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Abstract

Functional connectivity (FC) derived from functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI)

data offers vital insights for understanding brain function and neurological and psychiatric disor-

ders. Unsupervised clustering methods are desired to group individuals based on shared features,

facilitating clinical diagnosis. In this study, a parsimonious clustering model is proposed, which

integrates the Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) and covariance regression framework, to cluster indi-

viduals based on FC captured by data covariance matrices in resting-state fMRI studies. The

model assumes common linear projections across covariance matrices and a generalized linear

model with covariates, allowing for flexible yet interpretable projection-specific clustering solu-

tions. To evaluate the performance of the proposed framework, extensive simulation studies are

conducted to assess clustering accuracy and robustness. The approach is applied to resting-state

fMRI data from the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI). Subgroups are iden-

tified based on brain coherence and simultaneously uncover the association with demographic

factors and cognitive functions.

Keywords: Common diagonalization; Covariance regression; Decomposition method; Mixture-of-Expert

model
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1 Introduction

Functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI) is a widely used non-invasive technique for mea-

suring brain activity by detecting fluctuations in the Blood Oxygen Level Dependent (BOLD)

signal, which serves as a proxy for neural activity. Functional connectivity (FC), often referred to

as the brain functional connectome, is typically derived by measuring the temporal coherence of

BOLD signals across predefined brain Regions of Interest (ROIs), each representing a set of voxels

based on a brain atlas. One generally used way of quantifying FC is to calculate the covariance

matrix of standardized fMRI signals extracted from brain regions. It captures the degree of signal

coherence between brain regions, reflecting underlying neural interactions (Friston, 2011). Recent

studies have shown increasing interest in using resting-state fMRI data to cluster subjects based on

their FC patterns, aiming to identify clinically meaningful subtypes of psychiatric and neurological

disorders, such as schizophrenia, depression, and Alzheimer’s disease (Zeng et al., 2014; Dennis

and Thompson, 2014; Clementz et al., 2016; Yamada et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2022). The findings

underscore the value of FC-based clustering in uncovering brain network dysfunctions associated

with specific disease phenotypes.

Functional MRI data generally feature a common zero-mean structure across groups but ex-

hibit different covariance structures after a centralization processing step (Chen et al., 2022). While

much of the clustering literature has focused on mean-based methods, relatively less attention has

been given to covariance-based clustering. Covariance-based clustering methods can generally be

categorized into algorithm-based and model-based approaches. Algorithm-based approaches use

similarity metrics to define cluster membership. Examples includes geodesic distance (Lee et al.,

2015), global covariance structure distance (Ieva et al., 2016), and the Wasserstein metric (Verdinelli

and Wasserman, 2019). In contrast, model-based clustering approaches provide a framework for

simultaneously inferring cluster membership and modeling parameters of the underlying data dis-

tributions. First introduced by Banfield and Raftery (1993), it assumes that observations arise from

a mixture of probability distributions, with each component corresponding to a distinct cluster.

Celeux and Govaert (1995) later extended this work by employing maximum likelihood estimation

via the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977), with Gaussian Mixture

Models (GMMs) being a commonly used example. The EM algorithm estimates parameters and

assigns observations to clusters based on posterior probabilities. Recent developments, such as the

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) model (Jacobs et al., 1991), offered greater flexibility by incorporating
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covariates into the clustering process. This framework has been further extended in approaches

like MoEClust (Murphy and Murphy, 2020), which generalizes model-based clustering by assuming

that the cluster assignment depends on a set of covariates of interest. Model-based methods are

flexible and particularly suited for neuroimaging applications, as they provide robust solutions for

determining the number of clusters and offer a probabilistic interpretation of cluster membership

for complex data structures.

Despite these advancements, relatively few studies utilizing model-based clustering have focused

on clustering subjects solely based on the covariance matrices derived from fMRI data without

prior labels. Dilernia et al. (2022) proposed a penalized random covariance clustering approach to

simultaneously identify subject clusters and estimate sparse precision matrices for each cluster based

on FC patterns. Similarly, Liu et al. (2023) introduced a framework for clustering and estimating

heterogeneous graphs from matrix-valued fMRI data. Recently, Lin et al. (2024) developed an

image-on-scalar regression model for heterogeneous image data to identify clusters and explore

their association with an exposure variable of interest. Though Dilernia et al. (2022) and Liu

et al. (2023) cluster subjects based on covariance or precision matrices, the approaches are fully

unsupervised and do not utilize covariate information to guide clustering. As a result, these methods

cannot assess how subject-level factors are related to identified clusters. Lin et al. (2024) adopted a

semi-supervised formulation that incorporates covariates, but its framework is designed for voxel-

or image-level data rather than covariance matrices derived for FC.

In this paper, we propose a parsimonious clustering model (CAPclust) that integrates the MoE

framework with covariance regression (Zhao et al., 2021) to cluster subjects based on covariance

matrices. This approach is motivated by resting-state fMRI studies, where brain FC is captured

by the covariance matrix of fMRI signals. The proposed framework enhances flexibility and in-

terpretability by incorporating covariate effects through generalized linear models (GLMs) and

ensuring the positive definiteness of covariance matrices. By assuming common linear projections

on the covariance matrices, the proposed approach interprets these as distinct brain subnetworks

and enables subnetwork-specific clustering, facilitating a deeper understanding of how covariates

influence brain connectivity patterns and individual clustering. This framework allows for a bet-

ter understanding of the relationship between network structure and subject-specific covariates,

contributing to the interpretation of clustering results in fMRI studies.

The primary contributions of this paper are the following. (i) A novel covariance clustering

approach is introduced, which incorporates covariance regression and the MoE modeling framework.
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(ii) Unlike other existing approaches, the proposed approach allows component-specific clustering,

enabling distinct clusters to be identified for different dimensions (or projections) of the covariance

matrices. (iii) The proposed framework offers a better understanding of brain network subgrouping

in resting-state fMRI studies.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the proposed covariance

matrix based clustering model, estimation method, asymptotic properties, and computational al-

gorithm, along with the procedure for selecting the number of clusters. In Section 3, simulation

studies are conducted to evaluate the performance of the proposed approach in comparison to ex-

isting approaches. Section 4 demonstrates an application to the data from the Alzheimer’s Disease

Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI). Finally, Section 5 concludes the manuscript with discussions.

2 Methods

Let yit ∈ Rp denote a p-dimensional random vector for subject i and observation t, for i = 1, . . . , n

and t = 1, . . . , Ti, where Ti is the number of observations of the ith subject and n is the total

number of subjects. In an fMRI study, yit represents the tth volume of the scan collected from

subject i. Assume yit’s, for t = 1, . . . , Ti, are independently and identically distributed with mean

of zero and covariance matrix Σi. Here, as the study interest focuses on the covariance matrix,

without loss of generality, it is assumed that the distribution mean is zero. In practice, one can

achieve this by centralizing the data. For fMRI studies, one may also scale the data to unit variance

so that the covariance and correlation matrices are identical. For the covariance matrix of subject

i, Σi, it is assumed that there exists a linear projection, γ ∈ Rp, which is shared across subjects,

such that zit = γ⊤yit follows a Gaussian mixture distribution with K members:

f(zit | πik, σ2ik) =
K∑
k=1

πikN (0, σ2ik), (1)

where πik is the mixing proportion such that 0 ≤ πik ≤ 1 and
∑K

k=1 πik = 1, for i = 1, . . . , n.

πik can be interpreted as the probability of subject i belonging to cluster k. The member density,

N (0, σ2ik), or known as the expert network, is a Gaussian distribution with mean zero and variance

σ2ik. Here, it is assumed that σ2ik depends on a set of covariates, xi ∈ Rq1 , such that

log
(
σ2ik
)
= x⊤

i βk, or σ
2
ik = exp

(
x⊤
i βk

)
, (2)

where βk is the model coefficient for the kth cluster, for k = 1, . . . ,K. In the context of MoE, the

mixing probabilities are modeled as a function of a set of covariates, wi ∈ Rq2 . Here, to make it

3



more general, xi and wi can be two different sets of covariates. These mixing probabilities, also

known as the gating functions, are modeled by a multinomial logistic regression and defined as

πik = πk (wi) =
exp

(
w⊤

i αk

)∑K
k=1 exp

(
w⊤

i αk

) , for k = 2, . . . ,K, (3)

where αk is the clustering model coefficient. For k = 1, we set α1 = (0, . . . , 0)⊤ = 0 for iden-

tification. This semi-supervised formulation allows the clustering to be guided by subject-level

covariates, thereby improving interpretability and stabilizing estimation. It enables prediction of

cluster membership for new subjects given their covariates, extending the framework beyond un-

supervised covariance-based clustering.

2.1 Estimation

Different from unsupervised clustering, the proposed framework enables covariate-guided clustering

through parametric regression models. To estimate these parameters, where the parameter space

is denoted as Θ = {γ, {β1, . . . ,βK} , {α1, . . . ,αK}}, together with simultaneous cluster allocation,

a likelihood-based approach is considered. The full mixture likelihood is written as

L =
n∏

i=1

Ti∏
t=1

K∏
k=1

{fk (zit | xi)πk (wi)}I(ηi=k) , (4)

where fk (zit | xi) is the density of normal distribution with mean zero and variance depending on

xi, πk (wi) is defined above by (3), ηi is a latent indicator of the cluster membership, and I(·) is

an indicator function. Let ηi = (ηi1, . . . , ηiK)⊤ ∈ RK be a vector of cluster membership indicators,

where ηik = I(ηi = k) is one if subject i is a member from cluster k and zero otherwise. The

complete data log-likelihood is

ℓ (Θ | yit,xi,wi,ηi) =

n∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

ηik
Ti
2

{
2 log πk (wi)− x⊤

i βk − exp
(
−x⊤

i βk

)(
γ⊤Siγ

)}
=

n∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

Tiηik log πk (wi) +

n∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

Ti
2
ηik

{
−x⊤

i βk − exp
(
−x⊤

i βk

)(
γ⊤Siγ

)}
, (5)

where Si =
∑Ti

t=1 yity
⊤
it/Ti is the sample covariance matrix of subject i. With latent indicators, a

popular way of estimating the parameters is to utilize the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algo-

rithm.
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2.1.1 E-step

For the E-step, with the estimate from the sth step, Θ̂
(s)

, for s = 0, 1, 2, . . . , we first define

η̂
(s+1)
ik = E

(
ηik | yit,xi,wi, Θ̂

(s)
)
=

π̂
(s)
k (wi) ϕ̂

(s)
k (zi | xi)∑K

k=1 π̂
(s)
k (wi) ϕ̂

(s)
k (zi | xi)

. (6)

The function ϕk is the probability density function (PDF) of a normal distribution, and ϕ̂k denotes

the estimated density by plugging in the estimated parameters. The conditional expectation of the

complete objective function is

Q(Θ,Θ(s)) (7)

=E
{
ℓ
(
Θ | yit,xi,wi,ηi, Θ̂

(s)
)}

=

n∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

Tiη̂
(s+1)
ik

exp
(
w⊤

i αk

)∑K
k=1 exp

(
w⊤

i αk

) + n∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

Ti
2
η̂
(s+1)
ik

{
−x⊤

i βk − exp
(
−x⊤

i βk

)(
γ⊤Siγ

)}
.

2.1.2 M-step

For the M-step, to maximize Q(Θ,Θ(s)), a block-coordinate descent algorithm is considered to

optimize over each parameter separately. For αk, the first term of the equation can be viewed as

the multinomial logistic regression with weights Ti and covariates wi. The solution can be obtained

by fitting the regression model. For βk, it is equivalent to minimizing the following objective

function,

ℓs+1 =

n∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

Ti
2
η̂
(s+1)
ik

{
x⊤
i βk + exp

(
−x⊤

i βk

)(
γ⊤Siγ

)}
. (8)

The Newton-Raphson method is employed to obtain the solution. The update is

β̂
(s+1)

k = β̂
(s)

k −
(
∂2ℓs+1

∂βk∂β
⊤
k

)−1
∣∣∣∣∣
β
(s)
k ,γ(s)

(
∂ℓs+1

∂βk

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
β
(s)
k ,γ(s)

, (9)

where

∂ℓs+1

∂βk

=

n∑
i=1

Ti
2
η̂
(s+1)
ik

{
1− exp

(
−x⊤

i β̂
(s)

k

)(
γ̂⊤(s)Siγ̂

(s)
)}

xi, (10)

∂2ℓs+1

∂βk∂β
⊤
k

=

n∑
i=1

Ti
2
η̂
(s+1)
ik exp

(
−x⊤

i β̂
(s)

k

)(
γ̂⊤(s)Siγ̂

(s)
)
xix

⊤
i , (11)
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β̂
(s)

k and γ̂(s) are the solutions from the sth iteration, and η̂
(s+1)
ik is defined above in (6). For γ, it

is proposed to solve the following optimization problem with a constraint for identification.

minimize ℓ̃s+1 = γ⊤

(
n∑

i=1

K∑
k=1

Ti
2
η̂
(s+1)
ik exp

(
−x⊤

i β̂
(s+1)

k

)
Si

)
γ,

such that γ⊤Hγ = 1, (12)

where H is a p× p positive definite matrix. For a likelihood-based approach, one can choose H as

H = S̄ =
∑n

i=1

∑Ti
j=1 yity

⊤
it/
∑n

i=1 Ti, the average of the sample covariance matrices, to incorporate

distribution information of the data into optimization. This type of choice is also considered in Zhao

et al. (2021). See the supplementary materials of Zhao et al. (2021) for a detailed discussion about

the choice. To simplify the notation, let A(s+1) =
∑n

i=1

∑K
k=1(Ti/2)η̂

(s+1)
ik exp

(
−x⊤

i β̂
(s+1)

k

)
Si. It

can be shown that it is equivalent to solving the following

A(s+1)γ − λHγ = 0, (13)

where λ is the Lagrangian multiplier. The solution is the eigenvector and corresponding eigenvalue

of A(s+1) with respect to H. Details are available in Section A of the supplementary materials.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the estimation procedure using the EM.

Algorithm 1 An Expectation-Maximization algorithm of solving (5).

Input: {{yit}t,xi,wi}i

1: Initialization: (γ(0), {α(0)
k ,β

(0)
k }k)

2: repeat for iteration s = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,

3: update ηik with (6), denoted as η̂
(s+1)
ik , for i = 1, . . . , n and k = 1, . . . ,K,

4: update αk using the multinomial logistic regression, denoted as α̂
(s+1)
k , for k = 2, . . . ,K,

5: update βk using the Newton-Raphson algorithm, denoted as β̂
(s+1)

k , for k = 1, . . . ,K,

6: update γ by solving (12), denoted as γ̂(s+1),

7: until the objective function in (5) converges;

8: Consider a random series of initializations, repeat Steps 1–7, and choose the solution with the

minimum objective value.

Output: (γ̂, {α̂k, β̂k}k, {η̂ik}i,k)
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2.2 Higher-order components and choose the number of components

Section 2.1 discusses the parameter identification and clustering of one projecting component. For

higher-order components, it is proposed to identify them sequentially, analogous to the approach

in principal component analysis that identifies orthogonal components. This allows the clustering

to differ across components. Let Γ(r−1) =
(
γ1, . . . ,γr−1

)
∈ Rp×(r−1) denote the first (r − 1)

identified components. Let Yi = (yi1, . . . ,yiTi)
⊤ ∈ RTi×p, for i = 1, . . . , n. To remove the identified

components, set

Ŷ
(r)
i = Yi −YiΓ

(r−1)Γ(r−1)⊤. (14)

One can show that Ŷ
(r)
i lies in the space orthogonal to the space spanned by Γ(r−1). Since Ŷ

(r)
i

is not of full rank, one should add an additional rank-completion step following the algorithm

introduced in Zhao et al. (2021). With the rank-completed data as the input of Algorithm 1, it

identifies the next component that is orthogonal to Γ(r−1).

To determine the number of components, the following metric, called average deviation from

diagonality (DfD) introduced in Zhao et al. (2021), is employed.

DfD(Γ̂
(r)

) =
n∏

i=1

det
{
diag(Γ̂

(r)⊤
SiΓ̂

(r)
)
}

det(Γ̂
(r)⊤

SiΓ̂
(r)

)


Ti/

∑
i Ti

, (15)

where diag(A) is a diagonal matrix taking the diagonal elements in a square matrix A and det(A)

is the determinant of A. When Γ̂
(r)

commonly diagonalizes Si for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the above

DfD achieves its minimum value of one. As r increases, it becomes more challenging to diagonalize

all estimated covariance matrices, and the value of the DfD metric may increase significantly. In

practice, the number of components can be chosen by setting a threshold value of the DfD or before

a sudden jump in the value. Here we set a threshold and choose r as the maximum value that

DfD ≤ 2 holds, as suggested by Zhao et al. (2021).

2.3 Inference

In the current framework, we focus on the inference of model coefficients, {αk,βk}, and fix γ as

the estimate from the full dataset. The following nonparametric bootstrap procedure is considered.

Step 0. Use all sample units and identify r components, where the estimated linear projections

are denoted as γ̂j , for j = 1, . . . , r.
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Step 1. Generate a bootstrap sample of size n by sampling with replacement, denoted as

{Y∗
i ,x

∗
i ,w

∗
i | i = 1, . . . , n}.

Step 2. For j = 1, . . . , r, using the resampled data, estimate model coefficients and variances

following the proposed EM Algorithm 1 with γ = γ̂j .

Step 3. Repeat Steps 1–2 for B times.

Step 4. Construct bootstrap confidence intervals at a prespecified significance level.

2.4 Number of clusters

To choose the number of clusters, K, the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) is considered as

proposed by Schwarz (1978). The BIC is defined as BIC(K) = M log(
∑

i Ti) − 2ℓ(Θ̂), where

M = Kq1 + (K − 1)q2 + p represents the total number of unknown parameters. The optimal

number of clusters is determined by minimizing the BIC criterion.

In our proposed model, we report separate BIC values for each component, as our method

allows for suggesting distinct cluster profiles for different components of the covariance matrices.

To determine the optimal number of clusters, we use the average BIC over identified components

as the selection criterion.

2.5 Asymptotic properties

This section discusses the asymptotic properties of the proposed approach. We start with the case

when the linear projection, γ, is known.

Theorem 1. With γ known, denote zit = γ⊤yit and zi = (zi1, . . . , ziTi)⊤ ∈ RTi. Let f(v; Θ̃) be the

density function of Vi = (xi, zi,wi) with parameter Θ̃ = Θ\{γ}. Assume that f(v; Θ̃) satisfies the

regularity conditions R1–R5 in the supplementary materials. Let ℓ̃(Θ̃) denote the pseudo-likelihood

function with given γ. Then, there exists a maximizer ˆ̃Θ of ℓ̃(Θ̃) such that ∥ ˆ̃Θ−Θ̃
∗∥ = Op(n

−1/2),

where Θ̃
∗
is the true parameter.

The regularity conditions and proof of the theorem are presented in Section B.1 and Sec-

tion B.2 of the supplementary materials, respectively. These conditions are also considered in

Khalili (2010) for establishing consistency and oracle properties of penalized likelihood estimators

in mixture-of-experts regression models. Theorem 1 suggests that with γ known, the proposed
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estimator of model coefficients achieves the parametric
√
n-consistency. To further study the con-

sistency when γ is unknown, additional regularity conditions on the covariance matrices are re-

quired. Assume that the covariance matrix, Σi, has the eigendecomposition of Σi = ΠiΛiΠ
⊤
i ,

where Πi = (πi1, . . . ,πip) ∈ Rp×p is an orthonormal matrix and Λi = diag{λi1, . . . , λip} ∈ Rp×p is

a diagonal matrix of corresponding eigenvalues.

Assumption A1 Let T = mini Ti. p≪ T is fixed. In addition, q1, q2 ≪ n are fixed.

Assumption A2 The covariance matrices share the same set of eigenvectors, that is Πi = Π, for

i = 1, . . . , n.

Assumption A3 For ∀ i = 1, . . . , n, there exists (at least) one column in Πi indexed by ji, such

that γ = πiji and models (1)–(3) are satisfied.

Assumption A1 assumes a low-dimensional scenario for both the Gaussian mixture model and the

regression models. Under this assumption, the sample covariance matrices are well-conditioned,

so as the data log-likelihood function (5). Assumption A2 assumes all covariance matrices with

identical eigenvectors, but the order of the corresponding eigenvalues may vary. Assumption A3

assumes that the parametric models are correctly specified. Together with conditions R1–R5, the

following theorem gives the consistency of the proposed estimator. Details of the proof are in

Section B.3 of the supplementary materials.

Theorem 2. Assume conditions in Theorem 1 hold. Additionally, with Assumptions A1-A3 satis-

fied, as n, T → ∞, the proposed estimator, Θ̂, is consistent.

3 Simulation Study

In this section, we assess the performance of the proposed clustering method, CAPclust, through

simulations. Three simulation studies are conducted: (i) to assess the performance of the CAP-

clust approach across different sample sizes; (ii) to evaluate the robustness of the method under

model misspecification by introducing an additional interaction term in the variance model (2);

and (iii) to further examine robustness by adding an interaction term to both the variance and mix

proportion model (3). Additionally, we compare clustering performance with competing methods.

In the comparison, we consider two cases with one and two dimensions of the covariance matrices

satisfying the mixture model (with different class assignments), while the competing methods use
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the whole covariance matrix for clustering. Since no existing method can directly identify distinct

cluster patterns for different dimensions of the covariance matrices, we consider the following two

adaptations when implementing existing clustering approaches. 1) We compute the sample corre-

lation matrices and vectorize the lower-triangular part (without diagonal elements) after a Fisher

z-transformation as the input for all competing methods. 2) We compute the value of log(γ⊤Siγ)

with the true γ and treat it as the input of K-means, hierarchical, and MoEClust clustering meth-

ods. For MoEClust, the R package MoEClust is implemented (Murphy and Murphy, 2020). A

latent subgroup image-on-scalar regression model (LASIR, Lin et al., 2024) is also considered as

a competing method. With a dimension of p, the number of correlation pairs is p(p − 1)/2. The

LASIR method is applied to the Fisher z-transformed correlations.

In the simulations, a common eigenstructure is assumed across covariance matrices. Specif-

ically, the covariance matrix of subject i has the decomposition of Σi = ΠΛiΠ
⊤, where Π =

(π1, . . . ,πp) ∈ Rp×p is an orthonormal matrix and Λi = diag(λi1, . . . , λip) ∈ Rp×p is a diagonal

matrix of eigenvalues. In Λi, for the second (D2) and fourth (D4) dimensions, we generate eigen-

values from the log-linear model (2). For the remaining dimensions, the eigenvalues are generated

from a normal distribution with mean value exponentially decaying from 3 to −1 and standard

deviation 0.2. For covariate xi, q1 = 3 is considered and denote xi = (1, xi1, xi2)
⊤, where xi1 is

generated from a Bernoulli distribution with probability 0.5 of being one, and xi2 is generated

from a normal distribution with mean zero and standard deviation one. For covariate wi, a case

of q2 = 2 is considered, where wi = (1, wi1) and wi1 is generated from a Bernoulli distribution

with probability 0.5 of being one. The simulated data, yit, are generated from a mixture of K = 2

members of normal distribution with zero mean and variance σ2ik. The parameter α2 of the mixing

portion are set as (0.5,−1)⊤ on D2 and (−0.25, 0.5)⊤ on D4. The parameter βk’s in the variance

model are set to be β1 = (1, 1,−1)⊤ and β2 = (−1,−1, 1)⊤ for D2; and β1 = (0.5, 0.5,−0.5)⊤ and

β2 = (0.5,−0.5, 0.5)⊤ for D4. Simulations are conducted for 200 replications with data dimension

p = 50, sample sizes n = 50, 100, 500, and each unit containing Ti = T = 100 observations. To

evaluate the performance of estimating the projection, γ, we calculate the absolute value of the

inner product between the estimated and true projection vectors, denoted as |⟨γ̂,πj⟩| for j = 2, 4.

This metric, ranging between zero and one, measures the angle between the two vectors, where a

value of one suggests identical (up to sign flipping) and a value of zero suggests orthogonal.

Table 1 presents the performance of estimating the projection (γ) and corresponding coefficient

for variances (β) with K = 2. The results of estimating α are omitted from the table as the
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Table 1: Performance of estimating the projection (γ) and corresponding coefficient (β) over 200

replications in the simulation study. SE: standard error; MSE: mean squared error.

γ̂ β̂1 β̂2

Simulation (p, n, T ) Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 1 Cluster 2
|⟨γ̂,πj⟩| (SE)

Bias MSE Bias MSE Bias MSE Bias MSE

D2 0.983 (0.013) −0.080 0.211 −0.383 1.910 0.013 0.004 0.033 0.116
(50, 50, 100)

D4 0.831 (0.055) −0.131 0.104 0.161 0.088 0.097 0.042 −0.133 0.068

D2 0.994 (0.002) 0.005 0.061 −0.062 0.144 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.009
(1) (50, 100, 100)

D4 0.919 (0.121) −0.080 0.033 0.066 0.040 0.073 0.026 −0.086 0.040

D2 0.999 (0.000) 0.002 0.000 −0.002 0.000 −0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000
(50, 500, 100)

D4 0.980 (0.004) −0.033 0.014 0.031 0.012 0.039 0.017 −0.033 0.012

D2 0.988 (0.001) 0.216 0.238 −0.212 8.078 −0.545 0.372 −0.585 0.570
(2) (50, 100, 100)

D4 0.919 (0.020) −0.048 0.023 0.204 0.078 0.080 0.064 −0.283 0.112

D2 0.989 (0.010) 0.182 0.142 −0.313 56.04 −0.550 0.387 −0.593 0.643
(3) (50, 100, 100)

D4 0.917 (0.018) 0.003 0.016 0.175 0.071 0.038 0.054 −0.230 0.080

estimate depends on the selected reference cluster. Simulation (i) examines the performance of the

proposed method under different sample sizes. As the number of units increases, the accuracy of

estimating both γ and the corresponding coefficient β improves. The similarity measure, |⟨γ̂,πj⟩|,

converges to one, indicating an increasing accuracy in estimating the true projection as the sample

size grows. The bias and mean squared error (MSE) of estimating β decrease as the sample size

increases. Section C.2 of the supplementary materials evaluates the performance of CAPclust to

the violation of Assumption A2, where the common eigenstructure assumption is relaxed to partial

common eigenstructure. The results show that CAPclust is robust to this relaxation in terms of

correctly identifying the projection components. Section C.3 demonstrates that CAPclust is robust

to non-Gaussian distributed data.

Simulations (ii) and (iii) assess the robustness to model misspecification. In Simulation (ii), we

introduce an additional interaction term in the variance model (2), and in Simulation (iii), an ad-

ditional interaction term is added to both the variance and clustering models. When implementing

the proposed approach, the interaction terms are not included in the model fitting. As shown in

Table 1, under misspecification, the proposed method can still successfully identify the projections

under both scenarios, but with bias in estimating the model coefficients as expected. This result

suggests the robustness of our approach to model misspecification when estimating the projections.
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To evaluate the clustering performance, we compute the agreement between the estimated and

true clustering profiles using the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) and the Jaccard Index, where a value

of one indicates perfect concordance. Classification error is also considered as a complementary

metric to assess the clustering accuracy. The performance of CAPclust, K-means, Hierarchical,

MoEClust, and LASIR over 200 replications is shown in Table 2. Overall, our method consistently

outperforms the competing methods across all clustering metrics. As the number of units in-

creases, for the proposed CAPclust approach, the ARI and Jaccard Index improve significantly and

the classification error decreases markedly, while the value of these metrics of the competing meth-

ods remains similar. Across all simulation settings, clustering performance based on log (γ⊤Siγ)

consistently outperforms clustering based on the vectorized lower–triangular correlations. This re-

sult is expected since log (γ⊤Siγ) directly corresponds to the variance component specified by the

data-generating model along the projecting direction γ. Furthermore, when log (γ⊤Siγ) is used as

the input, MoEClust performs slightly better than the proposed method. This difference can be

attributed to MoEClust being fitted with the true projection γ, whereas the proposed procedure

estimates γ from the data.

For the evaluation of choosing the number of clusters, we employ the average BIC criterion

discussed in Section 2.4. Our proposed method demonstrates a commendable accuracy of 89.5% in

correctly identifyingK = 2 clusters. Additional details of the simulation are provided in Section C.1

of the supplementary materials.

4 The ADNI Study

We apply the proposed approach to the resting-state fMRI data collected in the Alzheimer’s Disease

Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI, adni.loni.usc.edu). The ADNI is a large-scale, multi-center

longitudinal study launched in 2004 with the goal of identifying and validating biomarkers for

AD and measuring the progression of mild cognitive impairment (MCI) and AD. The current

study analyzes the resting-state fMRI data collected from n = 162 individuals at the screening

visit. Among these, 58 are cognitive normal individuals (33 Female), 73 diagnosed with MCI

(34 Female), and 31 with AD (16 Female). To minimize the scanner effect, only data collected

from a Philips scanner with TR = 3 seconds are analyzed. The fMRI time courses are extracted

from p = 75 brain regions (60 cortical and 15 subcortical regions) using the Harvard-Oxford Atlas

in FSL (Smith et al., 2004), where these regions are grouped into ten functional modules. This

12
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modular information is used to sparsify the loading profile (γ) using the fused lasso (Tibshirani

et al., 2005) after identifying the components to serve better interpretation. For all individuals,

the number of fMRI volumes is Ti = T = 134. These fMRI volumes are standardized to mean zero

and unit variance, denoted as yit ∈ Rp, for t = 1, . . . , Ti and i = 1, . . . , n. It is assumed that yit

follows a normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix Σi. These covariance matrices

reveal the architecture of the coherence in brain activity at rest, the so-called resting-state brain

functional connectivity. The objective is to cluster individuals based on this brain coherence and

identify the associated brain subnetworks. The covariates considered in the parsimonious model

(x) include gender, age, and their interaction, and years of education (q1 = 5). Both age and years

of education are centered to mean zero. The same set of covariates is also considered in the mixing

proportion model (w with q2 = 5). Imposed model assumptions are examined in Section D of the

supplementary materials.

Using the BIC criterion discussed in Section 2.4, K = 2 clusters are selected. Using the DfD

metric in (15) and setting the threshold at two, the proposed approach identifies three components.

Table 3 presents the coefficient estimates and contrast comparisons in the variance model (2). For

C1, the variance is significantly associated with years of education in both cluster 1 and cluster 2.

For C2, the variance is significantly positively associated with age in females in both cluster 1 and

cluster 2, but only significantly negatively associated with age in males in cluster 2. In cluster 2,

there is also a significant gender difference at the average age (72.7 years old). The age and gender

interaction is significant in both clusters. For C3, in both clusters, the variance is significantly

positively associated with age in females and the age×gender interaction is significant. Figure 1

shows the regions in brain maps after sparsifying the loadings. C1 covers regions from the temporal

lobe and default mode network (DMN), including the pars opercularis, temporal gyrus, middle

temporal gyrus, fusiform, and supramarginal gyrus, with the function of language processing and

highly related to education (Panda et al., 2014; Perry et al., 2017). C2 is a component that mainly

consists of regions from the DMN and C3 is a component that consists of regions from the DMN,

somato-motor, dorsal, and ventral attention networks. Gender differences have been observed in

these networks among aging populations (Cavedo et al., 2018; Li et al., 2021). Figure 2 presents

the clustering polar plot when comparing to either diagnosis×age or diagnosis×gender. Here, for

easy presentation, we break age into categories. As C1 is associated with years of education only,

no separation between the two clusters is observed when considering diagnosis, age, and gender.

For C2 and C3, a separation of the two clusters is observed.

13



(a) C1 (b) C2 (c) C3

Figure 1: The brain map of the three identified components in the ADNI analysis.

(a) Diagnosis×Age: C1 (b) Diagnosis×Age: C2 (c) Diagnosis×Age: C3

(d) Diagnosis×Gender: C1 (e) Diagnosis×Gender: C2 (f) Diagnosis×Gender: C3

Figure 2: Individual clustering polar plot of the three identified components compared to (a)–(c)

Diagnosis×Age and (d)–(f) Diagnosis×Gender.

14



5 Discussion

We propose a parsimonious clustering model that integrates a MoE and covariance regression

framework to cluster individuals based on covariance matrices. The model assumes a common linear

projection structure across covariance matrices, allowing for a flexible yet interpretable clustering

solution. A generalized linear model with a logarithmic link function is applied to model the variance

while accounting for covariates. By clustering over data in the projected space, the proposed

framework allows for different clustering patterns across different projection components of the

covariance matrices. To evaluate the performance of the proposed approach, we conduct simulation

studies to assess its robustness, ability to select the correct number of clusters, and clustering

accuracy compared to existing methods. We apply the framework to resting-state fMRI data from

the ADNI study to identify subgroups based on brain coherence. Our approach effectively uncovers

meaningful clusters, identifying distinct brain subnetworks associated with cognitive function and

demographic factors.

There are several directions for future research of the current proposal. First, our current

approach assumes a common diagonalization for the covariance matrices, which may be overly re-

strictive when applied to fMRI data. Simulation studies suggest the robustness of the proposed

approach to partial common diagonalization. However, the theoretical study of estimation consis-

tency under this relaxation is challenging. We leave it to one of our future directions. Second, the

current analysis does not address inference on the projection vectors due to the theoretical and

computational challenges. Future work should focus on addressing these challenges to improve the

inference procedures. Lastly, our proposed method can be extended to high-dimensional settings,

on both the dimension of the covariance matrices and the covariates. Incorporating regularization

techniques in such cases would provide a valuable enhancement to the existing framework. Though

the proposed approach enables different clustering patterns across different projecting components,

the number of clusters is assumed to be identical. Another direction of future research is to allow

the number of clusters to vary across components.
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Appendix

This Appendix collects the technical proof of the theorems in the main text, additional technical

details, and additional numerical results.

A A solution for solving (12)

To solve for γ in (12), it is equivalent to find the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of A with respect to

H. We assume there is a solution eigenvector γ0 with unit norm, ∥γ0∥2 = 1. Since H is positive

definite, let γ = H−1/2γ0, then

γ⊤Hγ = γ⊤
0 H

−1/2HH−1/2γ0 = γ⊤
0 γ0 = 1,

which satisfies the constraint condition. Substitute γ with γ = H−1/2γ0 in (12), we obtain

AH−1/2γ0 − λHH−1/2γ0 = 0.

⇒ H−1/2AH−1/2γ0 = λγ0.

Thus, γ0 is the eigenvector of matrix H−1/2AH−1/2 with λ as the corresponding eigenvalue. There-

fore, the update for γ is given by γ = H−1/2γ0.

B Theory and Proof

B.1 Regularity Conditions

Let f(v; Θ̃) be the joint density function of V = (x, z,w), with the parameter space Θ̃ ∈ Ω. The

conditional density function of z given x follows the MoE model (1). In the following regularity

conditions, we denote the parameter vector as Θ̃ = (ψ1, ψ2, . . . , ψv), where v represents the total

number of parameters in the model. Similar conditions were also imposed in Khalili (2010) for

MoE models.

R1: The density f(v; Θ̃) has common support in v for all Θ̃ ∈ Ω, and f(v; Θ̃) is identifiable with

respect to Θ̃.

R2: There exists an open subset Ω∗ ⊂ Ω containing the true parameter Θ̃
∗
such that for almost

all v, f(v; Θ̃) admits third-order partial derivatives with respect to Θ̃ ∈ Ω∗.
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R3: For all j, l = 1, 2, . . . , v, the following conditions hold:

E0

[
∂

∂ψj
log f(V; Θ̃)

]
= 0,

E0

[
∂

∂ψj
log f(V; Θ̃)

∂

∂ψl
log f(V; Θ̃)

]
= E0

[
− ∂2

∂ψj∂ψl
log f(V; Θ̃)

]
.

R4: The Fisher information matrix In(Θ̃) is finite and positive definite at Θ̃ = Θ̃
∗
:

In(Θ̃) = E

{[
∂

∂Θ̃
log f(V; Θ̃)

] [
∂

∂Θ̃
log f(V; Θ̃)

]⊤}
.

R5: There exists an integrable function B(v), such that for all Θ̃ ∈ Ω and for any indices j, l,m:∣∣∣∣∣∂f(v; Θ̃)

∂ψj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ B(v),

∣∣∣∣∣∂2f(v; Θ̃)

∂ψj∂ψl

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ B(v),

∣∣∣∣∣∂3 log f(v; Θ̃)

∂ψj∂ψl∂ψm

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ B(v).

B.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Define M(Θ̃) = E0

{
ℓ̃i(Θ̃)

}
, the expected log-pseudo-likelihood under the true parameter Θ̃

∗
. By

regularity condition R1, M(Θ̃) has a unique maximizer at Θ̃
∗
. Under regularity conditions R2–R5,

the function ℓ̃i(Θ̃) is continuous and dominated by an integrable envelope. By the uniform law of

large numbers,

sup
Θ̃∈Ω∗

∣∣∣L̃n(Θ̃)−M(Θ̃)
∣∣∣ P−→ 0.

where ℓ̃n =
∑n

i=1 ℓ̃i is the sample log pseduo-likelihood, L̃n = ℓ̃n/n is the average log pseduo-

likelihood, and
P−→ means converge in probability. Then, by the argmax theorem, any maximizer

ˆ̃Θ of ℓ̃n satisfies ˆ̃Θ
P−→ Θ̃

∗
.

To prove the root-n convergence rate, a Taylor expansion of the score around Θ̃
∗
yields

0 = Sn

(
Θ̃

∗)
+Hn(Θ̄)

(
ˆ̃Θ− Θ̃

∗)
where Sn

(
Θ̃

∗)
and Hn(Θ̄) denote the first and second order derivative with respect to Θ̃. By

simple algebra,
√
n
(
ˆ̃Θ− Θ̃

∗)
=

[
− 1

n
Hn(Θ̄)

]−1 1√
n
Sn

(
Θ̃

∗)
.

By R3 and R4, E0

{
Si

(
Θ̃

∗)}
= 0 and I(Θ̃∗

) is positive definite, then by a multivariate central

limit theorem under R2 and R5,

1√
n
Sn

(
Θ̃∗
)

D−→ N
(
0, I

(
Θ̃∗
))

.
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Moreover, by a law of large numbers and the consistency established above,

− 1
nHn(Θ̄)

p−→ I(Θ̃∗
).

By Slutsky’s theorem,
√
n
( ˆ̃Θ− Θ̃

∗) D−→ N
(
0, I(Θ̃∗

)−1
)
.

Hence the RHS is Op(1), and it proves
∥∥∥ ˆ̃Θ− Θ̃

∗
∥∥∥ = Op

(
n−1/2

)
.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 2

In addition to the regularity conditions R1–R5, Assumptions A1–A3 ensure that the model is

identifiable in γ up to a sign flip. Define Q(Θ) = E0{ℓi(Θ)} = E0{log f(V ;Θ)}, the expected

log-likelihood per subject. By Condition R1 and Assumptions A2–A3, Q(Θ) attains a unique

global maximum at the true parameter Θ∗ = (γ∗, Θ̃
∗
). Moreover, under Conditions R2–R5 and

Assumption A1, the sample criterion Ln(Θ) = ℓn(Θ)/n converges uniformly in probability to Q(Θ)

as n → ∞. By the argmax theorem, any maximizer Θ̂ = (γ̂, ˆ̃Θ) is consistent: Θ̂
P−→ Θ∗, and thus

γ̂
P−→ γ∗ and ˆ̃Θ

P−→ Θ̃
∗
. Therefore, the consistency of the estimator with γ is established under the

imposed assumptions.

C Additional Simulation Study

C.1 Choosing the Number of Clusters

This section reports the selection of the number of clusters,K, using BIC. In the simulation, the true

number of clusters for each projecting component is set to be two. With p = 50 and n = T = 100,

the frequency of identifying the correct number of clusters is 179 out of 200 replications based on

lowest average BIC value, indicating that the proposed method recovers the true number of clusters

in the majority of simulation runs. Meanwhile, the frequency of identifying the correct projecting

components is high, further supporting the reliability of the proposed approach.

C.2 Partial common eigenstructure

This section assesses robustness to the violation of the common eigenstructure assumption (Assump-

tion A2) by modifying the setting of Simulation (i) in Section 3 to partial common eigenstructure.

With p = 50, the first three eigenvectors are set to be common across subjects, whereas the remain-

ing eigenvectors are generated to be random and subject-specific. Under this setting, component
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Table C.1: Performance of estimating the projection (γ) and corresponding coefficient (β) over 200

replications with p = 50 in the simulation study of partial common eigenstructure. SE: standard

error; MSE: mean squared error.

γ̂ β̂1 β̂2

(n, T ) Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 1 Cluster 2
|⟨γ̂,πj⟩| (SE)

Bias MSE Bias MSE Bias MSE Bias MSE

(50, 100) D2 0.986 (0.009) −0.057 0.281 −0.459 1.948 0.015 0.263 0.090 0.540

(100, 100) D2 0.997 (0.001) −0.013 0.010 −0.102 0.498 0.004 0.001 0.026 0.054

D2 satisfies the model assumption, while D4 does not. The results in Table C.1 show that the pro-

posed method correctly identifies D2 but does not recover D4 as expected. These findings suggest

that our method is robust to the relaxation of complete common eigenstructure to partial common

eigenstructure.

C.3 Non-Gaussian distributed data

This section examines the performance of the proposed method when the data is generated from a

non-Gaussian distribution. Specifically, we consider a multivariate t-distribution with mean zero,

covariance matrix Σi, and degrees of freedom five. The covariance matrices are generated in the

same manner as in the Simulation (i) in Section 3.

Table C.2 presents the performance of estimating the projection (γ) and corresponding coeffi-

cient for variance (β). Compared to the results in Table 1, the estimation bias increases under the

multivariate t-distribution setting but is still reasonably well. The performance improves as the

sample size increases. These findings suggest that the proposed method is robust to non-Gaussian

distributed data to a certain extent.

D Additional Results for the ADNI Study

D.1 Model assumptions

This section examines the assumptions introduced in Section 2.5. For Assumption A2 (common

eigenstructure), we assess the validity of the assumption empirically as follows. We first compute the
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Table C.2: Performance of estimating the projection (γ) and corresponding coefficient (β) over

200 replications with p = 50 in the simulation study of non-Gaussian distributed data (multivariate

t with degrees of freedom of five). SE: standard error; MSE: mean squared error.

γ̂ β̂1 β̂2

(n, T ) Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 1 Cluster 2
|⟨γ̂,πj⟩| (SE)

Bias MSE Bias MSE Bias MSE Bias MSE

(50, 100)
D2 0.976 (0.015) −0.025 0.051 −0.278 3.169 −0.005 0.073 −0.185 12.00

D4 0.693 (0.057) 0.103 0.015 0.105 0.220 0.092 0.040 −0.321 0.234

(100, 100)
D2 0.987 (0.004) −0.011 0.009 −0.113 0.392 0.004 0.001 0.019 0.001

D4 0.828 (0.089) −0.167 0.071 0.131 0.050 0.132 0.051 −0.172 0.083

average sample covariance matrix over all units and obtain its eigenvectors. We then compare the

eigenvectors of the average sample covariance matrix with those of each subject’s sample covariance

matrix. It is considered to be highly similar for two eigenvectors when their correlation is above 0.5,

allowing for sampling variability and estimation bias. By this criterion, approximately 12% of the

eigenvectors show high similarity across subjects, indicating that the common eigenstructure holds

only partially. As discussed in Section C.2, partial common diagonalization does not compromise

identification of the common components.

We also assess the Gaussianity assumption for the data. Figure C.2 shows a normal Q–Q

plot and a histogram for the fMRI signal from one brain region of one subject. From the Figure,

the marginal distribution appears to be close to normal. We can say that overall, the Gaussian

distribution assumption is satisfied.
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Figure D.1: Normal Q-Q plot and histogram of the fMRI data extracted from one brain region of

one subject in the ADNI study.
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