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Abstract

Recurrent event time data arise in many studies, including biomedicine, public
health, marketing, and social media analysis. High-dimensional recurrent event data
involving large numbers of event types and observations become prevalent with the
advances in information technology. This paper proposes a semiparametric dynamic
factor model for the dimension reduction and prediction of high-dimensional recur-
rent event data. The proposed model imposes a low-dimensional structure on the
mean intensity functions of the event types while allowing for dependencies. A nearly
rate-optimal smoothing-based estimator is proposed. An information criterion that
consistently selects the number of factors is also developed. Simulation studies demon-
strate the effectiveness of these inference tools. The proposed method is applied to
grocery shopping data, for which an interpretable factor structure is obtained.
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1 Introduction

As information technology advances, high-dimensional recurrent event data are becoming
increasingly common. For example, such data are commonly seen in market basket analy-
sis, which often tracks customers’ purchasing behaviour over time to develop personalized
recommendation strategies (e.g., Ferguson, 2013). Here, each customer can be viewed as
an observation unit. Their shopping history can be viewed as a multivariate counting pro-
cess, wherein the elements of the process correspond to a large number of merchandise
items, and the event times correspond to the times when the items are purchased. Another
example is text data from social media platforms (e.g., Liang et al., 2018; Bogdanowicz
and Guan, 2022). In such data, a user’s dynamics correspond to a multivariate counting
process, where event times record the occurrence of words or phrases in posts (e.g., tweets).
The user dynamics are often analyzed for user profiling, opinion mining, or understanding
and predicting the information cascade on a social medium. High-dimensional recurrent
event data also emerge in human-computer interactions such as simulated problem-solving
tasks in educational assessment (Chen, 2020), where event times are the time-stamps of
different types of actions. Data of a similar structure also appear in medicine and public
health, finance, and insurance (e.g., Cook and Lawless, 2007; Sun, 2006; Yang, 2022).

We propose a dynamic factor model for analyzing high-dimensional recurrent event time
data. This model introduces low-dimensional time-varying factors in a continuous time
domain to capture the dynamic trends underlying a multivariate counting process while
keeping the constant event-type-specific parameters, known as the loadings, to strengthen
the interpretability. The model is only specified based on the mean rate functions (Lin et al.,
2000), allowing for a flexible conditional dependence structure among the processes. This

is crucial in applications such as consumer shopping behaviour analysis, where recurrent



events could be highly dependent due to population heterogeneity. Model identification is
studied, based on which rotation methods for exploratory factor analysis (Browne, 2001;
Rohe and Zeng, 2023) can be applied to the current model for obtaining an interpretable
factor structure. Simultaneous estimation of factors and loadings is proposed based on a
kernel-smoothed pseudo-likelihood function. We further propose an information criterion
for determining the number of factors. Desirable asymptotic properties are established as
the number of event types and the sample size grow to infinity. In particular, we show
that the proposed information criterion consistently selects the number of factors, and the
estimation is consistent and nearly rate-optimal. The proposed method is applied to a large
grocery shopping dataset. This analysis finds interpretable customer factors that provide
insight into customer grocery shopping behaviours.

The proposed method is related to the frailty models for recurrent event data (e.g.,
Abu-Libdeh et al., 1990; Chen et al., 2005). These models introduce correlated event-type-
specific random effects (frailties) into the intensity functions to capture the dependence
among events. With many event types, the traditional frailty model has to introduce
many random effects and specify their joint distribution, making the model specification
and parameter estimation challenging. The proposed model is also related to dynamic
factor models for irregularly spaced longitudinal data (Chen and Zhang, 2020; Lu et al.,
2015; Tang et al., 2017), where the dynamic factors are treated as stochastic processes,
and Bayesian or empirical Bayesian methods are used for the statistical inferences. The
proposed method may also be viewed as an extension of high-dimensional factor analysis
methods (Bai and Li, 2012; Chen et al., 2020, 2021; Liu et al., 2023), which use low-
dimensional latent factors to capture the dependence structure of many manifest variables.

In these methods, the latent factors are treated as unknown parameters rather than random



variables during parameter estimation. This treatment avoids distributional assumptions
on the latent factors and makes the estimation computationally more affordable. Based on
this estimation framework, information criteria are developed for determining the number
of factors (Bai and Ng, 2002; Chen and Li, 2022). The current work is similar in spirit but
involves estimating low-dimensional functions of dynamic factors, for which the estimation
and model selection are more challenging.

For a matrix X = (z;)nx, let || X]|F and || X||2—00 denote its Frobenius norm and two-
to-infinity norm, respectively. For two real numbers a and b, we write a A b = min{a, b}
and a Vb = max{a, b}. For two sequences of real numbers {a,} and {b,}, we write a,, < b,
or, equivalently, a,, = o(b,), if lim, o0 @, /b, = 0, a,, = O(b,,) if there is a positive constant
M independent with n, such that |a,| < M]b,| for all n, and a, < b, if there are two
positive constants M; and M, independent with n, such that M;|b,| < |a,| < Ms|b,|.
We use the standard O,(-) notation for stochastic boundedness in probability. We use
L3, 710,1] = {(fi;(t))nxs : 0 <t <1, || fijllr2p1) < oo for all i, j} to denote the space of

N x J-dimensional square integrable matrix-valued functions on [0, 1].

2 Proposed Method

2.1 Model

Consider multivariate recurrent event data from N independent observation units on a
standardized time interval [0,1]. The data from observation unit ¢ can be described by
Y(t) = (Ya(t),--- ,Y;J(t))T, where J is the number of event types, and each component
Y;;(t) is a right-continuous counting process. We introduce a factor model to reduce the

dimensionality of data and further identify and interpret the factors underlying the observed



processes.
A marginal modelling approach (Lin et al., 2000) is adopted to accommodate a more
flexible conditional dependence structure among the processes. This approach specifies the

mean rate function for each event type j as
EldY;;(¢)] = f(Xi;(0))de, (1)

where f : R — [0,00) is a pre-specified link function, and Xj;(¢) is an unknown function

with a low-dimensional structure. Specifically, X;;(t) is parameterized as

Xii(t) = ambi(t), (2)

where 60;;,(+)’s are functions that may be interpreted as unobserved dynamic factors, a;i’s
are referred to as the loading parameters, and r is the number of factors. We denote
O(t) = (0ir(t))nxrs A = (aji)sxr, and X(t) = (X;;(t))nxs. Rewriting Eq. (2) in matrix

form, we have X(t) = ©(¢)AT, where both ©(-) and A are to be estimated.

Remark 1 (Link function). The link function f is needed to ensure the mean rate function
is non-negative. For simplicity, we let f be known and set f(x) = exp(z) in the numerical
analysis. FExtensions to the setting with unknown f can be done by estimating the link

function nonparametrically via, e.g., non-negative basis function approximations.

Remark 2 (Intensity formulation). Alternative to the mean rate specification (1), one can
model the intensity functions as E [dY;;(t)|F:] = f(Xi;(t))dt, for a suitable right-continuous
filtration {F;}o<i<1 that leads to a martingale structure (Andersen et al., 1993). As pointed
out by Lin et al. (2000), the mean rate specification (1) is more versatile than the intensity

specification in that it allows arbitrary dependence structures among recurrent events. For



example, when analyzing customers’ purchasing behaviour, multiple merchandise items may
be purchased simultaneously and, thus, have the same event time. When analyzing users’
dynamics on a soctal medium, multiple words or phrases often appear in the same post and,
thus, have the same event time. In these examples, the independent increment assumption

implied by the intensity specification fails, while the mean rate specification can still hold.

Remark 3 (Connection with factor models). The proposed model is closely related to
the Poisson factor model for count data. More specifically, consider a special case of (1)
when Y;(t), j = 1,...,J, are independent Poisson processes with static factors 8, i.e.,
[(Xi@t) = f Oy awbix) . In this case, the counts {Y;;(1) : i =1,..,N, j =1,...,J}
are a sufficient statistic for the unknown parameters, with Y;;(1) following a Poisson dis-
tribution with rate f (3 ,_, ajxbix). This model for count data is known as the Poisson
factor model (Chen et al., 2020; Wedel and Kamakura, 2001), where a;,’s are known as
the loading parameters, and 0;, s are interpreted as the unobserved factors. In this sense,
the proposed model (1)-(2) can be viewed as an extension of the Poisson factor model. The
Poisson factor model can be estimated by a constrained joint maximum likelihood estimator
(Chen et al., 2020), which is consistent and minimax rate optimal under suitable reqularity

conditions.

Remark 4 (Indeterminacy of ©(-) and A and a rotated solution). Note that O(-) and A
are not determined, in the sense that for any r X r invertible matriz Q, the model remains
unchanged if we replace the factors by O(t)(Q")~! and replace the loadings by AQ. Similar
indeterminacies also occur in other factor models (see, e.g., Bai and Li, 2012). To identify
and interpret the factor structure, one must fix the transformation Q, which may be done
using an analytic rotation method (Browne, 2001; Rohe and Zeng, 2023). However, it is

worth noting that the current setting is slightly different from standard exploratory factor



analysis settings, as factors here are functions of time t. To apply existing analytic rotation
methods, we may first aggregate the factors by calculating © = fol O(t)dt, and then apply
an analytic rotation method to @ AT . In real data analysis in Section 5, a varimaz rotation

method (Kaiser, 1958; Rohe and Zeng, 2023) is applied to fix the transformation.

Remark 5 (Time-varying loadings). We note that the flexibility of the model can be further
enhanced by letting the loading parameters be time-varying, i.e., X;;(t) = >, _; aj(t)0i(t).

However, this model is far less determined than the current model in the sense that

for any r x r invertible matriz-valued function Q(t). Determining this transformation
function Q(t) is more challenging than determining the time-independent transformation
discussed in Remark 4. Consequently, it is hard to identify and interpret the factor struc-
ture. In addition, in our grocery shopping application, each event type corresponds to a
merchandise item, and each observation corresponds to a customer. In this context, the
loading parameters can be viewed as a summary of item characteristics, and the factors can
be interpreted as a summary of customer preferences. Because item characteristics tend to
be stable while customer preferences often vary over time, treating the loading parameters as
static and the factors as dynamic is intuitive. For these reasons, the current paper focuses

on the static loading and dynamic factor setting.

2.2 Estimation

We introduce a kernel-based approach for estimating the unknown parameters. Let K (x)
be a kernel function with sufficient smoothness, satisfying K(z) > 0, K(—x) = K(z)

and [ K(z)dz = 1. For a smoothing bandwidth h > 0, we further define Kj(z) =
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(1/h) K (z/h). We consider the following pseudo-likelihood function:

N J

1=h ! — S ij S
con=23 | (fO fff(t_)d;( D 1og £ (X,(6) - f<X,~<t>>> a @)

where X;;(t) is a function of ® and A as defined in (2). We consider the parameter space

g= {(@,A) 2 sup [|O(1)][2500 < M, [[All2500 < M} :

tel0,1]

where M > 0 is a prespecified constant. We define (@, A) as a constrained maximizer of

(3),

(©,A) € argmax L, (©,A). (4)
(©,A)egG

Since the parameter space G is compact and £, (©,A) is continuous with respect to the

norm ||(©,A)| = SUPsefo.1) [|O(F)]l2500 V [[All2-s00, the existence of at least one solution is

guaranteed. Therefore, ((:), 1&) is well-defined.

Remark 6. If (1) is replaced by an intensity function specification, i.e., E[dY;;(t)|F] =
f(Xi;(t))dt, and let h go to 0, then (3) becomes the log-likelihood function for recurrent

event time data (Cook and Lawless, 2007).

Remark 7. In practice, we can only obtain an approrimate solution to (4), as the opti-
mization involves infinite-dimensional functions. When the resolution of the approximation
1s carefully chosen, this approrimate solution can achieve the same error rate as that of
(4). More specifically, the approzimate solution is obtained by a two-step procedure. In the

first step, we discretize the interval [h,1 — h| by equally spaced grid points ty, ..., t, and



(©(t1),...,0(ty), A) € argmax Ly, (O(t1),...,0(t,), A) -
5
st ||OE)]l2s0 < M, ||All2see < M, 1=1,...,q,

NI ([ Kyt — s)dYy
n(te — 5)dY;(s)
L (O(t), . Oty), A) =D > > | 2 log f (Xi(t)) — f (Xi;(11))
, Jo Kn(t; — s)ds
(6)
1s the pseudo-likelithood defined on the grid points. In the second step, based on O we find
an approrimation to © on [h, 1 — h] by interpolation, such as a linear interpolation. By
choosing the number of grid points to be inversely proportional to the error rate of (4),
the approximate solution is guaranteed to achieve the same error rate. A projected gradient
descent algorithm is proposed to obtain the approzimate solution; the details of the algorithm

and the properties of its convergence can be found in the supplementary material.

2.3 Determining the Number of Factors

In practice, the number of factors r is unknown and, thus, needs to be chosen. We propose
an information criterion to choose r. To avoid ambiguity, we use (@(’”),;&(”) to denote
the estimator (3) to emphasize its dependence on the number of factors. The proposed

information criterion takes the form
IC(r) = —2£,(©), AM) 4+ u(N, J, 7),

where (N, J,r) is a penalty term that increases with N, J and r. The conditions on

v(N, J,r) for consistent model selection will be determined in Section 3.2. Given v(N, J,r),



we choose the number of factors by

7 = argmin, .5 IC(r), (7)

where R C N is a candidate set for the number of factors. As shown in Section 3, under
suitable conditions on the penalty term and additional regularity conditions, 7 consistently

selects the number of factors.

3 Theoretical properties

3.1 Consistency and Rate of Convergence

We present our main theoretical results about the estimator proposed in Section 2.2. When
deriving these results, the number of factors is assumed to be correctly specified. To avoid
ambiguity of notation, we let ®*(-) and A* denote the true parameters, and further let
X*(t) = ©*(t)(A*)". To avoid the complications brought by the indeterminacy of ©(:)
and A, we focus on evaluating the estimation accuracy of X(t) := ©(t)AT. Let m > 1 be

a positive integer. We assume the following regularity conditions.

Condition 1. The link function f is m times continuously differentiable. Moreover, for

x € [—M,M], f(x) and f'(z) are bounded away from 0.

Condition 2. The matriz function X*(-) € G is m times continuously differentiable on

[0, 1].

Condition 3. The kernel function K satisfies: (i) it is a Lipschitz function of order m
with compact support on [—1,1]; (ii) it attains its unique mazimum at x = 0; (i) it is

twice continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 0 and (log K)"(0) < 0.
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Condition 4. (i) There exists A > 0, such that for any i, j, k, and 0 < s1 < -+ < s < 1,

E[dY;;(s))---dYij(se)] < AFds; - - - dsg.

(i1) For any i, there exists a partition B;i, ..., Biw, of {1,...,J} and a function ¢(J) =

o(J) satisfying max;—; . nmaxg_1__w, |Bir| < ¢(J), such that

{Yi():j € Biaty -, {Yi(-) 1 j € Biw, }

are independent.

Remark 8. Note that in Condition 1, we assume that both f(x) and f'(x) are non-zero in
[—M, M|. This requirement is rather mild. In particular, this requirement is automatically

satisfied when f(x) is strictly positive and monotone increasing (or decreasing), including

when f(x) = exp(z).

Remark 9. Condition 2 is a standard assumption in nonparametric regression models

(Gyorfi et al., 2002).

Remark 10. Conditions 3(i) and 3(ii) are standard assumptions for kernel functions.

Condition 3(iii) assumes log-concavity at the mazimum point.

Remark 11. Condition /(i) assumes non-degeneracy of the counting process. Condition
4(ii) assumes a blockwise independent structure, which substantially relazes the indepen-
dence assumption among different event types. Note that we restrict the maximum block
size rather than assuming the blockwise independent structure to be the same across ob-
servations i = 1,...,N. Condition 4(ii) can be further relazed. Instead of requiring the

processes in all the blocks to be independent, our theoretical results in Theorems 1 and 3
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are still valid if only
{Yij(-) 17 € Bints-. . {Y3() 1 € Biwi-1}
are independent. This relazed condition allows the processes in B;w, to be dependent on

all the rest of the processes.

Next, we establish error bounds for the proposed estimator. The upper bound is pro-

vided in the following theorem.
Theorem 1 (upper bound). Under Conditions 1-4:

(1) (Dependent case) Assume J = O(N) and recall ¢(J) from Condition 4(ii). For any

§ >0, choose h =< (J/p(J)) ™I Then we have
1 1-h R 2
- X () — X*(t H dt = —m/(2m+1)+6 ‘
w7 | [Ro-x 0] a0, (urewmn )

(i1) (Independent case) Assume that ¢(J) = 1 in Condition 4(ii) and log(NV J) < NAJ.

For any 6 > 0, choose h < (N A J)/(log*>(N A J)))~Y@m+D - Then, we have

o [ R - at = 0, (i gy,
h

To show the near optimality of the proposed estimator, we then derive the minimax

lower bound under the independent Poisson process setting in the following theorem.

Theorem 2 (lower bound). Assume that the Y;;’s are independent Poisson point processes
and ¢(J) = 1 in Condition 4(ii). Further assume that supj, <y f'(x)?/f(z) < oo, then

there is an absolute constant C' > 0, so that for any estimator X(t) € L%, ;[0,1], there

12



exists an X*(t) satisfying Condition 2 such that

N | —

1 (s 2
Pl [ X0 =X at=cvan2memn) s
(57 [ [R0 -] ar=covnm >

Hence, this information-theoretic lower bound matches the upper bound in Theorem 1
only up to an arbitrarily small exponent under the independence assumption, which implies

the near minimax optimality of our estimator.

Remark 12. When the blockwise independent structure is assumed to be the same across
observations (i.e., W; =W, and B;,, = By, 1 =1,... N, w=1,.... W), we can sharpen the
rate in Theorem 1(i) from —m/(2m + 1) + 9§ to —2m/(2m + 1) + 0 and similarly establish

its near minimax optimality.

3.2 Model Selection Consistency

Recall that v(V, J,r) is the penalty function in the information criterion. Since v(N, J,r)
is increasing in 7, we denote u(N, J,r) = v(N, J,r) — v(N, J,r — 1) > 0. Further, for any
t € [0,1], we let 014 > 094 > ... > 0,4 be the non-zero singular values of X*(¢). The

following theorem provides sufficient conditions on u(N, J, ) for consistent model selection.

Theorem 3 (model selection consistency). Assume that the candidate set R has a finite

number of elements and r* € R. Under Conditions 1-4:

(i) (Dependent case) Assume J = O(N) and function u satisfies

1-h
w(N, J,r) =0 ( /h of*idt) . NJ(J)p(J)) ™ BT — o(y(N, J, 7))

for some 6 > 0 small enough and any r € R as N and J go to infinity. Choose

13



ho= (J/¢(J)) " EmTITm hen we have

N}}IBOOIP’(T =r") =1
(11) (Independent case) Assume that ¢(J) = 1 in Condition 4(ii), log(N V J) < N A J

and the function u satisfies
1-h
w(N,J,r) =0 ( / af*,tdt) . NJ (min(N, J))72m/Gmt DT — o(y(N, J, 1))
h

for some 6 > 0 small enough and any r € R as N and J go to infinity. Choose

h =< ((NAJ)/(log*(N A J)))~YCmD " Then we have

N}}gloo Pr=r*)=1.
Remark 13. The two conditions on u(N,J,r) in either (i) or (ii) of Theorem 3 con-
strain the upper and lower bounds of the penalty functions. The first condition u(N, J,r) =
) (fhl_h af*’tdt> requires that w(N, J,r) is smaller than the integral of the gap between non-
zero singular values and zero singular values of X*(-). Under this requirement, the prob-
ability of under-selecting the number of factors is small. The second condition requires
that w(N, J,r) grows faster than the upper bound of estimation error. This requirement

guarantees that with high probability, we do not over-select the number of factors.

Remark 14. The results in Theorems 1 and 3 can be extended if we want to use a kernel
function supported on the whole real line, for example, the Gaussian kernel function K (x)
exp(—2%/2). In such cases, Condition 3 needs to be modified. The details are given in the

supplementary material.

14



Remark 15. The results in Theorems 1 and 3 can also be extended to a missing data
setting under an ignorable missingness assumption. Let w;; be a binary random variable,
indicating the missingness of {Y;;(t) : t € [0,1]}, where w;; = 1 means that {Y;;(t) : t €
0,1]} is observed and w;; = 0 if {Y;;(t) : t € [0,1]} is missing. We can still establish
corresponding results in Theorems 1 and 3 under suitable conditions based on the following

pseudo-likelihood function for partially observed data:

LG - 7 )d
(z‘,j):zw;jl/h < [y Kn(t — s)ds g f(Xi(t) — f(Xy(t)) | dt.

4 Simulation Study

We evaluate the proposed estimator and information criterion with a simulation study. In
this study, we generate data from the proposed model, where the number of factors is set
to r* = 3, and the numbers of observation units and event types satisfy N = 2J. We
consider three patterns regarding the dynamic component ©*(¢), denoted by C1, C2, and
C3, in which ©*(¢) is constant, changes linearly, and changes periodically, respectively, on
the interval [0, 1]. We further consider two different settings for generating A*, denoted
by S1 and S2, resulting in two different signal-to-noise levels, where Setting S1 has a
stronger signal than Setting S2. We vary the number of event types J, by setting J =
200,400,600, and 800. Finally, we consider data generation under the dependent and
independent settings in Theorem 1. The factors discussed above lead to a total of 24
simulation settings. For each setting, 50 independent replications are generated. The
proposed method is compared with the Poisson factor model discussed in Remark 3 that
ignores the dynamic nature of the process and only concerns the total event counts on the

entire time interval. Following a similar proof as that for Theorem 1, the likelihood-based
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estimator under the Poisson factor model is consistent even under the dependent-event-type
settings when ©*(¢) is constant. As the Poisson factor model involves less parameters, it is
expected to be statistically more efficient than the proposed estimator under the settings
when ©*() is constant. In the other settings, the Poisson factor model has biases because
it ignores the dynamic nature of the event data.

In what follows, we elaborate on the data generation and results under settings where
the event types are dependent. Further details about the simulation settings and the results
under the independent-event-type settings are given in the supplementary material. We
note that the results under the independent-event-type settings have similar patterns but
the estimates are more accurate than those under the corresponding dependent settings.

Under the dependent setting, we set ¢(J) = J¥/? and generate data {Y;;(¢) : t € [0,1]}
with the following steps: First, we divide event types j = 1,...,J into |J/¢(J)] blocks
B, ..., B| /s that are of approximately the same size, where | J/¢(J)] denotes the great-
est integer less than or equal to J/¢(J). Second, for the k-th block, we generate a Poisson
process with intensity function fi(t) := maxjep, f(X5(t)) = f (maxjep, X5(t)) , and de-
note the generated event times as 0 <, ; < ... < t;,, < 1. Finally, using a standard thin-
ning algorithm for simulating point processes (Chen, 2016), for each i = 1, ..., N and each
J € By, weaccept ty1, ...ty with probabilities f( X (t1))/ fe(ten), -5 f (X5 (trpe))/ fr(thpy)
independently and let the accepted time points to be the event times of Y;;(¢). The resulting
point processes are guaranteed to follow the proposed model.

We choose the Epanechnikov kernel function K(x) = 0.75(1 — 2?), —1 < z < 1,
with kernel order m = 2. It is easy to verify that the chosen kernel function satisfies
Condition 3. The link function is f(z) = exp(z). We set h = 0.1(J/¢(J))"%1? and

M = 6. We estimate X(¢) based on 31 evenly distributed time points ¢, ..., %3 on [h, 1—Ah].
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S1 S2
Kernel-based method C1 C2 C3 C1 C2 C3
J =200 0.0589 | 0.0678 | 0.0731 | 0.0765 | 0.0868 | 0.0936
J =400 0.0325 | 0.0377 | 0.0409 | 0.0429 | 0.0474 | 0.0517
J =600 0.0233 | 0.0272 | 0.0291 | 0.0305 | 0.0340 | 0.0367
J =800 0.0184 | 0.0213 | 0.0230 | 0.0238 | 0.0269 | 0.0288
Poisson factor model C1 C2 C3 C1 C2 C3
J =200 0.0073 | 1.2712 | 0.6295 | 0.0093 | 0.9082 | 0.4634
J = 400 0.0036 | 1.2888 | 0.6312 | 0.0046 | 0.9076 | 0.4648
J =600 0.0024 | 1.3082 | 0.6298 | 0.0031 | 0.9087 | 0.4625
J =800 0.0018 | 1.2953 | 0.6378 | 0.0023 | 0.9025 | 0.4665

Table 1: Mean prediction error among 50 independent replications based on the proposed
estimator and the estimator under the Poisson factor model under 24 simulation settings.

For the proposed model, the estimation error is evaluated by (1 —2h) 3750 || X*(t) —
X (t4)]|2/(31NJ), which approximates the error [ " ||X*(t) — X(¢)||2dt/NJ. Under the
Poisson factor model, we obtain A and @, where © is constant over time. We compute
(1—2h) 3300 (1X*(t) —X||2./(31N.J) as its estimation error, and compare it with the error
of the proposed estimator.

The results regarding the estimation errors are given in Table 1. They show that, for
each combination of S; and Cj, i = 1,2, j = 1,2, 3, the estimation error of the proposed
method decays as N and J grow. Under settings in which ®*(¢) is constant (i.e., C1), the
estimator given by the Poisson factor model has smaller errors than the proposed estimator.
In the rest of the settings, the proposed estimator yields substantially smaller estimation
errors than those under the Poisson factor model.

Finally, we evaluate the accuracy regarding selecting the number of factors. In the
information criterion, we set the penalty term to be v(N, J,r) = 30rNJh*% and select r
from the candidate set {1,2,3,4,5}. According to our simulation results, the number of
factors is always correctly selected under all the simulation settings, indicating a superior

performance of the proposed information criterion.
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5 Application to Grocery Shopping Data

5.1 Background, Data Processing, and Analysis

We apply the proposed method to a grocery shopping dataset!, containing transaction
records collected by a retailer in two years about its frequent shoppers. We discard the
first 15% of the observation period since the number of total transactions is significantly
lower than the rest, likely due to late entries. The remaining period is then standardized
to the interval [0,1]. After pre-processing, we obtain a dataset with N = 1,978 shoppers
and J = 2,000 products. The dataset contains information on each product regarding its
type (e.g., cheese, chips). It also contains the demographic information of 796 shoppers,
including age, income, and child (having children or not). Such information is not used in
the proposed model but is used for validating and interpreting our results. Here, the matrix-
valued function ® may be interpreted as the dynamic customer factors, and the matrix A
may be interpreted as the attributes of the products. We apply the proposed information
criterion with the candidate set {1,2,3,4,5}, which selects r = 3 factors. Following the
discussion in Remark 4, we apply a varimax rotation for the selected three-factor model to

obtain an interpretable factor structure.

5.2 Interpreting Factors

We interpret the factors based on the estimated loading matrix after rotation. Specifically,
let A = (@ij)sxr be the loading matrix after rotation. We say a product j dominantly
loads on factor k if a%,/(32,_, %) is large, i.e., @ is dominantly larger than the rest of
the loadings in magnitude. We investigate the top 60 products that dominantly load on

each factor. Table 2 lists the types of these products. We note that many products with

!The dataset is available from https://www.dunnhumby.com /source-files.
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Factor 1 | yogurt(10), salad(3), herbs(parsley, cilantro)(3), organic fruit/vegetable(3),
blueberry(3), mushroom(2), tropical fruit(mango, pineapple)(2), beans(2),
pepper(2), cheese(2)

Factor 2 | soft drink(11), cold cereal(5), hot sauce(5), refrigerated drink(4), chicken wings(4),
frozen meat(3), dinner sausage(3), candy(3), frozen pizza(2), cigarette(2),
potato chips(2), canned pasta(2)

Factor 3 | cheese(7), milk(5), white bread(4), fruit(banana, grape, strawberry)(4), egg(4),
vegetable(cucumber, celery, cabbage, corn)(4), onion(4), salad(3), soft drink(2),
hamburger bun(2), beef(2), tomato(2), potato(2)

Table 2: Products with large positive factor loadings for each of the three factors.

dominant loadings on the same factor tend to be of a small number of types. These types
are presented only once in the table, followed by the corresponding number of products of
this type in parentheses. Product types that only appear once for each factor are omitted
for brevity.

Table 2 shows that the items with dominant loadings on the first factor are mostly fresh
and healthy food products suitable for vegetarian dietary preferences. Items with dominant
loadings on the second factor contain unhealthy (e.g., soft drinks, candy, potato chips),
fast food (e.g., cold cereal, frozen pizza), or budget-friendly products (e.g., frozen meat).
Finally, items that load dominantly on the third factor are mostly basic food products of
daily need, including bread, eggs, milk, and beef. While these products include many fresh
and healthy food products similar to those loading on the first factor, they tend to be
more budget-friendly. Given these features, we may interpret the three factors as “healthy
food consumption”, “unhealthy food consumption”, and “basic food consumption” factors,
respectively.

We further investigate the three factors by regressing them on the three demographic
variables: age, income, and child. Here, age is an ordinal variable referring to the estimated
age range of the shopper. For simplicity, we transform it into a binary variable, which takes

value 1 if the age is above 55 and 0 otherwise. The variable income is an ordinal variable
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recording the household income level. We simplify it to be a variable with three categories,
— under $35,000 (incomel = 0, income2 = 0), $35,000 - $75,000 (incomel = 1, income2
= 0), and above $75,000 (incomel = 0, income2 = 1). Finally, the variable child is a
binary variable indicating whether the shopper’s household has children. We run a linear
regression model for each factor by regressing the factor scores on age, incomel, income2,
child, and the interactions between child and incomel and income2. The interaction terms
are added because it is suspected that the child effect differs between high- and low-income
households.

The results from these regression models are given in Table 3, where only the statis-
tically significant coefficients and their p-values are presented. As the coefficients for the
interaction between the dummy variable incomel and child are insignificant in all three
models, the corresponding row is not presented. All the terms are statistically significant
for the first factor, except for age and the interaction between incomel and child. In par-
ticular, the coefficients associated with the summary variables for income are all positive,
meaning that the consumption of healthy food increases with the household income, con-
trolling for the rest of the variables. In addition, the coefficient for child is negative, and
the coefficient for the interaction between income2 and child is positive and larger in abso-
lute value than that of the coefficient for child. It means households with relatively lower
income (less than $75,000) tend to shop less healthy food when they have children, while
those with higher income (above $75,000) tend to shop more healthy food when they have
children.

All the coefficients are significant for the second factor, except for those associated with
the two interaction terms. The coefficient for age is negative, suggesting that the older

group tends to consume less unhealthy food than the younger ones, controlling for the rest
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Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
age 20.007 (p = 0.00) 0.006 (p = 0.00)
incomel 0.006 (p = 0.00) -0.005 (p = 0.02)
income2 0.015 (p = 0.00) -0.021 (p = 0.00)
child 20.007 (p = 0.01)  0.010 (p = 0.00)
income2x child | 0.009 (p = 0.01)

Table 3: The coefficients when regressing the factors on demographic variables.

of the variables. The coefficients for income are also negative, suggesting that households
with a higher income tend to consume less unhealthy food when controlling for the rest
of the variables. On the other hand, the coefficient for child is positive, meaning that
households with children tend to consume more unhealthy food. This may be because
this food category contains most soft drinks and snacks like candy and potato chips that
children often favour.

Regarding the third factor, it is found that only the coefficient for age is statistically
significant. The positive coefficient means that older people consume more basic food
products. Combining the results for the second factor, we believe this may be because older
people tend to have a healthier lifestyle. Although they do not consume more healthy food
associated with the first factor, they cook more frequently using basic food products and

eat less unhealthy food than the younger ones.

5.3 Investigating Purchase Dynamics

We further investigate the dynamic trend the model captures. In particular, for each pair
of consumer ¢ and product j, we measure the variability in the personal purchasing rate
by the total variation of X;;(-), i.e., fol | X7;(t)|dt, where Xj;(t) denotes the derivative of
X;;(t). A larger total variation implies a higher variability. Under the estimated three-

factor model, we estimate this variability based on the finite differences between )A(ij (t) for
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Figure 1: Quartiles of the variability of the most frequently purchased product types.

time ¢ at adjacent grid points.

The variability measure is computed for 1,019 products of 18 product types that are
most frequently purchased. For each product type, we look at the empirical distribution of
the estimated total variations based on all the shoppers and all the products of this type
and compute its 25%, 50% (i.e., median), and 75% quartiles. The results are given in Figure
1, where the 18 product types are organized in descending order for each quartile. The
ranking of the product types is reasonably stable across the three quartiles and consistent
with our understanding of their sales pattern. We remark that dimension reduction is
important for the proposed method to produce the current results. One cannot obtain
sensible results by averaging the sales of the products over shoppers due to the high noise
level in the data.

Vegetables, tropical fruits, yogurt, and soft drinks are product types with consistently
high variability scores across all three quartiles. The price and quality of many vegetables
and fruits depend on their growing seasons. In addition, tropical fruits are exported prod-
ucts whose price and supply depend on additional factors that fluctuate over time, such as
transportation costs. Due to the previously mentioned factors, these products show higher

variability in their sales. On the other hand, the higher variability of yogurt and soft drinks
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may be due to seasonal shifts in consumer demand. The demand for these products tends
to increase during the warmer months, while it decreases during the colder months when
warming foods and drinks are preferred.

Dairy products, eggs, beef, and candy displayed at the checkout lane are product types
with consistently low variability. These are staples in many people’s daily diets. Their sup-
ply and demand are typically stable throughout the year. The sales of candies displayed
in the checkout lane are expected to be stable due to their constant high visibility, acces-
sibility, and affordability, which can hardly be affected by economic conditions or other

seasonal factors.

6 Discussions

This paper proposes a dynamic factor model for high-dimensional recurrent event data and
develops estimation and model selection methods based on a marginal modelling approach.
The estimation and model selection are guaranteed to be consistent as both the sample size
and the number of event types grow to infinity, even when the event types are dependent.
The proposed model was applied to grocery shopping data, which yielded insights into cus-
tomer behaviours. This analysis identified three consumer dynamic factors, which may be
interpreted as the healthy, unhealthy, and basic food consumption factors, respectively. In-
teresting results about customer behaviours were found with linear regression analyses that
regress the factor scores onto customers’ demographic variables. The analysis found that
households with a relatively high income consume more healthy food when they have chil-
dren, while those with a lower income consume less healthy food when they have children.
It also found that households, regardless of income level, tend to consume more unhealthy

food when having children. Moreover, the dynamic feature of the proposed model allowed
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us to explore the dynamic pattern of customers’ purchase behaviours, which simple sum-
mary statistics of the data can hardly reveal due to the high noise level in the data. It
identified product types with high sales fluctuation, such as vegetables and tropical fruits,
and those with low sales fluctuation, such as dairy products and eggs.

The theoretical results of the proposed estimator under the dependent event setting may
be improved. There is a gap between the error rates under the dependent and independent
settings in Theorem 1, and in particular, the convergence rate is slower when ¢(J) = 1
in the upper bound for the dependent setting than that for the independent setting. This
may be an artefact of our proof strategy, as certain random matrix results that are key to
establishing the upper bound for the independent setting do not apply to the dependent
setting. As discussed in Remark 12, the gap can be filled when the blockwise independent
structure does not vary across individuals. Under the more general individual-specific
blockwise structure in Condition 4, this gap may still be filled with a more refined analysis.
We leave it for future investigation.

A useful application of the proposed method is for detecting changes in each observation
unit, which may be of interest in many applications. For example, in the grocery shopping
application, a change in the dynamic factor of a household may imply a structural change
in their consumer behaviour, based on which individualized marketing strategy may be
developed. Although we currently require each 6;;(¢) to be sufficiently smooth, this re-
quirement can be relaxed to allow each 60;,(¢) to be a piecewise smooth function. Using
the proposed method, changes can be detected based on the estimated functions, which is
closely related to change-point detection in the nonparametric regression literature (e.g.,
Xia and Qiu, 2015). Methods and theories remain to be developed for optimally localizing

the changes based on the estimated functions.
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Appendix

The results in Theorems 1 and 3 can be extended if we want to use a kernel function
supported on the whole real line, for example, the Gaussian kernel function K(x) o
exp(—1?/2); see Appendix A for details. In such cases, Condition 3 can be modified

as Condition 3’ as follows.

Condition 3’. The kernel function K satisfies: (i) it is a Lipschitz function of order m;
(i) it attains its unique mazimum at x = 0; (1) it is twice continuously differentiable in
a neighbourhood of 0 and (log K)"(0) < 0; (iv) there exists a constant € > 0 such that for

k=1,---,m—1, the tail bound satisfies

max {

)

} — o (R-(mPe)

/x’f|K(x)ydx / | K (2)) d
>R z<—R

as R — oo.

Under the above condition, all the limits of integration in Theorems 1 and 3 should be

changed from [h,1 — h] to [p}7¢, 1 — h17€].

A Proof of Theorems and Lemmas

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on the following two lemmas, whose proof will be provided

later in Appendix B.

Lemma 1. For a,b € [—a, o] and f(x) satisfying Condition 1, we have

(a—b)* <48, (f<a> log % (f(a) - f(b))) .
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Lemma 2. Assume Condition 2 and 3, then there exists a positive constant C,, that only

depends on m, such that for any t € (0,1), as long as h < min{t,1 —t}, we have

Joy Kn(t — s)f (Xi5(s)) ds
fol Ky (t — s)ds

— [(Xi;(1)] < Ch™.
Remark 16. If we modify Condition 3 by Condition 3°, then Lemma 2 still hold for any
telht~c1—hnt"c.

Proof of Theorem 1. For notational simplicity, we treat X(-) = ©(-)AT as the obtained

estimator, and assume that (recasting M as M'/?)

|6w|, < A =M — |Zp0)] <M, Vit

2—00

We first prove the upper bound for the dependent case of Theorem 1. For ¢ € (0, 1), denote

G () Bt s)dYy(s) o )
ﬁt,h(X)—Zﬂ( Kt — 5)ds log f (Xy5(1)) — f(X; (t))>-

=1 3

By Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we have

NLJ /hl_h X (t) — X*(t) ||t

Z% iNl Jil hlh( $(t) — X5 (1))t

g%i [ (rexinion TER — (060 = £R )
SEEL (SRt
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(@) 43, /1—h ~ 4By
< /== EL; n(X*(t)) —EL; 1 (X(t)))dt + —NJ - C,,h™ - 2 sup |log f(x
<[ L) - ELu R+ 3 sup o (x)
45]\/[ L=h * v m
o [ (BLw (X (1) ~ BLu(R()dt + 85uCh™ sup flog f(2)],
h |lz|<M

where (7) follows from Lemma 1, (i7) follows from triangle inequality, and (iii) follows from
the definition of £, and Lemma 2. Note that here the expectation is taken only over the

randomness of {Y;;(t) }icinyjers). By the definition of X(-), we have
1-h N N 1—h
/ Lp(X(8)dt = Lp(X) > L(X") = / Ly p(X*(t))dt.
h h
Now we denote
G = {X c RNXJ X = @AT,® c RNXT’A c RJXT" ||®||2—>oo < M1/2, ||A||2—>oo < Ml/Q},
Then we have

/h T BLo (X (1) — ELon(R(0) e
S/h . (Eﬁt,h(X* (t)) — Eﬁt,h(f((t)) + L’t,h(i(t)) — Ly p(X* (t)))dt

1-h
§2/ sup [Lep(X) — EL, (X)) d2.
h o XeG

Therefore we have

1

NJ

1-h R 1 1-h
/ IR (t) - X0t S — / sup [£,4(X) — EL (X)) dt +A™ (A8)
h NJ J,  xec

Now we partition a A-net on [0,1] with A = 1/(4Lyh™™) and t, = kA, k= 1,..., K,
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where K = [1/A]. Then we get that

1

1—h
P (—/ sup |Lep(X) — EL,,(X)|dt > 2hm)
NJ Ji  xec

< > P (Sup L4, h(X) — ELy, 4(X)| > NJhm)

- Xe@
k=1,....Kt;,€[h,1—h]

+P ( sup [sup |L:h(X) = EL 1(X)]| — sup | Ly n(X) — Eﬁt/7h(X)|] > NJhm>

lt—t'|<A [ Xea Xeq

2L+ L. (A.9)

We will then bound I; and I, separately in Step 1 and Step 2.
Step 1: Bound [;.

Let G’ be an h™ ! —covering of G with respect to the infinity norm, s.t. |G'| = N (™, G, |||l )-
We know that ¥X € G, IX’ € G’ such that || X —X'||,, < k™! For any fixed t € [h,1—h],

we have

1Len(X) = ELp(X) = Lin(X) + EL A (X))
O fol Kn(t — s)(dY;;(s) — f(Xy5(s))ds)
; ; Jif Ka(t — s)ds
N J 1
<Lyt 33 (LK I@Yils) = S (X (3))ds)

1
i=1 j=1 fo Kp(t — s)ds

(log f(Xi;) —log f(Xz/]))'

Here we use an simple fact that |log f(a) — log f(b)] < Lala —b|, if a,b € [—M, M].

Therefore, if

N | LR — $)(dYy(s) — F(Xy(s)ds)| N
;; [} Ku(t — s)ds = 2Lyh

and

sup |Lyp(X) — EL 5 (X)| > NJA™,
Xe@G
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then we have

NJh™
sup [£0(X') — ELou(X)| =~
X'eqGq’

Hence we get

P sup 1£0(X) — ELp(X)] > NJhm)
XeG

(33

=1 j=1

Jo Kn(t — 5)(dYi;(s) — f(X5(s))ds)
f Kh<t — S)d

NJ
>
- 2LMh>

o o VBT
—I-P(SUP |Ln(X) = ELp(X)| 2> 5 )
X/EG/

Jo Kn(t — $)(dYi(s) — f(X5(5))ds)
f Kh(t — S)d

NJ
>
i)

NJh™
2

NJ

>

- )
NJh™

5 .

+ N (K" G, ]| oo) Xsup P <|,Ct7h(X/) —EL (X)) >

(55

=1 j=1

Jo Kt = $)(dY5(s) = f(Xi5(s))ds)
fo Kp(t — s)ds

+ N (™G o) )s(ugP <|£t7h(X) —ELin(X)]| > (A.10)
€

We then bound the two terms in Eq. (A.10) in Step 1.1 and Step 1.2, respectively.
Step 1.1: Bound the first term in (A.10).
For sufficiently small z > 0 (determined later), we have
Jo Kt = )(dYiy(s) = f(Xyy(s))ds)| NI
fol Kp(t —s)ds ~ 2Lmh
1
Jo Kn(t — s)(dYy;(s) — f(Xi;(s))ds)

fol Kp(t — s)ds

[y Kn(t — 5)(dYi(s) — f(Xi5(5))ds)
fol Ky (t — s)ds

)
)

(A.11)
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For any 1 <7 < N, we have the following estimation:

e
$ g (g s )
R [ el

In the last line we use the inequality E[|.X —EX|™| < 2™E[|X|™]. Since for any ¢ € [h, 1—h],

fol Ky(t —s)ds = [', K(s)ds = 1 by Condition 3, we have

B [ <e|(/f 1 \Kh@—s)\dms))m] S A

Now we derive moment bounds for fol |Kp(t — s)|dY;;(s). Denote (Ay,-- -, Ax) a partition

Jo Kt = 5)dVi(s) [
fol Ky (t — s)ds

of [m] = {1,--- ,m} into k non-distinct subsets, where each A;, 1 <i < k is nonempty. Let

S(m, k) denote the number of such partitions, i.e., Stirling number of the second kind. It

1/m 1/m
< m—k< m—k'
S(m, k) —Q(k)k —2<k)m

Denote S = {(s1,-+,sx) € [0,1]% : s; # s;,Vi, j}. Using Condition 4, we obtain that

is known that

]E[(/ | K (t — s)| dY;, (s )] Z Z /H]Kht—sl )[R dem s))
<Z)‘k Z H/ | Ku(t — sp)|Mds

- Ap) 1=1

“Stet ST f

k=1 - Ap) I=1
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With the aid of Condition 3 and Laplace’s method, we easily obtain that there is a constant

L’ > 0 such that

Y

/|K(u)||Al|du < L/W
R | Al

thus leading to the following estimation:

E( [ K- slavis) | <> w5 A
v )] iyl

— L/k’K( |mh (m—k)
g ZAk)H v ’Al
2

FLE| K (0)|™h "R S (m, k)

<o & (1) ()

k=1

=5tk [(w+3)" = (5)"]
< IO (5" esp(Am) — 1),

Since m™ < mle™, by (A.13) there exists an absolute constant L > 0 such that

" m/! L\™

Hence by (A.12), for any 0 < x < h/JL, we have

Jil Bt — s)dYis(s)
fol Ky (t — s)ds

5)(dY(s) — f(Xi5(s))ds) 2 2mgmam S mlh (L
eXp( f Kyt — s)ds ) <1+7nZ=l m! ;2m+1 (h
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By (A.11), this indicates that:

Jo Kt = 8)(dY(s) = f(Xi5(s))ds)
f Kp(t — s)ds

("

J

Hence by choosing © = h/(2JL), we have

Kh t—s)(dY;;(s) — f(Xii(s))ds) NJ

Bz

f Kp(t — s)ds

Step 1.2: Bound the second term in (A.10).

>
> 5ur)

S NJ <ex _xNJ
= oLk | =P\ "o,

For any X € G and = > 0 small enough (determined later), we have

P (|£t,h<X> ~EL(X)| > ‘;hm)
=P (Et,h(X) —EL(X) > N‘;hm) +P (—Eth(X) FELA(X) > ‘; hm)
B 0 e
+exp (—xNz‘]hm> E |exp (_x; ; Jo Kt f)l((;(}jzt(? ;)dS(Xij(S))ds)
o (e o 3 BT

i (5) —

f(Xi(s))ds)

By Condition 4(iz) we have

f Ky (t — s)ds
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fo K (t — s)(dY;
( IZ flKh(t—s)ds

eXp< Zfo Kot = 5)(dYiy(s) = S (Xiy(s))ds) | m»)]

N

log f@@j))]

log f(ng)) ]

log f(Xij)>]

log f(Xij)>] .

(A.15)



T Jy Kn(t = $)(dYis(s) = F(Xis(s))ds) )
_HE [exp (§ Jo Kalt = s)ds I )>

Vil [ i Ku(t = $)(dYi(s) — f(Xy(s))ds)
SkZI _’Bz’,k’ j%k E exp (.T’Bi,k“og f(X4) f01 Kot — 5)ds

vl S S I — $)(@Yig(s) — F(Xii()ds) |
Skzl yBikyjeZB;k _1+mZQﬁx | Bix|™ log™ f(Xij)E [T Ra(l — s)ds

Wi >
2 1 1 m m m m
I m:2

J€Bik L

Ji Kn(t — 5)dYi(s)
fol Ky (t — s)ds

]

W; B 0o m
o 1 . L
<TI | 3 |1+ 2 piBal g sl () h”

L m=2

Similarly, for z > 0 small enough, we can get

E

exp (—xz Jo Kilt = ?fjiﬁ 5 iX”(S))dS) log f()@»))] < exp (CJ¢(J)%2> '

Take © = K™ /(4C¢(J)), then |z||B;x|/h < h™/(4C) < 1. Then by (A.15) we have

N m N m 2
P(wt,h(X)—Ezm(XMz n >s2exp (—9“" o +0J¢<J>%)

Njh2m+1
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Note that by the low rank assumption on G, we have

) C r(N+J) 1
N (hm+ , G, ||||oo) < (hm+1) = exp (T(N +J) <logC’+ (m+1)log (E))) )
(A.17)
Hence by (A.10), (A.14), (A.16) and (A.17), for any fixed t € [h, 1 — h| we have
P <sup |Lin(X) — EL 1 (X)] > NJhm)
Xeq
NJh2m+1 N
< m+1 . e o
_2N(h G| Hoo)exp( 160¢(J)>+6Xp( 4LLM>
1 N Jh?m+1 N
< Diog (=) ) = 22 .
<2exp (r(N—ir J) <logC’+ (m+1)log (h)) 16Co()) > + exp ( 4LLM>
(m+1)(1—-9) J
= 1 1
2 exp (r(N—i—J)(ogC’—i— SY— og o)
N J (2m+1)6/m . N
R — —_— e S —
16C \ o(J) P\ 1Ly
N J N J (2m+1)6/m N
< Nlog [ ) — = (2 v
P (C o« (577) 16 (07) ro (~12ry)
N
< -
<exp ( - LM> |
This implies that
I, = > P <Sup | Ly (1,0 (X) = ELy t)0(X)| > NJhm>
k=1,...,K:ty€[h,1—h] Xed
1 N
<_ -
~g P ( 4LLM>
N
<p~(mt4) —— . Al
S ey (< ) (A18)

Step 2: Bound I,.

Since K (x) is Lipschitz, we assume the corresponding Lipschitz constant is Lx. Then K'(x)
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exists almost everywhere and |K'(x)| < Lk, then for any ¢t € [h,1 — h] and any X € G we

have

i [ (X) ~ EC ()|

N J f dY;j

))ds
SZ Lk sup |log f(x)] ZZLK sup |log f(z)| fo
i=1 j=1  |ZI<M h? ’fo Kp(t—s ds‘ i=1 j=1  |ZI<M h? ’fo Kh t—s)ds

S [ ([ o).

which is independent of ¢. This implies that supxcq ‘Euh (X) —EL (X)| is a Lipschitz

function with Lipschitz constant C [Zf\il Z}]=1 (fol dY;;(s) + 1)} /h*on [h, 1—h]. We then
derive the tail probability of >>N | z;le fol dY;;(s). For sufficiently small > 0 (determined

later), we have

E |exp (mil/oldyz‘j(t)> S;%E (i/oldlfij(t)>m]
<S5 e[ o)

By similar method as in Step 1.1, there exists an absolute constant L > 0 such that

E K/Ol inj(t))m} < m?' [e(1+ )] £ %!LM.



Hence we get that

Ewggfmm)

So for any 0 < x < h/JL, we have the following estimation:

(1—JLz)™"

l\D|>—‘

> gm=lgm )
SX:O m! Z 2L

Jj=1

(ZZ/ Y (s 4Lﬂjh> <exp( Zﬁi) (1= L)

=1 j5=1

Choose x = 1/(2JL), we obtain that

(ZZ/ d¥i (s 4L;h) < exp (_SLth)'

=1 j5=1

Since A = 1/(4Lyh™**); we have

Iy =P ( sup {SUP 1Lin(X) = ELp(X)| = sup | Ly n(X) - E/CY(t/),h<X)‘:| > NJhm)

|t7t’|<Att’ Xea Xea

G ([ o) = )

>N s)+1)]>
<h2 Pl 4Ly h?
N J 1
NJ
<F (Z;jz;/o d¥s(s) 2 4LMh>
N

< - ) .
_exp( 8LLMh> (A.19)

Step 3: Obtain the final bound in (A.9).

By (A.18) and (A.19) we have

N,J—o0 Xe@

1 -k
lim P —/ sup |Lip(X) — ELp(X)|dt > 2™ | =0
NT ), 7 ’
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Finally by (A.8) and (A.9), we have proved that

L X (+) _ X* 2 _ my _ —m/(2m+1)+6
w7, KO =X @l =0,0m =0, ((7/6(1)) ).

Now we prove the second part of Theorem 1. We first give a polynomial bound by a similar
method as in the proof of the first part in Step 1. Then we derive a sharper bound from

the previous bound in Step 2 iteratively.
Step 1: Obtain a polynomial bound.

We still partition a A-net on [0,1] with A = 1/(4Ly/h™™) and t, = kA, k= 1,.. LK,

where K = [1/A]. Then by similar method as in the proof of Theorem 1, we have

1 1-h )
P (N—J/h IX(t) =X (][5t > 8 (C.r sup [log f ()| + 2) hm>

< > P (Sup L4, n(X) — ELy, 4(X)| > Njhm)

£ XeG
k=1,...,K:ty€[h,1—h)]

+P ( sup {sup |Lep(X) —EL 1 (X)| — )S(ug |Ly n(X) — Eﬁt/’h(X)q > NJhm)
€

[t—t'|<A L | XEG

2], + L.

By the same method as in the proof of the first part, we can get (note that ¢(J) = 1 under

assumption):

P (sup |Lih(X) = EL 4 (X)] > NJhm)
XeG

N h2m+1 N
SEPIRIE T P

1 N h2m+1 N
<exp <T(N +J) (logC + (m+1)log (E)) - JlT) + exp (—E)
M
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1 NJrlog*(N A J) N
<e 1 log(N - -
= ( ( 80+ g1 o8V A J)) 6C(N AT ) TP\ AL,

NJ rlog*(N A J) N
< r(N + J)log(N -
<exp (2 + J)log(N AN J) — 60 N AT + exp TLLo
< _NJr log (NANJ) N N
~ P 32C(N A J) P\ T4LLy,

B N\/Jrlog(N/\J) N N
P 32C P\ T4LLy,
S e ( 4LLM)

which implies that I; < A= exp (—ﬁ). By the same method as in the first part,

So we have

we also have I, < exp (—ﬁ).

IP’( ! sup H)z(t)—X*(t)H2 >8BM< 'm sup |log f(z )|+2>hm>

NJ te[h,1—h) x| <M

N N
<h—(m+4) o .
~ P\ ~arL., ) TP\ TSIon

m N
S(NAJ) B exp < h J)

—0.

Hence we have proved that when h < (N A J)/log®(N AJ))~/ @+ for any € > 0 we have

1-h
¥ /h (1) = X7 (0) |t = O, (™) = 0, (N A J) "5,

Step 2: From a presumed upper bound to a sharper one.

Assume that for some a < 0, we have proved that

1

. / R X2t = 0, (N AT).
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For future convenience we denote Z;;(t) = log f(X;;(t)), Lin(Z) = Lix(X), and so on.

Then we also have

Nij/h ||z(t)—z*(t)H§dt§]Lv—A§ : X (1) = X*(1)|| 2t = 0, (N A J)%) .

Using Taylor’s expansion, we have

N J 1—h 1 — 3 ii\S) = 50t it
-3 [ (B 20 - 2y - P -
X (fo T 6%> Fut) - 73 0

N T pih o Ziu)
XY [ S0 - g

where Z-j (t) is some real number between Z(t) and Zj(t) Now since

0 > min(f(X5(6)), £(Xy(8) > inf f(x),

T Jzl<M

it follows that

N J

[ lze-zalas S [ (fO e —f<Xz;<t>>) (2402 o).

(A.20)
Denote A;; = {fol dY;;(s) < y/h(N A J)/2K(0)}. By a similar proof as in the first part of

Theorem 1, we can show that there exists a constant L > 0 such that when 0 < z < 1/L,
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we have

E |exp (:EZ/O inj(s)ds>] % (1—Lax)™"

Take x = 1/2L, we have

P(AS)

)

o ([t > L2
exp( $(0 \/T/\J) (1—Lx)”
S

<exp (=Ch ™ log NAJ)

AN

So we have
P ((UY, Ul Ay)") S N exp (=Ch™" log(N A J)) = 0.
Now we set

M;;(t) =

fol [fh@g — S)d)ﬁj(S)IAi. B [fol [fh(t — S)dY;j(S)IAi] ‘
fo Kh(t o S)dS 7 fO Kh<t — S)dS !

Note that under A;;, for any ¢ € [h,1 — h] we have

(t — 5)dYy(s)
fol Kp(t — s)ds

< K;}?) /0 dYi;(s) <

This implies that |M;;(t)| has a uniform bound /(N A J)/h for any t € [h,1 — h] and any

i, 7 with probability 1. Then with probability tending to 1, by (A.20) we have

/h ) 1Z(t) — Z* () ||t
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g [ o Fult = )Yy ]Ai_] .
Jo Kn(t — s)ds !

By Lemma 2, for ¢t € (h,1 — h) we have the following uniform bound:

_fol Kp(t — s)dYi;(s) | B .
e R LG 0)
o Kt = 9)aYi(s) ]| [ [ B = 90avi9)]
<|E _ fol Kh(t — S)ds ]Afj_ +|E fol Kh(t B s)ds f(Xl](t))

SRt - s)dVis(s)]”
fol Ky (t — s)ds

Jy Kt = 5)dYy(s)]”
fol Ky (t — s)ds

+ Cph™

<El}. E [
ij

<P(AS)E + Ch™

<exp (—5h’m log(N A J)) A=+ A

<pm,

Therefore we obtain that

1-h
Nij/h 1Z(t) — Z*(t) || .de

- [ X)L FG0) [ ,
gp—zz Mij(t)<1og F0) — log 70) )dt+\/TJh |Z(t) — Z*(t)|| ..

Gt = {xx) e o [ X - X< v}
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Since fhl_h IX/(t) — X(t)||%dt/NJ = o, (N A J)*), we have

wi ) lao-zwla
f“"”'NJ X;I})pega ;;/h (10g%—log%) dt| + ™ (N A J)™2.

(A.21)

Now we fix an arbitrary constant v > 0 which is small enough. Denote I = [0, (N A J)*/?]
and I, = (N AJ)207D" (N A J)*2™] for any n € N. Furthermore, we denote
G ={(X,X') e GxXG:||X—-X||p € 1,}. Then for the first term in (A.21), we have

| FXLW) X))
N7 oS ZZ/ Mt (k’g oy T R) )dt

(X.XNegs |21 =1

XI/(t g
SL sup ZZZ/ Lix(t), X (t)) €, Mij (1) (log —f<f(%() ) — log —f(jfgjogt))) dt

NJ (x xeds | 4= 0 i=1 j=1

1
SNT ek Z[ / Lx(t).x/(1)eGa, It

EQQ n=0
> X5 (0) F(Xy(0))
E E M;;(t) <log 0 log 7(0) ) ‘ ] .

X sup sup
te[h1=h] (X X")eGan |'i=1 j=1
(A.22)
Note that for any (X, X’) € G§ and any n € N we have
Ju "I (t) = X (8] dt
1 e P < (N AJ) 2 (A.23)
/h (X(6). X/ (1) € (N ) ( )

So by (A.22) and (A.23) we have
F(X5;) o f(X5))
>t (e s ) o

42
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—— sup
(X, X")egy
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(n—1)v

(NAJ
Z ) sup sup

n=0 te[h,1—h] (i,i/)EGQ,n

> fXG) L f(Xy)
ZZMij(t) (log 70) —log 0) )‘

i=1 j=1

Now we partition a A-net on [0,1] with A = A™*3/2/(NJVN AJ) and t, = kA, k =

1,..., K, where K = [1/A]. Then we get that

1 1-h X!,
1 M ( fFXy) f( ))
NJ (X, XNegs |'i= 1 G= 1 f(O) f )
< (N A )2 F(X)
< sup sup Mi;(t) | log log
% NJ te[h,1=h] (X, X")€G2,n | i=1 ]Zl s F0)
1 PR R
(N A gy~ sup sup Mi;(ti) | log ~log 5
; NJk L,..,K:tp€lh,1-h] (X, X')EG2 n 221:; ’ f0) A0)
& 1
+ 57 (VA )Y sup Sup
nz [NJ |t—t/| <At E[h1-h] (R X")eGan
N _ -
(X)) f(Xy)
Z Z z] B l] )) (10g — log
2.2 £(0) £(0)
ENTNAD O L A ST (N A D) Y g, (A.24)
n—0 n=0

We then bound the first term of (A.24) in Step 2.1 and bound the second term of (A.24)

in Step 2.2.
Step 2.1: Bound I, for any fixed n.

We fix arbitrary ¢ € [h,1 — h|. For any p € N, with the aid of Lemma 6.3 in Ledoux and

Talagrand (2013), we get

2p

E sup
(X, X"eGan

ol FXG) L F(XG)
22 My ( o) 8 f(O))

=1 j=1

N J

<2%E sup
(X, X"eG2,n

FxD e[
(! < o) 8 f(O))‘ ’

i=1 j=
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where ¢;;’s are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables that are independent of the Y;;(t)’s.

Now since z +—» ﬁlog% is a contraction on [—M, M] that vanishes at x = 0, using

Theorem 4.12 in Ledoux and Talagrand (2013) gives

N J / 2p
J(X5) f(Xy)
27 sup €i; M (1) <log Y2 _log J
ot |2 2 M) (s Ty 8
2p
<2% (2L )R sup ZZEZ] i ( =.0)
(X, X" eG2,n i=1 j=1
<APLYE | sup  [EoM(t)|g X —X||i~iq] :
(X, X" eG2,n
where 1/2p 4+ 1/2¢ = 1. Here E = (eij)f?;?il, | - ||s, denote the Schatten-k norm and o

denote Hadamard product between two matrices. For (X, X') € G,,,, we have

1

X' = X5, < @2r)2 2 ||X =X, < (2r)2 2VNT (N AT

So we have

A fex N |”
o Z;M” < o) f(O))

=1

SATL Y (NP (N A TP E [[Eo M), |

Finally, our task is to give an upper bound on El[||E o M(t)H?; _]. By direct calculation, we

have

E [e,My(1)?] <E [fo L DS o),

Y fol Kp(t — s)ds
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Under the context of Theorem 4.9 in Latala et al. (2018), we have

N p\ 1/2p
N1/2pJ1/2
e Z<ZE Gl )) :O(W)’

=1

J N p\ 1/2p
N1/2J1/2p
= (S (S]] o (M)
= =1

7j=1

Al v NAJ
. 2 _ 1/2p 71/2
oy =22 ey (1)l p) —0<N”’J”’\/T>,

=1 j5=1

and E [HE o M(t)H‘ZS’;J < (0p1 + 0p2 + Cy/poy)?, where C' > 0 is a universal constant.

Hence for any C’ > 0 (determined later), by Markov’s inequality we have

aby g f(Xz(j) _ f(Xij)
;;Mw(t) (log 0) log 70 )

1
P sup > C'ph™ (N A J)o/2+3nw/2
(N‘] (X, X" eG2,n ( )

<(C'pNJIW™) ™2 (N AJ) P E | sup
(X,X")eGy

S (o FED e [
>3t (ot s T )‘

2p
42L
< ( V2 M) P (NJ) PR (01 + 0y + C\/ﬁa;)Qp (N AJ) P

C'p
2p
12v/2L NJP  NPJ N A JN\?
< [ =X P(N —ph—Qmp Y 2p N N npl/
N( C,p>r(J) (hp+h+C’ppJ(h>)(/\J)

Now we denote C = C'/12v/2L/r and choose h =< ((N A J) /log® (N A J))~Y/@m+1),

p = h~" (we also assume without loss of generality that p > 1), then

C'p hp hp

2 NAJ \° NAT N o (NAD?
(N (NlogZ(N/\J)) +J<Jlog2(N/\J)> TN (NJlogQ(N/\J)

)
1 )2p (N +J + CpPN.J) (log (N A J)) ™
)

1930\ " NJP  NPJ N AT\
eV ebM TP(NJ)thmp< + ( . ))
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Sexp (—h”’ [2 log C — 2log C + Vlog(l/h)] +log N + log J) .

Choose C" = 12v/2reL);, then we have 210g6Y — 2logC = 2. Since h™ > log N V log J

and vlog(1/h) > 0 for h small enough, we have

1 N J - f(XZ/]) . f(Xz])> 1y m—v o/2+3nv/2
v (NJ XXt D2 Mi(t) (10g o) s T )| T O (N A )

= ! 3 i M — _f(X”)) /M o/2+43nv /2
= (NJ XXt | 2 L Mi;(t) (10g o) 8 T )| > Pt (A

So we have

P (Il,n > C/hm—V (N A J)a/2+3m//2>
by JOX) (X
LA (N—J 33 o) (s st e )

tr€[h,1—h]
1 v
S+ oxp ( (N A J)m) (NAJ)Y™

> O'pmv (N A J)a/2+3nu/2>

2m+43

SNJ (N A J) 545 (log(N A J)) "5t exp (= (N A=) (N A

M+l_ny v
SNJ (N A J)2znst 727" exp <— (N/\J)2m+2>.
Hence

ip <f1,n > C'hW™TY (N A J)a/2+3nu/2>

<D NIV AT exp (- (v agyze)

n=0
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m+3/2 | 1

—NJ (N A J) 51 43 oxp (— (N A J)ﬁ) 1-NADH™)

m+3/2
2m—+1

<NJ(N A J)Z1t3 oxp (— (N A J)ﬁ)

—0,

where the last inequality holds since N A J > log(N V J). This implies that

P (
_»(
p(

—0.

WE

-1
(NAJ) PO L, > (N AR O (1 — (A 2) )

i
[e=)

(N ATy 200, 2 ST (N A ) 20 O (N A )2 )

n=0

oL

hE

(N A J)—Z(n—l)l/ Il,n > 'Y (N A J)a/2+31’/2 (1 _ (N A J))—V/2)_1>

3
Il
o

We finally deduce that with high probability,

Z (N A J>—2(n—1)u ILn

n=0
< 2u+a/2 ~1ypm—v —v/2 -1
<, (N A T2 o (1—(NAJ) )

(N el GG (1og (7 )P/

5 (N A J)2V+Oé/27m/(2m+1)+l//2m ) (A25>

Step 2.2: Bound Iy, for any fixed n.

Since K(x) is Lg-Lipschitz, K'(z) exists almost everywhere and |K'(z)| < Lg. Then,
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under A;; we have

gﬁﬁg@-@&%@
de fol Kp(t — s)ds

Q22w
R (f Khﬁ dgds> i () - (7))

This implies that M;;(¢) is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant #\/ N A J. Since

A = hm+32/(\/N AN JNJ), we have

N J
f(X3;) f(Xi;)
L, = sup sup M;i(t) — M, (¢ (log 72— log J
? [t—t/| <At €[h,1—h] (X,X/)EGa.n ;;_; i) () f(0) f(0)
N J
< sup sup M (t) — My (|| XL — X
e el [ 2 2 M) = MO = X
A
SJW NAJ sup VNJ|X =X
(X, X"eG2n
a/24nv
Nh3/2v ANJNJ(NANJ)

<h™ (N A J)M*m
So we have that with high probability

Z N/\ J (n—1)v Lo, Szhm (N/\ J)a/2+n1/f2(n71)1/ S (N/\ J)a/2+3ufm/(2m+1) .
n=0 n=0

(A.26)

Step 3: Obtain the final bound.
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By (A.21), (A.22), (A.24), (A.25) and (A.26), for any v > 0 small enough, we have

1 7 * 2 a/2—m/(2m+1)+max{3v,3v/2+v/2m}
— sup ||Z(t) -z :O<N/\J : )
37 w120 -2 0]} =0, (¥ A)

which also implies that

1 S N 2 a/2—m/(2m+1)+3v
— sup || X(f) — X*(¢ :0<N/\J >
N7 o IR0 =X 0l =0 (VA7)

Therefore, as long as a > —2m/(2m + 1), we can repeat the above procedure to obtain a

sharper rate. Finally, we conclude that for any 6 > 0,
7 * 2 —2m/(2m
7 s [[X(6) = X @7 = 0, (v Ay e
which completes the proof. O]

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 is based on the following lemma, whose proof will be provided

later in the Appendix B.

Lemma 3 (Varshamov-Gilbert). Let Q = {w = (w1, -+ ,wn) 1 w; € {0,1}}. Suppose that
N > 8. There ezists W°,--- ,wM € Q such that (i) W° = (0,---,0), (ii) M > 2V/% and
(iii) H(wi,w*) > N/ for 0 < j < k < M, here H(w,v) = SN I(w; # v;) is the Hamming

=1

Distance between w and v. We call ' = {u°, -+, w™} a pruned hypercube.
Proof of Theorem 2. We proceed with the following two steps:

Step 1. Packing Set Construction: First, set g(¢) to be a sufficiently smooth function
which is supported on [0, 1], satisfying supy ) [g(¢)] < M and sup g™ ()] < M. Let
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n € N to be determined later and define
1
ge(t) = —gnt —(k-1)), 1<k <n.
nm

Then g (t) is supported on [(k —1)/n, k/n], supjg ;) |gx(t)| < M and

(i—mgk(t)’ = g™ (nt — (k — 1)) < M, Vt € [0,1].

Now without loss of generality we assume N < J. According to Lemma 3, as long as
nrJ > 8, we can construct a pruned hypercube €' of Q = {0, 1}7/*" with |(V'| > 27"//8

and Vw, v € 0, w # v, we have

r J n

nrJ
> I(wiy #vi5) = =

i=1 j=1 k=1

Now we construct our packing set through ' as G = {X“(t) : w € Q'}. We know that
|GL| > 27778, And Yw € Q', X“(t) is an N x J matrix-valued function on [0, 1], defined

element-wisely by

X:;(t) = waf(modr),jgk(t)’
k=1
Intuitively, for 1 <4 < r,1 < j < J we define the first  x J block of X*(t) by X (t) =
Y orey wfj gr(t), then copy this block several times until the whole matrix is defined. It’s

easy to verify that X € G and satisfies Condition 2, and for any w,v € ', w # v, we have



And similarly we can show that

1/t ) 1t
— XU (t) = XY (1) pdt < — t)*dt.
AL SCER SOy 0

Step 2. Utilize Fano’s inequality to give a lower bound:
Let €2 = fol g(t)?dt/(64n*™). For any X“(t) € G, denote its estimator as )A(”(t) and we

choose its L2-projection to G%. as

w* : 1 ! w* W
X< () :aig*erg}nN—J/O X< (1) = X (t)Hi,dt.

We note that if X" (¢) # X“(t), and
1 ! W w 2 2
N_J/O X (t) — X(t) || pdt < €,
then we must have
1 ! w* W 2 2 1 ! W w 2
N_J/O [ X" (8) — X(t) ||t > € >N—J/0 X (t) — X (t) || pdt,

since

LA L o
N—J/O 1X“(8) — X (8)|| 5 dt > 4¢?,
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as proved in Step 1. However, this contradicts the definition of X*"(¢) and we conclude

that

1

1
N7 / X (t) — X“(t)Hidt < €® implies X* (1) = X“(t).
0

Now we proceed our proof by contradiction, assume that for any X (t) € G/,

Y

N | —

P (NLJ /01 1X“(t) — X“(1)||.dt < 62) >

then we immediately obtain that

P (X" (t) = X“(t)) > 5 =P (X7 (t) # X“(1)) < 3
here the probability is taken over a uniform prior on G/ and the distribution of Y*(¢), the
multivariate Poisson process associated to X“(t).

Since X“(¢) only depends on Y“(t), using Fano’s inequality gives us

log2+ G732, vea Prr (Y2 (O Y"(1))

P (X' (1) # X“(t) > 1 log |G|

Note that for multivariate Poisson processes Y“(¢) and Y”(t), we have

o [ (e K5O

_;;/0 (Xz'j(t> log X;’j(t) (Xij(t) Xz-j(t))> dt
N J , " 9 1 )

SZZf%ff{(;} /0 (X2 (1) — X2(1)) dt

|<
= sup L [V - xe ol ae < sup LEEZE [

lz|<M f(z) lz| <M f(z) n2m 0
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Note that log |G| > nrJlog2/8, therefore

T 2
8 8Nsup|z|<M f((x)) fo (t)%dt

nrJ n?m+lrlog 2

P (X (1) £ X4() = 1 -

Now as long as rJ > 32 (if rJ < 32 there are only finitely many cases) we choose

1/(2m+1) 1/(2m+1)
32 f'(z)? /1 2 <N>
su t)=dt — + 1,
(10g2|z§€\)4 f(x) Jo (¢ r

getting to P (X" (t) # X“(t)) > 1/2, and existence of an absolute constant C' such that

Y

Zdt —2m/(2m+1)
62 — f[) > O (E)

64n2m r

a contradiction. Therefore 3X“(t) € G’ such that

1 1 S . 9 N —2m/(2m+1)
P (N_J/O X (t) — X“(t) || pdt > C (7> >

which completes the proof.

| =

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3
Proof of Theorem 3. We first prove the first part of Theorem 3.

We only need to prove that IC(r*) > IC(r) holds with probability converging to 0 for any
r € R and r # r*. We denote X (™ as the estimator obtained when we fix the rank to be
r. Then we separately discuss the case when r is smaller or bigger than r*. For notational

simplicity, we define
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and define

G, ={X()=0O()AT:© € L}, [0,1], A € R”", sup [|O(t)]25500 < M, [|Allo00 < M}

te(0,1]

for fixed r € R. Now we discuss the two cases when r is smaller or larger than r* separately.
Case 1: r < r*.

We have

IC(r*) — IC(r)
=—2 / o (,ct,h (X)) = Lo (XD (t))) dt + v(N, J,r*) — v(N, J,7)
hl—h R
<-2 / (ct,h (X*(1)) = Lop (X (t))> dt +v(N, J,r*) — v(N, J,7)

1-h
§4/ sup ‘Lt,h (X) —ELy, (X) ‘ dt +4 sup
h

Xegr* XEQT*

/h _ [ELA(X(1) — Ton(X(2))] dt

_ Q/h : (%,h(X*(t)) — Ji,h(f((’“)(t))) dt + (v(N, J,r*) — o(N, J,r))

241 + ALy — 215 + . (A.27)

In the following steps, we bound each of Iy, I, I3, I4.

Step 1: Bound I[;.

By the proof of the first part of Theorem 1, we have shown that [; = O,(NJh™).
Step 2: Bound Is.

For any X € G,«, by Lemma 2 we have

/h _ (Eﬁt,h(X(t)) _sﬂ,h(X(t))) dt

o4



N J

< Z/hl_h

i=1 j=1

[ Ku(t — s)f (Xi(s)) ds
fol Ky(t — s)ds

— [ (XG;(1))| Nog f(Xi;(t))| dt

<TNJC,h™ sup |log f(z)|.

|| <M

So we have I, < NJh™.

Step 3: For the third term, for any ¢ in [h, 1 — h], by Lemma 1 we have

il % f( z*](t)) * v (r*
<)Y (f(Xw 1o 25 05— UG 0) ~ XS ><t>>>>

—48,, <jt,h(X* (1) = Tin(X® (t))> :

So we have

&
I

[ (a0 @) - Za K0 at

1 1-h - 2
Zﬁ_/ HX(T)(t)—X*(t)H dt
M Jh F

1 1-h
Zﬁ_/ 0-7% tdta
M Jh

where in the last step we use Weyl’s inequality for singular values.

Step 4: For the last term I, by the assumption of Theorem 3, we have

1-h
I, =v(N,J,r*) —v(N,J,r) =0 (/ afudt) :
h

Since N.J (J/qb(J))fm/(QmH)J“S = o(u(N, J,r)) for some § > 0, for h = (¢(.J)/J)1=9/CGm+1)

by (A.27) we have limy o P(IC(r*) > IC(r)) = 0.
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Case 2: r* < r.

Denote maximum element in R by 7. Then,

IC(r*) — IC(r)
—_9 /l_h (Lt,h(f((”(t)) — L (X (t))) dt +v(N, J,r*) — v(N, J,7)
— o r v ) —w r
<=2 [ (LX) = £0p(K0) )+ o(N. Jr) = (N, L

1-h 1—-h
<4 /h sup [ Lon(X) — ELon(X)|dt +4 sup /h (ELon(X(1)) — Jon(X(2))) dt

Xeg’rmax Xengax

b2 [ (30 - KO0 ] — . ) = o4,

SAL + 40 + 213 — 1. (A.28)

We can use the same method as in Case 1 to prove that I /NJ = O, ((J/gb( )~ 2m+1)+6)
and I, = O ((J/¢(J))7m/(2m+1)+5>. Moreover, by the proof of the first part in Theorem 1,

we have I3 = O, ((J/(b(J))_m/(QmH)J"S). By the assumption of Theorem 3, we have
lim —14/ (J)p(J)) ™ CmIIT

So by (A.28) we have limy s P(IC(r*) > IC(r)) = 0. Hence by the proof in Case 1 and

Case 2, we verified that

lim P(r=r")=1.
N,J—o00

Then we prove the second part of Theorem 3 similarly. We separately discuss the case
when r < r* and r* < r. The proof in the first case is the same as in the first part, so we

only discuss the second case.
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For convenience, we denote Z;;(t) = log f(X;;(t)), Lin(Z) = L4 4(X), and so on. We omit

~

70 as Z. By the proof of the second part in Theorem 1, for any 6 > 0 we have

sup ||Z

telh,1—h]

I

Using Taylor’s expansion, we have

0< /h o (Lon(Z(1)) — Loa(Z*(2)))

) i Z [ (fol f(;(f(_t D (2utt) - Zy0) - (R0 - f(X;}(t))>> at
:ii /h o (fol ?}(fh; i)i;f‘;;s) _ f(X;;(t))) (Zust) - 25(0)) at

—iZ/ " a0 - zy0)
=h __]: (A.29)

where Zij(t) is some real number between Z7;(t) and Z-j (t). By the proof of the second part

in Theorem 1, I, = O, <NJ (N A J)_2m/(2m+1)+6>. Since eZu® > min(f(X5(t)), f()/(\'lj(t))) >

inf|<ar f(2), it follows that

|| <T sup HZ

2 ~0, (NJ(N/\J) 2m/2m+1)+5>
telh,1—h]

I

Then by (A.29) we have

/1—h (gt,h(im(t)) - ﬁt,h(Z*(t))> dt = 0, (NJ (NAJ)™ 2m)/( 2m+1)+5)
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So we proved that for any r* < r < 7,40,
1-h N
/ (ﬁt,h(X(T)(t)) — 'Ct,h(X*(t))> dt :O (NJ (N A J) 2m/( 2m+1)+6>
h

for o > 0 small enough. Since we have

1C(*) — IC(r)

- 2/ (Lo (RO0) — Leu(RO 1)) dt + (N, Jr) — (N, J7)
<_9 {/hlh (Eth()’i(?"*)(t)) — ﬁt’h(X*(t))> dt — /hlh (ﬁt,h(i(r)(t)) - Lt,h(X*(t))> dt] +u(N, J,r)

=0y (NJ(N A2 (N, g, 7)

and NJ (N A J) 2MEmDR0 — o(4(N, J,r)), we have limy, j_0 PIC(r*) > IC(r)) = 0.

This completes the proof of Theorem 3. O

B Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 1. Using the well-known inequality —logx > 1 — x, we obtain that

Faytog Hl = (7(a) = 1(6) = - 2f(a)og Jfgb; ~ (@) - £B)
>2f(a) (1 - %) (f(a) - F(b))
= (Vi) - ¢—b>>2
([ o7
2 (a0 i HEN 4fzc ;
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which implies that (a — b)* < 48 ( f(a)log 28 — (f(a) - f(b))). O

Proof of Lemma 2. Using Taylor series expansion, we obtain that

Jo Kt = ) f (Xis(s)) ds o Balt = 5) (f (Xig(s)) = f (Xis(8)) ds

1 - f(Xl(t)) 1
Jo Kn(t —s)ds Jo Kn(t —s)ds
= ldE Rt =) (s =) ds 1 [y Kalt —s) i f (Xy(w) (s — )" ds
N 1 k! dtk f <X2j (t)) fol Kh(t — S)dS * m! fol Kh<t — S)dS ’

where u = 0s + (1 — 6)t. Now under Condition 3, if h <t < 1 — h, it’s easy to show that

fork=1,--- ,m—1,

/OlKh(t—s)(s—t)kds:O.

According to Condition 2, |-I= £(X;;(u))| < M, hence we have

(t —s)f (Xi(s)) ds m
ATy -5 o) < 2 [ IR ar
0 “rhv T
Choose C,, = & _11 |K ()| |x|™ dx, we complete the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 2 under Condition 3’ . Using Taylor series expansion, we obtain that

Jo Bt — 5)f (X,5(5)) ds o Eult = ) (F (Xu(s) — £ (Xy () ds

T — [ (X35(1)) T
Jo Kn(t — s)ds Jo Kn(t — s)ds
s rdE R —s) (s =) ds 1 Jy Kalt — s) i f (Xy(w) (s — )" ds
Lkt e/ (Xult)) [} Ku(t — s)ds ol [ Kn(t — s)ds ’

where u = s + (1 — 0)t. Now under Condition 3’, if h!7¢ <t <1 — k'™ it’s easy to show
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that

/01 Kl — 5) (s — 1) ds| =ht / K (2)da

=h" /h ka(a:)d:B+/ " K (z)dx

—h—¢ 00
ghk/ :Uk\K(:U)]d;E—i—/ ¥ K (v)|dx

[e'¢) —€

Shk hm—k
=h".

Moreover, it is easy to see that fol Kp(t —s)ds — 1 as h | 0. So we can choose constant

Cy, > 0 such that the following holds when A > 0 is small enough:

fol Ki(t —s)f (Xi;(s)) ds
fol Ky(t — s)ds

— [ (Xi(1)] < Cph™.

This completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 3. Let D = [N/8]. Set w® = (0,---,0). Define Q) = Q and Q; = {w €
Q: H(w,w") > D}. Let w! be any element in ;. We continue recursively and at the j-th
step we get Q; = {w € Q1 : Hw,w’™) > D}, and v’ € Q;, where j = 1,--- , M, until
Q41 is empty. Let nj be the number of elements in set A; = {w € Q; : H(w,w’) < D},

7 =0,---, M. It follows clearly that

n; < XD: (]j ) (A.30)
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Since the sets Ag, - -+ , Ay form a partition of €2, Zj]\io n; = 2V. Thus,

D /N
M+1 > ol A31
aren 3 () 22 (A31)
leading to
M+1> ! = ! (A.32)

“ Xl p(2hz<p)

where Zy,--- |, Zy are i.i.d. Ber(1/2) random variables. By Hoeffding’s inequality,

P (i Z; < D> =P (i Z; < [%D < exp (—%—ZQV) < 27N, (A.33)

Therefore M > 2V/% as long as N > 8. And finally note that by our construction,

H(w/,wk) > D+ 1> N/8 for any j # k. O

C Computation Algorithm

We propose an projected gradient descent algorithm for optimizing the discretized pseudo-
likelihood (6). To handle the constraints in our problem, a projected gradient descent

update is used in each iteration. For vector x, we define the following projection operator:

x if [x] < M,
Procy(x) = arg min|jy — x|| =
lyll<m

Mx/||x| if ||x| > M.

Algorithm 1 (Projected gradient descent algorithm).

Input: Data {Y;(¢t) : t € [0,1],5 = 1,...,N,j = 1,...,J}, pre-specified dimension r,

constraint M.
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We partition interval [h,1 — h] by ¢ evenly separated time points t¢1,...,t,. We set it-

eration number m = 1, initial values @O () = (0\9(t,),.... 80 (t1)),...,00(,) =

0(t,),...,00(t,) and AO = (a\”, ... a").
Update: At the m-th iteration, perform:

For each respondent ¢ and time node ¢;, update
6™ (t,) = Procy <0§m71)(tl) + psETﬁl)(@(m’l), A(m’l))> :
where
sgfl"*l)(Q,A) =

For each item j, update

J

agm) = Procyy, (a(mfl) + pg(‘mfl)<@(mfl)’ A(mfl))> :

where

- 0
§§. 1)(@,A) = —/L <®(t1)7"'7@<t4)7A)'
(9aj

The step size p > 0 is chosen by backtracking line search. Iterate this step until convergence.

Let m be the last iteration number upon convergence.
Output: X(t;) = O™ (t))(A™)T for each I =1,...,q.

The following theorem guarantees the convergence of Algorithm 1 to a critical point of

the discretized pseudo-likelihood.
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Theorem 4. Denote the parameters obtained in the k-th update by @) = (©@W®) (¢,), ..., @M (t,))

.....

M and ||A||2m00 < M and (©,A) is a critical point of Ly, (O(t1),...,0O(t,), A).

Remark 17. In simulation studies, Ly usually have only one critical point, which is its

unique global mazximum point.

Proof of Theorem 4. For notational simplicity, we denote:

-----

Furthermore, denote the projection operator in algorithm by P. We first prove that P is
the projection operator on compact set H. For any v = (©,A) £ (ay,...,ak), where
ai,...,ag € RMand K = ¢gN + J. Then P(ay,...,akx) = (Procy(ay),. .., Procy(ak)).

Then for any 7 = (ay, ..., ax) € H, we have

((av; — Procys(ay), ..., ax — Procy(ak)), (g — Procys(aq), ..., ax — Procy(ak)))

= Z(&“k — ProcM(ak), o — PYOCM(%)>

This implies that P is the projection operator on compact set H. By the projected gradient
descent algorithm, there holds: v* = (@® A®) ¢ H for any k € N. Suppose 7 =
(©,A) € H is a limit point of its subsequence, i.e., v¥») — ~. We first prove that

v=(0,A) is a critical point, i.e.,

VILu(v) (5 —7) <0
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for any 3 = (©, A) € H. If not, then VIL,(7)(F —~) > 0 for fixed 3 = (0, A) € H, Since
by the algorithm, £;(7y*)) is strictly increasing, we can deduce that if we input v as the

parameter value in the initial step, the algorithm will stop updating or update v to itself.

Case 1: If the algorithm stop updating, then for any p > 0 and v, £ P(y + pVLx(7)), we

have Lp,(7,) < L(y). We first prove that for any p > 0, we have

VELL(Y) (7, =) <0.

If not, i.e., VIL,(v)(7, — ) > 0. Denote v + pVL(y) = 7, + v. Then by the projection

property, we have (v, —v)Tv > 0. So we have

—vp =3 = (v — M) (v = pVLL(Y)) = 0,

which implies that v, = 7. This falls into Case 2. Hence for any p > 0, we have
VILu(v)(v, — ) < 0. Then for p > 0 small enough, we have L£,(y) < L(7,), which

leads to contradiction.

Case 2: If the algorithm update v to itself. Then for any p > 0, we have P(v+pV L, (7)) =

~ . Then for any ¥ € H, we have

7 =) (v + pVLL(Y) —7) < 0.

Hence VI L, (7)(7 —v) <0 for any 5 € H. So we prove that 7 is a critical point. By this
proof, we can also show that the algorithm will stop updating on a critical point. This
indicates that there can be only one limit point among v*), k = 1,2, .... Hence we proved

that v(*) converges to a critical point of £j(7). O
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D Details of Simulation Settings

We provide the detailed settings of the simulations in Section 4. In each simulation, we

consider three cases regarding the true parameter matrix X(t) = @(t)A™:
C1 X takes constant value on [0, 1], i.e., ©(t) takes constant value on [0, 1].
C2 X is linear on [0, 1], i.e., ©(t) changes linearly on [0, 1].

C3 X changes periodically on [0, 1], i.e., ©(t) changes periodically on [0, 1].

The detailed version of the data generating mechanism is given as: The true dimension is
chosen to r = 3 and link function is chosen as f(x) = exp(z). Diverging sequences of J
and N are considered, by letting J = 200,400, 600, 800. We consider three cases (C1, C2,

C3) under three general settings (S1, S2):

(S1) Let N = 2.J.

itd itd

Cl Generate ®, A by ©;; ~ U(—1.8,1.8) and A;; ~ U(—1.8,1.8). Let X(t) =
O(t)A" for any t € [0, 1].
C2 Generate ©(0), A by ©,;(0) w U(—1.6,1.6) and A;; w U(—1.6,1.6). Generate

linear coefficient B € R™" by B;;
X(t) = ©(t)AT for any t € [0, 1].
C3 Generate ©(0), A by 0;;(0) ¥ U(—1.6,1.6) and A;; < U(—1.6,1.6). Choose the
period as Ty = 1. Generate amplitude coefficient S € R™* and phase coefficient

id iid

W € RTXN by Sij ~ U<—12,12) and VV,L'j ~ U(O,Tg) Let @U(t) = @U(O) +

Sijsin(2m(t — Wy;)/To) and let X(¢) = O(¢)AT for any ¢ € [0, 1].

(S2) Let N = 2J.
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S1 S2
Kernel method C1 C2 C3 C1 C2 C3
J =200 0.0391 | 0.0457 | 0.0481 | 0.0497 | 0.0554 | 0.0576
J =400 0.0212 | 0.0246 | 0.0262 | 0.0267 | 0.0302 | 0.0315
J =600 0.0150 | 0.0174 | 0.0185 | 0.0189 | 0.0213 | 0.0222
J =800 0.0117 | 0.0137 | 0.0145 | 0.0147 | 0.0167 | 0.0174
Poisson regression C1 C2 C3 C1 C2 C3
J =200 0.0065 | 1.1730 | 0.6290 | 0.0081 | 0.8303 | 0.4564
J =400 0.0032 | 1.1820 | 0.6260 | 0.0040 | 0.8283 | 0.4592
J =600 0.0021 | 1.2052 | 0.6344 | 0.0027 | 0.8320 | 0.4627
J =800 0.0016 | 1.2104 | 0.6368 | 0.0020 | 0.8348 | 0.4620

Table 4: Mean prediction error among 50 independent replications under proposed kernel-
based method and rank constraint Poisson regression in each of the 24 simulation settings.

C1

C2

C3

Generate ©, A by ©,; % U(—1.8,1.8), A; % U(—1.8,1.8) fori=1,....r—1,j =

itd

1,...,J and A;; ~ U(-0.9,0.9) for i =r,5=1,...,J.. Let X(t) = O(t)A" for
any t € [0, 1].

1id iid

Generate ©(0), A by ©,; ~ U(-1.6,1.6), A;; ~ U(—-1.6,1.6) for i =1,...,r —

1,7 =1,...,J and A;; “ U(—0.8,0.8) for i = r,j = 1,...,J.. Generate linear

iid

coefficient B € RN by B;; ~ U(—4,4) and let ©;;(t) = Byt + 6,;;(0). Let

X (t) = O(t)AT for any t € [0, 1].
Generate ©(0), A by ©;; w U(-1.6,1.6), A;; w U(=1.6,1.6) fori =1,...,r —

1,7 = 1,...,J and A;; £ U(-0.8,0.8) for i = r,57 = 1,...,J.. Choose the

period as Ty = 1. Generate amplitude coefficient S € R™* and phase coefficient

id iid

W € RTXN by Sij ~ U<—12,12) and VVij ~ U(O,Tg) Let ®U<t) = @Z](O) +

Sijsin(2m(t — Wy;)/To) and let X(¢) = O(¢)AT for any ¢ € [0, 1].

Under independent-event-type settings, the results regarding the estimation errors are given

in Table 4, which show similar results as in the settings where the event types are dependent.

We then evaluate the accuracy regarding selecting the number of factors. In the information

criterion, we set the penalty term to be v(N,J,r) = 3000rNJh*% and select r from the
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candidate set {1,2,3,4,5}. Similar to our simulation results when the event types are
dependent, the number of factors is always correctly selected under all the simulation

settings.
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