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Abstract: This paper addresses learning of sparse structural changes or
differential network between two classes of non-paranormal graphical mod-
els. We assume a multi-source and heterogeneous dataset is available for
each class, where the covariance matrices are identical for all non-paranormal
graphical models. The differential network, which are encoded by the dif-
ference precision matrix, can then be decoded by optimizing a lasso penal-
ized D-trace loss function. To this aim, an efficient approach is proposed
that outputs the exact solution path, outperforming the previous methods
that only sample from the solution path in pre-selected regularization pa-
rameters. Notably, our proposed method has low computational complex-
ity, especially when the differential network are sparse. Our simulations
on synthetic data demonstrate a superior performance for our strategy in
terms of speed and accuracy compared to an existing method. Moreover,
our strategy in combining datasets from multiple sources is shown to be
very effective in inferring differential network in real-world problems. This
is backed by our experimental results on drug resistance in tumor cancers.
In the latter case, our strategy outputs important genes for drug resistance
which are already confirmed by various independent studies.
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1. Introduction

Underlying structures that govern the interactions between the components of a
large system can sometimes be modeled by graphical models. Graphical models
are used extensively in many scientific fields including computational biology
[29], social sciences [1], financial sciences [11], and cognitive sciences [47] among
others. In many applications, it is pivotal to recover any structural changes be-
tween two different states of a system. In computational biology for instance,
changes of regulatory mechanisms of normal cells and cancer cells reveal dis-
ease mechanisms [41]. Therefore, efficient methods for detecting and analyzing
structural changes in graphical models have garnered significant attention.

Various methods have been developed to address the identification of struc-
tural changes, commonly referred to as differential network analysis. A com-
prehensive review of these methods can be found in [36]. Gaussian Graphical
Models (GGMs) are prominent in modeling structures [22, 38], particularly in
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the modeling of biological networks [32, 46]. Under this model, the inference of
structures can be obtained by determining the sparsity pattern of the precision
matrix [10].

Several approaches have been proposed to detect differential network of two
GGMs. In the first approach, the precision matrix of each group is estimated
separately and immediately used to infer changes in the underlying structures.
Any method that is proposed for estimating the precision matrix of a GGM
can be used with this strategy [23, 10, 7, 48]. Methods of the second approach
jointly estimate the precision matrices and their differences [12, 24]. One caveat
of both the first and second approaches is that the strong assumption of the
sparsity of each precision matrix is imposed on the model. However, if only
the differential network are to be recovered then there is no need to recover
individual precision matrices yet putting the strong assumption on the matrices.
In the third approach, the differential network are directly estimated without
any assumption on the sparsity of the precision matrices [52, 39, 46, 49, 13,
37, 26]. This approach offers more flexibility and allows for the identification of
changes in the graphical structure without explicitly estimating the complete
precision matrices. By relaxing the sparsity assumption, these methods provide
a means to focus solely on capturing the differences between the GGMs.

Taking the third approach, [52] introduced a new estimator which is shown
to be consistent under mild conditions by assuming that the differential network
are sparse. However, the proposed method [52] is time-consuming and requires
a surplus step to symmetrize the estimated differential matrix. In another work,
the minimization of the lasso penalized D-trace loss function that directly infers
the differential network is proposed [46]. [46] exploited the D-trace loss function
[48] and introduced a one-step symmetric estimator. It is shown that the estima-
tor proposed by [46] is consistent under milder conditions than the conditions
introduced by [52].

To solve the minimization of the lasso penalized D-trace loss function, an
iterative algorithm based on the alternating direction method of multipliers
(ADMM) [5] is developed by [46]. The computational complexity of the algo-
rithm is O

(
d3) (where d is the data dimension) in each iteration. Recently, a

new fused D-trace loss function is proposed to estimate the differential network
by [42]. Similar to [46], an iterative method is introduced to solve the new opti-
mization problem with O

(
d3) computations for each iteration. Numerically, it

is shown that the method proposed by [42] outperforms that of [46]. So when d
is relatively large especially in the high-dimensional setting, the method will be
computationally prohibitive. To tackle this challenge, [37] considered the model
defined by [46] under a special setting and proposed a new iterative method
to approximate the solution. The computational complexity of each iteration of
the proposed algorithm is O

(
nd2), where n is the sum of the samples in both

categories.
Despite significant research advancements, there are still challenges associ-

ated with the practical application of these methods to real-world problems. One
prominent issue is the computational cost, as previously mentioned. In addition
to this concern, the ability to effectively utilize all available datasets for each
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subject is another critical consideration in the development of these methods.
The requirement for this issue comes from the fact that it may be prohibitively
expensive for a single expert to create a high-quality dataset and at the same
time, there are different datasets produced by different experts. Hence, it is
very convincing to integrate the data from various sources. This is a common
practice, particularly in biological applications [51, 31, 32, 30]. It is important
to note that datasets obtained from various sources vary greatly. Especially,
genetic data gathered from multiple laboratories may have been obtained via
different measurement techniques [40]. Therefore, samples obtained from di-
verse sources may not be modeled by a GGM. To make the model more flexible,
non-paranormal graphical models have been introduced [20]. These models pro-
vide enough freedom to consider a unique underlying structure for datasets yet
they allow considering the heterogeneity of datasets due to sampling conditions
[19, 20, 44, 49].

In this paper, we propose an efficient method for extracting differential net-
work between two non-paranormal graphical models in high-dimensional set-
tings where the changes are assumed to be s-sparse. No assumptions are imposed
on the sparsity of individual structures. To overcome the computational chal-
lenges, we propose a new iterative algorithm that minimizes the lasso penalized
D-trace loss function for a specific interval of regularization parameter values in
a cost-effective manner. Besides being efficient in terms of speed and accuracy,
our proposed method is applied to real datasets where differential network are
successfully discovered. We will elaborate on each of these contributions next.

In terms of speed and in the high-dimensional setting where the number of
structural changes is sparse, our proposed method is faster than the algorithm
proposed by [46]. This is because the algorithm [46] performs many compu-
tations for identifying the candidate structural change-sets in the parameter
tuning step. More concretely, the algorithm [46] uses O

(
kd3) computations

(where k is the number of iterations and controls the approximation error of
the algorithm) to generate a candidate while our proposed method identifies a
unique candidate at each iteration with only O

(
cd2) computations, where c is

a parameter that controls the maximum number of non-zero elements in the
solution path and c ≪ d. In addition, our method is faster than the method
proposed by [42]. This is due to the fact that [42] and [46] have similar compu-
tational complexity. Likewise, in the regime n > d, our method achieves lower
computational complexity than the algorithm proposed by [37]. We compare
our proposed method with the methods proposed in [46] and [42] on synthetic
data to illustrate the time efficiency of our approach.

In terms of accuracy, our proposed approach, unlike previous methods that
approximate the solution, identifies the exact solution thus eliminating the ap-
proximation error. In addition, datasets are assumed to be heterogeneous, which
means they are provided from different sources. We propose a data integration
method and show it has the same order of sample complexity as the one shown
in [46] and [42] under the assumption that datasets are homogeneous. In other
words, our proposed method obtains flexibility without sacrificing the sample
complexity. Also, This result is justified by a thorough analysis and several
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numerical experiments on synthetic datasets.
In terms of applications, our proposed method is evaluated in a real bio-

logical application where the differential network between drug-resistant and
drug-sensitive cases in cancer patients are under investigation. Several gene ex-
pression datasets are incorporated in both groups and our method is applied.
Our proposed method properly identifies the genes involved in the drug response
mechanism and the result is evaluated by a relevant validated gene list.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the
model, our optimization algorithm, convergence, and consistency analysis. In
Sections 3.2 and 3.2, we provide our numerical experiment results for the sim-
ulated and real datasets. Section 4 concludes the paper.

1.1. Notations

The set {1, · · · , m} is represented by [m]. For a matrix A ∈ Rd×d, we denote
the sub-matrix of A whose rows are in a set R ⊆ [d] and columns are in a
set C ⊆ [d] as AR,C . We refer to ith row and the jth column of A by Ai,: and
A:,j , respectively. Similarly, for a vector x and a set S, we write xS to denote
a sub-vector of x whose components are in S. Let ∥A∥1 =

∑d
i,j=1 |Ai,j | and

∥A∥∞ = maxi,j |Ai,j | denote the element-wise ℓ1 and max norm, respectively.
vec (A) denotes the vectorized form of matrix A which is a d2×1 vector obtained
by stacking the columns of A. In addition, the inner product of two matrices is
defined as ⟨A, B⟩ = tr (AB⊺). For a set S, the cardinality of S is denoted as |S|.

2. Material and methods

In this section, we propose a method for learning the differential network of
two distinct, yet structurally similar, non-paranormal graphical models. Data
samples generated from each of the two models are also heterogeneous, meaning
that except for the underlying structure, the distributions of the samples are
allowed to be different. Our method directly discovers the differential network
without estimating the structure of the two models. To this end, we first give a
brief review on non-paranormal models.

2.1. Non-paranormal graphical models

The non-paranormal graphical model (or the Gaussian copula distribution) is
an extension of the GGM described as follows. A d-dimensional random vec-
tor x = [x1, x2, . . . , xd]⊺ is said to follow a non-paranormal distribution, de-
noted by x ∼ NPN (0, Σ, f), if there exists a set of univariate monotonically-
increasing functions f ≜ {fj}d

j=1 such that the transformed random vector
[f1 (x1) , · · · , fd (xd)]⊺ follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution with zero
mean and covariance matrix Σ. The precision matrix is denoted by Σ−1. In
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[20], it has been shown that the conditional independence structure of x is en-
coded by the sparsity pattern of the precision matrix. In other words, random
variables xi and xj are conditionally independent given all other variables if and
only if

[
Σ−1]

i,j
= 0. This property can be used to infer the graphical structure

of x by obtaining an estimate of the sparsity pattern of Σ−1.
It has been shown that there exists a near optimal parameter estimation and

a graph recovery algorithm for non-paranormal models, which has the same sam-
ple complexity bound as that of an optimal Gaussian model estimation method
[19, 45]. Based on these results, authors have suggested the non-paranormal
graphical model can be considered as a safe substitute for the widely used mul-
tivariate Gaussian model, even when the samples are truly normal.

2.2. Problem setting

For a given covariance matrix Q and a set of univariate monotonically-increasing
functions f = {fj}d, a dataset D ≜

{
x(1), x(2), . . . , x(m)} is defined as a set of

samples drawn from a non-paranormal with parameters (0, Q, f). In our setting,
the set of functions f is unknown. This is a challenging property of some real
datasets. In particular, in gene expression data analysis, identifying the appro-
priate data transformation function is an important challenge addressed by [55].
m is called the sample size of the dataset. A collection of datasets {Ds}N

s=1 is
called heterogeneous if all the datasets have similar covariance matrices but they
possess different functions and sample sizes.

In our problem, two heterogeneous datasets {Ds}N
s=1 and {D′

s′}N ′

s′=1 with co-
variance matrices Σ, Σ′ ∈ Rd×d are given. We assume, without loss of generality,
that the diagonal elements of each covariance matrix are set to 1. Our goal is
to discover the non-zero entries of the difference of precision matrices which
encodes the structural changes between the two models. More concretely, let
∆∗ denote the sparse matrix that corresponds to the difference between preci-
sion matrices of the two models, i.e., ∆∗ = (Σ)−1 − (Σ′)−1 ∈ Rd×d. Suppose
A∗ =

{
(i, j) : ∆∗

i,j ̸= 0
}

be the support of ∆∗ and s = |A∗|. Also, we assume
that the true differential network ∆∗ is sparse, i.e., s ≪ d. Our goal is to extract
the support of the differential network ∆∗ through processing the information
within all the datasets.

To directly infer ∆∗, we use the lasso penalized D-trace model proposed by
[46]. This model has a regularization parameter to control the sparsity of the re-
sult. In this paper, we present an efficient algorithm to find the solution path of
this optimization problem. In other words, instead of traditional methods that
solve the problem for a specific value of the regularization parameter, our algo-
rithm extracts the solution of the problem for any values of the regularization
parameter in a specific interval. Also, we show that our estimator is consistent
and the sample complexity of our method has the same order as the one shown
by [46] despite the flexibility provided in our problem setting.
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2.3. Algorithm

The lasso penalized D-trace model, introduced by [46], utilizes estimate of co-
variance matrices denoted by Σ̂ and Σ̂′. The model is formulated as the following
optimization problem

min
∆

LD

(
∆; Σ̂, Σ̂′

)
+ λ ∥∆∥1 , (1)

where λ > 0 is a tuning parameter, and LD

(
∆; Σ̂, Σ̂′

)
represents the D-trace

loss function defined as
1
4

(
⟨Σ̂∆, ∆Σ̂′⟩ + ⟨Σ̂′∆, ∆Σ̂⟩

)
− ⟨∆, Σ̂ − Σ̂′⟩. (2)

The Hessian of the function (2) with respect to ∆ is
(

Σ̂ ⊗ Σ̂′ + Σ̂′ ⊗ Σ̂
)

/2,
where ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product. Therefore, given that both Σ̂ and Σ̂′

are positive semi-definite matrices, the optimization problem (1) is a convex
program. Consequently, there is a threshold λT ≥ 0, such that the problem
(1) has a unique solution for any λ ∈ (λT , ∞). Hence, any ∆ satisfying the
subgradient optimality conditions is an optimal solution for the problem (1).
From the subgradient optimality conditions, it is possible to identify the solution
path as a function of tuning parameter λ ∈ (λT , ∞), which we will write as ∆̂ (λ).
The obtained solution path is a continuous piecewise linear function. The precise
definition of this property is stated in the following theorem and the proof is
presented in A.

Theorem 2.1. There are ∞ = λ0 > λ1 > λ2 > · · · > λT ≥ 0, such that ∆̂ (λ)
for any λ ∈ (λT , ∞) is given by

λt − λ

λt − λt+1
∆̂ (λt+1) + λ − λt+1

λt − λt+1
∆̂ (λt) , ∀λ ∈ [λt+1, λt] .

Based on Theorem 2.1, we propose an efficient algorithm to recover all the
knots in the solution path. In fact, knots are points joining two adjacent line
segments in the solution path. The knots are denoted by λt for t = 0, 1, . . . , T .
For notational simplicity, The proposed method is given in Algorithm 1. The
algorithm is obtained by exploiting the sparsity of the solution in the subgradient
optimality conditions. Our proposed algorithm has two termination conditions.
One condition ensures uniqueness, while the other controls the sparsity of the
solutions. The uniqueness condition is verified by satisfying the uniqueness of the
necessary conditions derived for Problem (1). Moreover, checking the sparsity
level helps in reducing computation time as it inhibits the algorithm from falling
into a dense and improper structure. To see the detail of the computations, the
reader is referred to the proof of Theorem 2.1 which is presented in A.

The computational complexity of the proposed algorithm is O(cd2 + c3) per
iteration where the number of iterations is controlled by the maximum number
of non-zero elements in the solution path denoted by c. To see this, we write
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Algorithm 1 Lasso Penalized D-trace Loss Function Minimization Path
Require: maximum number of non-zero elements in the solution path c > 0 and estimated covari-

ance matrices Σ̂ ⪰ 0 and Σ̂′ ⪰ 0
1: Initialize iteration counter t = 0, tuning parameter λ0 = ∞, active set A = ∅, and active signs

sA = ∅.
2: while |A| ≤ c & ΓA,A is invertible do
3: Compute Γ:,A, (ΓA,A)−1 vA and (ΓA,A)−1 sA.
4: Compute the next hitting time, where +max denotes the maximum of those arguments that

are less than λt.

λ
hit
t+1 = +max

e∈Ac,se∈{−1,1}

Γe,A (ΓA,A)−1 vA − Ve

se − Γe,A (ΓA,A)−1 sA
.

5: Compute the next crossing time,

λ
cross
t+1 = +max

e∈A

−
[
(ΓA,A)−1 vA

]
e[

(ΓA,A)−1 sA
]

e

.

6: Compute the next knot time

λt+1 = max
{

λ
hit
t+1, λ

cross
t+1

}
.

7: Compute the solution as λ decreases from λt until λt+1 by

vec
(

∆̂ (λ)
)

A
= − (ΓA,A)−1 (vA + λsA)

vec
(

∆̂ (λ)
)

Ac
= 0.

8: if λhit
t+1 > λcross

t+1 then
9: Add the hitting variable to A and its sign to sA.

10: else
11: Remove the crossing variable from A and its sign from sA.
12: end if
13: Update t = t + 1.
14: end while
Ensure: Solution path to differential network estimator ∆̂ (λ)

Γ = 1
2

{
Σ̂ ⊗ Σ̂′ + Σ̂′ ⊗ Σ̂

}
, v = vec

(
Σ̂ − Σ̂′

)
, and Ac =

{
1, . . . , d2} \ A. In

each iteration, Γ:,A and (ΓA,A)−1 are computed by O(cd2) and O(c3) compu-
tations, respectively. Also, the calculation of Step 4 in Algorithm 1 requires
O(cd2). The other steps in each iteration require O(c) computations. Thus, the
computational complexity of each iteration is O(cd2 + c3).

2.4. Covariance matrix estimation

We focus on the covariance estimation of the first collection of datasets. The
other collection can be treated similarly. Recall that the diagonal elements of
each covariance matrix have been assumed to be 1. Therefore, each covariance
matrix is equal to its corresponding Pearson correlation matrix. In addition, we
assumed the set of transformation functions f is unknown. Therefore, we cannot
directly estimate the covariance matrix of the underlying GGM. However, for
multivariate Gaussian models, it has been already shown that there exists a
one-to-one mapping between the Pearson correlation and Kendall’s tau corre-
lation [17, 15]. The same relationship has been also established for the case of
non-paranormal distributions. In other words, if z ∼ NPN (0, Σ, f) represents a
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multivariate non-paranormal model of dimension d, then for k, l ∈ [d], we have

Σk,l = sin
(π

2 τk,l

)
, (3)

where τk,l denotes Kendall’s tau correlation between zk and zl. We exploit this
relationship to develop our Pearson correlation estimator.

For a given dataset Ds, data points can be represented by a matrix X of
size ms × d. The empirical estimate of Kendall’s tau between the kth and lth
dimensions is

τ̂
(s)
k,l = 2

∑
1≤i<j≤ms

sign [(Xi,k − Xj,k) (Xi,l − Xj,l)]
ms (ms − 1) . (4)

To obtain an estimate of the covariance matrix for a collection of datasets,
we use the following statistics

τ̂
(w)
k,l =

N∑
s=1

ms

m
τ̂

(s)
k,l , (5)

where m =
∑N

s=1 ms and N is the number of datasets. The ratio ms

m is cho-
sen to minimize a theoretical upper bound on the absolute value of estimation
error which is detailed in Lemma 2.2 in B. Using (3), an empirical version of
correlation matrix Σ̃k,l can be considered as

Σ̃k,l =
{

sin
(

π
2 τ̂

(w)
k,l

)
, k ̸= l

1, k = l.
(6)

The KKT conditions are sufficient for optimality of the problem (1) if the
covariance matrix estimators are positive semi-definite. Unfortunately, Kendall’s
tau estimator doesn’t guarantee positive semi-definiteness. Therefore, we need
to project Σ̃ onto the cone of positive semi-definite matrices. For this purpose,
we use the method proposed by [53]. The positive semi-definite surrogate of the
estimated covariance matrix is denoted by Σ̂. It can be seen that the proposed
statistics Σ̂ is a consistent estimator of the covariance matrices Σ.

We would like to obtain an upper bound on the sample complexity of our
proposed algorithm. To this end, we follow the methodology used by [46] that
results in a sample complexity bound for the sub-Gaussian distribution. In fact,
it suffices to modify a few steps of the proof presented in [46] for Theorems 1
and 2 to derive our result.

To this end, we only need to provide the satisfaction of the tail conditions
for our proposed covariance matrices estimators Σ̂ and Σ̂′. In Lemma 2.2, the
satisfaction of tail conditions is proved for our proposed covariance matrices
estimators Σ̂ and Σ̂′.
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Lemma 2.2. For any t > 0 and for all (k, l) ∈ [d] × [d], we have

P
(∣∣Σ̃k,l − Σk,l

∣∣ ≥ t
)

≤ exp
(

−mt2

2π2

)
,

P
(∣∣Σ̃′

k,l − Σ′
k,l

∣∣ ≥ t
)

≤ exp
(

−m′t2

2π2

)
.

See B for the proof.
To state our theorems, we define

Γ∗ = 1
2 {Σ ⊗ Σ′ + Σ′ ⊗ Σ} , α = 1 − max

e∈A∗c

∥∥∥Γ∗
e,A∗

(
Γ∗

A∗,A∗

)−1
∥∥∥

1
, GB =

√
mm′,

GA = m−1/2 + m′−1/2
, κΓ =

∥∥∥(Γ∗
A∗,A∗

)−1
∥∥∥

1,∞
, M̃ = 24sκΓ (2sκΓ + 1) /α,

M (∆) = {sign (∆j,k) : j, k = 1, . . . , d} , γ = π
√

2 (η log d + log 2).

Theorem 2.3. If maxe∈A∗c

∥∥∥Γ∗
e,A∗

(
Γ∗

A∗,A∗

)−1
∥∥∥

1
< 1, min [m, m′] > 25

4
¯̄δ−2γ2

and λn = γ max
[

2(4−α)GA

α , M̃ (γGB + GA)
]

for some η > 2 then, with proba-

bility greater than 1 − 2/dη−2, the support of ∆̂ lies in the support of ∆∗ and

∥∥∥∆̂ − ∆∗
∥∥∥

∞
≤ MG

√
η log d + log 2
min [m, m′] ,

∥∥∥∆̂ − ∆∗
∥∥∥

F
≤ MG

√
s

η log d + log 2
min [m, m′] ,

where MG and ¯̄δ are constants depending on s, κΓ, and α, with definitions given
in the proof section.

See C for the proof.

Remark 1. The order of estimation error bound result is equal to the result
given by two datasets with m and m′ samples drawn i.i.d. from two distinct
non-paranormal models in the same senses.

Theorem 2.4. Under the condition and notation in Theorem 2.3, if

min
j,k:∆∗

j,k ̸=0

∣∣∆∗
j,k

∣∣ ≥ 2MG

√
η log d + log 2
min (m, m′)

for some η > 2, then M
(

∆̂
)

= M (∆∗) with probability 1 − 2/dη−2.

See D for the proof.
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3. Results

In this section, we present experimental results showing the efficacy of our pro-
posed approach in terms of speed and accuracy using synthetic data on one
hand, and its applicability in inferring differential structures from real data on
the other hand.

3.1. Synthetic data

To generate synthetic data, we construct two subject-specific networks. The first
network structure is chosen to be scale-free since it correctly models many real
data [3]. The second network structure is constructed by randomly deleting and
inserting 20 edges of the first network. This process enables us to identify the
zero entries in the precision matrices of each group. Next, we generate non-
zero entries of the precision matrices by sampling from w = sign(v) + v where
v ∼ N(0, 1). If the matrices are not positive definite, (1+γ)I with an appropriate
γ is added to the matrices to make them positive definite.

Having constructed the covariance matrix Σ for the first network, the data
is generated by drawing i.i.d. samples from NPN (0, Σ, fs). To construct fs, we
randomly select d functions from

{
2 + x, 2x, 2x, x3, 3

√
x
}

. The data for the sec-
ond network is obtained similarly by sampling from NPN (0, Σ′, f ′

s) where Σ′ is
the constructed covariance matrix and f ′

s is generated similar to that of fs.
The accuracy is evaluated using the precision-recall curve. Let ∆̂ be an esti-

mator of ∆∗. The precision and the recall are defined as

precision =
∑

i<j 1{∆̂i,j ̸= 0 & ∆∗
i,j ̸= 0}∑

i<j 1{∆̂i,j ̸= 0}
,

recall =
∑

i<j 1{∆̂i,j ̸= 0 & ∆∗
i,j ̸= 0}∑

i<j 1{∆∗
i,j ̸= 0}

,

where 1{.} is the indicator function.
In the first experiment, the performance of the solution path approach is

compared with two existing approaches, namely the D-trace approach [46] and
CrossFDTL approach [42]. Dtrace function is used from the R package Dif-
fGraph [50] for D-trace method implementation. We refer to this method as
APGD D-trace because it employs the accelerated proximal gradient descent
technique. Our proposed method and CrossFDTL method are implemented us-
ing the R package Rcpp [9] in C++.

Figure 1 depicts the comparison of the precision-recall curves and computa-
tional time of the three methods averaged over 100 random generations of the
data, with d ∈ {50, 100} and m = m′ ∈ {500, 1000}. In each plot, 50 different
values from [0.1, 2] are chosen for the APGD D-trace and CrossFDTL methods.
To make a fair comparison between the methods, c = 100 is set to control the
range of the regularization parameter values. We experimentally observed that
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Fig 1. Performance of different approaches on synthetic data with 20 differential edges be-
tween two subjects, and different combinations of the number of iterations. The lines color
and type indicate the method type and the number of iterations in iterative methods, respec-
tively. Also, each point corresponds to the solution of an iterative method for a specific value
of λ. (A) Accuracy of different method. (B) Speed of different methods.

our proposed method identifies around 50 knots in the solution path (similar
to the number of different tuning parameter values). Moreover, the CrossFDTL
method has an additional tuning parameter (ρ) that controls the Frobenius
norm of ∆̂. For a fair comparison, we set ρ = 0 in experiments.

We observe that the precision-recall curves of our proposed method outper-
forms the accuracy curves of APGD D-trace and CrossFDTL methods. The
difference between the accuracy curves of our proposed method and APGD D-
trace method is due to the fact that our proposed method detects all sparse
differential network that can be obtained for a specific range of regularization
parameter values, while the APGD D-trace method ignores many high-precision
sets due to its shortcoming in finding the solution path. In other words, if we
generate a curve by performing APGD D-trace with a sufficient number of it-
erations for all required values of λ, the obtained curve will be similar to the
Solution Path D-trace curve. Obviously, the two methods coincide at λs chosen
for the APGD D-trace with 5 iterations. In addition, we observe that our pro-
posed method is much faster than the APGD D-trace and CrossFDTL methods.
More concretely, our proposed method solves the problem for the more number
of tuning parameter values in a more accurate manner with a less consumption
of time.

Our approach leverages the combination of heterogeneous datasets to obtain
a reliable estimation of the covariance matrix. To demonstrate the effectiveness
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Fig 2. Precision-recall curves of the single dataset, homogeneous dataset, and heterogeneous
datasets.

of this approach, we conduct the second experiment in which we utilize four
different datasets per group, with each dataset containing 200 samples. In Figure
2, the precision-recall curve averaged over 100 random generations is drawn (the
blue curve). If only one dataset is used for the inference, then the performance
is dramatically degraded as is shown in the figure (the red curve). Finaly, if
the dataset were assumed to be homogeneous then we had access to a single
dataset with size 800 samples. The green curve depicting the performance of
the homogeneous case. We observe that the efficacy curve of the heterogeneous
scenario, despite the presence of different datasets, is similar to that of the
homogeneous scenario with the same sample size. This similarity suggests that
our strategy efficiently exploits the information available in the heterogeneous
datasets.

3.2. Real data

We consider gene expression datasets of ovarian cases in TCGA [28] with two
groups of cases classified based on drug responses using the criterion proposed by
[27]. We have selected 242 platinum-sensitive tumors and 98 platinum-resistant
ones. In order to improve the learning time and model interpretability, the 551
genes of relevant pathways proposed by [8, 6] are considered.

Our proposed method results in a solution path, i.e., a collection of differ-
ent solutions. Hence, the selection of a solution from the resulting collection
is critical. To this end, we generate a random collection of datasets with 80
percent of samples in both subjects. By applying our proposed method to the
obtained random datasets, a solution path is extracted. We repeat this proce-
dure 10 times and compute the instability of the results for different values of
the regularization parameter. By setting the instability threshold equal to 0.001,
we identify the appropriate regularization parameter value and corresponding
differential network inferred by all data. It is worth mentioning that our strategy
is adopted from the StARS method [21].
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Fig 3. The inferred differential network between platinum-sensitive and platinum-resistant
ovarian tumors with the regularization parameter are obtained by StARS method. The node
size and color correspond to its degree.

Figure 3 depicts the obtained differential network. It contains 77 edges among
127 genes. Notably, we found supportive evidence for all genes that have the
most degree in the identified network including CDKN1A [43, 18, 16], MAP2K1
[33], MNAT1 [54, 34], and PRKCA [25, 2, 4]. Furthermore, we obtained 912
genes associated with platinum resistance in cancer from the database intro-
duced by [14]. We consider two groups of genes in the identified differential net-
work including 1) genes involved in at least one edge (non-isolated genes), and
2) genes with a degree greater than 1 (connector genes). According to Fisher’s
exact test, non-isolated and connector genes are significantly enriched with plat-
inum resistance-related genes (p-values are 0.01 and 0.003, respectively).
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4. Conclusions

In this paper, learning of sparse differential network between two classes of
non-paranormal graphical models is addressed. We assume a number of het-
erogeneous datasets are given as input, where datasets of each class are drawn
from different NPN models, but with the same underlying covariance matrix.
We consider the minimization of the lasso penalized D-trace loss function [46] to
identify differential network. In this regard, it has been proved that the solution
path of the D-trace model [46] is continuous piecewise linear with respect to
the regularization parameter. We propose an efficient method for extracting the
exact solution path and integrating heterogeneous datasets in covariance matrix
estimation. Our proposed method improves the speed and accuracy of detecting
differential network. The competitive advantages of our proposed approach are
demonstrated using synthetic data. In addition, we evaluate the efficacy of our
method in a real application as well. By applying our method to gene expres-
sion data of ovarian cancer, we identified drug resistance-related genes which are
already validated by independent studies. Also, our approach can be extended
in several directions. For instance, it can be applied to the model proposed by
[48] for sparse precision matrix estimation in NPN distributions. As another
extension, one can study and solve a similar problem with ordered weighted ℓ1
regularization.

Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 2.1

Inspired by [35], we establish the theorem using the subgradient optimality
conditions of the optimization problem (1). It is worth noting that the lasso
penalized D-trace loss function is a convex function if the estimated covariance
matrices are positive semi-definite [46]. Consequently, we can use the subgradi-
ent optimality to find the optimal solution. Hence, we have

0d,d ∈ ∂
(

LD

(
∆̂ (λ) ; Σ̂, Σ̂′

)
+ λ

∥∥∥∆̂ (λ)
∥∥∥

1

)
= 1

2

(
Σ̂∆̂ (λ) Σ̂′ + Σ̂′∆̂ (λ) Σ̂

)
− Σ̂ + Σ̂′ + λ∂

∥∥∥∆̂ (λ)
∥∥∥

1
,

where ∆̂ (λ) is the minimizer of the optimization problem (1). We rewrite the
above relation in the vectorized form as 0⃗ ∈

{
Γ∆⃗ (λ) + v + λ∂

∥∥∥∆⃗ (λ)
∥∥∥

1

}
, where

Γ = 1
2

{
Σ̂ ⊗ Σ̂′ + Σ̂′ ⊗ Σ̂

}
, v = vec

(
Σ̂′ − Σ̂

)
, 0⃗ = vec (0d,d) and ∆⃗ (λ) =

vec
(

∆̂ (λ)
)

. Therefore, for some ν ∈ ∂
∥∥∥∆⃗ (λ)

∥∥∥
1
, i.e.,

νi ∈


{1} , if ∆⃗ (λ)i > 0
{−1} , if ∆⃗ (λ)i < 0
[−1, 1] , if ∆⃗ (λ)i = 0

, i = 1, . . . , d2,
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we have Γ∆⃗ (λ) + v = −λν. Thus, we can derive the optimality conditions for
any i ∈

{
1, . . . , d2} as{

Γi,:∆⃗ (λ) + vi = −λsign
(

∆⃗ (λ)i

)
, if ∆⃗ (λ)i ̸= 0

|Γi,:∆⃗ (λ) + vi| ≤ λ, if ∆⃗ (λ)i = 0.
(7)

For every value of λ, we have a set of "active" variables Aλ that have nonzero
coefficients, i.e., Aλ =

{
i : ∆⃗ (λ)i ̸= 0

}
. If we have an active set Aλ and the

corresponding active signs sAλ
= sign

(
∆⃗ (λ)Aλ

)
, the problem becomes a system

of linear equation. If the matrix ΓAλ,Aλ
is invertible, then the system has a

unique solution given by

∆⃗ (λ)Aλ
= − (ΓAλ,Aλ

)−1 (vAλ
+ λsAλ

) , (8)

∆⃗ (λ)Ac
λ

= 0. (9)

As we decrease the value of λ, the optimality conditions remain satisfied as
long as the corresponding active set is unchanged. Hence, there is an interval of
tuning parameter values that equation (8) is maintained for all λ ∈ (λt+1, λt),
where λt and λt+1 are the limit points of this interval. For sake of convenience,
we denote the corresponding active set for all the regularization parameter values
λ ∈ (λt+1, λt) as Aλt . Thus, for all λ ∈ (λt+1, λt), we have

∆⃗ (λ)Aλt
= −

(
ΓAλt ,Aλt

)−1 (vAλt
+ λsAλt

)
, (10)

∆⃗ (λ)Ac
λt

= 0. (11)

Therefore, there are ∞ = λ0 > λ1 > λ2 > · · · > λT , such that the matrix
ΓAλt ,Aλt

is invertible and ∆̂ (λ) for any λ ∈ (λt+1, λt) is given by (10). Thus, we
require to identify the values of the tuning parameter that the corresponding
active set is changed, along with corresponding solutions, i.e., ∆̂ (λt) for all
t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T}. We call these points knot, and these changes are generated
when some variables enter to active set or leave it.

We first consider the case that some variables leave the active set. When
some variables leave the active set, their corresponding values become zero. In
other words, suppose that λt is determined and λcross represents the value of the
next knot generated due to some variables leaving the active set. The optimality
conditions (10) imply that vt ∈ Aλt

leaves the active set at λcross if

−
[(

ΓAλt ,Aλt

)−1
]

vt,:

(
vAλt

+ λcrosssAλt

)
= 0. (12)

Solving (12) yields

λcross =
−
[(

ΓAλt ,Aλt

)−1
]

vt,:
vAλt[(

ΓAλt ,Aλt

)−1
]

vt,:
sAλt

.
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It is obvious that the value of the next knot is the nearest possible value to the
current knot value. Therefore, we have

vt = arg max
v

C (v) ,

s.t. C (v) < λt, v ∈ Aλt

where C (v) =
−
[(

ΓAλt
,Aλt

)−1
]

v,:
vAλt[(

ΓAλt
,Aλt

)−1
]

v,:
sAλt

.

Consequently, there are no leaving events for any value of λ ∈ (C (vt) , λt). If
the leaving variable is not excluded from the active set at C (vt) and the new
knot value is not calculated, then the optimality conditions (7) are violated for
any λ < C (vt) due to the violation of (10).

Now we consider the case that some variables enter the active set. Suppose
that λhit is the value of the next knot generated by entering some variables.
The optimality conditions (7) and (10) imply that there is a v′

t ∈ Ac
λt

such that

Γv′
t,Aλt

(
ΓAλt ,Aλt

)−1 (vAλt
+ λtsAλt

)
− vv′

t
= sv′

t
λhit

t . (13)

By solving (13), we obtain

λhit =
Γv′

t,Aλt

(
ΓAλt ,Aλt

)−1 vAλt
− vv′

t

sv′
t

− Γv′
t,Aλt

(
ΓAλt ,Aλt

)−1 sAλt

.

It is obvious that the value of the next knot is the nearest possible value to the
current knot value. Hence, we have

v′
t = arg max

v′
H (v′) ,

s.t. H (v′) < λt, v′ ∈ Ac
λt

, sv′ ∈ {−1, 1}

where H (v′) = Γv′,Aλ
(ΓAλ,Aλ)−1vAλ

−vv′

sv′ −Γv′,Aλ
(ΓAλ,Aλ)−1sAλ

.

Therefore, no entering event occurs for any λ ∈ (H (v′
t) , λt). If the enter-

ing variables are not involved in the active set at H (v′
t), then the optimality

conditions (7) are violated for any λ < H (v′
t), as (10) is not satisfied.

By considering two possible cases, the tuning parameter value of the next knot
must be equal to the nearest possible event to maintain optimality conditions
(7) using (10), i.e., λt+1 = max {C (vt) , H (v′

t)}. Also, the final answer obtained
by placing Aλt

in (10) is equal to placing Aλt+1 in (10) because the value of λt+1
implies that the value of variables entered or exited from the active set is equal
to zero. Thus, we can compute ∆̂ (λ) for all λ ∈ [λt+1, λt] using (10) if we know
Aλt

and sAλt
. Hence, we can compute ∆̂ (λ) only using ∆̂ (λt+1) and ∆̂ (λt)

extracted from (10) with some algebra. In other words, for all λ ∈ [λt+1, λt] we
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have

∆̂ (λ)Aλt
= λt − λ

λt − λt+1
∆̂ (λt+1)Aλt

+ λ − λt+1

λt − λt+1
∆̂ (λt)Aλt

,

∆̂ (λ)Ac
λt

= 0. (14)

Let λ ≥ 0 be an arbitrary value. Assume that there are knot points, i.e., ∞ =
λ0 > λ1 > λ2 > · · · > λT , such that ∆̂ (λ) = λt−λ

λt−λt+1
∆̂ (λt+1) + λ−λt+1

λt−λt+1
∆̂ (λt)

for λ ∈ [λt+1, λt]. If λ ∈ [λ1, λ0) then it is obvious that ∆̂ (λ) = 0d,d. Also, we
can compute Aλt+1 , sAλt+1

, and ∆⃗ (λ) for all λ ∈ [λt+1, λt] using (14) if we have
active set Aλt

and active sign sAλt
. Therefore, there are ∞ = λ0 > λ1 > λ2 >

· · · > λT , such that ∆̂ (λ) for any λ ∈ (λT , ∞) is given by

λt − λ

λt − λt+1
∆̂ (λt+1) + λ − λt+1

λt − λt+1
∆̂ (λt) , ∀λ ∈ [λt+1, λt] .

Appendix B: Proof of Lemma 2.2

The lemma is proved by applying McDiarmid’s inequality. We first show the
bounded difference property for the function ϕ : (R × R)m 7→ R defined as
ϕ
({

X
(1)
1,k , X

(1)
1,l

}
, . . . ,

{
X

(N)
mN ,k, X

(N)
mN ,l

})
= [τ̂w]k,l. Let zs,i =

{
X

(s)
i,k , X

(s)
i,l

}
and

h (zs,i, zs,j) = sign
((

X
(s)
i,k − X

(s)
j,k

)(
X

(s)
i,l − X

(s)
j,l

))
. For any s ∈ [N ] , i ∈ [ms]

and any z1,1, . . . , zN,mN
, z′

s,i ∈ (R × R), we have

|ϕ (. . . , zs,i, . . . , ) − ϕ
(
. . . , z′

s,i, . . . ,
)

| =
∣∣∣[τ̂w]k,l − [τ̂w]′k,l

∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑

s=1
αs [τ̂s]k,l −

N∑
s=1

αs [τ̂s]′k,l

∣∣∣∣∣
= 2αs

ms (ms − 1) |
∑
j ̸=i

h (zs,i, zs,j) − h
(
z′

s,i, zs,j

)
|

≤ 2αs

ms (ms − 1) × 2 (ms − 1) = 4αs

ms
.

McDiarmid’s Inequality gives

P
(

[τ̂w]k,l − [τw]k,l ≥ t
)

≤ exp

 −2t2∑N
s=1

∑ms

i=1

(
4αs

ms

)2

 = exp
(

−t2

8
∑N

s=1
αs

2

ms

)
.

We set αs = ms

m for all s ∈ [N ] to obtain the tightest bound. Hence, we have

P
(

[τ̂w]k,l − [τw]k,l ≥ t
)

≤ exp
(

−mt2

8

)
. (15)
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The upper bound of P
(

[τw]k,l − [τ̂w]k,l ≥ t
)

is obtained by similar arguments.
By applying the union bound, we have

P
(∣∣∣[τ̂w]k,l − [τw]k,l

∣∣∣ ≥ t
)

≤ 2 exp
(

−mt2

8

)
.

To obtain the error bound for our proposed correlation estimator, we use the
Lipschitz continuity property of the sin(.) function. Hence, we have

P
(∣∣Σ̃k,l − Σk,l

∣∣ ≥ t
) (a)= P

(∣∣∣sin(π

2 [τ̂w]k,l

)
− sin

(π

2 [τ ]k,l

)∣∣∣ ≥ t

4

)
(b)
≤ P

(∣∣∣π2 [τ̂w]k,l − π

2 [τw]k,l

∣∣∣ ≥ t
) (c)

≤ 2 exp
(

−mt2

2π2

)
,

where (a) comes from (6), (b) comes from the fact that sin (.) is a 1-Lipschitz
function, i.e., |sin (x) − sin (y)| ≤ |x − y|, and (c) is obtained from the derived
inequality in (15).

Appendix C: Proof of Theorem 2.3

We follow the methodology used by [46] for the proof of Theorem 1. In this
methodology, the conclusion of Theorem 2.3 is obtained based on the per-
formance of the covariance estimation. Data model and covariance estimation
method are the main difference between Theorem 1 presented by [46] and our
proposed Theorem 2.2. Hence, it is required to prove that the performance of
our proposed covariance estimator is similar to the performance of the covari-
ance estimator proposed by [46]. More concretely, it is required to prove that
there exists a constant ν∗ > 0 and a function f : N× (0, ∞) 7→ (0, ∞) such that

P
(∣∣Σ̃k,l − Σk,l

∣∣ ≥ t
)

≤ 1/f(m, t)

for all k, l ∈ [d] and 0 < t < 1/ν∗. Based on Lemma 2.2, the condition is
satisfied with ν∗ = 0 and f(m, t) = 0.5 exp

(
mt2

2π2

)
in our proposed method.

Also, we can set M = 1 since we assumed that the covariance matrices Σ and
Σ′ are correlation matrices, i.e, max [∥Σ∥∞ , ∥Σ′∥∞] ≤ 1. Now, we substitute
ν∗ and f(m, t) in the proof of Theorem 1 presented by [46]. The substitution
changes some parameter definitions and we have

δ̄ = min
{

−1 +
√

1 + (6sκΓ)−1
, −1 +

√
2 + M̃−1, A

}
,

MG =
√

2πκΓ (CG1 + CG2) , nf

(
δ̄, dη

)
= 2π2δ̄−2 (η log d + log 2) ,

where

A = α

4 − α
, CG2 = 6sκΓ (2 + A) ,

CG1 = (1 + 3sκΓA (A + 2))
(
2 + max

[
M̃ (2 + A) , 4A−1]) .
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In addition, we employ the method proposed by [53] to project Σ̃ onto the
positive semi-definite cone, resulting in the estimation of Σ̂. From equation (A.6)
presented by [53], we have∥∥∥Σ̂ − Σ

∥∥∥
∞

≤ 2
∥∥Σ̃ − Σ

∥∥
∞ + µ

2 , (16)

where µ is an arbitrary parameter that controls the approximation error. On the
other hand, the proof of Theorem 1 presented by [46] is based on a concentration
bound for the covariance matrix estimator. Specifically, for m > nf

(
δ̄, dη

)
, we

have

P
(∥∥Σ̃ − Σ

∥∥
∞ < δ̄

)
≥ 1 − 1

dη
.

By setting µ = δ̄ and incorporating (16), for m > nf

(
δ̄, dη

)
, we have

P
(∥∥∥Σ̂ − Σ

∥∥∥
∞

<
5
2 δ̄

)
≥ 1 − 1

dη
.

If we set ¯̄δ = 5
2 δ̄, we have nf

(¯̄δ, dη
)

= 25
2 π2 ¯̄δ−2 (η log d + log 2). Therefore,

we have the basic concentration bound for projected estimator Σ̂ and we can
complete the proof of Theorem 2.3. More concretely, for m > 25

4 γ2 ¯̄δ−2, where
γ = π

√
2 (η log d + log 2), we have

P
(∥∥∥Σ̂ − Σ

∥∥∥
∞

< ¯̄δ
)

≥ 1 − 1
dη

.

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem 2.4

The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 2 presented by [46]. We know from
Theorem 2.3 that the nonzero elements of ∆̂ are a subset of the nonzero elements
of ∆∗. Moreover, we derive a probabilistic upper bound on the estimation error.
In addition, it is assumed that the minimum absolute value of the nonzero
elements of ∆∗ is greater than twice the obtained probabilistic upper bound in
Theorem 2.3. Consequently, we can deduce the conclusion of Theorem 2.3.
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