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Abstract—Learning the topology of higher-order networks
from data is a fundamental challenge in many signal processing
and machine learning applications. Simplicial complexes provide
a principled framework for modeling multi-way interactions, yet
learning their structure is challenging due to the strong coupling
across different simplicial levels imposed by the inclusion prop-
erty. In this work, we propose a joint framework for simplicial
complex learning that enforces the inclusion property through
a linear constraint, enabling the formulation of the problem
as a binary linear program. The objective function consists of
a combination of smoothness measures across all considered
simplicial levels, allowing for the incorporation of arbitrary
smoothness criteria. This formulation enables the simultaneous
estimation of edges and higher-order simplices within a single
optimization problem. Experiments on simulated and real-world
data demonstrate that the proposed joint approach outperforms
hierarchical and greedy baselines, while more faithfully enforcing
higher-order structural priors.

Index Terms—Higher-Order Networks, Simplicial Complexes,
Topology Learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Higher-order networks have gained increasing attention as
they capture interactions beyond pairwise relationships, which
are prevalent in many real-world systems. In domains such
as biology, epidemiology, and the social sciences, interactions
often occur among groups of entities rather than simple pairs,
motivating representations that go beyond standard graphs [1].
One such higher-order network model is the simplicial com-
plex (SC), which explicitly represents multi-way interactions
while enforcing an inclusion structure across different interac-
tion orders [2].

For effective signal processing on a network, the underlying
topology must be known. In many applications, however, it
must be inferred from data. While graph topology identifi-
cation is well studied [3], learning SCs from data remains
relatively unexplored. A key challenge in SC learning is
that connectivity across different simplicial levels is strongly
coupled through the inclusion property, which makes direct,
one-shot learning difficult.

One way recent work addresses this challenge is by adopting
hierarchical approaches, in which lower-order simplices are
inferred first, followed by higher-order simplices. For example,
in [2], triangles are inferred from edge signals given a known
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edge structure by minimizing the curl of the edge flow.
In [4], simplicial signals are modeled as random variables,
leading to a formulation that focuses on learning triangles from
edge signals under a smoothness prior. A related probabilistic
framework is proposed in [5]. While effective in certain
settings, these hierarchical approaches decouple the estimation
of different simplicial levels and do not fully exploit the
structural dependencies across levels.

Non-hierarchical approaches are however more preferred
because they allow the connectivity on higher orders to also
guide the lower-order connectivity, improving performance.
An interesting example is [6], where a Volterra-based model is
used [7]. This method uses group sparsity penalties to couple
the first and second-order topology by linking the cost of
activating a triangle to that of activating its constituent edges.
However, the inclusion property is enforced only implicitly
through penalization, which does not guarantee inclusion.
More recently, a greedy approach is proposed in [8], where
a bilinear constraint is introduced to enforce inclusion. This
formulation requires alternating optimization between edges
and triangles, and the constraint is incorporated as a penalty
term in the objective. As we show experimentally, when this
penalty is sufficiently large, the method effectively reduces to
a hierarchical procedure.

In contrast, we propose a joint, one-shot framework for
learning SCs by explicitly enforcing the inclusion property
through a linear constraint that couples consecutive simplicial
levels. This formulation allows SC learning to be posed as
a binary linear program, enabling simultaneous estimation of
edges and higher-order simplices within a single optimization
problem. Through simulations and experiments on real data,
we demonstrate the superior performance of the proposed joint
approach compared to hierarchical and greedy baselines.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We begin with a conceptual description of simplicial com-
plexes and signals [9] [10], where we will also introduce
notation. We then present several simplicial Laplacians, their
algebraic representation and corresponding smoothness mea-
sures, which relate simplicial topology and signals.

A. Simplicial Complexes and Signals

Given a set of nodes N , a k-simplex is defined as a subset of
N with cardinality k + 1. Nodes are thus 0-simplices, edges
are 1-simplices, and triangles are 2-simplices. A simplicial
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complex is a collection of k-simplices, subject to an inclusion
property. For every k-simplex in the complex, its (k − 1)-
simplices must also be included in the complex. Thus, for
instance, all edges of a triangle must also be included in the
complex. The (k − 1)-simplices of a k-simplex are called its
faces. Similarly, a (k+1)-simplex that includes a k-simplex is
called its coface. Two k-simplices are lower-adjacent if they
share a common face, and are upper-adjacent if they share
a common coface. The upper and lower adjacencies induce
the upper and lower neighborhoods of a k-simplex. A k-
simplicial signal, formed by collecting a scalar value over each
k-simplex, is defined as a vector xk ∈ RNk , where Nk is the
number of k-simplices in the complex. Extending to a vector
per simplex, we get Xk ∈ RNk×Fk , where Fk is the number
of features on the kth level. In this work, [xk]i denotes the ith
entry of the vector xk, and [Xk]i,j denotes the (i, j)th entry
of the matrix Xk.

B. Simplicial Laplacians and Smoothness

To mathematically represent simplicial complexes and es-
tablish a link with simplicial signals, we define several sim-
plicial Laplacians. The linear map from (k − 1)-simplices to
k-simplices is represented by the incidence (boundary) matrix
Bk ∈ RNk−1×Nk . Each column of Bk corresponds to a k-
simplex, and each row corresponds to a (k − 1)-simplex.
The entry [Bk]i,j is nonzero if and only if the ith (k − 1)-
simplex σ

(i)
k−1 is a face of the jth k-simplex σ

(j)
k . In this case,

[Bk]i,j ∈ {+1,−1}, where the sign is determined by whether
the orientation induced on σ

(i)
k−1 from σ

(j)
k agrees or disagrees

with the chosen reference orientation of σ
(i)
k−1. Each column

of Bk contains exactly k + 1 nonzero entries. A simplicial
complex of order K (the highest level in the complex) can be
defined via the Hodge Laplacians [11]:

Lk = B⊤
k Bk +Bk+1B

⊤
k+1, k = 1, . . . ,K − 1. (1)

The first term, the lower Laplacian Llow
k , encodes the lower

neighbourhood, and the second term, the upper Laplacian Lup
k

encodes the upper neighbourhood at level k. For k = 0 (k =
K), the Laplacian contains only the second (first) term. The
inclusion property induces the constraint BkBk+1 = 0.

The Laplacians defined above are commonly used to quan-
tify smoothness measures of simplicial signals, thereby provid-
ing a principled way to relate observed signals to the underly-
ing topology. In particular, the smoothness of node signals X0

over the edges can be measured using the graph Laplacian L0

via the quadratic form tr(X⊤
0 L0X0). This expression captures

variations of the signal across adjacent nodes and serves as a
widely used prior for learning the graph structure from data
[3] [12] [13].

For triangles, the Laplacian Lup
1 has been widely used to

define a notion of the curl of edge signals X1 via the quadratic
form tr(X⊤

1 L
up
1 X1). This measure captures the conservation

of edge signals around a triangle via an orientation-consistent
signed sum of its constituent edge signals [2] [8].

This curl-based formulation, however, represents only one
notion of edge-signal smoothness. While it captures conserva-
tion of the edge signal around a triangle, it does not directly
quantify how similar the individual edge values are within
that triangle. This observation motivates an alternative notion
of smoothness that explicitly measures similarity among the
edges of a triangle, or in general, the faces of a k-simplex,
which we introduce next.

Let F(σ
(i)
k ) denote the set of faces of the ith k-simplex

σ
(i)
k . We then define the similarity for k-simplices as∑Nk

i=1

∑
f,g∈F(σ

(i)
k )

f<g

∥[Xk−1]f,: − [Xk−1]g,:∥22. (2)

When k = 1, this expression reduces to the standard graph
Laplacian quadratic form for node signals, as it sums squared
differences between the two nodes of each edge. Conse-
quently, the proposed measure generalizes classical node-
signal smoothness on graphs to higher-order simplices. This
similarity measure also admits a Laplacian interpretation. Let
L∆
k be the Laplacian of the complete graph on the k+1 faces

of a k-simplex, and C
(i)
k ∈ {0, 1}(k+1)×Nk−1 be a selection

matrix which selects the faces of σ
(i)
k . Then, the similarity

measure can be equivalently written as

tr(X⊤
k−1(

∑Nk

i=1 C
(i)
k

⊤
L∆
k C

(i)
k )Xk−1), (3)

which naturally leads to a Laplacian interpretation with Lsim
k =∑Nk

i=1 C
(i)
k

⊤
L∆
k C

(i)
k . In the following sections, we show how

priors based on these smoothness notions can be leveraged to
learn the underlying SC topology.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we formally state the problem of SC recov-
ery. While the proposed framework applies to SCs of any or-
der, we restrict the discussion to edges and triangles for clarity.
Given a set of nodes N , nodal observations X0 ∈ RN0×F0 ,
and edge-level signals X̄1 ∈ RN̄1×F1 defined over the full
candidate edge set of size N̄1 =

(
N0

2

)
, our objective is to

recover the underlying SC topology. In this work, we focus
on unweighted SCs, and leave weighted SCs for future work.
Specifically, we seek to identify the incidence structure of
edges and second-order simplices (triangles), encoded through
the incidence matrices B1 and B2, subject to the inclusion
property. To this end, we impose prior assumptions that relate
the observed simplicial signals to the underlying topology,
and exploit these relationships to infer the unknown incidence
structure. This leads to the following general optimization
framework:

min
B1,B2

f1(B1,X0) + f2(B2, X̄1) (4a)

s.t. B1 ∈ B1, B2 ∈ B2, , B1B2 = 0. (4b)

Here, the functions f1 and f2 in (4a) encode priors that
couple the observed simplicial signals with the underlying
topology. The sets B1 and B2 in (4b) denote the feasible
incidence matrices for edges and triangles, respectively, which



also includes the criterion that a minimum number of edges
and triangles exist. The first two constraints in (4b) restrict
the incidence matrices to these feasible sets while the last
constraint in (4b) enforces the simplicial inclusion property.

Note that the availability of edge-level signals in (4) does
not imply prior knowledge of the edge structure. Instead,
signals are defined over all possible node pairs N̄1. Our
formulation is agnostic to how edge-level signals are obtained,
as long as they are available across the entire candidate edge
set. In practice, edge-level signals may arise in different ways.
In this work, we consider two representative scenarios. In one,
edge signals are not directly observed and are instead con-
structed from node-level measurements using a permutation-
invariant mapping, such as in [7]. In the other, edge signals are
directly observed and available over the entire candidate edge
set. Specific details will follow in our experiment section.

IV. BINARY LINEAR PROGRAM FORMULATION

The formulation in (4) is intentionally general. In this
section, we describe a concrete method that enables joint
recovery of the SC topology via a binary linear program.
This formulation raises three key challenges: (i) enforcing
feasibility of the incidence matrices B1 and B2, (ii) ensuring
the inclusion property is satisfied, and (iii) designing suitable
objective functions f1 and f2 that couple topology and ob-
served signals. We address these challenges in the subsequent
paragraphs.

Following the simplex selection perspective introduced in
[8], we avoid optimizing directly over the incidence matri-
ces B1 and B2. Instead, we operate in the space of fully
connected SCs, characterized by the full incidence matrices
B̄1 ∈ RN0×N̄1 and B̄2 ∈ RN̄1×N̄2 that enumerate all possible
edges and triangles, with N̄1 =

(
N0

2

)
and N̄2 =

(
N0

3

)
.

From the full SC, binary selection vectors s1 ∈ {0, 1}N̄1 and
s2 ∈ {0, 1}N̄2 are then used to pick active edges and triangles.
We then work entirely in the space of s1 and s2, which avoids
having to directly optimize over B1 and B2. Ensuring that
a minimum number of edges and triangles are selected boils
down to constraining s1 and s2 to have a minimum number
of non-zero entries.

Designing an effective method to enforce the inclusion
property is key to allow joint recovery of the SC topology. We
achieve this by introducing a linear constraint that couples the
edge and triangle selection variables, given by

s1 ≥ αB̄+
2 s2. (5)

Here, B̄+
2 denotes the unoriented edge-to-triangle incidence

matrix. The vector B̄+
2 s2 counts, for each candidate edge,

the number of selected triangles that it is included in. For
sufficiently small α > 0, this constraint ensures that whenever
an edge participates in at least one selected triangle, the
corresponding entry of s1 must be active, thereby enforcing
simplicial inclusion. This linear constraint enables joint re-
covery of edges and triangles within a unified framework.
This contrasts with other coupling mechanisms that lead to
nonconvex formulations and require alternating schemes.

What remains is to specify the functions f1 and f2 which en-
code prior assumptions relating signals to the underlying topol-
ogy. Since we recast our optimization problem with s1 and s2,
the objective in (4) is redefined as f1(s1,X0) + f2(s2, X̄1).
In this work, we restrict attention to functions that are linear
in s1 and s2, and thus we can write f1(s1,X0) = h⊤

1 s1 and
f2(s2, X̄1) = h⊤

2 s2. Here, each entry of h1 (h2) assigns a cost
to a candidate edge (triangle) based on the associated node
(edge) signals. This choice, along with the linear simplicial
inclusion constraint, enables posing SC topology learning as a
binary linear program, while remaining sufficiently expressive
to capture a wide range of signal-topology relationships,
including those specified in Section II-B.

To make this connection explicit, we now show how
smoothness priors can be expressed within our selection-
variable formulation. Since we optimize over variables de-
fined on the full candidate complex, all Laplacian-based
smoothness measures are written in this full space, with
the selection vectors activating only the simplices that
are present. In particular, the node signal smoothness
tr(X⊤

0 L̄0X0), with L̄0 = B̄1 diag(s1)B̄
⊤
1 , admits the lin-

ear form diag(B̄⊤
1 X0X

⊤
0 B̄1)

⊤
s1. Accordingly, we define

h1 = diag(B̄⊤
1 X0X

⊤
0 B̄1) for edge recovery throughout this

manuscript. For triangles, we consider two alternatives: (i) as
a first option, we consider the curl-based smoothness, which
admits a linear representation of the form tr(X̄⊤

1 L̄
up
1 X̄1) =

diag
(
B̄⊤

2 X̄1X̄
⊤
1 B̄2

)⊤
s2, with L̄up

1 = B̄2 diag(s2)B̄
⊤
2 . This

yields h2 = diag
(
B̄⊤

2 X̄1X̄
⊤
1 B̄2

)
. (ii) As a second choice, we

consider the proposed similarity-based smoothness measure
in (3). This is more easily expressed at the level of individual
simplices and leads to [h2]t = tr(X̄⊤

1 C̄
(t)⊤
2 L∆

2 C̄
(t)
2 X̄1),

where C̄
(t)
2 ∈ R3×N̄1 selects the three edges related to triangle

t from the full candidate set of edges. Both these smoothness
measures will be considered to recover triangles in all our
experiments.

We are now ready to present our framework. We posit
that the SC topology can be jointly recovered from simplicial
signals via the following binary linear program:

min
s1,s2

h⊤
1 s1 + h⊤

2 s2 (6a)

s.t. s1 ≥ αB̄+
2 s2 (6b)

s1 ∈ {0, 1}N̄1 , s2 ∈ {0, 1}N̄2 (6c)

1⊤s1 ≥ C1, 1⊤s2 ≥ C2. (6d)

Constraint (6b) enforces the simplicial inclusion property.
Constraint (6c) restricts the formulation to unweighted sim-
plicial complexes. Finally, we impose lower bounds on the
number of selected edges and triangles through the cardinality
constraint (6d). Since the selection variables are binary, this
linear constraint is also equivalent to an ℓ0-norm constraint.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we describe our baselines, and present results
on simulated and real data.



Fig. 1: The f1 scores of methods on edge and triangle detection on simulated and real data. All methods rely on node signal
smoothness to identify edges, and thus labels specify the type of smoothness used to identify triangles. (a) Performance on
simulated data with edge signals having low curl on triangles. (b) Performance on simulated data with similar edge signals on
a triangle. (c) Performance of all methods with both smoothness types on real co-authorship data. Results are aggregated over
10 random realizations.

A. Baselines
Our first baseline is a hierarchical approach that estimates

the edge and triangle structures sequentially. Specifically, the
edge selection vector s1 is first estimated, after which triangles
are inferred by restricting attention to those that are feasible
given the recovered edges. An estimate of the edge selection
vector ŝ1 is obtained by solving:

min
s1

h⊤
1 s1 (7a)

s.t. 1⊤s1 ≥ C1, s1 ∈ {0, 1}N̄1 . (7b)

Next, we restrict s2 to the feasible triangle set T (ŝ1), consist-
ing of all triangles whose three edges belong to ŝ1, and solve,

min
s2

h⊤
2 s2 (8a)

s.t. [s2]t = 0, ∀t /∈ T (ŝ1) (8b)

1⊤s2 ≥ C2, s2 ∈ {0, 1}N̄2 . (8c)

It is important to note that if C2 triangles are not feasible,
then the hierarchical method is forced to relax the constraint
and choose as many triangles as feasible. Under node-signal
smoothness for edge recovery and low-curl edge signals for
triangle recovery, the hierarchical baseline reduces to the
combination of [14] followed by [2].

Our second baseline is based on the greedy approach
introduced in [8]. In that work, a bilinear simplicial inclusion
constraint is presented, of the form, (1 − s1)

⊤B̄+
2 s2 = 0,

which is then relaxed to a penalty cost in the objective. The
problem is solved alternately between s1 and s2. Specifically,
the method considers the following optimization problem:

min
s1,s2

∥s1∥0 + ∥s2∥0 + h⊤
1 s1 + h⊤

2 s2

+ γ(1− s1)
⊤B̄+

2 s2
(9a)

s.t. s1 ∈ {0, 1}N̄1 , s2 ∈ {0, 1}N̄2 (9b)
∥s1∥0 ≥ C1, ∥s2∥0 ≥ C2. (9c)

The formulation in [8] also assumes node-signal smoothness
and low curl edge signals. A key difference is that [8] assumes
a subset of edges are known, and signals are observed on this
subset only. We adapt their method to our setting, where edge
signals are available over the full candidate edge set and no
prior knowledge of the edge structure is assumed.

For all methods, we set C1 and C2 to their ground truth
values. All binary linear programs are solved using the branch
and bound method present in the MATLAB optimization tool-
box [15]. For further details, refer to our GitHub repository.

B. Numerical Results

An overview of the data generation pipeline for our syn-
thetic experiments is as follows. We first fix the number
of nodes and sample an Erdős-Rényi graph with a certain
edge probability. Smooth node signals are then generated by
filtering white noise through the graph Laplacian L0. From
the set of feasible triangles induced by the graph, half are
selected at random. Low curl edge signals are then also
generated similarly via Lup

1 . Edge signals which have high
similarity scores are generated via Lsim

2 . For the low-curl based
simulations, the set-up is exactly as used in [8]. Note here
that edge signals are independent from node signals, and are
observable across all node-pairs.

Figures 1(a) and 1(b) report results on the simulated data.
Across all graph sizes, the proposed joint method consistently
outperforms both the hierarchical and greedy baselines in
terms of f1 score of edge and triangle detection. The superior
performance of the proposed joint method highlights the ben-
efit of solving for all levels of the SC simultaneously, allowing
edge detection to be informed by the selected triangles.

https://github.com/VarunSarathchandran/Joint-SC-Learning.git


The greedy and hierarchical baselines exhibit identical per-
formance in these experiments. This behavior can be explained
by the effect of the inclusion mechanism in the greedy
formulation. When γ, the weight on the inclusion penalty
in (9a), is sufficiently large to prevent violations, the greedy
method never selects an infeasible triangle owing to its large
cost, causing it to select exactly the same triangles as the
hierarchical method. As long as at least C2 feasible triangles
are available, both methods select the same set of triangles,
leading to identical results.

Differences between the greedy and hierarchical approaches
arise only when fewer than C2 feasible triangles exist. In this
case, the hierarchical method relaxes the cardinality constraint
and selects all feasible triangles, whereas the greedy method
enforces exactly C2 selections, activating some infeasible tri-
angles. This, in turn, can propagate errors to the edge selection
in the subsequent iteration. Such situations do not occur in
the simulated experiments considered here, explaining the
observed equivalence between the two baselines. In contrast,
the proposed joint method optimizes edges and triangles simul-
taneously under the signal-based objective and the inclusion
constraint. Rather than prioritizing the prior for edges, and
then mostly restricting attention to feasible triangles, the joint
formulation attempts to simultaneously select a set of edges
and triangles that achieve the lowest combined cost.

Next, we report results on a real-world co-authorship net-
work dataset following [16]. Nodes represent authors, and
node signals correspond to the frequency of keywords used
in their publications. Edges and triangles are formed between
authors who have co-authored the same paper. Edge-level
signals for all node pairs are constructed using an element-wise
minimum of the corresponding node signals. Before discussing
the results, we highlight an important property of this dataset.
Empirically, we observe that edge signals are not low curl.
Instead, in most realizations, edge signals exhibit a higher
degree of similarity across triangles.

From Figure 1(c), when similarity is assumed, the joint
method consistently outperforms the hierarchical and greedy
baselines in triangle recovery, while achieving comparable
performance on edges. In cases where the joint method un-
derperforms, we find that the edge signals deviate from the
similarity assumption. Under the low-curl assumption, the joint
method performs worst, which is expected given that the data
does not satisfy this prior. When the underlying data respects
the prior, the joint method outperforms the baselines.

Interestingly, the baselines perform well even when the
assumed edge signal prior is violated. This exposes a key
distinction between the approaches: both the greedy and hier-
archical methods primarily rely on feasibility. The hierarchical
method exploits the prior only when more than C2 feasible
triangles exist, which is rarely the case in our real data.
Similarly, the greedy method enforces feasibility first: when
fewer than C2 feasible triangles are available, it fills the
remaining selections with infeasible triangles that best satisfy
the assumed prior, and when more than C2 feasible triangles
exist, it effectively reduces to the hierarchical strategy. In

contrast, the joint method consistently enforces the signal-
based prior during triangle selection, and is therefore the only
approach that reflects whether the assumed edge signal model
is compatible with the data.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced a framework for learning SCs
that enables joint estimation through a binary linear program.
The proposed approach captures structural relationships better,
leading to superior recovery of both edges and triangles in
simulated experiments. We also introduced a novel smoothness
measure that captures similarity among edges within a triangle,
which can be easily incorporated into the proposed framework.
Experiments on real data further show that existing methods
primarily rely on the feasibility of higher-order simplices,
whereas the joint formulation explicitly enforces signal-based
priors during their selection.
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