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Graph Signal Inference by Learning Narrowband
Spectral Kernels

Osman Furkan Kar, Gülce Turhan and Elif Vural

Abstract—While a common assumption in graph signal anal-
ysis is the smoothness of the signals or the band-limitedness of
their spectrum, in many instances the spectrum of real graph data
may be concentrated at multiple regions of the spectrum, possibly
including mid-to-high-frequency components. In this work, we
propose a novel graph signal model where the signal spectrum is
represented through the combination of narrowband kernels in
the graph frequency domain. We then present an algorithm that
jointly learns the model by optimizing the kernel parameters and
the signal representation coefficients from a collection of graph
signals. Our problem formulation has the flexibility of permitting
the incorporation of signals possibly acquired on different graphs
into the learning algorithm. We then theoretically study the
signal reconstruction performance of the proposed method, by
also elaborating on when joint learning on multiple graphs
is preferable to learning an individual model on each graph.
Experimental results on several graph data sets shows that the
proposed method offers quite satisfactory signal interpolation
accuracy in comparison with a variety of reference approaches
in the literature.

Index Terms—Graph signal interpolation, graph signal re-
construction, spectral graph kernels, graph dictionary learning,
graph regularization

I. INTRODUCTION

LEARNING efficient graph signal models is a key problem
of interest for the analysis and inference of network

data. Graph signals in real-world applications often exhibit
dominant frequency components across different parts of the
spectrum. For example, in a social network where user behav-
ior is considered as a graph signal, various factors inherited
from a broader community of users result in slowly-varying
low-frequency components, whereas other factors affecting
smaller social groups such as friend circles may manifest as
abrupt changes in user behavior on the graph and produce sig-
nificant mid- or high-frequency components in signal spectra.
Similarly, in a meteorological sensor network, global seasonal
characteristics such as cold weather in winter are associated
with low-frequency components, while sharp local temperature
variations in micro-climate zones give rise to high-frequency
components in the spectrum of measured signals.

Motivated by these observations, in this paper, we study
the problem of learning graph signal models where signals
are represented in terms of a combination of narrowband
spectral kernels, with the purpose of accurately capturing
their frequency characteristics in different spectral regions. We
demonstrate the usage of our algorithm in signal interpolation
applications, i.e., for estimating the missing entries of partially
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observed graph signals, which is of interest in a variety
of applications where data is not available over all graph
nodes due to issues such as sensor failure, connection loss,
or unavailable user information.

With the growing literature on graph signal processing, a
wide scope of solutions now exists for the inference and
modeling of graph signals. Graph neural network (GNN)
models offer state-of-the-art solutions in various tasks in-
cluding node classification, link prediction, graph embedding
and graph signal reconstruction [1]. Attention mechanisms
have been integrated into GNN architectures in the recent
years, leading to the popular graph attention network (GAT)
models [2], [3]. However, one limitation of graph neural
networks is that they typically need larger data sets com-
pared to traditional inference methods due to the relatively
large number of model parameters they involve. Also, well-
known effects such as oversmoothing [4] and vulnerability to
imbalance and adversarial attacks [5] may play a negative role
on their performance. In contrast to the complexity of GNN
architectures, classical reconstruction approaches are also still
widely favored due to their appealing complexity-performance
tradeoff in signal interpolation applications, which include
graph-based regularization methods [6], non-smooth interpo-
lation techniques [7], and reconstruction approaches based
on band-limited models [8]–[10]. These methods often rely
on rather strict assumptions about signal structures, such as
signal self-similarity, band-limitedness, or low-pass behavior
due to smoothness priors on the graph. On the other hand,
actual graph signals encountered in real life do not necessarily
conform to such low-frequency or band-limited models. This
is demonstrated in Figure 1, where the spectrum of a meteo-
rological graph signal is plotted. One can clearly observe that
the signal spectrum concentrates not only at low frequencies,
but also in the mid-to-high frequency range.

In order to address these considerations, in this work we
adopt a graph signal model where signals are represented
over a set of graph signal prototypes generated from a set
of narrowband kernels. We formulate an optimization problem
where the kernel parameters are learnt so as to model different
spectral components of graph signals as illustrated in Figure
1b. In addition to the regularization of the kernel parameters
and the rate of change of graph signals, our objective func-
tion also includes a third regularization term imposing that
similar graph signals have similar representations. Especially
in settings where graph signals are only partially observed,
this third term proves useful for fusing the information in
different signals in order to arrive at an accurate model. The
resulting optimization problem is solved with an alternating
optimization approach and the initially missing observations
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(a)

• Idea: Learn narrowband kernels that fit to different components of 
the signal spectrum [Turhan, 2021]
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ABSTRACT

Graph models provide flexible tools for the representation and analy-
sis of signals defined over irregular domains such as social or sensor
networks. However, in real applications data observations are often
not available over the whole graph, due to practical problems such as
sensor failure or connection loss. In this paper, we study the estima-
tion of partially observed graph signals on multiple graphs. We learn
a sparse representation of partially observed graph signals over spec-
trally concentrated graph dictionaries. Our dictionary model consists
of several sub-dictionaries each of which is generated from a Gaus-
sian kernel centered at a certain graph frequency in order to cap-
ture a particular spectral component of the graph signals at hand.
The problem of jointly learning the spectral kernels and the sparse
codes is solved with an alternating optimization approach. Finally,
the incomplete entries of the given graph signals are estimated using
the learnt dictionaries and the sparse coefficients. Experimental re-
sults on synthetic and real graph data sets suggest that the proposed
method yields promising performance in comparison to reference
solutions.

Index Terms— Graph dictionary learning, graph signal process-
ing, sparse representations, graph kernels, multiple graph domains

1. INTRODUCTION

Graph models have recently become popular for the analysis of data
sets where the underlying topological structure is known to carry
important information for understanding the data, such as in energy,
transportation, social and sensor networks. Representing such net-
works with graphs, one can model the data samples observed on
the networks as graph signals, e.g., the temperature measurements
taken over a sensor network constitute a graph signal. Meanwhile,
in many practical applications, data observations are not available
over all graph nodes due to issues such as sensor failure, connection
loss, or unavailable information of network users. The estimation of
the missing entries of a partially observed graph signal is a problem
that is relevant to a variety of applications, such as the completion
of partially observed measurements on sensor networks, or the in-
ference of the unavailable tendencies of social network users from
available ones. In this paper, we consider the problem of estimating
partially observed graph signals by learning models that can iden-
tify important spectral characteristics of graph signal sets from their
incomplete observations.

The estimation of the unavailable entries of a graph signal from
the known ones is a well-studied problem in the graph-based semi-
supervised learning (SSL) literature [1], [2], [3]. These classical
methods assume that graph signals vary on the graph smoothly, and
hence, their spectra mainly contain low-frequencies. However, in
practice graphs may often include a small, isolated group of nodes

Fig. 1. A graph signal consisting of wind speed measurements from
the Molène data set [4] is illustrated along with its graph Fourier
transform. The signal spectrum is observed to contain mid-range
and high frequencies as well as low frequencies.

over which the graph signals may have different characteristics from
the rest of the nodes. This typically creates mid-frequency or high-
frequency components in the observed graph signals. For instance,
in a sensor network that takes temperature measurements in a large
geographical region, certain global characteristics of measurements
such as cold weather in winter (i.e., macro-climate) will vary slowly
over the whole graph. On the other hand, in some small and isolated
regions like lakeside or mountainous regions, the climate may vary
locally and rapidly (i.e., micro-climate), leading to high frequency
components in the signal spectra. The spectrum of a meteorological
graph signal is illustrated in Figure 1. Similarly, in a social network,
a small and isolated group of users may share interests that may be
different from the larger community they live in, again contributing
to mid- or high-frequency components in the spectrum.

In this study, propose to model different components of the
graph signal spectrum with different graph signal prototypes, or
atoms, that concentrate over a certain region of the spectrum. Our
approach is based on first learning spectrally concentrated graph
dictionaries from partial observations of graph signals, after which
the initially unknown signal values can be reconstructed based on
the learnt dictionary models and the sparse coefficients. As we
formulate the dictionary learning problem in the spectral domain,
our algorithm has the flexibility of using data sets acquired possibly
on multiple graphs, since dictionary representations in the spectral
domain fully provide the information required for generating atoms
on any graph.

The problem of dictionary learning on graphs has been stud-
ied in several previous works before. In [5] graph dictionaries are
learnt in a nonparametric form based on traditional sparsity priors.
The studies in [6] and [7] formulate the graph dictionary learning
problem through the computation of polynomial spectral kernels, re-
sulting in well-localized graph atoms in the vertex domain. These
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Fig. 1. Scaling function h(λ) (blue curve), wavelet generating kernels g(t jλ), and sum of squares G (black curve), for J = 5 scales, λmax = 10, K = 20. Details
in Section 8.1. (For interpretation of colors in this figure, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

5.1. Continuous SGWT inverse

In order for a particular transform to be useful for signal processing, and not simply signal analysis, it must be possible
to reconstruct a signal corresponding to a given set of transform coefficients. We will show that the spectral graph wavelet
transform admits an inverse formula analogous to (4) for the continuous wavelet transform.

Intuitively, the wavelet coefficient W f (t,n) provides a measure of “how much of” the wavelet ψt,n is present in the
signal f . This suggests that the original signal may be recovered by summing the wavelets ψt,n multiplied by each wavelet
coefficient W f (t,n). The reconstruction formula below shows that this is indeed the case, subject to a non-constant weight
dt/t .

Lemma 5.1. If the SGWT kernel g satisfies the admissibility condition

∞∫

0

g2(x)
x

dx = C g < ∞ (27)

and g(0) = 0, then

1
C g

N∑

n=1

∞∫

0

W f (t,n)ψt,n(m)
dt
t

= f #(m) (28)

where f # = f − ⟨χ0, f ⟩χ0 . In particular, the complete reconstruction is then given by f = f # + f̂ (0)χ0 .

Proof. Using (24) and (26) to express ψt,n and W f (t,n) in the graph Fourier basis, the l.h.s. of the above becomes

1
C g

∞∫

0

1
t

∑

n

(∑

ℓ

g(tλℓ)χℓ(n) f̂ (ℓ)
∑

ℓ′
g(tλℓ′)χ∗

ℓ′(n)χℓ′(m)

)
dt

= 1
C g

∞∫

0

1
t

(∑

ℓ,ℓ′
g(tλℓ′)g(tλℓ) f̂ (ℓ)χℓ′(m)

∑

n

χ∗
ℓ′(n)χℓ(n)

)
dt (29)

The orthonormality of the χℓ implies
∑

n χ∗
ℓ′ (n)χℓ(n) = δℓ,ℓ′ , inserting this above and summing over ℓ′ gives

= 1
C g

∑

ℓ

( ∞∫

0

g2(tλℓ)

t
dt

)

f̂ (ℓ)χℓ(m) (30)

If g satisfies the admissibility condition, then the substitution u = tλℓ shows that
∫ g2(tλℓ)

t dt = C g independent of ℓ, except
for when λℓ = 0 at ℓ = 0 when the integral is zero. The expression (30) can be seen as the inverse Fourier transform
evaluated at vertex m, where the ℓ = 0 term is omitted. This omitted term is exactly equal to ⟨χ0, f ⟩χ0 = f̂ (0)χ0, which
proves the desired result. ✷

Note that for the non-normalized Laplacian, χ0 is constant on every vertex and f # above corresponds to removing the
mean of f . Formula (28) shows that the mean of f may not be recovered from the zero-mean wavelets. The situation is
different from the analogous reconstruction formula (4) for the CWT, which shows the somewhat counterintuitive result

Predefined dictionaries 
 (e.g. graph wavelets)

Dictionary Learning from Incomplete Graph Signals

(b)

Fig. 1: (a) A real graph signal consisting of wind speed
measurements from the Molène data set [11] (b) The signal
spectrum contains middle and high frequencies in addition
to low frequencies (blue). Our approach is based on fitting
narrowband kernels to high-energy spectral components (red).

of the signals are computed based on the learnt model. The
proposed method involves the learning of relatively few model
parameters in the spectral domain, i.e., only the center and
scale parameters of kernels. This lightweight structure of
our model provides robustness to the limited availability of
training data, in comparison with more complex schemes that
require the learning of a large number of model parameters.

Since we learn graph models in the frequency domain, the
learnt spectral model can be extended to any given graph. This
allows the incorporation of graph signal data coming from
multiple independently constructed graphs in the learning,
which is especially interesting when the graphs have similar
topologies and host similar types of signals, e.g., as in an
application where similar traffic statistics are acquired on the
transportation networks of cities of comparable size. The idea
of learning from multiple graphs has already been explored in
several previous studies [12], [13]. An important question is
under which conditions the incorporation of multiple graphs
into the algorithm impacts the learning performance positively.
With the aim of answering this question, we then present a
theoretical analysis of the performance of our algorithm. We
first propose performance bounds on the estimation error of
our method in terms of the number M of graphs and data
size K, which suggest that the reconstruction error probability
decreases at rate O(1/(MK)) as the number of graphs and
data size increases. We then compare the regimes of joint
learning on multiple graphs and individual learning on single
graphs. Our theoretical results show that joint learning turns
out to be advantageous when the spectral discrepancy ∆2

ψ

between the signals on multiple graphs is sufficiently low in
relation to the data size K, pointing to an inverse quadratic
relation K < O(1/∆2

ψ) between their critical values.

In Section II, we overview the related work. In Section
III, we introduce our graph signal model and in Section IV,
we propose a method for learning the model. In Section V,
we present a theoretical analysis of our algorithm and study
the trade-off between the multi-graph spectral discrepancy and
data size. In Section VI, we evaluate the performance of our
method with experiments and in Section VII, we conclude.

II. RELATED WORK

The reconstruction of partially observed graph signals is
a well-studied problem in the literature and many differ-
ent solution approaches exist. Classical approaches include
Tikhonov regularization [14], piecewise constant or piecewise
planar signal models [6], [15], kernel-based methods [16],
non-smooth graph signal interpolation [7], [17], iterative graph
signal reconstruction methods [8], [18]–[20], and techniques
based on the bandlimitedness assumption [8]–[10], [21]. Each
of these approaches employs a particular strategy or prior
in order to effectively utilize the graph signal information.
Traditional Tikhonov regularization methods, optimal iterative
reconstruction (O-PGIR) [8], and optimal sampling [9], [10]
strategies rely on low-pass or band-limited signal models,
which may fall short of capturing band-pass or high-pass
variations in signal spectra as demonstrated in Fig. 1, espe-
cially when signals display isolated and localized behaviors in
specific graph regions. TV-regularization ideas [6] and affine
signal models as in [7] may better handle non-smooth signal
variations; however, they rely on other constraints such as
piecewise constancy or low-rank structure of graph signals,
which may not always be met in practice.

Recent trends in the analysis of graph data focus consider-
ably on graph neural network (GNN) models [22]–[24], with
many variants building on spectral approaches [25], diffusion
or message passing models [26]–[28], and graph attention
models [2], [3]. However, GNNs are subject to two significant
limitations: a lack of interpretability and reliance on relatively
large training datasets. Additionally, deeper networks do not
consistently translate to improved performance within graph
settings [4], in contrast to the notable success of convolutional
networks for signals on regular grids. Given the aforemen-
tioned limitations of GNNs, deep algorithm unrolling meth-
ods introduce a hybrid approach between traditional graph
regularization schemes and GNN-based restoration methods,
incorporating learnable parameters into iterative algorithms
[29], [30].

Our method relies on learning narrowband graph signal
prototypes for the reconstruction of graph signals, which bears
resemblance to a graph dictionary learning problem. Several
previous works have studied graph signal representations over
predetermined or learnt graph dictionaries. The spectral graph
wavelet dictionaries (SGWT) proposed in [31] extends the
wavelet theory to graph domains in view of their spectral
characterization. Other efforts include the learning of para-
metric graph dictionaries on single graphs [32] and multiple
graphs [33], as well as multi-scale graph dictionaries based on
Haar wavelets [34]. Although our method can be interpreted
as a particular type of graph dictionary learning algorithm, it
has the following essential differences from the above meth-
ods. First, the aforementioned methods are generic dictionary
learning algorithms that require fully observed graph signals
to train; hence, are not particularly suited to the graph signal
reconstruction problem and lack the capability of learning
models with only partially observed graph signals. Similarly,
they neither employ any priors on the spectral characteristics
of the data, nor present a theoretical understanding of their
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reconstruction performance. In contrast, our solution actively
employs the prior that the signal energy is concentrated in
certain bands of the spectrum, thanks to which it involves rel-
atively few model parameters to learn (limited to the center and
scale parameters of the kernels fitting to the dominant spectral
components), hence, it is particularly tailored to scenarios with
severe lack of training data. This feature of our method also
makes it favorable against sophisticated but more complex
methods such as GNN-based solutions requiring the learning
of a large set of model parameters. Furthermore, we provide
an extensive theoretical analysis of the signal reconstruction
performance of our method, with a careful justification of
when multi-graph learning is advantageous over individual
learning.

Preliminary versions of our study have been presented
in [35], [36]. The current paper builds on these studies by
significantly extending the experimental results and including
a detailed theoretical analysis.

III. PROPOSED GRAPH SIGNAL MODEL

We consider a setting with independently constructed
multiple graphs G1,G2, . . . ,GM , where each graph Gm =
(Vm,Wm) is undirected and weighted, with vertices Vm, edge
weight matrix Wm ∈ RNm×Nm

, for m = 1, 2, . . . ,M . We
denote the number of nodes (vertices) on graph Gm as Nm.
The normalized graph Laplacian of each graph is defined as

Lm = (Γm)−1/2(Γm −Wm)(Γm)−1/2

where Γm ∈ RNm×Nm

is the diagonal degree matrix with
diagonal entries Γmii =

∑
jW

m
ij . The eigenvector matrix Um

of the graph Laplacian Lm provides a graph Fourier basis for
graph signals, where Lm = UmΛm(Um)T is the eigenvalue
decomposition of Lm.

A. Graph Dictionary Model

We propose to represent graph signals in terms of narrow-
band graph signal prototypes, which form a graph dictionary
that is designed capture the dominant spectral components of
the signals. In the previous works [32], [33], the graph dic-
tionary learning problem has been formulated in the spectral
domain through the use of a set of spectral graph kernels
ĝj(λ) : R → R, for j = 1, 2, . . . , J , each of which is a
function of the graph frequency variable λ in the spectral
domain. The application of the kernel ĝj(λ) to the graph
Laplacian Lm generates a subdictionary [32], [33]

Dm
j = Umĝj(Λ

m)(Um)T ∈ RN
m×Nm

where ĝj(Λ
m) is a diagonal matrix obtained by applying the

kernel ĝj(·) to eigenvalues {λmn } of the graph Laplacian Lm

found in matrix Λm. Here, each n-th column of the subdic-
tionary Dm

j is an atom that gives the graph signal obtained
by localizing (centralizing) the graph kernel ĝj(λ) at node n.
A structured dictionary is then obtained by concatenating J
subdictionaries as

Dm =
[
Dm

1 Dm
2 · · · Dm

J

]
∈ RN

m×JNm

.

Our aim in this work is to learn graph dictionaries that
can successfully capture different spectral components of the
observed graph signals at hand. Given the lack of data in
our particular setting with possibly partially observed graph
signals, in order to keep the number of dictionary model
parameters small while efficiently fitting the atoms to the data
spectrum, we propose to choose the spectral kernels ĝj(λ)
as Gaussian kernels, whose center frequency and frequency
spread can be controlled in a way to represent the signal set
accurately. We thus express each ĝj(λ) in a parametric form
with the associated parameter vector θj = (µj , sj) as

ĝj(λ) = exp

(
−∥λ− µj∥2

s2j

)
where µj and sj represent the mean and the scale parameters
of the kernel. We propose to learn a total of J Gaussian kernels
ĝ1(λ), · · · , ĝJ(λ) that are common for all graphs Gm. In this
way, each Gaussian kernel ĝj(λ) is designed to generate graph
signal prototypes that fit to a different spectral component
of the partially known graph signals at hand. Our method is
capable of fusing the information of incomplete observations
of the signals from all graph domains when learning the kernel
parameters, which is expected to improve the performance
under certain conditions.

B. Graph Signal Model

A graph signal ym ∈ RNm

on graph Gm is a real vector,
where each n-th entry ym(n) of the signal represents its value
at graph node n. We model each i-th graph signal ymi ∈ RNm

on graph Gm as

ymi =
[
Dm

1 Dm
2 · · · Dm

J

]
xmi +wm

i

= Dm(ψ)xmi +wm
i .

(1)

Here ψ = [µ1 · · · µJ s1 · · · sJ ] denotes the overall kernel
parameter vector consisting of the Gaussian kernel parameters
of different spectral components, such that Dm(ψ) represents
the graph dictionary on graph Gm generated by ψ. The vector
xmi consists of the coefficients for ymi , and wm

i denotes a
noise signal.

In the signal model (1), the kernel parameter vectors θj
generating the subdictionaries {Dm

j } are assumed to be inde-
pendently sampled from a normal distribution N (mθ,Σθ)
with density pθ(θ), where mθ is the mean vector and Σθ
is a diagonal covariance matrix. Next, in order to encourage
the sparsity of the coefficients, the coefficients in vectors xmi
are modeled to be independently sampled from a Laplace
distribution with parameter δ, with joint density px(x). Finally,
the noise signals wm

i are assumed to be independently sampled
from a zero-mean normal distribution N (0, σ2 INm) with
density pw(w), where IN ∈ RN×N denotes the identity
matrix.

Let us define the graph signal matrix Ym =
[ym1 . . . ymKm ] ∈ RNm×Km

consisting of Km graph
signals observed over the graph Gm, and the corresponding
coefficient matrix Xm = [xm1 . . . xmKm ] ∈ RJNm×Km

.
Assuming the independence of Xm, ψ, and the noise
signals {wm

i }, the joint density of the overall signal matrix
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Y = [Y1 · · · YM ], the parameter vector ψ, and the overall
coefficient matrix X = [X1 · · · XM ] is given by

pY,ψ,X(Y,ψ,X) = pψ(ψ) pX|ψ(X|ψ) pY|X,ψ(Y|X,ψ)

= pψ(ψ) pX(X) pY|X,ψ(Y|X,ψ) (2)

where

pψ(ψ) =
∏J
j=1 pθ(θj)

=
∏J
j=1

1

2π
√

|Σθ|
exp

(
− 1

2 (θj −mθ)
TΣθ

−1(θj −mθ)
)

and

pX(X) =

M∏
m=1

Km∏
i=1

px(x
m
i )

=

M∏
m=1

Km∏
i=1

JNm∏
l=1

1

2δ
exp

(
−|xmi (l)|

δ

)

=
M∏
m=1

Km∏
i=1

1

(2δ)JNm exp

(
−
∥xmi ∥1

δ

)
=

1

(2δ)J(
∑M

m=1N
mKm)

exp

(
−
∥X∥1
δ

)
.

Here ∥ · ∥ denotes the ℓ1-norm of a vector or the vectorized
form of a matrix. The conditional density of the signal matrix
Y is obtained similarly as

pY|X,ψ(Y|X,ψ) =

M∏
m=1

Km∏
i=1

pw(ymi −Dm(ψ)xmi )

=

M∏
m=1

Km∏
i=1

1√
(2π)Nmσ2Nm

exp

(
− 1

2σ2
∥ymi −Dm(ψ)xmi ∥2

)

=
1

(2πσ2)
∑

m
NmKm

2

exp

(
− 1

2σ2

M∑
m=1

∥Ym −Dm(ψ)Xm∥2F

)
where ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of a matrix.

IV. PROPOSED METHOD FOR LEARNING GRAPH SIGNAL
REPRESENTATIONS

A. Problem Formulation

We assume a flexible setting where each signal ymi ∈ RNm

on graph Gm may be observed partially; i.e., only at Rmi
nodes out of Nm nodes. Let us denote by nmi,k the indices
corresponding to the observed (available) entries of each signal
ymi , for k = 1, 2, . . . , Rmi . In order to extract the observed
entries of each signal ymi , let us also define a selection
matrix Smi ∈ RRm

i ×Nm

whose entries indexed with (k, nmi,k)
are 1, and the remaining entries are 0. In this setting, the
maximization of the log likelihood of the distribution in (2) is
then equivalent to the optimization problem

min
{Xm},ψ

ηθ

J∑
j=1

(θj −mθ)
TΣθ

−1(θj −mθ) + ηx

M∑
m=1

∥Xm∥1

+ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)xmi ∥2

(3)

where the positive weight parameters ηθ, ηx and ηw come
from the constants of the distributions.

Assuming independent distributions µj ∼ N (0, σ2
µ), sj ∼

N (s0, σ
2
s) for the mean and the scale parameters of the

Gaussian kernels, the MAP estimation problem in (3) can be
rewritten as

min
{Xm},ψ

J∑
j=1

(µj)
2 + ηs

J∑
j=1

(sj − s0)
2 + ηx

M∑
m=1

∥Xm∥1

+ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)xmi ∥2
(4)

where ηs is a positive weight parameter. The first and the
second terms in the above objective function can be regarded
as regularization terms where the first term prevents the center
frequencies µj of the Gaussian kernels from shifting to too
high frequencies, and the second term draws the kernel band-
width parameters sj towards a predetermined nominal value
s0. The third term encourages the sparsity of the representation
coefficients, while the fourth term enforces the learnt graph
signal model to be coherent with the available observations of
the signals ymi . While the formulation in (4) is insightful as
it originates from a MAP estimation problem, we propose to
incorporate two additional regularization terms in the objective
function in an effort to improve the signal estimation accuracy
as follows:

min
{Xm},ψ

J∑
j=1

(µj)
2 + ηs

J∑
j=1

(sj − s0)
2 + ηx

M∑
m=1

∥Xm∥1

+ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)xmi ∥2

+ ηy

M∑
m=1

tr((Xm)T (Dm(ψ))TLmDm(ψ)Xm)

+ ηc

M∑
m=1

tr((Xm)L̆m(Xm)T )

(5)

In this final form of the objective function, the regularization
term weighed by the parameter ηy > 0 encourages the sig-
nals Dm(ψ)Xm reconstructed from the learnt model to vary
smoothly on the graph Gm. Meanwhile, the last regularization
term weighed by ηc > 0 aims to ensure that similar signals to
be reconstructed on each Gm use a similar set of graph signal
prototypes in their representations: The similarity between
a graph signal pair (ymi ,ymj ) is identified through a signal
affinity matrix W̆m ∈ RKm×Km

with entries given by

W̆m
ij = exp(−

∥∥Qm
i,jy

m
i −Qm

i,jy
m
j

∥∥2 /γ2). (6)

Here, Qm
i,j are selection matrices that consist of 0’s and 1’s,

which extract the node indices where both of the signals in
the pair (ymi ,ymj ) are observed. The parameter γ is a suitably
chosen scale parameter. In fact, it is possible to regard the
matrix W̆m in (6) as the weight matrix of a “signal graph”
Ğm with Km nodes, whose i-th node stands for the signal ymi ,
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and whose edge weights model the affinities between signal
pairs (ymi ,ymj ). The matrix L̆m ∈ RKm×Km

appearing in the
last term in the objective (5) then represents the Laplacian of
the graph Ğm formed in this way. Hence the last term in (5)
enforces each row of the coefficient matrix Xm to have a slow
variation on the signal graph Ğm, so that graph signals with
high affinity have similar representations in the learnt model.
As different graph signals will often have different missing
entries in practice, the proposed regularization approach is
useful for efficiently fusing the information available in all
individual signals in order to arrive at a globally coherent
graph signal model that accurately captures the common
characteristics of the signal collection at hand.

B. Solution of the Optimization Problem

The objective function of the optimization problem (5) is
not jointly convex in the coefficient matrices {Xm} and the
parameter vector ψ; nevertheless, it is convex when considered
as a function of only {Xm}. We minimize the objective
function with an iterative alternating optimization approach.
In each iteration, we first optimize the coefficients {Xm} by
fixing ψ, and then optimize ψ by fixing {Xm}. We discuss
below the details of the proposed optimization procedure.

1) Optimization of the Coefficients Xm: Fixing the param-
eter vector ψ, the problem (5) becomes

min
{Xm}

ηx

M∑
m=1

∥Xm∥1 + ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)xmi ∥2

+ ηy

M∑
m=1

tr((Xm)T (Dm(ψ))TLmDm(ψ)Xm)

+ ηc

M∑
m=1

tr((Xm)L̆m(Xm)T )

(7)

which can be rewritten as

min
{xm

i }
ηx

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥xmi ∥1

+ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)xmi ∥2

+ ηy

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

(xmi )T (Dm(ψ))TLmDm(ψ)xmi

+ ηc

M∑
m=1

tr((Xm)L̆m(Xm)T ).

(8)

Although the problem (8) is jointly convex in the coefficient
matrices {Xm}, it may be too complex to globally optimize
the matrices {Xm} especially when the number of graph
signals is large. We thus propose an approximative solution to
the problem (8) where we minimize the objective iteratively,
such that in each iteration we optimize only one coefficient
vector xmi and fix the others. Regarding the objective function
as a function of only xmi , we minimize it with the ADMM
algorithm as follows [37]: Defining the auxiliary vectors z ∈

RJNm×1 and u ∈ RJNm×1, and denoting the optimization
variable as x ≜ xmi ∈ RJNm×1 for simplicity, the augmented
Lagrangian of the problem is given by

Lρ(x, z,u) = ηw ∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)x∥2

+ ηy x
T (Dm(ψ))TLmDm(ψ)x+ ηc tr((Xm)L̆m(Xm)T )

+ ηx ∥z∥1 + ρ/2 ∥x− z+ u∥2 .
(9)

where ρ > 0 is a penalty parameter. Grouping the terms
depending on only x and only z in the functions

g(x) = ηw ∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)x∥2

+ ηy x
T (Dm(ψ))TLmDm(ψ)x+ ηc tr((Xm)L̆m(Xm)T )

and h(z) = ηx ∥z∥1 ,
(10)

the ADMM updates are obtained as [37]

xk+1 = argmin
x

g(x) + ρ/2
∥∥x− zk + uk

∥∥2 (11)

zk+1 = argmin
z

h(z) + ρ/2
∥∥xk+1 − z+ uk

∥∥2 (12)

uk+1 = xk+1 − zk+1 + uk. (13)

Here as g(x) is a quadratic function of x, the optimal xk+1

vector can be found analytically by setting the gradient of
the objective (11) to 0 as follows: The gradients of the terms
except for the term ηc tr((Xm)L̆m(Xm)T ) in (11) involve
expressions in terms of the matrices

A = ηw (Dm(ψ))T (Smi )TSmi Dm(ψ)

+ ηy (D
m(ψ))TLmDm(ψ) + ρ/2 IJNm

and b = ρ(uk − zk)− 2ηw (Dm(ψ))T (Smi )TSmi ymi .

(14)

In addition, defining the matrix L̆md ∈ RKm×Km

which con-
sists of only the diagonal elements of L̆m, one can decompose
the “signal graph” Laplacian as L̆m = L̆md + L̆mo , where the
matrix L̆mo ∈ RKm×Km

consists of the off-diagonal entries of
L̆m. In this case we have the equality

ηctr(XmL̆m(Xm)T ) = ηctr(Xm(L̆md + L̆mo )(Xm)T )

= ηc

(
tr(Xm

i L̆md (Xm
i )T )

+ tr((Xm −Xm
i )L̆mo (Xm −Xm

i )T )

)
+ c

(15)

where c stands for a constant. Here the matrix Xm
i ∈

RJNm×Km

has xmi in its i-th column, and its other columns
are 0. The gradient of the first term in (15) contains the
expression (Xm

i )L̆md , which gives the i-th column xmi of Xm
i

since L̆md = IKm ∈ RKm×Km

is the identity matrix. Defining
the matrices

Ã = ηc IJNm , B̃ = 2ηc (X
m −Xm

i )L̆mo , (16)

and denoting the i-th column of B̃ as b̃i, we get the optimal
xk+1 vector in the problem (11) by solving

2(A+ Ã)xk+1 + (b+ b̃i) = 0. (17)

Finally, the optimal zk+1 vector in the problem (12) can
simply be found with the shrinkage operation [37].
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We continue the iterations (11)-(13) until the convergence
of the ADMM algorithm, which yields the optimal x = xmi
vector. Repeating this operation iteratively for each xmi vector,
we obtain the optimized coefficient matrix {Xm} for each
graph.

2) Optimization of the Kernel Parameters ψ: Fixing the
coefficient vectors {Xm}, the optimization problem (5) be-
comes

min
ψ

f(ψ) = min
ψ

J∑
j=1

(µj)
2 + ηs

J∑
j=1

(sj − s0)
2

+ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)xmi ∥2

+ ηy

M∑
m=1

tr((Xm)T (Dm(ψ))TLmDm(ψ)Xm).

(18)

While the objective function in (18) is not convex in ψ, it is a
differentiable function. We thus seek a local minimum of this
function with the gradient descent algorithm. The computation
of the gradient of the objective function is explained in
Appendix A.

3) Overall Algorithm: Since the objective function in (5) is
nonnegative and it remains non-increasing during the iterative
updates discussed in Sections IV-B1 and IV-B2, it is guaran-
teed to converge. We repeat the iterations until the convergence
of the objective function, and thus obtain the kernel parameters
ψ and the coefficients {Xm}. We next explain the two possible
utilization modes of the learnt model.

Transductive setting. The partially known signals on each
graph Gm can be fully reconstructed as Ym = Dm(ψ)Xm

and the initially missing observations are obtained by retriev-
ing the corresponding entries of the matrix Ym.

Inductive setting. Our method can also be employed in an
inductive setting, where the learnt model is used to reconstruct
a new set of test signals Ym

t on each graph Gm that were not
available in the training. The coefficients Xm

t of Ym
t based

on the learnt kernels ψ can then be computed by solving the
problem (7) as described in Section IV-B1, where the selection
matrices are formed according to the missing entries of Ym

t

and the signal graph Laplacian L̆m is updated by expanding
Ğm with the new test data Ym

t . The test signals are finally
reconstructed as Ym

t = Dm(ψ)Xm
t .

We call the proposed method Spectral Graph Kernel Learn-
ing (SGKL) and summarize it in Algorithm 1. In order to
investigate the computational complexity of our method, let
us assume Nm = N and Km = K for all m for sim-
plicity. The complexity of computing the sparse coefficients
with the ADMM method is of O(MKJ3N3), while the
optimization of dictionary parameters via gradient descent
is of complexity O(MKJ2N3 + MK2N). Therefore, the
overall complexity of the proposed algorithm is obtained as
O(MKJ3N3 +MK2N).

V. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED METHOD

We now present a theoretical performance analysis of learn-
ing narrowband graph kernels from incomplete data, where we

Algorithm 1 Spectral Graph Kernel Learning (SGKL)
1: Input: Partially available signals {Ym}, graphs {Gm}
2: Initialization:

Form graph Laplacians {Lm} and signal Laplacians {L̆m}.
Set ψ randomly.
Find coefficients {Xm} by solving (8).

3: until Convergence of objective function
4: Find kernel parameters ψ by solving (18).
5: Find coefficients {Xm} by solving (8).
6: end
7: Output:

Learnt kernel parameters ψ, narrowband signal prototypes Dm(ψ)
Reconstructed signals Ym = Dm(ψ)Xm

aim to study the estimation accuracy of the learnt represen-
tation with respect to factors such as the number of signals,
number of graphs, noise level, and sparsity of the signals. A
particular question we would like to answer is when learning
a model jointly on multiple graphs is preferable to learning
individual models on single graphs. Although in Section III-B
we motivated our algorithm by assuming that the signals {ymi }
on different graphs G1, . . . ,GM admit representations of the
form ymi = Dm(ψ)xmi +wm

i through a common parameter
vector ψ in the spectral domain, in real applications there is
likely to be some deviation between the spectra of signals
acquired on different, independently constructed graphs. We
then wish to characterize the trade-off between the positive
effect of an enlarged data size due to the incorporation of
multiple graphs in the learning, and the negative effect of the
mismatch between the parameter vectors ψ of the signals on
different graphs.

For the tractability of the derivations, we focus on a setting
where no regularization is made on the smoothness of graph
signals and the coefficients, i.e., we consider that ηy = ηc = 0
in (5). In order to study the effect of a possible discrepancy
between the spectra of the signals on different graphs, we
consider a signal model

ymi = Dm(ψm)xmi +wm
i (19)

which extends the one in Section III-B, such that the spectral
parameters ψ1, . . . ,ψM generating the signals on different
graphs may differ from each other. We consider that a single
common estimate ψ̃ is learnt for the parameter vectors ψm on
different graphs. Staying in line with the iterative optimization
algorithm described in Algorithm 1, let x̃m,ti denote the
estimates of the coefficients xmi at some iteration t of the
algorithm. Let t = T denote the last iteration of the algorithm.
Then, the common estimate ψ̃ of the parameter vector in Step
4 of the last iteration is found by solving

ψ̃ = arg min
ψ∈Ψ

J∑
j=1

(µj)
2 + ηs

J∑
j=1

(sj − s0)
2

+ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥∥∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)x̃m,T−1
i

∥∥∥2
(20)

where Ψ ⊂ R2J is assumed to be a compact parameter domain
that is void of zero scale parameters. Consequently, in Step 5
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of the last iteration, the corresponding estimate x̃mi (ψ̃) of the
coefficient vector xmi of each signal ymi is obtained as

x̃mi (ψ̃) = arg min
x∈RJNm

ηx ∥x∥1 + ηw

∥∥∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ̃)x
∥∥∥2 .

(21)

which constitutes the final output of the algorithm.
In our analysis, we model the selection matrices Smi deter-

mining the observed entries Smi ymi of the signals as random,
i.i.d. matrices, which are also independent of ymi , xmi , and
wm
i . Let ym = Dm(ψm)xm+wm represent a signal on graph

Gm with coefficients xm and noise component wm, sampled
from the same distribution as the signals {ymi } in the data set,
such that the random vectors {xm} ∪ {xmi }Km

i=1 are i.i.d., as
well as {wm} ∪ {wm

i }Km

i=1 and {ym} ∪ {ymi }Km

i=1 . Similarly,
let Sm denote a selection matrix having an independent and
identical distribution as that of {Smi }. Let us also define the
complement S

m ∈ R(Nm−Rm)×Nm

of a selection matrix
Sm ∈ RRm×Nm

as the matrix that selects the unobserved
entries of a signal ym through the product S

m
ym, where Rm

and Nm−Rm respectively denote the number of nodes where
the signal ym is observed and unobserved.

For any fixed parameter vector ψ0 ∈ Ψ, let

x̃m(ψ0) = arg min
x∈RJNm

ηx ∥x∥1

+ ηw ∥Smym − SmDm(ψ0)x∥
2

(22)

denote the estimate of the coefficient vector of the signal ym

on Dm(ψ0). Let us also define the errors

em(ψ0) =
1

Rm
∥Smym − SmDm(ψ0)x̃

m(ψ0)∥

emi (ψ0) =
1

Rmi
∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ0)x̃

m
i (ψ0)∥

which respectively denote the average approximation errors of
the observed parts of the signals ym and ymi when represented
in the dictionary Dm(ψ0). Similarly let

em(ψ0) =
1

Nm −Rm
∥Smym − S

m
Dm(ψ0)x̃

m(ψ0)∥

emi (ψ0) =
1

Nm −Rmi
∥Smi ymi − S

m

i Dm(ψ0)x̃
m
i (ψ0)∥

denote the average estimation errors of the unobserved com-
ponents of the same graph signals.

While we maintain a generic treatment without any assump-
tions about the particular distribution of Smi matrices, we make
a couple of mild assumptions in our problem setting as follows.
We first trivially assume that the signals ymi ,ym are observed
on at least one graph node, i.e., Rmi , Rm ≥ 1. Next, we assume
that the estimate ψ̃ in (20) satisfies

1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

E[emi (ψ̃)] ≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψ̃)] (23)

and also that there exists a constant E > 0 such that for any
parameter vector ψ0 ∈ Ψ∣∣E [em(ψ0)]− E [em(ψ0)]

∣∣ ≤ E (24)

for all m = 1, . . . ,M . The condition (23) is a very mild
assumption ensuring that the expected error of the unobserved

component S
m

i ymi of the graph signals in the data set used
for learning ψ̃ do not exceed that of a new graph signal
ym drawn independently from the same distribution but not
used in learning ψ̃. Then, the condition (24) imposes that the
graph signals ym have a sufficiently regular variation on the
topologies of the graphs Gm and the sampling defined by the
distribution of the matrices Sm be sufficiently uniform, so that
the expected average representation error of the unobserved
component S

m
ym of the signal ym does not deviate from

that of its observed component Smym by more than E for a
representation computed over an arbitrary dictionary Dm(ψ0).
The upper bound E is kept as a generic problem parameter in
our analysis and would depend on several practical factors
such as the topology of the graphs Gm, the distribution of the
selection matrices Smi , Sm, and the parameter domain Ψ.

Finally, let us define the following distance d between
ψ1,ψ2 ∈ Ψ

d(ψ1,ψ2) ≜ max
m=1,...,M

E [ |em(ψ1)− em(ψ2)| ] . (25)

It is easy to verify that d is a pseudometric on Ψ. In our
analysis, we consider the parameter domain Ψ to be compact
with respect to the pseudometric d. Hence, for any ϵ > 0, one
can find a finite set C = {ψl}

Nϵ

l=1 ⊂ Ψ of parameter vectors,
such that for any ψ0 ∈ Ψ, there exists some ψl ∈ C with
d(ψ0,ψl) < ϵ. The minimal value of Nϵ with this property is
then called the covering number of Ψ with radius ϵ.

We now present our first main result in the following
statement.

Theorem 1. Let 0 < τ < 1 and 0 < ε < 1 be any
constants and let Cm

R ≜ E[(Rm)−2] (2Nmσ2 +4(JNmδ)2 +
ηxη

−1
w JNmδ). Then with probability at least

1− τ −
Nτε

∑M
m=1

Cm
R

Km

M2 ε2
, (26)

the expected average estimation error of the unobserved
samples S

m

i ymi of the graph signals ymi given by Algorithm
1 is upper bounded as

E

[
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

]
≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

+E + (2 + τ)ε.

The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Appendix B. Algorithm
1 computes a solution ψ̃ that fits to the observed components
Smi ymi of the signals by minimizing their approximation error;
however, a critical question is how well the model given by ψ̃
generalizes to the unobserved components S

m

i ymi of the same
signals. Theorem 1 then states that the expected estimation er-
ror of the unobserved components S

m

i ymi will not deviate from
the empirically found approximation error of the observed
components Smi ymi by more than an amount E+(2+τ)ε with
the probability guaranteed in (26). In order to better interpret
the statement of the theorem, let us contemplate a simple
setting where the number of signals are of comparable order
across different graphs so that Km = Θ(K), meaning that Km

is proportional to some K for all graphs m = 1, . . . ,M . Let us
also denote CR ≜ maxm=1,...,M Cm

R . Then, the theorem states
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that the estimates of the unobserved signal components attain
the accuracy level determined by ε and τ with probability

1− τ − Nτε CR
MK ε2

= 1− τ −O

(
CR
MK

)
.

Then letting τ ≪ 1, the probability of attaining some target
estimation accuracy improves at rate 1−O(1/(MK)) as the
number of graphs M and the number of signals K observed
over each graph increases. Meanwhile, the dependence of the
constant CR = O(σ2 + δ2) on the model parameters σ and δ
suggests that the estimation performance is negatively affected
by the increase in the signal noise level σ2, pointing to the fact
that data exhibiting larger deviation from the presumed model
is more difficult to predict. The estimation performance also
degrades as the Laplace distribution parameter δ of the signal
coefficients xmi grows. Larger values of δ are associated with
less sparse signal representations and thus a signal model of
higher complexity, which would necessitate more data samples
(e.g. so as to ensure MK = O(δ2)) for properly learning a
signal model. Due to the relation Cm

R = O(E[(Nm/Rm)2]),
the estimation performance is also expected to improve at an
inverse quadratic rate as the number Rm of available signal
components increases.

While Theorem 1 characterizes the estimation error of unob-
served signal components in terms of the approximation error
of the observed ones, this raises the question of how much
the algorithm may be expected to decrease the approximation
error of the observed signal components; i.e., how well the
computed model ψ̃ fits to the available signals at hand. This
depends on how well the actual data adheres to the assumed
model. In particular, in a realistic scenario there would be some
deviation between the spectral contents of signals acquired
on different graphs. In what follows, we study how such a
discrepancy affects the learning performance. We consider a
scenario where the signals ymi = Dm(ψm)xmi +wm

i on each
graph stem from a different parameter vector ψm ∈ Ψ with

ψm = ψC +ψmdev. (27)

Here ψC ∈ Ψ represents a common parameter vector and
ψmdev represents the deviation of the spectra of the signals on
each graph from this common spectrum. We assume that this
deviation is bounded such that ∥ψmdev∥ ≤ ∆ψ for some spec-
trum discrepancy parameter ∆ψ > 0, for all m = 1, . . . ,M .
Our purpose is then to study how the spectrum discrepancy
∆ψ affects the algorithm performance.

For simplicity, let us consider that the number of signals
Km = Θ(K), total nodes Nm = Θ(N) and observed
nodes Rmi = Θ(R) take comparable values across different
graphs, the variables K, N and R standing for their orders of
magnitude. Then in the following result, we present an upper
bound on the expected approximation error of the observed
signal components.

Theorem 2. In the multi-graph setting described by (27),
assume that the solution given by Steps 4 and 5 of Algorithm
1 converges, i.e., x̃mi (ψ̃) = x̃m,T−1

i in (20), (21). Then, there

exist constants Cx, CD, Cf such that the expected approxima-
tion error of the observed signal components is bounded as

E

[
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

]
≤
√
2Θ(R)σ + 2Cx

√
JΘ(N)

Θ(R)

+
Cf√

ηwMΘ(K)Θ(R)
+

2CxCD∆ψ

√
JΘ(N)

Θ(R)
.

The proof of Theorem 2 is given in Appendix C. The the-
orem puts forward how different components of the expected
approximation error vary with the problem parameters. The
first error component is determined by the noise variance σ2

and the sparsity parameter δ through the term Cx. This com-
ponent gets smaller as the model complexity and the deviation
of the signals from the model decrease (i.e., small δ and
σ), independently of K and ∆ψ . It is particularly interesting
to examine the second and the third error components. The
second component decays at rate O(1/

√
MK) as the number

M of graphs and the number K of graph signals increases,
thus characterizing the improvement in the accuracy with the
amount of data. Meanwhile, the third component shows how
the accuracy is affected from the spectral discrepancy ∆ψ , the
error increasing at a linear rate of O(∆ψ) as ∆ψ increases.

Combining the results in Theorems 1 and 2, together with
a simple application of Markov’s inequality, we arrive at the
following corollary.

Corollary 1. Let constants 0 < τ < 1, 0 < ε < 1, and α > 0.
With probability at least

1− τ −
Nτε

∑M
m=1

Cm
R

Km

M2 ε2
− 1

α

(√
2Θ(R)σ + 2Cx

√
JΘ(N)

Θ(R)

+
Cf√

ηwMΘ(K)Θ(R)
+

2CxCD∆ψ

√
JΘ(N)

Θ(R)

)
(28)

the expected estimation error of unobserved samples is upper
bounded as

E

[
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

]
≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

+ E + (2 + τ)ε ≤ α+ E + (2 + τ)ε.
(29)

Remark 1. Corollary 1 provides some insight on when joint
learning on multiple graphs achieves better estimation accu-
racy than individual learning on single graphs. This decision
essentially depends on how large the spectral discrepancy ∆ψ

is compared to the number K of graph signals, as a result of
the trade-off between the decay rate of O(1/

√
MK) and the

error term of O(∆ψ) in (28). In Appendix G, we use Corollary
1 to show that when the amount of data is limited to

K < O

(
1

∆2
ψ

)
, (30)

then jointly learning a common model {ψ̃}, {x̃mi (ψ̃)}Mm=1

using the signals on all graphs G1,G2, . . . ,GM results in
better estimation performance than learning an individual
model {ψ̃

m
}, {x̃mi (ψ̃

m
)} on each graph Gm. This can be
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interpreted in the way that, when the data sets on all graphs
bear sufficiently high similarity in terms of their spectral
content, the lack of data on the individual graphs can be
compensated by combining the data sets from all graphs and
learning a common model. On the other hand, when the
spectral discrepancy ∆ψ is too high, or there are considerably
many signals available on each single graph Gm (such that
∆ψ > O(1/

√
K) as opposed to the condition (30)), then

it may be preferable to learn an individual and independent
model on each graph. The relation (30) shows that the tolerable
spectral discrepancy to advocate joint learning over individual
learning varies at an inverse square root rate ∆ψ = O(1/

√
K)

as the data size K grows.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our method
with experimental results. In Section VI-A, we present a
sensitivity analysis of our method and in Section VI-B we
conduct comparative experiments. We use the following data
sets in our experiments:

1. Synthetic data set. We construct two independent graphs
G1 and G2 with N1 = N2 = 100 nodes, with a 10-
NN topology and uniformly distributed node locations. A
graph dictionary is generated on each graph with J = 4
kernels, where the ground truth kernel parameters µj , sj are
randomly sampled from normal distributions and are kept fixed
throughout the experiments. K1 = 200 and K2 = 400 graph
signals {y1

i }, {y2
i } are generated on G1 and G2 following the

model (1).
2. Molène data set. The Molène data set consists of mete-

orological measurements taken at various weather stations in
the Brittany region of France [11]. We construct two graphs
G1 and G2 with a 5-NN topology from N1 = 37 and N2 = 31
stations collecting temperature and wind speed measurements,
respectively. We experiment on K1 = K2 = 744 temperature
and wind speed signals.

3. COVID-19 data set. The COVID-19 data set consists of
the number of daily new cases recorded in N1 = 37 European
countries and N2 = 50 USA states [38]. The graphs G1 and
G2 are constructed with 4-NN and 3-NN topologies based on a
hybrid distance measure combining geographical proximities
and flight frequencies [39]. The experiments are conducted
on K1 = K2 = 483 graph signals representing population-
normalized daily new case numbers.

4. NOAA data set. The NOAA weather data set con-
tains hourly temperature measurements for one year taken
in weather stations across the United States averaged over
the years 1981-2010 [40]. We construct a 7-NN graph from
N = 246 weather stations with Gaussian edge weights. The
experiments are done on 8760 graph signals.

A. Performance and Sensitivity Analysis

We first analyze the sensitivity of our method to noise,
number of kernels, and algorithm weight parameters using the
synthetic data set generated with ground truth sparsity 40 and
a missing observation ratio of 20%. The missing observations
are estimated with the proposed SGKL algorithm and the

SNR, dB G1 G2

-8 1.61 1.49
-6 1.38 1.31
-5 1.02 1.02
-3 0.61 0.59
-1 0.43 0.42
6 0.13 0.12
9 0.01 0.01

15 0.003 0.004
21 4 · 10−4 5 · 10−4

35 4 · 10−4 4 · 10−4

TABLE I: NMSE vs SNR for G1 and G2

J G1 G2

1 0.0027 0.0016
2 4.38 · 10−4 3.71 · 10−4

3 3.36 · 10−4 2.53 · 10−4

4 4.06 · 10−4 3.6 · 10−4

5 0.0039 0.0051

TABLE II: NMSE vs J for G1 and G2

normalized mean square error (NMSE) of the estimates is
computed as

NMSEm =

∥∥ym − ỹm
∥∥2∥∥ym∥∥2 (31)

and averaged over different realizations of the experiments
with random selections of the missing observations, where ym

is the vector obtained by concatenating the missing entries of
the signals ym1 , . . . ,ymKm , and ỹm is its estimate.

1) Effect of noise level: In this first experiment, we generate
graph signal sets with different noise levels and examine the
effect of noise on the algorithm performance. The NMSE of
the proposed SGKL method is reported with respect to the
SNR of the graph signals in Table I. The error decreases mono-
tonically with increasing SNR as expected, dropping below 0.1
for SNR values above 6 dB. The algorithm performance seems
to be rather robust to noise, given that the NMSE remains
around 0.4 even at −1 dB SNR, where the signal power is
less than the noise power.

2) Effect of number of kernels: We next study the effect
of model mismatch through the number of graph kernels
generating the signals. We generate the ground truth graph
signals with JGT = 4 kernels and learn dictionary models
with a varying number of kernels J . The variation of the
NMSE with the choice of J is shown in Table II. Even in
case of a mismatch between the number of learnt kernels J and
the number of ground truth kernels JGT , the proposed SGKL
algorithm is still able to attain estimation errors comparable
to the ideal case J = JGT = 4. In fact, we have observed that
for J < JGT the algorithm tends to learn kernels with wider
spectra in order to compensate for the lack of spectral content,
while for J > JGT , it may tend to center the extra spectral
kernel at high frequencies, which may increase the error due
to too high vertex concentration. Surprisingly, selecting J = 3
yields lower NMSE than the ideal case J = 4, which can
be explained via the principle that reducing model complexity
might improve generalization capability in machine learning.
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ηs G1 G2

105 0.12 0.14
106 0.027 0.028
107 4.14 · 10−4 2.49 · 10−4

108 4.06 · 10−4 3.6 · 10−4

109 8.2 · 10−4 8.4 · 10−3

1010 0.0013 0.0013

TABLE III: NMSE vs ηs for G1 and G2

ηx G1 G2

5 7.3 · 10−4 5.56 · 10−4

50 2.02 · 10−4 2.13 · 10−4

500 4.06 · 10−4 3.6 · 10−4

5 · 103 0.0055 0.0058
5 · 104 0.22 0.21
5 · 105 1 1
5 · 106 1 1

TABLE IV: NMSE vs ηx for G1 and G2

3) Sensitivity to hyperparameter selection: We next exam-
ine the sensitivity of the algorithm performance to the choice
of the weight parameters ηs, ηx, ηw, ηy , and ηc. In each
experiment, we change only one of weights while fixing the
others. The variation of the NMSE with respect to the weight
parameters is presented in Tables III-VII.

Recalling that the parameter ηs controls the deviation of
the kernel scale parameters from their nominal values, from
Table III, we can conclude the effectiveness of learning
spectral kernels with close-to-nominal bandwidth values. Even
when ηs is increased beyond its optimal value, the proposed
SGKL method still provides NMSE values in the order of
10−3, efficiently adapting the representation coefficients to the
presumably suboptimal choice of the kernels. The results in
Table IV show that, when the sparsity-controlling ηx parameter
is selected too high, the algorithm is forced to represent
graph signals with a smaller number of dictionary atoms,
resulting in a higher NMSE value. In Table V the optimal
value of the weight ηw of the data fidelity term is seen to
be around 106. While setting ηw to too low values impairs
the learning, the performance is rather robust to overly high
values of ηw, the extent of overfitting remaining tolerable. The
optimal value of the signal smoothness weight ηy is seen to
be around 102 in Table VI. Although too high values of ηy
lead to the oversmoothing of the reconstructed signals, the
algorithm performance is stable over a relatively wide range
of ηy values. Lastly, the results in Table VII show that learning
graph signal representations by exploiting the information of
the available entries of similar signals reduces the estimation
error significantly. Although excessively small choices of ηc
weakens the capability of learning from cross entries and
increases the estimation error, the algorithm performance is
seen to be generally robust to the choice of ηc.

4) Individual vs Joint Learning of Signal Models: We lastly
verify our theoretical results in Section V by examining the
performance of our method in the settings of individual model
learning on single graphs and joint model learning on multiple
graphs. We synthetically generate signals on two graphs G1

and G2 with N1 = N2 = 100 nodes and J = 4 kernels. The

ηω G1 G2

103 0.23 0.23
104 0.003 0.003
105 4.06 · 10−4 3.6 · 10−4

106 3.88 · 10−4 3.79 · 10−4

107 4.84 · 10−3 4.76 · 10−3

108 9.7 · 10−3 1.1 · 10−2

TABLE V: NMSE vs ηw for G1 and G2

ηy G1 G2

100 0.0042 0.0052
101 0.0091 0.010
102 4.06 · 10−4 3.6 · 10−4

103 0.0034 0.041
104 0.013 0.014
105 0.022 0.022

TABLE VI: NMSE vs ηy for G1 and G2

ηc G1 G2

100 0.01 0.01
101 0.006 0.006
102 0.002 0.002
103 4.06 · 10−4 3.6 · 10−4

104 0.003 0.002
105 0.003 0.003

TABLE VII: NMSE vs ηc for G1 and G2

signals on graph G1 are formed with respect to the reference
kernel parameter vector ψ1, whereas the signals on G2 are
formed with respect to the parameter vector ψ2, which is
a perturbed version of ψ1. The deviation between the two
parameter vectors is set by tuning the spectrum discrepancy
parameter ∆ψ = ∥ψ2−ψ1∥. The missing observation ratio is
fixed to 40%. The data size (number of signals) K = K1 =
K2 is varied within the range [5, 200] and the NMSE of the
missing observations on the reference graph is examined in
the individual and joint learning settings.

In Figure 2a, we present the variation of the NMSE with
the number of signals for various values of the spectrum
discrepancy ∆ψ . The estimation error has the general tendency
to decrease with the data size K, in line with the result
in Theorem 1, which predicts the accuracy of estimation to
improve at rate 1 − O(1/K) as K increases. While at small
K values joint learning is more advantageous than individual
learning, as K increases, individual learning is observed to
outperform joint learning. We recall from Remark 1 that the
critical K value under which joint learning is favorable against
individual learning decreases at rate K = O(1/∆2

ψ) as the
spectral discrepancy increases. In order to study this behavior,
in Figure 2b, we examine how the threshold value of K under
which joint learning outperforms individual learning varies
with the spectral discrepancy ∆ψ (the threshold K value is
found from smoothed versions of the curves in Figure 2a for
numerical consistency). The empirically obtained threshold
for K is clearly seen to decrease as ∆ψ increases, where
we also present the theoretical prediction decaying at rate
K = O(1/∆2

ψ) for visual comparison. These findings are
aligned with the tradeoff pointed to by Corollary 1, stating
that the negative impact of lack of data can be successfully
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Fig. 2: (a) Variation of the NMSE with the number of signals
K. (b) The threshold value of K under which joint learning
outperforms individual learning.

compensated for by jointly learning a common model between
different graph data sets, provided that the deviation between
the spectral contents of data sets remains tolerable.

B. Comparative Experiments

We next conduct comparative experiments where each graph
signal ymi has missing observations at a randomly selected
subset of nodes, and the signal estimation performance of the
proposed method (SGKL) is compared to that of the following
baseline methods: The preliminary version of our method
which solves the MAP estimation problem (4) without the
additional regularization terms (SCGDL) [35]; spectral graph
wavelet dictionaries1 (SGWT) [31]; graph-based signal inter-
polation via Tikhonov regularization (Gr-Tikhonov) adapted
from [41]; graph-based total variation minimization (TVMin)
[6]; non-smooth graph signal interpolation via linear structural
equation models (LSEM) [7]; optimal Papoulis-Gerchberg
iterative reconstruction [8] (O-PGIR); graph-enhanced multi-
scale dictionary learning2 (GEMS) [34]; and graph attention
networks with dynamic attention coefficients (GATv2) [3]. We
set the number of kernels to the default value J = 4 used in
[31] for the SGWT, SCGDL, and SGKL methods.

The NMSE values of the compared methods are presented
in Figures 3-6 for the synthetic, Molène, COVID-19, and
the NOAA data sets, respectively. A general overview of
the results shows that the proposed SGKL algorithm very
often outperforms the other methods in terms of estimation
error. For the synthetic data set in Figure 3, SGKL attains
NMSE values very close to 0, confirming its efficiency in
minimizing the objective function and learning accurate data
models. The minimal increase in its estimation error with
increasing missing observation ratios suggests its robustness
to the lack of data. The considerable performance gap between
SCGDL and SGKL in Figures 4, 5, and 6 confirms that the
triple regularization scheme employed in the proposed SGKL
method improves the model estimation accuracy significantly.

1We reconstruct graph signals over wavelet dictionaries with the tight frame,
Meyer, Mexican hat, and ab-spline kernels and report the smallest errors.

2As GEMS is not a standalone graph signal interpolation method, we
couple it with the Gr-Tikhonov [41], TVMin [6], and LSEM [7] methods
for preprocessing the data prior to dictionary learning and report the results
with the smallest errors.
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Fig. 3: Estimation errors of compared methods on (a), (b): G1

and (c), (d): G2 for the synthetic data set. The results of the
algorithms with the lowest errors are replotted in right panels
(b), (d) for visual clarity.
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Fig. 4: Estimation errors of compared methods on (a), (b): G1

and (c), (d): G2 for the Molène data set. The results of the
algorithms with the lowest errors are replotted in right panels
(b), (d) for visual clarity.

The comparison of the graph dictionary approaches among
themselves suggests that the SGKL and SCGDL methods,
which learn from data, provide significantly better accuracy
compared to SGWT, which solely uses the information of
the graph topology and not the signal structure. The GEMS
algorithm achieves reconstruction error rates comparable to
the corresponding graph-based interpolation algorithms it is
initialized with. Relying on smoothness and band-limitedness
assumptions, the Gr-Tikhonov and O-PGIR methods are seen
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Fig. 5: Estimation errors of compared methods on (a): G1 and
(b): G2 for the COVID-19 data set.
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Fig. 6: Estimation errors of compared methods on the NOAA
data set (a). The results of the algorithms with the lowest errors
are replotted in panel (b) for visual clarity.

to yield higher error than the proposed SGKL, overlooking
the high-frequency spectral components of data. Learning
complex nonlinear models from data, GATv2 outperforms
the LSEM and O-PGIR methods in some settings, which
are based on simpler signal models. The local reconstruction
approach employed in the TVMin and LSEM methods may
impair the reconstruction accuracy due to the dependency
of the performance on the information of the neighboring
nodes. Overall, the experiments demonstrate the ability of
the proposed SGKL method to learn spectral kernels that are
successfully tuned to the common frequency characteristics
of the whole signal collection, achieving quite accurate signal
reconstruction results.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a representation learning algorithm for
graph signals based on the assumption that the signal energy is
concentrated at only a few components of the graph spectrum,
each of which is modeled with a spectral kernel. The learning
problem is then formulated as the joint optimization of the
kernel spectrum parameters along with the representation
coefficients of the signals. The proposed algorithm allows the
incorporation of data from multiple independently constructed
graphs in the learning, whose influence on the reconstruction
accuracy is studied with a detailed theoretical analysis. Ex-
periments on several synthetic and real data sets demonstrate
the reconstruction performance of the proposed method in
comparison with various approaches in the literature, pointing
to the potential of spectrally concentrated representations in
the modeling of graph signals. The extension of our work

to time-varying graph signals, dynamically changing graph
topologies, and decentralized or online representation learning
schemes are some of the potential future directions of our
study.

APPENDIX A: COMPUTATION OF THE GRADIENT IN THE
OPTIMIZATION OF KERNEL PARAMETERS

Here we derive the gradient expression used in the opti-
mization of the kernel parameters ψ when solving (18).

In order to find the gradient ∂f(ψ)
∂ψ of the function f(ψ)

in (18), we first find the gradient of the first three terms by
following similar steps as proposed in [35]: The first two terms
in f(ψ) can be written as

f1,2(ψ) = (ψ − ξ)TN(ψ − ξ).

Here, ξ ∈ R2J×1 is a vector containing the value 0 and the
predetermined nominal scale value s0, respectively in its first J
and last J elements. N ∈ R2J×2J is a diagonal matrix whose
first J diagonal elements are 1, and last J diagonal elements
are ηs. The gradient of f1,2(ψ) with respect to ψ is ∂f1,2(ψ)

∂ψ =
2Nψ− 2Nξ. In order to derive the gradient of the third term
in (18), first we define f3(ψ) =

∑M
m=1

∑Km

i=1 f
m,i
3 (ψ), where

fm,i3 (ψ) = ∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)xmi ∥2

= ∥Smi ymi − Smi UmGm(ψ)(Vm)Txmi ∥2.

Here the matrix Gm(ψ) = [ĝ1(Λ
m) ĝ2(Λ

m) · · · ĝJ(Λ
m)] ∈

RNm×JNm

consists of the filter kernels and the block diagonal
matrix Vm ∈ RJNm×JNm

contains the matrix Um ∈
RNm×Nm

on its diagonals J times.
Defining the vector a = Smi ymi ∈ RRm

i ×1, the matrix C =
Smi Um ∈ RRm

i ×Nm

and also c = (Vm)Txmi ∈ RJNm×1, we
can write fm,i3 (ψ) = ∥a−CGm(ψ)c∥2, from which we get

∂fm,i3 (ψ)

∂Gm(ψ)
= 2CTCGm(ψ) ccT − 2CTacT ∈ RNm×JNm

.

Since the matrix Gm(ψ) has only JNm nonzero entries
located on the diagonals of the diagonal matrices ĝ1(Λ

m),
ĝ2(Λ

m), · · · , ĝJ(Λm), we form a vector from ∂fm,i
3 (ψ)

∂Gm(ψ) by ex-
tracting only its entries corresponding to these JNm nonzero
entries of Gm(ψ), which we denote as

(
∂fm,i

3 (ψ)
∂Gm(ψ)

)
v

∈
RJNm×1. We can then obtain the derivative of fm,i3 (ψ) with
respect to ψ by applying the chain rule as

(∂fm,i3 (ψ)

∂ψ

)T
=

(
∂fm,i3 (ψ)

∂Gm(ψ)

)T
v

∂Gm(ψ)

∂ψ
. (32)

We thus need to compute the derivative ∂Gm(ψ)
∂ψ . We first

compute the partial derivatives of each subdictionary kernel
ĝj(λ), for j = 1, 2, . . . , J , with respect to all µj’s and sj’s. We
then form vectors

∂ĝmj
∂µj

and
∂ĝmj
∂sj

∈ RNm×1 by putting together
the partial derivatives of the kernel functions ĝj(λ) evaluated at
the eigenvalues of each graph Laplacian Lm. Thus arranging
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the partial derivatives of the kernel functions as below, we
obtain the gradient ∂Gm(ψ)

∂ψ ∈ RJNm×2J as follows:

∂Gm(ψ)

∂ψ
=



∂ĝm1
∂µ1

0 · · · 0
∂ĝm1
∂s1

0 · · · 0

0
∂ĝm2
∂µ2

· · · 0 0
∂ĝm2
∂s2

· · · 0

0 0
. . . 0 0 0

. . . 0
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

...
0 0 · · · ∂ĝmJ

∂µJ
0 0 · · · ∂ĝmJ

∂sJ


Lastly, in order to find the gradient of the fourth term, let

us define

f4(ψ) =

M∑
m=1

tr((Xm)T (Dm(ψ))TLmDm(ψ)Xm). (33)

Again decomposing the dictionaries as Dm(ψ) =
UmGm(ψ)(Vm)T , defining F = (Xm)TVm, and recalling
that (Um)TLmUm = Λm, we get the derivative of f4(ψ)
with respect to Gm(ψ) as

∂f4(ψ)

∂Gm(ψ)
= 2ΛmGm(ψ)FTF. (34)

Forming a vector from ∂f4(ψ)/∂G
m(ψ) by arranging its

entries corresponding to the nonzero entries of Gm(ψ), and
denoting it as

(
∂f4(ψ)
∂Gm(ψ)

)
v
∈ RJNm×1, we get the gradient of

f4(ψ) as (
∂f4(ψ)

∂ψ

)T
=

(
∂f4(ψ)

∂Gm(ψ)

)T
v

∂Gm(ψ)

∂ψ
. (35)

Finally, putting together all these terms, we get

∂f(ψ)

∂ψ
=

∂f1,2(ψ)

∂ψ
+ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∂fm,i3 (ψ)

∂ψ
+ ηy

∂f4(ψ)

∂ψ
.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF THEOREM 1

We first present the following Lemma, which will be useful
in the proof of Theorem 1.

Lemma 1. Let Z(ψ0) ≜
1
M

∑M
m=1

1
Km

∑Km

i=1 e
m
i (ψ0) denote

the average approximation error of the observed signal com-
ponents when represented in the dictionary D(ψ0) for a given
ψ0 ∈ Ψ. Then, for any ψ0 ∈ Ψ, the variance of Z(ψ0) is
bounded as

Var(Z(ψ0)) ≤
1

M2

M∑
m=1

Cm
R

Km
.

The proof of Lemma 1 is given in Appendix D. We now
proceed with the proof of Theorem 1:

Proof. We first observe that the expected average estimation
error of the unobserved samples can be bounded as

E

[
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

]
=

1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

E[emi (ψ̃)]

≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψ̃)] ≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψ̃)] + E

(36)

where the first and the second inequalities follow from (23)
and (24) respectively. We then would like to bound the average
value of E[em(ψ̃)] in terms of the average value of the
approximation error emi (ψ̃) of the observed components of the
signals used in learning the model. Due to the compactness
of the parameter domain Ψ, there exists some ψk ∈ C with
d(ψ̃,ψk) < ϵ. We have∣∣∣∣∣ 1M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψ̃)]− 1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑
m=1

E[em(ψ̃)]− 1

M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψk)]

∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑
m=1

E[em(ψk)]−
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψk)

∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψk)−
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

∣∣∣∣∣ .
(37)

In the sequel, we study each one of the three terms in the
right hand side of (37). The first term in (37) is bounded as∣∣∣∣∣ 1M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψ̃)]− 1

M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψk)]

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∣∣E[em(ψ̃)− em(ψk)]
∣∣

≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

E[ |em(ψ̃)− em(ψk)| ] ≤ d(ψ̃,ψk) < ϵ

(38)

where the second and third inequalities follow respectively
from Jensen’s inequality and the definition of the distance d
in (25).

We next derive a probabilistic upper bound for the second
term in (37). Recalling the definition in Lemma 1, we notice
that

1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψk) = Z(ψk)

while the expectation of this expression corresponds to

E[Z(ψk)] =
1

M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψk)]

since emi (ψk) and em(ψk) are i.i.d. as justified in the proof of
Lemma 1. From Chebyshev’s inequality and the upper bound
on Var(Z(ψk)) presented in Lemma 1, for any ε > 0, for the
particular parameter vector ψk we have

P (|Z(ψk)− E[Z(ψk)]| ≥ ε) ≤ Var(Z(ψk))

ε2

≤ 1

ε2M2

M∑
m=1

Cm
R

Km
.

Then from union bound it follows that with probability at least

1− Nϵ

ε2M2

M∑
m=1

Cm
R

Km
,
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we have |Z(ψl) − E[Z(ψl)]| < ε for all ψl ∈ C, so that for
any possible solution ψ̃ of the algorithm, the second term in
the right hand side of (37) is bounded as∣∣∣∣∣ 1M

M∑
m=1

E[em(ψk)]−
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψk)

∣∣∣∣∣ < ε. (39)

Finally, we study the third term in (37). We first observe that
the expectation of this term can be bounded as

E[ |Z(ψk)− Z(ψ̃)| ]

= E

[∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψk)−
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

∣∣∣∣∣
]

≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

E[|emi (ψk)− emi (ψ̃)|] ≤ d(ψk, ψ̃) < ϵ.

Using this bound together with Markov’s inequality, we have

P (|Z(ψk)− Z(ψ̃)| ≥ ε) ≤ E[ |Z(ψk)− Z(ψ̃)| ]
ε

<
ϵ

ε
(40)

for the same ε used in (39). Now, choosing ϵ = τε and putting
together the results in (38), (39), (40), we conclude that with
probability at least

1− τ − Nτε

ε2M2

M∑
m=1

Cm
R

Km

the expression in (37) is bounded as∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑
m=1

E[em(ψ̃)]− 1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

∣∣∣∣∣ < (2 + τ)ε.

Combining this with the inequality in (36), we get the result
stated in the theorem.

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof. We first present the following lemmas, which will be
useful in the proof of the theorem.

Lemma 2. The deviation between the dictionaries generated
by two parameter vectors ψ1,ψ2 ∈ Ψ is upper bounded as

∥Dm(ψ2)−Dm(ψ1)∥2F ≤ JNmC2
D∥ψ2 −ψ1∥2.

for a constant CD > 0 and for all m = 1, . . . ,M .

Lemma 3. There exists a finite constant Cx > 0 such that for
all m = 1, . . . ,M√

E[∥x̃mi (ψ̃)∥2] ≤ Cx and
√
E[∥xmi − x̃mi (ψ̃)∥2] ≤ Cx.

The proofs of Lemmas 2 and 3 are given in Appendices E
and F. We are now ready to prove Theorem 2. Let us define
the functions h1, h2 : Ψ → R

h1(ψ) ≜
J∑
j=1

(µj)
2 + ηs

J∑
j=1

(sj − s0)
2

h2(ψ) ≜ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ)x̃mi ∥2

where we set x̃mi = x̃mi (ψ̃). From the optimality of ψ̃ due to
(20), we have

h1(ψ̃) + h2(ψ̃) ≤ h1(ψC) + h2(ψC)

which gives

h2(ψ̃) = ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥∥∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ̃)x̃mi

∥∥∥2
≤ |h1(ψC)− h1(ψ̃)|

+ ηw

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2 .

(41)

We can then bound the total approximation error of observed
signals as

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥∥∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ̃)x̃mi

∥∥∥
≤
√

KT

(
M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥∥∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ̃)x̃mi

∥∥∥2)
1
2

≤
√

KT

(
1

ηw
|h1(ψC)− h1(ψ̃)|

+

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2

) 1
2

≤
(
KT

ηw

) 1
2

|h1(ψC)− h1(ψ̃)|
1
2

+
√
KT

( M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2

) 1
2

(42)

where KT ≜
∑M
m=1 K

m denotes the total number of graph
signals, the first inequality is due to the equivalence of ℓ1 and
ℓ2 norms, and the second inequality follows from (41).

We proceed by upper bounding the expectations of the two
terms in the last inequality in (42). For the first term, due
to the compactness of the domain Ψ and the continuity of
the function h1, the difference |h1(ψC)−h1(ψ̃)| is bounded;
hence, there exists a constant Cf such that

E
[
|h1(ψC)− h1(ψ̃)|1/2

]
≤ Cf . (43)

Next, for the second term, we have

E

[( M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2

) 1
2

]

≤
( M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

E
[
∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃

m
i ∥2

]) 1
2

(44)

due to Jensen’s inequality and the concavity of the square
root function. The term inside the expectation can be upper
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bounded as

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2 = ∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψm)xmi

+ Smi Dm(ψm)xmi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2

≤ 2∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψm)xmi ∥2

+ 2∥Smi Dm(ψm)xmi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2

= 2∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψm)xmi ∥2

+ 2∥Smi Dm(ψm)xmi − Smi Dm(ψm)x̃mi

+ Smi Dm(ψm)x̃mi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2

≤ 2∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψm)xmi ∥2

+ 4∥Smi Dm(ψm)xmi − Smi Dm(ψm)x̃mi ∥2

+ 4∥Smi Dm(ψm)x̃mi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2.

(45)

We continue by studying the expectations of the rightmost
three terms in (45). The first term yields

E[ 2∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψm)xmi ∥2 ] = E[ 2∥Smi wm
i ∥2 ]

= 2E

Rm
i∑

l=1

(
wm
i (nmi,l)

)2 = 2σ2E[Rmi ] = 2σ2Θ(R)
(46)

where {nmi,l} denote the indices of the observed entries of each
signal ymi ; the third equality is due to the independence of Rmi
and wm

i ; and the fourth equality follows from the considered
setting Rmi = Θ(R).

Next, for the second term in (45) we have

4 ∥Smi Dm(ψm)xmi − Smi Dm(ψm)x̃mi ∥2

≤ 4 ∥Smi Dm(ψm)∥2F ∥xmi − x̃mi ∥2 ≤ 4JNm∥xmi − x̃mi ∥2

where the bound on the norm of Dm(ψm) is obtained simi-
larly to (54) in the last inequality. Taking expectation, we get

E[ 4 ∥Smi Dm(ψm)xmi − Smi Dm(ψm)x̃mi ∥2 ]
≤ 4JNmE[∥xmi − x̃mi ∥2] ≤ 4JNmC2

x

(47)

where the last inequality is due to Lemma 3. Similarly, for the
third term in (45), we obtain

4∥Smi Dm(ψm)x̃mi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2

≤ 4∥Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψC)∥2F ∥x̃mi ∥2

≤ 4JNmC2
D∥ψ

m −ψC∥2∥x̃mi ∥2 ≤ 4JNmC2
D∆

2
ψ∥x̃mi ∥2

where the second inequality is due to Lemma 2. Then, from
Lemma 3, the expectation of the third term in (45) can be
bounded as

E[ 4∥Smi Dm(ψm)x̃mi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2]

≤ 4JNmC2
D∆

2
ψE[∥x̃mi ∥2] ≤ 4JNmC2

D∆
2
ψC

2
x.

(48)

Combining the bounds (46)-(48) with the results in (44) and
(45), we obtain

E

[( M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψC)x̃
m
i ∥2

) 1
2

]

≤
( M∑
m=1

2σ2KmΘ(R) + 4JNmKmC2
x

+ 4JNmKmC2
D∆

2
ψC

2
x

) 1
2

.

Using this bound together with the results in (42) and (43),
the expected approximation error of observed signals is finally
bounded as

E

[
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

]

= E

[
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

1

Rmi
∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ̃)x̃mi ∥

]

=
1

MΘ(KR)

M∑
m=1

Km∑
i=1

E
[
∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ̃)x̃mi ∥

]
≤ 1

MΘ(KR)

√
KT

ηw
Cf

+
1

MΘ(KR)

√
KT

( M∑
m=1

2σ2KmΘ(R)

+ 4JNmKmC2
x + 4JNmKmC2

D∆
2
ψC

2
x

) 1
2

≤ Cf√
ηwMΘ(K)Θ(R)

+

√
2σ2

Θ(R)
+

2Cx(1 + CD∆ψ)
√

JΘ(N)

Θ(R)

where we have used the relations Km = Θ(K), Rm = Θ(R),
Nm = Θ(N), and KT = MΘ(K) to arrive at the statement
of the theorem.

APPENDIX D: PROOF OF LEMMA 1

Proof. Recalling that {ym} ∪ {ymi }Km

i=1 are i.i.d., as well as
{Sm}∪{Smi }Km

i=1 , we first observe that for a fixed, given ψ0 ∈
Ψ, the coefficients {x̃m(ψ0)}∪{x̃mi (ψ0)}K

m

i=1 are i.i.d., from
which it follows that the errors {em(ψ0)}∪{emi (ψ0)}K

m

i=1 are
i.i.d. as well. The variance of Z(ψ0) is then given by

Var(Z(ψ0)) = Var

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ0)

)

=
1

M2

M∑
m=1

1

(Km)2

Km∑
i=1

Var(emi (ψ0))

=
1

M2

M∑
m=1

1

Km
Var(em(ψ0)).

(49)

We next derive an upper bound for Var(em(ψ0)). We have

Var(em(ψ0)) ≤ E[(em(ψ0))
2]

= E

[
1

(Rm)2
∥Smym − SmDm(ψ0)x̃

m(ψ0)∥2
]
.

(50)

The definition of x̃m(ψ0) in (22) implies that

ηw ∥Smym − SmDm(ψ0)x̃
m(ψ0)∥

2
+ ηx ∥x̃m(ψ0)∥1

≤ ηw ∥Smym − SmDm(ψ0)x
m∥2 + ηx ∥xm∥1
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where xm is the coefficient vector in the representation ym =
Dm(ψm)xm +wm of the graph signal ym. This implies

∥Smym − SmDm(ψ0)x̃
m(ψ0)∥

2

≤ ∥Smym − SmDm(ψ0)x
m∥2 + ηx

ηw
∥xm∥1

≤ ∥ym −Dm(ψ0)x
m∥2 + ηx

ηw
∥xm∥1 .

Using this inequality in (50), we get

Var(em(ψ0)) ≤

E

[
1

(Rm)2

(
∥ym −Dm(ψ0)x

m∥2 + ηx
ηw

∥xm∥1

)]
= E

[
1

(Rm)2

]
E

[
∥ym −Dm(ψ0)x

m∥2 + ηx
ηw

∥xm∥1

]
(51)

where the equality is due to the independence of Sm (and
hence Rm) from ym and xm. Since the coefficients xm are
assumed to be sampled from a Laplace distribution with scale
parameter δ, it follows that

E[∥xm∥1] = JNmδ. (52)

We proceed by deriving an upper bound for the expectation
of the term ∥ym −Dm(ψ0)x

m∥2 in (51). It is easy to verify
the inequality ∥a+ b∥2 ≤ 2∥a∥2 + 2∥b∥2 for any two vectors
a, b ∈ RN . We then have

∥ym −Dm(ψ0)x
m∥2

= ∥ym −Dm(ψm)xm +Dm(ψm)xm −Dm(ψ0)x
m∥2

≤ 2∥ym −Dm(ψm)xm∥2 + 2∥Dm(ψm)xm −Dm(ψ0)x
m∥2

≤ 2∥wm∥2 + 2∥Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ0)∥2F ∥xm∥2.
(53)

In order to derive an upper bound for the difference between
the dictionaries Dm(ψm) and Dm(ψ0), let us first introduce
the notation ĝ

[ψ]
j (·) in order to refer to a kernel ĝj(·) by

particularly emphasizing the kernel parameter vector ψ it is
generated from. We have

∥Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ0)∥2F =

J∑
j=1

∥Dm
j (ψm)−Dm

j (ψ0)∥2F

=

J∑
j=1

∥Umĝ
[ψm]
j (Λm)(Um)T −Umĝ

[ψ0]
j (Λm)(Um)T ∥2F

=

J∑
j=1

∥ĝ[ψ
m]

j (Λm)− ĝ
[ψ0]
j (Λm)∥2F

=

J∑
j=1

Nm∑
n=1

(ĝ
[ψm]
j (λmn )− ĝ

[ψ0]
j (λmn ))2 ≤ JNm

(54)

where λmn refers to the n-th eigenvalue of the graph Laplacian
Lm, and the inequality follows from the fact that the kernels ĝj
are Gaussian functions taking values between 0 and 1. Using
this bound in (53) and taking expectation, we get

E[ ∥ym −Dm(ψ0)x
m∥2 ] ≤ 2E[∥wm∥2] + 2JNm E[∥xm∥2]

= 2Nmσ2 + 4(JNmδ)2

(55)

where the identities E[∥wm∥2] = Nmσ2 and E[∥xm∥2] =
2JNmδ2 follow from the statistics of the normal and the
Laplace distributions, respectively.

Returning back to the expression in (51) and using the
results (52) and (55), we obtain

Var(em(ψ0))

≤ E
[
(Rm)−2

] (
E
[
∥ym −Dm(ψ0)x

m∥2
]
+

ηx
ηw

E[∥xm∥1]
)

≤ E
[
(Rm)−2

]
(2Nmσ2 + 4(JNmδ)2 + ηxη

−1
w JNmδ).

Finally, using this upper bound in the expression for
Var(Z(ψ0)) in (49), we arrive at the result stated in the lemma

Var(Z(ψ0)) =
1

M2

M∑
m=1

1

Km
Var(em(ψ0))

≤ 1

M2

M∑
m=1

1

Km
E
[
(Rm)−2

]
(2Nmσ2

+ 4(JNmδ)2 + ηxη
−1
w JNmδ)

=
1

M2

M∑
m=1

Cm
R

Km
.

APPENDIX E: PROOF OF LEMMA 2

Proof. Similarly to (54), we have

∥Dm(ψ2)−Dm(ψ1)∥2F =

J∑
j=1

∥ĝ[ψ2]
j (Λm)− ĝ

[ψ1]
j (Λm)∥2F

=

J∑
j=1

Nm∑
n=1

|ĝ[ψ2]
j (λmn )− ĝ

[ψ1]
j (λmn )|2.

(56)

For a fixed j and eigenvalue λmn , let us consider ĝ[ψ]
j (λmn ) as

a function of the vector ψ ∈ Ψ. Then from the mean value
theorem for functions of several variables, we have

|ĝ[ψ2]
j (λmn )− ĝ

[ψ1]
j (λmn )| ≤ sup

ψ∈Ψ

∥∥∥∥∥∂ĝ
[ψ]
j (λmn )

∂ψ

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥ψ2 −ψ1∥

≤ CD ∥ψ2 −ψ1∥

where we define

CD ≜ max
j=1,...,J

sup
ψ∈Ψ,λ∈[0,2]

∥∥∥∥∥∂ĝ
[ψ]
j (λ)

∂ψ

∥∥∥∥∥ .
Since Ψ is assumed to be a compact subset of R2J that
excludes ψ with sj = 0, and the kernels are continuous
functions of ψ, the supremum CD in the above expression
exists and it is finite. Using this in (56), we get

∥Dm(ψ2)−Dm(ψ1)∥2F ≤
J∑
j=1

Nm∑
n=1

C2
D∥ψ2 −ψ1∥2

= JNmC2
D∥ψ2 −ψ1∥2.
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APPENDIX F: PROOF OF LEMMA 3

Proof. We need to show that the norms of the coefficient
vectors have finite second moments. Let us begin with x̃mi (ψ̃).
Due to the optimality of x̃mi (ψ̃) in (21), we have

ηx∥x̃mi (ψ̃)∥1 + ηw

∥∥∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ̃)x̃mi (ψ̃)
∥∥∥2

≤ ηx∥xmi ∥1 + ηw

∥∥∥Smi ymi − Smi Dm(ψ̃)xmi

∥∥∥2
where xmi is the true coefficient vector generating the signal
ymi with respect to the model (19), and x̃mi (ψ̃) is its estimate
via (21). It follows that

∥x̃mi (ψ̃)∥1 ≤ ∥xmi ∥1 +
ηw
ηx

∥∥∥ymi −Dm(ψ̃)xmi

∥∥∥2 .
Plugging in the signal model ymi = Dm(ψm)xmi +wm

i (19)
in the above equation and squaring both sides we get

∥x̃mi (ψ̃)∥21

≤ ∥xmi ∥21 +
2ηw
ηx

∥xmi ∥1
∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi +wm

i

∥∥∥2
+

η2w
η2x

∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi +wm
i

∥∥∥4
which gives

E
[
∥x̃mi (ψ̃)∥2

]
≤ E

[
∥x̃mi (ψ̃)∥21

]
≤ E

[
∥xmi ∥21

]
+

2ηw
ηx

E

[
∥xmi ∥1

∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi +wm
i

∥∥∥2]
+

η2w
η2x

E

[∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi +wm
i

∥∥∥4] .
(57)

We continue by showing the finiteness of each of the three
rightmost terms in (57). Since the true coefficients xmi have a
Laplace distribution, they have finite moments, due to which
the term E

[
∥xmi ∥21

]
is finite. Next, the expression inside the

expectation in the second term can be upper bounded as

∥xmi ∥1
∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi +wm

i

∥∥∥2
≤ ∥xmi ∥1

(
2
∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi

∥∥∥2 + 2 ∥wm
i ∥2

)
≤ 2 ∥Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃)∥2F ∥xmi ∥31 + 2∥xmi ∥1 ∥wm

i ∥2

≤ 2JNmC2
D ∥ψm − ψ̃∥2 ∥xmi ∥31 + 2∥xmi ∥1 ∥wm

i ∥2

≤ 2JNmC2
D C2

ψ ∥xmi ∥31 + 2∥xmi ∥1 ∥wm
i ∥2

(58)

where the third inequality is due to Lemma 2, and the constant
in the fourth inequality is defined as Cψ ≜ supψ1,ψ2∈Ψ ∥ψ1−
ψ2∥, which is finite since Ψ is compact. Taking expectation
in (58) and recalling the independence of xmi and wm

i , we
obtain

E

[
∥xmi ∥1

∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi +wm
i

∥∥∥2]
≤ 2JNmC2

D C2
ψ E

[
∥xmi ∥31

]
+ 2E [∥xmi ∥1]E

[
∥wm

i ∥2
]
< ∞

since the Laplace and the Gaussian distributions have finite
moments. Finally, for the third term in (57) similar steps yield∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi +wm

i

∥∥∥
≤
√
JNmC2

DC
2
ψ ∥xmi ∥+ ∥wm

i ∥

from which

E

[∥∥∥(Dm(ψm)−Dm(ψ̃))xmi +wm
i

∥∥∥4]
≤

4∑
k=0

(
4

k

)
(JNmC2

DC
2
ψ)

k
2 E

[
∥xmi ∥k

]
E
[
∥wm

i ∥4−k
]
< ∞.

Hence, due to (57) we conclude that E
[
∥x̃mi (ψ̃)∥2

]
is finite

and upper bounded. The finiteness and upper boundedness of
the second expression in the lemma are implied by those of
the first one, observing that

E[∥xmi − x̃mi (ψ̃)∥2] ≤ 2E[∥xmi ∥2] + 2E[∥x̃mi (ψ̃)∥2].

The existence of the constant Cx stated in the lemma then
follows, which depends on the size parameters J,Nm, the
distribution parameters δ, σ, and the domain Ψ.

APPENDIX G: ANALYSIS OF REMARK 1

Proof. Our approach will be to examine the probability ex-
pression in (28) and first determine at which rate the accuracy
parameters α and ε may be allowed to vary with M and
K such that the probability in (28) remains fixed above 0.
Obtaining an upper bound on the expected estimation error
of unobserved samples in this manner, we can then compare
the errors obtained in the multi-graph and the single-graph
regimes.

In Corollary 1, let us fix 0 < τ ≪ 1. We may model
the covering number Nτε to be limited to some rate Nτε =
O(ε−Q) as the parameter ε decreases, where the actual value
of Q > 0 will not be critical for our analysis. Then, choosing
the parameters ε and α as

ε = Θ

(
1

(MK)
1

Q+2

)
, α = Θ(1) + Θ

(
1√
MK

)
+Θ(∆ψ)

allows the terms involving ε and α to be fixed to sufficiently
small values, so that the probability expression in (28) is
fixed to a positive value. In this case, from (29), the expected
estimation error of unobserved samples is upper bounded as

E

[
1

M

M∑
m=1

1

Km

Km∑
i=1

emi (ψ̃)

]
≤ α+ E + (2 + τ)ε

= c1 +
c2

(MK)
1

Q+2

+
c3√
MK

+ c4∆ψ

(59)

for some suitable constants c1, c2, c3, and c4. We proceed by
comparing the error upper bounds in (59) for the cases of joint
learning on multiple graphs (M > 1) and individual learning
on single graphs (M = 1). This comparison is in favor of the
multi-graph setting when

c2

(MK)
1

Q+2

+
c3√
MK

+ c4∆ψ <
c2

K
1

Q+2

+
c3√
K

(60)
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recalling that the spectral discrepancy will disappear (∆ψ = 0)
in the individual learning setting. Since

c2

(MK)
1

Q+2

<
c2

K
1

Q+2

for any M > 1 and any Q > 0, a sufficient condition that
guarantees (60) is

c3√
MK

+ c4∆ψ <
c3√
K

which is equivalent to

√
K <

c3
c4

(
1− 1√

M

)
1

∆ψ

or

K < O

(
1

∆2
ψ

)
.
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