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Learning Conditional Independence Differential
Graphs From Time-Dependent Data

Jitendra K. Tugnait

Abstract—Estimation of differences in conditional indepen-
dence graphs (CIGs) of two time series Gaussian graphical
models (TSGGMs) is investigated where the two TSGGMs are
known to have similar structure. The TSGGM structure is
encoded in the inverse power spectral density (IPSD) of the time
series. In several existing works, one is interested in estimating the
difference in two precision matrices to characterize underlying
changes in conditional dependencies of two sets of data consisting
of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) observations.
In this paper we consider estimation of the difference in two
IPSDs to characterize the underlying changes in conditional
dependencies of two sets of time-dependent data. Our approach
accounts for data time dependencies unlike past work. We analyze
a penalized D-trace loss function approach in the frequency
domain for differential graph learning, using Wirtinger calculus.
We consider both convex (group lasso) and non-convex (log-
sum and SCAD group penalties) penalty/regularization func-
tions. An alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM)
algorithm is presented to optimize the objective function. We
establish sufficient conditions in a high-dimensional setting for
consistency (convergence of the inverse power spectral density
to true value in the Frobenius norm) and graph recovery. Both
synthetic and real data examples are presented in support of the
proposed approaches. In synthetic data examples, our log-sum-
penalized differential time-series graph estimator significantly
outperformed our lasso based differential time-series graph
estimator which, in turn, significantly outperformed an existing
lasso-penalized i.i.d. modeling approach, with F; score as the
performance metric. In a 120-dimensional moving-average model
based time series example, for sample sizes of n = 512 and 4096,
our log-sum-penalized estimator improved the I scores by 84%
and 44 %, respectively, over our lasso-penalized method and by
119% and 112%, respectively, over existing lasso-penalized i.i.d.
method (F} scores 0.46 and 0.91 for log-sum, 0.28 and 0.58 for
proposed lasso, and 0.21 and 0.43 for i.i.d. lasso).

Index Terms—Sparse graph learning; differential graphs; time
series graphs; non-convex penalties; inverse power spectral den-
sity.

I. INTRODUCTION

RAPHICAL models are used to display and explore

conditional independence structure in the analysis of
multivariate data [[1]-[4]]. Consider a graph G = (V, &) with
a set of p vertices (nodes) V = {1,2,--- ,p} = [p], and a
corresponding set of (undirected) edges £ C [p] x [p]. Next
consider a stationary (real-valued), zero-mean, p—dimensional
multivariate Gaussian time series z(t), ¢ = 0,+1,£2, -+,
with ith component x;(¢), and correlation (covariance) matrix
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function R, (1) = E{z(t+7)zT(¢)}, 7 = 0,41, --. Given
{x(t)}, in the corresponding graph G, each component series
{z;(t)} is represented by a node (i in V), and associations
between components {z;(t)} and {x;(t)} are represented
by edges between nodes ¢ and j of G. In a conditional
independence graph (CIG), there is no edge between nodes
iand j (i.e., {t,7} & &) if and only if (iff) z;(¢) and ()
are conditionally independent given the remaining p-2 scalar
series xy(t), £ € [p], £ # i, £ # j. (This is a generalization of
CIG for random vectors where {7, j} & &£ iff Q;; = 0 [1]-[3];
Q = (E{z(t)x T (t)})~"! is the precision matrix.)

Let S.(f) denote the power spectral density (PSD) matrix
of {@(1)}. given by 8,(f) = Y00 Rua(r)e™2/7, 1 =
v/—1. In [4] it was established that conditional independence
of two time series components given all other components of
the time series, is encoded by zeros in the inverse PSD (IPSD),
that is, {4, } & & iff the (i, j)-th element of S !(f) vanishes,
ie., [S;1(f)]ij = 0 for every f. Hence one can use estimated
IPSD of observed time series to infer the associated graph.

There has also been some interest in differential network
analysis where one estimates the difference in two inverse
covariance matrices [5]]-[8]]. Given observations « and y from
two groups of subjects, one is interested in the difference
A =Q, - Q,, where Q, = (E{zz"})"! and Q, =
(E{yy"})~!. The associated differential graph is Ga =
(V,Ea) where {i,j} € Ea iff [A];; # 0. It characterizes
differences between the Gaussian graphical models (GGMs)
of the two sets of data. We use the term differential graph as
in [8], [9] C [50, [7], [10] use the term differential network). As
noted in [S], [7]], in biostatistics, the differential network/graph
describes the changes in conditional dependencies between
components under different environmental or genetic condi-
tions. For instance, one may be interested in the differences
in the graphical models of healthy and impaired subjects, or
models under different disease states, given gene expression
data or functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) signals
(LI—[13].

In several applications such as fMRI signal analysis or
financial time series analysis, the underlying temporal data
is not i.i.d. Analysis of some resting state fMRI data in [[14]]
shows significant time-dependence. The data set analyzed in
[14, Sec. 2.2] consists of a single subject 1190 temporal
brain images, each image with 907 functional brain nodes.
This data passed stationarity, Gaussianity and linearity tests
[14, Sec. 2.2], implying that Gaussian time series assumption
used in this paper would be appropriate. The focus of [14]]
is analysis of graphical models derived from precision matrix
of dependent data; they do not address time series graphical
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models. In [15, Sec. 5.2] autoregressive models are fitted
to financial time series (international stock market data) to
infer the underlying time series graphical model. Differential
network analysis in such applications calls for consideration of
time-dependence in the data as well as consideration of time
series graphical models, instead of just assuming that the data
is i.i.d., as in [S[]-[8]], [10]]. There is no prior reported work on
differential times series graph estimation. This paper attempts
to fill this gap.

In this paper we address the problem of estimating differ-
ences in two time series Gaussian graphical models (TSG-
GMs) which are known to have similar structure. Our approach
accounts for data time dependencies unlike past work. The
TSGGM structure is encoded in its IPSD just as the vector
GGM structure is encoded in its precision matrix. We consider
estimation of the difference in two IPSD’s to characterize
underlying changes in conditional dependencies of two sets
of time-dependent data {x(¢)}}*; and {y(t)};*,. We analyze
a penalized D-trace loss function approach in the frequency
domain for differential graph learning, using Wirtinger calcu-
lus [[16]. As a preliminary step, we first address the problem of
estimation of complex differential graphs, given two complex-
valued i.i.d. time series. We consider both convex (group lasso)
and non-convex (log-sum and Smoothly Clipped Absolute De-
viation (SCAD) group penalties) penalty/regularization func-
tions. The use of non-convex penalties (unlike convex lasso
penalty) is known to yield more accurate results, i.e., they can
produce sparse set of solution like lasso, and approximately
unbiased coefficients for large coefficients, unlike lasso [17]-
[19].

A. Related Work

The problem of estimation of complex differential graphs
and the general problem of differential times series graph
estimation have not been investigated before. The work of
[9] considers time series differential graphs with D-trace
loss functions except that in [9] «(¢) and y(¢) are non-
stationary (“functional” modeling), and instead of a single
record (sample) of z(¢), t € [n] and y(t), ¢t € [n], as in this
paper, they assume multiple independent observations of x(t),
teT,and y(t),t € T (aclosed subset of real line). However,
as in [9], we follow the framework of [20] for theoretical
analysis. Unlike our paper, [9] does not consider non-convex
penalties.

Differential network analysis reported in [S]-[8]], [[10] all
deal with i.i.d. data whereas we address dependent data. In
[21] differential latent variable graphical models are estimated
assuming i.i.d. data. In latent variable models there are some
hidden nodes. We do not consider this aspect in this paper. As
in [S]-[8], [10] we use a D-trace loss function approach. One
naive approach to differential network analysis with i.i.d. data
would be to estimate the two precision matrices separately by
any existing estimator (see [3], [[19], [22], [23]] and references
therein) and then calculate their difference to estimate the
differential graph. In such an approach one estimates twice
the number of parameters (the respective precision matrices
instead of the difference), therefore, one needs larger sample

sizes for same accuracy. Also, this naive approach imposes
sparsity constraints on each precision matrix for the methods
to work. The same comment applies to methods such as
[11], where the two precision matrices and their differences
are jointly estimated. If only the difference in the precision
matrices is of interest, direct estimation of the difference in the
two precision matrices is preferable and has been considered
in [S]-[8], [1O], [[12], where only the difference is required to
be sparse, not the two individual precision matrices. In [S[]—
[8]], [10]] precision difference matrix estimators are based on a
D-trace loss [24]], while [12] discusses a Dantzig selector type
estimator. In this paper we extend the D-trace loss framework
of 5[], [6] for i.i.d. data to address time-dependent data via a
frequency-domain formulation.

Our work exploits prior work on graphical modeling of
real time series in high-dimensional settings. Nonparametric
approaches for graphical modeling of real time series in high-
dimensional settings (p is large and/or sample size n is of
the order of p) have been investigated in [25]-[27]], among
others. We use the frequency-domain formulation of [26], [|27]]
which deals with graphical modeling of time series, but not
with differential graphical modeling addressed here. In [28],
[29] estimation of high-dimensional power spectral matrix is
addressed. Time series graphical modeling is not discussed in
[29], unlike [28]] where testing-based methods are used for
inference of graphical models (as opposed to regularization
based methods in [25]]-[27]). Differential graphical modeling
is not addressed in [28]], [29]].

Although non-convex penalties have been extensively used
for graph estimation (see [19]], [22f, [23] and references
therein) and recently for differential graph estimation from
i.i.d. data [30]], they have not been applied to differential time-
series graphs. For optimization we use the standard alternating
direction method of multipliers (ADMM) approaches [31]]
except that our ADMM algorithm applies to real objective
function of complex variables exploiting the Wirtinger calcu-
lus. Our numerical results show that our log-sum-penalized
differential time-series graph estimator significantly outper-
forms our lasso based differential time-series graph estimator
which in turn, significantly outperforms the i.i.d. modeling
based time domain methods of [5]], [6] (lasso penalty) and [30]
(log-sum penalty), with F} score as the performance metric.

Graphical models have also been inferred from considera-
tion other than statistical [32]]. One class of graphical models
are based on signal smoothness [32]—[34] where graph learn-
ing from data becomes equivalent to estimation of the graph
Laplacian matrix. Some reviews of various graph learning
approaches may be found in [35]], [36]], [37]] and [38]. A large
variety of graph learning models and approaches exist, mo-
tivated by diverse applications in signal processing, machine
learning, and other areas. In [37] (also [36]) existing graph
learning methods are classified into four broad categories: deep
learning based methods, matrix factorization based methods,
random walk based methods, and graph signal processing
based methods. In terms of these four categories, our approach
falls in the category of graph signal processing based methods
with the sub-category of “learning topology structure.” Differ-
ently from [37]], [35]] categorizes graph learning methods based



on two graph construction steps: (1) determine the edge set £,
called E-step, and (2) based on &, determine an edge weight
matrix W, called W -step, even though in some methods these
two steps may be merged into one, or the second step may be
executed first yielding W which then determines £. In [38§]
graphical modeling is approached from a statistical viewpoint
and a wide variety of models (i.i.d. Gaussian data, matrix-
valued data, quantile graphical models, etc.) and approaches
are considered. In this paper we are interested in conditional
independence differential graphs, a topic not addressed in [35]],
[36]l, [37]] and [38]].

More recently there has been interest in introducing fairness
considerations in graphical modeling [39] (based on i.i.d.
data assumption), and in exploiting transfer learning ideas in
estimating one target graph and several auxiliary graphs using
(i.i.d.) data from multiple sources [40]. In [40] concepts similar
to differential graphs are used in transferring auxiliary graph
structure to the target graph.

A class of graph and graph-based learning approaches are
motivated by specific application tasks such as clustering and
classification. Examples of such approaches include [41]-[43]]
and relevant references in [35]—[38]]. While these approaches
address important useful problems, they are not related to
the differential time series graph learning problem addressed
in this paper. In such approaches an important consideration
is how to incorporate prior information relevant to the in-
tended application, in the graph model. For instance, both
local and global structure information is incorporated in the
model of [41], together with a rank constraint on the graph
Laplacian to reflect the number of clusters. In [43|] a multi-
domain speech emotion recognition problem is addressed
where domain discrepancy between target and source domains
is captured by similarity and dissimilarity graphs, modeled via
Laplacian matrices. Construction of these Laplacian matrices
in [43] does not follow any statistical approach or consider
conditional independence. That is, the objectives in this paper
and [43] are quite different, resulting in distinctly different
approaches. In [42]] the speech emotion detection problem
of [43] is combined with gender prediction, and the focus
is on optimization of feature selection. In [42] a particle
swarm optimization approach is investigated which is a general
heuristic approach which does not guarantee a global optimum.
In this paper our penalized D-trace loss function with lasso
penalty or local-linear approximated non-convex penalty, is
convex and our ADMM optimization algorithm is provably
convergent to a global minimum (see Secs. and [V-A)).
For such problems ADMM is generally considered to be a
computationally efficient optimizer [31].

As noted in [35], “.. how to select a suitable graph
construction/learning strategy in practice ... is a challenging
problem without a universal solution, since it depends on many
factors ...”

B. Our Contributions

We first address the problem of estimation of complex
differential graphs, given two complex-valued i.i.d. time series.
These results form the basis for analyzing a novel penalized D-

trace loss function approach in the frequency domain for dif-
ferential graph learning, using Wirtinger calculus. We consider
both convex group lasso and non-convex (log-sum and SCAD)
group penalties regularization functions. An ADMM algorithm
is presented to optimize the objective function, using a local
linear approximation (LLA) [19]], [22] based iterative approach
for non-convex penalties. Theoretical analysis establishing suf-
ficient conditions for consistency (convergence of the inverse
power spectral density to true value in the Frobenius norm)
and graph recovery is presented using the framework of [20]]
which does not apply to the SCAD penalty. Both synthetic and
real data examples are presented in support of the proposed
approaches.

A preliminary version of this paper appears in a conference
paper [44] where non-convex penalties are not considered and
no proof is given for [44, Theorem 1] (corresponding to our
Theorem 1). Moreover, [44] has no counterparts to our Sec.
[V-B] and Theorem 2, and it has limited synthetic data results
and no real data results.

C. Notation and Outline

For a set V, |V| denotes its cardinality. Given A € CP*P,
we use Omin(A), Pmax(A), |A| and tr(A) to denote the
minimum eigenvalue, maximum eigenvalue, determinant and
trace of A, respectively, and we use A > 0 and A = 0 to
denote that A is positive-definite and positive semi-definite,
respectively. Given B € CP*™, [B],; denotes the (i, j)-th
element of B, and so does B;;, and I, denotes the ¢ X ¢
identity matrix. The symbol ® denotes the matrix Kronecker
product and the symbol o denotes the Hadamard product. The
superscripts * and H denote the complex conjugate and the
Hermitian (conjugate transpose) operations, respectively.

For B € CP*4, we define the operator norm, the Frobenius
norm and the vectorized ¢; norm, respectively, as ||B]| =
Vou(BIB). |Blr = \/u(BPB). |B|, = ¥, |By|
and ||B|« = max;;|B;j;|. For vector 8 € CP, we de-
fine [0, = -7, [6,] and [0]s = /S, 6., and we
also use ||@] for ||@|]2. Given A € C™*P, column vector
vec(A) € C™ denotes the vectorization of A which stacks
the columns of the matrix A, and Re(A) and Im(A) denote
the real and imaginary parts, respectively, of A. The notation
x ~ N (m,X) denotes a random vector x that is circularly
symmetric (proper) complex Gaussian with mean m and
covariance X. Similarly,  ~ N, (m,X) denotes a random
vector x that is real-valued Gaussian with mean m and
covariance Y. Given a variable vector x or matrix X, we
use x° or X°, respectively, to denote their true values.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. A penalized
D-trace loss function is presented in Sec. [[I] for estimation of
complex differential graphs, given two complex-valued i.i.d.
time series. These results form the basis for a novel penalized
D-trace loss function approach in the frequency domain for
differential graph learning, formulated in Secs. and
A solution to optimization of the penalized D-trace loss is
provided in Sec. [V] and the selection of the tuning parameters
is presented in Sec. In Sec. [VI we provide a theoretical
analysis of the proposed approach, resulting in Theorems 1



and 2. Numerical results are presented in Secs. and
A derivation of (32) and the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 are
given in the two appendices.

II. COMPLEX DIFFERENTIAL GRAPHS

As a preliminary step, we first address the problem of
estimation of sparse complex differential graphs, given two
complex-valued i.i.d. time series. To this end, we first review
the problem of estimation of real differential graphs in Sec.
[M-A] The results of Sec. [[I-A] are then extended to complex
differential graphs in Secs. and The results of Secs.
and are later exploited in Secs. and [V] to

address time series differential graphs.

A. Real Gaussian Vectors

We first recall a formulation of [5]-[7], [[10] for real-
valued data. Let € RP, z ~ N,.(0,%2), % = 0,
and suppose we are given i.i.d. samples {x(t)}}=, of x,
and similarly given i.i.d. samples {y(t)};*, of independent
yERP,yNN(OEO) 2°>0Letﬂ°:(§]°) and
Q= (= ) ! denote the respective precmon matrices, and
let 3, = ;=370 x(t)z ' (t) and By = = y(y'(t)
denote the sample covariance estimates. In [S1-17], [10] one
seeks to estimate A® = QF — 7 and graph Ga = (V,&a),
based on 3, and ﬁ]y.

In [5]) (see also [6l Sec. 2.1]), the following convex D-trace
loss function is used for A € RP*P

L(A,3,,3,) = -tu(Z,AZ,AT) —tu(A(Z, - ,)) (1)
where D-trace refers to difference-in-trace loss function, a term
coined in [24] in the context of graphical model estimation.

Using the rule [45] p. 13, (117)] regarding matrix differen-
tiation of a trace function, we have

w(E,AZ,AT) o
— —253,A3, )
and using [43| p. 12, (100)], we have
or(A(Z, — % v) ¢ .
o =5, -3, 3)
It then follows that
OB ZeB) 5 a8, (3.-8,) @

0A

and therefore, at the true covariances, we have

0L, (A, X5,%7)

oA =SEATS - (2039, (9)
When A = A° = QZ — ¢, we have
SOASS = 220 - Q)%
= EZQZEZ — Eiﬂjﬁj =3 - EZ, (6)
and therefore, by (5),
OL.(A, 32, 5°
LA, %5, 5y) | ~0. (7)
A=A°

0A

Using trf(ATBCD") =

. vec(A)" (D ® B)vec(C) and
letting d := vec(A) € RP",

we have
_ T T
LT(A,E_(;,EZ) = fd (E° ®X%)d —d' vec(X? 20).
)]

Thus L, (A, X7, 37) is quadratic in d with the Hessian matrix
given by

L, (A, 22, %2)
O[d],0[d];

The eigenvalues of H, are the product of the eigenvalues
of 37 and X7. By assumption X7 and 37 are positive-
definite, hence, H, > O since all eigenvalues of Hermitian
H, are positive. Therefore, the function L,(A,3X$,37) is
strictly convex in A and by (7), has a unique minimum at
A% =Qp —QF 5], [6].

Since the true data covariances are unavailable, one uses
sample covariances of the data and A is estimated by minimiz-
ing a lasso- penahzed D-trace loss function @) 501711, 110f,
given by L,(A,3,,3,)+ A > ko=1 [Ake|. With V' = [p] and
& C [p] x [p] the associated differential graph is Go = (V,Ea)
where {i,j} € Ea iff [A];; # 0.

H, =%, 037, [Hw= (€))

B. Proper Complex Gaussian Vectors

Consider complex-valued x, y € CP, with © ~ N.(0,X?)
and y ~ N.(0,%7) with 39 = 0 and 37 >~ 0. Given i.i.d.
measurements {a:( )}ie, and {y(t)},2,, we desire to estimate
A° =08 —QF

Y x

We propose a real-valued cost of complex-valued A €

CP*P as

LA, S,,S,) = ;(tr(Z AS,AH) +tr(z*A*2*AT))
( —B,) + AN (S - ﬁ:;)) (10)
with ¥, = LYP a)ef(t) ad ¥, =

e i Yy (2).
“We will use Wirtinger calculus [16, Appendix 2] to analyze
(A,Zx,Z ) where we view it as a real-valued function
of two “independent” complex-valued vectors vec(A) and
its conjugate vec(A*). Similar to but using [45, p. 12,
(100),(103)] and the fact that EAJI and f}y are Hermitian, we
have

(S, A, AT or(ZrA*TFAT
OA* OA*
and similar to (B)), we have
or(A*(ZE-3) o .
=3,-3,. 12
OA* Y (12)
Note that % = 0. It then follows that
LA, S, 3 A . .
% —S,AS, (8, -8,)  (13)
and therefore, at the true covariances, we have
OL(A, XS, 3¢
—( x y) = EZAE; — (X — Efl) (14)

0A*



When A = A° = Q2 — QF, by @, we have

OL(A, X2, 52)

OA* ’A:AO =0. (as)
Define
6 = [vec(A)T vec(A)H]|T € C¥° (16)
=) e 0
e .
b= vec(X5 — X¢) } . 18
{vee((zz» - () (1%

Using trf(ATBCD") = vec(A) " (D ® B)vec(C), we have

1
L(A, 2, 30) = §0HH070Hb. (19)
Clearly L(A,X7,37) is quadratic in @ with the complex
augmented Hessian matrix 16| Def. A2.5] H given by (I7),
satisfying

O?L(A, 32, %)
016]0[6];

The eigenvalues of H are the product of the eigenvalues of EZ
and 37. By assumption 39 and X7 are Hermitian positive-
definite, hence, H > O since all eigenvalues of Hermitian H
are positive. Therefore, the function L(A, 33, 37) is strictly
convex in A and by (I3)), has a unique minimum at A°® =
QF —QF.
Yy x
Since the true data covariances are unavailable, one uses
sample covariances of the data as in (I0). In this case we
replace X7 and 37 in with 2, and Ey, respectively,
resulting in the Hessmn matrix H
7o [ﬁ:;@@ﬁ:z 0 }
0 ¥, ® X7

[H]ke = (20)

2

Since f]w > 0 and ﬁ]y > 0, we now have H > 0,
implying that L(A,f]m,fly) is convex, but not necessarily
strictly convex. In the high-dimensional case of min{n,,n,}
less than or of the order of p, to enforce sparsity and to make
the problem well-conditioned, for A > 0, define the lasso-
penalized D-trace loss (similar to [S|-[7[], [1O])

p
LA(A, 3, 3,) = L(A, 3, 3,) + A Y |Agl.

k,e=1

(22)

We seek A = arg mina LA(A,ﬁ]z,ﬁ)y). We discuss this
aspect next in Sec. With V = [p] and € C [p] x [p], the
associated complex differential graph is Ga = (V,EA) where
{i,j} € &a iff [[A];;| > 0. Even though A is Hermitian,
A is not necessarily so. We make it Hermitian by setting
Ay = 3(A + AM), after obtaining A.

C. Optimization

Similar to [6] (also [5]], [8]), we use an alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) approach [31] with variable
splitting to compute A = argmina Ly (A, 2172 ). Using

variable splitting and adding the equality constraint W = A,
consider

p
min {L(A, 0,8, +A Y |sz|}, (23)

AW
k,e=1

subject to A =W | 24)

where in the penalty we use W instead of A. Let U € CP*P
denote the dual variable and p > 0 denote the penalty
parameter in the ADMM algorithm. The scaled augmented
Lagrangian for this problem is [31]]

L,(A,W.U):=L(A,3,,3,) (25)

p
A Wl + Lla-w U o)

k=1
Given the ith iteration results A® W& U in the (i +
1)st iteration, the ADMM algorithm executes the following 3
updates [31]]:
(@) AUHD « argmina L,(A) where

Lo(A) = L(A,2,,8,) + £la - WO + U

(b) WU+HD < arg miny Ly (W) where

/4
Z Wke|+ |A(‘+1) W—i—U(i)ll%.
k=1

() U U@ 4 (A(i+1) — W(i+1))
Observe that L,(A) and Ly(W) are convex in A and W,
respectively.
We now address updates Sa) and (b).
Update (a). To minimize L,(A) wrt. A, using Wirtinger
calculus, we set
ILa(A)
0A*
=3,4%, - (8, -%,)+ LA

O =
-wO L Uu®). @7

Using vec(AY B) =
obtain

(BT ® A)vec(Y), we vectorize to

(2 0%, + L1, 0 1,)vec(A)

=vec(S, — 2, + 2(W<') ~Um)). (28)
Direct matrix inversion solution of (28) requires inversion
of a p? x p? matrix. A computationally cheaper solution
follows similar to that in [5]], 6] where the real-valued case
is addressed and here we consider complex-valued Hermitian

matrices. Carry out eigen-decomposition of ¥, and X, as

3 = Q.D.Q, Q.QF =1, (29)
3, =Q,D,Q) . Q,Q) =1, (30)
where D, and D, are diagonal matrices. Define a matrix

D € RP*? that organizes the diagonal of (D, @D, +51,2)""
in a matrix with (j, k)th element as

1
[Dalji[Dylir + 5

[Dljx = (31)



and recall that the symbol o denotes the Hadamard matrix
product. Then A that minimizes L,(A) is given by (the
derivation of is given in Appendix

A=Q.[De[Q (S, ~UM)Q,ljQy
(32)

—2y+g0V@

Note that the eigen-decomposition of 3, and ﬁ)y has to be
done only once. With A®) = W& — U we have
AU —Q,[De[Q (2, -3, +24)Q,)|QF . (33

Update (b). Notice that L,(W) is separable in (k,¢) with

Ly(Wie) = N[ Wie| + 2 |A‘7+” Wie + U2, (34)
p —
= > Ly(We). (35)
kf=1
Following [26, Lemma 1] and using (a); = max(0,a),

Ly(Wyy) is minimized by the lasso solution

(M p)
A LU

ngzﬂ) _ (1 T )+[A(i+1) L UD),

(36)

Jkeel

1) Convergence: A stopping (convergence) criterion fol-
lowing [31, Sec. 3.3.1] can be devised. The stopping criterion
is based on primal and dual residuals being small where, in
our case, at (¢ + 1)st iteration, the primal residual is given by
A W+ and the dual residual by p(W i+ — W),
The convergence criterion is met when the norms of these
residuals are below some threshold.

The objective function Ly(A,3,, ny), given by l| is
convex. It is also closed, proper and lower semi-continuous.
Hence, for any fixed p > 0, the ADMM algorithm is guaran-
teed to converge 31, Sec. 3.2 and Appendix A], in the sense
that we have primal residual convergence to 0, dual residual
convergence to 0, and the objective function convergence to
the optimal value.

III. DIFFERENTIAL TIME SERIES GRAPHS: SYSTEM
MODEL

We now turn to the general problem of differential times
series graph estimation. Consider two independent stationary
(real-valued), zero-mean, p—dimensional multivariate Gaus-
sian time series (t) and y(t), t € Z, with PSDs S,.(f) >~ 0
and S, (f) > 0, respectively, for every f € [0, 1], and the CIGs
G, = (V,&) and G, = (V,&,), respectively. As discussed
earlier in Sec. the edge {i,j} &€ &, iff [S;'(f)];; =0 and
{i,j} & & iff [S;'(f)]i; = 0 [4]. In differential network
analysis for time-dependent data, one is interested in the
difference A(f) = S, *(f) — S;'(f), and in the associated
differential graph Ga = (V,€a) we have {i,j} & Ea iff
[A(f)]ij =0 for every f € [0,1].

Given data {x(t)} and {y(¢)}, our objective is to first
estimate the inverse PSDs S, '(f) and S, '(f) at distinct
frequencies, and then select the edge {7, j} in the differential
time series graph Ga based on whether or not [A(f)];; =0
for every f € [0,1].

A. Problem Formulation

Given time-domain data {x(¢)}}*, and {y(¢)},, originat-
ing from two independent stationary, zero-mean, multivariate
Gaussian time series x(t) € R? and y(t¢) € RP. For simplicity,
we take n, = ny, = n. With . = v/—1, define the (normalized)
discrete Fourier transforms (DFTs)

fm \/» Z exp _527Tfm(t - 1)) (37)

1 n
dy(fim) fzy Yexp (—2mfm(t — 1)),  (38)
f7n:g,m:071,"'7n71. (39)

The set of complex random vectors {d(fp,), dy( fm)}zl/ 20 is
a sufficient statistic for any inference problem based on data
set {m(t)’ y(t)}?:l since given {dl(f’m) (fm)}m 0> One
can recover {x(t), y(t)}}_, via inverse DFT. [26].
We assume the following:
(A1) The time series {@(t)}+cz is zero-mean stationary and
Gaussian, satisfying

oo

Z [[Rya (T)]ke| < oo for every k,£ €V = [p],

T=—00

and similarly for {y(¢)}.cz.
(A2) For some integer m; > 0, let K = 2m, + 1. Pick

M=|(§ —m-1/K]

fr =((k = 1)K +m; +1)/n for ke [M],

yielding M equally spaced frequencies fr in the interval

(0,0.5). Assume that for £ = —my, —my + 1,--- ,my,
the PSD matrices S, (f) and S, (f) satisfy

Sa(fre) = Se(fr), Sy(fre) = Sy(fi), (40)

where fio= ((k— 1)K +m+1+0)/n. (41

Assumption (Al) is needed to invoke [46, Theorem 4.4.1]
regarding distribution of the DFTs {d.(fm), dy( fm)}"/ 2
Assumption (A2) is a local smoothness assumption Wthh
implies that S, (fx) and S, (fx) are constant over K’ = 2m;+1
consecutive frequency points f,,’s, m; > 0.

It turns out that for “large” n, under assumption (Al),
the DFT d,(f,,) is a complex-valued proper (i.e., circularly
symmetric) Gaussian vector ~ N.(0, Sy (fm)), and (mutually)
independent for m = 1,2,--- (n/2) —1, (n even) [46, Theo-
rem 4.4.1], though not identically distributed. Also, d.(fo) and
d.(fn/2) (n even) are real-valued Gaussian vectors. Similar
comments apply to d,(f,,). We exclude the frequency points
Jo and f,, /o from further consideration. Define

Tk—} e (Fr0)d (fre) (42)
l=—my
Z dy(fi0)dl! (i) (43)
é——mt



vyhere S’M and S’yk represent PSD estimators at frequency
fr using unweighted frequency-domain smoothing [46]. By

the local smoothness assumption (A2), for { = —my, —my; +
1,---,my, we have
d:z:( ~k:Z) NNC(07 Sx(fk))7 (44)

To lighten notation, henceforth we will denote the true
values of S,(f) and S (fk) as S°, and Sok, respectively,
with their respective sample estimates S5 and S, k € [M].

Our objective is to ascertain if A(f) = S, (f)=S;'(f) =
0Vf € [0,1]. Since the PSD matrix S(f) of any real discrete-
time zero-mean stationary random process is periodic with
period one and S(—f) = SH(f), it is enough to check if
A(f) = 0 Vf € [0,0.5], and therefore, in the associated
differential graph Ga = (V,€A) we have {i,j} & Ea iff
[A(f))ij = 0 for every f € [0,0.5]. Let A = S,;! — S}
and Aj = (S;,)"" — (Sg,)~". Under assumption (A2) (and
recalling that we exclude frequency points fo and f,,/2),
A(f), ¥Yf € [0,0.5] translates to Ay, k € [M] such
that {A(f) = 0, Vf € [0,0.5]} is equivalent to {Aj =
0, k € [M]}, and therefore, in the associated differential graph
Ga = (V,€a) we have {i,j} & Ea iff [Ay];; = 0 for every
ke [M].

Observe that for any fixed k € [M], AS characterizes
a complex differential graph (cf. Sec. [ll) with “precision
matrix” difference (S;,)~" — (Sg;,)~". To estimate A} we
have K = 2m; + 1 independent complex measurements
dy(fr,e) and dy(fre), ¢ = —my, —my +1,--- ,my. The D-
trace loss for the kth differential graph is L(Ag, Sox, Syk)
with L(-, -, -) specified by (10). Moreover, L(Ag, Sy, Syy)
is strictly convex in Aj with a unique minimum at A7 (see

Sec. [II-B).

3) D-Trace Loss: Now we wish to ascertain if [A];; =0
for every k € [M] which calls for joint consideration of all
M complex differential graphs. Define

A ::[A17 A27 ey AM] c CPXPM' (46)
In order to exploit every k € [M], we propose the cost
M
= L(Ak, Surs Syr) @7
k=1
Define
-
AW = [[Al]wv [A2]ija [AM]ij] eCcM, (48)

Substitute Sy, = Sy, and S.x = 8¢, in L(A) and denote
it by L(A®). Then L(A®), being a sum of strictly convex
functions (cf. Sec. [[I-B)), is strictly convex and has a unique
minimum at A, = A%, k € [M] (cf. Sec. [[I-B). Since data-
based E(A) is a sum of convex functions L(Ay, Syx, Syr)
(cf. Sec. |lI-B), it is convex, but not necessarily strictly convex.

Since true values AY’s are unavailable, our objective then is
to estimate A by minimizing data-based L(A) with resulting
estimate

A=A, Ay - Ayl (49)

We estimate the edgeset £ of the differential time-series
graph as

éa={1i.3} + 1AW > 0}. (50)
IV. PENALIZED D-TRACE LOSS

In the high-dimensional case of K < p, to enforce sparsity
and to make the problem well-conditioned, we propose to
minimize a group penalized version of L(A) w.r.t. Ags, given

by
£3 (1ay)

i,5=1

Li(A)=L(A) + (51

where, for u € R, hy(u) is a penalty function that is a function

of |u|. The penalty operates on the group A9 € CM instead

of individual elements of A.

The following penalty functions are considered:

(1) Lasso. For some A > 0, hy(u) = Au|, v € R. It is a
convex function that is widely used.

(2) Log-sum. For some A > 0 and 1 > ¢ > 0, hy(u) =
Ae In (1 + L“:') It is a nonconvex function.

(3) SCAD. For some A > 0 and a > 2, hy(u) = Alu| for
lu| < N\, = (2aA\ Ju] — [u]? = A?)/(2(a—1)) for A < |u| <
aX, and = A\?(a + 1)/2 for |u| > a. It is a nonconvex
function.

In [47] the log-sum penalty is defined as hy(u) = In(1 +

Au|) whereas in [[17], it is defined as hy(u) = A In (1 + ‘—'e‘l

We follow [17] but modify it so that, as for the lasso and

SCAD penalties, our hy(u) yields lim, ,q+ b} (u) = A where

R (u) = 22,

V. OPTIMIZATION

The objective function L;(A) is non-convex in A for the
non-convex SCAD and log-sum penalties, and convex for the
lasso penalty. Now we discuss an ADMM approach, following
the ADMM approach discussed in Sec. [[I-C] for lasso, to attain
a local minimum of L ¢(A) for the non-convex SCAD and log-
sum penalties, and a global minimum for the lasso penalty.

For non-convex h)(u), we use a local linear approximation
(LLA) (as in [19]], [22])), to yield

ha(w) & ha(|uol) + Py (Juol)(Jul = fuol) — R (Juol)lul,

(52)
where h/(x) = dh(x)/dz, ug is an initial guess, and the
gradient of the penalty function is

\ugﬁ for log-sum,
)\, if |U0| < A
R (Juol) = @Aluol - if < Jug| < ah (53)
0, if aX < Jug|
for SCAD.

Therefore, with u( fixed, we need to consider only the term
dependent upon u for optimization w.r.t. u:

ha(w) = B (luol) |ul - (54)



By [22) Theorem 1], the LLA provides a majorization of
the non-convex penalty, thereby yielding a majorization-
minimization approach. By [22, Theorem 2], the LLA is the
best convex majorization of the LSP and SCAD penalties.

With some initial guess A = [A, Ay, ---, Ay, in LSP
we replace

A€

S 55
T

i (IAD]) = xij =
The solution Alasso to the convex lasso-penalized objectlve

function may be used as an initial guess with A = Alasso
Similarly, for SCAD, we have

A if |AGD]| < A
Nig =4 AT\ < |AG)]| < ax (56)
0, if a) < [|AG)|

With LLA, the original objective function is transformed to its
convex LLLA approximation

Ly(A) =1L Z i | A

1,7=1

(57)

For lasso, we have \;; = A Vi,j. If Al — 0, we obtain
Aij = A Vi, j.

We follow an ADMM approach following the ADMM
approach discussed in Sec. for lasso, for both lasso
and LLA to LSP/SCAD. For non-convex penalties, we have
an iterative solution: first solve with lasso penalty, then use
this solution for initialization to LLA and solve again the
LLA convex problem. In practice, just two iterations seem
to be enough. Using variable splitting and adding the equality
constraint W = A with W = Wy - Wy, W€ CP*P
for k € [M], consider (W) is defined similar to (48))

min ¢ L¢( Aij w i) 58
win{L(A) ;|||& (58)
subject to A= W, 59

where, in the penalty, we use W instead of A. Let U =
[Uy -+ Uyl, U, € CP*P for k € [M], denote the dual
variables and p > 0 denote the penalty parameter in the
ADMM algorithm. The scaled augmented Lagrangian for this
problem is [31]

LA W,U)=

P
A)+ 30 AW

ij=1

M
'OZ 1AL — Wi+ U3 (60)

T3
Following Sec. , given the results Alm) wim) gm)
of the mth iteration, in the (m + 1)st iteration, an ADMM
algorithm executes the following three updates:
(i) A argming Yoot Lak(Ay) where

Lan(Ag) =

L(A, Sk, Sy +5 A=W +U™ .

(i) WD < argming, Ly(W) where

M
P m+1 m
)=5 2 A —wi U™
k=1

P
£ 30 AW,
ij=1
(iii)y U « g 4 Alm+1) _ Wy (m+1),

Some details regarding updates (i) and (ii) are given below.
Update (i): The optimization in step (i) is separable in Ay,
and the solution discussed in Sec. [[I-C| applies. Perform the
eigen- decomposmon of Sxk and Syk as Sxk = kaD;,kak
and Syk = kaDka % where Dy, and D, are diag-
onal matrices, Q.xQY = I, and kaka = I,. De-
fine a matrix D*) € RP*P that organizes the diagonal of
(Dyr @ Dy, + 51,2)"" in a matrix with the (4, j)th element

LW

[D(k)]ij = 1/([Dgr)ii[Dy]j5 + 5). Then, for k € [M], we
have
ALY =Qui [P o [QU(Sur — Sy
LW oMl 6n

Update (ii): The optimization in step (ii) is separable in W (i),
and the solution discussed in Sec. applies with A — \;;.

With Aj, = A" 4 U™, (b)+ = max(0,b), and for k €
[M] and 4,7 € [p]
)\..
wmt) = <1 - J) Aply . (62
where A(”) = [[Al]ij) ety [A]\/[]i]‘}—r S (CZM- (63)

A pseudocode for the ADMM algorithm to solve is
given in Algorithm [I| where we use the stopping (convergence)
criterion following [31, Sec. 3.3.1] and varying penalty pa-

ramet p following [31} Sec. 3.4.1 The variables defined in
‘0

(64)-(70) are needed in Algorithm [1| with A+ W "),
U km+ as defined therein:
er = 1A AR (64)
e2 = [W{ Y W) g (65)
es = U™V, UG |e (66)
m m+1 m+1 m-+1 m+1
R( +1) _ [A( ) Wl( )7 , AE\/[ ) _ WJE/[ )
(67)
REIerl) _ p(m) |:W1(m+1) . Wlm)7 o W]E4m+1) o ng/[m)j|
(68)
Tpri = PV M Taps + Trei max(el, 62) (69)
Tdual = PV MTabs + Trel 63/P(m) . (70)

Our overall ADMM-based optimization algorithm is as

follows.

1. Given M and K = 2m; + 1, calculate .SA’M and Syk, ke
[M] (computed usmg @]) and ( .) Initialize iteration
m = 0 A 0) = 0 A [Al, Ag, . A]u] A(O)
and use A to compute A;;’s.



Algorithm 1 ADMM Algorithm for Solving (60)

Input: PSD estimators S, and S‘yk, k € [M] (computed
using (@2) and ([@3)), regularization and penalty parameters
Xij (3,7 € [p]) and p = p, tolerances 7,45 and Ty, variable
penalty factor zi, maximum number of iterations m,ax. Initial
guess Ay, k € [M].
Output: Estimated Ay, k € [M].
1: Initialize: A = A, U
PO =p
2: Eigen;decompose .SA'M and Syk as ka = kaDkafk
and Syk = kaDkafk’ ke [M]
3: converged = false, m =0
4: while converged = false and m < mpy .y, do

=W =0, ke M,

5:  For k € [M], construct D®) € RP*P with [D®)];; =
1/(Dalal Dyslss + 257
6:  For k € [M], set A(mH = Quk {D(’C) o [QE (Sur —
Sy + 5w —U™)Qui] | QE
7. For k € [M], define Ak ALy and A6) =
[[Ailij, -+, [AM]U»] . For k € [M] and i,j € [p],

(m+1)y Aij
W, "l = (1 - W)+ [Ak]ij-

8 Dual update U™ « U™ 4 AT
k € [M].
9:  Check convergence. With eq, e, €3, R(m+1) R;mﬂ),
Tpm and T4uq as defined in (17(7_5[) respectively, let
= [IRS"™|p and dg = | RSV ||p. If (dp <
Tpm) and (dg < Tgual), set converged = true.
10:  Update penalty parameter p

_ ng(m+1)’

20 if d, > fidy
pmH) = & pm)joif dy > fd,
plm) otherwise .

We also need to set U+ = U(m+1) /2 for d, > fid,
and U™+ = 2Uum+D) for dy > fid,.
1I: m<+<m+1
12: end while
13: With Ay, k € [M], denoting the converged estimates, set
Ay = (A, + AH)/2, k e [M], and

A:[Alv AQa 7AM]

2. Execute Algorithm |1 I with initial guess A. Denote the
resulting estimate by A. Let < m +1

3. Quit if using lasso, else set A(™) = A and A=A
to re-compute A;;’s via the LLA.

4. Repeat steps 2 and 3 until convergence.

A pseudocode for the above ADMM algorithm is given in
Algorithm [2] It utilizes Algorithm [I]in each LLA step.

For the numerical results in Secs. and we used
i =10, p = 2, € = 0.001 for log-sum penalty, a=3.7 (as
in [18], [19]) for the SCAD penalty, T,ps = Tre; = 1074,
Mmax = 200, and My = 1 for lasso and = 2 for LSP and
SCAD penalties.

Algorithm 2 LLA-based ADMM Algorithm for Optimizing
GD

Input: PSD estimators S, and Syk, k € [M] (computed
using and (@3)), regularization and penalty parameters A
and p = p, tolerances 7,5 and T,¢;, variable penalty factor
i, maximum number of iterations Mm,.x. For lasso penalty,
mmax =1

Output:  Estimated Ap, k€ [M], and edge-set
N B
1: Initialize A® = 0 and A = [A}, Ay, -, Ay =

A<0> € CP*PM _Set \;j =\, i,5 € [p].
n=1
3: whlle m < Mmax, dO
4. Execute Algorithm |1 l resulting in output A Set
Al = A,
if LSP/SCAD then
Set A = A" and re-compute \;;’s via the LLA
3 or (6.
end if
m<«m+1
9: end while
10: With Ay, k € [M], denoting the converged estimates, set
Ay = (AL + AM)/2, k € [M], and

A:[Ah AQ? "'aAI\/I]-

If ||5(ij)|| > 0 assign edge {4, j} € €n, else {i,5} & En.

A. Convergence

The LLA- based objective function L;(A), given by
is convex in A (cf. Sec. m It is also closed, proper
and lower semi-continuous. Hence, for any fixed p > 0, the
ADMM algorithm is guaranteed to converge 31, Sec. 3.2 and
Appendix Al], in the sense that we have primal residual (67)
convergence to 0, dual residual (68) convergence to 0, and the
objective function L f(A) convergence to the optimal value.

B. BIC for Tuning Parameter Selection

Given n and the chosen K and M, for model selection
we follow a BIC-like criterion similar to as given in [8} Sec.
III-E] (which follows [5]] who invokes [[12]) for time-domain
approaches. Let |A[y denote the number of nonzero elements
in A and suppose that A = [Al, Ay, oo AM] minimizes
(51). We choose A to minimize BIC()) given by

M
BIC(/\) = 4KZ ||‘§¢kAkS'yk - (S‘Lk - Syk)”F
k=1
M
+In(4K) ) " |A (71)
k=1

Following [5] we use the term BIC (Bayesian information
criterion) for it even though the cost functlon used is not neg-
ative log-likelihood although In(4K) E ||Ak||o penalizes
over-parametrization as in BIC. It is based on the fact that
true A}, satisfies S7, A7 Sy, — (S;), — Syi) = 0. Since



is not scale invariant, we scale both Sxk and Syk (and Ak
commensurately) by £~ where 3 = dlag{E }isa dlagonal
matrix of diagonal elements of 3, = -1 37" z(t)x " (¢) (we
have n, = n, = n in this paper) We ‘have M models, each
with K complex measurements d,,( fk [) and d,,(fy.¢), leading
to 4K real samples for each model: reﬂects that.

In our numerical results we search over A € [Ag, Ay], where
A¢e and )\, are selected via a heuristic as in [8]]. Find the
smallest A, labeled A, for which we get a no-edge model;
then we set A\, = \g;, /2 and Ay = A, /10.

VI. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

Here we analyze some properties (consistency in inverse
PSD difference estimation and graph recovery) of the min-
imizer of the convex function L f(A) specified by ), by
following the approach of [20]. The approach of [20] requires
Aij > 0 for every ¢,j € p, a condition that is violated by the
SCAD penalty. Therefore, our theoretical analysis applies to
the lasso and the log-sum penalties only.

Define the true differential edgeset £X and its cardinality s,

& ={{i.3} ¢ [(Se(N " = (SN iy £ 0,

0<f<05), s=Ieil. (72)

In the rest of this section, we allow p, K = 2m; + 1, M, s
and )\ to be a functions of sample size n, denoted as p,,, K,
M, s, and \,, respectively. With 7 > 2, define

By = max {182l 155Dl f, T3

Ba= max 1Sy (N~ = (Sg(f) Hieer (4

min = 0 {duin(S3(1) X dmin(Sy())}, T9)

ory = omax, {1SHDle (S (e}, T6)

Cy = 8004, \/2(1n(16p,gMn) Jln(p)). (A7)

Ny = arg mgn {n Ky > 2 1n(16p;Mn)}, (78)

Ny = argmy}n {n K, > Cg ln(pn)/Bxy} , (79)
N3 = arg min {n . K /M, >

768 By B2y50Co v/In(pn) /¢>mm}, (80)

B, — { 1 o : lasso &1

1+ max; jeppy [|A] /e :log-sum

where A is the initialization for LLA to the log-sum penalty

(see (BI).

Let A = argming L(A) where L;(A) is specified in
(37). The proof of Theorem 1 is given in the Appendix [B]
Theorem 1 : Under assumptions (A1)-(A2), if

In(p,
M > 2Buiir/ M (6 Buy Bas,, +4) Co n[(f CS
anaX{Nl,NQ,Ng}, (83)
then with probability > 1 — 2/p7~2, we have
2 M 4./sn A
JA - A%p = | S AL - ApJ3 < 225 (3
for any 7 > 2.

Remark 1. Convergence Rate. If By, 0zy, ¢%;, and
By stay bounded with increasing sample size n, we have
|A — A°|r = Op(sL5/M,In(p,)/K,). Therefore,
for |[A — A°|lp — 0 as n — oo, we must have

Mnln(pn)ZKn) — 0. Note that K,M, =~ n/2,
therefore, for |A — A°||p — 0 as n — oo, we need
nin(pn)/K3) — 0. O
We now address graph recovery. We follow the proof
technique of [9, Theorem 10] in establishing Theorem 2 whose
proof is in the Appendix [B| For some ~,, > 0, define

én={{it  IAD | >, >0h, @9)
& ={{i.g} + 1A > 0}, (86)
_AVE A (87)
" (Zsfnin ,
_ . o &> (U)
v=Lma . ISy (N = (SN, @8
N, =argmin {n o < 0.4u} . (89)

Theorem 2. For v, = 0.5v and n > Ny, é’A = SZ with
probability > 1 — 2/p7~2 under the conditions of Theorem
1.

VII. SYNTHETIC DATA EXAMPLES

We now present numerical results using synthetic data to
illustrate the proposed approach (real data results are in Sec.
[VITI). In synthetic data examples the ground truth is known
and this allows for assessment of the efficacy of various
approaches in graph learning.

A. Graphs with 120 nodes

We consider two models for time-dependent data generation
with p = 120.
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Fig. 1: True log,, (Zf:o:om;s |[S§(f)]”|) (left), logy, (Zf:0:0.01;5 |[S;(f)}w‘) (middle), and log, (Ef:0:0.01:5 |[(S§(f))7l -
(S2(f))""i;) (right), 4, j € [120], for the AR model, for a single Monte Carlo run: p = 120 nodes.
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Fig. 2: True log, (Zf:o;()‘m:s H‘S’g(f)]’u') (left), log,, (Zf:O:0.0LS HS(y}(f)}ZJ‘) (middle), and log;, (Zf=0:0.01:5 |[(S§(f))71 -
(S2(f))"Mijl) (right), 4,5 € [120], for the MA model, for a single Monte Carlo run: p = 120 nodes.

1) AR model: The time series data {z(t)}, z(t) € R?, is
generated using a vector autoregressive (AR) model of order 3
(VAR(3)) as follows. Let {w(¢)}, w(t) € RP, denote an i.i.d.
zero-mean Gaussian sequence with precision matrix €2 and let
square matrices A; € RP*P i € [3], be block-diagonal with
15 x 15 sub-blocks qu), q € [8]. Then {x(t)} is generated

as
3

x(t) = At —i)+w(t).

i=1

(90)

The diagonal entries of €2 are set to 0.5, and the off-diagonal
entries follow an Erdos-Renyi (ER) graph with connection
probability p., = 0.001: if nodes j and k are not connected
in the ER graph, we have [©}],;, = 0, and if they are con-
nected, then [Q] ;4 is uniformly distributed over [—0.4, —0.1]U
[0.1,0.4]. Only 20% of entries of qu)’s are nonzero (ran-
domly picked) and the nonzero elements are independently
and uniformly distributed over [—0.8, —0.3] U [0.3,0.8]. We
then check if the VAR(3) model is stable with all eigenvalues
of the companion matrix < 0.95 in magnitude; if not, the we
scale A;’s to fulfill this condition (see Sec. VLA]J,
Sec. 6.1]). To generate y-data, we randomly eliminate one
of the 8 clusters (qu)’s for randomly picked ¢) of x(t) and
replace it with an independently generated qu), i € [3].

2) MA model: Here the time series data {x(t)}, (t) € R?,
is generated using a vector moving average (MA) model of
order 3 (MA(3)) as follows. Let {w(t)}, w(t) € RP, with
precision matrix €2, be as for the AR model, and let square

matrices B; € RP*P_ i € [3], be block-diagonal with 15 x 15
sub-blocks Bi(q), q € [8]. Then {x(t)} is generated as

3
x(t) = 0.5L,w(t) + > (Bi/i)w(t—1i). 91)
=1

We pick (2 as for the AR model. Only 25% of entries of BZ-(Q) s
are nonzero (randomly picked) and the nonzero elements are
independently and uniformly distributed over [—0.4, —0.2] U
[0.2,0.4]. To generate y-data, we randomly eliminate one of
the 8 clusters (BZ.(q)’s for randomly picked ¢) of x(t) and
replace it with an independently generated BZ»(Q), i € [3], with
nonzero entries uniformly distributed over [—0.2,0.2].

For both models, the first 100 samples are discarded to elim-
inate transients, and we generate n = n, = n, observations
for x(t) and y(t), with n € {512,2048,4096}. In each run, we
calculate the true PSDs S3(f) and Sy (f) for f € [0,0.5] at in-
tervals of 0.01. Let F' denote the number of frequencies points
in [0,0.5] at intervals of 0.01. Define A°(f) = (S5(f))~" —
(SN b = max, ey (1/F) X, [[(S2() 1yl and
dij = (1/F) 32 ¢ |[A°(f)]i;|- In each run, we take {4, j} € £X
if d;j > 7b, else {i,j} & EX, where the threshold 7 = 0.001
for the MA model and = 0.01 for the AR model. To avoid very
“peaky” inverse PSDs, if b > 50,000 we redraw the samples
till this condition is satisfied: it is needed for the MA models.
For a typical realization (run), Figs. [T] and 2] show heatmaps
of 10819 (Y s—0:0.01:5 1S (Hisl)» 4,5 € [120], for the AR
and MA models, respectively. For the chosen AR model, the



percentage of distinct connected edges in the differential graph
turn out to be 2.0 = 0.4% and for the MA model, they are
2.0 £1.0%.

Simulation results based on 100 runs are shown in Table
where the performance measures are F}-score and Hamming
distance (between the estimated and true edgesets) for efficacy
in edge detection, and timing per run as a surrogate for compu-
tational complexity. All algorithms were run on a Window 11
Enterprise operating system with processor Intel(R) Core(TM)
i7-10700 CPU @2.90 GHz with 32 GB RAM, using MATLAB
R2023a. We implemented our three proposed approaches,
labeled “DTS-FD, log-sum”, “DTS-FD, lasso” and “DTS-
FD, SCAD” (DTS stands for dependent time series and FD
stands for frequency-domain) using log-sum, lasso and SCAD
penalties, respectively. For comparison, we implemented two
approaches that assume the data is i.i.d. and they are time-
domain approaches based on sample covariances. One of them
is based on [6] which minimizes lasso-penalized (I)) based
on difference of precision matrices (labeled “IID, lasso”) and
the other follows the recent approach of [30] (labeled “IID,
log-sum”) and it minimizes log-sum-penalized (I)) based on
difference of precision matrices. Although the approach of
[30] is aimed at multi-attribute graphs, the approach therein
applies to our problem by setting the number of attribute
to one. For our proposed frequency-domain approaches, we
used M = 2,4,5 (K = 127,255,409) for the MA model
and M = 2,4,6 (K = 127,255,341) for the AR model, for
n = 512,2048, 4096, respectively.

It is seen from Table [I] that our log-sum-penalized graph
estimator significantly outperforms our lasso based graph
estimator which in turn, significantly outperforms the lasso
based methods of [5]], [6], yielding higher F} scores and lower
Hamming distances (ideal F; score is 1 and ideal Hamming
distance is 0). The performance of our SCAD-penalized graph
estimator in Table [l is similar to that of our lasso based
graph estimator showing little improvement. While the log-
sum penalized “IID, log-sum” method of [30]] improves upon
“IID, lasso”, it is significantly inferior to our proposed “DTS-
FD: log-sum”.

The improvement in performance with log-sum penalty over
lasso (e.g., “DTS-FD, log-sum” over “DTS-FD, lasso”), and
with dependent time-series (DTS-FD) modeling over i.i.d.
data modeling (IID) approaches, comes at the cost of much
increased computational time. For the MA model, we see
from Table [I] that for sample sizes of n = 512 and 4096,
“DTS-FD, log-sum” approach yields I} scores of 0.46 and
0.91, respectively, compared to the “DTS-FD, lasso” F} scores
of 0.28 and 0.58, respectively, which represent improvements
by 84% and 44% (log-sum over lasso), respectively. But the
computational cost (timing per run) increases (log-sum over
lasso) by factors of 2.29 and 2.28 for n = 512 and 4096,
respectively. Note that the log-sum solution uses the lasso
solution as an initial guess for LLA, and the lasso timing is
included in the log-sum timing. One would expect the log-sum
solution timing to be approximately twice the lasso timing:
solve with lasso, use lasso-based LLA to obtain )\;;’s and
solve again using ADMM. On the other hand, we see little
improvement in the F} score over lasso with the SCAD penalty

even though the computational cost for SCAD is comparable
to that for log-sum penalty.

For the AR model, we see smaller (compared to the MA
model) yet significant improvements in the Fj scores with
log-sum penalty over lasso in Table Il For sample sizes of
n = 512 and 4096, “DTS-FD, log-sum” approach yields
F} scores of 0.54 and 0.82, respectively, compared to the
“DTS-FD, lasso” Fj scores of 0.40 and 0.69, respectively,
which represent improvements by 26% and 19% (log-sum
over lasso), respectively. The timing per run increases (log-
sum over lasso) by factors of 1.68 and 1.63 for n = 512 and
4096, respectively.

When analyzing the trade-off between performance and
computational time for lasso and log-sum penalties, the
Hamming distance performance measure seems to provide
a “better” metric. The Hamming distance between the true
and the estimated graph edgeset is the sum of the number
of distinct incorrect edges in the estimated edgeset (a true
edge is missing, or an edge missing from true edgeset is
present in the estimated edgeset). For the MA model, for
sample sizes of n = 512 and 4096, “DTS-FD, lasso” approach
yields Hamming distances of 373.5 and 146.4, respectively,
compared to the “DTS-FD, log-sum” Hamming distances of
128.9 and 37.2, respectively, which represent reductions by
factors of 2.90 and 3.93 (log-sum over lasso), respectively.
For the AR model, for sample sizes of n = 512 and 4096,
“DTS-FD, lasso” approach yields Hamming distances of 203.1
and 98.7, respectively, compared to the “DTS-FD, log-sum”
Hamming distances of 125.0 and 50.4, respectively, which
represent reductions by factors of 1.62 and 1.96 (log-sum over
lasso), respectively. Thus we have reduction in the Hamming
distance by factors of 2.90 and 3.93 with a computational cost
increase by factors of 2.29 and 2.28 for n = 512 and 4096,
respectively, for the MA model, and reduction in the Hamming
distance by factors of 1.62 and 1.96 with a computational cost
increase by factors of 1.68 and 1.63 for n = 512 and 4096,
respectively, for the AR model. Since the main objective of
differential graph learning is determination of the true edgeset,
such a trade-off seems to be reasona

In Table [ X’s were first picked from a grid of values to
maximize the F} score (ground truth is known in synthetic
data examples) — this establishes how well a method will
perform if A’s are judiciously picked. For log-sum penalty we
also show the results when \’s are selected to minimize the
BIC criterion of Sec. We see that the heuristic BIC-type
criterion performs well.

The receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves are
shown in Fig. [3] for three approaches “DTS-FD, log-sum”,
“DTS-FD, lasso” and “IID, lasso”. By changing the penalty
parameter A and determining the resulting edges over 100 runs,
we calculated the true positive rate (TPR) which calculates true
edges correctly detected (|[A)|| 2 0 and [|(A®))]| # 0),
and false positive rate 1-TNR (where TNR is the true negative
rate) which are the edges {i,;} for which ||AG9)|| % 0 but
[(A®)@)|| = 0. It is seen from Fig. 3| that our log-sum-
penalized graph estimator significantly outperforms both the
“IID, lasso” approach and our lasso based graph estimator,



TABLE I: Fy scores, Hamming distances and timings for the synthetic data examples (p = 120), averaged over 100 runs (standard deviation
o in parentheses). “DTS-FD, log-sum”, “DTS-FD, lasso” and “DTS-FD, SCAD” are the proposed approaches with log-sum, lasso and
SCAD penalties, respectively, “IID, lasso” is the time-domain approach of [6] (also [5]]) with lasso penalty, and “IID, log-sum” is the
time-domain approach of [30|] with log-sum penalty.

n [ 512 2048 4096 [ 512 2048 4096
A’s picked to maximize F score
MA model: F; score (o) AR model: F score (o)
1ID, lasso [6] 0.21 (0.06) 0.32 (0.09) 0.43 (0.10) 0.25 (0.09) 0.46 (0.10) 0.54 (0.10)
IID, log-sum [30] 0.28 (0.06) 0.46 (0.10) 0.58 (0.11) 0.32 (0.07) 0.53 (0.07) 0.62 (0.09)
DTS-FD, lasso 0.25 (0.09) 0.48 (0.20) 0.63 (0.19) 0.40 (0.12) 0.65 (0.11) 0.69 (0.12)
DTS-FD, log-sum 0.46 (0.10) 0.81 (0.17) 0.91 (0.15) 0.54 (0.10) 0.79 (0.09) 0.82 (0.09)
DTS-FD, SCAD 0.24 (0.08) 0.48 (0.20) 0.68 (0.19) 0.41 (0.12) 0.65 (0.11) 0.69 (0.12)
MA model: Hamming distance (o) AR model: Hamming distance (o)
1ID, lasso 232.2 (159.4)  220.0 (162.8) 143.0 (97.9) 191.6 (107.0)  157.8 (101.3) 132.1 (80.6)
IID, log-sum 173.2 (62.4) 136.2 (85.1) 105.2 (78.9) 153.3 (32.7) 112.6 (28.2) 94.0 (38.1)
DTS-FD, lasso 373.5 (361.5) 3222 (392.6) 146.4 (191.1) | 203.1 (172.4) 100.0 (76.1) 98.7 (85.4)
DTS-FD, log-sum 128.9 (69.3) 69.4 (88.1) 37.2 (79.1) 125.0 (79.0) 55.6 (31.8) 50.4 (36.3)
DTS-FD, SCAD 386.3 (372.6)  330.5 (408.6)  139.9 (189.5) | 203.4 (172.5) 100.2 (75.9) 99.0 (85.3)
MA model: Timing (s) (o) AR model: Timing (s) (o)
1ID, lasso 0.013 (0.003)  0.010 (0.002) 0.011 (0.002) | 0.010 (0.004) 0.008 (0.003)  0.009 (0.003)
1ID, log-sum 0.040 (0.005)  0.032 (0.007)  0.030 (0.005) | 0.034 (0.007) 0.028 (0.004)  0.026 (0.003)
DTS-FD, lasso 7.6 (0.6) 89 (14) 11.7 (3.1) 12.6 (3.9) 16.1 (4.2) 17.5 (3.8)
DTS-FD, log-sum 17.4 (2.5) 23.9 (4.0) 33.4 (6.3) 21.2 (5.7) 24.6 (6.2) 28.3 (6.7)
DTS-FD, SCAD 16.5 (1.5) 22.2 (1.9) 26.8 (6.6) 26.2 (7.8) 33.8 (8.9) 35.6 (7.6)
\’s picked to minimize BIC
MA model: Fj score (o) AR model: F} score (o)
DTS-FD, log-sum [ 0.47 (0.11) 0.78 (0.17) 0.86 (0.15) 0.51 (0.12) 0.75 (0.10) 0.79 (0.10)
MA model: Hamming distance (o) AR model: Hamming distance (o)
DTS-FD, log-sum [ 160.4 (97.6) 69.9 (85.6) 48.4 (78.3) 183.7 (163.1) 60.9 (30.9) 57.1 (36.8)
1 MA model 1 ‘AR model ‘
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(a) ROC curves for the moving average (MA) model. (b) ROC curves for the autoregressive (AR) model.

Fig. 3: ROC curves: “DTS-FD, log-sum” is the proposed approach with log-sum penalty, “DTS-FD, lasso” is the proposed approach with
lasso penalty, and “IID, LASSO” is the time-domain approach of [6] (also [S]]) with lasso penalty. TPR=true positive rate, TNR=true negative
rate.



TABLE II: F scores, Hamming distances and timings for AR(3) model with p € {60,120, 240}, averaged over 100 runs (standard deviation
o in parentheses). “DTS-FD, log-sum” and “DTS-FD, lasso” are the proposed approaches with log-sum and lasso penalties, respectively.

Also shown is the normalized Hamming distance which is the Hamming distance divided by total number of distinct edges in the differential

graph, expressed as percentage.

n [ 512 2048 4096 [ 512 2048 4096
AR model with varying p, \’s picked to maximize F} score
DTS-FD, lasso: F; score (o) DTS-FD, log-sum: F7 score (o)
p=60 0.42 (0.16) 0.64 (0.16) 0.74 (0.13) 0.65 (0.12) 0.85 (0.10) 0.89 (0.10)
p=120 0.40 (0.12) 0.65 (0.11) 0.69 (0.12) 0.54 (0.10) 0.79 (0.09) 0.82 (0.09)
p=240 0.39 (0.09) 0.61 (0.07) 0.68 (0.06) 0.40 (0.13) 0.65 (0.07) 0.73 (0.07)
DTS-FD, lasso: Hamming distance (o) DTS-FD, log-sum: Hamming distance (o)
p=60 86.1 (75.2) 54.8 (48.6) 31.2 (19.5) 37.4 (15.4) 18.7 (15.3) 14.7 (15.3)
p=120 | 203.1 (172.4) 100.0 (76.1) 98.7 (85.4) 125.0 (79.0) 55.6 (31.8) 50.4 (36.3)
p=240 734.9 (63.9) 364.7 (97.9) 310.1 (106.6) | 1464 (300.8) 374.4 (212.4) 295.5 (120.4)
DTS-FD, lasso: normalized Hamming distance % (o) DTS-FD, log-sum: normalized Hamming distance % (o)
p=60 471 4.11) 2.99 (2.66) 1.70 (1.07) 2.04 (0.84) 1.02 (0.84) 0.80 (0.84)
p=120 2.80 (2.37) 1.38 (1.05) 1.36 (1.18) 1.72 (1.09) 0.77 (0.44) 0.69 (0.50)
p=240 2.54 (0.22) 1.26 (0.34) 1.07 (0.37) 5.06 (1.04) 1.29 (0.73) 1.02 (0.42)
DTS-FD, lasso: Timing (s) (o) DTS-FD, log-sum: Timing (s) (o)
p=60 3.30 (1.37) 3.40 (0.93) 3.86 (1.03) 4.79 (1.69) 4.87 (1.13) 5.09 (1.10)
p=120 12.6 (3.9) 16.1 (4.2) 17.5 (3.8) 21.2 (5.7) 24.6 (6.2) 28.3 (6.7)
p=240 63.5 (16.1) 103.5 (23.8) 135.4 (27.7) 135.7(44.8) 134.7 (31.2) 142.8 (30.0)

yielding much higher TPR for a given 1-TNR, consistent with
the results of Table [

B. Graphs with varying number of nodes

We now consider AR(3) models for time-dependent data
generation with varying number of graph nodes p &
{60, 120,240}. The objective is to empirically study the
performance stability of the proposed solutions with varying
model dimensions. The AR(3) model follows (@0) where
A; e RP*P € [3], is block-diagonal with

(i) six 10 x 10 sub-blocks AZ(-q), q € [6], when p = 60,
(ii) eight 15 x 15 sub-blocks A{”, ¢ € [8], when p = 120
(as in Sec. [VII-A),
(iii) eight 30 x 30 sub-blocks A'?. ¢ € [6], when p = 240.

All other details regarding generation of €2, qu) ’s, {x(t)} and
{y(t)} are exactly as before in Sec. The percentage of
distinct connected edges in the differential graphs turn out to
be 3.0£1.0%, 2.0+0.4% and 2.0+£0.2% for p = 60, p = 120
and p = 240, respectively.

Simulation results based on 100 runs are shown in Table
for the proposed “DTS-FD, lasso” and “DTS-FD, log-sum”
approaches where the performance measures, as in Table [I|
are the F-score, the Hamming distance and timing per run.
The results for p = 120 are as in Table [I, Since the number
of distinct connected edges in the differential graph vary with
p, we also show the the normalized Hamming distance which
is the Hamming distance divided by total number of distinct
edges in the differential graph, expressed as percentage. As for
Table [I, we used M = 2,4,6 (K = 127,255, 341) for all AR
models, for n = 512, 2048, 4096, respectively. The number of
unknowns in Ay is pz, therefore, the number of unknowns
being estimated is Mp?. It is seen in Table [I| that the F
score decreases and the Hamming distance increases (i.e., the
performance deteriorates) with increasing dimension p for the
same sample size n since the number of unknowns being
estimated increases. The performance is stable with increasing

p as the performance improves with increasing n, and the
deterioration in the performance measures with increasing p
for fixed n is “gradual.”

VIII. REAL DATA: FINANCIAL TIME SERIES

Here we investigate differences in the time series graphical
models of the share prices of 97 stocks in the S&P 100 index
over two different time periods: Jan. 2, 2013 to Jan. 14, 2015
and Dec. 17, 2015 to Jan. 1, 2018. In the real data example
our goal is visualization and exploration of the differential
conditional dependency structure underlying the data since
the ground truth is unknown. The selection of the duration
of each period leads to equal number of samples in the two
time periods.

We consider daily share prices (at close of the day) of
97 stocks in the S&P 100 index from Jan. 1, 2013 through
Jan. 1, 2018. This data was gathered from Yahoo Finance
website. If z,,(t) is share price of mth stock on day ¢, we
pre-process to create x.,(t) = In(z;,(t)/zm(t — 1)) as the
time series to analyze. Such transformations are common in
the analysis of financial time series. For instance, such pre-
processing is used in [[15 Sec. 5.2] for topology selection for
graphical models for international stock market data, and in
[49] Sec. 5.2] for analyzing GDP growth, total manufacturing
production growth and consumer price index core inflation
data. We have z,,(t) = In(z,,(¢)) — In(z,,(t — 1)) which
implies that we first perform log(-) transformation (generally
believed to make data “more Gaussian”), followed by lag one
differencing to make the data close to univariate uncorrelated
and stationary.

The 97 stocks in the S&P 100 index are classified into
11 sectors (according to the Global Industry Classification
Standard (GISC)) and we order the nodes to group them
as information technology (nodes 1-12), health care (13-27),
financials (28-44), real estate (45-46), consumer discretionary
(47-56), industrials (57-68), communication services (69-76),



(c) Freq-domain, lasso: 205 edges

(d) Freq-domain, log-sum: 151 edges

Fig. 4: Differential graphs comparing financial time series (S&P 97 stocks share prices) over period Jan. 2, 2013 to Jan. 14, 2015 with that
over period Dec. 17, 2015 to Jan. 1, 2018 (each series with 512 samples): (a) time-domain IID model with lasso penalty [6] (IID, lasso), (b)
time-domain IID model with log-sum penalty [30] (IID, log-sum), (c) proposed freq-domain approach with group lasso penalty (FD-DTS,
lasso), (d) proposed freq-domain approach with group log-sum penalty (FD-DTS, log-sum). In the freq-domain approaches we used M = 2

(m¢ = 63, K =127). In the figures the thickness of the lines reflects the strength of the connection (determined by ||A(” ) ID-

consumer staples (77-87), energy (88-92), materials (93), util-
ities (94-97). For each m, x,,(t) was centered and normalized
to unit variance. The pre-processed data from Jan. 2, 2013 to
Jan. 14, 2015 was taken as the a-data and that from Dec. 17,
2015 to Jan. 1, 2018 (each series with 512 samples) was taken
as the y-data. The resulting differential graphs are shown in
Fig. @ The tuning parameter A as selected as discussed in
Sec. [V-B] The proposed log-sum penalty yields the sparsest
graph with 151 edges. Some of the “strongly” connected
nodes (thicker lines and higher degrees) in Fig. @{d) are Apple
(labeled node 1), Meta (72), Alphabet (73), Microsoft (8), Visa
(43), Amazon (47), Abbott Labs (14) and American Express
(30). The IID model based differential graphs in Figs. @{a) and
M(b) are just too dense.

IX. CONCLUSION

Estimation of differences in CIGs of two TSGGMs was
investigated where the two TSGGMs are known to have sim-
ilar structure. We presented and analyzed a penalized D-trace

loss function approach in the frequency domain for differential
graph learning using both convex (group lasso) and non-
convex (log-sum and SCAD group penalties) regularization
functions. An ADMM algorithm was presented to optimize
the objective function where, for non-convex penalties, a local
linear approximation approach was used. A model selection
method for tuning parameter selection was also presented.
Both synthetic and real data examples were presented to
illustrate the proposed approach where in synthetic data ex-
amples, our frequency-domain based log-sum-penalized differ-
ential time-series graph estimator significantly outperformed
our frequency-domain based lasso-penalized differential time-
series graph estimator, with F) score as the performance
metric. Our frequency-domain estimators significantly outper-
formed the i.i.d. modeling based time domain methods of [3],
[6] (lasso penalty) and [30] (log-sum penalty). The SCAD
penalty resulted in little improvement over our lasso based
graph estimator.

Theoretical analysis establishing sufficient conditions for



consistency and graph recovery was presented using the frame-
work of [20] which however, does not apply to the SCAD
penalty. Exploration of alternative analysis techniques (e.g.,
[47]) to handle penalties such as SCAD, and to analyze (51)
instead of its LLA approximation, is of interest.
APPENDIX A
DERIVATION OF (32)

Now we derive (32). By 28)-(30), we have

I, I, = (Q;‘;Qf) ® (Q.QL)
=(Q;®Q.)(QF » QL))
=(Q;2Q.)(I,®L)(Q @ Q) (92
and
e, = (Q0Q.)(D,®D,)(QT©QM)). (93
Let
c=3,-3%,+% (W() Uy, (94)

Then by (28) and (1),
(Q, ®QI)~
x (Q) ®Qx)

"(D,® D, + 21,01,

vec(A) = 5

“Yee(C)

= (Q:®Q.) (D, ®D, + ng L)

x (Q, ® QI )vec(C)
-1

=(Q; ®Q,) (D, ® D, + ng ® I,)
x vec(QE CQ,)

— (Q;© Q.) vee(D 0 (QFCQ,))

=vee(Q. [Do (QFCQ,)] QY. (95)
The desired (32)) follows from (94) and (©3).
APPENDIX B
. TECHNICAL LEMMAS AND PROOFS OF THEOREMS 1
AND 2

For theoretical analysis we will use the restricted strong
convexity (RSC) based results from [20] which are given
therein for real-valued vectors variables. Therefore, we first
express our cost L;(A) in terms of vec(Ay), k € [M,],
and then in terms of vec(Re(Ay)) and vec(Im(Ayg)), before
invoking [20]].

With 1)y, := vec(Ay,) define

L Re(’l/)k) 2p2 . wk 2p2
0, = |:Im(¢k):| eR , Y= [1/12} eC . (96)

Then cost E(A) of lb can be re-expressed in terms of 1)ys
and 6;s as

(T ET R S Tl

where
’JJ = [1/‘};' Q,EM,L]T c (C2p21Wn , (98)
7'2]@ — S’;k X Srk ) 0 ) e (C2p2Mn><2p21Wn (99)
0 Syr ® Sy ’
- vec(S’zk -8 k) o2 M
by — Ovk — Oyk) | o oM 100
¥ [Vec((Szk - syk)*)] (100)
and
My,
(HfHka - 2e,jbk) (101)
k=1
where (1 =+/—1)
0:= [0/ o7, ] eR¥ M (102)
Hy : in;’HkT . € R2PMnx2p* M (103)
1 s 2p? M, 1
bi:= ;T/b € R Tre=|; |, (04
Ty.:=Tre® Iz € C¥° | 4y, =T,.0y, (105)

and T, yields real-to-complex transformation [|16, Appendix
2]. Note that we have the equalities L(A) = L.(¥) = L,(8).

It is easy to establish that | T;c | = |Te| = V2 and
[Trellt,o0 = 1 Trell1,00 = HTr{:IHl,oo = HTr{:IHl,oo = 2.

We now turn our attention to the penalty/regularization term
S0 1 Al A in and will express it to conform to
the framework of [20]. Note that the term Al) corresponds to
the edge {4, j} of the graph. We denote its real-valued version
as

i = [Re(A(D)T Tm(A@)T]T e R*Mn (106)
(subscript G for grouped variables [20]), with index ¢ € [p?],
(i,7) > t=(G—1)p+jandi=|t/p]+1, =1t mod p.

Using this notation, we have (we now denote A by \,)

Z A [A]| = /\nzwt||0Gt||27 (107)
3,j=1
{ 1 :lasso (108)
ws = =
K e/(e + ||0ctl]) :log-sum,

where Oy corresponds to A9 Tn the notation of [20], the
regularization penalty without ), is expressed as a weighted
group norm

p’ y
ZthaGtHz

where the index set {1,2,--- ,2M,p?} is partmoned into a
set of Ng = p? disjoint groups G = {G1,Ga, - Gp2} and
the subscript 2w signifies the weighted group norm. Usmg this
notation, the penalized counterpart to L f(A) of is

L(8) =L.(8) + \,R(8) .

R(0) = [0]lg 2, = (109)

(110)



As discussed in [20, Sec. 2.2], w.r.t. the usua21 Euclidean
inner product (u,v) = u'v for u,v € R*M=P" and given
any subset Sg C {1,2,---, Ng} of group indices, define the

subspace
M={6 cR*M P |fg, =0forall t ¢ S5}  (111)
and its orthogonal complement
L= {6 eR*MP* |Gy, =0 forall t € S5}.  (112)

The chosen R(6) is decomposable w.rt. (M, M1) since
R(OD +6?) = R(OD) + R(8P) for any 8 € M and
6 e ML |20, Sec. 2.2, Example 2].

In order to invoke [20], we need the dual norm R® of
regularizer R w.r.t. the inner product (u,v) = u'v (we use
® instead of * since * has already been used to denote complex
conjugation). It is given by [20 Sec. 2.3]

2M,p?
Ui;
1=1

R®(w)= sup (u,v) =

lellg 2, <1

sup
lullg 2, <1

Z luaill2]|lvatlle

H’U'Hg 205 <1 t=1

< sup ( max w; Hvar ) ZthUGtHQ
lullg 20 <1 N PEP

=llullg,2w

< max w; ||1;Gt||2
te[p?]

(113)

We also need the subspace compatibility index [20], defined
as

Y(M) = sup R(u)/|ullz.

ue M\ {0}

(114)

We  have R(Qu) = _ wellugel|2 <
(maxyepzywe) >op—q ugell2. By (108), wy < 1 and
by , the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for w € M,
S il < y/snllull2. Thus, for the lasso and
log-sum penalties, ¥'(M) < \/s,.

We need to establish a restricted strong convexity condition
[20] on £,.(). With ° denotmﬁ true value of 6, let 6 =

6° + 4 with 8), = 65 + v, (cf. (102)). Consider
0L (7, 0~<>) ::Lr(éo +9) - Er(éo) -

where the gradient VL,.(6°) at 6 = 6° is

(VL,(6°),7) (115)

~ ~ ~ T
VL(6°) = [(V1£,(6°))7 (Var, £-(0°) ]
(116)
o OL(0)
O\ . — >
VLo (6°) 1= ‘é:éo = 2H,0 — 2by,.  (117)
Noting that Hy = H,, simplifies to
~ Mn
0L (3,0%) =Y v Hiv, (118)
k=1

which may be rewritten as
M,

0L (7,6°) = [’Y}IHZ% v (M — H;)yk} . (119)
k=1

Under the sparsity assumption , 6° = é?\/t’ hence,
6’<> . = 0, where 6, and 0,,. denote projection of 0

on subspaces M and ML, respectively. Similar to A =
argminz Lf(A), suppose

0— argmin { £, (0 ) + AR()} (120)

and we consider 1} and 1} with @ = 8° + 4. Then

0—6°=0

Ot — 0° + O = Fpd + Anss (121)
By [20, Lemma 1],
R(Apmr) < 3R(Am) +4R(05,1) (122)
if we pick
An >2 RE(VL,.(6°)). (123)

Since in our case éj}wl = 0, we have R(éj\“) =0.
We now turn to bounding R®(VL,(0°)). First we need
several auxiliary results. Define

Ak =Suk — S5, Ayk = Syr — S, (124)
Aot =85, @ Sor — (S1)" © 82 (125)
Oz :l?elj%l)i [Asklloos 6y = l?eljz\%/;i [Aykllec, (126)

§ >max{d,,0,} . (127)

Lemma 1. Under @])- and with By, as in , we have
A yzklloo < 0% +2B,, 6 = B (128)
Poof. We can rewrite A, as
Ayok =A% @ Agk + (S5)" @ Ak + A%, ® Sy (129)
Therefore

[Ayzklloo < [Ayklloo [Azklloo + 1(Syklloo [|A
+ 1Ay lloo 1S5k [0
< 6,04 + Byydy + 6yByy < 6° +2B,,6. B

(130)

Using the notation G for the group ¢ corresponding to the
edge {i,j}, as in (106), let (VL,(6°))c: € R*M denote the
corresponding entries of the gradient. By (T16)-(T17), we have

~ ~ ~ T

(VL (6°)ct = [(Vlﬁr(eo))gt (anﬂr(eﬂ)gt] )

(131)

(VKL (0°) gt = (2Hi67 — 2br) i € R (132)
At the true values Hy = Hjy and by = by,

Vil (6°) =0 =2M367 —2b%  (133)

Hy=HS by =b3



(cf. (T4)-(13)) where

HS = QTTEHQTTC, by = ;TfjbO (134)
i} (8%.)" ® 82, 0

[ g— Y x
P { 0 sooe(sg) 1Y)
w0 | vee(Sg, — Spi)
i Leo((szk — 5507 (136)

Therefore, we may rewrite (I32) as

(ViLr(6%))ae = (2(Hy, — H7)6F — 2 (br — b}))e

p2

=3 [204 — H)cncaO)ca| =2 (b — b)ar (137)
q=1

where G, represents group ¢ corresponding to some edge
{&m}, (4,j) <t = (i—1p+jand ({,m) < ¢ =
—=1p+m.

Lemma 2. Under the conditions of Lemma 1

p
[(ViLr(0°))ctllz < Z 1(68)Gqll2 +45.  (138)
Proof. With (i,j) <>t = (i —1)p+j and (¢,m) < q =
(¢ — 1)p + m, we have
7 = ag 0
(i = H) Go.cq = [0 a;;] , (139)
ar, =[S}l jm[Sarlie — [(Sgi) Tjm[Sexlie (140)
L A — Ayl
B — B2))r = |[Rek ~ Aurliy 141
( k k))Gt {[Awk _Ayk];fj ) ( )
where follow from vec(S,xAkrSyr) = ( yT ®
Szk)vec(Ak) and S, = S} Using Lemma 1, || T || = v2
and |[(Hy — H7)ar.cqll < ||Aymk||oo’ we have
12(Hx = HY)arqll = T (i — HE)ar.caTre
<|TENN(He = H)araall 1Trell <2 B (142)
By (I8, (29, (IZD) and (TA)
12 (b = b)ell2 = 1T (br — B7)) el
NN 1B = B))cell2 < 46 (143)

By (I37), (142) and (I43) we have (I138). W

Lemma 3. Under the conditions of Lemma 1 if § < B
R (VL (6°) < Binit/ My, (6 ByyBasy +4) §

where By and By are given by (74) and (8BI), respectively.
Proof. By Lemma 2 and (T3T)),

(VLA (6°))ctll2 = \IZ [(ViLr(0°))cell3
<M, maX || ViLr(0°)) G|

TY>

(144)

p —
Z 1(69)cqll2) + 43] .

< /M, 2B max

(145)
k€M)

2
Observe that 22:1 ||(HZ)Gq||2 < sp maXge[p2] ||(BZ)Gq||2
since at most s,, edges are connected in the true graph. For

group ¢ with ({,m) <> ¢ = ({ — L)p+ m, [|(6%)cqll2 =
[[A%]em| < Bg for k € [M,]. Therefore,
(VL (6%))ctll2 < /M [2 BsnBg + 45] . (146)
By (IT3) and (196)
RE(VL(6°)) < ma wi ' [(VLA6) e
€[p?
< (max w; ") (max [|[(VL-(6°))cxl2)
te[p?] te[p?]
5<B., _
< Binit V Mn (6 B:cdeSn + 4) ) (147)

114
maxe 2] HaGt”/€ =1+ maxwep] ||A ||/e =: Bjnit, and
0 < Byy results in B=24+ 2By < BBzyé |

Lemma 4. Under the conditions of Lemmas 1 and 3, if A, >
2R®(VL,(6°)),

where, for the log-sum penalty we used maxte[p jwy - =

5L (5,0°) > ke |73, (148)

where rp = @3, — 1928, M, B2, Buy0.
Proof Consider (T19). By (I03) we have
1
Z'YI;er'Yk Z ( rc')’k) Hk( rc'Vk)
k=1
M,

> Z = bmmin(H | Ty |13

M
Z min(H) Y612 since THT,. = 2L,  (149)

Now Gmin(H k) = (bmin(sgk)quin(S;k) > Gpins implying
M, M,
STV M = G Y el3 = GinllFF (150)
k=1 k=1
Define
H := block-diag{H1, -+, Hu, } (151)
H° := block-diag{ 1S, -+, H5, }- (152)

We have |[H — H°||lso = maxgepr,) |Hr — Hilloo. Using
the facts ||AB||o |Allso BT |l1.00 and |AB| s
|1Blloo [[A]l1,00, and Lemma 1, we have

[He = Hilloo = ||2T£(Hk - HO)TTCHOO
fll el ool Hi = klloosgllAykaooﬂB. (153)
By @ @
|Z’7k Hie — Hi)vl = |’YT(7'1—7'2°)’7|
k=1
2p2Mn 2p2M71
=1 m=1
211 M,
<=7 > ful) =4, a5y



As in (102), ['71 y Tt 'yT]T. Expressing in terms of
group G+ and using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
|7kt| + |7k(t+p2)|])

pz (
t=1 k=1
2
\/ n | ¥atll2 < v2M maX w;

3
&

S

Zth’YGt||2

I M"S

V2 Blmt”’Y”g 2w (155)
Thus by ( . and (153), if 5 < By,
A< 12B2 My Bay 6 7% 5., - (156)

By (122) and (123) we have

17 20 = 190 + Y2 I3 2.,
= (Imlig 2w + H’YML lg 2u)?

22 N .
< 16 9MmIE 20 < 165n\|7M||§§165n||’7||§-
(157)

Using (TT9). (T50). (T5%). (T58) and (I57). we have

5‘67‘(5’790) Z ( min 192s’ﬂM B12n1tB 6)”&”% =kc H’?‘g?

proving the desired result. MW

Using 26, Lemma 1] we have Lemma 5.
Lemma 5. Let o,,, Cy and N; be as in (]7_3[), (]7_7[) and @,
respectively. Define

Szk]qd }

A= max {11Sar — Sgrlac] [[Syr —

kE[Mn]v ‘IaZE[pn]

Then for any 7 > 2 and sample size n > Ny,

P(A> Cov/nlpa)/K) < 2/p; (158)
Proof. By [26, Lemma 1],
A In(py,) 1
A In(py,) 1
P((max]|[S1 — Slar| > Coy o ) < = (160)
for any 7 > 2 and sample size n > N; where
Cor = 80 maxzj([So(f)] ¢) Nl/ln(pn) and Coy =

80 maxy, (] )]ee)v/ N1/ In(py). Using the union bound,
P(A > Co/In(py) /Kn)

SP(maX stk — Sgk]qg‘ > Cy
k,q,t

n(p.) /K., )

n(p.) /K., )
(161)

+ P(%}i’é |[Syr = Sgilae| > Co

<2/p;~?

since Cy > Coy, and Cp > Cp,. A
We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.
Proof of Theorem 1. First choose d to make ko > 0 in

Lemma 4. Suppose we take 192s,M,, B2, B,,0 < ¢°../4.

Then R > 3¢m1n/4 Now p]Ck
Lol
S:C l - Kn < . Bx , min ’
O\/W - mll’l{ v 7685, M, B?nlthy}
(162)

leading to 192s,,M,, B2, B1,0 < ¢%,/4. These upper bounds

can be ensured by picking appropriate lower bounds to sample
size n and invoking Lemma 5. The choice of n specified in

| (83) satisfies (162) with probability > 1 —2/p7~2. Using § =

In(p ,L K,, < By, the lower bound on \,, given in (IS_ZI)

satlsﬁes (123) with R®(VL,(6°)) as in Lemma 3. By [20,
Theorem 1], 8 given by li satisfies

16— 60 <2 w(um).
ke

(163)
The left-side of (163) equals ||3 — A°||p while the right-side

of (163) equals the last term of using Y(M) < /s,
KL > 3¢mm /4. This proves Theorem 1. W

We now turn to the proof of Theorem 2.
Proof of Theorem 2. We have ||A W) — (A% < ||A -

A°||r < &, w.h.p. For the edge {i,j} € £X, we have
JAG | =|(A%) + AW - (&°
>[[(A%)D| — A — (A°
>v—a, >06v for n>Ny

> .

)(ij)H
)(ij)H

(164)

Thus, £ C Ea. Now consider the set complements (£R)°
and 5. For the edge {i.j} € (£3)¢, [[(A®)@)| = 0. For
n > Ny, w.h.p. we have
[AE] <[|(A9) ] 4 | A A
<040, <04v <7,,

— (A9
(165)

implying that {i, j} € 5. Thus, (£3)¢ C €¢, hence €a C €3,
establishing EA = &£X. W
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