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Abstract

Gaussian processes are now commonly used in dimensionality reduction approaches
tailored to neuroscience, especially to describe changes in high-dimensional neural
activity over time. As recording capabilities expand to include neuronal populations
across multiple brain areas, cortical layers, and cell types, interest in extending Gaus-
sian process factor models to characterize multi-population interactions has grown.
However, the cubic runtime scaling of current methods with the length of experimen-
tal trials and the number of recorded populations (groups) precludes their application
to large-scale multi-population recordings. Here, we improve this scaling from cubic
to linear in both trial length and group number. We present two approximate ap-
proaches to fitting multi-group Gaussian process factor models based on (1) inducing
variables and (2) the frequency domain. Empirically, both methods achieved orders
of magnitude speed-up with minimal impact on statistical performance, in simula-
tion and on neural recordings of hundreds of neurons across three brain areas. The
frequency domain approach, in particular, consistently provided the greatest runtime
benefits with the fewest trade-offs in statistical performance. We further characterize
the estimation biases introduced by the frequency domain approach and demonstrate
effective strategies to mitigate them. This work enables a powerful class of analysis
techniques to keep pace with the growing scale of multi-population recordings, open-
ing new avenues for exploring brain function.
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1 Introduction

With the proliferation of high dimensional neuronal population recordings, dimension-
ality reduction has become a widely used class of multivariate statistical techniques
(Cunningham & Yu, 2014). Increasingly, these recordings capture not only many neu-
rons but many distinct neuronal populations, spanning brain areas, cortical layers,
and cell types (Ahrens et al., 2012; Steinmetz et al., 2021; Yang & Yuste, 2017). In-
terest has grown, therefore, in dimensionality reduction methods capable of character-
izing the interactions among these recorded populations (Kang & Druckmann, 2020;
Keeley, Zoltowski, Aoi, & Pillow, 2020; Machado et al., 2022; Semedo et al., 2020).

Recent development efforts have focused, in particular, on methods that characterize
multi-population, or multi-group, interactions over time. These approaches incorpo-
rate latent variables, or factors, that follow a time series model, based typically on a
dynamical system (state space model; Bong et al., 2020; Glaser et al., 2020; Karniol-
Tambour et al., 2024; Semedo et al., 2014) or a Gaussian process (GP; Balzani et al.,
2023; Gokcen et al., 2022; Gondur et al., 2024; Keeley, Aoi, et al., 2020; Li, Li, et al.,
2024). GP-based approaches can be especially useful for exploratory analyses of neu-
ral recordings, where an appropriate parametric dynamical model is unknown a pri-
ori.

The delayed latents across groups (DLAG) framework (Gokcen et al., 2022) is a rep-
resentative member of this class of multi-group GP factor models. DLAG leverages
latent variables with time delays to disentangle the bidirectional, concurrent inter-
actions between two neuronal populations. DLAG’s recent extension to more than
two populations, mDLAG (Gokcen et al., 2023), determines (1) the subset of pop-
ulations described by each latent dimension, (2) the direction of signal flow among
those populations, and (3) how those signals evolve over time within and across ex-
perimental trials. While multi-group GP factor models like mDLAG could advance
the study of concurrent signaling throughout the brain, they are ultimately limited by
computational scalability. The multi-output GP kernels (Álvarez et al., 2012) at their
core lead to runtimes that scale cubicly in the number of time points per experimental
trial and in the number of analyzed neuronal populations, or groups.

Addressing this computational challenge is thus critical for these statistical methods
to remain a practical tool for analyzing recordings that already span dozens of brain
areas (e.g., Steinmetz et al., 2019), and continue to grow in scale. Here, we develop
two approximate methods to accelerate the fitting of multi-group GP factor models
(specifically, mDLAG) based on (1) inducing variables and (2) the frequency domain.
To our knowledge, these methods are the first for this class of models to achieve linear
scaling in both trial length and group number. This work thus enables a broad class
of dimensionality reduction techniques to keep pace with the rapidly growing scale of
multi-population neural recordings.
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We begin with a synthesis of the diverse array of existing approaches to accelerating
GP inference and estimation (Section 2). Then we provide a mathematical overview
of the core methods considered and developed in this work: the baseline mDLAG for-
mulation (Section 3.1) and the two accelerated methods, mDLAG with inducing vari-
ables (Section 3.2) and mDLAG in the frequency domain (Section 3.3). We demon-
strate empirically, in simulation and on neural recordings of hundreds of neurons across
three brain areas, that both accelerated methods achieve orders of magnitude speed-
up over baseline with minimal impact on statistical performance (Sections 4.1–4.4).
The frequency domain approach, in particular, consistently provided the greatest run-
time benefits with the fewest trade-offs in statistical performance. We further char-
acterize the estimation biases introduced by the frequency domain approach, and
demonstrate straightforward but effective strategies to mitigate those biases (Section
4.5).

2 Related Work: Fast Methods for Gaussian Processes

The computational challenges associated with GP posterior inference and
(hyper)parameter estimation are particularly pronounced when GPs are used in latent
variable models. Model fitting is iterative, and GP inference steps therefore require
hundreds to thousands of re-evaluations. In turn, the potential runtime benefits are
that much more pronounced for methods that accelerate those computationally inten-
sive steps.

Methods for fast GP inference have an extensive history, spanning several decades and
disciplines. Much of that work has origins in GP regression (Rasmussen & Williams,
2006, Chapter 8), without any appeal to the class of multi-group latent variable mod-
els described above. In Sections 2.1–2.4, below, we review a selection of approaches
relevant to the scope of the present work: multi-output GPs for time series (i.e., GPs
with one input dimension), as an ingredient in latent variable models.

2.1 Numerical Methods that Exploit Matrix Structure

In specific applications of single-group latent variable models (and single-output GPs),
the cubic scaling in the number of time points, T , can be alleviated by exploiting ma-
trix structure. Stationary GP kernels, for instance (a standard modeling choice), give
rise to a GP covariance matrix and its derivatives (the source of computational bot-
tlenecks in GP inference and parameter estimation) with Toeplitz structure. Certain
computations involving Toeplitz matrices (matrix inversion, matrix products) can be
implemented in O(T 2) operations (Golub & Van Loan, 2013) and even O(T ) stor-
age (Zhang et al., 2005). The fast Fourier transform (FFT) can also be leveraged to
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reduce Toeplitz matrix products to O(T log T ) operations (Silverman, 1982). Many
GP-based methods thus seek out advantageous matrix structure (Toeplitz, Kronecker,
etc.), through careful model structural choices or a series of ad hoc approximations
during model fitting (Aoi & Pillow, 2017; Cunningham et al., 2008; Foreman-Mackey
et al., 2017; Jensen et al., 2021). These bespoke approaches are not as broadly appli-
cable as the approaches that follow, particularly in the multi-group context.

2.2 State Space Representations

The first more general class of approaches to GP acceleration exploits the deep math-
ematical relationship between GPs and state space models (i.e., linear dynamical
systems). Any well-behaved stationary GP time series can be approximated by an
appropriate linear-Gaussian state space model with a sufficiently expanded state di-
mension, p (Loper et al., 2021). Many paths can be taken to parameterize a GP as a
state space model. Approaches that rely on spectral factorization are particularly well
known (Hartikainen & Särkkä, 2010; Sayed & Kailath, 2001), and have also been ex-
tended to the multi-output case (Li, Li, et al., 2024). Alternative parameterizations
can be obtained via the Latent Exponentially Generated (LEG) family of state space
models (Loper et al., 2021), or regression between the state space model parameters
and the GP covariance function (kernel) itself (Li, Wang, et al., 2024). Li, Li, et al.
(2024) and Li, Wang, et al. (2024) have applied this state space representation di-
rectly to DLAG. In a slightly different approach, Dowling et al. (2023) arrive at an
arbitrarily expressive state space representation by leveraging the Hida-Matérn class
of GP covariance functions.

Regardless of the path one takes to a state space formulation of a GP, the goal is the
same: inference of the GP posterior can be carried out via dynamic programming,
most commonly the Kalman filtering (Kalman & Bucy, 1961) and Rauch–Tung–Striebel
smoothing (Rauch et al., 1965) algorithms or information filtering (Dowling et al.,
2023). The complexity of posterior inference is then reduced from O(T 3) operations
and O(T 2) storage to O(p3T ) operations and O(p2T ) storage: linear in the number
of time points per trial, T , at the added cost of cubic scaling in the number of ex-
panded states in the state space approximation, p. In practice however, it appears
that common GP covariance functions are well approximated by only a handful of
terms, p (Hartikainen & Särkkä, 2010; Li, Wang, et al., 2024; Loper et al., 2021; Solin
& Särkkä, 2014), and hence the added cost is effectively a modest constant factor.
Additional approximations can ameliorate the cubic scaling in the number of state
dimensions to quadratic, in both the single-output GP (Solin et al., 2018) and multi-
output GP cases (Lim et al., 2021). As an ingredient in multi-group GP factor mod-
els, however, the state space approach still leads to cubic scaling in the number of
groups M—i.e., O(p3M3T ) operations (Li, Wang, et al., 2024)—where we would like
to achieve linear scaling, if possible.
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2.3 Sparsity via Inducing Variables

The second general class of approaches relies on sparse approximations, specifically
via inducing variables (Quiñonero-Candela & Rasmussen, 2005). Inducing variable
methods leverage a straightforward insight: for sufficiently smooth signals, perhaps
only some smaller number of samples, Tind < T , are needed to carry out accurate in-
ference. In a useful mathematical abstraction, these Tind inducing variables need not
belong to the set of T original samples, but can instead be defined at arbitrary induc-
ing points or “pseudo-inputs” (Snelson & Ghahramani, 2005) in the same domain as
that of the original samples (time, for time series data).

These approaches pass the computational burden to the smaller set of inducing points:
O(TT 2

ind) operations and O(TTind) storage—linear in the original number of sam-
ples (see also Hensman et al., 2013 for a formulation that achieves O(T 3

ind) opera-
tions). Titsias (2009) developed a variational formulation of inducing variables that
facilitated their use in extended versions of the single-group dimensionality reduction
method Gaussian process factor analysis (GPFA; Duncker & Sahani, 2018; Yu et al.,
2009). Álvarez et al. (2010) extended this approach to multi-output GP regression,
suggesting that, as an ingredient in multi-group GP factor models, inducing variables
could produce O(MTT 2

ind) scaling—linear in both the number of time points T and
the number of groups M . To date, the efficacy of assimilating inducing variables into
multi-group GP factor models has not been explored. Here, we develop an mDLAG
model with inducing variables (mDLAG-inducing) that achieves the desired linear
scaling properties.

2.4 Frequency Domain Representations

The final class of approaches invokes the frequency domain (Fourier basis) represen-
tation of stationary GPs (these ideas can be combined with inducing variable ap-
proaches with some success, see for example Hensman et al., 2018). In the large T
limit, any well-behaved stationary GP can be represented as a spectral process with
independent frequency components (Kolmogorov, 1941; Priestley, 1981, Section 4.11).
In practical terms, this theoretical result suggests that, if we work with a frequency
domain representation of observed time series, we can perform approximate GP infer-
ence and parameter estimation with a diagonal GP covariance matrix, rather than the
dense GP covariance matrix in the time domain (see Section 3.3 for details). Com-
putations involving this diagonal matrix could thus scale linearly in the number of
time points, T , or at least O(T log T ) if a FFT of the data need be calculated first. In
spectral estimation, this approach dates back at least to Whittle (1951). The Whittle
likelihood (a “quasi-likelihood”) is a biased approximation to Gaussian likelihoods of
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time domain signals, computed efficiently from the periodogram of the data (Rao &
Yang, 2021; Sykulski et al., 2019).

More recently, frequency domain GP representations have been leveraged for run-
time benefits in several latent variable modeling applications. Applications include
Bayesian smoothing for spatial modeling (Paciorek, 2007), modeling of natural sounds
(Turner, 2010, Section 3.2), and certain single-group GP factor models for neuro-
science. For example, Keeley, Aoi, et al. (2020) proposed a frequency domain quasi-
likelihood for a GPFA model with Poisson observation noise, enabling O(T log T ) scal-
ing. Similar ideas have been incorporated into multi-modal GP variational autoen-
coders (Gondur et al., 2024). Dowling et al. (2023) explicitly incorporated the Whit-
tle likelihood into GPFA-related models as a subroutine of fitting, to accelerate GP
hyperpameter updates (like GP inference, näıvely O(T 3) operations) to O(T log T )
operations.

These studies were limited to GP factor models that employed single-output GPs.
The cross-spectral factor analysis method of Gallagher et al. (2017), on the other
hand, employed multi-output GPs to describe interactions across univariate record-
ing channels (analogously, single neurons). Drawing directly from Ulrich et al. (2015),
Gallagher et al. (2017) employed a frequency domain quasi-likelihood that produced
linear scaling in T , but still maintained cubic scaling in the number of recording chan-
nels (analogously, O(M3T ) operations for M neuronal populations, or groups). Here,
we develop an approximate formulation of mDLAG (mDLAG-frequency) fully in the
frequency domain, from the generative model to posterior inference and fitting. By
performing posterior inference and fitting completely in the frequency domain, the ap-
proach effectively achieves linear scaling in both the number of time points per trial
and the number of groups, O(MT ).

3 Model and Algorithmic Overviews

3.1 Delayed Latents Across Multiple Groups (mDLAG-time)

We start with an overview of the mDLAG model and fitting procedure from Gokcen
et al. (2023), which will serve as the baseline for the other two approaches developed
here (Sections 3.2 and 3.3). Sections 3.2 and 3.3 then constitute the core contribu-
tions of this work. Since the baseline mDLAG approach relies fully on the time do-
main (without invoking inducing variables), we will refer to it as mDLAG-time, to
disambiguate it from those that follow. Note that we will explicitly define all variables
and parameters as they appear, but for reference, we include an explanation of nota-
tion and a glossary of common variables and parameters in Appendix A, Table A.1 –
Table A.4.
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In brief, analyzing multi-population neural recordings presents two key challenges:
(1) identifying network-level interactions and (2) disentangling concurrent signal flow.
These interactions are difficult to unravel from raw neural activity but can be pin-
pointed along certain latent dimensions. mDLAG leverages that insight, and addresses
each of the two challenges with a dedicated model component. For the first, mDLAG
employs automatic relevance determination (ARD) to promote group-wise sparsity for
each estimated latent dimension and identify the groups involved in each interaction
(Section 3.1.1). For the second, mDLAG recognizes that communication between neu-
ronal populations is not instantaneous, and estimates for each latent variable a set of
time delays that describes the signal flow across the involved groups (Section 3.1.2).

3.1.1 Observation Model and Automatic Relevance Determination

For group m (comprising qm units) at time t on trial n, we define a linear relation-
ship between observed activity, ym

n,t ∈ Rqm , and latent variables (latents), xm
n,t ∈ Rp

(Fig. 1A):

ym
n,t = Cmxm

n,t + dm + εm (3.1)

εm ∼ N (0, (Φm)−1) (3.2)

where the loading matrix Cm ∈ Rqm×p and mean parameter dm ∈ Rqm are model
parameters. The vector εm is a zero-mean Gaussian random variable with noise pre-
cision matrix Φm ∈ Sqm×qm (Sqm×qm is the set of qm × qm symmetric matrices). We
constrain the precision matrix Φm = diag(ϕm

1 , . . . , ϕm
qm) to be diagonal to capture

variance that is independent to each unit. This constraint encourages the latents to
explain as much of the shared variance among units as possible. As we will describe,
at time point t, latents xm

n,t, m = 1, . . . ,M are coupled across groups, and thus each
group has the same number of latents, p. Because we seek a low-dimensional descrip-
tion of observed activity, the number of latents is less than the total number of units,
i.e., p < q, where q =

∑
m qm.

mDLAG seeks to identify multiple network-level interactions across the observed groups.
To do so requires estimating the number of latents across all groups, and which subset
of groups each latent involves. This estimation problem needs to scale tractably with
the number of groups. mDLAG therefore takes a Bayesian approach to the problem,
where dm, Φm, and Cm are taken to be probabilistic parameters with prior distribu-
tions.
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Figure 1: Summary of generative models and covariance structures. (A) Delayed latents across

multiple groups (mDLAG) in the time domain (mDLAG-time; Gokcen et al., 2023). Filled circles

represent observed variables. Unfilled circles represent probabilistic latent variables and parame-

ters. Black dots represent deterministic parameters. Arrows indicate conditional dependence re-

lationships between variables. Boxes indicate repetition of the enclosed variables or parameters

over a particular index (n = 1, . . . , N trials or m = 1, . . . ,M groups), where those repetitions

are mutually independent. (B) An example GP covariance matrix (Kj , for a latent j = 1, . . . , p),

corresponding to the mDLAG-time model. The matrix Kj was generated with squared exponen-

tial GP timescale τ = 100 ms and time delay D = 80 ms, for trial length T = 25 time points

(with 20 ms sampling period) and M = 2 groups. (C) mDLAG with inducing variables (mDLAG-

inducing). Same conventions as in panel (A). (D) Top: An example inducing variable covariance

matrix (Kw
j ). Bottom: Corresponding covariance matrix between latent j and its inducing vari-

able (Kxw
j ). Both Kw

j and Kxw
j were generated with the same GP parameters as Kj in panel (A),
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with Tind = 10 inducing points. (E) mDLAG in the frequency domain (mDLAG-frequency). Same

conventions as in panel (A). Note the box indicating independence across not only trials but also

l = 1, . . . , T frequency components (freqs.). (F) Top: An example (diagonal) GP power spectral

density (PSD) matrix (Sj , displayed on a log scale). Bottom: An example (diagonal) phase-shift

matrix from latent j to an observed group m (Hm
j , displayed in degrees, ∠Hm

j ). The PSD ma-

trix Sj was generated with GP timescale τ = 100 ms, for trial length T = 25 time points. The

phase-shift matrix Hm
j was generated with time delay Dm

j = 10 ms. Frequency f1 = 0 is the

zero frequency, frequencies f2 through f13 are increasing positive frequencies, and frequencies f14
through f25 (fT ) are negative frequencies increasing toward zero (see Section 3.3.1).

The parameter dm describes the mean activity of each unit over time and trials. We
set a Gaussian prior over dm:

P (dm) = N (dm | 0, β−1Iqm) (3.3)

where β ∈ R>0 is a hyperparameter, and Iqm is the qm × qm identity matrix. We set
the conjugate Gamma prior over each ϕm

r , for each unit r = 1, . . . , qm:

P (ϕm
r ) = Γ(ϕm

r | aϕ, bϕ) (3.4)

where aϕ, bϕ ∈ R>0 are hyperparameters.

The loading matrix Cm linearly combines latents and maps them to observed neural
activity. In particular, the jth column of Cm, cmj ∈ Rqm , maps the jth latent xmn,j,t to
group m. To determine which subset of groups is described by each latent, mDLAG
employs ARD (MacKay, 1994; Neal, 1995). Specifically, we define the following prior
over the columns of each Cm (Klami et al., 2015):

P (cmj | αm
j ) = N (cmj | 0, (αm

j )−1Iqm) (3.5)

P (αm
j ) = Γ(αm

j | aα, bα) (3.6)

where αm
j ∈ R>0 is the ARD parameter for latent j and group m, and aα, bα ∈ R>0

are hyperparameters. As αm
j becomes large, the magnitude of cmj becomes concen-

trated around 0, and hence the jth latent xmn,j,t will have a vanishing influence on
group m. The ARD prior encourages group-wise sparsity for each latent during model
fitting, where the loading matrix coefficients will be pushed toward zero for latents
that explain an insignificant amount of shared variance within a group, and remain
non-zero otherwise. Intuitively, dimensions that appear in two or more groups indi-
cate the presence of correlated activity across those groups.
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3.1.2 Gaussian Process State Model

For each latent, mDLAG seeks to characterize the direction of signal flow among the
involved groups (determined by ARD) and how those signals evolve over time within
and across trials. We therefore employ GPs (Rasmussen & Williams, 2006), and de-
fine a GP over all time points t = 1, . . . , T for each latent j = 1, . . . , p as follows
(Fig. 1B): x

1
n,j,:
...

xM
n,j,:

 ∼ N

0,

K1,1,j · · · K1,M,j
...

. . .
...

KM,1,j · · · KM,M,j


 (3.7)

Under equation 3.7, latents are independent and identically distributed across trials.
The diagonal blocks K1,1,j = · · · = KM,M,j ∈ ST×T describe the autocovariance of
each latent, and each T -by-T off-diagonal block describes the cross-covariance that
couples two groups.

To define these matrices, we introduce additional notation. Specifically, we indicate
groups with two subscripts, m1 = 1, . . . ,M and m2 = 1, . . . ,M . Then, we define
Km1,m2,j ∈ RT×T to be either the auto- or cross-covariance matrix between latent
xm1
n,j,: ∈ RT in group m1 and latent xm2

n,j,: ∈ RT in group m2 on trial n. mDLAG is
immediately compatible with any stationary covariance function. Here, we explore
in depth the commonly used squared exponential function for GP covariances. There-
fore, element (t1, t2) of each Km1,m2,j can be computed as follows (Gokcen et al., 2022;
Lakshmanan et al., 2015):

km1,m2,j(t1, t2) =
(
1− σ2

j

)
exp

(
−(∆t)2

2τ2j

)
+ σ2

j · δ∆t (3.8)

∆t =
(
t2 −Dm2

j

)
−
(
t1 −Dm1

j

)
(3.9)

where the characteristic timescale, τj ∈ R>0 is a deterministic model parameter to be
estimated from observed activity. The GP noise variance, σ2

j ∈ (0, 1), is conventionally

fixed to a small value (10−3). δ∆t is the kronecker delta, which is 1 for ∆t = 0 and
0 otherwise. The GP is normalized so that km1,m2,j(t1, t2) = 1 if ∆t = 0, thereby
removing model redundancy in the scaling of the latents and loading matrices Cm.

Two parameters, the time delay to group m1, D
m1
j ∈ R, and the time delay to group

m2, D
m2
j ∈ R, are key to describing signal flow across groups. First notice that, when

computing the auto-covariance for group m (i.e., when m1 = m2 = m; Fig. 1B, di-
agonal blocks of Kj), the time delay parameters Dm1

j and Dm2
j are equal, and so ∆t

(equation 3.9) reduces simply to the time difference (t2 − t1). Time delays are there-
fore only relevant when computing the cross-covariance between distinct groups m1

and m2. The time delay to group m1, D
m1
j , and the time delay to group m2, D

m2
j , by
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themselves have no physically meaningful interpretation. Their difference Dm2
j −Dm1

j ,
however, represents a well-defined, continuous-valued time delay from group m1 to
group m2 (Fig. 1B, off-diagonal blocks of Kj). The sign of the relative time delay
indicates the directionality of the lead-lag relationship between groups captured by
latent j (positive: group m1 leads group m2; negative: group m2 leads group m1),
which we interpret as a description of signal flow. Note that time delays need not be
integer multiples of the sampling period or spike count bin width of recorded neural
activity. Without loss of generality, we designate group m = 1 as the reference area,
and fix the delays for group 1 at 0 (i.e., D1

j = 0 for all latents j = 1, . . . , p).

3.1.3 Posterior Inference, Fitting, and Computational Scaling

Let Y and X be collections of all observed and latent variables, respectively, across all
time points and trials. Similarly, let d, ϕ, C, A, τ , and D be collections of the mean
parameters, noise precisions, loading matrices, ARD parameters, GP timescales, and
time delays, respectively. From the observed activity, we seek to estimate posterior
distributions over the probabilistic model components θ = {X, d, ϕ, C, A} and
point estimates of the deterministic GP parameters Ω = {τ, D}.

We do so by employing a variational inference scheme (Bishop, 1999; Klami et al.,
2015), in which we maximize the evidence lower bound (ELBO), L(Q,Ω), with re-
spect to the approximate posterior distribution Q(θ) and the deterministic parameters
Ω, where

logP (Y ) ≥ L(Q,Ω) = EQ[logP (Y, θ|Ω)]− EQ[logQ(θ)] (3.10)

We constrain Q(θ) so that it factorizes over the elements of θ:

Q(θ) = Qx(X)Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A) (3.11)

This factorization enables closed-form updates during optimization. The ELBO can
then be iteratively maximized via coordinate ascent of the factors of Q(θ) and the de-
terministic parameters Ω. Here all hyperparameters were fixed to a very small value,
β, aϕ, bϕ, aα, bα = 10−12, to produce noninformative priors (Klami et al., 2015). Through-
out this work, we take estimates of the latent variables and model parameters to be
the corresponding means of the posterior distributions comprising equation 3.11.

The computational bottlenecks in mDLAG-time comprise three stages of the fitting
procedure: (1) the update of the posterior distribution over latents, Qx(X), (2) the
updates of the GP parameters, Ω, via gradient ascent, and (3) evaluation of the ELBO,
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equation 3.10. From equation 3.7, let

Kj =

K1,1,j · · · K1,M,j
...

. . .
...

KM,1,j · · · KM,M,j

 ∈ SMT×MT (3.12)

Each of the three stages above require the inversion of the MT ×MT covariance ma-
trix Kj , and therefore require at least O(M3T 3) operations and O(M2T 2) storage.
The update of Qx(X), in fact, requires the inversion of a larger pMT × pMT matrix
(see below). The iterative nature of gradient ascent also requires potentially several
re-evaluations of K−1

j within a single fitting iteration.

A complete set of update equations, including for the three stages above, can be found
in Gokcen et al. (2023). For the sake of concision, we highlight just the update of
the posterior distribution over latents, Qx(X). Let us first define several variables.
Construct yn,t = [y1⊤

n,t · · ·yM⊤
n,t ]⊤ ∈ Rq, q =

∑
m qm, by vertically concatenating

the observed activity of groups m = 1, . . . ,M at time t on trial n. Then construct
ȳn = [y⊤

n,1 · · ·y⊤
n,T ]

⊤ ∈ RqT by vertically concatenating the observed activity yn,t

across all time points t = 1, . . . , T . For latents, define xn,t = [x1⊤
n,:,t · · ·xM⊤

n,:,t]
⊤ ∈ RpM

by vertically concatenating the p latents of each group at time t on trial n. Then
we vertically concatenate the latents xn,t across all time points t = 1, . . . , T to give
x̄n = [x⊤

n,1 · · ·x⊤
n,T ]

⊤ ∈ RpMT . Finally, we collect the parameters Cm, Φm, and dm

across populations m = 1, . . . ,M by defining C = diag(C1, . . . , CM ) ∈ Rq×pM ,
Φ = diag(Φ1, . . . ,Φm) ∈ Sq×q, and d = [d1⊤ · · ·dM⊤]⊤ ∈ Rq.

The update to the posterior distribution over latents, Qx(X), takes the same func-
tional form as the prior distribution (equation 3.7), a Gaussian distribution,

Qx(X) =
N∏

n=1

N (x̄n | µ̄xn
, Σ̄x) (3.13)

with trial-dependent posterior mean µ̄xn
∈ RpMT and trial-independent posterior

covariance Σ̄x ∈ SpMT×pMT . The update for the posterior covariance is the computa-
tionally limiting step:

Σ̄x =
(
K̄−1 + ⟨C⊤ΦC⟩

)−1
(3.14)

Here we introduce the notation ⟨·⟩ to indicate the expectation with respect to the ap-

proximate posterior distribution, EQ[·]. The term ⟨C⊤ΦC⟩ ∈ RpMT×pMT is a block di-
agonal matrix comprising T copies of the matrix ⟨C⊤ΦC⟩. The elements of the prior
covariance matrix K̄ ∈ RpMT×pMT follow the structure of x̄n, and are computed using
equations 3.8 and 3.9. Evaluating equation 3.14 on each mDLAG fitting iteration thus
requires the inversion of a pMT × pMT matrix, costing O(p3M3T 3) operations and
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O(p2M2T 2) storage. Ameliorating this computational cost and the remaining costs of
the three bottleneck stages above is the focus of the rest of this work.

3.2 mDLAG with Inducing Variables (mDLAG-inducing)

The scaling challenges of mDLAG-time stem from the Gaussian process state model
(equation 3.7), namely the MT × MT covariance matrix Kj and the computation of
its inverse and determinant. Alternative formulations of the state model that miti-
gate or avoid these computations altogether are therefore desirable. We first consider
an approach that incorporates inducing variables (Álvarez et al., 2010; Duncker &
Sahani, 2018; Titsias, 2009). In essence, we might be able to improve scalability if,
instead of the full set of latents across groups, we manipulate one latent representa-
tion common to all groups (thereby improving scaling with M) at a lower temporal
resolution (thereby improving scaling with T ). This approach, mDLAG-inducing, re-
quires no changes to the mDLAG-time observation model or ARD components (equa-
tions 3.1–3.6), only the state model (Fig. 1C).

3.2.1 Gaussian Process State Model with Inducing Variables

For each latent j on trial n we define a corresponding inducing variable
wn,j,: = [wn,j,1 · · ·wn,j,Tind

]⊤ ∈ RTind . Inducing variable values are defined over a
set of inducing (time) points indexed by t ∈ {1, . . . , Tind}. The number of inducing
points per trial, Tind, is a hyperparameter, and in this work we will choose Tind to be
no greater than the number of time points per trial, T , so that Tind ≤ T (in principle,
Tind can also be chosen separately for each latent j, but we choose not to do so here).
While the number of inducing points is discrete, the times at which the inducing vari-
ables are defined are real-valued. In detail, inducing variable wn,j,t at inducing point
t, t ∈ {1, . . . , Tind}, is defined at time ξt ∈ R.

These locations in time are themselves a design choice, and can even be treated as
learnable model parameters, just as the GP parameters (Duncker & Sahani, 2018;
Snelson & Ghahramani, 2005; Titsias, 2009). Throughout this work, we will fix the
inducing points on a uniformly spaced grid, with the first and last inducing points
fixed at the beginning and end of each trial, i.e., ξ1 = 1 and ξTind

= T . We do not
explore inducing points as learnable model parameters here to facilitate comparison
with the other two methods (updating the inducing points adds a significant compu-
tational cost to the model fitting procedure), but we do include that option in accom-
panying code (see Reproducibility, Code Availability, and Data Availability).
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We then define a GP over all inducing points ξ1, . . . , ξTind
for each latent j = 1, . . . , p

as follows:
wn,j,: ∼ N

(
0,Kw

j

)
(3.15)

where Kw
j ∈ STind×Tind is the inducing variable covariance matrix (Fig. 1D, top, Kw

j ).
Continuing with the squared exponential GP covariance function, element (t1, t2) of
Kw

j is computed according to

kwj (ξt1 , ξt2) =
(
1− σ2

j

)
exp

(
−(∆t)2

2τ2j

)
+ σ2

j · δ∆t (3.16)

∆t = ξt2 − ξt1 (3.17)

The characteristic timescale, τj ∈ R>0, and the GP noise variance, σ2
j ∈ (0, 1), are

defined as in equation 3.8.

We then define each latent j across groups m = 1, . . . ,M ,
xn,j,: = [x1⊤

n,j,: · · ·xM⊤
n,j,:]

⊤ ∈ RMT , in terms of the common inducing variable, wn,j,:, via
the following conditional Gaussian distribution:

P (xn,j,: | wn,j,:) = N
(
xn,j,: | Kxw

j (Kw
j )

−1wn,j,:,Kj −Kxw
j (Kw

j )
−1Kwx

j

)
(3.18)

where Kj ∈ SMT×MT is the covariance matrix defined in equation 3.12 (Fig. 1B),
and Kxw

j = (Kwx
j )⊤ ∈ RMT×Tind is the cross-covariance matrix between latent j

and its inducing variable (Fig. 1D, bottom, Kxw
j ). If we define Kxw

m,j ∈ RT×Tind to

be the mth block of Kxw
j = [Kxw⊤

1,j · · ·Kxw⊤
M,j ]⊤, then element (t1, t2) of K

xw
m,j , where

t1 ∈ {1, . . . , T} and t2 ∈ {1, . . . , Tind}, can be computed according to the covariance
function

kxwj (t1, ξt2) =
(
1− σ2

j

)
exp

(
−(∆t)2

2τ2j

)
+ σ2

j · δ∆t (3.19)

∆t = ξt2 − (t1 −Dm
j ) (3.20)

with the same timescale parameter τj and GP noise variance σ2
j as defined as in equa-

tion 3.16. The time delay parameter Dm
j ∈ R is defined in equation 3.9. Under this

formulation, each xm
n,j,: for latent j and group m can be viewed as an interpolated

(upsampled) and time-delayed version of the common inducing variable wn,j,:.

3.2.2 Posterior Inference, Fitting, and Computational Scaling

Let Y , X, and W be collections of all observed variables, latent variables, and induc-
ing variables, respectively, across all time points (or inducing points) and trials. As
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with mDLAG-time, let d, ϕ, C, A, τ , and D be collections of the mean parameters,
noise precisions, loading matrices, ARD parameters, GP timescales, and time delays,
respectively. From the observed activity, we seek to estimate posterior distributions
over the probabilistic model components θ = {X, W, d, ϕ, C, A}, which now in-
cludes the inducing variables W , and point estimates of the deterministic GP parame-
ters Ω = {τ, D}.

We again employ variational inference, in which we maximize the ELBO,
L(Q,Ω) (equation 3.10), with respect to the approximate posterior distribution Q(θ)
and the deterministic parameters Ω. For mDLAG-inducing, however, we follow Titsias
(2009) and constrain Q(θ) so that it factorizes over the elements of θ as follows:

Q(θ) = Qxw(X,W )Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A) (3.21)

= P (X|W )Qw(W )Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A) (3.22)

Here we have constrained the joint approximate posterior distribution over the la-
tents and their inducing variables to factorize as Qxw(X,W ) = P (X|W )Qw(W ), with
generic distribution Qw(W ) over the inducing variables and the conditional prior dis-
tribution P (X|W ) over the latents themselves. From equation 3.18,
P (X|W ) =

∏
j

∏
n P (xn,j,: | wn,j,:). Then as with mDLAG-time, this factorization

enables closed-form updates during optimization. The ELBO can be iteratively max-
imized via coordinate ascent of the factors of Q(θ) and the deterministic parameters
Ω.

As with mDLAG-time in Section 3.1.3, the three key stages of the mDLAG-inducing
fitting procedure are (1) the update of the posterior distribution over the latents and
their inducing variables, Qxw(X,W ), (2) the updates of the GP parameters, Ω, via
gradient ascent, and (3) evaluation of the variational lower bound, equation 3.10. A
complete set of update equations, including for these three key stages, are provided in
Appendix B. At all three stages, mDLAG-inducing achieves linear scaling in both the
number of groups M and the number of time points per trial T , albeit with superlin-
ear scaling in the number of inducing points Tind. For example, the limiting computa-
tion in the update of Qxw(X,W ) costs O(p3MTT 2

ind) operations (see Appendix B).

3.3 mDLAG in the Frequency Domain (mDLAG-frequency)

Consider now the unitary discrete Fourier transform (DFT) of the time series of ob-
servations for unit r in group m on trial n: ỹm

n,r,: = UTy
m
n,r,:, where UT ∈ CT×T is

the unitary DFT matrix. Our goal is to develop a generative model for these observa-
tions while remaining entirely in the frequency domain (mDLAG-frequency, Fig. 1E),
with the hope of uncovering computational benefits. Note that the conversion of each
unit’s activity from the time domain to the frequency domain has time complexity
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O(T log T ), assuming the DFT is implemented using a fast Fourier transform (FFT)
algorithm. Developing a generative model entirely in the frequency domain, and thereby
procedures for posterior inference and fitting entirely in the frequency domain, re-
quires this computation only once, as a preprocessing step. Then, as we will show,
each iteration of the fitting procedure will scale linearly in T and M .

3.3.1 Gaussian Process State Model

For the frequency domain to provide those computational benefits, it must improve
the scalability of the limiting mDLAG-time model component, the GP state model.
We first consider the case with M = 1 group. Taking the unitary DFT of the time
course of latent j on trial n, xn,j,:, we get

UTxn,j,: ∼ N
(
0, UTKjU

H
T

)
(3.23)

a linear transformation of the state model (UH
T is the conjugate transpose of UT ). The

key quantity in equation 3.23 is the transformed covariance matrix K̃j = UTKjU
H
T .

Unfortunately, like the time domain covariance matrix Kj , the frequency domain co-

variance matrix K̃j is, in general, dense. Consequently, any fitting procedure based
on this state model will still scale cubicly in the number of time points per trial. We
will get no computational benefit over the bottleneck mDLAG-time updates (Sec-
tion 3.1.3).

But critically, for large T (and for a stationary GP), the transformed covariance ma-
trix K̃j approaches a diagonal matrix, a well-established result in spectral analysis
(Kolmogorov, 1941; Priestley, 1981, Section 4.11). The diagonal elements of that lim-
iting matrix are given by the power spectral density (PSD) of the Gaussian process,
a function of frequency. By the Wiener–Khinchin theorem, the PSD function of la-
tent j, sj , is given by the continuous-time Fourier transform of its covariance function,
kj (treated as a function of the time difference t2 − t1). For the squared exponential
covariance function in equation 3.8, the PSD function takes the following closed form:

sj(fl) =
(
1− σ2

j

)√
2πτj exp

(
−1

2
(2πfl)

2 τ2j

)
+ σ2

j (3.24)

where fl ∈ R is a frequency value (l indexes the components of a discretely sampled
signal, see below). The characteristic timescale, τj ∈ R>0, and the GP noise variance,
σ2
j ∈ (0, 1), are defined as in equation 3.8.

A generative model for a GP with a diagonal covariance matrix would lead to signif-
icant runtime advantages. Toward that end, let x̃n,j,: ∈ CT be the values of latent j
across frequencies l = 1, . . . , T on trial n. Following the symmetry properties of the
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DFT, the index l = 1 corresponds to the zero frequency, f1 = 0. For even values of
T , the indices l = 2, . . . , T2 + 1 correspond to increasing positive frequencies, where
l = T

2 + 1 indexes the Nyquist frequency (fT
2
+1 is half the sampling rate of observa-

tions). Indices l = T
2 + 2, . . . , T correspond to negative frequencies increasing toward

zero, with symmetry about the Nyquist rate such that fT
2
+2 = −fT

2
, fT

2
+3 = −fT

2
−1,

up to fT = −f2. Odd values of T lead to similar frequency ordering but with subtle
differences in bookkeeping.

Then as an approximation to the GP prior defined in equation 3.23, we define a (complex-
valued) GP over all frequencies for each frequency domain latent j = 1, . . . , p, where
the covariance matrix is diagonal by construction (Fig. 1F, top, Sj):

x̃n,j,: ∼ N (0, Sj) (3.25)

The lth element of the diagonal “PSD matrix” Sj ∈ ST×T is given by the PSD func-
tion of the GP (equation 3.24). We explore the consequences of this approximation
in Section 4.5. For now, we will continue to define the frequency domain generative
model under this approximation, and extract any computational benefit that arises.

3.3.2 Observation Model

From here, we could define a linear observation model from latents to observed activ-
ity, akin to equation 3.1. However, we have omitted in the development of the model
thus far any notion of time delays. Let us revisit, for the multi-group (M > 1) case,
the continuous-time Fourier transform of the cross-covariance function km1,m2,j (equa-
tion 3.8) between groups m1 and m2:

sm1,m2,j(fl) =
(
1− σ2

j

)√
2πτj exp

(
−1

2
(2πfl)

2 τ2j

)

· exp

(
−i2πfl(D

m1
j −Dm2

j )

)
+ σ2

j (3.26)

Here i =
√
−1 is the imaginary number. This cross-spectral density (CSD) function

is nearly identical in form to the PSD function of equation 3.24, but with the addition
of a multiplicative complex exponential term, exp(−i2πfl(D

m1
j −Dm2

j )). This term iso-
lates the time delay parameters Dm1

j and Dm2
j , representing them as a relative phase

shift, 2πfl(D
m1
j − Dm2

j ), at frequency fl. Note the separability of the complex expo-
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nential term by groups:

exp

(
−i2πfl(D

m1
j −Dm2

j )

)
= exp

(
−i2πflD

m1
j

)
· exp

(
i2πflD

m2
j

)
= exp

(
−i2πflD

m1
j

)
· exp

(
−i2πflD

m2
j

)∗

= hm1
j,l · (hm2

j,l )
∗ (3.27)

where we have defined hmj,l = exp(−i2πflD
m
j ) to be the phase shift term from latent j

to observed group m at frequency l.

We can then construct a frequency domain analog, x̃m
n,j,: ∈ CT , to the time delayed

latent to group m, xm
n,j,: ∈ RT . Collect the phase shift terms hmj,l across all frequencies

l = 1, . . . , T into the diagonal matrix Hm
j = diag(hmj,1, . . . h

m
j,T ) ∈ CT×T (Fig. 1F,

bottom, Hm
j ). Then we get x̃m

n,j,: by multiplication of the diagonal phase shift matrix
Hm

j with the frequency domain latent j defined in equation 3.25: x̃m
n,j,: = Hm

j x̃n,j,:.

We now have the conceptual basis to define a frequency domain observation model,
from latents to observed activity. For group m (comprising qm units) at frequency l
on trial n, we define a linear relationship between observed activity, ỹm

n,l ∈ Cqm , and
the set of latents common to all groups, x̃n,t ∈ Cp (Fig. 1E):

ỹm
n,l = CmHm

l x̃n,l + d̃m
l + εm (3.28)

εm ∼ N (0, (Φm)−1) (3.29)

Here the diagonal matrix Hm
l ∈ Cp×p is a different collection of the phase shift terms

hmj,l, across all latents j = 1, . . . , p at the single frequency l: Hm
l = diag(hm1,l, . . . h

m
p,l).

The mean parameter term d̃m
l ∈ Rqm is shorthand for δl−1 ·

√
Tdm, which is

√
Tdm for

the zero frequency (f1 = 0 for index l = 1), and 0 otherwise.

All other parameters are the same as defined in the mDLAG-time observation model
(equations 3.1–3.2). We further set the same prior distributions over the mean param-
eters dm (equation 3.3) and noise precision parameters (equation 3.4), and we main-
tain the ARD prior over the columns of each loading matrix Cm (equations 3.5–3.6).
Note that the PSD function given by equation 3.24 is normalized so that

∫ +∞
−∞ sj(f)df =

1, thereby removing—as was the case for mDLAG-time—model redundancy in the
scaling of the latents and loading matrices Cm.
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3.3.3 Posterior Inference, Fitting, and Computational Scaling

Fitting the mDLAG-frequency model proceeds analogously to fitting for mDLAG-
time. Let Ỹ and X̃ be collections of all observed and latent variables, respectively,
across all frequencies and trials. As before, let d, ϕ, C, A, τ , and D be collections
of the mean parameters, noise precisions, loading matrices, ARD parameters, GP
timescales, and time delays, respectively. From frequency domain observations, we
seek to estimate posterior distributions over the probabilistic model components

θ =
{
X̃, d, ϕ, C, A

}
and point estimates of the deterministic GP parameters

Ω = {τ,D}.

We again employ variational inference, in which we maximize the lower bound L̃(Q̃,Ω)
to the log quasi-likelihood logP (Ỹ ), with respect to the approximate posterior distri-
bution Q̃(θ) and the deterministic parameters Ω:

logP (Ỹ ) ≥ L̃(Q̃,Ω) = E
Q̃
[logP (Ỹ , θ|Ω)]− E

Q̃
[log Q̃(θ)] (3.30)

The quasi-likelihood P (Ỹ ) is meant to approximate the time domain likelihood P (Y )
(equation 3.10). The two quantities converge as the number of time points per trial,
T , becomes large (Whittle, 1951).

We again constrain Q̃(θ) so that it factorizes over the elements of θ:

Q̃(θ) = Qx̃(X̃)Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A) (3.31)

In the same manner as mDLAG-time, this factorization enables closed-form updates
during optimization, and the lower bound L̃(Q̃,Ω) can be iteratively maximized via
coordinate ascent of the factors of Q̃(θ) and the deterministic parameters Ω.

As with the previous two methods, the three key stages of the mDLAG-frequency fit-
ting procedure are (1) the update of the posterior distribution over latents, Qx̃(X̃),
(2) the updates of the GP parameters, Ω, via gradient ascent, and (3) evaluation of
the variational lower bound, equation 3.30. At all three stages, mDLAG-frequency
achieves linear scaling in both the number of groups M and the number of time points
per trial T . A complete set of update equations, including for these three key stages,
are provided in Appendix C.

Here we highlight just the update of the posterior distribution over latents, Qx̃(X̃).
The update to Qx̃(X̃) takes the same functional form as the prior distribution (equa-
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tion 3.25), a Gaussian distribution,

Qx̃(X̃) =
N∏

n=1

T∏
l=1

N (x̃n,l | µ̃xn,l
, Σ̃x,l) (3.32)

with trial- and frequency-dependent posterior mean µ̃xn,l
∈ Cp and frequency-dependent,

but trial-independent, posterior PSD matrix Σ̃x,l ∈ Cp×p. Note the independence in
equation 3.32 not only across trials, but also across frequencies. This independence
emerges naturally—we impose only the factorization in equation 3.31. By contrast,
the analogous updates for mDLAG-time are independent across trials only, not time
points (equation 3.13). We can thus update the posterior PSD matrix, Σ̃x,l, sepa-
rately for each frequency l:

Σ̃x,l =

(
S−1
l +

M∑
m=1

(Hm
l )H⟨(Cm)⊤ΦmCm⟩Hm

l

)−1

(3.33)

The elements of the diagonal PSD matrix Sl = diag(s1(fl), . . . , sp(fl)) ∈ Rp×p are
computed using equation 3.24. The diagonal phase shift matrix Hm

l ∈ Cp×p is defined
as in equation 3.28.

Evaluation of equation 3.33 for all frequencies l = 1, . . . , T is significantly more effi-
cient than the evaluation of the analogous equation 3.14 for mDLAG-time. In the first
term, the PSD matrix Sl is diagonal, and thus its inversion scales linearly in the num-
ber of latents, p. In the second term, Hm

l is diagonal, and thus the sum over groups
m = 1, . . . ,M costs O(p2M), and O(p2MT ) in total when evaluated for all frequen-
cies. The final computation is the inversion of a p × p matrix, costing O(p3T ) opera-
tions and O(p2T ) storage, when evaluated for all frequencies. Thus in total, posterior
inference over the latents scales linearly in both the number of time points per trial T
and the number of groups M .

4 Results

4.1 Demonstration in Simulation

We start with an illustrative simulation to demonstrate, across our three fitting meth-
ods, (1) their basic correctness, (2) their relative runtime performance, and (3) themes
explored more deeply in subsequent sections. Dataset characteristics are summarized
in Table 1 (Demo).
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Table 1: Summary of Simulated Datasets.

Dataset Demo Scaling,
T

Scaling,
M

Model
selection

Independent runs 1 20 20 10 per SNR
Training trials 100 100 100 50
Time points 100 10 – 500 50 10 – 200
Samp. period (ms) 20 20 20 20
Groups 2 2 1 – 24 1
Units per group 10 12 24 – 1 1
Latents 4 1 1 4
GP timescales (ms) 20 – 120 100 100 50
GP time delays (ms) +12, -23 10 0 – 20 —
Signal-to-noise ratio 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.01 – 10.0

We generated simulated activity from two groups (M = 2) according to the mDLAG
generative model (equations 3.1–3.9; Methods, Section 6.1). For the sake of illustra-
tion, we set 10 units in each group (qm = 10). We designed the loading matrices Cm

so that all types of inter-group interactions were represented (Fig. 2A, left, ground
truth): a feedforward interaction (A to B), a feedback interaction (B to A), and an
interaction local to each group. We also scaled the observation noise precision matri-
ces Φm so that noise levels were representative of realistic neural activity. Specifically,
activity due to single-unit observation noise was 5 times stronger than activity due
to latents (the “signal-to-noise ratio” tr(CmCm⊤)/tr((Φm)−1) = 0.2 for each group).
Gaussian process timescales and time delays were also chosen within realistic ranges
(Table 1, Demo). With all model parameters specified, we then generated N = 100
independent and identically distributed trials. Each trial was 2 s in length, comprising
T = 100 time points with a sampling period of 20 ms, or a rate of 50 Hz.

We then fit three mDLAG models to the simulated activity using each of the three
fitting methods: mDLAG-time, mDLAG-inducing, and mDLAG-frequency. For all
fitting methods, we set the initial number of latents (p = 8) to be greater than the
ground truth number (p = 4), to verify that these additional latents would be pruned
during fitting (Methods, Section 6.2). For mDLAG-inducing we chose the number of
inducing points to be half of the number of time points per trial (Tind = 50; we will
elaborate on the choice of this hyperparameter in subsequent sections).
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Figure 2: Demonstrative simulation. (A) Loading matrix estimates. From left to right: Ground

truth (G.T.), mDLAG-time (Time), mDLAG-inducing (Induc.), mDLAG-frequency (Freq.). Here

the loading matrices C1 and C2, for groups A and B, respectively, have been concatenated ver-

tically. Each element of each matrix is represented by a square: magnitude is represented by the

square’s area, and sign is represented by the square’s color (red: positive; blue: negative). Note

that the sign and ordering of each loading matrix column is, in general, arbitrary. We have there-

fore reordered and flipped the signs of the columns of the estimates to facilitate comparison with

the ground truth. (B) Gaussian process (GP) parameter estimates. Left: GP timescales. Right:

GP time delays. Time delays are only relevant for latents 1 and 2. Latents 3 and 4 are local to

groups A and B, respectively. (C) Single-trial latent time course estimates. Each panel corre-

sponds to the ground truth and estimated time course of a single latent variable. All estimated

time courses, regardless of the method used for model fitting, were computed using the mDLAG-

time inference equation 3.13. Inset: zoomed-in view of latent 1 time courses. For concision, for

latents 1 and 2 we show only latents corresponding to group A (xm
n,j,:); the latents corresponding

to group B are time-shifted versions of those shown here. a.u.: arbitrary units. (D) Lower bound

value versus elapsed clock time over the course of model fitting. Note that each method optimizes

a slightly different lower bound. Lower bound values are therefore not directly comparable across

methods. Color scheme is consistent across panels (A)–(D). Gray: ground truth; black: mDLAG-

time; green: mDLAG-inducing; magenta: mDLAG-frequency.
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All fitting methods produced similar estimates. The number of latent variables (p =
4) was correctly identified in all cases (Methods, Section 6.3). The loading matrices
(C) and their group-wise sparsity patterns were also recovered with high accuracy
(Fig. 2A; normalized frobenius norm between ground truth loading matrix and esti-
mates: mDLAG-time, 0.0462; mDLAG-inducing, 0.0538; mDLAG-frequency, 0.0467).
GP timescale (Fig. 2B, left) and time delay (Fig. 2B, right) estimates were all within
10% of the ground truth, with one exception: mDLAG-inducing produced a signifi-
cant overestimate of the timescale for latent 1 (Fig. 2B, left, latent 1; compare green
to gray). Consequently, the trial-to-trial time course estimates of latent 1, based on
the mDLAG-inducing fit, were overly smooth (Fig. 2C, latent 1; see inset), leading to
lower reconstruction accuracy than the other two fitting methods (R2 between ground
truth and estimated time courses: mDLAG-time, 0.8653; mDLAG-inducing, 0.8357;
mDLAG-frequency, 0.8652). We will elaborate on this phenomenon in subsequent sec-
tions. The mDLAG-time and mDLAG-frequency methods produced practically in-
distinguishable estimates of latent time courses (Fig. 2C, black and magenta traces
coincide).

The runtime for mDLAG-frequency, however, was significantly faster than for the
other two fitting methods (Fig. 2D). Per fitting iteration, mDLAG-frequency ran more
than an order of magnitude faster than either mDLAG-time or mDLAG-inducing
(wall clock time per iteration: mDLAG-time, 0.616 s; mDLAG-inducing, 0.464 s; mDLAG-
frequency, 0.032 s). Compared to mDLAG-time, mDLAG-frequency also required
significantly fewer iterations to reach convergence (mDLAG-time, 6,952; mDLAG-
inducing, 1,282; mDLAG-frequency, 1,091). mDLAG-frequency appears to converge in
fewer iterations than mDLAG-time because, at least in part, the GP parameters con-
verge more quickly to their optimal values (Supplementary Fig. 1). The total runtime
to convergence of mDLAG-frequency was thus faster by a factor of over 100 (total
wall clock time: mDLAG-time, 4,283 s; mDLAG-inducing, 595 s; mDLAG-frequency,
35 s).

4.2 Scaling with Number of Time Points per Trial

We next performed a more exhaustive characterization of the runtime performance
of each fitting method, starting with runtime scaling as a function of the number of
time points per trial. We again generated simulated activity from two groups (M = 2)
according to the mDLAG generative model (Methods, Section 6.1), with a few key
differences from above (Table 1, Scaling, T ). Without loss of generality, we fixed one
global latent variable, shared across both groups (p = 1), and fixed the associated
GP timescale and time delay throughout all experiments (100 ms and 10 ms for the
GP timescale and time delay, respectively). We generated datasets that comprised
T = 500 time points per trial (10 s in length). Beyond T = 500, mDLAG-time was
prohibitively expensive to run, precluding method-to-method comparisons. We then



24 Gokcen et al.

fit mDLAG models to increasingly long trial epochs (lengths spaced equally on a log
scale from 10 to 500 time points per trial). Here we chose the same number of esti-
mated latent variables as the ground truth (p = 1). Overall, we ran 20 independent
experiments (“runs” on independent datasets produced by different randomly gener-
ated mDLAG models) to gauge variability in performance.

Across nearly all trial lengths, T , the three fitting methods gave practically indistin-
guishable statistical performance (Fig. 3A: black, green, and magenta traces visually
indistinguishable). All methods exhibited a leave-unit-out test R2 value (Appendix D,
Section D.5) close to the noise ceiling (Fig. 3A, black dashed line, R2 = 0.167). Be-
low 50 time points per trial, mDLAG-frequency exhibited slightly worse performance
(Fig. 3A, inset; in the worst case, R2 for mDLAG-frequency was 1% worse than the
other two methods at T = 10 time points per trial).

However, mDLAG-frequency exhibited dramatically better runtime scaling with the
number of time points per trial. In agreement with theory, per fitting iteration, mDLAG-
time exhibited cubic scaling with T (Fig. 3B: compare mDLAG-time, black trace, to
the cubic reference slope, gray dotted line), while mDLAG-frequency exhibited linear
scaling or better (Fig. 3B: compare mDLAG-frequency, magenta trace, to the linear
reference slope, gray dashed line). Fitting with mDLAG-frequency thus produced a
100x speed-up per iteration at T = 500 (mean clock time per iteration: mDLAG-time,
6.030±0.048 s; mDLAG-inducing, 0.524±0.005 s; mDLAG-frequency, 0.059±0.002 s).
Because mDLAG-time also exhibited an increase in the number of iterations required
for convergence (Fig. 3C, at T = 500: mDLAG-time, 3, 822 ± 209; mDLAG-inducing,
2, 242 ± 91; mDLAG-frequency, 424 ± 79; see also Supplementary Fig. 1), the com-
putational advantage of mDLAG-frequency compounded: at T = 500, the overall
runtime of mDLAG-frequency was 1,000x faster than that of mDLAG-time (Fig. 3D,
total clock time: mDLAG-time, 22, 871 ± 1, 128 s; mDLAG-inducing, 1, 167 ± 37.0 s;
mDLAG-frequency, 23.3± 3.4 s).

Note that mDLAG-inducing scaled superlinearly with T (Fig. 3B: compare mDLAG-
inducing, green trace, to the linear reference slope, gray dashed line). In theory, for a
fixed number of inducing points, Tind, mDLAG-inducing should scale linearly with the
number of time points per trial. Here, however, as T increased, we also increased the
number of inducing points to maintain it above the approximate Nyquist rate of the
underlying latent time course (for a squared exponential GP with 100 ms timescale,
a sampling rate of 12.5 Hz or greater captures essentially 100% of the frequency con-
tent). Without doing so, the performance of mDLAG-inducing suffers significantly
(Supplementary Fig. 2; see also Fig. 2C, latent 1). Consequently, the runtime bene-
fit (with increasing T ) of mDLAG-inducing over mDLAG-time is less significant than
that of mDLAG-frequency.
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100 held-out test trials. Black dashed line: noise ceiling (R2 = 0.167 for these simulations). Inset:

same data, but with vertical axis magnified to show the difference between methods. (B) Mean

(across fitting iterations) clock time per iteration versus number of time points per trial. Gray
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convergence versus number of time points per trial. Gray dashed line: reference slope for a linear
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mean, computed across 20 runs. Color scheme is consistent across panels. Black: mDLAG-time

(Time); green: mDLAG-inducing (Induc.); magenta: mDLAG-frequency (Freq.).

4.3 Scaling with Number of Groups

We performed a similar characterization of runtime scaling as a function of the num-
ber of observation groups (Table 1, Scaling, M). Here, we fixed the total number of
units throughout experiments at q = 24, but then considered a varying number of
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groups, from M = 1 (with 24 units belonging to one group) to M = 24 (with one
“group” comprising one unit). We again fixed one global latent variable (p = 1), with
the same GP timescale as in Section 4.2 (100 ms), but we selected the magnitudes of
pairwise time delays, uniformly at random, between 0 ms and 20 ms. The number of
time points per trial was fixed at T = 50 (1 s in length). The number of estimated
latent variables was again chosen to match the ground truth (p = 1). For mDLAG-
inducing, we chose Tind = 13 inducing points, the smallest number that maintained
the approximate Nyquist rate of the latent signals (12–13 Hz for a squared exponen-
tial GP with 100 ms timescale). Overall, we ran 20 independent experiments at each
group number (M) to gauge variability in performance.

Across all group numbers, M , the three fitting methods gave practically indistinguish-
able statistical performance (Fig. 4A: black, green, and magenta traces visually in-
distinguishable). Both mDLAG-frequency and mDLAG-inducing, however, scaled
significantly better than mDLAG-time. In agreement with theory, per fitting itera-
tion, mDLAG-time exhibited near-cubic scaling with the number of groups (Fig. 4B:
compare mDLAG-time, black trace, to the cubic reference slope, gray dotted line),
while both mDLAG-frequency and mDLAG-inducing exhibited linear scaling or better
(Fig. 4B: compare mDLAG-frequency, magenta trace, and mDLAG-inducing, green
trace, to the linear reference slope, gray dashed line). Fitting with mDLAG-frequency
and mDLAG-inducing thus produced a 285x and a 88x speed-up per iteration, respec-
tively, at M = 24 (mean clock time per iteration: mDLAG-time, 7.200 ± 0.091 s;
mDLAG-inducing, 0.0816± 0.0013 s; mDLAG-frequency, 0.0252± 0.0004 s). The num-
ber of iterations required for mDLAG-time convergence also increased with the num-
ber of groups (Fig. 4C, number of iterations at M = 24: mDLAG-time, 15, 770 ± 387;
mDLAG-inducing, 273 ± 11; mDLAG-frequency, 240 ± 10). The computational ad-
vantages of mDLAG-frequency and mDLAG-inducing thus compounded, resulting
in overall runtime speed-ups of over 18,000x and 5,000x for mDLAG-frequency and
mDLAG-inducing, respectively, at M = 24 (Fig. 4D, total clock time: mDLAG-time,
113, 087±1, 987 s; mDLAG-inducing, 22.20±0.80 s; mDLAG-frequency, 6.05±0.29 s).
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4.4 Neuropixels Recordings of Three Visual Cortical Areas

We next sought to validate our accelerated methods beyond a simulated environment,
on state-of-the-art neural recordings. We considered electrophysiological recordings
from neuronal populations in anesthetized macaque visual cortex, recorded using mul-
tiple Neuropixels probes (Methods, Section 6.4). These recordings comprised hun-
dreds of neurons (min: 231, max: 450) spanning three brain areas: V1, V2, and V3d.
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Each brain area was treated as a separate group throughout our analyses below (i.e.,
M = 3). Within a recording session, on each trial, animals were visually presented
with a drifting sinusoidal grating (one of two possible orientations, 90° apart). Each
orientation was presented on 300 trials, for a total of 600 trials per recording session.

Overall, we analyzed seven recording sessions from three animals. We further treated
each grating stimulus orientation separately, giving a total of 14 “datasets” (a subset
of which were previously analyzed in Gokcen et al., 2023). For each dataset, we al-
located at random 225 trials as a training set and 75 trials as a test set on which to
measure model performance (Appendix D). We applied each fitting method (mDLAG-
time, mDLAG-inducing, mDLAG-frequency) to spike counts (taken in 20 ms non-
overlapping time bins) measured during the first 1,000 ms after stimulus onset (Fig. 5A,
trial-averaged responses for an example dataset). As a preprocessing step, for each
neuron, we subtracted the mean spike count across time bins within each trial to
remove slow fluctuations beyond the timescale of a trial (Cowley et al., 2020). We
started all fitting methods from the same initialization, with p = 30 latents (Methods,
Section 6.2). In terms of scale, these recordings included many more trials and neu-
rons than the simulations in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, but the number of time points per
trial (T = 50) and groups (M = 3) are within the ranges considered above.

mDLAG-frequency performed statistically as well as mDLAG-time (Fig. 5B, magenta
points lie on the diagonal), yet achieved a median 3x speed-up per fitting iteration,
and a 25x speed-up overall (Fig. 5C, median clock time per iteration across datasets:
mDLAG-time, 5.88 s; mDLAG-frequency, 2.00 s; Fig. 5D, median number of itera-
tions across datasets: mDLAG-time, 30,737; mDLAG-frequency, 3,659; Fig. 5E, me-
dian total clock time across datasets: mDLAG-time, 50.4 hrs; mDLAG-frequency,
1.8 hrs). mDLAG-inducing, by contrast, presented a performance trade-off that de-
pended on the choice of the number of inducing points. At Tind = 20 inducing points,
mDLAG-inducing achieved a runtime similar to mDLAG-frequency (Fig. 5C, median
clock time per iteration across datasets: 2.03 s; Fig. 5D, median number of iterations
across datasets: 3,457; Fig. 5E, median total clock time across datasets: 1.9 hrs).
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by mDLAG-time and mDLAG-frequency (one-sided paired sign tests: mDLAG-time better than

mDLAG-inducing, p = 0.0065; mDLAG-frequency better than mDLAG-inducing, p = 0.0009).

(C) Mean clock time per iteration, mDLAG-inducing or mDLAG-frequency versus mDLAG-time.
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However, Tind = 20 inducing points corresponds to an effective sampling rate of 20 Hz.
At a 20 Hz sampling rate, aliasing becomes a potential issue for latents with (squared
exponential) GP timescales of about 50 ms or shorter. For instance, by mDLAG-time
estimates, about 25% of the GP timescales encountered across Neuropixels datasets
were 35 ms or shorter. By contrast, no mDLAG-inducing timescale estimates were
shorter than 35 ms (Supplementary Fig. 3). Models fit by mDLAG-inducing con-
sequently performed significantly worse than models fit by the other two methods
(Fig. 5B, one-sided paired sign tests, leave-group-out R2: mDLAG-time better than
mDLAG-inducing, p = 0.0065; mDLAG-frequency better than mDLAG-inducing, p =
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0.0009). This gap in mDLAG-inducing’s statistical performance could be closed by
increasing the number of inducing points (Supplementary Fig. 4A: mDLAG-inducing
performance when we chose Tind = 32 inducing points, corresponding to an approx-
imate Nyquist rate for GP timescales of 30 ms or longer), but at the expense of run-
time benefit (Supplementary Fig. 4B: mDLAG-frequency 55% faster than mDLAG-
inducing per iteration, and 72% faster overall).

4.5 Exploration of Biases Introduced by Frequency Domain Fitting

Thus far we have shown that the frequency domain fitting approach provides orders
of magnitude runtime speed-up with seemingly minimal loss in statistical performance
relative to baseline. Of course, no approximation comes without a cost. We now ex-
plore the biases introduced by the frequency domain approach, particularly in the es-
timation of GP parameters and of latent dimensionality.

But first, why might there be biases in the first place? The approximation to take
the frequency domain PSD matrix as diagonal is equivalent to replacing the time do-
main covariance matrix with a circulant matrix (Fig. 6A, top: time domain covariance
matrix; Fig. 6B, top: circulant approximation arising implicitly from the mDLAG-
frequency model). This circulant approximation affects both the generative model
and posterior inference. Latent time courses generated via the approximate frequency
domain model (equation 3.25, followed by an inverse DFT) are putatively periodic
(Fig. 6B, bottom: note the continuity between the solid trace and its copies, the dot-
ted traces), with correlations between the beginning of the trial and the end of the
trial (Fig. 6B, top: note the large magnitude of covariance in the upper right and
lower left quadrants of the circulant covariance matrix K̂).

Like frequency-domain-generated time courses, frequency-domain-inferred time courses
are similarly periodic, leading to edge effects (Fig. 6C). In the middle of a trial, time
domain and frequency domain inference produce practically indistinguishable esti-
mates (Fig. 6C: compare black and magenta traces). However, the estimates start to
visibly deviate toward the beginning and end of the trial, as the frequency domain es-
timate curves away from the time domain estimate to satisfy its periodic boundary
conditions. The extent of edge effects, in both generation and inference, increases as
the length of the GP timescale increases relative to the length of the trial.
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4.5.1 Biases in Estimation of Gaussian Process Parameters

To characterize the impact of the frequency domain approximation on GP parame-
ter estimation, we returned to our simulated datasets from above. Here we will fo-
cus on bias as a function of trial length (Table 1, Scaling, T ), as the departure of the
frequency domain approximation from the original time domain specification is ulti-
mately a finite trial length effect. We explore biases as a function of group number
(Supplementary Fig. 5A), sampling rate (Supplementary Table 1, Sampling rate; Sup-
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plementary Fig. 5B), and number of units (Supplementary Table 1, Scaling, q; Supple-
mentary Fig. 5C) in the Supplement.

Comparing the GP timescales and time delays estimated via mDLAG-frequency to
the ground truth values, we found that the magnitudes of both parameters were con-
sistently underestimated (Fig. 7A,B, magenta traces). Biases were more severe for
shorter trial lengths, and approached the ground truth for longer trial lengths. In sep-
arate analyses, we re-fit models via mDLAG-frequency while keeping either the GP
timescales or the GP time delays fixed throughout fitting. Regardless of which param-
eter was held fixed, the bias remained in estimates of the other parameter, suggesting
that these biases are decoupled effects (Supplementary Fig. 6).

Intuition for this effect can be gained by considering the time domain covariance ma-
trix and its (approximate) circulant counterpart. Suppose, for example, a ground
truth latent variable with covariance matrix as depicted in Fig. 6A. Consider also a
frequency domain (circulant in the time domain) estimate with GP timescale that
matches the ground truth value (Fig. 6B, top). If we consider the error between the
ground truth covariance matrix and the circulant estimate, then the error for elements
close to the main diagonal will be low, while the error for elements in the upper right
and lower left quadrants will be relatively high. The error accumulated in these up-
per right and lower left quadrants could be reduced if the GP timescale estimate was
shorter, but at the expense of added error for elements close to the main diagonal.
Ultimately, the optimal timescale balances these sources of error, settling on an es-
timate that is shorter than the ground truth, but not too short. We validated this
intuition empirically in simulation (Supplementary Fig. 7). Importantly, as the length
of the trial increases, the bias approaches zero (Fig. 7A,B, magenta traces): the bias
becomes less concerning precisely as the runtime of mDLAG-frequency becomes more
advantageous (Fig. 3).

Why does this bias not lead to more severe negative impacts on model performance
(Fig. 3A, Fig. 4A, Fig. 5B)? An underestimate of GP timescale means that higher fre-
quencies are overrepresented a priori. In principle, then, posterior estimates of the la-
tent time courses are encouraged to maintain potentially spurious high-frequency con-
tent in held-out test trials, leading to overfitting. In practice, however, given the con-
sistently similar performance between mDLAG-frequency and mDLAG-time, overfit-
ting was evidently not an issue for the simulated datasets and neural recordings con-
sidered here. An overestimate of GP timescale, by contrast, would encourage under-
fitting, as meaningful high-frequency content is suppressed. For the neural recordings
considered here, that type of underfitting appeared to be the more salient issue, as ev-
idenced by the relatively poor performance of mDLAG-inducing model fits (Fig. 5B)
paired with their consistent overestimates of GP timescales (Supplementary Fig. 3).
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4.5.2 Biases in Estimation of Dimensionality

We next explored potential biases in the estimation of latent dimensionality, i.e., model
selection. In the case of methods like GPFA (Yu et al., 2009) and DLAG (Gokcen et
al., 2022), model selection is accomplished via cross-validation and grid search to find
optimal latent dimensionalities. In the case of mDLAG, estimation of latent dimen-
sionality is incorporated into the model fitting process via the ARD prior, which en-
courages group-wise sparsity of the loadings (equations 3.5, 3.6). Here we focus on
estimation of latent dimensionality via ARD (Methods, Section 6.3).

As we will demonstrate, the results of model selection are noise-level dependent. We
therefore generated (via the mDLAG generative model; Methods, Section 6.1) 10 in-
dependent datasets at four different noise levels (SNR = 0.01, 0.1, 1.0, 10.0), for a
total of 40 datasets (Table 1, Model Selection). Each dataset comprised N = 50 trials,
with 200 time points per trial (400 ms in length). Here we were also interested in bias
as a function of trial length, and thus fit mDLAG models to increasingly long trial
epochs (lengths spaced equally on a log scale from 10 to 200 time points per trial).
For simplicity, we generated activity for just one group with 24 units. The themes
from model selection for one group are representative of themes that underlie model
selection in multi-group contexts. We set the ground truth number of latents to p = 4,
but initialized all models with p = 8 latents to allow dimensionality to be freely esti-
mated. All ground truth GP timescales were set to 50 ms.
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Figure 8: Bias in estimation of latent dimensionality with number of time points per trial. (A)

mDLAG-time estimates. (B) mDLAG-frequency (mDLAG-freq.) estimates. (C) mDLAG-frequency

estimates with tapering as a preprocessing step. Across panels (A)–(C), black dashed lines indicate

ground truth dimensionality (p = 4). Solid traces indicate the mean of estimates, and shading

(where visible) indicates standard error of the mean, computed across 10 runs. SNR: Signal-to-

noise ratio. Red: SNR = 0.01; gold: SNR = 0.1; magenta: SNR = 1.0; green: SNR = 10.0.

We first considered trends in dimensionality estimates via mDLAG-time as a baseline
(Fig. 8A). Biases in these estimates depended on trial length. At low SNRs (Fig. 8A,
red, SNR = 0.01), mDLAG-time produced conservative dimensionality estimates—
underestimates that approached the ground truth with increasing trial length (and
increasing training dataset size). At mid-level SNRs (Fig. 8A, gold and magenta, SNR
= 0.1, 1.0, respectively), dimensionality estimates were accurate at all trial lengths.
But interestingly, at high SNRs (Fig. 8A, green, SNR = 10.0), mDLAG-time produced
overestimates of dimensionality at long trial lengths (large training dataset sizes).
This behavior has been reported previously for simpler dimensionality reduction ap-
proaches like factor analysis, in conjunction with cross-validation (Williamson et al.,
2016): in low-noise, data-rich regimes, the effects of overfitting are small, and cross-
validated performance remains high even for models with dimensionalities larger than
the ground truth.

We then sought to characterize the extent to which dimensionality estimates via mDLAG-
frequency matched or deviated from the trends described above (Fig. 8B). At the
lowest two SNRs (Fig. 8B, red and gold, SNR = 0.01, 0.1, respectively), mDLAG-
frequency estimates were qualitatively indistinguishable from estimates by mDLAG-
time (compare to Fig. 8A). At the highest two SNRs (Fig. 8B, magenta and green,
SNR = 1.0, 10.0, respectively), trends for the two fitting methods were notably dif-
ferent, at least for shorter trial lengths (T < 44). In contrast with mDLAG-time es-
timates, mDLAG-frequency estimates were biased toward dimensionality values that
were larger than the ground truth at shorter trial lengths, and approached the ground
truth as trial length increased (up to T = 44). Then as trial length continued to grow,
the trends in mDLAG-frequency estimates matched the trends of mDLAG-time esti-
mates, growing in magnitude above the ground truth value (for T = 44 and larger).
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The trend for short trial lengths can be explained by the bias in GP timescale estima-
tion (see previous section, 4.5.1). mDLAG-frequency tends to produce underestimates
of GP timescales at short trial lengths—a mismatch with the data. By employing ad-
ditional latents, mDLAG-frequency could possibly compensate for any explanatory
power lost by this parameter bias. As trial length increases, the bias in GP timescale
decreases; mDLAG-frequency estimates behave increasingly like mDLAG-time esti-
mates.

4.5.3 Bias Mitigation Strategies

We have demonstrated empirically that the biases explored above have a minimal im-
pact on model performance, and that such biases diminish as the runtime benefit of
mDLAG-frequency grows. Still, it might be of practical and scientific importance to
mitigate these biases during the model fitting process. Bias mitigation is a mature
topic of study in spectral estimation, with many strategies to choose from (Priestley,
1981, Chapter 7). To demonstrate that this body of work is applicable to the present
context, we considered one such strategy: tapering.

We repeated all simulated experiments with mDLAG-frequency (Fig. 7, Fig. 8, Sup-
plementary Fig. 5). Here, however, as a preprocessing step, we applied a taper (we
chose a periodic Hamming window function; Methods, Section 6.5) to each observed
unit on each trial. Tapering smoothly attenuates each observed time series toward
zero at the beginning and end of each trial, effectively enforcing the periodic bound-
ary conditions assumed by the frequency domain approach.

Across experiments, tapering was an effective bias mitigation strategy. For instance,
in trial length experiments, mDLAG-frequency (without tapering) achieved within
10% error of the ground truth GP timescale by T = 163 (Fig. 7A, magenta). With ta-
pering, that error was achieved by T = 53 (Fig. 7A, gold). In model selection experi-
ments (Fig. 8C), tapering removed the tendency of mDLAG-frequency to overestimate
dimensionality at short trial lengths (compare Fig. 8C to Fig. 8B, for trial lengths
T = 44 and shorter). Tapering was also effective for bias mitigation in our experi-
ments scaling group number (Supplementary Fig. 5A), sampling rate (Supplementary
Fig. 5B), and number of neurons (Supplementary Fig. 5C).

As an alternative to tapering, one could use mDLAG-frequency to fit an initial set
of model parameters, and then fine-tune those parameters using mDLAG-time for
a limited number of iterations. For example, we employed this approach on one of
the Neuropixels datasets (Supplementary Fig. 8). After 500 iterations of fine-tuning
with mDLAG-time, GP timescales and time delays settled into slightly different val-
ues from the initial mDLAG-frequency estimates.
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5 Discussion

In this work we developed two methods to accelerate model fitting and inference in
multi-group GP factor models. Our methods incorporate multi-group extensions of
techniques drawn from two broader classes of approaches in the GP and spectral esti-
mation fields: sparsity via inducing variables (Álvarez et al., 2010; Duncker & Sahani,
2018; Titsias, 2009) and frequency domain representations (Dowling et al., 2023; Kee-
ley, Aoi, et al., 2020; Paciorek, 2007; Ulrich et al., 2015; Whittle, 1951). We demon-
strated that mDLAG-inducing and mDLAG-frequency can achieve linear scaling in
both the number of time points per trial T and the number of groups M , translat-
ing to orders of magnitude runtime speed-ups over the baseline approach, mDLAG-
time, across simulations and neural recordings. Notably, in neural recordings of hun-
dreds of neurons across three brain areas, mDLAG-frequency produced a 25x speed-
up over mDLAG-time without compromising statistical performance. Prior to this
work, the analysis of increasingly available recordings that span many brain areas,
cortical layers, and cell types was prohibitive for the class of multi-group GP factor
models. With the methods developed here, that analysis is now feasible, opening the
door to questions about multi-population interactions that were previously inaccessi-
ble.

In contrast with mDLAG-frequency, mDLAG-inducing often presented a trade-off be-
tween runtime and statistical performance. Applied to neural recordings, mDLAG-
inducing could achieve either equal runtime performance to mDLAG-frequency (Fig. 5)
or equal statistical performance to mDLAG-frequency (Supplementary Fig. 4), but
not both. In theory, mDLAG-inducing scales linearly in T so long as the number of
inducing points Tind is held fixed. In practice, Tind must be kept large enough to avoid
aliasing and excessively overestimating latent timescales (Fig. 2B, Supplementary
Fig. 2, Supplementary Fig. 3), hence tempering the runtime benefit of the approach
(Fig. 2D, Fig. 3). The need to search for the optimal hyperparameter Tind, when the
(potentially wide-ranging) latent timescales are not known a priori, tempers that run-
time benefit further.

Of course, mDLAG-frequency is not without trade-offs. For small trial lengths, we
demonstrated that mDLAG-frequency exhibits a tendency to underestimate the mag-
nitudes of GP timescales and time delays (Fig. 7, Supplementary Fig. 3), and a ten-
dency to overestimate dimensionality (Fig. 8B). Both of these biases could leave mod-
els fit via mDLAG-frequency prone to overfitting. For the simulated data and neural
recordings considered here, however, overfitting did not appear to be an issue. Impor-
tantly, as trial length increases, mDLAG-frequency’s bias diminishes (Fig. 7, Fig. 8)
precisely as its runtime benefit grows (Fig. 3). For instance, in the simulations with
T = 500 time points per trial, a 1,000x runtime speed-up (Fig. 3D) with less than 2%
bias in GP parameter estimates (Fig. 7) represents a remarkably good trade-off.
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We explored tapering and fine-tuning in the time domain as straightforward yet ef-
fective bias mitigation strategies (Section 4.5.3). While these strategies worked well
for the simulated and neural datasets considered here, they might not always be the
best strategy for the problem at hand. In other contexts, other strategies could be
explored, such as zero-padding (Aoi & Pillow, 2017) or even debiased modifications
to the variational lower bound (Sykulski et al., 2019), though likely at the expense of
increased computational cost.

We have focused here on approaches to accelerating one particular dimensionality re-
duction method, mDLAG; but in fact, mDLAG is representative of a general class of
dimensionality reduction methods. Our approaches are therefore quite general, ap-
plicable to a wide range of dimensionality reduction methods commonly used in neu-
roscience. In the case of two groups (M = 2), mDLAG is equivalent to a Bayesian
formulation of DLAG (Gokcen et al., 2022), and closely related to other multi-group
approaches that incorporated GP state models (Balzani et al., 2023; Keeley, Aoi, et
al., 2020). In the case of one group (M = 1), and when all time delays are fixed to
zero (Dm

j = 0), mDLAG becomes equivalent to a Bayesian formulation of Gaussian
process factor analysis (GPFA; Duncker & Sahani, 2018; Jensen et al., 2021; Yu et
al., 2009). In the case where each “group” comprises one unit (M = q), mDLAG is
akin to a time-delay GPFA (Lakshmanan et al., 2015) or cross-spectral factor analysis
(Gallagher et al., 2017) model with a sparsity prior on each coefficient of the loading
matrix, C. By removing temporal smoothing (i.e., in the limit as all GP timescale
parameters τj approach 0) mDLAG becomes equivalent to the static method group
factor analysis (Klami et al., 2015).

The accelerated fitting methods developed here, in the Bayesian mDLAG setting,
are readily applicable to non-Bayesian methods like GPFA and DLAG. For these
non-Bayesian methods, development would largely follow Sections 3.2 and 3.3, but
the mean parameter dm, the loading matrix Cm, and the noise precision matrix Φm

would be treated as deterministic model parameters for which we seek point esti-
mates, rather than probabilistic model parameters for which we seek posterior dis-
tributions. In fact, we include an implementation of these methods in accompanying
code (see Reproducibility, Code Availability, and Data Availability). We note also
that we restricted our development here to models with a linear-Gaussian relationship
between latents and observations (equations 3.1 and 3.2). Our approaches could be
adapted to nonlinear regimes (Duncker et al., 2023; Gondur et al., 2024; Wu et al.,
2017) and non-Gaussian noise models (Duncker & Sahani, 2018; Keeley, Zoltowski,
Yu, et al., 2020; Zhao & Park, 2017), though again likely at the expense of increased
computational cost.

Our investigations focused on the commonly used squared exponential GP covariance
function with time delays (equation 3.8). We emphasize, however, that all three fit-
ting methods examined here are compatible with any stationary GP covariance func-
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tion, while possessing the same computational scaling properties (Fig. 3, Fig. 4). The
mDLAG-frequency mathematical development, specifically, need not depend on the
particular parametrization of the GP cross-spectral density (CSD) function given in
equation 3.26. Rather, any GP CSD function that can be written in terms of an am-
plitude function and a phase function is compatible with the approach. Concretely,
for latent j and groups m1 and m2, we can write the GP CSD function sm1,m2,j(fl),
evaluated at frequency fl, in terms of the amplitude function ζj(fl) and phase func-
tion ηm1,m2,j(fl):

sm1,m2,j(fl) = ζj(fl) · exp (−iηm1,m2,j(fl)) (5.1)

For the squared exponential GP covariance function (equation 3.8), the corresponding
amplitude function ζj(fl) is the squared exponential in equation 3.24. The phase func-
tion is a linear function of frequency, ηm1,m2,j(fl) = 2πfl(D

m1
j −Dm2

j ), where the slope
is determined by the difference between time delay parameters Dm1

j and Dm2
j . Alter-

native choices for the amplitude function can be drawn directly from the single-output
GP literature (e.g., Wilson & Adams, 2013). In tandem, alternative choices of the
phase function would lead to alternative multi-output GP kernels, for instance, con-
stant (as in a simple phase shift; Ulrich et al., 2015) or affine (Parra & Tobar, 2017)
functions of frequency. Different choices of GP kernel would lead to different behavior
in terms of statistical performance and biases in estimation. These differences ought
to be explored on a case-by-case basis. Still, the themes raised in Section 4.5 will be
relevant to any alternative GP kernel choices.

Multi-group dimensionality reduction methods have historically faced a number of
scaling challenges, from model selection to model fitting. The challenge of model se-
lection requires identifying both the number of latents across all observed groups,
and which subset of groups each latent involves. For example, in the case of M = 2
groups, the non-Bayesian DLAG (Gokcen et al., 2022) (and methods with similar
group structure, e.g., Balzani et al., 2023; Keeley, Aoi, et al., 2020) has three hy-
perparameters: one for the number of shared latents, and two for the number of la-
tents local to each group. Grid search over just 10 candidate values for each of these
three hyperparameters would result in 103 candidate models to fit, and k-fold cross-
validation would inflate that number further. To generalize this model selection ap-
proach to M groups would require the fitting of p2

M−1k candidate models, for a search
over p candidate values for each of 2M−1 hyperparameters with k-fold cross-validation.
With the incorporation of automatic relevance determination (Klami et al., 2015),
mDLAG reduced the number of model fits to one. The methods developed here then
accelerate that model fit to overcome remaining computational barriers, thereby en-
abling a broad class of dimensionality reduction techniques to keep pace with the
rapidly growing scale of multi-population neural recordings.
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6 Methods

6.1 Synthetic Data Generation via the Time and Frequency Domains

Throughout our simulated experiments (Table 1, Supplementary Table 1), we gen-
erated the simulated datasets using the mDLAG generative model. In Section 4.1
(Fig. 2; Table 1, Demo), generation could be performed straightforwardly via the
mDLAG-time formulation, equations 3.1–3.9. For the remaining larger-scale exper-
iments (Table 1: Scaling, T ; Scaling, M ; Model selection; Supplementary Table 1:
Sampling rate; Scaling, q), data generation via the mDLAG-time formulation was pro-
hibitively expensive. Sampling from the multivariate Gaussian distribution in equa-
tion 3.7 requires O(M3T 3) operations, cubic in the number of groups, M , and the
number of time points per trial, T .

For these remaining experiments, we therefore generated simulated datasets using the
mDLAG-frequency formulation, equations 3.24–3.25, 3.28–3.29, and 3.3–3.6 (Dietrich
& Newsam, 1997). The computational cost of sampling frequency domain observa-
tions is ameliorated to O(MT ) operations. Then, we convert these observations to the
time domain by taking the inverse unitary DFT of the frequency domain activity for
each unit r = 1, . . . , qm in group m on each trial n: ym

n,r,: = UH
T ỹ

m
n,r,:. Assuming the

DFT is carried out using an FFT algorithm, this operation scales O(T log T ) in the
number of time points per trial.

Yet time courses generated via mDLAG-frequency exhibit edge effects (Section 4.5,
Fig. 6B). To mitigate the influence of these edge effects on our experimental results,
we conservatively first generated trials that were three times longer than desired (3T
time points in length, when we desired length-T trials). Then we took only the middle
third of each trial, and threw out the first and final thirds. For our simulated exper-
iments, in which latent time courses were generated with a squared exponential GP
timescale of 100 ms, taking only the middle third of the trial was sufficient for edge
effects to be rendered negligible. Even with the generation of extra time points per
trial, data generation via the mDLAG-frequency formulation was still markedly faster
than data generation via the mDLAG-time formulation.

6.2 Parameter Initialization

We initialized each of the three methods, mDLAG-time, mDLAG-inducing, and mDLAG-
frequency, in a similar fashion. For any of the methods, we first specified the number
of latents, p. Through automatic relevance determination, insignificant latents are
then effectively pruned. Therefore, in general, p should be chosen to be as small as
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possible (to minimize runtime) yet large enough that at least one of the initial latents
is deemed insignificant (according to shared variance explained, see equation 6.2, be-
low), thereby ensuring that dimensionalities are not underestimated. We indicate our
chosen value of p for each experiment throughout the Results.

To initialize the rest of the fitting procedure, we specified initial values for only the
moments of the posterior factors Qd(d), Qϕ(ϕ), Qc(C), and QA(A) (see, for example,
equations B.18–B.21) that were needed to begin iteration. The posterior distribution
over the latents Qx(X) (for mDLAG-time, equation 3.13; Qw(W ) over inducing vari-
ables for mDLAG-inducing, equation B.17; Qx̃(X̃) over frequency domain latents for
mDLAG-frequency, equation 3.32) was then the first factor to be updated each itera-
tion of the fitting procedure. We specified noninformative priors by fixing all hyperpa-
rameters to a very small value (Klami et al., 2015), β, aϕ, bϕ, aα, bα = 10−12.

For Qd(d), we initialized µm
d at the sample mean of observed activity across all trials

and time points. For Qϕ(ϕ), we initialized ⟨ϕm
r ⟩−1 for each unit r in group m to the

sample variance of that unit across all trials and time points. For Qc(C), we first ran-
domly initialized all first moments µ̄m

cr ∈ Rp (for the rth row of Cm in group m, see
equation B.36) with entries drawn from a zero-mean Gaussian distribution with vari-
ance chosen to match the scale of the data. Then, we initialized the second moments
⟨c̄mr (c̄mr )⊤⟩ to the outer product of first moments µ̄m

cr µ̄
m⊤
cr . For QA(A), we initialized

⟨αm
j ⟩ for each latent j in group m to qm/⟨∥cmj ∥22⟩, which stems from equations B.37

and B.38.

We initialized all delay parameters to zero, and all Gaussian process timescale param-
eters to the same value, equal to twice the sampling period or spike count bin width
of the neural activity. All Gaussian process noise variances were fixed to small values
(10−3), as in Gokcen et al. (2023). Finally, for mDLAG-inducing specifically, we spec-
ified the number of inducing points Tind, and fixed the inducing points on a uniformly
spaced grid, with the first and last inducing points fixed at the beginning and end of
each trial, i.e., ξ1 = 1 and ξTind

= T . Fitting via all three methods proceeded itera-
tively, until their respective lower bounds improved from one iteration to the next by
less than a present tolerance (here we used 10−8; see Appendices B and C).

6.3 Choosing the Number of Significant Latents in Each Group

mDLAG incorporates automatic relevance determination (ARD) to automatically
determine, during model fitting, both the total number of latents and the subset of
groups that each latent involves. We sought an intuitive measure of the significance of
each latent variable within a population, post-fitting, based on the amount of shared
variance each latent explains. The shared variance of latent j in group m is given by
⟨∥cmj ∥22⟩, the expected squared magnitude of the jth column of the loading matrix
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Cm, with respect to the posterior distribution Qc(C). Since the total shared variance
can vary widely across observed groups, we considered a normalized metric, the frac-
tion of shared variance explained by latent j in group m:

νmj =
⟨∥cmj ∥22⟩∑p
k=1⟨∥cmk ∥22⟩

(6.1)

For small ARD hyperparameters, aα and bα (as we have chosen in this work), the
fraction of shared variance can equivalently be computed using the estimated ARD
parameters (see for example equations B.37 and B.38 of Appendix B):

νmj ≈
⟨αm

j ⟩−1∑p
k=1⟨αm

k ⟩−1
(6.2)

If a latent does not significantly explain activity in a group, then νmj will be close to
zero. Throughout this work, across all methods considered, we reported a latent as
significant in a group if it explained at least 2% of the shared variance within that
group (νmj ≥ 0.02).

6.4 Neural Recordings

Animal procedures have been reported in previous work (Smith & Kohn, 2008; Zand-
vakili & Kohn, 2015). Briefly, animals (Macaca fascicularis, 2–5 years old) were anes-
thetized with ketamine (10 mg kg-1) and maintained on isoflurane during surgery. All
recordings were performed under sufentanil (6-18 µg kg-1 hr-1) anesthesia. Vecuro-
nium bromide (150 µg kg-1 hr-1) was used to prevent eye movements. All procedures
were approved by the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee of the Albert
Einstein College of Medicine.

Recordings were performed using up to four Neuropixels 1.0 (IMEC, Belgium) probes
spaced primarily in the mediolateral direction, with the most anterior probe placed
roughly 3 mm posterior to the lunate sulcus. After the probes were lowered, the brain
surface was covered with agar or Dura-Gel (Cambridge Neurotech LTD, United King-
dom) to prevent desiccation. We carried out a total of seven recording sessions from
three animals. In one animal, we recorded from both hemispheres (in separate ses-
sions). For the analysis of each recording session, we excluded neurons that fired fewer
than 0.5 spikes s-1, on average, across all trials and all grating orientations, or exhib-
ited a Fano factor greater than 5. Average analyzed population sizes per recording
session were 125 for V1 (range 55–191), 124 for V2 (range 63–166), and 53 for V3d
(range 8–111).
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6.5 Bias Mitigation: Tapering

Tapering is a well established technique for bias mitigation in spectral estimation
(Priestley, 1981, Chapter 7). In this work (Section 4.5.3, Fig. 7, Fig. 8C), we used ta-
pering as a preprocessing step to bring observed time series (in training data only; we
left test data unaltered to faithfully measure performance) in line with the periodic
boundary conditions assumed by the frequency domain approach. Toward that end,
let vt ∈ R, t = 1, . . . , T , be a set of weights, to be applied to a time series of length
T . We chose the commonly used periodic Hamming window function to compute each
weight according to

vt = 0.54− 0.46 cos

(
2π · t− 1

T

)
(6.3)

The act of tapering then involves the multiplication of each weight vt with each yn,r,t ∈
R, the observation at time t on trial n of unit r (here group identity does not mat-
ter, and we suppress any dependency). The same weights vt are used for all trials and
units.

We took additional care to preserve the sample mean and variance (over time points
and trials) of each unit’s activity pre- and post-tapering. Let µr ∈ R be the sample
mean of the observations for unit r, and let σr ∈ R>0 be its standard deviation. Then
we apply the taper to normalized observations as follows:

y′n,r,t = vt ·
yn,r,t − µr

σr
(6.4)

The sample mean and standard deviation (over time points and trials) of the modified
observations y′n,r,t, µ

′
r and σ′

r, are no longer the same as the original sample mean and
standard deviation, µr and σr. We restore these original statistics with an additional
processing step:

y′′n,r,t =
σr
σ′
r

· (y′n,r,t − µ′
r) + µr (6.5)

Models were then fit via mDLAG-frequency to the fully preprocessed observations
y′′n,r,t.
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Reproducibility, Code Availability, and Data Availability

All numerical and statistical analyses described in this work were performed in MAT-
LAB (MathWorks; version 2024a). Numerical results were obtained on a Red Hat En-
terprise Linux machine (release 7.9, 64-bit) with 219.68 GB of RAM, on an Intel Xeon
Gold 6140 CPU (2.3 GHz). An implementation of mDLAG-time is currently avail-
able on GitHub and on Zenodo (Gokcen, 2023). Implementations of mDLAG-inducing
and mDLAG-frequency (and a frequency domain fitting approach to the non-Bayesian
DLAG) will be made available upon publication. Code and data to reproduce figures,
including any reported p-values, will also be made available.
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Supplementary Figure 1: Progress of Gaussian process (GP) parameter estimates with each fit-

ting iteration (related to Fig. 3C, an example run with T = 500). (A) GP timescale progress with

each fitting iteration. (B) GP time delay progress with each fitting iteration. Black: mDLAG-time

(Time); magenta: mDLAG-frequency (Freq.). Black dashed lines indicate ground truth parameter

values. GP parameter estimates for mDLAG-frequency converge toward the optimum in signifi-

cantly fewer iterations than the GP parameter estimates for mDLAG-time, partially explaining the

faster convergence of the mDLAG-frequency method.
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Supplementary Figure 2: Effects of induced sampling rate (determined by the chosen number of

inducing points) on mDLAG-inducing performance. For the same simulated data as in Fig. 3, we

chose a fixed trial length (T = 163 time points), and then re-fit mDLAG-inducing models with

varying numbers of inducing points (Tind ∈ {14, 17, 21, 28, 41, 163}). Each number of inducing

points corresponded to a different induced sampling rate. (A) GP timescale estimates versus in-

duced sampling rate. (B) GP time delay estimates versus induced sampling rate. Horizontal black

dashed lines indicate ground truth parameter values. Solid traces indicate the mean of estimates,

and shading (where visible) indicates standard error of the mean, computed across 20 runs. Per-

formance degrades below an induced sampling rate of 12-13 Hz, the approximate Nyquist rate of a

squared exponential GP with 100 ms timescale (vertical gray dashed lines).
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Supplementary Figure 3: Empirical cumulative distribution functions (eCDFs) of estimated GP

timescales across all Neuropixels datasets. Black: mDLAG-time (Time); green: mDLAG-inducing

(Induc.); magenta: mDLAG-frequency (Freq.). In contrast with mDLAG-time and mDLAG-frequency,

mDLAG-inducing (with Tind = 20 inducing points) did not capture fast timescales. For instance,

by mDLAG-time estimates, about 25% of the GP timescales encountered across Neuropixels datasets

were 35 ms or shorter (34%, according to mDLAG-frequency). No mDLAG-inducing timescale esti-

mates were shorter than 35 ms. This discrepancy in estimated timescales explains the discrepancy

in performance between mDLAG-inducing and the other two methods (Fig. 5B). eCDFs are com-

puted over 324, 309, and 323 significant latents for mDLAG-time, mDLAG-inducing, and mDLAG-

frequency, respectively. These numbers are pooled across all 14 Neuropixels datasets.
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Supplementary Figure 4: Neuropixels results (related to Fig. 5), but with Tind = 32 inducing

points for mDLAG-inducing, rather than Tind = 20. (A) Performance (leave-group-out R2) of

mDLAG-inducing (green points; Induc.) or mDLAG-frequency (magenta points; Freq.) versus

performance of mDLAG-time. Each data point represents one dataset. For each dataset, perfor-

mance was evaluated on 75 held-out test trials. In Fig. 5B, mDLAG-inducing (with Tind = 20

inducing points) was outperformed by both mDLAG-time and mDLAG-frequency. Here, mDLAG-

inducing (with Tind = 32 inducing points) performed similarly to the other methods (one-sided

paired sign tests: mDLAG-time better than mDLAG-inducing, p = 0.3953; mDLAG-frequency bet-

ter than mDLAG-inducing, p = 0.0898). (B) Mean clock time per iteration, mDLAG-inducing or

mDLAG-frequency versus mDLAG-time. As in panel (A), each data point represents one dataset.

White-filled circles indicate the median of the green points (circle with green border) or of the ma-

genta points (circle with magenta border). In Fig. 5C-E, mDLAG-inducing (with Tind = 20 induc-

ing points) gave a similar runtime (and speed-up over mDLAG-time) to mDLAG-frequency. Here,

while mDLAG-inducing (with Tind = 32 inducing points) still provides a significant speed-up over

mDLAG-time, mDLAG-frequency is now 55% faster than mDLAG-inducing per iteration, and 72%

faster overall. Median clock time per iteration across datasets: mDLAG-time, 5.88 s; mDLAG-

inducing, 3.15 s; mDLAG-frequency, 2.00 s. Median number of iterations across datasets (not

shown): mDLAG-time, 30,737; mDLAG-inducing, 3,221; mDLAG-frequency, 3,659; for mDLAG-

time, we cut off fitting at 50,000 iterations. Median total clock time across datasets (not shown):

mDLAG-time, 50.4 hrs; mDLAG-inducing, 2.9 hrs; mDLAG-frequency, 1.8 hrs.
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Supplementary Table 1: Summary of Supplementary Simulated Datasets.

Dataset Sampling
rate

Scaling, q

Independent runs 10 5
Training trials 100 100
Time points 7 – 100 100
Samp. period (ms) 10 – 160 20
Groups 2 2
Units per group 12 10 – 500
Latents 1 1
GP timescales (ms) 100 100
GP time delays (ms) 10 10
Signal-to-noise ratio 0.2 0.2
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Supplementary Figure 5: Additional characterizations of bias in Gaussian process (GP) parameter

estimation. (A) Estimation bias as a function of number of groups (same data as in Fig. 4; Ta-

ble 1, Scaling, M). Left: GP timescale estimation error versus number of groups. Right: GP time

delay estimation error versus number of groups. Black dashed lines indicate zero error. Solid traces

indicate the mean of estimates, and shading (where visible) indicates standard error of the mean,

computed across 20 runs. Black: mDLAG-time (Time); magenta: mDLAG-frequency without ta-

pering (Freq., no taper); gold: mDLAG-frequency with tapering (Freq., taper). Group number has

no consistent effect on estimation bias. Tapering (gold) was an effective bias mitigation strategy.

(B) Estimation bias as a function of sampling rate. We generated 10 additional datasets (Supple-

mentary Table 1, Sampling rate; see also Section 6.1), where each trial was 1, 000 ms in length,

sampled at 1 ms resolution. We then fit mDLAG models to these data, downsampled to differ-

ent rates (6.25 – 100 Hz). Regardless of downsampling, trials always spanned 1, 000 ms. Left: GP

timescale estimates versus sampling rate. Right: GP time delay estimates versus sampling rate.
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Solid traces indicate the mean of estimates, and shading (where visible) indicates standard error

of the mean, computed across 10 runs. Below the approximate Nyquist rate for the ground truth

latent signals (vertical gray dashed lines; 12 – 13 Hz for a squared exponential GP with 100 ms

timescale), all methods exhibit a decline in performance, as sampling rate decreases, due to alias-

ing. mDLAG-frequency (magenta) increasingly underestimated both GP timescales and time delays

as sampling rates significantly surpassed the approximate Nyquist rate. Increasingly fast sampling

rates likely exacerbate edge effects due to finite trial length and the periodic boundary conditions

of the frequency domain approach. Discontinuities between the beginning and ends of each trial

could introduce spurious high-frequency content. Tapering (gold), which attenuates observations

at the beginning and ends of each trial toward zero, was an effective bias mitigation strategy, elim-

inating this trend with increasing sampling rate. (C) Estimation bias as a function of number of

units (neurons). We generated 5 additional datasets (Supplementary Table 1, Scaling, q; see also

Section 6.1), comprising M = 2 groups with qm = 500 units each. We then fit mDLAG models

to observations from increasing subsets of units per group (10 to 500). Left: GP timescale es-

timates versus number of units (the total across both groups). Right: GP time delay estimates

versus number of units. Solid traces indicate the mean of estimates, and shading (where visible)

indicates standard error of the mean, computed across 5 runs. Increasing the number of units had

distinct effects on GP timescale estimation and GP time delay estimation. GP timescales were un-

derestimated for smaller numbers of units (20 – 140), but slightly overestimated for larger number

of units (188 – 500). GP time delays were increasingly underestimated with increasing number of

units. It has been reported previously that methods that incorporate Whittle quasi-likelihoods can

experience increased bias in high-dimensional regimes (Guillaumin et al., 2022). Tapering (gold)

was an effective bias mitigation strategy.
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Supplementary Figure 6: Biases in Gaussian process (GP) timescale estimation and GP time delay

estimation are decoupled phenomena. (A) GP timescale estimates versus number of time points

per trial. Magenta: mDLAG-frequency estimates with all parameters freely estimated (Freq.; same

as in Fig. 7A). Gold: mDLAG-frequency estimates with GP time delays fixed at the ground truth

value (Freq., fixed delay). (B) Magenta: mDLAG-frequency estimates with all parameters freely

estimated (Freq.; same as in Fig. 7B). Gold: mDLAG-frequency estimates with GP timescales fixed

at the ground truth value (Freq., fixed timescale). Across panels (A) and (B), black dashed lines

indicate ground truth parameter values. Solid traces indicate the mean of estimates, and shading

(where visible) indicates standard error of the mean, computed across 20 runs. Regardless of which

parameter was held fixed, the bias remained in estimates of the other parameter, suggesting that

these biases are decoupled effects.
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Supplementary Figure 7: Understanding biases in Gaussian process (GP) parameter estimation as

a covariance matrix approximation problem. (A) Left: An example GP covariance matrix (K), cor-

responding to the mDLAG-time model. Right: The corresponding circulant approximation of K

(K̂), arising implicitly from the mDLAG-frequency model. Both K and K̂ shown here were gen-

erated with the same squared exponential GP timescale (100 ms) and time delay (80 ms), for trial

length T = 25 time points (with 20 ms sampling period) and M = 2 groups. (B) Approxima-

tion error between the covariance matrix K and its circulant approximation K̂ as a function of

the GP timescale used to generate K̂. Gray dashed line: The “ground truth” GP timescale used

to generate K. Red point: The GP timescale of the circulant approximation K̂ that minimizes

approximation error. (C) Approximation error between the covariance matrix K and its circulant

approximation K̂ as a function of the GP time delay used to generate K̂. Gray dashed line: The

“ground truth” GP time delay used to generate K. Red point: The GP time delay of the circulant

approximation K̂ that minimizes approximation error. For panels (B) and (C), matrices were gen-

erated with T = 25 time points and M = 2 groups. Approximation error was computed as the

normalized Frobenius norm between K and K̂, ∥K − K̂∥F/∥K∥F.
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Supplementary Figure 8: Using mDLAG-time to fine-tune a model fit by mDLAG-frequency (ex-

ample Neuropixels dataset). (A) GP timescale progress with each fitting iteration. (B) GP time

delay progress with each fitting iteration. Each colored trace corresponds to one latent variable.

Colors are consistent across panels, so that purple represents the same latent variable in panel (A)

and (B), and so on. For visual clarity, we show only latents found to be significantly shared be-

tween areas V1 and V2. Vertical dashed lines indicate the iteration at which mDLAG-frequency

converged and fine-tuning with mDLAG-time began. Fine-tuning then took place for another 500

iterations, at which point GP parameters settled into slightly different optimal values. After 500

iterations of fine-tuning with mDLAG-time, GP timescales and time delays settled into slightly

different values from the values at which mDLAG-frequency converged. Fine-tuning is a straight-

forward strategy to mitigate parameter estimation biases.
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Appendix

A Mathematical Notation

To disambiguate each variable or parameter across the three models we consider here,
we need to keep track of up to four labels that indicate their associated (1) trial; (2)
unit (neuron) or latent variable index; (3) sample in time or frequency; or (4) group
or subpopulation (Table A.1). We indicate the first three labels via subscripts. Trials
are indexed by n = 1, . . . , N . Units (neurons) are indexed by r = 1, . . . , q, and latent
variables (latents) are indexed by j = 1, . . . , p. In the time domain, we index a trial
of length T samples by t = 1, . . . , T . In the frequency domain, we must also consider
T frequency components, but to emphasize the indexing over frequency rather than
time, we switch to the subscript l = 1, . . . , T . Where relevant, we indicate the group
(subpopulation) to which a variable or parameter pertains via m = 1, . . . ,M (most
commonly a superscript).

Putting these four labels together, we define the observed activity of unit r (out of
qm) in group m at time t on trial n as ymn,r,t ∈ R (Table A.2). Similarly, we define la-
tent j (out of p) in group m at time t on trial n as xmn,j,t ∈ R. To indicate a collection
of all variables along a particular index, we replace that index with a colon. Hence we
represent the simultaneous activity of qm units observed in group m at time t on trial
n as the vector ym

n,:,t ∈ Rqm . Similarly, we represent the collection of all p latents in
group m at time t on trial n as the vector xm

n,:,t ∈ Rp. For concision, where a partic-
ular index is either not applicable or not immediately relevant, we omit it. The iden-
tities of the remaining indices should be clear from context. For example, we might
rewrite ym

n,:,t as y
m
n,t.

It is conceptually helpful to understand the above notation as taking cross-sections
of three-dimensional arrays (Table A.2 – Table A.4). For example, observed activ-
ity in group m on trial n can be collected into the matrix (two-dimensional array)
Y m
n = [ym

n,1 · · ·ym
n,T ] ∈ Rqm×T . Hence each ym

n,t is a column of Y m
n . Then we can form

the three-dimensional array Y m by concatenating the matrices Y m
1 , . . . , Y m

N across
trials along a third dimension. Similarly, the latents in group m on trial n can be col-
lected into the matrix Xm

n = [xm
n,:,1 · · ·xm

n,:,T ] ∈ Rp×T . We represent a row of Xm
n (i.e.,

the values of a single latent j at all time points on trial n) as xm
n,j,: ∈ RT . Then we

can form the three-dimensional array Xm by concatenating the matrices Xm
1 , . . . , Xm

N

across trials along a third dimension.

For all variables with a frequency domain counterpart, we indicate that counterpart
using a tilde (Table A.4). The complex-valued ỹmn,r,l ∈ C is thus the activity of unit
r in group m at frequency l on trial n. Similarly, x̃n,j,l ∈ C is the value of latent j
at frequency l on trial n (in the frequency domain, we do not assign latents to each
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group m, see Section 3.3). We collect these frequency domain quantities into struc-
tures analogous to their time domain counterparts, for example, ỹm

n,l ∈ Cqm as the
analog to ym

n,t, defined above.

Table A.1: Data Shape, Indices, and Other Constants.

Symbol Description

N Number of trials
n Index over trials, n = 1, . . . , N
T Number of time points (or frequencies) per trial
t Index over time points or inducing points, t = 1, . . . , T
l Index over frequency components, l = 1, . . . , T
fl The real-valued frequency of component l
M Number of observed groups
m Index over groups, m = 1, . . . ,M
qm Number of units (neurons) in group m
q Total number of units across all groups,

∑
m qm

r Index over units, r = 1, . . . , qm
p Number of latent variables (same for all groups)
j Index over latent variables, j = 1, . . . , p
i The imaginary number,

√
−1
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Table A.2: mDLAG-time and Symbols Common Across Methods.

Symbol Description

Y m
n qm × T matrix of time domain observations in group m on

trial n
ym
n,t qm × 1 vector of observations in group m at time t on trial

n; the tth column of Y m
n

ym
n,r,: T × 1 vector of observations of unit r in group m over time

on trial n; the rth row of Y m
n

ym
n,r,t The activity of unit r in group m at time t on trial n; the

rth element of ym
n,t

Xm
n p× T matrix of time domain latents in group m on trial n

Xn The collection, across groups, of time domain latents on
trial n, {X1

n, . . . , X
M
n }

xm
n,:,t p × 1 vector of latents in group m at time t on trial n; the

tth column of Xm
n

xm
n,j,: T × 1 vector of values of latent j in group m over time on

trial n; the jth row of Xm
n

xm
n,j,t The value of latent j in group m at time t on trial n; the

jth element of xm
n,:,t and the tth element of xm

n,j,:

Cm qm × p loading matrix for group m
αm
j automatic relevance determination (ARD) parameter for

group m and latent j
dm qm × 1 mean parameter for group m
ϕm qm × 1 observation noise precision parameter for group m,

ϕm = [ϕm
1 · · ·ϕm

qm ]⊤

β precision (hyper)parameter of the Gaussian prior over each
mean parameter dm; fixed to a small value

aϕ, bϕ shape and rate (hyper)parameters, respectively, of the
Gamma prior over each noise precision parameter ϕm

r for
unit r in group m; fixed to small values

aα, bα shape and rate (hyper)parameters, respectively, of the
Gamma prior over each ARD parameter αm

j for group m
and latent j; fixed to small values

Dm
j GP time delay between group m and latent j

τj GP timescale for latent j
σj GP noise parameter for latent j; fixed to a small value
Km1,m2,j T × T covariance matrix for latent j, between groups m1

and m2

km1,m2,j covariance function for latent j, between groups m1 and m2
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Table A.3: mDLAG-inducing.

Symbol Description

Tind Number of inducing points per trial
Wn p×Tind matrix of inducing variables (common to all groups)

on trial n
wn,j,: Tind × 1 vector of inducing variable values for latent j (com-

mon to all groups) on trial n; the jth row of Wn

wn,j,t Inducing variable for latent j at inducing point t on trial n;
the tth element of wn,j,:

ξt inducing point; the real-valued time at which inducing vari-
able wn,j,t is defined

Kw
j Tind × Tind inducing variable covariance matrix for latent j

kw
j covariance function for the inducing variable of latent j

Kxw
j MT ×Tind covariance matrix between latent j and its induc-

ing variable
kxw
j covariance function between latent j and its inducing vari-

able

Table A.4: mDLAG-frequency.

Symbol Description

Ỹ m
n qm × T matrix of frequency domain observations in group m

on trial n
ỹm
n,l qm × 1 vector of observations in group m at frequency l on

trial n; the lth column of Ỹ m
n

ỹm
n,r,: T × 1 vector of observations of unit r in group m across

frequencies on trial n; the rth row of Ỹ m
n

ỹm
n,r,l The value of unit r in group m at frequency l on trial n; the

rth element of ỹm
n,l and the lth element of ỹm

n,r,:

X̃n p × T matrix of frequency domain latents (common to all
groups) on trial n

x̃n,:,l p× 1 vector of latents (common to all groups) at frequency l

on trial n; the lth column of X̃n

x̃n,j,: T × 1 vector of values of latent j (common to all groups)

across frequencies on trial n; the jth row of X̃n

x̃n,j,l The value of latent j at frequency l on trial n; the jth ele-
ment of x̃n,:,l and the lth element of x̃n,j,:

d̃m
l shorthand for δl−1 ·

√
Tdm:

√
Tdm for the zero frequency,

and 0 otherwise
Hm

j T × T diagonal phase-shift operator matrix, from latent j to
group m

Hm
l p × p diagonal phase-shift operator matrix at frequency l,

from latents to group m
Sj T × T diagonal power spectral density (PSD) matrix for

latent j
Sl p× p diagonal PSD matrix at frequency l
sj PSD function for latent j
UT T × T unitary discrete Fourier transform matrix
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B Posterior Inference and Fitting via mDLAG-inducing

B.1 Variational Inference

Let Y , X, and W be collections of all observed variables, latent variables, and in-
ducing variables, respectively, across all time points (or inducing points) and trials.
Similarly, let d, ϕ, C, A, τ , and D be collections of the mean parameters, noise pre-
cisions, loading matrices, ARD parameters, GP timescales, and time delays, respec-
tively. From the observed activity, we seek to estimate posterior distributions over X,
W , and the remaining probabilistic model components

θ = {d, ϕ, C, A} (B.1)

and point estimates of the deterministic GP parameters Ω = {τ, D}.

In the case of methods like GPFA (Yu et al., 2009) and DLAG (Gokcen et al., 2022),
the linear-Gaussian structure of the model enables an exact expectation-maximization
(EM) algorithm. With the introduction of prior distributions over model parameters
(to enable automatic relevance determination), the family of mDLAG models, includ-
ing mDLAG-inducing, loses this property. The complete likelihood of the mDLAG-
inducing model (Fig. 1C),

P (Y,X,W, θ|Ω) = P (d)P (ϕ)P (C|A)P (A)P (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)P (X|W,Ω)P (W |τ)

=

M∏
m=1

[
P (dm)

[
qm∏
r=1

P (ϕm
r )

][
p∏

j=1

P (cmj | αm
j )P (αm

j )

]

·

[
N∏

n=1

T∏
t=1

P (ym
n,t | xm

n,t, C
m,dm,ϕm)

]]

·
N∏

n=1

p∏
j=1

[
P
(
xn,j,: | wn,j,:, τj , {Dm

j }Mm=1

)
P
(
wn,j,: | τj

)]
(B.2)

is no longer Gaussian. Then a hypothetical EM E-step (evaluation of the posterior
distribution P (X,W, θ|Y,Ω)) becomes prohibitive, as it relies on the analytically in-
tractable marginalization of equation B.2 with respect to X, W , and θ.

We therefore employ a variational inference scheme (Bishop, 1999; Gokcen et al.,
2023; Klami et al., 2015), in which we maximize the lower bound L(Q,Ω) to the log-
likelihood logP (Y ), with respect to the approximate posterior distribution Q(X,W, θ)
and the deterministic parameters Ω:

logP (Y ) ≥ L(Q,Ω) = EQ[logP (Y,X,W, θ|Ω)]− EQ[logQ(X,W, θ)] (B.3)
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We constrain Q(X,W, θ) so that it factorizes over X, W , and the elements of θ:

Q(X,W, θ) = Qxw(X,W )Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A) (B.4)

We then follow Titsias (2009), and further constrain Qxw(X,W ), the joint approxi-
mate posterior distribution over the latents and their inducing variables, to factorize
as Qxw(X,W ) = P (X|W,Ω)Qw(W ), with generic distribution Qw(W ) over the induc-
ing variables and the conditional prior distribution P (X|W,Ω) (equation B.2) over the
latents themselves. The final constrained form of Q(X,W, θ) is thus

Q(X,W, θ) = P (X|W,Ω)Qw(W )Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A) (B.5)

This particular choice of factorization leads to an important simplification of the lower
bound L(Q,Ω), ultimately enabling efficient (and closed-form) updates of the latents
X and inducing variables W during optimization. We first rewrite the lower bound by
explicitly writing out the definition of the expectation:

L(Q,Ω) = EQ[logP (Y,X,W, θ|Ω)]− EQ[logQ(X,W, θ)] (B.6)

=

∫
Q(X,W, θ) logP (Y,X,W, θ|Ω)dXdWdθ

−
∫

Q(X,W, θ) logQ(X,W, θ)dXdWdθ (B.7)

=

∫
Q(X,W, θ) log

P (Y,X,W, θ|Ω)
Q(X,W, θ)

dXdWdθ (B.8)

=

∫
Q(X,W, θ)

· log P (d)P (ϕ)P (C|A)P (A)P (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)P (X|W,Ω)P (W |τ)
P (X|W,Ω)Qw(W )Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A)

· dXdWdθ (B.9)

where in the last line we substituted equations B.2 and B.5 into the numerator and
denominator, respectively, of the log term. Notice the common term P (X|W,Ω) be-
tween the numerator and denominator. This term cancels, resulting in the following
simplified expression for the lower bound:

L(Q,Ω) =

∫
Q(X,W, θ)

· log P (d)P (ϕ)P (C|A)P (A)P (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)P (W |τ)
Qw(W )Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A)

dXdWdθ (B.10)

To simplify notation further, define the joint prior distribution
P (W, θ|τ) = P (d)P (ϕ)P (C|A)P (A)P (W |τ) and the joint posterior distribution
Qwθ(W, θ) = Qw(W )Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A). Then substituting in these expres-
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sions, along with Q(X,W, θ) = P (X|W,Ω)Qwθ(W, θ), we get

L(Q,Ω) =

∫
P (X|W,Ω)Qwθ(W, θ) log

P (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)P (W, θ|τ)
Qwθ(W, θ)

dXdWdθ (B.11)

=

∫
Qwθ(W, θ)

[
P (X|W,Ω) · logP (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)dX

]
dWdθ

+

∫
Qwθ(W, θ)

[
P (X|W,Ω) · log P (W, θ|τ)

Qwθ(W, θ)
dX

]
dWdθ (B.12)

Now let EPx|w [·] and EQwθ
[·] be expectations with respect to the conditional prior dis-

tribution P (X|W,Ω) and joint posterior distribution Qwθ(W, θ), respectively. We can
then rewrite the lower bound as

L(Q,Ω) = EQwθ

[
EPx|w

[
logP (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)

]]
+ EQwθ

[
EPx|w

[
log

P (W, θ|τ)
Qwθ(W, θ)

]]
(B.13)

= EQwθ

[
EPx|w

[
logP (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)

]]
+ EQwθ

[
log

P (W, θ|τ)
Qwθ(W, θ)

]
(B.14)

The term EPx|w [logP (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)] integrates out any dependency on the latents
X, and is therefore only a function of observations Y , inducing variables W , and pa-
rameters in θ and Ω. To emphasize these dependencies, we define logG(Y,W, θ|Ω) =
EPx|w [logP (Y |X,C,d,ϕ)]. Furthermore, note that the second term in equation B.14
is the negative KL-divergence between the joint posterior distribution Qwθ(W, θ) and
the joint prior distribution P (W, θ|τ).

We then arrive at the final re-expression of the lower bound:

L(Q,Ω) = EQwθ

[
logG(Y,W, θ|Ω)

]
−KL

(
Qwθ(W, θ)∥P (W, θ|τ)

)
(B.15)

This re-expression of the lower bound can then be iteratively maximized via coordi-
nate ascent of the factors of Qwθ(W, θ) and the deterministic parameters Ω. Each
factor or deterministic parameter is updated in turn while the remaining factors or
parameters are held fixed. These updates are repeated until the lower bound, which is
guaranteed to be non-decreasing, improves from one iteration to the next by less than
a present tolerance (here we used 10−8).
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B.1.1 Posterior Distribution Updates

Maximizing the lower bound, L(Q,Ω), with respect to the kth factor of Qwθ(W, θ),
Q̂k, results in the following update rule:

log Q̂k = ⟨logG(Y,W, θ|Ω) + logP (W, θ|τ)⟩−k + const. (B.16)

Here we introduce the notation ⟨·⟩ to indicate the expectation, EQwθ
[·], with respect

to the posterior distribution Qwθ(W, θ), and ⟨·⟩−k specifically indicates the expecta-
tion with respect to all but the kth factor of Qwθ(W, θ).

Because of the choice of Gaussian and conjugate Gamma priors in Section 3.2, eval-
uation of equation B.16 for each factor Q̂k leads to factors with the same functional
form as their corresponding priors (equations 3.15, 3.1–3.6):

Qw(W ) =
N∏

n=1

N (w̄n | µ̄wn
, Σ̄w) (B.17)

Qd(d) =
M∏

m=1

N (dm | µm
d ,Σm

d ) (B.18)

Qϕ(ϕ) =
M∏

m=1

qm∏
r=1

Γ(ϕm
r | āϕ, b̄mϕ,r) (B.19)

Qc(C) =
M∏

m=1

qm∏
r=1

N (c̄mr | µ̄m
cr ,Σ

m
cr) (B.20)

QA(A) =
M∏

m=1

p∏
j=1

Γ(αm
j | āmα , b̄mα,j) (B.21)

Here w̄n ∈ RpTind is a collection of all inducing variables on trial n (see below), and
c̄mr ∈ Rp is the rth row of Cm, the loading matrix for group m. Any additional factor-
ization in equations B.17–B.21 emerge naturally—we impose only the factorization in
equation B.5.

To express the updates for Qw(W ), let us first define several variables. First construct
w̄n = [w⊤

n,1,: · · ·w⊤
n,p,:]

⊤ ∈ RpTind by vertically concatenating the inducing variables
wn,j,: for latents j = 1, . . . , p on trial n. Collect the inducing variable covariance
matrices Kw

j for j = 1, . . . , p (equation 3.15; Fig. 1D, top) into the block diagonal

matrix K̄w = diag(Kw
1 , . . . ,K

w
p ) ∈ SpTind×pTind . Then, let kxw

m,j,t ∈ RTind be the tth

row of Kxw
m,j ∈ RT×Tind , the mth block (for group m) of the covariance matrix be-

tween latent j and its inducing variable, Kxw
j (equation 3.18; Fig. 1D, bottom). For
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time point t, collect each kxw
m,j,t for latents j = 1, . . . , p into the block diagonal matrix

K̄xw
m,t = diag(kxw⊤

m,1,t, . . . ,k
xw⊤
m,p,t) ∈ Rp×pTind .

Posterior estimates of the inducing variables W are independent across trials. We can
thus update Qw(W ) by evaluating the posterior covariance, Σ̄w ∈ SpTind×pTind , and
mean, µ̄wn

∈ RpTind , of w̄n for each trial n:

Σ̄w =

(
(K̄w)−1 + (K̄w)−1

[
M∑

m=1

T∑
t=1

K̄wx
m,t⟨(Cm)⊤ΦmCm⟩K̄xw

m,t

]
(K̄w)−1

)−1

(B.22)

µ̄wn
= Σ̄w(K̄

w)−1

[
M∑

m=1

T∑
t=1

K̄wx
m,t⟨Cm⟩⊤⟨Φm⟩

(
ym
n,t − ⟨dm⟩

)]
(B.23)

where K̄wx
m,t = (K̄xw

m,t)
⊤. Note that (1) The update for the posterior covariance, Σ̄w,

is identical for trials of the same length. This computation can therefore be reused
efficiently across trials. (2) Under the posterior distribution, the inducing variables for
latents j = 1, . . . , p are no longer independent, as they are under the prior distribution
(equations 3.15, B.2).

For multiple groups (M > 1) and a sufficiently small number of inducing points Tind,
evaluation of equation B.22 is significantly more efficient than the evaluation of the
analogous equation 3.14 for mDLAG-time. The quantity K̄wx

m,t⟨(Cm)⊤ΦmCm⟩K̄xw
m,t

costs O(p3T 2
ind) operations, for a total cost of O(p3MTT 2

ind) when evaluated for all
groups and time points. The inversion of the block diagonal K̄w costs O(pT 3

ind) opera-
tions. Then the final inversion of a pTind×pTind matrix costs O(p3T 3

ind) operations and
O(p2T 2

ind) storage. Thus in total, posterior inference over the inducing variables scales
linearly in both the number of time points per trial T and the number of groups M ,
albeit superlinearly in the number of inducing points Tind.

The posterior mean and covariance of the latents, X, are computed from their corre-
sponding inducing variables using the conditional prior distribution P (X|W,Ω) (equa-
tion 3.18). The posterior mean of latent j across groups m = 1, . . . ,M ,
xn,j,: = [x1⊤

n,j,: · · ·xM⊤
n,j,:]

⊤ ∈ RMT is given by

⟨xn,j,:⟩ = EQwθ

[
EPx|w

[
xn,j,:

]]
(B.24)

= EQwθ

[
Kxw

j (Kw
j )

−1wn,j,:

]
(B.25)

= Kxw
j (Kw

j )
−1⟨wn,j,:⟩ (B.26)

This computation requires O(T 3
ind) operations for the inversion of Kw

j , followed by

O(MTTind + T 2
ind) operations for the remaining matrix multiplications.

Let us next construct x̂n = [x⊤
n,1,: · · ·x⊤

n,p,:]
⊤ ∈ RpMT by vertically concatenating la-

tents j = 1, . . . , p on trial n. Also collect the covariance matrices between each latent
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j = 1, . . . , p and its inducing variable, Kxw
j ∈ RMT×Tind (equation 3.18; Fig. 1D, bot-

tom), into the block diagonal matrix K̄xw = diag(Kxw
1 , . . . ,Kxw

p ) ∈ RpMT×pTind . Sim-

ilarly, collect the latent covariance matrices, Kj ∈ SMT×MT (equation 3.12; Fig. 1B),
into the block diagonal matrix K̂ = diag(K1, . . . ,Kp) ∈ SpMT×pMT (K̂ is simply a re-
organization of K̄ in equation 3.14). Then the full posterior covariance of the latents,
Σ̂x ∈ SpMT×pMT is given by,

Σ̂x = EQwθ

[
EPx|w

[
x̂nx̂

⊤
n

]]
− EQwθ

[
EPx|w

[
x̂n

]]
EQwθ

[
EPx|w

[
x̂n

]]⊤
(B.27)

= ⟨x̂nx̂
⊤
n ⟩ − ⟨x̂n⟩⟨x̂n⟩⊤ (B.28)

= K̂ − K̄xw(K̄w)−1K̄wx + K̄xw(K̄w)−1⟨w̄nw̄
⊤
n ⟩(K̄w)−1K̄wx

− K̄xw(K̄w)−1⟨w̄n⟩⟨w̄n⟩⊤(K̄w)−1K̄wx (B.29)

= K̂ − K̄xw(K̄w)−1K̄wx + K̄xw(K̄w)−1Σ̄w(K̄
w)−1K̄wx (B.30)

where the inducing variable covariance matrix Σ̄w is defined in equation B.22.

The prior covariance matrix K̂, the posterior covariance matrix Σ̂x, or the poste-
rior second moment ⟨x̂nx̂

⊤
n ⟩ never need to be computed in full during the mDLAG-

inducing fitting procedure. Only subsets of these quantities are needed, thereby main-
taining linear scaling in M and T and runtime gains over mDLAG-time. From here,
the updates for Qd(d), Qϕ(ϕ), Qc(C), and QA(A) look identical in form to the anal-
ogous updates in mDLAG-time (Gokcen et al., 2023). We include them here for com-
pleteness.

Posterior estimates of the mean parameters d are independent across groups (and, in
fact, units). We can thus update Qd(d) by evaluating the posterior covariance, Σm

d ∈
Sqm×qm , and mean, µm

d ∈ Rqm , of mean parameter dm for each group m:

Σm
d =

(
βIqm +NT ⟨Φm⟩

)−1
(B.31)

µm
d = Σm

d ⟨Φm⟩
N∑

n=1

T∑
t=1

(
ym
n,t − ⟨Cm⟩⟨xm

n,t⟩
)

(B.32)

Posterior estimates of precision parameters ϕ are independent across groups and units.
We can thus update Qϕ(ϕ) by evaluating the posterior parameters āϕ and b̄mϕ,r of pa-
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rameter ϕm
r for each unit r in group m:

āϕ = aϕ +
NT

2
(B.33)

b̄mϕ,r = bϕ +
1

2

N∑
n=1

T∑
t=1

[
(ymn,r,t)

2 + ⟨(dmr )2⟩+ tr
(
⟨c̄mr (c̄mr )⊤⟩⟨xm

n,t(x
m
n,t)

⊤⟩
)

− 2⟨c̄mr ⟩⊤⟨xm
n,t⟩
(
ymn,r,t − ⟨dmr ⟩

)
− 2ymn,r,t⟨dmr ⟩

]
(B.34)

Here c̄mr ∈ Rp is again the rth row of Cm, the loading matrix for group m.

Posterior estimates of loading matrices C are independent across groups and units,
i.e., across the rows of each Cm. We can thus update Qc(C) by evaluating the poste-
rior covariance, Σm

cr ∈ Sp×p, and mean, µ̄m
cr ∈ Rp, of the rth row of Cm:

Σm
cr =

(
⟨Am⟩+ ⟨ϕm

r ⟩
N∑

n=1

T∑
t=1

⟨xm
n,t(x

m
n,t)

⊤⟩
)−1

(B.35)

µ̄m
cr = Σm

cr⟨ϕ
m
r ⟩

N∑
n=1

T∑
t=1

⟨xm
n,t⟩
(
ymn,r,t − ⟨dmr ⟩

)
(B.36)

Here Am = diag(αm
1 , . . . , αm

p ). Note that the posterior independence over the rows of
each Cm contrasts with the prior independence over the columns of each Cm (equa-
tions 3.5, B.2).

Finally, posterior estimates of ARD parameters A are independent across groups and
latents. We can thus update QA(A) by evaluating the posterior parameters āmα and
b̄mα,j of parameter αm

j for each group m and latent j:

āmα = aα +
qm
2

(B.37)

b̄mα,j = bα +
1

2
⟨∥cmj ∥22⟩ (B.38)

where cmj ∈ Rqm is the jth column of the loading matrix Cm. All moments ⟨·⟩ can
be readily computed from the approximate posterior distributions given in equations
B.17–B.21.

B.1.2 Gaussian Process Parameter Updates

There are no closed-form solutions for the Gaussian process parameter updates, but
we can compute gradients and perform gradient ascent. To optimize timescales and
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time delays, we rewrite the lower bound to show the terms that depend on the co-
variance matrices that define the latents and their inducing variables, Kj , K

xw
j , and

Kw
j for latents j = 1, . . . , p. First we define several intermediate variables. Construct

ŷm
n = [ym⊤

n,1,: · · ·ym⊤
n,qm,:]

⊤ ∈ RqmT by vertically concatenating the observed activity of

each unit r = 1, . . . , qm in group m across time on trial n, ym⊤
n,r,: ∈ RT . Then construct

ŷn = [ŷ1⊤
n · · · ŷM⊤

n ]⊤ ∈ RqT , q =
∑

m qm, by vertically concatenating the ŷm
n across

groups m = 1, . . . ,M . Vertically concatenate all mean parameters dm ∈ Rqm across
groups m = 1, . . . ,M to give the vector d = [d1⊤ · · ·dM⊤]⊤ ∈ Rq. And finally, let
Ĉj = diag(c1j , . . . , c

M
j ) ∈ Rq×M be the block diagonal matrix where each block is the

jth column of the loading matrix to group m, cmj ∈ Rq.

Then the terms of the lower bound L(Q,Ω) that depend on the jth latent are given
by

Lj =
N∑

n=1

[
1

2
log |(Kw

j )
−1| − 1

2
tr
(
(Kw

j )
−1⟨wn,j,:w

⊤
n,j,:⟩

)
+ ⟨wn,j,:⟩⊤(Kw

j )
−1Kwx

j

(
⟨Ĉj⟩⊤⟨Φ⟩ ⊗ IT

)(
ŷn − ⟨d⟩ ⊗ 1T

)
− 1

2
tr

((
⟨Ĉ⊤

j ΦĈj⟩ ⊗ IT
)(
Kj −Kxw

j (Kw
j )

−1Kwx
j

))
− 1

2
tr

((
⟨Ĉ⊤

j ΦĈj⟩ ⊗ IT
)
Kxw

j (Kw
j )

−1⟨wn,j,:w
⊤
n,j,:⟩(Kw

j )
−1Kwx

j

)
−
∑
k ̸=j

tr

((
⟨Ĉ⊤

k ΦĈj⟩ ⊗ IT
)
Kxw

j (Kw
j )

−1⟨wn,j,:w
⊤
n,k,:⟩(Kw

k )
−1Kwx

k

)]
(B.39)

where ⊗ is the Kronecker product, IT ∈ ST×T is the T × T identity matrix, and 1T ∈
RT is the length-T column vector of ones. The overall lower bound can then be re-
expressed as

L(Q,Ω) =

p∑
j=1

Lj + const. (B.40)

From here we omit explicit expressions for the gradients of the lower bound L(Q,Ω)
with respect to each of the timescale and time delay parameters. However, we do
write out intermediate expressions for the gradients starting from the chain rule, to
illustrate the dependencies of each gradient update on the covariance matrices Kj ,
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Kxw
j , and Kw

j . The gradients with respect to timescale τj for latent j are given by

∂L

∂τj
= tr

((
∂Lj

∂Kj

)⊤(∂Kj

∂τj

))

+ tr

( ∂Lj

∂Kxw
j

)⊤(
∂Kxw

j

∂τj

)+ tr

( ∂Lj

∂Kwx
j

)⊤(
∂Kwx

j

∂τj

)
+ tr

( ∂Lj

∂Kw
j

)⊤(
∂Kw

j

∂τj

) (B.41)

However, because of special structure in the partial derivatives
∂Lj

∂Kj
(diagonal) and

∂Kj

∂τj
(zero along the diagonal), the first trace term evaluates exactly to zero. Further-

more, because Kwx
j = (Kxw

j )⊤, we can simplify:

∂L

∂τj
= 2 · tr

( ∂Lj

∂Kxw
j

)⊤(
∂Kxw

j

∂τj

)+ tr

( ∂Lj

∂Kw
j

)⊤(
∂Kw

j

∂τj

) (B.42)

leaving dependence only on the smaller covariance matrices Kxw
j and Kw

j , and not
on the large covariance matrix Kj . The gradients with respect to time delay Dm

j for
latent j and group m can be similarly simplified:

∂L

∂Dm
j

= 2 · tr

( ∂Lj

∂Kxw
j

)⊤(
∂Kxw

j

∂Dm
j

) (B.43)

Since Kw
j does not involve time delays (equation 3.17), the partial derivative ∂L

∂Dm
j

does not depend on Kw
j .

B.2 Evaluation of the Lower Bound

To monitor the progress of the fitting procedure, we evaluate the variational lower
bound on each iteration:

L(Q,Ω) = EQwθ

[
logG(Y,W, θ|Ω)

]
−KL

(
Qwθ(W, θ)∥P (W, θ|τ)

)
(B.44)

Due to the factorized forms of Qwθ(W, θ) and P (W, θ|τ), L(Q,Ω) becomes

L(Q,Ω) = EQwθ

[
logG(Y,W, θ|Ω)

]
−KL(Qw(W )∥P (W |τ))−KL(Qc(C)∥P (C|A))

−KL(QA(A)∥P (A))−KL(Qϕ(ϕ)∥P (ϕ))−KL(Qd(d)∥P (d)) (B.45)



72 Gokcen et al.

This form of the lower bound provides insight into the nature of the optimization pro-
cedure for fitting mDLAG-inducing models. The first term is essentially an expected
log-likelihood (with respect to the approximate posterior Qwθ(W, θ)) of the observa-
tions Y , given the latest estimates of the inducing variables W and model parameters
θ and Ω. This term encourages mDLAG-inducing models to explain the observed ac-
tivity as well as possible. The KL-divergence terms, on the other hand, penalize devi-
ations of each factor of the fitted posterior from its corresponding prior distribution,
and hence act as a form of regularization.

Using the posterior updates in Section B.1.1 and the prior definitions in Section 3.2,
each term of the lower bound can be computed as follows:

EQwθ

[
logG(Y,W, θ|Ω)

]
= −qNT

2
log(2π) +

NT

2

M∑
m=1

qm∑
r=1

⟨log ϕm
r ⟩

−
M∑

m=1

qm∑
r=1

(āϕ − ⟨ϕm
r ⟩bϕ) (B.46)

−KL(Qw(W )∥P (W |τ)) = pNTind

2
+

1

2

N∑
n=1

[
log |Σ̄w|

−
p∑

j=1

[
log |Kw

j |+ tr((Kw
j )

−1⟨wn,j,:w
⊤
n,j,:⟩)

]]
(B.47)

−KL(Qc(C)∥P (C|A)) =
qp

2
+

M∑
m=1

[
1

2

qm∑
r=1

log |Σm
cr |

+

p∑
j=1

[
qm
2
⟨logαm

j ⟩ − 1

2
⟨αm

j ⟩⟨∥cmj ∥22⟩
]]

(B.48)

−KL(QA(A)∥P (A)) =
M∑

m=1

p∑
j=1

[
−āmα log b̄mα,j + aα log bα + log

Γ(āmα )

Γ(aα)

− bα⟨αm
j ⟩+ āmα + (aα − āmα )(Ψ(āmα )− log b̄mα,j)

]
(B.49)

−KL(Qϕ(ϕ)∥P (ϕ)) =

M∑
m=1

qm∑
r=1

[
−āϕ log b̄

m
ϕ,r + aϕ log bϕ + log

Γ(āϕ)

Γ(aϕ)

− bϕ⟨ϕm
r ⟩+ āϕ + (aϕ − āϕ)(Ψ(āϕ)− log b̄mϕ,r)

]
(B.50)

−KL(Qd(d)∥P (d)) =
q

2
+

q

2
log β +

1

2
log |Σd| −

1

2
β⟨∥d∥22⟩ (B.51)
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Here, Γ(·) is the gamma function, and Ψ(·) is the digamma function. All moments ⟨·⟩
can be readily computed from the approximate posterior distributions given in equa-
tions B.17–B.21.
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C Posterior Inference and Fitting via mDLAG-frequency

C.1 Variational Inference

Let Ỹ and X̃ be collections of all observed neural activity and latent variables, respec-
tively, across all frequencies and trials. Similarly, let d, ϕ, C, A, τ , and D be collec-
tions of the mean parameters, noise precisions, loading matrices, ARD parameters,
GP timescales, and time delays, respectively. From frequency domain observations, we
seek to estimate posterior distributions over the probabilistic model components

θ =
{
X̃, d, ϕ, C, A

}
(C.1)

and point estimates of the deterministic GP parameters Ω = {τ,D}.

In the case of methods like GPFA (Yu et al., 2009) and DLAG (Gokcen et al., 2022),
the linear-Gaussian structure of the model enables an exact expectation-maximization
(EM) algorithm. With the introduction of prior distributions over model parame-
ters (to enable automatic relevance determination), the family of mDLAG models,
including mDLAG-frequency, loses this property. The complete quasi-likelihood of the
mDLAG-frequency model (Fig. 1E),

P (Ỹ , θ|Ω) = P (d)P (ϕ)P (C|A)P (A)P (Ỹ |X̃, C,d,ϕ, D)P (X̃|τ)

=
M∏

m=1

[
P (dm)

[
qm∏
r=1

P (ϕm
r )

][
p∏

j=1

P (cmj | αm
j )P (αm

j )

]]

·
N∏

n=1

T∏
l=1

[[
M∏

m=1

P (ỹm
n,l | x̃n,l, C

m,dm,ϕm, {Dm
j }pj=1)

][
p∏

j=1

P (xn,j,l | τj)

]]
(C.2)

is no longer Gaussian. Then a hypothetical EM E-step (evaluation of the posterior
distribution P (θ|Ỹ ,Ω)) becomes prohibitive, as it relies on the analytically intractable
marginalization of equation C.2 with respect to θ.

We therefore employ instead a variational inference scheme (Bishop, 1999; Gokcen et
al., 2023; Klami et al., 2015), in which we maximize the lower bound L̃(Q̃,Ω) to the
log quasi-likelihood logP (Ỹ ), with respect to the approximate posterior distribution
Q̃(θ) and the deterministic parameters Ω:

logP (Ỹ ) ≥ L̃(Q̃,Ω) = E
Q̃
[logP (Ỹ , θ|Ω)]− E

Q̃
[log Q̃(θ)] (C.3)
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The quasi-likelihood P (Ỹ ) is meant to approximate the time domain likelihood P (Y )
(equation 3.10). The two quantities converge as the number of time points per trial,
T , becomes large (Whittle, 1951).

We constrain Q̃(θ) so that it factorizes over the elements of θ:

Q̃(θ) = Qx̃(X̃)Qd(d)Qϕ(ϕ)Qc(C)QA(A) (C.4)

This factorization enables closed-form updates during optimization (see below). The
lower bound L̃(Q̃,Ω) can then be iteratively maximized via coordinate ascent of the
factors of Q̃(θ) and the deterministic parameters Ω: each factor or deterministic pa-
rameter is updated in turn while the remaining factors or parameters are held fixed.
These updates are repeated until the lower bound, which is guaranteed to be non-
decreasing, improves from one iteration to the next by less than a present tolerance
(here we used 10−8).

C.1.1 Posterior Distribution Updates

Maximizing the lower bound, L̃(Q̃,Ω), with respect to the kth factor of Q̃, Q̂k, results
in the following update rule (Bishop, 1999):

log Q̂k(θk) = ⟨logP (Ỹ , θ|Ω)⟩−k + const. (C.5)

Here we introduce the notation ⟨·⟩ to indicate the expectation with respect to the ap-
proximate posterior distribution, E

Q̃
[·], and ⟨logP (Ỹ , θ|Ω)⟩−k specifically indicates the

expectation of the complete log likelihood with respect to all but the kth factor of Q̃.

Because of the choice of Gaussian and conjugate Gamma priors in Section 3.3, evalua-
tion of equation C.5 for each factor Q̂k leads to factors with the same functional form
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as their corresponding priors (equations 3.25, 3.3–3.6):

Qx̃(X̃) =
N∏

n=1

T∏
l=1

N (x̃n,l | µ̃xn,l
, Σ̃x,l) (C.6)

Qd(d) =
M∏

m=1

N (dm | µm
d ,Σm

d ) (C.7)

Qϕ(ϕ) =
M∏

m=1

qm∏
r=1

Γ(ϕm
r | āϕ, b̄mϕ,r) (C.8)

Qc(C) =
M∏

m=1

qm∏
r=1

N (c̄mr | µ̄m
cr ,Σ

m
cr) (C.9)

QA(A) =
M∏

m=1

p∏
j=1

Γ(αm
j | āmα , b̄mα,j) (C.10)

Here c̄mr ∈ Rp is the rth row of Cm, the loading matrix for group m. Any additional
factorization in equations C.6–C.10 emerge naturally—we impose only the factoriza-
tion in equation C.4.

Posterior estimates of the frequency domain latents X̃ are independent across trials
and frequencies. We can thus update Qx̃(X̃) by evaluating the posterior covariance,
Σ̃x,l ∈ Cp×p, and mean, µ̃xn,l

∈ Cp, of x̃n,l for each trial n and frequency l:

Σ̃x,l =

(
S−1
l +

M∑
m=1

(Hm
l )H⟨(Cm)⊤ΦmCm⟩Hm

l

)−1

(C.11)

µ̃xn,l
= Σ̃x,l

M∑
m=1

(Hm
l )H⟨Cm⟩⊤⟨Φm⟩

(
ỹm
n,l − ⟨d̃m

l ⟩
)

(C.12)

Recall from equation 3.28 that the diagonal matrix Hm
l ∈ Cp×p is a collection of the

phase shift terms hmj,l = exp(−i2πflD
m
j ), across all latents j = 1, . . . , p at the single

frequency l: Hm
l = diag(hm1,l, . . . h

m
p,l). The mean parameter term d̃m

l ∈ Rqm is short-

hand for δl−1 ·
√
Tdm, which is

√
Tdm for the zero frequency, and 0 otherwise. The el-

ements of the diagonal PSD matrix Sl = diag(s1(fl), . . . , sp(fl)) ∈ Rp×p are computed

using equation 3.24. Note that (1) The update for the posterior covariance, Σ̃x,l, is
identical for trials of the same length. This computation can therefore be reused effi-
ciently across trials. (2) Under the posterior distribution, latent variables j = 1, . . . , p
are no longer independent, as they are under the prior distribution (equations 3.25,
C.2).
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Posterior estimates of the mean parameters d are independent across groups (and, in
fact, observed units). We can thus update Qd(d) by evaluating the posterior covari-
ance, Σm

d ∈ Sqm×qm , and mean, µm
d ∈ Rqm , of mean parameter dm for each population

m:

Σm
d =

(
βIqm +NT ⟨Φm⟩

)−1
(C.13)

µm
d = Σm

d ⟨Φm⟩
N∑

n=1

√
T
(
ỹm
n,1 − ⟨Cm⟩⟨x̃n,1⟩

)
(C.14)

Note that updates to the mean, µm
d , depend only on observed and latent variables at

the zero frequency, at index l = 1.

Posterior estimates of precision parameters ϕ are independent across groups and units.
We can thus update Qϕ(ϕ) by evaluating the posterior parameters āϕ and b̄mϕ,r of pa-
rameter ϕm

r for each unit r in group m:

ãϕ = aϕ +
NT

2
(C.15)

b̃mϕ,i = bϕ +
1

2

N∑
n=1

T∑
l=1

ℜ
{[

|ỹmn,r,l|2 + δl−1T ⟨(dmr )2⟩

+ tr
(
⟨c̄mr (c̄mr )⊤⟩Hm

l ⟨x̃n,lx̃
H
n,l⟩HmH

l

)
− 2⟨c̄mr ⟩⊤Hm

l ⟨x̃n,l⟩
(
ỹmn,r,l − δl−1

√
T ⟨dmr ⟩

)∗ − 2δl−1

√
T ỹmn,r,l⟨dmr ⟩

]}
(C.16)

Here c̄mr ∈ Rp is again the rth row of Cm, the loading matrix for group m. The term
δl−1 is the Kronecker delta: 1 for the zero frequency (l = 1) and 0 otherwise. ℜ{·}
indicates the real part of the enclosed expression.

Posterior estimates of loading matrices C are independent across groups and units,
i.e., across the rows of each Cm. We can thus update Qc(C) by evaluating the poste-
rior covariance, Σm

cr ∈ Sp×p, and mean, µ̄m
cr ∈ Rp, of the rth row of Cm:

Σm
cr =

(
⟨Am⟩+ ⟨ϕm

r ⟩ℜ
{ N∑

n=1

T∑
l=1

Hm
l ⟨x̃n,lx̃

H
n,l⟩HmH

l

})−1

(C.17)

µ̄m
cr = Σm

cr⟨ϕ
m
r ⟩ℜ

{ N∑
n=1

T∑
l=1

Hm
l ⟨x̃n,l⟩

(
ỹmn,r,l − δl−1

√
T ⟨dmr ⟩

)∗}
(C.18)

Here Am = diag(αm
1 , . . . , αm

p ). Note that the posterior independence over the rows of
each Cm contrasts with the prior independence over the columns of each Cm (equa-
tions 3.5, C.2).
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Finally, posterior estimates of ARD parameters A are independent across groups and
latents. We can thus update QA(A) by evaluating the posterior parameters āmα and
b̄mα,j of parameter αm

j for each group m and latent j:

āmα = aα +
qm
2

(C.19)

b̄mα,j = bα +
1

2
⟨∥cmj ∥22⟩ (C.20)

where cmj ∈ Rqm is the jth column of the loading matrix Cm. All moments ⟨·⟩ can
be readily computed from the approximate posterior distributions given in equations
C.6–C.10.

C.1.2 Gaussian Process Parameter Updates

There are no closed-form solutions for the Gaussian process parameter updates, but
we can compute gradients and perform gradient ascent. To optimize timescales, we
rewrite the lower bound, L̃(Q̃,Ω), to show the terms that depend on the PSD matrix
Sj (from equation 3.25). Let

L̃(Q̃,Ω) =

p∑
j=1

[
N

2
log |S−1

j | − 1

2

N∑
n=1

tr(S−1
j ⟨x̃n,j,:x̃

H
n,j,:⟩)

]
+ const. (C.21)

We further make the change of variables γj = 1/τ2j . The variable γj is simpler to
work with. We then optimize with respect to γj . The γj gradients for latent j are
then given by the chain rule:

∂L̃

∂γj
= tr

( ∂L̃

∂Sj

)⊤(
∂Sj

∂γj

) (C.22)

where

∂L̃

∂Sj
= −N

2
S−1
j +

1

2
S−1
j

( N∑
n=1

⟨x̃n,j,:x̃
H
n,j,:⟩

)
S−1
j (C.23)

Because Sj is a diagonal matrix, so is ∂Sj/∂γj . The lth element along the diagonal of
∂Sj/∂γj is then given by

∂sj(fl)

∂γj
=
(
1− σ2

j

)√π

2
exp

(
−(2πfl)

2

2γj

)[
(2πfl)

2γ
−5/2
j − γ

−3/2
j

]
(C.24)

To optimize γj while respecting non-negativity constraints, we perform the change of
variables γj = exp(γ̂j), and then perform unconstrained gradient ascent with respect
to γ̂j .
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Näıve computation of the posterior second moment ⟨x̃n,j,:x̃
H
n,j,:⟩ in equation C.23 would

lead to a gradient evaluation (equation C.22) that costs O(T 2) operations. This cost
can be improved to O(T ) by exploiting the diagonal structure of Sj and its gradient
∂Sj/∂γj . Substituting equation C.23 into equation C.22, we get

∂L̃

∂γj
= tr

(−N

2
S−1
j +

1

2
S−1
j

( N∑
n=1

⟨x̃n,j,:x̃
H
n,j,:⟩

)
S−1
j

)⊤(
∂Sj

∂γj

)
= −N

2
tr

(
S−1
j

∂Sj

∂γj

)
+

1

2
tr

(
N∑

n=1

⟨x̃n,j,:x̃
H
n,j,:⟩⊤S−1

j

∂Sj

∂γj
S−1
j

)
(C.25)

Because of the diagonal structure of Sj and its gradient ∂Sj/∂γj , however, both trace
terms can be computed efficiently, and only the diagonal elements of ⟨x̃n,j,:x̃

H
n,j,:⟩ are

needed:

∂L̃

∂γj
=

T∑
l=1

(
s−1
j (fl)

∂sj(fl)

∂γj
+

(
N∑

n=1

⟨|x̃n,j,l|2⟩

)
s−1
j (fl)

∂sj(fl)

∂γj
s−1
j (fl)

)
(C.26)

The evaluation of GP timescale gradients therefore requires only O(T ) operations.

The diagonal structure of the phase shift matrix Hm
l can be similarly exploited to

produce efficient time delay parameter updates. To optimize time delays, we rewrite
the lower bound to show the terms that depend on Hm

l . Let

L̃m
n,l =− 1

2
tr

(
⟨Cm⊤ΦmCm⟩Hm

l ⟨x̃n,lx̃
H
n,l⟩HmH

l

)
+

1

2
tr

(
Hm

l ⟨x̃n,l⟩(ỹm
n,l − ⟨d̃m

l ⟩)H⟨Φm⟩⟨Cm⟩
)

+
1

2
tr

(
⟨Cm⟩⊤⟨Φm⟩(ỹm

n,l − ⟨d̃m
l ⟩)⟨x̃n,l⟩HHmH

l

)
(C.27)

Then

L̃(Q̃,Ω) =

N∑
n=1

T∑
l=1

M∑
m=1

L̃m
n,l + const. (C.28)

Since Hm
l is generally complex-valued, we follow the Wirtinger calculus (Schreier &

Scharf, 2010, Appendix 2; Wirtinger, 1927), and treat the lower bound L̃(Q̃,Ω) for-
mally as a function of both Hm

l and its complex conjugate (Hm
l )∗. Then delay gra-

dients for group m and latent j are given by the Wirtinger chain rule, which requires
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partial derivatives with respect to both Hm
l and (Hm

l )∗:

∂L̃

∂Dm
j

=

N∑
n=1

T∑
l=1

∂L̃m
n,l

∂Dm
j

(C.29)

=
N∑

n=1

T∑
l=1

[
tr

((
∂L̃m

n,l

∂Hm
l

)⊤(∂Hm
l

∂Dm
j

))
+ tr

((
∂L̃m

n,l

∂(Hm
l )∗

)⊤(∂(Hm
l )∗

∂Dm
j

))]
(C.30)

The partial derivatives
∂Hm

l
∂Dm

j
∈ Cp×p and

∂(Hm
l )∗

∂Dm
j

∈ Cp×p are each single-entry matrices

with
∂Hm

l

∂Dm
j

= diag
(
0, . . . ,−i2πfl · hmj,l, . . . , 0

)
(C.31)

and
∂(Hm

l )∗

∂Dm
j

= diag
(
0, . . . , i2πfl · (hmj,l)∗, . . . , 0

)
(C.32)

where hmj,l = exp(−i2πflD
m
j ). Each

∂L̃m
n,l

∂Hm
l

∈ Cp×p and
∂L̃m

n,l

∂(Hm
l )∗ ∈ Cp×p are given by

∂L̃m
n,l

∂Hm
l

= −1

2
⟨Cm⊤ΦmCm⟩(Hm

l )∗⟨x̃n,lx̃
H
n,l⟩⊤ +

1

2
⟨Cm⟩⊤⟨Φm⟩(ỹm

n,l − ⟨d̃m
l ⟩)∗⟨x̃n,l⟩⊤

(C.33)

∂L̃m
n,l

∂(Hm
l )∗

= −1

2
⟨x̃n,lx̃

H
n,l⟩⊤Hm

l ⟨Cm⊤ΦmCm⟩+ 1

2
⟨x̃n,l⟩∗(ỹm

n,l − ⟨d̃m
l ⟩)⊤⟨Φm⟩⟨Cm⟩

(C.34)

The overall delay gradient ∂L̃
∂Dm

j
then evaluates to

∂L̃

∂Dm
j

=
N∑

n=1

T∑
l=1

ℜ
{
i2πfl · hmj,l ·

( p∑
k=1

⟨x̃n,j,lx̃∗n,k,l⟩ · (hmk,l)∗ · ⟨cm⊤
k Φmcmj ⟩

− ⟨x̃n,j,l⟩(ỹm
n,l − ⟨d̃m

l ⟩)H⟨Φm⟩⟨cmj ⟩
)}

(C.35)

which costs O(T ) operations.

In practice, we fix all delay parameters for group 1 at 0 to ensure identifiability. Sim-
ilar to the timescales, one might wish to constrain the delays within some physically
realistic range, such as the length of an experimental trial, so that −Dmax ≤ Dm

j ≤

Dmax. Toward that end, we make the change of variables Dm
j = Dmax · tanh(

D̂m
j

2 ) and

perform unconstrained gradient ascent with respect to D̂m
j . Here we chose Dmax to be

half the length of a trial.
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C.2 Evaluation of the Lower Bound

To monitor the progress of the fitting procedure, we evaluate the lower bound, L̃(Q̃,Ω),
on each iteration. To evaluate the lower bound, we can rewrite it as follows:

L̃(Q̃,Ω) = E
Q̃
[logP (Ỹ |θ,Ω)]−KL(Q̃(θ)∥P (θ|Ω)) (C.36)

KL(Q̃(θ)∥P (θ|Ω)) is the KL-divergence between the approximate posterior distri-
bution Q̃(θ) and prior distribution P (θ|Ω). Due to the factorized forms of Q̃(θ) and
P (θ|Ω), L̃(Q̃,Ω) becomes

L̃(Q̃,Ω) = E
Q̃
[logP (Ỹ |θ,Ω)]−KL(Qx̃(X̃)∥P (X̃|Ω))−KL(Qc(C)∥P (C|A))

−KL(QA(A)∥P (A))−KL(Qϕ(ϕ)∥P (ϕ))−KL(Qd(d)∥P (d)) (C.37)

This form of the ELBO provides insight into the nature of the optimization procedure
for fitting via mDLAG-frequency. The first term is the expected log-quasi-likelihood
(with respect to the approximate posterior Q̃(θ)) of the frequency domain observa-
tions, Ỹ , given the latest model parameters, θ and Ω. This term encourages mDLAG-
frequency models to explain the frequency domain observations as well as possible.
The KL-divergence terms, on the other hand, penalize deviations of each factor of the
fitted posterior from its corresponding prior distribution, and hence act as a form of
regularization.
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Using the posterior updates in Section C.1.1 and the prior definitions in Section 3.3,
each term of the lower bound can be computed as follows:

E
Q̃
[logP (Ỹ |θ,Ω)] = −qNT

2
log(2π) +

NT

2

M∑
m=1

qm∑
r=1

⟨log ϕm
r ⟩

−
M∑

m=1

qm∑
r=1

(āϕ − ⟨ϕm
r ⟩bϕ) (C.38)

−KL(Qx̃(X̃)∥P (X̃|Ω)) = pNT

2
+

N

2
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log |Σ̃x,l| −
N
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log(sj(fl))
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2

T∑
l=1

p∑
j=1

s−1
j (fl)

N∑
n=1

⟨|x̃n,j,l|2⟩ (C.39)

−KL(Qc(C)∥P (C|A)) =
qp
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m=1

[
1

2

qm∑
r=1

log |Σm
cr |

+
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j=1

[
qm
2
⟨logαm

j ⟩ − 1

2
⟨αm

j ⟩⟨∥cmj ∥22⟩
]]

(C.40)

−KL(QA(A)∥P (A)) =

M∑
m=1

p∑
j=1

[
−āmα log b̄mα,j + aα log bα + log

Γ(āmα )

Γ(aα)

− bα⟨αm
j ⟩+ āmα + (aα − āmα )(Ψ(āmα )− log b̄mα,j)

]
(C.41)

−KL(Qϕ(ϕ)∥P (ϕ)) =
M∑

m=1

qm∑
r=1

[
−āϕ log b̄

m
ϕ,r + aϕ log bϕ + log

Γ(āϕ)

Γ(aϕ)

− bϕ⟨ϕm
r ⟩+ āϕ + (aϕ − āϕ)(Ψ(āϕ)− log b̄mϕ,r)

]
(C.42)

−KL(Qd(d)∥P (d)) =
q

2
+

q

2
log β +

1

2
log |Σd| −

1

2
β⟨∥d∥22⟩ (C.43)

Here, Γ(·) is the gamma function, and Ψ(·) is the digamma function. All moments ⟨·⟩
can be readily computed from the approximate posterior distributions given in equa-
tions C.6–C.10.
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D Leave-Group-Out Prediction

Each of the three methods we considered here is designed to optimize a slightly dif-
ferent objective function (mDLAG-time: equation 3.10, mDLAG-inducing: equa-
tion B.3, mDLAG-frequency: equation C.3). We therefore developed a common per-
formance metric to facilitate comparison across these methods: leave-group-out pre-
diction (Gokcen et al., 2023; Klami et al., 2015). Leave-group-out prediction mea-
sures an mDLAG model’s ability to capture interactions across observed groups. In
brief, we used a model fit to training data to predict (on held-out test trials) the un-
observed activity of held-out units in one group, given the observed activity of units
in the remaining groups. Our three methods each give rise to a distinct way to per-
form this prediction.

D.1 Prediction via mDLAG-time

Let us first collect observed variables (for one trial) in a manner that highlights group
structure. We collect observations in group m on trial n in y̌m

n = [ym⊤
n,:,1 · · ·ym⊤

n,:,T ]
⊤ ∈

RqmT by vertically concatenating the observed activity ym
n,:,t ∈ Rqm in group m across

all times t = 1, . . . , T . Then, we collect the observations for the remaining M − 1
groups in y̌−m

n ∈ R
∑

k ̸=m qkT , obtained by vertically concatenating the ordered set of
observations {y̌k

n}k ̸=m.

Our goal is to predict y̌m
n given y̌−m

n . We do so by inferring the latents given obser-
vations y̌−m

n , and then predicting the held-out activity y̌m
n from the inferred latents.

Toward that end, we similarly collect the latents for group m on trial n in x̌m
n =

[xm⊤
n,:,1 · · ·xm⊤

n,:,T ]
⊤ ∈ RpT by vertically concatenating the latents xm

n,:,t ∈ Rp across all
times t = 1, . . . , T . Then the latents for the remaining M − 1 groups can be collected
in x̌−m

n ∈ R(M−1)pT , obtained by vertically concatenating the ordered set of latents
{x̌k

n}k ̸=m. This variable reorganization then allows us to rewrite the mDLAG-time
state model as [

x̌m
n

x̌−m
n

]
∼ N

(
0,

[
Ǩm,m Ǩm,−m

Ǩ−m,m Ǩ−m,−m

])
(D.1)

where the elements of the GP covariance matrices Ǩm,m ∈ SpT×pT , Ǩm,−m = Ǩ⊤
−m,m ∈

RpT×(M−1)pT , and Ǩ−m,−m ∈ S(M−1)pT×(M−1)pT are computed using equations 3.8
and 3.9.

Next, for each group m, define ⟨Čm⟩ ∈ RqmT×pT , ⟨Φ̌m⟩ ∈ SqmT×qmT , and ⟨Řm⟩ ∈
RpT×pT as block diagonal matrices comprising T copies of the matrices ⟨Cm⟩, ⟨Φm⟩,
and ⟨Rm⟩ = ⟨Cm⊤ΦmCm⟩, respectively. Define also ⟨ďm⟩ ∈ RqmT by vertically con-
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catenating T copies of ⟨dm⟩. The parameters corresponding to the remaining M − 1
populations can then be collected into the block diagonal matrices
⟨Č−m⟩ = diag({⟨Čk⟩}k ̸=m) ∈ R

∑
k ̸=m qkT×(M−1)pT , ⟨Φ̌−m⟩ = diag({⟨Φ̌k⟩}k ̸=m) ∈

R
∑

k ̸=m qkT×
∑

k ̸=m qkT , ⟨Ř−m⟩ = diag({⟨Řk⟩}k ̸=m) ∈ R(M−1)pT×(M−1)pT , and the vec-

tor ⟨ď−m⟩ ∈ R
∑

k ̸=m qkT , obtained by vertically concatenating the elements of the set
{⟨ďk⟩}k ̸=m.

Similar to the update equations for the posterior distribution over latents (Qx(X),
equation 3.13), we compute the inferred latents given only the observations y̌−m

n ac-
cording to

Σ̌−m
x =

(
Ǩ−1

−m,−m + ⟨Ř−m⟩
)−1

(D.2)

µ̌−m
xn

= Σ̌−m
x ⟨Č−m⟩⊤⟨Φ̌−m⟩

(
y̌−m
n − ⟨ď−m⟩

)
(D.3)

We then use equation D.1 to infer the latents for group m according to

µ̌m
xn

= Ǩm,−m(Ǩ−m)−1µ̌−m
xn

(D.4)

and take predictions of the observations in group m to be

⋆
ym
n = ⟨Čm⟩µ̌m

xn
+ ⟨ďm⟩ (D.5)

We employed this approach for models fit via mDLAG-time and for models fit via
mDLAG-frequency in Fig. 5B and Supplementary Fig. 4A.

D.2 Prediction via mDLAG-inducing

Predictions via inducing variables take the same form as equation D.5, above. How-
ever, the predicted latents in group m, µ̌m

xn
, are computed differently than in equa-

tion D.4. Similar to the updates of the posterior distribution over the inducing vari-
ables, Qw(W ) (equations B.22 and B.23), we compute the inferred inducing variables
given observations in all but the held-out mth group.

Toward that end, let us first define several variables. First construct
w̄n = [w⊤

n,1,: · · ·w⊤
n,p,:]

⊤ ∈ RpTind by vertically concatenating the inducing variables
wn,j,: for latents j = 1, . . . , p on trial n. Collect the inducing variable covariance
matrices Kw

j for j = 1, . . . , p (equation 3.15; Fig. 1D, top) into the block diagonal

matrix K̄w = diag(Kw
1 , . . . ,K

w
p ) ∈ SpTind×pTind . Then, let kxw

m,j,t ∈ RTind be the tth

row of Kxw
m,j ∈ RT×Tind , the mth block (for group m) of the covariance matrix be-

tween latent j and its inducing variable, Kxw
j (equation 3.18; Fig. 1D, bottom). For

time point t, collect each kxw
m,j,t for latents j = 1, . . . , p into the block diagonal matrix

K̄xw
m,t = diag(kxw⊤

m,1,t, . . . ,k
xw⊤
m,p,t) ∈ Rp×pTind .
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Given observations in all but the mth group, we can then evaluate the posterior co-
variance, Σ̄−m

w ∈ SpTind×pTind , and mean, µ̄−m
wn

∈ RpTind , of w̄n for each trial n:

Σ̄−m
w =

(K̄w)−1 + (K̄w)−1

∑
k ̸=m

T∑
t=1

K̄wx
k,t ⟨(Ck)⊤ΦkCk⟩K̄xw

k,t

 (K̄w)−1

−1

(D.6)

µ̄−m
wn

= Σ̄w(K̄
w)−1

∑
k ̸=m

T∑
t=1

K̄wx
k,t ⟨Ck⟩⊤⟨Φk⟩

(
yk
n,t − ⟨dk⟩

) (D.7)

If we collect the covariance matrices Kxw
m,j for group m and for latents j = 1, . . . , p

into the block diagonal matrix K̄xw
m = diag(Kxw

m,1, . . . ,K
xw
m,p) ∈ RpT×pTind , then we can

compute the predicted latents in group m based on equation B.26:

µ̄m
xn

= K̄xw
m (K̄w)−1µ̄−m

wn
(D.8)

The vector of predicted latents in equation D.5, µ̌m
xn
, can be obtained by a reorgani-

zation (permutation) of the elements in µ̄m
xn
, above. Then predicted observations can

be obtained directly from equation D.5. We employed this approach for models fit via
mDLAG-inducing in Fig. 5B and Supplementary Fig. 4A.

D.3 Prediction via mDLAG-frequency

As in Section 3.3, we now consider the unitary DFT of the time series of observations
for unit r in group m on trial n: ỹm

n,r,: = UTy
m
n,r,:, where UT ∈ CT×T is the unitary

DFT matrix. Then let ỹm
n,l ∈ Rqm be the frequency domain observations of group

m on trial n and frequency l, and further collect the observations for the remaining
M − 1 groups on trial n and frequency l in the set Ỹ −m

n,l = {ỹk
n,l}k ̸=m. Ultimately, our

goal is still to predict the time domain observations ym
n,r,: for all units r = 1, . . . , qm in

group m. We will do so, however, by using the frequency domain observations Ỹ −m
n,l ,

and by performing inference of the latents in the frequency domain.

Similar to the updates of the posterior distribution over the frequency domain la-
tents, Qx̃(X̃) (equations C.11 and C.12), we compute the inferred latents given the
frequency domain observations Ỹ −m

n,l according to

Σ̃−m
x,l =

(
S−1
l +

∑
k ̸=m

(Hk
l )

H⟨(Ck)⊤ΦkCk⟩Hk
l

)−1

(D.9)

µ̃−m
xn,l

= Σ̃−m
x,l

∑
k ̸=m

(Hk
l )

H⟨Ck⟩⊤⟨Φk⟩
(
ỹk
n,l − ⟨d̃k

l ⟩
)

(D.10)



86 Gokcen et al.

Recall the diagonal phase shift matrix Hm
l ∈ Cp×p, defined in equation 3.28. We then

take predictions of the frequency domain observations in group m to be

⋆

ỹm
n,l = ⟨Cm⟩Hm

l µ̃−m
xn,l

+ ⟨d̃m
l ⟩ (D.11)

To convert these predictions from the frequency domain to the time domain, we take
the inverse unitary DFT of the frequency domain activity for each unit r = 1, . . . , qm
in group m on each trial n:

⋆
ym
n,r,: = UH

T

⋆

ỹm
n,r,:. We employed this approach in Fig. 3A

and Fig. 4A, see Section D.5 below.

D.4 A Common Performance Metric: Leave-Group-Out R2

Let ym
n,t ∈ Rqm be the observed activity for group m at time t on trial n of a held-out

test set, and let
⋆
ym
n,t ∈ Rqm be its predicted value. This prediction may come from any

of the methods above (Sections D.1–D.3). Furthermore, let µm
y ∈ Rqm be the sample

mean for each unit in group m, taken over all time points and trials.

We then define a leave-group-out R2 value as follows:

R2
lgo = 1−

∑M
m=1

∑N
n=1

∑T
t=1∥ym

n,t −
⋆
ym
n,t∥2F∑M

m=1

∑N
n=1

∑T
t=1∥ym

n,t − µm
y ∥2F

(D.12)

where ∥·∥F is the Frobenius norm. The value R2
lgo ∈ (−∞, 1], where a value of 1 im-

plies perfect prediction of held-out observations, and a negative value implies that es-
timates predict these held-out observations less accurately than simply the sample
mean. The R2

lgo metric is normalized by the total variance of observed activity within
each dataset, thereby facilitating comparison across datasets, in which the variance of
observed activity could vary widely.

D.5 Leave-Unit-Out prediction

In the group number scaling experiments (Section 4.3, Fig. 4), the number of groups,
M , varied across simulated datasets while the number of units in total, q, remained
fixed (see also Table 1, Scaling, M). A fairer metric for comparison across datasets
(as in Fig. 4A), then, would involve not leave-group-out prediction, but rather leave-
unit-out prediction. To create a leave-unit-out prediction metric, we leveraged the
development of leave-group-out prediction, above.

Suppose we have a fitted mDLAG model, for M groups and qm units per group, where
m = 1, . . . ,M . We can then simply re-index the parameters of this model so that
each unit r = 1, . . . , q, with q =

∑
m qm, is treated as its own “group.” The exact
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same equations developed for any of the leave-group-out prediction methods, above
(equations D.5, D.8, or D.11 for generating predictions, and equation D.12 for mea-
suring performance), can then be used for leave-unit-out prediction: replace the index
m = 1, . . . ,M over groups with the index r = 1, . . . , q over individual units.

Generating leave-unit-out predictions via mDLAG-time (Section D.1), however, was
prohibitively expensive for the group number scaling experiments (Fig. 4A). Compu-
tationally, predictions require O(q3) operations. We therefore generated predictions
via the more efficient mDLAG-frequency (Section D.3; O(q) operations), regardless of
which method (mDLAG-time, mDLAG-inducing, mDLAG-frequency) was used to fit
the given model parameters.

Yet predictions via mDLAG-frequency exhibit edge effects (Section 4.5, Fig. 6C). To
mitigate the impact of these edge effects on our measures of performance, we eval-
uated equation D.12 for only a middle portion of the test trials. For squared expo-
nential GP timescales of 100 ms, removing the first and final 10 time points (200 ms)
from evaluation was sufficient for edge effects to be rendered neglible. For the group
number scaling experiments, where there were T = 50 time points per test trial,
we therefore used only the middle 30 time points (t = 11 through 40). We also em-
ployed leave-unit-out prediction via mDLAG-frequency in the trial length scaling ex-
periments (Section 4.2, Fig. 3), for consistency across simulated experiments and for
computational benefit. Test trials comprised T = 500 time points, but we similarly
used only the middle 480 time points (t = 11 through 490).
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