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Abstract

Modeling multi-agent systems on networks is a fundamental challenge in a wide variety of
disciplines. Given data consisting of multiple trajectories, we jointly infer the (weighted) net-
work and the interaction kernel, which determine respectively which agents are interacting and
the rules of such interactions. Our estimator is based on a non-convex optimization problem,
and we investigate two approaches to solve it: one based on an alternating least squares (ALS)
algorithm, and another based on a new algorithm named operator regression with alternating
least squares (ORALS). Both algorithms are scalable to large ensembles of data trajectories.
We establish coercivity conditions guaranteeing identifiability and well-posedness. The ALS
algorithm appears statistically efficient and robust even in the small data regime, but lacks per-
formance and convergence guarantees. The ORALS estimator is consistent and asymptotically
normal under a coercivity condition. We conduct several numerical experiments ranging from
Kuramoto particle systems on networks to opinion dynamics in leader-follower models.
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1 Introduction

Modeling multi-agent systems on networks is fundamental in diverse fields, including opinions on so-
cial networks, flows on electric power grids or airport networks, migrating cells, or the abstract space
meshes in numerical computations; see e.g., [BLM*06, GPG24, TJP03, OSFMO07, PM21, WPC*20].



In such systems, the agents (e.g., opinions, vehicles, cells, robotic units) evolve over time by inter-
acting with one another according to an underlying network. These systems can exhibit nonlinear
dynamics, with complex emergent behaviors (see [MMZ19]| and references therein). The network
specifies who influences whom, and determines the strength of the interactions. In this work, we
consider the problem of performing joint inference of both the network structure and the interac-
tion rules from observed trajectory data, which we consider a fundamental problem in data-driven
modeling of multi-agent dynamics.

Much of the existing literature addresses only parts of this challenge, focusing on either learning
the interaction function under a known network (see, e.g., [LZTM19, LMT21a, LMT21b, MTZM23,
FMMZ22, ASM22,GY22,HCY24]) or identifying direct interactions without estimating the function
(see, e.g., |[CNHT17| and the extensive list of references therein). One exception to the above
is [KMT24], which explores the joint estimation with statistical and computational guarantees in
the special case of linear dynamics on a network. Yet, in many practical settings, both the network
and the functional form of the interactions are initially unknown and must be identified jointly from
data. This study takes a first step in this direction by studying this joint inference problem for
interacting particle systems on networks, where agents are at network vertices and the interaction
kernel depends on pairwise displacements of their states.

1.1 Problem setup

We consider a heterogeneous dynamical system with NV interacting agents on a weighted directed
graph G = (V, E,a), where a = (a;;) € [0,1]V*" is a matrix of edge weights. For each agent
ie[N]:={1,..., N}, its state at time ¢ is a vector X} € R? and its evolution depends on the states
of its neighbors in the network and an interaction kernel ® : R* — R?. The system has a governing
equation consisting of a system of ordinary or stochastic differential equations:

dX] = > ay®(X] — X})dt + cdW}, ie[N], (1.1)
J#i

where we write Z#i to denote Zje[N]\{i}. Here, the forcing term (Wti)iE[N] is an RV*<.valued
standard Brownian motion, and the diffusion coefficient o is a constant; the system is deterministic
when o = 0 and stochastic when o > 0. The weight matrix a encodes which pairs of agents interact
(i.e., which edges exist), along with the strength of these interactions, while ® encodes the functional
rules for interactions.

In this setting, the task of joint inference is to estimate the unknown weight matrix a and the
interaction kernel ® from multi-trajectory data. We assume that a is in the admissible set

N
M= {a = (a;;) € [0,1]"*N: Vie [N] a; =0, |a.]* == |a;|% = Z a?j =1 } (1.2)
j=1

Here, the row-wise normalization of the weight matrix removes a trivial issue in the identifiability of
(a, ®) due to rescaling: (a, ®) can be replaced by (Aa, \™1®) in (1.1) for any A > 0. The choice of
the £ normalization is somewhat arbitrary in our analysis and algorithms; other norms, such as the
¢'-norm or the Frobenius norm, may be used, depending on modeling assumptions, and its choice
has important for example when one studies the mean-field limit (N — oo, see, e.g., [LRW23] and
references therein).

We restrict our attention to parametric families of interaction kernels: we estimate the coefficient



Table 1: Notations for the indices, vectors, and arrays in the system.

[N] : index set {1,..., N} X; = (X}, ..., X)) e RVX?: state vector at time ¢
i,7 € [N]: indices for agents ae RY*N: graph weight matrix

k € [p]: index for basis of kernel c € RP*1L: coefficient vector of K on a basis {1}

m € [M]: index for samples B(X;) = [wk(Xg - th)]”k e RVXNXdxp; hasis array
l € [L]: index of observation times | | -||r: the Frobenius norm of a matrix

| - |: the Euclidean norm of a vector | Vec : RV*P — RNPXL ig the vectorization operation.

* We use letters for vectors, bold letters for arrays/matrices, and calligraphic letters for operators.

c=(c1,...,cp) € RP of the kernel
P

o) = Y cnn(a)
k=1
with respect to a given set of basis functions {15 }7_;. We also consider the case when the true in-
teraction kernel is not in the hypothesis space H := span{y, }z=1v demonstrating in our experiments
that our estimator is robust to model mis-specification. '

We let X; := (X},...,X}) € RV*4 be the state vector, W := [dW/]; € RV*? be the white
noise in the forcing term, and B(Xy); 1= (¢5(X] — Xz))j,k e RNV*1xdxp for each i € [N]. We can
then rewrite (1.1) in tensor form:

Sac : Xi=aO@B(X)c+ oW with a@ B(X;)c:= (ai.B(Xt)ic)ie[N] , where
P
a;B(Xy)ic = > ai; > p(X] — X))ep e RY, i€ [N],
j#i k=1

with a;. is the i-th row of the matrix a. We summarize the notation in Table 1.
Problem statement. Our goal is to jointly estimate the weight matrix a and the coefficient

vector ¢, and therefore the interaction kernel ¢, given

Data: {X™, M where g : t7, denotes (to,t1,t2,...,t5), with t; = [At, (1.4)

to:tr, Sm=1>

i.e., observations of the state vector at discrete times along multiple-trajectories indexed by m,
started from initial conditions X sampled from p®N | where p is a distribution on R%. We let
TZtL andt0=0.

1.2 Main results: scalable algorithms, identifiability, and convergence

Our estimator of the parameter (a,c) is a minimizer of a loss function &, p:

L—1,M
1

~ : : 2
(a,¢) = argmin & a(a,¢) with & p(a,c) i= — AXT —a©B(X]")cAt| >, (1.5)
(a,c)e M xRP MT l—O,ZT:n—l H t 1 ”F
where M is the admissible set defined in (1.2) and || - | denotes the Frobenuous norm on RV*9,

Here AXy, = Xy,,, — Xy,; if the system were deterministic (o = 0) and we had observations of X;,,
we use these instead. This loss function comes from the differential system (1.3): its scaled version
(At)~1&L p(a, ¢) is the mean square error between the two sides of the system when o = 0; it is the
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scaled log-likelihood ratio (up to a constant independent of the data trajectories) for the stochastic
system when o > 0. We refer to [LMT21b, Section 2.1] for a detailed discussion.

Since the loss function is quadratic in either a or ¢ separately, we consider the classical alternating
minimization over a and ¢, where the minimization steps lead to least squares problems; see Section
2.1. This corresponds to Alternating Least Squares (ALS) in [KDLS&0].

However, the nonconvexity of the loss function &, s in (a,¢) poses a major challenge, which is
further complicated by the dependence of ¢ on the basis functions in the hypothesis space. With
the nonlinear constraints on the weight matrix a, the loss function may have multiple local minima
even in the limit M — oo. Thus, it poses a risk to methods such as gradient descent or the ALS.
In particular, these methods do not have a performance guarantee and do not provide the tools for
studying the identifiability of the nonlinear inverse problem.

To build mathematical foundations for the inference problem, we introduce a variant of the ALS
algorithm, called ORALS, that first uses an Operator Regression that estimates product matrices
of a and ¢, and then uses ALS on much simpler matrix factorization problems to obtain the factors
a and c from the estimated products; see Section 2.2. Through ORALS, we study the identifiability
of the parameters, the well-posedness of the inverse problem, and the convergence of the estimators
as the sample size increases in Section 3. We introduce coercivity conditions, key properties in the
learning theory of interaction kernels (see, for example, [LMT21a,LMT21b,LLM*21]) that guarantee
the identifiability of the parameters and the well-posedness of the inverse problem. Under the
coercivity conditions, we show that the regression matrices in ALS and ORALS are well-conditioned
with a high probability, and the ORALS estimator is asymptotically normal.

In Section 4, we examine the ALS and ORALS algorithms numerically in terms of the dependence
of their accuracy and robustness with respect to each of the following three key parameters: sample
size, level of observation noise, the strength of the stochastic force, and possible misspecification of
the model (i.e. the hypothesis space does not contain the true interaction kernel).

Overall, ALS appears to be particularly efficient and robust, both statistically and computa-
tionally, as soon the number of observations is comparable to the number of unknown parameters
(a, ¢); the estimator it produces converges as the sample size increases, although there are no theo-
retical guarantees for this convergence. ORALS performs as well as ALS in the large sample regime,
with the estimator converging at the theoretically guaranteed rate M ~1/2. In the non-asymptotic
regime, our numerical experiments, detailed in Section 2.3, suggest that the critical sample size (i.e.,
the smallest sample size sufficient for a reasonable estimation with high probability) for ALS is of

order M = JX,Q—LZP, where the numerator is the number of parameters (a, ¢) to be estimated and the
denominator is the number of scalar observations per sample trajectory. This critical sample size is
therefore optimal in terms of the number M of independent observations. This is much smaller than
the critical sample size for ORALS, which appears to be of order M = ]J\\;—Z’l. Thus, while ORALS
leads to an asymptotic normal estimator, ALS outperforms in sample efficiency and robustness.
We also demonstrate our estimator in three applications: learning the Kuramoto model on a net-
work, identifying a leader-follower network, and recovering multitype interaction kernels in Section
5. In particular, we consider a multi-type agent system with @ types of agents and corresponding
interaction kernels (<I>q)qQ:1, where the type of agent i is denoted by k(i), and governing equations

S :
av(¢€)§:17’{

dX} =" a0, (X] — X)dt + odW/, ie[N]. (1.6)
J#i

We tackle here the challenging problem where the type x of each agent is not known, and it needs



to be estimated together with the weight matrix a and the interaction kernels ¢1,...,¢qg. We
introduce a three-fold ALS algorithm to solve this problem in Section 5.3.

Our main contributions Our main contributions are threefold.

1. We investigate two algorithms for joint inference of network and interaction functions: ALS
(Alternating Least Squares) and ORALS (Operator Regression followed by Alternating Least
Squares). Numerical experiments indicate that both algorithms yield convergent estimators as
the sample size increases, with ALS demonstrating superior sample efficiency and robustness.

2. We establish mathematical foundations for the inference problem by deriving coercivity con-
ditions to analyze parameter identifiability and ensure the well-posedness of the nonlinear
inverse problem. In particular, we prove that the ORALS estimator is asymptotically normal.

3. We systematically assess the robustness and accuracy of our estimators and demonstrate their
applications using synthetic data. Our tests quantify the effects of sample size, observation
noise level, and the magnitude of stochastic forcing on accuracy, and examine robustness under
model misspecification.

1.3 Related work

Learning the interaction kernel When the graph is complete and undirected, i.e., a;; = %
for all (,7), we have homogeneous interactions. In this case, the learning of radial interaction
kernels ® in the form ®(z,y) = ¢(|x — y|)|§:z| has been systematically studied in [LZTM19,
LMT21la, LMT21b, LLM"21] and generalized to second-order systems and non-radial interaction
kernels [MTZM23|, and even to interaction kernels whose variables are learned [FMMZ22]. The
learning of the interaction kernel from a single trajectory, assuming knowledge of the underlying

network, has been studied in [ASM22].

Learning the network Another related problem is estimating the graph underlying linear Marko-
vian dynamics on the graph when only sparse observations in space and time are given [KMT24].
However, none of these works address the joint estimation problem.

Compress sensing and matrix sensing The joint estimation of a and c is closely related to
compressed sensing and matrix sensing as elaborated in seminal works including [Can08, CR09,
CT10,RFP10,GJZ17,ZSL19]. The array {B(X}")} in (1.5) plays the role of sensing linear operator
for the unknowns a and c. Diverging from the conventional framework of matrix sensing, where
the entries of the sensing matrix are typically independent, the entries of B(X}') are correlated,
depending on the dynamics and the basis functions. Furthermore, we have the additional constraint
that the entries of the weight matrix a are nonnegative. These differences can lead to multiple local
minima for the loss function &f, ys, even in the limit M — oo.

More fundamentally, our joint inference operates in the product space of a vector space and a
function space (i.e., the hypothesis space for the interaction kernel), whereas matrix sensing typically
deals with spaces of low-rank matrices. Consequently, there are two key differences between our
coercivity conditions and the Restricted Isometry Property (RIP) condition in matrix sensing (see,
e.g., |Can08, RFP10,ZSL19]): the RIP condition is for each set of basis (sensing) functions, while
our coercivity conditions are on both the distribution of the data and the hypothesis space H, and
independent of the choice of basis functions for H.



2 Two algorithms: ALS and ORALS

We present two algorithms constructing the estimator in (1.5): an Alternating Least Squares (ALS)
approach and a two-step algorithm based on Operator Regression followed by an Alternating Least
Squares (ORALS), and discuss their computational complexity. We will present their theoretical
guarantees in Section 3 and further examine their numerical performance in Section 4.

ALS is computationally efficient, with well-conditioned matrices as soon the number of observa-
tions is comparable to the number of unknown parameters (a, ¢), but with weak theoretical guaran-
tees. ORALS is amenable to theoretical analysis, achieving consistency and asymptotic normality,
albeit at a somewhat higher (in N and p) computational cost.

2.1 Alternating Least Squares (ALS)

The ALS algorithm exploits the convexity in each variable by alternating between the estimation
of the weight matrix a and of the coefficient ¢ while keeping the other fixed:

Inference of the weight matriz.  Given an interaction kernel, represented by the corresponding
set of coefficients ¢, we estimate the weight matrix a by directly solving the minimizer of the
quadratic loss function with ¢ fixed, followed by row-normalizing the estimator. For every i € [N],
we obtain the minimizer (with a;; = 0) of the loss function &, s (a, ¢) in (1.5) with ¢ fixed by solving
Va, €M (a, c) = 0, which is a linear equation in a;.:

A AN = A ((BX)ilime) = [(AX])ilim/At, i€ [N], (2.1)

where [B(X[")i]im € RN @EM)>xp  AMS . — [B(XI")]jme € RN M and [(AX]);]1m € RV M,
with ¢ € [N] fixed and [, m varying in [L] and [M] respectively, are obtained by appropriately
stacking, over [ and m, the corresponding matrices in block-row fashion, and tensor-vector multi-
plications (by a;. on the left and ¢ on the right) act on the appropriate tensor slices. We solve this
linear system by least squares with nonnegative constraints [LH95, Chapter 23], since a € M implies
that the entries of a are nonnegative, followed by a normalization in £2-norm to obtain an estimator
a;. in the admissible set M defined in (1.2). We remark that should the network be partially known,
such knowledge could be incorporated as additional constraints at this stage.

Estimating the parametric interaction kernel. In this step, we estimate the parameter ¢ by minimiz-
ing the loss function &£, ar(a,c) in (1.5) with a fixed weight matrix a estimated above, by solving
the least squares problem

ASES 2 = [a O B(X[")]imC = [AX]]ym/At (2.2)

where Afj\? = [aOBX{)]im € RALMNXP i5 again obtained by stacking, over [ and m, in a
block-row fashion.

We alternate these two steps until the updates to the estimators are smaller than a tolerance
threshold € or until maximal iteration number n,,444ter is reached, as in Algorithm 1.

2.2 Operator Regression and Alternating Least Squares (ORALS)

ORALS divides the estimation into two stages: a statistical operator regression stage and a de-
terministic alternating least squares stage. The first stage estimates the entries of the matrices
{a T e RW-Dxp }N (excluding the zero entries a;;) by least squares regression with regulariza-
tion. It is called operator regression because we view the data as the output of a sensing operator
over these matrices. After this step, a deterministic alternating least squares stage jointly factorizes
these estimated matrices to obtain the weight matrix a and the coefficient c.



procedure ALS_IPSONGRAPH({X[",, }2_ 17{¢k}k 1> € Nmagiter)
Construct the arrays {B(X})}i,, and {AX}'} in (1.5) for each trajectory.
Randomly pick an initial condition ¢y # 0.
for 7 =1,..., Nmaziter dO
Estimate the weight matrix a, by solving (2.2) with ¢ = ¢,_1, by nonnegative least squares,
followed by a row normalization.
Estimate the parameter ¢, by solving (2.1) with a = a,, by least squares.

Exit loop if |[&- — &r1]| < €l[&r_1] and [|a, — &r_1]| < €l[&r_1].
return ¢,,a,.

Algorithm 1: ALS: alternating least squares

Operator Regression stage. Consider the arrays {Z; = a}.c' € RW _I)XP}N treated as vectors in
RN=Dpx1 that is, z; = Vec(Z;) = (Qi1C15 -+, @i 1Cp, A 2C1, ..., 8;2Cp,...) L € RWV-Dpx1 for each i.
They are solutions of the linear equations with sensing operators A; ar = [A;]ym € RIMEXN=1p,

Ai mzi = [-Ai]l,mzi = [(aB(X?})CAt)i]lym = [(AXZL)Z‘]Lm, i€ [N], (2.3)

where, as usual, [-];,,, denotes stacking block rows over the indices I,m. With the above notation,
we can write the loss function in (1.5) as

L,M,N
~ ~ . I 2
(Zins -5 2nm) = argmin Ep ar(21, ..., 2N) 1= WL Z ‘[(AXm)Z]lm - [.A,-]Lmz,-’ (2.4)
Z15--32N I,m,i=1

and obtain {Z; ys} by solving this least squares problem for each i € [N].

Deterministic ALS stage. The rows of a and the vector ¢ are estimated via a joint factorization of
the matrices of the estimated vectors {Z; ys}, denoted by Z; ps, with a shared vector c:

@M, M) = argmin &(a,c) = ZHZ’M_a .c H , (2.5)
aeM, ceRp F

where M is the admissible set in (1.2). A deterministic alternating least squares algorithm solves
this problem: we first estimate each row of a by nonnegative least squares and then estimate ¢
using all the estimated a with row-normalization. We iterate them for two steps, starting from ¢
obtained from rank-1 singular value decomposition, as in Algorithm 2. Numerical tests show that
two iteration steps are often sufficient to complete the factorization, and the result is robust for
more iteration steps.

Theorem 3.7 shows that the estimator obtained by ORALS is consistent and asymptotically
normal under a coercivity condition.

2.3 Algorithmic details

Comparison between ALS and ORALS ALS minimizes over a and c separately, capturing
the joint 2-parameter structure of the problem, at every iteration. This is crucial to achieve a
near-optimal sample complexity of %Q—sz, where N2 + p is the number of (independent) parameters
to be estimated, and NLd is the total number of scalar observations in each sample trajectory.
Numerical experiments (see, for example, Figure 4) suggest that indeed ALS starts converging to

accurate estimators as soon as the sampling size is about M = ]yv L+ dp , and that ALS consistently and




procedure ORALS_IPSONGRAPH({X[", }M_, {¢w}h_,)
Construct the sensing operators A; as (from the arrays {B(X}")}; ) and {AX}"} in (2.3) for each
trajectory.

Solve the vector Z; pr’s in (2.4) by least squares with regularization; and transform them into
matrices Z M-
Factorize each matrix Z - Set the initial condition ¢y to be the first right singular vector.
for 7=1,2 do
Estimate the weight matrix a, by solving (2.5) with ¢ = &,_1 by nonnegative least squares,
followed by a row normalization.

Estimate the parameter ¢, by solving (2.5) with a = a, by least squares.
return ¢,,a,.

Algorithm 2: ORALS: Operator Regression and Alternating Least Squares.

significantly outperforms ORALS at small and medium sample sizes. In each of the two steps at each
iteration of ALS, the update of the involved parameter is non-local, making the algorithm potentially
robust to local minima in the landscape of the loss function over (a,c): we witness estimator paths
of ALS overcoming local minima and bypassing ridges in the optimization landscape to converge to
a global minimizer quickly. It is certainly not the case, in general, that the optimization landscape
is free of local minima. The computational cost for ALS is also smaller than ORALS, especially as
a function of N and p.

A major drawback of ALS is the challenge in establishing global convergence of the iterations,
particularly around the near-optimal sample size, but also for large sample size. Similar problems are
intensively studied in matrix sensing, where certain restricted isometry property (RIP) conditions
and their generalizations are sufficient to ensure the uniqueness of a global minimum or the absence
of local minima (see, |GJZ17,ZSL19,1.S23|)). However, these conditions appear not to be satisfied
in our setting in general, and local minima can exist: see, e.g., Figure 17 in Appendix Section C
for more detailed investigations. It remains an open problem to study the convergence of the ALS
algorithm in this new setting.

For the ORALS estimator, Theorem 3.7 guarantees both convergence and asymptotic normality
as the number of paths M goes to infinity; in practice, we observe that ORALS starts constructing
accurate estimators when M = %7 where N?p is the number of parameters to be estimated
in the first step of ORALS. The second step of ORALS is a classical rank-1 matrix factorization
problem: it has an accurate solution robust to the sampling errors in the matrices Z estimated in
the operator regression stage. These sampling errors can be analyzed with non-asymptotic bounds
by concentration inequalities and asymptotic bounds by the central limit theorem.

Computational complexity Table 2 shows the theoretical computational complexity of ALS and
ORALS, and Figure 11 in Section B.1 shows the practical scaling in terms of the two fundamental
parameters M and N. The computational cost is dominated by assembling the regression matrices
from the input data, whereas the solution of the linear equations takes a lower order of computations.
Observe that the data size is comparable to M LdN, with independence in M but not in L or N, and
the number of parameters being estimated is N2 + p. It is natural therefore to assume M = N? +p
or, perhaps more optimistically assuming independence in L and N, MLdN = N? + p. In a non-
parametric setting, we would expect p to grow with M (as in [LZTM19, LMT21a, WSL23|, where
optimal choices of p are p ~ M® for some « € (0,1)), so the dependency of the computational
complexity on M and p is of particular interest. The summary of the computational costs is in




Table 2, and empirical measurements of wall-clock time are discussed in Section B.1.

Table 2: Computational complexity of ALS (per iteration) and ORALS. Recall that the size of the
input data is M LdN.

ALS ORALS
Assembling mats/vecs O(M LdN?p) O(M LdN3p?)
Solving O(MLAN (p? + N?)) O(MLAN?3 + N*p?)
Total (if MLd > N) O(MLAN (p?> + Np + N?)) | O(MLAN? + N*p?)

Ill-posedness and regularization Robust solutions to least squares problems are crucial for the
ALS and ORALS algorithms. When the matrices in the least squares problems are well-conditioned
(i.e., the ratio between the largest and the smallest positive singular values are not too large), the
inverse problem is well-posed, and pseudo-inverses lead to accurate solutions robust to noise.

However, regularization becomes necessary to obtain estimators robust to noise when the matrix
is ill-conditioned or nearly rank deficient. This happens when the sample size is too small, the
basis functions are nearly linearly dependent, or the observation matrix is ill-conditioned due to
the properties of the dynamics or the choice of the hypothesis space. The basis functions can be
orthonormalized with respect to an empirical approximation to pr (3.4), but the other issues are
fundamental to the problem. In such cases, numerical tests show that the minimal-norm least
squares method and the data-adaptive RKHS Tikhonov regularization in [LLA22| lead to more
robust and accurate estimators than the pseudo-inverse and the Tikhonov regularization with the
Euclidean norm. See more details in Appendix Section B.2. In this study, we consider only Tikhonov
regularizers that are suitable for least squares type estimators in ALS and ORALS; of course, there
is a very large literature on regularization methods (see, e.g., [EHN96, Han98, CS02, GHN19] and
the references therein).

3 Theoretical guarantees

Three fundamental issues in our inference problem are (i) the identifiability of the weight matrix
and the interaction kernel, i.e., the uniqueness of the minimizer of the loss function in the large
sample limit; (ii) the well-posedness of the inverse problem in terms of the condition numbers of the
regression matrices in the ALS and ORALS algorithms, and (iii) the convergence of the estimators
as the sample size increases.

We address these issues by introducing coercivity conditions in Section 3.2. The coercivity
conditions ensure identifiability and well-posedness, enabling the study of estimator convergence in
Section 3.4. Intuitively speaking, the coercivity conditions guarantee that the smallest eigenvalues
of the regression matrices in ORALS and ALS have a uniform lower bound with a high probability
as the sample size increases; see Section 3.3.

Hereafter, we denote [E the expectation with respect to the distribution of the data trajectories,
which depends on the initial distribution of Xy, the stochastic force and the noise. We let

ri;(t) == X} — X} and r(t) = X)" — X[ (3.1)

We say the true parameter (a*, ®,) is identifiable if it is the unique zero of the loss function in the
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large sample limit

| ML=t
Erom(ad) = 7 202 E[
-1

=0

2
D i@ (rij () — af P (ri; ()] ] ,
J#i
when the data has no noise and when the model is deterministic. We say the inverse problem is
well-posed if the estimator is robust to noise or sampling error.

3.1 Exploration measure

We define a function space L?(pr) for learning the interaction kernel, where py, is a probability
measure that quantifies data exploration to the interaction kernel. Let

rij(t) == X], — X}, and r}(t) := X)™ - X" (3.2)

These pairwise differences {r}’(¢;)} are the independent variable of the interaction kernel. Thus, we
define py, as follows.

Definition 3.1 (Exploration measure) With observations of M trajectories at the discrete times
{tl}lL:_Ol, we introduce an empirical measure, and its large sample limit, on R?, defined as

L-1 M
1
1=0 m=11<i#j<N
. L1
pr(dr) := (NZDNL E[6r,; (4, (dr)] (3.4)

N N
wheT’e Zlél#]é]\/ Stands fOT‘ 22:1 Zj:1,j7él

The empirical measure depends on the sample trajectories, but pg, is the large sample limit, uniquely
determined by the distribution of the stochastic process Xy,.;, ,, and hence data-independent.

3.2 Two coercivity conditions

The joint inference of the network a and the kernel ® suffer non-identifiability in general, as shown
in Example A.5. We introduce two types of coercivity conditions to ensure the identifiability of the
system and the well-conditionedness of the regression matrices in ALS and ORALS when the basis
functions are orthonormal. The first one is a joint type, including two conditions that we call rank-1
and rank-2 joint coercivity, which guarantee that the bilinear forms defined by the loss function in
terms of either the kernel or the weight matrix are coercive (recall that a bilinear function f(x,y)
is coercive in a Hilbert space H if f(z,z) > c|z|3, for any x € H, see [Lax02]).

Definition 3.2 (Joint coercivity conditions) The system (1.1) is said to satisfy a rank-1 joint
coercivity condition on a hypothesis function space H <= L?(pr) with constant cy > 0 if for all
®eH and allae M,
= 2 _— .
L%E[ ]2%@H® Vie[N]. (3.5)

pL’

> ai®(ri(1)

J#i
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We say system (1.1) satisfies a rank-2 joint coercivity condition on H if there exists a constant
cy > 0 such that for all @1, @y € H with (P1, Pa)r2(,,) =0, all a® a® e M, and all i e [N],

12
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2
| = euflaPrenz, + PPi@z] . @
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Dl @ (xij (1)) + ag @ (xij ()]

J#i

Note that (3.6), by taking ®9 = 0, implies (3.5).

The rank-1 joint coercivity condition (3.5) ensures that the regression matrices in any itera-
tion of ALS are invertible with the smallest singular values bounded from below; see Proposition
3.6. However, it does not guarantee identifiability. The stronger rank-2 joint coercivity condition
(3.6) does provide a sufficient condition for identifiability. The rank-2 joint coercivity condition is
sufficient for identifiability (the proof is postponed to Appendix A.1):

Proposition 3.3 (Rank-2 Joint coercivity implies identifiability) Let the true parameters be
a* € M and @, € H\{0} ¢ L3. Assume the rank-2 joint coercivity condition holds with cz > 0.
Then, we have identifiability, i.e. (a*, @) is the unique solution to £y, (a, ®) = 0.

The joint coercivity conditions may be viewed as extensions of the Restricted Isometry Property
(RIP) in matrix sensing [RFP10] to our setting of joint estimation, with the coercivity constant
corresponding to the lower bound in the RIP conditions. Important differences are that (a) our
conditions take into account the randomness in the initial conditions and in the forcing term, in
the large sample limit (expectation) sense, while the RIP conditions in matrix sensing, in the large
sample size limit, are automatically satisfied as the measurement operator converges to an identity;
(b) coercivity is independent of basis selection, unlike RIP which is dependent on a choice of basis
(see e.g., |Liull]). Furthermore, several works, including [BR17, GJZ17,1LS23, CLP22|, show that
a small enough RIP constant (which would correspond to a large coercivity constant ¢y in our
setting) implies that suitable optimization algorithms attain the global minimizer. This, however,
is often not the case in our setting, as discussed in Appendix C, and local minima may exist in our
problem (see Figure 17).

We now introduce the interaction kernel coercivity condition, which guarantees identifiability and
well-posedness, as well as the invertibility of the regression matrix in ORALS with high probability
for large sample size. It therefore ensures the uniqueness of the minimizer of the loss function and
the identifiability of both the weight matrix and the kernel, since the second stage in ORALS is
similar to a rank-1 factorization of a matrix, which always has a(n essentially) unique solution.

Definition 3.4 (Interaction kernel coercivity condition) The system (1.1) satisfies the in-
teraction kernel coercivity condition in a hypothesis function space H < L*(pr) with a constant

co € (0,1), if for any ® € H and i € [N]

ZZEtrCov ®(rij (1) | F))] = conl |2, (3.7)

= j;/:z

where F} := F(Xy,_,, X}) is the o-algebra generated by (Xy,_,, X}). Here tr Cov(®(ry(ty)) | F}) is
the trace of the covariance matriz of the R%-valued random variable ®(r;;(t;)) conditional on Fi.
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Condition (3.7) is inspired by the well-known De Finetti theorem (see [Kal05, Theorem 1.1]), which
shows that an exchangeable infinite sequence of random variables is conditionally independent rel-
ative to some latent variable. This condition holds, for example, when L = 1 and the components
{X’}fi1 are independent, because r;; = X7 — X' and rij = X7 — X' are pairwise independent
conditioned on X*; see [WSL23, Section 2| for a discussion in the case of radial interaction kernels.
The interaction kernel coercivity condition implies the joint coercivity conditions; see Proposition
A.1. Also, we can prove that the interaction kernel coercivity condition holds for radial kernels,
with initial conditions having certain Gaussian distributions and L = 1 (see Proposition A.4). The
rank-1 joint coercivity condition can also be viewed an extension of the classical coercivity condition
in [BFHM16] and [LLM™21, Definition 1.2], which was introduced for homogeneous systems (with
a = 1 except for 0’s on the diagonal) with radial interaction kernel, i.e., ®(z) = @(\mbﬁ For
homogeneous systems, we present a detailed discussion on the relation between these conditions in
Section A.5.

3.3 Coercivity and the smallest singular values of regression matrices

We show that coercivity conditions imply that the normal matrices in ORALS and ALS are non-
singular, with their eigenvalues bounded from below by a positive constant, with high probability.
We consider hypothesis spaces satisfying the following conditions.

Assumption 3.5 (Uniformly bounded basis functions) The basis functions of the hypothesis
space H = span{ty, - ,1p} are orthonormal in L*(pr,) and uniformly bounded, i.e., SUDje[p] 4k | oo
< Ly.

he next proposition shows that the smallest singular values of the regression matrices in ORALS
and ALS are bounded from below by the coercivity constants, with high probability. We defer its
proof to Appendix A.2.

Proposition 3.6 Assume {1y} e[y satisfies Assumption 3.5 and H = span{yy }re[p)- Then:

(i) under the kernel coercivity condition (3.7), the matriz in the Operator Regressions stage of
ORALS is well-conditioned: for eachi € [N], the matriz A; s in (2.3) satisfies 1702 (E[A; ar])
> ¢y ; moreover, for e >0 and any M,

1 Me%/2
P! —o2. (A —€ep>1—2pN — : 3.8
{MUmIH(A 7M) >y 6} DLV €Xp ( 2(pNLg{)2 +pNL%_[€/3) ( )

(i) under the rank-1 joint coercivity condition (3.5), the matrices in the least squares problems in
the ALS algorithm are well-conditioned:

(a) in the estimation of a; with a given nonzero ¢ € RP, we have that 5702, (E [.Afﬁfsl]) >

culle||? for each i € [N] and the matriz in (2.1) is well-conditioned. Moreover, for any
M and e > 0,

1 Me?/2
P ALS y 5 2_el>1-2N — ; 3.9
{7 (AL = enlel— >\ Gmrrages) OO

(b) in the estimation of c € RP with a given a with |a;| = 1, we have that 3702, (E [Afﬁ/[sl]) >

cy for each i € [N] and the matriz in (2.2) is well-conditioned. Moreover, for any M
and € > 0,

1 Me?/2
P AALS Y > o el =19 - . 3.10
{M mm( aM,z) Cy —¢€ D €Xp (NL%_[)Q + NL,2H€/3 ( )

13



Note that already in this result, the bounds (3.9) and (3.10) for ALS only require M = (N2 +
p?)(log N + logp) to the lower bound to be positive (where p? may be replaced by p with more
refined arguments, such as the PAC-Bayes argument applied in the proof of [WSL23, Lemma 3.12]).
In contrast, the bound (3.8) for ORALS requires M = (pN)?log(pN), in line with our discussion
of the expected sample size requirements of ORALS and ALS.

3.4 Convergence and asymptotic normality of the ORALS estimator

Convergence of the ORALS estimator follows from the kernel coercivity condition. We will prove
that the estimator is consistent (i.e., it converges almost surely to the true parameter) and is
asymptotically normal. Here, for simplicity, we consider the case when the data are generated by
an Euler-Maruyama discretization of the SDE (1.3). The case of discrete-time data from contin-
uous paths can be treated by careful examinations of the stochastic integrals and their numerical
approximations, using arguments similar to those in [LMT21b].

Theorem 3.7 Assume that the kernel coercivity condition (3.7) holds on H := span{y }re[p) with
{Un}re[p) satisfies Assumption 3.5, and that the data (1.4) is generated by the Euler-Maruyama
scheme

Ath = th+1 — th = a*B(th)c*At + oV Ath, (311)

where a, and ¢y are the true parameters, {W}; are independent, with distribution N'(0,Ing), and
|(ax)ill2 = 1 for each i € [N]. Then we have:

(1) The estimator z; pr in (2.4) is asymptotically normal for each i. More precisely, Ziy =

zi + & v, where z; = Vec(Z;), with Z; = (a*)iTcI, and & nr is a centered RO=DP_yalyed

random vector s.t. v/ M&; 4, oo ~ N(0, U2AtZ;;).

(i) Starting from any co € RP such that clcg # 0, the first iteration e and second iteration
estimator aM2 for the deterministic ALS in (2.5) are consistent up to a change of sign and
are asymptotically normal:

N
N 1
VMM —sgn(cfeo)es] 5 5 Y€ (an)]

1=1
VM[@EM)T — sgn(cleo)(@)T] S e 2[€ies — (as)i€ics(an)T],

where the random matriz € € RN

(i), i.e., Emo = Vec(&;).

P is the vectorized form of the Gaussian vector §; , in

Convergence of the ALS estimator remains an open question. It involves two layers of challenges:
the convergence in the iterations, and the convergence as the sample size increases. The restricted
isometry property (RIP) conditions with sufficiently small RIP constants are typically stronger
than the joint coercivity conditions used here, but enable one to construct estimators via provably
convergent optimization algorithms from data of small size [RFP10, BR17, GJZ17,LS23, CLP22|.
However, these conditions appear to be seldom satisfied in our setting.

Figure 1 shows the relations between the coercivity, RIP conditions, and their consequences.

14



ALS well-conditioned

=}

c; ‘Pm- Rank 1-Joint lpmp €4 Rank I-RIP
g 9 coercivity condition
g & =
s £ Prop A.1 o! =
£ B | Thm 3.7 rop
2 L — % %
g £ A A
n S

2
3 g o -
x = *8 Rank 2-Joint | | Rank 2-RIP
o < 3> 9(0&) 33 | coercivity Prop C.4 condition

Identlﬁablhty

Figure 1: The coercivity conditions: connections with RIP conditions, identifiability, and well-
conditionedness of ALS and ORALS algorithms.

3.5 Trajectory prediction

In the above, we have studied the accuracy of our estimator in terms of the Frobenius norm on
the graph weight matrix and L?(pz) norm on the interaction kernel. It is also of interest to ask
whether the dynamics generated by our estimated system are close to the ones of the true system; in
particular, whether we can control the trajectory prediction error by the error of the estimator. The
following proposition provides an affirmative answer, similar to the previous results in [LMT21b,
Proposition 2.1], at least for short times:

Proposition 3.8 (Trajectory prediction error) Let(a,c) be an estimator of (a,c) in the system
(1.3), where & and a are row-normalized. Assume that the basis functions {{y},_, are in {1 €
CLRY) ¢ Y] + VYo < Co}, for some Cy > 0. Denote by (Xi)o<t<r and (Xi)o<t<r the
solutions to the systems Sz and Sac, associated to (a,c) and (a,c) respectively, started from the
same nitial condition sampled from p, and driven by the same realization of the stochastic force
W.. Then,
sup E [|X; = X[} | < 72207 (Cyfla— @l + 6 - eff) (3.12)
te[0,T]
with Cy = 2pC¢ and Cy := ||2]3 + |c|3.

We remark that while these bounds are useful only for short times, for systems that have
stable attractors, or exhibit stable emergent behaviors, one may be cautiously optimistic about the
possibility that the attractors, or emergent behaviors, will be reproduced by the system Sz 2, as
rather extensively experiments in [MMZ19] suggest.

4 Numerical experiments

We examine the ALS and ORALS algorithms numerically in terms of the dependence of their
accuracy on three key parameters: sample size, level of observation noise, and the strength of
the stochastic force. Also, we examine their robustness with respect to possible misspecification
of the model (i.e. the hypothesis space does not contain the true interaction kernel). The code
implementing these tests is available in https://github.com/LearnDynamics/ips-graph.git.
ALS appears to be particularly efficient and robust, both statistically and computationally, as
soon the number of observations is comparable (up to constants and possibly logarithmic terms)
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to the number of unknown parameters (a, c); and its estimator converges as sample size increases,
although it does not have theoretical guarantees; ORALS performs as well as ALS in the large
sample regime, with both estimators converging at the theoretical rate M —1/2.

The settings of the systems in our experiments are as follows. There are N = 6 agents in
a relatively sparse network in which each agent is influenced by |N;| = 2 other agents, selected
uniformly at random. The non-zero off-diagonal entries of the weight matrix are randomly sampled
independently from the uniform distribution in [0, 1] followed by a row-normalization, i.e., a;; €
[0,1], a;; = 0, and Z;V:1 aj; = 1 for each i € [N]. The state vector X} is in R¢ with d = 2. The
interaction potential is a version of the Lennard-Jones potential ®(z) = ¢(|$|)|%| with a cut-off near
0: the interaction kernel ¢ given by

Looy 208 > 0.5
——x -7, x = 0.5;

p(x) = 3 3 (4.1)
— 160, 0<z<0.5.

We consider a parametric from ¢ = 2221 ¢ with basis functions

{1106 = 2 L25k 405,400 Jomo Y {Vark = T Lj0.25k4054+00) om0 {®74+k = L0,0.25k+0.5] oo -

Thus, the true parameters ¢* has zero components except for (cf, cj, c¥) = (—1/3,4/3,—160). Note
that we do not assume or enforce sparsity in our estimation procedure.

The multi-trajectory synthetic data (1.4) are generated by the Euler-Maruyama scheme with
At = 107%, and with initial condition X;, = (Xgl,i = 1,...,N) sampled component-wise from a
initial distribution pg. The distribution g, stochastic force o, the observation noise strength ops,
and total time T, will be specified in each of the following tests. The number of iterations in ALS
is limited to 10 in all examples.

We report the following measures of estimation error, called the (relative) graph error, kernel
error, and trajectory error respectively:

_ Jas—a|p 12— @l 1 % (X7 = (X3 )ell 20,1y

€a = Ex=—T"—F EX = —
? la] # ’ |2 ’ M 2= (X

)

%n/)tHL%o,T)

where (X7"'); and ()A(;”')t denote trajectories started from new random initial conditions, generated
with the true graph and interaction kernel and with the estimated ones, respectively. The measure
p is the exploration measure defined in (3.4); since it is unknown, we use a large set of observations
independently of the training data set to estimate it; note that, of course, such estimate of p is not
used in the inference procedure — it is only used to assess and report the errors above.

4.1 A typical estimator and its trajectory prediction

In this section, we show a typical instance of the estimators. The initial distribution pg is the
uniform distribution over the interval [0, 1.5], the training dataset has M = 103 trajectories, the
stochastic force has o = 1073, the observation noise has s = 1073, and time T = 0.005 (i.e.,
making observations at L = 50 time instances). Figure 2 shows the graph, the kernel, the trajectory,
and their estimators. Our algorithms return accurate estimates of the graph and the kernel; see the
estimation errors in Table 3. We also present the mean and SD of the trajectory prediction errors
of 100 independent trajectories sampled from the initial distribution.
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Figure 2: Top: a typical weight matrix estimation. The first two columns show the true graph
and its weight matrix. The two columns on the right show the entry-wise errors of the ALS and
ORALS estimators. Bottom: Estimator of interaction kernel and trajectory prediction. The left
column shows a true trajectory. The middle two columns show the true and estimated kernels with
a zoom-in to show the details in a rectangular region. The fourth column presents the true (the
same as in column 1) and predicted trajectories. Note that X3 and X2 do not converge to the same
cluster, in both the true and estimated trajectory, even though they are close at time 0, since there
are no edges between them in the graph.

Graph error ¢,

Kernel error g

Traj. error ex

Exp. traj. error ex

ALS

8.47 x 1073

1.45 x 102

6.1 x 1073

6.19 x 1073 +8.12 x 10~ %

ORALS

1.67 x 1072

1.47 x 1072

6.6 x 1073

7.41 x 1073+ 1.07 x 1073

Table 3: Relative errors of the estimators in Figure 2 in a typical simulation, and in the fourth
column, the mean and SD of trajectory prediction errors of 100 random trajectories.

4.2 Convergence and robustness

We examine the convergence rates of the estimators in terms of the sample size M and their
robustness to basis misspecification and noise in data. Thus, we consider two cases: a case with
noiseless data and a well-specified basis {11, 4,17}, which we aim to show the convergence rate of
M~Y2_ as proved for the parametric setting; and a case with noisy data with oo = 1072 and the
above basis functions {wk}zzl, which we aim to test the robustness of the convergence.

Figure 3 shows that both ALS and ORALS yield convergent estimators as the sample size M
increases. Here, the data trajectories are generated from the system with a stochastic force with
o = 1072. In either case, the box plots show the relative errors in 100 random simulations. In each
simulation, we compute a sequence of estimators from M sample trajectories, for increasing values
of M. In each box plot, the central mark indicates the median, and the bottom and top edges of the
box indicate the 25th and 75th percentiles, respectively. The whiskers extend to the most extreme
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Figure 3: Convergence with sample size M increasing, M € {10,24,59,146,359,879, 2154,
5274,12915,31622}, in 100 independent experiment runs. The top row shows almost perfect rates
of M~1/2 for both algorithms for the case of noiseless data and a well-specified basis. For the case
of noisy data, the bottom row shows robust convergence with the errors decaying until they reach
104, the variance of observation noise.

data points not considered outliers, and outliers are plotted individually using the “+” marker.

In the case of noiseless data and well-specified basis, the top row shows nearly perfect decay rates
of M~1/2 for both the graph errors and the kernel errors and for both ALS and ORALS algorithms.
For ORALS, this convergence rate agrees with Theorem 3.7. ALS has similar convergence rates,
even though it does not have a theoretical guarantee for convergence.

In the case of noisy data and misspecified basis, as shown in the bottom row, the decay rate
remains clear for the graph errors, but plateaus at the level of observation noise agbs =10"% ALS’s
graph errors are about half a digit smaller than the ORALS’ graph errors; while both algorithms
lead to similar kernel errors when the sample size is large, the ALS’ kernel errors are much smaller
when the sample size is small. Thus, ALS is more robust to noise and misspecification than ORALS,
and it can lead to reasonable estimators even if the sample size is small, which we further examine
next.

4.3 Critical sample sizes

We further examine the performance of our estimators as a function of the number of sample
paths M and the trajectory length L, so that the total number of observations is ML, each
a d-dimensional vector. Here we consider an interaction kernel ®(z) = ¢(|IL‘|)% with ¢(r) =

b wi/ksin(2wkr)/(r + 0.1), where wy, A0, 1).

Figure 4 shows the results for N = 32, p = 16, d = 1, ¢ = 10~ and observation noise
10~ The top panel shows the results with L = 2 (left) and L = 8 (right). The first dashed
vertical bar is in correspondence of M = (N? + p)/(NLd); the second dashed vertical bar is at
M = (N?p)/(NLd): since we have a total of M LdN scalar observations, and N? + p parameters to
estimate, the first one corresponds to a nearly information-theoretic optimal sampling complexity,
and ALS appears to start performing well around that level of samples, albeit, because of the lack
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Figure 4: Top: estimation errors as a function of M (with all other parameters fixed), for both ALS
(continuous lines) and ORALS (dashed lines), for a random Fourier interaction kernel with p = 16,
N =32, L =2 (left) and L = 8 (right). In the small and medium sample regime, between the two
vertical bars, ALS significantly and consistently outperforms ORALS; for large sample sizes, the two
estimators have similar performance. Second row: the performance of the ALS estimator improves
not only as M increases but also as L increases, suggesting that multiple (dependent) observations
along each trajectory can increase the accuracy of the estimator. Third row: performance of the
ALS estimator as a function of M and p (with fixed N = 8, L = 8), and a graph showing, as a
function of p, the mean M (over 16 runs) such that the kernel estimator error is < 0.1, suggesting
a near-optimal linear scaling with p. Note that the graph estimation error appears quite insensitive
to p, almost as if ALS were able to achieve a full decoupling of the problem into interaction kernel
estimation and graph estimation. Fourth row: performance of the ALS estimator as a function of
M and N (with fixed p = 8, L = 8), and a graph showing, as a function of N, the mean M (over 16
runs) such that the graph estimation error is < 0.11, suggesting a near-optimal linear scaling with
N, as if the observations over N agents where independent.

of independence in L, on the right the transition to convergence for ALS is not as marked as on the
left; the second one appears to be consistent with the sample size at which ORALS starting to get
a good performance. In the small and medium sample regime, between the two vertical bars, ALS
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Figure 5: The system as in Figure 2, but with N = 128 agents, M = 256, and a dictionary of size
p = 67, consisting of the same dictionary as above, and trigonometric polynomials of degree up to
64 added. The relative errors in graph, interaction kernel and trajectory prediction are all of order
5-1072

significantly and consistently outperforms ORALS; for large sample sizes, the two estimators have
similar performance. The bottom panel shows the performance of the ALS estimator as a function
of both M and L (recall that L = T'/dt). The performance improves not only as M increases but
also as L increases, at least for this particular system. Furthermore, Figure 5 suggests that ALS
is robust in the medium sample size regime, achieving a reasonable estimation when M = 256 and
p = 67 for the above system with N = 128 and L = 50.

The main takeaways are about the critical and effective sample sizes. (i) ALS achieves good
performance as soon as the number of samples is comparable to (N? + p)/(NLd), which acts as
a critical sample size, around which the estimator quickly switched from performing poorly to
performing well, while the critical sample size for ORALS appears to be of order (N2p)/(NLd). (ii)
In this particular system, the effective sample size appears to increase with L, potentially as fast as
the product M L, notwithstanding the dependence among time steps in a single trajectory. However,
this benefit arises from both the nonlinearity and the stochastic forcing; one should not expect a
strictly linear gain in L for arbitrary dynamical systems. For example, in a system quickly reaching
a stable configuration, increasing observation time and/or L may not lead to an improvement of
the estimators.

4.4 Dependence on noise level and stochastic force
Numerical tests also show that the estimator’s error decays linearly in the scale of the stochastic
force and the noise level. The linear decay rate in the scale of the stochastic force agrees with
Theorem 3.7, where the variance of the error for the ORALS estimator is proportional to o2. We
refer to Sect.B.3 for details.
5 Applications
5.1 Kuramoto model on a network, with misspecified hypothesis spaces
We consider the Kuramoto model with network

dX] =k ) aysin(X] — X})dt + odW{, i=1,...,N. (5.1)

JEN;

When a;; = 1 and ¢ = 0, it reduces to the classical Kuramoto model of N coupled oscillators,
where X} represents the phase of the i-th oscillator. Here x represents the coupling constant.
The Kuramoto model was introduced to study the behavior of systems of chemical and biological
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oscillators [Kur75] and has been extended to study flocking, schooling, vehicle coordination, and
electric power networks (see [DB14, GFR 22| and the reference therein). In this example, our goal
is to jointly estimate from multi-trajectory data the weight matrix a, and the coefficient ¢ of the
(true) interaction kernel ®(z) = sin(x) over the misspecified hypothesis space

H = span{cos(x), sin(2x), cos(2x), . .., cos(7z),sin(7z)},

which does not contain ®, and over the hypothesis space H, := span{H, ®}.

We consider a system with NV = 10 oscillators, using the uniform distribution over the interval
[~2,2] as the initial distribution, as well as a stochastic force with o = 10~#, an observation noise
with ogps = 1073, time 7' = 0.1 and At = 0.001 (therefore, L = 100). We compare the kernel esti-
mation result using H and H4, with the number of observed trajectories M € {8,64,512}. In Figure
6, we present the true graph and a typical trajectory; in particular, we present the kernel estimators’
mean, with one SD range represented by the shaded region, from 20 independent simulations. The
successful joint estimation results suggest ALS and ORALS may overcome the discrepancy between
the true kernel and the hypothesis space, making them applicable to nonparametric estimation.

Due to the network structure, the system can have interesting synchronization patterns. The
bottom left of Figure 6 shows an example of such a pattern: groups of particles moving in clusters,
with each cluster having a similar angular velocity robust to the perturbation by the stochastic
force. These synchronization patterns appear dictated by the network structure, and appear robust
to the initial condition. In general, it is nontrivial to predict when these synchronization patterns
emerge and what their features are depending on the network; for a recent study in the case of
random Erdos-Rényi graphs, we refer the reader to [ABK™23| and references therein.

5.2 Estimating a leader-follower network

Consider the problem of identifying the leaders and followers in a system of interacting agents from
trajectory data. In this system, the leader agents make a stronger influence through more connec-
tions to other agents than the follower agents. Such a system can describe opinion dynamics on a
social network [WS06, MT14, DTW18, HZBL*20] and collective motion of pigeon flocks [NABV10].
We consider the leader-follower model in the form (1.1) with with an interaction kernel (named
influence function in the opinion dynamics literature)

O(z) = —D1(z) — 0.1P2(x)

with the basis functions being ®1(r) = 1«1y and P2(z) = ly,<15. The weight matrix a
represents a leadership network, with the weights on the directed edges to be understood as a
measure of impact or influence.

We identify the agents as leaders or followers by first estimating the weight matrix a from data
by the ALS algorithm and then using the K-means method (e.g., [Bis06, Chapter 9]|) to analyze
the impact feature and the influence feature extracted from the matrix. The detailed algorithm of
clustering is the following:

Step 1: Identify the leaders. Given the weight matrix, observe that for any agent A;, the
row-wise sum [a;.[s, = D], [a;| represents its impact on other agents in the system, and the
column-wise sum [a.i|s, = >3;.; [aji| corresponds to the influence of the system on i. We posit that
leadership can be characterized as the sum of impact on the system and influence from others:

L; = afa;|g + Blaille,, witha+8=1,a> 8.
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Figure 6: The first column shows the true weight matrix a and a trajectory of the system with an
interesting clustering pattern. In the remaining columns, we show the estimators of the interaction
function with misspecified and well-specified hypothesis spaces, i.e., ¢ ¢ H (top row) and ¢ € Hy
(bottom row), respectively, with M ranging in [8,64,512]. Our estimators appear robust to basis
misspecification, albeit with performance worse than in the well-specified case.

Typically, the impact factor « is expected to surpass the influence factor 8 when discussing lead-
ership. We identify the leaders and followers by applying the K-means method to cluster the
leadership features {Ll}f\; 1- We represent leaders and followers by a partition of the index set:
[N]=S1US2 = {i1r,--- igt U{j1, -~ ,jz} with N = N + N, representing leaders and followers,
respectively.

Step 2: Classify the Followers. We further classify each follower in a group according to their
leader. We start by setting the N groups to be {G* = {i1},---,GY = {iz}}. To classify follower
j € 52, we consider another leadership feature:

E§=a2|aij|—l—52|aﬂ|, Vk‘=1,--~,]\7.

ieGk ieGk

Then we find the largest Efo and classify agent j to group kg and set this group to be {G*0, j}. We
continue this procedure until all followers are classified.

We consider a system with N = 20 agents with two leaders. Each of them has an impact on
80% of the group members. On the other hand, the agents are labeled as followers because they
affect 20% of the group members. Also, we set a uniform distribution over the interval [0,4] as the
initial, as well as a stochastic force with o = 1077, an observation noise with o5 = 1077. We set
At = 0.01 with L = 100 steps, hence the total time T = 1.

Figure 7 demonstrates the identified network of the agents via the above method with (a, ) =
(0.8,0.2). In this experiment, we have two leaders, labeled as Al (red group) and A6 (blue group),
out of N = 20 agents, and we consider three sample sizes M € {15,30,100}. The figure shows the
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identification of the leader-follower network depends on sample size: we can identify the leader-
follower network accurately when the sample size is large, e.g., M = 100. The error of graph
estimation is 0.0018. But when the sample is too small, e.g., M = 15 and M = 30, the inference
can have large errors: the errors of graph estimation are 0.1254 when M = 15 and 0.0094 when
M = 30. Nevertheless, the leaders and followers are correctly identified; see more detailed results
in Appendix B.5. This example suggests that we can consistently identify and cluster leaders and
followers from a small sample size.

Leader-follower network M=15 Leader-follower network M=30 Leader-follower network M=100 Leader-follower network True

pAS 9A12 #A19 #A19
—eA12 eA12
{ 16 4
A420 < ea1s a\ ?415 AL ?Als
A9 ALo b 7 4 1 k A
/OA P / L\ Al ; Y / L\ pAd : Y
\ N .Z ®A4 X OA4
Vi .AlU 17 15 daz PAV \“6 S OA‘].O ‘ Az -~ \‘Ke .A\m
— = SeA18 \ ; 50/\18
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®AL9 AL~ 6A7 oA5 oA5

Figure 7: Estimated networks of leaders and followers from datasets with sample sizes M €
{15,30,100} and the ground truth. When M = 100, the estimated network is accurate. When
M = 30, the leaders-follower network is correctly identified, though the weight matrix is less accu-
rate. When M = 15, the sample size is too small for a meaningful inference; but the clustering is
still reliable.

5.3 Multitype interaction kernels

We consider further the joint inference of a generalized model with multiple types of agents dis-
tinguished by their interaction kernels. Specifically, consider the system (1.6) with @ types of
interaction kernels, where (i) denotes the type of kernel for the agent ¢ € [N], and ®, is the inter-
action kernel for agents of type g. Given a hypothesis space H = span{i/)k}zzl that includes these
kernels, there a exists coefficients matrix ¢ € RP*Y such that

p
Dy () = Z Ccrivr(z)
k=1

with ¢.; = €., i.e. the matrix ¢ has @ distinct columns corresponding to the types. Using the
same tensor notation as before, we have

Sac X, = aB(X;)c + oW = (ai.B(Xt)ic,i). + O’W, where

€[]

(5.2)
B(Xt iCq = Z ajj Z ¢k XJ Xt)ckz € R [N]
J#i k=1

Our goal is to jointly estimate the weight matrix a and the matrix ¢, which represents the @
kernels without knowing the type function x, from data consisting of multiple trajectories.

Since ¢ has @ distinct columns, we have rank(c) < @, which is a weaker condition. However,
the low-rank property of c is sufficient for us to apply ALS. Using SVD, we decompose ¢ as

C:LIVT
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where u € RPX? is called the coefficient matriz. This is because u represents the orthogonalized
coefficients of the @ interaction kernels on the basis {¢;}. And the type matriz v e RV*@ is
assumed to be orthonormal, i.e., viv = Ig, as it represents the type of the i-th particle with each
row of v represents the weight of the orthogonalized @) interaction kernels that the kernel ®,;
has. Such normalization condition avoids the simple non-identifiability issue, as demonstrated in
the admissible set of a. We write the above system as

Sauv - X; = aB(Xt)uVT + oW = ( B(Xt)zuv ) + UW where

e[N]

B(X;) Zuv Zam Z Pp( Xj X)) Z UjqVig € R?.je [N].

J# k=1 q=1
With data of multiple trajectories {X7, }M_ . the loss function is defined as
(a,u,v) = arg min Erm(a,u,v), with
(a,u,v)eEM xRP*Q@ xRNV XQ
vTv=Ig
L (5.3)
T 2
Erm(a,u,v) = o0 D |AX - aB(X[uv At
I=1,m=1

We introduce a three-fold ALS algorithm to solve the above optimization problem. Notice that
the loss function (5.3) is quadratic in each of the unknowns a,u, v if we fix the other two. The
three-fold ALS algorithm alternatively solves for each of the unknowns while fixing the other two.
In each iteration, this algorithm proceeds as follows: solving a via least squares with nonnegative
constraints, next solving u by least square, and then solving v via least squares followed by an
ortho-normalization step, which is an orthogonal Procrustes problem [GD04]. Additionally, we add
an optional K -means step to ensure that ¢ has only @) distinct columns. The details of the algorithm
are postponed to Section D.

Figure 8 numerically compares the three-fold ALS with and without the K-means step. We
consider the example of N = 10 agents and () = 2 types of kernels corresponding to short-range
and long-range interactions, which are constructed through p = 16 linear spline basis functions on
[0,5]. The correspondence between agents and the type of kernels is uniformly randomly generated.
We use the data of M = 400 independent trajectories, with a uniform distribution over the interval
[0,5] as initial distribution, At = 1073, L = 50 so that 7' = 0.05, and the stochastic force and the
observation noise have ¢ = ogs = 1073, The weight matrix is randomly generated with entries
sampled from the uniform distribution on [0, 1], followed by a row-normalization. The true kernels
are constructed on spline basis functions, representing short-range interaction (Type 1) and long-
range interaction (Type 2).

Figure 8 reports the error decay in the iteration number and the comparison between the esti-
mated and true kernels. It shows that the algorithm using K-means at each step performs better
than the one without the K-means since it preserves more model information.

Model selection We further test the robustness of the three-fold ALS algorithm for model se-
lection when the number @ € {1,2} is unknown. We apply the algorithm with both @ € {1,2} on
two datasets that are generated with Qe = 1 and Qirye = 2 respectively. Table 4 shows that
the three-fold ALS can select the correct model through trajectory prediction errors. It reports the
means and SDs of trajectory prediction using 10 test trajectories, At = 1072 and L = 500 time
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Figure 8: Estimation of two types of kernels: short range and long range. The first panel shows
the error decay with respect to iteration numbers. The algorithm using K-means decays faster
and reaches lower errors than the algorithm without K-means. The right two columns show the

estimation result of the two kernels. The classification is correct for both of the algorithms, and the
one with K-means yields more accurate estimators, particularly for the kernel Type 1.

steps. Note that the total time length is T' = 5. When Q4 = 1, the error of the estimators with
misspecified () = 2 is relatively accurate, because the estimated two types of kernels are both close
to the true kernel, as examined in Figure 9. Thus, the algorithm effectively identifies the correct
model.

Qtrue =1 Qtrue =2
Estimated with Q = 1 1.22 x 1072 +8.23 x 1073 || 2.06 x 10~ + 6.88 x 102
Estimated with Q = 2 1.44 x 1072 +7.40 x 1073 1.12 x 1072 + 2.80 x 1073

Table 4: Model selection: single- v.s. two- types of kernels. The table shows the Mean and SD of
trajectory prediction errors in 10 independent numerical experiments, where the number of kernel
types is unknown. Smaller errors indicate a correct model. The model is correctly identified in both
cases (highlighted in bold).

6 Conclusion

We have proposed a robust estimator for joint inference of networks and interaction kernels in in-
teracting particle systems on networks, implemented with computationally two scalable algorithms:
ALS and ORALS. We have tested the algorithms on several classes of systems, including determin-
istic and stochastic systems with various types of networks and with single and multi-type kernels.
We have also examined the non-asymptotic and asymptotic performance of the algorithms: the
ALS is robust for small sample sizes and misspecified hypothesis spaces, and both algorithms yield
convergent estimators in the large sample limit.

Our joint inference problem leads to a non-convex optimization problem that resembles those
in compressed sensing and matrix sensing. However, diverging from the conventional framework of
matrix sensing, our data are correlated, our joint estimation is in a constrained parameter space and
a function space, and the Restricted Isometry Property (RIP) condition rarely holds with a small
RIP constant. These differences can lead to an optimization landscape with multiple local minima.

We introduce coercivity conditions that guarantee the identifiability and the well-posedness of
the inverse problem. These conditions also ensure that the ALS and ORALS algorithms have well-
conditioned regression matrices and asymptotic normality for the ORALS estimator. Also, we have
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Figure 9: Estimated kernels in a misspecified case: estimating two types of kernel when data is
generated using a single kernel. The algorithm outputs two types of kernels, but both are close to
the true kernel.

established connections between the coercivity and RIP conditions, providing insights into further
understanding of the joint estimation problem.

Interacting particle systems on networks offer a wide array of versatile models applicable across
multiple disciplines. We considered here estimating the Kuramoto model on a network, classifying
agent roles within leader-follower dynamics, and learning systems with multiple types of interaction
kernels. Our algorithms are adaptable to various scenarios and applications,r and amenable to be
extended to more general settings, including models with more general interaction kernels.

We expect further applications of the algorithms for the construction of effective reduced hetero-
geneous models for large multi-scale systems. Also, other future directions include generalizations to
nonparametric joint estimations, further understanding of the convergence and stability of the ALS
algorithm, regularizations enforcing the low-rank structures, and learning from partial observations.

A Theoretical analysis
A.1 Coercivity conditions: connections and examples

First, we prove Proposition 3.3, which states that the rank-2 joint coercivity implies identifiability.
Proof of Proposition 3.3. Notice that
2]

e (a, ) :=IE[

DMk (rij(t) — ai;®(ri;(t))]

j#i
2
|| 35 [t~ w0y 00) + i o 0) — 2050 ]| |
J#i
where pp = % and pp®, — ® L &, in H. Then, the rank-2 joint coercivity (3.6) implies

PI,
£ (a,¢) = enlal — pgai Pox]2, + cxlaillpe®s — |2, .

Hence &1, (a, ®) = >, Eﬁ)oo(a, ®) = 0 and ¢3 > 0 imply that [a} — pgpa;.|* = 0 and [pe®. — |2, =
0,Vi € [N], since ®, # 0 and 0 # a € M. Because al*), a € M, the only choice for la¥ —poa;.|> =0
is both pg = 1 and a* = a. Consequently, [ps®s — @[3, = [Ps— P[>, = 0yields Py = P in L7 =

26



The interaction kernel coercivity is stronger than the joint coercivity:

Proposition A.1 (Interaction kernel coercivity implies joint coercivity) Assume that for
all i € [N], {ri;(t) = X] — X}}¥ j=1j2i ore pairwise independent conditional on F}. Then, the
kernel coercivity (3.7) with co 3 tmplies that the joint coercivity conditions (3.5) and (3.6) hold with
ClLy = 02(11])\[007{ and CQ’H = C’SJ)VCQH, respectively, where C'(lj)v = %Zfil Zj# ain and CzSJ)V =

Ly 12J¢Z[|a<”\ + lal? 2],

Proof. Without loss of generality, we consider only the case when L = 1. By assumption, the
random variables r;; and r;j» are independent, conditioned on F*, if j # j' and j,j" # i. Then, by
Lemma A.3 with f;(-) = a;;®(-) for each fixed i, we get

} ) [ < 2, 2 2(ry) 2 | P)] > Jbi > adE[tr Cov(®(ry) | F1)]

J#i i=1j%i
1912, = Chcon| @]
CO'H oL a,NCOH L
VE

2 \

uMz ||M

where the last inequality follows from (3.7). Therefore, by combining the above inequalities, we
obtain that (3.5) holds with the constant ¢; 3 = C(lj)\,co,;{. This proves the rank-1 joint coercivity

a7
condition.

To prove the rank-2 joint coercivity condition (3.6), it suffices to show that for all i € [N],

x|
for any vectors agl), E ) € M and any two functions ®1, P9 € H with (®1, P2) = 0. As in the rank-1
|

case, we have by Lemma A.3 that
= Y al PE[tr Cov(@1(ryy) | F)] + Y. |al [PE[tr Cov (s (rs;) | F')]

2
Z[aﬁ})%(rm+a§?f1>2<rij>]] cone| 2l Pl@i)2, + P Pleal2, | (A

J#i

a1 (ri;) +al @a(ri))]

J#i

?

J#i J#i

2

—HE[Za” <I>1rw ]+E[Zaw <I>2r2] \.7:] ]
J#i j#i

1 oE [2 al B[ @1(ry) | F| - Y all B[ @y (xy) | F ]]

J#i oy
> 3% al) PR Cov(@a(rss) | 7))+ 3 al? PEir Cov(@afrs) | 7).
J#i =

This confirms (A.1) with cp 3 = ng ])Vco %, Where C(J)V =¥ LN 1 i [|aw 12 + |a(2)| ]. =

a

Remark A.2 (Sufficient but not necessary for identifiability) Together with Proposition 3.3,
we conclude that interaction kernel coercivity implies identifiability. We shall also see that it is a
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sufficient condition to ensure that the operator regression stage is well-posed. We do not expect it
however to be necessary for the identifiability of the weight matrixz and the kernel.

Heuristically, the proof for Proposition A.1 suggests that the kernel coercivity condition (3.7) is
not only a sufficient condition for rank-1 and rank-2 joint coercivity but also for ‘higher rank’ joint
coercivity conditions, resembling a ‘full rank’ version of the joint coercivity condition.

Lemma A.3 Suppose {Xl L, are R?-valued random variables such that for each i, conditional on
an o-algebra F°, the random variables {r;j = XJ — X’}]:L#Z are independent. Then, for any

square-integrable functions {f; : R4 — ]Rd}J 1, we have
- 2
E Z fj(rij) fZ:| = Ztl‘ COV (fj(rij) | fz) N Vie [N] . (AQ)
- J# J#i

Proof. It suffices to consider the case i = 1 as the proofs for different i’s are the same. That is,
2

Z;V:Q firi)| | .7:1] > ZjVZQ tr Cov (f;(ry;) | F'). By the conditional inde-

pendence assumption, we have E[(f;(r1;), fj (r1j))ga | F'] = CE[f;(r1;) | F'LE[fj(r1y) | F'Dga-

Using this fact for the second equation below, we have

I

we aim to prove E

N 2 N 9 N
|| 2 s 1] <) S50 + X i) ot 7]
SRR Z CBLfira) | FLE[fr i) | F'T),
Jj=2 J—
N J#5 N ,
=3 (el 1 7] el e 1 7] 1 DELCHIES (A3)

Then, we obtain (A.2) with i = 1 by noticing the fact that tr Cov(f;(ry;) | X!) = [E[|fj(r1j)|2 |
2
~ [ELf(r1) | FF)- m

We now show that the interaction kernel coercivity condition holds in H = L?) for radial kernels
when L = 1 and the initial distribution is standard Gaussian.

Proposition A4 Let L = 1, ®(x) = qﬁ(\x!)m, and the components of (X},...,X{) be ii.d.
standard Gaussian random vectors in RY. The interaction kernel coercivity condition in (3.7) holds
mH = L% ford=1,23.

Proof. We first simplify the interaction kernel coercivity condition by using the symmetry of the
distribution and L = 1. Since {th} *, are identically distributed, so are the random variables
{rij = X; — thl}, and we have E[tr Cov(®(r;;) | X{,)] = E[tr Cov(®(r12) | X})] forall 1 < i # j <
N. Additionally, since since L = 1, we have H<I>||ZL = E[|®(r12)|?]. Consequently, the interaction
kernel coercivity condition (3.7) can be written as

3 25 Eltr Cov(®(ry) | X7,)] = Eltr Cov(@(ra) | X})) > kI,

(N ]#z
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for all ® € H. It is equivalent to E[[E[®(r12) | Xt11]|2] < (1 = co)E[|®(r12)[*] by recalling
that E[tr Cov(®(r12) | X})] = E[|®(r12)[*] — E[|E[®(r12) | Xt11]|2]. Furthermore, since {X7 }I¥,
are independent and identical, we have E[ |IE (r12) | thl]’g] = E[(®(r12), ®(r13))]. Thus, to

verify the interaction kernel coercivity condition, we only need to prove E [(®(r12), P(r13))] <
(1 — con)E[|®(r12)]?]. In particular, when ®(z) = ¢(\x|)|§—‘, the above inequality reduces to

E [¢<|m|>¢<|r13|><‘”2"“1"”>] < (1 - con)Ellp(r2)P] (A1)

[r12[[r13|

Next, we prove (A.4) when {X} },—; are iid. Gaussian. Recall that if X,V b (:U) =
(2m) =42 exp(—|z]2/2), then X —Y ~ (47)~ 2 exp(—|z|?/4) and |[X =Y | ~ p(r) = Cyrd—te™ T 1{T>0} )
where Cy = 1/(2471T (%)) and I'(*) is the Gamma function. In particular, one has p(r) = e~ 42 1(>0}
p(r) = %re‘é 1(>0p and p(r) = r2e”T 1{T>0} when d =1 ,d = 2 and d = 3, respectively.

2f
Without loss of generality, we only need to consider E[|¢(|ri2])[?] = [¢[|%, = 1. By direct
P

computation, the left-hand side of (A.4) is

B [odraoleah £ 500 | - M |, oo H)T“HZT St g
s d—1 d—1
2\fﬂ ffqb Ga(r,s)r*'s"drds, (A.5)

where the second equality follows from a polar coordinate transformation with
Galro) = ||, ccme¥emagan. (A)
Sgd—1 Jgd—1

We apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to (A.5) and [¢]3, = 1 to obtain that
)

(ri2,T13) 1 I 2, g1 a1 ’
B el f2 | < ] [ [ Tlomatope aras|

1
0[O0 2.2 5
{J f |Gal(r, S)|2€_5( > )rd_lsd_ldrds] (A.7)
2d-1p(d s 2
- T “ J (G, )[2e~ 2752 -1 - 1drds] L I(d,G).
)

Thus, (A.4) holds with 1 —co 5 = I(d, G4), equivalently, coy < 1—1(d,Gq). We compute I(d, Gg)
when d =1, d = 2 and d = 3 separately below.

By (A.7), it is easy to see the key is the estimation of G4(r, s) such that I(d,G4) < 1. Notice
that Ssd71<§ ) 77>eT3*S<5”7>d€ is invariant with respect to any n € S%~!. Without loss of generality, we
can select n = e; = (1,0,---,0) € S9! and write (A.6) as

Gatris) = [ [ @enet iy =157 [ aietode.
Sd-1 Jgd—1 gd—1
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Case d = 1: We have S9! = {~1,1} and |S%"!| = 2. Thus, Gi(r,s) = |ST | {qu Ee58d¢ =
2[e’s —e~5 . Pluggingind = 1 and Gy(r, s)? = 4[6% e 5 —2] into (A.7), we have by symmetry

1
r2 g2 rs s 2
I(d,Gq) = T [J J - )625 +e” 232]d7“d5}
T

_ 502 4s?) | 2rs 1 _5(r2 +s 1 6 4
— drds — = dd = ——A[2T— — =4/ —.
37'( [ JRZ e 12 3. aras 9 jRQ e T 8] 371' T 5 15

Hence, (A.4) holds with the coercivity constant cozy < 1 — 4/ 14—5 ~ 0.4836.
Case d = 2: We can proceed to write

1
Galrs) = 15% 1|f J Greieds = ‘Sd1|5d2|f &i(1 —5%)%6?&(1&
{ 52 1- £1 —1

d1 rs
|Siwwdﬂj‘5 e e T,

where [S"71| = FQ(Z/Z) is the surface area of a m-dimensional sphere. Thus, we have by Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality
1 2 d—1 s rs
[REETECaS
0

o] [ [

~ d a4 d-1
where Cg 1 = 2(2\[()2) 154-1||54-2| = T'I(§)  2x% on'z

1
_5(7'2+52) _ _ 2
e o i lgd=1grds ,

— 2/\7
Qf )d N T(LL) 32F(d o We proceed by applying

the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and obtain that

2 1 .
T[S — e T dg| < | 21— lde | [T — e T e
0
= 3, 2rs _2rs
:Cd72 %(63 —e 3)—2 s (A8)
with Cd,z = %. Letting Jo(d SO So — ot 7 2 {237«3(62;’5 — e‘%) — Q]rdlsdldrds, we

can bound I(d, G4) above using the estimate (A.8) as I(d,Gq) < Cy.14 /C_’d 2Jo(d) =: J(d). One can

evaluate the function Jo(2) and Jo(3) directly: Jo(2) = 6 arctan(3/4) — 2, Jo(3) = 8r—2l0m = T8x
Combining the exact values of Cd 1 and Cd 9, we can evaluate the upper bounds of J(d) when d = 2
and d = 3, obtaining J(2) ~ 0.1259 and J(3) ~ 0.2661. Therefore, we conclude that (A.4) holds

with cg 3 ~ 0.8731 when d = 2 and ¢y ~ 0.7339 when d = 3. m

Example A.5 (A non-identifiable deterministic example) We present a non-identifiable de-
terministic system with N = 3 particles when observing only one specific sample. That is, consider
the system (1.1) with N = 3, o = 0. Let the data be only one point, X}, =0, X2 =1 and X} = 2.
Let us construct two network-coefficient pairs (aM), cM) and (a®,c®) on the hypothesis function
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space H = span{sin(%£), cos(ZE)} with ¢V = [2+2ﬁ’ 2+2\/§]T, ? =10,1]" and

V2 V2

0 01 0 2 2
a =11 0 0|, a® = | 10-4v2 0 V2rv2
100 0 1 0

One then can verify that aVB(Xy, );c) = a@B(Xy, )ic? fori = 1,2,3 by noting that

0 1 _V2 V2 1 0

V3 2 2
B(Xi)i = |2 2|, BXyh=| 0 1|, BXy)s= |- ¥
Lo Sl 01

Consequently, the loss function E(a,c) in (1.5) can not distinguish two network-coefficient pairs
(@M, M) and (a®, c®) on the hypothesis function space H. This results in a lack of identifiability
of jointly inferring the network a and the kernel ® in the system (1.1).

This example illustrates the fundamental identifiability challenge in joint inference problems,
motivating the joint coercivity conditions below to ensure identifiability. As Proposition A.4 demon-
strates, we see that randomness is helpful to avoid non-identifiability.

A.2 Coercivity and invertibility of normal matrices

Proof of Proposition 3.6 Part (i): regression matrices in ORALS. To study the singular

value of A; p in (2.3), it suffices to consider the smallest eigenvalue of the normal matrix A; pr 1=
LM _ _ . —

ﬁ lél,m=1[Ai]Em[Ai]l,m e RWV-Upx(N=1)p gince ﬁagmn(“‘li,M) = Amin(Ai ). We only need to

discuss 7 = 1. Also, to simplify notation, we Consider only L = 1, i.e., only the time instance t = ;.

Let SV=UP .= {u = (uj;) e RV-DP . Z;V:Q - ]k; =1} and f“ = > 0_; ujrt € H. Note that

N p
D, = Z Z ujp,
i=2 j=2k=1

With these notations, we can write Amin(A; ) as

elvel?, =1, YuesW-lr,

M N »p 9
(A — ; T
Amin (A1,0r) = ueg{%&l}l)p“ Armu = uesr?f\l’nl w M Z ‘Z Z w; ki (rTj(t1))
m=1j=2k=1
M N 9
- i, 5 2| % ) (a9

First, we show that the minimal eigenvalue in the large sample limit is bounded from below. In
fact, for each u, by the Law of large numbers and Lemma A.3, we obtain

ut Ay ou = uTE[A; prlu = lim — Z ‘Z [ (e75(t)) ‘2 = EH szj f;‘(r’f}(tl))m

=
N

S 2 u
:E[E[‘;fj(rlj(tl))‘ \ftl]] [2trCov( (r15(t1)) \.7-',51)} 2 enlfi5, = en
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where the last inequality follows from the interaction kernel coercivity condition (3.7).
Next, we apply a matrix version of Bernstein concentration inequality to obtain the non-
asymptotic bound (e.g., [Tro12, Theorem 6.1]) to obtain (3.8). We write Qn = Ay — A100 =
M 7 M .
ﬁZmZI[AIT’m At — A1) =t ﬁzmﬂ Qm, and notice that {[AT mALm — A1 o }M_ | has zero
mean. Because |Qn,| < pN L% and the matrix variance of the sum can be bounded as

M
1
V@Qu) = 551 2 ElQnQull < 2(0NL3)*/M
m=1
we obtain P{|Qar| = ¢} < 2pN exp ( SNTZ A)/‘;Ej]/jVL /3) . So, for 0 <e < ey

P{Aminmw) o on— e} > P{|Amm(A1,M> ()| < e}

- Me?/2
>P —er=1-2pN -
{‘QM’ o } e ( 2pN I3, +pNL?He/3>

where we used |)\min(Z17M) - )\min(jl,ooﬂ < |Qusll.

Proof of Proposition 3.6 part (ii): matrices in ALS. Recall that here we assume the joint-
coercivity condition (which is weaker than the kernel coercivity condition assumed in part (i)). The
proof is based on the standard concentration argument combined with the lower bound for the large
sample limit for the matrix in the normal equations corresponding to (2.1), which are:

;. = fz,Mvi,Ma with
LM

ALS ALS 1 m m L m m X
Lo = AP (AMND)T L, ;ﬂ 1r (t), T(t) = (B(X])ic)(B(X[")]e)" e RV,
1 LM
Viar = [(AXe)!)]m (ALK T = UT l_%_lv?<tz>, Vit (t) = (AXy,)[) (B(XE)ie)T e RV,

(A.10)
where, for each i, we treat the array B(X;’;‘)ic e RV*1xd g5 g matrix in RV*4, and we set a; = 0
so that we are effectively solving a vector in RV~ When Ty is rank-deficient, or even when it
has a large condition number, the inverse may be replaced by the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse.
Part (a) Let ¢ = (c1, -+ ,cp)" € RP*! be nonzero and denote ® = Y7 _ | c;1,. Recall that

LM i
Tinm = 5p 202 Lm=1 L7 (t) with

T T
D7(1) = BX])ec BXE)T = [ (1), (i) |,
Without loss of generality, we assume L = 1. We only need to consider ¢ = 1, and the cases
i=2,---,N are similar. For any a € S¥~!, note that
N 2
’ Z CL](I) I'lj t]_ ‘
1 j5=2

anLMa = Z aTI‘m (t1)a

ﬁM:
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Then, the joint coercivity condition (3.5) implies that
_ N 2
A"Triea = B|| 3 a0 | > eulalPlol?, = eulel?,
j=2

where the last equality follows from [al|? = 1 and H@H%L = || >h_; Ckﬂl}k”%L = |¢|?. Thus,

Amin(T1,60) = min aTI‘1 0 = el (A.11)
aeSN—

Next, we show that the lower bound holds for the smallest eigenvalue of the empirical normal
matrix with a high probability based on the matrix Bernstein inequality. The proof closely parallels
that of (3.8), and we omit some details. Setting QS\}[) =TT = ﬁ Z%zl[l"gn(tl) — Tl
the matrix Bernstein inequality reveals that

2
=(1) Me=/2
p QM = < 2N — . A.12
{H H 8} exp< (p 3{)2 p[%€/3> ( )

The rest is the same as the proof of (3.8).

Part (b). Fix a € RV*V with each row normalized, namely, |a;| = 1 fpr every i € [N]. Let c € R?
with |c| =1 and let K = Y7} _; cxtb,. The normal equations for (2.2) and their solution are

c= ZLEM, where

Aw = (ALK = 377 Z A7, AP = @B(X))Ta @ B(X]) e R
MLz Lm=1 l (A.13)
b = (AR T [AX 1 m MT Z b, b= (aB(XP)TAX e P
I=1,m=1

so that ¢TAye = 117 Zl Lm=1 cTAl"c e RP*P, where

2
cTAMe = ¢ B(Xm)TaaTB(Xm

N
‘ Z r’L_] tl

Again, without loss of generality, we can assume L = 1, and as the argument before, we get from
the joint coercivity condition (3.7) that

N N
_ — 1 1
e - B[y - ZE[! D et )]'| 2 eny 3 a1, = e
=1 1=1

where the last equality follows from the fact that ||a;|*> = 1 and H<I>H%L = |c|? = 1. Thus, Anin(Ax) =
Mingeese €L Ape = ¢y . B
Lastly, same as in the proof of (a), we define Qg\? = Ay — Ay = MZM AF* and then

||M2

1
N

obtain a similar result as in (A.12) switching N and p. So, P{Amin(ALM) > ey — e} >1-—

2
2p exp ( %) . The proof is completed. =
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A.3 Convergence of the ORALS estimator
Proof of Theorem 3.7. We consider the normal equations associated with (2.3).

To prove part (i), recall that for each i fixed, {[A;] € RE*(N=DPYM_ a1 independent identically
distributed for each m, hence by Law oi large numbers A; pr = 17 lL:’{[m:l[Ai]Em [Ailim — Aioo
a.s. for M — oo. By Proposition 3.6, A; » is invertible, with smallest eigenvalue no smaller than
¢y, and A; p is invertible with smallest eigenvalue larger than ¢y /2 w.h.p., with Gaussian tails in

M. By standard argument employing the Borel-Cantelli lemma, Z; ]{/[ — j; 010 a.s. as M — 0.
Meanwhile, making use of (3.11) and the notation A; ,(t)2; = (aB(X{')cAt); in (2.3), we have

L.M
_ L _ .
VoM = T i m:l[A"]Em[(AX)i]l,m = Aimzi + Vi,

where U; pr 1= UFML ZL];/[m A, m(AWZL)l Note that ?; 3 is a sum of M independent
square integrable samples since the basis functions are uniformly bounded under Assumption 3.5.
Thus, by Central Limit Theorem, we have v/M U; m converges in distribution to a N(0, O'QAtZi,OO)_
distributed Gaussian vector. Hence, together with the above fact that A;_ o= A L as. as M — o,
we have by Slutsky’s theorem that the random vector

1

Einr = A gtinr S & LN, (042 A;,) (A.14)

where X; ]b[ is the pseudo-inverse when the matrix is singular. Consequently, the estimator Z; s =
Xi_’ ]%4@-7 M = % + &,m is asymptotically normal.

Part (ii) follows from the explicit form of the 1-step and 2-step iteration estimators. Denote
&im € RO=1xP the matrix converted from &im € RN=Dpx1 in (A.14), ie., & v = Vec(&m).
Then, as M — o0, v/ M. ME&; v converges in distribution to the centered Gaussian random matrix &;,
the inverse vectorization of the Gaussian vector &; ., in (A.14).

Starting from ¢y € RP*! with C;FCO # 0, the first step of the deterministic ALS minimizes the
loss function Exr(a, ¢p) with respect to a to obtain, for ¢ € [N],

@AMNT = |eo| T Ziarco = |eol [ (crco)(as)i + &inrco) -

Then, noting that |(as);| = 1, we have

~M
J@"HE? = H

ol (cFeo)2 (@) T + nl'y 1% = leol~H(cFeo)2(1 +ly)p)
where we have let

775]\)/[ (creo) "€ co € RVXL 5(1]8/[ = 2(a*)m§71]\)/[ + HnZ(IAZHQ (A.15)

1y
Hence, the normalized 1-step estimator can be written as

T, (1) (1)
<ﬂ“ﬂzﬁmwmﬁmwwz(a) Filiar (el H i

@) + ] 1+ely,
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Thus, the difference between (a™1)T and (a,)} is

A~ nz,M
@"hF = (ay)] = (1) Y @n! + 5
1+ €i M 1+ €M
(1) (1)
—e )
_ A — (a,)] + _hM 1 (A.16)
1+€§71\)4(1+ 1+ 1+s§71\)4

where 77(]\)/[ and 6( 1\)/1 are defined in (A. 15)

By Slutsky’s theorem, we get v Mmn; (1) (c co) "'&;co, and by Lemma A.6 we obtain
_ _ d _
VMel, = 2(cleo) VM (an)iinsco + (cTeo) 2V M Einrcol* 5 2(cfeo) ™ (as)ikico -
Consequently, the asymptotic normality of (a*/1); follows from

VMIEMHT = (@)1 (cfeo) " [6ico — () ibico(a)] ] (A.17)

Note that the limit distribution depends on the initial condition cy. This dependence on ¢y will be
removed in the 2nd-iteration.

Next, by minimizing the loss function £(a*>!, ¢) with respect to ¢, we obtain ¢M-!:
N -1 N
EM’l _ [Z(aM,l)xaM,l)?} 2 ZT Ml (A.18)
i=1

Note that 3 (aM1); @ 1)T = N since |(a"1);] = 1. Thus,

=1
N T 1) (1)
1 [(ax); +n M] L
29) [<a*>z AL ] PR g
i=1 L+e; 1+51M
_ 1 i _5;1]8/[ 1 i 177@(1]\)/[0*
N4 1+€§1j\)/[(1+1/1+81(»71)) N: 1+5(1)
1
N 1 i EEM(a*ﬁ + éi,an(,]\)/I
N i=1 1+ 5(1) .
= oM
Again, using Lemma A.6 and Slutsky’s theorem, we get the asymptotic normality of ¢M:!
a1 ol
VMM —¢] 5 N Z &l (as)] - (A.20)
i=1

35



We remove the dependence of ¢y in the limit distribution in (A.17) by another iteration. That
is, we minimize the loss function &(a,c™>!) with respect to a to obtain (a™:2);. With the same
argument used for (aM:1);, with ¢y from (A.15) replaced by ! from (A.18), we obtain an update

nr = (cre ) T et
2 2 A~ _ A~ _ ~,
el = 2(an)imiy + Inal? = 2T Y (ay )i @ 4 (cFEM) 2| M

7

T

Note that 7]( ]\)/[ and 5( ]3/[ are well-defined because ¢l ¢! # 0 almost surely. The asymptotic nor-

~M,1

mality (A. 20) implies ¢*»" converges to c, almost surely as M tends to infinity. Hence, combining

VME&im 4 &; with Lemma A.6 and Slutsky’s theorem we obtain

d _ d _
VME, S e 2ies, VMl S 20ed] aw)iics |

(1)

) andsleyn

(2) (2)

Replacing i M and €,7, in (A.16) respectively, we obtain the asymptotic normality

VME"?)T = (@)f] 2 Jex 7 [Eiex — (a)ibic (i) ] (A.21)
Combining (A.20) and (A.21), we complete the proof of (ii). m

1)px1

Lemma A.6 Let {{u}77_, be a sequence of square integrable ROV- -valued random variables

such that / ME&yy 4, € as M — o0, where o £ N(0,%) with a nondegenerate . Denote €y and
N the random matrices corresponding to {yp = Vec(§) and £ = Vec(IN), respectively. Also, let
e RV*N and assume cpr — ¢ almost surely as M — oo. Then,

(i) vV MEpc <% Ne and vV Ma€ e A aN¢;
(ii) v MEnrens 4 Ne and v Ma& e Lt alNc¢; and
(iii) VMEY & e — 0 and vV M|€pre|? — 0 almost surely.

Proof. Part (i) follows directly from the convergence of £5s. Part (ii) and (iii) can be derived from
the Borel-Cantelli lemma and Slutsky’s theorem. m

A.4 Trajectory prediction error

Proof of Proposition 3.8. Since )A(t and X; have the same initial condition and driving force,
we have X; — X; = {{[aB(X,)¢ — aB(X;)c] ds.
By Jensen’s mequahty in the form |1 §{ f(s)ds|? < t% |f(s)|%ds,

¢
E|X; — X% < tJ E|aB(X.)¢ — aB(X,)c|2 ds. (A.22)

0
Next, we seek a bound for the integrand. With ry’ := X7 — X!, ¥/ := XJ — X!, &(r ”) =

1 Ck kr;',we write a s)c = Rt rs" <[N1 € , and similarly for a s)C.
k=1 s B(X ji 3 (r57)ielw) R & d larly for aB(X
Applying Jensen's inequality || 3, ; AjH]%d < ﬁ ki HAjH]%w and the triangle inequality, we obtain

JAB(X.) - aB(X.)el? - [\ (6,86 - ay0(ci9)|
=1

R2 }
(A.23)
J#i ’
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—ZZ [aij — ay; || @

i=17j%#1 i=1j%#1

ol | o - e |

We bound the above two terms in the last inequality by |a — al|% and ||¢ — ¢|? using the uniform
boundedness of the basis functions: for the first term we have

C 02 2 R
LS iy agPloei)? < P $ 3 o g < 2By

i=17%#1 i=1j%#1

where the first inequality follows from |®(rs”) H = | 32_, ern(rs?) H < plle|3C2 for each (i, j, s),
since ||k < Co by assumption. The bound on the second term follows from the assumptions on
the basis functions and entry-wise boundedness of the weight matrix. We first observe that

~

~ .12 ~ .. .2 ~ .. S 12
B — o) < [B) - @@l + |BE) — S| < ple— PCE + plePCH It — 72,

where the second inequality follows from

~ . C )12
- - |

M=

~ .. .12 .2
B — ()| [en = @ ]unei)|” < ple - 2°C,

x>
Il

1

au[n(r?) — ()] | < plRPC ey — 52,

=

b
Il

1

for each (i, 7, s), since |[g]o < Co and |Vihg|loo < Co. Hence, for the second term in (A.23):

N
2 C?
A p A~ ~
D SR - a < S SRl o o e -5
=1 j#1 i=1j#1

N

pC ~ ~ .
. ZZ[ (1852 e = 2?) + elz|r? — 74|

i=1j%#1

pC N ~2(%
2 < | Ve =2l + an[eIX, - X,

using |a;.|* = 1 for each i and ), p |rbd —#59)2 < AN|X, — X%
Consequently, plugging the above two estimates into (A.23) we obtain a bound

pNC}

HaB()’is)E_ aB(}(s)C“%7 SN —

el la =% + e — &l + 431X, — X,

Combining the above inequality with (A.22), we conclude that

~ pN02 R R R t ~
BIX: — X" < T35 [T?(Hcraa—a% + e~ clp) + 21237 fo E[IX, - X,|?|ds

t
<G {:ﬂ(cﬂa —a|}+e—cl3) + 202Tf IE[HXS - Xslz]ds}
0

with C1 = 2pC3 and Cy = |¢]3 + |c|3. Finally, (3.12) follows from Gronwall’s inequality. m
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A.5 Connection with the classical coercivity condition

We discuss the relation between the joint and the interaction kernel coercivity conditions in Defini-
tions 3.2-3.4 and the classical coercivity condition for homogeneous system see e.g., [LLM 21, Def-
inition 1.2| or [LZTM19, Definition 3.1|. To make the connection, we consider only a homogeneous
multi-agent system in the form dX] = 1~ Yiwi ®(X] — X})dt + 0dW, i€ [N]. Such a system
has a weight matrix with all entries being the same; note that the normalizing factor is N — 1, since
each agent interacts with all other agents. Suppose that the initial distribution of (X&, . ,Xév )
is exchangeable (i.e., the joint distributions of {X{}ier and {X}}icz, are identical, where Z and Z,
are two sets of indices with the same size). Note that the distribution of X; = (X},...,X}V) is
exchangeable for each ¢ > 0. This exchangeability plays a key role in simplifying the coercivity
conditions below. It leads to the following properties.

(P1) The exploration measure py, in (3.4) is the average of the distributions of {X} —X2}: pr(A) =

%Zle P (thl - thl € A) , VA e R?, and it has a continuous density supported on a bounded
set, denoted by supp(p).

(P2) Let ry(t;) = X{, — Xt]l for any i # j. Then, for each t;,

E[|®(r;;(t))|"] = E[|@(ri2(t)[*], ¥i # j;
E[{®(ri;(t:)), ®(rix(t)))rva] = E[{(®(r12), ®(r13))rNa], Vi # 4,0 # k,j # k.

We first extend the classical coercivity condition, which was defined for radial interaction kernels
in the form ®(z) = ¢(\x|)ﬁ, to the case of general non-radial interaction kernels. The extension is
a straightforward reformulation of the definitions in [LLM ™21, Definition 1.2], with minor changes
accounting for the normalizing factor 1/(N — 1) and lack of radial symmetry of the kernel.

Definition A.7 (Classical coercivity condition for homogeneous systems) The homogeneous
system with a;; = 1 sastifies the coercivity condition on a set H = L?

5.0 with pr, the exploration mea-
sure in (3.4), if there exists c3 > 0 such that for all ® € H

1 1 2 )
N(N —1)2 Z i3 Z E [ Z{‘I’(rzj(tl)) ] = CHH‘I’HLgL . (A.24)
=1 =1 J#
Kernel Rank 1-Joint | | Classical
coercivity coercivity coercivity

Figure 10: The relation between coercivity conditions for homogenous systems.

We show next that the three coercivity conditions (the joint and the interaction kernel coercivity
conditions in Definitions 3.2-3.4 and the above classical coercivity condition) are related as follows:

e The joint coercivity condition is equivalent to the classical coercivity.

38



e The kernel coercivity condition (3.7) is stronger than the classical coercivity. It yields a

suboptimal coercivity constant %% with ¢ € (0,1) (see Proposition A.1), which is smaller

than cy = ﬁ for the classical coercivity.

Without loss of generality, we set L = 1 and drop the time index ¢; hereafter. Hence, we can write
H(IDH%L = E[|®(r12)|?]. By Property (P2), we can simplify Eq.(A.24) in the above classical coercivity
2

condition to ﬁﬂi U Zj\[:z ®(r1;)| | = enE[|®(r12)|?]. This is exactly the joint coercivity con-

dition after considering Property (P2). Hence, the joint and the classical coercivity are equivalent
for homogeneous systems with an exchangeable initial distribution.

On the other hand, the kernel coercivity (3.7) is stronger than the classical coercivity. By
Proposition A.1, it yields a suboptimal coercivity constant ;}):"1 This constant is smaller than the
optimal constant cy = w7 in the classical coercivity condition in [LLM*21].

Interestingly, while both the interaction kernel coercivity condition and the classical coercivity
condition lead to the joint coercivity, they approach it from different directions. Specifically, the

classical coercivity condition seeks the infimum inf@GL?)LﬂH‘bHﬁ _1 E[{(®(r12), ®(r13))] = 0 to obtain
L

Ccy = ﬁ as in [LLM™21]. Under the assumption that r13 and ry3 are independent conditional on
F', which implies E[{(®(r12), ®(r13))] = E[|E[®(r12) | F']|?], the above infimum is equivalent to
inf{)eL%L,HCI)HL% _1 E[|E[®(r12) | ]:1]’2] = 0.

L

In contrast, the kernel coercivity, reducing to E[tr Cov(®(r12) | F')] = &IE[|®(r12)|?] after
taking into account exchangeability, is equivalent to infeerz o, -1 E[|E[®(r12) | FH*] < (1 —
L

). Hence, the classical coercivity sets a lower bound for the term E[|E[®(r12) | F']|?], whereas
the kernel coercivity sets an upper bound for this term so that the loss of dropping this terms (in
(A.3)) is controlled. In general, it is easier to prove the upper bound than the lower bound.

B Details and additional numerical results

B.1 Computational costs

The detailed breakdown of the computational costs, leading to the overall costs in table 2, is as
follows. For both algorithms, the data processing involves M LdN?p flops on evaluating {1/, (thl’m —

Xfl’m), 1<4,5< N}iizg\],w, where these computations can be done in parallel in M, L or N.

The ALS computation consists of two additional parts: solving the least square problems to
estimate a and ®, and iterating. In each iteration, when solving the least squares for the rows of the
weight matrix via the M Ld x N matrices, it takes O(M LdNpNp,,) flops to assemble the regression
matrices and O((M LdN? A (M Ld)?N)Npq,) flops to solve the least squares problems; when solving
the coefficient ¢ via the M LdN? x p matrix, it takes O(M LdN Nparp) flops to assemble the regression
matrix and O(M LdN?p? A (M LdN?)?p) flops to solve the least squares problem. Here Ny, means
that the computation can be done trivially in parallel. Lastly, the number of iterations is often
below, say, 20, independent of M, N,p, but we do not have any theoretical guarantees for this
phenomenon. The total computational cost of ALS is O(M LdN?(Npa, + p?)) flops, in the natural
regime M > N? + p.

The ORALS computation consists of three parts: data extraction, solving the least squares, and
matrix factorization. The data extraction involves M LdN?p flops, and the matrix factorization for
the Z;’s takes a negligible cost of O((N? +p2)Npar) flops. The major cost takes place in solving the
least squares. The long-matrix approach takes about O(M Ld(N p)QNZm,) flops to solve all the Z;’s,
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Figure 11: Computation time for the construction of the ALS and ORALS estimators, as a function
of M (left) and of N (right). In both plots, the other parameters are set as: L =2, d =1, n = 8§;
in the first plot N = 16, and in the second plot M = 1024; the interaction kernel is the inverse
Fourier transform of a random vector with decaying coefficients, and no regularization is imposed.
The scaling of ORALS as N2 in the figure on the right, instead of the expected N4, as the term
M LAN? overcomes N4 for the values of the parameters we have here; we could not perform runs
with larger N than what is represented in the figure due to excessive memory requirements. Tests
are run on a machine with 2 processors with 12 cores each, and 448GB of RAM.

in which assembling the M Ld x Np regression matrix does not take extra time since it is simply
reading the extracted array. The normal equation approach would require O((MLN)pedN?p? +
(Np)3Npar) flops, which consists of O((M LN ),p,dN?p?) flops to assemble the normal matrices and
O((Np)3) Npar) flops to solve the equations. Therefore, the total computational cost for ORALS is
of order O(M Ld(Np)?Npar) for the long-matrix approach and O((M LN )pardN?p? + (Np)3 Npay) for
the normal matrix approach. When ML > N? + p, the normal equation approach is more efficient
since the computation can be in parallel in M L.

We corroborate the computational complexity of ALS and ORALS discussed in section 2.3 and
reported in table 2 with the measurements in wall-clock runtime reported in figure 11.

B.2 Regularization

Regularization is helpful to produce stable solutions when the matrix in the least squares of ALS
or ORALS is ill-conditioned, and the data is noisy. We have tested five methods to solve the ill-
posed linear equations: direct backslash (denoted by “NONE”), pseudo-inverse, minimal norm least
squares (denoted by “lsqmininorm”), the Tikhonov regularization with Euclidean norm (denoted by
“ID”), and the data-adaptive RKHS Tikhonov regularization (denoted by “RKHS”).

The data-adaptive RKHS Tikhonov regularization uses the norm of an RKHS adaptive to data
and the basis functions of the kernel. In estimating the kernel coefficients in ALS, in addition to
the regression matrix and vector, it uses the basis matrix B with entries

L-1 M
1

B _ m m i = XI — X B.1
P (N — 1)NLM lz(:) mZZI j;&fwk(rz],tl)a wl(rm,tl)>Rd7 Tijt t ts ( )

where {;,}}_, are the basis functions in the parametric form and recall that i = Zf\il Z;y:u#.
In ORALS for the estimation of z; 3 in (2.3), we supply the DARTR with basis matrix Iy ® By, €
RNPXNP with By, in (B.1), where ® denotes the Kronecker product of matrices.

Figure 12 shows the errors of regularized estimators in 10 simulations of the Lennard-Jones
model. The model parameters are N =20, p =3, L =5 and d = 2. Here, the sample size M = 64
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Figure 12: Errors of estimators in 10 simulations for different regularization methods. Here the
regression matrices are deficient-ranked due to a small sample size M = 64. The other parameters
are N =20,p=3,L=5and d=2.

is relatively small, so the regression matrices in ORALS tend to be deficient-ranked; in contrast,
the regression matrices in ALS are well-conditioned. The results show that the minimal norm least
squares and DARTR lead to more robust and accurate estimators than the other methods for the
ORALS, but all methods perform similarly for ALS. Additional numerical tests show that as the
sample size increases, the regression matrices for both ORALS and ALS become well-posed, and
the direct backslash and the pseudo-inversion lead to accurate solutions robust to noise.

In short, regularization is helpful when the regression matrices are ill-conditioned and the data
is noisy; otherwise, either the direct backslash operator or the pseudo-inversion is adequate. In the
parametric estimation of the kernel, the regression matrices are often well-conditioned. However, in
nonparametric estimation, the regression matrices are often ill-conditioned and even rank-deficient
in the process of selecting an optimal dimension for the hypothesis space to achieve the optimal
bias-variance tradeoff.

Another type of regularization, different from those above that regularize the least squares in
ALS or ORALS, is to enforce the low-rank property. Such regularizers include minimizing the
nuclear norm [RFP10] or adding a term maintaining the norm-preserving property of the Hessian of
the loss function [GJZ17|. They could be beneficial to the operation regression stage of the ORALS
algorithm. We leave further exploration of these regularizers for future work.

B.3 Dependence on noise level and stochastic force

To examine robustness to stochastic force and observation noise, we test the estimation error(s) as a
function of the stochastic force and the noise level. Figure 13 shows that for both ALS and ORALS
estimators, the error decays linearly in the stochastic force level o, with the reported mean and std
computed over 100 simulations. In each simulation, we set the observation noise ops = 1077, and
the sample size is M = 1000. To see the effects of the stochastic force, we use long trajectories
with time length T" = 100. Figure 13 also shows that for both ALS and ORALS estimators, the
estimation error(s) decay linearly in the noise level oys. In each of 100 simulations, we take o = 0,
M = 1000, and T = 1.
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Figure 13: Top: Decay of the estimation errors as the stochastic force decreases; bottom: decay of
the estimation errors as the observation noise level decreases.

B.4 Additional tests on a directed graph on a circle

We also provide an example with a very simple graph in our admissible set M, i.e., a directed circle
graph. We present the graph, kernel estimation, and true trajectory in Figure 14; the rest of the
results are very similar to the previous settings and are hence omitted.

B.5 Additional details for identifying the leader-follower model

We examine a Leader-follower system where leaders have significant impacts on others; see the left
panel of Figure 15. In the Impact-Influence coordinate, as shown in the middle panel of Figure
15, one can observe that the leaders Al and A6 stand out from the rest. As the sample size M
increases, both the estimated graph a and the estimated interaction kernel ® in the top of (7)
become more precise. It becomes evident that a more accurate estimator a contributes to more
precise identifications of leaders and their followers. The Leader-follower network estimated with
M = 100 almost recovers the true network (the left one in Figure 15). Thus, the clustering result of
M = 100 shown in the last row of the right panel in Figure 15 aligns with the ground truth depicted
in the first row. Nevertheless, it’s noteworthy that identifying leaders and properly classifying
followers remain feasible even when the estimator a is not highly precise.

C Connection with matrix sensing and RIP

In this section, we connect our joint inference problem with matrix sensing (see |GJZ17,ZSL19,
RFP10] for example) and study the restricted isometry property (RIP) of the joint inference.

Matrix sensing and RIP The matrix sensing problem aims to find a low-rank matrix Z* €
R™*™2 from data by, = (Am, Z*)p, where Ay, -, Ay € R™*™2 are sensing matrices. To find Z*
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Figure 14: An example of the simplest graph, the true trajectory, and the kernel estimators. Each
particle only follows one other particle, forming a spiral dynamical behavior. There is limited data
of r € [1.2,1.4] since particles quickly converge together, leading to small values of p in the region.
As a result, the kernel estimators have large errors in the region; yet, their overall Lg errors remain
small with ex for ALS is 1.19 x 1072 and for ORALS is 1.89 x 1072,
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Figure 15: Left: the true Leader-follower network; Middle: the clustering of the true system, with
two groups led by Al (red group) and A6 (blue group); Right: the results of clustering based on the
estimates with sample sizes M € {15,30,100}. The graph errors (in Frobenius norm) are 0.1254,
9.8 x 1073, 1.8 x 1073; and the kernel errors are 0.0115, 1.4 x 1073, 3 x 10~%.

with rank r < n1 A ng, one solves the following non-convex optimization problem

(C.1)

M M
1 1
i F(Z)=— A, Z5p — b |? = — Tr(AY Z) — by |?.
ZeRnlxg}rIalnk(Zhr (2) MmZ=1 [CAm, Z)r = bl Mm221’ " AnZ) = bl
The constrained optimization problem (C.1) is NP-hard. A common method of factorization is
introduced by [BM03, BM05] to treat (C.1). Namely, we express Z = UVT where U € R™*" and

V e R"*". Then (C.1) can be transformed to the unconstraint problem

M
1
i F = — A, TS e — bml? 2
UERM?’}}\I}Eanxr (U’ V) M mz=1 |< ’UV >F | (C )
1M 1 M
_ T T 2 T 2
_ Mm; | Tr(AY UVTY — bp|? = Mma | Tr(UT A V) — bp?.
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To simplify the notations, let us define a linear sensing operator &7 : R"*"2 — RM by
A(Z) = M~ (A1, Zyp, -+ ,(Aw, Z)F) - (C.3)

Definition C.1 (Restricted isometry property (RIP)) The linear map <7 satisfy the (r,d,)-
RIP condition with the RIP constant § = §, € [0,1) if there is a (strictly) positive constant C

M
(1-8)121% < G 1D =z . Am, D3 < (1+0) 213 (C.4)
=1

CM

m
holds for all Z with rank at most r. We also simply say that </ satisfies the rank-r RIP condition
without specifying the RIP constant §, € [0,1).

Remark C.2 The normalization factor C in the condition (C.4) was introduced in [RT11]. It
enables the application of RIP to a larger class of sensing matrices that can be scaled to a near-
isometry. In particular, in our setting, the sensing matrices are mostly far from an isometry, even
up to a rescaling.

The restricted isometry property and the restricted isometry constant are powerful tools in the
theory of matrix sensing [RFP10], a generalization of compressed sensing [CT05]. For example,
they can characterize the identifiability of matrix sensing problems.

Theorem C.3 (Theorem 3.2 in [RFP10]) Suppose that da, < 1 for some integer r =1, i.e., of
satisfy the rank-2r RIP condition for r = 1. Then Z* is the only matriz of rank at most r satisfying
A (Z)=b=][b, - ,by]T.

This article establishes a connection between the rank-1 and rank-2 Restricted Isometry Property
(RIP) conditions and their counterparts in joint coercivity conditions.

Joint inference of a and ¢ as matrix sensing problems In our setting (1.1), the estimator
(a,¢) is the minimizer of the following loss function

| LM ) N
Erm(a, c) = — Z |AX — aB(X?;)cAtHF = Z Egy)M(ai.,c),
MT
1=0,m=1 i=1
. | LM
where €{)(ai,¢) = —— > [(AX{); — anB(X[)icAt]7 . (C.5)
MT
[=0,m=1

If we minimize the loss function &, p(a,c) row by row, i.e. by minimizing the loss functions
51(417)]\4(%.,0) for i = 1 to N, each minimization is a rank-one matrix sensing problems (C.2) by
substituting U = a;., V = ¢, by, = (AX}'); and A, = B(X}}'); for each row 4. To illustrate the
idea, consider d = 1, L = 1, and At = 1. Thus we set the rank-one decomposition Z = UVT where
U=a;. RV "1and V = ¢ceRP. Also, we define the sensing operator o7 : RV-1DxP _ RM with
the sensing matrices

A =B = [0 (X" = X3 m=1, M, (C.6)

FE
1<k<p
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where Xy, = (X},---,X{)) is the initial condition and {iz}}_, is the set of basis functions.
Therefore,
a; B(X]")ic = (A, Z)r = Tr(A,,UVT).

In Section 5.3, the model (1.1) has @ types of interaction kernels. We shall take ) = 2 as an
example to explain the connection with higher-rank matrix sensing problems. Namely, x(i) = 1 or
2 indicating the type of kernel for agent ¢, and the coefficients are

1 .
iy, [ wli)=1;
P k(i) =2.
Without loss of generality, we still set d = 1, L = 1, and consider i-th row. Thus, the interacting
part in the system (5.2) can be rewritten to be

P

a; B(X}")ic; = Z a;j Z Yr(XP™ — X{’"‘)cZ(“
j#i k=1
RN ' TNCINESINC R ' my (2)
= Z a;; Z Up(XP" =Xy + ) A Z Up(XP™ = X" ey (C.7)
j#i o k=1 =2 k=1
where az(»jl-) = a;; if k(i) = 1, ag) = 0 if k(7) = 2 and agjz-) is defined similarly. So, selecting a

rank-two decomposition Z = UVT with U = [az(,l),ag?)] e RN-Dx2 and vV = [, )] € RP*2,
(C.7) can be expressed as

a;B(X)ici; = (Am, Z>r = Tr(ALUVT).

Here, A, is the same sensing matrix defined in (C.9). Also, for another multitype kernel model
where the type of interacting kernel depends on agent j

p . . .
ai.B(X;n)i(NZ.j = Z Ajj Z ¢k(Xg’m - th’m)éz(]) ’
j#i k=1

we have the same expression with agjl») and ag) adapted accordingly.

In the classical matrix sensing problem (refer to, for example, [BM03, RFP10,L.523]), the entries
of the sensing matrix are i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables. In our case, the entries of
Ay, in (C.6) exhibit high correlations. This prevents us from employing the “leave-one-out” tool,
as successfully applied in [LS23, CLP22|, to prove the convergence of the alternating least square
algorithm.

RIP and joint coercivity conditions The lower bound in the RIP condition is closely related
to the joint coercivity conditions in Definition 3.2. In the following, we illustrate that the rank-1
and rank-2 RIP conditions lead to the rank-1 and rank-2 joint coercivity conditions, respectively,
when H is finite-dimensional.

Proposition C.4 Let H = span{yy}i_, with {¢}}_, being orthonormal in L,%L forp > 1. Let
of; : RN=Dxp  RM pe (row-wise) linear sensing operators in (C.3) with sensing matrices in
(C.6). Letr e {1,2}. Suppose o satisfies the rank-r RIP condition with a constant & for alli € [N]
uniform for all M — oo. Then, the rank-r joint coercivity condition holds.
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we set 4 = 1 and L = 1 and abbreviate 7 as /. We consider
the rank-1 case first. For all rank-1 matrices Z = uv™, it is equivalent to consider any u = a;. € M
(defined in (1.2)) and any v = ¢ € RP. Then, substituting (C.6) into (C.4) and sending M to infinity,
we get the lower bound by the Law of Large Numbers:

2
LIOCARED &N ] > C(1=0)|Z]7 = C(L = d)arPlef* = C(1 - 8)lar[*|®]?

| (2)13 - [

for any ® = >, cptfr, € H. Thus, the coercivity constant in (3.5) is ¢y = C(1 — 0) for a finite-
dimensional hypothesis space, where C is the normalization constant in the RIP condition when
the kernel is represented on an orthonormal basis.

Next, we consider the rank-2 case. Recall that lower bound in rank-2 RIP condition implies that
|7 (Z)|3 = C(1 = 6) | Z|% for all matrices with rank equal or less than two, i.e., Z = ujvl + ugvy

for all uy, us € RN=1 and vy, v9 € RP. We aim to show that

2

with ¢z = C(1 — §) for all &1, Py € H being orthogonal and for all weight matrices al a® e M.
For any ®1 = >, c1 4% € H and ®2 = >, c2 9, € H being orthogonal to each other, we have

2
¢1 L co and Hag)c? +a§?)02TH = |ag)|2|61|2 + |a§?)|2|02|2. Thus, with u; = ag), ug = ag?) and

|

1 2 1 2
= (1= 8)[|aVler]? + [aP Pleaf?] = €1 = 8)[]al 2@ 2, + 2l @22, ]

2
]>cﬂ[raﬁ?>12|¢>1|2 1@ P8,)2 ] (C8)

1 2 +1
Z al] Xgo—’_ tho) + az(j)q)2(Xt]0+ - tho)]

v1 = €1, V2 = cg, the lower bound of rank-2 RIP amounts to

N
Mall e (x[ - xb) + aP ey (X - X))
j=2

()] = E[

2
>C(1-0) |21} = (L —0) [alel +ale]|

So, we get (C.8) and finish the proof. m

Large RIP constants and local minima in our setting The RIP constant § plays a crucial
role in characterizing the presence of spurious local minima and the convergence of search algorithms;
see for example, [BR17,GJZ17,1.523, CLP22|. Notably, when the rank » = 1 and in the symmetric
setting U = V in equation (C.2), a precise RIP threshold of § = % serves to establish both necessary
and sufficient conditions for the exact recovery of U = V' in the matrix sensing problem (C.2). For
example, readers can find the interesting result in [ZSL19|.

Theorem C.5 (Theorem 3 in [ZSL19]) Let the sensing operator o satisfy (2,9)-RIP condition
and the loss function F(U) = |&/(UUT — Z%)|2.

(a) If 6 < 1/2, then F has no spurious local minima.
(b) If 6 = 1/2, then there exists a counterezample admitting a spurious local minima.

However, the non-symmetric case introduces additional complexity, and achieving exact recovery
with a sharp threshold for the RIP constant remains an open challenge. The noisy case is another
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open question [ZSL19]. Our joint inference problem is in a noisy, non-symmetric setting. Thus,
the sharp results on ¢ in [ZSL19| for the symmetric noiseless setting do not apply. Nevertheless,
the RIP constant ¢ provides insights into our problem, specifically regarding the existence of local
minima and the convergence of the ALS algorithm.

As an example, we consider an interacting particle system with N = 3 particles in R? with
d=1and L = 1. We consider Gaussian i.i.d. initial conditions X;, = (X!, X2, X?) b N(0, I3).
To make it easy to present the results, we only consider two basis functions {1 (x),¥2(x)}. Thus,
giving M samples, the sensing matrices {A,,}M_; (C.6) are

[djl (XQ,m _ Xl,m) ¢2 (XQ,m _ Xl,m)] ’ (Cg)

A = (7 x| = | (X3 — X m) gy (x3m — XL

1<k<2

and the sensing operator ¢/ is defined as in (C.3) correspondingly. Verifying Restricted Isometry

Property (C.4) and finding the RIP constant ¢ for the operator 7 are NP-hard problems in general.

We numerically estimate the RIP constant § for rank » = 1 as follows. First, compute the RIP
ratios:

o (Wl ()T 2 M
OGO LSt = 1. 200
[T, M

where {ué, US}%gOlO are unit vectors randomly sampled in R%. Next, normalize the RIP ratios to be

n [0,2]. We choose C' = max({Ré});min({R‘}) in (C.4) so that B, = % € [0,2] and the RIP constant
is given by

5 = max({Rg}) - mln({Rf}) c (07 1) )

max({Re}) + min({R.})
To highlight the effects of the basis functions on the RIP constant, we choose three sets of basis
functions listed in Table 5. Figure 16 shows the distributions of the normalized RIP ratios for
these three basis functions when M = 2000. As a reference, we also present numerical tests of the
RIP ratios for the classical Gaussian sensing operator, where the entries of A,, are i.i.d. standard
Gaussian random variables. For the case of the Gaussian sensing operator, the normalized RIP
ratios are clustered in the interval [1 — 6, 1 + 0] with the computed values for § being 0.0461, 0.0399,
and 0.0534; these values agree with the well-established result in [RFP10,LS23] that § — 0 when
M turns to infinity. In contrast, the normalized RIP ratios for the IPS spread widely in [0, 2] for
all three sets of basis functions, and their RIP constants are 0.4151, 0.8937, and 0.9462, which are
relatively large.

Left Middle Right
P1(z) | sin(z) =627 +3 2 75 400
Po(z) | cos(z) 2° — 1023 + 152 x_3ﬂ[0.257+00]

RIP constant | 0.4151 0.8937 0.9462

Table 5: The basis functions and the testing RIP constants in Figure 16. Left: Fourier basis; middle:
Hermite polynomials basis; right: as in Section 4 for the Lennard-Jones interaction kernel.

A large RIP value indicates that the matrix sensing problem may involve local minima, as
highlighted by Theorem C.5 and consistent with findings in non-symmetric scenarios in [BR17,
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Figure 16: Distributions of the RIP ratios of the interacting particle system (IPS) in red color. The
basis functions and the estimated RIP constants are in Table 5. The wide spread of the ratios in an
interval [1 — 4,1 — J] indicates a large RIP constant §, particularly in the middle and right figures.
As a reference, we also present distributions of the RIP ratios for the Gaussian sensing operator in
blue color, for which the RIP constants, from left to right, are 0.0418, 0.0456, and 0.0474.
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Figure 17: Contour plots of the loss functions for the three sets of basis functions. Local minima
are present in the right two plots.

GJZ17]. Therefore, local minima may exist in the joint inference, and we provide explicit examples.
Let U = aj. = (u1,u2) € R? and V = ¢ = (v1, v2) € R? be unit vectors. We then have

(ul, UQ) = (COS(01), sin(91)) s (’Ul, UQ) = (COS(HQ), sin(02)) s 91, 92 € [O, 271') N

and the ground truth (U*,V*) with U* = (uf,u3) = (cos(67),sin(f7)) and V* = (vf,v5) =
(cos(#3),sin(#3)). The loss function denoted by Ep/(U, V') depends on 61 and 6s:

M
1
Enr(b1,62) = En (U, V) = — 3 [(U) A V™ - UT AV (C.10)
m=1

where the sensing matrices {4,,} are defined in (C.9) and the basis functions are listed in Table 5.
It is clear that (—U*, —V*) forms another global minimum pair, resulting in the loss function Exs
being zero. The corresponding angles are referred to as (5}‘, ﬁ;‘ ).

In Figure 17, the red and blue dots locate the ground truths (6%, 6%) and (6%, 6%), respectively.
Text boxes label the local minima. The basis functions are set as Hermite polynomials basis in the
middle panel Figure 17 and are set as basis for the Lennard-Jones interaction kernel in the right
panel of Figure 17. The corresponding error functions Eys (61, 62) are plotted with M = 100 samples
and random choices of ground truth. Upon conducting a limited number of tests, the presence
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of local minima is not rarely observed, even when imposing normalization constraints on U and
V. This observation is expected, given that both scenarios exhibit high RIP constants (see Table
5). However, we do not witness the existence of local minima with the selection of Fourier basis
{t1(z) = sin(x),2(x) = cos(x)}; see an example of the error function with M = 200 samples in
the left panel of Figure 17. This may be a bit surprising, as the RIP value of the non-symmetric
case may be expected to be half that of the symmetric case to ensure the absence of spurious local
minima phenomena, as discussed in, for instance, [GJZ17|. The disappearance of local minima of the
error function Eys(01,602) = Ep (U, V) may be due to the constraints that U and V' are unit vectors.
Investigating the sharpness of the Restricted Isometry Property (RIP), exploring the non-existence
of local minima, and understanding the convergence of the ALS algorithm for the joint inference in
interacting particle systems on graphs are key subjects for future research.

D Algorithm: Three-fold ALS

The three-fold ALS algorithm finds the minimizers of the loss function in (5.3) with an additional
condition that ¢ = uv" has only @ distinct columns.

Notice that the loss function (5.3) is quadratic in each of the unknowns a, u, v if we fix the other
two. Thus, we can apply ALS to alternatively solve for each of the unknowns while fixing the other
two, and we call this algorithm three-fold ALS. In each iteration, this algorithm proceeds with the
following three steps. To ensure that ¢ has only @ distinct columns, we add an optional step of
K-means.

Step 1: Inference of the weight matrix a.  Given a coefficient matrix u and a type matrix v,
we estimate the weight matrix a by least squares. For every i € [IN], we obtain the minimizer of
Er.m(a,u,v) in (5.3) by solving Va, £, a(a,u, v) = 0, which is a linear equation in a;.:

& Agwori = 8 ([BX)ilimuvy) = [(AXy,)idim/At (D.1)

using least squares with nonnegative constraints. The solution is then row-normalized to obtain an
estimator &;. in the admissible set.

Step 2: Inference of the coefficient matrix u. Next, we estimate the coefficient matrix u by
minimizing the loss function £y, jr(a, u,v) in (5.3) with the (estimated) weight matrix a and a type
matrix v. The minimizer is a solution to

a; [BX)ilumGvE = [AX] /AL, i€ [N]. (D.2)

Noting that for each i € [N], (AALS - G)p := (a,.[B (X)) ]lm@)v2 JUyp = ai [B(X[) i mtvy,

a,v,M,i’
we can write a linear equation for U using Frobenius inner product

AQI\J/SMA (<‘Aa v,M,i> u>F)Z = [Ath]l,m/At‘ (DS)

Step 3: Inference of the type matriz v. At last, we estimate the type matrix v by minimizing the
loss function £ ar(a,u,v) in (5.3) with the (estimated) weight matrix a and coefficient matrix u.
Firstly we solve the linear equation,

A Vi = (@ [BXL)ilimw) Vi = [(AXy,)ilim/At, i€ [N] (D.4)
with the result denoted as ¥'. Then, we apply a final normalization step to ensure the orthogonality

at the end. Namely, we find an orthogonal matrix v such that v = argmin Hv — 0'” » The
viv=Ig
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above problem is known as the orthogonal Procrustes problem [GD04], and the solution is given by
normalizing the singular values of ¥, namely,

v =USVT — v=0VT. (D.5)

Step 4 (optional): apply K-means to the estimated v. To enforce the coefficient matrix ¢ to have
Q distinct columns, we cluster the rows of v by K-means.
Algorithm 3 summarizes the above iterative procedure.

procedure THREE-FOLD ALS({X[", M_, {p}}_ 1, € Pmaziter)

Construct the arrays {B(X})}i,,» and {AX}'} in (1.5) for each trajectory.

Randomly pick initial conditions Uy and vj.

for 7 =1,..., pmaziter dO
Estimate the weight matrix a, by solving (D.1) with u = 4,1 and v = V,_;, with nonnegative
least squares followed by a row normalization.
Estimate the coefficient matrix U, by solving (D.3) with a = a, and v = v._; by least squares.
Estimate the type matrix v, by solving (D.4) with a = a, and u = Ui, by least squares followed
by normalization in singular values as in (D.5) and an optional step clustering the rows of v.
Exit loop if ||a; — a,—1|| < €lla;—1[], |[[U; — Uro1]] < €f|Ur—1] and ||V — V1] < €][Vo-1].

return a,,u,,v,.

Algorithm 3: Three-fold ALS
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