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Abstract

Functional linear and single-index models are core regression methods in functional data
analysis and are widely used for performing regression in a wide range of applications when
the covariates are random functions coupled with scalar responses. In the existing literature,
however, the construction of associated estimators and the study of their theoretical properties
is invariably carried out on a case-by-case basis for specific models under consideration. In
this work, assuming the predictors are Gaussian processes, we provide a unified methodological
and theoretical framework for estimating the index in functional linear, and its direction in
single-index models. In the latter case, the proposed approach does not require the specification
of the link function. In terms of methodology, we show that the reproducing kernel Hilbert
space (RKHS) based functional linear least-squares estimator, when viewed through the lens
of an infinite-dimensional Gaussian Stein’s identity, also provides an estimator of the index of
the single-index model. Theoretically, we characterize the convergence rates of the proposed
estimators for both linear and single-index models. Our analysis has several key advantages:
(i) it does not require restrictive commutativity assumptions for the covariance operator of
the random covariates and the integral operator associated with the reproducing kernel; and
(ii) the true index parameter can lie outside of the chosen RKHS, thereby allowing for index
misspecification as well as for quantifying the degree of such index misspecification. Several
existing results emerge as special cases of our analysis.

1 Introduction

Functional regression with observed random functions as predictors coupled with scalar responses is
one of the core tools of functional data analysis (?77). The classical model of functional regression
is the functional linear model, which emerges for example, when one assumes a joint Gaussian
distribution between the predictor process X (t) and response Y € R and is given by

Y:/SX(t)B*(t) dt + e = (X, %) 1a(s) + €1 (1.1)

where € is an exogenous additive noise such that E[e|X] = 0, E[¢?] = o2. In the following, we set
S =10,1]. A semi-parametric extension of the above model is the functional single-index model,

Y=g (/SX(t)ﬁ*(t) dt> +e=g ((X, B*>L2(S)) + ¢, (1.2)



for some function g : R — R. Following standard terminology, the functional parameter g* is
referred to as the index parameter, and the function g as the link function. Note that when g is
the identity function, the single-index model in (??) becomes the functional linear model.

Given n observations {(Xj,Y;)}1<i<n that are independent and identically distributed copies
of (X,Y), a fundamental problem is to estimate the index parameter f* in (??). It is worth
emphasizing here that for the case of single-index models, an efficient estimator for 8* is crucial
for subsequently obtaining an estimate of the link function g; see, for example, ?. Hence, our focus
is on constructing an estimator of 8* that does not require information about the link function.
To do so, the interaction between the allowed class of link functions and the distribution of the
covariate X becomes crucial, as is also the case in the finite-dimensional case (7). Indeed this has
been well-explored in the case of multivariate single-index models (i.e., when X € R9). As will be
seen below, this is true in the functional setting as well.

In this work, under a Gaussian process assumption on the covariate X, we provide a unified
reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) based framework for estimating the index in functional
linear, the direction of the index in the single-index models, for a class of unknown link functions.
Specifically, we illustrate that the standard functional linear least-squares estimator also provides
an efficient estimator of the index parameter in the single-index model under the Gaussian process
assumption. While it might come across as a rather surprising observation at first, it has an
elementary justification when the functional linear least-squares estimator is viewed through the
lens of infinite-dimensional analogs of Gaussian Stein’s identity. Similar observations have been
made in the multivariate setting (see, for example, ??? and ?7), based on the finite-dimensional
Gaussian Stein’s identity. As our index parameter estimator is agnostic to the choice of the link
function, it also naturally handles misspecification with respect to the link function. Furthermore,
compared to existing theoretical results, our analysis handles the case when the true index §* is
not necessarily contained in the RKHS that is used for estimation.

1.1 Main contributions

We now elaborate more on our main contributions in this work.

Methodology: The RKHS-based functional penalized linear least-squares estimator (for a penalty

parameter \ > 0), given by
5 R 2 2
B = argmin — Y [Y; — (8, X)) + A|IB]%, (1.3)
per i

was proposed and analyzed in ? for the linear setting, where H corresponds to an RKHS with the
associated norm || - ||3; see 7, Chapter 4 for an introduction to RKHS. While the minimization
of the regularized objective in (??) is over a possibly infinite-dimensional RKHS H, using the
classical ideas of the representer theorem, it has been shown in ? that the minimizer of (??) can be
computed by solving a finite-dimensional regularized linear inverse problem. In the current work,
we illustrate that the above estimator that was designed for linear models, rather surprisingly
also serves as a good estimator for the direction of the index in functional single-index models for
various link functions g, when the random covariates X; follow a Gaussian process. This provides
a unified methodology for estimating the index parameter in functional linear and single-index
settings, without regard to the specific nature of the link function g, thereby allowing for its
misspecification.

Our proposed estimator is based on infinite-dimensional extensions of Gaussian Stein’s identity.
This goes informally as follows: For a zero-mean Gaussian random element X in a separable Hilbert



space with covariance operator C, i.e., the linear integral operator with kernel cov(X (), X (s)), and
for smooth enough real-valued functions f, it holds that

E[Xf(X)] = CE[Vf(X)], (1.4)

where V is the Fréchet derivative. Replacing f(X) in (??) by g((X, 8*)), we obtain E[X ¢g((X, 5*))] =
CE[Vg({X, p*))], with the left hand side being equivalent to E[Y X| since E[Y X| = E[X g((X, 5*))+
Xe] = E[Xg((X, *))] and the right hand side being equivalent to ¥, g-C* with the constant de-
fined as 9y - := E[¢'((X, 8*))] since CE[Vg((X, 8*))] = CE[¢'((X, 3*))3*], where ¢’ is the deriva-
tive of g. Therefore, for the single-index model, the Gaussian Stein identity reduces to

E[Y X] =0, 5-CB", (1.5)

which in turn reduces to the classical “functional normal equation” C'8* = E [V X] when the model
is linear, i.e., U453« = 1 when g is linear; see, for example, 7. This provides a justification for
using the estimator in (??) for estimating the direction of the index in the context of single-index
models, as long as ¥, g« # 0. To the best of our knowledge, applying this viewpoint and Stein’s
identity is novel, even in the face of the extensive literature on functional linear and single-index
regression models. We also emphasize that the use of Stein’s identity in this context enables
one to work only with unconditional covariance operators, which is in stark contrast with sufficient
dimensionality reduction techniques (for example, sliced inverse regression) that require conditional
covariance operators to be estimated. The constraint ¥, g« # 0 places restrictions on the class of
link functions g for which the proposed approach could be used. Examples of link functions for
which the constraint holds include logistic functions, odd-powered polynomials, and exponential
functions. However, an important function for which it does not hold is the quadratic (or even-
powered polynomials). This is due to the fact that the odd moments of Gaussians are zero.

We note that in the following developments, it is assumed throughout that the predictor process
X is a zero-mean Gaussian process that is fully observed. However, the assumption that the process
is fully observed may be too strict for some relevant applications, where the functional predictors
X, are observed not continuously but rather intermittently on a dense grid of equidistant design
points (t1,...,t,) on the domain S. Also, the measurements taken at these gridpoints may be
contaminated with i.i.d. measurement errors ¢;;, for i = 1,...,n and j = 1,...,m, i.e., one has m
(or more) measurement times ¢;; that form a dense grid on the domain of the predictor functions
X. In this situation, the data is observed as X;; = Xi(tij) +¢;; instead of complete trajectories Xj.
One can then utilize a uniform convergence result that states that when passing the data (¢;;, X;;)
through a local linear smoother that utilizes appropriate bandwidth choices, one may obtain for the
resulting curve estimates X;,: for any € > 0, sup,eg | Xi(t) — Xi(t)] = Op(m~Y3+). The bound
on the right-hand side does not depend on ¢ and can be made arbitrarily small by assuming very
dense sampling of individual trajectories and thus the error induced by the pre-smoothing step
becomes negligible if m is large enough relative to the sample size n. In order not to detract from
the main theme of this paper, we refer for further details about the necessary regularity conditions
to Corollary 2 in ?7; see also 7 and ? for earlier studies on pre-smoothing of functional data.

Theory: While the true index parameter $* could lie either inside or outside the RHKS under
consideration (characterized via interpolation spaces determined by a parameter «), the estimator
3 in (?7) always lies in the RKHS by definition. Previous works (???) relied on the assumption
that 8* € ‘H. In this work, we relax this assumption and obtain convergence rates for estimating 5*
using B by capturing the interaction between the integral operator T" associated with the RKHS and
the covariance operator C' of the Gaussian process, through the decay behavior of the eigenvalues



of the operator A := TY2CT'/2 and the alignment of its eigenfunctions to those of 7. Our
main result (Theorem ?7), stated informally below, captures the interaction between 7" and C.
Specialized versions (Theorems ??, 7?7, and ?7?) provide the rate of convergence for B for both
linear and single-index models under appropriate eigenvalue decay assumptions. For the case of a
linear model, using a variation of Theorem ?? (see Theorem ?7?), we also provide prediction error
results without assuming 8* € H in Theorem ?? and recover the results of ? in Theorem ?7?.

Main result (Infgrmal). Define B = Vg 5+ B%, where ¥4 g« is a model constant that depends on g
and *. Suppose * € Z (T*) for a € (0,1/2],

B | (a5 - (x.59)] <,

and trace(CY?) < co. Then, defining A := TY2CTY? and Ay := A+ X, up to constants, with
high probability, we have

HB — B*H < BIAS(N) + HEH% [\/Nr(z)\) T /\\/H@HHZLCG(@)

where = == TA;QT, N(X) := trace (A;lA), O = T“_%AXIAA)_\lTO‘_%, and the bias factor is given
by BIAS()) = | TY2A M TYV206% — B*||.

)

In the above result, the definition of BN* allows to treat both single-index and linear models
in a unified manner with 9,3« = 1 when the model is linear. The case a = 1/2 corresponds to
B* e Hand a < 1/2 corresponds to B* e L?(S)\H. The smoothness of the target function B* is
captured by a, i.e., larger values of a are associated with smoother values of B*, where o controls
the behavior of B1AS(A) and ©. The behavior of || — 3*|| is also controlled by the decay rate of
the eigenvalue of A, which in turn is related to the smoothness of H and that of the covariance
function of the Gaussian process. Finally, the degree of alignment between the eigenfunctions of A
and T controls the behavior of BIAS()A) and Z.

We now highlight the differences and benefits of our results compared to the directly related
works of 7, 7 and 7 that consider only the functional linear regression in the RKHS setup. All
these works consider the estimator in (?7) and predominantly provide convergence results for the
easier case of prediction error in the linear setup. While 7 consider the problem of estimation in
the linear setting, they make the restrictive assumption that the operators T" and C' commute. ?
and 7 do not make the commutativity assumption, however, they do not provide any results for
estimation. Furthermore, all these works assume the true index parameter 8* to reside inside the
RKHS under consideration. In comparison, our results provide a complete characterization of the
rates of estimation without the above assumptions, for both linear and single-index models.

1.2 Related works

The functional linear model (i.e., the case when ¢ is the identity function) was derived for the
Gaussian case by ? and in various statistical settings was considered by many authors, with early
work by ?, motivated by analyzing the relation between weather and electricity sales. Subsequent

Regarding single-index models, ? and ? studied functional versions of generalized linear models
that feature a single-index where the latter work included nonparametric estimation of the link
function. In subsequent work, ? studied estimators for general single and multiple index models



and provided consistency results, while ? developed predictive inferential results for generalized
linear models when the true index §* lies in Sobolev RKHS spaces (which is a special case of the
well-specified setting). Their approach follows that of ? and consequently suffers from similar
shortcomings as discussed above. Furthermore, the estimators in the above works depend on the
specification of the link function g. Several works, for example, 77?7 and ?, also considered
extension of sufficient dimension reduction methods to the functional data setting, however, only
consistency of the estimator is established with no deeper study of convergence rates.

Finally, in the setting of multivariate data, the use of Stein’s identity in developing estimation
methodology for single and multiple-index models has been well explored. Specifically, we refer
to 7?7?77 and ? for the case of single-index models. Similarly, we refer to 7?7 and ? for multiple-
index models.

The techniques used in our analysis have a connection to the statistical learning theory literature
on analyzing kernel ridge regression methods and linear inverse problems. A comprehensive operator
theoretic analysis of kernel ridge regression was provided in ? building on the seminal works of 7?7

Compared to our work, the above works are predominantly focused on excess error bounds for
nonlinear regression in the learning theory framework. Another key difference of these works from
ours is that they do not involve the covariance operator C and all results are determined by
the integral operator T' in contrast to ours which depends on the behavior of T7/2CT"/2 and its
interaction with 7. In the context of linear inverse problems, 7 recently used operator-theoretic
analysis to also provide estimation error bounds. However, their setting is not directly comparable
to our setting of functional linear and single-index model regression.

1.3 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 7?7, we elaborate our unified methodology
highlighting the viewpoint obtained by the infinite-dimensional Gaussian Stein’s identity. In Sec-
tion ??, we present our unified theoretical results for estimating the index parameter. In Section 77,
we provide examples to interpret and illustrate the assumptions required to derive the main results.
In Section 77, the consequences of our results for prediction in the linear setting are highlighted. In
Section 77, numerical simulations for both the Gaussian and non-Gaussian settings are provided.
The proofs of all the results are provided in Section ?? and the auxiliary results are provided in
Sections 7?7 and ?77.

1.4 Notations

Unless mentioned explicitly, (-,-) and || - || refer to (-,-)z2(s) and || - [|z2(s), respectively. We also
require the RKHS inner-product and the associated norm sometimes, which we refer to by (-, )y
and || - ||y respectively. For an operator A, we denote by Z (A) and .4 (A), its range space and
the null space respectively. We denote the operator norm of A by ||A||. Forz € H,z®z: H - H
is defined as (zr ® x)z = x(z, z) g for any z € H, where H is a Hilbert space. We also use a < b to
represent that a < Kb for a large enough constant K. Furthermore, for a random variable y € R
with distribution P and a constant z, we use x <, « to denote the fact that for any ¢ > 0, there
exists a positive constant K5 < oo such that P(x < Ksx) > 6.



2 Methodology

Let H be an RKHS with the associated kernel k : S x S — R. Define J: H — L?(S), f — f, to be
the inclusion operator mapping functions in the RKHS H to L?(S) and J* : L?(S) — H to denote
the adjoint of J. We also define the following two important operators that arise in our analysis:

T:=733":L%S) - L*(S) and C:=E[X ® X]:L*S) — L*(S), (2.1)

where ® represents the L?(S) tensor product. Throughout the paper, we assume that X is a
centered random element, i.e., E[X] = 0r,g).

Our goal is to estimate 5* in the presence of an unknown link function g. First note that one
may view the Gaussian processes X as random elements taking values in Hilbert space following
a Gaussian measure (?7?77). As discussed in Section 77, leveraging the version of Stein’s identity
for Hilbert-valued random elements yields (7?), i.e., E[Y X] = 9¥,3-CB*. We refer to 7 and ?
for the details of the infinite-dimensional Gaussian Stein’s identity (see (?7?)) and the associated
integration by parts formula and provide a formal statement in the supplementary material for
completeness. Here 9, g« is a constant depending on the link function g and the index *. The
exact value of the constant could be calculated for a given fixed link function g, which also fixes
the true index parameter 5*. However, the exact value is irrelevant for our purpose as we focus on
estimating the direction of the index parameter (which is the best one could hope for without the
knowledge of g, due to the lack of identifiability in the model). Hence, we assume throughout that
g is such that ¥, g« # 0, where 94 g« := E[¢’((X, f*))] is recalled from Section ??. In particular,
when g is the identity function, it is easy to see that ¥, 3- = 1. We define B* = Uy 5" to handle
the single-index and linear model in a unified manner and note that

* . : 2
p* = arg sming E[Y — (X, 8)]".
This variational formulation is the key step in constructing a regularized estimator as in (??), whose
details are provided below.
Let (X1,Y1),...(Xn,Ys) be niid. copies of random variables (X,Y’). Recalling the definitions
in and above (?77?), for some A > 0, our estimator is based on minimizing the penalized least-squares
criterion over the RKHS H,

. 1
B = argmin =57 [ — (8, X312 + AI6I,
per Mo

. 1¢ -
= arg min ;Z[Yz— <JB,X1->]2+)\||,8||3.[

peH i=1
1 n

=argmin — 3 [Y; — (8,3 Xi)ul” + MBI, (22)
per i

. 1 ~k ~k ~*k
= argmin ~ P (X 90X By - 2T X, Ba] + MBI (23)
€ i=1

This estimator does not require any knowledge of the link function g. Indeed, for the case where
g is the identity, this estimator was studied in ? for estimation in the functional linear model.
As we will demonstrate, this same estimator continues to be applicable for a general single-index
model, under the assumption that X is a Gaussian process, where we focus on the estimation of
the direction of the true index parameter 5*.



By completing the squares w.r.t. 5 in (?77?), it is easy to verify that

N 1 & 1
Bax = [3* (nZXi ®Xi) J+A| T [nZYiXi
=1 i=1

Defining C = % Yo, Xi® X, and R:= % Yo, YiX;, we obtain

-1

~ ~ -1 .
Bup = [3°CI+ M| TR (2.4)

In what follows, we denote Bn)\ by B for simplicity. We emphasize that the above form of
the estimator is useful for our analysis, while an alternate form that is more useful for im-
plementation purposes is as follows. By applying the representer theorem (??) to (?7), B e
span { [¢ k(- ) X;(t)dt :i=1,...,n}, ie., there exists a o := (ai,...,a,) € R™ such that
B = Sy i [ k(- t)Xi(t)dt. Using this in (??) and solving for a yields o = (K + nAI) ™'y,
where K € R™" with [K];; := [ [¢k(t,s)Xi(t)X;(t)dtds and y = (Y1,...,Y,)" € R™ There-
fore, 3 can be computed by solving a finite-dimensional linear system of size n, which is not obvious
from the expression in (?7).

3 Main results

Here we present our main results concerning the rate of convergence of B to 5* in L2 (S). Theorem ??
(proved in Section ??) is a general result about the behavior of |3 — 3*|| in terms of certain key
operators involving T" and C'. More specialized results are presented in Theorems 7?7, 7?7 and 77,
depending on whether 7" and C' commute or not.

Theorem 3.1 (Master theorem for estimation). Let |T~%8*|| < oo, i.e., 5* € Z(T?) for o €
(0,1/2]. Define

= | (a5 - (. 5) . (3.1)

Suppose one of the following conditions hold: (a) trace(C/?) < oo and s € (0,00), (b) =0 and
trace(C') < co. Define

@ =TYCT + \XI)~'C(TC + AI)~'T°, d(\) = W’ (3.2)
2 =T(T?CT? + \XI)7*T, and
N(X) = trace | (TY20TY? + AI)’1T1/2CT1/2] . (3.3)
Then, for
d e (0,1/e], n 2 (d(\) Vdeg(1/d)), and
trocol TECTR) < x5 |20, (3.4
with probability at least 1 — 39, we have
16— 51l as() + [y N (35)

7



ol 1/2 1 i B O||trace(©
# Al (reere| - vR) e 1E1Re),

where BIAS(\) = |T(CT + AI)"'CB* — 3*||.

Remark 3.1. (i) The assumption 5* € 2 (T®) imposes certain smoothness condition on 5*. For
example, it is well-known (?, Theorem 4.51) that B* € H when a = %, which we refer to as the
well-specified setting. This assumption is equivalent to the condition that B* lies in an interpolation
space between L2(S) and H with « being the interpolating index.

(ii) While trace(C) < oo is guaranteed by the well-definedness of the Gaussian process, Theorem 77
requires a slightly stronger condition, namely trace(Cl/ %) < 0o, when s # 0.

(iii) The parameter s captures the degree of non-linearity of the model. Indeed, s = 0 implies
g((X,5*)) = (X, *) with probability 1. Conversely, when the model is linear, 2 = 0. For the
non-linear case, the condition of » < oo is rather mild since it is satisfied by any ¢ that satisfies
g(z) = 0(e™") as & — oo for any € > 0. Since (X, 3*) is a zero mean Gaussian random variable,
clearly, » < oo if E[g*(Z)] < oo which is true if the above condition holds.

The following result (proved in Section ??) provides a concrete convergence rate when the
operators 1" and C' commute.

Theorem 3.2 (Commutative operators). Let |[T~*3*|| < oo for a € (0,1/2]. Assume that the
operators T and C commute and have simple eigenvalues (i.e., of multiplicity one) denoted by p;
and &; for i € N, such that

i< Sitoand i< <aE (3.6)

~ Sl ~

where t > 1 and ¢ > 1. Suppose one of the following conditions hold: (a) 3 € (0,00) and ¢ > 2, (b)
x=0and c>1. Then

N B _ at _ tt+c
18— B Spn” TR for A= TG, (37)

Remark 3.2. (1) When o = 1/2, i.e., B* € # (well-specified case), we obtain
A~ -t
18 =Bl Spm 20HF,

which exactly matches the minimax optimal rate obtained in ? for the functional linear model.
Remarkably, this same rate applies in the much more general framework of a single index functional
regression model when ¢ > 2 and s < co.

(ii) Even for the special case of the functional linear model, Theorem ?? extends the results of ?
to the misspecified setting, i.e., 5* € L?(S)\*H, since ? only investigated the well-specified setting
(ie., B € H).

(iii) The term « controls the smoothness of 3* with large values of a corresponding to smooth
5*. Therefore, we should expect the convergence rates to get faster with increasing «, which is
confirmed by Theorem ??7. However, based on our current proof technique, Theorem 7?7 handles
the range of smoothness corresponding to « € (0,1/2]. The case of a > 1/2 remains open and is

an artifact of our proof technique.

(iv) The requirement ¢ > 2 ensures that trace(C''/?) < oco.



In the following, we relax the assumption of commutativity of C' and 7" and investigate the
convergence rates for |3 — 5*|| by directly exploiting the eigenvalue decay of TV/2CT/2 in The-
orem ?7 (proved in Section ??7). Under additional assumptions about the alignment between the
eigenfunctions of TV/2CT/2 and T faster convergence rates can be obtained. This is the result
stated in Theorem ?7? (proved in Section ??) and the rates there are seen to be faster than those
in Theorem 77, while both these convergence rates are slower than those obtained in Theorem 77
because the commutativity assumption is stronger than these relaxed assumptions.

Theorem 3.3 (Noncommutative operators). Let ((;)ien denote the eigenvalues of TYV20TY2 with
im0 < G < i?, for some b > 1. Suppose B* € # (TY?*(TY2CTY?)Y) for v € (0,1] and » < .
Then, for

A~ _w b
16— B <pn~ THoH20 for A =n  THb+200, (3.8)

Remark 3.3. (i) Unlike in the commutative case, the results are presented in terms of the eigen
decay behavior of TV/2CT"Y2. When T and C commute, we obtain b = ¢ + c.

(ii) To the best of our knowledge, to date there is no result available in the literature for the
estimation error || — 8*|| in the noncommutative setting, even for the special case of functional
linear models.

(iii) The assumption 3* € Z (T'/?(T'/2CT"/?)") implies there is a function h € L?(S) such that
T1/2(T1/2CT1/2)Vh _ B*’

whence 3* € Z(T'/?) = H (ie., @ = 1/2 in Theorems ?? and ??). Therefore, the assumption
B* € #(T'2(TY2CT"?)") is stronger than assuming 5* € % (T'/?). The key reason for this
assumption is to obtain sharper bounds of BIAS(A), thus obtaining non-trivial convergence rates.
Indeed, simply assuming §* € Z (T"/?) ensures BIAS(A\) — 0 as A — 0, and consistency of 3 can
be established, but with no handle on the convergence rate.

(iv) While it is difficult to grasp the smoothness properties of 3* entailed by the condition B* e
Z (TY2(T'/2CT'?)¥) in the noncommutative setting, an understanding of this condition can be
gained for the special case where T' and C' do commute. In this setting, when the eigenvalues
of T and C satisfy the conditions of Theorem ??, the assumption 3* € Z (T'/2(T'/2CT'/?)¥)
is equivalent to 3* € Z (T%+”+%) C #(TY?), which implies that 8* is restricted to a smaller
subspace of H. The larger the values of v or { are, the smaller is this subspace of . This means
that 3* is smoother when v increases and when v > 0 as compared to v = 0 (where only v = 0 is

actually needed in the commutative case).
(v) Denoting the eigenfunctions of TYV2CTY? by (¢i)ieN, in the commutative case, the assumption
that §* € Z (TV/>(T'/2CT"/?)*) implies that the bias term behaves as

BIAS(A) = | T(CT + AI)~CB* — 3|

= HT(CT + )\I)_10T1/2(T1/20T1/2)Vh o T1/2(T1/20T1/2)Vh||

2
j-t—t/2—c—v(t+c) Y

i—(t+e) 4\

ift/sz/(t+c)
<A —r

IN

2
. it/2u(t+0)] <h, ¢Z>2

t/2+v(t+c)—(t+c) R .
< ws = 2(t+c)
U =gy | IR = A [A ] A ,




where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.6 when (¢t 4+ ¢)(1 —v) > t/2,ie., v < ;;2266. Note

t
that this upper bound is better than A2(¢+9) when o = 1/2. Hence, we obtain

_14c
)\ 2(t+c)

LD

where the first term is directly taken from the proof of Theorem ?? under o = 1/2. Therefore,

vt
+ A 2(t+c) ,

16 = 51l Sp

v(t+e)+5 tre
18 — B|| Spn ZEHIFTHF for N =p (F+IFFe,

On the other hand, the bound in Theorem 7?7 under the commutativity assumption, i.e., b=1¢+ ¢
yields

N ~ _& o tte
18— 8% <pn 0(t+o)tltett  for N =g 2¢EF)+H1+ttc,

Thus the bound in Theorem 77 is better than the one in Theorem 77, as expected.

As can be seen from the proof of Theorem 77, the terms ||Z|| and BIAS(A) with the assumption
B* € Z (TY/*>(T"/2CT"/?)") involve interaction terms between T and T'/2CT'/2. In contrast, the
terms N()), ||©] and trace(©) are entirely determined by T'/2CT'/2. Theorem ?? ignores the
interaction between T and TY/2CT/2. Tt is of interest to investigate if more refined bounds than
those in Theorem 77 can be obtained by additionally capturing interaction terms. To this end, let
(Gi, ¢i) and (g, 1);) for i € N denote the eigensystems of TY2CTY? and T, respectively. Then we
have

==T(TY2CTY? + \[) 2T =T

9

D GH+NThi @+ Z A0 @ ¢ | T

%

where the (¢;); span the null space A4 (T/2CT"/?) of TY/2CT"/2. Therefore,

(cz +A) T @ Ty + Z 3270 © T

IT¢s @ Toull |, ITei* | 1 AP
_Z G+ N2 ZT¢z®T¢z ;W‘F ;T@‘@T@‘
HZ N] ¢Z7¢] ij - -

Note that the first term in the above inequality can be further bounded as follows,

2
> 1 @iy Vi) ;)
D L oy

10



Under the assumption that sup, /712 Zj M?<¢ia¢j>2 < 00 (this condition captures the interaction

between T and TY/2CT'/? and is naturally satisfied when T and C' commute), we obtain

> 1 (@i i) - Lo o
ZH ‘:ZJr)\J JH NZ g+)\2§zl:(i—zjt)\)2'<v)\_b’

%

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.5 when b > 2t and b > ¢, i.e., b > 2t. Therefore,

142b—2t
b

1=l A™ +ATZ A

since the first term is of smaller order than A=2 as A — 0.

This calculation shows that because of the interaction between T and A (TY/2CTY?), it ap-
pears that a better bound is not possible for ||Z|'/4, as we showed in the proof of Theorem ??
(see (7?)) that ||Z||'/* < A~1/2 without capturing any interaction between T and .4 (TY/2CT'/?).
On the other hand, the bound on BIAS(A) seems to be improvable. Indeed, note that as B =
TY2(TY2CTY /) ] for some h € L?(S), we obtain BIAS(\) = | TY2(A + M) ~'AYh — TV/2AVh||
with A := T'Y/2CT"/2, where the interaction between T and .4 (TY/2CT"'/?) does not play a role.
These observations lead to the following result (proved in Section ?7?), which is an improvement
over Theorem 77.

Theorem 3.4 (Noncommutative operators with alignment of eigenfunctions). Let ({;, ¢;) and
(iy i) for i € N, denote the eigensystems of TY2CTY? and T respectively. Suppose

it <G <itandit <p <t

~ ~

for some b,t > 1 and that the eigenfunctions of T/2CTY? and T satisfy
2

> i ) (61, 15)| < oo (3.9)
j

sup
il Ml
Assuming » < oo and B* € Z (TYV2(TY2CT'/2)) for some v € (0, % — ﬁ] , we have

R _ bv+(t—1)/2 b
||/8 — B*H 5]7 n_ t+b+2bv fofr' A= n_t+b+2bu .

Remark 3.4. (i) For v € (0, 5 — 4], the rate in Theorem ?? is clearly faster than that in Theorem ??.

(ii) When T and C' commute, the condition in (??) is satisfied as

2 2

S},ﬂpuzu PG RT ‘S},ﬂpm Zu] 9> &) {01, &)
2

J
1 2
= sup — E wildi, ¢5)°| = 1.
i KT

_ t+c
Since b = t + ¢ in the commutative setting, by setting A =n  2t+ct2(+)r | we obtain

A - _ (doud(t-1)/2
Hﬁ — ﬁ*” Sp n  2ttct2(tt+ev

This rate is still slower than the rate provided by Theorem ?7?, which is obtained directly under the
commutativity assumption since the interaction between T%/2CT/2 and T is not captured in =.

11



4 Interpreting range space conditions on 3

In this section, we provide an interpretation of the range space condition 8* € Z(T/2(T/2CT/?)¥),
for v € (0, 1], for specific choices of covariance operator C' and the kernel k that induces the integral
operator T'. The following result (proved in Section ??) provides a generic characterization of the
range space condition, which is elaborated through examples. We consider the case v = 1 for
simplicity.

Proposition 4.1. For z,y € [0,1], suppose that the reproducing kernel k and the covariance
function ¢ are given respectively by

k(.ﬁl‘, y) = Zal¢l(x)¢l(y)7 C(l’,y) = Z bmwm(x)wm(x)a

i>1 m>1

where a; > 0 for all i, by, > 0 for all m, 2221 a; < 00, Zmzl by, < o0 and (¢i); and (Vm)m
form an orthonormal basis of L*([0,1]). Define 7; =Y, amizj where 1;5 = 351 bnbmibh; and
Omg = (Ym, i), and assume sup; 7; < oo. Then it holds that

(i) The RKHS induced by the kernel k is given by
M= f(z)=>)_ fiti(x),z €[0,1]: Zfi <oy,
i>1 . i
with the associated inner product defined by (f,g)y = >, a; ' figi-
(ii) The space Z(T'?(TY2CT'?)) satisfies the inclusion
R(TV2(TYV2CTV?)) c H C A,

where

2
H = {f(x):Zfiqﬁi(x),:ce [0,1]:Za{iﬂ <oo},

1s an RKHS induced by the kernel l%(x, y) = Zizl a;7;¢i(x)di(y) with inner product (f, g>ﬂ =
>is1 figi(mia) ™t
Remark 4.1. While TY/2CT"/2 is a positive self-adjoint operator, its eigenvalues and eigenfunctions
are unknown, see (??). If 0,,; = 0,;, which happens when v, = ¢; (i.e., in the commutative set-
ting), then we obtain 7;; = b;d;; and so TY20T1Y2 = >, aibi; @ ¢y, yielding (a;b;, ¢;); as the eigen-
system of TV/2CT1/2, which then implies that (a?/zbi, ¢;)i is the eigensystem of TV/2(TV/2CTY?).
Therefore, for any f € Z(TY/?*(T/2CT"/?)), thereis a h € L?([0,1]) such that f = TY2(TY/2CT/?)"h,
which implies f =", a?Jrl/ 2bl-” hi¢; where h; = (h, ¢;). It is easy to verify that f € H', where

2
H = {f(x) ZZficf)i(fU)»ﬂUE [0,1] : ZW <Oo}’

which is an RKHS induced by the kernel ¥ (x,y) = >, a7’ 12 ¢;(x)¢i(y) since, we have that
f — Tl/Z(T1/2CT1/2)Vh,

2v4+11201 2
a;” bV h;

1£130 = ZW => hi=|h|? < .

]

12



Remark 4.2. Suppose ¢; = cos(im-) and a; oc i~2%, for some o € N. Then, for f € H, we have
flx) = >, figi(x) = >, ficos(imx), for x € [O, 1] where Y, i?*f? < oo. Note that we have
f@(x) = 3, 7% f; cos(imx), which implies || f(@)|2 = 72% 3", i2%f2 = ¢;]| f||2,, for some constant
c1 > 0. That is, H consists of a-times differentiable functions that are square integrable. Suppose
b; o< i~ 2* for some A € N. Then under the conditions of Proposition ??, we obtain that H consists of
functions that are (a+ \)-times differentiable and square-integrable, i.e., the degree of smoothness
of Z(TY?(TY/2CT'/?)) is at least A\ more than that of H.

Note that Mercer’s theorem allows expansion of the kernel as in Proposition 4.1, wherein (a;, ¢;);
forms the eigensystem of the integral operator, 7. Since S = [0, 1] and the measure is Lebesgue, the
choice of ¢;(t) = cos(int) yields a translation-invariant kernel (see Remark ??) but other choices
are possible that yield kernels that are not translation invariant, e.g., a; = il!, ¢i(r) = 2 and
k(z,y) = €. We now consider concrete examples of covariance kernels and provide interpretations
of the result in Proposition ??. We let ¢;(x) = cos(irz), € [0, 1].

Ezample (Fourier basis). Suppose ), = cos(wp,7-) where wy,, = am + b for some a,b € R such that
W & Z and m € N. Let b,, < m~ (%9 for some § > 0. In fact, one can assume without loss of
generality that w,, > 0 for all m € {1,2,3,...} or equivalently @ > 0. Then by Lemma A.7, we
have

mi — <¢ma ¢1>
= /cos(wmﬂx) cos(imx)dx

LT ( ) . ( ) Wm T
= 5 5 5 COS(TWy ) SIN(27T) —
(im)? — w2,m?
mem . i
m

W Sin(ﬂ'wm) COS(’I;TI’)

Furthermore,

1 w w . o
Mig =D bnbmilms = — mew?n v w2, sz sin? (mwn, ) (—1)'
m

m

—
=

< (i)~ mn(1.75) (4.1)

)

where () is proved in Appendix B. This implies that 7; < j~™n0+12) and sup; | 75| < oo. Hence,

the inclusion Z(TY/?(TY/2CT'/?)) ¢ H C H, follows from Proposition ??, where H consists of
functions with a degree of smoothness that is by an amount mln( 1+5) higher than that of the
functions in H.

Remark 4.3. The covariance function of a standard Brownian motion is ¢(z,y) = min(z, y). It is well
known that the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions are by, = ——"—1; 1) and ¥, (z) = V2sin (7(m — 3)z).

From the above example, it then follows that the space %(Tl/ 2(TY20T"?)) consists of functions
that are at least one degree smoother than the functions in H.

Ezample (Haar wavelet basis). Let 1, be the Haar-wavelet basis function given by

J
422, forzzé{gjl,é;/ﬂ
. - J _
Poipe—1(2) = § 23, forze V 12 2%} (4.2)
0, otherwise.

13



In this case, ’nij| = ‘ Zm bmemzem]’ < Zm bm‘emzHgmﬂ with
! 4
Omi :/ V(@) cos(imz)da < —2Uo82m1/2,
0 i
which follows from Lemma A.8. Therefore,
16 16 16
- [logy m | loggm _
mij| < meijWQQ s ijm? meQO = ijm mem.
m m m
Hence, we have
2
256
2
i S G (Z bmm>
m
and ,
256 a; 1
2 7
T = ain; = —5—r bym = < =

for any choice of eigenvalues b, with >, by,m < oo. Therefore, R(TY2(TY2CTY?)) ¢ H C H,
where H is an RKHS with one degree of smoothness more than that of 7.

Remark 4.4. 7 considered the spline kernel

~5 [Baw +9) + Bl — 1), (4.3

k(z, y) =
where By is the fourth Bernoulli polynomial. In this case, it can be shown that a; = 2/(im)* and
¢i(z) = cos(imx), and H is an RKHS (in fact, a periodic Sobolev space) of twice differentiable
functions which are square integrable on [0,1]. For this choice of a;, # is the space of thrice
differentiable functions which are square integrable on [0, 1] for the covariance functions considered
in Remark 7?7 and Example ?7.

5 Consequences for prediction error in functional linear models

In this section, we investigate the prediction error for the linear predictor (X, 8*), which is identical
to (X, B*> in the setting of a functional linear model where * = 3*. The prediction error in
functional linear models was studied previously in 7, which showed that a reasonable proxy is
|ct/ 2(3 — 8|, which they analyzed without invoking a commutativity requirement between 7'
and C', but under the assumption that §* € H. In the following, we generalize this result as follows.
First, in Theorem ?? (proved in Section ?7?), we present a master theorem for the prediction error
that does not rely on the assumption §* € H. We specialize this result to non-commutative
and commutative settings in Theorems 7?7 (proved in Section ??) and ?? (proved in Section ?7),
respectively, wherein the non-commutative setting recovers the result of 7, while the commutative
setting addresses the scenario of 8* € L?(S)\H.

Theorem 5.1 (Master theorem for prediction). Let ||[T~®8*|| < oo for o € (0,1/2], i.e., §* €
Z(T). Let ©, d(\) be as defined in (?7), and N(X) be as defined in (?7). Then for §, n and A
satisfying the conditions in (77), with probability at least 1 — 35, we have

/204 _ a*%y)2 a*N())
IC2(8 = B2 Sp T

+ V2T + AI)Tresr — V2 a2

+ )\QHTHQIB*HQ ||®Htrace(@)
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We now present a specialization of the above result when 7" and C' are not commuting and
a=1/2.

Theorem 5.2 (Prediction for noncommutative operators). Suppose 3* € % (T'/?). Let (¢)ien
denote the eigenvalues of TY/2CTY? with i~ < ¢ <i~°, for some b > 1. Then, for

b R b
A=n"T45, we have |CY%(3—p%)| <pn 5. (5.1)

Compared to Theorem 7?7, Theorem 77 requires only the weaker assumption that g* € Z (Tl/ 2
instead of §* € Z (T'/2(T'/2CT/?)"), for some v € (0,1]. This is because the prediction error is
a weaker notion than the estimation error. The rate obtained in (??) was shown to be minimax
optimal in 7.

The following result is another specialization of Theorem 77, where 3* is relaxed to lie outside
H but T and C are assumed to commute. Thus compared to Theorem ??, Theorem 77 considers
the alternate setting with a weaker assumption on 8* and a stronger assumption on 7" and C.

Theorem 5.3 (Prediction for commutative operators). Let |T~%5*|| < oo fora € (0,1/2]. Suppose
the operators T and C' commute and have simple eigenvalues (i.e., of multiplicity one) denoted by
wi and & for i € N, such that for some t > 1 and ¢ > 1, they satisfy the condition in (??). Then,
by setting A as in (??), we obtain

. _ _ 2attc
HCI/2(5 _ 5*)H gp n 1t+ct2t(l-a) (5.2)

The above result extends the results of 7 to the case where §* does not necessarily lie in the
RKHS H. When a = 1/2, we recover the corresponding result from ?, which matches with (?7).

6 Numerical simulations

In this section, using numerical simulations, we examine the robustness of the proposed method for
non-Gaussian predictors while validating the presented theoretical results for Gaussian predictors.
To this end, we let e ~ N(0,1) in (??) and follow the setup in ? and ? for 5*(¢) and X (¢), wherein
B(t) = 302 4(—1)FHDE2¢ (t) with ¢1(t) = 1 and @1 (t) = vV2cos(krt), t € [0,1], for k > 1,
and X (t) = 200 (~1)F+DE=2 7,64 (t), with Zj, being one of the following:

e Gaussian: Z ~ N(0,1) which leads to Gaussian process predictors, satisfying our assumptions.
e Non-Gaussian: Zj ~ UNIF[—3, 3], which does not satisfy our assumptions.

Following 7, we consider four choices for the link function: (%) linear, (i) gi1(u) = g(u) = 3u +
10sin(u), (i) g2(u) = g(u) = v2u + 4exp(—2u?), and (i) logistic, and following ?, the kernel is
chosen to be the one defined in (??). Using the above, our estimator is constructed as described
in the paragraph below (??). In the construction of the kernel matrix, we select a grid size of
100 to approximate the integral over S = [0, 1]. Since our main focus is to compare the estimated
direction to the true direction without explicitly providing consideration to 9, g+, we consider the
cosine distance between the estimator and the truth, defined as 1 — [|8]|1|8*|~1(B(t), B*(t)) as a
measure of the quality of estimation. Finally, since our main purpose is only to demonstrate the
robustness of the proposed approach to any deviations from the assumptions, we set the tuning
parameter manually to the best-performing one.

In Figure 7?7, we show the cosine distance averaged over 1000 simulations. From the results, the
following two observations that support our methodology and theory can be made. First, note that
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Figure 1: Cosine distance versus sample size: The figure on the left corresponds to the case of
Gaussian predictors and figure on the right correspond to the case of uniform predictors.

despite the true model being not necessarily a linear model, the linear estimator succeeds in esti-
mating the direction. Second, although our methodology and theoretical results are derived under
the Gaussian process assumption, the proposed approach works equally well with non-Gaussian
predictors. 7 used a non-Gaussian version of finite-dimensional Stein’s identity to explain this
observation for the Euclidean setting. In the infinite-dimensional setting, non-Gaussian Stein’s
identities are not well explored. Deriving such results and providing theoretical support for this
empirical observation are left as intriguing future work.

7 Proofs

In this section, we provide the proof of the results of Sections ?7-7?7 with technical results being
relegated to the supplement (?).

7.1 Proof of Theorem 77

The proof proceeds by first decomposmg ||B B || into several terms which are subsequently upper-
bounded individually. Recall ¢ :== * 3y X ® X and R=1 =Y iy YiX;. Define

A=7"03, A=7"C3, B=7"7, and

Br=[A+ N TE[YX] =[A+ M| ' TCH, (7.1)

where the last equality in ) follows from Stein’s identity. By the definition of g in (??), we have

-1 -TJ*R —(A+ AI)N — (At A2 [J*R _ABy — Am}
By + ABx — 3*05*]
*CIB + T CIPx — J*CB*}

*OB + 3O + 3°CIBy — T CH* — 3*(2*3@}

"B +31(C - )3y - )]

B—Br=(A+ A\

-1

L-?
’;,U>
D>>

= (A+ AT

LJ
:U>
u

1 [~k

L.?
’;U>
LJ

= (A+ AT

)

)
—(Aeant|

)

)71

(.J
m>
L.)
Q>

= (A+ I



Based on the above identity, we then have

HB—B*nzuzé—B*uzHﬁé—m )+ 36—
<133 = BN+ 1383 = 51l = BB = B lae + 1361 = B

=B A AD T [ R =2 CF 43 (C - )08 - ]|, + 138 - L

Since
BY2(A 4 AI) [J*R FCF +3(C — O) (I — B )]
= BY2(A+ \)"V2(A 4 AD)Y ( ADTY2(A 4+ XD TV (A + A2
(A+ ) 1/2[ B*+3%(C = C)(3pr - B )}
we obtain

HBW(A Yo [J*R IR+ T(C — O) TPy — /é*)} HH
<|IBY2A+AD T (A+ MDA+ A1) 72
(A4 ADTV2(A + A2
: H(A + M)~ [3*1% — OB+ 3°(C — O) (I — B*)} HH ,
therefore resulting in

1B =571l < [IBY2(A+ M) 2| - (A + AD)V2(A+ A1)~

~
Term 1 Term 2

A + ATV (A + ADY2| H(A AL TY2 [J*R - 3*(55*}

Term 3

9

Term 4

+ H(A +ADTVEC - C) (3B - )|,

+ 1138\ — 5% - (7.2)
N————

Term 6

~
Term 5

Bounding Term 1

IBY2(A+AD)TY2|? = [[(A+AD)7/2B(A+ AI)72|| = || BY?(A+ AI) 7' B'?|
= [(A+AD)"V2BY2|12 < (A + AD)7IB|| = ||(3*CT + A\I)~13*7)|
= ||3(CT + \)713| = |7 T~ V3T 2eTV? 4 A1) T2
SNF TV + AT T2 TV (A AL T2
_ Hj*Tl/Q(Tl/QCTl/Q + )\I)*QTl/QCIHl/Q
_ H(T1/2C’T1/2 + AI)71T1/2TT1/2(T1/20T1/2 + )\I)71H1/2
_ H(T1/2CT1/2 + AI)_ITQ(T1/2C’T1/2 + )\I)—1H1/2
= |T(TPCT'? + A1) T| /2,
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where A := T'Y/20TY/? in (*) and the only step with the inequality in the above sequence of
calculations, follows from Cordes’ inequality (7). Hence, we have

[BY2(A+ A1) < [T RCTY 4 AL 2 T (7.3

Bounding Term 2 and Term 3:
First note that

(A +ADY2(A+AD)TV2)2 = |[(A+ M) 7Y2(A+ M) (A+ X))~
= [[(A+ADY2(A+ 2D A+ N2 = (A + 2D 7V2(A 4+ 2D)V?2)12,

which implies that Term 2 = Term 3. Next, note that

1A+ ADY2(A+AD7V2)2 = [[(A+ ADY2(A+ MDA+ A)Y2
1
1 H(A FAD)2(A — A)(A+ /\I)—l/QH

~ -1
H — (A+AI) 1/2(A—A)(A+M)—1/2} H <

Define
Y= (A+ M) "YV2AA 4+ M) 7V2 = (A+ M) 7V23CT(A + M) ~/?
—E [(A+A\)"Y25% (X @ X)J(A + M)—l/?] ,
and
Si= (A+AD)TV2AA+AD) T2 = (A4 ADTVPTCI(A+ AT

_! > (A4 DTV (X @ X)I(A+ AT,
n
=1

This yields ||(A + A)~Y/2(4 — A)(A+ AI)~/2|| = |& — 2||. Therefore by Theorem A.3, for any

n>(r(X)Vr) and T>1, (7.4)
with probability at least 1 —e™", we have
- r(X) + 71 r(X) + VT
1B -5) < s VEEVT g VB EVT (1.5
vn vn
where K is a universal constant and we used ||X|| = [[(A + A)"Y2A(A + AI)~Y/?|| < 1. The

effective rank r(3) satisfies

trace(X)  trace((A + M)TV2A(A + AI)™1/?) _ trace((A+ M) A)

r < — = )
=TI T I AD EAG DT T g, [

with \;(A) denoting the i*" eigenvalue of operator A. Observe that

trace(A)

trace((A + AI)71A) < [|(A + M) H|trace(A) < 3
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Furthermore,

sup [ Ai(A) ] S osup Ai(4) _ [4]
AN T AL A+ AL
Hence,
A+ ]AH) trace(A) ( A > trace(A) (1 1 ) 2trace(A)
(Y < <(1+ =<+ — ) trace(A) < (76
® < () ™ ) a3y e =T 10

where the last inequality holds since A\ < ||A||. Using (??) in (?7?), we obtain that with probability

DESEy (\/me(mﬂf) <1
n n 2

at least 1 —e™7,
S 32K?trace(A)

if

A and n > 167K7. (7.7)

n

Combining (??) and (?7?), we see that we require 7 > 1, n > 7 and n > r(X), which are satisfied
as long as n > 2trace(A)/\ or equivalently A > 2trace(A)/n. Finally, note that we have

trace(A) = trace(J*CT) = trace(CT) = trace(Tl/QCTlﬂ),
and
|A|| = ||3*C3|| = |CY*TCY2|| = | TV2CT' .

Hence, as long as

1/2v1/2
2V 32K12)trace(T CcT /=) << |TV2OTV?|,
n
1 1
§ < - and n > (1V16K?)In <5> , (7.8)

we have with probability at least 1 — 4, |2 — | < 1/2. Hence under the conditions in (??),
N 1
[(A+ADYV2(A+AD)7?) < ‘/1||22|| <V2. (7.9)

Define Z; := (A + \I)~1/2 [J*YZ-XZ- (X ® XZ-)B*] so that

Bounding Term 4

E[Z] = (A+ \)~V/? [j*E[YX] - J*CB*] ~0.

By Chebyshev’s inequality for Hilbert-valued random variables (see Lemma A.2), with probability
at least 1 — 9, we have

2

.

)H - no ’

E [H(A +A)-1/2 [J*YX X ® X)B*}
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where

E [H(A M) [3*YX X ® X)B*}

j{] —E [H(A AT 3 (Y — (X, 51X ] Hﬂ
—E[(v - (x. 52 |4+ 2D x \m
—E :_(Y — (X B2 ((A+ADT2TX, (A + )‘I)_l/QJ*X>H}

—E :(Y — (X, B*))2trace (A + AT (X ® X)J)}

=E _(y g((X,B%)) + g((X, 5)) — <X,B*>)2 trace (A + M) 7'3%(X ® X)J) }

< 9E [{ F(g((X, B*)) — (X, B)) }trace (A+ A7 (X @ X)j)}
] [trace(A+ " 3(X®X) )]

+ 2K [(g(< B*)) — (X, B*))trace (A + AI)710%(X @ X)J)}

= 2E[e*]trace ((A + AI)~'3*C7)

+2E [(g(<X, B*)) — (X, B*))trace (A + AI)710%(X @ X)J)}

< 20%trace (A + A1)~ A) + 252 [E [trace? (4 + AD)~13*(X ® X)J)], (7.11)
where we recall that s is defined in (?7?). Recalling the definition of N () from (??), we have
trace ((A + AI)"'A) = trace ((3*CT + A\I)~'3*C3J) = trace (3*(CIT* + \I)~'C7)
= trace (T(CT + AI)~'C) = trace (CT(CT + A)™!)
= trace (CTY2(CTY? + XT~1/?)~ )

= trace (T1/2CT1/2 TY20TY2 4 AT~ ) NOV.
Furthermore,
trace (A + A)7'7*(X ® X)J) = trace (J(A+ AI)'7*(X ® X))
= trace (J(J*CT + M) X ® X)) = trace (3T°(CIT* + M) HX ® X))
— trace (T(CT + M) ™' (X @ X)) = trace (TY/(T2CTY2 4 AT TVA(X @ X))
- <X, TYX(TV20TY? 4 AI)*1T1/2X> .
Therefore,
2
E [trace? (A + AI)7'0*(X ® X)3)] = & [<X V212072 4 AI)_1T1/2X> ]

)
< 3trace? <T1/2(T1/2(JT1/2 + AI)*1T1/20> < ANZ()), (7.12)

where (*) follows from Lemma A.4. Combining (??) and (??) in (??), we obtain with probability
at least 1 — 4,

(202 + 4v/7)N(\)
’H < \/ (7.13)

nd ’
under the assumption that trace(C'/2) < oo, as required by Lemma A 4.

H (A+ \I)~1/2 [’J*R . 3*06*]
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Bounding Term 5
Observe that
4+ M)*l/?ﬁ*(c -0 -5,
)~234(C = C) (3B — BY) I
YA(I*CT+ M) TIINC - C)(IBr — B
+M)YE(CT + 2)7HC = C)(IBr — 7))l
I+ AD)Y23H(CT + A ~L(C — ( (3CT+ )"\ T7°CF — 3 )
+ AI)
)

”

3+ AT + N)7HC = ONTC + AT (TCF = (TC +ADFY)

)
AT + A (C - ) (0 +an i TeE - )|

"

- H (3*CT + M)MY23(CT + AI)~1(C — C)(TC + AI)~!

< M|FCT+ M|Y2 || 7(CT + AI)~H(C = C)(TC + M)~

<A <HT1/2CT1/2H + ﬁ) HT1/2(CT F YO = O)TC + M)

— A\ HTW*“TO‘(CT FAD)TYC = C)TC + AL ToT o B

(s )
< AITI22|T(CT + ADTHC = E)(TC + AT T [ T~5 <HT1/2CT1/2H1/ = ﬁ) ,
where 0 < a < % Now, recalling the definition of © from (?7), and defining
_1 zn: T(CT + )N (X; © X)(TC + \I)"'T°,

=1

we immediately have | T%(CT + \)~Y(C — C)(TC 4+ AI)~'T*|| = ||© — ©||. Hence, by Theorem

T

A.3, we have with probability at least 1 —e™7,

166 < Koo YOV,

for 7 > 1 and n > (r(©) V 1), where K» is a universal constant. In other words, recalling the
definition of d(\) from (?7?), for 6 < 1/e, n > d()\), and d(\) > In(1/6), with probability at least
1 -4, we have

I(A+ A1) 25%(C = C)(3Bx — B lIu
1/2 -
< & (| rer2 | o VR el Y, (7.14)
for some universal constant K3.

Bounding Term 6
Note that
138y = 8%l = [1(3(3*CT + AI)T'T*CB* — B*|| = |T(CT + AI)~'CB* — 5*||. (7.15)

The claim in Theorem ??, immediately follows by combining (?7), (??), (??), (??), (??) and (?7?).
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7.2 Proof of Theorem 77

The proof of Theorem 7?7 follows by carefully obtaining bounds on the individual terms in the
inequality (??) of the master theorem (Theorem ?7). Since T" and C' commute and have simple
eigenvalues, they have the same eigenfunctions. Hence, recalling the definition of = in (?7), we
have

=] = HT(T1/20T1/2 + AI)*2TH

% < Z_2t it 2
B SUz‘lp (i —I— )\) Sup (i —(t+e) 4 )\) SUilp i—(t+e) A)

(t+c) =2
< [)\ t+c } =\ t+e, (7.16)
where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.6. Next, recalling the definition of N(\) from (?7?)
we have

N(X) = trace [(T1/20T1/2 + A\I)~iTY20Tt?

pai i~ -
ik + X~ e (o) o X SA T (7.17)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.5. Next, recalling the definition of © in (?7), we
have

trace(®) = trace (T*(CT + Al )’1C(TC + AT
af —(2at+-c)

Y LAY e
14 (t+¢)2—(2at+c) 14c42t(1—a)
<A\ t+c =\ t+c

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.5. Next, we upper bound ||®|| as

_ M S
i (& +A)*
at+c/2—(t+c) 2(a—1)t—c
] =

o @ ¢ - j—(2at+c) j—(at+c/2)
1] = sup sup m up (o) 1\

<

t+c t+c

)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.6. We also bound ||@|| from below as

G po g __ |recr
~ sup = .
i (|TY2CTY2|| + N2 (|TYV2CTY?|| + N)2

O =sup —+——
el i (ki + N)?

Hence, we have

2(1—a)t+c 14c42t(1—a)
O] S A te and trace(@) <\ tte (7.18)

and (recalling the definition of d(\) from (77))

1+ct+2t(1—a)
AN < T (IT2CTY2 4 AP S AT ey A= e
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I+c42t(1—a)
Hence, the condition n 2 (d(\) V In(1/0)) is satisfied if n 2 In(1/6) and n 2 A~ t+e or
_ t+c
equivalently A > n 1+ct2t(1-a)  Hence, the conditions on n and X read as

_ t+c
n>1m(1/8) and n Fer2-a) < )\ <||TV2CTY?. (7.19)

~

We now handle the bias term BiAs()A). Denote by (¢;)ien, the eigenfunctions of the operator 7.
Recall that the assumption §* € 2 (T%), for o € (0,1/2] implies that 3h € L*(S) such that
T*h = B*. Using this, we obtain

|T(CT + \XI)"LCB* — B*| = | T(CT + AXI)"*CTh — T*h|| (7.20)
ms N el IS (Y ]
Z(u@ﬂ ’”) Wil = Z(m&“) o B

[ '—at
My
at—t—c t c

SN e [ Tmep| —/\”CHT 5.,

IN

} |- B

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.6. Combining (?7)-(?7), we obtain

[EEAl
i 1 2(1 a)t+c 71+c—?2t(1—o¢)
2 72(1&—0—3) 2(t+c) 2(t+c) at
<\ Tt A AL+ VAN Y-
NLD NLD
[ 1 142t(1—20)
2 T 2(t+c) ~ 2(tto) at
< A At A + A + Atte,
NLD Vn
—_——— —/
L P q
as VA =o0(1) as A = 0. Also p = o(q) as A — 0. Therefore, we obtain
c 1+2t(1—2a) 1+c+2¢(1—2a)
Y e < N\ 20t \T 2(tto) )\% A 20+o) )\%
18 -1 5 - At = S e

Hence, by picking A as in (?7) (which satisfies the condition on A in (?7?)), we obtain the claim
n (77).
7.3 Proof of Theorem 77

We now prove Theorem 77?7 by carefully upper bounding the terms in Theorem 7?7 under the
assumptions of Theorem ??. By recalling the definition of Z from (??), we have

(7.21)

— 4|12 1
I < NI || (et 4 anH| T S

Next, recalling the definition of N(A) from (??), we have

N()) = trace [(T1/20T1/2 + /\I)_lTl/zCTl/Q}
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i_b < )\7% 7.22
where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.5. Since
B* e %(Tl/Q(Tl/chl/Q)y) C %(TI/Z),
we have o = 1. Therefore, it follows from (??) that
trace(©) = trace <T1/2(CT +A)~te(Tre + )\I)*lTl/Q)
© trace (T2 Y2 (A + AL TIAA AL T PTY)

= trace <T1/2C’T1/2(T1/2C'T1/2 + )\)*2>

(7.23)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.5 and A := TV/2CT"/2 in (x). Furthermore, we
have the following upper bound on ||®|| as

el = ||r2(CT + Antoe + a2
= H(T1/2CT1/2 + )\I)fl(T1/20T1/2)(T1/20T1/2 FAD”

Gi < sy i
= Ssup —mm _— =
RV N ARV

|
1
)\7

Z'—b/2

- <
it N

sup (7.24)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.6. We also have the following lower bound on ||©||
as

G 712 CT

e >
181 =sup =352 = GireeT i)+

(7.25)

Hence, recalling the definition of d(\) from (??) and the fact that A < | TY/2CT'/?||, we have

(1+b)

1+b 1+b
b

) < —2 <A

’ 2
< W (HTl/QCTl/QH + )\) < 4||T1/2CT1/2||)\

1+b
Therefore, the condition n 2 (d(A) v In(1/9)) is satisfied if n 2 In(1/6) and n 2 A\~ b or equiva-
b
lently A 2 n 1+b. Hence, the conditions on n and A read as

b
n>1n(1/6) and o I <A< |TV2OTV?.

Finally to handle the bias term, the assumption Bj‘ e Z (T'V2(TV2CT'/2)Y), for v € (0,1] implies
that 3 € L*(S) such that TY2(T'/2CTY2)"h € B*. Therefore, we have

IT(CT + AI)"'CB* — B*|
STY2(A + AD)"IAATR — TV2AV
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< T2 || 2T 4 AD T I ROT Ry — (T e )
C1+V . - i—bv
an =GRS Asgp Y

where A := TY2CT'/? in (x). By combining the bounds in (??)-(??), we obtain

ALV | ()
VA { ! Vi TET

Thus, by setting A as in (?7?), we obtain the claim in (77).

bv—b

} <A b =), (7.26)

< ||T||"? sup

S

-
18 -5 S + N\,

3

7.4 Proof of Theorem 77

We prove Theorem ?7 by obtaining a better bound on BIAS(A) under the assumptions in Theo-
rem ??. Define A := TY/2CT'/2. The assumption that 3* € Z (T"/2A”) implies that 3h € L*(S5)
such that TYV/2AYh = 3*. Hence, we have

BIAS(A) = | T(CT + \)'CB* — B*|| = HTl/z (A + ATy AL — T2 A,

14+v 1+1/
— ‘TI/QZCC‘Z‘-F)\(CZ% Tl/ZZC ¢z, ¢1 HZ an — CZV> <¢i’h>T1/2¢i'|
= | T | =330 ) 2 Vi

(i ><¢)ia¢j] j

—I—)\

9y 1/2
A{z;@[ = ><¢i,¢j>]}

1/2
SOSTS T (4 Nl G

= ;le

1/2
= {ZZ [ ey 2 nil6is i) «w»] <¢i,h><¢e,h>}

IN

) ) 94 1/2 12 1/2
)‘{{;Z[(CJri)(CéﬁA] |:;/‘j<¢i,¢j><¢l,¢j>] } {ZZ iy h)* (be, h) } }

) o Ly - 2 1/4
<>\h{z e ;ujwi,wjm,w} }

i L

_ 9\ 1/4
3 RSNk
m{z <<¢+§><@+A>_ me,wm,w] }

i L

1/4 2y 1/4
e
= Al L ae] ] {S}bp {Z WW“%MW’W] }

1y
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2y 1/4

z@ i b

= [Z (Sy

(%) v\ 2
< Al [Z (&)

(*<*) A A (42b=2b—) 20y

~

Zug is V5 (Bes bj)

1/2
/ ot 12

< Al [Z e

where () follows from the assumption in (??) and (s*) from Lemma A.5 when b > 2bv + ¢ and
2b > 2bv +t,ie, v < % - ﬁ. Therefore,

BIAS(A) = | T(CT + A\)~1CB* — 5*|| < . HhH (7.27)

Combining the bounds in (??)—(??) from the proof of Theorem ?? and (??), we obtain

HB B*H < )\—(%Jr%) )\2bu;rbt71
- —+
~ N—_——
Vn -

Note that we have p = o(A\”) as A — 0. Hence, by our choice of A, the result follows.

7.5 Proof of Proposition 77?7

First note that k& and ¢ are positive definite kernels which follow from the form of k£ and ¢ and
the assumption that a; > 0 for all ¢ and b,, > 0 for all m. Next, we note that we k(-,z) =

> i aidi(x)di(-) € H, and

D=3 (@) = f(@), Vo e 0.1,

implying H is an RKHS induced by the kernel k.
By considering the integral operator Tf = fol k(-,x)f(z)dz, for f € L?([0,1]), we have

Tf = / S asw) @)t = S [/ e >] 6= Y ailf 60

This implies T'p; = >, ai(dj, di)di = D _; aidijd; = ajpj, i.e., (as, ¢;)ien form the pair of eigenvalues
and eigenfunctions of the operator 7. Since ), a; < co and a; > 0, T is also a positive, trace-class
operator.

Since X is a mean-zero Gaussian process with covariance function

T,y) = Z b (2) b (),

it follows from the Karhunen-Loéve theorem that X has a representation of the form

X = Z \/@mema
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where z,, ~ N(0,1). Furthermore, we have

C=EX®X|]=E Z \/E\/@zmzsd)m ®Ys| = Z @@E[zm%]wm ® s
= Z \/@\/gémsl/}m @ ws = Z bml/}m @ wm‘

This implies that Cvy = >, bytm (¥m, e) = betpe. Since by, > 0 and Y, by, < 0o, C is also a
positive, trace-class operator with (b;, 1;);cn as eigenvalue-eigenfunction pairs.
We next characterize the space 2Z2(T"/?(T/2CT"/?)). Note that by functional calculus, we have

TY? = > i Vit ® ¢i. Hence,
CT'? = " byn/6i (m, 9i)thm ®@ i = D bn/@ilmithm © ¢

m,i m,i

and

V20712 — [Z Vb ® gbj] !Z b/ @iOmiVm @ <Z>i]
j m,i
= D Vaitibmbnibn;d; © i

17.]7m

1,5

b; @ ¢ (7.28)

= Jaiamijé; ® ;.
j
By a similar calculation, we obtain
TYHTVRCTY?) = " aj/amié; ® éi.
]
Since
A(TVATRCT ) = { [ e (0,1 f = TVATRCT ) s h e 12(0,1)

for any function f € Z(TY?(TY/2CT"/?)), we have f = TY/?(T*/2CT'/?)h for some h € L*(0,1]).
By defining h; = (h, ¢;) and B =), \/aini;hi, we have

f=Yajvaimihio; = a;B;é;.

We now show that f € H. Consider ||f~'||%{ =2, ajﬂ? < |n|I? 2050 amfj, where

2
n? = (Z bmemiemj> <D i Y Oy = 16517 Y b
=3 0202, < 02 <Y b
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Hence, || f[|3, < [|B]I? (3, bm) (3; ai)? < oo, which implies that we have 22(T/2(TY/2CT/?)) C H.
Next, we show that %’(Tl/Q(Tl/ZNCTl/Q)) C H. To this end, note that for any function f €
R(TY?(TY2CT/?)), we have that f = Zj a;B;¢;, and by a similar calculation as above we have

that Hf||§_~[ < oo where we used BJQ- < ||h||?7;. Finally, since

2 2 2
£ 2. f:
g —Z:E Z—’Ssupng L < 0.
— a; — QT i Qi

it also follows that H C H.

7.6 Proof of Theorem 77

Note that

ICY2(3 — 89| < |CY2(3B — 3B + |CV2(38x — 5]
= |(3*CV2(B — Byl + |CV2(3Bs — 8-

By defining A := J*C7J and following the steps similar to the proof of Theorem ?? in bounding the
first term, we obtain
IC*2(3 = B9)|° S |AY2(A+ M) 2|2 - (Term 2)* - (Term 3)°
Term 7

- [Term 4 + Term 5]2 + ||C'1/2(3/3>\ — B9%.

Term 8

We will now proceed with bounding Term 7 and Term 8. For Term 7, note that
|AYV2(A+ A1)~ V2| < 1.
To bound Term 8, note that
[CY2(38y = B = ICH23(3*CT + ADTIT*CB" = V25|
= |CY2T(CT + AI)TrOB* — CY2B¥.

The result therefore follows by combining the bounds on Term 7 and Term 8, along with the bounds
for Term 2 to Term 5 from the proof of Theorem ?77.

7.7 Proof of Theorem 77?7
We first deal with the bias term. Since 8* € Z (T'/?), 3h € L?(S) such that 8* = T'/2h. Therefore,
we have
|CY2T(CT + AD)~Los* — CV26¥)|
— ||Cl/2T1/2(T1/2CT1/2 + /\I)—lTl/ZCTl/Qh _ Cl/ZTl/ZhH
_ ’ CL/271/2 [(TI/QCTI/Q 1 )\I)—lTl/QCTl/Qh _ h} H

= |(TV2CT VATV CT Y 4 A TITVACT Y — (T2 0T ) 20|

1/2

G G"”

2
_ 1/2 . 2 7

. (2
(2
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b

7
< ARIANY2 = VAR

S AllAll sup
%

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.6. Since o = 1/2, by using (??), (??) and (?7?)
respectively for bounding N()), trace(®) and [|@]], along with the above bound on the bias, we
obtain

1

. ATB
1CY2(6 — B9 < W + A

Hence, by setting A as in (??), we obtain the claim in (?7).

7.8 Proof of Theorem 77
We first bound the bias term. Since 8* € Z (T%), 3h € L*(S) such that 8* = T*h. Therefore, we
have

|CY2T(CT 4+ AI)~tCps — CV2p||

= |CV2T(CT + AI)~'CT*h — CY/2Th||

_ H01/2T1/2(T1/20T1/2 + )\I)—lTl/QCTah _ CI/QTOchH

1/2
1+as3/2 2
i 1/2 2
= AR,
3 (Hets -t ) (o
é.l/QIua i—(ozt-i—c/?)
< S P« LT
< Mlihllsup =25 S Allbllsup ==
at+c/2—t—c at+c/2
SAR[A - e =Xt |[h],

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.6. This upper bound on the bias, along with (?7)
and (??) from the proof of Theorem ?? implies that

_ 1+42t(1-20) i
~ A t+c at+c
OV~ ) A AT

Thus by setting A as in (??), we obtain the claim in (?7?).
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A Auxiliary results

In this section, we collect some technical results used to prove the main results.
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Theorem A.1 (?7). Let H be a separable Hilbert space, with mnorm || - |[g and inner-product
(). Let H be the completion with respect to || - [|g. Let p be a Gaussian measure on H.
Then, for any h e H and for any once Fréchet-differentiable function f : H — R, we have
Ja(h, @) dp(x) = [7(Vf(x),h)g dp(x), where V represents the Fréchet derivative, as long as the
expectations are well deﬁned

Lemma A.2 (Chebychev’s inequality for Hilbert-valued random variables). Let Z; € H, for i =
1,...,n be i.i.d. Hilbert-valued random variables such that E[Z;] = 0. Then

2
P( wwﬂﬂ)gd

nd
Proof. By Markov’s inequality, it is obvious that for any ¢ > 0

1 & |y, z|;
P(n;Zine>§ = .

=1 H

By noting
2
N N - Bl Z: %
E gZZi :E.Z E(Zi, Z;) i ZEHZHH 2ZE<ZZ-,ZJ->H: =
i=1 H J=1 i#]
and choosing € = 1/ El 1”H yields the result. O
Theorem A.3 (?). Let Xi,...,X,, be i.i.d. centered Gaussian random variables in a separable

Hilbert space H with covariance operator ¥ = E[X ®py X|. Let 3 = %Zi:l X; @y X; be the
empirical covariance operator. Define

()X |1n)*
1 Tep

Then for all 7 > 1 and n > (r(X) V 1), with probability at least 1 —e™",

: VIl + VT
I~ Bllep < K Slop T

where K1 is a universal constant independent of X, 7 and n.

r(X) =

Lemma A.4. For any bounded, self-adjoint positive operator I' on L?(S),
E[(X,TX)?] < 3trace*(TC),
assuming trace(CY/?) < oo with C = E[X ® X].

Proof. First note that by the Karhunen-Loéve expansion, we have X = > . x;¢;, where (¢;)icn
and (\;);en are the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of C', and z; are independent Gaussian random
variables with E[z?] = );. Hence, we have

2

E[(X,TX)? <Z%%Z%F%> =B | Y @iz (pi Tpj)

/[:7j
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. > Elizjzpad{pi, Do) (or: Dipe)
.

—ZE (i, Tpi)® + > E[2?|E[23] (s, Tpi) (05, Dpj)
7]

2
—SZAZ (PMFSOZ <Z)\ (Pur‘)oz) _ZAZZ<¢i7F@i>2
2
_22)‘ (qu‘Pz (Z)\ ¢13FQ0@> ) (A1)

where the exchange of expectation and summation in (%) holds by Fubini’s theorem if

> Elwiajzrzel (e, Tos)|[(or, Tpe)| < oo (A.2)
i7j7k7€

We will later verify (??). Note that

trace(I'C') = trace (F (Z Aipi ® <pl>>
= trace (Z Ai (Tp;) @ goz) Z Xi{pi, Tpi). (A.3)

Furthermore, recall that the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of an operator A is defined as HAH%{S =
>~ | 4e;]|?, where (e;)ien, is any orthonormal basis for L?(S). Hence, we have

‘ HS

= <Z il o) (9 ® 0i), D Ajles, Topp) (95 ® %)>
HS

i J

2
Z Ailpi, Toi) (0i ® i)

)

=3 Xidi(0i Toi) (0, T5) (05 © i, 05 ® 05) g
i

= " Xidi{0i Toi) (05, To5) (i, 05)° ZAQ i, Dpi)?
’j

This means

2
> X i Tpi)® < trace’ (Z Aifpi Tpi)pi ® %‘) = (Z Ailei Toi) (i <Pz'>>

2
= (Z Ai{pi, Fgai)) = trace? (I'C), (A.4)
Combining (??) and (??) in (??) yields the result. We will now verify (??). Note that

> Elwiwzpaed[(0s Tyl (er Tea)| < TP D Elaszjwyal
i7j7k7e i?j’k?e
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< ry? ZE 4 ) Bl P Elal) + ) Ela}Efe?

i#] i#]

+ > Ellzl|E[l2; |E[2; |E[ 2]

i#jFkAL
4
NIV E) DEREE SPRAN/TYRE) PP Vs (Zﬁ>
i #J i#£]j (
2 4
st (s (2) (£ ) + (2] + (£ i)
i i j i i
< 00,
which completes the proof. ]

Lemma A.5. For 3> a>1, and v > %, we have
F—o 14+8y—a

3 ‘ <>\‘ﬁ21‘g/oo LI
>y S e’

Proof. Note that

o VB« 0 By«
— =) ——— < —
N R My Y A vt

N (BW = By—a (A+By—a) poo ,fBy—c
:/ ﬂy A 1/de:)\_ B / yiﬁdy,
0 (l—l—y )7 o (L+yP)
where
% Br-a o ,B(1-5) o/ B \TTB _a
y y y 5\ "8
dy = Z dy= 1+ d
/0 A+yoy Y /0 (1+y70 Y /0 <1+yﬂ> (1+v7) "
g/o 1+ % dy (> a/B)
Therefore,

—a/B -1
oo 1 B o /1 yﬁ 3 © /1 ya
=z [ (L) o [T,
/0 (1+yﬁ)a/5y 0 27 = 0 SR Y
where the last inequality uses the fact that
a/B
AN
42 > (242
(2 + 2 ) - (2 + 2

by Jensen’s inequality, because the function f(z) = /B z e [0, 00) is concave for « < B. Hence,

we have

o) yﬂ'yfa 1_a e L

—Z——dy <2 _ﬁ/ (1+y%) " dy < o0
/0 (1+yP) 0

as long as a > 1. ]
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Lemma A.6. For any 0 < a < [,

i~ a=f
su <\ B
2611\:1) |: - + )‘:|
Proof. Note that
B—a
[ i ] [ e } < B /A 5
sup | - =sup |————=| < sup = sup
ien LiP + A ien |1+ \if ve(0,00) L AT 000y 11
B—a B—a
a—p t B =B t B 1
=AF8 sup — =X sup =
te(0,00) I+t te(0,00) 1+¢ (1 + t)lf B
S oy L
<A sup ———= = A ,
te(0,00) (1 +1)/8
which completes the proof
Lemma A.7.
! a
/0 cos(ax) cos(bx)dr = a2 cos(a) sin(b) —

o2 sin(a) cos(b).
—a
Proof. Define J = fol cos(ax) cos(bx)dx. Then, we have

J = (cos(ax)sm(bbx)>: + a/ol sin(ax)smébx)

=3 cos(a) sin(b) + %

dx

(sin(aa:) cosl()bm) >(1) + % /01 cos(ax) cos(bx)dx
- b% sin(a) cos(b) + (9>2 J

b
from which we get the desired result

1 .
=3 cos(a) sin(b)

—_

Lemma A.8. Let ¢y, be as defined in (77)

. Then, we have

(Y (+), cos(im)) 2 < igtlogQ m]/2.

iT
Proof. For a given m, consider j = |logym| and £ = m + 1 — 27, Then, we have

m(2), cos(im-)) 2
:/ U (x) cos(imx)dz

, 27/2 cos(imzx)dx — /_2 2912 cos(ima)da
2i/2 i 9j)2 -+

_ . 2 o . 2

—— [sin(imz)] 1 o [sin(imx)] Py
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2 o ) )

2R () g (= 1/2)
21/2 Z:(e[1/<2)2]>_ i7<r(€f; ﬂ intl
S e (M) e (M) e (5]

<i2j/2
T ’

thereby completing the proof.

B Bound on 5;; in (??)

From (?7), we have

1 w w . o
Nij = Z bmOmibhmj = s Z b —s T T sin® (mwy ) (—1)
m m

which implies

Consider

_ 1N, e (_mAbfa
j?%: <m+(b—j)/a> ’

We now consider two cases. First, we consider the case of b < 0. Define ¢ := (5 —b)/a—|(j —

and note that 0 < ¢ < 1. Then, we have

St (o o)

S () ey
g G=0/a) =2 n— (- 0)/)
m1—5 1—5
) m% =G mz% L= G pa
m1—5 0 m1—5
" 2 Grwper 2 e G
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= Te T argr T +<'b_1>2
T2 )T (2 )
* ( (1—0)2) +< (2—(;)2) *
- B 1 L%bJ 1-6
[ (g g )

. _5 14| i=b|1-6 E+115+3b16
a 2 6 7(1_10)2‘*‘22:1727 for § > 1
_bl—(S
S\‘jaJ +Cl>

where we have used the fact that for § <1,

oo o0 oo
(€4 1)1-9 =041 g2 1

/2 SZ /2 :E+251+6<OO’
/=1 /=1 Y4

and (' is some constant independent of the index j. Hence

> Wi bm <L{]1i=27 L

< § min(1+4,2) )

~

Next we consider the case of b > 0. Note that for j < b,
2 2
Zm—(ué) ( m—l—b/q > < Zm—(1+6) (m—i-b/a)
— m+(b—3j)/a — m
2
=S (14 b
— am
1
S Zm_(1+5) [1 + m?} = < 00.
Now, for j > b, we have
2 2
Zm_(1+§)< m—l—b/a ) Zm 1+5 m+b/a)
m m+(b—j)/a —(j —b)/a)?

B3 Ry m? + (b/a)?
> —(j—b)/a)’
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Therefore,

_sa) [ mAbja \? _ [Ca, forj<b,
Zm 1 ~ j—=b|1-§ . )
— m+ (b—7j)/a | 27772+ Ch, for j > b

and consequently

Z w,znbm < j*Z,. for j < b, < j—min(1+5,2)‘
— (Wi + §)? (W — J)* | G0 for > b

Putting everything together yields
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