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In covariance matrix estimation, one of the challenges lies in finding a
suitable model and an efficient estimation method. Two commonly used mod-
elling approaches in the literature involve imposing linear restrictions on the
covariance matrix or its inverse. Another approach considers linear restric-
tions on the matrix logarithm of the covariance matrix. In this paper, we
present a general framework for linear restrictions on different transforma-
tions of the covariance matrix, including the mentioned examples. Our pro-
posed estimation method solves a convex problem and yields an M -estimator,
allowing for relatively straightforward asymptotic (in general) and finite sam-
ple analysis (in the Gaussian case). In particular, we recover standard /n/d
rates, where d is the dimension of the underlying model. Our geometric in-
sights allow to extend various recent results in covariance matrix modelling.
This includes providing unrestricted parametrizations of the space of cor-
relation matrices, which is alternative to a recent result utilizing the matrix
logarithm.

1. Introduction. Estimating the covariance matrix is a fundamental problem in many
fields, including multivariate statistics, spatial statistics, finance, and machine learning. The
literature offers a wide range of models that have been considered for this purpose; e.g.
Anderson (1970); Jennrich and Schluchter (1986); Boik (2002); Pourahmadi (2013). One
popular approach involves exploiting linear restrictions on factors in a decomposition of X
or its transformation Pourahmadi (2011). For instance, in linear structural equation models,
specific entries of the matrix L in the LDL decomposition ¥~ = LDLT are set to zero.

Since modelling via the LDL decomposition heavily relies on the variable ordering in the
system, as an alternative, linear restrictions can be directly imposed on the covariance matrix
> or some transformation of it; e.g. Anderson (1970); Dempster (1972); Sturmfels and Uhler
(2010). This approach has gained attention due to the prevalence of such structures in mul-
tiple applications. Examples include Toeplitz matrices or block-Toeplitz matrices in time
series and spatial statistics Anderson (1978), linear structures encoded by trees in Brown-
ian motion tree models Zwiernik, Uhler and Richards (2017), and other types of symmetries
Szatrowski (2004). Gaussian graphical models, which enforce sparsity on the inverse of 3,
and their colored versions have also been widely used in multivariate statistics and machine
learning Dempster (1972); Lauritzen (1996); Hgjsgaard and Lauritzen (2008). These models
are popular due to their interpretability, as the entries of 3 and its inverse correspond after
normalization to correlations or partial correlations.

Another type of restriction considered in the literature involves linear constraints on the
matrix logarithm of the covariance matrix Leonard and Hsu (1992); Chiu, Leonard and Tsui
(1996); Battey (2017). While the interpretation of such constraints is generally less clear,
these models have gained popularity because modelling the matrix logarithm log(X) does
not require handling the positivity constraints. When 3 is diagonal, these models can
be viewed as extensions of classical log-linear models for heterogeneous variances. The
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matrix logarithm of the covariance matrix has found applications in stochastic volatil-
ity models, medical imaging, spatial statistics, and quantum geometry Kawakatsu (2006);
Ishihara, Omori and Asai (2016); Asai and So (2015); Bauer and Vorkink (2011); Zhu et al.
(2009); LeSage and Pace (2007); Pavlov, Sturmfels and Telen (2022).

Notably, the fact that the matrix logarithm of a covariance matrix is an unrestricted
symmetric matrix has important theoretical implications. For instance, in recent work
Archakov and Hansen (2021) have shown that the logarithm of the correlation matrix has
properties similar to Fisher’s Z-transformation. Having an unrestricted parametrization of
correlation matrices is considered a major breakthrough in temporal modelling of correla-
tion matrices, which is critical in the GARCH approach. Leveraging similar ideas, we pro-
vide technology to get an unrestricted parameterization of various other covariance models,
which may be of independent interest. In this context, we propose to study the mapping
¥+ ¥ — ¥~ ! as a more tractable alternative to the matrix logarithm.

Main goals of this paper: The research on the matrix logarithm has motivated the
exploration of linear restrictions on more general functions of the covariance matrix. In
this statistical context, functions such as the matrix logarithm are treated as link func-
tions, analogous to generalized linear models (GLMs) Pourahmadi (2011); Zou et al. (2017);
Lin, Miiller and Park (2023). Our paper contributes to the development of a GLM method-
ology and a data-based framework for modelling covariance matrices, building on the work
initiated by Anderson, Pourahmadi, and others. In our general approach we follow steps of
Barndorff-Nielsen (1978); Banerjee et al. (2005) where convex analysis was used to study
theoretical properties of exponential families. This is similar to the construction of gen-
eralized exponential families and matrix nearness problems Griinwald and Dawid (2004);
Dhillon and Tropp (2008), albeit applied to covariance matrices in a broader sense than pre-
viously explored.

The main goals of this paper are twofold:

(i) To propose a general framework for modelling covariance matrices that allows for effi-
cient estimation procedures based on convex optimization.

(i) To enhance the understanding of the geometry of covariance matrices and show how
convexity simplifies the statistical analysis.

We now briefly describe how these goals are approached.

Entropic covariance models (informal): The key idea is to utilize the gradient mapping
VF(X) of a general strictly convex and differentiable function defined on the positive def-
inite cone. This mapping induces a one-to-one transformation of covariance matrices, and
we impose affine (or general convex) restrictions on the result of this transformation. Affine
constraints can arise from regression of the covariance matrix (or its transformation) on aux-
iliary information Zou et al. (2017); Lin, Miiller and Park (2023), specific symmetry patterns
Szatrowski (2004), or sparsity Dempster (1972); Hastie, Tibshirani and Wainwright (2015).

For a concrete example, consider the set of 3 x 3 covariance matrices > such that
L =log(X) satisfies L1z = 0. This example appears later in Section 7. Models with zero
restrictions on log 3> have been recently studied in Rybak and Battey (2021); Pavlov (2023).
Here the main problem is that simple constraints in L translate to complicated constraint in
3, which may potentially complicate the estimation process. This is one of the problems we
address in this article.

Estimation under linear constraints: Estimating models under linear restrictions on the
inverse covariance matrix is relatively straightforward. Let X € R™*"™ be the data matrix
with independent rows coming from a mean zero distribution with covariance >g. A natural
approach is to optimize the Gaussian log-likelihood, which, up to additive constants, is given
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by

() UEK) = 2logdet(K) — 2tr(SuK), S = %XTX,

where K = X~ ! satisfies the given constraints Anderson (1970); Sturmfels and Uhler (2010);
Barratt and Boyd (2022). This optimization problem is convex since /(K ) is a strictly con-
cave function of K, and the constraints are linear in K. However, in the case of lin-
ear constraints on 3, a canonical estimation approach is less obvious, and the Gaussian
log-likelihood becomes multimodal Zwiernik, Uhler and Richards (2017). This has moti-
vated research on alternative estimation methods Anderson (1973); Christensen (1989);
Sturmfels, Timme and Zwiernik (2019); Améndola and Zwiernik (2021). One natural ap-
proach is to replace the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) with the least squares esti-
mator, which minimizes the Frobenius distance | — S,||% over all ¥ in the given linear
subspace.

In this paper, by utilizing the Bregman divergence Bregman (1967), we generalize
both the least squares approach for estimating under linear restrictions on Y and the
problem of minimizing ¢(K) for restrictions that are linear in K. Bregman matrix di-
vergences have been used for matrix estimation and matrix approximation problems;
e.g. Dhillon and Tropp (2008); Ravikumar, Wainwright and Lafferty (2010); Cai and Zhou
(2012); Llorens-Terrazas and Brownlees (2022). However, in these papers, Bregman diver-
gence was used to analyze existing covariance models. Here, it is studied in the context of
new models and to provide more insight in covariance matrix geometry.

For every entropic model the resulting loss function is strictly convex, and its Hessian does
not depend on the data. This is similar to the negative log-likelihood function in exponential
families, making the theoretical analysis of this estimator rather straightforward following the
elegant work of Niemiro (1992). In particular, we show that our proposed estimator, which
we call the Bregman estimator, is consistent and asymptotically normal when the sample
size goes to infinity. We complementary these results with finite sample analysis in the case
when the data come from the Gaussian distribution, which shows that the Bregman estimator
remains a good estimator in high-dimensions as long as 4/d/n remains small, where d is
the dimension of the underlying model. This recovers standard parametric rates. Further, in
Section 6 we provide various approaches to perform numerical optimization for Bregman
estimators.

Geometry of entropic models: One of the contributions of this paper is providing new
insights into the geometry of various covariance models that explain and sometimes greatly
generalize existing results. One example is a far reaching generalization of Theorem 1 in
Archakov and Hansen (2021), which provides an unrestricted parametrization for correlation
matrices; see Section 5.2. Another class of insights is related with the Jordan algebras of sym-
metric matrices, which we discuss in Section 8. These results explain why for certain entropic
models the maximum likelihood estimator is available in closed form; e.g. LeSage and Pace
(2007). We expect these results will greatly improve our understanding of the linear models
on the matrix logarithm of 3 and other entropic models.

The article is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a brief overview of the necessary
background in convex analysis and introduces the main definitions and running examples;
see also Appendix A. Our proposed estimation method is presented in Section 3, where we
also demonstrate the convexity of the underlying optimization problem. Section 4 presents
basic statistical analyses of the resulting estimator. Section 5 investigates the geometry of
entropic models in connection with convex analysis and mixed parametrizations. Section 6
proposes simple numerical algorithms for computing our estimator. Section 7 focuses on
sparsity patterns. Section 8 provides insights into a particular type of linear constraints that
define Jordan algebras. We conclude the paper in Section 9 with a short discussion of future
research directions.



2. Preliminaries and definitions. Let S denote the real vector space of symmetric
m x m matrices, and let S and S’ represent the subsets of matrices that are positive def-
inite and positive semidefinite, respectively. We equip S with the standard inner product
(A, B) = tr(AB) and the induced Frobenius norm |A|r = 1/(A, A).

2.1. Convex functions on S™. By Conv(S"™) denote the set of convex functions F :
S™ — R u {+o0} that are not identically equal to +0 (these are called sometimes proper
convex functions). The domain of F' € Conv(S™) is the nonempty set dom(F') = {AeS™:
F(A) < +00}. By Conv(S™) denote the class of all functions in Conv(S™) that are lower
semicontinuous on S"”* — these are also known as closed convex functions. Recall that F' is
lower semicontinuous if the lower level-set {A : F((A) <t} is closed for all ¢t € R. Because
convex functions are always continuous in the interior of their domain, this involves condi-
tions on how F' behaves on the boundary of dom F’; see Appendix A.1 for more details and
references.

Reserve a special notation £ for functions F': S™ — R U {400} such that:

(i) FeConv(S™),
(i) S7 < dom(F) < S or equivalently int(dom(F)) = S™,
(iii) F is strictly convex and continuously differentiable on S7".

REMARK 2.1. If F satisfies only (i) and (iii), we replace F'(A) with
0 ifAeST,

F(A) +ig(A), h i5m(A) =
(4) IS+< ) where IS+( ) {+oo otherwise.

Because S| is closed and convex, igm € Conv(S™), and so also F'(A) + g (A) e Conv(S™).
Moreover, the interior of the domain of F'(A) + igm (A) is S™'. For brevity we often include
the indicator function only implicitly.

In our running examples below, we define the function F'(X) for ¥ € S'7'. The function is

then extended by lower semicontinuity to the boundary of gT, and it is equal to +-o0 for all
other points. The following are our running examples:

(A) F4(%)=—logdet® B) Fp(X)=3tr(2?)
(C) Fo(X)=—tr(X —Xlog¥) D) Fp(X)=tr(x 1)

and the details on the lower semicontinuous extension are provided in Appendix A.3. The
function —F4 is called the Gaussian entropy. The function 2Fz is the squared Frobenius
norm of Y. The function — F is the von Neumann entropy. Both (B) and (D) can be easily
generalized:

B’) Fp,(X¥)= %tr(Ep) forp>1 D) Fp,p(X) = %tr(E_p) forp > 0.
Note that pF,, is the p-Schatten norm of ¥ raised to power p, Fp,(X) = %HZHZ, where
denoting by A1,..., A\, the eigenvalues of X € S'!' we have

) [Zlp = /AT + -+ A

Although we keep our theory as general as possible, we note that all our running examples
are spectral functions of the form F'(X) = tr(¢(X)) where ¢ : R — R and the notation ¢(3)
means the corresponding matrix function, that is, if ¥ = UAU T is the spectral decomposition
of X then ¢(X) = U(A)U T, where ¢ in ¢(A) is applied to each diagonal entry of A; see,
e.g., Higham (2008). We call such functions spectral sums and, in Appendix A, we present
useful results which make working with this function class particularly easy.
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2.2. Entropic covariance models. We are now ready to describe our set-up. The main
object in our analysis is the gradient V F' of F'. We start with the following well-known fact.

LEMMA 22. If Fe&™, then VF : S — S™ defines a one-to-one function on S'['.

PROOF. Fix A € S™ and note that the function (A,3) — F(X) is strictly concave and
continuously differentiable on S'!'. Thus, if its maximum in S’ exists, it must be a stationary
point and so it must satisfy VF'(X) = A. By strict convexity it must be the unique such
point. This shows that for each A € S™ there exists at most one point ¥ € S such that
VF(X) = A. O

Our modelling technique is to apply the transformation VF'(3) and impose convex re-
strictions on it. It is useful to denote

3) L7 .= VF(ST).

Lemma 2.2 motivates the following definition.

DEFINITION 2.3 (Linear Entropic Covariance Model). Fix an affine subspace £ < S™.
The corresponding linear entropic model is

Mp(L) = {£eST: VF(X)e L}

More generally, we define M7 (C) for any general closed convex constraints C < S™.

REMARK 2.4. As we argue in this paper, this definition unifies many well known exam-
ples and leads to some new ones. Not all proposed models have a clear statistical interpre-
tation but they may still be useful. For example, the matrix logarithm allows us to regress
the covariance matrix on external data Chiu, Leonard and Tsui (1996). So here £ will be not
fixed by the modeller but will be generated by the external data.

In the definition we implicitly assumed that M (L) is non-empty. This is a recurrent
assumption of this paper.

ASSUMPTION 1: The mapping F'€ £™ and the subspace £ = S™ satisfy £ n L' # .

Some interesting examples of the function F' are given by popular matrix entropy functions
like the negative Gaussian entropy (A) and the negative von Neumann entropy (C) (hence the
name). More examples will be discussed later in the paper. For now, F' is relevant for us only
through the mapping V F'(X), which defines a suitable reparametrization of the covariance
matrix. In the following examples, we refer to Proposition A.4 for a simple technique to
compute VF(X) = Vtr(¢(X)) by computing the derivative of ¢:

if F(S) =tr(¢(X))  then VF(X)=¢(X).

EXAMPLE 2.5 (A). Since —logdet(X) = — tr(log(X)), here ¢p4(z) = —log(z) if £ > 0
and so ¢/, (z) = —. By Proposition A.4, VF4(X) = ¢/,(£) = —X~1. The model Mp, (L)
is described by all 3> € S”* such that —X~! € £. Here L' = —S™. Models of this form are
classically known in statistics as linear concentration models Dempster (1972); Anderson

(1973); see also the introduction for a more comprehensive literature overview.

Although linear restrictions on the inverse covariance matrix have many applications, there
are important areas (e.g. signal processing) where it is more natural to impose linear symme-
try restrictions directly on the covariance matrix. This leads to our second example.



F(%) VFE(Y) F*(L) Dp(S, L)
—log det(X) —»~ 1 | —m —logdet(—L) |—logdet((—=L)S) + tr((=L)S — Im)
$I=1% s $tr(L?) 2IL - SI%
tr(x7h) . —2tr(v/=1L) tr(S™Y) — 2tr(v/=L) + tr((—L)S)
—tr(X — Slog(D))| log(X) tr(el) —tr(S — Slog(S)) + tr(eX) — tr(LS)
BB p=1 | 2P| LI, o= 5By FISIB + 2L - te(LS)
P p>0 [-u P =L L) g = 2| 2ISTHE - L) - L)f + tr((-L)$)

TABLE 1
Our running examples with the corresponding gradients, conjugate functions, and the Bregman divergence.

EXAMPLE 2.6 (B). Here ¢p(z) = 322 for z > 0 and so ¢/;(z) = z. This gives
VFg(X) = ¢/5(X) = X. The corresponding entropic model is given by all ¥ € S’ such
that ¥ € £. Here L' = S''. This imposes linear restrictions on the covariance matrix as
discussed in the introduction. This example can be generalized to the p-th Schatten norm
of X € ST, VFg,(X) = P!, which allows us to model linear restrictions on an arbitrary
positive power of ..

This setting is however completely general and, as we argue below, it is a natural
framework to discuss the generalized models for covariance matrices Pourahmadi (2000);
Zou et al. (2017); Lin, Miiller and Park (2023). Example (C) again links to a model well stud-
ied in the literature.

EXAMPLE 2.7 (C). We have ¢¢(z) = —(1 —log(x)) for x > 0 and so ¢ () = log(x).
Thus, VFo(X) = ¢-(X) = log(X) and the model is given by all ¥ such that log(X) € L.
This imposes linear restrictions on the matrix logarithm of the covariance matrix. Al-
though such linear restrictions are hard to interpret statistically, one of the reasons, why
this model is useful is because every matrix L € S™ is a matrix logarithm of some ¥ € S7".
In other words, L' = S™ and so log(X) can be suitably regressed on external informa-
tion Chiu, Leonard and Tsui (1996). In the introduction we provide an extensive literature
overview for this model. In Section 5 and in Section 9 we discuss alternatives to this trans-
formation with much better algebraic properties.

We discuss one more example whose relevance will be explained later.

EXAMPLE 2.8 (D). In this example, we have ¢p(z) = L for 2 > 0 and so ¢/, (z) = —1.
This gives VFp(X) = ¢/5(X) = —X 72 and the model is glven by all ¥ e ST suchthat X2 €
L. This example has a straightforward generalization: VFp ,,(X) = =77~ ! for any p > 0
which allows to impose linear restrictions on powers of ¥ ~'. In Section 9 we briefly motivate
such models with zero restrictions. In Example 7.2 we motivate zero restrictions in X ~1/2,
which, as we argue later, is a very closely related model.

All our examples are summarized in Table 1. The gradient is provided in the second col-
umn and the other columns will be discussed in detail later.

2.3. Dual construction of Mp(L). We note the following dual construction. Suppose
7:S™ — R?, for some d > 1 is an affine function. In the spirit of (generalized) exponential



ENTROPIC COVARIANCE MODELS 7

families Barndorff-Nielsen (1978); Griinwald and Dawid (2004), we refer to 7 as a sufficient
statistics. Given b € R%, consider the optimization problem

4) minimize F(X) — (Ag,X) subject to 7(X) = b,

where Ag € S™ is a fixed matrix. If F' € £™ then this problem has at most one optimal solution
in S Since the set S' N {¥ : 7(X) = b} is relatively open (in the affine subspace {X :
7(X) = b}), this optimal point S, if it exists, must satisfy the regular first order conditions: we
must have W(i) = b and, for every U € S™ such that 7(U) = 0, it must hold that <VF(§) -
Ap,U) = 0, that is, the directional derivatives in all permitted directions must be zero. In
other words,

(5) VF(X) — Ay € ker(m)t =: L.

Note that this equation and the affine space £ := Ay + Lo do not depend on the vector b
and so the condition VF(X) € £ describes all such potential optimizers. In fact, a point
3 € S solves (4) for some b e R? if and only if VF(2) € £. Indeed, if VF(X) € L then take

b:= () so that & is an optimum of (4) for this b.
If £ is given by zero restrictions on some coordinates, we get an explicit link to positive
definite completion problems.

EXAMPLE 2.9 (Positive definite completion). Fix a graph G on m nodes and edge set
E. We allow G to have self-loops that is edges from i to 7. Let  : S — RIZl be given
by 7(X) = ((2ij)ijer). In this case ker(r) is the set of symmetric matrices with zeros on
the entries corresponding to the edges of GG. Thus, Ly is the set of symmetric matrices with
zero entries for all non-edges of G: Ly = {LeS™: L;; =0if ij ¢ E}. Given S € S?, the
solution to (5) with b := 7(S) and Ay = 0 is the unique matrix S that agrees with S on all
the entries 7j € F and such that L=VF (f‘,) is zero on the complementary entries.

3. The Bregman estimator. Considerdata X7, ..., X, from a centered distribution with
a covariance matrix Y in an entropic model Mp(L). Throughout the paper we assume that
the true covariance matrix > € S’ lies in the given model.

ASSUMPTION 2: VF(Xp)e L L7,

We can estimate the covariance matrix using the Gaussian log-likelihood (1). In the case of
non-Gaussian data, this log-likelihood is considered as one of the suitable loss functions. This
gives an asymptotically statistically optimal procedure as long as all fourth order cumulants
of the underlying distribution vanish Browne (1974). For the linear concentration model in
Example 2.5 this approach is canonical not only because it leads to an efficient estimator
but also because it requires solving a convex optimization problem. Indeed, the Gaussian
log-likelihood in (1) is a strictly concave function in K = ¥~

The problem for the general entropic model My (L) is that optimizing the Gaussian log-
likelihood may be quite complicated since the linear constraints in L = VF'(X) translate
into non-linear constraints in K. This observation has motivated a lot of research on the
estimation of the linear covariance models. One valid solution is to use the dual MLE,
which provides an efficient alternative to the MLE Christensen (1989); Kauermann (1996);
Lauritzen and Zwiernik (2022); Améndola and Zwiernik (2021). The least squares estimator
or generalized least squares estimator has also been used Browne (1974).



3.1. Definition of the Bregman estimator. In this section, we propose an estimation pro-
cedure for linear entropic models, which offers a natural alternative to the MLE. It generalizes
the use of Gaussian likelihood for linear concentration models and the least squares estima-
tion for linear covariance models. An important ingredient of our statistical analysis is the
Bregman divergence:

(6) Dp(S8,%) = F(S)— F(S) —(VF($),S—%), YeS7 5esS™

Note that one of the characterizations of strict convexity for differentiable functions over S’
assures that Dp(S,%) > 0 for all ¥ € ST, S € S™ with equality if and only if S = 3.

Let .S, be the sample covariance matrix defined in (1). Our proposed estimator is obtained
by minimizing the Bregman divergence D (S,,Y) over the entropic model Mz (L).

DEFINITION 3.1. The Bregman estimator 5 (if it exists) is the global minimizer of
Dp(Sy,Y) subjectto VF(X)e L n L.

There are two crucial aspects regarding the underlying optimization problem that we will
formally state later in this section. Firstly, in Section 3.2, we demonstrate that Dg(S,,,X) is
a strictly convex function of L = VF'(X) € L. Secondly, in Theorem 3.12, we establish that
if the gradient of F'(X) diverges when ¥ approaches the boundary of S', then the optimum
always exists whenever S,, € S'". In such cases, there is no explicit need to impose the re-
striction VF'(X) € L'? as first-order optimization methods will naturally remain within S’
Before formally proving these assertions, we will examine some examples.

EXAMPLE 3.2 (A). In the Gaussian entropy example we have
Dp,(Sn, %) = —logdet(S,271) + tr(S, X7 — I,),
which is just the standard Kullback-Leibler divergence between two mean zero Gaussian
distributions, with covariances .S,, and X respectively.
EXAMPLE 3.3 (B). In the Frobenius norm example we have
D, (Sn, %) = Fp(Sn) = Fp(¥) = (3,5, - %) = %HZ - SnH%
Thus, minimizing D, (S,,X) over ¥ € L simply gives the orthogonal projection of S,, on

L if this projection is positive definite.

The next example proposes a new way of estimating parameters in models that are linear
in log(X). This provides an alternative to the maximum likelihood estimation considered in
Chiu, Leonard and Tsui (1996).

EXAMPLE 3.4 (C). In the von Neumann case we have

Dre(8n, %) = —tr(Sp — Splog(Sn)) + tr(E — Xlog (X)) — (log (%), Sn — %)
= —tr(S, — Splog(Sy)) + tr(X — S, logX).

The next example provides some curious connections with the empirical score matching
loss.

EXAMPLE 3.5 (D). In our last example given by Fp(X) = tr(X~1), we have

Dr, (S, 2) =tr(S;h) —tr(Z7H) +(X72,8, — %)
=tr(S; 1) —2tr(X7! - %G, nh).

This function is convex in ¥~! and it corresponds to the empirical score matching loss of
Lin, Drton and Shojaie (2016). In the next section we also argue that this function is convex
in o2
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3.2. Convexity of the underlying optimization problem. We next analyze Dp(S,,X) as
a function of L = VF'(X). The conjugate of F'(X) is

(7) F*(L) := ESBSI;{@,L% F(2)}.

The third column of Table 1 contains the convex conjugates for our leading examples. Note
that we use notation | L||, introduced in (2) also if ¢ < 1, in which case this is formally not a
norm. Explicit calculations for spectral functions could be done by utilizing Theorem 2.3 in
Lewis (1996a). For the special case of spectral sums we use Lemma A.5: if F/(X) = tr(¢(X))
then F*(L) = tr(¢*(L)).

In the next proposition we collect several known results.

PROPOSITION 3.6. If F € E™ then (a) F* € Conv(S™), (b) F'* is continuously differen-
tiable on int dom(F*), (¢) L' < dom(F™*), (d) VF and V F* are inverses of each other on
ST and 7.

PROOF. Statements (a), (b) follow from Theorem E.1.1.2, Theorem E.4.1.1 in Hiriart-Urruty and Lemaréchal
(2001). To prove (c), note that if S € S'* and L = VF(S) then (X, L) — F(X) is strictly con-
cave and well-defined over S''. Since S is a stationary point it must be the optimum and
so F*(L) < co0. Now (d) follows from Corollary E.1.4.4 in Hiriart-Urruty and Lemaréchal
(2001). O

Applying Proposition 3.2 in Bauschke and Borwein (1997), we get that for all S € S™ and
Y eST
Dp(S,X) = F(S)+ F*(VF(X)) —(VF(%),S).

Let L = VF(X), or equivalently by Proposition 3.6(d), ¥ = VF*(L). Slightly abusing nota-
tion, from now on, we will write Dp(S, L) to refer to D (S, VF*(L)). This notation is also
used in the last column of Table 1, where the corresponding Bregman divergences computed
above are expressed in terms of L. We thus have,

8) Dp(S,L) = F(S)+ F*(L) — <L, S).

In particular, D (S, L) is strictly convex and differentiable both in S € S and L € L']".
If the sample covariance matrix S, is not positive definite, the divergence D (S),, L) may
not be finite. In analogy to the log-likelihood function, we solve instead

) maximize (L) := —F*(L) +(L,S,) subjectto LeLlnL’.
We easily see that the gradient of »,, is well defined on L”}" and
(10) Von(L)=—=VF*(L)+ Sp.
The KKT conditions are easy to obtain.
THEOREM 3.7. Suppose that I.'!' is open. The optimum in (9), if it exists, is uniquely
given by the pair (ﬁ, E) e ST x L with L= VF(@) satisfying
(11) Lel and $—S,elt.
PROOEF. First note that V F™* (IA}) — 3 by Proposition 3.6(d). Since L7 is open, £ n L is

relatively open, and so Leln ™" is optimal if and only if the gradient Vyn(f/) =S+ Sp
is orthogonal to L. O
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In certain situations, it may be easier to solve the dual problem.

PROPOSITION 3.8. Let Ay € L. The dual problem to (9) is
(12) minimize F(X) —{(A4p,%) subject to Y-S, eLt YeST

PROOF. This is a convex problem over a relatively open set (S,, + £1) n S™. The opti-
mum, if it exists, must be a stationary point: & € N S—Speltand VF(S)— Age (£1)*.
Note that £+ is the linear space orthogonal to the affine space £ and so (£*)* is the linear
space parallel to £. Since Ay € £ we recover the condition L = VF (f‘,) € L n L7, This is

exactly the same as (11), which proves that the problem in (12) is equivalent to the problem
in (9). 0

3.3. The advantageous essentially smooth case. The geometry of Bregman divergence
optimization is discussed in detail by Bauschke and Borwein (1997). We review now some
of this theory to study the problem of existence of the Bregman estimator. These results will
be used later in Section 5 in our study of mixed parametrizations. We start with some standard
definitions.

DEFINITION 3.9. A function F' € Conv(S™) with int(dom(F)) # & is called essen-
tially smooth if it is differentiable on int(dom(F)) and |V F(Xy)||r — oo for any sequence
(3k) in int(dom(F")) that converges to the boundary of dom(F).

In our leading examples, the functions F4, F, and Fp are essentially smooth but Fp
is not because VFp(X) = ¥ is well defined also on the boundary of S™*. In example (C)
essential smoothness is quite surprising because the function F itself extends to gT (see
Appendix A.3).

DEFINITION 3.10. A function F' € Conv(S™) is called Legendre if: (i) F' is essentially
smooth, (ii) F is strictly convex and differentiable on int(dom(F)).

Note that if F'e £™ then condition (ii) is automatically satisfied. Legendre functions are
particularly well behaved for our purposes.

PROPOSITION 3.11. A convex function F' is Legendre if and only if F* is Legen-
dre. In this case, the gradient mapping VF is an isomorphism between int(dom(F'))
and int(dom(F)). In particular, if F' € E™ is essentially smooth, then it is Legendre and
int(dom(F™*)) = L'

PROOF. The first part follows from Theorem 26.5 in Rockafellar (1970). For the second
part, note that if F'e €™ then int(dom(F')) = S and L7" = VF'(S'?) by definition. The
second part follows then from the first part. O

Importance of Proposition 3.11 will be illustrated in this and the following sections. We
start with a basic result on existence of the Bregman estimator. For a given affine subspace
L < S™ define by (S7") . the image of the orthogonal projection of S’ onto L. Similarly, for
a given S € S™ denote by S, the orthogonal projection of S on L.

THEOREM 3.12.  Suppose F € E™ is essentially smooth. Then the optimum of ,,,(L) over
Le £ UL exists if and only if (Sy) ¢ lies in (ST') .
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PROOF. By standard linear algebra, every S € S™ can be uniquely decomposed as the sum
Sr + S, where S¢ is the orthogonal projection of S onto £ and S, lies in the orthogonal
space £1. Thus, we have that (S,,)z € (ST) if and only if there exists ¥ € ST such that
(Sn, L)y = (X, L) for all L e L. In this case »,(L) = (X, L) — F*(L) when restricted to
L. Since € ST = int(dom(F")), by Fact 2.11 in Bauschke and Borwein (1997), each sub-
level set {L € S™: ,,,(L) >t} is bounded for every ¢ € R. Then it follows that {L € L :
n(L) >t} is compact for every ¢ € R, nonempty for some ¢, and so the maximum exists in
L n dom(F*). Since F is essentially smooth, by Proposition 3.11, so is F'*. In particular,
the optimum must be attained in int(dom(F™)) = L.

To prove the other implication, suppose (S,)c ¢ (S")z but z,(L) is optimized for
some L € L n L. Denote ¥ = VF*(L) € ST'. Since F* is essentially smooth, L €
int(dom(F*)) = L? (c.f. Proposition 3.11) and the KKT conditions in Theorem 3.7 assure
that 3 — S,, € £+, which implies that ()7 = (S,,) . This contradicts the assumption that
(Sn)c ¢ (ST)c. O

Recall that examples (A), (C), and (D) are all essentially smooth. For a quick illustration
why essential smoothness is necessary consider the following example.

EXAMPLE 3.13. Let m = 3 and consider the function F in (29) with VFp(X) = 3.
Suppose L is given by a single equation L3 = 0. Consider two matrices
2 2 2
1353 130

Sp = and Y=

= ol W
S win
— I

1
2
3

wWIN WIN
win =

Note that S, is positive definite, L=%¢ L, S S, € L. However, 3 is not positive definite
and so it cannot be a solution to (9). This does not contradict Theorem 3.12 because F'g is
not essentially smooth.

Of course, if S, € S, then (S,,)z € (ST, for every linear subspace £ < S™. If S,
is not positive definite, verifying whether (.5,,) lies in (S7"), may be complicated. Note
however that this condition does not depend on F' as long as F' is essentially smooth
and so the conditions for existence of the Bregman estimator are exactly the same as the
conditions for existence the MLE in Gaussian linear concentration models. In the case of
Gaussian graphical models this has been extensively studied Buhl (1993); Uhler (2012);
Gross and Sullivant (2018); Blekherman and Sinn (2019); Bernstein, Blekherman and Sinn
(2020); Bernstein et al. (2021). See Theorem 2.1 in Uhler (2012) for the special case of The-
orem 3.12 for Gaussian graphical models and Sturmfels and Uhler (2010) for the general
linear Gaussian concentration model case.

In Section 6 we discuss how to numerically solve problems (9) and (12). But first we
provide some statistical analysis of the underlying estimator.

4. Basic statistical analysis. In this section we fix a parametrization of the affine space
L defining the entropic covariance model:

d
L(O) = Ao+ D 0;A;  0=(61,....,00) R,
i=1
where Ag, Ay, ..., Aq are fixed matrices in S™. For simplicity, we assume that the generators
A; of L form an orthonormal basis, that is, (A;, A;) = 0 and ||A;|r = 1 for i # j. We also
assume Ay = 0, that is, £ is a linear subspace. Although no results in this section depend on
this assumption, it significantly simplifies the notation. We also write () for ,,,(L(0)).
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4.1. Consistency and asymptotic Gaussianity. Consider a random sample X1,...,X,
from a zero mean distribution with positive definite covariance matrix o = VF*(Lg) with
Lo = L(6y) for some 6y € R?. The estimator obtained by solving (9) is a convex M-estimator
and the standard asymptotic theory, as presented in Haberman (1989); Niemiro (1992), can
be applied. Indeed, define m : R x R™ — R U {4} by

m(0,z) = F*(L(9)) —z" L(#)x

then maximizing ,,, () is equivalent to minimizing the strictly convex function

1 n
(13) My(0) = = > m(6,X:) = F*(L(6)) = <L(0), Sn) = —pn(6).
i=1
The corresponding minimizer §n is still called the Bregman estimator for My (L) although
now the estimator depends on the choice of basis Ag, A1, ..., Aq.
Note that ES,, = ¥ and the function
(14) M(6) := EMy(0) = F*(L(0)) — tr(L(6)X0)

is strictly convex in the interior of its domain. We have
dom(M) = {#eR?: L(#) e dom(F*)} 2 {#: L(O) LT} =: O,

and we assume 0y € © .. Note that if " is open, so is ©_. Theorem 1 in Niemiro (1992)
immediately gives the following result.

PROPOSITION 4.1.  Suppose F € E™ and E(S,,) = ¥9 € Mp(L). The Bregman estima-

tor én in Mp(L) is a consistent estimator of 6y, where 0y is the unique point such that
VFE*(L(6p)) = Xo.

The main reason, why such nice results exist follows from the fundamental property of
convex functions that pointwise convergence implies uniform convergence; see also Theo-
rem II.1 in Andersen and Gill (1982). In consequence, the statistical analysis is much simpler
than for general M-estimators Geyer (1994).

If we assume existence of higher order moments, we obtain a stronger conclusion. Let

(15) h(8,x) = Vem(0,z) = [(2(0) —zx ", AD]L,.

PROPOSITION 4.2. [f the distribution of X has finite moments up to order 2r (equiv.
E|h(8,X)|" < o) for some r = 1 then for every e > 0

P(sup [0k — 0o] > €) = o(n'™"), n— 0.
k=n

The proof follows immediately from Theorem 2 in Niemiro (1992).
We now turn to proving asymptotic Gaussianity. Denoting S = V(X7 X/ ) to be the co-
variance of the matrix X; X 1T , we get

J T 1
(16) V(Sh) = ;ZiwxiXi ) = =S
1=
Note that § is a covariance of a matrix valued random variable. Thus, similarly as in the

standard vector-valued case, S is a positive semidefinite and self-adjoint linear map from S™
to S™ so that, for all A, B € S™, we have

(A,SA)>0 and (A,SB)=(SA,B).
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The notation SA denotes the action of the linear mapping S : S™ — S on A; see, for ex-
ample, Section 2 and Appendix A in Lauritzen (2023). Equivalently, it defines a bilinear
mapping, for all A, Be S™,

S[A,B] = E ((X1 X] — %0, A) (X1 X{ — %0, B)).

By (10), we can show that the Hessian V2M,,(#) of M,,(#) does not depend on the data
and it is equal to the Hessian of M (0). We use the notation

(17) Z(0) = V>M,(0) = VZM(9) € S°.

Since M () is strictly concave in O, for every fixed § € O, Z(0) is a positive definite
matrix. We write Zy for Z(6y).

THEOREM 4.3. Denote by §n the Bregman estimator obtained under data S,, generated
from a mean zero distribution with positive definite covariance ES,, = ¥y = VF*(L(6y))
and such that V(S,,) = %S (the fourth order moments are assumed finite). Then

V(B — 60) =5 N, (0,757,
where Q;; = S[A;, Aj] foralli,j=1,...,m.

The proof of this and the remaining results of this section is given in Appendix B

4.2. Finite sample bounds. Obtaining finite sample bounds in specific distributional set-
tings is also rather straightforward under additional strong convexity assumptions, but we
need to be more careful about the existence of the estimator. In this section, we always as-
sume that the solution to (9) exists. For example, by Theorem 3.12, the optimum exists with
probability one if n > m, F' is essentially smooth.

We define centred versions of M and M,,:

M (w) = M (0 +w) — M(6y), M, (w) = My (60 + w) — My, ().
We collect some basic facts about M (w), which follow immediately by the chain rule.
LEMMA 4.4. The function M (w) = F*(Lg + L(w)) — F*(Lg) — (X, L(w)) is strictly

convex in the interior of its domain and nonnegative. If F'* is twice continuously differentiable
then

0
ow;
In particular, M (0) = 0 and VM (0) = 0. Moreover,
o2
O0w; 0w

M(w) = <E(90+w)—EQ,Ai>, i=1,...,d.

M(w) = V2F*(Lo + L(w))[A;, 4],  d,5=1,...,d

where V2F*(L) : S™ — S™ for § € O is a self-adjoint positive definite linear operator
representing the second derivative of F* at L.

Define A(™ e R? on each coordinate by

(18) AW (S, — 50,4 fori=1,....d.
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LEMMA 4.5. Fix € > 0 and suppose that M is p-strongly convex in the e-ball, that is,
M (w) — &|w|? is convex on the e-ball. If b,, is the Bregman estimator based on the sample
covariance matrix Sy, from the true distribution with covariance corresponding to parameter
0 then

P(Hé\n—eo\\ <e) = IP(HA(TL)”OO < 2;%)‘

By Lemma 4.5, it is now enough to find probabilistic bounds on | A, If the distribu-
tion of the sample has a bounded support, finite sample bounds for HA(") |oo can be easily
obtained using maximal inequalities for sub-Gaussian random variables. However, this strat-
egy is not applicable in the Gaussian case. The following method is an alternative approach
that has the potential for extension to other situations.

THEOREM 4.6. Fix F € £™, a linear subspace L generated by an orthonormal basis
Ay, ..., Ag. Suppose X1, ..., Xy, is a random sample from N (0, X¢) with VF(¥q) € LAL'".

For € > 0, let ju be such that M be pi-strongly convex in the e-ball. If én is the corresponding
Bregman estimator of the true parameter 0 then

wn e 2Sel*Vd
2dexp{—W} leé#,

__ pen .
2d exp{ 716\@“20”} otherwise.

P([|0n — 0] > €) <

In particular, for any § € (0,1), if n > 8log(%) then ||§n — 6| < @ %d log(%) with
probability at least 1 — .

4.3. Finite sample bounds for spectral sums. Theorem 4.6 shows that concentration of
the Bregman estimator 6,, around the true value 6y is driven by d,n, |Xo|, and . We will
now show how to further bound p for our specific examples.

PROPOSITION 4.7.  Suppose A1, ..., Ay forms an orthonormal basis of the linear space
L < S™. Suppose F € E™ is of the form F(X) = tr(¢(X)) with ¢ twice continuously differ-
entiable. If there is an £ > 0 such that
/ o
#(a)-¢b) _ ¢

p—> < §(¢”(a) +¢"(b))  foralla=b>0.

Then M is - strongly convex in the e-ball, where o = max | <e [¢"(X(00 +w))|.-

(19)

Proposition 4.7 reduced everything to finding « and ¢. We now briefly present how this
result can be used in our three leading examples.

(A) Linear covariance models. In this case, Fg(X) = tr(¢(2)) with ¢(x) = 22/2 for x > 0,
and condition (19) holds with ¢ = 1. Moreover, ¢"(x) = 1 and so a = | ,,,| = 1. By Proposi-
tion 4.7, for every e > 0, M is p-strongly convex in the e-ball with ;1 = 1. By Theorem 4.6,
for any § € (0,1), if n > 8log (%) then

~ 2d 2d
n%—%<4%n—4%<—)
n 1)

(B) Inverse covariance models. In this case F'(X) = tr(¢(X)) with ¢(z) = —log(x) forz > 0
and L = —X~!. As for linear covariance models, condition (19) holds with £ = 1. Since
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¢"(x) =1/, ¢"(X) = =2 = L? and we need a bound on o = max, <. | L* (00 + w)]. We
have

12280 + w)l| = [L(00 +w)|* = [ Lo + L(@)[* < (|Lof + [ L(w)])*.
We also have that max <, ||L(w)] < max, <. | L(w)|F < € and thus o < (| Lo + €)*. It

follows that M is u-strongly convex in the e-ball with

[ 1 ()
~ (ILol+€)?  (1+ eAmin(30))?

a
By Theorem 4.6, for any 0 € (0,1), if n > 810g(27d) then

4“20”(1 + 6)‘min(Eo))2 2_d 1 %
A?nin(zo) o ‘

M:

16, — 60| <

(C) Models linear in the matrix logarithm. In this case F(X) = tr(¢(X)) with ¢(z) =
xlog(z) — x for x > 0 and L = log(X). As for previous two cases, condition (19) holds
with £ = 1. Since ¢"(x) = 1/z, ¢"(X) = 27! = e~ and we get

(20) e~ Lo+w)| < elLot L@l < ellol+IL()

and so a < el “l*¢, To explain the first inequality in (20), denote the eigenvalues of L6y +

w) by Ay = Ay = -+ = \,. Then |[e L@ +9)| = ¢=An_ On the other hand, || L(6y + w)| =
IL(0) + L(w)] is equal to max{[A1], [Am|}. The second inequality follows from the triangle
inequality. It then follows that M is p-concave in the e-ball with

- 1 B 1
K= elLoll+e QEHEOH'

By Theorem 4.6, for any 6 € (0,1), if n > 810g(27d) then

1.~ 0l < asolPery 2 10g (57
n )

5. Mixed convex constraints. It is evident that our analysis extends to models defined
by arbitrary (closed) convex restrictions in L = VF(X), preserving the convex nature of the
problem stated in equation (9). However, in certain scenarios a portion of the restrictions may
be easier expressed in 2, while another part is better represented in L. We now explore how
to handle such situations and present several theoretical implications. Our findings heavily
rely on the geometric considerations underlying the mixed parametrization in exponential
families Barndorff-Nielsen (1978), as well as the study of the mixed convex exponential
family setup of Lauritzen and Zwiernik (2022). Additionally, we provide new, more direct
proofs of relevant geometric statements, aiming to make this theory more accessible.

5.1. Mixed parametrization. Consider a split of ¥ € S into two parts ¥4 and X5 and
the corresponding split L = (L4, Lp). For instance, ¥4 could consist of all the diagonal
entries of > and X p be the off-diagonal entries. In this section, we consider models that
are given by convex restrictions on > 4 and Lp. We start by discussing some motivating
examples.
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EXAMPLE 5.1. Lauritzen and Zwiernik (2022) discussed a general family of such ex-
amples in the case when L = —X~!. Their main motivation was to study Gaussian graphical
models, given by zero restrictions on some entries of L, together with nonnegativity restric-
tions on the complementary entries of 3. This framework leads to a natural notion of positive
dependence for Gaussian graphical models. Additionally, a similar setting can be employed
to test the equality of two Gaussian distributions within a given graphical model, as described
in Example 3.6 in Lauritzen and Zwiernik (2022); see also Djordjilovi¢ et al. (2018).

EXAMPLE 5.2. Doubly Markov Gaussian models are defined by zero restrictions on
Y and L = —X~!; Boegeetal. (2023). Models of this form were first discussed by
Pearl and Wermuth (1994) in the context of Gaussian directed acyclic graph (DAG) mod-
els. In particular, (E_l)ij = 0 if ¢ and j are not connected by an arrow and they have no
common child in G. Similarly, (¥);; = 0 if ¢ and j are not connected by an arrow and they
have no common ancestor in G This shows that zeros in ¥ and ¥~ carry information about
the underlying graph. In Section 9, we briefly motivate in this context also models with zeros
in higher powers of ¥ 71,

EXAMPLE 5.3. Modelling correlations is used commonly in econometric GARCH mod-
els. In a recent paper, Archakov and Hansen (2021) considered a model in which 3;; =1
for all # = 1,...,m and potential further linear restrictions are imposed on the off-diagonal
entries of L = 10g .. Another example of this kind, is to consider correlation matrices with
zero restrictions on some off-diagonal entries of their inverse.

For a given subset of entries of a symmetric matrix, we consider the projection of the
positive definite cone on those entries

(ST)a == {Z4:X2=(24,Xp)eST}.
We have a similar definition for L' = VF(S7")
(L'"™)p := {Lp:L=(La,Lp)elLT}.

THEOREM 5.4. Let F € E™ be essentially smooth with L = VF(X). Then there is a
one-to-one map between Y. € S and (X 4, Lp) € (ST7)a x (L) p.

This result is essentially Theorem 5.34 in Barndorff-Nielsen (1978) but the assumption
that dom(F') is open is replaced with the assumption that F' is essentially smooth. Our proof
is also more difect than Barndorff-Nielsen (1978).

PROOF. Fix any ¥4 € (S7)4 and any Lp € (L) . Let S € ST be any element such that
S 4 = X 4. Consider the problem: minimize D(S, L) subject to the linear restrlctlons L=
Lp on L. By Theorem 3.12, this problem has a unique optlmum S with L = VF ( )e LT
that satisfies the KKT conditions: & A=854=%4 and L B = Lp. This shows that every
(Xa,Lp) € € (S™')a x (') 5 can be associated to a unique 5} e S It is now enough to show
that every Se S™ is an image of some (X4, Lp) € (ST)4 x (LT)p, but this is clear: take
2 A= 2 A and L B = L B. |

Like in the standard exponential families, the most surprising part of this result is the
following conclusion.
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COROLLARY 5.5 (Variational independence). Assume conditions of Theorem 5.4 and let
S e ST, Le L' be arbitrary. TheIe exists a unique positi\f definite matrix 3. that agrees
with S on A-entries and such that L = V F(X) agrees with L on the B-entries.

REMARK 5.6. Note that the proof of Theorem 5.4 gives the procedure to obtain the
unique ¥ in Corollary 5.5. For the given S € S and L € L”* minimize D(S, L) subject to

Lp = Lp. Thus, S can be found using any numerical procedure that solves this problem; see
Section 6.

For general F' € £ the conclusion of Theorem 5.4 does not hold. A counterexample can
be recovered from Example 3.13. Take ¥ 4 = (311, Y99, X33, X192, Xo3) and Lp = Lq3. Take
Y to be S, from Example 3.13 and let L be the identity matrix. The corresponding (X4, L)
is the matrix ¥ in Example 3.13 but this one is not positive definite. Perhaps it is also useful to
see explicitly how this result works in a smaller example when Theorem 5.4 can be applied.

EXAMPLE 5.7. Consider example (A) with VF4(X) = —X 7. Let m = 2 and consider
the split X4 = (211, X92), Lp = —(X71)12. Here (S%) 4 = (0,0)? and (S ) 5 = R. Suppose
311 = Y92 =1 and denote x = Y19 and y = (2*1)12. The claim is that y can be chosen
arbitrarily but here it follows clearly because y = —z/(1 — 22) is a one-to-one mapping from
(-1,1) to R.

It is interesting to note that we also have the equivalent of likelihood orthogonality;
see Proposition 3.20 in Sundberg (2019). In our setting, fixing the mixed parametrization
(X4, Lp), the claim is that Vy,, V. D(S, L) is zero, namely, the Hessian of the Bregman
divergence, when expressed in this parametrization, is block diagonal. This follows because
Vi,D(Sn,L) =V, F*(L)— Sp=3%p— Spand Vy, (X — Sg) = 0 by variational in-
dependence.

5.2. Unrestricted parametrization of correlation matrices. Motivated by temporal mod-
elling of correlation matrices, Archakov and Hansen (2021) studied ways to map the set of
correlation matrices in S" into a Euclidean space R™m=1)/2 Tt is not immediately obvious
that such a mapping exists but the fact that log > maps S" to S suggested a natural strategy.
Their main result states that for any selection of the off-diagonal entries of L € S™ there is a
unique correlation matrix R such that L = log R.

Our first observation is that this result is a special case of Theorem 5.4. Indeed, Fc €
E™ is essentially smooth and so this theorem applies. Take > 4 to be the vector containing
the diagonal entries of > and Lp to be the vector containing the off-diagonal entries of
L =log(X). Then there is a one-to-one map from X € S to (X 4,Lp) € (ST)a x (L) p. In
particular, we can fix ¥ 4 € (S"") 4 to be the vector of ones and Lp € (L") g to be an arbitrary
real vector to get Theorem 1 in Archakov and Hansen (2021). In this case L' = S™ and so

(21) (S™Ma = (0,0)™ and  (LT)p = R™M-D/2,

Note that the essential part of the above construction was not that L”* = S"™ (which moti-
vated using the matrix logarithm) but that (L") g = R™(m=1)/2_This latter condition can be
obtained for much simpler transformations. Indeed, when L = —Ylasin Example (A), it
is always possible to choose the off-diagonal entries arbitrarily and adjust the diagonal en-
tries to ensure the negative definiteness of L. Consequently, despite the fact that L' = —S",
we find that (L") g = R™™~1/2 which implies that the off-diagonal entries of the matrix
inverse serves as an unconstrained parameterization for correlation matrices.
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COROLLARY 5.8. For any choice of the off-diagonal entries there exists a unique corre-
lation matrix R whose inverse has precisely these off-diagonal entries.

A clear advantage of working with the inverse, rather than with the matrix loga-
rithm, is that this is a well-understood algebraic map with efficient methods to com-
pute it. Explicit numerical procedures are provided in Améndola and Zwiernik (2021);
Llorens-Terrazas and Brownlees (2022). To see how it works, let £ be the set of all L € S™
with fixed off-diagonal entries L. Then £ is the set of matrices with zeros on the diagonal.
Take Ag to be any matrix in £ and S,, = I,,. Solving the dual problem in Proposition 3.8
with F(3) = —log det(3) we obtain the unique 3 with ones on the diagonal and such that
Lel.

5.3. Estimation under mixed convex constraints. Suppose now that we fix closed convex
restrictions C4 on X 4 and closed convex restrictions Cg on Lp. Thus, the model is given by

(22) {ZGSm: ZAGCAF\(ST)AandLBGCBﬁ(LT)B}.

We propose the following 2-step method to fit a model given by convex restriction on X4 and
convex restrictions on Lp.

(S1) Minimize the Bregman divergence Dp(S,,, L) = F'(Sy,) + F*(L) — (L, S,,) subject to
LpeCp n (L) p. This is a convex optimization problem and denote the corresponding

unique optlmlzer (if it exists) by L.
(S2) Given L, minimize the Bregman divergence Dy (3, L) = F(X) + F*(L) — (L, ¥) sub-
ject to 34 € C4 n (ST) 4. This is again a convex optimization problem and denote the

corresponding minimizer (if it exists) by 3.

It is clear immediately by construction that » 4 satisfies the given constraints on X 4. We also
have the following, perhaps more surprising, result, which shows that ¥ satisfies both the
restrictions on X 4 and on Lpg.

PROPOSITION 5.9.  Suppose F € E™ is essentially smooth. Let f/ and Y. be as defined
above and assume L and L = VF( ) both lie in IL7!". Then LB = LB eCpn (L) In

other words, 3. lies in the model (22).

PROOF. If the optimum > in (S2) exists, by convexity of the function and the underlying
set C4 N (S) 4, 3 must satisfy the KKT conditions

(L—L,X—%)>0 forall Ls.t. SyeCa.

Since S’ is open, a small perturbation > + T also lies in S7'. Assuming that Ty = 0 we
can even conclude that 3 4 + TA €Ca N (ST)a. Since T with Ty = 0 is small but otherwise

arbitrary, we conclude that I B = L B. Moreover, L B €Cp n (L) because L solves (S1).
This concludes the proof. O

According to Proposition 5.9, our procedure yields a point satisfying both types of con-
straints by solving two convex problems (S1) and (S2). Some statistical properties of the
corresponding estimator can also be obtained following Section 4 above and Section 6 in
Lauritzen and Zwiernik (2022). Let the Bregman estimator (BE) be the estimator 33 obtained
by minimizing the Bregman divergence D (S,,,) subject to ¥4 € C4 and Lp € Cp (this
is in general a non-convex optimization problem). In a way analogous to Theorem 6.1 in
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Lauritzen and ZW1ermk (2022) and with essentially the same proof, we expect that the esti-
mations ¥, and 3, are asymptotically equivalent, in the sense that /n(3, — 3,,) = op(1).
The importance of this comes from the fact that the Bregman estimator is an M-estimator and
so its asymptotics under general restrictions is quite well understood Geyer (1994).

6. Numerical optimization. In this section we discuss numerical strategies to solve the
problem (9) or the dual problem (12). In the specific example when F'(X) = — log det X there
exist numerous approaches including coordinate descent and block-coordinate algorithms.
Here we focus on general purpose solutions.

6.1. Projected gradient descent. In general, the second order information is hard to ob-
tain for most choices of F' (c.f. Lewis and Sendov (2001)). We thus first discuss a first-order
method. The simplest solution is to perform the projected gradient descent algorithm for the
dual problem (12): minimize F'(X) — (A, ¥) subject to ¥ — S,, € L. Note that if £ is a
linear subspace, we can take Ay = 0, which simplifies the formulas below.

We initiate the algorithm at £(9) = S, which is dually feasible at least as long as S,, € ST
The gradient of F/(X) — (A, $)is L — Ay. Denote by IT (L — Ap) the orthogonal projection
of L — Ag e S™ to £1. We move from £(*) to (1) using the formula

2+ — w0 _ g 115 (L® — 4).

If ©(® is feasible, that is, if ¥ — S, € £+ then (1) is also feasible and so the algorithm
produces a sequence of feasible points. We can set the step size s; using backtracking, assur-
ing in this way that the value of the function increases at each step. Since F' is strictly convex,
this algorithm eventually converges to the optimum. This follows from the fact that the pro-
jected gradient descent is a special case of proximal gradient algorithms; see Section 10.4 in
Beck (2017) for relevant results.

Alternatively, it is possible to solve the primal problem (9). We start by any feasible L) e
L n L. Then, at each iterate L® | we project the gradient —X(*) + S, onto £. We denote
this projection by II-. Then we move

(23) L) = 1O _ 11,20 — S,).

Again, the step size can be chosen using backtracking. Note that here in some situations
finding a feasible starting point Ly may be problematic.

The main bottleneck in all these cases is that in each step we need to map between X
and L. This requires computing the spectral decomposition and so the complexity at each
step is at least O(m3), which may be prohibitive if m is very large. In the special case,
when F'(X) = tr(¢(X)) is a spectral sum, Han, Avron and Shin (2018) proposed to study the
stochastic gradient descent based on stochastic truncation of the Chebyshev expansion of I’
(or its conjugate). This and other techniques to approximate F' are discussed in Section 4.4
of Higham (2008).

6.2. Iterative Bregman projection. Another possible approach is to employ an itera-
tive projection algorithm as discussed by Bauschke and Borwein (1997); Dhillon and Tropp
(2008), which is structurally similar to iterative proportional scaling in exponential families.
Observe that, by Theorem 3.7, the minimizer of Dy(.S, L) over the hyperplane H given by
(B, L) = ¢ must satisfy S — S = AB for some \ € R. Equivalently, we can solve the one-
dimensional problem

24) minimize F(S + AB) — Ac such that )\ e R.
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Suppose now that £ = ﬂle H;, where H; is a hyperplane ( B;, L) = ¢;. We could iteratively
“project” on Hy, ..., H; by minimizing the Bregman divergence to each H;. Thus, we could
run an iterative algorithm that starts with »O0 =g and, fort > 0,

L(t+1) _ aTgLngl DF(E(t),L), E(t+1) _ VF*(L(t+1)),
€;

or, equivalently,

(25) A = arg min FEO £ AB) = Ae;, st =xO 4 \t+) g,
€

where i cycles around {1,...,k} in some, potentially random, order. The following result
justifies this algorithm.

PROPOSITION 6.1 (Theorem 8.1, Bauschke and Borwein (1997)). Suppose that F € E™
is essentially smooth and S € S!'. If dom(F') = S’} then the algorithm in (25) converges to
the global optimum of (9).

EXAMPLE 6.2. For illustration, we show how this could be used in the case when
F(X) = —logdet(X) + 3 tr(%?), which we motivate later in Proposition 9.1. Fix a graph
G with nodes {1, ..., m} and consider the linear space

Lo={LeS™: L;j=0ifi+# jandij¢ E}.
T
(2
for i # j and ij ¢ G. In the t-th iteration we try to minimize F(X®) + )\(e,-ejT +ejel))
with respect to A€ R. Let A = {7, j} and C' = {1,...,m}\{i,j}. We write X 4/c:= X4 —
by ACZElCEC, 4. It is useful to observe that standard Schur complement arguments give that

In this case the hyperplanes on which we project are defined by ¢ =0 and B = eiejT +eje

det(SO + Mere] + eje])) = det(Se) - det (Eﬂifc + R 3]) -

Moreover,
Lr((Z® + AMeie] +eje]))?) = Str((ZD)?) + 228 + A%,

Denote W = ES‘)C € S2. Then

d 2X + 2W1o
—F(x® L \eel oTY) =

BT M) Feel)) = o o, —
Equating this to zero results in a cubic polynomial equation, which can be solved exactly. By
convexity of the problem, there may be only one real solution A that leads to positive definite

>(t+1) The condition is simple to check: W13 Way > (Wig + A)2.

+250) +2x,

7. Sparsity and positive definite completion. One important concept that has been ex-
tensively studied in high-dimensional statistics is sparsity Hastie, Tibshirani and Wainwright
(2015). In the context of covariance matrix estimation, Gaussian graphical models have
proven to be particularly successful Lauritzen (1996). It is customary to encode the spar-
sity pattern by a graph G with m nodes and edge set 2. We denote the corresponding linear
subspace by Lg:

EG = {LESmi LZ]=01f2j¢E}

Note that we can take Ay = 0 in this case and £é is given by zero restrictions on the com-
plementary entries of L.
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EXAMPLE 7.1 (Gaussian graphical models). The multivariate Gaussian distribution
Ny, (0,%) forms an exponential family with canonical parameter K = X ~!. Given a sam-
ple Xq,..., X, from this model, the sufficient statistics is S,, = %Z?zl XZ-XZ-T . Denote the
entries of S, by S;;. For a given graph G, the Gaussian graphical model is given by imposing
zero restrictions on some off-diagonal entries of K = X!

M(G)={XeST: (271 =0forij¢ E}.

Gaussian graphical models have made a significant impact on multivariate statistics and
are commonly used even for non-Gaussian data. The elegant SKEPTIC approach introduced
by Liu et al. (2012) allows to extend the Gaussian setting to Gaussian copulas with minimal
loss of efficiency and no loss of interpretability. Gaussian graphical models are also rou-
tinely employed beyond this favourable scenario. In such cases, the Gaussian log-likelihood
is considered as a suitable loss function, and the zero restrictions correspond to conditional
independence assumptions, albeit under the assumption of linear conditional independence.
Interestingly, as demonstrated in Rossell and Zwiernik (2021), some distributional settings,
such as elliptical distributions, preserve certain non-linear conditional independence infor-
mation when partial correlations vanish.

Zero restrictions on 3 have also been explored in the literature, leading to the covariance
graph model Pearl and Wermuth (1994); Kauermann (1996); Chaudhuri, Drton and Richardson
(2007); Drton and Richardson (2008). More recently, zero restrictions on log(X) have been
considered in Battey (2017, 2019); Rybak and Battey (2021), with additional geometric mo-
tivations presented in Pavlov (2023). All of these models fall under the category of entropic
models. We discuss yet another example.

EXAMPLE 7.2 (Spatial autoregressive model (SAR)). This example is adapted from
LeSage and Pace (2007). Consider the spatial autoregression model: Sy = S8 + ¢, where
the vector y contains m observations on the dependent variable, each associated with one
region or point in space. The matrix X represents m x k full column rank matrix of con-
stants, which correspond to observations of k independent variables for each region. We
assume ¢ ~ N,(0,0%L,,). The vector 3 is the vector of parameters. In the SAR model,
the matrix S takes the form S = I,,, — pD, where D represents m x m nonnegative spa-
tial weight matrix and p reflects the magnitude of spatial dependence. If i-th unit interacts
with the j-th unit in some meaningful way, they are called neighbours, which defined a
graph G' with m nodes. It is typically assumed that D is symmetric and D;; = 0 for units
that are not neighbours. Note that in this model the covariance matrix of y takes the form
Y = 02(I,, — pD)~2. As aresult ¥~ /2 € L. The corresponding entropic covariance model
is generated by F(X) = —2tr(v/X) with L = VF(X) = —X~1/2; in Table 1 we see that this
is the dual construction to one of our running examples F'(X) = tr(X~1).

The next result follows from Corollary 3.8.

PROPOSITION 7.3. Let S,, be the sample covariance matrix and consider the problem
of maximizing 7, (L) = F*(L) — (S, L) subject to L € Lg n L. The dual problem is to
minimize F'(X) subject to ¥;; = S;; for all ij € E.

EXAMPLE 7.4. Suppose m = 3 and suppose that L3 = 0 is the only constraint defining
L. Let SeS3 be given by

412 R 417
S=1143 with G=e—e—0e and =143
234 734
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By Proposition 7.3, irrespective of the form of F', the Bregman estimator S s equal to .S on
all the entries apart from the entries (1,3) and (3,1). The KKT conditions require that

(VE(E)hs = 0.
We now show how this equation can be solved for our four running examples together with
the new example Fg(X) = F4(X) + Fp(X) introduced later in Proposition 9.1. For VF4 =
—27! we get ilg = 5125521523 = %. For VFp(X) =%, ilg = 0 as the resulting S is
positive definite (c.f. Example 3.13). If F'(X) is the negative von Neumann divergence, we
need to rely on numerical computations developed in Section 6 obtaining

[ 4.0000 1.0000 0.4298 R R 1.3520 0.2721 0.0000
S = | 1.0000 4.0000 3.0000 L = log() = | 0.2721 0.9305 0.9806
0.4298 3.0000 4.0000 0.0000 0.9806 0.9695

For VFp(Y) = —%72, 513 = (64 — v/3754) ~ 0.91. Finally, for VFp(X) =% — 271,
§:13 ~ 0.105.

8. Jordan algebras. In this section we cover a set of particularly nice linear constraints
with some history in covariance matrix estimation. This allows us to recognize various scat-
tered results in a unifying way. We start with a definition; see Jensen (1988).

DEFINITION 8.1. A linear space £ € S™ is called a Jordan algebra of symmetric matri-
ces if

(26) VA, Be Ll (AB + BA) e L.

1
2
For a Jordan algebra £, if A€ £ then A% € £ (or A" € £ in general for n > 1). This condition
is in fact equivalent to (26) by the fact that £ is a linear subspace and by the identity AB +
BA = (A+ B)? - A% - B2

To motivate Jordan algebras in statistics we provide the following examples.

EXAMPLE 8.2. Consider the correlation model with an additional restriction that all
off-diagonal entries are equal to each other. This is known as the equicorrelation model
Améndola and Zwiernik (2021). In Proposition 2 of Archakov and Hansen (2021), it was
shown that the logarithm of an equicorrelation matrix has equal off-diagonal entries. This
result is a special case of Proposition 8.5 by observing that the set of matrices with equal
diagonal entries and equal off-diagonal entries forms a Jordan algebra.

There is a natural way to generalize this example.

EXAMPLE 8.3. Let S, be the symmetric group on {1,...,m}, which we identify with
the set of permutation matrices in R™*". Fix a subgroup G < S,,, and consider the set

{(LeS™: USU =X forall U e G}.

This set of restrictions has been studied as the RCOP model in Hgjsgaard and Lauritzen
(2008). In the case when G = S,,, we get matrices whose all diagonal elements and all oft-
diagonal elements are equal.

Another simple example, discussed by Chiu, Leonard and Tsui (1996), is when £ =
{al, + BU : a,B € R} and U is an idempotent matrix (U? = U), or more generally,
U? = yU for some ~ € R. Szatrowski (2004) also gives an overview of interesting lin-
ear restrictions that correspond to Jordan algebras and motivates them statistically; see also
Rubin and Szatrowski (1982). The following example, motivated by spatial modelling, is also
interesting.
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EXAMPLE 8.4. Recall the spatial autoregressive model (SAR) presented in Example 7.2.
The main motivation in LeSage and Pace (2007) was to come up with a version of this model,
which is easier to handle statistically and computationally. Their starting observation was
that in practice of SAR modelling the matrix D is row normalized so that D1,, = 1,,. Row-
stochastic spatial weight matrices have a long history of application in spatial statistics; e.g.
Ord (1975). Consider the subspace

L ={LeS": JaeRs.t. L1, =al,}.

This L satisfies conditions of Proposition 8.5. Note that

(Im—pD)™" = L+ ). p"D".
n=1
In the MESS model of LeSage and Pace (2007), the matrix S = (I,, — pD) in usual SAR
formulation is replaced with the matrix exponential exp(—aD), for o > 0, in which case

n
(exp(—aD))™' = exp(aD) = I, + Z a—D",
n!
n=1
which corresponds to exponential decrease of influence for higher-order neighbors. Note
that the MESS model assumes log > € L5 n L. The fact that £ is a Jordan algebra, greatly
simplifies computations.

Szatrowski showed in a series of papers Szatrowski (1978, 1980, 2004) that the MLE for
linear Gaussian covariance models has an explicit representation, i.e., it is a known linear
combination of entries of the sample covariance matrix, if and only if £ forms a Jordan
algebra. Furthermore, Szatrowski proved that for this restrictive model class the MLE is
given in the closed form. We will generalize this result here by first generalizing the main
result of Jensen (1988).

PROPOSITION 8.5.  Suppose F' € E™ takes the form F (X) = tr(¢(X)) with ¢ analytic on
(0,400). Suppose L is a linear subspace which satisfies (26) and I,, € L, then ¥ € L N S}
ifandonly if L=V F(X)e LL7.

PROOF. Since ¢ is analytic on (0,+00), ¢ is also analytic and we can take its series
expansion around 1:

¢ (z) = Z en(z—1)" for some ¢, € R,n > 0.
n=0

In consequence, if ¥ € £ n S} and L satisfies (26) with I,,, € £ then (X — I,,,)" € L for all
n =1 and so

VEE) = ¢/(2) = colm+ ). ca(B—In)" € LALT.

n=1

This shows the right implication. For the left implication we use the fact that ¢” (x) > 0 (strict
convexity) and so ¢’ is strictly increasing. The inverse of ¢’ is also analytic by the Lagrange
Inversion Theorem (e.g. Theorem 5.4.2 of Stanley (2023)). Now we can apply exactly the
same argument as above to the inverse of ¢'. U

REMARK 8.6. If £ forms a Jordan algebra and I,,, € L, then we also do not have to worry
about the statistical intepretability of the linear restrictions on L = VF'(X) because they are
exactly equivalent to the same linear restrictions on .
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This is how Jordan algebra structure leads to trivial estimation procedures.

PROPOSITION 8.7.  Suppose that F € E™ and L = VF (ST") is open. If L is a Jordan
algebra and I,,, € L, then the optimum in (9) is given in a closed form: L = VF(X), where
31 is the orthogonal projection of Sy, on L.

PROOF. By Theorem 3.7, the optlmum in (9), if 1t exists, is umquely given by the pair
(E L) e ST x LT with L= VF(E) satisfying (11): Le £ and & — S, € £+, Since L is a
J ordan algebra and I, € £, by Propos1t10n 8.5, equivalently S e £. But the condition S € £
and S — S, e £t says exactly that S is an orthogonal projection of S, onto L. O

9. Discussion. In this paper we presented a flexible family of models for covariance
matrices together with a canonical estimation procedure. We presented that this setting brings
new insights into the geometry of covariance matrices, which can be applied to design new
statistical procedures. To conclude the paper, we briefly outline some of the questions that
immediately arise for future work.

Unrestricted parametrizations of covariance matrices. The main motivation for using the
matrix logarithm transformation in Chiu, Leonard and Tsui (1996) was that it maps S’ bi-
jectively to S™. Using our geometric insights, we can easily provide a tractable alternative
for this transformation; an algebraic map VF for which VF(S7") = S™.

PROPOSITION 9.1.  Consider the map F(X) = —logdet(X) + 5 tr(Ez) for any \ > 0.
Then F € E™ is essentially smooth and VF (X) = AX — X! maps bl]ectlvely ST to S™.

PROOF. The underlying function ¢ is —log(x) + )‘:L' when = > 0 and +o0 for all other
x. It is strictly convex and differentiable in (0, +oo). Moreover, ¢'(x) = Az — 1/x and so
|¢/(x)| — oo as x — 0T This shows that F' € E™ is essentially smooth. As ¢ maps (0, +0)
to R, the result follows. O

Natural exponential families for S € S']': As suggested by one of the referees, this set-up im-
plicitly leads to definition of a natural exponential family; see Theorem 4 in Banerjee et al.
(2005). If F' e £™ is essentially smooth then we could study the family of distributions over
S e ST with density pr,(S) = h(S)exp{(S,L) — F*(L)}. This could be particularly inter-
esting in the case when both h and F'* are spectral sums.

Gaussian Bayesian networks. Consider a directed acyclic graph (DAG) G whose nodes rep-

resent components of the random vector X = (X7,..., X,,). We say that the distribution of
X lies in a Gaussian linear structural model over G if
Z )\in § T &,
j—ieG

where );; € R and ¢; is independent of X; for each parent j of ¢ in GG, and the ¢;’s are
mutually independent. Denote by A € R™*"™ the matrix with entries \;; if j — i in G and
zero otherwise. Then the covariance matrix ¥ of X satisfies ¥ = (I — A)~1Q(I — A)~T
where (2 is the diagonal covariance matrix of . Taking the inverse K = 7!, we get K =
LO7 LT (see e.g. Proposition 2.1 in Sullivant, Talaska and Draisma (2010)), where L = (I —
A)T, and so L;j =0 unless 7 = j or ¢ — j in the underlying DAG.
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Looking at the second power of ¥~! we see that
Liu Uuvaij

L
(K?)ij = (LQ'LTLQ LT )5 = )] a

U,V,W

In particular, (K 2)Z-j = 0 if the graph does not contain a structure ¢ — % «<— v — w < j in
G or any simpler structure obtained from this by contracting some of the arrows. We get a
similar interpretation for higher powers of ¥,
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APPENDIX A: SPECTRAL FUNCTIONS

A.l. Basic convex analysis on R™. In this section we briefly review some ba-
sic and very streamlined results in convex analysis. We refer to Rockafellar (1970);
Hiriart-Urruty and Lemaréchal (2012) as good references for convex analysis. Chapter 5
of Barndorff-Nielsen (1978) provides an exposition of the most statistically-relevant re-
sults from Rockafellar (1970). Our discussion of Bregman divergences is closely related
to Bauschke and Borwein (1997)

By Conv(R™) denote the set of convex function f € R™ — R U {400} that are not iden-
tically equal to 400 (those are sometimes called proper convex functions). The domain of
f € Conv(R™) is the non-empty set dom(f) = {x € R™: f(z) < +oo}. By Conv(R") de-
note the class of functions in Conv(R™) that are lower semicontinuous on R™ - these are
also known as closed convex functions. Recall that f is lower semicontinuous if the lower
level-set {x : f(z) <t} is closed for all t € R.

Let f: R™ — R u {+0} be any function that is not identically equal to +oc0. Suppose,
in addition, that there is an affine function minorizing f on R™. If f € Conv(R™), this is
automatically satisfied; see Proposition B1.2.1 in Hiriart-Urruty and Lemaréchal (2012). The
conjugate function f* is defined for s € R™ as

f5(s) i= sup {(s,z) — f(z)}.
TER™
If f is minorized by (sg,z) — b, for some sp € R™ and b € R. Then f*(sp) < b and
f*(s) > —oo for all s because dom(f) # ¢J. Thus f*: R™ — R u {400} and it is not
equal to +o0 everywhere. Since it is a pointwise supremum of linear functions, f* is con-
vex. In fact, f* € Conv(R™) irrespective of whether f is convex. We actually have the fol-
lowing fundamental result: f € Conv(R™) if and only if f = (f*)*; Corollary E.1.3.6 in
Hiriart-Urruty and Lemaréchal (2012).

Note that, by definition, f(x) + f*(s) — (s,x) = 0 for every s, z. The conjugate function

can be used to conveniently define the subdifferential of f at x for any f € Conv(R™)

0f(x) := {seR™: f(z) + [*(s) — (s,2) = O};

see Theorem E1.4.1 in Hiriart-Urruty and Lemaréchal (2012). Moreover, f is differentiable at
x with gradient V f (x) if and only if 0f () = {V f(z)} and if z ¢ dom(f) then 0f (z) = .
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A.2. General results on spectral functions on S™. Establishing convexity of a general
function F': S™ — R U {+o0} and computing its gradient may be complicated. We note
however that our running examples are spectral functions Lewis (1996a); Watkins (1974).
For reader’s convenience we briefly mention relevant results and definitions.

DEFINITION A.1. A function F': S™ — R U {+00} is a spectral function if F(UTXU) =
F (%) for all ¥ € S™ and orthogonal U'. In particular, F'(X) depends on the eigenvalues of 3
only.

Associated with any spectral function is a symmetric real-valued function f : R™ — R u
{+0o0}. Specifically, we define f(\) = F(diag())), where diag(\) is the diagonal matrix
with A = (\1,..., A;,) on the diagonal. Denote by A\(2) = (A1 (X),..., \n (X)) the spectrum
of ¥ in a decreasing order. The spectral functions are precisely those of the form F'(X) =
F(diag(A\(X2))) = f(A(X)). The following important result appears as Corollary 2.4 in Lewis
(1996a); see also Davis (1957).

THEOREM A.2. A symmetric function f on R satisfies f € Conv(R"™) if and only if the
associated spectral function F defined by F(X) = f(\(X)) satisfies F' € Conv(S™).

SKETCH PROOF. The left implication follows easily by restricting to the linear subspace
of diagonal matrices . So suppose f € Conv(R™). To show that F' € Conv(S™) we show
that F' = (F*)*. For this we first show that if F/(X) = f(\(X)) for f: R™ — R symmetric
then F'*(L) = f*(A\(L)). For this, we use the von Neumann trace inequality which states that

(L,%) < ML) TA(X) with equality if and only if there exists an orthogonal matrix U such
that U " XU and U " LU are simultaneously diagonal; see Mirsky (1959). It follows that

F*(L) = sup {(L,S) — F(S)} < sup ML)TAE) — F(A(D))
YeSm YeSm

= sup {A(L) u— f(u)} = f*(A(L)).

ueR™

Note that since the von Neumann inequality can become equality as described above, the
inequality above becomes equality proving that F*(L) = f*(A(L)). Suppose now that f €
Conv(R™) or, equivalently, f = (f*)*. By the argument above applied to F*

(FH)*(2) = (F)*(AE) = F(AE) = F(Z).
O

Computing the gradient of a spectral function I’ also relies on computing the gradient of
f. The following result will be useful; see Corollary 3.2 Lewis (1996a).

THEOREM A.3. Suppose that the function f € Conv(R™) is symmetric. If F(X) =
fN(X)) is the associated spectral function and 3. = Udiag(A\(X))U " for an orthogonal
matrix U then for every Y. such that f is differentiable at \(X), F is differentiable at > and

VF(%) = Udiag(VfANE)UT.
PROOF SKETCH. In the proof of Theorem A.2 we showed that F*(L) = f*(A(L)). By
Section A.1, we have L € 0F(X) exactly when
(L,Z) = F(2)+ F*(L) = fAX®)) + FF (ML) < ATDAE) < (L,D),

where the first inequality follows from the definition of f* and the second inequality fol-
lows again by the von Neumann trace inequality Mirsky (1959). The fact that the left most
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expression is equal to the right most expression implies that both inequalities are equalities
and so: (i) A\(L) € 0f(A(X)), (ii) if ¥ = Udiag(A\(X))U " then L = Udiag(A\(L))U . If f is
differentiable at A(X) then V£(A\(X)) = A(L) and VF(X) = L = Udiag(A\(L))U T, which
concludes the proof. O

We note that this result is true more generally for spectral functions that are not convex; see
Theorem 1.1 in Lewis (1996b). The computation of the second order derivatives is generally
much more complicated Lewis and Sendov (2001).

It is worth noting that all our examples have a special form

27) FO) =D 6n)
=1

for some smooth function ¢ : R — Ru {+00}. For example, — log det(X) = — > | log X;(X)
and 1 tr(3?) = >, A}(X). Using the matrix function notation (e.g. Higham (2008)) we
can write it more elegantly as F'(X) = tr(¢(X)). Such functions are also sometimes called
spectral sums. The following follows from Theorem A.3.

PROPOSITION A.4. Suppose that ¢ is differentiable in (0, +00) and F(X) = tr(¢(X)).
Then, for every ¥ € S, we get Vtr(4(2)) = ¢/'(2).

PROOF. If f(X\) = >}, #(\;) then g—/{()\) = ¢/()\;). By Theorem A.3,if ¥ = Udiag(A\(2))U "
then

Vir(¢(2)) = U (diag A\Z)UT = ¢/(%).
O

A.3. Running examples. Many results in this paper rely on the fact that the underlying
function F’ lies in Conv(S™). In this section we study specifically spectral sums.

LEMMA A.5. Suppose F(X) = tr(¢(X)) then F*(L) = tr(¢*(L)). Moreover, F €
Conv(S™) if and only if ¢ € Conv(R).

PROOF. First note that in the proof of Theorem A.2 we showed F*(L) is induced by the
conjugate of f(\) = >, ¢(\;). We have

() = sup (e = D o)} = D 0" (),
reR™ i=1 i=1

which proves the first statement. This implies that F**(X) = tr(¢**()\)) and in consequence
also the second part of the lemma. U

As we said earlier, we normally define F' over S'!* and then we extend it to S’ by taking
the lower semicontinuous closure. We now explain how this works for our running examples.
Suppose that ¢ is a proper convex function. Taking tr(¢(X)) + igT(E) in Remark 2.1

corresponds to adding to ¢ the indicator of the closed interval [0, +00). Here the semicontin-
uous closure is easy to calculate directly. Concretely, the functions ¢ : R — R U {+ 0} that
we consider in this paper take the form

@) ¢(x) = +o0 forx<0; (i) ¢(x) <+oo forz>0; (i) ¢(0) = lim (x).
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We have dom(¢) = (0, +0) or dom(¢) = [0, +o0) depending on whether the limit in (iii) is
finite or not.

Now we can present our running examples more formally. In example (A) our function
was defined by ¢ 4(z) = —log(z) for z > 0. We have lim,_, g+ ¢4(x) = 400 and so:

—log(z) x>0 —logdet(¥) XeST
@) oa@) =B IOy o o) EesT
+0 x <0 +0 Y ¢ ST
and so dom(F4) = 7. In example (B):
122 2>0 Lir(x?) xeST
29 _ e Fp(®) = {2 %
9 ¢5(2) {+OO r<0’ 5(2) {Jroo Y¢S,

and so dom(Fg) = S';. Note that lim, o+ ¢p(x) = 0 so z = 0 lies in the domain of ¢p.

Here the extension was rather trivial because %wz is well defined for all x € R. Example (C)

is slightly more subtle:

—z(1 —log(z)) x>0 m
(30) éo(x) = 40 v=0, Fo(X) - {‘“@‘Ek’g@)) nesy
+0o0 Y¢S,

+00 <0

and so dom(F¢) = ST- Note that we did not write explicitly what is the value of the map F
on the boundary of gT. This function, similarly to the pseudoinverse, takes the spectral de-
composition ¥ = UAU " and applies the transformation ¢¢ only to the non-zero eigenvalues
in A leaving the zero eigenvalues unchanged. In particular it is well defined on ST. Finally,
in example (D):

x>0

(31 ép(x) = {% ; Fp(%) = {

4+ <0

tr(x7) XeST
+00 Y¢St
and so dom(Fp) = S7".
We now proceed to compute the convex conjugates of our running examples. In example
(A), ¢4 is given in (28) and
—1—log(—y) ify<0,
#4() = suplry — 6(x)} = supfry +log(a)} = { o) ity
zeR >0 +00 otherwise.

This calculation shows that

—m —logdet(—L) if Le —S7
Fi(L) = + dom(F}) = —ST = VFa(ST).
AlL) {+OO otherwise om(F3) + VEA(SY)

Similarly, ¢p is given in (29) and
sy? ify=0
* — supfzy — L2y — ) 2Y y=Y,
() :(:218{ y =2} {0 otherwise.
In particular,
Str(L?) if LeSY,

d FE) =8S™ Fg(ST) =8S"
0 otherwise. ’ om(Fg) = VFp(ST) =85

(32)  Fp(L)= {

In example (C), ¢¢ is given by (30) and
6% (y) = max{0,sup{ey + 7 — log(@)}} = €.
x>0
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In particular, Fi(L) = exp(L) and dom(Fp) = S™ = VF¢(ST). Finally, ¢p is given in
(31) and its conjugate is

—2y/=y ify<0
* _ _ l _
o ili%{:ny 2 {+00 otherwise
and we have
—2tr(v/=L) if Le-S} -
F*(L) = + d F*) — _§ O F (ST,
p(L) {+oo otherwise. ’ om(Fp) = (ST

APPENDIX B: PROOFS FROM SECTION 4
PROOF OF THEOREM 4.3. By Theorem 4 in Niemiro (1992)

Va0, — 00) = =I5 'V M, (6) + op(1).
It is then enough to show that /nV M, (6) A Ny, (0,€). Using (15), we get
VM, (00) = 2> h(00,Xs) = [(So — Sn, A

Moreover,
Eh(fo, X) = [(So —EXXT, AD]L, = 0.

Since the fourth moments exist, the central limit theorem gives that 1/nV.M,,(6y) converges
in distribution to N (0, 2), where

Qij = ’I’LE(<EO — Sn,A2> . <Eo — Sn,A]>) = nV&I‘(Sn)[Ai,Aj] = S[AZ,AJ]
]

PROOF OF LEMMA 4.5. Recall the definition of M, () in (13) as well as M and M,,.
We have

M, (00 + w) — My, (0g) = M (w) — tr((S, — o) L(w)).
and tr((S,, — Xo)L(w)) = (w, A™), which gives
Mpy(w) = M(w) — {w, A™),

The optimum of M, (w) is then obtained for & = 6, — 6o satisfying the first order condition
VM (&) = A, We get

P(|0, — 60| <€) = P(A™ e VM (eBy)),
where eBg = {w : |w| < €}. By definition of u-strong convexity, for all |w| <€

M(0) = M(w) + (VM (w), —w) + &|w|>.
Using the fact that, M (0) = 0 and M (w) > 0, we get that
5 Elwl?.
By the Holder’s inequality (VM (w), 144-) < |V M (w)| . Thus, dividing (33) by [w|1 we
get that

(33) (VHI(w),w) = T(w)+ 5 ul? >

plwl? _ plwl

2wl ~ 2vd’

IVM(w)]eo =
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that |w[; < v/d|w]. Note that, for every w €
R?, VM (tw) is monotonely increasing in ¢ > 0. It now directly follows that

64 B(AW e VH(B) > P(IAW]0 < inf [VH()le) > BIAM] < 7).

2+/d
O

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.6. By Lemma 4.5 and the union bound, we get

(35) P([6n — 60l > €) < P(IAM |, > 2o Z (ALY

e )
2vd’"

We will bound each term on the right of (35). Given ¥y and Aq,..., Ag € S™ denote the
eigenvalues of /X9 A/ by

)\jk = )\j(\/zoAk\/ 20) e R.
If X ~N(0,%) then XT A, X = Z;”zl )\ijJZ, where Z ~ N, (0, I,;,). Thus, for every k
we have

A(n = 12 X A X; —tr EoAk =

3
3|1—‘

Z Z )\]k(Z”
i=1j=1

where Z;; ~ N(0,1) are all independent of each other. Recall from Definition 2.7 in
Wainwright (2019) that a random variable Y with mean zero is sub-exponential with param-
eters (v, a), both positive, if e’ < e”*2*/2 for all |\| < 1. By Example 2.8 in Wainwright
(2019), all 22 — 1 are independent sub-exponential random variables with parameters
(v,a) = (2, 4) We also use another standard result: if Yj,...,Yy are independent sub-
exponential with parameters (v;, «; ), then for any fixed vector u € ]RN , the linear combination

> u;Y; is sub-exponential with parameters (1/>; u?v2, max; o ); see p. 29 in Wainwright

(2019). Since each A;ﬁ") is a linear combination of independent sub-exponential variables,
we conclude that it is is sub-exponential with parameters (v, g ) with

m

2 _
Z )\J’f B
Jj=1

2
— XA .
\/EH 0Ar|F

and

4
ap = — max |Ajy| = _”EOAkH'
n j=1,...m

Directly from the definition, if Y is sub-exponential with parameters (vy,ay), then it is
sub-exponential with parameters (v, ) whenever v, < v and oy < «. Using the fact that

Aq,..., Ay for an orthonormal basis of £, we now show that, for each k,
2 4
v < —| 2o, ar < —|20]-
P < ol%ol, ok < Il

Note that |XoAx| < |Zof|Ak| < |20l simply because |Ag| < |Ax|r = 1. Moreover,
1320 Ak|lF < |2oll|| Ak | F < |Xo|. The fact that | X Ag | 7 can be upper bounded by | o || Ak | #
follows easily from the first inequality in Fang, Loparo and Feng (1994), which states that if
A, BeS! then tr(AB) < | A| tr(B). From this, for each k,

[SoAklE = tr(S5AF) < [S5] tr(AR) = [Sol*| Ax[E < [Zof*.
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We conclude that each A](;L) is a sub-exponential random variable with parameters (\/lﬁ 1Zol, 2[0]).

Standard sub-exponential tail bound (Proposition 2.9 in Wainwright (2019)) imply then that

P(|A| > 1) <

tn

2¢ ®=ol  otherwise .

t2n
{Qe—szoz if 0 <t <[Zol,

The final bound follows by taking ¢ = 2‘% and using (35). For the last part of the theorem:

2.2
neern 43| |2d 2d
=2 —_—— — = —1 — .
(36) 0 =2dexp { 32d| X012 } ¢ n n & 1)

2|30 |Vd
I

Ifn> 8log(%) then the parameter ¢ in (36) satisfies € < , which, by the first part,

implies that P(||6,, — 6o|| > €) < § concluding the proof. O

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.7. By Lemma 4.4, M (0) = 0 and VM (0) = 0. Then by Tay-
lor’s theorem, for some ¢ € [0, 1],

M(w) = %WTV2M(M})W > %)\min(V2M(tw)) . Hsz,
where we will use the standard variational definition of the minimal eigenvalue of V2M (tw)

Auin(VEM(tw)) = min o VZM (t)u = min V2F*(L(60 + tw))[L(w), L(w).

Note that if |u| =1 then | L(u)||r = 1 because

m
(L(u),L(u)) = Zuiuj<A,-, Ay = Z u? = 1.
1,J i=1

In other words, the minimal eigenvalue of VZM (tw) corresponds to the restricted minimal

eigenvalue of V2F*(L(6y + tw)), which we bound here by the minimal unrestricted eigen-

value

Amin(VPM (tw)) =  min  V2F*(L(0p +tw))[H,H] = min V*F*(L(6p+tw))[H, H].
|H|lF=1,HeL ]l r=1

Since the gradient mappings VF' and VF™ are inverses of each other on S, by the inverse

mapping theorem, at each point L = VF(X) € L7, the linear mapping V2F*(L) is the in-

verse of the linear mapping V2F(X). Since these linear mappings are positive definite (by

strict convexity of F' and F'*) it follows that

1
min V2F*(L(0y + tw))[H, H] = .
|HlF=1 (L {8 2l ] HlaX”H”F:1V2F(E(90—|—tw))[H,H]

The proof of this result follows like in the standard matrix case by solving the corre-
sponding Lagrange problems. By Proposition 3.1 in Juditsky and Nemirovski (2008), if
F(X) =tr(¢(X)) and the condition (19) holds, then , for every ¥ € S’
(37) V2F(S)[H,H] < Ltr(H¢"(S)H) = (tr(¢"(Z)H?).
Since ¢ is strictly convex, ¢”(z) > 0 for all z > 0 and so, if ¥ € ST, then ¢"(X) € ST
The first inequality in Fang, Loparo and Feng (1994) states that if A, B € ST then tr(AB) <
| Al tr(B). We use it with A = ¢”(3) and B = H? to conclude

tr(¢" (D)H?) < [¢" (D) te(H?) = |¢" (D) H]7 = [¢"()]
whenever | H | = 1. Putting this all together gives
1 1

> >
C]¢"(5(00 +tw))| — La
which shows that M (w) is 7 -strongly convex in the e-ball. O

Amin(VZM (tw))
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