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Abstract

Modern data science applications often involve complex relational data with dynamic
structures. In systems that experience regime changes, such as changes in alliances between
nations after a war or air transportation networks in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic,
abrupt alterations in the relational dynamics of such data are commonly observed. To address
this scenario, we propose a Factorized Fusion Shrinkage model, which involves dynamically
shrinking each decomposed factor of the low-rank approximation of the data. To achieve
the dynamic shrinkage, we use global-local shrinkage priors applied to successive differences
of the decomposed factors. The adopted prior preserves both the separability of clusters
and the long-range properties of latent factor dynamics, facilitating post-processing such as
cluster analysis and change-point detection. Under specific conditions, we prove that the
associated fractional posterior attains the minimax optimal rate up to logarithmic factors.
For efficient computation, we introduce a structured mean-field variational inference algorithm
that balances optimal posterior inference with computational scalability. Our framework is
versatile and can accommodate a wide range of models, including latent space models for
networks, dynamic matrix factorization, and low-rank tensor models. The efficacy of our
methodology is tested through extensive simulations and real-world data analysis.

Keywords: Bayesian low-rank modeling; post-processing; posterior contraction; structured shrink-
age; tensor data; variational inference
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1 Introduction

Relational data describes the relationship between two or more sets of variables and is typically
observed as matrices. One of the objectives of relational data analysis is to explain the variation
in the entries of a relational array through unobserved explanatory factors. For example, given
matrix-valued data Y ∈ Rn×p, the static low-rank plus noise model of the form Y = UV ′ + E,
where A′ is the transpose for a matrix A, max{rank(U), rank(V )} ≪ min{n, p} and E is an error
term, has been extensively studied; see Hoff (2007); Chatterjee (2015); Gavish and Donoho (2014);
Donoho et al. (2020) for a flavor and connections with truncated singular value decompositions.
In recent decades, there has been a rapid growth in the interest in analyzing dynamic, complex
data sets. Models for dynamic relational data have found widespread application in dynamic social
network analysis (Sarkar and Moore, 2005; Zhu et al., 2016), subspace tracking (Doukopoulos
and Moustakides, 2008), traffic prediction (Tan et al., 2016), recommendation system (Zhang
et al., 2021) among others. Compared to static relational data, additional challenges are posed
when the observation matrices possess a dynamic structure. In particular, modeling the evolution
of Y t, t = 1, ..., T over time has been of particular interest. For example, the classical vector
autoregressive (VAR) model (Stock and Watson, 2016; Lütkepohl, 2013) has been employed to
model the evolution of the observations directly and Hoff (2015) considered a bi-linear form of the
autoregressive model; Hoff (2011) and Friel et al. (2016) parameterized time-varying latent factors
in terms of static factors with time-varying weights or coefficients for bipartite network models;
Sarkar and Moore (2005) used an AR(1) type of evolution of the latent factors in the context of
latent space models for dynamic networks.

Abrupt changes are important examples of non-stationarity, typically observed in systems that
undergo regime changes due to an intervention, such as alliances between nations before/after a
war (Gibler, 2008), voting records before and after an election (Lee et al., 2004), or the impact of
protein networks after a treatment (Hegde et al., 2008). This article presents a novel shrinkage
process for dynamic relational data to handle such abrupt changes: given the dynamic likelihood
Y t = U tV

′
t +Et, t = 1, ..., T , we introduce time-dependence by shrinking the successive differences

(e.g., uit − ui(t−1)) between the row vectors {uit}, {vit} of U t, V t to group-wise sparse vectors.
In particular, we propose a factorized fusion shrinkage (FFS) prior, where group-wise global-
local shrinkage priors on all the transitions of latent factors are applied to promote group-wise
fusion structures. The adopted global-local prior has a sufficient mass around zero, effectively
shrinking transitions to zeros while keeping large enough transitions, promoting fusion structures.
In addition, all components of the transitions share the same local scales from the prior, leading
to interpretable group-wise shrinkage. The proposed model attempts to account for the dynamic
change and dependence across Y t by reflecting the piecewise constant changes among U t and V t.
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We also propose a symmetric version of the model which is useful for modeling adjacency matrices
in network models.

The proposed FFS priors differ substantially from those in literature analyzing dynamic re-
lational data, like normal transition priors with a common variance and Gaussian process priors
(Sarkar and Moore, 2005; Sun et al., 2014; Sewell and Chen, 2015; Durante and Dunson, 2014;
Sewell and Chen, 2017; Zhang et al., 2018). While the above commonly used dynamic priors tend
to introduce the smoothness effect among dynamic transitions, FFS priors are designed to intro-
duce the stopping and separation effects so that the transitions are either closed to zeros or large.
In particular, the stopping effect of FFS priors can significantly enhance the interpretation of the
dynamics of latent vectors. Furthermore, the separation effect of FFS priors contributes to the de-
tection of clusters among subjects after estimating the latent factors. The detected cluster results
provide information on which subjects have similar effects in generating the relational data. When
performing clustering algorithms such as K-means, the cluster separation δt = mini ̸=j ∥uit − ujt∥2

for any uit, ujt not in the same cluster plays a crucial role in determining the difficulty level of
the problem (e.g., eigengap for spectral clustering, see Ng et al. (2001)). Generally, the larger δt

is, the easier it is to detect clusters at time t. The separation effect of FFS priors is justified by
encouraging more separation among clusters: suppose at time t we have uit = ujt for subjects i, j,
and at time t+1, subject i moves to another cluster while subject j stays in the same cluster. Then
the cluster separation at time t+1 satisfies δt+1 ≤ ∥uj(t+1) −ui(t+1)∥2 = ∥uj(t+1) −ujt∥2 = ∥Dujt∥2,
which highlights the importance of shrinking towards larger transitions. In contrast, priors that
introduce smoothness to the transitions tend to impede the separation of the clusters. Overall, the
model explicitly links the transitions of latent factors with the changing of cluster memberships for
each subject: a zero transition implies no change in cluster membership, while a change in cluster
membership implies a large transition.

Dynamic shrinkage priors have been studied in a wide range of literature (Frühwirth-Schnatter
and Wagner, 2010; Chan et al., 2012; Nakajima and West, 2013; Kalli and Griffin, 2014; Kowal et al.,
2019). In this article, we consider matrix-valued responses with complex dependence structures
using a structural dynamic shrinkage model for the transition of the latent factors and illustrate
its applicability across a wide range of problems. Additionally, we provide an in-depth theoretical
analysis of the proposed prior. We first derive an informative-theoretic lower bound for the model
under an appropriate parameter space, incorporating both the initial estimation errors of the
matrix and the selection errors due to the sparsity of the transitions. Using the proposed prior
concentration and a fractional posterior device, we demonstrate that the fractional posterior under
the proposed prior can achieve minimax rates up to logarithmic factors. To our knowledge, both
the lower bound and fractional posterior concentration are the first results reported in the related
literature. Note that additional works are needed to prove similar results for the usual posterior.

3



In addition, it has been established that a frequentist approach cannot achieve this fusion type
of minimax optimal rate when ℓ1-regularization is used (Fan and Guan, 2018). Therefore, such
near-optimal convergence rates improve upon related models via ℓ1 penalized approaches.

Finally, using dynamic network models as an example, we offer theoretical support for the
proposed post-processing technique. While posterior post-processing has been increasingly popular
in the Bayesian literature, theoretical validations are comparatively rare; see Lee and Lee (2021)
for a recent example in a different context. In particular, dynamic comparisons, cluster analysis,
and change point detection are considered. We show that the optimal estimation of the proposed
method can help achieve better performance in these post-processing tasks.

From a computational aspect, we present posterior approximations based on variational infer-
ence for scalability and computational efficiency while noting that MCMC approaches can also
be readily developed. We consider a structured mean-field (SMF) variational inference framework
where the temporal dependence is taken into account. A corresponding coordinate ascent varia-
tional inference (Bishop and Nasrabadi (2006), CAVI) algorithm is developed to incorporate the
temporal dependence into the variational inference where simple closed-form updatings can be
achieved. The proposed algorithm is more efficient than gradient descent or other first-order algo-
rithm types with little increase in the complexity per iteration since the computation can utilize
the banded (or block tri-diagonal) structure of the second-order moments, which incurs a O(Td3)
cost for matrix inversion. The overall complexity is O(npTd3), which is similar to the complexity
described in the related literature, for example, in Matias and Miele (2017). However, the existing
literature discusses cases where the number of time points T is small (e.g., in Matias and Miele
(2017), the real data contains around 5 time points), whereas our algorithm is specifically designed
for scenarios with a large number of time points (e.g., T = 200). Finally, we extend our SMF
variational inference framework to tensor data by utilizing a CP type of low-rank factorization in
the appendix.

Notation. For a vector x, we use ∥x∥2, ∥x∥1, ∥x∥∞ to represent its ℓ2, ℓ1 and ℓ∞ norms and
x′ as its transpose. For a matrix A, let ∥A∥F be its Frobenius norm. We use I and 1 to denote
the identity matrix and vector with all ones. Suppose P and Q are probability measures on a
common probability space with density p and q. We use DKL {p || q} =

∫
p log(p/q)dµ to denote

the KL divergence and Dα {p || q} = log
∫

pαq1−αdµ to denote the Rényi divergence of order α.
Given sequences an and bn, we denote an = O(bn) or an ≲ bn if there exists a constant C > 0 such
that an ≤ Cbn for all large enough n. Similarly, we define an ≳ bn. In addition, let an = o(bn) to
be limn→∞ an/bn = 0. Let PX denote a probability distribution with parameter X, and pX denote
its density. Denote EX as the expectation taken with respect to a variable x. Let N (µ, σ) be the
normal distribution with mean µ and variance σ while N(x; µ, σ) be the density at x.
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2 Methodology

2.1 Factorized Fusion Shrinkage

First, we lay down the factorized fusion shrinkage (FFS) approach for dynamic matrix-valued data.
Specifically, let Y = {Y t}T

t=1 be the observed data, where Y t ∈ Rn×p is an matrix-valued observa-
tion corresponding to the tth time point. For example, in the context of daily air transportation
networks providing flights between cities, where the entries of the matrices represent whether the
airlines provide flights between two cities on a given date, Y t is a matrix with rows and columns
representing the city of origin, city of destination and the time-index t runs over days. For such
data, we consider the following dynamic model:

Y t ∼ p(M t; β), Mt = U tV
′
t, t ∈ [T ] : = {1, . . . , T}, (1)

where uit, vjt ∈ Rd for each t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [p] are the row vectors of U t and V t

respectively; Ep(Y t | M t) = g(M t) for some link function g which operates elementwise on a
matrix; and β represents additional parameters (e.g., variance, subject-specific effects, etc.).

Even though the Singular value decomposition (SVD) vastly reduces the effective number of pa-
rameters for static matrix factorization models, additional structural assumptions are necessitated
in the dynamic setting to reduce model complexity. We achieve this by proposing a parsimonious
yet flexible evolution of latent factor vectors. To that end, we first introduce some notation. For
each define an n × d matrix U t = [u1t, ..., unt]′ with uit ∈ Rd for each i ∈ [n] and similarly
V t = [v1t, ..., vpt]′ with vjt ∈ Rd for each j ∈ [p]. One may interpret uit as d-dimensional vector
of latent factors for the ith data unit of the column of the tmatrix at time t. For example, in
the air transportation network setting, uit represents latent factors corresponding to the ith city
of origin at time t. We consider the following group-wise fusion structure on the evolution of the
latent factors:

T∑
t=2

n∑
i=1

1{Duit ̸= 0} ≤ su, and
T∑

t=2

p∑
j=1

1{Dvjt ̸= 0} ≤ sv, (2)

where Duit = uit − ui(t−1) and a ̸= 0d means that a ∈ Rd is different from a zero vector. In
particular, when Duit = 0d, the entire effect of subject i remains unchanged from time point t to
t + 1. Therefore, when su ≪ n and sv ≪ p, the proposed dynamic fusion structure in equation (2)
sparsely constrains the transitions over time in a group-wise manner and significantly constrains
the active number of parameters across all time points.

We operate in a Bayesian framework and adopt a continuous shrinkage framework to shrink
towards the fusion structure in (2). Specifically, we propose a factorized fusion shrinkage (FFS)
prior, which employs group-wise global-local shrinkage priors to model the transition of the latent
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factors:

ui(t+1) | uit ∼ N (uit, λ
(u)2
it τ

(u)2
i Id), vj(t+1) | vjt ∼ N (vjt, λ

(v)2
jt τ

(v)2
i Id).

λ
(u)
it , λ

(v)
jt

ind.∼ Ca+(0, 1), τ
(u)
i , τ

(v)
j

ind.∼ g, i ∈ [n], j ∈ [p], t ∈ [T − 1].
(3)

The proposed priors for both uit and vjt are similarly structured, so let’s take uit as an example
to discuss. Observe that under the FFS prior, Dui(t+1) | uit ∼ N (0d, λ

(u)2
it τ

(u)2
i Id), i.e., the latent

factor transitions are conditionally mean zero Gaussian vectors with conditional variance given
by λ

(u)2
it τ

(u)2
i . The FFS prior adopts a group-wise global-local parameterization for the transition

variances, which simultaneously shrinks all the d components of Dui(t+1) to zero, as they all share
the same local scale λ

(u)
it from the prior. We place independent half-Cauchy priors (Carvalho

et al., 2009) on the local transition scales, λ
(u)
it

ind.∼ Ca+(0, 1), and the global prior g is chosen
to ensure that it places sufficient mass around zero. This structure ensures strong shrinkage
of the entire vector Dui(t+1) towards the origin, while at the same time, the Cauchy tails allow
Dui(t+1) to have large magnitude when warranted, allowing the prior to capture sharp changes. For
example, the global military alliance networks among nations in the last two centuries, analyzed in
Section 5.2, underwent dramatic changes in the late 1940s due to the end of World War II, which
the proposed prior adequately captures. Finally, the prior specification is completed by letting
ui1 ∼ N (0, σ

(u)2
0i Id), with σ

(u)2
0i ∼ IG(aσ0 , bσ0) for the first time point t = 1, independently for each

i. The same structure is also introduced on the set of vectors of {vjt}j∈[p],t∈[T ]. We assume the
latent dimension d is fixed across time. Given the strong shrinkage employed, over-specifying the
number of factors should not lead to a substantial loss in estimation. We also note that at the cost
of additional computational burden, more elaborate modeling of the local scales is possible that
allows automatic factor selection (e.g., Bhattacharya and Dunson (2011); Legramanti et al. (2020);
Schiavon et al. (2022); Frühwirth-Schnatter (2023)).

Two special cases of FFS are worth discussing independently. When assuming an additive
Gaussian model for p, equation (13) reduces to a matrix factorization model

Yij,t
ind.∼ N (u′

itvjt, σ2), i ∈ [n], j ∈ [p], t ∈ [T ], (4)

where Yij,t is the (i, j)-th component of observed data matrix Y t ∈ Rn×p for t ∈ [T ]. Our proposed
FFS prior (3) shrinks the row vectors of U t, V t towards the following two-sided group-wise fusion
structure (2), where su, sv are much less than n(T − 1) and p(T − 1) respectively. A prominent
example related to (4) is latent factor models, where Y t is a data matrix with rows corresponding to
individuals and columns corresponding to variables. The i-th row of U t is a vector of latent factors
for the i-th observation, and V t corresponds to the factor loadings matrix. There is substantial
literature on dynamic factor models (Stock and Watson, 2011; Aßmann et al., 2016; Stock and
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Watson, 2016). The FFS prior assumes both the latent factors and the factor loadings have
transitions shrunk towards the above two-sided fusion structure.

Second, the popular latent space model for network data (Hoff et al., 2002) can be realized as
a special case of our general modeling framework. Suppose {Y t}T

t=1 is a collection of time-varying
binary networks representing networks of n individuals observed over T time points, where each
Y t ∈ {0, 1}n×n. For 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, denote Yij,t ∈ {0, 1} as the absence/presence of an edge between
nodes i and j at time t. The latent space modeling then posits

Yij,t ∼ Bernoulli(logistic(u′
itujt + β)), (5)

where Yij,t is the (i, j)-th component of Y t ∈ Rn×n and U t = [u1t, ...unt]′ ∈ Rn×d for t ∈ [T ].
Here logistic(a) = 1/(1 + exp(−a)) is the standard logistic link function and uit ∈ Rd denotes
the d-dimension latent Euclidean position of node i at time t. Then the prior (3) is applied to
shrink the parameters towards structures ∑T

t=2
∑n

i=1 1{Duit ̸= 0} ≤ s, which indicates that the
total count of transitions of nodes’ latent factors is upper bounded by s.

2.2 Posterior Post-processings

We consider three post-processing tasks with the model: Procrustes rotations, cluster analysis of
estimated latent factors at each time point, and change point detection for dynamic systems.
Procrustes rotations: When considering the latent space model or matrix factorization model,
the non-identifiability in our model is more pronounced than in other dynamic relational mod-
els, as it can disrupt the structure of sparse transitions in the truth. For instance, the row-wise
cluster structure of the truth [U ∗′

t , U ∗′

t+1]′, which also reflects sparsity in transitions, is compro-
mised if different orthogonal transformations are applied. The identity rows in [U ∗′

t , U ∗′

t+1]′ may
no longer be the same in [(U ∗

t Ot)′, (U ∗
t+1Ot+1)′]′ for different orthonormal matrices Ot and Ot+1,

even though the likelihood remains invariant to such orthogonal transformations. To address this
issue, Procrustes rotation is the most commonly used approach (Sarkar and Moore, 2005; Aßmann
et al., 2016; Papastamoulis and Ntzoufras, 2022). Specifically, we adopt the following optimization
objective:

Ôt,(t−1) = argmin
O∈Od×d

∥Û t−1Ô(t−1),(t−2) − Û tO∥F , t = 2, ..., T, (6)

with O1,0 = I. We then define the final estimator of latent vectors as Û o
1 = Û 1, Û o

2 = Û 2Ô2,1, . . . , Û o
T =

ÛT ÔT,(T −1). The optimization objective (6) aims to rotate an estimated latent factor to maximize
its similarity to the estimation at its previous time point by minimizing the sum of squared dif-
ferences. This can be solved in a closed form using singular value decomposition (SVD) (Gower
and Dijksterhuis, 2004). To interpret the estimator obtained via (6), we evaluate the transformed

7



estimators Û o
t+1, . . . , Û o

t+k using the following criterion for a given value of k:

inf
O∈Od×d

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
t+k − U ∗

t+kO∥2
F , (7)

where a common orthogonal transformation is considered for the truth U ∗
t+1 . . . U ∗

t+k. When con-
sistency holds under the loss function (7), the rotated estimators Û o

t+1, . . . , Û o
t+k can exhibit the

same sparse transition property as the truth because the common orthogonal transformation pre-
serves the identity rows in [U ∗′

t+1, . . . , U ∗′

t+k]′. For exploratory purposes, the user should provide k,
which can be interpreted as the length of time the sparse transition property of the latent factors
is expected to persist. The consistency under the loss function (7) can be considered a long-range
property of the proposed model, influenced by the choice of k and the sparsity s of the truth. In
the theoretical section, we discuss how these factors impact this long-range property.

To demonstrate the long-range property discussed above, we use the simulation setting as in
subsection 8.4 in the supplement to compare the recovered latent positions of our model to IGLSM
(where the same Procrustes rotation (6) is also applied), only changing the sample size to n = 20.
It is important to note that in the true data-generating process, only nodes 1, 2 transit, while the
rest remain static over time. As shown in Figure 1, for IGLSM, several nodes, including 5, 6, 13,
experience a significant shift in their estimated locations from time point 1 to 100. Since these
nodes also move over time, it becomes difficult to determine whether the movement of the node
positions is due to random error or an intrinsic property of the truth. However, with the proposed
FFS prior, the property of the truth, where all nodes except 1, 2 remain static, can be recovered,
which aligns with the long-range property discussed earlier for k = T .

1

2

3

4

5 6

7

8910

1112

13

14

1516
17

18

19
20

t = 1IG
LS

M 12

3

4
56

7

8 910
11

12

13

14

1516

17

18

19

20 t = 75 1

2

3

4

56

7

8910

1112
13

14

1516

17
18

19

20

t = 100

1

2

3
4

56

7

8910

1112

13

14
1516

17

18

19
20

t = 1

F
F

S

12

3
4

56

7

8910

1112

13

14
1516

17

18

19
20

t = 75

1

23 4

56

7

8910

1112

13

141516 17

18

1920

t = 100

Figure 1: Snapshots of the estimated latent space for time points 1, 75, 100, where only nodes 1, 2
transit and the rest stay static over time. Top row: IGLSM; bottom row: FFS. The estimated
latent spaces for FFS are consistent across all time points, illustrating the long-range property of
the proposed model.

Cluster analysis: Moreover, inferring discrete structures from a continuous model through post-
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processing is a common objective in the literature (e.g., variable selection (Hahn and Carvalho,
2015; Bashir et al., 2019) and rank estimation (Chakraborty et al., 2020)). Here, we consider a
cluster analysis, which assigns cluster labels to the subjects i = 1, . . . , n, enabling the automatic
grouping of subjects at a given time point t. In this article, we obtain cluster assignments using
Kt-means after estimating the latent vectors, similar to spectral clustering, where K means are
obtained after acquiring latent vectors through spectral decomposition (Ng et al., 2001). Assume
that the true latent vectors have only Kt distinct rows. Then, given any obtained Û , we can
perform a Kt-means analysis on the row vectors of Û t:

(Ξ̂t, X̂ t) = argmin
Ξ∈Mn,Kt ,X∈RKt×d

∥ΞX − Û t∥2
F ,

where Mn,Kt is the collection of membership matrices, each of which has exactly one 1 and Kt − 1
zeros in every row. The membership matrix Ξ̂t reveals the cluster assignments of subjects i ∈ [n]
at time t, and the row vectors of X̂ t represent the estimated unique rows of latent factors at time t.
Variants of Kt-means can also be applied, such as performing Kt-means after normalizing all row
vectors (Von Luxburg, 2007). The separation between the distinct rows of the truth significantly
affects the performance of Kt-means.
Change point detection: Furthermore, the proposed approach holds promise for change point
detection of dynamic networks. Change point detection, a widely investigated problem in statistical
analysis for networks (e.g., Zou and Li (2017); Hewapathirana et al. (2020); Wang et al. (2021)),
involves identifying abrupt shifts in the underlying properties or behaviors of a dynamic network
system. Let {Y t}T

t=1 ⊂ {0, 1}n×n be the observed dynamic network generated from a sequence of
distributions {Lt}T

t=1. Then the sequence {ηk}K
k=1 ⊂ {2, . . . , T} with 1 = η0 < η1 < . . . < ηK ≤

T < ηK+1 = T + 1 are defined as change points when Lt−1 ̸= Lt if and only if t ∈ {η1, . . . , ηK}.
The goal is to estimate the change points {ηk}K

k=1. Padilla et al. (2022) proposed a change point
detection process for dependent dynamic networks employing the random dot product model (RDP)
and a similar inner product discrepancy measure for latent positions. The proposed change
point detection process for dynamic networks in Padilla et al. (2022) consists of the following
steps: 1. Obtain denoised estimators of all connecting probabilities for all networks at all time
points. 2. Vectorize the denoised estimations of all connecting probabilities and utilize wild binary
segmentation (Padilla et al., 2021) for change point detection of multivariate time series. Our
approach when used for change-point detection has a key improvement in Padilla et al. (2022).
We take into account the dependence of latent positions across time, which allows us to achieve
near-optimal statistical rates when estimating the denoised connecting probabilities. While their
approach constructs test statistics by estimating each network separately, we aim to estimate a
bulk of adjacency matrices at once to achieve near-optimal statistical accuracy, which addresses
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the issue discussed in Padilla et al. (2022) (e.g., see their discussion paragraph on page 15).

3 Theoretical Analysis

3.1 Posterior contraction of α-fractional Posterior

Denote Θ = [U ′, V ′]′, U = [U 1, ..., UT ], V = [V 1, ..., V T ], Θt = [U ′
t, V ′

t]′ and θit = uit if i ∈ [n];
θit = v(i−n)t if i = n + 1, ..., n + p. Let θi· = [θ′

i1, ..., θ′
iT ]′. Without ambiguity, we use the symbol

Θ, Θt, θit, θi· for the symmetric case in equation (5) interchangeably with U , U t, uit, ui·. We first
consider the following parameter space (Double-sided fusion, DSF):
Double-sided Fusion (DSF):

DSF(su, sv) :=

Θ∗ :
T∑

t=2

n∑
i=1

1{Du∗
it ̸= 0} ≤ su,

T∑
t=2

p∑
j=1

1{Dv∗
jt ̸= 0} ≤ sv,

nmax
i=1

Tmax
t=1

∥uit∥2 ≲ 1,
pmax

j=1

Tmax
t=1

∥vjt∥2 ≲ 1
}

.

(8)

The sparsity constraint mentioned above implies that out of the total n × (T − 1) transitions
for the subjects of U and p × (T − 1) transitions for the subjects of V , only su and sv transitions,
respectively, are nonzero, while in the remaining cases, the latent vectors stay unchanged. Addi-
tionally, under the boundness assumption provided, for the binary likelihood, all the probabilities
induced by the inner product pu∗

it,v∗
jt

:= 1/{1 + exp(−u∗′
it v

∗
jt)} are bounded away from 0 and 1,

which is only valid for dense networks. We provide the extension of theoretical results of sparse
networks in Section 3.3. Sparsity levels su and sv can be expressed as functions of n, T and p, T ,
respectively. Next, we propose regularity conditions to further refine our understanding of the
problem properties and behaviors.

Assumption 1 (KL divergence regularity). For any Θa, Θb ∈ DSF(su, sv), we assume the likeli-
hood induced by Θa

t , Θb
t for all t ∈ [T ] satisfies: max

{
DKL(pΘa

t
, pΘb

t
), V2(pΘa

t
, pΘb

t
)
}
≲ ∥U a

t V a′

t −
U b

tV
b′

t ∥2
F , where DKL(pΘa

t
, pΘb

t
) is the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence and V2(pΘa

t
, pΘb

t
) =∫

pΘa
t
{log(pΘa

t
/pΘb

t
)2}dpΘa

t
is the second order moment of log-likelihood ratio between pΘa

t
and pΘb

t
.

The assumption holds for many commonly used likelihood functions, like Gaussian and binary
with true probabilities bounded away from 0 and 1. Given an estimator Θ̂ of Θ∗, we consider the
squared loss ∑T

t=1 ∥Û tV̂
′
t − U ∗

t V
∗′

t ∥2
F /(npT ) to formulate the minimax lower bound. Since U t, V t

can only be identified up to rotation and scaling, the loss function is formulated in terms of the
matrix products, which are rotation and scaling invariants. Then the following statement holds for
the minimax lower bound:
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Theorem 3.1. Suppose the data generating process follows equation (4) and Assumption 1 holds,
then suppose that d is fixed. For large enough n, p, T , we have:

inf
Θ̂

sup
Θ∈DSF(su,sv)

EΘ

[∑T
t=1 ∥Û tV̂

′
t − U ∗

t V
∗′

t ∥2
F

Tnp

]
≳

su log (Tn/su) + sv log (Tp/sv) + n + p

npT
.

Theorem 3.1 presents a novel result concerning the estimation of low-rank structured DSF
matrices with an information-theoretic lower bound. As far as we know, there are no similar
results in the literature. We explicitly ignore the latent dimension d in the bound by assuming
it remains a fixed constant across time. The terms su log(Tn/su) and sv log(Tp/sv) represent the
selection errors for the fusion structure of {U t}t and {V t}t respectively. The term (n + p)/(npT )
identifies the initial estimation errors. Even in the extreme case that su = sv = 0, where all
matrices are equal, it is still necessary to estimate U 1 and V 1. This matches the minimax lower
bound 1 + s log(T/s) of the linear fused model (Fan and Guan, 2018) with fusion sparsity s. On
the other hand, in the dense case where su ≥ cnT and sv ≥ cpT for some constant c > 0, the lower
bound is then (n + p)/(np), which equates to estimating each low-rank mean matrix individually.
If n and p are approximately equal, then both {U t}t and {V t}t must be structurally fused to
deliver a measurable improvement in the lower bound. However, in the case of only a one-sided
fusion structure, the lower bound may not even be improved from the error rate of the static
case (n + p)/(np). This highlights the importance of having two-sided fusion structures for better
estimation performance.

To facilitate the theoretical analysis of the proposed model, we adopt the fractional posterior
(Walker and Hjort, 2001) framework, where the usual likelihood P (Y | U , β) is raised to a power
α ∈ (0, 1) to form a pseudo-likelihood Pα(Y | U , β) := [P (Y | U , β)]α, leading to a fractional
posterior Pα(U , β | Y) ∝ Pα(Y | U , β) p(U) p(β). Such adaptation only requires minor changes
in computation, while the theoretical analysis requires fewer conditions than the usual posterior
(Bhattacharya et al., 2019). Similarly to the usual posterior, the optimal convergence of a fractional
posterior can imply a rate-optimal point estimator derived from the fractional posterior. We then
need the following assumptions to establish results for the fractional posterior convergence:

Assumption 2 (Likelihood regularity). For any 0 < α < 1, and Θa , Θb ∈ DSF(su, sv), the α-
divergence induced by Θa, Θb for all t ∈ [T ] satisfies: Dα(pΘa , pΘb) ≳ ∥U a

t V a′

t − U b
tV

b′

t ∥2
F , where

we recall Dα {px || px0} = log
∫

pα
xp1−α

x0 dµ to denote the Rényi divergence of order α between the
density px and px0.

Assumption 3 (Global prior). For any si ∈ [max{n, p}], with log T = o(np), the global prior g

satisfies: log {g(τ ∗
i < τ < 2τ ∗

i )} ≳ −si log(npT ) with τ ∗
i = s

1
2
i (np)− 3

2 T − 5
2 (log(npT )) 1

2 .

Similar to Assumption 1, Assumption 2 also holds for Gaussian and binary cases with true

11



probabilities bounded away from 0 and 1, see Gil et al. (2013) for some detailed calculations.
Assumption 3 requires that the global prior has a sufficient mass around proper small values. It
can be satisfied by the priors τ ∼ Ca+(0, 1) or τ 2 ∼ Gamma(aτ , bτ ) with constants aτ , bτ as shown
Proposition 8.2 in the appendix. Then we have the following main theorem:

Theorem 3.2. Suppose the data generating process follows equation (4) and Assumptions 1, 2
and 3 hold. Then under the prior (3), if Θ∗ ∈ DSF(su, sv) with log T = o(np) and d is fixed,
denote ϵn,p,T = M

√
(su + sv + n + p) log(npT )/npT for some constant M > 0, then for large

enough n, p, T , any D ≥ 2 and η > 0, with probability at least 1 − 2/{(D − 1 + η)2npTϵ2
n,p,T }, we

have
Πα

{
1

Tnp

T∑
t=1

∥U tV
′
t − U ∗

t V
∗′

t ∥2
F ≥ D + 3η

1 − α
ϵ2

n,p,T | Y
}

≤ e−ηnpT ϵ2
n,p,T .

The above theorem indicates that the fractional posterior of the mean estimation error can
achieve the minimax lower bound with only a logarithmic factor when the model is correctly spec-
ified. In the worst case, such a fusion type of lower bound cannot be matched by ℓ1 penalized
regressions (Fan and Guan, 2018). Therefore, the proposed method is better than using ℓ1 reg-
ularization to introduce fusion structures. The proof of Theorem 3.2 is based on an ℓ1 type of
prior concentration for the shrinkage prior shown in the Lemma 8.4 in the supplement. The above
theorem also demonstrates an advantage in comparison to the conditions required with the fusion
model with only one variable. When there is only one variable of time T with fusion sparsity s,
then s = o(T/ log(T )) is required to make sure that the targeted rate s log T/T converges to zero.
However, while the fusion structure holds for np variables, the error rate for a subject with sparsity
si is si log(npT )/(npT ) = si log(np)/(npT ) + si log(T )/(npT ). As long as the mild assumption
log T = o(np) holds, the above rate converges to zero even if si = T , which is considerably more
flexible since the successive differences of some subjects are therefore permitted to be non-sparse.

3.2 Post-processing for dynamic networks

For dynamic network models, the estimation error in the inner product in Theorem 3.2 cannot
directly imply the estimation of latent vectors that can be directly compared across time. To
handle the issue, we study the recovery of latent vectors in the loss function (7). In particu-
lar, we divide the time 1, .., T into T/k sets, where each set contains k consecutive time points:
(t − 1)k + 1, ..., (t − 1)kT/k

t=1 . We assume t̄ = T/k is an integer for simplicity. We consider the
comparison for latent space within each set of periods so that the maximal time gap is k for
each comparison. Then the following corollary characterizes the optimal estimation error of the
estimator after sequential Procrustes rotations (6):
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Corollary 3.3. Suppose the Assumptions in Theorem 3.2 hold. In addition, assume that the
smallest singular value of U ∗

t , denoted as λt, satisfies λt = Ω(
√

n) for t ∈ [T ]. For the frac-
tional posterior means estimated Û t, after performing sequential Procrustes rotations (6) to obtain
estimation Û o

1, ..., Û o
T , the average error for all windows satisfies

1
nT

t̄∑
t=1

inf
Ōt,k∈Od×d

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+k0Ōt,k∥2
F ≲

(s + n) log(nT )
n2T

+ min
{

k(s + n) log(nT )
n2T

,
log(nT )

n

}
+ min

{
sk(k − 1)

nT
,

s

n
, 1
}

.

An additional assumption characterizes the lower bound of the order of the smallest eigenvalue
of the true latent vectors. The lower bound of the order

√
n holds for many matrices. For ex-

ample, for an n × d random matrix whose entries are i.i.d. distributed with zero mean and unit
variance, the famous Bai-Yin’s law (Bai and Yin, 2008) states that its smallest singular value is
approximately

√
n −

√
d (we refer to Vershynin (2010) for more matrices with the same rate).

When k = 1, the error rate becomes the optimal estimation error in Theorem 3.2. When k is a
constant not increasing with n and T , the average error for all windows converges to zero at rate
(s + n) log(nT )/(n2T ) + s/(nT ) as n, T → ∞, leading to consistency as long as s = o(nT ). If
the transition is extremely sparse s = o(n), then one can simultaneously compare all the latent
space for all time points of length k = O(T ). For the challenging case, where s = o(nT ), only
constant time latent positions can be compared across time. In some special cases, the above error
rate is not optimal. In supplementary subsection 8.16, we provide an improvement under a more
stringent assumption of the true transitions. To our best knowledge, although Procrustes rotations
have been popularly employed, there is no similar theoretical result to Corollary 3.3 that tries to
quantitatively understand the possibility and limitations of long-term comparison of the estimated
latent factors.

Once the latent vectors have been obtained, K-means can be used to cluster the subjects. For
any membership matrix Ξ, the cluster membership of a subject i is denoted by gi ∈ {1, ..., K},
which satisfies Ξigi

= 1. Let Gk(Ξ) = {1 ≤ i ≤ n : gi = k}. We consider the following loss function
to evaluate clustering accuracy: L(Ξ̂, Ξ) = minJ∈EK

∥Ξ̂J − Ξ∥2,0, which represents the number
of misclustering subjects, where EK is the set of all K × K permutation matrix. Our next result
concerns performing separate community detection for each network while improving the overall
misclustering rate based on the network dependence structure.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose the assumptions in Theorem 3.2 hold. In addition, assume that for t ∈
[T ], the truth U ∗

t satisfies: 1. U ∗
t has Kt distinct rows: U ∗

t = Ξ∗
t X t, Ξ∗

t ∈ Mn,Kt for some
Kt > 0 and U ∗

t ∈ RKt×d is full rank; 2. The smallest singular value of U ∗
t , denoted as λt, satisfies

λt = Ω(
√

n); 3. Cluster separation: δ ≤ mini ̸=j ∥u∗
it − u∗

jt∥2 for any u∗
it ̸= u∗

jt, where δ > 0; 4. The
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minimal block size satisfies mini |Gi(Ξ∗
t )| = ω(log(n)/δ2). Then after performing Kt-means for

fractional posterior means Û t to obtain estimation of membership matrix Ξ̂t, as n, T → ∞, we
have ∑T

t=1 L(Ξ̂t, Ξ∗
t )/T ≲ (s + n) log(nT )/(nTδ2).

Regarding assumptions in Theorem 3.4: Assumption 1 is prevalent in the literature on commu-
nity detection for networks. Similar to the assumption in Corollary 3.3, Assumption 2 requires the
lower bound of the order of the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix formed by true latent vectors.
Assumption 3 represents a minimum separation between different clusters, which can be a constant
for many cases. For example, δ = 1 for a random matrix whose entries are i.i.d. binary distributed.
Assumption 4 requires a minimum block size of the clusters. The usage of FFS is justified by
cluster separation. Suppose at time t we have u∗

it = u∗
jt for subjects i, j. Then for time t + 1, the

subject i moves to another cluster while subject j stays the same. Under the cluster separation
condition, we have δt+1 ≤ ∥u∗

j(t+1) − u∗
i(t+1)∥2 = ∥u∗

j(t+1) − u∗
jt∥2, which requires the transitions

of the subjects to be heterogeneous: either the transition is zero, or the transition is large. On
the contrary, when smoothness-induced priors (e.g., Gaussian process priors) are adopted on the
transitions, one assumes that the true difference satisfies some smoothness condition, which cannot
adapt to the above heterogeneous requirement.

3.3 Theory for sparse dynamic networks

In the previous section, when considering the latent space model, all the theoretical results have
been presented in dense network settings where the connection probabilities are bounded away
from 0 and 1 due to Assumption 2. In this section, we consider sparse binary networks where the
connection probabilities can converge to zero as n and T approach infinity. Theoretical results for
latent space models of the single sparse network from a frequentist perspective can be found in
Ma et al. (2020), Zhang et al. (2022a), and Zhang et al. (2022b). However, the results for sparse
dynamic networks from Bayesian settings are relatively new. For the sparse pairwise networks, we
consider the data-generating process as

Yijt
ind.∼ Bernoulli

[
1/{1 + exp(−β∗ − u∗′

it u
∗
jt)}

]
, s.t.,

T∑
t=2

n∑
i=1

1{Du∗
it ̸= 0} ≤ su, (9)

for i, j ∈ [n], t ∈ [T ], where the parameter β∗ controls the sparsity level of all networks and is not
known and needs to be estimated.

Assumption 4 (Sparsity level). Suppose all the ℓ2 norms of latent positions u∗
it are unformly

bounded by constant. In addition, denote ϵn,T = M0

√
(su + n) log(nT )/(n2T ) for some constant

M0 > 0, we assume that the sparsity level of the connection probabilities satisfies eβ∗ ≫ ϵ2
n,T .
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The literature commonly considers Assumption (4) as the smallest sparsity level for which the
estimated inner product plus intercept can be consistently recovered. For static networks, this
sparsity level is

√
log(n)/n. The rate ϵ2

n,T has improvement over log(n)/n as long as su ≪ nT ,
which shows the gain of FFS on the proposed structure. For the prior setting, in addition to
FFS (3), we also have the following assumptions on the sparsity parameter β:

Assumption 5 (Prior for the sparsity parameter). We use prior Π(β) such that
Π (|β − β∗| ≤ c4ϵn,T ) ≳ e−n2T ϵ2

n,T for constant c4 > 0.

The above assumption means that the prior Π(β) has a sufficient mass around β∗ for β∗ goes
to negative infinity at a specific rate. We show later that the assumption can be satisfied by
the commonly used normal prior with mean zero and constant scales. We also have a technical
assumption for the prior: consider the event Bp = {∥uit∥2 ≤ C5, ∀i, j ∈ [n], t ∈ [T ]} for a large
enough constant C5 > 0.

We consider the prior restricted on event Bp(U), Π̃ := Π(· ∩ Bp(U))/Π(Bp(U)), (10)

to replace the original prior such that Π̃(Bc
p) = 0. Without ambiguity, we still use Π(·) to denote

Π̃(). The assumption assumes the usage of a truncated prior, which guarantees that the latent
positions estimated by the fractional posterior are bounded. As a result, the order of the estimated
connection probabilities is determined solely by β as β dominates u′

itujt for all i, j, t. In this paper,
the assumption is only for technical use to prove the theorem while not used in the algorithm, as
adopting such prior will only result in a negligible difference between using the original prior. A
similar phenomenon is also reported in Remark 2 in Ma et al. (2020). Then, we have the following
theorem about the fractional posterior convergence in different loss measures.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose the data generating process follows equation (9) and Assumption 4 hold.
Then under the FFS prior (3) with Assumptions 3 and 5, if log T = o(n) and d is fixed, then for
large enough n, T , any D ≥ 2 and η > 0, with probability at least 1 − 2/{(D − 1 + η)2n2Tϵ2

n,T }, we
have

Πα

( 1
n2T

Dα (pU ,β, pU∗,β∗) ≥ D + 3η

1 − α
ϵ2

n,T | Y
)

→ 0.

In addition, if technical assumption (10) also holds, we also have for large enough constant M > 0,

Πα

 1
n2T

T∑
t=1

n∑
i,j=1

(u′
itujt + β − u∗′

it u
∗
jt − β∗)2 ≥ M

D + 3η

1 − α
e−β∗

ϵ2
n,T | Y

 ≤ e−ηn2T ϵ2
n,T .

Compared to the convergence rate of fractional posterior under the α divergence Dα(pU ,β, pU∗,β∗),
there is an additional e−β∗ multiplier for the convergence of the squared ℓ2 loss for the mean param-
eter u′

itujt + β. Note that the logistic function has a flat curvature near zero probabilities causing
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the mean parameter to approach negative infinity. Therefore, when the connection probabilities are
close to zero, even if they can be estimated accurately, the mean parameter will have an additional
error factor that is determined by the sparsity level. The results align with those reported in the
static latent space models as in Ma et al. (2020), Zhang et al. (2022a) and Zhang et al. (2022b).
The proposed framework can also handle dynamic networks with different sparsity levels, which is
left for future research.

4 Computation

We present an efficient variational inference algorithm to approximate the fractional posterior
distribution under the FFS prior. The algorithm uses closed-form iterations of a coordinate-ascent
method, which relies on the conditionally conjugate nature of the FFS prior as in the related
literature (Loyal and Chen, 2021; Zhao et al., 2022). Our variational inference algorithm targets
the fractional posterior pα(U , β | Y) and aims to find the best approximation (in terms of KL
divergence) from a structured mean-field variational (SMF) family Γ:

q(U , β) =
{

M∏
m=1

n∏
i=1

q(u(m)
i· )

}
q(β), (11)

where u
(m)
i· = [u(m)′

i1 , ..., u
(m)′

iT ]′. The adopted SMF family accommodates the special structures
of the Td × Td covariance matrix for u

(m)
i· , which includes the temporal dependence across time

t ∈ [T ] and the group-wise dependence among components for the same subject i. The covariance
of u

(m)
i· has a block tri-diagonal structure, which can be inverted efficiently (in O(Td3) operations)

using the Kalman smoothing framework.
The goal of the variational inference is

q̂(Θ, β) = argmin
q(Θ,β)∈Γ

DKL {q(Θ, β) || pα(Θ, β | Y)} = argmin
q(Θ,β)∈Γ

− Eq

{
log

(
pα(Y , Θ, β)

q(Θ, β)

)}
,

where the term Eq{log(pα(Y , Θ, β)/q(Θ, β))} is the evidence-lower bound (ELBO) and pα(Θ, β | Y)
is the marginal fractional posterior pα(Θ, β | Y) =

∫
pα(Θ, β, Λ, σ0 | Y)dΛ dσ0. Here we denote

Θ = [U ′, V ′]′, Θt = [U ′
t, V ′

t]′ and θit = uit if i ∈ [n]; θit = v(i−n)t if i = n + 1, ..., n + p for notation
simplicity. Furthermore, we adopt the variable augmentation that the square of the half-Cauchy
distribution can be expressed as a mixture of Inverse-Gamma distributions (Neville et al., 2014):
for λit ∼ Ca+(0, 1), we can write λ2

it | ηit ∼ IG(1/2, 1/νit), ηit ∼ IG(1/2, 1). Denote H = {ηit}i,t.
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Then the objective of KL minimization is as follows:

q̂(Θ, β, H , Λ, τ , σ0) = argmin
q(Θ,β,H,Λ,τ ,σ0)∈Γ

− Eq

{
log

(
pα(Y , Θ, β, H , Λ, τ , σ0)

q(Θ, β, H , Λ, τ , σ0)

)}
,

where now the SMF family is defined as:

q(Θ, β, H , Λ, τ , σ0) =
n+p∏
i=1

[
q(θi·)q(τi)

T −1∏
t=1

{q(λit)q(ηit)} q(σ0i)
]

q(β). (12)

The variational family defined in equation (12) allows for updating q(ηit), q(λ2
it), and q(σ2

0i) in the
inverse-Gamma conjugate family. Furthermore, q(τ ) can be updated with a closed-form expression
when the recommended half-Cauchy or Gamma prior is used. For likelihoods that are Gaussian or
binary, updating q(β) and q(θi·) can be efficiently obtained through a message-passing framework.
The derivations for these updates are provided in Section 8.8 of the supplementary material for
completeness.

When applying a CAVI algorithm to models with sparsity structures, the final accuracy de-
pends heavily on the order of component-wise updating. Updating in a naive cyclical manner
can lead to error accumulation, as noted in Huang et al. (2016). To prevent this, Ray and
Szabó (2021) proposed a prioritized updating approach for sparse regression. Inspired by their
approach, we partition the subject-related components into different blocks based on the subject
index, q(θi·), q(σ0i), q(λi·), q(τi), q(ηi·), i ∈ [n + p], to avoid error accumulation. We update each
block q(θi·), q(σ0i), q(λi·), q(τi), q(ηi·) until convergence, and then move onto the next block. This
block-wise updating strategy reduces cumulative error and converges quickly because the varia-
tional family (12) captures temporal dependence. In Section 8.9 of the supplement, we compare
this algorithm with proximal gradient descent using an ℓ1 penalized objective function for each
block (node fixed), and we extend the algorithm to tensor data in Section 8.10 of the supplement.

5 Data Analysis

5.1 Simulations

Matrix factorization model: First, we perform simulations to show that the simultaneous low-
rank and fusion structures can not be fully captured by the methods that only consider low-rank
or fusion structures. Simulation cases are considered to compare with the following approaches: 1.
SVD1: perform SVD to obtain the best rank d approximation for matrices at each time; 2. SVD2:
combine the observed matrices at the neighbor time together to perform a low-rank approximation:
let Ỹ t = [Y t−1, Y t, Y t+1] (Ỹ 1 = [Y 1, Y 2] and Ỹ T = [Y T −1, Y T ]). We then perform low-rank ap-
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proximation on Ỹ t where the rank is obtained by optimal hard thresholding (Gavish and Donoho,
2014), and the estimator Ŷ t is the corresponding sub-matrix of the low-rank estimator of Ỹ t; 3.
Flasso1: perform fused lasso to estimate each component over time separately; 4. Flasso2: perform
fused lasso to estimate each component over time separately, then apply SVD to obtain the best
rank d approximation for each estimated matrix. SVD2 and Flasso2 are some modified approaches
based on SVD and fused lasso to consider both low-rank and fusion structures in the final esti-
mation. Throughout all simulations, we fix the fractional power for the fractional likelihood as
α = 0.95, and hyperparameters aσ0 = bσ0 = 1/2. First, 25 replicated data sets are generated
from the following case: n, p = 5, 10, 20 with n ≥ p, u

(m)
i1 ∼ N (0, I), i = 1, ..., nm, m = 1, 2,

Du
(m)
it = (0, 0)′ with probability ρ , Du

(m)
it = (−1, −1)′ with probability (1 − ρ)/2, Du

(m)
it =

(1, 1)′ with probability (1 − ρ)/2, and Yijt ∼ N (u(1)′

it u
(2)
jt , 0.32) i ∈ [n1]; j ∈ [n2]; t ∈ [T ]. The

above simulation corresponds to the example (4) introduced in the methodology section. The sup-
plement provides two additional cases about the binary network and tensor models in subsection
8.2. We have T = 100, d = 2, ρ = 0.5, 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95, 0.99 across all cases. The expected
number of effective parameters in the above simulations is (n+p)(1−ρ)Td for the Gaussian factor-
ization model. In the Gaussian case, iterations are stopped when the difference between predictive
root mean squared errors (RMSEs) in two consecutive cycles is less than 10−4. The estimated
RMSE (

√∑
i∈[n],j∈[p],t∈[T ](û′

itv̂jt − u∗′
it v

∗
jt)2/(npT ) ) is also used to measure the discrepancy be-

tween the estimated and true latent distances. For the fused lasso, we use cross-validation to tune
the hyperparameters.

Figure 2 provides numerical support for our theoretical results in multiple aspects. First, as
ρ increases, the estimation errors of FFS, Flasso1, Flasso2 and SVD2 decrease, whereas that of
SVD barely changes. The reason is that SVD estimates observation matrices separately without
considering temporal dependence, whereas other approaches can take advantage of dynamic depen-
dence in the model. It can be seen that even though SVD2 can take into account partial temporal
dependence, the exact fusion structure can not be captured, leading to larger estimation errors
than the proposed approach. Moreover, by comparing Flasso and Flasso 2, we can see that the
simultaneously low-rank and fusion structure should be considered if the true data-generating pro-
cess has such a structure. When the number of observations is sufficient, FFS consistently achieves
lower RMSE than all other approaches. The more accurate estimation of FFS over Flasso and
Flasso2 matches the theoretical results that our final estimators are near minimax optimal while
the ℓ1 type of regularizations is not.
Community detection: In addition, we perform simulations in the context of the dynamic latent
space model (5) for dynamic networks introduced in the methodology section to demonstrate the
effectiveness of FFS in clustering in the presence of sparse changes. We compare FFS priors to
IGLSM, where we implement IGLSM via the same likelihood and variational inference framework
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Figure 2: Performance comparison for Case 1 between FFS, SVD and Flasso. The measure is the
median RMSE for the mean estimation of M across 25 replicates, and the lower and upper error
bars are 25% and 75% quantiles. All numbers are converted to logarithm scales. Stop probability
ρ: the probability of remaining static for each time point and observation. FFS achieves lower
RMSE than all other approaches when the number of observations is sufficient (except in the case
n = 5, p = 5).

and only change the prior for the transition variance. Let d = 2, n = 20, 40, T = 100. The initial
distribution of each component of the true latent vectors is uniformly sampled from {−2, 2}, so
that there are 2d = 4 true clusters across all time: (−2, −2), (−2, 2), (2, −2), (2, 2). Then we let all
subjects transit with a probability ρ each time, and switch uniformly to the other 3 locations with a
probability of (1−ρ)/3. Thus, the expected number of changes in cluster membership is nT (1−p).
We generate data according to the model Yij,t ∼ Ber(logistic(−2+u′

itujt)), i > j; Yij,t = Yji,t, t ∈ [T ],
where the intercept −2 is to make sure the connection probabilities between cluster (−2, 2) and
(2, −2) are small enough. After obtaining the estimate of the latent vectors via variational means,
we normalized all the latent subjects, performed Procrustes rotations (6) and then applied K-means
with 4 centers at each time independently. Finally, the average rand index over time between the
true cluster and the estimated cluster determined by K-means is used to assess the accuracy of
the clustering. Simulations are repeated 25 times; the results are shown in Figure 3a. According
to the figure, FFS performs better than IGLSM except in the case ρ = 0.8, n = 20, in which the
sparsity assumption is somehow violated. Given the weak signals where the number of subjects n

is relatively small, the adaptive patterns between stopping and transition are hard to capture. In
general, the more sparse the transitions, the better the performance in clustering, both for FFS and
IGLSM, since sparsity introduces more dependence across time. In summary, FFS better captures
the dependence introduced by sparsity in transitions than IGLSM.
Change point detection: To demonstrate the advantage of our methods in change point detec-
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Figure 3: Boxplot comparing the performance ofcommunity detection and change point detection
between FFS and other approaches.

tion of dynamic networks, we perform the simulations to compare our approach with Padilla et al.
(2022) (RDP), implemented in changepoints (Xu et al. (2022)) package. We employ a structured
approach to simulate network data using stochastic block models (SBMs) to make sure both our
model and Padilla et al. (2022) are not exactly specified. Our simulation constructs a network
comprising n = 15, 30 nodes, partitioned into three distinct groups k = 3. We construct two
different network connecting patterns. For each segment, we generate a robust sample size of 50
instances, indicating the true change point is t∗

0 = 50. The detailed generating process of the two
segments is listed below

first segment: ρ ×


0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 1

 second segment: ρ ×


1 0 0
0 0 1
0 1 0

 ,

where ρ = 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1 stands for the sparsity factor. Nodes are randomly assigned to groups.
We utilized the proposed FFS method to estimate the connecting probabilities for each time and
vectorized them to perform change-point detection for multivariate time series using Padilla et al.
(2021). We repeat the simulation 100 times and use the absolute difference between the estimated
change point and the truth, denoted as |t̂0 − t∗

0|, as the measure of errors. Figure 3b illustrates
the comparison between FFS and RDP. FFS has less error than RDP in all cases as it has near-
optimal estimation, where the dependence of networks across all time is taken into account in the
estimation step.

5.2 Analysis for Formal alliances data

Our methodology is applied to the formal alliances data set (Gibler (2008), v4.1), which is a dynamic
network data set recording all formal alliances (e.g., mutual defense pacts, non-aggression treaties,
and ententes) among different nations between 1816 and 2012. An undirected edge between the
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(a) Latent space of world’s formal alliances for
1935 to 1938.
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Figure 4: The locations of countries’ names represent the corresponding subjects’ estimated loca-
tions after performing Procrustes rotation (6). Some selected labels are shown. Isolated subjects
are not shown. Yellow, European countries; Red, South American countries; Blue, North American
countries; Green, Asian countries; Green, African countries; Orange, Australian countries.

two nations indicates that they formed a formal alliance in that year. We use a dynamic latent
space model (5) under our methodology to analyze the data set. Studying the global military
alliance networks can provide insight into the evolution of geopolitics and international relations
across nations over the past two centuries. Visualizing the dynamic networks without a proper
statistical model is challenging due to a large number of subjects (n = 180 nations) and time points
(T = 197 years). For example, Park and Sohn (2020) analyzed the data set with only selected
years and subjects, both less than 10. Our analysis aims to identify the significant historical events
and countries that impacted the global alliance structure and provide a visual summary of these
changes over time. While many territories changed during the period, we kept all the nations from
the beginning to the end as long as they had at least one alliance at any given time. Therefore,
the data set contains all subjects and all time points. Similar to the simulation subsection, we fix
the fractional power α = 0.95 and hyperparameters aσ0 = bσ0 = 1/2. We also choose d = 2 for
visualization purposes. Stopping criteria are taken as a difference between two consecutive training
AUCs of not more than 0.01. The estimate of the latent vectors is performed via variational means
with Procrustes rotation (6).

After obtaining the estimated connecting probabilities, we vectorized them to perform change-
point detection for multivariate time series using Padilla et al. (2021) to find out the most significant
time points for changes in the networks. We successfully detected two time points with significant
changes, the year 1935 and the year 1948. We then visualize the estimated latent positions of all
the nodes for both time points after performing Procrustes rotation (6). Figure 4a compares the

21



estimated latent space between 1935 and 1938. From 1935 to 1936, significant moves came from
Latin American countries. This demonstrates that with the Montevideo Convention created in 1933
and registered in the League of Nations Treaty Series in 1936 (United States of America, 1933),
Latin American countries signed treaties exclusively with each other, separate from European
countries. Figure 4a clearly describes the dynamics that these Latin American countries moved
far away from European countries and formed a new community. Figure 4b displays the initial
formation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). In 1948, the United States allied with
several South American countries, as part of the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance.
The graph shows that the United States was closely connected to these countries at that time.
Then with the formation of NATO in 1949, the United States shifted its position and gained
connections with NATO’s European members, demonstrating its strong influence in both America
and Europe. Notably, from 1950 to 1951, Turkey also underwent a significant shift, moving away
from its proximity to Russia, indicating its participation in NATO during 1951-1952.

6 Discussions

A theoretical framework for Bayesian sparse (dynamic) networks from a latent space model per-
spective is presented. A natural next step is to allow varying sparsity for different networks in
dynamic models. It is also important to determine the latent dimensionality d in a model. Our
model assigns structure to the latent factors, which means that it is necessary to calculate the
direct differences across different time points. In this case, the latent dimension d is fixed across
time. However, if the dimension is allowed to vary across time, then the new latent dimension con-
sidered in our model should be defined as the maximum value of d across all time points. In such a
case, models that allow automatic factor selection (e.g., Bhattacharya and Dunson (2011)) would
be helpful. In addition, extending the proposed framework to heterogeneous networks containing
many isolated nodes during some time points will be interesting to explore. Finally, consider-
ing a stochastic version of the proposed CAVI algorithm as in Loyal (2024) can help in handling
large-scale networks from a computational perspective.

7 Supplementary material

Supplementary material covers various topics: extension to a tensor model in Section 8.1, additional
simulations in Section 8.2, which includes a comparison between SMF and MCMC, simulation of
FFS under smooth transitions and sensitivity analysis with the latent dimension and fractional
power, algorithm details for SMF variational inference in Section 8.8, comparison of convergence
for our algorithm within each block with others in Section 8.9, the algorithm for tensor data in
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Section 8.10, and proofs for the main theorems in Sections 8.11 to 8.17. Reproducible examples
for both simulation and real data analyses can be found in the attached files or GitHub at https:

//github.com/pengzhaostat/Factorized-Fusion-Shrinkage.
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8 Appendix

8.1 Extension to dynamic tensor model

We extend the FFS approach in its most general form for dynamic multi-way arrays. Specifically,
let Y = {Yt}T

t=1 be the observed data, where Yt ∈ Rn1×...×nM is an M -way tensor corresponding to
the t-th time point. For such data, we consider the following dynamic low-rank tensor model:

Yt ∼ p(Mt; β), Mt =
d∑

l=1
u

(1)
t,l ⊗ ... ⊗ u

(M)
t,l , t ∈ [T ], (13)

where ⊗ is the vector outer product1; u
(m)
t,l ∈ Rnm for each t ∈ [T ] and l ∈ [d]; Ep(Yt | Mt) = g(Mt)

for some link function g which operates elementwise on a tensor; and β represents additional
parameters. The decomposition of Mt in equation (13) is based on the CP decomposition (Kolda
and Bader, 2009), which expresses a tensor as a sum of d rank-one tensors, where a rank-one
tensor is an outer product of vectors. The CP decomposition provides a natural extension to
the matrix singular value decomposition (SVD) and model (13) is a corresponding extension of
model (1). When d is small compared to ∏M

m=1 nm, the CP decomposition is highly parsimonious
as it reduces the number of bits of information in Mt from ∏M

m=1 nm to d
∑M

m=1 nm. For each
m ∈ [M ] representing an arm of the tensor, define an nm × d matrix U

(m)
t = [u(m)

t,1 , ..., u
(m)
t,d ]. Let us

also represent U
(m)
t in terms of its rows as U

(m)
t = [u(m)

1t , ..., u
(m)
nmt]′ with u

(m)
it ∈ Rd for each i ∈ [nm].

One may interpret u
(m)
it as a d-dimensional vector of latent factors for the ith data unit in the mth

arm of the tensor at time t. Similar with structure (2), we impose the following group-wise fusion
structure on the evolution of the latent factors: ∑T

t=2
∑nm

i=1 1{Du
(m)
it ̸= 0d} ≤ s(m), m ∈ [M ]. In

particular, when Du
(m)
it = 0d, the entire effect of subject i of arm m remains unchanged from time

point t to t + 1. Figure 5 provides a schematic illustration of this dynamic fusion structure in the
case of a 3-way tensor. When the latent factor u

(3)
i3t corresponding to the third arm of the tensor

changes to u
(3)
i3(t+1) while U

(1)
t , U

(2)
t and all other row vectors of U

(3)
t remain unchanged similar

with the matrix case, only the frontal plane indexed by i3 of Mt changes, leaving the rest of the
tensor intact. We employ group-wise global-local shrinkage priors to model the transition of the
latent factors:

u
(m)
i(t+1) | u

(m)
it ∼ N (u(m)

it , λ
(m)2
it τ

(m)2
i Id), t ∈ [T − 1].

λ
(m)
it

ind.∼ Ca+(0, 1), τ
(m)
i

ind.∼ g, t ∈ [T − 1],
(14)

independently for i ∈ [nm], m ∈ [M ]. This structure ensures strong shrinkage of the entire vector
Du

(m)
i(t+1) towards the origin, while at the same time, the Cauchy tails allow Du

(m)
i(t+1) to have large

1As an example, given vectors u, v, w, the outer-product A : = u⊗v⊗w is a three-way tensor with Aijk = uivjwk.
Naturally extends to more than three arms.
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Figure 5: A schematic illustration of the dynamic fusion structure in equation (2) for a three-way
tensor decomposition. From time t to t + 1, U

(1)
t and U

(2)
t remain unchanged, while only the i3-th

row of U
(3)
t changes, thereby only changing the entire frontal plane indexed by i3 of Mt.

magnitude when warranted, allowing the prior to capture sharp changes. For m > 2, since the CP-
type of low-rank tensor models is invariant only up to scaling and permutations (e.g., see Section 3.2
in (Kolda and Bader, 2009)), but not for orthogonal transformations, we cannot perform Procrustes
rotations on U

(m)
t , m ∈ [M ] to their previous time points without altering the values of Mt.

8.2 Additional simulations

8.3 Additional simulations of FFS prior

In this section, we remark on the shrinkage effect of the FFS prior on the transitions at the scale
of Mt. Focusing on the Gaussian matrix factorization model with d = 2, we examine the induced
prior on the components of DMt = U t+1V

′
t+1 −U tV

′
t for different choices of the global parameter

τ . Given that Duit and Dvjt are assigned group-wise shrinkage priors under FFS, the induced
prior on the components of DMt conditional on ui(t+1), vjt can be expressed as a weighted sum
of horseshoe-like priors. The summation and marginalization slightly decrease the mass assigned
near the origin, which nevertheless can be adjusted by setting the global scale τ to a smaller value.
To illustrate this, Figure 6 compares the shape of the FFS prior for different τ with the horseshoe
prior on components of DMt with τ = 1. According to the figure, the shrinkage effect towards
DMt is less pronounced than applying the usual horseshoe prior on elements of DMt with the
same τ . We can, however, resolve this problem by using a smaller value of τ . With τ = 0.05,
the mass around zero is almost the same as that of the horseshoe prior applied directly to DMt

with τ = 1, while τ = 0.01 has even more mass around zero. Therefore, FFS priors can achieve a
similar component-wise fusion shrinkage on mean matrices if the global prior on τ has a sufficient
mass around zero. In particular, based on the details described in Assumption 3 in Section 3, the
half-Cauchy prior τ

(m)
i ∼ Ca+(0, 1) and Gamma prior τ

(m)2
i ∼ Γ(aτ , bτ ) can be adopted. As noted

earlier, the application of the shrinkage on the latent factors instead of the components of Mt

directly leads to a substantial reduction in the effective number of parameters.
We then provide some additional simulations in the binary network model and tensor model.

The expected number of effective parameters is n2Td(1 − ρ) for the binary network model, and
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Figure 6: Density plot comparisons among marginal priors of u′
i(t+1)vj(t+1) − u′

itvjt with different
global parameters τ for FFS priors to the horseshoe prior (HS) component-wise on DMt with the
global parameter fixed at τ = 1. Value: values of fitted densities; x: u′

i(t+1)vj(t+1) − u′
itvjt. Small

choices of τ in FFS priors can lead to similar marginal distributions with the HS prior applied
directly to the component-wise differences.

(n1 + n2 + n3)Td(1 − ρ) for the tensor model. The piecewise change of binary and tensor cases
is small to ensure that the absolute value of all latent vectors is bounded. We use the sample
Pearson’s correlation coefficient (PCC) in the binary case to measure the discrepancy between the
true and estimated probabilities. The stopping criterion is the difference between the training AUC
(area under the curve) in two consecutive cycles not exceeding 0.01.

Case 2, Binary network model: n = 5, 10, 20, 50:

ui1 ∼ 0.5N ((1, 0)′, I) + 0.5N ((−1, 0)′, I), i ∈ [n]

Duit =


(0, 0)′ with probability ρ

(−0.25, −0.25)′ with probability (1 − ρ)/2

(0.25, 0.25)′ with probability (1 − ρ)/2.

i ∈ [n]; t = 2, ..., T

Yijt ∼ Ber(logistic(u′
itujt)) i > j; Yijt = Yjit, t ∈ [T ].
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Case 3, Gaussian Tensor model: M = 3, n1, n2, n3 = 5, 10, n1 ≥ n2 ≥ n3:

u
(m)
i1 ∼ N (0, I), i ∈ [nm], m = 1, 2, 3

Du
(m)
it =


(0, 0)′ with probability ρ m = 1, 2, 3

(−0.25, −0.25)′ with probability (1 − ρ)/2

(0.25, 0.25)′ with probability (1 − ρ)/2,

i ∈ [nm]; t = 2, ..., T

Yt ∼ N (
d∑

l=1
u

(1)
t,l ⊗ u

(2)
t,l ⊗ u

(3)
t,l , 0.32) i ∈ [nm], m = 1, 2, 3; t ∈ [T ].

According to the simulation results from Table 1, when ρ ≥ 0.85 increases, FFS, SVD and
SVD2 improve estimation accuracy. The phenomenon occurs because the Bernoulli distribution
has a smaller variance if the probabilities are close to zero or one. In addition, the initial distribution
is generated from a mixture distribution with separate components that generate true probabilities
close to zero or one. Consequently, if ρ becomes larger, then the true binary responses for t = 2, ..., T

also tend to have probabilities close to 0 or 1, making it easier to obtain higher accuracy for the
entire problem. Nevertheless, the proposed method still outperforms SVD and SVD2 in terms of
PCC in almost all cases for ρ ≥ 0.8. The results indicate that the proposed approach can benefit
from the time dependence induced by fusion structure as ρ increases, which cannot be ascribed to
SVD and SVD2. When the sparsity assumption is violated with ρ = 0.5, the proposed method
is still comparable to SVD and SVD2. Next, Table 2 compares FFS with CP decomposition for
tensor data generated in Case 3. FFS performs better than CP across all simulation settings. Note
that CP decomposition is optimized through alternating least squares, which is in a similar fashion
to the CAVI algorithm. Therefore, both methods suffer from some bad local optimal induced by
the alternating optimization mechanism. Therefore, the improvement in the estimation of FFS is
simply because the fusion structure is taken into account.

8.4 Simulation settings for Figure ??

Let d = 2, n = 10, T = 100. The initial distribution of each component of the true latent vectors
is uniformly sampled from {(−1, −1)′, (−1, 1)′, (1, −1)′, (1, 1)′}. The subjects 1 and 2 transit with
probability 0.05 at each time point, while the rest of the subjects stay static across all time. Data
is then generated according to the model: Yijt ∼ Ber(logistic(2u′

itujt)), i > j; Yijt = Yjit, t ∈ [T ].

8.5 Comparison between SMF and MCMC

We compared standard MCMC and SMF in terms of estimation accuracy and computation time
for binary networks through the data generating Case 2, Binary network model in subsection 8.3.
We ran MCMC with 200, 1000 and 5000 iterations using a Gibbs Sampler algorithm, where each
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Table 1: Performance comparison for binary cases between FFS and SVD. The measure is the
median PCC for estimation of the connection probabilities.

n Method ρ
0.5 0.8 0.85 0.9 0.95 0.99

5 FFS 0.909 0.867 0.920 0.959 0.984 0.990
SVD 0.774 0.758 0.771 0.735 0.726 0.737
SVD2 0.531 0.579 0.755 0.709 0.476 0.690

10 FFS 0.956 0.959 0.951 0.940 0.949 0.953
SVD 0.864 0.833 0.833 0.829 0.876 0.889
SVD2 0.829 0.819 0.844 0.852 0.884 0.881

20 FFS 0.973 0.980 0.985 0.985 0.994 0.999
SVD 0.919 0.941 0.947 0.959 0.957 0.950
SVD2 0.938 0.949 0.957 0.967 0.965 0.963

50 FFS 0.970 0.985 0.984 0.992 0.996 0.997
SVD 0.934 0.967 0.936 0.970 0.973 0.973
SVD2 0.972 0.975 0.960 0.978 0.979 0.981

Table 2: Performance comparison for tensor cases between FFS and CP decomposition. The
measure is the median RMSE for estimation of the M.

(n1, n2, n3) Method ρ
0.5 0.8 0.85 0.9 0.95 0.99

(5 ,5 ,5) FFS 0.132 0.119 0.119 0.121 0.127 0.113
CP 0.187 0.147 0.153 0.145 0.148 0.143

(10 ,5 ,5) FFS 0.114 0.107 0.102 0.106 0.103 0.104
CP 0.213 0.127 0.132 0.117 0.117 0.121

(10 ,10 ,5) FFS 0.093 0.088 0.087 0.082 0.081 0.074
CP 0.159 0.121 0.111 0.092 0.092 0.092

(10 ,10 ,10) FFS 0.073 0.068 0.069 0.067 0.067 0.065
CP 0.192 0.072 0.073 0.071 0.071 0.072

coefficient was sampled from its full conditional distribution. For the MCMC chain, we discarded
the first half of iterations as burn-in and used the sample means from the last half of iterations
to calculate the estimator. We then compared this accuracy with SMF using the PCC (Pearson
Correlation Coefficient) with the true probabilities, as well as considering computation time. We
set the probability of unchanging of latent positions, ρ = 0.9, 0.95, 0.99, sample size n = 10, 20, 50
and p = n. The simulations were repeated 25 times for each setting.

The results are presented in boxplot comparisons shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8. Overall,
SMF requires less computation time than MCMC under the given settings while achieving the
best estimation accuracy. This indicates that when the dependence across time is strong, SMF
significantly improves computation efficiency.
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Figure 7: Boxplots comparing the estimation accuracy of Pearson Correlation Coefficient (PCC)
between the estimated and true connection probabilities for SMF, and various numbers of MCMC
iterations. A higher PCC indicates better estimation performance for the corresponding method.
MC200, MC1000 and MC 2000 represent posterior means obtained after 200, 1000 and 2000 iter-
ations of Gibbs samplers, respectively, with the first half of iterations discarded as burn-in. Among
all cases, SMF achieves the best estimation accuracy.
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iterations, as simulated in Figure 7. MC200, MC1000 and MC 2000 represent posterior means
obtained after 200, 1000 and 2000 iterations of Gibbs samplers. Remarkably, SMF exhibits the
shortest computation time while achieving the highest level of estimation accuracy in Figure 7
across all cases.
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8.6 Performance of FFS under smooth transition

Our new simulations demonstrate that FFS prior performs relatively well even when the model is
misspecified. We consider smooth transition, we use τ as the true transition standard derivation to
control the magnitude of changes: uit | ui(t−1) ∼ N (ui(t−1), τ 2Id). The other settings are similar:
we use 25 replicated data sets are generated from Yijt ∼ Bernoulli(u′

itujt) for i ̸= j = 1, ..., n and
t = 1, ..., T where n = 20, T = 100, d = 2. Let ui1 ∼ N ((0, 0)′, I). We compare the estimation
accuracy between the IGLSM and FFS across different values of τ such as τ = 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.5, 1.
Figure 9 illustrates the performance between them. If the transition standard deviation, τ , is either
too large (τ = 0.5, 0.1) or too small (τ = 0.01), the FFS method outperforms the IGLSM. This
is because the shrinkage prior in FFS encourages the transition to be either too large or close to
zero, which aligns with the real data-generating cases. However, when τ is neither too large nor
too small, the FFS method performs worse than IGLSM method because the adopted shrinkage
prior has no correct preference for which direction to shrink the transitions towards.
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Figure 9: Boxplot comparing the performance of estimation error FFS and IGLSM under smooth
data generating process. The measure is the PCC scores between the estimated probabilities and
truth, with 25 replications.

8.7 Sensitivity analysis with respect to latent dimensions and frac-
tional power

Sensitivity analysis with respect to the choice of latent dimension: When the d is over-
specified, where the using of d is greater than the true d∗, we find out the misspecification doesn’t
provide too much damage. We have conducted a new simulation as in the matrix factorization
model in subsection 5.1 with n = 20, p = 10, T = 100, ρ = 0.99 to demonstrate the above finding.
For true latent dimension d = 5, we use 9 grids of correct and misspecifications of used latent di-
mension d̂ = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. The simulation result is shown in Figure 10, where we compared
different effects of used latent dimension d̂ in our model. The figure shows that if the latent di-
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mension is under-specified, the estimation errors will increase significantly because the complexity
of the model cannot be captured. However, if the latent dimension is overspecified, the outcome is
not affected too much, as the estimation errors remain almost the same for d̂ ≥ 5, with only minor
variations due to stochastic errors.
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Figure 10: Performance comparison for Gaussian networks of estimation of SMF across different
specifications of latent dimension d̂ while the true latent dimension is d = 5. Simulation settings
are provided in the matrix factorization model in subsection 5.1.

Sensitivity analysis with respect to the choice of fractional power: We compared the
effect of different α values in our model. we have conducted a new simulation as in the matrix
factorization model in subsection 5.1 with n = 20, p = 10, T = 100, ρ = 0.99 to provide a numerical
demonstration. We use 11 grids 0.5, 0.55, 0.6, 0.65, 0.7, 0.75, 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95, 1 for α values. The
simulation result is shown in Figure 11, where we compared different effects of α values in our
model. As can be seen from the figure, the results are consistent with previous findings in other
papers and suggest that the choice of α does not affect the outcome.
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Figure 11: Performance comparison for Gaussian networks of estimation of SMF and MF across
different α. Simulation settings are provided in the matrix factorization model in subsection 5.1.

8.8 CAVI algorithm

First, given q(Θ), the updating of q(β) is as follows:

q(β) ∝ exp[E−β{log pα(Θ, β, Y)}] ∝ exp[EΘ{log Pα(Y | Θ, β)} + log p(β)],

which has a closed-form expression when the likelihood and priors are in a Gaussian form.
Given the above moment of λit, τi and σ0i, the updating of q(θi·) can be obtained through the

message-passing framework: suppose q(β), q(τ),q(σ0) and qj(θj·), j ̸= i are given and the target is
to update qi(θi·), we have:

qi(θi·) ∝ exp
E−θi·


T∑

t=1

n∑
j ̸=i,j=1

{log Pα(Yijt | θit, θjt, β)}

+
T −1∑
t=1

log p(θi(t+1) | θit, λit) + log p(θi1 | σ0i)
}]

,

(15)

where E−θit
is the expectation taken with respect to the density

[∏
j ̸=i qj(θj·)

]
q(β)q(Λ)q(σ0).

We have the following factorial property for fractional joint distribution pα(Y , Θ, β, H , Λ, τ , σ0):

pα(Y , Θ, β, H , Λ, τ , σ0)

∝ Pα(Y | Θ, Λ, τ , β, σ0, H)p(Θ | Λ, τ , σ0)p(Λ | H)p(H)p(β)p(τ )

=
n∏

i=1

{
T −1∏
t=1

p(θi(t+1) | θit, λit, τi)p(λit | ηit)p(ηit)p(θi1 | σ0i)
}

p(β)p(τi)

×
T∏

t=1

∏
1≤i ̸=j≤n

Pα(Yijt | θit, θjt, β),

(16)
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with p(θi(t+1) | θit, λit, τi) ∝ exp(−∥θi(t+1) − θit∥2
2/(2τ 2

i λ2
it)) for t ∈ [T − 1].

By the scheme of CAVI, given the distributions q(Θ), q(β), we have updatings of λit, ηit, σ0i:

q̂(λit, ηit, σ0i) ∝ exp[E−λit,ηit,σ0i
{log pα(Y , Θ, β, H , Λ, τ , σ0)}]

∝ exp[E−λit,ηit,σ0i
{log P (Θ | σ0, Λ) + log P (Λ | H) + log P (H) + log p(σ0)}]

∝ exp
[
−d + 3

2 log(λ2
it) − Eθi·

{
∥θit − θi(t+1)∥2

2τ 2
i λ2

it

}
− 2 log(η2

it) − 1
ηitλ2

it

− 1
ηit

− Exi1

(
∥θi1∥2

2
2σ2

0i

)
−
(

d

2 + aσ0 + 1
)

log(σ2
0) − bσ0

σ2
0i

]
.

Therefore, we have

η
(new)
it ∼ IG

(
1, 1 + µ1/λ2

it

)
;

λ
2(new)
it ∼ IG

(
d + 1

2 , µ1/ηit
+ Eθit,θi(t+1)

[
∥θit − θi(t+1)∥2

2
2τ 2

i

])
;

σ
2(new)
0i ∼ IG

(
nd + aσ0

2 ,
Eq(θi1)(∥θi1∥2

2) + 2bσ0

2

)
,

(17)

where µ1/λ2
it

= Eq(λit)(1/λ2
it) and µ1/ηit

= Eq(ηit)(1/ηit). Note that the key moment has a closed-form
expression in terms of the parameters: a ∼ IG(α, β), E(1/a) = α/β.

Given the equation (15), note that qi(θi·) has the following form:

qi(θi·) = qi1(θi1)
T −1∏
t=1

q(θi(t+1) | q(θit)) =
T −1∏
t=1

qit,i(t+1)(θit, θi(t+1))
qit(θit)qi(t+1)(θi(t+1))

T∏
t=1

qit(θit). (18)

It follows that the graph of random variable θi· is structured by a chain from θi1 to θiT . Due to the
above structure (18), the computation of qi(θi·) given the rest densities can be carried out efficiently
in a message-passing manner. In particular, the message-passing algorithm involves computing all
the unary marginals {qit} and binary marginals {qit,i(t+1)}, which in turn help to update scales in
closed forms (17).

When Gaussian likelihood is adopted:

Pα(Y | Θ, β) =
T∏

t=1

∏
1≤i≤n,1̸=j≤p

1√
2πσ

exp
[
−α

{Yijt − u′
itvjt}2

2σ2

]
.

where σ is the β in the previous general setting, the MP updating can be implemented in the
framework of Gaussian belief propagation networks, where the mean and covariance of the new
update of variational distribution can be calculated by Gaussian conjugate and marginalization
using the Schur complement. In addition, the updating of σ can also be obtained in the closed
forms via inverse-gamma conjugacy.
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For the Bernoulli likelihood:

Pα(Yijt | uit, vjt) = exp[αYijt(u′
itvjt) − α log{1 + exp(u′

itvjt)}].

The tangent transform approach proposed by Jaakkola and Jordan (2000) is applied in the present
context to obtain closed-form updates.

By introducing Ξ = {ξijt : i, j = 1, ..., n, t ∈ [T ]} with A(ξijt) = −tanh(ξijt/2)/(4ξijt) and
C(ξijt) = ξijt/2 − log(1 + exp(ξijt)) + ξijttanh(ξijt/2)/(4ξijt) for any ξijt, the following lower bound
on Pα(Yijt | uit, ujt, β) holds:

P α(Yijt | uit, vjt; ξijt) = exp
[
αA(ξijt)(u′

itvjt)2 + α
(

Yijt − 1
2

)
(u′

itvjt) + αC(ξijt)
]

.

The likelihood Pα(Yijt | uit, ujt) is replaced by its lower bound P α(Yijt | uit, vjt; ξijt), where
the updating of Θ in the Gaussian conjugate framework can be performed. After updating all the
variational densities, ξijt is optimized based on EM algorithm according to Jaakkola and Jordan
(2000): ξ

(new)
ijt = Eq(Θ){(u′

itvjt)2}. To summarize, for Gaussian or binary likelihoods, the proposed
variational framework allows all updating in the Gaussian conjugate paradigm by assuming only
independent relationships between different subjects within the variational family.

8.9 Comparison of the MP algorithm to proximal gradient for ℓ1 pe-
nalized trend filtering

Due to the fact that the variational family (12) captures the temporal dependence, the computation
of q(θ·) given the rest densities can be carried out in a message-passing manner. The proposed VI
algorithm converges faster than the proximal gradient descent algorithm for ℓ1 regularized trend
filtering problem without increasing the complexity of computation and storage per iteration due to
the fact that message-passing utilizes the banded (block tri-diagonal) structure of the second-order
moments, which can be inverted at an O(Td3) cost. Figure 12 provides a simulation example by
comparing our convergence in iterations between the proposed VI approach and the proximal and
accelerated proximal gradient descent for a trend-filtering problem with ℓ1 regularization for d = 1.

8.10 Computation for tensor data

For tensor data, the shrinkage priors are similarly applied on the transitions u
(m)
it | u

(m)
i(t−1) ∼

N (u(m)
i(t−1), τ

(m)2
i λ

(m)2
it ), and the SMF family is similarly defined:

q(U , β, H , Λ, τ , σ0) =
m∏

m=1

nm∏
i=1

[
q(u(m)

i· )q(τ (m)
i )

T −1∏
t=1

{
q(λ(m)

it )q(η(m)
it )

}
q(σ(m)

0i )
]

q(β).
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Figure 12: Comparison in iterations between message passing variational inference under proposed
prior vs. proximal (ISTA) and accelerated proximal gradient descent (FISTA) under ℓ1 regularized
trend filter problem. The hyperparameter τ of FFS is assigned with a fixed value to avoid model
selection for fair comparison.

Then the extension from matrix to tensor is based on the tensor unfolding technique, as in Hoff
(2011) and Zhou et al. (2013). Tensor unfolding allows the components of the mean to be expressed
as inner products of a targeted vector and component-wise products of some other vectors, which
is fortunate to be compatible with the alternating updatings of the SMF variational family. Note
that when we assume Mt defined as equation (13), we have the mode-m unfolding:

Mt,(m) =
{
U

(M)
t ⊙ . . . U

(m+1)
t ⊙ U

(m−1)
t ⊙ . . . U

(1)
t

}
U

(m)′

t ,

where ⊙ is the Khatri-Rao product: A ⊙ B = [a1 ⊗ b1, ..., aK ⊗ bK ] for A = [a1, ..., aK ] ∈ RI×K

and B = [b1, ..., bK ] ∈ RJ×K . Therefore, the components of Mt,(m) equal inner products between
row vectors of U

(M)
t ⊙ . . . U

(m+1)
t ⊙ U

(m−1)
t ⊙ . . . U

(1)
t and U

(m)
t . In particular, for {im ∈ [nm]}m,

we have {
u

(M)
iM t ◦ . . . u

(m+1)
im+1t ◦ u

(m−1)
im−1t ◦ . . . ◦ u

(1)
i1t

}′
u

(m)
jt = [Mt,(m)]i,j

with i = (iM − 1)(∏M−1
j=1,j ̸=M nj) + ... + (im+1 − 1)(∏m−1

j=1 nj) + (im−1 − 1)(∏m−2
j=1 nj) + ... + i1, where

◦ is the Hadamard (element-wise) product. In the CAVI algorithm for the SMF family, when all
the targeted row vectors follow Gaussian distributions, calculating the first and second moments
of u

(M)
iM t ◦ . . . u

(m+1)
im+1t ◦ u

(m−1)
im−1t ◦ . . . ◦ u

(1)
i1t is necessary to update a new mean and covariance for the

distribution of u
(m)
imt . For the component-wise product above, the first moment is straightforward,

and the following lemma can be used to calculate the second moment sequentially:

Lemma 8.1. Suppose a ∼ N (µ, Σ) and Ξ is a positive definite matrix. Let D(a) = diag(a), then
we have

E(D(a)ΞD(a)) = D(µ)ΞD(µ) + Ξ ◦ Σ,
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With the lemma, given E(aa′) and b ∼ N (µb, Σb), we can first calculate E((b ◦ a)(b ◦ a)′) =
E(D(b)aa′D(b)). Then E((c ◦ b ◦ a)(c ◦ b ◦ a)′) can also be calculated sequentially with another
normal distributed vector c. A similar technique can also be applied when additional auxiliary
variables are estimated using additional MF factorization. For example, to estimate the variance
of the noise of a Gaussian tensor model σ, commonly used inverse-Gamma conjugate updates can
be applied together within the MF framework, then the necessary term Eq{

∑T
t=1(Yt − Mt)2} can

also be computed through the above strategy.

8.11 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. For Θa = [Ua′
, Va′ ]′ and Θb = [U b′

, Vb′ ]′, let

d2(Θa, Θb) =
T∑

t=1
∥U a

t V a′

t − U b
tV

b′

t ∥2
F ,

and
d2

0(U a
t V a′

t , U b
tV

b′

t ) = ∥U a
t V a′

t − U b
tV

b′

t ∥2
F .

The hypothesis set is constructed such that all elements are sufficiently distinct and the cardi-
nality of the set can be constrained.

8.12 Asymmetric case:

To obtain the final bound for the asymmetric case, we use an alternative strategy. Initially, we fix
V and select a suitable parameter space for U to obtain a rate of the lower bound; we then fix U
and construct a hypothesis space for V to obtain a second lower bound. The final rate of the lower
bound should be the sum of the two.

As a first step, we should first obtain a sparse Varshamov-Gilbert bound in Lemma 8.2 under
Hamming distance for the low-rank subset construction:

Lemma 8.2 (Lemma 4.10 in Massart (2007)). Let Ω = {0, 1}n and 1 ≤ n0 ≤ n/4. Then there
exists a subset {w(1), ..., w(M)} ⊂ Ω such that

1. ∥w(i)∥0 = n0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ M ;

2. ∥w(i) − w(j)∥0 ≥ n0/2 for 0 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ M ;

3. log M ≥ cn0 log(n/n0) with c ≥ 0.233.

We construct the following case according to Lemma 8.2 (the construction holds under n−d+1 ≥
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4). For each w, we can construct an n × d matrix and a p × d matrix as follows:

Uw =
ϵw 0

0 Id−1

 with w ∈ ΩM ; V 0 =
1p−d+1 0

0 Id−1

 ,

which gives

UwV 0′ =
ϵw1′ 0

0 Id−1

 .

The effect of this construction is that: for different w1, w2 ∈ ΩM , since n0/2 ≤ ∥w1 − w2∥0 ≤
2n0 and ∥V 0∥F ≤ √

p, we have

d0(Uw1V 0′
, Uw2V 0′) ≤ ∥Uw1 − Uw2∥F ∥V 0∥F =

√
nϵ∥w1 − w2∥2 ≤

√
2pn0ϵ.

In addition, note that

d2
0(Uw1V 0′

, Uw2V 0′) = (p − d − 1)ϵ2
n0∑
i=1

(w1i − w2i)2 ≥ n0(p − d − 1)ϵ2

2 .

Let

U 0 =
0 0
0 Id−1


U0 = [U 0, ..., U 0], V0 = [V 0, ..., V 0] and Θ0 = [U0′

, V0′ ]′.
We need the above Varshamov-Gilbert Bound 8.2 again to introduce another binary coding:
Let Ωr = {ϕ(1), ..., ϕ(M0)} ⊂ {0, 1}T , such that ∥ϕ(i)∥0 = t0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ M0 and ∥ϕ(i) −

ϕ(j)∥0 ≥ t0/2 for 0 ≤ i < j ≤ M0 with log M0 ≥ ct0 log(T/t0) with c ≥ 0.233.
Then we have the following construction:

Ξϵ = {Θ(w,ϕ) :

U
(w,ϕ)
t = Uw(i)

, if ϕt = 1,

U
(w,ϕ)
t = U 0, if ϕt = 0,

V
(w,ϕ)
t = V 0,

w(i) ∈ ΩM , ∀i = 1, ..., t0, w(i) is chosen with replacement, ϕ ∈ Ωr},

For example, when ϕ = (0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1, ...), U
(w,ϕ)
1 ,..,U (w,ϕ)

T is:
U 0

V 0

 ,

Uw(1)

V 0

 ,

U 0,

V 0

 ,

Uw(2)
,

V 0

 ,

U 0,

V 0

 ,

Uw(3)

V 0

 , ...
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For Θ(w1,ϕ1), Θ(w2,ϕ2) ∈ Ξϵ, we have

d2(Θ(w1,ϕ1), Θ(w2,ϕ2)) =
T∑

t=1
d2

0(U
(w1,ϕ1)
t V 0′

, U
(w2,ϕ2)
t V 0′) ≥ t0n0(p − d + 1)

4 ϵ2.

We have

|Ξϵ| = M0M
t0 , with log(|Ξϵ|) ≥ ct0n0 log((n − d − 1)/n0) + c0t0 log(T/t0).

In addition, the KL divergence between any elements Θ ∈ Ξϵ and Θ0 can be upper bounded:

DKL(PΘ || PΘ0) ≤ C0d
2(Θ, Θ0) ≤ C0t0n0(p − d − 1)ϵ2,

for some constant C0 > 0.
Based on the construction, we have for Θ ∈ Ξϵ,

∑T
t=2 1{Duit ̸= 0} ≤ 2t0 for i ∈ [n] and∑n

i=1 1{Duit ̸= 0} ≤ 2n0 for t = 2, ..., T . Therefore we have

n∑
i=1

T∑
t=2

1{Duit ̸= 0} ≤ 4t0n0.

We use the following Lemma 8.3 to show final proof that the minimax rate holds:

Lemma 8.3 (Theorem 2.5 in Tsybakov (2008)). Suppose M ≥ 2 and (Θ, d) contains elements
θ0, ..., θM such that d(θi, θj) ≥ 2s > 0 for any 0 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ M and ∑M

i=1 DKL(Pθi
, P0)/M ≤ α log M

with 0 < α < 1/8. Then we have

inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ(d(θ̂, θ) ≥ s) ≥
√

M

1 +
√

M

(
1 − 2α −

√
2α

log M

)
.

We consider different cases such that by choosing different t0, n0, the constraint 4t0n0 ≤ su and
the KL is upper bounded by the log cardinality (up to constant factor) can both be satisfied:

4t0n0 ≤ su;

t0n0(p − d − 1)ϵ2 ≲ t0n0 log((n − d − 1)/n0) + t0 log(T/t0).
(19)

Sparse rate (su ≤ T ):
When su ≤ T . Denote n0 = 1 and t0 = su/4, which satisfies 4n0t0 ≤ su. Then it’s enough to set

su(p − d − 1)ϵ2 ≲ su log(4T/su) + su log (n − d − 1) .

Sparse rate (su > T ):
First, suppose (n−d−1)T/4 > su > T , we assume su/T is an integer for simplicity. Let n0 = su/T
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and t0 = T/4, which satisfies 4n0t0 ≤ su. To adopt the above Lemma 8.3, it suffices to show

n0t0(p − d − 1)ϵ2 ≤ α log(M0M
T/4) = α log(|Ξϵ|),

with α < 1/8. Then we only need to set

su(p − d − 1)ϵ2 ≲ T log 4 + su log
(

(n − d − 1)T
su

)
.

By taking ϵ = c∗
√

log(nT/su)/(p − d − 1) for some constant c∗ > 0 such that the above in-
equality is satisfied, we have

t0n0(p − d + 1)ϵ2

4 ≳ su log(Tn/su).

By taking ϵ = c∗
√

log(Tn/su)/(p − d − 1) for some constant c∗ > 0, we have

t0n0(p − d + 1)ϵ2

4 ≳ su log(Tn/su).

Dense rate:
If su ≥ (n − d − 1)T/4, the difference between latent vectors is dense instead. Then we assign
n0 = (n − d − 1)/2 and t0 = T/2, which satisfies the constraint. In this case, we need to set

(p − d − 1)Tnϵ2 ≲ T + T (n − d − 1).

By taking ϵ = c∗
√

1/(p − d − 1) for some constant c∗ > 0 such that the above inequality is
satisfied, we have

t0n0(p − d + 1)ϵ2

4 ≳ nT.

Initial estimation rate:
When the sparse rate is too small, then the above construction if not optimal, since we at least
need to estimate the first matrix well without any sparse structures. Therefore, we consider we
consider T copies of the same matrix. Note that the sparse constraint on the differences of the
matrix is automatically satisfied when all matrices are the same. By constructing the following
subset

Ξϵ = {Θ(w) : U
(w)
t = Uw, V

(w)
t = V 0, ∀t = [T ], w ∈ ΩM}. (20)

the KL divergence between any elements Θ ∈ Ξϵ and Θ0 can be upper bounded:

DKL(PΘ || PΘ0) ≲ T (p − d − 1)∥w∥2
2ϵ

2 ≤ Tn0(p − d − 1)ϵ2. (21)
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Let n0 be the largest possible integer less than or equal to (n − d − 1), then it suffices to let

T (n − d − 1)(p − d − 1)ϵ2 ≲ n − d − 1.

Therefore, we can choose ϵ =
√

1/((p − d − 1)T ). Then we have

d2(Θ(w1), Θ(w2)) ≳ Tn0(p − d + 1)ϵ2 ≳ n.

Finally, based on Markov’s inequality, by combining all the above cases, we have

inf
Θ̂

sup
Θ∈DSF(su,sv)

EΘ

[
1

Tnp

T∑
t=1

∥Û tV̂
′
t − U ∗

t V
∗′

t ∥2
F

]
≳

1
npT

{
su log

(
Tn

su

)
+ n

}
. (22)

By the alternating technique: fixing U and constructing a similar hypothesis set for V , we can
also obtain the other rate of the lower bound

inf
Θ̂

sup
Θ∈DSF(su,sv)

EΘ

[
1

Tnp

T∑
t=1

∥Û tV̂
′
t − U ∗

t V
∗′

t ∥2
F

]
≳

1
npT

{
sv log

(
Tp

sv

)
+ p

}
. (23)

Then the final conclusion is obtained.

8.13 Symmetric case

In the symmetric case, we adopt a different hypothesis construction. Let ΩM = {w(1), ..., w(M)} ⊂
{0, 1}(n−d+1)/2 constructed based on the above Lemma 8.2 (the construction holds under n−d+1 ≥
8). For each w, we can construct a n × d matrix as follows:

Uw =
uw 0

0 Id−1

 with uw =


1
...

1
ϵw

 ∈ Rn−d+1, w ∈ ΩM

where the first (n − d + 1)/2 components for vw are all ones.
The effect of this construction is that: for different w1, w2 ∈ ΩM , since n0/2 ≤ ∥w1 − w2∥0 ≤

2n0 and ∥Uw∥F ≤
√

n, we have

d0(Uw1 , Uw2) ≤ ∥Uw1U
′w1 − Uw2U

′w2∥F ≤ ∥Uw1(U ′w1 − U
′w2)∥F + ∥(Uw1 − Uw2)U ′w2∥F

≤ 2
√

n∥Uw1 − Uw2∥F = 2
√

n∥uw1 − uw2∥2 ≤ 2
√

2nn0ϵ.
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In addition, consider A := {i+(n−d+1)/2 : w1i ̸= 0}, B := {j+(n−d+1)/2 : w2j ̸= 0}, C := A∩B,
where w1i, w2j are i and jth component of w1 and w2. We have |C| ≤ n0/2, |A − C| ≥ n0/2 and
|B − C| ≥ n0/2.

d2
0(Uw1 , Uw2) =

n−d+1∑
i ̸=j

(uw1
i uw1

j − uw2
i uw2

j )2.

By only considering the sum for i ∈ {1, ..., (n − d + 1)/2}, j ∈ A − C where uw1
i = uw2

i = 1 uw1
j = ϵ,

uw2
j = 0 and i ̸= j, we have

d2
0(Uw1 , Uw2) ≥

(n−d+1)/2∑
i=1

∑
j∈A−C

(ϵw1j − ϵw2j)2 ≥ n0(n − d + 1)
4 ϵ2.

Let

U 0 =
0 0
0 Id−1

 with vw0 =


1
...

1
w0

 ∈ Rn−d+1

and U0 = [U 0, ..., U 0]. We need the above Varshamov-Gilbert Bound 8.2 again to introduce another
binary coding: Let Ωr = {ϕ(1), ..., ϕ(M0)} ⊂ {0, 1}T , such that ∥ϕ(i)∥0 = t0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ M0 and
∥ϕ(i) − ϕ(j)∥0 ≥ t0/2 for 0 ≤ i < j ≤ M0 with log M0 ≥ ct0 log(T/t0) with c ≥ 0.233.

Then we have the following construction:

Ξϵ = {U (w,ϕ) :

U
(w,ϕ)
t = Uw(i)

, if ϕt = 1,

U
(w,ϕ)
t = U 0, if ϕt = 0,

w(i) ∈ ΩM , ∀i = 1, ..., t0, w(i) is chosen with replacement, ϕ ∈ Ωr},

For example, when ϕ = (0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1, ...), U
(w,ϕ)
1 ,..,U (w,ϕ)

T is:

U 0, Uw(1)
, U 0, Uw(2)

, U 0, Uw(3)
, ...

for Ua, U b ∈ Ξϵ, we have

d2(Ua, U b) =
T∑

t=1
d2

0(U a
t , U b

t) ≥ t0n0(n − d + 1)
8 ϵ2.

We have |Ξϵ| = M0M
t0 .

In addition, the KL divergence between any elements U ∈ Ξϵ and U0 can be upper bounded:

Dkl(PU || PU0) ≤ C0d
2(U , V) ≤ 4C0t0n0nϵ2,
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for some constant C0 > 0 (C0 = 1 for the binary case, C0 = 1/(2σ2) for the Gaussian case).
Based on the construction, we have for U ∈ Ξϵ,

∑T
t=2 1{Duit ̸= 0} ≤ 2t0 for i ∈ [n] and∑n

i=1 1{Duit ̸= 0} ≤ 2n0 for t = 2, ..., T . Therefore we have

n∑
i=1

T∑
t=2

1{Duit ̸= 0} ≤ 4t0n0.

We use the following Lemma 8.3 to show finally prove that the minimax rate holds:
Sparse rate (s ≤ T ):

When s ≤ T . Denote n0 = 1 and t0 = s/4, which satisfies 4n0t0 ≤ s. Then it’s enough to set

snϵ2 ≤ αcs log(4T/s) + αcs log
(

n − d − 1
2

)
/8

with c = 0.233/C0.
By taking ϵ = c∗

√
s log(Tn/s)/n for some constant c∗ > 0 such that the above inequality is

satisfied, we have
t0n0(n − d + 1)ϵ2

8 ≳ s log(Tn/s).

Sparse rate (s > T ):
First, suppose (n − d − 1)T/8 > s > T , we assume s/T is an integer for simplicity since it doesn’t
affect the final rate.

Denote n0 = s/T and t0 = T/4, which satisfies 4n0t0 ≤ s. Since s/T ≤ (n − d − 1)/8, the
construction holds given. To adopt the above Lemma 8.3, it suffices to show

2C0snϵ2/4 ≤ α log(M0M
T/4) = α log(|Ξϵ|),

with α < 1/8. Then we need to set

snϵ2 ≤ αcT log 4 + αcs log
(

(n − d − 1)T
2s

)
/2

with c = 0.233/C0.
By taking ϵ = c∗

√
log(nT/s)/n for some constant c∗ > 0 such that the above inequality is

satisfied, we have
t0n0(n − d + 1)ϵ2

8 ≳ s log(Tn/s).

Dense rate:
If s ≥ (n − d − 1)T/8, the difference between latent vectors is dense instead. Then we assign

47



n0 = (n − d − 1)/8 and t0 = T/4, which satisfies the constraint. In this case, we need to set

(n − d − 1)T/32nϵ2 ≤ αcT log 4 + αcT (n − d − 1) log 4/4

with c = 0.233/C0.
By taking ϵ = c∗

√
1/n for some constant c∗ > 0 such that the above inequality is satisfied, we

have
t0n0(n − d + 1)ϵ2

8 ≳ nT.

Initial estimation rate:
When the sparse rate is too small, then the above construction if not optimal, since we at least
need to estimate the first matrix well without any sparse structures. Therefore, we consider we
consider T copies of the same matrix. Note that the sparse constraint on the differences of the
matrix is automatically satisfied when all matrices are the same. By constructing the following
subset

Ξϵ = {U (w) : U
(w)
t = Uw, ∀t = [T ], w ∈ ΩM}. (24)

the KL divergence between any elements U ∈ Ξϵ and U0 can be upper bounded:

DKL(PU || PU0) ≤ C0d
2
0(U t, V t) ≤ 4Tn(n − d − 1)ϵ2. (25)

Let n0 be the largest possible value (n − d − 1)/8, then it suffices to let

4Tn(n − d − 1)ϵ2 ≤ c(n − d − 1) log 4
16 ≤ α log(M).

Therefore, based on the above equation, we need to choose ϵ =
√

1/(nT ). Then we have

t0n0(n − d + 1)ϵ2

8 ≳ n.

Finally, based on Markov’s inequality, by combining all the above cases the final conclusion
holds.

8.14 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Denote the ϵ ball for KL divergence neighborhood centered at Θ∗ as

Bn(Θ∗; ϵ) =
{

Θ ∈ Ξ :
∫

pΘ∗ log(pΘ∗

pΘ

)dµ ≤ npTϵ2,
∫

pΘ∗ log2(pΘ∗

pΘ

)dµ ≤ npTϵ2
}

,

where µ is the Lebesgue measure.
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Based on Assumption 1, we have max{DKL(pΘ, pΘ∗), V2(pΘ, pΘ∗)} ≲
∑T

t=1 ∥U tV
′
t − U ∗

t V
∗′

t ∥2
F .

Hence we only need to lower bound the prior probability of the set E0 := {∑i,j,t(u′
itvjt −u∗′

it v
∗
jt)2 ≤

npTϵ2} ⊃ {maxi,j,t(u′
itvjt − u∗′

it v
∗
jt)2 ≤ ϵ2}. Given i, j, t we have

|u′
itvjt − u∗′

it v
∗
jt| ≤ |(u′

it − u∗′

it )v∗
jt| + |u′

it(vjt − v∗
jt)| = |(u′

it − u∗′

it )v∗
jt| + |(u′

it − u∗′

it + u∗′

it )(vjt − v∗
jt)|

≤ ∥uit − u∗
it∥2∥v∗

jt∥2 + ∥vjt − v∗
jt∥2∥u∗

it∥2 + ∥uit − u∗
it∥2∥∥vjt − v∗

jt∥2

Note that max{u∗
it, v∗

jt} ≤ C for a constant C based on assumption. Then when ϵ = o(1),
maxit ∥uit − u∗

it∥2 ≤ ϵ/3C and maxjt ∥vjt − v∗
jt∥2 ≤ ϵ/3C, we have

max
i,j,t

|u′
itvjt − u∗′

it v
∗
jt| ≤ 2ϵ

3 + ϵ2

9C2 ≤ ϵ,

for large enough n, p, T . We first show the prior concentration for maxit ∥uit − u∗
it∥2 ≤ ϵ/3C, the

prior concentration for maxjt ∥vjt − v∗
jt∥2 ≤ ϵ/3C will be similarly derived.

Let ϵu =
√

(su + n) log(npT )/(npT ), then npTϵ2
u = (su + n) log(npT ), suppose for subjects i

the sparsity is sui such that ∑n
i=1 sui = su.

Denote E0 = {maxit ∥uit − u∗
it∥2 ≤ C0ϵ/3C} for some large enough constant C0 > 0, E1 =

{maxi,j,t |(Uijt−Uij1)−(U∗
ijt−U∗

ij1)| ≤ ϵui}, E2 = {maxi,j |Uij1−U∗
ij1| ≤ ϵu} with ϵui =

√
(sui + 1) log(npT )/{3C

√
dnpT}.

Note that ∑n
i=1 ϵ2

ui ≲ ϵ2
u, so we have E1

⋂
E2 ⊂ E0 as long as C0 is a large enough constant, which

implies that

Π(E0) ≥ Π (E1) Π (E2) =
∏
i,j

Π
(

sup
t≥2

|Ũijt − Ũ∗
ijt| ≤ ϵui

)∏
i,j

Π
(
|Uij1 − U∗

ij1| ≤ ϵu

)
,

where Ũijt = Uijt − Uij1 for all i, j, t. Note that we have by triangular inequality:

|Ũijt − Ũ∗
ijt| ≤

t∑
t0=2

|Ũijt0 − Ũij(t0−1) −
(
Ũ∗

ijt0 − Ũ∗
ij(t0−1)

)
|.

Therefore, based on Lemma 8.4 and ϵui = O(
√

max{sui, 1} log(npT )/npT ), and the choice of τu,
we have

Π
(

sup
t≥2

|Ũijt − Ũ∗
ijt| ≤ ϵui

)

≥ Π
 T∑

t=2
|Ũijt − Ũij(t−1) −

(
Ũ∗

ijt − Ũ∗
ij(t−1)

)
| ≤ C2

√
max{sui, 1} log(npT )

npT


≳ e−K(si+1) log(npT ),

for some constant C2, K > 0, i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [d], since each Ũijt − Ũij(t−1) is assigned with a
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component of the shrinkage prior. This implies that

Π(E1) ≳ e−K(su+n) log(npT ).

Let σ∗
0 = 1, we consider the event on the initial variance E3 = {|σ2

0i − σ∗2
0 | ≤ σ∗2

0 /2}. Note
that the density of Inverse-Gamma(aσ0 , bσ0) is lower bounded by a constant within the constrained
space [σ∗2

0 /2, 3σ∗2
0 /2]. Therefore we have the prior concentration:

Π(E3) =
n∏

i=1
Π
(
|σ2

0i − σ∗2
0 | ≤ σ∗2

0 /2
)
≳ e−K2n,

for some constant K2 > 0.
Then for the initial error concentration Π(E2), by the mean-zero Gaussian of Uij1 for all i, j,

we have the concentration:

Π(E2) = Π(E2 | E3)Π(E3) =
∏
i,j

Π
(
|Uij1 − U∗

ij1| ≤ ϵu | E3
)

Π(E3)

≳
1

(
√

2πσ∗
0/

√
2)nd

exp(−
∑
i,j

U∗2
ij1

2σ∗2
0

)(2ϵu)nde−K2n

≳ exp
[
−K3

{
∥U ∗

1∥2
F

2σ∗2
0

+ nd + nd log( 1
ϵu

)
}]

.

(26)

for some constant K3 > 0. Note that σ∗
0 is a constant and ∥U ∗

1∥2
F = O(n). We have log Π(E2) ≳

−n log(1/ϵu) and log Π(E0) ≳ −(su + n) log(1/ϵu).
Similarly, by the same technique, we can show that log Π(maxjt ∥vjt − v∗

jt∥2 ≤ ϵv) ≳ −(sv +
p) log(1/ϵv) for ϵv =

√
(sv + p) log(npT )/(npT ). Finally, by choosing ϵn,p,T =

√
ϵ2

u + ϵ2
v, we have

log Π(max
it

∥uit − v∗
it∥2 ≤ ϵn,p,T , max

jt
∥vjt − v∗

jt∥2 ≤ ϵn,p,T ) ≳ −(su + sv + n + p) log(npT ).

Note that for the symmetric case, the prior concentration still holds by only considering the con-
centration for U : log Π(maxit ∥uit − v∗

it∥2 ≤ ϵn,p,T ) ≳ −(su + n) log(n2T ).
Finally, as shown in Theorem 3.2 in Bhattacharya et al. (2019), under the condition that

Π(Bn(Θ∗; ϵn,p,T )) ≥ e−T npϵ2
n,p,T ,

we can obtain the convergence of the α-divergence at the rate:

Dα(pΘ, pΘ∗) = 1
α − 1 log

∫
(pΘ∗)α(pΘ)1−αdµ.

Therefore, the conclusion holds that the α-divergence is lower bound by the loss function under
Assumption 2.
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8.15 Proof of Corollary 3.3

We first show that the static rate can be achieved marginally under the same prior for any time.
Given a time point t, the goal is to show the rate of estimating ∥Û tÛ

′
t−U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥2
F under the proposed

prior. Note that the prior for each component of uit is N (0, σ2
it) conditional on σ0i, λit0 , t0 = 1, ..., t,

with σ2
it = σ2

0i + ∑t−1
t0=1 λ2

it0τ
2
u . We can consider the above prior in estimating t0 copies of U ∗

t : for
time point 1, .., t, the true latent matrices are U ∗

t , U ∗
t , ..., U ∗

t , where the sparsity of the transitions
is zero. Note that the prior concentration of the proposed prior on the truth is (n + s) log(nT ),
while now s = 0. This implies that the prior concentration for ∥Û tÛ

′
t − U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥2
F is n log(nT ),

by the same argument with proof of the dynamic rate, we have for large enough n, we have
∥Û tÛ

′
t − U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥2
F ≲ n log(nT ) for any t.

To prove the conclusion, we start with t = 1, corresponding to the truth U ∗
1, U ∗

2. For any
t0 = [T ], we denote

Ot0 = argmin
O∈Od×d

∥Û o
t0 − U ∗

t0O∥F .

First, note that Û o
1 = Û 1, consider the common matrix O1, we have

∥Û o
2Ô21 − U ∗

2O1∥F ≤ ∥Û o
2Ô21 − Û o

1∥F + ∥Û o
1 − U ∗

1O1∥F + ∥U ∗
1O1 − U ∗

2O1∥F

≤ ∥Û o
2Ô21 − Û o

1∥F + ∥Û o
1 − U ∗

1O1∥F + ∥U ∗
1 − U ∗

2∥F ,

and

∥Û o
2Ô21 − Û o

1∥F ≤ ∥Û o
2O

′
2 − Û o

1O
′
1∥F

≤ ∥Û o
2O

′
2 − U ∗

2∥F + ∥U ∗
2 − U ∗

1∥F + ∥Û o
1O

′
1 − U ∗

1∥F

= ∥Û o
2 − U ∗

2O2∥F + ∥U ∗
2 − U ∗

1∥F + ∥Û o
1 − U ∗

1O1∥F .

The above two inequalities imply that

∥Û o
2Ô21 − U ∗

2O1∥F ≤ 2∥Û o
1 − U ∗

1O1∥F + ∥Û o
2 − U ∗

2O2∥F + 2∥U ∗
2 − U ∗

1∥F .

Therefore, similarly, for k ≥ 3, we have

∥Û o
kÔk1 − U ∗

kO1∥F ≤ ∥Û o
k − U ∗

kOk∥F + 2∥U ∗
k − U ∗

1∥F + 2∥Û o
1 − U ∗

1O1∥F ,

which implies that

∥Û o
kÔk1 − U ∗

kO1∥2
F ≤ 2∥Û o

k − U ∗
kOk∥2

F + 16∥U ∗
k − U ∗

1∥2
F + 16∥Û o

1 − U ∗
1O1∥2

F .
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Therefore, by induction, we have

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
k0Ôk01 − U ∗

k0O1∥2
F ≤ 2

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
k0 − U ∗

k0Ok0∥2
F + 16

k∑
k0=1

∥U ∗
k0 − U ∗

1∥2
F + 16k∥Û 1 − U ∗

1O1∥2
F .

For large enough n, we have ∥Û tÛ
′
t −U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥F . By the eigenvalue condition, we have ∥U ∗†
t ∥ ≲

1/
√

n where U ∗†
t is the psedo-inverse of U ∗

t . The above two conclusion implies that ∥U ∗†
t ∥
√

∥Û tÛ
′
t − U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥F ≤
1/2 for large enough n. Therefore, by Lemma 8.5, we have:

∥Û o
t − U ∗

t Ot∥F ≲ ∥Û tU
′
t − U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥F /
√

n ≲
√

log nT .

For the rest of the windows (e.g., U ∗
k+1, ..., U ∗

2k−1), the proof follows the same technique, with
the common orthogonal transformation Ok. Then when the average error is considered, note that

t̄∑
t=1

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+k0O(t−1)k+1∥2
F

≲
t̄∑

t=1

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+k0O(t−1)k+k0∥2
F

+
t̄∑

t=1

k∑
k0=1

∥U ∗
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+1∥2
F +

t̄∑
t=1

k∥Û o
(t−1)k+1 − U ∗

(t−1)k+1O(t−1)k+1∥2
F .

First, by the estimation error rate, we have

t̄∑
t=1

k∥Û o
(t−1)k+1 − U ∗

(t−1)k+1O(t−1)k+1∥2
F

≲ min{
T∑

t=1
k∥Û t − U ∗

t Ot∥2
F , T log(nT )} ≲ min{k(s + n) log(nT )/n, T log(nT )};

and

t̄∑
t=1

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+k0O(t−1)k+k0∥2
F

≲
T∑

t=1
2∥Û t − U ∗

t Ot∥2
F ≲ (s + n) log(nT )/n.

Suppose the true transitions are s1, ...st̄, t = 1, ..., t̄ in each window, then ∑t̄
t=1 st = s, then we have

for any t, k, k0 > 1, ∥U ∗
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+1∥F ≲ min{
√

stk,
√

s,
√

n}. Therefore, we have

t̄∑
t=1

k∑
k0=1

∥U ∗
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+1∥2
F ≲ min{sk(k − 1), Tn, sT}.
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Therefore, the final conclusion holds by aggregating the corresponding three terms.

8.16 An improved rate for Corollary 3.3

The rate in Corollary 3.3 is not optimal in some special cases. Consider that there is only one node
change O(T ) times with T > n, then the best rate of k could only approach O(

√
n) ≤ O(

√
T ). This

does not match our intuition that when almost all nodes do not change, it should be no problem
to compare all latent positions across all time. To handle this case, we consider the following more
stringent assumption:

Assumption 6 (Active nodes constraint). There is a s0,k = o(n), such that

kmax
k0=1

Tmax
t=1

∥U ∗
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+1∥2,0 ≤ s0,k. (27)

The Assumption 6 assumes that within a window for k0 = 1, ..., k, only at most 2s0,k of n nodes
transit over time, which are therefore considered as ‘active nodes’, while the rest of nodes remain
static. However, the active nodes can transit over all time points.

Corollary 8.1. Under the assumptions in 3.3, if we further assume that Assumption 6 holds, then
we have

inf
Ōt,k∈Od×d

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+k0Ōt,k∥2
F ≲ k log nT + s0,k(k − 1),

and the average error for all windows satisfies

1
nT

t̄−1∑
t=0

inf
Ōt,k∈Od×d

k∑
k0=1

∥Û o
(t−1)k+k0 − U ∗

(t−1)k+k0Ōt∥2
F ≲

(s + n) log(nT )
n2T

+ min
{

k(s + n) log(nT )
n2T

,
log(nT )

n

}
+ min

{
sk(k − 1)

nT
,
s0,k

n

}
.

According to Corollary 3.3, as long as s0,k = o(n) (which is possible when s = o(nT ), therefore
improved upon Theorem 3.3), then one can compare all the latent space for time points of length
k = O(T ) simultaneously, which can be intuitively explained that when the majority of nodes do
not move across all time, there is no need to adjust the axis within all the time period.

Proof. Under Assumption 8.1, we can improve the following bound: for any t, k, k0 > 1, ∥X∗
(t−1)k+k0−

X∗
(t−1)k+1∥F ≲

√
stk,

√
s0,k} in the final step in the proof in subsection 8.15. Therefore, we have

t̄∑
t=0

k∑
k0=1

∥X∗
(t−1)k+k0 − X∗

(t−1)k+1∥2
F ≲ min{sk(k − 1), s0,kT},

and the rest follows similarly.
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8.17 Proof of Theorem 3.4

For any t ∈ [T ], denote
Ot = argmin

O∈Od×d

∥Û t − U ∗
t O∥F .

Note that U ∗
t O has the same cluster configuration with U ∗

t . Note that for large enough n, we
have ∥Û tÛ

′
t − U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥F ≲
√

n log nT by the posterior concentration for the static latent space
model. By assumption 2, we have ∥U ∗†

t ∥ ≲ 1/
√

n where U ∗†
t is the psedo-inverse of U ∗

t . The above
two conclusion implies that ∥U ∗†

t ∥
√

∥Û tU
′
t − U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥F ≤ 1/2 for large enough n. Therefore, by
Lemma 8.5, we have:

∥Û t − U ∗
t Ot∥F ≲ ∥Û tU

′
t − U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥F /
√

n ≲
√

log nT .

Note that the smallest cluster size is greater than 16∥Û t − U ∗
t Ot∥2

F /δ2. By lemma 8.6, the above
bounds implies that by applying Kt means on Û t to obtain Ξ̂t, we have

L(Ξ̂t, Ξt) ≤ 16∥Û t − U ∗
t Ot∥2

F /δ2.

The above two inequalities lead to

∑T
t=1 L(Ξ̂t, Ξt)

T
≲
∑T

t=1 ∥Û tÛ
′
t − U ∗

t U
∗′

t ∥2
F

nTδ2 ≲
(s + n) log(nT )

nTδ2 .

Therefore, the final conclusion holds.

8.18 Theoretical results for sparse networks

Proof. Based on the constant smoothness of logistic link function, we still have
max{DKL(pΘ, pΘ∗), V2(pΘ, pΘ∗)} ≲

∑T
t=1 ∥U tU

′
t + β11′ − U tU

∗′

t − β∗11′∥2
F ≤ ∑T

t=1 2∥U tU
′
t −

U tU
∗′

t ∥2
F + 2(β − β∗)2. Based on the proof in Section 8.14, we only need to lower bound the

prior probability of the set E0 := E1 ∩ E2 with E1 := {maxi,j,t(u′
itujt − u∗′

it u
∗
jt)2 ≤ ϵ2} and

E2 = {|β − β∗| ≤ ϵ}. The proof in Section 8.14 gives us log Π(E1) ≳ −(su + n) log(nT ). and the
Assumption 5 gives us log Π(E2) ≳ −(su + n) log(nT ). In particular, suppose we use a N (0, σ2

β)
prior for β for a constant σβ, then the prior concentration shows that

Π(E2) = Π (|β − β∗| ≤ ϵ)

≳
1

(
√

2πσβ)
exp(− β∗2

2σ2
β

)(2ϵ)

≳ exp
[
−K

{
(β∗)2

2σ2
β

+ log(1
ϵ
) + log(σβ)

}]
.

(28)
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Then for a constant σβ and β∗ ≪ log(1/ϵn,T ), we can see the right-hand side of the above equation
is lower bounded by e−n2T ϵ2

n,T .

Therefore, we have log Π(E0) ≳ −(su + n) log(nT ). Hence, the prior concentration still holds.
We still have with high posterior probability D 1

2
(PU ,β, PU∗,β∗) ≲ n2Tϵ2

n,T .
Based on Lemma 8.9 in the appendix, we have for a, b → −∞ such that pa, pb → 0, then we

have

D 1
2
(Pa, Pb) ≳ (√pa − √

pb)2,

and
D 1

2
(Pa, Pb) ≳ exp {a ∧ b} (b − a)2.

Denote p∗
ijt = 1/{1+exp(−β∗−u∗′

it u
∗
jt)}, p̂ijt = 1/{1+exp(−β̂−û

′
itûjt)}, p∗

β = 1/{1+exp(−β∗)}
and p̂β̂ = 1/{1 + exp(−β̂)}. Due to the uniform boundedness of u∗

it and ûit, we have there are
uniform constants c, C such that

cp∗
β ≤ p∗

ijt ≤ Cp∗
β; cp̂β̂ ≤ p̂ijt ≤ Cp̂β̂.

Then we have
1

n2T
D 1

2
(PÛ ,β̂, PU∗,β∗) = 1

n2T

n∑
i ̸=j=1

T∑
t=1

D 1
2
(p∗

ijt, p̂ijt)

≳
1

n2T

n∑
i ̸=j=1

T∑
t=1

(
√

p∗
ijt −

√
p̂ijt)2

≳ (C
√

p∗
β ∨ p̂β̂ − c

√
p∗

β ∧ p̂β̂)2.

If β̂ ≪ β∗, which means p̂β̂ ≪ pβ∗ , then we have ϵ2
n,T ≳ D 1

2
(PÛ ,β̂, PU∗,β∗)/(n2T ) ≳ (c

√
p̂β̂ −

C
√

pβ∗)2 ≳ pβ∗ , which causes contradiction with Condition 4. Therefore, we must have β̂ ≳ β∗,
then

ϵ2
n,T ≳

1
n2T

D 1
2
(PÛ ,β̂, PU∗,β∗)

≳
1

n2T

n∑
i ̸=j=1

T∑
t=1

exp
{
β̂ ∧ β∗

}
(β̂ − β∗ + û′

itûjt − u∗′

it u
∗′

jt)2

≳
1

n2T
exp(β∗)

n∑
i ̸=j=1

T∑
t=1

(β̂ − β∗ + û′
itûjt − u∗′

it u
∗′

jt)2.
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8.19 Auxiliary Lemmas

Consider the prior concentration for dynamic networks with sparsity on the differences between
two consecutive vectors of the same subject:

λt ∼ Ca+(0, 1), t ∈ [T ], τ ∼ g

βt ∼ N (0, λ2
t τ

2), t ∈ [T ].
(29)

In the following Lemma, we reformulate the form of prior concentration for shrinkage prior with
additional variable n to fit the network and factor problems. Note that the additional variable n

here stands for np for factor models and n2 for network models.

Lemma 8.4 (ℓ1 concentration for proposed shrinkage prior with additional variable n). Suppose
β∗ ∈ RT with S = {j : β∗

j ̸= 0} and |S| ≤ s, 1 ≤ s ≤ T . Denote δ =
√

s log(nT )/(nT ) with
log T = o(n), n ≥ 1 and maxT

t=1 |βt| = O(nαT α) for some constant α > 0. Under the above
shrinkage prior (29) with g satisfying the following property:

log {g(τ ∗ < τ < 2τ ∗)} ≳ −si log(nT ), with τ ∗ = s
1
2 (log(nT )) 1

2

n
3
2 T

5
2

. (30)

then for some constant c0 > 0, we have

Π(∥β − β∗∥1 ≤ δ) ≥ e−Ks log(nT ), (31)

where K > 0 is a constant.

Proof. log T = o(n) guarantees δ = o(1) for any s = [T ].
First, we have

Pr(∥β − β∗∥1 < δ) ≥
∏
j∈S

Pr(|βj − β∗
j | <

δ

2s
)
∏

j∈Sc

Pr(|βj − β∗
j | <

δ

2T
),

Denote
τ ∗ = s

1
2 (log(nT )) 1

2

n
3
2 T

5
2

, (32)

and consider the event Eτ = {τ : τ ∈ [τ ∗, 2τ ∗]}.
For the non-signal part. For j ∈ Sc, by the Chernoff bound for a Gaussian random variable,

we have
Pr(|βj| >

δ

2T
| λj, τ) ≤ 2e−δ2/(8T 2λ2

j τ2).
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Then we have
Pr(|βj| <

δ

2T
| τ) ≥

∫
λj

{
1 − 2e−δ2/(8T 2λ2

j τ2)
}

f(λj)dλj

= 1 −
∫

λj

2e−δ2/(8T 2λ2
j τ2)f(λj)dλj,

with f(λj) = 1/(1 + λ2
j) < λ−2

j . Then, we have
∫

λj

2e−δ2/(8T 2λ2
j τ2)f(λj)dλj < 2

∫
λj

e−δ2/(8T 2λ2
j τ2)λ−2

j dλj

= 2 Γ(1/2)
{δ2/(8T 2τ 2)}1/2

= C
Tτ√

s log(nT )/(nT )

≤C ′ 1
nT

,

where in the final step we use τ < 2τ ∗.
Moreover, for the signal part, let δ0 = δ/(2s), we have

Pr(|βj − β∗
j | < δ0 | τ) =

∫
λj

∫
|βj−β∗

j |<δ0
( 2
π3 )1/2 exp

{
−β2

j /(2λ2
jτ

2)
} 1

λjτ(1 + λ2
j)

dλjdβj

≥ ( 2
π3 )1/2

∫
|βj−β∗

j |<δ0

∫ 2nαT α/τ∗

nαT α/τ∗

1√
2π

exp
{
−β2

j /(2λ2
jτ

2)
} 1

λjτ(1 + λ2
j)

dλjdβj

(i)
≥ ( 2

π3 )1/2
∫

|βj−β∗
j |<δ0

exp
{
−β2

j /(4n2αT 2α)
} ∫ nαT α/τ∗

nαT α/τ∗

1
4nαT α(1 + λ2

j)
dλjdβj

≥ ( 2
π3 )1/2 τ

2(4n2αT 2α + τ 2)

∫
|βj−β∗

j |<δ0
exp

{
−β2

j /(4n2αT 2α)
}

dβj

(ii)
≥ Kδ0τ

∗n−2αT −2α

≥K ′

√
log(nT )
√

nTs
n−2αT −2α s

1
2 (log(nT )) 1

2

n
3
2 T

5
2

(iii)
≥ K ′′(nT )−M

where (i) holds based on nαT α < τλj < 4nαT α; (ii) is due to τ < 1 and maxt(|βt|) = O(nαT α);
(iii) is because s < p; M, K, K ′, K ′′ > 0 are some constants.

Therefore, we under Assumption 3, we have

Π(∥β−β∗∥1 < δ) ≥ Π(∥β−β∗∥1 < δ | Eτ )Π(Eτ ) ≥ (1−C ′/(nT ))T −sK ′′e−Ms log(nT ) ≥ e−K∗s log(nT ),

where K∗ is a positive constant.

57



8.20 Proof of Lemma 8.1

Proof.

[E(D(a)ΞD(a))]ij = E(aiΞijaj) =

µiΞijµj + ΞijΣij if i ̸= j,

µiΞijµi + ΞijΣii if i = j.

Proposition 8.2. The equation (30) is satisfied for τ ∼ Ca+(0, 1) and τ 2 ∼ Gamma(aτ , bτ ) with
positive constants aτ , bτ .

Proof. Given τ ∼ Ca+(0, 1), for any s = [T ], by mean-value theorem, we have

g(τ ∗ < τ < 2τ ∗) =
∫ 2τ∗

τ∗

1
1 + τ 2 dτ ≥ τ ∗ ≥ c1e

−c2s log(nT ),

where the final inequality follows by log(τ ∗) ≳ −s log(nT ), and c1, c2 are positive constants. Given
the Γ(aτ , bτ ) prior for τ 2 with constants aτ , bτ , for any s = [T ], by mean-value theorem,

g(τ ∗ < τ < 2τ ∗) =
∫ 4τ∗2

τ∗2

baτ
τ

Γ(aτ )τ 2(aτ −1)e−bτ τ2
dτ 2 ≥ c1τ

∗(2aτ −2)e−c2τ∗2
τ ∗2

≥ c1e
−c2τ∗2+2aτ log τ∗ ≥ c1e

−c3s log(nT ),

where the final inequality follows by −τ ∗2 ≳ −s log(nT ) and log(τ ∗) ≳ −s log(nT ), and c1, c2, c3

are positive constants.

Lemma 8.5 (Perturbation bound for Procrustes, Theorem 1 in Arias-Castro et al. (2020)). Con-
sider two matrices X, Y ∈ Rn×d, with X having full rank, and set ϵ2 = ∥Y Y T − XXT ∥F . Then
if ∥X†∥ϵ ≤ 1/

√
2, we have

min
O∈Od×d

∥Y − XO∥F ≤ (1 +
√

2)∥X†∥ϵ2, (33)

where X† is the pseudo-inverse of X.

Lemma 8.6 (K-means error bound, adapted from Lemma 5.3 in Lei and Rinaldo (2015)). For
any two matrices Û , U ∈ Rn×d such that U = ΘX with Θ ∈ Mn,K, X ∈ RK×d, let (Θ̂, X̂) be
the solution to the K-means problem and Ū = Θ̂X̂. Then for any δk ≤ minl ̸=k ∥ul − uk∥2, define
Sk = {i ∈ Gk(Θ) : ∥ūi − ui∥2 ≥ δk/2}, then

K∑
k=1

|Sk|δ2
k ≤ 16∥Û − U∥2

F .

Moreover, if
16∥Û − U∥2

F /δ2
k < nk for all k,

58



then there exists a K ×K permutation matrix J such that Θ̂G∗ = ΘG∗J , where G = ∩K
k=1(Gk −Sk).

Lemma 8.7 (Upper bound for binary KL divergence). Let pa = 1/(1 + exp(−a)) and pb =
1/(1 + exp(−b)). Define Pa and Pb as the Bernoulli measures with probability pa and pb. Then we
have

DKL(Pa || Pb) + DKL(Pb || Pa) ≤ (pa ∨ pb)(a − b)2.

Proof.

DKL(Pa || Pb) + DKL(Pb || Pa) = (pa − pb) log pa

pb

+ (pb − pa) log 1 − pa

1 − pb

= (pa − pb) log
(

pa

1 − pa

1 − pb

pb

)
=
{

1
1 + exp(−a) − 1

1 + exp(−b)

}
log(eae−b)

= (a − b)
{

1
1 + exp(−a) − 1

1 + exp(−b)

}
.

Without loss of generality, we can assume a > b, then by exp(x) ≥ 1 + x, we have

1
1 + exp(−a) − 1

1 + exp(−b) = e−b − e−a

(1 + exp(−a))(1 + exp(−b))

≤ 1 − eb−a

(1 + e−a)(1 + eb) ≤ pa(1 − eb−a) ≤ pa(a − b).

Lemma 8.8 (Upper bound of second order KL moment). Let pa = 1/(1 + exp(−a)) and pb =
1/(1 + exp(−b)). Define Pa and Pb as the Bernoulli measures with probability pa and pb. Then we
have ∫

Pa log2
(

Pa

Pb

)
dµ ≤

[
pa

(pa ∧ pb)2 + 1 − pa

(1 − pa ∨ pb)2

]
(pa ∨ pb)2(a − b)2.

Proof. Note that

∫
Pa log2

(
Pa

Pb

)
dµ = pa log2

(
pa

pb

)
+ (1 − pa) log2

(
1 − pa

1 − pb

)
.

We have

log2
(

pa

pb

)
= log2

(
pa ∨ pb

pa ∧ pb

− 1 + 1
)

≤
(

pa ∨ pb − pa ∧ pb

pa ∧ pb

)2

=
(

pa − pb

pa ∧ pb

)2

.

Similarly,

log2
(

1 − pa

1 − pb

)
= log2

(
(1 − pa) ∨ (1 − pb)
(1 − pa) ∧ (1 − pb)

− 1 + 1
)

≤
(

pa − pb

1 − pa ∨ pb

)2

.
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For the (pa − pb)2 term, by exp(x) ≥ 1 + x, we have

1
1 + exp(−a ∨ b) − 1

1 + exp(−a ∧ b) = e−a∧b − e−a∨b

(1 + exp(−a ∨ b))(1 + exp(−a ∧ b))

≤ 1 − ea∨b−a∧b

(1 + ea∧b)(1 + e−a∨b) ≤ (pa ∨ pb)(1 − ea∨b−a∧b) ≤ (pa ∨ pb)(a ∧ b − a ∨ b).

Lemma 8.9 (Lower bound of the 1/2 divergence). Let pa = 1/(1 + exp(−a)) and pb = 1/(1 +
exp(−b)). Define Pa and Pb as the Bernoulli measures with probability pa and pb.

1. Suppose that there exist constants c, C > 0 such that c < a, b < C, then we have

D 1
2
(Pa, Pb) ≳ (b − a)2.

2. Suppose that a, b → −∞ such that pa, pb → 0, then we have

D 1
2
(Pa, Pb) ≳ exp {a ∧ b} (b − a)2.

Proof.

D 1
2
(pa, pb) = −2 log(1 − h2(pa, pb)) ≥ 2h2(pa, pb) =

[
(√pa − √

pb)2 + (
√

1 − pa −
√

1 − pb)2
]

.

For the first conclusion, since a, b are bounded, pa, pb are bounded away form 0 and 1, and (√pa +
√

pb), (
√

1 − pa +
√

1 − pb) are bounded from 0 as well. Hence,

D 1
2
(pa, pb) ≳

[
(√pa − √

pb)2(√pa + √
pb)2 + (

√
1 − pa −

√
1 − pb)2(

√
1 − pa +

√
1 − pb)2

]
≳ (pa − pb)2 (i)=

{
exp(x)

(1 + exp(x))2

}2

(a − b)2 ≳ (a − b)2.

where (i) is because the mean value theorem and a < x < b is bounded.
For the second conclusion, when the probabilities pa, pb are converging to zeros, for the term

(√pa − √
pb)2, by the mean value theorem of function √

px with respect to x, we have

(√pa − √
pb)2 ≥


√

exp(x)
√

1 + exp(x)
2(1 + exp(x))2

2

(a − b)2
(i)
≳ ea∧b(a − b)2,

where (i) is because exp(x) is the order of exp{a ∧ b} for a ∧ b < x < a ∨ b. For the term
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(
√

1 − pa −
√

1 − pb)2, note that
√

1 − pa +
√

1 − pb is still bound away from 0, we have

(
√

1 − pa −
√

1 − pb)2 ≳ (pa − pb)2 =
{

exp(x)
(1 + exp(x))2

}2

(a − b)2 ≳ e(2a)∧(2b)(a − b)2,

for a < x < b. Finally, exp(a∧ b)(a− b)2 dominates when the sum of the two lower bounds is taken
into account.
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