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Abstract

Joint multimodal functional data acquisition, where functional data from multiple
modes are measured simultaneously from the same subject, has emerged as an exciting
modern approach enabled by recent engineering breakthroughs in the neurological and
biological sciences. One prominent motivation to acquire such data is to enable new
discoveries of the underlying connectivity by combining multimodal signals. Despite
the scientific interest, there remains a gap in principled statistical methods for estimat-
ing the graph underlying multimodal functional data. To this end, we propose a new
integrative framework that models the data generation process and identifies operators
mapping from the observation space to the latent space. We then develop an estima-
tor that simultaneously estimates the transformation operators and the latent graph.
This estimator is based on the partial correlation operator, which we rigorously extend
from the multivariate to the functional setting. Our procedure is provably efficient,
with the estimator converging to a stationary point with quantifiable statistical error.
Furthermore, we show recovery of the latent graph under mild conditions. Our work
is applied to analyze simultaneously acquired multimodal brain imaging data where
the graph indicates functional connectivity of the brain. We present simulation and
empirical results that support the benefits of joint estimation.

Keywords: integrative analysis; multimodal data; functional Gaussian graphical
model; Neighborhood regression

1 Introduction

Recent engineering breakthroughs have enabled new ways to acquire rich multimodal data
from individual subjects. For example, high-throughput sequencing enables the acquisi-
tion of genotype, and gene expression, among other signals, from the same set of sub-
jects (Hao et al., 2021). Our work is motivated by emerging technology that simultane-
ously acquires data from electroencephalogram (EEG) and functional magnetic resonance
imaging (fMRI) (Morillon et al., 2010). FMRI and EEG data are multivariate time series,
where, after standard preprocessing (Wirsich et al., 2020b), each dimension represents a
region of the brain. We study the case where both the EEG and fMRI data are parcellated
into the same atlas, resulting in the same number of dimensions. We view the time series
of each region as a function of time, namely the functional data (Ramsay and Silverman,
2005), given the continuous underlying brain signals and the high sampling rate of the



measurements. Our goal is to estimate the functional connectivity of the brain by solving
a graph estimation problem (Qiu et al., 2016; Qiao et al., 2019).

There are several challenges in integrating multimodal functional data for our prob-
lem. First, estimation is often performed in a high-dimensional setting, where the ambient
dimension is much larger than the sample size. Furthermore, multimodal data are often
highly correlated across modes, since they measure related features of the same subject.
Thus, many high-dimensional methods, such as graphical lasso (Yuan and Lin, 2007), are
not easily applied, as they require restrictions on correlations to achieve the desired statis-
tical properties. Furthermore, in our setting of interest, the EEG and fMRI data are noisy
and confounded by non-neural activity (Murphy et al., 2013; Goto et al., 2016). There-
fore, the graphs estimated by either modality alone are inaccurate. Due to the observed
structured noise and confounders, the graphs estimated separately from the two modalities
may be dissimilar, although they contain partial information about the same underlying
brain network (Wirsich et al., 2020a). To address these shortcomings, we present a novel
generative framework for observed processes (EEG-fMRI measurements) and latent pro-
cesses (the underlying brain networks). Then, we provide a framework to jointly estimate
the inverse operator mapping from the observed to the latent space, along with the latent
graph, which encodes conditional independence.

Our framework uses functional graphical models (Qiao et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2021)
as a building block. We study the setting in which multimodal temporal data are viewed
as functions belonging to different Hilbert spaces or subspaces of the same Hilbert space.
This allows us to encode temporal characteristics using functional scores, a vector of real
numbers obtained by projection to specific bases, effectively circumventing the need to ad-
dress temporal discrepancies between modalities; for example, the bottom right of Figure 1
indicates that fMRI and EEG recordings have distinct frequency characteristics, belong-
ing to different subspaces of the space of continuous functions. Our estimation approach
handles such a challenging setting by first constructing linear operators that transform the
functional data from the observation spaces to a shared latent space. Then, we estimate
the latent graph using functional neighborhood regression. Our algorithm jointly estimates
the graphical model and the linear operators through an alternating iterative procedure.

Our work offers several contributions. From the modeling perspective, we propose an
integrative function-on-function regression framework to estimate a latent functional Gaus-
sian graphical model. We develop a novel initialization method inspired by the equivalence
of the maximum log-likelihood estimator of the latent model and canonical correlation anal-
ysis (Bach and Jordan, 2005), when there are two data modalities. While our focus is on two
data modalities, the proposed initialization method can be generalized to M > 2 by merg-
ing the data modalities, as discussed in Appendix J.3. Subsequently, we devise an efficient
iterative method that boasts a linear rate of convergence. Specifically, our optimization
analysis draws inspiration from recent advances in nonconvex optimization (Zhang et al.,
2018). Regarding the theoretical contributions, we demonstrate that, under mild condi-
tions, we can recover the latent graph with high probability. We showcase the effectiveness
of the model through simulations and the analysis of concurrent EEG-fMRI. Empirical
results indicate improved prediction scores when using the estimated latent graph.

2 Methodology

This section introduces a generative model for multimodal data. As our goal is to estimate
the latent graphical model using regression, we establish the relation between function-on-
function regression and conditional independence in the Gaussian setting. We rigorously
define the partial covariance operator and prove its equivalence to conditional independence.
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Figure 1: An illustration of the generative processes. Top left: The latent graph of interest.
Bottom left: The diagram of the generative model. Top right: Observed processes
from multiple sources. Simultaneous fMRI recordings, Y} (t), and EEG recordings, V?(t),
from Morillon et al. (2010). Bottom right: The spectrum of fMRI dominates in the lower
frequency domain while that of EEG spans to a higher frequency domain.

2.1 Notation

Given a separable Hilbert space H of continuous functions with a Complete OrthoNormal
System (CONS): {¢y : £ € N}, the inner product is defined as (f, g)m = >0, {f, ¢i)Xg, i),
where (f, ;) = §,.7 f(t)¢i(t)dt. The induced norm is defined as |f|x = ({f, ou)'/? for
any f € H. We let H” be the Cartesian product of H®) x ... x H® where HV) = H
for all j = 1,...,p and its inner product is defined as (f,gymr = >b_{fi, gipm for any
f,g € HP. Let B(H;,Hs) be the class of linear bounded operators from H; to Hy. A
linear operator ¢ € B(H;, Hy) is in the equivalence class of a zero operator if % € {</ €
B(Hy,Hy) : {f, # gy =0, Vg € Hy, f € Hy}. For any 7 € B(H;,Hs), we define the
Hilbert-Schmidt norm as |7 |5 = 310, |7 ¢1,0l,, where {¢1¢: £ € N} is a CONS for Hj
and || 7| = suprem, r20 |7 flua/|fllm, . 7 is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator if |7 |yg < oo.
Given an operator .7, Im(.7) is the image space of 7. Let x be a random element taking
values in a measurable space (H, Z(H)), where %(-) denotes the Borel o-algebra. A random
element x in L?(Q,.Z, p) satisfies E| x|} = §, [x|4dp < . Let z1,y € Hy and zy € Ho,
we define the tensor product (xo ® z1) : Hy — Hy as (x2 ® 21)y = {x1,y)m, v2. The mean
element is defined as m = SQ xdp and the covariance operator £ € B (H, H) for y is defined
as H = E[(x —m)® (x —m)] = {o(x —m) ® (x — m)du. Given a matrix A € R™*" and
for p,q > 1, we define [Alpq = (37 (X7 lay[?) %)%, |Alp = supy. |Ax],/|x], and
|A|F as the Frobenius norm of A. We use N to denote positive integers.

2.2 The Latent and Observed Processes

Suppose that there are M modalities of functional data, each living in a Hilbert space
H,,, m = 1,..., M. For modality m, we observe a p-dimensional random function Y™ =
e, ..., y];")T € Hb,, where H,, is a separable Hilbert space of continuous functions defined



on a closed interval 7 < R. Additionally, denote by H the latent separable Hilbert space of
continuous functions defined on the closed interval 7. Assume that ) is driven by some
p-dimensional latent processes Z = (Z1,..., Z,) € HP where Z; : L*(Q, F, ) — (H, #(H))
is a centered Gaussian random element. In neuroscience applications, we have M = 2
modalities, Y™, m = 1,2, which represent fMRI and EEG measurements, and Z is the
latent functional brain process.

Motivated by recent findings that EEG and fMRI measurements can be modeled as
linear transformations of brain signals (Calhoun and Adali, 2012; Chen et al., 2013), we
define £ € B(H, H,,), m = 1,..., M, as data generation operators that transform data
from latent space to observed spaces. We assume that the transformation operator is the
same across nodes; hence )/ can be decomposed as:

yim:XZ’n—i_gzmv X;n:gmzi’ Z'EVV,’I’)’L:L...,M, (21)

where V' = {1,...,p} is the set of vertices, x}" is obtained by a deterministic transformation
of Z; € H, the noise &", with E[¢]"] = 0 and E[[¢]"|% ] < o, is the nuisance independent
of (Zi)iev, (§]")jev\f4}, and (f;”')m;ém/,j:l,m’p. See Figure 1 for an illustration of the model.

J
To avoid identifiability issues, we assume the following regularity conditions.

Assumption 1. Let ™, m =1,..., M, be compact operators. The set of eigenfunctions
associated with nonzero distinct eigenvalues, i.e., A\ > Xg > ..., of L™* L™ is denoted as
{¢o € H: { e N}, where L™* is the adjoint operator of £™. We assume that

il = <Zza ¢Z>H ~ N(07 1)7 le Na (22)
and z; ¢ is not correlated with z; ¢ for £ # {'.

This assumption is common in factor model analysis (Hsing and Eubank, 2015, Chap-
ter 10.4). Note that for i # j, z;¢ and z;» may be correlated. The distinct eigenvalues
assumption allows the set of eigenfunctions to be unique.

Let V = {1,...,p} be the set of vertices, and let E = {(4,7) : i,7 € V,i # j} be the set
of edges. Our goal is to estimate the undirected latent graph G = (V| E) underlying Z from
the observed processes Y™, m = 1,...,M. The conditional independence for functional
graphical models is defined as in Qiao et al. (2019).

Definition 2.1. A centered Gaussian random vector Z € HP follows a functional graphical
model with respect to an undirected graph G = (V, E) if we have

where Z_; jy = {Z;: 7' € V\{i,j}} denotes the components of Z indexed by V\{1,j}.

Qiao et al. (2019) estimate E by studying the inverse covariance operator of Z, which
generally does not exist in infinite dimensional space and can only be well-approximated
under some restrictions on the eigenvalues of the covariance operator. In contrast, in the
multivariate Gaussian setting, it is well known that conditional covariance is zero if and only
if the partial covariance is zero, which motivates neighborhood regression as an estimator
of conditional independence (Meinshausen and Bithlmann, 2006; Peng et al., 2009). We
develop a neighborhood regression estimator for the functional data setting, bypassing the
need to compute the inverse covariance operator directly.



2.3 Functional Partial Covariance Operator

Although the relation between the partial and conditional correlation has been implicitly
stated in the RKHS setting (Fukumizu et al., 2009), to our knowledge, the formal notion of
partial covariance operators has not been clearly established in the literature on functional
Gaussian graphical models. The form of the regression model that establishes the equiv-
alence of conditional independence is unclear: when does a zero regression element imply
conditional independence? To answer this, we introduce the partial covariance operator
and establish the corresponding equivalence with respect to conditional independence.
The regression of Z; on Z_; j), is defined as

2
{By}jevigigy = argmin E 'Zi— 2, Pz | (23)
B, ;€% (H,H) J'eV\{i,j} H
J'eV\{ij} ’

where f3;; € B(H, H) is a bounded linear operator. For any f,g € H, we define the partial
cross covariance operator .%j;. as:

(Hijof 9y = E <Z >, B jf,g> <Zj 2 Eﬂ”zfﬂf> 24
H H

J'eV\{i,j} 3"eV{i,g}

that is, the cross covariance operator of Z; and Z; after removing the effect of Z_; ;). The
partial cross covariance operator J#;;. is a bounded linear operator, which can be shown
using the same technique as in Lemma A.7. We show the following result.

Theorem 2.2. The partial cross covariance operators K;j. and Jj;. are in the equivalence
class of the zero operator if and only if Z; 1 Z; | Z_; ;) or, equivalently, if (i,j) ¢ E.

This result allows us to estimate the partial covariance operator to measure the condi-
tional independence of two nodes given the remaining nodes. An immediate corollary to
Theorem 2.2 is that we can write Z; as a linear combination of Z;, j € V\{i}.

Corollary 2.3. There ezists 3; € B(H,H), j € V\{i}, such that

Zi= ), BLEZi+W, (2.5)
JeV{i}

and W; € H is a Gaussian random function independent of Z;, j € V\{i}. Furthermore,
7; s in the equivalence class of the zero operator if and only if Z; 1L Z; | Z_(ij)-

Based on Corollary 2.3, specifically the relationship (2.5), we can apply functional re-
gression to measure conditional independence. However, since the space of bounded linear
operators B(H, H) is infinite dimensional, it is computationally intractable to estimate the
parameters in (2.5). Thus, it is important to study a subclass of models that can be well-
approximated by finite-rank operators. As a consequence, we study the case where the true
regression operators J;; are compact and |8;[ns < .

Assumption 2. The operators 85, i,5 € V and i # j, are Hilbert-Schmidt operators.

157
Our formulation of functional neighborhood regression closely follows the formulation

in Zhao et al. (2021). Since 5}; € Bus(H, H) is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator, it admits a



singular system (Hsing and Eubank, 2015, Theorem 4.3.1). Hence, we are able to represent
the singular system in terms of {¢, ¢ € N} and obtain

e0]
D bt ®@bp, i, jeVi# ], (2.6)
00 =1

where b7 oo € R Under Theorem 2.2, one can verify that 2Z; Il Z; | Z_(; ;) if and only if
185 ms = 0. Therefore, the set of neighbors of Z; is defined as

= {7 e V\{i} : |8} ms > 0} (2.7)

In the high-dimensional setting, where p is larger than the sample size N, we often
consider that the coefficients are sparse (Meinshausen and Biithlmann, 2006), rendering
a sparse network structure. Such structure is often observed in biological and clinical
experiments (Tsai et al., 2022). In the functional data scenario, a sparse functional network
is equivalent to assuming that many of S; are zero operators:

Assumption 3. The set {ﬂfj}jev\{i} has at most s* nonzero operators.

Assumption 3 implies that the neighborhood .4;*, defined in (2.7), satisfies |4;*| < s*.

For /Bi*j not a zero operator, we expect that B;‘j can be well approximated by some
finite-rank operator: consider a k-dimensional subspace of the original space, denoted as
{pg : £ =1,... k}, we want k* = leg, 1 ZMW@(M’ ~ B7;. Observe that HB’Z]HHS =
185 = BiF + Bif s < 185 — B s + 18;F | s Hence, if there exists a positive ey such
that min;ey mln]ee/yi* HBUHHS > 260, then we can choose a k such that the truncated signal
still has half the magnitude of the original signal: ||5f]* s = e0. We define

Ak) =
(k) := min gl/l;l 185 | ars-

In addition, for B*J not a zero operator, we expect that most of b* o 0,0 € N, are zero

or have a small magnitude. We make the following assumption on 37;.

Assumption 4. The rank k is selected such that A(k) > (1/2) minjey minge s+ Hﬂ;jHHS =:
€o. There exists a constant o* € (0,1] such that the sets {b; y, ..., b}; o} and {b}; 141, ..., 0F; 1o}
each have at most a*k non-zero coefficients, for £,¢' =1,... k

The first assumption implies that (2.7) is equivalent as

= {j e V\{i} : |8 | s > eo}. (2.8)

The second structural assumption implies that each basis function is only correlated with
at most ak — 1 other basis functions but we allow the rank to grow with k. From the neu-
roscience perspective (Olsen et al., 2012; Vidaurre et al., 2017), the first level of sparsity,
Assumption 3, corresponds to the sparse connectivity between sub-networks of the whole
connectome. We consider ¢y to be the ¢-th cognitive process (Posner et al., 1988), e.g.,
visual imaging, word reading, shifting visual attention, and etc. Assumption 4 implies two
connectivity structures, as outlined in the following. First, each node i only has a few ongo-
ing cognitive processes. Secondly, each connectivity process ¢ in node ¢ is sparsely correlated
with the other cognitive process ¢’ in node j (Park and Friston, 2013; Vidaurre et al., 2017).
This assumption further implies that the operator ﬁ;j is approximately low-rank, because
many of the {b;jﬂ,} are zero. Additionally, the variability of sparsity patterns imposed by

6



Assumption 3—4 are subject to the cognitive tasks performed. For example, Cohen and
D’Esposito (2016) have found that during the motor cognitive process, within sub-network
connectivity is highly activated, meaning that a* may be high. In contrast, during the
memory task, between-network communication is more active, meaning that s* might be
high. While the former assumption is well recognized in functional graphical model litera-
ture (Qiao et al., 2019), we argue that adding the second level sparsity assumption provides
more informative interpretability of the underlying functional processes.

3 Estimation

We describe the estimation of the parameters for the generative model described in Sec-
tion 2. We first introduce an estimation procedure for the transformation operator, which
we formulate as an inverse problem. Then, the objective function in infinite dimensional
space is outlined in Section 3.2. Finally, the objective function in a finite dimensional space
along with the structured assumptions are discussed in Section 3.3.

3.1 Transformations to the Latent Space

Our problem is to estimate the graphical model G = (V, E) in the latent space through
data from multiple modalities Y',..., ™. While the mathematical formulation in (2.1)
outlines the generative model, from the estimation point of view, we focus on its inverse,
that is, the linear operators that transform the functional processes from the observation
spaces to the latent space. In general, the inverse operator of Z™ does not exist; even if it
does exist, it might not be continuous. However, the inverse operator is well defined when
the operator domain is restricted to Im(.Z"), giving us hope to recover the inverse of £
on the restricted domain. Following Definition 3.5.7 in Hsing and Eubank (2015), we define
the Moore-Penrose (generalized) inverse of .Z"".

Definition 3.1. Let Z™ be the operator L™ restricted to ker(Z™*, m = 1,...,M.
The domain of £L™ is defined as Dom(Z™") = Im(ZL™) @ Im(L™)L. Then, for any
y € Dom( ™), 2™y = (L™ "1y if y e Im(L™) and L™y = 0 if y € Im(L™)*.

We use /™ to denote the pseudoinverse operator 2™ for simplicity of notation. Since
X;" € Im(Z™), we have the following relationship:

Zi =™, m=1,....,.M, i€ V. (3.1)

The operator &/ maps the random elements from the observation spaces back to the latent
space, where we can jointly estimate the latent graph from multiple views Y, ..., VM.

The following representation of &/ will be useful for estimation from the observed data.
Let {¢}" € H,,, : £ € N} be the set of eigenfunctions of £.Z™*. Since £™ € B(H, H,,) is
a compact operator, when the domain is restricted to Im(.Z™) @ Im(.£™)* we have:

o0 0 o0 0
"= N apa@er, dmx =3 atn i, b (3.2)
(=10=1

{=10'=1

where ayj" € R are coefficients and x € Dom(&/™).

Although /™ is well defined on the restricted domain, it is not necessarily a bounded
operator. Since ™ is a compact operator, to have a bounded inverse &/, Z" must
be finite dimensional (Groetsch, 1984, Corollary 1.3.3). The assumption is mild in our
application because the rank of .Z"™ can be arbitrarily large, so long as it is finite.



3.2 Approximation of Infinite Dimensional Estimator

When the noise £ in (2.1) is small in magnitude compared to x*, then Z; = &™"x" ~
/™Y, We combine (2.3) and the estimation of &/ and optimize the objective:

2

p M
min ZIE Hdmyim— Z Bij " Yo, 7 (3.3)
=1m=1

Lt P

i H

where /™ is of the form (3.2) and f;; is of the form (2.6).

The temporal realization of random elements Z;(w,-) and Y/ (w,-), w € €2, are bivari-
ate functions Zj(w,t) and Y/ (w,t) that we assume are jointly measurable with respect
to the product o-field F x Z(T). Since both Z; and Y™ are mean-squared integrable
random elements taking values in spaces of continuous functions, by the Karhunen—Loeve
theorem (Karhunen, 1947; Loéve, 1945), we can uniquely represent them as

Zi(w,t) = X zip(w)eelt),  V(w,t) = D ulh(w)gf(t), weQ teT,  (3.4)
(=1

(=1

where we recall that z;¢(w) is defined in (2.2) and yj(w) = /" (w,"), 87" ("))m,,. For
conciseness, we omit w from the notation on y;y(w) and z;¢(w), and t on ¢,(t) and ¢} ().

Proposition 3.2. The optimization problem in (3.3) is equivalent to

2

M p
min 2 ZE 2 Z agpryi o — Z Z bij oo aprony; pm , (3.5)

m
CHARLINTS, m=1i=1 |feN \¢"eN JEV\{i} €/ 07N

where o™ = Z&gl a%qbe ® (bzrlz and /B’L] = Zg,gﬂ bij,féﬂgi)f ® ¢€”'

Based on Proposition 3.2, the optimization over the operators &/™ and S;; in (3.3) is
transformed to optimization over sequences of real numbers {a}} }¢peny for m = 1,..., M
and {bi; e }even for i € V and j € V\{i}. While functional data live in infinite dimensional
spaces, in practice, one is faced with finite computational resources and is forced to truncate
both the latent functions and observed functions to perform estimation. In addition, As-
sumption 3-4 indicates that most of b7; ,,» are zero. Hence, using the result from (3.4), the

k-dimensional approximation of Z; via projection to {¢1, ..., ¢} is 212:1 zi ¢¢¢. For the ob-
served space, we assume that the signals are smooth enough such that the k,,-dimensional
projection ZIZZH Yoyt can well approximate ). These observations imply that the fol-
lowing optimizatiovn problem can recover the model parameters sufficiently well:

M p 2
A* B* := arg gl}él Z Z E ‘Amylm - Z B, A"yl , (3.6)
m=1i=1 JeV\{i}

F

* mxy M * *\ P m o __ m m T km m o __ m\k,k
where A* = {A™} 0, B* = {Bj}i_, y{" = (%,17-'-7%,km) e R, A™ = (%g/)g=fg/=1a

and B;; = (bij,gg/)?’:kl v € R¥*F The parameters k and k,,, are suitably chosen — we
discuss the selection of k and k,, in more detail in Section 4.2.



3.3 Empirical Objective Function and Structured Assumptions

Throughout the section, we assume the sets of basis {¢]",... ,qﬁznm}, m = 1,...,M are
provided. We are given independent observations from N individuals, where for each in-

The vector

dividual n and each vertex i, we have data from M modalities, {J." ")}
y;n’(n) is obtained by projecting y[” ™ onto the set of basis {oT", ... ,cbkm}, and we let

Y = (y" m(1 ), e 7yzm’(N)) € RF»*N The sample version of the objective in (3.6) is:

Z 2 2N’A’”Ym Z B, A"Y™"

i=1m=1 JeV\{i}

m=1"

2
(3.7)

F

To enforce the sparsity of B, we define the following norm.

Definition 3.3. Let U = (U ---Uy,) € R¥>kP where U; € R¥**. We define the norm

1O k,e) = H(vec (Uy)---vec (Up)) 0>1,

and let [U|,. ) P 1 1(] vec (U;) |2 > 0), where 1(-) denotes the indicator function.

Let By = (B - - Bi*(l.il)B;(Hl) ... B* ) e RF*k(—1)  Under Assumption 3, we have that
IB; |l (k,0) < s*. Assumption 4 implies that each nonzero submatrix B}; of B} has columns

and rows with at most a-fraction of nonzero entries. We define the following constraint set

zp)

Kp(s,a) ={U: HUHT ,0) $, Um0, [Ujmlo <ak,m,n=1,....kj=1,...,p—1},

where U; € R¥*k denotes the sub-matrix of U € RF*¥(P=1) We assume that A™ e RF*Fkm
satisfies the following constraints. Let W ;. be the j-th row of a matrix W, we define

Kon(r1,72) = {W i 7200 (A7O) < [W 2 < (72/kn) 2 0ma (A7), j =1, b},

(3.8)
where A™(0) is the initial guess. We will later verify that there exist some 71,7 > 0 such
that A™* lies in Cp,(71,72). The lower bound 71 ensures that any row of A™ is always
bounded away from zero.! If 75 is proportional to kY2, then the upper bound constraint
can be viewed as the incoherence condition (Candes et al., 2011). We want to optimize the

following objective function:
argmin  f(A,B), (3.9)

AB
st. B;eKp(s,a), ieV;
e Kn(r,m), m=1,..., M.

4 Algorithm

We propose a two-stage algorithm to minimize (3.9) efficiently. We start by introducing
the second stage. Given a suitably chosen initial tuple (A(O),B(O) ) from the first stage,
we use the alternating projected gradient descent with the group-sparse hard-thresholding
operator. We first define the s-group sparse truncation operator as

B;j € R**k  the magnitude |Bij| r is among the top-s of {B;;};
[TsBi)] k(j—1)+1:05 = 0 € RFkxk, otherwise.

'We need to make sure that A™ is nonzero so that the solution is nontrivial, since A™ =0 and B; =0
form=1,...,M and i € V is always an optimal solution in the unconstrained optimization problem.



Algorithm 1 Latent Graph Estimation

mput: {Yombmet, A", B hiev,r = (71,7m), 5, 0, 14, 0p3
Output: {A™} -1 M, {Bitiev
while Not converged do
for m=1,...,M do
A Py (AT — 14V g f)
for ie V do
B — T,(B{ — 13V, f)
for j e V\{i} do
B(z&l) - ’HQ(B(G'S))

ij ij

The operator 7T, keeps the largest s submatrices of B; € RF*¥(—1)  Next, we define the
a-truncation operator as

[Bijluw, [Bijluw is one of the ok largest elements in
[(Ho(Bij)]uw = magnitude of [Byj],,. and [Bj;]. ,.
0, otherwise.

The operator H, keeps the largest a-fraction of entries in each row and column of B;; €
R**E Then, the projection to the set Kp(s,) can be implemented by the composition of
Ts and H,, as shown in Algorithm 1. The operator Py,  as the projection operator to the
set KCpn (71, 72) is defined as

P (A™) = argmin  [W — A™|p.
WEKm(Tl,’TQ)

After Algorithm 1 converges, we select the edges of the graph either using the AND or OR
operation with a threshold ¢y > 0:

Hileo) = {(i,5) + |Bijllr = eo and (or) |Bys|r > eo}- (4.1)
4.1 Initialization Procedure

We describe a procedure to find a good initial tuple ({A™}M_ {BZ(-O)}le). We focus
on the case when M = 2, as this is the case for the motivating example. To find initial
estimates, we connect the problem with probabilistic canonical correlation analysis. We first
construct A™(©) by finding the canonical correlation between two views and then compute
BEO) with an iterative method by fixing A™.

Let L™ e RF»*F be such that the £¢-th entry of L™* is Ly = (L), o). Let
q” = (q{f‘l,...,q%m)T e R¥n where 4 = <§im,gz5;">, be the truncation of £"; p* =
(s u;’”km)T e R¥n be the bias induced by finite-dimensional truncation and iy =

Yk 1$L ™ (ziue), oty for £ =1,.. . kp,. Recalling that z; ~ N'(0,1), it follows that
yi'lzi ~ N (L2, 5779 + 204, (4.2)

where 377" is the covariance of p!™ and 37" is the covariance of q/*. From (2.2) we
have that p;" is uncorrelated with z;. Recall that we assume that L™ is the same across
1 € V. We briefly discuss how extend to the setting where LI"* differ across the nodes in

10



Algorithm 2 Initialization of B
Input: {Ym}m:l,...,M7{Am(0)}mzl,...,M; {Bo,; = Oicv'}, s, @, 1By;

forieV,t=1,. L —1do
BUTY « T.(BY) — i, Vs )

for’jeV\{}do

1 D
BY "« Ha(Bf)

BEO) — Bé,Li)

Appendix J.2. To estimate L™* from data, we pick the first node ¢ = 1 for convenience.
We discuss an alternative to this strategy in Appendix J.1 The log-likelihood is defined as

((S) = (k1 + k2)log 27 + log \s| + tr( *12),

LlLlT 4 th L1L2T (n) (")T yiv(n)y%(”)—r
S — , S= .
L2L1T LQLQT + E%’lq Z (n) n)T y%(n)y%(”)—r

Let X771, Eﬁ be the covariance matrix and sample covariance of node 1 for modality m, re-
spectively. Let $12, f]ﬁ be the cross-covariance matrix and sample cross-covariance matrix
for two modalities at node 1, respectively. By Theorem 2 in Bach and Jordan (2005), the
maximum log-likelihood estimator for L™ is Lm = Em VT2 , where Tisa dlagonal ma-
trix whose diagonal entries are the top-k singular values of R12 (Zl )~/ 2212(22 )12,
columns of V! are the corresponding top-k left singular vectors and columns of V2 are the
corresponding right singular vectors. The initial estimate A™ is obtained by taking the
pseudo-inverse of IAJm, denoted as

A™O) = pr2ymT(Em) T2, (4.3)

After obtaining A™O) we compute the initial estimate for B := {B;}”_,. We solve the
following constrained optimization problem:

M 2

min hi (Bz) =

' —— _||AmO)ym _BAT, ; @ (A"™O)ym
BieK(s0) B,eKp (5,0) mZ:l OMN H i~ Bl @ (AT

using the projected gradient descent described in Algorithm 2.
4.2 Selection of Basis Parameters

We select k,,, based on the projection score to the basis, where we employ the elbow method
to decide k,,. Specifically, we compute the mean-squared error of the projected signals with
the original signals and pick the elbow point. Then, we compute the canonical correlation
of two views and select k based on the canonical correlation score using the elbow method.
Although Theorem 5.4 requires knowledge of g, in practice we find setting g to be a small
constant 1073 suffices to give stable and reproducible results in various simulations and real
data. The parameters s, a, 71, T are selected based on the 5-fold cross-validation with the
BIC score function used in the functional regression (Zhao et al., 2021):

p

M
1 —
BIC(s,a, 171, 72) = Z { Z N log det (WGZ”G;”T> + | Ai(s, a, 71, 72)| log N} ,
m=1

where GI" = A"Y " — ZjeV\{i} B, jA"Y forie Vandm=1,..., M.

11



5 Theory

We show that Algorithm 1-2 can recover the underlying latent graphs with high probability
under mild conditions. The quality of the graph estimate depends on how well we can
estimate A* and B*. We start by showing the convergence guarantee for both parameters.
The convergence analysis provides the rate of the algorithmic convergence, along with the
statistical error at the stationary points.

In Section 5.1, we assess the quality of the initial estimates. The theory suggests the
consistency of the estimator with a small truncation error. The convergence guarantee of
Algorithm 1 is provided in Section 5.2 along with the quantification of the statistical error
at the convergence points. Section 5.3 presents the guarantee of latent graph recovery.

5.1 Analysis of the Initialization

We quantify the initial error of A™O) 5 A™ and BEO) to B} in terms of the sample size
N. When the truncation error is negligible, the result suggests that A™(0) converges in
Frobenius norm at a rate O(y/k(k1 + k2)/N). Furthermore, we show that BZ(-O) converges in
Frobenius norm at a rate O(x/k(k1 + ka2)/N + +/s*k2/N), where the first term is induced
by the estimation error of A™O) and the second term is is the statistical error of BEO).

We make the following assumption on the matrix R!? = (2%71)*1/22%721(2%71)*1/2.

Assumption 5. Suppose that min{ky, ks} > k and the top-k singular values of R'? satisfy:
1>y > ... >y > 0.

By definition, the singular values of R'? are the canonical correlations of two views.
Assumption 5 is for identifiability purpose. It implies that the canonical vectors are unique,
up to sign changes. Let the sets of left and right singular vectors of R!2 and R!? be
{((¥L, 99} izt k and {(vi*,v?*)}iz1_k, respectively. Hence we define Q as a diagonal
matrix whose i-th diagonal entry ¢; € {—1, 1} satisfies the condition that (¢;V},v}*) > 0.

Assumption 6. The covariance &™ = LE[Y™Y™T] e RPFm*Phm gqtisfies
0 <y <omin(E™) < Omax(E™) < pp <0, m=1,...,M.
We now establish the theory of the distance of A™(©) and A™* under sign matrix Q.

Theorem 5.1. Let ki = Omax(E™)/0min(E™). Suppose that N = O(maxp,—12 K2 km)
and Assumption 5-6 hold. Let Z™" =3, ye (L™ br, ) )m,, 87 @ ¢pr, with I = {({, 1) €
NxN: (4,0)# (a,b),a=1,...,kpn,b=1,...,k}, denote the truncation term. Then

m - 1 ki + ko m o
A7)~ QA™ | < Copp (1 ma L\ VB L2, (5.)
] K3

with probability at least 1 — 5exp(—23n:1 km), where C,, ., > 0 is a constant depending
on Vi, Vg, and p, defined in Appendix C.

Remark 1. The second term in (5.1) is the truncation error, which becomes small as k
and ky, grow. To obtain a non-trivial upper bound, we must have ||&/™| < co. Therefore,
the smallest non-zero singular value of L™ should be bounded away from zero, suggesting
that assuming L™ to be a finite-rank operator (Hsing and FEubank, 2015, Theorem 4.2.3)
18 a necessary condition. If the truncation error scales the same as the statistical error,
the first term of (5.1), the theorem tells us that A™O) g reasonably close to A™*, up to

12



a sign change, at the rate of O(\/k(ki + ko)/N). We can achieve this by choosing the
appropriate ky, because || ZL™"|| decreases with increasing ky,. Therefore, there exists a kyy,
such that | L™ = O(\/(k1 + k2)/N). Additionally, the first term of (5.1) is inversely
proportional to the difference between two consecutive canonical correlations. Hence, the
canonical correlations must be distinct, as stated in Assumption 5, and a gap between two
consecutive canonical correlations is required to obtain a non-trivial upper bound.

Note that multiplications with a signed diagonal matrix do not break structural assump-
tions; that is, QA™ € Ky (11, 72) and (QB;;Q---QB; Q)T € Kp(s, ). Furthermore, we
have f(A,B) = f({QA™},{QBi(I,-1 ® Q")}) and h;i(B;) = hi(QB;(I,-1 ® Q")) for any
Q. Therefore, it would be cumbersome to write out Q explicitly for the rest of the anal-
ysis. We abuse the notation here by writing QA™* as A" and QB;*QT as B}. Define

B; = (B .- — B}) € R¥PF where BY, = I,

Assumption 7. For everyieV, E: satisfies

1/2

1/2
0 <y,

< Umin(ﬁ ) < Umax(B*) <p? <.
For everym =1,..., M, A™" satisfies
O < V1/2 < Umln(Am*) < Umax(Am*) < pé/2 < 00.

Assumptions 6-7 guarantee that f(A,B*) is strongly convex and smooth with respect
to A™, m = 1,...,M, and f(A*,B) is strongly convex and smooth with respect to B,
i € V. Furthermore, combined with the result of Theorem 5.1, it follows that h;(B) is
strongly convex and smooth with respect to B; for ¢ € V with high probability.

Let s = ¥15*/2, a = ¥9a* /2 for some constants 7 and 3. Our theory requires more
stringent conditions: 9,02 are some constants greater than 2, which implies that B} €
Kp(s*,a*) c Kp(s,a) for i e V. We state the convergence rate of Algorithm 2

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that Assumptions 3—4 and 6-7 hold. Let m' = argmin amm(Am(O))
1By = {maxim=1 a1 O (A™O)[ M2} 71, N = O(maxy—1, . ar iy (kims™ +1og M +1og p))

A™ (0))1730 I/x/2} where Cy, Cy and Cs; are constants whose explicit

and my = Cy {1 —o2. (

values are given in Appendix C. Then, for each 1 < i < p, after L iterations of Algorithm 2
we have

* * C 019 B * 057'0’19773 O[*S*kz
IB{* — Bi|r < g |Bf|r + OZHA’” — AT S

with probability at least 1 — 3max,,—1,.. a exp(—Fkms*).

Remark 2. The quality of the initial guess of Bf depends on M~! 2%21 ||Am(0) —A"™|p
While s*k? in the second term seems large at first glance, it is worth pointing out that the
mazimum degree of a node in functional graphical model scales with s*k* < k2p.

5.2 Convergence Analysis of Algorithm 1

We show the minimum number of iterations required for Algorithm 1 to produce a useful
result. Additionally, Algorithm 1 converges in a linear rate under mild assumptions.

The following assumption constrains the space of the local region where Algorithm 1
takes place. The condition is further fulfilled by Theorem 5.1 and Lemma 5.2.
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Assumption 8. There exist constants C4 and Cp such that the initial guesses satisfy
|A™O) — A |y < Ca| A5, HBEO) —B?|| < Cp|B}| for any unitarily invariant norm and
IBOT BTy <Cu|B: |1 form=1,...,M and i€ V.

Let Cq,C3s, Cy,,Cy, be constants depending on the data, as detailed in Appendix C.

We introduce the statistical error = := 4/N—1(Z1 + E3) with

2= C, max k(km + k +log M), Zy:= C’gs*(k2 + log p),
m=1,...,
where = is induced by the statistical error of estimating A™ and =9 is by the statistical
error of estimating B;. Under Assumption 8, we define Ry as the smallest positive real
number satisfying max,,—1, HAm(O) — A™||% + maxey HBZ(O) — B}|% < R3, and

8o := exp [—{(s* +1) min Ky A (ak)Q}} :

m=1,...,

7= [4{1 —p(s* +1)Cp,na} v Cy (1 — MCy,mB)] .
We now state the convergence guarantee for Algorithm 1, with proof in Appendix D.4.

Theorem 5.3. Suppose that Assumptions 3-4,6-8 hold and that, =2 < C1(C%pq + Cpp),
and N = O(maxmy—1, k2, {km(s* + 1) +logp + log M}). The step sizes na and np are
selected to satisfy (i) na < Co{p(s*+1)} 7t and np < C3M L, (ii) pna = CyMnp, and (iii)
7 < 1, where {C;}3_, are positive constants. After L iterations of Algorithm 1, we have

1

L 2 (L) 2 L p2 =2
e JA™E) — AT+ max IB; " — BjllF <7 Rj + =

with probability at least 1 — 10dg.

Remark 3. From the theorem it follows that Algorithm 1 converges to a local optimum
that is close to the population parameters with distance of up to 2(1 —7)~'Z2 if the number

of iterations L exceeds o((—log(1l — m) 4+ 2log E — 2log Ry)/log ).

5.3 Graph Recovery

The final step is to combine Theorem 5.1, 5.3, and Lemma 5.2 together and choose the
appropriate parameters and the number of iterations. We have the following main result.

Theorem 5.4. Suppose that Assumptions 1-7 hold and that N, na, ng, np, satisfy the
conditions stated in Theorem 5.3 and Lemma 5.2. Additionally, N is large enough so that
22 < (1—n)273A2(k) and there exists a km, such that || ™" || = o(1/v/km). We set A™(©)
as (4.3), run Algorithm 2 with the number of iterations —Cy log{(k® + log s*)/N} and then
run Algorithm 1 with (—log(l — 7) + 2log = — 2log Ry)/log 7 iterations. Let N be the
estimated edges based on the outcomes from Algorithm 1 with the edge selection threshold
€0 = 27 A(k) defined in (4.1). Then, we have P(AN; = A*;1 <i < p) = 1— 145.

Remark 4. The theorem states that we can recover the edge set AN,* with probability at least
1—146¢. Note that to establish graph recovery with a reasonable sample size, the truncated
latent signal A(k) cannot be too small. As the minimum sample size scales with A=2(k), a
sufficiently large sample size is required to meet the condition =2 < (1 — m)273A2(k).
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6 Related Work

We review relevant research on multimodal estimation and functional graphical models.

The low-rank latent space assumption has been widely explored in multimodal esti-
mation (Zhou et al., 2015; Yang and Michailidis, 2016). JIVE (Lock et al., 2013) jointly
estimates shared low-rank components and individual low-rank components and has been
successfully applied to biomedical data (O’Connell and Lock, 2016). Our work differs in the
way that we find the low-rank model of the original data generation process, while previous
work finds a low-dimensional representation of the data, providing a better interpretation
of the underlying mechanism. Multimodal integration framework has been widely used in
joint prediction tasks. Li et al. (2018) constructed linear additive low-rank predictors for
joint multitask regression. Li and Li (2022) proposed a statistical inference procedure to
select significant modalities for integrative linear regression models. Another methodol-
ogy is to stack multimodal data in a tensor and perform low-rank tensor regression (Zhou
et al., 2013). The predictive power of various models was improved by using rich multi-
modal data in applications, including clinical diagnoses (Wolfers et al., 2015) and biomarker
detection (Mimitou et al., 2021).

There is increasing interest in functional graphical models. Qiao et al. (2019) established
the penalized maximum log-likelihood framework for Gaussian functional data. Qiao et al.
(2020) successively extended it to the discrete sampling setting and further considered esti-
mation of time-varying graphs. Zapata et al. (2021) developed a separability condition for
the multivariate covariance operator and applied it to learning functional graphical models.
Zhao et al. (2021) developed a function-on-function regression model, as the functional data
version of the neighborhood regression method. While the aforementioned work focuses on
the Gaussian distribution, another active line of work develops functional graphical model
estimators under the non-Gaussian setting. Li and Solea (2018) and Lee et al. (2022) used
additive conditional independence (Li et al., 2014) and proposed nonparametric estima-
tors. Moysidis and Li (2021) studied the joint estimation of multiple functional Gaussian
graphical models by building a hierarchical structure on inverse covariance. Although this
procedure is most closely related to our work, there are considerable differences in both
methodology and theory. Moysidis and Li (2021) extended the approach of Guo et al.
(2011) to the functional data setting. They imposed a hierarchical structure on the in-
verse covariance, and jointly estimated multiple graphs. Our method, in contrast, takes a
generative perspective and studies a “single” latent graph shared over multiple views.

7 Simulations

The simulations focus on comparisons of sparse precision matrices, where we test four types
of sparse graphs. First, we compare our models with three existing methods by computing
the Area under the ROC Curve (AUC). Second, we compute the convergence distance
with respect to the sample size, verifying the results from Theorem 5.3. Details of data
generation processes are presented in Appendix K.1, where we synthesize four types of
different graph structures and two noise models.

7.1 Comparison

We compare the model with 3 other methods: FGGM (Qiao et al., 2019), PSFGGM (Za-
pata et al., 2021), FPCA (Zhao et al., 2021), and JFGGM (Moysidis and Li, 2021). Since
those candidates were not originally designed to learn latent graphs, we apply them to
learn the graph of each modality separately and then take the intersection of the graphs
as the surrogate of the latent graph. Let El, E? be the edge set estimated by one of the
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Figure 2: The ROC curves of Graph 1-4. The additive noise is generated from noise model
2. The AUC is discussed in Table 3. The proposed method has consistent performance
across four graphs and p = {50, 100, 150}.

algorithms, then we construct the latent graph as E7 = {(, ) : (i,5) € E', (i, ) € E?}. We
fix k, k,, to be the true values and set N = 100, 7 = [0,1] and p = {50, 100, 150}. Since
JFGGM requires computing an eigen-decomposition at each iterate, which is computation-
ally expensive when p is large, we omit testing JFGGM under the setting of p = 150.

To evaluate the performance of competing methods, we vary the sparsity parameters
and plot the Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves, where the x-axis denotes the
False Positive Rate (FPR) of the estimated edges and the y-axis denotes the True Positive
Rate (TPR) of the estimated edges. Under the “AND” operation of edge selection and
i # j, the TPR and FPR are defined respectively as:

16.0): Gidy ) € B 0 B o H{(0nd): ), (51) € B\
{(i,) : (i, 5) € E#}] ’ {(i, ) : (i, 5) ¢ E#}

To plot the ROC curve, we vary the sparsity level s for the proposed method and vary
the sparse regularization coefficient A\ for the competing methods. Each point in the ROC
plot is (FPR(s), TPR(s)) or (FPR(A), TPR()\)) for 1 < s < p and A is chosen from a grid
of values [0, Amax|, Where Apax = max;z; N *1HY§”(Y§”)TH r is sufficient as discussed in
Proposition 1 in Zhao et al. (2021). Furthermore, we test the proposed method with step
size N4, N, and np, chosen from {0.1,0.01,0.001,0.0001} and select the combination of step
size (n4, 1B, nB,) that has the largest AUC. We run the simulation for 10 runs and take the
average of the results. The simulation result is plotted in Figure 2 and the corresponding

TPR =
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Figure 3: Distance v.s. statistical error. The solid lines denote the proposed algorithm. The
dashed lines denote the case where A™ is first initiated with true A™ for m =1,..., M
and then refined by Algorithm 1-2 subsequently.

AUC is presented in Table 3 in Appendix K.3. The proposed method achieves the best
or comparable performance for Graph 1-4. Appendix K includes more simulation results
along with discussion on the comparing methods.

7.2 Distance v.s. sample size

Empirically, we demonstrate that the metric max,,—1,_a |A™ — A™|% + maxey |B; —
B} |3 at convergence scales almost linearly with respect to (kS™_| k,, v k?log p)/N, which
matches the result of Theorem 5.3.2 We test the graph model 1-3 with the magnitude of
the off-diagonal entries further scaled down by half. For additive noise, we use noise model
1. For each simulation, we fix k, p, and k,, for m = 1,..., M and vary N. We take
the average of the results for 20 runs of simulations. From Figure 3, we see that when
(kXM kv k2 logp)/N is smaller than 0.45, XM |A™ — A™ |2, + 3P |B; —B!|% and
max,—1,. u |[A™ — A™|% + max;ey |B; — Bf||% scale almost linearly with (k 2%21 km v
k%log p)/N for most tasks. Note that the solid lines converge to the dashed lines as the x-axis
approaches zero. This implies that the CCA initialization (4.3) is a consistent estimator,
matching the result of Theorem 5.1.

8 Brain Network Estimation with EEG-fMRI

We apply our proposed model to estimate the connectivity patterns of brain networks using
concurrent measurements of EEG-fMRI (Morillon et al., 2010; Sadaghiani et al., 2010). The
dataset includes 23 test subjects in each of the two sessions. Both EEG and fMRI are first

2We assume that s* is a constant here.
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source-localized (Wirsich et al., 2020b) and then parcellated according to the Desikan-
Killiany cortical atlas (Desikan et al., 2006), which has 68 parcels. Each recorded session is
600 seconds. In the first 300 seconds, all subjects are synced to watch a short movie clip;
in the following 300 seconds, all the subjects are resting. It is believed that brain networks
display similar patterns across subjects during movie-watching as compared to the resting-
state (Vanderwal et al., 2019). Hence, we only use the first 300 seconds for estimation and
testing. Our goal is to predict the brain networks of session 2 using the data from session
1. Specifically, we first learn the precision matrices using the data from session 1. Then,
we apply the results to predict the brain network of session 2, where the log-likelihood is
used for evaluation. The preprocessing pipeline is presented in Appendix M.1.

Since it is difficult to directly evaluate the prediction error of the latent graph, we
design a surrogate task to demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed model. We used
the estimated edge set E* as auxiliary information to learn the graph of EEG and fMRI.
After obtaining the estimated edge set Ez through the proposed algorithm, we use it to
estimate the precision matrices of fMRI and EEG. Let m = 1 denote the index for the
fMRI modality and m = 2 denote the index for the EEG modality. Given an edge set
E, we denote SZ (k) be the set of pky, x pky, positive definite matrices with support
associated to E: Sp(kp) == {2 e ST :w;; =0, (i,j) ¢ E}, where w; j € RFm*Fm ig the
(i,7)-th submatrix of €. Let A > 0. We estimate the graph by solving the problem:

Q" = argmin tr(Z"Q") — log det(Q™) + A Z i [11,1- (8.1)
QmeSy (km) i#,(i,5)eE

When A = 0, this is a standard procedure to estimate the graph after obtaining an edge
set through neighborhood regression (Ma and Michailidis, 2016). When A > 0, this means
that the submatrix w; ; is sparse, following a similarly structured assumption of the second
condition of Kp(s,a). We then use the skggm package (Laska and Narayan, 2017) to
optimize (8.1). The parameter A is selected using 5-fold cross-validation with the BIC
metric: —AQE N + slog N, where Ly is the log-likelihood and s is the number of parameters.
Let E, E? be the edge sets obtained by running the regression type algorithm, as detailed
in Appendix M.2, separately for fMRI and EEG data. We validate the effectiveness of E~
by testing three types of edge sets used in 1) individual edge set, latent edge set, and
fused edge set. The individual edge set is £ = E! for the fMRI modality or E = E? for the
EEG modality; the latent edge set is £ = E* for both modalities; and the fused edge set is
E = E' U E7 for the fMRI modality or E = E? U E* for the EEG modality. Then, for the
edge candidate and each data modality, we refit (8.1) to estimate the precision matrix.

To address the small sample size, we employ sampling with replacement and repeat the
experiments for 5 runs. The result is shown in Table 1, where we use the log-likelihood
as the prediction score. The result indicates that, with the auxiliary edge information,
the fused edge set has maximum in-sample log-likelihood and out-of-sample log-likelihood
for both data modalities. Note that, with the latent edge set alone, we might neglect the
individual graph structure for each modality, and hence the result is suboptimal.

9 Discussion

We have developed a new procedure for integrating multimodal functional data to esti-
mate the underlying latent graph, providing a new statistical solution to answer scientific
questions. The functions are assumed to be continuous whereas we might only have access
to the discrete samples in practice. We included a discussion to address this issue in Ap-
pendix L. We studied the setting where data across modalities share the same set of nodes
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Data modality Edge candidate In-sample Log-likelihood Out-of-sample Log-likelihood

Modality 1 Individual edge set —118411.88(2543.47) —124217.55(315.57)
(fMRI) Latent edge set —115916.02(3515.06) —122497.21(377.08)
Fused edge set —104131.66(1928.12) —117812.87(248.49)
. Individual edge set —22417.26(1189.99) —34798.19(401.08)
Modality 2
(EEQ) Latent edge set —28523.50(2059.87) —36820.28(321.84)
Fused edge set —21023.02(701.56) —32842.76(447.48)

Table 1: The in-sample and out-of-sample log-likelihood with 3 different edge set candidates.
The result is the average over 5 runs and the value in each parenthesis denotes the standard
deviation.

but have heterogeneous temporal characteristics. In practice, many applications might have
a different number of nodes across modalities. For example, the spatial resolution of the
fMRI data is much higher than that of the EEG data. Therefore, fMRI is known to capture
richer spatial information. On the contrary, the temporal resolution of the EEG data is
much higher than that of the fMRI data, offering more expressive temporal information.
It is left for future work to develop new statistical models and estimation procedures that
accommodate more complex spatial and temporal discrepancies.
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A Conditional Covariance Operator and Partial Covariance
Operator

This section shows the analysis of Section 2.3. Appendix A.1 introduces the notation. The
main result is presented in in Appendix A.2. We start by discussing the univariate case
and the extension to multivariate case follows similarly. Appendix A.3 shows the proof of
Theorem 2.2; Appendix A.5 shows the proof of Corollary 2.3; Appendix A.6 presents the
proofs of auxiliary lemmas.

A.1 Notation

Let H be a separable Hilbert space and %(-) be the Borel set. Define L?(2,F,pu) as
the space of square-integrable random element endowed with inner product E[(:, )m]. Let
B(H, H) be the space of bounded linear operator from H to H. Since H is a complete
normed space, it follows that B (H, H) is a Banach space. Given a linear operator .7, we
say that .7 is in the equivalence class of a zero operator if ||.7| = 0.

A.2 Main Results

In this section, we connect the relation of the partial covariance operator, defined later
in (A.3) with the covariance operator defined in Fukumizu et al. (2007b). We first start
with the simple case that discusses conditioning on the single random element. Consider
Z1, Z9 be mean-squared integrable random elements in a separable Hilbert space. Let
J12 be the covariance operator for Z; Zo and J#], J#1 be the variance operator of Z;
and Zs respectively. It is known (Baker, 1973) that there exists a unique bounded linear
operator #12 with norm ||#12|| < 1 such that J#js = %1/2%2%1/2, Im(¥12) < Im(.#) and
ker(#12)* < Im(#3). Then the conditional covariance operator is defined as

Moz = Y2 — V13752, (A1)

which could be applied to measure conditional inference. Fukumizu et al. (2004) shows
that 7193 = 0 if and only if Z; 1L Z5 | Z3 when H is a RKHS. We will show that this
property also holds under the Gaussian assumption in any separable Hilbert space. Before
establishing the theoretical results, we introduce the definition of the Gaussian random
element. First, we introduce the definition of Gaussian linear space.

Definition A.1 (Gaussian linear space, adopted from Definition 1.2 in Janson (1997)). A
Gaussian linear space is a real linear space of random variables, defined on (Q, F, 1), such
that each variable in the space is centered Gaussian.

Furthermore, by Theorem 1.5 in Janson (1997), we know that any set of random vari-
ables in linear Gaussian space is jointly normal. Next, we introduce the definition of
Gaussian random element.

Definition A.2. Let Z € L*(Q), F,pu) be a centered random element taking values in
(H, Z(H)), we say Z is a Gaussian random element if {{(Z, fou : f € H} forms a Gaussian
linear space.

Consider three centered Gaussian random elements Z; € L?(Q, F, u) fori = 1,2, 3 taking
values in H. Our goal is to measure the conditional independence of Z; and Z, given the
random element Z3. Let L?(€2, 0(Z3), 1) be a closed linear subspace of L?(€2, F, u), where
0(Z3) denote the smallest o-algebra generated by Z3. Let ;3 € B(H, H) be a bounded
linear operator, where B (H, H) is a Banach space. Since (3;3 is continuous, it is measurable
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and hence 51323 e L?(Q,0(Z3), ). Additionally, Z; — @323 is the residual of Z; after
regressing on Z3 for ¢ = 1,2. The regression procedure is defined as:

Biz = argmin E[[Z; — 8253], i=1,2. (A.2)
Be®B (H,H)

Since Z; for i = 1,2,3 are centered Gaussian random elements, the mean element of Z; —
BisZ3 is a zero element of H for ¢ = 1,2. The partial cross covariance operator .#js.3 is
defined as

(Hr23f,9)=E [<Zl — Pr1323, 9yu(Z2 — Po3 23, f>IHI] , frgeH, (A.3)

which are bounded linear operators, as shown in Lemma A.7. We define the partial cross
covariance operator #51.3 as the adjoint operator of #j2.3. We establish the following
properties.

Theorem A.3. Let Z; € L*(Q, F, ) fori =1,2,3 be centered Gaussian random elements
taking values in (H, Z(H)). Hi2.3 and H#31.3 are defined in (A.3). The following properties
hold.

1. 2.3 and Ha1.3 are in the equivalence class of the zero operator if and only if Vg3
and V5113 are in the equivalence class of the zero operator.

2. Z1 and 29 are conditionally independent given Zs, denoted as 2y 1L Z5 | Z3, if and
only if a3 and V513 are in the equivalence class of zero operator.

To evaluate the conditional independence of two Gaussian random elements in the
Hilbert space, one could check the partial covariance operator, realized by computing (A.2).
Theorem A.3 shows the conditional independence properties when Z;, Z; and Z3 are ran-
dom elements. Oftentimes, we encounter the situation when Z3 is not a single element, but
a set of elements. For instance, this is the case for estimating Gaussian graphical models.
Let Z = (Z1,...,2,)" € HP be centered Gaussian random vector with Z; € L?(Q, F, u) for
i =1,...,p. We could easily generalize Theorem A.3 to a p-dimensional centered random
vector by studying the linear subspace L?(2,0(2; :i = 1,...,p), ). The result is stated
in Theorem 2.2.

A.3 Proof of Theorem A.3

It suffices to verify the properties of J#12 .3, and similar properties hold for J#51 .3. We begin
with showing the first statement. Notice that since Im(¥%;;) < Im(;) and ker(%;)* <
Im () for i, j € {1,2,3}, Y3 = 0 if and only if 4"*#153.4,""> = 0. Therefore, from the
result of Lemma A.4, we could establish the following equivalence: for all f, g € H,

Y213(f,9) = 0, a113(f,9) = 0 = JH2.3(f,9) = 0, Ha1.3(f,9) =0,

which proves the first statement. It remains to show that, under the Gaussian setting, the
following equivalence holds

Z1 WL 25 | Z3 < Hjo.3, #51.3 are in the equivalent class of the zero operator.

Note that under the Gaussian assumption, by Lemma A.6, the conditional estimator
is the linear estimator. Then, one could look at residual element Z;.3 as the residual as
Zis =2, —E[Z; | Z5] for ¢ = 1,2. In addition, since Z; for ¢ = 1,2,3 are zero mean, the
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mean elements m;.g for ¢ = 1,2 are zero elements. Consequently, for any f, g € H, we could
write

(fs Hrosg)m = E[(Z1 — E[21 | 23], fHm(Z2 — E[22 | Z5], g)m]
= E23[1E21,22|23 [(Z1 —E[Z:1 | Z3), fyulZa —E[Z2 | Z3],90u | Z3]|. (A.4)

~~

::(7(f,g)

By definition, if Z; 1L Z, | Z3, for any f, g € H, we have 7 (f,g) = 0, which implies that
Ji2.3 = 0. Conversely, under the Gaussian setting, the conditional covariance does not

depend on the value of Z3. Therefore, we can ignore the outer expectation of (A.4) and
see that #12.3 = 0 implies Z; 1L Zy | Z3.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 2.2

The proof step follows similarly to the proof step of the second statement of Theorem A.3.
Noting that, we could generalize the argument of Lemma A.5 to a set of random element
{Z1,..., 24} and show that the space

Z ,Bj'zj’ :Bj’E%(HaH)7jle{17"'7p}\{iaj}
J'e{L,....,p\{i,5}

< LQ(Q, O'(Zj’§j/ € {17 cee ,p}\{i,j}), M)a

is linear and closed, following a similar proof step of Lemma A.5. By the orthogonality
principle of Hilbert space (see Conway (2007, Theorem 2.6) for an exposition), we have

Zi— Z B Zy t L 2, jef{l,....pN\{i g}
3'e{l,....p\{i.g}

Then, under the jointly Gaussian assumption, we could write

Z; — Z Bij’zj’ =Z; —E[Z; | Z_4 j];
3'€{L,..p}\{i,d}
Zi— ), BiyZr=Zi—E[Z| Zqy),

3'e{l,....p1\{i.j}

following similar argument of Lemma A.6. Then, the remaining step is the same as the
second part of the proof of Theorem A.3, where it is left to verify the condition: for any

frgeH
E[(Zi —E[Zi | Z_¢j)], HulZi —E[Z; | Z_gp)soom | Zy. 5 € {1,...,p}\{i,4}] =0,

similar as (A.4). Therefore, following Definition 2.1, we can show that J7j;. is in the
equivalence class of a zero operator if and only if Z; Il Z; | Z_(; ;) for (i,7) ¢ E.

A.5 Proof of Corollary 2.3

The first statement is easy to verify as we can apply the orthogonality principle of the
Hilbert space and obtain

Z;, = Z ﬁi*jfzj/ + Wi, Zj = Z B;j/zj’ + %,
J'eVA\{i} J'e{L,....p\{j}
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where #; is independent of Z; for j* € V\{i} and %#;j is independent of Zj for j' €
{1,...,p}\{j}. Furthermore, %; and #; are centered and independent of each other.

We then prove the second statement. Here we prove an equivalent statement: ng and
f7; are in the equivalent class of zero operator if and only if Z; 1 Z; | Z_(,j)- We first
show the forward direction: if 5f; and f7; are in the equivalent class of zero operator, then
Z; 1L Z; | Z_(;j)- By Theorem 2.2, we only need to show that .J#j;. is in the equivalence
class of zero operator. For any f, g € H, we can write

(o f s gom = BB 25 + Wi, FrulB5iZi + W5, 9|
To show the other direction, it suffices to show that J7;;. is in the equivalence class of a

zero operator implies that 57; in the equivalence class of a zero operator, which is equivalent
to show that

E[Z; | Z_up)s fru = ELZi | Zjevy]s Hr-

First, we denote the residuals of Z; and Z; on Zj for j" € {1,...,p}\{4, j} as r; and r;,
respectively. Then for any f € H, we have

E[Z:i | Zjev\ay], Hrm = EBIZi | E[Z; | Z_a ] + 15, 2-4. 5], Pm
=(E[Zi | rj,Z_u5] Pu
= CE[E[Z: | Z_ap] | 5, Z—apl, Fru + Elri | rj, Z_a 5], HHu

Apply the fact that E[2; | Z_; ;)] is independent of r; and r; is independent of Z_; ;), the
above display is equivalent as

=<E[Zi | Z_ ), fom + Elri | 73], fm.

Since .%#;. is in the equivalence class of zero operator, we know that the residual r; and r;
are independent. Therefore, the above display is equivalent as

=E[Zi | Z_p) ru +<E[ri], Fum
=E[Zi | Z_u 5] Fm
Hence, we complete the proof.

A.6 Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma A.4. Under the conditions of Theorem A.3, for any f,g € H, the properties hold

(Hraags [ = (Vg3 59, Pou,  (Haraf, 9w = (A Va1 £, i

Proof of Lemma A.4. Recall the definition of the residual element Z;.3 in (A.2) and based
on Lemma A.8, we could write Z,.3 as Z; — 5;2Z; for some f3; that satisfies ;3 — 3; %3 =0
fori = 1,2. Since Z; for i = 1,2, 3 are zero-mean, it follows that the residual mean elements
m;.3 for ¢ = 1,2 are zero elements. Then, for any f, g € H, write

{f, H2,39m = E[(Z1.3, [Iu(Z2.3, 9)u]
=E[(Z21 - p123, f)u(Z2 — P223, g)u]
= (f, (M2 + B1A35 — Priae — H13f5)g)H,

26



where 33 is the adjoint operator of 52. Apply the fact that 5.3 = J#13. The above display
is equivalent as

= ([, (H12 — P1H52)g)m-
Next, write %1/2”//12“3%/21/2 = Ko — %1/2%3%2%1/2. Then, for any f, g € H, we have
oA Vo35 gy = s Haagym — (f, A0 Vi Vs 5 P g,

Therefore, to show the first statement, it suffices to show that {(f, %1/ 2“//13"/32%21/ 2 PO =
{f, P1H#32g)m for any f,g e H. -
Recall that Im(732) < Im(%3) = Im(%l/ 2) and define the projection operator to

Im(%1/2) as Y3 = %1/2(%1/2)T. Then, we have P3¥39 = ¥39. Therefore, we can write
P 3 P332 5 P gy = (F AP I3 5 () 30 5 gy
= {f, A3 ) 2.5 g

Applying the fact that J# 3 = §1.#3, the above display yields

=, Bty P P ) 0.5 g
={f, 51«%/31/2 P 7/32%/21/29>H

= {f, 515 V0 5 P o

= {f, B1H320)m.

Hence, we complete the proof. O

Lemma A.5. Let Z € L*(Q, F,u) be a centered random element taking values in the
measurable Hilbert space (H, 2(H)), where H is a separable Hilbert space. Define the space

V={8Z:5eB(HH)},

where B(H, H) is the space of all linear bounded operator mapping to its own Hilbert space
H. Then, V is a closed linear subspace of L*(2,a(2), ).

Proof of Lemma A.5. First, we verify that V' < L?(Q,0(Z),u). Since B is a bounded
linear operator from a complete normed space to itself, it follows that 5 is a continuous
operator and hence measurable. Therefore, the composite 52 is a measurable operator from
(Q,0(2)) to (H, Z(H)). Moreover, we have E[|8Z|%] < ||BI°E[| Z|%] < c. Therefore, we
have V € L2(Q,0(Z2),p)  L*(Q, F, ).
It is easy to see that V forms a linear subspace and hence what is left is to verify that
V is closed. Let {f,}nen be a sequence of indexed bounded linear operators £, € 96 (H, H)
for n € N converging to . Since B(H, H) is a Banach space, it follows that § € B (H, H).
Therefore, we have {3, Z},>1 converging to fZ € V. Hence V is closed.
O

Lemma A.6. Let Z1, 25 € L?(Q, F, 1) be centered Gaussian random elements taking values
in (H, Z(H)), where H is a separable Hilbert space. Let

B = argmin E [HZ1 — 522“1%1] .
pe®B (H,H)

Then, we have

E[Z, | 23] = B2,.
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This is a classical result when Z1, Z5 are Gaussian random variables taking values in the
real line. The proof follows by the fact that uncorrelatedness implies independence under
the jointly Gaussian setting. The extension to Gaussian random element in the Hilbert
space is straightforward and yet we provide the statement for clarity.

Proof of Lemma A.6. By Lemma A.8, we can write
Zi=e+ BZQ,

where we have E[{e, EZg)H] = 0 by the orthogonality principle of the Hilbert space. Since
e and B\Zg are uncorrelated, they are independent under the joint Gaussian assumption.
Therefore, given Z5 = f, B\ZQ is deterministic and the randomness 2, | Z; only comes from
e. As aresult, Z1 | Z9 ~ N(BZQ, He), where J#; is the covariance operator of e. Note that
BZQ is the mean of Z; | Z; and hence we have E[Z | Z5] = BZQ. d

Lemma A.7. Let Z; € L*(Q,F,u) for i = 1,2,3 random elements taking values in
(H, #(H)). We define Z1.3, Z2.3 be the residuals of Z1 and Zs after regressing on Zs,
respectively, where recall the definition of regression in (A.2). The mean elements of Z1.3,
Zs.3 are defined as my.3 and mo.g respectively. Define the partial cross covariance operator

(Hr23f,9) = E[((Z1.3 — m13), 9ol Za3 — ma3, Hu], f,g¢€H, (A.5)

which is linear and bounded. Let J51.3 be the adjoint operator of H#is.3. Then, J51.3 is
linear and bounded.

If Z; € L*(Q, F, p) fori=1,2,3 are zero-mean. Then the mean elements mi.3 and ma.3
are zero elements. Hence (A.5) is equivalent as (A.3).

Proof of Lemma A.7. For notation simplicity, we define Z; = Zig — m;.3, the marginal
probability measure of Z; as p; for i = 1,2 and the joint probability measure of Z; and Z
as 112. First, for any f,g € H, we define a bilinear functional G : H® H — R:

G(t.9) = |

Qx

Q<Z~1, Fou(Zs, goudiira.

We show that é( f,g) is bounded for any bounded f,g € H by applying Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality:

‘ 2

B (Lxg<z~1’ PrudZs, 9>Hdﬁ12> :

< | K&, pHw)din (] | (Z2.9)m)’dfiz -
i Hl, |

Using the fact that Z; = Z; + (Z; — Z) and E[(Z, Z; — §z>H] =0 for i = 1,2, we could
upper bound the above display as

< { [ «an f>H>2dm} { fQ<<22,g>H>2du2}
= |42 £33 < oo (A.6)

G(1.9)
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Therefore, for any fixed g € H, by Riesz’ representation theorem, there exists a unique
element g4 in H such that G(f, g) = {f, qg). Then, we define #j.3 : H — H by #12.39 = qq.
It is clear that .#72.3 is linear and bounded by (A.6):

G(f,9)” AP e
tinglh = sup CEDE oy TN 12012 < 121 gl
feH HfHH feH ”f“H
which implies that | #a.3]| < | Z1]||-#2| < 00. #i2.3 is defined everywhere in H. O

Lemma A.8. Under the same condition of Lemma A.7, define covariance operator as #s.
Define

B = argmin E 121 — B2Zal7] -
BB (H,H).

Then, B\ satisfies 1o = Ee%/g
since Im(#51) < Im(#2), it follows that B = (J/QT%/Ql)*.

Proof of Lemma A.8. Define the space V = {52, : f € B(H, H)}. By Lemma A.5, we see
that V is a closed subspace of L?(Q, F, u).

Then, by the orthogonality principle of the Hilbert space (see Conway (2007, Theo-
rem 2.6) for an exposition), we have E[(Z; — BZQ) ® Z2] = 0. This implies that for any
f,g € H, we have

E[(21 — BZs, F)u(Zs, 9)u] = (s — BHL)g, fu = 0.
Therefore, we can conclude that J#5 — B\% = 0. ]

B Truncation in Finite Dimensional Space

In this section, we first show the proof of Proposition 3.2, which transforms the optimiza-
tion problem (3.3) in the Hilbert space into an optimization problem of sequences of real
numbers. Then, in Appendix B.2, we derive and propose a finite dimensional optimization
problem that computing resources can realize.

B.1 Proof of Proposition 3.2
Recall that for m =1,...,M and ¢ € V we have

g™ = Z apndy' @ dypr,  Bij = Z bijeerde ® Qpr, V" = Z Yi o b -

£,0"eN ¢,0'eN ¢"eN
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Therefore, we can write

2
’wyg”— Y, By "V

JjeV\{i} H
= E[ >, adi © ¢ (Z y%’f)
£,0"eN 0"eN
- 2 Z bij,f[’ d)f ® d)g’ Z GIZLZ// ¢Zl ® ¢27/1/ ( Z yj o ¢eu> ]
JeVA\{i} \4l'eN 2 0"eN £"eN

a%/ y%// ¢f — bij,f@’ a?/le”y%” (ZS[
b ]7

£,07eN jeV\{i} \ L 07eN

|

|

(eN \ ¢"eN JEV\{i} ¢ ,£"eN

2

Hence we complete the proof.
B.2 Derivation of Equation (3.6)

Similar to the latent space, we define the k,,-dimensional approximation of x;" as

km
X" = szw’[”, 1eV,m=1,..., M,
/=1
where xﬂ = o) for £ = 1,...,ky. Then, we can represent the truncated z; =
(zi1,-- .,zi,k)T € R* from the infinite dimensional vector (2i1,%i2,...) in the following
form
Zi1 i*j,ll b:],lk Zj,1
zi=\| : |= Z o4 t+w = Z B;z; +r; + wi,
Zik Jelp\{i} Vi - Y/ \Zik Jelp\{i}

(B.1)
where Tie = ZjEV\{i} Z?=k+1<b;j7£é’¢f”zj> , Wie = <WZ,¢g> for ¢ = 1 kj and r, =
(ri1,...,mix)| € RF denotes the residual vector. Let E(r;r]) = X¥ and E(wz H=xv
forie V.

Following (3.1), we can also express (B.1) as
k
2= YU b = Z Zw S X
/=1 '=14=1
km [e'e)
= Z (Z@WW&?’"W@ + ) <a227¢2’7,><§">¢z> . (B.2)
=1 \¢'=1 O=km+1

To simplify the analysis, we assume that the second term is 0. Then, Equation (B.2) has
the following equivalent expression in matrix form

mx mx m m
i1 air e g, Ti1 U;q
z; = L= : + : = A" +ul", (B.3)
. mx m* m m
Zik a1 o0 Ok, L ko U; &
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where u}y, = Sv—pilagron, Xy for £ = 1,...,k and u* = (uﬁ,...,u?fk)T e RF is
the truncation error in the observation space. Let u™ = (u{”T, .. 7uz”‘T)T e RFP and
E(u™u™") = ™. Combining (B.1) and (B.3) together, we then have the relationship

A 4uf =< Y By (A™X +u) 41+ wi o =0, (B.4)
jeV\{i}

where w; follows independently from N(0,XY). Let q" = AT q%m)T e RFn where
qy = Er, ¢;”> for j = 1,...ky, we define the finite truncation of the observed random
vector as

yit=x"+q;", m=1,...,M,ieV, (B.5)

where q}" is the noise in the observation space and follows the distribution N (0, E;’“q).
Therefore, under the assumption that k,, is large enough such that [ are small in magni-
tude, we can approximate (B.4) as

Ayl 4l =< Y By (A™yP +uf) 4+ wi p ~ 0.
JeVA{i}

Therefore, a reasonable choice of the finite dimensional realization of the original program-
ming (3.5) is
M p 2

min Z Z E ‘Amy;n — Z B, A"yl
amh{Bi} 21 i jeV\{i}

F

31



C Notations
We define the following quantities

T, - 3Vxl/bppr, T, = Vgplp + 3ppr;
16 4
T3 =|E"2(Cp +1) max_[A™O)ymax(|B}|r v |B]|h);
m=1,....M €V

Tt

T, = 2\/(1 + 191)(1 + 192)7‘@*, Ty = 4(1 + CA)2(2 + CB)Q,Obpa mEIIIaXM “im“%,

=1,...

VglVq

Y6 = 7 = p? max 15735

2 ’ m=1,...,

|2+ pa B4

Ts = C, »mu
8 Opmpb{ﬂb< HllaxMH

=1,...

) + e (|5, + nzm} ;
eV

m:clcﬂ(lwl)pxpa{pb( max |zm7“|z+pa|zm’q||)+max<|z£|2+zmz)};
m=1 M €V

Tt

2 2
2 4 Ts Ty
Ly (1 . S A}
( - 191—2> < " 792—2)  Ca=xn Go=
Cy = max 0, %|Z"3 {omax(A"O) + o2 | /(14 V1)

Csi = Co/(L+02)(1+ 1) max plpl/* (/" |50y

Ly

&
||

1/2 1/2 1/2
+ (paps) 2SS + 221 + 1=
O = 03{721/2(@/21/;2 + U7 2) 2o () (A + 1)}

37, Te
C77A = rfrzv nB — T’

where Cy, C1, Cy, Cs, Cy, C5 are absolute constants, which are independent of data param-
eters: M, N,p,s*,a, upper and lower bounds of the singular values: vg, ps, Vb, Pbs Vas Pa;
model parameters: k, k., C4,Cp, and tuning parameters: ~1, 2, 71, T2.

D Analysis of Edge Estimation

The section discusses the analysis of edge estimation, where the results are presented in
Theorem 5.3-5.4. We begin with introducing some notations and math formulations that
will assist the analysis in Section D.1. In Section D.2, we discuss the shrinkage of the dis-
tance metric max,—1._ar |[A™ — A"™ |4 and max;ey |B; — B}|% per iterate of Algorithm 1
along with the statistical error induced by the finite sample size setting. In section D.3,
we combine the results from Section D.2 to state the contraction of the distance metric
maxy,—1,.. M |A™ — Am*H% + max;ey |B; — B:H% per iterate of Algorithm 1 and the under-
lying conditions. With results from Section D.3 in hand, we are able to apply the telescoping
technique to show convergence of Algorithm 1. The analysis is presented in Section D.4.
Section D.5-D.6 present the proof of lemmas used in Section D.2-D.4.
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D.1 Notations

For analysis simplicity, we can write the objective function (3.7) as

p M 1 2
f(AB) =), QNHAmYzm - ) ByA™Y]
i=lm=1 JeVA{i} F
_ m~ym . m m
poMo
= —|B,;(I, ® A™)Y™|? D.1
% X oy IBiLoAmY . (D.1)
where ® denote the Kronecker product. Define
Sm _ ar—1wvm m\T sm . ar—1lvm/i~vm T
X =NTY™Y™)', Ny = NT'Y (Y\{i}) .
Then, for any matrix A € R¥*Fm we can write
p ~ ~ A~
(Vamf(A,B),A) = Y (B/B/(I, ® A™)Z"™, (I, ® A)) (D.2)

i=1
form =1,..., M. Moreover, the gradient of f(A,B) with respect to A™ form =1,..., M
is

Varf(A,B) = > (e] ®1)) {Z B/B,(I, ® Am)i’”} (ej ®I,,). (D.3)
j=1 i=1

Similarly, for any matrix A € RF¥*k=1) | we can write

M
(VB,f(A,B),A) = Y (-B,(L, @ A™) S, (I, 1 ® A™)T, A) (D.4)
m=1

for every i € V and j € V\{i}.
D.2 Preliminaries: One-Step Update and statistical quantities

We show Theorem 5.3 in several steps. We begin with showing the contraction of distance
metric per iterate of Algorithm 1. First, given the current estimate A" form =1,..., M,
we define an update of A™ from Algorithm 1 as

A" =P (A" —naVan f(A,B)), m=1,..., M;
Similarly, for every i € V, we define the update of B; as B". Let
S =supp(B}), S; =supp(B;), S =supp(B]), Si=8uvS uS . (D.5)

By definition of B}, we have |S}| < s*(a*k)? and [S;], |S;"| < s(ak)? = (915%) (920" k)?/8.
Taking the union bound, it follows that |S;| < (1 + ¥1)s*(1 + 92)?(a*k)%.

Similarly, we define the corresponding sets of node indices as

N = Byl > e}, A= {5 IBylr > o}
M= B> ), A= AU AU, (D-6)
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with [ A7 < (1 +91)s* forie V.
By definition, we have

B} = H, o T; (Bi — 15V, f(A, B))

=HaoTs (B’L - nB[szf(A7B)]SZ) ) (D7)

forie V.
With definitions of A™* for m = 1,..., M and B;r for : € V, Lemma D.1 states the
contraction of the distance |A™" — A™* |2, with respect to |A™ — A™*|% form =1,..., M

while Lemma D.2 states the contraction of |B — B}|% with respect to |B; — B}|% for
1 € V per iterate of Algorithm 1. We leave the details of the proof in Section D.5.

Lemma D.1 (One-Step Update of A™). Recall that Y; for j = 1,...,6 are constants
defined in Section C. Suppose that k < min,,—1 . arkm and Assumption 6-7 hold. There
exists constants Cy and Cp such that ||[A™ — A™ |y < Cal|A™ |2, |B; — B}| < Cp|B}|
for any unitarily invariant norm and |B] — B T|1 < Cg|B! |1 form=1,...,M, i€ V.
Let Ky = 0max(E™) /omin (™), N = O(nfn(maxmzl,wM kms* +logp +log M)) and na <
2/{3p(s* + 1)Y3}, then

3p(s* +1)T 2ps* Y373
maXM||Am+_Am*||%‘<4|:{1_77A p(S + ) 1+77A ps 4 3}

max ||A" — Am*pr

m=1,..., 2T2 T6 m=1,...,
4T2 2
k _ m f(A*, B*
b b max [Van (AT B
T * *
b {50+ 3pls" + )0 f max B - BEIE). (D)

with probability at least 1 — max,,—1 . 6exp{—kn(s* + 1)}.

Lemma D.2 (One-Step Update of B;j;). Recall that Y; for j = 3,...,7 are constants de-
fined in Section C. Suppose that k < ming,—1,. sk and Assumption 54, 6-7 hold. There
exists constants Cy and Cp such that ||[A™ — A™ |3 < Cal|A™ |2, |B; — Bf| < Cp|B}|
for any unitarily invariant norm and |B] — BTy < Cp|B; |1 form=1,...,M, i€ V.
Let Ky = 0max(E™)/0min (E™) and N = O(ﬂ?n(maxmzlv_ﬂM kms* +logp +log M)). Then,
we have

max |B - Bj[7 < Cﬁ{ (1= nBMYe + 3npM*T7) max |[B; — Bj |
1€ 1€

* 2T421T§ m mx* (|2
+ Ms*np +3TsMnp | max [|A™ —A"™|%
Ts m=1,...,.M

[ARS}

* 2 * *\7 _ |12
+ (1 +91)s™np (]\m + 3773) max I[VB, f(A*,B")]g, ”r(k,oo)}’
(D.9)
with probability at least 1 — maxy,—1,.. nm exp(—kms™).

Observe that the right hand sides of (D.8) and (D.9) has the term of |V am f(A*, B*)|3
and H[VBif(A*,B*)]giﬂg(km), respectively. By law of large number, ideally, these quan-
tities would be negligible as the number of sample size goes to infinity. Specifically,
(A*,B*) is a stationary point of Ef(A*,B*). Hence, we expect that |Vam f(A*, B*)|3
and [V, f(A*, B*)]s, ||f(k,oo) to be small when we have some reasonable number of sample
size. Lemma D.3 states the upper bound of the |V am f(A*, B*)|2 for m =1,..., M while
Lemma D.4 provides the upper bound of ||[[Vg, f(A*, B*)]gin(kpo) forie V.
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Lemma D.3 (statistical error bound of Vam f(A*,B*)). Under conditions of Lemma D.1
and assume that N = O(C?(k+ky, +log M)). Let C. = C3 maxey ,031/2p;/2 p;/QHEW’“H;/Q +

(pb,oa)l/QHEm’qH;/2 + HE{H;Q + ||EZVH§/2} for some absolute constant C3 > 0.
Then, we have

o
p(s* +1)
with probability smaller than M~'exp{—(k, + k)}.

Lemma D.4 (statistical error bound of Vg, f(A*,B*)). Let C4,C5 > 0 be some absolute
constants and

Cc = Ca(1+d2) max plpy*{py* =71y + (pypa) =

T
m=1,...,

km + k + log M
N 9

|Vam f(A", B7)[2 > Ce\/

2= + 1=

Assume conditions of Lemma D.2 hold and sample size N = O(C’g{(oz*k:)2 + logp}). For
any support set S; defined in (D.5) satisfying |S;| < Csk?s*, we have

(a*k)? +logp

[VBif(A*7B*)]Si ”r(k,OO) > C¢ N ’

!

M
with probability smaller than p~* exp{—(a*k)?}.
D.3 One-step Update

With results from Lemma D.1-D.4 introduced in Section D.2 as the building blocks, we
are able to construct the analysis of the one-step update of Algorithm 1. Noting that the
sample complexity required in Lemma D.1-D.4 depend on some condition numbers &y,
C. and C;. We assume that k2, C? and 042 are not large and see them as constants.
Therefore, we could drop the terms and simplify the notations by focusing the rates of
convergence with respect to o, k, s*,p, M and k,, for m = 1,..., M. Lemma D.5 states
that with proper initial condition and step size n4 and npg, the distance max;cy HB:r —
B!|% + max,;,—1,_a |A™T — A™ |2 is contracted at each iteration.

Lemma D.5. [One-Step Update] Suppose that the conditions of Lemma D.2 hold. Let
N = O(s* maxp—1_._n km + (a*k)? + logp + log M) . Define

3p(s* + 1)1y MY
—gqlp 2 THNL - 1—
p1 { 1T, HA}, p2 = Cy ( 1 773) ,

and 8o := exp{—(s* + 1) miny,—1,__ s km} v exp{—(a*k)?}. Suppose that
. T1Ts
o < )
32(1 + 191)(1 + 192)7'2T2T§
_ 1 Yo 2 _ 1 T T
x NS = A ’
A 3])(8* + 1) 8T5 TQ "B 12M T5T2 2T7

and na and np are selected such that p1,p2 <1 and satisfy 4pna = CyMmnp. Then,

max B, — Bi|% + max [A™" — A™|%
eV 1

2y

. . Ts k(km + k + log M)
<pr max [AT— AT |7, +p> max [B; — B; H%+ijg?§M —
&s*{(of*k)2 + log p}
T N ’

with probability at least 1 — 10dg.
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Proof of Lemma D.5. First, we combine the results from Lemma D.1 and Lemma D.2, we
can obtain

2 2
max [Bf — B[} + max [A™"—A™
<7y max [A™-— Am*||% + Ty max | B; — B:HQF
m=1,...M eV

+T5 max |[Vamf(A*,B*)|3
m=1 M

Ty

+ Tymax|[Ve, /(A" B)]s 2.0 (D.10)
where
3p(s* + 1)1 2ps* Y3773 . 273732
Ty =411 —pa" st a2 L+ CyMs™np + 3T Mg ) ;
2T2 TG TG

T N
Ty = Cy(1 —npMYe + 3n5M>*Y7) + 4pna (26 +3p(s™ + 1)T577A> ;

47,
T3 = dkna | ———— + 304 ) ;
3T <p<s* )T ”“‘)

2
Ty = 1+ 91)s* _— .
1=Cy(1+91)s"nB (MTﬁ + 37]3)

First, we want to simplify the term of T7. With the choices of a*, ng in the statement, we
can obtain

2ps* Y33 - p(s* + 1)1y (ZTiTg

T
TsMnp ) < oL
Ts 1, T, T3 ”B)

27,

Since 4pna = CyMnp, we can conclude

*+ 1Y
T1<4{1_3p(3+)17714}_

47

Next, we want to simplify the term 75. Similarly, with the choices of o*, np, and na,
we have

MTYg

3773M2T7 < g

T
3p(s* +1)Tsna < §6;

Then, using the fact that pna = Cynp, we can conclude that

MY
T2<C19{1— 1 6773}'

With the choice of 114, we have

32 k 16 k

T3S o5t o5
PR p(s* + 1)1 3 YHp(s* + 1)}2

Using the fact that Y3 > 271, we can further bound the above display as

14k 14k

Ty < < .
T {p(st + 1)) T To(pst)?
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Recall the definition of Tg in Section C. In fact, by Lemma D.3 and take the union bound
over m = 1,..., M, we can verify that
Ts

k + Ky, + log M
J(AT B3 < .
Tgmirll?%MHVA f(A*,BY)|3 Tlmf%?fka N 7

(D.11)

with probability at least 1 — max,,—1, . aexp{—(km + k)} = 1 — dp, where we define this
event as £4.

We find the upper bound of T} in a similar way as we do for T3. Note that by Lemma 1.1,
We have T7 > T2, Then, with the choice of np, we have

T4<cﬁ(1+191)s*< 1 3 1 )gcﬁuwl)s

1202, 576 M2T, MY,

Recall the definition of Tg in Section C. Then, apply Lemma D.4 and take the union bound
over ¢ € V, we can obtain that

Ty s*{(a*k)? + log p)
T, N ’

Ty Igg%/x H [VBif(A'*7 B*)]Si H%(k,oo) < (D'12)

with probability at least 1 — exp{—(a*k)?} = 1 — &y and we define such event as Eg.
Let £ be the event when Lemma D.1-D.2 hold. Therefore, by De Morgan’s law, & n
€4 n Ep happens with probability at least 1 — 10d. O

D.4 Proof of Theorem 5.3

First, we apply Lemma D.5 for one iteration and obtain that with probability at least
1 — 106q:

(1) _ g*2 m(1) _ A m*|2
e [BfY ~B[f + max A"~ AT

<p max_|A™® — A™|3 1 pymax B - By |} + 22,
m=1,....M eV

where the right hand side is bounded by (C1+1)(C?pa+C%pp) because (i) p1, p2 < 1 and (ii)
22 < C1(C? pa+C%pp) under the condition of Theorem 5.3. Therefore, we apply Lemma D.5

again to obtain the upper bound for max;cy HBZ@) —B}|% + maxpm_1._m HAm(2) —A™ |3
(2) _ p*2 m(2) _ A mx|2
max [B;” — Bj|p + max [A A™F

<pmax [A"O — A +pymax [BY B[} + (1+ 7=,
= 1€

Ty

where m = p1 v p2 and with probability at least 1 — 104.
Then, iterate for L times and by the telescoping technique, we complete the proof:

1
max  |A™E) — A™* |2 4 max ||B(L) - B}|% <7fR3 + ——22,
m=1,..., eV ' 1—7

with probability at least 1 — 104p.
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D.5 Proof of Lemma D.1-D.4

Proof of Lemma D.1. We study one iteration for updating A™ for m = 1,..., M via Algo-
rithm 1 and we have

|A™ — A™ |3 = | Py (A™ — naVam f(A,B)) — A™|%.

First, we claim that any row of A"* is in K,,(71,72) defined by (3.8) with probability
at least 1 — ’c')exp(—Zfﬂ:1 k). Then, apply Lemma H.1 and the above display could be
further bounded as

< A|A™ —naVan f(A,B) — A™|2%
= 4{|A™ — A™ % — 20aT1 m + N3 T2m )

where

Il,m = <VAmf(A7 B)a A" — Am*>7 IQ,m = HVAMf(A, B)H%‘

Now we justify the claim that any row of A™* isin I, (71, 72). Foreachrow j = 1,... k,
we could apply triangle inequality and obtain that

mx mx* m(0 m(0
|AT* o < JAT* — ATy + AT
< A7 — ATOy + [AmO),,

Under Assumption 4 and N = O(max;,—1,. m k2 km), by Theorem 5.1, we know that
HA?_@*—A??(O) |2 is bounded by some small constant with probability at least 1—5 exp(— > _ k),

m=1"m
and we define such event as &;. Therefore, there exists some finite 79 > 0 such that

IAT™ ]2 < Tgk;ll/QHAm(o)HQ for j =1,..., k. The existence of a valid 71 can be justified in
a similar way and hence we omit the step.

In order to find the upper bound of |A™" — A™* |2, it suffices to find the lower bound of
71 m and the upper bound of 75 ,,,, which are presented in the Lemma D.6 and Lemma D.7,
respectively.

On the event of &7, combining the results of Lemma D.6-D.7 and taking the maximum

over m = 1,..., M on both sides, we obtain that

1 3p(s* +1)Yy 2ps* Y373

- N 2 <[|1- 4-3 A AT 2
1, max [ I < AT o, L x| [ Iz

47 2
kna | ————~ n f(A* B*
+ kna (p(s* O +377A> L max |V am f(A*, B*)|3

=1,...

TG * *
+ pna (2 + 3p(s* + 1)T5n,4) max |B; — B|%

9
+ 43
nA ( p(s* +1)To nA)

x{ maxMvAmf(A,B*)—vAmf(A*,B*)y%}. (D.13)

goeey

with probability at least 1 —max,,—1 . exp{—Fkn(s*+1)}. By conditions of n4, —2/{p(s*+
1)Y2} 4+ 3n4 < 0 and hence we can drop the last term of (D.13).
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Then, marginalizing over the event &7, (D.8) holds with probability at least

M
{1 —5exp <— Z::1 km> } [1 - mff?.}fMeXp{_km(s* - 1)}]

>1— max 6Gexp{—kn(s*+1)}.

m=1,...,
O

Proof of Lemma D.2. We study one iteration for updating B; for i € [p] via Algorithm 1.
Recall that s = ¥15*/2 and o = ¥2a*/2. Then, apply Lemma H.3-H.4 and (D.7), we have

1B —Bj|% = [Ha o T: {Bi — 15[V, f(A,B)]s. } — B} %
< Co{|B; — B |E — 2npTs, + npLai}, (D.14)
where
T3 = {[VB,f(A,B)]s.Bi — B}), Tu; =|[Vs,f(A,B)ls %

Next, we will apply Lemma D.8 for the lower bound of Z3; and apply Lemma D.9 for the
upper bound of Zy; for i e V.
Combining Lemma D.8-D.9 and taking the maximum over ¢ € V' yields,

max |B;" - Bi[} < 019{ (1 = nBMYe + 3npM*T7) max [B; — B
€ 1€

* 2T421T§ m mx||2
+ Ms*np +3Y5Mnp mlaXM [A™ — A™ %
m=1,...,

Te
* 2 * *\7 _ (|12
+ (1 +91)s™np (m + 37713) max I[Vs,f(A*,B )]Sir(k,oc)}’
with probability at least 1 — maxy,—1,. a exp(—Kkpms™).
O

Before showing the proofs of Lemma D.3-D.4, we introduce the notion of Orlicz norm,
where we only consider the sub-exponential and sub-Gaussian cases here. Assume that X
is a sub-exponential random variable, and sub-exponential norm is defined as

| Xy, =inf{t > 0: Eexp(|X|/t) < 2}.

Assume that X is a sub-Gaussian random variable, and sub-Gaussian norm is defined
as

|1X [y, = inf{t > 0: Eexp(|X|*/t?) < 2}.

Proof of Lemma D.3. Let N7 be the 1/8-net of S*~! = {v e R¥ : |v|, = 1} and N> be the
1/8-net of S¥»~1 = {v € R¥n : |v|]y = 1}. Then, by Lemma 1.4, we have

|[Vamf(A*,B*)|2 = sup sup [u'Vamf(A*,B*)d|

ueSk—1 deSkm—1

T * *
< 23;51\%51;%@ Varn f(A*,B*)d|
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Define

v = Bl (L, @ ATy ™)
_ Am*y;n’(") B*( o 1®Am*) m,(n)

Y\(i}
- B! {um(") +(I,® Am*)qm(”)} +r 4w, (D.15)
forieV,m= ,Mand n=1,...,N. Using (D.3), we can write

Van f(A*,BY) = Y (e] ®T) {Z B! B (1 @Amwim} (e; ®T1,,)

N
™ 1 m,(n m,(n
ZB?T {N 2 ) (g ))T}] (ej ®L,,)-
n=1

i=1

<. <.
L= &Mﬁ

Then, combining the above two results, we observe that for any u e A} and d € N>

[ ] QL) {ZB*T My’ }(ej@)lkm)] d,

=1
is a sub-exponential random variable. Therefore, we can obtain the upper bound of Orlicz
norm as

n M@

M@

B; v (y!) }(%’@Ikm)

i=1 Y1

WM%

Z JoL) BV v} (e; 0L,

P1

Note that if j ¢ 4;* U {i}, then (e}@lk)f’;f = 0. Therefore, the above display is equivalent
as

> JT®I/<:){B*T Ty }(ej ® 1, )

JjeNFul{i}

1

By Lemma 2.7.7 in (Vershynin, 2018), we can further bound the above display as

SN

i=1je Ui}

(D.16)

(e @B V| |(v1") (e; ®Ty,,)

P2

P2

Using the fact that |47* U {i}| < s* + 1 and the fact that

BTV o = BB (@A™ k)

2
H* 1 Ty * ~*T * T B*T
< |BF Biu" |y, + B (I, ® A™)q™ ||y, + |Bi rifly, + [Bi Willy,

1/2 * 1/2 1/2 1/2
< B2 (IBE o =4 5% + B o A™ o =™ + =515 + =[5,
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for i € V, we can further bound the right hand side of (D.16) as

S on { SETren | o)
j=1

i=1

1
* 1/2 * 1/2 - * 1/2
<p(s*+ 1)z max 1B} [2(IB; o= 5 + B o A™ 5™

1/2 1/2
+ =5 + 1=

1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2”

* 1/2
<p(s* + D)oy * {0y + (pvpa)
ril/2 wil/2
+ max(| =} u/ + =YY,

1/2
2

where the last line follows by Assumption 6-7.
1/2 2¢ 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2
Next, let C, = Cymaxicy py' oy *{ oy |55 > +(pppa) V2| S 32 1|25 2+ |22 (5%
for some constant C's > 0. Under the condltlon of the sample size N = O(C%(k + kp, +
log M)), apply Bernstein’s inequality (see Theorem 2.8.1 inVershynin (2018)) and take the
union bound over Aj and N3, where |Ai| < 17% and |NVa| < 1757 we can obtain

1 km + k + log M
————[Van f(A",BY)|2 = Ce ;

with probability smaller than M ! exp{—(k,, + k)}. O

Proof of Lemma D.4. We first expand Vg, f(A*,B*) and obtains

T FATB) = 3 AT B0, @ A ) (1 ©ATT)
m 1n=1
Replacing

Am*yi m,(n) B*( b1 ®Am*) \{;§ n) _ Vzm’(n),

form=1,..., Nand m=1,..., M yields
M N
Ve J(A%.BY) = 2 2T G @ AT,

Define t;n’(n) e RF*(P=1) which transforms the original matrix (yW{L;gn))T(Ipfl ®A™T) e
Rlxk(p—l) to

tzn:(n) _ (Am*y;ﬂ (TL), e Am*y;n,(n)) c ka(p—l)’ (Dl?)
form=1,..., M and n=1,...,N. Then, we can write
1 MoN 1 MoN ) o
L3 e aean s |13 Swemewe)
=1n=1 (k,00) m=1n=1 2,00

where we denote S{ as the support set whose elements are translated from S; due to the
transformation from a matrix of dimension k x k(p — 1) to k% x (p — 1).

Step 1. Consider a fixed S;and recall the definition of the neighborhood set .#; and the
relation of S; and .4; defined in (D.6). Since |.4;| < (1 + ¥1)s*, we know that there are

at most (1 + ¥1)s* nonzero columns in Zf\le ZnNzl[vT’(n) ® t:.n’(")]g. Similarly, for each
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column of 3™ | Zn v m,(n )®t (n)]g{, there are at most {(1 + ¥2)a*k}? nonzero entries.
Define the subset of the support set

={u: (u,i) e S};
S imnkrrik = {(w,v) : (w,0) € S,v = (i — Dk +1,...,ik}.
Let
US') = fue R ssupp(u) < {8/ i =1,...,(p— D)}, Jul2 < 1};
D(S) = {D € R** - supp(D) < {S. ;- 1yes ki = 1,-.., (p— 1)}, [D]p < 1}.

Therefore, we can express the above equation as

M N
7(n) m,(n) 1 Trom,(n) (n)
N ®t; s =max Ssup | u'[ Dt lge
’ m= ln 1 S 2,00 JEN: uEU(S{) NmZ=1n§1 Si
LSy () g g ()
< max sup |— u' Rt e;| (D.18)
jei neu(s) |V mZ=1 n; ’

where e; € RP~! denotes the j-th standard canonical basis.
For matrices E, F, G, H, applying the fact tr(ETFGH') = vec (E)" (H®F) vec (G)
to the right hand side of (D.18) we can obtain

max Ssup — Z Z 'LlT m(n Z (n)ej
jeMueu(S/)Nm 1n=1

M=

tr {DTt;n’(n)ejvr-n’(n)T}

(2

2=

= max sup
JeN; DeD(S;)

(DT e,

M=

Z\H

D= 1=
3
Il

—_

3
Il

—

= max sup
JEN; DeD(S;)

Define A to be the 3-net of the set D(S;), we have

AN () Tgma(n) TS (T e
max sup — (Dv" ") Tt e < 2 max max — Tt e,
jEN; DeD mzzll nZ:]l ! ! ©i jet; DeN N Zj g €

We consider the case that elements of {{y (MM 1}n , are pairwise independent. This
implies that (szm’(n))Tt;n’(n)ej and (Dv}" (n))TyZn on )ej are pairwise independent for
every n # n’. Given n being fixed, (Dv}" (n))Tt ms(n )ej and (Dvlm/’("))TyT/’(n)ej might
not be independent for m # m’. Observe that (Dv;" (n))Ttm( ")
dlstrlbuted Under this setting, we can bound the Orlicz norm |- ||, of the random variable

iy _1(Dv )Tt"e; as the following. By writing v/ in terms of (D.15) and t; in terms
of (D.17), we have

e; are sub-exponentially

1 M
i Yo
m=1

U1

1208 1/2
< max A" o=y (IBY]| /

1/2 =
V2 4 By oA [ =™

1/2 1/2
+ =5y + 1=V

1/2 1 m.q1/2 rl/2 wl/2
< max 22 {p 2= Y2 4 (pppa) 2 Em AN 4 Y2 4+ m L,

m=1,...,
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where we recall that |B:| < py/> for i € V, |[A™| < pi/* and |[S™] < p, form = 1,..., M.
Step 2. We define

Cc = (L+92)Cymax ol pi/{py 2 [Z™ 5 + (pppa) 2=y + 271y + =]},

for some small constant Cy > 0. Then, under the condition of the sample size N =
O(C’g{(oz*k:)2 + log p}), apply the Bernstein’s inequality with

(a*k)? + logp
N 9y
and take the union bound over j € .4 with |4 < (1 + ¥;1)s* < p and D € N with
IV] < 5(1H92)%(@)*F e obtain
> t}
5 2,00

farly £ Zer o,

t=C¢

<P {2maxmax

N
S oy -

M
jeA; DeN mzzzl n=1
M N
<22{ ST <@H}
je, DEN m=1 n=1
< p lexp{—(a*k)?}. (D.19)

O
D.6 Lemma D.6— D.9 and Their Proofs

In this section we introduce Lemma D.6 — D.9 in order. The proof is stated following to
the introduction of each lemma. We start with stating Lemma D.6.

Lemma D.6. Let 11,75, 3, Ty, Tg be constants defined in Section C. Under the condi-
tions of Lemma D.1, we have

3p(8* + 1)T1 pS*TiTg TG
T = — A — AT B; — B!
> (P T IR

Qk‘TQ * *
_WHVAmf(A ,B )”2
1 * * *\ (12

with probability at least 1 — M ' exp{—kp(s* + 1)}.

Proof of Lemma D.6. Let 47 = A;*U{i}, where 4;* is defined in (2.7), with |.#Z;| < s*+1
and let

m * Uy 30z
gi (%z ) = {2 < O'mln(z///*//[*) Umax(z///*///*) < — 2 } . (DQO)

Under the conditions of the lemma, we have

(ﬂ 5m> 1— M~ exp{—kpn(s* + 1)},
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using Lemma 1.2. We will work on the event

P
= e&m (D.21)
i=1
By definition of Z ,, we can write

Il,m = <vAmf(A7 B)7 A" — Am*>
=(Vanf(A,B) = Vanf(A,B*), A" — A™)
+{(Vanf(A,B*) = Van f(A*,B*),A™ — A™")
+{(Vanf(A*,B*),A™ — A™)
= Tivm + Tizm + Lizm.-

We proceed to lower-bound the terms separately.
Using (D.2), for Z;1 ,, we have

Ill,m = <VAmf(A7B> — VAmf(A,B*)7Am — Am*>
p
= YU(BB, - B;TB))(I,  A™)S", I, ® (A™ — A™))
1

.
Il

M‘s

(B; - B}.B/{L,® (A" - A™)}Z"(IL,® A™T))
1

.
Il

+ zpkﬁi — B, B,(I, @ A")S"™{I, @ (A" — A™T)}). (D.22)

Let ;. = {v: (u,v) € S;}, where S; is defined in (D.7). By definition, for each u = 1,...,k,
|Siu| < (1491)s*(1+92)a*k. For the first term in (D.22), we apply the fact that the i-th
block matrix B;; = I, € RF*F in B and B}, = I € REXE i B* are equivalent. Hence the
i-th block matrix B B is a zero matrix. Therefore, we can write

(B, - B, B/{I,® (A" - A™)}S"(I, @ A™"))
— (~[Bi - B}, [Bi{I, ® (A" — A"}, (L1 © A" )]s, )
<|Bi — Bl |[BH{I, ® (A" = A™)}S1, (L1 @A™ )]s | (by Cauchy-Schwary).

Furthermore, we have

Brm, @ (A" — Am S 1, @ AT s |

~ ~ T 2
= Y |BiHL® A" - AR L, © A,
(u,w)eS;

2

< Y |(BHLe A" —AmEY,) | @A)
(u,v)eS;
< max|(A™), Z > @B @ A7 - AT ST ). :

[k] UESZ u
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Since A™ € Kp,(71,72), defined in (3.8), by the projection operator Pp, , in Algorithm 1,
we have max,ef [(A™)o,[3 < %\|Am(O)H§. Furthermore, using the fact that |S;,.| <
(1 4+ 91)(1 + 92)s*a*k, the above display can be bounded as

HAm<O>H (1+91)(1 + 02)s* K HB*{I ® (A™ — A™)}ET, i
< (1+9)(1+02)s*a* HAm(O>H HB* |A™ — A™ |2, HE\M (km = k)
<L+ )1+ do)s*atr A0 |Br]” jam - ameg S (15 2 < 12712).

Combining the last two results, we can bound the first term in (D.22) as

I[BI{I, ® (A™ — A™ )}, (L1 ® A™ )], | |B; — B}
<1+ 011+ 0a)s*arm HEWHQ HAm<O> HQ Hﬁ;

o IAT =A™ F|B; — Bj|r.
(D.23)
For the second term in (D.22), we have
<B — B!, Bi(I, @ A™)S™{I, ® (A" — Am*T)}>
- _< [Bi -~ Bis. B Bi(I, ® A™) T{i}{ll’—l ® (A" — Am*T)}> (Bii = B, = I)
<|[Bi—Bj|p H (I ® A™) T{z’}{Ip—l ® (A™T — Am*T)}]gi HF (by Cauchy-Schwarz).

Let S;.p = {u : (u,v) € §;}. Note that if (u,v) € S;, then [v/k] € A;. Let the index set
\{i} = {1,..., pA\{i}, we have

~ ~ 2
|[Bi(L,® A™) S {11 © (AT — AT g |
~ ~ 2
= Y B eAMETAL ;@ (AT - AT,
(u,v)eS;
< Y 1B @A) BIE T g @ (AT — A™T)}). 3
(u,v)eS;
<|LoA™ B3, Z X I @ (AT — AT

velk(p—1)] ueS; .
< (1 +92)a”k||((T, ® AmT)BiTHz,OCIIET@{Im ® (A" — A™ T3

By Lemma F.9 in Na et al. (2021), for any two matrices X, Y, we have |[XY|2, <
|X|l2,00[ Y1, where [Y]|; denotes the maximum ¢;-norm of the column of Y. Then, the
above display is abounded as
< (L+ d2)a’ k(I AmT)HzooHBTH |7 AT ® (AT — A™ T}
= (1 +d2)a”k| Ml @ (AT — AT

Apply the condition of K,,(71,72), we can bound the above display as

< (1+d2)a n | AT O3B FIZ"AL 7 © (AT — A™ T}
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Since |47 < (1 + ¥1)s*, and hence H{I|/V| ® (AT — A™ e < /(1 +91)s*|A™T —
A™T||p. Along with Cauchy interlacing theorem, we can bound the above display as

< (L+91) (1 +d2)s" " mo A" O BB/ [F|A™ — A™ 1|23

Finally, under assumption of Lemma D.1, we have |[B] — B!T|; = |B] — BT|; <
Cg|B:"|1 < Cp|B;T|l1. Therefore, apply triangle inequality, we can further obtain the
bound

< (L +91)(1 +92)(1 + Cp)’s"a’ | A" 3B T[FA™ — A™[1|Z73,  (D-24)

Taking the results of (D.23)-(D.24) and plugging back to (D.22) , we can bound Z;1 ,
with Young’s inequality and obtains

p
Tim = —T4T3\/sz |A™ — A"™ | r|B; — B}||r
i=1

* 012 m mx
YTy 2( B - BIE + A - A H%),

where we have

Ty =[S (Cp+1) max A" max(|B;r v [B;T]1);

=1,...

Ty = 2\/(1 + 191)(1 + 192)7’2@*,

and ('15 is a constant defined later.

Under the event of £ defined in (D.21), by Lemma G.3, we know that f(A,B*)
is p-strongly convex and L-smooth with respect to A™ with probability at least 1 —
M~ exp{—ky,(s* + 1)}, where

p(s* + vz I_ 3p(s* + 1)pupp

H= 4 T 4
Define
T, - 3Vxl/bppr, T, = Vgl + 3ppr‘
16 4

Therefore, by Lemma 1.3, we have

I12,m = <VAmf(A,B*) — VAmf(A*, B*)7Am — Am*>

*+ )Y
> P T pm - amep
2
1
+ e [Van (A, B w f(A* B2,
T VA F(ABY) — Van f(AT B
with probability at least 1 — M1 exp{—k(s* + 1)}, the probability that £™ happens.
Define | - ||+ to be the nuclear norm. In the last step, we apply Holder’s inequality and

obtain,

Il?),m _ <VA7nf(A*,B*),Am _ Am*>

> | Vanf(A*, BY)[o|A™ — A™],
> V|V an f(A% BY) o] A™ — A™ |1

. o 013 m -
> VI {WAmf(A B2+ S jam A |%},
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and the second last step follows by the fact |Z| . < /7||Z|F, where r is the rank of Z. Since
k <k, for all m =1,..., M and hence the rank of A™ — A™* is at most 2k. Ci3 > 0 will
be defined below.

Setting C'12 and Ci3 as

2T 4 Y34/ s* 1 p(S* + 1)T1
C12 = Cl3 = )
Te 22k 1o

Vgla

where Yg =
Combining results of Z11,,, Z12,m, and Z13,,, we can obtain that

3p(s* + Y1 ps YYD | am amepz Yo &
L,m>( R Y] 11

4T T ~
2k,
————=—|Vanf(A*,B*
p(s + ) H A f( )”2
1
—————|Van f(A,B* m f(A*,B")[7
with probability at least 1 — ]\4_1 exp{—km(s* +1)}. O

Lemma D.7. Let T5 be a constant defined in Section C. Under conditions of Lemma D.1,
we have

Ty < 3{||vAmf<A,B*>  Vanf(A,BY)2

p
s+ DTs 3] B — BilE + K|Van f(A" B3 .
=1

Proof of Lemma D.7. By definition of 73 ,,, we can write
= [Vanf(A,B)|%
{10 (A B) — Van JUA™ P, 0 A B
+ | Vam F{A™IM_ O A™ B*) — Van f(A*, B[
IV (A% B
By (D.3) and triangle inequality, we can first decompose Za; ,, as

Totm = |[Vam f(A,B) = Van f{A™IM_ U A B)|p

p p
= 1> (e ®L){B/ (B, - B}) + (B] - B;")B}}(I, @ A™)E™(e; ® L1,
i=1j=1

F

Since (e T®Ik) =0 and (e T@Ik)(]giT —]~3;T) = 0 for j ¢ A;\{i}, we can write the above
display as

Z Y (e] ®L){B] (B, —B}) + (B] - B; B/ }(I, @ A™)E"(e; ® L, )
i=1je N u{i} P
P
<VA+9)(s* +1) Y. [{B] (B, - B)) + (B] — B;)B; }(L, ® A™)E"| p,
=1
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where the last inequality follows by |4 U {i}| < (1 4+ 91)(s* + 1). Now, consider single
i1€{1l,...,p} and apply triangle inequality once more, we have

Toiimi = {B{ (B; - B) + (B] — BB}, ® A™) ="
< (IBsll2 + B [2) [ (T, © A™)]2| ™2 B; — B | -

Using the fact that for a pair of matrices X, Y, [X® Y2 = | X]2] Y|z, the above display
is equivalent as

(IBil2 + B l2)[A™ [2|Z™2B; — Bj |
< (L+ Ca)[A™ 2Bz + [Bi][2)[=™]2[B; — B,

where the last step follows by the assumption stated in Lemma D.1: A" — A™ |y <
CalA™ 2.
Note that, by triangle inequality and the definition of spectral norm , we can write

IBill2 < [B; = B2 + | B |2 = |B; — B[l + B2
< Cp|Bif2 + B2 < (C + 1) B;]a. (D.25)
Plugging (D.25) back to Z11,m,; yields
Tor1mi < (1+ Ca)(2+ Cp) |37 2B} 2| A™ 2| B — B | s, (D.26)
where it follows by the fact that |B; — B} |z = |B; — B! |r.
Then, sum up Zs11,m,; for ¢ € V, we have

p
Dot < T§*Vs* + 1) [B; — Bl p,
i=1

where Y5 = (1 4+ C4)%(2 + CB)QHflmngbpa.
Then, applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields

p
T3 m < p(s" +1)T5 ) [Bi — B|%.
i=1

Therefore, we can conclude that

Tom < 3{vAmf<A,B*>  Vanf(A*,BY)2

P
S Yap(st 4 1)) By - B3+ kuvAmﬂA*,B*)r%}.
1=1

O

Lemma D.8. The constants T3, Y4, Yg are defined in Section C. Under the conditions of
Lemma D.2, we have

MTG

* *TZT m m*

I3 > |B; — By | — Te 3ZHA - A™%
(14 91)s* .
THVB f(A7, B)Hr(koc)'

with probability at least 1 — p! maXm—1,....M exp(—kms*).

48



Proof of Lemma D.§. By definition of Z3;, we can write

={[Vs,f(A,B)]s,Bi; — B})
={Vs (A7B) f(A*,B)]s,B; — B})
+{[VB,f(A",B) — f(A* B*)]SNBZ' -Bj)

+ <[VBi (A", B*)] ;B —B})
=131, + I324 + I334-

First, we express 731 ; as (D.4) and obtain

I31: ={[VB,f(A,B) — VB, f(A",B)]s,,Bi — B})

B, (I, @ A™)XT,(I,-1 ® A™ )]s, B; — B)

N
—

+

M= iD=

([Bi(I, ® A™) 3T (T,-1 © A™ )]s, Bi — B)

3
I

(B

~—
[

» @ (A™ — Am*)}fm{i} (Ip-1® Am*T)]Si’ B, - B;)

M= § PMs

(By(L, ® A™)ET {T, .1 ® (A™T — A™T)}]5 B, — BY).

3
)

Apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can lower bound the above display as

I[BAL, ® (A™ — A™ )} (T, ® A™ )]s, | 7| B; — B} | r

\%
|

M= iD=

I[B;(1, ® A™) ST {T—1 © (A" — A™)}]g | #|Bi = Bf . (D.27)

3
I

We bound the above two terms individually. Following the same proof steps as in (D.23),
for m=1,...,M, we can obtain
IIBAL ® (A™ — A™)}ST, (L1 @ A™ )]s, | #|B; — B}

<A/(L+01) (1 + D2)s* a7 A" B, | p|Z7 2| A™ — A™| | B; — B} |

<AL+ 01)(1+ V2)s*a*7a(Cp + 1) A™O || B | | S [2| A™ — A™ | ¢ B; — B} |
(D.28)

We can bound the second term in (D.27) similar in the way shown in (D.24) and obtain

I1Bi(L, ® A™)ST {L,-1 © (AT — A™ )} | #|B; — B}
< V(L +00) (1 + V2)s7ar | S o | A™O B, |A™ — A™ | £|B; — B! |

< V(1 +01) (1 + V)5 a* (1 + Cp)[Z™ || A™ 5| B} 1| A™ — A™ | p|B; — B} |
(D.29)
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Combining results from (D.28)—(D.29), we can apply Young’s inequality and lower
bound 1-31’1' as

=

I31 = — Z T4 Y3Vs* |A™ — A™ || p|B; — Bj||r
1

m=

m mx C31
LT Z( jam - amz 4 s, - BHF)

where T3, and T4 are defined in Section C and Cj3; is defined below.
We define the event &;:

Ei = 1 EMN(A), (D.30)

where £ () for m = 1,..., M are defined in (D.20). Then, taking the union bound, if
N = O(maxp—1,.. M k2, (kms* + log M + logp)), we see that event & will happen with
probability at least
M
1—(pM)! Z exp{—kms*} =1—p ' max exp(—kmns*).
m

m=1 T

To find the lower bound of Z33;, we use formula of Vg, f stated in (D.4). Combining
with the fact that

—(B, - B))(L, @ A™)Y"™ = (B; — B})(I,.1 ® A™) YT},
form=1,..., M, we can write

Is2; = {[VB,f(A",B) = Vg, f(A",B")]s5,,Bi — B})

(=(B; = B})(L, ® A™)E,, (I, 1 ® A™ ), [B; - B}]s,)
1

([Bi — Bils, (L1 © A™)EN (L1 © A™ ), [B; - Bils)
1

I
2"‘ M= s

M
>, 1B = Bils, (L1 @ A™) YT, .

m=1

Therefore, we can further lower bound 735 ; as

2

M
IS?,i = O-Ierin('Am*)o'min(2 AZ)HB B*HF
m=1
M
v N . .
> =0 ) Tnin(A™)|B; - Bi|[% = MT6|B; — B3,
m=

1

with probability at least 1 — p~! max,,—;

by conditioning on the event & in (D.30).

M exp(—kps*). The last inequality is followed

-----
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Finally, applying Lemma 1.6 yields,

I33: = {{VB,f(A*,B")]5,B; — B})
> —|[[Vs, f(A", BY)]s, | rk,00) [ Bi — B k1)

=/ (1 +91)s*[[VB, [ (A", B")] 5, lr(k,00)|Bi — B}l r(x,2)
=/ (1 +91)s*[[VB, f(A",B*)]5,llrk,00)[Bi — B}l

1 - &
(1+91)s*{ —|[Vs,f(A*,B )]Si”%(k,oo i
20733

Setting C'31, Css as

S, - B*F}

_ Y6 o MY
2T3T4¢§’ 33 2 (14—191)8*7

Combining 13171‘, 13271‘, 1:3371', 1—3371‘ obtains

C31 =

Mrﬁ .
Is: > ——|B; — B} |7 —

*T2T m mx
. 3ZHA - A™

(1 + 191)8*

- WH[VBJ(A* B 2 o0

with probability at least 1 —p~! maXy,—1,. M exp(—kms*).

Lemma D.9. Under the conditions of Lemma D.2, we have

M
Tus < 3{ Tois® 35 JA” — A™ 3+ To|B; - B}

m=1

+ (1 +v1)s™|

[VB,f(A*,B")]s. ||72~(k,oo) }

Proof of Lemma D.9. We want to find the upper bound of Z,;. By definition of Z,;, we
have

T = [V, f(A.B)]s I3
{11V, /(4. B) - Vi, F(A" B)Is [}
+1[Vn, /(A" B) - Vi, f(A", B")]g |3
+1[V8, 1A% Bl 3
< 3(Zuri + Taoyi + Zaz ).

We further upper bound Z41 ; and Zy2 ;, respectively below.
First, we can write Z41 ; using the result in (D.27):

I41,z‘ = H[szf(Aa B) - vBif(A*vB)]Si ”%’

M
| X [BL© ATS T (1 ® (A" - A™) T
m=1

+ [BAL, ® (A™ — A™)}E, (T @ A™ )],

%

2

F

o1



Apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the above display can be bounded as
I, ® A™) ST {T-1 © (AT — A™ )5 %

[Bi{L, ® (A™ — A™)}E; (Lo © A™ )]s, 7 (D.31)

Then, we bound the a}iove two terms separately. B
Since BZ-(Ip®Am)ET7\”‘{i}{Ip,1 ® (A™T — A™T)} is evaluated on the support S;, for any
(u,v) € S;, we have [v/k| € #;. Therefore, we have

3 1B, © A8 0 6 (A7 — AT |2

m=1
M ~ o~
= 21 B, @ A™)E" AT 7 @ (AT — A™ )]s, |7
=1

M
< (1+00)s"[B;13 ) AT BIS™[31A™ — A™ |

m=1

M
< (L+01)s* (1+Ca)’(2+ Cp)?IBE[5 Y |A™ 3= 5] A™ — A™ |7,
m=1

(D.32)

where the last line follows by the condition of Lemma D.2.
Similarly, we can write the second term of (D.31) as

N

IBi{I, ® (A™ = A™)}BT (L1 ® A™ )]s |7
1

I[Biy T4 ® (A™ — A™NE7 1 (L @ A™ )]s 5.
1

I
MMz =

Using the fact that |4 < ¥15*/2 < (1 + 91)s*, we have [{I ;) ® (A™ — A™)}[7 <
(1 +91)s*|A™ — A™*||2. Therefore, the above display can be further bounded as

M
< (L+00)s" B3 Y JA™[ZIZ™3|A™ — AT |3

m=1

M
< (L+91)s"(2+ Cp)IBi[3 D) [A™[3|=™5]A™ — A™ 3.
m=1

(D.33)

Plugging the results of (D.32)-(D.33) back to (D.31), we could conclude that

M
Tis < MY5 ) s*|A™ — A™| %,

m=1

where Y5 = 4(1 4+ C4)%(2 + Cp)?pppo max,,—1

-----



Similarly, expanding Z42;; obtains

Li2; < | VB, f(A*,B) — Vg, f(A*,B")|%

" 2
= Zl(Bi =B} (L1 @ A™) N i (L1 @ AT
m= F

M
<M Y AT S 31Bi - B |E < Y7M?|B; - B,

m=1

where T7 = maxy,—1,... M p2||=™ 3.
Next, we can write Zy3; as

Lisi = [[VB,f (A", B)]g [F < (1 +91)s*|[VB, f(A", BY)]s, |7 k,00)-

Combining results of Z41 ; and Zy2;, we can conclude that

M
Ty < 3{T5Ms* DA™ — A% + MPY7|B; - B

m=1

(14905 |[Va, /(A B ||2(k,oo>}.
]

E Analysis of the Initialization

Section E.1 discusses the proof of Theorem 5.1. Section E.2 introduces auxiliary lemmas
for the proofs of Theorem 5.1. Section E.3 shows the proof of Lemma 5.2.

E.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1

We prove the result for one modality. Let A™ = (L*)T be the pseudoinverse of L™*, where
L™* € RFn*k be the matrix realization of .Z™ such that the ¢/-th entry of L™* is Ly, =
Loy, ¢ m,, - It should be noted that Am* ¢ RF<km ig different from A™* € RF*Fm: the
former is first truncating 2" and then taking pseudoinverse while the later is first taking
the pseudoinverse of .Z"" and then conducting finite truncation. However, the difference of
the two will become small as k£ and k,, are selected large enough and the remaining terms
are small in magnitude. For the estimate in (4.3), we have the following

|A™O—QA™ | p = [QA™ O —A™|p < |QA™ VAT | p+|A™ — AT g, m=1,2,

(E.1)
where Q is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries taking values in {—1,1} that aligns
columns of the matrix V™ with the corresponding columns of the population canonical
matrix V™ so that <qjv;-”, v}”*} > 0. For the first term of (E.1), we can apply the result
of Lemma E.1 to find a valid upper bound. For the second term, we recall that

km k
Lk = NN L b, 7w, O @ o

(=10'=1

k  km
WTZ’M - Z 2 (L pt, Pe)HPe @ Dyt

{=10'=1
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Define ™" = ¥™m — FLkmk and write
HAm* _ Am*HF < (2k)1/2HAm* _ lAm*“2
= (2k)' 2| (LFm R — b
Apply Lemma E.5, the above display can be bounded as

< 23/2k1/2||

Hence, we complete the proof.
E.2 Proofs of Lemma E.1-E.6

Lemma E.1. Suppose that Assumptions 5-6 hold and N = O(max,,—1, . .m K2 km) where
Km = Omax(2"™)/0min(B™). Then, let C,, 1, p, > 0 be a constant depending on vy, vz, and
Pz, we have

2
HQAm( —A™|F < Copvp (l + max max ! ) kzk:l km,
’ J=Lewk g% 5 — il N

with probability at least 1 — 5 exp(— anzl k).
Proof of Lemma E.1. We have

QA™®) — A

F
= Hf‘_l/z\AfmT(flﬁ)_l/z - QI‘*_l/QVm*T(Eﬁ)_lﬂHF (Q, T are diagonal matrices)

_ wafl/Z{}mT(im)fl/Q _ FFl/QQVm*T(Eﬁ)?l/QHF

HF 1/2VmT{( my - 172 (=m) 1/2}”

+ ’F—I/Q Vm o Vm*Q> (Eﬁ)—l/Z

+H( —1/2 _ pr— 1/2) va*T(Em 1/2”

We then apply Lemma E.2-E.4 to upper bound the above three terms individually and
arrive at

CLIT 2 (Y2 + u;3/2> B

1 ~
+ Cok 2 V2T V2 (72 4 1) max max ———[R'? — R,
G=lok j#i |Y5 — il

with probability at least 1 — exp(—ky,).
Under the condition that N = O(maxm=17,__, M /ﬁfnkm), we could apply Lemma E.6 and
obtain

2
Hﬁl? R12*H2 < 03,% - (pals/Q :01/2 +1>22m]—\71 K

with probability at least 1 — 3 exp(— Zznzl kp,) for some constant Cg > 0.

Recall that |T-1/2y = |Ry,"*|2 and by Lemma L1, we have |[F-12y < (3/2)y, %,
with probability at least 1 — exp(—Fk).
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Taking the union bound, we can conclude that

1 kX2 k
A™O0) _ Amr (1 + max max )\/j ,
HQ HF Vk,psz Lok ji |73 %,| N

with probability at least 1 — 5exp(— 3.2, km) and

Copopars = 04{ e R AV ] O )(pi/QVxl/ZH)},

for some universal constant Cy > 0. O

Lemma E.2. Under the conditions of Lemma E.1 and an universal constant C; > 0, we

have
Hf\fl/2va {(gﬁ)flﬂ _ (Evﬁ)fl/z}HF < 01”1?‘71/2"2( 1/2 24 3/2) M“Tm’
with probability at least 1 — exp(—kmp,).
Proof of Lemma E.2. We have
Hf—1/2\7mT{(§ﬁ>—1/2 _ (Eﬁ)—l/z}H _ Hf—l/Q{,va{( my= /2 (=) 1/2}”
x|,

where the inequality follows by the fact that ||Vm|\2 1. Apply Lemma I.10, we can further
obtain that

< 3]s, (J5], 5+

B, Joom ], o - ],

Recall that opin(E7}) = omin(E™) = vy and pr = Omax(E™) = omax(X7}).  Since
N = O(maxpy—1,...m k2 km), we have

3pz/2 = Umm(EH) V)2, (E.2)

with probability at least 1 — exp(—£k,;,), following Lemma I.1.
Therefore, under Assumption 6, we have

el (=0, v imiin) s} et <ontt e ey

with probability at least 1 — exp(—ky,). Then, we arrive at the conclusion that

B2V (877 — (9177 I < GIE a0y 20 + 42 o
with probability at least 1 — exp(—kyy,). O
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Lemma E.3. Under the conditions of Lemma FE.1 and an universal constant C1 > 0, we
have

-
B2 (Vv (=)
1 .
< C1kY%y 1/2HF 1/2H2 max max ——— |R*? — R |,.
=Lk 37 |y = il
Proof of Lemma E.3. Write

< T2 (B5) 2o V™ = V™ Q) p.

o (97 va) i,

Note that we have

k
<7 * 2 ~ * 12
V™ = V™ Qg = Y IV — aivi™[3,
i=1
where g; is the ith diagonal entry of Q.
Since ¢; is either +1 or —1 such that |V — ¢;v™*|3 is minimized, we know that
V7 gv™y = 0. Let A = R'?2 — R'">* and C,C5 > O be universal constants. Recall
1 1
the singular decomposition of R?* is R?* = Zf ijjl-*(vjz*)T, where 7; could be viewed as
the canonical correlation of yi and y? for j = 1,...,k. Without the loss of generality, let

m = 1 be the first data modality and m’ = 2 be the second data modality, we can apply
Theorem 5.2.2 in Hsing and Eubank (2015), restated in Lemma 1.9, and obtain

- WV a5, ATV i) + il a4, ATV )
V7 — vl < | ) 2= ()
i V5T
2
+ Coymax —5——-[All2
N el
< max | S g, ATV (VI gy)
o | 0 A ],
+maX7 T ATvm*q )(vViTa;)
| DY A

+ Cy maxi\\Alb-
i#i ;= 7]

Since | X vV ai, ATV g (vt a2 < [Al2, |25V a5 ATV g (v g2 < A2
and 7;,7; < 1, the above display can be further bounded as

2| Al

< max g~ + Cymax ———5 Al
i#i |y =7l i#i g =7

1
< Cymax ——— Al
i#i =il
where the last inequality follows by the fact that the magnitude of the canonical correlation
is less than one |v;| < 1 for any 4 and hence |v7 — 7| < |5 =il + 7| < 2}y —l. Then,
we complete the proof.
O

56



Lemma E.4. Under the conditions of Lemma FE.1 and an universal constant C1 > 0, we
have

” ( -1/2 1-\*71/2> QVm*T( ) 1/2HF < k1/2 —5/2%;1/2(3”1:\‘71/2” + 1)”ﬁ12 N RIQ*HQ‘

Proof of Lemma E.4. Since Q is a diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries taking values in
{1,—1} and |[V™ 7|y < 1, we can write

H (fq/z _ I‘**l/2) va*T(Eﬁ)AQHF < H(E?ﬁ)*lpﬂz qu/z _ I‘*71/2HF

Applying Lemma I.10 again with A = (|T2 v |T*||2) < 1 yields
B2 - D2 < V22 BT 4 1) - T
<K EIET )+ IR - ). (E4)
Applying Weyl’s inequality (See Theorem III.2.1 in Bhatia (2013) for details), we have
IT = T[> < R = R"*[o.

Then, we complete the proof.
O

Lemma E.5. Let £ € B(H,Hy) be a compact operator and {¢1 ¢}ren and {$2¢}een be the
CONS for Hy and Hs, respectively. Let

A R AN Z Z<.z’¢1 0 $2.0002,0 @ ber
(=10'=1
Define of = £ and o/ = 3 34 (LT o0, $1.00610® do, then we have
|2t — &P gs < 2LMP)ZL 7
Proof of Lemma E.5. Write
(2P — | < (L7 — ||
= [Pt = (27" + 27)|.

Apply the result from Lemma 1.8, we could further bound the above display as

<2002 v 1L
<2127
Hence we complete the proof. O

Lemma E.6. Given two centered Gaussian random vectors x € R%,y € RP with covariance
¥, and X, respectively. We define Emy be the cross covariance and Ryy = 3, 1/22$y2—1/2
Let 2 be the sample covariance of x, 2 sample covariance of y, and Exy be the sample
cross covariance of x,y with N independent samples. Define ny = Ez I/QExyZy V2 Let
C1 > 0 be an universal constant. Assume that N = O(p + d), a = (|Zz]2 v [Zy]l2) and
B =212 v 155" ]), then

(p+d)

|IRzy — Ruyl2 < C1028% (3028 + 1) s

with probability at least 1 — 3exp{—(p + d)}.
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Proof. The inequality could be shown by first applying the triangle inequality and then use
the tail bound to find the upper bound of each term individually. We have

|Ray — Ryl < (5712 = 5.12)8,, 5,25
+ 352 (Bay — Bay) 5,2
+ 2280y (2,2 = 3,
<Zog +Zo2 + Zys.

Since N = O(d + p), we have

] ~ 1
(Z) O'min(zx) = iamin(zx)Q

.. = 1
(i) Umin(zy) = iamin(zy%
S 3
(iii) UmaX(Exy) < §Urn1n(2wy) (H xH2 Vv ”2?;“ ),

with probability at least 1 — 3exp{—(d + p)}, following Lemma I.1 and the union bound.
Apply Lemma I1.10 and Lemma I.1 to Zg ; and we could obtain the upper bound

Ty1 < Co(IBell2 v 1By |22 (127212 v [12,%2)"
(p+d)
{801Zallz v 12y 12) (=712 v 152 0) + 1} 4 P,

with probability 1 — 3exp{—(d + p)} for some absolute constant Cy > 0. We obtain the
same upper bound for Zg 3. For Zg 9, we have smaller coefficient:
(p+d)

N )
with probability 1 —2exp{—(d+ p)} and C5 > 0. Hence, the terms Zy ; and Zg 3 dominate.
Then, by summing up Zg 1, Zg 2, and Zgy 3, we complete the proof.

Ty < C3(|Zalz v [y 1) (1252 v 2, 2)2)°

O
E.3 Proof of Lemma 5.2

The proof is consisted of three steps. In the first step, we show the condition where the
solution is nontrivial. In the second and third step, we show the contraction of the iterates
of Algorithm 2.

Step 1. Given A™O) for m = 1,..., M, we want to verify that Am(O)YZm # 0 for
m = 1,...,M and i € V with high probability. Then the solution to the minimizer of
hi(B;) is nontrivial. Since

CIATOYTE — vee(A™O)T (T, @ B vee(A™ ) > 0

and Umm<1k®2m) = Jmm(fl ), it suffices to show that Umm(E ) > 0. We define the event
as
E = {Umm(E )>0}, m=1,...,M.

Then, under the condition that N = O(k2,(ky, + log M + logp)), Lemma I.1 states that
event £ happens with probability at least 1— (pM )™t exp(—ky,) for m = 1,..., M. Taking
the union bound again and applying De Morgan’s law, we can show that the event

M P m
Nm=1 Niz1 €ii »
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happens with probability at least 1 — maxy,,—1,. a exp(—Fkn). Then, we conclude that
Am(O)Yim #0forieV and m =1,..., M with probability at least

1— max exp(—kn)=1— max exp(—kmns").

m=1,....M m=1,...,

Step 2. Given that the solution is nontrivial, the next step is to prove that the pro-
jected gradient descent would converge to a local optimum with quantified error. By
Lemma G.5, we know that h is a ming,—1 . s 2_1anfnin(Am(o))—strongly convex with re-
spect to B; with probability at least 1 — max,,,—1 . ar exp(—kms™). It is easy to verify that
h is maxp—1... 1 02 (A™O)| 7 |-smooth. Let Z7™ = A™OY™ and Z™ = A™Y™ for
1 € V. Then, we can write

1

MB) = 57 D) 12— Y ByZplE

1 jeieV

N

Let mp = Cy {1 — o2 (A0 JvanB,/2¢. Apply Lemma E.7-E.8, we can obtain

mln(
IBf — B}|p < mo|B; — BfHF
+ 77]30019 Z {H B*{I Am*)}z Ty ( b1 ®Am(0))7]‘§l ”F

+[[B; (L, ® A™)ET T -1 ® (A™O — AN 5 | )
a*s* k2
N )

+ 0571'0197730 (E5)

with probability at least 1 — 3max;,—1,_. s exp(—kms*).
Note that we can write

I[-B; (1, ® A™O)S7 (1, © A™O)T 4 BI(I, ® A™) S0 (L1 © A™) g | p
{H B*{I Am(o) Am*)}z\{ }( P— 1®Am(0))T]$HF
+[[B (L, ® A™)E0 {1 ® (A" — A™ )3T |}
< 0157 {omac(A™O) + 2} /(T + 01)s7 A — A7
< Cy|A™O) - Am |, (E6)

where Cy = max,,—1, .m p;ﬂHf}mHg {amaX(Am(O)) + ,03/2} (1 +99)s*
Combine (E.5)—(E.6) together, we have

N C C A m e a*s*k?
B Bl < ol By~ Bl + G ) AT A b+ CosConag| “E

with probability at least 1 — 3 max,,—1,.. arexp(—kms*).

Step 3. Starting with BEO) = 0, after L iterations of Algorithm 2, we have the following
result by telescoping technique:

* . C 019 1B, . Cs.Conp, [ars*k?
HBz( B HF 770 ||B HF+ _Ibo Z HAm(O Am HF+ 11_ 0 N ’

o

with probability at least 1 — 3max;,—1,.. v exp(—kms™).
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Lemma E.7. Consider the following objective function

i= ) B,,]z

J#i

7

where g is L-smooth and p-strongly convex with respect to B; and 22 e RF*N forieV. Let
one-step iterate of the update to be

= Ha o Ts (Bi —nVB,9(By))
where n < 1/L. Let Z; e RN for i e V. Define
Ry = (2], 20\ 2T, 2T @] BT 1 2. 2] € REPCEGD
Ky=(2{,....2_ 2] ,....2)"(z{,....2] 2] ,,...,Z]) e RFP*Fr~ 1),
Then
1 * * o *
CfﬁHB+ B}|r < (1 —np) |B; — B | +n|[Bf (K.; — Koy)s, |# +nl[BIK. s, |

where S; is defined in (D.5).
Proof. First, we define
1
9(Bi) = 5~

= sz

i

Apply Lemma H.3-H.4, we can write
IB = B}lr = [Ha o Ts (B; —nVp,4(Bi)) — Bi|r < Cy|B; — B} —n[VB,3(By)]s,| r,
where S; is defined in (D.5). Then, by (D.14), we can write

IB; — Blllr < Co{IBi — B} —n[VB,4(B;) — VB,3(B})ls, | r
+ [nlVe,9(B]) = VB,9(B))]s | + [ [1VB,9(B])]s, | r},

where Cy is a constant depending on ;1 and 5 defined in Section C.
Write

IB; — B —n[VB,9(Bi) — VB,9(B])]s.llr
< |Bi =B} —1{VB,9(B:) — VB,g(B})} |r
= || vec (B; — B}) — nvec (Vp,9(B;) — VB,3(B])) |2

1
o
< |Leg f V(vec (1B + (1 Bt

< (I=nu)|B; = B]|Fr (E.7)

Note that we can write Vg, g(B}) = —]§:IA{\Z and Vg,g(B}) = —]§;K_\i. Then, we can
write

V2G(vec (tB; + (1 — t)B;))dt} vec (B; — B})

t=0 2

In[VE.9(B;) = Vi,9(B)]s | r = nll[B; (K.; — K.)ls 1.

where ]§1* =(-By-— Blfp) e REkxpk .
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Lemma E.8. Under the conditions of Lemma 5.2 and define

0572‘ = 02\/(1 + 192)( + 191)

% max p1/2 1/2{/)

m=1,...,

1/2

32 (papn) 2™ 251+ 1215,

where Cy > 0 is an universal constant, we have

. a*s* k2
N5l [VB,hi(Bi)]s, | F < Csimpo\| —

with probability at least 1 — exp{—a*ks*}.

Proof of Lemma E.8. We use similar argument of Lemma D.4 and write that

m=1n=1 S;

[szhl(B:)]S_z = [Z Z Vi ol Y\{Z ) (I;D—l ®Am*T)] )

where v, ™(") i3 defined in (D.15).
Deﬁne

UI(S) ={u:supp(u) c {S.;,i=1,...k(p—D},|ufi =1}, S ={u: (u,i) e S}k
Up(S) = {w :supp(w) = {S;.,i =1,... .k}, |w|1 =1}, Si. = {v; (i,v) € S}.

For notation simplicity, we define U; = U (S;) and Uy = Us(S;). Let N7 be the 1/8-net of
Uy and N> be the 1/8-net of Uy. Then, we can write

I[VB:hi(BY)]s, | r < VEI[VB,hi(B])]s, |2

N M
1 «
k sup sup u' [N 51 7 E y\{l ) (I,1 ®A™ T)] w.

ueldy welds

S;

Apply Lemma 1.4, we can upper bound the above display as

< 2Vk sup sup u' [ Z Z \oh n) y\{l} ) (I ®Am*T)] w,

ue/N; welNs S
where the right hand side can be seen as sum of i.i.d. sub-exponential random variables with
Orlicz norm upper bounded by max,,—1__ pglc/2 1/2{p1/2H2m’“Hé/2 + (papp) /2|0 ]5/2 +

HE‘”HI/2 + HEW||1/2} where a similar proof can be found in Lemma D.4. Define

Oy = Con /AT )1 91)
X mlrnaxj\/[pl/2 l/z{pl/QHEmqu/Q + (Pa Pb)1/2||2m’q|

30y

1/2 1/2 1/2
P =,

and Cy > 0. Therefore, apply Bernstein’s inequality with N = O(C’gﬂ-a*s*k) and take the

union bound over all N with |NV;| < (17)3+709% and Ny with |Ny| < (17)0+090)0+02)a’ks™
we have

. . a*s* k2
Trsi = 06, [V hi(B))]s, | F < 18, VE|[VE,hi(B])] 5, ]2 < Cs.iMBo | N

with probability at least 1 — exp{—a*ks*} > 1 — maxy,—1 . exp(—kms*),
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F Proof of Theorem 5.4

The main theorem combines results from Theorem 5.1 and Lemma 5.2 with result from
Theorem 5.3.

Step 1: The first step is to show that A computed from (4.3) form =1,...,M
and B; outputed by Algorithm 2 for i € V satisfy Assumption 8. Since ||A"(?) — A™* ||, <
|A™O) — A7 || and /8|7 ™|2]|£™" || is a constant under the condition that [|.£™"| =
0(1/+/km), Theorem 5.1 tells us that there exists a N = O(max,,=1._._a km + log M), with
M = 2, such that [|[A™) — A™* |y > C4||A™ |y + V8E|«/™|2||-£™"| with probability
smaller than 27! exp(—k; — ko) for each m = 1,2. Using the condition that Taking the
union bound, we have |[A™©) — A™*|y > C4|A™ |y for m = 1,..., M with probability
smaller than exp(—k1 — k2). We define this event as £9,

Similarly, since all norms in finite dimensional are equivalent, it suffices to show that
IB?) — B[z < Cp|B!|r for i € V. Under the condition N = O(maxy—1,. s 8 km +
log M +log p), apply Lemma 5.2 with the number of iteration Ly = —C log{(k*+log s*)}/N}
and Theorem 5.1, we have HBZ( ) — B}||r = Cp|B}|r with probablhty smaller than 3p~1dy

for each i € V. Then, taking the union bound over i € V', we have HBz —B}||lr = Cs|B}|r
for i € V' with probability smaller than 35p. We define such conditional event as 5, | 40-
Therefore, Assumption 8 holds with probability at least

1—{P(&50) +P(EG0)} = 1 — {P(Ef0,, 00) + P(E50) } = 1 — 40p.
Step 2: Under Assumption 8, we can apply Theorem 5.3. The second part of the theorem
can be shown by triangle inequality. Let L be any constant such that L > (—log(l — 7) +
2log = — 2log Ry)/log m. This implies that for any i € V'

1/2
L * * L *
IB{Y —B|r < ( max AL — Am*|2, + max IB{Y) — Bij||%>

~

Suppose that j € 4%, then

LA,

L) B* 1
B |r > 1B lr — B — Bjjlr > AR) — 5AGK) = 5

with probability at least 1 — 10dy. Similarly, if j € A4;*\{i},
L) L . 1
1B Ir < B[S — Bl < SAM),

with probability at least 1—10dy. Therefore, under Assumption 4, if we select edges with the
threshold (1/2)A(k), we are able to recover the edge set with probability at least 1 — 104p.
Finally, marginalizing over the conditional probability that Assumption 8 holds, we have

(JV JV* <1< p) (1 - 1050)(1 — 4(50) > 1— 144

G Strong Convexity and Smoothness

In this section, we show the convexity coefficient and smoothness coefficient of f(-) and h;().
Lemma G.3 states that f(-, B*) is strongly convex and smooth with respect to any A™ for
m = 1,..., M with high probability under proper sample size condition. Lemma G.5 shows
that under mild condition of A™ for m = 1,..., M and sample size, h;(+) is strongly convex
and smooth with respect B; with high probability. We being with reviewing the definition
of L-smoothness and p-strong convexity.
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Definition G.1. A function f : Dom(f) — R is L-smooth if for any x,y € Dom(f) we
have that

79) ~ F60 ~ (VS (x),y — %) < Ty —xI3

Definition G.2. A function f : Dom(f) — R is p-strongly convez if for any x,y € Dom(f)
we have that

F(9) = F(x) +(V£(x),y = %)+ Slly = I3,

Lemma G.3. Assume that Assumption 6-7 hold, |B}|, 0y < s* fori €V and kp =
Omax (™) /omin(B™). If N = O(k2,(kms* + log M + logp)), then f(A,B*) is {(s* +
1)pvzvp}/2-strongly convex and {3(s* + 1)ppgpp}/2-smooth with respect to A™ with proba-
bility at least 1 — M~ exp{—k,(s* + 1)}.

Proof of Lemma G.3. Define the following two constants:

p

dy = (s"+1))] Umin(E%m{i}%*u{i})giin(B;),
i=1
p

dy = (5" +1) Y IBYBIS oy yeo 2
=1

By Lemma G.4, we have f be dj-strongly convex. Under the condition N = O(k2,(kps* +
log M + logp)) event &, = nt_ &y (A U {i}) defined in (D.21) holds with probability
at least 1 — M~ exp{—Fk;,(s* + 1)}. Applying Lemma 1.1 yields Umin(E%*u{i}%*u{i}) >
2710min(2%*u{i}’l%*u{i}) for i € V with probability at least 1 — M ~!exp{—k,,(s* + 1)}.
Therefore we have
P N ~ 41 ~
(s"+1) ZlUmin(z%*u{i}{/ig*u{i})o-?nin(B;) = B ZlO-min(z%*u{i},./i/i*u{i})Ugnin(B;)ﬂ

with probability at least 1 — M ! exp{—k,,(s* +1)}. Apply Assumption 6-7, we can obtain
a further lower bound and obtain u:

s* (s* 4+ 1)prgup

+1 ¢ =,
5 2O—min(z%*u{i},e/i/i*u{i})O—fnin(Bi) = 9
=1

Next, we want to verify the smoothness condition: f is ds-smooth by Lemma G.4.
Apply Lemma I.1 again, with probability at least 1 — M~ exp{—Fk,,(s* + 1)}, we can bound

* L D* (2] ym 3(8* + 1) & m n* |2
(s"+ 1) > B3 120275 giynr oyl < ——— > Omax(Bj iy, o giy) IBi 2
im1 i-1

Finally, apply Assumption 6-7, the above display is bounded as

3(s*+1

with probability at least 1 — M~ exp{—k,(s* + 1)}. O

Lemma G.4. f(A,B*) is (s*+1)>F_; Ufmn(B;)amin(f]%*u{i}%*u{i})—strongly convex and

(s*+1)>F arznax(B;)omax(E%*u{i}%*u{i})—smooth with respect to A™.
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Proof of Lemma G.4. To show strong convexity of f(A,B*), we verify the following con-
dition. For any A™ € RF*Fm e have

F(A'B") > f(A,B") + (Van f(A,BY), A™ — A™) + LA™ — A"},

with specific 4 > 0. We first recall the definition of f(A,B*) in (D.1):

- 1 ¢ “ m
fMB—WZZm » @A™ Y 7.

Then, we can write
F(A,B*) - f(A,B)

/4
= Y (BITBI (I, @ A™)Z", T, ® (A™ — A™)) +on Z |BI I, ® (A™ — A™)}Y™%.
j= z 1

Then, apply (D.2), the above equation is equivalent as
f(A,B") - f(A,B")
1 Gg
= (Vanf(ABY),A™ — A7) + = 3[BT, © (A™ — A™)Y" (7. (G)
i=1
Hence, it suffices to find the lower bound of the second of (G.1) in terms of [A™ — A™|%.

Recall the definition of .4;* in (2.8), and therefore we have B e\ = 0. Consequently,
we can write

1 2 o * m m m
T\,ZHBi{Ip®(A T— ATY™| R
i=1

1 < D m m m
= ﬁZIHBi%*u{i}{I\%*Hl@(A T ATNY T

s* 1L S D *
= 5 Z O'min(zTVi*u{i}JVi*u{i})O-Ian(Bi)”Am/ — A"}
i=1

Next, we want to verify the smoothness condition. We recall the definition that f(A, B*)
is L-smooth with respect to A™ if for any A™, we have

* * * m m L m m
F(ABY) < f(A,BY) +(Van f(A,B"), A™ — A™) + Z|A™ — A"}

To find a valid L of the objective function, it suffices to find the upper bound of the second
term in (G.1). Then, using the same proof technique as we find u, we have

1 S D * m m m
3 BT, © (A~ AT Y
i=1

]. P = % m m m
= oN > 1By iy Lr 11 @ (A™ = A™)NY T [
i-1

1 & = S
< T S UBIIS e 21 A™ — AR
i=1

We hence complete the proof O

64



Lemma G.5. Assume that Assumption 6 holds and N = O(max,,—1, .M K2, (kms* +
log M)), where kpy, = Omax(Z™)/0min(X™). Then, hi(B) is ming,—q, . m 2_1yx012mn(Am)—
strongly convex with respect to B; with probability at least 1 — maxy,—1,.. v exp(—kms*).

Proof of Lemma G.5. We can write h;(B; + A) as

1 M

hi(Bi + A) = hi(B;) + 2(Vp,hi(B;), A) + 2N

HA(Ip—l ® A™)Y 1%
We can lower bound the last term of the above display as

: 1 m m |2
min ﬁHA(IpA@A )Y {7

m=1,...,

: 1 m m 2 1 m m 2
= mlnMﬁHA(IMﬂ@A ) JVf”F""ﬁ”A(IL/Vi*C\fl@A ) ,,/VZ.*C\{i}HF

m=1,...,

. 1
min —HA(I‘%*|®Am) ”/}/Z*H%

m=1,....M
1
m:Hllll’l 2 rzmn(Am)Umm(E/V* /V*)HAHF

Under the condition N = O(max,,—1,. m k2, (kms* +log M)) and Assumption 6, we can

apply Lemma 1.1 and obtain that min,,—q Mamin(i%* /i*) > v, /2 with probability at

77777

least 1 — max,,—1_ arexp(—kms*). Then, the above display is upper bounded as

1%
> min Zton(A)|A[F,

with probability at least 1 — max,,—1,... m exp(—kms*). Here we complete the proof. O

H Projection coefficients

In this section, we show the expansion coefficients resulted from projection to non-convex
sets. Lemma H.1 discusses coefficient of the general condition of projection to K, (71, 72)
and Lemma H.3-H.4 discuss the coefficients of projection to Kp(s, ).

Lemma H.1. Let K(11,72) = {X e RP*4 . 7y < [X;. |2 < 72, = 1,...,p} and P, be the
projection operator that projects X to K(r1,m2). Then, for any Y € K(11,72), we have

|P+(X) = Y|lp <2[X-Y]|p.

Proof. First, we consider that there is only single row in X and hence we can directly apply
the result of Lemma H.2. The generalization to p rows, with p > 1, follows similarly:

P
[Pr(X) = Y3 = X [P-(x) — w3 < 42 Ix; = vjll3 = 41X = Y|,
j=1 J=1
where the last inequality follows by Lemma H.2. O

Lemma H.2. L€t~/€(T1,T2) {xeR: 7 < |x[2 < 7} and P, be the projection operator
that projects x to K(t1,72). Then, for anyy € /C(Tl, T2), we have

|Pr(x) = ylr < 2[x —y]r
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Proof of Lemma H.2. We consider the following three cases:

Case 1: If |x]y = 7o, then projection to K(71,7) is equivalent as the projection to a ball
with radius 72, which is a convex set. Then, following the property that projection to the
convex set is contraction, we have |Pr(x) —y|r < [x —y|F. _

Case 2: If 71 < |x[2 < 72, then it is clear that Pr(x) = x and hence |Pr(x)~y|r = [x—y|F.
Case 3: If |x|2 < 71, then define X = P,(x) we can apply triangle inequality and obtain

[x = yl2 < lx=yl2+[x = x[2 < 2[x =y,

where the last inequality follows by the fact that |X — x|2 < ||x — y|2. Therefore, we have

IP7(%) = ylr < 2[x —y|r
Taking the maximum coefficient of three cases, we complete the proof. O

Lemma H.3. [Lemma B.3 in (Zhang et al., 2018)] Let B* € R¥*F and suppose that there
are at most o* fraction of non-zero entries per row and per column of B*. Then, for any B
and 1 = o = a* and Hq(-) be the hard thresholding operator defined in Section 4, we have

* 2a* *
|Ha(B) = B|F < <1 + ) |B — B
a—«

Lemma H.4 (Group-sparse hard thresholding). Let s, s* be some integers such that s > s*,
B,B* € RFPk and B* is s* group-sparse, i.c., |B*|,(0) < s*. Recall Ty(:) defined in

Section 4, we have
* 8* *
IT:(B) - B < (1 + «/3_5*> BB

Proof. First, let B = 7;(B), supp(B) = S, supp(B*) = §* and I = S U S*. We have

|B =B|r = |[B—=Bli|r < [[B=Blir+|[B =B

Let U = §*/8 and V = §/5*, then we have

I[B - Bl = [Blul% < S IBlvIE <

S *
B - B

Therefore, we have

5 * s* * s* *
IB—-B*|r < <1+ ) I[B —B*];|r < (1+4/ ) IB —B*|p.
S— S S— S

Wwe complete the analysis. O

I Auxiliary Lemmas

This section introduces several useful properties that are used in analyses in previous sec-
tions.

Lemma I.1. Assume that (x(),yM), ... (x) y(N)Y are N independent realizations of
(x,y) € (RP,RY), which are distributed as x ~ N(0,%;) and y ~ N(0,%,). Let x =
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NSy = NSy and Say = NSRS (- )y — 9) T be the
sample covariance. Given § > 0, there exist an universal constant Cy > 0 such that

P‘@m_Eiwb>C% ¢p+d+byv®+p+d+bdvﬁ s
[EXay 2 N N

Suppose that there exist opnq,01 > 0 such that oprg < Omin(EXzy) < Omax(EXgy) < o1. If
N = O(k*(p + d)) with k = 01/0pnd, then

Opad o o 30
P {pQ/\ < O'min(za:y) < O'max(za:y) < 21} =1- exp(—p - d)
Proof. The first part of the proof can be found in Theorem 6.1.1 in Tropp (2015), so here
we only present the second part of the proof. Note that when N = O(k?(p + d)), we have
|22y — EXgyllz < 8¢ with probability at least 1 — exp{—(p + d)}. By Weyl’s inequality,
we have

S S S a 30
O'max(Zacy) < O'ma.x(EEa;y) + szy — ]szy’b < 71’
and R ~ - R .
Omin(Bzy) = Omin(EXgy) — [ ey — EXgyl2 = p2A 7
and hence we complete the second part of the proof. 0

Lemma 1.2. Let Y € RPN pe o matriz whose columns are i.i.d. random vectors drawn
from a distribution. Define & = Y (Y)" e Rebpd 3 = E[S] € RPOPL Let ; <
{1,...,p}, where |.#;| < r. Let fl///l///l € RIldx4\d pe the sub-matriz of & whose rows
and columns are corresponding to nodes in .#;. Define the event

min Xt — <
g = {"(W < ouin(Etn) < omax(Ean) <

3Umax (2//[1///1 ) }
5 _ .

2

Let & = 0max(2)/omin(X). Under the condition that N = O(k*(dr + log M + logp)), the
event & = NL_ & (M;) happens with probability at least 1 — M ' exp{—dr}.

Proof. Then, by Lemma 1.1, under the condition that N = O(x?(dr + log M + logp)), we
have

~ i zu 1
P (1B~ Bl > PG ) < oxp-an),

and we will be on the event &;(.#;) with probability at least 1 — (pM)~!exp (—dr).
Then, we define the intersection of all events & (.#;) for i e V as

& = i &)

Then, by De Morgan’s laws, event £ happens with probability at least 1 — M~ exp(—dr).
O

Lemma 1.3 (Theorem 2.1.12 in Nesterov (2003)). For a L-smooth and m-strongly convex
function h, we have

1
7 IVhi(X) — Vhi(Y)[ %

mL
(X)=Vhi(Y), X -Y)> ——|X - Y|?
(Vhi(X) = Vhi(Y) ) m+LII ||F+er

67



Lemma I.4 (Theorem 6.5 in Wainwright (2019)). Let X € RP*? and N1 = {v1,...,v,} be
the 1/8-net of SP™1 and Ny = {uy, ..., u,} be the 1/8-net of S™'. Then,

sup sup [(v,Au)| <2max max|(v,Au)|.
veN7 ueNs

veSP—1 yeSd-1

1,1 11
Lemma L5. Let ; + =1 and ;; + ; = 1. Then the dual norm of | -

p,m ZS H : ||q7n'

Proof. Assume that we have two matrices X,Y € RP*? and recall the definition of the dual

norm
1 = sup{tr (YT X)|[Y] < 1}.

Then, it is easy to see that
(Y TX) < [Y]IX]s,

for every pair of X, Y.
Let x1,...,x4 be columns of X and yi,...,yq be columns of Y. Apply Hélder’s in-
equality, we have

tr(X'Y) = Z<x], Vi)

< Z 1% lplly;lla-

Apply the Hélder’s inequality again, we can obtain

d w /d .
< (Z Xj|;1> (Z ijll;’;>
j=1 j=1

= HX p,m”Y

|q’n'

The second step is to show that the upper bound is achievable. Let y;; be the kj-th entry
of Y such that

sign(xg;)|xk p—1 .
Yrj = — (k|| , k=1,...p,5=1,....d.

¢ 15~ (S Iy )/

We can easily verify that Y|, = 1. Note that we have

;137 [ 1 .
Iyile = —=m n = e J=hed
I 15~ (20— Iy ll) D)

Summing over d columns, we then conclude that

d —1

"o i”yl"— Sy Il Y
=y = 2

"A S Il

Moreover, we can verify that

Z Z x;]p
XTY < _]ay_]> || 7P
S (S g gy

1/m
2o Il
B = |X
(Zj’=1 HXj/Hp 1/n Z H JHp H

Here we complete the proof. ]

|p7m
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Lemma 1.6. Let %—i—% = 1 and recall the definition of ||||,(xp) and |-|,,q) i Definition 3.5.
Then the dual norm of | - ||,,(k’p) is | - ||r(k,q)-

Proof. The proof is similar to proof of Lemma I.5. Assume that X,Y € R%**s and are
represented as X = (X;---X;) and Y = (Y1---Y,) for X; € RY&>F and Y; € RYF for
t =2,...,8. Then, apply Holder’s inequality, we can write

tr(X,] Y;)

L

s
I
—

tr(XTY) =

vee (X;) ! vee (Y;)

I

@
Il
it

<

X

[ vee (Xi) [lp[l vee (Yi) [lg-

s

S
Il
—_

Recall the definition of |- |, ) and |||z q) in Definition 3.3, where we can apply Lemma 1.5
with m = n = 2 and arrive at the following conclusion

< IXlre) 1Y ) -
O

Lemma 1.7. Let o/, B € B(Hy,Hy) be two compact operators, where Hy, Hy are separable
Hilbert spaces. Let &4 be the projection operator to Im(e/) and Pp be the projection
operator to Im(9AB). If rank(</) > rank(ZA), then

|25 2all = 12521

Lemma 1.7 similarly holds for the Hilbert-Schimidt norm. Since we only use the result
for the operator norm, we do not provide the result for the Hilbert-Schimidt norm.

Proof. We start by decomposing the projection operator as P4 = P4, + P4,, where
rank(Z4,) = rank(Zp) and P4, Pp = 0. Then

12825 = 125 — Pa, — Pa)l = 126 = 2a)ll = 12524,

Since rank(Z4, ) = rank(Zp), we have || ﬁgﬁjl | = |25 24, || (Davis and Kahan, 1970).
Then, the above display is equivalent to

= 125240l < 12524l
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 1.8. Let o7, A € B(H,;,Hy) be two compact operators, where Hy, Hy are separable
Hilbert spaces. Let P4 be the projection operator to Im(</) and Pp be the projection
operator to Im(ZA). If rank(e/) > rank(%), then

ot — 2 <2 (|l"1? v I1211?) |l — 2.

Lemma 1.8 similarly holds for the Hilbert-Schmidt norm with constant 2 replaced by
212 We only prove the result for the operator norm.
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Proof. We generalize Theorem 3.3 in Stewart (1977) to a Hilbert space. Let 24 be the

projection operator to ker(«) and &4 be the orthogonal projection to Im(<7). Recalling
the properties of a pseudo-inverse, we have #4 = o/ /T and define #y = 1ot = T — 2,4.
We define #p and #Zp in the same way. Then, we can write

B = B BB
- B Py
= B Pp(d A+ T — o adT)
= B Pp(d A A+ T — ot )
= B Pp(A T + P7).

Similarly, write

AR Al
= By’
= (B B+ — BB Ryt
— (B BB B+ T — B BTyt
— (B PpB + TR r .

Therefore, we have

B — ot = — B Pp(B — ) Tord + B PPy — Fp st =T + Ty + Ts.

Note that Im(4") is orthogonal to the null space ker(#) and we have Im(T}),Im(7%) €
Im(%') and Im(T3) € ker(%). We have

28" — M < ITy + Tall + 1T
Since Ty + Ty = BT {—93(93 A A T Wgﬁj}, we have

ITy + T2l < 18] (1225(% — )| + 125 251)
12| (|25(2 — )| + | 25 Pall) (Lemma 1.7)
= 12" {|Z8(2 — )| + | 75(2 — )|} (P55 =0)
<12 {|Z5(2 - F)Il + 1752 — )|}

= 12"l 12 — 1.

NN

For T, since |#5%a] = |(Z52)*| = 1%5(%5)*1 = 8%, we have

I%5%42"|| < |7 | 2% 5]
=l Y (o — )25l (#%5 = 0)
< 1?11% ~ <.

Combining the last two displays, we have
Il — 21 < 2 (717 v 12T1°) |7 — ),

which completes the proof. O
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Lemma 1.9. [Adapted from Theorem 5.2.2 in Hsing and Eubank (2015) Let T, T e
’B(Hl,Hg) be two compact operators associated with singular systems {\j, fi;, f2; }jeN and
{)\3, flj,fgj }jen, respectively. Without the loss of generality, we assume that {fi;}en and
{f2j}jen provide CONS for H; and Hs, respectively. Define A = 7 — T and G =
(27! ming.; |)\i—)\]2|)_1(|||<7||| +IADNA]. Assume that {; < 1—e for any number e € (0,1).
Then, there exists a constant C = C, € (0,0) such that

Fis—fip) - Y Ak<f2k7Af1j>§H% J_r i%<f2j7Af1k>H2 I
J

k#j

with v; = GG + [AI/UAN+ 171D}

Lemma 1.10. Let A and B be d x d real symmetric matrices such that 0 < A, B < Al for
some constant A > 0, then we have

< 07j7

Hy

[A7Y2 = B2 < (3AY2ATY2; + 1) [BT2|3] A — Bl
Proof. First, we write

HA—1/2 _ B—1/2H2 _ HA—1/2(B3/2 _ A3/2)B_3/2 + (A _ B)B_3/2”2
< |ATV2o BT BY? — A% + BT[] A - B

Apply Lemma 8 in Fukumizu et al. (2007a), we could bound |B%?—A3/2|y < 3X\'/?|A—Bl|.
Then we complete the proof. ]

J Discussion of the Transformation Operator

In this section, we discuss an alternative initialization approach as compared to the approach
proposed in Section 4.1. We aggregate the samples across nodes ¢ € V' to initiate A™. The
detail is documented in Appendix J.1. In Appendix J.2, we discuss the construction of A™
varied across nodes. In Appendix J.2, we discuss the generalization of the initialization 4.3
to M > 2 modalities.

J.1 Aggregation of Samples Across Nodes

The initialization procedure introduced in Section 4.1 only use the sample from node 1.
As an alternative, one could aggregate the samples across nodes to conduct joint canonical
correlation analysis. That is, we compute the singular decomposition of

5 Lt - 1/2912<32 1—1/2
qu = - Z(zi,i) / Ei,i(zi,i) / .
i=1
We denote Vii as the matrix whose columns are the top-k right s1ngu1ar vectors of R127 Vg
as the matrix whose columns are the top-k left singular vectors of R12 and T is a diagonal
matrix whose diagonal entries are top-k singular values of R%Q. Then, we initiate A™ as

» —1/2
A () 1295 <p_1 3 zm) |
=1

The experimental setup is described in Section 7.2 and we test the experiments for 20 runs
and take the average of the results. In the simulation, we vary N and measure the distance
Zn]‘f Lo |A™ — A™ |2, The result is displayed in Figure 4. The resulting figure indicates
that the normalized distance is consistent with respect to the sample size N.
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p=100 p=150

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25

M
(k > km v kZlog p)/N
m=1

—4— joint nodes (graph 3) ---- single node (graph 3)

Figure 4: We compare two approaches under p = {50, 100, 150}, 04 = maxy,—1, . [|A™* 2.
The plots indicate that both approaches have comparable performance, in particular in the
case when N is large leading to small (kY™ | &, v k*logp)/N.

J.2 Extension to Distinct Operators

Our model is easily extended to accommodate a distinct transformation operator for each
node i, i.e., A". Then, the objective function (3.7) becomes:

2

p
Z Z 2N’A’“Ym > BiATYT
i=1 JeV\{i} F

(J.1)

The initialization for {A["};—1 ., can be obtained by simply repeating (4.3) for each
node. Similarly, we can tweak Algorithm 1 to individually update A" for this more flexible
model by alternately minimizing the objective (J.1).

J.3 Generalization to M modalities

In this section, we discuss a simple extension that enables generalization to M > 2 modal-
ities. Note that Algorithm 1 can be applied to any M, and hence we will focus on the
generalization of the initialization method (4.3). The initialization method (4.3) is the
result of the maximum log-likelihood estimator of the Gaussian linear latent model (Bach
and Jordan, 2005). It follows that the generalization to M modalities may be solved using
the maximum log-likelihood of the M-modal generative model. There are multiple poten-
tial ways to carry out the estimation, e.g., the EM algorithm. Here, we provide a simple

extension from (4.3).
Given me {1,..., M}, let \m = {1,..., M}\{m}. Note that we can generalize (4.2) to

i | Z; ~ N(Lm*zi, an‘,q + Em»’“);
y)m 0~ AL, S 4 ),

where yz\m _ (yilT’ o ’ylm 1T7yzm+1'|" o 7yf\/lT)T7 L\m* _ (LlA*T Lm—l*TLm-‘rl*T LM*T)T.
Here Z}?’q is a block-diagonal matrix whose j-th block is Z]’q for j < m and EJ Tha for
j=m; ZZ\T’“ is a matrix of the covariance of (uzﬂ, TV 1T,u;n+”, ... 71%‘ )T, Then,

\

we can view (y,y,"") as two modalities and apply Theorem 5.1 with ko = Zz‘e\m ki. We
generalize the result in the following paragraph. The idea is that since Theorem 5.3 holds
for any M > 2, if the generalized initialization method can fulfill Assumption 8, then The-
orem 5.4 can be generalized to any M > 2
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Define R™\™ = (Xm)~1/2xm\m(3\m)=1/2 " The following Assumption is a variant of As-
sumption 5.

Assumption 5. Suppose that there exists anm € {1,..., M} such that min(ky,, Y, ki) =

ie\m

k and the top-k singular values of R™™ satisfy: v1 > v2 > ... > v, > 0.

Theorem 5.1’ (Generalization of Theorem 5.1). Let Ky, = Omax(2™)/0min (X™). Suppose
there exists a m satisfies Assumption 5 and Assumptions 6 holds. Suppose that N =
O(k2.km v max;e,, K7 2ievm ki) Let L™ = 3 e <L G0 O 1, 07 ® G, with T =
{(6,0) e Nx N: (£,0) # (a,b),a = 1,...,kpn,b =1,... k}, denote the truncation term.
Then form’ =1,..., M

! / 1 Z]\{ k} ! !
A™O) QA | p < Oy, <1+max ) EE=L20 L 8E| ™ L™,
[ I Visvsp s o— N ™ {17l I
(J.2)

with probability at least 1 — 5exp(— XM | k;), where Cs, ., > 0 is a constant.

Proof of Theorem 5.1°. Note that if Assumption 5’ is satisfied, this implies that there exists
a m such that R™™ satisfies Assumption 5. Then we can apply Theorem 5.1 and obtain
the result. O

K Additional Simulation Results

In this section, we present additional simulation results. Section K.1 introduces the graph
and data generation processes. Section K.2 introduces the simulation process of the edge
sets used in Graph 4. Section K.3-K.4 present additional simulation results with different
sample size and noise model.

K.1 Data Generation Procedures

We first introduce the precision structures followed by the data generation processes.

Construction of inverse covariance (2: Instead of generating graphs from [,
directly construct sparse inverse covariance operators. In simulations, we require the ranks
of the operators to be finite. Assume that the true latent space is r-dimensional. Note
that r and k are different: r is the true dimension that generates the process and k is
the estimated (low-rank) dimension via Section 4.2. We follow graph generation processes
introduced in Zapata et al. (2021) and Qiao et al. (2019). Let ¥ € R™*" be a tri-diagonal
matrix such that ¥;; = 1fori=1,...,7and ¥; ;41 = ¥;11,;, =05fori=1,...,r—1. Let
Q e RPP*P" = (Q; ;) be the precision matrix with 7 = 9 and Q; ; e R™" for 4,5 = 1,...,p.
Since €2; ; = 0 if and only if Bi* = 0 for ¢ # j, we consider consider the following structures
on €2

we

e Graph 1: This model is similar to Graph 1 in Section 5.1 in (Qiao et al., 2019). The
diagonal blocks have and €2;; =Iforie V. For any ¢ = 1,...,p — 1, the off-diagonal
blocks have €2; ;4,1 = Q;41; = 0.4¥. For any ¢ = 1,...,p — 2, the off-diagonal blocks
have €2; ;12 = Q;;2; = 0.2¥. For all other off-diagonal blocks, we have €; ; = 0.

e Graph 2: This model has similar structure as the Graph 2 in Section 5.1 in (Qiao
et al., 2019) with the assumption that p must be a constant multiple of 10. For
t =1,...,p/10 and let @ = (£2i;)i=10(t=1)+1,...,.10t,j=10(t—1)+1,...,10¢ be a 107r x 107
sub-matrix of €. If ¢ is an odd number, €2; comes from Graph 1 with p = 10. If ¢ is
an even number, then ; = I.
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e Graph 3: This model is the same as Graph 1 except that we have an additional
structure: €2; ;43 = Q;43,; =0.1V fori=1,...,p— 3.

e Graph 4: The structure is similar to example used in Zapata et al. (2021), which
violates the partial separability structure (Zapata et al., 2021). We adopt the modified
graph structure, Model D in Zhao et al. (2021) as the graph candidate for Graph
4. First, each node has the number of neighbors following a power law distribution
f(y) = y~2 and the candidates of neighbors are selected uniformly. Then, we partition
the edge set F' into r edge sets, F1,..., F,, where the construction is described in
Appendix A.4 of (Zapata et al., 2021) and we restate the simulation procedure in
Appendix K.2 for completeness. Given Fj, we construct a ﬁl € RP*P precision matrix
for I =1,...,r. The ij-th entry of €2, is constructed as follows

N 1, i=7;
Q=14 0, (i,5) ¢ Fy or i < j;
Unif ([-3, —5] v [5.3]). (.)€ B

We then normalize @l sugvh that each row of ﬁl has unit norm. Then, we symmetrize
Q; by computing (€2; + QIT) /2 and setting the diagonal entries to be 1. We define
3ps = diag(Xq,...,%,) where ¥; = 3l*1'8§~2f1 for | = 1,...,r. Define € RP™*Pr
be a precision matrix whose [-th p x p block diagonal is Ql,l = ﬁl and off-diagonal
blocks are €11 = Q41 = {ﬁl — diag(ﬁl) + ﬁl+]_ — diag(ﬁl+1)}/2. We then obtain

Q= diag(2ps)*1/2diag(ﬁ)*1/2(_2diag(f_2)*1/2diag(2ps)*1/2.

Construction of &/™: Let A™" = (L™")! € R"™" be the matrix representation of
/™ for each entry ay,;” in A™", we have ay,;” = (F™¢}}, ¢¢). Noting that A™* is a sub-
matrix of A"™". To construct A"™" for m = 1,..., M, we first generate sparse orthonormal
rows, where the ratio of the non-zero entries are 1/3. Then we scale the magnitude of row
iin A™" with 0.2(i+ 1)+ 1 for i = 1,...,7,. The covariance matrix of x" for m = 1,2 is
hence {(I, @ L™")Q (I, ® (L™")")}.

Construction of Noise models: We consider two covariance structures of noise mod-
els.

e Noise Model 1: X™9 = ¢gI, where I e RP"*P" forn=1,..., Nand m=1,...,M. In
the simulation, we set o = 0.05

e Noise Model 2: ¥™4 is a block-diagonal matrix with p/10 blocks. First, we generate
a block-diagonal matrix F™ with p/10 blocks and each row in a block is orthonormal
to the other rows in the same block. For m = 2, we rotate F™ 90 degree clockwise.
Let A1 = ... = Appr be the eigenvalues of F™ — (F™ + F™)/2. Then, we make
Fm positive definite by taking the low-rank parts of F™ such that the corresponding
eigenvalues are greater than zero. Then, we normalize the remaining eigenvalues A, ;
by 0.01\, i {max;(Am.;)} L omax (E™9).

The major difference between Noise Model 1 and Noise Model 2 is that data from all
modalities corrupted with Noise Model 1 have identical graph structures in the observational
space. Moreover, when magnitude of the noise is small, i.e., ¢ is small, the graph structures
of the observed graphs and the latent graph will look almost identical. In contrast, data
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Algorithm 3 Partition of the edge sets Fi,..., F;
Input: F, 7€ [0,1]
F. < randomly select 7 |F| of the edges from F'
for!{=1,...,r do
F, < F¢
l—1,c1
for e € E\E, do
F — FJe
l—1+1
if [ > c then
l—1
¢« (c+1)mod r

corrupted with Noise Model 2 has very different observed graph structures between modal-
ities. In addition, the latent graph has distinct graph structure from the observed graphs.
We construct Noise Model 2 to mimic the real world situation that data from different
modalities are corrupted with distinct structured noise and to test the robustness of the
proposed model.

Data Simulation Process: We generate N samples from the latent space, z(1),...z(V) e
RP" under the distribution N'(0,$271), where Q is constructed by one of the Graph 1-4.
Then, we compute x> ag x(") = I,® L™"z™ forn =1,...,Nandm =1,..., M.
The observed samples are

y™ ) = xm) g =1 N, m=1,..., M,

where (" ~ N (0,X™9) is generated independently from either of Noise Model 1 or
Noise Model 2.

K.2 Simulation Details of Graph 4

This section discusses the details of the simulation process of the edge set Fi,..., F, of
Graph 4. We follow the same simulation process introduced in Section A4.1 in Zapata
et al. (2021) and restate it here for clarity. First, we generate a graph with the edge set F
whose edges follow the power law distribution f(y) = y~2. Then, we partition the edge set
F into r edge sets F1,..., F, such that F = J;_; Fi. The partition procedure is described
in Algorithm 3.

K.3 Additional Results for Graph Simulations

We run the experiments for noise model 1. Figure 5 shows the ROC curves under noise
model 1. Table 3-2 indicate that the proposed method has gained in performance in both
the AUC and AUC15 under different graph settings and dimension p. It is worth noting
that the neighborhood regression approach on single data modality proposed by Zhao et al.
(2021) has smaller AUC and AUC15 compared to our method, suggesting that integrating
data modality might improve the performance. Graph 2 has a simpler and sparser graph
structure compared to the other three graphs, and hence most estimators perform well
in this setting. In the case of Graph 1 and Graph 3 which have much more complicated
graph structures, Qiao et al. (2019) and Moysidis and Li (2021) achieve much lower AUC.
Finally, while most methods fail in Graph 4, our method still retains good performance
under p = 50, 100, 150.
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Figure 5: The ROC curves of Graph 1-4. The additive noise is generated from noise model
1.The AUC is discussed in Table 2. The proposed method has consistent performance
across four graphs and p = {50,100, 150}.
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AUC AUC15
Dimension (p)
Graph Method 50 100 150 50 100 150

Proposed  0.88(0.02) 0.93(0.01) 0.90(0.01) 0.64(0.03) 0.77(0.03) 0.70(0.02)
Graph 1 FGGM  0.55(0.05) 063(0.13) 0.57(0.07) 0.12(0.05) 0.26(0.19) 0.11(0.04)
PSFGGM  0.83(0.01) 0.92(0.01) 0.90(0.00) 0.47(0.01) 0.64(0.02) 0.56(0.01)
FPCA 0.84(0.29) 0.89(0.12) 0.87(0.15) 0.51(0.03) 0.70(0.01) 0.68(0.02)
JFGGM  0.47(0.02) 0.64(0.01) - 0.07(0.00)  0.15(0.02) -
Proposed  0.97(0.01) 0.98(0.01) 0.98(0.00) 0.82(0.03) 0.90(0.03) 0.88(0.01)
Graph 2 FOGM  0.96(0.00) 0.96(0.01) 0.95(0.00) 0.74(0.03) 0.81(0.02) 0.75(0.02)
PSFGGM  0.89(0.01) 0.89(0.02) 0.89(0.01) 0.63(0.03) 0.65(0.03) 0.65(0.02)
FPCA 0.89(0.01) 0.89(0.01) 0.91(0.01) 0.74(0.02) 0.74(0.04) 0.77(0.01)
JFGGM  0.83(0.03) 0.91(0.01) - 0.28(0.07)  0.62(0.03) -
Proposed  0.79(0.03) 0.80(0.03) 0.88(0.02) 0.39(0.03) 0.48(0.04) 0.56(0.03)
Graph 3 FOGM  0.68(0.02) 052(0.00) 0.73(0.01) 0.36(0.02) 0.08(0.00) 0.40(0.02)
PSFGGM  0.65(0.01) 0.67(0.01) 0.70(0.01) 0.35(0.00) 0.34(0.00) 0.36(0.00)
FPCA 0.76(0.01) 0.68(0.02) 0.75(0.01) 0.44(0.02) 0.41(0.02) 0.44(0.01)
JFGGM  0.63(0.04) 0.68(0.01) - 0.12(0.03) 0.16(0.01) -
Proposed  0.83(0.00) 0.85(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.47(0.00) 0.46(0.00) 0.46(0.00)
Graph 4 FGGM  0.72(0.00) 063(0.00) 0.67(0.00) 0.15(0.00) 0.11(0.00) 0.27(0.00)
PSFGGM  0.54(0.00) 0.56(0.00) 0.54(0.00) 0.09(0.00) 0.17(0.00) 0.23(0.00)
FPCA 0.62(0.00) 0.49(0.00) 0.49(0.00) 0.35(0.01) 0.08(0.00) 0.07(0.00)
JFGGM  0.68(0.02) 0.69(0.00) - 0.20(0.01)  0.29(0.00) -

Table 2: The average AUC of Graph 1-4 over 10 runs. The value inside the parentheses
denotes the standard deviation. The additive noise is generated from noise model 1, where

the AUC plot is shown in Figure 5. The proposed method consistently achieves the largest
AUC and AUCI5 across four different graphs and p = {50, 100, 150}.
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AUC AUC15
Dimension (p)
Graph Method 50 100 150 50 100 150
Proposed  0.87(0.02) 0.92(0.02) 0.87(0.01) 0.59(0.02) 0.72(0.04) 0.62(0.02)
Graph 1 FGGM  0.60(0.02) 0.76(0.01) 0.64(0.01) 0.17(0.02) 0.45(0.02) 0.15(0.02)
PSFGGM  0.83(0.01) 0.91(0.01) 0.90(0.01) 0.46(0.01) 0.63(0.02) 0.56(0.01)
FPCA  0.84(0.01) 0.89(0.00) 0.85(0.02) 0.52(0.03) 0.70(0.01) 0.65(0.02)
JFGGM  0.48(0.01) 0.66(0.01) - 0.07(0.00)  0.18(0.02) -
Proposed  0.96(0.01) 0.98(0.01) 0.98(0.00) 0.82(0.02) 0.88(0.02) 0.82(0.02)
FGGM  0.95(0.01) 0.96(0.01) 0.96(0.01) 0.71(0.02) 0.78(0.03) 0.76(0.03)
Graph 2
PSFGGM  0.88(0.02) 0.89(0.00) 0.89(0.01) 0.63(0.03) 0.64(0.02) 0.65(0.02)
FPCA  0.89(0.02) 0.90(0.01) 0.90(0.02) 0.70(0.02) 0.76(0.03) 0.75(0.02)
JFGGM  0.85(0.02) 0.89(0.03) - 0.33(0.07)  0.64(0.04) -
Proposed  0.77(0.05) 0.80(0.48) 0.83(0.03) 0.38(0.04) 0.48(0.05) 0.52(0.05)
Graph3 FOCM  0.71(0.02) 0.52(0.00) 0.73(0.01) 0.36(0.02) 0.09(0.01) 0.40(0.02)
PSFGGM  0.66(0.01) 0.67(0.01) 0.70(0.01) 0.35(0.00) 0.33(0.01) 0.37(0.01)
FPCA  0.76(0.02) 0.69(0.01) 0.74(0.00) 0.45(0.01) 0.41(0.01) 0.44(0.01)
JFGGM  0.66(0.03) 0.69(0.02) - 0.15(0.02)  0.18(0.01) -
Proposed  0.84(0.00) 0.84(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.47(0.00) 0.45(0.00) 0.48(0.00)
Graph 4 FGGM  0.72(0.00)  0.63(0.00) 0.67(0.00) 0.15(0.00) 0.11(0.00) 0.27(0.00)
PSFGGM  0.53(0.00) 0.56(0.00) 0.51(0.00) 0.10(0.00) 0.14(0.00) 0.12(0.00)
FPCA  0.61(0.00) 0.48(0.00) 0.51(0.00) 0.34(0.00) 0.07(0.00) 0.08(0.00)
JFGGM  0.75(0.04) 0.63(0.00) - 0.23(0.03)  0.24(0.00) -

Table 3: The average AUC of Model 1-4 over 10 runs.

78

The value inside the parentheses
denotes the standard deviation. The additive noise is generated from noise model 2, where
the AUC plot is shown in Figure 2. The rightmost three columns denote the average AUC
for FPR between [0, 0.15], normalized to have a maximum area 1. The proposed method
achieves the largest AUC and AUCI5 across four different graphs and p = {50, 100, 150}.



1.0 1.0
0.8 0.8
0.6 0.6
0.4 0.4
0.2 024
0.01 0.0 1
0.00 025 050 075 100 000 025 050 075 1.00  0.00 025 050 075 1.00 000 025 050 075 1.00
1.0 1.0 1.0 —
/%éj—?
0.8 - 0.8 - 0.8
0.6 0.6 0.6 1
&
0.4 0.4 - 0.4
=
0.2 0.2 - 0.2
0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0
0.00 025 050 075 1.00  0.00 025 050 075 1.00 000 025 050 075 1.00
1.0 1.0 1.0 Ji—
0.8 0.8 0.8
0.6 064 0.6 1
0.4+ 0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2 1 0.2 1
0.0 0.0 0.0 1
000 025 050 075 1.00 000 025 050 075 1.00 000 025 050 075 1.00 000 025 050 075 1.00
— N=50 N=100 ---- N=200 —-— N=500

0S

00T=d

0sT=d

Figure 6: The AUC of proposed model where data is corrupted by noise model 2. Left to

right: Graph 1-Graph 4

K.4 Experiment 1: p v.s. N

We plot the ROC curve of various graph with p € {50,100, 150} and € {50,100, 200, 500}.

The results are displayed in Figure 6—7. The corresponding AUC is documented in Table 4
and Table 5, respectively. For Graph 1-3, the AUC consistently increases as the sample
size increases. However, the sample size has mild effect on Graph 4 in both cases.
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AUC AUC15
Dimension (p)
Graph Method 50 100 150 50 100 150

N =50 0.84(0.01) 0.87(0.01) 0.83(0.02) 0.55(0.04) 0.64(0.03) 0.53(0.04)
Graph 1 N =100 0.87(0.02) 0.92(0.02) 0.85(0.02) 0.59(0.02) 0.72(0.04) 0.53(0.06)
N =200 0.88(0.02) 0.95(0.01) 0.86(0.01) 0.59(0.02) 0.78(0.05) 0.53(0.03)
N =500 0.89(0.01) 0.96(0.00) 0.89(0.02) 0.59(0.02) 0.79(0.01) 0.56(0.03)
N =50 0.94(0.02) 0.96(0.01) 0.96(0.01) 0.75(0.03) 0.81(0.02) 0.81(0.03)
Graph 2 N =100 0.96(0.01) 0.98(0.01) 0.98(0.00) 0.82(0.02) 0.88(0.02) 0.88(0.02)
N =200 0.98(0.00) 0.99(0.00) 0.99(0.00) 0.87(0.01) 0.93(0.01) 0.94(0.01)
N =500 0.98(0.00) 0.99(0.00) 1.00(0.00) 0.90(0.01) 0.96(0.00) 0.97(0.00)
N =50 0.76(0.04) 0.71(0.02) 0.76(0.02) 0.43(0.03) 0.35(0.02) 0.43(0.03)
Graph s N =100 0.77(0.05) 0.80(0.03) 0.83(0.03) 0.38(0.04) 0.48(0.05) 0.52(0.05)
N =200 0.80(0.05) 0.84(0.03) 0.87(0.04) 0.40(0.04) 0.53(0.05) 0.54(0.09)
N =500 0.81(0.05) 0.92(0.01) 0.92(0.01) 0.39(0.06) 0.62(0.04) 0.64(0.05)
N =50 0.86(0.00) 0.84(0.00) 0.84(0.00) 0.44(0.00) 0.44(0.00) 0.45(0.00)
Graph 4 N =100 0.84(0.00) 0.84(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.47(0.00) 0.45(0.00) ~0.48(0.00)
N =200 0.76(0.00) 0.83(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.47(0.00) 0.46(0.00) 0.46(0.00)
N =500 0.76(0.00) 0.83(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.47(0.00) 0.46(0.00) 0.46(0.00)

Table 4: The average AUC of Graph 1-4 over 10 runs with different sample size. The
corresponding plots are displayed in Figure 6. The value inside the parentheses denotes the
standard deviation. The additive noise is generated from noise model 2.
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AUC AUC15
Dimension (p)
Graph Method 50 100 150 50 100 150

N =50 0.84(0.02) 0.88(0.02) 0.82(0.03) 0.57(0.03) 0.66(0.04) 0.57(0.03)
Graph 1 N =100 0.85(0.01) 0.92(0.01) 0.84(0.01) 0.58(0.02) 0.74(0.02) 0.48(0.02)
N =200 0.89(0.01) 0.95(0.01) 0.86(0.01) 0.60(0.02) 0.78(0.04) 0.51(0.03)
N =500 0.88(0.01) 0.97(0.01) 0.87(0.01) 0.59(0.01) 0.83(0.03) 0.52(0.03)
N =50 0.95(0.01) 0.96(0.01) 0.95(0.01) 0.76(0.03) 0.80(0.02) 0.79(0.02)
Graph 2 N =100 0.97(0.01) 0.98(0.01) 0.98(0.00) 0.82(0.03) 0.90(0.03) 0.88(0.01)
N =200 0.98(0.00) 0.99(0.00) 0.99(0.00) 0.88(0.01) 0.93(0.01) 0.94(0.01)
N =500 0.98(0.00) 0.99(0.00) 1.00(0.00) 0.90(0.01) 0.96(0.00) 0.97(0.00)
N =50 0.72(0.04) 0.75(0.03) 0.77(0.02) 0.38(0.06) 0.42(0.04) 0.44(0.04)
Graph s N =100 0.77(0.05) 0.80(0.03) 0.85(0.02) 0.38(0.04) 0.48(0.04) 0.5(0.04)
N =200 0.81(0.02) 0.87(0.02) 0.90(0.01) 0.38(0.03) 0.52(0.06) 0.60(0.03)
N =500 0.84(0.03) 0.92(0.02) 0.94(0.01) 0.40(0.04) 0.61(0.04) 0.69(0.03)
N =50 0.86(0.00) 0.84(0.00) 0.85(0.00) 0.45(0.00) 0.45(0.00) 0.45(0.00)
Graph 4 N =100 0.83(0.00) 0.85(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.47(0.00) 0.46(0.00) ~0.46(0.00)
N =200 0.88(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.48(0.00) 0.46(0.00) 0.46(0.00)
N =500 0.87(0.00) 0.82(0.02) 0.86(0.00) 0.49(0.00) 0.48(0.00) 0.45(0.00)

Table 5: The average AUC of Graph 1-4 over 10 runs with different sample size. The
corresponding plots are displayed in Figure 7. The value inside the parentheses denotes the
standard deviation. The additive noise is generated from noise model 1.
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Figure 8: Distance v.s. statistical error. We fix N = 324 for p = 50,100 and N = 289 for
p = 150 and vary k = 3,5,7,9. When the value on the z-axis is small, both the average
error and maximum error are small in all graphs. The errors increase as the value on the
r-axis increases.

K.5 Distance v.s. &k

In addition to the sample complexity experiment discussed in Section 7.2, we verify Theo-
rem 5.3 with varying k as well. We choose k = {3,5,7,9}, where we set k = k,,, and N = 324
here. We run the simulation for 20 independent simulated datasets and the average result
is shown in Figure 8. Note that the lines are nearly linear for three different graphs and
p = 50,100, 150, supporting the result from Theorem 5.3.

K.6 Sensitivity of the Tuning Parameters

In this section, we analyze the variable selection method introduced in Section 4.2. First,
we discuss the practice of using elbow method to select k and k,,. We then discuss how mis-
specification of k£ and k,, affects the results. Finally, we discuss the sensitivity of choosing
71,70 and « in the following.

First, we run the elbow algorithm discussed in Section 4.2 to select k£ and k,,. The result
is displayed in Figure 9-10, where there are clear turning points in all cases. Furthermore,
the elbow points match the true values. Figure 13 shows the ROC plot when k is under-
selected, and we select k,,, based on the elbow method. It shows that the AUCs are smaller
when k is significantly smaller than the true k = 9. In the case when k& = 7, the AUCs are
close to the case when k = 9, as Table 6 shows. In Figure 14, we vary ky,, = {5,7,9,11}
and k = {3,5,7,9,11}. Furthermore, we restrict k,, > k due to the technical constraints
of CCA. The corresponding AUC is documented in Table 7. The result indicates that if
the difference between k,, and k is small, i.e., k,;, — k = 2, the underlying AUC is close to
the case when k,, = k. However, if k is much smaller than k,,, we see the decay in the
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Figure 9: Top row: The average residuals of signals from data modality 1 after projecting
to k1 number of basis functions, where the ground truth is k&1 = 9. Bottom row: The
average residuals of signals from data modality 2 after projecting to ko number of basis
functions, where the ground truth is k2 = 9. Each line is plotted as the average result of
N = 100 subjects and over 10 independent runs. The standard deviation of each point is
at the scale of 0.1. Both figures indicate that there is a turning point in the residual when
k1, ko exceed the 9, suggesting that the elbow method could give us relatively accurate
estimates.

underlying AUC. When we over-select k,, = 11, the corresponding AUCs of £ = 9 and
k = 11 are close to the case when k,, = k = 9. However, under-selection of k£ results in
smaller AUCs.

We select the candidates of 71 to be {1/n : n = 1,...,5} and the candidates for 7 to be
{n:n =1,...,5}. Then, we apply 5-fold cross-validation with BIC metric to select the
optimal values. In the following simulation, we fix s = 4 and o = 4/9 and plot the BIC
score with respect to 7 and 79, shown in Figure 11. The plot indicates that the score is
insensitive to the upper bound, the choice of 75, and more sensitive to the lower bound, the
choice of 7.

Finally, we find varying « is less sensitive to the result so long as a = o*. We present the
simulation result in Figure 12. The simulation details are discussed in Section 7.2.



AUC AUC15
Dimension (p)
Graph Method 50 100 150 50 100 150
k=3 0.79(0.02) 0.87(0.04) 0.80(0.02) 0.44(0.02) 0.62(0.04) 0.47(0.04)
Graph1 F=5  084001) 091(0.02) 080(0.02) 050(0.03) 0.69(0.06) 0.45(0.05)
k=17 0.85(0.03) 0.92(0.01) 0.85(0.02) 0.55(0.03) 0.72(0.02) 0.52(0.06)
k=9  0.85(0.02) 0.92(0.01) 0.85(0.02) 0.55(0.03) 0.74(0.03) 0.52(0.06)
k=3 0.96(0.01) 0.97(0.01) 0.97(0.01) 0.81(0.04) 0.86(0.02) 0.88(0.02)
Graph2 F=5  0.96(0.01) 098(0.00) 097(0.01) 081(0.02) 0.89(0.01) 0.88(0.02)
k=17 0.96(0.01) 0.98(0.01) 0.98(0.00) 0.83(0.03) 0.88(0.03) 0.89(0.02)
k=9 0.97(0.00) 0.98(0.00) 0.98(0.00) 0.82(0.02) 0.90(0.01) 0.88(0.01)
k=3 0.72(0.04) 0.78(0.02) 0.75(0.04) 0.44(0.02) 0.37(0.04) 0.43(0.03)
Graph3 F=5  071(0.05) 078(0.01) 080(0.04) 0.37(0.05) 0.36(0.01) 0.44(0.05)
k=17 0.81(0.04) 0.79(0.01) 0.81(0.02) 0.42(0.04) 0.40(0.03) 0.45(0.03)
k=9 0.78(0.06) 0.79(0.02) 0.84(0.04) 0.41(0.05) 0.43(0.03) 0.51(0.06)
k=3 0.80(0.00) 0.81(0.00) 0.84(0.00) 0.38(0.00) 0.41(0.00) 0.41(0.00)
Grapha F=5  083(0.00) 0.84(0.00) 085(0.00) 0.43(0.00) 0.45(0.00) 0.44(0.00)
k=17 0.85(0.00) 0.85(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.45(0.00) 0.45(0.00) 0.46(0.00)
k=9 0.86(0.00) 0.85(0.00) 0.86(0.00) 0.46(0.00) 0.46(0.00) 0.46(0.00)

Table 6: The average AUC of Model 1-4 over 10 runs. The ground truth k& = k,,, = 9. We
vary k = {3,5,7,9}. The value inside the parentheses denotes the standard deviation. The
additive noise is generated from noise model 1, where the AUC plot is shown in Figure 13.
The rightmost three columns denote the average AUC for FPR between [0,0.15] divided
by 0.15. The division is a normalization such that the maximum area will be 1. When k is
significant under selected, k = 3, the AUC and AUC15 are smaller. In contrast, the AUC
and AUCI15 increase as k increases close to the true value 9.
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suggest that the score is sensitive to the values of 71 but indifferent to the choices of 7.
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Figure 12: The sample complexity plot with varying a. We select other tunning parameters
{s, 71, T2} using the procedure discussed in Section 4.2 and apply (4.3) to initialize A™. The
true o* is 0.33 for Graph 1-2, and 0.44 for Graph 3. As the plots indicate, under-selection
of a leads to a larger error when x approaches zero, where in this case we have a large
sample size N. In contrast, large « has a weaker influence on the plot. We find that the

correct choice of a = o* will lead to optimal results.
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N = 100 and each plot is the average result over 10 independent runs. The underlying
AUCs are smaller when k and k,, are greatly under-selected. We found that when k is
slightly under-selected, i.e. k = 7, the AUCs are close to the AUCs of £ = 9 in most
settings.
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and k,, are 9. We use N = 100, p = 50, and noise model 1. Each plot is the average result
over 10 independent runs. Top row: when both k; and ks are significantly under-selected,
the choice of k is insensitive to the ROC. Centered two rows: when both ki and ko are
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when both k1 and ko are over-selected, the ROC curves of £k = 9 and k£ = 11 almost overlap.
It only has a suboptimal curve in Graph 3.
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AUC AUC15
km,
Graph k5 7 9 11 5 7 9 11
3 0.87(0.02) 0.80(0.03) 0.79(0.02) 0.79(0.02) 0.60(0.02) 0.48(0.05) 0.44(0.02) 0.45(0.05)
5 0.87(0.02) 0.82(0.01) 0.84(0.01) 0.81(0.02) 0.61(0.04) 0.51(0.01) 0.50(0.03) 0.47(0.04)
Graph 1 7 - 0.84(0.02) 0.85(0.03) 0.85(0.02) - 0.54(0.03)  0.55(0.03)  0.56(0.05)
9 - - 0.85(0.02) 0.86(0.02) - - 0.55(0.03)  0.57(0.05)
11 - - - 0.86(0.02) - - - 0.57(0.05)
3 0.96(0.01) 0.95(0.01) 0.96(0.01) 0.95(0.01) 0.81(0.03) 0.80(0.05) 0.81(0.04) 0.80(0.03)
5 0.97(0.01) 0.97(0.01) 0.96(0.01) 0.97(0.00) 0.82(0.03) 0.81(0.03) 0.81(0.02) 0.82(0.02)
Graph 2 7 - 0.96(0.01) 0.96(0.01) 0.97(0.01) - 0.80(0.05) 0.83(0.03) 0.82(0.02)
9 - - 0.97(0.00)  0.97(0.01) - - 0.82(0.02)  0.82(0.03)
11 - - - 0.97(0.00) - - - 0.82(0.03)
3 0.78(0.03) 0.76(0.02) 0.72(0.04) 0.75(0.03) 0.45(0.04) 0.42(0.03) 0.44(0.03) 0.45(0.06)
5 0.76(0.04) 0.74(0.04) 0.71(0.05) 0.73(0.04) 0.39(0.04) 0.39(0.03) 0.37(0.05) 0.38(0.03)
Graph 3 7 - 0.74(0.03)  0.81(0.04) 0.76(0.05) - 0.38(0.04) 0.42(0.04) 0.38(0.04)
9 - - 0.78(0.06)  0.79(0.04) - - 0.41(0.05)  0.41(0.04)
11 - - - 0.77(0.04) - - - 0.42(0.03)
3 0.81(0.00) 0.80(0.00) 0.80(0.00) 0.80(0.00) 0.40(0.00) 0.40(0.00) 0.38(0.00) 0.38(0.00)
5  0.84(0.00) 0.84(0.00) 0.83(0.00) 0.83(0.00) 0.42(0.00) 0.43(0.00) 0.43(0.00) 0.43(0.00)
Graph 4 7 - 0.86(0.00) 0.85(0.00) 0.85(0.00) - 0.44(0.00)  0.45(0.00)  0.45(0.00)
9 0.86(0.00)  0.86(0.00) 0.46(0.00)  0.46(0.00)
11 - - - 0.86(0.00) - - - 0.46(0.00)
Table 7: The average AUC of Graph 1-4 over 10 runs. The ground truth k& = k,, = 9.

We vary k = {3,5,7,9,11} and k,,, = {5,7,9,11}. Since k£ must be smaller or equal to k,,

due to the initialization method, we only show the results for k < ky,.

The value inside

the parentheses denotes the standard deviation. The additive noise is generated from noise
model 1, where the AUC plot is shown in Figure 14. The rightmost three columns denote
the average AUC for FPR between [0,0.15], normalized to have a maximum area 1. Fix
kyn, both AUC and AUCI15 are optimal when k& is close to k.

90



L Treatment to Discrete Observed Data

Throughout the paper we have assumed that observations across modalities are continuous
functions. As a result, this article focuses mainly on the construction of the latent model,
and we assume continuous observations for simplicity. In practice, data from different
modalities are expected to be recorded with different temporal resolutions and can be
viewed as discrete data. When the observations are discrete, we can still compute the
function score by projecting the discrete samples to the discretized basis functions. Recall
the basis {¢]",... ,qben} and let t;’f’(n), e ,t;’;’(n) be the sampling time points of subject n
of the modality m at node 7. We can obtain the function score by solving a least-squares
problem (cf. Section 3.1 of Zhao et al. (2022)) and obtain

ymv(N) _ (C?%(n)TC;n,(n))—10?%(71)Th;7%(n)

7 Y

where
ot ™) o ™) )
CTIL(’VL) = . c. . s hm7(n) = .
(™) e o ™) ),
Then, we can replace Y* with ?;” = (i;n’(l), . ,??’(N)) in (3.7). The question is then

how well can we estimate the parameters with the new objective function? Zhao et al.
(2022) analyzed the conditions when the covariance of y!" is close to the covariance of y}".
This provides insight that we might be able to quantify the error due to discretization under
some regularity conditions, i.e., when the basis functions have smooth structures and the
samples are evenly spaced.

The family of basis functions is often unknown in practice. Hence, one approach uses
functional PCA (fPCA) to estimate the basis functions. Existing literature has studied
this setting from both theoretical and methodological perspectives (Yao et al., 2005; Li
and Hsing, 2010; Cai and Yuan, 2011; Amini and Wainwright, 2012; Zhang and Wang,
2016). Motivated by Qiao et al. (2020) who studied functional graphical model under the
setting of the discrete sample, we briefly outline an extension of the methodology from Yao
et al. (2005) to our model and propose a simple treatment.In this first stage, we apply the

algorithm proposed by Yao et al. (2005) to estimate the functional score y:n’(n), denoted

as %n,(n) - (37211’(”)’ A gﬁf:))T for i € V and the estimated basis functions {9/571”, e ¢;€nm}
individually for each modality m = 1,...,M. Assume we observe J discrete samples
randomly sampled at 77" ’(”)7 o 7va(n):

Vi (T]m’(n)) = Xi (T]m’(n)) +&i (T]m’(n)) ,
where y,»(TJT”’(”)) is a shorthand for yim*") (ij’("))’ Xi(T]’.”’(”)) = X;"’(") (ij’(")) and {i(ij’(")) =

fim’(n) (T]m’(n)). Define %" (u,v) as the covariance estimator of Y (u) and V" (v). The first
step is to estimate ;" (u, v) with discrete observations. Let h > 0 be a smoothing constant
and denote Kj,(-) = h~'K(-/h) be a smoothing kernel function. Given u, v, we consider the

minimization of the following function with respect to (Bo, 51, 52):

JZV: 2 {yl <ijv(”)) yz (T;%(")) _ 50 _ 51 (ij,(n) o u) . ,32 (T]T’(n) _ 1)) }2

n=1 ij,(n) #T;;%(n)

x K (T]?”v(") _ u) K, (T]T’(") - v) (L)
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Define 3 be the optimal solution of 8o in (L.1). The estimator is obtained as e%//i\m(u, v) =
15 ~ ~
Bo. Let {( il Z’e) ™' be the eigen-pairs of Jifm( ). Define {¢7",..., ¢} } as the set of

orthonormal basis functlons that spans {qbl Lre oo qﬁl FYRRTRRY ps - Oplh }.
I ? "Wm,p

Let
S = [ (u, ) + 62 (u = ”)]u,ve{T{”’("),...,TJ”’(")} <R,

)

where the selection of & has been discussed in Yao et al. (2005),
v = )y, Tt T e RY.
Then, the estimator (Yao et al., 2005) for yﬂ’(") under the discrete setting is

g = @y SN gt 1k,

2

where a;ij;* W = (dyy (™), .. dp (T )T e R and

’(n f %m ),u)a’f(u)du, j= T{n’(n), . ,T}n’(n).

After obtaining the estimates ?Zm = (?:n( ), . ,?T’(N)) e RFn*N from Stage 1, we can
replace Y with Y in (3.7). Then, the rest of the estimation procedures follow the
proposal.

M Experiments on Real Data

This section discusses the implementation details of the concurrent EEG-fMRI record-
ings (Sadaghiani et al., 2010). Section M.1 introduces the data preprocessing pipeline.
Section M.2 discusses the details of the regression procedure introduced in Section 8. Sec-
tion M.3 shows the visualization of the precision matrices.

M.1 Preprocessing Pipeline

First, we conduct the z-transform of the time-series for both EEG and fMRI data, which is
a standard preprocessing step. In the second step, we project the data to different bases as
outlined in the following. We first regress out the global signal and standardize each time-
series. The truncated fMRI time-series has 143 time points and the original EEG time-series
has 71680 time points, after removing a few time points in the beginning (Poldrack et al.,
2011). We span the fMRI data using the Fourier basis functions. Then, we down-sample
the EEG data evenly to 1024 time points so that we can project it to wavelet family basis
functions, a common basis family used to decompose EEG signals (Gandhi et al., 2011).
The candidates of the wavelet bases are Daubechies’ extremal phase wavelets, Daubechies’
“least-asymmetric” wavelets, and Coiflets wavelets, provided by the ‘wavethresh’ R-package.
To select the best wavelet basis, we use the Shannon entropy type function as the evaluation
metric. The steps are as the following. For each subject n and each region ¢, we compute

the wavelet coefficients wn’(n) for ¢ = 1,2,...,1024. We normalize each coeflicient as

wy' = wn’(n) /max(d, w;ne’(n)). We then select the basis family that has the smallest

entropy _Ze( )2 log(w} )2. The rest of the tuning parameters are selected using the
procedure d1scussed in Sect10n 4.2.
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Algorithm 4 Sparse Neighborhood Regression

Input: {Y"}po1 m
for i € V do
B(” — 0
while Not converged do
forieV do
Bl(t+.25) _ Bz('t) 5By
B§t+.5) - 77913*/2(B§t))

for j € V\{i} do
B My p(BY; )

ij

M.2 Details of the Neighborhood Regression Procedure

The functional neighborhood regression method for data of single modality follows closely
from (3.7), except we do not need to estimate the transformation operator A™ here. Hence,

given ylm’(l), . ,y;n’(N) independent samples and let Y = (y;n’(l), e 7yzm’(N)) e RkmxN
for ¢ € V, we define
P 2
1
(B) = Y g Y- S BYY
i=1 jeV\{i} F
Then, we optimize the objective function:
argmin gy (B)
B
st. B;eKp(s,a), ieV. (M.1)

The optimization problem (M.1) is carried out by projected gradient descent, as shown in
Algorithm 4. Next, we use the estimated B; for ¢ € V' to construct the edge set via AND
operation (4.1). Finally, we estimate the inverse covariance matrix by solving (8.1).

M.3 Visualization of Precision Matrices

és the number of bases used to span two data modalities is different, the precision matrices
Ol e RPE1PR1L and O2 € RPF2XPR2 have different dimensions. This makes it hard to compare
the precision matrices of two graphs. As an alternative, given estimated Q™ estimated
from (8.1) with E € {E™, E*, E™ u E?} for m = 1,2, we compute the magnitude of the
(4, j)th submatrix &;"; of Q™. in Frobenious norm. The resulting plots are shown Figure 15,
where the (4, j)th is the magnitude for w;"s and the label is documented in Table 9. The
figure indicates that the latent dependency graph includes some edge connections that were
not originally detected by any modality individually.

M.4 Computation Complexity

In this section, we analyze the computation time for running the experiments. The sample
size, dimension, and number of time points are documented in Section 8. The computing
time of the model selection of {s, a, 71, 72} introduced in Section 4.2 is shown in the step 5
of Table 8. We run grid search on s = {3,6,9,12, 15,18, 21, 24, 27, 30, 33}, a = {3,7, 10, 13},
71 = {0.5,0.25} and 7o = {2,4}. The computing time of edge selection (proposed algorithm)
is shown in Step 7. In the experiment, we use learning rate 10~ to initialize B, the learning
rate 1072 for updating B and 10~* for updating A in Algorithm 1. Then, we select
A =1{0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9,1.0} in (8.1) using 5-fold cross-validation with the
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Figure 15: Estimated graph structure from three edge set candidates. Left to right:
the graphs of data modality 1 and the graphs of data modality 2. Top to bottom: the
individual edge set, the latent edge set, and the fused edge set. The block diagonal box
presents the partition using Yeo 7 network (Yeo et al., 2011).
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BIC metric. Then, we use skggm package to implement the graph estimation with selected
A. The computing time of model selection of A\ along with the graph estimation is shown in
Step 89 of Table 8. Noting that Step 5, 89 take much longer time to finish as the running
time depends on the size of the tuning parameter candidates, other steps are executed only
once and could be done within a few minutes as shown in Table 8.

Task Running Time (s)
Step 1: standard preprocessing 202.60

Step 2:  model Selection: basis family, k, k,, 201.64

Step 3: project data to selected basis 16.91

Step 4: initialization of A 2.374

Step 5: model selection: s, a, T, Ty 23610.33*

Step 6: initialization of B (Algorithm 2) 251.17

Step 7:  Algorithm 1 277.19

Step 8: estimate graph of fMRI 2777.08%*

Step 9: estimate graph of EEG 4289.77*

Table 8: Running time of the fMRI-EEG experiment. We use Intel Xeon Processor E5-2620
v3 @ 2.40 GHz to run all the steps. The * implies that we parallel the experiment with 24
CPUs and the remaining experiments are executed with single CPU.

Matrix Desikan-Killiany Abbreviation  Yeo 7 Name

Index Atlas Index Network

1 4 ICUN VIS L cuneus

2 6 IFUS VIS L fusiform

3 10 1ILOG VIS L lateral occipital gyrus
4 12 ILING VIS L lingual

5 20 IperiCAL VIS L pericalcarine

6 38 rCUN VIS R cuneus

7 40 rFUS VIS R fusiform

8 44 rLOG VIS R lateral occipital gyrus
9 46 rLING VIS R lingual

10 54 rperiCAL VIS R pericalcarine

11 16 lparaC SM L paracentral

12 21 IpostC SM L postcentral

13 23 lpreC SM L precentral

14 29 ISTG SM L superior temporal gyrus
15 33 ITT SM L transverse temporal
16 50 rparaC SM R paracentral

17 55 rpostC SM R postcentral

18 56 rPCC SM R posterior cingulate cortex
19 57 rpreC SM R precentral
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20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

49
50
51
52
53
54
95
56
o7

o8
59

60
61
62
63
64

27
35

41
43
48
02
58

rSTG
r'TT
ISPL
rSPL
1cACC
IpOPER
ISMAR
1INS
rcACC
rSMAR
rINS
IENT
TG
ILOF
IMOF
IFP
ITP
rENT
rITG
rLOF
rMOF
rFP
r'TP
IrMFG
rcMFG
rpOPER
rpTRI
rrtMFG
IBSTS

1cMFG
IIPL
liCC
IMTG
IpORB
IpTRI
IPCC
IPCUN
IrACC

ISFG
rBSTS

rIPL
riCC
rMTG
rpORB
rPCUN
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DMN

DMN
DMN
DMN
DMN
DMN
DMN
DMN
DMN
DMN

DMN
DMN

DMN
DMN
DMN
DMN
DMN

R superior temporal gyrus

R transverse temporal

L superior parietal lobule

R superior parietal lobule

L caudal anterior cingulate

L pars opercularis

L supramarginal gyrus

L insula

R caudal anterior cingulate

R supramarginal gyrus

R insula

L entorhinal

L inferior temporal gyrus

L lateral orbitofrontal

L medial orbitofrontal

L frontal pole

L temporal pole

R entorhinal

R inferior temporal gyrus

R lateral orbitofrontal

R medial orbitofrontal

R frontal pole

R temporal pole

L rostral middle frontal gyrus
R caudal middle frontal gyrus
R pars opercularis

R pars triangularis

R rostral middle frontal gyrus
L bank of the superior temporal
sulcus

L caudal middle frontal gyrus
L inferior parietal lobule

L isthmus cingulate cortex

L middle temporal gyrus

L pars orbitalis

L pars triangularis

L posterior cingulate cortex

L precuneus

L rostral anterior cingulate cor-
tex

L superior frontal gyrus

R bank of the superior temporal
sulcus

R inferior parietal lobule

R isthmus cingulate cortex

R middle temporal gyrus

R pars orbitalis

R precuneus



65

66
67
68

29

61
15
49

rACC

rSFG
IPARH
rPARH

DMN

DMN
DMN
DMN

R rostral anterior cingulate cor-
tex

R superior frontal gyrus

L parahippocampal

R parahippocampal

Table 9: The index table of Desikan-Killiany atlas (Desikan et al., 2006) reordered to Yeo
7 network (Yeo et al., 2011). VIS = visual; SM = somatomotor; DA = dorsal attention;
VA = ventral attention; L = limbic; FP = fronto-parietal; DMN = default mode network.
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