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Stationary and Sparse Denoising Approach for
Corticomuscular Causality Estimation

Farwa Abbas, Verity McClelland, Zoran Cvetkovic, and Wei Dai

Abstract— Objective: Cortico-muscular communication pat-
terns are instrumental in understanding movement control.
Estimating significant causal relationships between motor cor-
tex electroencephalogram (EEG) and surface electromyogram
(sEMG) from concurrently active muscles presents a formidable
challenge since the relevant processes underlying muscle control
are typically weak in comparison to measurement noise and
background activities. Methodology: In this paper, a novel
framework is proposed to simultaneously estimate the order of
the autoregressive model of cortico-muscular interactions along
with the parameters while enforcing stationarity condition in a
convex program to ensure global optimality. The proposed
method is further extended to a non-convex program to
account for the presence of measurement noise in the recorded
signals by introducing a wavelet sparsity assumption on
the excitation noise in the model. Results: The proposed
methodology is validated using both simulated data and
neurophysiological signals. In case of simulated data, the
performance of the proposed methods has been compared with
the benchmark approaches in terms of order identification,
computational efficiency, and goodness of fit in relation to
various noise levels. In case of physiological signals our proposed
methods are compared against the state-of-the-art approaches
in terms of the ability to detect Granger causality. Significance:
The proposed methods are shown to be effective in handling
stationarity and measurement noise assumptions, revealing
significant causal interactions from brain to muscles and vice
versa.

Index Terms— Autoregressive model, Granger causality,
stationarity, sparsity, wavelet decomposition, denoising

I. INTRODUCTION

INFERENCE of causal interactions involved in move-
ment control from non-invasive physiological signals

such as EEG (electroencephalography) and sEMG (sur-
face electromyography) has been immensely important
in neurology [1], prosthetics [2], cognitive neuroscience
[3], biomechanics [4], robotics [5], and related disciplines.
In the context of movement disorders, understanding
how the brain and muscles interact is fundamental in
diagnosing and treating disorders such as Parkinson’s
disease, multiple sclerosis, and dystonia. These conditions
often involve neurological dysfunction or disruptions in the
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communication between the brain and muscles. Numerous
studies have explored analysis of concurrent recordings of
EEG from the primary motor cortex and sEMG signals
from limb muscles to extract information about cortico-
muscular coupling [6] [7] [8], [9], [10].

Autoregressive models have commonly been employed to
capture the relationships between different processes and
discern directional causality [11], [12], [13]. The notion of
causality, as applied to autoregressive models, was originally
introduced by Granger [14] where the fundamental concept
is to quantify the degree to which knowledge about
one process reduces uncertainty associated with another.
However, there are numerous restrictive assumptions [15]
that must be met for the autoregressive model to be
considered a suitable framework for identifying Granger
causal relationships.

Firstly, an appropriate model order, that quantifies the
relevant process history for prediction, is assumed to be
known a priori for Granger causality analysis [15]. Nume-
rous techniques have been put forward for determining the
appropriate order of the autoregressive model. The optimal
model order should be sufficiently small to guarantee that
predictions depend primarily on direct observations rather
than interim estimations, yet large enough to encompass
the inherent trend within the underlying process. When
Granger causality is estimated using a small model order,
it tends to limit the frequency resolution of physiological
signals, making it challenging to distinguish effectively
between different frequency ranges [16]. Traditionally,
model identification is performed through visual assessment
of the autocorrelation function or by minimizing loss
functions like negative log-likelihood or least squares loss.
Popular methods like the Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC) [17] and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) [18]
have followed this approach. However, these methods may
struggle to accurately infer the true data distribution
[19] and can potentially overfit in practical scenarios [20].
More recently, a method for simultaneous model order
identification and parameter estimation for ARMA (Auto-
Regressive Moving Average) models is proposed [21]. This
approach employs a sparsity-based regularization technique
to estimate the order and leverages a Block Coordinate
Descent based method for parameter estimation. This
regularization has proven effective in determining the model
order by progressively curtailing the irrelevant history of
the process in a hierarchical manner, however, the method
does not guarantee convergence to a global optimal point.
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Estimating Granger causality also necessitates the as-
sumption of stationarity as a fundamental prerequisite for
the autoregressive process [15], since it helps ensure that
the historical patterns observed in the data are likely to
persist. In most prior research, the process is either assumed
to be stationary [22] or methods such as detrending [23]
and differencing [12] are employed as heuristics to induce
stationarity within the model. A recent advancement in this
domain [21], introduced a method that computes parameter
estimates and later it finds Euclidean projections onto a
stationary subspace. As described in [21], projections onto
such a stationary subspace may not be unique due to the
potential non-convexities of the subspace. Nevertheless,
the authors in [21] resort to Proximal Block Coordinate
Descent (BCD) to implement a projection-based approach.

In contrast to that, we proposed to use of the stability
condition to enforce stationarity. It is well established that
a Vector AutoRegressive VAR(p) model can be written as a
first-order VAR(1) model by making use of the companion-
form matrix. If all eigenvalues of the companion-form
matrix are less than unity in absolute value, then the VAR
model is stable and, hence, covariance stationary. However,
the converse is not true i.e. an unstable VAR process can
be stationary [24].

Another key assumption made by autoregressive models
is that the recorded variables are perfectly observed without
any measurement errors [15].These errors originate from
external sources unrelated to the electrical activity of brain
(or muscles), such as electrical interference from nearby
devices or imperfections in the recording equipment. When
dealing with physiological signals such as EEG and sEMG,
the recorded signals are corrupted by measurement noise
that is not necessarily negligible [25]. Moreover, due to the
specific nature of the structure inherent in autoregressive
signals, using the ordinary time-series denoising methods
[26] might not be as effective. Denoising the autoregressive
processes is a challenging ill-posed problem that has been
traditionally looked at from an errors-in-variables perspecti-
ve [25], [27]. However, for mathematical tractability, the
existing research imposes additional assumptions on the
input signal, dynamic system, and the measurement noise
terms that may not be applicable in real-world scenarios
[28]. Another approach is to introduce structural assump-
tions on the excitation noise signal in the autoregressive
model to obtain robust estimates [29]. Excitation noise
typically represents any residual variability in the signal
that is not accounted for by the autoregressive component,
mainly arising other physiological processes. This includes
muscle activity, eye movements, or cardiac rhythms, which
can introduce unwanted signals into the recording signal.
Introducing structural assumptions about excitation noise
helps distinguish between different types of noise within
the signal. This separation allows for the incorporation of
theoretical or empirical knowledge about the system being
modeled, making it easier to identify and filter out the
noise from the underlying signal.

In this paper we propose two methods to overcome the
above issues related to model order estimation, stationarity

and noise in observed processes. Building upon the sparsity-
based approach introduced in [21], we propose its advance-
ment to determine the order of the model while estimating
parameters instead of projecting afterwards. We then pro-
pose to combine order identification with a regularization
that promotes stable estimates by effectively enforcing
stationarity on the estimate – we refer to this approach
as Stationary and Sparse Alternating Direction Method
of Multipliers (SS-ADMM). To the best of our knowledge,
this represents the first instance where the stationary
condition is explicitly enforced within a convex program to
ensure global optimality. The proposed method is further
refined to take into account the effect of measurement noise
on recorded signals. To that end, structural assumptions
are employed to regularize the problem, enabling efficient
solution via a non-convex ADMM solver. The resulting
algorithm is termed as Stationary and Sparse Denoising
ADMM (SSD-ADMM). The goal of this research is to
accurately model the recorded data to eventually improve
the sensitivity of the inferred Granger causality estimates
even in the presence of measurement noise. The paper thus
makes the following contributions:

1) A unified approach is developed, that concurrently
determines the model order and parameter estimates
within a convex optimization framework, ensuring
stability and global optimality. We refer to this appro-
ach as Stationary and Sparse Alternating Direction
Method of Multipliers – SS-ADMM.

2) The proximal operator for regularization based on
stationarity condition is proposed that allows for
efficient computation.

3) A modification of SS-ADMM is developed to effecti-
vely handle measurement noise in the recorded signals
by employing a non-convex ADMM solver.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we provide a detailed overview of the problem. In Section
III, we present our SS-ADMM method. Following this, in
Section IV, we develop our SSD-ADMM method that takes
into account measurement noise. Our findings are discussed
in Section VI and conclusions are drawn in Section VII. A
preliminary version of this work has been reported in [30].
We extend our previous work by employing a non-convex
ADMM solver to handle measurement noise in signals.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In autoregressive modelling, the sEMG signal can be
modelled as a linear combination of lagged values of
relevant EEG control activity, previous muscle activity,
and excitation noise from a random innovations process.
The EEG signal can also be expressed in a similar way
with sensory feedback proportionate to sEMG activity sent
back to the cortex.

Let y(t) be the EEG signal and x(t) be the corresponding
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sEMG signal at time t. They can be represented as:

y(t) =
m∑

k=1

a
(k)
yy y(t − k) +

m∑
k=1

a
(k)
yx x(t − k) + ϵy(t), (1)

x(t) =
m∑

k=1

a
(k)
xy y(t − k) +

m∑
k=1

a
(k)
xx x(t − k) + ϵx(t), (2)

where ϵy(t) and ϵx(t) are time-dependent excitation noise
signals and m indicates the dependency on past instants
or order of the autoregressive model. The objective is
to fit an autoregressive model to estimate parameters
a

(k)
yy , a

(k)
yx , a

(k)
xy , a

(k)
xx ∀k = 1, · · · , m where m is known a

priori. However, in practice, determining the order of the
autoregressive model is a non-trivial problem.

The system of equations in (1-2) can be compactly
represented as follows:

[
y(t)
x(t)

]
=

[
a

(1)
yy · · · a

(m)
yy a

(1)
yx · · · a

(m)
yx

a
(1)
xy · · · a

(m)
xy a

(1)
xx · · · a

(m)
xx

]


y(t − 1)
...

y(t − m)
x(t − 1)

...
x(t − m)

 +
[

ϵy(t)
ϵx(t)

]
,

(3)
Y = AH + E, (4)

where the matrices in Equation (3) are assigned to corre-
sponding variables in Equation (4) for t = m + 1, ..., m + T .
Hence, Y ∈ R2×T , A ∈ R2×2m, H ∈ R2m×T and
E ∈ R2×T . The model in Equation (1) is the termed as
unrestricted model. On the other hand, a restricted model
would be the one that does not involve any cross-coupling
between x(t) and y(t) i.e. a

(i)
xy = a

(i)
yx = 0, i = 1, · · · , m.

Mathematically, the restricted model amounts to the one
below:

[
y(t)
x(t)

]
=

[
a

(1)′
yy · · · a

(m)′
yy 0 · · · · · · · ·0

0 · · · · · · · ·0 a
(1)′
xx · · · a

(m)′
xx

]


y(t − 1)
...

y(t − m)
x(t − 1)

...
x(t − m)

 +
[

ϵ′
y(t)

ϵ′
x(t)

]
,

(5)
Y = A′H + E′, (6)

where the matrices in Equation (5) are assigned to cor-
responding variables in Equation (6) and A′ ∈ R2×2m

and E′ ∈ R2×T are the coefficients and noise matrices for
restricted model, respectively. Granger causality can be
tested using an F-test [15] comparing the two models as:

GCx→y =
RSSyres − RSSyunr/(p − p′)

RSSyunr/(T − p)
, (7)

GCy→x =
RSSxres − RSSxunr/(p − p′)

RSSxunr/(T − p)
, (8)

where RSS means residual sum of squares, p and p′ are the
number of parameters in unrestricted and restricted models,
respectively. This metric, used to determine Granger
causality, quantifies the impact of cross-coupling terms
in prediction of a variable.

The bivariate VAR model in Equation (3) can also be
written as follows:

ξt = A1ξt−1 + A2ξt−2 + · · · + Amξt−m + ϵt,

where ξt :=
[
y(t)
x(t)

]
, Ai :=

[
a

(i)
yy a

(i)
yx

a
(i)
xy a

(i)
xx

]
and ϵt :=

[
ϵy(t)
ϵx(t)

]
.

The m-th order VAR process can be written as a first order
VAR process VAR(1) by stacking the variables as:

ξt
ξt−1
ξt−2

...
ξt−m+1

 =


A1 A2 · · · Am−1 Am

I 0 · · · 0 0
0 I · · · 0 0
...

...
...

...
...

0 0 · · · I 0




ξt−1
ξt−2
ξt−3

...
ξt−m

 +


ϵt
0
0
...
0

 ,

ζt = Γ(A)ζt−1 + νt,

where Γ(·) : R2×2m → R2m×2m is the transformation to
extract the companion matrix corresponding to A. For the
VAR model to be stationary, the eigenvalues of Γ(A) must
lie inside the unit circle [15].

III. PROPOSED METHOD

Ethical approval

Ethical approval was obtained from the Riverside Research
Ethics Committee, London, UK.

In this paper, we introduce a novel way to augment
stationarity constraint with model identification by impo-
sing sparsity on autoregressive coefficients in a hierarchical
manner. We assume prior knowledge of the maximum
allowable model order denoted as m̄ i.e. m < m̄. The
hierarchical sparsity pattern is created by incorporating the
Latent Overlapping Group (LOG) lasso penalty, as detailed
in [21], [31], into the optimization objective function. Let
c = [a(1)

yy · · · a
(m̄)
yy a

(1)
yx · · · a

(m̄)
yx a

(1)
xy · · · a

(m̄)
xy a

(1)
xx · · · a

(m̄)
xx ]T ∈

R4m̄×1 be the vector containing all of the parameters of
the VAR model. Then the LOG penalty function is defined
as:

ΩLOG(c) = min
l(g),g∈G

{
∑
g∈G

wg∥l(g)∥2 |
∑
g∈G

l(g) = c, l
(g)
gc = 0},

where G = {{1}, · · · {1, .., m̄}, {m̄ + 1}, · · · {m̄ + 1, .., 2m̄},
{2m̄+1}, · · · {2m̄+1, .., 3m̄}, {3m̄+1}, · · · {3m̄+1, .., 4m̄}}
is the set of all groups, l(g) ∈ R4m̄×1 is a latent vector
indexed by g, and wg is the weight for set g. The key
concept is that the sparsity-inducing penalty maintains the
hierarchical structure of non-zero parameters. For instance,
it avoids setting the first AR parameter to zero while the
second AR parameter remains non-zero. As a result of
ΩLOG(c), model order for ayy, ayx, axy, axx will be chosen
adaptively rather than using a fixed order.

We propose to couple this hierarchical-sparsity based
penalty with the stationarity requirement to ensure sta-
bility of the model. Our proposed approach incorporates
a spectral norm-based regularization technique aimed at
constraining the eigenvalues of the companion matrix linked
to the estimated parameters to reside within the unit circle.
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The spectral norm of a matrix is defined as its largest
singular value:

∥Γ(A)∥2 := max
i

| σi | .

Hence, the condition for stationarity is ∥Γ(A)∥2 < 1. The
proximal operator ΨSP(A) for spectral norm can be written
as follows:

ΨSP(A) := arg min
A

γ∥Γ(A)∥2 + ρ

2∥X − Γ(A)∥2
F .

The above problem amounts to finding the proximal
operator for ℓ∞ norm. In particular, if X = Udiag(σ)V T

then ΨSP(A) can estimated as

ΨSP(A) ≈ Γ−1(Udiag(v∗)V T),

where Γ−1(·) : R2m̄×2m̄ → R2×2m̄ is the inverse of Γ,

v∗ = arg min
v

γ/ρ∥v∥∞ + 1
2∥v − σ∥2

2,

Πγ/ρ(X) := Γ−1(Udiag(v∗)V T),

where the above operations are combined within Π(·) for
brevity, and P∥·∥1≤1 is the operator for projection inside the
unit ℓ1 norm ball, which can be computed in a non-iterative
fashion by using the approach in [32].

In addition to reconstruction error, the optimization
program will include the ΩLOG and ΨSP terms to enforce
sparsity and stationarity respectively:

min 1
2∥Y − AH∥2

F + λΩLOG(c) + γ∥Γ(Z)∥2

+ 1
2∥Y ′ − A′H ′∥2

F + λ′ΩLOG(c′) + γ′∥Γ(Z ′)∥2

s.t. c = vec(AT), c′ = vec(A′T
), A = Z, A′ = Z ′.

(9)

min 1
2∥Y − AH∥2

F + λΩLOG(c) + γΨSP(Z)

s.t. c = vec(AT), A = Z. (10)
In contrast to the method proposed in [21], which

employs an iterative minimization approach to achieve
a Euclidean projection within a feasible set, we introduce
specific constraints on the companion matrix of the model
parameters to promote stable estimates by penalizing
unstable estimates in the optimization program (9). By
expanding ΩLOG(c) in (9) we get:

min 1
2∥Y − AH∥2

F + 1
2∥Y ′ − A′H ′∥2

F + γ∥Γ(Z)∥2

+ γ′∥Γ(Z′)∥2 + λ
∑
g∈G

wg∥P .g∥2 + 1
2∥

∑
g∈G

Q.g − c∥2
2

+ λ′
∑
g∈G

wg∥P ′
.g∥2 + 1

2∥
∑
g∈G

Q′
.g − c′∥2

2

s.t.

c = vec(AT), P = Q, c′ = vec(A′T), P ′ = Q′, A = Z,

A′ = Z′, (P .g)gc = 0, a
(j)′
yx = a

(j)′
xy = 0 ∀j = 1, · · · , m̄.

The update for parameter matrix A can be computed
by finding the gradient of objective with respect to A as
follows:

A = [ρ3Z̃ + ρ1vec−1(c̃)T) + Y HT](HHT + (ρ1 + ρ3)I)−1,

where Z̃ := Z−U3, c̃ := c−u1 ρ := ρ1+ρ3. To estimate A′

for restricted model, there is an additional constraint a
(i)′

xy =
a

(i)′

yx = 0 ∀i = 1, · · · , m̄. To address this assumption of
known support, two approaches can be employed: i) first, by
increasing the hierarchical sparsity parameter λ′, especially
on cross-coupling terms, to force them to become zero,
ii) second, by discarding the cross-coupling terms in each
iteration after solving the ordinary least squares problem.
To avoid difficulties associated with both approaches, we
use the idea to shift the sparsity from A′ to data matrices
Y and H such that cross-coupling terms do not play any
role in optimization for restricted model. By redefining
matrices in Equation (3) we can write:

Y ′ = A′H ′ + E′,

where Y ′ :=
[
y(t) 0
0 x(t)

]
∈ R2×2T ′ , H ′ :=

y(t−1)
... 0

y(t−m̄)
x(t−1)

0
...

x(t−m̄)

 ∈ R2m̄×2T ′ , E′ :=
[
ny(t)′ 0

0 nx(t)′

]
∈

R2×2T ′ , and A′ :=
[

a
(1)′

yy · · · a
(m̄)′

yy a
(1)′

yx · · · a
(m̄)′

yx

a
(1)′

xx · · · a
(m̄)′

xx a
(1)′

xy · · · a
(m̄)′

xy

]
∈

R2×2m̄. Now we can update A′ according to:

A′ = [ρ′
3Z̃ ′ + ρ1vec−1(c̃′)T) + Y ′H ′T](H ′H ′T + ρ′I)−1,

where ρ′ := ρ′
1 + ρ′

3. After computing A′ we can safely di-
scard cross-coupling terms without any loss of information.
Closed-form solutions for hierarchical sparsity terms P , Q
and P ′, Q′ are obtained as discussed in [21]. For details,
refer to Algorithm 1. To find the update for Z, we leverage
the following two properties of Γ(·) operator.

Property 1: ∥Γ(X)∥2
F = ∥X∥2

F + 2(m̄ − 1) for any X ∈
R2×2m̄.

Property 2: Γ(X − Y ) = 2Γ( 1
2 X) − Γ(Y ) for any X,

Y ∈ R2×2m̄.
These two properties allow us to find the closed-form
solution for the update for Z as:

Z = arg min
Z

γ∥Γ(Z)∥2 + ρ3

2 ∥A + U3 − Z∥2
F ,

= arg min
Z

γ∥Γ(Z)∥2 + ρ3

2 ∥2Γ(1
2(A + U3)) − Γ(Z)∥2

F ,

Z = Πγ/ρ3
(2Γ(1

2(A + U3))).

Unrestricted and restricted models are evaluated by Al-
gorithm 1. The calculation of inverse for the estimate
of A is computationally expensive, therefore, Cholesky
decomposition has been used to pre-compute the inverse of
the matrix once. For initialization phase one-time cost is
O(8m̄3 + 4Tm̄), and the total computational cost for the
iterative process is O(8m̄2 + 8m̄3 + 2m̄ log(2m̄))× number
of iterations.
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Algorithm 1 SS-ADMM for GC Estimation
Input: Y , H, m̄, λ, γ, ρ1, ρ2, ρ3

while stopping criterion not met do
B := ρ(Z − U3 + vec−1(c − u1)T)
A = (B + Y HT)(HHT + ρI)−1

for g = 1, ..., 4m̄ do
P gg = proxλwg∥·∥(P gg + qg − u2g

− pg)
P gcg = 0

end for
p = 1/4m̄

∑
g∈G P

q = 1/(ρ2 + 4m̄)(c + ρ2(u2 + p))
c = vec(AT) +

∑
g∈G P + vec(U1)

Z = Πγ/ρ3
(2Γ( 1

2 (A + U3)))
u1 = u1 + vec(AT) − c
u2 = u2 + p − q
U3 = U3 + A − Z
mi = card(P (i−1)m̄+1:im̄ ̸= 0) ∀i = 1, 2, 3, 4

end while
Output: A, m1, m2, m3, m4

IV. WAVELET THRESHOLDING FOR NON-GAUSSIAN
EXCITATION NOISE

In the above-mentioned model the excitation noise
term represents the process noise associated with inherent
dynamics of the system being modeled. In the context of
Granger causality estimation based on an autoregressive
model, one of the primary assumptions is that the variables
need to be observed without measurement errors [15]. For
simplicity, most of the analysis methods assume that the
measurement noise is negligible and the recorded data
represent the true underlying process dynamics. However,
this assumption is technically incorrect and, therefore, leads
to significantly biased estimate of the model and false
inference of causation when the underlying model is affected
by considerable noise [33]. Hence, handling measurement
noise in the model is crucial to obtain reliable Granger
causality estimates. Estimating Granger causality in the
presence of measurement errors has scarcely been investi-
gated in the literature. Existing approaches mostly rely on
Kalman filtering and Expectation Maximization [33], [34],
[35] techniques using a state space representation of the
model. However, Kalman filtering assumes the knowledge of
an exact mathematical model of the system and Gaussian
assumption for both the state and measurement noise.
Deviations from these assumptions can lead to suboptimal
performance. Expectation Maximization, on the other hand,
is sensitive to the choice of initial parameters and involves
iterative optimization steps resulting in high computational
complexity, especially for large and complex systems.

To overcome the limitations associated with these appro-
aches, leveraging empirical knowledge about the recorded
signals can result in a realistic model for incorporating
measurement noise. In well-controlled experimental settings
with high-quality EEG equipment, where the noise charac-
teristics are relatively stable over time, it is reasonable to
assume the measurement noise to be stationary Gaussian

noise. The physiological noise, on the other hand, can be
represented in the form of non-Gaussian trends such as
skewness or sudden bursts of very large amplitudes at
random times.

In the context of EEG and sEMG signals, observing such
non-Gaussian trends and measurement noise is unavoidable.
Therefore, to account for this, instead of assuming Gaussia-
nity on the excitation noise sequence as a whole, we propose
to assume Gaussianity on the recorded measurement noise
and the excitation noise term containing non-Gaussian
trends is assumed to be sparse in wavelet basis. This
assumption offers a practical approach to modeling real
signals, as supported by previous research in [36] and [37].
As a result, it is expected to obtain improved causality
estimates.

Revisiting the bivariate VAR model in Equation (3),
now we consider the presence of measurement noise in
the observed signals. The observed signals Ŷ and their
past values Ĥ can, therefore, be represented as a sum of
measurement noise-free signal and an additive Gaussian
measurement noise term, Ŷ = Y +∆Y and Ĥ = H+∆H ,
respectively. From the original autoregressive model in (3) it
follows then that the observed signals are related according
to:

Ŷ − ∆Y = A(Ĥ − ∆H) + E, (11)
Ŷ = AH + E + ∆Y . (12)

The model in Equation (11) is ill-posed in a conventional
setting, since both the excitation noise E and the mea-
surement noise ∆Y and ∆H are, traditionally, assumed
to be Gaussian. However, considering a realistic signal
model we propose to enforce a wavelet sparsity assumption
on the excitation noise E, whereas the measurement
noise terms ∆Y and ∆H are assumed to be Gaussian
and relatively weak compared to the physiological signal.
By using these constraints, we formulate a non-convex
optimization problem based on the model proposed in
Equation (12).

We formulate the objective in terms of H that will,
eventually be computed by subtracting the noise values.
The overall objective function can be written as follows:

min κ∥W(E)∥1 + α

2 ∥Ŷ − AH − E∥2
F + λΩLOG(c) + γΨSP(Z)

s.t. c = vec(AT), A = Z,

where W(·) indicates an orthogonal wavelet transform. In
the above constrained optimization problem, the last two
terms enforce hierarchical sparsity and stationarity, as in
(10).

The above program is non-convex due to the presence of
bilinear term AH. However, the matrix H has a special
Toeplitz structure that can be leveraged to efficiently
handle the non-convex bilinear term. The augmented
Lagrangian of the above program in scaled form, can be
written as follows:

minκ∥W(E)∥1 + α

2 ∥Ŷ − AH − E∥2
F + λΩLOG(c) + γΨSP(Z)

+ ρ1
2 ∥A − vec−1(c − u1)∥2

F + ρ3
2 ∥A − Z + U3∥2

F ,

which can be solved using non-convex ADMM. The closed
form solutions for all the matrices can be obtained by fixing
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the other variables and optimizing with respect to one of
them. The closed form solutions to enforce hierarchical
sparsity and stationarity conditions are estimated by
solving (9). By keeping all other matrices fixed, the update
for parameter matrix A can be computed as follows:

A = arg min
A

α

2 ∥Ŷ − AH − E∥2
F + ρ3

2 ∥A − Z + U3∥2
F

+ ρ1
2 ∥A − vec−1(c − u1)T ∥2

F , (13)

= [ρ3(Z̃) + ρ1(vec−1(c̃)T ) + αỸ HT ][αHHT + (ρ3 + ρ1)I]−1,

where Z̃ := Z − U3, c̃ := c − u1, and Ỹ := Ŷ − E. The
update for excitation noise matrix E can be simplified as
follows:

E = arg min
E

κ∥W(E)∥1 + α

2 ∥Ŷ − AH − E∥2
F ,

= W−1(Sκ/α(W(Ŷ − AH)),

where W−1(·) is the inverse of the orthogonal wavelet
transform and S(·) is the soft-thresholding operator. The
update for the measurement noise matrix ∆Y turns out
to be:

∆Y = Ŷ − AH − E .

In order to find the update for H, we first estimate the
noise matrix ∆H. After updating all the matrices, ∆H
can be updated as a function of these matrices by leveraging
the inherent Toeplitz structure as follows:

∆H =



ny(m̄) · · · ny(2m̄ − 1) · · · ny(m̄ + T ′ − 1)
ny(m̄ − 1) · · · ny(2m̄ − 2) · · · ny(m̄ + T ′ − 2)

...
ny(1) · · · ny(m̄) · · · ny(T ′)

nx(m̄) · · · nx(2m̄ − 1) · · · nx(m̄ + T ′ − 1)
nx(m̄ − 1) · · · nx(2m̄ − 2) · · · nx(m̄ + T ′ − 2)

...
nx(1) · · · nx(m̄) · · · nx(T ′)


,

(14)

where ∆H =
[
T y

T x

]
, and T y ∈ Rm̄×T ′ and T x ∈ Rm̄×T ′

are rectangular Toeplitz matrices containing noise terms in
y(t) and x(t), respectively. Due to the Toeplitz structure
both T y and T x can be fully determined by their first row
and first column. To determine the first row of T y and T x,
by comparing Equation(11) and Equation(14), we observe

T y1,2: = ∆Y 1,: , (15)
T x1,2: = ∆Y 2,: . (16)

The first column of ∆H =
[
T y

T x

]
can be determined effici-

ently by solving a simple least square problem. Consider

the Equation (11) for t = m̄ + 1:[
ŷ(m̄ + 1)
x̂(m̄ + 1)

]
−

[
ny(m̄ + 1)
nx(m̄ + 1)

]

=
[

a
(1)
yy · · · a

(m̄)
yy a

(1)
yx · · · a

(m̄)
yx

a
(1)
xy · · · a

(m̄)
xy a

(1)
xx · · · a

(m̄)
xx

]




ŷ(m̄)
ŷ(m̄ − 1)

...
ŷ(1)
x̂(m̄)

x̂(m̄ − 1)
...

x̂(1)


−



ny(m̄)
ny(m̄ − 1)

...
ny(1)
nx(m̄)

nx(m̄ − 1)
...

nx(1)




+

[
ϵy(m̄ + 1)
ϵx(m̄ + 1)

]
.

Assigning the matrices below to their corresponding values
in the equation above gives:

ŷ − ∆y = A(h − ∆h) + e,

A∆h = Ah − ŷ + e + ∆y,

∆h = AT (AAT )−1(Ah − ŷ + e + ∆y) .

Hence we can write

∆H :,1 =
[
T y:,1

T x:,1

]
= ∆h . (17)

The measurement noise matrix ∆H can then be obtained
from equations (15-16) and equation(17) and by exploiting
its Toeplitz structure. The uncontaminated matrix H can
then be computed by subtracting estimated noise from the
noisy observations as:

H = Ĥ − ∆H.

Finally, the Lagrange multipliers are computed and all
the variables are updated iteratively. The extension of
SS-ADMM to incorporate measurement noise in recorded
signals is termed as SSD-ADMM: Stationary and Sparse
Denoising ADMM. The complete algorithm is shown in
Algorithm 2.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
In this section, we perform a comparative study to

investigate the performance of proposed methods Statio-
nary and Sparse ADMM (SS-ADMM) and its extension
Stationary and Sparse Denoising ADMM (SSD-ADMM)
against existing methods on both synthetic and real
datasets. All the experiments have been performed in
MATLAB 2022b with Core i7 CPU (2.90 GHz), 8 GB
RAM, and Windows 11 operating system.

A. Results on Synthetic Data
Synthetic data has been generated using an AutoRegres-

sive Fractionally Integrated Moving Average (ARFIMA)
model with long memory as outlined in [38]. The bivariate
process has 942 samples where the model orders for
ayy, ayx, axy and, axx are set to be 17, 21, 20 and, 18
respectively. We assume the upper limit on the model
orders m̄ is 30. The measurement noise variance is set to
be 0.01. System parameters have been generated randomly
based on an underlying mathematical model that governs
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Algorithm 2 SSD-ADMM for GC Estimation
Input: Ŷ , Ĥ, m̄, λ, γ, α, κ, ρ1, ρ2, ρ3

while stopping criterion not met do
A = [ρ3(Z − U3) + ρ1(vec−1(c − u1)T ) + α(Ŷ −

E)(H)T ][αHHT + (ρ1 + ρ3)I]−1

for g = 1, ..., 4m̄ do
P gg = proxλwg∥·∥(P gg + qg − u2g

− pg)
P gcg = 0

end for
p = 1/4m̄

∑
g∈G P

q = 1/(ρ2 + 4m̄)(c + ρ2(u2 + p))
c = vec(AT) +

∑
g∈G P + vec(U1)

Z = Πγ/ρ3
(2Γ( 1

2 (A + U3)))
E = W−1(Sκ/α(W(Ŷ − AH))
∆Y = Ŷ − AH − E

∆H{1,m̄+1},: =
[
∆Y 1,:
∆Y 2,:

]
∆H :,1 = AT (AAT )−1(Ah − ŷ + e + ∆y)
H = Ĥ − ∆H
u1 = u1 + vec(AT) − c
u2 = u2 + p − q
U3 = U3 + A − Z
mi = card(P (i−1)m̄+1:im̄ ̸= 0) ∀i = 1, 2, 3, 4

end while
Output: A, Y , H, E, m1, m2, m3, m4

variables Y , A, and H. The results, obtained through
multiple experimental repetitions, are compared to evaluate
performance in terms of stationarity, sparsity and denoising.
The performance of model identification is depicted in
Figure 1, comparing it with BIC [18], which demonstrates
that the proposed method achieves more accurate system
order estimation. We observed also (not shown in the figure)
that SS-ADMM tends to estimate the model order as either
equal to or higher than the true order, while BIC typically
underestimates the model order, thereby losing significant
information about the underlying process.

It is worth highlighting that SS-ADMM offers flexibility
by allowing for fine-tuning of the hyperparameter λ to
precisely estimate the model order. It also distinguishes
between four distinct model orders for self-coupling and
cross-coupling in a bivariate model, as opposed to just two
in the case of BIC.Next we evaluate our method in comparison with Hie-
rarchical Sparsity ADMM (HS-ADMM) [21] in terms of
computational efficiency. The results obtained through the
enforcement of stationarity using Euclidean projections,
as demonstrated in [21], are contrasted with our proposed
regularization based method, ΨSP, in Figure 2. Notably, the
projection-based approach exhibits a longer execution time.
Conversely, our proposed SS-ADMM approach achieves a
speedup of 2× or more per iteration, and the model-fitting
error reduces more steadily when executed for the same
number of iterations, as illustrated in Figure 2. The total
execution time for HS-ADMM was 1.9 minutes whereas
SS-ADMM only took 0.39 seconds.

To observe the denoising performance of of SSD-ADMM,
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Fig. 1: Comparison of performance for model identification
with BIC [18].
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Fig. 2: Log of normalized error of HS-ADMM [21] vs
SS-ADMM.

a measurement noise signal sampled from a multivariate
normal distribution has been added to the simulated EEG
and EMG signals. The noise variance σ∆Y is varied from 0
to 1.41. A sensing dictionary has been generated using
a discrete Daubechies wavelet transform. A randomly
generated sparse vector, representing predominantly zero
coefficients in the wavelet basis, is then subject to transfor-
mation with a sub-matrix derived from the dictionary,
resulting in a wavelet sparse signal for modelling the
excitation noise. The sparsity level is set to 70%. According
to the model discussed in Equation (12), the observed
noisy signal Ŷ can be decomposed as a combination of an
autoregressive signal component AH, an excitation noise
E and a measurement noise term ∆Y . The estimates
obtained for fitting the proposed model for simulated data
as shown in Figure 3(a).

In Figure 3(b), it can be observed that if signals are
denoised first using a standard method such as Total
Variation denoising [39], for instance, and then modelled
using SS-ADMM, it experiences a degradation in the
quality of fit quantified by Normalised Mean Squared Error
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(a) Model Fit
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Fig. 3: Model estimation and noise robustness for
simulated EEG signal by SSD-ADMM

(NMSE) because of the its inability to handle measurement
noise in data. On the other hand, SSD-ADMM effectively
accounts for the measurement noise to estimate the clean
signals and, thus, yields a more robust model.

B. Results on Physiological Data
The proposed method is tested on physiological data

collected from eight healthy subjects in a previously
published study [6]. The subjects performed a controlled
motor task, grasping a ruler between thumb and index
finger of the right hand. An electromechanical tapper
provided mechanical perturbations of lateral displacement
to the ruler at pseudorandom intervals of 5.6 - 8.4 s (mean 7
s). The experiment comprised 8 blocks of 25 trials. sEMG
was recorded from first dorsal interosseous and bipolar
scalp EEG was recorded over left sensorimotor cortex. Both
signals were sampled at 1024 Hz, amplified and band-pass
filtered (0.5-100 Hz for EEG; 5-500 Hz for sEMG). Offline,
data were divided into 5 s epochs (1.1 s pre- and 3.9s post-
stimulus). Epochs containing movement or blink artefacts
were eliminated.

Figure 4 shows Granger causality detected using our
proposed algorithms SS-ADMM and SSD-ADMM in com-
parsion with the traditional Blockwise Granger causality
[12]. Granger causality computed from all three algorithms
across the 5 second epoch is shown for eight subjects. An
F-test applied with 95% significance level tests the null
hypothesis that the first time series does not Granger-cause
the second. In Figure 4, the vertical and horizontal lines
represent stimulus onset and critical values of the F-test,
respectively. In this active task we expect causality between
brain and muscles, so the observed pre-stimulus causality
in some subjects in Figure 4, is not unanticipated. The
results in Figure 4 demonstrate that Granger causality
detection has been significantly improved by modelling the
measurement noise. The causality from sEMG to EEG
signals has been discovered in many subjects using the
proposed method SSD-ADMM that has not been discovered
earlier using the other two approaches.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this study, we explored the challenges associated
with detecting cortico-muscular interactions during muscle

(a) Subject B (b) Subject D (c) Subject G (d) Subject K

(e) Subject L (f) Subject M (g) Subject N (h) Subject Q

Fig. 4: GC for eight healthy subjects. First row: Blockwise
GC, Second row: SS-ADMM, Third row: SSD-ADMM

activities in diverse subjects. These challenges arise from
various factors, including measurement noise introduced
by environmental interference, sensor imperfections, and
quantization errors. While measurement noise is inevitable
to some extent, we can take steps to minimize it through
techniques such as shielding, filtering, calibration, and
advanced signal processing methods. In this paper we
focused on a signal processing method to account for the
measurement noise in data. Notably, for healthy subjects,
modeling the noise revealed cortico-muscular interactions
that were previously suppressed. In most of the subjects,
no causality was detected above the critical level before,
but significant causal interaction appeared right after the
stimulus, aligning with expectations for a healthy subject,
after removing the measurement noise.

It is important to note that Granger causality serves
as a tool for identifying statistical associations, and the
observed causality should not be considered true causality
in a causal inference sense. Establishing true causality
typically demands experimental design, control groups,
and a clear theoretical understanding of cause-and-effect
relationships. While Granger causality does not imply true
causality, it can assist in identifying statistical associations
and temporal patterns in data, which may be of interest
for further investigation.

Granger causality analysis has limitations, including
assumptions of linearity and stationarity. Existing literature
employs alternative metrics such as Mutual Information
[40], and Maximal Information Coefficient [41], considering
the frequency spectrum of the recorded signals to capture
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frequency-specific non-linear interactions. While these
methods offer a non-parametric way to extract associations,
in some cases they lack directional information, are sensitive
to noise, and may overestimate dependencies [42]. To
measure the directed flow of information between time
series, one of the widely used metrics is Transfer Entropy
[43], [44]. Empirical mode decomposition, often used in
conjunction with Transfer Entropy [45], [46], captures
both non-linear and non-stationary interactions. However,
it is computationally intensive and requires careful pa-
rameter tuning. The choice of appropriate methodology
should consider data-specific characteristics and research
objectives. For discerning non-linear or frequency-specific
interactions, methods like cross-frequency coherence [27],
mutual information, or transfer entropy with empirical
mode decomposition may be preferable. Conversely, if sim-
plicity and computational efficiency are prioritized, Granger
causality analysis, relying on autoregressive models, could
be a preferred choice.

In a comprehensive study on Granger causality [15], the
authors discuss limitations encountered in reliably disco-
vering causal interactions in real systems. This research
specifically addresses three of these limitations: known lag,
stationarity, and perfect observation. As a future research
direction, we aim to mitigate the additional limitations
while advancing existing methodologies to improve the
reliability of the cortico-muscular interactions not only in
healthy subjects but also in individuals with neurological
disorders.

VII. CONCLUSION

To conclude, we propose a novel way to find a proximal
operator for regularization based on the stationarity condi-
tion augmented with the model identification in a convex
optimization program. The resulting program can be solved
efficiently using ADMM to guarantee a global optimal
solution. The model orders for different sets of parameters
are identified up to an upper bound. We further refine
the proposed approach to denoise autoregressive signals by
assuming a wavelet sparsity assumption on the excitation
noise term. We demonstrate that the proposed method
effectively disentangles the measurement noise and the
excitation noise terms consequently improving Granger
causality detection in physiological data. Experimental
results demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach for
real-world data in discerning causal interactions.
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