arXiv:2006.09660v2 [stat.ME] 6 Jul 2021

Wiasserstein Regression”

Yaqing Chen', Zhenhua Lin?, and Hans-Georg Miiller!

Department of Statistics, University of California, Davis
2Department of Statistics and Applied Probability, National University of Singapore

Abstract

The analysis of samples of random objects that do not lie in a vector space is gaining in-
creasing attention in statistics. An important class of such object data is univariate probability
measures defined on the real line. Adopting the Wasserstein metric, we develop a class of re-
gression models for such data, where random distributions serve as predictors and the responses
are either also distributions or scalars. To define this regression model, we utilize the geometry
of tangent bundles of the space of random measures endowed with the Wasserstein metric for
mapping distributions to tangent spaces. The proposed distribution-to-distribution regression
model provides an extension of multivariate linear regression for Euclidean data and function-
to-function regression for Hilbert space valued data in functional data analysis. In simulations,
it performs better than an alternative transformation approach where one maps distributions
to a Hilbert space through the log quantile density transformation and then applies traditional
functional regression. We derive asymptotic rates of convergence for the estimator of the re-
gression operator and for predicted distributions and also study an extension to autoregressive
models for distribution-valued time series. The proposed methods are illustrated with data on
human mortality and distributional time series of house prices.

Keywords: Distribution regression; distributional time series; functional data analysis; parallel

transport; tangent bundles; Wasserstein geometry.

1 Introduction

Regression analysis is one of the foundational tools of statistics to quantify the relationship between
a response variable and predictors and there have been many extensions of simple models such as
the multiple linear regression model to more complex data scenarios. These include linear models
for function-to-function regression, where predictors and responses are both considered random
elements in Hilbert space, with a variant where responses are scalars (Grenander 1950; Ramsay
and Dalzell 1991). Such linear functional regression models and their properties have been well
studied (Cardot et al. 1999, 2003; Yao et al. 2005; Cai and Hall 2006; Hall and Horowitz 2007) and
reviewed (Morris 2015; Wang et al. 2016).

*Research supported by NIH Echo and NSF DMS1712862.
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Samples that include random objects, which are random elements in general metric spaces that
by default do not have a vector space structure, are increasingly common. Such data cannot be
analyzed with methods devised for Euclidean or functional data, which are usually viewed as random
elements of a Hilbert space (Marron and Alonso 2014; Huckemann 2015). We focus here on the
case where the random objects are random probability measures on the real line that satisfy certain
regularity conditions. Specifically, at this time there are no in-depth studies with detailed statistical
analysis of regression models that feature such random measures as predictors, in contrast to the
situation where vector predictors are coupled with random distributions as responses (Petersen and
Miiller 2019a).

Related work also includes a variety of methods that specifically target the case where Euclidean
predictors are paired with responses that reside on a finite-dimensional Riemannian manifold (Davis
et al. 2007; Shi et al. 2009; Hinkle et al. 2012; Yuan et al. 2012; Cornea et al. 2017; Lin et al. 2017).
Kernel and spline type methods have been proposed for the case where both predictors and responses
are elements of finite-dimensional Riemannian manifolds (Steinke and Hein 2009; Steinke et al. 2010;
Banerjee et al. 2016). However, these methods do not cover spaces of probability measures under
the Wasserstein metric, where the tangent spaces are subspaces of infinite-dimensional Hilbert
spaces. Additionally, no comprehensive investigation of the statistical properties and asymptotic
behavior of distribution-to-distribution regression models seems to exist. To develop the proposed
model, we utilize tangent bundles in the space of probability distributions with the Wasserstein
metric and parallel transport to obtain asymptotic results for regression operators and predicted
measures.

A recent approach to including random distributions as predictors in complex regression models
is to transform the densities of these distributions to unconstrained functions in the Hilbert space
L2, e.g., by the log quantile density (LQD) transformation (Petersen and Miiller 2016) and then to
employ functional regression models where the transformed functions serve as predictors and the
responses are either also the transformed functions or scalars (Chen et al. 2019; Kokoszka et al.
2019; Petersen et al. 2019a), whence established methods for functional regression become appli-
cable. However, the LQD transformation does not take into account the geometry of the space of
probability distributions and therefore the corresponding transformation map is not isometric and
leads to deformations that change distances between pairs of objects. In contrast, the transforma-
tion method we develop here is closely adapted to the underlying geometry, leads to an isometric
map and fully utilizes the geometric properties of the metric space of random measures equipped
with the Wasserstein distance. We also found in implementations and simulations that the pro-
posed geometric method that we refer to as Wasserstein regression works very well, especially when
comparing it to a regression approach that is based on the LQD transformation. Other alternatives
have been considered for regressing scalar responses on distribution-valued predictors (Péczos et al.
2013; Oliva et al. 2014; Szabé et al. 2016; Bachoc et al. 2017; Thi Thien Trang et al. 2019), but
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these are either Nadaraya—Watson type estimators that suffer from a severe curse of dimensionality,
or kernel-based methods that rely on tuning parameters whose choice could be sensitive in real ap-
plications. Bonneel et al. (2016) approximate input histograms by the closest weighted barycenters
of a database of reference histograms with respect to Wasserstein distance, which work when input
histograms are not far from the references, aiming at applications in image processing.

Our goal is to develop a regression model where the predictors and responses are both distri-
butions in W. A good starting point is linear regression in Euclidean spaces, where for a pair of
random elements (X,Y) € (RP,R), E(Y | X) = Tg(X) = EY + 37(X — EX). The regression
function I'g can be characterized by the following two properties: First, it maps the expectation of
X to the expectation of Y; second, conditioning on X, it transports the line segment between EX
and X to that between EY and E(Y | X). Specifically,

EY =Tg(EX) and E[EY + (Y —EY) | X] = Tg[EX + t(X —EX)], forall t € [0,1]. (1)

However, expectations and line segments are not well-defined for the space of distributions,
since it is not a vector space. In this paper, we develop a distribution-to-distribution regression
model that is analogous to traditional linear regression models for Euclidean and functional data,
with the decisive difference that both predictors and responses are univariate probability measures.
An example which we investigate later is to study the relationship of the age-at-death distributions
of different countries in 2013 to the distributions 30 years before. We also discuss an extension of
our approach to an autoregressive model for distribution-valued time series. In our estimation pro-
cedures and theoretical analysis we cover the commonly encountered but more complex situation
where neither predictor nor response distributions are directly observed and instead the available
data consist of i.i.d. samples that are generated by each of these distributions. After we submitted
this paper, a preprint reporting independently conducted but related work on autoregressive mod-
eling of distributional time series was posted by Zhang et al. (2020), where a simplified version of
the distributional autoregressive model in (29) was studied.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. We first propose a distribution-to-distribution
regression model based on the tangent bundle of the Wasserstein space of probability distributions
in Section 2, with estimation and asymptotic theory in Section 3, and then describe an extension
of the model to an autoregressive model for time series of distributions in Section 4. Simulation
studies are illustrated in Section 5 to assess the finite-sample performance of the proposed estima-
tors and a competing approach. The wide applicability of the proposed methods is demonstrated

with applications to human mortality data and US house price data in Section 6.
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2 Methodology

2.1 Tangent Bundle of the Wasserstein Space

Let D be R or a closed interval in R, and Z(D) be the Borel o-algebra on D. We focus on
the Wasserstein space W = W(D) of probability distributions on (D, %(D)) with finite second

moments, endowed with the £2-Wasserstein distance

1/2

) = { [ @)~ F 0)Pap) @)

for p1,pe € W, where F| 1 and F{l denote the quantile functions of p; and pe, respectively;
specifically, for any distribution p = pu(F) € W with cumulative distribution function (cdf) F', we

consider the quantile function F~! to be the left continuous inverse of F, i.e.,
F~Y(p) =inf{r e D: F(r) > p}, forpec (0,1). (3)

As demonstrated for example in Ambrosio et al. (2008); Bigot et al. (2017); Zemel and Panaretos
(2019), basic concepts of Riemannian manifolds can be generalized to the Wasserstein space W. We
assume in the following that pu. € W is an atomless reference probability measure, i.e., it possesses

a continuous cdf Fi. For any p € W, the geodesic from fi, to p, vy, .: [0,1] = W, is given by
f)/lbmll(t) = [t(Fil o F* - ld) + 1d]#ﬂ*7 for ¢ € [07 1}7 (4)

where for a measurable function h: D — D, h#tp., is a push-forward measure such that h#u.(A) =
p«({r € D: h(r) € A}) for any set A € B(D). The tangent space at p, is defined as

2
T, = {t(FToF—id) : ji = p(F) € W, 1> 0} 7

where [,Z* = £i*(D) is the Hilbert space of pu4-square-integrable functions on D C R, with inner
product (-,-),, and norm || - ||,,. The tangent space T, is a subspace of L2 equipped with the
same inner product and induced norm (Theorem 8.5.1, Ambrosio et al. 2008).

The exponential map Exp,, is then defined by the push-forward measures, which maps functions
of the form g = t(F~! o F, — id) onto W, with F~! being the quantile function of an arbitrary
distribution pu € W,

Exp,, g = (g + id)##.. (5)

While this exponential map is not a local homeomorphism (Ambrosio et al. 2004), any p € W can
be recovered by Exp,,, (F~1'o F, —id) in the sense that dW(Expu*(F_1 o Fy —id),u) =0, and the
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logarithmic map Log,, : W — T),,, as the right inverse of the exponential map, is given by
Log, p= FloF,—id, forue W. (6)

Furthermore, restricted to the log image, Expu*]Logu (w) is an isometric homeomorphism (e.g.,
Lemma 2.1, Bigot et al. 2017).

2.2 Distribution-to-Distribution Regression

Let (v1,v2) be a pair of random elements with a joint distribution F on W x W, assumed to be
square integrable in the sense that Ed¥, (u,v1) < oo and Ed3, (i, 2) < oo for some (and thus for
all) 4 € W. Any element in W that minimizes Ed%, (-, v1) is called a Fréchet mean of vy (Fréchet
1948). Since the Wasserstein space W is a Hadamard space (Kloeckner 2010), such minimizers

uniquely exist (Sturm 2003) and are given by

vig = argmin Bdsy (u,v1) and  vagq = argmin Bdsy (u, vs). (7)
HeEW HeEW
It is well-known that for univariate distributions as we consider here, the quantile functions of the

Fréchet means are simply
-1 EF-! d F-l EF—!
1o () =EF () an b (1) =EF;, (),

where Ffesl, FQZ(al’ Fr L and Fy L are the quantile functions of vig, vog, v1 and v, respectively.

As suggested by the multiple linear regression as per (1), we replace expectations and line
segments, which are not well-defined for the Wasserstein space, by Fréchet means and geodesics,
respectively. Hence, a regression operator I'yww: W — W for the Wasserstein space would be

expected to satisfy:

dw(l/Q@, Fw(l/l@)) =0 and dw(]E@{’y,,Q@,VQ (t)|1/1},1“w{7,,1@,yl (t)}) = 0, for all ¢ € [0, 1], (8)

where the conditional Fréchet mean Eq{7vy,q .0, (t) | v1} = argmin ey E[d3, (1 Yoae e (1)) | 1]

We assume that the Fréchet means vjq and rag are atomless so that they can be used as
the reference probability measures as in Section 2.1. Note that Log, 11e = 0, rig-a.e., and
Log,, v2e = 0, vag-a.e., and that Exp,(0) = p for any u € W. Furthermore, it follows from
(4)-(6) and the isometry property of Exp,, |Logy2@W that v,,4,., () = Exp,, (tLog,,  v1) and that
Eo{Vuaa v (t) | v1} = argming,cyy E([|Log,,, 1 — tLog,, 1|7, | Log,, 1) = Exp,,, [E(tLog,, v |
Log,,.v1)]. Hence, (8) can be rewritten as

IT(0)]lp =0 and [E(tLog,,, 2 | Log,, 1) — [(tLog,, v1)|lue = 0, for all t € [0,1],  (9)

5
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where I': T,,,.. — T, I' = Log,,, oI'w o Exp,, ., is a regression operator between tangent spaces

Vig vag
Ty, and T, .
. . . 2 2 .
As discussed in Section 2.1, T,,, and T,,, are subspaces of Ly = and Lj,_, respectively.

Distribution-to-distribution regression can then be viewed as function-to-function regression, which
has been well-studied in functional data analysis (see, e.g., Ferraty and Vieu 2003; Yao et al. 2005;
He et al. 2010; Wang et al. 2016). Specifically, we assume that the random pair of distributions
(v1,v9) satisfy the model

E(Logyg@VQ | Logl/l@yl) = F(Logy1®yl)7 (10)

where I': T}, — T,,, is a linear operator defined as

Lg(t) = (B(:,t),9)11e, forte Dand geT,,. (11)

2
Vig XV2g”?

Here, 8 : D> — R is a coefficient function (i.e., the kernel of I') lying in £ and vig, X og
is a product probability measure on the product measurable space (D?, %(D?)) generated by v1a

and 9. We note that our model satisfies (9). Furthermore, we assume
(A1) With probability 1, I'(Log,, @Vl) + id is non-decreasing.

Assumption (A1) guarantees that I'(Log,, 1) € Log,, W with probability 1. We demonstrate
the feasibility of the proposed model in (10) by providing a framework in Section 5 to construct

explicit examples that satisfy the model requirements and (A1).

2.3 Covariance Structure, Regression Coefficient Function and Scalar Responses

Noting that E(Log,, v1) = 0, v1g-a.e., and E(Log,, 12) = 0, vae-a.e., we denote the covariance
operators of Log,  v1 and Log,, v by C,, = E(Log, 11 ® Log,, v1) and C,, = E(Log,, v2 ®
Log,, v2), respectively, and the cross-covariance operator by Cy,,, = E(Log,, v2®Log,, v1). Since
the two covariance operators C,, and C,, are trace-class, they have eigendecompositions (Theorem
7.2.6, Hsing and Eubank 2015) as given below, which can be viewed as an analog to multivariate
principal component analysis (Dauxois et al. 1982; Castro et al. 1986), yielding a corresponding

decomposition for the cross-covariance operator Cy, ..,

Cor = X @5, Coy=> ki ®@Ui, Coymy = > Enthi ® ;. (12)
k=1

j=1 = k=1j=1

Here \; = E[(Log,, , v1, ¢j>,%1®] and ¢ = ]E[(Log,,Q@z/g,wk)?,Q@] are eigenvalues such that A\; > Ay >
- >0and g1 > ¢ > - >0, {¢; 32, and {r}32, are eigenfunctions that are orthonormal in
Ty, and Tp,,, respectively, and &5 = E[(Log,, . V1, @j) v (LOgy, V2, Vk)img |- With probability 1,

6
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the log transformations Log,, .1 and Log,, 2 admit the Karhunen-Lo¢ve expansions

o) o0
Loglll@yl = Z<Logl/1®ylﬂ ¢j>l/1@ QS] a‘nd LOglIQ@ V2 = Z<L0gl/2® V27 ¢k>l/2@ /lzz)k‘
j=1 k=1

Then as in the classical functional regression (e.g., Bosq 1991; Cardot et al. 1999; Yao et al.

2005), the regression coefficient function 5 can be expressed as

B=> > btk ® ¢, (13)

k=1j=1

with bj, = )\j_léjk. In order to guarantee that the right hand side of (13) converges in the sense

that
2

K J
lim /D /D lzzbjk¢j(s)¢k(t)—ﬁ(s,t) dvie(s)duas () = 0,

K
J,K—00 k1 j=1

we assume (Lemma A.2, Yao et al. 2005)

YD NG < . (14)

k=1j=1

To keep notations simple, we use the same notation g1 ® go for the operator and its kernel

2
H1

on EiQ such that (g1 ® g2)(9) = (92, 9)u.01 for g € £
that (g1 ® g2)(s,t) = g1(t)ga(s) for all s,t € D.

A variant of the proposed distribution-to-distribution regression in (10) is the pairing of dis-

throughout this paper. Namely, for g1 € L2 and g3 € 532, g1 ® g2 can represent either an operator

2

4, OF its kernel, i.e., a bivariate function such

tributions as predictors with scalar responses. For a pair of random elements (v1,Y’) with a joint

distribution on W x R, a distribution-to-scalar regression model is

E(Y | Logm@yl) =E(Y) + (5, Logm@yl)yl@. (15)

Here, v1g, is the Fréchet mean of v1 and B1: D — R is a regression coefficient function in E?,l o
which can be expressed as 1 = 37724 )\j_l(IE(YLogl,leBul), ®j)ine®j, where \j and ¢; are the eigen-
values and eigenfunctions of the covariance operator C,, of Log,  v1 as in (12), and we assume
that 3272, /\]-_2<IE(YLogV1 @Vl),¢j>12,l » < 0o. This model can also be viewed as function-to-scalar
regression, which has been well studied in functional data analysis (Cardot et al. 1999, 2003; Cai
and Hall 2006; Hall and Horowitz 2007; Yuan and Cai 2010).
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3 Estimation

3.1 Distribution Estimation

While Bigot et al. (2017) assume distributions are fully observed, in reality this is usually not the
case, and this creates an additional challenge for the implementation of the proposed distribution-to-
distribution regression model. Options to address this include estimating cdfs (e.g., Aggarwal 1955;
Read 1972; Falk 1983; Leblanc 2012), or estimating quantile functions (e.g., Parzen 1979; Falk 1984;
Yang 1985; Cheng and Parzen 1997) of the underlying distributions. Given an estimated quantile
function F—! (resp. cdf ﬁ), we convert it to a cdf (resp. a quantile function) by right (resp. left)

continuous inversion,
F(r)y=sup{pe[0,1]: F Y (p)<r}, forreR (16)

(resp. (3)). Alternatively, one can start with a density estimator to estimate densities (Panaretos
and Zemel 2016; Petersen and Miiller 2016) and then compute the cdfs and quantile functions by
integration and inversion.

Suppose {(v1i, v2:) }i; are n independent realizations of (v1,1r2). What we observe are collec-
tions of independent measurements {Xﬂ};i”fi and {Yil};iuf", sampled from vy; and vy;, respectively,
where m,,, and m,,, are the sample sizes which may vary across distributions. Note that there are
two independent layers of randomness in the data: The first generates independent pairs of dis-
tributions (v1;, v2;); the second generates independent observations according to each distribution,
Xi ~ v and Yy ~ vy;.

For a distribution . € W, denote by i = ,u(ﬁ’ ) the distribution associated with some cdf estimate
F , based on a sample of measurements drawn according to . Using Uy; and Us; as surrogates of
v1; and vo;, the theoretical analysis of the estimation of the distribution-to-distribution regression
operator requires the following assumptions that quantify the discrepancy of the estimated and

true probability measures.

(A2) For any distribution p € W, with some nonnegative decreasing sequences 7, = o(1) as
m — oo, the corresponding estimate i based on a sample of size m drawn according to u

satisfies

sup E[d%, (i, 1)) = O(ry) and  sup E[dfy (fi, p)] = O(72).
pneWw BEW

For example, for compactly supported distributions, the distribution estimator proposed by
Panaretos and Zemel (2016) satisfies (A2) with 7, = m~/2, while Petersen and Miiller (2016)

consider a subset W  of W containing distributions that are absolutely continuous with respect

8
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to Lebesgue measure on a compact domain D such that

sup - sup max{f,(r), 1/ fu(r), |fu(r)[} < R, (17)
peEWe reD,,
where f, is the density function of a distribution p € Wy, D, is the support of distribu-
tion p and R > 0 is constant, and then obtain the rates sup,cyac EdZ, (i, 1) = O(m~2/3) and
SUD epyae Eld} (fi, )] = O(m~*/3) in (A2) (Proposition 1, Petersen and Miiller 2019b).
The following assumption on the numbers of measurements per distribution m,,, and m,,,

facilitates our analysis:

(A3) There exists a sequence m = m(n) such that min{m,,,,my,, :i=1,...,n} >m and m — oo

as n — oQ.

3.2 Regression Operator Estimation

2

We note that notations with “~” refer to estimators based on fully observed distributions, while
those with “~” refer to estimators for which the distributions, v1; and 1»;, are not fully observed
and only samples of measurements drawn from the distributions are available.

Given independent realizations {(v1;,v2:)}7; of (v1,12), we first consider an oracle estimator
for the regression operator I', where we initially assume that {(v1;,v2;)}, are fully observed.
First of all, the empirical Fréchet means are well-defined and unique due to the fact that we work
in Hadamard spaces. Specifically, replacing the expectation in (7) by that with respect to the

empirical measure based on {(v1;, 2;)};; gives

n o0
Ui = arg minZd%V(uu,,u) and Uyg = arg minZd%V(Vgi,,u), (18)
HEW =1 HEW =1
where the corresponding quantile functions are the empirical means of quantile functions across the

sample,

n 1 n
Z ) and  Fygl() fZ 5 (), (19)

1
T nc n
and the corresponding distribution functions are given by right continuous inverses of the quan-
tile functions as in (16). Then the log transforms Log,  vi; and Log,, r2; admit estimates
Logy v1; and Log vy;. The covariance operators C,, and C,, can be estimated by C,, =
n-! ” "1 Logy1 V1 ® L0g~ Vi and Cl,2 =n 1Y, LogV2 vo; ® Logy . We denote the eigen-
values and eigenfunctions Of C',,1 and Cl,2 by )\- and gbj, respectlvely by ¢ and d)k, where the
eigenvalues are in non-ascending order. The cross-covariance operator C,,,, can be estimated by
Coy =010, Logg, . v2i ® Logy, v1;.

Due to the compactness of C,, , its inverse is not bounded, leading to an ill-posed problem (e.g.,
He et al. 2003; Wang et al. 2016). Regularization is thus needed and can be achieved through
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truncation. Oracle estimators for the regression coefficient function S and regression operator I'

are

K J
B = Z Zﬂg]k’[ﬁk ® &Ej and fg(t) = <g,§(-,t));1®, for g € Log;1®W, te D, (20)

k=1j=1
where ij = X;lgjk, with Ejk =n! ?:1(Log;1®y1i,$j>;1®(Log;2@V2i,1Zk>;2®, and J and K are

the truncation bounds, i.e., the numbers of included eigenfunctions.

Furthermore, we can construct an estimator based on the distribution estimation in Section 3.1
which will be applicable in practical situations, where typically vq; and v»; are observed in the form
of samples generated from v; and ;. Denote the estimated quantile functions by ﬁﬂ' L and }?’2; L

respectively. Then the quantile functions of the empirical Fréchet means U1q and Dag of 7p; and

Uo; for i =1,...,n are given by
| 1 &5 | 1A
Fma(') o ZFM () and Foy () = EZ 5 () (21)
i=1 i=1

and the corresponding distribution functions ﬁl@ and }AWQ@ can be obtained by right continuous
inversion as per (16). Replacing v1; and vo; by the corresponding estimates 7y; and y;, we can
-1 5

analogously obtain the estimates for the covariance operators, C,, = n 1 Log;169 ﬁli®Loggl® D1

o~ o1 n ~ ~ . .
andC,, =n" "> 11 Log;m Vo ®Log;269 Uo;, as well as the estimate for the cross-covariance operator,

~

Cory =n 130, Logg, . 72 © Logy, 115 We denote the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of CAV1 and
(?,,2 by Xj and qgj, respectively by ¢ and @k, where the eigenvalues are in non-ascending order.
Data-based estimators of the regression coefficient function S and regression operator I' in (11) are

then
6 = Z Z b]k¢k ® (ij and Fg(t) = <g7ﬂ('7t)>7/\1®7 for g & LOgL\l@Wa teD, (22)
k=1j=1

where Bjk = Xj—léjk, and Ejk =n- 1y, (Logg, , D1, @);@(Log%@ Vai, sz);w.

Regarding the numbers of eigenfunctions included, J and K, we note that larger values of J
and K lead to smaller bias but larger variance and potential overfitting. We discuss the selection
of J and K further in Section S.4.1 in the Supplementary Material.

While this paper focuses on univariate distributions, we note that the proposed method in
principle can be extended to the multivariate setting, where however the optimal maps and hence the
log maps in general do not have closed-form expressions and the estimation is completely different
from the univariate setting. In addition, the required determination of the optimal transport maps
is fraught with numerical difficulties (Cuturi 2013). This is in contrast to the univariate case,
where optimal transports just require the computation of quantile functions. Furthermore, the

corresponding asymptotic analysis is also different from the univariate setting; in particular, the

10
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expression of the parallel transport does not hold in the multivariate case. See Section S.7 in the

Supplementary Material for further discussion.

3.3 Parallel Transport

Note that the true regression operator, I': T}, — T,,,, and its estimators, I: T;leB — T;2® and

T T;169 — T;2®, are defined on different tangent spaces, which makes their comparison not so
straightforward. For this, we employ parallel transport, which is a commonly used tool for data on
manifolds (Yuan et al. 2012; Lin and Yao 2019; Petersen and Miiller 2019b). For two probability
distributions p1, u2 € W, a parallel transport operator P, ., : Lil — £32 can be defined between

. . 2 2
the entire Hilbert spaces £, and L, by

Puijuwg = goFl_1 oFy, forge L:;Qm (23)

where F| 1'and F, are the quantile function of i and cdf of o, respectively. Assuming that p is
atomless, restricted to the tangent space T},,, the parallel transport operator P, ,., ‘Tm defines the
parallel transport from tangent space T},; to T},,.

Denote by H,, ., the space of all Hilbert-Schmidt operators from T}, to T},,, for pi,pu2 € W.
With g, o, iy, 5 € W where pf and po are atomless, we can define a parallel transport operator

'P(#LM)’(H/I’MQ) from 'HHLM to 'H#/l’#é by
(P(u1,u2),(u’1,u’2)~’4)g = Puz,u’g (A(Pll/l,,ulg))7 for g € Tu’l and A € Hy, s, (24)

Denoting the Hilbert-Schmidt norm on H,, 4, by || - %, ,.,, for g1, u2 € W, properties of par-

allel transport operators P, ,,, and P, ..y ( ) that are relevant for the theory are listed in

5
Proposition S1 in Section S.1.1 in the Supplementary Material. Given atomless distributions
B, po, 1, o € W, applying Proposition S1, the discrepancy between operators A € H,, ,, and

A € H,r i, can be quantified in the space Hy, uy by HP(‘“’I’#’Q))(/JL,UQ)A/ — Allp, -

3.4 Asymptotic Theory

Our goal for the theory is to evaluate the performance of the estimated regression operators,
[ and T as per (20) and (22), respectively. According to the discussion in Section 3.3, if the
true Fréchet means viq and v9g and their estimators are atomless, the discrepancy between the

estimated and true regression operators can be gauged by ||73( and

;1@,;2@),(V1@,V2®)F B FHHH@W@

1P Gre ), (1 V2@)f‘ = Ll[24,, g » fOr [ and T, respectively. To guarantee the atomlessness of g,

and vog and their estimators ;g and vog, we assume
(A4) With probability equal to 1, the random distributions 1 and v5 are atomless.

Let C' > 1 denote a constant. To derive the convergence rate of the estimators for the regression

11
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operator, I and f, we require the following conditions regarding the variability of 11 and vs, the
spacing of the eigenvalues \; and ¢, and the decay rates of the coefficients b;;. Conditions of this

type are standard in traditional functional linear regression (e.g., Hall and Horowitz 2007).

(A5) E(HLogm@mH‘l ) < 00, and E((Logyl®yl,¢j),‘fl@) < C)\?, for all 7 > 1; E(||L0gl,2@u2\|j4,2®) <

1/1@

00, and E((Logy2@yg,zpk>,‘f2®) < C¢, for all k > 1.
(A6) For j > 1, \j — A\jt1 > C~1j791 where 6 > 1 is a constant.
(A7) For k> 1, ¢ — Gpg1 > C—1k=9-1 where ¥ > 0 is a constant.
(A8) For j,k > 1, |bjx| < Cj~Pk™¢, where p > 6 + 1 and p > 1 are constants.
Note that (A8) implies (14). Furthermore, for J and K in (20) and (22), we assume
(A9) n=tJ%+2 5 0, n I K?+2 50, as n — .

Let .7 = Z7(C,0,9,p,0) denote the set of distributions F of (v1,12) that satisfy (Al) and
(A4)—(AS8). Defining the sequence

x(n) = x(n; 0,9, p, 0)

min nmax{Zp/(?ﬂ—‘rS),(le—1)/(219+29+2)}/(9+2p)’ nl/(20+3) ’ ifo—09<1,
= { min { pmax{20/(2043),(4p=1)/(29+2042)}/(0+20) (1 / 10g n)l/(219+3)} , ifo—1e(1,3/2],
min nmax{2p/(219+3),(4p71)/(219+2g+2)}/(9+2p) , nl/(QQ)} s lf Q — 19 > 3/27

then when distributions v1; and vy; are fully observed, we obtain

Theorem 1. Assume (A1) and (A4)—(A9). If J ~n'/0+20) and K ~ 3(n), as n — oo, then

lim limsup sup Pr (HP@@,ZQ@),(M@,W@)F - FH%VI@,VQ@ > Moz(n)) =0, (25)

M—oo n—oo Fez

where
a(n) = max {n_(Qp_l)/(9+2p), %(n)_(zg_l)} . (26)

We note that a(n) = n~(2r=D/(0+20) in (26) if either of the following holds: ¢ — ¢ < 1 and
dp(0—0+2) <29+3 < (20—1)(0+2p)/(2p—1);0r 1 < p—19 <3/2and 4p(¥ —p+2) <20+3 <
(20—1)(0+2p)/(2p—1); 0r p— ¥ > 3/2 and p > max{¥ +2 — (20 +3)/(4p), (0 +2p)/(20 + 2)}.
In this case, I’ achieves the same rate as the minimax rate for function-to-scalar linear regression
(Hall and Horowitz 2007) and function-to-function linear regression (following similar arguments
as in the proof of Theorem 3 of Imaizumi and Kato 2018).

Next, we consider the case where the distributions v1; and v»; are not fully observed. In addition,

we require an assumption regarding the number of measurements per distribution and a uniform

12
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Lipschitz condition on the estimated cdfs to guarantee the atomlessness of the estimated Fréchet

means Vig and Pe and hence to justify the use of [|P )f‘ — T34, 1y, @S & measure

Vigv2a),(V1e,V2e V2@

of the estimation error.
(A10) For 7, in (A2), 7, < Cmin{n=tJ~¢ n~K~1}, for all n.

(A1l) For any atomless distribution u € W, the corresponding estimate i based on a sample of

measurements drawn according to p is also atomless.

For example, with J ~ n/(*20) and K ~ 3(n) as in Theorem 1, (A10) holds with m ~
max{n30FP)/(0420) 13/2,(n)3/2} and m ~ max{n*@+r)/(0+20) p2;.(n)2} for the estimators pro-
posed by Petersen and Miiller (2016) and Panaretos and Zemel (2016), respectively. We note that
these two estimators also satisfy (A11). Then we find that the data-based estimator I achieves the

same rate as the estimator I' based on fully observed distributions as shown in Theorem 1.

Theorem 2. If (A1)-(A11) hold and choosing J and K as in Theorem 1, then

. . ; 2 .
i 1imsup sup P (PG 7o) 16,0000 ~ Mg g > Ma(m)) =0 (27)

We note that while the proposed method is based on function-to-function linear regression, the
asymptotic analysis is more involved. The proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 are based on the geometry
of the Wasserstein space, since we are not dealing with general functions in £2 space (with respect
to the Lebesgue measure) as in functional data analysis but rather the log maps. In particular, we
do not assume additive noise in the proposed model in (10). Furthermore, parallel transport maps
are employed to quantify the estimation discrepancy of the estimators of the regression operator,
I', the covariance and cross-covariance operators, C,,, Cy, and C,,,,, and the eigenfunctions, ¢; and
. All of these create additional complexities for the theoretical derivations. For Theorem 2, the
distributions v1; and vo; are not be fully observed and instead only data samples drawn from these
distributions are available. Hence, we need to deal with two layers of stochastic mechanisms: The
first layer generates random elements (v1;, v2;) taking values in W x W; the second layer generates
random samples according to v1; and vo;. Specifically, we need to tackle the discrepancy between
the estimated distributions based on the observed data 7j; and 7s; and the actual underlying
distributions vq; and vy;.

Theorems 1 and 2 entail the following corollaries on the prediction of 15 based on v1, where the
target is the conditional Fréchet mean of vo given vy, i.e., Eg(vo|r1) == argmin ey E[dfy, (v2, 1) |
vi] = Exp,,, [E(Log,, va | Log,, v1)]. In the following, for any given y € W, the corresponding
estimate [i is assumed to be based on a sample of m, > m observations drawn from p, where m
is the lower bound of the number of observations per distribution as per (A3). We denote the
prediction of vo based on fully observed distributions by va(u) = Exp;,. [f(Log;;169 w)], and the
prediction based on samples generated from the distributions by 7s(f1) = Exp;%3 [F(Log;leaﬂ)],
where I and T" are as per (20) and (22), respectively.

13
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Corollary 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1,

lim limsup sup Pr (d%[/ (T2(p), Eg(va | v1 = p)) > Ma(n)) =0. (28)

M=o nooo Fez

Corollary 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2,

lim limsup sup Pr (d%[/ (D2(1), Eg(va | 1 = p)) > Ma(n)) =0.

M—0o0 n—oo Feg

For the proofs, see Section S.1.2 in the Supplementary Material. We further discuss the estima-
tion and theoretical analysis for the distribution-to-scalar regression model as per (15) in Section S.2
in the Supplementary Material, where we show that the estimates of the regression coefficient func-
tion £ achieve the same rate as the minimax rate for the function-to-scalar linear regression based

on fully observed predictor functions; see Hall and Horowitz (2007).

4 Autoregressive Models for Distribution-Valued Time Series

Here we consider a distribution-valued time series {u;};cz, each element taking values in WW. We

assume that the random process {p;}iez is stationary in the sense that
(1) p; are square integrable, i.e., Ed%, (u, ;) < oo for some (and thus for all) u € W;

(2) p; have a common Fréchet mean pg that is atomless, i.e, pg = argmin, ¢y Ed3, (i, pi), for
all i € Z;

(3) The autocovariance operators E(Log,, ti+r ® Log,, wi) do not depend on i € Z, which are
hence denoted by C,, for all r € Z.

For {1;}icz, we assume a first order autoregressive model which is an extension of the distribution-

to-distribution regression model in (10)
Log,, ti+1 = I'(Log,, pi) + €i+1, for i € Z. (29)
Here, I': T}, — T}, is a linear operator defined as

Lg(t) = (B(-st),9) e, forte D, and g€ T),, (30)

2
Ho X He?

random elements taking values in the tangent space T}, such that E(e;) = 0 and Elle;||%, < oc.

where 3 : D? — R is the auto-regression coefficient kernel lying in £ and {g;}iez are ii.d.

Similar models have been previously studied in the seminal work of Bosq (2000). To ensure the

existence and uniqueness of such a stationary process, we assume

(B1) There exists an integer ¢ > 1 such that HFchi@ <1

14
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Here, || - || 2 denotes the sup norm for linear operators on Ei@ and we define I'? by induction,
I'*(-) = T[T*~1(-)], for any integer k > 1. We note that under (B1), (29) has a unique stationary

solution given by

()
Log,, i = > T"(sir), (31)
r=0

where T%(g;) := &; and the right hand side converges in mean square, lim, o E|| 322 T"(g;_;) ||l% o
oo

= 0, and also almost surely, i.e., lim, o0 || Y72, I (€i—+)|| e, = 0 with probability 1 (Theorem 3.1,

Bosq 2000). Furthermore, we assume
(B2) With probability 1, >>°2, I'"(e_,) + id is non-decreasing.

Assumption (B2) guarantees that the right hand side of (31) lies in Log,, W a.s. We further provide
a fully detailed example of a stationary process {y;};cz that satisfies the autoregressive model as
per (29) in Section S.3 in the Supplementary Material.
As in Section 3, we have E(Log/@ 1) = 0, pg-almost surely. The operator Cy admits the

eigendecomposition

e}

Co = ZAijj ® @5,

j=1

with eigenvalues Ay > Ao > --- > 0 and orthonormal eigenfunctions {qu};?‘;l in T,,. With proba-

bility 1, the logarithmic transforms Log,, #; admit the expansion

[e.e]
Logu@.ui = Z<Logu@:uia ¢j>ﬂ®¢j’ (A4S Z7
j=1
and hence C1 = >772, 3772, i @ ¢, where . = E((Log,, 11, 35) ug (108, 112, D) ey ). With
bji = A;lfjl, the auto-regression coefficient function can then be expressed as

B=> > bipi® ;.

1=1j=1

For the estimation of the operator I' in (30), first considering a fully observed sequence of
length n, pq, po, ..., un, with the oracle estimator of the Fréchet mean pig defined analogously
o (18), the autocovariance operators Cyp and C; can be estimated by their empirical counterparts
Co=n"t30, Logy; i @ Logg i ané C1 = (n — 1~)*1 St Log; piv1 @ Logy pi. We dNenote
the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of Cyp by A; and ¢;, respectively, where the eigenvalues \; are
in non-ascending order. Then oracle estimators for the auto-regression coefficient function 8 and
operator I' in (30) are
~ J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
B=> > by ®e;, and Tg(t)= (9.B(, )5, for g € Log; W, t€ D, (32)

1=1j=1
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where Zjl = X;lgﬂ, Ejl =nm-1)"tyrt (Logy 1, %ﬁﬁ@ (Logy pit1, 51)%, and J is the truncation
bound.

As discussed for the independent case in Section 3.2, a realistic estimator B for B based on
the distribution estimation discussed in Section 3.1 can be obtained by replacing p; and pg
with the corresponding estimates fi; and [ig, the latter analogous to (21). Specifically, esti-
mates for the autocovariance operators with corresponding decompositions are given by CAO =
n Iy, Log; i ® Logy;_i; and C, = (n—1)"" st Logy; fli+1 ® Logg_fi;. We denote the
eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of Cy by A; and ¢;, respectively, where the eigenvalues \; are in non-
ascending order. With Ejl = X;lgﬂ and Ej, =(n-1)""! ?:_11 (Log%ﬁi,q%)ﬁ@ <Logﬁ®ﬂi+1,$l>ﬁ®,
data-based estimators for the auto-regression coefficient function 5 and operator I' in (30) are then
given by

J
B=Y"Y by ®¢;, and Tg(t)=(g,B(- 1), , for g € Logz; W, t € D. (33)

1=1j=1

We first focus on the case where the distributions are fully observed. To derive the convergence
rate of the estimator I in (32), we require the following assumptions analogous to the independent

case in Section 3. Let C' > 1 be a constant.

(B3) With probability 1, the distributions p; are all atomless.

(B4) E(]\Log%uil\ﬁ@) < 00, and E((Logu@ui,d)ﬁﬁ@) < C)\jz, for all j > 1.
(B5) For j > 1, A\j — \j11 > C~1570=1 where 6 > 1/2 is a constant.

(B6) For j,1>1, |bj| < Cj=PI7¢ where p > 6+ 1 and ¢ > 1 are constants.
(B7) n=1J%+2 0, as n — oo.

Let 9 = 9(C, 0, p, 0) denote the set of distributions G of the process {u;} that satisfy (B1)—(B6).

Then we obtain

Theorem 3. Assume (B1)-(B7). If J ~ min{n!/(20+20+2max{2=0,0}) ' pp1/(20+2max{e,2)} " tpep

lim lim sup sup Pg ("P(ﬁ®7ﬁ@)7(#@,uea)f — F”%{u@,u@ > M((n)) =0,

M—o0o n—oco gew
where

C(n) — max {n—(2p—1)/(29+2p+2 max{2—p, 0})’ n—(2@—1)/(26+2 max{g,Q})} . (34)

The convergence rate obtained for the estimator [ in Theorem 3 is slower than the rate obtained
for the independent case as per Theorem 1. This is due to the serial dependence among u; and with

the special choice of J as above is manifested by the fact that a(n) as per (26) with § = 4 is always
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smaller than ¢(n) as per (34). Furthermore, regarding the estimator T' in (33) where only samples
drawn from the distributions u; are available, we in addition make the following assumption of the

numbers of measurements observed per distribution.

(B8) There exists a sequence m = m(n) such that for the number of measurements per distribution

My, min{my,, :i=1,2,...,n} > m and m — 0o as n — 00.

(B9) 7, < Cn~%, for all n, where 7, is as per (A2).

For example, if distributions y; are estimated via the methods used by Panaretos and Zemel (2016)
and Petersen and Miiller (2016), in order to ensure (B9), it suffices to take m ~ n? and m ~ n3/2,
respectively. Then we show that the estimator [ in (33) converges with the same rate as T, as

shown in Theorem 3.

Theorem 4. If (A2), (A11) and (B1)-(B9) hold and choosing J as in Theorem 3, then

lim limsup sup Pg (Hp(ﬁ@ﬁ@)(#@’#@)r — F”%{u@,u@ > M((n)) = 0.

M—oco n—oco Gew

As for the independent case, Theorems 3 and 4 entail the following asymptotic results for the
one-on-one prediction of py,yq given u,, where the target is the conditional Fréchet mean of pi,11
given pn, by Eg(pnt1 | pa) = argmin,, E[dfy (a1, 1) | pin] = Exp,,, [E(Log,,, pnt1 | Log,, pa)].
For any given u € W, the corresponding estimate fi is assumed to be based on a sample of
m,, > m observations drawn from p, where m is the lower bound of the number of observations
per distribution as per (B8). The prediction of j,,41 based on fully observed distributions is given
by Exp; [f(LogﬁGB w)] and the prediction based on samples generated from the distributions by
Exp;, [F(Logﬁ$ f)], where I' and T" are as per (32) and (33), respectively. Then these predictions

achieve the same rate as the estimates of the regression operators in Theorems 3 and 4.

Corollary 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3,

lim lim sup sup Pg (d‘%V(EXpﬁ@ [f‘(Logﬁ@u)],E@(yg |1 =p)) > MC(n)) =0.

M—0oco0 n—oo Gew

Corollary 4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4,

lim lim sup sup Pg (d%v(EXpﬁ® [T(Log;, M), B (tns1 | pn = 1)) > MC (n)) = 0.

M—o00 n—oo Ggew

Proofs and auxiliary lemmas for this section are in Section S.1.3 in the Supplementary Material.
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5 Simulations

In practice, the fit of the logarithmic response may not fall in the logarithmic space with base point

og, i.e.,

~

I'(Logy,  1i) ¢ Log, W, (35)

VQ@

with I given in (22). This problem was already recognized by Bigot et al. (2017). If (35) happens, we
employ a boundary projection method described in Section S.4.2 in the Supplementary Material.
We compared the performance of the proposed method implemented with boundary projection
(referred to as projection method) with two other approaches. The first of these is to employ an
alternative to the proposed boundary projection for those situations where the event (35) takes
place, which was proposed by Cazelles et al. (2018) in the context of principal component analysis
(PCA). This alternative to handle the problem extends the domains of the distributions. We use
this method by fitting the proposed distribution-to-distribution regression model with distributions
on an extended domain when the event (35) happens, and then normalize the fitted distributions by
restricting them back to the original domain. We refer to this as the domain-extension method in
the following. The second alternative approach is the log quantile density (LQD) method (Petersen
and Miiller 2016), where we apply function-to-function linear regression to the LQD transformations
of distributions and map the fitted responses back to the Wasserstein space W through the inverse
LQD transformation (Chen et al. 2019). Specifically, we use the R package fdadensity (Petersen
et al. 2019b) for implementations of the LQD transformations. To generate data for simulations,
we provide the following framework to construct explicit examples, which also demonstrates the

feasibility of the proposed model in (10).

Framework for Explicit Construction. For D = [0, 1], we consider Fréchet mean distributions
Vig, 2e € W with bounded density functions, i.e., sup,cp fig(s) < 0o and sup;ep fag(t) < co. We
consider a set of orthonormal functions {¢; 52 in the Lebesgue-square-integrable function space
on [0,1], £2([0,1]), such that the ¢, are continuously differentiable with bounded derivatives, and
©;(0) = ¢;(1), for all j € N4. In particular, ¢; can be taken as

©;(r) = V2sin(2mjr), for r €[0,1], and j € N;. (36)

Suppose Log,, . v1 admits the expansion Log,, .11 = Z?’;l XjpjoFig, where x; are uncorrelated
random variables with zero mean such that Z;’;l ij- < o0 almost surely. We define the regression
operator I' as I'g = 3702 37721 05,9, 05 © Fig) g ¢k © Foa, for g € T,,,, with b7 € R such that

212 ket b;‘»kQ < oo. Hence, I'(Log,,  v1) = 32321 22721 bjx ¢k © Foe. To guarantee 3572, x;jp; 0
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Fig € Log,, . W and 372, 3272, bipXjk © Fag € Log,, W, it suffices to require

ij¢9(F1@(s))f1@(s) +1>0, forall s€ D,

j=1

Z Z VikXi 0k (Fas (1)) foa(t) +1 >0, for all t € D, a.s. (37)
k=1j=1

Z xj(pj o Fig) and Z Z VX (@k © Fag)' uniformly converge,

j=1 k=1j=1

Requirement (37) is satisfied, e.g., when [x;| < vi;/(sup,cjoq1) |€}(r) supsep fia(s) X771 v1j7) and

|b;ka| < UljUQk/(Supre[O,l] |<P§g(7°)|supteD faa (1) Z(]?’Ozl V15 > k=1 V2k'), a.8., where {Ulj}goi1 and
{var}32, are two non-negative sequences such that 3772, v1; < 0o and } 32, vog < 0o, examples
—j100

j=
With I'(Log,, o v1) and vog, the distributional response v can be generated by adding distortions

—a\ o0
j:17

including {a ; and {j for any given a > 1.

to Exp,, (I'(Log,, v1)) through push-forward maps, i.e., vo = g#Exp,, (I'(Log,, 1)), where
g: D — D is a random distortion function independent of v, such that g is non-decreasing almost
surely, and that E[g(t)] = ¢t almost everywhere on D. This is a valid method to provide random
distortions for distributions (Panaretos and Zemel 2016) in the sense that the conditional Fréchet
mean of vy is on target, i.e., Eq(v2|v1) = argmin,,c)y E[d}, (va,p) | v1] = Exp,,, (I'(Log,, v1))-
Furthermore, the pair (v1,12) generated in this way satisfies our model in (10). An example
(Petersen and Miiller 2019a) of the random distortion function is ¢ = ga, where A is a random

variable such that P(A <r) =P(A > —r) for any r € R and P(A = 0) = 0, and g, is defined as

—|a| 7 si if a0
ga(r) = r = la| ™ sin(ar), 1 a#0, for r € D. (38)
T, if a =0,
Specifically, for our simulation studies, with D = [0, 1], we consider two cases with different

choices of the Fréchet means v1g and vog:

Case 1.1. vig = TNp(0.5,0.2%), and voq = TNp(0.75,0.3%), where T Np(u, 0?) denotes the Gaus-

sian distribution N (u,0?) truncated on D.
Case 1.2. v1g = Beta(6,2), and vaq = Beta(2,4).
Taking J* = K* = 20, for j,k € Ny, we set by, = 27"k, ' Ryl ki Rig if j < J* and k < K*, and

set b7 = 0 otherwise, where r; = sup,¢p 1] [} (r)| = 2V2rl, for | € N4, Rig = sup,ep fie(s) and
Rog = supyep fae(t). Taking vy = 277, data were generated as follows:

Step 1: Generate x;; ~ Unif(—v1;(kjRie Y10 v1) b, v15(kj Rie Yooy vi) 1) independently for
i=1,...,nandj =1,...,J%, whence Log,, v1; = Z}];1 Xijpj © F1e, with the basis functions
pj as per (36), I'(Log,,  v1;) = Sy Z}']; Vi Xijpkolag, and vi; = EXPyl@(Z}];l XijPjoFia).
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Step 2: Generate vy; by adding distortion to F(Logm@mi): Sample A; i Unif{+m, 27, +37}; let
voi = ga, #Exp,, [['(Log,, 1), with function g, defined as per (38).

Step 3: Draw an i.i.d. sample of size m from each of the distributions {v1;}}"; and {vo;}7 ;.

Four scenarios were considered with n € {20,200} and m € {50,500} for each case. We
simulated 500 runs for each (n, m) pair. For the domain-extension method, the distribution domain
is expanded from [0, 1] to [—0.5,1.5] and [—1,2]. To compare the three methods, we computed the
out-of-sample average Wasserstein discrepancy (AWD) based on observations for 200 new predictors
{Vli}?:t?ﬂ%, for each Monte Carlo run. Denoting the fitted response distributions by I/gi, the out-
of-sample AWD is given by

n+200

so5 > dw(Ba(vailin). v, (39)
1=n+1

AWD(n,m) =

with Eg (v2;|v1;) being the conditional Fréchet mean of vo; given v, as defined above (38).

We found that the domain-extension method often failed to force the fit f‘(Log;1®ﬁli) to fall in
the log space Log%@W. In particular, this failure occurred in around 15-25% of the Monte Carlo
runs where (35) happened when n = 20; therefore we do not report the results for this method.
The results of the LQD method and the proposed Wasserstein regression method with boundary
projection (WR) are summarized in the boxplots of Figure 1.

The proposed method outperforms the LQD method in all the scenarios considered. In fact,
the log maps are isometries between the Wasserstein space and the log image spaces. This provides
support for the proposed approach. In contrast, the LQD transformation is not an isometry and
the ensuing distortions likely contribute to its inferior behavior. In particular, in Case 1.2 where
the Fréchet mean distributions are beta distributions and the density functions are not bounded
away from zero on D, the LQD method suffers from bias issues. When the number of distributions
n increases, (35) is seen to happen less frequently and boundary projection is seldom needed when
the sample size is large (n = 200).

Additional simulations illustrating the asymptotic result in Theorem 1, regarding the robust-
ness of the proposed distribution-to-distribution regression method and comparing the proposed
distribution-to-scalar regression method with a Gaussian process regression approach (Bachoc et al.

2017) can be found in Section S.5 in the Supplementary Material.

6 Applications

6.1 Mortality Data

There has been continuing interest in the nature of human longevity and the analysis of mortality

data across countries and calendar years has provided some of the key data to study it (e.g., Chiou
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Figure 1: Boxplots of the out-of-sample AWDs as per (39) for the four simulation setups with
(n,m) € {20,200} x {50,500}, where “LQD” denotes the LQD method and “WR” denotes the
proposed Wasserstein regression method. The numbers in brackets “[ ]” below the boxplots for WR
indicate for how many runs event (35) happened and boundary projection became necessary.

and Miiller 2009; Ouellette and Bourbeau 2011; Hyndman et al. 2013; Shang and Hyndman 2017).
Of particular interest is how patterns of mortality of specific populations evolve over calendar
time. Going beyond summary statistics such as life expectancy, viewing the entire age-at-death
distributions as data objects is expected to lead to deeper insights into the secular evolution of
human longevity and its dynamics. The Human Mortality Database (http://www.mortality.org)
provides yearly life tables for 38 countries, which yield histograms for the distributions of age-at-
death. Smooth densities can then be obtained by applying local linear regression (Fan and Gijbels
1996). We obtained these densities on the domain [0, 100] (years of age).

In a first analysis, we focused on the n = 32 countries for which data are available for the years
1983 and 2013. We applied the proposed distribution-to-distribution regression model with mortal-

ity distributions for an earlier year (1983) as the predictor and a later year (2013) as the response
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to compare the temporal evolution of age-at-death distributions among different countries. We
show the leave-one-out prediction results together with the observed distributional predictors and
responses for females in Figure 2 for Japan, Ukraine, Italy and the USA, which showcase different
patterns of mortality change between 1983 and 2013. In addition to the graphical comparisons,
Wasserstein discrepancies (WD) between the observed and leave-one-out predicted distributions
are also listed. For all four countries, the observed and predicted distributions for 2013 are seen to

be shifted to the right from the corresponding distributions in 1983, indicating increased longevity.

— Predictor (1983) — Response (2013) CV prediction
Italy (WD = 0.34) Japan (WD = 1.11) | | Ukraine (WD = 3.59) USA (WD = 1.05)
0.051
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Figure 2: Age-at-death distributions of females in Italy, Japan, Ukraine, and the USA for 1983
and 2013, and the leave-one-out cross validation prediction based on the proposed distribution-to-
distribution regression model, where the predictors are the distributions for 1983 and the responses
are the distributions 30 years later. Top row: Observed densities for 1983 and 2013 and the leave-

~

one-out predicted densities Exp;2®(F(Log;1®91i)) for 2013; Bottom row: Log-mapped predictors
and responses, Log;IGB v1; and Log;269 Ui, and leave-one-out prediction for log responses f(Log;1$ U1i),

where the estimated regression operator [ is defined in (22) and no boundary projection is needed
for these four countries. The Wasserstein discrepancies (WDs) between the observed distributions
and the corresponding leave-one-out prediction are indicated for each country.

The top row of Figure 2 shows a comparison between the model anticipation and the actual
observed distributions in 2013 in terms of density functions. Specifically, for Japan and the USA,
the rightward mortality shift is seen to be more expressed than suggested by the leave-one-out
prediction, indicating that longevity extension is more than anticipated, while the mortality dis-

tribution for Ukraine seems to shift to the right at a slower pace than the model prediction would
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suggest, leading to a relatively large WD with a value of 3.59 between the observed and predicted
response. In contrast, the regression fit for Italy almost perfectly matches the observed distribution
in 2013.

The log maps shown in the bottom row of Figure 2 indicate the shifts of the distributions
relative to the Fréchet mean across countries for the corresponding year. For Japan, the log maps
for the observed predictors and responses and also the model prediction are all positive across the
age domain, indicating that the distributions for Japan shift to the right from the Fréchet mean
across countries, and Japanese females live longer compared to the average across countries at all
the ages, while the magnitude of these log maps vary between 1983 and 2013 and also between
observed and predicted distributions for 2013. The observed mortality distribution for 2013 has a
bigger rightward shift relative to the Fréchet mean distribution for older females and minors and
a smaller one for younger adults than the model prediction. In contrast, Ukraine has a leftward
shift from the Fréchet mean for females of all ages, and for 2013 the shift exceeds the model
anticipation. For Italy, the log transformed predictor is negative before 15 and positive after,
whence the predicted log response becomes positive throughout and also expands in size, meaning
the relative standing of Italy in terms of longevity is anticipated to be improved in 2013 by the
model prediction. The predicted distribution of Italy in 2013 is shifted to the right from the Fréchet
mean for all ages, and such rightward shift is more expressed in the actual distribution in 2013.
For the USA, the predicted log-mapped response for 2013 is entirely negative and consequently the
mortality distribution moved to the left of the Fréchet mean, i.e., its relative standing in terms of
longevity is anticipated to become worse, while the actual observation is a mixture of a rightward
shift for more than 88 years of age and a leftward shift for the other ages.

We also illustrated the proposed autoregressive model for distribution-valued time series with
the mortality data for Sweden, and the results are summarized in Section S.6 in the Supplementary
Material.

6.2 House Price Data

A question of continuing interest to economists is how house prices change over time (e.g., Oikarinen
et al. 2018; Bogin et al. 2019). We fitted the temporal evolution of house price distributions via the
autoregressive distribution time series model described in Section 4, where we downloaded house
price data from http://www.zillow.com. These data included bimonthly median house prices
after inflation adjustment for m = 306 cities in the US from June 1996 to August 2015, for which
the distribution of median house prices across the cities was constructed for every second month.
The autoregressive model was trained on data up to April 2007 and predictions were computed for
the remaining period, where we successively predicted the distribution of each month based on the
prediction two months prior, i.e., by running the distribution time series model as estimated from

the training period.
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Figure 3: Observed and fitted (top row) / predicted (bottom row) densities of the house price
distributions. Training period: August 1996 to April 2007. Prediction period: June 2007 to August
2015. Five representative months are depicted for each of the training and prediction periods in
time order, where the Wasserstein discrepancies (WDs) are also listed.

Table 1: Five-number summary of the Wasserstein discrepancies in training and prediction periods.

Min Q0.25 Median Q0.75 Max

Training 0.0020 0.0035  0.0047 0.0066 0.017
Prediction 0.0040  0.016 0.042 0.054 0.068

Figure 3 shows the fitting and prediction results for training and prediction periods, where
selected months are ordered in time, while a five-number summary of the fitting and prediction
WDs is given in Table 1. The house price densities are found to be mostly uni-modal, and the peak
shifts gradually to the right over time. Within the training period, the fitted densities are initially
very close to the observed densities and then gradually are situated to the left of the observed
densities, which means that the house price evolution overall accelerates during this period. For
the prediction period, the predicted densities almost coincide with the observed distributions in
2007, fall behind the actual distribution in 2008, and then continue shifting to the right of the
observed distributions. We find that the discrepancy between the predicted and observed house
price distributions increases from 2007 to 2012 and then decreases afterwards. These findings are
in line with the overheating of the housing market before 2006, the crash in 2007-2008, and the

lingering effects of the financial crisis, followed by a recovery after 2012.

24



Wasserstein Regression

Supplement to “Wasserstein Regression”

S.1 Proofs and Ancillary Results

Throughout the proof, given any u € W, we denote the space of all Hilbert—-Schmidt operators
from T}, to 1), by H, == Hup-

S.1.1 Properties of Parallel Transport Operators

Proposition S1. With probability measures py, po, iy, b € W, the parallel transport operators
Pope and Py o) s+ a8 defined in (23) and (24), have the following properties:

1. If py is atomless, Py, ., is unitary, i.e.,

Prips9, Py pihpe = (9, My, for g, h € £/2L1'

2. If p1 and po are both atomless, then the parallel transport P, ., from ﬁiz to ﬁil is the

adjoint operator of Py, u,, i.e.,

(P pn 15 9202 = (91, Prp iy 92) > for g1 € L, and gy € L,

3. If pa, pe, and py are atomless, given any positive integers N1 and Na, for gi; € Ty, j =
L,---,Ny and gop, € Tyy, k=1,--- , N3,

N1 N2 N1 N»
Pl gz (1 1) Z Z Cikg2k @ 915 | = Z Z ¢t (P g gy gor) © (P 917)-

j=1k=1 j=1k=1

4. If p1, po, py, and py are all atomless, for A€ Hy, py, and A" € H,y

1P i) i) A = ANt e = 1Pt st i) A= Al
Related results for finite-dimensional Riemannian manifolds are in Proposition 2 of Lin (2019).

These four statements can be easily checked by the definition of parallel transport operators in (23)

and (24); we omit the proof.
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S.1.2 Proofs for Section 3.4

We start with the definitions of notations to be used in the proofs. For random variables X, and

a sequence of positive constants ¢, we will write X,, = O,(¢y) if

hm limsup sup Px(|X,,| > Mc,) =0,

M—oo n—oo Fez

and X, = op(c,) if there exists My > 0 such that

lim sup Pr(|X,| > Moc,) = 0.
N Fe s

For a sequence of deterministic quantities a,, = a,(F), we will write a,, = O(c,) if

supc, ! sup |an(F)| < oo.
n>1 FeF

In addition, for simplicity, we denote P;l@ e P;2® va O P;l@,m@g, and P;2® v 9 by Pg for
g in T;@, T;2®, T;1®, and TA697 respectively; we define PC,,l = 7?(;169,;1@)7(”1@ Vl@)C,,l, 73C,,2 =

)CV27 Pcl/lVQ = 7)(
Cy2, PCylyz = P(A

Vg, 20),(V1e,v2a)

A L

) Vieie) (Ve e
Cuoivas

)Cl/17 PCVQ =

(20,020), (V2@ V20 V10,020, (V1@ V20

(120 ,v20),(V20 v2a)

K J K J
05 =3 Y byPl@Ps; and QB =33 byPdy @ P;.
k=1j=1 k=1j=1

By the third statement in Proposition S1, under (A4), OB is the kernel of 77(;1697

V2€B)7(V1€B:V2GE)F’

under (A4) and (A11), QB is the kernel of P(ﬁl@,ﬁz@),(m@,t/z@)f' Hence,
2
”P(;1@,;2@) I/l@,VQQ;) H'Hul@ vag _/ / Q/B S, t (S7t)) dyl@(s)dVQ@(t)7 (S 1)
) .
PG ) oot = D = [ [ (QB(s:0) = Bls,1))” s (s)dvas (1),

Thus, for the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2, we will derive the asymptotic order of the right hand
sides in (S.1). To this end, we need to study the asymptotic properties of the estimators of the
covariance and cross-covariance operators, i.e., 5,,1, 5,,2 and 5V1V2 when the distributions vq; and vy;
are fully observed, and CAVI, CAV2 and CAW,2 when only samples of observations drawn from the v1; and
v; are available. We use the convention that (Pg;, Gi)ing = 0, (Pyy, Vi) o > (Pqﬁj, ¢]>V1€B >0
and (Pwk, Vk)vne > 0 to determine the signs of the estimated eigenfunctions, qb], wk, qu and wk
where choice of the signs may impact the validity of the results.

We first focus on the case where v1; and v9; are fully observed.
Lemma S1. Assume (A4) and (A5). Furthermore, assume that the eigenvalues {\;}32, and

26



Wasserstein Regression
{Sk 132, are distinct, respectively. Then

H'P(Z}l - CVl H’2HV1® = Op(n_1)7 ”P(Z/z - Cl/2”g-11,2EB = Op(n_l)v

and [|PCuyuy — Consall,, . = Op(n™).
Furthermore,
sup |XJ - )‘j| < HPCNI/l - CV1 HHul@) sup |§~k - §k| < Hpgl/z - CVQ ||Hu2®7
§>1 k>1

HP&EJ - ¢sz/1® < 2\&”7)5111 - Cul”')"lyl@/linji,gj{Aj' - )‘j’Jrl}v Jorall j > 1,
Pk = Grllvag < 2V2|PChy = Cus s, / min {y —qu1h, forallk > 1.
Proof. We only prove the results for 51/15 those for CNZ,2 and CNW,2 can be shown analogously. We
first note that under (A4), v1q and 714 are atomless, the latter with probability 1. By the third
statement in Proposition S1,
_ n
PCVI — CV1 =n1 Z(PLog;1®V1i) ® (PLOg’ljl@Vli) — Cyl

=1
n

=n! Z(LOgm@VU) ® (Logyl@l/u) — C,,l
=1

n
+nt Z(PLOg%@VU — Log,,,v1:) ® (Log,, , v1i)
i=1

n
4+t Z(LOgul@VU) ® (PLog;1€B vy — Logyl®y1i)
i=1

n
+nt Z(PLOgZI@VM — Logylealjh') &® (PLOg;KBVM — Logm@yu)
i=1

= A; + Ay + A3 + Ay.

For As, it can be observed that

n n
||A2||%{U1@ < (n_l > |L0g1/1@7/1iH12/1@> <”_1 > [PLogg,  v1i — LOgyl@VuH?/l@) :
i=1 i=1
For the first term, since v is square integrable,
n n
E (n_l > ’Logm@w”il@) =E (“_1 > diy (e, l/u‘)) =E (d%/v(VleBy 1/1)) < 00, (S.2)

i=1 i=1

whence n=1 31, ||Logl,1®1/1i||31€B = O,(1). For the second term, by (6), (23) and the atomlessness
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of 7g, PLog;@uu = Log,,,v1i — Log, . V1g. In conjunction with (21), we have

1 & - 1
E (n > |[PLog;, , v1i - Logm@umu%l@) = E (IILog,, P10l ) = ~Ediy(n,m8).  (S3)
i=1

where the last equality is due to the fact that {v1;}}' ; are independent realizations of v;. Thus,
H.AQH%U1€B = Op(n~1). Similarly, it can be shown that HA?)H%[H@ = Op(n71), and HA4H§{V1® -
Op(n~2). For Ay,

E (|43, )

1 2
= #E {/D /D {Logyl@yl(s)Logyl@yl(t) —E (Logm@ul(s)Logm@ul(t))] dl/l@(s)dul@(t)}
2
< “{E(IILogy,em s ) + 1€, }-
In conjunction with (A5) and the fact that 3724 A; = Ed3, (v1, 1) < 0o, this implies
A1, = Opn™).

Therefore, ||PC,, — C,, H%_[Vl@ = O,(n~1). By the atomlessness of v14 and 71 and Proposition S1,
Y }324 and {Pg; }32, are the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of PC,,, for which the results follow
from Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 of Bosq (2000). O

Proof of Theorem 1. Defining

K
A = D> (bjk — bjk) Py, @ Py,

k=1j=1
~ K J _ _
Ay =3 > bjk (PUe © PG; — 1 @ ¢5) (S4)
k=1j=1
[ IeS) K J
A3 =" bk @ ¢ — D D bkt © ¢y,
k=1j=1 k=1j=1
we observe that by (S.1),
ror| < 3|| Ay |2 3| A, |2 311 A=|12
H (;1@,;2@),(V1@,l/2@) - ’ Vv —_ || 1“1/1@><V2@ + || 2”1/1@)(1/2@ + H 3||V1@><V2@7
where and hereafter, ||A||12/1@XV2@ = [p Jp A(s,t)?dvig(s)dvag (t) for A € EZI®XV2®.
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Pbrizh K J K J
A2 _ 16, — A~le)2
” 1”1/1@><l/2@ ZZ ZZ( Vi g]k 7 gjk)
k=1j=1 k=1j=1
K J Tk (8:5)
= 22 Z)‘ 2 fﬂk’ - fﬂf Z Z()‘;l - )‘;1)2532k'
k=1j=1 k=1j=1

Using the same technique as in the proof of Hall and Horowitz (2007), we define events
glJ = glJ(n) = {)‘J > 2HPC~V1 - CV1 HHul@} :

On &7, Lemma S1 entails Xj > \j/2,forall j =1,...,J. Note that n*1/2)\31 =0 Y2J% = o(1),
as n — oo, under the assumptions of Theorem 1. Thus, Lemma S1 entails that P(E,;) — 1 as
n — oo. Hence, on &7, it holds for the last two terms in (S.5) that

K L K J
Z Z )‘]'_2<€Jk - €Jk Z Z fjk - Sjk s

k=1 j—=1 k1 j=1

K J K J

DD A =23 (N —1)? k<4ZZA )03 (S.6)
k=1j—=1 k=1j=1 k=1j=1

J
< const.||PC,, — Cy, H%_[Ul@ Zj29_2p = O,(n7h).
=1
We will show later that

K J
ZZAJZ@IC £jk
=1

k=1j
17( _1J0+1)A%C%)(n_2J20+1](2ﬂ+3>AFC%,(n_2J49+3(147n74](2ﬂ+3))

K (S.7)
+ Op (1 4 n—1K219+3)n—1 Z k,219—2,g+2
k=1
N Op (1 4 n71K279+3)n72K419729+5(10g K)2) , if o< 9+ 17
Op (14 n L2430 22043 if 9> 0+ 1.
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For Ay, we observe that HAQHV@XVZG9 < 3||A21||V1®Xl,2® +3HA22”U1®><V2€D +3||A23||V1®Xl,2®, where

K J
Ao =373 bt ® (P — ¢y),

k=1j=1

Agy =D > bi(Pi — ) © 65,
=1 =1

Ags =Y > bik(Pro — vr) @ (Po; — ¢y).
k=1j=1

We note that (A6) and Lemma S1 entail

||P¢] ¢]||V1® = COHSt-j29+2||P5V1 - Cz/1||g{u1®v

(S.8)
| Py, — Q/JkHVZ@ < const.k*"*2|PC,, — CVQH%[VQ@a
uniformly in j, k, which implies
B K J
”A21||12/1@><l/2@ S Jzzb?knpgbj ¢j||l/1@ - p n_lJZ]Qe 2,0+2
~ K J K
181, i < K D" BIPG — ]2, = O <”_1K > k2§_29+2> 7
k=1j=1 k=1
K J
HA23HV1@><V2@ < JKZZb?k”P¢] ¢]Hu1@HPwk wk”l/z@
k=1j=1
J K
— Op n72JKZj2972p+2 Z k21972,g+2 )
j=1 k=1
Hence,
J K
A2, o xvme = Op [ n 71T D 272012 4 n 1Y " R2072002 | (S.9)
Jj=1 k=1

For A3, we observe that by (AS),

K 0o [e%9) J 00 00
14312 e = D0 D0 Wt > Db+ Y S wh =0 (7 KT L (s.0)

k=1j=J+1 k=K+1j=1 k=K-+1j=J+1
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Under (A9), combining (S.6), (S.7), (S.9) and (S.10) yields

~_1_“2

Hu1® NYe

K
=0, (aneH) +0, (an Z k2192,g+2> +0 (J72p+1 + K*QQH)
k=1

HP(;MB V2@),(V1@,120)

+0, (n*2J49+3(1 + n*IKQ’”?’)) +0, (n72J29+1K219+3>

O, ((1 4+ n~1K2043)n "2 (402045 (Jog K)Q) , ifo<v+1,
Op ((1+n L2430 2K2043) if >0+ 1.

Observe that n='J Y°7_, 52072042 = O(n=1J%(J/log J)?=D)) = o(n=1J%*1), since §+1 < p and
6 > 1, and that n=2J4%0F3n L2043 /(n=2 J20+1 2043) — =1 72042 4 () as n — oo. Also observe
that Y5y k2072042 o K2020831 3+ K (K log K)* 7207211,y 3/0y + (log K)1(y_g—3/2) +
(o 9=3/2}, Whence n=2K*=2e3(log K)2/(n " K Y4y k¥ ~2¢%2) ~ n 1K?4L (log K)? — 0 as
n — oo, if o < ¥4 1, and n 2K?943 /(n~ 1K 3K | k29-2e+2) < const.n ' K29+2 5 0 as n — oo, if

0> VU + 1. Therefore, [P, .= o 00 el — FH%—lul@,uZ@ = a(n), where

Oé(n) — n*lJ@‘Fl 4 n72J409+3 4 n72J29+1K279+3 4 J*2p+1 4 K*29+1 4 n*lK <K279*29+31{9719S1}

+ K(K/1log K)*"72¢"21 0, yso + (log K) 1y g3/2y + l{g—ﬁ>3/2}>
+ n~ 1 R20+3 (n—2K419—29+5(10g K)Q]-{g—ﬂgl} + n—2K20+31{9_0>1}) :

whence (25) follows.  Furthermore, choosing J ~ n'/(+20) K ~ 3(n) with s(n) as defined in

Theorem 1, we have

=0, (max {n—(2p—1)/(9+2p), %(n)—@e—l)}) '

'R 2
||P(;1®,;2@),(V1@,V2®)F - F”HVIEDWZED

Regarding (S.7), by the atomlessness of v1g;, V2g, V1g and Vag and Proposition S1,

i — ik = (PCuiPd, PUi)une — (Corvn®is Vhhun
= ((PCusis = Corra) s Vh)uag + (Corra (POj — ) Yk
+ (Cors®3s POk = Vkusg + (PCusva = Corn) b Pk = i)
+ <(77C~,,1,,2 - Cuwz)(Pﬁgj - ¢j),7/1k>u2@ + <CV1V2 (ng - ij), P@Zk - T/Jk>l/2@
+((PCorvy = Cori)(Phj — ), POk = Yt)un
= ~jk1 + fij + fjk?) + Tjk4 + fjk5 + fjk6 + fjm,
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whence

7 K
DDA =GP ST A

k=1j=1 1=1 k=1j=1

For I:jk47 ... ,fjk7, applying Lemma S1 and (S.8) yields

K J
Z ZA;2I?k4 < HPCVle - 1/11/2||3'-L,,169 vog ZA 2 Z Hquzjk - wk”ljg@

k=1j=1 j=1 k=1
~0, <n72J20+1K20+3) ’

K J
D2 A s < IPCois — Coinly,, %ZA 21Po; — 652,
k=1j=1

~0, <n72J49+3>

K J
> 2N k6<z)‘2||cl/wz Po; — ¢;) ||V2@Z||Pwk Dl

k=1j=1

(S.11)

(Z Z/\ ij) (Z [Py, — ?l}kHuQ@) ,

k=1j=1

J
Z Z)‘] k7T = < ||PCV1V2 - 1/11/2”3‘-[,,169 voa Z HPW 1/%”1/2@ Z)‘j_2”P¢J ¢J||1/1@
=1

k=1j=1
=0, (n—3J49+5K219+3) .

For fjkl, we observe that

Ijkl = <(P5V1V2 - V1V2)¢j’wk>l/2@

= - Z LOngGBVM, ¢J>ll1@ <Logz/2€9 2i, ¢k>lj2@ <Logy1®ﬁl®a ¢j>lj1@ <L0gug@ 772@’ wk‘>lj2@ (812)
=1

—-E ((Logyl@yla ¢j>u1@<LOgy2@V27 ¢k>u2@) .

In conjunction with (A5) and the fact that {(v1;,1v2;)}}; are independent realizations of (v, 13),
it follows that

2
E([},) < var (<L0gul@’/17¢j>u1@<L0gy2@V2,¢k>uz@)

2 2
1 n n
<nz Log,, . Vii; ¢) u1@> ( Z Logyz@l/m,wwug@) ] (S.13)

+ 2E

i=1 =

< const.nil)\jgk,
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uniformly in j, k, whence we have

K J
SN A =0y (n7 ). (S.14)

k=1j=1

For fjkg, note that CN,,1 has at most (n — 1) non-zero eigenvalues, i.e., Xj =0forall  >n. In

conjunction with the atomlessness of v;4 and 714 and Proposition S1, we have

n—1 00
PCy, = > _ AP @ Pg; =Y A\jP; @ Po;,
j=1 Jj=1
and {XJ};”:l and {ng};’il are the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of PC,,. Hence, applying
Lemma 5.1 of Hall and Horowitz (2007) yields

ke = (Cors (P — 65), Ve,
- fjk(PasJ o Cf)j, ¢j>u1@ + Z gj/k(xj/ B )\j)_1<(7351/1 - CV1)P$J'7 ¢j/>l/1€9

J' ' #g
= Ijk)Q + Ij(k)2 + j}m + Ly,

where

i)g = &1 (Poj — by D )unes
I = 3" gy = A) 7 HPC, — o) dirine

35" #g

I =3 & (O =27 = Oy = M) ™Y) (PG =€)y b )i
J'3'#

I =3 &y —A) H(PCy — C)(Pd; — ), 8 ) s
35 #J

We define events
~ . ~ N ~ ) -2 <o . -/
82J—52J(n)—{()\j—)\j/) SQ()\j_)\j’) ,forallj,j—1,...,Js.t.]7éj}.
Note that by (A6),

N = doj| = Cr P IO > Ot i > 25
EYED VR G W v ey if §' < j/2, (S.15)
CLYjnjrctcguy U072 Colj = 157070, i j/2 < <jorj<j <2j

where C1,C > 0 are constants that do not depend on j,j. Hence, |[A\; — \j|~! = O(Jo 1),

uniformly in distinct 7,7/ = 1,...,J, and in conjunction with Lemma S1, this implies that with
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some tj,j’ S (0, 1),
‘(’\j — AT - ’\j’)d‘ 21Aj = Ay + £ (5 = M) [Py = A
(Aj = A)~2 (Aj = Aj) 2

G ﬁ A= AlIA = Ayt

=0, (w2,

=21+t

uniformly in 7, 7. Hence, under the assumptions of Theorem 1, P(gg J) = lasn— oo.
By (A8) and (S.8),

K J K J J
Z Z )\] 2 jk‘2 2 Z Z b]k”P¢J ¢]H12/1@ S const. Zj_2p||P¢j Qsj”lll@

k=1j=1 k=1j=1 j=1

(S.16)
=0, (n—l 2329 2p+2> = o, (n—1J9+1) '
For f](z)z, using similar arguments to (S.12), it can be shown that
2
#(2
nIE(IJ(k)Q)2 < const.E ( Z Eiri(A i)~ (Logyl®u1,¢3>V1@(Logyl@y1,¢j >V1®)
33 #]
= const.E ({Log,,, 1, ;) Vl@) > BN (A — A) 72 ((Log,, 11, 6102, )
33" #3
= const.\; Z )\?/bjz/k(/\j/ — )2
73 #d
< const.\jk ™22 Z )\g?/j’_%()\j/ - )72
33" #)

y (S.15), under (A6) and (AS8), > )\J/] p()\j/ — )j)~? is bounded by a multiple of

33 #]
.20 23 .1 —2p -20+-2 23 S=2p) s =2 23 .120—2p
7Y A + | J > i1 A DD A

J'j'22j 33" #5.3/2<5'<2j J3'<i/2

20— 20— /202
< comst. | j2072F1 4 202042 1 max 577 | < const.,
J':3'<5/2

uniformly in j. Therefore,
E(f;i%)z < const.n” PNk,
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and hence

i ZJ: A2 =0, (n—l 3 ZAJ L~ 29) =0, (n—1J9+1) . (S.17)

k=1j=1 k=1j=1
]2

For f](z)Q, on gg 7, we have

(L0)* < [ > |§j,k\\<xj,_Ajyl_w_m’«p;_ Cor)65 B hunes
J' 5 #d

2
Ayl
< const. [ Z Ajr|b; ’k| ) ‘<(77 vi = Cu1) @5, 5 )uis
3’ 3'#d

_ i Ajr[?
< t.kiQQ - V )\2 = 29’
< cons |(PC., 1 ¢J”ul@ Z:# ()\], _ )\j)4
< const.k~2¢||PC,, — Cy, H;‘{H@ Z A?/JJ_ZPO‘J” - )"

Jg'#d

Under (A6), (S.15) implies

=2 — .40 =2 40—
Z /\2-,j’ PN = Aj) 1 < const.j* Z )\327]/ P < const.j107%,

J':5'22j 315" 225
=2 _ /40—2 /40—2
Z )\?/j, PN = A)) 4 < const. Z )\?/]’ P < const. max ;' 7,
[, ax
jg'<j/2 §15<i/2 33'<5/2
=2 —2p) .
Z A?/]l p()\j/ — N\~ ~4 < const. j40 Z A?/]’ Pli— 41" 4 < const.j40720 4,
7' 5'#3, 3" 5'#3,
J/2<y' <25 J/2<j'<2j
Therefore,

Z )\?/j’_%()\j/ — )\j)_4 < const. (1 + j49—2p+4) ,
J 5 #d

whence
K J _
Z Z )\;2(_,](2)2 0, n—2 ij ( 49 2p+4) =0, (n—z (J20+1 + J60—2p+5>) ' (S.18)
For I (4) on & 7, we have
k27 2J
Tl < const k™ 3" 577Xy = AT (PCy — € )(POs — 7). 6|

J' g #d

S COHSt.k’_Q”PaVI — Clll HH”l@ ||P$] —_ ¢j||l’l@ Z j/—p>\j/|/\j/ — >\j|_1’
33 #d
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where by (S.15), >+ 7 7PAj|Aj — Aj|71 is bounded by a multiple of

35 #5

. L ) J—pp . /0—
(9 S oA ") + (JM > Njrg' Pl = 7| 1) +( . A p)
i >25 G, 5)2<<2) J'5'<5/2

< const. 5977 + %P + max ;5°7°) < const.
33'<5/2

Therefore,
J
Z Z A2 W ~0, (n—z Zj49+2) o, (n—2J40+3) ‘ (S.19)
k=1j5=1 j=1

Combining (S.16)—(S.19) yields

Z Z N2 = 0y (n71 1) 4 0, (n7271045) (S.20)

k=1j=1

For fjk?) = <CV1V2¢ja PT,Zk - wk:)z/g@ = j}]@?)’ + j}z% + I(k% + I](k?% where

]N-j(/i‘% = £]k <P’(Z’€ - Qbky wk>I/2@7
j:j(/?% = Z é.jk/(gk/ — gk)_l <(P5V2 — CVQ)wky wk’>l/2@7

K KAk

A};i?; > G ((514 — k)t = (ow — Ck)fl) ((PCuy = Cun) ¥k, Yk gy
K- KAk

I = 3 &G = 9) (PG = C) (P = ), i) umg.
K KAk

Define events
Eare = Exc(n) = {(5k —a) P <2 — )2 forall kK =1,... K sit. k # k‘/} :

Using similar arguments to the proof of (S.20), it can be shown that P(€3x) — 1, as n — oo and
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that on ggK,

K J X
_ 1 ~ B
DN 2(@(1@; Z > 2Py — Uill2,, = Op (n LY 0 29+2> ’

k=1j=1 k=1j=1 k=1
K J e )
R D S S
k=1j=1 k': k' #k

=0, (n max k0~ 29+2>,

1<k<K

K J
> D AT =0y “722 P O S.21
k=1j=1 k=1k'" k';ﬁk (5.21)

0, ( 2K 42 Z g9 2g+4> =0, (n*QK + n72K41972,g+5) 7
k=1

2
K J
SN ARG =0, nQZk””( S k"gwck/—gw)

k=1j=1 k=1 K k' £k
0, (n=2K4-2e+5(log K)2> C 9 — o> —1,
B Op n*2K219+3) , if 9 —p < —1.

Here, under (A7), similar arguments to (S.15) imply that 37,/ /. K "%y — o) 2w is bounded
by a multiple of

k?’ﬁ Z k/_29§k/ 4 k,27.9+2 Z |k/ o k,‘ _2k/_29§k‘/ 4 Z k,/219_2£)<k/
k' k'>2k k'K £k k/2<k <2k Kk <k/2

_ 202
< const. | k29722 © max K e
k'K <k/2

< const { RRoTRe, ifv =020,
- k202042 L1 if 9 — p < 0,
(S.22)
that >y g2k k' "?2(qy — <)% is bounded by a multiple of

0 ( Z k/—QQ) _|_k,4q9+4 ( Z |]€/ o k|—4k/—2g) + ( Z k/419—2g)
k' k' >2k k'K £k k/2<k <2k Kk <k/2

 const k49204 if 20 — 0> —1/2,
- EA0=20t4 10 if 29 — o < —1/2,
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and that Y5 sy k' o — k| ~! is bounded by a multiple of

k’ﬂ ( Z k/_Q) 4 kﬁ+1 ( Z |k/ o k|1k/_g) + ( Z klﬂ_g)
k' k' >2k k'K £k k/2<k' <2k k' k'<k/2

ROt gt —etl og k. if 9 — o € [0,00) U {—1},
< const.{ EkU=¢tl]ogk, if 9 —p € (—1,0),
1+ k=2t ogk, if 9 —p < —1.

Therefore,

K J _ K
Z Z )\‘7—2[]2]‘:3 — Op <n—1 Z k2’19—2g+2>

k=1j=1 k=1
(.23)
0, (n=2K*-2e+5(1og K)2) Y — o> 1,
+ —2 7-20+3 :
O, (n K +>, if 9y —p< —1.
Combining (S.11), (S.14), (S.20) and (S.23) yields (S.7), which completes the proof. O

Proof of Corollary 1. First note that for two distributions pi,pus € W, if us is atomless, then
d%/V(EXpulg7Epr2PM17M2.g) = dIQ/V(:U’hHZ) ThllS,
&y (2(1), Bo (va|v1 = 1))

= dIQ/V (EXPZQ@ / B L0g~ (S)dﬁl@ (8)7 Expyg@ [E(Logyg@ V2 ‘Logul@ Vl = Logul@ lu’)])

< 2djy (Exp%Pyz@ e [, 552 Lo, 1(s)d716(5), Exby, [ 55 Log,,, u(s)dna(s)
+ 2diy (728, v20)

2

,,289’1,2@/ B Log~ s)dvig (s /,6’ -)Log,, ., 1(s)dvie(s)

+ Qd%/[/ (ﬁz@, 1/2@) .
VQEB

_2’

Note that by (A4) and Proposition S1,

V2®7V2®/ B LOng@ s)dvie (s /Qﬁ PLog~ p(s)drie(s).
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Hence,

&y (7o (1), B (a1 = )
< 2”/ QB(s ,-)PLogg, _ p(s)dvig (s / B(s,-)Log,,, 1(s)dvie(s)

2

+ 2d12/V(52€Ba VQEB)
1257

2

<4 [ [5(s.) = (s, )] PLogs, n(s)dvas(s)

vog
2 2

+ 2dyy (V2a, Vo)
1/2@

4| [ 5s.) [PLog, uls) — Logy, (o) dvaas)

S 4||PLOg;1@/’L||V1@||QB Buljl@xyg@ + 4||PLOg~ /’l’ Logljl@qujl@HBHlll@Xllg@ + 2d12/V(172697 UZEB)

Furthermore,
”PLOgyl@/’LHm@ < 2HPL0€;V1@M Logm@,u”yl@ + 2d%/[/(1/1@7 :u)7

[PLog;, 1t — Log,, . w7, = diy(vie,716) = Op(n™"),

where the latter follows from (S.3). Analogously, ¥ (vas, 2a) = Op(n™1). By (A8), H,BHVKBXW@

0. In conjunction with the fact that ||Qf — /3||V1€BXV2€B = "lp(gle;,;Q@)y(Vl@,Vz@)f - (28)

follows from Theorem 1. O

L1150 e

Next, we move on to the case where the distributions 1q; and ro; are not fully observed and
hence need to be estimated from the corresponding samples { X}, i and {Yzl} =1 generated from
vy1; and o, respectively. For the proof of Theorem 2, we need to study the asymptotic properties

of the covariance operators, C,, and C,,.

Lemma S2. Assume (A2)-(A5) and (A11). Furthermore, assume that the eigenvalues {\;}72,
and {s;}32, are distinct, respectively. Then

||7DCAV1 —Cyy ||’3—[1,169 = Op(Tm + n_l), ||7DCAV2 - Cl/z”%—tl,ze3 = Op(Tm + n_l)»

and HPCAZ,M—C,,N,QH%_[VI@ = Op(7m + 1Y),

vVQ@

Furthermore,

sup |XJ - )‘j’ < HPCAW - CVlHHV1®7 sup ‘616 - gk‘ < |’P5V2 - CVz”HVQ@?
§>1 E>1

IP6; = 6illnie < 2V2IPC = Cllruy, / in Ay = Ay, for allj = 1,

IPUk = Vil < 2V2IPCo = Cunllry, / min Lo = Sioa}s for all k> 1.
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Proof. We note that by (6), (23) and (A11),

1 & -
. (n Z HPLOg Vli - Logm@yliH?A@)
i=1
1
= <n Z ||Log1/1@ Logul@ B LOngEBVUH?’l@)
i=1

| /\

ol

1 & ~
ﬁ Z ”Logljle; Logljle;]/ll”y1®> + 3]E <||Logl/1€9 - Loglll@y].@”12/1@>
+ 3E (|[Log,,, a2, ) -

=1

Moreover, by (6), (19) and (21),

[ Z ||L0gl/1€9 Loglll@yll||l/1@‘| - ZEdW Vll’yll)

i=1
2
= ~ 2 "1 (a1 —1
E {HLOgyl@Vl@ - Logyl@m@H,ﬂ@} = E/o n Z (Fu (p) — Fy; (P)) dp < — ZEdW V1i, V1i)-
i=1 i=1
Furthermore, in conjunction with (A2)—(A3) and (S.3), this entails
( ! Z HPLOgul@VU o Logul@ylinzma) = O(Tm + n_1)7 (S.24)

whence n=! 31, [PLogg, . 71i — Log,jl@yliﬂ?jl@ = Op(7m +n~1). Using similar arguments to the
proof of Lemma S1, it can be shown that |PC,, — C,,lH%_[VI@ = Op(Tin + n71). Results for C,
and C,,,, can be shown analogously. By (A4) and the atomlessness of g following from (A11),
Proposition S1 implies that {Xj 152, and {quj }52, are the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of PC,,,
for which the results follow from Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 of Bosq (2000). O

Proof of Theorem 2. Defining

K J

= ZZ ik b]k Pwk ®P¢j7
k=1j=1
K J

=3 b (Pl @ Po; — vy @ 65)
k=1j=1

we observe that by (S.1),
~ 2 9
H (;1@71//\2@),(1/1@,112@) - ]‘_" Vi v < 3||A1”1/1@><V2@ + 3HAZ||V1@><V2@ + 3||A3Hl/1@><l/2@7
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with Ag as per (S.4).

In analogy to the proof of Theorem 1, we define events
&y =E1s(n) = {X\s > 2|PC, — Curlls,, |-

On (E:\]_J, Lemma S2 entails Xj > \;/2, for all j = 1,...,J. Note that under the assumptions of
Theorem 2, (7, +n~')A;% = o(1), as n — oo. Thus, Lemma S2 entails that P(€1y) — 1 as n — oo.
Following similar arguments to (S.5) and (S.6), it holds on & ; that

IALZ, e <8 Z Z A2 (Er — En) + 8D DA — M) (S.25)
k=1 j=1 k=1j=1
where
R J
Z Z A2y = )20 < const. [ PCyy = Cus . D 5%7% = 0p ((rm 407 DI (5.26)
k=1j=1 @jzl
We will show later that

Z Z A2 (€ — &r)?

k=1j=1
~0, (n—1J9+1> +0, (TmJ26+1) +0, (ije+1K)

+0, ((Tm +n—1) i (k”_QQ” + Z k/2ﬂ29)> (S.27)

k=1 K k'<k/2
+0, ((T% + n_2)J49+3[1 + (T + n—l)K219+3]) +0, ((7,31 + n—z)J20+1K219+3)
Op ([1+ (T +n V) K2H3](72 + n_2)K4ﬂ_29+5(logK)2) , ifo<d9+1,
" { Op g[l + (T + 0 K23 (72 + n*2)K2”+3) , if >0+ 1.

For Ay, we note that (A6) and Lemma S2 entail

HPqﬁ] ¢]HV1@ < COHSt.j29+2HPCyl _CV1H%-LV1€B7

N (S.28)
1Pk — w3, < const.k® 2| PC,, —Cuullfy,,
uniformly in j, k, which implies
J K
HA2HV1$XV2® — Op (Tm + n—l)JZj29—2p+2 + (Tm + n_l)K Z k,219—2g+2 ) (8.29)
j=1 k=1
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Combining (S.26), (S.27), (S.29) and (S.10) yields

~ 2
T
Hurgvag

=0, (n*1J9+1) + O, (TmJ20+1) + O, (TmJ9+1K) ) (J72p+1 n K,QQH)
+0p ((731 +n )L+ (i + ”_I)KQIH?’]) + O,y ((Tfn - n‘2)J29+1K219+3)

K
+ Oy ((Tm +n KDY kw_29+2>

H (1o wae) (e wee) L~

k=1
Op (1 + (7 + n~NK23](12 4 n~2) K% —2e+5(log K)Q) , ifo<I9+1,
+
Op ([1+ (7 +n K243 (72 4 =) K2043) if o> +1,

whence (27) follows with 7, satisfying (A10).
Regarding (S.27), by the atomlessness of v1g, v2g, V1g and Uag and Proposition S1,

Eik — Eik = (PCoyiyPdj, PUR) s — (Corin D Uk)iaes
= ((PCurvy — Corin)bjs Yk Vs + (Convs (PD; — 65)s ¥k Vs
+ (Corvays PUk = ki + (PCosvy = Corin) b PUk — Gk,
+ <(P5V1V2 - CV1V2)(P$j - ¢j)7¢k>u2@ + <CV1V2(P¢A5j - (bj)a P&k - ¢k>u2@
+ ((PCuiv = Cunua)(Phj — 67), POk = k)i
= Ajkl + fij + fjk3 + fjk4 + fjks + fjk6 + fjk%

whence
K J

K
> Z)‘;2(gjk — &)t ST Y

k=1j=1 =1 k=1

—272

J
=1
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For fjk4, cee fjm, applying Lemma S2 and (S.28) yields

Z Z)‘] k4 < ”PCVU/Q - V1V2HHV1€B o ZA 2 Z prk wk”zxz@

k=1j=1 7j=1 k=1
=0, ((7_72” + n—z)J29+1K219+3) :

ZZAJ s < [PCoyvy — WZIIHVM@ZA 21PG; — 652,

k=1j=1
=0, ((TfnJrn_ )J49+3)

e J - (S.30)
DDA T < DA Cuns (P — ¢5) ||%Z||Pwk A
k=1j=1 j=1
K J
- (zz ) (z I —%@) |
k=1 1=1 k=1

K J J
_9279 5 _
Z Z )‘j 21jk7 < ||7DCI/1V2 - 1/11/2”3‘-[,,1EB voa Z HP’@bk 1/%”1/2@ Z )‘j 2||P¢j ¢]||1/1@
=1

k=1j=1
=0, ((7'31 +n )J49+3K219+3) .

For fjkl, we observe that

~

Ijkl = <(P5V1V2 - CV1V2)¢]"¢I€>V2@
= - Z ( LOgyl@Vlla ¢J>V1@ <L0gy2@ Vai, wk>uz@ <L0gl,1®1/h~, ¢j>u1@ <L0gy2@ Vaq, %)W@)
=1
- (<L0gu1@’71€97 ¢j>1f1@ <L0gu2@ /V\2EB7 wk>v2@ - <L0gy1@ﬂl@a ¢j>1/1@ <L0gz/2@ 52@7 wk>l/2ea)
% zn: Logl’leayh’ ¢J>V1€B <L0gl/2€9 V2i, wk)’/%} - <L0gl/1eayl@7 ¢]>V1@ <Logz/2@ s, wk>1/2@
i=1

E ( LOngEBVl, (bj 1 <L0gl/2@ 1/27 wk‘)”?@)
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y (A2) and (A5),

2
(Logy, . V1is Bj)ine (1081, V2is Yk )vng, — (LOZy, o V1is Bj)ing (LOGy, o V20 wk)ug@>] }

1 n
E [n >
i=1
1 & . N 2
< Y E { (<LOgV1®V1i, D) v (LOGuoe P2is Vk)vog, — (LOGy, o V1is )i (LOGy,, V2is ¢k>u2®) }
i=1
3 n
S g Z E {<Logl/1€9 LOngEB V14, ¢]>V1@ <Logllg@ V2i, wk’>u2@ }
=1
3 n
+ - E { Logljl@ Vll? qu >V1@ <L0gljg@ Logllg@ VQ’L? ’l/)k‘>l/2® }
n =1
3 n
+ o Z E { Log,,189 — Log,,, V1, qu),,l@ <Logz,2@9 — Log,, 2, ¢k>u2@ }

@
I
A

1 & 1/2 1 . 1/2
S const. (gkn ; {EdW V14, Vlz)} + )\jﬁ Zzzl {Ed%/‘/(l/gi, VQi)} )

+ % Z {Edév(ﬁu, Vli)}1/2 {Ed%(ﬁ% VZi)}l/z
i=1

=0 <(§k + \j) T + 7'31) ,
and

E ((Logy,, 16+ 05)me (L0810 P2, Uiy — (0B P15 61 (L0Bys P2 V)i )
<3E (<L0gy1@ﬁl@ — Log,,. 1@ 8) o, (L0, D2, %)32@)
+ 3E ((Logyl@ﬁl@, $5) i (L0 Vog — LOZ,, Poa, ¢k>32@)
+ 3E ((Log,,, P1e — Log,,, T1e, 6)2,, (LOZ,., Pae — Logy,, Tas, Vi), )

n n
< 3E (dW Vi Vie) — Z Log,,, V2i; ¢k>32@> + 3K < > (Logy,, iy 655, diy (oas 172@))
=1 =1

S|

+3E (dW(Vl@aVl@)dIQ/V(W@a%@))

< 3E [(i d%y(ﬁu,l/u)) (i(LOgW@V%%)?,Q@)}

n \i3 i=1
3 n
+ ;E [<Z<Logyl@ylz7¢] 1/1@) (Z dW V217V21)>]
i=1 i=1
+ 2

KZ iy (D1, 14 ) (i d%ﬁ/(ﬁQi7V2i)>]
i=1

=0 (Ck—i-)\)Tm—l-T )

/‘\3
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uniformly in j, k. In conjunction with (S.12) and (S.13), it follows that

E(I1) = O ((5k + X\g)7m + 7o+ 1 Ngsi ) (8:31)

uniformly in j, k, which entails

Z Z 22 ]kl (TmJ26+1 + TmJ9+1K + TfnJQOHK + n—1J9+1) . (S.32)
k=1j=1

For fij, analogous to the discussion of I in the proof of Theorem 1, we note that
Ijk2 = <Cu11/2 (P¢j - ¢j)v ¢k>l/2@

= E1(Phj — bjy bV e + E &Ny = X)) H(PCy, — Cu )Py, 1),
ey

2 3 4

= ]k)Q + Aj(k)Z + A](k)2 + A](k)w

where

A](i)Z - gjk<P$] - Qs]a ¢j>l/1g9a
I =3 &y —A)"UPCy — C)bss b unes

J'3'#

/}2)2 Z &'k <(Xj’ - )‘j)_l - ()‘j/ - )‘j)_1> <(P o V1)¢]a¢] >l/1@a
35’ #g

I =3 &y —A) H(PCy — C)(Ph; — ), ) s
35’ #g

By (A8) and (S.28),

K J

K J J
_ 1 - .
SN AR < 303 R PG; — 6512, < const. S 5%(Po; — 65113,

k=1j=1 k=1j=1 Jj=1

J (S.33)
=0, ( Tm + 10~ ijezp”) = o, ((Tm + nil)JQH) .
7j=1

For fﬁ%, using similar arguments to the proof of (S.31), it can be shown that

]E<(PA1/1 - V1)¢ja¢] >y1® = (()\] + Aj’)Tm +7-7%L + n_1>\j>\j/> ’
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uniformly in 7, 7/, and hence that

2
Jk2 = [ Z )‘ b’k )‘) ((PAIA - V1)¢]a¢] >V1@]
J'#5

S [ Z )\]/bi’k()\_ﬂl ] [ Z A’E 1/1 - V1)¢]’¢] >V1@]
J J’

725 #j A
< const.k 2@ <7’m + (Tm + n_l))\j) [ Z Aj’j/dp()‘j’ - )‘j)_2]
J' g #d
< const.k ™2 ( + (T + 1~ 1))\7‘)7

where the last inequality follows from (S.15) and similar arguments to (S.22). This implies

0 -1 76
kzl ZlA L)? = Op (Tt 4 n1 g7, (S.34)
J
For @(2)2 and I A](i)Q, following similar arguments as in the proof of (S.18) and (S.19), it can be
shown that
Ny 7(3)\2 2 =2y (2041 | 760—2p+5
Zz/\jQ(I]’kQ) :OP<(Tm+n )(J + S ))v
k=1j=1
K 7 (S.35)
SN NI = 0p (72 + 072 I ).
k=1j=1

Z Z )\] jk2 = (ij29+1 + n_1J0+1> + 0, ((7‘31 + n_2)J49+3) . (S.36)
k=1j=1

T i 1 2 3 4
For Ijks = (Corv @, Ptk — Yk)vae = fj(ké + A](k;, + A](k% + Aj(k;, where

fg(liga = &Pk — Vky V)

fj(/?:% : Z Sjk/(gk, - gk)71<(lp vy T V2)wk7wk’>l/2@7
k' k'#k

j;(zz’) = Z éjk/ ((é\k/ - gk)il - (gk’ - gk')il) <(P vo V2)¢k7¢k’>l/2@7
k' k'#k

= Y & — @)™ (PC — Cu) (PBe = ), U hons
k' K'#k
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Using similar arguments as in the proof of (S.23), it can be shown that

K J
ZZ)\]2 < ZZ k”Pq/)k ¢k)||y2® = ( T + 17 Zk219 2g+2>
k=15=1 k=1j=1
K J
ZZ)‘J_Q jk3 2=0p | (tm +n~t Z Z K2 2 — )~ 2)
k=1j=1 k=1k': k' #k
=0 | (T +n~ Z <k2§—29+2 + Z k/wzg)) ’
k=1 ks k' <k /2

K J
ST =0, (24D S S e ) )

k=1j=1 k=1k': k'#k
= 0y (T 40 2K + (1, + n‘2>K419‘29+5) ,

K J . K )
Z Z AJQ(Ijk3>2 =Op | ( +17?) Z k202 Z A T

k=1j=1 k=1 k' k' #k
O, (12 + n~2) K¥W=20+5(Jog K)2) , if 9 — o> —1,
= 0, ((72 + *2)K2§+3> : if9— o< —1.

Here, similar arguments to (S.15) imply that > g k' ~2(qw — )2 is bounded by a multiple

of
o ( Z k/_QQ) + k?219+2 ( Z ’k/ _ k’_Qk,_2g) + ( Z k/279—29)
k' k' >2k k'K £k k/2<k' <2k k' k'<k/2
< const. | k2V2e+2 Z k:’wzg)
k' k' <k/2
k2020420 if 9 — o0 > —1/2,
k if9—pe(—1,—
< const. , if9—pe(-1,-1/2],
1+logk, ifd—p=—1,
1, if d—po<—1.
Therefore,
i 202
19D SR A (D ol (CE D ol
k=1j=1 k=1 k' k/<k/2 (S.37)
Oy ( (12 +n~2)K4=2+5(1og K)2> , ifY—o0>-—1,
_|_
O, ((7% + *2)K219+3), if ¥ —p< -1
Combining (S.30), (S.32), (S.36) and (S.37) yields (S.27), which completes the proof. O
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We omit the proof of Corollary 2, since it is analogous to that of Corollary 1.

S.1.3 Proofs for Section 4

In this section, analogous to the definitions in Section S.1.2, for random variables X,, and a sequence

of positive constants ¢, we will write X,, = O,(cy) if

lim limsupsup Pg(|X,| > Me,) =0,

M—0c0 n—oo Gev

and X, = op(cy) if there exists My > 0 such that

lim sup Pg(|X,| > Moycy,) = 0.

For a sequence of deterministic quantities a, = a,(G), we will write a, = O(cy,) if

sup ¢, ' sup |an(G)| < oo.
n>1 Gevy

~ ~ ; 2 2 : . A
We denote P#@:u@ g and P g by Pg, for g in ﬁﬁ@ and ﬁﬁ@’ respectively; we define PCy =

LR 23]
P(ﬁ@ﬁ@)»(#@:#@)co’ PCo = P(ﬁ@ﬁ@)»(#@#@)co’ PCi = P(ﬁ@ﬁ@)v(uea#ea)cl’ PC = P(ﬁ®7ﬁ@)7(#®zﬂ®)cl’

J J J J
08:=> 3 byPh@Pd; and QB =3 > b;Pe @ Po;.

l=1j=1 I=1j=1
By the third staterrient in Proposition S1, under (B3A), QB is the kernel of P(ﬁ@ﬁ@),( . u@)f; under
(B3) and (A11), QB is the kernel of P =, I'. Hence,
- ~ 2
1P i ot~ Tl = [ [ [QB(5.) = 8,)] dps(s)edua 1
DD (S.38)

~ ~ 2
PG o oo = Tl = [ [ [@Bs,1) = B(s.0)]” duio(s)dsa 1),

Thus, for the proofs of Theorems 3 and 4, we will focus on the right hand sides in (S.38). To
this end, we need to study the asymptotic properties of the estimators of the covariance operators,
ie., Co and C; when the distributions w; are fully observed, and CAO and C; when only samples of
observations drawn from the p; are available. We use the convention that <P$j,¢j> ue = 0 and
<ngj, ®j)ue = 0 to determine the signs of the estimated eigenfunctions, 5]- and <$j where choice of
the signs may impact the validity of the results.

We first focus on the case where u; are fully observed.

Lemma S3. Assume (B1)-(B4). Furthermore, assume that the eigenvalues {\;}32, are distinct.
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Then
IPCo = Coll3y,, = Op(n™") and |PCL—Cill3, = Op(n™").

Furthermore,
sup [X; — Aj| < [|PCo — Colla,, »
Jj>1
IPG; = 6jllus < 2v2]|PCo — Colltug / min {Ay = Ay}, forall j > 1.

Proof. We note that due to stationarity, (B1) and (B4),

1 n
E(nzwmaww%> zﬁ%w%wmn)=E0w%%mm@=EQmmh%D<ax
=1

2

(HLOgM@H@H = (H ZLOgM@Hi ) =0(n™), (S.39)
=1 e
1 ?

Hn Z Log,, i ® Log,,. p1i — Co =0, (S.40)

i=1 Hug

2
H Z Log,,, pi+1 @ Log,, . p1; — C1 =0(n™), (S.41)

Hug

where (S.39), (S.40) and (S.41) follow from Theorems 3.7, 4.1 and 4.7 of Bosq (2000), respectively.

Then the proof follows arguments similar to those in Lemma S1. O

Proof of Theorem 3. The proof follows similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 1. Here we
just discuss some of the differences due to the serial dependence.
Regarding the counterpart of (S.14),
J J
>SS TAH(PCL - C)ey )2, <2Awmlwm@=%wwmm

1=1j=1
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regarding the counterpart of (S.17), it can be shown similarly to (S.15) that

Ma

2
> oA ( > &y —A) NP~ Co)qu,qu%@)

1=1j=1 gt 3’4
J
Z 7 21(PCo — Co)bil: Z > Gy =)~
J=1 I=1j"j'#j
< const. Z)\ 2|(PCo — Co)ejl%, S0 A2 (N — )2
J=1 33 #d
J
, (n—l Zj49—2p+2> = o, (n—1J20+1> :
j=1

regarding the counterpart of the second term in (S.21),

M~

J 2
Yo7 ( S & = X)TH(PCo — Co) ¢z')u@)

=1 j=1 VU4l
J J
<> > (PCo — Co) VoullZe Y b (A — M)~
1=1j=1 U:UV4#1
J ~
< const. Y_ ||(PCo — Co)ull2, S0 1220w — N) 72
=1 U141

J
< const. (n_l Zl20_2@+2> =0 (n_1J29+1) .
=1

Hence, under the assumptions of Theorem 3,

J
HP@@@@%(M@#@)F N FH?HM@”M@ =0y (n_1J26+1) +0p (n_1JZj29_29+2> +0 (JI_Z’) + J1_29>
i=1

+0, (n—2J49+4> +0, (n—3J69+6> .

Next, we move on to the case where the distributions u; are not fully observed and hence need
to be estimated from the corresponding samples of measurements drawn from pu;. Again, we first

obtain the asymptotic properties of the estimates of the autocovariance operators, Co and C;.

Lemma S4. Assume (A2), (Al1), (B1), (B3), (B4) and (B8). Furthermore, assume that the
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eigenvalues {\;}72, are distinct. Then
IPCo — Coll3y,, = Op(rm+n~") and |PC1 —Cilf}y, = Op(rm +n").
Furthermore,
sup X = Al < 1PCo = Colla,. »

IP; — ¢jllue < 2v2(PCo — Co||H#®/1£Hji,2j{)\j' — Ay}, forallj > 1.

The proof of Lemma S4 is analogous to the proof of Lemma S2 and the proof of Theorem 4 is
similar to the proofs of Theorems 2 and 3 and therefore there is no need for further details. The

same applies to the proofs of Corollaries 3 and 4, which are analogous to the proof of Corollary 1.

S.2 Estimation for Distribution-to-Scalar Regression

For the distribution-to-scalar regression as per (15) in Section 2.3, suppose {(vi;,Y;)}i~, are n
independent realizations of (v1,Y’). When vy; are fully observed, the regression coefficient function

(£1 can be estimated by
J

n
Bi=2 Ajn~tYy (YiLogy, v, 05)5,. 9is
j=1 i=1
where Xj and &Ej are the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of C~l,1 as defined in Section 3.2. Similar to

the distribution-to-distribution regression case, given a constant C' > 1, we assume

A1’) With probability equal to 1, the random distributions v are atomless.

A2 E(HLOgul@V1H4 ) < 00, and E((Logul@yl,¢j>

Vig

< CON2, for all j > 1.
) ; j

4
Vig

(
(A2')
(A3’) For j > 1, A\j —X\j11 > C~ 1791 where # > 1 is a constant.
(A4’) For j > 1, |)\;1<E(YL0gV1@u1),¢j>yl@| < Cj~P, where p > 0 + 1 is a constant.
(A5") n~LJ?0%2 0, as n — oo.
Let #' = Z'(C,0, p) denote the set of distributions F of (v1,Y) that satisfy (A1’)—(A4").
Theorem S1. If (A1’)-(A5’) hold, then

lim limsup sup Pz <HP;1®7V1<B51 — ﬁl”il@ > M max {n_1J9+17n—2J49+3’ J—2p+1}> —0.

M—oo n—oo Freg!

Choosing J ~ n'/0+20) e have

_ 2
lim limsup sup Px (HP~ 1 — B

M—oo n—oco Fregz! Ve.Vie

S Mn(zpl)/(e+2p)> = 0. (S.42)

V1g
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As per (S.42), the rate of convergence of 31 matches the minimax rate of the function-to-scalar
linear regression based on fully observed functions developed by Hall and Horowitz (2007).
When vy; are not fully observed but rather only samples of measurements {Xil}lniyl” drawn from
v1; are available, an estimate of the regression coefficient function 3 is given by
J n
Br="3 "X 'n"t Yy (YiLogs, viis 6))7,, 05 (S-43)

j=1 i=1

where Xj and qgj are the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of CAl,1 as defined in Section 3.2. Furthermore,

we assume

(A6’) There exists a sequence m = m(n) such that min{m,,, : ¢ = 1,2,...,n} > m and that

m — 00 as N — 0Q.

A7) For 7, in (A2), 7, < Cn~1J~?, for all n.
(

Then the data-based estimator E is found to achieve the same rate as the estimator E based on

fully observed distributions as shown in Theorem S1.

Theorem S2. If (A2), (A11) and (A1°)-(A7’) hold, then

2
v

lim limsup sup Pg <HP31® %31 - > M max {n*1J9+17n*2J40+3’ J2p+1}> =0.
’ ®

M—o00 n—oo FleF! 1

Choosing J ~ n'/0+20) e have

~ 2
lim limsup sup Px (HPL\IGB:VIGBBI — B1HV1® > Mn_(2p—1)/(9+2p)) =0.

M—o00 n—oo Fleg!

Proofs of Theorems S1 and S2 are analogous to those of Theorem 1 and S2 and are therefore

omitted.

S.3 An Example for Explicit Construction of the Autoregressive Model

We consider D = [0, 1] and pg with bounded density Ry, = sup,cp fug (2) < 0o, where we denote
the density and cdf of ug by f,, and F),., respectively. We set

oo o0 o0
/3:Zzbjl(SOIOFM@)@(‘PjOFM@)? and Ei:ZEil@loFu@'
1=1j=1 =1
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Here, ¢; are basis functions as per (36),

bkl _ pj—a1+1l—a2—1
w(az)

l_“2_1w(a1 + ag)
2v21 Ry w(az)?’

E;; ~ Unif(—eyj, e;), with ¢, = (1—p)
where a; > 3/2 and az > 1 are constants, and w(s) = 3272, j~°. Define

[o¢]
Log, i =Y T"(eiy), i€

We will show in the following that {u;}icz is a stationary process taking values in W which satisfies
the proposed model in (29).

For this, it suffices to show that 3272 I"(g;—) € Log, W with probability 1 and that (B1)
holds. Observe that

o0 [oe)
I'(ei-1) = > bjuEic1j | @io Fug,

=1 \j1=1

=
[\
o
v
I
hE

o~
Il

o0 o0
Z bj?l Z bjlszi—Q,jl ¥1 0 Fu@a
1 \jo=1  j1=1

g

I"(eir) :Z <Z bji Z bj,_1jr - Z bj1j2Ei—T7j1) @10 Fug,

=1 \jr=1 Jr—1=1 J1=1
whence
o oo (o] o0
D T(Er) =2 zlJrZ Z bji Z bjosgr =+ D birgaBimr gy | | 910 Fug
r=0 = Jr=1 Jr—1=1 Jj1=1
To show >°72,I'"(ei—r) € Log,, W with probability 1, we will show that
d o0
— I'(e;_r)(t)] < 1. 44
sup dtrg (ei-r)(t)] < (S-44)
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Since supyeo,1) ()] = 2v/27l, we have

sup »  [(T"(gi—r)) (t)]
teD r=0
ety (Z biji D bj g Y bjm%)] 2V2wlRy,,,
l:l r=1 \jr=1 Jr—1=1 j1=1

— |7 "?w( a1 + ) [ — . > J1 2 w(ar + ag)
DY |t (2t Do b D0 b ()? l
=1 =1 \jr=1  jr_1=1 ji=1 wiaz

(a

+ + S~ by
ww1 az) a1 QQ ZZZ(ZbT Z bjrie D bjnindt 7 1)]

r=11=1 \jr=1 Jr—1=1 j1=1

We observe that

S -—a1—a az2—1
— J J —as—1P@(a1 + ag
> bjigadr t= Zp L 2 = j; 1¥7
fi=t i ag) w(az)
S b 3 bapdr = 3 by 1 PR @) (et an)?
1 2 — J3 )
= J233 = j1j2 = ]2]3 w(ag) W(CLQ)Z

o0 (oo} o0 r r
—as—1 Cay1P (a1 +a2)
Z b'rl Z bjrfljr T Z b]uz]l @t =T 1—r.

gr=1 Jr—1=1 Jj1=1 W(CLQ)

Therefore,

(1-p) [w(;1(+)az) a1 + a2 i

i (i bj,1 Z bi_ i, - ibhpjl—ag 1)]
i

Jr=1 Jr—1=1 Jj1=1
w(a1+a2) a1+a2 e pwa1+a2) ]
= (1-p) e
( [ w(a2> r=1 ; ag)
w(a1 + a2) Cll + a2 > p w(a; + ag)"
pu— 1 _— R S DA
(1-p) l w(az) g @ (az)" ]
oo r—1 r @ (a1 +az)
—1-pY P lw(ar +a)" (1—p)—=@) (1 - p)w(ay + az)
o w(a)” 1— % w(az) — pw(a1 + az)’

Thus, > 72 5(I'"(g;—r))" uniformly converges and hence

sup
teD

1—
—SUPZ| (e ()] < i Plor £ 62)

ieh & = D) — polor +az)’

dtzr Eir)

o4
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Note that

(1-p)w(ar + a2)

w(az) — pw(ar + ag) <le (1-pw(a +a2) < w(az) — pwlar + ag)

& w(ar + az) < w(az),

whence (S.44) follows. Similarly, it can be shown that Y72, |I'"(g;—,)| uniformly converges. Ap-

plying the dominated convergence theorem yields

o0 o0
> IM(eiv1-r) = (ZF (€it1-r) ) +eq1 =T (Z FT(&—H) +€iy1,
r=0 r=0

whence model (29) holds.
We also note that the stationarity condition (B1) holds. In fact, for any g € T, such that

Hg”MGB > 07

Z Z b]ll 9,¥5 © M@>u@901 © FM@;
1=171=1

o0 (o] o
F2g = Z Z bj2l Z bjlj? <g’ Pj1 © Fl‘«@>#@@l o F,u@v

I=1jo=1  ji=1

00 oo oo oo
FTg - Z Z bjrl Z bjr—ljr t Z bj1j2 <ga§0j1 © FM@>M@‘Pl o F,u@-

I=1jr=1 Jr—1=1 Ji=1
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N
Il
—

Ji=1

Hence,
T gll7,
2
[eS) [e's) 00 &
= Z b'Tl Z bjT.,le s Z bjljz <g, Pj1 © FM@>H&B
=1 \Jjr=1 Jr—1=1 J1=1
o ad i
- 1, a1+l —az—1
= Z ji—a1tlj—az—1 Z Jr-1 I o Z J1 ot J2 791 © Fue e
=1 Jr 1=1 j1:1
(o] © i
_ Z w( l az—1 Z j*a1 a2 Z j—a1 az Z Jo - Z Jatt <g i1 OFM@)M@
=1 Jr=1 Jr—1=1 j2=1 Ji=t
2
(e} (s r—1 S
p'w(ar + az) a1 —ai+1
= Z w(ag)r [T Z Wil ot <gv ¥4 © F#@)#@

2
2r 2r—2
pTw(a; +a
- (a1 + as) w(2ay + 2) <§ 31 Mg, 41 © Fug i )

w(G’Q)QT J1 1

2r 2r—2
pw(ar + az) —2a;+2
< 2r @(2a2 +2) Z gt Z 9, ¥ © i@
w(az) Jl 1 ]1 1

- pZTw(al + a2)2“2

w(ag)QT

Therefore, HF’"H%@ <1if

@ (203 + 2)w(2a1 — 2)lg]7.,

pZTw(al + CLQ)%_2

w(2a2 4+ 2)w(2a1 — 2) < 1,

w(ag)QT
ie.,
w(a1 + az) w(a1 + az)’ e (S.45)
w(as) w(2a2 + 2)w(2a1 — 2) '

Note that pw(a; + a2)/w(az) < 1 and that by Cauchy-Schwarz inquality, (a1 + a2)? < @(2az +
2)w(2a; — 2), whence the right hand side of (S.45) 1 1, as r — oo. Therefore, there always exists
r € Ny such that (S.45) holds.
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S.4 Implementation

S.4.1 Tuning Parameter Selection
Choosing J and K for the Independent Case

The following data-based method for choosing the numbers of predictor and response FPCs J and
K, respectively, as defined in (22), when one has an i.i.d. sample of distributions {v1;, v},
was found to be adequate in practical applications. We first choose the number of FPCs K
for the logarithms of the response distributions Log;%9 vo;, by applying either leave-one-curve-out
cross-validation or thresholding according to cumulative fraction of variance explained (FVE). For
cross-validation, the objective function to be minimized is the discrepancy between predicted and

observed trajectories, i.e.,

) 2
n K N R
K = af%glinz Logg, 2i — Z(Log@@ V2is Yh=i) 5 Vhi||
i=1 k=1 -~
V2

where {zzk,l} k>1 are the estimated eigenfunctions from the functional principal component analysis
(FPCA) of the ith-curve-left-out sample {Logg, i }ir;. For the choice by FVE, K is chosen such
that at least 100(1 — )% of the variance is explained by the first K FPCs, where users need to
specify «, with the common choice o = 0.05.

Now turning to the choice of J, we use leave-one-curve-out cross-validation by minimizing the

difference between the curves constructed with FPCs predicted by linear regression and the observed

trajectories:
n K J 2
J = arg}}lmz Logg, i — >N bjk,—i(LOgg, . Vris Bj—i)p, o Yk, —i :
i=1 k=1j=1 e

~ ~q =~ A B - -
WhereAbjk,—i = )\jﬁifj//?_i with &y = (n—1)7! Zi,#(Log;l@l/li/, d)jv*i)?m; '<L0gﬁ2@’/2¢’,1/1k,—z‘>;2®,
and {\; _;};>1 and {¢; _i}j>1 are the estimated eigenvalues and eigenfunctions from the FPCA of
the ith-curve-left-out sample {Log;l@ﬁh-/}i/#, respectively.

We mention that in practical implementations we replace leave-one-curve-out cross validation

by 5-fold cross-validation when n > 30.

Choosing J for Distribution- Valued Time Series

Here, we use a cross-validation approach proposed by Bergmeir et al. (2018) to select the number
of FPCs J as defined in (33) for the time series case. Note that there is no second truncation
parameter K. Following Bergmeir et al. (2018), we first divide the observed time series into a

training set and a testing set, and then apply k-fold cross validation on the training set to choose
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the number of FPCs J; secondly, the regression coefficient function § will be estimated on the
whole training set with the optimal J; lastly, the estimate of 5 will be applied on the testing set to

evaluate the performance of out-of-sample prediction.

S.4.2 Boundary Projection

We discuss the independent scenario only; the time series case is analogous. If (35) happens, we
update the fit by a projection onto the boundary of Log;Q@W along the line segment connect-
ing the origin 0 and the original fit f(Log;l®ﬁli). Specifically, we multiply the original estimate

~

I'(Logg,  71i) by a constant 7; such that
n; = max{n € [0, 1]: nf‘(Log;1® U1;) + id is non-decreasing}. (S.46)

Note that 7; = 1 when f(Log;l®Dli) € Log;2®W. In our implementation, the fitted logarithmic

~

response is then given by niF(L0g31®’7M) foralli=1,...,n.

S.5 Additional Simulations

S.5.1 Illustration of Asymptotic Results in Theorem 1

Regardless of the distribution estimation method, we consider the case where distributions are fully
observed. To illustrate the asymptotic results in Theorem 1, we generate data as follows such that
we can derive the decay rates in (A6)—(A8) and hence obtain the value of a(n) in Theorem 1. With
kj, Rig and Ryg defined as below (38) and J* = K* =20, for j =1,...,J"and k =1,..., K",
we set bjx = pj = kT2 K; Rig (kk Rag Y72 1792) ™ = pj =M k%27 Ry (Rog 3272, 17%2) 7!, where
p € (0,1), a1 > 3/2, and as > 1 are constants. Taking vi; = 7% with ap > 1, data were generated

as follows:

Step 1: Generate x;; ~ Unif(—vij(kjRie 3021 vi) b v1(kjRig Y12 v1) 1) independently for
i=1,...,nand j =1,...,J% whence Log, vi; = Zj;l Xijpj © Fie, with ¢; as per (36),
T(Log,,,v1i) = Yohe1 Y=t bikXijok © Faa, and v1; = Bxp,, . (372 X5 © Fia).

Step 2: Sample FE;; ~ Unif(—eg,e), independently for ¢ = 1,...,n and k = 1,..., K*, where
ex = (1= p)k=2(kpRog Y02, 17%2) 1. Let vy; = Exp,, (T'(Log,, ., v1i) + Y iey Eikr 0 Fag)-

We considered the two cases with different choices of the Fréchet mean distributions viq and vag
as in Section 5. Taking p = 0.9, ag = 1.5, a1 = 8.5 and ao = 5, we simulated 500 runs for each
n € {20,100, 500}.

From (S.1) one finds that among the terms that determine the convergence rate of T in Theo-
rem 1, the terms J! =27 and K122 correspond to the bias, i.e., |8 — 11 37— bjrthr ® ¢; [

and the other terms correspond to the variance, i.e., || QB—Z?Zl Z}-le bk VL@, 1% where Qf

Vig X2
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is defined above (S.1). Since in simulations only a finite number of basis functions can be included
in the generation of the regression coefficient function g = S5, 23];1 bik(pr o Fog) ® (¢j 0 Fig),
the number of included eigenfunctions in T" is necessarily bounded (J < J*, K < K*) and does not
increase as n increases. Therefore, we focus here exclusively on the variance part, which converges
with a rate of O,(n~!) according to Theorem 1.

For each run [ =1, ...,500, we computed the variance part, SE,,; = || 0B, — POy ijl bjrr ®
¢j||31@xy2@, where ) is the estimate obtained in the /th run. We show in Figure S.1 the mean
of SE,,; across MC runs, MSE,, = 5001 2?2({ SE, 1, on a log scale for each n € {20,100,500}
as well as the theoretical rate represented by the dashed line passing through the point at which
n = 100, ie., log(MSE,) = —1 - [log(n) — log(100)] + log(MSEq0). This suggests that indeed
E|Q3 — K, E}-le birr ® ¢j||12,1®><l,2@ converges with a rate close to n~!, which aligns with the
results in Theorem 1.
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N
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log(MSE)
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(a) Case 1.1. (b) Case 1.2.

Figure S.1: Illustration of Theorem 1 using simulations. The MSE,, across 500 runs on a log
scale, represented by the crosses “x”, are shown for n € {20,100,500} in the two cases. The
dashed lines represent the theoretical O, rate passing through the point at which n = 100, i.e.,
log(MSE,,) = —1 - [log(n) — log(100)] + log(MSEjq).

S.5.2 Robustness of the Proposed Method in the Regression between Gaussian Dis-

tributions

Suppose that the predictor and response distributions are both Gaussian, v = N(u,0?) and
vy = N(ug,03), where (u1, 01, uz, 02) is a random vector with a joint distribution on RxR; x RxR
and Eoy,Eoy > 0. For simulations, we independently sample u;; ~ N(0,1%), ¢ ~ N(0,0.5%),
o1 ~ Gamma(0.5,0.5), and o9; ~ Gamma(1,0.5), independently for i = 1,...,n. We consider
different cases of generating wug;: (1) Linear case: ug; = 1 4 w1 + €; (2) Quadratic case: ug; =

14w — 0.5u221 + ¢;. Then i.i.d. samples of size m are drawn from each of {vy;}; and {vo;}? ;.
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We note that (v14,9;) generated as per the linear case satisfy the proposed model in (10), which
does not hold for the quadratic case. Four scenarios were considered with n € {20,200} and
m € {50,500}, and 500 runs were executed for each (n,m) pair and each case. The out-of-sample
AWDs for 200 new predictors as per (39) were computed for each run. The results for both linear
and quadratic cases are summarized in Figure S.2, where it can be seen that the performance of
the proposed method does not worsen too much when the model becomes invalid in the quadratic

case as compared to the linear case.

n=20 n =200

3.2+

2.8+

amwe o o
-om o oo

2.4+

2.4

- —] i
2.0 —
1.6

005 =W

Linear Quadratic Linear Quadratic

Figure S.2: Boxplots of the out-of-sample AWDs as per (39) for the linear and quadratic cases,
each with (n,m) € {20,200} x {50,500}.

S.5.3 Distribution-to-Scalar Regression: Comparison with the Gaussian Process Re-

gression Method

In this section, we compare the proposed distribution-to-scalar Wasserstein regression as per (15)
in Section 2.3 with a Gaussian process regression (GPR) method proposed by Bachoc et al. (2017).
The data is generated by Y; = E(Y) + (81, Log,, , V1i)uig + €, Where B1(s) = 3 —2F15(s) + Fa(s)?,
for s € D, and the distributional predictors v1; and random noise ¢; are generated in two cases as
follows.

Case 2.1. v; = ga,#N(usn,03), where u;; ~ N(0,1%), 01 ~ Gamma(0.5,0.5), A; ~ Unif {7,
+27, 437}, and ¢; ~ N(0,1?), independently for i = 1,...,n.
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Case 2.2. v1; = ga,#Beta(S1;, S2;), where S1; ~ Unif(1,5), Sz; ~ Unif(1,5), A; ~ Unif{£n, +2m,
+37}, and €; ~ N(0,0.22), independently for i = 1,...,n.

Here, g, is defined as per (38). Then, i.i.d. samples of size m are drawn from each of {v;}! ;.
Five hundred runs were executed for each (n,m) pair with n € {20,200} and m € {50,500} and
each case considered. The out-of-sample average prediction errors (APEs) for 200 new predictors

were computed for each run. Specifically,

n+200

APE(n,m) = oo > |E(Y: | Log,,, 1) — Vi
i=n-+1

(S.47)

where )A/z denotes the predicted value for Y;; for the proposed method, 372 =Y+ <B1, Log;1®ﬁli>;1®,
Y=n1'Y0Y, 31 is as per (S.43), and 7y; and D14 are the estimates for v1; and 14, as described in
Section 3.2. The results of the GPR method and the proposed Wasserstein regression (WR) method
are summarized in the boxplots of Figure S.3. The proposed method is found to outperform the

GPR method when model (15) is true.

n=20 n =200 n=20 n =200
204 ° : 0.31
; : . :
1.5- : 1
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3 0.2 § : 3
1 I
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! ) 0.1 =)
o1 é -+ | ==
0.0 T T T T T v . .
GPR WR GPR WR GPR WR GPR WR
Method Method
(a) Case 2.1. (b) Case 2.2.

Figure S.3: Boxplots of the out-of-sample APEs as per (S.47) for the GPR and proposed WR
methods for distribution-to-scalar regression. One outlier is omitted for Case 2.1 for better visual
comparison.
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S.6 Autoregressive Modeling of the Mortality Data for Sweden

We chose Sweden as an example because demographic data are available for a longer time span
and are of very high quality. Here, the model was trained on the time series between 1961 and
2001, and the out-of-sample prediction was evaluated for the following 15 years up to 2016, where
the yearly distribution was predicted from the fitted distribution time series, using the predicted

distributions from previous years.

— Observed Fitted - — Predicted

1962 (WD = 0.917) | [ 1981 (WD = 0.211) | | 2001 (WD = 0.405)

(2]
S 2002 (WD = 0.448)

0 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 1000 25 50 75 100
Age (years)

Figure S.4: Implementation of the autoregressive distribution time series model for age-at-death
distributions of females in Sweden. Training period: 1961-2001 (with fitting results for three years
shown in the top row). Prediction period: 20022016 (with prediction results for three years shown
in the bottom row). The fitting/prediction Wasserstein discrepancies (WDs) are as shown for each
panel.

As can been seen from the fitted distributions for the training period as shown in the first
row of Figure S.4, they are all close to the observed distributions. For the prediction period, the
predicted densities displayed in the second row of the figure increasingly deviate from the observed
distributions going from 2002 to 2016, where the observed densities have a mode increasingly shifting
to the right compared to the prediction. This means that the rightward mortality distribution shift

outpaces the model expectation and longevity extension is accelerating for Sweden.

S.7 Multivariate Extension

Consider the Wasserstein space of probability measures on R? with finite second moments, W(RP),
for p > 1. For two given measures p., u € W(RP), any map t: R? — RP that minimizes Monge’s
transport problem t,,, ,, = argmingy, —, [, [[t(z) — x||?dju« () is called an optimal transport map.

Such optimal transport maps uniquely exist if u, is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue
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measure on RP (referred to as “a.c” hereafter) (Theorem 6.2.4, Ambrosio et al. 2008). Their
construction is however computationally demanding and difficult to implement in practice. We
note that for p =1, t,, , = F~'o F,, where F, and F'~! are the cdf of y, and the quantile function
of u, respectively. The notions of tangent spaces, exponential maps and log maps at u, can be
analogously defined as for W(R): T, = {t(t,, , —id): pe W, t > 0} b ; Exp,, g = (g +1d)#p.
for functions of the form g = #(t,, , —id); Log, p = t,. ., —id, for p € W(RP). Also, the tangent

; 2
space T, is a subspace of L, .

Let (v1,12) be a pair of random elements with a joint distribution on W(RP) x W(RP), assumed
to be square integrable in the sense that Ed3, (1, 1) < oo and Ed%, (i, v2) < oo for some (and thus
for all) p € W(RP). While W(RP) is not a Hadamard space for p > 1, there exists an element
p € W(RP) that minimizes p — Edf, (11, 11); such minimizers are unique and referred to as the

Fréchet mean of vy, v1g, if 11 is a.c. (with positive probability) (Bigot and Klein 2018). We assume

(C1) With probability 1, both v; and v, are a.c. and the corresponding densities, fi and fs, are
bounded, i.e., there exists a constant R > 0 such that sup,cp» f1(r) < R and sup,crp f2(7) <
R.

Under (C1), v1g and vog are also a.c. with bounded densities (Theorem 5.5.2, Panaretos and Zemel
2020), whence it follows that the optimal transport maps from v1q and rag to any p € W(RP)
uniquely exist, denoted by t,,, ,, and t,,, ,, respectively. The proposed distribution-to-distribution
regression model in (10) for W(D) with D C R can hence be generalized to W(RP) with p > 1.

Considering n independent realizations of (v1,v2), {(v14, v2:)}i;, the empirical Fréchet means,
Vig = argming,cyyme) 2i—1 d2 (p,v1i) and Dog = argmin,,cyy(rr) 2im1 d2, (p, v2i), uniquely exist
(Agueh and Carlier 2011; Alvarez-Esteban et al. 2011) and are a.c. with bounded densities under
(C1) (Agueh and Carlier 2011). Similar statements hold for the empirical Fréchet means based
on estimates of vy; and vy, U1; and Us;, when vq; and vo; are not fully observed and only samples
of measurements drawn from them are available if employing a distribution estimation method
that guarantees the absolute continuity of 7;; and 7h;. Hence, the proposed estimation method
in Section 3 can be extended to this case. Regarding the implementations, the empirical Fréchet
means can be computed by the steepest descent algorithm (Zemel and Panaretos 2019), and the
optimal transport maps can be obtained by the computation of a power diagram (Aurenhammer
1987; Aurenhammer et al. 1998; Mérigot 2011; Lévy and Schwindt 2018) or approximate algorithms
that are computationally efficient (Cuturi 2013; Genevay et al. 2016).

References

AGGARWAL, O. P. (1955). Some minimax invariant procedures for estimating a cumulative distri-
bution function. Annals of Mathematical Statistics 26 450—463.

63



Chen, Lin & Miiller REFERENCES

AGUEH, M. and CARLIER, G. (2011). Barycenters in the Wasserstein space. SIAM Journal on
Mathematical Analysis 43 904-924.

ALVAREZ-ESTEBAN, P., DEL BARRIO, E., CUESTA-ALBERTOS, J. and MATRAN, C. (2011).
Uniqueness and approximate computation of optimal incomplete transportation plans. Annales
de UInstitut Henri Poincaré - Probabilités et Statistiques 47 358-375.

AMBROSIO, L., GiGLI, N. and SAVARE, G. (2004). Gradient flows with metric and differentiable
structures, and applications to the Wasserstein space. Atti Accad. Naz. Lincei Cl. Sci. Fis. Mat.
Natur. Rend. Lincei (9) Mat. Appl 15 327-343.

AMBROSIO, L., GiGLI, N. and SAVARE, G. (2008). Gradient Flows: in Metric Spaces and in the
Space of Probability Measures. Springer.

AURENHAMMER, F. (1987). Power diagrams: Properties, algorithms and applications. SIAM
Journal on Computing 16 78-96.

AURENHAMMER, F., HOrFrMANN, F. and AroNOV, B. (1998). Minkowski-type theorems and
least-squares clustering. Algorithmica 20 61-76.

BacHoc, F., GAMBOA, F., LOUBES, J.-M. and VENET, N. (2017). A Gaussian process regression
model for distribution inputs. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 64 6620-6637.

BANERJEE, M., CHAKRABORTY, R., OFORI, E., OKUN, M. S., VIALLANCOURT, D. E. and VE-
MURI, B. C. (2016). A nonlinear regression technique for manifold valued data with applications
to medical image analysis. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition. 4424-4432.

BERGMEIR, C., HYNDMAN, R. J. and Koo, B. (2018). A note on the validity of cross-validation
for evaluating autoregressive time series prediction. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis
120 70-83.

Bicor, J., GOUET, R., KLEIN, T. and LOPEZ, A. (2017). Geodesic PCA in the Wasserstein space
by convex PCA. Annales de UInstitut Henri Poincaré, Probabilités et Statistiques 53 1-26.

Bicor, J. and KLEIN, T. (2018). Characterization of barycenters in the Wasserstein space by
averaging optimal transport maps. ESAIM: Probability and Statistics 22 35-57.

BoaGiN, A., DOERNER, W. and LARsON, W. (2019). Local house price dynamics: New indices
and stylized facts. Real Estate Economics 47 365-398.

BONNEEL, N., PEYRE, G. and CUTURI, M. (2016). Wasserstein barycentric coordinates: histogram
regression using optimal transport. ACM Transactions on Graphics 35 7T1-1.

BosqQ, D. (1991). Modelization, nonparametric estimation and prediction for continuous time
processes. In Nonparametric Functional Estimation and Related Topics (G. Roussas, ed.). Kluwer
Academic Publishers Group, 509-529.

Bosq, D. (2000). Linear Processes in Function Spaces: Theory and Applications. Springer-Verlag,
New York.

Ca1, T. and HALL, P. (2006). Prediction in functional linear regression. The Annals of Statistics

64



REFERENCES Wasserstein Regression

34 2159-2179.

CARrDOT, H., FERRATY, F., MAS, A. and SARDA, P. (2003). Testing hypotheses in the functional
linear model. Scandinavian Journal of Statistics 30 241-255.

CARDOT, H., FERRATY, F. and SARDA, P. (1999). Functional linear model. Statistics €& Probability
Letters 45 11-22.

CasTRO, P. E., LAwTON, W. H. and SYLVESTRE, E. A. (1986). Principal modes of variation for
processes with continuous sample curves. Technometrics 28 329-337.

CazeLLES, E., SEGUY, V., Bicor, J., CuTURI, M. and PAPADAKIS, N. (2018). Geodesic PCA
versus log-PCA of histograms in the Wasserstein space. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing
40 B429-B456.

CHEN, Z., Bao, Y., L1, H. and SPENCER JR, B. F. (2019). LQD-RKHS-based distribution-to-
distribution regression methodology for restoring the probability distributions of missing SHM
data. Mechanical Systems and Signal Processing 121 655-674.

CHENG, C. and PARZEN, E. (1997). Unified estimators of smooth quantile and quantile density
functions. Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference 59 291-307.

CHiou, J.-M. and MULLER, H.-G. (2009). Modeling hazard rates as functional data for the analy-
sis of cohort lifetables and mortality forecasting. Journal of the American Statistical Association
104 572-585.

CORNEA, E., ZHu, H., KM, P. and IBRAHIM, J. G. (2017). Regression models on Riemannian
symmetric spaces. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B 79 463-482.

CuTuRI, M. (2013). Sinkhorn distances: Lightspeed computation of optimal transport. In Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems.

Dauxois, J., POussg, A. and RoMAIN, Y. (1982). Asymptotic theory for the principal component
analysis of a vector random function: Some applications to statistical inference. Journal of
Multivariate Analysis 12 136—154.

Davis, B. C., FLETCHER, P. T., BuLLiTT, E. and JosHI, S. (2007). Population shape regression
from random design data. In 2007 IEEFE 11th International Conference on Computer Vision.
FaLk, M. (1983). Relative efficiency and deficiency of kernel type estimators of smooth distribution

functions. Statistica Neerlandica 37 73-83.

FaLk, M. (1984). Relative deficiency of kernel type estimators of quantiles. The Annals of Statistics
12 261-268.

FaN, J. and GUBELS, 1. (1996). Local Polynomial Modelling and its Applications. Chapman &
Hall, London.

FERRATY, F. and VIEU, P. (2003). Functional nonparametric statistics: A double infinite di-
mensional framework. In Recent Advances and Trends in Nonparametric Statistics. Elsevier,
61-76.

FRECHET, M. (1948). Les éléments aléatoires de nature quelconque dans un espace distancié. In

65



Chen, Lin & Miiller REFERENCES

Annales de UInstitut Henri Poincaré, vol. 10. 215-310.

GENEVAY, A., CUTURI, M., PEYRE, G. and BAcH, F. (2016). Stochastic optimization for large-
scale optimal transport. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. 3440-3448.

GRENANDER, U. (1950). Stochastic processes and statistical inference. Arkiv for Matematik 1
195-277.

HarL, P. and Horowitz, J. L. (2007). Methodology and convergence rates for functional linear
regression. The Annals of Statistics 35 70-91.

He, G., MULLER, H.-G. and WANG, J.-L. (2003). Functional canonical analysis for square
integrable stochastic processes. Journal of Multivariate Analysis 85 54—77.

HE, G., MULLER, H.-G., WANG, J.-L. and YANG, W. (2010). Functional linear regression via
canonical analysis. Bernoullt 16 705-729.

HINKLE, J., MURALIDHARAN, P., FLETCHER, P. T. and JosHI, S. (2012). Polynomial regression
on Riemannian manifolds. In Computer Vision-ECCYV 2012. Springer, 1-14.

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

HUCKEMANN, S. F. (2015). (Semi-)intrinsic statistical analysis on non-Euclidean spaces. In Ad-
vances in Complex Data Modeling and Computational Methods in Statistics. Springer, 103—118.

HynpMAN, R. J., BooTH, H. and YASMEEN, F. (2013). Coherent mortality forecasting: the
product-ratio method with functional time series models. Demography 50 261-283.

ImaA1zuMmi, M. and Kato, K. (2018). Pca-based estimation for functional linear regression with
functional responses. Journal of Multivariate Analysis 163 15-36.

KLOECKNER, B. R. (2010). A geometric study of Wasserstein spaces: Euclidean spaces. Annali
della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa-Classe di Scienze 9 297-323.

Kokoszka, P., Miao, H., PETERSEN, A. and SHANG, H. L. (2019). Forecasting of density
functions with an application to cross-sectional and intraday returns. International Journal of
Forecasting 35 1304-1317.

LEBLANC, A. (2012). On estimating distribution functions using Bernstein polynomials. Annals
of the Institute of Statistical Mathematics 64 919-943.

LEVY, B. and SCHWINDT, E. L. (2018). Notions of optimal transport theory and how to implement
them on a computer. Computers & Graphics 72 135-148.

LiNn, L., ST. THOMAS, B., Zuu, H. and Dunson, D. B. (2017). Extrinsic local regression on
manifold-valued data. Journal of the American Statistical Association 112 1261-1273.

LIN, Z. (2019). Riemannian geometry of symmetric positive definite matrices via Cholesky decom-
position. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications 40 1353-1370.

LiN, Z. and YAO, F. (2019). Intrinsic Riemannian functional data analysis. The Annals of Statistics
47 3533-3577.

MARRON, J. S. and ALONSO, A. M. (2014). Overview of object oriented data analysis. Biometrical

66



REFERENCES Wasserstein Regression

Journal 56 732-753.

MERIGOT, Q. (2011). A multiscale approach to optimal transport. Computer Graphics Forum 30
1583-1592.

MoRRis, J. S. (2015). Functional regression. Annual Review of Statistics and Its Application 2
321-359.

OIKARINEN, E., Bourassa, S. C., HoesLI, M. and ENGBLOM, J. (2018). US metropolitan house
price dynamics. Journal of Urban Economics 105 54—69.

Oriva, J., NEISWANGER, W., POczos, B., SCHNEIDER, J. and XING, E. (2014). Fast distribution
to real regression. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. 706—714.

OUELLETTE, N. and BOURBEAU, R. (2011). Changes in the age-at-death distribution in four low
mortality countries: A nonparametric approach. Demographic Research 25 595-628.

PANARETOS, V. M. and ZEMEL, Y. (2016). Amplitude and phase variation of point processes.
The Annals of Statistics 44 771-812.

PANARETOS, V. M. and ZEMEL, Y. (2020). An Invitation to Statistics in Wasserstein Space.
Springer Nature.

PARZEN, E. (1979). Nonparametric statistical data modeling. Journal of the American Statistical
Association 74 105-121.

PETERSEN, A., CHEN, C.-J. and MULLER, H.-G. (2019a). Quantifying and visualizing intrare-
gional connectivity in resting-state functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging with correlation den-
sities. Brain Connectivity 9 37-47.

PETERSEN, A., HADJIPANTELIS, P. Z. and MULLER, H.-G. (2019b). fdadensity: Functional Data
Analysis for Density Functions by Transformation to a Hilbert Space. R package version 0.1.2,
available at https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=fdadensity.

PETERSEN, A. and MULLER, H.-G. (2016). Functional data analysis for density functions by
transformation to a Hilbert space. The Annals of Statistics 44 183-218.

PETERSEN, A. and MULLER, H.-G. (2019a). Fréchet regression for random objects with Euclidean
predictors. The Annals of Statistics 47 691-719.

PETERSEN, A. and MULLER, H.-G. (2019b). Wasserstein covariance for multiple random densities.
Biometrika 106 339-351.

Po6czos, B., SINGH, A., RINALDO, A. and WASSERMAN, L. A. (2013). Distribution-free distri-
bution regression. In AISTATS. 507-515.

RAMSAY, J. O. and DALzZELL, C. J. (1991). Some tools for functional data analysis. Journal of
the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology) 53 539-572.

READ, R. (1972). The asymptotic inadmissibility of the sample distribution function. Annals of
Mathematical Statistics 43 89-95.

SHANG, H. L. and HynpMAN, R. J. (2017). Grouped functional time series forecasting: An

application to age-specific mortality rates. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics 26

67


https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=fdadensity

Chen, Lin & Miiller REFERENCES

330-343.

SHI, X., STYNER, M., LIEBERMAN, J., IBRAHIM, J. G., LIN, W. and ZHU, H. (2009). Intrinsic
regression models for manifold-valued data. In Medical Image Computing and Computer-Assisted
Intervention-MICCAI 2009. Springer, 192-199.

STEINKE, F. and HEIN, M. (2009). Non-parametric regression between manifolds. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems. 1561-1568.

STEINKE, F., HEIN, M. and SCHOLKOPF, B. (2010). Nonparametric regression between general
Riemannian manifolds. SIAM Journal on Imaging Sciences 3 527-563.

STurM, K.-T. (2003). Probability measures on metric spaces of nonpositive curvature. Heat
Kernels and Analysis on Manifolds, Graphs, and Metric Spaces (Paris, 2002) 338 357-390.

SzABO, Z., SRIPERUMBUDUR, B. K., P6czos, B. and GRETTON, A. (2016). Learning theory for
distribution regression. Journal of Machine Learning Research 17 5272-5311.

TH1 THIEN TRANG, B., LouBEgs, J.-M., RISSER, L. and BALARESQUE, P. (2019). Distribu-
tion regression model with a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space approach. Communications in
Statistics- Theory and Methods in Press.

WaNg, J.-L., CHiou, J.-M. and MULLER, H.-G. (2016). Functional data analysis. Annual Review
of Statistics and Its Application 3 257-295.

YANG, S.-S. (1985). A smooth nonparametric estimator of a quantile function. Journal of the
American Statistical Association 80 1004-1011.

Yao, F., MULLER, H.-G. and WANG, J.-L. (2005). Functional linear regression analysis for
longitudinal data. The Annals of Statistics 33 2873—-2903.

YuaN, M. and Car1, T. T. (2010). A reproducing kernel Hilbert space approach to functional
linear regression. The Annals of Statistics 38 3412-3444.

YuaNn, Y., Zau, H., Lin, W. and MARRON, J. (2012). Local polynomial regression for sym-
metric positive definite matrices. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical
Methodology) 74 697-719.

ZEMEL, Y. and PANARETOS, V. M. (2019). Fréchet means and Procrustes analysis in Wasserstein
space. Bernoulli 25 932-976.

ZHANG, C., KokoszkA, P. and PETERSEN, A. (2020). Wasserstein autoregressive models for
density time series. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.12640 .

68



	1 Introduction
	2 Methodology
	3 Estimation
	4 Autoregressive Models
	5 Simulations
	6 Applications
	S.1 Proofs and Ancillary Results
	S.2 Estimation for Distribution-to-Scalar Regression
	S.3 An Example for Explicit Construction of the Autoregressive Model
	S.4 Implementation
	S.5 Additional Simulations
	S.6 Autoregressive Modeling of the Mortality Data for Sweden
	S.7 Multivariate Extension

