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Abstract

Current methods for clustering nodes over time in a brain network are determined
by cross-dependence measures, which are computed from the entire range of values
of the electroencephalogram (EEG) signals, from low to high amplitudes. We here
developed the Club Exco method for clustering brain communities that exhibit syn-
chronized extreme behaviors. To cluster multi-channel EEG data, Club-Exco uses a
spherical k-means procedure applied to the “pseudo-angles,” derived from extreme
absolute amplitudes of EEG signals. With this approach, a cluster center is consid-
ered an “extremal prototype,” revealing a community of EEG nodes sharing the same
extreme behavior, a feature that traditional methods fail to identify. Hence, Club
Exco serves as an exploratory tool to classify EEG channels into mutually asymp-
totically dependent or asymptotically independent groups. It provides insights into
how the brain network organizes itself during an extreme event (e.g., an epileptic
seizure) in contrast to a baseline state. We apply the Club Exco method to investi-
gate temporal differences in EEG brain connectivity networks of a patient diagnosed
with epilepsy, a chronic neurological disorder affecting more than 50 million people
globally. Our extreme-value method reveals substantial differences in alpha (8–12
Hertz) oscillations across the brain network compared to coherence-based methods.
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1 Introduction

Epilepsy is a major neurological disorder in which a patient suffers from repeated unpro-

voked seizures. Seizures are uncontrolled abnormal electrical activity in the brain that

can negatively impact the quality of life (may cause the inability to drive or even work)

or trigger comorbidities such as depression and anxiety. In children, epileptic seizures

could negatively impact attention and behavior, and affect development. During a seizure

episode, the patient may lose voluntary muscle control, which can cause injuries and acci-

dents. The World Health Organization estimates that 50 million people are diagnosed with

epilepsy worldwide (WHO, 2019). Despite advances in our understanding of epilepsy, there

remain many questions about it, especially concerning localizing seizure foci and determin-

ing patterns of spread and dispersion. For state-of-the-art information about epilepsy, we

refer to Cascino et al. (2021).

One main tool for diagnosing epilepsy is electroencephalograms (EEGs). The EEG

is a modality for recording electrical brain activity during an experiment or a clinical

examination that uses electrodes placed noninvasively on the scalp, transmitting the brain’s

electrical impulses to an amplifier and a computer, recording the brain’s electrical signals

mainly generated by neurons on the cortex. It is a simple, pain-free exam that can be

performed on people of any age. Sazgar and Young (2019), provide a comprehensive review

of EEG and its usage in epilepsy studies.

The EEG is a powerful modality because it can capture complex brain behavior es-

pecially during an epileptic seizure and thus need to be analyzed using sophisticated pre-

processing pipelines and statistical models (Ombao et al., 2016). The major challenge in

analyzing EEG signals is their highly nonstationary nature and potential non-linearity in

the interactions between brain regions. Dealing with noise is also challenging in EEG anal-
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ysis. One of the leading noise sources in EEGs are artifacts, which are EEG signals not

coming from brain activity, such as eye movements, sweating, respiration, electromagnetic

coupling, and electrode impedance imbalance, among others. Approaches for identifying

and removing artifacts are discussed in Kaya (2021).

Many statistical models quantify brain connectivity based on cross-dependence mea-

sures such as correlation and coherence. However, these measures fail to establish the

lead-lag relationship between EEG signals. For this purpose, one may use Granger causal-

ity to test which EEG channels improve the prediction of other channels’ successive values.

The relevance of this technique in the study of EEG signals is attested by Seth et al. (2015),

Spencer et al. (2018), and Barnett et al. (2018). Despite pointing towards a possible causal

link, the results from a Granger analysis do not (directly) reflect the brain’s oscillatory

activity in different frequency bands (Biswas and Ombao, 2022). In this context, it is im-

portant to study brain networks, and in particular, to characterize the role of the different

frequency bands in brain connectivity. Here, the standard approach is to apply the discrete

Fourier transform (Ombao and Pinto, in press), which decomposes raw EEG signals into a

spectrum of various frequency bands. Other modern EEG methods for spectral decomposi-

tion are the wavelet transform (van Luijtelaar et al., 2011; Park et al., 2014; Embleton et al.,

in press), the localized Fourier transform (Ombao et al., 2005), the feature extraction for

EEG classification (Übeyli, 2008; Fryzlewicz and Ombao, 2009; Murugappan, 2010), and

the phase coherence (Spencer et al., 2003; Tsai et al., 2010).

In spite of all the advances, most current methods for analyzing brain connectivity are

based on Gaussian models, relying on central trends of the data distribution. One major

limitation of these approaches is that they neglect that neuronal oscillations exhibit non-

Gaussian heavy-tailed probability distributions (Freyer et al., 2009). In some recent work,

Roberts et al. (2015) bring to light the heavy-tailed nature of the human brain, exposing
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many examples where Gaussian models, based on the bulk of the probability distribution,

can be misleading while analyzing the complex mechanisms of the brain. Here, we develop

the cluster of brain extreme communities (Club Exco) method to overcome the drawbacks

of light-tailed Gaussian models. One major advantage of Club Exco is that it builds on the

established foundations of extreme value theory (EVT), a branch of statistics describing,

under broad assumptions, the probabilistic behavior of extreme deviations that occur in

the tail of the distribution.

In this context, EVT can be instrumental for analyzing brain data, particularly multi-

channel EEGs that exhibit extreme behavior (e.g., abrupt increases in amplitude). Histor-

ically, EVT was developed to address problems in the environmental sciences, mainly in

the study and prediction of major floods and other natural disasters (Davison and Huser,

2015; Davison et al., 2019). EVT is currently widely used in other areas such as finance and

insurance (Daouia et al., 2019; Gong and Huser, 2022), sports (Einmahl and Smeets, 2011),

network traffic (Maulik et al., 2002), wireless communication (Tsinos et al., 2018), road

traffic safety (Orsini et al., 2019), and public health (Wong and Collins, 2020). In addi-

tion, in recent years, there has been an increased interest in machine learning and artificial

intelligence methods grounded by EVT (Rudd et al., 2018; Sabourin, 2021; Richards and

Huser, 2022). However, though the ideas in EVT are potentially useful for studying brain

signals which result from shocks to the system (e.g., epilepsy, stroke, traumatic injury), it

is still unexploited in neuroscience. To the best of our knowledge, the most in-depth work

in this area is the recent contribution of Guerrero et al. (2022+).

In line with the above discussion, current cluster methods for identifying connected brain

regions are usually based on cross-dependence measures, which also rely on the bulk of the

EEG distribution. Such methods study only the time-varying spectra and coherence, not

directly modeling changes in extreme behavior. As a result, they fail to identify connections
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presented only in the tails of the distributions. One such method is the hierarchical cluster

coherence (HCC) method introduced by Euán et al. (2019). By contrast, we introduce in

our paper a new approach, Club Exco, to cluster multi-channel EEG signals to overcome

the limitations of non-EVT clustering techniques. Club Exco uses a spherical k-means

procedure based on extreme (absolute) amplitudes of EEG signals. With this approach,

we consider cluster centers as “extremal prototypes” identifying brain regions that are

connected in terms of their extremal dependence, i.e., within a cluster, large amplitude

signals are most likely to occur synchronously in all channels.

To study dynamical changes governed by extreme behavior in the brain network during

a seizure episode, we apply our novel Club Exco method in a time sliding-window frame-

work. Moreover, we also use Club Exco to investigate clinical questions, e.g., whether spe-

cific channels exhibit synchronicity in their extreme behavior; whether certain EEG chan-

nels have concomitant extreme amplitudes; and whether our clustering approach based on

brain extreme communities can improve machine learning algorithms for localizing seizure

foci. Behind all these points lies a common scientific problem: to perform dimensionality

reduction by finding a sparse structure in extremal brain connectivity.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe

multivariate extreme value theory and our proposed clustering procedure, Club Exco, for

multi-channel EEG data. In Section 3, we use the Club Exco method to address questions

about the brain network of a patient diagnosed with left temporal lobe epilepsy. We

compare the results of Club Exco with those from the classical HCC method. We provide

conclusions and a discussion of future work in Section 4. Further details on the data

analysis are contained in the Supplementary Material.
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2 Clustering brain extreme communities

This section details the general setting and provides the fundamentals of multivariate ex-

treme value theory, as well as introduces our proposed clustering approach used to identify

concomitant extremes in multi-channel EEG signals. For recent and comprehensive reviews

on EVT, we refer to Davison and Huser (2015) and Engelke and Ivanovs (2021), while for

a study on existing methods for concomitant extremes, see Sabourin (2021).

2.1 General data setting

Let X t = (X t
1, . . . , X

t
D)

ᵀ
be the D–dimensional vector of absolute amplitudes (i.e., absolute

values of a zero-mean time series1) from a multi-channel EEG recordings on D channels at

time t, with t = 1, . . . , T .

The rationale for using absolute values in Club Exco is the following.

1. Our primary interest lies in the absolute amplitudes of the signals rather than if

they are either a large positive or a large negative deviation from the time series

center. After all, EEGs provide recordings from an oscillatory process, often mod-

eled as realizations of zero-mean stochastic processes. Thus, there is no interest in

modeling the mean nor the differences between the left and right tail behaviors in

this case. Note that with the absolute values, we only look to the upper tail (large

amplitudes). Furthermore, EEGs are a relative voltage measurement; changing the

reference electrode(s) could transform a signal from positive to negative.

2. Extremes are scarce by nature; thus, merging information from both tails containing

the same type of information about extreme behavior in the brain network is valuable.

1Xt
d = |U t

d − Ūd|: Ud is the original EEG signal and Ūd is its mean; t = 1, . . . , T , d = 1, . . . , D.
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Recall that EEG signals are, in general, nonstationary. Therefore, we consider only

short stretches of the time series, e.g., 10-second sliding windows, where the EEG is quasi-

stationary. In the following definitions and theoretical results, we assume that {X t}Tt=1 is

a multivariate stationary time series.

Figure 1 displays the locations of scalp electrodes in the human brain following the

international 10–20 system for EEG (Klem et al., 1999). The labeling letters indicate the

Figure 1: Brain regions and placement of scalp electrodes according to the 10–20 system, along with
(simulated) examples of EEG signals.

brain region covered by the electrodes. From front to the posterior part: Fp (pre-frontal

or frontal pole), F (frontal), C (central line of the brain), T (temporal), P (parietal), and

O (occipital). Sites marked with a “z” (zero) refer to an electrode placed on the midline

sagittal plane of the skull (Fz, Cz, Pz). Electrodes labeled with an A are the earlobes,

typically serving as an offline reference for signal analysis. These electrodes sometimes are

placed on the mastoids, the bone behind the ear. Odd numbers represent electrodes on

the left hemisphere, and even numbers represent electrodes on the right hemisphere; these

numbers increase, as the electrodes move further from the midline. In addition, Figure 1

shows some examples of EEG signals recorded using the 10–20 system.
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2.2 Multivariate extreme value theory

Let Xd :=
(
X1
d , . . . , X

T
d

)ᵀ
, d = 1, . . . , D, be the absolute amplitudes from the d-th EEG

channel. We assume that Xd is a univariate stationary time series. We further assume the

existence of real sequences aTd > 0 and bTd ∈ R, for each d, such that

Pr

(
maxX1 − bT1

aT1
≤ x1, . . . ,

maxXD − bTD
aTD

≤ xD

)
T→∞−→ G(x1, . . . , xD), (1)

where maxXd = max (X1
d , . . . , X

T
d ) is the componentwise maximum and G is, in each

margin, a non-degenerate distribution function.

According to the multivariate version of the extremal types theorem (de Haan and

Ferreira, 2006), G is a multivariate extreme-value distribution with generalized extreme

value (GEV) margins. Specifically, each marginal distribution of the absolute amplitude of

the EEG signal at each channel d is given by

Gd(x; µd, σd, ξd) = exp

[
−
(

1 + ξd
x− µd
σd

)−1/ξd]
, for 1 + ξd

x− µd
σd

> 0,

where µd ∈ R is the location parameter, σd > 0 is the scale parameter, and ξd ∈ R is the

extreme value index, a parameter characterizing the extreme behavior of component d.

The distribution Gd belongs to either the Gumbel (ξd = 0), the Fréchet (ξd > 0) or

the (reversed) Weibull (ξd < 0) family. For illustration purposes, Figure 2 presents the

probability density function and cumulative distribution function for the three cases under

Gd(x; µd = 0, σd = 1, ξd), with ξd = −1/2 (Weibull), 0 (Gumbel), 1/2 (Fréchet). Note

that we set the location (µd) to zero, reason why we have negative values on the x-axis.

The light-tailed Gumbel distribution is asymmetric and unbounded on both tails, i.e., its

support is the whole real line. Extremes of exponential-type distributions, such as the
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Figure 2: Illustration of a GEV distribution for location µd = 0 and scale σd = 1. The varying values of
the extreme value index give the three types of extreme-valued distributions under the GEV: Fréchet for
ξd = 1/2, (reversed) Weibull for ξd = −1/2, and Gumbel for ξd = 0.

Gaussian, lognormal, exponential, and gamma, converge to the Gumbel distribution. The

heavy-tailed Fréchet distribution is also asymmetric but bounded to the left with support in

[µd − σd/ξd,∞). Extremes from Pareto (power law) and Cauchy distributions converge to

the Fréchet distribution. Finally, the short-tailed reversed Weibull distribution is bounded

to the right with support in (−∞, µd − σd/ξd]. Extremes of the uniform converge to a

reversed Weibull distribution.

Now, let Fd(x) = Pr(X t
d < x) be the marginal distribution function of the stationary

time series Xd, d = 1, . . . , D. The convergence in Eq. (1) holds if, and only if, for any

t = 1, . . . , T , the vector

Y t =
([

1− F1(X
t
1)
]−1

, . . . ,
[
1− FD(X t

D)
]−1)ᵀ

, (2)
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satisfies the regularly varying assumption

Y t

‖Y t‖2

∣∣∣∣ ‖Y t‖2 > τ ⇀ S, τ →∞, (3)

for a random vector S with probability measure S on the (restricted) unit sphere SD−1+ =

{s ∈ RD
+ : ‖s‖2 = 1}, called the angular (or spectral) measure, where “‖ · ‖2” is the

Euclidean norm and “⇀” denotes weak convergence on SD−1+ . By definition, Y t has unit

Pareto margins; hence, if it satisfies Eq. (3), then it is in the maximum domain of attraction

of a max-stable distribution with Fréchet margins and uniquely specified by the angular

measure S. Hence, the angular measure provides information on the dependence structure

(or copula) of both maxima2 and exceedances3 of the multivariate standardized vector Y t,

consequently also providing the same knowledge regarding X t itself on the original scale.

2.3 Spherical k-means clustering algorithm

Our goal is to cluster EEG channels whose large (absolute) amplitudes in their signals

are synchronized—either contemporaneous or with some time delay. To do so, we need

to define the concept of asymptotic dependence (AD) and asymptotic independence (AI)

between pairs of EEG signals. In the bivariate setting, the primary measure of asymp-

totic (in)dependence between two variables Yd and Yd′ defined through Eq. (2) is the tail

correlation coefficient computed as

χdd′ := lim
τ→∞

Pr (Yd′ > τ | Yd > τ) =
1

µ
E (Sd ∧ Sd′) ∈ [0, 1], d, d′ = 1, . . . , D, (4)

2Block maxima approach: divide the observation period into non-overlapping periods of equal size and
restricts attention to the maximum observation in each period.

3Peaks-over-threshold approach: select those of the initial observations that exceed a certain high
threshold.
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where µ = E (Sd), d = 1, . . . , D. The case χdd′ = 0 corresponds to AI while χdd′ > 0

corresponds to AD. The link to the angular measure is that its distribution determines the

occurrence of joint extremes. Suppose S has mass on a particular face of the sphere. In

that case, this implies a positive probability that the corresponding variables experience

extremes in synchrony (i.e., they are AD). In contrast, if S has no mass on a specific face,

this implies AI for the corresponding variables. Our goal is to build a clustering algorithm

such that channels are mutually AD within clusters (i.e., we are likely to observe high

(absolute) amplitudes of all channels in synchrony) but AI across them.

To achieve our goal, we use a clustering procedure able to detect regions, in the faces

of SD−1+ , where the mass of the angular measure is concentrated. That is, we need to

group extreme observations with similar angles given by S. There are two well-studied

options in the literature: the spherical k–means (s–k–m) clustering algorithm by Janßen

and Wan (2020) and the spherical k–principal–component (s–k–pc) clustering algorithm

by Fomichov and Ivanovs (2022). In the former approach, similar observations are grouped

into k distinct clusters by minimizing a cosine dissimilarity4, using an adaptation of the

s–k–m algorithm by Dhillon and Modha (2001). Hence, the identified cluster centers can

be thought of as angular prototypes for extremes, i.e., they reveal which directions of the

extremes are the most likely. The latter is a two-step approach where a principal component

analysis (PCA) suited for extremes (Drees and Sabourin, 2021) is combined with clustering.

The first principal eigenvector is used to reduce the data dimensionality; then, a k-means

algorithm with a quadratic dissimilarity measure5 is applied to identify the k clusters.

Although, in practice, both approaches lead to similar results, the s–k–m method is

computationally faster for complex high-dimensional data with a potentially larger num-

4Cosine dissimilarity: ϕ(x, y) = 1− cos (x, y) = 1− xᵀy, x, y ∈ SD−1+ .
5Quadratic dissimilarity: ϕ2(x, y) = 1− (xᵀy)2, x, y ∈ SD−1+ .
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ber of clusters (Cheng, 2021)6. This is why, in this paper, we use the s–k–m algorithm.

Nonetheless, in the Supplementary Material, we compare both methods in the context of

our data analysis of Section 3.

In summary, we therefore aim to find k centroids ac ∈ RD
+ , c ∈ {1, . . . , k}, such that

the expected cosine dissimilarity of extreme observations to their closest cluster centroid

is minimal. Hence, let {Y t}Tt=1 be the multivariate time series of standardized (absolute)

signals amplitudes given by Eq. (2). Assume we have T extreme observations above the

threshold τ and let Θ = {θ1, . . . ,θT } be the pseudo-directions of such observations, with

corresponding distribution S given by Eq. (3). Note that θt
′ ∈ RD

+ , ∀t′ ∈ {1, . . . , T }. Let

A = {a1, . . . ,ak} ⊂ SD−1+ be the set of cluster centroids. Since the extreme (absolute)

amplitudes are constrained to live on the unit sphere, the cosine dissimilarity can be used

in its simplified version φ(θt
′
,ac) := 1 − cos (θt

′
,ac) = 1 − θt′ᵀac, which is the spherical

distance of the t-th extreme direction of Θ to the centroid ac ∈ A. Hence, the minimized

distance from arbitrary extreme observations, with directions θt
′
, to their nearest cluster

centroid on A is ϕ(Θ, A) := T −1
∑T

t′=1 minac∈A φ(θt
′
,ac). Given Θ, we denote the optimal

set minimizing ϕ(Θ, ·) as ATk . The entire spherical clustering algorithm, embedded in the

Club Exco method, is fully detailed in Section 2.5.

To illustrate how Club Exco works, Figure 3, panel A, shows three simulated EEG

signals. Channels P4 and T6 are simulated under the moving average process of order 3

(MA(3)) X t = Zt + 0.5Zt−1 − 0.6Zt−2 + 1.5Zt−3, where {Zt}Tt=1 is an independent and

identically distributed sequence of symmetric stable random variables with index α = 1.75

(Nolan, 2020). For illustration, set P4 and T6 as the time series given by X t and its lag-1

version, X t−1, respectively. Hence, P4 and T6 are AD with χ ≈ 0.28, calculated empirically

6The running time complexity of the s–k–pc algorithm is approximately O
(
k(Td+ d2 log (d)

)
. In

contrast, for the s–k–m, it is only O(T + k).
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from Eq. (4) by taking the threshold τ as the empirical 0.998–marginal quantile. Channel

T3, on the other hand, is simulated, independently from P4 and T6, using the MA(4)

process X t
? = Zt

? + 0.7Zt−1
? − 0.2Zt−2

? + 1.5Zt−3
? − 0.5Zt−4

? , where Z? is obtained similarly

as Z with also α? = 1.75. Therefore, T3 is AI with both P4 and T6. Figure 3, panel

Figure 3: In panel A, simulated EEG signals from two AD channels (P4 and T6) and from one channel (T3)
that is AI with the others. In panel B, extreme observations from the triplet (T3, P4, T6) are projected
onto the unit positive octant suggesting AD between P4 and T6 but not with T3.

B, displays the 1% extreme (absolute) amplitudes of the triplet (T3, P4, T6) projected

onto the unit positive octant. We apply the s–k–m algorithm with k = 2 clusters to group

these extreme observations. The two estimated clusters (gold and green points in panel B)

suggest that channels P4 and T6 are indeed AD because the corresponding points (gold) on

the sphere octant point toward joint extremes in both P4 and T6 but separately from T3.

By contrast, channel T3 appears indeed to be AI with P4 and T6 because the correspondent

points (green) point at extremes of T3 alone. Basically, the angles of the vectors pointing

to the center of the gold and green points define the clusters’ centroids.
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2.4 Frequency decomposition

In this section, we briefly discuss the frequency decomposition of brain signals. In neu-

roscience, it is common practice to decompose EEG signals into five canonical frequency

bands, namely, delta (0–4 Hz), theta (4–8 Hz), alpha (8–12 Hz), beta (12–30 Hz), and

gamma (30–50 Hz) bands. Each of these frequencies plays a different role in brain connec-

tivity. For example, the gamma band is related to activities requiring focus and concen-

tration; the beta band is associated with external attention; the alpha band accounts for

passive attention and rest states, etc. (Abhang et al., 2016). Ombao and Pinto (in press)

provide a review on EEG analysis in the frequency domain.

In addition to identifying clusters of concomitant extremes from the original brain signal,

frequency-band-specific clusters can also be identified. For each canonical frequency band

(delta, theta, alpha, beta, gamma), the original EEG signal is bandpass-filtered; amplitudes

of the different oscillations are computed, and finally, clusters are determined according to

the (absolute) amplitudes of the oscillations at each frequency band. Given the neurological

interpretation of these frequency bands, it is likely that the clusters formed based on the

extreme behavior of, say, the alpha band will differ from the clusters based on another

frequency band.

2.5 Club Exco procedure

The procedure for applying Club Exco follows two steps described in Algorithms 1 and

2. In addition, one may work on either the amplitudes of the original time series or the

bandpass-filtered time series to study frequency-specific tail dependence behaviors between

channels.

In the first step, we identify the possible pseudo-directions of extreme observations as
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in Algorithm 1.

Club Exco Algorithm 1: obtaining extreme directions.

Data: A T -by-D matrix X = [X1, . . . ,XD] where columns contain the absolute signal

amplitudes from the EEG channels or bandpass-filtered time series.

Result: Extreme directions Θ = {θ1, . . . ,θT }.

begin
1. Transform data on the original scale X to the unit Pareto scale Y :

Y t ←
([

1− F1(Xt
1)
]−1

, . . . ,
[
1− FD(Xt

D)
]−1)

, t = 1, . . . , T.

2. For all t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, keep the transformed observations with largest Euclidean norm:{
Y ∗t

′}T
t′=1
←
{
Y t
∣∣ ‖Y t‖2 > τ

}T
t=1

.

3. Project the transformed observations onto the unit sphere:

θt
′
← Y ∗t

′

‖Y ∗t′‖2
, t′ = 1, . . . , T .

end

In the second step, the s–k–m algorithm is applied to obtain the cluster centroids as in

Algorithm 2.

3 Clustering multi-channel EEG seizure data

In this section, we analyze an EEG recording, from a female patient diagnosed with left

temporal lobe epilepsy, which was first analyzed in Ombao et al. (2001). This recording

captured the interictal (the period between seizures), pre-ictal (the period immediately

before the seizure onset), and ictal phases (the period during the seizure episode). The

recording is T = 500 seconds and collected using 19 scalp electrodes placed following a
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Club Exco Algorithm 2: applying spherical k–means.

Data: Extreme directions Θ = {θ1, . . . ,θT } and initial cluster centroids A = {a1, . . . ,ak}.

Result: Updated cluster centroids A∗ = {a∗1, . . . ,a∗k} and minimized distance ϕ(Θ, A∗).

repeat

1. Assign θt
′

to the cluster with closest centroid ac, c = 1, . . . , k, by computing

arg minac∈A φ(θt
′
,ac), t

′ = 1, . . . , T .

3. Update cluster centroids, A.

2. Update the overall distance measure:

ϕ(Θ, A)← T −1
∑T

t′=1
minac∈A φ(θt

′
,ac).

until convergence;

10–20 system plus 2 sphenoidal intracranially electrodes at the base of the temporal lobe,

resulting in D = 21 EEG channels with a sampling rate of 100 Hz. The electrodes follow a

bipolar montage with a common reference between Cz and Pz. Figure 4 presents eight EEG

channels and an illustration of the locations of the electrodes. The attending neurologist

confirmed that the T3 channel (square) is the seizure onset zone (SOZ); the ictal onset was

at t = 350 second (vertical dashed line). This fact is corroborated by change point detection

studies by Ombao et al. (2005), Schröder and Ombao (2019) and Jiao et al. (2021).

The main interest in this study is to identify groups of EEG channels for which high

amplitudes in the signals are much more likely to occur together (with potential lead-lag

between channels), i.e., we want to estimate clusters of asymptotically dependent channels.

We refer to these clusters as brain extreme communities. In this analysis, the main goals

of the neuroscientists are: (1.) to identify channels sharing the same extreme community

as T3, the SOZ; (2.) to study how community memberships evolve through the seizure
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Figure 4: Selected EEG signals during an epileptic seizure (on a 10–20 electrode system plus two sphenoidal
electrodes placed intracranially at the base of the temporal lobe, namely, Sp1 and Sp2) from a female patient
diagnosed with left temporal lobe epilepsy. The seizure onset (dashed vertical line) is roughly at t = 350
seconds on the reference channel T3 (square). The EEG recording consists of 50, 000 time points at a
sampling rate of 100 Hz, i.e., T = 500 seconds.

process; and (3.) to catalog differences in the extreme communities of varying frequency

bands. In addition, we are interested in verifying whether extreme communities (based

on the tails of the probability distribution) differ from clustering procedures based on the

entire probability distribution, such as the HCC by Euán et al. (2019).

In a first analysis, the data are split into two distinct phases: pre-ictal (0–350 seconds)

and ictal (350.01–500 seconds). We apply the Club Exco method separately for each phase

to determine how seizure can alter brain extreme communities membership. Figure 5

displays the estimated brain extreme communities considering k = 5 clusters and the
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Figure 5: Estimated brain extreme communities considering k = 5 clusters using the Club Exco approach
for analyzing the EEG recording of a patient with left temporal lobe epilepsy during a seizure event. The
seizure onset occurs at around second t = 350 in a T = 500 seconds recording. The threshold τ is set to
the 0.90 quantile.

threshold τ as the 0.9 quantile. In the Supplementary Material, we present a sensitivity

analysis concerning the choice of both the number of clusters and threshold, and find that

the results are fairly robust to this choice. From Figure 5, we conclude that after the seizure

onset, the main change in brain extreme communities happens in the right hemisphere. The

community previously formed by Sp2, F4, F8, C4, and T4 disappears. Channels F8, C4,

and T4 are then connected to T6, P4, and O2. At the same time, channel F4 connects to

the frontal channels (Fp1, Fp2, Fz) and Pz. The remaining channel, Sp2, is now connected

to Sp1. Regarding T3, the SOZ, we have a minor difference between pre-ictal and ictal

phases; its community loses connection to Sp1 but gains F3. Finally, the community formed

by T5, P3, O1, and Cz stays the same after the seizure onset.
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In a second analysis, we study the evolution of brain extreme communities over time

by using sliding windows. All EEG signals are split into W = 50 disjoint sliding windows

of 10 seconds in length. This is the strategy used by Euán et al. (2019) while clustering

channels based on the same dataset. We followed their procedure in order to contrast

their results with Club Exco results (see the discussion regarding Figures 7 and 8 at the

end of this section). Before comparing both methods, we focus on the time evolution

of Club Exco only. For each sliding window, we apply the Club Exco procedure, and

then, taking all windows before the seizure onset, we counted the number of times each

pair of channels belong to the same brain extreme community. The same is done for all

windows after the seizure onset. Figure 6 displays the extreme connectivity persistence

over time, i.e., it represents the percentage of time two given channels belong to the same

brain extreme community. Prior to the ictal phase, there were more pairs of channels with

high persistence. The right hemisphere has more persistence than the left hemisphere, with

channels F8 and Sp2 connected all the time. In addition, the community formed by channels

Sp2, F8, C4, and T4 is highly persistent. Similarly, in the left hemisphere, the channels

on the same topographical level, i.e., Sp1, F7, C3, and T3, are also highly persistent. An

interesting observation is that before the seizure onset, the right and left hemispheres have

“mild local-mirrored communication”, i.e., left and right channels opposed to midline are

the only channels sharing a brain extreme community. Note the community formed by T5,

P3, and O1 on the left side together with T6, P4, and O2 on the right side. Another of

these communities is formed by Fp1 and F3 (on the left) plus Fp2 and F4 (on the right).

On the other hand, these local communities grouping the right and left hemispheres are

disrupted during the ictal phase; postseizure onset, we have “mild global communication”

between the two hemispheres, i.e., channels from all regions in the left and right hemispheres

communicate. Some examples: (a.) Fp1 with Fp2; (b.) F3 with T6, P4, and O2; (c.) C3
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Figure 6: Percentage of time two given channels belong to the same brain extreme community (i.e., extreme
connectivity persistence) using the Club Exco approach for k = 5 clusters. Results are based on W = 50
disjoint sliding windows (of 10-seconds duration) over the entire EEG recording from a patient during a
seizure event. The seizure onset is placed at second t = 350. For all sliding windows, the threshold τ is set
to the 0.90 quantile.

with F4 and C4; and (d.) O1 with F4, C4, T6, and O2. Now, focusing on T3, before the

seizure onset, there is strong connectivity persistence with channels Sp1 (0.85), F7 (0.82),

and C3 (0.56). After the seizure onset, only channel C3 has strong connectivity persistence

with T3 (0.64).

In a final analysis, we decompose the channels into canonical frequency bands, analyzing

them separately. Considering the alpha and beta bands, we compare Club Exco results to

the HCC results of Euán et al. (2019). We select three specific sliding windows to contrast

the results. The first window is an interictal phase, going from 40 to 50 seconds (sliding
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window 5); the second window represents a pre-ictal phase, from 340 to 350 seconds (sliding

window 35); while the third window lies in the ictal phase, from 370 to 380 seconds (sliding

window 38)7. As Euán et al. (2019) explain, there is no clear way of labeling the changing

clusters since two clusters from different time segments do not necessarily contain identical

members even if k remains the same. Hence, since T3 (square) is of particular interest

being the SOZ, we single out its extreme community by coloring it in orange (diamonds) in

Figures 7 and 8; then, we group all other communities not having T3 as a single community,

coloring it in cyan (circles). Before proceeding with the analysis, it is essential to mention

that, given the HCC method’s hierarchical structure, Euán et al. (2019) use a different

number of clusters for each seizure phase and frequency band, as seen in Table 1. To make

a fair comparison, we adopt the same approach for Club Exco in this final analysis.

Table 1: Number of clusters for each seizure phase for alpha and beta bands.

interictal pre-ictal ictal

alpha band 6 7 5
beta band 6 8 6

Figure 7 contrasts results between Club Exco and HCC for the alpha band. There

is a distinct behavior between the two clustering methods. The extreme communities

containing T3, estimated by Club Exco, remain relatively stable regarding the number

of its elements (interictal: 5, pre-ictal: 5, and ictal: 4), while HCC clusters grow in the

power of 2 (interictal: 4, pre-ictal: 8, and ictal: 16). In general, when studying a seizure

episode considering the entire probability distribution, the seizure spreads and generalizes

as it progresses. However, the seizure does not generalize to the whole brain when focusing

7Euán et al. (2019) labels these three windows, respectively, as “before seizure,” “early seizure,” and
“middle seizure.”
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Figure 7: Clustering results for alpha band (8–12 Hz). Connectivity with T3 based on: (a.) the tails of
the probability distribution (Club Exco; top-panel line); and (b.) the entire probability distribution (HCC;
bottom-panel line). The time window for each moment are 40 to 50 sec (interictal; k = 6), 340 to 350 sec
(pre-ictal; k = 7), and 370 to 380 sec (ictal; k = 5).

only on the distribution’s tails. To clarify this point, in the Supplementary Material, we

include a video with the time-lapse of all 50 sliding windows considering the original signal

and both the alpha and beta bands. With Club Exco, channels Fp1 and Sp1 are always

in the extreme community of T3. As to HCC, it is F7 and F3 that are always in the

same cluster as T3. In the alpha band, as the seizure process advances, most channels

become increasingly coherent with T3 when data from the entire probability distribution

is analyzed. However, when only data from the tails are studied, we do not observe such a

strong agreement; only a few channels are asymptotically dependent with T3.
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Figure 8 shows the same results but for the beta band, which has a higher frequency

than the alpha band. Here, we can see a much more similar behavior between the two

methods. In addition, unlike in the alpha-band case, fewer channels are connected with T3

Figure 8: Clustering results for beta band (12–30 Hz). Connectivity with T3 based on: (a.) the tails of
the probability distribution (Club Exco; top-panel line); and (b.) the entire probability distribution (HCC;
bottom-panel line). The time window for each moment are 40 to 50 sec (interictal; k = 6), 340 to 350 sec
(pre-ictal; k = 8), and 370 to 380 sec (ictal; k = 6).

as the seizure process advances for both Club Exco (interictal: 6, pre-ictal: 6, and ictal:

2) and HCC (interictal: 8, pre-ictal: 4, and ictal: 2). Note that Sp1 is always connected

with T3 for both methods, meaning this channel follows T3 in the bulk and tails of the

probability distribution.

In the Supplement Material, we present similar plots (in a time-lapse video) considering
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the brain extreme communities having T4, Sp1, Sp2, O1, and O2 as members. Hence we

can compare results with T3. We notice that T3, despite being the seizure focus, does not

play a unique role in the extreme behavior of the brain during the seizure episode. Brain

extreme communities seem localized, respecting the left-right and frontal-occipital regions.

4 Conclusions and future work

This paper highlights the importance of studying brain connectivity from different per-

spectives. Here, we offer a new perspective that is grounded by extreme value theory to

characterize brain connectivity. Our method, Club Exco, has the unique ability to identify

brain extreme communities, i.e., clusters of EEG channels sharing the same extremal behav-

ior. The novel elements of the Club Exco method are that clusters reflect channels that are

mutually asymptotically dependent (AD), meaning they all are likely to experience extreme

(absolute) amplitudes synchronously or at some short time lag. This feature is the main

advantage of Club Exco. We contrast our methodology with the non-EVT-based method

HCC, which clusters channels based on the notion of coherence. In this approach, two EEG

channels belong to the same cluster if their entire probability distributions similarly reflect

the same neurological phenomenon.

The Club Exco method produced novel appealing results. Our analysis identified differ-

ent patterns in the alpha band (8–12 Hz), especially during the ictal phase (a few seconds

postseizure onset). The competitor method, HCC, suggests that almost all EEG channels

(15 out of 20) are coherent with T3, the left temporal channel, which is the seizure onset

zone. Club Exco captures a very distinctive portrait of connectivity during the ictal phase.

At the tails of the (absolute) amplitudes, only three channels are synchronized with T3. In

contrast, in the beta band (12–30 Hz) case, both methods produce clusters much more alike
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regarding all three seizure phases. These discrepancies emphasize that different methods

capture distinct facets of brain connectivity. All these facets are essential to understanding

the seizure process as a whole. In this context, we conjecture that Club Exco is showing

which regions (or which portion of the network) is actually generating the seizure activity,

as opposed to the regions that are later recruited into the seizure (but are not generating

or driving the activity). We hope to investigate it in more detail in future work, with the

analysis of multi-subject datasets.

Furthermore, different neurological questions may demand distinct statistical methods

for more precise answers. As statisticians and data scientists, our role is to uncover as many

features as possible from the data to assist neuroscientists and neurologists better. Here,

we are pleased to include a hitherto missing piece in this statistical Swiss Army knife for

brain connectivity studies: Club Exco, a tool capturing the facet of extremal connectivity

during an epileptic episode.

This work will be extended to modeling multi-subject seizure data, comparing the

differences in brain extreme communities between epileptic patients and healthy controls.

We also aim to develop a data-driven automatic method for selecting the optimal number of

clusters that takes into consideration non-stationarity in the signals (and hence the number

may potentially vary across time) and the clustering across different dimensions (clustering

of channels; clustering of subjects).

For reproducibility purposes and to make our methodology more accessible to the whole

community, the data can be obtained upon reasonable request from the authors, and we will

make our R code available for download from the following first author’s GitHub repository:

https://github.com/matheusguerrero/club-exco (see also the Supplementary Material

for a smaller toy example).
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