arXiv:2301.03441v3 [eess.SP] 5 Aug 2023

L-SeqSleepNet: Whole-cycle Long Sequence Modelling for Automatic Sleep Staging

Huy Phan, Kristian P. Lorenzen, Elisabeth Heremans, Oliver Y. Chén, Minh C. Tran, Philipp Koch, Alfred Mertins, Mathias Baumert, Kaare B. Mikkelsen, and Maarten De Vos

Abstract— Human sleep is cyclical with a period of approximately 90 minutes, implying long temporal dependency in the sleep data. Yet, exploring this long-term dependency when developing sleep staging models has remained untouched. In this work, we show that while encoding the logic of a whole sleep cycle is crucial to improve sleep staging performance, the sequential modelling approach in existing state-of-the-art deep learning models are inefficient for that purpose. We thus introduce a method for efficient long sequence modelling and propose a new deep learning model, L-SeqSleepNet, which takes into account whole-cycle sleep information for sleep staging. Evaluating L-SeqSleepNet on four distinct databases of various sizes, we demonstrate state-of-the-art performance obtained by the model over three different EEG setups, including scalp EEG in conventional Polysomnography (PSG), in-ear EEG, and around-the-ear EEG (cEEGrid), even with a single EEG channel input. Our analyses also show that L-SeqSleepNet is able to alleviate the predominance of N2 sleep (the major class in terms of classification) to bring down errors in other sleep stages. Moreover the network becomes much more robust, meaning that for all subjects where the baseline method had exceptionally poor performance, their performance are improved significantly. Finally, the computation time only grows at a sub-linear rate when the sequence length increases.

Index Terms— Automatic sleep staging, deep neural network, long sequence modelling, sequence-to-sequence.

I. INTRODUCTION Sleep is a slow-transitioning neural process, and thus, the data recorded from this process embeds abundant sequential

H. Phan is with Amazon Alexa, Cambridge, MA 02142, United States. K. P. Lorenzen and K. Mikkelsen are with the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Aarhus University, Aarhus 8200, Denmark. E. Heremans and M. De Vos are with the Department of Electrical Engineering and the Department of Development and Regeneration, KU Leuven, 3001 Leuven, Belgium. O. Y. Chén is with the Department of Laboratory Medicine and Pathology (DMLP), Lausanne University Hospital (CHUV), Lausanne, Switzerland and the Faculty of Biology and Medicine (FBM), University of Lausanne, Lausanne, Switzerland. M. C. Tran is with Nuffield Department of Clinical Neurosciences, University of Oxford, Oxford OX3 9DU, UK. P. Koch and A. Mertins are with the Institute for Signal Processing, University of Lübeck, Lübeck 23562, Germany and the German Research Center for Artificial Intelligence (DFKI), Lübeck 23562, Germany. M. Baumert is with School of Electrical and Electronic Engineering, The University of Adelaide, Adelaide SA 5005, Australia.

The work was done when H. Phan was at the School of Electronic Engineering and Computer Science, Queen Mary University of London, UK and the Alan Turing Institute, UK and prior to joining Amazon.

Source code is available at http://github.com/pquochuy/l-seqsleepnet. Corresponding author: huypq@amazon.co.uk

TABLE I: Overall accuracy of SeqSleepNet and SleepTransformer obtained on the SHSS database with a long sequence length of {100, 200} compared to suggested values, 20 (SeqSleepNet) and 21 (SleepTransformer).^∗Note that this result is slightly different from that reported for SeqSleepNet in [9] as we did not exercise early stopping here.

Sequence length 20/21 100 200 SeqSleepNet [4] 87.2^∗ 87.4 (↑ 0.2) 87.5 (↑ 0.3) SleepTransformer [7] 87.7 86.6 (↓ 1.1) 86.3 (↓ 1.4)

information. Capturing this sequential information has been shown to be crucial for automatic sleep staging systems to achieve good performance. In fact, the capacity of sequential modelling has been the driving force behind existing deeplearning-based sleep staging models, bringing the machine scoring performance on par with that of human experts [1]. Using recurrent neural networks (RNNs) (e.g., Long Short- Term Memory (LSTM) [2]) or, more recently, the Transformer architecture [3], these models are able to capture the temporal dependency in a sequence of multiple consecutive epochs of sleep data, resembling the way a human expert conducts manual scoring. The sequence length (i.e., the number of epochs in the sequence) was shown to be important. Many different works [4]–[8] found a length around 20-30 epochs to be effective and these have been de facto values for this hyperparameter. At least, using a longer sequence was reported to lead to little to no performance gain at the cost of significantly increased computational overhead [4], [5].

We conducted some initial experiments with a large sequence length of {100, 200} to verify the above observation. For this investigation, we employed two models, SeqSleep- Net [4] and SleepTransformer [7], and the SHHS database [10], [11], a large database consisting of recordings from 5,791 subjects. Both models conform to the state-of-the-art sequence-to-sequence sleep staging framework [1] but the former uses LSTM and the latter uses Transformer for sequential modelling purposes. The obtained overall staging accuracy in Table I indeed attest the negligible possible impact of a long sequence length in case of SeqSleepNet, marginally improving the accuracy by 0.2 − 0.3% when the sequence length is 5 and 10 times longer than the typical value (i.e., 20 epochs). Even worse, an adverse effect is observed in the case of SleepTransformer whose accuracy noticeably drops > 1.0% when the sequence length increases from 21 to 100 and 200 epochs. This is likely because the Transformer-based architecture usually needs a lot more data to train, and thus, is more prone to overfitting when the receptive field gets larger with the increased sequence length. These results consolidate what was observed in previous works [4], [5].

However, in the particular context of sleep data, such a negative effect of a long sequence length to the automatic staging performance appears to be implausible. Typically, a person goes through four to six sleep cycles per night. One complete sleep cycle takes roughly 90 to 110 minutes (equivalent to 180 to 220 epochs of 30 seconds each), transitioning through Awake→N1→N2→N3→REM sequentially and the time spent in each stage is well-studied [12]. Furthermore, there are temporal dynamic processes that underpin the sleep cycle. Several phenomena can be observed from sleep’s physiological signals, reflecting these dynamic processes. N2 sleep, for example, at the beginning of a cycle is not the same as at the end of the cycle [13]. When looking at the cyclic alternating patterns (CAP), for instance, there are more A phases before REM sleep onset than after a REM period [14], [15]. Also, the cycles themselves differ with more REM in the morning. All in all, sleep cycles exhibit temporal sleep-transitioning structures specific to the sleep process. The implication of this is that the temporal interdependence in sleep data could be as long as a whole cycle. For instance, intuitively, knowing that an epoch is N1 should increase the likelihood of an epoch 25 minutes after it to be N2, given the fact that N1 lasts between 1-5 minutes and N2 lasts ≥ 25 minutes.

We argue that the negative effects of long sequences observed so far in the literature are due to model deficiency. That is, considering a long sequence as a “flat” sequence per se, the typical sequential modelling method in existing models [1] is incapable of handling long sequences, e.g., up to one whole sleep cycle. We hypothesize that an appropriate method for equipping a sleep staging system with long sequential modelling capability would benefit its performance. The present work introduces a new method that is able to model long sequences (i.e. one sleep cycle or more) to achieve new stateof-the-art performance, even with a single-EEG input.

II. MATERIALS

We employed four databases in this work. On the one hand, the SHHS and SleepEDF databases are based on conventional PSG setup from which scalp EEG derivations, C4-A1 for SHHS and Fpz-Cz for SleepEDF, were derived (see Figure 1, top row). On the other hand, the ear-EEG and cEEGrid databases are based on in-ear EEG setup [16], [17] (see Figure 1, middle row) and around-the-ear EEG setup [18], [19] (see Figure 1, bottom row), respectively.

SHHS: This large database was gathered from multiple centers as part of the clinical trial “Sleep Heart Health Study (SHHS)”, ClinicalTrials.gov number NCT00005275 to study the effect of sleep-disordered breathing on cardiovascular diseases [10], [11]. It consists of two sets of PSG recordings, namely Visit 1 and Visit 2. Here, we employed Visit 1

Fig. 1: Illustration of the three EEG setups: scalp EEG (top row), in-ear EEG (ear-EEG) (middle row), and around-the-ear EEG (cEEGrid) (bottom row).

consisting of 5,791 PSG recordings from 5,791 subjects, aged 39-90. Following [20], we excluded those recordings without the presence of all five sleep stages. As a result, 5,463 PSG recordings were retained. In addition, we also experiment the proposed network on all 5,791 subjects without data exclusion to lay the ground for future comparison. The recordings were manually scored following the R&K guidelines [21] where each 30-second epoch was labelled as one of eight categories {W, N1, N2, N3, N4, REM, MOVEMENT, UNKNOWN}. In our experiments, N3 and N4 stages were merged and considered as N3 collectively. MOVEMENT and UNKNOWN epochs were discarded. We adopted C4-A1 EEG in the experiments.

SleepEDF: This is the Sleep Cassette subset of the Sleep- EDF Expanded dataset [22], [23] (version 2013). It consists of 20 subjects (10 males and 10 females) aged 25-34. Each subject had two consecutive day-night PSG recordings recorded, except for the subject 13 whose one night’s data was lost due to device failure, making a total of 39 PSG recordings. This database was manually labelled according to the R&K guideline [21] where each 30-second epoch was labelled as one of eight categories {W, N1, N2, N3, N4, REM, MOVEMENT, UNKNOWN}. Similar to SHHS, N3 and N4 stages were merged and considered as N3 collectively while MOVEMENT and UNKNOWN categories were excluded. We adopted the Fpz-Cz EEG channel in the experiments. Adhering to the common setting in literature, a recording was trimmed starting from 30 minutes before to 30 minutes after its in-bed part.

ear-EEG: This database constitutes ear-EEG recordings of 20 subjects (7 males and 13 females, aged 22-36) recorded using the same ear-EEG equipment. In relation to sleep apnea, all subjects were scored 1 or less after answering to the STOP-BAND questionnaire [24]. Each subject had four nights of recordings. Three recordings were excluded after artefact rejection [17] and two other recordings were excluded as their remaining lengths was less than 200 epochs after artefact rejection. This resulted in 75 recordings in total. The labels of the data were obtained via manual scoring of the PSG recordings which were recorded concurrently to the ear-EEG as a reference. Manual scoring was done by two independent and experienced sleep technicians according to the AASM guidelines [25] where each 30-second epoch is labelled as one in five categories {Wake, N1, N2, N3, REM}. As in [17], we used the labels from the scorer 1 as the ground truth here. We adopted the bilateral ear-EEG derivation (i.e. the average of the left ear electrodes relative to the average of the right ear electrodes (see Figure 1, middle row, right picture)) in the experiments. More details about the recording setup and data preprocessing can be found in [16], [17].

cEEGrid: This database [26], [27] was recorded at the University of Surrey using a lightweight flex–printed electrode strip, namely the cEEGrid array [18], [19], fitted behind the ear, as illustrated in Figure 1 (bottom row, left and middle pictures). 20 subjects, 8 males and 12 females aged 34.9±13.8 years, took part in the data recording and one overnight cEE- Grid recording was recorded for each subject. Two recordings were lost due to human error and six recordings were excluded because of excessive artefacts and data missing. 12 remaining recordings were retained and used in the experiments as in [28]. They were mostly good sleepers [27]. The labels of the data were obtained via manual scoring of the PSG recordings which were recorded concurrently as reference for the cEEGrid data [27]. The FB(R) (“front versus back”) derivation for the right ear (see Figure 1, bottom row, right picture) which was the best derivation [26], was adopted for the experiments. More details about the recording setup and data preprocessing can be found in [26], [27].

III. L-SEQSLEEPNET WITH LONG SEQUENCE MODELLING CAPABILITY Let {S_n}^N_{n=1} denote a training set of size N where S_n = ( (S^{(n)}_1 , y^{(n)}_1 ), . . . , (S^{(n)}_L , y^{(n)}_L ) ) is the n-th sequence

consisting of L consecutive sleep epochs. S^{(n)}_ℓ and y^{(n)}_ℓ ∈ {0, 1}^C represent the ℓ-th 30-second sleep epoch and its one-hot encoding label in the n-th sequence, respectively. Here, C = 5 as we are dealing with 5-stage sleep staging. Similar to a sequence-to-sequence sleep staging model [1], given a sequence (S_1, S_2, . . . , S_L) as input, L-SeqSleepNet aims to classify all the epochs in the input sequence at once and produce the sequence of probability output vectors (ŷ_1, . . . , ŷ_L), where ŷ^{(n)}_ℓ ∈ [0, 1]^C , 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ L, is for the ℓ-th epoch. However, different from existing sequence-to-sequence sleep staging models that consider short sequences (L between 20-30 epochs or 10-15 minutes equivalently), we are interested in long sequences (e.g. L = 200 or 100 minutes equivalently) so that a sequence roughly covers an entire sleep cycle.

The architecture of L-SeqSleepNet is illustrated in Figure 2. It receives the time-frequency input and has the epoch encoding part inherited from SeqSleepNet [4] while the sequence encoding part is devised to handle long sequences efficiently.

For completeness, we describe all of these components in order in the following sections.

A. Input

The EEG signal of a 30-second epoch is converted into a log-magnitude time-frequency image S with T =29 time steps and F = 129 frequency bins. To that end, short-time Fourier transform (STFT) is applied to the signal with a window length of 2 seconds and 50% overlap. In addition, Hamming window and 256-point fast Fourier transform (FFT) are used. The obtained amplitude spectrum is then log-transformed to result in the image S ∈ R^{T ×F} .

B. Epoch encoding

The role of the epoch encoding component is to learn the feature map, F(S) : S → x, in order to transform an input epoch S into a high-level feature vector x for representation. This is realized by a subnetwork which is shared across all epochs in an input sequence. The subnetwork is composed of (i) a learnable filterbank layer, (ii) a bidirectional Long Short-Term Memory (BLSTM) [2], and (iii) a gated attention layer. The learnable filterbank layer [29] consists of M filters (M < F ), being tasked to smooth and reduce the frequency dimension from F to M bins. The resulting image S̃ of size T × M is then treated as a sequence of T vectors (i.e., T image columns), (s̃_1, s̃_2, . . . , s̃_T ), where s̃_t ∈ R^M , 1 ≤ t ≤ T . In order to capture the sequential information at the epoch level, this sequence is encoded by the BLSTM with recurrent batch normalization [30], into a sequence of vectors (x̃_1, x̃_2, . . . , x̃_T ):

(x̃_1, x̃_2, . . . , x̃_T ) = BLST M_e(s̃_1, s̃_2, . . . , s̃_T ). (1)

Here, x̃_t ∈ R^{He} with^{He}_2 is the size of the hidden states in BLST M_e. We use the subscript e to indicate modelling at the epoch level and distinguish it from other BLSTMs in Section III-C. Afterwards, the gated attention layer [31] is learned to produce attention weights (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_T ) which are used to combine the feature vectors (x̃_1, x̃_2, . . . , x̃_T ) to derive the embedding vector x ∈ R^{He} representing the input epoch S: x = T∑ t=1 w_tx̃_t, (2)

where

w_t = exp(u^T_t a) ∑_T i=1 exp(u^T_i a)

, (3)

u_t = tanh(W_ax̃_t + b_a). (4)

In above equations, W_a ∈ R^{A×He} and b_a ∈ R^A are trainable weight matrix and bias vector, respectively. a ∈ R^A is the trainable context vector and A is the so-called attention size. After the epoch encoding subnetwork described in Section III-B, the input sequence (S_1, S_2, . . . , S_L) has been transformed into the sequence of embeddings (x_1, x_2, . . . , x_L).

Fig. 2: The architecture of L-SeqSleepNet. The long sequence modelling happens in the big blue box, consisting of 4 steps: 1◯ the long sequence of length L is folded into B non-overlapping subsequences of length K; 2◯ sequential modelling within subsequences, reflected by the change of the grid’s color from grey to red; 3◯ sequential modelling across subsequences, reflected by the change of the grid’s color from red to green; 4◯ the subsequences are unfolded to resume the original sequence of length L.

C. Long sequence modelling

Encoding the sequential information in the sequence of epoch-wise feature vectors (x_1, x_2, . . . , x_L) has proved to be the key behind the success of existing sequence-to-sequence sleep staging models [1]. This has been commonly accomplished by a subnetwork with sequential modelling capacity, such as RNN [4]–[6], [32], [33] or Transformer [7]. However, we have shown earlier that this approach is inefficient to handle long sequences.

Central to L-SeqSleepNet’s architecture is the subnetwork (the big blue box in Figure 2) that is capable of long sequence modelling. In intuition, the processing of this component is composed of four steps indicated by the circled numbers in the figure: folding, intra-subsequence sequential modelling, inter-subsequence sequential modelling, and unfolding. We firstly fold the long sequence of length L into B nonoverlapping subsequences of length K, where L = B × K. Sequential modelling is then performed within each of the subsequences (i.e. intra-subsequence sequential modelling), followed by sequential modelling across the subsequences (i.e. inter-subsequence sequential modelling). Eventually, the subquences are unfolded to resume the long sequence of original length L.

Formally, assume that we have folded the sequence

(x_1, x_2, . . . , x_L) into B non-overlapping subsequences of size K: x^{(1)}_1 x^{(1)}_2 . . . x^{(1)}_K x^{(2)}_1 x^{(2)}_2 . . . x^{(2)}_K . . . . . . . . . . . . x^{(B)}_1 x^{(B)}_2 . . . x^{(B)}_K

. (5)

Here, we use the subscript k, 1 ≤ k ≤ K, to indicate the index of an element inside a subsequence and the superscript b, 1 ≤ b ≤ B, to indicate the index of a subsequence. After folding, the ℓ-th element in the original sequence will become the k-th element in the b-th subsequence, where b = ⌊ ℓ − 1 K ⌋ + 1, (6)

k = [(ℓ − 1) mod K] + 1. (7)

Intra-subsequence sequential modelling (along horizontal direction as illustrated in Figure 2) is carried out on a b-th subsequence (x^{(b)}_1 , x^{(b)}_2 , . . . , x^{(b)}_K ) using a BLSTM with recurrent batch normalization, transforming it into a subsequence of output vectors (õ^{(b)}_1 , õ^{(b)}_2 , . . . , õ^{(b)}_K ):

(õ^{(b)}_1 , õ^{(b)}_2 , . . . , õ^{(b)}_K ) = BLST M_{ss}(x^{(b)}_1 , x^{(b)}_2 , . . . , x^{(b)}_K ), (8) where õ^{(b)}_k ∈ R^{Hss} .^{Hss}_2 is the size of the hidden states in BLST M_{ss}. The subscript ss is used to indicate the modelling at the subsequence level. The output vectors õ^{(b)}_k are then linear transformed via a fully connected (fc) layer, followed by layer normalization (LN) [34] and a residual connection:

ō^{(b)}_k = õ^{(b)}_k + LN(W_{ss}õ^{(b)}_k + b_{ss}). (9)

Here, W_{ss} ∈ R^{Hss ×Hss} and b_{ss} ∈ R^{Hss} denote the trainable weight matrix and bias vector of the fc layer, respectively. As a result, we obtain the following B output subsequences:

ō^{(1)}_1 ō^{(1)}_2 . . . ō^{(1)}_K ō^{(2)}_1 ō^{(2)}_2 . . . ō^{(2)}_K . . . . . . . . . . . . ō^{(B)}_1 ō^{(B)}_2 . . . ō^{(B)}_K

. (10)

Up to this point, each output vector ō^{(b)}_k ∈ R^{Hss} in a b-th subsequence is expected to contain the information of the entire subsequence.

Inter-subsequence sequential modelling (along vertical direction as illustrated in Figure 2) is then conducted at each index k across all B subsequences using another BLSTM with recurrent batch normalization:

(ô^{(1)}_k , ô^{(2)}_k , . . . , ô^{(B)}_k ) = BLST M_{ws}(ō^{(1)}_k , ō^{(2)}_k , . . . , ō^{(B)}_k ), (11)

where ô^{(b)}_k ∈ R^{Hws} . Similar to the intra-subsequence sequential modelling step, linear transformation via a fc layer, layer normalization, and a residual connection are then applied:

o^{(b)}_k = ô^{(b)}_k + LN(W_{ws}ô^{(b)}_k + b_{ws}), (12) resulting in the following B output subsequences:

o^{(1)}_1 o^{(1)}_2 . . . o^{(1)}_K o^{(2)}_1 o^{(2)}_2 . . . o^{(2)}_K . . . . . . . . . . . . o^{(B)}_1 o^{(B)}_2 . . . o^{(B)}_K

, (13)

where o^{(b)}_k ∈ R^{Hws} . In (12), W_{ws} ∈ R^{Hws ×Hws} and b_{ws} ∈ R^{Hws} denote the trainable weight matrix and bias vector of the fc layer, respectively.^{Hws}_2 is the size of the hidden states in BLST M_{ws} and we use the subscript ws to indicate the modelling at the whole sequence level. Given that an output vector ō^{(b)}_k contains the information of the entire b-th subsequence after the intra-subsequence sequential modelling step, an output vector o^{(b)}_k is expected to contain the information of all B subsequences after the inter-subsequence sequential modelling step. In other words, o^{(b)}_k contains the information of the whole original long sequence of length L.

Eventually, the output subsequences in (13) are unfolded, resulting in a single long sequence of L elements (o_1, o_2, . . . , o_L). After unfolding, the k-th element in the b-th subsequence, o^{(b)}_k , in (13) will become the ℓ-th element o_ℓ in the final output sequence, where

ℓ = (b − 1) × K + k. (14)

D. Classification

For classification, the output vectors in the output sequence (o_1, o_2, . . . , o_L) are passed through two fc layers, each with N_{f c} units and Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activation, before being presented to an output layer with softmax activation to produce the network predictions (ŷ_1, ŷ_2, . . . , ŷ_L). Note that these layers are shared across the time indices.

The network is trained to minimize the cross-entropy loss averaged over the sequence length and the training data: L(θ) = − 1 N · L N∑ n=1 L∑ ℓ=1 y^{(n)}_ℓ log ŷ^{(n)}_ℓ + λ||θ||^2. (15)

In (15), θ denotes the network parameters and λ is the hyperparameter of the ℓ_2-norm regularization term.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental setup

The experimental setup using the four databases described in Section II is summarized in Table II. Conforming to majority of previous works in literature, we conducted leaveone-subject-out cross validation (LOSO CV) on SleepEDF, ear-EEG, and cEEGrid databases. For SHHS, we randomly split the subjects into 70% for training and 30% for testing. In each experiment, a number of subjects, specified in Table II, were held out from the training set for validation purpose. In particular, due to the small number of recordings in the SleepEDF and cEEGrid databases, we repeated these experiments 5 times and report the average performance.

B. Parameters

We experimented with the sequence length L = 200 epochs (equivalent to 100 minutes of sleep data to roughly cover a whole sleep cycle), the number of subsequences B = 10, and the subsequence length K = 20. We also experimented with other values for L, B, and K, and will discuss their influence in Section IV-D.3. Regarding the network architecture, we set the number of filters M = 32, the attention size A = 64, the size of BLSTM’s hidden states^{He}_2 =^{Hss}_2 =^{Hws}_2 = 64, and the size of the fc layers N_{f c} = 512. The hyper-parameter λ in (15) was fixed to 10^{−4}. In addition, a dropout rate of 0.1 was applied to the LSTM cells and the fc layers during training.

The network was trained using Adam optimizer [35] with a learning rate of 10^{−4}, β_1 = 0.9, β_2 = 0.999, and ϵ = 10^{−7}. A minibatch size of 8 sequences was used for training. Similar to prior works (e.g., SeqSleepNet [4], XSleepNet [9], and SleepTransformer [7]), the sequences were sampled with a shift of one epoch. The model was validated on the validation set every 100 training steps for the experiments on SHHS, SleepEDF, and ear-EEG. For the smallest database cEEGrid, the validation was done every 25 training steps. For the largest database SHHS, the model was trained for fixed 5000 validation steps without early stopping. Other than that, the model was trained for 10 training epochs and stopped early after 50 validation steps (for SleepEDF and ear-EEG) and 25 validation steps (for cEEGrid) without improvement on the validation accuracy. The model performing best on the validation set was then retained to be evaluated on the test data.

C. The baseline

We used SeqSleepNet presented in [4] as the main baseline in the experiments. This network shares a similar input format and epoch encoding component as the proposed L-SeqSleepNet. However, different from L-SeqSleepNet, it follows the typical “flat” sequential modelling approach as many other works in literature, making it a natural baseline to investigate the effects of the long sequential modelling approach presented here. We compared L-SeqSleepNet and the SeqSleepNet baseline under two initialization schemes: (1) random initialization (i.e., training from scratch) and (2) initialization with a pretrained network (i.e. finetuning for transfer learning [28]). For the former, the networks were trained from scratch as usual. For the latter, the networks trained on SHHS were used as the pretrained models and finetuned on the SleepEDF, ear-EEG, and cEEGrid databases.

In addition, in order to assess L-SeqSleepNet in terms of sleep staging performance, we also compare it to other

TABLE II: Summary of experimental setup.

Database Num. of subjects

Num. of recordings

Experimental setup

Held-out valid. set Repetition SHHS 5,463 5,463 train/test: 0.7/0.3 100 1 SleepEDF 20 39 LOSO CV 4 5 ear-EEG 20 75 LOSO CV 4 1 cEEGrid 12 12 LOSO CV 2 5

methods in literature reporting results on the experimental databases.

D. Experimental results

1) Overall sleep staging performance: A comprehensive performance comparison between L-SeqSleepNet, the SeqSleep- Net baseline, and prior works are shown in Table III. On the one hand, it can be seen that L-SeqSleepNet consistently outperforms the SeqSleepNet baseline over all the experimental databases. With the random initialization scheme, L- SeqSleepNet leads to overall accuracy gains of 1.2%, 0.7%, 0.7%, and 1.9% on SHHS, SleepEDF, ear-EEG, and cEEGrid, respectively. In case of the pretraining-based initialization, the gains on SleepEDF, ear-EEG, and cEEGrid are even higher, reaching 1.0%, 1.9%, and 3.9%, respectively. The wider gains obtained with respect to the pretraining-based initialization shed some light on what is being transferred from the source domain (i.e. SHHS) to the target domains (i.e., SleepEDF, ear-EEG, and cEEGrid) via L-SeqSleepNet in these transfer learning scenarios. More specifically, in addition to the usual reuse of good feature representations [51], it is likely that the diverse sleep cycle structure from the large cohort in the source domain also contributes to the transferred knowledge and gives rise to L-SeqSleepNet’s higher performance gains compared to the SeqSleepNet baseline.

On the other hand, L-SeqSleepNet also results in better performance than the current state-of-the-arts (where the direct comparison is compatible) over all the databases. On the large database SHHS, L-SeqSleepNet achieves an overall accuracy of 88.4%, 0.7% and 0.8% higher than SleepTransformer [7] and XSleepNet [9], respectively. This is particularly interesting given that the SeqSleepNet-type architecture of L-SeqSleepNet essentially constitutes only one half of the XSleepNet’s architecture [9] and that L-SeqSleepNet has around 6.3 × 10^5 parameters in total, roughly 9 times smaller than XSleepNet which has 5.7 × 10^6 parameters. On the smaller databases (i.e., SleepEDF, ear-EEG, and cEEGrid), a large margin of performance is consistently seen between L-SeqSleepNet and other counterparts.

2) The effects of whole-cycle sequence modelling: Using the pretraining-based initialization scheme, we inspected the effects of L-SeqSleepNet’s whole-cycle sequence modelling to the model’s errors. From the confusion matrices and the number of errors per sleep stage in Figure 3, it becomes clear that across all the databases, compared to the SeqSleepNet baseline, L-SeqSleepNet lowers the errors in all other sleep stages, most noticeably in N3 and REM, at the small expense of errors in N2. This implies that taking into account the structure of sleep cycles helps to correct modelling errors that are impossible to fix under the existing state-of-the-art (short) context modelling approach.

Figure 4 visually represents the distribution of individual errors produced by L-SeqSleepNet and the SeqSleepNet baseline. It was found in [52] that even though the performance of automatic sleep staging systems has been deemed sufficient for clinical use these systems may generally struggle with particular recordings, leading to exceptionally high individual

TABLE III: Performance obtained by L-SeqSleepNet (L = 200), the SeqSleepNet baseline (L = 20) in comparison with previous works on the experimental databases. Note that, on SHHS, the results with L-SeqSleepNet^⋄ are without data exclusion (see Section II). Furthermore, some results reported in previous works, marked by the^‡ superscript, are not compatible for a direct comparison here due to the discrepancies in data split, the number of channel used, the number of subject used, modelling tasks, etc. The^∗ superscript indicates the pretraining-based initialization scheme.

Database System Overall performance Class-wise MF1 Acc. κ MF1 Sens. Spec. Wake N1 N2 N3 REM

SHHS

L-SeqSleepNet 88.4 0.838 81.4 80.4 96.7 93.1 51.1 89.0 84.9 89.8 L-SeqSleepNet⋄ 87 .6 0 .825 80 .3 79 .4 96 .5 92 .4 48 .6 88 .2 83 .9 88 .5 SeqSleepNet [4] 87.2 0.820 80.2 78.7 96.3 91.8 49.1 88.2 83.5 88.2 SleepTransformer [7] 87.7 0.828 80.1 78.7 96.5 92.2 46.1 88.3 85.2 88.6 XSleepNet1 [9] 87.6 0.826 80.7 79.7 96.5 91.6 51.4 88.5 85.0 88.4 XSleepNet2 [9] 87.5 0.826 81.0 80.4 96.5 92.0 49.9 88.3 85.0 88.2 U-Sleep‡ [36] − − 80.0 − − 93.0 51.0 87.0 76.0 92.0 Olesen et al.‡ [33] 87.1 0.816 78.8 77.7 96.3 94.1 47.8 87.9 74.3 89.9 CNN [20] 86.8 0.810 78.5 − 95.0 − − − − − FCNN+RNN [9] 86.7 0.813 79.5 78.1 96.2 91.1 48.7 88.0 82.6 87.1 IITNet [6] 86.7 0.810 79.8 − − − − − − − AttnSleep‡ [37] 84.2 0.780 75.3 − − 86.7 33.2 87.1 87.1 82.1

SleepEDF

L-SeqSleepNet∗ 88.6 ± 0.1 0.845 ± 0.001 82.9 ± 0.2 82.1 ± 0.1 96.9 ± 0.0 94.1 ± 0.4 53.3 ± 1.2 89.7 ± 0.1 88.4 ± 0.3 88.9 ± 0.2 L-SeqSleepNet 86.3 ± 0.2 0.813 ± 0.003 79.3 ± 0.4 78.8 ± 0.5 96.3 ± 0.1 91.6 ± 0.4 45.3 ± 1.4 88.5 ± 0.3 86.2 ± 0.7 85.2 ± 0.2 SeqSleepNet∗ [4] 87.6 ± 0.2 0.830 ± 0.002 81.8 ± 0.2 80.3 ± 0.3 96.6 ± 0.1 92.7 ± 0.4 52.7 ± 0.7 88.9 ± 0.1 86.7 ± 0.2 87.8 ± 0.1 SeqSleepNet [4] 85.6 ± 0.3 0.803 ± 0.004 78.6 ± 0.2 78.2 ± 0.1 96.2 ± 0.1 91.2 ± 0.6 44.7 ± 0.8 88.0 ± 0.1 86.2 ± 0.2 83.0 ± 0.8 SalientSleepNet‡ [38] 87.5 − 83.0 − − 92.3 56.2 89.9 87.2 89.2 TransSleep [39] 86.5 − 82.5 − − 87.1 60.8 91.7 85.5 87.4 XSleepNet2 [9] 86.3 0.813 80.6 80.2 96.4 92.2 51.8 88.0 86.8 83.9 XSleepNet1 [9] 86.0 0.810 80.0 79.6 96.3 91.3 49.5 88.0 86.9 84.2 SimpleSleepNet‡ [40] − − 80.5 − − − − − − − MNN‡ [41] 85.9 − 80.5 − − 84.6 56.3 90.7 84.8 86.1 Khalili & Asl [42] 85.4 0.800 79.3 − − 90.0 46.6 88.4 86.1 84.6 TinySleepNet [43] 85.4 0.800 80.5 − − 90.1 51.4 88.5 88.3 84.3 RobustSleepNet‡ [32] − − 79.1 − − − − − − − U-Sleep [36] − − 79.0 − − 93.0 57.0 86.0 71.0 88.0 SleepFCN [44] 84.8 0.780 78.8 − − 89.6 44.6 89.1 90.6 80.3 MRASleepNet [45] 84.5 0.786 78.9 − − − − − − − ResNetMHA [46] 84.3 − 79.0 − − 90.2 48.3 87.8 85.6 83.3 AttnSleep [37] 84.4 0.790 78.1 − − 89.7 42.6 88.8 90.2 79.0 DeepSleepNet-Lite [47] 84.0 0.780 78.0 − − 87.1 44.4 87.9 88.2 82.4 IITNet [6] 83.9 0.780 77.6 − − − − − − − DeepSleepNet [5] 82.0 0.760 76.9 − − 86.7 45.5 85.1 83.3 82.6 FCNN+RNN [9] 81.8 0.754 75.6 75.7 95.3 89.4 44.1 84.0 84.0 76.3 SleepEEGNet [8] 81.5 0.750 76.6 − − 89.4 44.4 84.7 84.6 79.6

earEEG

L-SeqSleepNet* 87.9 0.829 84.1 83.1 96.5 92.7 59.2 89.8 89.4 89.2 L-SeqSleepNet 83.7 0.770 79.4 78.7 95.3 89.3 52.3 86.1 87.4 81.9 SeqSleepNet* [4] 86.0 0.801 81.9 80.3 95.8 90.7 55.7 88.2 88.3 86.5 SeqSleepNet [4] 83.0 0.759 78.5 77.3 95.0 89.0 50.0 85.7 87.9 79.8 Ensemble [48] − 0.780 − − − − − − − − Random Forest‡ [16] − 0.730 − − − − − − − −

cEEGrid

L-SeqSleepNet* 78.9 ± 0.6 0.703 ± 0.008 67.9 ± 0.5 67.0 ± 0.3 94.2 ± 0.1 92.0 ± 0.7 25.8 ± 1.4 74.1 ± 0.6 79.7 ± 1.1 68.0 ± 1.5 L-SeqSleepNet 72.3 ± 0.6 0.607 ± 0.008 57.3 ± 0.8 57.8 ± 0.9 92.4 ± 0.2 89.9 ± 0.6 7.5 ± 1.8 65.8 ± 0.9 72.4 ± 1.8 50.8 ± 2.4 SeqSleepNet* [4] 75.0 ± 0.4 0.647 ± 0.006 62.7 ± 0.7 61.3 ± 0.8 93.2 ± 0.1 90.6 ± 0.5 23.1 ± 1.1 71.1 ± 0.5 72.1 ± 0.7 56.6 ± 3.1 SeqSleepNet [4] 70.4 ± 1.5 0.578 ± 0.024 54.1 ± 1.5 55.0 ± 1.7 91.7 ± 0.5 87.4 ± 1.9 0.5 ± 0.5 64.6 ± 1.7 69.3 ± 1.7 48.6 ± 5.0 ADA pers‡ [49] 72.8 0.618 − − − − − − − − Feat. matching‡ [50] 71.3 0.605 − − − − − − − − Random Forest‡ [26] 70.0 0.580 − − − − − − − − DeepSleepNet* [28] 58.2 0.391 42.8 − − 74.9 5.7 47.0 63.4 23.3 DeepSleepNet [28] 42.5 0.195 30.3 − − 57.6 6.9 23.1 51.4 12.3

errors. The distribution of individual errors from both L- SeqSleepNet and the baseline in the figure indeed reflects this finding, particularly on SHHS. However, L-SeqSleepNet can reduce these exceptionally high individual errors across all the databases, and more strikingly on ear-EEG and cEEGrid. This is particularly important from an application point of view as bringing down these high individual errors would make automatic sleep staging systems more acceptable in clinical environments as well as require less human intervention for manual editing or rescoring.

3) The influence of the sequence length: In this section, we examined the influence of the sequence length to L-

SeqSleepNet and the SeqSleepNet baseline from two perspectives: staging performance and computational time. Using the large database SHHS in this examination, Table IV summarizes the overall sleep staging performance and computational time of the two models with different sequence lengths.

Firstly, as already mentioned in Section I, SeqSleepNet with the “flat” sequential modelling approach is inefficient in handling long sequences, resulting in marginal gains on overall accuracy, for instance, 0.3% when the sequence length increases to 200 from 20 epochs. In contrast, at the sequence length of 200 epochs, the improvement on overall accuracy achieved by L-SeqSleepNet over SeqSleepNet with L = 20

Fig. 3: Comparison between L-SeqSleepNet (L = 200) and SeqSleepNet (L = 20).

reaches 1.2%, highlighting the effectiveness of the proposed long sequential modelling approach.

Secondly, concerning L-SeqSleepNet itself, halving the sequence length to 100 epochs (50 minutes, roughly a half sleep cycle) results in a drop of 0.3% on overall accuracy while doubling it to 400 epochs (200 minutes, roughly two sleep cycles) causes negligible consequence to the performance. This suggests that the sequential information in one sleep cycle is probably all we need for sleep staging. Interestingly, the way a long sequence is folded into subsequences seems to matter. At L = 200, folding with B = 20 and K = 10 (i.e., 20 subsequences, each of length 10 epochs) leads to better performance than that with B = 10 and K = 20 (i.e., 10 subsequences, each of length 20 epochs). It is likely the distance between two adjacent elements in the sequence during inter-subsequence sequential modelling causes the difference. In effect, this distance is 10 epochs in the former while it is 20 epochs in the latter. The double distance in the latter could loosen the temporal dependency between the elements in the sequence, worsening the performance consequentially.

Thirdly, given that the SeqSleepNet baseline’s training time grows linearly as the sequence length increases, L-

Fig. 4: Distribution of individual accuracies produced by L- SeqSleepNet and the SeqSleepNet baseline, demonstrating the robustness of L-SeqSleepNet.

SeqSleepNet’s training time only grows sub-linearly^1. For example, SeqSleepNet at L = 200 requires 1,465 seconds for 1000 training steps, 4.5 times longer than itself at L = 20. L-SeqSleepNet at L = 200, on the other hand, merely needs around 450 seconds, just 1.4 times slower than SeqSleepNet at L = 20 and around 3.3 times faster than SeqSleepNet at L = 200. The reason is when a sequence of length L is folded into B subsequences, each of length K, the number of time steps engaged in sequential modelling is in fact reduced to B + K which is much smaller than L.

V. DISCUSSION This work demonstrates the importance and potential of long sequence modelling. This is natural as sleep cycles last for around 90 minutes, and we have demonstrated that taking this into account improves automatic sleep staging accuracy and robustness. In particular, we also see that the kappa value 0.829 obtained by L-SeqSleepNet is higher than the human inter-scorer agreement [53]. This comparison is based on the ear-EEG database, where manual scoring from two independent sleep technicians are available, similar to what was presented in Mikkelsen et al. [17]. This result is appealing given the fact that L-SeqSleepNet only used the bilateral ear- EEG derivation, and thus, did not have access to any of the same electrode derivations as were used in the manual scoring of this database. This indicates that long time scale sleep information can compensate for a decrease in “field of view” on the sensor level, which is remarkable. This observation also suggests that consolidating intrinsic information from a long context, like a whole sleep cycle or more, is something an automated scorer can excel at, resembling how clinicians use the knowledge about the sleep cycles and additional information available in form of signal trends to keep track of where in a sleep cycle they are in during manual scoring.

While the work here focuses on single-EEG input and uses RNN as the backbone for sequential modelling, the presented long sequential modelling method can be considered as a generic method and can be used in replacement for the “flat” sequential modelling method in the current state-of-the-art sequence-to-sequence sleep staging framework [1]. It can be readily integrated into existing works relying on this

1The benchmark was run on a NVIDIA DGX-1 machine using a single NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU.

TABLE IV: The overall performance and the training time produced by L-SeqSleepNet and the SeqSleepNet baseline with different sequence lengths. Note that the training time was measured for 1000 training steps.

System L (B × K) Acc. k MF1 Training time (s) L-SeqSleepNet 100 (10×10) 88.1 0.833 80.7 354.1 L-SeqSleepNet 200 (10×20) 88.2 0.835 81.4 454.4 L-SeqSleepNet 200 (20×10) 88.4 0.837 81.6 449.0 L-SeqSleepNet 400 (20×20) 88.4 0.838 81.4 605.2 SeqSleepNet 20 87.2 0.820 80.2 322.1 SeqSleepNet 100 87.4 0.823 80.1 842.0 SeqSleepNet 200 87.5 0.824 80.4 1465.6

framework to investigate the effects of whole-cycle sequential modelling in multimodal fusion [32] and multi-view learning [9] or to speed up the computation with recurrent-free architectures, such as Transformer [7].

VI. CONCLUSIONS We presented in this work a novel method for modelling whole-cycle long sequences for automatic sleep staging. A long sequence was first folded into multiple subsequences. Intra-subsequence and inter-subsequence sequential modelling were then performed before the subsequences were unfolded to resume the size of the original sequence. We demonstrated that the proposed approach overcomes the limitations of the existing sequential modelling approach in handling long sequences and that taking the structural information of sleep cycles into account consistently improved the sleep staging performance. L-SeqSleepNet, the network with long sequential modelling capacity we introduced, outperformed not only the baseline but also the existing state-of-the-art methods across four distinct databases with different EEG setups, including scalp EEG, in-ear EEG, and around-the-ear EEG. We also empirically showed that incorporating the logic of stage transition in sleep cycles helped to reduce staging errors at epoch level as well as improves overall accuracy in the most difficult recordings (as reflected by exceptionally high errors of the baseline model). Furthermore, the performance benefits came at just a little cost of sub-linear growth in computational overhead.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT This research received funding from the Flemish Government (AI Research Program FLAIR) and from FWO Research Project G0D8321N . Maarten De Vos is affiliated to Leuven.AI - KU Leuven institute for AI, B-3000, Leuven, Belgium. H. Phan was supported by a Turing Fellowship under the EPSRC grant EP/N510129/1.

[1] H. Phan and K. Mikkelsen, “Automatic sleep staging of eeg signals:

Recent development, challenges, and future directions,” Physiological Measurement, vol. 43, no. 4, pp. 04TR01, 2022.

[2] S. Hochreiter and J. Schmidhuber, “Long short-term memory,” Neural Computing, vol. 9, no. 8, pp. 1735–1780, 1997.

[3] A. Vaswani et al., “Attention is all you need,” in Proc. NIPS, 2017, p.

5998–6008.

[4] H. Phan et al., “SeqSleepNet: end-to-end hierarchical recurrent neural network for sequence-to-sequence automatic sleep staging,” IEEE Trans. Neural Syst. Rehabilitation Eng., vol. 27, no. 3, pp. 400–410, 2019.

[5] A. Supratak et al., “DeepSleepNet: A model for automatic sleep stage scoring based on raw single-channel EEG,” IEEE Trans. Neural Syst. Rehabilitation Eng., vol. 25, no. 11, pp. 1998–2008, 2017.

[6] H. Seo et al., “Intra- and inter-epoch temporal context network (iitnet) using sub-epoch features for automatic sleep scoring on raw singlechannel eeg,” Biomed Signal Process Control, 2020.

[7] H. Phan et al., “SleepTransformer: Automatic sleep staging with interpretability and uncertainty quantification,” IEEE Trans. on Biomedical Engineering (TBME), vol. 69, no. 8, pp. 2456–2467, 2022.

[8] S. Mousavi et al., “SleepEEGNet: Automated sleep stage scoring with sequence to sequence deep learning approach,” PLoS One, vol. 14, no. 5, pp. e0216456, 2019.

[9] H. Phan et al., “XSleepNet: Multi-view sequential model for automatic sleep staging,” IEEE Trans. on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence (TPAMI), vol. 44, no. 9, pp. 5903–5915, 2022.

[10] G. Q. Zhang et al., “The national sleep research resource: towards a sleep data commons,” J Am Med Inform Assoc., vol. 25, no. 10, pp. 1351–1358, 2018.

[11] S. F. Quan et al., “The sleep heart health study: design, rationale, and methods,” Sleep, vol. 20, no. 12, pp. 1077–1085, 1997.

[12] A. K. Patel, V. Reddy, K. R. Shumway, and J. F. Araujo, Physiology, Sleep Stages, StatPearls Publishing, 2022.

[13] S. N. Purcell et al., “Characterizing sleep spindles in 11,630 individuals from the national sleep research resource,” Nature Communications, vol. 8, pp. 15930, 2017.

[14] S. Hartmann and M. Baumert, “Automatic a-phase detection of cyclic alternating patterns in sleep using dynamic temporal information,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Systems and Rehabilitation Engineering, vol. 27, no. 9, pp. 1695–1703, 2019.

[15] S. Hartmann et al., “Characterization of cyclic alternating pattern during sleep in older men and women using large population studies,” SLEEP, vol. 43, no. 7, pp. zsaa016, 2020.

[16] K. B. Mikkelsen et al., “Accurate whole-night sleep monitoring with dry-contact ear-EEG,” Sci. Rep., vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 1–12, 2019.

[17] K. B. Mikkelsen et al., “Sleep monitoring using ear-centered setups:

Investigating the influence from electrode configurations,” IEEE Transactions on Biomedical Engineering, vol. 69, pp. 1564–1572, 2022.

[18] S. Debener, R. Emkes, M. De Vos, and M. Bleichner, “Unobtrusive ambulatory EEG using a smartphone and flexible printed electrodes around the ear,” Sci. Rep., vol. 5, pp. 16743, 2015.

[19] S. Debener, F. Minow, R. Emkes, K. Gandras, and M. de Vos, “How about taking a low-cost, small, and wireless eeg for a walk?,” Psychophysiology, vol. 49, no. 11, pp. 1617–1621, 2012.

[20] A. Sors et al., “A convolutional neural network for sleep stage scoring from raw single-channel eeg,” Biomed Signal Process Control, vol. 42, pp. 107–114, 2018.

[21] J. A. Hobson, “A manual of standardized terminology, techniques and scoring system for sleep stages of human subjects,” Electroencephalography and Clinical Neurophysiology, vol. 26, no. 6, pp. 644, 1969.

[22] B. Kemp et al., “Analysis of a sleep-dependent neuronal feedback loop:

the slow-wave microcontinuity of the EEG,” IEEE. Trans. Biomed. Eng., vol. 47, no. 9, pp. 1185–1194, 2000.

[23] A. L. Goldberger et al., “Physiobank, physiotoolkit, and physionet:

Components of a new research resource for complex physiologic signals,” Circulation, vol. 101, pp. e215–e220, 2000.

[24] A. Kørvel-Hanquist, I. G. Andersen, S. E. K. Lauritzen, S. Dahlgaard, and J. Moritz, “Validation of the danish stop-bang obstructive sleep apnoea questionnaire in a public sleep clinic,” Danish Medical Journal, vol. 65, no. 1, pp. A5434, 2018.

[25] Richard B. Berry, Rita Brooks, Charlene Gamaldo, Susan M. Harding, Robin M. Lloyd, C. L. Marcus, and Bradley V. Vaughn, The AASM Manual for the Scoring of Sleep and Associated Events: Rules, Terminology and Technical Specifications, American Academy of Sleep Medicine, 2.3 edition, 2016.

[26] K. B. Mikkelsen et al., “Machine-learning-derived sleep–wake staging from around-the-ear electroencephalogram outperforms manual scoring and actigraphy,” J. Sleep Res., vol. 28, no. 2, pp. e12786, 2019.

[27] A. Sterr et al., “Sleep eeg derived from behind-the-ear electrodes (ceegrid) compared to standard polysomnography: A proof of concept study,” Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, vol. 12, no. 452, 2018.

[28] H. Phan et al., “Towards more accurate automatic sleep staging via deep transfer learning,” IEEE Trans. Biomed. Eng., vol. 68, no. 6, pp. 1787–1798, 2021.

[29] H. Phan et al., “Dnn filter bank improves 1-max pooling cnn for singlechannel eeg automatic sleep stage classification,” in Proc. EMBC, 2018, p. 453–456.

[30] T. Cooijmans et al., “Recurrent batch normalization,” arXiv Preprint arXiv:1603.09025, 2016.

[31] T. Luong, H. Pham, and C. D. Manning, “Effective approaches to attention-based neural machine translation,” in Proc. EMNLP, 2015, pp. 1412–1421.

[32] A. Guillot and V. Thorey, “Robustsleepnet: Transfer learning for automated sleep staging at scale,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.02452, 2021.

[33] A. N. Olesen et al., “Automatic sleep stage classification with deep residual networks in a mixed-cohort setting,” SLEEP, vol. 44, no. 1, pp. zsaa161, 2021.

[34] J. L. Ba, J. R. Kiros, and G. E. Hinton, “Layer normalization,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1607.06450, 2016.

[35] D. P. Kingma and J. L. Ba, “Adam: a method for stochastic optimization,” in Proc. ICLR, 2015, number 1-13.

[36] M. Perslev et al., “U-Sleep: resilient high-frequency sleep staging,” npj Digital Medicine, vol. 4, no. 72, 2021.

[37] E. Eldele et al., “An attention-based deep learning approach for sleep stage classification with single-channel eeg,” IEEE Trans. on Neural Systems and Rehabilitation Engineering, vol. 29, pp. 809–818, 2021.

[38] Z. Jia et al., “Salientsleepnet: Multimodal salient wave detection network for sleep staging,” in Proc. IJCAI, 2021, pp. 2614–2620.

[39] J. Phyo, W. Ko, E. Jeon, and H.-I. Suk, “Transsleep: Transitioningaware attention-based deep neural network for sleep staging,” IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, p. 1–1, 2022.

[40] A. Guillot et al., “Dreem open datasets: Multi-scored sleep datasets to compare human and automated sleep staging,” IEEE Trans. Neural Systems and Rehabilitation Engineering (TNSRE), vol. 28, no. 9, pp. 1955–1965, 2020.

[41] H. Dong et al., “Mixed neural network approach for temporal sleep stage classification,” IEEE Trans. Neural Syst. Rehabilitation Eng., vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 324–333, 2018.

[42] E. Khalili and B. M. Asl, “Automatic sleep stage classification using temporal convolutional neural network and new data augmentation technique from raw single-channel eeg,” Computer Methods and Programs in Biomedicine, vol. 204, no. 2021, pp. 106063, 2021.

[43] A. Supratak and Y. Guo, “TinySleepNet: An efficient deep learning model for sleep stage scoring based on raw single-channel EEG,” in Proc. 42nd Annual International Conference of the IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society (EMBC), 2020.

[44] N. Goshtasbi, R. Boostani, and S. Sanei, “Sleepfcn: A fully convolutional deep learning framework for sleep stage classification using single-channel electroencephalograms,” IEEE Trans Neural Syst Rehabil Eng, vol. 30, pp. 2088–2096, 2022.

[45] R. Yu, Z. Zhou, S. Wu, X. Gao, and G. Bin, “Mrasleepnet: a multiresolution attention network for sleep stage classification using singlechannel eeg,” Journal of Neural Engineering, vol. 19, no. 6, pp. 066025, 2022.

[46] W. Qu et al., “A residual based attention model for eeg based sleep staging,” IEEE J. Biomed. Health Inform., vol. 24, no. 10, pp. 2833–2843, 2020.

[47] L. Fiorillo, P. Favaro, and F. D. Faraci, “Deepsleepnet-lite: A simplified automatic sleep stage scoring model with uncertainty estimates,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Systems and Rehabilitation Engineering, vol. 29, pp. 2076–2085, 2021.

[48] K. Borup et al., “Automatic sleep scoring using patient-specific ensemble models and knowledge distillation for ear-EEG data,” Biomedical Signal Processing and Control, vol. 81, pp. 104496, 2023.

[49] E. R. M. Heremans et al., “From unsupervised to semi-supervised adversarial domain adaptation in eeg-based sleep staging,” Journal of Neural Engineering, vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 036044, 2022.

[50] E. R. M. Heremans et al., “Feature matching as improved transfer learning technique for wearable eeg,” Biomedical Signal Processing and Control, vol. 78, pp. 104009, 2022.

[51] B. Neyshabur, H. Sedghi, and C. Zhang, “What is being transferred in transfer learning?,” in Proc. NeurIPS, 2020.

[52] M. Baumert, S. Hartmann, and H. Phan, “Automatic sleep staging for the young and the old – evaluating age underrepresentation in deep learning,” Sleep Medicine, 2023, (under revision).

[53] R. S. Rosenberg and S. Van Hout, “The american academy of sleep medicine inter-scorer reliability program: sleep stage scoring,” Journal of Clinical Sleep Medicine, vol. 9, pp. 81–87, 2013.