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Abstract

We investigate the parameter recovery of Markov-switching ordinary differential processes
from discrete observations, where the differential equations are nonlinear additive models. This
framework has been widely applied in biological systems, control systems, and other domains;
however, limited research has been conducted on reconstructing the generating processes from
observations. In contrast, many physical systems, such as human brains, cannot be directly
experimented upon and rely on observations to infer the underlying systems. To address this
gap, this manuscript presents a comprehensive study of the model, encompassing algorithm
design, optimization guarantees, and quantification of statistical errors. Specifically, we develop
a two-stage algorithm that first recovers the continuous sample path from discrete samples and
then estimates the parameters of the processes. We provide novel theoretical insights into the
statistical error and linear convergence guarantee when the processes are S-mixing. Our analysis
is based on the truncation of the latent posterior processes and demonstrates that the truncated
processes approximate the true processes under mixing conditions. We apply this model to
investigate the differences in resting-state brain networks between the ADHD group and normal
controls, revealing differences in the transition rate matrices of the two groups.

Keywords: high-dimensional time series; ordinary differential equations; regime switch-
ings; latent models; expectation-maximization algorithm

1 Introduction

Ordinary differential equations have been widely used to explore the dynamics of complex physical
systems, including chemical reactions (Boninsegna et al., 2018), disease progression (Wu, 2005),
and neuroscience (Friston et al., 2003). Several data-driven approaches have been proposed in
recent years to estimate differential equations (Dattner and Klaassen, 2015; Chen et al., 2017;
Pfister et al., 2019). The setting typically consists of the observation of a p-dimensional continuous
function X(t) = (X1(t),...,Xp(t))" and an initial value X(0) = xo. The task is to recover
the underlying differential equations X () = (fi(t),..., f,(t))". From a practical standpoint, the



continuous function X () is rarely observed, and a discretely sampled and noisy version of X () is
observed instead:
Y,=X(tn) +e, n=1,...,N,

where ¢, for n = 1,..., N are independent additive noises. In the context of the data-driven
approach, one often parameterizes the function X (¢) with parameter ©*, namely X (¢;0*), and
aims to recover the parameter set ©*. The major interest yet often goes beyond the recovery of
the parameter set but uses the parameters as proxies to understand the complex interactions of
“nodes”, namely Xi,...,X,, in dynamical systems. If the differential equation f;(t) is a function
of Xj, then the dynamics of X is said to be controlled by X;. In the graphical representation, we
say that there is an directed edge from i to j. Discovering such relations help us better understand
the brain network mechanism (Friston et al., 2003) and the gene expression (Chen et al., 1999).
However, prior methods (Dattner and Klaassen, 2015; Chen et al., 2017; Pfister et al., 2019) only
focus inferring a single graph from the dynamic systems, while in practice, the relationship between
nodes often changes over time. For example, there is growing evidence that the brain networks are
time-varying (Lurie et al., 2020), necessitating a need to develop more expressive ODE models to
capture the complex biological systems.

Our proposal to model the time-varying ODEs is motivated by the neuronal dynamics at the
resting-state. Several scientific findings suggest that the dynamics of brain networks follow repeti-
tive patterns, which can be best described as regime switchings (Vidaurre et al., 2017; Park et al.,
2021). That is, for each regime, ¢, there are associated ODEs ff(t) fori = 1,...,p that encode the
underlying graph. Oftentimes, the exogenous mechanism that causes the regime switching is unob-
served and is naturally formulated as a hidden Markov model. Consequently, we propose a hidden
Markov model framework where the emission processes are modeled as ordinary differential pro-
cesses. Our model differs from prior work in neuroscience applications in the sense that we aim to
estimate the directed edges, i.e., the effective connectivity (Friston et al., 2003), compared to most
prior work that focuses on measuring the undirected edges, i.e., the functional connectivity (Vidau-
rre et al., 2017; Tsai et al., 2022, 2024). Such modeling provides deeper understanding about the
generation processes of brain signals. Conversely, our modeling perspective resembles Park et al.
(2021) which took the Bayesian approach (Friston et al., 2015) and studied the low-dimensional
setting. We further allow the differential equations to be non-linear.

We study the high-dimensional setting, where the number of differential equations p might
exceed the number of observed time points N. Under this scenario, imposing a sparsity related
penalty function has shown improved estimation performance empirically and theoretically. Such
practice has been employed in several methodologies such as recovering the structures of graphical
models (Friedman et al., 2008), principal component analysis (Zou et al., 2006), and linear mod-
els (Yuan and Lin, 2006). However, imposing sparsity structures on the ODEs is more challenging
as the form of f/(t) is unknown. To address this issue, Henderson and Michailidis (2014); Chen
et al. (2017) approximated f{(t) with an additive model, which consequently reduces the compu-
tational cost and allows us to directly impose sparse structures. The backbone of our model builds
upon Chen et al. (2017) and we integrate it to a Markov-switching framework.



1.1 Related work and our contributions

A close sibling to our model is the Markov-switching vector autoregressive model, which has been
a popular model in many domains (Krolzig, 2013). In this model, the dynamics of the time-series
takes the vector autoregressive form with the underlying autoregressive parameter controlled by a
latent finite-state Markov chain. The expectation-maximization algorithm has been widely applied
to estimate the log-likelihood in the presence of unobserved latent variables (Dempster et al., 1977;
Hamilton, 1989). Similar to the optimization procedure of the Markov-switching autoregressive
model, we use the Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm to estimate the parameters, which
is often known as the Baum-Welch algorithm (Baum et al., 1970). Monbet and Ailliot (2017);
Chavez-Martinez et al. (2023) extended the standard Markov-switching autoregressive model to
the high-dimensional setting by incorporating sparse structures on the parameters. Recently, Li
et al. (2022) pushed the field forward by investigating the theoretical properties of the convergence
guarantee and the statistical error.

Outside the field of statistics and data science, Markov-switching differential processes, some-
times known as Markov-modulated dynamical systems, have been well-explored in the field of
control theory (Khasminskii, 2011). Existing studies (Yin and Zhu, 2010) focus on analyzing the
ergodicity and the stability of the system under switchings. Understanding such properties assists
in designing control systems that are stable. In contrast, our work focuses on learning the dynami-
cal system from data, i.e., recovering the switching brain networks from fMRI signals. Earlier work
from Hahn and Sass (2009) studied parameter recovery from data from the Bayesian perspective.
However, to the best of our knowledge, there remains sparse work on the theoretical aspects of this
model, in both the low-dimensional and high-dimensional settings.

Our contributions include (i) designing an algorithm with provable convergence guarantees, (ii)
analyzing the statistical error under finite sample size, and (iii) investigating the conditions when
graph recovery is feasible. Establishing the above theoretical guarantees face several challenges as
the observed samples are dependent and hence standard concentration inequalities for ¢.i.d. data
can not be applied here. In contrast, there exists rich literature for establishing concentration
inequalities for stochastic processes, with prime focus on mixing processes (Vidyasagar, 2013). Yu
(1994); Karandikar and Vidyasagar (2002) blocked the sequences into chunks and uses the mixing
property to simplifies the situation to i.i.d. setting. Merlevede et al. (2011) developed a Bernstein
type bound for mixing processes. Fortunately, as discussed later, there exists a rich class of Markov-
switching ODEs that are mixing. We exploit this property and establish statistical guarantees by
adopting and extending the results from Merlevede et al. (2011).

It is known that an EM algorithm typically converges to local optima or saddle points (McLach-
lan and Krishnan, 2007). Wang et al. (2014); Yi and Caramanis (2015); Balakrishnan et al. (2017)
have carefully investigated further when such undesirable behaviors would and would not occur.
In particular, Balakrishnan et al. (2017) showed that the EM algorithm exhibits a linear rate of
convergence to a neighborhood of the global optimum under a suitable choice of initial estimator
and local regularity conditions. However, all this work focuses on the analysis of i.i.d. data, which
is not applicable in our case. More recently, Yang et al. (2017) studied the convergence of the hid-
den Markov model with isotropic Gaussian emission, where the sequence of the observed samples
become dependent because of the hidden Markov chain; Li et al. (2022) studied the convergence
property of the Markov-switching autoregressive model. To derive theories under the dependent



samples setting, both Yang et al. (2017) and Li et al. (2022) employed a truncated EM mecha-
nism to approximate the original EM algorithm. We adopt this idea in our analysis. However,
establishing the theoretical guarantees is still non-trivial, as we need several additional steps and
sophisticated techniques to show that the truncated EM well approximates the original EM under
the proposed log-likelihood function.

The rest of paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the setting of the Markov-
switching ODEs, the conditions of the underlying data generation process, and finally the problem
of interest. In Section 3, we propose a two-step collocation framework to carry out the estimation.
The first step is to recover the underlying continuous trajectory from the discrete observations
followed by a Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm to estimate the parameters. In Section 4,
we derive the convergence guarantee of the proposed algorithm and study the conditions when
parameter recovery is feasible. In section 5, we demonstrate that the performance of the proposed
model through simulated tasks. In Section 6, we validate the proposed model on real data. We
conclude the manuscript by discussing some open problems as future directions in Section 7.

2 Background and problem setup

We begin with introducing common notation in Section 2.1. In Section 2.2, we discuss the details of
the generation processes of the underlying stochastic processes and introduce the problem. Finally,
in Section 2.2, we discuss approximating the differential equations under a slow switching rate.

2.1 Notation

Define L2 ([0, 1]) be the space of Le-integrable functions on [0, 1]. For any function f, g € La([0,1]),
define (f,g) = § f(t)g(t)dt and [|f] = ((f, )2 Let & € R be a vector, [as = (X0, 22)"2,

i=1"1

lz[r = 35 |zi], and |2]e = max;—1,_p|zi|. Let A € R™? be a positive semi-definite matrix,
define |z|4 = (zTAz)Y2. Let x; € R™ and z = (z{,...,3))" € RP™ be a stacked vector and

A = {4, e R™™ : 4 = 1,...,p} with A; being a positive semi-definite matrix. We denote

|2]oo,4 = max; [24]la, |2]1,4 = X5; |2i]|a. Denote omin(A) as the minimum nonzero singular value
of A, and 0,42 (A) as the maximum singular value of A. Given z,y, we denote x < y if there exists

a constant ¢ > 0 such that z < cy.

2.2 Setup

To begin, we consider two unobserved continuous-time stochastic processes X (t), Z(t) for t € [0, 1]
and one observed discrete stochastic process Y,, for n = 0,..., N, sampled uniformly across [0, 1].
We define the sampling period as h = 1/N and t,, = n/N. Suppose that X (¢) € R? is the differential
process and (Z(t))se[o,1], Z(t) € {1,...,k} is a finite-state continuous-time Markov chain. In the
neuroscience application, {Y;,},—(o,..., vy} is the observed time-course of fMRI. (X (t))e[0,1] represents
the neuron dynamics (Friston et al., 2003) filtered by the haemodynamic response (Rajapakse et al.,
1998) and the underlying dynamics are governed by the brain states (Z(t));eo,1] (Vidaurre et al.,
2017, 2018). Hence, both (X ())se[o,1], the neuronal activity, and (Z(t))s[o,1], the brain state, are
unobserved.



Assume that (Z(t))e[o,1] is time-homogeneous, irreducible and positive recurrent, which admits
a unique stationary distribution. Define the transition rate matrix as Q* € R¥*¥.

Now let us describe the observed processes. Let {Yn},—f0.. N}, Yn = (Y1, ., Yup)| € RP
be the discrete-time noisy observations of the ODE process X (t), sampled uniformly at 0 =
to,...,tny = 1. We study the following Markov-switching additive ODE model:

Y, = X(t,) + eno” (2.1)
Z(t
1ol I DO eTO)
X)) =| : |= : (2.2)
dX,(t Z(t
I DE e el0)
where ffj :R—>Rfori,j=1,...,p, £ =1,....k and &, ~ N(0,I) is an 4.i.d. noise variable
for n = 0,...,N. Here we assume the differential equation is a nonlinear additive model. The

additive model is inspired by Henderson and Michailidis (2014); Chen et al. (2017), which have
demonstrated that the nonlinear additive model is a good approximation of the nonparametric
differential process X;(t) = fi(X(t)) for i = 1,...,p while retaining computational tractability.
Our framework is closely related to Chen et al. (2017), which does not consider the switching
structure.

It appears that the function ffj() defined in (2.2) takes an unknown form. We adopt a
similar idea from Henderson and Michailidis (2014); Chen et al. (2017) to approximate the un-
known function ffj() with a truncated basis expansion. Consider a finite-dimensional basis g(-) =
(91()y- -+, gm(-)) " € R™ where g; and g; are orthonormal for i # j and

le;( ())_ezgg( ())+5f](XJ(t)) h,j=1,....p, L=1,... k, (2.3)

where Hfj’f e R1*™ is a row vector and 5% (X;(t)) is the residual function.

Approximate Additive ODEs under Slow Switching We have laid out the form of the
differential process with parameters Hf; and the basis functions g(-). In this section, we describe
the parametric form of the observed process {Yy}nenufoy and its approximation. With simple
calculation, we can write the i-th node of the observed Y,, = (Y, 1, ..., Yn,p)T as

Y, = Xi(to) + ij “)* du+2j 6 w))du + o%ep

p ti b t;
= Xi(tn-1) + Z J GZ(U)*g(Xj(t))du + Z J 65(u) (Xj(w)du + o%ep ;.

j=1"ti-1 j=1Jti—1
We consider the case that the switching rate is slower than the sampling rate That is, within

two samples, the magnitude of the difference HGZ-Zj(t”)* St:,l 9(X;(t))du — Stl 03 )*g(Xj(t))du‘ ) is

small for 7,7 =1,...,pand £ = 1,..., k. In this case, we can write the generation process of Y; ,, as
S Z(tn) fn
Yo = Xi(tn—1) + Z 0;;" f 9(Xj(w))du p + ppi + Tni + 0 En, (2.4)
j=1 tn—1



where

p tZ t’!’L
Pni = Z Ll 95(“) g(X;(t))du — Z gfj(tn) {J g(Xj(u))du};

=1
o (1 sz
A L 5709 (X () .

j=1vti-1

In the neuroscience application, the pattern of ff; encodes the “effective connectivity” of brain

networks (Friston et al., 2003). If ff; is not a zero function, then node j influences the dynamics

of node 7 under brain state £. Hence, we say that there is a directional effect from j to ¢, denoted

as j — 4. In order to assess the effective connectivity of brain networks from the observed fMRI
signals, we formulate this as a graph recovery problem. At state ¢, we define the edge set as

Ef={(.i): £ # 0}

Our primary goal is to recover edge set E’ for ¢ = 1,...,k from {Y,}n—o,.. n~. As recovering ffj is
computationally intractable, an alternative is to estimate

B = {(i,i): 10512 > 0}

According to (2.3), if we choose a good enough number of basis functions, ffj (+) is well-approximated
by Qf;g(~). Hence, we can expect that the difference between Ef and EY, namely (E‘ U EY) —

(B n Ef), is an empty set or with small cardinality. To be more rigorous, we make the following
assumptions.

Assumption 1. There exists a set of basis functions {g;(-) : i = 1,...,m} such that E' = E' for
C=1,...,k.

Our goal is to recover the transition rate matrix @Q* € {lg, where Qg is the set of transition rate
matrices whose Markov chain is irreducible and positive recurrent, and the parameter set {Qf; :
¢=1,...ki,7=1,...,p} under the high-dimensional setting that p (dimension) is much greater
than N (time points). Define the set of parameters © = (Q, {Hfj l=1,...ki,j=1,...,p},0%)
and the true parameter set 0* = (Q*, {Gf; l=1,...ki,j=1,...,p},0*?). We define the search
space Q0 = Qg X {Gg}*eRmzéz ... kyi,g=1,....p} x Ry.

)

2.3 Mixing and Stationary Process

Consider the joint discrete sampled process (Z(ty), X (tn), Yy), we make the assumption that the
joint process exhibit the stationary and geometric S-mixing property, a key component for analyzing
the statistical properties later on.

Assumption 2. The joint process (Z(tn), X (tn), Yy) is strictly stationary; that is, for every n € N

(Z(tn)s X (1), Ya)s s (Z(tninr)s X (bt ), Yor)) &

((Z(tn+7')a X(tn+'r)7 Yn+7’)a EER) <Z<tn+n’+7)7 X<tn+n’+7')7 Yn+n’+7’)) )

where & denotes equality in distribution.



From a high-level perspective, the mixing conditions describe the dependency of a stochastic
process: given a stochastic process {Wy, }nen, if we take any two random variables W;,, W, from
the process, they will become asymptotically independent as the time difference |n — n/| goes to
infinity. These properties are well-established in the stochastic processes literature (Bradley, 2005;
Meyn and Tweedie, 2012) and are standards to apply the concentration inequalities extending from
i.i.d. settings (Merlevede et al., 2011; Wong et al., 2020). We define the S-mixing property below.

Definition 1 (S-mixing). Given £ € N u {0}, the S-mixing coefficient is defined as,

ﬂ(ﬁ) = Supﬂ(}_ﬁomfgié) = sup Hpn,ﬁ - Pﬁoo @PﬁgHT\/a

where F', = o({Xy 1 —0 <u < n), FY,=0({Xy:n+ L <u<oo)). The distribution P,y
is associated with the o-field (F*,, v F.°,), P" is associated with the o-field F", and P, is

associated with the o-field F\, ,. A stochastic process is said to be absolutely reqular, or B-mizing,
if B(¢) = 0 as £ — .

We say that a S-mixing process is geometrically S-mixing if the coefficient decays at a expo-
nential rate:

Definition 2 (Geometric S-mixing). There ezists a v € (0,1) and a constant ¢ > 0 such that
B(f) < 2exp(—ct).
Hence, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 3. The process (Z(tn), X (tn), Yn) for n = 1,..., N is geometrically B-mizing; that
is, there exist constants ¢ > 0 such that 5({) < 2exp(—cl), L € N

Perhaps one may wonder if there exists a joint process of (2.2) that satisfies Assumption 2-3.
We provide sufficient conditions that the joint process are mixing and describe a few examples
below.

Proposition 2.1. Assume that the following properties holds:
1. g(+) is locally Lipschitz;

2. There exists a constant Ko > 0, such that for each state { = 1,...,k, HZ?:1 959(:@)“2 <
Ko(1 + [z]2);

3. ForallxeRP and £ =1,...,k,
P
2l 3107 g(@i) ¢ < Belz]3 +
i=1
for some constants Sy, c.

Define A = —2diag(B1, . .., Br)—Q*. Suppose that A is an nonsingular M-matriz. Then, under addi-
tional reqularity conditions, Assumption 15-17 stated in Appendiz, the joint process (Z(tn), X (tn), Yn)
s B-mixing.



The first two conditions in Proposition 2.1 guarantees that the solution is unique and are
standard conditions in Markov-switching differential processes (Yin and Zhu, 2010). The third
condition and the condition that A is an nonsingular M-matrix are sufficient conditions for the
process to be asymptotically stable (Yuan and Mao, 2003). Together with additional sufficient
conditions for the process to be irreducible, Assumption 15-16, we can conclude that the process
is f-mixing. Our analysis follows the theories in Meyn and Tweedie (1993), as we construct a
Lyapunov function and verify the Foster-Lyapunov criteria. We leave the details of the analysis in
Appendix.

In the following, we show that if the diffusion equations are linear and under mild conditions,
the joint processes are mixing.

Proposition 2.2 (Linear Model). Consider X(t) € X such that X is a compact set. Let the
transition rate matriz of Z(t) be Q* with unique stationary distribution m = (71, ..., 7). Consider
the linear model

X(t) = Az X (H)dt,

where Ay € RP*P forl = 1,..., k. Let G be a positive definite matriz and define p; = 27 Moz (GAG ™1+
GilAZG). Suppose that there exists a positive definite matriz G such that

k
Z oty < 0. (2.5)
/=1

Then, under additional regularity conditions, Assumption 15-16, 18, the joint process (Z(tn), X (tn), Yn)
is B-mizing.

The condition (2.5) is a sufficient condition for the system to be asymptotically stable.

3 Methodology

In this section, we introduce the algorithm to estimate the parameters ©* from observed stochastic
process {Y,}n—0.. ~. We adopt the two-step collocation framework that has been widely used in
estimating ODEs (Ramsay et al., 2007; Henderson and Michailidis, 2014; Wu et al., 2014; Dattner
and Klaassen, 2015; Chen et al., 2017). We briefly outline the procedure: In the first step, we
estimate the continuous trajectory X (¢) from the noisy discrete observations {Y,},—o .~ using a
shrinkage wavelet-smoothing estimator (Donoho and Johnstone, 1994; Brown and Cai, 1998). Since
Z(t) is unobserved, it is natural to adopt the Expectation-Maximization (EM) method. Hence, in
the following step, we estimate the parameter set ©* using the EM with estimated trajectory from

~

the first step, X (¢), and {Y;,}n—o,. N-

3.1 Step 1: Wavelet-smoothing

Given {Y}}n—o,. n, our first step is to estimate X (t) from the discrete observations. For each
dimension i = 1,...,p, we estimate the univariate function X;(¢) from {Y;,i}n—o.. ~ using the
wavelet shrinkage estimator, a wavelet regression estimator with shrinkage (Donoho and Johnstone,
1994; Donoho et al., 1995). The wavelet regression is used as alternative to the local regression



method (Tsybakov, 2008) employed in (Chen et al., 2017), who studied additive ODEs without
hidden switching structures. This is because the “switchings” cause the trajectory to be non-
smooth; the trajectory at the switching point is non-differentiable, creating “piecewise” smooth
structures instead. Hence, we adopt the wavelet method that is locally adaptive.

Let ¢ to be the father wavelet and v to be the mother wavelet function. Define ¢;/(t) =
212¢(29t — £) for £ = 1,...,27° and Vie(t) = 29/24p(29t — #) for £ = 1,...,27. The collection
{Pjor; € = 1,...,27%p0,j = jo, 0 = 1,...,27} is a set of orthonormal basis function on Ly([0, 1]).
We write the projection of X;(t) to the basis functions as

1 .
gi,joé = <Xi> ¢jo£> = J;) Xi(t)¢j0£(t)dt L=1,...2%;

1
nije = {Xi, Vje) = J Xi(t)pje(t)dt £=1,...,27,7 = jo.
0

So we can write the wavelet series expansion of the function X; as

290 o 27
X;(t) = Z &ijorPjoe(t) + Z Z Nijetie(t).
=1 j=jo f=1

Let J be an integer such that N = 27 and define X;(t) = N~1/2 27]:[:1 Y, idn(t). The estimation

procedure of the coefficients &; jo¢, 7 je follows from Brown and Cai (1998). Let
é\jo@:<)’?i7¢j05> e: 1772]07
e = Xiytjey L=1,....,2, j=jo,....J — L.

We can estimate the coeflicient, denoted as EM and Ejog, by computing wavelet transforms on
Yin for n = 1,...,N. Given \jy = 30*(2N"'log(N/5))"/? for some § € (0,1), where o* is the
variance of the noise, we threshold the coefficient

Mije = s9n(Ti je) (1T, je| — Aje)+- (3.1)
Hence, the reconstructed X;(t) is

270 J—1 27
Xi(t) = D &ijoedior) + D0 > Hjerbje(t).
=1

J=jo £=1

Repeat the procedure for i = 1,...,p, then we complete the first step.

3.2 Step 2: Graph estimation via EM method

We describe the EM algorithm for the continuous-time hidden Markov model with discrete obser-
vations. Given the observations {Y,},—o, . ~, the log-likelihood is

Lon(®) = log f p(V, 70, 8z,



where we define the shorthand Z}' = {Z,, := Z(t,);n = 0,...,N} and YV = {YV;;n =0,...,N}.
By Jensen’s inequality, we can find the lower bound of Ly x as

Lon(®) > f log p(Y;¥, ZY; ©)dp(Z) | YV; ©) +f—logp<ZéV YN 0)dp(ZY | Y 0).

ﬁl,N(9|é) Hn(©)

Given that H,(0) does not depend on ©, we want to maximize the Li1n(O | O) to tighten the
lower bound. Hence, the EM algorithm maximizes the lower bound £ n(© | ©) at each M-step
and compute the log-likelihood function at each E-step. In the following, we express the form of
L1n(O | ©). Note that we can write

logp(Yy", Z0':©) = log p(Yy" | Z)';©) + logp(Z}’; ©)
N
= > logp(Ya | Yo 1, Z0; ©) + log p(Ys | Zo; ©) + log p(Zg'; ©). (3:2)

n=1

Since the second term (3.2) does not depend on © and Zy := Z(ty), its value would affect opti-
mization of ©. We will drop this term. First, we describe the expression of the log-likelihood of the
continuous-time Markov chain (Liu et al., 2015), the third term of (3.2). Define myy(Y{';©) :=
E[mge | Y{¥; ©] be the expected number of transitions of Z(¢) from state ¢ to state £ conditioned
on YV and the parameter set ©. Similarly, define 7,(Yy";0) := E[, | Y{"; ©] be the expected total
time that Z(t) spent at state ¢ conditioned on YON and O. By the time-homogeneous property of
the Markov chain Z(t), one can express

k

f log p(Z; ©)dp(ZY | V:0) = ) iy (V0Y; ©) log @i — Geme(V; ), (3.3)
L0/=1

Where Ejg == 247&61 (}lggl
Next, we describe the conditional log—likelihood of Y, conditioned on Z(t,) and Y,—1. With
X estimated in the last step, we can compute \Il (tn) : St" ))du as an estimate of the

unobserved quantity ¥;(t,) := StZ,l 9(Xi(u))du. Hence, this leads to approxunate (2.4) as

Y~ Yoo1i + 0% (Eni — En14) + . eiZj(tn)*{I\lj(tn)7
J
where 0* (€p,;—€n—1,;) follows the distribution A'(0,2(c*)?). Hence, the residual follows \/(0, 2(c*)?).
By the Markov Property, we can approximate the log-likelihood {log p(Yy" | Z{¥,0)dp(Z} | Y, ©)
as

N N.k,p
p ~2 1 N.
2510g2a +log27) — = Z p(Z(ty) = 1| Yy 7@)( — Y 14— Z%‘I’ tn>
n=1 n,li=1

(3.4)

Hence El,N(é | ©) is approximated by the sum of (3.3)—(3.4). In practice, we add a sparsity
regularization term on ij fori,j=1,...,pand £ = 1,...,k. This is because if the true function

10



ff] is a zero-function, then gfj* is a zero vector. Taking everything together, we can define the
empirical log-likelihood as

k

N
N(@ | @) = 2 mgg/(YON; @) log Qe — qug Yb , Z g log 252 + log 277)
£,0'=1 n=1
1 N,k,p 2
_F;Q Z p(Z(tn):€|YUN§@)< - nlz 29 )
nli=1
E p N 1/2
Y {2 <efjwj<tn>>2} , 59
l=11i,5=1 \n=1

where A > 0. At each M-step, we compute

M, (0) = argmax Ly (O | ©).
e

Our analysis requires finding the optimal solution within the constraint set 2 = 1g x {Hf]* e R™:
¢=1,...ki,j=1,...,p} x Ry, where Qg is the set of all transition rate matrices whose Markov
chain is positive recurrent and irreducible. When implementing the algorithm, we do not restrict
the estimates to be in this constraint set to simplify the estimation procedure.

By simple algebraic computation, the optimal solution of each M-step update with respect to
O is

_ mf@’(YON;@> / .
Mg, (©) = 6) C#L, Mg, (©) = —Z;/ M4, (0)
N
M, g (©) = P(Z(tn) = €1 Y:0) | Yi = Yaori = > 05,05 (tn) | 0] (ta) ¢
n=1 J#5

After obtaining M, (©), in the E-step, we compute the log-likelihood function M, (©) — Lx(- |
M,(©)). Specifically, p(Z(t,) = £ | Y;0) and p(Z(t,—1) = £, Z(t,) = £' | Y{¥;©), namely the
smoothed probability, can be computed using the forward-backward algorithm commonly used for
estimating hidden Markov models (Baum et al., 1970).

It remains to compute the two quantities, mgy (Y7 ;©) and 7,(Y";0) in (3.5). These steps are
standards in estimating continuous-time Markov chain (Bladt and Sgrensen, 2005; Hobolth and
Jensen, 2005; Liu et al., 2015). The following decomposition is followed by the fact that myy is
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conditionally independent to YON given Z(])V :

mee (Y55 0) 1= E[mee (1) | Y§V; 0]

= Z P(Z(tar) = i, Z(tn) = 5 | Y5 O)E[mye (tn — tn-) | Z(tn—1) = i, Z(tn) = j; €]

N k
= 2, 2 P(Z(tn1) =i, Z(tn) = | Y5 ©)E[map () | Z(0) = i, Z(h) = 5; 6], (3.6)

where the last equality follows from time-homogeneity of the Markov chain. The quantity E[my (h) |
Z(0) = 4,Z(h) = j;0] means the expected number of transition from state ¢ to state ¢ during
the time interval A given that the Markov chain starts at state 7 and ends at state j at time h.
Furthermore, from Hobolth and Jensen (2005), we can decompose:

h
Bl (1) | 2(0) = . Z(1) = : 0] = 5260 | Pulu) Pey(h = u)du (37)
i 0
where Pj;(t) = [exp(Qt)];;. As Liu et al. (2015) have discussed, there are several ways to compute
the analytical solution of the integral on the right hand side of (3.7). In the manuscript, we adopt
the integration method developed in Van Loan (1978).
Similarly, we can express

r(Yy;0) == E[r | Y{V; 0]

N k

=20 2 pZ(ta1) =0, Z(ta) = § | Y O)E[meltn — tn-1) | Z(tn-1) = i, Z(tn) = j; ©]
n=14,j=1
N k

=2, 2 p(Z(tar) =i, Z(tn) = | Vs O)E[n() | Z(0) =i, Z(h) = j; O], (3.8)

where by Hobolth and Jensen (2005):

h
Efre(h) | Z(0) = i, Z(h) = j; 6] = Pl(h) jo Pio(u) Pyy(h — w)du.

Given an initial estimate ©°, we iterate between E-step and M-step until the log-likelihood con-
verges. The complete algorithm is described in Algorithm 1. After obtaining © by running Algo-
rithm 1, we can compute the estimated edge set as

B ={G0): 10l > e} £=1,0k,
for a threshold € > 0.

3.3 Step 3: Model selection

In this section, we describe how to select parameters. We assume that the father and mother wavelet
function ¢, ¢ in step 1 described in Section 3.1 and the family of projection basis function {g;(-) : i €

12



Algorithm 1 Graph Estimation
Input: data: {Y,;n = 0,...,N}, {@i(tn);i =1,...,p,n = 1,...,N}; initial parameter ©0;
regularization parameter \; threshold parameter ¢;

Output: parameter set ©
J<0

while £y not converged do
Compute p(Z(tn), Z(tn-1) | Y;07), p(Z(t,) | Y{¥;©) forn=1,...,N
Compute myp (Y ; ©7) for £ # ¢ using (3.6)
Compute 74(Y{Y;07) for £ = 1,...,k using (3.8)

Ly(©]67)

O+l « argmaxz
O « @itl

Oe2

N} are given in Section 3.2. There are four parameters to select: the threshold coefficient \j¢, the
number of hidden states k, the number of basis functions m, and the sparsity regularization function
A. The threshold coefficient is Aj; = 30 {(log N /9) /N}% where N is the number of sample size, § is
a small constant that controls the probability of the recovery of the trajectory X; in Proposition 4.1
and o* is the noise variance. In practice, the variance of the noise is often unknown. We adopt
the method developed in Section 4.2 of Donoho and Johnstone (1994) to estimate o*. Under the
Gaussian noise assumption, the estimated o is the median of the wavelet coefficients at the finest
level J, where N = 27, divided by 0.6745, the inverse of the the cumulative distribution function
of the standard Gaussian distribution at 0.75. To select the remaining parameters k, m, A\, we use
grid search with the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC). Let © be the output of Algorithm 1
with fixed k, m, A, we compute the BIC as

k p N 1/2
(1& k+2|\9 |0>logN—2 Ln(©]O) + Z Z {Z : j(tn))2}

4, n=1

*6)

Here k% — k denotes the degree of freedom of the transition rate matrix. The second term of the
above equation is the empirical log-likelihood without the sparsity regularization term. We employ
a two-stage method to select the parameters. First, we fix k in the grid search, we find the minimum
BIC across all candidates of m and A, then we employ the ELBO method to select the number of
states k. Then, in the following stage, given k, we find the optimal m, A with minimal BIC score.

4 Theory

Our goal is to assess the quality of the estimation 5) output from Algorithm 1 as compared to the
true parameter ©*. We can investigate this by studying whether the fixed point is close to the global
optima of the empirical log-likelihood, or ultimately close to the global optima of the population
log-likelihood. To begin with, we first study the convergence behavior of the EM algorithm for
the idealized population log-likelihood. Once the convergence guarantee is established, we ask
whether a similar guarantee holds for the empirical log-likelihood under the proper choice of the
regularization term \,. Intuitively, the empirical log-likelihood will be close to the population log-
likelihood given large enough samples. However, analysis under finite sample size is challenging as
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samples are dependent. The secret is that when the processes are mixing, i.e., under Assumption 3,
the truncated smoothed probability is close to the original smoothed probability in total variation
distance. As an alternative, we can utilize such property and prove the convergence guarantee
under the truncated sequence Section 4.3.

4.1 Recovery of X(t)

In this section, we discuss the estimation error of X (¢) using shrinkage wavelet regression introduced
in Section 3.1. Our analysis follows from Brown and Cai (1998) where we extend the analysis on
convergence in expectation to studying the behavior of the tail bound. In this paper, we consider
the piecewise Holder function classes: between two switchings of the hidden Markov chain Z(t),
the trajectory of X;(t) for i = 1,...,p is in a Holder function class. We introduce the following
conditions.

Definition 3. A piecewise Hélder class A*(M, B,d) on [0, 1] with d discontinuous jumps consists
of functions f satisfying the following conditions:

1. The function f is bounded by B, that is, |f| < B.

2. There exist | < d points 0 < a; < --- < a; < 1 such that, for a; < z,y < a;+1, 1 =0,1,...,1
with ag = 0 and a;41 =1,

(a) |f(z) — fy)| < M|z —y|* ifa < 1;
() |fld(@) — fled(y)] < M|z —y[*71 ifa > 1.

This function class contains trajectories with inhomogeneous temporal structures, adaptive to
local fluctuations between two switching points.

Assumption 4. There exists some finite constants M,B,d > 0 such that X; € A*(M, B,d) for
1=1,...,p.

The following proposition demonstrates the error rate of the estimator discussed in Section 3.1.

Proposition 4.1. Given 6 € (0,1), and let X’, be soft-threshold wavelet estimator with thresh-
old 30*{(log N/§)/N}'/? discussed in Section 3.1. Suppose that the wavelet is r-regular. Under
Assumption /4, then the estimator X; is near optimal

I1X; — X3|> < C{log(N/5)/N}2e/(1+20)

with probability at least 1 — 39, for all 1 < a < r and all d < CN7 with constants C > 0 and
0<vy<1/(1+2a).

The convergence rate is the same as Theorem 3 in Brown and Cai (1998), where they showed
convergence in expectation. Furthermore, it is within a log N factor of the minimax rate of the
nonparametric function without switchings, O(N ~2¢/(1+20)) (Tsybakov, 2008).
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4.2 Convergence of the population EM

We start the analysis with the population log-likelihood and then generalize the results to the em-
pirical log-likelihood. This is a common analysis approach when studying the convergence property
of empirical risks (Loh and Wainwright, 2013; Yi and Caramanis, 2015; Balakrishnan et al., 2017).
We define the the population log-likelihood as:

k N
~ p -
LO]0)=E| > mup(¥y";0)log g — qere(Y"; © 2 5 (log 252 + log 27)
00=1 n=1
1 H & ’
—WZZZW(%):E%N;@)(Y — Y1 — 29 ) ] (4.1)
n=1¢=1i=1

where W;(t,,) = St” ))du, mep(YgY;©) is the expected number of transitions of Z(t) from

state £ to state v condltloned on the observations YON and parameters ©, and TZ(YON ;0) is the
expected time that Z(t) stay in state £ and ©. In order to ensure running EM algorithm with the
population log-likelihood 4.1 guarantee, the true parameter ©* must satisfy the self-consistency
property:
©* — argmax £(0 | ©%).
e

The idea behind the analysis is that if the geometric landscape of L(- | ©*) at the neighborhood
of ©* satisfies some local regularity conditions, and if the initial point is within this local region,
we can ensure that each EM-update pulls the estimate closer to ©* (Balakrishnan et al., 2017; Li
et al., 2022). To define the local region, we first define the distance metric.

Definition 4. Given three constants ro,rq, 7+, we define the distance between two parameters as
k

dist(©, ©) Z |

(=11

-

M»:

167, — 6712 + Z @ — Qoo+ |0® — 3
1 o ':;—“’

.
I

<ro grq

We formally define the local region of ©* as B(rg, ¢, 74, 0%) = {© € Q;dist(0*,0) < kro+1r4+
ro}. Let us define B
M(©) = argmax L£(©|0).
e
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Then it follows that the maximum log-likelihood update is
E[m (Yg"; ©)]

M = C+0, M, =— Y M, :
a0 (©) E[re(Yg;©)] oo 0 (®) ege e ()
N
My (©) =E p(z(tn) = £ Y5V:0) [ Yy = Yaori— D0 059 (ty) | U] (ta) | x
n=1 i
N -1
{Z E [p(z(tn) = ¢ | %N;@)‘I’j(tn)‘l’j(tn)T]} ;
n=1

p
Yn - Yn—l - Z ef\Ilz@n)
i=1

2
L
Assumption 5. There ezists a constant k such that for any ©" € B(ro,rq, 7o, 0)

- {‘ oM (©)

60_2 |9:@’

N k
Ma(©) = 5 Y NE [p<z<tn> —(]Y{";0)

We introduce the following local regularity assumption.

OM(6)
Oqeer

oM (©)
o0,

lo—er

’ ) |@:@/

;E#E’,izl,...,p}gm.
2

To provide high-level intuition, this assumption implies that M (©) is a continuous function
within the ball B(rg, rq, s, ©*) and the change with respect to © is bounded by x. This is equivalent
to Assumption 2 in Li et al. (2022) that studied the Markov-switching autoregressive model.

Proposition 4.2 (One-step Update of Population Log-likelihood). Under Assumption 5, we have
dist(M(0©),0%) < rdist(©, ©%).
Specifically, for each ¢, ¢ and i

|Mye (©)=0i* (2 < K10, ~05" 2, |Ma,,, (©) = giv| < #laew — givl,  [Mp2(0) = 0™ < w]o? — ™.

This proposition implies that if © € B(rg, 74,7, ©*), then at each update M (©) € B(ro,rq, 74, ©%).
Hence, if the initial guess ©° € B(r, ¢, "o, ©F), then after ¢ iterates of EM steps, we can guarantee
that dist(M (0°71), 0*) < k! dist(0,0*). Ultimately, the EM algorithm would converge to the ©*
as £ goes to infinity.

4.3 Truncated EM

We now turn to study the convergence properties of the empirical log-likelihood (3.5). The major
challenge for extending the result to empirical risk is that the data are not i.7.d. and hence requires
more technical efforts to do the analysis. Our approach is inspired from (Yang et al., 2017; Li et al.,
2022) that we construct an r-truncated function to approximate the original function (3.5). First,
we show the convergence property with the r-truncated function.

Let us define the truncated probability of p(Z(t,) | Y{";0) as

p(2(tn) = | YRV 0) = @o(tn) n=1,..., N,
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We replace p(Z(tn) | Y{;0) in (3.5) with @, e(t,) and define the new empirical log-likelihood as
Ly(©]6):

k

N
Ly(©]0) = Z mee (Y3 ;0) log Guor — Gere(Yy ; Z g log 252 + log 27)
=1 n=1
1 Nk 2
_@ Z ﬁ;&@(tn) < - n 1,4 — 20 )
n,li=1

Kk op (N 1/2
S PICATE (42

=14,j=1 (n=1

Define Mn(Q) = argmaxg_, Lxn(© | ©) and hence

M, gt (©) = D Bpe(tn) | Yai— Yac1i— Y. 0505 (tn) | U] () ¢
n=1 Jj#J’

N -1
{2 (o + 0 (tn) Tt )\Tfj(tnﬂ} .

In the following, we want to show the contraction result of executing one run of the EM step on
Ly Here, we fix a index 7 and for each Hfj, we drop the state index ¢, the row index ¢ and j to reduce
the overhead on notation. We define 0 = (GZT ...,Gpr ) € RYXP™ . where Hfj € R™. Furthermore,
we define © = argmax £ ~(© | ©) and = (HflT b ,prT ). Similarly, define the population optimal
condition on © as © = M(0) = argmaxeg, £(©' | ©) and 6 = (0], .. .,Gpr) 0* = (057, .,Gf;T)
for ©* = argmaxﬁéeﬂ(é | ©%).

Define U(t,) = (V] (tn),..., U] (t,)) € RP™ and U(t,) = (U] (ta),..., V] (ts)) € RP™. Let

0z, = S5-1165 1z, and 0], 5, = max; 1015, . where |04z, = {6 Ku 05} and

I?\p]- =N-1 anl A]( n)\Ilj(tn)T. Note that the dual norm of | - Hl,K\p is || Hoof(:f,'

We study the guarantee of the lasso estimation under two well-known conditions: the restricted
eigenvalue condition and the deviation bound condition (Agarwal et al., 2012; Loh and Wainwright,
2012). We make slight modifications to the conditions in (Loh and Wainwright, 2012) to tailor for
the structured ¢;-norm, | -

0, Ky

I} 7> @nd Lo-norm, | - ||z« used in our case.
) a4

Assumption 6 (Restricted Eigenvalue). For any © € Q and A € §Q, there exists o, 7 > 0 such that
1 & ~ 32
¥ 2 Toult) (%)} = alA - a2, . (4.3)
n=

where o > 50 max; o maX(K\y)
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1
N
% 2 [w@ Z(t ) {Ynz - Yn 1,0 — Zef;\l’](tn)} \Ij(tn)—r] ; (4'4)

N
Ag = Z () { W)W ()T = B ()T (1) "} (4.5)

n=1

N
A = Au(0) = ~ Z E [{w@g(tn) weo.¢(tn)} {yn A Zef;qu(tn)} \If(tn)T] . (4.6)

Recall that m is the number of basis function, h is the sampling interval, ¢ is the variance of
the noise, and r is the truncation length.

Assumption 7 (Deviation Bound). For any © € ), there exists a deterministic function Q such
that

max {|Acl . g 10780, 2o 8wl 2y} < QN p,5,m,7,61).

With the restricted eigenvalue and deviation condition, we are now ready to show the contraction
result of running one EM update on Ly.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that Assumption 6, 7 hold and

4 max (K « N
A>4max{3Q(Np,sm7“51) 7 Tima ({) )||9—92}.
max; Omax (K w,

Then, we have
~ 4 - —
[0 — 0%z < o <5)\ mjaxcrmax(ij)\/g + Omax (Kw)|6 — 0 2) .

This lemma shows that H§ —0*|2 is bounded by a statistical error governed by Q(N, p, s, m,r, d1)
and |6 — 6*|2. As Proposition 4.2 demonstrates, at each iterate of EM on the population log-
likelihood L, @ — 6*||5 contracts. This piece of result shows that running EM on the truncated log-
likelihood £y tends to move the estimates toward §* under proper condition of Q(N, p, s, m,r,d1).

A natural question is how practical Assumption 6-7 are? What is the minimum number of
samples required for these assumptions to hold true? While variants these two assumptions are
standards in high-dimensional sparse regression (Loh and Wainwright, 2012) and sparse additive
model (Ravikumar et al., 2009), the main challenge to verify the assumptions is that the right hand
side of (4.3) as well as (4.4)—(4.6) are sums of dependent variables. Hence, standard concentration
inequality for i.i.d. data can not be applied. Our proof strategy is to show that under Assumption 3,
individual summands in (4.3)—(4.6) are S-mixing as well. Consequently, we can apply concentra-
tion inequality for mixing process (Merlevede et al., 2011) to verify Assumption 6-7. We leave
the theoretical results and discussion on the applicability of Assumption 6-7 in Lemma G.1 and
Lemma F.1, respectively.

Finally, the contraction result of @gl — q}y| for € # ¢ and ‘02 — 02*‘ by running one iterate of

EM on £ n are discussed in Lemma E.1-E.2. We leave the results to the Appendix.
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4.4 Main results

As discussed in Section 4.2—4.3, under suitable regularity conditions in the local region B(rg, ©*),
one can show that each EM iterate on both £y and £ pulls the estimates toward ©*. The concern
is how likely we are to observe similar contraction behaviors if we run EM algorithm on Lx7 In
this section, we show that under the reversible, mixing, stationary conditions, and an additional
eigenvalue condition, this question can be resolved.

In addition to Assumption 3, we provide a sufficient condition for the continuous-time Markov
chain Z(t) to be mixing following the condition introduced in (van Handel, 2008; Yang et al.,
2017). Recall that h is the sampling period and define P = exp(Qh) for a transition rate matrix Q.
Furthermore, we assume that the set {2 is confined to the set whose underlying chain is reversible.
The reversibility of Markov chain implies the following.

Assumption 8. For every @ € Qg, let w be the the invariant distribution such that 7@ = 0. For
every i,j = 1,...,k, assume that

Let {Z(tn)}n=o0,.. N be the sampled Markov chain of (Z(t))e[o,1] associated with the transition
probability matrix P : P(h) = exp(Qh). It is well-known that the sampled Markov chain is also
reversible.

Assumption 9 (Mixing Condition). There exists some constant ¢ = ((h) € (0,1] such that for
any Q € Qg and for all 1,5 =1,... k

Pij
T

(<<t (4.7)

Noting that if the continuous-time Markov chain is irreducible then it follows that F;; > 0 for
any h > 0 as discussed in Proposition 6.1 of (Lalley, 2012), and hence there exists a sufficiently
small ¢ that satisfies (4.7). As Yang et al. (2017) showed that this condition is an sufficient
condition for the sampled Markov chain Z(t,,) to be geometrically S-mixing. Assumption 8, 9 are
common in Markov chains and are key components for the statistical analysis later on: with them,
we can validate that underlying conditional filtered /smoothing processes exhibit geometric mixing
property.

Now we define the minimum stationary probability as

Tin = S (S0 T (18)
where w() = 0 is the stationary distribution. Furthermore, 7wy, > 0 implies that every state has
nontrivial occurrence probability when the Markov chain reaches to the stationary state. This holds
true because any @ € {)g is irreducible and positive recurrent and hence the stationary distribution
will be strictly positive for all states.

The following two lemmas show that the truncated probability is close to the original probability
in the absolute value.
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Lemma 4.4. Suppose that Omin = mingeq min,—; . N P(Z,,Y,;0©) > 0 and let C be an absolute
constant. Under Assumption 8, 9, we have

‘P( =0, Zns1 =1 | Ygtf VA0N> — P(Zn =0, Zpi1 =1 | YON>‘ O L ¢ B2 (1—(Cmin)®)" 1
Furthermore, we have

10

5min

‘P<Zn = 1Y) = P (2o =01 Y() \ < ¢l {1 = Cran)?}

(n—r)vO0

forany l=1,... k.

We see that as r increases, the absolute difference between the truncated filtered probability and
the original probability decays geometrically. Given that the Markov chain has finite state, it is easy
to see that the total variation distance of two probability distributions also decays geometrically.
With the results from Lemma 4.4, we build the intuition that the empirical log-likelihood Lp
in (3.5) shall be close to (4.2) for r reasonably large. Hence, we can expect that running EM on
Ly would give us similar outcome compared to running EM on L.

Foreachi = 1,...,p, define Ky, = NV S0 | E[W;(t,) 0] (t,)] and Ky, = N~1 Y0 @5(t) ] (1)
We make the following assumption.

Assumption 10. For each i =1,...,p, there exist a finite constant cy > 0 such that
cy < Jmln(K\If ) GmaX(K‘I’ ) Cgl‘

Furthermore, for each £ =1,...,k,

N
Omin (Nl Z E[@@}g(in)@j(tn)q/;(tn)]) > cy.

Now combine the theoretical results from Section 4.1-4.3, we are ready to show the convergence
guarantee for running EM algorithm on Ly in (3.5).

Theorem 4.5. Suppose that Assumption 2-5, 8-10 hold and additionally k € [0,1). Furthermore,
)?(t) is obtained using the method discussed in Section 3.1 with threshold 3c*{(log N + 3logp —
logd.)/N}. Let

sup max\g] ()] < B, sup max]g]( (1) <D,

te[0,1] J te[0,1] ©J
for some absolute constants B, D > 0. Suppose that N = {m*(logp)* v m5/235/2} and N /(log N +
logp) 2 mEetD/a Let Oy, ..., C7 be some constants, given the initial guess ©©) e B(ro,rq,74,0%)
and

" loo N + 1 a/(2a+1)
A = \/mmax {Cl (1 — Cﬂ—l?nin) ! 5 Cl\/ms (Og]v—i_ogp> 702

1 00) _ pex

Suppose that r is a constant and if additionally 8005,% + K% <1 and Cgcgﬂﬁ < 1, then we have
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o(L)

1.

Cy m~/slogp <10gN + logp>a/(2a+1) 9 9 \r—1
+ +ms | ———— +/ms (1 =i :
1-— CgCiQH { \/N N ( C )

_ L l
max 6,7 — 6> < (Cyeg’x) " max |0 — 0]

2. ‘O'(L)2 — o*2

2
< kE ‘0,(0) _o*2

Cs -2 2 _Q _ -1
o S S (1 (Cmn?Y

Crk(k—1)
\/N ’

(L) L|x 1
Qo' = Gor| < Dpse K Qe — Gp| + 5

8 D

with probability at least 1 — 46, and o, is some small constant stated in (H.1).

This result shows that the distance of the intermediate estimate at L-th iterate of EM is upper
bounded by a geometric decaying term, a statistical error, and a truncation error due to the
truncated smoothing probability. Note that the first term decays geometrically as L increases,
suggesting to fast (linear) rate of convergence to bounded distance away from the ©*. the statistical
error contains the non-parametric error rate (log N + logp/N )0‘/ 2a+1 " which is propagated down
by error induced from the wavelet regression as stated in Proposition 4.1. This is due to the
error of the terms W;(t,) = 71&5:_1 g(Xi(u))du for n = 1,...,N and i = 1,...,p in Ly. One
might be able to improve the statistical error rate by redesigning the estimation procedure of
Wi(tn) = §,"_ 9(Xi(u))du and we leave this as a future direction. Here we assume that the truncated
sequence r is constant, and hence the truncation error is a constant. Although this is the case,
graph recovery is still possible if the magnitude of Hf]* is large enough, as shown in the following
corollary.

Finally, recall that our goal is to show the recovery of the graphs and the transition rate matrix,
namely ©*. The following corollary shows that recovery of ©* is possible when dist(@, ©*), where
O is the output of Algorithm 1, is small.

Corollary 4.6. Under the conditions stated in Theorem 4.5. Suppose that the threshold parameter
e: in Algorithm 1 is selected such that

2 VA%
€ = 3 ”1? Hez‘j 2.
If N,r satisfy

C I log N + 1 a/(2a+1) 3
€ = 4 {m > 08P Lt ms <0g i ng) +/ms (1 - i) "

T 41— Cscy°K) VN N

and L > log(e/4r0)/log(Cscy®k). Then for each £, we can recover E* with probability at least
1 — 26.. If Assumption 1 holds, then we can recover EX with probability at least 1 — 26,.
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5 Simulations

We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed model with simulated tasks by evaluating both
the quality of the parameter estimations and the ROC. Our program is implemented in Python
and we use package scikit-image (Van der Walt et al., 2014) for running the wavelet regression in
Section 3.1 and the package skglm (Bertrand et al., 2022) (formerly group-lasso) for computing the
M-step update of ij via maximization of £ N(é | ©). In Section 5.1, we first describe the evaluation
metric and the estimation techniques.

5.1 Experiment setup

In this section, we discuss the general setup of the simulations and the implementation tactics that
would result in improved and stable performance. We then discuss the evaluation metric for the
simulated task.

For the data generation, we first generate the continuous trajectories from true ODE parameters,
true transition rate matrix, and the initial conditions. Then we sample the trajectories evenly over
the time frame. The observed samples is corrupted with i.i.d. centered Gaussian noise. To sample
the latent process Z(t), the initial state is sampled from the stationary distribution 7 such that
7Q* = 0. With Z(¢) and the true parameters ©*, we can generate X (t) and {Y;,}. We will discuss
the details of the simulated parameters in the following section.

For estimation, we first apply wavelet regression as discussed in Section 3.1 and select the thresh-
old parameter using the method discussed in Section 3.3. We use Daubechies 3 wavelets (Daubechies,
1992) in all experiments. Then we approximate the numerical integral U;(t,) = St:,l 9(Xi(u))du

with {g(Xi(tn)) + 9(Xi(tn—1))}/2N. In the following tasks, we use polynomial basis function:
gi(t) = t* for i = 1,...,m. Then, we randomly initialize the parameters ©°. We initialize
qeer ~ Unif(—1,0) for ¢ # ¢ and Hfj ~ N(0,I). Although Theorem 4.5 requires the initial guess
to be within B(rg, ©*), we empirically find out that sweeping across all candidates of A with the
practice of the warm start converges to good optima and gives consistent results. That is, we
first take 100 uniform samples over [—7,—1] and then take the exponential over the samples as
the candidate set for A. Then, we start executing Algorithm 1 with the largest A = exp(—1) and
random initial point ©° stated above. After the convergence of the loop in Algorithm 1, we will
get ©. We use the estimated parameter, @, as the initial parameter for executing Algorithm 1 with
the next smaller A\. In addition, at each M-step of Algorithm 1, updating ij fori,5 = 1,...,p
and £ = 1,...,¢ is equivalent as solving a variant of the linear model with group lasso constraint.
In this case, we find out that practicing the warm start when running the EM algorithm, using
the estimate at the previous M-step as the initial guess, also boosts the performance compared to
without using the warm start.

5.2 Data generation processes

We consider two data generation processes, one is non-linear model and the other is linear. In both
simulated tasks, we set the number of states to be k£ = 2 and

. (-027 o027\ .,
@ = ( 0.18 —0.18>’ or =00t
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Data generation process 1. In the following, we consider similar additive ODEs as discussed
in Section 5.1 of Chen et al. (2017) with p = 10:

Xoi1(t) = 051 0i 19(Xai—1()) + 0511 0,9(X2i(t)); (5.1)
Xoi(t) = 05 0 19(Xai-1(t)) + 057 2,9(Xai(t)). (5.2)

for t € [0,40],i =1,...,5, and £ = 1,2 and initial X(0) = (—2,2,2,-2,-1.5,1.5,—1,1,1,—1)". In
this case, we use g(t) = (¢,t2,%)T. The details about the parameters are discussed in Appendix J.1.
The graphs of the underlying generation process is presented in Figure 7-8, and the trajectories of
X(t) and {Y,} is presented in Figure 9.

Data generation process 2. In the second task, we consider two different graphs: star graphs
and a ring graph. The number of nodes is p = 20 in this case. In state £ = 1, we consider the
following system:

X5i+j(t) = 0%Z+j,5i+lg(X5i+1(t))7 1=0,1,2,3, j =2,3,4,5; (53)
5
Xsiv1(t) = > 0851 501 9(Xsirj(1), i=0,1,2,3, (5.4)
j=2
for t € [0,40] and g(t) = ¢ in this case. Here, «9;;1-*+j75i+1 = —0.87 and (951)2-*+175Z~+j = 0.87 for

1=0,1,2,3, 7 =2,3,4,5. In state £ = 2, we have the following system:

Xi(t) =075 19(Xio1(t) + 075 19(Xisa (1), 0=2,...,19; (5:5)

X1(t) =67209(X0(t)) + 129( 2(4)); (5.6)

Xoo(t) :9%5,19()(1@)) 20 199(X19(75)) (5.7)

for t € [0,40] and g¢(t) = ¢ in this case. Here, we have 93: ;1 = —0.87 and 6’”+1 0.87 for

1 =2,...,19. Similarly, we have 9%*20 = 020719 = —0.87 and 02071 = 0%72 = 0.87. The graphs of the
underlying generation process is presented in Figure 10-11, and the trajectories of X (¢) and {Y,,}
is presented in Figure 12.

5.3 Model selection and estimation error

This section demonstrates the model selection procedure introduced in Section 3.3 and assesses the
quality of the estimates. We want to evaluate under what conditions, the procedure could recover
the true hyper parameters, i.e., number of states and number of basis functions. Then, we evaluate
the quality of the estimates by computing the ¢ distance of the esimtates to the true parameters.

We evaluate the model selection procedure with various samples size and test on 10 independent
runs. We perform grid search to find the optimal parameters: we search over {1,2,3,4,5,6} for the
number of states, {1,2,3,4,5} for the number of basis, and the exponential of 100 uniform samples
at the interval of [—7, —1] for A. The results are shown in Fig 1. The procedure is able to select
the correct number of basis in both simulated examples despite the small sample size. When the
sample size is sufficient large (greater than 160), the procedure is able to select the correct number
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Figure 1: The box plots of model selection procedure introduced in Section 3.3. The orange line
denotes the median, the upper line of the box denotes the third quartile (Q3), and the lower line of
the box denotes the first quartile (Q1). The whisekrs extend from the box toward Q3+ 1.5IQR and
Q1 — 1.5IQR, where IQR is the inter-quartile range. The dots denote the outliers that lie outside
the ends of the whiskers. The true number of states are 2 for both cases and the true number of
basis is 3 for case 1 and 1 for case 2. The results indicate that when the sample size is sufficient
large, the model selection procedure is able to select the true number of states and the number of
basis. Furthermore, the optimal \ decrease with the increase of sample size, whose trend matches
the result of Theorem 4.5.

of basis most of the time. When the sample size is greater than 80, it appears that when the sample
size increases, the optimal A\ decreases.

After selecting k, m, A\, we compute the distance of the estimates to the ground truth, as defined
in Definition 4. To compute the distance, we need to match the ¢-th state’s estimates to the true ¢-
th state paremeters. Since the order of the states is unknown, we find the permutation of the states
that minimizes the following objective function. Let P(k) be the collection of all permutations of
1,...,k and define

kK p ~
—_ . =0 *
=1 —agmin Y, 3 |50 -
ZeP(k) ¢=11,j=1

Ho = argmin Z

u =030y — e
ZeP(k) o0

)
2

We let = = =; if Z; is identical to 2. In the case that Z; is not identical to =5, which implies
that the optimal permutations are not aligned, we can not compare the estimation result with the
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Figure 2: The {5 distance of the estimated parameters to the ground truth. The top row shows
the result of case 1, and there is a drop of distance when the sample size is greater than 160. The
bottom row shows the result of case 2. The distance of {Hfj} and o2 consistently decrease as the
sample size increases.

ground truth parameter. Hence, we drop the estimate of that particular A\. We empirically find
out that this situation rarely happens so long as we have enough sample size N. After obtaining
the optimal permutation set, we compute the /o distances of the estimates matched to the ground

truths. The distance to Q*, {Gf;}, o%* are respectively defined as

o —o?|.

k p
-~ * =(¢ *
1QE) — Q2. > DT 16719 — 64,

(=114,j=1

where @(E) = [g=@i)=(j))i.j- The results are presented in Fig 2. The estimator do not provide
consistent results under small sample size as the confidence intervals of the distance metrics are
larger.

5.4 ROC with varying sample size

To assess the performance, we assume that the number of states k, and the number of basis
function is given. We compute the average ROC curve under varying regularization parameters A
over 10 runs of independently generated batch of samples. We sweep across A from the natural
exponential of 100 uniform samples from [—7,—1]. At each run, we observe a sequence {Y,,} with
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Data Generation Process 1 Data Generation Process 2

Proposed Method Oracle Method Proposed Method Oracle Method
State 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
N

40 0.49(0.020

0.51(0.013) 0.89(0.011) 0.89(0.009) 0.53(0.014) 0.61(0.006

(0.020) (0.013) (0.011) (0.009) (0.014) (0.006)
80  0.55(0.065) 0.62(0.133) 0.91(0.011) 0.91(0.014) 0.65(0.030) 0.82(0.009) 0.79(0.014) 0.92(0.004)
120 0.67(0.090) 0.52(0.025) 0.91(0.011) 0.91(0.014) 0.87(0.015) 0.95(0.002) 0.94(0.009) 1.00(0.001)
160 0.92(0.018) 0.87(0.021) 0.93(0.009) 0.97(0.014) 0.92(0.019) 0.98(0.001) 0.98(0.002) 1.00(0.000)
200 0.95(0.018) 0.86(0.027) 0.94(0.020) 0.97(0.004) 0.96(0.006) 0.98(0.001) 1.00(0.003) 1.00(0.000)

Table 1: The AUC of the simulated task in Figure 3. Each value in the cell is the average AUC
over 10 independent runs and the value inside the parenthesis is the standard deviation. The oracle
method is assumed that the latent state is known. In this case, X (¢) is unknown and we get the
estimates, X (t), by using the wavelet smoothing method discussed in Section 3.1.

Y, = X(t,) +oey for e, ~ N(0,1,). The additive noise sequence {e,} is different across runs while
X (t) is the same. For each run and given fixed A, we obtain EE(Z), the estimated edge set, where
= is the optimal permutation of the index set {1,...,k}. We proceed to compute the true positive
rate (TPR) and false positive rate (FPR). The TPR of state ¢ is

[{(5.9) = (i.4) € E5} 0 {(0.4) : (i.5) € EY|.

TPR(() = B

Similarly, the FPR of state ¢ is defined as

[{(5.5) = (i) € B5} — {(0.4) : (i.5) € B'}|

FPR(() = 15

Finally, we collect the TPR and FPR for each eligible outcome, the result associated with a A such
that =; = Z5 and plot the ROC curve for each run.

Given fixed time interval, we demonstrate the performance of the algorithm under different
sampling frequencies, resulting in different number of sample size. We experiment with T =
40, 80, 120, 160, 200. The results are presented in Figure 3—4 and Table 1-2. The oracle method
assumes that the latent process Z(t) is given, and hence we do not need to compute the E-step.
Figure 3 demonstrates the results running Algorithm 1 with X (t) estimated using the method de-
veloped in Section 3.1. In contrast, Figure 4 demonstrates the results running Algorithm 1 with
true X (¢). Perhaps not surprisingly, under small sample size, i.e., N = 40, 80, 120, the proposed
method has higher AUC, shown in Table 1-2, if X (¢) is given. However, under larger sample size,
i.e., N = 160,180, there is no big difference between using X (t) or X (t). Similar conclusion also
holds for the oracle method. When comparing the proposed method to the oracle method, we can
see that the oracle method has higher AUC given fixed sample size. This is not surprising as getting
the estimated smoothing probability close to the true probability is challenging under small sample
size.
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Data Generation Process 1 Data Generation Process 2
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Figure 3: The average ROC of the simulated tasks over 10 independent runs with X (¢) estimated
using the procedure developed in Section 3.1. Top row. Results of the proposed method. The
AUC consistently increases as the sample size increases for all for graphs. Bottom row. Results
of the oracle method, where the latent process Z(t) is assumed to be known. When the latent state
is known, the AUC is larger compared to the AUC of the proposed method given same sample size.

Data Generation Process 1 Data Generation Process 2
Proposed Method Oracle Method Proposed Method Oracle Method
State 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

N

40 0.47(0.037) 0.50(0.010) 0.91(0.009) 0.80(0.014) 0.52(0.012) 0.84(0.005) 0.86(0.003) 0.90(0.002)
80 0.95(0.025) 0.83(0.014) 0.94(0.012) 0.92(0.008) 0.82(0.016) 0.98(0.001) 1.00(0.000) 1.00(0.000)
120 0.95(0.025) 0.83(0.014) 0.94(0.012) 0.92(0.008) 0.95(0.016) 0.98(0.000) 1.00(0.000) 1.00(0.000)
(0.008) (0.015) (0.014) (0.012) (0.142) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000)
(0.009) (0.021) (0.013) (0.010) (0.009) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

160 0.95(0.008) 0.90(0.015) 0.97(0.014) 0.93(0.012) 0.69(0.142) 0.98(0.001) 1.00(0.000) 1.00(0.000
200 0.96(0.009) 0.86(0.021) 0.97(0.013) 0.96(0.010) 0.96(0.009) 0.98(0.000) 1.00(0.000) 1.00(0.000

Table 2: The AUC of the simulated task in Figure 4. Each value in the cell is the average AUC
over 10 independent runs and the value inside the parenthesis is the standard deviation. In the
case when true X (t) is given, the proposed method achieves good performance when N > 80; the
oracle method achieves good performance even when the sample size is only N = 40.
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Data Generation Process 1 Data Generation Process 2
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Figure 4: The average ROC of the simulated tasks over 10 independent runs with ground truth
X(t) given. Top row. Results of the proposed method. Bottom row. Results of the oracle
method, where the latent process Z(t) is assumed to be known. When X (¢) is given, both methods
can get good result when N > 80.

6 Experiments

We apply the proposed model to characterize Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD),
one of the complex neurological disorders developed in early childhood. Specifically, we focus
on finding the group differences of brain networks from Typically Developed Children (TDC) and
ADHD-combined (ADHD-C) type, a common subtype of ADHD that presents both inattentiveness
and hyperactivity /impulsivity. Shappell et al. (2021); Park et al. (2021) have found that resting-
state brain networks of ADHD-C and TDC exhibit distinct group differences in connectivity states
and transition rates. Shappell et al. (2021) modeled the resting-state fMRI as an HMM with
independent Gaussian emissions, and both ADHD and TDC patients share the same graphs. The
results indicate that ADHD patients spend more time in the hyperconnected state and less time
in anticorrelated states compared to TDC. Motivated by these findings, we propose to model real-
world data by estimating shared graphs {ij} with group-specific transition rate matrices: Qapup
and QTpc. To analyze the difference of Qaprp and QTpc, we can compare the average dwell time
differences at state £ for £ = 1,... k.

We analyze the resting-state fMRI from NYU ADHD dataset (Castellanos et al., 2008) re-
leased in the ADHD200 Initiative (Bellec et al., 2017). We use the standard Athena preprocessing
pipeline (Bellec et al., 2017) and select the subjects that pass the quality control test. To miti-
gate the age effects contributed to the development of ADHD, we select subjects within the age
range from 7 to 10 following the criterion discussed in (Park et al., 2021). Then, we parcellate
the time-series using the Automated Anatomical atLas (AAL) (Tzourio-Mazoyer et al., 2002),
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which has 116 regions of interest (p = 116). Each session has N = 172 recorded time points uni-
formly sampled within a 6-minute time frame. Thus, for each test subject, we have 172 sample
points to estimate graphs of size p? x m x k, resulting in unreliable estimates. Motivated by the
prior method (Shappell et al., 2021), we concatenate the time-series ens employ a joint estimator.
Specifically, we concatenate 15 TDC subjects and 15 ADHD-C subjects, resulting in a time-series
of length 5160. In the estimation step, we modify the proposed algorithm to estimate two QApup
and QTpc in the M-step and then use the estimated Qapup and Qrpc to compute the latent
probability at E-step separately. For model selection, we search the optimal number of states from
{2,3,4,5,6} and find the optimal A from the exponential 10 uniform samples within the interval of
[—6, —9]. For parsimony and ease of interpretation, we use the linear basis function.

After model selection, we obtain 3 as the optimal number of states, and the optimal X is
3.355 x 10™%. The results are shown in Figure 5. To compare the differences between the ADHD-C
group and TDC group, we calculate the average dwell time of the subjects at each state. This is

calculated as
1 Ngroup

Z Te ({Yn(u)}n={0,...,N};Qgroup» {Hf]}) )

Ngroup ;=

T¢,group =

where the group is either ADHD-C or TDC. The formula of 7; is defined in (3.8). The result in
Table 3 indicates that ADHD-C group spends significantly more time at state 1, while the TDC
group spends significantly more time at state 2. Both groups spend a comparable amount of

time at state 3, which qualitatively matches previous observations of dwell time differences across
groups Shappell et al. (2021); Park et al. (2021).

group state 1 state 2 state 3
total time TDC 2332.72 2063.35 1003.93
ADHD-C 2949.61 1409.28 1041.12

TDC  155.51(31.645) 137.56(38.819) 66.93(33.188)

average me (Tegrow)  \pHD.C 196.64(50.811)  93.95(33.913)  69.41(22.549)

Table 3: The average dwell time of each group.

7 Discussion

Given the increasing interest in modeling real-world stochastic processes, which are more compli-
cated than stationary and linear structures, we provide a more flexible framework to model the
complex interactions with guarantees and provide the statistical guarantees of the algorithm. There
are several interesting directions for further exploration. Our approach assumes the slow-switching
nature of the latent process and proposes an approximation procedure. An interesting direction
would be studying how the transition rate, the values of @), versus the observed sampling rate,
affects the estimation quality. Under the high switching rate, one potential remedy is to integrate
a second data modality that features a much higher sampling frequency. Motivated by the techno-
logical advances in the biomedical domain, we are able to obtain concurrent measurements of fMRI
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Figure 5: (a)—(c) are the connectomes of each state. The red arrow indicates that ij is positive
and the blue arrow indicates that Hfj is negative. The darker the color is, the larger the absolute
value of Hfj is. (d) shows estimated transition rate matrix. (e) Each figure is the probability
map P(Z(t,) | Y&; Qgroup {Hfj}) of each subject. The x-axis is the time point and the y-axis is
accumulated probability that sums to 1. Left column shows the probability maps of all subject
from TDC group and right column shows the probability maps of all subject from ADHD-C group.

and EEG data, where EEG data has a much higher sampling frequency than that of fMRI. FMRI,
in contrast, features high spatial resolution compared to EEG (Debener et al., 2006), enabling us
to obtain a fine-grained graph from the brain. Hence, one direction for future work is to use one
modal (EEG) to uncover the hidden process and another modal (fMRI) to estimate the graph. The
question is, then, how to conduct faithful joint estimations. Additionally, we model an ordinary
differential process with additive observed noise. One direction to pursue is to understand under
what conditions, graph recovery is feasible when the observations are generated from stochastic dif-

30



ferential equations. This enables a broader understanding of causal structures from data generated
from dynamical systems (Hansen and Sokol, 2014; Mogensen et al., 2018).
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A Tail bound of the Wavelet Shrinkage

This section discusses the proof of Proposition 4.1. We begin with stating the main proof, followed
by auxiliary lemmas.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. The proof is inspired by Theorem 3 in Brown and Cai (1998), and we
extend the concentration result on the expectation to the tail bound.

Here, we drop the index 7 = 1,...,p of X; for simplicity and study the univariate function. By
orthogonality of the wavelet basis and Parseval’s identity, we can decompose the objective function

as
R 9d0 R 9 J— oo 27
18X =Y (G- 60) + X Z (e = mje)® + 35 2
=1 j=jo g=J =1
= Tl + T2 + T37

where J = log, N. Hence, the goal is to find the upper bounds for 77, 7%,73. To bound 17, 13,13,
we will introduce additional terms. Recall that we first interpolate the discrete samples with the
basis function ® j,, to construct the continuous function:

N
X(t) = Nil/z Z Yn¢Jn<t)

n=1

Now, define that

1/22X )bn(t) — X (t);

T( 1/2 * Z 5n¢]n

where ¢, = 27/2¢(27t —n). Tt follows that
X(t) = X(t) + A(t) +r(b).

Denote the subspace V to be the closed linear subspace of {¢,,n = 1,...,27 = N}. The projection
to Vj of X, denoted as X; = Py, X, can be decomposed as

Xy(t) = X(t) + As(t) +r(t),
where X; = Py, X, Ay = Py, A, and r; = Py,r. Hence, by construction, we can write,

Ejoﬁ = <XJ7 ¢j0£> + <AJ7 ¢j0€> + <TJ7 ¢j0€>
= &jou + djop + o0 (=1,..., 20

Furthermore, for j = jo,...,J — 1

Nie = (X1, Vj0) + (A1, Vi) + {ry, e
= Nje + dje + 7je, (=1,...,27. (A1)
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For each j, we define the set
E; = {¢ : supp(¢j¢) contains at least one jump point of X (¢)}.
Therefore, by Lemma A.1, we can bound T3 as

I ES N

j:JZEEj j:J£$Ej

Z (d+2)C?%2~ J+Z > ¢rpiF2e)

_ O(N—2a/(1+2a))7 T

where L is the length of the support of the mother wavelet and d is the number of switchings.
To find the upper bound of 77, we can write

270 9 270 230 240
c / /2
Ty = Z (§j0£ B §j0€> - Z (Tjof + djof) <2 2 Jof ?+2 2 JoZ :
/=1 /=1 l=
Since T;‘oﬁ = N~ 125* Zle enlPn, Pjoe), where e, for n = 1..., N are i.i.d. standard Gaussian

and the basis function can be decomposed as ¢;, = 22[21@5 Ins @jot)Pn- It follows that 7“;»03 ~
N(0, N71(6*)?). Using the Gaussian tail bound, for each £ = 1,...,2/0 we have

. |2logN/é§ 20
(’TJOA N) < N

Taking the union bound across ¢ = 1,...,270, we have

2log N /& 2J0tls
P < .
(g e el = T ) N

We denote the event £ as the event that max,_; 9o ’7"902‘ < 0*4/21og(N/8)/N. Since 2701 < N,
it follow directly that £ happens with probability at least 1 —§. Conditioned on event &1, we have
Ty

log N/§ 28
Ty <2t )QOgN/ +22(;‘ok)2-
(=1

By Lemma A.2, it follows that

270

A% = ) (d50)? Z Z i0)? = o(IN 720/ (42a)) (A.2)

=1 j=jo+16=1

Hence,
240

log N/§
T, < 290+g QOgN/ +2Z (@hy0)? = o ({log(N/6)/N}2e/ 1220
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To bound T3, we decompose into two terms
J—-1 J-1
Ty = Z Z (nje = 3e)* + 2 Z (nje —10je)* = Ton + Tao. (A.3)
= (eZ; i=jo (8=,

Before proceeding, we consider the event £ be the event that

. [2logN/§ 1
gl < —_ = — ).
H}%X‘TJA < Co ~ 3)\”(

N
N_1/2U* Z 5n<¢)Jm wj£>

n=1

We can write

miplriel = max

By Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have
N
< N 720" max|eq| max Y [(bm, j0)l- (A.4)
n 14

Ton/=1

Note that 1;,(t) = 29/24)(29/%t — 1), and hence we can apply Lemma A.1 and obtain that
|<¢j£, ¢Jn>‘ < CQj/Q—J(1/2+a)'

Summing over n’ = 1,...,27 = N, we can write

N
Z |<1/Jje7<z5Jn/>\ < C9i/2+I2=Ja

n/=1

Since j < J and « = 1, then it follows that

N
n}aéx Z |<¢Jn’;7/fj€>‘ < C7
Ton/=1

is bounded by a constant C. Therefore, we can bound (A.4) as

1/2 _x

max |rje| < CN™ "/ 0" max |e,| .
j7£ n

Therefore, event £ holds true if

2log N /o
max N~ 26" |e,| < 0*4 L/.
n N

For each N—1/25* len|, we can apply the Gaussian tail bound and obtain

_ [2log N /6§ 5
PIlN 1/2 _x s x 4106 4V/0 <92,
( o len| =0 ~ N
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Taking union bound of n = 1,..., N, we have

2log N/o
P (maxN_l/QJ* len| = U*MO%V/> < 26.
n

Therefore, we can conclude that event & happens with probability at least 1 — 26. Since o > 1/2,
by (A.2), we have |dj| < o*(21log(N/8)/N)/2 = 371)\;,. On the event £, we can apply Lemma A.3
to (A.3) and obtain

- 10
To= 25 2, (me=mie)* = 3 Lid+2) (:M?e - 3d?e>
J=Jjo LeE; =
J—-1
11 X )
<3 2 Eld+ 23, = o ((1og(N/)/Npe/152)
J=Jjo

where \j; = 30*4/(2log N/0)/N.

Finally, to find the upper bound of 152, we consider further splitting it into two terms:

Ji—1 J—1
T = Z Z (nje = je)” + Z Z (nje — Mje)?,
j=o 4% = =
where X N
= 1
e L +2a 2(0*)21og<N/6>J |

where C’ is an absolute constant. Note that, conditioned on event &, for the first term of Ths, we
can apply Lemma A.3 again and obtain

Ji1—1 Ji—1 ‘ 10
DD =)< D) Y <3>\J2.£ + dﬁ) -0 ((1Og(N/5)/N)2a/(1+2a)) .

J=jo L¢E; Jj=Jjo

Finally, for j > J; and ¢ ¢ =5, apply Lemma A.1, we have

., [2logN/o
Injel <o /\/g&/‘

Conditioned on the event & and dj; < a*(%w)l/ 2 we can conclude that

Since 70 = sgn(M;e) (|7¢] — Aje)+, we can conclude that
=~ 2
(@je — mje)* =m0,

for j = Jy and £ ¢ Z;. Therefore, we have

J—1 J—1 J—-1
D 2 me=me)* = )5 Y < C ), 2270 = o), (A.6)
j=J1 l¢=; Jj=J1 0¢5; Jj=Jn
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Combining results of (A.5)-(A.6), we have Ty = O({log(N/§)/N}2*/(1+22)) " Conditioned on events
&1, &9, we can conclude that

IR-X|P =T+ T = T =c(gNg) .
Furthermore, P(&1 N &) =1 — 34. O

Lemma A.1 (Lemma 1 in Brown and Cai (1998)). Let f € A“(M, B,d). Suppose that the wavelet
function v is r-regular with v = «. Then:

1. If supp(je) does not contain any jump points of f, then
nje = |(f, o] < €277+,
2. If supp(vje) contains jump points of f, then

nie = |fyhied] < 027972,

Lemma A.2 (Adapted from Theorem 1 in Brown and Cai (1998)). Suppose that an uniformly
sampled function {f(t,),n = 1,...,N} is given with t, = n/N forn =1,...,N. Let the wavelet
function 1 be r-reqular with r > «. Define f(t) = N 1/2 251\;1 f(tn)pan(t). Then, the approxima-
tion error satisfies

sup  [|f = fII* = o(N—2/(1+20)),
feAx(M,B,d)

Proof of Lemma A.2. The proof is a special case of Theorem 1 in Brown and Cai (1998), where
the cumulative density function H we use here is an identify function. O

Lemma A.3. Recall the definitions of rj; and dj; in (A.1). Suppose that |rj| < 371)\]-5 and
‘djg‘ < 371)\j5, then

~ 10

Proof of Lemma A.3. Recall the soft thresholding estimator defined (3.1):
Mije = s9n(Mijo) (175l = Aje)+-

We consider three cases.
Case 1. Suppose that |n;e| < 3_1)\]-4, we have

Mjel = |nje + rje + djel < [njel + |rjel + |djel < Age-
Hence
= 2_ 2 _ Lo
(e — mje)” = mjp < gt
Case 2. Suppose that || > (5/3)\je. In this case, we have

Mjel = njel — |7jel — |djel = Aje-
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Hence 10
(Rje — nje)* = (dje + rj0 — sgn(ifje) Aje)* < 3d3, + 3)\?@-
Case 3. Suppose that (1/3)\j; < [n;¢| < (5/3)Aj. In this case,

10
3

10

1
~ 2
(Rje = mje)” < (Bdfy + M) v gNje < 3y + Ay

Hence, we can conclude the results. ]

B The S-mixing Markov processes

This manuscript focuses on the analysis of of S-mixing Markov processes. Hence, it is important to
understand the sufficient conditions for a Markov process to be strictly stationary and S-mixing.
It is known that the positive recurrent process has a unique stationary distribution (Yin and Zhu,
2010, Theorem 4.3). The path to check whether a process is -mixing, is often not straightforward
and consists of several steps. Our method is built on the integration of several pieces of founda-
tional studies (Meyn and Tweedie, 1992, 1993a,b, 2012). Instead of directly verifying the S-mixing
property, we start with checking the ergodicity of a process. The ergodicity describes a process
converging to a unique stationary distribution in the total variation distance. In the case of the
Markov process, this property is closely connected to the S-mixing property, which characterizes
the (in)dependency of two time points separated by an infinite number of time points. This is be-
cause once the process enters the stationary state, the initial condition does not matter to the state
of the current process and hence the independence of two time points is granted. Davydov (1974)
first formalized the relationship between mixing and ergodicity coefficients. As a result, our proof
steps start with verifying the Foster-Lyapunov inequality for the generator of the process, which
leads to the verification of the geometric ergodicity property (Meyn and Tweedie, 1993a). Finally,
with geometric ergodicity and other conditions, one can verify the S-mixing property. To begin
with, we review useful tools for the theories. Section B.1 introduces the generator of a Markov
process; Section B.2 discusses the details of mixing and ergodic process.

B.1 Markov processes and their generators

In this section, we will review the basic properties of Markov processes with a focus on the con-
struction of a Markov process. First, we introduce the definition of the Markov Process.

Definition 5 (Markov Process). Let % be the o-field Borel sets in RP. A stochastic process
X (t) € RP, defined for t = 0 on the probability space (2, B, P) is a Markov process, if for all A € #
and 0 < s < t,

P(X(t)e Al o({X(u),u < s})) = P(X(t) e A| X(s)),

where o({X (u),u < s}) is the o-field generated by {X (u),u < s}.

Hence, the ODE process:
dz = f(zy)dt, (B.1)
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can be shown as a Markov process (Khasminskii, 2011). Furthermore, it is easy to see that the
joint processes (2.1)—(2.2) are Markov processes (Yin and Zhu, 2010).

Now let us stick with the simpler Markov process of the form (B.1). From Definition 5, we can
define a transition probability function as

P(X(t)e A| X(s) =z) = p(s,z,t, A),

which satisfies the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation:

p(s,x,t, A) = j p(s, x,u,dy)p(u,y,t, A), s<u<t. (B.2)
RP

With the transition probability function, we can construct the Markov process with any initial distri-
bution. A time-homogeneous Markov process is a process with the transition function independent
of s: p(s,z,t, A) = p(s+u,xz,t+u, A) for any u > 0. Hence, we can write p(s,x,t, A) = p(z,t—s, A).

Now, suppose that (X(t))i>0 is a homogeneous Markov process with transition probability
function p(z,t, A). Then we define the operator T}:

TV (z) = f P, 1, dy)V () = B[V (X(1))]. (B.3)

Furthermore, by (B.2), we see that T;,s = T;Ts and hence T; is a homogeneous semigroup. Then
the generator is defined as
ZV(z) = lim M
t—+0 t
With the generator, one can uniquely define the continuous transition probability function (Khas-
minskii, 2011, Chapter 3).

Generator of the Markov-switching ODE process. Now, let us work on the switching ODE
process discussed in this manuscript:

dz = f(xy, z¢)dt,

where z; € {1,...,k} for t = 0 takes on a discrete value. Essentially (Z(t))¢>0 is a continuous-time
Markov chain with generator matrix (). The underlying transition function P(X(t) € A, Z(t) €
B | X(0) =2,Z(0) = z) = p((z, 2),t, (A, B)) is time-homogeneous. Then the generator is defined
similarly as:
T,V (x,z) — V(x,z2)
t—+0 t ’

with T,V (z,z) = {p((z, 2),t, (dy, dw))V (y, w).

If V(-,£) for each ¢ is a sufficiently smooth function, then the generator operator of such process
is defined as the following (Yin and Zhu, 2010, Chapter 2):

LV (@,0) = AV (-, 0)(x) + 2V (z,)(0), (B.4)

with
k
AV () (@) =V V(0 fla,0),  2V(e,)(0) =), quV (x,0).
/=1

With the generator, we can also determine the stability, ergodicity, and mixing properties of
the Markov process. We selectively review the results that are most pertinent to our analysis. We
refer Khasminskii (2011); Meyn and Tweedie (2012) for more comprehensive discussions.
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B.2 Mixing and ergodicity of Markov processes

This section introduces the connection of the mixing property and the ergodicity property of a
Markov process. First, we define the S-mixing property. From a high-level perspective, the mixing
property describes the dependency of a stochastic process: if we take any two random variables
X(s), X(t) from a stochastic process, they will become asymptotically independent as the time
difference |t — s| goes to infinity. Definition 1 defines the S-mixing for discrete stochastic processes,
here we define similarly for continuous-time stochastic processes.

Definition 6 (S-mixing for continuous-time process). Given ¢ = 0, the [S-mizing coefficient is
defined as,
B(l) = sup B(Flog, F3y) = sup [ Pre = PLog ® Pyl v,

where F' o, = o({X(u) : uw e (0,t]}), F, = o({X(u) : uwe [t +€,00)}). Py associates with the
o-field (Ft, v FZ,), Pty associates with the o-field ', and P, associates with the o-field
vv¢- A stochastic process is said to be absolutely regular, or B-mizing, if B(£) — 0 as £ — 0.
Hence, we say that a stochastic process is geometric [S-mixing if (¢) < exp(—cl) for some
positive constant c.
Oftentimes, given a stochastic process, it is hard to verify the g-mixing property. As an al-
ternative, we can first verify whether the process is ergodic or not, which can be checked using
Foster-Lyapunov criterion. Let us define the ergodicity of a Markov process in the following.

Definition 7. A Markov process is called ergodic if a stationary distribution 7 exists and
tli)rg) Ip(x,t,-) — 7|7y =0, zeX.

It is known that if a process is positive recurrent and if any discrete-sampled chain is irreducible,
then the process ergodic (Meyn and Tweedie, 1992, Theorem 6.1). As mentioned earlier, if a Markov
process is ergodic, then it is also mixing under additional mild conditions. The following lemma
formalizes the relation between ergodicity and S-mixing (Davydov, 1974; Masuda, 2007).

Lemma B.1 (Lemma 3.9 in Masuda (2007)). Let (X (t))t=0 be a Markov process. Letn, (p(-,t,-))t=0
and Bx(t) respectively denote initial distribution, transition function, and B-mizing coefficient of
(X (t))i=0. Suppose that there exist probability measure w on (X, B(X)), measurable function B,
and deterministic sequence (6(t))i=o tending to 0 as t — o for which

1. ||p(x,t,) — 7|y < B(x)d(t) for which t =0 and x € X;
2. k:=sup,o | B(z)np(-, s, dzx) < .
Then Bx (t) < 2k6(t) for any t € Ry, that is, X is f-mizing at rate §(t).

Hence, to show that a process is geometric S-mixing, it suffices to show that a process is
geometric ergodicity defined in the following.

Definition 8 (Geometric Ergodicity). Suppose that the diffusion process (X (t))i=o is positive re-
current and it has an unique stationary distribution w. We say that X (t) is geometrically ergodic
if there exists a constant v > 0 and a real valued function B such that for allt > 0 and x € RP:

Ip(z,t,-) = mll7v < B(x) exp(=7t).
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B.2.1 Foster-Lyapunov criterion

Now, we have shown the connection between ergodicity and mixing. The next step is to understand
what characterizes a stochastic process to be geometric ergodic. Meyn and Tweedie (1993a) showed
that one can apply the Foster-Lyapunov criterion to check the geometric ergodicity of a stochastic
process. We first introduce the criterion. Recall in Section B.1 that .Z is a generator of a Markov
process (X (t))¢=0-

Assumption 11. There exists a function V € Dom(Z£) and V(x) — 00 as x — o0 , and for some
c >0, d< o such that
LV (x) < —cV(x) +d.

Assumption 11 is a special case of (CD3) in Meyn and Tweedie (1993a). (CD3) is defined on the
extended generator .%), on the stopped process (see Meyn and Tweedie (1993a) for the definition)
whereas Assumption 11 is defined on the generator of the process .. However, under the condition
that V € Dom(.%), we have £V = £, V. Having Assumption 11 alone is not sufficient to show
the geometric ergodicity. Instead, we need to ensure that there exists a discrete-sampled chain of
the original continuous process that behaves nicely on every compact set of Z(X’), known as the
petite set (Meyn and Tweedie, 1992). Before stating the theorem, we introduce three additional
terms.

Definition 9 (Skeleton). The h-skeleton chain of (X (t))eo is x{M = X (nh) for a constant h > 0
and n € N u {0}.

Hence, by definition, {Xq(zh)}neN is a discrete-time Markov chain. Now, for simplicity of notation,
suppose that a discrete-time Markov chain { X, },en taking values in X and #(X’) be the Borel sets
of X. We define the one-step transition probability function as p(x, A) := p(x, h, A) for z € X and
A€ B(X). We define a distribution a = {a(n)} on n € N as the sampling distribution that samples
the time points of {X,, },en. We call this sampled chain as X2 associated with the transition kernel
function:

Ko(z, A) = ). p*(x, A)a(n). (B.5)
n=0

Definition 10 (Petite Set, adapted from Section 5.5.2 in Meyn and Tweedie (2012)). A set
C e B(X) is v, petite if the transition kernel function of the sampled chain satisfies:

Ka(z, B) =2 va(B),
for all x € C and B € B(X), where v, is a non-trivial measure on B(X).
Finally, we define the f-norm in the following.

Definition 11 (f-norm). For any positive measurable function f > 1 and any signed measure:

lply = sup |u(g)]-
lg|<f

Under this definition, the total variation norm is equivalent as the f-norm with constant function
f = 1. With the definitions of skeleton, petite set, and f-norm, we introduce the theory.
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Lemma B.2 (Theorem 6.1 of Meyn and Tweedie (1993a)). Suppose that (X (t))i=0 is a right
process, and that all compact sets are petite for some skeleton chain. If Assumption 11 holds, then
there exists v > 0 and B < o0 such that

Ilp(z,t,-) — nllf < Bf(z)exp(—9t), t=0,z€ X, (B.6)
with f =V + 1, where V is defined in Assumption 11.

It is easy to see that |p(z,t,-) — 7|rv < |p(z,t,-) — 7|v+1 and hence if (B.6) holds true, then
the process is geometric ergodic. Hence, to check the geometric ergodicity of a stochastic process,
one can verify whether Assumption 11 holds true. Additionally, to verify that the conditions all
compact sets are petite for a skeleton chain, we can apply Theorem 3.4 in (Meyn and Tweedie,
1992). We review them in the next section.

B.2.2 Petite set and skeleton chain

This section introduces the conditions when all compact sets are petite, required by Lemma B.2. As
Lemma B.3 indicates, there is a close connection between the Feller property and the irreducibility
of a Markov chain to the petite sets. Let p(-,-) be the transition kernel of a discrete chain. For
example, the transition kernel of a h-skeleton chain is defined as p(z, A) = p(z, h, A) for x € X and
PB(X). Define the quantity

Gz, A) = Z p"(x, A).
n=1

If G(x,A) > 0, it implies that starting from =z, A is reachable with positive probability. We
introduce the following definition from (Meyn and Tweedie, 1992).

Definition 12 (p-irreducibility). {X,}nen is @-irreducible if there exists a finite measure @ such
that G(x, A) > 0 for all x € X whenever p(A) > 0. ¢ is called a irreducible measure.

The Feller property characterizes the continuity of the transition kernel.

Definition 13. If the transition kernel p(-,-) maps bounded continuous functions to bounded con-
tinuous functions, then it is weak Feller. If the transition kernel p(-,-) maps all bounded measurable
functions to bounded continuous functions, then it is strong Feller.

Lemma B.3 (Theorem 3.4 in (Meyn and Tweedie, 1992)). Suppose that a Markov chain { X, }nen
taking values in X is p-irreducible. Then either of the conditions implies that all compact subsets
of X are petite:

1. {Xn}nen is Feller and an open @-positive petite set erists

2. { X, }nen is Feller and supp(y) has non-empty interior.

Hence if either the conditions in Lemma B.3 holds, we can fulfill partial requirements of
Lemma B.2. The Feller property of a stochastic process is fairly straightforward to check. In
contrast, to check the p-irreducibility required by Lemma B.3, one way is to verify whether the
Markov chain is a T-chain and there exists a reachable point z* € X'. To make our statement more
concrete, we define the T-chain and reachable point using the definitions in Section 6 of Meyn and
Tweedie (2012).
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Definition 14 (T-chain). 7' is a continuous component of K, defined in (B.5) if
Ky(x,A) 2T (z,A), xzeX, Aec BX),

where T'(-, A) is a lower semicontinuous function for any A€ B(X). If T(x,X) > 0 for all x, then
{Xn}nen is a T-chain.

Therefore, to verify a that the kernel T'(-, A) is lower semicontinuous for every A € %, one can
check the following two properties.

Lemma B.4 (Lemma 3.1 in Cline and Huay-min (1998)). Assume X is locally compact and T :
X x B(X) — [0,1] is a kernel and p is a bounded measure on compact sets of X. If

1. for each € and compact set K1, Ko, there exists a § > 0 such that if A < Ky and p(A) < 6,
then supyeg, T'(y, A) <e.

2. T(-,0) is lower semicontinuous for all (relatively compact) open sets,
then T'(-, A) is lower semicontinuous for all A e B(X).

Definition 15 (Reachable point). A point x* € X is reachable if for every open neighborhood of
x*, denoted as O € B(X),
Ep”(x,O) >0, zeX.

Lemma B.5 (Proposition 6.2.1 in (Meyn and Tweedie, 2012)). If {X, }nen is a T-chain, and X
contains one reachable point x*, then X,, is p-irreducible with ¢ = T'(z*,-).

In conclusion, we summarize the steps to check the S-mixing property of a Markov process
(X (t))t=0. By Lemma B.1, geometrically ergodicity implies geometric f-mixing. To show that the
process is geometrically ergodic, we can apply Lemma B.2, which subsequently leads to verifying
Assumption 11 and Lemma B.3. We can verify Lemma B.3 by subsequently verifying the conditions
required by Lemma B.5. In the next section, we use this workflow to construct a few examples of
the switching ODEs that are geometric S-mixing.

B.2.3 Mixing property of the observed process

In the previous two sections, we introduce the tools to show that the joint process (Z(t), X (t)) is
mixing. If (Z(t), X (t)) is mixing, then it is more straightforward to show that the observation Y,
is mixing. To see why, we introduce the following properties.

Lemma B.6 (Lemma 3.6 in Vidyasagar (2013)). Suppose a real-valued stochastic process (X (t))t=0
is a-, B-, or ¢-mizing, and that Y (t) = f(X(t)) where f : X — R. Then (Y (t))i>0 is also a-, (-,
or ¢-mixing, as appropriate.

Lemma B.7 (Lemma 3.7 in Vidyasagar (2013)). Suppose X, is B-mizing, and that {Uy,} is i.i.d.
and also independent of {X,}. Suppose Y, = f(X,,U,), where f is a fized measurable function.
Then {Y,} is also 3-mixing.
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B.3 Switching-diffusion processes

In previous sections, we have discussed the tools to check the mixing properties of a stochastic
process. In this section, we apply these tools to check the Foster-Lyapunov condition. We provide
two examples such that there exist some functions V satisfying LV < —cV +d.

B.3.1 Linear model

We first consider a linear model. Let Ay € RP*P for £ = 1,..., k. We define

X(t) = Az X (t)dt.
We make the following assumption.

Assumption 12. Z(t) has a unique stationary distribution © = (m1,...,7). Let G be positive
definite matriz and define puy = 27 Npae (GAG™! + G*IAZG). There exists a positive definite

matric G such that i

Z Tepe < 0
=1

As we will see soon, Assumption 12 is a sufficient condition for £V (z) < —bV(z) + ¢ for
some V. Assumption 12 required for the switching system is weaker than the single dynamical
system. It says, the weighted average of the maximum eigenvalue, where the weight is the stationary
distribution, should be negative. This implies that some systems associated with the state £ can
be unstable, namely the maximum eigenvalue is positive.

Lemma B.8. Let Ay e RP*P for £ =1,..., k. We define
X(t) = Az X (t)dt.

Suppose that Assumption 12 holds and = 0 is the equilibrium point and X is compact. Let C' be
the set of continuously differentiable function. Then there exists a V(x,{) such that V (-,£) € C for
each £, constants c1,d > 0 and

LV(x,l) < —aV(z,0)+d, xzelX.

Proof of Lemma B.8. Our proof closely follows the proof of Theorem 8.8 in Yin and Zhu (2010),
where it studies the stability of the switching ODE process. Define p = (u1,...,4u5), v =
—Zéf:l mepe. Let ¢ = (c1,...,¢,) be the solution to Q¢ = pu + vl. First, we consider the Lya-
punov function

Vi, 0) = (1 — ez G2x)?, 0=1,... k,
where v € (0,1) and 1 — ¢y > 0 for £ = 1,..., k. Then it follows that

VoV (x,0) = (1 —~yep) (2" G2a) 2 G,
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Hence, following (B.4) and g = — X5, quer, for x # 0, we have

LV (x,0) =(1—- ’}/Cg)’y(xTG2$)7/2ill‘TG2(Azl’) — Z Qer (mTGQ:U)WQV(cz/ — )

234
z T GApx cor — Cp
=(1-— Cy a:TGQx /2 Ml .
(1= yeo)y( e e e e ;é% —

Note that we can write

Z Qee A Z QeerCor — Z geor At Ce/)v

I =1 I
= Z querce + O(7),
=1

where O(y) — 0 as v — 0.
Let y = Gz and write
rTG?Apr 2T (G?Ar+ A G?)z
TG 20T G2z
y'GHG?A+ A} G?)GE
29Ty
1
< §Amax(a—1(G2Ag +AJGHG™Y = py.

This yields that
LV (2, 0) <V (z,0) { 2 qerce + O(y )}

=1
Since Qc = p + v1, it follows that u, — Z];,:l quercy = —v < 0. Hence
2LV (2, 0) < =(v)V(z,6) + 7V (2,0)0(y)
For a fixed v, we then define ¢; = vy > 0. Since & is bounded and one can choose a proper v such
that there exists a constant d > 0 such that sup,cy YV (x,£)O(y) < d. O
B.3.2 General setting

We now consider a more general setting. The following two assumptions are common in studying
the dynamical systems (Skorokhod, 2009; Yin and Zhu, 2010).

Assumption 13. If x = 0, then g(x) = 0. Additionally, g is locally Lipschitz.
Assumption 14. There exists a constant, Ko > 0 such that for each state £ =1,... k,

< Ko(1 + |z2),
2

g(;)

where 0 = [951] e Rpxm
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Assumption 13-14 guarantee the uniqueness of the solution (Skorokhod, 2009; Yin and Zhu,
2010).

Lemma B.9. Suppose that Assumption 13—-14 hold. Given £ = 1,...,k, assume that for all x € RP
such that

p
z’ {Z Gf*g(xi)} < Bellz)3 +

i=1
for some constants By, . If

A = —2diag(p1,...,0) — QF,

is an nonsingular M-matriz. Then, there exists a V (z,€) such that V (-,£) € C' for each ¢, constants
c1,d >0 and
LV (z,l) < —a1V(x,0)+d, zelX.

Proof. This analysis is inspired by Theorem 5.1 in Yuan and Mao (2003), where it discusses the
stability of the Markov-switching SDEs. Here, we use their idea to construct the Lyapunov func-
tions. By the property of nonsingular M-matrix, there exists a positive vector, where all the entries
are positive values, v = (vy,...,v;)" such that

¢ = Av,
and entries of ¢ are all positive. Define the function
V(z,£) = vgz]3.
Then, we can write
P k
LV (x,0) = 2vpx" {2 Hf*g(:c,-)} + Z Qo3

i=1 =1

k
< (211@/35 + Z qu/’l)g) |z[3 + 2avy

=1
= —¢fl|z|3 + 2av,

c
= f—gngxH% + 2ay.
Uy

Define ¢; = min Egve_l and d = maxy 2avy, then the above term can be bounded as
< —c1V(x,0) + d.

Then, we complete the proof. O

B.4 Irreducible chain

In this section, we discuss the properties that the joint stochastic process W (t) = (Z(t), X (t)) for
t > is irreducible. We make the following assumptions.
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Assumption 15. For every (x,f) withx € X and ¢ = 1,...,k, we have p((2',¢"), h, (O, £)) > 0 for
every open neighbor O € B(X) of x for every (x,¢') with 2’ € X and V' =1,... k.

Assumption 16. There erists a h such that for every compact set K € X, the density function
p((z,0),h, (y,0)) is bounded forx e K, ye X, (' =1,... k.

Lemma B.10. Assume that Assumption 153-16 hold. Then, all compact sets are petite.

Proof of Lemma B.10. Define the joint stochastic processes W (-) = (Z(-), X(-)) and the underlying
h-skeleton processes W = (2 x (M) for some h > 0. From Theorem 2.18 in Yin and Zhu (2010),
under Assumption 13-14, it follows that W (-) is weak-Feller. Hence, the h-skeleton W™ is also
weak-Feller. B

Next, we want to verify that the p-irreducibility of W) for some finite measure ¢ whose support
has non-empty interior. To check this property, under Assumption 15, we can apply Lemma B.5,
which leads to verifying that W) (.) is a T-chain.

We want to verify that W) (-) is a T-chain with T(-, (4, £)) = p(-, h, (A, £)),where A € B(X)
and £ = 1,...,k. To this end, it suffices to check the two conditions in Lemma B.4. Note that,
by the weak-Feller condition, p(-, h, (O, £)) is lower semicontinuous (see Meyn and Tweedie (2012,
Chapter 6)) for every open set O € B(X). Hence the second condition of Lemma B.4 is verified.

Given a compact set K1 € X, let C' be a constant depending on K;. Let  be a measure on X.
To verify the first condition, under Assumption 16, we have

sup p((z,0),h, (2", ) < C.
zek1,a'eX 0,0 =1,... .k

Let § = ¢/C. For any compact set Ko such that A < Ky and u(A) < 6§, then
swp  p(( R (4D = s [ p((e0.F (A ) < Cu(4) <.
2ekr 00 =1,... k welkC1, 0,0 =1,k JA

Then, we have verified the first condition of Lemma B.4.

To summarize, under Assumption 15-16, W) is a T-chain, defined in Definition 14, correspond-
ing to a continuous component p(-, ﬁ, -). Then, applying Lemma B.5, we can conclude that W ig
p((:c,ﬁ)),lNL, -)-irreducible for every (z,¢) € X x [k]. Finally, applying Lemma B.3, all compact sets
are petite. [

B.5 Proof of Proposition 2.1

Let p(-, s, -) be the transition function, and 1 be the initial distribution of (X (¢), Z(t)).

Assumption 17. There exist positive constants vy for £ = 1,...,k. such that

o 3 Jwilal + Dap.,s. (do,0)) < o
seRy 21
Proof of Proposition 2.1. The analysis is similar to the proof of Proposition 2.2. In the first step,
under Assumption 13-14, 15-16, we can apply Lemma B.10. The second step is to apply Lemma B.2
using the result from Lemma B.9 and Assumption 17. The third step is the same as Step & in the
proof of Proposition 2.2. Then, we complete the proof.
O
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B.6 Proof of Proposition 2.2

Recall that p(-, s, -) is the transition function, and 7 is the initial distribution of (X (¢), Z(t)).

Assumption 18. There exists a constant v € (0,1) such that 1 — ey > 0 for £ = 1,..., k. There
exists a positive definite matrix G such that

f{(l - 'ng)(xTG%)V/? + 1} np(-, s, (dz, £)) < oo.

Assumption 18 is the technical assumption required to verify the Condition 2 in Lemma B.1.

Proof of Proposition 2.2. Our proof consists of three steps. The first two steps are to show the
requirements for Lemma B.2 are fulfilled under the conditions stated in Proposition 2.2.

Step 1. Since the diffusion process is linear, 3, 0*g(X;(t)) = Ay, Assumption 13-14 are satisfied.
Together with Assumption 15-16, we can apply Lemma B.10. This completes showing the first
requirement of Lemma B.2: all compact sets are petite.

Step 2. Using the results from Lemma B.8 and Step 1, it follows from Lemma B.2 that

Hp((fl),f),t, ) - 7THTV < ||p((1’,€),t, ) - 7THV+1 < C(V(l‘,f) + 1) exp(—ct), t=0. (B7)

for C' > 0 and ¢ > 0. Combining (B.7) with Assumption 18, we can apply Lemma B.1. Hence, we
see that (Z(t), X (t)) is exponentially S-mixing.

Step 3. Since (Z(t), X(t)) is exponentially S-mixing, it follows that the discrete sampled
process is B-mixing as well. Then, we can apply Lemma B.7, and show that the joint process
(Z(tn), X (tn),Yy) is f-mixing and hence we complete the proof. O

C Proof of Proposition 4.2

By the mean value theorem, we have
’MO'Q (@) - 0*2 = ‘]\Jcr2 (@) - Mcr

|qu,(®)_ngl| = ’Mqll’(@) —qu,(@*” < K)‘q@@/_q2£1| E?ﬁgl = 1,,k,

My (0) = 06| = | My (8) = My (07)| < wllof ~ 0 i=1,cp, £= 1,0 R

2(0%)] < k|0 — o

Y

L=
Therefore, we have
dist(M(0©),0%) < rdist(©,0%).

D Truncated Continuous-time Markov Chain

In this section, we will show that under the mixing condition, the filtered/smoothing probabilities
are close to the truncated filtered /smoothing probabilities in total variation distance. Then, in the
later section, we will establish the statistical guarantees on the truncated filtered /smoothing prob-
abilities. We can view the sequences of filtered /smoothing probabilities as discrete-time stochastic
processes taking values in [0, 1]. The reason of performing an additional truncation step is because
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) Hidden Markov Model discussed in (Yang et al., b) Proposed Model
2017)

Figure 6: Two Hidden Markov Models

the long-range dependence of such processes poses challenge in establishing statistical properties
like restricted eigenvalue condition and the deviation bound. In contrast, by construction, the
truncated filtered/smoothing processes are mixing, whose concentration bounds for sample mean
is known (Yu, 1994; Merlevede et al., 2011).

Our proof techniques are built upon van Handel (2008) and Yang et al. (2017) where we extend
and prior results to joint conditional processes P(Z(t,), Z(tn+1) | Yo,...,Yn) for n = 1,...  N.
Since the structures of the Hidden Markov model discussed in Yang et al. (2017) is different than
ours, as shown in Figure 6, it requires new analysis to show the mixing property. In Appendix D.1-
D.2, we respectively define the forward operator and the backward operator. Then using these
operators, we can analyze the properties of truncated smoothing probabilities in Appendix D.3.

D.1 Truncated Forward Probability

For shorthand of notation we define Z, = Z(t,) forn = 1,...,N and Y;? = {Y,,,...,Y,,} for
n1 < ng. Recall that the transition matrix is P = e®" with i, j-th entry being P jfori,j=1,... k.
Following similarly to the technique developed in Chapter 5 of van Handel (2008), we define F;, as
the operator of the n-th iteration for n > 1:

" S PV | Zy = j, Yo 1) Pyu(i)
Then, we can express the filtered probability as
P(Z, = | YD) = S PVa | Zn =5, Ya1)PijP(Zn1 =i | Y5)
n B - . . J—
20 PYn | Zy = §, Yo 1) Py P(Zp1 =i | Yy h
= FnP(Zp-1 | Yon_l)(j)-

Iterate for n — 1 times, we obtain P(Z, =j | Y7') = - FyP(Z1 | Yy).
Additionally, for n > £ > 1, we define the trans1t10n kernel operator as

K€|n(27]) = P(ZZ =7J ‘ Zgy = ZaYzll)

Then, for n’ < £ < n we have

P(Zy =5 |Y) = Y Kb, ) P(Ze—y = i | V7).
7
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For ¢/ < n, we define
_ P, | Ze = Ye)v()

Vﬁ’n = n A N
TS PO | Ze = 5. Ye)r())

Define
Vo Ko stn = Ve () Kpiapn(is -
7

With simple computation, it leads to
-
Fp- Fppv = V£/|nKE’+1|n T Kn\n

The following lemma shows that the dependence of the filtered probability on the initial distri-
bution decays geometrically.

Lemma D.1 (Adapted from Lemma 13 in Yang et al. (2017)). If Assumption 9 is satisfied, then
for probability distribution v,V and n > ¢, we have

[Fo- - Frn (v =)o < ¢T3 (1 = Crmin)"™ v = /[
Additionally, we have

Zirllfi}fk }p(Zn =i|Y)") —p(Zn =1 Y’r:L—E)| < 20721 = Cmrmin)"-
Proof of Lemma D.1. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 13 in Yang et al. (2017), except
that the transition kernel operator and the forward operator defined in this manuscript are different
from the ones introduced in Yang et al. (2017). We study the case that the observation distribution
P(Y, | Zn,Yn—1) depends on the previous observation Y;,_1, whereas the observation distribution
defined in Yang et al. (2017) is independent to the previous observation Y,_; given Z,. Despite
the differences, under Assumption 9, Yang et al. (2017) showed that Ky, > ((mmin) ), with

W(j)P<Y7?-;-1 ’ YmZn = j)P(Yn ’ Zn = j7 Yn—l)
Zj W(])P(Yg-:-l | Yo, Zn = j)P(Yn | Zn =7, Yn—l)

Pﬁ\n:

Hence, following the Doeblin minorization condition, we can decompose the transition kernel op-
erator as

K£|n = Cﬂ'minPﬂn + (1 - Cﬂ'min)Qé\na

where @)y, is some transition kernel operator. Then, the rest follows similarly to the proof of
Lemma 13 in Yang et al. (2017). O

The mixing property, Assumption 9 also guarantees that the conditional probability P(Y}}, |
Zy =+, Yy;) is well-behaved.

Lemma D.2. Under Assumption 9 and n = £, the following inequality holds:

max; P(Y/}, | Ze = i,Ye)

—2
ming P(Yj, [ Ze= i)
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Proof of Lemma D.2. Write

PYZL | Ze=i,Y) = Y P(Valzn, Yo 0)Pzn | 20-1) - P(Vera | 2041, Yo) Plzeg | Zo = 6)

< g_l Z P(Yn ‘ Znaynfl)P(zn | anl) e 'P(}/Z-i-l | ZK—‘,—l,}/ﬁ)ﬂ-(zf-i-l)’
Znyee 2041

(D.1)

where the last line follows from Assumption 9. Similarly, we have
PYAL | Ze=4,Y) 2 ¢ Y, P(Yalzn, Yo )P(2n | 201) - P(Yeqa | 2041, YO)m(2041)  (D-2)
By 2041

Taking the maximum with respect to ¢ on the left side of (D.1) and minimum with respect to i on
the left side of (D.2), we can conclude that

max; P(Y[ | | Zy = i,Y))
min; P(Y) | | Zg =4,Y;)

-2

D.2 Truncated Backward Probability

To define the backward recursion, we first look at

P(Zn | Zps1,Yy) = - :
(| Zni1, o) P(Zns1 | Vo) P(Zysr | V)

where the equality follows by the fact that Z,.q1 1L Y}, | Z,. With this equality, let N > n' > n,
we have

’

P(Yﬁil,Yn, Zn-&-h Zn) = P(Zn ‘ Zn+len)P(Yn ’ Yn+17Zn+1)P(Yr?+la Zn+1)
_ P(Zn | Yn)P(Zpt1 | Zn)
P(Zn-i-l | Yn)

P(Yn | Zns1, Yns1) P(Y51 Znin).

Therefore, we can write the backward recursion formula as
P(Zn=i|Yn . ) /
Zj WP(YTL | L1 = ]aYn+1)PijP(Zn+l =17 | Y7;1+1)

P(Zp=1|Yn . . N
Yo Pl PV | Zogs = 3, Yar ) Py P(Znsr = 5 | Yi4)

P(Zy,=i|Y") =

Hence, we define ﬁn similarly as Fj,:
P(Zp=i|Yp ) ~ .
(ﬁ () Zj p(énH:zlj\yl)PijP(Yn ‘ Zng1 = 37Yn+1)V(])
W) (1) =

Sig Pa ey PP Y | Znst = i Yar)7())

We immediately get P(Z,, | YnN) = EL e ﬁN_lP(ZN | Yn). Additionally, for n < ¢ < n/, we define
the backward transition kernel operator as
= Pl]P(n-l-l ‘ Zﬁ-‘rl = ],er)P(ZK = Z,er)

K ,1) = - : =P(Zy=1|Z :.7Yé+17
nielJ ) 2 PiiP(Yos1 | Zowr = 5, Y0)P(Zy = 1,Y)) (2 | Zev =3 Yo ™)
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which leads to
P(Z | YY) Zan 35 VP (Zesr =3 | Y.

More generally, define
P 2= Y
n|¢ = — . — N
TN P 2 = 5. You)

Then, we define

D Knje—1 = D Pje () Kje—1 (4, -
j

Finally, we have

Fp- o Fpav= Dr—IL—MKanl e Kn\n (D3)
Lemma D.3. Under Assumption 8, 9, and for any probability distributions v, i and n < £, we
have
HFH"'FK—I(g_ﬁ)HOO < 2(7Tm1nC {1_ 7rmmC) } |‘§_ﬁ“1
Furthermore,

1irllaxk p(Zn =1 | YnN) (Z =1 | Yf)‘ 4(7Tm1nC) {1 - (WminC)Q}éin .

Proof of Lemma D.3. The proof follows similarly to the proof of Lemma D.l; To show the first
statement, it suffices to show the contraction of the transition kernel operator K, following (D.3).
Under Assumption 9— 8, we have

CTamin (i) < Pyj < (Crmin) ™' 70 (0). (D.4)
With this fact, I?nw is lower bounded by

njel Z&Hnﬂwwzmma=m@
- (Cnn 2 TP et | Z =i, YOP(Zs = i,Yy)
= ST ) S )P (Yors | Ze = 6, Yo P(Z4 = i, YT)’

Define
B i) = T(i))P(Yor1 | Zo = i, Y)P(Z, = i,Y))
O T S m ()P (Ve | Ze = 6, Y P(Zy = 0, V)’
for all 4,5 =1,...,k. Then, we can write

f{nw = (gﬂmin)2ﬁn|£ + {1 - (Cﬂ'min)2} @nwa

where Q)¢ is a transition kernel operator

Note that for any 7, i, we have 7, 041 n‘g = /77:|é+1]5n|5' Iterate over n — / iterations, we have

Fr - ﬁé*l(g - ﬁ) = {1 - (Cﬂ-min)Q}é_n (gn\f - ﬁnw)T@an T @n|n
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It follows that

—n \ ~

|5 Fea (7 = @)oo = {1 = (Cmin)*} " [ @age = Finge) " Qg1 -~ Qup oo

l
E_ ~ ~ ~
< {1 = (Cmamin)®} " 1nge = Fnpellz | | 1@nyillz-

1=n

Since énlf is a transition kernel operator, it follows that ]@an2 <1lforalli=mn,...,{. Then, we
can further bound the above display as

l—n ~
< {1 — (¢(mmin)?} " [Pnje = Finjel2

aqtn P! Zy =, Y0)
< {1 - (Cﬂmm) } { Zj P(Yf_l ’ Zy = ],YZ)Z(])

@() —n())

1 1
* (ZjP(Y,f_l | Zo=3,Y0)0(j) S, PV Zo =), Ye)ﬁ(j))

< PV | 2, = -,Ye)ﬁ(-)lz}- (D.5)
Note that
P Ze=5Y) o0 P, ' [ Zi=1Y) o
HZJ.P(YNE—1 | Z, :j,n)a(]‘)( ) =aC) , S sz P 2, =j,Yz)D(j)( () = a() 1
< max; P(erfl ’ Zy = Z,ng) Hﬁ B /j“l (DG)

T ming PV | Z =0, Y))
Furthermore,

1 _ 1 -1 _ ~
(ZjP(qu‘llZFj%)ﬁ(j) ZjP(Yf_l\Zz=j,Ye)/7(j)>”P(Yn = YR

Applying the fact that |[P(Y!™ | Z, = Y)u()|e < [PV Zp = -, Y)h(-)|1, we can further
bound the above display as

< ) ! e

2 PYa | Zo = 5, Yo)v(j)
_ max; P(Y!™ | Z, = i,Y)
S oming PN Zp =4, Y0)

<Z P(Ya ™t | Ze = §.YoOR(j) = Y PO | Ze = J',Yz)ﬁ(j)>
i

J

17 - 7. (D7)
Plugging (D.6)— (D.7) into (D.5), we arrive at

(D.8)

max; PO | 20 =6, Ye) ml)

" _ B " l—n
Ey Fra(v—m)| < 2{1 = ({Tmin)?
| Ey, -1 ( )l { (Cmin) } (miniP(erl | Zy =1i,Yy)
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Note that we have ((mmin)Co < P(Y,\™ | Zy = 4,Yy) < (Crmin) ' Co, where

Co = Z P(zp | 2n41, Yo )P(Yo | Yoy, Zng1) - P(ze—2 | 2e-1,Ye—2) P(Yo—2 | 2¢—1, Yo

Znyee20—1
P(z—1 | Yo—1)

PY, 1| Zy=1,Y ).
Pl [ Vo) (Yo1 | Ze =i, Yo)m(i)

Hence,
max; P(er_l ’ Zy = Z,YQ)
min; P(Y;\ ™Y | Z, = i, Yy)

< (Cﬂmin)_2~

Applying the above inequality to (D.8), we conclude the first statement. The second statement is
shown by choosing 7 = P(Z, | Yy), fi = P(Zy | YY) and using the fact that |7 — 1 < 2. O

D.3 Truncated Smoothing Probability
Proof of Lemma 4.4. First, we can express
P (Zn7 Zn+17 YV(EIL_—FTS)VAON>
=P (Znayv(n r)vD) P(ZnJrl | Zn)P(YnJrl | Zn+1aYn)P (YTEZ-;" InN | Zn+17Yn+1>
= P(Z0 | Y3 yu0) P (Znir | V0N P(Zir | Z0)P (Vs | Zuia, Vo)
p <Y(n+r)/\N) P (Yn

n+1 (n— r)vO)
P(Zn+17YTL+1) '

X
This implies that

P(Z — Zn+1_]|yn+r)/\N>

n—r)v0

(n+r)AN
) " (Ynﬂ | Y) Py P(Yoi1 | Zni1, Yn) P(Ya)
P

( (ntr)AN P(Zyi1,Yn41)

= P (2] ¥i) P (B |77
n+1 ’ (n r)vO)

n+1

Similarly, we can write

P( ]\_[|_1 | Y) ”P(Yn—i-l ’ Zn-‘rluYn)P(Yn)

P<Zn = 7;7Zn+1 :j | Y1N> = P(Zn | Yln)P (Zn+1 | YT{YFI) P( ‘ Yn) P(Z +1 Y, +1)
n+l,In

n+1

Define a;; = P;jP(Ypt1 | Zn+1, Yn)P(Yy)/P(Zpt1,Yn41) fori,j =1,...,k and

eooregy PGS
S PO P () (D)
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Hence, we have
’P(Zn =i, Znpr = 3 | YN ) —P(Zn =i, Zpy1 = | Y1N>‘

[ POV
S PO 1)

P(Zy | Y3" ) P(Zn+1 | Ynj\il) (Z | Yn ") vO) P (Zn+1 | YnT{T)ANN

p (Y(n-‘rr)/\N ‘ v, >
B

n+1
+ n+7"+/\N (Z | Yn T VO) P (Zn+1 | YniTT)AN) }
P < n+1 | (n 7")\/0)
P(Y 4 [ Ya)
—1 n+1 n N n (n+r)AN
X 5min{P( n+1 | Yn) P(Zn ’ YE) )P(Zn-‘rl | Yn+1) - P (Zn | Yv(n_r)v0> P (Zn+1 | Yn+1 )’
P (Y(_ﬁ’“)AN Y, )
B P (Z Y VO) P (Zn+1 | Yniﬁ)AN) } (D.10)
P ( n+1 | (n r)vO)
First we note that
P(Ynfil) _ NP | Zn =i, Yn)P(Zn =i | Ya) _ max; PYN | Zy =1i,Yy) <o
PYN, YY) S PN | Zy=i,Y)P(Zy=i|Y])  mig PN, | Zn=1i,Y,) =
(D.11)
where the last inequality follows Lemma D.2. Similarly, it can be shown that
P (v v,)
< (2 (D.12)

(n+r)AN
P( n+1 | (n r) \/0)
Secondly, by Lemma D.1 and Lemma D.3, we have
n n+r)AN
P2 Y3V P Zi1 | YN0) = P (20 1 Y3 yo0) P (Zasn | V) |
n n+r)AN
P(Za | Y3) = P (2| Yiocryon) |+ [PZain 1 V1) = P (Zoia | V57|

< 2C72(1 — (Mmin)" + 4(¢min) {1 - (@Tmin)Q}T_l < 6(C7Tmin)72 {1 - (Cﬂ'min)2}r_
(D.13)

1

Collecting the results from (D.11)- (D.13) and Lemma D.4, we can bound (D.10) as

‘P(Z =i, Zpn+1=17 | Y"*”VAON) —P(Zn =i, Zn41 =17 | YW)‘ COn ¢ 8m 2 (1= ((min)®)

where C' is some constant.
To show the second statement, we can write

P(Y,N, | Ya) 1
PN, Y P(Zn | Ya)

P(Zn | Yg") = P(Zn | Y, )P(Z0 | YT

99



Similarly, we have

P(Y(n-‘rr )AN | Y ) 1

n+1
Zn | Yn)

(n+r)AN n+r)A
P (2, | YY) = P(Za | Y0 NP (Zn | Yirryvo) By b7
+1

n—r)v0

(n— 7")\/0) (

Hence, we can obtain the following upper bound
N

|P<Zn YY) = P (Za | Y000 )

1 PN |Ya)

P(Zn | Yn) PV, | YEY)

1 P(Y,fﬁ”“ | Y,)
P(Zn | V) Y

P(Zu | Y,V P(Z | Y§') = P(Zn | YD) P(Z0 | Y v0)

+

BP(ZH ’ Yngn—i_r)/\N) (Z ‘Yn r)vO)

( n+1 \/0)

where B is defined in (D.13). Note that we can write
|P(Z | YV P(Zn | Y5') = P(Zn | " M) P(Z0 | Y00
< |P(Za | V) = P(Zo | Y7IAN) \ P20 1Y) = P01 Y 00)

4(¢min) {1 — (¢Tmin) } + 2C (1 = (mmin)"
G(Cﬂ'mm {1 - Cﬂ'mln) }T . (D14)

A //\

Collecting the results from (D.11)- (D.12), (D.14) and Lemma D.4, we can conclude that

N (n+r) AN | 10 -8 _—2 _ 2, (] — =1

P(2 1 Y6") = P (20 | Y20 >‘\P(Z =77 i 10— (Cmin) 7 (1= Cmin)™
r—1
C ® mln{l_ Cﬂ—mln) }
O
Lemma D.4. Under Assumption 9 and given r € N, we have
(n+r)AN
P Yy PYN )PP
(n+T)(A](\7 AL ) ( ;;(1}2]\,5 o) _ 1| < 4¢ (L = (Tnin)™ ™ {¢2(1 = (Mmin) v 1}
P (YnJrl )P (Y(n 7")\/0) 0

(D.15)

Proof of Lemma D.J. We consider four cases.
Case 1: n+r> N, n—r < 0. It follows that

PIGGT)  popo
AGREITI TN IEa
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Case 2: n+1r < N, n—r > 0. We can write the left hand side of (D.15) as

P(YnJrT | YJL_T)P<YN Yn+r

w1 | Yai1) P Y )PV Yo

n+r+1 | n+1)

n+1 o _ n+1 _
PYY 1 YE) PV, | Yo )P | YY)
_ PO [ YRR | POGEY TYaL,) = POV | YY)
PN, | Y5 P YE)
P(Yn]YH‘+1 | }/E]n+T)

We can write

P | Y,) — PO | YG)

PTG
S PO [ Zn =i Y {P(Zn =i | Yy,) — P(Zn =i | V)]
Sy P | Z = 6, Vo) P(Zy = i | YY)

max; P(Yr:f{ | Zp, =1,Yy)

<
min; P(Y," | Z, =4,Y,)

MP(Zy=i|Y],)=P(Zy=i|Y]")
7

Apply Lemma D.1- D.2, we can upper bound the above display as
< 2<_4k(1 - Cﬂmin)r (D.17)
Similarly, we can use the same technique to show that
P(Yn]YH'+1 | Y::lr) B P(Yn]YHJrl | YI)nJrT)

PN [ Y5)

< 20 (L — (o) (D.18)

Apply Lemma D.2, we have
PN, [ Y) 5 PO | Zn = 0. Yo P(Zn = i | Y2H)
P(YA—[H“+1 ‘ Yz)n-Hn) Zz P(Yn]Y&-r+1 ‘ Zn = iaYTH-T)P(Zn =1 ‘ Yln-H)

n

max; P(Y,N, 1 | Zogr =4, Your)

< (2 (D.19)

h min; P(Ynj\iwrl | Zntr =1, Yn+r>

Plug the results (D.17)—- (D.19) back into (D.16) and we can conclude that

PO | V)PS0 |V

PN |YE)

< 4C_4k(1 — Cﬁmin)r_l {C_Q(l — (Tmin) V 1} .

Case 3: n+r > N, n—r > 0. In this case, we can express the left hand side of (D.15) as

PV, | Y5 P(Y,, | Yg)
_ max; P(Y,N, | Z, =1i,Y,)
~ ming P(YN | Z, =i, Yy)
< 2¢74k(1 = Crin)"

PN, Y, ‘ PO Y = PO | Y

M |P(Zn =i | Y,) = P(Zn =i | Y

i
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Case /: n+r < N,n—r <0. In this case, we can express the left hand side of (D.15) as
_ ( n+r+1 | Yr:l-:rlT)
P(YN Y*On+r)

n+r+1 |
(PN | ) = POGN, L | Yg)|
Yn-i—r)

n+r+1’ n+1
max; P(Y,N, .1 | Znsr =1, Yoir)

-1

POTIPYY)
PP

P(YN

n+r+1 ’
g . P(YN Zpar =1,Y,
min; (n+r+1| nt+r = ¥, n+r)

XZ|P nar =1 | Y H) = P(Znsr =1 | Y)

<20 4k<1 — CTaain)"

Combining the results from Case 1-4, we can conclude (D.15). O

E Proof Sketch of one-step update

In this section, we show the contraction of the distance between the estimated parameter to the
true parameter via one update of EM algorithm. In Section E.1, we discuss the one-step update
of Qf . in Section E.2, we discuss the one-step update of o%; in Section E.3, we discuss the one-step
update of Q.

E.1 Proof of Lemma 4.3

Recall the notation introduced in Section 4.3. The quantity of interest is A = 6 — 6* and YA =
Y, — Yn—1,. In the following, we show the contraction of A at each iterate of the EM algorithm.
By construction, it follows that

N N
1 ,\ A ) 2 1 ~ A * T 2 *
¥ 2 Tolts) {¥2 00} + A6l &, <7 2 Folt) (Y2 =0T} + N0, g,

By rearranging the above equation, we arrive at

N - 2
~ 2 Bolta) (AT(t)

n=1

~

<A <H9*H1f<@ - HGHM?W) JZE {YA 0* U (t )} T(t,)TAT. (E.1)

Recall that © = M (©) = argmaxe, £(0' | ©). Then using the fact that Vg L£(© | ©) = 0, we have

Z E [w®,€(tn) {YnA - éqj(tn)} \Ij(tn)—r] =0. (EQ)

n=1
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Therefore, we can rearrange

n=1
N N
= % Zl e o(tn) {YnA O*W(tn)} T(t,) " — % Zl Do (tn) {Y,2 = 0°W(t,)} (t,)"
1_ ol 1 w
+ N 7;1 @®,€(tn> {YnA H*W(tn>} \II(tn)T _ ~ TZZIE [@@,Z(tn) {YnA _ g*q/(tn)} \I/(tn)T]
1 N 1 N
+ 5 Y E[de(tn) V2 — 0" (t,)} U(tn)T] - v DI E[we(tn) {V; = 07 (tn) } U(tn) ]
n=1 n=1
1 X A . L N :
+ 5 DB [weltn) {Yi — 07 (tn)} U(ty) "] - ¥ D IE [we eltn) {Yie — 00 (tn)} U(tn) ],

3
Il
—_
3
Il
—_

where the last term is zero following (E.2). Define the following quantity

N
w w 1
Ky = Ky (@> = N Z E [w@,é(tn)ql(tn)ql(tn>—r] : (E?’)
n=1
Then, we can write
N
1 ~ ~ 3
= . Wo.i(tn) {YnA - e*qz(tn)} T(t)T = 0* Ay + Aw + Ac + (6 — 0K, (E.4)

n=1

where Ay is defined in (4.5), A, is defined in (4.6), and A. is defined in (4.4). Plug the result (E.4)
back to (E.1), we have

N
1 = 2 * w ] *
= 2 wolta) (AU(E)) <A (101, 2, — 101, &, ) + 20max (K8 |A]216 = 0]
n=1

+2AL 2, (18cl s + 180l gy +16° A0l 20 ), (E5)

where HAgﬂoof(&,; = max;j_1,. p|As; Hf(\,; and | - HIA(:I“, is the dual norm of || - HIA(\I,
j j J

Define S to be the support set of G*J and S¢ be t]he complement of S. Using the fact that
A2 4 (1A, iy + 18uly, gr + 16" Awl, 7 )

we have

M1670 2 = 160 7, ) + 20805 7, (18c, 7 + 180l 7x + 16°Awl )
<A (1%, g, — 16" + Al g, ) + %HAH%
=2 (1951, &, = 16" + D)sl, &, — 1Asel &, )
+2 (1ash, g, + 185, £,)

3\ A
< 5 lasly z, = 51Asely 7, - (E.6)
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From the result of (E.6) and the facts that (i) the left hand side of (E.6) is lower bounded by 0
and (ii)

4 Omax (K < N
2> ( ““A) 16— 6%,

VA max; Omax(Ky,

we can conclude that

A 3\ -
SlAsely 7, < S 1Asly &, + 20max(K§)[A[2]0 — 072

Define Ky = N1 Zﬁ[:l E[U(t,)¥(t,)"] and it follows that omax(KY) < omax(Kw). Therefore, we
can upper bound the above display as

3\ <
< 5 1Asly &, + 20max(Ke)[A]2]6 672
3\ ~ A ~
< ? mjaxo'max(K\Ilj)\/g”AHZ + 5 mjaxo'max(K\I/j)\/gHAHZ
= 2 m?xam(f?@j)\/gmyb.
This implies that
|85, &, + 18sely &, = 18l < 5maxoma Ry, WolA]L: (E.7)

Hence, combining (E.6), we can write (E.5) as

1 N ~ = 2 w N *
= O Boeltn) (AT(t)) < 2X|Al, g, + 20max(KH)0 = 0°2] Al
n=1
< 2| Af2{5A maix Tmasx (K, )V/5 + Omax(Kw) [0 — 0%]2} (E.8)
Under Assumption 6, we have
1 Al o~ aJ; 2 2 2
> Gou(ta) {AT(E)} = A3 - TIA

n=1
> 0] AJ3 — 25 max o7, (K, )s|AJ3

o
> —||A]2.
QH 2

Combining the above result with (E.8), we can conclude that

4 = N *
|A]l2 < (5)\ m?xamaX(K%)\/E + omax(Kw) [0 — 0 |2> .

a
E.2 One-step update of o>
Define

P P 2 P p 2
R = Z (Yn,i — Y1, — Z 9fj‘Pj(tn)> s Rpe = Z; (Yn,i — Y1 — Z Hfj‘lfj(tn)> - (E.9)
j=1 i

i=1 Jj=1
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Lemma E.1. Suppose that Assumption 8, 9 hold. Assume that there exists a constant cg > 0 such
that forn =1,...,N, Ry, Ry < cdp. Define 61 = max; || X; — X2,

N
= |55 20 2 {B0(tn) Rt — E[@ro(tn) Rl

Suppose that for each ¢, the difference 3, ; H9 Hz* |5 < r§. Suppose that supcfo 1y maxi; |g;(Xi(t))| <
D, Tmin = mingeq ming mp, and Omin = Minecn min,_p,. NP(Z,,Y,;0) > 0. Given O, define
0= argmaxg_, Ln(© ] ©) and © = argmaxg_, L(O | @) Then,

. Cy/mskd (K _
|02 — U*2| < mswol max Fma (A\P]) + 60 + C'kC™ 871';“211 {1 — (Cwmin)z}T Ty
N J Omin \

5_2 o O_*2| ’

where C' is a constant depending on (©*,rg,co, D) and C' is a constant depending on (co, dmin)-

Proof of Lemma E.1. Fixing parameters Q, 8¢ for £ = 1,...,k, the optimal parameter ¢ can be
represented as

N k 2
~2 pN 2 1 ~ )
0" = amgmax —"5-log 20" — ;;wmﬁ")z@"” e 20 ) |

i=1

This implies that

| Nk P 2
MZZ@Z,@(tn)Z<Yn n 10 — 29 ) .

n=1/¢=1 i=1

Hence we have

1 |A2 o O_*2| <

3
Il
—
~
Il

SIS
1=
=
N>
o)
s

S
=)

3
|
=
3
N

_|_
M=
M=~
N)
fo)
=
=
3
|
=
B
@
i~
=
S

3
i
X
T
L

E [Wy,0(tn)Rne] — E[wee(tn) Rl

3
I
—
o~
Il
—_

+

+

3= F~ -
=
D=

=
=

(Ef[wee(tn)Rne]) — o*?

3
Il
—
o~
Il
—_

=Ty + 15+ T5+ Ty.

Subsequently, we bound each term separately. First, we write

| Nk
T = anz_:lgl ot ( ne—Rn,z)
A}}?ﬁl;’“l o) (R 1/2+R1/2);95 (Ti(t) = Walt)) ;
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where Qf = (95, ..,Qﬁj). Using the fact that we, < 1 and R:L/ ?,Rl/ 2 < cop, the above display

can be bounded as

200 p k N .
<X Z Ze (Wi(ta) = wiltn) (E.10)
i=1¢=1n=1 2
We can apply Holder’s inequality and obtain the following upper bound
2
Z ef (ﬁ}z(tn) - qu@n)) = Z {Z Gf/i (ﬁ\lz(tn) - \Ilz(tn))}
i 2 i Ui
/2 165,13 mae | @35 (1) = T (1) (E.11)

where 0, = (04],... ,Gf;) Note that

ix b Vm % ol Umax( ol
105+ — 051 < mjaxiAHGi/,—Gi/,HLf(q’<5ma ————22/ms||0; — 05 |2, (E.12)

Omin (A ¥; J Omin K\I/j

V\_/

where the last inequality follows from (E.7). Therefore, we have

R Tm ( ;)
IIOfaH1<II9f/.H1+5mjaX )v 505 — 052,

Omin \I/J

Hence, we have

i’ mm( ‘1/])

-~ 2
* m X(K\I/ ) *
D65 T <2 S 16517 + 25ms max <A |65 — 6513
Z‘/

=5 2
Ume .
< 23053 + 50ms max max(Bw,) ) o
i J Umin(K\Ilj)

Apply (E.23) to (E.11) and plug the results back to (E.10), we have
ka(sl Umax([?\lfj)

T < max =
N J Umin(K\Ilj) ’

where C' = C(rg, co,©*, D), m is the number of basis functions, k is the number of states and
(51 = max; |||Xl — Xz|||2
Note that by assumption, we have T5 < d2. Apply Lemma 4.4, we can bound T3 as

Z Z E [{we(tn) —we ¢(tn)} Ry)

n 1/¢=1
< C'RCSa2 {1 = (Crmin)?}
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where C" = C'(cg, 6min). Recall that © = arg maxe £(©' | ©) and we have &2

Nk
Z Z [we,0(tn) R

Therefore, Ty = ’62 — 02’. Combining the results from 73 to Ty, we have

C/mské max (K. .
< n]zrs ! maxo 2 (A\PJ)) + 9 + C’kC_swr;iQn {1 — (Cﬂmm)Q} ! + |52 — 0*?.

J Umin( 7]

’82 o 0*2

E.3 One-step update of ()

This section shows the one-step update of the transition rate matrix (). We begin with stating the
main result.

Lemma E.2. Suppose that Z(t) is strictly stationary and irreducible and Z(0) is sampled from the
stationary distribution. Given ©, let © = argmaxe £(0 | ©*) and , © = argmaxg,(, Ln(© | ©),
and

N
83 —mgxﬁ Z:: El@e.ij(tn)]| -

Then, there exists a constant C' = C’(Q,YO ) < o0 such that for £ # ¢’ we have
G — o < C03 + |deer — qier| -

Proof of Lemma E.2. From Bladt and Sgrensen (2005); Liu et al. (2015), the expected number of
transition from /£ state to ¢ state given the observations can be written as:

E[mﬂ’( ‘ YE) a Z Zw@ ij tn mf@’(tn - tnfl) | Z(tnfl) =1, Z(tn) =J; Q] s

n=1 1,5

where myp (t) is the number of transition from state ¢ to ¢’ in time [0,¢]. We define the similar
version for the truncated version:

N
e (1) | Y5¥50] = >0 > @6 i (tn)E [mee (tn — ta1) | Z(tn—1) = i, Z(tn) = 4; Q).

n=1 1,75
Similarly, we have
E[r(1) | Y5 Z > we i (tn)E[7e(tn — ta—1) | Z(tn—1) = 4, Z(ta) = 5; Q1 ;
n=1 1,5
[ ( ‘}/0 ) ZZw@z] Tf(tn_tn—l) ‘Z(tn—l):iaz(tn>:j;Q]‘
n=1 1,5
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Fixing parameters of ij and o2, the optimal @ that optimize Ly (0’ | ©)

G = E[ee (1) | Yy €]
E[7(1) | Y§";©]

Y. Qeer- For notation simplicity, starting from below, we express 7,(1) as

for £ # ¢ and qp = —
7o, Te(1) as Ty, Myp (1) as myp, mep (1) as myy. Hence, for each ¢ # ¢/, we have

E[mee | Y{Y;0]  E[E[fy | Y()N;Q]]‘

ot [El  E[E
e — e ‘me%m E[E[7 | Y¢; 0]]
e | Y501 E[E[myy | Y()N;@]]‘

E[E|[
E[E[7 | Y§'; ©]] E[E[r | Y§'; ©]]
E[E|[

e 5 O0

d
_l’_
’ E[E[r | Yg'; ©]]
=T+ Ts + Tk.

First, we can decompose T5 into two terms:

1 Y
’E e | Yy 0] — E[E[Mgr | Yy o1

E[fme | Y)';0]  E[E[me | Ys;0]]
= E[7¢;©

E[7 | Y5Y; 0] E[E[7, | Yg"; ©]]

E[mw\ YO ; 9] R
E[7 | Y; 0] — E[7;0]|.
E[7e; O]E[7, | YN, ’ [7e 1 ¥o"; ©] — E[7e ]|

Due to the time-homogeneity of Markov chain and ¢,, — t,,_1 = h, we can write

E[fge | V5" 0] = Y E[mee(h) | Z(h) = i,2(0) = j; Q] ), @e,i;(tn)
L, n=1

By Fubini’s theorem, we have

E[we,;;(tn)]-
1

M=

E (B[ | Y5':0]] = Y Elmuw(h) | Z(h) =i, 2(0) = j; Q]

Combining above two terms, we have

[E[ee | Y55 0] = E [Elfge | Y55 0]]| < ZE [mee (h) | Z(Rh) = j, Z(0) = i; Q]

N
Z@ 0.ij(tn) — [w@ﬂ-j(tn)]‘. (E.13)

Similarly, apply the time-homogeneity property of Markov-chain again, we have

Bl | Y301 - B [Elr | Y5 011] < S E (e | 20) = . 20) = 5]

(E.14)

N
Z E[@ei;(tn)]] -
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Combining the results of (E.13)- (E.14), we can upper bound T3 as

T < Z Elmee (h) | Z(h) = j,Z(0) = i;%][%%e]@[w(h) | Z(h) = j,2(0) = ;€]

(E.15)

)

N
Z we,i;5( Elwe,i;(tn)]

where G = E[fg | YI; O]/E[7 | Y{Y; ©]. Furthermore, we can write

Blas(ta)) = | P (2(t2) = 3. 2(t00) = 1| YI)5Y0) P (V0005 0) d¥i o dYiaiy o
= P(Z(ta) = j. Z(tn-1) = Q)
= P(Z(h) = j. 2(0) = i:Q),

forn =1,..., N. The last equality follows because Z(t) for ¢t > 0 is stationary. Therefore, we have
E[7; © NZEn h) =4, 2(0) = ;QI1P(Z(h) = 4, Z(0) = Q)
= E[Tg; O]

I

-
I
—_

E[7 | Z(0) = i; O],
E[r | Z(0) = £6]m;

Note that E[r, | Z(0) = ¢;0] is greater than minimum of the expected holding time of Z(t) at
state £ and 1. Since the holding time of Z(t) at state follows a exponential distribution with rate
—qu = Dy ¢ Qeer; we know that the expected holding time is —1/qe. Hence the above term is
further lower bounded as

1
> < A 1) Tmin > 0. (E.16)
Zé;se/ qee

Therefore, we can ensure that

ZE[mee'(h) | Z(h) = j, Z(0) = Q] + queE[re(h) | Z(h) = j, Z(0) = i; Q]
E[Tg,@] ’

/L"j
is finite and well behaved. Compute the exact upper bound with respect to @, YON would throw us
into technical weeds, we hence assume there is a constant C' = C(Q, YON ) such that

ZE[mez'(h)IZ(h)=j7Z( ) =i ?E][:;%e]' [re(h) | Z(h) =5, 2(0) = Q] _

/L‘?j
As a result, we can write (E.15) as

1
T5 < C’{max

N
Z We,ij(tn) — E[we,ij(tn)]
i N | =

} < Cds. (E.17)
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Next, we want to show that Tg = 0. This is because

n+r)AN n+r)AN
w@ zy fP = ]72( n= 1) =1 ‘ Y( +))v0 7@) P(Yr(gn +7“))v0 )dY'( r)vO0 "de(n+r)/\N

) = ]7Z(t - ) = Za@) = E[w@,ij(tn)]a

for n =1,..., N. Therefore, we have

=
I
N
=2
I
S
S
=
o
S
@
s

E [E[e | Yg';0]] = ZE[mM'(h)

3
I
—_

|
]
=
E
=
[l
N
=
[l
&.
L
1=
=
g
@

3
Il
—

Similarly, we can show that
E[E[7 | Ys';0]] = E[E[n | Y5";©]].

Hence, we have Tg = 0.
Finally, recall that © = arg maxg/ £(0' | ©) and it follows that

Gor = E[myp | 6]
E[7 | ©]

Hence T7 = |§opr — qu/|- Combining Ty to T+ together, we arrive at

Qe — qip| < CO3 + [Geer — qppr] -

E.4 Auxiliary Lemmas for the analysis of one-step update

Lemma E.3. Given a fized i = 1,...,p, define YA =Y, —Yy_1; forn = 2,...,N. Let
maxy_i . jMaXp_1, . N’YA (96\11 }—co and |gj(X;(t))| < B fori=1,....,pandj=1,...,m
Recall that © = {9” h,j=1,... ,p,f =1,...,k} u{Q} and suppose that Q satisfies Assumption 9.

Define the coefficient
1 10
C = maxi Bey
J Cfmin( U, 5min
)

S~
)
Omin 48 defined in Lemma 4.4 and Tmin is defined

min’

where ¢ is the mizing coefficient defined in (4.7
n (4.8). Then, we have

’flvi{“’@‘ —wodt )} {VA — 0wt} et < ovm{l - )

0,K¥
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Proof of Lemma E.3. Write

|Aw|wﬁ$=H}V2{@@, (1) — wolta)} {Y2 = 0 w(t) ) 02T

=1 oof(fl“,
1 N
Z @6 ,6(tn) — we o(tn)| [V — 07 W (1) (tn)THoof(; (E.18)
n:1
Note that
1 1
W (tn) "], gx < max —————|T;(t,)]2 < max —————By/m. (E.19)
Y J Omin \I/j J Umin(K‘llj)

Apply (E.19) to (E.18), we can obtain

N
1 Becogym .
Bl g < <m;»x ~ ) S [Bes(ta) = welts)
n=1

Umin(K\Ilj)

Apply Lemma 4.4, we have

C ot {1 (Cmiin)

1)) BCM

Omin K‘Ilj

I8l i < <m;mx
Ul

Lemma E.4. Observe two stochastic processes X; and )?t on [0,1]. Suppose that maxj—1,. , ||X;—

Xill2 = 0, and supyeo,1) 19;(Xi(t))| < B, supepo) |9;(Xi(@)| < D fori=1,...,pandk=1,...,m
Assume that 0* € R1*P™ s ms-sparse with s < p. Then,

N
'9* D o o (tn) {0 (t) U (tn) T — T(tn) T (1) " < max %HQ*HQBDM\/;
n=1 OO,I?\}", J Omin 7
Proof of Lemma E.j. Write
N o~
0 Y ot (W) 0T - T BT
n=1 oo,K&‘j
N ~
= max | 0" We é(tn){‘l’(tn)\l’j(tn)—r — U(tn)V; (tn)T
J n=1 R’\ﬂ;J
1 N -
< max —— 0" 3 B st (W (t) W5 (1) — B (1) (1)}
J Urnin( \II]-) n=1 2
1 N ~
S max = o Z We,e(tn){¥(tn) — q’(tn»qjj(tn)T
J Umin( \I!j) n=1 2
T
1 N .
+ max 0" Y W o(tn) W () {;(tn) T — W (tn) "} (E.20)
J Umln(K\Il]) 7;1 ’ ’ 2
T,
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Note that by triangle inequality, we can write

N N
~ 1" 3 Gt (0(t) ~ B (1) < |6 D) ot 0(0) ~ Tt} 19,00
n=1 2 n=1
N o~
< |0 D @o o(tn){¥(tn) — U(t,)}| By/m. (E.21)
n=1
Define the support of 6* as S. Then, (E.21) is equivalent as
N R N R
Z ((E){ W (tn) = W(tn)}| BY/m = |05 ) @ o(tn)[¥(tn) — U(ta)]s| Bv/m
n=1 n=1
Apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can further bound the above term as
N ~
2 Z @G),Z(tn)[qj(tn) - \I’(tn)]s B\/'rH
n=1 2
N o~
(tn) = ¥(tn)]s
n=1 o0
N ~
< Bm/3]6% Z ’ —T)| | (E.22)
— 0
Note that for each i =1,...,pand j =1,...,m, we can write
N A~
Z ‘\I/ij(tn) — Wij(tn ’ = ZL 9i(Xiw) — 9ij(Xiw)| du
n=1 n—1
= fo 9ij(Xju) — 9ij(Xiu)| du
1 A~
< f DX~ Kea)|du
0
1 2 T R 1/2
< < f D2du> U (Xi,u—Xi,u)Qdu}
0 0
= D||X; — Xi|ls < D6 (E.23)
Plug the result of (E.23) into (E.22) and then into (E.21), we obtain
N ~
= '0* D Bo(tn){¥(tn) — U(tn)} W (tn) | < BDSmA3|6" 2. (E.24)
2

n=1
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Similarly, we can write

N
it = Tit) |
n=1

0
Plug result of (E.23) into the above term, we arrive at
< [6*|l2By/smDé (E.25)

Once we obtain the upper bound of 77 in (E.24), and T3 in (E.25), we can bound the right hand
side of (E.20) and arrive at

N
0" 3% o) (V0¥ 1)~ B(0)F 1))

2

&’),I?:Ik} J Omin U

Lemma E.5. Suppose that N > 4, then for some universal constants Cy,Co, we have

1
(mng > Cl”N) < Eexp(—Cy).

Proof of Lemma E.5. The proof of Lemma F.1 explains that wye(t,) for n = 1,..., N are sta-
tionary mixing process with sub-Weibull(2) norm bounded by 1 and the decay coefﬁment v = 1.
Therefore, 1/v = 1/y1 + 1/72 = 2/3. Apply Lemma 1.2, we have

1 1
P (N P > Cl”N) < exp(—Cy).

N
> Wi (tn) — we i (tn)
Taking the maximum over 4,5 = 1,...,k and apply union bound on the right side of the above

equation, we have
> O~ ) < R2exp(—Cn).
mf;x N Wy | Sk exp D)

N
Zﬂ’\ 0,ij(tn) — we,i;j(tn)

N
Z We,ij(tn) — we ij(tn)
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Lemma E.6. Let £ = max; {O’max(]?q/j)/O'min(I?\pj)} and assume Y, ; HOZ - 0€*H2 r3, N > 4.

Then, we have

(s

for some absolute constants C1,Cs.

C1(20% + p* + mskriB?)

VN

N
Z Ry — E[Weo(tn)Rn]| >

) < exp(702)7

Proof of Lemma E.6. Write We ¢(tn)Rp ¢

(o o)

2
(Xz(tn) + Eni — Xi(tn 1 —&n—1,i Z 9 ) .

We ¢(tn)Rne = We ¢(tn)

N

(2

~

= w@,K(tn)

N

-
I
—

Recall the definition of p,; in (F.1), the above term is equal to

e

Il
—

= We ¢(tn)

2
{5n,i tén-1,it Pnit+ Z(Hfj - efg*)‘l’j (tn)}

i J

RS

< dio,e(tn) Y, (B i+ 2ri+ ok + 101 — 07 IR1W ()1

1

<.
Il

where |U(t,)|0 < B. From (E.12), we can further bound

Omax
Hef - ef.*Hl < 5mjax — (( /m HHE — GZ*HQ 5Kk+/msry.

Omin \ A v

\_/\/

Hence, apply Lemma 1.3 twice, we have

> (lenl?,

i

< Cp (20% + p* + msk*ri B?) .

-~ 14 Ox
|we,e(tn) R +pinlf, + 107 — 03] II‘I’(tn)HoonbQ)

Apply Lemma 1.4 and triangular inequality, we have
1, . ~
Z;HwG),E(tn)Rn,f — Ewe,¢(tn) Rn tlly,,, < 2C (20% + p* + msk*r B?).

Note that the sequence We ¢(t,)Rn ¢ for n € N is f-mixing and stationary following the argument
in Lemma F.1. Therefore, we can apply Lemma 1.2 with 1/y = 1/y1+ 1/ =1+3/2=5/2, N > 4
and obtain

(s

C1(20% + p? + mskriB?)

VN

N
Z Ry — E[Wee(tn)Rn]| >

) < exp(—Cy).
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F Proof of deviation bound

The goal is to show that the Assumption 7 hold with the desired A, a, 7 by applying Lemma [.2.
We begin with stating the main result followed by the analysis.

Lemma F.1. Suppose that (X(t))i=0 is a stationary and [-mizing process with rate f(¢) <

X

crexp(—cl) for some absolute constants c,c; > 0. Let N = m*(logp)*. Given a fized i, as-
sume that Z(t,) = £ and define p, = E:_l Hiz(u)*g(Xu)du — 0*V(t,) forn =1,...,N. Suppose
that supyero 1) |9(Xi(t))| < B fori =1,...,p and j = 1,...,m maxy [ps| < p. Let 7 be a positive
integer, ca,c3 be absolute constants. and YnA =Yni—Yu_1,. Define

{D@,f(tn) =P (Z(tn) =/ | Yv(n+r)AN7 Yv{(n—i—r)/\N}—la N CYRN >Yv{(n—7")v0}+17 Yv(n—r)v()) .

Then, we can define

Ji {YA_QE*\I,( )} i [wez {YA 0w (¢ )}\P(tn)'l']'

n=1

|l gy > mae /OGO p), [mlosp
o0, K ,_1,...,p O'min(K‘I’i) N

with probability smaller than 6 exp(—cz3mlogp).

Then,

F.1 Proof of Lemma F.1
Recall that

Vi — Y14 — 020 (ty) = eni + en1. + 2 2" 9(X 5 (u))du — 0% W (L) (F.1)

tnl

In the following, since we only consider single index 4, we drop the index 7 in p,, ; as p, for simplicity.
First, we decompose

Ae = Ael + Aez + Apa

where
LN 1 Y
: N ‘ T 1 2 . W(ENTT
AEI 7n:1w@’£(tn)€n’ij(tn) N nzlE [w@/(tn)gnﬂ (tn) ]’
LN 1 XN
N ' T L ~ . T7.
A, = N nzgl W ¢(tn)en-1,:¥(tn) — N nZ::lE [@e¢(tn)en—1:T(tn) " ]
L 1
. T ~ U T
Ap = N } We,¢(tn)pn ¥ (tn) N Z E [@e,i(tn)pn¥(tn) |-

3
Il
—_
3
Il
—

The last term is the error due to approximation. Since

18l gy < 18e ] gy + 18es Lo 25 + 18010 23 (F2)
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we can bound A, | and |A,|, 7+ separately by applying Lemma F.2. To apply
oy

0, K* ) HAEQ ”{x)’[?\’lkl?
the lemma, we verify the following conditions.

Step 1: Control the tail behavior of A.,. Let v =2/3, foreach n =1,...,N and j =1,...,p,
we can write
”@QZ(tn)en,i\I’j (tn)T —E [@®,€(t )571 z\IJ ]Hw |w® o(tn )571 iV (t ) H'¢'y
+ B [@eo¢(tn)eni¥i(ta) "] I,
< 2| o ¢(tn)eni ¥ (tn) g,y (F.3)
where the last inequality follows by Lemma 1.4. Apply Lemma 1.3, we have

|@e,e(tn)ens ¥ (tn) Iy, < 2%2|Bee(tn) .| 195 (tn) Tl (F.4)

Since We ¢(tn) € [0,1], we have ||We ¢(tn)|y, < 1. €n; is a centered Gaussian random variable with
variance (¢*)? and hence it follows that |e, ]y, < Co* for some constant C' > 0. Finally,

19 (tn)lge = sup v () |y,

veSm—

= sup supp —1/2 {E|VT\II( )\p}l/p
veSm—1 p=1

< sup supp™2 (Bl ()} < Bym (F.5)
veSm—1 p>1

Collecting the above results (F.3)—(F.5), we arrive at
| W e(tn)eni¥;(tn)" — E [@oo(tn)eni ¥, (t ]Hw < Cho*/mB,

for some absolute constant C; > 0. Hence we can conclude that for each n = 1,..., N and
Jj=1,...,p, We(tn)en;¥;(tn)" — E [Do,c(tn)eni¥;j(tn) ] is a sub-Weibull(2/3) random variable
with sub-Weibull norm bounded by Cio*y/mB.

Step 2: Statistical properties of A, . In the following step, we verify the mixing and stationary

conditions.
We first show that the product process {weg ¢(t )EM\IJ(tn)T —E [@@ o(tn )5m\11( )T] Yn=1,..N
is strictly stationary. Recall that for each i = 1,...,p, we have U,(t,) = St” ))du. Ap-

ply Lemma 1.7, we have ¥(t,) is a strictly stationary process. Slnce two Stochastlc processes
{en}n=1,..,~ and {X(t,)}n=1,. ~ are independent, and hence {e,}n—1,. n and {¥(t,)}n=1,. N are
independent. Therefore, the joint process

{(X(tw),en, U(tn)in' = (n=r) v 1L...,(n+1) AN},

is strictly stationary process.

Recall that Y;,, = X(¢,) + €, and note that the process wg ((t,) is a measurable mapping
of (Yiu—r)vir--+s Ymsr)an), and therefore, the process {we ¢(tn)eni¥(tn)}n=1,. N is strictly sta-
tionary. By definition of the stationary process, the expectation E{we ¢(tn)en,i¥(t)} is a constant
acrossn = 1,..., N. Hence, we can conclude that {@@7g(tn)£n’i\1'(tn)T—E [@@,g(tn)smi\ll(tn)T] fn=1,..N
is strictly stationary.
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In the next step, we verify the mixing property. Define the filtration 7=, = o({g; : j < n}),

Frow = 0{ej  J = n}), onot = o({X(u) : u < t}), and .7-'X ({X( ) :u > t}). Let
Fown =0c({Wes(tj)e;¥(t;)" 1 j <n})and F o0 = a({w@ ot )5“\1/( ) n}). It follows that
for any j € N:

X 3 .
Fewon ©EF g trn ¥V F o
. X £
'FTH'J,OO = Fth,T,oo v Fn-i—j—T,OO'

Therefore, from Definition 6, we have
ﬂ(]) = Supﬁ(F*w,nvfnJrj,w) bupﬁ ( —Q0 tn+r Vv ‘Fioo,n-i-'mfgj_'_j_r,oo Vv ‘F1§L+j—7‘,00) °
n
Apply Lemma 1.5, above display can be further bounded as

X
Supﬁ( —00 tn+'r Fn+] TOO> +Sup6( —o0 n"F'ZJ"] TOO)

=sup B (F i Fiyyi0) +0

< Csexp(—Ca(j — 2r))
= C3exp(Car) exp(—Caj).

If r is a constant, then exp(Car) is well-behaved. Therefore, we can conclude that the sequence
We ¢(tn)eni ¥ (tn) — E{We ¢(tn)en,i¥(tn)} for n € N is geometrically S-mixing.

Step 3: Uniform concentration of A.,. Using the results from Step 1-2, we can apply Lemma F.2:
Compute 1/y =1+ 3/2 = 5/2 and note that N = Cy(mlogp)?*, we have

Csv/mBo* [mlogp
P <HA€1 Hoof(:’;, = ax oo (Few) A/ ~ < 2exp(—Cgmlogp). (F.6)

Step 4: Uniform concentration of A, We can find the bound for ||A., [ 7+ similarly and obtain
My

Cs4/mBo* |mlogp
(H €2H K* zfll,ax,p Umin(K\pi) N eXP( 6m ng) ( 7)

Step 5: Uniform concentration of A,. The steps to show uniform concentration property of A,

follows exactly the same as Step 1-3, where we show the uniform concentration of A.,. It is easy to
verify that for each j = 1,...,pandn =1,..., N, Do (tn)pn¥(tn)" —E [@e¢(tn)pn¥(t,) "] is sub-
Weibull(2/3) with sub-Weibull norm bounded by Cyy/mBp. Therefore, we can apply Lemma F.2

and obtain
Cr/mBp \/ng
A > — <2 - 1 . F.
(II ploo, e Za) ~ exp(—Cgm log p) (F.8)

Step 6: Take the union bound. Combining the results from (F.2), (F.6)- (F.8), we can conclude

that
co/mB(20* + p) |mlogp
1A 7% = nax = < 6exp(—cgmlogp).
( PR TS opn(K,) N
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Lemma F.2. Let A = {Ay,..., Ay} be a set of mxm positive definite matrices, with max; omax(A;) <
co. Define [|[Wxp,a = maxizl,m,p(WZ-TAZ-WZ-)VZ, with W = (W',..., I/VpT)T € RP™ being a stacked
vector and W; € R™ for i = 1,...,p. Let Suppose that (W, € RP™),_y n is strictly stationary,
geometrically f-mizing with rate v, and is zero-mean. For eachi = 1,...,p, W; is sub-Weibull(~y2)
with sub-Weibull norm bounded by K;. Define 1/y = 1/v1 + 1/v2. There exist constants Cy,Co > 0
depending on 1,7 such that if N = Cy(mlogp)? 7~ then

1 N
P <HN;1 1478

Proof of Lemma F.2. Define Sy = N1 25:1 W, and Sy, = N~1 25:1 Whi, we can write

1
= CQKlCO mogp
00,A N

) < 2exp(—Csmlogp).

[Swlloo,a < col| Sw oo,z = comax|[Sw 2

Let N(1/2) be the 1/2-net( See chapter 5 of Wainwright (2019)) of a unit ball on R™. It follows
that for each 7, we can write

|Sw,l2= sup u'Sw, < sup |u'Sw,

1
+ 5\\5Wi l2- (F.9)
Jul2<1 weN(1/2)

Moving the last term in the right hand side to the left hand side, we yield

[Sw; |2 <2 sup |uT5’Wi
ueN(1/2)

Hence, for any ¢t > 0

P(|Sw,]2>2t)<P| sup [|u'Sw,
weN(1/2)

> t) . (F.10)

Since u"Sw; |y, < [Sw;ly,, < K1 for any u € N'(1/2), we can apply Lemma 1.2 and obtain that

T _(tN)? N
P(|u SWi|>t) <Nexp< K;C’4> ~|—exp< K%Cg .

Since [N (1/2)| < 5™, taking the union bound over all u € N'(1/2), we have

tN)Y t2N

P| sup {UTSWZ.
ueN(1/2)

Then, combining the results of (F.9) and (F.10), we have

P (|Sw 0,4 > 2¢ot) < P [ max sup ’uTSWi >t
LoueN(1/2)

(tN)" 2N
< N5™ — 5 —— .
pexp ( Kiy Cy + pexp K12 o

78



Select
mlog(5p) Cjy

tZKlmaX{CQ N "N

(mlog 5NP>1/”} , (F.11)
then we have
P (| Sw o, > 2¢ot) < 2exp(—c'mlogp),

for some constant ¢ > 0. Note that if N = C}(mlogp)?7~, then the first term in (F.11) dominates
because

mlog(5p) _ Cy 1 mlog(5p) _ Ca 1
— = > = 1 v — = > = 1 N /’Y‘
Hence, if C1 is large enough, we have
log(b C
Co mo]%[(p) > ﬁ(mlogE)Np)l/'y.
Then, we complete the proof. O

G Proof of restricted eigenvalue condition

In this section, we want to verify that Assumption 6 holds under mild conditions. We begin with
stating the main result.

Lemma G.1. Under the same conditions in Lemma F.1, and let

N
[L = Oumin (E [N‘l > w@,@(tn)m(tn)qf@nﬂ]) :

Define Cy,C1,Cs, C3 > 0 be universal constants and suppose that

2,4 3 5/2
N> maX{COB m (logp)”  ps <m> }
p M

Then for any v € RP™ with probability at least 1 — N exp(—Caomslogp) that

N

1 R —~ 2

= 21 io.o(tn) {V¥(t) ) = oWl — 7lvI? £ .
=

where 14
W} PPN

a:%’ Tngma{ N
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G.1 Proof of Lemma G.1

Step 1: Uniform concentration over sparse vectors. Define the set KC(s) = {v : |v]o < s, |v]2 < 1}.
Let W (ty,v) = \/Wo ¢(tn)v T ¥(t,) for v € K(2sm). By Lemma 1.3, we have

W2t ), 0 < 22IW (0, )3,

Apply Lemma 1.3 again, we have

~1/2
IW (b )y < 280 (En) s [0 @ (1) s

<2 sup supp_l/2 (E’VT‘I’(tnﬂp) v
vek(2sm) p=1

1
<2 sup supp V2 (E|v|P|U(t,)]5)" "
vek(2sm) p=1

< 2BvV2sm.

Therefore, we can conclude that W2(t,,v) — E[W?2(t,,v)] is a Sub-Weibull(2) variable with v, =
1/2 and

W2 (tn, v) = BIW?(tn, )], < 2[W3(tn, v)]yy,, < 64B%sm.

P1/2

Furthermore, following similar argument as Step 2 in the proof of Lemma F.1, W (t,,v) is -
mixing with rate 43 = 1. Hence, we can compute 1/y = 1/y1 +1/72 = 1+2 = 3. Apply Lemma 1.2,
we have

_ —(2tN)Y —4t2N
> < — e .
P ( N 2t> NeXp{ (643287’77,)701 + exp (64328771)202

Define N'(1/2,7) be a 1/2-net on a support m € [l = {t = {i : i = 1,...p} : |¢| = 2sm}. It follows
that [II| = (,2 ). Then taking union bound over all the possible v, we have
32323m 7Cy }

>t> << p )52smNeXp
2sm
—t2N

2sm
* <28m>5 exp{ 32B2%sm 202

N
P Wt v) = E[W?(tn, v)]

N
Z 2(tn,v) — E[W2(tn,v)]

P {sup sup
mell ve N (1/2,7)

5¢ 23m
< (o) o
2sm

32B2sm )Ch }

n oep 2sm ox —t2N
2sm P 32325m )2C,
Therefore,
N
— t]\/‘)W
P su Nt W2(tn,v) — E[W2(tn,v)]| >t | < Nex {(—i—C’smlo }
(VEK(2psm) 7;1 ( ) [ ( )] > p (32328)701 3 gp

+ e ﬁ + C3smlo
P\ GapTeyc, T Ceemleer

80



for some constant C3 > 0.
Step 2: Uniform concentration over all vectors. To find the uniform concentration on all vectors,
we apply Lemma 12 in Loh and Wainwright (2012), restated in Lemma 1.8 and obtain that

1
Nt > 27t (V|3 + —|v[3 G.1
(W -+ o-I1?) @)

N
DWW (t,v) — E[W(ty,v)]
n=1

for any v € RP™ with probability at least

—t2N
(32B2sm)2Cs

_ (tN)V

1 - Nexp{ )
P { (32B2sm)"Cy

+ Cssm logp} — exp { + Cssm logp} . (G.2)

Recall that oy, (N1 Zf:[:l E[@e ¢(tn)V(tn)¥(t,)"]) < p, we can obtain the following inequality
from (G.1):

N
_ 1
N Y W) > vl - 27t (W + i)

n=1

Select t = u/54, the above display is equal to

Hyoo H 2
= SIVI3 - 5l IE.

Note that |v|; < v/m|v
the above display as

1,2 < max;(v/m amin(k\pi))uyﬂl 2, and hence we can further lower bound

H 1 2
= — 2 - 5 s =~ o
> 5lvlz - 5 max 2 (w) IVl &,

Step 3: Select parameters. We want

(tN)Y _ 2N
(32B2sm)7Cy — (32B%sm)2Cy’

which implies that

2 (2=7)/(1=7) 1/(1=y) 5/2
() @) e ()
t 1 %
where the last equality follows by plugging v = 1/3 and t = u/54 and C; = (24v/3)°(Cy/C1)%2.
Furthermore, we want
(EN)”
(32B2sm)7C4

so that (G.2) is at least 1 — 2N exp(—Cssmlogp). This implies

1 (logp)?’B2 1/4
- = 24 34 ) e k) 7 .
S m(24C1C5) { uN

2C3smlogp =
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Setting s > 1, we have

- C5BQm4(log p)3

where Cs = (24C1C3)3. Finally, let

Then,

N
N7EY W, v) = alv]3 - 7v|}

n=1

where o = /2, 7 = ma{Cs(log p)> B%/(uN)}"/* max; o (K\p ) and with probability at least

1,Ky’

1 — 2N exp(—Csmslogp).

H Proof of Theorem 4.5
Proof of Theorem 4.5. Before the start, we define a quantity
de = max { Nk exp(—Csmslogp), k exp(—Comlog p), (Npk + 1) exp(—Chp), k? exp(—=Ci1)}. (H.1)

Step 1. Recovery of functions. First, given fixed i = 1,...,p we choose § = ¢./3p for some
constant Cy and apply Proposition 4.1

N log N +lo 2a/(1420) e
P (mxi ~ Xl > Co (ggp) <%

N p
Taking the union bound over all ¢ = 1,...,p, we have
N log N 4+ 1 o/(1+2a)
P (nlax I1X: — X > Co (w> < 6.
i=1,...,p N

Since N satisfies

N BDm (2a+1)/
>
log N +logp ™~ ( cw ) ’

Then, we have

Cy
P X X, < 6.
(o 1% X0 > ) <,

Step 2. Induction on Hﬁ Now, we want to apply Lemma H.1. Suppose that we start with a

point ©° such that 6(0) € B(ro,rq,7¢,0%). Given proposed choice of N and r, we want to apply

Lemma H.1. Define © = argmaxg_ (@ ] 009) and 95 = (GflT, . .,Gpr) fori=1,...,p. We define

05T, ... ,Hf;T), 95.(0) = (ng) ,...,9515 ) )fori=1,...,p. Denote ©) = M, ()
and apply Lemma 4.2, we arrive at

similarly Gf_* =

162 — 02, < 659 — 6%,
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Taking the maximum on both side,

5 * £(0 *
max 6], — 0f*]2 < max 6, — 6.
Therefore, the choice of A\ satisfies the condition required by Lemma H.1. Applying Lemma H.1,
we have

14 — 12
masx [0, — 052 < Caey*rmax |0 — 67

m~/slogp <10gN+logp>a/(2a+1) 2.2 yr-l
+ O 0 s [ 28 +/ms (1= Cry, :
4{ VN N ( )

with probability at least 1 —20.. When N, r is large enough, we can guarantee that the right hand
side is smaller than p~/2rg. Therefore, we can apply Lemma H.1 once more.
Similarly, denote ) = M,(©M), 61 = M, (0) and 6 = M(OW). First we want to

check that A satisfies the condition required by Lemma H.1. We denote

logN—Hogp)O‘/(QaH) o
— NG

N

A > /mmax {Cl (1- Cﬂ_?nin)r_l ,Cn/%( \/717% 9

max - — ef*|}

We want to verify that A() < \. This is equivalent as checking

1 501 s
> A0 .

Apply Proposition 4.2, We can write

Lose)y oo K1) pex
— |0 — 0 < —||0; — 7.
\/5”61- 0;" | \/5”01- 0;" |

Similar to (H.8), we can apply Lemma 4.3 and (H.6) and obtain the upper bound:

< K8cy? (10)\ + —W — 0.
\f

Apply Proposition 4.2 once more, we can upper bound the above term as

< k8cg? (10X + —— 01 — 95.*!)
(0 5
< (80cyk + K*)A.

Using the fact that 8003,2,‘1 + k2 < 1 and taking the maximum on both side, we can conclude (H.2).
Iterate the EM-algorithm once more and apply Lemma H.1 , we arrive at

max 6,2 — 67> < (Chey?x)” max [0 — 6]

I log N + 1 a/(2a+1) _
e {mﬁgp e (R} )]
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with probability at least 1 — 24,.
Hence, if we update the EM-algorithm for L times, we will have

(L — L £(0
max [, — 6|2 < (Caey?r)” max 6, — 6]

+ G {m > 08P + ms <0g i ng) +m<l — 27712nin) ! )

1-— Cgcg% VN N

with probability at least 1 — 20d..
Step 3. Induction on o. Apply Lemma H.2 and Proposition 4.2, we arrive at

-2 2
- Cscg“msry

- WN

with probability at least 1 — d.. Since, from Step 2, we know that ), HGf_(l) — 08%|3 < 72 with
probability at least 1 —2d.. Therefore we can apply Lemma H.2 and Proposition 4.2 again. Repeat

r—1 (0)2 %2

2
(1)« 0*2 —c

+ CokC 8 mn2, {1 = (Cmamin)?}

the steps for L — 2 times, we will have

1
11—k

-2 2
Cscg“msrg

VN

(L)2 *2

-0 +

L 2 2
< K ‘0(0) — o

8 _ -1
‘o’ + 06]{3( Sﬂ'm?n {1 — (Cﬂ'min)Q}T ] )
with probability at least 1 — 30..
Step 4. Induction on Q). Apply Lemma E.5 to Lemma E.2, we see that

(1) N Crk(k—1) 3 .
Z Qoo —Qo| S —— =+ Z |deer — q7p| - (H.3)
(2 VN

224

with probability at least 1 — k? exp(—Cj3) < 1 — d.. Note that, we can apply Proposition 4.2 to the
right hand side of (H.3), and obtain
(1) _ *

C7k(k: — 1) 0 .
Z Qo — Q| S ——F—= Z K ‘qéz/) — oy

, (H4)
y234 \/N L£0

with probability at least 1 —J.. Noting that IV is selected large enough such that the right hand side
of (H.4) is bounded by r,. Hence repeat the above steps to analyze the distance of ©) = M, (M)
to ©*. Then, we repeat the above steps for L — 2 more times, we arrive at

(L) 1 Crk(k—1) RO
Z Qop" — Qoer| S — + Z K ‘Qge/ — Qypr| »
A0 1= VN (=t

with probability at least 1 — ..
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H.1 Proof of Corollary 4.6

Proof of Corollary 4.6. Since
- log e, — log 47g

log(Cscy®k)

and under the assumptions of Corollary 4.6, it follows that

1
max 6,7 — 625 < Ze,
[N 2

with probability at least 1 — 2d.. This implies that

1

(L * *
655" — 655112 > 165712 — Ger,

with probability at least 1 — 2d.. Note that if HHfJ*H # 0, namely (j,4) € E, then |\9f]*|| =

construction of €;. Therefore, for every (j,i) € E*, then
165572 > e,
with probability at least 1 — 20.. Hence, (j,7) € E’ with probability at least 1 — 26,.

for every (j,i) ¢ E*
1

(3/2)er by

In contrast,

10512 < Ser
with probability at least 1 — 20,. O
H.2 Proof of Lemma H.1
Lemma H.1. Assume Assumption 2, 3, 5, 8— 10 hold and let C4,...,Cg to be some universal con-

stants. Suppose that Z(0) is sampled from the stationary distribution. Define © = argmaxg_, E(é |

©) and 6 —(QflT,...,prT) fori=1,...,p. Let

sup max\g]( i(t)| < B, sup max]gj( () < D,
te0,1] &7 te[0,1] *J

for some absolute constants B,D > 0. Suppose that N 2 {m*(logp)* v m5/2s5/2}, max; || X; —

Xi|| = 61 < cy(4BDm)~! and

r— 1
A= C’lx/mmax{(l — (i) b Vmséy, m](\)[gp} v \C/zmax 165 — 0%
s

Then, we have

oY N _ N m+/slogp 1
max \|0f — Of, 2 < CgClI,2I€ max H9f — 95. 2+ Cy { &b + msoy +/m (1 - mm)r } )

VN

with probability at least 1 — 2k max{N exp(—Csmslogp),exp(—Cgmlogp)}.
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Proof of Lemma H.1. Define C; for j = 0,...,9 be some universal constants. Before the start, we
define a quantity

de, = max {N exp(—Comslogp), 6 exp(—Cimlogp)}. (H.5)

Step 1. The deviation bound and restricted eigenvalue. To apply Lemma 4.3, we want to check
Assumption 6 holds. Note that since §; < cy(4BDm)~ !, then by Lemma H.3, we have

mjax Umin(K\Pj) = ?a m]aX Um&X(K‘I’j) < 20\111' (HG)
This implies that
o Ky,
max M < deg? (H.7)

J Umin(K\Pj)

With the above result and under the sample size assumption that N = {m*(logp)® v m°/2s%?}, we
can apply Lemma G.1. Then, it follows that Assumption 6 holds with probability at least 1 — de,.

Next, to verify Assumption 7, we want to show that each of the term [[Ay| ps, [|Acll,
y g g

16" Ay, 7+ is well controlled. Lemma E.3 implies that
Ry

r—1
18wl 2y < OVm {1l — (i}

Lemma E.4 implies that

* 4 *
10" Aul, gy < o 16°2BDmaL Vs

7%
0, Ky

Lastly, Lemma F.1, implies that

Cy/mB(o +p) [mlogp

with probability at least 1 — d,,. Therefore, we can choose

_ 1
QN p,5,m, 7, 81) = cgmmax{(l — ()" Vst [T } .
Note that Q becomes small if we (i) increase 7, (ii) have small enough 01, which is the error of the
nonparametric regression and depends on the sample size N, and (iii) have large enough sample
size N. We can then conclude that QQ is well controlled.
Step 2. Selecting \. With the results in the previous step, we are able to select A as

r— 1 C .
AzmmaX{Cg (1= ¢n2) " V/msCady, Co m]‘\’fgp,\/%m%x|\ef,—ef*},

where Co,C3 > 0 are some universal constants. Apply Lemma 4.3 and (H.6) , we have

-1
dey,

I8 = 012 < = (10A5 + 165 — 052 (IL.8)
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with probability at least 1 — 25, and o = 2 Loy (E [N_l DI @@74(tn)111(tn)\11(tn)T]>. Take the

maximum over ¢ = 1,...,p, then

-1
dey,

max [0, — 072 <

)

(mwé + max |f, - 9£*|2> ,

with probability at least 1 — 2pkde,.
Step 3. Combining results. By definition of A, we can bound the term 10\4/s as

1 <
10A\y/s < max {C4x/ms(1 — ¢t ), Cymsdy, Cyam %, Cs max |6¢ — Qfﬂ} :
2

Therefore, plug the above equation to (H.8), we can conclude that
max 67, — 6" 2
il

-1
dey,

A

1 .
{04 (\/ ms(l - gﬂ-?nin)r_la +m8(51 +m i ?Vgp> + (05 + 1) m%X Hef - 95*|2} )

with probability at least 1 — 2pkde, .
Apply Lemma 4.2 and under Assumption 10, we can further obtain

-~ . _ N m+/slogp 1
max 167 — 6512 < 060\1/2’€H212X 65 — 612 + Cr {\/N msdy + v/ms (1= )" } ,
with probability at least 1 — 2k max{N exp(—Cgmslogp), exp(—Cymlogp)}. O

H.3 Proof of Lemma H.2

Lemma H.2. Under Assumption 2, 3, 5, 8— 10. Suppose that Z(O) is sampled from the stationary
distribution. Suppose that N 2 {m*(logp)? v m®/2s 5/2} maxZ I1X; — X; ||| =01 < cy(4BDm)~ ! and

Co, ..., C2 >0 be some constants. If 3, ; Hé?e — 9“”2 <13 fort=1,...,k, we have
62— 2 < DO | S () (Y 4 |6 — o
\/N T min Imn )

with probability at least 1 — Npk exp(—C2).

Proof of Lemma H.2. We want to verify that there exist a valid constant co such that R, g, ﬁn,g
defined in (E.9) satisfy Ry ¢, Rny < c3p for £ = 1,...,k and n = 1,...,N. Then, we can apply
Lemma E.1. It suffices to show that

Youi = Yoo — 2,059 (tn)| <
J

n 10 — Zez]\II

max

€o;
in,l ’

max
i,n,l
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Note that we can decompose
n i n 140 — 2 9@]\11 = 5n,i - 5n—1,i + Pn,i — Z(afj - Hf]*)‘l}](tn)
J
The first two variables are independent centered Gaussian random variables with variance 20*?
The third variable is p,; is the bias induced by approximation and is bounded by p. Under the

assumptions, (H.7) holds. Hence, we can upper bound the last term of the above equation using
Holder inequality as

205 = 05)¥;(t)

J

< 65 = 05 1195 (tn) oo < 20c3”v/msroB,

where the last inequality follows from plugging (H.7) into (E.12). Similarly, we have

D08 — 05T ()

J

< 200‘52\/msroB.

Then, there exist a valid finite constant ¢ = Cy0* +p+2()c\£2«/m57’oB for some universally constant

C such that
P< nae n 1,0 — ZGZ]\P

P < - n 1,3 Z 6
Applying the union bound over all ¢, 4, n, we have
P (max
i,n,l -
J
A C S YA

Along with this piece of result and Lemma E.6, we can apply Lemma E.1 and arrive at

< CO> > exp(—Ca);

< co) > exp(—Cs).

Yoi—Yn-1,— Z 05V (tn)

> Co> < 1 — Npkexp(—Cs);

> co> < 1 — Npkexp(—Cs).

|a_\2 *2| < CO\/EICCEI ( ) +p +cy mSTOB2

NBDvym N

with probability at least 1 — Npkexp(—Cs). Note that the second term of the above equation
dominates the first term, and hence we can simplify the above results as

+ O3 2 {1 = (Cran) 2} #6707

’ *2‘ < Cocg®msr? -

+ Clk‘c_sﬂr;?n {1 — ((ﬂmm)Q}T_l +

&% —o*?, (H.9)

where Cj is a constant that depends on o*, p, B.
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Lemma H.3 (Adapted from Lemma 3 in Chen et al. (2017)). Suppose that Assumption 10 holds,
and max; | X; — X;|| = maxi{Sé(Xi(t) — X;(t))2dt}'/? = 6. Assume that |g;(X;(t))| < B and
lg;(Xi(t)| < D fori=1,...,pandj=1,...,m and t € [0,1]. Then,

cy = 2BDm8; < owin (K, ) < owax (Bu,) < ¢ + 2BDméy.

I Useful Lemmas

Lemma I.1 (Lemma 5 in Wong et al. (2020)). Let X be a random variable. Then the following
statements are equivalent for every v > 0. The constants Ky, Ko, K3 differ from each other at
most by a constant depending only on .

1. The tails of X satisfy
P(|X|>1t) <2exp{—(t/K1)"}, t=0.

2. The moments of X satisfy

|X]p = (EIX])P < Kop?, p = min(1,).

3. The moment generating function of |X|7 is finite:

E [exp (|X]/K3)7] < 2.

Lemma I.2 (Adapted from Lemma 13 in Wong et al. (2020) and Theorem 1 in Merlevede et al.
(2011)). Let {Xp}nen be a strictly stationary sequence of zero mean random variables that are
sub-Weibull(~s) with sub-Weibull norm K. Suppose that {Xy}nen is S-mizing with coefficients
satisfying S(n) < 2exp(—cn). Let Sy = 25:1 X, and define 1)y = 1/y1 + 1/v2. Assume v < 1.
Then for N > 4 and any t > 1/N,

0% 2
P(IN7'Sy|>t) < Nexp (—?7\2,1) + exp (—éjé) ,

where the constants C1, Co depend only on 1,72 and c.

Definition 16. For every v > 0, the sub- Weibull norm is defined as

| X[y, := sup(E|X|P)!/Pp=1/7.
p=1

Lemma I.3. Let X be a sub-Weibull(a) random wvariable and Y be a sub-Weibull(B) random
variable. Let 1/v = 1/a + 1/5. Then XY is a sub-Weibull(y) random variable with sub-Weibull

norm bounded by
1 1
a+p\e (a+B)\F
xvl, < (“52)" (E2) X1l s

89



Proof. First, by Holder inequality, we have

™R

a\ 2 B8
EXY[]P < (E\X|”~/) (E|Y|p~/)
By taking root-p on both side, we obtain the inequality
XYy < 1Xlpe [Y,z-

By definition of the sub-Weibull norm, we can further bound the above term as

1

1 1 1
a\e 1 ,8 B o1 1 (M—i—,@ a ()4—|—/B B
XY |, < || Xy | — pa|Y <> pB—P”< >< > X o 1Yl -
[ Hp [ Hw <’Y> H ”wg ~y 3 H ”zp [ ng

Hence 1 1
_1 a+pB\e fa+ [P
XY = su 7| XY, < X Y\w,-
v, =swpn 1xvl < (250) " (S5 i,
O
Lemma 1.4. Let X be a sub-Weibull(y) random variable, we have
[EX ], < X s,
Proof of Lemma 1.4. Write
[EX ., < [EX]
= [ Xl
< [ X, -
O

Lemma I.5 (Theorem 5.1 in Bradley (2005)). Suppose that Ay, B, for n € N are o-fields, The
o-fields o({ Ay, By}) for n € N are independent. Then,

B(o({An:neN}), o({By:neN})) < D) B(An, Bn).

neN

Lemma I.6 (Measurable Mapping of Stationary Process). Let (X, Z#(X)) and (¥, %A())) be two
measurable spaces and AB(-) denotes the Borel o-field. Let (Xy € X)i=0 be a strictly stationary
process and g : X — Y be a Borel measurable function. Then, (g(X:) € V)0 is strictly stationary.

Proof of Lemma 1.6. A stochastic process is called strictly stationary if for any finite set of random
variables, Xy ,..., X}, , from the stochastic process, the following equation is satisfied

d
(th,...,th) = (Xt1+7,...,th+7—), for all T € R.

That is, the joint distribution of any finite set of random variables are invariant to times shifts.
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Let Y; = g(X;) and write

P(Y;, € By,...,Y;, € By) = P(Xy, e g (B1),..., Xy, € g (By))

= P(Xy1r€g Y(B1),..., X1, 1r € g H(By))
= P(}/tl-‘rT € Bl7 .- '7}ftk+’r € Bk)

Therefore, we complete the proof. O

Lemma 1.7 (Strictly Stationary Markov Process). Suppose that (X; € X )i>0 is a time-homogeneous
Markov process with stationary distribution w. Let xq be the initial point sampled from the stationary
distribution m. Then, the stochastic process (Xi)i=o0 with Xo = xo is a strictly stationary process.
Additionally, let g : X — Y be a Borel measurable function. Define the stochastic process (Yn)nen
as Yy, = St:,l 9(Xy)du, where t,, — t,—1 = h for some fized h > 0 and n € N. Then, (Y;,)nen 1S @
strictly stationary process.

Proof of Lemma 1.7. To show the first statement, we use the Markov property. Without the loss
of generality, assume ¢ < --- < t. Then,

P(tha s vth) = P(th | thfl)P(thfl | thq) e P(th | Xt1)P(Xt1)
= P(th+T | th—1+T)P(th—1+T ’ th—2+T) ) "P(th-i-T | Xt1+T)P(Xt1)'

Since P(Xo)=m, we have P(X;,)=P(Xy,+-)=m, therefore we can write the above term as

= P(th--H' | th—1+T)P(th—1+T | th—2+7') ’ "P(th-H' | Xt1+‘r)P(Xt1+T)

= P(Xt1+7'7 v 7th+7')-
Xto = IL') .

Apply the time-homogeneous Markov property, we can write the above term as

tst1 ts ik
=P Xudu,...,f Xydu | Xy, =
t

ts
P(Y17"'7Yk ‘ XtO)P(XtO) = P(}{S-‘rlv"' 71/8+k ‘ th)P(th)'

To show the second statement, we first condition on X, = x and write

t1 tr
P(Yl,...,Yk\Xtozx)=P< Xydu,.... | X.du

to te—1

s+k—1

:P(}/;+1a---7}/;+k‘th =£17)

Since P(Xy,) = P(Xy,), we can write

Marginalize both side, we obtain

P(Yi,..., Vi) = P(Yaqn,. ., Yorn).
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Lemma 1.8 (Lemma 12 in Loh and Wainwright (2012)). Denote the set K(s) = {ve RP : |v]o <
s, |v|2 < 1}. Let A e RP*P be a fivred matriz, 6 > 0 be the tolerance. Suppose that

|1/TA1/‘ <0 VveK(2s).

Then
’yTAz/‘ <278 (HVH% + 3_1HVH%) .

J Details about data generation process

In this section, we provide details about the data generation process.

J.1 Detalils of data generation process

The parameters of (5.1)—(5.2) are discussed in below. In state ¢ = 1, for each i = 1,...10, we have
the following parameter:

11_(1203 —0.6), 615 = (0.1,0.2,0.2);
= (—2.0,0.0,0.4), 635 = (0.5,0.2, —0.3);
33_(000000) 033 = (—0.3,0.4,0.1);
015 = (0.2,-0.1,-0.2), 61 = (0.0,0.0,0.0);
55_4000000)956=(uLam—023);
62 = (0.0,0.0,0.5), 645 = (0.0,0.0,0.0).

For the remaining parameters, we have Gil]?* = (0.0,0.0,0.0). The graph associated with state £ = 1
in presented in Figure 7. In the second state ¢ = 2, we have

= (1.2,0.3,-0.6), 0% = (0.1,0.2,0.2);
= (—2.0,0.0,0.4), 625 = (0.5,0.2, —0.3);
(000000) 0% = (—0.3,0.4,0.1);
= (0.2 0.2), 62 = (0.0,0.0,0.0);
(ooooom 021, = (0.1,0.0, —0.8);
= (0.0,0.0,0.5), 63,5, = (0.0,0.0,0.0).

022
022
622
02
02
62
For the remaining parameters, we have 0@.2; = (0.0,0.0,0.0). The graph associated with state £ = 1
in presented in Figure 8. Given the initial state X (0) and Q* stated in Section 5, the simulated
trajectories are presented in Figure 9.
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Figure 7: The graph associated with state £ = 1 has self-loops on nodes X; and X5, and bidirectional
edge between nodes X7 and Xo, X3 and X4, X5 and Xg.

Figure 8: The graph associated with state £ = 2 has self-loops on nodes X5 and Xg, and bidirectional
edge between nodes X5 and Xg, X7 and Xg, X9 and Xip.
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Figure 9: The simulated trajectories associated with the data generation process 1 defined in (5.1)—
(5.2) and parameters defined in Section J.1. The blue solid lines denote X;(¢) for ¢ = 1,...,10, the
black dots denote the discrete noisy observations of Y,,; for i = 1,...,10 and n = 1,..., N, and
the grey dashed lines denote the time that the hidden Markov chain Z(t) switches states.
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Figure 10: The graph of state 1 of the data generation process 2.

DpOp O DO OO
e 0

Figure 11: The graph of state 2 of the data generation process 2.
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Node 6
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Figure 12: The simulated trajectories associated with the data generation process 2 defined in (5.3)—
(5.7) and parameters defined in Section J.1. We plot the first half of the session T = [0, 20] of the
entire session 7' = [0,40] and the first 10 nodes of the entire set of nodes p = 20. The blue solid
lines denote X;(t), the black dots denote the discrete noisy observations of Yy, ; for i = 1,...,10
and n =1,...,N/2, and the grey dashed lines denote the time that the hidden Markov chain Z ()
switches states.
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