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Abstract—Data fusion modeling can identify common fea-
tures across diverse data sources while accounting for source-
specific variability. Here we introduce the concept of a coupled
generator decomposition and demonstrate how it generalizes
sparse principal component analysis (SPCA) for data fusion.
Leveraging data from a multisubject, multimodal (electro- and
magnetoencephalography (EEG and MEG)) neuroimaging exper-
iment, we demonstrate the efficacy of the framework in identi-
fying common features in response to face perception stimuli,
while accommodating modality- and subject-specific variability.
Through split-half cross-validation of EEG/MEG trials, we in-
vestigate the optimal model order and regularization strengths
for models of varying complexity, comparing these to a group-
level model assuming shared brain responses to stimuli. Our
findings reveal altered ∼ 170ms fusiform face area activation
for scrambled faces, as opposed to real faces, particularly evident
in the multimodal, multisubject model. Model parameters were
inferred using stochastic optimization in PyTorch, demonstrating
comparable performance to conventional quadratic programming
inference for SPCA but with considerably faster execution. We
provide an easily accessible toolbox for coupled generator decom-
position that includes data fusion for SPCA, archetypal analysis
and directional archetypal analysis. Overall, our approach offers
a promising new avenue for data fusion.

Index Terms—Sparse principal component analysis, Data fu-
sion, Spatiotemporal variability, Electroencephalography, Mag-
netoencephalography

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent advances in neuroimaging techniques have enabled
researchers to concurrently collect data from multiple modali-
ties and subjects, offering new opportunities for understanding
the neural underpinnings of cognitive processes. Simultaneous
measurements of electroencephalography (EEG), capturing
electrical potentials on the scalp, and magnetoencephalography
(MEG), measuring magnetic field strength offer a prime exam-
ple. While both modalities detect synchronized postsynaptic
activity in the dendrites of cortical pyramidal neurons, they
differ in their sensitivity to source depth, tissue-specific signal
attenuation, and source orientation, making their combination
valuable for understanding signal sources and intermodal
differences [1]–[3].

Existing approaches to M/EEG fusion include modality-
specific error weighting using Bayesian optimization [4],
modality dissimilarity correlation modeling [5], and fusion for
source estimation [6], [7], More recently, archetypal analysis

(AA) [8], [9], which locates extremes or corners in the data
and reconstructs data as convex combinations of these points,
has been extended to multisubject modeling [10], particularly
relevant for M/EEG microstate modeling. Building on this,
we proposed a polarity and scale-invariant multimodal and
multisubject version [11].

In this paper, we further develop the concept of a coupled
generator decomposition, where shared features are uncovered
across data sources, while allowing to account for data source-
specific spatiotemporal variability. Within the coupled gen-
erator decomposition we propose a multimodal, multisubject
extension to sparse principal component analysis (SPCA) to
uncover source-specific features while preserving component
correspondence. Whereas SPCA has been considered previ-
ously in the context of functional neuroimaging [12], to the
best of our knowledge, we are the first to consider SPCA
in the data fusion setting. We showcase the model on evoked
response potential (ERP) data of face perception stimuli across
the two neuroimaging modalities and subjects. Our framework
assumes that at least one dimension is shared across entities.
In this case, the time axis is shared and thus, the timing
of the neural response to stimuli is assumed equal across
modalities and subjects. Contrarily, the number of sensors may
differ. SPCA is a well-established dimensionality reduction
technique, which seeks to identify a small number of ”sparse”
principal components, highlighting time points in the ERP
deemed most important for each component. The product of
the generator matrix with the original data reveals modality-
and subject-specific topographic maps such that the original
data is reconstructed through modality- and subject-specific
time-courses (i.e., mixing matrices), which reveal the trajec-
tory taken in the evoked response.

Importantly, we develop our models in the PyTorch opti-
mization framework, enabling gradient-based likelihood opti-
mization through automatic differentiation, thereby alleviating
the analytical derivation of model gradients and model-specific
tailored optimization procedures. We compare the sum-of-
squared-errors (SSE) performance to the more conventional
quadratic programming algorithm for SPCA [13]. We se-
lect the optimal model order and regularization parameters
via split-half cross-validation, and compare error evolution
across model orders with a group SPCA formulation and
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Fig. 1. Variability in ERP waveform across subjects for a chosen right
occipital EEG and MEG channel.

multimodal multisubject AA [10], [11]. Overall, our approach
provides a promising new avenue for understanding shared
neural features in complex cognitive processes, with potential
applications beyond neuroscience research.

II. METHODS

A. Coupled generator decomposition

We define a general linear matrix decomposition framework
that minimizes the sum-of-squared-errors (SSE) reconstruction
loss, thereby assuming a Gaussian noise structure:

argmin
G,S

||X−XGS||2F (1)

The matrix G ∈ RP×K , denoted the generator matrix,
linearly projects the P -dimensional data X ∈ RN×P into a
K-dimensional latent (source) space, with reconstruction facil-
itated by S ∈ RK×P . The solution to Eq. 1 requires constraints
to yield meaningful latent structures. Principal component
analysis (PCA) imposes an orthogonality constraint in the
columns of S. Such a solution is not unique, though, due to
the rotational invariance of PCA, and additional constraints are
needed to ensure uniqueness promoting interpretable results.

For example, independent component analysis (ICA) assumes
statistical independence in the sources XG, while archetypal
analysis introduces non-negativity and sum-to-one constraints
on the columns of G and S.

The data may be composed of several matrices X(b), b =
{1, . . . , B} representing, e.g., B subjects in a multisubject
experiment. The SSE equation then becomes

argmin
G,S(b)

B∑
b=1

||X(b) −X(b)GS(b)||2F . (2)

In this context, the generator matrix G is shared across
subjects while sources X(b)G and mixing matrices S(b) are
data matrix specific. This framework only requires that P is
a shared dimension across subjects while N may differ, i.e.,
X(b) ∈ RNb×P .

The framework may be further extended to also include
multiple modalities m, i.e., X(m,b). Then G captures the
information that is shared across the entire data set, while
S(m,b) contains the reconstruction information for the specific
individual and modality. Previously, archetypal analysis has
been used for multisubject fMRI data, where P represented
voxels and N the time axis of potentially differing length, such
that neural activity source location was assumed equal across
subjects [10]. In another example, P was the time axis and N
the (differing) number of sensors across EEG and MEG such
that the timing of neural response to stimuli was assumed equal
across subjects and modalities [11]. We omit the subject-and
modality-specific notation in the following.

We note that data reconstruction may be performed with an
altered version of the data, X̃:

argmin
G,S

||X− X̃GS||2F , (3)

a necessity for directional archetypal analysis [11], where the
data is assumed l2-normalized over the dimension P , i.e.,
||xp||2 = 1, but the strength of the reconstruction driven by
data points xp of high amplitude.

B. Sparse principal component analysis

Sparse PCA introduces uniqueness to Eq. 1 by adding l1-
and l2-regularization terms on G:

argmin
G,S

||X−X̃GS||2F +λ2

K∑
k=1

||Gk||2+λ1

K∑
k=1

||Gk||1 (4)

subject to S⊤S = I. A quadratic programming algorithm to
minimize Eq. 4 originally proposed by [13] alternates between
updating G and S. The source matrix G is updated using an
elastic net estimate, while S is given by a Procrustes rotation
through the singular value decomposition (SVD) to ensure
orthogonal columns in S:

(X⊤X)G = UΣV⊤ (5)

S⊤ = UV⊤.



C. Computational implementation

We leverage the PyTorch stochastic optimization framework
and the Adam optimizer [14] to minimize Eq. 4. PyTorch
has an efficient automatic numerical gradient computational
structure, which only requires specifying a loss function and
the parameters to be learned. To avoid gradient explosions
due to the non-differentiable l1-regularization term in SPCA,
we introduce two non-negative matrices G = Gp − Gn.
The non-negativity constraint is implemented by optimizing
the two matrices unconstrained and running them through a
softplus function x = log(1+ ex) before calculating the SSE.
The mixing matrix S is inferred using Eq. 5 by propagating
gradients in PyTorch through the SVD of (X⊤X)G, looping
over subjects and modalities in the data fusion case, such
that the optimization is reduced to only optimizing for the
generator G accounting for S through its dependence on G.
For archetypal analysis, both G and S are learned, and the
non-negativity and sum-to-one constraints are implemented
through the softmax function. Though archetypal analysis uses
the same loss function as SPCA (without regularization terms),
the directional variant is different and may be found in [11].
We used a learning rate of 0.01. Gradient optimization through
non-full-rank SVD tends to be unstable, and thus, we measured
relative convergence between the lowest and second-lowest
loss over the latter 5 iterations, stopping when this relative
convergence reached 10−8.

Since the direct optimization of G accounting for its
dependency on S can in general be prone to local minima
due to the non-convex optimization problem, we implemented
annealing to help escape some of the local minima. Here we
implemented models for a range of l2-regularization constants
and for each value of λ2 = {10−5, . . . , 100}, we trained
a model with λ1 = 0, then trained a model initialized in
this obtained solution using λ1 = 10−5 and continued this
procedure using the previous model as a starting point for the
ranges of λ1 = {10−5, . . . , 100}.

The Python-implementation is available as a toolbox here:
github.com/anders-s-olsen/Coupled-generator-decomposition.

D. Experimental data and preprocessing

We used the openly available multimodal face perception
dataset with simultaneously recorded 70-channel electro- and
102-channel magnetoencephalography data for 19 subjects,
of which three were excluded by the original authors due
to poor data quality1 [15]. Each participant were presented
approximately 900 images of famous, unfamiliar, or scrambled
faces. Data were preprocessed using MNE [16]. Artifact trials
were removed and the remaining trials randomly distributed
into a train and a test set. Data were bandpass filtered
between 0.5–40 Hz and subsequently demeaned channel-wise,
and downsampled from 1100 Hz to 200 Hz. Trials were
randomly split into a training and test set, and trials in these
were averaged into ERPs within-subject, within-group, within-
condition. The test set was subsequently further split into

1https://openneuro.org/datasets/ds000117/versions/1.0.4

Fig. 2. Boxplot of model convergence across stochastic optimization in
PyTorch and quadratic programming inference techniques, as well as effect
of initialization on validation loss. Each model was run across 10 random
initializations using a regularization coefficient pair determined on the lowest
attained validation loss. We note that there are, in fact, three boxes for each
number of components; the boxes are very small due to diminishing variability.

a validation and a test set constituting the first and latter
8 subjects, respectively. Validation loss was evaluated using
SSEval = ||X(m,b)

test −X
(m,b)
trainGS(m,b)||, where G and S(m,b)

were learned from the training data, similarly for test loss.
The training data for a selected right-occipital EEG and MEG
channel may be seen in Fig. 1.

We investigated this data in 1) group, 2) multimodal, and 3)
multimodal, multisubject formulations by concatenating data
in different ways. For B = 16 subjects, M = 2 modalities,
P = 180 time points from −100ms to 800ms and Nm ∈
{70, 102} channels for EEG and MEG, respectively, and three
conditions (famous, scrambled, unfamiliar), the group analysis
was carried out on ERPs stacked vertically across subjects and
modalities, i.e., Xgroup ∈ RBNEEG+BNMEG×3P . Multimodal
analysis was carried out on X

(m)
mm ∈ RBNm×3P , where the loss

function and SVD was computed as a loop over m, and sim-
ilarly for multimodal, multisubject: X(m,b)

mmms ∈ RNm×3P . The
three ERPs corresponding to different face perception stimuli
were stacked temporally to allow for condition-specific trajec-
tories while component topographies were assumed equal, as
suggested in a previous study [11].

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

To evaluate the effectiveness of the stochastic gradient op-
timization framework in PyTorch against traditional quadratic
programming inference for sparse PCA, we computed group
sparse PCA formulations for varying number of components
K ∈ {2, . . . 20}. Figure 2 displays the convergence of the
models across 10 random initializations. Both models were
initialized using a rank-K group PCA,, i.e., G = VK ,
where VK were the first K columns of the right principal
components of Xgroup. We also compare these results to the
PyTorch model, where G was initialized using a standard
normal distribution. Notably, the three formulations exhibited
comparable performance and low variability across initializa-
tions. The computational time was drastically lower for the

https://github.com/anders-s-olsen/Coupled-generator-decomposition
https://openneuro.org/datasets/ds000117/versions/1.0.4


TABLE I
THE REGULARIZATION PARAMETERS LEADING TO THE LOWEST
VALIDATION LOSS FOR DIFFERENT MODEL ORDERS. MMMS =

MULTIMODAL, MULTISUBJECT.

K
Group Multimodal MMMS

λ1 λ2 λ1 λ2 λ1 λ2

2 10−4 10−4 10−4 10−2 10−5 10−4

3 10−3 10−1 10−4 0 10−4 10−4

4 10−5 10−1 0 0 10−2 10−5

5 10−3 10−1 10−5 0 10−2 10−1

6 10−2 10−2 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

7 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

8 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

9 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

10 10−2 10−1 10−3 10−1 10−2 10−1

11 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−1 10−1

12 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−1 10−1

13 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−1 10−1

14 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−1 10−1

15 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

16 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

17 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

18 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

19 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

20 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−1

PyTorch optimization than QP (minutes vs hours CPU-time for
high K), and group-PCA initialization converged the fastest.
These results establish PyTorch as the preferred choice for its
ease of implementation and faster convergence.

Next, we explored the optimal regularization coefficients
for PyTorch optimized, group-PCA initialized group, multi-
modal, and multimodal, multisubject sparse PCA (see Tab. 1).
Regularization coefficients were selected based on the low-
est attained validation loss. Higher regularization led to im-
proved performance upon increasing model order (number
of components). Interestingly, the need for regularization be-
came evident at lower model orders for the more complex
multimodal, multisubject model, suggesting a sensitivity to
overfitting. However, from K = 6 and onwards, all models
agreed on λ2 = 10−1 and sparsity coefficient λ1 = 10−1 or
λ1 = 10−2. Thus, for sufficient model complexity, there is a
clear advantage of both types of regularization.

We investigated the test loss, examining the latter 8 sub-
jects in the test set as a function of model order using the
determined regularization coefficients (Fig. 3). We observed
reduced test loss for multimodal, multisubject SPCA for low
model orders, emphasizing its expressive power. However,
when model order increased, the gain of using the expressive
formulation decreased and the group SPCA formulation at-
tained the lowest test loss for high number of components. The
crossover happened at K = 12. Group SPCA and multimodal
SPCA were again very similar. Notably, no distinct ”elbow”
in the loss curve was observed, but a midway-point for the
multimodal, multisubject version is suggested at K = 5, where
the gain in test loss diminished with additional components.

Fig. 4 presents the parameters of the group and multimodal,

Fig. 3. Lineplot of model performance across number of components, K.
The models were evaluated on a test set using regularization coefficients de-
termined on the validation set, and the average and standard deviation (shaded
area) across 10 random initializations is shown. We note that the variance
across random initializations is too small to be clearly distribguishable.

multisubject SPCA for K = 5 components for optimal
regularization parameters λ1 = 10−2 and λ2 = 10−1. Here,
X̃ was only the poststimulus part of the data, and thus, the
generator matrix G only contains the post-stimulus part of the
data, while the mixing matrices S include the prestimulus part.

While the generator matrix G was more smooth for the
group formulation, the order of components and their to-
pography (shown as an average across subjects) remained
consistent: 1) a ∼ 100ms component with strong occipital
EEG activation and left-right MEG symmetry, 2) a ∼170ms
component with lateral occipital vs frontal topography, 3) a
∼ 230ms frontoparietal vs lateral occipital component with
weak topography, 4) a ∼ 350 − 550ms parietal component,
and lastly 5) a frontal component dominant from 550ms
and onwards. The ∼ 170ms component was less strong
for the scrambled condition and even contained a negative
∼ 230ms deflection in the multimodal, multisubject version.
This altered ∼170ms deflection for scrambled faces has also
been observed previously [11], [15] and falls in line with
the observation that this component corresponds to fusiform
face area activation [17]. The mixing matrices, which for the
multimodal, multisubject version is shown as an average across
subjects, were generally smooth and similar across models and
modalities while still displaying the altered ∼170ms (orange)
component for scrambled faces. The subject-specific mixing
matrices are shown in the readme of our github repository
and generally show high subject variability.

We compare these results with a multimodal, multisubject
archetypal analysis also implemented in the same toolbox and
optimized using stochastic optimization in PyTorch. Archety-
pal analysis naturally learns a very sparse generator matrix G
due to the non-negativity and sum-to-one constraints. Thus,
sources are pinpointed more precisely. Here, the lateral occipi-
tal vs frontal ∼170ms component has disappeared completely,
while the parietal component was split in two components
with similar topography, of which the first one of the two

https://github.com/anders-s-olsen/Coupled-generator-decomposition


Fig. 4. Sparse PCA and archetypal analysis results on data from a multimodal multisubject face perception neuroimaging experiment. The coupled generator
decomposition computes a shared generator matrix G (top row) and subject and modality-specific topographical maps XG, here shown as an average across
subjects. For the group formulation, the mixing matrix S is also shared, while we show the average mixing matrix across subjects for the multimodal,
multisubject models. EEG units are in µV and MEG units are in fT .

(∼ 200 − 300ms) is activated slightly more strongly for the
famous and unfamiliar faces than in the scrambled condition.
Combined, these results suggest that the difference between
the three face conditions is small but most notable in the
∼170ms component.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Here we presented a unified data fusion framework, where
data, comprising, e.g., multiple data sources such as subjects
or modalities, which share at least one dimension, may be
modeled together with a coupled generator matrix and source-
specific mixing matrices. The framework is general and easily
extended from sparse PCA to, e.g., Gaussian or directional
archetypal analysis using different parameter constraints and
loss functions, i.e., using only a couple lines of code. Notably,
our stochastic optimization in PyTorch is fast while performing
equally well to established inference techniques, i.e., quadratic
programming for sparse PCA.
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