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Abstract

In multivariate functional data analysis, different functional covariates often ex-
hibit homogeneity. The covariates with pronounced homogeneity can be analyzed
jointly within the same group, offering a parsimonious approach to modeling mul-
tivariate functional data. In this paper, a novel grouped multiple functional regres-
sion model with a new regularization approach termed “coefficient shape alignment”
is developed to tackle functional covariates homogeneity. The modeling procedure
includes two steps: first aggregate covariates into disjoint groups using the new
regularization approach; then the grouped multiple functional regression model is
established based on the detected grouping structure. In this grouped model, the
coefficient functions of covariates in the same group share the same shape, invariant
to scaling. The new regularization approach works by penalizing differences in the
shape of the coefficients. We establish conditions under which the true grouping
structure can be accurately identified and derive the asymptotic properties of the
model estimates. Extensive simulation studies are conducted to assess the finite-
sample performance of the proposed methods. The practical applicability of the
model is demonstrated through real data analysis in the context of sugar quality
evaluation. This work offers a novel framework for analyzing the homogeneity of
functional covariates and constructing parsimonious models for multivariate func-
tional data.
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1 Introduction

Functional data analysis (FDA) is an area of statistics that aims at modeling complex
objects such as functions, images, shapes, and manifolds (see [27] and [32]). Multivariate
FDA, as a natural extension of FDA, involves increased complexity as it must address not
only the infinite-dimensionality of each functional component but also the associations
between different components within this infinite-dimensional space. In the realm of re-
gression involving multiple covariates, understanding these associations becomes crucial
for accurately modeling the relationships between the dependent variable and the covari-
ates. In principle, associated covariates in the same group typically share some kind of
homogeneity, which forms the foundation for constructing the grouping structure. The
homogeneity structure offers valuable insights into the connectivity or association between
different covariates, making it crucial in multivariate FDA. However, the challenge is that
it is generally unknown which covariates should be grouped together. This uncertainty
necessitates the development of methods to detect the underlying grouping structure,
ensuring that the analysis effectively capture the relationships and interactions among
functional covariates.

Regularization has become a popular tool for model selection and simplification (see e.g.,
[30], [6], [31], [34], [14], [29], [35], [36], [20], [16], [21], [22], [33]). Grouping pursuit, a
special class of regularization, has been developed to cluster covariates or samples into
groups based on the homogeneity of coefficients. However, existing literature on grouping
pursuit mainly addresses regression with scalar or vector covariates and assumes coeffi-
cient equality. For example, fused LASSO ([31]) seeks to fuse adjacent equal coefficients.
[29] and [16] study covariate clustering based on the equality of associated coefficients
in linear regression. [22] focus on intercept fusion, aiming to identify the homogeneous
groups of equal intercepts to cluster samples. More recently, [28] studied the grouping
problem of multivariate features in a regression model, where each feature is a vector-
valued covariate. However, the grouping structure considered therein is still based on
coefficient equality. The infinite-dimensional nature of functional data introduces com-
plexities that scalar-based approaches cannot adequately address, and thus in functional
regressions, the concept of within-group homogeneity should encompass more nuanced
forms of similarity beyond mere equality of coefficients. In addition, a major limitation
of equal coefficient fusion is that it is not robust to covariate scaling because covariate
scaling changes the difference of the associated coefficients. This issue motivates us to
develop a new means to inclusively and robustly capture the homogeneity of different
covariates. To overcome the limitations of existing methods, we develop a novel grouping
structure and detection procedure that focus on coefficient shape commonality across
multiple functional covariates. This new approach is designed to be more flexible and
comprehensive, integrating equal coefficient fusion as a special case but extending its ap-
plicability to a wider range of scenarios. In addition, the grouping structure is invariant
to covariate scaling. This property is crucial in grouping pursuit, as the variations of dif-
ferent covariates can vary significantly. Covariates with high data variation overshadow
those with lower variation. To mitigate this undesired effect, it is often essential to scale
the covariates, ensuring their variations are brought to a comparable level. The new
grouping structure developed in this paper remains stable under such scaling operations.

To harness the potential of multivariate FDA in analyzing homogeneity, we propose a
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novel grouped multiple functional regression framework. The ordinary multiple functional
linear regression model (see also [4] and [23]) is given below. For the n-th sample, yn ∈ R
represents the scalar response variable, andXnj(t) ∈ L2[0, 1] represents the j-th functional
covariate,

yn = β0 +

p∑
j=1

∫ 1

0

Xnj(t)βj(t) dt+ ϵn, Eϵn = 0, Var(ϵn) = s2. (1-1)

This model faces two primary limitations. First, it does not account for the homogene-
ity of different covariates. Second, the estimation error can be significant when p is
large. Estimating a functional regression model typically involves dimension reduction
by projecting both the functional coefficients and covariates onto a finite number of basis
functions, using projection scores to estimate the truncated functional coefficients. If all
functions are projected onto D orthonormal basis functions, the ordinary model would
require estimating pD + 1 unknown coefficients, leading to formidable high estimation
error when p is large.

The new grouped multiple functional regression model developed here addresses these
limitations. If covariates Xni(t) and Xnj(t) belong to the same group, the coefficient
functions βi(t), βj(t) share the same “shape” such that βi(t) = const.βj(t), where “const.”
represents a generic constant. This grouping criterion is clearly more inclusive than the
equal coefficient fusion criterion in existing literature, because equal coefficient functions
share the same shape but coefficients with common shape are not necessarily equal. In
this grouping structure, there is a template coefficient function for each group, and the
coefficient functions of all covariates in the same group are proportional to the associated
template function. Given the grouping structure δ = {δ1, . . . , δK} including K groups,
in which δk ∩ δk′ = ∅ for k ̸= k′ and ∪K

k=1δk = {1, . . . , p}, the new grouped multiple
functional regression model is developed as follows

yn = β0 +
K∑
k=1

∑
j∈δk

fj

∫ 1

0

Xnj(t)αk(t) dt+ ϵn. (1-2)

In this model, the p functional covariates are aggregated into K groups. The within-
group homogeneity is characterized by the template functions {αk(t) : k = 1, . . . , K},
and the scale coefficients {fj ∈ R : j = 1, . . . , p} ∈ Rp explain the discrepancy of coef-
ficient magnitude. For this grouped model, we need to estimate β0, {fj : j = 1, . . . , p}
and {αk(t) : k = 1, . . . , K}. After dimension reduction, the number of unknown coeffi-
cients is reduced to KD + p + 1, representing a reduction of (p −K)D − p coefficients.
The challenge lies in detecting the unknown grouping structure δ = {δ1, . . . , δK}. To
address this, we develop a new regularization approach involving a new pairwise “shape
misalignment” penalty function. The new regularization approach shrinks small shape
misalignment of coefficient functions, and the covariates with sufficiently small coefficient
shape misalignment are then grouped together. The grouping process is entirely data-
driven and applicable to a wide range of cases. We also derive the conditions that ensure
consistency of the detected grouping structure and investigate the asymptotic properties
of the model estimates.

It is worth noting that, when K = 1, the new grouped model (1-2) can be viewed as an
extension of the matrix-variate regression model yn = α⊤Xnβ + ϵn, where Xn is some
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p×D matrix-type covariate, α is the p× 1 row coefficients, and β is the D × 1 column
coefficients (see, e.g., [19], [13], [37] and [5]). To see this, note that β corresponds to
α1(t), α corresponds to {fj : j ≥ 1}, and each row of Xn represents a finite-dimensional
functional covariate, with the dimension determined by the number of columns in Xn.
Clearly, compared to our grouped model, the limitation of this matrix-variate regression
model is that all rows of Xn share the same template coefficient β, which can be overly
restrictive in practice. On the contrary, the new grouped model allows for multiple groups
and templates. We demonstrate that when not all covariates belong to the same group,
employing matrix-variate regression can lead to a significant loss of predictive power
due to model misspecification. This loss arises because the underlying assumptions of
the matrix-variate regression model do not adequately capture the true relationships
and variations among the covariates, resulting in inaccurate predictions and potentially
misleading conclusions. Consequently, accurately grouping covariates becomes essential
for enhancing the model’s performance and reliability.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we develop the new grouped
multiple functional regression framework, including the shape-based grouping structure
and the group detection procedure. Theoretical properties are developed in Section 3.
Finite-sample properties of the proposed methods are investigated through simulation
studies in Section 4. A case study on sugar quality evaluation is provided in Section 5.
Section 6 concludes the paper. Technical proofs and additional simulation results are
given in the Supplementary Material.

2 Grouped Multivariate Functional Regression Based

on Coefficient Shape Homogeneity

2.1 Shape-based Grouping Structure

Suppose that there are p functional covariates {Xj(t) : j = 1, . . . , p} and a scalar response
y. For each sample n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, we assume that Xnj(t) ∈ L2[0, 1] and yn ∈ R.
In the functional space L2[0, 1], the inner product is defined as ⟨x, y⟩ =

∫ 1

0
x(t)y(t) dt,

and the L2-norm is defined as ∥x∥2 =
∫ 1

0
x2(t) dt < ∞. The ordinary multivariate

functional linear regression model without coefficient constraints is given by (1-1), where
β0 ∈ R and βj(t) ∈ L2[0, 1] for j = 1, . . . , p. Assume that the p functional covariates are
aggregated into K disjoint groups δ = {δ1, . . . , δK} such that δk ∩ δk′ = ∅ for k ̸= k′ and
∪K

k=1δk = {1, . . . , p}, then in our grouped model, the coefficient functions are defined in

the restricted space Θδ
△
= {(βj(t) : j ≥ 1) : βj(t) = fjαk(t) for j ∈ δk, fj ∈ R, αk(t) ̸=

0, k = 1, . . . , K}, where {fj ∈ R : j = 1, . . . , p} are termed scale coefficients and {αk(t) ∈
L2[0, 1] : k = 1, . . . , K} are termed template coefficient functions. To distinguish different
groups, we assume that ⟨αk, αk′⟩/∥αk∥∥αk′∥ ≠ 1 for any k ̸= k′. In this paper, the
grouping structure δ is assumed unknown, and a new regularization approach is developed
for group detection. This grouping structure has two main advantages. First it is more
inclusive than equal coefficient grouping. That is because if βi(t) = βj(t) then the two
coefficients share the same template, however βi(t) and βj(t) are not necessarily equal
even if they share the same template. Another advantage of this new grouping structure
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is its invariance to covariate scaling, because two coefficients in the same group will
retain the same template even when their associated covariates are scaled differently.
Specifically, for i, j ∈ δk and c, c′ ∈ R \ {0}, if the covariates Xi(t) and Xj(t) are scaled
to cXi(t) and c′Xj(t), the associated coefficient functions will be scaled to c−1βi(t) and
c′−1βj(t), while still sharing the same template.

Since this paper focuses on identifying homogeneous groups of covariates, we assume
that fj ̸= 0 for all j. Covariates associated with zero coefficients cannot explain the
response, and including them only increases estimation error. To circumvent this diffi-
culty, a pre-selection procedure based on the group-LASSO technique (see e.g., [34] and
[23]) is implemented to remove insignificant functional covariates. The proposed grouping
procedure is then applied to the remaining covariates.

2.2 Group Detection by Coefficient Shape Alignment

In this section, we develop a regularization approach for group detection, termed co-
efficient shape alignment. Suppose that there exist some orthonormal basis functions
{νd(t) : d ∈ N} such that the functional covariates and coefficients admit the following
basis representations

βj(t) =
∞∑
d=1

bjdνd(t), Xnj(t) =
∞∑
d=1

ξnj,dνd(t).

With this representation, the functional model (1-1) can be rewritten as

yn = β0 +

p∑
j=1

∞∑
d=1

ξnj,dbjd + ϵn.

Here we define the coefficient shape misalignment between covariate i and j as Mij,dd′
△
=

bidbjd′ − bjdbid′ , 1 ≤ d < d′ < ∞. Notationally, let M∞
ij = (· · · ,Mij,dd′ , · · · ) be the

array composed of all Mij,dd′ ’s. If two covariates Xni(t) and Xnj(t) are in the same
group, their associated coefficient functions should be proportional, leading to M∞

ij = 0,
where 0 = (. . . , 0, . . .). Therefore, we develop a pairwise shape misalignment penalty
to regularize the ordinary model estimates for group detection. Specifically, we first
minimize the following objective function,

S({bjd : 1 ≤ j ≤ p, d ≥ 1}, λ) = 1

2

N∑
n=1

(
yn −

p∑
j=1

∞∑
d=1

ξnj,dbjd

)2

+
∑
i<j

Jλ(∥M∞
ij ∥), (2-1)

where Jλ(·) is a non-convex penalty function, λ is a tuning parameter, and ∥ · ∥ denotes
the L2 norm.

However, it is impractical to minimize the objective function (2-1) due to its involve-
ment of infinite-dimensional arguments. Therefore, we propose to minimize the following
truncated objective function instead

SD(B, λ) =
1

2

N∑
n=1

(
yn −

p∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

ξnj,dbjd

)2

+
∑
i<j

Jλ(∥Mij∥), (2-2)
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where B = (b11, . . . , b1D, . . . , bp1, . . . , bpD)
⊤, Mij = (Mij,dd′ : 1 ≤ d < d′ ≤ D), and D is

selected such that the approximation error
∑p

j=1

∑
d≥D+1 ξ

2
nj,d is negligible. For example,

we can combine all covariate functions and apply functional principal component analysis
to the combined set, and select D such that the overall cumulative proportion of variance
explained exceeds a pre-specified threshold (e.g., 85% – 95%). This selection process
allows us to assume that the major components of functional covariates account for the
significant variation in the response (see [3], where it is assumed that bjd ≤ const. d−β

for some β > 1). Under these circumstances, the shape discrepancy can be effectively
captured by {Mij : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ p} when the approximation error is small.

The regularized estimate of B is defined as B̂(λ) = argminB SD(B, λ). We then compute

{M̂ij(λ) : i < j} from B̂(λ) as

M̂ij,dd′(λ)
△
= b̂id(λ)b̂jd′(λ)− b̂jd(λ)b̂id′(λ),

and specify a threshold λ̃ to truncate ∥M̂ij(λ)∥/(∥B̂i(λ)∥∥B̂j(λ)∥) to aggregate func-

tional covariates, where B̂j(λ) = (b̂j1(λ), . . . , b̂jD(λ))
⊤. For example, βi1(t), βi2(t), βi3(t)

are grouped together when ∥M̂ii′(λ)∥ ≤ λ̃∥B̂i(λ)∥∥B̂i′(λ)∥ for each pair in i1, i2, i3. We

propose to threshold ∥M̂ij(λ)∥/(∥B̂i(λ)∥∥B̂j(λ)∥) instead of ∥M̂ij(λ)∥, because ∥M̂ij(λ)∥
may be small if either ∥B̂i(λ)∥ or ∥B̂j(λ)∥ is small. By scaling the misalignment before

thresholding, we ensure that the common threshold λ̃ works effectively for all {M̂ij(λ) : i <
j}.

The function Jλ(·) is important for group detection. The LASSO-type penalty (see [30])
applies the same thresholding to all ∥Mij∥, and thus leads to biased estimates. Non-
convex functions are usually used to solve this limitation of LASSO-type penalty. Three
concave penalty functions are considered here: the truncated LASSO penalty Jλ(x) =
min{λ|x|, γλ2} (see [29]), the minimax concave penalty Jλ(x) = min{λ|x|−x2/2γ, γλ2/2}
(MCP, see [35]), and the smoothly clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) penalty J(x) =∫ |x|
0

λmin{1, (γλ−t)+
(γ−1)λ

}dt (see [6]). Note that the misalignment term is quadratic, which
complicates the optimization problem. To solve this issue, we employ the linearized
ADMM algorithm, which we discuss below.

Remark 1. The tuning parameters λ and λ̃ can be selected using cross validation tech-
niques. Specifically, first choose some candidates of λ, λ̃ to detect a set of candidate
grouped models, and then apply the cross validation procedure to estimate the prediction
mean squared errors of the candidate grouped models. The tuning parameters associated
with the model giving the best prediction are selected.

Remark 2. Different covariates exhibit display different variation patterns and it would
be more efficient to employ different sets of basis functions to represent different functions.
However, if different sets of basis are employed, two coefficient functions are not aligned
when the associated scores are aligned. Since a key objective is to detect the grouping
structure based on coefficient shape homogeneity, it is essential to use the same set of
basis functions for all covariates.
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2.3 Computation with Linearized ADMM Algorithm

The alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm (see [9] and [7]) is
typically employed to solve optimization problems with linear equality constraints. How-
ever, the challenge in this context is that the penalty considered involves the quadratic
terms {Mij : i < j}, making it infeasible to develop an equivalent formulation with linear
constraints for the objective function (2-2). To solve this issue, we employ the linearized
ADMM algorithm.

Since the intercept is not relevant to the group detection process, we omit it for simplicity.
Let

H1(B) =
1

2

N∑
n=1

(
yn −

p∑
j=1

ξ⊤njBj

)2

, H2(M) =
∑
i<j

Jλ(∥Mij∥),

where ξnj = (ξnj,1, . . . , ξnj,D)
⊤, Bj = (bj1, . . . , bjD)

⊤, and M = {Mij : 1 ≤ i < j ≤
p}, then the unconstrained optimization problem (2-2) is equivalent to the following
constrained optimization problem

min
B,M

H(B,M ) = min
B,M

H1(B) +H2(M ),

subject to Mij,dd′ = bidbjd′ − bjdbid′ , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ p, 1 ≤ d < d′ ≤ D. (2-3)

Notationally, let F (B,M) = 0 comprises all the constraints in (2-3). By the ADMM
algorithm, the regularized estimates of B,M can be obtained by minimizing

Lθ(B,M ,u) = H(B,M ) +
∑
i<j

∑
d<d′

uij,dd′((bidbjd′ − bjdbid′)−Mij,dd′)

+
θ

2

∑
i<j

∑
d<d′

((bidbjd′ − bjdbid′)−Mij,dd′)
2

over B and M . Given B and multipliers u = {uij,dd′ , i < j, d < d′}, we update M by
minimizing Lθ(B,M ,u) over M . The optimization problem is equivalent to minimizing
the following function over M ,

θ

2

∑
i<j

∑
d<d′

(Mij,dd′ − (bidbjd′ − bjdbid′)− θ−1uij,dd′)
2 +

∑
i<j

Jλ(∥Mij∥).

Notionally, let aij,dd′ = (bidbjd′ − bjdbid′) + θ−1uij,dd′ . For the truncated LASSO penalty,
the solution of Mij is

Mij =

{
aij

(
1− λ

θ∥aij∥

)
+
, if ∥aij∥ ≤ λ

(
γ + 1

2θ

)
.

aij, if ∥aij∥ > λ
(
γ + 1

2θ

)
.

(2-4)

For the MCP, the solution is

Mij =


aij

(
1− λ

θ∥aij∥

)
+

1− 1
γθ

, if ∥aij∥ ≤ γλ.

aij, if ∥aij∥ > γλ.

(2-5)
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For the SCAD penalty, the solution is

Mij =


aij

(
1− λ

θ∥aij∥

)
+
, if ∥aij∥ ≤ λ

(
1 + 1

θ

)
.

aij

(
1− γλ

θ(γ−1)∥aij∥

)
+

1− 1
θ(γ−1)

, if λ
(
1 + 1

θ

)
< ∥aij∥ ≤ γλ.

aij, if ∥aij∥ > γλ.

(2-6)

The sub-problem of minimization over B given M and u is complicated due to the non-
linearity of the constraint functions F (B,M ). To avoid this intractable non-linear sub-
problem, we employ linearization techniques (see, e.g., [1] and [17]). At iteration m+ 1,
we replace the constraint function F (M ,B) with its first-order Taylor expansion around
the value of B at the previous iteration m, denoted by B(m), F (M ,B) ≈ F (M ,B(m))+

∂BF (M ,B(m))(B − B(m))
△
= F̃ (M ,B). For 1 ≤ j ≤ p, define Ξj = (ξ1j, . . . , ξNj)

⊤,
Ξ = (Ξ1| . . . |Ξp). The augmented Lagrangian function is replaced by the following
approximation

L̃D,θ(B,M ,u) =
1

2
∥y −ΞB∥2 + u⊤F̃ (M ,B) +

θ

2
∥F̃ (M ,B)∥22 + c(M),

where c(M ) is related to M only. The minimizer of B given M and u of the above
approximated objective function is

B = (Ξ⊤Ξ+ θ∂BF (M ,B(m))⊤∂BF (M ,B(m)))−1{Ξ⊤y − θ∂BF (M ,B(m))⊤F (M ,B(m))

− ∂BF (M ,B(m))⊤u+ θ∂BF (M ,B(m))⊤∂BF (M ,B(m))B(m)}. (2-7)

Based on the above discussion, we summarize the algorithm as follows:

Algorithm 1 Linearized ADMM algorithm

1: Initialize estimates B(0) (e.g., ordinary least squares estimate of B) and set u(0) = 0.
2: while convergence criterion is not met do
3: Given B(m) and u(m), calculate M (m+1) using equations (2-4), (2-5), and (2-6).
4: Given M (m+1) and u(m), calculate B(m+1) using equation (2-7).

5: Update the multipliers u
(m+1)
ij,dd′ = u

(m)
ij,dd′ + θ(b

(m+1)
id b

(m+1)
jd′ − b

(m+1)
jd b

(m+1)
id′ −M

(m+1)
ij,dd′ ).

6: return B(m+1).

2.4 Grouped Model Estimation

After detecting the unknown grouping structure, the next step is to establish and estimate
the grouped model. Given the detected grouping structure δ̂ = (δ̂1, . . . , δ̂K), the grouped
model is

yn = β0 +
K∑
k=1

∑
j∈δ̂k

fj⟨Xnj, αk⟩+ ϵn,

where βj(t) = fjαk(t) if j ∈ δ̂k. Define gk(i) as the index of the i-th covariate in

the k-th group, and |δ̂k| as the cardinality (number of covariates) of group δ̂k, and let
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znk = (ξngk(1), . . . , ξngk(|δ̂k|))
⊤, fk = (fgk(1), . . . , fgk(|δ̂k|))

⊤ and αk = (ak1, . . . , akD)
⊤ =

(⟨αk, ν1⟩, . . . , ⟨αk, νD⟩)⊤ denoting the template coefficient scores of group k. The grouped
model is rewritten as

yn = β0 +
K∑
k=1

f⊤
k znkαk + ϵn + eDn , (2-8)

where eDn =
∑K

k=1

∑
j∈δ̂k

∑
d≥D+1 fjakdξnj,d is the truncation error. Although {αk,fk : k ≥

1} are not identifiable (since {αk,fk : k ≥ 1} and {ckαk,fk/ck : k ≥ 1} lead to the same
model for arbitrary non-zero constants {ck : k ≥ 1}), the products {fk ⊗αk : k ≥ 1} are
identifiable. Here “⊗” denotes the Kronecker product. Since fgk(i)αk = Bgk(i), we only
need to estimate {αk,fk : k ≥ 1}.

Using the least squares method, the estimates are obtained by solving

{β̂0, α̂k, f̂k : k ≥ 1} = arg min
β0,{αk,fk : k≥1}

1

2

∑
n≥1

(
yn − β0 −

∑
k≥1

f⊤
k znkαk

)2

.

Although the above objective function is not jointly linear in {αk,fk : k ≥ 1}, it is linear
in {fk : k ≥ 1} or {αk : k ≥ 1} individually. This motivates an iterative approach,
updating {fk : k ≥ 1} and {αk : k ≥ 1} alternately. In each iteration, either {fk : k ≥ 1}
or {αk : k ≥ 1} is updated while keeping the other one fixed. This iterative algorithm is
known as block relaxation algorithm (see e.g., [18]). Notationally, define

Zn =


zn1

zn2

. . .

znK

 , F =


f1

f2
...
fK

 , A =


α1

α2
...

αK

 ,

and the truncated grouped model (2-8) is then rewritten as yn = β0+F⊤ZnA+ ϵn+ eDn .
The iterative estimation procedure is summarized as follows:

Algorithm 2 Iterative estimation algorithm

1: Initialise F (0),A(0) and β
(0)
0 .

2: while convergence criterion is not met do

3: Fix β
(m)
0 , F (m) and update A(m+1) = argminA

∑
n≥1(yn − β

(m)
0 − F (m)⊤ZnA)2.

4: Fix β
(m)
0 , A(m+1) and update F (m+1) = argminF

∑
n≥1(yn−β

(m)
0 −F⊤ZnA

(m+1))2.

5: Fix F (m+1), A(m+1) and update β
(m+1)
0 = argminβ0

∑
n≥1(yn − β0 −

F (m+1)⊤ZnA
(m+1))2.

6: return A(m+1),F (m+1), β
(m+1)
0 .
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3 Theoretical Properties

3.1 Consistency of Group Detection

In this section, we investigate the consistency properties of the detected grouping struc-
ture. We establish the necessary conditions on the tuning parameters, shape misalign-
ment, and the dimension D required to accurately recover the true grouping structure.
We demonstrate that, under these regularity conditions, there exists a local minimizer of
the objective function (2-2) around the true coefficients such that the associated grouping
structure coincides with the true grouping structure asymptotically almost surely. Before
presenting the main theoretical results, we first introduce the following assumptions:

(A1) For arbitrary n, j, |ξnj,d| ≤ Ujd
−rj with rj > 1/2.

(A2) For arbitrary j, |bjd| ≤ const.d−rβj with rβj
> 1/2.

(A3) Jλ(t) is a non-decreasing and concave function for t ∈ [0,∞) and Jλ(0) = 0. There
exists a constant γ > 0 such that Jλ(t) is constant for all t ≥ γλ ≥ 0. The gradient
J ′
λ(t) exists and is continuous except for a finite number of t and limt→0+ J ′

λ(t) = λ.

(A4) ϵ = (ϵ1, . . . , ϵn) follows a sub-Gaussian distribution, meaning there exists C1 > 0 so
that P (|s⊤ϵ| > ∥s∥x) ≤ 2 exp(−C1x

2) for any vector s ∈ Rn and x > 0.

In our setting, p is fixed and D is allowed to increase to infinity. Assumption (A1) and
(A2) hold for functions in L2[0, 1] (see also [11], [12] and [15]). Assumption (A3) holds for
all the three penalties considered in this paper. Assumption (A4) provides the theoretical
foundation for bounding the probability of incorrect grouping.

Let {M 0
ij : i < j} represent the coefficient shape misalignment of the underlying true

coefficient scores B0, and define τN =
√

N−1 logN . We develop the following theorem
about the consistency of the detected grouping structure.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions (A1) — (A4) hold. If for arbitrary k ̸= k′, and
i ∈ δk, j ∈ δk′ , it satisfies that

∥M 0
ij∥ − 2{τ 2N + τN(∥B0

i ∥+ ∥B0
j ∥)} > max{γλ, λ̃(∥B0

i ∥+ τN)(∥B0
j ∥+ τN)},

and additionally if

λλ̃
∑
k≥1

∑
{i,j}∈δk

∥B0
i ∥∥B0

j ∥(logN)−1 → ∞,

then there exists a local minimizer of (2-2) around B0 satisfying that P (δ̂ ̸= δ) ≤
2pDN−1, where δ̂ is the grouping structure associated with the minimizer.

Theorem 1 establishes the consistency of the detected grouping structure, obtained through
thresholding as discussed in Section 2.2. Note that when DN−1 → 0, P (δ̂m = δ) → 1,
which indicates that there exists a local minimizer of (2-2) of which the associated group-
ing structure coincides with the true grouping structure asymptotically almost surely.
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The conditions not only involve the tuning parameters, but also the magnitude of the
true coefficients. If ∥B0

i ∥ and ∥B0
j ∥ are overly large, the condition ∥M 0

ij∥ − 2{τ 2N +

τN(∥B0
i ∥+∥B0

j ∥)} > λ̃(∥B0
i ∥+ τN)(∥B0

j ∥+ τN) may not hold. In other words, the shape
discrepancy should be sufficiently pronounced relative to the coefficient magnitude for it
to be detectable. In addition, as γ increases, the influence of the concavity of Jλ(·) di-
minishes, potentially invalidating the condition ∥M 0

ij∥−2{τ 2N +τN(∥B0
i ∥+∥B0

j ∥)} > γλ.
The concavity helps differentiate large shape misalignments from small ones, preventing
over-shrinkage and ensuring that the true grouping structure is detected.

It is worth noting that τN is an important component of the non-asymptotic upper bound
of the estimation error of the oracle estimator B̂or = argminB∈ΘD

δ
∥y − β01N −ΞB∥2 ,

where ΘD
δ

△
= {(Bj : j ≥ 1) : Bj = fjαk for j ∈ δk, fj ∈ R, αk ̸= 0, k = 1, . . . , K} and

1N = (1, 1, . . . , 1)⊤. Denote the largest and smallest eigenvalues of the matrix N−1Ξ⊤Ξ
by σmax, σmin. We introduce the following result.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions (A1), (A2) and (A4) hold. Then with prob-

ability greater than 1 − 2pDN−1, we have ∥B̂or − B0∥ ≤ 4
√
pCDσmaxσ

−2
minτN , where

CD = C−1
1 [mini{U−2

i t−1
2ri
(D)}]−1 and tα(D) =

∑D
d=1 d

−α.

3.2 Asymptotic Properties of Model Estimates

Let X(t) ∈ Lp
H indicate that, for some p > 0, a H-valued random function X(t) satisfies

E{∥X(t)∥p} < ∞. In this section, we assume that Xj(t) ∈ L2
H for each j where H =

L2[0, 1]. The samples {(yn, Xnj(t) : j = 1, . . . , p), n ≥ 1} are assumed to be i.i.d. across
n, and the covariates are independent of the random errors {ϵn : n ≥ 1}. It is additionally
assumed that {Xnj(t) : j ≥ 1, n ≥ 1} and {yn ∈ n ≥ 1} are of mean zero without loss of
generality, and the true grouping structure is detected.

Denote {f̂k, α̂k : k ≥ 1} to be the least squares estimates of {fk,αk : k ≥ 1}. As dis-
cussed, {fk,αk : k ≥ 1} in model (2-8) are not identifiable. To achieve identifiability,
we normalize the estimates as f̂ ∗

k = ĉkf̂k, α̂∗
k = α̂k/ĉk, where ĉk = sign(âk1)∥α̂k∥

(see also [5]). This ensures that the normalized template coefficient scores have unit
norm. Notationally, define θ̂ = (β̂0, f̂

⊤
1 , . . . , f̂

⊤
K , α̂

⊤
1 , . . . , α̂

⊤
K)

⊤, and there exists θ0 =

(β0,f
⊤
0,1, . . . ,f

⊤
0,K ,α

⊤
0,1, . . . ,α

⊤
0,K)

⊤ such that θ̂ is consistent with θ0, and define θ̂∗ =

(β̂0, f̂
∗⊤
1 , . . . , f̂ ∗⊤

K , α̂∗⊤
1 , . . . , α̂∗⊤

K )⊤ and θ∗
0 = (β0,f

∗⊤
0,1 , . . . ,f

∗
0,K ,α

∗⊤
0,1, . . . ,α

∗⊤
0,1)

⊤ as the nor-

malized counterpart of θ̂ and θ0. Further, letA0 = (α⊤
0,1, . . . ,α

⊤
0,K)

⊤, F0 = (f⊤
0,1, . . . ,f

⊤
0,K)

⊤,
A∗

0 = (α∗⊤
0,1, . . . ,α

∗⊤
0,K)

⊤, F ∗
0 = (f ∗⊤

0,1 , . . . ,f
∗⊤
0,K)

⊤, Qn = (1 A⊤
0 Z

⊤
n F⊤

0 Zn), which is a
1× (g +KD + 1) vector, Q⊤ = (Q⊤

1 · · ·Q⊤
N), ΓQ = E(Q⊤

nQn), and denote the gradient
∂θ∗/∂θ⊤ at θ0 as Gθ0 , where

Gθ0
△
=



1 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 c1I|δ1| c−1

1 f ∗
0,1α

∗
0,1

⊤ · · · 0 0
0 0 c−1

1 (ID −α∗
0,1α

∗
0,1

⊤) · · · 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 · · · cKI|δK | c−1

K f ∗
0,Kα

∗
0,K

⊤

0 0 0 · · · 0 c−1
K (ID −α∗

0,Kα
∗
0,K

⊤)
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and ck = sign(a0,k1)∥α0,k∥ with α0,k = (a0,k1, . . . , a0,kD)
⊤. We introduce the following

assumptions.

(A5) Define σd(·) as the d-th eigenvalue of some generic square matrix, where σ1(·) ≥
σ2(·) ≥ · · · . There exists constants αg > 0, αm > 1 such thatD = o(N1/(2αm+max{αg ,2αm})),
and for some Cu > Cl > 0, the following holds

Cld
−αm ≤ σd

(
E(Z⊤

n F0F
⊤
0 Zn)

)
≤ σd (ΓQ) ≤ Cud

−αm ,

Cld
−αg ≤ σd(G⊤

θ0
Gθ0) ≤ Cud

−αg .

(A6) Let gd1d2 denote the component of Γ−1
Q in the d1-th row and the d2-th column, and

let qnd represent the d-th component of Qn. It holds that

KD+p+1∑
d1,d2,d3,d4=1

E (qnd1qnd2qnd3qnd4) gd1d2gd3d4 = o(ND−2),

KD+p+1∑
d1,...,d8=1

E (qnd1qnd3qnd5qnd7) E (qnd2qnd4qnd6qnd8) gd1d2gd3d4gd5d6gd7d8 = o(N2D2).

For elements in L2
H , the sum of eigenvalues of its covariance operator should be finite,

which necessitates αm > 1 in Assumption (A5). Note that E(Z⊤
n F0F

⊤
0 Zn) is a principal

submatrix of E{Q⊤
nQn}, thus by the eigenvalue interlacing theorem, σd

(
E(Z⊤

n F0F
⊤
0 Zn)

)
≤

σd

(
E{Q⊤

nQn}
)
. Here, we apply the martingale method (see e.g., [10]) to develop the cen-

tral asymptotic distribution of θ̂∗. Note that this method is also employed in [8] and [24]
for orthogonal series density estimates and generalized functional linear model estimates.
Assumption (A6) is similarly applied in [24]. The following theorem states the central
asymptotic distribution of the normalized estimates θ̂∗.

Theorem 3. Under Assumption (A2), (A5) and (A6), it holds that

N(θ̂∗ − θ∗
0)

⊤Γ(θ̂∗ − θ∗
0)− (KD + p+ 1)√

2(KD + p+ 1)

d→ N (0, 1), as N → ∞,

where Γ = σ̃−2(G−1
θ0

)⊤ΓQG−1
θ0

, and

σ̃2 = s2 + var

(
p∑

j=1

∑
d≥D+1

ξnj,dbnj

)
+ cov

(
p∑

j=1

∑
d≥D+1

ξnj,dbnj,

p∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

ξnj,dbnj

)
.

Theorem 3 gives the joint central asymptotic distribution of all the estimates. When the
intercept β0 is not of interest, KD + p + 1 is reduced to KD + p, which leads to the
removal of the first row and column from G and the first column from Q. Since p is a
fixed value and D → ∞, Theorem 3 also holds when KD + p+ 1 is replaced with KD.

For the scale and template coefficients, the central asymptotic distributions are also
developed. Define

Xa
n =

(∫ 1

0

Xng1(1)(t)α0,1(t)dt, . . . ,

∫ 1

0

Xng1(|δ1|)(t)α0,1(t)dt, . . . ,
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∫ 1

0

XngK(1)(t)α0,K(t)dt, . . . ,

∫ 1

0

XngK(|δK |)(t)α0,K(t)dt

)⊤

,

G1 = diag(c1I|δ1|, . . . , cKI|δK |), Γa = E(Xa
nX

aT
n ),

where α0,k(t) =
∑∞

d=1 a0,kdνd(t). Then we develop the following central asymptotic dis-

tribution for the estimates of normalized scale coefficients F̂0.

Theorem 4. Under Assumption (A2) and (A5), it holds that

√
N(F̂ ∗ − F ∗

0 )
d→ N (0, s2G1Γ

−1
a G1), as N → ∞.

To establish the central asymptotic distribution for the estimates of the normalized tem-
plate coefficient scores Â∗, first define

G2 = diag(c−1
1 (ID −α∗

0,1α
∗
0,1

⊤), . . . , c−1
K (ID −α∗

0,Kα
∗
0,K

⊤)),

Γf = σ̃−2(G−1
2 )E(Z⊤

n F0F
⊤
0 Zn)G−1

2 .

We then derive the following result.

Theorem 5. Under Assumption (A2), (A5) and (A6), it holds that

N(Â∗ −A∗
0)

⊤Γf (Â
∗ −A∗

0)−KD√
2KD

d→ N (0, 1), as N → ∞.

4 Simulation Studies

4.1 General Setting

In this section, we study the finite-sample properties of the developed methodologies
through numerical experiments. Since the intercept is not involved in group detection,
we simplify the model by omitting the intercept. We simulate data from the following

multiple functional regression model yn =
∑p

j=1⟨Xnj, βj⟩+ϵn, n = 1, . . . , N, where ϵn
i.i.d.∼

N (0, s2). The functional covariates {Xnj(t) : j = 1, . . . , p, n ≥ 1} and the coefficient
functions {βj(t) : j = 1, . . . , p} are generated from the following basis expansion,

βj(t) =
D∑

d=1

bjdνd(t), Xnj(t) =
D∑

d=1

ξnj,dνd(t), ξnj,d ∼ N (0, d−1.2),

where {νd(t) : d ≥ 1} are Fourier basis functions. The coefficient scores are generated
from three different templates:

δ1: {bj1, . . . , bjD} = fj × {(D + 1)/2, . . . , 2, 1, 2, . . . , (D + 1)/2} (V-shape)

δ2: {bj1, . . . , bjD} = fj × {2−d : d = 1, . . . , 5} (fast-decay)

δ3: {bj1, . . . , bjD} = fj×{1.2−d : d = 1, . . . , 5} (slow-decay)
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Table 1: Coefficient scores bjd and the grouping structure.

d
j δ1 δ2 δ3

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 1.73 2.25 2.77 2.60 3.38 4.15 3.12 1.81 2.35 2.90
2 1.15 1.50 1.84 1.30 1.69 2.08 1.56 1.50 1.96 2.41
3 0.58 0.75 0.92 0.65 0.84 1.04 0.78 1.26 1.63 2.01
4 1.15 1.50 1.84 0.32 0.42 0.51 0.39 1.05 1.36 1.68
5 1.73 2.25 2.77 0.16 0.21 0.26 0.19 0.87 1.13 1.40

and {fj : j = 1, . . . , 10} = (0.57, 0.75, 0.92, 5.20, 6.76, 8.32, 6.24, 2.17, 2.83, 3.48). In the
simulation, we set D = 5 and p = 10. Results under different values of D and p
are provided in the supplementary material. Table 1 displays the simulated coefficient
scores. Three concave functions Jλ(·) are considered for comparison: truncated LASSO
(TLASSO) penalty function, MCP function, and SCAD penalty function. For a fair com-
parison, the same set of random seed is used across all penalty settings. Our objective is
to demonstrate the influence of relevant parameters on group detection performance and
to showcase the superiority of the newly proposed grouped model over existing regression
models. In Section 4.2, we further investigate the grouping paths and discuss the neces-
sity of using concave penalty functions Jλ(·) in group detection. In Section 4.3, we study
the performance of group detection in different settings. In Section 4.4, we demonstrate
the superiority of the detected grouped model in terms of prediction accuracy, compared
to the ordinary multiple functional regression model and the matrix-variate regression
model.

4.2 Grouping Paths of Different Penalties

Figures 1 and 2 display the grouping paths against the value of λ based on 150 and
300 samples, respectively. In these figures, covariates are grouped together at a specific
value of λ when they are marked in the same color. The x-axis represents the values
of λ, and the y-axis corresponds to the covariate indexes. We set γ = 1.5, 2.5, 7.5,
s = 1.5, and λ̃ = 0.15. As λ increases, more covariates are grouped and eventually
all are aggregated together when λ is sufficiently large. The true grouping structure
is detected over a wider range of λ for the MCP and SCAD penalty. A comparison
of the three columns in Figures 1 and 2 highlights the importance of using concave
functions for Jλ(·). Notably, the grouping paths at γ = 7.5 differ significantly from
those at γ = 1.5, 2.5. As γ increases, the impact of the convexity of Jλ(·) diminishes,
causing Jλ(·) to resemble the ℓ1-norm. Consequently, different covariates are aggregated
at smaller values of λ. and the true grouping structure is identified over a narrower range
of λ, making it more challenging to detect. It is well known that ℓ1-norm penalty leads to
biased estimates and over-shrinkage. The constant part of Jλ(·) preserves the pronounced
coefficient shape misalignment between groups, mitigating the over-shrinkage issue, and
thereby significantly improves the chances of identifying the true grouping structure.
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Figure 1: Paths of grouping structure (s = 1.5, N = 150, λ̃ = 0.15). The x-axis represents
the values of λ, and the y-axis represents the covariate indexes.

Figure 2: Paths of grouping structure (s = 1.5, N = 300, λ̃ = 0.15). The x-axis represents
the values of λ, and the y-axis represents the covariate indexes.
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4.3 Group Detection and Tuning Parameters

In this section, we investigate the group detection performance of our regularization
approach in various settings. For each scenario, we repeat the simulation 300 times, with
each repetition involving N = 150 or N = 300 samples. A grid of λ values is selected, and
at the maximal λ all covariates are grouped together. The Monte-Carlo cross-validation
(MCCV) method (see [26]) is applied to determine the optimal grouping structure in
each simulation run. After obtaining the grouping path over the grid of λ values in
each repetition, the N samples are randomly split into the training set X b

train (with size
|X b

train| = 2N/3) and the testing set X b
test (with size |X b

test| = N/3), where b represents
the MCCV repetition. The training set is used to estimate the grouped models, which are
then used for prediction on the testing set. We repeat this MCCV procedure 400 times,
and the grouping structure associated with the minimum average prediction rooted mean
square error (RMSE), defined as

min
λ

1

400

400∑
b=1

√√√√ 1

|X b
test|

∑
n∈X b

test

(ŷλn − yn)2 (4-1)

is selected, where ŷλn represents the predicted value of yn obtained from the grouped model
detected under λ.

To assess the impact of the signal-to-noise ratio on group detection performance, we
generate samples with different variance s2 of the random errors {ϵn : n ≥ 1}, and set γ =
2.1, λ̃ = 0.2. We compare the performance of the three penalty functions by calculating
the proportion of simulation runs where the true grouping structure is correctly detected
(correct grouping rate), as shown in Figure 3. The results indicate that, as s increases,
correctly grouping covariates becomes more challenging. This is because the increased
data variation diminishes the distinctiveness of coefficient shape homogeneity. When
the sample size increases from 150 to 300, the ability of detecting the correct grouping
structure is substantially improved. The three penalty functions perform similarly and
achieve nearly-perfect group detection when N = 300 and s = 1.

Figure 3: Average correct grouping rate over all the simulation runs (λ̃ = 0.2).

To examine the effect of the threshold λ̃ on group detection, we set λ̃ =0.06, 0.1, 0.2,
0.3, 0.35, 0.4. Generally, a larger threshold results in a more parsimonious grouping
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structure, meaning fewer groups are formed. However, if λ̃ is too large, all covariates
may be aggregated into a single group, leading to model misspecification and suboptimal
predictive performance. Our goal is to determine whether group detection performance
remains robust across different selections of λ̃. Figure 4 illustrates the average number of
groups in the detected grouping structure. We observe that the results are indeed robust
to the choice of threshold, particularly when the sample size is large or the signal-to-noise
ratio is high.

Figure 5 displays the average correct grouping rate over all simulation runs. Figures
1 in the supplementary material displays the average prediction RMSE of the detected
grouped model. Notably, when λ̃ is selected around 0.2, we achieve the best group
detection performance across all settings, and the associated grouped model yields the
highest predictive accuracy. Conversely, when over-shrinkage occurs, due to overly large
values of λ̃, the prediction accuracy can significantly decline due to model misspecifica-
tion. Furthermore, when covariates within the same group are not aggregated effectively,
prediction performance suffers due to increased estimation error.

Figure 4: Average number of groups in the detected grouping structure over all the
simulation runs. In each figure, the x-axis represents the thresholds λ̃, and the y-axis
represents the average number of groups in the detected grouping structure.

4.4 Prediction Performance

In this section, we compare the prediction performance of our grouped model (Grouped)
with the other two competing regression models, including the ordinary multiple func-
tional regression model (Ordinary) and the matrix-variate regression model (Matrix). In
the matrix-variate regression model, (ξn1| . . . |ξnp)⊤ is treated as the covariate matrix.
For our grouped model, we use the MCP function as Jλ(·) to detect the grouping struc-
ture. Additionally, we consider a grouped regression model based on the oracle grouping
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Figure 5: Average correct grouping rate over all the simulation runs. The x-axis repre-
sents the thresholds λ̃, and the y-axis represents the average correct grouping rate.

structure (Oracle) to assess the impact of uncertainty in group detection on predictive
power.

Figure 6: Box-plots of the prediction RMSE of the four methods.

The prediction errors are obtained from 300 simulation runs, applying the same Monte
Carlo cross-validation (MCCV) procedure to calculate the prediction RMSE. Across all
settings, our grouped model consistently produces the best predictions, while the matrix-
variate regression model performs the worst. This indicates that when covariates with
substantial heterogeneity are modeled using a single template coefficient, the bias from
model misspecification can be significant. Therefore, it is crucial to properly segment
the covariates into distinct groups and assign different template coefficients accordingly.
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As the variation of the random error increases, the resulting estimation error can dimin-
ish predictive power. However, our detected grouped model still outperforms the other
models in terms of prediction accuracy.

The predictive superiority of our grouped model is expected, as both the ordinary mul-
tiple functional regression model and the matrix-variate regression model fall within our
grouped regression framework. Specifically, the matrix-variate model can be seen as a
grouped model in which all covariates are combined into a single group, while the ordi-
nary multivariate regression model can be viewed as a special case where no covariates are
grouped. Thus, the grouped model based on the detected grouping structure effectively
balances variance and bias, consistently delivering predictions that are at least as good
as those obtained from these two alternative models.

5 Real Data Analysis

In sugar manufacturing, it is crucial to analyze and monitor the fluorescence spectra of
sugar samples, as these are closely related to sugar purity. By utilizing spectrofluorometry
and chemometrics, the beet sugar manufacturing process can be better understood (see
[25] and [2]). In this study, we apply our new method to the dataset used in [25] and [2]
to assess its practical performance.

The dataset consists of 268 sugar samples collected during the three months of operation
in late autumn from a sugar plant in Scandinavia. For each sample, emission spectra
from 275 to 560 were recorded at 0.5nm intervals, resulting in 571 observations for each
spectra curve. The emission spectra were measured at seven excitement wavelengths
(340nm, 325nm, 305nm, 290nm, 255nm, 240nm, 230nm), as shown in Figure 7. At the
first four excitement wavelength (340nm, 325nm, 305nm, 290nm), the emission spectra
curves exhibit a peak, which shifts leftward as the wavelength decreases and eventually
disappears. In addition to emission spectra, the dataset includes other purity-related
measurements, such as ash content, which is a key indicator of sugar quality. Our goal
is to explore the relationship between ash content and the emission spectra and exam-
ine the homogeneity of spectra curves recorded at different excitation wavelengths. By
grouping the excitation wavelengths, food scientists can identify common patterns in the
relationship between sugar quality and the spectra, develop better evaluation models,
and improve assessment efficiency.

In the analysis, the seven emission spectra curves for each sample serve as the functional
covariates, while the standardized ash contents serves as the response variable. In this
application, X1(t) represents the spectra curves measured at an excitation wavelength of
340 nm, X2(t) at 325nm, and so on. MCCV is used to select the grouping structure. To
stabilize variance, we apply a cubic root transformation to the spectra curves. All the
spectra curves are pooled together to calculate the covariance operator, and the associated
eigenfunctions are employed as the basis functions for dimension reduction. The number
of basis functions D is selected such that the cumulative proportion of the associated
eigenvalues exceeds 90%, which results in four basis functions.

In the selected grouping structure, the excitement wavelengths 340nm, 325nm, 305nm,
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Figure 7: Spectra curves evaluated at seven excitement wavelengths, standardized ash
content, and the density function of standardized ash content.

and 290nm are clustered together, yielding the following groups δ̂1 : 340nm, 325nm,
305nm, 290nm; δ̂2 : 255nm; δ̂3 : 240nm; δ̂4 : 230nm. This result suggests that the peak
location in the spectra curves for excitation wavelengths of 340 nm, 325 nm, 305 nm,
and 290 nm is not strongly related to the association between ash content and emission
spectra. However, since these four wavelengths are grouped separately from the others,
the peak magnitude must be considered when analyzing this relationship.

To evaluate the prediction performance of the grouped model, we compare the prediction
root mean square error (RMSE) of ash content from the three regression models used
in our simulation study. The normalized estimated template coefficient functions, the
associated scale coefficients, and the box plots of prediction RMSE of the three competing
methods are shown in Figure 8. From the estimated template coefficient functions, we
find that the emission spectra curves over the range [0,190nm] have a stronger association
with ash content. The estimated scale coefficients indicate that the spectra obtained at
excitation wavelengths of 240nm and 230nm are more closely related to ash content. The
box plots of prediction RMSE demonstrate that the grouped model provides the best
explanation of the underlying data mechanisms.
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Figure 8: Normalized template coefficient functions for different groups, the associated
scale coefficients, and the box-plots of the prediction RMSE of the three competing
methods.

6 Conclusion

In this article, we introduce a novel grouped multiple functional regression framework
based on coefficient shape homogeneity. The modeling procedure involves two main
steps: first, detecting the underlying grouping structure; and second, developing the
proposed grouped multiple functional regression model based on the detected grouping
structure. The novelty of this work lies in several key contributions: 1.) We introduce
a novel grouped multiple functional regression model based on the homogeneity of co-
efficient shape, rather than relying on coefficient equality as in the existing literature.
This makes our regression framework more inclusive and general; 2.) We propose a new
“shape-alignment” regularization approach that incorporates a novel pairwise coefficient
shape misalignment penalty to detect the unknown grouping structure. We thoroughly
examine the consistency properties of the detected grouping structure and the asymptotic
properties of the model estimates. The entire procedure is fully data-driven, making it
applicable to a wide range of cases and offering a new, parsimonious modeling strategy
for complex multivariate functional data.

We identify several research topics for future work. The regularization method devel-
oped here has the potential to enhance other functional data methodologies, such as
functional data clustering, functional factor models, and non-linear multiple functional
regression with deep neural networks. These new regularization techniques can be uni-
formly expressed in the form of a loss function combined with a pairwise coefficient shape
misalignment penalty. However, extending this approach is not straightforward and will
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require significant additional work to develop these methodologies. In terms of applica-
tion, the methods developed in this paper have the potential to benefit numerous fields,
including but not limited to neuroimaging analysis, meteorological analysis, and traf-
fic volume management. In neuroimaging, our methods could be used to unravel brain
functional connectivity, as highly connected brain subregions often produce synchronized
signals, allowing for the use of common-template coefficient functions when treating brain
signals at each electrode as covariates. In meteorological analysis, grouping analysis can
reveal interdependence among climate features across different locations and contribute
to more accurate joint forecasts of future climate dynamics. In traffic volume manage-
ment, our methods provide a means to study the persistence of traffic flow patterns across
different roads in a city, facilitating better joint prediction of traffic volumes, improving
level-of-service determination, and reducing congestion. These application studies will be
pursued in future research.
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