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ABSTRACT

A major goal in neuroscience is to discover neural data representations that gen-
eralize. This goal is challenged by variability along recording sessions (e.g. envi-
ronment), subjects (e.g. varying neural structures), and sensors (e.g. sensor noise),
among others. Recent work has begun to address generalization across sessions
and subjects, but few study robustness to sensor failure which is highly prevalent
in neuroscience experiments. In order to address these generalizability dimensions
we first collect our own electroencephalography dataset with numerous sessions,
subjects, and sensors, then study two time series models: EEGNet (Lawhern et al.|
2018) and TOTEM (Talukder et al.,2024). EEGNet is a widely used convolutional
neural network, while TOTEM is a discrete time series tokenizer and transformer
model. We find that TOTEM outperforms or matches EEGNet across all general-
izability cases. Finally through analysis of TOTEM’s latent codebook we observe
that tokenization enables generalization.

1 INTRODUCTION

Neuroscience experiments vary across numerous dimensions including sessions, subjects and senors
(Gonschorek et al.|[2021;Saha & Baumert, [2020; |Parvizi & Kastner, [2018)). Given this inherent vari-
ability, models with strong generalization properties are desirable. Model generalizability refers to
a model’s zero shot capabilities, or the model’s ability to operate on test datasets unseen at train-
ing time. Prior work studies generalizability along the datasets’ session and subject dimensions
(Peterson et al., 2021} [Talukder et al.| [2022; Krumpe et al., [2017), but few study model generaliz-
ability under sensor variability. Sensors vary primarily because of sensor failure and sensor count
differences across recording sessions. Common practice is to reduce the train and test sets to the
intersection of clean and available sensors then train models. However, this throws away difficult-
to-obtain neural data. It is therefore valuable to build models that can train on all available data and
infer under any type of sensor variability.

To probe generalizability across sessions, subjects, and sensors, we systematically study two
time series models: EEGNet (Lawhern et al., 2018) and TOTEM (Talukder et al.,[2024). EEGNet is
a popular convolutional neural network upon which many other models are built or compared against
(Peterson et al., 2021; Xu et al.,|2021). EEGNet intakes a Sensor x Time array and applies convo-
lutional kernels along the temporal and spatial dimensions, a common approach inspired by Filter-
Bank Common Spatial Patterns (FBCSP) |Ang et al.|(2012). TOTEM first learns a sensor-agnostic
set of discrete tokens via a self-supervised vector quantized variational autoencoder, then uses these
pretrained tokens as the input to a transformer classifier. TOTEM exhibits strong generalization on
numerous time series datasets (Talukder et al.|[2024)). To study these models’ generalizability across
experimental conditions we create a taxonomy of generalization cases that encompass session, sub-
ject, and sensor variability. We collect a rich electroencephalography dataset that permits testing of
these generalization cases. See Figure |l|for a visualization of cross subject generalizability under
sensor failure. Finally we explore TOTEM s latent discrete codebooks, as TOTEM demonstrates the
best performance across experiments in our generalization taxonomy.
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Figure 1: Overview. TOTEM and EEGNet train on data from subject Al, which has no failed
sensors. Both TOTEM and EEGNet are then tested on subject B2 with artificially failed sensors.
This is an example of cross subject generalizability under sensor failure.

2 METHOLODOLOGY

2.1 EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

We first define a taxonomy of a baseline and generalization cases, the cases are as follows:
Baseline Case: Within Session - train and test on the same session. Generalization Cases: (1)
Cross Session - train on one session, and test on a separate session from the same subject. (2) Cross
Subject - train on one subject, and test on a separate subject. (3) Sensor Failure - randomly fail X%
of sensors, X € {0, 10,20, ...,100}. Notably the within session, cross session, and cross subject
cases can be combined with the sensor failure condition, e.g. one can study cross subject generaliz-
ability under sensor failure (Figure[T). For a visualization of the baseline and generalizability cases
see Figure 2J(a).

We then design and collect an electroencepholography (EEG) dataset featuring high sensor
count (128 electrodes) and high trial count (600 trials/session) across two human subjects. In total
this leads to four sub-datasets across subjects A,B and sessions 1,2: Al, A2, B1, B2. Our 128
sensor setup introduces relatively large datasets as previous publicly available EEG datasets rarely
exceed 64 sensors (Stieger et al.| 2021} [Kaya et al., 2018} [Tangermann et al 2012). Additionally,
much prior work with more than 64 channels collects <200 trials per session (Gwon et al.,
we collect 150 trials per direction (600 trials per session). Designing our experiments to
generate relatively large datasets enables our study of generalization across numerous experimental
conditions.

For each session a subject sat in front of a monitor and fixated on a center point that randomly
changed to «, », A, and V; « is left hand movement (HM), » is right HM, A is both HM, and V is
both feet movement. In each session there were 150 trials for each direction, lasting 3 seconds each.
After data collection we performed minimal data processing by (1) downsampling from 4096Hz to
2048Hz, (2) high-pass filtering at 0.5Hz, (3) average referencing, and (4) standardizing across the
entire recording.

We chose to use EEG due to its high variance along these generalization cases, allowing us
to study generalizability in one of the most difficult data modalities. However, challenges regarding
sensor variation are highly prominent in larger signal-to-noise ratio recording modalities such as
electrocorticography or multi-unit probes (Neuropixels, Utah arrays, DBS probes). In the future we
aim to replicate our EEG experiments with other neural data recording modalities, see Section 4] for
further discussion.

2.2 MODELS

EEGNet from [Lawhern et al.| (2018)) is a popularly used convolutional neural network (CNN) for
EEG decoding. It consists of temporal and spatial CNNs that learn kernels swept across these

dimensions. Its design mimics a performant EEG processing pipeline, FBCSP (Ang et al.| (2012)),
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Figure 2: (a) Visualization of baseline (within session) and generalizability cases (cross subject,
cross session, sensor failure) illustrated. (b) Experimental setup. We test on 2 human subjects each
with 128 electrodes generating 600 trials per session. Adapted from Garcfa-Murillo et al.| (2023)

learning temporal kernels that extract frequency features which then get weighted by learned spatial
filters (Figure[3). EEGNet takes a fixed [Sensors x Time] matrix as input.
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Figure 3: EEGNet architecture. Adapted from Lawhern et al.[(2018)

TOTEM from [Talukder et al| (2024)) consists of a sensor-agnostic tokenizer which uses a
learned latent codebook, followed by a time-length flexible and sensor-count flexible transformer
classifier (Figure[d). TOTEM first learns the latent codebook via self-supervision on the time series
signals (Figure[a)). Its goal is to learn a set of small time tokens that help reconstruct the time series
signals with lowest MSE. This can be seen as learning a discrete temporal “vocabulary” that can be
used to express the data modality’s distribution of temporal activity. This tokeniation technique
is inspired by the VQ-VAE (Van Den Oord et al] (2017)) which has been studied to be beneficial
in helping (1) reduce noise in sequential representations and (2) allow transformers to operate on
a meaningful and defined vocabulary set (Talukder et all, [2024). After the codebook training has
converged, it is then frozen and used to translate the time series inputs into tokenized inputs for the
downstream temporal and spatial transformers (Figure F_fkb)). These transformers are able to operate
on different sequence lengths (Vaswani et al.| (2017)), providing benefits for modeling trials with
different lengths and sensor availabilities. We here only study the case where the input sizes are not
changed in order to be able to compare with EEGNet.

2.3 TRAINING

The 600 trials in each session are broken down into fixed training (80%), validation (10%), and test
(10%) sets, within each of which are then broken down into 250ms long individual mini-trials. We
train and test on these mini-trials. In the baseline within session case, we train, val, and test on the
same session. In generalization cross session and subject cases, we train and validate on the first
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Figure 4: TOTEM architecture and training. (a) Learn latent codebok via self-supervision. (b) Train
transformers on tokenized data created from frozen codebook. Adapted from [Talukder et al.| (2024

session, then test on the second session. In sensor failure cases, we train and validate on the original
sensors and test on a set with artificially failed sensors.

Sensor Failure: We simulate failure by randomly zeroing-out X% of test set sensors, where
Xe {0,10,20,...,100} (11 cases). We cannot remove sensors as EEGNet requires fixed input size,
so we zero-out sensors for both models. For fair comparison, we ensure both models have the same
failed sensors for each random seed. We study the effect on classification performance across within
session and generalizability cases.

Hyperparameter selection: For each model, we selected a set of hyperparameters that allowed
the models to converge and perform optimally on within session performance. We fixed these hy-
perparameters and ran all our modeling experiments with the same parameters across datasets.

3 RESULTS & DISCUSSION

We report decoding accuracy across all generalization cases (Figure[3)) and analyze TOTEM'’s latent
spaces to understand how its representations generalize (Figure [).

3.1 DECODING ACCURACY COMPARISON

To evaluate the robustness of the latent spaces learned by each of the models, we tested their per-
formance on the baseline case (within session) and zero-shot to generalization cases (cross session,
cross subject, and across sensor failure levels).

When analyzing the 0% sensor failure generalizability cases, we see TOTEM outperforms
EEGNet on cross session and subject cases, and match EEGNet on within session performance. On
a case by case basis, we see that TOTEM beats EEGNet on all cross session modeling experiments,
and beats in 4/8 cross subject modeling experiments. The within session experiments all cluster
around the equal performance line, which means that TOTEM is able to do just as well as EEGNet
when evaluated at the baseline case. The difference in generalizability performance between the
two models while within session decoding is fairly consistent shows that it is important to evaluate
models along generalization dimensions when selecting for models.

When analyzing the 10%, 30%, and 70% generalizability cases, we see that for nearly all
modeling experiments, the same generalizbility results we saw hold, with TOTEM’s performance
becoming relatively better than EEGNet’s as more sensors are failed. This can be observed by the
dots shifting leftward and more into the green regions as more sensors are failed (Figure [5). The
within session decoding accuracies also favor TOTEM as more sensors are failed, which is beneficial
for modeling within session datasets where sensor failure may appear randomly within a session.
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Figure 5: Classifier performance under all generalizability cases. (a) TOTEM vs EEGNet accuracy
for all within session (black), cross session (red), cross subject (blue) cases across several amounts
of sensor failure (0%, 10%, 30%, 70%). Ovals in 0% failure case represent standard error of mean
(SEM) across 5 model random seeds. Ovals in 10%, 30%, 70% sensor failure plots represent SEM
across 3 sensor failure random seeds. (b) Decoding accuracy of TOTEM (solid line) and EEGNet
(dashed line) when trained on B1, and tested against within session (black), cross session (red), and
cross subject (blue) cases across 0-100% sensor failure percentages. Additional performances can
be found in Appendix 5.1}

When analyzing the trends of each model against a finer resolution of sensor failure percent-
ages, we see that TOTEM maintains a higher decoding accuracy for longer, while EEGNet has a
more linear declining performance with additional sensors removed (Figure[5](b)). This is observed
even when both models start with the same decoding accuracy, so it is not due to TOTEM simply
generalizing better in cross session and cross subject cases. Additional results trained on each of our
4 sessions can be found in Appendix [5.1]

These results suggest that (1) TOTEM’s tokenization + transformers approach create more
generalizable representations when compared to EEGNet’s CNN kernels, and (2) studying general-
ization highlights model performance differences as the within session conclusions differ from the
generalizability conclusions.

3.2 LATENT CODEBOOK ANALYSIS

To better understand TOTEM’s generalization capabilities, we investigate its learned latent code-
book across sessions, subjects, and sensor availability. If the codebooks learned are generalizable,
we would expect that the codewords have corresponding matches to the codewords in the other
codebooks, allowing a new recording session to be reconstructed and represented with high fidelity.
Indeed, when we plot the MSE between codewords across different codebooks (Figure [6fa) Cross
Subject), we find that the codebook similarity matrices are qualitatively comparable to within code-
book (Figure [6[a), Within Session), especially when we match each codeword from the new code-
book (A2) with its minimum MSE codeword in the original codebook (B1). The matched codewords
also look highly similar across codebooks (Figure [f[b)) and are quantitatively low in MSE. Across
the whole codebook, the average MSE of matched codewords is near zero and a majority of code-
words are used when matching (Table[I]), suggesting high overlap between codebooks learned across
generalizability cases. All generalization cases studied here learn similar codebooks according to
these qualitative and quantitative metrics (additional visualizations in Appendix [5.2). This shows
that TOTEM’s learned tokenization space may be able to learn a generalized codebook for our time
series data modality of interest, potentially allowing for mass training of the downstream transformer
encoders using the same tokenized latent space.

4 CONCLUSION + LIMITATIONS + FUTURE WORK

We find that tokenization + transformers are a promising approach to modeling time series neu-
ral data which have high variability in datasets and recordings. Specifically, we demonstrate that
compared with one of the most performant and popular CNN models, tokenization+transformers
outperform in numerous generalization cases. These models are also ripe for interpretability anal-
ysis which can uncover new findings about time series neural data. Our study further shows how
important it is to consider generalizability cases when selecting models.
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Figure 6: Codebook similarity matrices and visualization of codewords within codebooks. (a) Ma-
trices of MSE between matching codewords in the two labeled codebooks. Codewords are ordered
roughly by within session mean MSE. Colored arrows along axis denote visualized codewords high-
lighted in (b). (b) All codewords in each codebook. Highlighted are three examples of matched
codewords between codebooks. MSE values between codewords are: purple=0.065, pink=0.018,
orange=0.013.

| Average MSE | Num. Subselected Codewords

Baseline Case
Within Session: B1 — B1 0.0 256
Generalization Cases
Cross Session: Bl,,;, — B2 0.06 163
Cross Subject: Blg,;, — A2 0.05 188
10% sensors: Bl,,, — B1 10% 0.04 194

Table 1: Average MSE of matched codewords in baseline case and generalization cases. Number of
Subselected Codewords denote the number of codewords from the original codebook (B1) that were
matched to the generalization codebook.

Currently we only model sensor failure as zeroing out data. This masking technique is widely
used machine learning, but does not cover all sensor failure cases. Creating more sensor failure
modes is a meaningful direction for future work. Extending our interpretability analysis to the
downstream transformer is another valuable future direction. We would also like to adapt the frame-
work to work with more types of neural time series data such as sparsely sampled neural time series
data such as LFP from neuropixels, Utah Arrays, and stereoencepholography (SEEG) recordings,
and more varied layout modalities such as electrocortiography (ECoG). This work could enable au-
tomatic noisy sensor detection, interesting interpretations of temporal and spatial dimensions, and
building of foundation models for neural time series.
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5 APPENDIX

5.1 SENSOR FAILURE PERFORMANCE ACROSS SUBJECTS
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Figure 7: Classifier performance under sensor failure. A) Classifier accuracy across variable sen-
sor failure %s. Each column represents models trained on the dataset in the title. Error bars rep-
resent SEM of 5 random seeds which randomly select the failed sensors. wSes=Within Session,
xSes=Cross Session, xSub=Cross Subject. B) TOTEM & EEGNet accuracy difference with mean
of differences in red. If a point lies above 0, TOTEM decodes better.



5.2 LATENT CODEBOOK GENERALIZABILITY ACROSS ALL CASES
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(b) Matrices of MSE between matching codewords in the two labeled codebooks. Codewords are ordered
roughly by within session mean MSE. Colored arrows along axis denote highlighted codewords in (c).

(c) All codewords in each codebook. Highlighted are three examples of matched codewords between codebooks

Figure 8: Additional latent codebook visualizations
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