arXiv:2512.06435v1 [stat.ML] 6 Dec 2025

Canonical Tail Dependence for Soft Extremal Clustering

of Multichannel Brain Signals !

Mara Sherlin D.P. Talento®*, Jordan Richards®**,

Raphaél Huser®*, Hernando Ombao®*

Ymarasherlin.talento @ kaust.edu.sa, © jordan.richards @ed.ac.uk,
raphael. huser @ kaust.edu.sa, hernando.ombao @ kaust.edu.sa

*Statistics Program, Computer Electrical and Mathematical Science & Engineering,
King Abdullah University of Science and Technology
** School of Mathematics and Maxwell Institute for Mathematical Sciences,
University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, UK, EH9 3FD

Abstract

We develop a novel characterization of extremal dependence between two cortical regions of the
brain when its signals display extremely large amplitudes. We show that connectivity in the tails of
the distribution reveals unique features of extreme events (e.g., seizures) that can help to identify
their occurrence. Numerous studies have established that connectivity-based features are effective
for discriminating brain states. Here, we demonstrate the advantage of the proposed approach: that
tail connectivity provides additional discriminatory power, enabling more accurate identification of
extreme-related events and improved seizure risk management. Common approaches in tail dependence
modeling use pairwise summary measures or parametric models. However, these approaches do
not identify channels that drive the maximal tail dependence between two groups of signals—an
information that is useful when analyzing electroencephalography of epileptic patients where specific
channels are responsible for seizure occurrences. A familiar approach in traditional signal processing
is canonical correlation, which we extend to the tails to develop a visualization of extremal channel-
contributions. Through the tail pairwise dependence matrix (TPDM), we develop a computationally-
efficient estimator for our canonical tail dependence measure. Our method is then used for accurate
frequency-based soft clustering of neonates, distinguishing those with seizures from those without.
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1 Introduction

Early detection of seizures is crucial, especially at early ages where seizures pose a high risk of
disrupting brain development. When unprovoked seizures occur in neonates, they often lead to epileptic
encephalopathy (Mizrahi and Clancy, 2000), hence explaining why close monitoring in neonatal
intensive care units (NICUs) is necessary. The primary modality for seizure management in an NICU
is the electroencephalogram (EEG) (Sandoval Karamian and Wusthoff, 2021). However, even with
medical-grade EEG technology, distinguishing neonates with seizures from those without (i.e., with
normal ultrasound recordings) remains challenging, as the patterns and symptoms of seizures can
appear deceptively similar (Stevenson et al., 2019). While our study is not directly aimed at detecting
seizures, we develop a data-driven framework that extracts unique features from the tails of the signal
distribution which has the ability to isolate, even without expert knowledge, neonates with seizures.
Our contributions thus pave the way for efficient representation learning of extremes, which can be
useful in a wide range of scientific applications.

Many brain-state analyses involve extraction of features through dependence matrices (Tononi
et al., 1998; Goutte et al., 2001; Liu et al., 2012). In fact, a number of studies demonstrated associations
between physiological signals (through brain functional connectivity), and behavior and cognition
(Han et al., 2013; Donofry et al., 2020; Shapson-Coe et al., 2024). In addition to the spectral density
matrix (see Ch. 4 of Shumway and Stoffer, 2000), canonical coherence—introduced by Brillinger
(1969) as the time-series analogue of canonical correlation (Hotelling, 1936)—provides a multivariate
measure of synchrony between two groups of signals at specific frequencies. Extending this framework
to frequency bands (defined in Section 2.2) in the presence of outlying observations, the Kendall’s tau
based canonical coherence (Talento et al., 2024) provides a rank-based estimator for the canonical
coherence of filtered signals, enabling discrimination of brain states that is robust to outliers. However,
there are cases when connectivity in the bulk of the data differs from connectivity at the tails. As
demonstrated in Talento et al. (2025), there are key features of extreme events that are only highlighted
when focus is placed on the joint tails of brain signals. This is true for brain connectivity, where many
extreme neurological events, such as seizures, are a result of concurrent or interrelated extreme firing of
neurons (NIH, 2023). This complexity has led to recent growing interest in multivariate risk analysis in

neuroscience applications (Guerrero et al., 2023; Redondo et al., 2025; Talento et al., 2025; McGonigle



et al., 2025), which addresses questions such as “What is the likelihood that two brain signals exhibit
extreme amplitudes simultaneously?"

The extremal dependence measure (EDM), introduced in Resnick (2004) and studied by Larsson
and Resnick (2012), encodes tail dependence via the framework of multivariate regular variation
(Resnick, 2007). Cooley and Thibaud (2019) extended the EDM beyond the bivariate setting by
introducing the tail pairwise dependence matrix (TPDM), which, analogous to a covariance matrix,
encodes extremal dependence for random vectors. The TPDM has established the basis for a number
of multivariate analyses in extreme value theory, such as high-dimensional graphical or causal analysis
(Jiang et al., 2020; Gong et al., 2024; Jiang et al., 2025b) and clustering (Richards et al., 2025; Elsom
and Pawley, 2025). In this paper, we utilize the TPDM to propose a novel measure of canonical tail
dependence (CTD) to discriminate the joint-tail regional structure of neonates with extreme brain
conditions (e.g., seizures) from those patients with normal brain conditions (e.g., seizure-free). We
define CTD as the maximized EDM value between linear combinations of signals from two brain
regions. Using these optimized linear combinations, we can further investigate patterns associated with
different brain conditions based on the tail connectivity of the signals.

A number of studies consider features extracted from multivariate extremes for hard clustering
based on, e.g., max-linear models, hidden regular variation, max-stable processes, and conditional limit
laws (JanBen and Wan, 2020; Meyer and Wintenberger, 2024; Guerrero et al., 2022; O’ Toole et al.,
2025). However, extending these hard clustering approaches to multi-subject EEG data is non-trivial.
EEG signals display complex and non-stationary cross-dependencies (Redondo et al., 2025; Ombao
and Pinto, 2024), high noise levels, and significant inter-subject variability (Ma et al., 2025b). Thus,
relying on a single ‘hard’ cluster in combination with standard feature-extraction techniques frequently
fails to represent a subject’s behavior accurately (Seghier et al., 2007). This leads us to develop a novel
mechanism for feature extraction from the joint-tails of brain signals and propose an accurate soft
clustering framework for multivariate extremes. Our method provides a membership degree to each
subject based on their extremal brain connectivity structure.

One well-known soft clustering technique is fuzzy clustering, grounded in Zadeh’s fuzzy set
theory (Zadeh et al., 1996), which treats partitions between units as continuous transitions rather than
hard boundaries. The most widely-used approach is the Fuzzy C-Means (FCM) algorithm (Bezdek

et al., 1984) which has gained popularity in applications that include image (Wang and Bu, 2010;



Huang et al., 2019) and signal processing (Murugappan et al., 2007; Zheng et al., 2013; Zhang et al.,
2021). There are recent developments in soft clustering of multivariate signals that are quantile-based
(Lopez-Oriona et al., 2022), and Ma et al. (2025a) showed that canonical coherence-based fuzzy
clustering is superior to the state-of-the-art fuzzy clustering, namely, traditional FCM, variable-based
principal component analysis (PCA) clustering (He and Tan, 2018), quantile cross-spectral density
based fuzzy clustering (Lopez-Oriona et al., 2022), wavelet-based clustering (D’ Urso and Maharaj,
2012), and fuzzy clustering using PCA (Ma et al., 2025b). Hence, we apply canonical correlation based
soft clustering on seizure data of neonates and presented the result in Section 2. From our preliminary
analyses, traditional canonical correlation based soft clustering do not adequately separate seizure vs
non-seizure patients. This is because these clustering methods focus on the bulk of the distribution and
are not tailored to extreme events. While D’Urso et al. (2017) proposed a fuzzy clustering of extremes,
this is only for univariate time series, and not multivariate brain signals.

In summary, our paper provides two key innovations: (1) a novel tail dependence measure (the CTD)
between random vectors, which facilitates representation learning of extremal connectivity structure;
and (2) an unsupervised soft clustering method for multivariate extremes, applied to identification
of neonates with seizures. Our goal is to provide explainable features that reveal key information
contained in the tail of the joint distribution. Thus, one of the major advantages of our method is its
interpretability; our method offers a pathway to relate soft clusters and tail dependence of brain signals.
Through the CTD, we can visualize the unifying characteristics of each cluster, facilitating accurate
differentiation between neonates with and without seizures. Although applied to brain signals, our
method is applicable in other fields, such as finance and environmental science.

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the neonatal seizure
data and an exploratory soft clustering based on classical canonical correlation. Section 3 details
background on multivariate regular variation, presents our novel canonical tail dependence (CTD)
measure, and provides our algorithm for fuzzy clustering. Section 4 provides results from a simulation
study. Section 5 reports the novel findings of our application clustering patients in a neonatal intensive
care unit through their electroencephalogram recordings. Finally, Section 6 summarizes the study and

discusses limitations of the proposed method.



FrontoTemporal vs Fronto vs Left vs Right
OcciParietal TempoOcciParietal Hemisphere

Figure 1: EEG channel locations on the scalp of different regions of interests: FrontoTemporal (light
blue nodes) vs OcciParietal (dark blue nodes), Frontal (light pink nodes) vs TempoOcciParietal (dark
pink nodes), and left (brown nodes) vs right hemisphere (orange nodes).

2 The Neonatal Electroencephalography Data

In this section, we first introduce the dataset (Section 2.1) and then describe the EEG preprocessing
steps used to address the spectral-domain analysis problem (Section 2.2). In Section 2.3, we present a

brief exploratory analysis using canonical-correlation-based feature extraction.

2.1 Data

The data are available athttps://zenodo.org/records/2547147 and the EEG signals were recorded
from neonates admitted to an intensive care unit in Finland (Stevenson et al., 2019). These signals
were recorded at 19 electrodes covering the entire scalp. Seizure occurrence labels are based on expert
annotations. We follow the preprocessing pipeline of Talento et al. (2025): selecting electrodes with
consistent quality across subjects, followed by application of the Early Stage Pre-processing (PREP)
pipeline (see Bigdely-Shamlo et al., 2015, for details). PREP is chosen over alternative artifact detec-
tion methods as it preserves extremal behavior. Subjects with an excessive proportion of suspiciously
small values in the cleaned EEG are excluded. The analysis includes N = 14 subjects: six non-epileptic
subjects and eight epileptic subjects with seizures primarily localized in the right hemisphere of their
brain.

We seek to discern seizure-free neonates vs neonates who had primary localization of seizure
at the right hemisphere. To do this, two groups of channels associated with seizure activity were
identified, denoted as X € R” and Y € R? (defined more formally in Equation (3)). Three forms of

region-to-region connectivity based on D = P+ Q = 12 channels are of interest in our analysis, namely:
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Figure 2: Detrended EEG signals from FrontoTemporal lobe (1st and 3rd panels) and OcciParietal lobe
(2nd and 4th panels) of non-epileptic patient (1st and 2nd panels) and epileptic patient (3rd and 4th
panels).

(i) FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal (FT-OP): (F3, F7, F4, F8, T3, T4, TS5, T6) vs (P3, P4, O1, O2)
1.e., P =8 and Q = 4. Most primary localizations in the subjects arise from the OcciParietal lobe; thus,
isolating these channels provides a more informative spatial configuration for our analysis. Moreover,
literature highlights the temporal lobe as the most common focal point of seizures (Pisani et al., 2021).
See blue colored nodes in Figure 1 (left panel).

(ii) Fronto-vs-TempoOcciParietal (F-TOP): (F3, F7, F4, F8) vs (T3, T4, TS, T6, P3, P4, O1, O2)
1.e., P =4 and Q = 8. The frontal lobe is known to play a role in motor behavior in neonates, which
may be disrupted by seizures (Panayiotopoulos, 2005). Hence, we tested the partitioning frontal lobe
from all other lobes. See pink colored nodes in Figure 1 (middle panel).

(iii) Left-vs-Right Hemisphere: (F3, F7, T3, TS5, P3, O1) vs (F4, F8, T4, T6, P4, O2)i.e., P =6
and Q = 6. As the primary localization of the seizures are in the right hemisphere, we also explore the
connectivity between the left and right hemispheres. See orange and brown colored nodes in Figure 1
(right panel).

Figure 2 shows sample signals taken from a non-epileptic and epileptic patients. From here, we
can see that FrontoTemporal channels (1st and 3rd panels) are heavy-tailed for both epileptic and
non-epileptic patients. However, the tail behavior seems different. The goal of our paper, then, is to
provide a practical feature extraction tool for examining potential discrepancies in tail behavior across

brain conditions.



2.2 Spectral Domain Features

Analyzing brain signals during high-frequency oscillations offers information on bursts of its electrical
activity, e.g., seizures (Guerrero et al., 2023; Pinto-Orellana and Lopour, 2024). We thus extract features
from the EEGs that are attributed to the standard frequency bands: delta, for Q = (0 — 4]Hz; theta, for
Q = (4 — 8]Hz; alpha, for Q = (8 — 12]Hz; beta, for Q = (12 — 30]Hz; gamma, for Q = (30 — 50|Hz.

Our approach is to divide the EEG recording into B disjoint blocks where each block contains
A number of time points. For block b, denote the local discrete Fourier transform (DFT) of the j-th
channel at the fundamental frequency @, :=a/A,a=0,1,...,A—1, as

| Alb-1)+a
Y Ejrexp(—i2mw,t), forj=1,...,D,

dip(Wy) = —=
34%) \/ZI:A(bfl)nLl

where —i = +/—1 and E, € RP denotes the EEG signals observed at time ¢, = 1,2,...,AB, that is
‘locally stationary’: the time series is approximately stationary on each of the B time blocks. Then, we

compute the local periodogram (at block b and frequency @,),

A(b—1)+A 2

1 .
Zjp(0a) = ’dj,b(wa”z ~ Z E; exp(—i2nm,t)
1=A(b—1)+1

The local periodogram Z; ,(®,) measures the contribution of the amplitude of the oscillation at
frequency @, to the total variance. Consistent with standard analyses of brain signals (Srinivasan,
2007), we aggregate the local periodogram over the standard frequency bands. Hence, the local

Q-periodogram for channel j = 1,...D, at time-block b, is

1
Zjp(Q) = 0] Y Zjp(w), (1)
{a:SRx0,cQ}

where SR is the sampling rate. In our application, the sampling rate is SR = 256Hz and the local time

window is two seconds; hence, A = 256 x 2 = 512.

2.3 Canonical correlation based soft clustering

Canonical correlation analysis (CCA) finds the maximum linear association among all possible linear

combinations of the columns of two matrices. Let X € R and Y € R2. The CCA finds the vectors
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Figure 3: Tomomaps (using mne Python package, see Glirsoy et al., 2014) of yf\f)”) |, at the gamma band
for FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal connectivity. Canonical vectors of six non-epileptic neonates (first
row) and eight epileptic neonates (second and third row) with primary localization on right hemisphere.
Darker color represents higher eigenvector magnitude for channels j = 1,...,12, labeled F3, F7, F4,
F8, T3, T4, TS5, T6, P3, P4, O1, O2.

Yo € R and 3, € R? that maximize the correlation between 7, X and ﬁg Y. These vectors are called

“canonical directions" or “canonical variates"; and the corresponding correlation is the “canonical

correlation". Precisely, the canonical correlation is defined by Hotelling (1936) as

p = maxCor(yy X, By ¥)* € (0,1),

Yo0:Po

subject to the constraint ¥} Cov(X,X)y, = f8 o Cov(Y,Y)B, = 1 for identifiability.

()T

Define Zlgn) = (X, (m)T

Y, )T as the concatenated vector of X, e R” and Y, ¢ RS, forb=1,...,B
blocks and n = 1,...,N subjects. For notational simplicity, we omit £ in Equation (1), as the
analyses are carried out separately for each frequency band. For N = 14, we obtain estimates of

A(()") = (Y(()n)T,ﬁ (()n)T)T € RP*C, through the estimation procedure provided in Chapter 10 of Mardia

and Kent (1979). We apply the fuzzy C-means algorithm to absolute values of Ag := (A(()l), . 7A(()N) )T e
RﬁXD , where D = P+ Q, with two clusters (to identify epileptic and non-epileptic subjects). Here,

we use m to indicate the degree of fuzziness, with higher values of m producing softer clustering

assignments. A more formal definition of m is to be provided in Section 3.3.
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Figure 4: Accuracy of CCA-based fuzzy clustering evaluated for different values of fuzzy parameter m
and for all frequency bands (i.e., delta, theta, alpha, beta and gamma). Colors differ with frequency
band and the regions of interest differ across panels.

We display (smoothed) estimates of |Ag| for FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal connectivity in
Figure 3, i.e., |Ag| €R fx 12 From this figure, it is unclear how the connectivity structure of the spectral
features (i.e., periodogram) changes for different clusters. Figure 4 provides the clustering accuracy
(see Equation (9) below for its exact definition) of the CCA-based clustering procedure for different
levels of m, different frequency bands and the three regional connectivities. The limitation of the
standard CCA is that the accuracy is not sufficiently high (under 80%) to distinguish epileptic and
non-epileptic subjects. This is a major weakness and is a motivation to develop a feature extracting
mechanism tailored to extreme events. In the next section, we develop a novel method for the joint
tails of the distribution using multivariate extreme value theory. Our method provides a principled way
of extracting connectivity-based features from the tails of the distribution to offer an interpretable and

accurate way of clustering brain signals.

3 The Proposed Methodology

We detail the multivariate regular-variation framework in Section 3.1, and then introduce our novel
canonical tail dependence (CTD) measure in Section 3.2. This is followed by our proposed fuzzy

extremal clustering algorithm in Section 3.3.

3.1 Background: Multivariate Regular Variation

A well-established representation of joint tail behavior is multivariate regular variation (Resnick, 2007).

We follow Cooley (2025) in its definition.



Definition 3.1. (Multivariate Regular Variation, Cooley, 2025)
A P-dimensional random vector, X, is ‘regularly varying’ of order o > 0, i.e., X € RVF (), if there

exists a normalizing sequence w(u) — oo such that
w(w)P(u'X € C) 5 vx(C), u— oo,

=P -
where Vx(+) € [—o0,00]P\{0p} :=R" is a limiting measure on the space of (non-trivial) Radon mea-
sures for Borel sets C € [—oo0,00|P\{0p}, and > denotes ‘vague’ convergence of measures. The limit
measure is (—o)—homogeneous, i.e., Vx(zC) =z~ %vx(C), and the normalizing sequence satisfies

limy, 0o w(uz) /w(u) = 2%, for z > 0.

Following Cooley and Thibaud (2019), we set a = 2. This is without loss of generality (with respect
to marginal transformations) as we can always standardize the data to have RV!(2) margins (see, e.g.,
Jiang et al., 2025a). The homogeneity of the limit measure, vy (-), makes a radial-angular representation
particularly well-suited for describing multivariate regular variation. Let (R, y) := (||x||,x/||x||) be the

vector of radial and angular components where || - || is the L, norm. For large r > 0, define the set
C(nY¥):= {xEﬁP:R>r,l//€‘P}, (2)

where ¥ € SP~1, with SP~1 := {x € R : ||x|| = 1} the unit (P — 1)-sphere. We then define the angular
measure as Hy (¥) := vx(C(1,¥)), which allows us to quantify the relative contribution of components
of X to multivariate extreme events (Cooley, 2025). In other words, Hx can quantify the strength of
extremal association between variables through v (see Resnick, 2007, for details). Resnick (2004)

provide a summary measure of pairwise extremal association by defining the extremal dependence

measure (EDM) of a vector (X1,X,)" € RV?(2) as

o(X1,X2) = [ wiyadHix, ) (¥) = 2 im E(yi yalR > ) € [0,1],

where the strength of extremal dependence in (X,X,) " increases with &. Cooley and Thibaud (2019)

proposed the tail pairwise dependence matrix (TPDM) which extends the EDM to a P x P matrix. We
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denote the TPDM by I" € RP*P and its elements are given by the following formula:

Ljye:= /sPl W yirdHy (y) = P lim E(y; R > )

for j,k=1,...,P, where now the radius R and the angles y;, y; are computed based on the full random
vector X € R, Furthermore, note that (a) the TPDM evaluates the integral over the entire set SP=1 in
contrast to the set S' used in the EDM, and (b) the TPDM is a positive semi-definite and symmetric

matrix.

3.2 Canonical Tail Dependence

Consider now a D-dimensional regularly varying vector Z € RVP(2). Suppose that Z is composed of
two distinct subsets, so that Z = (X ",¥Y ") T, where X € RV’ (2) represents features from one brain
region, and ¥ € RV?(2) represents features from a second brain region, and D = (P + Q) with P,Q > 2.
We summarize extremes in each brain region using vectors y € R” and B € RC. Let ' X € R and
ﬁTY € R be the projections of X and Y onto the line defined by vectors ¥ and B for brain regions
one and two, respectively. The canonical tail-dependence is the squared maximal EDM between the

projections of the two brain regions.

Definition 3.2. Let X € RVF(2), Y € RV2(2), Y €R?, and B € RC. The “canonical tail dependence”

(CTD) is

— %x{o(ﬁx, BTY>}2€[O,1]. 3)

The canonical tail dependence, T, generalizes the approach in Russell et al. (2016), which regresses
multiple extreme covariates on a single dependent variable. With the CTD, our goal is to identify linear
combinations of two sets of variables that maximize tail dependence. Direct numerical maximization
of this objective function, however, incurs a substantial computational cost, particularly for large P and
Q. To drastically simplify computations, we derive an analytical solution to Equation (3) using the tail

pairwise-dependence matrix (TPDM).

Proposition 3.1. Let Z = (X",Y ") where X € RVF(2) and Y € RV2(2). Define T'xx € RP*F and

I'yy € R2%€ 10 be the TPDMs of X and Y, respectively. Moreover, let Txy = F;X € RP*Q pe the

11



cross-TPDM between X and Y. The TPDM of Z has the block matrix form

[ Txx Ty
I'yx Iyy
The CTD in Equation (3) is equivalent to
T= max {vr" Txy B},

7' Txxy=B 'Tyyp=1

Proof. The proof of this proposition takes advantage of the linearity of the EDM (Proposition 1,

Cooley, 2025). We show that & (yTX , BTY> — ¥ TxyB. Define ¢ : R" ¢ — R” as the function
((2)=(y'X,B'Y):=2.
We then define the canonical angles y (similarly to Equation (2)) as
we = (Ve Vo) =Z/|1Z¢| e Yo C S,

which can be linked backed to the angles y of Z through the transformation v, := (y)/[[C(y)]|.
Further, let { ! (¥e):={ve SP=1: L (w) /|1 (w) € ¥ }. Following Cooley (2025), the limit measure

of Z can be rewritten in terms of the conditional set

C(1,P) = {Z R[Sl > L,EW)/ IS (W)l € Wb,

which depends only on the linear combination, Z. Hence, the angular measure Hz ¢ of Z is now given

as

Vv (C(1W,)) = / /m ar-%drdH,
2(C(1, %)) e D @ Az

- /C oy € Iattv) = i (). 4

We partition the set {y € SP~1: {(w) /|| (w)] € W} to correspond with the indices of X and Y, i.e.,

v := (yy,yy ). Hence, by this definition and o = 2, we have

12



G(YTX, ﬁTY) = /Slllfl,g"l’z,gdHZ§(lV§)

:/ vy Blyy
so-t [[E(W)[ IS (w)
= /SD_1(71W1+~--+YPWP)(B1WP+1+---+ﬁQu/D)dHZ(1,/)

‘HC(W)szHz(llf)

=M SD_Illllll/P+1dHZ(‘I/)ﬁ1+"'+YP/SD_] vpYpdHz(W)Bo
= nCiprBi+--+1IenPo

= v TxyB,

where the second line follows from Equation (4) and the transformation y := §(y)/||{(y)||. Note

that the surface Jacobian of this transformation is equal to one. 0

Proposition 3.1 gives a straightforward estimator of the CTD. After estimating the TPDM, I', we
solve the optimization problem in Equation (3) through Proposition 3.1, i.e., the optimization of CTD
reduces to an eigen-decomposition problem similar to Theorem 10.2.1 in Mardia and Kent (1979).
We then employ this optimization problem to characterize a novel connectivity structure in the joint

extremes of two vectors, which we call “canonical tail variates” (defined below).

Definition 3.3. Let X € RVF(2), Y € RV2(2), v € RF, and B € RC. Further, let Txx € RP*P and
Tyy € R2*€ pe the TPDMs of X and Y, respectively. The “canonical tail-variates”, denoted by y*, %,

are defined as

'}/k,ﬁ*:ar%:llglax{O'(}/TX, ﬁTY> }2, )

subject to the constraint Y' T'xxy = ﬁTFyy B = 1 for identifiability. Furthermore, the “extremal scores”

are defined as y*' X and ﬁ*TY.

From Definition 3.3 and Proposition 3.1, it follows that the canonical tail-variates can be computed as

Y.B = arg max {r TxyB}>.
7.B:
7 Txxy=B 'TyyB=1

Theorem 10.2.1 in Mardia and Kent (1979) further implies that 7 is the first eigenvalue of

G1 = yxxyTyyTyx or, equivalently, of Gy = I'ypTyxTyxTxy. (6)

13



Moreover, the eigenvectors that correspond to the largest eigenvalues of G; € RP*F and G, € R2*2

are defined, respectively, as
Ay =Ty €RP and A,:=T}?B* R, 7

which we refer to as the “tail-topology”. The absolute value of our tail-topology reflects the contribution
of each component in attaining maximum tail dependence between two random vectors. In applications
to brain signals, the tail-topology captures the weights assigned to each channel that drive the two

brain regions to produce high amplitudes simultaneously.

3.3 Fuzzy Clustering of Multivariate Extremes

We now develop a fuzzy clustering algorithm based on CTD. One novel feature of our method is that it
uses the first eigenvectors (that correspond to the largest eigenvalues), A and A,, of the canonical tail-
dependence (as defined in Equation (7)) to represent the topology of multivariate extremes. Suppose we
have N subjects, each with D-variate data Zlgn) €RVP(2),forn=1,...,N, and time block b= 1,...,B.
We now provide a step-by-step procedure for Fuzzy Clustering of Multivariate Extremes via the CTD.

Step 1: Estimate the CTD. We follow Cooley and Thibaud (2019) for estimating the TPDM. For

each subject data {Z b ;»n=1,...,N, estimate the elements of the TPDM, denoted by [(n) ¢ RDxD ,

by
(n) ()
= D Zj vk p
WE—Z L2 > ). ®)
Jk "
=R
for j,k=1,...,D, where I{-} is the indicator function, ¢ = I{HZ H > ry} is the number of
radial exceedances above the threshold r,, > 0 and || - || is the L, norm. Hereafter, we take r, as the
empirical g-th quantile, i.e.,
rpi=F"!

where FH 2 H( q) is the empirical distribution function of {HZ H} _, and g € (0,1) is a probability
level close to one. We advocate conducting a sensitivity analysis to choose the value of r,,,n =1,... N.
Using lA“(n), we obtain estimates of the tail topology, iin) and Zé"), through the eigen-decomposition in

Equation (6).
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Step 2: Stack the tail-connectivity features. Here, we take the absolute tail-topologies. Lucinska
(2014) showed that taking the absolute values of eigenvectors stabilizes clustering assignment and

avoids ambiguity brought by the signs of the vectors. Denote the set of absolute CTD eigenvectors of

]
~m)T  ~m)T
An=(m LA |) € [0,00)”,

forn=1,...,N. Hence, for N subjects, we have A = {Aj,...,Ay} € [0,00)P*N as the collection of

(n)
{z,”}%_| tobe

tail-topology features.

Step 3: Fuzzy clustering and computation of the membership matrix. We then perform
a fuzzy C-means clustering (FCM) based on A. FCM involves solving for a set of S € N cluster
centers A = {Kl, AS} 5, and the fuzzy coefficient matrix, denoted as U € [0, 1]V*5. The
elements of the fuzzy coefficient matrix, U,, quantify the membership degree for subject n to cluster

s € {1,...,5}. The FCM method finds A and U by solving the minimization problem:

min Y. 3" (U |40~ &P

AU p=1s=1

, subject to Z Uys=1U;x>0Vn=1,....N,

where m € (1,3) is the fuzziness parameter that governs the extent of cluster overlap in the partition.
This optimization problem is solved via an iterative procedure, i.e., we update the current values of U

using
1 -1

— 2 m—1
U — y (HA —A| > |
vetimsio \ A=A

where s’ # s. For the centers, we update them according to

T _ W(m)A,

N
S—W, whereW Z

n=1

Step 4: Label assignment. Using the estimated membership matrix U, assign a label to each
subject n = 1,...,N by selecting a cut-off. In this paper, if U,; > 0.7, we assign subject n to cluster s.
IfU,s <0.7forall s=1,...,S, then the subject is declared as a fuzzy-subject, i.e., the subject has tail
characteristics that are compatible with more than one cluster.

For data-driven selection of S, we could exploit a number of cluster validity indices, e.g., the fuzzy
silhouette index from Rawashdeh and Ralescu (2012). In our application, we set S = 2, in order to

identify groups of neonates who have had seizure. We use experts’ annotations as the true cluster labels
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and create a confusion matrix, M € {0,...,N }sz, to measure accuracy. The rows of M are the experts’

labels and the columns are the estimated cluster labels. We calculate the accuracy as

max{Mi| +Ma, M2+ Mo }
N

Accuracy = €10.5,1]. 9)

We perform the clustering for different values of m in the interval (1,3) and select the m that gives the

highest accuracy.

4 Simulation

In this section, we present simulation results under various settings comparing our fuzzy extremal

clustering algorithm with the classical fuzzy C-means algorithm.

4.1 Simulation Settings

We demonstrate the accuracy of the fuzzy extremal clustering algorithm with multivariate regularly
varying random vectors. To simulate multivariate regularly varying vectors, we follow the simulation
method of Gong et al. (2024), which is based on the framework of Cooley and Thibaud (2019).

Let ZZ(J") = (Xl(?”)T,Yé")T)T € RV'2(2) where Xgn) € RV%(2) and Ylg") € RVS(2) represent the
features from brain region 1 and brain region 2, respectively, for b=1,...,B, B = 2000, and n =
1,...,N, with N € {20,40}. Each matrix {Z](]")}lz)(iolo belongs to either cluster-1 or cluster-2. Define
d, € {1,2} as the cluster label for subject n, then {Zlgn) 1799 belonging to cluster-d, is simulated via
the inverse TPDM (i.e., precision matrix), anl =0y, 5;’1. Hence, 0,4, € R12¥12 i5 the matrix square
root of the precision matrix assumed to be the same for all subjects in cluster-d,,.

We simulate the random vector Z,(J") € RV'%(2) using the transformed linear operations Cooley
and Thibaud (2019). Let £(x) = log(1 +exp(x)), x € R, and define the transformed linear operators
as xoy = £(x¢~'(y)) and y®z = (£~ (y) +£71(z)), ¥,z € Ry-. Moreover, define Vlg") € RI? to be
independent and identically distributed (IID) Frechet(2) random variables. We simulate | fN | fuzzy

subjects, where f € [0, 1]. For “fuzzy” subject n, define Fb(") 1o Bernoulli(0.5) and for “non-fuzzy”

subject n, let Fb(n) =d,—1forallb=1,...,2000. Then, the simulation model for subject n and channel
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Est of A4 via Prop 1 Est of A4 via numerical optimization
AN AN

Figure 5: Comparison of A estimates from a single simulated {Zl(?") %(iolo obtained using Proposition 1

(middle panel) and direct numerical optimization (right panel) with the true value of A; (left panel).

Table 1: Comparison of computational cost of tail-topology estimation using Proposition 1 and standard
numerical optimization.

Computational Cost Estimation via Prop. 1 Estimation via numerical optimization

For A4 0.45 sec 40.83 sec
For Ay 0.40 sec 41.52 sec
j=1,...,D, atindex b is as follows:
b b
z =81 oV s vl e @8 oV, (10)

where S;z’b) is the (j, k)-th entry of the matrix ") = &, (1 — Fb(n)) + 52(Fb(n)).

We then transform each {Zé”)}iiolo to have unit symmetric Pareto margins with shape param-
eter 2, which satisfies the RV!(2) property (for details on the symmetric Pareto, see Jiang et al.,
2025a). The analytical solution for the tail-topology of cluster d, i.e., Ay, € Rf, is obtained using
Proposition 3.1. The true tail-topology, Ay, ,d, = 1,2, is provided in Figure 5. The accuracy of the clus-
tering methods, given in Equation (9), is obtained for varying N € {20,40}, varying fuzzy parameter

me {1.1,1.2,1.5,1.8,2.0,2.2,2.5}, and varying fuzzy proportion f € {0,0.1}.

4.2 Simulation Results

To empirically assess the estimated accuracy, we estimate A using two approaches: (1) the approach

provided by Proposition 3.1; and (2) using standard numerical optimization based on Equation (3).
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Figure 6: Accuracy of fuzzy extremal clustering (FEC) via the CTD (right) vs fuzzy C-means (FCM,
left) clustering at varying levels of fuzzy parameter m, for N = 20 (top) and 40 (bottom) subjects with
a proportion of fuzzy subjects equal to f = 0.
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Figure 7: Accuracy of fuzzy extremal clustering (FEC) via the CTD (right) vs fuzzy C-means (FCM,
left) clustering at varying levels of fuzzy parameter m, for N = 20 (top) and 40 (bottom) subjects with
a proportion of fuzzy subjects equal to f = 0.1. 18



Figure 5 compares the two approaches for estimating A and A,. From Figure 5, numerical optimization
is not as accurate as the (tail-topology) estimation via the TPDM (as in Proposition 3.1) when compared
to the true A, which is due to the fact that numerical optimization strongly depends on the choice
of initial values in this high-dimensional optimization problem. Moreover, the estimation using
Proposition 3.1 has a much lower computational cost (see Table 1). This is because the solution
provided by Proposition 3.1 only requires estimation of the TPDM and its eigenvalue decomposition,
while numerical optimization has to exhaust all possible combinations and maximizes Equation (3) in
order to be accurate. This confirms that the approach based on Proposition 3.1 is both accurate and
efficient.

In terms of clustering accuracy, we compared our fuzzy extremal clustering with that of a traditional
FCM using the function cmeans in the e1071 R-package (based on work by Bezdek et al., 1984). For
each scenario defined in Section 4.1, we run the simulation study 100 times and obtain the accuracy.
Figures 6 and 7 summarize the 100 results for each of the scenario. From these figures, fuzzy extremal
clustering gives much higher accuracy over traditional FCM for clustering of multivariate regularly
varying vectors. Moreover, increasing N leads to slightly more accurate clustering. For N = 20 and
f =0, the accuracy of fuzzy extremal clustering via CTD ranges approximately from 60% to 100%
for m close to 1. When N is increased to 40, the accuracy is at least 90% for the same value of m.
Furthermore, when f = 0, the highest accuracy is achieved at low values of m, corresponding to
clustering behavior that is close to hard clustering. In contrast, when f > 0, the maximum accuracy is
reached when m = 2. This demonstrates the algorithm’s ability to effectively cluster data with varying

levels of fuzziness.

5 [Extremal clustering of neonatal EEG data

We apply our CTD-based extremal clustering method to neonatal EEG periodograms (Section 2.1)
denoted as {Zl()n> (Q)}8_, € RP*E for each subject n = 1,..., 14 and for each fundamental frequency
band, Q, i.e., delta, theta, alpha, beta and gamma. Figure 8 plots the EEG periodograms of a subject
for five frequency bands. From this figure, gamma-band periodograms appear to have a relatively more
heavy-tailed behavior. For each subject n and a fixed Q, we standardize the data to have common

margins.
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Figure 8: First 500 block-varying periodograms, {Zl()") (©)}3%,, for a single subject n and for all five

frequency bands, €2, namely, delta, theta, alpha, beta, and gamma.
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Figure 9: Accuracy of our fuzzy extremal clustering (CTD-based) evaluated for different fuzzy
parameter values m (x-axis), different frequency bands, Q (colors), and different connectivity regions
(panels).
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Figure 10: Tomomaps (using mne Python package, see Giirsoy et al., 2014) of CCA estimates, |f\é”)|
(first row) and tail-topology, A, (second row), of six non-epileptic neonates at the gamma band for
FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal connectivity. Darker color represents higher magnitude for channels
j=1,...,12, labeled F3, F7, F4, F8, T3, T4, TS, T6, P3, P4, O1, O2.
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Figure 11: Tomomaps (using mne Python package, see Giirsoy et al., 2014) of CCA estimates, [\((,")|
(first and second row), and tail-topology, A, (third and fourth row), of eight epileptic neonates with
primary localization on right hemisphere at the gamma band for FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal
connectivity. Darker color represents higher magnitude for channels j =1,...,12, labeled F3, F7, F4,
F8, T3, T4, TS5, T6, P3, P4, O1, O2.
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Figure 12: Membership matrix, U, of our fuzzy extremal clustering for m = 1.2 at the gamma-band.
The orange bars represent the degree of epileptic-membership {U, | }rllil, while green bars represent
the degree of non-epileptic-membership of a subject, {Un,Z}rl,iy

As EEG frequency bands are linked to human cognitive development (Srinivasan, 2007), we aim
to identify the frequency band that best distinguishes epileptic and non-epileptic neonates. Figure 9
shows the accuracy (see Equation (9)) of our clustering results based on experts annotations/labels, for
each frequency band and different fuzzy-parameters m € {1.2,1.5,1.8,2.0,2.5}. Comparing Figures 4
and 9 for FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal and Left-vs-Right Hemisphere, our method achieves higher
clustering accuracy (see Figure 9) than standard CCA. For FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal connectivity
and m = 1.2, our method identifies the gamma band as the best band for discriminating between
epileptic and non-epileptic neonates (with an accuracy of 100%). This result is in-line with the
findings of Guerrero et al. (2023) who highlighted the gamma band as the most relevant frequency for
exploring tail-dependence of (seizure) EEG data. At m = 2.5, the CTD-based clustering of connectivity
of Left-vs-Right Hemisphere at the theta-band provides more than 90% accuracy, which implies
that there are EEGs for fuzzy-neonates or neonates that exhibit tail-dependence properties of both
clusters. The theta band is one of the components of burst-suppression patterns that are also found
in normal EEG recordings (Dulac, 2013; Talento et al., 2025). This is one of many potential factors
that could bring out fuzziness between the clusters under Left-vs-Right Hemisphere connectivity. The
Frontal-vs-TempoOcciParietal connectivity still has the lowest accuracy in discriminating epileptic and
non-epileptic neonates.
Highlights: novel results on extremal dependence of amplitudes. In Figures 10 (second row)
and 11 (third and fourth row), we visualize the FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal tail-topology at the

gamma band (with m = 1.2) using tomomaps in mne Python package (tomomaps in Python use

22



Gaussian kernel-based spatial smoothing; for details of tomomaps, see Giirsoy et al., 2014). The

tail-topology displayed in Figures 10 (second row) and 11 (third and fourth row) represents the

14

n=1

2000

absolute values of eigenvectors {A, with the FrontoTemporal channels populating {X;};”

and the OcciParietal channels populating {Y b}igolo . Figure 11 (third and fourth row) shows clear and
unique FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal tail-topology of epileptic patients in contrast with that of
non-epileptic patients (see Figure 10, second row). The proposed method captures features about
the extremes that have not been previously reported. In particular, the method demonstrates that the
maximal tail-dependence between FrontoTemporal-vs-OcciParietal of epileptic patients is mostly
driven by right Temporal and OcciParietal channels (i.e., P4, O6, and T6). Note that these neonates
had primary localization at the right-hemisphere, and this feature is revealed only in the tails of gamma
band amplitudes. Moreover, results from our proposed method confirm that the tail connectivity of
neonatal EEG data from Stevenson et al. (2019) is distinct and more homogeneous (within clusters)
compared to the bulk connectivity depicted in Figures 10 and 11. Figure 12 shows the estimated
membership degree, U € [0, 1]'%*2, of each neonate for the two clusters. As m = 1.2, we observe that
the proposed method produces a clear separation between the clusters, with only two non-epileptic
neonates (NonEpi-1 and NonEpi-2) exhibiting over 10% similarity with the epileptic cluster. The
remaining subjects show near-perfect membership to the correct cluster. Referring back to Figure 10
(second row), both NonEpi-1 and NonEpi-2 are characterized by relatively substantial contributions
from the Temporal and OcciParietal channels (i.e., P4, O6, and T6); however, their overall similarity to

the other non-epileptic neonates remains stronger.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have developed a novel method that addresses the problem of clustering extreme
events—which is prevalent in many areas including climate and finance, as well as biology and
neuroscience. However, this task is non-trivial, especially when data are jointly heavy-tailed. In this
paper, we extract unique features lurking at the tails of the distribution which enhance discrimination of
extreme events, and paves the way for representation learning of rare events. In particular, we develop
a novel way of characterizing multivariate tail-connectivity based on multivariate regular-variation
(Resnick, 2007). Our proposed canonical tail dependence (CTD) measure is the first of its kind to offer

tail-topology of connectivity between two random vectors. The CTD finds the combination of variables
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that provide the maximal tail-dependence between groups—we solve for unique weights attributed to
each component that achieves the maximal tail-dependence of two linear combinations. These weights
form the tail-topology that facilitates visualization and interpretation of clusters, highlighting a major
advantage of our method.

We provide an efficient way of estimating the CTD through the tail pairwise dependence matrix
(Cooley and Thibaud, 2019). We embed the CTD estimates into the fuzzy C-means algorithm, thereby
developing a novel soft clustering of multivariate extremes. The application to neonatal EEGs revealed
interesting tail-topology of epileptic and non-epileptic neonates. At the gamma band, channels in
non-epileptic patients contribute equally to the maximal tail-dependence (or CTD), while few specific
channels in epileptic patients are likely to be the key drivers of the CTD.

Our method is currently limited to stationary but jointly heavy-tailed signals. Moreover, the CTD
considers linear combinations of regularly varying variables. Our future work will focus on weakening
the stationarity assumption by using wavelets (Graps, 1995; Rhif et al., 2019) as a basis, instead
of Fourier coefficients. Additionally, one may also extend our approach to the case of asymptotic
independence of signals, i.e., hidden regular variation (Resnick, 2002). Another interesting direction
is to develop a data-driven approach to select the optimal groups that maximize clustering accuracy,
such as fuzzy co-clustering (Kummamuru et al., 2003). Furthermore, future studies may consider
the maximal extremal dependence between non-linear combinations of vectors. This could utilize
deep learning which has already seen effective use in capturing complex tail-dependencies (see e.g.,
De Monte et al., 2025; Shao et al., 2025; Hu and Castro-Camilo, 2025), and has already seen use in

canonical correlation analyses (Andrew et al., 2013).
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