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Abstract

This paper introduces a novel deconvolution algorithm, shift-invariant multi-linearity (SIML), which
significantly enhances the analysis of data from a comprehensive two-dimensional gas chromatograph
coupled to a mass spectrometric detector (GCxGC-TOFMS). Designed to address the challenges posed by
retention time shifts and high noise levels, SIML incorporates wavelet-based smoothing and
Fourier-Transform based shift-correction within the multivariate curve resolution-alternating least
squares (MCR-ALS) framework. We benchmarked the SIML algorithm against traditional methods such as
MCR-ALS and Parallel Factor Analysis 2 with flexible coupling (PARAFAC2xN) using both simulated and
real GCxGC-TOFMS datasets. Our results demonstrate that SIML provides unique solutions with
significantly improved robustness, particularly in low signal-to-noise ratio scenarios, where it maintains
high accuracy in estimating mass spectra and concentrations. The enhanced reliability of quantitative
analyses afforded by SIML underscores its potential for broad application in complex matrix analyses

across environmental science, food chemistry, and biological research.
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Abbreviations
D

D

ALS

BPC

CLS

FFT

FT
GCXGC-TOFMS

First retention dimension in two-dimensional chromatography
Second retention dimension in two-dimensional chromatography
Alternating Least Squares

Base peak chromatogram

Classical least squares

Fast Fourier Transform

Fourier Transform

Two dimensional gas chromatography coupled to a mass spectrometric (time-of-

flight) detector

MCR

NMF
PARAFAC
PARAFAC2
PARAFAC2xN

SIML
SIML-DN
SNR

SSE

SST

TIC
SvD
TMS

Multivariate curve resolution

Non-negative matrix factorization

Parallel factor analysis

Parallel factor analysis 2

Parallel factor analysis 2 with flexible coupling constraint allowing for shift in
more than one mode

Shift-invariant multi-linearity algorithm

Shift-invariant multi-linearity algorithm with denoising

Signal-to-noise ratio

Sum of squared errors

Total sum of squares

Total ion chromatogram

Singular value decomposition

Tri-methyl-silyl (protective group)
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Notation
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pth order tensor

(IxX]) matrix, equivalent to x®
(IX1) vector, equivalent to x®

. 0
Scalar, equivalent to X( )

(1XI) transpose of x
Kathri-Rao product (column-wise Kronecker product)

Element-wise matrix multiplication (Hadamard product)

Frobenius Norm
Fourier transform of f(n)

Complex conjugate of f (k)

Amplitude spectrum of f(n)
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1. Introduction

Comprehensive two-dimensional gas chromatography time-of-flight mass spectrometry (GCXGC-TOFMS)
is a powerful analytical technique that allows for comprehensive separation and characterization of very
complex samples such as pyrolysis oils, environmental samples, biological, and food samples '
.However, handling the data is challenging and time consuming. The challenge is particularly evident in
exploratory, untargeted analysis where the aim is to obtain an exhaustive chemical fingerprint of the
sample composition.®® A recently published benchmark of eight different commercial and open-source
software packages revealed larger differences in the data processing capabilities of the individual
software packages, most notably with respect to the identification of features in untargeted analysis.’ In
addition to the missing standardization in the data processing workflows of available software tools, their
functionality is in some cases not sufficient, which fuels the development of novel algorithms for more
sophisticated chemical information extraction (deconvolution), pattern recognition, or down stream

7810-13 Chemometric methods such as Multivariate Curve Resolution [MCR*™¢, also

statistical analysis.
known as non-negative matrix factorization (NMF)"* in the data science community], Parallel Factor
Analysis (PARAFAC) and extended versions of Parallel Factor Analysis 2 (PARAFAC2XN) have been
described as useful methods for deconvolution in targeted and untargeted GCXGC-TOFMS data analysis.
132021 Nevertheless, there are limitations associated with each of the currently known deconvolution
algorithms in their application to GCXGC-TOFMS data analysis. For example, the structure of the MCR
model accounts for retention time shifts occurring in the first and second retention dimension; however,
MCR does not generally provide unique solutions.”””® The rotational ambiguity of MCR solutions can
cause large variabilities in the estimated qualitative and quantitative information.* On the other hand,
PARAFAC and PARAFAC2 provide unique solutions but have higher requirements on the data structure. In
the case of PARAFAC, the GCXGC-TOFMS data needs to be perfectly aligned. Unfortunately, retention
time shifts violate the PARAFAC model assumptions.”” The PARAFAC2xN method is more flexible and can
model data that deviates from a multi-linear structure caused by retention time shifting but comes with a
high algorithmic complexity.'**®

In this paper a new deconvolution algorithm called shift-invariant multi-linearity (SIML) is presented. The
algorithm is inspired by the multi-linearity constraint proposed by Tauler et al. and the shift-invariant
tri-linearity constraint proposed by Schneide et al.?’?® The proposed method integrates a wavelet-based
smoothing and the shift-invariance properties of the Fourier-Transform into the MCR-ALS routine to
effectively correct intra- and inter-sample shifts yielding unique solutions. The algorithm is benchmarked

against MCR-ALS and PARAFAC2xN on challenging simulated and real multi-sample GCXGC-TOFMS data

sets.
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2. Background

2.1 Data structure
The data structure of a single GC-MS measurement can be described as a matrix X with dimensions (X))
, with I denoting the number of scans in the first retention dimension (‘D) and J denoting the mass scans

(mz). In extension to that, a GCXGC-TOFMS measurement naturally has the form of a third order tensor

x® with dimensions (IXKxJ]) in which K describes the scans in the second retention dimension (°D).

One practical way of visualizing 5(3) is thinking of it as K slices )_((2) with dimensions (IX]) or as I slices

(

X 2 of dimension (KXJ). Thus, a GCXGC-TOFMS measurement can also be expressed in the form of K

concatenated slices {(2) with dimensions (IX]), giving an augmented matrix X with dimensions (IKx]).

This idea also extends to the situation of having a set of several GCXGC-TOFMS measurements, which

@ with dimensions (IXKXLX]) or an augmented matrix

can be arranged to form a fourth order tensor X
X with dimensions (IKLXx]), where L is the number of samples.
To aid visualization, examples of the data structures for the case of a single GCXGC-TOFMS measurement

and multiple GCXGC-TOFMS measurements are given in Figure 1.

A: Single GCXGC-TOFMS measurement
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Figure 1: Visualization of the data structure of A: a single GCXGC-TOFMS measurement organized as higher order tensor or as
augmented matrix and B: a set of multiple GCXGC-TOFMS measurements organized as higher order tensor or as augmented

matrix.
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2.2 Algorithms for modeling GCxGC-TOFMS data

Different chemometric approaches have been described for extracting quantitative (concentrations) and
qualitative (mass spectra) information from GCXGC-TOFMS data. Specifically, MCR-ALS, PARAFAC and
PARAFAC2xN were described in literature and will be explained in the following.

Multivariate Curve Resolution is a bilinear factorization method which decomposes a matrix X into two
positive matrices C and S. In the context of GCXGC-TOFMS data analysis, X is the set of unfolded GCx
GC-TOFMS measurements with dimensions (IKLXJ), C is a factor matrix with dimensions (IKLXR)
containing the concatenated elution profiles, and S is a (JXR) sized factor matrix holding the analyte

mass spectra. The MCR model can be formulated according to Equation 1:

Equation 1: X = CST + E

Different algorithms have been proposed to calculate C and S but this paper will focus on the most
prominently used Alternating Least Squares (ALS) algorithm. The loss function for the ALS algorithm with

non-negativity constraints®® can be formulated according to Equation 2:

12
Equation 2: ||X - CS ||F s.t.
CnTZO v ne{l, .., IKL}, r€{1, ..., R}
s =0 v me{l, .., J}, r€{l, .., R}

A major advantage of MCR is that it can deconvolve overlapped signals and effectively model
chromatographic artifacts such as retention time shifts and changes in peak shape. But a major
disadvantage of MCR is that it suffers from a rotational ambiguity which means that a range of solutions
for C and S exist that all minimize L(C, S). Mathematically, this can be shown by Equation 3 in which C

and S are solutions obtained by fitting the MCR model with one set of initial values and CA and SA are
rotated solutions (fulfilling the applied constraints) that would provide the same fit. The matrix T is a

-1
rotation matrix, such that the matrix product TT =~ becomes identity.
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. T _ —-1_.T
Equation 3: cS,=En(Ts)

Several scientific works investigated methods for estimating the range of feasible solutions theoretically
or practically to derive estimates on how well-defined a given solution is.?>****3! |t is intuitively clear that
the range of feasible solutions can be reduced by constraining L(C, S) and several constraints have been
proposed to reduce the range of feasible solutions utilizing a priori knowledge about the measurement

principle and the data characteristics. Specifically, the multi-linearity constraint?’ can provide unique

solutions for data structures X(p23) (e.g., GCXGC-TOFMS data)®’, and can be seen as a particular

implementation of the PARAFAC/CANDECOMP model.**** However, multi-linearity is a strong constraint
that requires elution profiles of a given analyte to remain constant in shape and position across
modulations, and sample-to-sample.” These conditions for multi-linearity are not always satisfied for GC
XGC-TOFMS data, most importantly because of retention time shifts. Although the application of
PARAFAC for the decomposition of single GCXGC-TOFMS measurements has been described in
literature?, this approach will only be valid in the absence of shift between the different modulations. if
analytes elute over a short time window in 'D or if the temperature in °D is held constant.” If instead the
temperature in D is ramped up alongside increasing number of modulation in 'D, retention times in *D
will be subject to non-random shifts (intra-sample shift) because analytes eluting over several
modulations will travel faster through the second column (Figure 3A).?° Consequently, the PARAFAC

213,34

model will be biased and more flexible alternatives such as flexible-coupling-PARAFAC or

shift-invariant tri-linearity constrained MCR will likely give more accurate results.?***

The situation becomes more complicated if the goal is to analyze a set of several GCXGC-TOFMS
measurements jointly. In this situation, additional random shifts in 'D and *D occur together with the
intra-sample shifts in D (Figure 3B). Thus, shifts in both retention dimensions need to be accounted for.?°
To handle deviations from a multi-linear data structure, the PARAFAC2xN algorithm has been published
as an extension to the flexible-coupling-PARAFAC2 model, which can effectively handle shifts in both
retention dimensions.”* However, the way algorithms from the “PARAFAC2-family” fundamentally
address deviations from multi-linearity is rather complicated and come with assumptions regarding the
nature of the shifts occurring in 'D and D that may have practical implications (see Supporting
Information 1).>*” Therefore, a novel shift-invariant multilinearity constraint is proposed to account for
shifts in both retention dimensions while providing unique solutions.

Conceptually, the shift-invariant multi-linearity constraint utilizes the shift-invariant property of the

Fourier Transform modulus (amplitude spectra) to “de-shift” the estimates of elution profiles within the
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MCR-ALS routine to transform a non-multi-linear problem into a multi-linear problem, for which a unique
solution exists.”® The transition from non-multi-linear to a multi-linear problem is shown in Figure 2B-D,
in which overlayed elution profiles (total ion chromatograms, TIC) of one analyte occurring in different
samples are shown. By calculating the FFT of the elution profiles shown in Figure 2B, the shift along ‘D
can be effectively removed by mapping the elution profiles to the same phase spectrum (compare Figure
2C). Analogously, the shift along 2D can be removed by calculating the FFT along 2D and mapping the
elution profiles to the same phase spectrum. The data obtained by de-shifting the elution profiles, shown
in Figure 2D, could be modeled by one multi-linear factor, because the mass spectra for the same analyte
are approximately constant across samples. Hence, the blue and orange factors only show a scale

difference, which is due to their concentration difference.

Figure 2: Visualized are TIC profiles of one analyte present in two different samples (blue and orange peaks). A: Retention in D?
gets faster with increasing modulation in D* because of higher temperatures on the second column (intra sample shift). B:
Retention times between samples (plotted together as overlay) can vary because chromatographic conditions cannot be kept
perfectly constant (inter sample shift), C: Synchronization of different peaks along D* after performing FFT and mapping the scans
in D? to @ common phase spectrum. D: full synchronization along D* and D? after performing FFT on the profiles shown in C along

the modulations in D* and mapping the frequency spectra to a common phase spectrum.

2.3 Shift-invariant multi-linearity

The shift-invariant multi-linearity constraint is implemented in the MCR-ALS routine as schematically
shown in Figure 3. The example shows a simple case of a two-component system consisting of an analyte
being present in multiple GCXGC-TOFMS measurements and a baseline signal. The steps for applying

shift-invariant multi-linearity follow.
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Step 1, the GCXGC-TOFMS measurements are rearranged from the fourth order tensor )_((4) (IXKXLX])

to the augmented matrix X (IKLXJ). The dimensions are the same as introduced in Section 2.1, |
denoting modulations in 'D, K denoting scans in °D, L is the number samples and J is the mass spectral
dimension.

Step 2, the first estimates of the concatenated elution profiles and mass spectra C1 and S1 are obtained
by regressing S0 onto X (to obtain C1) and C0 onto X (to obtain Sl). Both regressions can be described as
non-negative classical least square (CLS)* steps. To the estimates of C1 are further constraints applied

before a new iteration cycle is started (as described in the following Steps 3-8). In this notation, SO and C0

Lo : o : th .
are the initialized factor matrices and Ci and Si with i €{1, ..., I} are estimates after the i iteration.

Positive random values are a straightforward choice for starting values, however, more sophisticated
initialization schemes exist. 3>
Steps 3 through 8 apply the shift-invariant multi-linearity constraint sequentially to the concatenated

elution profiles ., stored in Cl, with r €{1, ..., R} denoting the number of components. Step 3 extracts

th . .
the r  elution profile, c -
In Step 4, the selected vector of elution profile estimates . is smoothed using a wavelet transform

denoiser, which is explained in more detail in the Supporting Information 2. Although, the denoising step
in 4a is not strictly required for the multi-linearity, results discussed below show that it ensures very
accurate estimates of mass spectra and elution profiles even at very low signal-to-noise ratios (SNR).
Applying smoothing to the estimated elution profiles inside the ALS routine was found to be
advantageous compared to smoothing of the raw data (compare Supporting Information 2). The
combination of shift-invariant multi-linearity and wavelet based denoising will be distinguished from
shift-invariant multi-linearity (SIML) by the abbreviation SIML-DN.

Step 4b reshapes . into a matrix Clr of dimension (IXKL) and Step 4c synchronizes along 'D, using the
FFT. After the synchronization, Clr contains the amplitude spectra of the 'D elution profiles in its rows.

The synchronization is achieved because the amplitude spectra (real part of the FT) of the elution profiles
are shift-invariant, and the separately stored phase spectra contain the shift information (imaginary part
of the FT). A more detailed explanation of this procedure can be found in Supporting Information 2 or in
the literature.**? Step 4d enforces shift-invariant multi-linearity on the elution profiles along 'D by

|28

reconstructing Clr with a one-component SVD model.” The left-hand singular values contain the interim

estimates of the 'D elution profiles in the frequency domain, while the right-hand singular values contain
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the concatenated °D elution profiles which still need to be synchronized and enforced to follow the
multi-linearity constraint. To achieve synchronization for the ?D elution profiles, Step 5a reshapes the
right-hand singular values of the SVD from Step 4d to form a matrix of size (KXL). The synchronization
procedure as described above in Steps 4c and 4d is repeated in steps 5b and 5c. The results of step 5c are
the interim estimates of the 2D elution profiles in the frequency domain (left-hand singular values) and
the relative concentrations of the analyte in the different samples (right hand singular values). For the
reconstruction of the original, time domain elution profiles, the amplitude spectra of the D and D
elution profiles are reconstructed by their 1-SVD-estimate in Step 6a and 7a. Afterwards, the inverse Fast
Fourier Transform is applied in Step 6b and 7b to the multi-linearity constrained amplitude spectra and
the separately stored phase spectra to obtain the shift-invariant-multi-linearity constrained time domain
elution profiles. By that, the original peak positions are restored, and multi-linearity constrained elution
profiles can be returned to finish the iteration and move on to the next cycle. As for conventional ALS
routines, this procedure is repeated until a stop criterion is fulfilled. This could be that the changes in the
loss function L(C,S) are close to the numerical accuracy or that the defined number of maximum
iterations is reached.

In summary, the trick behind shift-invariant multi-linearity is that multi-linearity is enforced on the
shift-invariant amplitude spectra of the elution profiles rather than on the elution profiles themselves. In
the conventional multi-linearity constraint, the 'D and D elution profiles of an analyte must be constant
in position and shape across a set of samples up to their magnitude (resembling the concentration).
Conversely, in shift-invariant multi-linearity it is the amplitude spectra of the respective elution profiles
that must be constant across the samples, up to their magnitude. By reconstructing the matrices holding
the amplitude spectra with their respective one-component SVD decomposition, multi-linearity is
enforced. Because of the implementation of shift-invariant multi-linearity into the MCR-ALS routine,

further constraints, and pre-processing steps (like the wavelet-based denoising) can easily be integrated.
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Figure 3: Visualization of the shift-invariant multi-linearity algorithm with denoising. The estimates of the concatenated elution
profiles are constraint after regressing the reshaped (step 1) GCxGC-TOFMS raw data on the estimated mass spectra using

non-negative constraint CLS (step 2). Steps 3 to 8 show how the constraint is applied to the concatenated elution profiles.

3. Material and methods

3.1 Software and algorithms
The performance of shift-invariant multi-linearity with and without denoising was benchmarked against
the performance of non-negativity constrained MCR-ALS, and PARAFAC2xN. The same criterion for

algorithmic convergence was applied, based on the relative change in the loss function value. The
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maximum number of iterations was set to 1.000 and it was assured that only converged models were
used in the benchmark. All algorithms were initialized with positive random values, except PARAFAC2xN
was initialized with a “best out of 10” (positive) random starts method. This was necessary to avoid an
excessive number of local minima solutions.* Each algorithm was fitted multiple times starting from
different random values. In total 50 converged models per algorithm and data set were compared to get
an estimate of the precision and stability of the different algorithms.

MATLAB version R2022b (The MathWorks, Natick, MA USA) has been used for implementing the
shift-invariant multi-linearity algorithm and the MCR-ALS routines. The PARAFAC2xN algorithm was taken
from the GitHub repository: https://github.com/mdarmstr/parafac2x2, 24.03.2024. Area of feasible
solution calculation were executed using  the FACPAC software  version 2.0

(http://www.math.uni-rostock.de/facpack/Downloads.html#Current release, 24.03.2024)".

3.2 Simulated data
Data has been simulated to mimic a GCXGC-TOFMS data set with well-defined SNR using the function
developed by Sorochan Armstrong et al*®. The source code of the function is available under the URL

https://github.com/mdarmstr/parafac2x2, 05.03.2024. Specifically, seven data sets emulating repeated

measurements of two analytes eluting in retention-window (’t; X °t;) were simulated under different SNR
conditions. The number of samples in each data set was set to 10 and the number of modulations in 'D
was set to 20 and the number of scans in ?D was set to 200. The mass axis was clipped to a range of 761
m/z values. To study the performance of the algorithm in different SNR regimes, the SNR was varied from
3 to 0.025. Figure 3 shows examples of simulated measurements the data sets with moderate SNR and
with low SNR. While for the SNR of 0.1 peak shapes are visible in the contour plots of the 2D-TIC and the

2D-BPCs, at the low SNR hardly any peak-like structure is recognizable.
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A: Example of simulated data (SNR =0.1) B: Example of simulated data (SNR = 0.025)
2D-TIC_ 2D-TiC,,

B 18 20

Figure 4: A: Example of one simulated measurement at SNR of 0.1. B: Example of one simulated measurement at SNR of 0.025.

The total ion chromatogram and the base peak chromatogram are shown to illustrate the noisiness of the simulated data.

3.3 Experimental data
Previously published GCXGC-TOFMS data from a calibration experiment was used to compare the
algorithm performance on real data. The two analytes present in the modeled (t; X °t;)-frame are the
derivatized forms of salicylic acid and adipic acid (both molecules are derivatized with two TMS groups
each, to cover the acid and hydroxy functionalities). For details on the derivatization procedure, we refer

the reader to the original article.”

A: Experimental data at high concentration B: Experimental data at low concentration
2D-TIC 2D-TIC
Concentration at detector: 164 pg salicylic acid, 93 pg adipic acid Concentration at detector: 1 pg salicylic acid, 0.6 pg adipic acid

2D-BPC 2D-BPC

salicylic acid adipic acid salicylic acid adipic acid salicylic acid adipic acid salicylic acid adipic acid

Figure 5: A: Example of one of the triplicates at the highest calibration concentration considered (calibration point 6 in Table 1).
The total ion chromatogram and the base peak chromatogram for salicylic and adipic acid are shown. The base peak
chromatogram of salicylic acid is a fragment shared by adipic acid. B: Example of one of the triplicates at a lower calibration

concentration (calibration point 12 in Table 1). The total ion chromatogram and the base peak chromatograms show the
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noisiness of the data at the low concentration. The noise is different from the simulated case as it has a lower frequency and is

more structured.

The original data set consists of 14 calibration points covering a range of injected analyte amount of 0.1
pg — 16,393 pg for salicylic acid and 0.1 — 9,311 pg for adipic acid on column. Each calibration point has
been measured in triplicates. Since we were mostly interested in investigating algorithm performance in
the low SNR domain, we discarded the first five calibration points from the data set to begin with and
then continuously removed further calibration points to study the breakdown point for each algorithm.
The highest calibration point in the first data set is 163.9 pg salicylic acid and 93.1 pg adipic acid and the
highest calibration point in the last data set is 1 pg salicylic acid and 0.6 pg adipic acid.

Table 1: List of the calibration standards published by Armstrong et al. with their respective concentrations on column in pg.
Standards 1-5 have been removed from the set for this study and standard 6 has been used to determine the precision in the
extrapolation experiment (see description in 3.4).

Cal. standard | Salicylic acid [pg] Adipic acid Replicate

[pg] s

1 16392.6 9311.1 3
2 8196.3 4655.6 3
3 2732.1 1551.9 3
4* 1092.8 620.7 3
S* 327.9 186.2 3
6™ 163.9 93.1 3
7 82.0 46.6 3
8 27.3 15.5 3
9 10.9 6.2 3
10 5.5 3.1 3
11 2.7 1.6 3
12 1.0 0.6 3
13 0.5 0.3 3
14 0.1 0.1 3

3.4 Metrics for evaluation

The performance of the algorithms was assessed using different quantitative metrics. The fit measured as

variance explained (VarExpl) was used to evaluate how good the different methods can explain the data

th th
(Equation 4-6). In Equation 5-6, x isthe entryinthen  row and m  column of the original data matrix

A h h A
X (IKLX]J) and x is the entry in the n™ row and m"" column of the matrix X (IKLX]), reconstructed

from C and ST.

Equation 4: VarExpl = (1 — %) * 100
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where

IKL J .2
Equation 5: SSE=YYx —x )

nm nm n,m
and

IKL ] 5
Equation 6: SST = Y ). (xnm)

nom ’

The cosine similarity (also known as Tucker congruence) was calculated according to Equation 7 to assess

how well the estimated mass spectra correspond to the true mass spectra. In Equation 7, St is the

estimated mass spectrum and srref is the reference mass spectrum.

T

S S
. . . . . . _ 7, 7,7
Equation 7: cosine similarity = —=—

2
15,0l 11, 17

rest
The quality of the estimated concentrations was assessed in two different ways for the simulated data
and for the real data. For the simulated data, calibration curves were fitted between the estimated
concentrations and the true concentrations. The R? value and the bias (offset) of the calibration curve
were evaluated as they are commonly used figures of merit in quantitative chromatographic analysis.

For the real calibration data, an extrapolation experiment was performed, in which the concentration of
the highest calibration point (163.9 pg salicylic acid and 93.1 pg adipic acid) was successively predicted
with models which were built on the (9 — p) lowest calibration points. The pooled, relative standard
deviation was used to assess the quantitative precision of the different methods across the fitted models

after removingp = 1, .., 6 calibration standards.

Internal



4. Results and Discussion

4.1 Simulated Data
The results of using the different models on the simulated data set indicate larger performance

differences between MCR-ALS, SIML, and PARAFAC2xN, which are summarized in Figure 6 and Figure 7.
While MCR-ALS and SIML achieve nearly the same fit values on the simulated data sets, PARAFAC2xN fits
the data on average significantly worse. Moreover, Figure 6A also shows that the fit values achieved with
PARAFAC2xN are subject to larger variation across the 50 repeated fits, which indicates that some of the
solutions converged to local minima.*® The performance difference between PARAFAC2xN and the other
models becomes more pronounced when comparing accuracies of the estimated mass spectra at
different noise levels (Figure 6B). The cosine similarity between the estimated and the underlying true
spectra declines rapidly for all algorithms when the SNR is lower than 0.5.

In direct comparison, at SNR of 0.1 SIML has cosine similarity (Figure 6B) and R? values (Figure 6C) close
to one but for MCR the performance starts to degrade. The performance of SIML is slightly better than
MCR at SNR of 0.05 and similar to MCR at SNR of 0.025. In contrast, SIML-DN performed well at all noise
levels studied and provided high cosine similarity and R? values even at an SNR of 0.025.

With respect to the calibration curves it is however noticeable, that SIML with denoising has a larger bias
than MCR-ALS and SIML without denoising at higher SNRs (0.5 - 3). This difference vanishes at lower SNR
values (0.025 - 0.1), at which the bias of MCR-ALS, PARAFAC2xN and SIML without denoising becomes
larger than the bias of SIML with denoising. The reason for this is that the models without denoising have
increasing difficulties separating the baseline from the analyte signal, which can also be emphasized by
comparing the 2D elution profiles and mass spectra shown in Figure 7 at SNR of 0.1 and 0.025. Especially,
the comparison of the elution profiles and mass spectra at a SNR of 0.025 highlight the stability of the
SIML-DN method, because it still provides reasonable estimates whereas the estimates of the other
methods can hardly be qualified as chemical information.

Although SIML appears to be more stable than MCR-ALS based on the results of the simulation study, the

differences are not huge, supporting MCR-ALS as a strong benchmark.
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A: Fit of models at different SNR-levels
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Figure 6: Summary of the performance of MCR, SIML, SIML-DN and PF2xN on simulated GCXGC-TOFMS data at different SNRs. In
all plot are the mean values and standard deviations over 50 repeated fits at each SNR visualized. A: variance explained
indicating how well the different models describe the data. All models show the same trend that as the SNR descreases, the fit of
the models gets worse. PF2xN shows significantly lower fit compared to all the other models. B: Mean cosine similarity of the
estimated mass spectra and the true mass spectra. The models show distinct capability of modelling the true mass spectra at
different SNR. The SIML-DN algorithm is most robust against high noise levels. C: R? values of linear models fitted on the peak
areas and the known concentration values. The SIML-DN algorithm is most robust against high noise levels and PF2xN shows

higher variability, probably due to the presence of local minima. D: Bias of linear models fitted on the peak areas and the known
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Figure 7: Comparison of estimated elution profiles and mass spectra at high and at low SNR. The colored elution profiles and
spectra resemble estimates, while dashed and solid black lines show the true reference profiles and spectra.

4.2 Experimental Data
In comparison to the results for the simulated data, the situation changes quite dramatically when

looking at the calibration data of salicylic and adipic acid. Although MCR-ALS fits the data better than
SIML and SIML-DN (Figure 8A), the cosine similarities between the estimated and the true spectra are on
average significantly worse than the estimates of SIML and SIML-DN (Figure 8B). Moreover, the rotational
ambiguity of the MCR model translates to a larger variability in the estimated spectral profiles compared
to SIML and SIML-DN. The same holds for the precision of the predictions of the calibration standard
(163.9 pg salicylic acid / 93.1 pg adipic acid) shown in Figure 8C. The relative error is calculated from the
predictions made with models built on the calibration data after removing 6, 7, ... ,11 calibration points,
as pointed out in section 3.4. In the extremes, a model was built on calibration data ranging from 0.1 to
1.1 pg and from 0.1 to 0.6 pg for salicylic acid and adipic acid, respectively, to predict concentrations of
163.9 pg salicylic acid and 93.1 pg adipic acid.

While the inter quartile range of the relative prediction error from the MCR models reaches from -0.5 to
0.1 (salicylic acid) and from -0.5 to 0.5 (adipic acid), the inter quartile range for the SIML and SIML-DN
models reaches at most from -0.02 to 0.02 considering salicylic acid and adipic acid. The few high
prediction errors from the SIML models for adipic acid can be related to the results from models built on
calibration data after removing 11 standards. At this point the SIML models reach their break down point

(compare Figure 8B), while SIML-DN still provides reliable mass spectra and concentration estimates.
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Figure 8: Summary of the performance of MCR, SIML and SIML-DN on a real GCXGC-TOFMS calibration data set. In all plot are
the mean values and standard deviations over 50 repeated fits on increasingly smaller subsets of the calibation data visualized.
A: variance explained indicating how well the different models describe the data. All models show the same trend, however MCR
tends to have silghtly better fit, followed by SIML and SIML-DN has the lowest fit. This trend follows the intuition that the least
constrained model should have the highest fit. B: Mean cosine similarity of the estimated mass spectra and the true mass
spectra. The estimates obtained from MCR show large variance which can be accounted to rotational ambuigity. The estimates of
SIML and SIML-DN show high accuracy up to the removal of 11 and 12 calibration points, respectively. C: Relative prediction error
that is made when the highest calibration standard is predicted with models trained on subsets of the calibration data set after
removing up to 11 calibration points. The relative prediction error made with the MCR models is in the order of magnitude of +
50 % while the relative prediction error for SIML and SIML-DN is < + 2 % up to the point when 11 calibration points are removed.
At this point the prediction error of the SIML model increases drastically for adipic acid. D: Area of feasible solution for MCR on
the whole concatenated calibration data set. The area of feasible solution shows that MCR suffers substantially from rotational

ambiguity, even on the data set including all calibration points.

This big difference in the results is because MCR is suffering from rotational ambiguity (see Figure 8D)
whereas SIML and SIML-DN provide unique solutions. Compared to the simulated data, the calibration
data set is a harder challenge because the mass spectra as well as the concentration profiles are
correlated. The correlation in the mass spectra can be traced back to shared fragments that stem from
the TMS derivatization (specifically fragments 73,74, and 147).** Derivatization with TMS or other

reagents is a common practice in gas chromatography and will may cause similar problems for MCR
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because the mass spectra will contain shared fragments. The correlation in the concentration profiles is
straightforward to explain because the calibration data represents a dilution series. In Figure 9 are the 2D
elution profiles and mass spectra shown from models built on calibration data after removing 6 and 11
calibration standards, respectively. In all cases the models that achieved the highest cosine similarity with
their spectral estimates were selected for visualization in Figure 9. Among these models, the difference
between the MCR and the SIML estimates is not very pronounced but still visible in the offset of the MCR
elution profiles at the higher concentration level. The visualization of the estimates from the smallest
calibration set shows once more that the denoising implemented in SIML-DN pays off because it allows

for the extraction of useful chemical information under really challenging conditions.
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Figure 9: Comparison of estimated elution profiles and mass spectra at high and at low SNR. The colored elution profiles and
spectra resemble estimates, while dashed and solid black lines show the true reference profiles and spectra.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, the proposed shift-invariant multi-linearity (SIML) algorithm demonstrates a significant
advancement in the analysis of comprehensive GCXGC-TOFMS data. By incorporating wavelet-based
smoothing and Fourier-Transform based de-shifting into the multivariate curve resolution-alternating
least squares (MCR-ALS) routine, the SIML algorithm successfully addresses the challenges of retention
time shifts and high noise levels. Benchmarking against standard MCR-ALS and PARAFAC2xN methods
reveals that SIML provides unique solutions and exhibits unmatched robustness against high noise levels,
achieving impressive performance in both simulated and real data scenarios. The robustness is especially
evident in lower signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) regimes, where SIML-DN maintains high accuracy in
estimating mass spectra and concentrations. This enhances the reliability of compound identification and
guantitative analyses in complex matrices, which is crucial for advancing the applications of GCX

GC-TOFMS in various fields such as environmental science, food chemistry, and biological research.
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