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Abstract

Machine learning techniques in multi-view settings
face significant challenges, particularly when integrat-
ing heterogeneous data, aligning feature spaces, and
managing view-specific biases. These issues are promi-
nent in neuroscience, where data from multiple sub-
jects exposed to the same stimuli are analyzed to un-
cover brain activity dynamics. In magnetoencephalog-
raphy (MEG), where signals are captured at the scalp
level, estimating the brain’s underlying sources is cru-
cial, especially in group studies where sources are
assumed to be similar for all subjects. Common
methods, such as Multi-View Independent Component
Analysis (MVICA), assume identical sources across
subjects, but this assumption is often too restrictive
due to individual variability and age-related changes.
Multi-View Independent Component Analysis with
Delays (MVICAD) addresses this by allowing sources
to differ up to a temporal delay. However, tempo-
ral dilation effects, particularly in auditory stimuli,
are common in brain dynamics, making the estimation
of time delays alone insufficient. To address this, we
propose Multi-View Independent Component Analysis
with Delays and Dilations (MVICAD²), which allows
sources to differ across subjects in both temporal de-
lays and dilations. We present a model with identifi-
able sources, derive an approximation of its likelihood
in closed form, and use regularization and optimization
techniques to enhance performance. Through simula-
tions, we demonstrate that MVICAD² outperforms ex-
isting multi-view ICAmethods. We further validate its
effectiveness using the Cam-CAN dataset, and show-
ing how delays and dilations are related to aging.

Introduction and related works

Introduction

Machine learning techniques often encounter chal-
lenges when dealing with multiple views of the same
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underlying phenomenon. These challenges include in-
tegrating heterogeneous data, aligning different fea-
ture spaces, and managing view-specific biases while
maintaining consistency across views [37, 31, 38]. This
is particularly evident in fields like neuroscience, where
data from diverse subjects exposed to the same stimuli
are analyzed to unveil the intricacies of brain activ-
ity. In this context, a view corresponds to a subject.
For instance, a technique like magnetoencephalogra-
phy (MEG) provides non-invasive recordings of mag-
netic fields produced by neurons in the brain. Then,
throughout MEG data analysis, signals captured at
the scalp level can provide valuable insights into brain
dynamics, by estimating sources of activity within the
brain itself. To draw general conclusions about these
sources, group studies with hundreds of participants
have been conducted with the objective of uncovering
common sources for all subjects [23, 5].

When dealing with only one view, a common ap-
proach to estimate sources starts with Principal Com-
ponent Analysis (PCA) to reduce the dimensionality of
the observed signals. Then, a single-view Independent
Component Analysis (ICA) algorithm [10, 17, 16, 1]
is applied to extract independent sources. Indeed,
ICA relies on the assumption that components are
independent and non-Gaussian, and it estimates the
model’s latent sources by maximizing the indepen-
dence of the components according to some criteria.
However, the extension of ICA to a multi-view con-
text is not straightforward.

State-of-the-art models in this domain such
as Multi-View Independent Component Analysis
(MVICA) [27] and GroupICA [7] assume that sources
are shared and identical across views. However, this
assumption of exact source similarity across subjects is
restrictive and may not always hold true. Factors such
as age or individual variability can lead to variations in
the underlying sources, making them similar but not
identical across different subjects [14, 28, 8, 12, 29, 13].

Heurtebise et al. [15] relaxed this assumption with
Multi-View Independent Component Analysis with
Delays (MVICAD) by allowing sources to differ with
a temporal delay across subjects. However, biological
studies have shown that temporal dilations, in addi-
tion to delays, are common characteristics of neural
sources, in particular for auditory tasks [26, 36, 25, 2,
30].

Building upon MVICAD, we introduce the Multi-
View Independent Component Analysis with Delays
and Dilations (MVICAD2) algorithm. MVICAD2 al-
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lows sources to differ by a temporal delay and a dila-
tion across views. This means that while all sources
are shared across views, each source of each view
may exhibit specific temporal variations, enhancing
the model’s flexibility and accuracy.
In Section 1, we present our model, establish its

identifiability, and derive an approximation of its like-
lihood which is cheap to compute. We estimate
the parameters of the model by maximizing this
approximate-likelihood. Section 2 focuses on regular-
ization and optimization techniques used for this prob-
lem. Then, we evaluate our method using comprehen-
sive simulations in Section 3. Synthetic experiments
with varying hyperparameters, such as the number of
subjects, sources, or the noise level, demonstrate the
superior performance of our method compared to ex-
isting multi-view ICA algorithms. Finally, in Section
4, we evaluate MVICAD2 on Cam-CAN, a large MEG
population dataset [32]. Our results reveal that the de-
lays and dilations of neural responses recovered by our
model correlate with age, in accordance with previous
findings in the neuroscience literature [26].

Related works

Various ICA algorithms have been proposed to process
data from multiple datasets at once. PermICA [27] is
a naive approach to multi-view ICA. It was designed
as an initialization step for MVICA. It consists in ap-
plying a single-view ICA algorithm, like FastICA [16],
to each view separately and then to reorder sources
with the Hungarian algorithm [21] such that they are
in the same order for all views.
Group ICA encompasses a range of ICA algorithms

designed to process multiple views of the same data.
This approach typically begins with the application
of Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to each view
independently. Next, the resulting sets are com-
bined into a single dataset through either concate-
nation or multi-set Canonical Correlation Analysis
(CCA)[20, 11], possibly followed by an additional PCA
step. An ICA algorithm is then applied to the con-
solidated set [35, 34]. Concatenation can be per-
formed spatially or temporally: temporal concatena-
tion yields individual sources with a common mixing
matrix, while spatial concatenation produces common
sources with individual mixing matrices. Given our
focus on shared sources, we compare our method with
Group ICA using spatial concatenation[7]. Note that
Goup ICA has shown inferior performance to MVICA
on various neuroimaging tasks [27].

MVICA [27] is our first reference algorithm. It is
designed to identify shared independent components
across multiple datasets. To do so, MVICA jointly
estimates independent individual sources for each
dataset and averages them to produce shared sources.
During optimization, the distance between individual
and shared sources is minimized, which ensures that
all views share approximately the same sources. Un-
like some other multi-view ICA approaches, MVICA’s
likelihood can be written in closed form and is then

optimized with a quasi-Newton algorithm, using the
gradient and an approximation of the Hessian of the
likelihood.
MVICAD [15] is our second reference algorithm.

As in [27], it uses a quasi-Newton algorithm to esti-
mate shared independent components across multiple
datasets, but it allows individual sources to be time-
delayed. Optimization is done by alternating mini-
mization with respect to delays and unmixing matrices
(that will be defined later).

1 Method

Notation In the following sections, lowercase let-
ters are used for scalar values, lowercase bold letters
are for vectors, capital letters denote matrices, and
capital bold letters are used for multivariate signals.
A multivariate signal S : R → Rp can be evaluated
at a time point t ∈ R, as in S(t) ∈ Rp, or at dif-
ferent time points t ∈ Rp simulatenously, as in S(t)
with slight abuse of notation. Additionally, apply-
ing a scalar-valued function f to a matrix S ∈ Rp×n

means applying it to all the entries of S and summing
the results, as follows: f(S) =

∑
j,k f(Sjk). Simi-

larly, applying f to a multivariate signal S is defined
by f(S) =

∑p
j=1

∫
t∈R f(Sj(t))dt, where Sj is the j-th

component of S. The ℓ2 norm of a vector s is ∥s∥ and
∥S∥ is the Frobenius norm of a matrix. The norm of a

multivariate signal is ∥S∥ =
(∑p

j=1 ∥Sj∥2L2

) 1
2

, where

∥ · ∥L2 is the L2 norm. The set of integers {1, . . . ,m}
is denoted [[m]].

1.1 Model

We model the observed data Xi(t) ∈ Rp from view
i ∈ [[m]] as a linear combination of shared but tempo-
rally modified sources S(t) ∈ Rp, plus noise. Specif-
ically, for each view i, we temporally modify the
sources using delay parameters τ i = (τ i1, . . . , τ

i
p) val-

ued in [−τmax, τmax] and dilation parameters ρi =
(ρi1, . . . , ρ

i
p) valued in [1/ρmax, ρmax]. These delays and

dilations are applied using operators D1
τ i and D2

ρi

D1
τ i(S)(t) = S(t− τ i) and D2

ρi(S)(t) = S(ρi ⊙ t) ,
(1)

whose combination
−→
T τ i,ρi = D2

ρi ◦D1
τ i yields the tem-

poral modification operator

−→
T τ i,ρi(S)(t) = S(ρi ⊙ (t− τ i)) (2)

visualized in Figure 1. For later use, we also define the
inverse operator

←−
T τ i,ρi = D1

−τ i ◦ D2
1/ρi . (3)

Now, we formally model the observed data as, ∀i ∈
[[m]], ∀t ∈ R,

Xi(t) = Ai(
−→
T τ i,ρi(S)(t) +Ni(t)) , (4)

2



Figure 1: Illustration of delays and dilations of sources.
There are 2 components. The multivariate signal
on the left (in blue) represents the shared sources
S : [0, T ] → R2. Each individual source (in orange)
is delayed and dilated, compared to its corresponding
shared source.

where the Ai ∈ Rp×p are view-specific mixing matri-
ces, assumed to be full-rank, and the Ni = (Ni(t))t∈R,
where Ni(t) ∈ Rp, are stochastic processes represent-
ing view-specific noise. We assume that the Ni are
i.i.d. Gaussian distributed and independent across
views with variance σ2. In theory, σ > 0 should be
estimated, yet, as shown in [27] for MVICA it has no
critical impact on results and can be safely set to 1.
Last, we assume the sources S have components that
are independent and i.i.d. across time, i.e. ∀t1, t2 ∈ R,
t1 ̸= t2, S(t1) and S(t2) are i.i.d.

In the context of MEG data, the data of subject i
are usually reduced to only p components with PCA,
resulting in a multivariate signal Xi : [0, T ] → Rp,
where T represents the duration of the experiment.
The hypothesis of shared sources up to time variability
simply means that, after a common stimulus, brain
activations from one subject to another have the same
shape but differ up to delays and dilations. Moreover,
matrices Ai ∈ Rp×p model the linear transformation
between sources at the cortex level and observations
at the scalp level.

1.2 Identifiability

A model is said to be identifiable when it is described
by one set of parameters, at most. Mathematically,
this can be formulated as the injectivity of a map-
ping from parameters (here, mixing matrices and time
delays and dilations) to the probability model of the
observations. Our model is identifiable, up to some
indeterminacies, which makes recovering the sources a
well-posed problem.

Theorem 1 (Identifiability). Let, ∀t ∈ R,

Xi(t) = Ai(
−→
T τ i,ρi(S)(t) + Ni(t)) and Xi(t) =

A′i(
−→
T τ ′i,ρ′i(S′)(t) + N′i(t)). Let us assume that the

components of S are independent of each other, and
so are the components of S′. In addition, suppose that
S (resp. S′) is i.i.d. across time with density PS (resp.

PS′), where PS and PS′ are not reduced to point-like
masses. We also assume that the Ni are i.i.d. Gaus-
sian distributed with variance σ2, independent from
one to another, and so are the N′i. Moreover, let us
assume that Ai and A′i are invertible. Finally, we
assume that ρi,ρ′i ∈]0,+∞[p. Then, the parameters
(Ai, τ i,ρi) and (A′i, τ ′i,ρ′i) are equal up to permuta-
tion and scale indeterminacies. Specifically, there ex-
ists a scale-permutation matrix P⋆ ∈ Rp×p and vectors
τ ⋆,ρ⋆ ∈ Rp such that, ∀i ∈ [[m]],

A′i = AiP⋆ , τ ′i = (P⊤
⋆ τ i−τ ⋆)⊙ρ⋆ and ρ′i =

P⊤
⋆ ρi

ρ⋆

,

(5)

where ⊙ is the element-wise multiplication and
P⊤

⋆ ρi

ρ⋆

uses the element-wise division.

The proof of the theorem is given in Appendix A.

1.3 Approximate-likelihood

As usual in ICA, we look for the inverse of the mix-
ing matrices Ai, called unmixing matrices W i :=
(Ai)−1, since W iXi approximately gives the individ-

ual sources
−→
T τ i,ρi(S). Given that we also want to

estimate delays τ i and dilations ρi, the likelihood of
our model depends on 3 terms: W = (W 1, . . . ,Wm),
τ = (τ 1, . . . , τm), and ρ = (ρ1, . . . ,ρm). Note that
we make a slight abuse of notations for τ ,ρ ∈ Rm×p,
written in lowercase bold letters instead of capital let-
ters.

Computing the likelihood of (4) requires knowing
the source distribution, which is commonly assumed to
be a sub-Gaussian or super-Gaussian density. In the
context of MEG data, neural sources are usually super-
Gaussian because of their sparse and heavy-tailed na-
ture [3, 16]. Following [18], we thus choose the source
density PS so that, for all j ∈ [[p]] and for almost all
s ∈ R,

− d

ds
log(PSj

(s)) = s+ tanh(s) . (6)

From now on, we interchangeably use PS on vectors
and scalars.

We define for later use a smoothed version f of the
source density by convolution with a Gaussian kernel

N (0p,
σ2

m Ip), where 0p is a vector of p zeros and Ip is
the identity matrix of size p. We have

f(s) := − log

(∫
u

PS(s− u) exp
(
− m

2σ2
u2
)
du

)
.

(7)
Then, we can derive an approximation of the nega-

tive log-likelihood (NLL) of our model (details about
the computations are given in Appendix B). For a
given duration T > 0, the approximate-NLL over [0, T ]
is

L(W, τ ,ρ) = −
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)|+ 1

T

∫ T

t=0

f
(
Y(t)

)
dt

+
1

T

∫ T

t=0

1

2σ2

m∑
i=1

∥∥Yi(t)−Y(t)
∥∥2 dt ,

(8)
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where
Yi(t) :=

←−
T τ i,ρi(W iXi)(t) ∈ Rp (9)

are the aligned estimated sources of subject i, and

Y(t) :=
1

m

m∑
i=1

Yi(t) (10)

are the average estimated sources. We define for later
use Yi = (Yi(t))t∈R and Y = (Y(t))t∈R.
Equation (8) is an approximation -and not the true-

NLL because of delays and dilations. However, it tends
towards the true NLL when delays tend to 0, dilations
tend to 1, and the following condition is verified: ∀j ∈
[[p]], ∀i1, i2 ∈ [[m]], i1 ̸= i2, we have τ i1j ̸= τ i2j or ρi1j ̸=
ρi2j . This last condition is almost sure if τ and ρ are
drawn uniformly. See Section II of the supplementary
materials for details.
The hyperparameters of this cost function are σ,

τmax, and ρmax.

2 Regularization and optimiza-
tion

2.1 Regularization terms

Without loss of generality, one can assume that the
mean of τ is 0 and the mean of ρ if 1. As forcing each
mean to be 0 and 1 would lead to affine constraints
that are hard to deal with when using quasi-Newton
methods, we rather propose to use a quadratic penal-
ization term R1:

R1(τ ,ρ) =

p∑
j=1

(
ρj − 1

ρmax1{ρj≥1} +
1

ρmax
1{ρj<1} − 1

)2

+

p∑
j=1

(
τ j
τmax

)2

, (11)

where τ j = 1
m

∑m
i=1 τ

i
j and ρj = 1

m

∑m
i=1 ρ

i
j are the

average among subjects and for the j-th source. Since
for all j, τ j ∈ [−τmax, τmax] and ρj ∈ [1/ρmax, ρmax],
we deduce that R1(τ ,ρ) ∈ [0, 2p].
Adding this term to (8), we define

L̃(W, τ ,ρ) = L(W, τ ,ρ) + λR1(τ ,ρ) , (12)

where λ ≥ 0 is a hyperparameter representing the reg-
ularization scale. We show in Appendix C that results
are not sensitive to λ between 10−7 and 103. It is
therefore set to 1 in all experiments.
Unfortunately, (8), and thus (12), is non-convex, as

illustrated by the indeterminacies of our model. For
example, in the presence of a periodic signal, delays
that are equal to any multiple of the signal’s period
(within the authorized bounds) correspond to local
minima, even in the presence of the regularization term
R1. To mitigate this, we add another regularization
term R2 that captures information about the sources’
envelope. More specifically, R2 forces a smoothed ver-
sion of the absolute value of the sources to be close to
their average.

Using definition (9), let us define the collection of
aligned estimated sources Y = (Y1, . . . ,Ym). Signal
smoothing is done with the operator Sl, where l > 0
is the smoothing filter length. We define R2 as:

R2(Y, l) =
1

2σ2

m∑
i=1

∥∥Sl(|Yi|)− S
∥∥2 , (13)

where S = 1
m

∑m
i=1 Sl(|Yi|). Adding this term to (12)

gives the formula of the regularized approximate-NLL:

˜̃L(W, τ ,ρ) = L̃(W, τ ,ρ) +R2(Y, l) . (14)

Equation (14) is the loss that will be optimized.

2.2 Refining parameters’ scales

We choose the limited-memory BFGS (L-BFGS) [22]
algorithm to optimize (14) with respect to the param-
eters W, τ , and ρ. Since τ and ρ are bounded, we
opt for a version of L-BFGS that allows parameters to
be constrained, namely L-BFGS-B [6]. This algorithm
requires the gradient G and an approximation of the
Hessian H of the loss, which is easily done with au-
tomatic differentiation techniques as implemented by
the JAX library [4].

L-BFGS-B finds the descent direction by refining
the gradient of (14) with curvature information de-
rived from previous steps. This makes the algorithm
robust to differences in parameters’ scales. However, in
the first iteration, curvature information, represented
by the Hessian of the loss, is assumed to be the iden-
tity. Thus, having parametersW, τ , and ρ of different
scales can be detrimental to the optimization. To ad-
dress this problem, we correct scale dissimilarities at
the beginning of the algorithm.

First, we align delays’ scale with dilations’ scale.
To do so, for a given duration T > 0, we measure
how much varying some delays τ̃ ∈ Rp around 0 and
dilations ρ̃ ∈ Rp around 1 affects the quantity∫ T

0

∥∥∥−→T τ̃ ,ρ̃(Y)(t)−Y(t)
∥∥∥2 dt . (15)

Of course, (15) equals 0 when τ̃ = 0 and ρ̃ = 1. Also,
one can observe that (15) looks like the third term
of (8), up to a factor and without the sum over views.

Indeed,
−→
T τ̃ ,ρ̃(Y) is a delayed and dilated version of the

shared sourcesY, so it looks like the individual sources
Yi for specific τ̃ and ρ̃. Calculating the Hessian of
(15) with respect to τ̃ and ρ̃ then allows to change
delays’ scale, so that varying equally delays around 0
or dilations around 1 affects equally (15).

The Hessian of (15) with respect to τ̃ and ρ̃ is a
2p × 2p matrix. Since the pairs (τ̃j , ρ̃j)j∈[[p]] act inde-

pendently from each other in
−→
T , the Hessian can be

written as a block-diagonal matrix, with p blocks of
size 2× 2. We multiply each j-th delay by the factor,
defined as Λj ∈ R, that makes the diagonal of each
block contain the same number twice. We use (see

4



Appendix D for details), ∀j ∈ [[p]],

Λj = n

√√√√∫ T

0
t2(∇tYj(t))2dt∫ T

0
(∇tYj(t))2dt

. (16)

We define Λ1 := (Λ1, . . . ,Λp)
⊤ ∈ Rp.

Second, we multiply the scale of both time pa-
rameters (delays and dilations) by a hyperparameter
Λ2 ∈ R. Varying this hyperparameter allows to give
more or less importance to the optimization of delays
and dilations, compared to the optimization of unmix-
ing matrices. In practice, we observe that Λ2 is critical
and that it has to be high. Details are given in Ap-
pendix E.

2.3 Initialization

A naive way to initialize the parameters of our algo-
rithm would be to start from random unmixing matri-
ces, delays equal to 0, and dilations equal to 1. But to
avoid starting far from the true parameters and even-
tually finding a bad local minimum, we initialize sep-
arately the unmixing matrices of each view, and then
delays and dilations. A simple single-view ICA algo-
rithm suffices to initialize the unmixing matrices sep-
arately but may estimate sources in different orders,
from one view to another, because of the permuta-
tion indeterminacy inherent to ICA. We use Picard
[1] to perform single-view ICA. To find the permuta-
tions that put sources of all views in the same order,
MVICA [27] correlates individual sources with sources
of a reference view, and then uses the Hungarian al-
gorithm [33]. In our case, due to delays, one could
consider a cross-correlation followed by the Hungarian
algorithm. However, due to dilations, this is not suf-
ficient. Therefore, we propose to search initial delay
and dilation values over a grid of candidate values and
use correlation of delayed and dilated sources with the
sources of the reference view. Algorithm 1 (in Ap-
pendix F) describes how the initialization works and
Algorithm 2 (in Appendix G) summarizes the entire
pipeline.

2.4 Interpolation and boundary condi-
tions

In practice, MVICAD2 takes as input a collection
X = (X1, . . . ,Xm) of multivariate signals that contain
a fixed number of time instants, typically defined over
an evenly sampled grid. When dealing with operator←−
T , changing the time axis with a continuous delay or
dilation means evaluating the signal of the initial grid.
To address this problem, we use linear interpolation,
that is also amenable to automatic differentiation.

Furthermore, multivariate signals have a fixed du-
ration T > 0. Delaying and dilating signals some-
times requires to evaluate them at t < 0 or t > T .
To address these cases, we use cyclic boundary condi-
tions. In other words, we define sources S outside of
[0, T ] by saying that S is a periodic multivariate sig-
nal with period T . Although sometimes unsuitable for

real signals, having boundary conditions doesn’t pro-
duce abrupt discontinuities at the edges of the signal if
the sources start and finish at the same level. This can
be enforced by windowing the signals, but is also typi-
cally the case for MEG data, due to high pass filtering
and baseline correction preprocessing.

2.5 Differences with MVICAD

We next highlight the differences between MVICAD
[15] and MVICAD2 detailed in this work. First, MVI-
CAD only estimates delays whereas MVICAD2 finds
delays and dilations. Second, parameters estimated by
the proposed method are real numbers instead of inte-
gers. Third, MVICAD removed the function f of the
loss during delays optimization to ease computations,
whereas MVICAD2 optimizes the total loss. Finally,
MVICAD minimizes the loss sequentially with respect
to each view, whereas MVICAD2 optimizes it jointly
over all parameters.

3 Synthetic experiments

All the code is written in Python and is available
on our GitHub repository. In our experiments, we
compare our method to the algorithms PermICA [27],
GroupICA [7], MVICA [27], and MVICAD [15]. Com-
parisons with other non-ICA methods such as the
Shared Response Model (SRM) [9] and BCorrCA [19]
were already made in [27].

3.1 Synthetic data

0 100 200 300 400 500 600
Samples

A
m

pl
itu

de

Figure 4: Example of
synthetic sources. We
used p = 3 and n =
600.

We generate synthetic data
following our model (4).
Except for figures that pre-
cisely aim to vary these
parameters, we choose the
number of views m = 5,
the number of sources p =
3, the number of samples
n = 600, the maximum de-
lay τmax = 0.05, and the
maximum dilation ρmax =
1.15. Matrices Ai are ran-
domly drawn with a Gaus-
sian i.i.d. distribution, vec-
tors τ i (resp. ρi) are uni-
formly drawn in [−τmax, τmax] (resp. [1/ρmax, ρmax]),
and all the elements of the noise matrices Ni are i.i.d.
and follow the distribution N (0, σ2) with σ set to 1.

To generate the sources, we use the function x 7→
−x exp(−x2). This function has a positive peak to the
left of 0 and a negative peak to the right of 0 that we
halve. The heights, means and variances of the peaks
are different from one source to another. Then, we
add small features by decomposing the time axis into
10 different bins and generating sin waves of different
frequencies in each bin, before applying a Hamming
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Figure 2: Amari distance of multiple methods with respect to the number of subjects (upper left), number of
sources (upper right), number of concatenations (lower left), and noise level (lower right). We used 30 different
seeds and plotted the median result over all seeds.
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Figure 3: Delays error ddelays and dilations error ddilations of our method with respect to the number of subjects
(upper left), number of sources (upper right), number of concatenations (lower left), and noise level (lower
right). We used 30 different seeds.

window in each segment. Typical sources are displayed
in Figure 4.
Finally, to increase the statistical performance of the

method, we generate these kind of sources nconcat = 5
times and temporally concatenate them, so the source
matrix has the shape p× nconcatn. We also sample
nconcat times the noise matrices, so that the N i have
the same shape as S.

3.2 Metrics

Measuring performances of an ICA algorithm is often
done by computing the Amari distance [24] between es-
timated unmixing matrices W i and true mixing matri-
ces Ai. The mathematical definition of the Amari dis-
tance is the following. For two matrices W,A ∈ Rp×p,
their Amari distance is

dAmari(W,A) =

p∑
i=1

 p∑
j=1

|P i
j |

maxk |P i
k|
− 1


+

p∑
j=1

(
p∑

i=1

|P i
j |

maxk |P k
j |
− 1

)
, (17)

where P = WA. So, this metric is scale and permuta-
tion invariant.
To quantify the error on delays, we also introduce

the quantity ddelays that takes as inputs the true de-
lays τ true ∈ Rm×p and the estimated delays τ ∈
Rm×p. True and estimated delays are mapped from
[−τmax, τmax] onto

[
− 1

2 ,
1
2

]
to make them independent

of τmax, and they are centered around 0p because they
can only be estimated up to a global delay. In doing

so, we obtain τ̂ true and τ̂ . We define ddelays(τ true, τ ) ∈
[0, 2[ as the mean of |τ̂ true − τ̂ | ∈ Rm×p.

Following the same procedure, we define the quan-
tity ddilations.

3.3 Synthetic results

We now present results obtained from synthetic ex-
periments. Figure 2 shows how well the unmixing
matrices are estimated. Specifically, it tracks how
the Amari distance of several methods behaves when
changing the numbers of subjects, sources, and con-
catenations, and when we vary the noise level. Results
were obtained from 30 different seeds. We observe that
our method outperforms the other algorithms by an
order of magnitude, except when the noise level or
the number of sources is too big. Note that, for the
plot with respect to the number of sources, we used
10 views instead of 5. However, we can hypothesize
that the increase of Amari distance when the number
of sources exceeds 6 partially comes from our source
generation. Indeed, synthetic sources are generated
in similar way and the possibility to delay and dilate
them can make source separation more tedious, as the
number of sources increases.

Figure 5 was obtained by jointly varying the quan-
tity of delays and dilations introduced in the model.
We chose to vary τmax from 0 to 0.10 (resp. ρmax from
1 to 1.30) because, in the context of MEG data and
with a sampling rate of 1000 Hz, the maximum delay
observed (resp. the maximum dilation observed) is ap-
proximately 0.06 (resp. 1.4) for a visual stimulus, and
0.02 (resp. 1.25) for an auditory stimulus [26]. We ob-
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Figure 5: Amari distance of our method with respect
to the maximum delay τmax and the maximum dila-
tion ρmax. We used 30 different seeds and plotted the
median of all seeds.

serve that MVICA, MVICAD, and MVICAD2 approx-
imately start from the same point, but only MVICAD
and MVICAD2 improve when the quantity of delays
and dilations increases. On the other hand, MVICA
and GroupICA suffer from the addition of temporal
variations. As for PermICA, it estimates sources inde-
pendently for each view, so it is not affected by τmax

and ρmax, hence the flat curve.
Figure 3 represents the errors on delays and dila-

tions. Note that the errors in estimating the different
parameters in MVICAD2 — delays and dilations (Fig-
ure 3) and unmixing matrices (Figure 2) — all vary
together as we change different design choices such as
the number of sources.

4 Real data experiments

4.1 Cam-CAN dataset

The Cam-CAN dataset [32] is a large and compre-
hensive dataset of neuroimaging, cognitive, and demo-
graphic data collected from a group of healthy adults.
The dataset includes data from 661 participants, rang-
ing in age from 18 to 88 years old, with equal numbers
of participants in each 10-year age range. The partic-
ipants were recruited from the general population in
the Cambridgeshire area of the UK, with the aim of
recruiting a sample that was representative of the local
population in terms of age, sex, and education level.
The MEG data in the Stage 2 repository includes

recordings of brain activity using a whole-head 306
channel Elekta Neuromag Vectorview system. It con-
tains data from several cognitive tasks, including vi-
sual and auditory tasks for which participants were
presented a series of stimuli.

4.2 Preprocessing

We focus on both visual and auditory tasks. Data were
preprocessed using a Maxwell filter, a 40 Hz low-pass
filter, and an SSP filter. After the preprocessing step,
subjects with unusual signals were removed, which re-
duced the number of subjects to 150 for the visual task
and 160 for the auditory one. Then, we averaged data
among stimuli to keep only nconcat = 2 periods of time.
Finally, we drew epochs of 0.7 seconds, spanning from

t = −0.2 s to t = 0.5 s, where t = 0 s corresponds
to the stimulus onset. The sampling rate is 1000 Hz,
thus giving 701 different samples.

4.3 Real data results

One can notice that the metrics dAmari, ddelays, and
ddilations depend on true parameters that are usually
unknown, so they cannot be used on real data. In-
stead, we can verify if the estimated time delays and
shifts are coherent, by checking if their correlation with
participants’ age produces known results in the litera-
ture [26].
We compare our results with [26]. In this paper, the

authors used MEG data of hundreds of subjects that
were presented series of visual and auditory stimuli.
They applied PCA on each individual data and only
kept the first component. Then, they estimated how
much this first component was delayed and dilated,
compared to the average, and plotted the results with
the age in x-axis.
We reproduced this experiment in Figure 6. We

kept 100 randomly chosen subjects of the visual and
auditory datasets mentioned in 4.2, and applied PCA
with 8 components to reduce dimension, resulting in
two datasets of shape (100, 8, 2, 701). Then, we used
our method to estimate sources, delays, and dilations.
It is important to notice that some of the 8 sources
correspond to noise and not brain activations, so they
should not present a time variability correlated to age.
Thus, before plotting the results, we visually select
sources that have the strongest cross-correlation (i.e.
those that look the least like noise), and average their
corresponding delays and dilations. In the figure, we
kept 2 sources out of the 8 for the visual task, and 3
sources for the auditory one.
As in [26], we observe that, after a visual stimu-

lus, brain activations are generally shifted to the right
and are not dilated when age increases. Furthermore,
after an auditory stimulus, sources appear to expand
with age; however, contrary to [26], we observe a nega-
tive correlation between age and delays rather than no
correlation. This difference could be explained by the
fact that our method estimates delays and dilations
based on multiple independent components, instead of
only one component found with simple orthogonal as-
sumptions of the PCA. We can therefore expect our
estimates to be more precise.

5 Discussion

Our method MVICAD2 is designed to learn two types
of representations of data: representations that are
common across views, and others that are view-
specific. Results of synthetic experiments show that
MVICAD2 outperforms state-of-the-art methods in
many scenarios by an order of magnitude (Figures 2
and 5). Experiments on the Cam-CAN dataset reveal
that our method learns delays and dilations for each
participant that correlate with their age, suggesting
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Figure 6: Scatter plots of estimated delays and dilations VS ages of the subjects for the auditory task (both
figures on the left) and the visual task (both figures on the right).

its ability to capture meaningful time variability not
modeled by other multi-view ICA algorithms. How-
ever, MVICAD2 is challenged in the regimes of high
noise or too many sources to estimate (see Section 3.3):
increasing the robustness to these effects is a direction
for future work. Future directions also include extend-
ing our method to handle more general temporal vari-
ability than delays and dilations, and also applying
it to EEG data in addition to the MEG data in this
work.

Conclusion

We have proposed an unsupervised algorithm,
named Multi-View ICA with Delays and Dilations
(MVICAD2), that reveals latent sources observed
through different views. This algorithm goes beyond
the Multi-View ICA model by allowing latent sources
to temporally differ from one view to another. The
temporal variation is modeled as a delay and a dila-
tion, since these effects both appear in neuroimaging
group studies. We proved that our model is iden-
tifiable, derived an approximation of its likelihood
in closed-form, and proposed regularization and op-
timization techniques to maximize it efficiently. We
demonstrated, using various synthetic experiments,
the superior performance of our method, compared to
state-of-the-art multi-view ICA algorithms. We fur-
ther validated the usefulness of MVICAD2 for neu-
roimaging group studies on MEG data, by showing
that estimated delays and dilations are correlated to
age. Our method is not specific to neuroimaging data
and could be relevant to other observational sciences
like genomics or astrophysics where ICA is already
widely used.
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Appendix

A Identifiability proof

Proof. This proof is based on the one of [15]. Using the assumptions of our identifiability theorem, we have,
∀i ∈ [[m]], ∀t ∈ R,

Xi(t) = Ai(
−→
T τ i,ρi(S)(t) +Ni(t)) (18)

and
Xi(t) = A′i(

−→
T τ ′i,ρ′i(S′)(t) +N′i(t)) . (19)

We assumed that sources were non-Gaussian and independent from one to another and across time. So,−→
T τ i,ρi(S) and

−→
T τ ′i,ρ′i(S′) have non-Gaussian independent components. Moreover, Ni and N′i have Gaussian

independent components. So,
−→
T τ i,ρi(S)+Ni and

−→
T τ ′i,ρ′i(S′)+N′i have non-Gaussian independent components.

Following [10], Theorem 11, there exists a scale-permutation matrix P i such that A′i = AiP i.
As a consequence, and since Ai is invertible, we have, ∀i ∈ [[m]],

−→
T τ i,ρi(S) +Ni = P i(

−→
T τ ′i,ρ′i(S′) +N′i) . (20)

We define in (20) the product between matrix P i ∈ Rp×p and multivariate signal
−→
T τ ′i,ρ′i(S′) +N′i : R → Rp

by considering that it is done pointwise for each time t. From now on, we allow such products. By applying←−
T τ i,ρi on both sides of (20), we get

S+
←−
T τ i,ρi(Ni)=

←−
T τ i,ρi

(
P i(
−→
T τ ′i,ρ′i(S′) +N′i)

)
=P i←−T (P i)⊤τ i,(P i)⊤ρi(

−→
T τ ′i,ρ′i(S′) +N′i) , (21)

where the last equality comes from the fact that, for any vectors τ ,ρ ∈ Rp, any multivariate signal S : R→ Rp,
and any scale-permutation matrix P ∈ Rp×p, we have

←−
T τ ,ρ(PS) = P

←−
T P⊤τ ,P⊤ρ(S) . (22)

Furthermore, for any vectors τ ,ρ, τ ′,ρ′ ∈ Rp, any multivariate signal S : R → Rp, and any time t ∈ Rp, the

composition of
←−
T τ ,ρ and

−→
T τ ′,ρ′ gives

←−
T τ ,ρ ◦

−→
T τ ′,ρ′(S)(t) = S

(
1

ρ
⊙ (ρ′ ⊙ (t− τ ′)) + τ

)
= S

(
ρ′

ρ
⊙ t− ρ′ ⊙ τ ′

ρ
+ τ

)
=
←−
T

τ− ρ′⊙τ ′
ρ , ρ

ρ′
(S)(t) , (23)

where ρ′

ρ and ρ′⊙τ ′

ρ use the element-wise division. Consequently,

S+
←−
T τ i,ρi(Ni) = P i←−T

(P i)⊤τ i− ρ′i⊙τ ′i
(Pi)⊤ρi ,

(Pi)⊤ρi

ρ′i
(S′)

+ P i←−T (P i)⊤τ i,(P i)⊤ρi(N′i) . (24)

From now on, we define for simplicity, ∀i ∈ [[m]],

τ̃ i := (P i)⊤τ i − ρ′i ⊙ τ ′i

(P i)⊤ρi
and ρ̃i :=

(P i)⊤ρi

ρ′i . (25)

In addition, we define the noises

←−
Ni :=

←−
T τ i,ρi(Ni) and

←−
N′i

P := P i←−T (P i)⊤τ i,(P i)⊤ρi(N′i) (26)

and we also define ←−
S ′i :=

←−
T τ̃ i,ρ̃i(S′) . (27)

Using definitions (26) and (27), we can reformulate (24) as, ∀i ∈ [[m]],

S+
←−
Ni = P i←−S ′i +

←−
N′i

P . (28)
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We focus on subject 1 and subject i ̸= 1. We have

S+
←−
N1 −

(
S+
←−
Ni
)
= P 1←−S ′1 +

←−
N′1

P −
(
P i←−S ′i +

←−
N′i

P

)
. (29)

Thus,

P 1←−S ′1 − P i←−S ′i =
←−
N1 −

←−
Ni +

←−
N′i

P −
←−
N′1

P . (30)

The right-hand side of (30) is a linear combination of Gaussian random variables, which implies that P 1←−S ′1 −
P i←−S ′i is also Gaussian.

Let us show that τ̃ 1 = τ̃ i and ρ̃1 = ρ̃i. By contradiction, suppose that τ̃ 1 ̸= τ̃ i or ρ̃1 ̸= ρ̃i, i.e. ∃j ∈ [[p]],
τ̃1j ̸= τ̃ ij or ρ̃1j ̸= ρ̃ij . Then, for all t ∈ R (except maybe for one time point), we have

1

ρ̃1j
t+ τ̃1j ̸=

1

ρ̃ij
t+ τ̃ ij . (31)

We fix such a time t. Let us define for simplicity

u :=
←−
S ′1(t) ∈ Rp and v :=

←−
S ′i(t) ∈ Rp . (32)

From (27), (31), and the fact that S′ is independent across time, we deduce that uj and vj are independent,
where uj (resp. vj) is the j-th component of u (resp. v). Since the components of v are independent from one
to another and uj is independent from vj , then uj is independent from all the components of v.

We know that P 1 is a scale-permutation matrix, so it has exactly one non-zero value in each of its columns.
Let us call j′ the row number of the non-zero value of its j-th column. Matrix P 1 moves uj from the j-th
row to the j′-th row, as follows: (P 1u)j′ = P 1

j′juj . Since uj is independent of all the entries of v, we have, in

particular, that (P 1u)j′ is independent of (P
iv)j′ . In other words, we proved that (P 1←−S ′1(t))j′ is independent

from (P i←−S ′i(t))j′ .

Since the whole multivariate signal P 1←−S ′1−P i←−S ′i is Gaussian, we deduce that, in particular, (P 1←−S ′1(t))j′ −
(P i←−S ′i(t))j′ is Gaussian too. So, by Lévy-Cramér’s theorem, we should have that

←−
S ′1

j′(t) and
←−
S ′i

j′(t) are

Gaussian. But this is absurd, given that all the components of S′ are non-Gaussian. So, τ̃ 1 = τ̃ i and ρ̃1 = ρ̃i.
In other words, there exists vectors τ ⋆ and ρ⋆ such that, ∀i ∈ [[m]],

τ̃ 1 = τ̃ i =: τ ⋆ and ρ̃1 = ρ̃i =: ρ⋆ . (33)

Using the definitions of τ̃ i and ρ̃i in (25), it follows that, ∀i ∈ [[m]],

τ ′i = ((P i)⊤τ i − τ ⋆)⊙ ρ⋆ and ρ′i =
(P i)⊤ρi

ρ⋆

. (34)

We recall that, ∀i ∈ [[m]],
←−
S ′i =

←−
T τ̃ i,ρ̃i(S′). Given that τ̃ 1 = τ̃ i and ρ̃1 = ρ̃i, we define

S̃ :=
←−
S ′1 =

←−
S ′i . (35)

We know that P 1←−S ′1−P i←−S ′i is Gaussian. In other words, (P 1−P i)S̃ is Gaussian. This only holds if P 1 = P i.
Therefore, the matrices P i are all equal, and there exists a scale-permutation matrix P⋆ ∈ Rp×p such that,
∀i ∈ [[m]], A′i = AiP⋆.
In conclusion, we proved that there exists a scale-permutation matrix P⋆ and vectors τ ⋆ and ρ⋆ such that,
∀i ∈ [[m]],

A′i = AiP⋆ , τ ′i = (P⊤
⋆ τ i − τ ⋆)⊙ ρ⋆ and ρ′i =

P⊤
⋆ ρi

ρ⋆

. (36)

B Deriving the approximate negative log-likelihood

Proof. Let us derive the approximation of the negative log-likelihood (NLL) of our model. Recall that our
model is, ∀i ∈ [[m]] and ∀t ∈ R,

Xi(t) = Ai
(−→
T τ i,ρi(S)(t) +Ni(t)

)
. (37)

Let us define
Zi =

−→
T τ i,ρi(S) . (38)
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By change of variables, we have, from (37) and (38), that

Ni(t) = W iXi(t)− Zi(t) , (39)

where W i = (Ai)−1. So, the distribution of Xi(t) conditioned on Zi(t), is

PXi(Xi(t)|Zi(t);W i, τ i,ρi) = |det(W i)|PNi(W iXi(t)− Zi(t)) , (40)

where PNi is the distribution of Ni(t), i.e. N (0p, σ
2Ip). Thus,

PNi(W iXi(t)− Zi(t)) = (2πσ2)−
p
2 exp

(
−
∥∥W iXi(t)− Zi(t)

∥∥2
2σ2

)
. (41)

We define X = (X1, . . . ,Xm) and Z = (Z1, . . . ,Zm). Let use use the notations X (t) = (X1(t), . . . ,Xm(t))
and Z(t) = (Z1(t), . . . ,Zm(t)), and recall that W = (W 1, . . . ,Wm), τ = (τ 1, . . . , τm), and ρ = (ρ1, . . . ,ρm).
We can remark that, conditionally on Zi(t), W i, τ i, and ρi, i = 1, . . . ,m, the r.v. X1(t), . . . ,Xm(t) are mutually
independent. Consequently, we have

PX (X (t)|Z(t);W, τ ,ρ) =

m∏
i=1

|det(W i)|(2πσ2)−
p
2 exp

(
−
∥∥W iXi(t)− Zi(t)

∥∥2
2σ2

)
. (42)

To derive the joint distribution of X (t) and Z(t), conditioned on W, τ , and ρ, we multiply by the distribution
of Z(t), as follows:

PX (X (t),Z(t)|W, τ ,ρ) = PZ(Z(t))
m∏
i=1

|det(W i)|(2πσ2)−
p
2 exp

(
−
∥∥W iXi(t)− Zi(t)

∥∥2
2σ2

)
. (43)

Note that the distribution of Z(t) is the joint distribution of (Z1(t), . . . ,Zm(t)), so it can be written
P(Z1,...,Zm)(Z

1(t), . . . ,Zm(t)). By integrating (43) over Z(t), we derive the likelihood at time t of our model:

PX (X (t)|W, τ ,ρ) =

∫
z1
t ,...,z

m
t ∈Rp

P(Z1,...,Zm)(z
1
t , . . . , z

m
t )

m∏
i=1

|det(W i)|

× (2πσ2)−
p
2 exp

(
−
∥∥W iXi(t)− zit

∥∥2
2σ2

)
dz1t . . . dz

m
t . (44)

Thus, the NLL at time t is

Lt(W, τ ,ρ) = −
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)|+ mp

2
log(2πσ2)

− log

(∫
z1
t ,...,z

m
t ∈Rp

P(Z1,...,Zm)(z
1
t , . . . , z

m
t )

m∏
i=1

exp

(
−
∥∥W iXi(t)− zit

∥∥2
2σ2

)
dz1t . . . dz

m
t

)
, (45)

where the integrand factorizes in the previous integral. Indeed, we know that, ∀t ∈ R, the components of S(t)
are independent of each other and the S(t) are independent across time t. So, the (Z1

j , . . . ,Z
m
j ), for j = 1, . . . , p,

are independent of each other, where Zi
j is the j-th component of Zi. Thus, the integrand can be written

P(Z1,...,Zm)(z
1
t , . . . , z

m
t )

m∏
i=1

exp

(
−
∥∥W iXi(t)− zit

∥∥2
2σ2

)

=

p∏
j=1

P(Z1
j ,...,Z

m
j )(z

1
j,t, . . . , z

m
j,t)

m∏
i=1

exp

(
−
(
(wi

j)
⊤Xi(t)− zij,t

)2
2σ2

)
, (46)

where zij,t is a realization of the j-th component of Zi(t), and wi
j is the j-th row of W i.

Assume that, ∀j ∈ [[p]], ∀i1, i2 ∈ [[m]], i1 ̸= i2, we have τ i1j ̸= τ i2j or ρi1j ̸= ρi2j , which is almost sure if τ and ρ
are drawn uniformly. Then, for all t ∈ R (except maybe for one value of t where the two affine lines cross), we
have

ρi1j (t− τ i1j ) ̸= ρi2j (t− τ i2j ) . (47)

13



Given (38), (47), and the fact that the Sj(t) are i.i.d. across time, we get that, for all t (except maybe for one
of them), Zi1

j (t) and Zi2
j (t) are independent. So, for almost all t ∈ R, we have

P(Z1
j ,...,Z

m
j )(z

1
j,t, . . . , z

m
j,t) =

m∏
i=1

PZj
(zij,t) . (48)

As a consequence, for almost all t ∈ R,

(46) =

m∏
i=1

p∏
j=1

PZj
(zij,t) exp

(
−
(
(wi

j)
⊤Xi(t)− zij,t

)2
2σ2

)
. (49)

It follows that, up to the constant mp
2 log(2πσ2), and for almost all t ∈ R, the NLL at time t is

Lt(W, τ ,ρ) = −
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)| −
m∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

log

(∫
zi
j,t∈R

PZj
(zij,t) exp

(
−
(
(wi

j)
⊤Xi(t)− zij,t

)2
2σ2

)
dzij,t

)
.

(50)

Let T > 0. The NLL averaged over time is

L(W, τ ,ρ) =

∫ T

t=0

Lt(W, τ ,ρ)dt

= −T
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)| −
m∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

δij , (51)

where δij ∈ R is defined as

δij =

∫ T

t=0

log

(∫
zi
j,t∈R

PZj
(zij,t) exp

(
−
(
(wi

j)
⊤Xi(t)− zij,t

)2
2σ2

)
dzij,t

)
dt . (52)

We want to use the change of variable that corresponds to the j-th component of the operator
←−
T τ i,ρi defined

as, ∀τ i,ρi ∈ Rp and ∀t ∈ Rp,
←−
T τ i,ρi(S)(t) = S

(
1

ρi
⊙ t+ τ i

)
. (53)

Let t̃i = ρi ⊙ (t1p − τ i), which implies that t1p = 1
ρi ⊙ t̃i + τ i. By the definition of Zi given in (38), we have,

∀t ∈ R,

Zi(t) = Zi(t1p) = Zi

(
1

ρi
⊙ t̃i + τ i

)
=
←−
T τ i,ρi(Zi)(t̃i) = S(t̃i) . (54)

Let t̃ = ρij(t − τ ij), where we will drop the dependence on i and j for simplicity. In addition, ∀i ∈ [[m]], let us

define Si = (Si(t))t∈R, where Si(t) := W iXi(t) ∈ Rp. The j-th component of Si is Si
j = (wi

j)
⊤Xi, so that it

implicitly depends on wi
j . Note that Si are the estimated sources for view i, and are different from the true

shared sources S. Also note that, in this definition, we can multiply Xi by W i or (wi
j)

⊤ either before or after
fixing the time t. Using the same idea as in (54) but in one dimension, the change of variable gives

δij =

∫ ρi
j(T−τ i

j )

t̃=−ρi
jτ

i
j

log

(∫
sj,t̃∈R

PSj (sj,t̃) exp

−
(
Si
j

(
1
ρi
j
t̃+ τ ij

)
− sj,t̃

)2
2σ2

 dsj,t̃

 1

ρij
dt̃ . (55)

Let us define the following approximation of δij :

δ̃ij =

∫ T

t̃=0

log

(∫
sj,t̃∈R

PSj
(sj,t̃) exp

−
(
Si
j

(
1
ρi
j
t̃+ τ ij

)
− sj,t̃

)2
2σ2

 dsj,t̃

 dt̃ (56)
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where we modified the range of the integral and removed the multiplicative factor of 1/ρij in the integrand.
From (51) and (56), let us also define an approximation of the NLL integrated over time:

L̃(W, τ ,ρ) = −T
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)| −
m∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

δ̃ij . (57)

Since ∀i ∈ [[m]],∀j ∈ [[p]], δ̃ij → δij as soon as τ ij → 0 and ρij → 1, we infer that L̃(W, τ ,ρ)→ L(W, τ ,ρ) as soon
as τ → 0 and ρ→ 1.

In the following, we replace t̃ with t for simplicity. One can notice that, in (56), Si
j

(
1
ρi
j
t+ τ ij

)
corresponds

to the j-th component of Yi(t), which is defined in the paper as Yi(t) =
←−
T τ i,ρi(W iXi)(t) ∈ Rp. Let yij,t :=

Yi
j(t) ∈ R. The approximate-NLL is

L̃(W, τ ,ρ) = −T
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)| −
∫ T

t=0

log

 p∏
j=1

∫
sj,t∈R

PSj
(sj,t) exp

(
−
∑m

i=1

(
yij,t − sj,t

)2
2σ2

)
dsj,t

)
dt .

(58)

Let us focus on the integral over sj,t, then fix j and t, and drop them for simplicity. We need to solve∫
s

PS(s) exp

(
−
∑m

i=1(y
i − s)2

2σ2

)
ds . (59)

Following [27], we wish to rewrite (58) in terms of the sources averaged across views. To do so, we use the
following decomposition. For any y ∈ R,

m∑
i=1

(yi − s)2 =

m∑
i=1

(yi − y + y − s)2

= m(y − s)2 +

m∑
i=1

(yi − y)2 + 2(y − s)

m∑
i=1

(yi − y) , (60)

and
∑m

i=1(y
i − y) vanishes if we take y = 1

m

∑m
i=1 y

i =: y. So,

(59) =

∫
s

PS(s) exp

(
−
m(y − s)2 +

∑m
i=1(y

i − y)2

2σ2

)
ds

= exp

(
−
∑m

i=1(y
i − y)2

2σ2

)∫
s

PS(s) exp
(
− m

2σ2
(y − s)2

)
ds

= exp

(
−
∑m

i=1(y
i − y)2

2σ2

)
exp(−f(y)) , (61)

by using a change of variable and where f is defined in the paper as

f(y) := − log

(∫
s

PS(y − s) exp
(
− m

2σ2
s2
)
ds

)
. (62)

Putting (61) into (58) gives

L̃(W, τ ,ρ) = −T
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)| −
∫ T

t=0

log

(
p∏

j=1

exp(−f(yj,t)) exp

(
−
∑m

i=1(y
i
j,t − yj,t)

2

2σ2

))
dt

= −T
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)| −
∫ T

t=0

log

(
exp

(
−

p∑
j=1

f(yj,t)

)
exp

(
−
∑m

i=1

∥∥Yi(t)−Y(t)
∥∥2

2σ2

))
dt ,

(63)

where Y(t) is defined in the paper as Y(t) = 1
m

∑m
i=1 Y

i(t). It follows that

L̃(W, τ ,ρ) = −T
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)|+
∫ T

t=0

f(Y(t))dt+

∫ T

t=0

1

2σ2

m∑
i=1

∥∥Yi(t)−Y(t)
∥∥2 dt . (64)

By dividing by T , we get that the averaged approximation of the negative log-likelihood over [0, T ] is, up to
a factor,

L̃(W, τ ,ρ) = −
m∑
i=1

log |det(W i)|+ 1

T

∫ T

t=0

f
(
Y(t)

)
dt+

1

T

∫ T

t=0

1

2σ2

m∑
i=1

∥∥Yi(t)−Y(t)
∥∥2 dt . (65)

In the paper, we call this approximate-NLL L instead of L̃.
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C Scale of the regularization term R1
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Figure 7: Amari distance of our
method with respect to penaliza-
tion scale.

This section addresses the choice of the hyperparameter λ ≥ 0. This hyper-
parameter controls the weight given to the regularization term R1, which
penalizes deviations when the subject-averaged delays and dilations are not
centered. As shown in Figure 7, the Amari distance is relatively unaffected
by λ as long as it remains below 104. The sharp increase in error beyond
this point can be attributed to λR1(τ ,ρ) dominating the other terms in the
loss function, which causes the algorithm to focus primarily on optimizing
R1(τ ,ρ). In practice, we set λ = 1 by default.

D Deriving dilations’ scale Λ1

Proof. Recall that Y : R→ Rp are the averaged estimated sources and let
τ̃ = (τ̃1, . . . , τ̃p)

⊤ ∈ Rp be delays close to 0 and ρ̃ = (ρ̃1, . . . , ρ̃p)
⊤ ∈ Rp be

dilations close to 1. Our goal is to find a vector Λ1 = (Λ1, . . . ,Λp)
⊤ ∈ Rp

such that, for each source number j ∈ [[p]], delaying the j-th component
Yj by Λj τ̃j ∈ R and dilating it by ρ̃j ∈ R have comparable effects on the
quantity ∫ T

0

∥∥∥−→T Λ1⊙τ̃ ,ρ̃(Y)(t)−Y(t)
∥∥∥2 dt . (66)

To do so, we use the second-order information of (66). More specifically, we want to calculate the Hessian
matrix of (66) with respect to τ̃ and ρ̃.

We can rewrite (66) as

(66) =

p∑
j=1

∫ T

0

(−→
T Λj τ̃j ,ρ̃j (Yj)(t)−Yj(t)

)2
dt , (67)

where we observe that the pairs (τ̃j , ρ̃j)j∈[[p]] have no effect on each other. Thus, the 2p× 2p Hessian matrix is
a block-diagonal matrix, with p blocks of size 2× 2, and we can treat each block separately.

Let us consider the j-th block of the Hessian, for a fixed j ∈ [[p]]. For simplicity, we define Λ := Λj , τ := τ̃j ,
ρ := ρ̃j , and ∀t ∈ R, y(t) := Y(t), with a slight abuse of notation for y, which is a signal written in lowercase
letter instead of capital bold letter. We want to compute the Hessian of

F (τ, ρ) :=

∫ T

0

(y(ρ(t− Λτ))− y(t))
2
dt , (68)

with respect to τ ∈ R and ρ ∈ R. Let us define the function

f : (t, τ, ρ) 7→ (y(ρ(t− Λτ))− y(t))
2

. (69)

We denote HF (τ, ρ) ∈ R2×2 (resp. Hf (τ, ρ)(t) ∈ R2×2) the Hessian of F (resp. of f(t, ·, ·)) with respect to τ
and ρ. Using Leibniz integral rule, we have

HF (τ, ρ) =

∫ T

0

Hf (τ, ρ)(t)dt , (70)

where taking the integral of a matrix means integrating each element of the matrix individually.
Our goal is to compare how fast function F varies when τ and ρ vary around 0 and 1, respectively. To do so,

we consider the elements in the diagonal of the matrix HF (τ, ρ) ∈ R2×2, that is∫ T

0

δ2f

δτ2
(t, τ, ρ)dt and

∫ T

0

δ2f

δρ2
(t, τ, ρ)dt . (71)

Simple calculations give

δ2f

δτ2
(t, τ, ρ) = 2Λ2ρ2

[
y′2(ρ(t− Λτ)) + y′′(ρ(t− Λτ))[y(ρ(t− Λτ))− y(t)]

]
, (72)

where Λ2 is the square of Λ, and not the hyperparameter that controls the scale of delays and dilations relative
to that of the unmixing matrices. Furthermore,

δ2f

δρ2
(t, τ, ρ) = 2(t− Λτ)2

[
y′2(ρ(t− Λτ)) + y′′(ρ(t− Λτ))[y(ρ(t− Λτ))− y(t)]

]
. (73)
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Thus, at the point (τ, ρ) = (0, 1), these second-order derivatives simplify to:

δ2f

δτ2
(t, 0, 1) = 2Λ2y′2(t) , (74)

and
δ2f

δρ2
(t, 0, 1) = 2t2y′2(t) . (75)

Consequently, the diagonal of the matrix HF (0, 1) ∈ R2×2 is, up to the factor 2,(
Λ2

∫ T

0

y′2(t)dt,

∫ T

0

t2y′2(t)dt

)
. (76)

So that the diagonal contains two times the same number, we must choose

Λ =

√√√√∫ T

0
t2y′2(t)dt∫ T

0
y′2(t)dt

. (77)

This concludes the proof.

E Hyperparameter Λ2

This section provides details on selecting the hyperparameter Λ2, which controls the scale of delays and dilations
relative to that of the unmixing matrices. Figure 8 illustrates that, with our synthetic data settings (5 views,
3 sources, 600 samples, τmax = 0.05, and ρmax = 1.15), the Amari distance drops sharply until Λ2 reaches
24. Additionally, the errors on delays and dilations increase significantly when Λ2 exceeds 214. Therefore, in
this context, Λ2 should be selected within [24, 214], a range that fortunately does not require high specificity.
This selection causes MVICAD2 to prioritize optimizing delays and dilations over unmixing matrices, especially
during the initial iterations.
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Figure 8: Amari distance (left) and time parameters errors (right) of our method with respect to the hyperpa-
rameter Λ2.

F Initialization

Algorithm 1 describes in detail the initialization algorithm. It works as follows. A single-view ICA algorithm,
like Picard [1], is applied to each view Xi to get the individual sources Si. Then, first-view sources S1 are chosen
as the reference and we iterate over the other sources Si, i ≥ 2. For each source number j ∈ [[p]], we iterate over
k ∈ [[p]] to check if S1

j and Si
k correspond to the same source. For such a pair, we test several combinations of

delay τ ik and dilation ρik, each one over a grid with ngrid points (typically set to 10). Only the combination that

produces the highest correlation between S1
j and

←−
T τ i

k,ρ
i
k
(Si

k) is stored. Finally, we use the Hungarian algorithm

to recover the optimal pairs of sources (j, k). In the end, this procedure arranges the individual sources to
match the order of the first-view’s sources and identifies delays and dilations that approximately align them.

G Main algorithm

Algorithm 2 summarizes the entire pipeline. It starts with the initialization in Algorithm 1 and proceeds through
the steps outlined in Section II of the paper. To speed up computations, we use Just-In-Time (JIT) compilation
of the loss function and its gradient.
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Algorithm 1 Initialization

Input: observations X = (X1, . . . ,Xm) ∈ Rm×p×n, number of grid points ngrid, maximum delay τmax, and
maximum dilation ρmax

Output: W, τ , and ρ
for i← 1 to m do
W i,Si = ICA(Xi)

end for
τ grid ← grid of ngrid equally spaced points of [−τmax, τmax]
ρgrid ← grid of ngrid equally spaced points of [1/ρmax, ρmax]
τ 1 ← vector of zeros, ρ1 ← vector of ones
for i← 2 to m do
C ← 0p×p, T ← 0p×p, P ← 0p×p

for j ← 1 to p do
sref ← S1

j

for k ← 1 to p do
sactual ← Si

k

cbest ← +∞, τbest ← ∅, ρbest ← ∅
for τ ← first to last element of τ grid do
for ρ← first to last element of ρgrid do
sactual ← sactual delayed by τ and dilated by ρ
c← cross-correlation score of sref and sactual
if c < cbest then
cbest ← c, τbest ← τ, ρbest ← ρ

end if
end for

end for
Cjk ← cbest, Tjk ← τbest, Pjk ← ρbest

end for
end for
orderi ← Hungarian(C)
W i ←W i[orderi], τ i ← T [:, orderi],ρi ← P [:, orderi]

end for
W ← (W 1, . . . ,Wm), τ ← (τ 1, . . . , τm),ρ← (ρ1, . . . ,ρm)
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Algorithm 2 MVICAD2

Input: observations X = (X1, . . . ,Xm), maximum delay τmax, maximum dilation ρmax, scale of the time
parameters Λ2

Output: Y, τ , and ρ
Initialize W, τ , and ρ with Algorithm 1 detailed in Appendix F
for i← 1 to m do
Yi ←

←−
T τ i,ρi(W iXi)

end for
Y ← 1

m

∑m
i=1 Y

i

Compute Λ1 = (Λ1, . . . ,Λp)
⊤ ∈ Rp

for i← 1 to m do
τ i ← τscale ⊙ τ i where τscale ← Λ2

τmax
Λ1 ∈ Rp

ρi ← ρscaleρ
i where ρscale ← Λ2

ρmax−1 ∈ R
end for
Set the box constraints to ]−∞,+∞[ for each element of W, [−τscaleτmax, τscaleτmax] for each row of τ , and
[ 1
ρmax

ρscale, ρmaxρscale] for each element of ρ

Perform JIT compilation of the loss function ˜̃L and its gradient with JAX [4]

Use the L-BFGS-B algorithm [6] to optimize ˜̃L with respect to W, τ , and ρ, with the above-mentioned box
constraints
for i← 1 to m do
Yi ←

←−
T τ i,ρi(W iXi)

end for
Y ← (Y1, . . . ,Ym)
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