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Abstract	
	
The	continuing	advances	of	omic	technologies	mean	that	it	is	now	more	tangible	to	measure	the	
numerous	features	collectively	reflecting	the	molecular	properties	of	a	sample.	When	multiple	
omic	methods	are	used,	statistical	and	computational	approaches	can	exploit	these	large,	
connected	profiles.	Multi-omics	is	the	integration	of	different	omic	data	sources	from	the	same	
biological	sample.	In	this	review,	we	focus	on	correlation-based	dimension	reduction	approaches	
for	single	omic	datasets,	followed	by	methods	for	pairs	of	omics	datasets,	before	detailing	further	
techniques	for	three	or	more	omic	datasets.	We	also	briefly	detail	network	methods	when	three	
or	more	omic	datasets	are	available	and	which	complement	correlation-oriented	tools.	To	aid	
readers	new	to	this	area,	these	are	all	linked	to	relevant	R	packages	that	can	implement	these	
procedures.	Finally,	we	discuss	scenarios	of	experimental	design	and	present	road	maps	that	
simplify	the	selection	of	appropriate	analysis	methods.	This	review	will	guide	researchers	
navigate	the	emerging	methods	for	multi-omics	and	help	them	integrate	diverse	omic	datasets	
appropriately	and	embrace	the	opportunity	of	population	multi-omics.	
	
Keywords:	genomics,	multi-omics,	correlation,	dimension	reduction,	r	package.	
	
Key	messages:	

1. The	early	integration	of	multi-omic	datasets	is	essential.	
2. The	dataset	and	research	question	complexity	determine	the	analysis	methods	applied.	
3. Optimal	approaches	should	use	a	combination	of	supervised	and	unsupervised	tools.	
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Basic	concepts	in	multi-omics		
	
Combining	important	omics	data	features	appropriately	across	the	genome,	regulome,	
methylome,	transcriptome,	translatome,	proteome	and	interactome	is	challenging.	These	omic	
data	types	are	complex,	heterogeneous	and	possess	high	dimensionality.	Genome,	regulome,	
methylome,	transcriptome	and	translatome	data	are	typically	generated	using	high-throughput	
sequencing	of	DNA/RNA	that	can	be	deciphered	into	a	set	of	features	across	the	samples	
sequenced	(Table	1).	Proteomic	data	is	created	using	mass	spectrometry	of	lysed	samples	
separated	by	liquid	chromatography,	and	interactome	data	is	made	from	protein	binding	
experiments	such	as	chromatin	immunoprecipitation	sequencing	(ChIP-Seq).	For	instance,	viral	
infections	have	complex	molecular	patterns	in	hosts,	ranging	from	acute	disease	to	latent	
oncogenic	process.	Such	an	integrated	approach	could	more	effectively	help	us	understand	
infection	mechanisms	and	host	responses	by	linking	viral	genome	data	to	taxonomically	classify	
the	infecting	lineage,	RNA-Seq	to	assess	the	host	immune	changes	over	time	across	cell	types,	
and	ChIP-Seq	to	gather	host-virus	protein	binding	patterns.	
	
	

Technology	 Biological	data	 Simplest	data	states	 Example	

Genomics	 Mutations	 Two	or	three	discrete	
states	 Sars-CoV-2	infection	

Regulomics	 Regulatory	element	location	 Quasi-continuous	 Identifying	enhancer	or	
promoter	elements	

Methylomics	 Methyl	marks	 Quasi-continuous	 Testing	for	gene	
regulation	

Transcriptomics	 Gene	activity	 Continuous	 Host	response	to	viral	
infection	

Translatomics	 mRNA	translation	rates	 Quasi-continuous	 Isoform	translation	and	
translation	efficiency	

Proteomics	 Protein	expression	 Continuous	 Host	protein	levels	

Interactomics	 Protein-DNA	and	protein-
protein	binding	 Two	discrete	states	 Host-virus	infection	

mechanisms	
	
Table	1.	The	major	omic	technologies,	their	biological	data	type,	data	structures	and	simple	
examples	of	applications.	
	
	
We	can	define	multi-omics	analysis	as	the	early	combination	of	at	least	two	omic	technologies	
where	the	data	is	integrated	across	features	(Figure	1).	The	early	integration	of	data	is	
important:	relying	solely	on	post	hoc	conceptual	integration	after	analysing	separate	omic	
datasets	may	inadvertently	overlook	crucial	characteristics	intrinsic	to	each	individual	
technology	[1].	This	differs	from	conceptual,	sample-clustering	and	concatenation-based	
approaches,	which	limit	inferential	power	due	to	the	post	hoc	nature	of	clustering	many	samples	
across	linked	omic	datasets	[2].	Concatenating	disparate	omic	datasets	together	is	biased	due	to	
the	varied	heterogeneity	of	the	data	types,	their	relative	numbers	of	features,	and	their	differing	
sources	of	error	per	omic	type	[3].	The	main	purpose	of	this	review	is	to	outline	better	
approaches	that	allow	early	omic	data	integration.	These	may	use	matrix	factorisation	of	the	
data	together	including	aligned	features	(molecules),	typically	after	transformation	and/or	
scaling	relevant	to	the	technology	(Figure	1).	This	can	be	followed	by	dimension	reduction	to	get	
fewer	features	in	the	form	of	higher-level	components.	And	next	we	can	cluster	and	model	across	
sample-component	pairs,	as	well	as	the	samples	and	components	individually,	to	illuminate	how	
the	samples,	features,	technologies	and	their	interactions	related	to	one	another.	This	modelling	
can	also	be	applied	by	network-based	methods	following	or	replacing	matrix	factorisation.	
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Fig	1.	Schematic	representing	central	concepts	in	multi-omics	relevant	to	matrix	factorisation.	
For	three	omic	datasets	generated	for	n	samples	containing	p	(red),	q	(green)	and	r	(mauve)	
features	respectively,	multi-omic	analysis	involves	(1)	transforming	this	data	to	scale	it	within	
and	across	omic	platforms;	(2)	mapping	features	between	omic	types	and	applying	dimension	
reduction	techniques	to	retain	informative	features	(k	components	such	that	r	>	p	>	q	>>	k)	only;	
(3)	clustering	relevant	samples	and	components	and	modelling	the	interactions	between	
components	or	features.	This	integration	creates	a	multi-dimensional	dataset,	represented	by	
variation	across	samples	that	may	have	differing	associated	metadata	(blue	vs	orange),	k	
components	(black)	and	omic	type	(red).	The	diagram	shows	three	dimensions	and	extending	
this	dataset	to	4+	could	be	achieved	by	adding	(say)	a	temporal	dimension.		
	
	
When	multi-omics	is	applied	to	large	numbers	of	related	samples,	it	can	decipher	their	molecular	
features	and	phenotypes	[4].	This	population	multi-omics	is	the	early	combination	of	at	least	two	
omic	technologies	across	features	for	a	large	biologically	related	sample	collection.	They	could	
come	from	different	cohorts	of	patients,	or	are	genetically	diverse	isolates,	or	possess	varied	
phenotypes,	or	in	vitro	work.	Together,	this	systems	approach	seeks	to	understand	the	emergent	
properties	in	a	set	of	samples	and	features	that	may	not	be	evident	without	the	early	integration	
of	extensive	molecular	data.	Understanding	virus-host	interactions	using	data-driven	
approaches	to	mitigate	heterogeneity	and	identify	opaque	associations	has	been	achieved	well	
for	new	emerging	viruses	like	Sars-CoV-2	[5]:	such	approaches	can	be	applied	to	other	viral	
pathogens.	In	this	review,	we	focus	on	concepts	and	working	tools	relevant	for	omics	analyses	
through	R:	particularly	for	researchers	with	stronger	backgrounds	in	biology	relative	to	
statistics.	Extensive	reviews	of	tools	and	models	across	other	languages	and	oriented	to	human	
samples	have	been	published	elsewhere	(e.g.	[6]),	and	are	beyond	the	scope	of	this	paper.	
	
1	Correlation-based	dimension	reduction	models	for	single	omic	datasets		
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1.1	An	overview	of	dimension	reduction	goals	and	approaches	
	
Dimension	reduction	peels	off	layers	of	unnecessary	complexity	of	multivariate	data	with	many	
features	by	converting	it	into	less	complex	data	with	fewer	summarised	features,	while	ideally	
retaining	key	properties	of	the	original	data.	Such	features	could	be	gene	expression	values.	We	
assume	here	that	the	summary	patterns	extracted	(called	components)	provide	insightful	
information.	We	also	assume	that	each	component	correlates	with	a	number	of	the	original	
features.	So,	for	an	omic	dataset	with	n	samples	and	p	features,	we	aim	to	obtain	k	components	
where	k	is	much	smaller	than	p	(k	<<	p).	Depending	on	the	approach,	the	original	data	may	be	
transformed	extensively	and	normalised	during	this	process.	In	addition,	most	omic	datasets	are	
sparse,	which	means	many	features	are	less	informative,	so	many	dimension	reduction	methods	
possess	sparse	versions	to	facilitate	feature	selection	where	many	features	may	have	no	
information.	
	
Many	dimension	reduction	methods	are	based	on	the	principle	that	the	data	can	be	transformed	
in	linear	space.	Although	many	nonlinear	methods	exist,	they	have	a	wider	spread	of	outcomes	
that	depend	on	the	dataset	structure	so	they	are	less	applicable	here,	given	omic	data’s	
quantitative	nature,	can	be	potentially	hard	to	interpret,	and	have	been	detailed	elsewhere	[7].	
Hence,	we	focus	on	linear	approaches	here.	For	a	single	omic	matrix	X	with	n	samples	and	data	
for	p	features	(𝑋 ∈ 𝑅!×#),	we	can	define	each	entry	in	that	matrix	across	a	total	of	K	components	
with	a	Gaussian	error	term	𝜀!$ 	for	sample	n	in	component	k	and	feature	p	as:	𝑥!# =
∑ 𝑤!$ℎ$# + 𝜀!$%
$&' .	Here,	𝑤!$ 	is	the	score	reflecting	the	sample’s	patterns,	and	ℎ$#	is	the	

estimated	transformed	data,	reflecting	the	feature’s	variation.	In	this	way,	matrix	X	can	be	
estimated	by	a	pair	of	matrices,	W	and	H,	reflecting	the	loadings	and	components,	respectively.		
	
Many	dimension	reduction	methods	have	both	supervised	and	unsupervised	implementations.	
Supervised	approaches	require	data	groups	or	labels	to	be	specified	in	advance,	whereas	
unsupervised	ones	do	not	require	any	specific	metadata	or	structure.	Both	can	be	used	in	
tandem:	unsupervised	approaches	for	data	exploration	and	quality	control,	and	supervised	
methods	for	hypothesis-driven	tests.	Unsupervised	approaches	typically	aim	to	maximise	the	
fraction	of	total	feature	variation	explained	by	the	components.	Supervised	methods	differ	
because	they	usually	select	components	maximising	differences	between	groups.	Many	
supervised	methods	develop	models	based	on	training	data	that	is	tested	on	new	data	to	assess	
model	performance,	and	this	can	then	feed	back	into	parameter	optimisation	at	the	training	
stage.	Consequently,	the	features	and	components	detected	by	supervised	and	unsupervised	
analyses	will	differ.	This	means	assessing	them	in	tandem	can	be	effective:	the	supervised	
methods	examine	the	differences	between	known	groups,	unsupervised	ones	explore	the	level	of	
variability	present,	and	true	effects	will	show	congruence	in	their	combined	results.		
	
1.2	Feature	extraction	
	
Dimension	reduction	methods	are	usually	feature	extraction	methods:	the	most	useful	in	omics	
analyses	being	linear	transformations	because	the	retention	of	linear	biological	signals	allows	
better	and	more	accurate	interpretation.	Feature	extraction	is	sometimes	termed	feature	
projection.	To	make	this	review	accessible	for	readers,	we	generalise	by	discussing	methods	that	
use	either	correlation-	or	projection-based	feature	extraction.	Both	aim	to	reduce	the	
dimensionality	of	the	input	datasets.	Projection-based	methods	aim	to	capture	the	important	
relationships	between	features	using	a	new	subspace,	whereas	correlation-based	approaches	
focus	on	the	features’	covariances	to	eliminate	uninformative	ones.	The	delineation	between	
correlation-	or	projection-based	is	sometimes	unclear	because	the	latter	often	use	correlation	
metrics	to	aggregate	features	into	components	that	define	the	new	subspaces.			
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Most	methods	outlined	here	have	a	single	global	minimum	(for	a	review	of	non-convex	methods,	
see	[7]).	These	typically	use	Euclidean	distances	in	matrix	eigendecomposition	to	obtain	the	
covariances	across	features	or	similarities	across	samples	because	Euclidean	distances	are	
robust	measures	[8].	Feature	extraction	summarises	a	set	of	features	as	a	component	(or	latent	
factor).	It	can	also	identify	the	original	features	that	gave	rise	to	a	component.	There	are	several	
methods	of	feature	extraction	and	feature	selection.	Factor	analysis	is	a	form	of	feature	
extraction	that	reduces	the	numbers	of	observed	features	to	a	smaller	number	of	latent	variables	
termed	factors	such	that	the	data	can	be	explained	by	a	combination	of	these	factors,	with	some	
error.			
	
Feature	selection	differs	from	feature	extraction	because	it	directly	samples	from	the	initial	
features,	rather	than	abstracting	them.	Filtration	of	uninformative	features	is	an	example	of	
feature	selection.	Filter-based	(also	called	relief-based)	approaches	are	the	most	common	when	
dealing	with	omic	data:	these	examine	associations	between	features	based	on	correlations,	
distances	or	information	content.	Other	approaches	include	embedded	and	wrapper-based	
methods.	Wrapper-based	methods	produce	a	model	that	starts	with	all	features	included,	and	
then	the	model	performance	is	evaluated	as	features	are	gradually	removed,	so	that	selected	
features	are	retained	only	if	they	improve	or	have	marginal	negative	effect	on	the	predictive	
power	of	the	model.		
	
Matrix	factorisation	is	a	type	of	unsupervised	projection-based	method	which	decomposes	the	
input	matrix	based	on	combinations	of	linear	models.	It	includes	principal	component	analysis	
(PCA),	non-negative	matrix	factorisation	(NMF)	and	other	approaches.	Many	matrix	factorisation	
methods	use	singular	value	decomposition	(SVD)	or	an	equivalent.	SVD	is	a	generalisation	of	
eigendecomposition	to	a	rectangular	matrix.	If	we	have	a	dataset	of	n	samples	and	p	features	
(denoted	as	𝑋 ∈ 𝑅!×#).	This	produces	eigenvalues,	which	reflect	the	magnitudes	of	the	k	PCs	in	
descending	order,	and	it	creates	eigenvectors	,	which	denote	the	samples’	coordinates	in	each	PC.	
	
Other	dimension	reduction	methods	attempt	to	decompose	(or	factorise)	matrix	X	into	two	
matrices	across	k	components,	one	reflecting	the	samples	(𝑊 ∈ 𝑅!×$)	and	the	other	the	features	
(𝐻 ∈ 𝑅$×#)	as	X~WH.	𝑊!×$ 	is	called the	loadings	and	it	also	referred	to	in	the	literature	as	the	
source	matrix	or	features	matrix.	𝐻$×#	is	the	components,	which	can	also	be	termed	the	
coefficients	matrix	latent	variables,	latent	factors,	score	matrix,	rotation	matrix,	unmixing	matrix,	
weights	matrix,	signatures,	eigengenes,	or	meta-genes.	Many	dimension	reduction	methods	
iteratively	minimise	the	error	between	X	and	WH	using	a	variety	of	algorithms/approaches.	
	
1.3	Principal	component	analysis	(PCA)	
	
PCA	is	an	unsupervised	linear	dimension	reduction	method	that	identifies	correlations	across	
features	 based	on	their	effect	on	samples.	It	maximises	the	effects	of	features	distinguishing	
between	samples.	The	eigenvectors	(principal	components,	PCs)	represent	data	from	a	range	of	
input	features	[9].	It	can	be	carried	out	via	SVD	or	eigendecomposition	of	the	data	covariance	
matrix,	and	calculates	the	samples’	coordinates	(eigenvectors)	across	orthogonal	PCs	
determined	from	the	features,	where	the	PCs	are	ordered	by	the	fraction	of	total	variation	
explained.	This	is	applied	iteratively	such	that	each	additional	PC	is	independent	(orthogonal)	of	
the	previous	ones	and	the	error	is	minimised.	The	scaling	factors	chosen	for	the	original	features	
are	designed	to	maximise	the	variation	explained	by	each	PC.	R	functions	for	PCA	(and	MDS)	are	
part	of	the	R	base	functions	[10]	(Table	2).	The	input	data	for	PCA	should	not	have	extreme	
outliers,	be	unimodal,	and	have	linear	effects.	If	these	assumptions	are	not	met,	PCA	plots	may	
show	horseshoe	or	arch	effects,	and	alternative	approaches	should	be	applied	[11].		
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Name	 Full	method	name	 Package	 function(s)	 Reference	

PCA	 Principal	Component	Analysis	(PCA)	

base	R	 prcomp,	princomp	 [12]	
dimRed	 PCA	 [129]	
mixOmics	 pca	 [25]	
FactoMineR	 PCA	 [20]	
pcaMethods	 pca	 [17]	

sPCA	 Sparse	PCA	 PMA		 SPC	 [49]	
mixOmics	 spca	 [25]	

nsPCA	 Non-Negative	and	Sparse	PCA	 nsprcomp	 nsprcomp	 [16]	

NIPALS	
PCA	

Nonlinear	iterative	partial	least	squares	
analysis	PCA	

ade4	 nipals	 [41]	
pcaMethods	 nipalsPca	 [17]	
mixOmics	 nipals	 [25]	

ICA	 Independent	Component	Analysis	 fastICA	 fastICA	 [116]	
IPCA	 Independent	PCA	 mixOmics	 ipca	 [25]	sIPCA	 Sparse	Independent	PCA	 sipca	

kPCA	 Kernel	PCA	
kernlab	 kpca	 [19]	
dimRed	 kPCA	 [129]	
mixKernel	 kernel.pca	 [18]	

pPCA	 Probabilistic	PCA	
pcaMethods	

ppca	
[17]	bPCA	 Bayesian	PCA	 bpca	

nlpca	 Neural	Network-based	Non-linear	PCA	 nlpca	
LLE	 Locally	Linear	Embedding		 RDRToolbox	 LLE	 [26]	
HLLE	 Hessian	Locally	Linear	Embedding		 dimRed	 HLLE	 [129]	

DRR	 Dimension	Reduction	via	Regression		 DRR	 drr	 [130]	
dimRed	 DRR	 [129]	

MDS	 Multidimensional	Scaling	 base	R	 cmdscale	 [12]	
dimRed	 MDS	 [129]	

wMDS	 Weighted	Multidimensional	Scaling	 vegan	 wcmdscale	 [74]	

nMDS	 Non-metric	Multidimensional	Scaling	
MASS	 isoMDS	 [38]	
vegan	 monoMDS,	metaMDS	 [74]	
dimRed	 nMDS	 [129]	

Isomap	 Isometric	feature	mapping	ordination	
vegan	 isomap	 [74]	
dimRed	 Isomap	 [129]	
RDRToolbox	 Isomap	 [26]	

CA	 Correspondence	Analysis		

vegan	 cca	 [74]	
ade4	 dudi.coa	 [41]	
FactoMineR	 CA	 [20]	
ca	 ca	 [39]	

MCA	 Multiple	Correspondence	Analysis		
MASS	 mca	 [38]	
FactoMineR	 MCA	 [20]	
ca	 mjca	 [39]	

NCA	 Nonsymmetric	Correspondence	Analysis		 ade4	 dudi.nsc	 [41]	
NMF	 Non-negative	Matrix	Factorisation	 NMF	 nmf	 [35]	
bNMF	 Bayesian	Non-negative	Matrix	Factorisation	 CoGAPS	 GWCoGAPS	 [36]	

Diffusion	maps	 diffusionMap	 diffuse	 [131]	
dimRed	 DiffusionMaps	 [129]	

Force	directed	methods	 igraph	 layout_with_*		 [132]	
dimRed	 FruchtermanReingold	 [129]	

	
Table	2.	Correlation-based	models	for	single	omic	datasets	that	can	be	implemented	in	R	
packages.	The	short	name,	full	name,	R	package,	function(s)	and	references	per	methods	are	
shown.	Isomap	methods	apply	non-linear	transformations.	
	
There	are	numerous	extensions	of	classic	PCA	[12].	PCA	of	genetic	data	can	be	applied	using	
tools	like	SmartPCA	in	Eigensoft	[13]	or	Plink	[14]	that	examine	correlations	across	allelic	states	
rather	than	as	a	distance	matrix.	Sparse	PCA	(sPCA)	adjusts	the	loading	vectors	to	exclude	
uninformative	features	using	least	absolute	shrinkage	and	selection	operator	(LASSO)	
penalisation	on	the	SVD	of	the	covariance	matrix	so	that	computation	is	tractable	with	fewer	PCs	
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[15].	Non-negative,	sparse	PCA	(nsPCA)	maximises	the	covariance	per	PC	or	across	all	PCs	and	
can	be	used	via	the	R	package	nsprcomp	[16]	(Table	2).	PCA	may	struggle	if	p	is	large	or	if	the	
PCs	are	numerous.	Probabilistic	PCA	(pPCA)	can	be	effective	for	very	complex	data	and	can	be	
implemented	via	the	R	package	pcaMethods	[17],	as	has	PCA,	Bayesian	PCA	(bPCA)	(Table	2).	
	
Kernel	PCA	(kPCA)	transforms	data	in	a	nonlinear	manner	into	a	higher	dimensional	space	to	
determine	if	groups	or	outliers	are	evident.	PCA	is	implemented	in	this	higher-dimensional	space	
with	LASSO	regularisation	and	a	proximal	gradient	descent	solution	for	computational	efficiency	
[18].	KPCA	can	be	explored	with	the	R	packages	mixKernal	[18]	and	kernlab	[19],	and	PCA	with	
FactoMineR	[20]	(Table	2).	Another	nonlinear	PCA	method	is	the	neural	network-based	
nonlinear	PCA	(nlPCA)	that	can	be	run	with	R	package	pcaMethods	[17]	(Table	2).	
	
Independent	component	analysis	(ICA)	assumes	that	the	input	data	is	a	mixture	to	be	deciphered	
and	so	is	similar	to	PCA.	However,	ICA	seeks	to	find	information	on	the	independent	
components,	rather	than	on	the	maximum	variance.	In	this	way,	ICA	treats	each	feature	equally,	
unlike	PCA	where	major	PCs	are	the	focus.	Consequently,	ICA	may	be	more	effective	if	the	aim	is	
to	discriminate	between	samples	[21],	and	it	has	found	more	biologically	meaningful	insights	
than	PCA	in	human	gene	expression	data	[22-24].	Independent	PCA	(IPCA)	applies	PCA	first	to	
determine	the	loading	vectors.	It	subsequently	applies	ICA	(using	fastICA)	to	obtain	independent	
loading	vectors	[25].	IPCA	can	be	effective	if	the	data	is	not	normally	distributed.	An	extension	of	
this	is	sparse	IPCA	(sIPCA)	that	applies	the	L1	penalisation	of	the	covariance	matrix	containing	
sparse	data	as	above,	and	is	available	in	the	mixOmics	R	package	[25]	(Table	2).	
	
1.4	Multi-dimensional	scaling	(MDS)		
	
Multi-dimensional	scaling	(MDS)	is	a	group	of	methods	using	eigendecomposition	to	transform	
data	to	a	new	coordinate	system	with	fewer	features,	while	simultaneously	minimising	the	error	
between	these	new	coordinates	compared	to	the	original	ones.	This	attempts	to	retain	the	
original	distances	and	coordinates	as	much	as	possible,	contrasting	with	PCA	for	which	entirely	
new	axes	are	created	such	that	the	new	sample	coordinates	(eigenvectors)	are	typically	very	
different	and	thus	difficult	to	relate	to	the	original	features.	Consequently,	MDS	is	limited	by	not	
minimising	the	feature	numbers	as	much	as	PCA.	MDS	uses	Euclidean	distances	to	perform	linear	
transformations.	Principal	coordinate	analysis	(PCoA)	is	the	classical	form	of	MDS	that	performs	
SVD.	Non-metric	MDS	(nMDS)	is	an	extension	of	MDS	that	replaces	eigenvector	decomposition	
with	optimisation	methods	via	a	stress	function.	Another	extension	of	MDS	is	isometric	feature	
mapping	ordination	that	can	be	implemented	via	Isomap,	which	replaces	the	Euclidean	distances	
of	MDS	with	geodesic	ones	[27-28].	Isomap	performs	nonlinear	data	scaling	based	on	the	
shortest	path	between	a	pair	of	nodes	representing	the	samples	based	on	their	input	data.		
	
1.5	Non-negative	matrix	factorisation	(NMF)		
	
Non-negative	matrix	factorisation	(NMF)	applies	an	unsupervised	approach	to	finding	signatures	
across	features	explaining	sample	traits.	Omics	data	is	suited	to	NMF	because	it	is	generally	non-
negative.	NMF	examines	a	matrix	X	of	samples	across	their	features	to	produce	a	series	of	
additive	latent	variables	iteratively	[28].	Unlike	PCA,	NMF	treats	all	features	equally	and	thus	
may	distinguish	between	samples	more	effectively	than	PCA	[21].	NMF	was	adopted	from	signal	
processing	and	is	aimed	at	clustering	samples	based	on	minimising	the	sum	of	squares	errors	
(SSEs)	[29].	NMF	factorises	an	input	matrix	𝑋!×#	into	two	non-negative	matrices	𝑊!×$ 	and	𝐻$×#	
as	𝑋!×#	~	𝑊!×$𝐻$×#	where	W	has	the	basis	vectors	(akin	to	loadings)	for	the	samples	and	H	has	
the	coefficient	vectors	(akin	to	components)	for	the	features.	Here,	k	is	called	the	rank	and	
represents	the	level	of	factorisation	(components)	present	such	that	K<<P.	W	and	H	are	non-
negative	and	can	be	combined	linearly	to	make	𝑉!×# = 𝑊!×$𝐻$×#,	an	estimate	of	𝑋!×#	[28].	
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𝑊!×$ 	and	𝐻$×#	are	gradually	optimised	based	on	gradient	descent	using	multiplicative	update	
rules	to	minimise	the	error	between	𝑉!×#	and	𝑋!×#:	typically,	this	error	is	inversely	correlated	
with	K	[28].			
	
NMF	is	typically	run	multiple	times	with	a	wide	range	of	K	values	to	select	the	optimal	one,	
which	is	important	because	of	the	non-convex	nature	of	most	omic	data.	This	process	known	as	
parameter	tuning	or	regularisation.	This	best	K	can	be	challenging	to	objectively	determine	if	
differing	optimal	K	values	are	found	each	time:	this	may	depend	on	the	initial	seeds	and	the	
data’s	heterogeneity	[30].	Ideally,	50-200	NMF	runs	are	required	for	each	value	of	K	to	provide	
stability	in	the	sample	and	feature	allocations	[31]:	this	may	be	computationally	time-consuming	
for	large	datasets.	In	each	run,	a	consensus	matrix	𝐶!×!	from	the	n	samples	is	created	such	that	
each	pair	of	samples	gets	a	value	of	one	if	they	are	in	the	same	cluster,	and	a	value	of	zero	if	not.	
A	cophenetic	correlation	coefficient	(ρ)	is	calculated	from	this	consensus	matrix	for	each	run	
where	0≤ρ≤1.	K	can	be	selected	as	the	value	maximising	the	cophenetic	correlation	coefficient	
(ρ)	before	ρ	decreases	sharply	[31],	though	methods	of	error	calculation	vary.	Typically,	NMF	
allocates	samples	to	the	K	ranks	based	on	the	features	allocated	to	the	top	ranks	among	the	K,	
and	so	may	be	less	effective	if	there	are	many	orthogonal	features	[31].	Bayesian	approaches	to	
optimisation	can	be	more	effective	[32-33],	though	not	always	[34].	NMF	can	be	implemented	
with	the	R	packages	NMF	[35]	or	CoGAPS	[36]	(Table	2).		
	
1.6	Correspondence	Analysis	(CA)	
	
Correspondence	Analysis	(CA)	is	a	correlation-	and	projection-based	method	examines	ordinal	
data,	such	as	a	matrix	containing	non-continuous	binary	omic	data,	and	creates	orthogonal	
components	for	each	sample.	CA	uses	measures	of	inertia	and	co-inertia.	In	simple	terms,	inertia	
refers	to	the	sums	of	squares	(SS)	of	distances	between	a	set	of	points	and	a	reference	point,	or	
the	SS	of	matrix	elements	in	a	zero-centred	matrix	[11].	Co-inertia	extends	this	by	denoting	the	
SS	of	covariances	between	two	mean-centred	datasets	[37],	thus	indicating	their	pairwise	
association.	CA	zero-centres	and	scales	the	data	in	a	contingency	table	manner.	It	then	performs	
SVD	on	this	transformed	data	for	visualisation.	CA	becomes	multiple	CA	(MCA)	if	more	than	two	
categorical	variables	are	assessed.	CA	and	MCA	can	be	applied	with	the	R	packages	MASS	[38],	ca	
[39]	and	FactoMineR	[20]	(Table	2).	Multiple	CA	(MSC)	and	discriminant	CA	can	be	effective	with	
qualitative	data.	Nonsymmetric	CA	(NCA)	is	a	variant	of	CA	to	the	symmetrical	relationship	of	
two	ordinal	variables	[40]	and	can	be	used	in	R	package	ade4	[41]	(Table	2).	CA	is	limited	by	not	
tolerating	continuous	data	well,	may	be	affected	by	data	transformation,	and	assumes	
independence	among	the	features.	
	
2.	Correlation-based	dimension	reduction	methods	for	pairs	of	omics	datasets		
	
Pairs	of	omic	datasets	must	be	transformed	and	normalised	independently	in	an	appropriate	
manner	to	ensure	comparability	because	the	shared	components	will	reflect	both	datasets.	
Differing	numbers	of	samples	and	features	per	omic	dataset	should	be	tolerated.	The	two	
datasets	can	be	weighted	according	to	a	number	of	schemes:	equally,	by	importance,	data	
quality,	or	proportionally	to	the	number	of	features	[11].	Dimension	reduction	methods	may	also	
examine	three	or	more	omic	datasets	–	the	latter	are	K-table	methods	such	that	K	refers	to	the	
number	of	omic	datasets	[42].	Thus,	each	of	K	datasets	would	be	scaled	by	a	global	score	matrix	
containing	the	components	and	each	would	have	K	different	loading	vectors.	Although	
dimension	reduction	and	analysis	of	each	omic	dataset	alone	would	extract	more	information	
about	these	datasets	individually,	early	integration	of	omic	datasets	is	essential	to	extract	
information	across	these	diverse	inputs.		
	
2.1	Consensus	PCA	(cPCA)	
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PCA	implemented	most	typically	via	SVD,	but	also	may	be	accomplished	using	the	iterative	
algorithm	Nonlinear	Iterative	Partial	Least	Squares	(NIPALS)	that	determines	the	next	PC	per	
iteration	(NIPALS	PCA)	across	block	and	global	loading	scores	based	on	the	root	mean	squared	
error	(RMSE).	Consensus	PCA	(cPCA)	is	a	projection-based	unsupervised	method	that	uses	the	
NIPALS	algorithm	where	PCA	is	conducted	on	normalised	combined	data	to	get	the	relative	
weights	of	the	different	omic	datasets	(called	blocks	here)	[43].	cPCA	is	a	type	of	multi-block	
method	in	which	each	set	of	omic	data	is	a	normalised	block	in	the	combined	model	[44].	This	
iterates	by	first	regressing	the	omic	datasets	on	a	global	score	vector	to	create	global	loadings	
reflecting	the	weight	of	each	block.	Second,	these	weights	are	normalised	and	are	used	to	
generate	new	block	scores.	These	are	regressed	on	the	global	score	vector	to	create	a	normalised	
vector	of	weights,	which	is	used	to	create	the	update	block	score	values	for	the	next	iteration.	
Such	block	scaling	factors	can	be	effective	when	the	number	of	features	per	omic	type	varies	
considerably,	so	these	weights	might	be	inversely	proportional	to	the	number	of	features	per	
block.	This	links	to	multiway	methods	where	multiple	blocks	are	stacked	to	make	an	N-
dimensional	dataset.	An	application	of	this	compares	between	omics	data	types	with	multilinear	
Partial	Least	Squares	(PLS)	[45].	cPCA	can	be	applied	with	the	mogsa	R	package	[46]	and	NIPALS	
PCA	is	in	numerous	packages,	including	pcaMethods	[17]	(Table	3).	The	number	of	iterations,	
impact	of	subsampling	and	structure	in	the	data	can	all	affect	cPCA	results.		
	
	
Name	 Full	method	name	 Package	 function(s)	 Reference	
cPCA	 Consensus	PCA		 mogsa	 mbpca	 [46]	

CCA	 Canonical	Correlation	Analysis	
(CCA)	

CCA	 cc	 [155]	
vegan	 CCorA	 [74]	
PMA		 CCA	 [49]	

rCCA	 Regularised	CCA	 CCA	 rcc	 [155]	
sCCA	 Sparse	CCA	 SmCCNet	 getRobustPseudoWeights	 [52]	

smCCA	 Sparse	Multiple	CCA	
PMA		 MultiCCA	 [49]	

SmCCNet	 getRobustPseudoWeights	 [52]	
ssCCA	 Sparse	Supervised	CCA	

CIA	 Co-Inertia	Analysis	 made4	 cia	 [57]	

ade4	

cointeria	

[41]	STATIS	 Structuration	des	Tableaux	a	
Trois	Indices	de	la	Statistique	 statis	

PTA	 Partial	Triadic	Analysis	 pta	
statico	 STATIS	and	CIA	 statico	

MANCIE	
Matrix	analysis	&	normalisation	
by	concordant	information	
enhancement		

MANCIE	 mancie	 [62]	

	
Table	3.	Unsupervised	correlation-based	models	for	omic	dataset	pairs	that	can	be	implemented	
in	R	packages.	The	short	name,	full	name,	R	package,	function(s)	and	references	per	methods	are	
shown.	
	
	
2.2	Canonical	Correlation	Analysis	(CCA)	
	
CCA	is	a	projection-based	and	correlation-based	unsupervised	extension	of	CA	[47]:	here,	CCA	
refers	to	Canonical	Correlation	Analysis	(rather	than	Canonical	Correspondence	Analysis)	[11].	
CCA	linearly	transforms	a	pair	of	omic	datasets	to	maximise	correlations	across	their	features	
based	on	a	pair	of	loading	vectors	(also	called	canonical	variates	or	dataset-specific	weights).	
CCA	is	optimised	based	on	the	canonical	correlation	from	this	pair	of	loading	vectors.	CCA	is	
effective	if	the	number	of	samples	exceeds	the	sum	of	the	total	number	of	features	across	omic	
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types,	or	if	the	number	of	features	has	been	reduced	[48].	Regularised	CCA	(rCCA)	can	tolerate	
total	numbers	of	features	well	in	excess	of	the	number	of	samples,	and	thus	is	more	suited	to	
omic	data.	It	achieves	this	by	making	the	omic	data	matrices	invertible	through	the	addition	of	
ridge	penalties	to	their	diagonals.	The	optimal	ridge	penalties	can	be	obtained	using	cross	
validation	if	the	number	of	features	per	dataset	<	5,000,	or	using	shrinkage	where	they	are	
independently	estimated	and	so	their	correlation	might	be	affected.	Consequently,	the	numbers	
of	features,	parameter	selection	and	potential	model	overfitting	are	possible	limitations	of	CCA	
and	rCCA.	CCA	and	rCCA	can	be	implemented	via	the	mixOmics	R	package	[28]	(Table	3).		
	
There	are	many	other	extensions	of	CCA,	including	penalised	CCA,	sparse	CCA	(sCCA),	CCA-l1,	
sparse	CCA	with	an	elastic	net	penalty	(CCA-EN),	CCA-group	sparse	[49]	and	a	supervised	
version	of	sparse	CCA,	ssCCA	[50].	sCCA	is	an	unsupervised	approach	that	regularises	the	data	
through	the	addition	of	a	ridge	penalty	and	is	similar	to	tensor	decomposition	[65].	Perturbation	
clustering	for	data	integration	and	disease	subtyping	(PINS)	can	extend	sCCA	by	using	clustering	
samples	within	and	across	different	omic	datasets	where	these	clusters	are	robust	to	noise	[51].	
ssCCA	and	sparse	multiple	CCA	(smCCA)	are	supervised	methods,	where	smCCA	reweights	the	
features	to	maximise	the	correlation	between	the	quantitative	sample	metadata	with	each	
group’s	features	[52].	CCA	has	been	extended	by	examining	sample	metadata	classifications	in	
sCCA	using	networks	(SmCCNet)	[52].	SCCA,	ssCCA	and	smCCA	can	be	used	via	the	R	packages	
PMA	(penalised	multivariate	analysis)	[49]	and	SmCCNet	[52]	–	the	latter	extends	PMA	to	handle	
more	than	two	omic	datasets	(Table	3).	
	
2.3	Co-inertia	analysis	(CIA)	
	
Co-inertia	analysis	(CIA)	is	a	correlation-	and	projection-based	unsupervised	method	that	seeks	
to	maximise	the	covariance	between	a	pair	of	transformed	datasets	that	can	be	combined	
linearly	[53-54].	CIA	is	a	generalisation	of	CCA	and	PLS	[55]	but	may	be	limited	by	the	need	to	
have	nonzero	loading	vectors	[56].	CIA	does	not	have	a	feature	selection	step,	unlike	sparse	CCA,	
which	can	remove	uninformative	features.	CIA	is	available	in	the	R	package	made4	[57]	(Table	
3).	The	ade4	R	package	offers	a	range	of	additional	less	commonly-used	tools,	including	
Structuration	des	Tableaux	a	Trois	Indices	de	la	Statistique	(STATIS)	[58],	partial	triadic	analysis	
(PTA)	[59],	and	statico	that	can	find	relationships	between	two	pairs	of	K-tables	using	STATIS	
and	CIA	[8,41]	(Table	3).	
	
Matrix	analysis	and	normalization	by	concordant	information	enhancement	(MANCIE)	is	related	
to	CIA.	This	method	achieves	data	normalisation	and	fusion	of	dissimilar	omic	datasets	by	linking	
a	pair	of	omic	datasets	prior	to	the	main	analysis	based	on	the	feature	patterns	[60]	(Table	3).	If	
the	features	are	not	directly	comparable	between	the	primary	and	secondary	datasets,	it	
summarises	the	secondary	data	so	that	the	features	can	be	combined	into	a	single	primary-
secondary	omic	dataset.	If	the	primary	and	secondary	features	of	sample	i	are	pi	and	qi,	the	
combined	dataset	features	of	sample	i	then	are	the	1st	PC	from	PCA	if	cor(pi,qi)	>	tU,	or	equal	to	p’i	
if	cor(pi,qi)	≤	tL,	or	equal	to	p′i	+	q′i.cor(pi,qi)	if	tL	<	cor(pi,qi)	≤	tU.	The	upper	(tU)	and	lower	(tL)	
thresholds	can	be	determined	empirically,	and	p′i	and	q′i	are	scaled	such	that	their	standard	
deviations	equal	one	[60].	Like	other	methods,	MANCIE	may	be	affected	by	data	transformation,	
parameter	choice	and	is	prone	to	overfitting.		
	
2.4	Partial	least	squares	(PLS)	discriminant	analysis	(DA)	
	
PLS	is	similar	to	PCA	because	it	applies	SVD	and	iteratively	maximises	the	covariance	across	the	
features	[61].	PLS	is	a	correlation-	and	projection-based	method	that	can	be	applied	to	a	single	
dataset,	or	to	pairs	of	them	by	concatenating	data	together.	PLS	may	be	limited	by	feature	
dependence,	model	overfitting	and	optimising	the	number	of	ascertained	components.	Sparse	
PLS	(sPLS)	can	also	be	useful	when	a	large	number	of	features	is	present	as	it	can	exclude	
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uninformative	ones	using	LASSO	penalization	on	the	SVD	of	the	omics	dataset	pair’s	covariance	
matrices	[15].	sPLS	and	CCA-EN	typically	have	comparable	predictive	performances	that	are	
superior	to	CIA	[25].	Group	PLS	(gPLS)	is	an	extension	that	applies	pre-defined	groups	of	
features	to	PLS	analyses	[62].		
	
PLS-discriminant	analysis	(PLS-DA)	is	a	supervised	method	that	incorporates	group	
memberships	into	PLS	[63].	These	memberships	could	include	genomic	allelic	states	or	protein-
protein	binding	categories	instead	of	(or	in	addition	to)	traditional	group	labels.	PLS-DA	is	akin	
to	supervised	PCA	because	it	tries	to	combine	correlated	features	to	discriminate	between	
known	groups	[64].	PCA	maximises	the	covariance	per	PC,	whereas	PLS-DA	maximises	the	
covariance	based	on	the	original	classification	[64].	Intuitively,	this	means	PCA	and	PLS-DA	
produce	similar	results	if	the	1st	(and	2nd,	etc)	PC(s)	include(s)	features	that	discriminate	
between	groups,	whereas	they	differ	if	the	groups	are	more	similar	with	only	minor	differences	
detected	at	higher	PCs	by	PCA.	PLS-DA	aims	to	determine	the	pair	of	loading	vectors	that	
maximise	the	covariance	between	the	two	omics	datasets’	values,	X	and	Y.	So,	for	matrices	𝑋!×#	
and	𝑌!×( ,	PLS-DA	maximises	the	correlation	between	the	loading	vectors	associated	with	p	and	q	
and	iterates	through	the	PCs.	These	loading	vectors	(projections)	in	PLS-DA	reflect	information	
to	discriminate	group	status,	thus	informing	inter-group	differences,	but	less	so	within-group	
differences	[65].	PLS-DA	uses	a	LASSO-based	penalty	for	selection	of	the	loading	vector	weights.	
It	can	be	implemented	in	regression	mode	where	X	explains	Y	or	in	a	canonical	mode,	where	X	
and	Y	can	explain	each	other	(assuming	X	and	Y	are	symmetrical	to	allow	switching).	PLS-DA	and	
a	sparse	implementation	for	large	datasets	are	available	through	the	caret	[66]	and	mixOmics	
[28]	R	packages	(Table	4).	
	
	

Name	 Full	method	name	 Package	 function(s)	 Reference	
PLS		 Partial	Least	Squares	(PLS)	

mixOmics	

pls		

[25]	sPLS	 Sparse	PLS	 spls		
PLS-DA	 PDS	Discriminant	Analysis	 plsda	

sPLS-DA	 Sparse	PLS	Discriminant	Analysis	 splsda	caret	 [67]	
mbPLS	 Multi-block	PLS	 ade4	 mbpls	 [41]	
mgPLS	 Multi-Group	PLS	 mixOmics	 mint.block.*		 [25]	

GPA	 Generalised	Procrutes	Analysis	 vegan	 procrutes	 [74]	
FactoMineR	 GPA	 [20]	

	
Table	4.	Supervised	correlation-based	models	for	omic	dataset	pairs	that	can	be	implemented	in	
R	packages.	The	short	name,	full	name,	R	package,	function(s)	and	references	per	methods	are	
shown.	
	
	
To	explore	how	omic	dataset	pairs	can	be	examined	together,	we	can	use	PLS-DA	in	the	
mixOmics	R	package	to	quantify	how	gene	expression	and	protein-binding	rates	relate	to	each	
other	in	100	samples	from	four	groups.	PLS-DA	identifies	the	features	most	strongly	
differentiating	these	groups	using	small	initial	weights	(set	to	0.1)	while	ignoring	within-group	
variation.	The	features	most	strongly	correlated	between	omic	types	can	be	identified	for	further	
analysis	(Fig	2A).	The	top	25	differentiating	features	can	be	used	to	separate	groups:	here	this	
works	well	for	groups	A	and	B,	but	less	well	for	groups	C	and	D	(Fig	2B).	If	we	expand	the	
number	of	omic	types	from	two	to	four	by	including	data	on	DNA	genotypes	and	interferon-
gamma	(INFg)	expression,	we	can	explore	correlations	between	the	highly	correlated	features	
(Fig	2C).	Similarly,	the	groups	can	be	classified	using	a	select	number	of	features	(Fig	2D).	This	
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illustrates	how	the	features	differentiating	samples	for	different	numbers	of	input	omic	types	
can	vary,	and	therefore	the	weighting	of	these	features	is	crucial.	
	

	
	
Fig	2.	Differentiation	of	100	samples	using	combined	analyses	of	RNA	expression	and	protein-
binding	data	with	PLS-DA.	(A)	A	network	showing	correlations	between	RNA	expression	(red)	
and	protein-binding	(green)	where	r	<	-0.7	or	r	>	0.7:	positive	correlations	are	shaded	green	and	
negative	ones	are	shaded	red.	(B)	A	heatmap	of	the	normalised	RNA	expression	and	protein-
binding	rates	of	the	samples	corresponding	to	groups	A	(n=30,	blue),	B	(n=26,	orange),	C	(n=24,	
grey)	and	D	(n=20,	green)	where	red	indicates	a	lower	value,	white	an	intermediate	one,	and	
blue	higher	values;	the	dendrograms	indicate	the	relative	similarity	of	the	features	(y-axis)	and	
samples	(x-axis);	the	25	most	differentiating	features	for	each	omic	type	are	visualised.	(C)	A	
network	like	(A)	showing	correlations	where	r	<	-0.9	or	r	>	0.9	between	DNA	genotypes	(black),	
RNA	expression	(red),	protein-binding	(green)	and	INFg	expression	(blue).	(D)	A	heatmap	like	
(B)	of	the	normalised	DNA	genotypes,	RNA	expression,	protein-binding	rates	and	INFg	
expression	of	the	samples;	the	eight	most	differentiating	features	for	each	omic	type	are	
visualised.	
	
	
Multi-group	PLS	(mgPLS)	extends	PLS	by	using	global	loading	vectors	for	the	omic	datasets	[67].	
Approaches	integrating	distinct	omic	datatypes	include	weighted-averaging	PLS	(WA-PLS)	is	a	

(A) (B) ValueCorrelation

(D) Value 
(C) Correlation
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regression-based	method,	which	uses	only	the	first	component	from	PLS,	and	MINT	[68],	which	
removes	unwanted	variation	stemming	from	batch	effects	using	PLS-DA	and	mgPLS.	MINT	is	in	
the	mixOmics	R	package	and	applies	multi-group	and	generalised	PLS-related	methods,	
including	sparse	versions	[68]	(Table	4).	However,	PLS-DA	is	prone	to	overfitting	and	finding	
unreliable	features	distinguishing	groups	during	supervised	clustering	[69],	especially	if	there	
are	fewer	samples	relative	to	many	features	[70].	
	
2.5	Generalised	Procrustes	analysis	(GPA)	
	
Generalised	Procrustes	analysis	(GPA)	is	a	projection-based	supervised	method	that	linearly	
transforms	a	primary	data	matrix	to	maximise	its	similarity	to	a	secondary	matrix	by	minimising	
the	SS	of	differences	[71].	This	least-squares-based	exploratory	method	achieves	this	by	first	
mean-centring	the	datasets,	it	then	scales	(root	mean	square	distance)	them	to	make	the	values	
comparable	and	finally	rotating	them	via	SVD	to	minimise	the	SS	of	differences	between	the	
corresponding	data	points.	GPA	may	be	limited	by	the	effects	of	outliers,	data	structure	and	
datasets	with	high	numbers	of	uncorrelated	features.	GPA	can	be	implemented	via	the	R	
packages	vegan	[74]	and	FactoMineR	[20]	(Table	4).	
	
3.	Correlation-based	models	for	more	than	two	omic	datasets	
	
The	methods	below	were	designed	for	more	than	two	omic	datasets,	however,	most	could	also	
be	applied	to	pairs	of	datasets	or	paired	ones.	
	
3.1	Multiple	factor	analysis	(MFA)	
	
Multiple	factor	analysis	(MFA)	can	be	used	to	examine	multiple	omic	datasets	and	has	multiple	
implementations	[72].	Most	commonly,	generalised	PCA	is	applied	to	each	omic	dataset	
individually,	and	these	datasets	are	normalised	by	dividing	by	their	first	singular	values	[73].	
These	datasets	are	concatenated	and	generalised	PCA	is	applied	again.	MFA,	dual	MFA	and	
hierarchical	MFA	can	be	applied	via	the	R	packages	FactoMineR	[20]	and	ade4	[44]	(Table	5).	
	
3.2	Multiple	CIA	(mCIA)	
	
Multiple	co-inertia	analysis	(mCIA)	extends	CIA	from	assessing	a	pair	of	datasets	to	examining	
three	or	more	datasets	[74].	mCIA	transforms	the	omic	datasets	using	loading	vectors	to	
maximise	the	sum	of		their	covariances	and	makes	a	new	synthetic	centre	of	all	data	[75].	This	
can	be	iterated	to	get	the	global	scores	and	loadings	for	the	first	dimension,	before	doing	this	for	
the	second	dimension,	and	so	on.	It	is	similar	to	cPCA	because	it	maximises	the	covariance	
between	the	eigenvectors,	and	produces	similar	results	to	generalised	CCA	[11].	MCIA	is	a	
correlation-	and	projection	method	that	is	available	in	the	R	package	omicade4	[75]	(Table	5).		
	
MCIA	may	work	less	well	with	sparse	data	[11].	To	address	this,	sparse	mCIA	(smCIA)	selects	
features	and	estimates	the	loading	vectors	simultaneously	to	address	this	sparsity	issue,	and	
structured	smCIA	(ssmCIA)	extends	this	by	including	a	penalty	to	include	biological	information	
more	effectively	[76].	Similarly,	penalised	CIA	(pCIA)	imposes	a	sparsity	penalty	[56].	To	
illustrate	how	information	can	be	aggregated	across	omic	types	per	sample,	we	can	use	an	
example	of	data	for	DNA	genotypes,	gene	expression,	protein-binding	rates	and	interferon-
gamma	levels	for	100	samples	from	four	groups.	Here,	mCIA	can	quantify	the	correlations	per	
sample	between	omic	types,	the	extent	to	which	each	feature	is	associated	with	each	component,	
and	the	contribution	of	each	omic	type	to	each	component	(Fig	3).		
	
3.3	Joint	and	individual	variation	explained	(JIVE)	
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Joint	and	individual	variation	explained	(JIVE)	extends	PCA	by	partitioning	the	total	variation	
found	into	variation	unique	to	each	omic	data	type,	variation	shared	across	data	types,	and	
residual	noise	[61].	It	assumes	the	observed	data	can	be	explained	by	a	linear	combination	of	
unique,	shared	and	residual	variation	where	each	variation	type	is	uncorrelated	with	the	others.	
It	applies	a	linear	model,	where	𝑤!$ 	is	the	sample’s	score,	ℎ$#	is	the	estimated	transformed	
features,	𝜀!$ 	is	the	error	term,	so	for	feature	p	in	sample	n	as:	𝑥!# = ∑ 𝑤!$ℎ$#%

$&' +
∑ 𝑤′!$ℎ′$#)%)
$&' + 𝜀!$ ,	where	𝑤′!$ 	and	ℎ′$#	are	technology-specific	vectors	whose	dimensions	

span	n	samples	and	K’	components	for	W,	and	K’	components	and	p’	features	for	H,	such	that	p’	<	
p	and	K’	<	K	and	W’	and	H’	are	orthogonal	to	W	and	H.	JIVE	iteratively	estimates	the	unique	and	
joint	variation	by	SVD	focusing	on	one	term	per	iteration	so	the	next	one	has	maximum	
orthogonality.	JIVE	may	be	limited	by	the	need	to	select	components	and	the	loss	of	information	
after	this,	as	well	as	the	effects	of	data	transformation.	JIVE	is	a	correlation-	and	projection-based	
approach	that	can	be	applied	using	the	r.JIVE	R	package	[77].	JIVE	and	MFA	can	examine	
concatenated	omic	data	from	different	types	for	the	same	samples	(Table	5).	
	
	
Name	 Full	method	name	 Package	 function(s)	 Reference	
MFA	 Multiple	Factor	Analysis	 	 	 	
DMFA	 Dual	Multiple	Factor	Analysis	 FactoMineR	 MFA	 [20]	
HMFA	 Hierarchical	Multiple	Factor	Analysis	 	 	 	
MFA	 Multiple	Factor	Analysis	 ade4	 mfa	 [41]	
mCIA	 Multiple	Co-Inertia	Analysis	 omicade4	 mcia	 [75]	
JIVE	 Joint	&	Individual	Variation	Explained		 r.jive	 jive	 [79]	
AJIVE	 Angle	based	JIVE	 idc9	 ajive	 [80]	

rGCCA	 Regularised	Generalised	CCA	 RGCCA	 rgcca	 [82]	
mixOmics	 wrapper.rgcca	 [25]	

sGCCA	 Sparse	Generalised	CCA	 RGCCA	 sgcca	 [82]	

mixOmics	 wrapper.sgcca	 [25]	
ssGCCA	 Supervised	sparse	Generalised	CCA	 DIABLO	 [86]	
O2PLS	 Two-way	Orthogonal	PLS	

OmicsPLS	 o2m	
[108]	

GO2PLS	 Group	Sparse	Two-way	Orthogonal	PLS	 [109]	PO2PLS	 Probabilistic	Two-way	Orthogonal	PLS	

TCA	 Tensor	component	analysis	

tensorBSS		 tPCA	 [102]	
rTensor	 cp_decomp	 [103]	
tensorr	 dtensor	 [105]	
ThreeWay	 CP	 [101]	ThreeWay	 T3	
PTAk	 PCAn	 [100]	PTAk	 CANDPARA	
SDA4D	 RunSDA4D	 [108]	

	
Table	5.	Unsupervised	correlation-based	models	for	more	than	two	omic	datasets	that	can	be	
implemented	in	R	packages.	The	short	name,	full	name,	R	package,	function(s)	and	references	
per	methods	are	shown.	OmicsPLS	and	idc9	should	be	installed	from	Github	with	devtools.	
	
	
JIVE	has	been	extended	as	joint	and	individual	clustering	analysis	(JIC)	that	estimates	the	unique	
and	joint	variation	simultaneously	in	a	manner	similar	to	combined	PCA	and	k-means	clustering	
[78].	It	has	also	been	extended	as	angle-based	JIVE	(AJIVE),	which	finds	joint	modes	of	variation	
common	to	all	omics	data	types,	and	variability	specific	to	each	omic	type	[79].	AJIVE	can	be	
applied	with	R	package	idc9	[80].	Using	the	same	dataset	above	used	for	mCIA,	AJIVE	partitions	
the	variation	per	omic	type:	2.5-3.5%	of	the	total	variation	was	allocated	to	joint	variation	for	
DNA	genotypes,	RNA	expression	and	protein-binding,	whereas	11%	for	INFg	levels	(Fig	3).	The	
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individual	variation	allocated	to	each	omic	type	was	zero	for	DNA	and	INFg	variability,	but	high	
at	83%	for	RNA	and	78%	protein-binding.	The	residual	variation	was	mainly	associated	with	the	
DNA	genotyping	(96%)	and	INFg	levels	(89%),	but	less	so	for	RNA	expression	(14%)	and	
protein-binding	rates	(19%).	This	highlights	the	differing	levels	of	correlated	features	across	
omic	datasets,	and	the	diverse	levels	in	which	features	and	samples	may	be	positively,	negatively	
or	un-correlated	across	omic	types.	
	
	

Fig	3.	Analyses	of	100	samples	
corresponding	to	groups	A	(n=30,	black),	B	
(n=36,	red),	C	(n=24,	green)	and	D	(n=10,	
blue)	assessed	integrating	four	omic	
datasets:	DNA,	RNA,	protein-binding	and	
interferon-gamma	expression	using	[1]	
mCIA	(top)	and	[2]	AJIVE	(bottom).	This	
data	has	slight	differences	for	each	omic	
type	that	are	correlated	across	omic	types.	
[1]	(A)	A	mCIA	plot	showing	the	sample	
space	for	these	100	samples	showing	their	
omic	types:	DNA	(circle),	RNA	(triangle),	
protein-binding	(square)	and	interferon-
gamma	(INFg)	rates	such	that	a	shorter	
edge	connecting	a	pair	of	samples	from	
different	omic	datasets	reflects	a	more	
positive	association	between	them.	The	
RNA	levels	show	higher	heterogeneity.	[1]	
(B)	A	mCIA	plot	showing	the	feature	space	
in	which	features	more	strongly	associated	
with	a	group	are	shown	on	more	positive	
coordinates,	whereas	those	with	a	lower	
association	are	on	negative	coordinates.	
Here,	the	protein-binding	activity	shows	
high	variability.	[1]	(C)	The	sorted	
eigenvalues	for	each	eigenvector	where	
the	cyan	colour	denotes	the	plotted	
eigenvalues	(1	and	2)	and	the	black	dots	
represent	the	fraction	of	variance	
explained	by	each	eigenvalue.	[1]	(D)	The	
pseudo-eigenvalues	space	shows	the	
extent	to	which	each	omic	type	contributes	
to	eigenvalues	1	and	2:	DNA	diversity	
affects	eigenvalue	1	more,	whereas	
eigenvalue	2	is	more	associated	with	RNA	
activity	and	INFg	levels.	[2]	The	AJIVE	
results	show	the	underlying	data	(1st	
panel),	which	ranges	from	present	(red)	
and	absent	(white)	for	the	DNA	genotypes,	

and	low	(blue),	white	(intermediate)	or	high	(red)	for	the	RNA,	protein-binding	and	protein	
levels.	In	the	2nd	panel,	the	joint	variation	shared	across	omic	types	that	measurements	were	
most	variable	for	the	RNA	activity.	In	the	3rd	panel,	we	see	the	variation	associated	with	each	
individual	omic	type,	which	was	higher	for	RNA	activity	for	group	A	and	protein-binding	for	
group	B.	In	the	4th	panel,	noise	was	higher	for	the	DNA	genotypes	and	protein	levels,	the	RNA	
activity	for	group	A,	and	the	protein-binding	for	group	B,	but	reduced	for	the	other	datasets.	
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3.4	Canonical	Correlation	Analysis	(CCA)	extensions	to	multiple	datasets	
	
Like	sCCA,	generalised	CCA	(gCCA)	extends	CCA	to	more	than	a	pair	of	omic	datasets	and	can	
include	a	feature	selection	step	for	large	sparse	datasets	[1].	gCCA	is	somewhat	related	to	MFA.	
Multiple	CCA	(mCCA)	can	deal	with	more	than	two	omic	datasets	and	is	an	extension	of	PLS	that	
maximises	the	correlation	between	the	omic	datasets’	loading	vectors	[50].	Probabilistic	CCA	
(pCCA)	can	be	applied	to	learn	shared	and	unique	properties	across	omic	datasets,	followed	by	
factor	analysis	of	the	residuals,	also	called	Multiset	Correlation	and	Factor	Analysis	(MCFA)	[81].	
Regularized	generalized	CCA	(rGCCA)	has	also	been	developed	as	an	analysis	framework	[82].	
Sparse	generalised	canonical	correlation	analysis	(sGCCA)	is	an	extension	of	rgCCA	that	can	be	
implemented	via	the	RGCCA	R	package	[83],	as	can	sGCCA	(Table	5).	Tensor	CCA	(tCCA)	attempts	
to	maximise	the	canonical	correlation	of	multiple	data	sources	[84],	and	was	extended	as	tensor	
sparse	CCA	(TSCCA),	discussed	later	[85].	SGCCA	has	an	extension	(DIABLO	in	the	mixOmics	R	
package)	that	can	handle	supervised	tests	[86]	(Table	5).	For	this,	pre-processed	and	normalised	
omic	datasets,	a	known	numbers	of	components	to	assess,	and	a	design	matrix	specifying	the	
underlying	structure	of	interest	are	required.	Alternatively,	the	design	matrix	can	be	inferred	
from	PLS,	modelling	the	pairwise	associations	between	omic	datasets	[87].	This	supervised	
sGCCA	approach	identifies	correlated	features	across	the	omic	data	sources	to	select	appropriate	
components	per	feature	set	by	maximising	the	correlation	across	features.	It	identifies	these	
components	within	and	between	omic	datasets	iteratively	using	L1	penalisation.	
	
3.5	Tensor	component	analysis	(TCA)	
	
Tensor	component	analysis	(TCA)	is	a	broad	set	of	projection-based	methods	and	is	sometimes	
called	tensor	decomposition,	tensor	rank	decomposition,	canonical	decomposition	
(CANDECOMP)	[87]	and	parallel	factor	analysis	(PARAFAC)	[88],	CANDECOMP/PARAFAC	(CP),	
Tucker3,	and	other	names	depending	on	the	precise	implementation	approach	[89].	TCA	is	based	
on	the	principle	that	a	sample’s	omic	data	sources	are	structured	and	correlated	in	some	
manner:	for	instance,	that	a	gene’s	expression	rate	is	associated	with	its	protein	level,	or	a	gene’s	
expression	rate	may	be	similar	across	tissues.	TCA	uses	tensors,	which	have	an	order	(or	
dimension	number)	n	such	that	if	n=0	the	tensor	has	zero	dimensions	and	is	single	value;	if	n=1	
the	tensor	has	one	dimension	and	is	an	array;	if	n=2	the	tensor	has	two	dimensions	and	is	a	
matrix;	and	if	n=3	the	tensor	has	three	dimensions,	and	so	on.	Consequently,	tensor-based	
methods	have	the	advantage	of	manipulations	of	tensors	as	vectors	or	multi-dimensional	
matrices	(e.g.,	containing	data	on	n	samples	across	p	genes	across	j	omic	datasets)	[90].	A	
disadvantage	of	TCA is	that	it	is	computationally	intensive,	although	this	can	be	mitigated	
through	the	use	of	multi-view	matrices	for	feature	extraction	[91].	
	
Many	TCA	approaches	are	based	on	Tucker	decomposition,	which	is	an	extension	of	SVD	to	
higher-dimensional	data.	Here,	we	focus	on	third-order	tensors	as	an	example.	Tucker	
decomposition	works	by	decomposing	(for	example)	omic	data	represented	by	the	tensor	𝐴!×#×*	
(𝐴	∈ 𝑅!×#×*)	for	p	genes	across	n	samples	from	t	timepoints	into	a	set	of	matrices	and	a	small	
core	tensor	that	relates	t	(also	known	as	modes)	to	one	another	[92].	If	we	have	three	input	omic	
datasets	(𝑋!×#,	𝑌!×#,	𝑍!×#),	this	can	be	decomposed	into	n×d	matrices	where	the	core	tensor	is	
𝑇+×+×+ 	and	d≤n	such	that	𝐴!×#×* =	𝑇+×+×+𝑈!×+𝑉#×+𝑊*×+ 		and	typically	d<<n	for	computational	
efficiency	(Figure	3).	U,	V	and	W	are	factor	matrices.	The	product	𝑇+×+×+𝑈!×+𝑉#×+𝑊*×+ 	
approximates	𝐴!×#×*	as	𝛢9!×#×*	where	the	algorithms	minimise	the	difference	between	𝐴	and	𝐴9,	
usually	using	an	alternating	least	squares	(ALS)	approach.	If	the	features	in	X,	Y	and	Z	are	
actually	p1,	p2	and	p3,	then	d	can	vary	as	d1,	d2	and	d3:	𝐴!×#×* =	𝑇+'×+,×+-𝑈!×+'𝑉#×+,𝑊*×+-.	This	
is	a	form	of	higher-order	SVD	(HOSVD)	is	a	special	form	of	Tucker	decomposition	where	the	core	
tensor	and	factor	matrices	are	orthogonal.	
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Fig	3.	Illustration	of	Tucker	decomposition.	Three	input	omic	datasets	with	n	shared	samples	
(𝑋!×#'	in	red,	𝑌!×#,	in	orange,	𝑍!×#-	in	yellow)	with	p1,	p2	and	p3	features	each,	respectively,	can	
be	decomposed	as	a	tensor	𝐴!×#.×*with	t=3	into	core	tensor	𝑇+'×+,×+-	(brown/red)	with	
components	d1,	d2	and	d3,	and	three	factor	matrices	(𝑈!×+', 𝑉#×+,,𝑊*×+-).	
	
	
PARAFAC	is	similar	to	Tucker	decomposition	above	in	that	it	generates	three	two-dimensional	
matrices	as	an	individual	scores	matrix	𝑋!×/ ,	a	scores	matrix	𝑌*×/ ,	a	sparse	gene	loadings	matrix	
𝑍/×#	and	an	error	matrix	𝜀!#*	for	components	c.	It	uses	a	linear	model	to	decompose	each	tensor	
value	𝐴!#*	across	all	components	C	as:	𝐴!#*=	∑ 𝑋!/𝑌*/𝑍/#0

/ + 𝜀!#* .	Multilinear	PCA	(MPCA)	(also	
known	as	M-mode	PCA)	and	multilinear	ICA	(MICA)	are	similar	to	this.	MPCA	creates	a	matrix	for	
each	mode	(ie,	each	omic	data	type)	where	each	of	the	column	entries	are	orthogonal	to	one	
another	(ie,	the	matrix	is	orthonormal).	The	variation	retained	in	MPCA	is	maximised	across	the	
whole	tensor	(rather	than	per	matrix),	iterated	using	ALS.		
	
TSCCA	(tensor	sparse	CCA)	uses	Tucker	decomposition,	and	was	applied	to	miRNA-RNA-cancer	
associations,	but	the	principles	are	more	broadly	applicable	if	the	features	are	matched	[86].	It	
decomposes	a	tensor	of	correlation	values	𝐴!×#.×( 	(𝐴	∈ 𝑅!×#.×()	for	n	samples	across	pi	genes	
and	q	other	features	(e.g.	expression	levels).	It	counts	the	numbers	of	nonzero	elements	
observed	to	ensure	sparsity.	The	average	Pearson	correlation	across	each	n,	p	and	q	combination	
is	used	as	a	proxy	for	modularity	to	form	the	tensor.			
	
2D-PCA	and	generalised	2D-PCA	(G2D-PCA)	seek	to	extend	PCA	by	directly	determining	the	
eigenvectors	of	the	covariance	matrix	with	matrix-vector	conversion	[93-94].	This	has	been	
developed	in	to	generalised	N-dimensional	PCA	(GND-PCA)	that	encodes	the	data	as	an	n-order	
tensor	(for	n≥3)	containing	the	layers	of	omic	data	and	uses	HOSVD	to	get	information	on	each	
omic	subspace	[95].		
	
One	approach	applying	this	is	sparse	decomposition	of	arrays	(SDA,	also	called	sparse	tensor	
factorisation	or	sparse	matrix	factorisation).	This	decomposes	omic	data	𝐴!×#×*	(as	above)	for	pi	
genes	across	n	samples	from	t	timepoints	(modes)	into	d	latent	components	as	a	pair	of	n×d	and	
d×pi	sparse	matrices	such	that	d	<<	pi	[96].	These	sparse	matrices	can	be	initially	determined	
with	fastICA	(R	package	fastICA)	[97]	fitted	using	Variational	Bayes	modelling	(Table	5).	Here,	t	
could	equally	represent	gene	expression	over	time	for	longitudinal	data.	SDA	has	been	applied	to	
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GWAS	where	SNP	genotypes	are	analysed	in	each	latent	component	d	in	n×d	[96].	This	flexible	
approach	can	handle	variation	in	the	numbers	of	features	across	t.		
	
Another	method	called	TCAM	(TCA	for	multi-way	data)	uses	unsupervised	tensor	factorisation	to	
generalise	SVD	for	matrices	to	high-order	tensors	[98].	TCAM	requires	prior	knowledge	of	the	
number	k	of	latent	components	and	can	measure	longitudinal	intra-sample	(as	well	as	inter-
sample)	variation	[98].	Unlike	TCAM,	the	truncated	SVD	method	(tSVDM)	decomposes	a	tensor	
𝐴!×#×*	into	three	matrices:	one	with	information	about	the	samples	(𝑈!×!×*),	one	with	the	
singular	values	(𝑆!×#×*),	and	one	with	information	about	the	features	(𝑉#×#×!1 ).	In	contrast,	
TCAM	uses	the	tensor	𝐴!×#×*	as	a	set	of	n	p×t	matrices	and	makes	q	feature	matrices	that	are	
similar	to	PCs,	each	with	loadings	(eigenvectors)	and	scores,	which	might	reduce	the	number	of	
dimensions	from	t	to	q	[98].	
	
Non-negative	tensor	factorisation	(NTF)	can	apply	a	range	of	algorithms	to	solve	each	of	the	q	
sub-problems	associated	with	factorising	a	tensor.	Multi-omics	non-negative	tensor	
decomposition	for	integrative	analysis	(MONTI)	implements	NTF	through	a	trilinear	model	in	
PARAFAC	first,	and	next	applies	L1	regularisation	to	get	components	associated	with	sample	
subsets,	where	these	components	are	used	to	make	a	classification	system	[99].	MONTI	focuses	
on	human	transcriptome,	methylome	and	miRNAome	data,	and	so	gets	the	features	associated	
with	these	components	for	further	pathway-oriented	testing.		
	
Manipulations	of	tensor-valued	data	can	be	achieved	in	various	ways	with	the	R	packages	PTAk	
(Principal	Tensor	Analysis	on	k	Modes)	[100],	ThreeWay	[101],	tensorBSS	[102],	rTensor	[103],	
and	TensorFlow	[104]	(Table	5).	Additionally,	R	package	tensorr	[105]	can	handle	tensors	with	
sparse	data,	and	SDA4D	can	examine	four-dimensional	tensors	[106]	(Table	5).	
	
3.6	Orthogonal	PLS-DA	
	
Orthogonal	PLS-DA	is	an	extension	that	can	handle	more	than	two	omic	datasets	that	is	most	
commonly	implemented	as	two-way	orthogonal	PLS	(O2-PLS).	This	estimates	the	PLS	
components	based	on	a	fraction	of	a	primary	omic	dataset	explained	by	the	others	across	all	
omic	data	pairs	[107].	For	each,	it	allocates	the	observed	variation	into	three	classes:	joint	
variation	based	on	the	covariance	between	omic	types,	independent	variation	unique	to	each	
type,	and	residual	variation	(error).	O2-PLS	can	be	implemented	via	the	R	package	OmicsPLS	
[108]	(Table	5).	It	can	be	effective	for	low-complexity	data	if	there	are	sufficient	PCs	explaining	a	
majority	of	the	dataset,	which	can	be	explored	by	plotting	the	loadings	of	the	covariance	per	
omic	dataset	pair	[108].	In	the	same	package	are	probabilistic	O2PLS	(PO2PLS)	and	group	sparse	
O2PLS	(GO2PLS).	GO2PLS	allows	sparsity	in	the	input	data	and	achieves	this	by	removing	
features	approximating	zero	and	can	identify	joint	variation	shared	between	omic	types	for	a	
subset	of	all	the	samples	[109]	(Table	5).	This	has	been	extended	further	to	assess	more	than	
two	omic	data	types	in	OnPLS	[110-111]	and	sparse	multi-block	(MB)	PLS	(sMBPLS)	[112],	
where	the	latter	extends	PLS	of	K-tables	and	is	suited	to	CNV,	methylation,	expression	and	
miRNA	data	(Table	5).	SMBPLS	determines	multi-dimensional	regulatory	modules	based	on	
maximising	the	covariance	across	omic	datasets,	using	linear	models	in	an	iterative	fashion	for	
each	PLS	predictor	[113].	
	
4.	Network-based	models	for	more	than	two	omic	datasets	
	
4.1	Similarity	network	fusion	(SNF)	
	
Similarity	network	fusion	(SNF)	works	by	creating	networks	for	each	omic	data	type	depicting	
the	samples	as	nodes	and	creating	edges	between	these	nodes	based.	First,	the	data	is	
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normalised,	mean-centred	and	transformed	into	similarity	graphs	based	on	their	relative	initial	
Euclidean	distances	for	each	individual	omic	dataset	[114].	Second,	global	(across	all	datasets)	
and	local	(within	each	dataset)	similarity	matrices	are	created	based	on	these	network	distances.	
Samples	with	the	same	feature	are	collapsed	into	a	single	node	iteratively	based	on	message	
passing	[115].	This	nonlinear	nearest-neighbour	approach	iterates	until	it	converges	on	a	single	
similarity	network	across	all	the	omic	data	types.	SNF	can	work	well	with	expression,	
methylation	and	miRNA	data	[115]	and	is	available	in	R	package	SNFtool	[116]	(Table	6).	SNF	is	
a	correlation-	but	not	projection-based	method.	
	
	
Name	 Full	method	name	 Package	 function(s)	 Reference	
SNF	 Similarity	network	fusion		 SNFtool	 SNF	 [116]	
WGCNA	 Weighted	correlation	network	analysis		 WGCNA		 (various)	 [117]	
netOmics	 Integrated	network	generation	 netOmics	 (various)	 [156]	
timeOmics	 Linear	mixed	model	 timeOmics	 (various)	 [4]	
	
Table	6.	Network-based	models	for	more	than	two	omic	datasets	that	can	be	implemented	in	R	
packages.	The	short	name,	full	name,	R	package,	function(s)	and	references	per	methods	are	
shown.	
	
	
4.2	Weighted	correlation	network	analysis	(WGCNA)	
	
Weighted	correlation	network	analysis	(WGCNA)	examines	the	association	between	the	features	
and	the	traits	belonging	to	the	samples	as	a	correlation	coefficient.	This	widely-used	method	
summarises	correlated	features	as	single	nodes	or	modules	in	a	network,	and	examines	their	
relative	distances	in	the	network.	Typically,	the	features	examined	are	gene	expression	levels,	
though	the	principles	could	be	applied	more	broadly.	WGCNA	can	be	implemented	with	the	R	
package	WGCNA	[11,117]	(Table	6)	and	is	a	correlation-	but	not	projection-based	method.	
	
4.3	Longitudinal	expression	data	network-based	integration	
	
Network-oriented	approaches	to	understanding	time-series	expression	have	been	developed	
based	on	linear	mixed	models	and	network	propagation.	One	that	can	be	applied	with	R	package	
netOmics	first	develops	a	(potentially	unique)	linear	model	for	each	molecule	that	also	
eliminates	missing	timepoints/features	[4]	(Table	6).	Second,	it	clusters	the	molecules	based	on	
their	relative	model	similarity	for	each	omic	type	using	MB	PLS	[4].	Third,	it	constructs	data-	or	
knowledge-driven	networks	for	each	omic	dataset	and	then	integrates	these	into	a	single	
network	representation	using	the	random	walk	with	restart	(RWR)	algorithm	in	R	[118].	This	is	
a	correlation-	but	not	projection-based	approach	that	has	been	extended	by	the	related	R	
package	timeOmics	to	include	a	final	validation	step	to	check	cluster	robustness	[4]	(Table	6).	
	
4.4	Topological	data	analysis	(TDA)	
	
Topological	data	analysis	(TDA)	of	omic	data	networks	can	assess	high-dimensional	features,	
and	has	been	applied	to	diverse	genome	[119],	transcriptome	[120]	and	protein-protein	
interaction	(PPI)	[121-122]	datasets.	TDA	transforms	an	omic	dataset	into	a	simplicial	complex	
to	decipher	the	underlying	topological	structures,	such	as	the	connection	patterns	among	protein	
modules	in	a	PPI	network.	Thus,	TDA	focuses	on	shapes	such	that	network	components	can	be	
rotated	about	their	nodes	without	the	loss	of	information.	The	complexity	of	omic	data	means	
that	computationally	efficient	TDA	approaches	are	important.	One	common	simplicial	complex	
construction	method	is	a	Vietoris-Rips	filtration	[123]	that	connects	all	nodes	with	a	specific	
distance	of	one	another.	TDA	can	quantify	and	analyse	many	network	features	including	the	
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numbers	of	nodes,	edges,	indirect	connections,	triangles,	tetrahedra	and	high-dimensional	
polytopes	[124].		
	
4.5	Other	multi-omic	analysis	approaches	
	
There	are	a	variety	of	Bayesian	approaches,	including	unsupervised	ones	that	factorise	data	into	
latent	factors	such	as	Multi-Omics	Factor	Analysis	(MOFA)	[125]	and	Multiple	Dataset	
Integration	(MDI)	[126].	MOFA	uses	this	latent	space	to	infer	missing	values	[124],	but	this	might	
affect	the	independence	of	the	observed	feature	values.	Methods	based	on	Bayesian	networks	
iteratively	change	the	networks	constructed	from	the	variables	to	optimise	the	fit.	An	example	of	
this	for	continuous	data	is	a	conditional	Gaussian	Bayesian	network	(CGBN)	that	add	omic	layers	
iteratively	and	tests	the	fit	with	Bayes	Factors.	Lastly,	Bayesian	consensus	clustering	(BCC)	
focuses	on	differences	between	clusters	within	(source-specific)	and	between	(common)	omic	
data	types	using	hierarchical	Dirichlet	mixture	model	and	Gibbs	sampling	estimation	[127].	It	
assigns	the	samples	to	clusters	using	Gibbs	sampling	to	estimate	the	parameters,	allocating	the	
samples	to	the	same	ones	across	omic	data	types	where	possible.	BCC	can	be	applied	with	R	
package	bayesCC	via	devtools	[127].	BCC	and	MF	methods	perform	well	at	determining	the	
correct	number	of	clusters	in	simulated	data	[2].	Other	approaches	use	network-based	methods	
to	look	for	patterns	across	pathways,	biological	databases	to	map	transcripts	and	proteins,	self-
organising	maps,	disease-gene	networks,	drug-target	networks,	and	signalling	networks	[128].	
	
5	How	to	select	omic	analysis	methods		
	
The	appropriate	tool	choice	depends	on	the	research	question	being	posed	and	the	study	design	
(Table	7).	When	creating	multiple	molecular	profiles,	an	ideal	approach	is	to	use	the	exact	same	
biological	sample	(“split	sample	study”)	[1].	However,	the	molecular	profiles	for	a	sample	cannot	
always	be	extracted	at	the	exact	same	timepoints.	So,	the	next	best	option	is	biological	replicates	
taken	with	minimal	time	differences	relative	to	the	source	(“replicate-matched”)	[1].	If	testing	at	
the	same	time	is	not	possible,	then	at	least	using	the	same	biological	source	(“source-matched’)	
can	reflect	its	variation	[1].	Finally,	if	the	samples	are	from	equivalent	but	different	biological	
sources	at	a	varied	junctures	(“repeated	study”)	then	this	requires	models	that	include	these	
distinct	sources	of	error	[1].	
	
	

	
Table	7.	A	summary	of	method	classes	relevant	
for	analysis	of	a	single	omics	dataset,	or	a	pair	of	
them,	or	more	than	two	of	them.	*Supervised	
method	classes.	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Data	visualisation,		summarisation,	quality	control	and	exploration	with	unsupervised	methods	
are	fundamental	to	most	analyses.	One	useful	R	package	in	this	respect	is	dimRed	which	uses	
RMSE	to	compare	the	distances	between	the	original	and	transformed	values	[129].	Another	
function	in	the	same	package,	cophenetic_correlation,	is	the	cophenetic	correlation	between	the	
upper	or	lower	triangles	of	the	distance	matrices	across	the	reduced	dimensions.	DimRed	can	
apply	PCA,	kPCA,	MDS,	nonmetric	MDS	(nMDS),	isomap,	locally	linear	embedding	(LLE),	
Laplacian	eigenmaps	(spectral	clustering	to	separate	non-convex	clusters),	diffusion	maps,	force	
directed	methods,	and	dimension	reduction	via	regression	(DRR)	[130].	The	related	package	

Omic	datasets	
Single	 Pair	 Multiple	
PCA	 Correlation	 mCIA	
MDS	 cPCA	 NMF	extensions	
CA	 CCA	 TCA	
MFA	 CIA	 WGCNA	
NMF	 PLS-DA*	 O2PLS*	
LDA*	 GPA	 JIVE	
	 	 SNF*	
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coRanking	allows	comparison	of	these	methods	using	the	relative	rank	of	the	data	in	the	original	
high-dimensional	space	compared	to	the	new	low-dimension	one	[129].	DRR	using	kernel	ridge	
regression	can	be	applied	with	the	R	package	DRR	[130].	Diffusion	maps	can	be	used	via	R	
package	diffusionMap	[131].	Force	directed	methods	can	be	implemented	with	the	R	package	
igraph	[132].	
	
One	common	problem	with	many	methods	is	over-fitting,	where	a	model	is	trained	on	sample	
data	that	is	unrepresentative	of	the	wider	population,	thus	failing	to	predict	well	on	individuals	
that	were	not	in	the	training	data	[69-70].	This	particularly	the	case	for	PLS-DA.	Cross-validation	
(CV)	can	help	clarify	overfitting	in	feature	selection	and	classification	[133]	and	is	particularly	
important	when	applying	PLS-DA	[64].	CV	assesses	the	generalisability	of	a	model	through	
resampling	to	estimate	the	variation	in	uncertainty	across	the	input	data.	K-fold	cross	validation	
is	a	commonly	used	method	in	machine	learning	to	produce	estimates	of	variation	within	a	
dataset.	The	data	is	split	in	K	segments,	(typically	K	in	3-10)	and	a	loop	of	learning	is	repeated	K	
times.	At	each	iteration	one	of	the	segments	is	left	out	for	the	testing,	and	the	remaining	K-1	
segments	are	used	for	training.	Once	a	new	model	is	trained,	the	testing	segment	is	used	to	score	
how	well	the	trained	model	performs	on	this	"unseen"	data.	By	producing	K	models	and	K	
estimates	of	fitness,	we	can	have	a	more	objective	estimate	of	how	well	each	learning	method	
performs.	
	
Batch	error	correction	should	also	be	considered.	Sample	isolation,	collection	and	molecular	
profiling	are	intensive	tasks	that	take	time	and	typically	occur	in	dispersed	labs	that	possess	
differing	platforms	or	differentiations	of	performance	of	the	same	platform	across	sites.	
Consequently,	centre-,	technology-,	reagent-	and	technique-associated	artefacts	are	unavailable	
and	can	have	substantial	effects	[134].	This	can	be	exacerbated	by	unbalanced	sampling	across	
omic	types	or	study	sources	that	associate	group-specific	with	batch	effects	so	that	true	effects	
may	be	obscured	[135].	Numerous	approaches	can	remove	unwanted	batch	effects	associated	
with	these	known	sources	of	error	using	empirical	Bayes	approaches	in	the	R	packages	sva	[136]	
and	ber	[137],	correction	with	control	genes	[138],	factor	analysis	of	variation	[139],	and	linear	
models	in	R	package	limma	[140].	Another	algorithm	uses	guided	PCA	to	correct	across	all	PCs	
[141],	which	has	been	extended	by	probabilistic	PC	and	covariates	analysis	to	correct	each	PC	
individually	for	batch	effects	[142]	(the	associated	packages	are	no	longer	available).	One	way	to	
control	for	under-	or	over-correction	of	batch	effects	is	to	repeat	the	analysis	with	and	without	
batch	effects	to	quantify	the	detected	effect,	or	indeed	to	estimate	it	with	more	than	one	
correction	tool	[135].	Accurate	batch	effect	removal	from	studies	with	large	design	imbalances	
may	be	challenging	to	achieve	[143].	ANOVA-simultaneous	components	analysis	(ASCA)	
differentiates	the	experiment,	batch	and	residual	variation	[144].	ASCA	removal	of	systematic	
noise	(ARSyN)	is	an	extension	of	this:	it	uses	PCA	to	remove	the	batch	effects	for	samples	shares	
an	omic	type	[145].	It	is	available	in	R	package	MultiBaC,	which	applies	regression	of	the	shared	
and	unshared	information	to	infer	likely	missing	features	in	samples	with	no	data	for	a	particular	
technology,	and	then	applies	ARSyN	batch	effect	correction	to	this	data	[146].		
	
Consistency	and	comparability	between	studies	must	be	improved.	This	is	currently	difficult	to	
materialise	as	there	is	a	lack	of	databases	with	the	early	integration	of	virus-host	multi-omics	
data.	However,	there	are	some	resources	currently	reporting	parallel	omics	results	with	
conceptual	integration	such	as	Viruses.String	[147]	and	the	multi-omics	portal	of	viral	infection	
(MVIP)	[148].	Nonetheless,	many	databases	may	be	created	on	an	ad	hoc	basis	[149],	which	
makes	aligning	with	findability,	accessibility,	interoperability	and	reusability	(FAIR)	guidance	for	
scientific	data	management	more	difficult	[150].	Countering	this	issue,	there	is	a	unified	query	
system	linking	experimental	datasets	across	databases	using	keywords	designed	by	the	
European	Bioinformatics	Institute	(EBI)	Omics	Discovery	Index	[151]:	extending	this	to	
individual	samples	would	be	useful.		
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Conclusions	and	future	prospects	
	
Multi-omic	approaches	extend	the	resolution	obtained	from	genomic	data	to	inform	on	the	
molecular	characteristics	of	a	collection.	For	example,	this	could	more	precisely	identify	novel	
changes	in	virus	genomes	and	host	immune	responses.	This	review	outlined	concepts	and	
challenges	in	multi-omics,	particularly	for	readers	with	a	limited	background	in	statistics.	It	
outlined	the	complexity	of	omic	data,	how	the	early	integration	of	such	data	is	pivotal,	and	a	
basic	background	to	such	integration	and	dimension	reduction.	It	covered	in	detail	how	methods	
related	to	PCA,	MDS,	CA,	MFA,	NMF	and	LDA	can	be	used	to	examine	single	omic	datasets,	how	
cPCA,	CCA,	CIA,	PLS	and	GPA	can	be	used	for	pairs	of	them,	and	how	mCIA,	extensions	of	NMF,	
TCA,	WGCNA,	O2PLS,	JIVE	and	SNF	can	be	applied	to	more	than	two	omic	datasets.	We	discussed	
multi-omics	experiment	design,	and	challenges	in	data	consistency	and	quality.	We	detailed	how	
the	methods	discussed	can	be	directly	applied	using	R,	the	common	language	across	the	majority	
of	researchers.	
	
Numerous	challenges	remain	in	this	area,	stemming	from	the	inherent	complexity	and	
heterogeneity	of	omic	data	types,	coupled	with	the	continuous	development	of	new	platforms	
and	sequencing	approaches.	Some	methods	have	been	developed	to	handle	single-cell	and	
spatial	transcriptomics	data:	not	only	can	these	be	improved,	but	also	how	to	link	these	with	
other	omic	data	types	more	effectively	requires	methods	that	link	time-resolved	data,	spatial	
information,	cellular	heterogeneity,	cell-cell	interactions,	and	the	dynamics	of	cellular	processes.	
A	further	related	challenge	is	that	surveys	show	mixed	outcomes	in	terms	of	alignment	of	
bioinformatics	software	with	FAIR	guidelines	[152],	which	may	stem	from	a	lack	of	sufficient	
training	in	computing	among	tool	and	workflows	in	biomedical	software	development	[153],	
including	open-source	values	[154].	At	the	same	time,	there	are	efforts	to	coordinate	multi-omic	
data	processing,	quality	control	and	availability	[157]	and	develop	sophisticated	pan-language	
methods	for	multi-omic	datasets	[158,	159].	It	is	clear	that	alignment	with	FAIR	guidance	has	
increasing	importance	as	datasets	become	more	diverse,	multi-modal	and	specific	to	nuanced	
experimental	design.	
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