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Abstract

Mobile health studies often collect multiple within-day self-reported assessments
of participants’ behavior and well-being on different scales such as physical activity
(continuous), pain levels (truncated), mood states (ordinal), and life events (binary).
These assessments, when indexed by time of day, can be treated as functional data
of different types—continuous, truncated, ordinal, and binary. We develop a func-
tional principal component analysis that deals with all four types of functional data
in a unified manner. It employs a semiparametric Gaussian copula model, assuming
a generalized latent non-paranormal process as the underlying mechanism for these
four types of functional data. We specify latent temporal dependence using a co-
variance estimated through Kendall’s τ bridging method, incorporating smoothness
during the bridging process. Simulation studies demonstrate the method’s competi-
tive performance under both dense and sparse sampling conditions. We then apply
this approach to data from 497 participants in the National Institute of Mental Health
Family Study of the Mood Disorder Spectrum to characterize within-day temporal
patterns of mood differences among individuals with major mood disorder subtypes,
including Major Depressive Disorder, Type 1, and Type 2 Bipolar Disorder.
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1 Introduction

Multiple real-time assessment of human physical and mental experiences and health-

related behaviors has been recently made possible through mobile digital health monitoring

(mHealth). Intensive longitudinal data collected with mHealth tools including wearables

and smartphone apps allows researches to better understand within-day temporal patterns

of experiences and behaviours and their influence on health. National Institute of Men-

tal Health Family Study of the Mood Disorder Spectrum employed an mHealth app that

collected multiple within-day participants’ reports on levels of sadness/happiness, energy,

anxiety, pain, levels of physical activity, and many others experiences and behaviors. Self-

reported mood was reported on a Likert ordinal scale of (1) to (7) (very happy to very sad,

with (4) = neutral). Figure 1 displays diurnal (within-day) mood trajectories over four

time-points over seven days of the week for four randomly chosen participants.

The study also collected self-reports on binary (negative encounters: present/not

present), truncated (pain: yes/no, and if yes, what is the level of pain on the scale 1-10),

and multiple continuous scales covering quality and duration of sleep, time spent in phys-

ical activity of different intensity (light, moderate-to-vigorous). Indexed by time-of-day,

these assessments can be treated as functional observations of continuous non-Gaussian,

truncated, ordinal, and binary types. Figure 1 illustrates typical analytical challenges for

these type of functional data: (i) they are sparsely observed, (ii) observation points can be

highly irregular, (iii) there exists heterogeneity in subject-specific interpretations of Likert

scales (specifically, for truncated, ordinal, and continuous scales). In this paper, we develop

a covariance estimation and principal component analysis that can treat functional data of

four types including continuous non-Gaussian, truncated, ordinal and binary in a unified

way and addresses the above-mentioned statistical challenges. Next, we provide a review

of relevant methods and place our work within existing literature.

The early developments in functional principal component analysis (Ramsay and Sil-
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Figure 1: Within-day temporal pattern of mood ratings (1 = Most Happy to 7 = Most
Sad, 4 = Neutral) over 7 days for four different subjects in National Institute of Mental
Health Family Study of Mood Disorders Subtypes.

verman, 2005; Huang et al., 2004; Yao et al., 2003, 2005; Xiao et al., 2016, 2018) primarily

focused on continuous Gaussian functional data collected under sparse or dense designs.

These methods rely on smoothing noisy sample covariances (Besse and Ramsay, 1986;

Staniswalis and Lee, 1998; Yao et al., 2003) or pre-smoothing the sample of functions and

then diagonalizing the sample covariance function of the smoothed curves (Ramsay and

Silverman, 2005; Xiao et al., 2016).

There are some interesting recent developments in fPCA for continuous non-Gaussian

and non-continuous functional data. Proposed approaches mostly extend fPCA to continu-

ous and non-continuous types generated from generalized exponential family via generalized

linear models. The original work of Hall et al. (2008) relies on a known link function con-

necting observed generalized outcome to a latent continuous outcome and proceed with

the covariance estimation of functional latent process. These models have been extended

further to accomodate conditional function-on-scalar regression models through frequentist
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(Gertheiss et al., 2015; Scheipl et al., 2016; Li et al., 2018) and Bayesian paradigms (Van

Der Linde, 2009; Goldsmith et al., 2015). Li et al. (2014) proposed to model multiple func-

tional outcomes jointly and developed a hierarchical method for modeling paired functional

data consisting of simultaneous measurements of a continuous and a binary variable. This

approach modeled the correlation between the paired variables by the correlation across the

principal component scores of latent “pseudo” normal distributions. All these approaches

focus primarily on binary and count data, and rely either on known link functions or model-

based likelihood. Wang and Shi (2014) developed an empirical Bayesian learning approach

using a Gaussian approximation in the presence of ordinal outcomes. Meyer et al. (2022)

took a step further and used a probit link to model ordinal functional outcomes. Recently,

Leroux et al. (2023) developed a fast generalized functional principal component analysis

that smooths local generalized linear models and requires dense functional data.

In a seemingly related to our proposal, but conceptually different approach, Zhong

et al. (2022) developed a robust functional principal component analysis method based on

the Kendall’s τ function for continuous non-Gaussian functional data. Compared to our

proposal, Zhong et al. (2022) solely focuses on continuous functional data and uses a non-

parametric kernel-based estimation method. Solea and Li (2022) introduced a functional

copula Gaussian graphical model for multivariate continuous functional data while assum-

ing a nonparanormal distribution (Definition 2.1) on the coefficients of the Karhunen–Loeve

expansions. In this paper, we propose a unified functional principal component analysis

for continuous non-Gaussian, truncated, ordinal, and binary functional data. The ap-

proach is rank-based and is, hence, invariant to arbitrary monotone transformations (and

addresses subject-specific interpretation of reporting scales in mHealth applications) and

robust. Additionally, the approach computationally is very fast. Importantly, the method

can accommodate both functional data collected under both dense and sparse designs.

Our covariance estimation and principal component analysis approach is based on semi-

4



parametric Gaussian Copula. Beyond being applied to handle continuous and multivariate

functional data (Xie, 2021; Solea and Li, 2022), latent Semiparametric Gaussian Copula

(SGC) (Liu et al., 2009, 2012; Fan et al., 2017; Yoon et al., 2018; Quan et al., 2018; Dey and

Zipunnikov, 2019; Huang et al., 2021; Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022) are powerful for modeling

all four types (continuous, truncated, ordinal, and binary) of data and provide scale-free,

robust and fast algorithms. Here, we extend this framework to univariate functional data

of continuous non-Gaussian, truncated, or discrete type. Our key methodological contribu-

tions are: i) defining a data-generating mechanism for the observed continuous, truncated

or discrete functional data via Generalized Latent Nonparanormal process, ii) developing a

robust semiparametric method for estimating the smooth covariance of the latent Gaussian

process based on the rank correlation (Kendall’s τ) of the observed data and directly in-

corporating smoothness within the bridging step; iii) extending the approach for handling

both dense and sparse sampling designs, calculating subject-specific latent representations

of observed data, latent principal components and latent principal component scores; iv)

handling all four data types in a unified way. Importantly, in the case of continuous,

truncated, and ordinal scales, the approach is scale-invariant.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 presents our modeling frame-

work and illustrates the proposed covariance estimation method. In Section 3, we evaluate

the performance of the proposed method via simulations and compare it with available

existing methods of covariance estimation. Section 4 applies the method to mHealth data

from NIMH Family Study. Section 5 presents concluding remarks and discusses possible

extensions of this work.

2 Modeling Framework

We consider univariate functional data Xi(t), for subjects i = 1, 2, . . . , n, where Xi(t) de-

notes the functional observation for subject i and can be binary, ordinal, truncated or
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continuous. In this section, we assume that functional objects are observed on a dense

and regular grid of points S = {t1, t2, . . . , tm} ⊂ T = [0, 1]. The proposed method is later

extended to a more general setup of sparse and irregularly observed mixed-type functional

data. Functional observations Xi(·) are assumed to be independent and identically dis-

tributed (i.i.d.) copies of X(·), an underlying smooth stochastic process. As in the case of

continuous functional data, a major question of interest is estimating the covariance kernel

of the process X(·). We propose using a Semiparametric Gaussian Copula model (Yoon

et al., 2018; Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022) for covariance modeling of continuous, truncated,

or discrete type functional data. Next, we introduce the key components of the model.

Definition 2.1. (Nonparanormal distribution) A random vector X = (X1, . . . , Xp)
′ follows

a non-paranormal distribution denoted as X ∼ NPNp(0,Σ, f), if there exists monotone

transformation functions f = (f1, ..., fp) such that L = f(X) = (f1(X1), . . . , fp(Xp)) ∼

N(0,Σ), with Σjj = 1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ p. The constraints on diagonal elements of Σ are made

to ensure the identifiability of the distribution as shown in Liu et al. (2012) and Fan et al.

(2017).

Definition 2.2. (Generalized Latent Nonparanormal Process) For an observed process

X(t), we assume that there exists a latent process Z(t) that serves as a data generating

mechanism for observed X(t) as follows:

X(t) = Z(t)(continuous scale), or

X(t) = Z(t)I(Z(t) > ∆(t)), (truncated scale), or

X(t) =
l−1∑
k=0

kI(∆k(t) ≤ Z(t) < ∆k+1(t)),−∞ = ∆0(t) ≤ ∆1(t) ≤ · · · ≤ ∆l(t) = ∞, (ordinal scale), or

X(t) = I(Z(t) > ∆(t)), (binary scale).

(1)

Suppose that for any finite set of points S = {t1, t2, . . . , tm}, ((Z(t1)), · · · , (Z(tm))) ∼

6



NPNm(0,C(S, S), f), where f = (ft1 , · · · , ftm) is a collection of m monotone transforma-

tion functions and (C(S, S))jj′ = C(tj, tj′) for a scaled covariance function C : T × T 7→

[−1, 1] with C(t, t) = 1. Further, we denote V (t) as the latent multivariate normal process,

i.e., V (t) = ft(Z(t)) and (V (t1), · · · , V (tm)) ∼ N(0,C(S, S)). Then, X(t) is defined as the

Generalized Latent Nonparanormal Process (GLNPP) with latent covariance function C

and cutoff process ∆(t).

The definition 2.2 characterizes the GLNPP by describing the point-wise distribution

of a finite collection of time points. However, this initial definition does not immediately

reveal whether this point-wise characterization results in a stochastic process spanning an

uncountable domain T . We can gain further insight by realizing that the finite-dimensional

realization of Z(t) is a Gaussian copula. Hence, we can express ft as ft = Φ−1(Gt(Zt)),

where Gt represents the pointwise cumulative distribution function (CDF) for the marginal

distribution of Z(t) and Φ denotes the standard Normal CDF (Liu et al., 2012). Drawing

upon Corollary 5.11 from Schmitz (2003), we can ascertain that Z(·) constitutes a valid

stochastic process across the entire domain. Given that ∆(·) is defined as a legitimate

stochastic process, we can consequently affirm that X(·) also qualifies as a valid process

spanning the entirety of the domain.

For finite-dimensional multivariate distribution, the efficient way to estimate latent cor-

relation C(tj, tj′) is to use Kendall’s τ rank correlation (Fan et al., 2017; Yoon et al., 2018;

Quan et al., 2018; Huang et al., 2021). The population Kendall’s τ between observations

at j-th and j′-th time-point can be defined as τjj′ = E(sgn{(Xi(tj) − Xi′(tj))(Xi(tj′) −

Xi′(tj′))}), where Xi(·) and Xi′(·) are two independent realizations of the process. The

population Kendall’s τ has shown to be related to the population latent correlation param-

eter through a bridging function F (·) both for pairs of the same type and their combinations

in (Yoon et al., 2018; Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022), i.e., τjj′ = F (C(tj, tj′)). The bridging

function F depends on the type of variable pair and the marginal cutoffs.
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2.1 Covariance Estimation

We model the scaled covariance function C (note that C(t, t) = 1 by definition) of the

latent process as a tensor product spline on T × T -

C(s, t) = g(
d∑

k=1

d∑
l=1

uklBk(s)Bl(t)), s ̸= t, (2)

Here, B1(·), ..., Bd(·) is a collection of basis functions on T . In this article, we use cubic

B-spline basis functions; other basis functions can also be used depending on the problem

of interest. Here U = (ukl)1≤k≤d,1≤l≤d denotes the unknown coefficient matrix and g = ex−1
ex+1

is an inverse Fischer transformation to ensure the correlation values are within [−1, 1]. We

also enforce the constraint ukl = ulk on the coefficient matrix U to ensure C(s, t) = C(t, s).

Ideally, if we had observed the latent continuous process V (·), we would like to find U that

minimizes the following nonlinear least square objective function -

l =
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(Vi(tj)Vi(tj′)−C(tj, tj′))2 =
n∑

i=1

∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(Vi(tj)Vi(tj′)−g(
d∑

k=1

d∑
l=1

uklBk(tj)Bl(tj′)))
2

(3)

Instead, we can translate the objective function in (3) in terms of observed pro-

cess X(·) and the Kendall’s τ correlation since Kendall’s τ is invariant to monotonic

transformations. First, let’s denote δii
′

jj′ = sgn{(Xi(tj) − Xi′(tj))(Xi(tj′) − Xi′(tj′))})

and note that, E(δii
′

jj′) = τjj′ . We also define the sample Kendall’s τ as: τ̂jj′ =

2
n(n−1)

∑
1≤i<i′<n sgn{(Xi(tj) − Xi′(tj))(Xi(tj′) − Xi′(tj′))} = 2

n(n−1)

∑
1≤i<i′<n δ

ii′

jj′ = δ̄jj′ .

Let us also denote δjj′ = F (C(tj, tj′)) = F (g(
∑d

k=1

∑d
l=1 uklBk(tj)Bl(tj′))). We seek to find
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U that minimize

l̃ =
∑

1≤i<i′<n

∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(δii
′

jj′ − δjj′)
2

=
∑

1≤i<i′<n

∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(δii
′

jj′ − δ̄jj′ + δ̄jj′ − δjj′)
2

=
∑

1≤i<i′<n

∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(δii
′

jj′ − δ̄jj′)
2 +

∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(
n

2

)
(δ̄jj′ − δjj′)

2

=
∑

1≤i<i′<n

∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(δii
′

jj′ − δ̄jj′)
2 +

(
n

2

) ∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(τ̂jj′ − F (g(
d∑

k=1

d∑
l=1

uklBk(tj)Bl(tj′))))
2,

(4)

where l̃ = l̃(U) and δjj′ = F (C(tj, tj′)) = F (g(
∑d

k=1

∑d
l=1 uklBk(tj)Bl(tj′))). Only the

second term of the objective function l̃ in (4) depends on U . Hence, minimizing l̃ is

equivalent to minimizing the nonlinear least square objective function
∑

1≤j<j′≤m(τ̂jj′ −

F (g(
∑d

k=1

∑d
l=1 uklBk(tj)Bl(tj′))))

2 with respect to U . This minimization problem hence

translates to fitting a regression model using non-linear least squares (Bates and Watts,

1988) to obtain estimate of the coefficients ukl. In particular, we have,

Û = argmin
U

∑
1≤j<j′≤m

(τ̂jj′ − F (g(
d∑

k=1

d∑
l=1

uklBk(tj)Bl(tj′))))
2 (5)

Subsequently, Ĉ(s, t) = g(
∑d

k=1

∑d
l=1 ûklBk(s)Bl(t)), s ̸= t, is the estimator of the correla-

tion function (Ĉ(t, t) = 1). The Gauss–Newton algorithm within nls function in R is used

to solve the non-linear optimization problem. The choice of the number of basis functions

d controls the smoothness of the estimated latent correlation. In this article, we follow a

truncated basis approach (Ramsay and Silverman, 2005; Fan et al., 2015), by restricting

the number of B-spline bases to be small in both directions to incorporate smoothness. The

development of a regularized estimation approach of the latent correlation with smoothness

constraint will be pursued in future research.
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Bridging Functions

In our estimation process, we need to know the bridging function introduced in Equa-

tion (5). Analytic expressions for the bridging functions are available in the literature

for various scenarios, including continuous and binary variables (Liu et al., 2012), trun-

cated variables (Yoon et al., 2018), and ordinal variables (Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022).

Given our focus on the marginal distribution of univariate mixed processes (continu-

ous/truncated/ordinal/binary), it is imperative to ascertain the specific analytic forms of

the bridging functions that facilitate the transformation of Kendall’s τ to latent correlation

for pairs of variables falling into the same category (e.g., continuous-continuous, truncated-

truncated). We provide these analytic expressions in Appendix A of the Supplementary

Material.

Estimation of the Cutoff Parameters

Note that the bridging function F (·) depends on the cutoffs for pairs involving binary, ordi-

nal, and truncated functional data (Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022; Fan et al., 2017). Hence, we

follow a method of moments-based estimation approach described in Dey and Zipunnikov

(2022) to get point-wise estimates of the cutoff process ∆(·). Observe that, the cutoff pro-

cess is only identifiable up to a monotone transformation (Liu et al., 2012). Hence, we can

only get estimates of ft(∆(t)) but we do a slight abuse of notation to denote the cutoffs

as ∆(t) in the estimating equations. From the observed data, we can estimate the cutoffs

through the method of moments as follows:
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Binary: ∆̂(t) = Φ−1

(∑n
i=1 I(Xi(t) = 0)

n

)
Ordinal: ∆̂k(t) = Φ−1

(∑n
i=1 I(Xi(t) <= (k − 1))

n

)
, k = 1, . . . , l − 1

Truncated: ∆̂(t) = Φ−1

(∑n
i=1 I(Xi(t) = 0)

n

) (6)

Estimation of the transformation functions ft

We don’t need to know the monotone transformation functions for estimating the covari-

ance parameters, and the transformation functions aren’t estimable for binary and ordinal

values (Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022; Liu et al., 2012). However, we need to get a point-wise

estimate of the transformation function to get latent predictions at the time points for

continuous and truncated variables (for non-zero observed value). We define -

Ĝt(x) =
1

n+ 1

n∑
i=1

I(Xi(t) ≤ x), x ∈ R, (for continuous process)

Ĝt(x) =
1

n+ 1

n∑
i=1

I(Xi(t) ≤ x), x > 0, (for truncated process)

(7)

Then, we can use equation (7) to get the estimator of monotone transformations as follows

(based on Section 4 of Liu et al. (2009)) –

f̂t(x) = Φ−1(Ĝt(x)), (for continuous process)

f̂t(x) = Φ−1(Ĝt(x)), (for truncated process)

(8)

2.2 Extension to Sparse Data

The proposed estimation method could be extended to more general scenarios where each

curve Xi(·) can be observed sparsely and irregularly at time points Si = {ti1, ti2, . . . , timi
}.
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Although, individual number of observations mi is small, we consider the scenario

where
⋃n

i=1

⋃mi

j=1 tij is dense in [0, 1] (Kim et al., 2018). Let us denote
⋃n

i=1

⋃mi

j=1 tij =

{t1, t2, . . . , tM}. In this case we can get the sample Kendall’s τ as: τ̂jj′ = δ̄jj′ =

1
Njj′

∑
1≤i<i′<n:nii”

jj′>0 sgn{(Xi(tj) − Xi′(tj))(Xi(tj′) − Xi(tj′))} = 1
Njj′

∑
1≤i<i′<n:nii”

jj′>0 δ
ii′

jj′ .

Here nii”
jj′ = 1 if both Xi(·), Xi′(·) are observed at time-points tj and tj′ and Njj′ de-

note the total number of pairwise complete observation at tj, tj′ . Based on the least square

objective function from (4), we define the modified objective function for sparse data as,

l̃(U) =
∑

1≤j<j′≤M :Njj′>c0

(τ̂jj′ − F (g(
d∑

k=1

d∑
l=1

uklBk(tj)Bl(tj′))))
2

(9)

Here, we only consider those time points for which there are a sufficient number of pairwise

observations, c0, to estimate τjj′ accurately. Throughout the article, we set c0 = 5, which

has resulted in a satisfactory performance, as demonstrated in our empirical analysis.

2.3 Curve Prediction

Suppose the curve Xi(·) is observed at time-points {ti1, ti2, . . . , timi
} and we want to predict

Xi(·) at {si1, si2, . . . , sim}. This could be important in predicting the trajectory of a subject

with partial information. Let us denote the latent observations corresponding to observed

data by VO
i and new data by VN

i . On latent scale,

VO
i

VN
i

 ∼ N(

0

0

 ,

CO,O CO,N

CN,O CN,N

).

The individual components of the covariance matrix are obtained from the estimated co-

variance matrix using methods from Section 2.1. We have

E(VN
i | VO

i ) = CN,O{CO,O}−1(VO
i − 0).

Cov(VN
i | VO

i ) = CN,N − CN,O{CO,O}−1CO,N .

Latent predictions can be obtained as V̂i

N
= ĈN,OĈO,O−1(V̂i

O
− 0), where V̂i

O
=

12



E(V 0
i (·)|X0

i (·)) is the best linear unbiased predictor (BLUP) based on the proposal of

Dey and Zipunnikov (2022). X̂i

N
can be obtained from V̂i

N
using the estimated cutoff

parameters and the estimated transformation functions. For example for binary X(·), we

would have X̂i

N
(t) = I(V̂i

N
(t) > ∆̂t).

2.4 Latent Principal Components and Scores

For continuous functional data Xi(t), we can use truncated Karhunen-Loève expansion of

Xi(·) as Xi(t) ≈ µ(t) +
∑K

k=1 ζikψk(t), where ζik are mean zero functional principal com-

ponent (fPC) scores with variance λk and ψk(t) are orthogonal eigenfunctions (Yao et al.,

2005). Let Σ(s, t) denote the covariance function of X(·), i.e., Σ(s, t) = Cov(X(s), X(t)).

By Mercer’s theorem, the covariance kernel has the following spectral decomposition

Σ(s, t) =
∑∞

k=1 λkψk(s)ψk(t). The eigenvalues and eigenfunctions hence can be estimated

from the eigen-equation
∫ 1

0
Σ(s, t)ϕk(t)dt = λkψk(t). This procedure is referred to as func-

tional principal component analysis (FPCA). Uncorrelated scores ζik serve as a multivariate

summary of infinite dimensional data and are widely used in many applications.

For truncated or discrete functional data X(t), the KL expansion is not directly ap-

plicable. We can instead use the estimated latent correlation function Ĉ(s, t) to perform

FPCA. We use the eigenequation
∫ 1

0
Ĉ(s, t)ψL

k (t)dt = λkψ
L
k (t), to estimate the latent eigen-

functions, which reveals the major modes of variations in the data. The scores of the latent

representations V (t) can be obtained using standard FPCA techniques (Yao et al., 2005),

if V (t) was available. To obtain latent functional prinicipal component (fPC) scores, we

use the estimated smoothed covariance function Ĉ(s, t) to obtain BLUPs of the latent rep-

resentations V̂ (·) = E(V (·)|X(·)) (Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022) and use FPCA on the latent

representations V̂ (t) to estimate the latent fPC scores ζLik.
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2.5 Distances between mixed-type functional data

Distances between two mixed-type functional curves (of the same type) Xi(·), Xj(·) can be

defined based on the distances between latent trajectories Vi(·), Vj(·), which is same as the

Euclidean distance between estimated latent scores {ζLik, ζLjk}Kk=1 as,

d(Xi(·), Xj(·)) = ||ζL
i − ζL

j ||2. (10)

This metric captures the distance between latent trajectories Vi(·), Vj(·) due to the orthog-

onality of the latent eigenfunctions. This provides a novel way to extend distance-based

clustering approaches (Jacques and Preda, 2014) to mixed-type functional data. The la-

tent trajectories and their distances could be further explored to reveal various group-level

patterns.

3 Simulation Study

In this Section, we investigate the performance of the proposed estimation method via

numerical simulations. To this end, the following scenarios are considered.

3.1 Data Generating Scenarios

In simulations, we consider four data types - binary, ordinal, truncated, and continuous. For

each data type, the latent functional process V (·) is generated from either of the following

two correlation functions.

Stationary Covariance C1(·, ·)

In this case V (·) ∼ GP(0, C1(·, ·)), where GP(µ(·), C(·, ·)) denotes a Gaussian process

with mean function µ(·) and covariance function C(·, ·). Here, we take C1(s, t) to be the

14



Matern correlation kernel with parameters σ2 = 1, ν = 3.5 and τ = 1
7
. The covari-

ance kernel of a general Matérn process with parameters ν, σ2, τ is given by C1(s, t) =

σ2 21−ν

Γ(ν)
(
√
2ν d

τ
)νKν(

√
2ν d

τ
), d = |s − t|, where Kν is the modified Bessel function of the

second kind.

Non-stationary Covariance C2(·, ·)

In this case, the latent process V (t) is again generated as V (·) ∼ GP(0, C2(·, ·)), where

C2(·, ·) is a non-stationary correlation function given by C2(s, t) =
C∗

2 (s,t)√
C∗

2 (s,s)
√

C∗
2 (t,t)

and the

covariance function C∗
2(s, t) = 0.0522sin(πt)sin(πs)+0.0922cos(πt)cos(πs)+0.012I(s = t).

Scenario A: Binary Functional Data

In this case, the observed functional data X(t) is generated from the latent functional data

V (t) as X(t) = I(V (t) > ∆t), where ∆t = 2.5 is used for all t. We consider a dense and

equispaced grid of m = 50 time-points S in T = [0, 1] for the observed data X(t). Two

sets of correlation function C1(·, ·), and three sets of sample size n ∈ {100, 500, 1000} are

considered for data generation. We also consider an additional simulation scenario with

n = 1000, where each curve Xi(t) is observed sparsely on a set of randomly chosen 10%

time-points from S. For the stationary covariance function, particularly for this sparse

scenario, we use a Matern correlation kernel with parameters σ2 = 1, ν = 3.5 and τ = 1
2
.

The rest of the design is kept exactly the same.
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Scenario B: Ordinal Functional Data

In this case, the observed functional data X(t) is generated as,

X(t) =



0 if −∞ ≤ V (t) < −0.6.

1 if −0.6 ≤ V (t) < 0.1.

2 if 0.1 ≤ V (t) < 0.6.

3 if 0.6 ≤ V (t) <∞.

The rest of the simulation design (dense grid), including covariance kernels and sample

sizes, are kept exactly the same as in scenario A.

Scenario C: Truncated Functional Data

The observed functional data X(t) is generated based on the latent process V (·) as,

X(t) =


0 if V (t) < 0.5.

V(t) if 0.5 ≤ V (t).

The rest of the simulation design is again kept the same as in scenario A (dense).

Scenario D: Continuous Functional Data

The observed functional data X(t) is generated as a continuous transformation of latent

process V (·) as,

X(t) = {V (t)}3.

The rest of the simulation design is kept the same as in scenario A (dense).
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3.2 Simulation Results

We generated 100 Monte-Carlo (M.C) replications from each of the simulation scenarios to

assess the performance of the proposed estimation method.

Performance under scenario A:

We use 7 cubic B-spline basis functions (over both arguments) to model the latent corre-

lation function C(s, t) using tensor product splines on T × T . We compare our proposed

approach (denoted henceforth as FSGC) to a few alternatives: i) naive FPCA using ob-

served curves X(t), which captures the within-curve correlation in the observed data ii)

binary FPCA (bfpca) proposed by Wrobel et al. (2019). We also use FPCA on the latent

predictions from multivariate (non-functional) SGCRM (Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022) (re-

ferred henceforth as FSGC Latent). Note that FSGC Latent is essentially a naive version

of our proposed method treating functional observations as multivariate and smoothing

performed in the last step. This could be inefficient, for example in sparse and irregular

designs. We compare the performance of FSGC with bfpca and FSGC Latent in terms of

the integrated square errors for estimation of the covariance functions, where ISE is defined

as ISE =
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
{CT (s, t) − Ĉ(s, t)}2dsdt, where CT (s, t) is the true covariance function.

The results from naive FPCA is not numerically comparable with FSGC as it captures the

correlation structure in the observed data, hence we only report the estimated covariance

surfaces which gives us an idea of what the estimated covariance surface would be, if we

treated the observed data as continuous functional data.

Figure 2 displays the average estimated covariance surface over the grid T × T from

the four estimation approaches along with the true covariance surface for the stationary

covariance case and n = 500. The mean (m) and standard deviation (sd) of ISE are

reported for all cases using MC replications. We observe that the proposed FSGC method

clearly outperforms binary FPCA in terms of estimation accuracy based on the average
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ISE. In particular, the proposed FSGC approach is seen to produce 10 times smaller ISE.

The average ISE from the FSGC approach is also found to be 2 times smaller than the

FSGC Latent approach, highlighting the importance of smoothing.
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Figure 2: True and estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario A, n=500. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
each image. FSGC denotes the proposed FSGC method, fpca denotes naive FPCA of
the observed data, bfpca denotes binary FPCA, FSGC Latent denotes FPCA on latent
predictions from SGCRM.

Figure S3 displays the average estimated covariance surface and the estimates for the
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non-stationary covariance case and n = 500. We observe that the proposed FSGC method

produces superior performance compared to the binary FPCA method. The average ISE

from the direct FSGC approach is found to be comparable to the FSGC Latent approach

in this case. The results for n = 100, 1000 are similar for the stationary and non-stationary

scenarios, where a superior performance of the FSGC method can be noted. The results

are reported in Figures S1, S2, S4 and S5 of the Supplementary Material.

We also apply the proposed FSGC method to estimate the latent scores as outlined

in Section 2.4. The FSGC latent (multivariate) approach is also used. Note that the

latent curves are identifiable up to a monotone transformation only. In Supplementary

Table S1, we report the correlation between the estimated latent scores and the estimated

scores (using FPCA) from the true latent curves. We observe that the first two scores are

highly correlated with their estimated counterparts across all sample sizes and covariance

types. The results from the additional simulation scenario (sparse design) along with the

performance of the curve prediction method are reported in Appendix B of Supplementary

Material, where a superior performance of the FSGC can be noticed.

Performance under scenario B:

We apply the proposed FSGC method along with i) FPCA on the observed curve X(t) and

ii) FSGC Latent method to estimate the latent correlation function C(s, t). The perfor-

mance of the estimators is reported in terms of the integrated square errors (except naive

FPCA). Supplementary Figure S8-S13 display the average estimated correlation surface

over the grid T × T from the three estimation approaches along with the true surface for

the stationary and non-stationary covariance kernels and sample sizes n = 100, 500, 1000

respectively. The mean (m) and standard deviation (sd) of the ISE are reported using

all the M.C replications. It can be observed that for this ordinal scenario, both FSGC

and FSGC Latent perform comparably for stationary and non-stationary covariance. The

19



performance of the estimators in terms of ISE improves with increasing sample sizes.

Performance under scenario C,D:

The qualitative and quantitative performance of the proposed estimation method under

scenarios C, and D are similar and are reported in Figures S14-S25 of the Supplementary

Material.

Overall, the proposed FSGC method can be observed to estimate the true covariance

function accurately across all data types and covariance scenarios and thus provides a uni-

fied framework for covariance estimation for continuous, truncated, and discrete functional

data.

4 Real Data Application

We apply our approach to mHealth data collected in the National Institute of Mental

Health Family Study of the Mood Disorder Spectrum (Merikangas et al., 2014; Stapp

et al., 2022). The study is a large community-based study with participants recruited from

a community screening of the greater Washington, DC metropolitan area. Our analysis

focuses on a sample of 497 participants with ages ranging from 7 to 84 years old and other

demographics reported in Supplementary Table S1.

Participants used a smartphone app to rate their current mood on a Likert scale from

(1) to (7) (very happy to very sad, with (4) = neutral) four times per day during 7 AM -

11 PM time period each day for fourteen consecutive days. Ratings (5),(6), and (7) were

collapsed into a single group for this analysis due to a very small number of participants

reporting in those ranges, resulting in 5 ordinal categories for emotional states. Our key

research interest is to understand better within-day temporal patterns of reported mood

states and whether differences in these patterns are associated with affective disorders. For

our analysis, we focus on the midpoints of sixteen one-hour windows starting at 7 AM and
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ending at 11 PM (the windows are 7 AM – 8 AM, 8 AM – 9 AM, · · · , 10 PM – 11 PM with

corresponding midpoints at 7:30 AM, 8:30 AM, etc). We consider 6591 subject-day-level

functional data of ordinal type across all the subjects. Note that subject-level clustering is

ignored and will be pursued in future as an extension of the current approach to multilevel

functional data. In principle, this resembles a marginal FPCA approach (Park and Staicu,

2015) but is applied to ordinal functional data using our proposed method.
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Figure 3: Top panel shows estimated FSGC (left) and naive FPCA (right) correlation
matrices. The middle and bottom panels show the first three naive FPCA and FSGC
fPCs, respectively.

Several pairs of time-combinations have a small number of observations, so we apply
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methods from Section 2.2 for sparse functional data. We use K = 5 cubic B-spline basis

functions with knots equally spaced between 7:30 AM and 10:30 PM. Our analysis proceeds

as follows. First, we obtain and interpret estimated latent covariance and principal com-

ponents. Second, we calculate predictions of latent representations of the observed data

and use them to obtain latent principal component scores. Finally, we aggregate subject-

specific scores into subject-specific mean and standard deviations of scores and associate

those summaries with affective disorder diagnosis. The top panel of Figure 3 displays the

estimated FSGC and naive FPCA estimated covariances.

Note that the naive FPCA captures covariance between observed data and is shown here

for illustrative purposes. Visually compared to naive FPCA, FSGC covariance demon-

strates larger and more complex within-day temporal dependence and morning to early

noon FSGC correlations (8 AM-2 PM) are higher. The bottom panel of Figure 3 shows

the first three FSGC fPCs that capture approximately 66%, 8%, and 4% of total vari-

ability, respectively. The middle panel of Figure 3 shows the first three naive fPCs that

capture approximately 56%, 10%, and 3% of total variability, respectively. Note that both

approaches provide visually similar estimated fPCs. This is expected as the number of

ordinal categories is relatively large, and we have a very large sample size. FSGC fPCs

can be interpreted as follows. Interpreting scientifically, fPC1 captures a temporally global

daily mean of happiness/unhappiness; fPC2 estimates a contrast between the morning

part of the day (7:30 AM-1 PM) and the rest of the day (1 PM-11 PM); fPC3 captures

the degree of evening return to the morning happiness/unhappiness level. Hence, subjects

with lower fPC1 scores (in absolute value) will be happier than subjects with lower scores;

subjects with higher (positive) fPC2 scores will be less happy in the morning compared to

the afternoon-late evening. Finally, subjects with higher (positive) fPC3 scores will have

a more pronounced “return” to the morning levels. It is interesting to note that fPC3

from naive FPCA has an evening return level significantly lower than the morning level.
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In contrast, fPC3 from FSGC has very similar morning and evening levels.

Another interesting application of our approach is estimating latent representations of

reported mood and understanding time-of-day and day-of-week differences in their temporal

patterns. We compare day-of-week average latent temporal patterns in the top panel of

Figure 4. Our goal is to learn the effect of social schedules on emotional states. The

latent trajectory reveals a clear clustering in the night-time levels of happiness: lowest in

the early week (Monday to Wednesday), increases in the midweek (Thursday to Friday),

and reaches highest in the weekend (Saturday to Sunday). This separation in the diurnal

pattern of emotional states between days of the week is not visually apparent in the observed

trajectories.

One of the primary goal of this analysis is to explore the associations between within-

day temporal patterns of mood disorder subtypes. Latent trajectories averaged within each

diagnosis (Figure 4 bottom panel), reveal an ordering of unhappiness between the diseases:

Bipolar I > Bipolar II > MDD > Anxiety > Control. Within-day temporal trajectories

are flatter than observed ones, but there is a much clearer separation between diagnosis

groups. We next calculate the latent subject-day mood scores and aggregate them using

average and standard deviation for each subject across days.

This gives us three mean and three SD latent FPC scores for each subject. Supple-

mentary Figure S25 top and bottom panel displays the distribution of the latent mean

FPC scores and SD FPC scores, respectively, for five mood-disorder groups. It appears

that bipolar I, bipolar II, and MDD groups have lower mean fPC-1 scores compared to the

controls. Anxiety and MDD groups seem to have higher SD fPC-1 scores than controls.

Similarly, Bipolar II is observed to have a higher SD fPC-2 score compared to controls.

Supplementary Figure S26 displays the correlation between mean and SD fPC scores. SD

fPC scores are moderately positively correlated. We fit a multinomial logistic regression

model for mood disorders subtypes with controls being the reference and mean and SD fPC
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Figure 4: Top panel shows within-day temporal patterns of mood averaged within each
day of the week for observed ratings (left) and their latent representations (right). Bottom
panel shows within-day temporal patterns of mood averaged within each mood disorder
subtypes for observed ratings (left) and their latent representations (right).

scores as predictors while adjusting for age and sex (with male being the reference). Since

SD fPC scores are correlated, we include them one at a time along with the mean FPC

scores in competing models and choose the one with the lowest AIC. Table 1 displays the

estimated regression coefficients along their associated p-values (Wald test) for the chosen

multinomial logistic regression model of affective disorders on the mean of fPC1, fPC2,

fPC3, and SD of fPC2 scores. We use α = 0.05 for the statistical significance of all the

tests.

A higher mean fPC1 score is found to be associated with a lower odds of bipolar I,

bipolar II disorders, and MDD relative to controls. This clearly demonstrates that these

diagnosis groups report different levels of daily mood. A higher SD fPC2 score, capturing

the variability of the fPC2 score across days, is found to be associated with higher odds of

bipolar II and MDD disorders relative to controls.
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Table 1: Estimated regression coefficients from multinomial logistic regression of mood
disorders (Type) on the mean of the first three FSGC fPCs and the SD of FSGC fPC-2
scores, age and sex. (p-values are reported in the parenthesis)

Type Intercept Age sex (Female) mean FPC-1 mean FPC-2 mean FPC-3 SD FPC-2

Anxiety 0.01 (0.982) -0.024 (0.001) 0.84 (0.003) -0.38 (0.094) -2.82 (0.187) -5.11 (0.126) 1.27 (0.562)

bipolar I -1.36 (0.033) -0.0002 (0.986) 0.88 (0.011) -1.41 (< 0.001) -2.94 (0.246) -1.84 (0.646) -0.24 (0.931)

bipolar II -1.96 (0.003) -0.014 (0.120) 0.53 (0.123) -1.26 (< 0.001) 0.29 (0.906) -5.06 (0.197) 7.74 (0.004)

MDD -1.36 (0.005) 0.002 (0.708) 1.10 (< 0.001) -0.94 (< 0.001) -0.18 (0.923) -3.03 (0.310) 4.84 (0.016)

The proposed FSGC method provides novel insights into the within-day temporal pat-

terns of mood and their association with different mood disorder subtypes.

5 Discussion

In this article, we have developed a unified functional principal component analysis for

continuous non-Gaussian, truncated, ordinal, and binary functional data using Semipara-

metric Gaussian Copula. The method is rank-based that results in invariance to monotone

transformation of scale and robustness. Numerical simulations have illustrated the satis-

factory performance of the proposed method for binary, ordinal, truncated, and continuous

functional data under dense and sparse sampling designs compared to existing covariance

estimation methods. In the application to the mHealth NIMH study, FSGC identified

principal within-day temporal patterns of mood associated with mood disorder subtypes.

The proposed covariance estimation is built on a tensor product spline representation of

the covariance of the latent process. The choice of the basis functions (B-splines) controls

the smoothness of the estimated covariance via a truncated basis approach. The choice of

the number of basis functions is subjective and depends on the design and the number of

time points for each subject. We recommend using a moderate number of basis functions

based on the number of unique time points. A data-driven choice for this could be devel-

oped using cross-validated curve predictions, as illustrated in Section 2.3. Alternatively, a

roughness penalty can be incorporated in the objective function (Ramsay and Silverman,

2005; Xiao et al., 2016). This would result in a penalized nonlinear least square problem.
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We leave this approach and choice of smoothing penalty as a direction to be explored more

deeply in the future. In this article, we have followed a point-wise estimation strategy for

cutoff ∆(t) and transformation ft functions (for continuous and truncated data). Since no

explicit smoothness is enforced, this formulation allows for very flexible models, including

rough, non-continuous observed processes X(t). If desired, smoothness can be enforced in

∆(t) and ft(·) by, first, estimating this point-wise and, then, using splines or kernel-based

smoothers.

Multiple research directions remain to be explored. We have focused on modeling

univariate functional data of the same type in this article. Alternatively, modeling mul-

tivariate mixed-type functional data would be an important next step that would model

the joint latent dependence between different mixed types (Dey and Zipunnikov, 2022)

scales such as physical activity (continuous) and pain (truncated) or pain (truncated) and

mood (ordinal). This step is crucial since building separate marginal models and ignoring

the cross-correlation between different variables leads to information loss that might result

in biased predictions (Li et al., 2014). Following Di et al. (2009), multilevel extension of

FSGC can be developed to consider multi-level designs. Additionally, FSGC is primar-

ily developed for dense and moderately sparse designs. The approach can be extended

for highly sparse and irregular functional data using kernel-weighted objective functions

that borrow information from neighboring observations. Extending the proposed method

to such general class models would allow more diverse applications and remain areas for

future research based on this current work.

6 Software

A R package implementation of the FSGC estimation has been made available as

fpca.sgc.lat function as part of the SGCTools package (https://github.com/Ddey07/

SGCTools). We also present a reproducible RMarkdown demonstrating the use of the package
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in Github.

Supplementary Material

Supplementary Tables S1-S2 and Supplementary Figures S1-S27 referenced in this article

are available online as Supplementary Material.
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Supplementary Materials

S1 Appendix A : Analytic forms of bridging functions

We denote ρjj′ = C(tj, tj′) and the suffices of F - {cc, tt, oo, bb} denote specific cases of

continuous, truncated, ordinal and binary variables respectively.

Fcc(ρjj′) =
2

π
sin−1(ρjj′)

Fbb(ρjj′ ; ∆(tj),∆(t′j)) = 2 {Φ2(∆(tj),∆(tj′); ρjj′)− Φ(∆(tj))Φ(∆(tj′))}

Ftt(ρjj′ ; ∆(tj),∆(tj′)) = −2Φ4(−∆(tj),−∆(tj′), 0, 0;S4a(ρjj′)) + 2Φ4(−∆(tj),−∆(tj′), 0, 0;S4b(ρjj′))

Foo(ρjj′ ; ∆(tj),∆(tj′)) = 2

lj−1∑
r=1

lj′−1∑
s=1

[Φ2(∆r(tj),∆s(tj′); ρjj′){Φ2(∆(r+1)(tj),∆(s+1)(tj′); ρjj′)−

Φ2(∆(r+1)(tj),∆(s−1)(tj′ ; ρjj′)}]− 2

lj−1∑
r=1

Φ(∆r(tj))Φ2(∆(r+1)(tj),∆(lj′−1)(tj′ )
; ρjj′)

(S1)

with

S4b(ρjj′) =



1 ρjj′ 1/
√
2 ρjj′/

√
2

ρjj′ 1 ρjj′/
√
2 1/

√
2

1/
√
2 ρjj′/

√
2 1 ρjj′

ρjj′/
√
2 1/

√
2 ρjj′ 1


S2 Appendix B: Additional Simulation Scenario Re-

sults

The results from the additional simulation scenario (Scenario A, sparse design) are reported

in Web Figure 5-6. In this sparse case the bfpca method is no longer applicable. We
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observe that the proposed FSGC method outperforms the FSGC latent approach in this

case, illustrating the applicability of the proposed approach in sparse designs. For the

sparse scenario, we also apply the proposed curve prediction method in Section 2.3 of the

paper and obtain X̂i(t) at all time points over S (a dense grid on T ). We calculate the

accuracy of these binary predictions by comparing them with the true curves Xi(t) across

all time points and all subjects. While calculating accuracy, we ignore the points Si, where

the curve Xi(·) was already observed. For a particular M.C replication this is calculated

as ACC = 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
m−ni

∑
tj∈S−Si

I(Xi(tj) = X̂i(tj)). The average accuracy across all M.C

replications is found to be 0.98 (sd = 0.002) and 0.95 (sd = 0.002) for the stationary and

non-stationary covariance scenario, respectively, illustrating the satisfactory performance

of the proposed method in predicting the binary curves at new-time points.
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S3 Supplementary Figures

Binary Functional Data

0.0 0.4 0.8

0.
0

0.
4

0.
8

TRUE

0.0 0.4 0.8

0.
0

0.
4

0.
8

FSGC, m= 0.01 ,sd= 0.006

0.0 0.4 0.8

0.
0

0.
4

0.
8

fpca

0.0 0.4 0.8

0.
0

0.
4

0.
8

bfpca, m= 0.032 ,sd= 0.018

0.0 0.4 0.8

0.
0

0.
4

0.
8

FSGC Latent, m= 0.012 ,sd= 0.007

Figure S1: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario A, n=100. The average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve, bfpca denotes estimate from binary FPCA and FSGC Latent is FPCA
on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S2: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario A, n=100. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the
top of the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes
FPCA on the observed curve, bfpca denotes estimate from binary FPCA and FSGC Latent
is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S3: True and estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario A, n=500. The average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the
top of each image. FSGC denotes the proposed FSGC method, fpca denotes naive FPCA
of the observed data, bfpca denotes binary FPCA, and FSGC Latent denotes FPCA on
latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S4: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario A, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve, bfpca denotes estimate from binary FPCA and FSGC Latent is FPCA
on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S5: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario A, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the
top of the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes
FPCA on the observed curve, bfpca denotes estimate from binary FPCA and FSGC Latent
is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S6: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
sparse design, scenario A, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported
on the top of the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca
denotes FPCA on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions
from SGCRM.
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Figure S7: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, sparse design, scenario A, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are
reported on the top of the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation
method, fpca denotes FPCA on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent
predictions from SGCRM.
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Ordinal Functional Data
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Figure S8: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario B, n=100. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S9: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario B, n=100. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S10: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario B, n=500. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S11: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario B, n=500. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S12: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario B, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S13: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario B, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Truncated Functional Data
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Figure S14: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario C, n=100. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S15: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario C, n=100. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S16: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario C, n=500. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S17: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario C, n=500. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S18: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario C, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S19: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario C, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Continuous Functional Data
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Figure S20: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario D, n=100. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S21: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario D, n=100. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S22: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario D, n=500. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S23: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario D, n=500. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S24: True and Estimated average covariance surface for stationary covariance kernel,
scenario D, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of the
respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA on
the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S25: True and Estimated average covariance surface for non-stationary covariance
kernel, scenario D, n=1000. Average ISE (and sd) of the estimates are reported on the top of
the respective images. FSGC denotes the proposed estimation method, fpca denotes FPCA
on the observed curve and FSGC Latent is FPCA on latent predictions from SGCRM.
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Figure S26: Distribution of mean (top panel) and SD (bottom panel) latent principal
component scores of emotional states by the mood disorder groups using the proposed
FSGC approach.
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Figure S27: Pearson correlation between mean and SD FPC scores of emotional states.

S4 Supplementary Tables

Table S1: Scenario A, correlation (standard error) between estimated scores from the
proposed FSGC (subscript f) and FSGC Latent (subscript l) and estimated scores from
true latent curves.

Covariance Type Sample size Score1 f Score1 l Score2 f Score2 l

Stationary
n=100 0.870 (0.023) 0.872 (0.022) 0.800 (0.032) 0.801 (0.032)
n=500 0.875 (0.009) 0.875 (0.009) 0.806 (0.014) 0.806 (0.014)
n=1000 0.875 (0.007) 0.875 (0.007) 0.807 (0.012) 0.807 (0.012)

Non Stationary
n=100 0.929 (0.021) 0.929 (0.022) 0.896 (0.028) 0.893 (0.029)
n=500 0.937 (0.006) 0.937 (0.006) 0.905 (0.009) 0.905 (0.009)
n=1000 0.938 (0.004) 0.938 (0.004) 0.906 (0.006) 0.906 (0.007)
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Table S2: Descriptive statistics for the complete, male and female samples in the real
data analysis. For continuous variable the mean and standard deviation is reported, for
categorical variable the frequency in each group is mentioned. The P-values are from two-
sample t-test and Chi-Square test of association with gender.

Characteristic Complete (n=497) Male (n=195) Female (n=302) P value

Mean(sd) Mean(sd) Mean(sd)

Age 41.8 (19.5) 41.2 (21.7) 42.2(17.9) 0.56

Diagnosis: control (N) 134 74 60 0.0001

Diagnosis: Anxiety (N) 97 35 62

Diagnosis: bipolar I (N) 56 20 36

Diagnosis: bipolar II (N) 54 22 32

Diagnosis: MDD (N) 156 44 112
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