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ABSTRACT

The rapid advances in brain decoding, particularly visual image reconstruction, have sparked discus-
sions about the potential societal implications and ethical considerations surrounding neurotechnology.
As these methods aim to recover perceived images from brain activity and achieve prediction over
diverse images beyond training samples (zero-shot prediction), it is crucial to critically assess their
capabilities and limitations to prevent misguided public expectations and inform future regulations.
Our case study of recent text-guided reconstruction methods, which leverage a large-scale dataset
(the Natural Scene Dataset, NSD) and text-to-image diffusion models, reveals significant limitations
in their generalizability. We found a notable decrease in performance when applying these methods
to a different dataset, which was designed to prevent category overlaps between training and test
sets. UMAP visualization of the text features with NSD images showed a limited diversity of dis-
tinct semantic and visual clusters, with substantial overlap between training and test sets. Formal
analysis and simulations demonstrated that clustered training samples can lead to “output dimension
collapse,” restricting the output feature dimensions predictable from brain activity. Diversifying the
training set to ensure a broader feature distribution improved generalizability beyond the trained
clusters. However, text features alone are insufficient for a complete mapping to the visual space,
even if perfectly predicted from brain activity. We argue that recent photo-like reconstructions may
primarily be a blend of classification into trained categories and the generation of convincing yet
inauthentic images through text-to-image diffusion (hallucination). To achieve genuine zero-shot
prediction, diverse datasets and compositional representations spanning the image space are essential.
As neurotechnology advances, engaging in interdisciplinary discussions involving neuroscientists,
ethicists, policymakers, and the public is crucial to ensure responsible development and application
of these techniques. These discussions should be grounded in a clear understanding of the current
capabilities and limitations of the technology, as well as a careful consideration of the potential ethical
and societal impacts.
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1 Introduction

Brain decoding has been widely used in the neuroscience field, revealing specific contents of the mind (Haxby et al.,
2001; Kamitani and Tong, 2005; Soon et al., 2008; Horikawa et al., 2013). As brain decoding is sometimes referred to
as “mind-reading” in popular media (Somers, 2021; Whang, 2023; Raasch, 2023), it has attracted significant attention
beyond the scientific community due to its potential for real-world applications in medicine and industry. Such
neurotechnology has also started to affect future ethical discussions and legal regulations (UNESCO, 2023). To prevent
misguiding public expectations and policies, scientists need to carefully assess the current status of brain decoding
techniques and clarify the possibilities and limitations.
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One of the major challenges in brain decoding is the limited amount of brain data we can collect. The current brain
measurement devices are costly, yielding far less brain data than the amounts typically used in image or text processing
within the field of computer science and AI (Deng et al., 2009; Schuhmann et al., 2022). Although we have gradually
increased the amount of brain data per subject (Van Essen et al., 2012; Allen et al., 2022; Naselaris et al., 2021; Hebart
et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2024), it remains impractical to collect brain data covering the full range of cognitive states and
perceptual experiences. Consequently, classification-based decoding approaches, primarily developed in the early stages
of this field, are insufficient to uncover the neural code in general or natural conditions since decodable information is
confined to the same stimuli or predefined categories used in a training phase.

To overcome this limitation, several decoding methods have been proposed to enable the prediction of novel contents
from brain activities that are not encountered during the training phase. Kay et al. (2008) proposed a general visual
decoding approach via a statistical encoding model that predicted fMRI voxel values from image features. It successfully
identified novel test images from a set of 1000 candidates. Mitchell et al. (2008) utilized co-occurrence rates of specific
verb sets for nouns to predict fMRI brain activity during the perception of line drawing images, demonstrating the
ability to predict unseen nouns. Brouwer and Heeger (2009) constructed a color-tuning model and predicted brain
activity while the subjects were presented with color stimuli. As their training stimuli cover most of the color space,
their methods can successfully identify novel colors not included in the training dataset. Horikawa and Kamitani (2017)
utilized deep neural network (DNN) features to decode brain activity measured while subjects perceived natural images.
They showed successful prediction of novel object categories not encountered during the training phase.

In the field of machine learning, “zero-shot” prediction refers to the ability of a model to accurately predict or classify
novel contents that were not encountered during the training phase (Larochelle et al., 2008; Palatucci et al., 2009). This
technique has found widespread application across various domains, including image classification (Radford et al.,
2021), image generation (Ramesh et al., 2021), and natural language processing (Brown et al., 2020). The concept
of zero-shot prediction can be considered analogous to brain decoding techniques that aim to interpret brain activity
patterns associated with previously unseen stimuli or experiences. Both approaches seek to generalize knowledge gained
from a limited set of training data to novel situations, enabling the interpretation of new information without explicit
prior exposure. To achieve effective zero-shot prediction, the model often utilizes a compositional representation of
the output (Lake et al., 2017; Higgins et al., 2018). Compositional representation refers to the ability to understand
and generate novel combinations of previously learned concepts or features. By learning the underlying structure and
relationships between different elements, the model can generalize its knowledge to new, unseen instances.

Visual image reconstruction is another prominent example of zero-shot prediction in brain decoding. This task aims
to recover perceived novel images that were not encountered during the training phase, effectively reconstructing
visual experiences from brain activity patterns (Stanley et al., 1999; Miyawaki et al., 2008). As our perceptual visual
experiences cannot be fully covered by limited brain data, reconstruction methods require strong generalizability.
Miyawaki et al. (2008) conducted a study that demonstrated the reconstruction of perceived arbitrary 10x10 binary-
contrast images from brain activity. They built multiple modular decoders to predict the local contrasts of each location
and combined their predictions. This approach leverages the compositional representation of the visual field, which is
organized retinotopically in the early visual cortex. Incorporating cortical organization into the model’s architecture
can significantly improve its ability to perform zero-shot prediction and reconstruct novel visual experiences from
brain activity. Although the training stimuli were only 400 random images, it was possible to reconstruct an arbitrary
image from a set of possible 2100 instances, including geometric shapes such as crosses and alphabets. Similarly, Shen
et al. (2019b) replaced local decoders with DNN feature decoders. Although their training stimuli were 1200 natural
images, they demonstrated reconstructing novel images, including artificial images, which were not part of the training
set. These successes suggest that the proposed reconstruction models capture rich and comprehensive information
about the general aspects of the neural code, beyond merely the information defined by the training data (Kriegeskorte
and Douglas, 2019). Developing reliable reconstruction methods also enables further analysis of subjective visual
experiences, such as visual imagery (Shen et al., 2019b), attention (Horikawa and Kamitani, 2022), and illusion (Cheng
et al., 2023). Enabling the decoding of novel brain states that were never encountered during the training phase can be a
promising approach to neural mind-reading (Kamitani and Tong, 2005).

Visual image reconstruction pipelines can be divided into three main components: translator, latent features, and
generator (Figure 1). The translator serves to convert a brain activity pattern into a latent feature space via linear
regression (Shen et al., 2019b; Seeliger et al., 2018; Mozafari et al., 2020; Ozcelik et al., 2022; Kavasidis et al., 2017),
or nonlinear transformation (Qiao et al., 2020). Latent features serve as surrogate representations of perceived visual
images. While the local contrasts in Miyawaki et al. (2008) can be seen as a primitive form of latent features, recent
studies often use DNN features, such as the intermediate output of recognition models (Shen et al., 2019b; Cheng et al.,
2023). The generator visualizes translated latent features into images. Some studies have used the pretraining image
generative models for the generator module (Mozafari et al., 2020; Qiao et al., 2020; Ozcelik et al., 2022; Kavasidis
et al., 2017). Image optimization can also be regarded as a generator (Shen et al., 2019b). Direct mapping from brain
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Figure 1: An overview of the visual image reconstruction pipeline. Brain activity recorded while perceiving a visual
image is fed into a translator module. The translator maps the brain activity to latent features. The generator module
converts the latent features into an image corresponding to the original visual stimulus.

activity to images using DNNs can also be considered to implicitly contain these components (Shen et al., 2019a; Beliy
et al., 2019; Ren et al., 2021; Gaziv et al., 2022; Lin et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2023a).

Recent advances in generative AI, particularly in text-to-image generation, have naturally given rise to expectations
that these techniques could provide a shortcut for visual image reconstruction by leveraging semantic representations.
In addition, there has been a growing trend towards collecting neural datasets using a wide range of diverse visual
and semantic content. This shift aims to capture a more comprehensive and ecologically valid representation of the
human experience (Naselaris et al., 2021). Researchers have started to collect large-scale datasets, such as the Natural
Scene Dataset (NSD) (Allen et al., 2022) and the THINGS-fMRI dataset (Hebart et al., 2023), which incorporate a
broader range of fMRI data induced by diverse visual stimuli with text or category annotations. Notably, recent studies
leveraging the latest generative AI techniques with semantic representation and large-scale datasets have reported
photo-like reconstructions from brain activity (Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023b; Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023; Scotti
et al., 2023; Bai et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023b; Lan et al., 2023; Benchetrit et al., 2024). They utilized contrastive
language-image pretraining (CLIP) features (Radford et al., 2021) as latent features and text-to-image diffusion models
(Ramesh et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2022) as generators.

While these recent approaches show promising results, it remains uncertain whether these methods truly achieve
zero-shot reconstruction due to several factors. The complex model architectures employed in these studies, along with
the use of a large-scale dataset, make it challenging to interpret and understand the underlying mechanisms driving
the reconstruction process. To fully assess the zero-shot prediction capabilities of these approaches, it is essential to
rigorously test their generalizability across different datasets and to provide detailed analyses of the individual model
components. This includes evaluating the performance of the translators, latent features, and generators used in these
methods. Furthermore, the characterization of the diversity of stimuli in the datasets and the latent representations has
not been thoroughly explored. It is unclear whether the recently proposed datasets, such as the NSD, are optimally
designed to capture the full range of human visual experiences and to support the development of truly generalizable
prediction models.

In the following, we begin with a case study that critically tests the methods proposed by Takagi and Nishimoto (2023b)
and Ozcelik and VanRullen (2023), which originally used the NSD. Our findings reveal several issues, including the
failure of replication with another dataset specifically designed to avoid overlap between training and test sets (Shen
et al., 2019b), and the questionable post-hoc selection procedures of Takagi and Nishimoto (2023b) that can produce
convincing reconstructions even with random brain data. We identify the lack of diversity represented by the limited
number of clusters in the NSD dataset as a potential factor contributing to these issues. We also demonstrate the failure
of zero-shot prediction in the feature space and the inability to recover a stimulus from its latent features, suggesting a
misspecification of the model. Based on these findings, we conclude that the apparent photo-like reconstructions are
essentially a result of classification to clusters shared between training and test sets, combined with hallucinations by
the generative model.

In the formal analysis and simulation section, we aim to uncover the general factors underlying the issues and
observations highlighted in the case study. We first describe the phenomenon of “output dimension collapse” in the
translation from brain activity to the latent feature space. We show that the regression model trained on the clustered
outputs becomes specialized to the training examples and its output collapses into a subspace of the training dataset.
Our simulations with clustered data demonstrate that out-of-sample prediction can be achieved with an increasing
number of training clusters, suggesting that zero-shot prediction is possible if stimulus diversity and a compositional
representation are available. We also explore the preservation of image information at hierarchical layers of DNNs and
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discuss the caveats associated with evaluating reconstructions using identification metrics alone. Finally, we provide
speculation on how we are fooled by the seemingly realistic reconstructions generated by AI models.

We conclude with recommendations for critically testing reconstruction models. Our findings highlight the importance
of rigorous evaluation, the use of diverse datasets, and the need for careful specification and characterization of model
components to advance the field of visual image reconstruction and develop truly generalizable prediction capabilities.

2 Results

2.1 Case study

We investigated two types of recent generative AI-based reconstruction methods, StableDiffusionReconstruction (Takagi
and Nishimoto, 2023b) and Brain-diffuser (Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023), as well as their validation dataset, the NSD
(Allen et al., 2022). Both reconstruction methods utilize CLIP features (Radford et al., 2021) to effectively apply recent
text-to-image diffusion models in visual image reconstruction analysis. CLIP text features are obtained from the average
of five text annotations corresponding to the stimulus image. These text annotation information are only used during
training to map the brain activity into CLIP text features. In the test phase, they directly predict CLIP text features from
brain activity during image perception. Henceforth, these two reconstruction methods will be referred to together as
text-guided reconstruction methods.

The StableDiffusionReconstruction method (Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023b) uses the components of the Stable Diffusion
model (Ramesh et al., 2021), the VAE features (Kingma and Welling, 2014) and CLIP text features as latent features.
Similarly, the Brain-diffuser method (Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023) utilizes the component of another type of diffusion
model (Xu et al., 2022), CLIP text features, and CLIP vision features as well as VDVAE features (Child, 2021) as latent
features. Both methods first generate initial images from translated VAE/VDVAE features. These initial images are
then passed through the image-to-image pipeline of the diffusion model conditioned on the translated CLIP features,
producing the final reconstructed images. They validated the reconstruction performance using the NSD dataset,
preparing training and test data based on the data split provided by the NSD study. Thanks to the authors of these studies
who made efforts to make their datasets and scripts publicly available, we were able to conduct our replication analysis
effectively. We compared the reconstructed results of these two text-guided reconstruction methods with those from a
previous image reconstruction method, iCNN (Shen et al., 2019b). For more information on datasets and reconstruction
methods, see Material and Methods (“Datasets” or “Reconstruction methods”) or the original studies (Allen et al., 2022;
Shen et al., 2019b; Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023b; Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023).

2.1.1 Observations: Failed replication and convincing reconstruction from random data

We first confirmed the reproduction of the findings of the text-guided reconstruction methods, particularly those of the
Brain-diffuser study (Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023) when applied to the NSD dataset (Figure 2a). The reconstructed
images generated by the Brain-diffuser method effectively captured most of the layout and semantics of the test images.
Although the reconstructed images produced by the StableDiffusionReconstruction method (Takagi and Nishimoto,
2023b) showed slightly degraded performance compared to the original paper, they still successfully captured the
semantics of the test images. Notably, the iCNN method (Shen et al., 2019b) also performed well on the NSD dataset,
with reconstructed images capturing the dominant structures of the objects within the images, consistent with the
findings reported in the original study.

To further investigate the generalizability of the text-guided reconstruction methods, we attempted to replicate their
performance using a different dataset, Deeprecon, which was originally collected for the study by Shen et al. (2019b).
The Deeprecon dataset was specifically designed to avoid overlap between training and test sets, making it an ideal
benchmark for evaluating the zero-shot prediction capabilities of reconstruction methods. However, the original
Deeprecon dataset lacked the text annotations required by the text-guided reconstruction methods. To facilitate
a fair comparison, we collected five text annotations for each training stimulus in the Deeprecon dataset through
crowd-sourcing and used them to generate CLIP text features.

Despite the inclusion of these text annotations, the text-guided reconstruction methods failed to achieve the same level
of performance on the Deeprecon dataset as they did on the NSD dataset. The reconstructed images produced by the
text-guided methods exhibited photo-like appearances but suffered from largely degraded quality compared to their
performance on the NSD dataset (Figure 2b). Notably, the text-guided reconstruction methods generated photo-like
reconstructions even for simple geometric shapes present in the Deeprecon dataset, which deviated significantly from
the original stimuli. In contrast, the iCNN method (Shen et al., 2019a) consistently provided faithful reconstructions for
both the NSD and Deeprecon datasets, despite its simplicity compared to the text-guided methods.
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Figure 2: Image reconstruction results. (a) Reconstruction results for the NSD. The first row shows the original test
images, followed by reconstructions using StableDiffusionReconstruction, Brain-Diffuser, and iCNN methods. (b)
Reconstruction results for the Deeprecon dataset. The format is the same as in (a).

Upon further investigation, we noted a questionable post-hoc image selection procedure. In the StableDiffusionRecon-
struction study (Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023b), they presented the reconstruction results by the following procedure:
“We generated five images for each test image and selected the generated images with highest PSM” (PSM means
perceptual similarity metrics), as illustrated in Figure 3a. This selection might lead readers or peer reviewers, particularly
those not specialized in the brain decoding field, to overestimate the effectiveness of the methods and potentially lead
to a distorted understanding of the actual reconstruction performance. Note that Brain-diffuser study (Ozcelik and
VanRullen, 2023) did not executed such procedures and in their following report (Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023a), they
updated the image presentation procedure more fairly as: “we generated five images with different stochastic noise and
selected three images randomly.”

To examine the impact of this post-hoc selection procedure, we conducted an experiment using random brain data
(Figure 3b). Instead of feeding the test brain data into pretrained translators, we shuffled the activities within each
voxel of the NSD test set independently to create random brain data. Surprisingly, when the random brain data were
input into the VAE feature translator, which contributes to producing initial images, plausible images were obtained by

Figure 3: Questionable post-hoc selection. (a) Procedure in the StableDiffusionReconstruction method. Five images
were generated, and the one that most closely resembled the test images was selected. (b) Reconstruction using shuffled
brain activity. The left panels show the images generated from the VAE features given shuffled brain activity and CLIP
text features given original brain activity. The right panels show the images generated from the VAE and CLIP text
features given shuffled brain activity.
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generating five images and selecting the best one. Even more strikingly, when the random brain data were input into
both VAE and CLIP text feature translators, we still obtained convincing results by simply generating images five times
and conducting the aforementioned selection. These observations are inexplicable since the artificially created brain
data should completely lack any information related to the original visual stimuli.

These observations raise perplexing questions about the performance and generalizability of recent text-guided re-
construction methods. The significant deterioration in performance when simply changing the dataset from NSD to
Deeprecon highlights the need for a deeper understanding of the factors contributing to the success of these methods
on the NSD dataset. Moreover, the ability to obtain plausible reconstructions from random brain data by merely
generating multiple images and selecting the best ones suggests that there may be fundamental issues with both the
evaluation dataset and the components of the reconstruction methods themselves. In the following sections, we will
conduct a thorough investigation into the potential problems associated with the NSD dataset and each component of
the text-guided reconstruction pipeline.

2.1.2 Lack of diversity in the stimulus set

First, we examined the characteristics and limitations of the NSD dataset itself. To characterize the diversity of stimuli
in the datasets and their latent representations, we focused on the CLIP features, which are used as latent features in
recent reconstruction methods. We employed uniform manifold approximation and projection (UMAP) (McInnes et al.,
2018) to visualize the CLIP text features of the NSD stimuli (see Materials and Methods “UMAP visualization”). The
visualization revealed approximately 40 distinct clusters, with considerable overlap between the training and test sets
(Figure 4a). Interestingly, we were able to describe the stimulus images in each cluster using a single semantic word,
such as airplane, giraffe, or tennis. Despite the NSD containing around 30,000 brain samples per subject, the diversity
of the presented stimuli was quite limited to just around 40 semantic concepts. In contrast, the Deeprecon dataset,
which was specifically designed to differentiate object categories between training and test data, exhibited less overlap
between the two sets (Supplementary Figure S1).

To further investigate the similarity between the training and test stimuli, we conducted an analysis using a state-of-the-
art perceptual similarity metric called DreamSim (Fu et al., 2023) (Figure 4b). For each test image in the NSD, we used
DreamSim to identify the most similar training images based on their perceptual similarity scores. We observed that
the training images extracted using DreamSim were highly similar to the test images in the NSD, not only in terms
of semantic concepts but also in terms of overall layout and visual composition. This finding suggests that the NSD
test images are heavily biased towards the distribution of the training data, with a significant overlap in the visual and
semantic features present in both sets. Such a strong bias raises concerns about the true reconstruction performance
of methods evaluated on this dataset, as the impressive results may be largely attributable to the methods’ ability to
memorize and reproduce the characteristics of the training data rather than generalizing to novel stimuli.

In contrast, when we applied the same DreamSim-based analysis to the Deeprecon dataset, we found that the extracted
training images were substantially different from the test images. This observation indicates a clearer separation between
the training and test distributions in the Deeprecon dataset, with the test images containing novel visual and semantic
features that are not well-represented in the training set. The distinct differences between the NSD and Deeprecon
datasets in terms of stimulus similarity highlight the importance of carefully designing evaluation benchmarks that can
effectively assess the generalization capabilities of visual image reconstruction methods.
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Figure 4: Dataset analysis. (a) UMAP visualization of CLIP text features in NSD. The center figure shows the scatter
plot of the UMAP embedding of CLIP text features in NSD. Green points represent training samples, while orange
points represent test samples. The surrounding images show the images in cluster. The presented images in each cluster
were randomly selected. (b) Similarity between training and test images using the DreamSim metric. The left side
shows results for the NSD, and the right side shows results for the Deeprecon dataset. The top 5 training images with
highest similarity to each test image were selected.
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Figure 5: Zero-shot sample identification. (a) Schematic diagram of novel sample identification: calculating the
similarity between predicted features and test features or each of the training features, and counting how many predicted
features were more similar to the true features than other candidate training features. (b) Results for NSD. The left side
shows the identification accuracies evaluated on the CLIP features, which were used in the Brain-diffuser methods. The
right side shows the accuracies evaluated on several VGG19 features used in the iCNN method.

2.1.3 Failed zero-shot prediction in the feature space

Given the significant semantic and structural similarities between the NSD test images and the training images, it is
crucial to assess whether the predictions made from brain activity truly demonstrate generalization beyond the training
set (i.e., zero-shot prediction). To evaluate the zero-shot prediction capability of the translators used in the reconstruction
methods, we conducted an N + 1 way identification analysis, where N represents all of the training samples and 1
refers to the test sample (Figure 5a). We calculated the percentage of translated features that successfully identified the
corresponding test sample in the NSD dataset.

The performance of the CLIP features was nearly 0% (Figure 5b). This extremely low performance suggests that the
CLIP feature translator fails to achieve zero-shot prediction, even within the distribution covered by the training set.
In other words, the CLIP features translated from brain activity are unable to accurately identify novel test samples,
indicating a lack of generalizability beyond the training data. In contrast, the VGG19 features (Simonyan and Zisserman,
2015) employed in the iCNN method demonstrated moderate identification performance at the latent features on the
intermediate layers. This finding suggests that the VGG19 features possess a certain degree of generalizability, enabling
them to identify test samples that were not encountered during training.

Furthermore, we investigated whether the CLIP feature translator enables the prediction of novel semantic concepts
not in the training. We redesigned the dataset split to ensure no semantic concepts were shared between them as in
the previous zero-shot prediction study (Mitchell et al., 2008; Brouwer and Heeger, 2009). We first applied k-means
clustering to the UMAP embedding space of the NSD’s CLIP text features (Supplementary Figure S2a). We set
the number of clusters as 40 based on visual inspection of the UMAP results. Based on these clustering results, we
performed a hold-out analysis: when predicting samples within a cluster (e.g., the ski cluster), we excluded samples
from that cluster in the training set (Figure 6a; hold-out split conditon). As a control, we also prepared a naive data-split
condition where the training sample size is the same as in the hold-out split condition but allows overlapping semantic
concepts. When we visualized the properties of predicted features in hold-out analysis by transforming the predicted
features into the previous UMAP embedding space (Figure 4a), we observed that the predicted features tend to diverge
largely from their original clusters and move into other clusters (Figure 6b).

To quantitatively assess the performance of the feature translator, we employed two metrics: cluster identification
accuracy and pairwise sample identification accuracy. Cluster identification accuracy focuses on evaluating the
translator’s ability to generate features that correctly identify the semantic cluster to which a test sample belongs (Figure
6c; left). In this analysis, we compare the predicted features of each test sample to the average features of the training
samples within each semantic cluster. The accuracy is then calculated as the percentage of predicted features that
successfully identify the original semantic cluster of their corresponding test samples in the feature space. Pairwise
sample identification accuracy is a commonly used metric in the evaluation of feature prediction and reconstruction
performance (Beliy et al., 2019; Shen et al., 2019b,a; Mozafari et al., 2020; Qiao et al., 2020; Ren et al., 2021; Gaziv
et al., 2022; Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023b; Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023; Ferrante et al., 2023; Scotti et al., 2023; Denk
et al., 2023; Koide-Majima et al., 2024). This analysis assesses the translator’s ability to generate features that are more
similar to the actual test features than to the features of other samples in the test set (Figure 6c; right). For each test
sample, we compare its predicted features with two sets of features: the actual test features and the features of another
randomly selected sample from the test set. The accuracy is then calculated as the average winning rate of the predicted
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Figure 6: Zero-shot cluster identification. (a) Conceptual diagram of hold-out analysis. For predictions of test samples
in a cluster, training samples belonging to the cluster were excluded. The naive split condition serves as a control,
using the same number of training samples as in the hold-out split condition but allowing semantic concepts to overlap
between training and test sets. (b) Representative example of feature translation under the hold-out split condition. The
green and orange points represent training and test samples, respectively. The purple diamonds represent the translated
(predicted) latent features. The gray lines represent the transition from the test sample to the corresponding predicted
feature. (c) Two types of evaluation of predicted latent features. The left side shows the cluster identification accuracy,
which compares predicted features to the average features of training samples within each cluster. The right side shows
the pairwise sample identification accuracy, comparing predicted features with the test sample feature or with features
of other test samples. (d) Feature prediction results. The four surrounding panels show the semantic clusters observed in
the UMAP. In each panel, the upper graphs show the cluster identification performances for CLIP text and CLIP vision
features. The expected chance level is 1/40. The lower graphs show the pairwise sample identification performances
for CLIP text and CLIP vision features. The expected chance level is 1/2.
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features against all other test samples, indicating the proportion of cases where the predicted features are more similar
to the actual test features than to the features of other samples.

Figure 6d presents a comparison of the identification performance of the feature translator in each semantic cluster
between the hold-out and naive split conditions, as measured by two evaluation metrics: cluster identification accuracy
and pairwise sample identification accuracy. The cluster identification accuracy in the hold-out split condition exhibited
a substantial drop compared to the naive split condition across all semantic clusters. Notably, the cluster identification
accuracy was frequently found to be 0% in the hold-out split condition, exposing a severe limitation of the translator
in novel semantic concepts that were absent from the training set (see also Supplementary Figure S2b). This finding
strongly suggests that the CLIP feature translator functions primarily as a “classifier,” heavily relying on the semantic
features learned during the training phase.

Intriguingly, despite the feature translator’s complete failure to identify semantic concepts in the hold-out split condition,
the pairwise sample identification accuracy often surpassed the chance level across the semantic clusters (Figure 6d).
The insensitivity of the pairwise sample identification accuracy to the translator’s inability to capture semantic concepts
can be attributed to its emphasis on comparing the relative similarity between the predicted features and the actual
test features, without taking into account the broader categorical context. This can lead to an inflated pairwise sample
identification accuracy, potentially misrepresenting the true reconstruction performance and the translator’s ability to
generalize to novel clusters. This observation raises concerns about the adequacy of using identification accuracy as
the sole metric for evaluating reconstruction performance, a practice that has been widely adopted in many studies
(Beliy et al., 2019; Shen et al., 2019a,b; Mozafari et al., 2020; Qiao et al., 2020; Ren et al., 2021; Gaziv et al., 2022;
Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023b; Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023; Ferrante et al., 2023; Scotti et al., 2023; Denk et al., 2023;
Koide-Majima et al., 2024).

2.1.4 Failed recovery of a stimulus from its latent features

Finally, we conducted a rigorous evaluation of the generator component, which typically consists of diffusion models in
generative AI-based reconstruction methods. To ensure that a visual image reconstruction method has the potential to
faithfully reproduce an individual’s perceived visual experiences, it is crucial that the method can recover the original
images with a high degree of perceptual similarity when the neural translation from brain activity to latent features
is perfect. However, it has been unclear whether generative AI-based reconstruction methods meet this fundamental
requirement. To address this question, we performed a recovery check analysis by reconstructing images using the true
latent features of target images. Instead of using latent features transformed from brain activity, we directly input the
latent features derived from the target images into the generator. While generative AI-based reconstruction methods
generated images that were semantically similar to the target, the resulting images were not perceptually similar to
the original (Figure 7a). In contrast, iCNN method yielded results that closely resembled the actual target images,
demonstrating their superior ability to capture and replicate the original visual content.

To further investigate the recovery performance, we conducted a recovery check on each latent feature of the Brain-
diffuser method (Figure 7b). Interestingly, reconstructions from VDVAE features, which are used for generating initial
images in the Brain-diffuser, exhibited a high degree of similarity to the target images. However, the images generated
by CLIP features through the diffusion models showed significant deviations from the original targets. These findings
suggest that text-guided reconstruction methods may not be well-suited for visual image reconstruction tasks, as they fail

Figure 7: Recovery check. (a) Reconstruction from the true latent features. The left column shows the true images,
followed by each method’s recovery results. (b) Reconstruction using each component of the Brain-diffuser method.
The left column shows the true images, followed by the recovery results of each component of the Brain-diffuser
method.
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to faithfully recover the original visual images. Instead, they tend to create images based on their latent features, such as
CLIP features, which can lead to a phenomenon known as “hallucination” in the field of generative AIs. Hallucination
refers to an output that appears plausible but is actually incorrect or misleading, raising concerns about the reliability
and accuracy of the model (Rawte et al., 2023). These methods seem to prioritize generating semantically similar
images rather than faithfully reconstructing the visual content perceived by the individual.

These findings may provide an explanation for why the text-guided reconstruction methods performed well only on
the NSD dataset. The results of the case study demonstrated that the text-guided reconstruction methods struggle
to reconstruct (Figure 2) or identify (Figure 6) test samples that lie beyond the distribution of the training set. Such
limitations suggest that these methods lack true generalization capabilities and are unable to accurately reconstruct
novel visual experiences that differ significantly from the examples they were trained on. Moreover, even when the test
samples belonged to the same distribution as the training set, the translators of the text-guided reconstruction methods
had difficulty correctly identifying those test samples (Figure 5). This observation indicates that the translators may not
have learned a sufficiently robust and generalizable mapping between brain activity patterns and the corresponding
latent features, further limiting their ability to faithfully reconstruct the perceived visual experiences.

The case study revealed that the NSD test stimuli are highly similar to the training set (Figure 4), with a significant
overlap in their visual and semantic features. Given this similarity, the impressive reconstruction results achieved by
the recent text-guided reconstruction methods on the NSD dataset should not be interpreted as evidence of zero-shot
reconstruction capabilities. Instead, a more plausible interpretation is that these methods primarily function as a
combination of “classification” and “hallucination.”

In this context, the translator component of the text-guided reconstruction methods functions primarily as a classifier,
predicting categorical information present in the training data rather than capturing the fine-grained details of the visual
experience. This limitation may explain why convincing reconstructions can be obtained even from random brain data
through post-hoc selection. Due to the limited variety in the outputs generated by the reconstruction models, repeated
trials can eventually produce images that are semantically and visually similar to the target stimulus. The apparent
plausibility and semantic consistency of these generated images can be attributed to the capabilities of the diffusion
model, which learns to generate realistic-looking images based on the semantic information. While these images may
seem convincing at first glance, they do not accurately reflect the specific visual experience of the individual. This
phenomenon of hallucination raises serious concerns about the reliability and validity of the text-guided reconstruction
methods when evaluated on the NSD dataset.

2.2 Formal analysis and simulation

In the above case study, we have identified several issues with these text-guided reconstruction methods and the dataset,
especially the cluster structure of CLIP latent features, the lack of diversity in NSD, and the misspecification of the
latent representation for image reconstruction, which results in the inability of diffusion models to faithfully recover the
original images from their latent features. However, it is crucial to recognize that the findings of the case study are
not merely specific to CLIP, NSD, or diffusion models. Instead, these issues likely reflect more fundamental problems
that can arise in the development and evaluation of brain decoding and visual image reconstruction methods. Thus in
this section, we extend the problems identified in the case study into formal analyses and simulations in generalized
settings, aiming to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the factors that contribute to the limitations of
current reconstruction methods and explore strategies for mitigating these issues.

2.2.1 Output dimension collapse

First, we revisit the properties of the translator and highlight the issues that arise when the prediction targets have
insufficient diversity. Let us consider the general situation of predicting a feature y ∈ RD from a brain activity pattern
x ∈ RD using a linear regression model. For the training set, we consider brain activity matrix Xtr ∈ RN×D and
feature value matrix Ytr ∈ RN×D, where Xtr consists of N samples of D-dimensional brain activity vectors x and Ytr

consists of N feature value vectors y. We then train the linear (ridge) regression model using this training data. Given a
regularization parameter λ, the weight of ridge regression model is analytically derived as W = (X⊤

trXtr+λI)−1X⊤
trYtr,

where I is the D×D identity matrix. The predicted feature value ŷte for the test brain activity data xte can be represented
as:

ŷte = W⊤xte (1)

= Y ⊤
tr Xtr(X

⊤
trXtr + λI)−1xte (2)

= Y ⊤
tr m =

N∑
i

miy
(i)
tr , (3)
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where m = Xtr(X
⊤
trXtr + λI)−1xte ∈ RN×1 and y

(i)
tr is the ith training feature vector. This transformation indicates

that the predicted value is always represented as a linear combination of the features in the training set. This property
is not limited to ridge regression but is generally applicable to ordinary ridgeless linear regression and related linear
models.

Next, we consider a scenario where the diversity of the target features is small. This situation can arise when the feature
space exhibits a clustered structure and the training data lacks sufficient diversity, as observed in the case study with
the CLIP text features and the NSD dataset. When the training feature values have limited diversity, the predicted
values from brain activity, which are represented as linear combinations of these features, also become constrained.
Consequently, the prediction from brain data to features effectively becomes a projection onto a low-dimensional
subspace formed by the training data.

To illustrate this phenomenon, we conducted a simple simulation to examine the distribution of predicted values from a
linear regression model trained on clustered features (Figure 8). We generated clustered features by sampling from a
Gaussian mixture distributions in a high-dimensional space. The corresponding brain activity data was generated from
a multivariate Gaussian distribution. We then trained a linear regression model to predict the clustered feature values
from the randomly generated brain data.

The simulation results clearly demonstrate the impact of clustered features on the predicted values. The trained model
projects arbitrary brain data onto the subspace defined by the training features, resulting in predicted values that are
confined to the vicinity of the training clusters. This observation highlights the limitation of training linear regression
models with clustered features: the trained model’s predictions are inherently constrained by the diversity and structure
of the training data.

This phenomenon, which we refer to as “output dimension collapse,” has important implications for the generalization
capability of linear regression models in the context of brain decoding and visual image reconstruction. When the
training data lacks diversity and forms distinct clusters in the feature space, the translator overly adapts to the subspace
formed by the training data, regardless of the potential of the latent feature space. Consequently, the translator’s outputs
become similar to patterns in the training set, irrespective of the inputs, severely limiting the model’s ability to predict
novel or out-of-distribution samples. Note that output dimension collapse is not inherently caused by the limitations of
linear regression models but rather stems from a lack of diversity in the outputs of the training data. This phenomenon
can occur regardless of the type of regression model employed, including nonlinear models. In fact, nonlinear models
may be even more susceptible to output dimension collapse, as the increased flexibility and complexity of these models
can potentially exacerbate the issue.

Output dimension collapse may explain why plausible reconstructions were obtained even from random brain data by
merely generating images several times in the case study. The NSD’s lack of semantic diversity causes the translator to

Figure 8: Output dimension collapse. The left panel shows the data distribution of source brain activity in the first two
dimensions of high-dimensional space. The right panel shows the distribution of target latent features in the first two
principal component (PC) dimensions. If the target features form a cluster structure in the high-dimensional space (left
panel green points), the predictions (gray colors) fall into a subspace created by the training clusters, regardless of the
input data (right panel).
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adapt only to the feature patterns of the training set, restricting its outputs to the subspace formed by the training data.
As a result, convincing images could be found even from random data through questionable post-hoc selection.

2.2.2 Simulation with clustered features: What makes prediction compositional

The case study revealed that the NSD exhibits limited diversity (Figure 4) and poses difficulties for zero-shot prediction
(Figure 5 and 6). These observations suggest that the translator of CLIP features suffers from output dimension collapse
due to the lack of semantic diversity in NSD. To explore potential strategies for mitigating output dimension collapse
and achieving flexible predictions, we conducted simulation analyses using clustered data to assess generalization
performance beyond the training set.

Our simulation involved teacher-student learning with Gaussian mixture models (see Materials and Methods: “Simula-
tion with clustered data”). To imitate the feature translation situation from brain activity, we first generated feature data
and assumed a scenario where observation noise affects the brain data. To simulate a situation where the dataset has
cluster structures and to control diversity effectively, the training feature y ∈ RD was generated from a D-dimensional
mixture of Gaussians (Figure 9a). The brain activity data x ∈ RD was generated from y multiplied by teacher weight
and adding observation noise.

We trained a ridge regression model on large training data samples and obtained the student weight. To simulate the
situation where the trained model encounters clusters that are not available at the training phase, we generated two
types of test samples, in-distribution and out-of-distribution. In-distribution test samples were generated using the same
probability distribution as the training data, while out-of-distribution (OOD) samples were generated from a different
distribution. For these two types of predicted features, we calculated the cluster identification accuracy (Figure 6c),
using C + 1 cluster centers, which included C centers from the training set and one additional center for the OOD test
set.

We first examined zero-shot prediction performance as the number of clusters in the training data was increased while
fixing the feature dimension D and the cluster variance ratio between each cluster constant (Figure 9b). While the
cluster identification performance of in-distribution samples were perfect, that of OOD samples showed different
patterns depending on the number of clusters in the training data. When the number of training clusters was low, cluster
identification accuracy was 0%. This indicates that the behavior of the translator became more similar to a classifier,
difficult to generalize beyond the training set, as observed in NSD cases (see also Figure 6d). On the other hand, as the
number of clusters in the training data increased, it became possible to identify the novel clusters, achieving the same
performance as in-distribution test samples. This observation indicates the importance of the diversity of the training
dataset. We also emphasize that large numbers of training data do not necessarily address the problem. All of these
results were obtained with a sufficiently large number of training data, and the number of training clusters was varied
while keeping the number of training data fixed. Also, we observed qualitatively similar results in increasing the data
diversity by controlling the cluster variance ratio (Supplementary Figure S3a).

Next, we investigate how diverse the training data needs to be to ensure sufficient generalization. There are two possible
scenarios for diversifying training samples: either by densely sampling the entire space so that there are no remaining
gaps or by uniformly sampling to the extent that it covers the entire dimension of the feature space (Figure 9c). The
former scenario requires an exponentially larger number of samples relative to the dimension while the latter scenario
only requires up to a linear order. We sought to reveal which of these two scenarios was more likely to be true by
varying the dimensions of the feature space and identifying the number of clusters required for generalization (see also
Supplementary Figure S3b). Here, we defined the number of clusters required for generalization as the point at which
the prediction accuracy of OOD samples exceeds 50%. The relationship between the dimension of the feature space
and the number of clusters necessary for generalization appears to be linear (Figure 9d). This finding suggests that
achieving generalization does not necessarily require an exponentially large diversity that fills the entire feature space.
Instead, it suffices to have a number of clusters that cover the effective dimensions within the feature space. Although
obtaining a large amount of brain data is hard work, it is important for a dataset to contain sufficiently diverse stimuli
covering the effective dimensions of the target feature space to achieve zero-shot prediction.

We also confirmed this phenomenon by a simple and transparent example (D = 2, Figure 9e). The training data covers
sufficient axes in the feature space, enabling the prediction of locations not present in the training set. Based on this low
dimensional intuition, we argue that successful zero-shot prediction requires that training data leads to representations
that can serve as a basis spanning the feature space. Leveraging such bases effectively enables the model to predict
novel samples by predicting each basis and combining them. This compositional representation, spanning the target
feature space is crucial for zero-shot prediction (Schug et al., 2024) and reconstructing arbitrary visual images from
limited brain data.
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Figure 9: Simulation analysis of predicting features with cluster structure. (a) Illustration of target latent features setting.
The latent features were generated from Gaussian mixture distributions. σ2

r is a parameter of the sample variance of each
cluster. σ2

s controls the distance across clusters. In-distribution test samples are generated from the same clusters as in
the training set. Out-of-distribution (OOD) test samples are generated from a novel cluster not included in the training
set. (b) Cluster identification accuracy. The x axis represents the number of clusters used in the training and the y axis
represents the cluster identification performance. Green line shows the results of In-distribution test samples and orange
line shows those for OOD samples. Dashed curve indicates the chance level. (c) Illustration of a possible scenario
where sufficient data diversity is needed to achieve generalizability. The upper illustration shows that the training data
should cover the whole latent feature space, requiring an exponential order relative to the feature dimension. The lower
one shows that the training data is covering only the effective axes of the latent feature space, leading to a linear order
relative to the feature dimension. (d) Relation between latent feature dimension and sufficient number of clusters for
generalization. The x axis represents the dimension of target latent features. The y axis represents the number of
clusters that achieve above 0.5 cluster identification accuracy. Three lines indicate the results from different σ2

s/σ
2
r . (e)

Representative example of generalizability beyond the training set. Light green points indicate the in-distribution test
samples while light orange points indicate OOD test samples. Green and orange points represent the predictions.

2.2.3 Preserved image information across hierarchical DNN layers

To enable the reconstruction for arbitrary visual images, compositional latent features that can be appropriately mapped
into the image space are essential. Although it is often assumed that the hierarchical feature representations in DNNs,
especially convolutional neural network (CNN), discard pixel-level information through their hierarchical processing
with progressively expanding receptive fields, this is not necessarily the case.

For example, the latent features of auto-encoder models (Hinton and Salakhutdinov, 2006; Kingma and Welling, 2014;
van den Oord et al., 2017) can represent images in a low-dimensional space while preserving their reversibility, which
is reasonable considering that the output is trained to match the input. Furthermore, Mahendran and Vedaldi (2015)
showed that input images can be reconstructed with reasonable accuracy even from relatively high-level layers of a
DNN designed for an object recognition task. It has also been argued that large receptive field sizes do not necessarily
impair neural coding capacity as long as the number and density of units remain constant (Zhang and Sejnowski,
1999; Majima et al., 2017). These results challenge the notion that higher-level layers in DNNs discard all pixel-level
information and highlight the potential for utilizing intermediate representations in visual image reconstruction. To
further illustrate this point, we performed a recovery check on each intermediate layer of the VGG19 network used in

14



A PREPRINT

Figure 10: Recovery check: single layer used in iCNN method. For three images, the different optimization algorithm is
applied to recover the visual input. The left one is pixel optimization, which directly optimizes the pixel values so that
the loss between that generated image feature and target image features is minimized. The middle one is optimization
with week image prior, which optimizes the parameters of image prior models and their latent features simultaneously
(see Material and methods). The right one is optimization with pretrained image prior, which optimizes the latent
features of the fixed image generator model so that the loss between the output image features and target image features
is minimized.

the iCNN methods (Figure 10; see also Figure 7). Given the DNN features of a target image, we optimized input pixel
values to make the image’s latent features similar to the targets (See Materials and Methods “Recovery check of a single
layer by iCNN”). We observed that input images can be recovered with reasonable accuracy from relatively high-level
layers (around the 11th layers, the 19th layers as a total). Furthermore, by introducing image generator networks to
add constraints on image statistics, reasonable recovery can be achieved from even higher layers. By utilizing a weak
image prior (Ulyanov et al., 2017), which contains only information about the structure of images without any prior
information on natural images, input images can be recovered from the 13th layer. When using an image generator that
has learned natural image information (Shen et al., 2019b; Dosovitskiy and Brox, 2016), input images can be recovered
even from the 15th layer.

These findings underscore the significance of intermediate DNN representations that can effectively recover the input
image in visual image reconstruction studies. Conversely, utilizing high-level image features or features from other
modalities, such as text annotations, for which the corresponding images are challenging to recover, is not a rational
choice for visual image reconstruction tasks. Although recent text-to-image models and decoded text features can
easily generate images, the outputs should not be interpreted as reconstruction results. Instead, it is more reasonable to
interpret them as visualizations of decoded semantic information.
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Figure 11: Pairwise sample identification with structured data. The x axis represents the number of categories in the
test set. The y axis represents the pairwise sample identification accuracy. The lines show the different accuracy q in the
situations where the candidate sample is from a different category than those in the test samples. The representative
similarity matrices corresponding to these conditions are shown in the figure above.

2.2.4 Caveat with evaluation by identification

Pairwise identification has been a standard metric for evaluating latent feature decoding (Horikawa and Kamitani, 2017)
or reconstruction performance (Beliy et al., 2019; Shen et al., 2019a,b; Mozafari et al., 2020; Qiao et al., 2020; Ren
et al., 2021; Gaziv et al., 2022; Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023b; Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023; Ferrante et al., 2023; Scotti
et al., 2023; Denk et al., 2023; Koide-Majima et al., 2024). However, our analysis revealed that even with difficulties in
accurately identifying semantic clusters the test samples belong to, pairwise identification performance still surpassed
chance levels (Figure 6d). Here we critically examine this metric and demonstrate that significant results can be easily
obtained when the target or predicted features exhibit certain structures.

Pairwise identification is calculated as the accuracy with which the predicted features (reconstructed image or its
features) can correctly identify the true ones, in pairs consisting of a true sample and one of the remaining samples in
the test set. If the candidate feature belongs to the same category as the true feature, we can expect the identification to
be difficult. Conversely, if the candidate feature belongs to a different category from the true feature, identification
would become easier.

Here we assume the test set comprises k categories and all test samples are equally distributed across each category
for simplicity. We model the situation mentioned above as the expected identification accuracy is set to chance level
(i.e., 0.5) when a candidate belongs to the same category as the true feature. In contrast, the expected identification
accuracy when a candidate belongs to a different category from the true feature is set to q, ranging between 0.5 to 1 to
mimic the ease of identification across categories. Assuming the number of test samples is large enough, the pairwise
identification becomes

Acc =
1

k
· 0.5 +

(
1− 1

k

)
· q (4)

(See Materials and Methods “Expected identification accuracy in imprecise reconstructions” for the derivation).
Figure 11 shows the line plots of expected values of pairwise identification accuracy as a function of the number of
categories in the test set, while presenting the possible similarity structure of the test set. Even with failure to identify
within categories completely and success only between two categories, pairwise identification accuracy can still reach a
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Figure 12: The dangerous interpretation of photo-like appearances as accurately reflecting the perceived visual image.
The left Venn diagram represents the interpretation of photo-like reconstructions. T denotes the event where the
generator’s output accurately reflects the visual image and R denotes the event where the generator’s output has a
photo-like appearance. Introducing generative AIs (diffusion models) might increase the overlap between T and R;
however, it may also significantly increase the areas unrelated to T . The right equation represents the probability that
the generator’s output accurately reflects the visual image given that the generator’s output has a photo-like appearance
as inferred from the left Venn diagram.

high value up to 75%. This finding highlights a potential limitation of the pairwise identification metric, as judging
reconstruction performance solely based on it can be misleading.

2.2.5 How are we fooled by hallucinations of generative AIs

Generative AIs have recently made remarkable progress, with models now capable of producing high-resolution and
hyper-realistic images from text input (Ramesh et al., 2021) or generating text of a quality indistinguishable from
human-written content (Brown et al., 2020). However, due to the complex internal structure of these models and the
vast amounts of data they are trained on, we are often fooled by the outputs of generative AIs. For instance, when
searching for an unfamiliar topic using a large language model (LLM) in our daily life, we may not realize that the
model is creating false concepts. Someone may have mistaken generative AI show real-time response in the promotion,
despite the fact that these promotions were edited (Coldewey, 2023). We might also believe that these models are
unbiased or can represent all possible viewpoints, even though they inherently contain biases from their training data
and developers (Messeri and Crockett, 2024). As we have observed that the generative AI-based reconstruction methods
exhibit photo-like appearances but poor generalizability (Figure 2), could similar issues be occurring in visual image
reconstruction studies as well?

The goal of visual image reconstruction is to generate images from brain activity that precisely mirror visual experience.
However, there appears to be a prevalent focus among the general public, reviewers, and even researchers on achieving
outputs that are as photorealistic as possible, rather than emphasizing the accuracy of these reconstructions. This shift
in focus raises questions about the extent to which these photorealistic reconstructions truly represent the actual visual
experiences.

Traditionally, we have held two beliefs: 1) generating photo-like images from brain activity is challenging, and 2) if the
reconstruction pipeline effectively captures the brain representation under natural image perception, the model’s output
should also appear naturalistic or photo-like. Based on these beliefs, we tend to consider photo-like reconstructions as
an indication of accurately reflecting the actual visual experience.

This heuristic can be formalized as follows:

Assumption 1: Pr[R] ≪ Pr[R̄] ≈ 1, (5)
Assumption 2: Pr[R | T ] ≈ 1, (6)

Conclusion: Pr[T | R] is high, (7)

where T represents the event of the model’s output truthfully reflects the visual image and R represents the event of the
model’s output has a realistic appearance. R̄ represents a complementary event of R. Pr[T | R] is the probability that
how likely we should conclude that the model’s output actually reflects the subject’s visual experience based solely on
the fact that the output is photo-like. In fact, this heuristic is reasonable when the above two assumptions are true and
Pr[T ] is not extremely low.
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However, recent developments in generative AIs, such as diffusion models, have made it easily to produce convincing
photo-like outputs, subverting the first assumption i.e, Pr[R] ≫ Pr[R̄]. Consequently, it becomes invalid to infer that
the visual images are accurately reflected in the generator outputs solely because they appear photo-like. Rather, as
shown in Figure 12, the probability Pr[T | R] may become smaller as the generative AIs produce more convincing
outputs (see also Figure 7). This perspective emphasizes the need for careful evaluation of reconstruction performance,
considering the possibility of hallucinations by generators. While pursuing photo-like reconstructions to improve
reconstruction fidelity is undoubtedly important, it would be counterproductive to obsess over naturalistic appearance to
the point of neglecting the original goal of reconstructing perceived visual images.

3 Discussion

In this study, we critically examined recent generative AI-based visual image reconstruction methods to assess their true
capabilities and limitations. Our primary goals were to (1) investigate the performance of these methods on different
datasets, (2) identify potential issues and pitfalls in their methodology and evaluation, and (3) provide insights and
recommendations for future research in this field. We conducted a case study focusing on text-guided reconstruction
methods and their validation on the Natural Scene Dataset (NSD). Our findings revealed several concerns, including
the failure to replicate the reconstruction performance on a different dataset, the use of problematic post-hoc image
selection procedures, the lack of diversity and limited number of clusters in the NSD stimulus set, the failure of
zero-shot prediction by the translator component, and the inability to accurately recover original stimuli by the generator
component. Formal analysis and simulations further demonstrated the phenomenon of output dimension collapse, the
importance of compositional representations for achieving zero-shot prediction, and the potential pitfalls of relying
solely on identification metrics to evaluate reconstruction performance. Moreover, we highlighted that photo-like
appearance does not necessarily imply accurate reflection of the perceived visual images. Based on these findings,
we argue that the reconstructions from the recent text-guided reconstruction methods are, in large part, the result of a
combination of classification and hallucination. Our study emphasizes the need for more rigorous evaluation and careful
interpretation of results in visual image reconstruction research, particularly when using generative AI-based methods.

While our study critically examined the limitations of recent text-guided, diffusion-based methods for visual image
reconstruction, it is important to acknowledge that these approaches provide new and potentially promising directions
for brain decoding research. Although we emphasized the importance of achieving zero-shot prediction, it is crucial to
recognize that most brain decoding studies focus on classification tasks, which, while not zero-shot, have provided
insights into neural representations (Kamitani and Tong, 2005; Haxby et al., 2001). Moreover, the visualization of
semantic contents (e.g., the supplementary movies in Horikawa et al. (2013)), can have significant utility in visual
communication, even if it does not constitute zero-shot prediction. It is also worth noting that the individual components
of these text-guided, diffusion-based methods are already being utilized in various brain decoding applications. For
instance, text latent features derived from deep neural networks and large language models (LLMs) have shown promise
in analyzing semantic information from brain activity (Tang et al., 2023; Caucheteux et al., 2023; Zhou et al., 2024).
Furthermore, diffusion models are not limited to text-to-image generation; they can be trained to generate images from
visual latent features, as demonstrated by Cheng et al. (2023), enabling the successful reconstruction of subjective
experiences. By leveraging these components and exploring their potential synergies, researchers can continue to push
the boundaries of brain decoding and visual image reconstruction, while being mindful of the challenges and limitations
highlighted in our study.

The recent trend of collecting and sharing large-scale visual neural datasets, such as those by Hebart et al. (2023) and
Xu et al. (2024), is a welcome development in the field of neuroscience. These datasets provide valuable resources for
researchers to investigate brain function and advance our understanding of visual processing. The NSD is a particularly
notable example, as it was created with the goal of extensively sampling brain responses to a wide range of natural visual
stimuli (Allen et al., 2022; Naselaris et al., 2021). The NSD has been widely utilized in various studies (Prince et al.,
2022; Conwell et al., 2023; Gifford et al., 2023), demonstrating its value to the research community. While our results
suggest that the semantic and visual diversity of the NSD stimuli may not be as high as initially thought, and there is
substantial overlap between the training and test sets provided by the NSD authors, this does not diminish the overall
importance and usefulness of the dataset. However, to fully leverage the NSD and other publicly available large-scale
datasets for developing generalizable and zero-shot prediction models, it is crucial to carefully consider the data split
between training and test sets. When aiming for generalizable predictions, such as in visual image reconstruction,
researchers should verify whether there are significantly similar stimuli included in both the training and test sets.
If necessary, redesigning the training and test split can ensure that the models are tested on their ability to predict
novel stimuli. Moreover, recent advancements in functional alignment and inter-site neural code conversion methods
(Haxby et al., 2011; Yamada et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2024) hold promise for combining datasets from different sources,
enabling truly larger-scale data analysis in neuroscience. These techniques allow researchers to align brain activity
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patterns across individuals and measurement sites even when stimuli are not shared across datasets. By leveraging these
methods, researchers can pool data from various sources, increasing the sample size and diversity of the combined
dataset, mitigating the limitations of individual datasets, and enhancing the development of generalizable and zero-shot
prediction models.

Investigating neural responses to natural stimuli is a highly valuable approach to understand brain function and
representation (Nastase et al., 2020; Hasson et al., 2020). As our brains have developed while being exposed to natural
scenes, it is crucial to use natural stimuli especially in model training. However, we should not forget that we are also
capable of perceiving non-natural stimuli like artificial images. We would like to emphasize that there are the potential
pitfalls when relying too heavily on evaluations based solely on natural stimuli. With the increasing scale of neural data
and the growing complexity of analysis pipelines, there is a risk that the learned mappings may produce unexpected
shortcuts, just as we have demonstrated that the generative AI-based reconstruction methods exploited the semantic and
visual overlap between training and test sets. Drawing inspiration from comparative and developmental psychology,
where researchers often employ simple stimuli and tasks to measure cognitive abilities in infants for better experimental
control and precise inferences (Kominsky et al., 2022; Messeri and Crockett, 2024) , the evaluation of visual image
reconstruction should not be limited to complex natural stimuli alone. While natural stimuli are essential for ensuring
ecological validity and understanding how the brain processes real-world information, it is equally important to assess
the performance in controllable and transparent manners.

We discussed output dimension collapse and related issues with clustered data found in natural image features. It is
important to note that these issues can arise in various situations. Several studies have used brain data where the stimuli
shared the category information between the training and test sets. Kavasidis et al. (2017) collected a dataset of EEG
signals recorded during natural image perception. Their visual stimuli consisted of 2,000 images selected from 40 object
categories in ImageNet (50 images per category) and the test set contains the same categories that are included in the
training set. Denk et al. (2023) attempted to develop music reconstruction methods from fMRI activity patterns. Their
music stimuli consisted of 540 music pieces selected from 10 music genres and the test set contains the same genres
as the training set (Nakai et al., 2021). Orima et al. (2024) attempted to reconstruct perceived texture images from
EEG signals. Their texture stimuli consisted of 191 images of 21 natural textures and they performed a reconstruction
analysis with a leave-one-out manner. It should be carefully examined whether these studies may suffer from output
dimension collaplse, merely decoding category information from brain activity and generating stimuli based on this
classified category information, similar to our interpretation of the text-guided reconstruction methods. Note that for
other issues in the data from Kavasidis et al. (2017), see Li et al. (2018); Xu et al. (2024). Our inspection of the data
from Nishimoto et al. (2011) revealed that many frames in the test movie stimuli were almost identical to those in
the training set (Supplementary Figure S4). This is presumably because temporally adjacent video frames were split
between the training and test stimuli. While our preliminary analysis of their motion energy features did not exhibit
peculiar clustering (note also that their model was an encoding model where the output is brain activity), caution should
be exercised if the dataset is used for models that extract other features of the videos.

One of the remaining challenges in visual image reconstruction is the development of metrics for evaluating the quality
and accuracy of the reconstructed images. The first and most critical step in assessing reconstruction results is to confirm
a qualitative similarity between the reconstructed images and the perceived images through visual inspection across a
diverse range of test sets. Following this, quantitative metrics should be employed for a more objective, high-throughput
evaluation. However, as our analysis has suggested, it can be misleading to evaluate reconstruction by heavily relying
on identification performance based on the relative similarity among alternatives (Koide-Majima et al., 2024). Even in
cases where the reconstructed images only capture superficial information, such as categories or overall brightness,
identification metrics can still be high. While identification performance can provide a useful benchmark, it should
not be the sole metric for evaluating reconstruction quality. It is crucial to develop more appropriate similarity metrics
that can accurately measure the perceptual similarity between the reconstructed and original images. One promising
approach is to leverage image quality assessment (IQA) techniques from the computer vision field (Fu et al., 2023;
Ding et al., 2020). These techniques are designed to quantify the perceptual quality of images and can be adapted to the
specific requirements of visual image reconstruction.

Visual image reconstruction methods have gained attention not only from neuroscientists but also from the general
public and policymakers, sparking discussions about their potential applications and risks (UNESCO, 2023). These
stakeholders often contemplate the possibilities of seamless information communication through the brain, such as
in brain-machine interfaces (BMIs), or the dangers of unauthorized access to private information from brain activity.
This interest may stem from the perception that brain activity data can be obtained easily and reliably in real-time.
However, current technology and analysis methods fall short of these expectations. For instance, most reconstruction
methods analyze previously acquired brain data offline. Additionally, the brain data used for reconstructing images
are often averaged over multiple presentations of the test image, with only a few studies demonstrating single-trial
reconstruction results (Miyawaki et al., 2008; Cheng et al., 2023). Further, It has been argued that subject cooperation
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is essential for reliably training and testing decoding models (Tang et al., 2023). Public expectations are thus set too
high, and it is challenging to meet these demands quickly. It is essential to explicitly state these limitations to avoid
disappointment and prevent governments or companies from making misguided decisions. Key limitations include the
lack of real-time analysis, reliance on averaged brain data, the necessity of subject cooperation, and the need for further
model fine-tuning using the test brain dataset (Beliy et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2023a). It is crucial to avoid making
overly optimistic claims about the ability to reconstruct arbitrary images, as the applicability can be highly dependent
on specific training data and conditions.

4 Materials and Methods

4.1 Datasets

We utilized two datasets: the natural scene dataset (NSD) (Allen et al., 2022) and Deeprecon dataset (Shen et al.,
2019b). Both datasets comprise visual stimuli and corresponding fMRI activity collected when subjects perceived the
stimuli. In the NSD dataset, eight subjects were presented with MSCOCO images (Lin et al., 2014), yielding 30,000
brain activity samples per subject, which is three times the amount provided by the Deeprecon dataset. The Deeprecon
dataset includes fMRI activity data from subjects presented with both ImageNet images (Deng et al., 2009) and artificial
images. It contains roughly 8,000 brain samples per subject. Since this dataset is designed for evaluating reconstruction
performance, the test data is carefully selected. The test natural images were selected from ImageNet, which were
in categories different from those used in the training. The artificial images were only used as test data to check the
generalizability performance of the proposed reconstruction methods. In both datasets, we adopted the train/test split
used in previous studies and utilized data from the first subject (S1 in NSD, Subject 1 in Deeprecon). Text-guided
reconstruction methods require text annotations of images.. For the NSD, text annotations accompanying the MSCOCO
database were used. For the Deeprecon dataset, we collected captions for each experimental stimulus via crowd workers
on Amazon Mechanical Turk, yielding five captions per image. The captions of training stimuli are publicly available at
the GitHub repository.

4.2 Reconstruction methods

We utilized three image reconstruction methods: StableDiffusionReconstruction (Takagi and Nishimoto, 2023b),
Brain-diffuser (Ozcelik and VanRullen, 2023) and iCNN (Shen et al., 2019b). Each method employs two common steps:
first, translating brain activity patterns into latent features of the stimuli, and second, generating images from these latent
features using an image generator (see also Figure 1). In the StableDiffusionReconstruction method, the latent features
are the VAE (Kingma and Welling, 2014) features calculated from stimulus images and CLIP text features (Radford
et al., 2021) from the image annotations. The generator is StableDiffusion (Rombach et al., 2022). They first generate
low-resolution images from the translated VAE features, and those images are further fed into the StableDiffusion
model with translated text features to generate images. The generated images are regarded as reconstructed images from
brain activity. In the Brain-diffuser method, the latent features are the VDVAE (Child, 2021) and CLIP vision features
from stimulus images and CLIP text features from the image annotations. The generator is Versatile diffusion (Xu
et al., 2022). Similar to StableDiffusionReconstruction, low-resolution images are first generated from the translated
VDVAE features, and these images are further used for the input of the versatile diffusion model with the translated
vision and text features. The generated images are regarded as reconstructed images from brain activity. In the iCNN
method, the latent features are the intermediate output of VGG19 (Simonyan and Zisserman, 2015) layer from stimulus
images. As a generator, they used the pretrained image generator (Dosovitskiy and Brox, 2016) and they solved the
optimization problem to minimize the discrepancy between the VGG19 features calculated from the generated images
and the transformed VGG19 features. Well-optimized images are regarded as reconstructed images.

4.3 UMAP visualization

To investigate dataset diversity, we employed Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection (UMAP), a non-linear
dimensionality reduction technique (McInnes et al., 2018) to learn a projection from a latent features space to a lower
dimension (UMAP embedding space). We used both the training and test CLIP text features for learning the UMAP
projection. These features were combined and standardized beforehand. The UMAP hyperparameters follow the official
UMAP guide for clustering usage with cosine distance as a distance metric. The learned UMAP was also used to
project the features predicted from brain activity (Figure 4). After standardizing the predicted features using the same
mean and standard deviation parameters used in UMAP projection learning, we projected the decoded features into the
UMAP embedding space.
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4.4 Simulation with clustered data

We conducted a simulation analysis to examine the generalization performance beyond the training data (Figure 6).
This analysis involves a teacher-student learning task using Gaussian mixture distributions. We generated both input
and target pairs from teachers, then examined the prediction performance of regression models of students. To imitate
the feature translation situation from brain activity, we first generated feature data and assumed a scenario where
observation noise affects the brain data.

The training sample of latent feature data y ∈ RD was generated from a D-dimensional space using Gaussian mixture
distributions, formulated as:

ptr(y) =
1

C

C∑
c=1

N (µtr
c , σ

2
rI), µtr

c ∼ N (0, σ2
s), (8)

where C is the number of clusters in the training set. σ2
r is the scalar value representing the variance of the Gaussian

distribution corresponding to each cluster. σ2
s is the scalar value representing the variance of the distribution of cluster

centers (µtr
c ). Brain activity data, x ∈ RD, were generated using teacher weights Ā ∈ RD×D and incorporating

observation noise ξ with x = Ā⊤y + ξ, where ξ ∼ N (0, σ2
nI). σ

2
n is the scalar value representing the variance of

observation noise. Using N training samples, the ridge regression model was trained. With the hyperparameter λ, the
weight of ridge regression model W can be calculated analytically:

W = (X⊤
trXtr + λI)−1X⊤

trYtr. (9)

For testing the model performance, we prepared two types of test samples, in-distribution test samples and out-of-
distribution test samples. In-distribution test samples are generated using the same parameter as ptr(y). Out-of-
distribution (OOD) test samples were generated in two steps. First, Cood different cluster centers µood

c were obtained
by sampling from a Gaussian distribution: µood

c ∼ N (0, σ2
s). Then OOD test samples were generated from these new

cluster centers:

pood(y) =
1

Cood

Cood∑
c=1

N (µood
c , σ2

rI). (10)

To evaluate the model’s zero-shot performance, we evaluate C + 1 way cluster identification analyis on the C training
clusters and the one cluster to which each OOD test sample belongs. Similar to Figure 6c, we caluculated the proportion
of predicted features from test brain data that were correctly classified as belonging to the original cluster centers
compared with the other candidate clusters. The similarity between predicted features and each cluster center was
calculated using the correlation coefficient, with the highest similarity determining the cluster assignment, where the
chance level is 1/(C+1). We evaluated the cluster identification performance for each of the OOD clusters and reported
the median performance. Note that, for in-distribution test samples, we also conducted a C + 1 way identification
analysis on the C training clusters and one selected OOD cluster for fair comparison.

In the simulation analysis, we mainly focused on the cluster identification performance for the dimension D, for the
number of clusters in the training set C or the distance among cluster centers for large sample size N = 500000. Other
parameters fixed in this simulation analysis as follows: σ2

r = 10/D, σ2
s = 100/D, Āij ∼ N (0, D−1/2), σ2

n = 0.1,
λ = 1.0, and Cood = 32. We parameterized the scale of the variances (σ2

r and σ2
s ) and the teacher weights Ā using the

dimension D so that the order of magnitude of the output invariant from the dimension.

4.5 Recovery check of a single layer by iCNN

We performed a recovery check analysis using a single layer from the iCNN method at Figure 10. Briefly, the iCNN
method generates an image by optimizing pixel values to make the image’s latent features similar to the target latent
features (Shen et al., 2019b). In the pixel optimization condition (the left columns of each recovery image in Figure 10),
we directly optimized the pixel values of images to minimize the mean squared loss between the latent feature of the
image as well as the total-variance (TV) loss of pixel values (Mahendran and Vedaldi, 2015).

Additionally, the iCNN method can incorporate image generator networks (middle and right columns of each recovery
image in Figure 10) to add constraints on image statistics. Instead of optimizing the pixel values, we optimized the
parameters related to the generator networks to minimize the mean squared loss between the latent features obtained
through the generator networks and the target latent features. As a weak image prior, we used Deep image prior
(DIP) (Ulyanov et al., 2017). DIP utilizes a hierarchical U-Net architecture as an inherent prior for image tasks,
capturing the statistical regularities of images without relying on a specific dataset. This model works effectively by
optimizing a randomly initialized neural network that can be used as an image prior in various inverse problems such as
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denoising, super-resolution, and inpainting tasks. In our analysis, DIP started with a U-Net initialized with random
noise. Subsequently, the latent features and parameters of DIP were optimized to minimize the difference between the
network’s output and target DNN features. For the pretrained image prior, we used the same generator model as in Shen
et al. (2019b) (Dosovitskiy and Brox, 2016), optimizing the latent features of the pretrained networks.

4.6 Expected identification accuracy in imprecise reconstructions

A pairwise identification accuracy is a metric defined on three types of samples: the test sample, the predicted sample,
and the candidate sample selected from a test set as y, ŷ,y− ∈ Y , respectively. We define a function S : Y×Y×Y → R
that takes the aforementioned triplet as the input and output whether the predicted sample was much close to the test
sample than the candidate sample as

S(ŷ,y,y−) =

{
1 (sim(ŷ,y) ≥ sim(ŷ,y−))

0 (otherwise)
(11)

where sim(·, ·) is an arbitrary function that evaluates a similarity between two samples. The pairwise identification
accuracy Acc over n test samples is defined as

Acc =
1

n(n− 1)

n∑
i

n∑
j ̸=i

S(ŷ(i),y(i),y
(i)
− ). (12)

Now we consider a scenario where the translator only decodes semantic information (e.g., category) and cannot decode
information about its precise visual appearance. Suppose the test set contains a categorical structure like NSD stimuli,
we model such a scenario as

Ep(y,ŷ,y−|(y,ŷ,y−)∈Z)[S(ŷ,y,y−)] = 0.5, (13)

Ep(y,ŷ,y−|(y,ŷ,y−)∈Z̄)[S(ŷ,y,y−)] = q where q ∈ [0.5, 1]. (14)

Z is a set of triplet of which the test sample and the candidate sample belong to the same category. Z̄ is a complementary
set of Z. Ep(y,ŷ,y−|·)[S(ŷ,y,y−)] represents the pairwise identification accuracy in the conditional expectation form.
If the candidate sample belongs to the same category as the test sample, pairwise identification is challenging because
of the poor prediction of the translator. On the other hand, if the candidate samples belongs to a different category than
the test sample, the test sample is easily identified only from the semantic information.

Here, we assume that the test set contains k categories in total and all samples are equally distributed across each
category for simplicity. If we have sufficiently large number of test samples, the above identification accuracy can be
approximated as

Acc =
1

n(n− 1)

 ∑
(y,ŷ,y−)∈Z

S(ŷ,y,y−)

+
1

n(n− 1)

 ∑
(y,ŷ,y−)∈Z̄

S(ŷ,y,y−)

 (15)

=
|Z|

n(n− 1)

 1

|Z|
∑

(y,ŷ,y−)∈Z

S(ŷ,y,y−)

+
|Z̄|

n(n− 1)

 1

|Z̄|
∑

(y,ŷ,y−)∈Z̄

S(ŷ,y,y−)

 (16)

=
n→∞

1

k
· Ep(ŷ,y,y−|(y,ŷ,y−)∈Z)[S] +

(
1− 1

k

)
· Ep(ŷ,y,y−|(y,ŷ,y−)∈Z̄)[S] (17)

=
1

k
· 0.5 +

(
1− 1

k

)
· q, (18)

where |Z| = n (n/k − 1), and |Z̄| = n (n− n/k). We used the assumption on the large sample size at the third
equality.
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A Supplementary figures

Figure S1: UMAP visualization of CLIP text features in Deeprecon. Blue points represent training samples, while red
points represent test samples.
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Figure S2: Supplementary information of hold out analysis. (a) The clustering results, applying the k-Means clustering
to the UMAP embedding of CLIP text features. Based on these clustering results, the assignment of training and test
samples under the hold-out split condition was determined. (b) Confusion probability matrix of cluster identification
results. The top row shows the cluster identification results under the hold-out split conditions. The left side is for CLIP
text features and the right side is for CLIP vision features. The bottom row shows the cluster identification results under
the naive split conditions. In each matrix, the (i, j) cell indicates the ratio of samples assigned by cluster i are predicted
to cluster j. The empty cell means the ratio is 0.
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Figure S3: Additional results about simulation with clustered data. (a) Cluster identification accuracy as a function of
the cluster variance ratio. The x axis indicates the cluster variance ratio σ2

r/σ
2
s and the y axis represents the cluster

identification performance. Green lines show the results of in-distribution test samples and orange lines show those for
OOD samples. The number of clusters used in training is increasing as the color lightens. Similar to Figure 9b in the
main figure, the OOD identification performance become closer to the in distribution samples as the cluster variance
ratio is increasing. (b). Heatmap plot of cluster identification accuracy varying the number of clusters in training and
dimension. The left matrix shows the cluster identification results for the in-distribution test samples. The right matrix
shows the cluster identification results for the OOD test samples. In each matrix, the (i.j) cell indicates the cluster
identification accuracy when the dimension is i and the number of clusters used in the training is j.
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Figure S4: Frame simirality in Nishimoto et al. (2011). We first detected scenes from the training and test movie stimuli.
Then, for the first and last frames of each test scene, we searched for the frame from the training movies with the closest
Euclidean distance. Our analysis revealed that 37 out of the 48 scenes in the test set contained frames that were nearly
identical to those in the training set.
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