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Abstract

Graphical models have been used extensively for modeling brain connectivity networks.
However, unmeasured confounders and correlations among measurements are often over-
looked during model fitting, which may lead to spurious scientific discoveries. Motivated
by functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) studies, we propose a novel method
for constructing brain connectivity networks with correlated replicates and latent ef-
fects. In a typical fMRI study, each participant is scanned and fMRI measurements
are collected across a period of time. In many cases, subjects may have different states
of mind that cannot be measured during the brain scan: for instance, some subjects
may be awake during the first half of the brain scan, and may fall asleep during the
second half of the brain scan. To model the correlation among replicates and latent
effects induced by the different states of mind, we assume that the correlated replicates
within each independent subject follow a one-lag vector autoregressive model, and that
the latent effects induced by the unmeasured confounders are piecewise constant. The
proposed method results in a convex optimization problem which we solve using a block
coordinate descent algorithm. Theoretical guarantees are established for parameter es-
timation. We demonstrate via extensive numerical studies that our method is able to
estimate latent variable graphical models with correlated replicates more accurately than
existing methods.

Keywords: Convex optimization; correlated replicates; latent variables; fused lasso; piecewise
constant.

1 Introduction

Undirected graphical models have been used extensively in various scientific domains to represent
conditional dependence relationships between pairs of variables. In a graph, each node represents
a random variable, and an edge connecting a pair of nodes indicates that the pair of variables
is conditionally dependent, given all of the other variables. For instance, in a brain connectivity
network, each node represents a brain region, and an edge between two nodes indicate that the two
brain regions are conditionally dependent. Many methods were proposed for estimating graphical
models under various model assumptions. In particular, Gaussian graphical models have been stud-
ied extensively (Meinshausen & Biithlmann 2006, Yuan & Lin 2007, Friedman et al. 2008, Rothman



et al. 2008, Cai et al. 2011, Sun & Zhang 2013, Tan et al. 2015, Ren et al. 2015, Lin et al. 2016).
To relax the Gaussianity assumption, exponential graphical models in which the node-conditional
distribution for each variable belongs to an exponential family distribution were proposed (Raviku-
mar et al. 2010, Yang et al. 2015, Chen et al. 2014, Yang et al. 2018). More recently, several
authors considered nonparametric graphical models without imposing any distributional assump-
tion on the random variables (Voorman et al. 2014, Janofsky 2015, Sun et al. 2015, Tan et al. 2019).
The literature on graphical models is vast: we refer the reader to Drton & Maathuis (2017) for a
comprehensive list of references.

In this paper, we focus on estimating brain connectivity networks using fMRI data. There are
two major challenges presented by fMRI data: correlated replicates for each independent subject
and the presence of unmeasured confounders. Firstly, each independent subject is scanned over a
period of time, and therefore yields a series of correlated brain scans. Moreover, while the fMRI
brain scans are taken over time, the subjects may have different states of mind or head motion,
which can be interpreted as unmeasured confounders. For instance, certain subjects may be awake
during the first half of the brain scan, and may fall asleep during the second half of the brain scan.
Different brain regions may be active or inactive, depending on whether the subject is awake or
asleep. Thus, it is of utmost importance to model the correlation across replicates and the latent
effects induced by the unmeasured confounders to obtain an accurate conditional independence
graph.

Most existing methods for estimating conditional independence graph assume that all relevant
variables are observed. However, this assumption is often violated in many scientific studies in
which certain variables are not measured either due to cost constraints, ethical issues, or that they
are simply unmeasurable. For instance, in the context of fMRI studies, some variables such as
the state of mind during the fMRI scan is unmeasurable. Not taking into account the unmeasured
confounders during model fitting will yield a graph with spurious edges between pairs of variables. In
the context of Gaussian graphical models, Chandrasekaran et al. (2010) showed that marginalizing
over the unmeasured confounders will yield a dense conditional independence graph of the observed
variables even when the true underlying graph for the observed variables is sparse. To address this
issue, various methods were proposed for modeling latent variable graphical models under various
assumptions on the unmeasured confounders (Chandrasekaran et al. 2010, Tan et al. 2016, Fan
et al. 2017, Wu et al. 2017).

However, the aforementioned work mainly focused on estimating a conditional independence
graph based on independent realizations of a common random vector. In many scientific settings,
data can be collected over time from multiple independent subjects. For instance, in the context
of fMRI studies, brain scans are taken every 1.5 seconds, yielding highly correlated replicates.
Some authors assumes that the graph evolves across time, i.e., time-varying graphical models, but
these work do not model the correlation across replicates (Kolar et al. 2010, Hanneke et al. 2010,
Sarkar & Moore 2006, Guo et al. 2007, Zhou et al. 2010). To take into account the correlated
replicates, several authors have modeled the correlation by assuming that the replicates follow a
vector autoregressive (VAR) process, and that the resulting graphical model is invariant over time
(Qiu et al. 2016, Hall et al. 2016, Basu & Michailidis 2015).



(a) (b) (c) (@)

Figure 1: A toy example on a Gaussian graphical model with unmeasured confounders and corre-
lated replicates. Panels (a), (b), (c), and (d) correspond to the true underlying graph, estimated
graphs by Friedman et al. (2008), Chandrasekaran et al. (2010), and our proposed method, respec-
tively.

In this paper, we consider modeling both the effect of unmeasured confounders and the temporal
dependence of the replicates. Figure 1 shows a toy example on Gaussian graphical models with
unmeasured confounders and correlated replicates, where we compare our proposed method with
Friedman et al. (2008) that ignores both the unmeasured confounders and correlated replicates, and
Chandrasekaran et al. (2010) that models the unmeasured confounders but ignores the correlated
replicates. The tuning parameters for all methods are selected such that all methods yield six edges.
We see from Figure 1 that when there are correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders, our
proposed method recovers the true graph whereas Friedman et al. (2008) and Chandrasekaran et al.
(2010) fail to recover the true graph.

Recently, Tan et al. (2016) proposed to estimate a semiparametric exponential family graphical
model with unmeasured confounders under the setting in which multiple replicates are collected
for each subject. The main crux of their proposed method is on the construction of a nuisance-free
loss function that does not depend on the unmeasured confounders. The proposed method relies
on two crucial assumptions: (i) the unmeasured confounders are constant across replicates within
each subject; (ii) given the unmeasured confounders, the observed replicates within each subject
are mutually independent. However, in many scientific settings, these assumptions may be violated.
For instance, in the aforementioned fMRI study, unmeasured different states of mind will induce
different latent effects across the brain scans and violate the constant unmeasured confounders
assumption in Tan et al. (2016). Moreover, brain scans are taken every 1.5 seconds and thus the
replicates are correlated.

We relax the two aforementioned key assumptions in Tan et al. (2016). Instead of assuming the
unmeasured confounders are the same for all replicates, we assume that the effect induced by the
unmeasured confounders is piecewise constant across replicates within each independent subject.
This is a reasonable assumption for fMRI data, since the latent effect can be always approximated
by a constant in a small time interval (e.g., within 1.5 seconds). To model the correlation across
replicates, we assume a one-lag vector autoregressive model on the replicates. Under the relaxed
assumption, we propose a novel method for modeling exponential family graphical models with
correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders. Our proposal incorporates a lasso penalty for



estimating a sparse graph among the observed variables, a lasso penalty for modeling the correlation
between two successive replicates, and a fused lasso penalty for modeling the piecewise constant
latent effect induced by the unmeasured confounders. The resulting convex optimization problem
is then solved using a block coordinate descent approach.

Theoretically, we establish the non-asymptotic error bound for the proposed estimator. Due
to the use of both lasso and fused lasso penalty, the error bound consists of both the estimation
error of the lasso term and the fused lasso term. Thus, standard proof for lasso type problem in
Biihlmann & Van De Geer (2011) will lead to a slower rate of convergence. To obtain a sharp rate,
one needs to carefully balance these two terms by selecting the respective tuning parameters in an
optimal way. By selecting the appropriate set of tuning parameters, our theoretical results reveal
an interesting phenomenon on the interplay between the number of independent samples n and the
number of replicates T'. Finally, we show that the proposed estimator is adaptive to the absence of
unmeasured confounders, i.e., our estimator matches the rate of convergence obtained by solving a
lasso problem using the oracle knowledge that there are no unmeasured confounders.

An R package latentgraph will be made publicly available on CRAN.

2 Latent Variable Graphical Models with Correlated Replicates

2.1 A Review on Exponential Family Graphical Models

We start with a brief overview of the exponential family graphical model. Let X = (X7, ..., Xp)T €
RP be a p-dimensional random vector, corresponding to p nodes in a graph. Then, the pairwise
exponential family graphical model has the following joint density function

p(@)=expd D file) + 5 DS bz~ A©,€) ¢ (1)
j=1

=1 k#j

where f;(-) is a node potential function, A(-) is the log-partition function such that the density in (1)
integrates to one, ® = {01 }1<j<k<p is a symmetric square matrix, and ¢ is a matrix of parameters
for f;j(-). The parameter 6}, encodes the conditional dependence relationship between the jth
and the kth variables, i.e., 6, = 0 if and only if the jth and the kth variables are conditionally
independent. Thus, estimating the exponential family graphical models amounts to estimating 0,y.

In principle, given n independent subjects, an estimator of 6, can be obtained by maximizing the
joint density of (1) for n independent subjects. However, A(®, () is computationally intractable
even for moderate p. To avoid this issue, many authors have proposed to maximize the conditional
distribution of each variable, and then combine the resulting estimates to form a single graphical
model (Meinshausen & Biihlmann 2006, Ravikumar et al. 2010, Allen & Liu 2012, Yang et al. 2012,
Chen et al. 2014).

More specifically, for any node j, let X_; = (X1,...,X;-1, Xj41,... ,Xp)T € RP~!. Then, X
follows the exponential family graphical model if for any node j, the conditional density of X; given
X,j is

p(xj | x_j) = exp {f;(w;) + 2,0, jx_; — D; (6,5, f;)}, (2)
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where 0; _; = (0j1,..-,8;-1),0(j41)s - - - ,0ip)T and D;(0; _;, f;) is the log-partition function that
depends on 6, _; and f;. The exponential family graphical model can then be constructed by
estimating 0; _; for j € {1,...,p} through fitting p generalized linear models.

2.2 Exponential Family Graphical Models with Correlated Replicates and Un-
measured Confounders

The pairwise exponential family graphical model in (1) assumes that all variables are observed
and that there are no unmeasured confounders. Moreover, (1) does not accommodate correlated
measurements or replicates. In this section, we propose an extension of the exponential family
graphical model to accommodate both the correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders. Let
X; € RP and U; € R? be vectors of the observed and unmeasured confounding random variables
for the tth replicate, respectively. For simplicity, we assume that there are a total of T replicates.
We start with the following assumption on the joint density of the replicates.

Assumption 1. The joint conditional density of the T replicates, given the unmeasured con-
founders, takes the form

T
p(xi,....,xr |U1,...,ur) = Hp(:ct | o1, ue) .
t=1
In other words, conditioned on the unmeasured confounders, the T replicates are assumed to follow
a one-lag vector autoregressive model. That is, the tth replicate depends only on the (¢ — 1)th
replicate of the observed random variables. Moreover, the observed variables are conditionally
independent of the unmeasured confounders across different replicates.

Definition 1. A (p + ¢)-dimensional random vector (X,',U!)T follows the exponential family
graphical model with correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders if for each node j, the
conditional distribution of X;; given Xt(,j), X;i_1, and Uy is

p (wtj | iEt(—j),iBtfl,Ut)

p q
=expQ fij (25) + Z Ok + Z QjET (1)K Ttj + Z SimUtm@tj — Dij (0is Ok, Ojms, fij) ¢
k#j k=1 m=1
(3)

where f;;(-) is the node potential function and Dy;(-) is the log-partition function such that the
conditional density integrates to one.

In Definition 1, 6;; encodes the conditional dependence relationship between the kth and jth
nodes. That is, 6j; = 0 if and only if X; and Xy are conditionally independent, given Xy _;),
X1, and Uy for all replicates ¢ = 1,...,T. The parameter o ; models the correlation between
X@—1r and Xy;. Finally, §;m encodes the conditional dependence relationship between the mth
latent variable and the jth observed variable. The form of the node potential function fi;(-) and



the log-partition function Dy;(-) is specific to each exponential family distribution. Let f;(x;) =
Bitjrij + thja??j + 22(:3 BitjGrtj () for some scalar Byy; and function Giyj(x4;). For notational
simplicity, denote 1;; = Biyj + D5z 0Tk + D jy Gk (—1)k + D=1 OjmUtm- In the following,
we provide three special cases of the model in Definition 1.

Example 1. The Gaussian graphical model with correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders.
The conditional distribution of X; given Xy_;), X;—1 and Uy with Bgy; = —1 /2 is given by:

1

p (25 | Xy—j), Xe-1,Ayj) = exp {—296% + neje; — Dyj (ntj)} (x5 € R), (4)

where fij(xj) = Bitjoey — 1%/2 and Dyj(ny;) = 77t2j/2 + log(2m) /2.

Example 2. The Ising model with correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders. The condi-
tional distribution of X;; given Xt(,j), X;—1 and Uy is:

p (245 | X j), %1, Ayj) = exp {ngjze; — Dyj (my)} (w5 € {0,1}), (5)

where fij(z4;) = 0 and Dy;(n;) = log(1 + e4).

Example 3. The Poisson graphical model with correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders.
The conditional distribution of X;; given Xi(—j)r Xt—1 and Uy is:

p (25 | Xy—j), Xe-1, A¢j) = exp {ngjze; —log (x45!) — Dyj (ne;)} (245 € {0,1,...}), (6)

where fi;(21;) = Bigjxej — log(w!) and Dyj(ns;) = exp(n;).

3 Method

3.1 Problem Formulation and Parameter Estimation

Suppose that there are n independent subjects i = 1,...,n and each subject hast = 1,...,T repli-
cates. For simplicity, we assume that all independent subjects have the same number of replicates;
our proposed method can be easily modified to accommodate different number of replicates across
the n subjects. Let X;; € RP and U € R? be the random observed variables and unmeasured
confounders corresponding to the tth replicate of the ith subject, respectively. The primary goal
is to estimate the conditional dependence relationships among the observed variables given the
latent variables. A naive approach is to obtain a maximum likelihood estimator by maximizing the
marginal likelihood function of all the observed variables for t = 1,...,7 and ¢ = 1,...,n. How-
ever, the marginal likelihood function involves the integral over the distributions of unmeasured
confounders U; and is computationally infeasible.

Inspired by the literature on measurement error models (Carroll et al. 2006), we use a functional
approach to deal with the unmeasured confounders. To be specific, we treat the realization of
the unmeasured confounders Uj;; as nonrandom incidental nuisance parameters, which may differ
from subject to subject. Such an approach is dated back to the so-called Neyman and Scott’s



problem in 1948; see Lancaster (2000) for a survey. However, in this functional approach, the
graphical model involves a large number of unknown nuisance parameters such that the estimation
of 01, in (3) is often inconsistent. To alleviate this problem, we further assume that for the same
subject, the value of Uj; is piecewise constant across t = 1,...,7. In theory, this assumption
may improve the estimation accuracy by reducing intrinsic dimension of the unknown incidental
nuisance parameters. In practice, it is much less restrictive than assuming that the latent variables
are constant as assumed in Tan et al. (2016) and is more appropriate for modeling fMRI data.

Assumption 2. The unmeasured confounders are piecewise constant across replicates. That is,
we assume for the ith sample, we have [ knots with unknown location denoted as k;1, kio, ..., ki
and let ki = 1, k;g41) = T Then the jth unmeasured confounder at the ¢th replicate for the ith

subject satisfies
+1

Uitj = Zgiaj]l(ki(afl) <t < kia),
a=1

where g;,; is an unknown constant and 1(-) is an indicator function.

Figure 2 provides a schematic of the assumptions in Tan et al. (2016) and our proposal for the
ith sample. Figure 2(a) represents the assumptions in Tan et al. (2016): the ¢th and (¢ — 1)th
replicates for the observed variables are independent and the unmeasured confounders are constant
across replicates. Figure 2(b) depicts the assumptions for our proposed method: the tth replicate of
the observed variables are conditionally dependent on the (¢ — 1)th replicate, and the unmeasured
confounders are piecewise constant that may change across replicates.

Figure 2: Panels (a) and (b) correspond to the assumptions on the replicates and unmeasured
confounders of the method by Tan et al. (2016) and our proposed method, respectively. There are
four replicates for each subject, i.e., t = {1,2,3,4}. Hollow circles represent the observed variables,
and squares represent the unmeasured confounders. In panel (b), the color of the unmeasured
confounders changes from gray to black, indicating that the value of unmeasured confounders are
allowed to change across replicates.

We now reformulate the conditional density in (3) under Assumption 2. Let Ay = anzl 0 jm Ut -



Then, (3) in Definition 1 can be rewritten as:
P (2t | Xe(—j)> X1, Aij)

p
=exp fij (@) + > Ojaente; + > 0ipde—1)pTe; + Doty — Dij (O, o, Mgy, frg) p - (7)
py k=1

We now construct a joint likelihood function for n subjects, each of which has T replicates using (7).
For the ith subject, let a; = (a1, aj2,..., )t € RP, 0; 5 = (0j1,...,0j-1,0;11,...,05)" €
Rp_l, and A = (Anj, Algj, e, Alij Aglj, Aggj, e ,AnTj)T e R"T, Thus, we estimate 0; _;, o,
and A; by solving
o 1
minimize  — (8, 0, Aj) + N[|05,—5|, + Bl ]|, +]| (Tn @ C) A

Bjy_j,a]-,Aj nT

1 (8)

T
where 1(0; _j, o, Aj) = 3001 >0 log p(wigj| @y, Tie—1), Aitj). Here, A, B, and vy are the spar-
sity inducing tuning parameters, I,, is an n-dimensional identity matrix, and C € RT=D*T jg the
discrete first derivative matrix defined as follows:

-1 1 0 0 O

0 -1 1 0 O
C =

0 0 0 -1 1

Note that the penalty term H (I, ® C) AjHl is essentially a fused lasso penalty on A;; for each
subject, since we assume that the unmeasured confounders are piecewise constant in Assumption 2.

3.2 Algorithms for Solving (8)

In this section, we propose two algorithms for solving the convex optimization problem (8) in the
context of Gaussian graphical models, and exponential family graphical models. In the context
of Gaussian graphical models, [(-) has a quadratic form and thus can be efficiently solved using
a block coordinate descent algorithm. In the context of exponential family graphical models, we
instead employ the generalized gradient descent (Beck & Teboulle 2009), coupled with the block
coordinate descent method. The convergence of the block coordinate descent algorithm is studied
in Tseng (2001).

3.2.1 Block Coordinate Descent for Gaussian Graphical Models

We start with defining some notation. Let x; = (z115, 2125, - - - » Z175, T215, L225, - - - ,anj)T e R,
Xi(—j) = (Kit(—j)s Xia(—jys - - - ,xiT(_j))T € RT*®=1) and X;; = (xi0,Xi1, - - - ,x,;(T_l))T € RT>P, In
addition, let X% = (XlT(_j), XQT(_].), .. ,XE(_j))T e R(MD)x(=1) and X? = (X1, X5, X0)T e
R™T)%P_ Then, from Example 1, the canonical parameter n;, = B; —I—XQEJ-B]-,_j —i—X?aj + A, where
B; =1, ® (Bi1j, Bi2j, - - -, BlTj)T and 1, is an n-dimensional vector of ones. For simplicity, we



assume that the data is centered, such that B; = 0. In the context of Gaussian graphical models,
the optimization problem in (8) reduces to
1 2
guinimize 23— g, + A05.ll; +Blley |, + ]| T © ©) Ag],. (9)
Optimization problem (9) involves a fused lasso type penalty on Aj, and can be rewritten
into a lasso problem by a change of variable. To this end, let E = I, ® 1% e Rx(D) ¢ =
(I, ® C)T,ET)T ¢ ROD*(T) and H; = CA; = [{(I, ® C)A;}T, (EA;)T]T € R™. Then, (9)

can be rewritten as

o 1 2
guinimize - o oo %5 = Millz + All€5—llx + Blleyllx + I Ha 1, (10)
where n; = X% ;05— +X; aj—i-C“'H and Hj; = (I, C)A; € R™T=1. Problem (10) is convex in
0;_;, aj, and H]7 and thus can be solved using a block coordinate descent algorithm. The details
are presented in Algorithm 1. Specifically, our proposed algorithm solves three lasso problems
iteratively, and can be solved using the glmnet package in R.

3.2.2 Generalized Gradient Descent for Exponential Family Graphical Models

Other than the Gaussian graphical models, the loss function [/(-) in (8) does not take the form
of squared error loss, and thus Algorithm 1 cannot be applied directly. To this end, we employ
the generalized gradient descent to provide a quadratic approximation for I(-) through the second-
order Taylor expansion. That is, we instead consider solving the following optimization problem
iteratively, starting with an initial value ﬁ? :

k o ky _
(01 —j» &, j’Hj)_

1
7DD+ A0l + Bllegll, +A[Hal, (1)

_77j+ﬁ§c_1_L

argmin i H —X;
0; ja;H; 2nT7L

where n; = XQE)ij’_j + X?aj + 6+Hj and L is chosen such that I”(n;) < LI. For instance, in the
context of Ising model, it can be shown that L = 1 will satisfy the above constraint. Note that at
the kth iteration, nk 1 and D, (Ak 1)/L are both constants. Thus, the loss function is quadratic
in 6; and a block coordlnate descent algorithm can be employed to solve (11). The details are
presented in Algorithm 2

4 Theoretical Results

In this section, we derive non-asymptotic upper bounds for the estimation error of éj,_ j» 0, and A e
In particular, we aim to provide upper bounds for ng_j — 0;"’_]”1 + Haj — a}“l + (nT)_l/QHAj —
;‘HQ under two scenarios in which the number of samples n is less than and greater than the
number of replicates T'. Throughout this section, we analyze the theoretical properties of the



Algorithm 1 Block Coordinate Descent Algorithm for solving (8) in the context of Gaussian
Graphical Models.

1. Initialize the constant 7 > 0 and §j7_j, a;, and ﬁj = 0, respectively.
2. Estimate 0 _;.
a. Compute r? =x; — X®&j - é+ﬁ

b. Set 8;_; = argmin  (2nT) " r? — X2.0; ;13 + A6j,—;1.
Gjﬁ_jeRpfl

3. Estimate a;.
a. Compute r¢ =x; — X®.0, . — CtH,
. ] j —iY.—j 5

b. Set a; = argmin (2nT)_1||r3-" - X?ajﬂg + Blle |-
o, ERP

4. Estimate H;.
a. Compute rf =X — Xé_@jé\j,,j — X?aj.
b. Set H; = argmin  (2nT)~||rf — CH |13 + [|Hj1 1.

HjER"T
5. Repeat Steps 24 until the stopping criterion min{||/\’g - Ak*lH%, ||Ak - Ak*l”%, Hﬁk
Hk Y2} < 7 is met. Here, 49’€ , and Hk are the values of 01 _j, 0, and H at the kth

iteration. Output GJ —j, O, and A] =C+ H

proposed estimator in the context of Gaussian graphical models. Recall that, for the ith subject,
tth replicate, and jth variable, we assume the model

Xitj = Xy 05— + Xjp—nyo + Ay + €ity, (12)

where the random noise €;;; ~ N{O0, (O'Ej’t)2} is independent of X;;(_;) and X;;_1). Note that
the random noise is independent but may not be identically distributed, i.e., the random noise
n (12) can have different variance. For notational simplicity, throughout the manuscript, let
(€)% = maxtyj{(aj.j7t)2}. Let Ap, = max;y,; |Af; — A;‘(t_l)j\ be the maximum difference between
two consecutive elements of the sequence 0 Diggy - - - ;“Tj, and let 7 = max; ; ZtT 9 (Ajtj #*
A;"( . 1)]) be the maximum number of differences between the consecutive elements AY,; and A7
Let Apax = Ay, + 1.

We start with imposing an assumption on the mean and the covariance matrix of the replicates

i(t—1)j5"
for each independent subject.

Assumption 3. For the ith subject and jth variable, let X;; = (Xj1;,. .. ,XiTj)T ~ N(pij, 2j5).
Assume that the mean of Xj;; is bounded by a constant, i.e., |i;| < pm. In addition, assume that
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Algorithm 2 Generalized Gradient Descent and Block Coordinate Descent Algorithm for solv-
ing (8) in the context of Exponential Family Graphical Models.

1. Initialize constant 7 > 0, L > 0, §j7_]~, a;, and ﬁj = 0, respectively.
2. Estimate 0 _;.
a. Compute r? =x;/L+ Xéf)jé\j’_- — D'»(X(§ .§j7_j + X®6¢j +C*H ;)/L.

b. Set 8; ;= argmin  (2n7)"1- L||rf — X0, |3+ \|0; ;1.
GjyijRp_l

3. Estimate o.
a. Compute rf = x;/L + X?&j — D;-(X(%jé\j,—j + X?aj + (~j+ﬁj)/L-
b. Set a; = argmin (2nT)’1 . LHI‘JO.‘ - X?OQH% + Blleglf1.

a; ERP
4. Estimate H;.
a. Compute r]H =x;/L+ éJrI/_\Ij — D;(ngé\j,—j + X;@aj + éJrﬁj)/L
b. Set ﬁj = argmin (2nT)_1 . LHrf — (~3+Hj||% + v Hj |1

H;cR"T
5. Repeat steps 2-4 until the stopping criterion min{HAk Bk 1HQ, H - Ak_lH%, Hf—ik
Hk Y12} < 7 is met, where Bk , and Hk are the Values of 9] —j, @, and H at the kth

1terat1on. Calculate AJ —C+ HJ.

2/7r2}1/4
Finally, assume that there exists a constant x > 0 such that max;<j<, [|3;; Hop < k, where [|3;|op

2
the lo-norm of p;; satisfies HuinQ < lm min(cjn%T%,ﬁ) with ¢y = {4log(T)A2

max

is the operator norm of 3;;.

Recall that the mean p;; depends on the latent effect Aj,; in (12). For technical convenience,
similar to Hall et al. (2016), we assume that Hitj is bounded in order to control Xj;. In addition,
we further require that the f>-norm of p;j cannot grow too fast with 7" and n, which is mainly used
to control the magnitude of Zt 1 Xt T (Aitj— A},;) with some intermediate estimator Aj;. We note
that the bound on the ¢;-norm of p;; always holds, provided || < pm and T'= O(n).

Next, we state a compatibility-type condition similar to that of Bithlmann & Van De Geer (2011)
for model (12). To this end, we define some additional notation. Let w} = {(6} j)T, (a;)T}T and
let S; = {k : wj;, # 0} be the active set. We denote s; = |S;| as the cardmahty of S;. Let Yy =
(Xit(—i)» Xi(t_l)) e R>™=D and Y; = (Y1, Y, YI, Y3, YT € R @),

. S¢
Moreover, let wj and wjj be subvectors of w; with indices S; and S¥, respectively.

Assumption 4. Let flj = Y]-TYj /(nT). For some constant ¢p > 0 and w; satisfying (w;‘)sﬂq <

11



7H(w;)$jH1, we have )
W) Siws;
S; |12 ( J) 7
™1y = 2
%

In the following, we present our main results on the estimation error of our proposed esti-
mator under two scenarios: (i) the case when the number of replicates exceeds the number of
independent samples, i.e., T > cin; (ii) the case when T < c¢in. For notational simplicity, let
Om = max{\/ﬂ, \@afn, 1} where k is as defined in Assumption 3. Moreover, we will use the nota-
tion C; for i = 1,...,7 to denote generic constants that do not depend on n, p, T, 7, Anax, and

om; see the proof in Appendix B for specific values of C;.

Theorem 1. Assume that T > cin holds. Set the tuning parameters as

v =Ciom \/ log(T)/ max{1, [ci/*T1/3n2/3 | }n"'T~1/2 X\ = B = 2log(T) log(nTp)n~/6T-1/3,
in (10). When
2 max <cln_%T_%,02n_%T_% + c;;n_%T_%) <1,

n,T,p > 6, and under Assumptions 1—4, we have

1655 — 65|, + || & — A = A, < 2max (ein ST 7H, en FTF 4 egn 3T ),

1
aﬂh*ﬁ’

with probability at least 1—2 exp{ — | Co(nT)%/?|}—2/{(T—1)\/log(T — 1)} —4/(nTp)—27~1/(2C2) min{log(T)/C2,1}
where

c1 = C3log(T) log(nTp)(s; + /3j¢0) /b5,
¢2 = Cal07,65" (i + 1)*/{10g(T) log(nTp)} + ouncy
c3 = Cslom/1og(T) + o2, {log(T) + ci/3x/log(T)(um + 1)} /{log(T) log(nTp)}].
Theorem 2. Assume that T < c3n holds. Set the tuning parameters as
v = Crom\/10g(T) /(T — 1)n~ ' T2 and X = 3 = 2log(T) log(nTp)T /2,

in (10). When
Tz > 2max <c/1,c/2> ;

n,T,p > 6, and under Assumptions 1-4, we obtain

155 05l + & - A - A, < 2max () T2,

N 1
aij"\/ﬁ‘

with probability at least 1—2 exp{ —(T—1)}—2/{(T—1)\/log(T — 1)} —4/(nTp)—2T~"/(2C2) min{log(T)/C2,1}
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where

¢; = C3log(T) log(nTp)(s; + /5560) /95,

o = Colo2,¢5(ptm + 3)%/{log(T) log(nTp)} + om(c5)"? (s + 1)),

cé = Apax7 logt/?(T).
Remark 1. Since the estimator (@7,j, a;, AJ) is obtained by solving a lasso type problem in (10),
one may follow the standard proof in Biithlmann & Van De Geer (2011) to establish the error bound
of (éj,,j, a;j, 3]) However, this will lead to slower rates of convergence than those obtained in the
above Theorems 1-2 due to the structure of the fused lasso penalty not being fully exploited. In a
recent paper, Wang et al. (2016) established the sharp rates for the fused lasso estimator based on
the incoherence property of the discrete difference operator; see also Tibshirani (2014). Our proof
strategy is partially inspired by their technique. However, there are several important differences.
First, we decouple the temporal dependence among random variables using martingales. Second,
due to the combination of lasso and fused lasso penalties in (10), the error bound consists of both
the estimation error of lasso (HAjy,j — 0] _;,&; — aj) and the error of fused lasso 3]- — A% To
obtain a sharp rate, one needs to carefully quantify and balance these two terms in the proof by
choosing their tuning parameters v, A, and § in an optimal way. Our theorems reveal that the

optimal choices of v, A, and 3 differ depending on whether T" exceeds cin and vice versa.

To further simplify the results in Theorem 1 and 2, assume that ¢g, 0y, Amax, and 7 are all
constants. Consider the asymptotic regime n,T — co. Then, Theorems 1 and 2 imply that with
probability tending to 1,

sjn_1/6T_1/3, if TZn,

n * ~ * 1 N *
1855 =l + 18 = eglly + =1 - sl £ {0 (13)

otherwise,

where the notation a, < b, stands for a,, = O(b,) up to a logarithmic factor and a,, g b, is defined
similarly. Following the standard proof in Bithlmann & Van De Geer (2011), we can show that, if
the incidental nuisance parameter A; is known, we can obtain the following error bound for the
lasso estimator

165—5 = 65511, + llas — ejly < s;(nT) Y2, (14)

where (0; _;, &;) minimizes the loss function (2nT)7Y|x; — 0,13 + A|0j—;ll1 + Blley|l1 with A;
fixed and m; defined in (10) and nT' can be viewed as the sample size. Due to the presence of a
large amount of unknown incidental nuisance parameters A7, the rate in (13) is nonstandard and
slower than s;(nT)~1/2.

In the literature on incidental nuisance parameters, it is often of interest to study the estimator
under the following two scenarios: (1) N is fixed and T" — oo; (2) T is fixed and N — oo. In the

1/3 Moreover,

first case, we have T' £ n and therefore the estimation error in (13) is of order s;7~
if s; = O(1), the rate becomes O,(T~'/3), which agrees with the minimax optimal rate of the fused
lasso estimator (ignoring the logarithmic factors) (Tibshirani 2014). Thus, in the first case, the

and given the

estimation error in (13) is dominated by that from the fused lasso \/%HBJ - A;‘»H2
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results in Tibshirani (2014) the upper bound in (13) is non-improvable. In the second case, we
have T' < n and the upper bound in (13) becomes O(s;), which does not converge to 0. Therefore,
the estimator is inconsistent. The current setting corresponds to the classical Neyman and Scott’s
problem, where the number of nuisance parameters A; increases too fast relative to the amount of
data points nT'.

To conclude this section, we will show that our estimator is adaptive to the absence of unmeasured
confounders. Recall that if we know a priori that there are no unmeasured confounders, i.e., A;? =0,
we can estimate (0;_;,c;) by the oracle lasso estimator with A% = 0 leading to the error bound

n (14). The following corollary shows that if our approach is applied to the setting when there are
no unmeasured confounders, the rate of convergence of our estimator is O, (s;(nT)~'/?) (ignoring
the logarithmic factors), which matches the oracle lasso estimator in (14). Therefore, our estimator
provides the best possible rate even if there are no unmeasured confounders.

Corollary 1. Assume that the model (12) does not contain any unmeasured confounders, i.e.,
A% =0. Set the tuning parameters as

v = Ciom/log(T)/[log(T) [n'T~Y2 and X = 8 = 2log(T) log(nTp)n~'/?T71/2,

n (10). When

N

1 "o
n2T2 > 2max |(cy,cy ),

n,T,p > 6, and under Assumptions 1, 2, and 4, we obtain

< 2max (clll, cg> (nT)_%,

1655 — 6;1l, + [l & — A, — A, <

. 1
o H1 + \/ﬁ‘
with probability at least 1—2 exp{—|log(T) |} —2/{(T—1)\/log(T — 1)} —4/(nTp)—2T~1/(2C7) min{log(T)/C7,1}
where

¢1 = C3log(T) log(nT'p)(sj + /5j¢0)/ 43,
¢y = Cs[o2,/ log(nTp) + o {log(T)}/?).

The proof of Corollary 1 is similar to the proofs of Theorems 1-2, and is hence omitted.

5 Numerical Studies

In this section, we conduct extensive numerical studies to evaluate the performance of our proposal
on different types of conditional independence graph: (i) Gaussian graphical models, and (ii) binary
Ising models. For each model, we compare our proposed method to some existing methods on
latent variable graphical models. To evaluate the performance across different methods, we define
the true and false positive rates as the proportion of correctly estimated edges and the proportion
of incorrectly estimated edges in the underlying graph, respectively.

14



5.1 Gaussian Graphical Models

For Gaussian graphical models, we compare our proposal with four different existing methods:
the graphical lasso (Friedman et al. 2008); the neighborhood selection approach (Meinshausen
& Biihlmann 2006); the low-rank plus sparse latent variable Gaussian graphical model (Chan-
drasekaran et al. 2010); and latent variable graphical models with replicates (Tan et al. 2016).
Friedman et al. (2008), Meinshausen & Biithlmann (2006), and Chandrasekaran et al. (2010) do
not explicitly model the replicates: we therefore apply these methods by treating the replicates as
independent samples. Moreover, our proposal, Meinshausen & Biithlmann (2006), and Tan et al.
(2016) yield asymmetric estimates of the edge set. To obtain a symmetric edge set, we consider
both the intersection and union rules described in Meinshausen & Biihlmann (2006), and report
the best results for the competing methods. We report our results using only the intersection rule.

All of the aforementioned methods have a sparsity tuning parameter: we apply all methods
using a fine grid of the sparsity tuning parameter values to obtain the curves shown in Figures 3—
5. There is an additional tuning parameter for Chandrasekaran et al. (2010), which models the
confounding bias introduced by the unmeasured confounders. We set this tuning parameter to equal
a constant multiplied by the sparsity tuning parameter, and we consider different values of constants
and report the best results for Chandrasekaran et al. (2010). Our proposal has two additional
tuning parameters which model the correlated data and the effect introduced by the unmeasured
confounders. We detail the choice of tuning parameters for different settings on replicates and
unmeasured confounders in the corresponding sections.

To assess the effects of correlated data and latent variables on graph estimation, we consider
three different data generating mechanisms: (i) correlated replicates without latent variables; (ii)
independent replicates with latent variables; and (iii) correlated replicates with latent variables.
Out of the aforementioned approaches, our proposed method is the only method that models both
correlated replicates and latent variables. Both Chandrasekaran et al. (2010) and Tan et al. (2016)
model only the latent variables and do not take into account correlated replicates.

Recall that for Gaussian graphical models, the inverse covariance matrix encodes the conditional
dependence relationships among the variables. Let ® = =1, We generate the inverse covariance
matrix @ by randomly setting 10% of the off-diagonal elements in ® to equal 0.3, and setting
the others to zero. To ensure the positive definiteness of @, we set ©j; = [Apin(®)| + 0.1 for
j=1,2,...,p, where Apin(®) is the minimum eigenvalue of ®. We will use the aforementioned to
generate @, unless otherwise is specified. For all of the numerical studies, we set n = 50, T' = 20,
and p = 100. The results, averaged over 100 independent data sets, are summarized in Figures 3—5.

5.1.1 Correlated Replicates without Unmeasured Counfounders

In this section, we evaluate the effect of correlated replicates on graph estimation. We assume that
the replicates within each subject are correlated under an AR(1) process, i.e., we assume that

Xi1 ~ Np(0, %), Xit | Xit-1) ~ Np(AX(4-1), %), fort=2,....T, (15)
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Figure 3: Results for correlated replicates without unmeasured confounders in Section 5.1.1. Panels
(a) and (b) correspond to diagonal and sparse transition matrices, respectively. Since there are no
unmeasured confounders, we set v to be arbitrary large, and consider three values of g: 8 = 0.05
(black short-dashed), § = 0.1 (red short-dashed), and 5 = 0.15 (yellow short-dashed). The other
curves represent Friedman et al. (2008) (cyan dot-dashed); Meinshausen & Biihlmann (2006) (green
dots); Chandrasekaran et al. (2010) (blue long-dashed); and Tan et al. (2016) (pink short-long-
dashed).

where A is a transition matrix that quantifies the correlation between X;; and X;;_1). We consider

two different types of transition matrix:

(i) Diagonal transition matrix A with A;; = 0.9 for j = 1,...,p. In other words, each variable

at the tth replicate is conditionally dependent only with itself for the (¢ — 1)th replicate.

(ii) Sparse transition matrix A with 5% elements of A set to equal 0.3. In other words, the
jth variable at the tth replicate may be conditionally dependent with other variables at the
(t — 1)th replicate.

We generate the data according to (15). For our proposal, we set v to be arbitrarily large since
this simulation setting does not have unmeasured confounders. We vary the tuning parameter 5 to
assess the performance of our proposal relative to existing methods across three values of 3, i.e.,
B € {0.05,0.1,0.15}. The results are presented in Figure 3. From Figure 3, we see that our proposed
method using different values of 5 dominate all of the competing methods that assume independent
replicates. The results illustrate that not modeling the correlation among the replicates can have
a significant impact on the estimated graph structure. This is especially apparent in Figure 3(b)
when the correlation between two replicates is modeled using a sparse transition matrix.
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5.1.2 Independent Replicates with Unmeasured Confounders

We now consider the case when there are unmeasured confounders with independent replicates.
Let Uj;; be unmeasured confounders for the tth replicate for subject i. We consider two settings:

(i) The unmeasured confounders are constant across replicates within each subject, that is U;; =
U,z = -+ = Uyp. This simulation setting is considered in Tan et al. (2016).

(ii) The unmeasured confounders are piecewise constant. That is, we assume that

U {Uitl, when ¢t < |T/2],
"7 Uy, whent>|T/2],

where |T'/2] is the largest integer that is less than or equal to T//2, and Uy, # Ujyy,.

Similar to Tan et al. (2016), we generate the data by first partitioning ¥ and © into

> >
> _ XX XXxU and o — Oxx Oxy ’
Yux XZuu Oux Oyu

where ®xx, Oxy, and Oy quantify the conditional independence relationships among the ob-
served variables, between the observed variables and unmeasured confounders, and of the unmea-
sured confounders, respectively. We set 10% of the off-diagonal entries in ®p o and 80% of the
off-diagonal entries in ®p  and O i to equal 0.3. To ensure positive definiteness of @, we set
0;; = [Amin(®)| +0.2 for j =1,2,...,p.

For the scenario in which the unmeasured confounders are constant across replicates within each
subject, we first generate U; ~ N4(0, Xpy). Then, we generate T replicates for each subject from a
conditional normal distribution, i.e., Xy | U; ~ Npy(ExuE;;Us, Exx — ExuE;;Evx). For the
second scenario in which the unmeasured confounders are piecewise constant within each subject,
we generate U}, U2 ~ N, (0, Xyy). Similarly to the first setting, when ¢ < |T/2], we generate the
|T/2] replicates for each subject from the conditional distribution depend on U}, then generate
the rest replicates according to U%. Recall that our proposal has two additional tuning parameters:
we set B to be arbitrary large since the replicates are independent, and consider three values of
v € {1,1.5,2}. Besides, let ¢ = 5, which means that we have 5 unmeasured confounders in total.
The results are summarized in Figure 4.

From Figure 4, we see that methods that account for unmeasured confounders outperform meth-
ods that do not model the unmeasured confounders. Specifically, Tan et al. (2016) has the best
performance in the case of independent replicates and constant unmeasured confounders in Fig-
ure 4(a). This is not surprising since Tan et al. (2016) is explicitly designed to model such a setting.
Our proposal reduces to that of Tan et al. (2016) as «, 8 — oo. Thus, our proposal has very similar
performance to that of Tan et al. (2016). However, when the unmeasured confounders are piecewise
constant, our proposed method is much better than that of Tan et al. (2016) and is comparable to
that of Chandrasekaran et al. (2010).
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Figure 4: Results for independent replicates with unmeasured confounders in Section 5.1.2. Panels
(a) and (b) correspond to the results for constant and piecewise constant unmeasured confounders,
respectively. For our proposal, we set 5 to be arbitrarily large since the replicates are independent.
We consider three different values of v: v = 1 (black short-dashed), v = 1.5 (red short-dashed), and
~v = 2 (yellow short-dashed). For panel (a), we also consider the case when 7 is set to be arbitrarily
large (purple short-dashed). Other details are as in Figure 3.

5.1.3 Correlated Replicates with Unmeasured Confounders

In this section, we allow replicates within each subject to be correlated, and that there are unmea-
sured confounders. Throughout the numerical studies in this section, we assume that the correlated
replicates are modeled according to the sparse transition matrix A as described in Section 5.1.1.
We consider constant and piecewise constant unmeasured confounders as described in Section 5.1.2.
Specifically, we assume the model

Xi | Uit ~ Np(ZouE55 Ui, Exx — Exv 55 2ux),

_ _ (16)
Xit | Xi—1y, Uit ~ Np(AX;_1y + SonE Ui, Exx — Exv 50 Z0x).

We generate the data according to (16) using the same data generating mechanisms as described
in Sections 5.1.1-5.1.2.

For the two additional tuning parameters in our proposal, we set v to be arbitrarily large for
the case when the unmeasured confounders are constant, and consider 8 € {0.01,0.02,0.03}. The
results are shown in Figure 5(a). For the case when the unmeasured confounders are piecewise
constant, we set v = 1 and consider 5 € {0.01,0.02,0.03}. We have tried different values of v and
have found that the results are not sensitive to different values of + in this simulation setting. The
results are shown in Figure 5(b).

We can see from both Figures 5(a)—(b) that our proposal outperforms all existing methods when
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there are correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders. In fact, all existing methods have area
under the curves of approximately 0.5. From Figure 5(a), we see that even when the unmeasured
confounders are constant, Tan et al. (2016) can no longer estimate the graph accurately since the
conditional independent replicates assumption is violated. In short, we see that not modeling either
the correlated replicates or unmeasured confounders can lead to biased estimation of the underlying

graph.
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Figure 5: Results for constant and piecewise constant unmeasured confounders with sparse transi-
tion matrix A in Section 5.1.3. Panels (a) and (b) correspond to constant and piecewise constant
unmeasured confounders, and thus we set v to be arbitrarily large and v = 1, respectively. The dif-
ferent curves for our proposal are with 5 = 0.01 (black short-dashed), f = 0.02 (red short-dashed),
and § = 0.03 (yellow short-dashed). Other details are as in Figure 3.

5.2 Binary Ising Model

We now consider the binary Ising model with correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders.
We compare our proposal to that of Ravikumar et al. (2011). We first generate ® described in
Section 5.1.2, but set non-zero entries in ® from a Uniform distribution with support [—0.5, —0.25]U
[0.25,0.5]. Then, we generate the piecewise constant unmeasured confounders U; as described in
Section 5.1.2. Given U; and ©, we apply apply Gibbs sampler to generate X1, Xo1,..., X1,
i.e., the first replicate for all subjects. Suppose that z;11, 12, ..., 21, are generated from the Ith
iteration of Gibbs sampler and we have obtained X131, Xo1, ..., X(;_1), then

exp (9jj + Zk;éj ijl'llk + sz—:qp-‘rl ejmui1m>

1+ exp (ij + Zkyéj ij:cllk + an+:l]p+1 9jm“i1m)

)

X(41)1; ~ Bernoulli
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Figure 6: Result for binary Ising model with correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders in
Section 5.2. For our proposal, we set § = 0.01 and three different values of v: v = 0.5 (yellow
short-dashed), v = 1 (red short-dashed), and v = 2 (black short-dashed). The line with green dots
represent Ravikumar et al. (2011).

where j = 1,...,p. Note that we take the first 10* generated samples as burn-in samples, and
collect one sample every 10% iterations (Ravikumar et al. 2010, Tan et al. 2014).
Then given the ith independent sample, we obtain X;o, X3, ..., X, using similar Gibbs sampler

procedure but the distribution for (I + 1)th iteration is now

exp (ij + Dy Ok + 2oy Ojmtitm + 2k ajkxi(tfl)k>

14 exp (ij + Zk;éj ijxllk + an—i_:qp—f—l Qjmuitm + Zzzl ajk$i(t—1)k)

9

Xi@+1); ~ Bernoulli

where j = 1,...,p, x4 are samples obtained from the [th iterations and o is the jth row of a
diagonal transition matrix A described in Section 5.1.1.

We set n = 200, T" = 10, p = 20, and ¢ = 5 and the results are shown in Figure 6. For our
proposal, we consider a fine-grid of A, set 8 = 0.01, and vary ~ in three different values: 0.5, 1,
and 2. We see that our proposal outperforms Ravikumar et al. (2011), which ignores the correlated

replicates and unmeasured confounders.
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6 Data Application

In this section, we applied the proposed method to the ADHD-200 data (Biswal et al. 2010). In
this dataset, both resting state brain images and the phenotypic information of the subjects, such
as age, gender, and intelligence quotient are available. After removing missing data from the
original data set, we have 465 subjects, and each subject has between 76 and 276 images. We select
150 independent subjects from the groups of children and adolescent, respectively. Moreover, for
computational convenience, we select 10 consecutive images from each subject as replicates. Similar
to Power et al. (2011), we consider 264 brain regions of interest as nodes in Gaussian graphical
models.

Although the data set consists of several phenotypic variables, there may also be some unmea-
sured phenotypic variables that can potentially serve as confounders. Ignoring the unmeasured
confounders or the observed phenotypic variables and directly fitting a Gaussian graphical model
using Meinshausen & Biithlmann (2006) may lead to a bias conditional independence graph. In the
following, we will compare the estimated graphs obtained from our proposed method with that of
Meinshausen & Biihlmann (2006). Recall from Corollary 1 that our proposed estimator is adap-
tive to the absence of unmeasured confounders. In the event when there are no confounders, our
method should yield a similar graph to that of Meinshausen & Biithlmann (2006). On the other
hand, if there are indeed confounders, the estimated graphs between our proposed method and
Meinshausen & Biithlmann (2006) should be wildly different.

Our proposed method involves three tuning parameters, i.e., A, 5, and ~. As suggested by both
Theorems 1 and 2, we set A = 3, reducing the tuning parameters from three to two. We consider a
fine-grid of tuning parameters that yields the number of estimated edges in the range of 140 — 160.
We then use the stability metric to select the two tuning parameters as suggested in Lim & Yu
(2016). Specifically, similar to a five-fold cross-validation, we split the independent subjects into
five sub datasets, each of which consists of 80% of the full data. We then estimate the parameters
and calculate the estimation stability metric for each variable as follows:

5 1575 s mell?
I/I\lj _ ;ZAK 521:1 Hn] mJHZ

n;,  ES;j= 12
=1 Hijz

9

where ﬁf = X‘%jéfv_j +X§3a§ + Ag and é\ﬁ_ o aﬁ, and Aﬁ are the estimates obtained using the /th
subset of the data, for £ =1,2,...,5. Finally, we calculate the average estimation stability metric
as ES = ]% 1;7:1 ES; and select the set of tuning parameters with the minimum ES. The selected
tuning parameters for the children subsets of data are A = 8 = 0.12 and v = 0.5, yielding a total
number of 155 edges. On the other hand, the tuning parameters for the adolescent subsets of data
are A = 8 = 0.1 and v = 0.5 which yield 159 edges.

We compare our proposed method to Meinshausen & Biihlmann (2006), which ignores both
correlated replicates and unmeasured confounders. We apply Meinshausen & Biithlmann (2006) by
treating replicates as independent subjects. We select the tuning parameter for Meinshausen &
Biithlmann (2006) to yield 155 and 159 edges for children and adolescent, respectively. We compare

the estimated graphs obtained from our proposed method to that of Meinshausen & Biithlmann
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Figure 7: Coronal, sagittal, and transverse snapshots of the difference between our proposal and that
of Meinshausen & Biithlmann (2006). Panels (a—c) are coronal, sagittal, and transverse snapshots
for children and panels (d—f) are coronal, sagittal, and transverse snapshots for adolescent.

(2006) for both the children and adolescent datasets. The difference between the two estimated
graphs are plotted in Figure 7. The estimated graphs between the two methods are drastically
different for both children and adolescents. In particular, out of approximately 160 total number
of edges, 50 edges are different between the two methods for both children and adolescents graphs.
Our results suggest that the potential bias introduced by the correlation across replicates and
unmeasured confounders can be large, and care must be taken when estimating a conditional
dependence graph.

A Technical Lemmas

We first provide some technical lemmas to facilitate the proof of Theorem 1-2. Lemmas 1 and
2 control the tail behavior of interaction terms between the observed variable and the random
noise €;¢;. The proof of Lemma 1 is provided in Section C.1. The proof of Lemma 2 is similar to
Lemma 1 and is omitted. Recall from Section 4 that X;; ~ N (//Litj,o'zj’t) with |pitj] < pm and

J

(0:X)? = max]-,t(ajzﬂ). Besides, let €;; ~ N{0, (a§j,t)2} and (0¢,)? = man’t{(a;-j,t)Q}.
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Lemma 1. Assume X ~ N (fitj, ?gt) and ey; ~ NA{O, (o ]Jt) }. We have

E E ezt] itk

i=1 t=1

< )‘Oa

1<k<p k:;é] nT
with probability at least 1—exp(— minflog?(T)/{206,\/ 12, + (0:X)2}2 1og(T) /|205,\/ 12, + (0:X)2]]/2)—
expllog{2(p — 1)} — 3\2nT/{2Xolog(T) + 61og?(T)}].

Lemma 2. Assume Xj_1y, ~ N (fit— 1)k70kkt 1) and €;j ~ N{O, (05, )%}, We have

max — < Bo,

1<k<p nT

with probability at least 1—exp(— min[log?(T) /{207, /113, + (o)}, log(T) /1205, / 13, + (03%)2[1/2)—
J-

expllog(2p) — 363nT/{260 log(T) + 6 10g%(T')}

n T
> e Xig-n
=1

t=1

Lemma 3 establishes upper bounds for terms related to A;;. The proof is provided in Section C.2.

Lemma 3. Let n ~ N (0,Q) and D = 8/Tlog(T)/(n%iy). Forio € {1,...,T — 1}, we have

2HQHOP{W+\/10g ] 1l

1
[Ay=Ais |+ —7F—

ﬁ’?T (Ay — Ayj) <

with probability at least 1 —{2(T —1)/log(T — 1)}~ —2exp(—ig) — 1/{T+/2log (T)}, where ||Q||op

is the operator norm of Q.

(HCAZ'J'H1 + HCAUH1) )

B Proof of Theorems

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Let 07 _; € RP—L oj € RP, and A € R™ be the true underlying parameters, and let §j,_j, a;, and
Aj be the solution obtained from solving (8) under the Gaussian loss. For notational convenience,

we write w = {(9;'-‘?7j)T, (a;'f)T}T and W; = (6757]" &]T)T Let Sj = {k : wj; # 0} be the active set
and let s; = |S;| be the cardinality of S;. To establish an upper bound on the estimation error, we

start with defining

N=6,-;-6

il + la; -

* 1 N *
il + WHAJ‘ — A,
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The goal is to show that N < M, where
1 1 1 1
M = 2max (cln_ET_g,CQn_ET_§ 4+ c3n 2T ) ;

o — 4log (T) log (nT'p) (4.9] + \fgbo)
3

4
179202,¢3 (pim + 1) 2
= 44803 ;
7 Tlog (T log (np) M
2
179202, {log (T) + 2 (pm + 1) cf/log (T)}

9

= 4480,,+/log (T
c3 o og (T) + log (T') log (nT'p)

4log (T) A2 7% "
Cy = 7T2 .

Note that the constant ¢y > 0 is the same compatability-type constant that appears in Assump-

tion 4. Let ( = M/(M + N) such that 0 < { < 1. Set
=0+ (1-)0; _j;
d]:Ca] (1_C) ju

Aj=CA;+(1-0)A;.
Then, it can be shown that (N = [|0;_; 9;’_3“1 + [|a; - O‘;'H1 +[|A; — A H /vnT. In the
following, we show that (N < M /2, which implies N < M

) be the loss function in (8) under the assumption that the random variables are

Let Q (wj, A

Gaussian, that is,
1 2 "
Q(wj A)) = 51X = Yjw; = A5 + A6l + Blley |, + D [lcay], (17)
i=1
7Y1TTj7Y2T1j7~ Y;{T]) .

where w; = (9;11 j’ )T, Yitj = (th( i) z(t 1)), and Yj = (Y;FU,YlTQj, N
Since Q(-) is a convex loss, by convexity, we have

Q (@5, 8)) = Q{@;+ (1= O)w}.CA; + (1= )
<CQ(@,,4)) +(1-QQ (w], A))
< Q (w0, A7), (18)

A;}

i) < Q(wr, A7). Substituting (12) and

where the last inequality follows from the fact that Q(w],
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(17) into (18), and upon rearranging the terms, we have

o 112
¥ (@) [+ 8, - A2
1 * * * v
< — = ;FY] (@j —wj)+ A (HHJ-,_]-H1 —116j,—51l1) + B (e[l — llejllv)
I
* 1 * A A
+Z r —AL) + — (@) — W ) Y5 (A5 — Ayj) +7 (ICAS I — [ICAh)
Iz

We now establish upper bounds for I; and Is, respectively.
Upper Bound for [;: from the definition of Y, we have

E;J;Yj(wj — w;‘) = G?X%j(éj,_j — 0* )+6 X®( Oé])

-~

Ih1 I12

It suffices to obtain upper bounds for I;; and II15. By the Holder’s inequality, Lemma 1, and picking
A = 2log(T) log(nTp)n~YT=1/3 when n,T,p > 6 we have

1 - . 1 - . A= "
nT ;FX® (9 T ej,—j) < 7“ TX@]H Hejv_j - ej,—jH1 < §H0jv_j - 9]-7_]-‘ 1

with probability at least 1—exp(— min[log?(T')/{205,/ 12, + (6:X)2}2,1og(T) /|20, /12, + (05)2]]/2)—

2/(nTp). Similarly, by an application of Lemma 2 and picking 8 = A, when n,T,p > 6 we obtain

(20)

1 Tyw® 1 T~ ® B - %
X (@) —a)) < —[[f X7, - ey - el < Tllay - o, (21)

with probability at least 1—exp(— min[log?(T')/{205,/ 12, + (6:X)2}2,log(T) /|20, /12, + (05)2]]/2)—

2/(nTp). Since A = (3, substituting (20) and (21) into I; yields
L < 2@ - wilh + 8 (o 0. 92
1= Sllej —wjll + (llwsll = ll@jllr) , (22)

with probablhty at least 1—2 exp(— min[log?(T) /{206, /112, + (0:X)2}2,10g(T) /|206, v/ 112, + (0:X)2[]/2)—

. S¢
4/(nTp). Let w 7 and w]’ be subvectors of w; with indices §; and S, respectively. Then, upon
rearranging the terms, (22) can be rewritten as

38 || _s,; S,
I < o ijj - (wj)sj

_B H@;S;

, (23)

1 1

with probability at least 1—2 exp(— min[log®(T)/{20¢,v/ 2, + (0:X)2}2,10g(T) /|20¢,\/ 12, + ()2[]/2)—
4/(nTp).
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Upper Bound for Iy: we start with providing an upper bound for e;rj(Aij —A};)/(nT). For
io € {1,...,T =1}, let D = 8y/Tlog(T)/(w2ip). Recall that e;; ~ N{0,(0f;)?} and (0F,)? =
maxt,j{(afj)Z}. By Lemma 3, we have

V20¢, 3o + /log (T)
L8y -ay) < {nT Hay-a Ayl + %22 (oA, + oagl,).
(24)

with probability at least 1 — {2(T — 1)/log(T — 1)} ! — 2exp(—io) — 1/{T'\/21og (T)}.

Next, we provide an upper bound for (&; — w )TYT(A* A;;)/(nT) in Io. Let E(Y;;) = Uy;
and B(n,T) = py, min( 2/3 1371/6 \/T). By Assumption 3, ||pi]l2 < B(n,T). Recall that

l@; — w1+ |Aj = A¥lla/v/nT = (N < M with ¢ = M/(N + M). This implies that ||&; —w?||, <
M. Coupling the above with the Holder’s inequality, we obtain
1 — * * A
nT (@ - “’j)TY;‘rj (Aij - Ay)
1 - * * A
< —lles —wily - Y5 (A% = Ay) |
M . =
<l (420 L
N M .~ (25)
< 2y U (A — Ag) |+ AL UT (A5 - A |
. =~ M
ST H V(AL = A0 o+ o max i, | A5 = Aull
M\/ﬂ Vio++/log (T)+B(n,T)p M\/&D
< { _ Hag-ayl,+ VD (1 ca, |, + [oay,).

with probability at least 1 — {2(T — 1)y/log(T — 1)}~ ! — 2exp(—ig) — 1/{T'\/2log (T)}. Note

that the last inequality follows by an application of Lemma 3, Assurnptlon 3, and the fact that

1(Y;; — Uit (A} — —Ajj)|lo = max YZE(A* A;j), where Y, is the kth column of {(Y;
k#{j.5+2p}

Ui;), —(Yi; — Uj)}. Let 0y = max{v/2k,v/20¢,,1}. By (24) and (25), we have

(M +1) {\/%+ VIog (T) + B (n

nT

with probability at least 1 — {2(T — 1)/log(T — 1)} ! — 2exp(—io) — 1/{T'\/21og (T)}.

Under the condition that 2 max(cin™ Vep=1/3 con=1/67—1/3 4 03n*1/2T*1/2) <1, we have M <
1. Moreover, recall that v is the tuning parameter for (I, ® C)AJ[;. Let v = 20,,D/(nT) and
substituting (23) and (26) into (19), we have

M +1)o,D

(
I } HAZJ —A; H2 nT

IN

(leagll, + lleagl,).
(26)

26



_ N _S8¢
1Y (@ - o) [+ S| A, - AdlE+ 2 e

38 s .oy 20m\Vio+log(T);+B(nT)
< Bafi -y, 2LV

46,,D .
JT H(I"®C)AJ 1

(27)
with probability at least 1 —{2(T —1)y/log(T — 1)} ! —2exp(—ig) — 1/{T+/2log (T)} —4/(nTp) —
exp(— minflog*(T) /{207,/ 12, + (07%)2}2, Jog(T) /1205, /113, + (03%)2[]/2).

We now consider (27) under the following two cases:

14, - Ajf, +

(1) 2am{\/>+ log(T)+B( nT)}HA A H2 40’mD

T @@ C) Ajll, < 38]lw; —

;Hl;

B 2am{\/i70+w/log(T)+B(n,T)} _
(11) nT H
Recall that (N = [|@; — wi[l1 + 1A; — AZ[l2/vnT and the goal is to obtain (N < M /2. To this
end, we will derive upper bounds for [|w; — wj||1 and 1A, — AZll2/vnT separately.

Case (i): in this case, (27) can be simplified to

5= Ajlly + 5552 (T © ©) AGl, > 38]l@; - will,-

1 _ . A B _S¢ B\ _s; © S,
s @) [+ A - Al e < Bat - wpol,. )
Since ||@; — w31 = ||<D;-Sj — (W) + ||<D;-S;||1, following an argument similar to Lemma 6.3 in

Biithlmann & Van De Geer (2011), we have

2 *
2y, (@) 2+ HA 5[5+ e -3

2 _ . S _ &
=7l (‘*’j_wj)HQ HA = A5+ Blles = @i+ Bllws” |,

< 88|} — (W),
84 : B .
< PV 1y (@ - w) |

~ ¢oVnT
2 _ . 825
< Y5 (@5 = wj) I5+ ¢%J= (29)

where ¢q is a compatibility-type constant introduced in Assumption 4. The first inequality follows
from (28), the second inequality follows from Assumption 4, and the last inequality follows from
the fact that uv < u? +v2/4 for any u,v > 0. Simplifying (29), we obtain

< 8628]'

HA A5+ @ - ?\\1—737

which directly implies [|@; — wi[[1 < 80s;/¢% and |A; — AZll2/VnT < 2B,/5;/¢o. Recall that
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B = 2log(T) log(nTp)n~'/T=1/3 and thus we have

(N = ||wj —w <en6T3, (30)

* 1 A *
jH1 + WHAJ - AjHQ

where ¢; = 4log(T") log(nT'p)(4s; + @gb@/qﬁ%.
Case (ii): we first derive the upper bound of ||A; — AZll2/vnT. From the condition of case
(ii), we have

o {V/io + Iog (T) + B (n.T) |

B , 240, D N
B)a8 — wp®, < e 18- a3l + 222 1, 0 0) .
(31)
From (27), we obtain
s esy ) 2om{ Vit Vs + B 1)}
QHTHA —A] HQ H""j — (wj) JHl + nT HA —Aj H2
+ 4U’"DH . ®C) A%, (32)

Substituting (31) into (32), we have
18, = Aj |15 < 2800 { Vio + Viog (T) + B(n,T) } [|A; = Aj|, + 560, (T, @ C) Aj|,. (

Let o = [|Aj — A%lla, b = 2807, {V/io + \/10g(T) + B(n,T)} and ¢ = 560, D||(I, © C)A%[|;. Then
(33) can be rewritten as 22 — bz — ¢ < 0. Since z is bounded by the larger root of 2 — bx — ¢ < 0,

<b+\/62+4c<b+\/b7+\/@
= 2 = 2

Thus, the upper bound for ||A; — A%ll2/vnT takes the form

X 280, {Vio + log (T) + B (n,T)} /560,,D][ (1 C) A3,
\/ﬁ‘ nT * VnT '

Next, we derive the upper bound for [|@; — wj|[1 under case (ii). Recall g, > 1, we obtain

we have

<b++e.

|4 = Ajll, < (34)

) . 4 | 20m Vio 4+ /log (T) + B (n,T) 40,,D N
| =il < 5 { T }HA Aflly + =7 1@ e C)ajl,
< 2;4(; {\F+ Vog (T) + B (n,T) + \/DH n®C)AY| } (35)

where the first inequality follows the assumption of case (ii) and the last inequality follows from

(34) Let Amax = Iax; ¢ j ’A’Tt] — 4]

i(t—1)j |+ 1 and assume that A are piecewise constants with at
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most 7 different constants across the 7" replicates for each subject. Thus, ||(I,®@ C)AJ|l1 < ApaxTn.
Combining (34) and (35), we have

— * 1 A *
(N = [loj = willy + == l1A4s = Al

2;4(; {\F—l—\/log )+ B(n,T) + DAmaXTn}2
1120m {\/>—i— Veg (T)+ B (n,T) + DAmaXTTZ}, (36)

where D = 8,/Tlog(T)/(n2ip). Since (36) holds for any value of g, next, we identify iy such
that the upper bound (N at (36) is tight. For notational convenience let h = i(l)/ * and z(h) =
h? + 24TV *n'2h=1 + \/log(T) + B(n, T), where ¢4 = [4log(T)A2, 7%/x%'/*. Then, (36) can be

rewritten as

22402 1120
N < m 2 ™.
¢ f(z) = BT =

The fact that f (z) = 44802,2/(BnT) 4+ 1120,,/v/nT > 0 implies that f(z) is an increasing function
of z, and thus it suffices to find the of h such that the value of z(h) is minimized. Since 2" (h) =
2+ de T4 /203 > 0, 2 is a strictly convex function of h. It can be shown that the minimum of
z(h) is achieved when h = (c4T/*n'/2)1/3. Since ig € {1,2,...,T — 1}, we need to carefully select
the value of i on its range. When T > ¢3n, we have ig = max{1, | (c4T"/*n'/?)*/3]|} < T —1. Thus,
it can be shown that

2
Vio + V10g (T) + B (0, T) + /DAmaxtn < 4c;n3T5 + 4\/log(T) + 4B (n,T).  (37)

Recall that B(n,T) = iy, min 62/3n1/3T1/6, VT). Then the upper bound for (N at (36) is
4

224072 2y > 1120 21 3
i < o4 1)cinsTs + 4y/log(T Lpy! 1)cjnsTs + 4+/log(T) ¢ .
min £ ) < 220 L+ ) efnd T4 4o )+ 22 L+ Db T 44 TRl |
(38)
Recall that 8 = 2log(T) log(nTp)n~/6T=1/3 then (38) can be written as
1 1 1 1
min f (z) <con 6T 3 +cgn 2T 2, (39)

where co = 179202, (ptm+1)? 4/3/{10g( )log(nTp)}+4480m(,um+1)ci/3 and cg = 4480,,+/log(T)+

179202, {log(T) + 2(ptm + 1)c2/>/log(T) } /{log(T) log(nTp)}.
Recall the definition of M. Combining the upper bound for (N in (30) and (39) yields

M
(N < max (Cln_%T_%,an_%T_% + an_%T_%> < - (40)

Since ¢ = M/(M + N), by (40), we obtain N < M. Recall that N = |6 _; — 0% |1 + ||6y —
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ol + |A; — A%|l2/v/nT, then

~ « . X TN « 11 11 11
1835 = 051l + 1185 — a3l + = l18; = Ajll, < M < 2max (cxn 8775 eon™$T75 + cgn 373 ).
with probability at least 1—{2(T—1)\/log(T — 1)} ! —2exp(—| [log{2(T—1)}A2,, . 7>Tn? /x?|}/3 |)—
1/{T/21og (T)}—4/(nTp)—2exp(— min[log*(T) {207,/ 113, + (o3%)2}?, 1og(T) /205, v/ 13, + (07%)?[]/2),

as desired.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 is similar to the proof of Theorem 1. In particular, let

2) * ~ * 1 N *
N =165 = 655l + &5 — o5l + ==l 4y = Ajll,.

The goal is to show that N < M ', where
M' = 2max (c;,c;) T_%;
4= 2log (T) log (nT'p) (8s; + 2\/57@50) .
o 179202 ¢o (fim + 3)?
Co =
2" log(T)log (nTp)

’

cg = AmaxT log% (T).

1
+ 2240y, (c;)) " (o +4)

Similar to the proof of Theorem 1, we require M < 1. Thus, we assume the condition T3 >
2 max (cll, c,2> .

The proof is similar to that of Theorem 1 with the main difference being the choice of 5, A, and
ig. First, we choose 8 = A = 2log(T) log(nTp)T~'/? to obtain the optimal upper bound of (N,
then (30) will reduce to

(N <cT72, (41)

where ¢, = 2log(T) log(nT'p)(8s;+2,/5j¢0)/¢5. Besides, under the condition T' < 2 log!/?(T) Apaxn/ T,
we choose ig = T — 1, then (37) can be rewritten as

Vio +/1og (T) + B (n,T) + /DAmaxn < (i +2) VT + 4\/Amaxrn log? (7). (42)
Thus, the upper bound for (N in (36) will be
(N < T3, (43)

where ¢y = 1792025 (jim + 3)%/ log(T) log(nTp) 4 2240, (¢5) /2 (ptam +4) and 3 = Aoyt log/2(T).
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Combining (41) and (43), the upper bound for (N is

(N < max(c/l,c;)T_% < MT (44)
Recall the definition of ¢ and IV, we can obtain that
~ - 1 ~ ’ ’ 1
1655 = 65 5lly + Nl = el + =[14; — Aj], < 2max (1) 773, (45)

with probability at least 1 — {2(T — 1)/log(T — 1)}~! — 2exp{—(T — 1)} — 1/{T/2log (T)} —
4/(nTp) — 2 exp(— minflog*(T) /{207, /13, + (07%)2}2,1og(T) /[205, v/ 12, + (o33 )2[1/2).

C Proof of Technical Lemmas

C.1 Proof of Lemma 1

This proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 6 in Hall et al. (2016). Recall that for k& # j, X ~
N (it 07 ) with (op7)* = maxg ¢(07;, ), and €irj ~ N{0, (05;,)%} with (o,)* = max; ;{(5;,)*}.
Let €; = (€115, €125, - - -, €175, €21, - - - s €n7j) - and let Xp = (X11k, X12ks - - - » X171k X2k, -+, Xprk) L

For simplicity, we rewrite €; and X as €; = (ellj, 6/2]., . ’6l(nT)j)T and X = (X;k, Xék, . ,X(nT)k)T,
where ezj = ¢€;¢j and Xl/k = Xy, with { = (i — 1)T 4 t. Then, we have

1 n T nT
/ ’
max —— g g €+ Xik| = max — E € XL - 46
1<h<phry 0T | = = 1<h<phAjnT | VT (46)
1= = —

In this proof, our goal is to bound (46) by Lemma 4. First, we define notation Z,,, G¥ and R,,
needed by Lemma 4. Denote the sequence 7, as

m

1 / ’
Zm = "% ; €15 X1k

Then we have

!/

I 1 / 1 i 1
E (Zm — Zm_]_ €1j’ . 76(m—1)j7X1k:’ . ’X(m—l)k> = ﬁ]E <€ijmk}€1j’ ooy e(m—l)j7X1k‘7 e 7X(m—1)k)

where the second equality holds since elm» is independent with X}, for j # k and E;nj is independent

/ j !
with €155 for | = 1,...,m — 1. Thus, we conclude that Z,, is a martingale. Recall that X, ~
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N(p, p, U%k,m)’ Let |r| <1/|208,v/ 12, + (0;%)?|, then by smoothing we have

E <6T€ijmk) — E {E (erem]'ka 6%])}

’ ’ ’ 2
fr E {er’u,,nkemj“l’%(rgkk’mﬁmj) }

< l 2T/J‘mk mj \/ T‘O’kk mEmJ)Q}

exp {2 (’I“,U,ka'” m) }

- 2

1-2 (TU;j,mUkk,m)

- Mo Y an)

where the second equality holds with e;ﬂj is independent with X’ mi and the third equality holds

with e/ ; ~ N{0, (05, )2} and (e ;n]/U;] )2 ~ x3. Therefore, we obtaln that emj i follows sub-

exponentlal with parameter [20¢,v/12, + (0X)2], denoted as ¢, ~ subE( |20m\/ um + (6%)?)).

By Lemma 5, we have

i X 1 log? (T log (T
]P{ 6ijmkl = log(T)} < exp —3 min og” (7) -, og (T) 2 (48)
{207% Him + (035)2} 205\ b + (073)
Let B = log(T)/(nT) and define sequence G¥, as
ko , , /
ZE{< 613Xlk> : ..-,E(l_l)j,Xlk,...,X(l_l)k} S ‘Gﬁl‘ SmBk’ (49)

with probability at least 1—exp(— min[log?(T')/{20¢,+/ 12, + (6:X)2}2,log(T)/|205,/ 12, + (¢:X)2(]/2).

The inequality in (49) follows (48). Then for p > 0, let

B o Ry =m (e —1-pB).

i ka / > (—1)kkak "
=2 k=2

Besides, we have

, = (pB
R, and Ry <my (p - (50)
k=2
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where the second inequality follows (49). The upper bound of |Z,,| is

P(|Zp| > 2)=P(Zy > 2) +P(—Z), > 2)

<E (e”Z’") e P+ E (e*”Z’”) e P?

—E (epmeRerRm) e PPL R (6prmfR:ﬂ+R;n> e P?
< E (epmeRm) eR;:lfpz +E (e*PZm*R;n> eRi;fpz

< 2eftm=r2, (51)

where the first inequality follows Markov’s inequality, the second inequality follows (50) and the
last inequality follows Lemma 4. The next step of this proof is to find the value of p to minimize
the right hand side of (51). Recall the R, = m(e”® —1 — pB). Denote the right hand side of (51)
as ,

f(p) = 2eftm™P* = 2exp {m (epB —1—pB) —pz}.

Since f(p) is strictly convex, f(p) obtains its minimizer at the root of f (p) = 0, which is p* =
log{z/(mB) + 1}/B. Then (51) will be

z

P(|Zm|>2) < fp*) = 2€Xp{—mg <@)}’

where g(x) = (1+ z)log(1 + z) — x. Since g(z) > 322/{2(x + 3)} for z > 0, we have

322 322n2T?
P(|Z,|>2) <2exp | ———" ) =2expd — (52
(17m] 2 2) < 2exp ( 2zB + 6mB2> P { 22nT log (T) + 6mlog? (T) } (52)

where the equality follows the fact that B = log(7T")/(nT'). Let m = nT and z = A\g. By (52) we
have

1 3\2nT
P max |— 6. X0 >Nl <2(p—1)exp{ — 0 . 53
[1<k<p,k7éj‘ nT ; Xl = 0] <2p—Lexp { 2X0log (T') + 61og? (T) } (53)

Since (53) happens when (48) holds, we have

nT

1 / !/
max —Ze X
BT el

< )\0,

with probability at least 1—exp(— min[log?(T')/{205,/ 12, + (6:X)2}2,log(T) /|20, /12, + (05)2]]/2)—
expllog{2(p — 1)} — 3A2nT/{2Xolog(T) + 61og?(T)}].
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C.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Let n ~ N(0,Q). The goal is to obtain an upper bound for n(A;; — A;;)/(nT). Recall that C
is the discrete first derivative matrix,

-1 1 0 0 O

0 -1 1 0 O
C =

0 0 O -1 1

Let S.(1) = {W € row(C) : |[CW||; < 1}, where row(C) is the row space of C. The steps in this
proof are:

(i) get the upper bound of nTW for VW € S.(1).
(ii) substitute W with a specific value related to A;; and A;;.

Step (i): first, we would like to introduce some new notation. The singular value decomposition
of C is
C=U=EVT,
where both U € RT=DX(T-1) and V e RT*(T-1) are orthogonal matrixes and 2 € R(T'=1)x(T-1)
is a diagonal matrix with diagonal &;, i € {1,2,...,7 — 1}. Then the pseudoinverse of C is

ct=v=-1uT,

Forig € {1,...,T—1}, let [ig] = {1,...,i0} and P;;; = V[Z-O}VEO], where V; ) is a matrix containing
the first iy columns of V. Then nTW can be written as

T[TW = nTP[iO}W +’I’[T (I — P[io]) w. (54)

]Il ]IQ

To bound the term 7T W, we would consider I; and I, separately. Upper Bound for I; in (54): by
Holder’s inequality, we have

10
d
L < [Pggmll, - [W, = (| Do a2 W], (55)
=1

Now, we would like to further bound the term ZZ 1 771 in (55). Recall n ~ N(0,Q). Let nj, =
(M1, 72, -, mip) T and Q) = Cov(ny,)). Then Zz | m? can be written as

T
Z = 77[10 =7 Q[’LQ] Z7
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where Z ~ N(0,I). By Lemma 6, we have

10 10
P {Z ni= D E(nf) > W} <P (|27 Qi) Z — EZ' Qi Z| > iov)
i=1

i=1
. 212 oV )}
< 2exp < —min 0 ) ) (56)
{ (HQwHi 19l Lo

where [|Q|F is the Frobenius norm and [|Ql|op is the operator norm. Set v = [|Qllop- Since
Sl E(7) = tr(Qyig)) < i0llQpigyllop and [[Qpig) IF < il Qpig) llops (56) will be

P (Z n? > 2,L'0HQ[7:0]HO[)) < 2exp (—ip) - (57)

=1

Substituting (57) into (55), we have

L < 4/ 2i0]| Qi [ o W7 (58)

with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—ip).
Upper Bound for T in (54): Recall that row(C) is the row space of C. Let P,qy(c) = CTC be
the projection onto row(C), and for VW € S(1), 3 vector L that W = P, (c)L. Then we have

Io = 0" (I-Py)) Prowie)L < ||n' (I-Pyy) CH| - [[CL||, < [[n" (T-Py,) CTl.,  (59)

where the first inequality holds with Holder’s inequality and the second inequality holds with the
fact that |CL|j; = |[CCTCW||; = ||CW||; < 1. To further bound Iy, let e; be the jth canonical
basis vector and g; = (I — P[Z-O])C*ej. let w; = (ujn1,ujo, ... ,uj(T,l))T, j=1,...,T —1, as the
jth column of U, then we obtain

T-1 u2l
lgills = 1 10, Vir—1yiig) ] B0 el = > ?]2 (60)
i—=ip+1 >

where [O,V[T—l}/[io]] can be obtained by substituting first ig columns of V with 0. By relating
C with finite difference operator, Wang et al. (2016) shows that w;; = +/2/T sin(wij/T) and
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& = 2sin{r(i —1)/(2T)}. Then the upper bound for ||g;||3 is

T—
1
2:7
loJrZ

T-1

2
E ]
TS
i=ig+ Z

%\N’

1=

’ﬂ

-1

2 1
T z%4m€w@—n/@ﬂ)

1=10
(T—2)/T 1
< 2/ ——s 0 dz
(io—1)/T 4sin® (mx/2)
_cot{m(ip — 1)/ (2T)}

s

4T
< —— 61
- 7r22‘0’ ( )
where the first equality holds by sin(7ij/7T") < 1 and the last inequality holds by cot (z) < 1/x and
io/(ip — 1) < 2. Recall that n ~ N(0,Q), then ngn ~ N(O,ngng). Since |9 (I = Pp;))CH o =

1<t 1”'7 9il = 1<g;1§a%<_1|g]Tn|,
HQH Tlog (T —1) T-1
P{ max |gln| > M K. > <3P lafal > 21l o s (- 0}
T-1

IN

P{lgin| > 2/9} Qg; log (T - n}

< 1 ,
= (T — 1)/log(T — 1)

=1

<.

(62)

where the first inequality follows that g Qg; = HQ2g]Hg < 1Qllopllg;ll3 and the last inequality
follows Lemma 7.
Let D = 8,/Tlog(T)/(72io), then the upper bound for I is

HQHopD’ (63)

with probability at least 1 —1/{2(T —1)+/log(T — 1)}. Substitute (58) and (63) into (54 ), we have

a'W < 2@ W, + Q1D < (il QLWL+ IQll,0 64

with probability at least 1 — {2(T — 1)y/log(T — 1)} ! — 2exp(—ip). The second inequality follows
Lemma 8.
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Step (ii): since

1
nT

1 B
ﬁTIT (I—Prow(c)) (Aijj —Ay) . (65)

I3 Iy

ﬁUT (Aj; — Ajj) = —n"Proyc) (Aij — Ayj) +

We bound I3 and I in (65) separately. Upper Bound for I3 in (65): substituting W = P oy () (Aij—
A;;)/IIC(A;; — A1 into (64) and applying Holder’s inequality several times, we have

Vil,,P yiell,2
I3 < T l]Hl inl
VI }

Jiell,,?
< ———[[cayl, +

- nT

Jeal,
+ = [[CTC|, - |Ay — Ay,
V2ol

219 QHop —
VI oy, + 0 Ay, 6)
with probability at least 1 — {2(7 — 1)y/log(T — 1)} ! — 2exp(—ip). The second inequality follows
the fact that CTC is idempotent.
Upper Bound for I in (65):

2[|Q],, log (7)
1 ) o
L < —[n" (T=Prowoy) [l [[As = Al < por 1Ay = Ayl (67)

with probability at least 1 — 1/{T"\/2log (T")}. The second inequality is obtained by,

2 {071 - Prowicll2 > /2]Q]], I (7 }:w{‘ljf‘ NG }
=P {[1™n| > 2 LI3]Q], los (T) |

_P{‘lTn}> 21TQllog(T)}
-
~ T\/2log (T)

Substituting (66) and (67) into (65), we have the desired conclusion

1 oo V2RI, {Vio+ Vies (T) IRfl,2
1" (Aij = Ay) < A o }||Aij—Aw‘H2+nTP(HCAinﬁ IcAayl,)

with probability at least 1 — {2(T — 1)/log(T — 1)}~ — 2exp(—ig) — 1/{T'\/2log (T)}.

C.3 Some Technical Lemmas

In this section, we provide several lemmas that are useful for proving Theorems 1-2 and Lemmas 1—
3.
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Lemma 4 (Lemma 3.3 in Houdré & Reynaud-Bouret (2003)). Let (Z,,,m € N) be a martingale.
For all k > 2, let GF, = Y "\E{(Z, — Z1-1)¥|Fi_1}, where F_1 is the filter containing all the
information up to 1 — 1. For¥p >0, let Ry = S 50, pPGE, /K and R, = 302 ,(—1)kp*GE /K. If
Zy =0, then

E{exp (pZm — Rm)} <1; E {exp (—pZm - R;n)} <1.

Lemma 5 (Bernstein's inequality in Rigollet & Hiitter (2015)). Let X ~ subE(v) and E(X) = 0,
then for any t > 0,
IP’(’X‘ > t) <exp{—1min <tQ t>}
- 2 vy

Lemma 6 (Hanson-Wright inequality in Rudelson & Vershynin (2013)). Let Z = (Z1,...,Z,) € R"
be a random vector with independent components Z; such that E(Z;) = 0 and || Z;||y, < K, where
| - |l %s the sub-gaussian norm. Let Q be an n x n matriz. Then, for every t > 0, we have

2
P{|Z'QZ - E(Z'QZ)| >t} <2 —cmi e ’
{27 Qz-EZQz)| > 1} < e"p{ le“(xﬂ«czué KQHQHOJ}

where ||Q||r is the Frobenius norm and ||Q||op is the operator norm.

Lemma 7 (Proposition 1.1 in Rigollet & Hiitter (2015)). Let X ~ N(u,0?), then for any t > 0,

o t2

Lemma 8 (Theorem 8.1.7 in Golub & Van Loan (2012)). If Q € RT*T s symmetric and Q; =
Q(l:t,1:t), then

At+1(Qer1) < A(Qr) < A(Qet1) < - < Xa(Qet1) < A (Q1) < Ai(Qeva),

fort=1,...,T—1.
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