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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a novel model to analyze serially correlated two-dimensional
functional data observed sparsely and irregularly on a domain which may not be a rect-
angle. Our approach employs a mixed effects model that specifies the principal compo-
nent functions as bivariate splines on triangles and the principal component scores as
random effects which follow an auto-regressive model. We apply the thin-plate penalty
for regularizing the bivariate function estimation and develop an effective EM algo-
rithm along with Kalman filter and smoother for calculating the penalized likelihood
estimates of the parameters. Our approach was applied on simulated datasets and on
Texas monthly average temperature data from January year 1915 to December year
2014.

Keywords: Bivariate splines; EM algorithm; Functional principal component analysis;
Kalman filter and smoother; Triangulation.

1 Introduction

Understanding the change of weather patterns over time and geological locations is important

in studying the climate change. To investigate the temperature change in Texas, the United

States, we worked on one data set from the U.S. Historical Climatology Network (Menne

et al., 2009, USHCN), collected by National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).

This data set consists of monthly-average temperatures from year 1915 to year 2014, observed

at sparsely located 49 weather stations in Texas.
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Figure 1: Left: Locations of 49 weather stations in Texas. Middle: Yearly-average tempera-

ture (1915–2014) of 3 weather stations (dashed lines) and the mean from all weather stations

(solid black line). Right: Monthly average temperature of 3 weather stations in year 2013

and 2014. In both middle and right panels, colors and symbols refer to the corresponding

weather stations in the left panel.

The left panel of Figure 1 shows the locations of the 49 weather stations in Texas. In

particular, three weather stations are marked in different colors and symbols. The middle

and right panels of Figure 1 respectively give the yearly average temperatures of the three

colored weather stations in the left panel from 1915 to 2014, and their monthly average

temperatures in year 2013 and 2014. We can see that while the two neighboring southern

weather stations follow similar trend over time, the northern weather station has lower

temperatures consistently with different trend, especially before 1980. All three weather

stations have almost identical seasons in year 2013 and 2014; compared with the two southern

weather stations, the northern weather station’s temperatures vary more between winters

and summers.

Studying the variation of weather patterns over the state of Texas across years using this

data set provides the following challenges to data analysis. First, temperatures are affected

by the locations of the measurement, as well as the trend of the climate change and the

seasonality. Second, the weather stations are sparsely located in the irregular domain of

Texas, and there are missing observations in various months from different weather stations.

Third but not the least, there usually are serial correlations between temperatures observed

over time; see for example, Jones et al. (1986) and Hansen et al. (2006), especially when the
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temperatures are from the same weather station.

To analyze temperature as a function of the location defined by the latitude and longitude,

functional principal component analysis (FPCA, Ramsay and Silverman, 2005) provides an

informative way of looking at the covariance structure of functional data that is otherwise

not easily comprehensible. The principal component functions represent the major mode of

variation in functional data and characterize features of typical functions in a data set. When

functional data are independent on a univariate domain, a rich literature exists in estimat-

ing a few leading functional principal component functions, including the local-polynomial

methods (Staniswalis and Lee, 1998; Yao et al., 2005a,b; Hall et al., 2006) and the spline

methods (Rice and Wu, 2001; James et al., 2000; Huang et al., 2008; Zhou et al., 2008; Li and

Guan, 2014; Liu et al., 2017). With 2-dimensional independent functional data, Zhou and

Pan (2014a) employed mixed effects models with bivariate splines on triangles to estimate

the principal component functions. Other recent work on 2-dimensional functional data in-

clude Chen and Jiang (2017); Wang et al. (2020b); Ding et al. (2022); Shi et al. (2022). None

of these papers considered the serial correlations present in the data.

To analyze functional data with serial correlations, such as the Texas temperature data

in our study, one approach is to model the functions directly by extending auto regressive

models to functional data, see Bosq (2000) and Kokoszka and Reimherr (2013). This ap-

proach, however, is not applicable when the functions are only sparsely observed as in the

Texas temperature data. Another approach with the idea of dimension reduction is a two-

step procedure which first applies FPCA to get FPC scores, and then models the estimated

FPC scores with time series models; see, for example, Hyndman and Ullah (2007); Shen and

Huang (2008); Hyndman and Shang (2009); Shen (2009), and references therein. Shang and

Hyndman (2017) extended the work of Hyndman and Ullah (2007) to deal with the data of

multi-level structure. Cabrera and Schulz (2017) used penalized B-splines to construct the

principal component functions for the generalized functional quantiles and, again, fit a time

series model on the FPC scores. The aforementioned works, however, only considered one-

dimensional functional time series, and cannot be simply extended to model 2-dimensional

functional time series with missing data and observed on an irregular 2-dimensional domain,

such as the Texas temperature data.

In this work, we propose a unified approach to model serially correlated 2-dimensional
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functional data and analyze the Texas temperature data with an FPCA model. Specifically,

to characterize the variation patterns of locations and overcome the challenges caused by

sparse observations on the spatial domain as well as the irregular shape of Texas, following

Zhou and Pan (2014a), we use bivariate splines on triangles to model the principal compo-

nent functions. An auto-regressive (AR) model is employed on the FPC scores to capture

the serial correlations over time. The trend of the climate change and the seasonality are

respectively approximated by univariate splines and Fourier functions. All the above are

integrated into a penalized complete data log likelihood function, and an EM algorithm is

developed to estimate the unknown parameters. In the E-step of the EM algorithm, we

further use Kalman filter and smoother to overcome the difficulty of calculating the expecta-

tions of serially correlated latent variables. Since an AR model is applied on the latent FPC

scores, our proposed serial functional principal component model (sFPC) does not require a

minimum number of observations at each time point, and thus can directly deal with missing

observations as in the Texas temperature data.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we develop a mixed effects

model-based approach for principal component analysis of 2-dimensional functional data

with serial correlation. We specify the principal component functions as bivariate splines on

triangles and the principal component scores as random effects which follow an AR model.

In Section 3 we propose an EM algorithm for model fitting where Kalman filter and smoother

procedures are applied in the E-step. The empirical performance of the proposed method

is illustrated via a simulation study and Texas temperature data analysis in Sections 4 and

5, respectively. In Section 6, we summarize the main contributions of this paper with some

concluding remarks.

2 Mixed Effects Model for Serially Correlated 2-d Func-

tional Data

Let Ω be a compact subset of R2, and (x, y) be the 2-dimensional index variable on Ω. Sup-

pose Z(x, y) is a stochastic process on Ω with finite second moment, i.e.,
∫
Ω
E{Z2(x, y)}dxdy <

∞. Denote the mean function of Z(x, y) as µ(x, y) = E{Z(x, y)} and the covariance function
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of Z(x, y) as

K(x1, y1;x2, y2) = E
[
{Z(x1, y1)− µ(x1, y1)}{Z(x2, y2)− µ(x2, y2)}

]
.

Under mild conditions, Mercer’s lemma (Mercer, 1909) shows that there exists an orthonor-

mal sequence {ϕj}j in L2(Ω) as eigenfunctions, and a decreasing non-negative sequence {ζj}j
as eigenvalues, such that the covariance function can be expanded as

K(x1, y1;x2, y2) =
∞∑
j=1

ζjϕj(x1, y1)ϕj(x2, y2).

The orthonormality of ϕj’s means that
∫
Ω
ϕjϕj′ dxdy = δjj′ , where δjj′ is the Kronecker

delta. Applying Karhunen-Loève theorem (Karhunen, 1946; Loève, 1946), the random sur-

face Z(x, y) admits the following expansion

Z(x, y) = µ(x, y) +
∞∑
j=1

αjϕj(x, y), (1)

where αj’s are uncorrelated random variables with mean zero and variances {ζj}j. Following

Ramsay and Silverman (2005), the random variable αj and the eigenfunction ϕj(x, y) are

called the j-th FPC score and principal component function, respectively.

Assume that Z(x, y) can be well approximated by its projection on the space spanned by

the first J eigenfunctions and treat the rest of terms as the noise, we arrive at the following

model

Z(x, y) = µ(x, y) +
J∑

j=1

αjϕj(x, y) + ϵ(x, y), (2)

where ϵ(x, y) is a white noise with mean 0 and variance σ2.

When there are n independent copies of Z(x, y), denoted by Z1(x, y), . . . , Zn(x, y), Zhou

and Pan (2014a) proposed a mixed effects model-based approach and model the FPC scores

as the random effects. When the random surfaces Zt(x, y), t = 1, . . . , n, have time and

location-dependent mean function µt(x, y) = E{Zt(x, y)} and Zt(x, y) are serially correlated,

we need to consider both dependence between the locations and time points.

We first assume that location effect and the time effect are separable on the mean function

such that µt(x, y) = µ1(x, y)µ2(t). Note that if one multiplies µ1(x, y) by a non-zero constant

c and divides µ2(t) by c, the value of µt(x, y) does not change. For identifiability purpose,
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we require that the L2-norm of µ1(x, y) be identity, i.e.,

∥µ1(x, y)∥2 = 1. (3)

Next borrowing the idea of FPCA as in (2), we propose the model

Zt(x, y) = µ1(x, y)µ2(t) +
J∑

j=1

αj,tϕj(x, y) + ϵt(x, y), t = 1, . . . , n, (4)

where αj,t is the j-th FPC score at time t, ϕj(x, y) is the j-th principal component function

which are orthonormal, and ϵt(x, y) is a white noise process with mean 0 and variance σ2.

Furthermore, {αj,t}nt=1, j = 1, . . . , J , are independent stationary time series. For each j, the

time series, {αj,t}nt=1, follows the p-th order auto-regressive model (AR(p)). To be specific,

αj,t =

p∑
i=1

ki,jαj,t−i + ηj,t, ηj,t
ind∼ N(0, σ2

j ), j = 1, . . . , J and t = 1, . . . , n, (5)

where ki,j’s and ηj,t’s are the auto-regressive coefficients and white noises of the AR(p)

models, respectively. For the identifiability of the principal components, we assume that

σ2
1 > · · · > σ2

J .

Note that when ki,j = 0, i = 1, . . . , p and j = 1, . . . , J , the FPC scores αj,t’s are mutually

independent and normally distributed. Then the proposed model (4) degenerates to the

model in Zhou and Pan (2014a).

Assuming that the functions µ1(x, y), µ2(t) and ϕj(x, y) are smooth, we can approximate

them by basis expansions. For the approximation of bivariate functions µ1(x, y) and ϕj(x, y),

we utilize the orthonormal bivariate Bernstein polynomials constructed on triangles (Lai and

Schumaker, 2007) due to its advantage on irregular domains. The approximation properties

of Bernstein polynomials were also theoretically studied in Liu et al. (2016). Please see

Section B of Appendices for details of the bivariate basis on triangles. As for the basis

expansion of univariate function µ2(t), we can choose from the commonly used regression

spline (de Boor, 1978), Bernstein spline (Lorentz, 1986), and Fourier basis (Ramsay and

Silverman, 2005), etc.

Let b(x, y) denote an nb-dimensional vector of orthonormal bivariate basis functions with∫
Ω

b(x, y)bT(x, y)dxdy = Inb
, (6)
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and c(t) denote an nc-dimensional vector of univariate basis functions. We write the basis

expansions of the smooth functions as

µ1(x, y) = b(x, y)Tθb, µ2(t) = c(t)Tθc, and ϕj(x, y) = b(x, y)Tθj, j = 1, . . . , J,

where the basis coefficients θb ∈ Rnb with ∥θb∥ = 1, θc ∈ Rnc , and θj ∈ Rnb , j = 1, . . . , J .

In addition, θj, j = 1, . . . , J are orthonormal. Denote Θ = (θ1, . . . ,θJ) ∈ Rnb×J , αt =

(α1,t, . . . , αJ,t)
T, and Ki = diag(ki,1, . . . , ki,J), i = 1, . . . , J , model (4) can be rewritten as

Zt(x, y) = b(x, y)Tθbθ
T
c c(t) + b(x, y)TΘαt + ϵt(x, y), t = 1, . . . , n, (7)

and the AR model (5) becomes

αt =

p∑
i=1

Kiαt−i + ηt, t = 1, . . . , n,

where ηt ∼ N(0,HJ) with covariance matrix HJ = diag(σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
J).

Suppose the sparsely sampled 2-dimensional surfaces are observed at time t = 1, . . . , n.

At time point t, there are nt randomly sampled points (xt1, yt1), . . . , (xtnt , ytnt) on the sur-

face. Denote zt = (Zt(xt1, yt1), . . . , Zt(xtnt , ytnt))
T, Bt = (b(xt1, yt1), . . . ,b(xtnt , ytnt))

T,

ϵt = (ϵt(xt1, yt1), . . . , ϵt(xtnt , ytnt))
T, and ct = c(t) for notational simplicity. Model (7) for

both observed data and latent variables can then be written aszt = Btθbθ
T
c ct +BtΘαt + ϵt, ϵt ∼ N(0, σ2Int),

αt =
∑p

i=1Kiαt−i + ηt, ηt ∼ N(0,HJ),
(8)

for t = 1, . . . , n, and the identifiability constraints are the same as mentioned above. Note

that nt is the number of locations with observations at time t. It may vary with t, and is

allowed to be 0.

DenoteK = (ki,j)
p,J
i=1,j=1 ∈ Rp×J . For model (8), the unknown parameters to be estimated

can be written collectively as Ξ = {θb,θc,Θ,K, σ2, {σ2
j}Jj=1}.

3 Model Fitting

3.1 Penalized Complete Data Log Likelihood

Following model (8), it is natural to estimate the unknown parameters Ξ by maximizing

the log likelihood function with some penalization to regularize the estimates of the smooth
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functions. However, since the latent FPC scores {αt}nt=1 follow an AR(p) model, it is not

feasible to integrate out {αt}nt=1 to get an analytical form of the log likelihood function

of Ξ. By treating {αt}nt=1 as missing data, we can get an analytical form of the complete

data log likelihood and then apply the EM algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977) for parameter

estimation.

Let kj be the j-th column of K, i.e., kj = (k1,j, . . . , kp,j)
T, j = 1, . . . , J . From model (8),

we derive the complete data log likelihood as

−2lc(Ξ; {zt}nt=1, {αt}nt=1) =
1

σ2

n∑
t=1

(zt −Btθbθ
T
c ct −BtΘαt)

T(zt −Btθbθ
T
c ct −BtΘαt)

+
n∑

t=1

nt log σ
2 +

J∑
j=1

{
n log σ2

j − log |Mj|+
1

σ2
j

Sj(kj)

}
, (9)

where Mj is the precision matrix of (αj,1/σj, . . . , αj,p/σj)
T and Sj(kj) has the form of

(1,kT
j )Dj(1,k

T
j )

T such that

Dj =


D1,1,j −D1,2,j −D1,3,j . . . −D1,p+1,j

−D1,2,j D2,2,j D2,3,j . . . D2,p+1,j

...
...

...
...

−Dp+1,1,j Dp+1,2,j Dp+1,3,j . . . Dp+1,p+1,j

 ∈ R(p+1)×(p+1) (10)

with Di,k,j = Dk,i,j = αj,iαj,k + αj,i+1αj,k+1 + · · · + αj,n+1−kαj,n+1−i. The details of deriving

(9) and (10) are given in Section A of Appendices.

We next introduce the roughness penalty for the regularization of the estimates of the

smooth functions. For the univariate function µ2(t), as in Zhou et al. (2008), we use the

integrated squared second derivatives and the roughness penalty takes the form∫
T

{
∂2µ2(t)

∂t2

}2

dt = θT
c

[∫
T

{
∂2c(t)

∂t2
∂2c(t)T

∂t2

}
dt

]
θc := θT

c Pθc.

For a generic bivariate function f(x, y), we use the thin plate penalization (Ruppert et al.,

2003) which is defined as∫
Ω

[{
∂2f(x, y)

∂x2

}2

+ 2

{
∂2f(x, y)

∂x∂y

}2

+

{
∂2f(x, y)

∂y2

}2
]
dxdy.

Denote

Γ =

∫
Ω

{
∂2b(x, y)

∂x2

∂2b(x, y)T

∂x2
+ 2

∂2b(x, y)

∂x∂y

∂2b(x, y)T

∂x∂y
+

∂2b(x, y)

∂y2
∂2b(x, y)T

∂y2

}
dxdy.
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With basis expansions, the thin plate penalty for µ1(x, y) and ϕj(x, y) can be written as,

respectively, θbΓθb and θjΓθj, j = 1, . . . , J .

Thus, the penalized complete data log likelihood has the expression

− 2lc(Ξ; {zt}nt=1, {αt}nt=1) + Penalty(λ; Ξ)

=
1

σ2

n∑
t=1

(zt −Btθbθ
T
c ct −BtΘαt)

T(zt −Btθbθ
T
c ct −BtΘαt) +

n∑
t=1

nt log σ
2 (11)

+
J∑

j=1

{
n log σ2

j − log |Mj|+
1

σ2
j

Sj(kj)

}
+ λµsθ

T
b Γθb + λµtθ

T
c Pθc + λpc

J∑
j=1

θT
j Γθj,

where λ = (λµs , λµt , λpc) are the regularization parameters.

3.2 EM Algorithm

To estimate the parameters, instead of minimizing (11), the EM algorithm iteratively mini-

mizes

Q(Ξ|Ξ(0)) = E
[
− 2lc(Ξ; {zt}nt=1, {αt}nt=1)|{zt}nt=1,Ξ

(0)
]
+ Penalty(λ; Ξ),

where Ξ(0) are the current guesses of the parameter values (i.e.values of the parameters from

the previous iteration).

The E-step. In the E-step, we calculate Q(Ξ|Ξ(0)). Denote α̂t = E(αt|{zt}nt=1,Ξ
(0)),

Σ̂t = Var(αt|{zt}nt=1,Ξ
(0)), and D̂j = E(Dj|{zt}nt=1,Ξ

(0)), j = 1, . . . , J . We obtain

Ŝj(kj) := E[Sj(kj)|{zt}nt=1,Ξ
(0)] = (1,kj)

TD̂j(1,k
T
j )

T. (12)

Using (9)–(12), it shows that

Q(Ξ|Ξ(0)) =
1

σ2

n∑
t=1

{
(zt −Btθbθ

T
c ct −BtΘα̂t)

T(zt −Btθbθ
T
c ct −BtΘα̂t) + tr(BtΘΣ̂tΘ

TBT
t )
}

+
n∑

t=1

nt log σ
2 +

J∑
j=1

{
n log σ2

j − log |Mj|+
1

σ2
j

Ŝj(kj)
}

(13)

+ λµsθ
T
b Γθb + λµtθ

T
c Pθc + λpc

J∑
j=1

θT
j Γθj.

Hence, to calculate the value of (13), we only need to calculate α̂t, Σ̂t, and D̂j, j = 1, . . . , J .
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Note that model (8) can be viewed as a state-space model (Durbin and Koopman, 2012).

To be specific, denote βt = (αT
t+p, . . . ,α

T
t )

T, t = 1, . . . , n, where αt = 0 when t > n. Denote

S =
(
0, · · ·0, I

)
∈ RJ×(p+1)J and

T =



K1 K2 . . . Kp 0

IJ 0 . . . 0 0

0 IJ . . . 0 0
...

...
...

...

0 0 . . . IJ 0


∈ R(p+1)J×(p+1)J ,

model (8) can be rewritten aszt = Btθbθ
T
c ct +BtΘSβt + ϵt,

βt = Tβt−1 + ξt,
(14)

where ξt = (ηT
t+p,0, · · · ,0)T ∼ N(0, H̃) with H̃ = diag(HJ ,0, · · · ,0) ∈ R(p+1)J×(p+1)J .

Now with the state-space model (14), Kalman filter and smoother (Durbin and Koopman,

2012) can be used to obtain b̂t = E(βt|z1, . . . , zn) and Vt = Var(βt|z1, . . . , zn), and we can

then get

α̂t = E(αt|z1, . . . , zn,Ξ(0)) = Sb̂t and Σ̂t = Var(αt|z1, . . . , zn,Ξ(0)) = SVtS
T.

Following (10), D̂j can be obtained through computing D̂i,k,j := E(Di,k,j|Z,Ξ(0)) as

D̂i,k,j = E(αj,iαj,k + · · ·+ αj,n+1−kαj,n+1−i|Z,Ξ(0))

= E(αj,i|Z,Ξ(0))E(αj,k|Z,Ξ(0)) + · · ·+ E(αj,n+1−k|Z,Ξ(0))E(αj,n+1−i|Z,Ξ(0))

+ Cov(αj,i, αj,k|Z,Ξ(0)) + · · ·+ Cov(αj,n+1−k, αj,n+1−i|Z,Ξ(0))

= α̂j,iα̂j,k + . . . α̂j,n+1−kα̂j,n+1−i +
n+1−i−k∑

t=1

V(1+p−i)J+j,(1+p−k)J+j,t

for j = 1, . . . , J , where α̂j,t is the j-th element of α̂t and V(1+p−i)J+j,(1+p−k)J+j,t is the

((1 + p− i)J + j, (1 + p− k)J + j)-th element of Vt, t = 1, . . . , n.

It remains to get b̂t and Vt through Kalman filter and smoother (Durbin and Koopman,

2012). The procedure of Kalman filter and smoother involves first applying Kalman filter

algorithm then applying Kalman smoother in a reverse order. We give the details in the

following paragraphs.
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Let bt|t−1 and Qt|t−1 respectively be the one-step prediction of βt and its uncertainty,

i.e., bt|t−1 = E{βt|z1:(t−1),Ξ
(0)} and Qt|t−1 = Var(βt|zt−1, . . . , z1,Ξ

(0)), t = 1, . . . , n. Denote

the estimation of the state at time t and its uncertainty as bt|t = E(βt|zt, . . . , z1,Ξ(0)) and

Qt|t = Var(βt|zt, . . . , z1,Ξ(0)), respectively. The Kalman filter operates in a prediction-

correction loop. The prediction step updatesbt|t−1 = T(0)bt−1|t−1

Qt|t−1 = T(0)Qt−1|t−1(T
(0))T + H̃(0),

where T(0) and H̃(0) correspond to T and H̃ plugging in the current values of Ξ(0). In the

correction step, we denote Ft = Qt|t−1(BtΘ
(0)S)T{(BtΘ

(0)S)Qt|t−1(BtΘ
(0)S)T + σ2(0)Int}−1

as the Kalman gain matrix, and updatebt|t = bt|t−1 + Ft{zt −Btθ
(0)
b (θ(0)

c )Tct −BtΘ
(0)Sbt|t−1}

Qt|t = Qt|t−1 − Ft(BtΘ
(0)S)Qt|t−1,

where Θ(0), σ2(0), θ
(0)
b , and θ(0)

c correspond to the current values of Θ, σ2, θb, and θc,

respectively. For the initialization, we adopt the commonly used non-informative values

that b0|0 = 0 and Q0|0 = 0.

Next, we apply Kalman smoother recursion to obtain b̂t and Vt, t = n−1, . . . , 1, through

the updating formula, b̂t = bt|t + Lt(b̂t+1 − bt+1|t)

Vt = Qt|t + Lt(Vt+1 −Qt+1|t)L
T
t ,

where Lt = Qt|t(T
(0))TQ−1

t+1|t with the initial values b̂n = bn|n and Vn = Qn|n due to their

definitions.

We remark that the conditional expectations in the E-step can be calculated using the

Kalman filter and smoother even when there are no observations at some time points; see,

e.g., Cipra and Romera (1997).

The M-step. In the M-step, we find the minimizer of Q(Ξ|Ξ(0)) in (13). The explicit form

of minimizer is usually difficult to derive. Note that in (13), the parameters, θb,θc,Θ,K, σ2,

and {σ2
j}Jj=1, are separated. Thus, alternatively, we use block-wise optimization and discuss

the updating rules for each parameter when the others are fixed at the current values of Ξ(0).

11



The optimization problem with respect to θb ∈ Rnb in (13) is equivalent to minimizing

(θb −m)TA(θb −m), with the constraint that θT
b θb = 1, wherem =

{∑n
t=1(θ

(0)T
c ct)

2BT
t Bt + σ2(0)λµsΓ

}−1∑n
t=1(θ

(0)T
c ct)B

T
t (zt −BtΘ

(0)α̂t)

A =
∑n

t=1(θ
(0)T
c ct)

2BT
t Bt + σ2(0)λµsΓ.

By treating the sphere of θb as an embedded sub-manifold of the nb-dimensional Euclidean

space, θb can be updated using the gradient decent algorithm on a sub-manifold (Absil et al.,

2009). Algorithm S.1 C.1 in Section C.1 of Appendices specializes our implementation for

using the gradient decent algorithm on the sphere sub-manifold.

We propose to update θc, σ
2, and σ2

j , j = 1, . . . , J , by setting the corresponding block-

wise derivatives to be zero. To be specific, by taking derivative of (13) with respect to θc

and setting it to zero, we update θc by

θ̂c =

{ n∑
t=1

(Btθ̂bc
T
t )

T(Btθ̂bc
T
t ) + σ2(0)λµtP

}−1 n∑
t=1

(Btθ̂bc
T
t )

T(zt −BtΘ
(0)α̂t).

Analogously, the updating formula for σ2 is

σ̂2 =
1∑n

t=1 nt

n∑
t=1

{
(zt −Btθ̂bθ̂

T

c ct −BtΘ
(0)α̂t)

T(zt −Btθ̂bθ̂
T

c ct −BtΘ
(0)α̂t)

+ tr(BtΘ
(0)Σ̂tΘ

(0)TBT
t )
}
,

and the updating formula for σ2
j is σ̂2

j = Ŝj(k
(0)
j )/n, j = 1, . . . , J , where Ŝj(k

(0)
j ) is as (12)

with k
(0)
j (the j-th column of K(0)) plugged in.

For Θ, we first update the columns of Θ = (θ1, . . . ,θJ) sequentially. Minimizing (13)

with respect to θj is equivalent to minimizing

n∑
t=1

∥∥∥∥∥zt −Btθ̂bθ̂
T

c ct −
∑
j′ ̸=j

Btθj′α̂j′,t −Btθjα̂j,t

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+
n∑

t=1

tr(BtΘΣ̂tΘ
TBT

t ) + σ̂2λpcθ
T
j Γθj,

which has an analytical form

θ̂j =

{ n∑
t=1

(α̂2
j,t+Σ̂t,jj)B

T
t Bt+σ̂2λpcΓ

}−1

·
n∑

t=1

BT
t

{
(zt−Btθ̂bθ̂

T

c ct)α̂j,t−
∑
j′ ̸=j

(α̂j′,tα̂j,t+Σ̂t,j′j)Btθ̂j′

}
.

To guarantee the orthonormality of Θ̂, we utilize the spectral decomposition of Θ̂ĤJΘ̂
T
,

where ĤJ = diag(σ̂2
1, . . . , σ̂

2
J). In particular, let Θ̂ĤJΘ̂

T
= Q̃D̃Q̃T, where Q̃ is orthonormal
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and D̃ is a diagonal matrix with decreasing diagonal elements. We then replace Θ̂ and ĤJ by

Q̃ and D̃, respectively. Furthermore, we replace α̂t with Q̃TΘ̂α̂t, and such transformation

preserves the variance of Θ̂α̂t.

Finally, we aim to minimize (13) with respect to K, which is equivalent to minimizing

J∑
j=1

{
− log |Mj|+

1

σ̂2
j

Ŝj(kj)

}
, (15)

where Mj is the precision matrix of (αj,1/σj, . . . , αj,p/σj)
T and Ŝj(kj) is given in (12). Note

that the value of log |Mj| is invariant with the change of sample size n, while the sec-

ond term in (15) is n-dependent. To simplify the computation, we use the second term∑J
j=1

{
(1/σ̂2

j )Ŝj(kj)
}
to approximate (15). Since Ŝj(kj) = (1,kT

j )D̂j(1,k
T
j )

T has a quadratic

form with respect to kj, using the weighted least squares, we can update K column-wise as

k̂j =
(
D̂pj

)−1
d̂j, j = 1, . . . , J , where d̂j = (D̂1,2,j, . . . , D̂1,p+1,j)

T and D̂pj is the bottom right

p× p major submatrix of D̂j.

3.3 Model Selection

The general guideline for constructing a triangulation is that we should avoid having triangles

with a very small interior angle and that there is no triangle that contains no data point when

the observed locations from all time points are pooled together. We refer to Chapter 4 of

Lai and Schumaker (2007) for a detailed discussion of the triangulation. When the penalized

spline method is used, the number of basis functions is not crucial in many applications as

long as it is moderately large, since the roughness penalty helps regularize the estimation and

prevent overfitting (Ruppert et al., 2003). Furthermore, the smoothness of the 2-dimensional

basis functions b(x, y) is determined by the order d of polynomials and the order r of the

smoothness parameter on the connected edges of triangles. Practically, these two orders can

also be given by the users based on the prior knowledge of the data. The number of PCs is

determined by the empirical proportion of variances of temporal FPC scores. The order p

of auto-regressive model for the latent variables can be selected using a data-driven criteria

like Akaike information criteria (AIC, Akaike, 1974) or Bayesian information criteria (BIC,

13



Schwarz, 1978), such that p minimizes

J∑
j=1

{
n log σ̂2

j +
1

σ̂2
j

Ŝj(k̂j)

}
+ 2p or

J∑
j=1

{
n log σ̂2

j +
1

σ̂2
j

Ŝj(k̂j)

}
+ log(n)p.

The regularization parameters λµs , λµt , and λpc can be determined by minimizing the value

of K-fold leave-location-out cross validation (CV), where the sample locations at each time

point are randomly split into K equal-sized subsets. Nevertheless, since there are three

regularization parameters, the classical full grid-search will be impractical due to high com-

putational cost. Alternatively, we propose to use the simplex method (Nelder and Mead,

1965) to find the local optima. The overall selection procedure for the regularization parame-

ters (λµs , λµt , λpc) contains two steps. In the first step, we assign a few number of grid points

sparse enough to cover a wide range of regularization parameters, and apply the K-fold CV

to determine the best candidate according to the crossed predictive errors. Afterwards, we

treat the selected point as the initial value and use the simplex method to obtain the final

selected regularization parameters with local optimality.

4 Simulation Study

In this section, we used a simulation study to compare the performance of the proposed

serially correlated functional principal component (sFPC) model with that of the multivariate

model (mFPC) in Zhou and Pan (2014a) where the serial correlation is not considered.

For the simulation experiment, the irregular domain Ω was set to be a 2× 2 square with

a hole of 1× 1 square in the middle, as shown in Figure 2. We generated data Zt(x, y) on Ω

according to models (4) and (5) with J = 2 principal components and order of the AR model

p = 2. The mean function, µt(x, y) = µ1(x, y)µ2(t), and the principal component functions

are given as follows,

µ1(x, y) = 5
{
exp

(√
0.1x2 + 0.2y

)
+ exp

(
−
√

0.1x2 + 0.2y
)}

,

µ2(t) = cos(2πt/12) + t/n or µ2(t) = 1,

ϕ1(x, y) = 0.8578 sin(x2 + 0.5y2),

ϕ2(x, y) = 0.8721 sin(0.3x2 + 0.6y2)− 0.2988 sin(x2 + 0.5y2).
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Note that the principal component functions are orthonormal such that
∫
Ω
ϕ2
1(x, y)dxdy = 1,∫

Ω
ϕ2
2(x, y)dxdy = 1, and

∫
Ω
ϕ1(x, y)ϕ2(x, y)dxdy = 0.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.
0

0.
5

1.
0

1.
5

2.
0

x

y

Figure 2: Domain Ω (with gray color) and its triangulation.

In the simulation study, we considered four setups: i) µ2(t) = cos(2πt/12) + t/n with

AR(2) coefficients k1,1 = k1,2 = 0.8 and k2,1 = k2,2 = 0.1; ii) µ2(t) = cos(2πt/12) + t/n

with AR(2) coefficients k1,1 = k1,2 = k2,1 = k2,2 = 0; iii) µ2(t) = 1 with AR(2) coefficients

k1,1 = k1,2 = 0.8 and k2,1 = k2,2 = 0.1; iv) µ2(t) = 1 with AR(2) coefficients k1,1 = k1,2 =

k2,1 = k2,2 = 0. Note that in setups (ii) and (iv), the AR(2) model degenerates to a white

noise model such that FPC scores are independent. In each setup, we used two levels of

variances: σ2 = 1, (σ2
1, σ

2
2) = (1, 0.1); or σ2 = 0.1, (σ2

1, σ
2
2) = (0.1, 0.01). To simulate a

data set, we set the number of time points n = 500. At each time t, t = 1, · · · , 500, the

number of observed locations was drawn from {50, 51, . . . , 60} uniformly and each location

was randomly drawn from a uniform distribution on the irregular domain. We ran the

simulation 100 times for each combination of the four setups and the two levels of variances.

Both the proposed sFPC model and the mFPC model were applied on each simulated data.

For both sFPC and mFPC models, on the spatial domain Ω, we used the same triangula-

tion shown in Figure 2. The bivariate basis functions were constructed from Bernstein basis

polynomials with d = 3 (cubic order splines) and r = 1 (continuous first derivative across

the connected edges), same as that in Zhou and Pan (2014b). See Section B of Appendices

for details on basis construction.

On the time domain, to estimate µ2(t) with sFPC model, we used 14 basis functions,
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setup σ2, (σ2
1, σ

2
2) Model PA MIAE µt(x, y) MIAE Zt(x, y)

sFPC 4.6283 (0.0759) 0.1001 (0.0052) 0.1388 (0.0003)
1.0, (1.0, 0.1)

mFPC 6.6644 (0.2103) 0.2223 (0.0068) 0.1833 (0.0010)

sFPC 4.6259 (0.0756) 0.0324 (0.0017) 0.0436 (0.0001)
i)

0.1, (0.1, 0.01)
mFPC 6.9333 (0.2605) 0.0771 (0.0027) 0.0585 (0.0003)

sFPC 9.6592 (0.1411) 0.0376 (0.0009) 0.1384 (0.0003)
1.0, (1.0, 0.1)

mFPC 9.7682 (0.1659) 0.0713 (0.0009) 0.1498 (0.0003)

sFPC 9.7135 (0.1419) 0.0126 (0.0003) 0.0439 (0.0001)
ii)

0.1, (0.1, 0.01)
mFPC 11.908 (0.5291) 0.0264 (0.0003) 0.0487 (0.0002)

sFPC 6.9663 (0.0872) 0.1052 (0.0045) 0.1418 (0.0003)
1.0, (1.0, 0.1)

mFPC 7.0707 (0.0884) 0.0851 (0.0045) 0.1538 (0.0003)

sFPC 4.5682 (0.0751) 0.0414 (0.0024) 0.0430 (0.0001)
iii)

0.1, (0.1, 0.01)
mFPC 4.6599 (0.0771) 0.0502 (0.0030) 0.0473 (0.0001)

sFPC 13.593 (0.1100) 0.0316 (0.0012) 0.1430 (0.0003)
1.0, (1.0, 0.1)

mFPC 13.582 (0.1092) 0.0302 (0.0010) 0.1425 (0.0003)

sFPC 8.9945 (0.1497) 0.0110 (0.0004) 0.0434 (0.0001)
iv)

0.1, (0.1, 0.01)
mFPC 8.9911 (0.1494) 0.0110 (0.0004) 0.0433 (0.0001)

Table 1: The means and standard errors of PAs and MIAEs for the mean function µt(x, y)

and the stochastic surface Zt(x, y). The results are based on 100 simulation runs.

including cubic polynomial to model the trend and Fourier basis functions sin(2kπt/12),

cos(2kπt/12), k = 1, · · · , 5, to model the seasonality.

Since the mFPC model assumes a constant mean function over t, to apply the mFPC

model in setups i) and ii), we took a two-step approach: 1) estimated the mean function

µt(x, y) through basis expansion, and 2) fit the residuals with the mFPC model. To con-

struct the basis functions in step 1), we first ignored the location effect and constructed an

estimate of overall time effect, denoted as ν̃(t), by regressing the data on the 14 time do-

main basis functions as that used in sFPC model. Next we generated the basis functions by

multiplying ν̃(t) with the bivariate basis functions on spatial domain Ω and for the estimate

of µ1(x, y)µ2(t) followed by regressing data on these basis functions. In setups iii) and iv)

mFPC models were directly applied on the simulated data since the true mean function is
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constant over t, which meets the assumption of the mFPC model.

For simplicity, to fit the models in our simulation study, the number of PCs and the

order of AR were chosen to be the same as the true ones. We selected the three penalty

parameters (λµs , λµt , λpc) by minimizing the value of 5-fold leave-location-out CV with the

simplex method as described in Section 3.3.

To quantitatively measure the performance of the estimation of the mean function and

the stochastic surfaces, we use the mean integrated absolute errors (MIAE) defined as

1

n

n∑
t=1

∫
Ω

|µt(x, y)− µ̂t(x, y)|dxdy and
1

n

n∑
t=1

∫
Ω

|Zt(x, y)− Ẑt(x, y)|dxdy,

where each integration is evaluated as a scaled sum over 1976 grid points distributed evenly

on the spatial domain (the grid points are 51× 51 points evenly distributed on the rectangle

with those in the hole been removed).

Since the principal component functions are restrictive to be unit norm and can only be

identified up to a sign change (±1), we used the principal angle (PA) to evaluate the per-

formance of the estimations of the principal component functions. The principal angle (PA)

was calculated as follows: We first evaluated the principal component functions on 1976 grid

points evenly distributed over the domain and obtained two matrices V̂ and V, correspond-

ing to the estimated and the true principal component functions. We then computed the

principal angle as angle = cos−1(ρ) × 180/π where ρ is the minimum singular value of the

matrix QT
V̂
QV with QV̂ and QV being the orthonormal matrices of the QR decomposition

of V̂ and V, respectively (Golub and Van Loan, 2013).

The averages and standard errors of MIAEs of the mean function µt(x, y) and stochastic

surfaces zt(x, y), and PAs of the principal component functions from 100 simulation runs

are summarized in Table 1. It is clear from this table that the sFPC method respectively

reduces MIAE of the mean function and stochastic surfaces by 55%–58% and by 24%–26%

compared with the mFPC method in setup i), while the improvement of the sFPC model

on the estimation accuracy of principal component functions is around 30%–33% in terms

of PA. In setup ii), the improvement of sFPC can be observed on the estimation of mean

function and principal component functions with 47%–52% MIAE reduction and 1%–18%

PA reduction, respectively. The outperformance of the sFPC model over the mFPC model

in the estimation of stochastic surfaces is mild with 8%–10% less MIAE. This is not surprised

17



since setup ii) assumes nonexistence of serial correlations between the FPC scores which is

in favor of mFPC. In setup iii), the sFPC method has respectively 17% less and 24% more

MIAE of estimating the mean function in two levels of variances, because we set µ2(t) = 1

in this setup which meets the assumption of the mFPC model on time effect while the sFPC

model estimates this constant µ2(t) with a nonparametric method. However, compared with

the mFPC method, the sFPC method still improves 8%–9% in the estimation of stochastic

surfaces and reduces about 2% in PA. In setup iv), where the true model is in favor of

mFPC, the two models have similar results in the estimation of mean function, principal

components, and stochastic surfaces.

5 Texas Temperature Data Analysis

In this section, we apply the proposed model to study the climate change of Texas by analyz-

ing Texas temperature data downloaded from United States Historical Climatology Network,

Version 2.5 (USHCN v2.5, https://cdiac.ess-dive.lbl.gov/epubs/ndp/ushcn/ushcn.

html). The data set consists of monthly average temperatures from January 1915 to Decem-

ber 2014 recorded by 49 weather stations located in Texas. The locations of these weather

stations are shown in Figure 3.

With an area of 696,200 km2, Texas has diverse physical geography and climate types.

In general, in the eastern half of Texas, where lie the Gulf Coastal Plains and the North

Central Plains, the climate is humid subtropical; in the western half, where lie the deserts

and tall mountains, climate is semi-arid. Due to various reasons, 6.82% of the data are

missing. In particular, only 3 stations have complete records while 13 stations miss more

than 120 months of data. There is no clear pattern in the missing of the data.

Let Wt(x, y) denote the raw data at location (x, y) and time t. Before applying the

proposed sFPC model, we first estimated the location and time main effects by fitting

a nonparametric regression for the raw data, i.e., Wt(x, y) = µ(x, y) + ν(t) + ϵt(x, y) =

b(x, y)Tθµ+c(t)Tθν+ϵt(x, y), where b(x, y) and c(t) are basis functions on the location and

time domains. To be specific, the bivariate basis functions b(x, y) were constructed from

the Bernstein polynomials with d = 3 and r = 1 on the triangulation shown in Figure 3.

This triangulation, also used in Zhou and Pan (2014b), covers the irregular domain of Texas

18

https://cdiac.ess-dive.lbl.gov/epubs/ndp/ushcn/ushcn.html
https://cdiac.ess-dive.lbl.gov/epubs/ndp/ushcn/ushcn.html


with at least one weather station in each triangle. On the time domain, considering the sea-

sonal effect and the climate change over time, we constructed the temporal basis functions

c(t) = {c1(t)T, c2(t)T}T where c1(t) are cubic splines with three interior knots at Decem-

ber of 1940, 1965, and 1990, to fit the trend, and c2(t) are Fourier functions sin(2kπt/12),

cos(2kπt/12), k = 1, · · · , 5, to fit the seasonal effect. The penalized least squares approach

was applied to estimate the parameters, and the penalty parameters were selected by 5-fold

leave-location-out CV, where the sample locations at each time point are randomly split

into K equal-sized subsets. Let θ̂µ and θ̂ν be the estimates of θµ and θν , respectively.

The estimated location and time main effects are, respectively, µ̂(x, y) = b(x, y)Tθ̂µ and

ν̂(t) = c(t)Tθ̂ν . Next we subtracted the estimated main effects from the raw data and

obtained the demeaned data Zt(x, y) = Wt(x, y)− µ̂(x, y)− ν̂(t).
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Figure 3: Triangulation used in the application to the Texas temperature data analysis.

Following the sFPC method, Zt(x, y) were fitted with model (8) using the same basis

functions b(x, y) and c(t) as described in the previous paragraph. As discussed in Sec-

tion 3.3, we used J = 3 principal components after checking the empirical proportions of

variances of temporal FPC scores and set the order of auto-regressive model to be p = 4

which minimized the AIC. The three penalty parameters λµs , λµt , and λpc were selected by

5-fold leave-location-out CV with simplex method as described in Section 3.3. We also fit-

ted Zt(x, y) with the mFPC method in Zhou and Pan (2014a) for comparison. The mean

absolute errors (MAEs) of the (in-sample) residuals for each month from both methods,

presented in Table 2, are similar such that the MAEs of the sFPC method are 94% to 104%
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of those of the mFPC method. However, the CV errors of sFPC and mFPC are respectively

CVsFPC = 0.5679 and CVmFPC = 1.999. The smaller CV error of the proposed sFPC method

demonstrates its better predictive performance on this real data.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

sFPC 0.551 0.563 0.584 0.550 0.522 0.533 0.512 0.522 0.517 0.499 0.510 0.523

mFPC 0.571 0.568 0.560 0.570 0.536 0.548 0.520 0.525 0.517 0.509 0.526 0.556

Table 2: The MAEs of the residuals for each month from the sFPC and mFPC methods.

−105 −100 −95

26
28

30
32

34
36

Location of Cities

Longitude

La
tit

ud
e

El Paso

Houston

Dallas

Austin

Distance to Ocean
     (Unit: Mile)
Austin: 152
Dallas: 270
El Paso: 660
Houston: 47 16

17
18

19
20

21

Trend

1

Time
1915 1965 2014

−
15

−
10

−
5

0
5

10
15

Seasonal Effects

1

Month
Jan Jul Dec

Figure 4: Left: The locations of Austin, Dallas, El Paso, and Houston in Texas, and their

distances to ocean. Middle: The estimated trends between January 1915 and December 2014

by two methods. Right: The estimated seasonal effects by two methods. In the middle and

right panels, the solid and dashed lines correspond to the estimated results using the sFPC

and mFPC methods, respectively, and colors correspond to cities in the left panel.

Denote θν = {θT
ν1,θ

T
ν2}T and θc = {θT

c1,θ
T
c2}T, where θν1 and θc1 correspond to basis

functions c1(t), and θν2 and θc2 correspond to basis functions c2(t). At Texas location (x, y)

and time t between January 1915 December 2014, the estimated mean function µ̂(x, y)+ν̂(t)+

µ̂1(x, y)µ̂2(t) by the sFPC method can be further decomposed as the estimated trend µ̂(x, y)+

c1(t)
Tθ̂ν1 + µ̂1(x, y)c1(t)

Tθ̂c1 and the estimated seasonal effect c2(t)
Tθ̂ν2 + µ̂1(x, y)c2(t)

Tθ̂c2.

Figure 4 depicts the estimated trend and seasonal effects of Austin, Dallas, El Paso, and

Houston between January 1915 and December 2014 as the solid lines for sFPC. It can be

seen that all four cities have similar patterns in trend and seasonality. The temperatures are

related to both latitude and altitude while the seasonal variation grows as the distance to
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the ocean increases. Similarly, we decomposed the estimated mean function by the mFPC

method to the trend and seasonal effects, and depicted in Figure 4 as the dashed lines.

To show the main patterns of location variation estimated from the sFPC and mFPC

method, we depict the heatmaps of the estimated 2-dimensional principal component func-

tions (surfaces) with contours in Figure 5. From both methods, the first estimated principal

component surface varies has little variation over Texas, except in the area to the west of

longitude −104◦, which may be an artifact due to the scarcity of the weather stations in that

region. For the sFPC method, the contour lines of the second estimated principal compo-

nent surface are roughly parallel to the latitude, and those of the third estimated principal

component surface are roughly parallel to the longitude, which may be due to the changes

in altitude. For the mFPC method, the contour lines of the second estimated principal com-

ponent surface may be affected by the Gulf of Mexico and North Central Plains, while the

third estimated principal component surface is similar to that of sFPC. We further used a

semi-parametric bootstrap method to quantify the uncertainties of estimated PC functions.

See Section D of Appendices for the detailed procedure and the plots of bootstrap standard

deviation surfaces.

We also compared the performance of short-term forecasting between sFPC and mFPC

models by fitting models using data from 1915 to 2013 and predicting monthly average

temperatures on year 2014. For both sFPC and mFPC, we fitted the data by following

the same procedure as described in the previous paragraphs and used the same number of

principal components (J = 3) and the order of AR model (p = 4). To predict the monthly

temperature in 2014 with the sFPC model, we extrapolated the basis functions on the time

domain for the mean functions and predicted the PC scores based on the fitted AR model.

With the mFPC model, we used the estimated mean temperatures as the predicted values.

Mean absolute prediction errors (MAPEs) of the 49 weather stations for the 12 months in

2014 are shown in Table 3. Compared with the mFPC method, the sFPC method reduces

the MAPEs of the prediction error by 2%–39%, except in October where the sFPC method

slightly increases the MAPE by 3%.
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Figure 5: The first three estimated principal component functions using two methods for the

real data analysis. The first and second rows respectively correspond to the sFPC and mFPC

models. From left to right are the first, second, and third estimated principal component

functions, respectively.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

sFPC 1.43 1.50 1.75 0.64 1.02 1.01 0.78 0.80 0.75 1.80 2.50 1.53

mFPC 1.74 1.80 1.88 0.74 1.25 1.37 1.27 1.11 0.82 1.74 2.55 1.60

Table 3: The mean absolute prediction errors of two methods for January–December, 2014.

6 Summary and Discussion

In this paper, we have proposed a novel approach, named sFPC, to analyze 2-dimensional

functional data with serial correlations. In order to characterize the location and temporal

effects of data, the bivariate splines on triangles and AR models on the latent FPC scores

are jointly used. An EM algorithm is developed with the Kalman filter and smoother to

calculate the expected values in E-step. With the latent AR models and EM algorithm, the

proposed sFPC method can handle sparsity and irregularity on the surface domain, as well
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as missing observations on the time domain. A simulation study and a real data analysis

demonstrate that the sFPC method outperforms the mFPC method where the independence

of the latent scores are assumed.

One limitation of the current model is that all noises are assumed to follow the Gaussian

distribution. However, this assumption is often violated in many real problems. Thus one

future research topic is to generalize our method by replacing the Gaussian distribution with

other distributions such as the exponential family of distributions. Moreover, it is restrictive

to assume that the latent FPC scores of each principal component follow a stationary AR(p)

process. It is of interest to extend our method by considering a more general model where

the latent FPC scores follow an ARIMA process, which can be non-stationary.
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Appendices

A Derivation of the Complete Data Log Likelihood

Treating the random effects αi’s as the latent variables, the negative twice log likelihood is

−2lc(Ξ; {zt}nt=1, {αt}nt=1) = −2 log p(z1, . . . , zn,α1, . . . ,αn).

The joint probability p(z1, . . . , zn,α1, . . . ,αn) can be decomposed into the multiple of

the probability density p(α1, . . . ,αn) and the likelihood of observations given the latent

variables, i.e., p(z1, . . . , zn|α1, . . . ,αn). Thus, the negative twice log likelihood can be written

as

−2 log p(z1, . . . , zn,α1, . . . ,αn)

= −2 log p(α1, . . . ,αn)− 2 log p(z1, . . . , zn|α1, . . . ,αn),
(A.1)

The AR(p) time structure indicates that the first part in (A.1) can be decomposed as the joint
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density of initial states α1, . . . ,αp and the later states αt|αt−1, . . . ,αt−p for t = p+1, . . . , n

−2 log p(α1, . . . ,αn) = −2 log p(α1, . . . ,αp)− 2 log p(αp+1, . . . ,αn|α1, . . . ,αp)

= −2 log p(α1, . . . ,αp)− 2
n∑

t=p+1

log p(αt|αt−1, . . . ,αt−p).
(A.2)

The second term of (A.2) has the explicit expression as

− 2
n∑

t=p+1

log p(αt|αt−1, . . . ,αt−p)

=
J∑

j=1

n∑
t=p+1

{
log σ2

j +
1

σ2
j

(αj,t − k1,jαj,t−1 − · · · − kp,jαj,t−p)
2

}
,

which comes from the conditional probability αt|αt−1, . . . ,αt−p ∼ N(
∑p

i=1 Kiαt−i,HJ),

where Ki = diag(ki,1, . . . , ki,J), i = 1, . . . , p. According to Box et al. (2015), the first term

of (A.2) can be derived as

−2 log p(α1, . . . ,αp) = −2
J∑

j=1

log p(αj,1, . . . , αj,p)

=
J∑

j=1

{
p log σ2

j − log |Mj|+
1

σ2
j

Spj(kj)

}
,

where Mj is the precision matrix of (αj,1/σj, . . . , αj,p/σj)
T such that

Mj =


γ0,j γ1,j . . . γp−1,j

γ1,j γ0,j . . . γp−2,j

...
...

. . .
...

γp−1,j γp−2,j . . . γ0,j



−1

∈ Rp×p (A.3)

with γi,j = E(αj,1+iαj,1)/σ
2
j = E(αj,1αj,1+i)/σ

2
j , i = 0, . . . , p− 1 and j = 1, . . . , J (depending

on kj = (k1,j, . . . , kp,j)
T); and Spj(kj) = α̃T

j Mjα̃j is the residual sum of squares with α̃j =

(αj,1, . . . , αj,p)
T. Therefore, the first part of (A.1) is

−2 log p(α1, . . . ,αn) =
J∑

j=1

{
n log σ2

j − log |Mj|+
1

σ2
j

Sj(kj)

}
,

where the total residual sum of squares is

Sj(kj) = Spj(kj) +
n∑

t=p+1

(αj,t − k1,jαj,t−1 − · · · − kp,jαj,t−p)
2 = (1,kT

j )
TDj(1,k

T
j ),
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with

Dj =


D1,1,j −D1,2,j −D1,3,j . . . −D1,p+1,j

−D1,2,j D2,2,j D2,3,j . . . D2,p+1,j

...
...

...
...

−D1,p+1,j D2,p+1,j D3,p+1,j . . . Dp+1,p+1,j

 ,

and the (i, k)-th element Di,k,j = Dk,i,j = αj,iαj,k +αj,i+1αj,k+1 + · · ·+αj,n+1−kαj,n+1−i. Fur-

ther details can be referred to Appendix A7.4 of Box et al. (2015). Following the relationship

between observed variables zt and latent variables αt, the second part of the complete data

log likelihood (A.1), i.e., the likelihood of the observed data given latent variables can be

written as

− 2 log{p(z1, . . . , zn|α1, . . . ,αn)}

= −2
n∑

t=1

log p(zt|αt)

=
n∑

t=1

nt log σ
2 +

1

σ2

n∑
t=1

(zt −Btθbθ
T
c ct −BtΘαt)

T(zt −Btθbθ
T
c ct −BtΘαt).

Hence the complete data log likelihood can be written as in (9) of the main paper.

B Bivariate Spline Basis Functions on a Triangulation

In this section, we discuss the construction of the 2-dimensional orthonormal basis function

b(x, y). One trivial choice is the tensor-product B spline basis functions, i.e., b(x, y) =

b1(x)⊗b2(y). However, the tensor-product B spline basis functions will cause two problems:

(1) the computational cost is usually expensive due to a large number of tensor-product

basis functions; and (2) this basis can only used in regular regions like a rectangle. To

overcome these challenges, we alternatively introduce the bivariate Bernstein polynomials

on triangulations. Lai and Schumaker (2007) presented the mathematical properties of the

bivariate spline. Zhou and Pan (2014a) applied such bivariate splines into their mFPC model.

Due to the great approximation properties of Bernstein polynomials (Liu et al., 2016), there

emerged many applications in spatial statistical models (Yu et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020a).

Figure 2 and Figure 3 of the main paper depict the triangulation examples that will be used

in our simulation study and Texas temperature data analysis. As we can see, unlike the
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commonly used tensor product of univariate basis functions, this bivariate basis can easily

handle the irregular shapes on R2.

Denote δ as a triangle, which has the counter-wise vertices (v1,v2,v3). Then for any

point v ∈ R2, there is a unique representation in the form v = b1v1+ b2v2+ b3v3. The three

coefficients (b1, b2, b3) are called the barycentric coordinates of v with respect to the triangle

δ. Given a non-negative integer d and for any i, j, k such that i + j + k = d, the Bernstein

polynomials of degree d relative to triangle δ are defined as

Bd
ijk(v) =

d!

i!j!k!
bi1b

j
2b

k
3.

Let Pd(δ) be the space of polynomials defined on the triangle δ with degree d. Then the

Bernstein polynomials Bd
ijk, i + j + k = d, form a basis for Pd(δ). That is, for any function

s ∈ Pd(δ), we have

s(v) =
∑

i+j+k=d

γijkB
d
ijk(v).

For an irregular domain, we can construct a triangulation ∆ = {δ1, . . . , δM} whose union

covers the irregular region Ω (see, for example, Lai and Schumaker, 2007). We construct

the Bernstein polynomial basis functions with respect to each δi, and the collection of all

such polynomials form a basis for Pd(∆), the space of continuous piecewise polynomials of

degree d on ∆. With additional smoothness conditions that the derivatives up to r degrees

are continuous, the bivariate basis functions can be constructed accordingly. The details of

imposing such smoothness condition and applying the Gram-Schmidt procedure to ensure the

orthonormal condition of the basis functions b(x, y) are referred to Zhou and Pan (2014b).

C Details of the M-step

In the M-step, we find the minimizer of Q(Ξ|Ξ(0)) in (13) of the main paper. Note that in

(13), the parameters, θb,θc,Θ,K, σ2, and {σ2
j}Jj=1, are separated. Thus, we propose to use

block-wise optimization, i.e., in each iteration, we update each parameter with the others

fixed at the current values.
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C.1 Updating θb

Recall that updating θb is equivalent to finding the minimizer of the following objective

function:

f(θb) = (θb −m)TA(θb −m), (C.1)

with the constraint that θT
b θb = 1, where

m =

{ n∑
t=1

(θ(0)T
c ct)

2BT
t Bt + σ2(0)λµsΓ

}−1 n∑
t=1

(θ(0)T
c ct)B

T
t (zt −BtΘ

(0)α̂t)

and

A =
n∑

t=1

(θ(0)T
c ct)

2BT
t Bt + σ2(0)λµsΓ.

We propose to use the gradient descent algorithm on sphere sub-manifold to obtain the

minimizer of (C.1). The gradient descent algorithm for a sub-manifold includes four iterative

steps:

i calculate the negative gradient of the objective function in the Euclidean space without

any constraint;

ii project the obtained negative gradient function onto the tangent space of manifold;

iii evaluate the updating value along the direction of the projected negative gradient in

step ii with a given step size;

iv retract the calculated value in step iii back to the manifold structure.

The step size in the above step iii can be determined using the Armijo backtracking method

(see, for example, Chapter 4.2 of Absil et al., 2009).

Beginning with a given initial value θ̂
(0)

b , we update θ̂
(k)

b from θ̂
(k−1)

b at the k-th iteration,

k = 1, 2, . . . , until the convergence condition is satisfied. To be specific, at the k-th iteration,

we first calculate the negative gradient of the objective function in (C.1), which is explicit

as

−∂f(θb)

∂θb

= −2A(θb −m).

Let ηk denote the projected negative gradient function on the tangent space of sphere.

According to Absil et al. (2009), it can be shown that

ηk = Proj

{
− ∂f(θb)

∂θb

}
= −2

{
A(θ̂

(k−1)

b −m)− θ̂
(k−1)

b

(
θ̂
(k−1)

b

)T
A(θ̂

(k−1)

b −m)
}
.
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Algorithm C.1 Gradient decent algorithm to update θb.

Require: Scalars β, γ ∈ (0, 1) and initialization θ̂
(0)

b .

for k = 1, 2, . . . do

i) Compute ηk = −2
{
A(θ̂

(k−1)

b −m)− θ̂
(k−1)

b

(
θ̂
(k−1)

b

)T
A(θ̂

(k−1)

b −m)
}
.

ii) Find the smallest integer n ≥ 0 such that f{R
θ̂
(k−1)
b

(βnηk)} ≤ f(θ̂
(k−1)

b )− γβnηT
kηk,

where R
θ̂
(k−1)
b

(βnηk) = (θ̂
(k−1)

b + βnηk)
/
∥θ̂

(k−1)

b + βnηk∥.

iii) θ̂
(k)

b = R
θ̂
(k−1)
b

(βnηk).

iv) Repeat until ∥θ̂
(k)

b − θ̂
(k−1)

b ∥ is small enough.

end for

return θ̂b = θ̂
(k)

b .

Afterwards we evaluate the updating value along the direction of the projected negative

gradient ηk with the step size determined by the Armijo backtracking method (see, for

example, Chapter 4.2 of Absil et al., 2009). In particular, we let β, γ ∈ (0, 1) be some pre-

given parameters and Armijo backtracking method parametrizes the step size as βn with

n ≥ 0. The exponent n ≥ 0 is the smallest integer such that

f{R
θ̂
(k−1)
b

(βnηk)} ≤ f(θ̂
(k−1)

b )− γβn∥ηk∥22

is satisfied, where R
θ̂
(k−1)
b

(·) is the retraction function. For sphere, the retraction function

can be chosen as the normalization (Absil et al., 2009), i.e.,

R
θ̂
(k−1)
b

(βnηk) =
θ̂
(k−1)

b + βnηk

∥θ̂
(k−1)

b + βnηk∥
.

Finally, after determining n, we retract θ̂
(k−1)

b +βnηk back to the sphere as the updated k-th

iteration, i.e.,

θ̂
(k)

b = R
θ̂
(k−1)
b

(βnηk).

The above discussion leads to Algorithm C.1 to summarize the gradient decent method

on the sphere sub-manifold.
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C.2 Updating θc

For θc, the corresponding objective function that we need to minimize is

1

σ2(0)

n∑
t=1

(zt −Btθ̂bθ
T
c ct −BtΘ

(0)α̂t)
T(zt −Btθ̂bθ

T
c ct −BtΘ

(0)α̂t) + λµtθ
T
c Pθc.

We take the first derivative of the above objective function with respect to θc to obtain

2

σ2(0)

n∑
t=1

(Btθ̂bc
T
t )

T(zt −Btθ̂bθ
T
c ct −BtΘ

(0)α̂t) + 2λµtPθc.

By setting the aforementioned display to zero, we thus can update θc as

θ̂c =

{ n∑
t=1

(Btθ̂bc
T
t )

T(Btθ̂bc
T
t ) + σ2(0)λµtP

}−1 n∑
t=1

(Btθ̂bc
T
t )

T(zt −BtΘ
(0)α̂t).

C.3 Updating σ2

For σ2, the corresponding objective function that we need to minimize is

1

σ2

n∑
t=1

{
(zt −Btθ̂bθ̂

T

c ct −BtΘ
(0)α̂t)

T(zt −Btθ̂bθ̂
T

c ct −BtΘ
(0)α̂t)

+ tr(BtΘ
(0)Σ̂tΘ

(0)TBT
t )
}
+

n∑
t=1

nt log σ
2.

We take the first derivative of the above objective function with respect to σ2 to obtain

− 1

(σ2)2

{
(zt −Btθ̂bθ̂

T

c ct −BtΘ
(0)α̂t)

T(zt −Btθ̂bθ̂
T

c ct −BtΘ
(0)α̂t)

+ tr(BtΘ
(0)Σ̂tΘ

(0)TBT
t )
}
+

1

σ2

n∑
t=1

nt,

By setting the aforementioned display to zero, we thus can update σ2 as

σ̂2 =
1∑n

t=1 nt

n∑
t=1

{
(zt −Btθ̂bθ̂

T

c ct −BtΘ
(0)α̂t)

T(zt −Btθ̂bθ̂
T

c ct −BtΘ
(0)α̂t)

+ tr(BtΘ
(0)Σ̂tΘ

(0)TBT
t )
}
.

C.4 Updating σ2
j

For σ2
j , the corresponding objective function that we need to minimize is

n log σ2
j +

1

σ2
j

Ŝj(k
(0)
j ).
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We take the first derivative of the above objective function with respect to σ2
j and set it to

zero to update σ2
j as σ̂2

j = Ŝj(k
(0)
j )/n, j = 1, . . . , J , where Ŝj(k

(0)
j ) is as (12) of the main

paper with k
(0)
j (the j-th column of K(0)) plugged in.

C.5 Updating Θ

For Θ, we first update the columns of Θ = (θ1, . . . ,θJ) sequentially. Updating θj is equiv-

alent to finding the minimizer of the following objective function:

n∑
t=1

∥∥∥zt −Btθ̂bθ̂
T

c ct −
∑
j′ ̸=j

Btθj′α̂j′,t −Btθjα̂j,t

∥∥∥2 + n∑
t=1

tr(BtΘΣ̂tΘ
TBT

t ) + σ̂2λpcθ
T
j Γθj

We take the first derivative of the above objective function with respect to θj to obtain

− 2
n∑

t=1

α̂j,tB
T
t

(
zt −Btθ̂bθ̂

T

c ct −
∑
j′ ̸=j

Btθj′α̂j′,t −Btθjα̂j,t

)

+ 2
n∑

t=1

(
Σ̂t,jjB

T
t Btθj + Σ̂t,j′jB

T
t Btθj′

)
+ 2σ̂2λpcΓθj.

By setting the aforementioned display to zero, we thus can update θj as

θ̂j =

{ n∑
t=1

(α̂2
j,t+Σ̂t,jj)B

T
t Bt+σ̂2λpcΓ

}−1 n∑
t=1

BT
t

{
(zt−Btθ̂bθ̂

T

c ct)α̂j,t−
∑
j′ ̸=j

(α̂j′,tα̂j,t+Σ̂t,j′j)Btθ̂j′

}
.

To guarantee the orthonormality of Θ̂, we utilize the spectral decomposition of Θ̂ĤJΘ̂
T
,

where ĤJ = diag(σ̂2
1, . . . , σ̂

2
J). In particular, let Θ̂ĤJΘ̂

T
= Q̃D̃Q̃T, where Q̃ is orthonormal

and D̃ is a diagonal matrix with decreasing diagonal elements. We then replace Θ̂ and ĤJ by

Q̃ and D̃, respectively. Furthermore, we replace α̂t with Q̃TΘ̂α̂t, and such transformation

preserves the variance of Θ̂α̂t.

C.6 Updating K

For K = (k1, . . . ,kJ), the corresponding objective function that we need to minimize is

J∑
j=1

{
− log |Mj|+

1

σ̂2
j

Ŝj(kj)

}
, (C.2)

where the form of Mj is given in (A.3) and Ŝj(kj) is presented in (12) of the main paper.

Note that the value of log |Mj| is invariant with the change of sample size n, while the
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second term in (C.2) is n-dependent. To simplify the computation, we use the second term∑J
j=1

{
(1/σ̂2

j )Ŝj(kj)
}
to approximate (C.2), which is separate for each column of K. Since

Ŝj(kj) = (1,kT
j )D̂j(1,k

T
j )

T has a quadratic form with respect to kj, taking the first derivative

of Ŝj(kj) with respect to kj and setting it to zero, we obtain k̂j = (D̂pj)
−1d̂j, j = 1, . . . , J ,

where d̂j = (D̂1,2,j, . . . , D̂1,p+1,j)
T and D̂pj is the bottom right p× p major submatrix of D̂j.

D Uncertainty Quantification

We further conducted the semi-parametric bootstrap to obtain the bootstrap standard devi-

ation (SD) surfaces for the principal component functions of the sFPC model. The procedure

of semi-parametric bootstrap is summarized as follows. Let Ξ̂ = {θ̂b, θ̂c, Θ̂, K̂, σ̂2, {σ̂2
j}Jj=1}

be the estimated parameters of fitting the proposed sFPC model to the data set. Denote

the fitting residuals of sFPC by {ϵ̂t(xt1, yt1), . . . , ϵ̂t(xtnt , ytnt)}, t = 1, . . . , n. For the b-th

replicate of bootstrap, we first generated the serial correlated FPC scores α̂
(b)
j,t , j = 1, . . . , J

and t = 1, . . . , n, by the autoregressive model with the estimated coefficients k̂i,j and vari-

ance σ̂2
j . We then generated the individual functions with the estimated coefficients of

basis expansion as f̂
(b)
t = bt(x, y)

Tθ̂bθ̂
T

c ct +
∑J

j=1 α̂
(b)
j,tbj(x, y)θ̂j for each time t. After-

wards, we generated the bootstrap data by adding the individual functions evaluated at

the locations {(xt1, yt1), . . . , (xtnt , ytnt)} with measurement errors randomly sampled with

replacement from the residuals {ϵ̂t(xt1, yt1), . . . , ϵ̂t(xtnt , ytnt)} for t = 1, . . . , n. We fitted the

proposed sFPC model to the b-th replicate of bootstrap data and obtained the estimated

PC functions ϕ̂j(x, y)
(b), for j = 1, . . . , J . We repeated the above procedure B times, i.e.,

with b = 1, . . . , B, and gathered the estimated j-th PC functions ϕ̂j(x, y)
(b), b = 1, . . . , B, to

obtain the bootstrap SD surface for each j.

The corresponding results of the above procedure for our real data with B = 100 are

depicted in Figure D.1. We observe that all shapes of the bootstrap SD surfaces of PCs

behave with lower values in the central areas and higher values in the boundary regions.

This phenomenon may be explained by the fact that there are fewer stations in the boundary

regions and more stations in the central areas. Specific to each component, the values of

bootstrap SD is up to 0.02 for the first PC. Compared with the magnitude of the fitted

first PC function, the relatively smaller SD values demonstrate the stable performance of

31



sFPC on this leading component. On the other hand, the values of bootstrap SD are up

to 0.14 and 0.20 for the second and third PCs, respectively. The larger SD values of these

two components show that there are more uncertainty to estimate the second and third PC

functions.
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Figure D.1: From left to right are the bootstrap SD surfaces of the first, second, and third

principal component functions, respectively, of the sFPC model for the real data analysis.
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