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Abstract—Identifying the topology that underlies a set of
time series is useful for tasks such as prediction, denoising,
and data completion. Vector autoregressive (VAR) model-based
topologies capture dependencies among time series, and are
often inferred from observed spatio-temporal data. When the
data are affected by noise and/or missing samples, the tasks of
topology identification and signal recovery (reconstruction) have
to be performed jointly. Additional challenges arise when i) the
underlying topology is time-varying, ii) data become available
sequentially, and iii) no delay is tolerated. To overcome these
challenges, this paper proposes two online algorithms to estimate
the VAR model-based topologies. The proposed algorithms have
constant complexity per iteration, which makes them interesting
for big data scenarios. They also enjoy complementary merits
in terms of complexity and performance. The inexact proximal
online gradient descent framework is used to derive a perfor-
mance guarantee for the most competitive proposed algorithm
in the form of a dynamic regret bound. Numerical tests are also
presented, showcasing the ability of the proposed algorithms to
track the time-varying topologies with missing data in an online
fashion.

I. INTRODUCTION

In many applications involving complex systems, causal
relations among time series are computed and encoded as
a graph where each node corresponds to a time series, and
oftentimes reveal the topology of e.g. an underlying social,
biological, or brain network [1]. A causality graph provides
insights about the complex system under analysis, and enables
certain tasks such as forecasting [2], signal reconstruction [3],
anomaly detection [4], and dimensionality reduction [5]. The
assumption that the data are fully observable (every data point
providing a reliable value) at every node and time-instant does
not hold in certain real-world scenarios [6], [7], due to diverse
reasons: For instance, data acquired by a sensor network
may be partially observed due to faulty equipment/sensors,
network congestion, or energy constraints motivating sporadic
observation of certain signals. In social networks, user data
may be only partially available due to privacy reasons. In
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B. Beferull-Lozano and L-M. López-Ramos are with the WISENET Center,
Dept. of ICT, University of Agder, Jon Lilletunsvei 3, Grimstad, 4879
Norway. E-mails:{baltasar.beferull, luismiguel.lopez}@uia.no. B. Beferull-
Lozano is also with SimulaMet, Simula Research Laboratory. E-mail: bal-
tasar@simula.no. B. Zaman was with the WISENET Center, Dept. of ICT,
University of Agder, at the time this work was completed, and he is now with
Simula Research Laboratory. E-mail: bakht@simula.no.

ecological networks, variable environmental factors may limit
the ability to continuously monitor the abundance of a certain
species [8], [9].

Streams of data generated at high rates need to be an-
alyzed quickly in order to arrive at actionable intelligence.
Another assumption that often does not hold in practice is
that interaction patterns among variables remain unchanged:
future data may have different underlying properties to current
and historic data. This situation, known as concept drift [10],
invalidates the methods that assume stationarity. Moreover,
when past data are not available for multiple access, batch
processing is not possible, calling for online algorithms which
continuously update model parameters after receiving each
data sample once. This paper considers the problem of online
topology identification with streaming noisy data where some
values are missing, simultaneously with the reconstruction of
the input signals.

Identifying graphs capturing spatio-temporal “interactions”
among time series has attracted great attention in the litera-
ture [1], [11]. Among the popular approaches for undirected
topologies, correlation and partial correlation graphs [1],
Markov random fields [12]–[15], and more recent approaches
based on graph signal processing [16]–[18] are adopted in the
literature. For directed interactions, one may employ structural
equation models (SEM) [19], [20] or Bayesian networks [15,
Sec. 8.1]. However, the methods above account only for mem-
oryless interactions, meaning that they cannot accommodate
(causal) delayed interactions where the value of a time series
at a given time instant is related to the past values of other
time series.

An important notion of causality among time series is due
to Granger [21] based on the optimal prediction error, which
is generally difficult to determine optimally [22, p. 33], [23].
Thus, alternative causality definitions based on vector autore-
gressive (VAR) models are typically preferred [24]–[26]. VAR
topologies are estimated assuming stationarity and a Gaussian
distribution of the innovations in [27], [28], and additionally
assuming sparsity in [29]–[32]. All these approaches assume
a model that does not change over time. In many applications,
it is preferable to assume time-varying topologies. To identify
them, approaches have been devised both for undirected [33]–
[35] and directed graphs [36].

All previously discussed approaches process the entire data
set at once, and cannot accommodate data arriving sequen-
tially. Hence, their complexity becomes prohibitive for long
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observation windows. The modern approach to tackle these
issues is online optimization, where an estimate is refined with
every new data instance. Existing online topology identifica-
tion algorithms include [20], [37]–[41] for memoryless inter-
actions, and [42] for nonlinear memory-based dependencies.

The topology identification becomes more challenging when
the input data is noisy. In [43], joint signal estimation and
topology identification are pursued based on a spatio-temporal
smoothness-based graph learning algorithm. This setting can
become even more challenging when the data are incomplete.
Several batch approaches to identify topologies in the presence
of noisy data with missing values are available for undi-
rected [44] and (VAR-based) directed [45], [46] topologies.

The problem of predicting future values of time series in
an online fashion with missing data is considered in [47]
and [48], where the missing values are imputed by their
estimates. Theoretical guarantees in the form of static regret
bounds are presented; however, those works adopt a univariate
autoregressive (AR) process model, and thus do not extract
information about the relations among multiple time series.
Moreover, these works consider a static (stationary) model
and analyze the static regret. An approach to jointly estimate
the signal and topology is presented in [49] for a structural
VAR model (SVARM) when the observations contain noisy
and missing values; in that work, different batch and online
algorithms are proposed, and an identifiability result is stated.
However, no performance guarantees showing the tracking
capabilities of the proposed online algorithm are presented.

The present work proposes online algorithms to estimate
time-varying, memory-aware causality graphs from a collec-
tion of time series affected by noise and missing data, while
reconstructing the input signals (denoising and imputation of
missing values). The contributions include two algorithms to
track VAR-causality graphs, with fixed computational com-
plexity per sample, i.e., suitable for sequential and big-
data scenarios. The proposed algorithms have complementary
merits: the first one has very low computational complexity,
and the second one has improved tracking capability and is
supported by dynamic regret bounds.

After introducing the basic (batch) formulation of the jointly
optimal estimation and reconstruction, the contributions are:
• C1) The formulation of the online estimation and re-

construction task as a sequential decision problem, to
account for the impact of decisions in future stages. More
specifically, a sequential cost function inspired from [49]
is put forth, involving signal mismatch from both the
noisy samples and the current prediction, time-variation
of the estimated topology parameter estimates, and a
sparsity-promoting term.

• C2) The application of well-justified simplifying assump-
tions to the cost defined in C1, to introduce a loss function
that can be tackled with an online convex optimization
approach. Based on this, a first algorithm, termed Joint
Signal and Topology Identification via Sparse Online
learning (JSTISO), is presented. Apart from being an im-
proved (robust to missing data) version of the algorithm
TISO [50], JSTISO is presented as an intermediate step
towards the next proposed algorithm.

• C3) The formulation of a second algorithm, named Joint
Signal and Topology Identification via Recursive Sparse
Online learning (JSTIRSO), to improve the tracking
capability of JSTISO at the price of a moderate increase
in computation. The difference with respect to JSTISO
is that the loss function that JSTIRSO optimizes is aug-
mented with an additional term inspired by recursive least
squares (RLS), which improves the tracking capability
and facilitates the analysis.

• C4) The derivation of a dynamic regret bound, to charac-
terize the performance of JSTIRSO when the topology is
time-varying. The derived dynamic regret bound depends
on the properties of the data, the error due to missing
values, and the parameters of the algorithm.

• C5) Finally, the empirical validation of the performance
of the proposed algorithms through numerical tests.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Sec. II
presents the model and a batch formulation for tracking of
VAR causality graphs. Sec. III introduces the sequential joint
tracking and signal estimation, and reviews the online convex
optimization approach. To solve the sequential problem in an
online fashion, an approximate loss function is obtained in
Sec. IV, and JSTISO is derived. An alternative loss function
is presented and used to derive JSTIRSO in Sec. V, which in
turn is characterized analytically (dynamic regret analysis) in
Sec. VI. Numerical results are presented in Sec. VII, and Sec.
VIII concludes the paper.
Notation. Bold lowercase (uppercase) letters denote column
vectors (matrices). Operators E[·], ∂, (·)>, vec(·), and λmax(·),
respectively denote expectation, sub-differential, matrix trans-
pose, vectorization, and maximum eigenvalue of a matrix. The
operator ∇ denotes gradient and ∇s represents a subgradient.
Symbols 0N and 0N×N , represent all-zero vector and matrix,
1N all-ones vector, and IN identity matrix, all of the given
size. Finally, [·]+ , max(·, 0), and 1 is the indicator satisfying
1{x} = 1 if x is true and 1{x} = 0 otherwise.

II. MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a collection of N time series, where yn[t], t =
0, 1, . . . , T − 1, denotes the value of the n-th time series at
time t. A causality graph G , (V, E) is a graph where the
n-th vertex in V = {1, . . . , N} is identified with the n-th
time series yn[t] and there is an edge (or arc) from n′ to n
((n, n′) ∈ E) if and only if (iff) yn′ [t] causes yn[t] according
to a certain causality notion. A prominent notion of causality
can be defined using VAR models. To this end, consider the
order-P VAR model [51]:

y[t] =

P∑
p=1

Apy[t− p] + u[t], (1)

where y[t] , [y1[t], . . . , yN [t]]>, Ap ∈ RN×N , p =
1, . . . , P , are the matrices of VAR parameters and u[t] ,
[u1[t], . . . , uN [t]]> is the innovation process, generally as-
sumed to be a temporally white, zero-mean stochastic process,
i.e., E[u[t]] = 0N and E[u[t]u>[τ ]] = 0N×N for t 6= τ .
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With a(p)
n,n′ the n, n′-th entry of Ap , (1) becomes

yn[t] =

N∑
n′=1

P∑
p=1

a
(p)
n,n′yn′ [t− p] + un[t]

=
∑

n′∈N (n)

P∑
p=1

a
(p)
n,n′yn′ [t− p] + un[t], (2)

for n = 1, . . . , N , where N (n) , {n′ : an,n′ 6= 0P } and

an,n′ ,
[
a

(1)
n,n′ , . . . , a

(P )
n,n′

]>
. (3)

This model allows to introduce the concept of VAR causality
[52], with a similar spirit to that of Granger causality, but much
less challenging to compute. Given a process order P , it is
said that time series yi[t] VAR-causes time series yj [t] iff the
P most recent values of yi[t] carry information that allows
to reduce the prediction mean square error (MSE) of yj [t]
(compared to the optimal prediction based on all other time
series in the set under consideration). While in the definition
of Granger causality the notion of optimal prediction is not
clearly specified, the VAR model allows a clear definition of
an optimal predictor.

When u[t] is a zero-mean and temporally white stochastic
process, the term ŷn[t] ,

∑
n′∈N (n)

∑P
p=1 a

(p)
n,n′yn′ [t − p]

in (2) is the minimum mean square error estimator of yn[t]
given the previous values of all time series {yn′ [τ ], n′ =
1, . . . , N, τ < t}; see e.g. [23, Sec. 12.7]. The set N (n)
therefore collects the indices of those time series that partic-
ipate in this optimal predictor of yn[t]; in other words, the
information provided by time series yn′ [t] with n′ /∈ N (n)
is not informative to predict yn[t]. This allows us to express
the definition of VAR causality in a clearer and more compact
way: yn′ [t] VAR-causes yn[t] whenever n′ ∈ N (n). Equiva-
lently, yn′ [t] VAR-causes yn[t] if an,n′ 6= 0P . VAR causality
relations among the N time series can be represented using a
causality graph where E , {(n, n′) : an,n′ 6= 0P }. Clearly,
in such a graph, N (n) is the in-neighborhood of node n. To
quantify the strength of these causality relations, a weighted
graph can be constructed by assigning e.g. the weight ‖an,n′‖2
to the edge (n, n′).

So far we have considered a static VAR model. However,
to analyze dynamic systems in practical applications, a time-
varying VAR model (often associated with a dynamic topol-
ogy) is introduced:

y[t] =

P∑
p=1

A(t)
p y[t− p] + u[t], (4)

where the parameters {A(t)
p }Pp=1 follow a certain law of mo-

tion such as introduced in [53, Ch. 18]. With these definitions,
the problem can be formally stated as: given the observations
{y[t]}T−1

t=0 (in batch form) and the VAR process order, P ,
find the time-varying VAR coefficients {{A(t)

p }Pp=1}T−1
t=P such

that it yields sparse topology at each time instant. Without
assumptions on the variations of the topologies, the problem
involves more unknown variables than data and is ill-posed.
In this case, we assume that the variations in the topology are
constrained, so that the cumulative norm difference between

consecutive sets of parameters does not exceed a given budget
B. The formulation in [29] can be extended to a time-varying
model as follows:

arg min
{{A(τ)

p }Pp=1}
T−1
τ=P

1

2(T − P )

T−1∑
t=P

∥∥∥∥∥y[t]−
P∑
p=1

A(t)
p y[t− p]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

+

T−1∑
t=P

Ω

({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
(5a)

s. t.
T−1∑
t=P+1

∥∥∥vec
(
{A(t)

p }Pp=1

)
− vec

(
{A(t−1)

p }Pp=1

)∥∥∥2

2
≤ B,

(5b)

where the first term in the cost function is the least-squares
loss, and the second term is a group sparsity-promoting
regularization function defined as

Ω

({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
, λ

N∑
n=1

N∑
n′=1

1{n′ 6= n}
∥∥a(t)

n,n′

∥∥
2
, (6)

where a(t)
n,n′ has the same structure as (3) with time-varying

VAR parameters. The regularization function Ω promotes
sparse edges in the causality graphs. The parameter λ is a
user-defined constant that controls the sparsity in the edges of
the graph. The constraint (5b) restricts the amount of variation
in the VAR parameters, and is necessary for the problem to
have a meaningful solution (otherwise it would be very ill-
posed).

To formulate the problem of estimating the causality graphs
when observations are affected by noise and some values are
missing, consider a subset of V where the signal is observed,
given by Mt ⊆ V . The (random) pattern of missing values is
collected in the masking vector m[t] ∈ RN where mn[t], n =
1, . . . , N , are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables taking value 1
with probability ρ and 0 with probability 1 − ρ. Let ỹ[t] be
the observation obtained at time t, given by

ỹ[t] = m[t]� (y[t] + ε[t]), (7)

where � denotes element-wise product, and ε[t] is the obser-
vation noise vector.
In batch setting, the problem of estimating time-varying
topologies with missing values is stated as: given the noisy
observations {ỹ[t]}T−1

t=0 with missing values, and the VAR pro-
cess order P , find the coefficients {{Â(t)

p }Pp=1}T−1
t=P such that

it yields a sparse topology. However, thanks to VAR model,
is easier to estimate the topology from the observation vector
directly if the missing values are reconstructed (imputed), and
the topology (VAR parameters) helps in such reconstruction.
Thus, a natural approach is to jointly estimate the signal and
the topology.
In batch setting, the approach advocated in [49] is to solve
the following problem, which includes joint estimation of the
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signal and the VAR coefficients :

{
ŷ[t],

{
Â

(t)

p

}P
p=1

}T−1

t=P

=

arg min{
y[t],{A(t)

p }Pp=1

}T−1

t=P

1

2

T−1∑
t=P

∥∥∥∥∥y[t]−
P∑
p=1

A(t)
p y[t− p]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

+

T−1∑
t=P

ν

2|Mt|
‖ỹ[t]−m[t]� y[t]‖22 +

T−1∑
t=P

Ω

({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)

+ β

T−1∑
t=P

P∑
p=1

‖A(t)
p −A(t−1)

p ‖2F, (8)

where the first term is a least-squares (LS) fitting error for
all time instants (where the t-th term in the summation fits
the signal based on the P previous observations and the VAR
coefficients at time t), the second term penalizes the mismatch
between the observation vector and the reconstructed signal
(recall that |Mt| is the number of nodes where the signal
is observed1), the third term is a regularization function that
promotes sparsity in the edges, and the fourth term limits the
variations in the coefficients (it comes from the dualization
of the constraint in (5)). The parameter ν > 0 is a constant
to control the trade-off between the prediction error based on
the VAR coefficients and the mismatch between the measured
samples and the signal reported after the reconstruction. The
parameter λ controls the sparsity in the edges while β controls
the magnitude of the cumulative norm of the difference
between consecutive coefficients. The resulting problem in (8)
is (separately) convex in {y[t]}T−1

t=P and in {{A(t)
p }Pp=1}T−1

t=P },
but not jointly convex. A stationary point of (8) can be
found via alternating minimization [49, Corollary 1]. Each
subproblem in alternating minimization can be solved via
proximal gradient descent.

In the next section, we describe how to solve this problem
in an online fashion where the data are coming sequentially.

III. ONLINE SIGNAL RECONSTRUCTION AND TOPOLOGY
INFERENCE

The batch formulation in (8) uses information from all
time instants to produce a sequence of reconstructed signal
values and VAR parameter (topology) estimates. On the other
hand, an online formulation should allow us to produce such
a sequence with minimum delay and with fixed complexity
(at the price of lower accuracy). Specifically, here we are
interested in an algorithm that, at each time instant t, produces
an estimate of y[t] and {A(t)

p }Pp=1 as soon as the partial
observation ỹ[t] is received.

To this end, we design an online criterion such that its sum
over time matches the batch objective in (8). As a preliminary

1For those time instants where |Mt| = 0, the term affected by the fraction
will not be considered in the optimization, so division-by-zero error is avoided.

step, define

`t

(
{y[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P ,y[t],
{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
,

1

2

∥∥∥∥∥y[t]−
P∑
p=1

A(t)
p y[t− p]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

+
ν

2|Mt|
‖ỹ[t]−m[t]� y[t]‖22 .

(9)

Now we can use the expression above2, and the definition
of Ω(·) from (6), to define the dynamic cost function:

ct

(
{y[τ ]}tτ=t−P ,

{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

,
{
A(t−1)
p

}P
p=1

)
,

`t

(
{y[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P ,y[t],
{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
+ Ω

({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
+ β

T−1∑
t=P

P∑
p=1

‖A(t)
p −A(t−1)

p ‖2F. (10)

The objective function in (8) can be rewritten as
∑
t ct(·, ·, ·).

It becomes clear that producing an estimate of y[t] and
{A(t)

p }Pp=1 does not only have an impact on ct(·, ·, ·), but
also on {cτ (·, ·, ·)}t+Pτ=t . Such a coupling in time is taken
into account in the framework of dynamic programming (or
reinforcement learning), where the goal is to find a policy π
of the form

π : RPN × RN
2P × RN × RN → RN × RN

2P

π
(
{ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P , {Â
(t−1)
p }Pp=1, ỹ[t],m[t]

)
 ŷ[t], {Â(t)

p }Pp=1

(11)

such that the cumulative cost is minimized in expectation.
Learning such a policy (via e.g., deep reinforcement learning)
would be computationally intensive and require a high amount
of data, and it is left out of the scope of the present paper.
Instead, we propose to approximate such a policy using the
much more tractable framework of online convex optimization
(reviewed next). Fortunately enough, the structure of (10) re-
sembles that of the composite problems that can be efficiently
dealt with via proximal online gradient descent (OGD). In the
next section, an approximation of the cost function discussed
above will be taken in a way such that we can derive a
proximal OGD update over {A(t−1)

p }Pp=1.
In the remainder of this section, the theoretical background

of proximal OGD and inexact proximal OGD (IP-OGD) will
be introduced. In Sec. IV, we will explain the approximations
we take in order to be able to apply the IP-OGD frame-
work [54] to the online problem at hand.

A. Theoretical background: composite problems
In the sequel, we present a framework to solve composite-

objective optimization problems in an online fashion.
Consider a sequence of functions, each of them split into

two parts (a loss function and a regularization function).
Generally, each function in the sequence is given by

ht(a) , ft(a) + Ωt(a), (12)

2The splitting of the arguments of `t into present and past samples will
become useful in subsequent sections.
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where ft : X → R is a general convex loss function, and
Ωt : X → R is a convex regularization function, with X
being a convex set. Note that the function Ωt(·) can vary
with time, however, in this work, it will remain constant.

Given such a sequence of functions, the online learning
setting requests to generate, at each time t, a hypothesis
or estimate a[t], given the previous functions {hτ}t−1

τ=0. The
quality of the proposed estimate a[t] will be assessed by
ht(a[t]). Since the estimate must be delivered before ht is
made available, the possibility of generating good estimates is
subject to certain assumptions on how much the sequence of
optimal estimates (which is only known in hindsight) changes
over time. In the context of this work, a[t] corresponds to
the VAR parameters, and the online learning task corresponds
to the tracking of the time-varying topologies, subject to the
assumption that the topology changes slowly over time.

The performance metric usually considered in online learn-
ing algorithms for static problems is the static regret, which
compares the algorithm’s performance with a static (constant
in time) hindsight solution. Although online algorithms with
sublinear regret [55] can be applied to track slowly time-
varying solutions, the static regret is not an adequate metric
for quantifying how well an algorithm infers time-varying
models. To characterize the performance of online algorithms
in time-varying scenarios, dynamic regret has become popular
for problems where the hindsight solution is also time-varying
[56]. Mathematically, the dynamic regret is defined as

Rd[T ] ,
T∑
t=1

[
ht(a[t])− ht(a∗[t])

]
, (13)

where a[t] is the estimate of the online algorithm and
a∗[t] is the optimal solution3 at time t, given by a∗[t] ,
arg mina ht(a). Note that optimal solutions are time-varying.
Next, we present an online algorithm to solve the composite
problem given in (12). It is well known that composite
problems can be efficiently solved via proximal methods [57],
[58], which are based on the so-called proximity operator,
which we briefly discuss next. The proximity (prox) operator
of a scaled function ηΨ at point v is defined by [57]:

proxηΨ(v) , arg min
x∈dom Ψ

[
Ψ(x) +

1

2η
‖x− v‖22

]
, (14)

where Ψ(·) is minimized together with a quadratic proxi-
mal term, which makes the minimization objective strongly
convex. The prox operator of a function at point v can be
interpreted as minimizing the function while being close to v,
and the parameter η controls the trade-off between the two
objectives. Based on this prox operator, there are various
algorithms which work under very general conditions. Usually,
the proximal algorithms are used to solve composite problems
(differentiable plus non-differentiable term) and they exhibit
good convergence guarantees. Some of the existing algorithms
such as gradient descent, projected gradient descent, etc. can
be shown to be special cases of proximal algorithms.

An extremely popular algorithm for solving composite
problems is proximal gradient descent (PGD) [57]. At each

3For simplicity of exposition, ht(·) is usually assumed to have a unique
minimizer, which is verified by the loss function presented in Sec. V.

iteration, a gradient descent step is performed on the differen-
tiable component of the objective and then the prox operator
of the non-differentiable function at the resultant vector is
performed. This process is repeated until convergence. In its
online version, namely proximal OGD, only one iteration
of the proximal gradient is performed at each time instant
based on the available data sample, instead of running until
convergence. In many cases, the full information about the
cost function is not available to the algorithm. To deal with
this issue, IP-OGD [54] assumes that an inexact gradient is
available and the analysis of the algorithm includes the error
between the true gradient and the available inexact gradient.
The IP-OGD algorithm enjoys solid theoretical guarantees re-
garding its performance in tracking time-varying parameters.

IV. DERIVING AN APPROXIMATE LOSS FUNCTION

The expressions in the previous section [cf. (10)] represent
the problem of joint estimation and reconstruction from a
rather ideal point of view because, even though the optimal
policy would allow the best possible tracking, finding such a
policy is nearly intractable. Fortunately, adding a few simple
assumptions can give rise to a composite objective problem
that can be solved using the approach described in Sec. III-A.

Notice that at time t, considering the underlying observation
noise and random missing data, the previous P reconstructed
samples, {ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P , can be considered as realizations of
random variables. This allows to replace the deterministic
cost function ct(·) for the batch formulation by the following
random cost function for the online problem:

Ct

(
y[t],

{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
=

`t

(
{ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P ,y[t],
{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
+ Ω

({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
+ β

P∑
p=1

‖A(t)
p − Â

(t−1)

p ‖2F, (15)

which is jointly convex in its arguments, and where
{Â

(t−1)

p }Pp=1 have been previously estimated at time t − 1.
Notice that, if {ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P and ỹ[t] were equal to the true
(yet unobservable) signals {y[τ ]}tτ=t−P , this setting would be
the same that is dealt with in [50], by direct application of
proximal OGD. Since the aforementioned signal estimates are
inexact versions of the true signals, in the present work we
will use the IP-OGD framework discussed in [54] to analyze
the regret of the resulting algorithm.

Before proceeding to the formulation of the online algo-
rithm, two remarks are in order.
Remark 1: The cost function has as inputs the signal esti-
mate and the VAR parameters. It is assumed that the VAR
parameters change smoothly with time, but we cannot assume
that the signals vary smoothly with time. Recall that in each
proximal OGD iteration, a minimization is solved involving a
first-order approximation of the loss `t, the regularizer Ω (not
linearized), and a proximal term that ensures that the variable
estimated at time t is close in norm to its previous estimate
at time t − 1. This proximal term should involve {A(t)

p }Pp=1,
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but not y[t].
Remark 2: As a consequence of the variable decoupling
introduced in (15), the function Ct(·) becomes separable
across nodes.

The joint optimization over {A(t)
p }Pp=1 and y[t] can be

reformulated into an optimization only over {A(t)
p }Pp=1 as

follows. Note first that minimizing it can be split into first
minimizing over y[t] and then over {A(t)

p }Pp=1. The first
minimization admits a closed form, which in turn is convex
in {A(t)

p }Pp=1. Specifically, we can write

min
y[t],

{
A

(t)
p

}P
p=1

Ct

(
y[t],

{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
= min{

A
(t)
p

}P
p=1

Lt
({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
,

(16)
where

Lt
({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
, min

y[t]
`t

(
{ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P ,y[t],
{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
,

(17)
and the analytical minimization in (17) is shown in Sec. IV-A.
Once a closed form is available for Lt, IP-OGD can be applied.
The inexactness comes from the previously estimated (recon-
structed) {ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P . Recall that we model such estimates
as random variables from the point of view of the agent
that estimates {A(t)

p }Pp=1 at time t. That is what makes Lt
a random function, more specifically an inexact version of the
“true” loss function which would be given by

L true
t

(
{A(t)

p }Pp=1

)
,min

y[t]
`t

(
{y[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P ,y[t], {A(t)
p }Pp=1

)
,

but is unavailable because the true signal values {y[τ ]}t−1
τ=t−P

would be needed to evaluate it.
Observe that the loss function in (17) is separable across

nodes, i.e.,

Lt
({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
=

N∑
n=1

L(n)
t (an[t])

=

N∑
n=1

min
yn[t]

`
(n)
t (ĝ[t], yn[t],an[t]), (18)

where

`
(n)
t (ĝ[t], yn[t],an[t]) ,

1

2

(
(yn[t]− ĝ[t]>an[t])2 +

ν mn[t]

|Mt|
(yn[t]− ỹn[t])2

)
(19)

ĝ[t] , vec
([
ŷ[t− 1], . . . , ŷ[t− P ]

]>)
, (20)

L(n)
t (an[t]) , min

yn[t]
`
(n)
t (ĝ[t], yn[t],an[t]). (21)

To arrive at the loss function, the minimizer (signal recon-
struction) will be derived; then, a closed-form expression for
L(n)
t will be obtained.

A. Signal reconstruction and loss function in closed form

We discuss here the (sub)problem of estimating the signal
from a noisy observation vector with missing values given a
(fixed) topology. The resulting estimator is a convex combi-
nation of the signal prediction via the VAR process and the
values present in the observation vector. More formally, the
reconstruction subproblem consists in estimating y[t] given
ỹ[t], m[t], ĝ[t], and {A(t)

p }Pp=1. Notice from (9) that ỹ[t] and
m[t] are implicit in the definition of `t(·):

ŷ[t] = arg min
y[t]

`t(ĝ[t],y[t],an[t]). (22)

The solution for the n-th entry of ŷ[t] is ŷn[t] =

arg minyn[t] `
(n)
t (ĝ[t], yn[t],an[t]), which has a closed form

given by

ŷn[t] = (1− Un[t]) ĝ[t]>an[t] + Un[t]ỹn[t], (23)

where
Un[t] ,

ν

|Mt|+ ν
mn[t]. (24)

Observe that Un[t] ∈ [0, ν/(1 + ν)] holds ∀t, n.
After substituting (23) into (21) and simplifying, the loss

function can be expressed as

L(n)
t (an[t]) =

1

2
Un[t](ỹn[t]− ĝ>[t]an[t])2, (25)

and it will be used in Sec. IV-B to derive the IP-OGD iterates.
Proximal OGD involves linearizing part of the objective, in
this case L(n)

t (·), which requires computing the gradient. The
latter is given by

∇L(n)
t (an[t])=Un[t]

(
ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]an[t]− ỹn[t]ĝ[t]

)
. (26)

B. Application of IP-OGD to Joint Signal and Topology
Estimation

The gradient defined in (26) depends on ĝ[t], which is
conformed using the estimates {ŷ[t − p]}Pp=1, which in turn
will generally differ from the true signals. This is translated
into an error in the gradient and this is why IP-OGD is
advocated here.

Let f (n)
t be a general loss function , and let F (n)

t be a
random function that is an inexact version of f (n)

t . Using F (n)
t

and Ω(n)(an) in (12), with a constant step size α, the IP-OGD
iteration is:

an[t] = proxαΩ(n)

(
an[t− 1]− α∇F (n)

t (an[t− 1])
)
. (27)

Let af
n[t] , an[t− 1]− α∇F (n)

t (an[t− 1]), and

af
n[t] = [(af

n,1[t])>, . . . , (af
n,N [t])>]>, (28)

which enables us to write the above update expression as

an[t] = proxαΩ(n)

(
af
n[t]
)

= arg min
zn

(
Ω(n)(zn) +

1

2α

∥∥zn − af
n[t]
∥∥2

2

)
.



7

Using the regularizing function Ω(n)(an) , λ
∑N
n′=1 1{n 6=

n′} ‖an,n′‖2, [cf. (6) that Ω =
∑N
n=1 Ω(n)], the update yields

an[t] = arg min
{zn,n′}Nn′=1

(
λ

N∑
n′=1

1{n 6= n′} ‖zn,n′‖2

+
1

2α

N∑
n′=1

∥∥zn,n′ − af
n,n′ [t]

∥∥2

2

)
.

which is separable across n′ and the solution to the n′-th
subproblem is given by the group soft-thresholding:

an,n′ [t] = arg min
zn,n′

[
1{n 6= n′} ‖zn,n′‖2

+
1

2αλ

∥∥zn,n′ − af
n,n′ [t]

∥∥2

2

]

= af
n,n′ [t]

1− αλ1{n 6= n′}∥∥∥af
n,n′ [t]

∥∥∥
2


+

, (29)

(recall that af
n,n′ [t] is a subvector of af

n[t] as defined in
(28)). The algorithm JSTISO, which is intended at minimizing
Ct(·, ·) in (15), is obtained when F (n)

t is set to be L(n)
t .

All required steps are summarized in Procedure 1. It only
requires O(N2P ) memory entries to store the previous P
reconstructed samples, and each update requires O(N2P )
arithmetic operations, which is in the same order as the number
of parameters to be estimated.

Remark 3: For those time instants and nodes where an
entry is missing, ∇an[t]L

(n)
t = 0NP , but Procedure 1

applies the soft-thresholding operator (29) to the correspond-
ing coefficients. While this may seem counterintuitive, the
shrinking is justified by the model at hand. The time-varying
parameters are modeled as a random walk whose innovations
are compound by a) a Gaussian distributed term, plus b) a
term that attracts the VAR parameters towards 0 (which is the
source of sparsity). The term a) justifies the Frobenius norm
in (8) and the term b) justifies the presence of Ω in the same
equation.

Remark 4: The proposed algorithm only differs from TISO
[50] in the estimate refinement (line 11). Actually, if line 3
is modified to obtain ĝ[t] directly from the observations, the
resulting parameter estimates {an[t]}Nn=1 will coincide with
those of TISO.

V. AN ALTERNATIVE LOSS FUNCTION FOR IMPROVED
TRACKING

The loss function in the previous approach is an instanta-
neous loss, which only depends on the current sample. While
this keeps the complexity of the iterations very low, and may
be sufficient for online estimation of a static VAR model,
it is sensitive to noise and input variability, and thus it is
expected to perform poorly when attempting at tracking a
time-varying model. In [50], a running average loss function
is designed drawing inspiration from the relation between
least mean squares (LMS) and recursive least squares (RLS)
to improve the tracking capabilities of TISO. In this paper,

Procedure 1 Tracking time-varying topologies with missing
data via JSTISO
Input parameters: P, λ, α, ν
Initialization: {ŷ[τ ]}P−1

τ=0 , {an[P − 1]}Nn=1

1: for t = P, P + 1, . . . do
2: Receive observation ỹ[t] and masking vector m[t]
3: Obtain ĝ[t] from {ŷ[t− p]}Pp=1 via (20)
4: for n = 1, . . . , N do
5: Obtain Un[t] via (24)
6: af

n[t] = an[t− 1]− α∇L(n)
t (an[t− 1]) [cf. (26)]

7: for n′ = 1, 2, . . . , N do
8: Compute an,n′ [t] via (29)
9: end for

10: an[t] =
[
a>n,1[t], . . . ,a>n,N [t]

]>
11: Compute ŷn[t] via (23)
12: end for
13: Output {an[t]}Nn=1 , ŷ[t]

14: end for

similar steps will lead to a second approach, where a running
average loss function is adopted, which depends on the past
reconstructed signal values. In this second approach, the loss
function is set as

˜̀
t

(
{ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=0,y[t],
{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
=

1

2

∥∥∥∥∥y[t]−
P∑
p=1

A(t)
p ŷ[t− p]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

+
ν

2|Mt|
‖ỹ[t]−m[t]� y[t]‖22

+
1

2

t−1∑
τ=P

γt−τ

∥∥∥∥∥ŷ[τ ]−
P∑
p=1

A(t)
p ŷ[τ − p]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

, (30)

where γ is a user-selected forgetting factor which controls the
weight of past (reconstructed) samples of y[t]. The modeling
principles in the previous section (treating the previously
reconstructed samples as a random variable, and minimizing
over y[t]) are applied to the alternative deterministic loss ˜̀

t,
enabling to define the random loss function L̃t as

L̃t
({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
, min

y[t]

˜̀
t

(
{ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=0,y[t],
{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
,

(31)
which can be rewritten in terms of `t as

L̃t
({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
= min

y[t]
`t

(
{ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=t−P ,y[t],
{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)

+
1

2

t−1∑
τ=P

γt−τ

∥∥∥∥∥ŷ[τ ]−
P∑
p=1

A(t)
p ŷ[τ − p]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

. (32)

Regarding the signal reconstruction, the minimizer of (31) is:

ŷ[t] = arg min
y[t]

˜̀
t

(
{ŷ[τ ]}t−1

τ=0,y[t],
{
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)

= arg min
y[t]

1

2

∥∥∥∥∥y[t]−
P∑
p=1

A(t)
p ŷ[t− p]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

+
ν

2|Mt|
‖ỹ[t]−m[t]� y[t]‖22 . (33)
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Observe that (33) coincides with the reconstruction problem
in (22) and, therefore, its solution is given by (23).

Next, to derive the closed-form solution for L̃t in this
approach, we substitute the closed-form expression of ŷ[t]
from (23) into (31):

L̃t
({
A(t)
p

}P
p=1

)
=

1

2

N∑
n=1

[
Un[t](ỹn[t]− ĝ>[t]an[t])2

]
+

1

2

N∑
n=1

( t−1∑
τ=P

γt−τ ŷ2
n[τ ]

+ γa>n [t]Φ̂[t− 1]an[t]− 2γr̂>n [t− 1]an[t]
)
, (34)

where
Φ̂[t] ,

t∑
τ=P

γt−τ ĝ[τ ]ĝ>[τ ], (35a)

r̂n[t] ,
t∑

τ=P

γt−τ ŷn[τ ]ĝ[τ ]. (35b)

The variables above can be efficiently computed via recursive
expressions4. Note that L̃t is also separable across nodes, i.e.,

L̃t(·) =

N∑
n=1

L̃(n)
t (·), (36)

where

L̃(n)
t (an) , L(n)

t (an) +

t−1∑
τ=P

γt−τ ŷ2
n[τ ] + γa>n Φ̂[t− 1]an

− 2γr̂>n [t− 1]an. (37)

The algorithm JSTIRSO is obtained when F (n)
t is set to

be L̃(n)
t , following similar steps to those in Sec. IV-B. The

gradient of L̃(n)
t w.r.t. an[t] is given by

∇L̃(n)
t (an[t]) = Un[t]

(
ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]an[t]− ỹn[t]ĝ[t]

)
+ γΦ̂[t− 1]an[t]− γr̂n[t− 1]. (38)

All required steps are summarized in Procedure 2. The com-
putational complexity of JSTIRSO is dominated by step 8 of
Procedure 2, which is O(N3P 2) operations per t. The initial
values for Φ̂[P − 1] and r̂n[P − 1] can be set depending on
available prior information; if no such information is available,
one can choose a small σ and set Φ̂[P − 1] = σ2I , and
r̂n[P − 1] = 0∀n. A schematic diagram illustrating the
variables involved in the generation, (partial) observation of
signal entries, and estimation via JSTISO/JSTIRSO is given
in Fig. 1 (in the supplementary material). The figure shows
that how the present estimate of topology parameters and
the present estimate of signal are dependent on the previous
estimates of topology and signal in a sequential manner.

VI. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

To analyze the performance of JSTIRSO, we present analyt-
ical results in this section. First, the assumptions considered in
the analysis are stated and then, two Lemmas followed by the
main theorem about the dynamic regret bound of JSTIRSO
are presented. Moreover, a third lemma stating a bound on

4The recursive expressions are explicited in lines 4 and 6 in Procedure 2.

Procedure 2 Tracking time-varying topologies with missing
data via JSTIRSO
Input: P, λ, α, ν, γ, σ2

Initialization: {ŷ[τ ]}P−1
τ=0 , {an[P − 1], r̂n[P − 1]}Nn=1,

Φ̂[P − 1]
1: for t = P, P + 1, . . . do
2: Receive observation ỹ[t] and masking vector m[t]
3: Obtain ĝ[t] from {ŷ[t− p]}Pp=1 via (20)
4: Φ̂[t] = γ Φ̂[t− 1] + ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]
5: for n = 1, . . . , N do
6: r̂n[t] = γ r̂n[t− 1] + ỹn[t] ĝ[t]
7: Obtain Un[t] via (24)
8: ãf

n[t] = ãn[t− 1]− α∇L̃(n)
t (ãn[t− 1]) [cf. (38)]

9: for n′ = 1, 2, . . . , N do

10: ãn,n′ [t] = ãf
n,n′ [t]

[
1− αλ 1{n 6=n′}∥∥∥ãf

n,n′ [t]
∥∥∥
2

]
+

11: end for
12: ãn[t] =

[
ã>n,1[t], . . . , ã>n,N [t]

]>
13: Compute ŷn[t] via (23)
14: end for
15: Output {ãn[t]}Nn=1 , ŷ[t]

16: end for

the error in the gradient is presented and discussed. Finally, a
corollary with a simpler dynamic regret bound is presented.

To quantify the inexactness in our algorithm, we need to
define the following quantities:

g[t] , vec
([
y[t− 1], . . . ,y[t− P ]

]>)
, (39a)

Φ[t] ,
t∑

τ=P

γt−τg[τ ]g>[τ ], (39b)

rn[t] ,
t∑

τ=P

γt−τ ỹn[τ ]g[τ ], (39c)

which can be thought as the true versions of Φ̂[t] and r̂n[t].
The following assumptions will be considered for the char-

acterization of JSTIRSO:
A1. Bounded samples: There exists By > 0 such that
|yn[t]|2 ≤ By , |ŷn[t]|2 ≤ By , and |ỹn[t]|2 ≤ By ∀n, t.

A2. Bounded minimum eigenvalue of Φ[t] and Φ̂[t]: There
exists β` > 0 such that λmin(Φ[t]) ≥ β` and
λmin(Φ̂[t]) ≥ β`, ∀ t ≥ P .

A3. Bounded maximum eigenvalue of Φ[t] and Φ̂[t]: There
exists L > 0 such that λmax(Φ[t]) ≤ L and
λmax(Φ̂[t]) ≤ L, ∀ t ≥ P .

A4. Bounded errors in g,Φ, rn due to noise, missing values:

‖ĝ[t]− g[t]‖2 ≤ Bg ∀ t (40a)

λmax

(
Φ̂[t]−Φ[t]

)
≤ BΦ ∀ t (40b)

‖r̂n[t]− rn[t]‖2 ≤ Br ∀ n, t. (40c)
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A1 entails no loss of generality since data are bounded in
real-world applications. A2 holds in practice unless the data
is redundant (meaning that some time series can be obtained
as a linear combination of the others), that is, it will be
satisfied for a sufficiently large number of samples. Thus, A2
is a reasonable assumption in real-world applications. A3 is
fulfilled when the true signal values and their corresponding
reconstructed values are bounded. A4 sets a limit on the
magnitude of error introduced in various quantities due to
noise and missing values. A4 is satisfied when the noise and
number of missing values are limited such that the errors in
g,Φ, rn after the signal estimation step is always bounded by
the given constants.

The forthcoming results depend on the error in the gradient,
given by

e(n)[t] , ∇L̃(n)
t (an[t])−∇L̃(n)true

t (an[t]), (41)

where L̃(n)true
t (an[t]) , minyn[t]

˜̀(n)
t

(
{y[τ ]}t−1

τ=0, yn[t],an[t]
)

is the true (exact) gradient (where {y[τ ]}t−1
τ=0 are the (unob-

servable) true signal values), and ∇L̃(n)
t (an) is the inexact

gradient defined in (38). The latter is inexact due to the error
in the reconstructed entries of ĝ, and the error in ĝ comes in
turn from the missing values and noisy observations.

Dynamic regret analysis is generally expressed in terms of
metrics that express how challenging tracking becomes, e.g.,
how fast the optimal parameters vary. Specifically in our case,
the dynamic regret will be expressed in terms of the variation
in consecutive optimal solutions (often referred to as path
length [56]) and the error in the gradient [54]. If we define
h̃

(n)
t , L̃(n)

t + Ω(n), and let ã◦n[t] , arg minan h̃
(n)
t (an) be

the time-varying optimal solution, the path length is given by

W (n)[T ] ,
T∑

t=P+1

‖ã◦n[t]− ã◦n[t− 1]‖2 . (42)

Also, we define the cumulative (norm of the) gradient error as

E(n)[T ] ,
T∑
t=P

∥∥∥e(n)[t]
∥∥∥

2
. (43)

The dynamic regret for JSTIRSO corresponding to the n-th
node is:

R̃
(n)
d [T ] ,

T∑
t=P

[
h̃

(n)
t (ãn[t])− h̃(n)

t (ã◦n[t])
]
, (44)

where ãn[t] is the JSTIRSO topology estimate. Next, we
present two lemmas that will be instrumental to derive the
dynamic regret of JSTIRSO.

Lemma 1: Under assumptions A1 and A3, we have∥∥∥∇L̃(n)
t (ãn[t])

∥∥∥
2
≤

ν

1 + ν

(
PNBy + 2

√
PNByBg +B2

g + γL
1 + ν

ν

)
×

1

β`γ

(
ν

1+ν

√
PNBy+

√
PNBy
1−γ

)
+

(
ν

1+ν
+

γ

1−γ

)√
PNBy

, Bv (45)

Proof: See Appendix A in the supplementary material.
Lemma 2: All the subgradients of the regularization func-

tion Ω(n) are bounded by λ
√
N , i.e., ‖ut‖2 ≤ λ

√
N , where

ut ∈ ∂Ω(n)(ãn[t]).
Proof: See the proof of Theorem 5 in [50].

Next, we present a bound on the dynamic regret of JSTIRSO.
Theorem 1: Under assumptions A1, A2, A3, and A4, let

{ãn[t]}Tt=P be generated by JSTIRSO (Procedure 2) with a
constant step size α ∈ (0, 1/L]. If there exists σ such that

‖ã◦n[t]− ã◦n[t− 1]‖2 ≤ σ, ∀ t ≥ P + 1, (46)

then the dynamic regret of JSTIRSO satisfies:

R̃
(n)
d [T ] ≤ 1

αβ`

[
Bv+λ

√
N
](
‖ãn[P ]−ã◦n[P ]‖2+W (n)[T ]

+ αE(n)[T ]
)
, (47)

where Bv is defined in (45).
Proof: In order to derive the dynamic regret of JSTIRSO,

since h̃t is convex, we have by definition

h̃
(n)
t (ã◦n[t]) ≥ h̃(n)

t (ãn[t])+
(
∇sh̃(n)

t (ãn[t])
)>

(ã◦n[t]− ãn[t]) ,

(48)
∀ ã◦n[t], ãn[t], where a subgradient of h̃

(n)
t is given by

∇sh̃(n)
t (ãn[t]) = ∇L̃(n)

t (ãn[t]) +ut with ut ∈ ∂Ω(n)(ãn[t]).
Rearranging (48) and summing both sides of the inequality
from t = P to T results in:

T∑
t=P

[
h̃

(n)
t (ãn[t])− h̃(n)

t (ã◦n[t])
]
≤

T∑
t=P

(
∇sh̃(n)

t (ãn[t])
)>

(ãn[t]− ã◦n[t]) . (49)

By applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on each term of
the summation in the r.h.s. of the above inequality, we obtain

T∑
t=P

[
h̃

(n)
t (ãn[t])− h̃(n)

t (ã◦n[t])
]
≤

T∑
t=P

∥∥∥∇sh̃(n)
t (ãn[t])

∥∥∥
2
· ‖ãn[t]− ã◦n[t]‖2 . (50)

The next step is to derive an upper bound on
‖∇sh̃(n)

t (ãn[t])‖2. From the definition of ∇sh̃(n)
t (ãn[t])

and by the triangular inequality, we have

‖∇sh̃(n)
t (ãn[t])‖2 ≤ ‖∇L̃(n)

t (ãn[t])‖2 + ‖ut‖2 . (51)

From Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we have
‖∇sh̃(n)

t (ãn[t])‖2 ≤ Bv +λ
√
N . Substituting this bound into

(50) leads to:

T∑
t=P

[
h̃

(n)
t (ãn[t])− h̃(n)

t (ã◦n[t])
]

≤
T∑
t=P

[
Bv + λ

√
N
]
‖ãn[t]− ã◦n[t]‖2 . (52)

Next, we apply Lemma 2 in [54] in order to bound∑T
t=P ‖ãn[t] − ã◦n[t]‖2 in (52). The hypotheses of Lemma
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2 are Lipschitz smoothness of L̃(n)
t , Lipschitz continuity of

Ω(n), and strong convexity of L̃(n)
t . Lipschitz continuity of

Ω(n) is proved in Lemma 2 whereas strong convexity of
L̃(n)
t is implied by the assumption A2. To verify that L̃(n)

t

is Lipschitz-smooth, it suffices to realize that L̃(n)
t is twice-

differentiable, and thus assumption A3 is equivalent to saying
that L̃(n)

t is L-Lipschitz smooth.
To apply [54, Lemma 2], one can set the variable K in that

context as T − P + 1, gk as Ω(n), and fk as L̃(n)
P+k−1, and it

follows that xk in [54] equals ãn[P + k − 1] and x◦k equals
ã◦n[P +k−1]. Then, since we have already shown above that
the hypotheses of Lemma 2 in [54] hold in our case, applying
it to bound ‖ãn[t]− ã◦n[t]‖2 in (52) yields:

T∑
t=P

[
h̃

(n)
t (ãn[t])− h̃(n)

t (ã◦n[t])
]
≤

1

αβ`

[
Bv+λ

√
N
] (
‖ãn[P ]−ã◦n[P ]‖2+W (n)[T ]+αE(n)[T ]

)
.

(53)

This concludes the proof (note that initializing ãn[P ] = 0NP
can lead to further simplification).

The bound on the dynamic regret for JSTIRSO depends
on W (n)[T ] and E(n)[T ], which formalizes how much the
variability and uncertainty affect the parameter estimation.
This has been verified also experimentally, as it is shown
in Fig. 4, in the Section of numerical results, which shows
that for a higher missing probability, the normalized dynamic
regret achieves higher values, as expected. Moreover, when
there is a model transition at T/2 = 1500, suddenly, the
normalized regret starts to increase. It should be noticed that
the theoretical assumptions under which the dynamic regret
becomes sub-linear in T (sublinear path length W (n)[T ], and
sub-linear cumulative error E(n)[T ]) may not hold in practice
when the model parameters are changing all the time, and in
the presence of observation noise and missing data; however,
the rate of growth of the regret can be used as a benchmark
to compare different approaches.

The cumulative error E(n)[T ] can be bounded as a function
of the quantities introduced in A4 (related to the inexactness of
the reconstructed samples). The following lemma establishes
that under such assumptions, the error on the gradient (i.e.,
‖e(n)[t]‖2) is always bounded.

Lemma 3: Under assumptions A1 and A4, let {ãn[t]}Tt=P
be generated by JSTIRSO (Procedure 2) with a constant step
size α ∈ (0, 1/L]. Then, the error associated with the inexact
gradient [cf. (41)] is bounded as ‖e(n)[t]‖2≤ Be, where

Be ,

(
γBΦ +

(
ν

1 + ν

)(
2
√
PNByBg +B2

g

))
×
√
PNBy
β`

(
ν

1 + ν
+

1

1− γ

)
+γBr+

(
ν

1 + ν

)
Bg

√
By.

(54)

Proof: See Appendix B in the supplementary material.
This bound depends on three kinds of quantities: a) bounds

related to the inexactness of the reconstructed signal, b) simple
properties of the data time series, and c) the hyperparameters

ν and γ. Note that ‖e(n)[t]‖2 and E(n)[T ] are related via (43).
In those cases where the sources of uncertainty are such that
‖e(n)[t]‖2 does not vanish, the above bound can be used to
replace E(n)[T ] in the regret bound in (47) with an expression
that depends on the quantities expressed in A4.

Corollary 1: Under the hypotheses in Theorem 1, the dy-
namic regret of JSTIRSO satisfies:

R̃
(n)
d [T ] ≤ 1

αβ`

[
Bv+λ

√
N
](
‖ãn[P ]−ã◦n[P ]‖2+W (n)[T ]

+ αTBe

)
. (55)

Observe that the above regret bound is linear in T , and this
case was commented after Theorem 1. The growth rate of the
dynamic regret is αBe.

Intuitively, the dynamic regret characterizes the ability to
predict the next signal observation from the estimated param-
eters and reconstructed signals. A remaining challenge is to
determine under which conditions the algorithms are able to
identify parameters and signals. This is important because,
under identifiability conditions, one could claim that the lower
the regret bound is, the closer the reconstructed signals will
be to the true signals. Consequently, apart from obtaining a
smaller value of Bg , also {Φ̂[t], r̂n[t]} will become closer
to the (not observable) {Φ[t], rn[t]}, which will be associated
with smaller values of the quantities BΦ, Br. The dependency
of these bounds on the regret and the interaction between such
bounds are topics that lie out of the scope of the present work,
and could give rise to improved regret bounds.

VII. NUMERICAL TESTS

In order to analyze the performance of the proposed al-
gorithms, we evaluate both the prediction normalized mean
squared error (NMSE) for the signal, which is given by:

NMSDs[t] =
E
[
‖y[t]− ŷ[t]‖22

]
E [‖y[t]‖22]

, (56)

where y[t] is the true signal while ŷ[t] is the predicted signal,
as well as the performance of the topology estimation, which is
evaluated by the topology normalized mean squared deviation
(NMSD). The NMSD for the graph (topology) is defined as:

NMSDg[t] ,
E
[∑N

n=1‖an[t]− atrue
n (t)‖22

]
E
[∑N

n=1‖atrue
n (t)‖22

] , (57)

which measures the difference between the estimates {an[t]}t
and the time-varying true VAR coefficients {atrue

n (t)}t.

A. Synthetic Data

1) Data generation: We consider a dynamic VAR model
where the coefficients change abruptly in two specific points
in time. To generate the synthetic data, an Erdős-Rényi random
graph is generated with edge probability pe and self-loop
probability 1. This random graph underlies the data generation,
and its binary adjacency matrix determines which entries of
the matrices {A(t)

p }Pp=0 are zero for all t. The rest of the
entries are drawn i.i.d. from a standard normal distribution.
Each of the matrices {{A(t)

p }Pp=0}Tt=1 is then scaled down by
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Figure 2: NMSD for topology estimation vs. time, Simulation
parameters: N = 10, P = 3, T = 3000, σu = 0.01, σε =
0.01, γ = 0.8, ρ = 0.75, pe = 0.25, α = ζ/L, ζ ∈ (0, 1],
number of Monte Carlo iterations = 100, JISGoT iterations =
20.
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Figure 3: NMSD of JSTIRSO for topology estimation for
various missing probabilities vs. time. Simulation parameters:
N = 8, P = 3, T = 3000, pe = 0.2, σu = 0.01, σε =
0.01, γ = 0.9, α = ζ/L, ζ ∈ (0, 1], number of Monte Carlo
iterations = 100.

a constant that ensures that the VAR process is stable [51].
The innovation process samples are drawn independently as
u[t] ∼ N (0N , σ

2
uIN ). At t = T/3 and t = 2T/3, the

model changes abruptly from one model to another model.
This is performed by generating each time a new set of VAR
coefficients while keeping the binary adjacency matrix fixed.

2) Competing Alternatives: The performance of JSTISO
(Procedure 1) and JSTIRSO (Procedure 2) is evaluated and
compared with that corresponding to two competing alter-
natives. The first alternative is a simple procedure based on
TIRSO [50], where the missing values are imputed directly
as their predicted values via the VAR model (1), and the
noisy samples are not refined: this procedure is referred to as
‘NaiveTIRSO’. The second alternative is an adaptation of the
JISGoT algorithm [49, Algorithm 4], which is, to the best of
our knowledge, the state of the art in joint signal and topology
estimation. The JISGoT algorithm refines the previous P
signal estimates and runs several iterations at each time instant,

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
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Figure 4: Cumulative dynamic regret (normalized by the
number of instants for which there are no missing values),
given by Rd[T ] =

∑N
n=1 R̃

(n)
d [T ]/

∑N
n=1

∑T
t=P 1{mn[t] =

1} of JSTIRSO for topology estimation for various missing
probabilities vs. time. Simulation parameters: N = 8, P =
3, T = 3000, pe = 0.2, σu = 0.01, σε = 0, γ = 0.9, α =
ζ/L, ζ ∈ (0, 1], number of Monte Carlo iterations = 30.

incurring a computational complexity of O(KN3P 2) per time
instant, where K is the number of iterations used in the
inner loop that refines the signal estimates. The values for the
parameters α, ν, γ, and λ in JSTISO, JSTIRSO, and JISGoT
are selected via grid search to minimize the squared deviation
for a validation signal.

3) Discussion of results: In Fig. 2, the NMSD for the
topology estimation [cf. (57)] is presented for the four algo-
rithms that are considered. It can be observed that JSTISO
tracks the topology more slowly after t = 1000 than the other
three algorithms in Fig. 2, as expected, since this procedure
disregards the past completely. Both JSTIRSO and JISGoT
outperform NaiveTIRSO in terms of topology estimation as the
NMSD of NaiveTIRSO saturates at a certain level. JSTIRSO
achieves a lower level of NMSD eventually as compared to
JISGoT. Notice also that JSTIRSO requires less computation
than JISGoT. As an additional note, NaiveTIRSO exhibits a
decently good adaptivity after abrupt changes, but its NMSDg
saturates earlier than that of the other algorithms. JSTIRSO
achieves a lower NMSD after a sufficient number of time
instants following an abrupt change. As it is also expected, due
to the special choice of loss function in JSTIRSO, it attains a
lower level of NMSDg than that of JISGoT, despite JSTIRSO
does not perform any refining of the previous signal estimates.

Fig. 3 presents a comparison of JSTIRSO applied to differ-
ent data sets generated using various missing probabilities in
the observations. The performance of JSTIRSO for multiple
values of missing probability is compared with that of zero
missing probability. As expected, the figure shows that the
higher the missing probability in the observations is, the higher
the NMSD for the graph estimation is. In Fig. 4, for the sake of
simplicity in the illustration, a transition point at T/2 is consid-
ered, and the cumulative normalized dynamic regret (normal-
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ized by the number of instants when the value is not missing),
given by Rd[T ] =

∑N
n=1 R̃

(n)
d [T ]/

∑N
n=1

∑T
t=P 1{mn[t] =

1}, is presented for JSTIRSO for different values of missing
probabilities. As expected, the result in Fig. 4 shows that
when the value of the missing probability is decreased, the
cumulative normalized dynamic regret has also lower values.
Note that after the transition point at T/2, the same trend is
followed.

B. Real Data
In this section, we present the results obtained using real

data. The real data is taken from Lundin’s offshore oil and
gas (O&G) platform Edvard-Grieg5. In this section, we use a
dataset containing 24 time series corresponding to the main 24
variables of the decantation system that separates oil, gas and
water. Here, each node corresponds to a temperature, pressure
or oil-level sensor placed in the aforementioned subsystem.
The assumption considered here is that causal relations among
these time series are present since the measured time series
are physically coupled due to the pipelines connecting the
various system parts and due to the inherent internal control
systems therein. Topology identification is motivated to predict
the short-term future values of the time series corresponding
to temperature, pressure, and oil-level sensors and to unveil
dependencies that cannot be inferred by simple human in-
spection. All time series are re-sampled to a common set
of equally-spaced sampling instants using linear interpolation.
Since the data was quantized and compressed using a lossy
scheme, a significant amount of noise is expected. Each time
series is also normalized to have zero mean and unit sample
standard deviation.

The results in Fig. 5 represent the performance of JSTIRSO
for different missing probabilities of observations in the real
data, by presenting the prediction NMSE for each case. First,
the hyperparameters of JSTIRSO are cross-validated via grid
search. Then, using the cross-validated hyperparameters, the
prediction NMSE versus time is plotted corresponding to
each value of missing probability in the observations. The
missing values are synthetically introduced to the real data
using the model in (7). The results show that when the missing
probability increases, the prediction NMSE of JSTIRSO also
increases, as expected.

Fig. 6 (in the supplementary material due to 13-pages space
limitation) displays the average graphs estimated via JSTIRSO
by thresholding the average of the estimated VAR coefficients
across the intervals [k/(3T ), (k + 1)/(3T )], k = 0, 1, 3 for
missing probabilities 0, 0.05, 0.15 and 0.2. One can observe
that the average estimated graph changes with time since the
underlying system is dynamic. Moreover, the results illustrate
that the proposed algorithm JSTIRSO is robust and can
estimate the graph when the data contains the missing values
in the observations.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

To track time-varying topologies from noisy observations
in the presence of missing data, two online algorithms, i.e.,

5https://www.lundin-petroleum.com/operations/production/norway-edvard-
grieg
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Figure 5: Prediction NMSE for JSTIRSO vs. time using
real data from Lundin (Edvard Grieg Platform). Simulation
parameters: N = 24, P = 6, T = 360, σu = 0.01, σε =
0.01, γ = 0.9.

JSTISO and JSTIRSO have been proposed by minimizing
an online joint optimization criterion. Thanks to a carefully
formulated loss function, joint signal and topology estimation
can be carried out efficiently (especially in the case of the low-
complexity JSTISO); moreover, the performance of JSTIRSO
has been characterized theoretically. To this end, a dynamic
regret bound has been derived as a function of the path
length (which quantifies the variation in the topologies) and
cumulative error on the gradient (which quantifies the effect
of noise and missing values). The error on the gradient is in
turn bounded [cf. Lemma 3] as a function of the maximum
deviation of the inexact variables ĝ, Φ̂[t], r̂[t] from their asso-
ciated true values. The bound on the dynamic regret becomes
sublinear in scenarios where the variation in the time-varying
topologies, the probability of missing data, and the observation
noise level are vanishing with time. Numerical results have
shown that JSTISO and JSTIRSO can track the time-varying
topologies from noisy observations with missing values. Future
research avenues include the combination of the proposed
strategy with tools related to Kalman filtering and smoothing
[49] to ascertain its improvement in terms of performance.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

To bound ‖∇L̃(n)
t (ãn[t])‖2, taking the norm on both sides

of (38) and applying the triangular inequality yields∥∥∥∇L̃(n)
t (ãn[t])

∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥Un[t]ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]an[t]

∥∥∥
2

+
∥∥∥Ũn[t]ỹn[t]ĝ[t]

∥∥∥
2

+
∥∥∥γΦ̂[t− 1]an[t]

∥∥∥
2

+ ‖γr̂n[t− 1]‖2

≤ Un[t]λmax

(
ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]

)
‖an[t]‖2 + Un[t] ‖ỹn[t]ĝ[t]‖2

+ γλmax

(
Φ̂[t− 1]

)
‖an[t]‖2 + ‖γr̂n[t− 1]‖2 . (58)

Next, using assumptions A1 and A4, it can be easily shown
that λmax(ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]) ≤ PNBy + 2

√
PNByBg +B2

g . Substi-
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Figure 6: A simplified flow diagram of JSTISO/JSTIRSO.

tuting this bound in the above expression and using assumption
A3 yields

∥∥∥∇L̃(n)
t (ãn[t])

∥∥∥
2

≤ Un[t]
(
PNBy + 2

√
PNByBg +B2

g

)
‖an[t]‖2

+ Un[t]
√
PNBy + γL ‖an[t]‖2 + ‖γr̂n[t− 1]‖2 . (59)

Next, an upper bound of r̂n[t−1] is derived. By the definition
of r̂n[t] and assumption A1, we have

‖r̂n[t− 1]‖2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
τ=P

γt−1−τ ŷn[τ ] ĝ[τ ]

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1

γ

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
τ=P

γt−τ
√
By
√
By1NP

∥∥∥∥∥
2

(60a)

=
1

γ
By
√
PNγt

t−1∑
τ=P

(
1

γ

)τ
=

1

γ
By
√
PN

γ(1− γt−P )

1− γ
≤
√
PNBy
1− γ

.

(60b)

Using the above bound in (59), it follows that∥∥∥∇L̃(n)
t (ãn[t])

∥∥∥
2

≤ Un[t]
(
PNBy + 2

√
PNByBg +B2

g

)
‖an[t]‖2

+ Un[t]
√
PNBy + γL ‖an[t]‖2 +

γ
√
PNBy

1− γ
(61a)

≤ ν

1 + ν

(
PNBy+2

√
PNByBg+B2

g+γL
1 + ν

ν

)
‖an[t]‖2

+
ν

1 + ν

√
PNBy +

γ
√
PNBy

1− γ
. (61b)

The next step is to derive a bound on ‖an[t]‖2. To this end,
from (29) and (38), it follows that

‖an[t+ 1]‖2
≤
∥∥af

n[t]
∥∥

2

= ‖an[t]− αtv̂n[t]‖2
=
∥∥∥an[t]− αt

(
Un[t]ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]an[t]− Un[t]ỹn[t]ĝ[t]

+ γ̂Φ[t− 1]an[t]− γr̂n[t− 1]
)∥∥∥

2

=
∥∥∥(I − αtγΦ̂[t− 1]− αtUn[t]ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]

)
an[t]

+ αtUn[t]ỹn[t]ĝ[t] + αtγr̂n[t− 1]
∥∥∥

2
. (62)

Applying triangular inequality and by assumption A2, we have

‖an[t+ 1]‖2
≤ λmax

(
I − αtγΦ̂[t− 1]− αtUn[t]ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]

)
‖an[t]‖2

+ αt ‖Un[t]ỹn[t]ĝ[t]‖2 + αtγ ‖r̂n[t− 1]‖2 (63a)

= 1− αtγλmin

(
Φ̂[t− 1] + αtUn[t]ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]

)
‖an[t]‖2

+ αt ‖Un[t]ỹn[t]ĝ[t]‖2 + αtγ ‖r̂n[t− 1]‖2 (63b)

≤ 1− αtγλmin

(
Φ̂[t− 1]

)
‖an[t]‖2 + αt ‖Un[t]ỹn[t]ĝ[t]‖2

+ αtγ ‖r̂n[t− 1]‖2 (63c)
≤ (1− αtγβ`) ‖an[t]‖2 + αt ‖Un[t]ỹn[t]ĝ[t]‖2

+ αtγ ‖r̂n[t− 1]‖2 . (63d)

Substituting the bound on ‖r̂n[t − 1]‖2 from (60b) into the
above expression, we have

‖an[t+ 1]‖2

≤ (1− αtβ`γ) ‖an[t]‖2 + αt

(
Un[t]

√
PNBy +

√
PNBy
1− γ

)
.

(64)

Setting αt = α and for 0 < α ≤ 1/L, it can be proven by
recursively substituting into (63d) (similar steps to those in the
proof of [50, Theorem 5]), that

‖an[t+ 1]‖2 ≤
1

β`γ

(
ν

1 + ν

√
PNBy +

√
PNBy
1− γ

)
∀t.

(65)

Substituting the above bound into (61b) completes the proof.
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APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 3

The error in the gradient for JSTIRSO is given by (41) and
can be rewritten as:

e(n)[t] = Un[t](ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]−g[t]g>[t])an[t]

+ Un[t]ỹn[t](g[t]− ĝ[t]) + γ(rn[t− 1]− r̂n[t− 1])

+ γ(Φ̂[t−1]−Φ[t−1])an[t]. (66)

Next, we take the norm on both sides of the above equation∥∥∥e(n)[t]
∥∥∥

2
≤
∥∥∥Un[t](ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]− g[t]g>[t])an[t]

∥∥∥
2

+
∥∥∥γ(Φ̂[t− 1]−Φ[t− 1])an[t]

∥∥∥
2

+ ‖γ(rn[t− 1]− r̂n[t− 1])‖2 + ‖Un[t]ỹn[t](g[t]− ĝ[t])‖2
≤ γλmax

(
Φ̂[t−1]−Φ[t−1]

)
‖an[t]‖2+Un[t]λmax

(
ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]

− g[t]g>[t]
)
‖an[t]‖2 + γBr + Un[t] |ỹn[t]| ‖g[t]− ĝ[t]‖2 ,

(67)

where the first inequality holds because of the triangular
inequality and the second inequality holds because of the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Besides, combining A1 and (40a) it can be proven that

λmax

(
ĝ[t]ĝ>[t]−g[t]g>[t]

)
≤ 2
√
PNByBg +B2

g. (68)

By substituting (40) and (68) into (67), we obtain∥∥∥e(n)[t]
∥∥∥

2

≤ γBΦ ‖an[t]‖2 + Un[t]
(

2
√
PNByBg +B2

g

)
‖an[t]‖2

+ γBr + Un[t]Bg

√
By (69a)

≤ γBΦ ‖an[t]‖2 +

(
ν

1 + ν

)(
2
√
PNByBg +B2

g

)
‖an[t]‖2

+ γBr +

(
ν

1 + ν

)
Bg

√
By (69b)

=

(
γBΦ +

(
ν

1 + ν

)(
2
√
PNByBg +B2

g

))
‖an[t]‖2

+ γBr +

(
ν

1 + ν

)
Bg

√
By, (69c)

where the final result comes from substituting an upper bound
on Un[t] and rearranging terms. We can use here the same
bound on ‖an[t]‖2 that was derived in the proof of Lemma 1
[cf. (65)]:

‖an[t+ 1]‖2 ≤
√
PNBy
β`

(
ν

1 + ν
+

1

1− γ

)
∀ t; (70)

substituting the above bound into (69c) completes the proof.
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