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Graph Laplacian Learning with Exponential Family
Noise

Changhao Shi and Gal Mishne

Abstract—Graph signal processing (GSP) is a prominent
framework for analyzing signals on non-Euclidean domains. The
graph Fourier transform (GFT) uses the combinatorial graph
Laplacian matrix to reveal the spectral decomposition of signals
in the graph frequency domain. However, a common challenge in
applying GSP methods is that in many scenarios the underlying
graph of a system is unknown. A solution in such cases is to
construct the unobserved graph from available data, which is
commonly referred to as graph or network inference. Although
different graph inference methods exist, these are restricted to
learning from either smooth graph signals or simple additive
Gaussian noise. Other types of noisy data, such as discrete counts
or binary digits, are rather common in real-world applications,
yet are underexplored in graph inference. In this paper, we
propose a versatile graph inference framework for learning
from graph signals corrupted by exponential family noise. Our
framework generalizes previous methods from continuous smooth
graph signals to various data types. We propose an alternating
algorithm that jointly estimates the graph Laplacian and the
unobserved smooth representation from the noisy signals. We
also extend our approach to a variational form to account for the
inherent stochasticity of the latent smooth representation. Finally,
since real-world graph signals are frequently non-independent
and temporally correlated, we further adapt our original setting
to a time-vertex formulation. We demonstrate on synthetic and
real-world data that our new algorithms outperform competing
Laplacian estimation methods that suffer from noise model
mismatch.

Index Terms—Network inference, graph learning, graph signal
processing, exponential family distributions.

I. INTRODUCTION

GRAPHS are ubiquitous in our world. From neural sys-
tems to molecules, from social networks to traffic flow,

objects in assorted fields and their connections can be naturally
represented abstractly as graphs. Studying these abstractions
and the data associated with them has been proven to be vital
in understanding these scientific fields [1]–[4].

Graph signal processing (GSP) provides an elegant yet
powerful framework for studying these geometric objects and
serves as the foundation of many other modern geometric
machine learning approaches. GSP analyzes data or signals on
irregular domains, generalizing from signals on a regular grid
such as time series to signals on networks and graphs [5]. The
graph shift operator (GSO), which generalizes the temporal
shift operator in traditional signal processing, is chosen to be
a graph representation such as the graph adjacency matrix and
the graph Laplacian. The eigenvectors of the GSO not only
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encompass rich geometric information about the graph but
also transform spatial signals to the spectral domain. Thus, by
making the eigenvectors of the GSO graph Fourier basis, GSP
extends Fourier analysis to non-Euclidean domains. Functions
of the eigenvalues of GSO are called graph filters, lifting
or dampening different spectral components of graph signals.
However, applying the graph Fourier transform (GFT) requires
the graph of the system to be known, which is not the case in
many real-world problems. When the graph is unknown, one
needs resort to various graph inference methods [6] to apply
GSP or other graph machine learning methods.

Graph inference is a prominent problem in GSP. With
only graph signals available, learning the graph structure
is possible when imposing various geometric priors on the
signals [6]–[9]. Arguably the most prevalent is to assume that
the observed signals are smooth with respect to the graph to be
inferred. Established methods usually find the graph adjacency
matrix or, more commonly, the graph Laplacian, so that total
variation of given signals, a measurement of smoothness, will
be minimal [10]–[14]. However, smooth graph signals are rare
in the real world, and one is often required to deal with
noisy signals which contradicts this assumption. The smooth
model implies that signals are continuous and unbounded,
while in the real world, signals can be discrete, categorical,
or even binary in extreme cases. One way to bypass this
problem is to disregard the noise and treat the noisy signals
as smooth signals, especially when the noise is assumed to
be considerably small. Although such compromises may yield
satisfying results, ignoring the noise is not always appropriate.
In neuroscience, for example, graph learning methods have
been successfully applied to fMRI data to learn functional
connectivity between brain regions [10], [15], [16]. However,
at the cellular level, electrophysiology recordings consist of
binary spiking patterns, and to infer a graph of neurons, i.e.
corresponding to their functional or anatomical connectivity,
the non-continuous and non-negative nature of spiking signals
posits difficulty on the existing smooth graph inference meth-
ods. When smoothness is not even properly defined, new graph
learning approaches are necessary.

Fortunately, a remedy for the smooth model is feasible,
owing to its probabilistic interpretation [11], [17]. For the
Laplacian-based smooth model, with the graph Laplacian
properly regularized, graph inference coincides with the max-
imum likelihood estimation (MLE) of an improper Gaussian
distribution of smooth signals. More interestingly, Dong et
al. [11] considered the case where the noise is additive
Gaussian, and formulated graph inference as the maximum a-
posterior (MAP) of the unobserved Gaussian smooth signals.
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In the same vein as generalized linear models (GLM) gen-
eralizing linear models, an appropriate noise distribution can
substitute the Gaussian distribution to account for a specific
response. More precisely, we can model the observations by
a conditional response distribution whose expected value is
parameterized by their underlying smooth representation. This
new layer of hierarchy can adapt the smooth model to other
data types, with the underlying smooth signal kept intact for
the use of GSP.

In this paper, we study the problem of learning graph
Laplacian matrices from graph signals of various types. We
first generalize a GSP-based framework that generates graph
signals with Gaussian noise [11] to a versatile framework
that is compatible with all exponential family noise. We
then propose Graph Learning with Exponential family Noise
(GLEN), an algorithm that estimates the underlying graph
Laplacian from the noisy signals without knowing the smooth
representation. Our generalized method provides a unified
solution for graph Laplacian learning when the observed
data type varies. We present two concrete examples of this
generalized scenario with Poisson and Bernoulli noise. Fur-
thermore, we extend GLEN to the time-vertex setting [18]
to handle data with temporal correlations, e.g., time series
on a network. We demonstrate in synthetic experiments with
different graph models that GLEN is competitive against off-
the-shelf Laplacian estimation methods under noise model
mismatch. Furthermore, we apply GLEN to different types of
real-world data (e.g., binary questionnaires and neural activity)
to further demonstrate the efficacy of our methods. Note that
our goal is to learn rigorous combinatorial graph Laplacian
matrices, which is different from previous work that aims to
learn general precision matrices [19], [20].

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

1) We establish a generalized GSP-based framework that
models graph signals of different data types using expo-
nential family distributions;

2) We propose an alternating algorithm for joint graph
learning and signal denoising under this generalized
framework;

3) We extend our framework to temporally smooth signals
using the time-vertex formulation.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We review
related work on graph inference in Section II and introduce
mathematical background in Section III. In Section IV we
poresent our approach to generalize graph inference beyond
simple Gaussian noise to exponential family noise and propose
an alternating algorithm for learning the unknown graph. We
evaluate our methods on synthetic and real-world datasets in
Section V.

We use the following notation throughout the paper. Low-
ercase and uppercase bold letters denote vectors and matrices,
respectively, and lowercase bold italic letters denote random
vectors. Let SRNˆN and SRNˆN

` denote the set of symmetric
real matrices and symmetric real nonnegative matrices. Let 1
and 0 denote the all 1 and all 0 vectors, and let O denote the
all 0 matrix. : denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse and
det: denotes the pseudo-determinant. For matrix norms, } ¨ }F

denotes the Frobenius norm, and } ¨ }1 sum of the absolute
values of all matrix entries. We use } ¨ }2 to denote vector
2-norm.

II. RELATED WORK

The problem of graph inference has been studied from
three different perspectives: statistical modeling, GSP, and
physically motivated models.

In Probabilistic graphical models (PGMs), a graph typi-
cally refers to the conditional dependencies between random
variables. One important class of PGM is the Gaussian Markov
random field (GMRF) [21]. In a GMRF, the conditional
dependencies are encoded by the inverse covariance matrix,
also named the precision matrix, which plays a similar role
as the graph Laplacian. The problem of learning the parsimo-
nious precision matrix is known as covariance selection [22],
assuming that the graph to be estimated is sparse. Nowa-
days, covariance selection is usually solved by the prestigious
graphical Lasso algorithm and its different variants [23]–[31].
However, it is worth mentioning that learning general GMRFs
is intrinsically different from the graph Laplacian inference
problem in this paper. This is because a general precision
matrix can have negative conditional dependencies but a graph
in this context cannot contain negative edges. Additionally,
since Laplacians are first-order intrinsic, the set of Laplacians
is disjoint from the set of general precision, which is non-
singular. Other PGMs, such as different variants of GMRFs,
discrete Markov random fields and Bayesian networks, also
have found their applications in many fields, including but not
limited to physics [32], genetics [33], [34], microbial ecology
[19], [20], [35] and causal inference [36], [37]. But again, the
learned matrices are not Laplacians.

The graph inference methods in GSP tackle the problem
from a different perspective. GSP typically assumes that the
observations are outputs of a graph filtering system which
takes some initial signals as inputs. Inference methods vary
on the assumptions of the form of graph filters, i.e. the
function of GSO, and the characteristics of initial signals.
The smoothness of the signals with respect to the graph is
arguably the most popular assumption [11]–[14], [38]–[40].
Heat diffusion filters, also relying on the graph Laplacian, were
studied in [41]. When the GSO is the adjacency matrix or the
weighted adjacency matrix, (truncated) polynomial filters are
widely used [42]–[44]. The normalized graph Laplacian matrix
was also explored in [45], and its connection to the normalized
adjacency matrix was also discussed. Besides the graph filters,
assumptions on the input or transformed signals can also vary.
Maretic, Thanou and Frossard [46] used a sparsity prior on
the input signals instead of a standard Gaussian distribution.
Recent methods learn graphs that endow the observations with
sparse spectral representations [47], [48].

Interestingly, connections can be made between statistical
models and GSP. Although a general precision matrix is
intrinsically different from a graph Laplacian, one can pur-
posely make a GMRF improper to accommodate the Laplacian
structure. Such an exception is the class of attractive intrinsic
GMRFs, where the precision matrices are improper and re-
stricted to M-matrices so that they share the same properties
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as combinatorial graph Laplacians. As we show in the next
section, fitting this improper GMRF to the data [49] induces
the same smoothness measurement term as learning a valid
combinatorial graph Laplacian.

We describe our framework using the language of GSP
but show that it also admits a PGM-like interpretation. For
example, when the noise distribution is selected as Poisson, our
framework is closely related to the Poisson-Log-Normal (PLN)
model. While graph inference from different data types such as
Poisson was explored in the field of PGMs, e.g., Ising models
and Poisson graphical models [50], it is rarely discussed in
the field of GSP where precision matrices are constrained
to be combinatorial Laplacians. This paper aims to complete
this missing piece of rigorous graph Laplacian learning when
noise varies across a broad spectrum of exponential family
distributions. Also, because typical PGMs such as PLN do
not learn rigorous graph Laplacians, thus we only focus on
GSP methods in this paper.
Physically motivated models consider the observations to be
outcomes of some physical processes. This is however less
related to our setting and we refer the interested reader to the
comprehensive surveys on graph inference in [6], [17].

III. BACKGROUND

A. Preliminaries

We begin with standard notations. Consider a weighted
undirected graph G “ tV, E ,W u , where V denotes the set
of N vertices, E the set of edges and W P SRNˆN

` the
weighted adjacency matrix. Each entry Wij “ Wji ě 0 cor-
responds to the weight of edge Eij . Let D denote the diagonal
N ˆ N weighted degree matrix, such that the diagonal entry
Dii “

ř

j Wij is the degree of node Vi. The combinatorial
Laplacian matrix L of graph G is given by L “ D ´ W.

A real graph signal is a function f : V Ñ RN that assigns
a real value to each vertex of the graph. The definition of a
smooth signal varies across different contexts, but generally a
smooth graph signal X can be seen as the result of applying
a low-pass graph filter FpLq to a non-smooth signal x0

x “ µ ` FpLqx0 “ µ `
ÿ

i

uifpλiqu
T
i x0, (1)

where µ P RN is an offset vector and applying the graph filter
relies on tui, λiu, the eigenvector-eigenvalue pairs of L. When
x0 „ N p0, IN q, the smooth signal follows the distribution

x „ N pµ,FpLq
2
q. (2)

This GSP formulation of applying a low-pass filter to white
x0, as well as different choices of the filter have been well-
summarized by [12].

B. Graph Inference from Smooth Signals

Consider a dataset X P RNˆM , where each row corre-
sponds to one of the N nodes of the graph and each of
the M columns contains an independent smooth graph signal
X¨j P RN . Suppose the graph G does not change across
columns, the goal of graph inference is to learn G so that the
columns of X will be smooth on the graph that we learn. As

the Laplacian matrix L is uniquely determined by the structure
of the graph and the weights of W , this problem is equivalent
to learning L.

Methods of this type can be summarized by the following
optimization problem:

min
LPL

␣

TrpXTLXq ` αhpLq
(

, (3)

where L is the space of valid graph Laplacian matrices

L “
␣

L P SRNˆN | L1 “ 0,Lij “ Lji ď 0,@i ‰ j
(

, (4)

hpLq is a regularization term, and α is a trade-off parame-
ter. The first term of (3) is known as the graph Laplacian
quadratic form, which measures the overall smoothness of
graph signals. The smoothness term can be formulated in
various ways, resulting in different optimization solutions for
different methods. The smoothness term naturally arises when
we choose FpLq “

?
L: in (1), where L: is the pseudo-inverse

of L. The second term imposes additional priors on the graph
Laplacian, such as connectivity, sparsity, etc., whose specific
choice varies across different methods.

Here we briefly describe some popular graph learning
methods with smooth signals. Both [10] and [11] use the
original smoothness term and choose the regularization term
hpLq to be the Frobenius norm of L with an additional
trace equality constraint. They formulate the problem as a
quadratic program with linear constraints and solve it through
interior-point methods. [12] reformulates the smoothness term
as }W˝Z} “ 1

2 TrpX
TLXq, where Z P RNˆN is the squared

Euclidean distance matrix across rows of X and ˝ denotes
the Hadamard product. They adapt the previous Frobenius
norm regularization with a logarithmic barrier to promote
connectivity, and solve for W, instead of L, with primal-dual
optimization. Finally, [13] use a different smoothness term
and propose to solve

min
LPL

!

TrpLSq ´ log det:
pLq ` α}L ˝ H}1

)

, (5)

where S is a data statistic and the design of H imposes
different regularization on L. The problem is solved using
block coordinate descent on the rows and columns of L. The
statistic S is commonly chosen to be the empirical covariance
matrix, which makes the first term a scaled smoothness term
since 1

N´1 TrpLXXT
q “ Tr pLSq.

C. Graph Inference with Gaussian Noise

Given a dataset X of corrupted graph signals, [11] modeled
noisy observations as underlying smooth representations y
with additive isotropic Gaussian noise ϵ. Since smooth repre-
sentations follow a Gaussian distribution, as shown in Eq. (1),
the noisy observations also follow a Gaussian distribution

x „ N pµ,FpLq
2

` σ2
ϵ IN q, (6)

where σϵ is the standard deviation of Gaussian noise ϵ and
FpLq “

?
L:. When µ “ 0, the MAP estimation of

unobserved smooth representation y from (6) amounts to

min
y

!

}x ´ y}
2
2 ` βyTLy

)

, (7)
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Fig. 1. Graph Laplacian learning with Exponential Family Noise (GLEN). A. Illustration of GLEN. When only noisy signals X are available, GLEN (i)
learns a graph from the estimation of unobserved smooth signals Y and (ii) denoises X using the newly obtained graph estimation to improve the quality of
Y estimation and alternates these two steps. B. Example of a Poisson graph signal x. Red star counts the events. C. Example of a smooth graph signal y
underlying the noisy Poisson observations. D. Example of temporal correlated smooth graph signals.

where hyper-parameter β reflects σ2
ϵ . Based on (7), [11]

proposed to jointly learn L and the smooth signals y:

min
LPL,Y

!

}X ´ Y}
2
F ` βpTrpYTLYq ` αhpLqq

)

, (8)

where Y P RNˆM is the matrix of smooth representations,
and hpLq is the same Frobenius norm and trace constraint.
To solve Eq. (8), they proposed an alternating algorithm that
jointly learns the graph Laplacian and the smooth signal
representations: at each iteration they fix one variable and
solve for the other. The advantage of this optimization is that
each sub-problem objective is convex even though Eq. (8) is
not. When y is fixed (y-step), the problem coincides with the
Laplacian learning from smooth signals as in Eq. (3). When
L is fixed (L-step), solving for y

min
Y

!

}X ´ Y}
2
F ` βpTrpYTLYqq

)

, (9)

enjoys a closed-form solution Y “ pIN ` βLq
´1

X that
amounts to the Tikhonov filtering of X.

IV. GRAPH INFERENCE FROM NOISY SIGNALS

In this section, we present a versatile generative framework
that accounts for various types of graph signals with exponen-
tial family noise and propose an alternating algorithm for solv-
ing the unknown graph. We elucidate two concrete examples of
this generalized scenario with Poisson and Bernoulli noise. We
also enhance our method with variational inference to account
for latent stochasticity. Finally, we present an adaptation to the
time-vertex formulation where the data admits a joint graph-
temporal structure, i.e. at every time point we observe a graph
signal, and at each node of the graph we observe a time-series.
Our method is demonstrated in Fig. 1.

A. Graph Inference with Exponential Family Noise

We first propose a GSP-based framework to model the
generative process of noisy signals of different data types,
motivated by the Gaussian case. Specifically, the underlying
smooth representation is generated from the same process as
in (1), which is then connected to the mean parameter of the
exponential family distribution through a link function g

Erx|y,µs “ g´1py ` µq, s.t. y „ N p0,FpLq
2
q. (10)

More precisely, we consider exponential family distributions
of the following form

ppx|ηq “ kpxq exp tηTT pxq ´ Apηqu, (11)

specified by natural parameters η, sufficient statistics T pxq,
and the cumulant generating function Apηq, which corre-
sponds to the normalization factor of the probability distri-
bution. Then the response model of noisy signals are given by

ppx|y,µq “ kpxq exp tpy ` µqT pxq ´ Apy ` µqu, (12)

s.t. y „ N pµ,FpLq
2
q.

In reminiscence of generalized linear models (GLMs), we
let smooth signals only control the mean parameters through
the link function g so that (10) holds. We list common
exponential family distributions in Tab. I.

When ppx|y,µq takes some specific exponential family
distribution, ppxq can find close relatives in the distribution
zoo. For example, when the response is Poisson and the
link function is logarithmic, ppxq can be considered as an
improper Poisson-Log-Normal (PLN) distribution [51] with
the precision matrix constrained to be a combinatorial graph
Laplacian

x „ PLN pµ,FpLq
2
q. (13)

Similarly, one can also obtain improper Bernoulli-Logit-
Normal distributions or Binomial-Logit-Normal distributions
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TABLE I
EXPONENTIAL FAMILY AND LINK FUNCTIONS

Distribution θ η T pxq Apηq g

Bernouli p log p
1´p

x log p1 ` eηq logit
Binomial p log p

1´p
x n log p1 ` eηq logit

Negative Binomial p log p x ´r log p1 ´ eηq logit
Poisson λ log λ x eη log

Gaussian rµ, σ2s rµ{σ2,´1{2σ2s rx, x2s µ2
{2 identity

from this framework, just to name a few. Note that although
these distributions have been studied, we focus on a particular
case where the precision matrix is constrained to be a combi-
natorial graph Laplacian. Such constraints permit a direction
connection to GSP and have not been previously addressed in
the literature.

Following [11], the MAP estimate of y is

min
y

!

´py ` µq
T
T pxq ` 1TApy ` µq ` βyTLy

)

. (14)

Including the regularization terms and rewriting the objective
in a matrix form, we obtain the full objective

min
Y,µ,LPL

!

´ Tr ppYT ` 1µT qT pXqq ` 1TApY ` µ1T q1

` βpTr pYTLYq ` αhpLqq

)

(15)

s.t. YT1 “ 0,

where we slightly abuse the notation of A. Note that we also
add a constraint for y which we explain below. The first two
terms form a measure of the fidelity of the inferred smooth
representations y with respect to noisy observation X. The last
two terms are the same as (3), imposing smoothness and other
structural priors on the inferred graph. When the distribution
is isotropic Gaussian and µ “ 0, (15) coincides with (8). If
the regularization is chosen to be the same as (8), one can
fully recover the method in [11] for learning the graph from
Gaussian observations (Sec. III-C).

To solve (15), we propose GLEN, an alternating optimiza-
tion algorithm, to learn L, Y and µ for general exponential
family distributions, inspired by [11]. Similarly, although the
original problem is not convex with respect to all variables,
each sub-problem is convex with respect to a single variable.
Within each iteration, we update L, y and µ sequentially, dur-
ing which the other two are fixed to their current estimations.

For the update of L, since the choice of the exponential
family distribution only affects the fidelity terms of (15), the
L-step is unaffected and is equivalent to the smooth signal
learning scenario, where we simply replace X in (3) with y

min
LPL

␣

TrpYTLYq ` αhpLq
(

. (16)

Depending on the choice of regularization hpLq, previous
methods [11]–[13] can be readily plugged in. In the simu-
lations in Sec. V we use the solution in [13] for learning L
for demonstration.

The update of y can be more challenging. With Gaussian
noise, we have shown an analytical solution exists for (9), but
this is not true with other exponential family distributions.

More importantly, because L is a combinatorial graph
Laplacian with first-order intrinsic property L1 “ 0, (15) is
under-determined with infinite solutions. Consider a set of
minimizers pY, pµ, pL and an arbitrary scaler s, pY`s1, pµ´s1, pL
is also a set of minimizers for (15). Therefore, we want y to
satisfy an additional constraint YT1 “ 0 to prevent floating
y and µ. Therefore, for the y-step, we instead solve the
following constrained optimization problem

min
Y

!

´Tr ppYT ` 1µT qT pXqq

`1TApY ` µ1T q1 ` βpTr pYTLYq

)

,

s.t. YT1 “ 0.

(17)

To solve (17), we apply the Newton-Raphson method with
equality constraints to each smooth signal representation
yj “ Y¨j . Let the gradient and Hessian of the unconstrained
problem be ∇j and ∇2

j , where

∇j “ ´xj ` A1pµ ` yjq ` βLyj , (18)

∇2
j “ diagpA2pµ ` yjqq ` βL. (19)

The update ∆y of the constrained problem is given by
solution of v in the following linear system.

„

∇2
j 1

1T 0

ȷ „

v
w

ȷ

“

„

´∇j

0

ȷ

. (20)

Finally, µ can be updated via a simple GLM fitting. For each
node Vi, the update amounts to fitting a GLM (with the same
exponential distribution) from invented predictors 1 P RM to
responses XT

i: with known offset YT
i: . We summarize the full

algorithm for general exponential family distributions in Alg. 1
and present two specific examples with Poisson and Bernoulli
distribution in the following sections.

1) Derivation of Poisson Observations: We plug-in the
Poisson distribution to our framework and derive the cor-
responding objective functions and the update rules. Given
Poisson distribution as shown in Table. I and the generalized
objective in Eq. (15), we obtain the graph learning objective
with Poisson noise:

min
Y,µ,LPL

!

´Tr ppYT ` 1µT qXq

`1T exp pY ` µ1T q1

`βpTr pYTLYq ` αhpLqq

)

,

s.t. YT1 “ 0.

(21)
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Algorithm 1 GLEN
Input: noisy signals y
Onput: graph Laplacian L, smooth signals X, bias µ,
stepsize ρ
repeat

Initialize y and µ.
Solve L “ argminLPL

␣

TrpYTLYq ` αhpLq
(

for j “ 1 to M do
Calculate ∇j and ∇2

j as in (18) and (19)
Solve v in (20)
Update Y:,j Ð Y:,j ` ρv

end for
for i “ 1 to N do

Fit GLM from 1 to XT
i,: with fixed offset YT

i,:

end for
Calculate the loss using (15)

until convergence.

The gradient and Hessian for unconstrained Newton–Raphson
are then given by

∇j “ ´xj ` exp pµ ` yjq ` βLyj , (22)

∇2
j “ diagpexp pµ ` yjqq ` βL, (23)

from which the true update ∆yj is obtained from Eq. (20).
2) Derivation of Bernoulli Observation: We now plug-in

the Bernoulli distribution to our framework and derive the
corresponding objective functions and the update rules. Given
Bernoulli distribution as shown in Table. I and the generalized
objective in Eq. (15), we obtain the graph learning objective
with Bernoulli noise

min
Y,µ
LPL

!

´Tr ppYT ` 1µT qXq

`1T logp11T ` exp pY ` µ1T qq1

`βpTr pYTLYq ` αhpLqqs

)

,

s.t. YT1 “ 0.

(24)

The gradient and Hessian for unconstrained Newton–Raphson
are then given by

∇j “ ´xj `
1

1 ` exp p´µ ´ yjq
` βLyj , (25)

∇2
j “ diagp

1

exp pµ ` yjq ` 2 ` exp p´µ ´ yjq
q

`βL ,

(26)

from which the true update ∆yj is obtained from Eq. (20).

B. Graph Inference with Stochastic Latent Variables

Taking the probabilistic view of graph inference, MLE is
usually preferable due to its consistent performance and other
attractive properties. However, the likelihood is difficult to
compute as it is an integral marginalized over latent smooth
signal representations Y. One remedy is to use variational
approaches to approximate the latent distributions of Y for a
simplified likelihood function. Since the MAP in Eq. 15 only

differs from MLE in the fact that it ignores the distributions of
latent variables Y, this results in a modified version of MAP.

We now consider the model where y is a stochastic latent
variable. Since the posterior of a smooth signal representation
given its noisy observation ppy|xq is usually not tractable,
we approximate that with an isotropic Gaussian distribution
qpyq. Denote the mean parameter of each Gaussian distribution
qpyjq with mean Ȳj , and fix their covariance to be Λ “ λIN .
We then derive the evidence lower bound (ELBO), and use its
negation as a stochastic version of Eq. (15):

min
Ȳ,µ
LPL

!

´Tr ppȲT ` 1µT qT pXqq

`1TEqpYqApY ` µ1T q1

`βpTr pȲTLȲq ` N TrpLΛq ` αhpLqq

)

,

s.t. ȲT1 “ 0.

(27)

The L-step then becomes

min
LPL

␣

TrpȲTLȲq ` N TrpLΛq ` αhpLq
(

. (28)

This is similar to Eq. (5), since hpLq also contains
´ log det:

pLq. Using the same regularization, Eq. (28) can be
solved with [13] using the data statistic S “ YYT `NΛ. The
y-step now involves the expectation of ApY ` µ1T q which
reflects the stochasticity of Y

min
y

!

´Tr ppȲT ` 1µT qT pXqq`

1TEqpYqApY ` µ1T q1 ` βpTr pȲTLȲq

)

,

s.t. ȲT1 “ 0.

(29)

As we choose qpYq to be Gaussian, some exponential family
distributions will enjoy a closed-form EqpYqApY ` µ1T q,
while others need to seek approximations. The update of µ
remains the same. We term this variational based approach as
GLEN-VI. See details and the full derivation in Appendix VI.

C. Graph Inference with Temporal Correlation

In the previous section, it is assumed that each column of
the input matrix X is an independent graph signal sampled
from the 2-layer generative model. This is not always true in
practice. A common case is that the columns are correlated,
for example, when the data has a natural temporal ordering.
In such a scenario, each row of the matrix is a canonical
1-D signal on the nodes, and the whole matrix can then
be seen as a multivariate time-varying signal lying on the
graph. For example, in neural data analysis, the input is
often a count matrix whose rows correspond to neurons and
columns correspond to time bins. Then we can model the
neurons (rows) as nodes of a graph reflecting their (functional)
connectivity, while the columns that are close in time should
also exhibit similar firing patterns. Such an assumption of
temporal correlation merges classical signal processing with
GSP and proves to be useful in many scenarios.

The Time-Vertex signal processing framework [18], [52]
is specifically designed for this kind of setting. For a time-
varying graph signal X P RNˆM , the time-vertex framework
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TABLE II
NUMERICAL COMPARISON OF STRUCTURE PREDICTION (N=20).

Method Erdős-Rényi Stochastic Block Watts-Strogatz
F-score Ò PR-AUC Ò NMI Ò F-score Ò PR-AUC Ò NMI Ò F-score Ò PR-AUC Ò NMI Ò

SCGL [53] 0.64 ˘ 0.03 0.51 ˘ 0.04 0.16 ˘ 0.03 0.68 ˘ 0.03 0.60 ˘ 0.06 0.26 ˘ 0.05 0.67 ˘ 0.03 0.64 ˘ 0.04 0.28 ˘ 0.05
GLS-1 [11] 0.65 ˘ 0.03 0.68 ˘ 0.04 0.18 ˘ 0.04 0.67 ˘ 0.04 0.70 ˘ 0.04 0.26 ˘ 0.06 0.75 ˘ 0.06 0.79 ˘ 0.04 0.41 ˘ 0.09
GLS-2 [12] 0.62 ˘ 0.03 0.53 ˘ 0.04 0.14 ˘ 0.03 0.64 ˘ 0.04 0.61 ˘ 0.07 0.21 ˘ 0.04 0.65 ˘ 0.04 0.69 ˘ 0.05 0.27 ˘ 0.06
CGL [13] 0.78 ˘ 0.03 0.82 ˘ 0.03 0.40 ˘ 0.07 0.83 ˘ 0.04 0.82 ˘ 0.05 0.51 ˘ 0.08 0.90 ˘ 0.04 0.91 ˘ 0.03 0.64 ˘ 0.08

GLEN 0.76 ˘ 0.04 0.79 ˘ 0.04 0.34 ˘ 0.06 0.82 ˘ 0.04 0.84 ˘ 0.04 0.49 ˘ 0.08 0.92 ˘ 0.02 0.93 ˘ 0.02 0.72 ˘ 0.06
GLEN-VI 0.77 ˘ 0.04 0.81 ˘ 0.04 0.36 ˘ 0.07 0.82 ˘ 0.04 0.86 ˘ 0.04 0.49 ˘ 0.08 0.93 ˘ 0.03 0.93 ˘ 0.02 0.73 ˘ 0.07

considers a joint graph J which is the Cartesian product of a
graph G that underlies the N rows and a temporal ring graph T
that underlies the M columns. A smooth signal on this product
graph is not only smooth upon G, but also enjoys temporal
smoothness upon T . The joint time-vertex Fourier transform
(JFT) is simply applying the graph Fourier transform (GFT)
on the G dimension and the discrete Fourier transform (DFT)
on the T dimension. It can further be shown that the graph
Laplacian quadratic form of a matrix X on J is simply the
summation of the quadratic forms along each dimension

Tr pxTLJxq “ Tr pXTLGXq ` Tr pXLTX
T q (30)

where X is the column-wise vectorization of X, and LJ , LG,
LT denote the Laplacian of J , G, T .

Here we assume that the underlying representation of the
input matrix is smooth on the time-vertex graph J . As the
temporal graph T is known a priori (modeled as a path
graph), learning G is essentially the same as learning J . The
optimization problem becomes the following:

min
Y,µ,
LPL

!

´Tr ppYT ` 1µT qT pXqq ` 1TApY ` µ1T q1

`γ Tr pYTYT
q ` βpTr pYTLYq ` αhpLqq

)

s.t. YT1 “ 0,

(31)

where γ controls the weight of temporal edges in T . Similar
alternating optimization algorithm can be applied for (31), with
the only change being the y-step. Again the new gradient and
Hessian of the unconstrained problem are

∇j “ ´xj ` A1pµ ` yjq ` βLyj`

2γp2yj ´ yj´1 ´ yj`1q ,
(32)

∇2
j “ diagpA2pµ ` yjqq ` βL ` 4γIN , (33)

and the update ∆y of the constrained problem is given by
Eq. (20). We term our solution GLEN-TV.

V. EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate GLEN on synthetic graphs as well as multiple
real datasets. All experiments are done with MATLAB.

A. Synthetic Graphs

We consider three random graph models: 1) Erdős-Rényi
model with parameter p “ 0.3; 2) Stochastic block model
with two equal-sized blocks, intra-community parameter
p “ 0.4 and inter-community parameter q “ 0.1; and 3)

Watts-Strogatz small-world model, where we create an initial
ring lattice with node degree 2K “ 4 and rewire every edge
of the graph with probability p “ 0.1. Using each model, we
generate 20 random graphs of N “ 20 or N “ 50 nodes,
respectively. The weight matrix W of each graph is randomly
sampled from a uniform distribution Up0.1, 2q, and the
unnormalized Laplacian is computed as Lu “ D ´ W. We
then normalize it as L0 “ N Lu

Tr pLuq
to obtain the ground-truth

Laplacian. To generate count signals, we set the offset to:

µi “

#

2 1 ď i ď tN2 u

´2 tN2 u ă i ď N.

To demonstrate the efficacy of GLEN, we simulate M “ 2000
count signals with Poisson distribution following (12), and
infer the synthetic graphs from these synthetic signals. We
use the the GSPBOX [54] and the SWGT toolbox [55] for
graph generation and signal processing.

The baselines are selected to be leading graph Laplacian
learning methods: shifted combinatorial graph Laplacian learn-
ing (SCGL) [53], two methods for graph learning from smooth
signals: GLS-1 [11] and GLS-2 [12], and combinatorial graph
Laplacian learning (CGL) [13]. Because existing methods
are designed for Gaussian distributions, which are rather
different from Poisson distribution statistically, preprocessing
is required for to accommodate the model mismatch. For
SCGL, GLS-1 and GLS-2, we first log-transform and then
centralize the count matrices: logpX`1q ´ 1

N logpX`1qT1.
For the baseline CGL, we select the data statistic matrix S as
the empirical covariance of logpX ` 1q. As the experiments
will show, it is not a good estimation of Σ. For all the CGL
experiments in this paper, we use H “ 2I´11T to regularize
}L}1, corresponding to type-1 regularization in [13].

We quantitatively compare our proposed methods with
the baselines in terms of structure prediction and weight
prediction. For structure prediction, we report area under
the precision-recall curve (PR-AUC), F-score and normalized
mutual information (NMI). These three metrics evaluate the
binary prediction of edge existence given by the inferred
Laplacian L˚, but ignore the graph weights. We use a series
of thresholds to obtain the precision-recall curve and calculate
the F-score and NMI using the best threshold on the curve (in
terms of F-score). For weight prediction, we report the relative
error (RE) of estimated Laplacians, edges, and degrees against
the ground-truth, which reflect both structure and weight
prediction. Following [13], we first normalize the inferred
Laplacian L˚ to obtain pL “ L˚

Tr pL˚q
N . The relative error
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TABLE III
NUMERICAL COMPARISON OF WEIGHT PREDICTION (N=20).

Method Erdős-Rényi Stochastic Block Watts-Strogatz
REL Ó REedge Ó REdeg Ó REL Ó REedge Ó REdeg Ó REL Ó REedge Ó REdeg Ó

SCGL [53] 0.89 ˘ 0.07 1.06 ˘ 0.06 0.85 ˘ 0.07 0.83 ˘ 0.10 0.89 ˘ 0.06 0.82 ˘ 0.11 0.80 ˘ 0.07 0.81 ˘ 0.06 0.80 ˘ 0.07
GLS-1 [11] 0.44 ˘ 0.03 0.80 ˘ 0.01 0.32 ˘ 0.05 0.48 ˘ 0.03 0.78 ˘ 0.02 0.37 ˘ 0.04 0.44 ˘ 0.03 0.73 ˘ 0.03 0.31 ˘ 0.05
GLS-2 [12] 0.45 ˘ 0.03 0.85 ˘ 0.01 0.32 ˘ 0.05 0.51 ˘ 0.03 0.87 ˘ 0.01 0.37 ˘ 0.04 0.49 ˘ 0.02 0.89 ˘ 0.01 0.29 ˘ 0.05
CGL [13] 0.43 ˘ 0.08 0.68 ˘ 0.13 0.36 ˘ 0.08 0.46 ˘ 0.06 0.65 ˘ 0.09 0.40 ˘ 0.06 0.41 ˘ 0.08 0.52 ˘ 0.07 0.37 ˘ 0.08

GLEN 0.32 ˘ 0.03 0.56 ˘ 0.05 0.24 ˘ 0.04 0.32 ˘ 0.03 0.55 ˘ 0.09 0.24 ˘ 0.03 0.25 ˘ 0.04 0.38 ˘ 0.04 0.19 ˘ 0.04
GLEN-VI 0.34 ˘ 0.03 0.61 ˘ 0.03 0.25 ˘ 0.04 0.34 ˘ 0.03 0.53 ˘ 0.05 0.28 ˘ 0.03 0.25 ˘ 0.04 0.38 ˘ 0.04 0.19 ˘ 0.05

TABLE IV
NUMERICAL COMPARISON OF STRUCTURE PREDICTION (N=50).

Method Erdős-Rényi Stochastic Block Watts-Strogatz
F-score Ò PR-AUC Ò NMI Ò F-score Ò PR-AUC Ò NMI Ò F-score Ò PR-AUC Ò NMI Ò

SCGL [53] 0.55 ˘ 0.01 0.42 ˘ 0.02 0.08 ˘ 0.01 0.61 ˘ 0.02 0.52 ˘ 0.02 0.17 ˘ 0.02 0.72 ˘ 0.05 0.78 ˘ 0.05 0.46 ˘ 0.07
GLS-1 [11] 0.57 ˘ 0.01 0.54 ˘ 0.02 0.09 ˘ 0.01 0.61 ˘ 0.02 0.63 ˘ 0.02 0.12 ˘ 0.02 0.80 ˘ 0.04 0.80 ˘ 0.04 0.56 ˘ 0.06
GLS-2 [12] 0.54 ˘ 0.01 0.42 ˘ 0.02 0.07 ˘ 0.01 0.56 ˘ 0.02 0.52 ˘ 0.02 0.21 ˘ 0.04 0.77 ˘ 0.04 0.79 ˘ 0.05 0.54 ˘ 0.05
CGL [13] 0.47 ˘ 0.02 0.66 ˘ 0.02 0.14 ˘ 0.02 0.56 ˘ 0.02 0.66 ˘ 0.01 0.20 ˘ 0.03 0.82 ˘ 0.03 0.86 ˘ 0.03 0.59 ˘ 0.04

GLEN 0.57 ˘ 0.02 0.61 ˘ 0.02 0.10 ˘ 0.02 0.63 ˘ 0.02 0.69 ˘ 0.03 0.22 ˘ 0.03 0.86 ˘ 0.07 0.86 ˘ 0.10 0.66 ˘ 0.11
GLEN-VI 0.60 ˘ 0.02 0.62 ˘ 0.03 0.13 ˘ 0.02 0.65 ˘ 0.02 0.71 ˘ 0.02 0.26 ˘ 0.02 0.85 ˘ 0.04 0.90 ˘ 0.05 0.64 ˘ 0.06

TABLE V
NUMERICAL COMPARISON OF WEIGHT PREDICTION (N=50).

Method Erdős-Rényi Stochastic Block Watts-Strogatz
REL Ó REedge Ó REdeg Ó REL Ó REedge Ó REdeg Ó REL Ó REedge Ó REdeg Ó

SCGL [53] 0.93 ˘ 0.03 1.20 ˘ 0.02 0.90 ˘ 0.04 0.91 ˘ 0.03 1.03 ˘ 0.02 0.90 ˘ 0.04 0.61 ˘ 0.05 0.64 ˘ 0.04 0.60 ˘ 0.05
GLS-1 [11] 0.33 ˘ 0.02 0.84 ˘ 0.01 0.24 ˘ 0.03 0.36 ˘ 0.02 0.85 ˘ 0.01 0.26 ˘ 0.03 0.46 ˘ 0.02 0.78 ˘ 0.02 0.30 ˘ 0.03
GLS-2 [12] 0.33 ˘ 0.02 0.87 ˘ 0.01 0.24 ˘ 0.03 0.36 ˘ 0.02 0.89 ˘ 0.00 0.26 ˘ 0.03 0.52 ˘ 0.01 0.96 ˘ 0.00 0.28 ˘ 0.03
CGL [13] 0.42 ˘ 0.03 1.03 ˘ 0.06 0.32 ˘ 0.04 0.42 ˘ 0.03 0.95 ˘ 0.04 0.33 ˘ 0.04 0.42 ˘ 0.04 0.54 ˘ 0.03 0.38 ˘ 0.05

GLEN 0.28 ˘ 0.01 0.79 ˘ 0.03 0.18 ˘ 0.02 0.28 ˘ 0.02 0.72 ˘ 0.02 0.19 ˘ 0.03 0.34 ˘ 0.12 0.53 ˘ 0.17 0.26 ˘ 0.10
GLEN-VI 0.29 ˘ 0.02 0.77 ˘ 0.01 0.21 ˘ 0.02 0.30 ˘ 0.02 0.70 ˘ 0.01 0.22 ˘ 0.03 0.32 ˘ 0.04 0.50 ˘ 0.07 0.24 ˘ 0.03

of Laplacian, is then computed as REL “
}pL´L0}F

}L0}F
. For

relative error of edges, we vectorize the upper triangle of W
to obtain vechpLq P RN˚pN´1q{2, and compute the relative
ℓ2 norm REedge “

}vechppLq´vechpL0q}2
}vechpL0q}2

. For the relative error
of degrees, we compute the relative ℓ2 norm of the degrees
REdeg “

}diagppLq´diagpL0q}2
}diagpL0q}2

, where diagpLq is the vector of
diagonal elements of the Laplacian.

For the hyperparameters selection, we perform a grid search
on the parameter space for each method. For the comparison
of structure prediction, we perform a grid search on each
method’s hyperparameters, and report the performance of the
hyperparameter setting that achieved the highest average PR-
AUC across 20 random graphs. For the comparison of weight
prediction, we report the performance of the hyper-parameter
setting with lowest REL among them. Our evaluation ensures
that we can compare different methods by their best weight
prediction with reasonably good structure prediction.

The quantitative comparison of structure and weight pre-
diction for each graph model with N “ 20 is shown in
Table. II and III. Similarly, results of N “ 50 are shown in
Table. IV and V. We color the best performance with red and
the second best performance with violet for each metric. As we
can see, our methods outperform the baselines on almost all
structure prediction metrics and all weight prediction metrics.
For structure prediction, both our methods GLEN and GLEN-

VI are competitive on Erdős-Rényi graphs and substantially
superior on stochastic block models and Watt-Strogatz small-
world graphs. For weight prediction, our methods, especially
GLEN-VI, significantly outperform the baselines on all type
of graphs.

We visualize the ground truth Laplacian of several realiza-
tions as well as the inferred Laplacians of different methods
in Fig. 2-4. These Laplacians are used for weight prediction.
All Laplacians are normalized by their trace. As we can see,
SCGL and both GLS methods fail to recover the structures
among the second half of the nodes with negative offsets.
Surprisingly, CGL recovers those structures quite successfully
even without the knowledge of Poisson distribution, but still
underperforms GLEN. Only our proposed methods obtain both
accurate structure and weight estimation on all graph models.

B. Chicago Crime Dataset
Now we evaluate GLEN on a real dataset, the Chicago

Crime Dataset [56]. Our goal is to learn a graph between
different types of crime to reveal their patterns of concurrence.
The dataset contains 32 types of crimes that occurred in 77
Chicago communities during every hour from 2001 to 2017.
We bin the data by year over the last 10 years and aggregate
the count numbers within each bin, resulting in 770 graph
signals over 32 crime types. We further remove “Ritualism”
from the crimes since there is no occurrence in the 10 years
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period, resulting in 31 nodes. We apply CGL and GLEN, still
with Poisson noise, to this 31 ˆ 770 count matrix. Evaluating
on the Chicago crime dataset demonstrates the importance of
considering non-zero offsets, since the average frequency of
different types of crime can be very different, and we want
to be invariant to that frequency.

We tune the hyper-parameter to encourage sparsity and
initialize GLEN with the graph learned by CGL. The crime
graphs learned by both methods are shown in Fig. 5. As we can
see, the CGL method learns dense weak connections with very

few dominant edges. Furthermore, it does not converge when
we increase the regularization term to estimate a sparser graph.
On the other hand, GLEN improves the CGL estimations and
learns a more interpretable sparse graph, better linking similar
crimes together. For example, “Assultant” connects strongly to
“Weapons”, “Nacortics”, and “Robbury”.

C. Animals Dataset

We also evaluate our method on the Animals dataset [57].
The Animal dataset is a binary matrix of size 33 ˆ 102,

SCGL GLS-1 GLS-2 CGL GLEN GLEN-VI Ground Truth

Fig. 2. Graph Laplacians estimated by different methods and the ground truth Erdős-Rényi graph Laplacian (p=0.3).
SCGL GLS-1 GLS-2 CGL GLEN GLEN-VI Ground Truth

Fig. 3. Graph Laplacians estimated by different methods and the ground truth stochastic block graph Laplacian (p=0.4,q=0.1).
SCGL GLS-1 GLS-2 CGL GLEN GLEN-VI Ground Truth

Fig. 4. Graph Laplacians estimated by different methods and the ground truth Watts-Strogatz small-world graph Laplacian (K=2, p=0.1).
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(a) CGL (b) GLEN

Fig. 5. Graphs (normalized) inferred from the Chicago crime dataset using
original CGL and GLEN. Nodes correspond to crime types. Width of edges
correspond to the edge weights.

where each row corresponds to an animal species and each
column corresponds to a boolean feature such as “has wings?”,
“has lungs?”, “is dangerous?”. Our goal is to learn a graph
where each node represents a specie and each edge repre-
sents the similarity between them. To accommodate smooth
models to the binary signals, previous work [13], [14] used
a heuristic statistic S “ 1

dXXT
` 1

3I suggested by [58]. We
instead explicitly model the binary signals using the Bernoulli
distribution, resulting in an improper Bernoulli-Logit-Normal
model [59], and use GLEN to learn a graph Laplacian. We
compare our results with CGL and plot the learned graphs in
Fig. 6. For CGL, we steadily increase the regularization to
encourage sparsity so long as the algorithm converges and no
isolated node exists. Note that GLEN learns sparser graphs
and more clear community structures. Our method also learns
meaningful structures that are ignored by CGL, such as the
insect sub-network “Bee-Butterfly-Ant-Cockroach”.

(a) CGL (b) GLEN

Fig. 6. Graphs (normalized) inferred from animal dataset using original CGL
and GLEN. The nodes correspond to the species. The widths of the edges
correspond to the weights of the edges.

D. Neural Dataset

We now turn to a dataset that has graph-temporal structure.
We evaluate our methods on a dataset of neural recordings,
Area2 Bump, from the neural latents benchmark (NLB) [60].
This dataset consists of multiple trials of neural spiking activ-
ity and simultaneous behavior data of a macaque performing
a bump task. During the bump task, the macaque controls
a cursor to perform center-out reaches towards one of eight

target directions. In a subset of random trials, the macaque is
interrupted by a bump shortly before the reach. Neural activity
is recorded from Brodmann’s area 2 of the somatosensory
cortex, which has been shown to contain information about
whole-arm kinematics. The neural recording are contained in
a non-negative integer matrix X P ZNˆTˆK

` , where each entry
Xitk counts the firing of neuron i in time bin t during trial k.
Following standard procedure in [60], we resample the 1-ms
resolution signals into 5-ms bins.

Learning the interactions between the neurons from these
spiking activity matrices enables relating functional connec-
tivity patterns to behavior. A graph signal X:tk is the si-
multaneous spiking of all neurons at time t in trial k. Since
graph signals are not independent but temporally correlated,
we use GLEN-TV to infer a graph of neurons for each trial
and analyze the inferred graphs across different conditions
(target directions). We model the observation with Poisson
distribution which is used in the standardized co-smoothing
evaluation [61]. We plug-in Poisson distribution to Eq. (30) to
obtain the objective function

min
Y,µ,LPL

!

´Tr ppYT ` 1µT qXq ` 1T exp pY ` µ1T q1

`γ Tr pYTYT
q ` βpTr pYTLYq ` αhpLqq

)

,

s.t. YT1 “ 0,
(34)

and the update rules

∇j “ ´xj ` exp pµ ` yjq ` βLyj

`2γp2yj ´ yj´1 ´ yj`1q ,
(35)

∇2
j “ diagpexp pµ ` yjqq ` βL ` 4γIN . (36)

We perform linear discriminant analysis (LDA) on the de-
gree vector of learned Laplacians, using direction conditions as
8 class labels. LDA achieves 67.86% accuracy which indicates
that the structural information in our learned graphs encode the
class conditions. When applying GLEN without the temporal
modeling, LDA only achieves 61.26% accuracy, which indi-
cates the importance of modeling temporal correlations. We
also visualize the average spiking activity and the averaged
denoised signals for all 8 conditions in Fig. 7. The denoised
signals are the exponential of learn smooth representation Y,
which can be considered as the firing rate of neurons. Note that
GLEN-TV smooths the signals both spatially and temporally.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we generalize combinatorial graph Laplacian
learning from continuous and unbounded noisy signals to
various data types. Inspired by generalized linear models,
we established a GSP-based generative model that produces
signals of different responses of exponential family distribu-
tions whose expected values are underlying smooth signal
representations. To effectively learn the graph Laplacian, we
proposed GLEN which alternates between a graph learn-
ing step that refines the estimation of the Laplacian, and
a denoising step that refines the underlying smooth signal
representations, until convergence. We further extend GLEN
using variational methods to compensate for the neglected
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Fig. 7. Average of raw neural spiking data compared against average denoised signals by GLEN-TV, for each target direction shown on the left. Brighter
indicates higher firing rate.

stochasticity of latent smooth signal representation. Since real-
world graph signals are often not independent but tempo-
ral correlated, we also extended GLEN to the time-vertex
framework for learning from time-varying graph signals. We
demonstrated that our methods achieve more accurate Lapla-
cian estimation on different synthetic graph models compared
to competing approaches, and can learn meaningful graphs
on various real datasets. While our experiments highlighted
Poisson and Bernoulli distributions, our framework is general
for exponential family distributions.

This paper serves as a first step toward a GSP model of
multivariate non-Gaussian distributions and opens multiple
directions for future works. One direction is to study the
MLE of the graph Laplacian. Our variational approximation
alleviates the computational difficulty of the likelihood, but
other approaches, such as Monte Carlo simulation, might
yield better approximations. Another interesting direction is
to obtain theoretical results for GLEN. Since GLEN heavily
relies on regularization, quantifying how regularization affects
estimation errors can help us better understand its behavior.
Studying the consistency and variance of the estimator is also
desired. Finally, the exponential family model can be further
generalized. From the perspective of noise distributions, al-
though we dramatically enlarged the scope of data types of the
GSP-based graph inference methods, our model can be more

versatile by encompassing dispersion or Bayesian inference.
From the graph learning perspective, generalizing our model
to multi-dimensional tensors is of great interest [62].

APPENDIX

Derivation of Variational Loss

We now consider the underlying smooth signal representa-
tion as latent variables, and derive the evidence lower bound
(ELBO) for the variational approach. Following standard pro-
cedure, we have the following

log

ż

ppx|yqppyqdy (37)

“ logEqpyqr
ppx|yqppyq

qpyq
s (38)

ěEqpyqrlog
ppx|yqppyq

qpyq
s. (39)
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We plug-in ppx|yq given in Eq. (12) and use a Gaussian
distribution with mean ȳ and covariance Λ for qpyq

Eqpyqrlog 1T kpxq ` py ` µq
T
T pxq ´ 1TApy ` µq

´
N

2
log 2π ´

1

2
log |Σ| ´

1

2
yTΣ´1y ´ log qpyqs (40)

“µTT pxq ´
1

2
log |Σ| ` EqpyqryTT pxq ´ 1TApy ` µq

´
1

2
yTΣ´1y ´ log qpyqs (41)

“µTT pxq `
1

2
log |L| ` EqpyqryTT pxq ´ 1TApy ` µq

´
1

2
yTLy ´ log qpyqs (42)

“µTT pxq `
1

2
log |L| ` ȳTT pxq ´ 1TEqpyqApy ` µq

´
1

2
ȳTLȳ ´

1

2
TrpLΛq `

1

2
log |Λ| (43)

“µTT pxq `
1

2
log |L| ´

1

2
TrpLpΛ ` ȳȳT qq ` ȳTT pxq

`
1

2
log |Λ| ´ 1TEqpyqApy ` µq (44)

“pµ ` ȳq
T
T pxq ´ 1TEqpyqApy ` µq ´

1

2
TrpLpΛ ` ȳȳT qq

`
1

2
log |L| `

1

2
log |Λ|, (45)

where Σ “ L:. The above objective function is for a single
graph signal, we now sum over all graph signals yj and write
the above objective function in matrix form with respect to y

Tr ppȲT ` 1µT qT pXqq ´ 1TEqpYqApY ` µ1T q1

´
1

2
Tr pȲTLȲq ´

N

2
TrpLΛq `

N

2
log |L|

`
N

2
log |Λ|. (46)

Note that we constraint that all qpyjq have the same covariance
Λ. Once Λ is fixed, maximizing Eq. (46) is equivalent to
Eq. (47) up to re-weighting. For Poisson distributions, the last
expectation term has a closed-form solution

EqpyqApy ` µq “ exp py ` µ `
1

2
INΛq. (47)

For other exponential family distribution such as Bernoulli,
computing this term might need numerical approximation.

In Eq. (47), the mean parameter yj plays a similar role as
the smooth signal representation in Eq. (15), and Λj accounts
for the stochasticity of y which we ignored. For simplicity, we
fix Λj “ rIN . We use r “ 0.5 for the synthetic experiments.
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