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Summary

Modern longitudinal studies collect multiple outcomes as the primary endpoints to understand
the complex dynamics of the diseases. Oftentimes, especially in clinical trials, the joint variations
among the multidimensional responses play a significant role in assessing the differential charac-
teristics between two or more groups, rather than drawing inferences based on a single outcome.
Enclosing the longitudinal design under the umbrella of sparsely observed functional data, we
develop a projection-based two-sample significance test to identify the difference between the typ-
ical multivariate profiles. The methodology is built upon widely adopted multivariate functional
principal component analysis to reduce the dimension of the infinite-dimensional multi-modal
functions while preserving the dynamic correlation between the components. The test is appli-
cable to a wide class of (non-stationary) covariance structures of the response, and it detects a
significant group difference based on a single p-value, thereby overcoming the issue of adjusting
for multiple p-values that arises due to comparing the means in each of components separately.
Finite-sample numerical studies demonstrate that the test maintains the type-I error, and is pow-
erful to detect significant group differences, compared to the state-of-the-art testing procedures.
The test is carried out on the longitudinally designed TOMMORROW study of individuals at
high risk of mild cognitive impairment due to Alzheimer’s disease to detect differences in the
cognitive test scores between the pioglitazone and the placebo groups.

Key words: Alzheimer’s disease; Multivariate longitudinal data; TOMMORROW trial, Sparse functional

data;

1. Introduction

Two-sample inference problem is ubiquitous in many biostatistical applications such as drug
discovery, and assessing the target drug’s efficacy, as compared to placebo or a standard of care
treatment. To characterize Alzheimer’s disease (AD), a complex chronic disease, multivariate
longitudinal data are always collected. In the setting of randomized controlled trials (RCT), it
is necessary to test the treatment efficacy across multiple longitudinal outcomes. For example,
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in the TOMMORROW study, several cognitive testing battery scores are collected to evaluate
the efficacy of pioglitazone to delay mild cognitive impairment due to Alzheimer’s disease (AD)
(Burns and others, 2019, 2021). Traditional methodologies summarize these multiple subject-
level measurements to obtain a single composite score, and conduct the two-sample inference
problem based on the derived score. Such summary-based approaches completely overlook the
dynamic variation among the multidimensional endpoints collected for each subjects, thereby fail
to quantify how the influence of the study drug on one endpoint affects the other. Several of these
approaches further simplify the inference problem by focusing only on the change of the outcome
between baseline and the last visit of the study, thus completely ignoring the longitudinal nature
of the outcome (Kieburtz and others, 2015). Therefore, inference procedures that simultaneously
account for this joint variation among multiple endpoints associated to disease progression as well
as the longitudinal nature of the outcomes is crucial for powerful detection of significant group
differences.

This article focuses on two-sample inference problem for repeatedly measured multidimen-
sional outcome. In the context of the motivating TOMMORROW study with a cohort of high-risk
at Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI) subjects, twelve questionnaire based self-reported cognitive
performance scores are collected repeatedly over time at the individual level. These twelve scores
correspond to five major cognitive domains, namely, episodic memory, perceptual memory, se-
mantic memory, working memory, and visuospatial memory. The subjects in the study are given
daily oral 0.8 mg of pioglitazone or placebo. The goal is to assess the effectiveness of pioglitazone
in delaying the onset of MCI due to AD in high-risk cognitive-normal subjects, as indicated by
the longitudinally measured 12-tuple cognitive scores corresponding to the five primary cognitive
domains. The duration of the study is five years, and the individuals are expected to follow up
every six months. Further details on the design of the study are reported in Section 6 and Burns
and others (2021). Prevalent to modern longitudinal studies, the individuals fill up the question-
naires at their own time; as a result, the specific time points (as measured from the baseline) at
which the responses are reported can be different for each subject.

We approach the two-sample inference problem within a framework of multivariate functional
data (mv-fD), where the response is the trajectory of the multidimensional cognitive scores ob-
served for a subject over the span of five years. Contrary to the traditional mixed model framework
that quantifies the temporal dependence by imposing some structural assumptions such as linear
or quadratic in time, functional data analysis (fDA) methods relax these structural conditions
by assuming smoothness in the mean and covariance of the response trajectories. However, ex-
isting inference procedures for mv-fD primarily concentrate on the setting when the functions
are observed densely, i.e., when the trajectories are fully observed. Górecki and Smaga (2017)
first approached this problem by expanding each individual functional trajectory into a set of
basis functions, and constructed several multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) type test-
statistics based on the random coefficient of the basis representations. Qiu and others (2021)
considered a pointwise Hotelling T -squared statistic to test the null hypothesis of no group
difference. Jiang and others (2017) considered a energy-based distance between the empirical
characteristic functions of the samples in the two groups. Krzyśko and Smaga (2021) constructed
a test of conformity by considering the divergence between the characteristic functions of the
coefficients of the basis expansions. A robust analysis of variance for two-sample inference on
mv-fD using multivariate statistical depth function (Claeskens and others, 2014) is developed by
Qu and others (2021). These procedures require the individual functions to be observed fully
under a dense or ultra-dense design, and can not be applied to the longitudinally designed TOM-
MORROW study, where the outcomes are recorded sparsely for each subject, with only a few
number of recordings may be available for some subjects.
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The article proposes a two-sample testing procedure for sparsely observed multivariate func-
tional data. Our method relies upon projecting the multidimensional functions jointly onto a
set of data-driven multivariate orthogonal bases, and use the projections to test for the group
difference. The projections are obtained parsimoniously by representing the data in the form of
multivariate Karhunen-Loéve expansion, along the principal directions of variation. Using these
projections as a proxy to the entire multidimensional data, we compare them to test for a signifi-
cant group difference as a whole based on one single p-value. Thus, our projection-based approach
is suitable to detect a significant group difference whenever the two groups are different from each
other with respect to any of the component functions (i.e., any of the 5 cognitive scores as in the
TOMMORROW study). In contrast, separate component-wise tests for group difference would
lead to handling multiple p-values to adjust for the global type I error rate (Pomann and others,
2016; Wang, 2021). We further present the asymptotic null distribution of the test, as well as
provide a permutation-based mechanism for approximating the null distribution in finite sample
scenario. The numerical studies demonstrate that the proposed test maintains the type-I error,
and is powerful to detect a slight departure from the null hypothesis compared to the alterna-
tive. The procedure is computationally fast as a function of sample size, is also scalable to the
dimension of the multivariate outcomes.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we introduce the framework of multi-
variate functional data, and mathematically formulate the hypotheses. We develop the projection-
based testing framework in Section 3, and present the test statistic along with the asymptotic
null distribution in Section 4. Numerical studies in Section 5 demonstrates the empirical size and
power properties of the test to detect significant group difference. Section 6 discusses the findings
obtained from the application of our test on TOMMORROW study.

2. Statistical Framework

For each participant i = 1, . . . , n, let Y
(`)
ij denote the `th response measured at time tij from the

baseline, ` = 1, . . . , q, associated to jth clinic visit, j = 1, . . . ,mi. So, there are n subjects, and a
q-dimensional response vector is recorded for subject i at each of mi observation points. In our
data application, we model the scores corresponding to five cognitive domains, namely episodic,

perceptual, semantic, working, and visuospatial as Y
(`)
ij , ` = 1, . . . , 5 respectively. Denote by the

bold symbol Yij := (Y
(1)
ij , . . . , Y

(q)
ij )>, a collection of q-dimensional response jointly recorded at

time tij for ith subject. Throughout the article, we will assume that q is fixed, and does not grow
with n. The data structure is unbalanced, i.e. the observation points {ti1, . . . , timi

} at which
the measurements are recorded for ith subject, and the number of repeated measures, mi, are

different for each subject. For ` = 1, . . . , q, we model {Y (`)
ij : j = 1, . . . ,mi} as noisy realization of

a smooth latent process X
(`)
i (·) defined on a compact domain T ⊂ R, evaluated at {ti1, . . . , timi

},
i.e.

Y
(`)
ij = X

(`)
i (tij) + ε

(`)
ij , (2.1)

for some measurement error ε
(`)
ij that are independently distributed across i, j, and `. We assume

that ε
(`)
ij ∼ (0, τ2` ), ` = 1, . . . , q. For each participant i, we assume that the latent process Xi(·)

is sparsely observed, i.e. mi is small. Denoting by bold symbol Xi(·) := (X
(1)
i (·), . . . , X(q)

i (·)),
the vector of q-dimensional latent process, we assume that for each i, Xi(·) belongs to L2[T ] -
the space of all square-integrable q-dimensional random functions in T , associated with the inner

product 〈f1, f2〉 =
∑q
`=1〈f

(`)
1 , f

(`)
2 〉 =

∑q
`=1

∫
T f

(`)
1 (t)f

(`)
2 (t)dt, for f1 and f2 in L2(T ).
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Let gi be the group indicator of the ith subject, i.e. gi = 1 if subject i is in treatment
(pioglitazone) group, and gi = 0 for the placebo group. Denote the mean of Xi(·) by

E[Xi(t)] = µ(t) + giη(t), (2.2)

where E [X
(`)
i (t)] = µ(`)(t) + giη

(`)(t), ` = 1, . . . , q be the outcome-specific mean. Therefore,
µ(`)(t) represents general mean response for `th response at time t, and the η(`)(t) represents the
difference in the mean for `th response between the treatment and placebo group at time t. Fur-
thermore, define the covariance operator of process by Ξ, where for any f ∈ L2(T ), the operator

(Ξ f)(t) has elements (Ξ f)(`)(t) =
∑q
`′=1〈Σ``′(t, ·) , f (`

′)〉, with Σ``′(t, t
′) = Cov{X(`)

i (t), X
(`′)
i (t′)}

for 1 6 `, `′ 6 q being the covariance kernel between ` and `′th component of Xi(t). For
fixed t, t′ ∈ T , the q × q covariance matrix between Xi(t) and Xi(t

′) can be expressed as
Cov(Xi(t),Xi(t

′)) = Σ(t, t′) = {Σ``′(t, t′)}16`,`′6q. Under the above notations, the null hypoth-
esis of testing the significance of the treatment effect mathematically converts to,

H0 : η(t) = (η(1)(t), . . . , η(q)(t))> = 0 ∀ t ∈ T ,
versus

H1 : η(`)(t) 6= 0 for some t ∈ T , and for some ` = 1, . . . , q.

A primitive way to test the null hypothesis involving a q-dimensional functional effect is to
test component-wise, i.e. to test whether each of η(`)(t) = 0 ∀ t, for all ` = 1, . . . , q. Several meth-
ods for testing significance of univariate functional effect have been proposed in the literature,
such as the divergence-based statistic of Zhang and Chen (2007), intended for densely observed
functions; likelihood ratio based tests have been proposed by Crainiceanu and Ruppert (2004) to
accommodate for sparse functional data. However, these separate component-wise tests do not
account for the joint dynamic variation among the multivariate components. Moreover, there is
no general way to pool the individualized inferences drawn from each tests to further conclude
about the global null hypothesis, especially when the number of longitudinal outcomes is large.
We address these issues in our projection-based multivariate joint testing procedure described in
Section 3.

3. Multivariate projection-based inference approach

Let {φ1(·), . . . ,φk(·), . . . } be a set of orthonormal basis function for L2[T ] with 〈φk,φk′〉 = I(k =
k′) for k, k′ > 1. Here I(·) stands for the indicator function. The treatment effect η(t) can be

represented uniquely as η(t) =
∑∞
k=1 ckφk(t) for all t ∈ T , where ck = 〈η,φk〉 =

∑q
`=1〈η(`), φ

(`)
k 〉

is the projection of η(t) onto φk(t), for k > 1. This implies that the square of the functional
norm of η is ‖η‖2 =

∑∞
k=1 c

2
k. Note that, under the null hypothesis, ck = 0 for all k > 1. On the

other hand, under H1, there exists at least one k > 1 such that ck 6= 0. Under this orthogonal
basis representation, the null hypothesis of zero treatment effect is equivalent to testing whether

H0,k : ck = 0 vs H1,k : ck 6= 0, (3.3)

for all k > 1. This motivates us to use the projections {ck}k>1 to test for the significance of the
multivariate treatment effect.

Consider the scalar projection of the centered process onto the eigenfunction φk(t) as ζi,k :=
〈Xi − µ,φk〉. Under (2.2), E(ζi,k) = gi 〈η,φk〉 = gick , and Var(ζi,k) = 〈Ξφk,φk〉 for all i =
1, . . . , n. Under the null hypothesis H0, E(ζi,k) = 0 for all i; whereas under H1, at least for
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some k > 1, E(ζi,k) = ck 6= 0 for all i with gi = 1, i.e. for the treatment group. Therefore, the
random variable ζi,k can be used to test whether ck = 0. A natural way to identify this is to
measure the difference between the average of ζi,k between the treatment and the control group,
i.e. Dk := n−11

∑
i:gi=1 ζi,k − n

−1
0

∑
i:gi=0 ζi,k for k > 1 where n1 =

∑n
i=1 I(gi = 1), and n0 =∑n

i=1 I(gi = 0) are the number of subjects in the treatment and the placebo group respectively.
Note that n1 + n0 = n. Under the independence of the responses between the subjects, the
projections are also independently distributed across i, hence Var(Dk) = (1/n1+1/n0)〈Ξφk,φk〉.
Thus, for every k > 1, Dk can be used to test H0,k versus H1,k.

To test the original null hypothesis H0, we need to test H0,k versus H1,k for all k > 1. This
means we have to test a countably infinite number of hypotheses to conclude globally about
H0, which is infeasible. For all practical purposes, we have to conduct simultaneous testing of
H0,k, k = 1, . . . ,K, for a large value of K. Therefore, carrying out the projection-based inference
procedure requires selection of orthogonal basis as well as the optimal number of orthogonal basis,
K. Even after choosing K, we have to combine the inferences drawn from each of the simpler
hypotheses to infer globally about H0.

Theoretically, any preset multivariate orthogonal basis functions such as multivariate version
of Fourier basis, wavelets or Legendre basis will work. However the selection of truncation pa-
rameter K under present basis becomes difficult, because i) there is no objective way to choose
the optimal number of basis for a data, and typically that will require to test a large number of
simpler hypotheses of the form H0,k. ii) as the projections {ζi,k}Kk=1 are correlated among each
other, it is not straightforward to handle to correlation among the difference vector {Dk}Kk=1’s
to further construct a test using (D1, . . . , DK)>, when K is large. To avoid this, we choose a set
of data-driven multivariate eigenbases from the covariance operator Ξ, presented next.

3.1 Data-driven projection

Assume that the symmetric non-negative covariance kernel of X(t) is continuous, so that the
linear covariance operator Ξ is compact, self-adjoint in L2(T ) (Hutson and others, 2005, chapter
7). By Hilbert-Schmidt theorem there exists a set of q-dimensional orthogonal basis functions

(also known as eigenfunctions) {ψk(·) := (ψ
(1)
k (·), . . . , ψ(q)

k (·))>}k>1 ∈ L2(T ) with 〈ψk,ψk′〉 =
I(k = k′) for k, k′ > 1 such that

(Ξψk)(`)(t) =

q∑
`′=1

〈Σ``′(t, ·) , ψ(`′)
k 〉 = λkψ

(`)
k (t) ` = 1, . . . , q, k = 1, 2, . . . ,

where λ1 > λ2 > · · · > 0 are the ordered eigenvalues of Ξ with trace tr(Ξ) =
∑∞
k=1 λk <∞. By

application of multivariate version of Mercer’s theorem, the covariance kernel has the spectral
decomposition Σ(t, t′) =

∑∞
k=1 λkψk(t)ψk(t′), where the convergence is uniformly in t ∈ T . The

eigenfunctions {ψk(t)}k>1 of the covariance operator Ξ will serve as our choice of orthogonal
bases {φk(t)} (introduced in Section 3) to carry out the data-driven projection-based test. Using
these eigenbases, the latent process has the multivariate Kahrunen-Loeve (KL) representation,

Xi(t) = µ(t) +

∞∑
k=1

ξi,kψk(t), (3.4)

where ξi,k = 〈Xi − µ,ψk〉 is the projection of Xi(t) onto q-variate eigenfunction ψk(t), known
as multivariate functional principal component (mv-fPC) scores. We further use these scores
{ξi,k}ni=1 to construct a test for H0,k for all k > 1. The advantages of using {ψk(t)}k>1 as
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our choice of orthogonal bases are multi-fold. First, the KL expansion provides a parsimonious
representation of the latent process, and thus {ψk(t)}k>1 serves as a natural choice to represent
the data. Second, one can objectively select the optimal number of eigenfunctions, K, by ensuring
that the majority of the variation in the data is explained. In other words, if we truncate the

above representation (3.4) upto the first K eigenfunctions, then X
(K)
i (t) = µ(t)+

∑K
k=1 ξi,kψk(t)

is the best K-rank approximation of the infinite-dimensional stochastic process Xi(t). Third,
the mv-fPC scores {ξi,k}k>1 are different from {ζi,k}k>1, the projections of Xi(t) − µ(t) onto
any arbitrary orthogonal bases {φk(t)}k>1, because the K-tuple (ξi,1, . . . , ξi,K)> serves as a key
variation identifying substitute to the entire function Xi(t), and they are uncorrelated among each
other. Further, we get a simplified expression of the variance of ξi,k as Var(ξi,k) = 〈Ξψk,ψk〉 = λk.
Under (2.2), the difference in the average of the mv-fPC scores,

Dk := n−11

∑
i:gi=1

ξi,k − n−10

∑
i:gi=0

ξi,k k = 1, 2, . . . ,K

has a mean c∗k = 〈η,ψk〉, the projection of treatment effect η(t) onto the eigenfunction ψk(t), and
variance λk(1/n1 + 1/n0). Moreover, Dk are uncorrelated among each other since the projections
{ξi,k}Kk=1 are uncorrelated across k. Conditional on the finite truncation of eigenfunctions, K (es-
timation of K will be discussed in Section 4), the K-dimensional vector D := (D1, . . . ,DK)>

has mean (c∗1, . . . , c
∗
K)> and covariance (1/n1 + 1/n0)diag(λ1, . . . , λK). Note that under H0,

(c∗1, . . . , c
∗
K) ≡ 0. Thus, we lay out a framework for detecting difference of the mean between

two groups of multivariate functional data in terms of the difference of K-dimensional data-
driven scores between the two groups obtained by multivariate functional principal component
analysis (fPCA). We formally present our score based test in the next section.

4. Projection-based Multivariate FPCA score based test

The true eigenfunctions and the associated mv-fPC scores are unknown, and they need to be es-
timated from the data. We briefly describe the estimation strategy of eigencomponents here. Let
µ̂(t) and Σ̂(t, t′) are consistent estimator of the multivariate mean and the covariance function.
See Chiou and others (2014); Happ and Greven (2018); Li and others (2020) for different smooth-
ing methods applied for estimation of covariance function for multivariate functional data. A con-
sistent estimator of φ̂k(t) is obtained by spectral decomposition of the estimated covariance, i.e.

Σ̂(t, t′) =
∑
k λ̂kψ̂k(t)ψ̂k(t′). The number of optimal eigenfunctions, K, can be obtained either by

setting a pre-specified proportion of percentage of variation explained (PVE), or Akaike informa-
tion criterion (AIC). For densely observed functional data one can obtain a consistent estimator of

the mv-fPC scores by computing ξ̂ik = 〈Xi− µ̂, φ̂k〉, However, for sparse data, we do not observe

the entire function Xi(t). In this case we propose to consider ξ̂ik = 〈X̂i − µ̂, φ̂k〉, k = 1, . . . ,K,

as an estimator of the scores, where X̂i(t) is the best linear unbiased predictor of the unobserved
trajectory Xi(t) under a working Gaussian assumption (Li and others, 2020). A detailed descrip-

tion of the estimation method of covariance function as well as an explicit formula for the ξ̂ik is
provided in Section S7.1 of the supplementary material.

Let ξ̂i = (ξ̂i,1, . . . , ξ̂i,K)> be the estimated K-dimensional multivariate fPC scores for the ith

subject. Define, ξ̂1+ = n−11

∑
i:gi=1 ξ̂i, and the ξ̂0+ = n−10

∑
i:gi=0 ξ̂i are the average of the esti-

mated scores for the treatment and placebo group. Similarly define, Λ̂1 = (n1−1)−1
∑
i:gi=1(ξ̂i−

ξ̂1+)(ξ̂i − ξ̂1+)>, and Λ̂0 = (n0 − 1)−1
∑
i:gi=0(ξ̂i − ξ̂0+)(ξ̂i − ξ̂0+)> are the sample variance of

the BLUP estimated scores for the two group. Further, define the pooled sample covariance as
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Λ̂ = {(n1−1)Λ̂1 +(n0−1)Λ̂0}/(n−2). To test for H0, a Hotelling T -squared statistic (Equation
10, Chapter 6 Muirhead, 2009) using the mv-fPC scores can be constructed as

Tn =
n1n0
n1 + n0

D̂
>

Λ̂−1D̂, (4.5)

where D̂ = ξ̂1+ − ξ̂0+. Under the null hypothesis, Tn is approximately chi-square distributed
with K degrees of freedom, for large n. However, for fixed sample size n, to account of the
variation due to estimating the true covariance of the fPC scores by its sample version, we relate
the Hotelling T -squared distribution to the F -distribution (Theorem 5.9, Härdle and Simar,
2019) under a working Gaussian assumption on the mv-fPC scores. Our test rule rejects H0 at a
specified significance level α ∈ (0, 1) if

Tn >
(n− 2)K

(n−K − 1)
Fα(K,n−K − 1), (4.6)

where K is the dimension of mv-fPC scores estimated from the data, and Fα(a, b) is the 100(1−
α)% quantile of F -distribution with a and b degrees of freedom. The next proposition theoretically
confirms that the test maintains the type-I error.

Proposition 4.1. Assume that model (2.1) for the observed response {Yij : j = 1, . . . ,mi}ni=1

is true, and supimi < ∞. Further assume that the mean functions and eigencomponents are

estimated consistently, i.e. ‖µ̂ − µ‖ = op(1), ‖ψ̂k − ψk‖ = op(1), ‖λ̂k − λk‖ = op(1) for all
k = 1, . . . ,K, and ‖τ̂2` − τ2` ‖ = op(1) for all ` = 1, . . . , q, and that limn→∞ n1/n → w ∈ (0, 1).
Then, conditional on the truncation parameter K, under the null hypothesis for any α ∈ (0, 1)

P
(
Tn >

(n− 2)K

(n−K − 1)
Fα(K,n−K − 1)

∣∣∣ H0 is true

)
6 α as n→∞.

The assumptions made for the above proposition is quite standard in fDA literature. The
consistency of the eigencomponents from mv-fPCA are established in Chiou and others (2014).
The proof of the proposition follows similar to the proof of Theorem 1 of Wang (2021) for the
univariate case and the fact that dimension of multivariate response q is finite, and is omitted
here to avoid redundancy.

The proposition is presented conditional on the number of estimated eigenfunctions K. It is
important to note that the number of estimated eigenfunctions K increases with n. However, the
rate of growth at which K grows with n is much slower. Keeping the K fixed does not affect the
size of the test, nonetheless it may affect the power. Specifically, consider a hypothetical situation
where the true eigenbasis of the covariance is truncated to {ψk(t)}Kk=1, and the projection of η(t)
along these K leading directions is null, but it is significantly different from zero along the
(K+1)th direction, ψK+1(t). Testing the null hypothesis along the leading K eigenfunctions will
have no power. However, setting a large PVE (say 99% or 99.9%) will lead to selection of higher
number of eigenfunctions, thereby reduce the chance of falling in this untoward situation.

Permutation-based approximation of null distribution: For small sample sizes (say n < 50), the
null distribution of the Hotelling T -squared statistic can also be approximated by permutation
test, instead of using the F -distribution. The steps of the permutation test are as follows.

1. Split the entire sample of mv-fPC scores {ξ̂i}ni=1 for all subjects randomly into two groups
of size n1 and n0. Assign gi = 1 for the first group, and gi = 0 for the second group.



8 Koner and Luo

2. Compute the value of the test-statistic using the new permuted sample using equation (4.5).

3. Repeat step 1-2 B times to get samples {Tn,b}Bb=1 from the null distribution of the test-
statistic, for a large value of B, say 5000.

4. The p-value is computed as B−1
∑B
b=1 I(Tn,b > Tn) to conclude about H0.

Test-statistic under unequal variance: The Hotelling T -squared statistic constructed in (4.5) is
under the assumptions that the variance of mv-fPC scores of the two groups are same, which
is primarily driven by the assumption we made that the covariance of Xi(t) is same for all
i = 1, . . . , n, irrespective of the group in which the subject i belongs to. However, this assumption
may not always hold. In that case, we can carry out the test by approximating the statistic using
Satterthwaite approximation assuming unequal variance, (Nel and Van der Merwe, 1986) as,

Tn,UV = D̂
>

(n−11 Λ̂1 + n−10 Λ̂0)−1D̂.

We reject H0 at a level α ∈ (0, 1) if

Tn,UV >
fK

(f −K − 1)
Fα(K, f −K − 1), (4.7)

where f is the effective degrees of freedom. The exact formula for f is given in Nel and Van der
Merwe (1986, page 12).

Inference for outcome-specific mean function: After globally concluding about the null hypothe-
sis, if it were rejected, the natural question of interest would be to identify which of the q outcomes
are significantly different between the treatment and the placebo group. One can answer this ques-
tion by individually inspecting the estimated treatment effect η̂(`)(t), ` = 1, . . . , q, and obtain a
bootstrap standard errors for η̂(`)(t). See Park and others (2018) for the bootstrapping mecha-
nism of subjects for functional data. After obtaining the bootstrap standard errors, 100(1−α)%
simultaneous confidence band for the true treatment effects η(`)(t) can be obtained by algorithm
2 of Cui and others (2022). To adjust for type-I error in the multiple testing of q-components of
treatment effects separately, we set α∗ = α/q to construct the individual confidence band.

Extension to more than two groups: When the number of groups, G, is more than two, testing
equality of the multivariate mean functions between G groups translates to testing whether the
K-dimensional mv-fPC scores of the subjects in the G groups, {ξ̂i : gi = r}Gr=1 have the same
mean. This resembles to a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) problem involving the

mv-fPC scores. Define, nr =
∑n
i=1 I(gi = r) as the group frequency, ξ̂r+ = n−1r

∑
i:gi=r

ξ̂i as the

group mean, and Λ̂r = (nr − 1)−1
∑
i:gi=r

(ξ̂i − ξ̂r+)(ξ̂i − ξ̂r+)> to be the covariance for the rth

group respectively, r = 1, . . . , G. Also, denote by ξ̂++ = n−1
∑n
i=1 ξ̂i as the overall mean of the

mv-fPC scores. To carry out the MANOVA, we construct the among groups error matrix as QH =∑G
r=1 nr(ξ̂r+− ξ̂++)(ξ̂r+− ξ̂++)>, and the among units error matrix as QE =

∑G
r=1(nr − 1)Λ̂r.

There are several test-statistics that are constructed based on the QH and QE such as Wilk’s
Lambda, Lawley-Hotelling trace, Pillai’s trace, to name some (Johnson and Wichern, 2002). We
present the form of Lawley-Hotelling trace statistic which reject H0 large values of

TLH = tr(QHQ−1E ).
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Under the null hypothesis, TLH is approximately χ2 distributed with K(G−1) degrees of freedom.
Note that K is the dimension of the mv-fPC scores estimated from the data. None of the above
statistic named above is shown to be superior to the others in terms of power. All of them reduce
to the Hotelling T -squared statistic in (4.5) for G = 2.

5. Numerical studies

In this section, we numerically investigate the finite-sample type-1 error and the power of our
proposed test to detect the departure from null hypothesis. To accomplish that we generate
three-dimensional (i.e. q = 3) functional data by the following mechanism,

Y
(`)
ij = µ(`)(tij) + giη

(`)(tij) +

3∑
k=1

ξikψ
(`)
k (tij) + ε

(`)
ij ,

for ` = 1, 2, 3, j = 1, . . . ,mi, and i = 1, . . . , n. The observation points tij are uniformly sampled
from [0, 1] for all i, j. The mean vector is taken as µ(1)(t) = 5 sin(2πt), µ(2)(t) = 5 cos(2πt),
and µ(3)(t) = 5(t − 1)2, and the treatment effect is considered as η(`)(t) = 5δ(t/4 − 0.5)3

for ` = 1, 2, 3. The parameter δ controls the departure from the null hypothesis, with δ = 0,
implying that H0 is true. The group indicator gi are randomly selected from {0, 1} for each
i = 1, . . . , n. For the random components, the fPC scores ξi,k has a mean zero, and variance λk
for k = 1, 2, 3 with λ1 = 6, λ2 = 3, and λ3 = 1.5. The orthonormal eigenfunctions are taken as
ψ1(t) =

√
2/3 [sin(2πt), cos(4πt), sin(4πt)]

>
, ψ2(t) =

√
2/3 [sin(πt/2), sin(3πt/2), sin(5πt/2)]

>
,

and ψ3(t) =
√

2/3 [sin(πt), sin(2πt), sin(3πt)]
>

. The measurement errors ε
(`)
ij ∼ (0, σ2

e) with
σe = 0.2, for all i, j, and `.

We consider a factorial design with three important factors, the sample size n, the sparsity
level of the observed functions, and the distribution of the fPC scores. Five different values of
the sample size n is considered, n = 50, 70, 100, 200, and 300, to demonstrate the performance
of the test for small to large sample sizes. We choose three different levels of sparsity; which are
based on the number of times the functions are observed, i.e. high: mi ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}, medium:
mi ∈ {8, 9, 10, 11, 12}, and low: mi ∈ {15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20} for all i. For a chosen mi, the ob-
servation points tij are randomly chosen from a equidistant grid of 51 points in [0, 1] without
replacement. For the last factor, the scores ξi,k are generated from either Gaussian distribution
or a non-Gaussian distribution, in which case, they are generated from a mixture of two normals,
N(
√
λk/2, λk/2) with probability 0.5, and N(−

√
λk/2, λk/2) with probability 0.5, k = 1, 2, 3.

5.1 Computational details

For each component ` = 1, 2, 3, we estimate the common mean function µ(`)(t) and the treat-
ment effect η(`)(t) using the gam() function in mgcv package (Wood, 2011) under a working

independence assumption to obtain the residual as E
(`)
ij = Y

(`)
ij − µ̂(`)(t

(`)
ij ) − giη̂(`)(t(`)ij ) for all

i, j, and `. The number of knots are taken as 10, and the they are placed uniformly. In the

second step, we obtain the estimated eigenvalues λ̂k, and the eigenfunctions ψ̂k(t) by applying

the multivariate functional principal component analysis (mv-fPCA) on the residuals {E(`)
ij }i,j,`,

using mface.sparse() function in the R package mfaces (Li and Xiao, 2021). The number of
eigenfunctions K are chosen by pre-specified PVE of 99%. At the third step, the mv-fPC scores
ξ̂i = (ξ̂i,1, . . . , ξ̂i,K)> are estimated by the method described in section 4 for all i = 1, . . . , n.

Finally, the estimated scores {ξ̂i : gi = 1}ni=1 and {ξ̂i : gi = 0}ni=1 for the two groups are tested
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Table 1. Computation time (in seconds) for one replication

high medium low
n = 100 14.26 15.30 18.64
n = 200 27.08 28.33 38.72

for equality using the using hotelling.test() function in R package Hotelling (Curran and
Hersh, 2021) to conclude about the null hypothesis H0, based on a single p-value.

The computation cost of our testing procedure is primarily driven by the complexity in car-
rying out the multivariate fPCA, which requires O(nmax{q3m, q2m2}) operations. Here m =
maximi. Therefore, when the number of observations for each subject, mi, is finite, the com-
plexity of the test grows at a cubic rate with the dimension of the multivariate response. Table 1
documents the median computational time (in seconds) for one replication across different sample
sizes and sparsity levels.

5.2 Assessing performance of the test

5.2.1 Size properties The empirical type-I error of the proposed test is presented in Table 2 for
nominal levels α = 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.15 across different sample sizes, sparsity levels for both when
the scores are generated from the Gaussian and non-Gaussian distribution. The numbers are
obtained by using the test rule (4.6). The estimates and the standard errors (in the parenthesis)
are obtained based on 10, 000 simulations. Except for few cases of small sample sizes (n = 50, 70),
and high sparsity levels, the empirical size is within twice standard error of the nominal level α,
which implies that our test maintains the type-I error quite well. Even for n = 50 case, we see that
the inflation of type-I error comes under control as the sparsity decreases from high to low. This
suggests that the proposed test can be conducted with a small samples in each group provided
the the sparsity level of observed response is not too high. The slight inflation of the size can be
attributed to the poor estimation of the eigenfunctions due to small sample sizes and/or higher
sparsity level of the observed functions. It is interesting to see that the size of the test is also
under control even when the scores are generated from a non-gaussian distribution, reflecting the
robustness of our test to the deviation from normality.

5.2.2 Power Fix the significance level of the test at α = 0.1. Figure 1(a) shows the power
curve of the test proposed test as function of δ for different sample sizes and the sparsity level of
the observed functions when scores are Gaussian, and Figure 1(b) shows the same for the non-
Gaussian scores. As expected, the power of the test increases with the sample size. Moreover,
as the sparsity level decreases, the the power increases quickly for fixed sample size. The power
curves in left panel of Figure 1 in comparison to the right panel demonstrate the robustness of the
proposed test since it exhibits similar power when the data distribution deviates from normality.

We further compare the performance of our test with the inference procedure proposed by
Pomann and others (2016) that conducts multiple two-sample univariate tests using the fPC
scores for each k = 1, . . . ,K, combined with a multiple comparison adjustment using Bonferrroni’s
correction. Although this procedure is primarily developed for univariate fD, we replicate it for
the multivariate fD case. As presented in Figure 2 we can see that our proposed test exhibits
superior power than it primary competitor, across all the sparsity levels as well as for both the
Gaussian (Figure 2(a)), and the non-Gaussian case (Figure 2(b)), especially when the deviation
from the null hypothesis is small, and the sample size is not large. This demonstrates that when
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Table 2. The empirical type I error rates of the proposed test based on 10,000 simulations. Standard
errors are presented in parentheses.

score distribution: Gaussian

sparsity: high (mi ∼ {4, . . . , 7})
α = 0.01 α = 0.05 α = 0.10 α = 0.15

n = 50 0.010 (0.001) 0.055 (0.002) 0.108 (0.003) 0.163 (0.004)
n = 70 0.012 (0.001) 0.051 (0.002) 0.106 (0.003) 0.156 (0.004)
n = 100 0.010 (0.001) 0.051 (0.002) 0.104 (0.003) 0.160 (0.004)
n = 200 0.009 (0.001) 0.049 (0.002) 0.101 (0.003) 0.153 (0.004)
n = 300 0.011 (0.001) 0.049 (0.002) 0.100 (0.003) 0.149 (0.004)

sparsity: medium (mi ∼ {8, . . . , 12})
α = 0.01 α = 0.05 α = 0.10 α = 0.15

n = 50 0.009 (0.001) 0.051 (0.002) 0.103 (0.003) 0.159 (0.004)
n = 70 0.010 (0.001) 0.053 (0.002) 0.101 (0.003) 0.152 (0.004)
n = 100 0.009 (0.001) 0.047 (0.002) 0.097 (0.003) 0.152 (0.004)
n = 200 0.009 (0.001) 0.048 (0.002) 0.097 (0.003) 0.143 (0.004)
n = 300 0.009 (0.001) 0.047 (0.002) 0.094 (0.003) 0.148 (0.004)

sparsity: low (mi ∼ {15, . . . , 20})
α = 0.01 α = 0.05 α = 0.10 α = 0.15

n = 50 0.009 (0.001) 0.051 (0.002) 0.100 (0.003) 0.151 (0.004)
n = 70 0.010 (0.001) 0.050 (0.002) 0.098 (0.003) 0.144 (0.004)
n = 100 0.010 (0.001) 0.047 (0.002) 0.096 (0.003) 0.148 (0.004)
n = 200 0.010 (0.001) 0.048 (0.002) 0.099 (0.003) 0.146 (0.004)
n = 300 0.010 (0.001) 0.050 (0.002) 0.099 (0.003) 0.152 (0.004)

score distribution: Mixture of Gaussian

sparsity: high (mi ∼ {4, . . . , 7})
α = 0.01 α = 0.05 α = 0.10 α = 0.15

n = 50 0.010 (0.001) 0.053 (0.002) 0.112 (0.003) 0.164 (0.004)
n = 70 0.012 (0.001) 0.059 (0.002) 0.112 (0.003) 0.163 (0.004)
n = 100 0.011 (0.001) 0.052 (0.002) 0.105 (0.003) 0.158 (0.004)
n = 200 0.008 (0.001) 0.046 (0.002) 0.095 (0.003) 0.148 (0.004)
n = 300 0.009 (0.001) 0.046 (0.002) 0.097 (0.003) 0.146 (0.004)

sparsity: medium (mi ∼ {8, . . . , 12})
α = 0.01 α = 0.05 α = 0.10 α = 0.15

n = 50 0.011 (0.001) 0.056 (0.002) 0.110 (0.003) 0.161 (0.004)
n = 70 0.010 (0.001) 0.052 (0.002) 0.104 (0.003) 0.154 (0.004)
n = 100 0.011 (0.001) 0.052 (0.002) 0.101 (0.003) 0.154 (0.004)
n = 200 0.010 (0.001) 0.050 (0.002) 0.104 (0.003) 0.155 (0.004)
n = 300 0.009 (0.001) 0.048 (0.002) 0.100 (0.003) 0.153 (0.004)

sparsity: low (mi ∼ {15, . . . , 20})
α = 0.01 α = 0.05 α = 0.10 α = 0.15

n = 50 0.011 (0.001) 0.052 (0.002) 0.104 (0.003) 0.152 (0.004)
n = 70 0.011 (0.001) 0.050 (0.002) 0.100 (0.003) 0.154 (0.004)
n = 100 0.010 (0.001) 0.050 (0.002) 0.104 (0.003) 0.156 (0.004)
n = 200 0.011 (0.001) 0.049 (0.002) 0.099 (0.003) 0.150 (0.004)
n = 300 0.009 (0.001) 0.046 (0.002) 0.094 (0.003) 0.146 (0.004)
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Cognitive Domain Tests

Episodic memory
CVLT Short delay,
CVLT Long delay,
BVMT delayed recall

Executive function (working memory)
WAIS-III
Digit Span Test – backward span,
Trail Making Test (Part B)

Language (semantic memory)
Multilingual Naming Test (MiNT),
Sematic fluency (animals),
Lexical/phonemic fluency

Attention (perceptual speed)
Trail Making Test (Part A),
WAIS-III
Digit Span Test – forward span

Visuospatial ability
Clock-drawing test,
Copy of BVMT figures

Table 3. Testing battery for the five cognitive domains: episodic, working, semantic, perceptual and
visuospatial.

the detection of the departure from null is potentially difficult, our method is more powerful than
the alternative. This is primarily due to the conservative nature of the multiple testing procedure
due to adjusting the type I error using the Bonferroni’s correction.

6. Analysis of TOMMORROW study

6.1 Details on the study

The data was collected from a phase 3 multi-centre, randomized placebo-controlled double blind
parallel-group study of cognitive healthy individuals from the affiliate and private research clinics
in the USA, aged between 65 and 83 years, who were at the high-risk of developing MCI due
to Alzheimer’s disease. The participants were randomly assigned 1:1 to receive the study drug
pioglitazone or placebo tablets with identical appearance orally. The participants were assessed
at baseline, and every 6 month intervals at a clinic visit, where participants’ clinical and cognitive
status were evaluated through questionnaires filled up by participant and the study partner, who
is aware of the participant’s cognitive status. The overall duration of the study is about 5 years.
The final data consists of 1947 high-risk individuals with 985 subjects in the pioglitazone, and
962 subjects in the placebo group. See Burns and others (2021) for a more detailed description
on the design of the study.

6.1.1 Outcomes and goal of the analysis: The testing battery contains twelve performance tests
related to five cognitive domains: episodic memory, executive function (working memory), lan-
guage (semantic memory), attention (perceptual speed), visuospatial ability, recorded at baseline
and each of the follow visits at the six months interval. The tests corresponding to the five cog-
nitive domains are tabulated in Table 3. Except for the trail making tests (Part B and Part A),
higher score implies better cognition. Therefore, we multiply the trail making test scores by −1
to preserve ‘the higher the better’ relationship between the outcomes and cognition. The raw
scores of the twelve tests are centered around their baseline mean, and scaled by their baseline
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standard deviation, to obtain the standardized scores. The standardized test scores are further
averaged within each domain to obtain the five-dimensional composite scores corresponding to
the five cognitive domains, which serves as the response in our analysis. The actual date when
the test scores are obtained for each subject is not exactly six months from the last time when
the measurements are recorded. We consider the difference in days between the exact date of
the recording of the test scores corresponding to jth visit from the baseline as tij to model the
composite test score as a smooth function over time for better understanding of cognitive decline.
This implies ti1 = 0 for all subjects in the study.

6.2 Statistical analysis and findings

In this section, we present the results and findings obtained by implementing the projection-based
test on the TOMMORROW study.

6.2.1 Implementation of projection-based test Using five-dimensional standardized composite
scores corresponding to five cognitive domain we fit model (2.1) to implement our projection-
based test. The mean part of the model is fitted by gam() function in mgcv package (Wood,
2011), to estimate the overall smooth mean µ̂(`)(t) as well as a smooth effect of pioglitazone
η̂(`)(t). We do not include any baseline covariates in the model because the baseline analyses in
Section S7.2 of the Supplementary material suggest that the two groups are homogeneous with
respect to those baseline covariates. Figure 3 demonstrates the locally weighted average scatter
plot (LOESS) smoothed version of the observed performance scores corresponding to the five
cognitive domains, superimposed with the estimated mean response, i.e. µ̂(`)(t) for the placebo
group, and µ̂(`)(t) + η̂(`)(t), ` = 1, . . . , q for the treatment group. The magnitude of the difference
of the observed LOESS smoothed curve between the treatment and the placebo is small.

After estimating the mean components, we compute the residuals Ẽij = Yij−µ̂(tij)−giη̂(tij)
for each i, j. Using the residuals we estimate the smooth covariance function using R package
mfaces (Li and Xiao, 2021), and the leading eigenfunctions {ψ̂k(t)}k by spectral decomposition
of the estimated covariance. We obtain K = 8 principal directions by setting a PVE equal to 99%.
Corresponding to the eight estimated directions, we obtain the 8-dimensional BLUP estimated
mv-fPC scores ξ̂i = (ξ̂i,1, . . . , ξ̂i,8)> for each participant, i = 1, . . . , 1947. Finally we implement a
multivariate Hotelling T -squared test using the scores between the treatment and placebo group
under the assumption of equal variance (equation (4.6)) and unequal variance (equation (4.7)).
Table 4 presents the test-statistic and p-value of the test based on both the F-quantile as well
as based on permutation test All the p-values are similar, and they suggest that there is no
significant difference between cognitive scores the pioglitazone and the placebo group across all
the cognitive domains. This corroborates to the finding obtained by the other results published
based on the TOMMORROW study, that pioglitazone did not convey any significant benefit to
the cognitive performance as compared to placebo group (Burns and others, 2021).

Figure 4 presents the estimated smooth effect of the treatment for all the five cognitive domains
along with the 95% bootstrap standard error-based simultaneous confidence band (shaded in light
green). The results are presented based on 10, 000 bootstrap sample of subjects. As all of the
confidence bands contain the zero function, it indicates that there is no significant pioglitazone
effect. This further strengthens the conclusion drawn from the projection-based test.



14 Koner and Luo

Variance Tn
p-value

F-test Permutation
Equal 10.64 0.226 0.223
Unequal 10.65 0.226 0.226

Table 4. Test-statistic, and the p-value of the Hotelling T -squared test for both the F-based cutoff, and
the permutation based test. The tests were conducted in two setup: i) variance are equal ii) variance
unequal. P-value of the permutation test is obtained based on 10000 samples from the null distribution.

7. Discussion

In this paper, we present a projection-based two-sample inference procedure for sparsely observed
multivariate functional data. The main advantage of this test is that it returns a single p-value
to determine whether there is any significant difference in the mean function in any of the q-
components. Thus, it overcomes the issue of adjusting for multiple p-values that arises due to
comparing the means in each of components separately. We are hopeful that our projection-based
testing methodology will be increasingly applied to longitudinally designed randomized clinical
trials where multiple secondary endpoints are collected to test for the treatment efficacy between
two or more arms, as well as observational studies.

Our testing procedure reduces the dimension of the infinite-dimensional response by an ap-
plication of multivariate fPCA, which is popular in fDA literature. The major computational
complexity is driven by the calculation involved in conducting fPCA for multivariate data, which
grows at a cubic rate with dimension of the response q. To this end, throughout the article we
have assumed that the dimension of the multivariate response is fixed. However, when the di-
mension of the response gets arbitrarily large, new computational techniques will be necessary
to conduct the fPCA. Extension this procedure to the case when q grows to ∞ requires further
attention, as one might need to impose further sparsity condition to carry out the multivariate
fPCA. Once the fPCA is carried out, computation of the test-statistic and the p-value is fast.

The proposed testing procedure provides a fresh outlook for two-sample inference problem
in longitudinal design when the responses are multidimensional. Although for a sparse data, the
scores are estimated under a Gaussian assumptions, our simulation study shows that the test
performs quite well for non-Gaussian data. It is important to note that the performance of the
testing procedure hinges upon the quality of the estimation of the eigencomponents. Therefore,
rate of convergence of the test-statistic to the asymptotic null distribution will primarily depend
on the rate at which the covariance components are estimated under a sparse design.

While representing the response trajectories through multivariate fPCA representation, we
have inherently assumed that all the outcomes are measured in the same units, and have similar
range of variation. In Section 6 we have standardized the outcomes to ensure this. However,
if a particular component has relatively large variability, we can represent the functions using
normalized multivariate fPCA developed by (Chiou and others, 2014), and conduct the rest of
the testing procedure using the normalized fPC scores.

Another advantage of our projection-based testing procedure is that it can be extended in prin-
ciple to the case of mv-fD with more complex structure, such as when the components functions
are observed over heterogeneous domain (such as data consisting of unidimensional functions,
and images) by an application of the mv-fPCA method developed by Happ and Greven (2018).
Similarly, one can apply the testing procedure to the two-sample inference problem of manifold
valued multivariate functional data, by application of fPCA on Riemannian manifolds (Dai and
Müller, 2018).
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Software

Software in the form of R code for the entire simulation study is available publicly on https:

//github.com/SalilKoner/ProjectionTesting.
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Fig. 1. The empirical power of the proposed test as a function of δ (in the x-axis). (a) The left panel
corresponds to case of Gaussian score, and (b) the right panel is for the non-Gaussian case. The quantity
δ measures the departure from H0.
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Supplementary Material

The supplementary material contains a detailed description for the estimation of the multivariate
functional principal scores (mv-fPC) that serves as the building block for our projection-based
test, as well as additional supporting documents for the TOMORROW study analysis.

S7.1 Estimation of data-driven projections

For sparsely observed functional data, the scores are obtained via best linear unbiased prediction
(BLUP) under the mixed model (Yao and others, 2005)

Yi = µi +

K∑
k=1

ψi,kξi,k + εi, (S8)
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Fig. 2. The empirical power of the proposed test as a function of δ (in the x-axis) compared to the
multiple testing procedure proposed by Pomann and others (2016). (a) The upper panel corresponds to
case of Gaussian score, and (b) the lower panel is for the non-Gaussian case. The quantity δ measures
the departure from H0.

where Yi = (Y
(1)
i1 , . . . , Y

(1)
imi

, . . . , Y
(q)
i1 , . . . , Y

(q)
imi

)> be the q×mi-length stacked vector of response

for the ith subject, µi,k = (µ
(1)>

i,k , . . . ,µ
(q)>

i,k )> with µ
(`)
i,k = (µ(`)(ti1), . . . , µ(`)(timi

))> and ψi,k =

(ψ
(1)>

i,k , . . . ,ψ
(q)>

i,k )> with ψ
(`)
i,k = (ψ(`)(ti1), . . . , ψ(`)(timi))

> are the q ×mi-length stacked vector
of mean and eigenfunctions evaluated at the observations points of the ith subject, and εi are the
measurement error. Under the Gaussian assumption of the scores and the measurement error,
the best linear unbiased predictor (BLUP) of ξi under the model (S8) is of the form

ξ̃i := E(ξi | Yi) = diag(λ1, . . . , λK)Ψ>i G−1Yi
(Yi − µi), (S9)
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Fig. 3. Locally weighted scatter plot smoothing (solid line) of the observed performance score, and the
predicted smooth score (dotted line) for the pioglitazone (red) and the placebo (blue) group, across the
five cognitive domain. Predicted scores are obtained gam() function of mgcv package in R.

where GYi
= Cov(Yi) = {Σ`,`′(tij , tij′)+τ2` I(j = j′, ` = `′)}16`,`′6q, 16j,j′6mi

be the covariance
matrix of Yi and Ψi = (ψi,1, . . . ,ψi,K) be the column-stacked version of {ψi,k}Kk=1’s. The BLUP

estimator ξ̃i is a consistent estimator of the true scores ξi as the number of observations per
subject grows and the measurement error gets small. It is also important to note that unlike the
true scores, {ξ̃i,k}Kk=1 are also not uncorrelated across k.

The BLUP estimator in equation (S9) is empirically obtained by plugging in the estimator of
µi, GYi

, {λk}Kk=1 and Ψi. This requires estimation of the covariance function {Σ`,`′(t, t′)}16`,`′6q,
and the measurement error variance {τ2` }

q
`=1 as well as the eigencomponents of the covariance.

First, a smooth estimator of the mean function µ(`)(t) is obtained by smoothing the response

of `th coordinate {Y (`)
ij : j = 1, . . . ,mi}ni=1 for all the subjects under working independence

assumption to obtain the residual E
(`)
ij = Y

(`)
ij − µ̂(`)(tij). For the sparse data, one needs to

pool the data from all the subjects to obtain a smooth estimator of Σ(t, t′). Unlike univariate
fD, this requires estimation of large covariance matrix. A computationally efficient implementa-
tion for the estimation of Σ(t, t′) is given in Li and others (2020). Briefly, the cross-covariance
function is modeled as a tensor product of univariate bases, Σ``′(t, t

′) = B>(t)Γ``′B(t′), where
B(t) = (B1(t), · · · , Br(t))> is the r-length vector of basis functions and Γ``′ is a matrix of coeffi-

cients; A penalized regression estimator of Γ``′ is obtained by the “raw covariances” {Ẽ`ijẼ`
′

ij′}i,j
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Fig. 4. 95% bootstrap confidence band (shaded in faded green) for the difference between the mean
performance score of pioglitazone and the placebo group, for the five cognitive domain. The thick line is
the estimated treatment effect η̂(`)(t).

as pseudo responses, for all 1 6 ` 6 `′ 6 q and setting Γ``′ = Γ>`′`. The eigenfunctions are

efficiently estimated as ψ̂k(t) = (Iq ⊗B>(t)S−
1
2 )V̂k, where S =

∫
B(u)B>(u)du and {V̂k}k are

eigenvectors of the block matrix with elements S
1
2 Γ̂``′S

1
2 , for 1 6 `, `′ 6 q. The optimal number

of eigenfunctions K̂ = K̂(n) are chosen via as the minimum value of K so that percentage of

variation of explained (PVE), defined as
∑K
k=1 λ̂k/

∑∞
k=1 λ̂k, is higher than some pre-specified

threshold. Other methods for optimally choosing K include cross-validation, Akaike information
criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC).

Once the eigencomponents {λ̂k, ψ̂k(t)}K̂k=1 are estimated from the data, the scores are em-
pirically estimated by plugging in the estimator of the mean and the variance components in
equation (S9), to obtain

ξ̂i = V̂>k (Iq ⊗ S
1
2 )Γ̂(Iq ⊗B>i )Ĝ−1Yi

(Yi − µ̂i), (S10)

where Bi = (B(ti1), · · · ,B(timi
))>, Γ̂ = ((Γ̂`,`′))16`,`′6q ∈ Rqr×qr and ĜYi

= (Iq ⊗Bi)Γ̂(Iq ⊗
B>i ) + blockdiag(τ̂21 Imi

, . . . , τ̂2q Imi
). Thus, this method bypasses the inversion of large q × mi

by q ×mi covariance matrix for each i = 1, . . . , n by inverting the qr × qr matrix Γ̂ only once,
reducing the computational burden involved in score estimation of mv-fD, especially when q is
relatively large.
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High risk
pioglitazone
(N = 985)

High risk
placebo

(N = 962)

Overall
(N = 1947)

Age (in years)
Mean (SD) 74.7 (5.20) 74.9 (5.19) 74.8 (5.19)
Range 65 - 83 65 - 83 65 - 83
Sex
Female 543 (55.1%) 579 (60.2%) 1122 (57.6%)
Male 442 (44.9%) 383 (39.8%) 825 (42.4%)
Body mass index (in mg/m2)
Mean (SD) 28.0 (5.15) 28.0 (5.35) 28.0 (5.25)
Range 14 - 68 16 - 52 14 - 68
Missing 2 (0.2%) 1 (0.1%) 3 (0.2%)

Table 5. Demographic characteristics of the participants at baseline for the two arms in the TOMORROW
study.

S7.2 Additional results for supporting the TOMORROW study analysis

In this section, we will present some additional tables related to the baseline analysis of TO-
MORROW study.

Baseline analysis: The average age of the participants enrolled in the study is 74 years with a
standard deviation of 5 years, which is similar to both the pioglitazone and the placebo group.
About 60% of the individuals in the cohort are over 75 years of age in both the groups. About
55% of the population in pioglitazone group are women, whereas about 60% are women in the
placebo group. The baseline height (in cm), weight (kg) and the body mass index (BMI) (in
mg/m2) are within similar range across the groups with mean height about 167 cm (SD 10 cm),
mean weight of 78 kgs (SD 17 kgs) and mean BMI of 28 mg/m2 (SD 5 mg/m2) respectively. The
baseline analyses tabulated in Table 5 suggest that the two groups are comparable with respect
to key baseline demographics.


