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Summary. We encounter a bottleneck when we try to borrow the strength of classical
classifiers to classify functional data. The major issue is that functional data are intrin-
sically infinite dimensional, thus classical classifiers cannot be applied directly or have
poor performance due to curse of dimensionality. To address this concern, we propose
to project functional data onto one specific direction, and then a distance-weighted dis-
crimination DWD classifier is built upon the projection score. The projection direction
is identified through minimizing an empirical risk function that contains the particular
loss function in a DWD classifier, over a reproducing kernel Hilbert space. Hence our
proposed classifier can avoid overfitting and enjoy appealing properties of DWD classi-
fiers. This framework is further extended to accommodate functional data classification
problems where scalar covariates are involved. In contrast to previous work, we es-
tablish a non-asymptotic estimation error bound on the relative misclassification rate.
In finite sample case, we demonstrate that the proposed classifiers compare favorably
with some commonly used functional classifiers in terms of prediction accuracy through
simulation studies and a real-world application.

Keywords: Functional classification; Projection; Distance-weighted discrimi-
nation, Reproducing kernel Hilbert space; Non-asymptotic error bound

1. Introduction

For functional data classification, the explanatory variable is usually a random func-

tion and the outcome is a categorical random variable which can take two or more

categories. As with classification problems for scalar covariates, a functional classifier

is built upon a collection of observations consisting of a functional covariate and a

categorical response for each subject, and then a class label will be assigned to a

new functional covariate based on the classifier. A typical example is the phoneme

recognition problem in Friedman et al. (2009). Log-periodograms for each of the two
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phonemes “aa” and “ao” were measured at 256 frequency levels, and the primary

goal is to make use of these log-periodograms to classify phonemes. For this problem,

the log-periodograms measured at 256 frequencies can be regarded as a functional co-

variate and the outcome takes two possible categories: “aa” or “ao”. Therefore, this

phoneme recognition can be framed as a functional classification problem. Actually,

functional classification has been extensively studied in the literature due to its wide

applications in various fields such as neural science, genetics, agriculture and chemo-

metrics (Tian, 2010; Leng and Müller, 2005; Delaigle and Hall, 2012; Berrendero et al.,

2016).

As pointed out by Fan and Fan (2008), a high dimension of scalar covariates

would yield a negative impact on prediction accuracy of classifiers due to curse of

dimensionality. This issue is even more serious in functional classification since func-

tional data are intrinsically infinite dimensional (Ferraty and Vieu, 2004). In light of

this fact, dimension reduction was suggested before classifying functional data. Func-

tional principal component (FPC) analysis a commonly used technique in this regard,

and various classifiers for functional data have been proposed based on FPC scores,

which are the projections of functional covariates onto a number of FPCs. Typical

examples include discriminant analysis (Hall et al., 2001), naive Bayes classifier (Dai

et al., 2017) and logistic regression (Leng and Müller, 2005). Since FPC analysis

is an unsupervised dimension reduction approach, the retained FPC scores are not

necessarily more predictive of the outcome compared with the discarded ones. In con-

trast, treating fully observed functional data as a random variable in a Hilbert space

without dimension reduction has also attracted substantial attention in functional

classification (Yao et al., 2016). For instance, Ferraty and Vieu (2003) proposed a

distance-based classifier for functional data, and Biau et al. (2005) and Cérou and

Guyader (2006) considered k-nearest neighbor classification.

An optimal separating hyperplane can be constructed to distinguish two perfectly

separately classes. This idea is further extended to accommodate the nonseparable

case in support vector machines (SVM). More specifically, with the aid of the so-

called kernel trick, the original feature space is expanded and a linear boundary in

this expanded feature space can separate the two overlapping classes very well. If we

project this linear boundary back onto the original feature space, it is a nonlinear

decision boundary. For a more comprehensive introduction to the SVM, one can

refer to Vapnik (2013) and Cristianini and Shawe-Taylor (2000). Due to the ability of

constructing a flexible decision boundary, different versions of SVM for functional data

have been proposed in the literature. Rossi and Villa (2006) considered projecting

functional covariates onto a set of fixed basis functions first, and then applied SVMs to

the projections for classification. Nevertheless, Yao et al. (2016) proposed a supervised
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method to perform dimension reduction for functional data. Weighted SVM (Lin

et al., 2002) were then constructed on the reduced feature space. Wu and Liu (2013)

recovered trajectories of sparse functional data or longitudinal data using the principal

analysis by conditional expectation (PACE) (Yao et al., 2005) first, and then proposed

a support vector classifier for the random curves. But the convergence rate of the

SVMs with a functional covariate was not established in the aforementioned work.

Marron et al. (2007) noted that the data piling problem may cause a deterioration

in performance of SVM. They proposed the distance-weighted discrimination (DWD)

classifier that can make uses of all observations in a training sample, rather than

the support vectors in SVM, to determine the decision boundary. Wang and Zou

(2018) proposed an efficient algorithm to solve the DWD problem. In this article,

we extend the idea of the DWD to functional data to address a binary classification

problem. The basic idea is to find an optimal projection direction such that the

DWD classifier built upon this projected score achieves good prediction performance.

Additionally, to avoid overfitting on the training sample, we incorporate a roughness

penalty term when minimizing the empirical risk function. Penalized approaches have

been investigated recently in the context of functional linear regression. Interested

readers can refer to the work by Yuan and Cai (2010) and Sun et al. (2018). However,

as far as we know, this framework has received little attention in functional classi-

fication problems. The method for functional classification proposed in this article

estimates the slope function through seeking a minimizer of a regularized empirical

risk function over a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). This RKHS is closely

associated with the penalty term in the regularized empirical risk function. With

the help of the representer theorem, we are able to convert this infinite dimensional

minimization problem to a finite dimensional problem. This fact lays the foundation

of numerical implementations for the proposed classifier. This framework is further

extended to accommodate classifications when observations of both a functional co-

variate and several scalar covariates are available for each subject. There has been

extensive research on partial functional linear regression models for such scenarios;

see Kong et al. (2016) and Wong et al. (2019) for instance. However, we have not

seen much progress made for classifications in this regard; thus our work fills the gap

of functional data classification when scalar covariates are also available. In addition

to the novel methodology, we establish a non-asymptotic “oracle type inequality” for

the bound on the convergence rate of the relative loss and the relative classification

error. This error bound is essentially different from those considered in Delaigle and

Hall (2012), Dai et al. (2017) and Berrendero et al. (2018), all of which focused on

asymptotic perfect classification.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the RKHS-
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based functional DWD classifier for classifying functional data without and with scalar

covariates. Theoretical properties of the proposed classifiers are established in Section

3. We carry out simulation studies in Section 4 to investigate the finite sample

performance of the proposed classifiers in terms of prediction accuracy. In Section 5

we consider one real world application to demonstrate the performance of the proposed

classifiers. We conclude this article in Section 6. All technical proofs are provided in

the Appendix.

2. Methodology

Let X denote a random function with a compact domain I, and Y is a binary outcome

related to X. Without loss of generality, we assume that Y ∈ {−1, 1}. Suppose that

the training sample consists of (xi, yi), i = 1, . . . , n, n i.i.d. copies of (X,Y ). Our

primary goal is to build a classifier based on this training sample.

We first present an overview of the distance-weighted discrimination (DWD) pro-

posed by Marron et al. (2007). Consider the following classification problem where

z = (z1, . . . , zp)
T ∈ Z be a vector of p scalar covariates and y ∈ {−1, 1} is a binary

response. The main task is to build a classifier: f : Z → {−1, 1} based on n pairs of

observations (zi, yi), i = 1, . . . , n. According to Wang and Zou (2018), the decision

boundary of a generalized distance-weighted discrimination classifier can be obtained

by solving

min
α0,α

n−1
n∑
i=1

Vq{yi(α0 + zTi α)}+ λαTα,

where

Vq(u) =

1− u if u ≤ q
1+q ,

1
uq

qq

(q+1)q+1 if u > q
1+q ,

(1)

is the loss function and λ > 0 is a tuning parameter. Note that as q →∞, the gener-

alized DWD loss function converges to the hinge loss function. H(u) = max(0, 1−u),

used in the SVM. This relationship is also illustrated in Figure 1. Denote by (α̂0, α̂)

the solution to the minimization problem above. Given a new observation z̃ ∈ Z, the

predicted class label will be 1 if α̂0 + z̃T α̂ > 0 and -1 otherwise.
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Fig. 1. The loss functions of the generalized distance-weighted discrimination with different
values of q and the hinge loss function.

In this article, we aim to extend the framework of DWD to functional data. In

particular, we consider the following objective function

Q(α, β) = n−1
n∑
i=1

Vq

{
yi

(
α+

∫
I
xi(t)β(t)dt

)}
+ λJ(β), (2)

where J is a penalty functional. The penalty functional can be conveniently defined

through the slope function β as a squared norm or semi-norm associated with H. A

canonical example of H is the Sobolev space. Without loss of generality, assuming

that I = [0, 1], the Sobolev space of order m is then defined as

Wm
2 ([0, 1]) = {h : [0, 1]→ R, h, h(1), . . . , h(m−1)are absolutely continuous and h(m) ∈ L2[0, 1]}.

Endowed with the (squared) norm

||h||2Wm
2

=

m−1∑
l=0

(∫ 1

0
h(l)(t)dt

)2

+

∫ 1

0

(
h(m)(t)

)2
dt,

Wm
2 ([0, 1]) is a reproducing kernel Hilbert space. In this case, a possible choice of the

penalty functional is given by

J(β) =

∫ 1

0
{β(m)(t)}2dt. (3)

2.1. Representer theorem
Let the penalty functional J be a squared semi-norm on H such that the null space

H0 = {β ∈ H : J(β) = 0} (4)
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is a finite-dimensional linear subspace of H. Denote by H1 its orthogonal complement

in H such that H = H0 ⊕ H1. That is, for any β ∈ H , there exists a unique

decomposition β = β0 + β1 such that β0 ∈ H0 and β1 ∈ H1. Note that H1 is

also a reproducing kernel Hilbert space with the inner product of H restricted to

H1. Let K : I × I → R be the corresponding reproducing kernel of H1 such that

J(β1) = ||β1||2K = ||β1||2H for any β1 ∈ H1. Let N = dim(H0) and ψ1, . . . , ψN be the

basis functions of H0.

We will assume that K is continuous and square integrable. With slight abuse of

notation, write

(Kf)(·) =

∫
I
K(·, s)f(s)ds. (5)

According to Yuan and Cai (2010), Kf ∈ H1 for any f ∈ L2(I) and ∀β ∈ H1,∫
I
β(t)f(t)dt = 〈Kf, β〉H. (6)

With these observations, we are able to establish the following theorem which is

crucial in numerical implementations and the theoretical analysis.

Theorem 1. Let α̂n and β̂n be the minimizer of (2) and β̂n ∈ H. Then there

exist d = (d1, . . . , dN )T ∈ RN and c = (c1, . . . , cn)T ∈ Rn such that

β̂n(t) =

N∑
l=1

dlψl(t) +

n∑
i=1

ci(Kxi)(t). (7)

2.2. Estimation algorithm

For the purpose of illustration, we assume that H = W2
2 and J(β) =

∫ 1
0 (β

′′
)2dt, in

the following numerical implementations. Then H0 is the linear space spanned by

ψ1(t) = 1 and ψ2(t) = t−0.5. A possible choice for the reproducing kernel associated

with H1 is

K(s, t) = k2(s)k2(t)− k4(|s− t|),

where k2(s) = 1
2

(
ψ2
2(s)− 1

12

)
and k4(s) = 1

24

(
ψ4
2(s)− ψ2

2(s)
2 + 7

240

)
. You can refer to

Chapter 2.3 of Gu (2013) for more details. Based on Theorem 1, we only need to

consider β that takes the following form:

β(t) = d1 + d2(t− 0.5) +

n∑
i=1

ci

∫
I
xi(s)K(t, s)ds
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for some d = (d1, d2)
T ∈ RT and c = (c1, . . . , cn)T ∈ Rn to minimize the function in

(2). As a result,∫
I
xi(t)β(t)dt = d1

∫
I
xi(t)dt+ d2

∫
I
xi(t)(t− 0.5)dt

+

n∑
j=1

cj

∫
I

∫
I
xi(t)K(t, s)xj(s)dsdt.

For the penalty term, we have J(β) = cTRc, where R is an n×n matrix with (i, j)th

entry rij =
∫
I
∫
I xi(t)K(t, s)xj(s)dsdt. Denote by S an n× 2 matrix with the (i, j)th

entry sij =
∫
I xi(t)ψj(t)dt for j = 1, 2. Let Si and Ri denote the ith row of S and R,

respectively. Now the infinite-dimensional minimization of (2) becomes the following

finite dimensional minimization problem:

D(α,d, c) := n−1
n∑
i=1

Vq{yi(α+ ST
id+RT

ic)}+ λcTRc. (8)

To find the minimizer of D, we implement the majorization-minimization (MM)

principal. The basic idea is as follows. We firstly look for a majorization function

M(θ|θ′), where θ = (α,dT , cT )T in this problem, of the target function D(θ). This

majorization function satisfies D(θ) < M(θ|θ′) for any θ 6= θ′ and D(θ) = M(θ|θ′)
if θ = θ′. Additionally, it should be easy to find the minimizer of M(θ|θ′) for any

given θ′. Then given an initial value of θ, say θ(0), we are able to generate a sequence

of θ’s, say {θ(k)}∞k=1, which are defined by θ(k+1) = arg minθM(θ|θ(k)), k ≥ 0. As

long as this sequence converges, the limit is regarded as the minimizer of the objective

function D.

Given θ̄ = (ᾱ, d̄
T
, c̄T)T, let r = (r1, . . . , rn)T with ri = yiV

′
q{yi(ᾱ + ST

id̄ +RT
ic̄)}/n

and

Aq,λ =

 n 1T
nS 1T

nR

ST1n STS STR

R1n RS RR+ 2nqλ
(q+1)2R

 ,

where 1n denotes a vector of length n with each component equal to 1. According to

Lemma 2 of Wang and Zou (2018), we can take the majorization function of D as

M(θ|θ̄) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Vq{yi(ᾱ+ ST
id̄+RT

ic̄)}+ λc̄TRc̄

+

 1Tr

STr

Rr + 2λRc̄


Tα− ᾱd− d̄
c− c̄

+
(q + 1)2

2nq

α− ᾱd− d̄
d− c̄


>

Aq,λ

α− ᾱd− d̄
c− c̄

 .
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It is trivial to show that the minimizer of M(θ|θ̄) isᾱd̄
c̄

− nq

(q + 1)2
A−1q,λ

 1T
nr

STr

Rr + 2λRc̄


Then the algorithm proceeds until the sequence of minimizers converges. The limit of

this sequence is denoted by (α̂, d̂, ĉ)T, and thus β̂(t) = d̂1+d̂2(t−0.5)+
∑n

i=1 ĉi(Kxi)(t).

The functional DWD classifier assigns 1 or -1 to a new functional observation x

according to whether the statistic α̂+
∫
I x(t)β̂(t)dt is positive or negative.

2.3. Functional DWD with scalar covariates
The algorithm presented above is to address binary classification problems for uni-

variate functional data. This idea can be further extended to accommodate binary

classification when both a functional covariate and finite dimensional scalar covariates

are involved. In particular, the training sample consists of (xi, yi, zi), i = 1, . . . , n,

where zi = (zi1, . . . , zip)
T denotes the p dimensional scalar covariates of the ith sub-

ject. With slight abuse of notation, we consider the following extension of (2):

Q(α, β,γ) = n−1
n∑
i=1

Vq

{
yi

(
α+

∫
I
xi(t)β(t)dt+ zT

iγ

)}
+ λJ(β), (9)

to build a partial linear DWD classifier.

To solve the minimization problem of (9), we resort to the specific representation

of β̂ in Theorem 1. Actually it is straightforward to verify that this result still holds

in the context of (9). As a result, the infinite dimensional minimization problem of

(9) is converted to the following finite one:

D(α,d, c,γ) := n−1
n∑
i=1

Vq{yi(α+ ST
id+RT

ic+ zT
iγ)}+ λcTRc. (10)

With some modifications, we employ the MM principal to address the minimization

problem above. In particular, the majority function of D is taken as

M(θ|θ̄) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Vq{yi(ᾱ+ ST
id̄+RT

ic̄+ zT
iγ̄)}+ λc̄TRc̄

+


1T
nr

STr

ZTr

Rr + 2λRc̄


T

α− ᾱ
d− d̄
γ − γ̄
c− c̄

+
(q + 1)2

2nq


α− ᾱ
d− d̄
γ − γ̄
c− c̄


T

Aq,λ


α− ᾱ
d− d̄
γ − γ̄
c− c̄

 ,
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where r = (r1, . . . , rn)T with ri = yiV
′
q{yi(ᾱ+ST

id̄+RT
ic̄+z

T
iγ̄)}/n, Z = (z1, . . . ,zn)T ∈

Rn×p and θ̄ = (ᾱ, d̄
T
, c̄T, γ̄T)T, and

Aq,λ =


n 1T

nS 1T
nZ 1T

nR

ST1n STS STZ STR

ZT1n ZTS ZTZ ZTR

R1n RS RZ RR+ 2nqλ
(q+1)2R

 .

Thus the minimizer of M(θ|θ̄) is given by
ᾱ

d̄

γ̄

c̄

− nq

(q + 1)2
A−1q,λ


1T
nr

STr

ZTr

Rr + 2λRc̄.


We then follow steps in Section 2.2 to implement classifications on subjects with both

a functional covariate and several scalar covariates.

2.4. Tuning parameter selection
Here we focus on binary classification when both a functional covariate and several

scalar covariates are involved. The prediction performance of the proposed classifier

depends on the choice of the two tuning parameters q and λ. Computing the inverse

of the matrix Aq,λ ∈ R(n+3+p)×(n+3+p) for every combination of q and λ would be

computationally intensive, especially when sample size is large. Instead, we come up

with a solution with a lower computational cost to tackle this problem. To facilitate

the selection procedure, the essential idea in our implementations is to avoid directly

computing the inverse matrix of Aq,λ for each combination of (q, λ) since it would

require substantial time. Write Aq,λ as

Aq,λ =


n 1T

nS 1T
nZ 1T

nR

ST1n STS STZ STR

ZT1n ZTS ZTZ ZTR

R1n RS RZ RR+ 2nqλ
(q+1)2R

 :=

(
B CT

C D

)
.

Therefore, the inverse of Aq,λ admits

A−1q,λ =

(
B−1 +B−1CT(D −CB−1CT)−1CB−1 −B−1CT(D −CB−1CT)−1

−(D −CB−1CT)−1CB−1 (D −CB−1CT)−1

)
(11)

Note that among these matrices only D depends on q and λ. The inverse of D −
CB−1CT is available from the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula:

(D −CB−1CT )−1 = D−1 +D−1C(B −CTD−1C)−1CTD−1. (12)
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To compute the matrix in (12), we need to find the inverse of D first. Let QΛQT

denote the eigen-decomposition of R; hence it does not depend on λ. Then we com-

pute the inverse of Πq,λ = ΛΛ + {2nqλ/(q + 1)2}Λ for each q and λ; it is actually a

diagonal matrix. Hence the inverse of Πq,λ is immediately available for each combi-

nation of q and λ. Furthermore, D−1 = QΠ−1q,λQ
T and note that B −CTD−1C is a

(3 + p) × (3 + p) matrix. These suggest that it is efficient to compute the (inverse)

matrix in (12), as long as p is relatively small.

Finally, we employ the expression of Aq,λ in (11) to compute A−1q,λ

(
(1n,S,Z)Tr

Rr + 2λRc̄

)
directly. Denote by P the inverse of D −CB−1CT. By equation (11), we have

A−1q,λ

(
(1n,S,Z)Tr

Rr + 2λRc̄

)
=

(
B−1 +B−1CTPCB−1 −B−1CTP

−PCB−1 P

)(
(1n,S,Z)Tr

Rr + 2λRc̄

)
.

With the procedures above, we are able to compute the minimizer of the majorization

function M(θ|θ̄) for different values of q and λ, and thus solve the minimization prob-

lem of (10) efficiently. We employ cross validation to choose the optimal combination

of q and λ in the following numerical studies.

3. Theoretical properties

Let f? denote the Bayes classifier, which can minimize the probability of misclassi-

fication, P (f?(X) 6= Y ). It is trivial that f?(X) = 21{P (Y = 1|X = x) > 0.5} − 1

a.s. on the set {P (Y = 1|X = x) 6= 0.5}. Given a loss function `, the associated risk

function for a classifier f is then defined by

L(f, f?) := E [l(f)− l(f?)].

Blanchard et al. (2008) established a non-asymptotic bound on L(f̂ , f?) when f̂ is

the estimated support vector classifier from a training sample in which each subject

consists of multiple scalar covariates and a binary outcome, and l is the corresponding

hinge loss function.

Denote by f̂(x) = α̂+
∫
I x(t)β̂(t)dt the estimated functional DWD classifier, where

α̂ and β̂ minimize the target function Q in (2). In the context of functional classi-

fication, assuming that the functional covariate X ∈ X , the Bayes classifier f? is a

measurable functional from X to {−1, 1}. Here we aim to establish a non-asymptotic

bound on L(f̂ , f?), where l = Vq is the loss function for the functional DWD classifier.

The following conditions are required where (C1) is with regard to bounds on the

noise and (C2) is with regard to bounds on the kernel and functions.
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(C1) For η(x) = P (Y = 1|X = x), we require |η(x) − 1/2 − cq/4| ≥ η0 > 0 for all

x and q ≥ q0, thus q large enough so that cq < 4 − 2/η0. We also require

min{η(x), 1− η(x)} ≥ η1 > 0 for all x, which bounds the probabilty away from

0 and 1 and also implies that η1 < 1/2.

(C2) There exist positive constants M,A such that ‖x‖L2 ≤ A for x(t) ∈ L2(I) and

‖k‖L2 ≤M for k being the reproducting kernel.

There are two settings to consider similar to Blanchard et al. (2008), which affect

how the penalization parameter is controlled. In setting (S1), the risk is considered

via the spectral properties of the reproducing kernel. Specifically, the penalization

parameter λn is controlled by the tail sum of the eigenvalues of the reproducing kernel.

In setting (S2), the risk is considered via covering numbers under the sup-norm. In

contrast, λn is controlled via H∞, the supremum norm ε-entropy. This control is

encapsulated in the γ(n) term defined in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Under conditions (C1) and (C2), let the penalization parameter λn

be bounded as

λn ≥ C
(
γ(n) +

log(δ−1 log n) ∨ 1

n

)
for some universal constant C with γ(n) = 1√

n
infd∈N[ 2d√

n
+ Aη1

M

√∑
j>d λj ] under (S1)

and γ(n) = (x∗)2/M2 under (S2) where x∗ is the solution to
∫ x
0

√
H∞(B, ε)dε =

√
nx2/AM with B = {β ∈ Wm

2 (I) : ‖β‖ ≤ 1}. For an iid sample of functional-

binary pairs (xi(t), yi) and FDWD loss function Vq(·), let the regularized estimator β̂

be the solution to

β̂ = arg min
β
n−1

n∑
i=1

Vq

{
yi

∫
I
xi(t)β(t)dt

}
+ λAMJ(β)

for corresponding classifier f̂ . Then, for f∗ being the Bayes classifier and fβ the

classifier corresponding to any arbitrary β, the following holds with probabiliy at least

1− δ,
L(f̂ , f∗) ≤ 2 inf

β∈Wm
2

{L(fβ, f
∗) + 2λnAMJ(β) + λnk1 + k0)}

for positive constants k0, k1.

Proof of Theorem 2 can be found in the appendix. We extend this theorem to the

functional DWD estimator with scalar covariates in the following corollary. For this

extension, we require an additional condition:

(C3) There exist a positive constant Π such that ‖z‖`2 ≤ Π for z ∈ Rp.
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The proof of the below corollary follows from that for Theorem 2. Instead of consid-

ering suprema over the ball B(R) = {β ∈ Wm
2 (I) : ‖β‖ ≤ R}, we instead consider

the product ball B(R) = B(R)× {γ ∈ Rp : ‖γ‖ ≤ R}.

Corollary 1. Under conditions (C1), (C2), and (C3), let A∗ = A + Π/M be a

positive constant, and let the penalization parameter λn be bounded as

λn ≥ C
(
γ(n) +

log(δ−1 log n) ∨ 1

n

)
for some universal constant C with γ(n) = 1√

n
infd∈N[ 2d√

n
+ A∗η1

M

√∑
j>d λj ] under

(S1) and γ(n) = (x∗)2/M2 under (S2) where x∗ is the solution to
∫ x
0

√
H∞(B, ε)dε =

√
nx2/A∗M with B = {β ∈ Wm

2 (I) : ‖β‖ ≤ 1} × {γ ∈ Rp : ‖γ‖ ≤ 1}. For an iid

sample of functional-covariate-binary triples (xi(t), zi, yi) and FDWD loss function

Vq(·), let the regularized estimator β̂ and γ̂ be the solution to

(β̂, γ̂) = arg min
β,γ

n−1
n∑
i=1

Vq

{
yi

∫
I
xi(t)β(t)dt+ zTγ

}
+ λA∗MJ(β)

for corresponding classifier f̂ . Then, for f∗ being the Bayes classifier and fβ,γ the

classifier corresponding to any arbitrary β and γ, the following holds with probabiliy

at least 1− δ,

L(f̂ , f∗) ≤ 2 inf
β∈Wm

2 ,γ∈Rp
{L(fβ,γ , f

∗) + 2λnA
∗MJ(β) + λnk1 + k0)}

for positive constants k0, k1.

4. Simulation studies

In this section, we considered two different simulation settings to investigate finite

sample performance of the proposed classifier. In both settings, the functional co-

variate was generated in the following way: Xi(t) =
∑50

j=1 ξijζjφj(t), where ξij ’s are

independently drawn from a uniform distribution on (−
√

3,
√

3), ζj = (−1)j+1j−1, j =

1, . . . , 50, and φ1(t) = 1 and φj(t) =
√

2 cos((j − 1)πt), j ≥ 2 for t ∈ [0, 1]. Obser-

vations at 50 times points on the interval [0, 1] were available in each sample path

of X(t). Two scalar covariates (z = (z1, z2)
T) were independently generated from a

truncated normal distribution within the interval (−2, 2) with mean 0 and variance

1. Then the binary response variable y with values 1 or −1 was generated from the

logistic model:

f(Xi, zi) = α0 +

∫ 1

0
Xi(t)β(t)dt+ zT

iγ, p(Yi = 1) =
exp{f(Xi, zi)}

1 + exp{f(Xi, zi)}
,
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where α0 = 0.1 and f(X,z) is referred to as the discriminant function in this article.

In the first scenario, the slope function of X(t) was β(t) = e−t, and γ = (−0.5, 1)T

or (0, 0)T to ensure the discriminant function f depends on or not on the scalar

covariates, respectively. In the second scenario, the slope function was written as a

linear combination of the functional principal components of X. Particularly, β(t) =∑50
j=1 4(−1)j+1j−2φj(t), and the coefficient vector of the scalar covariates was γ =

(−2, 3)T or (0, 0)T. In each simulation scenario, n = 100 or 200 curves were generated

for training. Then 500 samples were generated as the test set to assess prediction

accuracy.

In addition to the proposed functional DWD classifier, we also considered several

other commonly used functional data classifiers for comparison. The centroid classifier

by Delaigle and Hall (2012) firstly projects each functional covariate onto one specific

direction and then performs classification based on the distance to the centroid in

the projected space. The functional quadratic discriminant in Galeano et al. (2015)

conducts a quadratic discriminant analysis on FPC scores, while the functional logistic

classifier fits a logistic regression model on them. Note that the aforementioned

classifiers, except our proposed functional DWD with scalar covariates, only account

for functional covariates in classification. To study the effect of scalar covariates on

classification, we fitted an SVM classifier with only these two scalar covariates when

they are involved in the discriminant function. In each simulation trial, we randomly

generated a training set of size n = 100 or 200 to fit all classifiers and then evaluated

the predictive accuracy for all of them on a test sample of size 500. To assess the

uncertainty in estimating prediction accuracy of each classifier, B = 500 independent

simulation trials were conducted in each scenario.

Table 1 summarizes the mean and the standard error of the misclassification error

rate of each classifier. In the first scenario, the proposed functional DWD classifier

with scalar covariates is considerably more accurate than any other classifier in terms

of prediction. This is not surprising since even the SVM classifier with only scalar co-

variates outperforms the functional classifiers that did not take scalar covariates into

consideration. This fact implies the importance of accounting for scalar covariates

when the true discriminant function indeed depends on them. Additionally, whether

or not the true discriminant function depends on the scalar covariates in these set-

tings, the misclassification error rates of our proposed functional DWD classifier, are

very close to the Bayes errors, which are 0.283 and 0.376, respectively. As the projec-

tion function in the centroid classifier and the slope function in the functional logistic

regression by Leng and Müller (2005) are represented in terms of FPCs, these two

classifiers should be in favor in the second scenario. This was justified by comparing

prediction accuracy of these classifiers. However, our proposed classifier still domi-
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Table 1. The mean misclassification error rates (%) on the test sample across M = 500

simulations with the standard errors (%) in parentheses. Centroid, the centroid classifier
proposed by Delaigle and Hall (2012). Quadratic, the functional quadratic classifier pro-
posed by Galeano et al. (2015). Logistic, the functional logistic classifier. fDWD, our
proposed functional DWD method without scalar covariates, while PLfDWD denotes our
proposed functional DWD method with scalar covariates. KNN, the k-nearest neighbour
classifier introduced in Chapter 8 of Ferraty and Vieu (2006). S-SVM, an SVM classifier
depends only on scalar covariates. The column z indicates whether or not the true discrim-
inant function depends on the scalar covariates.

Scenario 1

n z Centroid Quadratic Logistic KNN fDWD PLfDWD S-SVM

100 Yes 41.3 (3.7) 43.2 (3.0) 41.9 (3.1) 43.4 (3.3) 39.8 (2.7) 32.3 (2.7) 37.9 (5.1)

No 39.1 (3.7) 40.7 (3.3) 39.5 (3.1) 40.8 (3.6) 37.7 (2.8)

200 Yes 40.2 (2.8) 41.5 (2.8) 40.5 (2.6) 43.0 (2.8) 39.3 (2.4) 31.3 (2.4) 35.5 (3.0)

No 37.9 (2.7) 39.1 (2.8) 38.2 (2.4) 40.6 (3.1) 37.1 (2.3)

Scenario 2

n z Centroid Quadratic Logistic KNN fDWD PLfDWD S-SVM

100 Yes 21.7 (2.2) 22.4 (2.4) 21.9 (2.2) 22.6 (2.5) 21.0 (2.0 11.0 (1.9) 35.7 (4.5)

No 11.1 (1.6) 11.4 (1.6) 11.4 (1.7) 11.5 (1.6) 10.4 (1.4)

200 Yes 21.3 (2.0) 21.5 (2.0) 21.2 (1.9) 22.2 (2.2) 20.8 (1.8) 10.5 (1.9) 33.9 (2.9)

No 10.7 (1.5) 10.7 (1.4) 10.6 (1.4) 11.1 (1.5) 10.2 (1.4)
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nates all competitors no matter whether the true discriminant function depends on

the scalar covariates. A plausible reason why the proposed classifier is superior to

the centroid and logistic classifiers is that the roughness of the projection direction is

appropriately controlled in our method. Once again, the misclassification rates of our

proposed classifiers, are very close to the Bayes errors, which are 0.086 with scalar

covariates and 0.099 without scalar covariates, respectively.

Pj: You can decide whether boxplots of misclassification error rate of each classifier

in each scenario should be put in the Appendix. All of them are now in the folder

“Figure”.

5. Real data examples

In this section, we apply the proposed classifiers as well as several alternative classifiers

to one real-world example to demonstrate the performance of our proposal.

Alzheimer’s disease (AD) is an irreversible and progressive brain disorder that can

lead to more and more serious dementia symptoms over a few years. Previous studies

showed that increasing age is one of the most important risk factor of AD, and most

patients with AD are above 65. However, there also exist substantial early-onset

Alzheimer’s whose ages are under 65. Things are even worse considering the fact that

there is no current cure for AD and AD would even eventually destroy people’s ability

to perform the simplest tasks. Due to the reasons above, studies of AD have received

considerable attention in the past few years.

In our study, the data were obtained from the ongoing Alzheimer’s Disease Neu-

roimaging Initiative (ADNI), which aims to unit researchers from the world to collect,

validate and analyze relevant data. In particular, the ADNI is interested in identifying

biomarkers of AD from genetic, structural, and functional neuroimaging, and clinical

data. The dataset consists of two main parts. The first part is neuroimaging data

collected by diffusion tensor imaging (DTI). More specifically, fractional anisotropy

(FA) values were measured at 83 locations along the corpus callosum (CC) fiber tract

for each subject. The second part is composed of demographic features like gender (a

categorical variable), handedness (left hand or right hand, a categorical variable), the

age, the education level, the AD status and mini-mental state examination (MMSE)

scores. The AD status is a categorical variable with three levels: normal control (NC),

mild cognitive impairment (MCI) and Alzheimer’s disease (AD). We combine the first

two categories into one single category for simplicity, and then this status variable is

treated as a binary outcome in our following analysis. The MMSE is one of the most

widely used test of cognitive functions such as orientation, attention, memory, lan-

guage and visual-spatial skills for assessing the level of dementia a patient may have.
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Table 2. The mean misclassification error rates (%) across M = 500 random splits with
standard errors in brackets.
n Centroid Quadratic Logistic KNN fDWD PLfDWD S-SVM

107 19.6 (0.029) 20.6 (0.031) 21.4 (0.03) 21.0 (0.028) 19.8 (0.03) 11.2 (0.028) 26.3 (0.032)

171 19.8 (0.054) 20.5 (0.056) 21.5 (0.057) 21.7 (0.054) 19.8 (0.054) 9.9 (0.048) 27.2 (0.059)

A more detailed description of the data can be found in http://adni.loni.usc.edu.

Previous studies, such as Li et al. (2017) and Tang et al. (2020), focused on building

regression models to investigate the relationship between the progression of the AD

status and the neuroimaging and demographic data. However, our main objective is

to use the DTI data and demographic features to predict the status of AD.

0 20 40 60 80

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

CC

FA

Normal or mild cognitive impairment
Alzheimer's disease

Fig. 2. FA profiles of two groups of people: the normal or mild cognitive impairment group
and the AD group.

We had N = 214 subjects in our analysis after removing 3 subjects with missing

values. Among them, there are N0 = 172 subjects from the first group, i.e., the

status of them is either NC or MCI, and N1 = 42 subjects from the AD group. The

functional predictor X(t) was taken as the FA profiles, which are displayed in Figure

2, and the scalar covariates z consisted of gender, handedness, the age, the education

level and the MMSE score. To justify the importance of incorporating FA profiles

in classification, we considered an SVM classifier with only these scalar covariates.

To compare the prediction performance of each classifier, these 214 subjects were

randomly divided into a training set with n subjects and a test set with the other

N − n subjects. In the study, we considered two particular choices of n: 0.5N and

0.8N . Following this rule, we randomly splitted the whole dataset to the training and

test set for M = 500 times.

http://adni.loni.usc.edu


RKHS for Functional Classification 17

Table 2 summarizes the mean misclassification error rates and the standard errors

across the 500 splits for each classifier. When scalar covariates are not accounted for

in the functional data classification, our proposed method (fDWD) outperforms all

other competitors except the centroid method in terms of prediction accuracy. Even

more remarkably, incorporating scalar covariates, though in a linear manner, results

in a substantial reduction in misclassification errors in our proposed classifier, around

half of the errors of all functional classifiers without scalar covariates. You might

argue that this occurred because scalar covariates are highly predictive of the AD

status while the functional covariate is not. However, the prediction performance of

S-SVM disproved this argument, as the SVM classifier that only considered scalar

covariates performed even worse than those with only the functional covariate in

terms of prediction accuracy. On the one hand, these comparisons indicate superi-

ority of our proposed classifier. On the other hand, they also suggest accounting for

scalar covariates in an appropriate way is able to enhance prediction accuracy when

discriminating functional data.

6. Conclusion

In this paper we propose a novel methodology that combines the idea of the canonical

DWD classifier and regularized functional linear regression under the RKHS frame-

work to classify functional data. The use of RKHS enables us to control roughness

of the estimated projection direction, and thus enhances prediction accuracy in com-

parison with conventional functional logistic regression and the centroid classifier.

Moreover, we further extend the framework to classifying subjects with both a func-

tional covariate and several scalar covariates. Though we focus on the specific loss

function to achieve nice properties of DWD classifiers in our study, this framework

can be extended to other loss functions such as the logistic loss function in the func-

tional logistic regression and the hinge loss function in functional SVM classifiers.

Moreover, the scalar covariates are incorporated in our classifier in a linear manner to

achieve a good trade off between flexibility and interpretability. However, nonlinear

or nonparametric forms of scalar covariates can also be incorporated into our current

framework, as long as we adopt appropriate regularizations to avoid overfitting. This

direction deserves future investigation in both theory and practice.

Numerical studies including both simulation studies and one real-world application

suggest that the proposed classifier is superior to many other competitors in terms

of predication accuracy. The application of our classifier to a study of Alzheimer’s

disease provides numerical evidence that both neuroimaging data and demographic

features are relevant to AD, and ignoring either of them would deteriorate prediction
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accuracy of the AD status.
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Appendix

A.1: Proof of Theorem 1

Based on the observations above, we have Kxi ∈ H1, i = 1, . . . , n. Therefore, the

solution to (2) can be written as

β̂n(t) =

N∑
l=1

dlψl(t) +

n∑
i=1

ci(Kxi)(t) + ρ(t),

where ρ(t) is the orthogonal complement of
∑n

i=1 ci(Kxi)(t) in H1. To prove (7), we

just need to check that ρ(t) = 0.

Let ψ(t) = (ψ1(t), . . . , ψN (t))T . Plugging the solution into (2), we have

min
α,d,c,ρ

n−1
n∑
i=1

Vq

yi
α+

∫
I
xi(t)

dTψ(t) +

n∑
j=1

cj(Kxj)(t) + ρ(t)

 dt

+λJ(β).
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In the first term,

∫
I
xi(t)

dTψ(t) +

n∑
j=1

cj(Kxj)(t) + ρ(t)

 dt

=

∫
I
xi(t)

dTψ(t) +

n∑
j=1

cj(Kxj)(t)

 dt+

∫
I
xi(t)ρ(t)dt

=

∫
I
xi(t)

dTψ(t) +

n∑
j=1

cj(Kxj)(t)

 dt+ 〈Kxi, ρ〉H

=

∫
I
xi(t)

dTψ(t) +

n∑
j=1

cj(Kxj)(t)

 dt.

In other words, the first term does not depend on ρ. As we know, the second

term, λJ(β), is minimized when ρ(t) = 0 since ρ is orthogonal to
∑N

l=1 dlψl(t) +∑n
i=1 ci(Kxi)(t) in H1.

A.2: Proofs of Theorem 2
To prove Theorem 2, we first prove the following lemmas. We also define B(R) =

{β ∈ Wm
2 (I) : ‖β‖ ≤ R} with R ∈ R ⊂ R+ a countable set. In what follows,

Lemmas 2 and 3 are for setting (S1) and Lemmas 4 and 5 are for setting (S2).

Lemma 1. Let f =
∫
I xi(t)β(t)dt with x(t) ∈ L2(I) such that ‖x(t)‖L2 ≤ A ∈ R+

and reproducing kernel k : I × I → R such that ‖k‖L2 ≤M ∈ R+. Then,

‖Vq(yf)‖∞,R = sup
β∈B(R)

Vq(yf) ≤ 1 +RAM a.s.

for all m ∈M.

Proof. Via the Riesz representation theorem, we have f(·) = 〈β, ·〉 for some

β ∈ Wm
2 (I). Using Hölder’s inequality or the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

the following bound.

|Vq (yf)| ≤ 1 +

∣∣∣∣∫
I
x(t)β(t)dt

∣∣∣∣
= 1 +

∣∣∣∣∫
I
x(t) 〈β, k(t, )〉 dt

∣∣∣∣
≤ 1 + ‖β‖‖x‖L2‖k‖L2

= 1 +RAM.



22 Sang, Kashlak, Kong

Lemma 2. For all β, β′ ∈ Wm
2 (I) with f = 〈β, 〉 and f ′ = 〈β′, 〉, Var[Vq(yf)− Vq(yf ′)] ≤

E[(f − f ′)2]. Furthermore, under Conditions (C1) and (C2),

E[(f − f ′)2] ≤
(
RAM

η1
+

5

η0

)
L(f, f∗)

for all β, β′ ∈ B(R) and all R ∈ R where f∗ ∈ arg ming∈G E[Vq(g)] and L(f, f∗) =

E[Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗)] is the associated risk.

Proof. First, we note that for q ∈ (0,∞) that Vq(u) is differentiable with

| dduVq(u)| ≤ 1. Hence, Vq is Lipschitz implying that

E[(Vq(yf)− Vq(yf ′))2] ≤ E[(f − f ′)2]

proving the first part of the lemma.

For the bound on E[(f − f ′)2], let f∗(x) = 21[η(x) > 0.5] − 1 with η(x) =

P (Y = 1|X = x). Without loss of generality, we will consider the case η > 1/2

and f∗ = 1. Note that Vq(f) ≥ (1 − f)+ for q ∈ (0,∞). Note also that

f =
∫
xβdt = 〈Kx, β〉, so supx f ≤ RAM for β ∈ B(R). We have the ratio

E[(f − f∗)2|X = x]

E[Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗)|X = x]
=

(f − 1)2

η(Vq(f)− Vq(1)) + (1− η)(Vq(−f)− Vq(−1))

=
(f − 1)2

ηVq(f) + (1− η)Vq(−f) + η(2− cq)− 2

≤ (f − 1)2

η(1− f)+ + (1− η)(1 + f)+ + η(2− cq)− 2

If f < −1, then denote g = −1 − f so f = −1 − g. Also, note that 2η − 1 ≥ 2η0.

Thus, if we choose q such that cq < 4− 2/η0, then

E[(f − f∗)2|X = x]

E[Vq(f)− Vq(f∗)|X = x]
≤ (f − 1)2

η(1− f)+ + η(2− cq)− 2

=
(g + 2)2

η(g + 2) + η(2− cq)− 2

=
(g + 2)2

ηg + η(4− cq)− 2

≤ g

η
+

4

η
+

1

η0

≤ 2RAM + 5/η0 ≤ RAM/η1 + 5/η0.

Lemma 3. Under Conditions (C1) and (C2), let φR be a sequence of subroot func-

tions with r∗R being the solution to φR(r) = r/CR. Then, for all R ∈ R, β0 ∈ B(R),
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corresponding f0 = 〈β0, 〉, r ≥ r∗R, and d2(f, f0) = E[(f − f0)2]

E

 sup
β∈B(R)
d2(f,f0)≤r

(P − Pn)(`(f)− `(f0))

 ≤ 4√
n

inf
d∈N

√dr +AR

√∑
j>d

λj

 =: φR(r)

with

r∗ ≤
8C2

R√
n

inf
d∈N

 2d√
n

+
Aη1
M

√∑
j>d

λj

 .
Proof. We first define the Rademacher average for a function g : X × Y → R

to be Rng = n−1
∑n

i=1 εig(Xi, Yi) for ε1, . . . , εn iid Rademacher random variables

that are independent of the (Xi, Yi). This can be applied to a class of G by denoting

RnG = supg∈G Rng.

Lemma 6.7 from Blanchard et al. (2008) uses a standard symmetrization trick to

prove that for any such collection of real valued functions G, some 1-Lipschitz function

ϕ, and some any g0 ∈ G that

E

[
sup
g∈G
|(P − Pn)(ϕ(g)− ϕ(g0))|

]
≤ 4ERn {g − g0 : g ∈ G} (13)

Lemma 6.8 from Blanchard et al. (2008) comes from Mendelson (2003). It builds off

the previous result to note that

ERn
{
g ∈ Hk : ‖g‖k ≤ R, ‖g‖22,p ≤ r

}
≤ 1√

n
inf
d∈N

√dr +R

√∑
j>d

λj


≤
√

2

n

 ∞∑
j=1

min{r,R2λj}

1/2

(14)

where λj is the jth eigenvalue of the reproducing kernel and where for

g(t) =
∑∞

j=1 αjψj(t) the norms are ‖g‖2k =
∑
α2
j and ‖g‖22,p =

∑
λjα

2
j .

By noting that Vq(·) is a 1-Lipschitz function for any choice of q ∈ R+, we apply

Equation 13 for x(t) with ‖x‖L2 ≤ A to get

E

 sup
β∈B(R)
d2(f,f0)≤r

(P − Pn)(Vq(f)− Vq(f0))


≤ 4ERn

{
f − f0 : β ∈ B(R), d2(f, f0) ≤ r

}
≤ 4ERn

{
f − f0 : ‖f‖ ≤ AR, ‖f‖22,P ≤ r

}
.



24 Sang, Kashlak, Kong

Then, application of Equation 14 gives

E

 sup
β∈B(R)
d2(f,f0)≤r

(P − Pn)(Vq(f)− Vq(f0))

 ≤ 4√
n

inf
d∈N

√dr +AR

√∑
j>d

λj

 =: φR(r).

Thus, we aim to solve r/C = φ(r). Let d∗ be the minimizer over d ∈ N, which exists

due to the reproducing kernel being a trace class operator, which in turn implies that√
dr+AR(

∑
j>d λj)

1/2 is finite for all d and tends to∞ as d→∞. Then, application

of the quadratic formula and the convexity result (x+ y)2 ≤ 2x2 + 2y2 gives

0 = r∗ − 4C√
n

√d∗r∗ +AR

√∑
j>d∗

λj



r∗ =

2C
√
d∗√
n

+

4C2d∗

n
+

4C√
n
AR

√∑
j>d

λj


1/2

2

≤ 8C2

n

2d∗ +
AR
√
n

C

√∑
j>d∗

λj

 .
Finally, choosing C ≥MR/η1 gives

r∗ ≤ 8C2

√
n

inf
d∈N

 2d√
n

+
Aη1
M

√∑
j>d

λj

 .
Lemma 4. For all β, β′ ∈ Wm

2 (I) with f = 〈β, 〉 and f ′ = 〈β′, 〉, Var[Vq(yf)− Vq(yf ′)] ≤
E[(f − f ′)2]. Furthermore, under Conditions (C1) and (C2),

E[(Vq(yf)− Vq(yf ′))2] ≤
(
RAM +

1

η0

)
L(f, f∗)

for all β, β′ ∈ B(R) and all R ∈ R where f∗ ∈ arg ming∈G E[Vq(g)] and L(f, f∗) =

E[Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗)] is the associated risk.

Proof. By choice of the metric d(f, f0), we have immediately that E[(Vq(yf)− Vq(yf ′))2] ≤
E[(Vq(f)− Vq(f0))2]. Next, we aim to bound

E[(Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗))2|X = x]

E[Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗)|X = x]

Recalling that f∗(x) = 21[η(x) > 0.5]−1, we can assume that η > 0.5 and that f∗ = 1.

We also note that Vq(f) ≥ (1 − f)+ for q ∈ (0,∞), and that f =
∫
xβdt = 〈Kx, β〉,
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so supx f ≤ RAM for β ∈ B(R). Thus,

E[(Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗))2|X = x]

E[Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗)|X = x]

=
η[Vq(f)2 − 2Vq(f)Vq(1) + Vq(1)2] + (1− η)[Vq(−f)2 − 2Vq(−f)Vq(−1) + Vq(−1)2]

η(Vq(f)− Vq(1)) + (1− η)(Vq(−f)− Vq(−1))

≤
η[Vq(f)2 − 2cqVq(f) + c2q ] + (1− η)[Vq(−f)2 − 4Vq(−f) + 4]

η(1− f)+ + (1− η)(1 + f)+ + η(2− cq)− 2

For f ≤ −1, then denote g = −1 − f so f = −1 − g. Also, note that 2η − 1 ≥ 2η0.

Thus, if we choose q such that cq < 4− 2/η0, then

E[(Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗))2|X = x]

E[Vq(yf)− Vq(yf∗)|X = x]

≤
η[(1− f)2 − 2cq(1− f) + c2q ] + (1− η)[c2q + 4]

η(1− f) + η(2− cq)− 2

≤
η[(2 + g)2 − 2cq(2 + g)] + 4(1− η) + c2q

η(2 + g) + η(2− cq)− 2

≤
ηg2 + (4− 2cq)ηg + 4(1− cq) + c2q

ηg + η(4− cq)− 2

≤ g +
(2− ηcq)g + 4(1− cq) + c2q

ηg + η(4− cq)− 2

≤ RAM +
2

η
− cq ≤ RAM +

1

η0
.

Lemma 5. Under Conditions (C1) and (C2), let φR be a sequence of subroot func-

tions with r∗R being the solution to φR(r) = r/CR. Then, for all R ∈ R, β0 ∈ B(R),

corresponding f0 = 〈β0, 〉, r ≥ r∗R, and d2(f, f0) = E[(Vq(g)− Vq(g0))2]

E

 sup
β∈B(R)
d2(f,f0)≤r

(P − Pn)(`(f)− `(f0))

 ≤ 96RA√
n
ξ

( √
r

4RA

)
+

64R3A3M

nr
ξ

( √
r

4RA

)2

:= φR(r)

with r∗ ≤ 625C∗2R (x∗)2/M2.

Proof. Lemma 6.10 from Blanchard et al. (2008) states that for G a separable

class of real functions in sup-norm such that ‖g‖∞ ≤M and E
(
g2
)
≤ σ2, the following

bound holds:

E

[
sup
g∈G
|(P − Pn)g|

]
≤ 24√

n

∫ σ

0

√
H∞(ε)dε+

MH∞(σ)

n
(15)

where H∞(ε) is the supremum norm ε-entropy for G.
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We first note that

{Vq(f)− Vq(f0) : β ∈ B(R), d2(f, f0) ≤ r} ⊂ {Vq(f) : β ∈ B(2R), E[Vq(f)2] ≤ r}

and secondly note that the DWD loss function is 1-Lipschitz, which implies that

|Vq(f)− Vq(f ′)| ≤
∣∣∣∣∫
I
x(t)β(t)dt−

∫
I
x′(t)β′(t)dt

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ‖β − β′‖‖x− x′‖ ≤ 2A‖β − β′‖

Thus, we can bound

H∞({Vq(f) : β ∈ B(2R), E[Vq(f)2] ≤ r}, ε) ≤ H∞(B(4AR), ε).

and application of Equation 15 gives

E

 sup
β∈B(R)
d2(f,f0)≤r

(P − Pn)(Vq(f)− Vq(f0))


≤ 24√

n

∫ √r
0

√
H∞(B(4AR), ε)dε+

4RAMH∞(B(4AR),
√
r)

n

≤ 96RA√
n

∫ √r/4RA
0

√
H∞(B(1), ε)dε+

4RAMH∞(B(1),
√
r/2R)

n

≤ 96RA√
n
ξ

( √
r

4RA

)
+

64R3A3M

nr
ξ

( √
r

4RA

)2

:= φR(r)

where ξ(x) =
∫ x
0

√
H∞(B(1), ε)dε. This final bound is a sub-root function in terms

of r.

For x∗, the solution to ξ(x) =
√
nx2/AM , we can bound r∗R, the solution to

φR(r) = r/CR with CR > RAM , as follows. First, we note that ξ(x)/x is decreasing.

We also choose a c > 0 so that t∗R := c2C∗2R (x∗)2/A2M2. Therefore,

ξ

(√
t∗R

4RA

)
≤ cCR

4RAM
ξ(x∗) =

cCR
√
n(x∗)2

4RA2M2
=

√
nt∗R

4RcCR
.

Thus,

φR(t∗R) ≤ 96RA√
n

√
nt∗R

4RcCR
+

64R3A3M

nt∗R

[ √
nt∗R

4RcCR

]2
=

[
24A

c
+

4RA3M

c2CR

]
t∗R
C∗R
≤
[

24A

c
+

4A2

c2

]
t∗R
C∗R

.

Therefore, taking c > 25A results in φR(t∗R) ≤ t∗/C∗R implying that t∗R ≥ r∗R giving

finally that r∗R ≤ 625C∗2R (x∗)2/M2.

Proof (Proof of Theorem 2). Given the above lemmas, we apply the “model

selection” Theorem 4.3 from Blanchard et al. (2008), which is a generalization of
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Theorem 4.2 of Massart (2000), to our functional DWD classifier.

First, we choose R = {M−1A−12k | k ∈ N, k ≤ dlog2 ne} to be our countable set of

radii for the balls B(R) with R ∈ R. To apply Theorem 4.3, we require a sequence zR

and choose zR = log(log2 n+ 2) similarly to Blanchard et al. (2008). We also require

a penalty function that satifies

pen(R) ≥ 250K
r∗

CR
+

(KCR + 28bR)(zR + ξ + log 2)

3n

where bR = 1 + RAM , CR = RAM
η1

+ 5
η0

, and r∗R = 8C2
R√
n

infd∈N

[
2d√
n

+ Aη1
M

√∑
j>d λj

]
under setting (C1), and bR = 1 + RAM , CR = RAM + 1

η0
, and r∗R =

625C∗2R (x∗)2/M2 under setting (C2). To achieve that, we take γ(n) to be
1√
n

infd∈N

[
2d√
n

+ Aη1
M

√∑
j>d λj

]
under setting (C1) and (x∗)2/M2 under setting

(C2), and we take λn = C
(
γ(n) + log(δ−1 logn)∨1

n

)
for some universal constant C.

Consequently, we can choose pen(R) = λn (RAM + k0) for another suitable positive

constant k0.

Therefore, given the estimator β̂ and corresponding estimator f̂ , we have

PnVq(f̂) + λnAMJ(β̂) ≤ PnVq(0) + λnAMJ(0) = 1. Therefore, the regularization

term λnAMJ(β̂) ≤ 1 and consequently, λn ≥ n−1. Thus, J(β̂) ≤ nA−1M−1.

Recalling that B(R) = {β ∈ Wm
2 (I) : J(β) ≤ R}, we have that β̂ ∈ B(R̂) for

R̂ = J(β̂) ∨ (A−1M−1) and, updating k0 as necessary, we have that

PnVq(f̂) + pen(R̂) ≤ PnVq(f̂) + λn(AMJ(β̂) ∨ 1) + k0)

≤ PnVq(f̂) + λn(J(β̂)AM + k0)

≤ inf
β∈Wm

2

{PnVq(fβ) + λnJ(β)AM + λnk0}

= inf
R>0

inf
β∈B(R)

{PnVq(fβ) + λn(RAM + k0)}

≤ inf
R∈R

inf
β∈B(R)

{PnVq(fβ) + λn(RAM + k0)}

where the third inequality results from f̂ being the minimizer of the regularized

estimation proceedure. Application of the “model selection theorem” (Massart, 2000;
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Blanchard et al., 2008) gives that with probability 1− δ that

L(f̂ , f∗) ≤ 2 inf
R∈R

inf
β∈B(R)

{L(fβ, f
∗) + 2λn(RAM + k0)}

≤ 2 inf
A−1M−1≤R≤nA−1M−1

inf
β∈B(R)

{
L(fβ, f

∗) + 2λn(2dlog2RAMe + k0)
}

≤ 2 inf
R≤nA−1M−1

inf
β∈B(R)

{
L(fβ, f

∗) + 2λn(2d(log2RAM)+e + k0)
}

≤ 2 inf
R≤nA−1M−1

inf
β∈B(R)

{L(fβ, f
∗) + 2λn(RAM ∨ 1) + k0)}

≤ 2 inf
β∈Wm

2

{L(fβ, f
∗) + 2λnAMJ(β) + λnk1 + k0)}
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