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Abstract

Latent space models (LSMs) are often used to analyze dynamic (time-varying)
networks that evolve in continuous time. Existing approaches to Bayesian inference
for these models rely on Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithms, which cannot handle
modern large-scale networks. To overcome this limitation, we introduce a new prior
for continuous-time LSMs based on Bayesian P-splines that allows the posterior to
adapt to the dimension of the latent space and the temporal variation in each latent
position. We propose a stochastic variational inference algorithm to estimate the
model parameters. We use stochastic optimization to subsample both dyads and
observed time points to design a fast algorithm that is linear in the number of edges
in the dynamic network. Furthermore, we establish non-asymptotic error bounds for
point estimates derived from the variational posterior. To our knowledge, this is the
first such result for Bayesian estimators of continuous-time LSMs. Lastly, we use the
method to analyze a large data set of international conflicts consisting of 4,456,095
relations from 2018 to 2022.

Keywords: B-spline; Continuous-Time dynamic network data; Latent position model;
Pólya-gamma data augmentation; Stochastic variational inference.

1 Introduction

Network data is ubiquitous in modern applications from various scientific disciplines. In

general, a network describes the relations, or edges, between pairs of entities, or nodes.

Much of the statistical network analysis literature focuses on static networks (Kolaczyk

and Csárdi, 2014; Goldenberg et al., 2010), meaning inferences are drawn from a single set

of edges observed at one point in time. However, real-world systems are often time-varying,

or dynamic, with the relations between nodes changing over time. In this work, we focus

on a time series of networks on a common set of n nodes observed at M distinct time

points {tm}Mm=1 on a compact time interval T ⊂ R with edges that can change over time.

We consider network time series measured in continuous-time, meaning the observed time

points can be irregularly spaced. Furthermore, we allow dyadic covariate information to

accompany these networks. Such dynamic network data with covariates appears in diverse

fields such as neuroscience (Zhu et al., 2023) and international relations, cf. Section 7.
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There is a rapidly growing literature on statistical models for dynamic network data.

A prevalent approach extends models for static networks to the dynamic setting. For

instance, there exist dynamic versions of various stochastic block models (Yang et al.,

2011; Xing et al., 2010; Matias and Miele, 2017), the exponential random graph model

(ERGM) (Hanneke et al., 2010; Krivitsky and Handcock, 2014), random dot product graphs

(RDPGs) (Passino et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2023; MacDonald et al., 2023), and latent

space models (LSMs) (Sarkar and Moore, 2006; Durante and Dunson, 2014b; Sewell and

Chen, 2015). See Kim et al. (2018) for a more complete review. In this work, we focus

on the continuous-time dynamic LSM introduced by Durante and Dunson (2014b), which

represents each node i with a latent position in a d-dimensional Euclidean space that

evolves in continuous-time via a vector-valued function ui(t) : T → Rd called a latent

trajectory. The model’s advantages are that it is expressive enough to capture complex

network structures, incorporates dyadic covariates, and allows for meaningful visualization.

Despite the empirical success of continuous-time dynamic LSMs, Bayesian inference of

their parameters is computationally infeasible for modern large-scale networks and lacks

theoretical support. Initially, Durante and Dunson (2014b) modeled the latent trajecto-

ries as Gaussian processes (GPs) and introduced a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)

algorithm that scales cubically in the number of time points M . Subsequent works used

specific GPs with state-space representations (Durante and Dunson, 2016; Guhaniyogi and

Rodriguez, 2020) to reduce the run time to linear in M . Nevertheless, these existing meth-

ods inherit LSMs’ usual quadratic scaling in the number of nodes. As such, Bayesian

inference can take hours or days for dynamic networks with only a few hundred nodes

or time points. In terms of theoretical properties, these previous works verified the large

support property of the GP priors but did not address posterior consistency.

In this paper, we introduce a Bayesian inference procedure for continuous-time dynamic

LSMs with theoretical guarantees that scales to large dynamic networks. Instead of mod-

eling the latent trajectories with GPs, we approximate them using a finite series of spline

basis functions to improve computational tractability. Recently, spline approximations

have attracted attention for modeling time-varying parameters in other dynamic network

models. Both Lee et al. (2020) and Park et al. (2022) used splines to parameterize time-

varying coefficients in dynamic ERGMs. In addition, Artico and Wit (2023) used classical

penalized splines (Eilers and Marx, 1996) to approximate latent trajectories in an LSM for

relational event data. The parametrization most similar to ours is functional adjacency

spectral embedding (FASE) proposed by MacDonald et al. (2023), which uses splines to

model the latent trajectories in a dynamic RDPG. However, unlike our methodology, FASE

cannot incorporate dyadic covariate information or provide uncertainty quantification.

Under this spline approximation, our first contribution is eliciting an appropriate prior
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for the basis coefficients. While spline approximations can be effective, their quality heavily

depends on the choice of basis dimension, which controls the overall variability of the

approximate latent trajectories. Accordingly, influenced by Bayesian P-splines (Lang and

Brezger, 2004), we introduce a prior over the basis coefficients designed to ensure the

posterior adapts appropriately to the variation in the unknown latent trajectories and the

latent space dimension. We call this new prior the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs.

For fast inference, we construct estimates based on a variational approximation (Wain-

wright and Jordan, 2008) to the parameter’s fractional posterior (Walker and Hjort, 2001;

Bhattacharya et al., 2019). We show that these estimates are consistent with an error rate

that adapts to the inherent variation in the true latent trajectories. To our knowledge,

this is the first such result for Bayesian estimators of continuous-time dynamic LSMs. This

result adds to the literature on the theoretical properties of variational inference for esti-

mating network models (Celisse et al., 2012; Bickel et al., 2013; Zhang and Zhou, 2020).

In particular, our theoretical results follow the α-variational Bayes framework (Yang et al.,

2020), which has been used to demonstrate the consistency of the variational approach for

discrete-time dynamic LSMs (Liu and Chen, 2022; Zhao et al., 2022).

Our final contribution is a scalable stochastic variational inference (SVI) procedure (Hoff-

man et al., 2013) to obtain the variational posterior. En route, we introduce a new Polya-

gamma augmentation scheme (Polson et al., 2013) for conjugate fractional posterior infer-

ence, which may have independent interest. Our SVI algorithm scales as the maximum

number of edges in a single network observation. As a result, the method can scale to larger

networks and perform estimation significantly faster than existing Bayesian approaches.

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces our spline ap-

proximation for continuous-time dynamic LSMs. Section 3 develops the proposed P-spline

prior for dynamic LSMs. We establish the variational approximation and its theoretical

properties in Section 4. We derive the SVI procedure in Section 5. Section 6 presents a sim-

ulation study, while we apply the methodology to a real conflict network in Section 7. The

supplementary material contains all proofs and additional technical details. A Python pack-

age for the proposed method is available at https://github.com/joshloyal/splinetlsm.

2 A Spline Approximation of Dynamic LSMs

2.1 Notation

To begin, we establish some notation. For a continuous function f : [0, 1] → R, ∥f∥L∞[0,1] =

ess supx∈[0,1]|f(x)| denotes the supremum norm. The notation [·]ij denotes the (i, j)-th en-

try of a matrix or the (i, j)-th tube fiber of a three-way tensor. For a matrix C, we denote
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its minimum singular value as σmin(C), its Frobenius norm as ∥C∥F , and its operator norm

as ∥C∥op. We use Od to denote the group of d-dimensional orthogonal matrices. We let

0d denote the d-dimensional vector of zeros. We use
ind.∼ and

iid∼ to denote independently

distributed and independently and identically distributed, respectively. For two densities

p and q, we use DKL(p, q) to denote the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between p and

q. For sequences an and bn, we write an ≲ bn (or bn ≳ an) to imply that an ≤ cbn for

some constant c independent of n. The notation an = O(bn) implies an ≲ bn while an ≍ bn

implies an ≲ bn and an ≳ bn. We use an ≪ bn to mean limn→∞ an/bn = 0.

2.2 The Continuous-Time Dynamic Latent Space Model

We model the dynamic network data as a collection of time-index n× n binary adjacency

matrices {Ytm}Mm=1 with random entries Yij,tm = [Ytm ]ij ∈ {0, 1}. We assume each network

is undirected so that each Ytm is symmetric, and we allow self-loops. We use lower-case

letters to denote the observed values of the random adjacency matrices so that yij,tm = 1

and yij,tm = 0 indicate the presence or absence of an observed edge between node i and

node j at time tm, respectively. We use Y = {yij,tm : 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n, 1 ≤ m ≤M} to denote

the collection of all observed dyadic relations. Additionally, we measure dyadic covariates

at each time point {xij,tm = (xij1,tm , . . . xijp,tm)
⊤ ∈ Rp : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n}, which we collect

in a covariate tensor Xtm ∈ Rn×n×p with the (i, j)-th tube fiber [Xtm ]ij = xij,tm . Since the

networks are undirected, we require xij,tm = xji,tm . We denote the collection of all covariate

tensors as X = {Xtm}Mm=1. For the remainder of this article, we assume the time interval

T = [0, 1] since we can always re-scale the data so that this equality holds.

We adopt the continuous-time dynamic LSM proposed by Durante and Dunson (2014a),

which assumes the edges are independent conditioned on the dyadic covariates and a col-

lection of latent functions so that for 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n and m = 1, . . . ,M ,

Yij,tm | xij,tm
ind.∼ Bernoulli

{
logit−1([Θtm ]ij)

}
(1)

with

[Θtm ]ij = logit{P(Yij,tm = 1 | xij,tm)} = β(tm)
⊤xij,tm + ui(tm)

⊤uj(tm). (2)

In model (1)–(2), Θtm ∈ Rn×n has entries [Θtm ]ij indicating the log-odds of an edge forming

between nodes i and j at time tm, β(t) = (β1(t), . . . , βp(t))
⊤ : [0, 1] → Rp is a vector-valued

function of time-varying coefficients associated with the dyadic covariates, and ui(t) =

(ui1(t), . . . , uid(t))
⊤ : [0, 1] → Rd is the latent trajectory of node i. We collect the latent

trajectories into the rows of an n× d matrix-valued function U(t) = (u1(t), . . . ,un(t))
⊤.
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Model (1)–(2) provides an intuitive description for edge formation in dynamic networks.

The coefficient function’s k-th coordinate βk(tm) measures the extent of homophily in the

network attributed to the k-th covariate at time tm. Furthermore, the log-odds of an edge

forming between two nodes at time tm increases with the inner-product similarity between

their latent positions at time tm. Although the model assumes conditional independence

between dyads during a single time point and across time points, endogenous dyadic covari-

ates appearing in Equation (2) can capture certain temporal dependencies. For example,

one can set xij,tm = yij,tm−1 to capture edge persistence (Friel et al., 2016).

2.3 B-Spline Basis Expansions of the Latent Functions

In this work, we approximate the latent functions using a linear combination of ℓ spline

basis functions for fast inference. This proposal contrasts with existing Bayesian nonpara-

metric approaches that use GPs to model the latent functions, which results in the usual

computational bottlenecks associated with GPs. Specifically, we parameterize the coordi-

nate functions as follows: uih(t) = w⊤
ihb(t) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ h ≤ d and βk(t) = w⊤

k b(t) for

1 ≤ k ≤ p, where b(t) = (b1(t), . . . , bℓ(t))
⊤ denotes a vector of known spline basis functions

and wih,wk ∈ Rℓ are vectors of basis coefficients. For simplicity, we assume a common

basis for all latent functions, but this could be relaxed. Although these parameterizations

approximate the unknown latent functions, we will show that we can recover the true latent

functions asymptotically when ℓ increases appropriately with network size.

We adopt the spline basis used by penalized splines (Eilers and Marx, 1996) and its

Bayesian counterpart (Lang and Brezger, 2004). Specifically, we choose b(t) to consist of

B-spline functions of degree q with K equally-spaced internal knots as well as boundary

knots so that ℓ = K + q + 1. In this article, we set q = 3, so that b(t) is a cubic B-spline

basis, which is a common choice, although this specific degree value is not necessary.

Lastly, we define some more notation. We collect the latent trajectories’ basis coeffi-

cients in the tensor Wu ∈ Rn×d×ℓ with (i, h)-th tube-fibers [Wu]ih = wih and the coefficient

function’s basis coefficients in the matrix Wβ = (w1, . . . ,wk)
⊤ ∈ Rp×ℓ. We denote the col-

lection of all basis coefficients as W = {Wu,Wβ}. Also, we use p(Y | W ,X ) to denote the

Bernoulli likelihood obtained by substituting the spline approximations into model (1)–(2).

3 Prior Specification

The success of the proposed approximation relies on a prior for the basis coefficients that

allows the posterior to adapt to misspecifications of the model’s two primary parameters:

the latent space dimension d and the basis dimension ℓ. The latent space dimension d
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controls the model’s static complexity, that is, the expressiveness of the log-odds matrix

Θtm at each time point tm. The basis dimension ℓ controls the model’s dynamic complexity,

that is, the temporal variability of the latent functions. Accordingly, it is crucial to select

a prior that penalizes both levels of complexity so that the posterior can determine the

appropriate level for the observed dynamic network to avoid underfitting and overfitting.

3.1 The P-Spline Prior for Dynamic LSMs

Based on the Bayesian approach to P-splines developed by Lang and Brezger (2004), we

propose the following Gaussian Markov random field (GMRF) priors for the basis coeffi-

cients suited for controlling the static and dynamic complexity of dynamic LSMs:

uih(t) = w⊤
ihb(t), wih

ind.∼ N(0ℓ, γ
−1
h Ω−1

i ), 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ h ≤ d, (3)

βk(t) = w⊤
k b(t), wk

ind.∼ N(0ℓ,Ω
−1
βk
), 1 ≤ k ≤ p, (4)

where

Ωi =
D

(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ

σ2
i

+
e1e

⊤
1

τ 2
, Ωβk

=
D

(rk)⊤
ℓ D

(rk)
ℓ

σ2
βk

+

rk∑
s=1

ese
⊤
s

τ 2β
. (5)

In the previous expressions, D
(r)
ℓ is an (ℓ− r)× ℓ matrix representing the r-th order finite-

difference operation acting on w ∈ Rℓ, es ∈ Rℓ is the s-th standard basis vector, and the

variance parameters {γh}dh=1, {σ2
i }ni=1, {σ2

βk
}pk=1, τ

2, and τ 2β take on strictly positive values.

We refer to this prior as the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs.

Under Equations (3)–(5), the basis coefficients follow Gaussian random walks. For the

latent trajectories, each wih follows a first-order random walk with initial variance γhτ
2 and

a node-specific transition variance γhσ
2
i . Crucially, when γ−1

h ≈ 0, all the uih(t) functions

associated with the h-th latent space dimension will concentrate near zero. As such, priors

that induce shrinkage of γ−1
h to zero can potentially control the model’s static complexity

by removing unnecessary dimensions. For the coefficient function, each wk follows a rk-th

order random walk with the initial rk basis coefficients having initial variances τ 2β and a

covariate-specific transition variance σ2
βk
. We fix τ 2 = 1 to identify the shrinkage parameters

{γ−1
h }dh=1 and τ 2β = 100 to induce a broad prior on the coefficient function.

The r-th order random walk priors on the basis coefficients shrink the associated la-

tent functions towards a polynomial of degree r − 1, which controls the model’s dynamic

complexity by promoting smoothness in the latent functions. The transition variances

determine the amount of deviation from this base polynomial. For example, a first-order

random walk forces shrinkage towards a constant function, and a second-order random walk

forces shrinkage towards a linear trend. We place first-order random walk priors on the
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basis coefficients associated with the latent trajectories because we expect these functions

to be constant over time a priori. However, for the coefficient function, we allow mixed

orders that can differ between coordinates depending on the application. Lastly, we note

that the proposed prior implicitly places non-stationary GP priors on the latent functions

whose properties we describe in Appendix B of the supplementary material.

3.2 Prior Specification for the Variance Parameters

Next, we define the priors for the variance parameters. We place a multiplicative Gamma

process prior (Battacharya and Dunson, 2011) on the shrinkage parameters, which has been

used for Bayesian learning of the latent space dimension in previous LSMs (Durante and

Dunson, 2014b; Gwee et al., 2023). The prior takes the following form

γh =
h∏

s=1

νs, ν1
ind.∼ Gamma(a1, 1), νs

iid∼ Gamma(a2, 1), 2 ≤ s ≤ d.

As shown in Battacharya and Dunson (2011), under this prior, the shrinkage parameters

γ−1
h are stochastically decreasing towards zero as h increases when a2 > 1, which allows the

posterior to effectively remove unnecessary dimensions. As suggested by Durante (2017),

we set a1 = 2 and a2 = 3, which performs well overall, especially when d is small.

For the transition variances, we require priors that promote shrinkage towards zero to

control the model’s dynamic complexity. For this reason, we adopt priors

σ2
i

iid∼ Gamma(cσ/2, dσ/2), i = 1, . . . , n, σ2
βk

iid∼ Gamma(cσ/2, dσ/2), k = 1, . . . , p.

In this work, we fix cσ = 2 and dσ = 1. Unlike traditional inverse-gamma priors (Simpson

et al., 2017), we show that these gamma priors place sufficient mass around zero to appropri-

ately regularize the latent trajectories. Furthermore, the use of gamma priors on low-level

variance parameters has been used in discrete-time dynamic LSMs (Zhao et al., 2022) and

Bayesian hierarchical models (Gelman, 2006) to better promote shrinkage towards zero.

4 Variational Inference

We introduced the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs in order to construct a fast inference

procedure that can recover the true latent functions asymptotically based on estimates

of the basis coefficients W and the variance parameters ρ = {{νh}dh=1, {σ2
i }ni=1, {σ2

βk
}pk=1}.

To this end, we adopt the fractional posterior framework (Walker and Hjort, 2001; Bhat-

tacharya et al., 2019), where a fractional power of the likelihood, {p(Y | W ,X )}α for
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α ∈ (0, 1], is combined with a prior using the usual Bayes formula to arrive at a fractional

posterior pα(W ,ρ | Y ,X ) ∝ {p(Y | W ,X )}αp(W | ρ)p(ρ). For α = 1, we recover the usual

posterior; however, fractional posteriors with purely fraction powers (α < 1) require less

conditions than the usual posterior to ensure consistent point estimation. For scalability,

we construct estimates based on a variational approximation to this fractional posterior.

4.1 The α-Variational Posterior

In general, variational inference approximates the posterior distribution by its closest mem-

ber in a pre-specified parametric family of distributions Q with respect to the KL diver-

gence. Variational approximations of fractional posteriors have recently gained popular-

ity (Alquier and Ridgeway, 2020; Yang et al., 2020). In this setting, we seek a parametric

distribution that approximates the fractional posterior distribution, that is,

q̂(W ,ρ) = argmin
q(W,ρ)∈Q

DKL{q(W ,ρ) || pα(W ,ρ | Y ,X )}

= argmax
q(W,ρ)∈Q

Eq(W,ρ)

[
log

{
pα(Y ,W ,ρ | X )

q(W ,ρ)

}]
, (6)

where the second objective function is called the evidence-lower bound (ELBO) and q̂(W ,ρ)

is the α-variational posterior, which equals the traditional variational posterior when α = 1.

To complete the variational specification, we select a variational family Q. We choose

Q =

{
q(W ,ρ) : q(W ,ρ) =

p∏
k=1

q(wk)q(σ
2
βk
)

n∏
i=1

[
q(σ2

i )
d∏

h=1

q(wih)

]
d∏

h=1

q(νh)

}
. (7)

This variational family only maintains the dependencies between the basis coefficients asso-

ciated with a single spline approximation. Importantly, there is no dependence between the

basis coefficients and the variance parameters so that q(W ,ρ) = q(W)q(ρ). Next, we show

that this variational family is sufficient to recover the true latent functions asymptotically

with a rate that is adaptive to the overall dynamic complexity of the latent functions.

4.2 Theoretical Properties of the α-Variational Posterior

We establish non-asymptotic consistency results as n andM grow for estimates constructed

from global variational solution under the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs. Specifically,

we present error bounds for the α-variational posterior means at the observed time points,

that is, Θ̂tm = Eq̂(W,ρ)[Θtm ], Û(tm) = Eq̂(W,ρ)[U(tm)], and β̂(tm) = Eq̂(W,ρ)[β(tm)], where

Eq̂(W,ρ)[·] denotes an expectation with respect to the α-variational posterior defined in

8



Equations (6)–(7). Furthermore, we show that this bound adapts to the variability of the

true latent functions.

We assume that the observed dynamic network data Y is generated from model (1)–(2)

with true latent functions β0(t) = (β01(t), . . . , β0k(t))
⊤ and u0i(t) = (u0i1(t), . . . , u0id(t))

⊤

for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Also, we let U0(t) = (u01(t)
⊤, . . . ,u0n(t)

⊤)⊤ and {Θ0tm}Mm=1 denote the

true dyad-wise log-odds matrices at the observed time points. Let P0 be the probability

measure under this true data-generating process. We assume the latent space dimension d

is fixed and known, and the number of dyadic covariates p is fixed. In the remainder of this

section, we let λ denote the Lebesgue measure on the unit interval. Below, we outline the

assumptions about the true latent functions and covariates sufficient to achieve our results.

Assumption A1. The true latent functions belong to the Sobolev space L1
∞[0, 1] = {f :

[0, 1] → R : f is absolutely continuous on [0, 1] and ∥f ′∥L∞[0,1] < ∞}, that is, u0ih ∈
L1
∞[0, 1] and β0k ∈ L1

∞[0, 1] for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ h ≤ d, and 1 ≤ k ≤ p.

Assumption A2. The true latent functions have Lipschitz constants that are upper bounded

by a constant that is independent of network size. That is, let max1≤k≤p∥β′
0k∥L∞[0,1] = Lβ

and max1≤i≤n,1≤h≤d∥u′0ih∥L∞[0,1] = Lu, then L = max(Lβ, Lu) = O(1).

Assumption A3. The dyadic covariates are upper bounded by a constant that is indepen-

dent of network size, that is, maxi,j,m∥xij,tm∥2 ≤ Kx for some constant Kx > 0.

Assumption A1 requires the latent functions to be sufficiently smooth, a common con-

dition in the literature on nonparametric regression. In particular, L1
∞[0, 1] is equivalent

to the space of almost-everywhere differentiable Lipschitz continuous functions on the unit

interval. Assumption A2 places an upper bound on the maximum variation of the true

latent trajectories. In particular, since {tm}Mm=1 ⊆ [0, 1], we have that the total variation

in the latent trajectories
∑M

m=2

∑n
i=1∥u0i(tm)−u0i(tm−1)∥2 = O(n). As such, for a fixed n,

the distance the latent positions travel between time points should decrease asM increases.

This behavior is reasonable when we observe the network over an increasingly finer grid

of time points but may not be reasonable if we observe the network over a progressively

longer period of time. Assumption A3 is used to bound the entries of the log-odds matrices

which is common in the LSM literature (Wu et al., 2017; Ma et al., 2020). Importantly,

Assumption A1 and Assumption A3 imply that the networks are dense.

With these assumptions, we state the non-asymptotic error bound for the recovery of

the true log-odds matrices under the α-variational posterior at the observed time points.

Theorem 1 (Error bound for the log-odds under α-VB). Suppose the true data generat-

ing process satisfies model (1)–(2) with true latent functions U0(t) and β0(t) and observed
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covariates X that satisfy Assumptions A1–A3. Then, under the priors defined in Equa-

tions (3)–(5) with r1 = · · · = rp = 1 and b(t) a B-spline basis of dimension ℓ ≍ (nM)1/5,

we have with P0-probability tending to one as n,M → ∞ that for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1 and

any α ∈ (0, 1)

1

Mn2

M∑
m=1

∥Θ̂tm −Θ0tm∥2F ≲ max

{(
L

nM

)2/5

,
log nM

nM

}
.

As desired, Theorem 1 shows that point estimates constructed from the α-variational pos-

terior under the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs have an error rate that is adaptive to the

variation in the true latent functions. Specifically, for fixed n andM , the rate is an increas-

ing function in L, implying that less variable functions lead to better rates. However, the

rate cannot be faster than log(nM)/nM , which is the minimax rate up to a logarithmic

factor for recovering a matrix of static latent positions given O(n2M) observations.

To transfer the error bound in Theorem 1 for the recover of the log-odds matrices to

the recovery of the latent functions, we require an additional identifiability condition. To

this end, we define the following quantity:

r(X ) = min
m=1,...,M

{
sup
β∈Rp

∥Xtm ×̄3 β∥2op
∥Xtm ×̄3 β∥2F

}−1

, (8)

where ×̄3 denotes tensor-vector multiplication in the 3rd mode. In the case of a single

dyadic covariate, we can drop the supremum in Equation (8) as ∥Xtm∥2F/∥Xtm∥2op is the

stable rank of Xtm , so r(X ) becomes the minimum stable rank of the dyadic-covariate

matrices over all time points. We make the following assumption relating r(X ) to d.

Assumption A4. For n and M large enough, r(X ) > 2d.

When we observe a single network, Assumption A4 reduces to an existing condition used for

the identifiability of static network LSMs (Ma et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2017). For dynamic

networks, we require this condition to hold for all observed time points.

With this additional assumption, we have the following non-asymptotic error bounds

for the α-variational posterior mean estimates of the latent functions.

Corollary 1 (Error bounds for U0(t) and β0(t) under α-VB). Suppose the same conditions

as Theorem 1 and that Assumption A4 holds. Define κX ,d = 1−
√
2d/r(X ) and σmin(U0) =

minm=1,...,M σmin{U0(tm)}. Then, we have with P0-probability tending to one as n,M → ∞
that for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1 and any α ∈ (0, 1)

1

Mnd

M∑
m=1

min
Om∈Od

∥∥∥Û(tm)−U0(tm)Om

∥∥∥2
F
≲

n

κX ,d σ2
min(U0)

max

{(
L

nM

)2/5

,
log nM

nM

}
,
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1

Mn2

M∑
m=1

∑
1≤i,j≤n

[
{β̂(tm)− β0(tm)}⊤xij,tm

]2
≲

1

κX ,d

max

{(
L

nM

)2/5

,
log nM

nM

}
.

Corollary 1 gives the estimation error for the remaining identifiable quantities in the model.

Specifically, LSMs with inner-product similarity functions are well known to be only identi-

fiable up to an orthogonal transformation of the latent positions. As such, the error in the

latent trajectories is stated up to a collection of orthogonal transformations that can change

between time points. According to the bound in Corollary 1, a sufficient condition for the

recovery of the latent trajectories is that σmin(U0)
2 ≍ n. This scaling requirement is com-

mon in static LSMs (Ma et al., 2020), and for example holds when d≪ n and the entries of

U0(tm) are i.i.d. random variables with bounded variance for all 1 ≤ m ≤M . In addition,

the coefficient functions are identifiable up to the linear predictors, e.g., x⊤
ij,tmβ(tm). To

transfer the bound to the coefficient functions themselves would require conditions on the

distribution of the covariates to avoid collinearity. Overall, the error rates remain adaptive

to the underlying variation in the true latent functions.

5 Estimation

Next, we develop a stochastic variational inference (SVI) algorithm (Hoffman et al., 2013)

for computing the α-variational posterior that scales to large networks. We assume famil-

iarity with SVI; however, we review the essential concepts in Appendix I of the supplement.

5.1 Pólya-Gamma Augmentation for α-Variational Bayes

An immediate problem with finding the α-variational posterior defined in Equations (6)–

(7) is that its optimal factors are not members of known parametric families. Furthermore,

the SVI framework proposed by Hoffman et al. (2013) requires the model parameters’

full-conditional distributions to be in the exponential family, which the proposed model

does not satisfy. To solve both problems, we propose a new Pólya-gamma augmentation

scheme (Polson et al., 2013; Choi and Hobert, 2013) that produces optimal closed-form

α-variational posteriors in a large class of logistic models. A possible alternative to this

augmentation scheme is the tangent-transform approach proposed by Jaakola and Jordan

(2000), which has been used to obtain α-variational posteriors for discrete-time dynamic

LSMs (Zhao et al., 2022). However, the tangent-transform cannot be used to derive an SVI

algorithm because it lacks the necessary probabilistic interpretation.

Under our proposed Pólya-gamma augmentation scheme, we introduce a set of local

latent Pólya-gamma random variables associated with each dyad in the network, that is,

11



for 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n and 1 ≤ m ≤M , we introduce

ωij,tm = ωji,tm
iid∼ PG(α, [Θtm ]ij),

so that the augmented likelihood is

p(Y ,ω | W ,X ) = p(Y | W ,X )pα(ω | W ,X ) = p(Y | W ,X )
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

PG(ωij,tm | α, [Θtm ]ij).

In the previous expressions, PG(b, c) and PG(ω | b, c) denote the distribution and density

of a Pólya-gamma random variable with parameters b > 0 and c ∈ R and ω denotes the

collection of all Pólya-gamma latent variables in the model. When α = 1, this scheme

recovers standard Pólya-gamma augmentation, which has been used for Bayesian inference

of existing dynamic LSMs (Durante and Dunson, 2014b; Sewell and Chen, 2017).

For inference, we consider the augmented fractional posterior density pα(W ,ρ,ω | Y) ∝
{p(Y | W ,X )}αpα(ω | W ,X )p(W | ρ)p(ρ). Clearly, the marginal fractional posterior den-

sity obtained by integrating out the local Pólya-gamma latent variables is the original frac-

tional posterior analyzed in Section 4. Furthermore, the parameters have full-conditional

distributions in the exponential family under the augmented model, which we use to derive

an SVI algorithm in Section 5.2. As such, we seek a variational approximation to this

augmented fractional posterior by maximizing the corresponding ELBO

q̂(W ,ρ)q̂(ω) = argmax
q(W,ρ)q(ω)∈Q×Qω

Eq(W,ρ)q(ω)

[
log

{
pα(Y ,ω,W ,ρ | X )

q(W ,ρ)q(ω)

}]
, (9)

where

pα(Y ,ω,W ,ρ | X ) =

[
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

pα(yij,tm , ωij,tm | [Θtm ]ij)

]
p(W | ρ)p(ρ), (10)

and pα(yij,tm , ωij,tm | [Θtm ]ij) = {eyij,tm [Θtm ]ij/(1 + e[Θtm ]ij)}α PG(ωij,tm | α, [Θtm ]ij). We

denote the ELBO in Equation (9) by ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] to reflect its dependence on the

variational posterior. We selectQω as a mean-field variational family, that is, Qω = {q(ω) :

q(ω) =
∏M

m=1

∏
i≤j q(ωij,tm)}, and keep Q as defined in Equation (7). Furthermore, we set

each variational factor to its optimal parametric form, that is, the same exponential family

as its associated parameter’s full-conditional distribution (Bishop, 2006).
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5.2 The Stochastic Variational Inference Algorithm

For scalable estimation, SVI optimizes the ELBO through stochastic gradient ascent (Rob-

bins and Monro, 1951). To motivate the algorithm, we re-express the ELBO as

ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] =
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

Eq(W)q(ωij,tm ) {log pα(yij,tm , ωij,tm | [Θtm ]ij)− log q(ωij,tm)}

−DKL{q(W ,ρ) || p(W | ρ)p(ρ)}. (11)

A computational bottleneck when calculating the gradient of this objective is the summa-

tion over all time points and dyads, which has a computational complexity of O(Mn2).

SVI reduces this computational cost by using an unbiased estimate of the gradient that is

faster to compute. In addition, SVI achieves further computational gains by replacing the

estimate of the standard gradient with an estimate of the natural gradient (Amari, 1982).

To form an unbiased natural gradient estimate, we replace the summation in Equation

(11) with a summation over a random subsample of time points and dyads. We use Ni,tm =

{j : yij,tm = 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ n} to denote the neighborhood of node i at time tm, so that N c
i,tm

is the set of nodes not connected to node i at time tm. Often networks get sparser as n

grows, so that formally |Ni,tm| ≪ |N c
i,tm|. On the other hand, the summation can still

be computationally demanding for moderately sized n when the dynamic network contains

many time pointsM . As such, we construct an unbiased estimate of the ELBO by randomly

sampling both non-edges and time points according to the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Consider the following summations

Hi =
M∑

m=1

n∑
j=1

hij,tm , H =
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

hij,tm =
1

2

n∑
i=1

Hi,

where hij,tm = hji,tm ∈ R for 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n and 1 ≤ m ≤ M . Let M ⊆ {1, . . . ,M} denote

a uniform random sample without replacement of time points and N c ∗
i,tm ⊆ N c

i,tm denote a

uniform random sample without replacement of nodes not connected to node i conditioned

on the event m ∈ M and the empty set otherwise, then an unbiased estimator of Hi is

Bi(Hi) =
M

|M|
∑
m∈M

 ∑
j∈Ni,tm

hij,tm +
|N c

i,tm|
|N c ∗

i,tm
|
∑

j∈N c ∗
i,tm

hij,tm

 . (12)

Furthermore, B(H) = 1
2

∑n
i=1 Bi(Hi) is an unbiased estimator of H.

Applying Proposition 1 to the summation in Equation (11), we arrive at the following
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unbiased estimator of the ELBO

ÊLBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] =
1

2

M

|M|
∑
m∈M

n∑
i=1

 ∑
j∈Ni,tm

eij,tm +
|N c

i,tm |
|N c ∗

i,tm
|
∑

j∈N c ∗
i,tm

eij,tm


−DKL{q(W ,ρ) || p(W | ρ)p(ρ)}, (13)

where eij,tm = Eq(W)q(ωij,tm ){log pα(yij,tm , ωij,tm | [Θtm ]ij)−log q(ωij,tm)}. It is possible to use
other subsampling schemes to construct an unbiased estimate. For example, in an MCMC

algorithm for static LSMs, Raftery et al. (2012) postulated that uniformly subsampling

non-edges might misrepresent the network structure. As such, they proposed a stratified

sampling scheme based on shortest path lengths. In addition, in an SVI algorithm for

static LSMs, Aliverti and Russo (2022) used an adaptive sampling scheme that stratified

non-edges based on the current parameter estimates. However, they found that the com-

putational cost of constructing these subsamples was rarely worth the gain in performance.

Therefore, we settle for a fast sampling scheme that performs well in practice.

Proposition 2 and Proposition 3 derive unbiased estimators for the natural gradients of

q(W)’s parameters based on Equation (13). The calculations involve performing Bayesian

linear regression-type updates using subsamples of the time points and dyads. Because

the variance parameters only appear in the KL divergence term in Equation (13), which

does not depend on the subsample, their variational factors are updated using full (non-

stochastic) natural gradients presented in Appendix C of the supplementary material.

Proposition 2. For 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ h ≤ d, under the variational family Q × Qω

defined in Section 5.1, the optimal factor q(wih) has the form N(µwih
,Σwih

) with natural

parameters λih ∈ Rℓ and Λih ∈ Rℓ×ℓ, that is, µih = Λ−1
ih λih and Σwih

= Λ−1
ih . Also,

unbiased estimators of the natural gradients are ∇̂λih
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −λih +Bi(λ̄ih)

and ∇̂Λih
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −Λih + Eq(ρ)[γhΩi] + Bi(Λ̄ih), where

λ̄ih =
M∑

m=1

n∑
j=1

[
α(yij,tm − 1/2)− Eq(ωij,tm )[ωij,tm ]ξij,tm

]
Eq(wjh)[ujh(tm)]b(tm),

Λ̄ih =
M∑

m=1

n∑
j=1

Eq(ωij,tm )[ωij,tm ]Eq(wjh)[ujh(tm)
2]b(tm)b(tm)

⊤,

ξij,tm =
∑p

k=1 Eq(wk)[βk(tm)]xijk,tm +
∑

g ̸=h Eq(wig)[uig(tm)]Eq(wjg)[ujg(tm)], and Bi(·) is con-
structed based on a random sample of dyads and time points as in Proposition 1.

Proposition 3. For 1 ≤ k ≤ p, under the variational family Q × Qω defined in Sec-

tion 5.1, the optimal variational distribution q(wk) is N(µwk
,Σwk

) with natural param-

eters λk ∈ Rℓ and Λk ∈ Rℓ×ℓ, that is, µk = Λ−1
k λk and Σwk

= Λ−1
k . Also, unbi-
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ased estimators of the natural gradients are ∇̂λk
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −λk + B(λ̄k) and

∇̂Λk
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −Λk + Eq(ρ)[Ωβk

] + B(Λ̄k), where

λ̄k =
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

[
α(yij,tm − 1/2)− Eq(ωij,tm )[ωij,tm ]νij,tm

]
xijk,tmb(tm),

Λ̄k =
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

Eq(ωij,tm )[ωij,tm ]x
2
ijk,tmb(tm)b(tm)

⊤,

νij,tm =
∑

g ̸=k Eq(wg)[βg(tm)]xijℓ,tm +
∑d

h=1 Eq(wih)[uih(tm)]Eq(wjh)[ujh(tm)], and B(·) is con-

structed based on a random sample of dyads and time points as in Proposition 1.

Algorithm 1 presents our proposed SVI algorithm for obtaining the α-variational pos-

terior in Equation (9), which can be easily modified to exclude self-loops if necessary.

Appendix C of the supplementary material discusses technical details concerning initializa-

tion, the stopping criteria, and post-processing to address identifiability issues. In addition,

we derive the algorithm in Appendix D of the supplement. The algorithm sets the step

size using the step size schedule proposed by Hoffman et al. (2013), where κ ∈ (0.5, 1) and

τ > 0. The hyperparameters 0 < m0 ≤ M , and n0i,tm ≥ 0 control the subsample size used

to construct the stochastic natural gradients. Specifically, m0 and n0i,tm are the number of

time points included in the subsample and the number of non-edges associated with node

i at time tm included in the subsample, respectively.

To ensure Algorithm 1 scales to large networks, we use a subsample size on the order of

the maximum number of edges in an observed network Emax = max1≤m≤M

∑
i≤j yij,tm . To

achieve this scaling, we set m0 = min(⌈γMM⌉, 100) and n0i,tm = min(⌊γn|Ni,tm|⌋, |N c
i,tm|),

where γM ∈ (0, 1] and γn ≥ 1. Under these choices, performing all natural gradient updates

takes O(m0Emax) operations. In the sparse network setting with a fixed M or, generally,

when M increases, we have that m0Emax ≪ Mn2. As such, the proposed method is much

more computationally efficient than existing algorithms that process all dyadic observations.

Under this subsampling scheme, Algorithm 1 has four hyperparameters: κ, τ, γM , and

γn. We set κ = 0.75 and τ = 1 based on the recommendation of Aliverti and Russo (2022)

for an SVI algorithm proposed for a static LSM. Furthermore, we set γM = 0.25 and γn = 2

based on the results of a sensitivity study in Appendix G of the supplement. Overall, we

found that smaller values of γn are preferred for very sparse networks, and the algorithm’s

performance was roughly the same for γM values above 0.25 for M as large as 500.
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Given the previous parameters at step s, update the current parameters as follows:

1. Set the step size ρs = (s+ τ)−κ.

2. Construct a subsample of time points and non-edges.

(a) (Time point subsample). Sample m0 time points to form M.

(b) (Non-edge subsample). For m ∈ M and 1 ≤ i ≤ n, sample n0i,tm nodes from
N c

i,tm without replacement to form N c ∗
i,tm .

3. Optimize the local variational parameters for the subsampled dyads.

For m ∈ M, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and j ∈ Ni,tm ∪N c ∗
i,tm , update

q(ωij,tm) = PG(α, cij,tm)

using Algorithm S.2 in Appendix C of the supplementary material.

4. Update q(wih) = N(µwih
,Σwih

) for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and h ∈ {1, . . . , d}.
Update natural parameters using natural gradients defined in Proposition 2:

λ
(s+1)
ih = (1−ρs)λ(s)

ih +ρsBi(λ̄
(s)
ih ), Λ

(s+1)
ih = (1−ρs)Λ(s)

ih +ρs{Eq(ρ)[γhΩi]+Bi(Λ̄
(s)
ih )},

and set µ
(s+1)
wih =

[
Λ

(s+1)
ih

]−1

λ
(s+1)
ih and Σ

(s+1)
wih =

[
Λ

(s+1)
ih

]−1

.

5. Update q(wk) = N(µwk
,Σwk

) for k ∈ {1, . . . , p}.
Update natural parameters using natural gradients defined in Proposition 3:

λ
(s+1)
k = (1−ρs)λ(s)

k +ρsB(λ̄(s)
k ), Λ

(s+1)
k = (1−ρs)Λ(s)

k +ρs{Eq(ρ)[Ωβk
]+B(Λ̄(s)

k )}

and set µ
(s+1)
wk =

[
Λ

(s+1)
k

]−1

λ
(s+1)
k and Σ

(s+1)
wk =

[
Λ

(s+1)
k

]−1

.

6. Update the variance parameters using Algorithm S.3 in Appendix C of the sup-
plementary material.

Algorithm 1: The stochastic variational inference algorithm.
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6 Simulation Study

We performed a simulation study that evaluated the proposed SVI algorithm’s ability to

recover the model parameters and compared it to existing methods. We analyzed the algo-

rithm’s sensitivity to the subsample fractions γn and γM in Appendix G of the supplement.

6.1 Simulation Settings

For various values of n and M , we generated synthetic dynamic networks observed at

equally spaced time points 0 = t1 < · · · < tM = 1 from model (1)–(2) with latent functions

{U0(t),β0(t)} and a latent space dimension d = 2. To describe the data generating proce-

dure, we use δv to denote a point mass centered at a vector v and GP(0, C) to denote a

mean-zero Gaussian process with covariance function C. We generated the latent trajectory

of each node as u0i(t) = µi+ ũ0i(t), where µi
iid∼ (1/3)δ(1.5,0)⊤ +(1/3)δ(−1.5,0)⊤ +(1/3)δ(0,1)⊤

and ũ0ih(t)
iid∼ GP(0, C) for 1 ≤ h ≤ d. We included an intercept and two static dyadic co-

variates with entries independently drawn from a standard normal distribution so that p =

3. The values of the intercept function at the observed time points, that is, {β01(tm)}Mm=1,

were chosen to fix the expected density of the observed networks to a given value. We gen-

erated the remaining coefficient functions as (β02(t), β03(t))
⊤ = (1,−1)⊤+(β̃02(t), β̃03(t))

⊤,

where β̃0k(t)
iid∼ GP(0, C) for k = 2, 3. For all GPs, we used an exponential covariance

function C(t, t′) = a2 exp{(t − t′)2/2b} with standard deviation a = 0.5 and length scale

b = 0.2, so that the true latent functions are relatively smooth. We excluded the adjacency

matrices’ diagonal entries during estimation to match the application in Section 7.

In all simulations, we estimated the α-variational posterior under the P-spline prior

for dynamic LSMs with first-order random walk GMRFs on all basis coefficients using the

SVI algorithm and hyperparameter settings proposed in Section 5. We set d = 6 and the

fractional power α = 0.95. Moderate changes in α produced comparable results. We set the

number of internal knots K = ⌈(nM)1/5⌉ to match the theory in Section 4. All parameter

estimates refer to their means under the α-variational posterior in the subsequent sections.

6.2 Parameter Recovery

Here, we evaluate the SVI algorithm’s ability to recover the true latent functions for

different network sizes and densities. We measured the estimates’ accuracy using three

root-mean-squared errors (RMSEs): {(nMd)−1minO∈Od

∑M
m=1∥Û(tm) − U0(tm)O∥2F}1/2,

{(Mp)−1
∑M

m=1∥β̂(tm)−β0(tm)∥22}1/2, {2(n(n−1)M)−1
∑M

m=1

∑
i<j([Θ̂tm ]ij−[Θ0tm ]ij)

2}1/2.
We calculated the RMSE for the latent trajectories using the first two estimated latent space

dimensions; however, the log-odds matrices was calculated using all six dimensions.
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Figure 1: RMSEs for a fixed M = 100 and varying n. The curves and shaded regions
indicate averages and one standard deviation over 50 independent replicates, respectively.
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Figure 2: RMSEs for a fixed n = 250 and varying M . The curves and shaded regions
indicate averages and one standard deviation over 50 independent replicates, respectively.

In Figure 1 and Figure 2, we report the results for synthetic networks generated ac-

cording to the simulation setup described in Section 6.1 with expected edge densities 0.1,

0.2, and 0.3. In Figure 1, we vary the number of nodes n ∈ {100, 200, 500, 1000} for a

fixed number of time points M = 100. In Figure 2, we vary the number of time points

M ∈ {50, 100, 250, 500} for a fixed number of nodes n = 250. In all settings, we calculated

the error metrics over 50 independent replicates. The SVI method performed well in all

cases, with its average error decreasing as n, M , or the expected edge density increased.

6.3 Method Comparison

Next, we compared the proposed method to two competitors. The first competitor is the

original GP-based dynamic LSM (Durante and Dunson, 2014b), which we label GP. We es-

timated the model with d = 6 latent space dimensions using 2,500 posterior samples drawn

using MCMC after a burn-in of 2,500 samples. The second competitor is FASE (MacDon-

ald et al., 2023) estimated using gradient descent with hyperparameters chosen using their

NGCV criterion. Appendix G in the supplement contains further estimation details.

For this comparison, we used the same simulation setup described in Section 6.1; how-

ever, we only included an intercept because FASE cannot incorporate dyadic covariates.
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(n,M) Method PCC Computation Time (seconds)

(100, 10) GP 0.94 1045 (418)
FASE 0.94 95 (15)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.96 11 (1)

(100, 20) GP 0.96 11422 (2987)
FASE 0.97 129 (23)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.97 10 (2)

(200, 10) GP 0.97 4683 (1884)
FASE 0.97 229 (16)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.98 37 (7)

Table 1: Average PCCs and computation times for the competing methods over the 50
replications. The values in parentheses indicate one standard deviation. The standard
deviations for the PCCs are not included because they are all less than 0.01.

We compared the methods using two criteria: (1) the Pearson correlation coefficient (PCC)

between the true and estimated dyad-wise probabilities and (2) the overall computation

time. The PCC ranges from −1 to 1, with a larger value being better.

Table 1 reports the results aggregated over 50 independent replicates for various network

sizes and an expected edge density of 0.2. Table S.1 in Appendix G of the supplement

contains the same results for networks with edge densities of 0.1 and 0.3. The following

conclusions also hold for these settings. Regarding recovering the dyad-wise probabilities,

the three methods performed similarly, with the proposed method achieving the best or

equivalent to the best PCC in all scenarios. The proposed method is expected to outperform

FASE because the data comes from model (1)–(2). However, the proposed model also

outperformed the GP model, which more closely resembles the true data-generating process.

The benefit of the proposed SVI algorithm is highlighted by its fast computation time.

Even for these small network sizes, the GP model took hours to compute, underscoring

the need for a scalable Bayesian method. Furthermore, the proposed SVI algorithm is

roughly an order of magnitude faster than FASE. The computation time for FASE includes

performing a search over 18 parameter combinations; however, we believe this is a fair

comparison since the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs performs the equivalent selection

of d and ℓ. In summary, the proposed method provides accurate estimates with an order

of magnitude faster computation time than competitors while also providing approximate

uncertainty quantification and adapting to critical sources of model complexity.
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7 Application to Weekly International Conflict Data

In this section, we employ the proposed methodology on a longitudinal data set of inter-

national conflicts between nations. Specifically, we consider a dynamic network of n = 186

nations measured over M = 259 weeks between January 2018 and December 2022 for a

total of 4,456,095 observed dyadic relations. An edge (yij,tm = 1) indicates that a material

conflict as defined by the PLOVER ontology (Halterman et al., 2023a) occurred between

nation i and nation j on them-th week. We constructed the network by aggregating weekly

relational event data recorded in the POLECAT database (Halterman et al., 2023b). The

database assigns each event one of four categories: verbal cooperation, material coopera-

tion, verbal conflict, and material conflict. We selected the material conflict events, which,

for example, include military conflicts. We limited the analysis to the 186 nations that

participated in at least one material conflict during the five year period.

Our analysis aims to quantify the time-varying effects of specific dyadic covariates on

the occurrence of material conflict and to identify any time-varying latent structure in the

network. To do so, we applied model (1)–(2) with a latent space dimension of d = 6 and

four dyadic covariates so that the log-odds of a material conflict occurring between nations

i and j at time tm is

logit{P(Yij,tm = 1 | xij,tm)} = β1(tm) + β2(tm)yij,tm−1 + β3(tm)ConCoopDiffij,tm−1

+ β4(tm)CommLangij + β5(tm) log(Distij) + ui(tm)
⊤uj(tm).

In the previous expression, ConCoopDiffij,tm−1
is the difference between the number of

verbal conflict events and total cooperation events that occurred between nations i and j

during the previous week, CommLangij is a binary indicator variable for shared language,

and Distij is the population-weighted harmonic distance between nations i and j. In

addition, we included a single endogenous covariate, yij,tm−1 , to capture edge persistence.

We modeled the latent functions using the proposed P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs with

first-order random walk GMRFs on all basis coefficients.

We estimated the model using the proposed SVI algorithm with the same hyperparam-

eter values used in the simulation study. The algorithm converged in eight minutes on a

laptop with an Apple M1 Pro processor. The AUC (area under the operator characteristic

curve) for classifying edges is 0.94, indicating a good fit to the dynamic conflict network.

Figure 3 displays the means of the coefficient function’s coordinates and their 95%

pointwise credible intervals according to the α-variational posterior. The pointwise credible

intervals indicate that all coefficients are significant during the observation period. The

large positive magnitude of β̂2(t) indicates a strong propensity for material conflicts to

persist over time. Furthermore, a valuable observation for forecasting is that an excess of
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Figure 3: Dynamic covariate effects on material conflict. The curves are the α-variational
posterior means and the shaded regions indicate 95% pointwise credible intervals.

verbal conflicts over cooperation events increases the log-odds of material conflict occurring

during the following week. In addition, the negative coordinate functions indicate that

sharing a common language or increasing the distance between nations decreases the log-

odds of a material conflict occurring. Lastly, we see a significant increase in the magnitude

of the effect of ConCoopDiffij,tm−1
midway through 2020. We posit that this may be due

to the gradual change in the geopolitical climate after the COVID-19 pandemic.

Next, we use the latent trajectories to detect temporal variation in network structure.

A useful property of the proposed prior is that the nodewise transition variances {σ2
i }ni=1

provide a way to rank the latent trajectories’ temporal variation. Figure S.2 in Appendix G

of the supplement shows the ten nations with the largest transition variances. These ten

nations participated in major material conflicts during 2018 to 2022. To demonstrate this

observation, we further analyzed three of these nations: Ukraine, Venezuela, and Ethiopia.

Figure 4 shows the three nations’ observed degree time series and their α-variational

posterior predictive distributions. Each time series contains a significant increase in degree

around a major material conflict. Specifically, the spikes in degree occurred during the

Venezuelan presidential crisis in early 2019, the Tigray War in Ethiopia beginning in late

2020, and the Russo-Ukrainian War beginning in 2022. Furthermore, these plots indicate

that the model does well in capturing gradual changes in network structure with 95%

pointwise credible intervals that have good coverage despite the variational approximation.

However, the model tends to over-smooth abrupt changes during the start of the conflicts.

We briefly discuss a possible model extension to address this lack of fit in Section 8.

Lastly, we visualize the latent space to further understand the network’s dynamics.

Figure 5 displays the posterior means of the first two latent space dimensions at three time

points during the Venezuelan presidential crisis (left), Tigray War (center), and Russo-

Ukrainian War (right). We selected two dimensions because the remaining four shrinkage

parameters were concentrated near zero. See Figure S.3 in Appendix G for details. First,

we see that the latent positions are clustered by geographical region, which is especially
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Figure 4: The degree time series for Venezuela, Ethiopia, and Ukraine. The black dots
indicate observed values. The gray curves are the α-variational posterior means and the
shaded regions indicate 95% pointwise credible intervals.
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Figure 5: First (x-axis) and second (y-axis) latent space dimension evaluated at three
time points. The gray lines indicate observed edges in the network. Points are colored by
geographical region. Red: Africa, Cyan: Asia-Pacific, Purple: Europe, Pink: Middle East,
Orange: North America, Yellow: Latin America and the Caribbean.

apparent along the second latent dimension. The first latent dimension separates active

from inactive nations and accounts for the USA’s high degree. Furthermore, we observe

that the movement of Venezuela’s (VEN), Ethiopia’s (ETH), and Ukraine’s (UKR) latent

positions are consistent with the aforementioned conflicts. In particular, each nation’s

latent position changes substantially during the conflict primarily affecting the country.

8 Discussion

In this paper, we developed a Bayesian inference procedure for continuous-time dynamic

LSMs with theoretical guarantees that scales to large dynamic networks. Specifically, we

introduced a new prior based on Bayesian P-splines that allows the posterior to adapt to

the static and dynamic complexity of the observed data and derived an SVI algorithm that

is orders of magnitude faster than existing Bayesian estimation procedures. We provided

theoretical and empirical support for the methodology on simulated and real data.

There are various directions for future research. Although the methodology and the-
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ory can easily be modified to accommodate networks with Gaussian edge distributions, an

extension to general exponential-family distributions, such as the Poisson distribution for

count-valued dynamic networks, is an area of future study. Next, as observed in the real

data application, the method can be improved by using locally-adaptive spline approxima-

tions (Wahba, 1995) to capture time-varying smoothness in network structure, which we

plan to pursue in future work. In terms of theory, our results only apply to the statisti-

cal properties of the global variational solution without Pólya-gamma augmentation. The

conditions under which the current algorithm using data augmentation converges to this

solution, which is contained in the augmented variational family, is an open problem.
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Supplementary Material for
“Fast Variational Inference of Latent Space Models
for Dynamic Networks Using Bayesian P-Splines”

Joshua Daniel Loyal

A Notation

Here, we review the notation used throughout the main article and introduce some new

notation used throughout the supplement. For a continuous function f : [0, 1] → R,

∥f∥L∞[0,1] = ess supx∈[0,1]|f(x)| denotes the supremum norm. The notation [·]ij denotes the
(i, j)-th entry of a matrix or the (i, j)-th tube fiber of a three-way tensor. For a matrix

C, we denote its minimum singular value as σmin(C), its Frobenius norm as ∥C∥F , and
its operator norm as ∥C∥op. We use Od to denote the group of d-dimensional orthogonal

matrices. We use diag(v1, . . . , vk) to denote a k × k diagonal matrix with v1, . . . , vk on its

diagonal. We let 0d denote the d-dimensional vector of zeros. We use
ind.∼ and

iid∼ to denote

independently distributed and independently and identically distributed, respectively. For

two densities p and q, we use DKL(p, q) to denote the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence

between p and q. For sequences an and bn, we write an ≲ bn (or bn ≳ an) to imply that

an ≤ cbn for some constant c independent of n. The notation an = O(bn) implies an ≲ bn

while an ≍ bn implies an ≲ bn and an ≳ bn. We use an ≪ bn to mean limn→∞ an/bn = 0.

B Connections to Gaussian Process Priors

As observed in Section 3.1 of the main text, the latent trajectories under the proposed

P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs implicitly have mean-zero GP priors with non-stationary

covariance functions. Formally, the covariance function for the h-th coordinate function of

the i-th latent trajectory is

Cov{uih(s), uih(t)} = b(s)⊤Var(wih)b(t) = γ−1
h b(s)⊤Ω−1

i b(t).

It is often necessary to incorporate non-stationarity to realistically describe dynamic net-

work data (Durante and Dunson, 2016). As such, a benefit of the proposed prior is that it

can model non-stationary dynamic networks in a computationally efficient manner without

using a large number of parameters.

Next, we use this connection with GPs to provide more insight into the proposed

Bayesian P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs. Specifically, we examine the effect that the
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latent trajectories’ variance parameters have on the induced prior moments of the log-odds

matrices. As such, all moments in this section are condition on the coefficient function

β(t), so that they describe the residual dependencies induced by the latent trajectories.

We have the following results on the induced moments of the log-odds matrices, whose

proof is provided at the end of this section. For brevity, we let vi(s, t) = b(s)⊤Ω−1
i b(t)

and vi(t) = vi(t, t). All moments are conditioned on the variance parameters, which we

suppressed for clarity.

Proposition S.4. Under the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs defined in Equations (3)–

(5), the induced prior on the log-odds matrices’ elements have the following first and third

central moments conditioned on the variance parameters and the coefficient function:

E([Θt]ij | β(t)⊤xij,t) = β(t)⊤xij,t,

E(ξij,tξjk,tξki,t | β(t)⊤xij,t,β(t)
⊤xjk,t,β(t)

⊤xki,t) = vi(t)vj(t)vk(t)
d∑

h=1

γ−3
h ,

where ξij,t = [Θt]ij − β(t)⊤xij,t, t ∈ {tm}Mm=1, and 1 ≤ i ̸= j ̸= k ≤ n, and the covariance

between any two time points s, t ∈ {tm}Mm=1 is given by

Cov([Θs]ij, [Θt]ij | β(t)⊤xij,s,β(t)
⊤xij,t) = vi(s, t)vj(s, t)

d∑
h=1

γ−2
h .

According to Proposition S.4, a priori the mean log-odds of forming an edge is linear in

the covariates after marginalizing out the latent trajectories. Furthermore, the dependence

induced by the latent trajectories on elements of the log-odds matrices after conditioning

on the covariate effects is controlled by the shrinkage parameters {γ−1
h }dh=1 and the vi(s, t)

functions. The second central moment describes autocorrelation for a specific dyad and the

third central moment describes the dependence between transitive triplets in the network.

The temporal variation in these higher-order moments is determined by the node-specific

vi(s, t) functions while their overall magnitude increases with the sum of the shrinkage pa-

rameters. When all γ−1
h are near zero, the higher-order moments are roughly zero indicating

that the covariates explain most of the dependence in the network. However, as each γ−1
h

grows, the latent trajectories explain more of the residual network dependence.

To better describe the central-moments in the previous proposition, we have the follow-

ing expression for the vi(s, t) functions when b(t) is a B-spline basis. The proof is provided

at the end of this section.

Proposition S.5. Let uih(t) = w⊤
ihb(t) where b(t) is an ℓ-dimensional B-spline basis, then

2



under the first-order Gaussian random walk prior for wih defined in Equation (3), we have

vi(s, t) = σ2
i

{
ℓ∑

g=1

ℓ∑
g′=1

bg(s)bg′(t)min(g, g′)

}
+ τ 2 = σ2

i vb(s, t) + τ 2,

so that Cov(uih(t), uih(s)) = γ−1
h {σ2

i vb(s, t) + τ 2}.

According to Proposition S.5, the basis-specific function vb(s, t) determines the func-

tional form of vi(s, t). In addition, vi(s, t)’s magnitude increases with σ2
i and τ 2. Crucially,

when σ2
i is zero, the i-th node’s covariance function is not time-varying. Moreover, it is

known in the Bayesian P-spline literature that the magnitude of vb(s, t) increases with

the basis dimension ℓ (Ventrucci and Rue, 2016). This behavior explains why, to obtain

consistent estimates of the unknown latent functions, we must apply sufficient shrinkage

on σ2
i to counterbalance the increase in variation caused by ℓ growing with network size.

Proof of Proposition S.4. We start by stating some properties of the latent trajectories

under the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs. Under the proposed prior, we have that

E [uih(t)] = E [wih]
⊤b(t) = 0, so that E [ui(t)] = 0d for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n and t ∈ [0, 1]. Next,

let Γ−1 = diag(γ−1
1 , . . . , γ−1

d ). The covariance matrix and autocovariance matrix of ui(t) for

all 1 ≤ i ≤ n and s, t ∈ [0, 1] are Var{ui(t)} = vi(t)Γ
−1 and E[ui(t)ui(s)

⊤] = vi(t, s)Γ
−1,

respectively.

Now, we prove the various properties asserted in the proposition. Take a fixed time

t ∈ {tm}Mm=1 and dyad 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, then

E([Θt]ij | β(t)⊤xij,t) = β(t)⊤xij,t + E [u⊤
i uj]

= β(t)⊤xij,t + E [ui]
⊤E [uj] = β(t)⊤xij,t.

Next, we consider a triplet of nodes 1 ≤ i ̸= j ̸= k ≤ n. We have

E[ξij,tξjk,tξki,t | β(t)⊤xij,t,β(t)
⊤xjk,tβ(t)

⊤xki,t] = E [ui(t)
⊤uj(t)uj(t)

⊤uk(t)uk(t)
⊤ui(t)]

= E [tr{ui(t)
⊤uj(t)uj(t)

⊤uk(t)uk(t)
⊤ui(t)}]

= tr{E [ui(t)ui(t)
⊤]E [uj(t)uj(t)

⊤]E [uk(t)uk(t)
⊤]}

= tr{vi(t)vj(t)vk(t)Γ−3}

= vi(t)vj(t)vk(t)
d∑

h=1

γ−3
h .

Finally, we calculate the autocovariance of the log-odds over time. For two time points
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s, t ∈ {tm}Mm=1, we have

Cov{[Θt]ij, [Θs]ij | β(t)⊤xij,t,β(t)
⊤xij,s} = E [ui(t)

⊤uj(t)uj(s)
⊤ui(s)]

= E [tr{ui(s)ui(t)
⊤uj(t)uj(s)

⊤}]

= tr{E [ui(s)ui(t)
⊤]E [uj(t)uj(s)

⊤]}

= tr{vi(s, t)vj(t, s)Γ−2}

= vi(s, t)vj(s, t)
d∑

h=1

γ−2
h ,

where in the last line we used the fact that vi(s, t) = vi(t, s) for all t, s ∈ [0, 1].

Proof of Proposition S.5. Under the first-order Gaussian random walk prior for wih, we

have that [Ω−1
i ]g,g′ = σ2

i min(g, g′) + τ 2 for 1 ≤ g, g′ ≤ ℓ. It follows that

vi(s, t) = bu(s)
⊤Ω−1

i bu(t)

=
ℓ∑

g=1

ℓ∑
g′=1

bg(s)bg′(t)
[
σ2
i min(g, g′) + τ 2

]
= σ2

{
ℓ∑

g=1

ℓ∑
g′=1

bg(s)bg′(t)min(g, g′)

}
+ τ 2

ℓ∑
g=1

bg(s)

{
ℓ∑

g′=1

bg′(t)

}

= σ2

{
ℓ∑

g=1

ℓ∑
g′=1

bg(s)bg′(t)min(g, g′)

}
+ τ 2∥b(s)∥1∥b(t)∥1

= σ2

{
ℓ∑

g=1

ℓ∑
g′=1

bg(s)bg′(t)min(g, g′)

}
+ τ 2,

where we used the fact that ∥b(t)∥1 = 1 for any t ∈ [0, 1] because the elements of b(t) form

a B-spline basis (de Boor, 1978).

C Additional Details on the SVI Algorithm

This section outlines the remaining technical details of the proposed SVI algorithm. To

ease notation, we define the following expectations taken with respect to the α-variational

posterior q(W ,ρ) used throughout the remainder of the supplementary material:

E[βk(t)] = µβk
(t) = µ⊤

wk
b(t), E[{βk(t)}2] = {µβk

(t)}2 + b(t)⊤Σwk
b(t),

E[uih(t)] = µih(t) = µ⊤
wih

b(t), E[{uih(t)}2] = {µih(t)}2 + b(t)⊤Σwih
b(t),

E[ui(t)] = µi(t) = (µi1(t), . . . , µid(t))
⊤, E[β(t)] = µβ(t) = (µβ1(t), . . . , µβp(t))

⊤,
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Var(β(t)) = Σβ(t) = diag{b(t)⊤Σwβ1
b(t), . . . ,b(t)⊤Σwβp

b(t)},

Var(ui(t)) = Σi(t) = diag{b(t)⊤Σwi1
b(t), . . . ,b(t)⊤Σwid

b(t)},

E[(u⊤
i uj)

2] = tr{Σi(t)Σj(t)}+ µj(t)
⊤Σi(t)µj(t) + µ⊤

i Σj(t)µi + {µi(t)
⊤µj(t)}2,

E[γh] = µγh =
h∏

s=1

E[νs], E[ωij,tm ] = µωij,tm
.

C.1 Algorithms for Updating q(ρ) and q(ω)

This section contains the updates for the variational factors of the local Pólya-gamma latent

variables in Algorithm S.2 and the variance parameters in Algorithm S.3. In Algorithm S.3,

we use GIG(a, b, p) to denote a generalized inverse Gaussian (GIG) distribution with density

GIG(x | a, b, p) = (a/b)p/2

2Kp(
√
ab)

xp−1e−(ax+b/x)/2,

where Kp(x) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind. We derive these updates

in Appendix D.

Given the previous parameters at step s, update the local parameters for dyad (i, j) at
time tm as follows:

1. Update q(ωij,tm) = PG(α, cij,tm):

c2ij,tm = [µ
(s)
β (tm)

⊤xij,tm + µ
(s)
i (tm)

⊤µ
(s)
j (tm)]

2+

tr{xij,tmx
⊤
ij,tmΣ

(s)
β (tm)}+ tr{Σ(s)

i (tm)Σ
(s)
j (tm)}+

µ
(s)
j (tm)

⊤Σ
(s)
i (tm)µ

(s)
j (tm) + µ

(s)
i (tm)

⊤Σ
(s)
j (tm)µ

(s)
i (tm).

2. Update the mean of the local Pólya-gamma latent variable under q(ωij,tm):

µωij,tm
=

α

2cij,tm

(
ecij,tm − 1

1 + ecij,tm

)
.

Algorithm S.2: SVI update for the Pólya-gamma latent variable of dyad (i, j) at time tm.
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Given the previous parameters at step s and step size ρs, update the current parameters
as follows:

1. Update q(σ2
i ) = GIG(dσ, b̄i, (cσ − d(ℓ− 1))/2) for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, where:

b̄
(s+1)
i = (1− ρs)b̄

(s)
i + ρs

d∑
h=1

µ(s)
γh

[
µ(s)⊤

wih
D

(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ µ(s)

wih
+ tr(D

(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ Σ(s)

wih
)
]
.

2. Update q(σ2
βk
) = GIG(dσ, b̄βk

, (cσ − (ℓ− rk)/2)) for k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, where:

b̄
(s+1)
βk

= (1− ρs)b̄
(s)
βk

+ ρs

[
µ(s)⊤

wk
D

(rk)⊤
ℓ D

(rk)
ℓ µ(s)

wk
+ tr(D

(rk)⊤
ℓ D

(rk)
ℓ Σ(s)

wk
)
]

3. Update q(νh) = Gamma(c̄h, d̄h) for h ∈ {1, . . . , d}:

c̄
(s+1)
h =

{
a2 + (d− h+ 1)nℓ/2, h > 1,

a1 + dnℓ/2, otherwise,

d̄
(s+1)
h = (1− ρs)d̄

(s)
h + ρs

{
1 +

1

2

d∑
t=h

µ(s)
γt,h

n∑
i=1

Eq(wit,σ2
i )
[w⊤

itΩiwit]

}
,

where

µ(s)
γt,h

=


∏t

g=1,g ̸=h
c̄
(s)
g

d̄
(s)
g

, h > 1

1, otherwise,

Eq(wit,σ2
i )
[w⊤

itΩiwit] = Eq(σ2
i )

[
1

σ2
i

]{
µ(s)⊤

wit
D

(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ µ(s)

wit
+ tr(D

(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ Σ(s)

wit
)
}

+
1

τ 2
{µ(s) 2

wit,1
+ [Σ(s)

wit
]11},

Eq(σ2
i )

[
1

σ2
i

]
=

√
dσKv+1

(√
dσ b̄

(s)
i

)
√
b̄
(s)
i Kv

(√
dσ b̄

(s)
i

) − 2v

b̄
(s)
i

, v =
1

2
(cσ − d(ℓ− 1)),

and Kv(·) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind.

Algorithm S.3: SVI updates for the variance parameters.
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C.2 Parameter Initialization

Since the ELBO is non-convex with multiple local minima, appropriate initialization for

the parameters can significantly improve convergence. Algorithm S.4 outlines our proposed

initialization procedure. First, the initialization method estimates the dyad-wise probabil-

ity matrix using universal singular value thresholding (USVT) (Chatterjee, 2015). Then,

it computes estimates for {β(tm)}Mm=1 and {U(tm)}Mm=1 based on the estimated log-odds

matrices obtained by inverting the logit transform. The method estimates the coefficient

functions by minimizing a least squares objective and the latent trajectories by performing

a d-dimensional adjacency spectral embedding (ASEd) (Athreya et al., 2018) on the result-

ing residual matrix. The algorithm projects the estimated coordinate functions onto the

span of the B-spline basis to obtain estimates for the basis coefficients. Ma et al. (2020)

and MacDonald et al. (2023) proposed a similar procedure to initialize a static LSM and

FASE, respectively. The algorithm contains a sequential Procrustes alignment step that

smooths the initial estimates of the latent trajectories.

It remains to initialize the other parameters of the α-variational posterior. These pa-

rameters include the precision matrices of the basis coefficients’ variational factors, the

{b̄i}ni=1 and {b̄βk
}pk=1 parameters of the GIG factors associated with the transition vari-

ances, and the {d̄h}dh=1 parameters of the gamma factors associated with the multiplicative

gamma process parameters. We set the precision matrices for the basis coefficients equal

to the identity matrix, and the remaining {b̄i}ni=1, {b̄βk
}pk=1 and {d̄h}dh=1 parameters to 100.

C.3 Convergence Criteria and Post-Processing

To determine convergence of the SVI algorithm, we monitored the log-likelihood of the

subsampled dyads. To account for the subsampling noise, we set the stopping criterion to

whether the change in the median log-likelihoods of the subsampled dyads calculated over

two consecutive windows of 20 iterations was less than 10−3 or the number of iterations

exceeded 250.

Upon convergence, the estimated latent positions are only identified up to an orthogonal

transformation that can differ between time points, which can hinder visualization. To

improve visualization, we performed sequential Procrustes rotations (Hoff et al., 2002) on

these estimates where the estimated latent positions starting at time t2 are projected to the

locations closest to their previous location. Such post-processing is often used in dynamic

latent space models (Zhao et al., 2022; MacDonald et al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2023).

To formally describe the sequential Procrustes alignment procedure, let {Û(tm)}Mm=1

define the α-variational posterior means of the latent trajectories evaluated at the observed

7



Given the latent space dimension d and B-spline basis b(t), perform the following steps:

1. For m = 1, . . . ,M :

(a) (USVT). Define the threshold τ =
√
2.01np̂, where p̂ = (2/n(n +

1))
∑

i≤j yij,tm . Let P̃tm =
∑

si≥τ siuiv
⊤
i , where

∑n
i=1 siuiv

⊤
i is the singu-

lar value decomposition of Ytm . Project P̃tm elementwise to the interval
[0.01, 0.5] to obtain P̂tm . Set Θ̂tm = logit{(P̂tm + P̂⊤

tm)/2}.

(b) (Coefficient functions). Set β̂(tm) = argminβ(tm)∥Θ̂tm −Xtm×̄3β(tm)∥2F and

define the residual Etm = Θ̂tm −Xtm×̄3β̂(tm).

(c) (Latent trajectories). Set Û(tm) = ASEd(Etm) = VdΛ
1/2
d , where Vd ∈ Rn×d

and Λd ∈ Rd×d correspond to the d largest eigenvectors and eigenvalues of
Etm .

2. (Align Û(t1), . . . Û(tm)). Moving sequentially forward in time starting at m = 2,
project Û(tm) to the locations that are closest to its previous location Û(tm−1)
through a Procrustes rotation (Hoff et al., 2002).

3. (Project estimates onto the B-spline basis). Let B = (b(t1), . . . ,b(tM))⊤ ∈ RM×ℓ.

(a) For i = 1, . . . , n and h = 1, . . . , d, set

µwih
= (B⊤B)−1B⊤

 ûih(t1)
...

ûih(tM)

 ,

where ûih(tm) is the (i, h)-th element of Û(tm).

(b) For k = 1, . . . , p, set

µwk
= (B⊤B)−1B⊤

 β̂k(t1)
...

β̂k(tM)

 .

Algorithm S.4: Initialization method for the basis coefficients.
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time points. For m = 2, . . . ,M , we sequentially solve

Om = argmin
O∈Od

∥Û(tm)O− Û(tm−1)Om−1∥2F .

We then set the final estimate of the latent trajectories evaluated at the observed time points

to {Û(tm)Om}Mm=1. After this post-processing, the latent trajectories are identifiable up to

a single orthogonal transformation shared across all time points.

D Derivation of the SVI Algorithm

This section contains the derivation of the stochastic variational inference algorithm de-

tailed in Algorithm 1, Algorithm S.2, and Algorithm S.3, which includes the proofs of

Propositions 1–3 in the main text. We assume that the reader is familiar with stochastic

variational inference; however, we present a brief overview of the concepts necessary to

understand the derivations in Appendix I. Throughout this section, we continue to use the

notation for the expectations of the model parameters taken with respect to the variational

posterior defined at the beginning of Appendix C. Also, for a general variational posterior

q(θ) =
∏K

k=1 q(θk), we use E−q(θk)[·] to denote an expectation taken with respect to all vari-

ational factors except q(θk). Furthermore, we use p(θk | ·) to refer to the full-conditional

distribution of θk.

We start by re-expressing the augmented fractional likelihood in Equation (10) in a

way that is useful for deriving the full-conditional distributions of the latent variables. The

derivation uses the fact that the density of a PG(b, c) random variable is

PG(ω | b, c) = coshb(c/2)e−c2ω/2 PG(ω | b, 0),

where cosh(x/2) = (1 + ex)/(2ex/2) and PG(ω | b, c) is the density of a PG(b, 0) random

variable; see Polson et al. (2013). As such, we can re-express the augmented fractional

likelihood of the observed networks Y and Pólya-gamma latent variables ω as

pα(Y ,ω |W ,X ) =
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

pα(yij,tm , ωij,tm | [Θtm ]ij)

=
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

{
eyij,tm [Θtm ]ij

1 + e[Θtm ]ij

}α

PG(ωij,tm | α, [Θtm ]ij)

=
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

{
eyij,tm [Θtm ]ij

1 + e[Θtm ]ij

}α{
1 + e[Θtm ]ij

2e[Θtm ]ij/2

}α

e−ωij,tm [Θtm ]2ij/2 PG(ωij,tm | α, 0)

9



∝
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

exp
{
zij,tm [Θtm ]ij − ωij,tm [Θtm ]

2
ij/2

}
PG(ωij,tm | α, 0)

∝
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

exp

{
−ωij,tm

2

(
zij,tm
ωij,tm

− [Θtm ]ij

)2
}
e

z2ij,tm
2ωij,tm PG(ωij,tm | α, 0), (S.1)

where zij,tm = α(yij,tm − 1/2). The previous expression demonstrates that log pα(Y ,ω |
W ,X ) is quadratic in the basis coefficients, which combined with their Gaussian priors will

result in conjugate full-conditional distributions.

D.1 Proof of Proposition 2

First, we show that the full-conditional distribution for wih is N(µ̄ih, Σ̄wih
) with natu-

ral parameters ηih,1 ∈ Rℓ and ηih,2 ∈ Rℓ×ℓ, that is, µ̄ih = η−1
ih,2ηih,1 and Σ̄wih

= η−1
ih,2.

Throughout this section, we use p(wih) to denote wih’s prior density. Define the following

residual

rijh,tm =
zij,tm
ωij,tm

− β(tm)
⊤xij,tm −

∑
g ̸=h

w⊤
igb(tm)b(tm)

⊤wjg.

Starting with Equation (S.1), standard manipulations show that

p(wih | ·) ∝ pα(Y ,ω | W ,X )p(wih)

∝
M∏

m=1

n∏
j=1

exp
{
−ωij,tm

2

(
rijh,tm −w⊤

ihb(tm)b(tm)
⊤wjh

)2}
p(wih)

∝
M∏

m=1

n∏
j=1

exp
{
−ωij,tm

2

(
rijh,tm − ujh(tm)b(tm)

⊤wih

)2}
p(wih)

∝

[
M∏

m=1

n∏
j=1

N(rijh,tm | ujh(tm)b(tm)⊤wih, ω
−1
ij,tm

)

]
p(wih),

where N(x | µ,Σ) denotes a Gaussian density with mean µ and covariance matrix Σ.

The term in brackets is the likelihood for multiple linear regression with a Gaussian re-

sponse rijh,tm , covariate vector ujh(tm)b(tm), sample weight ωij,tm , and coefficients wih.

Since p(wih) = N(wih | 0ℓ, γ
−1
h Ω−1

i ), a standard Bayesian linear regression-type calculation

demonstrates that the full-conditional of wih is multivariate Gaussian with the following

natural parameters

ηih,1 =
M∑

m=1

n∑
j=1

ωij,tmujh(tm)rijh,tmb(tm),
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ηih,2 =
M∑

m=1

n∑
j=1

ωij,tm{ujh(tm)}2 b(tm)b(tm)⊤ + γhΩi.

This result also demonstrates that p(wih | ·) is conjugate within the exponential family.

Next, we derive the optimal variational distribution and the corresponding natural gra-

dient updates. Since p(wih | ·) is multivariate Gaussian, the optimal variational distribution

for wih is also multivariate Gaussian (Bishop, 2006). As such, we set q(wih) = N(µih,Σwih
)

with natural parameters λih ∈ Rℓ and Λih ∈ Rℓ×ℓ. Under this choice for q(wih) and the

fact that p(wih | ·) is within the same exponential family, according to Hoffman et al.

(2013) and detailed in Appendix I, the natural gradients of the ELBO with respect to the

variational factor’s natural parameters are

∇λih
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −λih + E−q(wih)[ηih,1]

= −λih +
M∑

m=1

n∑
j=1

E−q(wih) [ωij,tmujh(tm)rijh,tm ]b(tm), (S.2)

∇Λih
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −Λih + E−q(wih)[ηih,2]

= −Λih + E−q(wih) [γhΩi]

+
M∑

m=1

n∑
j=1

E−q(wih)

[
ωij,tm{ujh(tm)}2

]
b(tm)b(tm)

⊤. (S.3)

Furthermore, we have that

E−q(wih)[ωij,tmujh(tm)rijh,tm ] = µjh(tm)

[
α(yij,tm − 1/2)

− µωij,tm

{
µβ(tm)

⊤xij,tm +
∑
g ̸=h

µig(tm)µjg(tm)

}]
,

E−q(wih)[ωij,tm{ujh(tm)}2] = µωij,tm

[
{µih(tm)}2 + b(tm)

⊤Σwih
b(tm)

]
,

E−q(wih)[γhΩi] = µγh

{
Eq(σ2

i )

[
1

σ2
i

]
D

(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ +

e1e
⊤
1

τ 2

}
,

where we used the independence of the latent variables under the variational posterior to

simplify the expectations.

Lastly, we obtain the proposed unbiased estimates of the natural gradients by applying

the time point and non-edge sampling scheme from Proposition 1 to the summations in

Equations (S.2) and (S.3).
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D.2 Proof of Proposition 3

The proof proceeds similarly to the proof of Proposition 2. First, we show that the full-

conditional distribution for wk is N(µ̄k, Σ̄k) with natural parameters ηk,1 ∈ Rℓ and ηk,2 ∈
Rℓ×ℓ, that is, µ̄k = η−1

k,2ηk,1 and Σ̄k = η−1
k,2. Throughout this section, we use p(wk) to

denote wk’s prior density. Define the following residual

eijk,tm =
zij,tm
ωij,tm

−
∑
ℓ̸=k

βℓ(tm)xijℓ,tm − ui(tm)
⊤uj(tm).

Starting with Equation (S.1), standard manipulations show that

p(wk | ·) ∝ pα(Y ,ω | W ,X )p(wk)

∝
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

exp
{
−ωij,tm

2

(
eijk,tm − xijk,tmb(tm)

⊤wk

)2}
p(wk)

∝

[
M∏

m=1

∏
i≤j

N
(
eijk,tm | xijk,tmb(tm)⊤wk, ω

−1
ij,tm

)]
p(wk).

The term in brackets is the likelihood for multiple linear regression with a Gaussian re-

sponse eijk,tm , covariate vector xijk,tmb(tm), sample weight ωij,tm , and coefficients wk. Since

p(wk) = N(wk | 0ℓ,Ω
−1
βk
), a standard Bayesian linear regression-type calculation demon-

strates that the full-conditional of wk is multivariate Gaussian with the following natural

parameters

ηk,1 =
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

ωij,tmxijk,tmeijk,tm b(tm),

ηk,2 =
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

ωij,tmx
2
ijk,tm b(tm)b(tm)

⊤ +Ωβk
.

This result also demonstrates that p(wk | ·) is conjugate within the exponential family.

Next, we derive the optimal variational distribution and the corresponding natural

gradient updates. Since p(wk | ·) is multivariate Gaussian, the optimal q(wk) is also

multivariate Gaussian (Bishop, 2006). As such, we set q(wk) = N(µk,Σk) with natural

parameters λk ∈ Rℓ and Λk ∈ Rℓ×ℓ. Under this choice of q(wk) and the fact that p(wk | ·)
is within the same exponential family, according to Hoffman et al. (2013), the natural

gradients of the ELBO with respect to the variational factor’s natural parameters are

∇λk
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −λk + E−q(wk)[ηk,1]
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= −λk +
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

xijk,tmE−q(wk) [ωij,tmeijk,tm ]b(tm), (S.4)

∇Λk
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −Λk + E−q(wk)[ηk,2]

= −Λk + E−q(wk) [Ωβk
]

+
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

x2ijk,tmE−q(wk) [ωij,tm ] b(tm)b(tm)
⊤. (S.5)

Furthermore, we have that

E−q(wk)[ωij,tmeijk,tm ] = α(yij,tm − 1/2)− µωij,tm

{∑
ℓ̸=k

µβℓ
(tm)xijℓ,tm − µi(tm)

⊤µj(tm)

}
,

E−q(wk)[Ωβk
] = Eq(σ2

βk
)

[
1

σ2
βk

]
D

(rk)⊤
ℓ D

(rk)
ℓ +

rk∑
s=1

ese
⊤
s

τ 2β
,

where we used the independence of the latent variables under the variational posterior to

simplify the expectations.

Lastly, we obtain the proposed unbiased estimates of the natural gradients by applying

the time point and non-edge sampling scheme from Proposition 1 to the summations in

Equations (S.4) and (S.5).

D.3 Updating q(σ2i )

Starting with Equation (S.1), standard calculations show that

p(σ2
i | ·) ∝ exp

{
−1

2

(
1

σ2
i

d∑
h=1

γh∥D(1)
ℓ wih∥22 + dσσ

2
i

)}
(σ2

i )
cσ/2−1−d(ℓ−1)/2)

∝ GIG

(
σ2
i | dσ,

d∑
h=1

γh∥D(1)
ℓ wih∥22,

1

2
{cσ − d(ℓ− 1)}

)
,

which is a generalized inverse Gaussian (GIG) distribution, which we denote by GIG(a, b, p),

with density

GIG(x | a, b, p) = (a/b)p/2

2Kp(
√
ab)

xp−1e−(ax+b/x)/2,

where Kp(x) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind. The generalized inverse-

Gaussian distribution is in the exponential family with natural parameters −a/2, −b/2,
and p − 1. As such, the optimal variational factor is also a generalized inverse Gaussian,

so we set q(σ2
i ) = GIG(āi, b̄i, p̄i).

Applying the formula for the natural gradients in Hoffman et al. (2013) and the chain-
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rule, we have

∇āiELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −2×∇−āi/2ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −āi + dσ,

∇p̄iELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −p̄i +
1

2
{cσ − d(ℓ− 1)},

∇b̄iELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −2×∇−b̄i/2ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)]

= −bi +
d∑

h=1

E−q(σ2
i )
[γh∥D(1)

ℓ wih∥22]

= −bi +
d∑

h=1

µγh

[
µwih

D
(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ µwih

+ tr(D
(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ Σwih

)
]
.

The gradients for āi and p̄i do not depend on the other parameters of the variational

distribution, so we can set these variational parameters to their maximizers, that is, āi = dσ

and p̄i = {cσ − d(ℓ − 1)}/2. As such, we only need to update b̄i at each iteration. Lastly,

we need the following expectation for the other gradient updates:

Eq(σ2
i )

[
1

σ2
i

]
=

√
b̄iKp̄i+1(

√
āib̄i)√

b̄iKp̄i(
√
āib̄i)

− 2p̄i
b̄i
.

D.4 Updating q(σ2βk
)

Starting with Equation (S.1), standard calculations show that

p(σ2
βk

| ·) ∝ exp

{
−1

2

(
1

σ2
βk

∥D(rk)
ℓ wk∥22 + dσσ

2
βk

)}
(σ2

βk
)cσ/2−1−(ℓ−rk)/2)

∝ GIG

(
σ2
βk

| dσ, ∥D(rk)
ℓ wk∥22,

1

2
{cσ − (ℓ− rk)}

)
,

which is a generalized inverse Gaussian distribution. The generalized inverse-Gaussian

distribution is in the exponential family with natural parameters −a/2, −b/2, and p − 1.

As such, the optimal variational factor is also a generalized inverse Gaussian, so we set

q(σ2
βk
) = GIG(āβk

, b̄βk
, p̄βk

).

Applying the formula for the natural gradients in Hoffman et al. (2013) and the chain-

rule, we have

∇āβk
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −2×∇−āβk/2

ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −āβk
+ dσ,

∇p̄βk
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −p̄βk

+
1

2
{cσ − (ℓ− rk)},

∇b̄βk
ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −2×∇−b̄βk/2

ELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)]
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= −bβk
+ E−q(σ2

βk
)[∥D

(rk)
ℓ wk∥22]

= −bβk
+
[
µwk

D
(rk)⊤
ℓ D

(rk)
ℓ µwk

+ tr(D
(rk)⊤
ℓ D

(rk)
ℓ Σwk

)
]
.

The gradients for āβk
and p̄βk

do not depend on the other parameters of the variational

distribution, so we can set these variational parameters to their maximizers, that is, āβk
=

dσ and p̄βk
= {cσ − (ℓ− rk)}/2. As such, we only need to update b̄βk

at each iteration.

D.5 Updating q(νh)

Starting with Equation (S.1), standard calculations show that the full-conditional distri-

bution of each νh parameter is gamma distributed. For h = 1, . . . , d, let p(νh) denote the

gamma prior distribution for νh. We have that

p(νh | ·) ∝ ν
(d−h+1)nℓ/2
h exp

{
−νh

2

d∑
s=h

γs,h

n∑
i=1

w⊤
isΩiwis

}
p(νh),

where γs,h =
∏h−1

g=1 νg ×
∏s

g=h+1 νg. Based on these expressions, we recognize that

p(ν1 | ·) = Gamma

(
a1 +

dnℓ

2
, 1 +

1

2

d∑
s=1

γs,1

n∑
i=1

w⊤
isΩiwis

)
,

p(νh | ·) = Gamma

(
a2 +

(d− h+ 1)nℓ

2
, 1 +

1

2

d∑
s=h

γs,h

n∑
i=1

w⊤
isΩiwis

)
,

which are within the exponential family. Based on the above full-conditional distributions,

we set q(νh) to their optimal forms. That is we set q(νh) = Gamma(c̄h, d̄h) with natural

parameters c̄h − 1 and d̄h.

Applying the formula for the natural gradients in Hoffman et al. (2013), we have that

∇c̄1ELBO[q(Wρ)q(ω)] = −c̄1 + a1 +
dnℓ

2
,

∇c̄hELBO[q(Wρ)q(ω)] = −c̄h + a2 +
(d− h+ 1)nℓ

2
1 < h ≤ d,

∇d̄hELBO[q(W ,ρ)q(ω)] = −d̄h + 1 +
1

2

d∑
s=h

E−q(νh)[γs,1]
n∑

i=1

Eq(wis,σ2
i )
[w⊤

isΩiwis],

where

E−q(νh)[γs,h] =
h−1∏
g=1

Eq(νg)[νg]×
s∏

g=h+1

Eq(νg)[νg] =
h−1∏
g=1

c̄g
d̄g

×
s∏

g=h+1

c̄g
d̄g
,
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Eq(wis,σ2
i )
[w⊤

isΩiwis] = Eq(σ2
i )

[
1

σ2
i

]
Eq(wis)[w

⊤
isD

(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ wis] +

1

τ 2
Eq(wis)[w

2
is,1]

= Eq(σ2
i )

[
1

σ2
i

]{
µ⊤

wis
D

(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ µwis

+ tr(D
(1)⊤
ℓ D

(1)
ℓ Σwis

)
}

+
1

τ 2
{µ2

wis,1
+ [Σwis

]11}.

The gradients for c̄h do not depend on the other parameters of the variational distribution,

so we can set these variational parameters to their maximizers, that is, c̄1 = a1+dnℓ/2 and

c̄h = a2 + (d− h+ 1)nℓ/2 for h > 1. As such, we only need to update d̄h at each iteration.

D.6 Updating q(ωij,tm)

From the form of the augmented joint distribution in Equation (10), we have that the

full-conditionals for each local Pólya-gamma latent variable is

ωij,tm | · ∼ PG(α, [Θtm ]ij),

which is in the exponential family with natural parameter −[Θtm ]
2
ij/2. Recall SVI sets

the variational factors of each local latent variable to their optimal forms at each itera-

tion. In particular, the optimal variational factor q(ωij,tm) = PG(α, cij,tm) with c2ij,tm =

E−q(ωij,tm ){[Θtm ]
2
ij}. A straightforward calculation shows that

E−q(ωij,tm ){[Θtm ]
2
ij} = (E−q(ωij,tm ){[Θtm ]ij})2 +Var−q(ωij,tm )([Θtm ]ij)

= [µβ(tm)
⊤xij,tm + µi(tm)

⊤µj(tm)]
2+

tr{xij,tmx
⊤
ij,tmΣβ(tm)}+ tr{Σi(tm)Σj(tm)}+

µj(tm)
⊤Σi(tm)µj(tm) + µi(tm)

⊤Σj(tm)µi(tm),

where Var−q(ωij,tm )(·) denotes the variance taken with respect to all variational factors

expect q(ωij,tm). In addition, the expectation of a PG(b, c) random variable is

b

2c

(
ec − 1

1 + ec

)
,

so that

Eq(ωij,tm )[ωij,tm ] =
α

2cij,tm

(
ecij,tm − 1

1 + ecij,tm

)
.
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D.7 Proof of Proposition 1

To prove the result, we only need to show that B(Hi) is an unbiased estimate of Hi. To

start, we express

Hi =
M∑

m=1

∑
j∈Ni,tm

hij,m +
M∑

m=1

∑
j∈N c

i,tm

hij,m.

Next, let (Z1, . . . , ZM) ∈ {0, 1}M denote a collection of random variables indicating the

selection of time point tm, such that,
∑M

m=1 Zm = |M|. Similarly, let {W (i)
jm}j∈N c

i,tm
∈

{0, 1}|N c
i,tm

| denote the collection of random variables indicating the selection of node j at

time tm to be in N c ∗
i,tm , so that

∑
j∈Ni,tm

W
(i)
jm = |N c ∗

i,tm| for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Under the uniform

random sampling without replacement scheme, we have that

P(Zm = 1) =
|M|
M

, P(W (i)
jm = 1 | Zm) =

0, Zm = 0
|N c ∗

i,tm
|

|N c
i,tm

| , Zm = 1,

so that E[Zm] =
|M|
M

and

E[ZmW
(i)
jm] = E[ZmE[W (i)

jm | Zm]] =
|N c ∗

i,tm|
|N c

i,tm
|
E[Zm1{Zm=1}] =

|N c ∗
i,tm|

|N c
i,tm

|
|M|
M

.

In terms of these indicator variables, we have

B(Hi) =
M

|M|
∑
m=1

∑
j∈Ni,tm

Zmhij,m +
M

|M|
|N c

i,tm |
|N c ∗

i,tm
|

M∑
m=1

∑
j∈N c

i,tm

ZmW
(i)
jmhij,m.

Using the formulas for the previous expectations, we have E[B(Hi)] = Hi.

E Proof of Theorem 1

E.1 Preliminaries

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on Theorem 3.3 in Yang et al. (2020) and uses an argument

based on the chain rule of KL divergences introduced by Zhao et al. (2022), who obtained

consistency results for a discrete-time dynamic LSM. The proof consists of two parts.

First, we show that the proposed P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs with appropriately

chosen variance parameters places sufficient mass on KL neighborhoods centered at the

true parameters. According to the theory developed by Bhattacharya et al. (2019), this

result establishes that the fractional posterior contracts about the true parameters at the

desired rate. Next, we verify the conditions of Theorem 3.3 in Yang et al. (2020) using a
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technique introduced by Zhao et al. (2022) to demonstrate that the α-variational posterior

inherits the asymptotic properties of the fractional posterior without having to specify

appropriate variance parameters. We establish auxiliary technical results in Appendix F.

In addition, the proofs use facts about spline approximations, which we briefly review in

Appendix H.

First, we layout some preliminaries results and definitions. For the remainder of this

document, we define the following rate,

ϵn,M = max

{(
L

nM

)1/5

,

√
log nM

nM

}
. (S.6)

In addition, let ΠW|ρ, ΠWu|ρ and ΠWβ |ρ denote the conditional prior measures on the basis

coefficients with densities

p(W | ρ) = p(Wu | ρ)p(Wβ | ρ),

p(Wu | ρ) ∝
n∏

i=1

d∏
h=1

exp
(
−γh

2
w⊤

ihΩiwih

)
,

p(Wβ | ρ) ∝
p∏

k=1

exp

(
−1

2
w⊤

k Ωβk
wk

)
.

Lastly, we state the following corollary to Lemma S.13 in Appendix H on the existence of

certain spline approximations.

Corollary S.2. If the elements of U0(t) and β0(t) satisfy Assumptions A1–A2, then there

exists spline approximations β̃0k(t) = w⊤
0kb(t) for 1 ≤ k ≤ p and ũih(t) = w⊤

0ihb(t) for

1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ h ≤ d with ℓ ≍ (nM)1/5, such that

∥β0k(t)−w⊤
0kb(t)∥L∞[0,1] ≲ ℓ−1∥β′

0k∥L∞[0,1] ≲ ℓ−1L ≲ ϵn,M ,

∥D(1)
ℓ w0k∥2 ≲ ∥β′

0k∥L∞[0,1] ≲ L, (S.7)

for 1 ≤ k ≤ p and

∥u0ih(t)−w⊤
0ihb(t)∥L∞[0,1] ≲ ℓ−1∥u′0ih∥L∞[0,1] ≲ ℓ−1L ≲ ϵn,M ,

∥D(1)
ℓ w0ih∥2 ≲ ∥u′0ih∥L∞[0,1] ≲ L, (S.8)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ h ≤ d, where ϵn,M is defined in Equations (S.6).

This corollary states a well-known result from classical B-spline theory that there exist

splines that approximate the true functions at our desired rate when we choose the spline
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basis dimension ℓ−1 ≍ ϵn,M . As such, it remains to show that the α-variational posterior

concentrates on splines close to the ones found by applying Corollary S.2.

E.2 KL Support of the P-Spline Prior

In this section, we prove Lemma S.2, which establishes the support of the P-spline prior for

dynamic LSMs on KL neighborhoods about the true parameters. The proof uses techniques

similar to those used to prove Theorem 3.2 (a) in Zhao et al. (2022), which established the

KL support of Gaussian random walk priors for discrete-time LSMs. However, unlike

Zhao et al. (2022) who placed Gaussian random walk priors on the discrete-time latent

trajectories, we place them on the basis coefficients of the spline approximations.

Before presenting the result, we need the following lemma on the small-ball probability

of first-order Gaussian random walks. Recall that under our assumptions, the P-spline

prior for dynamic LSMs takes the form of a first-order Gaussian random walk on the basis

coefficients, so naturally the prior’s KL support depends on its properties. The proof is

provided in Appendix F.

Lemma S.1. If the components of w = (w1, . . . , wT )
⊤ follow a first-order Gaussian random

walk with initial variance τ 2 and transition variance σ2, that is,

w1 ∼ N(0, τ 2), wt | wt−1 ∼ N(wt−1, σ
2), t = 2, . . . T,

then for any vector w0 = (w01, . . . , w0T )
⊤ ∈ RT , we have that

P(∥w −w0∥2 ≤ δ) ≳ exp

(
−∥D(1)

T w0∥22
σ2

− w2
0

2τ 2

)
exp

(
−CT

3σ2

δ2
− log

T

δ

)
.

for some constant C > 0.

In what follows, let p0(Y | X ) denote the density under the true data-generating process

and pW(Y | X ) = p(Y | W ,X ) denote the density with the latent functions approximated

by B-splines with basis coefficients W .

Lemma S.2 (KL support of the P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs). Suppose the true

data generating process satisfies model (1)–(2) with true latent functions U0(t) and β0(t)

and observed covariates X that satisfy Assumptions A1–A3. Denote the ϵ-ball for the KL

neighborhood centered at {U0(t),β0(t)} as

Bn,M(W ; ϵ) =

{
W :

∫
p0 log

p0
pW

dµ ≤ 1

2
n(n+ 1)Mϵ2,

∫
p0 log

2 p0
pW

dµ ≤ 1

2
n(n+ 1)Mϵ2

}
,
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where µ is a common dominating measure. Define ρ∗ = {σi = σ∗
u, σβk

= σ∗
β, ν

∗
h = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤

n, 1 ≤ k ≤ p, 1 ≤ h ≤ d}, where σ∗
u = b1L̃ϵ

2
n,M and σ∗

β = b2L̃ϵ
2
n,M for constants b1, b2 > 0,

and L̃ = max{L, (nM)−3/2}. Under ΠW|ρ∗ with r1 = · · · = rp = 1 and b(t) a B-spline basis

of dimension ℓ ≍ (nM)1/5, we have for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1 that

ΠW|ρ∗ {Bn,M(W ; ϵn,M)} ≳ e−C 1
2
n(n+1)Mϵ2n,M ,

for some constant C > 0 and ϵn,M defined in Equation (S.6).

Proof. We start by using Corollary S.2 to find a spline approximation β̃0k(t) = w⊤
0kb(t) to

βk(t) for 1 ≤ k ≤ p and ũih(t) = w⊤
0ihb(t) to uih(t) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ h ≤ d that satisfy

Equations (S.7)–(S.8). In addition, define the events

E1 =

p⋂
k=1

{wk : ∥w0k −wk∥2 ≤ c1ϵn,M},

E2 =
n⋂

i=1

d⋂
h=1

{wih : ∥w0ih −wih∥2 ≤ c2ϵn,M}

for some constants c1 > 0 and c2 > 0 specified later. We begin by showing that E1 ∩E2 ⊂
Bn,M(W ; ϵn,M) for c1 and c2 chosen appropriately.

First, we upper-bound the two terms that define the KL neighborhood by the squared

Frobenius norm between the log-odds matrices. By Lemma S.8 in Appendix F, we have

DKL(p0, pW) ≲
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

([Θ0tm ]ij − [Θtm ]ij)
2.

Furthermore, we have

V2(p0, pW) :=

∫
p0 log

2 p0
pW

dµ ≲
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

p0ij,tm log2
p0ij,tm
pij,tm

+ (1− p0ij,tm) log
2 1− p0ij,tm
1− pij,tm

,

where p0ij,tm and pij,tm are the probabilities of forming and edge between node i and j at

time tm according to Θ0tm and Θtm , respectively. By Assumption A1, the elements of both

U0(t) and β0(t) are bounded for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1. Furthermore, the elements of Xtm

are bounded by Assumption A3 for m = 1, . . .M . As such, the probabilities of forming an

edge are bounded away from 0 and 1 for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1, so we can apply Lemma 1

of Jeong and Ghoshal (2021) to show that the right hand side of the previous expression

is bounded above by
∑M

m=1

∑
i≤j([Θ0tm ]ij − [Θtm ]ij)

2 multiplied by a positive constant. As
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such, we have

max{DKL(p0, pW), V2(p0, pW)} ≲
M∑

m=1

∑
i≤j

([Θ0tm ]ij − [Θtm ]ij)
2. (S.9)

Therefore, we only need to lower bound the prior probability of the set

{ M∑
m=1

∑
i≤j

([Θ0tm ]ij − [Θtm ]ij)
2 ≤ C1

1

2
n(n+ 1)Mϵ2n,M

}
⊃
{
max
m

max
i,j

([Θ0tm ]ij − [Θtm ]ij)
2 ≤ C1ϵ

2
n,M

}
,

for C1 > 0 chosen to satisfy Equation (S.9). Given i, j and m, we have

|[Θ0tm ]ij − [Θtm ]ij| ≤ ∥β0(tm)− β(tm)∥2∥xij,tm∥2 + |u0i(tm)
⊤u0j(tm)− ui(tm)

⊤uj(tm)|

≤ Kx∥β0(tm)− β(tm)∥2 + |u0i(tm)
⊤u0j(tm)− ui(tm)

⊤uj(tm)|,

where we used Assumption A3 in the last line. Using the triangle and Cauchy-Schwarz

inequalities, we can bound the second term as follows:

|u0i(tm)
⊤u0j(tm)− ui(tm)

⊤uj(tm)| ≤ |{ui(tm)
⊤ − ui0(tm)}⊤u0j(tm)|

+ |ui(tm)
⊤{uj(tm)− u0j(tm)}|

≤ max
i

∥u0i(tm)− ui(tm)∥2{∥u0i(tm)− ui(tm)∥2

+ 2∥u0i(tm)∥2}

≤ max
i

∥u0i(tm)− ui(tm)∥2{∥u0i(tm)− ui(tm)∥2 + 2C2},

where C2 is a constant such that C2 > d1/2maxih∥u0ih∥L∞[0,1], which exists for λ-almost

{tm}Mm=1 by Assumption A2. Notice that when maxi∥u0i(tm) − ui(tm)∥2 ≤ ϵn,M/[(2 +

c0)C2] ≤ C2 for some constant c0 > 1, we have

max
i

∥u0i(tm)− ui(tm)∥2{∥u0i(tm)− ui(tm)∥2 + 2C2} ≤ ϵn,M
(2 + c0)C2

3C2 ≤ ϵn,M .

As such, we define the events Ẽ1 = {maxm∥β0(tm)−β(tm)∥ ≤ c3ϵn,M} and Ẽ2 = {maxi,m∥u0i(tm)−
ui(tm)∥2 ≤ c4ϵn,M}, where c3 = K−1

x , c4 = 1/[(2 + c0)C2]. Based on the previous observa-

tions, we have that Ẽ1 ∩ Ẽ2 ⊂ Bn,M(W ; ϵn,M).

To establish that E1 ∩ E2 ⊂ Bn,M(W ; ϵn,M), we will show that E1 ⊂ Ẽ1 and E2 ⊂ Ẽ2.
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We start by showing E1 ⊂ Ẽ1 for an appropriately chosen constant c1. We have that

max
m

∥β0(tm)− β(tm)∥2 ≤
√
pmax

m,k
|β0k(tm)− βk(tm)|

=
√
pmax

m,k
|β0k(tm)− β̃0k(tm) + β̃0k(tm)− β0k(tm)|

≤ √
pmax

k
∥β0k − β̃0k∥L∞[0,1] +

√
pmax

k,m
|β̃0k(tm)− βk(tm)|

≲ ϵn,M +max
k,m

|β̃0k(tm)− βk(tm)|.

The third line holds for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1 and the fourth line follows from the definition

of β̃0k(t). In addition, for a given k, we have

max
m

|β̃0k(tm)−βk(tm)| = max
m

|(w0k−wk)
⊤b(tm)| ≤ ∥w0k−wk∥2 max

m
∥b(tm)∥2 ≤ ∥w0k−wk∥2,

where we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the fact that ∥b(tm)∥2 ≤ ∥b(tm)∥1 = 1,

since b(t) is a basis of B-splines. Therefore,

max
m

∥β0(tm)− β(tm)∥2 ≲ ϵn,M +max
k

∥w0k −wk∥2.

As such, we can find a constant c1 > 0 such that E1 ⊂ Ẽ1. Based on a similar argument,

we can show for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1 that

max
m

∥u0i(tm)− ui(tm)∥ ≲ ϵn,M +max
h

∥w0ih −wih∥2.

As such, we can find a constant c2 > 0 large enough such that E2 ⊂ Ẽ2. The inclusion of

these events establishes that E1 ∩ E2 ⊂ Bn,M(W ; ϵn,M). Accordingly, we have that

ΠW|ρ∗{Bn,M(W ; ϵn,M)} ≥ ΠWβ |ρ∗(E1)ΠWu|ρ∗(E2), (S.10)

where we used the independence of the basis coefficients for the coefficient functions and

the latent trajectories under the prior. It remains to show that the two probabilities on

the right-hand side of the previous display are lower-bounded at the proposed rate.

Using the independence of the basis coefficients under the prior, we have that the first

probability on the right-hand side of Equation (S.10) is

ΠWβ |ρ∗(E1) =

p∏
k=1

Πwk|ρ∗(∥w0k −wk∥2 ≤ c1ϵn,M),

where Πwk|ρ∗ denotes the prior measure onwk conditioned on ρ∗. To bound this probability,
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we use Lemma S.1 to obtain

Πwk|ρ∗(∥w0k −wk∥2 ≤ c1ϵn,M) ≳ exp

(
−1

2

∥D(1)
ℓ w0k∥22
σ∗2
β

−
w2

0k,1

2τ 2β

)

× exp

(
−C3

ℓ3σ∗2
β

ϵ2n,M
− log

ℓ

ϵn,M

)

for some constant C3 > 0. Next, recalling that σ∗2
β = b1L̃ϵ

2
n,M for some constant b1 > 0,

∥D(1)
ℓ w0k∥2 ≲ L̃ by the definition of w0k, and 1 ≤ ℓ ≲ ϵ−1

n,M , we have

ΠWβ |ρ∗(E1) ≳ exp

{
−C4

(
L̃

ϵ3n,M
+ p log

1

ϵn,M

)}

≥ exp

{
−C4n

(
L̃

ϵ3n,M
+ log

1

ϵn,M

)}
.

Using a similar argument, we bound the second prior probability on the right hand side

of Equation (S.10). Since the basis coefficients are independent under the prior, we have

ΠWu|ρ∗(E2) =
n∏

i=1

d∏
h=1

Πwih|ρ∗(∥w0ih −wih∥2 ≤ c2ϵn,M),

where Πwih|ρ∗ denotes the prior measure onwih conditioned on ρ∗. To bound the probability

inside the product, we use Lemma S.1 and the fact that γ1 = · · · = γd = 1 under ΠW|ρ∗ to

obtain

Πwih|ρ∗ (∥w0ih −wih∥2 ≤ c2ϵn,M) ≳ exp

(
−1

2

∥D(1)
ℓ w0ih∥22
σ∗2
u

−
w2

0ih,1

2τ 2

)

× exp

(
−C5

ℓ3σ∗2
u

ϵ2n,M
− log

ℓ

ϵn,M

)

for some constant C5 > 0. Next, using the fact that σ∗2
u = b2L̃ϵ

2
n,M , ∥D(1)

ℓ w0ih∥2 ≲ L̃ by

the definition of w0ih, and 1 ≤ ℓ ≲ ϵ−1
n,M , we have

ΠWu|ρ∗(E2) ≳ exp

(
−1

2

ndL̃

ϵ2n,M
−
d
∑n

i=1w
2
0ih,1

2τ 2

)
exp

(
−C5

ndL̃

ϵ3n,M
− 2nd log

1

ϵn,M

)

≳ exp

{
−C6n

(
L̃

ϵ3n,M
+ log

1

ϵn,M

)}
,

for some constant C6 > 0. The last inequality used the fact that (2τ 2)−1
∑n

i=1w
2
0ih,1 ≲ n.
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Based on the above two lower bounds, we have

ΠW|ρ∗{Bn,M(W ; ϵn,M)} ≳ exp

{
−C7n

(
L̃

ϵ3n,M
+ log

1

ϵn,M

)}
,

where C7 = C4 + C6. The rate

ϵn,M = max

{(
L

nM

)1/5

,

√
log nM

nM

}
,

is obtained when n(n+1)Mϵ2n,M ≳ nmax{L̃/ϵ3n,M , log(1/ϵn,M)}. Also, to replace L̃ with L,

we used the fact that when L̃ = max{L, (nM)−3/2} = (nM)−3/2, then ϵn,M =
√
log nM/nM .

As such, we have that ΠW|ρ∗{Bn,M(W ; ϵn,M)} ≳ exp{−C8n(n + 1)Mϵ2n,M/2} for some

C8 > 0 with this choice of ϵn,M .

E.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Before proceeding with the proof, we layout some more preliminary results and definitions.

To demonstrate the error bound for the global variational solution to Equation (6) under

the variational family Q defined in Equation (7), we use the following lemma that restates

Theorem 3.3 in Yang et al. (2020) in the context of the proposed model.

Lemma S.3 (Risk bound of the α-variational posterior). It holds with P0-probability at

least 1− ζ that for any probability measure q ∈ Q with q ≪ p0,∫
2

n(n+ 1)M
Dα{p(Y | W ,X ) || p0(Y | X )}q̂(W ,ρ)dWdρ

=
2α

n(n+ 1)M(1− α)

[
−
∫

log
p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
q(W ,ρ)dWdρ+

DKL{q(W ,ρ) || p(W ,ρ)}
α

+
log(1/ζ)

α

]
, (S.11)

where q̂(W ,ρ) is the global optimizer of Equation (6) with Q defined in Equation (7) and

Dα{p(Y | W ,X ) || p0(Y | X )} =
1

α− 1

∫
{p0(Y | X )}α{p(Y | W ,X )}1−αdµ

is the α-divergence with respect to a common dominating measure µ.

The key ingredient of the proof is finding a member q∗(W ,ρ) ∈ Q for which the terms

on the right hand side of Equation (S.11) in Lemma S.3 are bounded by ϵ2n,M . To do so,
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we layout some more definitions. As in the proof of Lemma S.2, we define the events

E1 =

p⋂
k=1

{wk : ∥wk −w0k∥ ≤ c1ϵn,M} ,

E2 =
n⋂

i=1

d⋂
h=1

{wih : ∥wih −w0ih∥ ≤ c2ϵn,M} ,

where w0ih and w0k are the basis coefficients of the spline approximations to the true

functions β0k(t) and u0ih(t) constructed according to Corollary S.2 and c1, c2 are chosen as

in Lemma S.2. Also, define σ∗
β = b1L̃

1/2ϵn,M and σ∗
u = b2L̃

1/2ϵn,M for positive constants

b1, b2 > 0, L̃ = max{L, (nM)−3/2}, and ν∗1 = · · · = ν∗d = 1. Based on these definitions, we

define the variational density q∗(W ,ρ) = q∗(W)q∗(ρ) as follows

q∗(W) ∝
p∏

k=1

p(wk | σ∗
β)

n∏
i=1

d∏
h=1

p(wih | σ∗
u, {ν∗h}dh=1)× 1{E1 ∩ E2}

∝
p∏

k=1

p(wk | σ∗
β)1{∥wk −w0k∥2 ≤ c1ϵn,M}

×
n∏

i=1

d∏
h=1

p(wih | σ∗
u, {ν∗h}dh=1)1{∥wih −w0ih∥2 ≤ c2ϵn,M}, (S.12)

and

q∗(ρ) ∝
p∏

k=1

p(σ2
βk
)1{σ∗2

β ≤ σ2
βk

≤ σ∗2
β e

ϵ2n,M}
n∏

i=1

p(σ2
i )1{σ∗2

u ≤ σ2
i ≤ σ∗2

u e
ϵ2n,M}

×
d∏

h=1

p(νh)1{e−ϵ2n,M ≤ νh ≤ 1}, (S.13)

where 1{A} denotes the indicator function for a set A, p(wk | σ∗
β) and p(wih | σ∗

u, {ν∗h}dh=1)

are the densities of the first-order Gaussian random walk priors on the basis coefficients,

p(σ2
βk
) and p(σ2

i ) are the densities of the Gamma(cσ/2, dσ/2) priors on the transition vari-

ances, and p(νh) are the densities of the Gamma(a1, 1) and Gamma(a2, 1) priors from the

multiplicative gamma process. Note that q∗(W ,ρ) belongs to the variational family Q.

Using Lemma S.3, we will show that q∗(W ,ρ) contracts about the truth at the appropriate

rate.

The proof of Theorem 1 relies on the following lemma that establishes an upper-bound

on the expected log-likelihood ratio under q∗(W). The result follows from an application

of Chebyshev’s inequality with the necessary moments bounded using the KL support

property of the prior in Lemma S.2. The full proof is given in Appendix F.
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Lemma S.4. Suppose the true data generating process satisfies model (1)–(2) with true

parameters U0(t) and β0(t) and observed covariates X satisfying Assumptions A1–A3.

For q∗(W) defined in Equation (S.12) with ℓ ≍ (nM)1/5, we have for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1

and any D > 1 that

−
∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW ≤ 1

2
Dn(n+ 1)ϵ2n,M (S.14)

holds with P0-probability converging to one.

Now, we prove Theorem 1 using Lemma S.3 along with an argument based on the chain

rule of KL divergences developed by Zhao et al. (2022).

Proof of Theorem 1. According to Lemma S.3, we need to establish upper bounds for

−
∫

log
p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
q(W ,ρ)dWdρ (S.15)

and

DKL{q(W ,ρ) || p(W | ρ)p(ρ)},

where q(W ,ρ) = q(W)q(ρ) is a member of the variational family Q and p(W | ρ)p(ρ)
is the prior. To proceed, we choose q(W ,ρ) = q∗(W ,ρ) defined in Equation (S.12) and

Equation (S.13).

Under our choice of variational family, Equation (S.15) simplifies as follows:

−
∫

log
p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
q∗(W)q∗(ρ)dWdρ = −

∫
log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
q∗(W)dW . (S.16)

According to Lemma S.4, this expression is less than (1/2)Dn(n + 1)ϵ2n,M for any D > 1

and λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1 with P0-probability converging to one.

Next, we use the chain rule of KL divergences and the independence of the variances

parameters under the prior and variational posterior to establish that

DKL{q∗(W ,ρ) || p(W ,ρ)} =

p∑
k=1

DKL{q∗(σβk
) || p(σβk

)}+
n∑

i=1

DKL{q∗(σi) || p(σi)}

+
d∑

h=1

DKL{q∗(νh) || p(νh)}+
∫
q∗(ρ)

∫
q∗(W) log

q∗(W)

p(W | ρ)
dWdρ.

We begin by bounding the KL divergence terms involving the variance parameters. Recall

that for any probability measure µ and measurable set A with µ(A) > 0, we haveDKL{µ(·∩
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A)/µ(A) || µ} = − log µ(A). As such,

n∑
i=1

DKL{q∗(σi) || p(σi)} = −n log Πσ1(σ
∗2
u ≤ σ2

1 ≤ σ∗2
u e

ϵ2n,M ),

where we used the fact that σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
n

iid∼ Gamma(cσ/2, dσ/2) and Πσ1 is the corresponding

probability measure under this prior. Let fcσ/2,dσ/2(σ1) denote the density of a Gamma(cσ/2, dσ/2)

random variable. We have that

Πσ1(σ
∗2
u ≤ σ2

1 ≤ σ∗2
u e

ϵ2n,M ) =

∫ σ∗2
u e

ϵ2n,M

σ∗2
u

fcσ/2,dσ/2(σ1)dσ1

≥ { min
σ∗2
u ≤σ2

1≤σ∗2
u e

ϵ2
n,M

fcσ/2,dσ/2(σ1)}σ∗2
u (eϵ

2
n,M − 1)

≳ { min
σ∗2
u ≤σ2

1≤σ∗2
u e

ϵ2
n,M

fcσ/2,dσ/2(σ1)}L̃ϵ2n,M(eϵ
2
n,M − 1)

≳ { min
σ∗2
u ≤σ2

1≤σ∗2
u e

ϵ2
n,M

fcσ/2,dσ/2(σ1)}L̃ϵ4n,M ,

where the last inequality used the fact that ex − 1 ≥ x for any x. For M,n large enough

such that ϵ2n,M < 1, we have on the interval σ∗2
u ≤ σ2

1 ≤ σ∗2
u e

ϵ2n,M that

− log{ min
σ∗2
u ≤σ2

1≤σ∗2
u e

ϵ2
n,M

fcσ/2,dσ/2(σ1)} ≲ σ∗2
u − log σ∗2

u ≲ ϵ2n,M + log(1/ϵn,M)− log L̃.

Since ϵn,M ≥ (log(nM)/nM)1/2 and nM > 1, we have that log(1/ϵn,M) ≲ log(nM). As

such,

−n log Πσ1(σ
∗2
u ≤ σ2

1 ≤ σ∗2
u e

ϵ2n,M ) ≲ nϵ2n,M + n log(1/ϵn,M)− n log L̃

≲ nϵ2n,M + n log(nM)

≲
1

2
n(n+ 1)Mϵ2n,M ,

where the second inequality used the fact that L̃ ≥ (nM)−3/2. We can apply a similar

argument to show that

p∑
k=1

DKL{q∗(σβk
) || p(σβk

)} = −p log Πσβ1
(σ∗2

β ≤ σ2
β1

≤ σ∗2
β e

ϵ2n,M )

≲ ϵ2n,M + log(1/ϵn,M)− log L̃

≲
1

2
n(n+ 1)Mϵ2n,M .
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Lastly,

d∑
h=1

DKL{q∗(νh) || p(νh)} = − log Πν1(e
−ϵ2n,M ≤ ν1 ≤ 1)− (d− 1) log Πν2(e

−ϵ2n,M ≤ ν2 ≤ 1).

For n,M large enough so that ϵ2n,M < 1, we have that

Πν1(e
−ϵ2n,M ≤ ν1 ≤ 1) =

∫ 1

e
−ϵ2

n,M

fa1,1(ν1)dν1

≥ { min
e
−ϵ2

n,M≤ν1≤1

fa1,1(ν1)}(1− e−ϵ2n,M )

≳ ϵ2n,M ,

where we used the fact that 1− e−x ≥ x/2 for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1 and that a Gamma(a, 1) density

is lower-bounded by a constant when e−1 ≤ ν1 ≤ 1. The same argument shows that

Πν2(e
−ϵ2n,M ≤ ν2 ≤ 1) ≳ ϵ2n,M . Thus,

d∑
h=1

DKL{q∗(νh) || p(νh)} ≲ −d log(ϵ2n,M) ≲
n(n+ 1)M

2
ϵ2n,M ,

where the last inequality is due to the fact that ϵ2n,M ≥ log(nM)/nM .

Now, we bound the third term of the KL divergence. Let ρ∗ = {σi = σ∗
u, σβk

= σ∗
β, ν

∗
h =

1, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ k ≤ p, 1 ≤ h ≤ d}. We have that∫
q∗(W) log

q∗(W)

p(W | ρ)
dW =

∫
q∗(W) log

q∗(W)

p(W | ρ)

+ q∗(W) log
q∗(W)

p(W | ρ∗)
− q∗(W) log

q∗(W)

p(W | ρ∗)
dW

=

∫
E1∩E2

q∗(W) log
p(W | ρ∗)

p(W | ρ)
dW − log ΠW|ρ∗(E1 ∩ E2).

Based on the proof of Lemma S.2, we have − log ΠW|ρ∗(E1 ∩ E2) ≲ n(n + 1)ϵ2n,M/2. Fur-

thermore,

log
p(W | ρ∗)

p(W | ρ)
= log

p(Wu | ρ∗)

p(Wu | ρ)
+ log

p(Wβ | ρ∗)

p(Wβ | ρ)
.

The first term on the right-hand side of the previous expression is

log
p(Wu | ρ∗)

p(Wu | ρ)
=

n∑
i=1

(ℓ− 1)d

2
log(σi)−

n(ℓ− 1)d

2
log(σ∗

u)−
d∑

h=1

h∑
s=1

nℓ

2
log(νs)
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+
n∑

i=1

d∑
h=1

γh
∥D(1)

ℓ wih∥22
2σ2

i

−
n∑

i=1

d∑
h=1

∥D(1)
ℓ wih∥22
2σ∗2

u

.

In the constrained region of q∗(ρ), that is, {σ2
i , i = 1, . . . , n : σ∗2

u ≤ σ2
i ≤ σ∗2

u e
ϵ2n,M} and

{νh, h = 1, . . . , d : e−ϵ2n,M ≤ νh ≤ 1}, we have

log
p(Wu | ρ∗)

p(Wu | ρ)
≤ n(ℓ− 1)d

2
ϵ2n,M +

d(d+ 1)nℓ

4
ϵ2n,M ≲

n(n+ 1)M

2
ϵ2n,M ,

where we used that fact that γh ≤ 1 for 1 ≤ h ≤ d in the constrained region and that fact

that ℓ− 1 < ℓ ≲ (nM)1/5 ≲ n(n+ 1)M . Similarly, we have that

log
p(Wβ | ρ∗)

p(Wβ | ρ)
=

p∑
k=1

(ℓ− 1)

2
log(σβk

)− p(ℓ− 1)

2
log(σ∗

β)

+

p∑
k=1

∥D(1)
ℓ wk∥22
2σ2

βk

−
p∑

k=1

∥D(1)
ℓ wk∥22
2σ∗2

β

.

In the constrained region of q∗(ρ), that is, {σ2
βk
, k = 1, . . . , p : σ∗2

β ≤ σ2
βk

≤ σ∗2
β e

ϵ2n,M}, we
have

log
p(Wβ | ρ∗)

p(Wβ | ρ)
≤ p(ℓ− 1)

2
ϵ2n,M ≲

n(n+ 1)M

2
ϵ2n,M ,

where we used the fact that ℓ ≲ (n2M)1/5 ≲ n(n+ 1)M .

Based on these bounds, we can apply Lemma S.3 to conclude that with P0-probability

converging to one∫
2

n(n+ 1)M
Dα{p(Y | W ,X ) || p0(Y | X )}q̂(W ,ρ)dWdρ =∫

2

n(n+ 1)M
Dα{p(Y | W ,X ) || p0(Y | X )}q̂(W)dW ≲ ϵ2n,M .

The final result follows from Lemma S.9, which states that the α-divergence between

Bernoulli densities is lower-bounded by the squared loss up to a constant factor, and an

application of Jensen’s inequality since the squared loss is a convex function.

E.4 Proof of Corollary 1

We establish the result by showing that the error metrics for recovering the coefficient

functions and latent trajectories are upper bounded by the squared Frobenius norm between

the true and estimated log-odds matrices appearing in Theorem 1. The proof uses various
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technical lemmas stated in Appendix F. We start by demonstrating the error bound for

recovering the latent trajectories. We have that

1

Mnd

M∑
m=1

min
Om∈Od

∥Û(tm)−U0(tm)Om∥2F ≲
1

Mndσ2
min(U0)

×
M∑

m=1

∥Û(tm)Û(tm)
⊤ −U0(tm)U0(tm)

⊤∥2F

≤ 1

Mndσ2
min(U0)κX ,d

M∑
m=1

∥Θ̂tm −Θ0tm∥2F

=
n

σ2
min(U0)κX ,d

1

Mn2

M∑
m=1

∥Θ̂tm −Θ0tm∥2F

≲
n

σ2
min(U0)κX ,d

max

{(
L

nM

)2/5

,
log nM

nM

}
,

where the first inequality uses Lemma S.11, the second inequality uses Lemma S.10, and

the last inequality holds with P0-probability converging to one by Theorem 1. A similar

argument establishes the error bound for the coefficient functions. We have that

1

Mn2

M∑
m=1

∑
1≤i,j≤n

[
{β̂(tm)− β0(tm)}⊤xij,tm

]2
≤ 1

Mn2κX ,d

M∑
m=1

∥Θ̂tm −Θ0tm∥2F

≲
1

κX ,d

max

{(
L

nM

)2/5

,
log nM

nM

}
,

where the first inequality uses Lemma S.10 and the second inequality holds with P0-

probability converging to one according to Theorem 1.

F Auxiliary Technical Results

This section contains various auxiliary results used to prove the main theorems in the

paper. First, we establish Lemma S.1 concerning the small-ball probability of Gaussian

random walk priors. The proof is based on a similar result in Zhao et al. (2022). The proof

relies on quantifying the small-ball probabilities of Gaussian processes. In particular, we

use the following lemma, whose proof is presented after the proof of Lemma S.1.

Lemma S.5. Let {X(t), t ≥ 0} be a real-valued Gaussian process with mean zero, finite

variance, and X(0) = 0. Assume that there exists a function u(h) that is non-decreasing

on [0, 1] and strictly positive and concave on (0, 1) such that E{X(t+ h)−X(t)}2 ≤ u2(h)
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for 0 ≤ t ≤ t+ h ≤ 1. If u(h)/hα is non-decreasing on (0, 1) for some α > 0, then

P

{
sup
0≤t≤1

|X(t)| ≤ u(x) + u(3x)

√
e2π

α

}
≥ exp(−2/x).

Proof of Lemma S.1. Define the events E1 = {supt=2,...,T |(wt − w1) − (w0t − w01)| ≤ δ′},
and E2 = {|w1 − w01| ≤ δ′}, where δ′ = δ/2

√
T . We have that

P(∥w −w0∥2 ≤ δ) ≥ P(E1)P(E2),

which follows from the independence of the increments wt − w1 from w1 for t ≥ 2 and the

following bound

∥w −w0∥2 = ∥(w − w11T )− (w0 − w011T ) + (w1 − w01)1T∥2
≤

√
T∥(w − w11T )− (w0 − w011T )∥∞ +

√
T |w1 − w01|,

where 1T is the T -dimensional vector of ones.

We start by providing a lower-bound for P(E1). For t ≥ 1, let Zt
iid∼ N(0, σ2) and

w̃t =
∑t

s=1 Zs. Denote w̃ = (w̃1, . . . , w̃T−1)
⊤, which is equal in distribution to (w2 −

w1, . . . , wT − w1)
⊤, and let w̃0 = (w̃01, . . . , w̃0T−1)

⊤ = (w02 − w01, . . . , w0T − w01)
⊤. For

clarity, let L = T −1. Applying Anderson’s inequality for the concentration of multivariate

Gaussian random variables, we have

P(E1) = P
(

sup
t=1,...,L

|w̃t − w̃0t| ≤ δ′
)

≥ exp

(
−∥D(1)

T w0∥22
2σ2

)
P
(

sup
t=1,...,L

|w̃t| ≤ δ′
)
.

To lower-bound the small-ball probability on the right-hand side of the previous expression,

we consider a Gaussian process {W (s), 0 ≤ s ≤ 1} induced by (w̃1, . . . , w̃L) using linear

interpolation. Specifically, let W (s) = w̃⌊Ls⌋+(Ls−⌊Ls⌋)Z⌊Ls⌋+1 where w̃0 = 0, W (t/L) =

w̃t, and W (0) = 0. Based on this construction, we have that

P
(

sup
t=1,...,L

|w̃t| ≤ δ′
)

≥ P
(

sup
0≤s≤1

|W (s)| ≤ δ′
)
.

We will use Lemma S.5 to bound the small-ball probability on the right-hand side of the

previous expression. To do so, we analyze E{W (s+ h)−W (s)}2 for 0 ≤ s ≤ s+ h ≤ 1. In

particular, we start by showing that E{W (s+h)−W (s)}2 ≤ L2hσ2. For 0 ≤ s ≤ s+h ≤ 1,
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the increments are

W (s+ h)−W (s) = w̃⌊L(s+h)⌋ − w̃⌊Ls⌋ + {L(s+ h)− ⌊L(s+ h)⌋}Z⌊L(s+h)⌋+1

− {Ls− ⌊Ls⌋}Z⌊Ls⌋+1.

We separately demonstrate the bound for the three cases: (1) ⌊L(s + h)⌋ = ⌊Ls⌋, (2)
⌊L(s+ h)⌋ = ⌊Ls⌋+ 1, and (3) ⌊L(s+ h)⌋ > ⌊Ls⌋+ 1. For ⌊L(s+ h)⌋ = ⌊Ls⌋, we have

E{W (s+ h)−W (s)}2 = L2h2σ2 ≤ L2hσ2,

since h ∈ (0, 1). For ⌊L(s+ h)⌋ = ⌊Ls⌋+ 1, we have that

W (s+ h)−W (s) = w̃⌊L(s+h)⌋ − w̃⌊Ls⌋ + {L(s+ h)− ⌊L(s+ h)⌋}Z⌊L(s+h)⌋+1

− {Ls− ⌊Ls⌋}Z⌊Ls⌋+1

= {L(s+ h)− ⌊Ls⌋ − 1}Z⌊Ls⌋+2

− {Ls− ⌊Ls⌋ − 1}Z⌊Ls⌋+1,

so that

E{W (s+ h)−W (s)}2 = {(L(s+ h)− ⌊Ls⌋ − 1)2 + (1− (Ls− ⌊Ls⌋))2}σ2

= L2

{(
L(s+ h)− ⌊Ls⌋ − 1

L

)2

+

(
1− (Ls− ⌊Ls⌋)

L

)2
}
σ2

≤ L2

{(
L(s+ h)− ⌊Ls⌋ − 1

L

)
+

(
1− (Ls− ⌊Ls⌋)

L

)}
σ2

= L2hσ2,

where the inequality used the fact that x2 ≤ x for x ∈ [0, 1]. Lastly, for ⌊L(s + h)⌋ >
⌊Ls⌋+ 1, we have

W (s+ h)−W (s) = W (s+ h)−W

(
⌊L(s+ h)⌋

L

)
+

⌊L(s+h)⌋∑
k=⌊Ls⌋+2

W

(
k

L

)
−W

(
k − 1

L

)
+W (

⌊Ls⌋+ 1

L
)−W (s)

= {L(s+ h)− ⌊L(s+ h)⌋}Z⌊L(s+h)⌋+1 +

⌊L(s+h)⌋∑
k=⌊Ls⌋+2

Zk
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− {Ls− ⌊Ls⌋ − 1}Z⌊Ls⌋+1.

Therefore,

E{W (s+ h)−W (s)}2 ={L(s+ h)− ⌊L(s+ h)⌋}2σ2

+ (⌊L(s+ h)⌋ − ⌊Ls⌋ − 1)σ2

+ {1− (Ls− ⌊Ls⌋)}2σ2

≤ L2

{(
L(s+ h)− ⌊L(s+ h)⌋

L

)2

+
⌊L(s+ h)⌋ − ⌊Ls⌋ − 1

L
+

(
1− (Ls− ⌊Ls⌋)

L

)2}
σ2

≤ L2

{
L(s+ h)− ⌊L(s+ h)⌋

L

+
⌊L(s+ h)⌋ − ⌊Ls⌋ − 1

L
+

1− (Ls− ⌊Ls⌋)
L

}
σ2

= L2hσ2.

Define u(h) = Lh1/2σ so that based on the previous inequalities, we have that E{W (s+

h) −W (s)}2 ≤ u2(h) for all 0 ≤ s ≤ s + h ≤ 1. Furthermore, u(h)/h1/2 = Lσ is non-

decreasing on (0, 1). As such, using Lemma S.5, we have

P
(

sup
0≤s≤1

|W (s)| ≤ δ′
)

≥ exp

(
−CL

2σ2

δ′2

)
≥ exp

(
−4C

T 3σ2

δ2

)
,

for some constant C > 0. For the second probability, we have

P(E2) ≥
1√
2πτ 2

exp

(
−w

2
01

2τ 2

)(
δ√
T

)
≥ 1√

2πτ 2
exp

(
−w

2
01

2τ 2

)(
δ

T

)
≳ exp

{
−w

2
01

2τ 2
− log

(
T

δ

)}
.

Finally, combining the previous lower bounds gives the result.

The proof of Lemma S.5 is a minor modification of the proof of Theorem 1.1 in Shao

(1993). As such, we will need the following two lemmas from Shao (1993) stated without

proof.

Lemma S.6 (Lemma 2.3 in Shao (1993)). Let {X(t), t ≥ 0} be a real-valued Gaussian

process with mean zero and finite variance. Assume that there exists a non-decreasing
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function u(h) on [0, 1] such that E{X(t + h) −X(t)}2 ≤ u2(h) for all 0 ≤ t ≤ t + h ≤ 1,

then

P

{
sup
0≤t≤0

|X(t)| ≤ x+ 2e

∫ ∞

0

u

(
e · e−y2

R

)
dy

}
≥ e−R P

(
max
0≤i≤R

∣∣∣∣X ( i

R

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ x

)
,

for every R ≥ 1, x > 0.

Lemma S.7 (Lemma 2.4 in Shao (1993)). Let {ξi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} be Gaussian random variables

with mean zero and finite variances. Then for every x > 0

P

(
max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣∣
i∑

j=1

ξj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ x

)
≥

n∏
i=1

√
1

2π

∫ 2x/ρi

0

e−y2/2dy,

where ρ2i =
∑n

j=1|E(ξjξi)|.

Proof of Lemma S.5. Taking R = 1/x in Lemma S.6, we have that

P
{

sup
0≤t≤0

|X(t)| ≤ u(x) + 2e

∫ ∞

0

u
(
e · e−y2 · x

)
dy

}
≥ e−1/x P

(
max

0≤i≤1/x
|X(ix)| ≤ u(x)

)
.

Apply Lemma S.7, we get

P
(

max
0≤i≤1/x

|X(ix)| ≤ u(x)

)
≥

⌊1/x⌋∏
i=1

√
1

2π

∫ 2u(x)/ρi

0

e−y2/2dy,

where ρ2i =
∑⌊1/x⌋

j=1 |E[{X(jx)−X((j − 1)x)}{X(ix)−X((i− 1)x)}]| for 1 ≤ i ≤ ⌊1/x⌋.
From the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the concavity of u2(h) on (0, 1), we obtain that

ρ2i ≤
⌊1/x⌋∑
j=1

√
E{X(jx)−X((j − 1)x)}2E{X(ix)−X((i− 1)x)}2

≤
⌊1/x⌋∑
j=1

u2(x) ≤ 2u2(x).

Therefore,

P
(

max
0≤i≤1/x

|X(ix)| ≤ u(x)

)
≥

⌊1/x⌋∏
i=1

√
1

2π

∫ √
2

0

e−y2/2dy

= exp

{⌊
1

x

⌋
log

(
2Φ(

√
x)− 1

2

)}
≥ exp(−0.87/x),
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where Φ(·) stands for the cumulative distribution function of a standard normal random

variable, and we used the fact that log(2Φ(
√
x)− 1) ≥ −0.87 in the last line.

A combination of the above inequalities yields

P
{

sup
0≤t≤0

|X(t)| ≤ u(x) + 2e

∫ ∞

0

u
(
e · e−y2 · x

)
dy

}
≥ e−1.87/x.

Lastly, the fact that u(h)/hα is non-decreasing on (0, 1) for some α > 0 implies that∫ ∞

0

u(e · x · e−y2)dy =

∫ ∞

0

eαxαe−αy2 u(e · x · e−y2)

eαxαe−αy2
dy

≤ u(ex)

∫ ∞

0

e−αy2dy

=
u(e · x)

2

√
π

α

≤ u(3x)

2

√
π

α
.

Next, we establish Lemma S.4, which bounds the expected log-likelihood ratio under

the α-variational posterior q∗(W). The proof uses the notation and definitions outlined in

Appendix E.

Proof of Lemma S.4. The proof uses Chebyshev’s inequality to lower-bound the probabil-

ity of the event in Equation (S.14). We begin by characterizing the first two moments

of −
∫
W q∗(W) log{p(Y | W ,X )/p0(Y | X )}dW under P0. Let E0 and Var0 denote the

expectation and variance under P0. We have

E0

(
−
∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW
)

=

∫
W
q∗(W)E0

{
− log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )

}
dW

∝
∫
E1∩E2

p(W)DKL {p0(Y | X ) || p(Y | W ,X )} dW

≤
∫
Bn,M (W;ϵn,M )

p(W)DKL {p0(Y | X ) || p(Y | W ,X )} dW

≤ 1

2
n(n+ 1)ϵ2n,M ,

where we used the definition of q∗(W) in the second line and the definition of the KL-

neighborhood in the last line. Similarity, by applying Fubini’s theorem and Jensen’s in-
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equality, we have

Var0

(∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW
)

≤ E0

(∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW
)2

≤ E0

{∫
W
q∗(W) log2

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW
}

=

∫
W
q∗(W)E0

{
log2

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )

}
dW

=

∫
W
q∗(W)V2 {p0(Y | X ) || p(Y | W ,X )} dW

≲
∫
Bn,M (W;ϵn,M )

p(W)V2 {p0(Y | X ) || p(Y | W ,X )} dW

≤ 1

2
n(n+ 1)Mϵ2n,M .

Therefore, by Chebyshev’s inequality, for any D > 1, we have

P0

(∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW ≤ −D1

2
n(n+ 1)Mϵ2n,M

)
≤ P0

{∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW

− E0

(∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )

)
≤ −(D − 1)

1

2
n(n+ 1)Mϵ2n,M

}
≤ Var0

(∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW
)/{

(D − 1)2
1

4
n2(n+ 1)2M2ϵ4n,M

}
≤ 2

(D − 1)2n(n+ 1)Mϵ2n,M
.

Therefore, for any D > 1, we have for λ-almost all {tm}mm=1 that

−
∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW ≤ 1

2
Dn(n+ 1)ϵ2n,M

holds with probability at least 1 − 4/{(D − 1)2n(n + 1)Mϵ2n,M}. This proves that when

n(n+ 1)Mϵ2n,M/2 → ∞, we have for λ-almost all {tm}Mm=1 that

−
∫
W
q∗(W) log

p(Y | W ,X )

p0(Y | X )
dW ≤ 1

2
Dn(n+ 1)ϵ2n,M

holds with P0-probability converging to one.

The following two lemmas present an upper bound for the KL divergence and a lower

bound for the 1/2-divergence between two Bernoulli distributions in terms of the squared
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difference of their success probabilities. Proofs can be found in Zhao et al. (2022).

Lemma S.8 (Lemma A.4 in Zhao et al. (2022)). Let pa = 1/(1+e−a) and pb = 1/(1+e−b).

Define Pa and Pb as the Bernoulli measures with success probability pa and pb, respectively.

Then we have

DKL(Pa || Pb) +DKL(Pb || Pa) ≤ (a− b)2.

Lemma S.9 (Lemma A.5 in Zhao et al. (2022)). Let pa = 1/(1+e−a) and pb = 1/(1+e−b).

Define Pa and Pb as the Bernoulli measures with success probability pa and pb, respectively.

Suppose there exists constants c, C > 0 such that c < a, b < C, then we have

D1/2(Pa, Pb) ≳ (b− a)2.

The next result provides a lower-bound to the squared Frobenius-norm between the

true and estimated log-odds matrices in terms of error metrics for the coefficient functions

and latent trajectories. The lemma is a modification of Lemma 24 in Ma et al. (2020)

to account for more than one dyadic covariate. To simplify the proof, we introduce some

new notation. For two matrices A and B, we denote the trace inner-product as ⟨A,B⟩ =
tr(A⊤B). Also, for a matrix A, we denote its nuclear norm as ∥A∥∗. In addition, we let

∆βk(t) = β̂k(t) − β0k(t) and Xk,t ∈ Rn×n denote the covariate matrix at time t ∈ {tm}Mm=1

with entries [Xk,t]ij = xijk,t.

Lemma S.10. If Assumption A4 holds, then for all t ∈ {tm}Mm=1

∥Θ̂t−Θ0t∥2F ≥

(
1−

√
2d

r(X )

)(
∥Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)

⊤∥2F + ∥Xt ×̄3 {β̂(t)− β0(t)}∥2F
)
.

Proof. From the definition of the log-odds matrix, we have

∥Θ̂t −Θ0t∥2F = ∥Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)
⊤∥2F + ∥

p∑
k=1

∆βk(t)Xk,t∥2F

+ 2

〈
Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)

⊤,

p∑
k=1

∆βk(t)Xk,t

〉
. (S.17)

By Hölder’s inequality, we have

|⟨Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)
⊤,

p∑
k=1

∆βk(t)Xk,t⟩| ≤ ∥Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)
⊤∥∗

× ∥
p∑

k=1

∆βk(t)Xk,t∥op
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≤
√
2d∥Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)

⊤∥F∥
p∑

k=1

∆βk(t)Xk,t∥op

≤
√
2d∥Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)

⊤∥F
∥
∑p

k=1∆βk(t)Xk,t∥F√
r(X )

≤

√
d

2r(X )

(
∥Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)

⊤∥2F + ∥
p∑

k=1

∆βk(t)Xk,t∥2F

)
,

where the third inequality used Assumption A4 and the last inequality used the fact that

2ab ≤ a2 + b2 for any a, b ∈ R. Substituting the previous inequality into Equation (S.17),

we have

∥Θ̂t −Θ0t∥2F ≥

(
1− 2

√
d

2r(X )

)(
∥Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)

⊤∥2F + ∥
p∑

k=1

∆βk(t)Xk,t∥2F

)

=

(
1−

√
2d

r(X )

)(
∥Û(t)Û(t)⊤ −U0(t)U0(t)

⊤∥2F

+ ∥Xt ×̄3 {β̂(t)− β0(t)}∥2F
)
.

Lastly, we state the following lemma from Tu et al. (2016) that relates two common

metrics for comparing matrices.

Lemma S.11 (Lemma 5.4 in Tu et al. (2016)). For any U1,U2 ∈ Rn×d, we have

min
O∈Od

∥U1 −U2O∥2F ≤ 1

2(
√
2− 1)σ2

d(U2)
∥U1U

⊤
1 −U2U

⊤
2 ∥2F ,

where σd(U2) is the d-th largest singular value of U2.

G Additional Empirical Results

This section contains more details about the simulation studies, additional results on sim-

ulated data, and the remaining figures from the real data application.

G.1 Settings for the Competing Methods

Section 6.3 of the main text compared our methodology with the GP model of Durante and

Dunson (2014b) and FASE (MacDonald et al., 2023). The remaining details on how we

estimated these competitors are as follows. The GP model of Durante and Dunson (2014b)
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places GP priors with exponential covariance functions on the latent functions. We set

the length scale of the exponential covariance function b = 0.1. We generated samples

from the model’s posterior using the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo with adaptive parameter

tuning (Neal, 2011; Hoffman and Gelman, 2014) implementation in NumPyro (Phan et al.,

2019; Bingham et al., 2019). We estimated FASE using the R package fase with default

hyperparameter values. We selected the model parameters, that is, the latent space di-

mension d and basis dimension ℓ, by minimizing the network generalized cross-validation

(NGCV) criterion recommended by MacDonald et al. (2023) through an exhaustive search

over an 18-parameter grid {(d, ℓ) : 1 ≤ d ≤ 6, ℓ = 5, 7, 9}.

G.2 Model Comparison for Different Network Densities

Here, we present results on the performance of the competing methods for sparser and

denser networks compared to the ones used in Section 6.3 of the main text. The results are

on networks generated from the same data-generating process used in Section 6.3; however,

we set the expected density equal to 0.1 for the sparser case and 0.3 for the denser case.

For all models, we used the same estimation procedure and hyperparameter settings as the

study presented in Section 6.3 of the main text.

Table 1 reports the results aggregated over 50 independent replicates for the same net-

work sizes used in the original simulation study. Overall, our conclusions remain the same.

All methods recovered the true dyad-wise probabilities with high accuracy, with the pro-

posed method performing the best or equivalent to the best in all scenarios. Furthermore,

the proposed method’s computation time remained an order of magnitude faster than the

competitors in most scenarios. We also observe that the computation time of the proposed

method decreased as the network’s density increased because the SVI algorithm scales with

the network’s density as opposed to the number of possible dyadic relations.

G.3 Sensitivity to Subsampling Fractions

In this simulation, we evaluated the effect of the subsample fractions γn and γM on the

performance of the proposed SVI algorithm. We generated synthetic networks from the

data-generating process described in Section 6.1 of the main text for varying network sizes

and expected edge densities. We estimated the model using the proposed SVI algorithm

with the same hyperparameter values used in the simulation study in Section 6; however,

we varied the non-edge fraction γn and time point fraction γM used to construct the un-

biased estimates of the natural gradients. Furthermore, we set m0 = ⌈γMM⌉ instead of

min(⌈γMM⌉, 100) to quantify the effect of subsamples of time points larger than 100. We

calculated the RMSE for recovering the true log-odd matrices as defined in Section 6.2 to
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(n,M) Density Method PCC Computation Time (seconds)

(100, 10) 0.1 GP 0.91 1075 (677)
FASE 0.92 95 (15)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.93 7 (1)

0.3 GP 0.95 974 (268)
FASE 0.96 75 (13)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.97 15 (2)

(100, 20) 0.1 GP 0.94 14160 (99)
FASE 0.95 150 (34)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.95 8 (1)

0.3 GP 0.97 14454 (4771)
FASE 0.97 103 (23)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.98 13 (2)

(200, 10) 0.1 GP 0.95 4486 (1838)
FASE 0.95 283 (21)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.96 22 (5)

0.3 GP 0.98 3555 (1014)
FASE 0.98 215 (16)
P-Spline (Proposed) 0.98 44 (14)

Table S.1: Average PCCs and computation times for the competing methods over the 50
replications. The values in parentheses indicate one standard deviation. The standard
deviations for the PCCs are not included because they are all less than 0.01.
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measure performance. In all settings, we calculated the error metric over 50 independent

replicates.

In Figure S.1a, we report the results for synthetic networks with n = 250 nodes,

M = 100 time points, and expect edge densities equal to 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, and 0.3. In

this scenario, we varied γn ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} and fixed γM = 0.25. Starting at γn = 1 when

the number of non-edges associated with a node equals the degree of that node, the average

errors subsequently decreased for all expected densities. For expected densities equal to

0.1, 0.2, and 0.3, the average errors remained roughly equal for γn ≥ 2. For the sparsest

setting where the expected density is 0.05, the average error is minimized at γn = 3, and

subsequently increased afterward. However, the performance remained roughly constant

after accounting for the variance over the simulations. Based on these results, we recom-

mend setting γn = 2, which performed well across all settings and leads to a faster run

time.
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Figure S.1: RMSE of recovering the true log-odds matrices as (a) γn and (b) γM increase
for various network sizes and expected densities. The curves and shaded regions indicate
averages and one standard deviation over 50 independent replicates, respectively.

In Figure S.1b, we report the results for synthetic networks with n = 250 nodes, M ∈
{50, 100, 250, 500}, and an expected edge density of 0.2. In this scenario, we varied γM ∈
{0.1, 0.25, 0.5, 0.8} and fixed γn = 2. The errors significantly decreased as γM increased

from 0.1 to 0.25 but remained roughly constant afterward. As such, we recommend setting

γM = 0.25, which performed well across all settings.

G.4 Additional Figures from the Real Data Application

Figure S.2 displays the ten nations with the largest nodewise transition variances for the

international conflict network analyzed in Section 7 of the main text. Ukraine, Venezuela,
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and Ethiopia are in the top five nations with the highest transition variances. Figure S.3

reports the estimated shrinkage parameters estimated on the same network. The shrinkage

parameters decreased significantly until γ̂−1
3 at which the curve leveled out. We chose a

latent space dimension of d = 2 based on this observation.

Figure S.2: The α-variational posterior means of the nodewise transition variances σ2
i for

the international conflict network. The plot is restricted to the 10 nations with the largest
transition variances.

Figure S.3: The α-variational posterior means of the shrinkage parameters for the interna-
tional conflict network.

H Properties of B-Spline Basis Functions

This section reviews the properties of B-splines used to prove Theorem 1. Let bq(t) =

(B1,q(t), . . . , Bℓ,q(t))
⊤ denote a basis of B-spline functions of degree q (or order q+ 1) with

K equally spaced internal knots so that ℓ = K + q + 1. We denote the knot sequence by

{κi}K+2(q+1)
i=1 with uniform knot spacing h = κi − κi−1 = 1/(K + 1) so that

κi = (i− q − 1)h =
i− q − 1

K + 1
, i = 1, . . . , K + 2(q + 1).
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Note that [κq+1, κℓ+1] = [0, 1].

H.1 Derivatives of B-Splines

In what follows, let w ∈ Rℓ denote a vector of basis coefficients. From Equation (14) on

page 117 in de Boor (1978) , we have for t ∈ [0, 1] that

D1{w⊤bq(t)} = q
ℓ∑

j=2

∆wj

κj+q − κj
Bj,q−1(t) = (K + 1)(D

(1)
ℓ w)⊤bq−1(t),

where ∆wj = wj − wj−1 and Drf denotes the r-th derivative of an r-times differentiable

function f . Based on Corollary 8 on page 133 of de Boor (1978) or Theorem 4.38 on page

143 in Schumaker (2007), we have for some constant C1 > 0 that only depends on q that

∥D(1)
ℓ w∥2 ≤ ℓ∥D(1)

ℓ w∥∞ ≤ C1

(
ℓ

K + 1

)
∥(K + 1)(D

(1)
ℓ w)⊤bq−1(t)∥L∞[0,1] (S.18)

= C1

(
ℓ

K + 1

)∥∥D1{w⊤bq(t)}
∥∥
L∞[0,1]

, (S.19)

where we used the definition of the first-derivative of a B-spline function in the last equality.

H.2 Approximation Properties of B-Splines

The following theorem quantifies the ability of B-splines to approximate a function f ,

which is a member of a certain smooth function space. In particular, let Lσ
p [a, b] denote

the Sobolev space in Lp[a, b], that is, the Lebesgue space of real-valued functions on the

interval [a, b] ⊂ R, with absolutely continuous derivatives up to order σ−1. In other words,

Lσ
p [a, b] =

{
f : Dσ−1f is absolutely continuous on [a, b] and Dσf ∈ Lp[a, b]

}
.

Also let ∥·∥Lp[a,b] denote the Lp norm on [a, b]. We have the following theorem concerning

the approximation properties of B-splines of degree m (order m + 1) with equally spaced

internal knots.

Lemma S.12 (Theorem 6.25 in Schumaker (2007)). Let 1 ≤ p ≤ q ≤ ∞ and 1 ≤ σ ≤ m+1.

Then for every f ∈ Lσ
p [a, b] there exists a w0 ∈ Rℓ with ℓ = m + K + 1 and a constant

C2 > 0 that only depends on m and p such that
∥Dr[f −w⊤

0 bm(t)]∥Lq [a,b]
r=0,...,σ−1

∥Dr[w⊤
0 bm(t)]∥Lq [a,b]
r=σ,...,m

≤ C2h
σ−r+1/q−1/p∥Dσf∥Lp[a,b],
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where h = 1/(K + 1).

An immediate corollary to this lemma is that if f ∈ L1
∞[0, 1], then there exists aw0 ∈ Rℓ

such that

∥f(t)−w⊤
0 bm(t)∥L∞[0,1] ≤

C2

K + 1

∥∥D1f
∥∥
L∞[0,1]

,

∥D1{w⊤
0 bm(t)}∥L∞[0,1] ≤ C2

∥∥D1f
∥∥
L∞[0,1]

.

Combining Equation (S.18) and the previous expression, we have the upper bound

∥D(1)
ℓ w0∥2 ≤ C1

(
ℓ

K + 1

)
∥D1{w⊤

0 bm(t)}∥L∞[0,1] ≤ C1C2

(
ℓ

K + 1

)∥∥D1f
∥∥
L∞[0,1]

.

To summarize, we have the following lemma used to analyze the approximating prop-

erties of the proposed P-spline prior for dynamic LSMs when ℓ→ ∞.

Lemma S.13. For f ∈ L1
∞[0, 1], there exists a w0 ∈ Rℓ such that

∥f(t)−w⊤
0 bm(t)∥L∞[0,1] ≲ ℓ−1

∥∥D1f
∥∥
L∞[0,1]

,

∥D(1)
ℓ w0∥2 ≲

∥∥D1f
∥∥
L∞[0,1]

,

where bm(t) is a basis of B-spline functions of degree m ≥ 1 with K equally spaced internal

knots so that ℓ = K +m+ 1.

I Overview of Stochastic Variational Inference

Here, we briefly review the concepts behind stochastic variational inference (SVI) neces-

sary to understand the derivations in this article and refer to Hoffman et al. (2013) for

a comprehensive overview. SVI applies to a class of models for a set of n observations

y = {y1, . . . , yn} with K blocks of global latent variables w = {w1, . . . ,wK} and n local

latent variables ω = {ω1, . . . , ωn}. In particular, the joint distribution should factorize as

p(y,ω,w) = p(w)
n∏

i=1

p(yi, ωi | w),

so that the i-th local latent variable is associated with the i-th observation. Furthermore,

SVI requires that the full-conditional distribution of the latent variables be members of the

exponential family, that is,

p(wk | ·) ∝ exp{ηwk
(y,ω,w−k)

⊤twk
(wk)− ψwk

(wk)}, 1 ≤ k ≤ K,
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p(ωi | ·) ∝ exp{ηωi
(yi,w)⊤tωi

(ωi)− ψωi
(ωi)}, 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

where ψwk
(·) and ψωi

are cumulant functions, twk
(·) and tωi

(·) are vectors of sufficient

statistics, ηwk
(·) and ηωi

(·) are the vector of natural parameters, and w−k denotes the

collection of all global latent variables except wk. Such a relationship is satisfied by the

augmented model developed in this article.

In the SVI framework, we seek a variational approximation to the posterior by maxi-

mizing the ELBO

q̂(w,ω) = argmax
q(w,ω)∈Q

Eq(w,ω)

[
log

{
p(y,w,ω)

q(w,ω)

}]
,

for variational distributions within the variational family

Q =

{
q(w,ω) : q(w,ω) = q(w)q(ω) =

K∏
k=1

q(wk)
n∏

i=1

q(ωi)

}
.

In this section, we will denote the ELBO by ELBO[q(w,ω)] to highlight its depends on

the variational distribution. As outlined in Bishop (2006), the optimal variational factor of

each latent variable in Q is a member of the same exponential family as its full-conditional

distribution, that is,

q(wk) ∝ exp{λ⊤
wk

twk
(wk)− ψwk

(wk)}, 1 ≤ k ≤ K,

q(ωi) ∝ exp{ϕ⊤
ωi
tωi

(ωi)− ψωi
(ωi)}, 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

Using the fact that the full conditionals and the variational factors have the same expo-

nential family representation, Hoffman et al. (2013) showed that the natural gradient of

the ELBO with respect to the variational factors’ natural parameters are

∇λwk
ELBO[q(w,ω)] = E−q(wk)[ηwk

(y,ω,w−k)]− λwk
, 1 ≤ k ≤ K,

∇ϕωi
ELBO[q(w,ω)] = Eq(w)[ηωi

(yi,w)]− ϕωi
, 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

Setting these gradients to zero provides the solutions to the well known coordinate ascent

variational inference (CAVI) algorithm (Blei et al., 2017).

A severe computational bottleneck is that these gradients must be computed over the

entire data set. To make this bottleneck clear, under the class of models under study, we

can decompose the gradients associated with the global latent variables into three terms

∇λwk
ELBO[q(w,ω)] = −λwk

+ E−q(wk)[ηwk
(w−k)]
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+
n∑

i=1

E−q(wk)[Eq(ωi)[ηwk
(yi, ωi,w−k)]], (S.20)

The second term only depends on the global latent variables and the third term is a sum

over the individual observations and local latent variables. Motivated by this decomposition

of the gradients, Hoffman et al. (2013) proposed SVI, which replaces the full gradients with

cheaper to compute stochastic estimates.

SVI uses unbiased estimates of the natural gradients associated with the global latent

variables obtained by subsampling the observations and local latent variables used in the

summation in Equation (S.20). Given a subsample of observations, the algorithm alternates

between two steps until convergence. Let s be the current iteration of the algorithm. The

first step sets the natural parameters of the local variational factors associated with the

subsampled observations to their optimal values given the current estimate of the global

variational factors q̂(w) by setting their natural gradients to zero, that is,

ϕ̂ωi
= Eq̂(w)[ηωi

(yi,w)].

Then based only on the subsampled observations and local variational factors with optimal

values, an unbiased estimate of the natural gradients of the global latent variables are

calculated ∇̂wk
ELBO[q(w,ω)] and a step of size ρs is take in their direction, that is,

λ(s)
wk

= λ(s−1)
wk

+ ρs∇̂λwk
ELBO[q(w,ω)] |

λ
(s)
wk

, k = 1, . . . , K.

To ensure convergence of the global variational parameters, the step size ρs should satisfy∑
s ρs +∞ and

∑
s ρ

2
s <∞ (Robbins and Monro, 1951).

In summary, determining the natural gradients of the ELBO used in an SVI algorithm

involves the following two steps: (1) Determining the full-conditional distribution of the

latent variables to identify the optimal form of the variational factors, and (2) Taking the

expectation of the full conditional’s natural parameters under the variational posterior to

calculate the gradients according to Equation (S.20). A cheap stochastic approximations

of the natural gradients are then obtained by defining an appropriate unbiased estimate of

the summation in Equation (S.20).
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