
JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 1

Block-as-Domain Adaptation for Workload
Prediction from fNIRS Data

Jiyang Wang, Ayse Altay, Senem Velipasalar
EECS, Syracuse University

jwang127@syr.edu, aaltay@syr.edu, svelipas@syr.edu

Abstract—Functional near-infrared spectroscopy (fNIRS) is a
non-intrusive way to measure cortical hemodynamic activity.
Predicting cognitive workload from fNIRS data has taken on
a diffuse set of methods. To be applicable in real-world settings,
models are needed, which can perform well across different
sessions as well as different subjects. However, most existing
works assume that training and testing data come from the same
subjects and/or cannot generalize well across never-before-seen
subjects. Additional challenges imposed by fNIRS data include
the high variations in inter-subject fNIRS data and also in intra-
subject data collected across different blocks of sessions. To
address these issues, we propose an effective method, referred
to as the class-aware-block-aware domain adaptation (CABA-
DA) which explicitly minimize intra-session variance by viewing
different blocks from the same subject same session as different
domains. We minimize the intra-class domain discrepancy and
maximize the inter-class domain discrepancy accordingly. In ad-
dition, we propose an MLPMixer-based model for cognitive load
classification. Experimental results demonstrate the proposed
model has better performance compared with three different
baseline models on three public-available datasets of cognitive
workload. Two of them are collected from n-back tasks and one
of them is from finger tapping. From our experiments, we also
show the proposed contrastive learning method can also improve
baseline models we compared with.

Index Terms—Article submission, IEEE, IEEEtran, journal,
LATEX, paper, template, typesetting.

I. INTRODUCTION

The level of cognitive workload (CWL) that a human
experiences can affect their performance in human computer
interaction (HCI) tasks. A high CWL can lead to human
error, such as task shedding and frustration, while a low CWL
can cause boredom and complacency [1]. A real-world au-
tonomous system that can dynamically adjust and assign tasks
based on the CWLs of different subjects can enhance both
the efficiency and the satisfaction of the human participants.
Such a system needs a model that can generalize well to new
subjects that have not been seen before.

Neuroscience researchers often use functional magnetic
resonance imaging (fMRI) to study the brain activity of
humans, because it has high spatial and temporal resolu-
tion [2]. However, fMRI is not very suitable for human
computer interaction (HCI) research, because it is costly and
prone to motion artifacts. Participants have to remain still
while the data is collected. Therefore, HCI researchers have
explored other methods to measure brain activity, such as
electroencephalography (EEG) and functional Near-Infrared

Spectroscopy (fNIRS). EEG measures the electrical potential
on the scalp that is generated by neural activation on the
surface of the brain. It uses electrodes that are attached to the
scalp. fNIRS uses near-infrared light that can pass through
the scalp and skull and reach the cortical surface of the head.
It measures the light that is reflected back from the brain
tissue. The change in light intensity indicates the changes in
oxy- and deoxy-hemoglobin concentration [3]. Some tasks and
experiments may involve movement of participants, such as
typing on a keyboard. fNIRS is more resistant to electrical
noise and motion-based muscle activity artifacts than EEG [4].

In this work, we study the problem of classification of
cognitive workload levels from fNIRS data. Methods have
been proposed to employ deep learning for CWL classification.
However, many of those approaches [5]–[9] train models per
individual, and perform training and testing on the same
subject. While these approaches have explored the potential
of using deep learning on brain data, many challenges and
issues have remained that need to be addressed. These issues
include overfitting and inflated accuracy rates. When these
models are tested on a new subject or even on the same subject
during a different measurement session, their performance
degrades significantly. This degradation may be in part due
to the assumptions made by deep learning operations, and the
high reliance on Convolutional Neural Networks (CNN)-based
models [5], [9], [10].

The parameter sharing aspect [11] of CNNs is based on
the assumption that a valid patch of weights working for one
position also works for other regions. For instance, in image
classification, if there is a filter that can extract features of an
object, then, no matter where the object is in the image, that
filter will still be useful. Thanks to parameter sharing, CNNs
have significantly less trainable parameters compared to multi-
layer perceptrons (MLP). Although CNNs are considered to be
invariant to small level of transformations, later studies [12],
[13] have shown that this invariance assumption does not
always hold. Moreover, there are some situations for which
parameter sharing is not suitable.

Prior fMRI literature on working memory load and selective
attention has shown that the middle temporal gyrus is a region
involved in the coordination between working memory and
directed attention [14]. In addition, human brain is highly
interconnected, and some brain regions can work together in
cognitive processing. Thus, the assumption of CNNs that a
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patch of weights learnt from one spatial or temporal position
can be used in another region does not always hold.

On the other hand, the number of probes in fNIRS devices
and the corresponding fNIRS channels is usually less than
52 [4], [15], [16]. Hence, the processing of fNIRS data is
not as computationally expensive as processing of images
or videos. Motivated by these, instead of using CNNs, we
propose an MLP-based method. More specifically, we em-
ploy an MLPMixer [17] architecture and adapt it to fNIRS
data. MLPMixer is a general backbone originally proposed for
the image classification task, wherein the input is a sequence
of non-overlapping image patches. Each patch is projected to
a desired hidden dimension as a token. Two types of MLP
blocks have been used in MLPMixer; one maps tokens along
the sequence of tokens dimension, another one maps tokens
along the channel (feature depth) dimension. In contrast, with
fNIRS data, instead of divide input into patches, we project
the entire spatial dimension to a token, due to the limited
resolution of brain signal data. Thus in our version, the mix
is happening on temporal axis.

Fig. 1. Commonly used experiment design when collecting fNIRS data.
Different colors (best view in color) show different sessions at the top part,
and the orange color indicating trails.

fNIRS data also introduces additional challenges for au-
tonomous processing tasks, including CWL classification.
More specifically, the high variations in inter-subject fNIRS
data (when the same task is being performed) as well as in
intra-subject data captured during different sessions need to be
addressed. Block-wise experiments are a common method for
collecting fNIRS data [4], [16]. In this type of experiment, the
participant performs a series trails, that are repeated in blocks
and in each trail, the participants are required to do one specific
task. Fig. 1 illustrates the structure of block-wise experiments
for one participant. The inter-subject variance arises due to
the differences in type and style of hair, skin, skull and brain
structure. Intra-subject variances can occur due to differences
in sensor placement across different sessions. Even within the
same session, head motion, body motion or noise due to the
light source or electronics can cause difficulties [16], [18].
To address this problem, researchers [16], [18], [19] have
viewed data from different sessions of the same subject or from
different subjects as data from different domains, and used
domain adaptation (DA) to align the data. However, in their
work, some channels with low signal-to-noise (SNR) need
to be removed before the alignment process. Yet, dropping
of channels can cause loss of useful information, and thus
limit the performance, especially considering that the amount
of data and the number of channels is already limited to

begin with. Zhong et.al [20] view different subject as differ-
ent domains to solve the difference of distribution between
different subjects. In an earlier work [15], we presented a
self-supervised method, which augments the data by arranging
the controlled rest and task windows in different orders.
This approach trains the deep learning model to classify
the combinations of different orders and cognitive levels at
the same time, and provides performance improvement on
different types of cognitive tasks. However, the reliance on
controlled rest data for training limits its application when no
form of controlled rest signal is available in the data.

We conducted preliminary experiments to train the Deep-
Conv [21] model on the TUBerlin data under different sce-
narios. We split the data by trial, block, session, and subject,
and evaluated the model’s ability to classify the data from the
three-way n-back (0- vs. 1- vs. 2-back) task. We describe this
experiment in detail in Ablation Study at Sec.III-A and present
the results in Tab. I. The results show that the performance
dropped by a similar amount when we changed the split from
trial to block and from block to session. This implies that the
block and session factors introduced similar levels of intra-
class variance to the data. Previous studies focus on intra-class
variance introduced by the difference of subjects and sessions
and didn’t study this intra-class variance in blocks [16], [18],
[19].

In order to address the aforementioned issues of high vari-
ance of inter-subject and intra-subject data, and eliminate the
reliance on control rest data, we propose to view different dif-
ferent blocks from same/different subjects as different domains
and use contrastive learning to align features extracted from
different subjects for the same class. As mentioned above,
previous works [19], [20] treat data from different subjects
as different domains and apply domain adaptation to align
samples and help deep learning models generalize. However,
fNIRS data is usually collected through multiple separated
sessions, and variation can exist even for the same subject
across different sessions. Thus, different from existing works,
we propose a block-aware loss to also align samples across
different blocks to improve the generalization of models. The
beauty of this alignment is it also align the features from
different sessions.

The main contributions of this paper include the following:
• We propose block discrepancy term to measure the dif-

ferences between blocks within the same session.
• We propose a contrastive learning method that aims to

align the samples from different blocks that belong to
the same class.

• We propose a new classification model based on the
MLPMixer by adding mixing along the temporal dimen-
sion

• We show that our proposed classification model outper-
forms three different baselines

• we show that contrastive learning modules can improve
the performance of other deep learning models for fNIRS
data.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Sec. II
provides an overview of the related work on non-invasive brain
data followed by a review of the recent deep learning methods
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used in HCI. The details of our proposed method are presented
in Sec. III. The description of the datasets and the details of
training and testing splits are provided in Sec. IV together
with the experimental results and the related discussion. The
paper is concluded in Sec. VI with a summary and future work
directions.

II. RELATED WORK

Predicting workload (WL) has been of interest since as
early as 1908 [22]. More recently, new approaches have been
proposed to leverage machine learning for cognitive workload
(CWL) classification. Several works [7], [9] focus on per-
participant model training due to high inter-subject as well as
intra-subject cross-session variances of fNIRS data. Although
providing good results, per-participant model training is not
practical and not generalizable for real-world applications.
As discussed above, more generalizable methods are needed,
which can perform well on new data captured from never-
before-seen participants. In this section, we first provide an
overview of the work on non-invasive brain data, and sum-
marize recent deep learning-based approaches that have been
proposed to analyze brain signals.

A. Non-invasive brain data

As mentioned above, although functional magnetic reso-
nance imaging (fMRI) is very commonly used thanks to its
high spatial and temporal resolution [2], it has limitations
as a research tool. In addition to being expensive, fMRI is
very sensitive to motion artifacts.Participants need to keep
still during data collection, since their movements can cause
issues. For these reasons, researchers in the HCI domain have
also focused on electroencephalography (EEG) [8], [21], [23]
and functional Near-Infrared Spectroscopy (fNIRS) [8], [9],
[15] data to measure brain activities. EEG and fNIRS data
are spatio-temporal, in other words, these devices can capture
data from multiple probes across the skull of participants, with
specific layouts, and measure brain activity continuously in
real-time.

A review of the history of fNIRS is provided in [24]. fNIRS
provides higher spatial resolution than EEG, making it possible
to localize specific functional brain regions of activation,
as could be done with the constrictive fMRI device [25].
Furthermore, the new frequency-domain (FD)NIRS uses a
linear symmetric dual-slope (DS) sensor design [26], which
beneficially suppresses superficial hemodynamics, instrumen-
tal drifts and motion artifacts [27].

Yet, the amount of publicly available fNIRS data has been
limited, especially for studies covering a large number of
participants. Available open access fNIRS datasets, such as
TUBerlin [4], usually contained data from 10-30 subjects.
TUFTS [16] is a recently published open access fNIRS dataset,
which has been collected from 68 participants. In addition
to containing data from a larger number of participants and
representing a larger variation, TUFTS datasets also provides
a standard evaluation protocol for machine learning training
paradigms. This makes training and testing different neural

networks and comparing them more convenient and commen-
surate. For these reasons, we employ this newly published,
larger scale TUFTS dataset to test our proposed method and
compare it with different baselines.

B. Workload classification with deep learning

While traditional machine learning algorithms, such as Sup-
port Vector Machines (SVMs), Linear Discriminant Analysis
(LDA), Principal Component Analysis (PCA), k-nearest neigh-
bors algorithm (kNN), and Artificial Neural Networks (ANN),
have been widely used for mental workload classification, deep
learning-based algorithms have become more popular in recent
years, especially thanks to their ability of extracting features
and eliminating the need for handcrafted features.

It has been reported that traditional machine learning algo-
rithms, such as SVMs and LDA, provide good results for the
detection of various levels of mental workload [28]–[30]. The
main working principle of SVMs is finding a hyperplane that
can separate the data accurately. If it results in a significantly
smoother hyperplane in the optimization process, it provides
a high generalization power by tolerating some misclassifica-
tions [31]. Compared to CNNs, SVMs are faster and affected
less by random sets. However, SVMs employ handcrafted
features and need selection of a best feature set, and their
performance depends on the selection of these features and
preprocessing. On the other hand, the main limitation of LDA
in workload classification studies is its limited performance on
nonlinear complex brain signals [32].

Schirrmeister et al. [21] proposed a deep convolutional
model, referred to as the DeepConv, for EEG signals, and
showed that end-to-end deep CNNs trained within-subject
can provide promising accuracy numbers. They first use 2D
convolution (Conv2D) along temporal dimension followed by
convolution over spatial dimension, and repeat this several
times. At the end, they use a fully connected (FC) layer
for final classification. EEGNet [23] also shows promising
results on EEG signals across different experiments covering
visual-, memory- and movement-related scenarios. EEGNet
uses depthwise separable convolution operators, which were
introduced in the Xception architecture [33] for computer
vision applications. EEGNet first uses Conv2D along temporal
dimension to learn frequency filters, and then employs depth-
wise separable convolutions to combine frequency-specific
features with spatial information for the final classifier, which
is a single FC layer. Compared to DeepConvNet, EEGNet
has far less trainable parameters. Saadati et al. [8] proposed
a CNN architecture for motor imagery and mental workload
tasks, by using two types of brain data, namely fNIRS and
EEG, together during training. The use of both modalities
provides promising within-subject improvements compared to
using single modality brain data.

Besides CNNs, there are other types of neural network ar-
chitectures commonly used in deep learning. Recurrent neural
networks (RNNs) are widely used especially in application
areas concerned with sequential or temporal data, such as text,
audio and video [34]. Long Short Term Memory (LSTM) Net-
works [35], [36] have been widely used to capture information
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along temporal dimension. Mughal et al. [9] proposed a CNN-
LSTM architecture for mental workload classification within
subjects. Unlike EEGNet and DeepConvNet, this type of
architecture first uses a CNN to encode the spatial information,
and then employs LSTM to capture the temporal information.

Aforementioned works mostly focus on within subject train-
ing. Cross-subject and cross-session CWL classification, on
the other hand, is a much more challenging task due to the high
variation in inter-subject fNIRS data and in intra-subject data
across different sessions. Sommer et al. [37] use CNN-LSTM
on motor classification of finger tapping levels cross-sessions.
Wang et al. [15] replace the LSTM with a gated recurrent
unit (GRU) [38], which has a similar structure to LSTM, while
having less trainable parameters. Wang et al. [15] also propose
to use self-supervised label augmentation [39] by permuting
the order of control rest-task pairs of samples as control rest-
task pair and task-control rest pair. They present promising
results on multi-label classification of working memory load
(WML) and visual perceptual load (VPL) across different
subjects. Lyu et al. [19] view data from different sessions
or from different subjects as data from different domains
and use domain adaptation to align the data for n-back task
classification. They show that this domain alignment works on
SVM, CNN and RNN methods.

The aforementioned methods employ CNNs to process
spatial or temporal information. Yet, as discussed above, the
assumption behind the parameter sharing aspect [11] of CNNs
does not always hold for brain signals, since types and levels
of workloads depend on specific brain areas [14].

III. PROPOSED METHOD

In this work, we focus on cross-subject Cognitive Workload
(CWL) and Motion Workload (MWL) classification from
fNIRS signals, and use data, collected during an n-back task,
for evaluation. We propose an end-to-end MLPMixer classifier
with a contrastive learning data sampler, where the contrastive
samples are collected based on both across different subjects
and different sessions. The proposed contrastive learning will
only happened at training and won’t adding extra calculations
at implement.

A. Motivation

we introduced how previous studies treat different sub-
jects [20] and sessions [19] as distinct domains and use
domain adaptation (DA) to enable the extractor to create
domain-invariant features, which can enhance the model’s
generalization ability on unseen subjects or sessions. However,
these previous works do not address the fact that intra-subject
variance can also arise within the same session [16], [18].
We use a series of toy tasks to empirically show the distance
and performance of different scenarios in terms of Wasser-
stein loss [40] of the last layer of encoder and classification
accuracy, respectively. Wasserstein loss [40] is widely used to
measure the difference of two distributions. We compare the
accuracy of two models, DeepConv [21] (CNN-based model)
and our MLPMixer (MLP-based model), on four different
scenarios: split by (i) trail, (ii) block, (iii) session, and (iv)

Fig. 2. Four scenarios of splits.

subject. For each scenario, we measure how well the models
can classify the data from three-way n-back (0- vs. 1- vs.
2-back) on the TUBerlin dataset. These four scenarios are
described in more detail as follows:
(i) Split by trail: This scenario involves using all the data

from all the subjects and sessions, for both training and
testing and splitting by trails;

(ii) Split by block: This scenario involves using all the data
from all the subjects and sessions, for both training and
testing and splitting by blocks;

(iii) Split by session: This scenario involves using the data
from two out of three session of each subject for training,
and the data from the remaining session of each subject
for testing;

(iv) Split by subjects: This scenario involves using the data
from some subjects for training, and the data from the
remaining subjects for testing.

Figure 2 illustrates these four scenarios. If the total dataset
is envisioned as a multidimensional tensor comprised of four
axes (trial, block, session, and subjects), for each scenario,
we execute the data split along the relevant axis, effectively
dividing the dataset into distinct training and testing sets. This
methodical partitioning ensures that our model training and
evaluation processes are systematically structured allowing us
to study effects of variations across trails, blocks, sessions and
subjects.

We use cross-entropy and train models supervised. Table I
summarizes the experimental results. As can be seen, the
DeepConv model achieves an accuracy of 51.42% when the
data is split by trail. The accuracy decreases by 9.27% when
we change the data split format from trail to block, and the
accuracy decreases by 9.07% when we change the data split
approach from trail to session. The accuracy drops by 8.62%
when we change the split approach from trail to subject.
When the MLPMixer model is trained and tested on different
splits of the data, its accuracy varies greatly. The highest
accuracy of 87.53% is achieved when the data is split by trail,
meaning that the model sees data from all subjects, sessions,
and blocks during training. However, when the data is split
by session, the accuracy drops to 42.38%, indicating that the
model struggles to generalize to new sessions of the same
subjects. The accuracy further decreases to 40.44% when the
data is split by subject, showing that the model fails to transfer
to new subjects. The lowest accuracy of 39.92% is obtained
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when the data is split by block, suggesting that the model
cannot handle the intra-variance between blocks of the same
task or condition.

Split-by- Subject Session Block Trail
DeepConv WD 4.16E-03 5.65E-03 4.83E-03 3.20E-03

Acc 42.80% 42.35% 42.15% 51.42%
MLPMixer WD 9.21E-03 9.31E-03 9.28E-03 5.97E-03

Acc 40.44% 42.38% 39.92% 87.53%
TABLE I

DEEPCONV AND MLPMIXER ON TUBERLIN DATASET FOR N-BACK
CLASSIFICATION TASK (0-, VS. 1- VS. 2-BACK) AT DIFFERENT SPLITTING

SCENARIOS. “WD” AND “ACC” STAND FOR WASSERSTEIN DISTANCE AND
ACCURACY, RESPECTIVELY.

In this work, DA-based approach is proposed to overcome
the change of distribution between training and testing sets.
We employ the Wasserstein distance as a metric to quantify
the discrepancy between the features of training and testing
sets under each scenario and report it as WD in Table I. We
measured the mean Wasserstein distance between different
combinations of mini-batches from the training and testing
data. We found that the lowest distance was achieved when
the data was split by trail. This makes sense because the data
in each trail was collected in a short and continuous time span.
The other three ways of splitting the data (by block, by session
and by subject) resulted in similar distances when we measure
the features from the MLPMixer. The distance measurements
from DeepConv show that the highest distance was obtained
when the data was split by session, and splits by subject and
by block resulted in similar distances. These sets of results
show that the intra-subject difference between blocks should
also be considered when developing new models for fNRIS
data.

Our experiments above demonstrate that the models’ ac-
curacy is highly affected by the intra-subject variance of the
data within each block of the same task or condition. This
variability is as influential as the variability of new sessions,
as well as new subjects. This is a significant point that has not
been addressed in previous studies [16], [18], [19]. Motivated
by this observation, we propose Class-Aware-Block-Aware
Domain Adaptation (CABA-DA) to explicitly decrease the
difference between blocks in the same session of the same
subject.

B. Preliminaries on Domain Adaptation-based Work

Domain adaptation aims to better generalize and improve
the performance of models on target domain. In general, it is
assumed that the distribution of the source domain samples

S = {(xs
1, y

s
1), · · · (xs

Ns
, ysNs

)}

and target domain samples

T = {(xt
1, y

t
1), · · · (xt

Nt
, ytNt

)}

are different, where (xs
i , y

s
i ) is a pair of input xs

i and its label
ysi from the source domain, and (xt

i, y
t
i) is a pair of input xt

i

and its label yti from the target domain. To align the source
and target domains, many domain adaptation methods use a
feature extractor to create a representation that is invariant

across domains. There are two common methods for achieving
this. One is to minimize the distance between the features of
the two distributions [41], [42]. Another is to use a domain
classifier in an adversarial way and reverse its gradient to
make it fail to distinguish the domains [20], [43]. Treating data
from different subjects as different domains and mitigating the
domain shift via domain adaptation can improve the cross-
subject performance. This idea has been been explored by
Zhong et al. [20] for brain-signal processing. To complicate
matters further, in our problem setting, we also face with high
intra-subject variance in data captured from the same subject
during different sessions, and sometimes even during the same
session. Hence, in this work, we propose to treat

not only the data from different subjects but also different
data blocks from the same subject as data from different
domains.

C. Class Aware Block Aware Domain Adaptation

In this section, we first review the work on class-aware
domain adaption referred to as the contrastive domain discrep-
ancy (CDD) [42]. Then, we will introduce our class-aware and
block-aware (CABA) domain adaptation method and sampling
method.
(i) Contrastive Domain Discrepancy (CDD)

CDD is developed from Maximum Mean Discrepancy
(MMD) [41]. In MMD, {xs

i} and {xt
i} are sampled from the

marginal distributions P (Xs) and Q(Xt), respectively, which
are independent and identically distributed (iid). MMD is
motivated by the fact that if two distributions are identical, all
statistics should be the same. MMD uses the mean embeddings
in the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) to describe
the difference between two distributions. In practice, for layer
l of a neural network, the squared value of MMD is estimated
from the empirical kernel mean embeddings such that

Dmmd
l = 1

n2
s

∑ns

i=1

∑ns

j=1 kl(ϕl(x
s
i ), ϕl(x

s
j))

+ 1
n2
t

∑nt

i=1

∑nt

j=1 kl(ϕl(x
t
i), ϕl(x

t
j))

− 2
n2
sn

2
t

∑ns

i=1

∑nt

j=1 kl(ϕl(x
s
i ), ϕl(x

t
j)),

(1)

where xs ∈ S ′ ⊂ S, xt ∈ T ′ ⊂ T , and S ′
and T ′

are
the mini-batch source and target data sampled from S and T ,
respectively. kl denotes the kernel selected for the l-th layer
of the neural network.

CDD is established on MMD. It explicitly incorporates
the class information into the formula and measures intra-
class and inter-class discrepancy across domains. Minimizing
the intra-class domain discrepancy can cluster representations
of samples within the same class, whereas maximizing the
inter-class domain discrepancy pushes the representations from
different classes far away from each other. CDD defines class-
aware domain discrepancy as

Dc1c2(ŷ
t
1, ŷ

t
2 · · · ˆytnt

, ϕ) = e1 + e2 − 2e3 (2)

where
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e1 =
∑ns

i=1

∑ns

j=1

µc1c1
(ys

i ,y
s
j )k(ϕ(x

s
i ),ϕ(x

s
j))∑ns

i=1

∑ns
j=1 µc1c1 (y

s
i ,y

s
j )

e2 =
∑nt

i=1

∑nt

j=1

µc2c2
(yt

i ,y
t
j)k(ϕ(x

t
i),ϕ(x

t
j))∑nt

i=1

∑nt
j=1 µc2c2

(yt
i ,y

t
j)

e3 =
∑ns

i=1

∑nt

j=1

µc1c2 (y
s
i ,y

t
j)k(ϕ(x

s
i ),ϕ(x

t
j))∑ns

i=1

∑nt
j=1 µc1c2

(ys
i ,y

t
j)

(3)

In Eq. 2, c1 and c2 are classes to be used to calculate CCD.
When c1 = c2, it measures intra-class domain discrepancy,
when c1 ̸= c2, it measures inter-class domain discrepancy.
µc1c2 is an indicator function such that

µcc′ (y, y
′
) =

{
1 ify = c, y

′
= c′

0 otherwise.

Finally the CDD can be calculated as

Dcdd = 1
M

∑M
c=1

Dcc(y
t
1:nt

, ϕ)

− 1
M(M−1)

∑M
c=1

∑M

c
′
=1

c′ ̸=c

Dcc′ (y
t
1:nt

, ϕ) (4)

Note that CDD [42] was proposed for unsupervised domain
adaptation, i.e. yt1:nt

is unknown and needs to be estimated by
network module.

With fNIRS data, as will be discussed below, we view
samples from different blocks of subjects as different domains.
In our case, yt1:nt

stands for label of samples from one of the
blocks of a subject in the training set.
(ii) Proposed Class-Aware Block-Aware Domain Adapta-
tion

As shown in Tab. I, the performance of the models is
also significantly affected by the intra-subject variance across
different blocks, which has a similar overall impact on the
performance as the split by sessions and split by subjects.
To address this issue, we propose to explicitly take the block
information into account and measure the intra-class variance
across blocks from the same session of subjects. Intuitively,
brain signals that share the same label from the same subjects
ought to exhibit similar representations. We propose leveraging
the concept of inter-block discrepancy, by utilizing Maximum
Mean Discrepancy (MMD) to evaluate the variations among
blocks within the same session of a given subject.
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where z1|c and z2|c are samples from different blocks in the

same class c of the same subject. Minimizing Dcaba
(z1,z2)|c can

decrease the difference between two conditional distributions
P (Xs

z1 |Y
s) and P (Xs

z2 |Y
s). In other words, the difference

between the samples, with the same label from different blocks
in the same session of the same subject, is minimized.

D. The Architecture of the Modified MLPMixer

MLPMixer [17] is fully built upon MLP layers. As men-
tioned above, the parameter sharing aspect of CNNs assumes
that a patch of weights valid for one position is also useful for

other locations, which does not always hold for fNIRS data.
The reason is that workload is related to brain areas, which are
interconnected. On the other hand, the fully connected nature
of MLPs is more suitable for analyzing fNIRS data.

MLPMixer [17] was proposed as an image classification
model. It takes a sequence of non-overlapping image patches
as input, and projects each patch to a desired hidden dimension
as a token F ∈ RS×C , where S is the length of input sequence,
and C is the size of the hidden dimension of token. MLPMixer
contains multiple Mixer layers, and each layer consists of
two MLP blocks. The first MLP block is token-mixing MLP,
which is applied to the columns of input (i.e. F ⊺), and maps
RS 7→ RS . The second MLP block is the channel-mixing
MLP, which is applied to the rows of input F , and maps
RC 7→ RC . MLPMixer is a general backbone network for
the image classification task. We modify the MLPMixer for
the fNIRS classification task. The TUFTS dataset we use has
data from two fNIRS channels (i.e. x̂ ∈ R2×T×D). Thus, we
add a fully connected layer ahead of MLPMixer, mapping
R2×D 7→ RC , which corresponds to the token-mixing of the
original MLPMixer. Figure 3 shows the architecture of the
MLPMixer we use. In our experiments, the parameters of the
MLPMixer are set as follows: T = 150, D = 4, C = 16,
N = 4. For the temporal-mixing MLP, the hidden dimension
is 64, and for the channel-mixing MLP the hidden dimension
is 32.

An MLP block can be written as follows:

F = w2σ(w1(x) + b1) + b2, (6)

where σ is an element-wise non-linearity GELU [44] layer
and w1 and b1 are the weights and bias, respectively, for the
first fully connected (FC) layer. They map the input feature
to a hidden feature. More specifically, RT 7→ RTh with
temporal-mixing and RC 7→ RCh with channel-mixing, where
Th and Ch are the hidden dimension for temporal-mixing
and channel-mixing, respectively. w2 and b2 are the weights
and bias, respectively, for the second FC layer mapping the
hidden feature to the same dimension as the input feature.
More specifically, RTh 7→ RT with temporal-mixing and
RCh 7→ RC with channel-mixing. The output feature of an
MLP block has the same dimension as the input feature to
fit the residual skip-connection, which is a commonly used
deep-learning approach proposed in ResNet [45].

E. The Overall Objective

The overall objective can be written as

min
θ

l = lce + α(Dcdd +Dcaba), (7)

where lce is the cross-entropy loss and α weights the
discrepancy penalty term. The minimization of the cross-
entropy loss is aimed at supervised classification tasks. Mini-
mizing Dcdd aims to reduce the intra-class discrepancy while
enhancing the inter-class discrepancy. Minimizing Dcaba is
to minimize the intra-subjects difference. All three terms
contribute to decreasing the performance drop, caused by
domain shift and session inconsistency, when tested on brain
signals of never-before-seen subjects.
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Fig. 3. The MLPMixer-based classifier that we adapted for the fNIRS data. The input data x̂ ∈ R2×T×D is first encoded by an FC layer (R2×D 7→ RC ).
The remainder of this figure is the same as the original MLPMixer [17]: the encoded feature (F ) is sent to N mixer layers. Each mixer layer contains one
temporal-mixing MLP ( RT 7→ RT ) and one channel-mixing MLP ( RC 7→ RC ). An MLP has two FC layers and a GELU nonlinearity. Other components
include layer normalization, skip-connection and global average pooling.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present the results of our experiments
performed on three publicly available and commonly used
fNIRS datasets. We first introduce these datasets. We then
compare the performance of our proposed method with three
different baselines, namely , DeepConv [21], EEGNet [23]
and MLPBiGRU [15] on these datasets. Then, we present the
visualization results.

A. Datasets and the Experiment Setup

We conduct our experiments on the TUberlin [4], Tufts [16]
and FingerFootTapping (FFT) [46] datasets. TUberlin [4] and
Tufts [16] datasets were collected from n-back tasks, and
FignerFootTapping (FFT) [46] dataset was collected when
participants were performing finger- and foot-tapping tasks.

TUBerlin Dataset: This dataset, proposed by Shin et
al., [4], contains simultaneous EEG and fNIRS recordings of
26 participants, who performed three kinds of cognitive tasks:
n-back, discrimination/selection response task (DSR), and
word generation (WG) tasks. The dataset is open-access and
multimodal, capturing brain activity from different sources.
We use the data from the n-back task to test our method.
The n-back task involves 0-, 2-, and 3-back levels, and our
aim is to classify the mental workload levels across subjects
according to the difficulty of n-back tasks. As n increases,
the working memory workload increases. The dataset of the
n-back task consists of three sessions. In each session, the
subjects completed three series of 0-, 2-, and 3-back tasks in
a counterbalanced order (i.e. 0 → 2 → 3 → 2 → 3 → 0 → 3
→ 0 → 2). There are nine series of n-back tasks in total for

each subject. Each blocks starts with a 2-second instruction
that shows the task type (0-, 2-, or 3-back), followed by a
40-second task period, and ends with a 20-second rest period.
During the task period, a single-digit number was randomly
presented every 2 seconds, resulting in twenty trails per block.
For each n-back task, there are 180 trails in total ( = 20 trails
× 3 blocks × 3 sessions).

fNIRS data is acquired by NIRScout device (NIRx Medi-
zintechnik GmbH, Berlin, Germany) and further converted to
deoxy-(HbR) and oxy hemoglobin (HbO) intensity changes,
using modified Beer-Lambert law [47], and downsampled to
10Hz. Then, the downsampled data was low- pass filtered
instead of band-pass, (6th order zero-phase Butterworth) with
0.2 Hz cut-off frequency to remove the high frequency instru-
ment and systemic physiological noise. It has sixteen sources
and sixteen detectors that were positioned on the frontal,
motor, parietal, and occipital regions of the head. An fNIRS
channel is formed by a source-detector pair that was next to
each other resulting 36 channels in total. Each channel has
2 features corresponding to the ∆HbR and ∆HbO data. The
total number of features is 72, i.e. 36 spatial locations × 2
hemoglobin types × 1 optical data type (intensity).

FFT Dataset: Bak et al. [46] proposed an open-access
fNIRS dataset, which has data from 30 participants for
three-class classification, namely left-hand unilateral complex
finger-tapping (LHT) (Class 0) , right-hand unilateral complex
finger-tapping (RHT) (Class 1) , and foot-tapping (FT) (Class
2) . In each session, the order of task is randomly generated. A
trail starts with a 2-seconds of introduction and a 10 seconds
of task period followed by an 17-19 seconds inter-trail break.
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There are total of 225 trails (= 25 trails × 3 task types × 3
sessions).

fNIRS data were recorded by a three-wavelength
continuous-time multi-channel fNIRS system (LIGHTNIRS,
Shimadzu, Kyoto, Japan) consisting of eight sources and
eight detectors. Four of the sources and detectors were placed
around C3 on the left hemisphere, and the rest were placed
around C4 on the right hemisphere. The raw fNRIS data
was further converted to the intensity changes i.e. ∆HbR
and ∆HbO using modified Beer-Lambert law [47] with
sample rate at 13.33Hz. Then, data was band-pass filtered
through a zero-order filter implemented by the third-order
Butterworth filter with a pass-band of 0.01–0.1 Hz to remove
the physiological noises. It contains 20 fNIRS channels and
the total number of features is 40, i.e. 20 spatial locations
(10 for each hemisphere) × 2 hemoglobin types × 1 optical
data type (intensity).

Tufts Dataset: Recently, Huang et al. [16] proposed the
largest open-access fNIRS dataset including data from 68
participants performing n-back task. The n-back task involves
0-, 1-, 2- and 3-back levels, and our aim is binary classification
between 0- and 2- levels, which is same as the baselines in
Huang et al. [16]. Each subject has only one session, and
completed 16 blocks of n-back trails in a counterbalanced
order (i.e. 0 → 1 → 2 → 3 → 1 → 2 → 3 → 0 → 2 → 3 → 0
→ 1 → 3 → 0 → 1 → 2). Each block contains 40 trails lasting
a total of 80 seconds (each trail lasting 2 seconds), followed
by 10-30 seconds of rest period. For each participant, there
are 640 trails in total (= 40 trails × 16 blocks × 1 session).

fNIRS data is acquired by an Imagent frequency-domain
(FD) NIRS instrument manufactured by ISS (Champaign,
IL, USA). Two sets (left and right) of custom probes with
linear symmetric dual-slope (DS) [26] sensor design were
placed at forehead. The raw data was further converted to
the changes of HbR and HbO in intensity and phase [27]
and sampled at 10Hz. Then, each univariate time-series was
bandpass filtered using a 3rd-order zero-phase Butterworth
filter, retaining 0.001-0.2 Hz to remove noise. The data has
total of 8 features, i.e. 2 spatial locations × 2 hemoglobin
types × 2 optical data types (intensity and phase).

Experiment Setup: We used the data from all three datasets
as it is, without further preprocessing, since data had already
been filtered with band-pass/low-pass filters to eliminate noise.
We created the input data with sliding windows. The window
size was the same as the task period of each trail, i.e. 2 seconds
for TUBerlin and 10 seconds for FFT. For Tufts dataset, we
used a 15-second window as recommended by the original
paper. The input shapes and corresponding sliding window
duration for all three datasets we used in our experiments are
listed in Table II. It is worth to mention that, in FFT, the
experiments are not in block-wise design. Thus, for FFT, we
applied our proposed CABA-DA on sessions instead of blocks.

All models, including our proposed method and the baseline
models, were trained from scratch. Training was stopped
when the evaluation loss did not improve for 50 consecutive
epochs. We used the Adam optimizer [48] for training. We
performed a grid search to find the best hyper-parameters,
namely the learning rate and the dropout ratio for all models.

Dataset Input Shape Duration
TUberlin x ∈ R20×72 2 s

FFT x ∈ R134×40 10 s
Tufts x ∈ R150×8 15 s

TABLE II
INPUT PROPERTIES: INPUT SAMPLE x ∈ RS×D , WHERE S AND D

REPRESENT SEQUENCE LENGTH AND NUMBER OF FEATURES,
RESPECTIVELY.

The learning rate was chosen from {1e−4, 1e−3, 1e−2, 1e−1}
and the dropout ratio was chosen from {0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75}.
The value of α in Eq. 7 is selected by grid search from {0.5,
0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0, 1.1} based on the test mean accuracy
of the MLPMixer model. α was set as 1.1 for Tufts and, and
as 1.0 for TUberlin and FFT datasets.

B. Experimental Results

We have conducted four sets of experiments on three open-
access datasets and compared our MLPMixer model with three
baselines, namely DeepConv, EEGNet and MLPBiGRU. We
used k-fold cross-subject validation and reported the mean
accuracy over k folds. For TUBerlin and FFT datasets, we
divided the data by subject IDs into 10 folds, with each
fold containing data from only one participant. For the Tufts
dataset, we used the original splits provided in the paper [16],
which also separated the folds by participants. Experimental
results obtained on TUBerlin, FFT and Tufts datasets are
shown in Tables III, IV and V, respectively. In our presentation
of results, we highlight the highest value in each column in
bold, and the highest value in the entire table is both bolded
and underlined for clear distinction. For domain adaptation
(DA) methods, the differences between the DA outcomes and
those obtained through training with cross-entropy (CE) are
displayed in parentheses. A green color indicates an increase in
performance due to the DA method, while a red color signifies
a decrease.

In the first set of experiments, we only used cross-entropy
(CE in tables), without domain adaptation, to train proposed
MLPMixer and the three baselines. Tables III, IV and V show
that our proposed MLPMixer achieved a mean accuracy of
41.47% on the three-way workload n-back (0- vs. 2- vs. 3-
back) classification task on TUBerlin dataset, which is 1.56%
lower than the best accuracy obtained by EEGNet. However,
our MLPMixer provided 64.76% accuracy on the three-way
LHT vs. RHT vs. FT classification task on the FFT dataset,
outperforming all three baselines. For the binary workload n-
back (0- vs. 2-back) classification task on the Tufts dataset,
our MLPMixer again provided the highest mean accuracy of
67.28%, which is 0.95% higher that the second best accuracy
obtained by MLPBiGRU. From these results, we can see that
our proposed MLPMixer model shows better generalizability
in handling fNIRS data obtained in different settings and for
different tasks across subjects.

To assess the impact of CABA-DA on three baseline models
and our proposed MLPMixer model, we performed a second
set of experiments. The results on the TUBerlin dataset (last
column of Table III) show that our proposed CABA-DA
approach improves the performance of all models except
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Model CE(no DA) Subject DA Session DA CABA-DA (Blockwise DA)
DeepConv [21] 42.67% 42.59% (-0.08%) 42.69% (0.02%) 43.00% (0.33%)
EEGNet [23] 43.03% 42.36% (-0.67%) 41.70% (-1.33%) 42.44% (-0.59%)

MLPBiGRU [15] 42.77% 41.10% (-1.67%) 42.63% (-0.14%) 43.35%(0.58%)
MLPMixer (ours) 41.47% 41.53% (0.06%) 42.28% (0.81%) 42.78% (1.31%)

TABLE III
THREE-WAY WORKLOAD N-BACK (0-, VS. 2- VS. 3-BACK) TASK CLASSIFICATION RESULTS ON TUBERLIN DATASET. WE REPORT MEAN ACCURACY

OVER 10 FOLDS WITHOUT DA (CE) AND WITH DA BY USING SUBJECT, SESSION AND BLOCK AS DIFFERENT DOMAINS AT EACH EXPERIMENT.

Model CE(no DA) Subject DA Session DA CABA-DA (Blockwise DA)
DeepConv [21] 64.42% 63.11% (-1.31%) 62.89% (-1.53%) 64.64% (0.22%)
EEGNet [23] 60.71% 60.76% (0.04%) 60.93% (0.22%) 60.99% (0.28%)

MLPBiGRU [15] 60.62% 62.98% (2.36%) 62.76% (2.13%) 63.38% (2.76%)
MLPMixer (ours) 64.76% 64.58% (-0.18%) 65.73% (0.98%) 65.87%(1.11%)

TABLE IV
LHT VS. RHT VS FT CLASSIFICATION RESULTS ON FFT. WE REPORT MEAN ACCURACY OVER 10 FOLDS WITHOUT DA (CE) AND WITH DA BUT VIEW
SUBJECT, SESSION AND BLOCK AS DIFFERENT DOMAINS. FFT IS NOT COLLECTED IN BLOCK DESIGN, BUT WE VIEW THE CONSECUTIVE 3 TRAILS AS

ONE BLOCK.

Model CE(no DA) Subject DA Session DA CABA-DA (Blockwise DA)
DeepConv [21] 63.75% 61.96% (-1.79%) - 67.56% (3.80%)
EEGNet [23] 62.08% 65.37% (3.29%) - 66.51% (4.43%)

MLPBiGRU [15] 66.33% 67.26% (0.92%) - 67.40% (1.07%)
MLPMixer (ours) 67.28% 67.72% (0.45%) - 67.91% (0.63%)

TABLE V
BINARY WORKLOAD N-BACK (0- VS. 2-BACK) TASK CLASSIFICATION RESULTS ON TUFTS GENERIC (CROSS SUBJECT) PARADIGM. WE REPORT MEAN
ACCURACY OVER 17 FOLDS WITHOUT DA (CE) AND WITH DA BUT VIEW SUBJECT, SESSION AND BLOCK AS DIFFERENT DOMAINS. TUFTS DATASET

HAS ONLY ONE SESSION.

EEGNet. The most significant improvement was achieved by
applying CABA to the MLPMixer model (which was proposed
in Chapter 3), which increased the accuracy from 41.47% to
42.78%, a gain of 1.31%. As for the FFT dataset (Table IV),
our proposed CABA-DA approach also improved the perfor-
mance of all models. The MLPBiGRU model experienced the
largest improvement by using CABA-DA, which raised the
accuracy from 60.62% to 63.38%, an improvement of 2.76%.
All models performed better on the Tufts dataset after applying
our proposed CABA-DA. The EEGNet model benefited the
most from CABA-DA, as its accuracy was boosted from
62.08% to 66.51%, an increase of 4.43%.

To explore the effect of treating samples from different
blocks as different domains versus treating different subjects
and sessions as different domains, we conducted two addi-
tional sets of experiments. When we treat different subjects
as different domains, the second term of Eq. (7), i.e. Dcaba,
reduces to zero. When we treat different sessions as differ-
ent domains, then Dcaba measures the discrepancy between
samples with the same label from different sessions of the
same subject. The results are presented in the third and fourth
columns of Tables III, IV and V. Since there was only one
session for each subject in the TUFTS dataset, the Session
DA column of Table V is not applicable. In all 12 cases,
CABA-DA (with block wise DA) outperforms Subject-DA and
Session-DA on the TUBerlin and FFT datasets. For the TUFTS
dataset, CABA-DA outperforms Subject-DA for all models.

As for the comparison of Subject-DA versus Session-DA, for
the DeepConv model, Session-DA outperformed Subject-DA
on the TUBerlin dataset. Using EEGNet, Session-DA also
achieved better results than Subject-DA on the FFT dataset.
Overall, 11 out of 12 cases, CABA-DA outperformed CE (not
using domain adaptation). And all the best performances are
reached by using CABA-DA for all three datasets.

Our results demonstrate that our MLPMixer model has a
high generalizability on fNIRS data for different kinds of
tasks, such as three-way/binary n-back classification and LHT
vs. RHT vs. FT motion workload classification task. We
also show that our proposed CABA-DA method is versatile
and effective when used with different kinds of networks,
such as CNN-based (DeepConv and EEGNet), RNN-based
(MLPBiGRU) and MLP-based (MLPMixer) methods, for the
cognitive workload classification task. Moreover, we observe
similar improvements on motion workload classification task.

MACs TUBerlin FFT TUFTS
DeepConv [21] 956.3K 6.03M 3.12M
EEGNet [23] 30.47K 118.22K 35.36K
MLPBiGRU [15] 904.71K 5.94M 6.58M
MLPMixer(ours) 409.76K 2.4M 2.37M

TABLE VI
COMPARING COMPUTATION COST AT INFERENCE.

Our experiments across three public fNIRS datasets demon-
strate that the proposed CABA-DA method can generally
enhance performance across various classifier types, includ-
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ing those based on CNNs, RNNs, and MLPs. In terms of
computational complexity, our method does not add extra
modules to networks. However, compared to conventional
training with cross-entropy, training with CABA-DA incurs
additional computational effort due to the calculation of CDD
and CABA, necessitating the pairing of samples for network
training. Given the shallow and lightweight nature of these
networks, the increase in computational demand is minimal.
Modern computers equipped with graphics cards can easily
handle this additional computational cost. Importantly, at the
inference stage, CABA-DA introduces no extra computational
expenses. In our comparison of the Multiply-Accumulate
operations (MACs) between baseline models and our proposed
MLPMixer model across three datasets at inference, as detailed
in Table VI, we observed that EEGNet requires the least
computational cost. Our MLPMixer model ranks as the second
least computationally intensive among the evaluated models.
With the implementation of CABA-DA, EEGNet achieved
the highest accuracy on the TUBerlin and FFT datasets,
whereas our MLPMixer model attained the highest accuracy
on the TUFTS dataset. The compactness of EEGNet, being
the smallest model evaluated, significantly minimizes the
risk of overfitting, a crucial advantage for smaller datasets.
Specifically, the TUBerlin and FFT datasets include 22 and
30 participants, respectively, compared to the larger TUFTS
dataset, which comprises 68 participants. This compactness,
while beneficial in preventing overfitting on smaller datasets,
may limit EEGNet’s performance potential in scenarios with
more samples that could train larger models.

C. Visualization

In this section, we visualize the brain regions that are
most influential by measuring how the performance changes
when some fNIRS channels are masked, following a similar
approach to what we described in Chapter 3. To determine
the most important areas for brain-computer interface (BCI)
performance, we used two datasets with high-density fNIRS
channels, namely TUBerlin and FFT. We did not use the Tufts
dataset, which only had two probes on the frontal cortex.

(a) (b)
Fig. 4. The fNIRS channels and masks for the (a) TUBerlin and (b)
FFT dataset. The red dots represent the fNIRS channels and the masks are
numbered. There are 36 channels and 10 masks for the TUBerlin dataset, and
20 channels and 6 masks for the FFT dataset. Each mask covers 4 channels.

Figure 4 shows the fNIRS channels of the TUBerlin
and FFT datasets with the numbered masks. For TUBerlin
dataset, we selected the MLPBiGRU-Block-DA model, which

achieved the best accuracy and out of the same reaso, we
selected MLPMixer-Block-DA on FFT, for further analysis.
We applied each mask one at a time and measured the change
in accuracy of the trained model. More specifically, at each
mask, we set corresponding values to 0 to block out the
information contained at that position. Figure 5 shows the
results of this experiment. The black dotted lines indicate
the average accuracy over all channels after masking for
each dataset. The channels that caused a significant drop
in accuracy, below the lower bound of the 95% confidence
interval (green dotted line), were considered critical channels.

For the TUBerlin dataset, the critical channels were 2, 7
and 9, which correspond to the AF3, P3 and P4 areas [4],
[49], respectively. Where AF3 area is located in the left of
the midline of the prefrontal cortex which are considered as a
part of workload memory. P3 area is located in the left parietal
lobe. Mirroring P3, P4 is located over the right parietal lobe.
Our experiments show that the prefrontal cortex and parietal
lobes will work together to solve the n-back task. For the FFT
dataset, mask position 2 and 5 have lower accuracy than the
95% CI lower bound, which are associated with C3 and C4,
respectively [46], which are situated within the primary motor
cortex. Our findings are consistent with this and also show
that the C3 and C4 regions are predominantly associated with
the processing of motion-related workload.

(a) (b)
Fig. 5. Plot of of masking one position at a time using (a) MLPBiGRU-Block-
DA on TUBerlin and (b) MLPMixer-Block-DA on FFT. The x-axis shows the
position of the mask and the y-axis shows the k-fold cross validation accuracy
on test splits. The black dotted line represents the average performance across
all mask positions. The red dash line shows the performance without any mask.
The green and blue dot-dash lines indicate the lower and upper bounds of the
95% confidence intervals of the masked accuracy.

V. ABLATION STUDIES

A. Effectiveness of Block Discrepancy Term

We have conducted new variants of our main experiments
using the same training settings. Our objective function in
Eq. (7) consists of two terms: the first term is a cross entropy
loss that provides the supervised signal for classification, and
the second term is a combination of two discrepancy terms:
Dcdd and Dcaba. The term Dcdd is for contrastive learning,
and it minimizes the intra-class discrepancy and maximizes the
inter-class discrepancy. The term Dcaba is introduced by our
approach, and minimizes the intra-subject difference across
blocks. To evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed Dcaba
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term, we removed it from the objective function and wrote the
new objection function as follows:

min
θ

l = lce + αDcdd. (8)

Then, we performed the experiments with this new objective
function and our proposed MLPMixer on the TUBerlin, FFT
and Tufts datasets. The results presented in Table VII show that
the block discrepancy term is indeed effective for improving
the accuracy of the MLPMixer model. When this term is
eliminated, the accuracy of the MLPMixer model on TUBerlin,
FFT and Tufts datasets decreases by 0.47%, 2.14% and 0.77%,
respectively. This indicates that the block discrepancy term
helps the model to get a better performance. The reason for this
is that Dcaba is a term that explicitly measures the difference
of the distributions of different blocks within the same session.
By minimizing this term, we reduce the intra-subject variance
across blocks.

Dataset without Dcaba with Dcaba

TUberlin 42.31% 42.78%
FFT 63.73% 65.87%
Tufts 67.14% 67.91%

TABLE VII
ACCURACY OF MLPMIXER TRAINED WITH AND WITHOUT BLOCK

DISCREPANCY TERM (Dcaba).

B. Role of α

In this section, we train our model using CABA-DA and
with different values of α (Eq. (7)). As seen in Eq. (7), α
weights the Dcaba and Dcdd terms in the objective function.
We conduct our experiments on Tufts dataset, since it has
the largest amount of participants and the original paper [16]
has released 17-folds splitting. We report the grid search of
alpha starting from 0.0 to 1.1 with step size of 0.1. The
mean accuracy of our MLPMixer is reported in Fig. 6. The
plot shows how the mean accuracy of MLPMixer varies
with different values of α. The mean accuracy is calculated
by averaging the accuracy of 17-fold cross-validation across
participants. The plot reveals that there is in general a positive
relationship between α and mean accuracy. The highest mean
accuracy of 67.91% is achieved when α is set to 1.0.

VI. SUMMARY

ne of the major challenges with CWL classification in real-
world scenarios is the high variability of fNIRS data across
different subjects and sessions, which demands a model that
can generalize well to never-before-seen participants. Most of
the existing works have adopted a per-participant approach for
model training. Some more recent works have employed do-
main adaptation (DA) to reduce the high variability by treating
different subjects or sessions as different domains. We have
demonstrated that the variability for the same subject across
different blocks is also significant, by comparing the accuracy
of different splitting methods for the same dataset. We have
also computed the Wassertein distance to measure the level of
difference between training and testing with different splitting
methods, and found that splitting by blocks has similar level of

Fig. 6. Plot of the mean accuracy (y-axis) of our MLPMixer for 17-fold
cross-validation across participants on Tufts dataset against different values
of α on the x-axis.

difference as splitting by subjects. To alleviate the influence of
intra-subject variance and improve the model generalizability,
we have proposed to view blocks as different domains. To
achieve this, we have proposed a Class-Aware Block-Aware
(CABA) term to explicitly measure the difference of the distri-
butions of different blocks within the same session of the same
subject. We have also discussed the limitation of the CNN
models that assume spatial invariance, which is not suitable
for fNRIS data. We have proposed to use an MLPMixer-based
approach instead of CNNs. Our experimental results have
shown that MLPMixer as the baseline model (trained only with
cross entropy) has achieved a significant improvement on FFT
and Tufts datasets. Our proposed CABA-DA has consistently
enhanced the performance of three out of four models on
TUBerlin and all four models on Tufts dataset for n-back task,
and has improved the performance of all four moels on the
FFT dataset for finger and foot tapping task.
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