
Spectral Graph Sample Weighting for
Interpretable Sub-cohort Analysis in Predictive

Models for Neuroimaging

Magdalini Paschali1, Yu Hang Jiang2, Spencer Siegel2, Camila González3,
Kilian M. Pohl3, Akshay Chaudhari1,4, and Qingyu Zhao5

1 Department of Radiology, Stanford University, Stanford, CA, USA
paschali@stanford.edu

2 Department of Statistics, Stanford University, Stanford, USA
3 Department of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences,

Stanford University, Stanford, CA, USA
4 Department of Biomedical Data Science, Stanford University, Stanford, CA, USA.

5 Department of Radiology, Weill Cornell Medicine, New York, NY, USA

Abstract. Recent advancements in medicine have confirmed that brain
disorders often comprise multiple subtypes of mechanisms, developmen-
tal trajectories, or severity levels. Such heterogeneity is often associated
with demographic aspects (e.g., sex) or disease-related contributors (e.g.,
genetics). Thus, the predictive power of machine learning models used
for symptom prediction varies across subjects based on such factors. To
model this heterogeneity, one can assign each training sample a factor-
dependent weight, which modulates the subject’s contribution to the
overall objective loss function. To this end, we propose to model the sub-
ject weights as a linear combination of the eigenbases of a spectral pop-
ulation graph that captures the similarity of factors across subjects. In
doing so, the learned weights smoothly vary across the graph, highlight-
ing sub-cohorts with high and low predictability. Our proposed sample
weighting scheme is evaluated on two tasks. First, we predict initiation of
heavy alcohol drinking in young adulthood from imaging and neuropsy-
chological measures from the National Consortium on Alcohol and Neu-
roDevelopment in Adolescence (NCANDA). Next, we detect Dementia
vs. Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI) using imaging and demographic
measurements in subjects from the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging
Initiative (ADNI). Compared to existing sample weighting schemes, our
sample weights improve interpretability and highlight sub-cohorts with
distinct characteristics and varying model accuracy.

1 Introduction

Sample weighting assigns different levels of importance across subjects to modu-
late their contribution towards training machine learning models [24]. When used
for predicting symptom outcomes from neuroimaging measures, these weights
serve various purposes. For instance, they guide models to ignore outliers and
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noisy labels [1,25]. Moreover, these weights can steer a model to focus on “hard-
to-classify” samples [17] by deriving more accurate decision boundaries. Other
uses include gradually increasing the complexity of training via curriculum learn-
ing [15,14], overcoming class imbalance and distribution shift [24], and achieving
faster convergence [26].

Recent studies have shown in multiple datasets [11,8] that when training
classification models to predict phenotypic measures from neuroimaging data,
the accuracy of models systematically varies with sociodemographic and clinical
factors (e.g. race or level of education). To that end, in this paper, we rethink the
utility and purpose of sample weighting in neuroimaging-based predictive mod-
eling. Rather than reweighing challenging or underrepresented samples, we learn
sample weights to gain population-level insights into the intrinsic relationship
between predictive power and auxiliary factors characterizing brain disorders.
The goal of our approach is to improve the interpretability of learned weights,
highlighting specific sub-cohorts associated with more pronounced predictive
cues.

One existing solution to capturing factor-dependent predictive power is to
learn a separate model in different sub-cohorts, e.g., using sex-specific mod-
els [16,7]. However, this approach becomes intractable as the number of sub-
cohorts exponentially grows with the number of considered factors while the
number of samples in each sub-cohort drastically decreases. Here, we propose
a data-driven solution to reveal the interplay between model prediction and
cohort-specific factors within a single coherent model. To do so, we explicitly as-
sociate sample weights with pre-defined selected sociodemographic, genetic, or
environmental factors that share known associations with specific brain diseases.
We consider a transductive setting where we first construct a factor graph that
connects all samples based on the similarity of their factor values. As shown in
Fig. 1, the sample weights are enforced to be a linear combination of the spec-
tral eigenbases of the graph Laplacian during the training of the classification
model. Thus, the learned weights vary smoothly with respect to the selected
factors. Through this process, our weights can identify meaningful sub-cohorts
with distinct characteristics and varying classification accuracy scores.

We evaluate our approach on two public datasets. First, we use imaging and
neuropsychological measures acquired in no-to-low drinking adolescents before
they turn 18 years old from the National Consortium on Alcohol and NeuroDe-
velopment in Adolescence (NCANDA) [3]. We forecast which subjects will ini-
tiate heavy alcohol consumption after leaving high school and before the legal
drinking age of 21 years in the United States [29]. We consider sex, socioeco-
nomic status (SES), and family alcohol history as factors associated with heavy
drinking initiation [6,28]. Next, we use imaging and demographic measures from
participants of the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) to pre-
dict Dementia vs. Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI). We select sex, age, and
the apolipoprotein E gene ϵ4 (APOE ϵ4) as factors associated with Alzheimer’s
Disease (AD), the most common type of dementia [27,22]. In both analyses, our
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Fig. 1: We first create a population graph using pre-defined sociodemographic,
genetic, or environmental factors that share associations with specific brain dis-
eases. Next, a machine learning model is trained to predict symptom outcome
given imaging and non-imaging data for each subject. During training, the clas-
sification loss is weighted by w, which is a linear combination of the graph eigen-
bases E with a learnable vector a. The learned weights highlight sub-cohorts
that share common characteristics and achieve higher predictive power.

approach learns meaningful weights informing which specific sub-cohorts are in-
trinsically associated with which predictive cues.

2 Method

In this section, we describe our sample-weighting approach. First, we construct a
spectral factor graph on all study participants. Then, we train a neural network
to predict symptom outcome and learn weights associated with the subjects
based on the constructed population graph. We make a transductive assumption:
while the prediction labels of testing samples are unknown, auxiliary factors
of testing samples (e.g., age and sex) are known beforehand. This assumption
is common in prospective studies of neurological or neuropsychiatric disorders,
which aim to find population-level brain-phenotype relationships using machine
learning [10], as opposed to deriving MRI-based diagnosis in hospital settings.
Nevertheless, the factors are only used to determine sample weights and not
as direct input to our machine learning model (no data leakage) as they can
potentially confound the prediction.

Parameterizing sample weights by factor graphs. Let X = [x1, ..., xN ]⊤

be the input data to a prediction model of N independent samples (including
both training and testing samples) and y = [y1, ..., yN ] be their corresponding
target prediction labels. Our goal is to learn the weights W = [w1, w2, . . . , wN ]⊤

to weigh the prediction loss
∑

l(xi, yi) (e.g., binary cross-entropy for a classifi-
cation model) separately across training samples.

Each sample is characterized by D factors of interest [s1, ..., sD] that are
associated with the predictive task of the model. To link the learned weights to
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the D factors, we first construct a factor graph represented by a connectivity
matrix A ∈ RN×N , where Ai,j encodes the similarity between sample i and j in
terms of their factor values. We normalize each sd to z-scores and construct

Ai,j =

{
1∑

d(s
d
i −sdj )

2+1
if i ∈ N (j) or j ∈ N (i)

0 otherwise,
(1)

where N (i) defines the set of K nearest neighbors of sample i. Based on spectral
graph theory [5], we derive the first M eigenbases with non-zero eigenvalues from
the Laplacian matrix of A.

E =

 e11 . . . e1M
...

. . .
...

eN1 . . . eNM

 ∈ RN×M . (2)

Here, all eigenbases (columns of E) are mutually orthogonal. Each eigenbasis
has a zero-sum

∑
i eij = 0 and encodes a major mode of variation of the graph

(i.e., low-frequency Fourier bases defined on the graph). As such, we can re-
parameterize the sample weights W via a learnable vector a = [a1, a2, . . . , aM ]
as W = c+Ea, where c is a constant representing the centering reference weight.
In doing so, the sample weights are enforced to smoothly vary across the graph
by only containing low-frequency variation.

Transductive learning of sample weights. With the above reparame-
terization, we can compute W of all samples through optimizing the learnable
vector a only on the training set.

Without loss of generality, we assume that of the N samples, the first N ′

belong to the training set and the remaining N ′′ samples to the testing set.
Then the eigenbases and weights can be written as a vertical concatenation of
training and testing samples, E = [E′;E′′],W = [W′;W′′]. We now use E′ to
learn the weights associated with the N ′ training samples by minimizing their
weighted prediction loss

L(X′,y′,a) =

N ′∑
i

wil(xi, yi) +

N ′∑
i

max(0,−wi), s.t., W′ = c+E′a, (3)

where the second summation penalizes negative sample weights. After training,
we apply the learned a to infer the weights of testing samples W′′ = c + E′′a.
With this setting, all imaging and non-graph-related measurements of the testing
samples remain unseen during training and do not influence the optimization of
the neural network and a.

3 Experimental Settings

Datasets. The NCANDA study [3] recruited 831 youths across five sites in the
United States and performed annual imaging, behavioral, and neuropsycholog-
ical assessments [3]. According to the youth-adjusted Cahalan score [21], 207
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remained no-to-low drinking from their baseline visits to age 21 years and 192
participants were no-to-low drinkers before age 18 years but initiated heavy or
binge drinking behaviors before the legal drinking age of 21 years. Our goal
is to predict which of the 399 participants (206 female/193 male) will initiate
heavy drinking between age 18 and 21 years based on their longitudinal assess-
ments before age 18 years (age at baseline: 12 - 18 years, 2.82 ± 1.47 assess-
ments per participant). We use 172 measurements at each assessment, of which
145 are non-imaging scores capturing demographic, life experiences, personality,
neuropsychological, and behavioral measures [19]. Additionally, the average frac-
tional anisotropy (FA) of 28 brain regions defined by the JHU Atlas are derived
from each Diffusion Tensor Image after being processed by the publicly available
NCANDA diffusion pipeline [23]. To construct the factor graph in this study, we
consider sex, SES (as defined by parental years of education), and family alcohol
history (which accounts for the number of first- and second-degree relatives with
alcohol use disorder).

Additionally, we evaluate our method on 1191 subjects from ADNI 1,2,3,GO
[20] (503 female/688 male) with the goal to predict Dementia (N=507) vs. MCI
(N=684). We utilize longitudinal assessments from each subject (age at baseline:
55 - 95 years, 2.85 ± 1.79 visits per subject). For each assessment, we use 314
T1-weighted MRI Freesurfer scores from the UCSF release [12] and information
regarding their education, ethnicity, race, and marital status. We only utilize
samples whose imaging measurements passed all quality assessments to avoid
noisy or erroneous information. For the graph construction, we select the risk
factors of sex, age, and the possession of the APOE ϵ4 gene.
Implementation. To model the longitudinal nature of the datasets, we use a
deep learning model combining a Gated Recurrent Unit [4] layer and two Fully
Connected layers. Our model uses all available yearly subject assessments and
generates predictions in a sequence-to-one fashion. For NCANDA, the models
are trained for 100 epochs with an initial learning rate of 1e-4. For ADNI we
train for 30 epochs with an initial learning rate of 1e-3. Both models use the
Adam Optimizer; the learning rate for the trainable weight vector a is 1e-5. All
models are implemented in PyTorch 1.13.1, and the code is publicly available 6.

The average and standard deviation of balanced accuracy (BACC) and F1-
score are reported for 5-fold subject-level stratified cross-validation across all
experiments. Based on identifying the significant change point in the eigenval-
ues associated with the eigenbases [13], we set M = 13 eigenbases for NCANDA
and M = 7 for ADNI. To identify the model with the most distinct and sepa-
rable learned-weight sub-cohorts, we measure the absolute difference of BACC
in percentage between the subjects with high vs. low weights. We evaluate the
impact of the number of neighbors K used to construct the factor graph by
training models with 10, 30, 50, 75, and 100 neighbors. We also evaluate the
impact of 5 different options for the centering hyperparameter c combined with
each neighbor choice.

6 https://github.com/MaggiePas/sample_weighting

https://github.com/MaggiePas/sample_weighting
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Table 1: Balanced accuracy (BACC) and F1-score across 5-fold stratified cross-
validation for the proposed model and baseline approaches.

NCANDA ADNI
BACC F1 BACC F1

No weigthing 61.4 ± 3.6 61.3 ± 3.6 62.1 ± 9.50 61.1 ± 12.4
JTT 62.1 ± 3.0 60.6 ± 3.7 68.9 ± 8.3 67.7 ± 9.6
Meta-weighting 61.0 ± 5.0 60.1 ± 5.4 65.2 ± 10.0 64.6 ± 12.3
Only Graph 62.2 ± 2.8 62.0 ± 2.8 68.4 ± 7.1 67.4 ± 7.5
Ours 63.7 ± 3.7 63.5 ± 3.6 68.3 ± 7.0 67.3 ± 7.3

Baselines. To the best of our knowledge, there are no directly comparable base-
lines that learn sample weights related to auxiliary factors. In addition, existing
methods cannot generate sample weights for testing samples. We compare the
proposed sample weighting approach with a baseline model trained without any
weighting and with two baseline methods that learn sample weights during train-
ing without considering auxiliary factors. Just Train Twice (JTT) [17] first trains
a classification model and, in a second step, trains a second one that up-weights
the training samples misclassified by the first model. Thus, the sample weight
is equal to 1 if a training sample is correctly classified by the first model and
equal to λ if it is misclassified, where λ represents the occurrence of the up-
weighted sample in the next training cycle. For both datasets, we set λ = 2 since
it achieves the highest BACC. We also compare our method against a sample
re-weighting meta-learning approach that learns to assign weights to training
examples based on their gradient directions [24]. Finally, we compare our ap-
proach with one variation where the trainable vector a is kept constant to 1s
during training. This experiment (Only Graph in Table 1) showcases the differ-
ence in BACC when the sample weights are derived only from the factor graph
without a learnable component that is updated during training.

4 Results and Discussion

Overall accuracy comparison. Table 1 summarizes the accuracy scores for
each method and dataset. compared to the model without sample weighting,
the proposed sample weighting positively impacted the overall BACC, achiev-
ing a 3.8% (2.3 BACC points) increase for NCANDA and a 10% improvement
in ADNI (6.2 BACC points). This showcases that sample weighting using fac-
tors associated with the target of the ML model improves predictive power.
Next, we compare our model with JTT. For NCANDA, our model achieves
2.1% higher BACC, and for ADNI a marginally 0.8% lower BACC. JTT assigns
high weights to hard-to-classify samples. This can improve overall BACC, but
lacks interpretability of the learned weights. Meta-weighting is outperformed by
our graph-weighting approach by 4.4% for NCANDA and 4.7% for ADNI in
terms of BACC. This highlights the benefits of learned weights associated with
target-specific risk factors compared to weights that aim to lower the overall loss.
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Fig. 2: Comparison of learned weights across cohorts by graph factors for
NCANDA and ADNI. The statistical difference of the weights across cohorts
is measured with the Mann-Whitney U-test. **:p<0.001, *:p<0.05, ns:p>0.05.
The BACC for each sub-cohort is shown under or above the box.

Finally, when we compare the two variations of our method with and without
trainable a vector, we notice an improvement of 2.4% for NCANDA while for
ADNI the models perform almost identically (68.3 vs. 68.4 BACC).
Sub-cohort analysis. Our method is capable of associating sample weights
with predictability across sub-cohorts. Comparing the BACC on the sub-cohorts
with weights over the median weight (high) and weights under the median (low),
the proposed model achieved 66.5 on high- and 60.5 BACC on low-weight cohorts
for NCANDA and 72.3 vs. 64.9 for ADNI. This indicates a substantial difference
in the model’s predictive power between the two sub-cohorts, distinguished by
high- vs. low-weights.

Furthermore, using the graph factors, we can further evaluate model accuracy
and weight variations across fine-grained groups, shown in Fig. 2. First, in both
datasets, we observed significant differences in learned weights between male and
female subjects (Mann-Whitney U-test, p<0.001). Notably, females consistently
demonstrated higher BACC than males across both datasets.

With respect to SES in NCANDA, the model weights increase along with the
SES of the subjects, and the accuracy is the highest for subjects with low SES.
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Fig. 3: Impact of choice of neighbors and centering hyperparameter for NCANDA
and ADNI. We measure the absolute difference in % of BACC between the
cohorts with high vs. low weights to compare the ability of different models to
create distinct and highly separable sub-cohorts based on the learned weights.

Lastly, sample weights decrease as family alcohol history increases in NCANDA,
with the model achieving the highest BACC for subjects with low family history.
These findings comport with the literature that SES and family history are key
risk factors for developing drinking problems in both adolescents and adults [6,28]
and highlight the need for designing sex-specific preventative programs during
adolescence to lower the impact of alcohol misuse in young adulthood [9].

In ADNI, the subject weights decrease significantly (p<0.001) as age in-
creases from 55-71 years to 78-90 years. Along with the sample weights, the
model BACC also decreases from 73.5 to 60.9 across age sub-cohorts. The age-
dependent predictive power aligns with existing evidence that early-onset de-
mentia in younger individuals has been associated with more widespread corti-
cal atrophies, with their effect being more prominent than older individuals [18].
Moreover, subject weights are significantly different (p<0.001) for subjects with
0 vs. 1 and 1 vs. 2 counts of ϵ4 alleles (APOE ϵ4). This gene is a known genetic
risk factor for AD with a two- to three-fold increased risk in subjects with 1 ϵ4
allele that rises to 12-fold in those with 2 alleles [27]. Our model achieves 8.5%
higher BACC for subjects with 0 or 1 copy of the APOE ϵ4 gene than those with
2 copies of the gene. Interestingly, research suggests that possessing one or two
copies of APOE ϵ4 can advance the onset age of dementia by 5 to 10 years [2], po-
tentially impacting model predictions. Overall, our approach manages to identify
meaningful sub-cohorts with high predictability across datasets.
Impact of neighbors and centering. In Fig. 3 we show the absolute differ-
ence (%) in BACC between cohorts with high vs. low weights. For both datasets,
using K = 50 and K = 75 neighbors for the factor graph produced the highest
gap between the sub-cohorts’ BACC, regardless of the hyperparameter c. Re-
garding centering, models with c larger than 0.5 achieved the highest gaps, with
values of c ranging from 0.65 to 0.75 being the most advantageous. Specifically
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for NCANDA, 50 neighbors and c=0.65 achieved a 9.02% gap between high- and
low-weight cohorts, while for ADNI, 75 neighbors and c=0.75 reached a 10.24%
gap. Overall, these two hyperparameters played a role in the separability of co-
hort by weight but varied smoothly across combinations. Specifically, all models
demonstrated consistent overall BACC performance, with ranges of 66% to 69%
for ADNI and 62% to 64% for NCANDA, across various values of K and c.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we proposed a method for learning sample weights linked to fac-
tors related to disease prediction using imaging and neuropsychological scores.
By parameterizing the weights as a linear combination of the eigenbases of a
spectral population graph, our method learnt separable sample weights, im-
proved interpretability, and identified sub-cohorts that were more informative
for the classification models. We demonstrated the effectiveness of our approach
on two tasks, achieving higher accuracy over the baseline without any weighting
and highlighting sub-cohorts with distinct characteristics and predictive power.
Future work could explore using the adjacency matrix derived from more fea-
tures determined through feature importance analysis and literature. Moreover,
our approach could be validated on datasets beyond neuroimaging and explore
further model architectures.
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