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Abstract

Independent component analysis (ICA) is a blind
source separation method for linear disentangle-
ment of independent latent sources from observed
data. We investigate the special setting of noisy lin-
ear ICA where the observations are split among
different views, each receiving a mixture of shared
and individual sources. We prove that the corre-
sponding linear structure is identifiable, and the
sources distribution can be recovered. To compu-
tationally estimate the sources, we optimize a con-
strained form of the joint log-likelihood of the ob-
served data among all views. We also show empiri-
cally that our objective recovers the sources also
in the case when the measurements are corrupted
by noise. Furthermore, we propose a model selec-
tion procedure for recovering the number of shared
sources which we verify empirically. Finally, we
apply the proposed model in a challenging real-life
application, where the estimated shared sources
from two large transcriptome datasets (observed
data) provided by two different labs (two different
views) lead to recovering (shared) sources utilized
for finding a plausible representation of the under-
lying graph structure.

1 INTRODUCTION

Independent component analysis (ICA) is a method for solv-
ing blind source separation (BSS) problems [Comonl [1994]
where the goal is to separate independent latent sources
from mixed observed signals and, thus, uncover essential
structures in various data types. Historically, linear ICA has
proven to be a successful approach for recovering spatially
independent sources representing brain activity regions from
magnetoencephalography (MEG) data [[Vigario et al.,[1997]]
or functional MRI (fMRI) data [McKeown and Sejnowskil

1998]]. The utility of ICA is not only limited to neuroscience,
but it has a wide range of applications in omics data analysis,
e.g. [Zheng et al.l 2008| [Nazarov et al.; 2019} Zhou and Alt{
man, 2018, Tan et al., 2020, |Urzua-Traslavina et al.| 2021}
Rusan et al., [2020, (Cary et al., 2020} |Dubois et al., 2019,
Aynaud et al., 2020]. In these works, the interpretation of
the latent sources relies on the assumption that each experi-
mental outcome is a linear mixture of independent biologi-
cal processes (the sources). For example, the latent sources
could represent gene profiles that are used to predict gene
regulation [Sastry et al., 2021} |2019] or cell-type specific
expressions from tumor samples [Avila Cobos et al.,|2018]]
for studying cell-type decompositions in cancer research.

The fast advancement of technology in the biomedical do-
main has provided a unique opportunity to find valuable
insights from large-scale data integration studies. Many of
these applications can be transformed into multiview BSS
problems. A significant body of research has been devoted
to developing multiview ICA methods focused on unrav-
eling group-level (shared) brain activity patterns in multi-
subject fMRI and EEG datasets [[Salman et al.| 2019} Hus¢
ter et al.,|2015] |Congedo et al., 2010, |Durieux et al.; 2019,
Congedo et al., 2010, Calhoun et al., 2001f]. However, these
methods cannot be applied directly to problems where one
is interested in retrieving both shared and view-specific sig-
nals, e.g. investigating the individual-specific brain func-
tions (view-specific) and shared phenotypes patterns in in-
dividuals’ brain activity in a natural stimuli experiment
[Dubois et al., 2016, [Bartolomeo et al.,[2017]]. Another ap-
plication, where the estimation of both shared and view-
specific sources is essential, is omics data integration. A
typical example is combining heterogeneous gene expres-
sion data sets for achieving better gene regulation discovery.
In this scenario, the observed samples are realizations of
diverse and complex experiments. The shared information
between the datasets refer to genes with stable expression
across almost all conditions and the individual signals rep-
resent experiment-specific gene activities such as measure-
ments of gene knock-outs, stress conditions, etc.
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Summary. To address these and similar scientific applica-
tions, we formalize the described multi-view BSS problem
as a linear noisy generative model for a multi-view data
regime, assuming that the mixing matrix and number of
individual sources are view-specific. We call the resulting
model, ShIndICA. By requiring that the sources are non-
Gaussian and mutually independent and the linear mixing
matrices have full column rank, we provide identifiability
guarantees for the mixing matrices and latent sources in dis-
tribution. We maximize the joint log-likelihood of the ob-
served views to estimate the mixing matrices. Furthermore,
we provide a model selection criterion for selecting the cor-
rect number of shared sources. Finally, we apply ShindICA
on a data integration problem of two large transcriptome
datasets. We show empirically that our method works well
compared to the baselines when the estimated components
are used for a graph inference task.

Contributions. Our contributions can be summarized as
follows:

1. We propose a new multi-view generative BSS model
with shared and individual sources, called ShIndICA.

2. We provide theoretical guarantees for the identifiability
of the recovered linear structure and the source and
noise distributions.

3. We derive the closed form joint likelihood of ShIndICA
which is used for estimating the mixing matrices.

4. We propose a selection criterion for inferring the cor-
rect number of shared sources derived from the genera-
tive model assumptions.

2 PROBLEM FORMALIZATION

Consider the following D-view multivariate linear BSS
model where ford € {1,...,D}

[ xq = Aq(34 + €4) = Adqoso + Aa15q + Aaeq, ]

(D
and it holds that

1. z4 € R¥¢ is a random vector with E[z4] = 0,

2. 34 = (s§,s))" are latent non-Gaussian random
sources with so € R and s4 € R¥4~¢ being the shared
and individual sources and E[54] = 0 and Var[54] =
]Ikd 9

3. Ay € RFa*kd jg a mixing matrix with full column
rank, Ago and A4y are the columns corresponding to
the shared and individual sources,

4. €4 ~ N(0,0°%1},) is Gaussian noise,

5. all latent source components and noise variables are
mutually independent.

@ d=1..D

Figure 1: A graphical representation of Equation |1| where x4 is
the observed variable, so denotes the shared sources, sq the view-
specific ones and ¢4 is the Gaussian noise.

Note that for D = 1 the model becomes a standard lin-
ear ICA model which is solved by Comon| [1994]], [Hyviri{
nen and Ojal [2000]], Bell and Sejnowskil [1995] for inde-
pendent non-Gaussian latent sources z := 51 + €. The
Gaussian noise in Equation [I]can be interpreted as a mea-
surement error on the device with variance o2 AdAdT (simi-
larly to [Richard et al., [2020, |2021]]). We choose this setting
compared to the A454 + €4 because we can derive a joint
data likelihood in a closed form (see Section [d) which is
not available in the latter representation. Moreover, assump-
tion 5 implies that the noise is not expected to influence the
true signal and vice versa which is a common assumption
in measurement error models known as classical errors. See
Figure[T|for a graphical representation of Equation|[I]

3 IDENTIFIABILITY RESULTS

In unsupervised machine learning methods, the reliability
of the algorithm cannot be directly verified outside of simu-
lations due to the non-existence of labels. For this reason,
theoretical guarantees are necessary to trust that the algo-
rithm estimates the quantities of interest. For a BSS prob-
lem solution, such as ICA, we want the sources and mixing
matrices to be (up to certain equivalence relations) unam-
biguously determined (or identifiable) by the data, at least
in the large sample limit.

Identifiability results for noiseless single-view ICA are
proved by [[Comonl [1994]. It turns out that if at most one
of the latent sources is normal and the mixing matrix is in-
vertible, then both the mixing matrix and sources can be re-
covered almost surely up to permutation, sign and scaling.
However, this result does not hold in the general additive
noise setting. Davies|[[2004] shows that if the mixing matrix
has a full column rank, then the structure is identifiable, but
not the latent sources.

By employing the multi-view (D > 2) noisy setting in-
spired from our model (see Equation , we extend the re-
sults by [Comon| [1994], Davies|[2004], Kagan et al.|[1973]],
Richard et al.|[2020]. Compared to previous work, we pro-
vide identifiability guarantees not only for the mixture ma-



trices up to sign and permutation, but also for the source
and noise distributions (up to the same sign and permuta-
tion), and the latent (both shared and individual) sources
dimensionsﬂ Moreover, our identifiability results hold for
a more general case than Equation [I] since the noise distri-
bution can be view-specific, and the mixing matrices can
be non-square. This is stated in the following Theorem [3.1]
proved in Appendix A:

Theorem 3.1. Let x1,...,xp for D > 2 be random vectors
with the following two representations:

( ) (2)

1 1 2)( | 2
d
where d € {1,...,D}, with the following properties for
1=1,2
1. AS) S Rpa Xk, is a (non-random) matrix with full

column rank, i.e. rank(A‘(;)) = k&i),

2. efii) e R* and eg) ~ N(O,O’S)Qﬂk;i)) is a k-
variate normal random variable,
3. 5((;’) = (séi)—r,sg’)—r)—r with sg’) e R and s&i) €
RFa’—® is a random vector such that:
(a) the components of 5((;) are mutually independent

and each of them is a.s. a non-constant random
variable,
(b) 55;) is non-normal with O mean and unit variance.
4. el(f) is independent from s(()i)
€((ii)il_5((;).

and s((;) el(f)il_sgi) and

Then, the number of shared sources is identifiable, i.e.
M =@ =: candforalld = 1,...,D we get that
ky) = kf) =: kg, and there exist a sign matrix Iy and a
permutation matrix Py € R¥¢*¥a such that:

A = AP piry,
and furthermore the source and noise distributions are iden-

tifiable, i.e.
(2)
E)

~Ty lp-

]

Note that the requirement D > 2 is essential for the iden-
tifiability of the non-Gaussian latent source and noise dis-
tributions. In contrast, in the single-view case, [Kagan et
al.|[[1973] shows that we cannot identify any arbitrary non-
Gaussian source distribution unless we impose an additional

(€]

(1)] @ _ @
— oD,

"Note that the identifiability of the source distributions is a
weaker notion of identifiability than the almost surely one (i.e.
recovering the exact sources) in the noiseless case [Comon), |1994].

constraint on the latent sources to have non-normal compo-
nents (e.g., see Theorem A.2

Moreover, a necessary assumption for the identifiability
of the linear structure is the non-normality of the latent
sources, which is a standard assumption in the ICA literature
[[Comonl [1994] as we stated above. In the more restrictive
multi-view shared ICA case, Richard et al.|[2021]] shows
that the sources can be Gaussian if we impose additional
assumptions about the diversity of the noise distributions.
However, this is not applicable in our case since we do not
make these assumptions for our model.

4 JOINT DATA LOG-LIKELIHOOD

Here, we derive the joint log-likelihood of the observed
views which we use for estimating the mixing matrices. Fol-
lowing the standard ICA approaches [Bell and Sejnowskil
1995/ Hyvirinen and Oja), 2000], instead of optimizing di-
rectly for the mixing matrices A, we estimate their inverses
Wy = A;l, called unmixing matrices.

Let zg := Wyxq = 54 + €4, and zq0 := So + €q0 € R°
and 241 = 84+ €q1 € R¥7¢ ie. 24 = (zlo,z;{,l)T are
the estimated noisy sources of the d-th view. Furthermore,
let pz, , be the probability distribution of z4 1 and |Wy| =
| det W|. Then we can derive the the data log-likelihood
of Equation[T]for N observed samples per view (proved in
Appendix B), which is given by

N D

LW Wp) =Y (log £(56) + Y logpz,, (+41))
i=1 d=1

2

D
1
— 2—2 (trace (Za4 OZdO Ztraee (Z4 OZIO))
d=1 —

+NZlog|WdH-C
d=1

where Z; € RXN for d = 1,..., D is the data matrix
that stores N observations of zg o, We estimate the shared

sources via 5 = Y2 zi /D with probability distribu-

Dllso — 50l|?
M)pso(so)dé’o.

= Jexp ( 202

We further simplify the loss function by assuming that
the data matrices X; € RF*N X5 € RFoXN are
whitened. That consists of linearly transforming the random
variables’ realizations x4 such that the resulting variable
Zq = Kg4x4 has uncorrelated components, i.e. unit variance,
E[idi}] = I, where K is the whitening matrix. This
step transforms the mixing matrix to an orthogonal one Ag.

tion f(50)

2A random variable  is said to have non-normal components
if for every representation x ~ v + w with v_|l w, then v and w
are non-normal.



In the new optimization problem after whitening, we aim
to find orthogonal unmixing matrices W, = A} such that
they maximize the transformed data log-likelihood:

N
E(Wlau',WD)O(Z(lngo Zlogpz Zm)
i=1
3)
leo2 2D -
5 Ztrace(Zd)oZm),
2Do d=11=1

where analogously to Equation 2t 24 = (Z4,%4,) =
Waia and 5, = Y27 74 /D. Note that after whitening
we have trace(deZdTl) = cand \Wd| = 1 are constants
and thus vanish from Equation |3|(see Appendix B for de-
tailed derivations). The first line of Equation [3| represents
the sources log-likelihoods and the second line has the role
of a regularization term for finding the shared information
between the views. In our work, Equation E] is used for the
parameter estimation where both the density of the shared
and individual sources f,(-) and p 7, Are approximated
by a nonlinear function g(s), e.g. g(s) = — log cosh(s) for
super-Gaussian or g(s) = e=%"/2 for sub-Gaussian sources.
Moreover, we treat the noise variance o2 as a Lagrange

2 . .
1;’ . Finally, after train-

multiplier via the relation A =
ing we compute the mixing matrices Ag by setting Ay =
K ;le. Thus, we recover the true ones A, up to scaling
with (1 + )2, sign and column permutation.

S MODEL SELECTION

By leveraging the data generation model assumptions, we
can select the number of shared sources c in a completely
unsupervised way. More precisely, let k¥ < kg for all d =
1,..., D be a candidate for ¢ which is unknown. Under the
assumption that k is a correct guess (i.e. k = ¢), our gen-
erative model yields that 2g = z40 — % > 121 21,0 is nor-
mally distributed with 0 mean and variance D == L 521, for
eachd =1,..., D, where 24 is defined as in Equation 2]
We propose an evaluation metric, called normalized recon-
struction error (NRE), defined by the following relation to
the log-likelihood of Z;:

D
12al? logp Za)
NRE(k Z . & — Z
d=1
D 2
Dllzdll ~ Klog(2ma?)
= 2(D o

The two quantities differ by translation and multiplication
with constants that do not depend on the parameter of in-
terest k. Thus, by minimizing NRE(k) we maximize the

sum of the (normalized) log-likelihoods of the normal vari-
ables Z4. Intuitively, due to the normalization, NRE(k) can
be interpreted as the average reconstruction error over the k
shared sources (summed over all views). This allows for a
fair comparison of the NRE scores for different k.

We select an optimal parameter by employing the following
procedure. First, we split the data (that applies for each view)
into two disjunct sets Dy and D;, with not necessarily the
same sample sizes. We estimate the unmixing matrices for
a fixed k on Dy (train set) and estimate the shared sources
on the test data D;. Then we compute the mean NRE(k)
on the recovered test shared sources (not on the train set
due to possible overfitting, see Section [7). We repeat this
for various k£ and we choose the maximum of all ks that
minimize NRE, i.e.

k* = max{arg rrgn NRE(k)},
where

NRE(k

— ZNRE

z<|D |

is the average NRE score over all observed test samples in
D1. The NRE score serves as a goodness of fit measure and
indicates how well the true shared sources are reconstructed
from the test data. Due to the model fitting, we can get
high-quality shared sources even when k << ¢, as we will
demonstrate this empirically. Thus, we prefer to select the
highest possible & for which the average shared sources
reconstruction error is minimal.

6 RELATED WORK

The existing body of work on linear multi-view BSS, in-
spired by the ICA literature, considers mostly shared re-
sponse model applications (i.e., no individual sources), some
of them adopting a maximum likelihood approach [|Guo and
Pagnonil, 2008, Richard et al., [2020, 2021]] to model the
noisy views of the proposed models. Other methods, such
as independent vector analysis (IVA), relax the assumption
about the shared sources by assuming that they have the
same first or highest order moments across view [Lee et
al.l 2008} |Anderson et al., [2011} 2014} [Engberg et al., 2016,
Via et al.| 2011]]. Many of these approaches, such as Group
ICA [Calhoun et al., [2001]], shared response ICA (SR-ICA)
[Zhang et al., 2016]], MultiViewICA [Richard et al., 2020],
and ShICA[Richard et al., [2021]], incorporate a dimension-
ality reduction step for every view (CCA [Varoquaux et
al., 2009, Richard et al.,[2021]] or PCA) to extract the mu-
tual signal between the multiple objects before applying an
ICA procedure on the reduced data. However, there are no
guarantees that the pre-processing procedure will entirely
remove the influence of the object-specific sources on the
transformed data. In the ICA literature, there exist three



methods for extracting shared and individual sources from
data. Maneshi et al.|[2016] proposes a heuristic way of us-
ing FastICA for the given task without discussing the identi-
fiability of the results; [Long et al.,2020] suggests to apply
ICA on each view separately followed by statistical analysis
to separate the individual from the shared sources; [Lukic et
al.l 2002] exploits temporal correlations rather than the non-
Gaussianity of the sources and thus is not applicable in the
context we are considering.

A common tool for analyzing multi-view data is canonical
correlation analysis (CCA), initially proposed by Hotelling
[[1936]. It finds two datasets’ projections that maximize the
correlation between the projected variables. Gaussian-CCA
[Bach et al., 2005], its kernelized version [Bach et al.,2002]
and deep learning [Andrew et al.,[2013]] formulations of the
classical CCA problem aim to recover shared latent sources
of variations from the multiple views. There are extensions
of CCA that model the observed variables as a linear combi-
nation of group-specific and dataset-specific latent variables:
estimated with Bayesian inference methods [Klami et al.}
2013 or exponential families with MCMC inference [|Virta{
nen, 2010]. However, most of them assume that the latent
sources are Gaussian or non-linearly related to the observed
data [Wang et al.,2016]] and thus lack identifiability results.

Existing non-linear multiview versions such as [Tian et al.,
2020\, [Federici et al.,|2020|] cannot recover both shared and
individual signals across multiple measurements, and do not
assure the identifiability of the proposed generative models.
There are identifiable deep non-linear versions of ICA (e.g.
[Hyvirinen et al., [2019]) which can be employed for this
task. However, their assumptions for achieving identifiabil-
ity are often hard to satisfy in real-life applications, espe-
cially in the biomedical domains with low-data regimes.

7 EXPERIMENTS

Model Implementation and Training. We used the python
library pytorch [Paszke et al., 2017] to implement our
method. We model each view with a separate unmixing
matrix. To impose orthogonality constraints on the unmixing
matrices, we made use of the geot orch library, which is
an the extension of pyt orch [Lezcano-Casado}[2019]. The
stochastic gradient-based method applied for training is L-
BFGS. Before running any of the ICA-based methods (our
or the baselines), we whiten every single view by performing
PCA to speed up computation. We estimate the mixing
matrix up to scale (due to the whitening) and permutation
(see Sections [3] and ). To force the algorithm to output
the shared sources in the same order across all views we
initialize the unmixing matrices by means of CCA. This
follows from the fact that the CCA weights are orthogonal
matrices, and the transformed views’ components are paired
and ordered across views. For all conducted experiments,
we fixed the parameter A from Equation [3|to 1.
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Figure 2: Comparison of ShIndICA (this paper) to ShICA, Infomax,
GroupICA, MultiViewICA and ShICA-ML. The datasets come
from two different views with total number of sources 100 and
sample size 1000. We vary the number of the true number of shared
sources from 10 to 100 (x-axis), which are considered to be known
to the user before training. We compute the Amari distance (y-axis)
between the estimated unmixing matrices and ground truth (the
lower the better) in each case. ShIndICA consistently outperforms
all baselines.

Baselines Implementation. We compare ShindICA to the
standard single-view ICA method Infomax [Ablin et al.,
2018]). To adapt it to the multi-view setting, we run Info-
max on each view separately, and then we apply the Hun-
garian algorithm [Kuhn and Yawl [1955] to match compo-
nents from different views based on their cross-correlation.
For the shared response model settings, ShIndICA is com-
pared to related methods such as MultiViewICA |Richard et
al.|[2020], ShICA, ShICA-ML Richard et al/|[2021]], and
GroupICA as proposed by |Richard et al.|[2020]. The latter
involves a two-step pre-processing procedure, first whiten-
ing the data in the single views and then dimensionality re-
duction on the joint views. For the data integration exper-
iment we use a method based on partial least squares esti-
mation, closely related to CCA, that extracts between-views
correlated components and view-specific ones. This method
is provided by the OmicsPLS R package|Bouhaddani et al.
[2018]] and is especially developed for data integration of
omics data. We refer to this method as PLS.

7.1 SYNTHETIC EXPERIMENTS

Data Simulation. We simulated the data using the Laplace
distribution exp(—3|z|), and the mixing matrices are sam-
pled with normally distributed entries with mean 1 and 0.1
standard deviation. The realizations of the observed views
are obtained according to the proposed model. In the differ-
ent scenarios described below we vary the noise distribution.
We conducted each experiment 50 times and based on that
we provided error bars in all figures where applicable. Addi-
tional experiments are provided in Appendix D.2.
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Figure 3: We generate data with 100 sources (50 shared annotated by a dashed line) for D = 2,5, 10, 20 views and noise standard
deviation o = 0.1, 0.5, 1. We train the model with varying k, (x-axis) and we compute the average Amari distance (left plot) and the
MCC of the assumed shared sources compared to the ground truth (right plot). While the Amari distance suggests that we get the best
mixing matrix estimates when we "guessed" the right number of sources, the shared sources MCC plot shows that we can estimate the
true shared sources with high quality if D is large enough also for overestimated c.
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Figure 4: The data is generated according to a model, where no
individual sources are present and the noise per view is uniformly
sampled from the interval [1,2]. The number of views is set to
10 and the sample size is 1000. We vary the number of sources
from 10 to 50 (y-axis). ShIndICA and MultiviewICA have the best
Amari distance compared to the other methods.

Motivational Example: Noiseless Views. This example il-
lustrates the advantage of our method compared to the other
multiview ICA methods for modelling view specific and in-
dividual sources. In Figure 2] we consider a noiseless view
setting, where we fixed the dimension to be 100 and we vary
the number of shared sources c from 10 to 100 in a two view
setting. We fit a model for every c which is considered to be
known. The quality of the mixing matrix estimation is mea-
sured with the Amari distance [[Amari et al.,[1995]], which
cancels if the estimated matrix differs from the ground truth
one up to scale and permutation. We can see that as soon as
the ratio of shared sources to individual sources gets around
1:1 we can recover the mixing matrices with very high ac-
curacy (the Amari distance is almost 0) compared to the
baseline methods which cannot perform well in this setting.
Moreover, even in the case when all sources are shared, i.e.
the baselines’ model assumption is satisfied, our method
performs as good as MultiViewICA which is a state of the
art model designed for this task. More experiments on the
noisy views are provided in Appendix D.2.

Shared Sources Estimation. This experiment exemplifies
the performance of ShIndICA if the number of sources is
a priori unknown and specified by the user. We sample
a data set with 50 shared and 50 individual sources from
D = 2,5,10,20 views and noise standard deviation o =
0.1, 0.5, 1. We vary the input number of shared sources from
10 to 100 and for each choice of this hyperparameter, we
train a model on every dataset. The results are summarized
in Figure 3] where the x-axis indicates the number of shared
sources given for the training. The line colors and styles
denote the number of views and noise distribution, respec-
tively, used for the data generation. First, we assess the over-
all performance of ShIndICA in terms of the Amari distance
of the estimated mixing matrices and ground truth ones. Fig-
ure 3] (left plot) shows that the Amari distance is the low-
est when we guess correctly c. Furthermore, we assess the
quality of the recovered shared sources (the average shared
sources across all views 5p) by computing the mean cross-
correlation (MCC) between the estimates and the ground
truth. That involves pairing the ground truth components
with the estimated ones using the Hungarian algorithm and
then computing the mean correlations between the aligned
pairs. Figure [3] (right plot) suggests that even in the high
noise variance case, we can get high-quality estimates of
the shared sources (high MCC scores) if there are enough
views present. This also holds when we overestimate c.

Model Selection. The previous experiment suggests that
the hyper-parameter c is essential for the training and per-
formance of ShIndICA. The NRE score, introduced in Sec-
tion3] serves as a goodness of fit measure for selecting the
correct number of sources. We consider the same data gen-
eration models as before. Again, we trained each model
with various shared sources k. Figure 5] summarizes the re-
sults, where the x-axis refers to the hyper-parameter k. The
y-axis is the corresponding NRE score on both train and test
data (both with sample size =1000) indicated by the line
style. First, in all cases, we observe that NRE remains low
if the number of sources is lower than the true ones and it
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Figure 5: We generate data with 100 sources out of which 50 are shared (dashed line) for different views D = 2,5, 10, 20 and noise
variances o = 0.1, 0.5, 1. We compute the NRE on the test and train data for different candidates of ¢ = 10, ..., 100. If we "overestimate"

the number of shared sources we see that the NRE score increases.

increases as soon as we overestimate c, especially when the
noise variance is low (left plot). Moreover, due to overfitting,
the NRE score computed on the train data takes its minimum
for the lowest k. In contrast, the NRE on the test data that
remains constant or for large D even reaches its minimum at
the correct number of sources. Thus, it makes it more suit-
able for model selection than the NRE on the train data.

Robustness to model misspecification in a shared re-
sponse model application. Here we want to investigate the
robustness of our model when the noise has a view-specific
variance. To provide a fair comparison to the baseline meth-
ods, we apply our method to a shared response setting, i.e.
no individual sources are available. For this experiment the
view-specific variances are uniformly sampled from [1, 2],
the number of view is 10 and the number of sources varies
from 10 to 50. Figure [ shows that ShIndICA and Multi-
ViewICA show consistently the best model performances
(lowest Amari distance between estimates and ground truth
matrices) compared to the other methods.

7.2 DATA FUSION OF TRANSCRIPTOME DATA

Background and Data Generation Assumptiom. Tran-
scriptome datasets are relevant for the field of genomics.
After preprocessing they have the form of random data ma-
trices, where each row correspond to a gene and each col-
umn refers to an experiment. Based on these datasets, scien-
tists try to infer gene-gene interactions in the genome. Com-
bining as many datasets as possible enables getting better
gene regulatory predictions. This is a challenging task due
to the batch effects (non-biological noise) in the data. We
do a one-to-one translation of this data integration task to
our proposed model by assuming that each view represents
a different lab, each experiment is a noisy linear combina-
tion of independent gene pathways. We also assume that
some gene pathways get activated due to the specific experi-
mental design (individual sources) and others show stable
activation level across all experiments (shared sources).

Datasets. In this example, we consider the bacterium B. sub-

7x1072

6x1072

4 2
Z5x10

4x1072

Figure 6: The NRE score computed on test data for the transcrip-
tome data for various k. This procedure was repeated 50 times and
the error bars represent the estimated 95% confidence interval.

tilis, for which a very rich collection of the discovered gene-
gene interactions are publicly available, which we use as
our ground truth model in the graph inference task. Our goal
is to "denoise" and combine two publicly available datasets
[Arrieta-Ortiz et al., 2015, Nicolas et al., 2012]]. Each of the
datasets contain gene expression levels of about 4000 genes
measured across more than 250 experimental outcomes. For
detailed description of the datasets see Appendix C.

Model Selection. In this real-life application we do not
have any prior knowledge about the shared information be-
tween the two datasets (two views). Therefore, we utilize
the model selection procedure in Section [5]to choose the
number of shared sources. In this case, we randomly split
the data into train and test set with proportions 3:1. We esti-
mated the mixing matrices on the train data for different k.
We reconstruct the test set shared sources and compute the
corresponding NRE scores. This procedure is repeated 50
times for different splits and the results are displayed in Fig-
ure[6l The NRE score reaches its minimum for k& = 4 which
indicates the number of shared sources. Furthermore, we
provided a biological interpretation of the estimated shared
sources, by matching them to gene pathways, visualized in
Figure[7] The x-axis represent the genes, decoded by num-
bers 0 — 3994, and the y-axis the corresponding latent "gene
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Figure 7: Gene Expressions from the shared latent sources. The red markers are outliers. To a great extent, they can be related to functional
groups (source 1) and gene regulatory networks (sources (2-4)), which are given in the titles of the subfigures.
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Figure 8: We compare the top ten models with ShIndICA, PLS and
Infomax. We order the edges from the networks according to their
strength. We count the true positives (y-axis) and possibly false
positive edges (x-axis) in the first 100, 200, . . . edges. ShIndICA
and Infomax outperform PLS for higher total number of edges.

expressions" in the latent source. Each marker represents
one gene, and the red markers annotate the outliers. We com-
pared the outliers with the available ground truth regulatory
network and interestingly, we could conclude that almost all
red markers from the first source belong to prophage genes,
and the ones from the other three sources are regulated by
the iolR and gerE/gerK and sigD regulators, respectively.

Data Integration for Co-regulation Inference. The com-
bined datasets can be used for co-regulation prediction.
More precisely, in this application, we want to estimate an
undirected graph with nodes referring to the genes and with
edges connecting genes with a common regulator. Since
the transcriptome datasets are in the high-dimension-low-
sample-size regime (number of genes>number of samples),
usually graphical lasso [Friedman et al.|[2007] is well-suited
for inferring graphical structure from the observed data. In
this case, instead of using the "raw" data samples as input
data to the graphical lasso, we use the samples extracted
from the data integration algorithms. Ideally, the combined
data will boost the graphical lasso performance.

Experiment. We evaluate ShIndICA, PLS and naive ICA
approach (Infomax as in the previous example) on the de-
fined data integration downstream task. We select the num-
ber of shared sources for ShIndICA to be 5, for PLS - 10 (se-
lected by cross-validation procedure provided by [Bouhad{
dani et al., 2018]]) and O for the naive Infomax approach.

The data is whitened with PCA and the number of sources
per view is reduced to 180. After applying each method, we
fit 30 graphical lasso models for different penalization pa-
rameters on the estimated components. We select the top
10 models by employing a statistical goodness-of-fit mea-
sure, called EBIC (see Appendix C for more details). In Fig-
ure[8| we compare the 10 output graphs from the graphical
lasso for each pre-processing method in the following way.
For each estimated graph, we order the edges according to
their strength. Then we count the true positive (y-axis) and
false positive (x-axis) edges in the first 100, 200, . . . edges.
From Figure[8] We can conclude that PLS shows better per-
formance at the beginning and gets outperformed by the
other two methods (especially ShIndICA) for a number of
edges > 5000. ShIndICA performs slightly better than Info-
max. The reason could be that both models output similar
sources due to the small k specified in the ShIndICA case.
We also run the graphical lasso on the pooled data without
any pre-processing. Surprisingly, the EBIC evaluates the
empty graph as the best model describing the data.

8 DISCUSSION

We proposed a novel noisy linear ICA approach that utilizes
the prior knowledge that the different views share informa-
tion to infer both shared and view-specific sources, called
ShIndICA. We provided theoretical guarantees for the iden-
tifiability of the model’s linear structure, latent source and
noise distributions and the number of shared and individual
sources. We estimate the unmixing matrices by maximizing
the joint log-likelihood of the observed views. Furthermore,
we proposed a goodness of fit measure for choosing the
number of shared sources. Our empirical results showed that
our model performs well on simulated data also when the
model is misspecified. We also suggested a novel strategy
for combining transcriptome data and empirically showed
that the estimated sources can be matched to biologically
meaningful signals. Moreover, our model improves the per-
formance of a graphical inference model chosen for the par-
ticular task. In future work, we would like to address some
possible extensions, such as allowing for dependency be-
tween the sources of different views. This resembles more
real-life applications like the one considered above.



A IDENTIFIABILITY RESULTS

Here we cite and correct needed results from [Kagan et al.,|1973| Lemma 10.2.3, Theorem 10.3.1]:

Theorem A.1 (Identifiability for independent non-constant sources [Kagan et al.,|1973| Lemma 10.2.3, Theorem 10.3.1]).
Let x € RP be a p-dimensional random vector with two representations:

AWy 4D = 5 = A@ @) 4 ) )
with the following properties for i = 1,2:
1. AW e RPEY g g (non-random) matrix with non-zero columns and for which no two columns are proportional to
each other,
2. D € RP a (non-random) column vector,
3.y e R is a random vector such that:
(a) its k) components {yy), o ,y,(;())} are mutually independent,

(b) each of its components y(-l) is a non-constant random variable (a.s.), i.e. does not have a delta-peak distribution,

‘ J
j=1,...,k®.
Then we have the following:
p@ — 0 e AORFY = A@RK? rank(A®) = rank(4®@). (5)

In particular, there exist D e Rk(l), 2 e R such that: u(z) — u(l) = AWM = A@)(),
Furthermore, the following statements hold:

1. Ifthe l-th column ofA(Q) is not proportional to any column ofA(l), then yl(2) is a normally distributed random variable.
2. Assume that the l-th column of A is proportional to the j-th column of A with proportionality Constan() #XER,
l(2) =\ a;l). Then there exists a (complex) polynomial g such that we have the following equation for the

characteristic functions of the components yl(Q) and y](l) (in a neighbourhood of the origin):

ie.a

¢yl<2> (At) = ¢y§1>(t) ~exp(g(t)). ©)

In particular 91(2) is (non-)normal if and only lny(l) is (non-)normal.

The following result is a corollary from the work of [Kagan et al.l|{1973| and is used for proving the main result of our paper.

Theorem A.2 (Identifiability of the single view ICA model[I). Let x € R be a random variable. Assume that we have the
following two representations of x:

A(l)(y(l) + 6(1)) +00) =g = A(Q)(y@) + E(2)) + b3, @)
with the following properties for i = 1,2:

1. AW ¢ RPXW) is a (non-random) matrix with full column rank, i.e. rank(A(i)) =k < P,
2. b e RP a (non-random) column vector,

3. € € R is an uncorrelated k-variate normal random variable: €W~ N (D, 2@, with mean p'?) € R and a
positive-definite diagonal covariance matrix £V € RE X’““),
4.y ¢ R is a random variable such that:

(a) its k) -components {ygi), ey y](:()”} are mutually independent,

3Note that this proportionality constant was forgotten to be reintroduced in [Kagan et al.,|1973, Theorem 10.3.1] after it was “w.l.o.g.”
removed in [Kagan et al.,|1973| Lemmata 10.2.4, 10.2.5.].



(b) each of its component yéi) is a non-constant random variable (a.s.), j = 1, ..., k@,

(c) vy has no normal components, i.e. if we can write: y ~ § + 4O with 5 11 5@, then 59 and 49 are
non-normal,

5. €@ s independent from y@: el || 4@,

Then kY = k) =: k and there exist a permutation matrix P € RF**, an invertible diagonal matrix A € R¥** and a
column vector ¢ € R* such that:

A2 — A(l)pA7
and such that the corresponding random variables have the same distributions:

PAY® + ¢y, PA(® — 4@ ~ e — 5 PAS@ATPT — (1)

)

Proof. 1. In the first part of our proof we show that k(1) = k() =: k and A® = AN PA for some permutation matrix
P € RF¥F an invertible diagonal matrix A € R¥*k,

First, for i = 1,2 we state an equivalent formulation of the linear representation of « given in[7] According to [Kagan et al,

1973, Lemma 10.2.3], there exist a constant column vector ¢(2 € R¥® such that 5 — (1) = A®) @) It follows that
i' = — b(l) — A(l) (y(l) + 6(1)) — A(Z) (y(Q) + 6(2) + C(z)).

Furthermore, note that if (%) is non-normal, then the random variables ¢!) = 5y + () and ¢ = y@ + @) 4 ) are
also non-normal. This follows from the fact that if ¢(*) is normal then both y?) and () would be normal according to the
Lévy-Cramér theorem.

Thus, we can apply Theorem|[A.1|for the two representatlons of ,7 = AW g and # = AP ¢(? Since every component
of ¢(*) is non-normal, it follows that every column of A(!) is proportional to a column of A() and vice versa.

Now assume w.l.o.g that k(') > k(?). Then, there exist two columns of A(!) that are proportional to a column of A(?).
However, this is a contradiction to assumption 1. that the matrix A®) has full column rank.

Thus, it follows that k() = k(2 =: k and A = A PA for some permutation matrix P € R¥** an invertible diagonal
matrix A € R¥**_ Moreover,

A(l)(y(l) +eM) = A(l)pA(y(2) 4@ 4 6(2)).

Multiplying with (A>T AM)=1 AT "which gives:

v 4 e = PAG® 4 4 ),

2. In the remaining we show that there exist a column vector ¢ such that gy ~ PA(y® + ¢®)) + cand M) — p(D ~
PA(e® — @) (or equivalently () = PAXIATPT). Now, define (2 = PAy?), &2 = PAc®? and é?) = PAe?)
which is normally distributed with mean ;(2) = PAy(?) and a diagonal covariance matrix %(2) = PAXATPT,

Define the characteristic functions of (1) §(2) (1) () a5 by (), P52 (+), Py (+), P (+) R¥ — R, from assumption
5. it follows that

b () By (1) = ¢t o (t )%(2) (1)

k
(;56(1)@) H ¢y§1)(ti) — eitT5(2)¢€(2) Hé%f) (t )
i=1

i=1

The last equation follows from assumption 4a. Now set ¢; = 0 for all 7 # 1. We get for all ¢,

exp(ztl,u Egll)tQ)rj) (1)(t1) = exp(ztlc( ))exp(ztlu Eﬁ)t )QS @ (t1).



W.lo.g. we assume 0 < 2511) < ngl) Thus, the characteristic function given by exp(f(f](fl) - Egll))t%) is a well

defined characteristic function of a normally distributed random variable with mean 0 and variance iﬁ) - 2511). Then,

the characteristic function of yg ) is proportional to a product of the characteristic functions of y(2)

random variable. This is a contradiction to the assumption that yg ) does not have a normal component (assumption 4c). It
follows that, 25? = 51) and forallt; € R ¢, (1)(t1) = exp ztl(cg )4 ,u(2 ugl))%gz) (t1), i.e. gj?) +ep~ yil) where

c = 52) ~§2) — ﬁ”. The remaining statements can be proven analogously.

and a Gaussian

A.1 PROOF OF THEOREM

Proof. First, we can directly apply Theoremto each single view d, d € {1,..., D} which ensures the identifiability of
the mixing matrices up to permutation and scaling, i.e. there exist a permutation matrix Py and an invertible diagonal matrix

A such that A((f) = A((jl)PdAd and rank(AEf)) = rank(AEll)) = kq.

W.Lo.g., let c(!) > ¢(2). That means that the shared sources in representation (1) are more that the ones in representation
(2). It follows according to Theorem[A.1] that there exist a component of the shared sources from (1) and an individual
component from (2) in every view such that they are both proportional. More precisely, for any d € {1, ..., D} there exist

k,l € {1,...,kq} such that 382 is a component of the shared sources sgl) and sg) is a component from the individual

sources s&z) such that sél) + €d0k = (Ad)”(sdl + 65121)1) Let r # d be another view such that there exist m € {1,...,k.}
with s'2. being an individual component and 551) + e%)k = (Ad)mm(sgpl + 65.21)7”

that s\2 1L 5., Tt follows that ¢(*) = ¢(2),

). This is contradiction to the assumption

Furthermore, Var(z4) = od A(1 A(1 = 022)2A22)A§2)’T = 022)2A;1)PdA3PdTAS)’T. Multiplying with Agl)’f =
(APT AN 1 ADT from left and Agll) LA AP (AWT AU =1 from right yields 0V, = 0?2 PyAZP] . Tt follows

(22
that Z (1)2 A2 2 = Ii,. Computing the covariance between two different views d, ! € {1,..., D} gives

Cov(zg,z1) = AL AT = AQD AT = AL A4e, dAfe, JAL T

where Ag4|c, ] is an invertible diagonal matrix composed by the first ¢ columns and rows of the matrix A4. By multiplying
with the left-inverse of A(%) from the left and right-inverse of A&l)’T from the right, we get for any d and I Aglc, c]Aife, ] =

(2)2
I.. It follows that all entries of Az equal 1 or —1 and therefore % = 1 for every d.
9aq

In the remaining, we will show that the distribution of the sources is identifiable even in the cases when they have normal
components. Let sgl) be component from 551). Furthermore, there exist j € {1,..., kq} such that sgl) + 651) = s§.2) + 6§2).

Taking the characteristic functions from both sides yields

¢, (M) (1) = Oy (H) 2 (1)

Since 021)2 = 0512)2 and the noise and sources are with 0 mean, the above equation simplifies to ¢ o) (t) = ¢ = (t), i.e
i J
¢ () ~ b (1) O
i J

A.2 ADDITIONAL RESULTS

Theorem A.3. Let z1,...,zp for D > 3 be random vectors which are generated according to the model defined in ([l
Furthermore, we assume that we have the following two representations of x1, . .., x p according to[l}

A(%)sél) Agl +A e (1 - —Aff)so A(z (2 +A2) (2) de{l,....D},
Additionally, to the assumptions of[l]it holds that

1. each of the components sfi? of sg) forj=1,..., kfli) — ¢ is non-Gaussian.



2. s(()z) can have Gaussian components. Furthermore, if the number of Gaussian components exceeds 2, for all k,1 €

{1,...,c} with k # it holds that 7,(:) =+ vl(i), where 71(:) and ’yl(i) are the variances of the components s(()ik) and séi)

Then, for fixed number of shared sources c and foralld =1,...,D k((il) = k((f) = kq, and there exist a permutation matrix
P; € RFaxka gpd an ivertible diagonal matrix Ag € RFa*Fa sych that

AP = AP PA,

Proof. Theoremyields that if the individual components are not normal, then for each column of agl) of Agll) there is
a column aEQ) of A dll) such that there exist A # 0 with af) = )\agl). Since all mixing matrices have full column rank it

follows that there is one-to-one correspondence between the columns of Aglll) and the columns of Affl), and thus kt(ll) = k:flz)

If at most one of the shared components is normal please refer to/Comon)| [[1994]. Now consider the case when at least two
components are normal. First the number of normal components in both representation is the same since c is fixed and the
number of non-normal components is identifiable with the same arguments as above.

Computing the covariance between two different views d, [ € {1,..., D} yields
Cov(zg,z;) = AYTOAG T = AQ T AT

where T'(¥) is the covariance matrix of s(()i) for i = 1,2. We define AZ(’)(i) = Agigf(i)% for any d € {1,...,D}. Let
Py = (Agé(l)’TAg(’)(l))*IA;Y(’)(U’TAZI’(’)@). Following the proof of Theorem 1 [Richard et al.,[2021]] we get that PdPlT =
I. = PdP,;r = PkPlT forany d, k,l € {1,...,D}. Thus, P, = P; = P, = P and they are orthogonal. Moreover, for all
d=1,...,Ditholds 5" + & = P(3{? + &) where & ~ N'(0,05° T 1) and 5 = T =35, From the last
equation it follows that J&l)zF(l)*l = P(Jf)zF@)*l)PT. Lemma 2 [Richard et al.,[2021] implies that P is a sign and
permutation matrix. O



B OPTIMIZATION

Lemma B.1. Let W € R*F such that WWT = 1, and x .,z € R¥ such that for every j = 1,...,k, we
have Zil(x )2 = 1 and for every j # k, we have Z xk = 0. Then for every j = 1,...,c, it also holds that

ziilavvxf)j) =1

7.1_]

Proof. Let W; be the j—th row of W. Then

N N k N k k
Z((Wx = Z Z lexl = Z Z Z Jlxl er
i=1 i=1 =1 i=1 I=1 r=1
k k N k k k
=22 WalWir ) aizr =) > WalWirdr = 3 Wi =
1=1 r=1 = 1=1 r=1 r=1

where ¢ = 1if I = r and 0 otherwise. For the fourth equation we used that ZZ 1 (#%)? = 1and Zl y o}, = 0 for all
j # k; and for the last one we used WW T = L. O

B.1 DERIVATIONS OF THE JOINT DATA LOG-LIKELIHOOD

Under the generative model assumptions and optimization constraints stated in [2)it holds

N N D D
LWy, . Wp) =) log f(5) + D Y logpz,,(241) + N D _log|Wa| ®
i=1 i=1d=1 d=1
1 D D
-
- E(Ztrace (Za0ZPT) ZZ race(Za02)) )
d=1 d: =1
Proof. Letx = (x] ,29,...,2p)" € REp § = (3],5],...,5])" € REP e = (¢] ,e5,...,¢},)" € REDP, where
Kp = EdD:1 kq and for Wy = A" define
Wy 0 ... 0 0 Ay 0 L. 0 0
0o Wy ... 0 0 0 Ay ... 0 0
W = 5 A_ =
0 0 Wp_1 O 0 0 Ap_, 0
0 0 0 Wp 0 0 0 Ap
Furthermore, let z4 := Wyzg = 54+€4, and Zd,0 ‘= So+€do € R€ and 24,1 ‘= Sqt+€dq1 € de_c, ie. zqg = (Zd,()» Zd,l)—r. Let
px be the joint distribution of 21, . .., xp, pz the joint distribution of 21, ..., zp, pz, the joint distribution of 21 o, ..., 2p 0,
pz, the joint distribution of 21,1, ..., 2p 1 and pz, , the probability distribution of z4,1.

Note that the model in[T]is equivalent to x = Az. By multiplying with the inverse of A (i.e. W) from the left we get
Wx = z. Then for the joint likelihood of z1,...,zp we get

px(x) = pz(z)|W|

D
z) H [Wal
d=1
= pzo(21,0,---+2D,0)Pz, (#1,1,- -, 2D,1) H (Wl

D D
= pzo(21.0,-+:20,0) [ [ P74 (zan) [T [Wal-



1. Second equation: W is a block diagonal matrix and forall d = 1, ..., D, and W, € RFa*ka,

2. Third equation: 219, ...,2p,0llL21,1,.--,2D,1-
3. Fourth equation follows from the fact that 2;1,...,2p;1 are mutually independent
kp— & .
{su e {spidrere {en} ... {eps}P, are mutually independent.

It follows that

Pz, (21,0, ---52D0) = /pz0|so(21,07---,ZD,0|So)pso(So)d80

:/(ﬁN(zd,o;so,azﬂc))z?so(so)dso
/exp (- 5~ o = sl leao =0l sy
d=1

D =12 D =12
:/exp(_ 150 = Soll* + > gy 12,0 — B0l )psO(SO)dSO
202
D <12 <2
_1 l1za,0 — 50 Dllso — 30
~exp (- 2d 1II202 I )/exp(_ I - I Jos, (s0)dso

_ 1 D
where 50 = 5 > _ Zd,0-

since

* For the second and third equation recall that z4.0 = so + €q0 € R, where €49 ~ N(0, 02110) and sq_ll_€4¢. This means

that 2,4,0|s0 ~ N (so, o%L.). From the following equations follow

S

)

pZO\Sg(Zl,07""ZD,0|SO) = pZd,O\So(

Y
Il
_

N (24,0 50,01

—-

Y
Il

1

* The fourth equation results from

D D
an—sOu Zuzd,o—gom—%n?=Z(nm—§o||2+2<Zd,o—§o,§o—80>+||§o—sou2)

d=1 d=1
D D

= llza0 = 50> +2> (240 — 50,50 — 50) + D||50 — so]*
d=1 d=1
D D D

-2 1 - — 2

= Z sz’o — So” + 2< sz)o —D. 5 szp,So — So> + DHSQ — SoH

d=1 d=1 d=1

Iza,0 — S0ll* + Dl|50 — soll>.

NE

a
Il
—

D||so — Sol?

557 )psO (s0)dso similarly to [Richard et al., 2020].
o

We define f(S9) = [ exp (

Note that

D D

D
200 — Soll? = lzaoll? — 5 S (za0,210) + 13 - S zm0r 70
=1 =1 r=1



Thus, it follows that

Z Iza.0 = 5oll* =
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Collecting all terms together we get

D D
S lzaoll? — 2 S (20,00 2100 4,
px(x) = exp - == B o X )£G0) TT Pz (zan) TT Wl
d=1 d=1

202

The data log-likelihood can be expressed as

N

N D ; 1 D D ; ;
S oot ) =30 (- Sl = 5 S T o)
17 ce ey D - -

202

—

=1 i=

+log f(3 z:logpzd1 251) Zlog|Wd|)
d=1

D

N D
=Y log f(55) + Y Y 10gpz,, (zh1) + N Y _log Wyl

1 i=1d=1 d=1

1 (e 1 L2 L
_ E(ZZ ||Z§70||2 -5 ZZZ<Z3’O’z;’O>)
D

N D
= log f(s4) + Y _ Y logpz,, (z4,) + N Y _log|W|

i=1 i=1 d=1 d=1
D D D

_ % ( Z trace(Zd,ch—lr}o) - % Z Z tIaCQ(Zd,OZlTO)>

d=1 d=11=1

In the case when the data is pre-whitened, it holds that the unknown unmixing matrices are orthogonal, i.e. WdVVdT =
I/VdT Wy =1, and | det W,| = 1, and x4 and z4 are uncorrelated. Note that in the main paper we used a different notation for
the mixing matrices and sources to stress the difference before and after whitening. This notation is here omitted for simplicity.

Making similar observations as before we get for the joint probability of the multiple views:

D
px(x) = pz,(210:-- -, 20.0) [ [ P20, (2a1)

d=1
Note that after whitening zg,0 = a(c)(so + €q0) With (o) = (1 4 ¢2)~ 2. With similar observations as above we get

DZo|so (21,05 -+, 2D,0[50) = Pzg|so ((0) (80 + €10); - -, () (S0 + €po)[S0) = szdo\so o)(s0 + €ao)|s0)

N (2a,0; (o) 80, a(0)?0?1,)

::]u

D
H )(so + €do); S0, 0 ]I
d=1 d=1



It follows that

Pz (21,0, -+ 2D,0) = /Pz0|so(21,07~~,ZD,0|80)PSO(So)dSo

— [ (T Masialo)sns a(e)™L) Jos, (s)dso

N /exp(_ 3 o - QLR W
2a(0)?0? Sol20/820

_ Dlla(o)so — 5ol|* + Yuy llza.0 — 5ol
/exp ( B 2a(0)?0? )pSO (50)dso

D g0 — Boll? <12
D —
Zd_l || d,0 OH ) / ( HOK(U)SO 50”

2a(0)20? 2a(0)?0?

= exp ( — )pso(so)dso

Dlja(o)so — 50|”
2a(0)%0?

where 5 = %Zil zg,0. We define f,(50) = fexp( -

D|[so — (1 + 02)%50]|?
202

)pgo(so)dso = fexp( -
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It be easily derived from[8]by making the following observations resulting from whitening

* N 25:1 log |[Wy4| = N D since Vd Wy is orthogonal
. trace(ZdﬁoZCIO) = cdue to Lemma



C REAL DATA EXPERIMENT

C.1 DATA ACQUISITION AND PREPROCESSING

Our analysis is primarily based on two large gene expression data sets, denoted by (in our code) DatasetlE] [[Arrieta-Ortiz et
al.l[2015]] with 265 transcriptome datasets obtained from 38 unique experimental designs and Dataset2 [Nicolas et al., 2012E]
containing 262 samples from 104 different experimental conditions.

We removed genes with missing values from Dataset 1 and we selected 3994 genes that are present in both datasets. To
evaluate our results, we collect a ground truth network from the online database Sub#iWiki E] which consists of 5,952 pairs of
regulator and regulated gene. Since our method predicts pairs of co-regulated genes, we transform the ground truth network
into an undirected graph that links genes with a common regulator. Thus, the ground truth network is stored in the form of
an adjacency matrix with entries 1 if the genes are co-regulated and 0 otherwise.

C.2 GENE-GENE INTERACTION PIPELINE

The main steps of our method are presented in Algorithm |1l We infer latent components from the data as described in
Appendix [C.2.1] Afterward, we learn a sparse undirected graph from the estimated independent components (see Appendix

€2.2).
C.2.1 Data Integration

Let X € R™*P be a transcriptome data matrix with n samples (or experimental outcomes) and p genes. We assume
that the transcriptome matrix follows a linear latent model, i.e. there exist a matrix A € R™*k and a matrix S € RF*P
such that X = AS. The k components can be represent gene expression. If a group of genes is either over or under-
expressed in a specific component they are usually assumed to share a functional property in the genome. Additionally, if the
components are independent (i.e. a BSS model) we assume that the components represent independent gene pathways, i.e.
the components’ groups of over/under-expressed genes act independently from each other given the experimental conditions.

PLS (OmicsPLS) This baseline is not a BSS model, i.e. the estimated components are not necessarily independent. We
make an additional assumption that the view-specific sources are orthogonal to the other views. The model is defined by

Xi=AY1+B1Zy+ Ey
Xo = AsYo + BoZs + E»,

where Y] € R*™ Y, € R*™ are the latent variables that are responsible for the joint variation between X; and X5, i.e. Y]
and Y; are obtained by solving a CCA problem, and Z; € R*:=¢X™ represent the components that are orthogonal to X
with j # 4, and F; is the noise (or residuals). In our application we define .S; = (Y;, Z;) for the downstream task of interest.

C.2.2 Graphical Lasso

Graphical lasso (glasso) is a maximum likelihood estimator for inferring graph structure in a high-dimensional setting
[Friedman et al., 2007]]. This method uses [; regularization to estimate the precision matrix (or inverse covariance) of a set
of random variables from which a graph structure can be determined. The optimization problem which glasso solves can be
formalized as follows

gli%—logdet(e)) +tr(20) + \|0]/1, (10)
-

where ¥ is the empirical covariance or correlation matrix and © := ¥~ denotes the precision matrix. In our setting, the
input for the glasso is the Pearson’s correlation matrix of the gene representations retrieved with ICA at the preceding step.

“The dataset is available atfhttps://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/query/acc.cgi?acc=GSE67023
The dataset can be found at ht tps://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/query/acc.cgi?acc=GSE27219
®Seehttp://www.subtiwiki.uni-goettingen.de/v4/exports
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https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/query/acc.cgi?acc=GSE27219
http://www.subtiwiki.uni-goettingen.de/v4/exports

We can read graph structure from the estimated matrix O as follows: if the i 7 entry of O isnot 0 (i.e. éij # 0) there is an
edge between the genes 7 and j, i.e. the genes might be co-regulated. We used the hugeﬂR package for the implementation
of graphical lasso.

C.2.3 Extended EBIC

There are various criteria for model selection and hyperparameter tuning of glasso models. /Chen and Chenl [2008]|] propose
an information criterion for Gaussian graphical models called extended BIC (EBIC) that takes the form

—logdet(O(E)) + tr(XO(E)) + |E|log n + 4|E|ylog p, (11)
where F is the edge set of a candidate graph and v € [0, 1]. Models that yield low EBIC scores are preferred. Note that

positive values for «y lead to sparser graphs. [Foygel et al|[2010] suggest that v = 0.5 is a good choice when no prior
knowledge is available. In our experiments, we select the A that minimizes the EBIC score with v = 0.5.

C.2.4 Method

All steps described above are summarized in the following pseudo code.

Algorithm 1 Algorithmic description of the data integration task.
i Input:
Xi1,€ RM*P X5 € R™*P is a data matrix with n; and ns samples and p genes
A is a set of regularization parameters
7 EBIC selection parameter (TT))
» Perform a data integration method to obtain S, € RF1*P Gy ¢ RF2*P
5 Concatenate S = (51, Sp) " € RFitkzxp
s Compute the Pearson correlation matrix 3 € RP*P of S.
s. Estimate the precision matrices {(:)A} reA Which solvesfor each \ from the set A
o Select the final ©°% ¢ {éA}AeA according to EBIC(7y) (see
7 Output:
the selected ©°ut

"Seehttps://CRAN.R-project.org/package=huge,
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Figure 9: We have the two view case again with number of total sources and observed signals 100 and number of samples 1000. We
consider three cases of noise standard deviation: 0 = 0.1, 0.5, 1. As soon as enough shared sources are present (around 60) our method
lower value of Amari distance (the lower the better) in all cases. In the the first two cases (¢ = 0.1 or 0.5) the Amari distance gets closer to
0 when the shared sources are 60. The error bars correspond to 95% confidence intervals based on 50 independent runs of the experiment.
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Figure 10: Comparison of MultiViewICA and our method on a two-view shared response model setting. In Figurewe fix the sample
size and measure the Amari distance for sources 60, 70, . . . 110. In Figure [T0b]the number of sources is set to 100 and we conduct the
experiments for different sample sizes (x-axis). It seems that our method outperforms MultiViewICA in both scenarios.

D SYNTHETIC EXPERIMENTS

D.1 AMARI DISTANCE

The Amari distance [Amari et al.,|1995] between two invertible matrices A, B € R™*"™ is defined by

n

A =S (S leul (N~ ] -
amari(A, B) Z(ZlHWQJrZ(ZlMl), C:=A"1B.

i=1 j= Jj=1 i=

D.2 ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS ON SYNTHETIC DATA

Noisy high-dimensional views. First, we investigate the effect of noise on the Amari distance in the two-view experiment.
We consider three cases when the noise’s standard variation is o = 0.1, 0.5, 1. The results are depicted in Figure[9] In the first
two cases the results are close to the one discussed in the main paper. As expected, by adding noise with high variance (c = 1)
our method does not converge and affects the quality of the estimated mixing matrices measured with the Amari distance.
The whole procedure is repeated 50 times, and the error bars are the 95% confidence intervals based on the independent runs.

Objective function motivation. In the following experiment, we compare MultiViewICA and our method when the
observed data is high-dimensional on a two-view shared response model applications, i.e. no individual sources. The
experimental setup allows for comparing standard MLE (MultiViewICA) and MLE after whitening (Our Method). Figure
[I0a] compares the two methods for fixed sample size 1000. In Figure [TOb| we fixed the number of sources to be 100 and
vary the sample size. For all experiments the noise standard deviation is 0.01. It seems that our method performs better in
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Figure 11: Choice of Hyperparameter A. The data comes from a two-view model with 50 shared and 50 individual sources per view. The
X-axis is represents the noise standard deviation and the y-axis the Amari distance.

the case of insufficient data. This could be empirical evidence that the trace has stronger regularization properties than the
MMSE term in the MultiViewICA objective.

Choice of \ For this experiment we used data generated from 2 views with 50 individual and 50 shared sources with varying
noise standard deviation o € {0.1,0.5,1, 2, 10} (x-axis). Each of the lines in Figurecorrespond to a fixed hyperparameter
A€ {0.1,0.5,1,2,10}. It can be deduced that for this particular experiment for A > 0.5 there is no significant difference in
the model performance.

D.3 IMPLEMENTATION

The code for GroupICA, ShICA, MultViewICA is distributed with BSD 3-Clause License. The OmicsPLS R library has a
GPL-3 license, the scikit-1learn library is distributed with BSD 2-Clause License.
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