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Abstract

We study the problem of testing the null hypothesis that X and Y are conditionally
independent given Z, where each of X, Y and Z may be functional random variables.
This generalises testing the significance of X in a regression model of scalar response Y on
functional regressors X and Z. We show however that even in the idealised setting where
additionally (X,Y, Z) has a Gaussian distribution, the power of any test cannot exceed its
size. Further modelling assumptions are needed and we argue that a convenient way of
specifying these assumptions is based on choosing methods for regressing each of X and Y
on Z. We propose a test statistic involving inner products of the resulting residuals that is
simple to compute and calibrate: type I error is controlled uniformly when the in-sample
prediction errors are sufficiently small. We show this requirement is met by ridge regression
in functional linear model settings without requiring any eigen-spacing conditions or lower
bounds on the eigenvalues of the covariance of the functional regressor. We apply our test in
constructing confidence intervals for truncation points in truncated functional linear models
and testing for edges in a functional graphical model for EEG data.

1 Introduction

In a variety of application areas, such as meteorology, neuroscience, linguistics, and chemo-
metrics, we observe samples containing random functions [53, 44]. The field of functional data
analysis (FDA) has a rich toolbox of methods for the study of such data. For instance, there are
a number of regression methods for different functional data types, including linear function-on-
scalar [46], scalar-on-function [23, 18, 51, 45, 59, 11] and function-on-function [29, 49] regression;
there are also nonlinear and nonparametric variants [16, 17, 13, 57], and versions able to handle
potentially large numbers of functional predictors [14], to give a few examples; see Wang et al.
[54], Morris [35] for helpful reviews and a more extensive list of relevant references. The avail-
ability of software packages for functional regression methods, such as the R-packages refund
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[19] and FDboost [4], allow practitioners to easily adopt the FDA framework for their particular
data.

One area of FDA that has received less attention is that of conditional independence testing.
Given random elements X,Y, Z, the conditional independence X I Y | Z formalises the idea
that X contains no further information about Y beyond that already contained in Z. A precise
definition is given in Section 1.2. Inferring conditional independence from observed data is of
central importance in causal inference [37, 52, 41], graphical modelling [32, 30] and variable
selection. For example, consider the linear scalar-on-function regression model

1 1
Y:/O 9X(t)X(t)dt+/O 0,()Z(t)dt + e, (1)

where X, Z are random covariate functions taking values in L2([0,1],R), 0,6z are unknown
parameter functions, Y € R is a scalar response and ¢ € R satisfying ¢ Il (X, Z) represents
stochastic error. In this model, conditional independence X 1 Y | Z is equivalent to 6x = 0,
i.e., whether the functional predictor X is significant.

For nonlinear regression models, the conditional independence X 1L Y | Z still characterises
whether X is useful for predicting Y given Z. Indeed, consider a more general setting where Y is
a potentially infinite-dimensional response, and X7, ..., X, are predictors, some or all of which
may be functional. Then a set of predictors S C {1,...,p} that contain all useful information
for predicting Y, that is such that Y I {X;},¢g|{X;}jes, is known as a Markov blanket of Y’
in the graphical modelling literature [38, Sec. 3.2.1]. If Y ¥ X; | {X}}rx;, then j is contained
in every Markov blanket, and under mild conditions (e.g., the intersection property [37, 39]),
the smallest Markov blanket (sometimes called the Markov boundary) is unique and coincides
exactly with those variables j satisfying this conditional dependence. This set may thus be
inferred by applying conditional independence tests. Conditional independence tests may also
be used to test for edge presence in conditional independence graphs and are at the heart of
several methods for causal discovery [52, 40].

Recent work [50] however has shown that in the setting where X,Y and Z are random
vectors where Z is absolutely continuous (i.e., has a density with respect to Lebesgue measure),
testing the conditional independence X 1L Y |Z is fundamentally hard in the sense that any
test for conditional independence must have power at most its size. Intuitively, the reason for
this is that given any test, there are potentially highly complex joint distributions for the triple
(X,Y, Z) that maintain conditional independence but yield rejection rates as high as for any
alternative distribution. Lipschitz constraints on the joint density, for example, preclude the
presence of such distributions [36].

In the context of functional data however, the problem can be more severe, and we show in
this work that even in the idealised setting where (X, Y, Z) are jointly Gaussian in the functional
linear regression model (1), testing for X 1L Y | Z is fundamentally impossible: any test must
have power at most its size. In other words, any test with power 8 at some alternative cannot
hope to control type I error at level o < B across the entirety of the null hypothesis, even if
we are willing to assume Gaussianity. Perhaps more surprisingly, this fundamental problem
persists even if additionally we allow ourselves to know the precise null distribution of the
infinite-dimensional Z.

Consequently, there is no general purpose conditional independence test even for Gaussian
functional data, and we must necessarily make some additional modelling assumptions to pro-
ceed. We argue that this calls for the need of conditional independence tests whose suitability
for any functional data setting can be judged more easily.

Motivated by the Generalised Covariance Measure [50], we propose a simple test we call
the Generalised Hilbertian Covariance Measure (GHCM) that involves regressing X on Z and



Y on Z (each of which may be functional or indeed collections of functions), and computing a
test statistic formed from inner products of pairs of residuals. We show that the validity of this
form of test relies primarily on the relatively weak requirement that the regression procedures
have sufficiently small in-sample prediction errors. We thus aim to convert the problem of
conditional independence testing into the more familiar task of regression with functional data,
for which well-developed methods are readily available. These features mark out our test as
rather different from existing approaches for assessing conditional independence in FDA, which
we review in the following.

One approach to measuring conditional dependence with functional data is based on the
Gaussian graphical model. Zhu et al. [63] propose a Bayesian approach for learning a graphical
model for jointly Gaussian multivariate functional data. Qiao et al. [42] and Zapata et al. [61]
study approaches based on generalisations of the graphical Lasso [60]. These latter methods
do not aim to perform statistical tests for conditional independence, but rather provide a point
estimate of the graph, for which the authors establish consistency results valid in potentially
high-dimensional settings.

As discussed earlier, conditional independence testing is related to significance testing in
regression models. There is however a paucity of literature on formal significance tests for func-
tional predictors. The R implementation [19] of the popular functional regression methodology
of Greven and Scheipl [20] produces p-values for the inclusion of a functional predictor based on
significance tests for generalised additive models developed in Wood [55]. These tests, whilst
being computationally efficient, however do not have formal uniform level control guarantees.

1.1 Our main contributions and organisation of the paper
It is impossible to test conditional independence with Gaussian functional data.

In Section 2 we present our formal hardness result on conditional independence testing for
Gaussian functional data. The proof rests on a new result on the maximum power attainable
at any alternative when testing for conditional independence with multivariate Gaussian data.
The full technical details are given in Section A of the supplementary material. As we cannot
hope to have level control uniformly over the entirety of the null of conditional independence,
it is important to establish, for any given test, subsets Py of null distributions Py over which
we do have uniform level control.

We provide new tools allowing for the development of uniform results in FDA.

Uniform results are scarce in functional data analysis; we develop the tools for deriving such
results in Section B of the supplementary material which studies uniform convergence of Hilber-
tian and Banachian random variables.

Given sufficiently good methods for regressing each of X and Y on Z, the GHCM
can test conditional independence with certain uniform level guarantees.

In Section 3 we describe our new GHCM testing framework for testing X 1L Y | Z, where each
of X, Y and Z may be collections of functional and scalar variables. In Section 4 we show that
for the GHCM, an effective null hypothesis Py may be characterised as one where in addition to
some tightness and moment conditions, the conditional expectations E(X | Z) and E(Y | Z) can
be estimated at sufficiently fast rates, such that the product of the corresponding in-sample mean
squared prediction errors (MSPESs) decay faster than 1/n uniformly, where n is the sample size.
Note that this does not contradict the hardness result: it is well known that there do not exist
regression methods with risk converging to zero uniformly over all distributions for the data [21,



Thm. 3.1]. Thus, the regression methods must be chosen appropriately in order for the GHCM
to perform well. In Section 4.3 we show that a version of the GHCM incorporating sample-
splitting has uniform power against alternatives where the expected conditional covariance
operator E{Cov(X,Y | Z)} has Hilbert-Schmidt norm of order n~'/2, and is thus rate-optimal.

The regression methods are only required to perform well on the observed data.

The fact that control of the type I error of the GHCM depends on an in-sample MSPE rather
than a more conventional out-of-sample MSPE, has important consequences. Whilst in-sample
and out-of-sample errors may be considered rather similar, in the context of function regression,
they are substantially different. We demonstrate in Section 4.4 that bounds on the former
are achievable under significantly weaker conditions than equivalent bounds on the latter by
considering ridge regression in the functional linear model. In particular the required prediction
error rates are satisfied over classes of functional linear models where the eigenvalues of the
covariance operator of the functional regressor are dominated by a summable sequence; no
additional eigen-spacing conditions, or lower bounds on the decay of the eigenvalues are needed,
in contrast to existing results on out-of-sample error rates [5, 23, 10].

The GHCM has several uses.

Section 5 presents the results of numerical experiments on the GHCM. We study the following
use cases. (i) Testing for significance of functional predictors in functional regression models. We
are not aware of other approaches that provide significance statements in functional regression
models and come with statistical guarantees. For example, in comparison to the p-values from
pfr, which are highly anti-conservative in challenging setups, the type I error of the GHCM
test is well-controlled (see Figure 1). (ii) Deriving confidence intervals for truncation points
in truncated functional linear model. We demonstrate in Section 5.2 the use of the GHCM
in the construction of a confidence interval for the truncation point in a truncated functional
linear model, a problem which we show may be framed as one of testing certain conditional
independencies. (iii) Testing for edge presence in functional graphical models. In Section 5.3,
we use the GHCM to learn functional graphical models for EEG data from a study on alcoholism.

We conclude with a discussion in Section 6 outlining potential follow-on work and open
problems. The supplementary material contains the proofs of all results presented in the main
text and some additional numerical experiments, as well as the uniform convergence results
mentioned above. An R-package ghcm [34] implementing the methodology is available on CRAN.

1.2 Preliminaries and notation

For three random elements X, Y and Z defined on the same probability space (2, F,P) with
values in measurable spaces (X, A), (), G) and (Z, K) respectively, we say that X is conditionally
independent of Y given Z and write X I Y | Z when

E(f(X)9(Y)| Z) = E(f(X)| 2)E(9(Y)| Z)

for all bounded and Borel measurable f : X — R and ¢ : )V — R. Several equivalent definitions
are given in Constantinou and Dawid [9, Proposition 2.3]. As with Euclidean variables, the
interpretation of X I Y | Z is that ‘knowing Z renders X irrelevant for predicting Y’ [32].
Throughout the paper we consider families of probability distributions P of the triplet
(X,Y, Z), which we partition into the null hypothesis Py of those P € P satisfying X I Y |Z,
and set of alternatives Q := P\ Py where the conditional independence relation is violated. We



consider data (z;, ¥y, 2), i = 1,...,n, consisting of i.i.d. copies of (X,Y, 7Z), and write X .=
(x;)?_, and similarly for Y (™ and Z(™. We apply to this data a test 1, : (X x Y x Z)" — {0, 1},
with a value of 1 indicating rejection. We will at times write Ep(-) for expectations of random
elements whose distribution is determined by P, and similarly Pp(-) = Ep(1y.y). Thus, the size
of the test 1, may be written as suppep, Pp(¢n, = 1).

We always take X = Hx and ) = Hy for separable Hilbert spaces Hx and Hy and write
dx and dy for their dimensions, which may be co. When these are finite-dimensional, as will
typically be the case in practice, X (™) will be a n x dx matrix and similarly for Y (™. Similarly,
we will take Z = R% in the finite-dimensional case and then Z(™ e R"*9z_ However, in order
for our theoretical results to be relevant for settings where dx and dy may be arbitrarily large
compared to n, our theory must also accommodate infinite-dimensional settings, for which we
introduce the following notation.

For g and h in a Hilbert space H, we write (g, h) for the inner product of g and h and
llg|| for its norm; note we suppress dependence of the norm and inner product on the Hilbert
space. The bounded linear operator on H given by = — (z, g)h is the outer product of g and
h and is denoted by g ® h. A bounded linear operator A on H is compact if it has a singular
value decomposition, i.e., there exists two orthonormal bases (e1 x)ren and (ez)ren of H and
a non-increasing sequence (Ag)ren of singular values such that

[o¢] o0
A h = Z Me(e1r @ egp)h = Z Ae(err, h)ea
k=1 k=1

for all h € H. For a compact linear operator A as above, we denote by |.27||op, ||97|ns and
||/ ||Tr the operator norm, Hilbert—-Schmidt norm and trace norm, respectively, of ./, which
equal the £>°, ¢? and ¢! norms, respectively, of the sequence of singular values (Ag)ren.

A random variable on a separable Banach space B is a mapping X : Q — B defined on a
probability space (€2, F,P) which is measurable with respect to the Borel o-algebra on B, B(1).
Integrals with values in Hilbert or Banach spaces, including expectations, are Bochner integrals
throughout. For a random variable X on Hilbert space H, we define the covariance operator of
X by

Cov(X) =E[(X-EX))® (X —EX))]=EX®X)-EX)®EX)

whenever E||X||? < oco. For h € H we thus have
Cov(X)h =E ((X,h)?) — E((X, h))>.

For another random variable Y with E||Y||? < oo, we define the cross-covariance operator of X
and Y by

Cov(X,Y) :=E[(X —E(X))® (Y —E(Y))] =E(X ®Y) — E(X) @ E(Y).

We define conditional variants of the covariance operator and cross-covariance operator by
replacing expectations with conditional expectations given a o-algebra or random variable.

2 The hardness of conditional independence testing with Gaus-
sian functional data

In this section we present a negative result on the possibility of testing for conditional inde-
pendence with functional data in the idealised setting where all variables are Gaussian. We
take P to consist of distributions of (X,Y,Z) that are jointly Gaussian with injective covari-
ance operator, where X and Z take values in separable Hilbert spaces Hx and Hz respectively



with H infinite-dimensional, and Y € R% . We note that in the case where dy = 1 and
Hx =Hz = LQ([O, 1],R), each P € P admits a representation as a Gaussian scalar-on-function
linear model (1) where Y is the scalar response, and functional covariates X, Z and error ¢ are
all jointly Gaussian with ¢ 1L (X, Z) (see Proposition 7 in the supplementary material); the
settings with dy > 1 may be thought of equivalently as multi-response versions of this.

For each @ in the set of alternatives Q, we further define 7389 C Py by

7782 :={P € Py : the marginal distribution of Z under P and @ is the same}.

Theorem 1 below shows that not only is it fundamentally hard to test the null hypothesis of Py
against Q for all dataset sizes n, but restricting to the null 73(()"2 for Q € Q presents an equally
hard problem.

Theorem 1. Given alternative Q € Q and n € N, let 1, be a test for null hypothesis 77(?
against Q). Then we have that the power is at most the size:

PQ(¢H =1) < sup Pp(¢n =1).
PePY

An interpretation of this statement in the context of the functional linear model is that
regardless of the number of observations n, there is no non-trivial test for the significance of the
functional predictor X, even if the marginal distribution of the additional infinite-dimensional
predictor Z is known exactly. It is clear that the size of a test over Py is at least as large as
that over the null 730Q , so testing the larger null is of course at least as hard.

It is known that testing conditional independence in simple multivariate (finite-dimensional)
settings is hard in the sense of Theorem 1 when the conditioning variable is continuous. In
such settings, restricting the null to include only distributions with Lipschitz densities, for
example, allows for the existence of tests with power against large classes of the alternative.
The functional setting is however very different, simply removing pathological distributions from
the entire null of conditional independence does not make the problem testable. Even with the
parametric restriction of Gaussianity, the null is still too large for the existence of non-trivial
hypothesis tests. Indeed, the starting point of our proof is a result due to Kraft [31] that the
hardness in the statement of Theorem 1 is equivalent to the n-fold product Q®" lying in the
convex closure in total variation distance of the set of n-fold products of distributions in 73(? .

A consequence of Theorem 1 is that we need to make strong modelling assumptions in
order to test for conditional independence in the functional data setting. Given the plethora
of regression methods for functional data, we argue that it can be convenient to frame these
modelling assumptions in terms of regression models for each of X and Y on Z, or more
generally, in terms of the performances of methods for these regressions. The remainder of this
paper is devoted to developing a family of conditional independence tests whose validity rests
primarily on the prediction errors of these regressions.

3 GHCM methodology

In this section we present the Generalised Hilbertian Covariance Measure (GHCM) for testing
conditional independence with functional data. To motivate the approach we take, it will be
helpful to first review the construction of the Generalised Covariance Measure (GCM) developed
in Shah and Peters [50] for univariate X and Y, which we do in the next section. In Section 3.2
we then define the GHCM.



3.1 Motivation

Consider first therefore the case where X and Y are real-valued random variables, and Z is
a random variable with values in some space Z. We can always write X = f(Z) 4+ ¢ where
f(z) = E(X|Z = 2) and similarly Y = ¢g(Z) + £ with g(z) := E(Y | Z = z). The conditional
covariance of X and Y given Z,

Cov(X,Y | 2) = E{X —E(X | 2){Y — E(Y | 2)}| Z] = E(e¢ | 2),

has the property that Cov(X,Y | Z) = 0 and hence E(¢€) = 0 whenever X 1L Y |Z. The GCM
forms an empirical version of E(&f) given data (@i, i, zi)_; by first regressing each of X" (n)
and Y™ onto Z(™ to give estimates f and g of f and g respectively. Using the corresponding
residuals é; = z; — f(z,) and fz := y; — g(z), the product R; := z-:zﬁ’z is computed for each
i =1,...,n and then averaged to give R := > I | R;/n, an estimate of E(c£). The standard
deviation of R under the null X Il Y | Z may also be estimated, and it can be shown [50, Thm 8]
that under some conditions, R divided by its estimated standard deviation converges uniformly
to a standard Gaussian distribution.

This basic approach can be extended to the case where X and Y take values in R** and
R respectively, by considering a multivariate conditional covariance,

Cov(X,Y | Z) =B [{X ~E(X| Z){Y ~E(Y | 2)}T | 2] = E(e€T | 2) € RIx <,

This is a zero matrix when X Il Y | Z, and hence E(e£") = 0 under this null. Thus, R defined
as before but where R; := ézéj can form the basis of a test of conditional independence. There
are several ways to construct a final test statistic using R € R ¥4 The approach taken in
Shah and Peters [50] involves taking the maximum absolute value of a version of R with each
entry divided by its estimated standard deviation. This, however, does not generalise easily to
the functional data setting we are interested in here; we now outline an alternative that can be
extended to handle functional data.
To motivate our approach, consider multiplying R by \/n:

ViR = Zé‘zé \f Z (2:) = fzi) +ei)(g(z) — G(z:) + &) T

i) z z) — a(z) "
Z% fZ ) — F(z))(g(z) — 3(=2))

Up Qn

Observe that U, is a sum of i.i.d. terms and so the multivariate central limit theorem dictates
that U,,//n converges to a dx x dy-dimensional Gaussian distribution. Applying the Frobenius
norm ||| to the a, term, we get by submultiplicativity and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

lan]lF < IZIIf zi) = f(z)llllg(z:) = §(z0)ll2

< v Zuf )~ flt) (iZHg ) atl) 3

~—



where ||-||2 denotes the Euclidean norm. The right-hand-side here is a product of in-sample mean
squared prediction errors for each of the regressions performed. Under the null of conditional
independence, each term of b, and ¢, is mean zero conditional on (X ) 7 (”)) and (Y(”), Z (")),
respectively. Thus, so long as both of the regression functions are estimated at a sufficiently fast
rate, we can expect a,, by, ¢, to be small so the distribution of y/nR can be well-approximated
by the Gaussian limiting distribution of U, /y/n. As in the univariate setting, it is crucially the
product of the prediction errors in (3) that is required to be small, so each root mean squared
prediction error term can decay at relatively slow o(n~1/4) rates.

Unlike the univariate setting however, v/nR is now a matrix and hence we need to choose
some sensible aggregator function ¢ : R¥*4v — R such that we can threshold t(y/nR) to yield
a p-value. One option is as follows; we take a different approach as the basis of the GHCM for
reasons which will become clear in the sequel. If we vectorise R, i.e., view the matrix as a dxdy-
dimensional vector, then under the assumptions required for the above heuristic arguments to
formally hold, \/nVec(R) converges to a Gaussian with mean zero and some covariance matrix
C € Réxdvxdxdy if X || Y |Z. Provided C is invertible, /nC~Y/2R therefore converges to
a Gaussian with identity covariance under the null and hence ||C~/2/n R|3 converges to a

x2-distribution with dxdy degrees of freedom. Replacing C' with an estimate C then yields a
test statistic from which we may derive a p-value.

3.2 The GHCM

We now turn to the setting where X and Y take values in separable Hilbert spaces Hx and Hy
respectively. These could for example be L2([0,1],R), or R%X and R respectively, but where
X and Y are vectors of function evaluations. The latter case, which we will henceforth refer
to as the finite-dimensional case, corresponds to how data would often be received in practice
with the observation vectors consisting of function evaluations on fixed grids (which are not
necessarily equally spaced). However, it is important to recognise that the dimensions dy and
dy of the grids may be arbitrarily large, and it is necessary for the methodology to accommodate
this; as we will see, the approach for the multivariate setting described in the previous section
does not satisfy this requirement whereas our proposed GHCM will do so.

In some settings, our observed vectors of function evaluations will not be on fixed grids, and
the numbers of function evaluations may vary from observation to observation. In Section 3.2.1
we set out a scheme to handle this case and bring it within our framework here.

Similarly to the approach outlined in Section 3.1, we propose to first regress each of X (%)
and Y™ onto Z(™ to give residuals &; € Hy, 51 € Hy for i = 1,...,n. (In practice, these
regressions could be performed by pfr or pffr in the refund package [18, 29] or boosting [4],
for instance.) We centre the residuals, as these and other functional regression methods do not
always produce mean-centred residuals. With these residuals we proceed as in the multivariate
case outlined above but replacing matrix outer products in the multivariate setting with outer
products in the Hilbertian sense, that is we define for i = 1,...,n,

R = &; ®£i, and 7, = \/ﬁg? (4)
_ 1 &
where % = - Z‘%)Z
We can show (see Theorem 2) that under the null, provided the analogous prediction error
terms in (3) decay sufficiently fast and additional regularity conditions hold, .7, above converges

uniformly to a Gaussian distribution in the space of Hilbert—Schmidt operators. This comes as
a consequence of new results we prove on uniform convergence of Banachian random variables.



Moreover, the covariance operator of this limiting Gaussian distribution can be estimated by
the empirical covariance operator

@=L S #) s (1 B )

i=1

n—1

where ®ys denotes the outer product in the space of Hilbert—Schmidt operators.

An analogous approach to that outlined above for the multivariate setting would involve
attempting to whiten this limiting distribution using the square-root of the inverse of %. How-
ever, here we hit a clear obstacle: even in the finite-dimensional setting, whenever dxdy > n,
the inverse of € or C from the previous section, cannot exist. Moreover, as indicated by Bai
and Saranadasa [1], who study the problem of testing whether a finite-dimensional Gaussian
vector has mean zero, even when the inverses do exist, the estimated inverse covariance may
not approximate its population level counterpart sufficiently well. Instead, Bai and Saranadasa
[1] advocate using a test statistic based on the squared f2-norm of the Gaussian vector.

We take an analogous approach here, and use as our test statistic

T = || Tl (6)

where |[|-||us denotes the Hilbert—-Schmidt norm. A further advantage of this test statistic is
that it admits an alternative representation given by

n n
To= 35 (e (6 6o (7)
i=1 j=1
see Section C.1 for a derivation. Only inner products between residuals need to be computed,
and so in the finite-dimensional case with the standard inner product, the computational burden
is only O(max(dy,dy)n?).
As 7, has an asymptotic Gaussian distribution under the null with an estimable covariance
operator, we can deduce the asymptotic null distribution of T}, as a function of .7,,. This leads
to the a-level test function v, given by

Un = 11,540} (8)

where ¢, is the 1 — a quantile of a weighted sum
d
>
k=1

of independent x? distributions (I/Vk;)‘,f:1 with weights given by the d non-zero eigenvalues
(Ax)?_, of €. Note that d < min(n — 1, dxdy).

These eigenvalues may also be derived from inner products of the residuals: they are equal
to the eigenvalues of the n X n matrix

1
n—1

(I'— JT —=TJ + JTJ)

where J € R™ "™ is a matrix with all entries equal to 1/n, and ' € R™*™ has ijth entry given
by

Lij i= (€3, €5) (& &) (9)
see Section C.1 for a derivation. Thus, in the finite-dimensional case, the computation of the
eigenvalues requires O(n? max(dx,dy,n)) operations. In typical usage therefore, the cost for



computing the test statistic given the residuals is dominated by the cost of performing the
initial regressions, particularly those corresponding to function-on-function regression. Note
that there are several schemes for approximating g, [26, 33, 15]; we use the approach of Imhof
[26] as implemented in the QuadCompForm package in R [12] in all of our numerical experiments.
We summarise the above construction of our test function for the finite-dimensional case with
the standard inner product in Algorithm 1.

In principle, different inner products may be chosen, to yield different test functions. How-
ever, the theoretical properties of the test function rely on the prediction errors of the re-
gressions, measured in terms of the norm corresponding to the inner product used, being
small. In the common case where the observed data are finite vectors of function evalua-
tions, i.e., for each i = 1,...,n, x;;, = Wx(k/dx) for a function Wx,; € Lo([0,1],R), and
similarly for y;, our default recommendatlon is to use the standard inner product. The residu-
als, &; € R and f € R% | would then similarly correspond to underlylng functional residuals
via &, = We,(k/dx) for We,z € Ly([0,1],R), and similarly for &. We may compare the test
function computed based on the computed residuals &; and fz with that which would be ob-
tained when replacing these with the underlying functions We; and VVZ As the test function
depends entirely on inner products between residuals, it suffices to compare

1
e ZW“k:/dX) Wei(k/dx)  and /Owéﬁi(t)wé,j(t)dt. (10)

We see that the LHS is dx times a Riemann sum approximation to the integral on the RHS. The
p-value computed is invariant to multiplicative scaling of the test statistic, and so in the so-called
densely observed case where dx is large, the p-value from the finite-dimensional setting would
be a close approximation to that which would be obtained with the true underlying functions.

Other numerical integration schemes could be used to make the approximation even more
precise. However, the theory we present in Section 4 that guarantees uniform asymptotic level
control and power over certain classes of nulls and alternatives applies directly to the finite-
dimensional or infinite-dimensional settings, and so there is no requirement that the approx-
imation error above is small. In particular, there is no strict requirement that the residuals
computed correspond to function evaluations on equally spaced grids. However, in that case
é;réj will not necessarily approximate a scaled version of the RHS of (10), and an inner product
that maintains this approximation may be more desirable from a power perspective.

In the following section we explain how when the residuals &; and fl correspond to function
evaluations on different grids for each ¢, we can preprocess these to obtain residuals correspond-
ing to fixed grids, which may then be fed into our algorithm.

An R-package ghcem [34] implementing the methodology is available on CRAN.

3.2.1 Data observed on irregularly spaced grids of varying lengths

We now consider the case where é; € R%X.i with its kth component given by &, = Wei(tir) for

X ¢ [0,1], and similarly for é, Such residuals would typically be output by regression methods
when supplied with functional data z; € R and y; € R% corresponding to functional
evaluations on grids (t,k)iill and (tzk)?:l respectively.

In order to apply our GHCM methodology, we need to represent these residual vectors by
vectors of equal lengths correspondlng to fixed grids. Our approach is to construct for each i,
natural cubic interpolating splines Ws,z and W , corresponding to €; and fz respectively. We
may compute the inner product between these functlons in Ly([0,1],R) exactly and efficiently
as it is the integral of a piecewise polynomial with the degree in each piece at most 6. This gives
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Algorithm 1: Generalised Hilbertian Covariance Measure (GHCM)

1 input: X e Rmxdx y(n) ¢ Rnxdy  7z(n) ¢ grxdz .

2 options: regression methods for each of the regressions ;

3 begin

4 regress X () on Z() producing residuals &; € R4 for i =1,...,n ;

5 regress Y™ on Z(™ producing residuals EZ ERY fori=1,...,n;

6 construct T' € R™ " with entries T';; < &] £;€;'€; (or more generally via (9)) ;
7 compute test statistic T, + = > | > i1 Tig s

8 set A < 7 (I'— JI —T'J + JI'J) where J € R™*" has all entries equal to 1/n ;
9 compute the non-zero eigenvalues A1, ..., \g of A (there are at most n — 1);
10 compute by numerical integration p-value p < P (Zgzl Akgﬁ > Tn), where

(1,...,(q are independent standard Gaussian variables ;

11 end

12 output: p-value p;

us the entries of the matrix I' (9) which we may then use in lines 7 and following in Algorithm 1.
Furthermore, Theorems 3 and 4 apply equally well to the setting considered here provided the
residuals are understood as the interpolating splines described above, and the fitted regression
functions are defined accordingly as the difference between the observed functional responses
these functional residuals.

4 Theoretical properties of the GHCM

In this section, we provide uniform level control guarantees for the GHCM, and uniform power
guarantees for a version incorporating sample-splitting; note that we do not recommend the
use of the latter in practice but consider it a proxy for the GHCM that is more amenable
to theoretical analysis in non-null settings. Before presenting these results, we explain the
importance of uniform results in this context, and set out some notation relating to uniform
convergence.

4.1 Background on uniform convergence

In Section 2 we saw that even when P consists of Gaussian distributions over Hx x R% x H,
we cannot ensure that our test has both the desired size o over Py and also non-trivial power
properties against alternative distributions in @. We also have the following related result.

Proposition 1. Let Hy be a separable Hilbert space with orthonormal basis (ey)ren. Let P
be the family of Gaussian distributions for (X,Y,Z) € R x R x Hyz with injective covariance
operator and where (X,Y) 1L (Zy11, Zry2,...)| Z1,- .., Zy for somer € N and Zy, := (ex, Z) for
all k € N. Let QQ € Q and recall the definition of 73(? from Section 2. Then, for any test ¥,

]P)Q(l/’n =1) < sup Pp(¢n =1).
PePS

In other words, even if we know a basis (ej)ren such that in particular the conditional expec-
tations E(X | Z) and E(Y | Z) are sparse in that they depend only on finitely many components
Z1,...,Zy (with 7 € N unknown), and the marginal distribution of Z is known exactly, there is
still no non-trivial test of conditional independence.

11



In this specialised setting, it is however possible to give a test of conditional independence
that will, for each fized null hypothesis P € Py, yield exact size control and power against all
alternatives Q for n sufficiently large. These properties are for example satisfied by the nominal
a-level t-test YOS for Y in a linear model of X on Y, Zy,... s Za(n) and an intercept term, for
some sequence a(n) < n — 1 with a(n) — oo and n — a(n) — oo as n — co. Indeed,

lim Pp(OtS =1) = d inf lim Po(O =1)=1; 11
Sup o (o )=a  an dnf lim Po(vy ) (11)

see Section C.2 in the supplementary material for a derivation. This illustrates the difference
between pointwise asymptotic level control in the left-hand side of (11), and uniform asymptotic
level control given by interchanging the limit and the supremum.

Our analysis instead focuses on proving that the GHCM asymptotically maintains its level
uniformly over a subset of the conditional independence null. In order to state our results
we first introduce some definitions and notation to do with uniform stochastic convergence.
Throughout the remainder of this section we tacitly assume the existence of a measurable space
(Q, F) whereupon all random quantities are defined. The measurable space is equipped with a
family of probability measures (Pp)pep such that the distribution of (X, Y, Z) under Pp is P.
For a subset A C P, we say that a sequence of random variables W,, converges uniformly in
distribution to W over A and write if

D
W, =W if lm supdg,(Wy, W)=0,
A

N0 peA

where dpy, denotes the bounded Lipschitz metric. We say, W), converges uniformly in probability
to W over A and write

P
Wy, =W if for any € > 0, lim sup Pp(|W,, —W| >¢) =0.
A N0 peA

We sometimes omit the subscript A when it is clear from the context. A full treatment of
uniform stochastic convergence in a general setting is given in Section B of the supplementary
material. Throughout this section we emphasise the dependence of many of the quantities in
Section 3.1 on the distribution of (X,Y, Z) with a subscript P, e.g. fp, ep etc.

In Sections 4.2 and 4.3 we present general results on the size and power of the GHCM. We
take P to be the set of all distributions over Hx x Hy X Z, and Py to be the corresponding
conditional independence null. We however show properties of the GHCM under smaller sets of
distributions P C P with corresponding null distributions Py C Py, where in particular certain
conditions on the quality of the regression procedures on which the test is based are met. In
Section 4.4 we consider the special case where the regressions of each of X and Y on Z are
given by functional linear models and show that Tikhonov regularised regression can satisfy
these conditions. We note that throughout, the dimensions dx and dy may be finite or infinite.

4.2 Size of the test

In order to state our result on the size of the GHCM, we introduce the following quantities. Let

up(z) :=Ep (|ep|*1 Z=2), wvp(2):=Ep([lEp|*|Z =2).

12



We further define the in-sample unweighted and weighted mean squared prediction errors of the
regressions as follows:

MLy =230t - M= 3 o) - a0 a2)
i=1 =1
W= 230 et - 700 oee), B = 23 ot - 50 unte
i=1 =1
(13)

The result below shows that on a subset Py of the null distinguished primarily by the product
of the prediction errors in (12) being small, the operator-valued statistic .7, converges in dis-
tribution uniformly to a mean zero Gaussian whose covariance can be estimated consistently.
We remark that prediction error quantities in (12) and (13) are “in-sample” prediction errors,
only reflecting the quality of estimates of the conditional expectations f and g at the observed

values 21,...,2n.

Theorem 2. Let 750 C Py be such that uniformly over 750,
f P
(i) nM; pMy p =0,
~f P - P
(i) M, p =0, M) p =0,

(iti) infp_p Ep (llepl®ll€pl?) > 0 and SUppep, Ep (llep|*T1€pI2T) < oo for some n > 0,
and

w) for some orthonormal bases (ex ; dj and (ey.; U-Z of Hx and Hy, respectively, writing
v/ =1 ) J 1
Epi ‘= <6X7i7€P> and §P7j = <8Y,j7§P>7 we have

lim sup Z Ep(ep:£h,) =0,
¥ PEPo (ij):itj 2K

where we interpret an empty sum as 0.

Then uniformly over Py we have

D o P
In=N(0,6p) and ||€ — 6p| 7R=0,

where
Cp =E{(ep®&p)Qus(ep ®&p)}.

Condition (i) is the most important requirement, and says that the regression methods

must perform sufficiently well, uniformly on Py. It is satisfied if NLD M7 nP> VnM P :& 0, and
so allows for relatively slow o(y/n) rates for the mean squared predlctlon errors. Moreover,
if one regression yields a faster rate, the other can go to zero more slowly. These properties
are shared with the regular generalised covariance measure and more generally doubly robust
procedures popular in the literature on causal inference and semiparametric statistics [47, 48, 7).
Condition (ii) is much milder, and if the conditional variances up and vp are bounded almost

surely, it is satisfied when simply Mn P M :i 0. We note that importantly, the regression
methods are not required to extrapolate Well beyond the observed data. We show in Section 4.4
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that when the regression models are functional linear models and ridge regression is used for
the functional regressions, (i) and (ii) hold under much weaker conditions than are typically
required for out-of-sample prediction error guarantees in the literature.

Conditions (iii) and (iv) imply that the family {ep®&p : P € Py} is uniformly tight. Similar
tightness conditions are required in Chen and White [6, Lem. 3.1] in the context of functional
central limit theorems. Note that if dx and dy are both finite, this condition is always satisfied.

The result below shows that the GHCM test 1, (8) has type I error control uniformly over
Py given in Theorem 2, provided an additional assumption of non-degeneracy of the covariance
operators is satisfied.

Theorem 3. Let Py C P, satisfy the conditions stated in Theorem 2, and in addition suppose

inf 5]l op > 0. (14)
€Po

Then for each o € (0,1), the a-level GHCM test 1, (8) satisfies

lim sup [Pp(¢, =1) —a| =0. (15)

nreo PePy

4.3 Power of the test

We now study the power of the GHCM. It is not straightforward to analyse what happens to the
test statistic 15, when the null hypothesis is false in the setup we have considered so far. However,
if we modify the test such that the regression function estimates f and ¢ are constructed using
an auxiliary dataset independent of the main data (x;,y;, z;)/, the behaviour of T, is more
tractable. Given a single sample, this could be achieved through sample splitting, and cross-
fitting [7] could be used to recover the loss in efficiency from the split into smaller datasets.
However, we do not recommend such sample-splitting in practice here and view this as more of
a technical device that facilitates our theoretical analysis. As we require f and g to satisfy (i)
and (ii) of Theorem 2, these estimators would need to perform well out of sample rather than
just on the observed data, which is typically a harder task.

Given that our test is based on an empirical version of E(Cov(X,Y |Z)) = E(e ® &), we
can only hope to have power against alternatives where this is non-zero. For such alternatives
however, we have positive power whenever the Hilbert—Schmidt norm of the expected conditional
covariance operator is at least ¢/+/n for a constant ¢ > 0, as the following result shows.

Theorem 4. Consider a version of the GHCM test v, where f and § are constructed on
independent auziliary data. Let P C P be the set of distributions for (X,Y,Z) satisfying (i)-
() of Theorem 2 and (14) with P in place of Py. Then writing #p = Ep(ep @ &p) =
Ep(Covp(X,Y | Z)), we have, uniformly over P,

. 1 — D 5 F
Tuim D= A SNOCR) and |~ Cpllr =0,
=1

Furthermore, an a-level GHCM test 1, (constructed using independent estimates f and §)
satisfies the following two statements.

(i) Redefining Py =P NPy, we have that (15) is satisfied, and so an a-level GHCM test has
size converging to o uniformly over Py.
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(ii) For every 0 < a < B < 1 there ezists ¢ > 0 and N € N such that for any n > N,

inf PP(¢TL = 1) Z /67

PeQcn

where Qup = {P €P : || Hp|lus > c/\/n}.

In a setting where X, Y and Z are related by linear regression models, we can write down
|ECov(X,Y | Z)|lgs more explicitly. Suppose Z, € and & are independent random variables in
L?([0,1],R), with X and Y determined by

/6Xst s)ds + e(t)
/5Yst d3+/9( )X (s)ds + ¢+ £(1).

Then ECov(X,Y | Z) is an integral operator with kernel

1
QS(s,t):/O 0(u, s)v(t,u) du,

where v(t, u) denotes the covariance function of . The Hilbert—Schmidt norm ||[ECov(X,Y | Z)||us
is then given by the L%([0,1]%,R)-norm of ¢. We investigate the empirical performance of the
GHCM in such a setting in Section 5.1.2.

4.4 GHCM using linear function-on-function ridge regression

Here we consider a special case of the general setup used in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 where we
assume that Z is a Hilbert space Hz and that, under the null of conditional independence, the
Hilbertian X and Y are related to Hilbertian Z via linear models:

X =957 +ep (16)
Y =97 +¢ép. (17)

Here . is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator such that .75 Z = f(Z) := E(X | Z), with analogous
properties holding for 5’}/ , and it is assumed that EZ = 0. If X, Y and Z are elements of
L%([0,1],R), this is equivalent to

/ BP s,t)Z(s)ds + ep(t), (18)

where ﬁ])g( is a square-integrable function, and similarly for the relationship between Y and
Z. Such functional response linear models have been discussed by Ramsay and Silverman [44,
Chap. 16], and studied by Chiou et al. [8], Yao et al. [58], Crambes and Mas [10], for example.
Benatia et al. [2] propose a Tikhonov regularised estimator analogous to ridge regression [25];
applied to the regression model (16), this estimator takes the form

= argmmZIIwz (z)I* + 7117 lss (19)

where v > 0 is a tuning parameter.
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We now consider a specific instance of the general GHCM framework using regression esti-
mates based on (19). Specifically, we form estimate .#* of .X by solving the optimisation in
(19) with regularisation parameter

1 — 0%
¥ := argmin | — min(i; /4,v) +— |, 20
7 := argm (W ;:: (f1i/4,7) 4> (20)

where i1 > fig > --- > i, > 0 are the ordered eigenvalues of the n x n matrix K with
Kij = (2, zj)/n. We form estimate Y of #Y analogously but with the z; replaced by ; in
(19). Note that in the case where K = 0 and so 4 does not exist, we simply take X and Y
to be 0 operators, i.e., no regression is performed.

The data-driven choice of 4 above is motivated by an upper bound on the in-sample MSPE
of the estimators % and .#Y (see Lemma 17 in the supplementary material) where we have
omitted some distribution-dependent factors of ||.7% ||%g or ||#2 ||4¢ and a variance factor; a
similar strategy was used in an analysis of kernel ridge regression [50] which closely parallels
ours here. This choice allows us to conduct a theoretical analysis that we present below. In
practice, other choices of regularisation parameter such as cross validation-based approaches
may perform even better and so could alternative methods that are not based on Tikhonov
regularisation.

In the following result, we take v, to be the a-level GHCM test (8) with estimated regression
functions f and ¢ yielding fitted values given by

f(z) = 5%z and G(z) = S %, foralli=1,...,n. (21)

Note that in the finite dimensional setting where X (") € R™*4x (which is also covered by the
result below), we have that the matrix of fitted values (f(z;))", € R" X is given by

K(K +~I)7tx™,
and similarly for the V(™ regression.

Theorem 5. Let Py C Py be such that (16) and (17) are satisfied, and moreover (iii) and (iv)
of Theorem 2 and (14) hold when f and g are as in (21). Suppose further that

(i) suppep, max(|.75 || s, |77 ||s) < oo,

(i) sup pep, max(up(Z),vp(Z)) < oo almost surely,

(i1i) suppep, E||Z|?* < oo and lim, g SUP pep, D _het MIN(k, P, y) = 0 where (pug, p)ren denote
the ordered eigenvalues of the covariance operator of Z under P.

Then the a-level GHCM test 1y, satisfies

lim sup |Pp(¢, =1) —al =0.
n—oo P€750

Condition (iii) is generally satisfied, by the dominated convergence theorem, for any family
Py for which the sequence of eigenvalues of the covariance operators are uniformly bounded
above by a summable sequence. As a very simple example where all the remaining conditions of
Theorem 5 are satisfied, we may consider the family of distribution Py where Z, ep in (22) and
&p in (23) are independent, and the latter two are Brownian motions with variances 03’ p and
0'2 p respectively. If the coefficient functions 5 corresponding to X in (18) are in Lo([0, 1]%, R)
with norms bounded above for all P € Py, and an equivalent assumption for the coefficient
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functions relating to Y holds, and 0'?) p and 027 p are bounded from above and below uniformly,
we have that Py satisfies all the requirements of Theorem 5.

The proof of Theorem 5 relies on Lemma 17 in Section C.5 of the supplementary material,
which gives a bound on the in-sample MSPE of ridge regression in terms of the decay of the
eigenvalues jix p, which may be of independent interest. For example, we have that if these are
dominated by an exponentially decaying sequence, the in-sample MSPE is o(logn/n) as n — oo
(see Corollary 2). This matches the out-of-sample MSPE bound obtained in Crambes and Mas
[10, Corollary 5] in the same setting as that described, but the out-of-sample result additionally
requires convexity and lower bounds on the decay of the sequence of eigenvalues of the covariance
operator, and stronger moment assumptions on the norm of the predictor. Similarly, other
related results [e.g., 5, 23] require additional eigen-spacing conditions in place of convexity, and
upper and lower bounds on the decay of the eigenvalues. Furthermore, while some of these
bounds are uniform over values of the linear coefficient operator for fixed distributions of the
predictors, our in-sample MSPE bound is uniform over both the coefficients and distributions of
the predictor. This illustrates how in-sample and out-of-sample prediction are very different in
the functional data setting, and reliance on the former being small, as we have with the GHCM,
is desirable due to the weaker conditions needed to guarantee this.

5 Experiments

In this section we present the results of numerical experiments that investigate the performance
of our proposed GHCM methodology. We implement the GHCM as described in Algorithm 1
with scalar-on-function and function-on-function regressions performed using the pfr and pffr
functions respectively from the refund package [19]. These are functional linear regression
methods which rely on fitting smoothers implemented in the mgev package [56]; we choose the
tuning parameters for these smoothers (dimension of the basis expansions of the smooth terms)
as per the standard guidance such that a further increase does not decrease the deviance. In
Section 5.3 in the supplement, we study high-dimensional EEG data using the GHCM with
regressions performed using FDboost.

We note that, to the best of our knowledge, neither FDboost nor the regression methods in
refund come with prediction error bounds (such as the ones derived in Section 4.4) that are
required for obtaining formal guarantees for the GHCM; nevertheless they are well-developed
and well-used functional regression methods and our aim here is to demonstrate empirically that
they perform suitably well in terms of prediction such that when used with the GHCM, type
I error is maintained across a variety of settings. In Section D of the supplementary material,
we include additional simulations that consider among others, settings with heavy tailed errors,
test the GHCM with FDboost in further settings and examine the local power of the GHCM.

5.1 Size and power simulation

In this section we examine the size and power properties of the GHCM when testing the con-
ditional independence X 1Y |Z. We take X,Z € L?([0,1],R), and first consider the setting
where Y is scalar. In Section 5.1.2 we present experiments for the case where Y € L2([0, 1], R),
so all variables are functional. All simulated functional random variables are sampled on an
equidistant grid of [0, 1] with 100 grid points.
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5.1.1 Scalar Y, functional X and Z

Here we consider the setup where Z is standard Brownian motion and X and Y are related to
Z through the functional linear models

1
X(t) = /0 Ba(s,t)Z(s) ds + Nx (1), (22)
Y = / 1 aa(t)Z(t) dt + Ny (23)
0

The variables Nx, Ny and Z are independent with Nx a Brownian motion with variance a§<,
Ny ~N(0,1),s0 X 1L Y| Z. Nonlinear coefficient functions /3, and «, are given by

Ba(s,t) = aexp(—(st)%/2)sin(ast), aq(t) = /0 Ba(s,t)ds. (24)

We vary the parameters ox € {0.1,0.25,0.5,1} and a € {2,6,12}. We generate n i.i.d. ob-
servations from each of the 4 x 3 = 12 models given by (22), (23), for sample sizes n €
{100, 250, 500, 1000}. Increasing a or decreasing ox increase the difficulty of the testing prob-
lem: for large a, (8, oscillates more, making it harder to remove the dependence of X on Z. A
smaller ox makes Y closer to the integral of X, and so increases the marginal dependence of
X and Y.

We apply the GHCM and compare the resulting tests to those corresponding to the signifi-
cance test for X in a regression of Y on (X, Z) implemented in pfr. The rejection rates of the
two tests at the 5% level, averaged over 100 simulation runs, can be seen in Figure 1. We see
that the pfr test has size greatly exceeding its level in the more challenging large a, small ox
settings, with large values of n exposing most clearly the miscalibration of the test statistic.
In these settings, Y may be approximated simply by the integral of X reasonably well, and
is also well-approximated by the true regression function that features only Z. Regularisation
encourages pfr to fit a model where X determines the response, rather than X, and the p-values
reflect this. On the other hand, the GHCM tests maintain reasonable type I error control across
the settings considered here.

To investigate the power properties of the test, we simulate Z as before with X also generated
according to (22). We replace the regression model (23) for Y with

1 1 oza(t)
y = / aa(t)2(1) dt +/ Dxteyar+ vy, (25)
0 0

where Ny ~ Ny (0,1) as before. Note that the coefficient function for X oscillates more as
a increases. The rejection rates at the 5% level can be seen in Figure 2. While the two
approaches perform similarly when a = 2, the pfr test has higher power in the more complex
cases. However, as the results from the size analysis in Figure 1 show, null cases are also rejected
in the analogous settings.

To illustrate the full distribution of p-values from the two methods under the null and the
alternative, we plot false positive rates and true positive rates in each setting as a function of
the chosen significance level of the test a. The full set of results can be seen in Section D of
the supplementary material and a plot for a subset of the simulations settings where n = 500
and ox € {0.1,0.25,0.5} is presented in Figure 3. We see that both tests distinguish null from
alternative well in the cases with a small and ox large. The p-values of the GHCM are close
to uniform in the settings considered, whereas the distribution of the pfr p-values is heavily
dependent on the particular null setting, illustrating the difficulty with calibrating this test.
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Figure 1: Rejection rates in the various null settings considered in Section 5.1.1 for the nominal
5%-level pfr test (top) and GHCM test (bottom).
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Figure 2: Rejection rates in the various alternative settings considered in Section 5.1.1 (see
(25)) for the nominal 5%-level pfr test (top) and GHCM test (bottom).
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Figure 3: Rejection rates against significance level for the pfr (red) and GHCM (green) tests
under null (light) and alternative (dark) settings when n = 500.

In Section D of the supplementary material we also present the results of two additional sets
of experiments. We repeat the experiments above using the FDboost package for regressions
in place of the refund package. We see that the performance of the GHCM with FDboost is
broadly similar to that displayed in Figures 1 and 2, supporting our theoretical results which
indicate that provided the prediction errors of the regression methods used are sufficiently small,
the test will perform similarly.

We also consider the case where the noise is heavy-tailed. Specifically, we present analogous
plots for setting where Ny is t-distributed with different degrees of freedom, n = 500 and
ox = 0.25; the results are similar to Figure 3, with the GHCM maintaining type I error control,
and pfr tending to be anti-conservative in the more challenging settings.

5.1.2 Functional X, Y and Z

In this section we modify the setup and consider functional Y € L?([0,1],R). We take X and
Z as in Section 5.1.1 but in the null settings we let

1
Y1) = /0 Ba(5,1)Z(5) ds + Ny (1),

where Ny is a standard Brownian motion. Note that this is a particularly challenging setting
to maintain type I error control as X and Y are then highly correlated, and moreover the biases
from regressing each of X and Y on Z will tend to be in similar directions making the equivalent
of the term a,, in (2) potentially large.

In the alternative settings, we take

1 1 s
Y(t):/o ,Ba(s,t)Z(s)ds—i—/O 6“(@’t)X(s)ds+Ny(t)
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Figure 4: Rejection rates in the various null (top) and alternative (bottom) settings considered
in Section 5.1.2 for the nominal 5%-level GHCM test.

with Ny again being a standard Brownian motion.

The rejection rates at the 5% level, averaged over 100 simulation runs, can be seen in
Figure 4. We see that, as in the case where Y € R, the GHCM maintains good type I error
control in the settings considered, and has power increasing with n and ox as expected. We
note that a comparison with the p-values from ff-terms in the pffr-function of the refund
package here does not seem helpful. In our experiments the corresponding tests consistently
reject in true null settings even for simple models.

In Section D of the supplementary material we look at the subset of the settings considered
above with n = 500 and ox = 0.25 but where X and Y are observed on irregular grids of varying
length grids. We first preprocess the residuals output by the regression method as described in
Section 3.2.1 and then apply the GHCM. We observe that the performance is similar to that in
the fixed grid setting, though the power is lower when the average grid length is smaller, and
type I error increases slightly above nominal levels in the most challenging a = 12 setting.

5.2 Confidence intervals for truncated linear models

In this section we consider an application of the GHCM in constructing a confidence interval
for the truncation point € € [0, 1] in a truncated functional linear model [22]

[
Yy — /0 a(®)X (1) dt + ¢, (26)

where the predictor X € L?([0,1],R), Y € R is a response and ¢ 1. X is stochastic noise. To
frame this as a conditional independence testing problem, observe that (26) implies that defining
the null hypotheses

Hg: YV L A{X()},.5 {X(t)}tgé (27)

for 6 € (0,1), we have that Hj is true for all < 0 <1.
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Figure 5: Histograms of the left endpoints of 95% confidence intervals for truncation points
0 = 0.275 (left) and 6 = 0.675 (right), given by red vertical lines, in model (26) across 500
simulations.

Given an a-level conditional independence test 1, we may thus form a one-sided confidence
interval for 6 using

[inf {5 € (0,1) : % accepts null Hé}, 1} . (28)

Indeed, with probability 1 — «, ¥ will not reject the true null Hy, and so with probability 1 — «
the infimum above will be at most 6.

To approximate (28) we initially consider the null hypothesis Hj; at 5 equidistant values of
6 and then employ a bisection search between the smallest of these points 6 at which Hj is
accepted by a 5% level GHCM, and the point immediately before it or 0. We consider two
instances of the model (26) with 6 = 0.275,0.675 and with «(t) := 10(t + 1)~/3, X a standard
Brownian motion and ¢ ~ A(0,1). The simulated functional variables are observed on an
equidistant grid of [0, 1] with 121 grid points. The results across 500 simulations are given in
Figure 5. We see that the empirical coverage probabilities are close to the nominal coverage of
95%.

5.3 EEG data analysis

In this section we demonstrate the application of our GHCM methodology to the problem
of learning functional graphical models. In contrast to existing work [42, 43] which typically
assumes a Gaussian functional graphical model and outputs a point estimate of the conditional
independence graph, here we are able to test for the presence of each edge, with type I error
control guaranteed for data generating processes where our regression methods perform suitably
well as indicated by Theorem 3.

We illustrate this on an EEG dataset from a study on alcoholism [62, 27, 28]. The study
participants were shown one of three visual stimuli repeatedly and simultaneous EEG activity
was measured across 64 channels over the course of 1 second at 256 measurements per second.
While the study included both a control group and an alcoholic group we will restrict our
analysis to the alcoholic group consisting of 77 subjects and further restrict ourselves to a single
type of visual stimulus. We preprocess the data as in Qiao et al. [42], averaging across the
repetitions of the experiment for each subject and using an order 96 FIR filter implemented in
the eegkit R-package [24] to filter the averaged curves at the a frequency bands (between 8
and 12.5 Hz). We thus obtain 64 a-filtered frequency curves for each of the 77 subjects.
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Given the low number of observations compared to the 64 functional variables, there is not
enough data to reject the null of edge absence even if a true edge were to be present. We
therefore aim for a coarser analysis by grouping the variables by brain region and then further
according to whether the variable corresponded to the right or left hemispheres of the brain.
This yields disjoint groups G, ..., Ga4 comprising 52 variables in total after omitting reference
channels and midline channels that could not easily be classified as being in either hemisphere,
that is, G1 U...UGay = {1,...,52}. We suppose the observed data are i.i.d. copies functional
variables (Xi,..., X52), and then test the null hypothesis

Xa; 1L Xg, [{Xa,, :me{l,...,24} \ {j, k}}, (29)

for each j,k € {1,...,24} with j # k; that is, we test for edge presence in the conditional
independence graph of the grouped variables. Here, the conditional independence graph over
the grouped variables is defined as an undirected graph over G1,..., G4, in which the edge
between G; and Gy, j # k is missing if and only if (29) holds; that is, rejection of the null in
(29) for k and j indicates that the conditional independence graph has an edge between Gy, and
Gj.

To construct p-values for the null in (29) using the GHCM, we must regress for each [ € G;
and r € Gy, each of the functional variables X; and X, on to the set of variables in the
conditioning set. Since the regressions will involve large numbers of functional predictors, the
refund package is not suitable to perform the regressions. Instead, we use the FDboost package
in R, which is well-suited to high-dimensional functional regressions [4]. We fit a concurrent
functional model [44, Section 16] of the form

X (t) = Z Bm(t)Xm(t);

the inclusion of additional functional linear terms did not improve the fit. We assessed the
appropriateness of this regression method to data of the sort studied here through simulations
described in Section D of the supplement.

Figure 6 summarises the results of GHCM applied to test the presence of each edge in the
conditional independence graph. We see that some of the brain regions located close to each
other appear to be connected, as one might expect. Note that the network presented includes
all edges that had a p-value less than 5%. The edge PO-R—O-R has a Bonferroni-corrected
p-value of 0.0027, and is the only edge yielding a corrected p-value less than 5%. Applying the
Benjamini-Hochberg procedure [3] to control the false discovery rate at the 5% level selects this
edge and also PO-L—O-L. We may compare these results with those of Qiao et al. [42] and
Qiao et al. [43] who study the same dataset but consider the different problem of estimation of
the conditional independence graph rather than testing of edge presence as we do here. We see
that our results are broadly in line with their estimates: for example, there are edges estimated
between the groups represented by PO-R and O-R (the group pair which yields the lowest
p-value) even in some of their sparsest estimated graphs.

6 Conclusion

Testing the conditional independence X 1L Y | Z has been shown to be a hard problem in the
setting where X, Y, Z are all real-valued and Z is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue
measure [50]. This hardness takes a more extreme form in the functional setting: even when
(X,Y, Z) are jointly Gaussian with non-degenerate covariance and Z and at most one of X
and Y are infinite-dimensional, there is no non-trivial test of conditional independence. This
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Figure 6: Network summarising the output of conditional independence tests for each pair of
groups. Only edges with p-values of less than 5% are shown with thicker lines indicating smaller
p-values.

requires us to (i) understand the form of an ‘effective null hypothesis’ for a given hypothesis
test, and (ii) develop tests where these effective nulls are somewhat interpretable so that domain
knowledge can more easily inform the choice of a conditional independence test to use on any
given dataset.

In order to address these two needs, we introduce here a new family of tests for functional
data and develop the necessary uniform convergence results to understand the forms of null
hypotheses that we can have type I error control over. We see that for our proposed GHCM tests,
error control is guaranteed under conditions largely determined by the in-sample prediction error
rate of regressions upon which the test is based. Whilst in-sample and more common out-of-
sample results share similarities in some settings, the lack of a need to extrapolate beyond
the data in the former lead to important differences when regressing on functional data. In
particular, no eigen-spacing conditions or lower bounds on the eigenvalues of the covariance
of the regressor are required for the in-sample error to be controlled when ridge regression is
used. It would be interesting to investigate the in-sample MSPE properties of other regression
methods and understand whether such conditions can be avoided more generally.

One attractive feature of the GHCM is that it only depends on inner products between the
residuals produced by the regression methods. An interesting question is whether different inner
products can be constructed to have power against different sets of alternatives, by emphasising
certain regions of the function domains, for example.

Another direction which may be fruitful to pursue is to adapt the GHCM so that it has
power against alternatives where ECov(X,Y | Z) = 0. It is likely that further conditions will be
required of the regression methods than simply that their in-sample prediction errors are small,
and so some interpretability of the effective null hypotheses, and indeed its size compared to
the full null of conditional independence, will need to be sacrificed. There are however settings
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where the severity of type I versus type II errors may be balanced such that this is an attractive
option.

It would also be interesting to investigate the hardness of conditional independence in the
setting where all of X, Y and Z are infinite-dimensional. For our hardness result here, at least
one of X and Y must be finite-dimensional. It may be the case that requiring two infinite-
dimensional variables to be conditionally independent is such a strong condition that the null
is not prohibitively large compared to the entire space of Gaussian measures, and so genuine
control of the type I error while maintaining power is in fact possible. Such a result, or indeed
a proof that hardness persists, would certainly be of interest.
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Supplementary material for ‘Conditional Independence Testing
in Hilbert Spaces with Applications to Functional Data Analysis’

Section A is a self-contained presentation of the theory and proofs of Section 2 in the paper.
Section B contains much of the background on uniform stochastic convergence that is used for
the technical results of the paper. This includes an account of previously established results for
real-valued random variables and new results for Hilbertian and Banachian random variables.
Section C contains the proofs of the results in Sections 3.2 and 4 in the paper. Section D
contains some additional simulation results.

A Hardness of functional Gaussian independence testing

In this section we provide the necessary background and prove the hardness result in Section 2.
We use the notation and terminology described in the setup of Section 2 with the exception
that P, Py and Q will consist of n i.i.d. copies of jointly Gaussian (X,Y, Z) rather than a single
copy. For a bounded linear operator &/ on a Hilbert space H, we let @/* denote the adjoint
of /. For two orthogonal subspaces A and B of a Hilbert space H, we write A & B for the
orthogonal direct sum of A and B.

In Section A.1 we consider the setup of Section 2 in the specific case where all the Hilbert
spaces are finite-dimensional. We show that for any @ € Q, sample size n and £ > 0, we can
find a sufficiently large dimension of Hz such that any test of size o over 77(? has power at most
a+ ¢ against any alternative. In Section A.2 we use this to prove Theorem 1. In Section A.3 we
review the theory of regular conditional probabilities and conditional distributions of Hilbertian
random variables and prove several Hilbertian analogues of well-known multivariate Gaussian
results. Sections A.1 and A.2 with the exception of Lemma 1 contain new material while
Section A.3 is primarily a review of relatively well-known results.

A.1 Power of finite-dimensional Gaussian conditional independence testing

Before we consider Gaussian conditional independence testing, we present the following general
result from Kraft [13]. A summary is given in LeCam [14].

Lemma 1. Let P and Q denote two families of probability measures on some measurable space
(X, A) and assume that both families are dominated by a o-finite measure. Consider the prob-
lem of testing the null hypothesis that the given data is from a distribution in P against the
alternative that the distribution is in Q. Let dpy denote the total variation distance and P and

é the closed convex hulls of P and Q. Then

inf sup [/de—f—/(l —w)dQ] =1— inf _dry(P, Q).

:X—[0,1] PeP,QeQ PeP,Qel

An immediate consequence of this is that for any test v that has size o and power function

B:Q—[0,1], 8(Q) = [+ dQ, we have

inf 3(Q) <a+ inf dry(P,Q)<a+ inf dry(P,Q).
QeQ PeP,QeQ PeP,QeQ

In most practical situations both P and Q will consist of product measures on a product
space corresponding to a situation where we observe a sample of n i.i.d. observations of some
random variable. The theorem states that a lower bound on the sum of the type I and type II
error probabilities of testing the null that data is from a distribution in P against the alternative



that the distribution is in @ is given by 1 minus the total variation distance between the closed
convex hulls of P and Q. As a consequence we see that the power of a test is upper bounded
by the size plus the total variation distance between the closed convex hull of P and Q.

In the remainder of this section we will consider the testing problem described in Section 2
with Hx = R% and Hz = R for dx,dz € N. To produce bounds on the power of a test in
this setting, we will construct an explicit TV-approximation to a family of particularly simple
distributions in Q using a distribution in the convex hull of the null distributions. We will need
the following upper bound on the total variation distance between measures.

Lemma 2. Let P and Q) be probability measures where P has density f with respect to Q. Then
(PP < [ fFaQ-1.

Proof. We may assume that the integral of f2 with respect to @ is finite, otherwise the inequality
is trivially valid. Then by Jensen’s inequality, we get

drv(P.Q) (/|f—1|d@> <i[u-rrae-g [ra-; .

Using this bound and Lemma 1, we can show the following result.

Theorem 6. Let Q be a distribution consisting of n i.i.d. copies of jointly Gaussian (X,Y, Z)
on (R,R,R?) for some d € N, where X and Y are standard Gaussian, Z is mean zero with
identity covariance matriz, Cov(X, Z) = Cov(Y,Z) = 0 and Cov(X,Y) = p € (0,1). Consider
the testing problem described in Section 2 with Hx = R and Hz = R? and let ¢ be the test
function of a size « test over 7782. Writing B for the power of 1 against Q, we have

(&)

1+ (3 dk/d)p)"

d
1
B<a+ts —1+(1+p)”kz_02d(

In particular, for fized n the upper bound converges to o as d increases.

Proof. Let 7 € {—1,1}? and let P, denote the Gaussian distribution consisting of n i.i.d. copies
of jointly Gaussian (X,Y,Z) where X and Y are standard Gaussian, Z is mean zero with
identity covariance matrix, Cov(X,Y) = p and Cov(X,Z) = Cov(Y,Z) = \/gTT. For every
7€ {—1,1}%, it is clear that X 1L Y| Z under P, and thus forming

P::2—1d Y P

Te{-1,1}4

we note that P is in the closed convex hull of the set of null distributions. Let I'; and I'g denote
the n(d + 2)-dimensional covariance matrices of the n i.i.d. copies of (X,Y, Z) under P; and Q
respectively. These are block-diagonal, and we let ¥ and X¢ respectively denote the matrices
in the diagonal, corresponding to the covariance of a single observation of (X,Y,Z) under P
and ). By standard manipulations of densities, the density of P with respect to @) is simply
the ratio of their respective densities with respect to the Lebesgue measure. We have

1 p BTT
No— p 1 d\r’

Gl 1)l



and, letting I; denote the d-dimensional identity matrix,
L p
Xq = (P 1> ’
0 1y

The determinant of ¥g is 1 — p? by Laplace-expanding the first row. Letting Jo denote the
2-dimensional matrix of ones, we have

det(2,) = det(I,) det <<[1) f) - pJ2> —(1—p)

by Schur’s formula. Defining f to be the density of P with respect to ), we see that

1 (1+p)"/2 I 11 o1
flo)= ——— exp|—=v (I'7" =I5 )v
2¢ (1 N p)n/Q TE{Zl:,l}d 2 ¢

since the determinants of I'; and I'g are the determinants of 3, and g to the nth power.
From this we get that

/fde 22d8+p)n > /exp(— o (7 4T — 2T )>dQ(v):

p /e{ 1 1}d

1 (1+p)" 1 -
ﬁ(l_p)n \/(27r>n(d+2)(1_ 2)n Z /exp ( = (r; +F l_r ))d)\n(d+2)(v),

p 7,7 e{-1,1}¢

where \,,(442) denotes the n(d + 2)-dimensional Lebesgue measure. Each integral is the integral

of an unnormalised Gaussian density in R™%+2) and thus we can simplify further to get

1 (1+p)" 1 _ _
/f2dQ_2 TR > \/det R S VO }

(1+p)
( ) rr'e{-1,1}4
1L (1+p)" 1 et(T-1 -1 p—1y-1/2
224 (1 = p)n (1 — p2)n/2 T,T’E{Z—l7l}ddt(FT +I-Tg)
(1+p)
(1-p)

\]

_l’_

l\')

1
22

_l’_

p)" 1 -1 -1 —1\—n/2
—p)" (1= p?)n/2 >, det(STH 3T -mgh T
Tre{-1,1}4d

by again using the block diagonal structure of I'g and the I';’s. Recall that for a symmetric
block matrix

A B™\' (A—BTCc-1B)~! —(A-BTCc-1B)"1BTC-!
B C “\-Cc'B(A-BTCc'B")"! Cc'4+C'B(A-BTC7'B)"'BTC!

Using this, we see that

and



Further,

.
I (A b )

B C

where

A 1 <2p+1 P )

T2\ p 2p+1
1
Bi=—y— Er+r 747
2p T s
C:=1 .
d+<1_p)d(TT + 77"

We may once more use Schur’s formula for the determinant of a block matrix to find that

det(S;' + 251 = 251 = det(C) det(A — BTC™'B).

Defining V' = (7' 7"), we note that C' = I; + uzi‘;))(iVVT and defining further

._ 20 71, 1 d(1+p) 2p(r,7")
M= 1z + (1— p)dV V= d(1—p) (2p<7‘, Y d(1+ p),>

the Weinstein—Aronszajn identity yields that

(d(1 + p) +2p(r,7))(d(1 + p) — 2p(7, 7))
d*(1 - p)? '

det(C) = det(M) =

The Woodbury matrix identity yields that

Clog, - 2P ypytyT

(I—p)d
Hence,
det(A — B'C7!'B) = det (A ~-B'B+ a 2 )dBTVMlvTB> .
P
Now
-1 (1= p)d (140, )
(d(L+ p) + 2p(, 7))(d(1 + p) — 2p(7, 7)) \=2p(r,7") d(1+p)
and
Ty, _L B /
B'V = T, d(d+<T,T>)J2,

where Js is the 2-dimensional matrix of ones. Thus,

2 oot 200d 4 (n T 4p2(d + (1, 7))
——  B'VM 'V'B= JoM ™ Jy = J:
(1-p)d 1—ppaz 7° 27 (1= p)2d(d(1 + p) + 2p(r, 7))
Since
B B=-_ 2 (4 "YJ
_(1—p)2d( +<T,T>) 2



we get that

(A — BTC-1B) = de 4p*(d + (1,7"))* 2 o
(= 571 5) = (4 (i oy @ () )
. 20(d+ (7, 7)

““(A = p)d(1+p) +2pw>>°’2>

_det ((d(l—l—p +2p(r, 7’ )<p+1 2,0+1> —2p(d—|—(T,7">)(1+p)J2>

- (= 0201+ P21+ p) + 207, 7))

det ((d(l +p)+20(r, 7 )p+ (L +p)(1—p)d (14 p)(1 —p)d—(d(1+p)+2p(7,7")) >
(I+p)(1 = p)d— (d(1+p)+2p(1,7')) (d(1+ p)+2p(7,7"))p+ (1 +p)(1 - p)d
(1= p)?(1+ p)2(d(1 + p) + 2p(7,7"))?

~(d4p) +2p(r, 7)) A+ p)(p— 1) +2(1 + p)*(1 — p)d

B (L =p)2(L+p)2(d(1 + p) + 2p(7,7"))

_ d(1+ p) —2p(1,7")

(1= p)(1+p)(d(1+ p) + 2p(7, "))

and thus

(d(1+p) = 2p(r,7"))°
d*(1 = p)*(1 + p)
Returning to the squared integral of f? with respect to Q, we get that

1 (L4 d"/(1—p)*(1+p)"
/deQQQd(l—p)” (1—p?)n/2 2 |d(1 + p) = 2p(r, 7)["

det(S;' + 325 -85 =

mr'e{-1,1}4

1 dn
= sl Y :
2d( _ /\|n
2 iy |d(1+ p) = 2p(T,T")|

For 7,7 € {-1, 1}d, (1,7") = 2k — d where k is the number of indices where 7; = 7/. Thus
instead of summing over 7,7’ € {—1, l}d, we can count the number of (7,7')-pairs where 7 and
7/ agree in exactly k positions. For each 7, there are (i) other elements in {—1,1}% agreeing in
exactly k positions and there are 2¢ different 7’s, hence

1 iy a ()2
/deQZQQ‘i<1+p) kgold(lw)—;ﬂ(?k—d)‘"

- )ni d"(3) a4 )ni (i)
PP L 5d(d + p(3d — 4k))" PP LSl p(3 — dk/d)"

The result now follows from Proposition 2 and Lemma 1.
To see this for each n the bound converges to « as d increases, let W; be a random variable
with a binomial distribution with probability parameter 1/2 and with d trials and note that

Ed: ()
< 20(1+ p(3 — 4k/d))"

= E((1+p(3 — 4Wa/d)) ™).

By the Strong Law of Large Numbers (S
(14p)~™. Since (1+p(3—4Wy/d))™ <
that

LLN), Wd/d “21/2 and thus (1+ p(3 —4W,/d))™"
(1—p)~™, we get by the bounded convergence theorem

lim E (14 p(3—4Wa/d))™) =E((1+p)") =1 +p) ",

d—00



and hence the upper bound on the power converges to a. O

We can generalise the previous result to the situation where X and Y are of arbitrary finite
dimension.

Theorem 7. Let Q be a distribution consisting of n i.i.d. copies of jointly Gaussian (X,Y, Z)
on (RdX,RdY,RdZ) for some dx,dy,dz € N where X, Y and Z are all mean zero with identity
covariance matriz, Cov(X,Z) = Cov(Y,Z) = 0 and Cov(X,Y) = R for some rectangular
diagonal matriz R with diagonal entries pi,...,pr € (0,1), where r = min(dx,dy). Consider
the testing problem described in Section 2 with Hx = R and Hyz =R and let ¢ be the test
function of a size a test over 77(?. Assume that dz > r and let d = |dz/r|. Letting § denote
the power of v against @@, we have

[z R G)
fats _1+H<(1+pi) Z2d(1+(3_k4k/d)pi)">'

i=1 k=0
In particular for fized n the upper bound converges to « as dz increases.

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that dx > dy. The proof follows a similar idea
to the proof of Theorem 6. In what follows we consider a different ordering of the variables
than the natural one given by (X,Y, 7). We consider r + 1 blocks, where the first r blocks
are (Xy,Yi, Z(i—1yd41,---» Zia) for i € {1,...,r} and the final block consists of the remaining
components of X and Z. When we consider n i.i.d. copies, we will again reorder the variables
such that we consider each block separately. As a consequence of doing this, the covariance
matrix of n i.i.d. copies under @, =, can be written as a block-diagonal matrix with r n(d+2) x
n(d+2) blocks I'g ; and a final identity matrix block. Each of the I'g ;’s is again a block-diagonal
matrix consisting of n identical blocks ¢ ; of the form

L pi
0
Qi = (pi 1>

0 14

Let now 7 = ({—1,1}%)" and for each 7 = (71, ...,7,) € T let P, denote the Gaussian distribu-
tion consisting of n i.i.d. copies of jointly Gaussian (X,Y, Z) where X, Y and Z are mean zero
with identity covariance, Cov(X,Y) = R and Cov(X, Z) = Cov(Y, Z) = 0 except for

COV(Xiu (Z(i—l)d+17 DRI sz)) - COV(}/;'a (Z(i—l)d+la DRI sz)) = \/ %Ti—r

for i € {1,...,r}. Arranging the random variables as before, the covariance matrix of n i.i.d.
copies under P, =, is a block-diagonal matrix with r n(d + 2) x n(d + 2) blocks I';; and a
final identity matrix block. Each of the I';;’s is again a block-diagonal matrix consisting of n
identical blocks ¥+ ; of the form

1 Pi> \/E T
Pir
ET,’i = <pl 1 @

%Ti Id

Clearly X 1 Y |Z under P; for every 7 € T and thus letting

1
Pi=c7 > Pr
TET



we note that P is in the closed convex hull of the null distributions. Letting f be the density
of P with respect to (Q, we see that

1 (10" 1
pi 1
0= (TT2) " S (L& -2g0)
2 z':ll_pZ 2

TET

since this is simply the ratio of their respective densities with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
We can now repeat the argument of the proof of Theorem 6 to obtain

n
T

/f2dQ= . 11 Lt 3 <\/det(Efl+E ~ B )>_1.

=1

The determinant can be written as
T
=1, =1 =—1 -1 -1 -1
det(E7"+E, —E5 ) = I | det(I'_; +TI., —T53)

by the block-diagonal structure of the =’s. In the proof of Theorem 6, we derive that

- - B d(1 + pi) = 2pi{mi, 7)*\"
d t 1—‘ 1 1—\ /1‘ _1" 1 — ( 20 .
eb(Try + 10 —Tg,) < d2(1+ pi)(1 = pi)?

Therefore,

T

1
/fdeZQer [Ta+e)" ZHyd 14 p;) —2pz<

j=1 7,7 €T i=1

Ti, z>|

Since each factor of the second product only depends on the ith component of 7 and 7/, we can
interchange the product and sum and apply the same counting arguments as in Theorem 6 to

get that
, d
. . ()
/f2 dQ = 2131 <(1 + pi) kzzo 24(1 + (3 _k 4k/d)pi)”>

as desired. We can repeat the same SLLN-based limiting arguments as in Theorem 6 to show
that as d increases the integral will converge to 1 and hence the power is bounded by the size
in the limit. O

Having shown that for each n and d, we have an upper bound on the power of a Gaussian
conditional independence test against a simple alternative, we can now show this also holds for
Gaussian conditional independence testing problems against other .

Lemma 3. Let Q € Q be a distribution consisting of n i.i.d. copies of jointly Gaussian and
injective (X,Y, Z) on (R¥ R¥ R2) with non-singular covariance for some dx,dy,dz € N.
Consider the testing problem described in Section 2 with Hx = R and Hy; = R and let
1 be the test function of a size a test over 73(? with power B against Q. Then there exists a
dx X dy-rectangular diagonal matriz R with diagonal entries pi, ..., pr € (0,1), a distribution
Q consisting of n i.i.d. copies of jointly Gaussian (X Y Z) where X, Y and Z are all mean
zero with identity covariance matriz, Cov(X,Z) = Cov(Y,Z) = 0 and Cov(X,Y) = R and a

test size « test over 7782 with power B against Q.



Proof. Let ¢ denote the test function of the test with power 8 against () and u and ¥ denote
the mean and covariance matrix of (X,Y,Z) under Q. We construct a new test with test
function 1 performed by first applying a transformation f to each sample of the data and then
applying 1. The transformation f : Rix+dv+dz _, Rdx+dy+dz i an affine transformation given

by f(v) = Az + p where
D M
)

for a block-diagonal matrix D consisting of a dx X dx matrix Dx and dy X dy matrix Dy, a
(dx + dy) x dz matrix M and a full rank dz x dz matrix B.

Note first that such a transformation preserves conditional independence. Let (X°, Y0, Z0)
be jointly Gaussian with X° 1L Y| Z°, joint mean p® and covariance matrix X°. The distri-
bution of (X’O,Yo, Zo) = f(X°,Y? 7% is again Gaussian by the finite-dimensional version of
Proposition 6 and has mean Au® + 1 and covariance

A0 4T (DZ%YDT + MYy 4y DT + DSy ;M + MSYMT DE%y ;AT + MZ%BT)
BYY xyD" + BEGMT BYY), BT ’

where $%, = Cov((X°, YY), Zg(Y,Z = E%}XY = Cov((X",Y?),2% and £Y% = Cov(Zy). Us-
ing the finite-dimensional version of Proposition 7, we get that the conditional distribution of
(Xo,Yp) given Zj is again Gaussian with covariance matrix

DS%y DT + MY xy D' + DSy ,M T + MEYMT
— (D%y, 4B + MZ%BT)(BZ%BT)_l(BE% <yDT + B2y MT)

=D(S%y — E%Y,ZE%E%,XY)DT'

The matrix 3% — E%Y, ZE%Z%’ vy is the conditional covariance matrix of (X% Y?) given Z°
and is block-diagonal since X" 1. Y?| Z° by the multivariate analogue of Proposition 5. By the
same proposition, since D is block-diagonal, we see that the conditional covariance of (Xg, Yp)
given Zo is block-diagonal and hence Xo LY, | Zo as desired.

Let now

1/2 T
vz =USV

~1/2

Yix|z ExY |22
be the singular-value decomposition of the normalised conditional covariance of X and Y given
Z under Q. The normalisation ensures that S is a rectangular diagonal matrix with diagonal

entries in the open unit interval. If we let

-1/2
B = EIZ/Q, M = <2X7Z2§1/2>

Y2 U0
D := X1z , R:=S5
< 0o =V

Y|Z
and (X,Y,Z) = f((X,Y,Z)) where (X,Y,Z) ~ Q, then Proposition 6 yields that (X,Y, Z) ~
@ and hence when applying 1, we have power § by assumption. Since A also transforms a null
distribution with identity covariance into a null distribution with where Z has mean puz and
covariance Xz, we have the desired result. ]



A.2 Hardness of infinite-dimensional Hilbertian Gaussian conditional inde-
pendence testing

In this section we consider the testing problem described in Section 2 with Hx and Hz infinite-
dimensional and separable. We will show that the testing problem against @ is hard for any
Q € Q. In particular, this includes the typical functional data setting where Hz = L2([0, 1], R).
It follows that the Gaussian conditional independence problem is hard in the same settings
when the null distributions are not restricted to match the marginals of Q.

A.2.1 Preliminary results

In this section, we consider finite-dimensional H x and infinite-dimensional H ;. We will need a
lemma using the theory of conditional Hilbertian Gaussian distributions from Section A.3.

Lemma 4. Let (X,Y, Z) be jointly Gaussian on RYX x RY x H and assume that the covariance
operator of Z is injective. Then there exists a basis (ex)ken of H such that

(X,Y) L Zaysdy 41 | 20 Zags Zagsts s Zagsdy
where Zy, := (Z, ey).

Proof. Note that R¥ x R% xHy is itself a Hilbert space and decompose it as (R4 x R )pH 5.
Let €7 := Cov(Z), €(x,y) = Cov((X,Y)) (the covariance of the joint vector (X,Y)) and
C(x,v),z = Cov((X,Y), Z). We can apply Proposition 7 to see that (X,Y’) conditional on Z is
Gaussian with mean CK(XY)Z(K;Z and covariance operator 6(x y) — %(X,Y),chg(g&,y),z- The
operator & = G(xy), Z%”; maps from H to R x R% and thus is at most a rank dx + dy
operator. By Hsing and Eubank [10, Theorem 3.3.7 7.] this implies that the rank of ™
is also at most dx + dy. Furthermore, Hsing and Eubank [10, Theorem 3.3.7 6.] yields that
H = Ker(«/)®Im(«/*). Using this decomposition we can write Z = (Zker(r)s Zim(r+)) and note
that by construction &/ Z = & Zy;,(.y+) thus the conditional distribution of (X,Y’) given Z only
depends on Zy,(./+). In total, we have shown by Proposition 4 that (X,Y) AL Zker (o) | Zim(or+)-
Letting r denote the rank of o*, if we start with a basis for Im(«7*) and append vectors to
form a basis for H using the Gram—Schmidt procedure, we get a basis where

(X,)Y) L Zoja,... | Z4,... 2.
Since r < dx + dy, the weak union property of conditional independence yields

(X, Y) L Zyyvay+1,--- | 21y Zay, Zay+1s -+ > Zdy +dx »
as desired. ]

Using this lemma and Lemma 3 and Theorem 7 from the previous section, we can prove the
hardness result for finite-dimensional Hx and Hy.

Theorem 8. Let Q) € Q be a distribution consisting of n i.i.d. copies of jointly Gaussian and
injective (X, Y, Z) on (R, RY Hz) fordx,dy € N and any infinite-dimensional and separable
Hz. Consider the testing problem described in Section 2 with Hx = R and Hz as above and
let ¢ be the test function of a size a test over 7782. Then v has power at most a against Q.

Proof. Assume for contradiction that 1 is a test of size a over POQ with power a + ¢ for some
e > 0 against Q. Let (X,Y, Z) be distributed as one of the n i.i.d. copies constituting Q. By
Lemma 4, we can express Z in a basis (eg)ren such that defining 7 = (Z, ex), we have

(XYY L Zavaysts | 20y Zas Zaoits - s Dty -



By the weak union property of conditional independence, this implies that
(X)L Zgy,... | 21y, Zyg

for any d > dx + dy.

Choose now an arbitrary d > dx + dy and let Q denote the distribution of n i.i.d. copies of
(X,Y,Z,...,Z4) under Q. Consider the testing problem described in Section 2 with Hx = R
and Hy = Rd We can construct a test in this setting by defining new observations (X Y, Z)
with values in (Rdx R% ,H ) and applying ¢». We form the new observations by setting X := X,
Y :=Y and Z (Zl, s 2y, Z3 1,23, 9,---), Where Z3 ., Z7 ,,... are sampled from the
conditional d1str1bution Zd+17 Zayo,... | Z1 = Zl, g = Zd. If the original sample is from a

distribution in P§ then the modified sample will be from a null distribution in P, thus the

test has size o over 7352 . Similarly, if ()~( Y., Z ) ~ Q, the modified sample will have distribution
@ and hence the test has power « + € against Q

By Lemma 3 this implies the existence of a dx X dy block-diagonal matrix R with diag-
onal entries in the open unit interval, a Gaussian distribution Q" on (R R% R?) where if
(XY Z')~@Q', X', Y and Z' are mean zero with identity covariance matrix, Cov(X', Z') =
Cov(Y’,Z") = 0 and Cov(X',Y’) = R, and a test with size « over 77(?/ with power a+ ¢ against
Q'. Since d was arbitrary, this contradicts Theorem 7. O

A.2.2 Proofs of Theorem 1 and Proposition 1

In this section we prove Theorem 1 and Proposition 1. We do this by extending the results from
the previous section to the situation where at most one of X and Y are infinite-dimensional.

Lemma 5. Let (X,Y, Z) be jointly Gaussian on RYX x Hy x Hz and assume that the covariance
operator of (Y, Z) is injective. Then there exists a basis (ex)ren of Hy such that

X L Yyitso Vi, Ve 2
where Yy, := (Y, ex).

Proof. Note that R x Hy x H is again a Hilbert space and decompose it as R4 @ (Hy x Hz).
Let €y,z) = Cov((Y,Z)) (the covariance of the joint vector (Y,Z2)), €x := Cov(X) and
Cx,(v,z) = Cov(X, (Y, Z)). We can apply Proposition 7 to see that X conditional on (Y, Z) is
Gaussian with mean €y (y, Z)%& 2) (Y, Z) and covariance operator €x — €x (v, ng(Y Z)‘KX (v,2)"

The operator & = € (v, Z)%(Y 7) Maps from Hy X Hz to R and thus is at most a rank dyx
operator. By Hsing and Eubank [10, Theorem 3.3.7 7.] this implies that the rank of </* is also
at most dx. Furthermore, Hsing and Eubank [10, Theorem 3.3.7 6.] yields that Hy x Hz =
Ker(o/) @ Im(a7™).

Using this decomposition we can write (Y, Z) = ((Y, Z)ker(w)> (Y Z)im(wr+)) and note that by
construction &7 (Y, Z) = &/ (Y, Z) 1w+ thus the conditional distribution of X given (Y, Z) only
depends on (Y, Z)1m(+)- In total, we have shown by Proposition 4 that X 1L (Y, Z)ker(a) | (Y5 Z)1m(ar+)
which implies by the weak union property of conditional independence that X Il Yier () | Yim(ar+), Z-

Any basis of Im(e/*) will consist of at most dx elements. Forming the span of the Hy-
components of the basis vectors will yield a subspace of Hy that contains the projection onto
Hy of Im(e7*). Thus, letting r denote the rank of &/, we can append vectors and form a basis
for Hy using the Gram—Schmidt procedure to get a basis where

X UL VYo,... |Ya,....Y,, 2.
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Since r < dx, the weak union property of conditional independence yields
XU Yyqr,... Y1, Ya, Z
as desired. O
We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. Assume without loss of generality that Hx is finite-dimensional and thus
‘Hx is isomorphic to a real vector space, and we will instead denote Hx = R where dx is the
dimension of Hx.

Assume for contradiction that v is a test of size a, with power « + € for some € > 0 against
Q. Let (X,Y,Z) be distributed as one of the n i.i.d. copies constituting ). By Lemma 5 we
can express Y in a basis (eg)ken such that defining Y = (Y, ex), we have

X ULYgt1,--- Y1, Ya, Z.
By the weak union property of conditional independence, this implies that
X U Yyq,... | \n,..., Y, Z

for any d > dx.

Choose now an arbitrary d > dx + dy and let Q denote the distribution of n i.i.d. copies of
(X,Y1,...,Yy, Z) under Q. Consider the testing problem described in Section 2 with Hx = R
and H 7 as above. We can construct a test in this setting by defining new observations (X,Y, Z )
with values in (]Rdx Hy, H z) and applying 1. We form the new observations by setting X =
X, Z:=ZandY = (Y1,.. Yd,Yd+1,Yd°+2, ...), where Y7 |, Y7 ,,... are sampled from the

conditional distribution Y~d+1, Yoro,... | Yi=Y,.... Yy = Y,, Z = Z. If the original sample is
from a distribution in P, then the modified sample will be from a null distribution in P,

thus the test has size a over 7782 . Similarly, if (f( Y, Z) ~ @, the modified sample will have
distribution @ and hence the test has power a4 € against the distribution of (X, Yy,..., Yy, Z).
But this contradicts Theorem 8. O

A similar strategy can be employed to prove Proposition 1.
Proof of Proposition 1. We can repeat the arguments of Theorem 8 and Theorem 1 without
using Lemma 4 and Lemma 5 since we can use the basis (ej)ren instead. O
A.3 Auxiliary results about conditional distributions on Hilbert spaces

Let us first recall how to formally define a conditional distribution. We follow Dudley [7, Chapter
10.2] and Rgnn-Nielsen and Hansen [16].

Definition 1. Let (2, F,P) be a probability space, let D be a sub-o-algebra of F and let Pip
denote the restriction of P to D. Let X be a random variable defined on (0, F,P) mapping into
a measurable space (X, A). We say that a function Px|p : A x Q — [0,1] is a conditional
distribution for X given D if the following two conditions hold.

(Z) For each A € A, PX\D(A7 ) = E(]l{(XEA)} ‘D) = IP)(X €A ’ D) P‘D—a.s.
(ii) For Pp almost every w € Q, Px|p(-,w) is a probability measure on (X, A).
We are mainly interested in conditioning on the value of some random variable which leads

to the following definition.
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Definition 2. Consider random variables X and Y defined on the probability space (2, F,P)
with values in the measurable spaces (X, A) and (Y,G), respectively. We say that a function

Pyix :GXX — [0,1] is a conditional distribution for Y given X if the following conditions
hold.

(i) For each v € X, Py | x(-,x) is a probability measure on (J,G).

1) For each G € G, Py x(G,"-) is A-B measurable, where B denotes the Borel o-algebra on
|
R.

(i1i) For each A € A

IP’(XEA,YEG):/

Py x(G. X (w)) dP(w) = / Py x(G. ) AX (P)(x),
(XeA) A

where X (P) is the push-forward measure of X under P, i.e. the measure on (X, A) such
that X (P)(A) =P(X € A) for A e A.

Informally, we write Y | X for the conditional distribution of Y given X and Y | X = x for the
measure Py | x(-,x). If a function Q : G x X — [0,1] only satisfies the first two conditions, we
say that Q is a (X, A)-Markov kernel on (Y, G).

The connection between the previous two definitions can be seen by viewing X and Y as
random variables on the probability space (X x Y, ARG, (X,Y)(P)) where (X, Y )(P) is the joint
push-forward measure of X and Y under P. If we then let D be the smallest o-algebra making
the projection onto the X-space measurable, we see by letting Py |p(G, (7,y)) = Py |x(G,z)
that Py | x also satisfies the conditions of the first definition. For more on this perspective, see
Dudley [7, Theorem 10.2.1]. It is non-trivial to show the existence of conditional distributions,
however, we do have the following result from Dudley [7, Theorem 10.2.2].

Lemma 6. Consider random variables X andY defined on the probability space (0, F,P) with
values in the measurable spaces (X, A) and (Y,G) respectively. If X and Y are Polish spaces
and A and G are their respective Borel o-algebras then the conditional distribution for Y given
X exists.

We will consider real-valued and Hilbertian random variables in the following, thus we are
free to assume the existence of conditional distributions wherever needed. Before we delve
into the main preliminary results about Hilbertian conditional distributions, we present some
fundamental results from the theory of regular conditional distributions. For measurable spaces
(X, A) and (),G), we let iy : Y — X x Y denote the inclusion map, i.e. i,(y) = (x,y). This is
a G — A® G measurable mapping for each fixed x. The following four results are included for
completeness and can be found in Rgnn-Nielsen and Hansen [16, Lemma 1.1.4, Theorem 1.2.1,
Theorem 2.1.1 & Theorem 3.5.5]. Unless otherwise specified, for these results X, Y and Z are
random variables on measurable spaces (X,.A), (V,G) and (Z,K) respectively.

Lemma 7. Let Q be a (X, A)-Markov kernel on (Y, G) and let B denote the Borel o-algebra on
R. For each C € A® G the map
= Q(iy ' (C), @)

158 A-B measurable.

Proof. Let
D={CcA®G|z— Q(i;*(C),z) is A-B measurable}

12



and consider a product set A x G € A® G. Clearly,

if A
ilaxg =P fré
B ifze A
and therefore
0 ifx g A

Qli; (A x G),z) = { = 14(2)Q(G, z).

Q(G,x) ifxeA

This is a product of two A-B measurable functions and is thus also A-B measurable. This shows
that D contains all product sets and since the product sets are an intersection-stable generator
of A® G, we are done if we can show that D is a Dynkin class by Schilling [18, Theorem 5.5].

We have already shown that product sets are in D which includes X x Y. If C,Cy € D
where C; C Cs then clearly also i, 1(C1) C i, ' (Co) and further iz 1(Co\C1) = i, 1 (Co) \ iz 1 (C1).
This implies that

Qiz ' (C2\ C1), ) = Qi (C2), @) = Qi (C), )

which is the difference of two A-B measurable functions and is thus also A-B measurable. Hence,
C3\ €1 € D. Finally, assume that C; C Cy C --- is an increasing sequence of D-sets. Similarly
to above we have i;1(C1) C iz 1(Cy) C -+ and

Q (z’;l (U Cn) x> =Q (U it (Ch) x> = lim QT HCy), ).
n=1 n=1

The limit is A-B measurable since each of the functions z — Q(i;1(Cy),z) are measurable.
Hence, D is a Dynkin class, and we have the desired result. ]

Proposition 2. Let p be a probability measure on (X, A) and let Q be a (X, A)-Markov kernel
on (V,G). There exists a uniquely determined probability measure A on (X x ), A®G) satisfying

A4 6) = [ QGa).duto)
A

for all A€ A and G € G. Furthermore, for C € A®G

MO = [ Q). dut).
Proof. Uniqueness follows from Schilling [18, Theorem 5.7] since A is determined on the product
sets which form an intersection-stable generator of A ® G.

For existence, we show that A as defined for general C € A® G is a measure. The integrand

is measurable by Lemma 7 and since () is non-negative, the integral is well-defined with values

in [0,00]. Let C1,C5 ... be a sequence of disjoint sets in A ® G. Then for each x € X" the sets
i, (C1),i; 1 (Cs),... are disjoint as well. Hence,

A (U cn> = / Q (z’;l (U cn) x) du(r) = / > Q (i1 (Cn),x) dp(x)
n=1 n=1 n=1
-y / Q (i71(Co),x) du(z) = 3 A(Cn)
n=1 n=1
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where the second equality uses that Q(-, ) is a measure and the third uses monotone convergence
to interchange integration and summation. Since also

AX xY) = [ QUi x Y),a)du(o) = [ QU.a)duta) = [ 1du(e) =1

A is a probability measure, and it follows that

MAXG) = /Q (i, (A x G),z)du(z /QGa:d,u()

for all A € A and G € G as desired. O

Proposition 3. Assume that Py | x is the conditional distribution of Y given X. Let (Z,K) be
another measurable space and let ¢ : X XY — Z be a measurable mapping. Define Z = ¢(X,Y).
Then the conditional distribution of Z given X exists and for K € K and x € X is given by

Py x(K,x) = Py x((¢0is) ' (K),z).

Proof. Clearly Py x(-,x) is a probability measure for every € X and Lemma 7 yields that
Py x(K,-) is A-B measurable for every K € K. It remains to show that P, x satisfies the
third condition required to be the conditional distribution of Z given X. For A € A and K € K
we get that

P(X €A ZcK)=P(X,Y)e(AxY)Nno L(K))

and hence by Proposition 2, we get that

P(X €A ZecK) /Py|X LA x V)N YK)),z) dX (P)(z).

Since

T (Ax V)6 (K) = {@ e

il (¢ Y (K)) ifzecA’

we get

P(X€A,ZeK)= /A Py x(i7 (671 (K)), 2) X (P)(2) = /A Py x (K, z) dX (P)(2),

proving the desired result. O

Proposition 4. Suppose that conditional distribution Py | (x, z) of Y given (X, Z) has the struc-
ture

Py | (X,2) (G, (z,2)) = Q(G, 2)
for some Q : G x Z where for every z € Z, Q(-, z) is a probability measure. Then Q is a Markov
kernel, @ is the conditional distribution of Y given Z and X LY | Z.

Proof. That @ is a Markov kernel follows immediately from the fact that Py-|(x z) is a Markov
kernel. To see that @ is the conditional distribution of Y given Z, note that defining 7z :
X X Z — Z to be the projection onto Z, we get

P(ZeK,Y €G)=P((X,2) e, (K),Y € G) = /1(K) Py (x.2(Cs (2, 2)) d(X, Z)(P) (2, 2)
— [, QG mz(a ) dX.2)(P)a2) = [ QIG.2)AZ(P)),
7w, (K) K

Z
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by viewing Z(P) as the image measure of (X, Z)(P) under 7z and applying Schilling [18,
Theorem 14.1]. For every G € G, Q(G,Z) is a version of the conditional probability P(Y €
G|Z) =E(liyeq)| Z) since Q(G, Z) is clearly measurable with respect to o(Z) and

/ lye)dP =P(Z € K.Y € G) = / Q(G, Z)dP.
(ZeK) (ZeK)

The same argument applies to show that Py |(x 2)(G, (X, Z)) is a version of P(Y € G| X, Z).
Hence, for every G € G

and thus X Il Y | Z as desired. O
With these results we are ready to start considering Hilbertian conditional distributions.

Remark 1. In the following we will repeatedly consider orthogonal decompositions of Hilbert
spaces. We write H = Hy @& Ho if every h € H can be written as h = hy + hy where hy € H;
and hy € Ho and Hi1 L Ho. If an operator of is defined on H, the decomposition induces
four operators: @11 and oy, the Hi and Ho components of the restriction of <&/ to Hyi and
similarly 2o and 2o, the Hi and Ho components of the restriction of </ to Ha. We can write
A as the sum of these four operators. If X is a random variable on H and Hi and Hs are as
above, we can similarly decompose X into (X1, X2) where X1 € Hi and Xy € Ho. If € is the
covariance operator of X, we can decompose it as mentioned above and, in particular, we have
611 = Cov(X1), 622 = Cov(X2) and €12 = €5, = Cov(X1, X2), where €5, denotes the adjoint
of 621. This is analogous to the usual block matriz decomposition of the covariance matriz of
multivariate random variables.

We will need two results that are fundamental in the theory of the multivariate Gaussian
distribution.

Proposition 5. Let X be Gaussian on H and assume that H = Hi @ Ha. Define (X1, Xs) to
be the corresponding decomposition of X. Then X1 1L Xy if and only if Cov(X1, X2) = 0.

Proof. We show that Cov(Xy, X2) = 0 implies independence since the other direction is trivial.
We will use the approach of characteristic functionals as described in detail in Vakhania et al. [22,
Chapter IV]. The characteristic functional of a random variable (technically, the distribution of
the random variable) is the mapping defined on H where h +— Elexp(i(X, h))]. Vakhania et al.
[22, Theorem IV.2.4] state that for Gaussian X with mean g and covariance operator € the
characteristic functional is

x() = exp (i)~ (6.1

Vakhania et al. [22, Chapter IV, Proposition 2.2 + Corollary| state that X; and X» are in-
dependent if the characteristic functional of X factorises into the product of their respective
characteristic functionals. By the assumption that €12 = Cov(X1, X2) = 0, we can write the co-
variance as € = %1 + %> where %; is the covariance of X;. The result then follows by factorising
the characteristic functional appropriately. O

Proposition 6. Let X be Gaussian on Hi with mean p and covariance operator € and let o/
be a bounded linear operator from Hi to Ho and z € Ho. Then Y = &/ X + z is Gaussian on
Ho with mean o/ 1+ z and covariance operator of € .of* where 2/* is the adjoint of of .
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Proof. Throughout, we let (-,-); and (-, -)2 denote the inner products of H; and Hs respectively.
By definition, for every hy € Hi, (X, hy) is Gaussian on R. For every hy € Hy we have

(Y, ha)o = (X, ha)a + (2, ha)2 = (X, o/ ha)1 + (2, ha)2

thus Y is also Gaussian. Using the interchangeability of the Bochner integral and linear opera-
tors (see Hsing and Eubank [10, Theorem 3.1.7]), we get the mean of Y immediately. By noting
that for any h, k € H1, we have

(Ah)@ k= (dh,)ok = (h, " )1k =(h® k)™,
the covariance result then follows by the same argument as for the mean. O

With these results we can now show that conditioning on an injective part of a Gaussian
distribution on a Hilbert space yields another Gaussian distribution with mean and covariance
given by the Hilbertian analogue of the well-known Gaussian conditioning formula.

Proposition 7. Let X be mean zero Gaussian on H with covariance operator € and assume
that H = H1 @ Ha. Let (X1, X2) denote the corresponding decomposition of X. As discussed in
Remark 1, we then set €11 := Cov(X1), €22 := Cov(X2) and €12 = €5, := Cov(X1, X2), where
©5, denotes the adjoint of €21. If €22 is injective, i.e.

Ker(%gg) = {h € Ho ‘ Gooh = O} = {0}
then the conditional distribution of X1 given Xs is Gaussian on Hi with
E(X | X2) = €12%),X»

and

Cov(X;| X2) =611 — 6512%52‘5217
where ‘KQTZ is the generalised inverse (or Moore—Penrose inverse) of €as.

Proof. Define Z := X1 — ‘612‘552)(2. Note that since (Z, X3) is a bounded linear transformation
of (X1,X2), (Z,X2) must be jointly Gaussian by Proposition 6. By Proposition 5, Z and X,
are independent if Cov(Z, X2) = 0. We calculate the covariance and get

Cov(Z, Xo) = Cra — G126, = 0

by Hsing and Eubank [10, Theorem 3.5.8 (3.18)] since Ker(%22) = 0. This implies that the
conditional distribution of Z given X is simply the distribution of Z. We can find the complete
distribution of Z by calculating the mean and covariance of Z, since Z is Gaussian. We get by
Proposition 6,

E(Z) = E(X)) — €12€LE(X3) = 0

and
COV(Z) = CKH — %12%526521.

By Proposition 3, since we can write X; = Z + ‘Klg%JZXQ, the conditional distribution of X;
given Xs is as desired. O
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B Uniform convergence of random variables

In this section we develop some background theory that will be useful when considering simulta-
neous convergence of sequences with varying distributions. In particular, we are interested the
convergence of a sequence of random variables (X, ),ecn defined on a measurable space (2, F)
with a family of probability measures (Pg)pco. For each 6 € O the distribution of (X, )nen
will change as the background measure Py changes. We are also interested in the convergence
of 6-dependent functions of X, such as the conditional expectation with respect to Py of X,
given a sub-c-algebra D of F. To allow for such considerations, the definitions given here will
be more general than in Section 4 and will allow for a family of random variables (X, g)nen gco
to converge to a family of random variables (Xy)gco.

The material in this section extends the work of Kasy [11] and Bengs and Holzmann [1]
to Hilbertian and Banachian random variables and also adds further characterisations of their
central assumptions for families of real-valued random variables.

Unless stated otherwise, we consider the following setup for the remainder of this section.
Let (2, F) be a measurable space, (Py)gco a family of probability measure on (£2, F) where ©
is any set and (B,B(B)) a separable Banach space with its Borel o-algebra. Let (X, g)nengco
and (Xp)geco be families of random variables defined on (€2, F) with values in B. All additional
random variables are also defined on (2, F). We write Eg for the expectation with respect to
Py.

Definition 3 (Uniform convergence of random variables). (i) We say that X, 9 converges uni-
D
formly in distribution over © to Xy and write X,, 9 = Xy if
©

lim sup dGBL(X’m@?X@) = 07
o

n—0o0 Pec

where

d%(Xn9, Xo) = sup [Eg(f(Xne)) —Eo(f(Xo))l,
fEBLy

and BL; denotes the set of all functions f : B — [—1,1] that are Lipschitz with constant at

D
most 1. We write X, 9 = Xy and simply say that X,, 9 converges uniformly in distribution
to Xg when © is clear from the context. When considering collections of random variables
that do not depend on 0 except through the measure on the domain of the random variables,

D
we simply write X, = X.
(i) We say that X, ¢ converges uniformly in probability over © to Xy and write
P
Xno = Xg if, for any € > 0,
©

lim sup Py([| Xno — Xol > ¢€) = 0.
o

n—o0 Pc

P
We write X, 9 = Xg and simply say that X,, 9 converges uniformly in probability to Xy
when © s clear from the context. When considering collections of random wvariables that
do not depend on 0 except through the measure on the domain of the random wvariables,

P
we simply write X,, = X.

D P
Using a slight abuse of notation, we write X, = 0 and X,, 9 = 0 to mean that X, ¢
converges uniformly to the family of random variables Xy that is equal to 0 for all w € Q and
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any 0 € ©. Note that if (Py)gco contains a single element, we recover the standard definitions
of convergence in distribution and probability. We have the following helpful characterisations
of the two modes of uniform convergence.

D
Proposition 8. (i) X, 9 = Xy if and only if for any sequence (0, )nen C ©

lim d% (X0, Xs,) = 0.

n—oo

P
(i) Xn o = Xg if and only if for any sequence (0,)nen C © and any € > 0

lim Py, (|| Xng, — Xo, || > ¢) =0.
n—oo

Proof. The proof given in Kasy [11, Lemma 1] also works in the Banachian case. O

In the remainder of this section we derive various properties of uniform convergence in
probability and distribution that are analogous to the well-known properties of non-uniform
convergence. In particular, we first consider a uniform version of the continuous mapping
theorem which relies on stronger versions of continuity.

Proposition 9. Let ¢ : B — B where B is another separable Banach space.
D D
(i) If Xpn9 = Xg and ¢ is Lipschitz-continuous then (X, 9) = ¥(Xp).

P P
(it) If Xy 0 = Xg and ¢ is uniformly continuous then (X, 9) = ¥(Xp).
Proof. The proof in Kasy [11, Theorem 1] also works in the Banachian case. O

In what follows we will investigate different alternative assumptions such that continuity of
1 suffices. One such assumption is tightness of the family of pushforward measures (Xy(Py))pco-

Definition 4. Let (ug)oco be a family of probability measures on B.

(i) (1o)oco is said to be tight if for any € > 0, there exists a compact set K such that
supgco to(K¢) < e. (Xp)oco is said to be uniformly tight with respect to © if the family
of pushforward measures (Xg(Pg))oco is tight. If © is clear from the context we simply
say that (Xg)gco is uniformly tight.

(it) (Xno)nenpeo is said to be sequentially tight with respect to © if for any sequence (6)nen C
© the sequence of pushforward measures (X 0, (Po,))nen is tight. If © is clear from the
context we simply say that (X, 0)nengco is sequentially tight.

(iii) (pg)oco is said to be relatively compact if for any sequence (0,,)nen there exists a subse-
quence (O () )nen, where k : N — N is strictly increasing, such that 6y, .y CONVETgEs weakly
to some measure p, which is not necessarily in the family (pg)gco-

Prokhorov’s theorem states that tightness implies relative compactness and that they are
equivalent on separable and complete metric spaces; in this work, we therefore use the terms
interchangeably since we only consider separable Banach and Hilbert spaces. With a uniform
tightness assumption, we can perform continuous operations and preserve uniform convergence
in probability just as in the non-uniform setting.
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Proposition 10. Let (X, 9)nengco and (Xg)oco be random variables taking values in B. As-

P -
sume that Xy, 9 = Xg and Xy is uniformly tight. Then, for any continuous function ¢ : B — B,
where B is another separable Banach space, we have

P
(Xn,0) = (Xp).
Proof. Let € > 0 be given. We need to show that

sup Py ([|1(Xn,0) — ¢(Xo)|| =€) =0
0O
As Xy is uniformly tight, for 7 > 0 there exists a compact set K such that

supPo(Xo & Kx) <n/2.

0cO
By the Heine—Cantor theorem, v is uniformly continuous on Kx, so there exists § > 0 such
that ||z — 2'|] < § implies that |[¢(z) — ¢ (2')| < e. We thus have

sup Py([|1(Xnp) — 9(Xp)[| > €) < supPy(Xp ¢ K) + sup Pp([| Xy o — Xol| = 9).
0cO 0cO 0cO

By assumption, we can choose N sufficiently large such that for all n > N, the final term is less
than 7/2, resulting in the whole expression being less than 1. As n was arbitrary, this proves
the result. O

Bengs and Holzmann [1] make repeated use of an alternative assumption for many of their
results for real-valued random variables.

Definition 5. A family of probability measures (1g)oco is uniformly absolutely continuous with
respect to the measure p if for any € > 0, there exists 6 > 0 such that for any Borel set B

u(B) < 6 = sup ug(B) < e.
0cO
A family of random variables (Xg)pco is uniformly absolutely continuous over © with respect
to the measure p if the family of pushforward measures (Xg(Pg))gco is uniformly absolutely
continuous with respect to p. When © is clear from the context we simply say that Xy is
uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to .

Uniform absolute continuity has previously been studied in other works such as the ones by
Bogachev [3, Section 5.6] and Doob [6, Chapter IX, Section 4]. An intuitive view of uniform
absolute continuity can be given when p is a finite measure. In this case, we can define a
pseudometric d,, on the Borel sets with d,(A, B) = u(AAB), where AAB is the symmetric
difference. Uniform absolute continuity is then uniform d,-continuity over 6 of the collection of
push-forward measures (Xy(Pg))pco viewed as mappings from the Borel sets into R.

Another helpful perspective is in the case where for each 8, Xy has a density fy with respect
to a common measure u. The following proposition shows that Xy is uniformly absolutely
continuous with respect to p if and only if for each 6, Xy has a density fy with respect to p and
the family of densities is uniformly integrable. A convenient sufficient condition for uniform
integrability is the existence of r > 0 such that supgeg [ fg” dp < oo.

Proposition 11. If (Xy)gco is uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to p, then for each
0 Xy has a density fy with respect to p and the family (fp)gco is uniformly integrable with
respect to u. Conwversely, if for each 0 Xy has a density fo with respect to p and the family
(fo)oco is uniformly integrable then (Xg)pco is uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to

.
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Proof. For the first statement, note that by the Radon-Nikodym theorem, we need to show
that for each 0, pu(B) = 0 implies that Py(Xy € B) = 0 for every Borel measurable B. This
is immediate from the assumption of uniform absolute continuity (by negation) and so is the
uniform integrability of the family (fy)sco. The second statement follows immediately from the
definitions of uniform integrability and uniform absolute continuity. O

In Bengs and Holzmann [1] uniform absolute continuity is assumed with respect to a prob-
ability measure. For uniformly tight Banachian random variables that are uniformly absolutely
continuous with respect to a o-finite measure u, we can show that the family is also uniformly
absolutely continuous with respect to any o-finite measure v such that p has a continuous
density with respect to v.

Proposition 12. Assume that (Xg)gco is uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to some
o-finite measure . If v is another o-finite measure dominating p and there exists a continuous
Radon-Nikodym derivative of u with respect to v, then X is uniformly absolutely continuous
with respect to v.

Proof. Let € > 0 be given. Because (Xy)pco is uniformly tight, we can choose a compact set
K, such that

SupPg(Xg ¢ K) < 5/2.

0cO

Then note that for any Borel measurable set B

suplPg(Xg € B) <e/2+supPy(Xg € BNK).
0co 0coO

We thus need to find ¢ so that v(B N K) < § implies supgeg Po(Xyp € BN K) < €/2. Letting g
denote the continuous Radon-Nikodym derivative of u with respect to v, we see that

u(BﬂK):/

| gdv< (Sup g(m)) Y(BNK).

TeK

The supremum is finite by the extreme value theorem for continuous functions since K is
compact. If sup ¢ g(z) > 0 choose §' from the uniform absolute continuity of X with respect
to p matching /2 and set 6 = §'/(sup,ecx g(x)). Then for all B with v(B) < §, we have

n(BNK)

d>v(B)>v(BNK)>
(B) 2 1 ) SUpe 9()

— u(BNK)<d

and thus
SupPg(Xg eB ﬂK) < 8/2
GSC]
proving the result. If sup,cx g(z) = 0 any § works since (B N K) = 0 implies
supgee P(Xg € BNK) =0. O

A consequence of the above result is that uniform absolute continuity with respect to the
Lebesgue measure implies uniform absolute continuity with respect to the standard Gaussian
measure. This lets us immediately apply many of the results of Bengs and Holzmann [1] such as
Theorem 4.1, when we consider a uniformly tight real-valued random variable that is uniformly
absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

Corollary 1. A real-valued family of random variables (Xg)oco is uniformly absolutely contin-
uous with respect to the Lebesque measure if and only if it is uniformly absolutely continuous
with respect to the standard Gaussian measure.

20



Proof. The statement follows immediately by the equivalence of the standard Gaussian measure
and the Lebesgue measure, by the continuity of the Gaussian density and its reciprocal, and
Proposition 12. ]

We will consider sums of real-valued random variables and thus need to consider when such
sums are uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to a measure. It turns out that when
the random variables are independent and one of the families is uniformly absolutely continuous
with respect to the Lebesgue measure, the same is true for the family of sums.

Theorem 9. Let (Xg)gco and (Yy)gco be two real-valued random variables such that for any
0 € © Xy and Yy are independent under Py. Assume that (Xg)gco is uniformly absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Then (Xg + Yp)oco is uniformly absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

Proof. Let € > 0 be given and let A denote the Lebesgue measure. We need to find § > 0 such
that for any Borel measurable B with A(B) < 6, we have supgcg Pg(Xo + Yy € B) < e. We can
use the independence of Xy and Yy to write the probability as a double-integral with respect to
the pushforward measures Xy(Py) and Yy(Py) as follows:

Po(Xo + Yo € B) = [ 1a(Xo(w) + Yo(@) dPolw) = [ [ La(o+9) dXo (o) (@) Yo B ).
Note that 1p(x + y) = 1p_y(x) where B —y := {b—y : b € B} and that, by the translation

invariance of the Lebesgue measure, A\(B) = A\(B—y). As Xp is uniformly absolutely continuous
with respect to A, there exists § such that if A(B) < ¢§ we have

supPp(Xg+ Yy € B) < sup/ (sup/]lBy(x) dX,g(Pg)(ﬂ?)) dYy(Pp)(y)

0eO 0cO USS)
< Sup/edYg(]P’g)(y) <e. O
0cO

Thus far, we have not discussed when we can expect uniform convergence in distribution
to imply uniform convergence of distribution functions. This is exactly where we need an
assumption of uniform absolute continuity. The following result is a modified version of Bengs
and Holzmann [1, Theorem 4.1], where our condition includes uniform convergence in x, rather
than convergence for all x.

Proposition 13. Let (X, 9)nengco and (Xg)oco be real-valued random variables. Assume that
(Xp)oco is uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to a continuous probability measure p.

D
Then X, 9 = Xg if and only if

lim supsup |[Pp(Xp0 < x) —Pp(Xg < z)| =0. (30)
N0 zeR €O

D
Proof. See Bengs and Holzmann [1, Theorem 4.1] for a proof that X,, 9 = Xj if and only if

lim sup [Py(X,.0 < 2) — Pg(Xg < 2)| = 0
n—oo 0cO
for all z € R. To show that the convergence of distribution functions is uniform, we proceed as
follows. In view of the uniform absolute continuity of (Xy)gpco with respect to u, for all € > 0
there exists > 0 such that for Borel measurable B with pu(B) < §, we have supgeg Po(Xy €
B) <e. Let —oo =9 <21 < -+ < Ty, = oo such that for alli € {1,...,m}, 0 < p((xi—1, 7)) <
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0. We can find such a grid since p is a continuous probability measure. For any 6 and i €
{1,...,m}, we thus have

Po(Xg < x;) — Po(Xop < 1) = Pp(Xp € (zi—1,xi]) < e.
For z € (x;—1, ],

Sug{PO(Xnﬂ <z)-Py(Xg <)} < Sug{Pe(Xn,e <) — Po(Xg <wi—1)}
c (S

< Sug{Pa(Xn,a <zi) —Pp(Xg <)} +e < zug |Po(Xno < i) —Po(Xp < ;)| + ¢,
S S

and, similarly,

sup{Pyp(Xp < z) —Py(X, 90 < z)} < Sug{Pe(Xe <z;) —Po(Xpp < wio1)}

9O oe
< sup{Pp(Xg < zj—1) —Po(Xpng < zi—1)} + e <sup|Pp(Xp < xi—1) — Po(Xpnp < i—1)| + €.
9O 0O
Thus,

supsup |[Pg(X, 0 < ) —Po(Xg < x)| < sup  sup|Po(X, 0 < 25) — Po(Xg < 25)| + €.
z€R 0€© 1€{0,...,m} 0€©

The first term on the right-hand side goes to 0 by assumption and € was arbitrary, thus proving
the uniform convergence. O

The final results of this section are uniform versions of Slutsky’s lemma, the Weak Law of
Large Numbers and the Central Limit Theorem. In the remaining results uniform tightness will
play a crucial role. It is a standard result that if (X,,),en converges in distribution to X then

D
(Xn)nen is tight. We can show that analogously if X, 9 = Xy and (Xp)geco is uniformly tight
then (X, 0)nenpco is sequentially tight.
D
Proposition 14. Assume that (Xg)gco is uniformly tight. If X, 9 = Xg then (X, 0)nenoco is
sequentially tight.

Proof. We prove the contrapositive statement. Assume that there exists a sequence (0,,)pen C ©
such that (X, 0, (Ps,))nen is not tight. Let Y;, be distributed as X,, g, (P, ) and Z,, distributed
as X (Pg,) defined on a probability space (2, F,P). Since (Yy)nen is not tight, there exists a
subsequence (k(n))nen with k£ : N — N strictly increasing such that any further subsequence
of (Y(n))nen does not converge in distribution. Since (Z,)nen is tight, there exists a strictly
increasing k' : N — N and a random variable Z such that writing m = k o k', we have

dBL(Zm(n)7 Z) — 0.
However, since Y}(,,) does not have a weakly convergent subsequence, we have
dBL(Ym(n)> Z) 4 0.

Thus, there exists € > 0 and a strictly increasing k£” : N — N such that writing [ = m o k", we

have for all n
dBL(Yin), Z) > €.

Next choose N such that for n > N we have

dBL<Zl(n), Z) < 6/2.
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Then by the reverse triangle inequality
dBL(Zi(ny: Yign)) = |dBL(Ziny, Z) — dBL(Z,Yyn))| = €/2
for all n > N. Since
Oi(n
e (Ziy: Yiew) = i) (Xico) 1y X1 )
D
by Proposition 8 we cannot have X, 9 = Xy proving the desired statement. ]

The previous result will be required when proving the second part of the upcoming uniform
version of Slutsky’s lemma.

Proposition 15 (Uniform Slutsky’s lemma). Let (X, g)nenoco, (Yno)nenoco and (Xg)oco be
D P
Banachian random variables. Assume that X, ¢ = Xg and Y, 9 = 0. Then, the following two
statements hold.
. D
(Z) Xnﬁ + Ynyg = Xg.
(it) If (Yn 0)nenoco is a family of real-valued random variables and (Xg)gco is uniformly tight,
P
then Y, 9 X5, 0 = 0.

Proof. We first prove (i), for which we need to show that

sup dg (X0 + Yo, Xg) — 0
0c6

as n — oo. We have for any 0
A (Xnp + Yo, Xo) < dbp(Xng + Yo, Xng) + dip, (X0, Xo),

where the second term goes to 0 uniformly by assumption. It remains to show that the first term
goes to 0 uniformly. Now for f € BL; we have that for any ¢ > 0 and any z,y € B, |y|| < &
implies || f(x +y) — f(x)|| < e. Hence, by using the triangle inequality for the expectation,
partitioning the integral and using the uniform continuity above, we get

Ay, (X0 + Yoo Xnp) < e+ Sup Eo |[f(Xno + Yno) = F(Xno)| Ly, ol>e} | -
(S 1

We can again apply the triangle inequality and recall that f is bounded by 1, yielding

sup sup Eg |[f(Xn,0 + Yn0) — f(Xno) Ly, o>} | < 25upPo([[Ynoll > ),
6O fEBL, 6o

which goes to 0 by assumption. Since € > 0 was arbitrary, we have proven the desired result.
We now turn to the proof of (ii). We will apply Proposition 8 and show that for any
(0n)nen € © and any € > 0,
Po,, (Y0, Xn0,ll > €) = 0

as n — 0o, which implies the desired result. Let § > 0 be given. By Proposition 14 there exists
a compact set K such that

sup Py, (X0, € K¢) <6/2.
neN
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Since K is compact, it is bounded and thus there exists M > 0 such that ||z| < M for all
x € K. By the uniform convergence in probability of Y,, to zero, we can find N such that for
alln > N,

]P)Gn(|Yn,9n| > €/M) < 5/2

Putting things together, we get, for all n > N,

Py, (1 Xn.0, Yn0.1l = €) < Po, ([[Xn0,Yn0.ll = €, Xnp, € K)+Pg,(Xne, € K°)
<Py, (|Yno,| =>¢e/M)+supPy, (X0, € K°) <6,
neN

proving the result. O

We will now consider the setting of uniform convergence of averages of i.i.d. random variables,
i.e. we assume that for each § € © the sequence (X, g)nen is i.i.d. and consider the convergence
of 1/ny " | X; 9. We first prove a small technical lemma and then apply this lemma to prove
an analogue of the Law of Large numbers for uniform convergence in probability for Hilbertian
random variables.

Lemma 8. Let Y1,...,Y, be independent, mean zero random variables taking values in Hilbert
space H. Then

n

> Y

i=1

2 n
E = E|Yi[?.
i=1

Proof. Note first that

2 n n

i=1 j=1

n
d v
=1

Let (ex)ren denote a basis of H. Then for i # j

E((Y;,Y})) = E (Zm,em%ew) = S E((Yien) (Vi en) = 3 E((¥i, ) E((Y), e1))
k=1 k=1

k=1
but E((Y;, ex)) = 0 for all ¢ and k since Y; are mean zero. O

Proposition 16. Let (Xp)gco be Hilbertian random variables with Ey(Xg) = 0 for all € ©
and suppeg Eo(|| Xo||1T7) < C for some C,n > 0. Let (X 9)nengeo be random variables such
that for 6 € © (Xy, g)nen is i.4.d. with the same distribution as Xy under Py. Then

1 o P
=Y Xip=0.
n 4
=1
Proof. We adapt the argument given in Shah and Peters [20, Lemma 19]. Defining S, ¢ :=

n~t3°" | X9, we need to show that for any € > 0,

sup Py (|| Sn0l| >€) = 0
0cO

as n — oo. To this end, we let M > 0 and define X := Ly x,(<m}Xo and X7 := Ly x,>m3 X0
and similarly X3, and X7, for i € N. We also define ST, := n™'> " | X5, and S, :=
n~'Y " X7,. Note first that

supgeo Eol Xol _ C
M - M’

sup Py (|| Xyl > M) <
9c6
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hence choosing M large, we can make Py(||Xg|| > M) small uniformly in §. Combining this
with the fact that E(X;) = —E(X]), we get

1 ]
sup|E(Xy)|| = sup|[E(Xy)[| < sup E[| Xy || < sup (E[|X[|"*7) ™7 Py (|| Xol| > M)T7 < —
0cO 0cO 0cOe 0cO

(31)
by Holder’s inequality. This implies that choosing M large we can ensure that supgcg||E(X; )| <
¢/3 and for these M, we have

sup By (|| Syol > €) < sup Po(||S,ll > 26/3) + supBo([1S2, | > £/3)
0cO 0ce 6co

< supPy([[S5p — E(Xg)[| > €/3) + supPo([| S0l > /3).
0cO 0cO
By Markov’s inequality and the triangle inequality
3supgee Eo| Xy ||
€

sup Py ([| Syl > €/3) <
66

which we have already shown in (31) is uniformly small when M is sufficiently large. Finally,
by Markov’s inequality, the triangle inequality and Lemma 8, we have
suppco Eoll S — E(X5)I1?  supgeo Eoll X5 |12 < M?

Py(||S5, — E(X5 < =

hence choosing n sufficiently large, we can control the final term. O

We can extend the previous result to a special class of Banach spaces under an additional
tightness assumption. Recall that a Banach space B has a Schauder basis if there exists (ex)xen
such that for every v € B there exists a unique sequence of scalars (ay)gen satisfying

K
v — E ager
k=1

—0

as K — oo.

Proposition 17. Let (Xy)gco be Banachian random variables taking values in B with Ee(Xg) =
0 for all 0 € © and supgeg Eo(|| Xo||**") < C for some C,n > 0. Let (X, 9)nengco be random
variables such that for 6 € © (X, 0)nen is i.4.d. with the same distribution as Xg under Py.
Assume further that B has a Schauder basis and that (Xg)gco is uniformly tight. Then

1 & P
- Z X9 = 0.
=1

Proof. For K € N let Px denote the canonical projection of v € B onto the first K components
of the Schauder basis, i.e. the mapping

00 K
V= E QRep —r E AfCL.
k=1 k=1

This mapping is linear and satisfies that sup gen||Pr |lop < 00 by Li and Queffélec [15, Theorem
I1.2 and I1.3]. By the triangle inequality
).

1 & 1 &
Pe( n;Xi,O ZE) Slf”e( EZPKXLG

i=1

1 n
> 5/2) +Py (H" g (Xi0 — Pk Xip)
=1

25




hence it is sufficient to show that the first term converges to 0 uniformly as n — oo for fixed K
and that the second term converges to 0 uniformly as K — oco. By Proposition 16 the first term
converges to 0 for fixed K since (PxXp)gco are concentrated on a finite-dimensional subspace

of B and since
sup By (|| P Xoll ") < || Picl/54" sup Eq (| Xpl|*7) < .
[<C) [<C)

It remains to show that when we choose K large, the second term is small. Bogachev [3,
Theorem 2.7.10] characterises tightness of families of random variables on Banach spaces with
a Schauder basis. In particular, they satisfy

hm supPy(|| X9 — Pk Xy|| >¢) =0 (32)

K—o0 6cO

for every € > 0. Applying Markov’s inequality, partitioning the integral, applying Holder’s
inequality and the triangle inequality yields that for any ¢ > 0 and § > 0,

~

0cO

1
< o sup {6 +Eq (|| Xo — PKXOHH{IIXWPKX9II>5})}

1 n
sup Py <Hn Z(Xi,e — P Xip)
=1

1
>t | < -supEy|| Xy — Px Xy
0cO

1

< sup {0+ (Eol|Xo — PrcXoll )7 (Bl Xy — PrcXpl > 8)) 74}

1

<! {6 + (L sup [P lg)C 3 (Bo(1 X0 — PicXoll > 67 }.

By (32), we can choose 6 and K such that the upper bound is arbitrarily small, hence we have

shown the desired result. O

For the uniform central limit theorem, we only consider the Hilbertian case since this is
sufficient for our needs and avoids technical problems to do with tightness and the regular (non-
uniform) central limit theorem on Banach spaces. We first give some sufficient conditions for
uniform convergence in distribution of Hilbertian random variables.

Proposition 18. Let (X, 9)nenoco and (Xg)oco be Hilbertian random variables. Assume that

(1) for all h € H, (X, 9,h) 2; (Xo, h),
(it) (Xno)nenpeo is sequentially tight, and
(iii) (Xp)oco is uniformly tight.
D
Then, X, 9 = Xp.

Proof. Let (0,)nen C © and let Y, have distribution X, ¢(IPy,, ) and Z,, have distribution Xy(Py,, )
defined on a probability space (€2, F,P). Suppose for contradiction that

deBnL(XnﬂanGn) = dBL(Yna Zn) 7L> 0

as n — oo. Then there exists a subsequence of Y,, and Z,, and an € > 0 such that for all n

dBL(Yk(n), Zr(n)) = €
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where k£ : N — N is a strictly increasing function. By sequential tightness of (X, 9)nenoco,
there exists a subsequence of (Yj(n))nen, represented by the index function m = ko k' for a
strictly increasing &’ : N — N such that the subsequence (Yin(n))nen converges weakly to some
random variable Y. By uniform tightness of X there exists a further subsequence of (Z,,())nen,
represented by the index function [ = m o k” for a strictly increasing ¥” : N — N such that
(Zi(n))nen converges weakly to some random variable Z. Note that since the range of [ is a
subset of the range of m, (Yj(,))nen also converges to Y.

We intend to show that the distributions of Z and Y are equal. The distribution of a
Hilbertian random variable is completely determined by the distribution of the linear functionals
[10, Theorem 7.1.2]. However, for any h € H and any n,

dBL (<Y7 h>7 <Z’ h)) < dBL (<Y’ h)? <}/l(n)7 h>) + dBL (<}/l(n)7 h>’ <Zl(n)7 h>) + dBL ((Zl(n)a h>a <Zv h>) .

The first and third term of the right-hand side go to zero by definition and the middle term
goes to zero by assumption (i). Now,

dBL(YZ(n)a Zl(n)) < dBL(Y}(n)v Z) + dBL(Zv Zl(n))

Hence, we can choose N making [(N) large enough that the RHS is smaller than £/2. This is
a contradiction since we chose k such that dpr,(Yy(n), Zi(n)) = € for all n. € N but (I(n))nen C

(k(n))nen- O

We can now prove a uniform central limit theorem in Hilbert spaces.

Proposition 19. Let (Xp)geco be Hilbertian random variables with Eg(Xg) = 0 for all 6 and
suppee Eo(|| Xo||?") < K for some K,1 > 0. Denote (6p)oco the family of covariance operators
of Xg under each Py, i.e. €y = Eo(Xg ® Xy). Let (Xp9)nenpco be random variables such that
for 6 € © (X, 0)nen is i.i.d. with the same distribution as X under Pg. Assume further that
for some orthonormal basis (ex)7>, of H

oo
lim sup Goer, er) = 0. 33
i sup D (o) (3)
Then .
1 D
— X'ﬂ =7
where the distribution of Z under Py is N'(0,%p).

Proof. We intend to apply Proposition 18 and thus check the conditions. For the first condition,
let h € H be given and let Y, = (X,,, h) and let Y be distributed as (N (0,%y), h) under Py, i.e.
as N(0, (6ph, h)). Note that

1 « 1 &
<\/ﬁ;X¢,9,h> = \/ﬁ;Yw

hence by Proposition 8 it is sufficient for the first condition that for any (6, )neny C O

lim d% (Y, Y) = 0.

n—oo

Suppose for contradiction that there exists a sequence (6,)nen such that the limit does not
equal 0. Then there exists an € > 0 and a strictly increasing function m : N — N such that

dom™ (Y, V) > e
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for any n € N. Denoting for n € N, o7 o = (6y. .  h,h), we note that the sequence

m(n)

<a§ ( )) N is bounded by assumption and hence by the Bolzano—Weierstrass theorem it has a
m(n ne

convergent subsequence, i.e. there exists ¢ > 0 and a strictly increasing m’ : N — N such that
letting I = m/ om, ng — o2, Letting W denote a random variable with distribution A/(0, 0?)
for any Py, by Scheffé’s lemma this implies that

. O1(n

lim dgi" (Y, W) = 0.

n—o0

Further, the Lindeberg-Feller theorem [8, Theorem 3.4.10] yields that

L) _
nll)rgo dBL (an W) - 07
since Lyapunov’s condition is fulfilled by the uniform bound on the (2 + n)th moment of Xj.
Because the range of [ is contained in the range of m, this is a contradiction, hence the first
condition is fulfilled.

The third condition follows immediately from the assumption in (33) by Bogachev [3, Propo-
sition 2.5.2, Lemma 2.7.20]. Define S, ¢ := ﬁ Yoy Xip for n € N. The second condition
follows by the same assumption and theorems by observing that Egl||S, ¢||? is bounded by the
same constant bounding Eg||Xy||? and that

1 n
COV@(Snjg) = ﬁ Z COVQ(XZ‘ﬁ) = (59.
i=1

This shows that the family of measures (X, ¢(Pg))nengeco is tight which implies the second
condition. ]

C Proofs of results in Sections 3.2 and 4

This section contains the proofs of all results in Sections 3.2 and 4 except Proposition 1 which
is proven in Section A.2.2. The proofs are self-contained, but readers new to the field may
find the following references helpful. For general results about random variables on metric
spaces (Slutsky’s theorem, etc.) see Billingsley [2, Chapter 1]. For more specific results about
Hilbertian random variables, Bochner integrals and operators on Hilbert spaces, see Hsing and
Eubank [10, Chapter 2, 4, 7]. For existence and construction of conditional expectations on
Hilbert spaces, see Scalora [17, Chapter 2]. In this section, we sometimes omit the subscript P
when it is clear from the context.

C.1 Derivation of (7)
We first prove a small lemma.

Lemma 9. Let x1,...,x, be elements of a Hilbert space H. Then

;xi =Y > (@i )

i=1 j=1
and the non-zero eigenvalues of the operator

n
o = Zl‘@ & xT;
=1
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equal the eigenvalues of the matriz A with entries
Ai]’ = <Ii,ﬂfj>.
Proof. The first claim is immediate, since

n

>

=1

n n

= <z_;fl‘z,z_:1$]> = ZZ<$Z,$]>

i=1 j=1

For the second claim, note that we can write the operator &/ as %*% where % : H — R"™ is an
operator given by

<x17 h>
Bh = :
(T, h)
with adjoint %* given by

n

By = Z V; ;.

i=1

The result now follows since A = BA*. O

Applying the first result of the lemma to the sequence 1/v/n%; for i = 1,...,n viewed as
Hilbert—Schmidt operators from Hx to Hy, we get that

n 2 n n n n
S| = L3Sy =SS ) (6 )
1=1

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
Applying the second result of the lemma to the sequence 1/v/n — 1%; — %, we get that the
eigenvalues of

1
T, =~
n

LS (% - %) ens (% — #)

=1

6 =

n—1

equal the eigenvalues of the matrix A with entries

Aij = <%¢-%,%j—%>
Using bilinearity of the inner product, we can expand and see that
A=T—-Jr-TrJ+JIJ

as desired.

C.2 Derivation of (11)

Proof. Fix n > 2 and write p := 1+ a(n). Let (Z;, ¥, 2);; denote mean-centred observations,
SO €.g. Z; = z; — Z?:l zj/n, and let XM = (#1,...,2,)" € R™. Let W,, € R™P be the design
matrix with ith row given by (7, Zi1, . - -, Zig(n)), and let 6, € R be the first component of the

coefficient vector from regressing X ™ onto W, so 0, := {(W,) W,,)"'W,T X"}, Further, let
P, € R"™ "™ be the orthogonal projection onto the column space of W,,. Then

OLS_]l R -
o 00>t —p-1(a/2)dwn||(I-Pr) X (™M]2/v/n—p=T1}
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where t,,_,(a/2) is the upper «/2-point of a t distribution on n — p degrees of freedom, and
612,1,771 = {(W,]W,,)"1}11. Fix Q € Q; in the following we will suppress dependence on this for
notational simplicity. Then there exists » € N such that

 Cov(Y, X |Z) Cov(Y,X|Zy,...,2Z;)
- Var(X|Z2) Var(X|Zy,...,Z)

>0,

and so for n such that a(n) > r, 6, | W, ~ N (6, 0°6ty,,,) Where
o?:=Var(X |Y,Z) = Var(X |Y, Z1,...,Z,) > 0.

Note that ||(I — P,)X™|3/02 ~ Xs—p_1, and so by the weak law of large numbers and the

continuous mapping theorem, ||(I — P)X™|a/\/n—p—1 L . To show that P(ypOS = 1) —
1, it therefore suffices to show that 6%/’71 Zo.

Now writing ¥, = Cov(Y, Z1,..., Z,(n)), we have that W,J W,, has a Wishart distribution
on n — 1 degrees of freedom: W, W,, ~ W,(Z,,n — 1). Thus, (Z;l)n/&%@ ~ x2_, and
(1 = Var(Y | Zy,...,Z,) = Var(Y | Z) < co. We therefore see that as n — oo and hence

. P .
n —p — 00, we have O‘%V,n — 0 as required. ]

C.3 Proofs of results in Section 4.2

In this section we provide proofs of Theorems 3 and 2. The proofs rely heavily on the theory
developed in Section B.

C.3.1 Auxiliary lemmas

We first prove some auxiliary lemmas that will be needed for the upcoming proofs.

Lemma 10. Let (Xp)nen be a sequence of real-valued random wvariables defined on (£, F)
equipped with a family of probability measures (Py)gco. Let X be another real-valued ran-
dom wvariable on the same space and let (Fp)nen be a sequence of sub-c-algebras of F. If

P P
Eo(|Xn| | Frn) =2 0 then X,, = 0.
Proof. Let € > 0 be given. By Markov’s inequality

Eo(|Xn| A
sup Py(| Xp| > €) <supPyp(| Xp| Ae>e€) < SupM.
6co 6cO 0co €

We will be done if we can show that supycg Eo(|Xn| A €) — 0 as n — oo. Note that by
monotonicity of conditional expectations, for each § € © we have

Eo(|Xn| A €| Frn) <Eg(e| Fn) =€,

and
Eg([Xn| A €] Fn) < Eo(| Xn| | Fn)-

Combining both of the above expressions, we get
E9(|Xn| N € | ./_"n) < E9(|Xn| |~7:n) N €.
This lets us write by the tower property and monotonicity of integrals,

sup g (| Xy | A €) = sup Eg[Eo (| Xn| A €| Fn)] < supEg[Eg(|Xn| | Fn) A e].
66 66 66
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Let Y, := Eo(|Xy| | Fn) A € and let 6 > 0 be given. Then

sup Eg(Vy,) < supEg (Yaliy, <s/2)) +sup By (Yalgy,>s5/2})
0o 9o 0co

< 0 + esupPy(Y,, > §/2).
0cO

By assumption, for any > 0, we can choose N € N so that for all n > N, we can make

supgee Eo(| Xn| | Frn) > 0/2) <n. Thus, choosing N to parry n = 5-, we get

supEg(|Y,]) < 6
[UC)

proving the desired result. O

Lemma 11. Let X and Y be random variables defined on the probability space (2, F,P) with
values in a Hilbert space H. Let D be a sub-o-algebra of F so that X is D-measurable. Assume
that E()| X ), E(|Y]]) and E(||X||||Y]]) all exist. Then

E({(X,Y)|D) = (X,E(Y | D)).

Proof. To show the result, we need to show that (X, E(Y | D)) is D-measurable and that integrals
over D-sets of (X,Y) and (X,E(Y |D)) coincide. (X,E(Y |D)) is D-measurable by continuity
of the inner product and the fact that X and E(Y |D) are D-measurable by assumption and
definition, respectively. By expanding the inner product in an orthonormal basis (ex)ren of H,
we get

/XYdIP’ /DZXek (Y, er) dP = Z/ (X, ex) (Y, e) | D) dP

k=1
—Z/Xek (Y |D),ep) dP = /Dkleek (Y | D), ep) dP = /D<X,E(Y|D))dﬂ1>

by using the interchangeability of sums and integrals and the property
E((Y, &) | D) = (E(Y | D), e;)

of conditional expectations on Hilbert spaces.
O

Lemma 12. Let g denote the function that maps a self-adjoint, positive semidefinite, trace-class
operator, € on a separable Hilbert space H, to the 1 —a quantile of the |N(0,%)||* distribution.
Then q is continuous in trace norm and the restriction of q to a bounded subset C of covariance
operators satisfying

lim sup Cep,er) =0 34
N%%c,;( ) (34)

for some orthonormal basis (ex)7>, of M, is uniformly continuous in trace norm.

Proof. Let %, be a sequence of self-adjoint, positive semidefinite, trace-class operators converg-
ing to ¢ in trace norm. Then by Bogachev [3, Theorem 2.7.21] N'(0,%,,) LA N(0,%) and by the

continuous mapping theorem we have ||N(0, %) LA |IN(0,%)||?. This implies the convergence
of the quantile functions by the Portmanteau theorem and Vaart [21, Lemma 21.2] and hence
q is continuous.
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By the Heine—Cantor theorem, the restriction of ¢ to the closure of C is uniformly continuous
if C is relatively compact. Restricting ¢ further to C preserves the uniform continuity. Bogachev
[3, Proposition 2.5.2] states that equation (34) exactly characterises the relatively compact sets
of trace class operators. O

Lemma 13. Let © C Ry and let (ug)geco be the family of probability distributions on R where
for each 6 € ©, g denotes the distribution of 0Z where Z ~ x3. If © is bounded away from 0,
the family is uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesque measure A.

Proof. Note that the density fy of ug with respect to the Lebesgue measure is
1 e_ﬁ‘”

Verd Vo

We will apply Proposition 11 by showing that supycg [ f;’ Zaxn < oo, which is sufficient for
uniform integrability by Bogachev [4, Example 4.5.10]. We see that

3
1 e 4955
2)?/2dx =
f o= e | e

and we recognise the final integral as the unnormalised density of a I'(1/4,3/(46)) random
variable. Thus,

fo(x) =

[ epan= L TOOVE_ T
K V61303 V3 V6302

This is finite for all § € © since © is bounded away from zero, proving the desired result. [

Lemma 14. Let X be a uniformly tight with respect to index family © (see Definition 4), real-
valued and non-negative random variable that is uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to
the Lebesque measure. Then so is v X.

Proof. Let € > 0 be given and let A denote the Lebesgue measure. We need to find § > 0 such
that for any Borel measurable B,
AMB) <6 = supPy(VX € B) < e
0cO

For each measurable B, we define B2 := {b> : b € R}. Then Pyp(v/X € B) = Py(X € B?) and
by the uniform tightness of X, we can find M > 0 such that

supPy(X € B?) <supPy(X € B2N [0, M]) + ¢/2.

0co [USS)
By the uniform absolute continuity of X with respect to A, we can find ¢’ such that A\(B) < ¢’
implies supycg Po(X € B) < €/2. Note that for any such B, by the regularity of the Lebesgue
measure, we can find an open set U 2 B such that A(U \ B) < §’ — A\(B). This implies that
A(U) < ¢'. For every open U, by Carothers [5, Theorem 4.6], we can find a countable union of
disjoint open intervals ()32, where I; = (aj,b;), such that U = [J;2, I;. Note that U? also
covers B? since if € U, z is in at least one of the intervals I; j, and thus 22 is in IJQ. Combining
these observations, we get that

o

AB2n[0,M]) < NU*N Z/\ i (min(M, b2 —a?)

J
Jj=1

= i(min(\/ﬂ, b;) + aj)(min(VM,b;) — aj) < ZWZ b —aj < 2V M¢'.
j=1 J=1
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Thus letting § = ¢’ /(2v/ M), we see that for all B with A(B) < §, we also have A\(B?N[0, M]) < &,
and hence

supPy(X € BN [0, M]) < ¢/2,
0cO

proving the statement. O

Lemma 15. Let (Xy)geo be Hilbertian random variables with values in H. Assume that for
every 0 € O, Eg(Xg) = 0, suppee E|| Xol|? < 0o and that there exists a basis (ex)ren of H such
that

o0
lim sup E((Xg,ex)?) = 0.
K—o00gco ICZK
Then the family (Xo® Xg)gco is uniformly tight when viewed as random variables in the Banach
space of trace-class operators on H.

Proof. By Fugarolas and Cobos [9, Proposition 3.1] (ex ® €;) 1 j)en2 is a Schauder basis for the
Banach space of trace-class operators on H. Thus, Bogachev [3, Theorem 2.7.10] yields that we
need to show that

lim supIP’g(HXg ® Xglltr >7) =0

r— OO e
and for all e > 0

hm supIP’g(HXg ® Xp — Pr(Xg ® Xp)|ltr > €) =0,

where Pg denotes the projection onto the K first basis vectors in the space of trace-class
operators. An application of Markov’s inequality yields immediately that

supgee Eol| Xol|?

SupPg(HXg ® Xe”TR > 7“) <
0cO r

hence the first condition is satisfied by the assumed uniform upper bound on Ey||Xy||?>. For
K =m?, m € N, note that

o0 [ee]
1Xp ® Xo — Pr(Xo @ Xg)llrr = ||| D (Xo.e5)e; | @ <Z<X6a6k>€k>
j=m k=m TR
o0 o0
= <X97ej Z X97ej )
j=m j=m

where the final equality is by Parseval’s identity. Using this, the second condition is satisfied
by assumption, since, by Markov’s inequality, for all € > 0,

s su * Ey ((Xp,e)?
sup Py Z<X@,€j>2 >e| < Poco ijm (< i) )
CISC) j=m €

C.3.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Throughout the proof we omit the subscript P from ¢, &, f, g.
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Convergence of .7;,. We have that

To= =Y = ;ﬁge &+ %Z(f@-) = F)) @ (9(z0) — (=)

n i=1 i=1 i=1
=:Upn =ian
+ o > () - S o6+ — S (e ote) ~ 9020
—by, =icn

Since
E(ei® &) =E(X -E(X[2))® (Y —E(Y [2))) =E(Cov(X,Y | Z)) =0

because X 1L Y | Z, Proposition 19 yields that U, converges uniformly in distribution to the
desired Gaussian over 750. By Proposition 15, if a,, b, and ¢, all converge to 0 uniformly in
probability, we will have shown the desired result. We establish this by looking at the Hilbert—
Schmidt norm of the sequences, since uniform convergence of the norms to 0 implies uniform
convergence of the sequences to 0. For a,, using properties of the Hilbert—Schmidt norm and
the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality yields

=1 HS
< in DI E) = fz) © (9(=0) — a(z0) s
=1
= in D NF (i) = FEllg (=) —a(z)ll
i=1

<\ Y0 = FEDIES g0 — 402 = \fad] M2
‘ i=1

P
By assumption nM T{ pM? . = 0 and Proposition 10 yields that the same is true for 4 /n, 7{ pM? .

P
This implies that ||a,|qs = 0 as desired.
P
To establish that ||b,|lus = 0, we will instead show that the square of the Hilbert—Schmidt
P
norm goes to 0. This implies that ||b,|lus = 0 by the same arguments about = — +/z as

P
above. We will show that Ep(||b, 3| X™, Z™) = 0, where X = (z1,...,2,) and Z™ =
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(z1,...,2,), which then implies the desired result by Lemma 10. For every P € Py we have

n 2

D (f(z) - fz) @€

=1

n n 1 n n
Ep([|bnllfs | X™, 2M) = ﬁEP | x(®) Z()

HS

Il

| =
iy
]
=
e,
—_
=
s

(20)) @&, (£(25) = f(2)) @ s | X, 20)

7j=1 =1

= S S B (170 = Fe) £5) = Fehn &) | X, 20)
j=1 i=1

= %ZZU(%’) — f(z), (=) = F(z))Ep ((fi;€j> | x ™, Z(")) : (35)
j=1i=1

where the penultimate equality uses the fact that for Hilbert—Schmidt operators (z1 ® y1, x2 ®
yo)us = (z1,22)(y1,y2). The final equality holds since the terms involving f(z;) — f (z;) are
measurable with respect to the o-algebra generated by X and Z(™). The term (&i,&;) only
depends on Z; and Z; of the conditioning variables, so we can omit the remaining variables
from the conditioning expression. Recall that & = Y; — Ep(Y;| Z;). For i # j, by using that
Ep(Y;| Z;) = Ep(Y; | Zi, Z;) since Z; is independent of (Y;, Z;) and Lemma 11, we get

Ep[(&,&) | XM, 2] = Ep[(V;, V) — (Vi, Ep(Y; | Z))) — (Ep(Y:| Zi), Y))
+(Ep(Yi| Z:),Ep(Y; | Z;)) | Zi, Z;]
=Ep((Yi,Y))| Zi, Z;) — (Ep(Yi| Zi, Z5), E(Y} | Zi, Z;)).
We will show that this is zero. By assumption (Y;, Z;) 1L (Y}, Z;), so applying the usual laws of

conditional independence, we get Y; L Y; | (Z;, Z;). Take now some orthonormal basis for Hy,
(er)ken, and expand (Y;,Y;) to get

[e.9]

Ep((Ys,Y)) | Zi, Zj) = EP(ZQ%%)( €k \Zz,Z> ZEP (Yi, er) (Y, e) | Zis Z5) -

k=1
For all k, (Yi,er) AL (Y, ex) | (Zi, Z;), so E((Y, ex) (Y}, ex) | Zi, Z;) factorises, and we get
ZEP (Vi ex) (Y ex) | Zi, Z3) = > Ep((Yi, ex) | Zi, Z)Ep((Yy, ex) | Zi, Z;)
— k=1
= (Ep(Yil Zi, Z), ex)(Ep(Ys | Zi, Z5), ex) = (Bp(Yi | Zi, Z;), B(Y; | Zi, Z5),
k=1

where the second last equality follows from Ep((Y, ex) | Zi, Z;) = (Ep(Y | Z;, Z;), ex) by Lemma 11.
We can thus omit all terms from the sum in (35) where i # j and get

1 < . . P
Ep([|bnllfs | X™, 2M) = - ZHf(Zi) — M) XER (1613 | Z:) = M =0,
i1

by assumption. An analogous argument can be repeated for ¢,, thus proving the desired result.
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Convergence of %. For simplicity, we prove convergence where % is instead defined as the
estimate where we divide by n instead of n — 1 since this does not affect the asymptotics.

By the above and Proposition 15, since (N(0,%p)) pep, 18 uniformly tight by Bogachev 3,
Proposition 2.5.2, Lemma 2.7.20], we have

I P
n CoynT" ’

By Proposition 10, this implies that the second term in the definition of ¢ converges to 0
uniformly in probability since the mapping (&, %) — o/ @pusg A is continuous. It remains to
show that the first term in the definition of ¢ converges to . The proof is similar to the proof
of Theorem 6 in [20] and relies on expanding the first term L Y% | %; ®us %; to yield

% DI (z) = F(20) @ (9(z0) — 3(z0)) + (£ (2:) = F(2:) @ & + & @ (g(z1) — §(21)) + &1 @ &] 152,
=1

where &7/®Hs2 = o7 ®yg «/. Expanding this even further yields 16 terms of which 15 go to zero.
The non-zero term is

n
I, = L Z(&‘ ® &)®ns? i; Ep ((gs ® &)%15%) = €,
s
by Proposition 17 and Lemma 15 and the assumed tightness condition. For the remaining 15
terms, we will argue by taking trace norms and applying the triangle inequality to reduce the
number of cases. This leaves us with 8 terms and 5 cases (by symmetry of f and e, g and &)
that we need to argue converge to 0 uniformly in probability.
The first case is

= || E 37100 — ) @ (o) — ()]
=1 TR
< 23 i - fem ® o — e
=1
P UORHOEFOR . ZHf (21) = F)IPllg(z:) — a0
=1

where the final inequality uses that for positive sequences > anb, < > ap Y by, which can be
seen by noting that every term on the left-hand side also appears on the right-hand side. For
the second case we have, by applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

1L, = || 31 (e0) — fa0) @ 6] @ [o(=0) — 3(21)) @i
=1 TR
SfZHf 2) = F)lllgte) = 3 il
< ( ZHsz FGIPlot) - u?)( Zuazu W)

=:an U
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P _ P
By Cauchy—Schwarz, we have a, < an;PMgp = 0. We have U,, =2 ||%||rr by Proposition 16.
The family (||€'[|Tr) pep, is uniformly tight by the assumption that E(|lep||2t7||€p][2H7) is uni-
formly bounded, since this also yields a bound on E(|lep||?||¢p||*) = ||€||r thus Proposition 10

— P
yields that v a,U, = 0.
The remaining three cases have an f and a ¢ variant where the roles of f and g and ¢

and ¢ are swapped. We only show one variant of each, since the arguments are identical. The
f-variant of the third case is

n

SN )~ fan)) @ €2

i=1

Vi = Zuf (z0) = FE)IPIIE? = b

TR

. P . P
If we can show that E(b, | X, Z(™) = 0, we have that b, = 0 by Lemma 10 and hence
P
IV/ = 0. This holds since

7 n n 1 - £ n n Y r
Ep(ba | X, 20) = 2 377z — faPEp (67| X0, 200) = 51 S 0,
=1

by assumption.
The f-variant of the fourth case is, by applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

Vi = %Z[(f(%) — f(z0) ® (g(z:) = §(=)] @mss [(f (1) — f(2)) ® &
=1 TR
< *ZHf 2) = fE)Pllg(=0) — gzl
< ( lef z) = f(z) Py (=0) — H2> ( ZHf 2i) = f (=)l ||§z!2>

-~ -~

an b
P . P — P
We saw above that a,, = 0 and b,, = 0, hence by Proposition 10, v/ a,b, = 0.
For the f-variant of the fifth and final case, we get, by applying the Cauchy—Schwarz in-
equality again,

VI = 12371 - Fe) @ 6 @ns [ @ &1 Zuf 2) = ) el
=1 TR
< ( Zum el H&HZ) (;Zuauzn&nz)
=1
bn U,

— P — P
We can repeat the arguments used above yielding v/ a,U, = 0 to show that 1/b,U,, = 0 hence
P
VI/ = 0 as desired. O
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C.3.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Let W be distributed as |A(0,%p)||%g when the background measure is Pp. Recalling
the notation from Lemma 12, since

Pp(¢n = 1) = Pp(Tn > ¢(%))

we need to show that R
lim sup |Pp(T), > q(¥)) —a| =0,

n—roo P€750

which amounts to finding, for each € > 0, an N € N, such that for all n > N,

sup Pp(T,, > q(%)) < a+e€ (36)
PePy

and X
inf Pp(T,, > q(%)) > a—e. (37)
PePy

To show (36), take § > 0 (to be fixed later). If |¢(€) — q(€p)| < 6 and T}, > ¢(%), then
T, > q(€p) — 0, so

Pp(T, > q(€)) < Pp(Tn > q(€p) — 8) + Pp(|a(€) — q(€p)| = 0).

Taking suprema and rewriting, we get

=1,
sup Pp(Ty, > q(€p)) < sup [Pp(T, > q(6p) — §) — Pp(W > q(¢p) — 0)]
PePy PePy

+ sup [Pp(W > q(¢p) — 8) — o]+ sup Pp(|g(%) — q(6p)| > 6) +a.
PePy PePy

=:1I,, =111,

We seek to show that, if n is sufficiently large, we can make each of the terms I,, II,, and
I11,, less than €/3 such that
sup Pp(T, > q(%)) < o+ e,
PePy
as desired.
We note first that

| < sup [Pp(T,/* > {g(%p) — 6}'/%) —=Pp(W'/? > {q(€p) — 6}'/7)]
PePy

< sup sup [Pp(T/? > z) = Pp(W'/? > z)|.
PPy z€R

(38)

For each P € Py, W has the same distribution as
[o.¢]
Z )‘ka2¢
k=1

where )\f is the kth eigenvalue of €p and (Vj)ren is a sequence of independent standard Gaussian
random variables. We have assumed that the operator norm of (¢p) pep, 18 bounded away

from zero which implies that A" is bounded away from zero. Thus, the family (APV?) Pepy 18
uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure by Lemma 13. Theorem 9
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yields that W is also uniformly absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure and
Lemma 14 yields that the same is true for W2, since W is uniformly tight by the assumed
uniform bound on Ep(|lep||?||¢p||?). Further, Corollary 1 yields that W'/? is also uniformly
absolutely continuous with respect to the standard Gaussian on R. Proposition 9 and Theorem 2

1/ 2 Wl/ 2 since ||-||us is Lipschitz. Finally since we argued that ¥W'/2 is uniformly absolutely

continuous with respect to the standard Gaussian on R, Proposition 13 yields that we can make
the bound in (38) less than €/3 for n sufficiently large.
For the II,, term, recall that « = Pp(W > ¢(ép)), and thus

Pp(W > q(¢p) —6) —a=Pp(W € [q(€p) — 6,q(€P))]).

By the uniform absolute continuity of W with respect to the Lebesgue measure A\, we may fix
¢ such that suppep Pp(W € B) < €/3 whenever A(B) < 24. This implies that II,, < €/3.

. P
For the III,, term, Theorem 2 yields ¥ = ¥p and since Lemma 12 yields that ¢ is uniformly

. P
continuous, Proposition 9 yields ¢(4) = ¢(ép). Thus, the third term is less than €/3 when n
is large enough. X
To show (37), note first that, as before, if [¢(¢") — ¢(€p)| < ¢ and T;, > q(€p) + J, then
T,, > q(%) and hence
Bp(T, > 4(4)) 2 Bp(Ta > a(¢p) +6) 1 (a(#) — a(@p)] < 9) )
> Pp(Ty > q(%p) + ) — Pp(la(€) — a(%p)| = 6).

The final step uses that for any measurable sets A and B,
P(ANB)=P(A)+P(B)-P(AUB) =P(A) - P(B°)+1—-P(AUB) > P(A) — P(B°).

This lets us continue using similar arguments as for (36), proving the statement. O

C.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. To argue that the modified GHCM satisfies (15), we can repeat the arguments of Theo-
rem 2 and Theorem 3 replacing conditioning on X and Z( with conditioning on Z(™ and
A and conditioning on Y™ and Z(™ with conditioning on Z(™ and A.

. D
For the first claim that .7, = N(0,%p), we can repeat the decomposition of the proof of
Theorem 2 and write

WZ% Ji/P \FZsZ@&Z %P)“‘an“'b + ¢n,

N~

=:Up

D
where a,, b, and ¢, are as in the proof of Theorem 2. We have U, = N (0,%p) over Q
P
by Proposition 19 a,=0 over Q by the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 2. The

P P
argument of the proof of Theorem 2 to show that b,=0 and ¢,=0 will also work here if we
replace conditioning as we did for the first claim.

o P ~
For the second claim that ||¢ — %||tr = 0, note that by the .7, result, Proposition 15 and
Proposition 10,

n 7’L

72% — 12% o)+ K S Hp.
1=1
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Hence, by Proposition 10,

( Z%) ®Hs< Z%’) =0 Hp ®us Hp,

since the mapping (&, %) — & ®us £ is continuous. We can now repeat the remaining
arguments of the proof of Theorem 2 while again replacing conditioning as we did in the proof
of the first claim to yield the desired result.

For the final claim that for large enough n the GHCM has power greater than g over
alternatives where ||v/n.%p||ns > ¢, let W be distributed as A (0, €p)||%g when the background
measure is Pp for P € Q. Let ¢ denote the mapping that sends a covariance operator € to the
1 — a quantile of the distribution of [|N(0,%)|}g as in Lemma 12. By similar arguments as
(39) in the proof of Theorem 3, we get that for any 6 > 0, ¢ > 0 and n € N,

inf Pp(T, > q(€)) > inf Pp(T, > q(€p)+6)— sup Pp(|lq(€) — q(€p)| > 6).
PEQLn EQCTL PEQc,n

Defining T2 = |, |lus, by the reverse triangle inequality
T,/% = Hjn + \/ﬁ«%/PHHS > ‘Tﬁ/Q — Vnl| Apllus| > vl p|lus — T/,

and hence

péléf Pp(T, > q(€p) +0) > é%f Pp(v/n|#p|us — Th/? > {a(€p) + 5}1/3).

Now since we are taking an infimum over a set where /n||.#p|lus > ¢, we have

St Po(Vill#pls = T2 > {a(6p) +6)'/%) = inf Pp(e—T)/2 > {q(6p) +8}72)

eCTL

and thus combining all the above yields
=1,

inf Pp(T}, > q(6p)) > Linf [Pp(c- T2 > {q(€p) + 6}/ —Pp(c — W2 > {q(€p) + 6}1/%)]

€Lc,n €Le,n

+ inf Pp(c—W'"2> {g(%p) +6}*) = sup Pp(|q(¥) - a(%p)| = 6).
PEQ&,n PGQc,n

=11, :Eln
If we can show that for n sufficiently large we can make I,, + II,, + I1L,, > 3, we will be done.
For the I,, term, we can write

I, > — sup sup|Pp(T}/? < z) —Pp(WY2 < z)|.
PGQc,n zeR

By the first claim proven above and Proposition 9, Tl/ 2 Wl/ 2. We can therefore repeat the
arguments used to deal with the I,, term in the proof of Theorem 3 to see that for n sufficiently
large we have I,, > —(1 — /3)/3.

For the II,, term, we can write

I, =1— sup Pp(WY2+ {q(€p)+6}? >¢).
PeQcn
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Hence, by uniform tightness of (W'/2+4{q(%p)+05}'/?) pcg we can find ¢ such that SUPpeg, ., Pp(W1/2+
{q(€p) + 0}1/2 > ¢) < (1 — B)/3 which implies II,, > 1 — (1 — 8)/3.
For the III, term, we can repeat the arguments for the I, term in the proof of Theorem 3

P
to show that III,, =2 0. Hence, for sufficiently large n, we have III,, > —(1 — 3)/3.
Putting things together, we have for n sufficiently large that

inf Pp(T), ) > 3. O
pof p(Tn>q(¥)) > B

C.5 Proof of Theorem 5 and related results

We first prove a representer theorem [12, 19] for scalar-on-function regression which we use to
provide bounds on the in-sample error of the Hilbertian linear model in Lemma 17.

Lemma 16. Let H denote a Hilbert space with norm ||-||, x1,...,x, € R, 21,...,2, € H and
v >0 Let K be an n x n matriz where K; j := (2;,2;) and let x = (z1,...,2,)" € R". Then f3
minimises

n

Ly(B) =Y (x:i— (B, 2))” +]8]°

i=1
over B € H if and only ifB =Y ", &z and & = (G, .., &) € R™ minimises
Ly(a) = ||z — Ka|j3 + va ' Ka
over R™ where ||-||2 denotes the standard Euclidean norm on R™.

Proof. Assume that 3 minimises L;. Write 3 = u + v where u € U := span(zy, ..., 2z,) and
v € Ut. Since

<B7 Zi> - <U, Zi>7
the first term of Ly only depends on the quantity u. Also, by Pythagoras’ theorem,

18I = llull* + [l > [lu]*.

Thus, v = 0 by optimality of ﬁA , and so B can be written
n
B = Z Q2
i=1

for some @ € R™. But now that /3 is known to have this form, it can be seen that &' K& = ||3]|2
and

2
n n

M@= (B2 =D lwi— > di(z,z) | =z —Kals,
j=

i=1 =1

hence & minimises Lo.

Assume now that & € R™ minimises Ly and § = Y71 | G;z;. Clearly, La(&) = L1(3). For
any 3 € H, we can write 3 = @ + ¥ with @ € U and © € U" as before. By similar arguments as
above,

Li(B) > L ().

However, & = )" | &;2;, hence by optimality of &, we have
Li(@) = Ly(@) > La(&) = L1(B),

proving that B minimises L as desired. ]
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Lemma 17. Let n € N be fized. Consider the estimator . (19) in the Hilbertian linear model
which is a function of T1,...,Tn,21,..., 2, and let 7% > 0 be such that E(||e]|?| Z) < o? almost
surely. Let K be the n x n matriz where K;j := (z;, zj) and let ({i;)}_, denote the eigenvalues
of K. Then, letting Z" = (21,..., 2,),

B (ZW 5) = ()| |Z">)<72mm P/ + 1 s (40)

almost surely.

Proof. Let (eg)ren denote a basis of Hx and write (-,-)x and (-, )z for the inner products and
||| x and ||| z for the norms on Hx and Hz, respectively. Then

ZHy(zz’) — L (z)% = ZZ ) en)x — (L (2i), ex)x)?

k=1 1i=1

=D Gz, T (en)z = (z0, T (er))2)? (41)

k=1 i=1
and similarly we can rewrite the penalised square-error criterion in (19) as

oo n

ZH% — L)%+ MRs =D | D (@i er)x — (2, (er)) 2)* + I enl|?

k=1 Li=1

Since each of the terms in square brackets can be chosen independently of each other, we have

A~

B = L (ex) = argmlnz (@i,er)x — (21, 8)2)* + 711 81%-
BeHz i=1

A Dbit of matrix calculus combined with Lemma 16 yields that

(21, Br) 2y -+ -+ (2ns Br) 2) T = K(K + ’YI)*legn)?

where I is the n x n identity matrix and X,S,") = ((x1,e1)x, .., (Tn,ex)x) . Defining By =
*(ex), we can write B = up + v where up € U := span(z1,...,2,) and v € U+. Writing
Uy = Z?Zl oy jzj where ap = (a1, . . . ,agn)! € R, we have for i € {1,...,n},
n n
(26, Br)z = (2, uk) z = <Z¢, Zak,j2j> = akilz,2)z
Jj=1 z J=1

This entails
(21, B1) 2, -+ (2ns Br)2) T = Ka.
Let K = UDU " be the eigendecomposition of K, where D;; = fi;, and let 0, := U Koy,. Let

E,(Cn) = ({e1,ex)x,- - -, (nser)x) T € R™ and note that X,gn) =Koy + 5,(:). Letting ||-||2 denote

the Euclidean norm, n times the left-hand side of equation (40) can now be written (using
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equation (41))

ZHK (K +~1)~ (U6 + ) — Ul |13 | 2™

[ZHDUT (UDUT + 1) (U + ™) — 613 | 2

[Z (D+AD) " 0k +UTel”) — i3 2

ZHD(DHI)”UTE;E”)H% |z
k=1

=> (DD +~D)~" = Db|3 +E (42)
k=1

where the final equality uses that the first term is a function of Z(™ and the conditional

expectation of the cross term in the sum of squares is 0, since E(a,(:) | Z(") = 0.
The second term of (42) may be simplified as follows:

E [N DD+ 1)U |3 2
k=1

- [Ztr (D D+~AD UMl TUD(D + 41) ) | 20

k=1
ng ”)T‘Z

Es:\Z

= tr (D(D +4D)7WUTE

UD(D +w)1),

(n)

where we have used that only ¢, is not a function of Z (") and linearity of conditional ex-
pectations and the trace. Note that X 7 is a diagonal matrix with ith diagonal entry equal
to

=E [lleill% | 2]

E [Z@? e | 2™

k=1

hence we can bound each diagonal term by o2 by assumption. This implies that

tr <D(D +4I)'U TS, ,UD(D + ’y[)_l) < o*tr (D(D +~0)'D(D + 71)—1)

ZZ

.Uz“"V
The first term of (42) can be dealt with by noting that
o n ’Y k 292 ) 72/1

ZH (D +91)" = D)y])3 = ZZ S 2 G -y Z A .
k=1 i=1 (f1i +7)? k=11i:01;>0 (f +7 k=140 i (i +7)?

2 Ohi _ 7 ¢ 913-

< (A l R 7,@

<(am ) S X X T 0

k=11:0;>0 k=1i:0;>0

43



The second equality uses that 6 = UT Koy = DU Ty, hence 0 = 0 whenever fi; = 0 and the
final inequality uses that ab?/(a + b)? < b/4. Let D denote the generalised inverse of D, i.e.
Dj = i 1]luz>0 Then

62 .
Z ﬁ = [IVDT04]|3 = of KUDTUT Koy, = af UDDTDU "oy, = o) Ko
7,[1,2>0 t

= llulZ < llukllZ + loxlZ = 11BellZ-

Putting things together, we have

"Y o0
ZH (D +~I)~" = Dbf3 ZZHBkHz = |17 |%s.
k=1

Hence,
2 | 7(n) o’ ’Y 2
E L (Z | Z\" E ,
| Zi)|lz 2 MZ 'y nH s

and using that
2
My . ~92 N
—— < min(1, i /(4d;y)) = min(j1; /4, )/,
we have shown equation (40). O
To go from a conditional statement to an unconditional result, we first require the following
lemma.

Lemma 18. Let z1,...,xz, be i.i.d. observations of a centred Hilbertian random variable X
with E||X||? < co. Let € denote the covariance operator of X with eigen-expansion

C = Z prer @ ey (43)
P

for an orthonormal basis (ek)zozl, and summable eigenvalues py > pg > -+ > 0. Let the random
matriz K € R"™ ™ have entries given by K;j = (x;,x;) and denote the eigenvalues of K/n by
fin > flg > -+ 2> fi, > 0.

For all r > 0,

E(ki:lmin(/lk,?“)> < gminwk,r)

Proof. Tt suffices to show that given any € > 0, we have

E(émmmk,m) <ot Y min(u, ).

k=1

Now let d be such that

[e.9]
Z g < €/n.

k=d+1

Let ® € R™*? have entries given by
Dj = (i, e5),
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such that

d
((I)CI)T)Z‘]' = Z(xz, €k> <xja €k>'
k=

1

From this, it is clear that

[e.9]

(K —20T)i; = Y (zi,ex)(zj, ex).
k=d+1

Thus for v € RY
d d [e%S)
vV (K — 33" ) = ZZ Z Siyer) (T, ex) Z <Z Ulmz,ek>
i=1 j=1 k=d+ k=d+1

showing that K — ®® " is positive semi-definite.
Next let Sﬂlr be the cone of positive semi-definite d x d matrices, and for A € Si and
k=1,...,d,let A\(A) denote the kth largest eigenvalue. Let f : Si — R be given by

d
= Z min(\g (A4
k=1

By Weyl’s inequality, noting that the non-zero eigenvalues of ®' ® and ®®' coincide, we have
for all k,
fig <A (@T®/n) + M\ (K — DT /n)

and so
min(fig, ) < min(A(® " ®/n),7) + tr(K — ®d")/n.

Thus,
E(Z min(fig, T)) <Ef(®T®/n) + Etr(K — ®d"). (44)

Now by Fubini’s theorem,

Etr(K—CIHIJT):i i xz,ek )=n Z i < €.

i=1 k=d+1 k=d+1

We now claim that f is concave, from which the result will follow. Indeed, then by Jensen’s
inequality, Ef(®'®/n) < f(E®'®/n) and

1
(Eqﬂb ZE i er)(Tiyer) = L pp—ry-
Thus,
f(E®"®/n) = Zmln ey T

and so returning to (44) we would have

E(émin(ﬂk’ 7")) <e+ i min(fu, 7).

k=1
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We now show that f is concave. Take t € (0,1) and A, B € S2. We will show that

M&

d
> A+ (1 —t)B)—1); < A) =)+ (1 —t)(Mu(B) —r)4}, (45)
k=1

k:

where ()4 denotes the positive part. This will prove concavity of f as

d
> M(tA+ (1-t)B) = tr(tA+ (1 - t)B)
k=1

= ttr(A) 4 (1 — t)tr(B Z{uk (1 -t)(B)},

so subtracting (45) yields f(tA+ (1 —t)B) > tf(A) + (1 — t) f(B) as desired.
Certainly (45) holds when r > A\ (tA + (1 — ¢t)B). Now by Lidskii’s inequality, for each
j=1,...,d,

Z)\k tA+(1—1t)B) < Z{m (1 —t)A\n(B)}. (46)

k=1

For convenience, let us set A\gy1(tA + (1 — t)B) = 0. Then for any j = 1,...,d, if \j11(tA+
(1—1t)B) <r < \j(tA+ (1 —1t)B), we have

d
S Ow(tA+ (1 =1)B) =)y = > (MtA+ (1= 1)B) = 1)
k=1

IN

bl Bl
a i < <.
— [

{tw(A) =) + (1 = )(Me(B) =)}

< ) {tw(4) =)y + A =) (M(B) = 7)+ },

B
Il
—

using (46) for the first inequality. We thus have that (45) holds whatever the value of r, and so
f is concave, which completes the proof. O

Combining Lemma 17 and Lemma 18 now yields the following bound on our regression
estimator.

Lemma 19. Let P consist of a family of distributions of (X,Z) € Hx X Hyz such that
X =pZ +e¢p,

where we assume that sup pepl||-Zp|lus < C and suppep Epllep||? < 0. Suppose we are given
n i.i.d. observations (z,2;)i, of (X,Z) and denote by (fu. p)ken the non-negative eigenvalues
of Covp(ep). Let .7, be the estimator in (19). We have for each P € P, that

1 i . 021 <~ . v
EEP (Zlf(zz') - Yw(zi)IIQ) < —= me(uk,P/élw) + IIfPII%S@- (47)

n
i=1 v k=1

Further, if we use 4 as in (20), that is,

1 & ¥
o (1 _— v
4 = argmin (m ;mm(uk/ ,y) + 4> :

>0
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to produce an estimate S = 5’% of Sp, then

>0 n
Pep? Y 1

;161171)71[513 ( ZH&”p A2 )H2> < max(c?, C) sup inf ( Zmln Lk, PsY) +7> . (48)

Proof. Result (47) follows immediately from Lemmas 17 and 18. To show (48), we argue as
follows. Let (eg)ren denote a basis of Hx. Then conditioning on zi,...,2, and applying
equation (40) in Lemma 17, we get that

1 1
sup Ep (n > 1P () - (zZ)H?) < sup Ep <7 me (fur /4, ) + HYPIIHs4>
=1

PePy PPy k=1
1 n ~
min [ — E min( g /4 + -

Using the fact that the expectation of a minimum is less than the minimum of the expectation,
we get that

sup Ep [ggg ( me fir/4,7y) + 4>

< max(o?, C) sup Ep
PePy

1 & vy
< inf [Ep | — Y min(f/4 -
SuPO;I;O[ P ('m 4 min(fu/4,7) + 4>

PePy PeP
< sup inf Zmln (kr,p,y) +7 1,
PePy >0
where the second inequality is due to Lemma, 18. ]

Finally, we can prove Theorem 5
Proof. By Theorem 3 and the assumptions of the Theorem it is sufficient to show that
1 ¢ X ) 2
sup ViBp [ = 37 () - A1) 0 (49)
PecPo " =1

and similarly for the regression of Y on Z. This can be seen by noting that an application of

P
Cauchy—Schwarz and Markov’s inequality yields that nM f pM? , = 0 and, by the upper bound

on up and vp in assumption (ii), M :; 0 and Mgp :; 0.
Lemma 19 implies that it is sufﬁment to show that

\/ﬁsup 1nf< Zmln,ukp 7)—!—7)—)0

PePy >0 ’}/’I’Lk 1

as n — oo for (49) to hold. For each P € Py, we let ¢p : R, — R, be given by

[ee]
= Z min (g, p, 7).
k=1
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By assumption (iii), lim, o SUPpep, op(y) = 0, hence for any € > 0 we can find N € N such
that for any n > N, suppcp, \/ 9P (n=1/2) < €/2. Let v, p = n~Y2, /ép (n=1/2). Then,

\/ﬁ sup inf <1me(ﬂk,P;’Y) +’Y> = sup inf (¢P( ) -+ ﬁfy)
n k=1

PcPy 7>0 PePy 7> ’Y\/>
& —1/2 b —-1/2
< sup (¢P('7nP) +f7np> - p(n p(n )> i+ \Jor (1)
Pepo \ Tn.PV1 Pepo op (n=112)

Assuming that € < 2 and using that ¢p is increasing, we get that for n > N,

or (V2 op (n1/2)) ¢p (n1/2¢/2)

sup +1/op (n712) | < sup | ————==5 4/ op (n71/?)
PE'/SO (,bp (n71/2) PG’/SO (Z)p (nfl/Q)
< sup 24/oép (n*1/2) < e,
P€750
proving the result. O

Corollary 2. Consider the setup of Lemma 19 but with the additional assumption that for some
a,b> 0, we have pp p < ae Y for all P € P. Then

1< 5
sup Ep ( > p () - y<zi>||2> = o(log n/n)
PePy et
Proof. Applying Lemma 19, we show that
1 o0
sup inf [ — min ,Y) + < inf min(a )+ logn/n).
sup inf <7n; (k1P 7) v) 7>0( Z v) o(logn/n)
To that end, note that
— Zmln V+y < —— log(’y/a)—i—i /00 ae P dx+y = —ilog(y/a)#—i—kv.
nb Y J - log(~/a)/b nb nb

The right-hand side is a strictly convex function in 'y hence it has a unique minimum at the
unique root of the derivative function given by ~v* —b which yields a minimum of

%(log((mb) +2) = o(logn/n). O

D Additional numerical results

Here we include additional results relating to the setups in Section 5. Figures 7, 8 and 9
plot rejection rates against nominal significance levels for pfr and the GHCM, for the setups
described in 5.1.

Figure 10 plots rejection rates for a subset of null settings considered in Section 5.1.1 but
where the noise Ny in (25) is t-distributed.
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Figure 11 plots rejection rates for a subset of null settings considered in Section 5.1.1 but
where instead of (25), the regression model for Y is given by

[ J100 [* aq(t)
Y_/O 0 () Z(1)dE + n/o DX (eyar+ vy

Note that when n = 100, the model is identical to (25). In general however, |[ECov(X,Y | Z)|lus
scales with 1/4/n here, and so Theorem 4 suggests as n changes, the power should not change
much. This is confirmed by our empirical results where we observe that the power remains
largely unchanged as n changes, suggesting in particular that the GHCM has power against
1/4/n alternatives.

Figure 12 plots rejection rates for the same settings considered in Section 5.1.1 but where we
use the FDboost package for regressions instead of the refund package. We use default tuning
parameters for the regression; it is possible that performance could improve with more careful
tuning.

Figure 13 plots rejection rates for the same settings considered in Section 5.1.2 but where
the X and Y curves are observed on an irregular grid with points sampled independently and
uniformly on [0,1]. We consider a sparse grid of 4 points as well as four unequal grid sizes
sampled as the maximum of 4 and a Poisson random variable with mean in {10, 25, 50, 100}.

Figure 14 plots rejection rates for a simulation based on the real data analysis in Section 5.3.
For each of the two edges that had Benjamini-Hochberg-corrected p-values at most 5% (O-
L—PO-L and O-R—PO-R), we created artificial datasets as follows. We added independent
Brownian motion noise to each of the estimated regression functions (note there were regression
functions estimated for each variable in each of the two groups) thereby simulating a new X and
Y conditional on the fixed Z. In these simulated datasets, the null of conditional independence
does hold, and so we should expect the GHCM to deliver uniformly-distributed p-values. The
results using the GHCM as described in Section 5.3 and for varying standard deviation o of the
Brownian motion noise for one set of regressions with the other set at 1, are shown in Figure 14.
We see that even in the low o settings, which are expected to be the most challenging, the
GHCM maintains level control.
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Figure 7: Rejection rates against significance level « for the pfr (red) and GHCM (green) tests
under null (light) and alternative (dark) settings when a = 2.

50



1.00

0.75

0.50

00T =U

0.25

0.00
1.00

0.75

0.50

0G¢c=u

Rejection rate

0.50

0og=u

0.25

0.00 ¥
1.00

0.75

=u

0.50

000T

0.25

0.00 -

0 02505075 1 0 02505075 1 0 02505075 1 0 02505075 1
Significance level

method / setting == pfr/null == GHCM/null == pfr/alternative === GHCM / alternative

Figure 8: Rejection rates against significance level « for the pfr (red) and GHCM (green) tests
under null (light) and alternative (dark) settings when a = 6.
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Figure 9: Rejection rates against significance level « for the pfr (red) and GHCM (green) tests
under null (light) and alternative (dark) settings when a = 12.
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Figure 10: Rejection rates in a subset of the null settings considered in Section 5.1.1 for the
nominal 5%-level pfr test (top) and GHCM test (bottom) where ox = 0.25 and n = 500 and
the noise Ny in (25) is ¢t-distributed with df degrees of freedom.
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Figure 11: Rejection rates in a subset of the alternative settings considered in Section 5.1.1 for
the nominal 5%-level GHCM test where a = 2 and «a, has been replaced with (100/n)~"/2a,.
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Figure 12: Rejection rates in the setting of Section 5.1.1, replicating Figures 1 and 2, for the
nominal 5%-level GHCM test using FDboost package for regressions instead of the refund
package.
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Figure 13: Rejection rates in the setting of Section 5.1.2, replicating Figure 4, for the nominal
5%-level GHCM test where the X and Y curves are observed on irregular grids as described in
the main text.
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References

1]

2]
[3]

[17]

18]
[19]

V. Bengs and H. Holzmann. Uniform approximation in classical weak convergence theory,
2019.

P. Billingsley. Convergence of Probability Measures. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1999.

V. Bogachev. Weak Convergence of Measures. Mathematical Surveys and Monographs.
American Mathematical Society, 2018.

V. 1. Bogachev. Measure Theory. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2007.
N. L. Carothers. Real Analysis. Cambridge University Press, 2000.
J. L. Doob. Measure Theory. Springer New York, 1994.

R. M. Dudley. Real Analysis and Probability. Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics.
Cambridge University Press, 2 edition, 2002.

R. Durrett. Probability: Theory and Examples. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Prob-
abilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 5 edition, 2019.

M. Fugarolas and F. Cobos. On schauder bases in the lorentz operator ideal. Journal of
Mathematical Analysis and Applications, 95(1):235-242, 1983.

T. Hsing and R. Eubank. Theoretical Foundations of Functional Data Analysis, with an
Introduction to Linear Operators. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2015.

M. Kasy. Uniformity and the delta method. Journal of Econometric Methods, 8(1):1-19,
2019.

G. S. Kimeldorf and G. Wahba. A correspondence between bayesian estimation on stochas-
tic processes and smoothing by splines. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 41(2):
495-502, 1970.

C. Kraft. Some Conditions for Consistency and Uniform Consistency of Statistical Proce-
dures. University of California Press, 1955.

L. LeCam. Convergence of estimates under dimensionality restrictions. Annals of Statistics,
1(1):38-53, 1973.

D. Li and H. Queffélec. Introduction to Banach Spaces: Analysis and Probability, volume 1
of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2017.

A. Rgnn-Nielsen and E. Hansen. Conditioning and Markov properties. Department of
Mathematical Sciences, University of Copenhagen, 2014.

F. S. Scalora. Abstract martingale convergence theorems. Pacific Journal of Mathematics,
11(1):347-374, 1961.

R. L. Schilling. Measures, Integrals and Martingales. Cambridge University Press, 2017.

B. Scholkopf, R. Herbrich, and A. J. Smola. A generalized representer theorem. In Inter-
national Conference on Computational Learning Theory, pages 416-426. Springer, 2001.

R. D. Shah and J. Peters. The hardness of conditional independence testing and the
generalised covariance measure. Annals of Statistics, 48(3):1514-1538, 2020.

57



[21] A. W. v. d. Vaart. Asymptotic Statistics. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic
Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 1998.

[22] N.N. Vakhania, V. I. Tarieladze, and S. A. Chobanyan. Probability Distributions on Banach
Spaces. Springer Netherlands, 1987.

o8



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Our main contributions and organisation of the paper
	1.2 Preliminaries and notation

	2 The hardness of conditional independence testing with Gaussian functional data
	3 GHCM methodology
	3.1 Motivation
	3.2 The GHCM
	3.2.1 Data observed on irregularly spaced grids of varying lengths


	4 Theoretical properties of the GHCM
	4.1 Background on uniform convergence
	4.2 Size of the test
	4.3 Power of the test
	4.4 GHCM using linear function-on-function ridge regression

	5 Experiments
	5.1 Size and power simulation
	5.1.1 Scalar Y, functional X and Z
	5.1.2 Functional X, Y and Z

	5.2 Confidence intervals for truncated linear models
	5.3 EEG data analysis

	6 Conclusion
	A Hardness of functional Gaussian independence testing
	A.1 Power of finite-dimensional Gaussian conditional independence testing
	A.2 Hardness of infinite-dimensional Hilbertian Gaussian conditional independence testing
	A.2.1 Preliminary results
	A.2.2 Proofs of Theorem 1 and Proposition 1

	A.3 Auxiliary results about conditional distributions on Hilbert spaces

	B Uniform convergence of random variables
	C Proofs of results in Sections 3.2 and 4
	C.1 Derivation of (7)
	C.2 Derivation of (11)
	C.3 Proofs of results in Section 4.2
	C.3.1 Auxiliary lemmas
	C.3.2 Proof of Theorem 2
	C.3.3 Proof of Theorem 3

	C.4 Proof of Theorem 4
	C.5 Proof of Theorem 5 and related results

	D Additional numerical results

