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Abstract

A representation of Gaussian distributed sparsely sampled longitudinal data in terms of pre-
dictive distributions for their functional principal component scores (FPCs) maps available data
for each subject to a multivariate Gaussian predictive distribution. Of special interest is the case
where the number of observations per subject increases in the transition from sparse (longitudi-
nal) to dense (functional) sampling of underlying stochastic processes. We study the convergence
of the predicted scores given noisy longitudinal observations towards the true but unobservable
FPCs, and under Gaussianity demonstrate the shrinkage of the entire predictive distribution to-
wards a point mass located at the true FPCs and also extensions to the shrinkage of functional
K -truncated predictive distributions when the truncation point X = K (n) diverges with sample
size n. To address the problem of non-consistency of point predictions, we construct predictive
distributions aimed at predicting outcomes for the case of sparsely sampled longitudinal predic-
tors in functional linear models and derive asymptotic rates of convergence for the 2-Wasserstein
metric between true and estimated predictive distributions. Predictive distributions are illustrated
for longitudinal data from the Baltimore Longitudinal Study of Aging.

KEY WORDS AND PHRASES: FUNCTIONAL DATA ANALYSIS; FUNCTIONAL PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS;
WASSERSTEIN METRIC; SPARSE DESIGN; SPARSE-TO-DENSE; BALTIMORE LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF
AGING.

1 Introduction

Functional Data Analysis (FDA) has found a wide range of applications (Horvath and Kokoszka,
2012; Wang et al., 2016), including the area of longitudinal studies, where functional principal com-
ponent analysis (FPCA), a core technique of FDA, was shown to play an important role. A key feature
of such studies is the sparsity of the available observations per subject, which are inherently corre-
lated and are often available at only a few irregular times and may be contaminated with measurement
error. In this case underlying random trajectories are latent and must be inferred from available data.
Functional Principal Component Analysis (FPCA) (Kleffe, 1973; Castro et al., 1986) was found to

be a key tool in this endeavour (Yao et al., 2005a).
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When subjects are recorded densely over time, one can consistently recover the underlying ran-
dom trajectories from the Karhunen—Loeve representation that underpins FPCA, where a common
approach is to employ Riemann sums to recover the integrals that correspond to projections of the
trajectories on the eigenfunctions of the auto-covariance operator of the underlying stochastic process.
These integrals correspond to the functional principal components (FPCs) and their approximation by
Riemann sums improves as the number of observations per subject increases (Miiller, 2005). How-
ever, when functional data are sparsely observed over time with noisy measurements, which is the
quintessential scenario for longitudinal studies, one faces the challenge that simple Riemann sums do
not converge, due to the low number of support points.

In response to this challenge, Yao ef al. (2005a) introduced the Principal Analysis through Con-
ditional Expectation (PACE) approach, which aims to recover the underlying trajectories by targeting
the best prediction of the FPCs conditional on the observations, a quantity that can be consistently
estimated based on consistent estimates of mean and covariance functions. These nonparametric es-
timates are obtained by pooling all observations across subjects, borrowing strength from the entire
sample. While these predicted FPCs are unbiased, they have non-vanishing variance in the sparse
case and thus do not lead to consistent trajectory recovery.

A second scenario where consistent predictions are unavailable in the sparse case is the Func-
tional Linear Regression Model (FLM) for the relationship between a scalar or functional response
Y and functional predictors X (¢)t € T, a compact interval (Ramsay and Silverman, 2005; Hall and

Horowitz, 2007; Shi and Choi, 2011; Kneip et al., 2016; Chiou et al., 2016),

B[Y|X] = py + /T BH)X(t)d. 1)

Here uy = E(Y), X¢(t) = X(t) — E(X(t)) and the slope function 3 lies in L?(T). It is a direct
extension of the standard linear regression model to the case where the predictors lie in an infinite-
dimensional space, usually assumed to be the Hilbert space L?(T).

To obtain a consistent estimate of the slope function S in the FLM with sparse observations, it
is well known that one can use the fact that the linear model structure allows to express the slope in
terms of the cross covariance and covariance functions of the predictor process X and the response,

which are quantities that can be consistently estimated under mild assumptions (Yao et al., 2005b).



Alternative multiple imputation methods based on conditioning on both the predictor observations
and the response Y have also been explored (Petrovich et al., 2018), and these also rely on cross-
covariance estimation. However, these consistent estimates of the slope parameter function /3 are
not accompanied by consistent predictions, i.e. consistent estimates of E[Y|X]. This is because the
integral in (1) cannot be consistently estimated even if 3 is known, due to the sparse sampling of X,
and poses a challenge for sparsely sampled predictors.

Our aim is to address these challenges by rephrasing the prediction of trajectories in the FPCA
case and of scalar outcomes in the FLM case as predictive distribution problems. To implement this
program, we study a map from sparse and irregularly sampled data to a multivariate Gaussian predic-
tive distribution and then investigate the behavior of the estimated functional principal components
(FPCs) as the number of observations per subject increases. We quantify the accompanying shrinkage
of the conditional predictive distributions given the data and their convergence towards a point mass
located at the true but unobserved FPCs.

For predicting the expected response E[Y|X] in the FLM (1) in the sparse case, we also resort to
constructing predictive distributions for the expected response given the information available for a
subject. We show that these predictive distributions can be consistently estimated in the Wasserstein
and Kolmogorov metric, and introduce a Wasserstein discrepancy measure to assess the predictability
of the response by the predictive distribution. This measure is interpretable and can be consistently
recovered under mild assumptions. Simulations support the utility of the Wasserstein discrepancy
measure under different sparsity designs and noise levels. The predictive distribution are shown to
converge towards the predictable truncated component of the response when transitioning from sparse

to dense sampling.

2 Convergence of Predicted Functional Principal Components When
Transitioning from Sparse to Dense Sampling
Assume that for each individual ¢ = 1,...,n, there is an underlying unobserved function X;(¢),

where the functions X; are i.i.d. realizations of a L?-stochastic process X (t), ¢ € T, and T is a

closed and bounded interval on the real line. Without loss of generality we assume 7 = [0, 1].



Sparsely sampled and error-contaminated observations Xij = X;(Tij) + €j. j = 1,...,n;, are
obtained at random times 7;; € 7 that are distributed according to a continuous smooth distribution

Fr. We require the following condition:

S1) {T;j:i=1,...,n,j=1,...,n;} are i.i.d. copies of a random variable 7" defined on 7, and

n; are regarded as fixed. The density f(-) of T" is bounded below, min;e7 f(t) > my > 0.

Assumption (S1) is a standard assumption (Zhang and Wang, 2016; Dai et al., 2018) to ensure there
are no systematic sampling gaps. The measurement errors ¢;; are assumed to be i.i.d. Gaussian with
mean 0 and variance o2, and independent of the underlying process X;(-). Our analysis is conditional
on the random number of observations per subject n; (Zhang and Wang, 2016). Denote the auto-

covariance function of the process X by
o
F(S,t) = COV(X(S)aX(t)) = Z)‘kqsk(s)(bk(t)a s,t€T,
k=1

where A\y > Ay > ... > 0 are the ordered eigenvalues which satisfy 21?;1 A < oo, and ¢,
k > 1, are the orthonormal eigenfunctions associated with the Hilbert—-Schmidt operator =Z(g) =
J7T(,t)g(t)dt, g € L*(T). Define eigengaps 6 = min(Ap—1 — A\, A — Aey1)s b = 1,2,
and denote by u(t) = E(X;(t)) the mean function, X¢(t) = X;(t) — u(t) the centered process, and
by & = fT X (t)or(t)dt the kth functional principal component score (FPC), k = 1,2,.... The
FPCs satisfy E (&) = 0, E( ZQk) = A\pand E(&r&) = 0for k,l =1,2,... with [ # k. Trajectories
can then be represented through the Karhunen—Logve decomposition X;(t) = p(t) + > 22 ; &indw(t),
where in practice it is often useful to consider a truncated expansion using the first K > 0 components
that explain most of the variation, for example through the fraction of variance explained (FVE)
criterion (Yao et al., 2005a). Denote by T; = (T34, . .. ,Tmi)T the sampling time points for the ith
subject. Writing X; = (X',-l, . ,Xmi)T and conditional on T}, it follows that COV(XZ‘]‘, &ik|Ti) =
M@k (Ti), 7 =1,...,n;and k = 1,..., K. Define

o1(Tr) .. ok (Ta)

P = : : : ;

1(Tin;) -+ ¢k (Tin,)

w; = E(X;|T) = (u(Th), ..., ;(Tin,))T and the n; x n; conditional covariance matrix 3; =

cov(X;|T;), for which the (3, 1) entry is given by 02§;; + (T}, Ti;), where 6;; = 1if j = [ and 0
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otherwise. To predict the FPCs &;x = (&1, &2, - -+, & K)T, we utilize best linear unbiased predictors
(BLUP) (Rice and Wu, 2001) of &;;c given X; and T;, which are &x = Ax®7 271 (X; — i),
where A = diag(A1,...,A\g).

We now show that as the number of observations for an individual increases as the functional
sampling gets denser, the predicted FPCs Eix converge to the true FPCs &; i, so that the true trajectory

can be consistently recovered in the limit, under the following assumptions.
(S2) The process X (t) is continuously differentiable a.s. fort € T.
(S3) OI'(s,t)/0s exists and is continuous, for s,t € T.

Assumptions (S2)—(S3) are requirements for the smoothness of the original process and the co-

variance function, respectively. The following result does not require Gaussian assumptions.

Proposition 1. Suppose that (S1)—(S3) hold and the number of observations n; for the ith subject
satisfiesn; =m — 00,1 =1,...,n. Then, forany fixed K > 1, k=1,..., K,andi=1,...,n, as

m — 0o we have
&k — Eik| = Op(m™1/2). 2)

This is the same rate of convergence as derived previously in Dai ef al. (2018) for the FPCs of
the derivative process X'(¢) under Gaussian assumptions. This previous analysis utilized convergence
results for nonparametric posterior distributions (Shen, 2002) that are tied to the Gaussian assumption,
whereas here we develop a novel direct approach that does not require distributional assumptions
on X. We next study scenarios where the unknown population quantities are estimated from the
available data, where either the subjects are observed on dense designs, with n; = m — oo, or on
sparse designs, with n; < Ny < oo for a fixed number Ny < oo, reflecting few and irregularly timed
observations per subject. To simplify notations, we will throughout use the following abbreviations
for rates of convergence for the mean and covariance of the underlying stochastic process X,

log(n) | "/ log(n) "/
a’l’bl = hi + { nhu } 9 b’l’bl = h%} + nhé I

1\ log(n) 1/2 1 log(n) 1/2
o = h2 1 o = h2 1
An2 hu—i-{( +mhu> " } , bpa=hg+ +th n R 3)




where h,, and h¢ are bandwidths. Quantities a,, and b,, will be used in the following in dependence
on the design setting as follows: For sparse designs, a,, = a,1 and b,, = b1, while for dense designs,
an = Qpo and b,, = b,9.

The estimation of mean function p and covariance surface I' is achieved through local linear
smoothers analogously as in Zhang and Wang (2016), with further details in Section S.0 of the sup-
plement. For the covariance smoothing step n; > 2 is assumed throughout as in Zhang and Wang
(2016). The estimation of remaining population quantities such as o and eigenpairs (A, ¢%), k > 1,
is carried out analogously as in equations (2) and (3) in Yao er al. (2005a). Denote by = the es-
timated counterpart of the Hilbert—Schmidt integral operator = with eigenpairs (;\k, qgk) such that
(dr, D)2 > 0, where (-, -) 2 denotes the L? inner product and k& > 1.

We show next that the estimated FPCs for a new independent subject ¢* that is not part of the
training data sample (¢ = 1,...,n), but for which measurements are available over a dense but
possibly irregular grid, converge to the true FPCs, irrespective of whether the subjects in the training
set are observed under sparse or dense designs. Specifically, given an independent realization X*
of the process X, and independent of X1, ..., X,, we observe the measurements of the process X *

made at times 73" (j = 1,...,m") with added noise, X* = (X*(17) + €f,..., X" (T5+) + €4 ),

*

where the errors € ;

are Gaussian with mean zero and variance o2, and independent of all other random
quantities. The new independent subject is observed over m* — oo time points which may differ
from the number m of individual observations that is available under dense design settings for the
training data. In the following, we consider the Karhunen—Loéve decomposition X*(¢) = pu(t) +
S22 | E5¢y(t) and the FPC score estimates £ = Ay, (T*)T3*~1(X* — 1*), where f1* = j(T*) :=
(ATE), - AT )T Bk(T*) = (Dr(TT), - O(T3))T. T = (TF,.. Te) " and 3 is
analogous to X ! but replacing the T;; with T} and the population quantities by their estimated

counterparts. We require that
(B1) The eigenvalues A\; > Ao > --- > 0 are all distinct.
The following result does not require Gaussianity of X.

Theorem 1. Suppose that assumptions (S2), (B1) and (A1)—(AS8) in the Appendix are satisfied. Con-

sider either a sparse design setting when n; < Ny < oo or a dense design when n; = m — 00,



i=1,...,n. Seta, = ap1 and b, = by for the sparse case, and a,, = ano and b, = by for the
dense case. For a new independent subject i* and k > 1, if m*(ay, + b,) = o(1) as n — oo, where
m* = m*(n) — oo,

&5 — &1 = Op(m* 2 4 m* (ay + by)).

Further details on the rate of convergence are in the supplement, where it is shown that under
certain choices of m™* and bandwidths along with suitable regularity conditions one can obtain a rate

arbitrarily close to O, ((logn/n)'/®) for sparse designs and to O, ((logn/n)'/?) for dense designs.

3 Predictive Distributions and the Transition from Sparse to Dense

Sampling for Gaussian Processes

Consider the case when X (¢), t € T, is a Gaussian process, so that &x = (1, &, .., &) ~
N(0, Ax), where K is a positive integer that corresponds to a truncation parameter. Conditional on

T, it follows that &; and X; are jointly normal

X; i > P A
N K ’ KK ’
&ix 0 A®lL, Ax

and by a property of multivariate normal distributions (see for example Mardia et al. (1979)),
&ix|Xi, Ts ~ Nk (€ixc, Bikc), (C))

where &;x = E (&ix| X, Ti) = A K@iTKE; L(X; — p;) is the best linear unbiased predictor (BLUP)
of & given X; and T;, and ;5 = Ag — AK<I>Z.TK2];1<I>Z~KAK is the conditional variance. The
relation in (4) was previously exploited, for example in Yao et al. (2005a), to construct simultane-
ous confidence bands for estimated trajectories; compare also Wang and Shi (2014). We refer to
the conditional distribution in (4) as K-truncated predictive distribution since it is a distributional
representation for the subject’s truncated true but unobserved scores &; i .

Note that (2) implies that the center of the K-truncated predictive distribution converges to the
true FPCs &; i in the transition from sparse to dense functional data. We now show that the entire K -

truncated predictive distribution shrinks to a point mass located at its true K -truncated FPCs. Recall



that 3,5 is the conditional covariance as in (4) and for a matrix A € RP*? denote by || A|op2 =
SUP|y|,=1/|Av[]2 the 2-matrix norm, where ||-[|2 is the Euclidean norm in R”, p,q > 0. For the

following, we require Gaussianity.
(S4) The process X (t), t € T, is Gaussian.

Proposition 2. Suppose that (S1)—(54) hold and the number of observations for the ith subject di-
verges, namely n; = m — oo, ¢ = 1,...,n. Then, for any fixed K > 1 andi = 1,...,n, as

m — OO
IZikllop2 = Op(m™1).

We note that Gaussianity is used only to derive the explicit form of the conditional covariance 3J; i
of the FPCs given the data (X;, T;), which in this case does not depend on X;. If Gaussianity does not
hold, using the explicit form of E(&;x|X;, T;) in Section 2 and the relation var(&;x | T;) = Ak, by
a conditioning argument 3;x = E[var(&x|X;, Ti) | T;] = var(&;x | Ti) — var(E(&x|Xs, T) |
T;) share the same definition as in the Gaussian case, and Proposition 2 continues to hold for this
Yik.

Propositions 1 and 2 show that the K -truncated predictive distribution of a given subject shrinks to
the true K -truncated FPCs &; i at a root-m rate as the number of observations per subject diverges. As
detailed in Theorem S7 in the Supplement, the estimated covariance f]*K for an independent subject ¢*
as in Section 2, and thus its K -truncated predictive distribution can be consistently recovered. Figure
1 displays the 95% contours for 10 predictive distributions for a given subject when varying the
number of observations in the transition from sparse to dense: n; = 2 (very sparse; left panel), n; =
10 (medium sparse; middle panel), and n; = 50 (dense; right panel). Here we set K = 2, 0 = 0.5,
¢1(t) = — cos(mt/10)/\/5, ¢2(t) = sin(wt/10)/+/5, u(t) = t+sin(t), t € T = [0, 10], and the time
points are sampled from a uniform distribution on 7. As expected, the predictive distributions shrink
towards a point mass located at the true unobserved subject FPCs (black dot) as the data gets denser.
Since the entire trajectory can be recovered from the FPC scores, a distributional representation via
predictive distributions for &; i naturally leads to a corresponding predictive distribution for the latent

trajectory.



()]

Figure 1: 95% contours of predictive distributions &;x |X;, T; for a given subject and K = 2, where
we simulate 10 possible time measurements for different number of observations n; in the transition
from sparse to dense: Sparse n; = 2 (blue, left panel), medium sparse n; = 10 (green, middle panel)
and dense n; = 50 (orange, right panel). The coloured dots correspond to the centers of the predictive

distributions while the black dot shows the true latent FPCs.

The following theoretical framework is a direct consequence of the theory of square integrable
Gaussian processes. For the separable real Hilbert space H = L?(7) with inner product { , ) :=
(', )r2(7)» @ probability measure v defined over the Borel sets B(#) is Gaussian if for any h € H*,
where H* denotes the dual space consisting of continuous and linear functionals on H, p o h is a
Gaussian measure on R (Gelbrich, 1990). Such measures v are characterized by their mean m, € H

and covariance operator =, : H — H (Kuo, 1975), defined through

(my,a) = /H(x,a>u(d:v), a€H,
(2, (a), b) = /H(x g, a) (& — o, D) (dz),  ayb € H.

Denote the Gaussian measure v by G(m,, =, ). The K-truncated predictive distribution of the cen-

tered process X¢(-) given (X;, T;) is defined as
Gix = (The conditional distribution of €4 ® | X;, T;) = G(fiix, Zix ),

where [i;x = éi:';('I’K, & = (¢1,...,0K)" are the first K eigenfunctions, and Z;x : L*(T) —
L?(T) is the integral operator associated with the covariance function I';x (s, ) = > <<k | Zik]ud;(s)u(t),
with [A];; denoting the (7, j)th entry of a matrix A. This object is the functional (and finite-

dimensional) counterpart of the K-truncated predictive distribution in (4) as it involves the first K



eigenfunctions ® ;. We thus refer to G;i as the K-truncated predictive distribution of the ith sub-
ject’s (unobserved) trajectory. The K -truncated predictive distribution G; i is an approximation of the

true infinite-dimensional predictive distribution,
G; = (The conditional distribution of (X — u) | X;, T;) = G(f1;, =), (5)

where fi; = I'(-, T;) %, 1(Xi — W), t € T and Z; is the integral operator associated with the covari-
ance function T';(s, t) = T'(s,t) — (s, T;)X; 'T(Ty,t), 5,t € T, under the convention that T'(s, T;)
and I'('T;, t) are row and column vectors containing the evaluations of I, respectively. Next we study
the approximation to the true latent trajectory as the truncation point K increases in the transition
from sparse to dense sampling.

The estimated versions to each of the previous objects are obtained by replacing population quan-
tities by their estimates, leading to the following estimate for the K -truncated (functional) predictive
distribution G; i,

Gix = Glfiir, i)
Here fi;x = ég}( > K, and éi K 1s the integral operator associated with the covariance function

Dig(s,t) = Z1§j,l§K[21'K]jl‘13j(3)<£l(t)- The infinite-dimensional version is

~

(11>

where [1;(t) = I'(t, Ti)ﬁ]i’ Y(X; — f1;), t € T and Z; is the integral operator associated with the
covariance function T';(s,t) = T'(s,t) — I'(s, T;)27'T(T;,t), s,t € T. In order to measure the
discrepancy between estimated and true K -truncated (functional) predictive distributions, we require
a suitable metric for probability measures with support in the Hilbert space L?. For this purpose,
we adopt the 2-Wasserstein distance WV, due to its straightforward interpretation inherited from its
connection to the optimal transport problem (Villani, 2003), and since it admits a simple form for
Gaussian processes on a Hilbert space (Gelbrich, 1990) as well as for the distance between a Gaussian
process and an atomic point mass, where the squared ¥V, distance is given by the mean of the squared
L? distance between the Gaussian and the atomic element in the Hilbert space, which makes the 2-
Wasserstein distance a natural choice in our framework. For two measures v and 7, the 2-Wasserstein

metric is defined as

Wa(v, 1) = { inf TE(HA — BHQ)}é,

~v,B~
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where the norm ||-|| is either the Euclidean norm for measures supported on R?, d > 1, or L?-norm
for measures on the L? space, and the infimum is taken over all pairs of random variables A and B
with marginal distribution v and 7, respectively (Villani, 2003). The 2-Wasserstein distance between
two Gaussian measures G(my,,,Z,,) and G(m,,,=,,) over the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space

L?(T) has a particularly simple form (Gelbrich, 1990),
= - - — -2 - 1.1
Wg(G(mm ’ ‘:‘m)a G(m/ua ‘:#2)) = Hmm = My H%? + tr(‘:,ul + Spy T 2(:ﬁ1:u2:ﬁ1)2 )a

where for a positive, self-adjoint and compact operator R : L?(7T) — L?(T), the square root operator
R? is defined through its spectral decomposition (Hsing and Eubank, 2015). We then employ the L?-
Wasserstein distance on the space of K -truncated predictive distributions G; g, defined conditionally
on both the measurements X; and time observations T';. For the shrinkage in the 2-Wasserstein metric
of the K -truncated (functional) predictive distribution G;x towards an atomic point mass measure
A xe located at the unobserved latent centered process X when the number of observations n; =
m diverges and the truncation point X = K (m) suitably grows with m, we obtain the following

theorem.

Theorem 2. Suppose that (S1)—(S4) and (B1) hold. Consider a given subject i € {1,...,n} which
is densely observed n; = m — oo. If K = K(m) — oo is chosen such that Zszl )\;1 = m'= for
some 6 € (1/2,1), then as m — oo,

[e.e]

W3 (Girc, Axe) = Op | m™ @D 4 % ] (7
k=K (m)+1

The expectation in the 2-Wasserstein distance is taken here conditionally on the data for the ith
subject (X;, T;) and the unobserved latent trajectory X so that the point mass A x¢ is well defined.
Shrinkage of the K -truncated (functional) predictive distribution towards the latent centered process
is inherently tied to the underlying eigenvalue decay. To illustrate the rate of convergence in (7), we

consider examples of polynomial and exponential eigenvalue decay,

(D1) A\, = k=0 for a constant aog > 1l and all k£ > 1,

(D2) A = exp(—aqk) for a constant ; > 0 and all k£ > 1.

11



Under polynomial decay rates (D1), it follows that Zszl )\,;1 = K120 and also Yk 11 M X
K172 50 the condition in Theorem 2 implies that & =< m(1—9)/(1+0) and the optimal rate in (7) is
given by m/(1=®0)/(14320) " This is achieved by choosing § = 2 /(1 + 30g) and K =< m!/(1+30),
Faster eigenvalue decay rates for larger «v, are related to slower growth rates for X = K (m) while
d approaches 2/3. In this case the optimal rate approaches m~1/3, which is slower than m /2. The
latter rate can be achieved for a finite-dimensional process, namely when A\, = 0 for all £ > kg
and some ko > 0. Under exponential eigenvalue decay rates (D2), the optimal rate in Theorem 2 is
m~1/3, which is obtained by selecting § = 2/3 and K = log(m!/?).

The previous result utilizes the population level K -truncated (functional) predictive distribution
Gir, which depends upon unknown quantities that must be estimated in practice, introducing ad-
ditional errors that need to be taken into account. The following result establishes consistency of
the estimated K -truncated (functional) predictive distribution counterpart G;( for a new independent
subject as described in Section 2. For simplicity, let vx (p, q) = Zle )\,;p (5k_q, where p, q are non-

negative integers and J;, are eigengaps.

Theorem 3. Suppose that assumptions (S2), (S4), (B1) and (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix are satisfied.
Consider either a sparse design setting when n; < Ny < 0o or a dense design when n; = m — oo,
i =1,...,n. Set a, = an1 and b, = by for the sparse case, and a, = ans and b, = bya
for the dense case. For a new independent subject i*, suppose that m* = m*(n) — oo is such
that m*(a, + by) = o(1) asn — oo. If K = K(m") satisfies (a,, + bp)yx(1/2,1) = o(1),
M (an + b2k (2,2) = o(1), m2(an + by)>y(2,0) = o(1), m™(an + bp)7ic(2,2) = o(1),

(an + bp)Vi(2,1) = o(1) as n — oo, and 31, A= (9 for some § € (1/2,1), then
W3(Gic, Axre) = 0p(1).

For further details on the rates of convergence we refer to Section S.0.2 in the Supplement.

4 Predictive Distributions in the Functional Linear Model

Suppose one has an infinite-dimensional Gaussian predictor process X (t), t € T, with Karhunen—

Logve decomposition X (¢) = u(t) + 3272, &¢;(t), and a Euclidean response Y € R, which are

12



related through the FLM (1). Writing 3(t) = >_72, B;¢;(t), where 3; = J7B#)¢;(t). 5 =1,2,...,

(1) may be equivalently formulated as
oo
E(Y|X%) =B+ Y &Bj=in, ®)
j=1

where 5y = E(Y) is the intercept and 7 is the linear predictor with responses Y = 5y + Z;; §iBi+
ey, where ey ~ N (0, 0% ) is independent of all other random quantities.

Predicting the scalar response Y (Hall and Horowitz, 2007) based on a sparsely observed predictor
process X is of great interest and has remained a challenging and unresolved issue as the FPCs of the
predictor trajectory X cannot be recovered consistently. Even knowledge of the true 5 does not make
it possible to consistently estimate the part of Y that one expects to be consistently predictable, which
isn = E(Y|X¢) = [, 8(s)X°(s)ds in the FLM (1), notwithstanding the substantial literature on the
consistency of estimates of the slope function 3 in the case of fully observed (Cai and Hall, 2006) or
sparsely sampled (Yao et al., 2005b) functional predictors.

Given this state of affairs, alternative approaches are needed. We propose to focus on predictive
distributions of the linear predictor 1, moving the target from constructing a point prediction to that
of obtaining a predictive distribution for the response given the data available for the subject. We do
not aim at the distribution for the observed response Y as it also contains the additional error ey that
is independent of all other random quantities and thus is inherently unpredictable. To construct the
distribution for the predictable part of the response Y, we consider nx = [y + ,6%5 K, the truncated
real-valued predictor employing the first K principal components, where K can be chosen by the
FVE criterion and B = (f31,..., k)" are the (truncated) slope coefficients. Thus 7 = nx + R,
where R = ) i>Kk+1 & Bj corresponds to the linear predictor part that remains unexplained by 7,
but decreases asymptotically as E(Rk) = 0and Var(Rg) = > s x41 A ,6’]2» = o(1) as K increases,
where the latter rate can be specified under suitable assumptions (Hall and Horowitz, 2007).

Since X is a Gaussian process, given 3, we can construct P; g 4 N(Bo+ 5};5?1‘1(, 5£2iKﬁK),
which corresponds to a projection of the K -truncated predictive distribution of the FPC scores as
derived above. According to Theorems 1 and 2, these predictive distributions collapse into a point
mass located at the true but unobserved (truncated) predictable part 7;x of the response Y; so that

one can recover the predictable component up to the truncation point in the transition from sparse to
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dense sampling. To quantify the performance of the predictive distribution P;x in the sparse case,
we employ the 2-Wasserstein distance between two probability measures vy, v on R, which admits

a simple form given by

1
W2 (01, 12) = /0 (Q1(p) — Qa(p))2dp, ©)

where Q;(p) = inf{s € R: Fj(s) > p}, p € (0,1), is the (generalized) quantile function corre-
sponding to v;, j = 1,2 (Villani, 2003). As a measure of discrepancy of this predictive distribution
we utilize the average Wasserstein distance between P, and the atomic measure Ay; located at Y;.
Formally,
n n n
Duii=n"" Y W3(Ay,,Pig) =n"' Y (Yi—fig)* +n 'Y BrZikBx,  (10)
i=1 i=1 i=1
where ik = E(nirx|Xi) = Bo + ﬁIT(éK is the best prediction of the (truncated) linear predictor,
or equivalently the center of P;x. Note that (10) follows from (9) and similar ideas as in Amari and
Matsuda (2021) when computing the Wasserstein distance between the predictive distribution and an
atomic measure.
If the number of observations n; = mg < Ng is common across subjects, so that the 32; - form
an i.i.d. sequence of random positive definite matrices, the proof of Theorem 5 shows that D,k
converges to the population-level Wasserstein discrepancy
Di =2BKE(Sik)Bx +ov + Y MbBi — 28K E|Ax® (37" > ¢p(To)MeBe|. (11)
k>K+1 E>K+1
The first term in (11) reflects both the number of observations and the time locations, where
increased values of my are related to shrinkage of ,Bf(E (21 )BK and thus lower discrepancy values,
i.e. increased predictability. Similarly, increased predictor and response noise levels o and U% are
associated with worse predictability. The last two terms come from the unexplained linear predictor
part R and can be shrunk by increasing K = K (n).
Consider an example with eigenbasis ¢y (t) = sin(knt)/\/2, t € T. If the Fourier coefficients
B and eigenvalues \j exhibit polynomial decay |5;| = O(k~“!) and A\, = O(k~*2), ay, a0 > 1,
then by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have Y, -z Ay = O(K'72%17%2) and similarly
BEEA®T, = Y ksrr1 Pe(T1)AeBE] = O(K1~e1792) with K1=*1722 < K~ where we use
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that ||Bx||2 < ||5]| 12 and the uniform bound on the remaining quantities (see for example the proof
of Lemma S12). In practice, the predictive distributions P; and therefore also the D,k are unknown
as they depend on unknown population quantities. We introduce P,k and D, ¢, obtained by replacing
population quantities by their estimated counterparts, where intercept 3y and slope coefficients By
are replaced by the below estimates.

Let C(t) = Cov(X(t),Y) = > o, E(Y&,)¢x(t) be the cross-covariance function between the
process X and response Y and oy, = [ C(t)¢p(t)dt = E(Y&), k = 1,2,.... We estimate C(t)
using a local linear smoother on the raw covariances C;(T};) = (Xi; — iu(Ti;))Y; (Yao et al., 2005b),

leading to an estimate C (t) depending on a bandwidth h; see Section S.0.1 in the Supplement for

details. Since o), = Ag Sk, under the following common regularity condition,

(B2) [IBl72 = Xommy o/ A%, < 00,

it holds that 3(t) = > >°_; 0m®m(t)/Am. t € T. This motivates to estimate (3 by

>
S
Q>

™ hm(t), teT,

m=1 )\m

Bu(t) =

where 65 = [ C(t) ¢y (t)dt is an estimate of o}, and M = M (n) is a positive integer sequence that
diverges as n — oo. The intercept 5y = F(Y) is estimated by Bo=n"" >, Y;. Convergence of
Bar towards 3 is tied to the eigengaps of X (Cai and Hall, 2006; Miiller and Yao, 2010).

With estimates B w of B in hand, we can readily construct the predictive distributions Pix. For
the following and in the sparse case, we assume for simplicity that the optimal asymptotic tuning
parameters are used for estimating the mean, covariance and cross-covariance, h,, =< (logn/ n)t/5,

ha = (logn/n)'/® (Dai et al., 2018) and h =< n~'/3 in the sparse design situation; in particular,

this implies ¢, := max(an,b,) =< (logn/n)'/3. Defining sequences vy, = 2%21 e
Z%zl A1 and a remainder term ©,; = 12> ar41(0m/Am)dmll 2, Where 6, are the eigengaps,

we note that M = M (n) should not grow too fast with sample size n, which we formalize in the

following assumption,

(B3) The integer sequence M = M (n) — oo as n — oo is such that Z%:l )\;11/25;11 = o™

for some p € (1/3,1),
with an additional regularity assumption to obtain uniform convergence,
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(C1) There exist a scalar ko > 0 such that A\pin (2;x) > ko almost surely, for all 7 > 1.

(C1) is a mild assumption, as 3;x corresponds to the conditional variance of & — éz i given T,
which is positive definite and cannot shrink to zero in the sparse case due to the constraint on the
number of observations per subject n; < Ny < oo.

Our next result demonstrates that 752 K 1s consistent for P;x in the 2-Wasserstein metric, the
Kolmogorov metric and in the L? metric between the corresponding predictive densities. Let Fjx
denote the cumulative distribution function corresponding to P;x 4 N(Bo + ,B}F(éz K, ﬁ%Zi KBK)
and Fl i the corresponding cdf obtained by replacing él x and ;i by éz K and f]l K, respectively,
and Sy and B by the above estimates. Denote the estimated and true predictive densities by f,(t) =
dF(t)/dt and fi(t) = dF;(t)/dt. For a function g: 7 — R, let lgll2my = (Jr g*(s)ds)'/? denote

its L? norm over R.
(B4) Let ¢, = max(an, by,) — 0as n — oo, where a,, and b,, are defined in (3).

Theorem 4. Suppose that (S4), (B1)—(B4), (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix hold, and consider a sparse

design with n; < Ny < oo. For a fixed K > 1, setting a,, = a,1 and b, = b1,

A~

WQ(PiKaPi ) = Op(an)v (12)

sup | Fix () = Fi ()] = Op(an), (13)
teR

| firc — fircllz2(ry = Oplam), (14)

1/2 . .
as n — oo, where o, = cp,Up + Cfﬂ']\} + O and the Oy (ay,) terms are uniform in i.

Under the conditions of Theorem 4, o, — 0 is a consequence of 7y < vy = O(cﬁ_l), which
implies a;, < O(cﬁgp*l)/ ‘1o ). There is a trade-off between how fast M can grow and the rate of
convergence for the estimates of the population quantities, where a larger M entails a lower remainder
term O, but affects the rate at which /3 is recovered through B v, which involves M components,
and vice versa. Since the former term is connected to the decay of the covariance terms o, /Ay, the
optimal growth rate of M (n) is inherently tied to the decay rate of 0,,, A,,, and the eigengaps d,,,. For
additional discussion, see Section S.0.2 in the supplement.

Regarding the Wasserstein discrepancy D,, i, we show next that the proposed predictability mea-

sure and the response measurement error variance 0)2, can be consistently estimated in the sparse case.
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We consider the special case when the number of observations n; = mg < Np is common across
subjects, and show that the estimated Wasserstein discrepancy measure Dok converges to the popu-
lation target D, which is inherently related to the predictability of the response by the K -truncated

predictive distribution.
Theorem 5. Suppose that (54), (B1)—(B4), (C1), (Al)—(AS8) in the Appendix hold and consider a
sparse design with n; = mg < Ng < 0o, setting a,, = an1 and by, = by1. For K > 1,

,an =Dk + Op(an)> Qn = CrUM + 627—;4/2 + O, (15)

and furthermore

M n
n~t Z(Y’ — YH)Q — Z ij A? = 052/ + Op(a) + Z )\mﬁfn, with Y, =n"" ZE
1

i=1 m=1 m>M+1 1=

(16)
We next consider the behavior of the estimated predictive distributions under the transition from

sparse to dense sampling for a new independent subject ¢* as in Section 2.

Theorem 6. Suppose that assumptions (S2), (S4), (BI1)-(B4) and (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix are
satisfied. Consider either a sparse design setting when n; < Ny < o0 or a dense design when
n,=m — oo, it =1,...,n. Seta, = ap1 and b, = by for the sparse case, and a,, = ano and
by, = bpa for the dense case. Let K > 0 be fixed and take h = n~'/3. For a new independent subject

i*, suppose that m* = m*(n) — oo is such that m*(a,, + b,) = o(1) as n — oo. Then
WQQ(P;G Aﬁwﬁﬁ&;() = Op(m*ﬂ%
and
W22(75}}, Aﬁo*‘ﬁfgé}}) =0p (m*Z(an + bn)2 +m* +a, + b, + r;‘f) ,

where v} = cpun + CZT]{/[ﬂ + M [nfl/g + an] +Om.

5 Simulations

We consider a finite-dimensional Gaussian process X (t), t € T = [0,10], using K = 4 princi-

pal components, where the population quantities are given by ¢ (t) = — cos(nt/10)/v/5, ¢p(t) =
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Table 1: Simulation results for the Wasserstein discrepancy Dk, which measures the predictability
of the response Y; by the predictive distribution P; 5. The true regression parameters are 3y = 0.5 and
Bk = (1,—1,0.5,—0.5)T. Different predictor and response measurement error levels and sparsity
levels are investigated, where very sparse corresponds to n; = 2 observations per subject, for medium
sparse n; = 8 and for dense design n; = 20. The values in the table are the averages of f)n K across

2000 simulations.

Measurement Error Noise level Sparsity setting
Predictor Response Very Sparse Medium Sparse Dense
o oy n=>500 | n=2000 | n =500 | n=2000 | n=>500 | n = 2000
0.5 3.008 2.645 1.492 1.477 0.863 0.853
02 1.0 3.863 3.421 2.255 2.237 1.612 1.606
1.0 0.5 3.639 3.449 2.540 2418 1.729 1.715

sin((2k — 3)7t/10)/V5, k = 2,... K, p(t) = t/2, A\, = 4/(1 + k)%, k = 1,..., K. For the
functional linear model, the intercept and slope coefficients are given by 5o = 0.5, 81 = 1, B2 = —1,
B3 = 0.5 and B4 = —0.5. We investigate different noise levels in the predictor process X and re-
sponse Y as well as different sparse settings, where we generate n; = mg random time points for the
ith subject, ¢ = 1,...,n. Here my = 2 reflects a very sparse design, mg = 8 a medium sparse and
mo = 20 a dense case. Then, given the number n;, we select the time points at random and without
replacement from an equispaced grid of 100 points over 7. We perform 2,000 simulations, where
the methods were implemented in Julia, interfacing with R and the fdapace package (Gajardo ef al.,
2021).

Table 1 presents the results for the Wasserstein discrepancy D,k under different sparsity designs
and noise levels in both the functional predictor and scalar response Y. The discrepancy D,k reflects
the improvements in predictability for lower noise levels and under increasingly denser designs and
increases monotonically in both ¢ and oy and decreases monotonically as the design becomes denser
when keeping the noise level o and oy fixed.

As an additional measure of performance for P;x, we computed the estimated 2-Wasserstein
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distance between the empirical distribution of Ejx (8 + J7B(s)(Xi(s) — u(s))ds), i = 1,...,n,
and a uniform distribution on (0, 1). This is of interest by observing that Fi (1), - - -, Fnk (k)
constitute an i.i.d. sample from a uniform random variable U in (0, 1). A conditioning argument gives
P(Fixc(nix) < p) = E(P(Fix (nirc) < plX3)) = E(P(nixc < Fyi¢ (p)|Xi)) = p, p € (0,1). Thus,
if we denote by F(nx) a generic probability transformation of the linear response 1y through
the cdf corresponding to 7 |X, then one should expect the random variable Fx (k) to be close
to a uniform distribution over (0,1), where we utilize the 2-Wasserstein distance to measure the

discrepancy between these distributions,

1
WE(Fie (1), U) = /0 (Qx(p) — p)?dp. (17

where ) is the quantile function of the random variable F (15 ). Since the quantities 1 i (n15), - - -
are i.i.d. and share the same distribution with Fix (7 ), we may estimate () x by the empirical quantile
of the Fix (nix).

Defining Z; to be the ith order statistic of the Fjx (n;x), j = 1,...,n, a natural estimate Uyy of

W3 (Fk(nk),U) in (17) is given by (Amari and Matsuda, 2021)

no 9 2 . 2 :3 . 3
2 7 1—1 1 /1 1—1
UW: Z—ZZ'<2—( 2)>+(3—( 3)>,
: n n n 3 \n n

and we define ﬁw analogously after replacing population quantities by their estimated versions. Ta-

ble 2 shows the simulations results, where one finds that as n increases, the distance ﬁw diminishes,
which reflects better performance of the predictive distributions P; . Higher noise levels have worse
performance as it becomes harder to estimate population quantities with the same sample size. Simi-

larly, denser designs have a lower average value of UW as expected.

6 Data Illustration

We showcase the concept of predictive distributions for longitudinal data in the context of functional
linear regression models. We showcase this construction for the body mass index (BMI) and systolic
blood pressure (SBP) data in the Baltimore Longitudinal Study of Aging (BLSA, Shock et al., 1984),

where variables are measured sparsely over time for each subject. This dataset has been analyzed
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Table 2: Simulation results for the Wasserstein measure against a uniform distribution (7W defined
through (17) for the same settings as in Table 1, displaying the averages of UW across simulations.

Values in the table are scaled by a factor 1, 000.

Measuremet Error Noise level Sparsity setting
Predictor Response Very Sparse Medium Sparse Dense
o oy n =500 | n =2000 | n =500 | n=2000 | n=>500 | n = 2000
0.5 1.74 0.62 0.85 0.46 0.76 0.37
02 1.0 2.18 0.75 1.22 0.58 1.25 0.52
1.0 0.5 2.95 1.54 1.05 0.44 0.82 0.45

previously for a sparse FLM regression framework in Yao et al. (2005b), to which we refer for further
details.

We consider a sample of male subjects such that their age in years falls in the interval [50, 80]
and for which their SBP and BMI measurements are within the corresponding first and third quartiles
across all subjects. For the estimation of population quantities, we employ the fdapace R package
(Gajardo et al., 2021) and construct estimated predictive distributions as described in Section 4. For
this, we regress SPB (in mm Hg) at the last age where it is measured as scalar response against the
sparsely observed functional predictor (BMI in kg/m?). We utilize the first K = 3 FPC scores of
the BMI trajectory, which are found to explain more than 98% of the variation, and choose M =
K components and the cross-covariance bandwidth h by leave-one-out cross-validation. Figure 2
shows the predictive distribution intervals constructed from the 5% and 95% quantiles of P,k for
5 randomly selected subjects with at least 5 measurements. The dots correspond to the individual
response observations Y;.

We remark that since the predictive distribution targets the (truncated) predictable part of the
response Y;, which is contaminated with unpredictable measurement error €;y, it is not expected for
Y; to fall within a confidence interval constructed from P; - with the corresponding significance level.
Instead, the predictive intervals target the true truncated predictable part n;x = Bg + ,6%& x of the

observed response Y;, which is close to the linear predictor part 1; = Bg + 2120:1 Br&;1 at least for a
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Figure 2: Predictive distribution intervals constructed from the 5% and 95% quantiles of Pk for
5 randomly selected subjects with a median SBP between the first and third quartiles, and at least
5 measurements. Here the regression features SBP at the last age with a measurement as response
and the sparsely measured BMI trajectory as predictor for the BLSA dataset. The individual dots

correspond to the observed SBP for the subject.

large enough truncation point K.

Assumptions

We assume the following regularity conditions (A1)—(A8), which are similar to those in Zhang and

Wang (2016) and Dai et al. (2018), and are presented here for completeness. Recall that w; =

(Z?:l nj>71 and v; = (Z?:l nj(n; — 1))

(A1) K(-) is a symmetric probability density function on [—1, 1] and is Lipschitz continuous: There

exists 0 < L < oo such that | K (u) — K (v)| < L|u — v| for any u, v € [0, 1].

(A2) {Tj; :i=1,...,n,j=1,...,n;} are ii.d. copies of a random variable 7" defined on 7, and

n; are regarded as fixed. The density f(-) of T" is bounded below and above,

0< < min f(¢) < t) < My < oo.
my < min f(t) < max f(t) < My < oo
Furthermore f(%), the second derivative of f(-), is bounded.

(A3) X, ¢, and T are independent.
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(A4) p@(t) and °T'(s,t)/DsPOt>~P exist and are bounded on 7 and 7 x T, respectively, for

p=0,...,2.
(A5) hy — 0,log(n) >°r njw?/h, — 0and log(n) > | ni(n; — Hw? = 0.
(A6) For some @ > 2, E(sup,cr | X () — pu(t)|*) < oo, E(|e]*) < oo, and

n n 1 2/a—1
n Zniwfhu + Zm(nZ - 1)wi2hi] [og(n)] — 0.
i=1 i=1

n

(A7) hg — 0,1og(n) >0 ni(n; — 1)v2/h% — 0and log(n) >, ni(n; — 1)(n; — 2)v2 /hag — 0.
(A8) For some 3, > 2, E(sup,er | X (1) — p(t)|?%) < oo, E(|e|*%) < oo, and
n [an(nl — 1)vi2h20 + Zm(m —1)(n; — 2)Uz‘2h?(’;
i=1 i=1

+ Zn:m(m —1)(n; —2)(n; — 3)%2}%} {logén):| 2/8y—1

i=1

— 00.

We remark that assumption (A2) implies (S1) and assumption (A4) implies (S3).
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Supplementary Material

For notational simplicity, for a function g; : 7 — R and a vector z = (21, ... ,zp)T e RP,p >0,
denote by g1(2z) = (g1(21),...,91(2p))" the application of g; to z entry-wise. Similarly, for a
function g2 : 7 x T — R and a second vector = (r1,...,74)T € R, ¢ > 0, denote by g2(z,rT)
the p x ¢ matrix, for which the (I, k) element is given by g2(z;,7%), where 1 <l <pand1 <k < gq.
Also, for two scalar sequences 6,, and -, denote by 6,, < =, if there exists a constant ¢y > 0 such

that 6, < ¢y, holds for large enough n.

S.0 Additional Details

S.0.1 Mean and Covariance Estimation

For the mean function estimate, set /i(t) = 4o, where

n n;
(50,41) = argmin » w; > (Xij — 0 — y1(Tyj — ) K, (Tij — 1),
RLEaL — j=1
where w; = (Z?Zl nj)_1 are equal subject weights, K is a kernel function corresponding to a

density function with compact support [—1, 1] and K}, ,(-) = K(-/hy)/h,. For the covariance surface
estimate, denoting by C’iﬂ = (Xy; — (T35))(Xy — 1(Ty)) the raw covariances (Yao ef al., 2005a),

set I'(s, t) = 4o, where

(50, Y15 72)
n

— argminz v; Z (Ciji =70 = n(Tij — 8) = 72(Tit — 1))* K (Tij — 8) Kng (Tu — 1),
V071,72 g 1<j#I<n;

where v; = (Z?Zl n;j(n; —1))~! and n; > 2 is assumed throughout for the covariance estimation

step.

For the cross-covariance smoothing step, recalling the raw covariances C;(T;;) = (X;;—/(T35))Yi,

then the local linear estimate of C/( is given by C'(t) = 3¢, where
n ng
(B ) = argmin 3 > wiKy(Ti; — )(Ci(Ty) — By — B (t — Tiy))*, (S.18)
BB ER =1 j=1
and w; = (30 ni) ™t
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S.0.2 More details on rates of convergence

Rates for Theorem 1. For two sequences 6,, and ,, denote by 6,, < 7, whenever c¢10,, < v, < c26,
holds for some constants cj,ca > 0 as n — oo. For a dense design, if the number of individual
observations m = m(n) satisfies m < (n/logn)? for some ¢ € [1/4,00), h, =< (logn/n)/4,
he = (logn/n)? with p € (0,1/4), « defined in (A6) satisfies & > 4, 3, defined in (A8) is such
that B, > 2/(1 — 4p), then a,, + b, =< (logn/n)? . A larger value of p € (0,1/4) along with the
existence of a suitable 3, = 3, (p) as before leads to a rate a,, + by, closer to (logn/n)/2. Here the
choice 0 < p < 1/4, which entails the rate for the covariance smoothing bandwidth A, is required
in order to satisfy condition (A8) or equivalently assumption (D2c) in Zhang and Wang (2016). If
m* =< (a, + by) P! for some p; € (0, 1), then the condition m*(a,, + b,) = o(1) is satisfied and the
rate in Theorem 1 becomes O,((logn/n)?*? + (logn/n)!=1). Hence, larger values of p € (0,1/4)

along with the optimal choice p; = 2/3 leads to an optimal rate arbitrarily close to O,((logn/n)'/5).

Rates for Theorem 3. Under polynomial eigenvalue decay rates (D1) and taking m* = m*(n) <
(an + by)~4 for some g € (0,2/3), it follows from the proof of Theorem 3 that the optimal rate is
given by (a,, + by, )2(@0—1)/(320+1) \which is achieved by taking § = 2aq/(3ag + 1) € (1/2,1) and
K = m*(1=9)/(1+a0)  Thus, the optimal rate can be arbitrarily close to (a,, + by,)*(@0~1)/(3(1+3e0)
by taking faster growth rates of m* with ¢ 1 2/3. Faster eigenvalue decay rate, i.e. larger values
of ay, leads to a rate closer to (a, + by)%/?. If the eigenvalues exhibit exponential decay (D2) and

m* = m*(n) < (an + bn)~% q € (0,1), the optimal rate is (a,, + b,)%/°.

Rates for Theorem 4. We consider the special case where X is a Brownian motion, for which the
Am and ¢,, are known (Hsing and Eubank, 2015). Although Brownian motion does not satisfy the
smoothness assumptions required, it still serves as a simple example to provide insight into how the
convergence rate is related to the eigenvalue decay of the process. Lemma S16 in the Supplement
shows that if M = M (n) = (logn/n)P~1/15 then M satisfies (B3) with Zi\le /\;11/25,;1 =t
Moreover, if the decay of o, is such that 031 < C'm~ 19 for some constant C' > 0 and § > 0,
then (B2) is satisfied, the remainder ©); = O (M ~(1+%/2)) and the rate o, satisfies the following

conditions as stated in Lemma S16: If p < (5+68)/(15+4), then a,, = O((logn/n)(13r=3)/30) while
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if p> (54 06)/(154 ) it holds that o, = O((log n/n)(1=P)(1+0/2)/15) The optimal rate is achieved
when p = (5 +0)/(15 + §) and leads to v, = O((logn/n)?), where ¢ = ((2+0)/(15+6))/3. A
sufficiently large & implies that g is closer to 1/3 so that the rate a,, approaches ¢,, = (logn/n)'/3,

which is the rate at which population quantities such as the covariance function I' are uniformly

recovered (see e.g. Theorem 5.2 in Zhang and Wang (2016)).

S.1 Auxiliary Results and Proofs of Main Results in Section 3

In this section we provide auxiliary lemmas which will be used to derive the main results in section
3. For the next lemma, we say that a process X is explained by its first K principal components if

X(t) = p(t) + Zle &k ok (t) and thus it is of finite dimension K.

Lemma S1. Suppose that the process X is finite dimensional and explained by its first K = 2
principal components. If ¢1 and ¢o are bijective and differentiable in a finite partition of T, then

3, i has a positive eigengap almost surely.

of Lemma S1. Recalling that 3, = A — AKti’iTKE;ICEKAK and since K = 2, it follows that
the characteristic polynomial of X;x is given by p(A) = A2 — tr(Z;x)\ + det(Z;x ), and thus the
eigengap is equal to /A, where A, is the discriminant of the quadratic polynomial p. It is easy to

show that
Ap = (A — A2+ A305L57 Thio — ML S din)? + 4ATAS (6], 37 i),

so that it suffices to check that gb'fl E;lgﬁig is not identically zero almost surely. Let B = aQIni +

A\1¢i1¢l,, where I, denotes the n; x n; identity matrix, and denote by ||-||2 the Euclidean norm
AT

in R™. By the Sherman-Morrison formula, it follows that B 1l=0¢2 (Ini — %), and a
1 112

second application of the formula leads to

y1_p1_ B \a¢inplh B!
i 1+ Aa¢hB i

Thus

oL B L ¢io
1+ Mg B~ 1o’

PHE o =
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where qﬁiTlB_ld)ig = % and <Z>£B_1¢i2 > () a.s. since the eigenvalues of B are bounded
below by o2. The conclusion then follows if we can show that ¢;fl ¢i2 # 0 almost surely. Note that
qbzi Gio = Z?;l 1(T;5)$2(T35) and the T;; are i.i.d. with a continuous distribution supported on 7.
Thus, the distribution of (;55 ¢i2 corresponds to the n-fold convolution of the continuous distribution

associated with ¢1(7;1)¢2(T;1), which is a continuous probability measure, and hence qﬁzigbig %0

holds almost surely. O

Lemma S2. Let Ty, ..., T, be i.i.d. with density function f(t), t € T = [0,1] and let Ty, . .., Ti)
be the order statistics. Let wy :=T(;y—T;_1), L = 1,...,m, where T\ := 0, be the spacing between
the order statistics. Suppose that there exists co > 0 such that f(t) > co for allt € T. Then, for any

integer p > 1 it holds that,

and

E[(l — T(m))p] =O0(m™P).

of Lemma S2. One can replace 7; with i.i.d. copies Q(U;), I = 1,...,m, where the U, u U(0,1)
and () is the quantile function corresponding to f. Since f is strictly positive, then T(;) = Q(Uy)),

[ =1,...,m, and moreover, from a Taylor expansion of Q(-), we have
E (w) = E[Q"(m)(Uy — Ug—1))I? < ¢o"ElUq) — Ug_y))?,

where 7, is between U(;_1) and U(;), and the last inequality follows from the fact that Q') =
1/f(Q(t)) < cy*. The first result follows since Uy — Ug—1) ~ Beta(1,m) which implies E[U(;) —
Uq—1)|P = O(m™P). Similarly, by expanding Q(U(,,)) around Q(1) = 1 and since it can be verified

that E[(1 — Uyyy)P] = m!p!/(m + p)! = O(m™P), the second result follows. O
of Theorem 1. Fixi € {1,...,n} and k € N, and recall that

Eir = NP 27X — i), (S.19)
where ¢, = (0x(Ti1), ..., dr(Tim))T. Define W = diag(w;), where w; are quadrature weights

chosen according to the left endpoint rule, i.e. w; = T3 — Max;. 7, <T;, T;j forl = 1,...,m, and
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we set max;.7,, <7y, Ti; = 0 whenever {j : T;; < T3} = @. Let g,, be the size of the maximal gap

between {0, T51, . .., Tim, 1} for 7 = [0, 1] and consider the quadrature approximation errors

e, = /TF(Ti, t)on(t)dt — ;W @y,

where I'(T;,t) = (I'(T,t), ..., T (Tim, t))T. Here note that since 3; = 021, + I'(T;, TT'), where
I'(T;, TT) corresponds to the matrix with elements [['(T;, T7)];; = ['(Ti;, Ty), 4,1 € {1,...,m},
we have ;W o, = 0°W oy, + I'(T;, TiT)qu)ik where the second term in the previous expression
corresponds to the numerical quadrature approximation to fT (T, t)px(t)dt and the first term will
be shown to be diminishable as m — co.

Next, from the quadrature approximation error for integrating a continuously differentiable func-

tion g over [0, 1] under the left-endpoint rule and denoting 7, := max<;<m 1;; we have

1 m / m
/O g(t)dt = g(Ti)w| < Supteg‘g(t) (Z w} + (1— :Q(m))2> +1(1 = T™)g (1))
=1 =1
(S.20)
—0,(m™Y), (S.21)

where (S.21) follows from Lemma S2. Denoting by ||-||, the Euclidean norm in R, we have

lexll, < H [ rw 0@ - e, T Wes

+ |0 W[, = Op(m~12),  (5.22)
2

which follows by noting that the integration error rates for all entries in ey are uniform due to (S3)

and (S.20), and that

IWepie |3 < D wi sup ¢ (t) = Op(m ™). (8.23)
) teT
Next, since
AePir = ;Wi + ey, (S.24)

we have
M By (Ko — ) = dRW(Xi — i) + ef 71 (X — i)
= ¢LW(Y; — ;) + oL We; + el 71X, — i), (S.25)

where Y; = (Xi1,..., Xim)? and €; = (ei1,...,€m)". Let gr(t) = ¢ (t)(X;(t) — p(t)). Then,

from (S3) and since the process X;(t) is assumed continuously differentiable almost surely, we have
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gi(t) is continuously differentiable a.s. over the compact set 7 = [0,1] so that sup,c7 |g}.(t)] =

O,(1). Thus, using (S.20) and the fact that [} ¢.(£)(Xi(t) — pu(t))dt = &, we obtain
- limmzxximl) — W(Ta)wr = Oy,
-
whence
G W (Yi — i) = &g + Op(m ™). (S.26)

Next, note that by conditioning and using the independence between €; and T;, we have E((bg,;Wei)Q =
E[E(¢LWeiel Weir|T;)] = Elpr WE(ei€] YW i) = 02 E(||[W b ||5). Hence, from (S.23) it
follows that E(¢}, We;)? = O(m™") and thus

dLWe; = 0,(m™1/2). (S.27)
We now show that Z,,, := e} =7 (X; — p;) = O,(m~1/2). Note that for any M > 0
m —1/2 m
P (Vi | Z| > MITs) < 2o llexl IS 20 < <15 el (5.28)

where the last inequality follows since ||3, Y 2||0p72 < o1, Next, from (S.22) we have m Heng =

O,(1) and thus for any € > 0 there exist My = My(e) > 0 and my = mo(e) € NT such that
P <m llexl > MO) <e, Vm>mo. (S.29)

Hence, by choosing M = M, := \/My/(eo?) and defining w;, := P (v/m | Z,,| > M|T;),
P (V1| Zo| > M) = Eltim] = Eltiml{u,, <} + timl{u,,5q] < €+ Pluim > €),  (5.30)

where the last inequality follows since w;,;, < 1. Next, (S.28) and (S.29) imply P (u;y, > €) < € for

m > mg, whence
P (vmlef ;71 (X — pi)| > M) <26, ¥m > my, (S.31)

which shows that efZ; 1(Xi — W) = Op(m_l/ 2). The result follows by combining (S.25), (S.26),
(S.27) and (S.31). OJ
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of Theorem 2. Recall that ji;x = {?}({JK and K = K(m) satisfies Z,i(:l )\,;1 = m'~9, where
5 € (1/2,1) and & = A ®T 271 (X; — ;). We first show shrinkage of || fiix — > o0 | &l 12-

Also, for any k£ > 1 define
e — / F(Ii, t)¢k(t)dt — Zz‘ W d)ik-
’7’

From (S.25) and the triangle inequality, we have

00 K 00
i = Gndrllz = 1Y MedhEr (Ko — pa) ok — Y Ginbil 2
k=1

k=1 k=1

K 00 K
<D GhW(Yi — )b — > &ndrllre + 11D i Weid|| 2

k=1 k=1 k=1
K

+ ||Z et 271 (Xi — pi)drll 2
k=1

= [l Allrz + [ Bllz2 + [|Cll 2, (5.32)

where the functions A = A(t), B = B(t) and C' = C(t) are defined through the last equation. By
Fubini’s theorem and orthogonality of the ¢, we have

E(|B|z2)

K K

K 2
= [r E (Zask(t)cp?;vvei) dt =Y B[} We)’] = > o> E(|Wairl3),
k=1

k=1 k=1
where the last equality follows from the proof of Theorem 1. Thus, from (S.23) and Lemma S2 we

obtain

E(|B|z2)

K K K 9
szp%z%m&:O(m12}?):0<mlﬁjwﬂ>:oml%,

where the first equality is due to ||¢x[|c = O(\;!). This follows from the relation

M%@—AHWWM%SW@Mm<m

uniformly over ¢, which is a consequence of the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and continuity of I" over

the compact set 7 2. Therefore

|B]| 2 = Op(m*/?79). (S.33)
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Next, observe
K
= (@R W (Y — i) — ir) it Z Eindr(t) = A1(t) — Aa(1),
k=1 k=K+1
where Aj(t) and As(t) are defined through the last equation. By Fubini’s theorem along with the

orthonormality of the ¢y, we have

|142||L2 - Z )\kv

k=K+1

and then

o 1/2
| Azl 2 = O, ( > )\k> . (S.34)
k=K+1

Define gx(t) = ¢i(t)(X;(t) — u(t)), t € T. By the dominated convergence theorem along with the

Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

Mek(t)] =] [ 100 ou(s)ds] < [TV <

where T(10)(¢,5) = OI'(t,s)/0t. This shows that || ¢, [l.c = O(A;') which combined with the
fact that ||¢||c = O(A; ') and condition (S2) leads to ||g}|lc = O(A;") and ||gk[loc = O(N ).
Hence, from the Riemann sum approximation error bound in (S.20) applied to the function g (t) =

o (t)(X;(t) — u(t)), we obtain
BRW (Y — ) — &l S Ay 1(2% (-7 >>2+<1—T5m)>>.

Therefore

N

K
HAIHL2 Z |¢sz Y .U’z fzk’| S Z)\ 1m m—é)’
k=1 k=1

where we use the condition Zszl ALt < m!7°. This shows that ||A;]|2 = O,(m~?), which

combined with (S.34) leads to

0o 1/2
1Al 2 = Op ([ m ™" + ( > Ak> : (S.35)

k=K+1
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Next, from (S.22), (S.23), the Riemann sum approximation error bound (S.20), and using that || ¢} || =

O\ 1) along with ||k [|o = O(\; 1), we obtain

lexllz < vimA;! (Z wi + (1 =T + (1 - T}””)) + (Z w?> . (S36)
=1 =1

Thus, using the inequality (zo + x1)2 < 23;3 + 2:1;%, which is valid for all zg,z; € R, along with

Lemma S2 leads to

m

2
E(lerl3) £ B [ mA? (Zw%> T (- Ty +>\22wl

=1

=0(m A\ ?). (S.37)
Therefore
K K
E(|C]2) <) E( NX = p))) < D (BLE[(ef =71 (X — )Tl
k=1 k=1
ot Z ‘ekH 1/2
< m1/275

where last inequality uses that Zszl /\,;1 = m!~%. Hence
1C| 2 = Op(m'/279). (S.38)

Combining (S.32), (S.33), (S.35), and (S.38) leads to

00 oo 1/2
i =Y &ndrllLe = Op | m*~0 4+ ( 2 Ak) . .

k=1 k=K+1
We next show shrinkage of fT Ik (t,t)dt. By orthonormality of the ¢y and since ¥;x = Ag —

Ag®L 3@ Ay,
K
/ T (t, t)dt = trace(Bix) = Y (Ae — M By ' Arbin) - (S.40)
T k=1

From (S.37) and using the condition S 7 A;! =< m!' =%, we obtain 37 A% = O(m?>~2%) and
K K
£ (3oefm ) <3 sttt =o' ),
k=1 k=1
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Thus
K
> elmlep = Op(m' ). (S.41)
k=1

Since [|¢x/lo = O(A1) and Sop; A2 = O(m?~%°), we have
K
> A exll
k=1
m m 1/2
< m>/2-20 (Z w12 +(1— Ti(m))2 +(1— Ti(m))> 4+ m2-20 <Z w12>
=1

1=1
-0, <m3/2—25) ’

where the first inequality is due to (S.36) and the last equality is due to Lemma S2. Thus

m 1/2 K
z|ezw¢m|<znekn2nw¢mu2 (Zw%) S leallalléele
=1 k=1

k=1

=0, (m1—25) , (S.42)

where the second inequality is due to (S.23). Also,

K K K m
> PGEWWeir] < o Y [Weirll3 < 0* Y llonl (Z w?) =0, (m' ™). (543
k=1 k=1 k=1 =1

From the Riemann sum approximation error bound (S.20) applied to the function g (t) = )\k(ﬁ% (1),

and using that [|gi||c = O(A\; ') and ||g}|lcc = O(A 1), we have

N Wiy, — \i| = O (A,: (wa + (-T2 4+ (1 Tfm’))) .

=1

Thus

K
E (Zp\k(i)ﬁw@k - >\k|> =0(m™),

k=1

which implies

f:p‘kﬁbz‘jl;W(f)ik - Xl =0, (m*‘;) : (S.44)
k=1
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Also, from (S.20) and (S.23) we have
K
Z|¢£;W (T(Ti, T, )W éir, — e i) |

K
ZH(ﬁ e W2[IT (T3, T )W ir, — A2

K 1/2 m
<Y oA ! (Zwl> (Zw? FA-TM)2 41— T}””)) ,
= =1
which along with Lemma S2 leads to
K
E (Zd)ﬁw (D(Ts, T ) Wby, — Akd’ik)!) =0(m'™%).
k=1
This shows that
K
>[5 W (T(Ts, T) ) Wiy, — Mepix)] = Op(m! ). (S.45)
k=1
Next, from (S.41), (S.42), (S.43), (S.44), (S.45), and observing
LW Wi, = 0° ¢ WW i, + ¢, WI(Ty, T )W iy,
leads to

K
> = M= )|
k=1

M=

O — ef ;e — 2e] Wby — ST WS W)

[y

INA
M= 7

3 e 123 el Wt + 07 3 IS WWasu
k=1 k=1

=
Il
—

M=

+

K
(95 W (T(Ti, T] )W iy, — >\k:¢z‘k)]) + ) [d Wi, — x|
k=1

|
-0, (m1—25) ’

where the first equality uses (S.24). This along with (S.40) implies

o
—_

/ ik (L, t)dt = O, (ml—%) : (S.46)
T
Combining (S.46) with (S.39) leads to the result. O]
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The next two lemmas are for establishing Theorem 1 and Theorem 3.

Lemma S3. Suppose that assumptions (S2), (54), (B1) and (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix are satisfied.
Consider either a sparse design setting when n; < Ny < 0o or a dense design when n; = m — oo,
i=1,...,n. Seta, = any and b, = by for the sparse case, and a,, = ans and b, = by,s for
the dense case. For a new independent subject i*, suppose that m* = m*(n) — oo is such that
m*(an + by) = o(1) as n — oo. If K = K(n) satisfies (an + by) 31, At =o0(1) asn — oo,

then

1€5 — Ex1I3 = Op(R}),
where
K
Ry = m*(an + by) Za Iy A
k=1
+m**(ay + by) Z/\ +m**(an + bp) 252)\2

k=1

of Lemma S3. Similarly as in the proof of Theorem 1, denote by
& = /Tf(T*, ) or(t)dt — W™ (S.47)
From Theorem 5.2 in Zhang and Wang (2016), we have
I = T|loo = Olan +by) as., (S.48)
as n — oo, which implies
IZ = Zllop = O(an +by) as., (S.49)
as n — oo. This combined with perturbation results (Bosq, 2000) show that for any £ > 1,
|68 — dxllze < 2v26,7 |12 — Ellop = Ol(an +ba)d ") as, (S.50)
and

M — M| <NIZE = Ellop = Olan +by)  as., (S.51)

36



as n — oo. Similar to the proof of Theorem 2 in Dai et al. (2018) and employing Theorem 5.1 and

5.2 in Zhang and Wang (2016), it holds that
127 = 2 lop2 Sm*(16% — 02+ |IT = Tleo) = O(m*(an + by))  as., (S.52)

asn — oo. Alsonote that for 1 < k < K,

m* 1/2
IW*@illa = O | A" (Z w;f2> : (S.53)
r=1

Similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2 in Yao et al. (2005a) along with perturbation results

(Bosq, 2000), (S.48), and (S.50) show that
Sup Ak () = Medn(8)] < T = Tlloo + [T ool b — okl 2
€
=0 ((an +by)(1+3,1)  as., (S.54)
as n — oo. By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and employing the orthonormality of the qgk,
< ) ; ) vz
()] = | [ P 0)duteis| < < RS s>ds) < oo (5.55)

Since for large enough n we have

K K
ANE=Ellop <D A E = Ellop = O ((an +bn) > Ak1> =o(1) as.,
k=1

k=1
where the first equality is due to (S.49) and the last is due to the condition (a,, + b,)vg = o(1) as
n — 0o, we have ||= — Z||op < Ax/2 < A/2 as. for large enough n. In view of (S.51), it follows

that forany 1 < k < K,
A — Mol < Ae/2  as., (S.56)
as n — oo. Combining with (S.55) and (S.48) leads to
16klls0 < At ITllse < 201 (IF = Tlloo + [IT]l) = O 1) s, (8.57)
for large enough n. This along with (S.51), (S.54), and (S.56) implies
11}; |6%(1) — k(1)) < [l DrllooAs 1Ak — M| + Ag ARk — M oo

=0 ((an + b)) N2+ A+ AL10Y)  as, (S.58)
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as n — oco. Thus, using that §; < A; we obtain
1/2
HW*(qgk &) = (Zw > )\/;1(“” +b,)(1 + 5,;1) a.s., (8.59)

asn — oo. Let ¢}, = ¢1,(T*) and (Z)Z = ¢3,(T*). From (S.47), note that

Jeillo < || [ T )6u(s)as = BT T W i |+ 10 W o
where

162 W* @13 < (162 — 2| + 02)? || dwl|% Zw <A22w (S.60)

for large enough n and the last upper bound depends on £ only through >\,22. Here the last inequality

uses that [|¢r]loc = O(\; 1) as. and |62 — 02| = O(ay, + b,) as. as n — oo. Observe

/ P(T*, 8)(s)ds — T(T*, TTYW* i — / P(T*, 5)e(5)ds — / D(T*, 5)(5)ds
T T T

+ [ P 9on(s)ds ~T(T T W g
-
+ (T, T YW — I(T*, T YW*¢;, (S.61)

Hence, it suffices to control each of the differences in (S.61). First,

[r T 8)(s) — T(T*, 8)w(s)ds
- / (F(T", 5) — T(T", ) dx(s)ds + / DT, 5)(dx(s) — dx(5))ds
.

T

where, for j = 1,...,m"*, and by using the orthonormality of the (ng’

< ( /T (P(T7,5) - r@*,s))?ds) -

< Hf - FHoo

] [0 - g i

= O(an +by,) as.,
and

[P $)6) = )] < Il = 6z = O ((an 015 as,
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where we use that | 7| = 1 and I'(s, t) is continuous over the compact set 7 2. Thus

H/Tf(T*’ 8)ok(s) — D(T*, 8)gx(s)ds

as n — 00, and the bound depends on & only through 5,;1. Second, from the Riemann sum approxi-

—0 (\/ﬁ(an + b)) (1 + 5,;1)> as,  (S.62)

2

mation in (S.20) and noting that the application g;(t) = T'(T}, )¢ (¢) satisfies ||g; o = O(\; ') and
195]lec = O(\, 1) by (S3), where the O(\, ') terms are uniform in j and depend on k only through

)\,;1, we have
‘ | v )octds - n(ry W

1 <Z wi? + (1= T)? 4 (1 - T“’””) ,
=1

where T(™") .= max;=1,.m+* 1; and the upper bound is uniform in j and depends on k only through

AL Thus

H/ s)ds — T(T*, T*T YW* ¢;

2

= O( (Zw T2 4 (1 —T(m*))>>. (S.63)
Third, observe
F(T* T*T)W*(,bk (T* T*T)W*d)k ( (T*, T*T) . f(T*, T*T))W*d)z
+ (T, T*T) (W*gi — W*¢}). (S.64)
Note that

H(F(T*’ T*T) _ f‘(T*, T*T))

< e e b )| weel,

)

op,2

m* 1/2
-1 (Z wz<2> HF(T*v T*T) - f(T*, T*T)
=1

where the last equality follows similarly as in (S.23) and using that ||¢x[lcc = O(A;'). Since
[Allop2 < 1Al

> Where || Al| ;> denotes the Frobenius norm of a squared matrix A, and

T - T 2 2 r 2 2 2
HF(T*,T* ) — (T, T )HF <m* sup [D(s,t) — [(s,8)]2 = O(m*2(an + bp)?)  as.,
s,;teT
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as n — oo, it follows that

1/2
< A\t n + bn . S.65
L, SN (an + (Zw ) as.,  (S.65)

|0 ) - BT ) W

as n — oco. Also,

|per T W - W)

,

_ (”f(T*,T*T) —r(r, T7)

R et T*T>Hop72) W (@i - 61

;

1/2
S (m*(an + b)) + M)A (an + b)) (1 + 05 (Z wy ) a.s.

1/2
SmA a4+ bn) (1 + 6, ! (Zw ) a.s.,

as n — oo, where the first inequality follows from (S.59) and the last inequality uses the condition

m*(ay, + by) = o(1) as n — oo. This along with (S.64) and (S.65) implies

1/2
SmiAL (an—i-b (Zw ) ,

(S.66)

HF (T*, T YW* 7, — (T* T*T)W*¢k

almost surely as n — oo, where the bound depends on £ only through )\,;1 and 6,;1. Combining

(S.61), (S.62), (S.63), and (S.66) leads to

H [ Per o - e, TTwe g
i

2

< Vi (an + bp) (1 + 671)
+VmA ! (Zw +(1—Tm))2 4 (1—T(m*))>

1/2
+m* N\ Han + b)) (1+ 6, (Z w} ) a.s., (S.67)

as n — oo. This along with (S.60) implies

1€k ll2 £ Vim*(an + ba) (1 +671) + Vims AL (Z wi? 4+ (1= T)? 4 (1 - TW)))
=1

1/2

1/2 m*
+m* A (an + b)) (14 6, (Z w} ) + A7 (Z wl*2> as., (S.68)
=1
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as n — 0o, where the bound depends on & only through /\,;1 and 5,;1. Define auxiliary quantities
K asT5v— * ~ % ~ K (AT gvk— * *

Zipe e = Do (€T THXS = @), Zipe i = Do (6T TN XE = )P e i =

S 6T (u* — )2, and observe

Zm*,n,K S Zm*,n,K + Hm* n, K - (869)

By independence of the new subject’s observations from the estimated population quantities, we have

E[Zm nK‘T F ¢k,0’ 'u’] E[Zm nK’T F ¢k70 M:| + bm* K

K
DTS IS S e + e i A, ($.70)
k=1

and for large enough n

K
‘ Z éZTE*_lz*E*_léz

k=1
K
< ’Z[éZT(E*_l—E*_l)E*(Z* 1 B 3 1)AZ+2A*T(2* 1 S 1)A]:+A*T2* 1A>«<]
k=1
K
* Ak (12 * A~k (|2 Ak (|2
S m P (an +ba)? 61115 + m* (an + ba) 84115 + 164115] .

B
Il

1

K
S(L+m™(an+00)%) ) €15 as.
k=1
< [m*(an + by) (Zé )—i—m (ZA,?) (Zw;‘2+(1—T(m*>)2+(1—T(m*>)>
* K m*
+m*?(an + by) (Z)\ 25 )Zw?‘2+<z>\k2)2w 1(1 4+ m*3(an + b,)?)

=1

= (1+ m*g(an + bn)Q)

op< (an + bp) (Za) *‘1<§:1>\k2> *(an + by) (ZA% ))

K
:(1+m*3(an+bn)2)0p< (ZA,;2>+m (an + by) <Z>\ 25, ))

k=1

— O,(R?). s7

where the second inequality is due to ||3*~1 — S Hop2 = O(m*(an + by)) as. as n — oo,

1Z* Hop2 < 072, | E*]lop2 = O(m*), and the fourth inequality follows from (S.68). This shows
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that

Thus, for any € > 0 there exists Ny = Ny(e) > 1 and My = My(e) > 0 such that for all n > Ny

K
P (R;:—l‘ ZézTﬁl*—lz*ﬁl*—léz

k=1

> MO> <e. (S.72)
Let M > 0 and define
R (R;;*Zm*,n,K > M|T*,f,¢3k,&,g) .

Choosing M = M (€) = My/e and using that u,,~ , g < 1 along with the relation

A*T *—1lgukgrk—1 Ax
U n K S E DINEED IUD Vi < N

R M

which follows analogously as in (S.70), leads to

P <R:_1Zm*,n,K > M) = E(um*,n,Kl{um*ynnge} + um*,n,Kl{um*’n7K>e})
< e+ P(umspnx > €)

< 2,
where the last inequality follows from (S.72). Therefore
Zm* {I’L,K = Op(‘R:L) :

Also, for large enough n and using (S.68) along with ||2* — p*(|3 = O(m*(ay, +b,)?) a.s., we obtain

=

:U’m*,n,K S an + b Z HekH2 a.s.
k=1

which in view of the third inequality in (S.71) and the condition m*(a,, + b,) = o(1) asn — oo is

of slower order compared to the rate O, (R;;). These along with (S.69) leads to

T e = Op(RY). (S.73)
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Next, a conditioning argument gives
E(ep" =X — p"))’] = E(B(ef 771X — pu))*|T7))
= B(Varlef "1 (X* — )| T])
- B(ei"="e)
< o2 E(]lel3)

5 m**l)\,;Q,

where the last inequality holds for large enough n and follows analogously as in (S.37). This implies

K K
E[Z(GZTE*_I(X* _ M*))Q} < 1 Z)‘IZQ‘
k=1 k=1
Hence
K K
D (e S X — p)? =0, <m*—1 EAk2> : (S.74)
k=1 k=1

Forany k =1,..., K, observe

= TS X ) BTWHX ) oS (X ) - WX ).
(S.75)
From (S.53), (S.59), and using that | X* — p*[|3 = O,(m*) and || @* — p*||3 = Op(m*(an + bn)?),

we obtain

(1T WH(X* — ") — ¢ WH(X* = p"))?]

M=

b
Il

1

K
S DWWk — DIBIXT — 4113 + W i l311A" — 1'l13]
k=1

=0, (an+b ZA 25, ) (S.76)

Combining (S.73), (S.74), (S.75), and (S.76) leads to

K
€5 — &5clI3 = D (& — &)%) = Op(Ry),

k=1

which shows the result. OJ
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Lemma S4. Suppose that assumptions (S2), (S4), (B1) and (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix are satisfied.
Consider either a sparse design setting when n; < Ny < 00 or a dense design when n; = m — 00,
i =1,...,n. Set a, = an1 and b, = by for the sparse case, and a, = ans and b, = bya
for the dense case. Let vy = le /\,;1/ 2(5];1. For a new independent subject i*, suppose that
m* = m*(n) — oo is such that m*(ay, + by) = o(1) and K = K (n) satisfies (a, + bn)vx = o(1)

asn — o0. Then
K K
trace(X — B%) = 0, (m*(an +0)2 SN0+ (an +00) Y A,;%,;l) :
k=1 k=1
of Lemma S4. In effect, for j = 1,..., K, the (j, j)-element of 2}( — X% is given by
(S — Biljg = &S el + T W ! + ¢TI Wl + ¢ T WHSTW g
—(efTs el + e TW* ) + ¢ Wrel + ¢ WS W o), (S.77)

where €7 is defined as in (S.47). Note that the conditions of Lemma S3 hold since (an~+bn)vk = o(1)

which is due to v < vg and 6, < A, where v = zgzl )\,;1. Observing forany k = 1,..., K,

K K K
< ST = SO < PSR
k=1 k=1 k=1

along with the condition vk (a,, + b,) = 0(1) as n — oo leads to

K
05 Han +bn) < A (an +00) YN 20 = 0(1),
k=1

as n — oo, where the bound is uniform in k. This along with (S.53) and (S.59) imply
- 1/2
IW*illa < [W*(df — di)lla + [W* il = O | A <Z w:2> as.,  (S.78)
r=1

as n — 00, where the bound depends on k only through )\,;1. Also, using (S.48) and since m*(a,, +
bn) = o(1) and |62 — 02| = O(ay, + by,) as n — oo, which follows from Proposition 1 in Dai et al.

(2018), we obtain

2% op2 < &% + [[IT(T*, T lop.2 < 62+ m*||T]|loo = O(m*)  as., (S.79)
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as n — oo. This along with (S.59), (S.78), and (S.79) leads to

(65 — &)W S W 7| < [W* () — )| 5" W* 5
< W] = &) 2l Z" lop2 W* 12
=0 ((Z w;‘2> m*(an + bp) A7 (1 + 5j1)> as.,  (S.80)
r=1
as n — oo, where the bound depends on j only through )\j_l and 6 . Next, using that |2* —

3*|op,2 = O(m(an + by)) a.s. as n — oo along with (S.59) and (S.78), we obtain

IZW*5 — S Wiz < |2 = 3%op 2 W] ll2 + £ lop.2

(W (] — &)
m* 1/2
=0 [ m*(an +bp) A} (Z w;f2> (146" | as, (S8
r=1
as n — oo, where the bound depends on j only through )\j_l and 5]-_1. Thus
@7 W (W7 g — W 5| < [[W* g | Z7W ) — ZTW 5|
=0 (m*(an +bn) A (Z w;f2> (1+ 5j1)> as., (S.82)
r=1

as n — oo, where the bound depends on j only through )\;2 and (5;1. This combined with (S.80)

leads to

< (@) — ¢5) WISW* | + |} WH(Z"W*gf — W) )|
—0 <m*(an +bp) AT (Z w3> (14 5;1)> as., (S.83)
r=1

as n — oo, where the bound depends on j only through /\]-_2 and 5]-_1. Denote by Ay = e, — ey,

k=1,..., K, and observe
IAj@; — Nidlll2 < m™ 2| Njd; — Njojlle = O (m*l/Q(an +bn) (1 + 5{1)) as.,

as n — oo, where the last equality is due to (S.54) and the bound depends on j only through 5;1.

45



This along with (S.81) leads to

14012 = | [r D(T*,5)9;(s) = D(T*, 8)6;(s)ds + T W* ] — 5" W3]

< A5 — \idjlla + |2 W* ) — S W

m* 1/2
=0 [ m*2(an +b,) 1+ [ 1+m /2! (Z w;f2> as.,  (S.84)
r=1

as n — oo, where the bound depends on j only through )\j_l and (5]-_1. Using that m*(a,, +by) = o(1)
along with || 3%~ — 3+ 1| o = O(m*(ay, + by)) a.s. as n — oo, observe

6750 e — e s e = O (A B + 1Ay ol + m* (an + b)) as. (589)
as n — oo, where the bound depends on j only through ||A ;|2 and |e[l2. Also,

& W* T — ;T Wi | < [|A; 12| W5 Iz + [lef |2 W* (] — ¢5)l2- (S.86)

For large enough n and in view of (S.83), (5.84), and using that the bound (S.36) holds analogously

for ||e}||2 and the time points T*, we obtain

K K
2B WISTWG] — ¢ WIETW ] = O, ((an ) A6 ) NG
Jj=1 —
and
K K
> A l2ll€}lle] = Op | (an + ba Z : (S.88)
j=1 j=1
and

14131 = *(an + bn) ZA 57 (S.89)

-

Since E(||e; 13) < m*_lx\j 2, which follows analogously as in (S.37), we also have

K

K
dollejlz =0, [m > A7 (S.90)
i=1

J=1

From (S.78) and (S.84), we obtain

K K
D AW lla] = Op | (an +b2) Y A5 | (S91)
j=1 =
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and using (S.59) we also have

K
> lllesll2 W (@5 — ¢9)ll2) = Op | (an + bn)m™™ 1ZA 2571 (S.92)
j=1

Combining (S.85), (S.88), (S.89), and (S.90) implies

Z|A*TZ* 1a * _e;TZ*fle;f’

K
S DUUAGIE + 1A l2llefllz + m* (an + ba) €5 3]
j=1

K
=0, | m*(an + by) ZA 267+ (an +0n) Y A2 (5.93)

Jj=1 Jj=1

while combining (S.86), (S.91), and (S.92) leads to

K K
> le" Wt — e "W gt = O, | (an + by Z (S.94)
j=1 j=1
Combining (S.77), (S.87), (5.93), and (S5.94) leads to

|trace(3% — 2%

K
— 5l =0, [ m*(an +bn) ZAQ(SQ an+bn)z/\;25j—1,

||Mx

and the result follows. ]
of Theorem 3. Denote by v = Zszl )\,;1/25,;1 and vy = Zszl )\,;1. Note that

ity — Wiclle = 1€ @ — &7 B x| 12
< (€ — € (P — k)l 2 + (€ — €)@ x|l 2

+1ET (@K — ®K)| 2 (5.95)

Now, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

K
1€k — €5)" (2K — )2 < 1€ — Eicll2 D _lid — bl e

k=1

K
S <26k1> 167 — &k [2[1E — Ellop, (S.96)
k=1

47



and by orthonormality of the ¢y,
(€5 — &) @l < 1€k — Eicll2- (8:97)
Also note that

E(|€x|3) = trace(B[E(€€ |T*)]) = E(trace(Ax @} &* ' @A)

K
=E (Z Aid»;;Tz*—lcb;;) :

k=1
and
2 xTvk—1 T 1 % «T *T
N X ) = e X e +2e; Wi + ¢ WIETWT e,
where 7 = 1,..., K. Similar arguments as the ones outlined in the proof of Theorem 2 then show

that for large enough n

K K K
E(I€513) (Z YA 1¢k> <m*1=20) ot Z N S mr(1720) 4 Z Ak-
k=1 k=1 k=1
Since 6 € (1/2,1) and > ;2 A\, < oo, this implies
[€icll2 = Op(1). (S.98)

Observing

K
1€ (@ — @x)lle < 1€ |I2 ZH% — Pl S <Z5 1) 1= — Zllopll€X 2.

= k=1
and using (S.49) along with (S.98) leads to

K
1EF (®x — ®K)|| 2 = O, ((an + by,) Zak1> . (S.99)
k=1

In view of (S.95), (S.96), (S5.97), (S.99), the condition vk (a, + b,) = o(1) which implies (a,, +

bn) szl (5,:1 = o(1) as n — oo, and employing Lemma S3 leads to

|0k — figc 22
1/2 K 1/2
O(an—i—b (Za ) m*%(ay, + by,) (Za I\ ) +m*1/2 (ij)
k k=1
K 1/2 1/2
+m*(an + by) ZA,}) + m*(an + by) (Za Ao ) ) (S.100)

k=1
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Next, in view of the L2-Wasserstein metric definition,
2(4 2
W5 (Gk, Axxe) < E(llgr — g2ll72 | (X5, T5)7=0),

where X := X* and Ty := T%, the random element g; € L? has conditional distribution g1 ~ Qf(

given (X;,T;)7_o, and g2(-) = X™°() almost surely. Since E(g1 | (X;,Tj)j—g) = fi} and

Jj=0>
Var(g1 (t) | (X;,T;)"_g) = I (t,1). t € T, we obtain

W3(Gic, Axve) < Ellgr — piclg2 | (X5, T)5—0) + ik — X172

D (¢, t)dt + || — X722

I
—

< /T(f‘*K(t, t) - F}(t,t))dt 4+ H/lK _ X*CH%Q + Op(m*(l—Q(S))’

where the equality follows from Fubini’s Theorem and the last inequality is due to fT (t,t)dt =
O, (m!'~%), which follows analogously as in (S.46). Combining (S.100) and analogous arguments to

the ones outlined in the proof of Theorem 2 show that

i — X 2

< ik — X g2 + |y — fgell 2

1/2 K
= 0,|m (1/2-6) ( Z )\k> + (an + by) (Z(s];l)

k=K+1 k=1
1/2 K 1/2
+m* % (a, + by, <Z 52N, ) +m* 1?2 (Z A,;Q)
k=1
1/2 K 1/2
+ m*(an + by) <Z)\ ) +m*2(an+bn)2 de_?)\’;2> ]
k=1

Next, from Lemma S4 we have
/ (D5 (t, 1) — Dic(t, 1)) dt = trace(Tf, — )
T

:op< (an + by) Z)\26 + (an + bn) Z/\ 25, >
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Therefore
W22 (gA;( ) AX *e )

00 K 2
=0, [m*“*%) + Y et (an +b,)? (Zd,;l) *(an + bn) Zé 2\

k=K+1 k=1

K
m* Y A+ m ™ (an + by) Z)\ +m*(an + by) Zé2>\2

k=1 k=1

K
+ (an + b)Y /\,;25,;1] ,

k=1

and the result follows. O]

of Theorem 1. Let K > k be any fixed integer and consider the constant sequence K = K (n) = K,
foralln > 1. Thus (a,+by) Zle A, ! = o(1) asn — oo and similar arguments as the ones outlined

in the proof of Lemma S3 leads to

(G — &) S @TE 1 (X = 49)* + () WHXF — o*) — ¢} WH(X* — p*))?
+ (esz*—l(X* _ u*))Q
=0, (m*f1 + m*2(an + bn)Q) ,

where €;, is defined as in (S.47). The result follows. ]

of Theorem 2. Recalling that X, = Ag — Ax®L 718, A e we have

K

[Ziscllgpa < trace(Tix) = > (A — M Anin) - (S.101)
k=1

Moreover, since A\ ;. = e + 2; W @i, where ey, is defined as in the proof of Theorem 1, it follows

that
Mt E Ao ix = el ey + 2ef Wopiy + ¢, WE; W gy (S.102)
Next, from the proof of Theorem 1, since in (S.22) it was shown that

[~ DT Ty Wit = Oy )
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and using (S.23),
D WE W = 0° ¢ WW i + ¢ WI (T, T )W b
= 0p(m™") + LW (Mir — Op(m™1%)) = MT Wi + Opm ™),
where )\, gbz L Wi = A\, + Op(m™1). This follows from the quadrature approximation error (S.21),
observing fo $%(t)dt = 1, and implies
LW Wiy, = A, + Op(m ™). (S.103)
The result then follows by combining (S.101), (S.102), (S.103), (S.22), (S.23), and the fact that
1B gpz < 072 -
Consider an independent densely measured subject ¢* as in Section 2. The next result shows

shrinkage of the conditional variance corresponding to the K -truncated distribution.

Theorem S7. Suppose that (S2), (S4), (B1) and (Al)—(AS8) in the Appendix hold. Let K > 0 be
fixed and consider either a sparse design setting when n; < Ny < o0 or a dense design when
n,=m — oo, it =1,...,n. Seta, = ap1 and b, = b, for the sparse case, and a,, = a2 and
by, = bna for the dense design. For a new independent subject i*, if m*(a,, + by) = o(1) as n — oo,
where m* = m*(n) — oo,
1% = Zllop2 = Oplan + b).

of Theorem S7. Recall that fi* = [i(T*), T* = (T}, ..., T%.)7, the estimated FPCs £ = A, (T*) 731 (X*—
o), i)} is analogous to ®;; while replacing the T;; with T, and similarly for quantities such as
®7, 2*_1, and 3*~1. Note that

— 3 = A — A + AP TI®N A — AP S I D Ay, (S.104)

where ||Ax — A.KHOP’Q = Op(an + by,) follows from Theorem 5.2 in Zhang and Wang (2016) along
with perturbation results (Bosq, 2000) and the fact that | A g — Ax llop,2 < VK max << | Ak — e |
Since Ayt = fo(T*, t) o (t)dt and writing &} = fo(T*, t)or(t)dt — S*W*g?, we have that
the (4,1) entry of AKtiﬁ(Tﬁ)**lfi*KAK is given by

A®@IS 1 @5 Ak = (7S + ¢ITW)(&] + 2 W™ ¢y)

=& Ts el + T Wr gy + dITWr el + T WHETWH B, (S.105)

51



where 1 < j,I < K. Denote by I'(T*, T*7) the matrix whose (i, ) element is f(TZ*,T]*), 1<
i,j < m*, and similarly define I'(T*, T*T). Also note that * = 62I,,- + I'(T*, T*7), where
I+ € R™™X™ i the identity matrix. From (S.37), (S5.48), (S.59), (S5.84), Lemma S2, and using
that |25~ — 2% 1|op2 = Op(m*(a, + b,)) along with the condition m*(a, + b,) = o(1) as
n — 00, it follows that |[I(T*, T*T) — I(T*, T*T) ||z = Op(m*(an + by)), [W*( — &3)[l2 =
Oy (m*~Y2(an + by)). p = 4, 1. >*lop2 = O(m*),
Op(m*), [W*@llz = Op(m*72), p = i1, |£* = E*lopp = Op(m*(an + bn)), [|W*||2 =

ZA:*HOPQ =

D(T*, T op2 = O(m*),

O, (m*~1/2), leyllz = Op(m*~1/2) and e, —epllz = O,(m*Y2(a, + by)), p = j,1. These bounds
imply
pITW S W@} — ¢TI W*S*W* g} = O, (ay, + by),
ey e —elTs el = Op(an + bn),
é;TW*(% - e;fTW*ﬁbf = Op(an + bn),
A;TW*éT — ¢ Whe[ = Op(an + bn),

J

which combined with (S.105) leads to
Ar® I3 105 Akl — [Ax®E S 1@ Ax]j = Oplan + by).

Hence [|A @5 3105 Ay — A @3 S 1®% Ak || p = Op(an +b,) and the result follows from

(5.104). O

S.2 Proof of Main Results for Prediction in Functional Linear Models

We first provide some auxiliary lemmas that will be used in the proof of the main results in section

4. Here we derive a slightly more general result without using optimal bandwidths. Recall that

wi = (X0 m) o =20 6 and O(t) = E((X(t) — u(t)Y) = [ B(s)D(t, s)ds, t € T.

Lemma S5. Suppose that (S4), (B1)-(B4), (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix hold and consider a sparse

design with n; < Ny < oo, setting a,, = an1 and b, = b,1. Then

nt ZHézK — &k l3 = Op((an + b)), (S.106)
i=1
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and
n Y NI€ikl3 = 0p(1). (S.107)
=1

of Lemma S5. First note that |1 — jt||ec = O(an) as. and |I' — T||se = O(ay, + by,) a.s., which are
due to Theorem 5.1 and 5.2 in Zhang and Wang (2016). From arguments in the proof of Theorem
2 in Dai et al. (2018) and noting that the constant c that appears in Lemma A.3 in Facer and Miiller

(2003) can be taken as a universal constant ¢ = 2,
1€ — &irc 13 < O(an + b)) Xi = fuill3 + O(a7,) + Oan(an +bn))|Xi = frillz  as.,
(S.108)
where the O((a,+by)?), O(a2) and O(ay, (a,+by,)) terms are uniformini. Let U; = (X;(Ti1), - - -, Xi(Tin,)) T
be the true but unobserved values of the trajectory for the ith subject at the time points T';, so that by

construction X; = U; + ¢;. Then
n n
nTUY X — il =07t U+ € — fuill2
i=1 i=1

n n n
<n’! ZHUi — ill2 + 07t ZHGZ‘H? +nt ZH“" — fiill2,  (S.109)
=1 i=1 i=1

where n=2 3" ||i — f1ill2 = O(ay) almost surely. Since n; < Ny in the sparse case, it is easy to

show that n= ! >~ ||€;]l2 = O, (1) and by Jensen’s inequality

B (n—l Sl - mH2) <07 30| X0 BET) - ulTy))?
i=1 =1 \j=1
1/2

_n_lz; -:E(F(TijvTij)) < (ITll No)*/2 = O(1),
1= J]1=

1/2

where the first equality follow by conditioning on 7;;. This shows that n=* Y"1 | ||U; — psll2 =

Op(1). Combining with (S.109) leads to
n
ntY X = filla = Op(1). (S.110)
i=1
Next, by the triangle inequality
X = fall3 < 105 = pall3 + lleslls + [lps — g3

+2[|U; — pill2ll€ll2 + 2|05 — pall2lles — fill2 + 2| € l|2]l e — fill2,
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where || — ;]2 < /Nosuper(u(t) — i(t))? = O(ay) as. and uniformly over 4. This along
with the independence of €; and U, conditionally on T';, and using similar arguments as before, leads

to E||X; — f1;]|3 = O(1) uniformly over i. Thus

n Y X = fuill3 = Op(1). (S.111)
=1

Combining (S.108), (S.110) and (S.111) leads to the first result in (S.106). Next, note that

4

E(&lkéin)* < E(||Ax @ik 2|,

E(|IX; — pilly | T:)) < O(1),

where the O(1) term is uniform in i and the last inequality follows from [[Ak|[o, o < M1 K,

q)iKHQPQ <
Ny Zf:1||¢j||go, HE;lHop’z < 072, E(|IX; —uiH;l |T;) < O(1) uniformly over i, where the
latter is a consequence of the Gaussian process assumption on X;(-) and ||I'||cc < oo. Thus,

E(||&x|)3) = O(1) uniformly in i which implies E(n~* 3" | ||&:x||3) = O(1) and the second
result in (S.107). ]

Lemma S6. Suppose that (S4), (B1)-(B4), (B2)-(B3), (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix hold and consider a

sparse design with n; < Ny < oo, setting a, = an1 and b, = by1. Let Zt(t) = Z;“:l w; Kp(Ti; —

t) (Ti};t)r (Ui;Y; — C(t)), where U;j = X (Ty;) — (T35) and v = 0, 1. Then
B[Z} ()] = O((n*h)™"),
where the O((n?h)~1) term is uniform in i and t.

of Lemma S6. Observe

(2

nq T — ¢ 2r
=E | Y wiKi(Ty —t)( iYi = C(t))?
> utiry 0 () wvi- )

+ B( Y S wlKn(Ty — 0K (T~ 1

=1 1#j

(B=t) (B) v - copwari —cwy)
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and note that for any t1,ty € T, with uy = E(Y'),
EUt)U(t2)Y?) = E(U(t)U (t2) [y + /Tﬁ(S)U(s)ds +ev]?)
= (43 + 09T (t1, t2) + 2 /Tuyﬁ(s)E(U(tl)U(t2)U(S))ds
+ /T/T5(81)ﬁ(SQ)E(U(tl)U(tg)U(sl)U(SQ))dsldS2

where the O(1) term is uniform over ¢; and ¢, which follows from |I'||oc < oo and U(t) ~
N(0,T'(t,t)), owing to (S4). This implies that E((U;;Y; — C(t))?|T;;) is uniformly bounded above,

and by a conditioning argument it follows that

g Tz ¢ 2r
B| 3 utkim, -0 () wen - cop

nq T‘z —t 2r
<o | S utrir, -1 (4
j=1

=O0((n*h)™),

where the last equality is due to w; < n~!. Denote by R (t) = w; Kp(Tjq — t) (T"hfty, q=17,l.
Since E((U;Y; — C(t))(UyY; — C(t))|T35, Tiy) = O(1) uniformly in ¢ and ¢, similar arguments as
before show that
ni
E (32> Rijen()Rarn(H)(UyYi = C(1))(UaY: = C (1))

=1 1#j

<0(1) S S BlRijon () E[ R (1)

=1
= O(n_2),

whence the result follows. O

Lemma S7. Suppose that (S4), (B1)-(B4), (B2)-(B3), (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix hold and consider a

sparse design with n; < Ny < 00, setting a,, = an1 and b, = by1. Forr = 0,1 we have

n o ng E_ T
150 k(T =) (T4 ) ¥l = Opl(ah) 1) s.112)

i=1 j=1
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and

no n; L N\T 1/2
1> wiKn(Ty; — ) (T”h ) (Uin%_C(‘))HLQ:Op<<nlh+h2> ) (S.113)

i=1 j=1
where Uij = X(Tz]) - :u(TlJ)

of Lemma S7. Define Z;(t) := Z;il wi Kp (Ti—1) (T”h t) €;;Y;. Note that the Z; are independent

and by independence of the ¢;; along with a conditioning argument, F(Z;(t)) = 0 and

BUS ziz) =S [ Bz

g Ny E —t T Tz — ¢ T
E(Z}(t) = E (Zzw?Kh(Tijt)< jh ) éinh(Tu—t)< lh > Ez'lYf)
j=11=1
E(w?K2(T, Ty —t\™ o0
= Z A ij — 1) n fini
=E(Y?) QZE w2K}(T;; —t) T, — )" =0((n*h)™h)
h ’L] h )

where the O(h™!) is uniform in i and ¢. Thus E(|[>7"; Zi[|7.) = O((nh)~') and the first result in

(S.112) follows. Next, defining Z;(t) := > wiKy (T — 1) (Ti%_t)r (Ui;Y; — C(t)), we have

HZZHLz Z/ E[Z(t) dt+ZZ/EZ Zi(1)). (S.114)

i=1 k#i

By a conditioning argument, it follows that

G = ZwE (#0nzs -0 (271 (cm) - cw)) |

ni (1-t)/h
< Z:w /t ) lu"| K (w)|C(t 4+ uh) — C(t)| f(t + uh)du

(1-t)/h
<3 sup ()] [l / L
—t

=1 se[—1,1]

<0 (n_lh) ,

where the O (n'h) is uniform in ¢ and ¢. This implies [> 7, Dokt fTE(ZZ(t))E(Zk(t))\ =
O(hQ). Combining with (S.114) and Lemma S6, the second result in (S.113) follows. O]
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Lemma S8. Suppose that (S4), (B1)-(B4), (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix hold and consider a sparse
design with n; < Ny < oo, setting a,, = an1 and b, = b,1. Forr = 0,1,
1503wk =) (47 ) ) - ATl = Oyl
i=1 j=1

of Lemma S8. Setting Z; := > 7"y w; Kp(Ti; — t) (T”{t)r (u(T35) — ((T35))Y;, note that

E(HiZiH%Q) /ZE [Z2(t) dt+/ZZE (S.115)

=1 k#1

Since | Z;(t)] < || — plloo S5 wilh (T — ) ('Tw*t'> 1Y;], it follows that

B(Z](t)]

N n; n; Ty —t r Ty —t r
<E[”H—M”gozzwgyi?[(h(ﬂj_t)Kh(Til_t)<| Jh ) (! . ]>}

j=1 =1

O(ai){ iw?E(YQ)E [Kﬁ(Tij —t) (Tijh— t) 2r}
j=1
£ uEE B[R - 1) (P ) Tl o () )

=1 1#j

< O(ap)[0(n™*h~ 1) +0(n™?)]
= O(a2n™2h7 1), (S.116)
where the first inequality follows from Theorem 5.1 in Zhang and Wang (2016) and the term O(a2n~2h

is uniform in ¢ and ¢. Similarly, for k£ # 4 and setting hgq, (1) := (' gd— tl) g=1i,kandd = j,l, we

have

E(1Zi(t) Z(1)])

< E[iiwim% O (D) — ()
[Yowr K (T = )haar (Ol 1(Tht) — (L)Y |
0(a?) Z IZ wiwy BUKA(T = Ohigr (OB (T = Db, (O] ()]
SE
= O(azn™),
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where the O(a%n_Q) term is uniform in ¢, £ and ¢. Combining this with (S.115) and (S.116) leads to

the result. OJ

Lemma S9. Suppose that (S4), (B1)-(B4), (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix hold and consider a sparse

design with n; < Ny < oo, setting a,, = an1 and b, = b,1. Then

) 1 , 1/2
IC = Clz = O, <<nh+h ) +an> .

of Lemma S9. Proceeding similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.1 in Zhang and Wang (2016), using

(S.18),

where

i=1 j=1
RT(t) - ZiwiKh(ﬂj —1) Tijh_ t> Cl(Tw)a
i=1 j=1
and r = 0,1, 2. Then
Cio) - ce) — o) =COSMIS) ~ (Rrf1) —COS0)S1(1) S

So(t)S2(t) — SE(t)

Since C;i(T35) = (Xi5 — @(T3))Yi = (Uij + €)Y + (u(Tiz) — i(Ti5))Yi, where Ui; = X (T35) —

w(Tij),
[ Ro(t) — C(£)So(t)]| 2

<> > - wikn(Tij — )(UyYi = C@))llez + 1Y D wilkn(Tiy — t)eis il 2

=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
F DD wiKn(Tij — ) ((Tyy) — i(Tij)) Yl 2
i=1 j=1
1 1/2
=0y ((nh i ”2> ) + Op((nh)™/2) + Oplan)

=0, ((;h + h2> 1/2> + Oplan),
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where the last equality follows from Lemma S7 and Lemma S8. Similarly

1R1(t) = C()S1(8)]| 2

< IS0 Y wik(my — o) (24 ) Wi - o)l

i=1 j=1
IS S wiki(1y -0 (B0 eyl
i=1 j=1
noon T — ¢
IS0 Y wisin(ry - ) () () - ATl
i=1 j=1

0, ((nlh + h2>1/2> + 0, (an).

These along with (S.117) and similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 4.1 in Zhang and Wang
(2016) show that So(t)Sa(t) — S2(t) is positive and bounded away from 0 with probability tending

to 1 and sup,c7|Sr(t)| = Op(1), = 1, 2. The result then follows. O

Recall that the eigenpairs of the integral operator = associated with T are (5%, (;Aﬁk), and those of

= are (A, ¢x), k > 1.

Lemma S10. Suppose that (54), (B1)-(B4), (Al)—(AS8) in the Appendix hold and consider a sparse
design withn; < Ny < 00, setting a,, = a,1 and b, = by1. Then, setting T\; = 2%21 ﬁ,for large

enough n, the following relations hold almost surely,

M N
Z |0m)\ Il — 1€~ Clge + 7H20(D), (S.118)
Zlam— \)\_]/\MSO( )+ ||C = C|| 2] 2O(ch), (S.119)
Zl l’A — ‘<0<c )T (S.120)
M o o N R
> Xm - Aﬂ’\wﬁm — bmllp2 < O(EP) + O(L)(IC = Cll 2 + ca)ra)s (S.121)
m=1 m m
2 owl
Z%Hqﬁm bmllz2 < O(cn)vmr, (S.122)
m=1
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of Lemma S10. First note

Mo Mo 2 oy 1/2
Shs(Sna) (S+)
M 1 00 1/2
(S (5]
=0(chh),

implying c,vpr = O(ch) = o(1) as n — oo. By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and from Theorem
5.2 in Zhang and Wang (2016), we have Hé—EHOp = O(apn+by,) as.. Note that from the orthonormal-
ity of the ¢, and using perturbation results (Bosq, 2000), we have ||¢; — ¢x|lr2 < 2V2[|=— Ellop/Oks

k > 1, so that for any m > 1

’a'm - U’m‘ = ’<é7 ggTTL)L2 - <C7 ¢m>L2‘
&

IE=Elee e~ e, + 2v2100 0

| |

< 2v2||C = |2 IE=Ele (5103

Sm Om
and from §,, < \,,
i”: IZ = Ellop _ 1/22” *H”OP _20(8) as. (S.124)
m=1 5 m
Thus
fﬁ n < 20()||C = Cllpe + mul|C = Cll 2 + 71 ?0(ch)  as.

m=1

— rm]|C = Cl2 + T1120(ch),

which shows the first result in (S.118). Next, since M = M (n) is such that Zm 1 FJ =

O(ch™Y) as n = oo, then "M |2 — F|lopAm /2671 = O(ch) = o(1) as. and Ay = o(1

as

—_
—
—

n — oo. Thus, for large enough n we have A\y; < 1 and |2 — EllopA 1/25_1 < Zm 4l
E||0p)\,}1/26n_11 < 1/2 as., so that ||E — Ellop < )\1/26M/2 < 0ap/2 < Ap/2 as.. This shows

that there exists ng > 1 such that for all n > ng it holds that Hé — Zllop £ Anm/2 as.. Then
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‘j‘m_)‘m| < ||é_:

El|op implies [Ay,| > A /2 a.s. for large enough n. With (S.123), (S.124)

- A — Al 1= -2
2;&'ﬂ%|MMAm<Q§:‘m_"1HA

=)
Ellop

A - 2215 z
<4V2||C — C|| 2 —

£ - =
+2)C=Cllg2 Y =2
2 2
m=1 A Om m=1 A
M oas =
+4V2|C)| 2 Z ”52_7&”‘%1’
— AZ0m,

<||C = C[|20() +||C = C|l2ma) O(eh) + O(Z)  aus
— O(c%) + |C = C||271)?0(c5)  as.,

for large enough n, implying the second result in (S.119). Similarly, for large enough n and a.s.
|>\ |>\ 1/2

Z‘ Om|——— Z‘ Om|——5— Z 32 ™™ = O(cn)Tu,
|>\m|>\ Am

where the last equality is due to ) "~ ; 02,/A\2, < oco. This shows the third result in (S.120). Next

> ;m 1 = Gl

— 0 o /\ R
=l — iz + Z‘ mlldm = Al e
o~ (G — oA |
+ Y T b — e (S.125)
m=1 ‘)\m|)\m
From (S.123), (S.124) and using that ||, — ¢ml|z2 < 2v/2||2 —

(G — o -
Z e = s

Ellop/Jm, wWe obtain

£ |
<8¢ - crrrL2er~—_rropA sz +2v2I0 -0l 22 e
M HE_EHop
Am02,

+ 8IC| 12

m=1

< ||C = C|20(2) + ||C = C| 22> O(eh) + O(

) as.
= O(c?

)+ C - CHLzTM 20(c?) as..

(5.126)
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Next, for large enough n,

Om, )\ Am, H
$ bl =l ¢muL2<4eram\
— |)\m|)\

- “Hop

g a.s.
5\ 1/2
o 1/2
< (Z )j;) O(clP)r % as.
m=1""T
= Oty 2, (S.127)
Similarly, from (S.123) we obtain
M .

5 n ol = Al ),

~ m m
— | A Am

<N IZ — ElI3
<4\/§Z]0m Tl %
m=1 m-m
< 16]|C — O 12 o~ 15— =l +4V2||C —C|| 12 s
= —YIL 2 52 L 2
m=1 )\mé m=1 )‘m(sm
Y T —
IE — Z[I3
m=1 m

< O0(e,"™)m|C = Cllz2 + O(@)IC = Cllp2 + O(e, ") as.
= O, *)ar + O(c,

AC =Cllz as..

(5.128)
Combining (S.125), (S.126), (S.127) and (S.128) with the fact that ¢, 73s < cpuyr = o(1) asn — oo

which was already shown, leads to the fourth result in (S.121). Finally

m=1
ol IE - |
< 9v/2 Zml = =llop

— Eljopvmr = Olcn)vmr  as.,
which shows the last result in (S.122)

O
The next lemma provides the L? convergence of the empirical estimate B v towards 3, which is

required to construct the estimated predictive distribution Pik. Recall that

S




_ _ M -1
Oy — H DN %¢m]‘L2 and 7y = M A1,

Lemma S11. Suppose that (54), (B1)-(B4), (Al)—(AS8) in the Appendix hold and consider a sparse

design with n; < Ny < oo, setting a, = an1 and by, = b,1. Let K > 1. Then
1Bar = Bll 2 = Op(ra), (S.129)
and
| Buintnar = [ o +0yr). (5.130)
where 1, = CpUM —l—cﬁrjf +TM[(# —I—hQ)l/2 —i—an} +Oyandk=1,... K.

of Lemma S11. Observe

M.
A Om 7 Om
1Br = Bl <Y HT%_E Lt H > (S.131)
m=1 m m
and
&l o MG o
>, — 2 16m = $mllze + Y |7 - 3=
m=1 m m=1 Am m
M
loml |y 5
+ ) o Nom = Smll - (S.132)
m=1 """
By the triangle inequality and Lemma S10, we have that for large enough n
M N M ~
Z ‘7 Z |0m* O Z 6m — oml|Am — A +Z o[ Am — A
m=1 m m=1 |)\m‘)\m m=1 ’)\mp\m

= 7'M||CA' —Cllp2 + O(Cfl)ﬁf + O(cp)Tmr  as.

= 7u)|C = C|lp2 + O(P)r)?  as.,
1/2 1—p 1/2_0(1) p 1/2

where the second equality is due to ¢, 7y = chM Cn cnTyy > and

M‘A
m=1

2 ¢m||L2+Z'“m'||¢m Sl

< O(c) + O(eh)|C = Cll2myf” + Olen)ons
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With (S.131), (S.132) and the fact that vy; = O(cﬁ_l) as n — oo, which was shown in the proof of

Lemma S10, we arrive at

A A Om,
83— Bllz2 < Olenons + O + 70— Clla + ]| 32 T
m>M+1 7"

L2
and the result in (S.129) follows from Lemma S9. Finally, recalling that B = fT B M(t)gzgk (t)dt and
Br = [+ B(t)pr(t)dt, we have

= Aul = | | 1aas (0600 = B0

<8 = Bllz2 6k — dkllzz + 18ar = Bllr2 + 181 L2l dx — a2

= Op(rn + an + by) = Op(ry),

where the second equality is due to the fact that ||y — ¢l 2 < O(ay, + by) a.s., which follows from

the proof of Lemma S10. This shows the second result in (S.130). ]

~1/3

We remark that in the sparse case when choosing the optimal bandwidth =< n , then the rate

(k)™ + 1)+ q,),

is faster than c, vy and thus the rate r,, is equivalent to o, defined as in Theorem 4. Recall that P; g
corresponds to the true predictive distribution 7; x| X;, T}, or equivalently N (5o —i—,@;T(éK, F{(Ei KBK)s
while P,k 4N (Bo + ﬁ%éz K, ﬁ%ﬁ)m,@ k) corresponds to an intermediate target, replacing pop-
ulation quantities by their estimated counterparts but keeping the true intercept and slope coeffi-
cients 5y and Bg. Also 75,-;( corresponds to the estimated predictive distribution, i.e. ﬁzK 4
N(ﬁo + B}Qém, B%ﬁ)lelK) Finally, recall that F;x(t), FZK(t) and F}x are the distribution func-

tions associated with P; k., 751 K and 75@ K, respectively. We require the following auxiliary lemma.

Lemma S12. Under the conditions of Theorem 4, it holds that
IZik — Bixllr = O(Ny'* (an + b2)),

a.s. as n — oQ.
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of Lemma S12. Note that

Sik — ik = (Ax — Ag) + A @137 1@ A — Ax®L S 1@ Ak
= (AK — AK) =+ (AK‘i);TK — AKQ?K)EZ_IQA)ZKAK

+ AP (27 @ik Ak — B @i Ak). (S.133)
Denoting by C; := (ﬁ)i_lef}iKAK — Ei_ltﬁiKAK), we have

Ci= (3" =5 ) (®ikAx — ®ixAx) + 3, (Bix Ak — BigAx) + (B — ;) ®ixAx,
(S.134)

where
S A — ®ixAx = (Pix — ®ig)(Ax — Ag) +Pix (Ax — Ag) + (8,5 — B;x)Ax. (S.135)

Note that || ®;5c — ®;x||r < vVNoK maxi<p<r||or — dklloo = O(VNo(an + by)) as. asn — oo,
which follows similarly as in Proposition 1 in Dai et al. (2018) by employing Theorem 5.1 and 5.2
in Zhang and Wang (2016). Next, using perturbation results (Bosq, 2000), Theorem 5.2 in Zhang
and Wang (2016) and the Cauchy Schwarz inequality, it follows that |5\k — X < I — f]\oo =
O(an + by) as. asn — oo. Thus |[Ax — Ag|r < VK maxicp<i|| M — Melloo = O(an + by,)
a.s. as n — oco. Furthermore, from the proof of Theorem 2 in Dai ez al. (2018) we have Hﬁ;l —
2 op2 = O(No(an + by)) as. which implies |21 — 7 p < VNo||Z7 — B lop2 =

O(Ng’/2(an—|—bn)) a.s. asn — oo. Thus, from (S.134) and (S.135), || Z; ! ||op2 < 02 and |®ix||F <

NoK max;<k< i ||¢k || oo it follows that H(i)z‘KAK_q)iKAKHF = O(v/No(an+by)) and ||Ci||Fp =

O(Ng(ayn + by)) as. as n — oo. Next, from (S.133) and using that

[(Ax®L — Ak ®L)E ' @ik Akllr = |(Ak®l — Ax®L) (Ci+ 27 '@ Ak) || r

= O(No(an + b)) + O(N*(an + by)?) as.,  (S.136)

as n — oo, we obtain ||X;x — ix||lr = O(Ng/z(an + b,)) a.s. as n — oo, which shows the

result. OJ
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of Theorem 6. Note that

K
€5 — €l = > (i =1 (X — ) — &)

k=1
K K

S Z( *Tz* 1( 2 + Z *TW* * *) . 52)2
k=1 k=1
K

P @)
k=1

Similar to the proof of Theorem 2, we have

where T*(m) = max;—1,..m* Tj. This implies

K
E (Z(¢;TW*<Y* - ) - s;;)?) — O(m™)

k=1
Also
K
<Z W* * ) :O(m*_l),
k=1
and
E ((ef = H(X* — p))?) = O(m*1)
Therefore

B (|1€x - €kl3) = Om™™). (8.137)

Recall that Py LY (Bo + ﬂ%é}(, B}F(Z’;(ﬂ k). By construction of the 2-Wasserstein distance,

W3 (P, A50+,@§5;<) = (Bk (& — €x))° + B =k Bk
< 1B 31€5 — €5ll5 + 1B 131 llop.2

_ Op(m*fl),
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where the last equality is due to (S.137) and using that ||E%]|lop2 = Op(m*~'), which follows

analogously as in the proof of Theorem 2. This shows the first result. Next,

W3 (P, Aso+pLe;) = BEEiBrk + (Bo+ BLExk — Bo — BLEx)
S 1B l3IZ% — icllop + 11Bx 31 = llop.2 + (Bo — 5o)?
+ 1Bk 31€5 — €113 + 1Bk — BrI311€k 15

= Op (m*(an + bn)? + m* + a,, + by, +1757) (S.138)

where the last equality is due to Theorem 1, Theorem S7, the fact that ||£5 |2 = Op(1), || X5 [lop,2 =

O,(m*~1), and using Lemma S11 with 4 = /3, The second result follows. O

of Theorem 4. Recall that for a normal random variable Z; ~ N(x1,3) and t € (0,1) it holds

that Q1(t) = k2q(t) + k1, where Q1(-) and ¢(-) are the quantile functions corresponding to Z;

N

and a standard normal random variate, respectively. Note that since |Amin(2ix) — Amin(Zix)| <

, = op(1), where the op,(1) term is uniform in ¢ (see the proof of Lemma S12), and
0p7

Amin (i) > Ko a.s., we have

HiK — 2K

P <H21K — YK

< Fio/2> =P (Fio — Him - 3K
op,2

> Féo/2)

op,2

IN

P (Amin(EiK) - HEZK - XK

> H0/2>

op,2

<P (/\min(ﬁiK) > 50/2> )

which implies Apin(2ix) > ko/2 with probability tending to 1. For the remainder of the proof
we work on this event. From the closed form expression for the 2-Wasserstein distance between

one-dimensional distributions with finite second moments,
- 1 . R - 2
WP Pa) = [ (10K i) = (B Zarci) V21a(t) + B e — €x))
1
= (BEB )" — Bk ZBr) P [ )+ (B o — &0)°

1
L 2(BE Sk Bi)? — (BE Sk Bic) ) BE (€ — Eixc) /0 a(t)dt

< (BE(Zik — Bik)Bk)?
N BEEikBr

1
/O ¢ (t)dt + (B (€ix — &ix))?, (S.139)
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that fol q(t)dt = E(Z) =0, where Z ~ N (0, 1), and
using the inequality (v/z — /y)? < (z —y)?/y which is valid for any scalars z > 0 and y > 0. Since

@2 (t)dt = E(Z%) < oo, it then suffices to control the terms 8% (2ix — Zix) Bk and (8% (€ix —
fiK))2. From the proof of Lemma S12, we have HZiK — 2ZKHF = O(ap + by) as. as n — oo,
where the O(ay, + by,) term is uniform over ¢, and similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2 in
Dai et al. (2018) show that |£;, — Eix| = O(an +b,) | X — pill2 = O(an +b,)O0p(1) = Op(an +by),
B =1 K. Thus, (B (€ — &c))? < 18k13 € — Eicll3 = Op((an + bn)?) and properties
of the operator norm show that |ﬂ£(ﬁ]m —¥ix)Bk| < ||,8KH§ Hﬁlm — EiKHF = O(ay + by) ass.

as n — oo. This along with (S.139) leads to

Wa(Pir, Pix) = Op(an + by). (S.140)

Similar arguments show that

(BESikBr — BESikBr)?

1
WE(Pixc, Pirc) < /0 Pt + (B — Br) Euxc + o — o),

BLESk B
(S.141)
and
1BE2ikBr — BEZikBr|
= |(Br — Br) ik Br + BEZik (Br — Br))
. 21 . .
< H@K—,@KH ik — ZiK + H@K—,@KH HziK_EiKH 1Bk |l
2 op,2 2 op,2
. 2 .
+ |18 = B | IZisclop + | Brc = Bic]|, 1Bixcll ez 1851l
P 2
— Oy(an), (S.142)

where the first inequality follows from properties of the operator norm and the last equality is due to

Lemma S11 along with the fact that =< n~!/3 implies that the rate 7, [ (n—lh + h?) 12 an} is faster

than ¢, vy,

Sk — EZKHF = O(ap + by) a.s. as n — oo and that ||2iK”op,2 is uniformly bounded

~

in 7 in the sparse case. Since | Amin(Xix) — Amin(Zix)| < Hﬁlm — EIKH ) we have
op,

BEZikBr > BB Amin(Zik)

> BE B Amin(Bix) — HEZK - Xk

Op72)1{)‘min(2iK)Z |Zik—Zik ||0p72}'
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Thus, using that Hﬁl,K - YK

, = op(1), where the op,(1) term is uniform in 4, Amin (2ix) > Ko
Op?

a.s., and writing

po =P

1 2 N
~ S and )\min(EiK) Z Iio/2 s
BESikBr ~ BB Amin(Tik)

it follows that

po > PlBEBKAmin(Tix) < 28 Br Amin(Zir) and Amin (Zix) > ro/2]

> P[BEBK M min(Zix) < 28%Br Amin(Bix) — Hflm - Yk

A

) and Amin (Zix) > Ko/2]
op,2

and )\min(EiK) > R0/2]

> Plko/2 > HEzK - YK
op,2

Z 1-— P|:H21K — EZ‘KHOpz > H0/21| — Pp\min(ﬁ)iK) < K0/2].

This implies py — 1 as n — oo and hence the event (B35 3k Br) ™" < 2(B%Br Amin(Zir)) "

with Anin(2ix) > Ko/2 occurs with probability tending to 1. It then suffices to work on this event

in what follows. Combining with (S.141), (S.142), and

Bk — Br) €ix + Bo — Bol < HBK - ,BKH2 (‘ ik — ézKH2 + ‘ &KHQ + 160 — Bol
= Op(an)a
which follows from Lemma S11 and the facts that 89—y = Y,—E(Y) = Op(n_l/z)’ €ir — éiKHQ -
Op(an + by) and ’ éKH2 = Op(1) hold uniformly in 4, then leads to
Wa(Pik, Pixc) = Oplan). (S.143)

The result in (12) then follows from (S.140) and (S.143).
Next, denote by ¢ and ¢ the density and cdf of a standard normal random variable, and define the
quantities @i, = Bo + BLEix, Gin = (BLZikBr)V?, ui = o + BLéix, 0i = (BLZikBr)"/?

and Am(t) = (t — ul)/az — (t — ’l]m)/&m, t € R. Then

= U — Uip t—uy
sup|Fik (t) — Fyi (t)| = sup ‘45 ( - Y > —@ ( UAU ) | = suﬂ}g ‘90(55)Ain(t) ) (S.144)
te

teR teR Oin i

where the second equality follows by a Taylor expansion and ¢4 is between (¢ — Uy, ) /54, and (¢ —

,ul)/m Deﬁning Tin (t) = (t_ﬂin)/&ina T (t) = (t—ui)/ai and setting I, = [min{ui, am}, max{ui, am}],

|o(es) Ain(t)] < 0(0)|Ain(t) | Lirer,, y + o(min|rin (B)], [ri(0)[ 1) Ain () Lpere, )

< @(0)|Ain (1) Lgzer,,y + [(rin(t) + o (ri())]] Ain(t))- (S.145)
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Since @in — ui = Op(an + bn), |Gin — 0i| < |67, — 0F]/oi = Oplan + by), ‘&i—nl - Uz'_l| <

|Gin — il /(Finoi) < |Gin — Ui|\/§(ﬁ¥;ﬁ1{)\min(§]m))_l/20;1 and \pin(2ix) > Ko a.s., it follows

that

Qi ()] = |(t — wi) /o3 — (t — Tin)/Fin]

1, . 1 1 - 1 1
< itan — ] + 1t =] | = = |+ [ — i) | = — —
gj in i in g
= Op(an + by) + Op(an + by) |t — u4l, (S.146)
where both O (ay, + by,) terms are uniform in ¢. This implies
sup | Ain (t)| Literny < Op(an + bp) + Op(an + by)|tiin — ui| = Op(an + by). (S.147)

teR
Since ||X;k||,,, is uniformly bounded above in the sparse case, it is easy to show that ¢(r;(¢))[t—u;| <

O(1), where the O(1) term is uniform in both ¢ and . This combined with (S.146) leads to

Sup (1 ()| Ain(t)] = Oplan + by). (S.148)
(S

Next, from (S.146) we have

sup @(7in(4))[Ain ()] < Op(an +bp) + Op(an + bn) sup o(rin ()|t — uil,
teR teR

and the result then follows from (S.144), (S.145), (S.147) and (S.148) if we can show that (7, (t))|t—

u;| = Op(1) uniformly in ¢. It is easy to see that
P(rin(®)|t — us| < @(rin(t1)) (] — i) Lgzu,y + 0(rin(t2)) (wi — 15)L<u,y

< @(rin(t7)) (01 — wi) + @ (rin(t3)) (ui — t3)

< (0)(t1 — 13),

where 1 = (ui + Gin + \/ (ui — Gin)? +462,)/2 and t5 = (us + Gin — \/ (w3 — Gin)? + 46%,) /2.

Since &y, is uniformly upper bounded in the sparse setting and @;, — u; = O,(ay + by,), we obtain

sup @ (rin ()|t — il < @(0)y/ (i — iin)? + 452, = Op(1).
teR

Therefore

sup| Fic (t) — Fir (t)| = Oplan + by), (S.149)
teR
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50 that it then remains to control the term sup,cg| Fif (t) — Fix (t)|. For this purpose, define auxiliary
quantities @y, = Bo + BEEik, 6im = (BL ik Brc )2 and Ay (t) = (t — @in) /Gin — (t — Tin) /Fin»
t € R. From Lemma S11 it follows that @i, — @in = Bo — Bo + (BK — BK)T(éiK —&ix)+ (BK —
Br) ik = Opan), |Gin — Gin| < 62, — 72,|/Gin = Op(a), which is due to (S.142) and since
52.;1 < ﬂ(,@%ﬁK)\min(EiK))_l/Q. Also, from (S.142) and using Apin(X;x) > ko a.s. we have
|Gin—Gin| < |62,—62|/6im < |62,—62,1V2(BE Bk Amin(Zik)) ~V/? = 0,(1) and then |6, — 0| <
|Gin — Gin| + |Gin — 05| = 0p(1). This along with the fact that 6,4, > 1Bk |2r0/2 = ||Bxk]|2r0/4
holds with probability tending to 1 implies c}i;ll < 20, ! with probability tending to 1 as n — .
Combining this with Apin(2;x) > Ko a.s. then leads to

1 1

= Op(Oén),

N ~

Oin Oin

where the bound is uniform in ¢, and similarly as in (S.146) we obtain

N N 1 1 . N 1 1 . - 1
‘Am(t” < ‘t_uin‘ ~ T = +’uin_uin| = —|—|um—um\~—
in Oin in Oin in
< Op(an) + Oplan) [t — tin|- (S.150)

Next
(rin(t))[t — in

. ) 12
< p(1)\/BEZikBr < ¢(1)(B%BK)"? (HEiK - Ez‘KHOp2 + HEiKHop,z)
:Op(l)a

where the O, (1) term is uniform in both ¢ and 7. This combined with (S.150) shows that

sup @(rin(t))|Ain(t)| = Op(an). (S.151)
teR

Setting 7, (t) = (t — i) /Fin, similar arguments as before lead to

Sup @ (Fin (1))t — itsn] < @(0)y/ (iin — 11n)? + 462, = Oy (1),

teR
where the last equality is due to |G, — Umn| = Op(ay,) and 62 < ,BlT(ﬁK< HEZK — XK ) +
0p7
1D i¢llop.o ) = 0,(1). With (S.150) this implies
sup @ (Fin (1)) | Ain ()| = Op(arn). (S.152)

teR
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Setting j— [min{d;y, , Wip }, max{ U, Ui, }|, then similar arguments as the ones outlined in (S.144)

and (S.145) shows that

sup|Firc (1) = Firc ()] < 0(0)| Ain(0) [Lse,y + [o(Fin(®) + 0 (rin@ON|Ain(0)]. (S:153)

This together with sup,cg ‘Ain(t)‘l{tef,-"} < Oplan) + Oplan)|iin — Gin| = Op(ay,), where the
latter follows from (S.150), as well as (S.151) and (S.152) then leads to

sup|Fix (t) — Fir (t)] = Op(an). (S.154)
teR

The result in (13) then follows from (S.149), (S.154) and the triangle inequality.

For the next result in (14), similarly as before we first start by showing that || f;x — fix || [2(R) =

Op(an + by), where ﬁ(t) = F/(t) = o((t — Uin)/Gin)/Fin. Since fi(t) = F/(t) = o((t —

’U,Z‘)/Ui)/di, we have

‘L T Uin\ 1 -y ‘ 1 T Uin\ (U ‘
Gin” \ Gin 5"\ o L2®) " Ginll” 5m "\, L2(R)
1 — Uq
— - — S.155
Sl e | PRy
. —uy _ 1/2 ~—1 -1y _ .
Thus, since ||¢ ( p )HLz(R) =0(0;,"") and |6, — o, | = Op(a, + b,), we obtain
! M ‘ = O, (an + bn). (S.156)
an .
Oin oj L2(R)

Next, using the relation ¢’(t) = —tp(t) and a Taylor expansion, it follows that

o (52) - ( 7 e

where ¢; is between r;,(t) and r;(t). Hence, from (S.155) and (S.156) it suffices to show that

- / (¢ (e0)) 222, (t)dt = / £20%(2) A2, (),
R R

)
Jz e70%(e1) A2 (t)dt = Op((an+bn)?). Indeed, from the fact that |e¢| < |1 (¢ MA-|ri ()], supsey,, |7in(t)| =
)

Op(an + bn), suDger,, [1i(t)] = Op(an + bn) and @(en) Lpsere y < 9(rin(®)) + 9(ri(£)), we have
/ €202 (e AZ, (1)
R

— / 22 () At + [ 2P (e) A2 (H)dh
Izn

< Op((an +bn)°) + /R[so(ﬂn(t)) +@(ri( ) (rin(t) + 14(t))? AL, (£)dt, (S.157)
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where the first inequality follows from (S.147) and the relation |7, (¢)||7:(¢)|1irere } = rin()ri(t)1gere 3

Next, using that [, ¢*(s)|s|Pds < oo, p € N, we obtain the following facts:

[ P 0AL @ < o2 0y((0n+ b))
[ P OA% O < 070y (an + b))

(/ (rin (0)rin (Ori(D AL ()| < 0790, (0 + b))

| [ PO @n 0% 0] < (BBichmin(Eix)) 0y (an + 1),
/R (i) (AL ()t < (BEBKMmin(Six)) " Op((an +b0)?),
/ P ()2 A2, (Ot < (BEBrcAmin(Sirc)) 2Op((an + b)),

’/ (rin (£))@(ri (8) )74 (£)rin (£) AZ, (¢ )dt‘ < 0730, ((an + bn)?).

These facts along with (S.157) imply [; e7¢?(e) A2, (t)dt < Op((an + bn)?) + Op((an + by)?) =

Oyp((an + b,)?) and
Op(an + by).

Similar arguments imply || fix — fix|| r2(r) = Op(ay,) and the result in (14).

fix — fzK’

12®)

Finally, from condition (C1) we have Apyin (X;x) > Ko and also 01-2 = (ﬂ};EiK,@K) > B%BK)\min(ZiK) >
B%ﬁ[{lﬁ?o a.s., which implies ai_l = O(1) and A\pin (Zix) ™t = O(1) a.s., where the O(1) terms are
uniform in ¢. Since HziK — EZKHF = O(an + by) a.s. as n — oo, where the O(a,, + b,) term is

uniform over 7, and ‘

ézK — éiK H2 = Op(ay + by,), where the Op(ay, + by,) term is also uniform over
1, it can be easily checked from the previous arguments that the rates of convergence in (12), (13) and

(14) are uniform in 3. ]
The following auxiliary lemmas will be used in the proof of Theorem 5.

Lemma S13. Suppose that (54), (B1)-(B4), (Al)—(A8) in the Appendix hold and consider a sparse

design with n; < Ny < oo, setting a,, = an1 and b, = by1. Then

n
n~' ik — fi)eiy = Oplan),
i=1
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where Nk = BO + B[T(éﬂ{, and (BO, B%)T are the estimates in the functional linear model as in

Theorem 4.

of Lemma S13. By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality

n n 1/2 n 1/2
Y (e = )| < ( > Gk mmz) ( Ze?y> BNERES
=t =1 i=1
_ 1/2 3 A R X )
where (n~' Y1 €%) 2 _ 0,(1), whence |fix — fix| < |Bo — Bol + 1Bk — B ll2ll€ixcll2 +
18k |2l|€ix — &ixc||2, and then
(i — Nir)% < (Bo — Bo)? + 1Bk — B I21€ix |12 + 118k |3 |1€ix — Eixc||3
+ 2|60 — BolllBx — Bxl2l|€ixcll2 + 2160 — Boll|Br |l2l|€irc — €ixc |2
+ 218k — B lallEirc 21 Bzl €irc — ez

From Lemma S11 we have |8y — fo| = Op(n~"/?) and ||Bx — Bik|l2 = Op(an), which combined

with Lemma S5 and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality leads to

n Y (i — hik)? = Opl(an)?). (S.159)
i=1
The result then follows from (S.158) and (S.159). ]

Lemma S14. Under the conditions of Theorem 5, it holds that

n! Z(mK —iig)? — BLE(Z1k)BK = Op(n_l/Q)_
i=1

of Lemma S14. Since &;x — éiK|Ti ~ N (0, ¥,k), by conditioning on T},
SN2 T g 2 T
E(nik — k)" =E (E{ (ﬁK(EiK - £iK)> ‘Tz]) = Bk E(Z1x)Bk,
where the last equality is due to the fact that n; = myg implies that 3;x are a sequence of i.i.d.
random positive definite matrices. Similarly, since n;x — ;x| T; ~ N(O, ,BIYQEiK,@K) we have
E((T/zK — ﬁZK)4‘TZ) = 3(,3%211{5}()2 and thus
Var((nix — 7ix)?) = E(Var((nix — i )?|Ts)) + Var(Bf Zik Bk)
= 2E((BkZikBk)?) + Var(BL Zik Bk)

= O(1),
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where the O(1) term is uniform in ¢ since ||3;x ||op is uniformly bounded in the sparse case. Since

the n;x — M;x are independent, the result then follows from the Central Limit Theorem. O]

Lemma S15. Under the assumptions of Theorem 5, it holds that

Mo
Z%—O 25
j=1 ] 7j=1

as n — oQ.

of Lemma S15. Since \; — 0 as j — oo, there exists J* > 1 such that \; > 1 for j < J* and

Aj < 1 whenever j > J*. Note that

LS N1 ¢ 1) 1
:ZA52+Z(AJ'_AJ.>52+.Z <)‘j_)\>52, (S.160)

whence it suffices to show that the third term in (S.160) diverges to —oc as n — oo. For this,
M M M

M 1\ 1 _ 1 1 1
Z )‘j_)\ 52§>‘* Z )\52_ Z )\52: Z 52 ()‘J*—H )
j=J+1 =J*+1 7777 j=Js417777  j=Jr417777
The result follows from the fact that )\g*ﬂ 1 < 0 and since ZA{I Ay 1/25 ' 5 coasn — oo
implies Zj]\iJ*H )\;15;2 — 00 as m — 0. O

of Theorem 5. Recall that n;i := By + ,8};&- k 1s the K -truncated linear predictor for the ith subject
and 7 = Bo + ,BIT(él K its best prediction. Also, recall that P;x corresponds to the predictive
distribution of 7;x given X; and T;, and 75Z K 1s the corresponding estimate. Writing Y; = 5y +
51T(£iK + ZszH Br&ir + €iv = nix + Rix + €y, where R = ZszH Br&;k, the estimated

Wasserstein discrepancy is given by Dy = n™! S Wi (0, Pik ), where

nt Z W%(Ayl,ﬁm)

i—1
n n
Z — i) +n 1> BEBikBr
i=1 i=1
n n n n
Z (mirc = Thirc)? Z ey +nt Z R +2n7" Z(mK — Mk )€y
= i=1 i=1 i=1
n n
2n~! Z(nm — i) Rix + 207> Rigeiy +n 1Y Bic ik Br- (S.161)
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Since n; = my < Ny, by the central limit theorem,

ntY (i — i) Rix = —BRE | Ak®{xST" D ok(T)MBE | + Op(n™'7?),
i1 k> K1

and

nIY R = Y B+ Op(nTR). (S.162)
i=1 E>K+1

Combining this with n= 2 Y"1 (lix — Mix)*> = Op(a?), as shown in the proof of Lemma S13,

n n n
n ' ik — i) Ri =17 ik — i) Rire + 0" Y (i — hirc) Rixc
i=1 i=1 i=1

= —BRE [ Ak®T=7" D d(T)MBr | + Oplan).  (S.163)
k>K+1

Next

n n n

nUY ik — iik)ey =n"t Y (i — fig)ey 07ty (i — fik) ey
i=1 i=1 i=1

= Op(n™12) + Oy(an) = Oplan), (S.164)

where the last equality follows from Lemma S13 and since n ™1 Y7 | (nix — flix ey = Op(n_l/ 2,

which is due to the Central Limit Theorem. Similarly, from Lemma S14 we have

n

' ik — i) = BRE(Z1k)Bx + Op(n™'/?), (S.165)
=1

and

n n n
Y ik = 0ik)? =0Tt ik —ik)? =07t (i — ik )?
=1

i=1 =1

+ 207> ik — i) (Tixe — ik = Oplam), (S.166)
=1

where the last equality follows from the fact that n =2 >°" | (7ix — ik )? = Op(a2), (S.165) and the

Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. Combining (S.165) and (S.166) leads to

n! Z(nm — i) = BEE(Z1k)Br + Op(an). (S.167)
=1
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Next, note that

1BE 3k Br — BEZikBr|
= |BL(Zix — Zik)Br + Bx — Br) " ZixBr + BE ik (Bx — Br)|

< 1BxIBIZix — Zixllop2 + 1Bk — B |2l Zik lop2 (1B |2 + 1B ||2)-

From the proof of Theorem 4, we have HEZ-K — EZKHF = O(ap + by) a.s. as n — oo, where the
O(ay, + by,) term is uniform in i. Since || X;x || = O(1) uniformly over i,

0 BE S - BESikBi)| < 0SB S - B Sk Bic|

=1 =1

< 1Bk — Brll2(1Bx |12 + 18K [|2) " ZHEzKIIF

n
+1Brl3n! ZHEM - 3ik|lr
i=1

<18k — Brll2(18x |12 + [1Bxll2)0(1)

+ H,@KH%O(an +b,) as.,

as n — oco. From Lemma S11, we have ||Bx — Bx |2 = Op(an), which combined with || B ||a <
1B — B2 + 18K ll2 = Op(1) leads to
n . N n
n 'Y BEZikBr —n' Y BB = Oplan).
i=1 i=1
This along with an application of the Central Limit Theorem shows that
n A~ A
n ' BEZikBr = BLE(S1k)Bk + Oplan). (S.168)
i=1
Finally, it is easy to show that n™' 37" | Rixeiy = Op(n~/?)andn™' 321 | €, = 03 +0,(n"1/?),
applying the CLT. Combining with (S.162), (S.163), (S.164), (S.167), and (S.168),
Dnk = 2BKE(Z1x)Bk + 05+ > Bide —28KE | Ax®(e37! > k(T B
k>K+1 k>K4+1

+ Op(an)a
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implying the first result in (15). Similar arguments show that the Wasserstein distance using true

population quantities D, i is such that

n n n
Dy =n" Z Wi (Ay,, Pig) =n"" Z(YQ — i) +n! Zﬂ%EiK,@K

i=1 i=1 =1

= Dg + O,(n~Y?),
where

Dk = 2B E(S1k)Bk + 0% + Y Bidk
k>

—28KE [ Ax®T3T! Y or(T)MBe
E>K+1

Next, since Y = py + [ B(t)U(t) + ey, where py = E(Y) and U(t) = X (t) — u(t), we have
E(Y?) = p} + o} + E((B,U)3.), where (-,-)7 is the L*(T) inner product. From (S4) it follows
that E((8,U)%,) = P BJQ-)\j as the FPCs are independent in the Gaussian case. Then

n o0
nIY (Y= Yo)? = Var(Y) + Op(n %) =0 + Y N8B} + Op(n1?), (S.169)
i=1 j=1

Also, |3;] < |18l 2 and |B;| < ||| 2. With perturbation results as used in the proof of Lemma

S10 this leads to
M
m=1

M M M
<Y P = A8 = Bl + D 1A = AmlBa + D AmlB — B2l
m=1

m=1 m=1

M M
<|IZ = Ellop(IBallz2 + 1B8ll22) D 1Bm = Bl + IZ = Ellop Y Bra
m=1

m=1

M
+ (I1Burllz2 +1181122) D Al Bin = Bial- (S.170)

m=1

78



Next, from the proof of Lemma S11 and since Z;’il Aj < oo, we have
M
Z Am’ﬁm - Bm’
m=1

A~ M A P M
< 11Bar — Bllzz S Mnlldm — dumllzz + 1Bar — Bl 2 (Z Am>

m=1

M ~
+ Hﬁ”L2 Z )‘m||¢m - §b7n||L2

m=1
00 R ) A M A
> | 1Bar = Bllzz +2V2IE — Ellop (I1Bas = Bllzz + 118112 (Z (;”) as.
j=1 m=1 "
< Op(an) + 0p(1)O(cl) = Op(ay,), (S.171)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma S15 and Lemma S11. Similarly

M A~
> 1B = Bl
m=1
. . Mo .
< 2V3|E ~ Zllp (18as = Blz2 + 118112 (Z 5) + 3w = Bl as.
m=1 "

< 0(en)0(e ™) (1B = Bllzz + 18152 ) + 1w — 822005 as.

< Op(ch) + Op(eh an), (S.172)

where the second and third inequalities follow from Lemma S11 and using that Zn]\f Lot = o™,

which was shown in the proof of Lemma S10, along with the fact that M = O(cﬁ_ ), which is due to

the condition Z = O(cﬁ_l) and 0 < 6, < Ay < A1. Combining (S.170), (S.171) and

m=1 \/mdm
(S.172) leads to

M M
|32 =3 | =0
m=1 m=1
This implies
M 00
DIRTEES SV ELATED o
m=1 m=1 m>M-+1
and the result in (16) follows from (S.169). [
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S.3 Additional Results for Section 4

Consider the Brownian motion as an example of a Gaussian process for which \,,, = 4/(72(2m—1)?)
and ¢, (t) = /2sin((2m — 1)7t/2) (Hsing and Eubank, 2015). Adopting the optimal bandwidth

choices as discussed in Section 4 leads to ¢, < (log(n)/n)/3.

Lemma S16. Let p € (1/3,1). For the Brownian motion, if M = M (n) satisfies

M(n) = <logn(”)>(p_l)/l5, (S.173)

then condition (B3) holds and
= (10%” >(p v (S.174)
v = <1°grf )> e (S.175)

Moreover; if 02, < Cm~®% for some constant C > 0 and § > 0, then (B2) is satisfied, © y; =
O (M —(1+4/ 2)) and the rate o, in Theorem 4 satisfies the following conditions: If p < (5 +
8)/(15 + 6), then o, = O((log(n)/n)3=3)/30) while if p > (5 + §)/(15 + &) it holds that
an = O((log(n)/n)1=PA+3/2/15) " The optimal rate is achieved when p = (5 + 6)/(15 + 0)
and leads to ay,, = O((log(n)/n)?), where g = ((2+6)/(15+4))/3.

of Lemma S16. Forany m > 1

32 m
2 (2m —1)2(2m + 1)%’

Am — >\m+1 =

which is decreasing as 1 < m — oo and thus the eigengaps are given by

Gy = 22 m >1
= — m .
w2 (2m - 1)2(2m 4 1)2’ -

Since the harmonic sum H (M) = Z%zl 1/m satisfies H(M) < 1+log(M)and M = M(n) — oo

as n — oo, we obtain

Moo ™ ok (2m — 1)3(2m + 1)2 ;
Z = — = M(n)°.
m=1 Amdm 64 m=1 m
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If M = M(n) satisfies (S.173), then S-M_ A, 1/25-1 < 57! and thus condition (B3) is satisfied.

Next, simple calculations show that

and

M ™ M m — 2 m 2
=3 g =5y 3 Cr

The results in (S.174) and (S.175) then follow. If Ufn < Cm~ 849 for some C,6 > 0, then
S 02, /A2, < O(1) 32 m~UF9) < oo and condition (B2) is satisfied. Next, from the or-

m=1"m

thonormality of the ¢,,

Om _
< ¥ |/\ |§0(1) S @)

m>M+1 m>M+1 =™ m>M+1

< 0(1) / s~(2+0/2) g
M

1

which implies ©; = (log(n)/n)1=P)(1+3/2)/15 - Also note that ¢ vy < (log(n)/n)1T4)/15 and

hril? = (log(n)/n)(137=3)/30_ This implies
an = ooy + Tl + Oy < O((log(n) /n) 130330t (log(n) /n)1-P)1+/2)/15)

Thus, if p < (5+6)/(15+96), then a,, = O((log(n)/n)13°=3)/30)_ Similarly, if p > (5+0)/(15+0),
then a,, = O((log(n)/n)1=P1+3/2)/15) The optimal rate is achieved when p = (54-6)/(1546) €
(1/3,1) and leads to o,, = O((log(n)/n)?), where g = ((2+8)/(15 4 4))/3. O
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