

of faces, image reduction, and biological signal processing. [58]. However, traditional PCA has 

limitations due to non-linear structure information. Therefore, an enhanced version of PCA 

called Kernel-PCA was introduced, which can transform datasets into higher-dimensional 

spaces [75]. 

Zacharaki et al. devised an approach for detecting spike forms that calculate likeness to a 

coarse-shaped model of a spike pattern. It improves performance by spotting tiny variations 

between true spikes and false observations. Support vector machines are used to classify 

patterns in low-dimensional spaces. The method breaks down EEG signals into half-waves, 

extracts shape properties, and classifies possible changes into spikes and non-spikes using 

manifold learning, dimensionality reduction, and non-linear supervised classification. [60].  

Zubair et al. focused on developing dimensionality reduction algorithms to increase the 

classification outcomes of machine learning techniques. The proposed framework has been 

tested on six different machine learning models, achieving an accuracy of 97%. The main 

advantage is identifying seizures with less computation time and high accuracy, reducing the 

complexity of neurologist observation [76].  

4.1.3 Clustering 

Numerous clustering algorithms have been reported in literature reviews, with a few being used 

in spike analysis algorithms. However, there is limited research on their suitability and 

compliance for spike analysis. Clustering methods are classified into seven categories: 

partitional, hierarchical, probabilistic, graph-theoretic, fuzzy logic, density-based, and 

learning-based. This categorization aids in comprehending the complexities of clustering 



algorithms. Clustering methods have evolved to better meet the subject under consideration 

and are adapted to be used in many fields [2]. 

Turnquist et al., developed the Forster–Handwerker template-matching algorithm and a 

clustering method were used to classify neuronal spike data [57]. 

Biffi et al. developed an algorithm for detecting amplitude-threshold spikes, which was tested 

on both simulated and real signals using statistical analysis. They also developed a PCA-

hierarchical classifier, which was evaluated on both simulated and real signals. The algorithm 

uses shape clustering and automatic classification, extracting waveforms, sorting them, and 

classifying them using a hierarchical classifier. The results confirmed the effectiveness of the 

clustering procedure [77].  

Kaneko et al. proposed a method for detecting multi-neuronal spikes that combine multisite 

electrode recording, full pattern investigation, and hierarchical clustering. The approach is 

resistant to low frequencies of sampling and noise because it encodes spikes as spatial damping 

vectors based on the covariance of a template and the signal that was detected at each recording 

station. This approach is more exact than other methods in classifying neural spikes [78]. 

Franke et al. presented a combined spike detection and classification algorithm for analyzing 

neuronal cooperativity. The algorithm uses clustering and linear filters to improve signal-to-

noise ratio and introduces a method called "Deconfusion" for source separation. In this work, 

80.88% of AUCs reached [79]. 

4.1.4 Feature Selection 

Machine learning methods can be guided by a larger number of extracted features to represent 

information in a better and more widespread manner, but the problems associated with 

dimensionality may misfire and reduce efficiency. To prevent this, a variety of techniques for 

reducing dimensionality and identifying variables have been created. Therefore, while 

designing computer-aided automated diagnosis systems, feature selection is crucial [67].  

Exarchos et. al., focused on the discretization of continuous-valued features using a 

discretization technique based on entropy minimization and the minimum description length 

principle. The feature selection method achieved dimensionality reduction and improved 

classification accuracy. Feature selection methods can be classified into filter and wrapper 

approaches [56]. 

Wang et al. introduced a new method for recognizing epileptiform activity in EEG signals, 

which improves feature extraction speed without reducing recognition rate. The method uses 

Principal component analysis (PCA) for dimension reduction, discrete wavelet transforms 

(DWT) combined with approximate entropy for epileptic and normal EEG, and Neyman-

Pearson criteria for classification. The algorithm performs well in clinic EEG data and can be 

generalized for simultaneous recognition of multiple waveforms [58]. 

 

4.2  Machine Learning-Based Classifiers 

4.2.1 Logistic Regression (LR) 

Ali et al., propose employing minimizers and information gain to improve the approximation 

kernel's predictive performance. They classify coronavirus spike protein sequences into 



variations and assess their performance. In this research, some different machine learning 

methods were implemented. In terms of LR, the metrics they achieved were 87% for accuracy, 

precision, and recall, 86% for F1 score, and 84% for Receiver Operator Characteristic (ROC) 

Area Under the Curve (AUC), respectively [80]. 

Conrad et al. introduced an LR method using band-pass was developed to analyze the impact 

of sleep and seizures on interictal spikes, and to use these changes to pinpoint the seizure-onset 

zone. In their  work 83% accuracy was obtained [81]. 

4.2.2 Naive Bayes (NB) 

Chahid et al., used NB as a machine learning method for epileptic spike classification on MEG 

data. Firstly, they generated significant features from the data and extracted features using a 

time-frequency transformation. Then, they classified spikes by different machine learning 

algorithms to find the best result. They mentioned SVM can achieve the best outcomes. They 

achieved 69.42% accuracy, 68.19% sensitivity, 70.64% specificity, 69.07% precision, 70.64 

recall, and 69.81% F1 score [21]. 

Ali et al., used spike classification of coronavirus protein sequence. They achieved an accuracy 

of 76%, precision rate of  84%,  recall of  76%, F1 score of 77%, and AUC of 83% using NB 

[80]. 

4.2.3 Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA) 

In research in 2023 by Ramesh et al., LDA was examined as an important machine learning 

algorithm to classify spikes on EEG data. However, it was explained that the proposed method 

including a deep learning method can provide better results in the field of spike classification. 

In terms of LDA, they achieved 92.7% accuracy, 96.0% specificity, and 89.8% sensitivity [82]. 

4.2.4 K Nearest Neighbors (KNN) 

Chahid et al. conducted a recent study that explored KNN as a significant machine learning 

approach for epileptic spike classification. They used an efficient feature extraction method 

and compared six different machine learning algorithms. Regarding KNN, they obtained 

92.33%, 95.93%, 88.70%, 95.62%, 88.70, and 92.03% for accuracy, sensitivity, specificity, 

precision, recall, and F1 score, respectively [21]. 

Ali et al. reported 85% accuracy, precision, recall, F1 score, and 81% ROC AUC rates for spike 

classification of coronavirus protein sequences using KNN [80]. 

4.2.5 Decision Tree (DT) 

Yang et al. demonstrated a DT-based spike classification approach for brain recording implants 

that achieved good accuracy. The procedure reduces memory usage and system area and 

optimizes computation complexity by calculating hyperplane coefficients without 

compromising performance [51]. 

4.2.6 Random Forest (RF) 

A new spike recognition technique employing an RF classifier was proposed by Wang et al. for 

mild infantile epilepsy with centrotemporal spikes. The method involved detecting prospective 

spikes, eliminating false positive spikes, extracting spike features, and classifying RF signals. 

The procedure has been effectively executed and validated using real EEG data achieving 



sensitivity, specificity, selectivity, and accuracy of 97.4%, 96.5%, 96.6%, and 96.9%, 

respectively [48].  

Gao et al., in their paper, proposed a seizure detection method using hypergraph features and 

machine learning. Random forest (RF) and support vector machine (SVM) were tested on eight 

patients' data. RF outperformed SVM, while the group of three features performed better than 

the single feature. The proposed method had the best performance with an accuracy of 96.30%, 

sensitivity of 93.66%, and specificity of 96.52%. Regarding the preprocessing phase, the CSP 

method was used [17]. 

4.2.7 Support Vector Machine (SVM) 

The paper by Kim et al. demonstrated that using nonlinear mapping in a spike train decoding 

algorithm can enhance the performance of the brain–machine interface, especially when spike 

train errors are present. The study uses an SVM, which is known for its advantages in training 

and generalization performance. Quantitative analysis was performed using a model of the 

primary motor cortex neuron. However, the study's limitations include the use of simulated 

data and the limitations of the EEG-based brain–machine interface [83].  

Acir et al. developed a two-stage classifying approach for detecting spikes in EEG signals 

based on SVM. The method covers feature extraction, pre-classification, and spike detection 

while retaining the original spike shape. The non-linear digital filter pre-classifies, which 

reduces computational time and improves SVM detection effectiveness. SVM had the best 

performance, with 90.3% sensitivity, 88.1% selectivity, and a 9.5% false detection rate. [84]. 

Khouma et al. proposed a new classification method using SVM to identify spike morphology. 

Experiments show that polynomial and sigmoidal kernels have the best classifiers, with the 

sigmoidal kernel having the highest precision. The best reached precision in this study was 

100% [85]. 

4.2.8 Boosting Methods 

Liu et al., used the AdaBoost algorithm exceeds the standard technique in both the two- and 

three-class EEG waveform classification tasks. The proposed system improves spike detection 

accuracy by 6.5% and 21.5% for two- and three-class classification, indicating prospective 

medical applications in EEG epileptic identification. However, the training samples used have 

an impact on classification performance and parametric settings [52]. 

Sharifrazi et al., employed the XGBoost classifier was utilized for spike classification for the 

detection of Zika and Dengue disease. They proposed a mix of convolutional neural networks 

and XGBoost for the classification section, and PCA for preprocessing part. In this research, 

they achieved 95.3% accuracy, precision, recall, and F1 Score [13]. 

 

4.3  Deep Learning-Based Classifiers 

4.3.1 Deep Neural Network (DNN) and Artificial Neural Network (ANN) 

Mera‑Gaona et al., provided a new mechanism for the automatic detection of epileptic spikes 

using an ANN. The tool uses a template representing an epileptic spike pattern to detect spikes 

using a matched filter. The sensitivity of the detector is better than in previous literature, and 

the specificity improved in the best-reviewed studies [86].  



Authors proposed an energy-efficient processor for neural signal analyses [83]. The processor 

supports artificial neural network (ANN)- and spiking neural network (SNN)-based 

neuromorphic processing, achieving high accuracy and energy efficiency. In fact, the model 

demonstrated 90.05% accuracy, 99.4% sensitivity, and 98.6% specificity [87]. 

4.3.2 Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) 

Issar et al. built an ANN to identify spikes from noise in EEG recordings instantaneously. The 

strategy was evaluated with a memory-guided saccade task. The method improved decoding 

performance for most sessions, even while data quality declined with time. [59].  

Park et al. proposed a deep learning-driven spike- sorted technique for extracellular recordings 

from one electrode that is efficient, noise-resistant, and precise. In cases where labeled data is 

unavailable, pseudo-labels are created for MLP training. The method achieves high 

classification accuracy on difficult spikes [3].  

Ko et al. investigated the feasibility of automatic detection of epileptic EEG spikes using raw 

EEG data. They claimed that spike detection algorithms are purely morphological, detecting 

single-channel spike waveforms without considering spatial or temporal characteristics. They 

used MLP for the classification phase on raw data and achieved 87.0%  sensitivity in this 

research [46]. 

4.3.3 Deep Belief Network (DBN) 

Reddy et al. presented an automated multi-channel EEG signal classification approach for 

detecting brain diseases like epilepsy, brain tumors, and Parkinson's disease. The model used 

the suggested DBN-based architecture to extract features from EEG signals and classify them. 

However, the method was limited to detecting specific brain diseases and can be further 

validated using long-term EEG records and real-time standard datasets. The study aimed to 

improve the efficiency of the proposed model in EEG signals [88].  

Reddy et al. utilized a combination of MLP and Deep Belief Networks (DBN) for spike 

classification to understand the neuronal activity of extracellular recordings. In this their work 

WT techniques were implemented as a preprocessing method achieving 92.56%  accuracy [89]. 

4.3.4 Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) 

Fukumori et al. developed a novel class of CNNs using linear-phase finite impulse response 

filters as a preprocessing [86]. These filters can function as bandpass filters, removing 

biomarkers while preserving waveforms. The investigations revealed that the trained data-

driven filter bank with supervised learning operates like many bandpass filters that pass through 

a frequency band. The approach identified epileptic spikes with a 0.967 area under the receiver 

operating characteristic curve  [90]. 

Shen et al. proposed an EEG-based real-time epilepsy seizure detection method that employs 

tunable-Q wavelet transform and CNN models. In automatic real-time seizure identification, 

the approach achieved 97.57% accuracy, 98.90% sensitivity, and a false positive rate of 2.10%. 

The suggested method captures signal features and eliminates redundant information, while the 

CNN model enhances resilience and classifies imaging data. The approach is appropriate for 

real-time implementation and can be used in applications in medicine [91]. 



Pals et al. demonstrated the potential of neuromorphic hardware for accurate and low-power 

decoding of brain signals, such as EEG, in developing wearable brain-computer interface (BCI) 

devices. In this research, a band-pass filter for preprocessing and Spiking CNN were used. In 

addition, 73.72% accuracy was presented in this paper [20].   

Jeon et al. developed a deep learning-based approach for automated detection of 

centrotemporal spike-waves in scalp EEG recordings of patients with self-limited epilepsy with 

centrotemporal spikes. The proposed CNN-based model successfully discriminated spiky 

recording recordings with a sensitivity, specificity, and accuracy of 99.8%, 98.4%, and 99.1%, 

respectively [54]. 

Hirano et al. used deep learning to create a completely automated AI-based MEG interictal 

epileptiform discharge detection and equivalent current dipole estimate system[11]. The 

training was separated into two stages: first, a classification network was learned and then a 

segmentation network that expanded the classification network was learned. In this paper, a 

band-pass filter was developed for the preprocessing stage, and a CNN was hired for the 

classification stage. The classification network had a mean AUC of 98.68%, sensitivity of 

79.52%, and specificity of 99.71% in that order [16]. 

Hall's study used a CNN trained on prelabelled waveforms from in-vivo brain samples to 

identify electrode waveforms as spikes or noise. Compared to a previous design that solely 

used fully connected layers, the network enhanced classification accuracy by 89.5% across 

several cortical areas. The classifier functions as a reliable preprocessing step [15]. 

Liu et al. conducted a comprehensive classification analysis employing band-pass filters and 

deep neural network approaches for recognizing self-limited epilepsy with centrotemporal 

spikes. The CNN-based ResNet model obtained 90.49% classification accuracy, an F1 score of 

90.0%, and an AUC of 96.0%. The findings demonstrated the utility of deep learning 

approaches in centrotemporal spike categorization studies since they may detect relevant 

biological aspects within EEG data [92]. 

4.3.5 Spiking Neural Network (SNN) 

Virgilio et al. developed and evaluated brain signal classifiers based on SNNs for pattern 

identification. The study emphasized the significance of a paradigm change during the 2nd and 

3rd generations of ANNs, which concentrated on analyzing of temporal data. The study tested 

the reliability of SNN models against traditional models, as well as under two input conditions: 

input features with value constants and input features with time-related data [47].  

Ramesh et al., presented a Mini Batch Stochastic Gradient Descent algorithm for training multi-

layer SNN, overcoming local minimum constraints. The algorithm used an EEG dataset, 

adjusting weight parameters iteratively until the error was less than the required value [82].  

Kasabov et al. developed a framework based on a unique SNN architecture that increased data 

processing rapidness, precision, and comprehension of the data and its generating mental 

procedures. This approach was designed to create next-generation BCI and systems for the 

early detection of degenerate brain disorders such as Alzheimer's disease, as well as 

individualized neuro-rehabilitation programs. The study compared the novel strategy to older 

approaches, demonstrating increased accuracy in modeling and usability [93].  



Yin et al. demonstrated that SNNs can outperform ANNs in time-domain tasks like speech and 

gesture recognition. Multi-layer Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) topologies achieve new 

cutting-edge efficiency for SNNs in sequential and timed applications. The study also 

emphasized the potential for ultra-low power EdgeAI solutions, emphasizing streaming or 

online solutions without preprocessing and buffering [38]. 

Rana and Kim presented a binarized SNN with modified synaptic weights to improve the 

accuracy of standard SNN and reduce its complexity. The paper utilized ECG data to diagnose 

cardiovascular disease. The proposed method could achieve 85% accuracy in classification 

[19]. 

Shekhawat et al. implemented a binarized SNN for diagnosing fetal cardiac abnormalities in 

noisy ECG data. To meet this goal, the hexadecimal local adaptive binary pattern as feature 

extractor was hired with 99.0% correctness in classification based on the ROC metric [94]. 

4.3.6 Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) 

Xu et al. provide a novel spike recognition technique based on time-domain form EEG 

sequence characteristics. The methodology addresses spike imbalance difficulties in EEGs 

using synthetic minority oversampling and a bidirectional LSTM for spike identification. The 

approach surpassed various cutting-edge spike recognition techniques, with higher detecting 

sensitivity, precision, and F1 score than several other spike detection approaches [49]. 

4.3.7 Transfer Learning 

Nadalin et al. employed transfer learning to train a CNN by retraining layers with spectrogram 

image training data. This strategy improves productivity without requiring more time and 

processing power to learn weights from the beginning. The study authors kept all convolutional 

layers from the Residual Network (ResNet) but changed the final linear layers for binary 

classification. The first cycle of training fixed the convolutional layer parameters, while the 

remaining training time tuned all layers. The study indicated that transfer learning dramatically 

saves computing time while increasing performance, demonstrating the computational 

advantage of transfer learning [61]. 

Yan et al. proposed a near-lossless transfer learning methodology with SNNs for instantaneous 

mode emotional identification using EEG signals. By training an algorithm on one dimension 

and fine-tuning on a different one, the accuracy reached  82.75% for valence and 84.22% for 

arousal [43].  

 

4.4 Evaluation Metrics 

Using commonly used assessment measures for the classification tasks, the effectiveness of the 

proposed methods for spike classification is assessed. The measurements include accuracy, 

precision, recall, sensibility, sensitivity, specificity, F1 score, and Area Under the Curve (AUC) 

each offering a different perspective on how well the model performs. Which machine learning 

technique outperforms the better. The equations of these metrics are available in [52, 77, 95].  

 

 



4.5 Data mapping of included studies 

In this section, the research papers selected by different databases are analyzed. In terms of 

Figure 5, the graph is characterized by an increasing trend between 1999 and 2023. Obviously, 

between 1999 and 2009, the growth of the importance of spike classification topic. Between 

the years 2010 and 2018, a slight fluctuation in this area has been seen, and the spike 

classification issue rocketed dramatically from 2018 to 2021. Afterward, this topic reached a 

peak in 2021 with the number of 9 research papers in only one year. Then, after 2021, spike 

classification has demonstrated a tiny drop and again the growth by today. 

Regarding Figure 6,  the IEEE database has the largest number of research papers, publishing 

almost a third of all papers in this field (28%). Following the IEEE database, the Science and 

Springer databases have occupied the second and third positions with 24% and 22% of all 

publications, respectively. Moreover, in Google Scholar, 20% of related studies from various 

journals other than the mentioned databases were discovered. Finally, although only 6% of the 

research papers are allocated to the Wiley database, this database has also published valuable 

papers in spike classification scope. 

 

 

Figure 5. The spike classification trend between 1999 and 2023. 

 

 



 

Figure 6. The allocated portion of each database in the spike classification topic. 

 

 

5.  Discussion 

5.1 Distribution analysis 

In this section, we show what approaches have been followed by the papers that have been 

published in the field of spike classification. The current research papers are compared. It is 

also clear that according to the preprocessing and classification methods based on AI that were 

introduced in section 3, what gaps still exist in the spike classification task? This case is 

discussed in detail in the conclusion section. Figure 8 depicts the number of uses for each 

method based on the research papers chosen for this topic. 

 

 

Figure 7. Distribution of utilized machine learning and deep learning methods related to selected research papers 

for spike classification. 



 

At first glance, it appears that deep learning methods are more popular than machine learning 

approaches. Figure 7 shows that deep learning methods CNN and ANN/MLP hold the first two 

spots in the distribution number. In the diagram, it can be observed that CNN, MLP/ANN, and 

SNN, which are deep learning methods, have occupied the initial positions of the distribution. 

Moreover, RNN, LSTM, and DBN have gotten less attention than other deep learning 

algorithms. Since deep learning methods are generally popular, it seems that RNN, LSTM, and 

DBN have the potential to attract more attention from researchers in the future. Because these 

strategies are easily integrated with more widely used procedures like CNN, SNN, and MLP.  

Regarding machine learning methods, diagram 8 indicates that SVM and RF are still commonly 

employed. Older approaches, such as LR and NB, are also less prevalent.  

 

5.2 Performance analysis 

As can be observed, the application of machine learning and deep learning algorithms for spike 

classification is expanding. So far, it has been identified what results each machine learning 

and deep learning method has yielded. In this part, we will look at how these strategies function.  

Among the presented machine learning methods, Hierarchical, K-means, AdaBoost, XGBoost, 

KNN RF, and SVM methods have the best performance. All these strategies achieved an 

accuracy of 93% in the worst scenario and 99% in the best situation. Figure 8-a depicts which 

strategy performed better in terms of accuracy. It should be noted that most of these methods 

have been employed in several studies, and Figure 8-a displays the highest accuracy derived 

from these papers. The hierarchical method has the highest reported accuracy among all 

machine learning approaches. Which, of course, has only been investigated in one study in 

2010. Methods SVM, RF, and K-means have shown satisfactory results thus far and have been 

employed in several studies in recent years. 

Methods SNN, RNN, CNN, and ANN/MLP produced the best outcomes when it comes to deep 

learning. All the presented accuracies in these methods are greater than 98%, with the best 

cases being near 99%. Deep learning approaches have also lately been employed in various 

studies, yielding excellent results. Figure 8-b depicts the greatest outcomes of deep learning 

approaches from several studies. Figures 8-a and 8-b show that deep learning approaches have 

generally outperformed machine learning methods. Furthermore, Figure 7 shows that the use 

of deep learning approaches is on the rise. It should be emphasized that although all these 

strategies used spiky signal data, the datasets used in these papers varied. It is also worth noting 

the importance of preprocessing in this context. Each study implemented a distinct data 

preprocessing approach based on the available dataset. As indicated in the introduction, 

preprocessing procedures serve as recognizers for classifiers. As a result, the type of 

preprocessing utilized in each study has a dramatic impact on the final classification using 

machine learning and deep learning techniques. 

 



 

Figure 8. Best performances of (a) machine learning methods and (b) deep learning methods. 

 

6. Open challenges and future insights for spike classification 

6.1 Key challenges 

6.1.1 Computational cost 

One of the most significant issues we encounter in the realm of spike classification is the 

computational cost. Many low-power gadgets do not support pricey approaches. Currently, 

deep learning approaches have a large computational cost [19]. Some academics recommend 

using several Linux-based PCs to improve this difficulty, while others find SNNs useful. 

Although some claim that using the SNN method in spike classification can cut calculation 

costs, other researchers think that this issue is still a challenge in this field and that SNN 

approaches, like other deep learning methods, are incapable of reducing effective energy [38]. 

6.1.2 Real-time classification 



Another basic challenge in spike classification is the quick and real-time processing of the 

process [58]. This is an essential issue for hardware implementation, online processing, and 

data storage capacity reduction [77]. Some researchers employ feature dimension reduction 

strategies to lower system computation [76]. However, some scientists feel that extracting 

effective information features is complex, especially for multi-channel data. As a result, we 

have seen very few papers in this field [66]. 

6.1.3 Odd spike shapes 

Another significant topic to consider is robustness in signal interference and accurate spike 

classification [5]. Some signals are challenging to classify because of their complicated patterns 

[94]. High-throughput classification of trustworthy biomarkers is especially crucial [70]. The 

overlapping of spikes makes classifying difficult [78, 79]. Some spikes have unusual forms 

that make them difficult to classify. The data's complex structure may lead the final classifier 

to malfunction. For example, spikes with sharp waves are more difficult to classify than usual 

shapes. It is also exceedingly difficult to recognize frequent spikes in signal data [74]. 

6.1.4 Sufficient and reliable data 

One of the primary issues we encounter in the field of classification of spikes is the question 

of the number of valid data, especially in the case of data from patients [52]. Therefore, some 

of the datasets are imbalanced. Many of the proposed methods are more suited for the 

classification of balanced datasets, and their implementation on imbalanced datasets may be 

ineffective [21]. Insufficient data remains a challenge for machine learning techniques in spike 

classification to operate properly [63], especially for deep learning methods. They require more 

data than machine learning methods, and the quantity and quality of this data can drastically 

impact the performance of classification [3]. Another issue with accurate data is that many 

studies and proposed methodologies have been undertaken using data from a single institution. 

Obviously, some approaches may not perform well on different datasets belonging to other 

institutions [16]. As a result, it is impossible to provide a definitive result about their 

performance on other datasets, and the situation may remain unclear. 

 

6.2 Future directions 

The aforementioned challenges influence the future directions. In other words, based on the 

present studies, it appears that most scientists are attempting to address the current issues in 

future work to some extent.  

One of the future directions is the employment of hybrid methods to improve the efficiency of 

present methods, particularly for outlier data [21]. However, it should be noted that using 

hybrid methods may result in an increase in computational cost. The existing limits can be 

solved by increasing the hardware capacity [82]. Some academics claim that parallel processing 

can drop computational costs and enable a real-time technique [63]. 

As previously indicated, many current datasets lack the efficiency required for effective 

classification. Future work may include dataset improvement and classification. For example, 

some scientists hope to improve the classification process by increasing the number of labels 

[85] or the number of features [66]. Other researchers believe that increasing the number of 

real samples of participants will result in more accurate classifications in the future [52, 92]. 



Further studies claim that employing data augmentation methods to increase the amount of 

samples and balance datasets will result in improved accuracy [49].  

Moreover, in order to improve the accuracy of the presented approaches, future work could 

focus more on data preprocessing to eliminate signal artifacts [61] or detect outliers [86]. 

 

7. Conclusion 

As mentioned, AI and neuroscience are intimately intertwined. Previously, scientists analyzed 

signal data without employing AI technologies. However, this work illustrated that AI could 

drastically impact the processing of this type of data, providing researchers with more accurate 

results. We addressed the issue of spike classification in signal data and demonstrated the 

effectiveness of using AI-based preprocessing and classification methods in the results. 

In spike classification, it was mentioned that certain spike characteristics are employed for 

classification. Other researchers who apply AI approaches divide the procedure into three parts: 

preprocessing, classification, and evaluation. In the preprocessing section, the effective 

methods were thoroughly outlined, with examples provided. In the evaluation part, the 

important metrics were also listed. Then, the findings of each study using these metrics were 

expressed. In the classification section, AI algorithms were classified into two main types: 

machine learning and deep learning-based approaches employed were presented.   

Overall, this review acquainted the notion of spikes and how they appear in signal data. It 

introduced the available datasets and the importance of AI methods in the preprocessing and 

classification of spikes. Eventually, the research findings were assessed, and key challenges 

and future directions were presented. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 1. Abbreviations. 

Abbreviation Complete Form Abbreviation Complete Form 

AI Artificial Intelligence EEG Electroencephalography 

LR Logistic Regression MEG Magnetoencephalography 

NB Naive Bayes ECG Electrocardiogram 

LDA Linear Discriminant Analysis CSP Common Spatial Pattern 

XGBoost Extreme Gradient Boosting PSD Power Spectral Density 

AdaBoost Adaptive Boosting FFT Fast Fourier Transform 

DNN Deep Neural Network STFT Short-Time Fourier Transform 

ANN Artificial Neural Network PCA Principal Component Analysis 

KNN K Nearest Neighbors WT Wavelet Transform 

DT Decision Tree DWT Discrete Wavelet Transform 

RF Random Forest DHT Discrete Haar Transformation 

MLP Multi-Layer Perceptron BCI Brain-Computer Interface 

DBN Deep Belief Network ROC Receiver Operator Characteristic 

LSTM Long Short-Term Memory AUC Area Under the Curve 

GRU Gated Recurrent Unit ResNet Residual Network 

SNN Spiking Neural Network NLP Natural Language Processing 

CNN Convolutional Neural Network TP True Positives 

SVM Support Vector Machine TN True Negatives 

RBM Restricted Boltzmann Machines FP False Positives 

PRISMA 

Preferred Reporting Items for 

Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses 

FN False Negatives 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 2. Related research papers in brief. 

Ref Year 
Preprocessing 

Method 

Classification 

Method 

Performance  

(%) 
Dataset 

[78] 1999 Band-pass Filter Hierarchical Clustering - 
Multisite electrode 

recording data 

[46] 2000 - MLP Sensitivity = 87.0 EEG 

[57] 2004 Clustering 
Forster–Handwerker 

algorithm 
- 

Analog 

waveform data 

[84] 2004 Band-pass Filter SVM 
Sensitivity = 90.3, 

Selectivity = 88.1 
EEG 

[83] 2006 - SVM and MLP - 
Multiple neuronal spike 

trains 

[56] 2006 
PSD + Clustering + 

Feature Selection 
Association Rules 

Accuracy = 87.38, 

Sensitivity = 91.34, 

Specificity = 97.34, 

Selectivity = 93.55 

EEG 

[58] 2010 PCA + DWT approximate entropy - EEG 

[77] 2010 PCA 
Hierarchical Classifier 

(Clustering) 

Specificity = 99.99, 

Sensibility = 97.77 
Simulated and real signal 

[79] 2010 
Clustering 

 

a channel specific 

threshold 
AUC = 80.88 

Extracellular recordings, 

artificially generated 

data, and Acute 

recordings 

[5] 2013 FFT + Clustering K-means Clustering 
Accuracy = 99%, 95% 

and 83% 

The artificial neural data 

sets I and II 

[52] 2013 

Band-pass Filter + 

Feature Extraction + 

Feature Selection 

AdaBoost 

(2-class: Accuracy = 

93.9, Sensitivity = 

95.5, Specificity = 

92.4), (3-class: 

Accuracy = 92.4, 

Sensitivity = 94.6, 

Specificity = 89.6) 

EEG 

[51] 2014 
PCA+ Feature 

Extraction 
DT - 

MEG and Extracellular 

recording 

[60] 2016 

Shape Analysis + 

Dimension 

Reduction 

SVM Sensitivity = 97.0 EEG 

[74] 2017 DWT RF 
Recall = 63, 

Precision = 53 
EEG 

[72] 2017 Band-pass Filter SVM 

Accuracy = 91.20, 

Sensitivity = 100, 

Specificity = 84.23 

EEG 

[66] 2018 
Band-pass Filter + 

PSD 
MLP 

Sensitivity 97.8, 

Specificity 96.4 
EEG 



[3] 2019 PCA + Clustering MLP Accuracy = 96.42 
in-vivo spike recording 

dataset 

[47] 2019 PSD + WT SNN Accuracy = 74.54 EEG 

[73] 2019 PCA + Clustering SVM, KNN Accuracy = 99.5, 96.1 
MEA 

electrophysiological 

[85] 2019 Clustering SVM Precision = 100 EEG 

[59] 2020 PCA ANN Accuracy = 99.0 
Database of spike-sorted 

waveforms 

[21] 2020 FFT 
SVM, DT, RF, MLP, 

NB 

Sensitivity = 87, 

Specificity = 97 
MEG 

[86] 2020 
Basic Signal 

Analysis 
ANN 

Sensitivity = 99.96, 

Specificity = 99.26 
EEG 

[63] 2020 Band-pass Filter SVM Sensitivity = 97.53 EEG 

[42] 2020 DWT + FFT SNN Accuracy = 96.67 EEG 

[48] 2020 

Universal Template 

Matching for Feature 

Extraction, + 

Clustering 

RF 

Accuracy = 96.9, 

Sensitivity = 97.4, 

Specificity = 96.5, 

Selectivity = 96.6 

EEG 

[61] 2021 Low-pass Filter 
Transfer Learning 

(CNN) 
AUC = 99 EEG 

[90] 2021 WT 

CNN 

(ANN and RF were 

implemented too) 

AUC = 96.7, 

F1_Score = 88.0, 

Sensitivity = 88.3 

EEG 

[76] 2021 DWT + PCA 

RF 

(SVM, KNN, and MLP 

were implemented too) 

Accuracy = 98.00, 

Precision = 99.50, 

Recall = 96.78 

EEG 

[49] 2021 
Savitzky-Golay 

Filtering 
SMOTE + bi-LSTM 

F1_Score = 88.54, 

Sensitivity = 92.04, 

Precision 85.75 

EEG 

[38] 2021 
CNN for Feature 

Extraction 

RNN, LSTM, Spiking 

RNN (SRNN) 
Accuracy = 98.7 QTDB (ECG) 

[19] 2021 - Binarized SNN Accuracy = 85.0 ECG 

[70] 2021 DWT CNN Accuracy = 99.81 EEG 

[71] 2021 PSD + FFT + PCA Other Methods Accuracy = 98.95 EEG 

[20] 2021 Band-pass Filter Spiking CNN Accuracy = 73:72 EEG 



[43] 2022 PSD 
SNN + Transfer 

Learning 

Accuracy = 82.75, 

84.22 
EEG 

[54] 2022 Band-pass Filter CNN 

Accuracy = 99.1, 

Sensitivity = 99.8, 

Specificity = 98.4, 

EEG 

[16] 2022 Band-pass Filter CNN 

AUC 98.68, 

Sensitivity = 79.52, 

Specificity = 99.71 

MEG 

[17] 2022 CSP RF and SVM 

Accuracy = 96.30, 

Sensitivity = 93.66, 

Specificity = 96.52 

EEG 

[15] 2023 CNN CNN Accuracy = 89.5 
In vivo cortical 

recordings 

[81] 2023 Band-pass Filter LR AUC = 83.0 EEG 

[87] 2023 
ANN for Feature 

Extraction 

SNN 

(CNN was implemented 

too) 

Accuracy = 90.05, 

Sensitivity = 99.4, 

Specificity = 98.6 

EEG, ECG, EMG 

[82] 2023 WT SNN Accuracy = 98.91 EEG 

[91] 2023 Tunable-Q WT CNN 
Accuracy = 97.57, 

Sensitivity = 98.90 
EEG 

[62] 2023 
Band-pass Filter + 

Feature Extraction 

A direct thresholding-

based approach 

Accuracy = 93.18, 

F1_Score = 93.81 
EEG 

[89] 2023 WT MLP + DBN Accuracy = 92.56 Extracellular recording 

[13] 2024 PCA CNN + XGBoost 

Accuracy = 95.3, 

Precision = 95.3, 

Recall = 95.3, 

F1_Score = 95.3 

Extracellular recording 

 

[94] 
2024 

 

Hexadecimal Local 

Adaptive Binary 

Pattern for Feature 

Extraction 

Binarized SNN ROC = 99.0 

 

Fetal electrocardiogram 

(FECG) 

[92] 2024 Band-pass Filter CNN 

Accuracy = 90.49, 

F1_Score = 90.0, 

AUC = 96.0 

EEG 
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