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Abstract

The central problem we address in this work is estimation of the parameter sup-
port set S, the set of indices corresponding to nonzero parameters, in the context of
a sparse parametric likelihood model for count-valued multivariate time series. We
develop a computationally-intensive algorithm that performs the estimation by ag-
gregating support sets obtained by applying the LASSO to data subsamples. Our
approach is to identify several well-fitting candidate models and estimate S by the
most frequently-used parameters, thus aggregating candidate models rather than se-
lecting a single candidate deemed optimal in some sense. While our method is broadly
applicable to any selection problem, we focus on the generalized vector autoregressive
model class, and in particular the Poisson case, due to (i) the difficulty of the support
estimation problem due to complex dependence in the data, (ii) recent work apply-
ing the LASSO in this context, and (iii) interesting applications in network recovery
from discrete multivariate time series. We establish benchmark methods based on
the LASSO and present empirical results demonstrating the superior performance of
our method. Additionally, we present an application estimating ecological interaction
networks from paleoclimatology data.
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1 Introduction

Vector autoregressive (VAR) models describe the serial dependence in multivariate time

series, including both inter- and intra-series correlations, but are densely parametrized: the

number of parameters scales quadratically with the process dimension. Bach and Jordan

[2004], Arnold et al. [2007] and Hsu et al. [2008] used the LASSO [Tibshirani, 1996] to apply

VAR models to high-dimensional data, and more recently Basu et al. [2015] established

theoretical support for the method. Variants on the LASSO specifically adapted to the VAR

setting were introduced by Shojaie and Michailidis [2010], Song and Bickel [2011], and Fan

et al. [2011], and alternative sparse estimation methods that sought to reduce overfitting

were proposed by Han et al. [2015] and Davis et al. [2016]. Among applications, a central

theme in estimating VAR models with sparsity is learning causal relationships between the

observational units corresponding to the components of the multivariate process [Valdés-Sosa

et al., 2005, Arnold et al., 2007, Lozano et al., 2009]. Causality is narrowly defined in this

context based on forecasting accuracy in the sense proposed by Granger [1969]: one process

is causal for another if the former improves forecasts of the latter. Granger causality can be

identified directly from the support set of VAR model parameters, a fact which underpins

the explicitly causal interpretation of a VAR process as a graphical model [Dahlhaus and

Eichler, 2003]. Thus, in practice, sparse estimation is utilized specifically for identifying a

causal network.

Network estimation is also a central application of generalized vector autoregressive

(GVAR) models for discrete data [Mark et al., 2017, Hall et al., 2018]. These models —

discrete-time stochastic processes {Xt}t∈Z specified through a parametric model for Xt∣Ht

in the exponential family in which the parameter is a function of the process history Ht —

provide a VAR-like framework for non-Gaussian and discrete data [Cox et al., 1981, Fahrmeir

and Tutz, 1994, Karlis, 2016, Fokianos, 2021]. For a subclass of GVAR models, LASSO esti-

mates exhibit consistency and support recovery properties under certain conditions [Pandit

et al., 2020, Han et al., 2023], and can be computed efficiently using methods for generalized

linear models [Friedman et al., 2010]. Although LASSO estimation of GVAR models has only

recently attracted attention in the statistical community, it has been in use in applications
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for some time in the sciences [Brown et al., 2004, Pillow et al., 2008, Paul et al., 2008].

The parameter support set itself, apart from the values of model parameters, is thus

an object of particular interest in the application of GVAR models, and consequently, the

selection behavior of sparse estimators in practice with limited data is of special importance.

However, the conditions under which theoretical guarantees hold are difficult to verify in

practice, and moreover, the use of ad hoc approaches for fixing regularization hyperparam-

eters can severely compromise performance. There is little guidance available on how to

directly resolve these challenges.

In other contexts, data resampling has been used to formulate selection and sparse es-

timation methods that achieve strong empirical performance. Resampling allows for the

possibility of obtaining collections of models with comparable sparsity levels that can be

considered as candidates and leveraged in various ways to formulate more robust strategies

for searching large model spaces. For example, if many resamples are considered, candidate

models can be used to estimate the frequency with which parameters are selected across

data subsets at different sparsity levels. Bach [2008] used these frequencies to reduce over-

fitting across the regularization path by returning only common parameter supports across

all resamples. [Meinshausen and Bühlmann, 2010] performed selection without fixing regu-

larization hyperparameters by choosing parameters having a maximum selection frequency

above a certain threshold. Ruiz et al. [2020] considered estimating VAR models by pooling

supports meeting optimality criteria across resamples.

In this work we propose a sparse estimation method based on simple aggregation oper-

ations applied to multiple estimates obtained from data resampling, and demonstrate the

superiority of the approach compared with simpler alternatives. The method is developed in

the context of first-order Poisson GVAR processes, but generalizes easily to any support set

estimation or model selection problem. A high-level presentation of the methodology is given

in Section 2. We provide empirical support for the method in Section 3 along with a discus-

sion of special challenges in selecting parameter values for simulating process realizations.

We give a data application in 4 illustrating the use of the methodology and its advantage

over alternatives in practice. Section 5 closes the paper with a summary of findings.
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2 Methods

{Xt}t∈Z is a generalized vector autoregressive (GVAR) process if for some exponential family

probability density p and for every t ∈ Z:

(Xt,m ∣Xs = xs, s < t)
indep.
∼ p (⋅ ; θt,m = θm(xt−1, xt−2, . . . )) , m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}

Given an initial distribution ν0, the joint density of any finite-time process realization {xt}
T
t=0

is:

Pr(X0 = x0, . . . ,XT = xT ) = ν0(x0)
T

∏
t=1

M

∏
m=1

p(xt,m; θt,m)

The Poisson GVAR(D) process has the Poisson density as p with a canonical parameter θt,m

linear in D time lags:

p(xt,m; θt,m) =
exp{xt,mθt,m − exp(θt,m)}

xt,m!
and θt,m = νm +

D

∑
d=1

a′dmxt−d

This process is identifiable for any values of the parameters ν,A1, . . . ,AD provided D < T

but moments do not exist without suitable constraints [Ruiz et al., 2022]. The conditional

means are log-linear in past values:

ln{E(Xt ∣Xs, s < t)} = ν +
D

∑
d=1

AdXt−d

The log-likelihood ℓ(ν,A1, . . . ,Ad;x) = ln{Pr(X0 = x0, . . . ,XT = xT )} can be written directly

from the process definition above. Maximum likelihood estimates can be computed using

standard techniques for generalized linear models. The basic approach is to arrange the

multivariate time series into a single long pseudo-response vector, form a block-diagonal

pseudo-covariate-matrix containing the lagged values, and estimate the regression pseudo-

parameter:

β = vec(ν A1 ⋯ AD)
′

We express the estimand S as the set of indices designating the nonzero entries in β:

S = {j ∶ βj ≠ 0}
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The LASSO estimator of S is:

Ŝλ = {j ∶ β̂λ
j ≠ 0} where β̂λ

j = argminβ {−ℓ(β;x) + λ∥vec(A1 ⋯ AD)∥1}

The details of the regression formulation and computations are given as supplementary

material for brevity. Here we simply note: (i) some care must be taken when applying

regularization constraints so as not to penalize the intercept terms, which are distributed

throughout the parameter vector unlike in a standard regression problem; and (ii) although

the parameters Ad must be estimated simultaneously, the sparsity of the pseudo-covariate-

matrix should be leveraged for computational efficiency.

Our methods repeatedly calculate parameter estimates on data subsamples with and

without regularization. To simplify the presentation, we introduce the shorthand notation

in Table 1 for key operations: (i) resampling/subsampling; (ii) LASSO estimation of support

sets; (iii) maximum likelihood estimation of parameters constrained to a support set; and

(iv) calculation of an arbitrary error metric or optimality criterion of the analyst’s choosing.

Table 1: Generic notations used throughout the paper.
Notation Meaning Example
resample( ⋅ ) produce test and training

subsamples/resamples
resample(data) = (train, test)

Ŝ( ⋅ ;λ) compute LASSO supports
for tuning hyperparameter λ

Ŝ(train; 0.012) = {1,3}

β̂( ⋅ ;S) compute MLE of parameter
vector β constrained to a
specific support set S

β̂(train;{1,3}) = (6.1 00.76 0⋯ 0)T

e( ⋅ ;β) compute a model-based er-
ror metric on some data for
parameter value β

e(test; (6.1 0 0.76 0 ⋯ 0)T ) = 153.8

The standard approach to sparse estimation using the LASSO is to select the regulariza-

tion hyperparameter λ by optimizing a criterion such as goodness of fit or forecast accuracy.

In other words, an analyst in practice would optimize e{test ; β̂λ(train)} by a grid search

over values of λ, where the data partitioning is employed to reduce the bias of the error

estimate. If sample size is limited, the data may be repeatedly partitioned and average
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error across partitions chosen as the quantity to optimize. However, we consider this to be

a naive approach — optimizing fit and/or forecasts for the LASSO estimator does not, in

general, produce a good estimator for the support set S, especially for vector autoregressive

models [Arnold et al., 2007, Davis et al., 2016, Shojaie and Michailidis, 2010]. Due to the

dense parametrization — the number of parameters DM(M + 1) scales quadratically in the

process dimension M and linearly in the model order D — often the model best approx-

imating the true data-generating process is extremely sparse. If so, strong regularization

is needed to accurately recover S, which induces heavy bias in the LASSO estimator. In

this circumstance, the hyperparameter λ corresponding to the best estimate of S produces a

poorly-fitting model that yields strongly biased predictions. We therefore consider, to start,

a modification of the standard approach wherein regularization is used to determine candi-

date supports but the selection of an optimal model is based on unpenalized estimates. In

short: optimize e[test; β̂{train; Ŝ(train;λ)}] by a grid search instead of e{test ; β̂λ(train)}.

We consider this as a benchmark method.

We propose two innovations. First we implement the ‘bootstrapped LASSO’ (BoLASSO)

of Bach [2008], replacing the LASSO supports with the intersection of LASSO support

estimates calculated from a specified number of subsamples of input data. In other words,

we replace Ŝ(⋅;λ) by:

Ŝagg( ⋅ ;λ) = Ŝ(resample(⋅);λ) ∩⋯ ∩ Ŝ(resample(⋅);λ)

However, we relax the strict intersection and instead introduce a threshold on the proportion

of sets in the collection that contain a given index. Next, we propose selecting an optimal

support set Ŝ∗j on each data partition j and aggregating the collection by returning those

indices that occur in at least 100× γ% of optimal supports. That is, if {Ŝ∗j } are the optimal

supports identified on each of the data partitions, then we take as a final estimate of S:

Ŝ∗ = {i ∶ J−1∑
j

1{i ∈ Ŝ∗j } > γ}

The model aggregation method is depicted in detail by the schematic in Fig. 1.
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data x

x∗11 train x∗12 test

Ŝ (λ1;x∗11) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗11) e (⋅ ;x∗12)

Ŝ (λ2;x∗11) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗11) e (⋅ ;x∗12)

⋮ ⋮ ⋮

Ŝ (λK ;x∗11) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗11) e (⋅ ;x∗12)

Ŝ∗1

min

x∗21 train x∗22 test

Ŝ (λ1;x∗21) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗21) e (⋅ ;x∗22)

Ŝ (λ2;x∗21) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗21) e (⋅ ;x∗22)

⋮ ⋮ ⋮

Ŝ (λK ;x∗21) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗21) e (⋅ ;x∗22)

Ŝ∗2

min

⋯ x∗J1 train x∗J2 test

Ŝ (λ1;x∗J1) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗J1) e (⋅ ;x∗J2)

Ŝ (λ2;x∗J1) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗J1) e (⋅ ;x∗J2)

⋮ ⋮ ⋮

Ŝ (λK ;x∗J1) β̂ (⋅ ;x∗J1) e (⋅ ;x∗J2)

Ŝ∗J

min

Ŝ∗ = {i ∶ 1J ∑
J
j=1 1{i ∈ Ŝ∗j } ≥ γ}

Figure 1: Schematic diagram of the model aggregation method. The functions Ŝ( ⋅ ; ⋅ ),
β̂( ⋅ ; ⋅ ), and e( ⋅ ; ⋅ ) are written with the order of arguments reversed to better indicate
that the arrows mean passing the output of one function to the first argument of the next,
e.g., Ŝ(λ1;x∗11) → β̂(⋅ ;x∗11) means β̂(Ŝ(λ1;x∗11);x

∗
11).
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We refer to the first modification as ‘support aggregation’ and the second as ‘model

aggregation’. Both are, essentially, thresholded intersection operations – applied once to

generate candidate models at the initial support estimation step and again to combine the

best candidates in place of selecting a single model.

3 Simulations

We present the results of a simulation study designed to compare method performance in

the context of estimating the M -dimensional Poisson GVAR(1) model:

Xt,m∣Xt−1
indep.
∼ Poisson(λt,m) , m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}

logλt = ν +AXt−1

The parameter of interest is A ∈ RM×M and it is assumed to be s-sparse (∥vec(A)∥0 = sM2).

For the study, synthetic data of length T were generated and each method was used to

estimate the parameter A. The process dimension M , parametric sparsity s, and realization

length T were varied systematically to generate the distinct simulation settings. At each

setting, several values of the parameter A were generated, and for each distinct value, several

data realizations were simulated.

Although the main objective is to compare our proposed method, the combination of

support aggregation and model aggregation, with the benchmark of model selection via grid

search, we also employed algorithms with each modification separately in order to assess the

marginal effects of each algorithm feature. As such, four distinct estimation methods were

applied to each dataset in the simulation study.

Study design

The study is a factorial design generated by three levels of process dimensions, M = 10,15,20,

and three levels of sparsity, s = 0.01,0.02,0.05. For each factorial combination of sparsity

and dimension, 10 different A matrices were generated. Further, for each distinct parame-

ter matrix A three data realization lengths T = 500,1000,2000 were considered; 5 process
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realizations of each length were simulated. In total, the number of datasets simulated is

5 × 3 × 10 × 3 × 3 = 1350 (dataset replicates × realization lengths × parameter replicates ×

sparsity levels × dimensions).

Parameter generation

Poisson GVAR(1) process parameters cannot be drawn at random due to the existence of

regimes in the parameter space that are either (i) unstable (unbounded means and/or vari-

ances) or (ii) unidentifiable in practice (produce data realizations containing no information

about the parameters with high probability). Therefore some care is required in generating

parameter values for simulating data.

In our study, parameters are generated by first simulating a stable proposal and then

computing a ‘recoverability’ statistic to determine whether to accept proposals. Proposals

are constructed by the following steps:

1. draw nonzero parameter magnitudes from a uniform distribution on (0,1)

2. allocate a sign to each parameter

3. fix the positions of nonzero parameters to satisfy stability constraints

To ensure that proposals are neither too difficult nor too easy to estimate, we compute an

expected ‘recoverability’ score based on the expression for the signal-to-noise ratio in linear

regression and similar to that used by Czanner et al. [2015] to quantify signal-to-noise for

GLMs. We characterize parameter recoverability by the statistic:

recoverability(A,ν;x) =
dev(0, ν;x) − dev(A,ν;x)

dev(A,ν;x)

This statistic is the relative change in deviance attributable to the transition matrix A. (It

can also be viewed as a generalization of the F -test for overall significance in regression.)

We approximate its expected value by simulation: repeatedly simulate realizations using the

parameters A and ν and compute the average relative change in deviance across realizations.

Empirical experiments indicated a modest number (n = 10 replicates) of long (T = 100,000)
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simulated realizations produces a stable estimate with relatively low variance. For our sim-

ulation study, intercepts were fixed at a constant value for each setting and proposals for A

were accepted if the estimated expected recoverability was at least 0.5 but did not exceed

1.5 – that is, if the null model has an expected increase in deviance of 50%-150% relative to

the true data-generating model.

Results

Figure 2: Average selection errors observed in simulation, reported as the average proportion
of matrix entries that are incorrectly classified as zero or nonzero, for each combination
of support estimation and support selection method. Average selection errors are plotted
against simulated realization length. Separate panels are shown for each combination of
sparsity s (row) and process dimension M (column).

Figure 2 shows the average selection error for each method— the percentage of erroneously-

identified parameters in the estimated support set. Average error rates are plotted against

realization length T for each combination of parameter sparsity s and process dimension

M . The lowest-dimensional and sparsest case (M = 10 and s = 0.01) represents selection

and estimation of a single nonzero autoregressive parameter out of a possible 100; and the
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highest-dimensional and densest case (M = 20 and s = 0.05) represents selection and esti-

mation of 20 nonzero parameters out of a possible 400. For all methods, the average error

rates range from 0 to 10% across combinations of M,s,T , and selection errors decrease with

T and increase with M and s. Only in the lowest-dimensional and sparsest setting do all

methods perform equally well on average. Otherwise, support aggregation outperforms the

LASSO and model aggregation outperforms model selection; the performance gaps widen

as s and M increase. The combination performs favorably, maintaining a 0 − 2% error rate

across cases. These improvements are driven largely by better control of false positive rates,

as shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Average false positives (left) and false negatives (right) for each method as a
function of simulated series length. Separate panels are shown for each combination of
sparsity s (row) and process dimension M (column).

Figure 4 shows the marginal effect of each methodological innovation on a dataset-by-

dataset basis. At left, the error rate from the support aggregation method is plotted against

the error rate from the LASSO support estimation method keeping other algorithm features

fixed; these comparisons are shown for every dataset generated in the simulation study and

arranged in panels according to the combination of sparsity s and dimension M in the same

layout as Figure 2. At right, the error rates for model aggregation are compared with those
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for cross validation in the same manner. Simple regression lines are superimposed to help

visualize trends, along with a y = x reference that indicates equal performance. The trends,

and in fact the majority of the points themselves, are below the reference line, indicating

that each innovation outperforms its benchmark independently of other algorithm features.

Figure 4: Marginal effect of algorithm features: support estimation method (left) and selec-
tion vs. aggregation (right). Separate panels are shown for each combination of sparsity s
(row) and process dimension M (column).

4 Application

We demonstrate application of our methodology using paleoclimatology data from Barron

et al. [2005b]; data are publicly available online through the World Data Service for Pa-

leoclimatology managed by the National Centers for Environmental Information at NOAA

Barron et al. [2005a]. The data are multivariate counts of individuals in eight diatom taxa
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Figure 5: Counts of the numbers of individuals over time identified at the taxon level for
eight diatom taxa present in marine sediment core samples from the Guayamas basin in
Baja California; sea surface temperature reconstructions show a dramatic change following
the end of the Pleistocene epoch, indicated by the dashed red line.

over time, shown in Fig. 5. Data were collected from samples taken at evenly-spaced depths

in marine sediment cores from the Guayamas basin in Baja California; the depths sampled

yield approximately homogeneous time intervals of 40-60 years between observations, and

in all, the data span 16,000 years. The observation window covers the transition from the

Pleistocene epoch to the Holocene epoch around 11,700 before present. Sea surface tem-

perature reconstructions from the sampling location reflect a shift toward warmer average

temperatures occurring at approximately that time.

We used our method to estimate a interaction networks describing serial interdependence

between diatom taxa. By partitioning the data according to geological epoch and fitting sep-

arate models to each partition, we identified a clear and apparent change in the connectivity

structure before and after the transition between geological epochs. This change was not

identifiable using alternative estimation methods. We used log-linear Poisson GVAR(1) mod-

els to represent the dependence structure for each epoch and fit the two models using three

methods each: a naive direct application of the LASSO; the benchmark method from our

simulation study; and the aggregation method. Results are shown in Fig. 6. Due to its

sparsity, only the aggregation method clearly supports the conclusion that there is a change

in connectivity structure. Although there are some differences in connectivity as estimated

by the alternative methods, there also remain inter-taxon links that persist across epochs
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Figure 6: Interaction graphs representing inter-taxon dependencies before and after the
climate change event as estimated by three methods: a ‘naive’ method that consists in
directly applying the LASSO at left; the benchmark considered in our simulation study in
center; and our proposed method at right. Only the proposed method identifies a clear and
apparent change in connectivity.

that introduce ambiguity in interpreting the results; there is no such ambiguity using our

method.

5 Discussion

This paper presents novel methodology for estimation of parameter supports using resam-

pling and aggregation operations. The methodology is fully general but developed in the

context of GVAR models for multivariate count-valued time series. We provide empirical

validation demonstrating a consistent improvement over benchmark methods across process

and parameter dimension, sparsity level, and series length or sample size; not only is there

a consistent average effect, but the method outperforms alternatives for the vast majority of

simulated datasets. The simulation study reveals that most of the advantage of our method

lies in better control of false positive rates in estimating parameter supports. We illustrate

the practical advantages of this behavior with a data analysis involving estimating ecological
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interaction networks and comparing the connectivity structures for differences. While there

is no ground truth in this context, the greater sparsity of estimates resulting from our method

makes apparent differences in network structure that are otherwise obscured by additional

parameters that reflect either errors or weak correlations.

It is worth highlighting that all of the benchmark methods we consider in our simulation

study involve using maximum likelihood refits of LASSO estimates rather than the LASSO

estimates themselves. Although we exclude ‘raw’ LASSO estimates from consideration in the

simulations, we illustrate the effect of refitting in our data analysis by including the ‘naive’

method of direct LASSO estimation; the naive method produces a nearly-fully-dense model.

Anecdotally, similar behavior was observed with simulated data in the course of developing

the simulation study — the naive LASSO estimate that optimized deviance produced an

unacceptably high selection error rate. Thus, the benchmarks in this paper would appear

to represent a considerable improvement over the methods of Mark et al. [2017], Hall et al.

[2018], Pandit et al. [2020] in the small-sample and low-dimensional setting.

The resampling and aggregation approach overcomes the problem of choosing exactly

one regularization hyperparameter. However, the method still requires a good choice of

regularization path at an appropriate resolution, and it introduces other hyperparameters

that require some amount of tuning: the numbers of resamples and the threshold parameter

for the aggregation operations. In practice, we found that these are not too challenging

to specify, but do require some trial and error. We found that relatively low numbers of

resamples — around 10 — were sufficient for stable performance across settings, and we

cross-validated the entire estimation procedure(s) to select an optimal threshold parameter

for model aggregation.

Although it is under-emphasized throughout the paper, the resampling of multiple time

series can be accomplished in a number of ways. Ideally, if enough data are available, non-

overlapping subsamples could be used to minimize the correlation between estimates on each

subsample due to long-range dependence in the data. In our implementations, we subdivided

data evenly into blocks and omitted one block at a time, concatenating the remaining data

and introducing one discontinuity point across which the subsampled process is no longer

stationary; the concatenated data was used for training and the held-out block was used
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for testing. Thus, for our method, increasing the number of resamples taken diminishes the

length of series used for validation. One might instead use a block bootstrap or a residual

bootstrap method such as described by Kreiss and Lahiri [2012].

It is an important feature of our method that support sets are re-estimated across the

regularization paths for each resample, rather than fixed based on a single estimate from

the full dataset or some other heuristic. This is a key difference between our approach and

the method by which Ruiz et al. [2020] generate and select model candidates for pooling.

We found that conditioning our procedure on a fixed collection of candidate supports, al-

though dramatically less computationally burdensome, produces a noteworthy deterioration

of selection performance.

Finally, we note that the simulation of stable process realizations without artificial thresh-

olds proved to be challenging, as there is no obvious necessary and sufficient condition on

the parameters that ensures moments exist. Furthermore, some process parametrizations are

extremely challenging to recover from data because the likelihood varies little across large

neighborhoods with high probability. In the course of developing empirical validation of our

methodology, we therefore also developed heuristics for selecting process parameters that are

both stable and recoverable.
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Appendix

A Algorithms

The algorithms used to produce estimates for numerical experiments and data analysis in

the main body of the paper are presented in detail in this appendix. Essentially, we apply

the coordinate descent method of Friedman et al. [2010] after manipulating the likelihood

optimization problem into a form similar to univariate regression and partitioning coordinates

into blocks for computational efficiency. The core technique is based on coordinate descent

updates for the weighted least squares regression estimate with an elastic net penalty. We

first present this method, with full derivations, then the approach of Friedman et al. [2010],

and lastly the details of our implementation for GVAR(D) estimation.

Weighted least squares with elastic net. Consider estimation of the regression model

z =Xβ + ϵ

where z is the response, X is the matrix of fixed covariate information, β is a vector of fixed

but unknown parameters, and ϵ is a vector of uncorrelated random errors with mean zero.

The weighted least squares estimate of β is given by

β̂ = argminβ {
1

2
(z −Xβ)′W (z −Xβ)}

where W is a diagonal matrix of known weights. Denote the objective function by

f(β) =
1

2
(z −Xβ)′W (z −Xβ) (1)

The weighted least squares estimate with an elastic net penalty is obtained by adding a

penalty term P (β) to the objective function

β̂ = argminβ {
1

2
(z −Xβ)′W (z −Xβ) + λP (β)} (2)
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where P (β) = 1−α
2 ∥β∥

2
2 + α∥β∥1 and λ is a hyperparameter that controls the strength of

the penalty. The hyperparameter α controls the relative balance of the L2 (ridge) and L1

(LASSO) terms in the penalty.

The coordinate descent approach to computing β̂ in Equation (2) is to iteratively min-

imize the objective function in each βj conditional on the current values of the other pa-

rameters βk for k ≠ j until convergence. Each iteration can be accomplished by a simple

update rule that can be equivalently derived by a number of approaches [Zou and Hastie,

2005, van der Kooij, 2007, Friedman et al., 2007, 2010]. Here the rule is derived from the

update given by Newton’s method.

For the purpose of taking derivatives in βj, the first portion of the objective function

f(β) can be rewritten as

f(β) =
1

2

⎛

⎝
z −∑

k≠j
xkβk − xjβj

⎞

⎠

′

W
⎛

⎝
z −∑

k≠j
xkβk − xjβj

⎞

⎠

where xj denotes the jth column ofX. The first and second partial derivatives of this portion

with respect to βj are

∂

∂βj

f(β) = −
⎛

⎝
z −∑

k≠j
xkβk − xjβj

⎞

⎠

′

Wxj

= βjx
′
jWxj −

⎛

⎝
z −∑

k≠j
xkβk

⎞

⎠

′

Wxj

= βjx
′
jWxj − (z − z

(j))
′
Wxj

∂2

∂2βj

f(β) = x′jWxj

where z(j) denotes ∑k≠j xkβk. The quantity (z − z(j)) is known as the jth partial residual.
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Now, the derivatives of the penalty portion of the objective function are

∂

∂βj

(λ
1 − α

2
∥β∥22 + λα∥β∥1) = λ(1 − α)βj + λα

∂

∂βj

∣βj ∣

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

λ(1 − α)βj + λα , if βj > 0

λ(1 − α)βj − λα , if βj < 0

λ(1 − α)βj + λα∂∣βj ∣ , if βj = 0

∂2

∂2βj

(λ
1 − α

2
∥β∥22 + λα∥β∥1) = λ(1 − α)

where ∂∣βj ∣ denotes a subgradient. Supposing the current estimate is β̂(k), the Newton

update for minimization in the jth coordinate is

β̂
(k+1)
j ←Ð β̂

(k)
j −

∂
∂βj
(f(β) + λP (β))∣β=β̂(k)

∂2

∂2βj
(f(β) + λP (β))∣β=β̂(k)

(3)

When articulated casewise according to whether β̂
(k)
j > 0 or β̂

(k)
j < 0 or β̂

(k)
j = 0, Equation

(3) gives the update rule (after minor algebraic simplification)

β̂
(k+1)
j ←Ð

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(z−z(j))′Wxj−λα
x′jWxj+λ(1−α) , if β̂

(k)
j > 0

(z−z(j))′Wxj+λα
x′jWxj+λ(1−α) , if β̂

(k)
j < 0

(z−z(j))′Wxj−λαc
x′jWxj+λ(1−α) , if β̂

(k)
j = 0

where c ∈ [−1,1]. Now if ∣ (z − z(j))′Wxj ∣ ≤ λα, the (sub)gradient in Equation (3) is not a

descent direction, and in this case, the optimal value of the objective function is achieved

by setting β̂
(k+1)
j to zero. Rewriting the conditions in terms of (z − z(j))′Wxj and dropping

the iteration count k yields the update rule

β̂j ←Ð

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(z−z(j))′Wxj−λα
x′jWxj+λ(1−α) , if (z − z(j))′Wxj > 0 and ∣ (z − z(j))′Wxj ∣ > λα

(z−z(j))′Wxj+λα
x′jWxj+λ(1−α) , if (z − z(j))′Wxj < 0 and ∣ (z − z(j))′Wxj ∣ > λα

0 , if and ∣ (z − z(j))′Wxj ∣ ≤ λα
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Finally, the update can be re-expressed in terms of the soft-threshold function

S(x, y) = sign(x)(∣x∣ − y)+ =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

x − y , if x > 0 and ∣x∣ > y

x + y , if x < 0 and ∣x∣ > y

0 , if ∣x∣ ≤ y

compactly as the coordinate update

β̂j ←Ð
S ((z − z(j))′Wxj, λα)

x′jWxj + λ(1 − α)

The coordinate descent algorithm using this update rule and a gradient norm stopping

criterion is given as Algorithm A.1.

Algorithm A.1 Coordinate descent algorithm for computing the weighted least squares
estimate with an elastic net penalty.

Require:
Data z,X; hyperparameters λ,α; and convergence threshold δ
Initialize β̂
while ∥∇f(β̂)∥2 > δ do
for j = 1, . . . , J do
z(j) ←Ð ∑k≠j xkβ̂k

β̂j ←Ð
S((z−z(j))′Wxj ,λα)

x′jWxj+λ(1−α)
end for

end while
Ensure: β̂

Penalized IRLS for univariate generalized linear models. Consider the univariate

generalized linear model: a response vector y and covariate information X where

yi
indep.
∼ p(⋅ ; θi) and g(Ey) = g(µ) = η =Xβ

where p is an exponential family density of the form

p(yi; θi) ∝ exp{
yiθi − b(θi)

a(ϕi)
}
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Assume that g is the canonical link function that results from equating η = θ. The log-

likelihood as a function of the linear predictor η is, up to a constant,

ℓ(η;x, y) =
n

∑
i=1
(
yiηi − b(ηi)

a(ϕi)
)

The classical technique for unpenalized maximum likelihood estimation maximizes ℓ(η;x, y)

iteratively by:

1. computing an approximation ℓ̃ to the log-likelihood from current estimates;

2. maximizing the approximation ℓ̃ to get new estimates;

3. repeating 1 - 2 until the estimates converge.

Conveniently, the approximation −ℓ̃ takes the form of the loss function for a weighted least

squares problem for which a closed form solution is available, which eases calculations in

step 2.

Consider now computing the penalized MLE

β̂ = argminβ {−ℓ(η;x, y) + λP (β)} (4)

The same strategy for unpenalized estimation is applicable with the penalty, though generally

iterative methods will replace closed form solutions for the optimization step (step 2). The

objective function −ℓ(η;x, y)+λP (β) can be approximated by the loss function for a penalized

weighted least squares problem. For the elastic net penalty, the approximation can be

maximized with respect to β via Algorithm A.1. The penalized MLE in Equation (4) with

the elastic net penalty can therefore be found iteratively by:

1. computing the approximation −ℓ̃(η;x, y) + λP (β) to the (negative) penalized log-

likelihood from current estimates;

2. maximizing the approximation −ℓ̃(η;x, y) + λP (β) with respect to one coordinate via

the update rule in Algorithm A.1 to get new estimates;
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3. repeating 1 - 2 for each coordinate and cycling through the coordinates until the

estimates converge.

This procedure is given as Algorithm A.2.

Algorithm A.2 Coordinatewise IRLS algorithm for estimation of generalized linear models
with an elastic net penalty.

Require: data x, y; hyperparameters λ,α; convergence threshhold δ
Initialize β̂
while ∥∇ℓ(η̂;x, y)∥2 > δ do
for j = 1, . . . , J do
W ←Ð (diag(g′(µ̂))−1

z ←Ð xβ̂ − (y − µ̂)W −1

z(j) ←Ð ∑k≠j xkβ̂k

β̂j ←Ð
S((z−z(j))′Wxj ,λα)

x′jWxj+λ(1−α)
end for

end while
Ensure: β̂

The update rules for z and W in Algorithm A.2 are derived from a Taylor expansion

around current estimates. Let η̂ denote the linear predictor from the current estimates

β̂, ℓ(η) denote the log-likelihood (suppressing the data arguments), v and W denote the

gradient and Hessian of ℓ(η). A second-order Taylor expansion of the log-likelihood about

η̂ gives

ℓ(η) ≈ ℓ(η̂) + (η − η̂)′ℓ′(η̂) −
1

2
(η − η̂)′ℓ′′(η̂)(η − η̂)

= C + (η − η̂)′ℓ′(η̂) −
1

2
(η − η̂)′ℓ′′(η̂)(η − η̂)

= C + (η − η̂)′v −
1

2
(η − η̂)′W (η − η̂)

= C∗ −
1

2
(η − η̂ − vW −1)′W (η − η̂ − vW −1)

= C∗ −
1

2
(η − z)′W (η − z)

with z = η̂ − vW −1. Now W and z depend on the current estimates and can be derived in
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general for any GLM. Since by hypothesis µi = b′(θi) = g−1(ηi),

∂ℓ

∂ηi
= (

yi − b′(θi)
ai(ϕ)

)
∂θi
∂ηi

= (
yi − b′(θi)
ai(ϕ)

)
∂θi
∂µi

∂µi

∂ηi

= (
yi − b′(θi)
ai(ϕ)

)
1

g′(µi)

1

b′′(θi)

= (yi − µi) (ai(ϕ)g
′(µi)b

′′(θi))
−1

When ai(ϕ) = 1 and g is the canonical link, g′(µi) =
∂ηi
∂µi

and b′′(θi) =
∂µi

∂θi
, so

∂ℓ

∂ηi
= yi − µi

and

∂2ℓ

∂ηi∂ηj
=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

− 1
g′(µi) i = j

0 i ≠ j

So W = diag(1/g′(µ)) and v = (y1 − µ1⋯yN − µN). Therefore, given current estimates,

updating the approximation amounts to computing

z =X ′β̂ − (y − µ̂)W −1 (5)

W = (g′(µ̂))−1 (6)

Equations (5) and (6) give the updates that appear in the outer while loop of Algorithm

A.2.

GVAR(D) estimation. Algorithm A.2 can be modified for efficient estimation of GVAR(D)

models with an elastic net penalty using a blockwise update strategy for the inner while loop.

The GVAR(D) model for data {xt ∈ RM}Tt=0 is the random process {Xt ∈ RM}Tt=0 charac-

terized by the conditional mean structure

g (E (Xt ∣Xt−1 = xt−1, . . . ,Xt−D = xt−D)) = ν +
D

∑
d=1

Adxt−d
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under the assumption that for each m = 1, . . . ,M and each t

Xt,m ∣Xt−1 = xt−1, . . . ,Xt−D = xt−D
indep.
∼ p( ⋅ ∣ θt,m = νm +

D

∑
d=1

a′d,mxt−d)

where p(⋅∣θ) is an exponential family density and g is the canonical link so that ηt,m = θt,m =

g(µt,m) = E(Xt,m∣Xt−1, . . . ,Xt−D)). Denoting the data by X = (X0 ⋯ XT ) log-likelihood by

ℓ(B;X), the penalized maximum likelihood estimate of B is

B̂ = argmin
B
{−ℓ(B;X) + λP (B)}

where the explicit form of the likelihood depends only on the underlying density p. Here let

P be the elastic net penalty applied only to the elements of A1, . . . ,AD

P (B) =
1 − α

2
∑
d,i,j

a2dij + α∑
d,i,j

∣adij ∣

An iterative estimation algorithm based on Algorithm A.2 is derived below by vectorizing

the problem and developing a blockwise update strategy.

The GVAR(D) model can be expressed as a multivariate generalized regression model

g (E(Y ∣U)) = g (µ) = η = UB

expressed in terms of Y,U,B where

Y =

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

X ′T

X ′T−1

⋮

X ′D

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

U =

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

1 X ′T−1 ⋯ X ′T−D

1 X ′T−2 ⋯ X ′T−D−1

⋮ ⋮ ⋱ ⋮

1 X ′D−1 ⋯ X ′0

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

B =

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

ν′

A′1

⋮

A′D

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

The core model relationship can be expressed in univariate terms by applying the vectoriza-

tion transformations

Y
def
= vecY , X

def
= U ⊗ IM , and β

def
= vecB
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with the result

Y =

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

x1

x2

⋮

xM

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

X =

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

U 0 ⋯ 0

0 U ⋯ 0

⋮ ⋮ ⋱ ⋮

0 0 ⋯ U

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

β = vec(B)

where xm = (x0,m ⋯ xT,m)
′ denote the univariate series in each component so that

g (E(Y∣X )) = g (vec(µ)) = vec(η) = Xβ

It is straightforward to verify by inspection that if the the elements of Y are assumed to

be Poisson conditional on X with the corresponding mean, the likelihoods of β and B are

identical, i.e.,

ℓ(β;Y,X) = ℓ(B;Y,U)

since the likelihood contributions from each xt,m are exactly the same. Therefore, the esti-

mate B̂ can be recovered from the estimate

β̂ = argminβ {−ℓ(β;Y,X) + λP
∗(β)}

where P ∗(β) = P (B).

Due to the sparsity pattern in X , the computations involved in the update rule for the lth

coordinate in the vectorized problem can be articulated as operations involving only U and

columns of Y . Specifically, denoting the row and column dimensions of U as N = T −D and

P =DM+1 and the row and column dimensions of X asK = NM and L =M(DM+1), direct

application of the calculations for the coordinate update for the lth position in Algorithm

A.2 to the vectorized problem in terms of Y,X gives

(Z − Z(l))
′
WXl = (xm − x

(p)
m )

′
Wmup

X ′lWXl = u
′
pWmup
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where Z is the working response vector, W is the diagonal matrix of update weights, and

the index transformation is given by

(n,m) = (kmodM +M1{kmodM = 0},
k − kmodM

M
+ 1{k = kmodM})

(p,m) = (lmodP + P1{lmodP = 0},
l − lmodP

P
+ 1{l = lmodP})

Note that the computation of x
(p)
mn = ∑j≠p unjbjm depends only on the mth column of B.

Consequently, a more efficient strategy is to divide the coordinate iterations into blocks

corresponding to the blocks of B and compute the update rules using data stored in the

formats specified by U and Y . A slight ridge penalty is included for numerical stability.

This is given as Algorithm A.3 and that which is used in the simulation experiments and

data analyses presented in the main paper.

Algorithm A.3 Coordinatewise IRLS algorithm for computing LASSO GVAR(D) estimates
with blockwise updates.

Require:
Data Y,U , hyperparameters λ,α, and convergence threshold δ
Initialize B̂
while ∥∇ℓ(B̂;X)∥2 > δ do
for m = 1, . . . ,M do
for p = 1, . . . ,DM + 1 do
Wm ←Ð (diag(g′(µ̂m))

−1

zm ←Ð Ub̂m − (xm − µ̂m)W −1
m

z
(p)
mn ←Ð ∑j≠p unj b̂jm for n = 1, . . . ,N

b̂pm ←Ð

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(zm−z(p)m )′Wmup

u′pWmup
, if p = 1

S((zm−z(p)m )′Wmup,λα)
u′pWmup+λ(1−α) , if p > 1

end for
end for

end while
Ensure: B̂

30


	Introduction
	Methods
	Simulations
	Application
	Discussion
	Algorithms

