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Abstract

Communication is important for our well-being, but it can be impaired by dis-
abilities, such as locked-in syndrome (LIS), cerebral palsy (CP), and dysarthria.
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Non-invasive brain-to-text brain-computer interfaces (BCIs) offer a promis-
ing solution by providing an alternative communication pathway for people
with communication disabilities. However, most recent breakthroughs have
relied on large, cumbersome, and costly neuroimaging modalities, such as func-
tional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) and magnetoencephalography (MEG).
Numerous studies have attempted decoding using the lighter and cheaper elec-
troencephalography (EEG), but the results remain inferior compared to the other
modalities. More importantly, we do not understand how these modalities are
related to text at the letter, word, sentence, and higher semantic levels.
Many prior studies have focused on decoding below the sentence level because
it is considerably easier to design an experiment around phonemes, letters, and
words. However, during communication, sentences play a much more important
role than words and letters. This is because sentences carry information at such
a high level that they can be understood even if some words and letters are
missing. However, within sentence-level decoding, sentence classification is not as
well investigated as sentence generation, making it difficult to decide whether a
sentence should be retrieved or generated in the context of EEG-to-text decoding.
This paper strives to investigate sentence-level EEG-to-text classification via a
novel hierarchical alignment framework, where the main goal is to retrieve a
read sentence using its context and EEG as inputs. We hypothesize that higher-
level semantic information, such as the general topic or context of a sentence,
can be more easily captured from EEGs than the sentence itself. More specifi-
cally, we define a topic or context of related sentences as a semantic class and
propose a hierarchical two-stage approach in which semantic class information
guides subsequent sentence retrieval. In stage 1, EEG representations are aligned
with broader semantic classes, such as topics containing semantically related sen-
tences or story chapters. In stage 2, sentence-level EEG–text alignment is used to
identify the corresponding sentence within the predicted semantic class. By nar-
rowing down the semantic search space from classes to sentences, this approach
aims to facilitate sentence-level decoding while reducing noise among different-
class sentences. Among over 2,000 unique text samples, the best average top-5
and top-10 retrieval accuracies are 62.6% ± 1.0% and 83.5% ± 1.0%, respec-
tively, with 65.4% ± 1.0% and 87.4% ± 1.8% for the best-performing subjects.
On the contrary, a direct and unstaged EEG-sentence alignment only achieved
an average top-5 and top-10 retrieval accuracies of 50.3% ± 2.3% and 68.3% ±
2.0%, respectively. A subsequent qualitative analysis shows that decoding effec-
tiveness depends heavily on the context of the text. In short, our study suggests
that a hierarchical decoding approach from a higher abstract level to a lower
concrete level is promising for establishing an effective EEG-to-text BCI.

Keywords: Thought-deciphering, Brain-computer interface, Representation learning,
EEG-to-text alignment

1 Introduction

A brain-computer interface (BCI) is a technology that enables communication between
the brain and an external device. To date, numerous BCIs have been developed to
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translate people’s thoughts into simple actions such as moving a prosthesis, pressing a
button, etc. [1–7]. More recently, the focus has shifted towards direct thought-to-text
generation [8–14]. So far, significant success has been achieved in invasive BCIs using
either imagined handwriting or speech [15–21]. For example, Willett et al. demon-
strated in a single-subject study that efficient communication can be established via
imagined handwriting [20]. This is because invasive BCIs benefit from direct access
to cortical activity, which enables higher-quality neural recordings [22, 23]. Neverthe-
less, invasive BCIs require surgical implantation, are costly, and are suitable for only
a small subset of individuals with communication disabilities. Consequently, there is a
need for non-invasive brain-to-text BCIs that can support people with varying degrees
of communication impairment who either cannot or do not wish to undergo surgery.
The most common non-invasive options include functional magnetic resonance imaging
(fMRI), functional near-infrared spectroscopy (fNIRS), functional ultrasound (fUS),
magnetoencephalography (MEG), and electroencephalography (EEG). With the help
of fMRI, it becomes clear that thought can be decoded from different brain areas [24–
27]. For example, Huth et al. found using fMRI that different brain areas could be
mapped to different semantic categories [24], while Tang et al. showed that the brain
produced similar responses when a subject was watching a movie, and when the sub-
ject was listening to the story of the movie [27]. Compared to fMRI, there are much
fewer brain-to-text studies using fNIRS and fUS. In the case of fNIRS, it has been
shown that while fNIRS has limited temporal resolution, it is capable of capturing lin-
guistic information from the brain [28–32]. fUS, on the other hand, has yet to be used
on brain-to-text-related tasks, although a combination of fUS and EEG works fairly
well on motor imagery-related tasks [33]. The remaining brain-to-text literature has
considered MEG and EEG. Notably, several recent MEG-based studies have demon-
strated its high effectiveness in brain decoding [34–38]. For example, Défossez et al.
reported a maximum top-10 MEG-to-audio classification accuracy of 70.7%, whereas
EEG achieved only 25.7% [38]. However, it is well-known that MEG is bulkier and
much more expensive than EEG. As for EEG, recent literature has focused mainly on
text classification and generation. The text classification tasks mainly involve classify-
ing simple linguistic units, such as phonemes and words [7, 39–47]. On the other hand,
the text generation task has focused on using a large language model (LLM), such as
a bidirectional and auto-regressive transformer (BART) to output text directly after
taking EEG as input [8–14]. However, the so-called teacher forcing has often been used
in these studies, meaning ground truth text has been used in both training and test
stages [48]. This is because direct text generation depends heavily on the previous gen-
erations. If a previous word is wrong, the subsequent generation also more likely will
be wrong. Hence, it is still difficult to generate text reliably in the test phase without
using teacher forcing. So far, only a few studies have focused on sentence-level classi-
fication [49, 50]. For example, Barua et al. have achieved high classification accuracies
on 20 common Turkish sentences [49]. However, a corpus of 20 sentences is very limited
for daily communication. In another study, Yang et al. reconstructed sentences using
retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) by aligning EEG with sentence keywords, but
they aligned EEG and text at the word level and not the sentence level [50].
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In this study, we define a topic or context of related sentences as a semantic class.
We hypothesize that EEGs are much easier to discriminate between semantic classes
than sentences, and the class-level information can be used to guide the sentence-level
EEG-text alignment and classification. This approach bypasses teacher forcing com-
pletely and focuses on retrieving the target sentence, which is much more informative
compared to phoneme, letter, or word-level decoding. We have developed and vali-
dated our approach on two public EEG-text datasets, namely, the ChineseEEG and
Chinese imagined speech corpus (Chisco) datasets [51, 52]. The workflow of the entire
study can be viewed in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1: Flow diagram of the study. Two different raw reading EEG datasets are
used. A simple and fast preprocessing strategy is applied to both datasets (a). An
EEG encoder converts an EEG sample into a 256-dimensional embedding, which is
contrastively aligned with the corresponding text embedding at a class level. The
encoded embeddings are used for semantic classification. Subsequently, a retrieval
model is used to align EEG embeddings with text embeddings at a sentence level (b).
For evaluation, the semantic classifier is evaluated using macro F1 scores, while the
retriever limits its text search within the predicted class to find the target sentence (c).

2 Results

2.1 Classification and retrieval evaluation

To bridge the gap between EEG and text, we have performed the EEG-to-text align-
ment at the class- and sentence-level, where different conversation topics and book
chapters are treated as classes. This is illustrated in Fig. 1b, right, where both the
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class-level and the sentence-level alignments are done using contrastive learning. It is
important to note that the text encoder is trained alone and frozen to enforce a fixed
target (Fig. 1b, left bottom). On the other hand, the class-level alignment precedes
the sentence-level alignment, so the weights can be transferred from the classification
encoder to the retrieval encoder. Correspondingly, for the evaluation, an EEG sample
is first classified into a semantic class, and its sentence is retrieved afterwards (Fig. 1c,
from left to right). For the 27-chapter short novel, The Little Prince, from the Chi-
neseEEG dataset, the average classification macro F1 score is 90.8% ± 0.4% (mean
[%] ± standard deviation [%]). The top-1, top-5, and top-10 retrieval accuracies are
20.0% ± 1.5%, 62.6% ± 1.0%, and 83.5% ± 1.0%, respectively. For the 19-chapter
long novel, Garnett Dream, the average classification macro F1 score is 100.0% ±
0.0% with the top-1, top-5, and top-10 retrieval accuracies of 6.0% ± 0.3%, 25.3% ±
0.4%, and 42.6% ± 0.9%, respectively. Lastly, the best performance achieved on the
39-class Chisco dataset is a macro F1 score of 5.8% ± 1.1%, and top-1, top-5, and top-
10 retrieval accuracies of 0.9% ± 0.1%, 3.7% ± 0.6%, and 5.9% ± 1.2%, respectively
(Table 1). The confusion matrices of these results are shown in Fig. A1. Although the
the performance on Chisco is much lower than on ChineseEEG, it still surpasses the
model from the Chisco paper [52] (Tables 5 and D4, last row). The low performance
on Chisco is mainly due to the low separation between the classes. In Table B1, last
column, it can be seen that the top-1, top-5, and top-10 retrieval accuracies on Chisco
can be as high as of 12.2% ± 0.3%, 47.6% ± 0.6%, and 75.4% ± 1.5% under perfect
classification. Please note that the classification results in the original Chisco paper
were achieved using an approximately 80/20 deterministic trial-level split, rather than
the strictly non-overlapping split used in this study [52]. More importantly, they had
used the imagining part of EEG instead of the reading part as done in this study.
Hence, we have retrained the model from this paper for a fair comparison (Tables 5
and D4, last row). For this study, every retrieval evaluation is done upon the classifica-
tion inference in a completely hierarchical manner, meaning that the class predictions
are used to retrieve the output sentences. To give an idea of how good these results
are, we recall that Défossez et al. achieved top-1 classification accuracies of 5.0% and
5.2% on two EEG-audio datasets and 41.3% and 36.8% on two MEG datasets, while
their top-10 classification accuracies are 25.7% and 17.7% for the two EEG datasets
and 70.7% and 67.5% for the two MEG datasets [38, 53–56]. Interestingly, while their
top-1 results from the MEG datasets remain superior, our top-10 retrieval accuracy
of 83.5% ± 1.0% has outperformed them by far. Furthermore, with ChineseEEG, The
Little Prince, we have found that the top-10 retrieval accuracy is 87.4% ± 1.8% for the
best-performing subject and 72.2% ± 1.9% for the worst-performing subject (Table
2). The subject-wise results for Garnett Dream and Chisco can be found in Tables C2
and C3 in the appendix.

2.2 Statistical analysis

To assess the effectiveness of EEG-to-text alignment, we have compared the cosine
similarities of matched and unmatched EEG-text pairs. For computing the cosine sim-
ilarity of an unmatched pair, one EEG embedding is paired up with a text embedding

5



Table 1: Results on ChineseEEG and Chisco. The numbers are
means (%) ± standard deviations (%). For ChineseEEG, the book
chapters are used as classes. For Chisco, the semantic classes from
its publication were reused. Firstly, all the EEG samples are clas-
sified by the semantic classifier. Secondly, the corresponding text
samples are retrieved within their predicted class by the retriever.

Datasets
ChineseEEG
- short novel
(Little Prince)

ChineseEEG
- long novel
(Garnett Dream)

Chisco
- daily phrases

Macro F1
(Class labels)

90.8 ± 0.4 100.0 ± 0.0 5.8 ± 1.1

Retrieval
at 1
(Sentence labels)

20.0 ± 1.5 6.0 ± 0.3 0.9 ± 0.1

Retrieval
at 5
(Sentence labels)

62.6 ± 1.0 25.3 ± 0.4 3.7 ± 0.6

Retrieval
at 10
(Sentence labels)

83.5 ± 1.0 42.6 ± 0.9 5.9 ± 1.2

Table 2: Subject-wise results on ChineseEEG, The Little Prince. The num-
bers are means (%) ± standard deviations (%). The overall best-performing
subject is sub-07, while the worst-performing subject is sub-15.

Subject
Macro F1
(Class labels)

Retrieval
at 1
(Sentence labels)

Retrieval
at 5
(Sentence labels)

Retrieval
at 10
(Sentence labels)

sub-04 92.1 ± 2.5 19.8 ± 1.3 64.1 ± 1.6 85.4 ± 1.2

sub-05 94.8 ± 1.4 20.3 ± 1.2 65.2 ± 1.1 85.4 ± 2.1

sub-06 92.3 ± 2.4 20.7 ± 3.0 63.6 ± 1.5 85.2 ± 0.5

sub-07 96.2 ± 2.8 21.3 ± 0.8 64.9 ± 1.0 87.4 ± 1.8

sub-08 92.4 ± 2.1 19.4 ± 2.4 65.4 ± 1.0 86.4 ± 1.0

sub-09 89.5 ± 3.5 20.8 ± 1.2 62.3 ± 0.4 80.2 ± 2.7

sub-10 89.3 ± 2.9 19.9 ± 1.0 62.2 ± 1.7 83.1 ± 2.7

sub-13 92.3 ± 2.5 20.9 ± 1.3 64.6 ± 1.4 84.8 ± 3.0

sub-14 89.8 ± 1.3 20.3 ± 1.8 62.2 ± 1.4 83.6 ± 0.8

sub-15 70.6 ± 4.5 16.8 ± 2.2 51.1 ± 4.3 72.2 ± 1.9
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from a different class. The statistical comparison is done using the Wilcoxon signed-
rank test with a one-sided alternative hypothesis and Holm-correction [57, 58]. Here,
all the subjects from ChineseEEG and Chisco show significant differences (p-values
<< 0.05, Tables 3 and 4). This is a huge improvement compared to our previous study,
where only 4 out of 9 subjects were significant [58]. Lastly, it is clear that the cosine
similarity gaps of The Little Prince are larger than both Garnett Dream and Chisco
(Table 3, column 2).

Table 3: Cosine similarity gaps and their significances for ChineseEEG between
matched and unmatched EEG-text pairs. The unmatched pairs are constructed using
different classes. Wilcoxon signed-rank tests are used with Holm-correction to compute
the p-values. All p-values are highly significant p-value << 0.05.

ChineseEEG
- short novel
(Little Prince)

Mean cosine
similarity gap

p-value
ChineseEEG
- long novel
(Garnett Dream)

Mean cosine
similarity gap

p-value

sub-04 6.5 · 10−2 4.1 · 10−29 sub-04 4.5 · 10−2 7.2 · 10−101

sub-05 6.8 · 10−2 4.1 · 10−29 sub-05 4.4 · 10−2 9.4 · 10−100

sub-06 7.2 · 10−2 6.8 · 10−28 sub-06 4.5 · 10−2 5.5 · 10−98

sub-07 6.4 · 10−2 4.8 · 10−26 sub-07 4.5 · 10−2 7.2 · 10−101

sub-08 6.6 · 10−2 4.8 · 10−26 sub-08 4.5 · 10−2 6.1 · 10−101

sub-09 6.8 · 10−2 1.1 · 10−14 sub-09 4.5 · 10−2 1.4 · 10−98

sub-10 7.0 · 10−2 1.0 · 10−27 sub-10 4.5 · 10−2 3.1 · 10−100

sub-13 7.1 · 10−2 2.8 · 10−27 sub-13 4.1 · 10−2 9.0 · 10−94

sub-14 7.2 · 10−2 7.0 · 10−28 sub-14 4.4 · 10−2 5.5 · 10−98

sub-15 6.7 · 10−2 4.4 · 10−27 sub-15 4.3 · 10−2 2.1 · 10−88

2.3 Ablation studies

The semantic classification is done using a trained EEG encoder and the k-nearest
neighbors algorithm (KNN) [59], where k is estimated on the validation set. We have
conducted ablation studies on the most important components, including KNN and
pairwise, class-wise, and joint alignment. Without KNN, we perform the classification
simply by finding the cosine similarity between the EEG embedding and the mean
(prototype) embedding of each class. The macro F1 scores and the top-1 retrieval
results are presented in Tables 5, while the remaining results can be seen in Table
D4. These results show a substantial performance gap between the models with and
without KNN. More specifically, macro F1 scores improve greatly when KNN is used
(from 68.8% ± 0.9% to 90.8% ± 0.4% for The Little Prince and from 1.9% ± 0.3% to
4.4% ± 0.8% for Chisco). This indicates that smaller clusters are formed within each
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Table 4: Cosine similarity gaps and
their significances for Chisco between
matched and unmatched EEG-text pairs.
The unmatched pairs are constructed
using different classes. Wilcoxon signed-
rank tests are used with Holm-correction
to compute the p-values. All p-values are
highly significant p-value << 0.05.

Chisco
- daily phrases

Mean cosine
similarity gap

p-value

s1 2.0 · 10−2 1.5 · 10−21

s2 2.1 · 10−2 1.5 · 10−21

s3 2.2 · 10−2 4.3 · 10−23

semantic class. On the other hand, Chisco seems to benefit from the pairwise alignment
more than from the hierarchical alignment strategy. Once again, this indicates that
there is poor separation between the Chisco classes.

Table 5: Ablation studies on the short novel of ChineseEEG and the entire Chisco
dataset. The parameter k of KNN is estimated using the validation set and tested on
the test set. The numbers are means (%) ± standard deviations (%).

Dataset
ChineseEEG
- short novel
(Little Prince)

Chisco
- daily phrases

Metric
Macro F1
(Class labels)

Retrieval
at 1
(Sentence labels)

Macro F1
(Class labels)

Retrieval
at 1
(Sentence labels)

Chance level for
hierarchical framework

3.4 ± 0.0 0.4 ± 0.0 2.5 ± 0.0 0.2 ± 0.0

Random model 0.5 ± 0.5 0.3 ± 0.3 1.5 ± 0.6 0.2 ± 0.1

Base model 68.8 ± 0.9 16.2 ± 1.3 1.9 ± 0.3 0.4 ± 0.1

+ KNN
+ Hierarchical alignment

90.8 ± 0.4 20.0 ± 1.5 4.4 ± 0.8 0.5 ± 0.2

+ KNN
+ Class-wise alignment

90.8 ± 0.4 10.0 ± 0.4 4.4 ± 0.8 0.4 ± 0.1

+ KNN
+ Pairwise alignment

69.7 ± 2.6 16.2 ± 0.8 5.8 ± 1.1 0.9 ± 0.1

+ KNN
+ Joint alignment

77.0 ± 1.9 15.3 ± 1.2 5.1 ± 1.9 0.6 ± 0.2

Zhang et al. [52] NA NA 4.8 ± 0.6 NA
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2.4 Qualitative analysis of EEG-to-text alignment

To assess the effectiveness of EEG-to-text alignment, we have visualized the distribu-
tions of the matched (congruent) and unmatched (incongruent) EEG-text pairs in Fig.
2. Here, it can be seen that for all subjects, the congruent pairs are significantly differ-
ent from the incongruent pairs and are skewed toward more positive cosine similarities.
On the other hand, we have looked into the class-wise topographic maps for Chine-
seEEG and Chisco using the input × gradient approach described in [60]. However, it
is difficult to interpret these maps because they are noisy and inconsistent. This may
be due to the fact that different brain areas contribute heterogeneously to represent
different semantics [24]. Nonetheless, the visualization method is described in Section
D.1, and the topographic maps are visualized in Fig. D2 using MNE-Python [61].

3 Methods

3.1 Research questions

In this study, we aim to investigate whether a congruent space can be created between
text and EEG, and how such a space contributes to an EEG-to-text translation task.
We tackle the EEG-to-text alignment problem using a divide-and-conquer approach: a
class-level alignment focusing on distinguishing semantic classes, while a sentence-level
alignment focusing on a strict matching between each EEG-text pair, so a sentence
can be retrieved using its EEG as input. In short, our main contributions include a
two-stage hierarchical EEG-to-text alignment framework, a semantic EEG classifier,
and a text retriever.

3.2 Datasets

In the literature, there are many different EEG-to-text datasets. However, almost all
the datasets were collected using different paradigms or languages. For example, a vari-
ety of the datasets were collected while participants were listening to speech in either
English, Chinese, or Japanese [53, 54, 62–65]. Another category of datasets records
EEG signals while participants view images [66–71]. In contrast, other datasets are col-
lected during reading or imagining tasks [51, 52, 72–76]. After reviewing the available
studies, we selected the recently released ChineseEEG and Chisco datasets because of
their large scale and categorical structure [51, 52]. ChineseEEG contains continuous
EEG-text samples collected from 10 participants while reading a short novel, The Lit-
tle Prince, with 27 chapters, and a long novel, Garnett Dream, with 19 chapters. The
study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of the University of Macau
under approval No. BSERE20-APP011-ICI [51]. For this study, we have defined each
chapter as a semantic class and removed duplicate sentences across chapters. As for
Chisco, EEG-text samples were collected from 3 subjects, while they were reading
daily phrases. The data collection was approved by the Ethics Commission of Harbin
Institute of Technology under approval number HIT2024035 [52]. In [52], the EEG-
text pairs were already divided into 39 semantic classes. Hence, the same class labels
are reused. The details regarding these two datasets are summarized in Table 6.
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Fig. 2: Violing plots comparing congruent and incongruent EEG-text pairs. The com-
parison has been done on ChineseEEG, The Little Prince, (a), Garnett Dream, (b),
and Chisco, (c). For each subject, the congruent pairs are significantly different than
the incongruent pairs (marked by three asterisks).
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Table 6: Overview of the two datasets. ChineseEEG is further divided into two
subsets, a short novel (The Little Prince) and a long novel (Garnett Dream).

Dataset
No. of

subjects
Classes Montage Text genre

No. of

unique texts

No. of

channels

Sampling

rate (EEG)

ChineseEEG 10 27 and 19 Geodesic Novel sentences
2,464 (Little Prince)

9,534 (Garnett Dream)
128 1,000 Hz

Chisco 3 39 10-20 system Daily phrases 6,566 128 1,000 Hz

3.3 Preprocessing

We observed that Chisco and ChineseEEG employ different preprocessing pipelines,
and studies using the preprocessed ChineseEEG dataset have generally reported
modest performance [51, 52, 77–79]. Although both datasets were curated using
expert-guided evaluations [51, 52], relying on expert assessment for every EEG record-
ing is impractical and costly in real-world applications. To address this limitation, we
developed a simpler and more scalable preprocessing pipeline that can be applied not
only to Chisco and ChineseEEG but also to future EEG-text datasets (Fig. 1a, from
left to right).

3.3.1 Bad channel interpolation

In the Chisco paper, bad channels were detected using the random sample consen-
sus (RANSAC) framework. We have replaced this step without RANSAC using the
NoisyChannels module from the pyprep.find noisy channels framework.

3.3.2 Filtering

The raw EEG recordings were first filtered using an 8th-order zero-phase infinite
impulse response (IIR) Butterworth high-pass filter with a cutoff frequency of 0.5 Hz.
In the original ChineseEEG study, band-pass filtering in the ranges of 0.5-30 Hz and
0.5-80 Hz was applied, thereby removing higher-frequency components of the EEG
signal. In contrast, the Chisco dataset employed a substantially higher-order finite
impulse response (FIR) high-pass filter, which may increase the risk of filter-induced
artifacts. To suppress 50 Hz power-line interference, we applied a 16th-order zero-
phase IIR Butterworth notch filter with cutoff frequencies of 49.38 Hz and 50.62 Hz.
Throughout the preprocessing, we exclusively used IIR filters because they can achieve
attenuation characteristics comparable to those of FIR filters while requiring substan-
tially lower filter orders, resulting in greater computational efficiency [80] (Fig. 1a,
middle).

3.3.3 Segmentation and normalization

For this part, the respective segmentation strategies were applied to the two datasets.
For Chisco, every EEG was recorded in a controlled manner with fixed duration of 5.0 s
for a reading part and 3.3 s for an imagining part. On the other hand, ChineseEEG was
recorded in a continuous way, where multiple sentences were shown to the participant
at the same time.
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Lastly, each EEG channel has been z-score-normalized and zero-padded to a unit
length of 2501 data points (5.0 s), which matches the longest samples from both
datasets.

3.3.4 Channel consolidation

Although ChineseEEG and Chisco were both recorded using 128 channels, their EEG
systems differ in terms of channel layouts (Table 6, column 4). ChineseEEG is based
on a geodesic system, which has different channel names and placement compared to
the 10-20 convention used by Chisco [51, 52]. After reviewing both layouts, we have
chosen the 10-20 system layout from Chisco as the standard layout. After removing 8
non-EEG and abnormal channels, the final input dimensions are 120×T , with T being
the number of data points. To convert the layout of ChineseEEG into this standard
layout, we introduce a trainable mapping matrix, W ∈ R120×128. Multiplying W with
the ChineseEEG signals projects them into the same dimensional space as the Chisco
dataset.

3.4 Model

The hierarchical model consists of an EEG classifier and a text retriever. The EEG
classifier aims to distinguish the coarse-level semantic categories of EEG, while the
text retriever performs a fine-level retrieval by searching for the target sentence within
all the samples of the same class. We have used a simple and identical architecture
for the classifier and the retriever, which consists of an EEGNet feature extractor and
a transformer encoder [81, 82]. The final output is projected onto a 256-dimensional
EEG embedding that can be contrastively aligned with the BERT embedding, which
is also projected onto a 256-dimensional embedding space [51, 83]. This compressed
embedding size is determined empirically and is necessary to save computation. We
also experimented with newer architectures and pretrained foundation models, such
as the patched brain transformer (PBT), BERT-inspired neural data representations
(BENDR), and large brain model (LaBraM) but did not achieve superior performance
[84–86]. Therefore, we adopt a simpler architecture to limit the number of trainable
parameters. The transformer layer effectively handles variable-length EEG recordings
by not paying attention to zero-padded parts. We also investigated attention pooling,
in which tokenized temporal features are aggregated using learned attention weights.
However, this approach did not yield a meaningful performance improvement. Con-
sequently, we employ mean pooling in the final model. To train the classification and
retrieval encoders, we first pretrain a text encoder, which serves as the teacher model
during training.

3.4.1 Teacher model

To reduce computation, preserve the semantic information contained in the text, and
improve training stability, we train a text autoencoder (AE) to compress the text
embeddings from 768 to 256 dimensions. We have used the cosine similarity loss as the
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reconstruction loss to preserve semantic information [58]. Subsequently, the reconstruc-
tion decoder is removed from the trained text AE, and the encoder is frozen to provide
semantic guidance for the EEG encoder during class-wise and pairwise alignment.

3.4.2 Class-wise alignment

For classification, the training objective is a class-wise contrastive loss between EEG
and text embeddings. We have defined the objective, Lsupcon, using the supervised
contrastive (SupCon) loss similar to [87]. This means that all EEG-text pairs from
the same semantic class are treated as positives, while the EEG-text pairs belonging
to other classes are treated as negatives:

Lsupcon(Zeeg,Ztext) =
∑
i∈I

−1

|P (i)|
∑

p∈P (i)

log
exp

(
simcos(zeeg,i,ztext,p)

τ

)
∑

a∈A(i) exp
(

simcos(zeeg,i,ztext,a)
τ

) , (1)

simcos(zeeg,i, ztext,p) =
zeeg,i · ztext,p

||zeeg,i||||ztext,p||
, (2)

where Zeeg and Ztext are matrices containing all the EEG and text embeddings within
a mini-batch. i contains all the indices of the samples. P (i) denotes all the EEG
embeddings within one particular class, while A(i) denotes all text embeddings regard-
less of their classes. τ is the temperature. To achieve a congruent EEG-text space, a
symmetrical SupCon loss is formulated [88, 89]:

Lsym
supcon(Zeeg,Ztext) =

Lsupcon(Zeeg,Ztext) + Lsupcon(Ztext,Zeeg)

2
. (3)

We denote the pretrained text embeddings as Z̃text and define the class-wise alignment
objective as Lca:

Lca = Lsym
supcon(Zeeg, Z̃text). (4)

To avoid the scenario where a batch contains too few samples from a class, a balanced
batch sampler is used. If this is not done, some classes may be under-represented,
rendering the class-wise loss ineffective. Finally, classification is done using the KNN
algorithm upon EEG embeddings. The results are documented as macro F1 scores in
Tables 1 and 2.

3.4.3 Pairwise alignment and retrieval

A pairwise alignment is performed between each EEG-text pair. Here, each pair is
treated as positive, while all other pairs are treated as negative. For this purpose,
a symmetric and pairwise alignment objective, Lpa, has been defined based on the
cross-modality information noise contrastive estimation (InfoNCE) [90, 91]. The math-
ematical formulation builds directly upon the standard InfoNCE loss described in
[88, 89, 92, 93]. The important part is to reuse the model trained using Lca, so the

13



retriever is fine-tuned upon the class-wise EEG encoder model:

Linfonce(Ẑeeg, Z̃text) = −E

log
exp

(
simcos(ẑeeg,i,z̃text,j)

τ

)
∑

k∈N(i) exp
(

simcos(ẑeeg,i,z̃text,k)
τ

)
 , (5)

Lpa = Lsym
infonce(Ẑeeg, Z̃text), (6)

where Ẑeeg denotes the semantically aligned EEG embeddings, and N(i) denotes all
the negative samples. We have used the same balanced batch sampler to train the
retrieval for consistency. To evaluate the retrieval, all test EEG samples are encoded
by the classification encoder from Section 3.4.2. Subsequently, these class embeddings
are classified using KNN. On the other hand, the retrieval encoder encodes the EEG
samples into pairwise EEG embeddings. Within each predicted class, the sentence
with the highest cosine similarity to the pairwise EEG embedding is retrieved. The
results are shown in Tables 1 and 2.

3.5 Cross-validation and training details

Both datasets are split into a 70% training set, 20% validation set, and a 10% test
set, where each split contains all subjects [38]. Furthermore, the data splits were
constructed in a consistent and stratified manner, with no overlap in sentences. Con-
sequently, each EEG-text pair appears in only one split, ensuring that test samples
remain completely unseen throughout all training and validation stages. For Chine-
seEEG, the short- and long-novel datasets were trained and evaluated separately. The
balanced batch sampler samples 4 classes with 32 EEG-text pairs in each class of a
mini-batch. Hence, the batch size is 128. Both the hierarchical model and the text AE
are trained using AdamW optimizers with a learning rate of 1 × 10−4 and 1 × 10−5,
respectively [94]. These models are implemented using the Pytorch framework [95].
Early stopping is used to control the training epochs. The models are regularized using
a weight decay of 1 × 10−4 and a dropout rate of 1 × 10−1 [96, 97]. For any dataset,
the training is repeated three times using different random seeds. An NVIDIA H100
graphics processing unit with 80 gigabytes of memory is used to train the models.

4 Discussion

4.1 Daily phrases versus coherent stories

For Chisco, EEGs were recorded for around 6,566 daily phrases (Table 6). All the
phrases are divided into 39 semantic classes, while the phrases are provided without
context and independently. On the other hand, ChineseEEG contains rich EEG-text
recordings from two novels: 2,464 unique sentences from the short novel, The Little
Prince, and 9,534 unique sentences from the long novel, Garnett Dream. The superior
performance observed on both novels indicates that the brain responds more strongly
to chapter sentences than daily phrases. This is also reflected in Fig. 2, where the
gaps between the cosine similarities of congruent and incongruent EEG-text pairs are
largest for ChineseEEG and smallest for Chisco.
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Nonetheless, the classification result on Garnett Dream is superior to The Little
Prince, while the latter outperforms the former on the retrieval metrics. This can be
due to the fact that Garnett Dream contains way more sentences than The Little
Prince, thus making the sample-wise identification more difficult.

Overall, this study shows that EEG-to-text decoding depends heavily on the con-
text, which is reasonable. For example, the phrase “The story of Titanic is truly
heartbreaking.” can refer to both the real historical event and the famous 1997 movie.
Without context, a piece of text can be understood ambiguously. In the case of EEG,
which has a particularly low SNR, the semantic content may more easily become lost
for a random daily greeting than for a famous quote from The Little Prince.

4.2 Comparison to the existing EEG-to-text literature

EEG-based brain-to-text BCIs are highly desirable because EEG is inexpensive, non-
invasive, and portable. However, the inherently low SNR of EEG presents a significant
challenge for brain decoding. Consequently, considerable effort has been devoted to
developing EEG-to-text systems capable of generating natural language directly from
neural signals [9–13, 98].

These studies are typically evaluated using text-generation metrics such as BLEU
and ROUGE, which measure the similarity between generated and target sentences
[99, 100]. While these metrics facilitate quantitative comparisons across models, their
relationship to semantic comprehension remains unclear. In particular, it is not well
understood what level of BLEU or ROUGE performance is required for a generated
sentence to reliably convey its intended meaning, nor how the interpretability of the
output degrades as these metrics decrease. As a result, improvements in benchmark
scores do not necessarily translate into meaningful gains in practical communication.

Furthermore, relatively little attention has been paid to understanding the shared
representational space between EEG and text, despite its importance for effective
neural decoding. Bridging the modality gap between neural activity and linguistic
representations remains a fundamental challenge that extends beyond text generation
alone. We argue that progress in EEG-to-text research will require not only robust
evaluation frameworks, but also deeper investigations into the representational and
physiological mechanisms that link EEG signals to language. Our findings highlight
the importance of studying these underlying relationships to enable more reliable and
interpretable brain-to-text systems.

4.3 Perspective toward an EEG-to-text foundation model

The Little Prince was written by a French author, while Garnett Dream was written
by a Chinese author. Therefore, the Chinese participants may be less familiar to the
sentences of The Little Prince than to Garnett Dream. In the neuroscience literature,
it has been found that unfamiliar and less predictive words increase the cognitive effort
[101–105]. Furthermore, it is well documented that cognitive effort can be captured
by EEG using either visual or auditory stimulus [106–109]. This difference in cogni-
tive workload may have been the main cause for the high retrieval performance seen
on The Little Prince. Nevertheless, when there is a lack of context in the text, like
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in Chisco, it is very difficult for the brain to even make cognitive effort. During our
experimentation, we tried pretraining on ChineseEEG and fine-tuning on Chisco and
vice versa. However, the results were worse than training and testing on them indi-
vidually. As a result of these findings, a future EEG-to-text foundation model is more
likely to be developed using coherent stories rather than context-less phrases.

5 Data availability

The experiments were conducted using the publicly available ChineseEEG and Chisco
datasets, which are detailed in [51] and [52], respectively.
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Appendix A Confusion matrices

This section showcases the confusion matrices for ChineseEEG, The Little Prince
and Garnett Dream, and Chisco. The confusion matrices in Fig. A1 visualize the
classification results in Table 1. Here, it can be seen that both The Little Prince and
Garnett Dream show a fine diagonal pattern, while some classes from Chisco seem to
dominate the results.
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Fig. A1: Confusion matrices of the classification performance on ChineseEEG, The
Little Prince (a), Garnett Dream (b), and Chisco daily phrases (c). Both stories show
diagonal patterns, while daily phrases are biased toward some classes.
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Appendix B Retrievals via perfect classification

To better understand the limitations of Chisco, we perform retrievals assuming perfect
semantic classification (macro F1 score of 100.0% ± 0.0%. Surprisingly, under this
assumption, Chisco has outperformed ChineseEEG, Garnett Dream (Table B1, column
3). More specifically, the top-1, top-5, and top-10 retrieval accuracies have improved
to 12.2% ± 0.3%, 47.6% ± 0.6%, and 75.4% ± 1.5%, respectively, compared to the
top-1, top-5, and top-10 retrieval accuracies of 0.9% ± 0.1%, 3.7% ± 0.6%, and 5.9%
± 1.2% from Table 1, column 3.

Table B1: Retrieval evaluation assuming perfect classification.
ChineseEEG, The Little Prince achieves the best overall perfor-
mance, while Chisco outperforms Garnett Dream of ChineseEEG.
The numbers are means (%) ± standard deviations (%).

Datasets
ChineseEEG
- short novel
(Little Prince)

ChineseEEG
- long novel
(Garnett Dream)

Chisco
- daily phrases

Macro F1
(Perfect classifier,
class labels)

100.0 + 0.0 100.0 + 0.0 100.0 + 0.0

Retrieval
at 1
(Sentence labels)

21.9 + 1.1 6.0 + 0.3 12.2 + 0.3

Retrieval
at 5
(Sentence labels)

67.2 + 1.1 25.3 + 0.4 47.6 + 0.6

Retrieval
at 10
(Sentence labels)

88.8 + 0.9 42.6 + 0.9 75.4 + 1.5
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Appendix C Remaining subject-wise results

This section showcases the subject-wise results for ChineseEEG, Garnett Dream
(Table C2), and Chisco (Table C3). In summary, all subjects within a dataset perform
similarly for the semantic classification and the text retrieval metrics.

Table C2: Subject-wise results for ChineseEEG long novel, Garnett Dream.
The numbers are means (%) ± standard deviations (%). Slightly superior
performance is seen on sub-06.

Subject
Macro F1
(Class labels)

Retrieval
at 1
(Sentence labels)

Retrieval
at 5
(Sentence labels)

Retrieval
at 10
(Sentence labels)

sub-04 100.0 ± 0.0 6.2 ± 0.2 25.5 ± 0.2 42.4 ± 0.8

sub-05 100.0 ± 0.0 6.2 ± 0.5 25.5 ± 0.5 43.1 ± 0.6

sub-06 100.0 ± 0.0 6.0 ± 0.3 26.0 ± 0.6 44.0 ± 0.3

sub-07 100.0 ± 0.0 6.3 ± 0.4 25.3 ± 0.1 42.5 ± 0.5

sub-08 100.0 ± 0.0 6.1 ± 0.3 25.9 ± 0.8 43.1 ± 1.1

sub-09 99.8 ± 0.1 5.8 ± 0.2 25.2 ± 0.7 42.6 ± 0.7

sub-10 100.0 ± 0.0 5.8 ± 0.5 25.0 ± 0.7 42.4 ± 1.1

sub-13 100.0 ± 0.0 5.9 ± 0.1 24.9 ± 0.9 42.1 ± 1.2

sub-14 100.0 - 0.1 5.6 ± 0.1 24.7 ± 0.6 42.2 ± 1.3

sub-15 99.8 ± 0.1 5.8 ± 0.1 25.0 ± 0.8 41.7 ± 1.1

Table C3: Subject-wise results for Chisco. The numbers are means (%) ±
standard deviations (%).

Subject
Macro F1
(Class labels)

Retrieval
at 1
(Sentence labels)

Retrieval
at 5
(Sentence labels)

Retrieval
at 10
(Sentence labels)

s1 6.2 ± 1.4 0.9 ± 0.2 3.8 ± 0.7 6.5 ± 1.7

s2 5.4 ± 0.9 1.1 ± 0.2 4.0 ± 0.7 6.2 ± 1.3

s3 5.3 ± 0.4 0.7 ± 0.3 3.3 ± 0.3 5.2 ± 1.0
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Appendix D Remaining ablation results

Table D4 showcases all the results of the ablation studies. Here, it can be seen even more clearly that ChineseEEG, The Little
Prince, benefits from class- and sentence-level alignments, while Chisco benefits from direct sentence-level alignment.

Table D4: Ablation studies on the short novel of ChineseEEG and the entire Chisco dataset. The parameter k of KNN is estimated using
the validation set and tested on the test set. The numbers are means (%) ± standard deviations (%). This table is an extended version of
Table 5.

Dataset

ChineseEEG

- short novel

(Little Prince)

Chisco

- daily phrases

Metric
Macro F1

(Class labels)

Retrieval

at 1

(Sentence labels)

Retrieval

at 5

(Sentence labels)

Retrieval

at 10

(Sentence labels)

Macro F1

(Class labels)

Retrieval

at 1

(Sentence labels)

Retrieval

at 5

(Sentence labels)

Retrieval

at 10

(Sentence labels)

Chance level for

hierarchical framework
3.4 ± 0.0 0.4 ± 0.0 1.8 ± 0.0 2.9 ± 0.0 2.5 ± 0.0 0.2 ± 0.0 0.9 ± 0.0 1.7 ± 0.0

Random model 0.5 ± 0.5 0.3 ± 0.3 1.0 ± 0.2 1.2 ± 0.4 1.5 ± 0.6 0.2 ± 0.1 1.2 ± 0.5 2.3 ± 0.4

Base model 68.8 ± 0.9 16.2 ± 1.3 51.9 ± 1.2 68.7 ± 0.4 1.9 ± 0.3 0.4 ± 0.1 1.7 ± 0.5 2.4 ± 0.5

+ KNN

+ Hierarchical alignment
90.8 ± 0.4 20.0 ± 1.5 62.6 ± 1.0 83.5 ± 1.0 4.4 ± 0.8 0.5 ± 0.2 2.4 ± 0.4 3.8 ± 0.8

+ KNN

+ Class-wise alignment
90.8 ± 0.4 10.0 ± 0.4 45.6 ± 0.3 74.8 ± 0.3 4.4 ± 0.8 0.4 ± 0.1 1.9 ± 0.1 3.4 ± 0.2

+ KNN

+ Pairwise alignment
69.7 ± 2.6 16.2 ± 0.8 50.3 ± 2.3 68.3 ± 2.0 5.8 ± 1.1 0.9 ± 0.1 3.7 ± 0.6 5.9 ± 1.2

+ KNN

+ Joint alignment
77.0 ± 1.9 15.3 ± 1.2 51.6 ± 1.4 72.3 ± 2.1 5.1 ± 1.9 0.6 ± 0.2 3.0 ± 1.4 4.7 ± 2.3

Zhang et al. [52] NA NA NA NA 4.8 ± 0.6 NA NA NA
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D.1 Topographic maps

To construct the topographic maps, we have used the input × gradient approach
described in [60]. In short, for each class, we build a prototype EEG embedding, pc,
by calculating the mean of all EEG embeddings within a particular class c. This is
done using the training set:

pc =
1

M

M∑
i

zeeg,i, (D1)

where M denotes the total number of EEG embeddings within a class. Subsequently,
the cosine similarity between one test EEG embedding, zeeg,j , and pc is calculated:

sc = simcos(zeeg,j ,pc). (D2)

The gradient is then found by the partial derivative of sc with respect to the input
EEG sample, xeeg,j . Hence, the product of the gradient and the EEG input is:

aj =
∂sc

∂xeeg,j
xeeg,j . (D3)

Note that aj is a vector containing all the partial derivatives for all time points of the
jth EEG sample, excluding zero-padding. Lastly, the average of aj is found, and the
mean of all the correctly classified EEG samples is used to represent class c:

ā =
1

L

L∑
j=1

 1

Tj

Tj∑
t=1

aj,t

 , (D4)

where Tj is the number of valid time points of the jth EEG sample. Hence, each
channel is represented using one value. The topographic maps are visualized using
MNE-Python [61] in Fig. D2.
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Topography maps of channel importance - sub-06

Fig. D2: Topographic maps of ChineseEEG, The Little Prince. The correctly classi-
fied samples from the test set are used to generate the maps. Each chapter is associated
with different brain areas. In addition, the strongest responses are seen in the tem-
poral and parietal areas, which are important for understanding word meanings and
relationships.
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