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Abstract—The aim of this paper is to introduce a novel
dictionary learning algorithm for sparse representation of signals
defined over combinatorial topological spaces, specifically, regular
cell complexes. Leveraging Hodge theory, we embed topology into
the dictionary structure via concatenated sub-dictionaries, each
as a polynomial of Hodge Laplacians, yielding localized spectral
topological filter frames. The learning problem is cast to jointly
infer the underlying cell complex and optimize the dictionary
coefficients and the sparse signal representation. We efficiently
solve the problem via iterative alternating algorithms. Numerical
results on both synthetic and real data show the effectiveness of the
proposed procedure in jointly learning the sparse representations
and the underlying relational structure of topological signals.

Index Terms—Topological signal processing, dictionary learning,
Hodge theory, sparse coding.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, Graph Signal Processing (GSP) has garnered
significant research attention as it extends traditional signal
processing to irregular domains, where signals are defined
over the vertices of a graph rather than within Euclidean
spaces [3]. This framework broadens signal processing to
encompass non-metric spaces, utilizing proximity relationships
to represent and analyze complex data structures. Advances
in GSP have led to the development of numerous methods
for effectively analyzing and processing such signals [4]. The
main feature of these processing tools is that they intrinsically
depend on the graph’s connectivity, which is encoded into the
structure of the adopted shift operator, such as the adjacency
and Laplacian matrices. From the definition of graph (shift)
operator, is possible to derive graph filters and graph Fourier
transforms [5], offering a robust framework for tasks such
as spectral analysis, clustering [6], and sampling [7] within
this non-metric setting. However, despite their popularity and
widespread use, graph-based representations are inherently
limited in that they can only capture pairwise relationships
[8], [9]. In complex interconnected systems, interactions often
cannot be reduced to simple pairwise relationships, making
graph representations incomplete and potentially inefficient.
For instance, in biological networks, interactions among genes,
proteins, or metabolites often involve multi-way relationships,
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which cannot be fully captured using graphs [10]. Similarly, in
neuroscience, groups of neurons may activate simultaneously,
reflecting higher-order relationships [11]. These limitations
have catalyzed a renewed interest in extending GSP to account
for multi-way relationships, giving rise to the emergent field
of Topological Signal Processing (TSP) [12], [13].

TSP extends signal processing to domains defined over
combinatorial topological spaces, such as simplicial complexes
and cell complexes. Both these domains are combinatorial
topological spaces able to encode multi-way and hierarchical
relationships, enabling sophisticated adjacency schemes among
cells (nodes or groups of nodes) beyond standard graph
adjacency. Informally, a cell complex can be seen as an
augmented graph in which nodes, edges, and induced cycles
are cells. While nodes are adjacent if connected by an edge,
edges can be lower neighbors if sharing a node or upper
neighbors if part of the same induced cycle. Cell complexes
also come with a rich algebraic description, but there is large
space for exploration to different combinatorial topological
spaces, based on the specific computational and modeling
needs [14]. This transition to topological domains, building
upon the advancements in GSP, has already made substantial
contributions [15], spanning from the introduction of FIR
filters for simplicial and cell complex signals [16], [17],
to the definition of a generalized Laplacian for embedding
simplicial complexes into traditional graphs [18], as well as
the introduction of models like the self-driven graph Volterra
model [19], capable of capturing higher-order interactions in
network data. Moreover, TSP has also influenced the world of
machine learning and data science: many researchers introduced
Topological Data Analysis techniques for extracting features
to be fed to classical Machine Learning [20] or Deep Learning
models [21]. The rising field of Topological Deep Learning
couples TSP techniques with neural models, through the
extension of the message-passing framework of Graph Neural
Networks [22] to higher-order topological domains [23], or
through latent topology inference [24].
Motivation and Related Works. Many real-world signals
are compressible, meaning that they admit some sparse rep-
resentation over a certain basis. Consequently, a fundamental
problem in signal processing is sparse representation [25],
whose aim is designing overcomplete dictionaries of atoms (i.e.
frames) that can represent signals as linear combinations of
only a few atoms in the dictionary [26]. This approach often
implies the definition of analytical dictionaries, i.e., structured
atoms based on mathematical modeling that can be designed
starting from the given domain and assuming a certain signal
class. For instance, in the Euclidean domain, several techniques
such as the JPEG for image signals [27], and the MPEG and
MP3 for video/audio signals [28], rely on dictionaries based
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on Fourier transform, wavelets, or curvelets for compression.
Another possibility is to infer the dictionary structure from
available training signals, a procedure known as dictionary
learning (DL) [29], [30]. Renowned DL approaches generally
fall into three main categories [29]: i) probabilistic estimation
methods [31], ii) clustering or vector quantization [32], [33], iii)
domain-informed parametric dictionaries [34], [35]. Generally,
analytic dictionaries are faster to implement but vulnerable to
model mismatching; whereas, learnable dictionaries are often
robust to different signal classes, but have larger complexity
due to the required training phase.

Localized dictionaries for sparsely representing graph-based
data have been extensively studied, see, e.g., [36]–[39]. The
seminal work in [36] introduced a computationally efficient
method for constructing invertible spectral graph wavelet
transforms using the graph Laplacian, enabling localized
analysis across diverse problem domains. In [37], the authors
proposed graph Slepians—a class of graph signals maximally
concentrated on a specific vertex set while perfectly localized
within a spectral band. The study in [38] developed a tight
frame design for graph signals, adapting Meyer-type kernels
to align with the energy distribution of specific signal classes,
seamlessly integrating graph topology with signal features.
Lastly, [39] provides an excellent overview of localized
spectral graph filter frames, constructed by localizing patterns
(i.e., spectral filters) to various regions of the graph. In
this context, several approaches to graph-based dictionary
learning have been proposed as well [40]–[43]. In [40], a
parametric dictionary learning algorithm was introduced for
sparse graph signal representation, integrating data adaptation,
graph localization, and computational efficiency. The work
in [41] proposed a dictionary learning method that jointly
exploits graph topology and data manifold structure, ensuring
smoothness in dictionary atoms and sparse representations
while learning an adaptive graph Laplacian. In [42], an
online Graph Dictionary Learning approach was presented,
utilizing Gromov-Wasserstein divergence to model graphs as
convex combinations of dictionary atoms, facilitating efficient
representation, embedding, and subspace tracking. Lastly,
[43] introduced a Laplacian-Regularized Dictionary Learning
framework, combining dictionary and graph structure learning
through Proximal Alternating Linearized Minimization, offering
both batch and online optimization variants.

Considering more general topological domains going beyond
graphs, the literature related to sparse signal representation
is much more scarce. Some works have proposed analytical
dictionaries for topological signals [12], [44], [45]. In fact,
generalizing what has been done for graph signals, a natural
basis for signal representation is given by the topological
Fourier modes, i.e., the eigenvectors of Hodge Laplacians [12],
[46]. However, since Fourier modes are generally non-sparse
and thus inefficient for representing localized signals, the work
in [44] proposed a family of wavelets for simplicial signals,
respecting the Hodge decomposition. Also, the work in [45]
introduced topological Slepians, i.e., a class of signals that
are maximally concentrated on the topological domain and
perfectly localized on the spectral domain. However, to the
best of our knowledge, strategies to learn dictionaries for sparse

representation of signals defined over more general topological
domains are still missing in the current literature, and represent
the main objective of investigation in this work.
Contributions. In this paper, leveraging formal principles from
algebraic topology [47], we propose a novel class of learnable
dictionaries for topological signals that are computationally
efficient and explicitly incorporate topological structures.
Building upon our preliminary study [2] and extending the
graph-based approach in [40] to regular cell complexes, we
employ Hodge theory to embed the underlying geometric
structure into the dictionaries. Specifically, the dictionaries are
designed as concatenations of sub-dictionaries, parameterized
as polynomials of the Hodge Laplacians that leads to localized
spectral topological filter frames. This design simultaneously
exploits information redundancy through overparameterization,
leverages the symmetry properties inherent in cell complex
filtering, and offers provable bounds of the resulting frame
operators. We consider different parametrizations of Hodge-
aware topological dictionaries, leading to a trade-off between
performance and complexity. The topological domain itself is
only partially known: We assume perfect knowledge of the
lower connectivity within the cell complex representing the data,
while the upper Laplacian structure is inferred through a task-
driven learning process designed to optimize the underlying
domain for enhanced performance in sparse representation.
The problem is mathematically cast as the joint optimization
of (upper) topological structure, dictionary parameters, and
sparse representation to minimize a data fitting term under
topological constraints on the dictionary structure. To cope
with the complexity of the resulting non-convex problem, we
introduce an efficient alternating optimization procedure that
proceeds iteratively by decomposing the formulation into sub-
problems that are easier to solve and control. Finally, we
show the performance of the proposed methodology over both
synthetic data and real traffic flows, illustrating the compression
capabilities, the topology inference performance, and the
comparison with other available approaches. To summarize,
the main contributions of this paper are the following:
• We introduce a novel class of localized spectral topological

filter frames, designed to tailor spectral filter patterns to
specific regions of the cell complex. Furthermore, we
derive theoretical frame bounds for the proposed topological
dictionaries, guaranteeing their robustness and applicability.

• We propose the first method for topological dictionary
learning, which jointly learns the upper Laplacian structure
of the cell complex domain, the parameters of the topological
filters composing the dictionary, and the sparse representation
from available training signals.

• We propose two iterative optimization procedures to address
the non-convex dictionary learning problem by alternately
solving simpler sub-problems. The first procedure employs
orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP) for sparse coding,
quadratic programming (QP) for optimizing the dictionary
coefficients, and a greedy search algorithm to identify the
cells present in the complex. The second procedure can
be regarded as a relaxed variant of the first, in which the
greedy search step is replaced by a proximal gradient descent
algorithm for topology inference.
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• We demonstrate the advantages of the proposed methodolo-
gies on both synthetic datasets and real-world traffic flows.
Our approach outperforms existing methods that rely solely
on graph-based information or analytical topological dictio-
naries, showcasing its superior effectiveness and versatility.
Outline. This paper is structured as follows: Section II

reviews essential mathematical tools from topological signal
processing, establishing the necessary foundation. Section III
introduces localized spectral topological filter frames and their
mathematical properties. Section IV formulates the proposed
topological dictionary learning problem, while Section V
presents its algorithmic solutions. Section VI provides nu-
merical results demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposed
methods. Finally, Section VII concludes with a summary of
findings and insights.
Notation. Scalar, column vector, and matrix variables are
indicated by plain letters a, bold lowercase letters a, and
bold uppercase letters A, respectively. a(i) is the i-th element
of vector a, [A]i,j is the (i, j)-th element of A, [A]i is the
i-th row of A, [A]i is the i-th column of A, and λMAX(A)
denotes the largest eigenvalue of A. I is the identity matrix, 1
is the vector of all ones, and 1S is a vector with ones at the
indices in S and zeros elsewhere. im(·), ker(·), and supp(·)
denote the image, the kernel, and the support of a matrix,
respectively; ⊕ is the direct sum of vector spaces, and ⊗
denotes the Kronecker product. {ak}Kk=1 and {Ak}Kk=1 are
the collection of K vectors and matrices, respectively. Other
specific notation is defined along the paper, if needed.

II. BACKGROUND ON TOPOLOGICAL SIGNAL PROCESSING

In this section, we review the necessary topological signal
processing tools. Our focus is on regular cell complexes, fairly
general combinatorial topological spaces able to model a wide
class of higher-order hierarchical interactions [47].
Definition 1 (Regular Cell Complex). A regular cell complex
is a topological space X together with a partition {Xσi}σi∈PX

of subspaces Xσi of X called cells, where PX is the indexing
set of X , such that [48]:

1) For each c ∈ X , every sufficient small neighborhood of
c intersects finitely many Xσi

;
2) For all σi,σj we have that Xσi

∩ X σj
̸= ∅ iff Xσi

⊆
X σj , where X σj is the closure of the cell σj ;

3) Every Xσi
is homeomorphic to Rk for some k;

4) For every σi ∈ PX there is a homeomorphism ϕ of a
closed ball in Rk to X σi

such that the restriction of ϕ to
the interior of the ball is a homeomorphism onto Xσi

.
Condition 2 implies that the indexing set PX has a poset

structure, given by σi ≤ σj iff Xσi
⊆ X σj

, and we say that σi

bounds or is incident to σj . This is known as the face poset of
X . The regularity condition 4 implies that all of the topological
information about X is encoded in the poset structure of PX .
Then, a regular cell complex can be identified with its face
poset. For this reason, from now on we will indicate the cell Xσi

with its corresponding face poset element σi. The dimension
dim(σi) of a cell σi is k, we call it a k−cell and denote it with
σk
i . The order of a cell complex is the largest dimension of any

of its cells and we denote an order K regular cell complex with

1

2

3

4

6

7

8

9

0-Skeleton
(Nodes )

1

2

3

4

6

7

8

9

1-Skeleton
(Nodes , Edges )

1

2

3

4

6

7

8

9

Complex 2
(Nodes , Edges , Polygons )

Fig. 1: Hierarchical gluing, starting from a set of nodes and
deriving edges (center) and polygons (right) as 1- and 2-cells.

XK . Regular cell complexes can be described via a boundary
relation consistent with the partial order in Definition 1.
Definition 2 (Boundary Relation). We write σi ≺ σj iff
dim(σi) ≤ dim(σj) and there is no σp s.t. σi ≤ σp ≤ σj .

In other words, Definition 2 states that the boundary of a
cell σk

j of dimension k is the set of all cells of dimension k−1
bounding σk

j .
Definition 3 (k-skeleton).The k-skeleton of a regular cell
complex X is the subcomplex of X consisting of cells of
dimension at most k.
Cell Complexes via Hierarchical Gluing. Very often, regular
cell complexes are constructed through a hierarchical gluing
procedure starting from a finite set of vertices V [48]. In this
case, a cell complex of order one X1 is equivalent to a graph,
as it is made by the set V of 0-cells –the vertices– and a set E
of 1-cells –pairs of vertices, i.e., the edges–. There are several
possible ways to define 2-cells –that we refer to as polygons
and we collect in a set P– to obtain a cell complex of order
two X2 [49]. For example, polygons can be attached to the/a
set/subset of simple/induced cycles of the underlying graphs,
i.e. the 1-skeleton of X2, as shown in Fig. 1. Cells of order
greater than 2 can be defined using the same gluing procedure
[47], [50], but there is usually little interest in them.

The set of k-cells in XK is denoted by Dk := {σk
i : σk

i ∈
XK}, with |Dk| = Nk. In the case of a cell complex of order
two X2, we then have D0 = V , D1 = E , and D2 = P .
Definition 4 (Topological Signals). A k-topological signal yk

over a K-th order regular cell complex XK is defined as a
collection of mappings from the set of all k-cells contained in
the complex to real numbers:

yk = [yk(σ
k
1 ), . . . , yk(σ

k
i ), . . . , yk(σ

k
Nk

)] ∈ RNk , (1)

where yk : Dk → R. In the case of a cell complex of order
two X2, we then have node, edge, and polygon signals y0, y1,
y2, respectively, determined by the corresponding mappings:

y0 : V → R, y1 : E → R, y2 : P → R. (2)

Algebraic Representation. The structure of a cell complex XK

is fully described by the set of its incidence matrices Bk, k =
1, . . . ,K, given a reference orientation [51]. Although orienting
cells is not mathematically trivial, it is only a "bookkeeping
matter" [52]. For this reason, here we assume that a reference
orientation of the complex is given, and detailed explanations
can be found in [50], [52]. The incidence matrices reflect the
boundary relation from Definition 2, i.e., the non-zero entries
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Fig. 2: In the left panel, the blue edges are lower-adjacent to
the edge (1, 4), while the right panel displays the red edges,
which are upper-adjacent to the same edge. We denote the
lower and upper neighborhoods of the edge (1, 4) by N (d)

(1,4)

and N (u)
(1,4), respectively.

of Bk establish which k-cells are incident to which (k − 1)-
cells. We use the notation σk−1

i ∼ σk
j to indicate two cells

with the same orientation, and σk−1
i ∼ σk

j to indicate that they
have opposite orientation. Mathematically, the entries of Bk

are defined as follows:

[
Bk

]
i,j

=


0, if σk−1

i ̸≺ σk
j

1, if σk−1
i ≺ σk

j and σk−1
i ∼ σk

j

−1, if σk−1
i ≺ σk

j and σk−1
i ̸∼ σk

j

. (3)

In the case of a cell complex of order two X2, we have two
incidence matrices B1 ∈ RN0×N1 and B2 ∈ RN1×N2 . From
the incidence information, we can build the Hodge Laplacian
matrices [51], of order k = 0, . . . ,K, as follows:

L0 = B1B
T
1 , (4)

Lk = BT
kBk︸ ︷︷ ︸
L

(d)
k

+Bk+1B
T
k+1︸ ︷︷ ︸

L
(u)
k

, k = 1, . . . ,K − 1, (5)

LK = BT
KBK . (6)

Cell Complex Adjacencies. All Laplacian matrices in (5) of
intermediate order, i.e. k = 1, . . . ,K − 1, contain two terms:
the first term L

(d)
k , also known as lower Laplacian, encodes the

lower adjacency of k-cells; the second term L
(u)
k , also known

as upper Laplacian, encodes the upper adjacency of k-cells.
In particular, we say that two k-cells are upper adjacent if
they are both incident to the same k + 1-cell, while they are
lower adjacent if they are both bounded by the same k−1-cell.
Thus, for example, two edges are lower adjacent if they share
a common vertex, whereas they are upper adjacent if they
are sides of a common polygon, as we show in Fig. 2. Note
that the vertices of a graph can only be upper adjacent if they
are incident to the same edge. This is why the Laplacian L0

contains only one term, and it is the usual graph Laplacian.
Hodge Decomposition Hodge Laplacians admit a Hodge
decomposition, stating that the signal space associated with
each cell of order k can be decomposed as the direct sum of
the following three orthogonal subspaces [53]:

RNk = im(BT
k

)
⊕ im

(
Bk+1

)
⊕ ker

(
Lk

)
. (7)

The dimensions of ker(Lk) are also known as Betti numbers
of order k: ker(L0) is the number of connected components of
the underlying graph, ker(L1) is the number of holes, ker(L2)
is the number of cavities, and so on [54]. As a consequence
of (7), every signal yk of order k can be decomposed as:

yk = BT
k yk−1 +Bk+1 yk+1 + ỹk. (8)

In the case k = 1, we refer to BT
k yk−1, Bk+1 yk+1 and ỹk

as the irrotational, solenoidal, and harmonic component of yk,
respectively. The Hodge decomposition reserves an intuitive
interpretation for edge signals y1, as described in [12], [50].
Spectral Domain and Filters. When considering graphs, the
graph Fourier transform [55], [56] is defined as the projection
of node signals onto the basis of the eigenvectors of the graph
Laplacian in (4). It is possible to define a cell complex Fourier
transform following similar arguments [50].
Definition 5 (Topological Fourier Transform). Denoting the
eigendecomposition of the k-th order Hodge Laplacian Lk =
UkΛkU

T
k , the Topological Fourier Transform (TFT) of a k-

topological signal yk is the projection of the signal onto the
basis of the eigenvectors of Lk [50], i.e.,

ŷk = UT
k yk. (9)

We refer to the eigenvalue domain of the TFT as the fre-
quency domain (or spectrum). A consequence of the Hodge
decomposition in (8) is that the eigenvectors belonging to
im(L

(d)
k ) are orthogonal to those belonging to im(L

(u)
k ) for

all k = 1, · · · ,K−1. The existence of a well-defined frequency
domain enables the possibility of filtering topological signals.
Definition 6 (Cell Complex FIR Filters). A Cell Complex FIR
Filter H ∈ RN×N for a k-th order topological signal yk is a
polynomial of the k-th Hodge Laplacian Lk [52], i.e.:

Hyk =

J∑
j=0

hj(Lk)
jyk, (10)

where J is a positive integer and h = {hj}Jj=0 ∈ R(J+1) is
the vector containing the filter coefficients. We can explicitly
leverage the Hodge decomposition of the k-th order Laplacian
into its upper and lower components to define the more flexible
version of Cell Complex FIR Filter introduced in [50]:

Hyk =

 J∑
j=1

(
h
(d)
j (L

(d)
k )j + h

(u)
j (L

(u)
k )j

)
+ h(id)I

yk,

(11)
where three different sets of filter coefficients h(d) =
[h

(d)
1 , · · · , h(d)

J ] ∈ RJ , h(u) = [h
(u)
1 , · · · , h(u)

J ] ∈ RJ , and
h(id) are used to filter the signal based on its rotational,
solenoidal, and harmonic components, respectively.

Please notice that the Cell Complex FIR filters in (11) are
localized shift operations that replace a signal value at each
k-cell with a weighted sum (by the filter coefficients) of the
linear combinations of the signal values over the lower and
upper j-hop adjacencies of the k-cell, encoded in the j-th
powers (L

(d)
k )j and (L

(u)
k )j , respectively, up to order J . In the

next section, we will leverage this feature to define localized
topological spectral frames, being key objects for our dictionary
learning framework that we will present in Section IV.
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III. LOCALIZED TOPOLOGICAL SPECTRAL FRAMES

In this section, we leverage the Topological Fourier Trans-
form (TFT) from (9) to build localized, overcomplete, and
parametric dictionaries guaranteed to be frames for the corre-
sponding topological signal spaces [57].
Remark. From now on, we will use a simplified notation for
the sake of clarity. In particular, given that there is no risk of
incurring a loss of generality, we will drop the order subscript
k whenever there is no risk of ambiguity. For example, we will
refer to a k-topological signal yk ∈ RNk simply as "topological
signal" and denote it with y ∈ RN .
Signal Translation on Cell Complexes. Given a cell com-
plex XK and a topological signal y, we rewrite the l-th
frequency component ŷ(l) of y from (9) as: ŷ(l) = uH

l y =∑N
m=1 y(m)u∗

l (m), l = 1, . . . , N , where ul is the l-th eigen-
vector of the k-th Hodge Laplacian L. The m-th component
of y is given by: y(m) =

∑N
l=1 ŷ(l)ul(m), m = 1, . . . , N .

Generalizing [40], we now constructively motivate the choice of
using cell complex FIR filters as in (11) to design overcomplete
dictionaries for sparse representation.
Definition 7 (Generalized Translation Operator). Given a
topological signal g, we define the generalized translation
operator Tm ∈ RN×N centered at the m-th cell as:

Tmg =
√
N

N∑
l=1

ĝ(l)u∗
l (m)ul, (12)

m = 1, . . . , N , where ĝ = UTg can be interpreted as a kernel
that controls the localization of the translation Tmg around
the m-th cell. As a consequence, we could design a smooth
kernel ĝ arbitrarily localized around a cell m. Polynomials of
the eigenvalues of the Hodge Laplacians are instrumental for
this aim, as they are localized, and their order J controls for
their smoothness. Let us denote the set of eigenvalues of L(d)

and L(u) with F (d) and F (u), respectively. Thus, following
similar arguments to (11), we define the kernel as:

ĝ(m) =

( J∑
j=1

λj
m

(
h
(u)
j I(λm ∈ F (u))

+ h
(d)
j I(λm ∈ F (d))

)
+ h(id)

)
, (13)

m = 1, . . . , N , where I denotes the indicator function.
Complete Parametric Dictionaries. The properties of local-
ization and smoothness make each vector as in (12) with
polynomial kernels as in (13) a reasonable choice for an atom
of a dictionary [40]. We then define a complete parametric
dictionary for topological signals as a stack of translations,
one per each cell. Formally, we write in matrix form:

[T1, . . . ,TN ]g =

=
√
NUk

( J∑
j=1

(
h
(u)
j (Λ

(u)
k )j + h

(d)
j (Λ

(d)
k )j

)
+ h

(id)
i I

)
UT

k

=
√
N
( J∑

j=1

(
h
(d)
j (L

(d)
k )j + h

(u)
j (L

(u)
k )j

)
+ h(id)I

)
, (14)

where g = Uĝ and ĝ is as in (13). It is evident that, up to
a multiplicative constant, (14) represents a cell complex FIR
filter, i.e., [T1, . . . ,TN ]g =

√
NH, with H as in (11).

Overcomplete Parametric Dictionaries. As such, an overcom-
plete parametric dictionary can be defined as a concatenation
of M complete parametric dictionaries, i.e., of M scaled cell
complex FIR filters as in (11), each having a different set
of filters coefficients. Formally, an overcomplete parametric
dictionary for topological signals is defined as:

D =
√
N [H1, · · · ,HM ] = [D1, · · · ,DM ] ∈ RN×MN (15)

where Hi in each subdictionary Di =
√
NHi ∈ RN×N is

as in (11). We denote the kernel of the i-th subdictionary Di

with ĝi, and we collect its coefficients in the vector hi =
[h

(id)
i ;h

(u)
i ;h

(d)
i ] ∈ R(2J+1) and the coefficient of the overall

dictionary D in the vector h = [h1; ...;hM ] ∈ R(2J+1)M .
The polynomial parametrization ensures the localization of the
atoms in the cell domain, but it does not provide any structure
for their frequency representation. Following [40], we then
make the following sanity assumptions:
Assumption 1. Each kernel is nonnegative and bounded by a
constant d > 0 in the frequency domain, i.e.:

0 ≤ ĝi(l) ≤ d, i = 1, . . . ,M, l = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This is equivalent to assuming that each subdictionary is
positive semi-definite and has a bounded spectral norm:

0 ⪯ Di ⪯ dI, i = 1, . . . ,M. (17)

Assumption 2. The set of kernels {ĝi}Mi=1 covers the entire
frequency spectrum so that no information is lost, i.e.:

d− ε ≤
M∑
i=1

ĝi(l) ≤ d+ ε, l = 1, . . . , N, (18)

where ε is a small positive constant. This is equivalent to
assuming that the sum of all of the sub-dictionaries Di has
the minimum eigenvalue lower-bounded by d − ε, and the
maximum eigenvalue upper-bounded by d+ ε, i.e.:

(d− ε)I ⪯
M∑
i=1

Di ⪯ (d+ ε)I. (19)

These sanity assumptions on the spectral representations of the
atoms are required to prove the following theoretical results
and, as the reader will notice in the next section, inject prior
knowledge about the topological signals to be represented.

Lemma 1. (Topological frames) Given an overcomplete
dictionary D as in (15), if the kernels {ĝi}Mi=1 are as in (13)
and they respect Assumptions 1 and 2, then the atoms of D,
form a frame for RN . It then holds:

(d− ϵ)2

M
∥y∥22 ≤

N∑
l=1

M∑
i=1

|⟨y, [Di]
l⟩|2 ≤ (d+ ϵ)2∥y∥22, (20)

for all topological signal y ∈ RN .

Proof. The proof generalizes the approach of [40, Proposition
1] to our topological setup and follows similar steps.



6

IV. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we formulate the topological dictionary
learning problem. Given a training set of T k-topological
signals Y = [y1, . . . ,yT ] ∈ RN×T , we aim to learn an
overcomplete dictionary, which can represent the training
signals as a sparse linear combination of the atoms. We consider
an overcomplete dictionary given by the topological frames in
(15), which are parametrized by the vector of filters coefficients
h ∈ R(2J+1)M . In principle, a full knowledge of the cell
complex structure, as defined by the upper and lower Laplacians
in (14), is essential for the design of effective dictionaries, as
discussed in Sec. III. However, in practical scenarios, it is
often reasonable to assume access only to the lower adjacency
information — that is, the graph representing the 1-skeleton
of the cell complex — whose structure is captured by the
lower Laplacian L

(d)
k . In contrast, higher-order information,

such as the identification of active polygons among all possible
induced cycles, is typically unavailable and must be learned
from data in a task-specific manner. To this end, let C denote
the set of all induced cycles in the complex (selected up to a
certain order). We parametrize the upper Laplacian L

(u)
k in (5)

using a set of indicator variables pj ∈ {0, 1} for each j ∈ C,
which takes the value 1 if the corresponding cycle is an active
polygon, and 0 otherwise. In formulas, the upper Laplacian
L
(u)
k can be written as:

L
(u)
k (p) =

∑
j∈C

pjbjb
T
j , (21)

where {bj}Mj=1 are the column vectors of the matrix Bk+1

built considering all possible edge-cycle incidence relations;
and p = [p1, . . . , p|C|]

T ∈ {0, 1}|C| is the vector collecting
all the polygon indicator variables. Applying (21) to (15),
the dictionary D(h,p) becomes a function of both the filter
coefficients h and the topological structure encoded into p.

The topological dictionary learning problem is formulated as
a joint optimization w.r.t. the dictionary coefficients h, the upper
Laplacian parameters p, and the sparse signal representation S,
aimed at minimizing a regularized data fitting term with respect
to available training data Y, while imposing the topological
spectral constraints in (17)-(19). Mathematically, the problem
can be cast as:

argmin
h,S,p

∥Y −D(h,p)S∥2F + γ∥h∥22 (P0)

subject to

(a) ∥[S]i∥0 ≤ K0, i = 1, . . . , T

(b) 0 ⪯ Di ⪯ dI, i = 1, . . . ,M

(c) (d− ε)I ⪯
M∑
i=1

Di ⪯ (d+ ε)I

(d) Di defined as in (15), i = 1, . . . ,M

(e) p ∈ {0, 1}|C|

where constraint (a) imposes sparsity of the signal represen-
tation S limiting the number of non-zero elements of each
column to a maximum value K0; (b) and (c) impose topological
spectral constraints to ensure proper frame bounds (see Lemma

1); (d) defines the parametrization of the topological dictionary
structure; finally, (e) introduces discrete constraints on the
binary indicator vector p. The data fitting term in the objective
of h is regularized through a weighted ℓ2 function, with γ > 0
denoting the regularization parameter, aimed at penalizing
large values of the filter coefficients, mitigating overfitting, and
ensuring numerical stability.

V. ALGORITHMIC SOLUTIONS

Unfortunately, problem P0 is non-convex and NP-hard,
making it challenging to solve directly. To address this, we must
develop an effective algorithmic strategy capable of handling
the joint optimization of the three variables, h, S, and p. To this
end, we propose an alternating optimization approach, which
decomposes the overall problem P0 into a series of simpler
sub-problems. Each sub-problem focuses on optimizing a single
variable while keeping the others fixed, thereby facilitating a
more tractable solution process. In the sequel, we will describe
the sub-problems and the proposed alternating optimization.

A. Sub-problem 1: Dictionary coefficients

Fixing the sparse signal representations, S, and the upper
Laplacian parameters, p, problem P0 becomes:

argmin
h

∥Y −D(h,p)S∥2F + γ∥h∥22 (P1)

subject to
(b) 0 ⪯ Di ⪯ dI, i = 1, . . . ,M

(c) (d− ε)I ⪯
M∑
i=1

Di ⪯ (d+ ε)I

(d) Di defined as in (15), i = 1, . . . ,M

Problem P1 is a semidefinite program (SDP) that can be solved
using standard convex optimization solvers [58]. However, it is
well known that the solution of SDPs might become challenging
even for problems with a moderate number of variables. Thus,
in the following, we recast P1 as a quadratic program (QP).

Lemma 2. Problem P1 can be reformulated as the QP:

argmin
h

hTQh− rTh (P′
1)

subject to

0 ≤ IM ⊗ Fh ≤ d

(d− ε)1 ≤ 1T ⊗ Fh ≤ (d+ ε)1

with the following identifications:

Q =

N∑
n=1

T∑
m=1

vmnv
T
mn + γI , (22)

r = 2

N∑
n=1

T∑
m=1

[Y]mnvmn , (23)

where each vector vmn ∈ R(2J+1)M is given by

vmn = [vT
1,mn v

T
2,mn . . . vT

M,mn]
T ∈ R(2J+1)M (24)



7

where

vi,mn =
[
[I]m[Si]

n (v
(u)
i,mn)

T (v
(d)
i,mn)

T
]T
∈ RJ (25)

v
(u)
i,mn =

[
[L

(u)
k (p)]m[Si]

n . . . [(L
(u)
k (p))J ]m[Si]

n
]T
∈ RJ

v
(d)
i,mn =

[
[L

(d)
k ]m[Si]

n . . . [(L
(d)
k )J ]m[Si]

n
]T
∈ R2J+1

with Si ∈ RN×T denoting the set of rows of S corresponding
to the atoms in the i-th sub-dictionary Di. Finally, matrix F
for the spectral constraints in P′

1 reads as:

F =
[
1;F(u);F(d)

]
∈ RM×(2J+1) , (26)

F(u) =


λ
(u)
1 (λ

(u)
1 )2 . . . (λ

(u)
1 )J

λ
(u)
2 (λ

(u)
2 )2 . . . (λ

(u)
2 )J

...
...

. . .
...

λ
(u)
N (λ

(u)
N )2 . . . (λ

(u)
N )J

 , (27)

F(d) =


λ
(d)
1 (λ

(d)
1 )2 . . . (λ

(d)
1 )J

λ
(d)
2 (λ

(d)
2 )2 . . . (λ

(d)
2 )J

...
...

. . .
...

λ
(d)
N (λ

(d)
N )2 . . . (λ

(d)
N )J

 . (28)

where λ
(u)
l = λl I(λl ∈ F (u)) and λ

(d)
l = λl I(λl ∈ F (d)) for

all l = 1, . . . , N .

Proof. See Appendix A.

B. Sub-problem 2: Sparse coding

In this case, the sparse representation S is updated by solving
problem P0, while keeping the dictionary coefficients h and
the (upper) topological structure p fixed. Specifically, letting
D = D(h,p), we obtain:

argmin
S

∥Y −DS∥2F (P2)

subject to

(a) ∥[S]i∥0 ≤ K0, i = 1, . . . , T

P2 is a sparse coding sub-problem that is typically used in
compressive sensing to find the best K0-sparse approximation
of signals [26]. Despite being NP-hard, P2 can be addressed
efficiently using greedy algorithms, with Orthogonal Matching
Pursuit (OMP) [59] being a widely adopted approach.

Remark: A key step in the OMP algorithm is dictionary
normalization, which ensures a fair selection process among
the atoms [60]. Specifically, we address problem P2 using OMP
with an input dictionary Dw = DW, where W is a diagonal
matrix whose elements are the reciprocals of the norms of
the columns of D. This normalization adjusts the influence
of each atom during the selection process. The OMP output,
denoted as Sw, is then premultiplied by W to obtain the final
sparse representation S = WSw. This approach preserves the
sparsity pattern of Sw in S, and ensures that DwSw = DS.

C. Sub-problem 3: Topology learning
Here, we optimize P0 with respect to the upper Laplacian

parameters p. Consistent with previous steps, the other two
optimization variables, h and S, are kept fixed. The resulting
sub-problem reads as:

argmin
p∈{0,1}|C|

∥Y −D(h,p)S∥2F (P3)

Problem P3 constitutes a non-linear integer programming prob-
lem and is NP-hard. To address this computational challenge,
we propose two distinct strategies. The first strategy employs
a greedy approach to iteratively select the active polygons
within the cell complex, while the second strategy addresses
Problem P3 by solving its continuous relaxation. In both
cases, we have to carefully regulate the update frequency
of the vector p relative to the other variables, h and S, to
prevent potential issues with domain adaptation. The detailed
implementation of the proposed algorithms is presented in the
following paragraphs.
Algorithm 1 : Greedy Topology Inference. The rationale
behind this first algorithm is simple: starting from the full
topology, we iteratively remove polygons in a greedy manner
while simultaneously optimizing the dictionary coefficients and
sparse representations. The complete procedure is outlined in
Algorithm 1, referred to as the Greedy Topological Dictionary
Learning (GTDL) algorithm. Specifically, the process begins
with a fully active topology, represented by p = 1 (Lines 2-4).
With p held fixed, the algorithm alternates between solving P′

1

and P2 until a convergence criterion is met (Lines 8-11). Once
the solutions to P′

1 and P2 are obtained, the algorithm identifies
the polygon whose removal yields the largest reduction of a
meaningful function f(·) (e.g., the objective function of P0,
or the mean-square error over an available test dataset), and
this polygon is subsequently deactivated (lines 15-17). The
process is repeated until no further benefit is obtained from
removing a polygon or until the upper topology becomes empty,
i.e., p = 0. While this topology learning strategy has been
empirically validated as robust across various sparsity levels
in both the topological and signal domains (cf. Sec. VI), its
computational cost can be substantial, particularly for high-
dimensional cell complexes. A complexity analysis of each
subproblem is detailed in the sequel:

• The resolution of the QP problem in P′
1 using any

interior-point solver requires O
(√

mn3 log
(
1
ϵ

))
[61],

where n = (2J + 1)M denotes the dimensionality of
the optimization variable h, m = O(M) represents the
number of constraints, and ϵ is the tolerance parameter that
determines when the algorithm has converged sufficiently
close to the optimum. Consequently, the complexity of
the QP step is O

(
M3/2J3 log

(
1
ϵ

))
.

• For the OMP step defined to handle P2, a dictionary
consisting of MN atoms is constructed, each representing
a k-topological signal of dimension N (i.e., defined over
N k-cells of a cell complex). The naive implementa-
tion of OMP requires a computational complexity of
O
(
N(MN) + (MN)K0 +NK2

0 +K3
0

)
[62].

• In the greedy step, with h and S fixed, the primary com-
putational task is to evaluate a meaningful function such
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Algorithm 1 : Greedy Topological Dictionary Learning

Inputs:
Y ∈ RM×N : Training signals.
Imax: Number of iterations (stopping criterion).
K0: Assumed sparsity level.

Outputs:
h∗: Dictionary coefficients.
S∗: Sparse representations.
p∗: Upper Laplacian parameters.

1: procedure TDL(Inputs)
2: Initialize P ← {1, · · · , |C|}, and set pP = 1P
3: Initialize err, err′ ←∞
4: Initialize h, S at random.
5: while P ≠ ∅ and err ≥ err′ do
6: Evaluate L

(u)
k from P as in (21)

7: Set h[0] = h and S[0] = S
8: for t = 0 to Imax do
9: Get h[t+1] from solving P′

1

10: Get S[t+1] from solving P2

11: end for
12: Set h = h[Imax] and S = S[Imax]

13: err ← f(h,S,pP)

14: Topology Update (Greedy Search):
15: p∗ ← argmin

j∈P
f(h,S,pP\{j})

16: err′ ← f(h,S,pP\{p∗})
17: P ← P \ {p∗} and pP = 1P
18: end while

return
19: h∗ = h
20: S∗ = S
21: p∗ = pP
22: end procedure

as f(h,S,p) = ∥X−D(h,p)S∥22 for different candidate
modifications of p at each iteration. It can be shown that
the cost of computing f(·) is O

(
|C|N2 + JMN3

)
, where

|C| denotes the number of (k+1)-cells (in our numerical
experiments, C represents the set of polygons, i.e., 2-cells).
Moreover, since one active component is removed from p
in each iteration, the number of candidate modifications
of p to be evaluated at the i-th step is |C|− i. In the worst
case, the algorithm performs |C| iterations, resulting in
a total of

∑|C|
i=0

(
|C| − i

)
= O

(
|C|2

)
evaluations. Thus,

the overall computational cost of topology inference via
greedy search is O

(
|C|3N2 + |C|2JMN3

)
.

Taking into account that the dimensional hyperparameters J and
M and the assumed sparsity K0 are typically much smaller than
the topological dimensions |C| and N , Algorithm 1 exhibits
an overall complexity of O

(
|C|N2Imax + |C|3N2 + |C|2N3

)
,

scaling cubically both with the number of (k + 1)-cells and
the number of k-cells.
Algorithm 2 : Relaxed Topology Inference. The greedy
selection in Algorithm 1 for solving problem P3 can be
computationally expensive. To mitigate this, we relax the

Algorithm 2 : Relaxed Topological Dictionary Learning

Inputs:
Y ∈ RM×N : Training signals.
Imax: Number of iterations (stopping criterion).
K0: Assumed sparsity level.

Outputs:
h∗: Dictionary coefficients.
S∗: Sparse representations.
p∗: Upper Laplacian parameters.

1: procedure TDL(Inputs)
2: Initialize p[0] = 1
3: Initialize h[0], S[0] at random.
4: for t = 0 to Imax do
5: Get h[t+1] from solving P′

1

6: Get S[t+1] from solving P2

7: p[t+1] ← H[0,1]
λ

(
p[t] − µ∇f

(
h[t+1],S[t+1],p[t]

))
8: Evaluate L

(u)
k from p[t+1] as in (21)

9: end for
return

10: h∗ = h[Imax]

11: S∗ = S[Imax]

12: p∗ = p[Imax]

13: end procedure

discrete constraint in P3, reformulating it as a continuous
optimization problem with respect to the polygon variable
vector p, which we also assume to be sparse. Thus, we obtain
the following relaxed problem:

argmin
p∈[0,1]|C|

∥Y −D(h,p)S∥2F + λG(p) (P′
3)

where G is a sparsity-inducing penalty (SIP) function, which
can be selected among many possible candidates [26]. We
then proceed minimizing P′

3 by means of a proximal gradient
descent algorithm, whose proximal operator is designed to
take into account the SIP G and the box constraint. As an
example, considering a hard thresholding proximal operator
boxed into the interval [0, 1], we end up into the following
parameter update:

p[t+1] = H[0,1]
λ

(
p[t] − µ∇f

(
h[t+1],S[t+1],p[t]

))
(29)

where µ > 0 is a constant step-size, and H[0,1]
λ (·) reads as:

H[0,1]
λ (z) = Prox

[0,1]
λG (z) =


1, if zi ≥ 1

zi, if
√
2λ ≤ zi < 1,

0, if zi <
√
2λ,

(30)

with 0 <
√
2λ < 1. Other specific designs are clearly possible,

but we found (30) very effective in our numerical experiments.
The overall procedure is detailed in 2, referred to as the
Relaxed Topological Dictionary Learning (RTDL) algorithm.
The proposed approach allows to efficiently address the
complexity and domain adaptation issues inherent to the greedy
version. In particular, it enables uniform frequency updates
for the dictionary coefficients (line 5), sparse representations
(line 6), and the upper Laplacian (lines 7-9), while controlling
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the optimization speed for p via the step size parameter µ. In
terms of topology update, Algorithm 2 exhibits a computational
complexity of O(|C|N3Imax), primarily attributable to the
gradient evaluation for the update of variable p executed at line
7. The principal advantage of this second TDL methodology
is that it guarantees linear scaling w.r.t. |C|.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section evaluates the proposed method’s performance
on synthetic and real data, focusing on second-order cell
complexes for efficient implementation and visualization while
allowing generalization to higher-order domains. We analyze
the accuracy-compression trade-off across dictionary parameter-
izations, assess algorithm convergence, demonstrate topological
structure learning, and apply the method to real-world data,
showcasing its advantages over existing approaches. The
numerical results were obtained using our publicly available
online code to ensure reproducibility1.

A. Accuracy-compression trade-off

In this paragraph, we assess the reconstruction performance
of our dictionary learning procedure relative to the number of
parameters used to represent the data.

We construct multiple second-order cell complexes to
generate synthetic data. First, we build a graph with 40
vertices and 100 edges using the Erdős-Rényi model. From
this graph, we probabilistically include 2-cells, defined by
induced cycles, with a probability qtr, restricting selection
to triangular cycles for simplicity. Varying this probability
produces different cell complexes that share the same 1-
skeleton but differ in the number of triangles. For each
resulting cell complex, we generate 10 datasets, each containing
T = 220 edge signals with fixed sparsity, represented as
Y = [y1, . . . ,yT ] ∈ RN×T , where N = 100 is the number
of edges, and the generating function is represented by a
second-order Hodge Laplacian polynomial of the corresponding
topology. We then divide each dataset into Ttr = 150 training
signals and Tte = 80 test signals. Specifically, for each
dataset, we generate the Hodge Laplacians and their powers,
i.e., {(L(d)

k )1, (L
(u)
k )1, . . . , (L

(d)
k )J , (L

(u)
k )J}. Additionally, we

store the corresponding maximum and minimum eigenvalues:

λ(d)
max = [λ(d)

max . . . (λ
(d)
max)

J ]T , λ
(d)
min = [λ

(d)
min . . . (λ

(d)
min)

J ]T ,

λ(u)
max = [λ(u)

max . . . (λ
(u)
max)

J ]T , λ
(u)
min = [λ

(u)
min . . . (λ

(u)
min)

J ]T .

We randomly generate the parameters h(d),h(u), h(id) for M
different sub-dictionaries (cf. Sec. II), normalizing them by
the corresponding maximum eigenvalue in Λ

(d)
max and Λ

(u)
max,

respectively. This completes the generation of the topological
dictionaries D(h, t). Now, we randomly generate also the
sparse representation S, with each column [S]i presenting a
fixed number of non-zero entries. Finally, we get the topological
signals by applying the model as Y = D(h, t)S.

To solve problem P0 from the given dictionary structure
and the data Y, we set the control parameters d and ε as

1Code available at github.com/SPAICOM/topological-dictionary-learning

5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5 20.0 22.5 25.0
Number of non-zero coefficients
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Joint Hodge Laplacian
Separated Hodge Laplacian
GTDL
RTDL

Fig. 3: NMSE versus number of non-zero coefficients, for
different sparse representation strategies.

follows. Letting H(d) = [h
(d)
1 , . . . ,h

(d)
M ] ∈ RM×J , H(u) =

[h
(u)
1 , . . . ,h

(u)
M ] ∈ RM×J , and hid = [h

(id)
1 . . . h

(id)
M ] ∈ RM ,

we introduce the vectors:

gmax = H(d)λ(d)
max +H(u)λ(u)

max + hid

gmin = H(d),λ
(d)
min +H(u)λ

(u)
min + hid,

and set d as the maximum entry value of gmax; whereas, ε is
defined as ε = min{∆min,∆max}, where:

∆max = d−
M∑
i=1

[gmax]i, ∆min =

M∑
i=1

[gmin]i − d. (31)

In our case, we set J = 2 and M = 3.
In the sequel, we assess the sparse representation capabilities

of our algorithms for several sparsity levels, highlighting the
trade-off between accuracy and signal compressibility. Figure
3 presents the signal reconstruction error for various sparse
representation techniques, averaged over 10 datasets of signals.
These signals are generated with a fixed number of non-zero
coefficients (i.e., 25) and are defined over the edges of a
topology containing 70% of the possible triangles. We use a
regularization term of γ = 10−7 for all the dictionary learning
methods, and a λ = 0.045 for the proximal operator of the
RTDL procedure. Given the signal reconstructions of the test
set Ŷ = [ŷ1, . . . , ŷN ] ∈ RM×Tte , the sparse approximation
error is evaluated using the Normalized Mean-Squared Error
(NMSE), defined as:

NMSE(Y, Ŷ) =
1

Tte

Tte∑
n=1

∥yn − ŷn∥22
∥yn∥22

. (32)

We evaluate our approach using different dictionary parameteri-
zation techniques: (i) the simple topological Fourier Transform
[46]; (ii) the Edge Laplacian, which constructs the dictionary
from atoms as in (11), ignoring upper topological information
(i.e., using only (L(d)); (iii) the joint Hodge Laplacian,
which builds the dictionary from filters as in (10), without
separating upper and lower components; (iv) the separated
Hodge Laplacian strategy, which constructs the dictionary from
atoms as in (11); and (v) the proposed GTDL and RTDL

https://github.com/SPAICOM/topological-dictionary-learning
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strategies outlined in Algorithms 1 and 2. All the methods that
do not infer the topological domain assume all triangles are
present in the upper Laplacian.

As observed in Fig. 3, learnable dictionaries achieve a
significant improvement over the simple topological Fourier
Transform [46]. By comparing different dictionary parameter-
ization techniques, Fig. 3 empirically demonstrates that: (i)
Lower adjacency information alone has limited representational
capability, whereas the proposed dictionary parameterization
using higher-order cell FIR filters leads to better signal
reconstruction; (ii) Separately parameterizing the upper and
lower Laplacians, as in Eq. (11), provides greater flexibility to
the algorithm, improving its performance; (iii) Joint learning of
the sparse representation and the upper Laplacian structure
enhances performance, showing that integrating topology
and dictionary learning surpasses conventional topological
dictionary learning, even when using the same Separated Hodge
Laplacian parameterization; (iv) The proposed approaches
defined in Algorithms 1 and 2, respectively, yield comparable
performance in terms of signal approximation.

B. Convergence behavior
In this paragraph, we analyze the convergence properties of

our dictionary learning procedures. The proposed algorithms
demonstrate favorable convergence behavior, driven by the
decreasing trend of the objective function in P0 over time.
Specifically, every step of the GTDL and RTDL procedures
ensures a reduction in the objective value at each iteration.
The dictionary coefficient update involves solving the strongly
convex problem P′

1, achieving the minimum objective value
while keeping other variables fixed. For GTDL, the topology
update is explicitly designed to reduce the objective value
at each iteration. Similarly, in RTDL, selecting a sufficiently
small step size µ (smaller than 2/Lt, where Lt is the Lipschitz
constant of the objective with respect to t) in (29) guarantees
a decrease in the objective value at each iteration. Finally,
the sparse coding step in P2 is updated using OMP, with the
update applied only if it results in a reduction of the objective
value; otherwise, the previous K0-sparse solution is retained.
Since the objective of P0 is coercive and therefore bounded
from below, the sequence of algorithm iterates is guaranteed
to converge. An example of the convergence behavior of the
proposed GTDL and RTDL methods is shown in Fig. 4 (top),
considering a sparsity value of K0 = 5 and varying percentages
qtr of triangles present in the true topology. As observed in
Fig. 4 (top), both methods exhibit a smooth and well-controlled
convergence in all tested conditions.

C. Topology learning
In this section, we assess the performance of our algorithms

to learn the underlying topological domain from data. To
this aim, let us introduce a metric of topology estimation
performance in terms of error rate:

ErrorRate :=
R

|C|
, (33)

where R represents the number of erroneously inferred poly-
gons, and |C| is the total number of polygons in the complex.
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Fig. 4: (Top) Objective versus iteration index, for different
algorithms and upper topological structure. (Bottom) Topology
approximation error versus percentage of triangles in the true
topology, for different algorithms and sparsity levels.

Then, in Fig. 4 (bottom), we illustrate the topology error rate
defined in (33), obtained using the proposed GTDL and RTDL
methods, as a function of the percentage of triangles in the
true underlying topology. The results are averaged over 10
different realizations, and are shown for different sparsity
values in the data generation process, specifically K0 = 5
and K0 = 15. As observed in Fig. 4 (bottom), both GTDL
and RTDL methods can perfectly infer the true upper topology
when the percentage of triangles is sufficiently high. Conversely,
as the percentage of triangles in the true topology decreases,
the methods begin to introduce errors. Notably, in this more
challenging scenario, GTDL outperforms RTDL, albeit at the
cost of increased computational complexity. Furthermore, as
seen in Fig. 4 (bottom), lower sparsity levels in the true
underlying data facilitate topology inference. Interestingly,
while a higher number of nonzero coefficients reduces the signal
approximation error, it negatively impacts topology inference,
exhibiting an inverse trend. This can be explained by the fact
that increasing the degrees of freedom in signal representation
(i.e., higher values of K0) allows multiple topologies to achieve
the same reconstruction error more easily, thereby introducing
ambiguity in the inference process.

A pictorial example of the results of topology inference
with GTDL is shown in Fig. 5, illustrating three different
scenarios: (a) The topology contains 20% of triangles, and
K0 = 5; (b) The topology contains 50% of triangles, and
K0 = 5; (c) The topology contains 20% of triangles, but
K0 = 15. The true topologies are depicted in the top row,
whereas the inferred ones are shown in the bottom row. The
topology inference performance are also expressed in terms
of upper Laplacian approximation error NMSE(L

(u)
k , L̂

(u)
k ) =

∥L(u)
k −L̂

(u)
k ∥F

∥L(u)
k ∥F

, where L̂
(u)
k is the upper Laplacian estimated by

the proposed algorithms. Similar to the observations in Fig. 4
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True number of triangles:  12 True number of triangles:  31 True number of triangles:  31

Inferred number of triangles:  32       K0: 5
NMSE(L(u), L(u)): 0.066       NMSE(Y, Y): 0.01

(a)

Inferred number of triangles:  31       K0: 5
NMSE(L(u), L(u)): 0.0       NMSE(Y, Y): 0.018

(b)

Inferred number of triangles:  20       K0: 15
NMSE(L(u), L(u)): 0.051       NMSE(Y, Y): 0.017

(c)

Fig. 5: Visualization of topology inference performance using the GTDL algorithm, considering three distinct learning scenarios.

(bottom), when a sufficiently large number of true triangles is
present and K0 is low (see case (b) in Fig. 5), the topology
is perfectly recovered. Conversely, when the number of true
triangles is reduced (see case (a) in Fig. 5), or when K0 is
increased (see case (c) in Fig. 5), the topology might be either
under- or over-estimated.

D. Application to real data

In this section, we present an empirical evaluation of our
proposed topological dictionary learning framework using a
real-world dataset. Specifically, we employ a dataset of real
edge signals obtained from the German National Research
and Education Network, which is operated by the DFN-Verein
(DFN) [63]. In this real-world scenario, we analyze a second-
order cell complex comprising 50 vertices, 89 edges, and 39
potential polygons. The signals represent traffic data that have
been aggregated on a daily basis during February 2005, with
each measurement expressed in Mbit/sec and collected from
each network link. As a result, we obtain a collection of edge
signals denoted by Y ∈ R89×28. The dataset is partitioned
into a training set Ytr containing 21 signals and a testing
set Yte comprising 7 signals. Figure 6 illustrates the sparse
representation capabilities of our algorithms in comparison
with several analytic-dictionary-based methodologies available
in the literaure, including: Topological Slepians [45], Hodgelets
[44], Topological Fourier [12], and the classical discrete Fourier

transform. As shown in Fig. 7, the proposed GTDL and RTDL
methods achieve a significant performance improvement com-
pared to competing strategies. Furthermore, Fig. 7 illustrates
the inferred second-order cell complexes derived from the
application of the GTDL procedure, for different values of
assumed sparsity K0 equal to 13, 17, and 21. Interestingly,
a consistent set of polygons (depicted in red) appears in
all cases shown in Fig. 7, highlighting their significance in
representing the signal across different sparsity levels. These
findings underscore the effectiveness of our approach in both
signal representation and topology inference, thereby validating
its potential for real-world applications where precise modeling
of complex network structures is essential.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduced a topological dictionary learning
framework that exploits the structure of higher-order cell com-
plexes to improve topological signal representation and infer the
underlying domain topology. By leveraging Hodge theory, we
embed topology into the design of an overcomplete dictionary,
ensuring both topological and spectral localization properties.
The learning process is formulated as a joint optimization
problem over the topological domain, dictionary coefficients,
and sparse signal representation, which is efficiently solved
through iterative alternating algorithms. Extensive numerical
experiments on both synthetic and real datasets demonstrate
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Hodgelet [48]
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Fig. 6: NMSE versus representation coefficients in a real-data
scenario, considering different compression algorithms.

that the proposed methods yield substantial improvements in
signal reconstruction compared to baseline techniques, while
simultaneously providing valuable insights into the intrinsic
topological structure of the data. Several promising research
directions can be explored, including the learning of task-
oriented directional topologies, scaling topology inference for
large-scale systems, jointly processing multiple topological
signals in the spectral domain, and integrating model-based
deep learning techniques to enable deep unrolling of iterative
topology inference algorithms.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 2
The objective function of P1 can be recast as

f(h) = ∥Y −D(h,p)S∥2F + γ∥h∥22

=

N∑
n=1

T∑
m=1

[Y −DS]2mn + γ∥h∥22

(a)
=

N∑
n=1

T∑
m=1

(
[Y]mn −

M∑
i=1

h
(id)
i

[
ISi

]
mn

+

M∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

h
(u)
ij

[
(L

(u)
k )jSi

]
mn

+

M∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

h
(d)
ij

[
(L

(d)
k )jSi

]
mn

)2

+ γ∥h∥22

(b)
=

N∑
n=1

T∑
m=1

([Y]mn − vT
mnh)

2 + γhTh

= ∥Y∥2F − 2

N∑
n=1

T∑
m=1

[Y]mnv
T
mn︸ ︷︷ ︸

r

h+

+ hT

(
N∑

n=1

T∑
m=1

vmnv
T
mn + γI

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Q

h,

Inferred Polygons: 34

K0: 13
NMSE : 0.0026

Inferred Polygons: 34

K0: 17
NMSE : 0.001

Inferred Polygons: 27

K0: 21
NMSE : 0.0005

Fig. 7: Examples of topologies inferred by the GTDL algorithm
applied to real data from the DFN network.

where in (a) we used (15), and in (b) we exploited the
definitions in (24)-(25). Clearly, f(h) is a strongly convex
quadratic function with Q being positive definite.

Finally, we reformulate constraints (b) and (c) in P1 as
affine functions. Constraint (b) is equivalent to

0 ≤ ĝi(l) ≤ d, ∀ i = 1, . . . ,M, l = 1, . . . , N, (34)

where ĝi represents the kernel parameterized as in (13)
corresponding to Di. Defining ĝi =

[
ĝi(1), . . . , ĝi(N)

]T
and

leveraging (26)–(28), we obtain

ĝi = Fhi,

with hi ∈ R2J+1 denoting the portion of vector h associated
with the i-th dictionary. Consequently, for all i = 1, . . . ,M ,
the constraint (17), i.e., (b) in P1, can be compactly cast as:

0 ≤ IM ⊗ Fh ≤ d1. (35)

By following a similar reasoning, constraint (c) can be
reformulated as:

(d− ε)1 ≤ (1T ⊗ F)h ≤ (d+ ε)1. (36)

This concludes the proof of Lemma 2.
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