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Abstract

Ecological momentary assessment (EMA) ratings are widely used in studies of behavioral and psycho-
logical phenomena to capture real-time data in subjects’ real-world environments. Because the data are
collected repeatedly over the study period, they provide rich longitudinal rating profiles for each individual.
However, the number of observations per subject is often large, while both sample size and sampling intensity
can vary substantially across individuals, which complicates the analysis. In some settings, simplified sum-
maries of individual profiles, such as averages computed across the study period, are used for downstream
analyses, including regression-style modeling. Although such summaries can be convenient, they may fail to
fully capture dynamic temporal patterns present in the complete longitudinal profiles. To address this, we
borrow measures from sequence analysis that capture individual-level patterns over time and then applied
principal component analysis (PCA) followed by K-means clustering to identify unobserved latent groups
of individuals with similar profiles. We test our approach using simulated data from a categorical functional
regression model and compare its performance with two commonly used methods for detecting unobserved
group structures: latent class analysis (LCA), and latent transition analysis (LTA). Using EMA stress ob-
servations from a large sample of U.S. adults (Newman et al., 2024, 2025), we identify distinct latent stress
profile groups and show that they improve characterization of the impact on cognitive performance.

1 Introduction
Research studies across various fields, such as psychology, healthcare, and the social sciences, are leveraging
ecological momentary assessment (EMA) methods, which data are collected under real-world environments to
record study participants’ behaviors, feelings, and experiences in real-time, within the natural context of their
daily lives (e.g., Shiffman, 2014; Paterson et al., 2023; Browning et al., 2024). This approach helps minimize
recall bias and allows for the study of small-time-scale processes that may influence behavior in real-world
environments (Shiffman et al., 2008). EMA data are often collected via electronic devices, such as mobile phone
apps, at regularly scheduled intervals, and can include physiological sensors (e.g., heart rate, blood pressure)
as well as self-report survey questions. As in traditional surveys, many measurements of interest are collected
as categorical or ordinal (e.g., Likert-style) variables. For example, (nominal) categorical response data can
capture demographic information (e.g., race, gender, education), emotional states, or insurance status, while
ordinal response scales can measure pain levels (e.g., 1 to 10), customer satisfaction, or perceived daily stress
(e.g., 1 to 5), as we will discuss in detail below.

As a result of EMA data collection, researchers now have access to fine-scale longitudinal ordinal data,
which can provide detailed insights into how these measures evolve and influence study outcomes over time.
Beyond characterizing general longitudinal trends, researchers are often interested in clustering individuals who
exhibit similar patterns over time. For the motivating study we discuss below, there are competing theories
in the literature regarding how individuals experience stress over time. This evidence of natural clustering in
individual stress profiles motivates us to consider whether EMA-collected daily stress ratings can be clustered
into groups of individuals who exhibit similar patterns over time and whether these clusters are associated with
a key study outcome, cognitive performance on a test of declarative memory.

In the statistics literature, methods for analyzing fine-scale variation over time, called functional data analysis
(Wang et al., 2016), have focused on continuous outcomes, although methods to accommodate categorical
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responses are being actively developed (Preda et al., 2021). Shiffman (2014) summarized a variety of modeling
approaches that have been used to analyze EMA data. Depending on the purpose of the study and the
structure of the data, it is not always necessary to include time as a covariate in the model, even when EMA
data are collected at specific time points during the study period. For between-subjects analyses collected at
predefined time points and analyzed using statistical methods such as Pearson correlation across individuals,
the variables are typically assumed to be continuous outcomes, hence these methods are not suitable for ordinal
or categorical variables. In addition, some studies focus on comparing event-related effects rather than between-
subject differences. Analyses in these contexts often rely on event-based methods, typically within case-control
designs. Analytical approaches for such designs include generalized estimating equations (GEE) (Zeger et al.,
1988), dependent t-tests, and survival analysis, which are not designed for studies that do not include a control
group. To investigate relationships involving both main effects and interactions among covariates, point process
models can be employed. For example, thinned inhomogeneous Poisson processes are well-suited for sparse
event data and allow modeling of event intensity over time. While useful for estimating event rates, they
are unsuitable for repeated measures data and cannot capture latent population structures. More flexible
approaches, such as population-averaged (PA) and subject-specific (SS) models, offer improvements: PA models
estimate marginal effects across the population, while SS models account for within-subject variation using
random effects. However, both assume a homogeneous population and cannot uncover latent subgroups.

As an alternative, we borrow tools from sequence analysis which are explicitly designed to study longitudinal
categorical data and were originally proposed by biologists to study patterns in DNA sequences (Abbott, 1995).
We group individuals with similar stress patterns via principal components analysis (PCA) of our sequence
analysis measures, and apply K-means clustering algorithms (Ding and He, 2004; Jain and Dubes, 1988; Dunn,
1973). As a result, our approach uses tools that are familiar and accessible to many data scientists and applied
researchers, while effectively leveraging relevant information from high-frequency EMA data.

To validate our approach, we demonstrate that it can recover cluster memberships accurately and is more
stable than alternative naïve clustering approaches, including latent class analysis (LCA) and latent transition
analysis (LTA), across simulated data from a sophisticated categorical functional data model. For our motivating
study, we examine whether our estimated clusters describe distinct stress patterns and compare how well stress
cluster membership predicts cognitive performance in a binomial mixed-effects model, relative to reasonable
alternative predictor variables: (1) overall mean stress (averaging over time), (2) a selection of (correlated)
stress summary statistics (e.g., the mean, standard deviation, mode, measures from the sequence analysis and
categorical time series literature), and (3) PCA loadings for the stress summary statistics. We also discuss how
to choose the number of principal components, the number of clusters, and examine an alternative clustering
algorithm that allows for overlap among the estimated clusters.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces the motivating study, provides theoretical back-
ground on stress and its potential health links, and the MyBPLab 2.0 dataset Newman et al. (2024, 2025).
Section 3 discusses the mixed-effects modeling framework within the MyBPLab setting and introduces two
common approaches for uncovering unobserved latent groups, namely LCA and LTA. Section 4 describes rel-
evant tools from sequence analysis and presents our PCA-based approach. Section 5 applies the PCA-based
method to simulated data under four settings and compares its performance to LCA and LTA. Section 6
presents the results of five mixed-effects models applied to the MyBPLab data and compares their performance.
Finally, Section 7 discusses limitations of our approach and outlines directions for future research.

2 Motivating study: EMA-collected stress ratings and cognitive per-
formance

Stress is a common experience in our daily lives but undue stress and poor stress responses have been linked
to increased risk of experiencing or exacerbating many adverse health outcomes, such as heart disease, cancer,
asthma, and declining cognitive performance, including memory (McEwen, 2008, 2017). During a stressful event,
cognitive processes prioritize evaluating information directly relevant to the stressful event, reducing cognitive
resources available for episodic memory (the recall of explicit facts; Schwabe and Wolf, 2009), for retrieving
previously acquired memories (Buchanan, 2007; Smeets et al., 2008), for goal-directed learning (Fournier et al.,
2017; Quaedflieg et al., 2019), for memory updating (Dongaonkar et al., 2013; Nitschke et al., 2019), and for
the generalization of memories (Dandolo and Schwabe, 2016). This body of research focuses on how memory
is impacted by co-occurring (or recent) stressful events at a static point in time, often called acute stressors.
However, experiencing an acute stressor is a rare phenomenon and recent theoretical advances (e.g., Brosschot
et al., 2018) highlight the potential impact of persistent or pervasive stress, which is not bounded by time
and often leads to the most significant health problems. EMA measures provide small-time-scale measures of
perceived daily stress which allow us to examine how patterns of stress over time may impact memory. Our
methodological approach seeks to uncover whether any common patterns exist across individuals, i.e., latent
subgroups. To motivate this approach, we briefly summarize competing theories of how stress responses vary
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over time in the following section.

2.1 Competing theories of stress activation
In stress science, researchers have proposed competing theories for how individuals react to stressors and how
their stress responses impact broader health (Epel et al., 2018). Broadly, these theories describe how systems of
the body – such as the autonomic, central nervous, neuroendocrine and immune systems – respond to challenges
in order to maintain homeostasis in the body. When an individual experiences a stressor, these adaptive systems
are regulated upward or downward, to bring the body back to homeostasis, allowing the individual to cope with
challenges that threaten its survival. This adaptation process has been called “allostasis” or “stability through
change” (Fisher and Reason, 1988).

The allostatic load theory of stress argues that if these adaptive systems are overstimulated, activated too
frequently, or fail to downregulate after the stressful event, then the cumulative toll of stress on the physiological
system results in “allostatic load”, which can lead to the harmful disease outcomes mentioned above (McEWEN,
1998). The cognitive activation theory of stress (CATS), builds on this idea and formulates the stress response
as a general alarm within the body’s homeostatic system, which increases the body’s level of allostatic activation
from one level of activation to more activation (Ursin and Eriksen, 2004).

On the other hand, the generalized unsafety theory of stress (GUTS), pulling from neurobiological and
evolution-theoretical research, argues that for some groups, particularly those that are vulnerable or not feeling
safe, “the stress response is a default response that is always ‘on’ but inhibited by the prefrontal cortex when
safety is perceived” (Brosschot et al., 2018). From this perspective, the prolonged stress responses that have
been linked to adverse health outcomes are the result of nonspecific and largely unconscious perceived unsafety
rather than the faulty firing of allostatic systems in response to specific stress events.

Translating these theories to individual-level observations of stress, CATS implies that daily self-reported
stress ratings are most frequently low, with potentially stressful situations showing up less frequently, as days or
instances with high ratings. GUTS implies precisely the opposite: frequently higher (moderate) stress ratings,
with low stress ratings being less frequent. This is consistent with the deep rest model, which leverages GUTS
to argue that the baseline state is moderate stress arousal. Under this model, the biological embodiment of
stress depends on safety signaling, which is tied to social, cultural, and political factors and interventions like
contemplative practice (Crosswell et al., 2024). These theories demonstrate that scientists’ understanding of how
stress is patterned over time is of key interest. It motivates us to quantify to what extent stress patterns over
time are clustered across individuals, and how these shared stress profiles impact broader health outcomes. In
Section 6, we estimate shared stress profiles from EMA data and examine its impact on cognitive performance.
Our goal is not to evaluate support for either theory of stress, but rather to demonstrate that characterizing
how stress profiles are patterned over time can improve our understanding of its impacts on overall health.

2.2 Data Structure
We examine data collected by Newman et al. (2024, 2025) in a large, geographically diverse study of stress and
its association with blood pressure (BP) reactivity. Participants were able to join the study with an eligible
smartphone or watch (i.e., a Samsung phone with a built-in optic sensor) after downloading the MyBPLab app
through the U.S. Google Play Store. Study data included physiological measurements, such as BP and heart
rate (HR), along with self-reported emotional, psychosocial, and behavioral data. Stress levels were measured
by the following prompt : “Have you experienced any particularly stressful events since your last check-in?” A
response of ‘Yes’ is interpreted as an acute stress experience, while response of ‘No’ would be interpreted as
the absence of an acute stress exposure. Our focus will be on daily stress patterns over time, retaining only
records with a ‘No’ response, which corresponds to 84% of stress responses. A follow-up question collected
participants’ self-reported levels of stress using a 5-point Likert-scale. Participants were asked to record how
much they agree with the statement, “I feel stressed, anxious, overwhelmed,” using a five-point Likert scale:
not at all (1), a little bit (2), somewhat (3), moderately (4), and extremely (5). We let Xit represent the stress
score for individual i at time t. For simplicity, we index time discretely, with t = 1, 2, . . . Ti representing each of
individual i’s subsequent interactions with the data collection app.

While participants may record stress ratings multiple times per day, the memory test is accessible less
frequently and is scheduled to occur only once within predefined time windows, to ensure sufficient encoding
time for the memory task. Additionally, the number of stress ratings between subsequent memory tests varies
across individuals and pairs of tests (Figure 2) . Among individuals with more than 25 stress rating observations
and at least one memory test record (n = 1215), the average and median number of memory tests is 2.82 and
2, respectively, while the average and median number of stress ratings is 71.75 and 47, respectively.
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Figure 1: Memory test from MyBPLab data (Silva-Jones et al., 2025; Gilmore et al., 2024). There are two photo-word
sets; each learning session is followed by three test sessions on different days.

. . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .

t1 t2 t3 t8 t9 t10 t17 t18 t19 T − 1 T

Stress Rating

Memory Test

Figure 2: An example timeline for memory tests and stress rating observations. Red and blue arrows indicate timepoints
at which memory tests and stress ratings are recorded, respectively.

3 Existing approaches
Our goal is to explain how participants’ self-reported stress levels impact their cognitive performance on the
memory tests, while incorporating the high frequency of stress reports available in the data, and to evaluate
whether the data support clusters, or common patterns, of stress ratings over time across participants, as
indicated by the competing theories of stress activation. One simple approach is to specify a cross-sectional
model that summarizes each individual’s observations across time. The mean is the most commonly used
summary statistic, although other measures, such as variability or the most recent preceding observation, can
also be used (Welten et al., 2018; Elliott et al., 2012). The selected summary statistic is then used as a covariate
in a regression model for the outcome variable of interest. Use of these summary statistics results in a substantial
loss of information about potential stress profile groups and individuals’ stress patterns over time.

The memory test consisted of two sections, learning and testing, in which participants studied two versions
of 20 unrelated word–photo pairs during the learning phase, and in each subsequent test section were presented
with five photos at a time and asked to type the correct word paired with each photo, with the first test
conducted on the same day as the learning session and the second and third tests administered on separate
subsequent days to assess retention over time, see Figure 1. We define Mijt as a binary variable which records
participant i’s response for the jth word-photo pair at time t. Our analysis will focus on Yit =

∑5
j=1 Mijt, which

represents the total number of correctly identified word-photo pairs(out of five) for individual i at time t. We
treat Mijt as independently distributed according to a Bernoulli distribution with parameter pit, which implies
that the outcome variable, Yit is an independent draw from a Binomial distribution. In our motivating study,
this corresponds to assuming independence across word-photo pairs within and across memory tests completed
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by the same participant. Our Binomial regression model posits that pit, the probability that individual i will
correctly respond to a memory challenge at time t, is linearly related to the individual’s average stress score,
where we average across all time points, and also controls for common demographic variables (McCullagh). The
generalized linear mixed model (GLMM) is illustrated below:

Mijt
⊥∼ Bernoulli(pit)

Yit =

5∑
j=1

Mijt
⊥∼ Binomial(5, pit) (1)

logit(pit) = β0m + β1mX̄i· +
∑
l

γlDil + uit

where X̄i· =
1
Ti

∑Ti

t=1 Xit represents the mean stress level across time for individual i. Dil are demographic
variables, including age, gender, education, tobacco use, BMI and race. β0,m, β1,m and γl are regression coef-
ficients (Faraway, 2016). In R, we can use weights = n × 5 to assign weights to the response variable since
each memory task consists of five test questions. The uit are random effects to account for dependence across
memory tasks completed by the same individual, where uit ∼ Normal(0, σi).

Alternatively, since we are interested in uncovering common patterns of stress over time, we would like
to move beyond X̄i·, which collapses all stress measurements over time, and instead create a proxy covariate
from a latent clustering method, such as LCA and LTA. LCA identifies clusters of similar individuals or cases
from a set of related observed binary variables or items (Hagenaars and McCutcheon, 2002). For example,
standard screener surveys for depression include multiple items (potential symptoms) for which patients record
the absence or presence of each depressive symptom. LCA of these data identify qualitatively distinct groups
of individuals who experience similar sets of depressive symptoms, implying clinical subtypes of depression
(Postpartum Depression: Action Towards Causes and Treatment (PACT) Consortium, 2015; Mournet and
Kleiman, 2024). Longitudinal extensions of LCA do exist, but typically place severe limits on the number of
time points considered for each individual, often to less than three to preserve identifiability of the parameters
(Hagenaars and McCutcheon, 2002). In our study, individuals record their stress levels at roughly 72 time
points, on average. However, we could naively consider the stress measurement at each time t as a separate
covariate. The LCA model then requires assuming conditional independence of the stress scores at each time
point and is specified as follows:

f(Xi1, . . . , XiT ) =

K∑
k=1

pk

T∏
t=1

5∏
c=1

π
I(Xit=c)
tkc

where pk = P (Zi = k) are ‘prior’ probabilities of latent class memberships, πtkc = P (Xit = c|Zi = k) denotes
the class-conditional probability that individual i’s stress rating at time t is observed as c, given that individual
i belongs to latent class k and Zi ∈ {1, . . .K} represents individual i’s latent class membership for c = 1, ...5.
The model requires that

∑K
k=1 pk = 1; since the stress scores are recorded as categorical variables, we have the

additional constraint that
∑5

c=1 πtkc = 1, for each time point, t, and latent class, k = 1, . . . ,K (Linzer and
Lewis, 2011). LTA on the other hand, is designed for longitudinal data but allows individuals to transition
between latent classes at each time point. This method also been widely used in psychological and mental
health sciences to study states changing over time(Cain et al., 2010; McElroy et al., 2017; Ryoo et al., 2018).
While there is no universal threshold for the number of time points that latent transition analysis (LTA) can
accommodate, studies typically prefer a small number of time points with substantial real-time separation; for
example, Ryoo et al. (2018) measured outcomes across three semesters, and Maldonado-Molina et al. (2007)
examined the progression of substance use among Hispanic youth over two years (1998 and 1999). For our
motivating study, competing theories of stress activation suggest that there may be different patterns of stress
rating profiles across individuals, but the literature does not suggest that individuals switch between activation
patterns over time as LTA assumes. The LTA model can be written as:

f(Xi1, . . . , XiT ) =
∑
Zi

γZi1

T∏
t=2

γZit|Zi,t−1

T∏
t=1

ϕXit|Zit

where Zit is the latent state membership for individual i at time t, ϕXit|Zit
= P (Xit|Zit) is the class-

conditional probability of the ith individual’s response at time t, ZiZiZi = (Zi1, . . . , ZiT ) is a latent process that is
assumed to follow a first-order Markov chain with state space {1, . . . ,K}, γZ1t

is the initial probability of the
latent process, and γZit|Zit−1

= P (Zit|Zit−1) is the transition probability (Bartolucci et al., 2017). Both LTA
and LCA are computationally computationally intensive (and often infeasible) as the number of time points

5



increases and cannot handle varying numbers of time points across individuals. In practice, real-world data are
often collected over long periods with high-frequency assessments. Thus, we turn to more flexible approaches
that perform well within familiar regression frameworks.

4 Building better predictors: Sequence analysis, PCA, and K-Means
Sequence analysis explicitly captures categorical patterns over time, and is popular in social science applica-
tions (Abbott, 1995). In particular, a sequence index plot is an effective tool for analyzing sequences derived
from coarsely measured events, such as employment status or educational attainment. This plot summarizes
sequencing information, including the duration and frequency of each state across individuals. In such contexts,
the sequences typically have fewer time points, lower complexity, and are measured over fixed intervals. Ad-
ditionally, certain transitions, such as backward movement in educational level, are rare or even structurally
restricted. A notable limitation is that only a relatively small number of individuals (typically around 200) can
be displayed in a single graph to avoid excessive overplotting and ensure interpretability (Liao et al., 2022).
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Figure 3: Sequence index plot (left: 20 individuals, maxi Ti ≈ 70; right: all individuals, maxi Ti ≈ 1750). Each color
represents a distinct stress state. This figure is created using the plotData function from the cfda package (Preda et al.,
2021).

In our data, each horizontal row represents an individual’s stress states over time. Each block indicates
a specific stress level at a given time point, with different colors corresponding to different levels of stress (1
to 5). The entire row displays an individual’s stress level changes across time. The plot on the left displays
data from 20 randomly selected subjects, while the plot on the right shows longitudinal stress data for all
individuals. As presented in Figure 3, the sequences show substantial variability across individuals, with
differences in the number of time points and the frequency of transitions between stress states. As a result,
the high variability and density of changes in our data can overwhelm traditional sequence index plots, making
it difficult to extract meaningful patterns at the population level. Therefore, while sequence index plots offer
intuitive visual summaries in conventional sequence analysis (SA) applications, they may not be well-suited
for analyzing the complex, high-frequency stress dynamics observed in our study, but the core idea behind SA
remains valuable. In particular, SA emphasizes capturing individual-level temporal patterns, which aligns with
our goal of characterizing how trajectories evolve over time.

To leverage this insight, we draw upon related methodological work designed to handle more complex cate-
gorical trajectories. For example, Elzinga (2010) noted that the complexity between two sequence of responses
can vary a lot depending on the ordering of the data. This insight inspired our observation that even if two
individuals have the same mean stress level, their overall stress patterns can still differ markedly. Consider the
three sequences below, all of which share the same mean.

A : 123123123 B : 111222333 C : 133221132

Compared to Sequences A and B, Sequence C exhibits a more random pattern, whereas both Sequences A
and B display clear, repeated structures. This observation motivates us to introduce a lag variable, defined as
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Lit = Xit −Xi(t−1), where t ∈ {2, . . . , T}, which represents the difference between consecutive time points. To
incorporate this idea into our analysis, we draw on approaches based on the probability of specific responses by
Elzinga (2010) and the characterization of ordered state paths by Preda et al. (2021). Accordingly, we include
the following summary measures, the mean lagged stress, denoted by L̄i·, and the standard deviation of lag,
SD(Li), both of which capture the overall magnitude and variability of changes between time points. Finally,
we compute the proportion of lag values equal to zero defined as

∑T
t=2 I(Lit=0)

T−1 , which serves as a measure of
temporal stability within each individual’s stress sequence.

Building on these individual-level features, we adopt a strategy inspired by SA to group individuals with
similar stress trajectories over time. TO incorporate our measure of sequence complexity and standard sum-
maries of stress, we apply PCA to summarize and reduce the dimensionality of these individual-level features,
followed by K-means clustering to identify groups of individuals with similar stress patterns (Greenacre et al.,
2022; Jain and Dubes, 1988).

5 Simulation Study: Recovery of underlying latent profiles
In this section, we introduce the simulation study by first describing the data-generating process and simulation
settings. We then present the algorithms for applying our PCA-based approach and benchmark alternatives,
LCA and LTA, in Section 5.2, followed by the results from the three approaches in Section 5.3.

5.1 Generative model: Categorical Functional Regression
In order to study how well our proposed approach can identify underlying patterns from longitudinal ordered
data, we generate grouped data from a sufficiently complex model. Preda et al. (2021) defines a categorical
functional data model which describes subject-specific trajectories as realizations of a stochastic jump process
evolving in continuous time over a finite set of categorical states, and is implemented in the cfda package. We
construct C ×C transition matrices Lk for underlying latent class k where k = 1, . . . , K. For each matrix Lk,
the element lcp,cq = P (Xt = cp −→ Xt+1 = cq) represents the probability of transitioning from state cp at time
t to state cq at time t+ 1. In this simulation study, we considered four settings, each comprising K transition
matrices Lk for k = 1, . . . , K.

Setting 1 is LCA-friendly, as class differences are primarily driven by state distributions rather than transition
dynamics, and the weak temporal dependence aligns with the local independence assumption of LCA, as reflected
by equal transition probabilities (0.25) across all states in the first class. The second class exhibits a preference
for the first state (low or no stress), whereas the third class prefers states 2 and 3 (somewhat to moderate
stress). Setting 3 and 4 are extensions of Setting 1. In Setting 3, noise is introduced to Class 2 and Class 3,
while Class 1 remain unchanged. In Setting 4, greater overlap introduced to Class 2 and Class 3, again keeping
Class 1 unchanged, thereby increasing both state overlap and transition variability. Setting 2 is LTA-friendly,
characterized by a very strong transition pattern, with the matrix featuring a fixed deterministic cycle across
states in the order 1 → 2 → 3 → 4 → 5 → 1. Classes 2 and 3 remain the same as in Setting 1. Notably,
L1 in Setting 2 does not follow a continuous-time Markov process, as it is based on a deterministic transition
structure. The exact transition matrices for each setting are provided in Table 1.

To mimic the MyBPLab data, we use C = 5 ordinal levels. For evaluation, we simulate stress trajectories
over T = 44 time points, which corresponds to the median number of check-ins in the MyBPLab study among
individuals who had 25 or more non-missing stress observations, while varying the total number of individuals
(N = 600, 900, 1200, 1500). The initial distribution of states was calculated using MyBPLab data (Newman
et al., 2024, 2025), selecting individuals with 44 or more valid records. Time spent in each state was uniformly
set to 1, indicating the duration for each state until it moves to the next state is 1 time unit. By default,
the functional data are simulated in continuous time, which we subsequently convert into discrete time points
to better reflect the structure of the original dataset. A discrete time variable was created by taking the
ceiling of the original continuous time. If the gap between the ceiling values for two continuous time points
was greater than one unit of time (e.g, 2 and 5), then the missing discrete time points were added, and the
corresponding state values of those time points were filled using the last observation carried forward algorithm.
In this example, the state value at discrete time 2 would be used to fill times 3 and 4. Figure 4 plots an
example subset of simulated states in continuous time for one individual, with vertical dashed lines indicating
state entries corresponding to discrete time points. Table 2 provides the numeric values associated with Figure
4; notably, the state transitions occur according to the continuous time variable.

5.2 Latent group estimation
Three methods were applied to the simulation data: PCA with K-means clustering, LCA, and LTA. There
are 200 simulation datasets, each of which contains 50 simulations. We then applied three methods to the
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L1 L2 L3

Setting 1: LCA-friendly

0.25(1− I)


0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
0.7 0 0.1 0.1 0.1
0.7 0.1 0 0.1 0.1
0.7 0.1 0.1 0 0.1
0.7 0.1 0.1 0.1 0




0 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1
0.1 0 0.7 0.1 0.1
0.1 0.7 0 0.1 0.1
0.1 0.4 0.4 0 0.1
0.1 0.4 0.4 0.1 0


Setting 2: LTA-friendly

0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

 L2 from Setting 1 L3 from Setting 1

Setting 3: LCA-friendly + Noise

L1 from Setting 1


0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
0.7 0 0.02 0.16 0.12
0.7 0.08 0 0.12 0.1
0.7 0.21 0.05 0 0.04
0.7 0.09 0.18 0.03 0




0 0.4 0.4 0.07 0.13
0.2 0 0.7 0.05 0.05
0.08 0.7 0 0.12 0.1
0.19 0.4 0.4 0 0.01
0.05 0.4 0.4 0.15 0


Setting 4: More Overlap

L1 from Setting 1


0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
0.9 0 0.05 0.04 0.01
0.8 0.05 0 0.1 0.05
0.8 0.03 0.08 0 0.09
0.8 0.15 0.03 0.02 0




0 0.1 0.05 0.05 0.8
0.6 0 0.05 0.05 0.3
0.5 0.05 0 0.1 0.35
0.3 0.12 0.08 0 0.5
0.8 0.15 0.03 0.02 0



Table 1: Transition matrix settings: The matrices L1 to L3 represent the transition matrices for latent classes 1
through 3. Each is a C ×C matrix, where the entry lc1,c2 denotes the transition probability from level c1 to level c2 for
cj ∈ {1, . . . , C}. For example, in Setting 1 for matrix L2, the entry l2,1 = 0.7 represents a 0.7 probability of transitioning
from level 2 to level 1

simulated data. This simulation was done using R. 4.3.1. We begin by applying each approach to obtain the
estimated latent class memberships Ẑ. For the PCA-based method with K-means clustering, we introduce
summary statistics inspired by SA at the end of Section 4, and incorporate features that capture individual-
level information over time, resulting in an input matrix of dimension N × (p + 1), where p = 7 denotes the
number of summary statistics included, as described in Step 2 of Algorithm 1. PCA was then applied to the
proposed summaries above, and the first two PCs (v1,v2) were used as inputs for K-means clustering with
K = 3 to obtain the estimated latent class memberships Ẑ = {Ẑ1, . . . , ẐN}, where Ẑi ∈ (1, . . . ,K).

We then applied LCA, the function poLCA(Linzer and Lewis, 2026) was employed on the simulated data,
with the number of classes set to K = 3 (see Algorithm 2). The poLCA package requires the input matrix X to
have dimensions N × (T +1) (wide format), where each element Xit represents the observed value for individual
i at time t, with i ∈ 1, . . . , N and t ∈ 1, . . . , T . The output consists of the estimated class memberships
Ẑ = Ẑ1, . . . , ẐN , where Ẑi ∈ 1, . . . ,K.

Finally, we applied LTA to the simulated data, using the lmest() function (Bartolucci et al., 2017). This
results in an estimated state proportion matrix (C × K), where each column represents the proportion of
observations in each of the C levels within a specific latent class, where

ϕ̂k = (ϕ̂1|k, . . . , ϕ̂C|k)

represents the response probabilities for class k. Each element ϕ̂c|k = P (X = c|S = k) is the probability of
observing response level c given membership in latent class k, where S denotes the latent class at the population
level (i.e., overall class membership), in contrast to Zi, which represents the latent state for individual i at time
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ID discrete time continuous time state LOCF state
1 0 0.0000000 1 1
1 1 0.8009673 4 4
1 2 1.9858932 2 2
1 3 NA NA 2
1 4 NA NA 2
1 5 4.3168586 3 3
1 6 5.1538039 1 1
1 7 NA NA 1
1 8 7.1767493 5 5
1 9 8.9486051 1 1

Table 2: Example of continuous-time discretization of a single individual (ordered by time): the variables continuous
time and state represent the simulated continuous-time points and their corresponding states. discrete time denotes
the fixed discrete-time points from time 1 to T , while LOCF state represents the state values derived using the last
observation carried forward (LOCF) method, computed from the continuous time. For instance, to generate values for
all discrete-time points from the continuous-time data, note that no simulated observations exist at t = 3 or t = 4.
Because the state transition following t = 1.98 does not occur until t = 4.3, the state value at t = 1.98 (which is 2) is
used to fill the state values for the discrete-time points 2, 3, and 4. The corresponding transition plot is illustrated in
Figure 4
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
time

st
at

e

Figure 4: Discretization of continuous time: The blue horizontal lines represent the state values and their durations,
while the solid black dots indicate the state at specific discrete time points marked by the dashed vertical lines.

t. We then define hi = (hi1, . . . , hiC), where hic = 1
T

∑T
t=1 I(Xit = c) represents the empirical proportion

of time that individual i reports at stress level c. Next, we compute the L2 norm between the two vectors,
Gik = ||ϕ̂k −hi||L2

for all three estimated latent classes, and assign each individual to the estimated class with
the smallest L2 norm, Gik∗ = min k Gik, where Ẑi = k∗. The details can be found in Algorithm 3.

Based on the value of estimated latent class variable Ẑ from the three approaches above, we then estimate the
Markov process to generate the estimate transition probability matrix for each latent class. Due to the random
labeling in the simulated data, we need to relabel the estimated classes to their corresponding true classes before
evaluating classification performance. The Frobenius norm (F-norm) (Bhatia, 1997) is computed between the
estimated transition matrix and the true transition matrices of each class to identify which estimated latent
class is closest to the true class. The class with the minimum Frobenius norm value among all 3 × 3 values
is first assigned to the corresponding true class. Meanwhile, the values related to the estimated latent class
and the assigned true class (1 + 2 × 2) are removed, leaving four remaining values. The same procedure is
subsequently applied to assign the second and third estimated latent classes to the true class. Moreover, model
performance is evaluated using precision, recall, accuracy, and estimated to true class size ratios. The details
can be found in Algorithm 4.
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Algorithm 1: PCA of Simulated Data
Given: K latent classes, and data X with Xit ∈ {1, . . . , C}, for i = 1, . . . , N individuals observed over
t = 1, . . . T time points;

1: Calculate summary statistics
for i = 1 to N

Compute X̄i. =
1
T

∑T
t=1 Xi,t;

Compute SD(Xi.);
Compute L̄i. =

1
T−1

∑T
t=2 Li,t;

Compute SD(Li.);
Compute P (Lit = 0) = 1

T−1

∑T−1
t=2 I(Li,t = 0);

Compute Modei = argmaxc
∑T

t=1 I(Xi,t = c);
Compute P(Modei = Xit) =

1
T

∑T
t=1 I(Xi,t = Modei);

Output: an N × (p+ 1) matrix, where p = 7, with rows for each individual:

Xsum =

1 X̄1. SD(X1.) L̄1. SD(L1.) P (L1t = 0) Mode1 P(Mode1 = X1t)
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

1 X̄N. SD(XN.) L̄N. SD(LN.) P (LNt = 0) ModeN P(Mode1 = X1t)


2: Perform principal components analysis

use stats::prcomp, input Xsum output: principal components, v1, . . . ,v7.
3: Group principal components into latent classes using K-means

use stats:kmeans on (v1,v2) to generate estimated cluster membership, Ẑ = {Ẑ1, . . . , ẐN},
Ẑi ∈ (1, . . . ,K).

Algorithm 2: LCA of Simulated Data
Given: K latent classes, and data X with Xit ∈ {1, . . . , C}, for i = 1, . . . , N individuals observed over
t = 1, . . . T time points;

1: Estimate latent classes via LCA
Input: an N × (T + 1) wide format matrix of X, with columns for each time point:

i 1 . . . T
1 X11 . . . X1T

...
...

...
...

N XN1 . . . XNT

Calculate: use poLCA::poLCA() to fit an LCA model with K latent classes
Output: estimated latent class memberships, Ẑ = {Ẑ1, . . . , ẐN}, Ẑi ∈ (1, . . . ,K).

5.3 Results
We use a confusion matrix to interpret the model’s results, where the ideal values for precision, recall, and
accuracy are all 1, indicating a potentially strong model for classification. Precision measures the proportion
of correctly predicted positive cases among all predicted positives, and a low precision suggests too many false
positives. Recall indicates the proportion of actual positives correctly identified by the model, and a low recall
means many true positives are being missed. Accuracy reflects the overall proportion of correct predictions (both
positive and negative), and a low accuracy implies generally poor model performance of overall classification
Heydarian et al. (2022). The detailed results are presented in Figure 5.

Actual Positive Actual Negative
(Actual Class k) (Actual not Class k)

Predicted Positive True Positive (TP) False Positive (FP)
(Predicted Class k)

Predicted Negative False Negative (FN) True Negative (TN)
(Predicted not Class k)

Table 3: Confusion Matrix
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Algorithm 3: LTA Simulated Data
Given: K latent classes, and data X with Xit ∈ {1, . . . , C}, for i = 1, . . . , N individuals observed over
t = 1, . . . T time points;

1: Fit LTA ;
input: Let XL be an NT × 3 long format matrix of X, with a single column for time:

i t observation
1 1 X11

...
...

...
1 T X1T

...
...

...
N T XNT

Calculate:
Use LMest::lmest to fit an LTA model with K latent classes.
output: Estimated conditional response probabilities, ϕ̂k = (ϕ̂1|k, . . . , ϕ̂C|k)1×C for k = 1, . . . ,K

2: Group individuals into latent classes by ϕ̂k;
Input: a 1× C vector, ϕ̂k = (ϕ̂1|k, . . . , ϕ̂C|k).

for i in 1, . . . N
for c in 1, . . . C

calculate hic =
∑T

t=1 I(Xit=c)

T

Calculate Gik = ||ϕ̂k − hi||L2

Find
Gik∗ = min k Gik

Set Ẑi = k∗

Output: estimated latent class memberships, Ẑ = {Ẑ1, . . . , ẐN}, Ẑi ∈ (1, . . . ,K).

In Setting 1, we keep the transition pattern very clear, with no large overlap between classes. All three
methods produce very similar results across all group sizes. LCA shows generally better performance among all
four criteria compared to LTA and PCA. In Setting 2, we created a loop pattern among all levels at class 1, as
described above, which violates the local independence assumptions of LCA. It is clear that the recall of LCA
in classes 1 and 2 shows a much wider range compared to other methods. In Group 1, the median bar is close
to 0.5, while in Group 2, it is close to 0, with the upper quartile (Q3) approaching 1. Combining the results
of accuracy, precision, and the estimate-to-true size ratio plot, we observe that LCA includes fewer individuals
in Class 1 (only a portion of the true positives) and too many individuals in Class 2 (a large number of false
positives). The results also show that PCA and LTA’s perform very well. In Setting 3, we increased the noise
between the classes but did not change the overlap pattern. It is clear that all three methods performed very
well under this condition. In Setting 4, we increased the overlap between classes, which made it more difficult
to distinguish the response variable levels across classes. From the results, we observe that LTA shows a wide
range and low median recall in Classes 1 and 2 compared to LCA and PCA. The accuracy of LTA was also lower
than that of LCA and PCA across all three classes. In terms of precision, Class 1 had a similarly low median
value and a wide boxplot compared to the other methods, while precision in Classes 2 and 3 was significantly
lower than that of LCA and PCA. Combining all the results, we see that LTA does not handle class overlap
well, resulting in too many individuals being assigned to Class 3 and too few to Classes 1 and 2. Overall, across
all four settings, PCA demonstrates the most stable performance, with consistently comparable results, even in
settings where all three methods perform well.

6 EMA Measures of Stress and Memory Performance
We demonstrate our PCA-based approach using real data collected in the MyBPLab study (Newman et al.,
2024, 2025) to uncover potential common patterns of latent stress profiles across participants. Observations
beginning after a gap of more than seven days were removed, which corresponds to the 75th percentile of
overall inter-observation gaps and ensures that at least 70% of the cleaned data are included. As described
in Section 2.2, the sample was further restricted to participants with at least 25 stress observations. Unlike
the previous simulation settings, establishing a universal upper limit for observations per person is unnecessary
in this context. While LCA and LTA typically require temporal uniformity across subjects, our PCA-based
approach accommodates individuals with measurements at varying time points. This flexibility is essential for
the current dataset, which exhibits substantial variability in longitudinal density, with observations ranging from
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Algorithm 4: Relabel and Evaluation

Given: data X with true latent memberships, Z, and estimated Ẑ
1: Calculate estimated transition matrices

Let XZ = [XL Ẑ ] be the long format of X with Ẑ appended.
for k = 1, . . . ,K

Define XZ
k = {XZ

it |Ẑi = k}, the set of observations for the kth estimated latent class
Apply cfda::estimate_Markov to XZ

k

Output: a C × C matrix of estimated transition probabilities for the kth latent class, L̂k

2: Relabel estimated clusters
A: Compare estimated and true latent classes

for k = 1, . . . ,K, for j = k + 1, . . .K

Calculate Fkj = ||L̂k − Lj ||F
B: Assign new labels

Initialize new labels τk = 0 for k = 1, . . . ,K.
while any τk = 0

Find
Fl∗j∗ = min

l∈{k|τk=0},
j∈{1:K}\τk

Flj

Set τl∗ = j∗

Output: relabeled estimated latent classes, τk
3: Classification accuracy;

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

∑N
n=1 I(Ẑi = k, Zi = k)

TNk =
∑N

n=1 I(Ẑi ̸= k, Zi ̸= k)

FPk =
∑N

n=1 I(Ẑi = k, Zi ̸= k)

FNk =
∑N

n=1 I(Ẑi ̸= k, Zi = k)
Precisionk = TPk

TPk+FPk

Recallk = TPk

TPk+FNk

Accuracyk = TPk+TNk

TPk+TNk+FPk+FNk

Estimated-to-true class size ratiosk =
∑

I(Ẑi=k)∑
I(Zi=k) =

nestk
ntruek

.

25 to over 2,000 per individual. The first two steps in Algorithm 1 were applied to a total of 3,194 subjects.
Informative summary statistics, inspired by sequence analysis were computed to capture complex temporal
dynamics and subsequently summarized using PCA. Based on those representations, K-means clustering was
then employed to estimate K = 3 unobserved groups of individuals with similar stress profiles over time.

6.1 Characterization of Stress Profiles Across Clusters
To better understand the structure of these clusters, we examine their characteristics in terms of both informative
summary statistics and demographic variables. Table 4 presents the mean values of the informative summary
statistics across the three clusters obtained from the K-means solution, along with their respective membership
sizes. Cluster 1 (n = 1, 162) represents the most stable group, characterized by the lowest mean stress (1.17)
and the highest stability, with nearly 88% of observations showing no change in stress level (mean of P (Lit = 0)
= 0.88). In contrast, Cluster 2 (n = 765) is the most volatile and high-stress group, exhibiting the highest
mean stress (2.50) and the greatest variability in both stress scores (mean of SD(Xi.) = 0.76) and transition
dynamics (mean of SD(Li.) = 0.91). Cluster 3 (n = 1, 267) occupies an intermediate position with a mean stress
of 1.61. While its probability of no change in stress level is higher than Cluster 2, it still shows more frequent
fluctuations (P (Lit = 0)) than the highly stable Cluster 1. These patterns are further supported by Figure 6
and Figure 7, which illustrate additional cluster characteristics for the K-means approach when K = 3.

To further characterize these latent groups, we evaluated the demographic distributions presented in Table
3 in the supplementary document. Cluster 1 is characterized by an older average age and a slightly lower
proportion of White participants. In contrast, Clusters 2 and 3 include relatively younger individuals and a
higher proportion of females compared to Cluster 1. Educational and behavioral differences are also present, as
Cluster 1 has a higher proportion of individuals with a high school education or less, while Cluster 2 exhibits
the highest levels of tobacco use. These variations suggest distinct demographic and behavioral profiles across
the three groups, thereby confirming that the PCA-based clustering successfully partitions the population into
groups with meaningful differences in longitudinal stress patterns.
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Figure 5: Simulation results: the multi-panel plot displays Recall, Accuracy, Precision, and the Estimate-to-True Size
Ratio. Rows represent the four settings: LCA-friendly, LTA-friendly, LCA-friendly+Noise, and More Overlap. Columns
distinguish between the internal transition matrices (L1, L2, and L3). Colors indicate group-specific sample size.

Clusters (k) SD(Xi.) X̄i. L̄i. SD(Li.) P (Lit = 0) T̄i Modei P(Modei = Xit) nk

1 0.27 1.17 0.00 0.34 0.88 72.86 1.10 0.93 1162
2 0.76 2.50 0.02 0.91 0.49 31.79 2.48 0.54 765
3 0.68 1.61 -0.01 0.87 0.56 36.22 1.30 0.64 1267

Table 4: Mean summary statistics by cluster. Each row displays the average values of the longitudinal features for a
specific cluster (K = 3). The columns correspond to the informative summary statistics described in Algorithm 1, used
to characterize the behavioral dynamics of each group.

These patterns suggest a potential alignment with the CATS (low-stress) and GUTS (moderate-to-high
stress) theoretical frameworks. Clusters 1 and 3, which exhibit lower overall stress levels (despite greater
temporal variability in Cluster 3), align more closely with the CATS profile. In contrast, Cluster 2 reflects
characteristics consistent with GUTS, including sustained moderate-to-high stress levels and more frequent
state transitions. This interpretation remains exploratory, as the clustering was not explicitly guided by these
theoretical frameworks.

6.2 Mixed-Effects Models for Cognitive Performance Across Stress Clusters
To examine the association between stress and memory outcomes and to evaluate the effects of the estimated
latent classes, we estimated five versions of the generalized linear mixed effects model defined in Equation 1.
All models incorporated a standard set of demographic covariates described in Section 3. Race was coded
as a series of binary indicators (Latino, White, Black, Asian, and Other), and the analysis was restricted to
male and female participants due to sparse counts in other gender categories. In each version, we replaced
the individual’s average reported stress, X̄i· with a model-specific variable, Vi, which captures an individual’s
stress profiles. Model 0 serves as the reference model, utilizing only the individual’s mean reported stress as a
predictor Vi = X̄i·. We first focus on Model 2 which includes estimated latent cluster memberships from the
PCA-based approach described earlier. VVV i is a categorical variable representing an individual’s membership in
a specific cluster. Coefficient estimates and model fit metrics are given in Table 8, excluding non-significant
demographic variables. Overall, Model 2, which includes the PCA-based latent clusters, achieves lower AIC
values than the mean-only model (Model 0). This indicates that our PCA-based approach provides a more
informative summary of individuals’ stress profiles over time, as they relate to cognitive performance.
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Figure 6: Distribution of individual mode by cluster: Each panel represents a latent cluster (K = 3) estimated by our
PCA−based approach, where the bars indicate the frequency of the most common response value (mode) for individuals
within that group.

We also checked the appropriate number of principal components by examining the scree plot. As shown in
the scree plot (Figure 1 of the supplementary document ), the curve become relatively flat after the PC2, with
the cumulative proportion of total variance explained reaching approximately 80%.

To further understand how clustering identifies different groups of stress profiles, we explore with different
clustering approaches using both K-means clustering and Fuzzy C-means clustering. In K-means clustering,
stress profile clusters cannot overlap and membership is strict (i.e., binary assignments). In Fuzzy C-means
clustering, stress profile clusters can overlap, meaning that individuals can belong to multiple clusters and
share stress profile characteristics. Fuzzy C-means cluster assignments are not strict but are proportional
to the likelihood of membership. To determine the optimal number of clusters, we calculated the silhouette
score (SI) (Rousseeuw, 1987) for K =2, 3, and 4 using both K-means and Fuzzy C-means clustering (Table 1 in
Supplementary document ). The highest mean SI was observed at K = 2 for the K-means approach. In contrast,
Fuzzy C-means showed only minimal differences in SI across different values of K. Since the results were not
substantially different and were inconsistent between K-means and Fuzzy C-means, we proceed to fit models
with K = 2, 3, and 4 for both clustering methods. Comparison of AIC values across all configurations indicated
that K = 3 yielded the lowest AIC among the clustering-based models, with the K-means setting providing the
best overall fit. Model fit summaries using K = 2 and 4 are provided in Table 2 from supplementary document.
Estimates from Model 3, which uses Fuzzy C-means cluster memberships are given in Table 8. In this model,
VVV i is a vector of length K − 1 representing an individual’s membership probabilities across the clusters, with
the Kth cluster excluded to ensure model identifiability.
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Figure 7: Longitudinal stress and lag trajectories by cluster. Each column presents data for 25 randomly selected
individuals from each cluster (K = 3), identified via our PCA-based approach. The top row illustrates reported stress
levels over time, while the bottom row depicts change in consecutive stress score. To maintain visual interpretability
and prevent scaling imbalances caused by high-frequency responders, individuals were randomly selected from those with
fewer than 75 total stress records.
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Figure 8: GLMM regression results across five model specifications. The table presents estimated coefficients and
standard errors (in parentheses) for each model. Model 0 serves as the reference using mean stress. Model 1 incorporates
the full set of informative summary statistics, while Model 2 represents the PCA-based K-means cluster. The sensitivity
analysis are provided by Models 3 and 4 represents fuzzy (C-means) cluster memberships, and the first two PCs.
respectively. All models include a standard set of demographic covariates and random effects, with the best-fitting model
indicated by the minimum AIC value (highlighted in red).

As further sensitivity analysis, we considered alternative model specifications. In Table 8, Models 1 and 4
use the summary statistics derived from Algorithm 1 and their associated principal components, respectively,
as predictors to represent individual-level stress trajectories. Among all models, the specification incorporating
all informative summary statistics (Model 1) achieved the lowest AIC (11593.5). However, it is generally
recommended that variables with an absolute correlation greater than 0.7 not be used jointly, a guideline that
is consistent with the simulation results reported in Dormann et al. (2013). High collinearity indicates potential
risks of redundant or shared information among predictors. Although model coefficients remain estimable,
collinearity inflates the variance of parameter estimates and can lead to unstable and unreliable inference
(Wheeler, 2007). Figure 9 indicates substantial multicollinearity among several summary statistics as further
supported by the component loadings shown in Figure 2 in supplementary document , where multiple pairs
of variables contribute in similar directions and with comparable strengths. Due to this issue, Model 1 is less
desirable. Under this consideration, we emphasize our proposed PCA-based K-means clustering approach as a
more robust alternative.

Overall, the PCA-based K-means model provided the best results (AIC = 11,594.4) and avoids issues with
multicollinearity. The estimated clusters revealed distinct stress profiles. Cluster 1 tended to remain at lower
stress levels with less frequent switching. Cluster 2 exhibited outcomes distributed across all five stress levels
with most observations concentrated in 2 and 3 and showed a 50% probability of switching status over time.
Cluster 3 was similar to class two but with most outcomes remaining in stress level 1 and 2.

7 Discussion and conclusion
In this paper, we proposed a PCA-based approach that borrows tools from sequence analysis to uncover shared
latent profiles among longitudinal ordinal data, as is common in the EMA setting. Using simulated data, we
compared our approach with two commonly used models for identifying underlying unobserved group structures.
We found that while LTA and LCA performed well under certain conditions, the PCA approach combined with
K-means clustering produced the most stable and consistent results across all scenarios. Moreover, the PCA-
based approach accommodates data with varying numbers of repeated measurements, which is common in EMA
data.
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Figure 9: Correlation of informative summary statistics: This heatmap displays the pairwise Pearson correlation
coefficients among the informative summary statistics derived from longitudinal stress trajectories. Color intensity
reflects the strength and direction of the correlation, with darker shades indicating stronger positive (blue) or negative
(red) associations. The x- and y-axes represent the different summary statistics included in the analysis.

In our application, we estimated three distinct stress profiles, with Clusters 1 and 3 reflecting relatively lower
overall stress levels, although Cluster 3 shows greater within individual variability over time, while Cluster 2
captures individuals with more sustained moderate to high stress and more frequent transitions between states.
These patterns highlight meaningful differences in both stress levels and temporal dynamics across individuals.
Using these estimated shared stress profiles, we describe the relationship between stress and cognitive perfor-
mance, in a standard regression framework. We observe improved model fit over a model that includes only
aggregate mean stress. Our approach incorporates longitudinal trends by borrowing measures from sequence
analysis and avoids issues of multicollinearity.

While incorporating stress profile cluster memberships improves model fit, the improvement is small, likely
due to the noise and complexity inherent in real-world EMA data. This suggests that the current dataset may
not contain clearly distinguishable unobserved groups related to stress, or that the relationship between stress
profiles and memory performance is not particularly strong based on the available variables. On the other hand,
the memory assessments were not consistently completed according to the scheduled testing protocol, resulting
in missing outcome data for some participants. As motivation for our study of stress profiles, we reviewed two
competing theories of stress activation, CATS and GUTS. While we used these theories to motivate different
clusters of stress profiles within the study population, it is important to note that the GUTS model describes
unconscious experience, which may not translate to self-reports of perceived daily stress, contained in the data
we analyzed here. Differentiating between these theories would require novel experiments that manipulate
participants’ perceived control and safety.

Our approach provides researchers with an accessible framework for leveraging the rich, fine-grained in-
formation produced by high-frequency longitudinal EMA data collection, enabling more nuanced insights into
complex behavioral and contextual patterns. Several extensions could further improve the proposed modeling
approach. A more robust data filtering process could be considered to determine an appropriate threshold for
the minimum number of time points, as the current 7-day gap threshold may benefit from sensitivity analyses
using alternative thresholds to evaluate the stability of results across different cutoff values. Additionally, rather
than removing observations with large temporal gaps, an alternative strategy is to retain such data points while
applying an observation-weighting scheme where weights are assigned based on the estimated proportion of noise
contributed by each observation. The SA-derived summary statistics used to identify stress profile groups can
also be adjusted based on the objective of the research. For instance, researchers who are more interested in the
effect of large ordinal jumps in the response may consider supplementing the existing statistics with additional
measures such as the proportion of large gap jumps or summary statistics computed separately before and after
a jump event, in order to more precisely capture the dynamics of interest.

Beyond preprocessing, extensions to the model structure itself may also be warranted. One promising
direction is to extend the existing Bayesian latent class analysis approach (Qiu, 2022) by incorporating a linear
link function of the time variable as a covariate, thereby enabling class membership estimation to account for
time-related associations and improving the interpretation of longitudinal dynamics. Furthermore, addressing
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missing EMA data arising under different missingness mechanisms, such as completely at random or block
missingness, would also be valuable, as each mechanism may require distinct modeling strategies to avoid
biased inference. Additionally, cluster estimation could be improved by incorporating post-hoc cluster merging
criteria, particularly in settings where the initial number of clusters is large or where one cluster contains a
disproportionately small number of observations relative to the remaining groups, as merging such clusters may
enhance interpretability without substantial loss of information. Finally, while this study adopts a discrete
time variable to align with the settings of (Newman et al., 2024, 2025), future work may consider incorporating
continuous time as a covariate within the clustering framework, which could offer greater flexibility in capturing
the temporal structure of longitudinal EMA data. Collectively, these extensions would strengthen both the
preprocessing pipeline and the model structure, broadening the framework’s applicability to EMA data and its
capacity to characterize complex longitudinal dynamics.
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C-means 0.2605 0.2263 0.2237

Table 5: Silhouette scores across varying values of K. Scores range from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating superior
cluster separation and cohesion. The first row displays results for the K-means algorithm, while the second row corre-
sponds to the C-means (fuzzy clustering) results.
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Figure 10: Scree Plot of Principal Components. This plot displays the percentage of total variance explained by each
principal component. A distinct “elbow” is observed at the second component, after which the marginal gain in explained
variance reduces dramatically.
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Figure 11: Principal Component Loading Plot. This factor map illustrates the relationship between the informative
summary statistics defined in Algorithm 1 of the main text. and the first two principal components. PC1 (Dim1, 60.8%)
and PC2 (Dim2, 19.2%) together capture 80% of the total variance. The vectors represent the direction and strength of
each statistic’s contribution to these dimensions.
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Model 3
(K-means 
clusters K= 2)

Model 3
(K-means 
clusters K= 4)

Model 4
(Fuzzy C-means 
clusters, K = 2)

Model 4
(Fuzzy C-means 
clusters, K =4)

Checkin number -1.056(0.02) -1.054(0.029) -1.056(0.029) -1.055(0.029)
Cluster = 2 -0.316(0.075) 0.007(0.113) 0.112(0.037) 0.162(0.040)
Cluster = 3 - -0.332(119) - 0.147(0.041)
Cluster = 4 - 0.074(0.118) - 0.095(0.039)

-0.209(0.038) -0.212(0.038) -0.224(0.038) -0.206(0.038)

  Male -0.368(0.078) -0.360(0.078) -0.382(0.078) -0.365(0.078)

Graduate School 0.203(0.097) 0.191(0.097) 0.201(0.097) 0.190(0.097)
High School -0.389(0.139) -0.361(0.140) -0.406(0.139) -0.346(0.140)

-0.260(0.137) -0.266(0.137) -0.254(0.138) -0.262(0.137)
11599.8 11602 11608.3 11600AIC

Summary of Extra Models

Stress-related coef.

Demographic variables

Education (reference: Four-year 

Tobacco: True

age
Gender (reference: Female)

Table 6: Extra GLMM Results 1

Table 7: Demographic table: Summaries reported above describe the subset of individuals with non-missing values
for the selected variables. Missingness for most demographic variables ranges from 16.5% to 18.2%, while urbanicity
has a higher missing rate of approximately 35%. Results are grouped by clusters identified using K-means (K = 3).
Participants may report multiple race categories.
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