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SUMMARY: Functional data are defined as realizations of random functions varying over a continuum, which are usually collected
on discretized grids but not necessarily on common grids with low dimension. To tackle the issue of uncommon observation grids
and high dimensionality for Bayesian functional data analysis with Gaussian processes, we propose conducting posterior inferences
with basis function approximations. Specifically, we illustrate our basis function approximation method for a Bayesian hierarchical
model that simultaneously smooth functional observations and estimate the mean-covariance functions using Gaussian-Wishart
processes. Assuming functional data are of Gaussian processes and approximated by a system of basis functions, we can conduct

Bayesian inferences for the functional signals, mean, and covariance through the posterior samplings of the basis function
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coefficients. Both simulations and real studies demonstrate that, our approach with basis function approximations could conduct
posterior inferences > 10 times more efficient on both computation speed and memory usage, providing stable and consistent
posterior estimates. When the functional data have low dimensional common grids, our approach generates similar results as
the usual Bayesian inferences. When the observation grids are high dimensional or random, our approach can still efficiently
conduct inferences while the usual Bayesian inferences suffer serious computation burden and unstableness. Our basis function

approximation method sheds lights on how to resolve the curse of dimensionality for Bayesian functional data analysis.

KEY WORDS: basis functions; Bayesian hierarchical model; functional data analysis; Gaussian process; Inverse-Wishart process;

smoothing;



1. Introduction

Functional data — defined as realizations of random functions varying over a continuum
(Ramsay and Silverman, 2005) — include a wide range of data types, e.g., longitudinal data
that are functional observations over time, spectroscopic data that are represented as functional
observations over a series of wavelengths, and meteorological data that are functional observations
over both time and space. Many statistical methods have been developed for functional data
analysis (FDA) since Ramsay and Dalzell (1991) first dived into this field. Representing functional
data by basis functions has been widely used in FDA to resolve the issue of high dimensionality,
e.g., transforming discretely observed data into smooth functions (Ramsay and Silverman, 2005),
functional linear regression models (Cardot et al., 1999, 2003; Hall et al., 2007; Zhu and Cox,
2009; Zhu et al., 2011), functional principle components analysis (Crainiceanu and Goldsmith,
2010; Zhu et al., 2014), and functional data classification (Abraham et al., 2003; Garcia-Escudero
and Gordaliza, 2005; Zhu et al., 2010; Serban and Wasserman, 2012). However, this technique
of basis function representation has not been adapted to FDA with Gaussian processes (GPs),
especially nonparametric Bayesian analysis with GPs (Shi et al., 2007; Banerjee et al., 2008; Yang
et al., 2015).

As is known, Bayesian analysis methods usually suffer heavier computation burden than the
frequentist methods because of sampling posterior distributions by Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC). This is a critical issue for analyzing functional data, whose dimensionality is essentially
infinite. Take Bayesian GP regression models for an example, the computation cost for posterior
inferences with MCMC is of order O(np3m), with sample size n, data dimension p, and MCMC
iteration number m. Various methods have been proposed to address the computational bottleneck
issue in GP regression models: (1) Approximate a large matrix by a low rank matrix in computations
(Quifionero Candela et al., 2007; Shi and Choi, 2011; Rasmussen and Williams, 2006, Chapter

8). (i1) Reduce computation cost for covariance matrix estimation, e.g., Cressie and Johannesson
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(2008) considered fixed rank kriging, Banerjee et al. (2008) proposed a predictive process
conditioning on a finite number of observation points, and Banerjee et al. (2013) used a linear
random projection. However, good low-rank approximation matrices are not easily obtained; the
methods by Cressie and Johannesson (2008); Banerjee et al. (2008) underestimate variance by only
using a subset of the observation data; while the method by Banerjee et al. (2013) requires extra
computation burden for finding a projection matrix and has computation cost of order O(n?p) (the
computation cost will still be an issue with extremely large p).

Besides the computation burden related to covariance matrix, Bayesian analysis with GPs can
also encounter the issues of failing MCMC with singular covariance samples and large memory
usage for saving MCMC samples. Here, we propose a novel approach to conduct posterior
inferences with basis function approximations for Bayesian GP regression models, which will not
only reduce the computation cost to the order of O(nK3M) with K << p but also stably produce
consistent estimates.

Specifically, we illustrate our method for the Bayesian hierarchical model with Gaussian-Wishart
processes (BHM) proposed by Yang et al. (2015), which simultaneously and nonparametrically
smooths functional data and estimates mean-covariance functions. Assuming functional data Z;(7)
are represented by Z;(7) = B(7)(;, with basis functions B(7) = (b1(7),...,bk(7)) and an
arbitrary low dimensional working grid 7, a Bayesian framework for the coefficients ¢; can be
derived from the model assumptions for Z;(7). Then we can conduct posterior inferences for
functional signals, mean, and covariance; through MCMC samplings with (;, mean and covariance
of ;. In this paper, we show details of this method with cubic B-splines and an equally spaced
working grid 7, which can be further generalized to other basis functions and Bayesian regression
models with GPs.

Simulation studies with both stationary and nonstationary functional data show that: When

functional data are observed on low dimensional common grids, the BHM with basis function



approximations generates similar results as the previous BHM method by Yang et al. (2015). When
functional data are observed on high dimensional grids or random grids, the previous BHM method
is likely to fail because of computational issues, while the BHM with basis function approximations
performs efficiently in computation and produces estimates with smaller root mean square errors
(RMSESs) than the alternative frequentist method — Principle Analysis by Conditional Expectation
(PACE) proposed by Yao et al. (2005b). A real case study with sleeping energy expenditure
measurements of 106 children and adolescents (44 obese cases, 62 controls) over 405 time points
(Lee et al., 2016) show that the BHM with basis function approximations captures the periodic
pattern of the measurements, hence gives more reasonable estimates for the functional signals,
mean, and covariance.

This paper is organized as follows: We describe our approach of basis function approximations
for BHM in Section 2, and posterior inferences with MCMC in Section 3. Simulation and real case

studies are presented in Section 4 and Section 5 respectively. Discussion is provided in Section 6.

2. BHM with basis function approximations

Let {Y;(:); 4 = 1,2,...,n} denote the observed functional data consisting of n observations.

Consider the general functional measurement error model

Yi(ty) = Zi(tyy) t€ijs tig €T i=1,---,n; j =1, ,p; (1)

where {Z;(t;)} are the underlying true function data, and {t; = (1,...,t;,)" } are the grids on

which functions {Z;(-)} are evaluated.
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2.1 BHM
With the goal of smoothing functional data and estimating mean-covariance functions, the BHM
(Yang et al., 2015) assumes
Zi(-) iid. ~ GP(uz(-), 2z(-, ) pz()22( ) ~ GP(po(), 522 (-, ));
e(tij) ~ N(0,02); 02 ~ InverseGamma(a, b.);

Yg(, ) ~ IWP(6,9(-,-)); U(-,-) = a2A(-,-); 02 ~ Gamma(as, bs); 2)

GP(puz(+),X%(+,-)) denotes a GP with mean function yz(-) and covariance function X (-, -);

Prior mean p(+) is selected as a smooth function, e.g., smoothed sample mean;

c is taken as a constant, e.g. c = n or ¢ = 1;

IWP(5,V(-,-)) denotes a Inverse-Wishart process (IWP) with shape parameter § and scaling
parameter W (-, -), following the parameterization by Dawid (1981);

e A(-,-) is a smooth correlation or covariance function, e.g., Matérn function (Matérn, 1960).

Yang et al. (2015) conducts posterior inferences for BHM in the functional data space, evaluating
functions on the pooled-grid of all observation grids {¢;}. Thus, the computation cost is of order
O(np*m), with sample size n, pooled-grid dimension p, and total MCMC iterations m. When p
is large, besides the computation burden, computational issues such as failing MCMC, unstable

estimation, and exceeding memory capacity are likely to appear.

2.2 Approximation by basis functions

Here, we propose a novel approach for conducting Bayesian inferences in BHM with
approximations by basis functions (BABF), which provides one way to resolve the computational
bottleneck for Bayesian GP regression models.

First, we choose an arbitrary working grid, 7 = (7,72, -« - , TL)T C T, whose dimension L can
be much smaller than the pooled-grid dimension. Without loss of generality, we choose an equally

spaced grid on the domain 7 for computational convenience. Then we can approximate the GP



evaluations Z;(7) by a system of basis functions (e.g., cubic B-splines), such that
K
Zi(T) =Y Cbi(T) = B(T)¢s; 3)
k=1

B() = [b1(7), ba(7), -+ b (T)]; G = (Gons Gioy o Gie) 5

where {b1(+),ba(+), - ,bi(-)} are K basis functions, and ¢; is the coefficient vector. Assuming
K = L, we can write {; = B(7) 'Z;(7), a linear transformation of Z;(7). Note that even
if B(7T) is not invertible, ¢; can be still written as a linear transformation of Z;(7) with the
generalized inverse (James, 1978) of B(7). Given (;, the signal values on observation grid ¢;
can be approximated by Z;(t;) = B(t;){;.

Second, under the GP assumption in (2), Z;(7) follows a multivariate normal (MN) distribution,
MN(uz(7),2z(7T,7)). Because (; is a linear transformation of Z;(7), the following model is

induced for (;,
Ci ~ MN(pe, B¢); pe = B(1) pz(7); B¢ = B(r) 'Sz(r,7)B(1) ™" (4)

Further, from the assumed priors for (pz(-), Xz(,-)) in (2), the following priors for (¢, X¢) are

also induced:

pe|3¢ ~ MN (B(T) ho(T), cX¢); (5)
e ~ IW(, B(r)'U(r,7)B(T)™"). (6)
Third, for ¢ = 1,...,n in each MCMC iteration, conditioning on Y;(¢;), pz(t;),

Yz((t;, 7), (t;, 7)), we can sample ¢; from the its full conditional distribution; update (¢, X¢)
conditioning on the present samples of {{;; ¢ = 1, --- , n}; approximate functional values of Z,(-),
tz(+), and Xz(+, -) on the observation grids {¢;}, using their evaluations on 7, basis functions, and
present samples of ({;, ¢, ¢ ); then update o2 conditioning on {Z;(¢t;); ¢ = 1,--- ,n} and update
o2 conditioning on Xz (7, 7). Essentially, this MCMC process is still a Gibbs-Sampler (Geman and
Geman, 1984), whose computation cost is of order O(nK?>m) (details of the MCMC process are

described in Section 3).



6 Biometrics, 000 0000

Last, We take the corresponding averages of the posterior samples as our Bayesian estimates,

whose uncertainties can be easily quantified by MCMC credible intervals.

2.3 Choose hyper priors

The same strategies of setting hyper parameter values by Yang et al. (2015) are used. Specifically,
A(-,-) in (2) is taken as a Matérn covariance function if the studying functional data are stationary;
while taken as a smooth covariance estimate of the observations, with non-stationary data — such
a smooth covariance estimate can be obtained from existing methods such as PACE or sample
estimate using pre-smoothed functional data. The hyper parameter c in (2) is taken as 1 to allow
more uncertainty for the mean function. A heuristic Bayesian approach is taken for setting the

values of (a, b, as, bs) in (2).

3. Posterior inferences by MCMC

The BHM assumptions in (2) lead to the following joint posterior distribution
f(Z7 Kz, EZ? 0627 0§|Y) (S8 f(Y’Z> U?)f(Z’H% EZ)f(:uZ’EZ)f(EZ|U§)
flod)f(a2). (7)

where Z = {Zi(t;), -, Z.(tn)}, Y = {Yi(t;), - ,Y.(tn)}. Because of the linear
tansformation relationship between ¢; and Z;(7), {; = B(7) ' Z;(7), the joint distribution (7)

is equivalent to

f<C7l'l’C7 2C70627U§|Y) 8 f(Y‘C,Uz)f(C‘[,Lc, EC)fO,Lc‘Ec)f(EC‘O’?)f((f?)f(d?), (8)

where ¢ = {¢1,- , ¢} e = B(7) tuz(7), and ¢ = B(1) 'Sz (7, 7)B(7) 7 .



3.1 Full conditional distribution of (;

From (8), we can see f(C|Y,pe,e) o< f(Y[C,02)f(¢|pe, Xe), then the full conditional

posterior distribution of {; can be derived as

Gl(Yi(ts), pe, B¢) ~ MN [me,v;, Vevi) s ©)

NT B(+t. N\l NV (4. B
Vey, = (B(tl)UzB(tz) i 2£1> Cmey = Vv, (B(tz)ang(tz) + 2<1Hc> .

3.2 Conditional distribution for p¢, ¢

Conditioning on {¢;}, the posterior distributions for p¢, 3¢ can be derived from

n

Fe, ZelCas - Cn) o [ F(Gil e, Be) f (el Ze) f(0), (10)

i=1

where prior distributions f(p¢|2¢), f(32¢) are given by (5), (6). As a result,

pel(Ca -3 Gy Be) ~ MN (552 (20 G+ eB(7) M po(T)) s 722¢) 5 (1D)

Sel(Cay s Cns i) ~ IW (O, W), (12)

b =nt+ 146, W =30 (G — me)(Gi— me)"+

c(pe = B(T) " o(7)) (e — B(T) " po(7))" + B(7) ™' (7, 7)B(7) 7.

3.3 MCMC process

We design the following MCMC process to sample posterior distributions, which is essentially
a Gibbs-Sampler that has computation conveniences and ensures the property of posterior
convergence.

Step 0: Choose hyper parameters (Section 2.3) and set initial values for all of the parameters in
the model. Initial values for (117 (7), X7 (7, T), c?) can be taken as empirical estimates; then initial

values for (pt¢, 3¢) are induced by (4).

2

€

Step 1: Conditioning on observed data Y and current values of (p¢, X¢, 07), sample {¢;} from
).

Step 2: Conditioning on current values of ¢, update p¢ and X respectively from (11) and (12).
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Step 3: Given current values of ({{;}, pe, X¢), for i = (1,--- ,n), approximate Z;(t;), pz(t:),

Ez(ti,ti), E(T, tz), Ez(ti,T), and 22(7’,7’) by
Zi(t:) = B(t:)Ci, nz(ti) = B(ti)pe, S(ts ti) = B(t:)EcB(t:)",
Y(1,t:)" = (s, T) = B(ti)ch(T)T, X(r, 1) = B(’T)ECB(T)T.

Step 4: Conditioning on Z and Y, update o2 from

n

IG (ae + % Zpi, b + % Z(m(m — Zi(t:))" (Yi(t;) — Zi(ti») :

which is derived from

FEi(t), Zu(ta). - Yaltn), Za(tn)) o< [ [ F(Yita)|Zita), 02) £ (7).
=1
Step 5: Given current value of X, = (7, 7), we can update the hierarchical parameter o from

M, bs + 1tmce(A(‘r, 7’)27__1)> , (13)

2
3~ G| as
ol (a + 5 5

which is derived from

Foi1%7) o< f(Br]07) f(032).
With a fairly large number of MCMC iterations (e.g., 10,000 in our numerical studies), the
posterior samples will generally pass the convergence diagnosis by potential scale reduction factor

(PSRF) (Gelman and Rubin, 1992).

4. Simulation studies

By simulations, we compared the performance of BABF to some of the existing smoothing and
estimation methods for functional data: cubic smoothing spline (CSS) by Green and Silverman
(1993), PACE by Yao et al. (2005a), Bayesian functional principle component analysis (BFPCA)
by Crainiceanu and Goldsmith (2010), standard Bayesian GP regression (BGP) by Gibbs (1998),
and previous BHM method (denoted by BHM in the following context) by Yang et al. (2015).
Comparisons were conducted for both stationary and nonstationary functional data, both common

observation grids and random observation grids (an extreme case of uncommon observation grids).



Note that both BFPCA and BGP were developed with common grids; BHM has computational
issues with extremely large pooled-grid (the case with random grids); and BHM is known to be
comparable with PACE (Yang et al., 2015). Thus, we compared all methods in the simulation
studies with common grids, but only compared BABF to CSS and PACE in the simulation studies
with random grids.

In the simulation studies, we applied CSS to each simulated functional curve independently with
smoothing parameter selected by general cross-validation (GCV). For BFPCA, the covariance
estimate by PACE was used, and the number of principle functions was selected subject to
reserving 99.99% data variance. For the covariance function in BGP, we assumed the Matérn model
with stationary data, while fixed the covariance structure at the PACE estimate with nonstationary
data.

All MCMC samples consisted of 2,000 burn-ins and 10, 000 posterior samples, and passed the

convergence diagnosis by PSRF (Gelman and Rubin, 1992).

4.1 Studies with common grids

We generated 30 stationary functional curves (true signals) on the common equally-spaced-grid

with length 40, over 7 = (0, 7/2), from
GP(u(t) = 3sin(4t), X(s,t) = 5Materney(|s — t|; p = 0.5,v = 3.5)), (14)

denoted by Z. Specifically,

1 AN d
Materncor(d; P, V) = W (\/ 2V;> KV (\/ 2V;> ,d 2 O, p > O, v > O, (15)

where p is the scale parameter; v is the order of smoothness; I'(+) is the gamma function and K, (+)
is the modified Bessel function of the second kind. The noise terms {¢;; } were generated i.i.d. from
N(0,0. = v/5/2), such that the signal to noise ratio (SNR) is 2 (resulting relatively high volume of
noise in the simulated data). The observed noisy functional data curves were givenby Y = Z + €.

Similarly, we generated 30 nonstationary functional curves on the same equally-spaced-grid with

length 40, over 7 = (0,7/2), from a nonstationary GP X (t) = h(t)X (s(t)) (i.e., a nonlinear
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transformation of a stationary GP X(-)); where X (-) denotes the GP (14), h(t) = t + 1/2,
s(t) = t*3. Noisy observation data were obtained by adding noises from N (0,0, = v/5/2) to
the generated nonstationary GP data (true signals).

Both stationary and nonstationary functional datasets were simulated for 100 times, on which we
applied BABF (with an equally spaced working grid 7«29 C 7) and other five alternative methods.
We calculated the average root mean square errors (RMSEs) for estimates of signals {Z;(¢) }, mean
function pz(t), covariance surface X 4(t,t), and noise variance o2 (t is the common grid). The
average RMSEs (with standard deviations among 100 repeated simulations) for stationary data are
shown in Table 1, while the ones for nonstationary data are shown in Table 2. Average RMSEs are
omitted if the parameters are not directly estimated by the corresponding methods. For examples,
BFPCA dose not directly estimate ziz, >, and 062; CSS dose not directly estimate 062. The CSS

estimates of ;7 and X are given by the sample estimates using the pre-smoothed signals by CSS.
[Table 1 about here.]

From Table 1, we can see that, in the case with stationary data and common grids, BGP gave
the best estimates for signals and noise variance (lowest RMSEs); while BHM and BABF gave
the second best estimates for signals and noise variance, but the best mean-covariance estimates.
From Table 2, we can see that, in the case with nonstationary data and common grids, BGP and
PACE produced the best covariance estimates; while BABF produced closely accurate covariance
estimates, but the best estimates for signals, mean function, and noise variance. Due to more
stable computations with nonstationary data, our BABF method produced better estimates than
BHM. In addition, the CSS and BFPCA methods produced least accurate estimates (with the
highest RMSEs) for both stationary and nonstationary data (Tables 1-2), which demonstrates the
advantages of simultaneously smoothing and estimating functional data as in BGP, BHM, and

BABF.

[Table 2 about here.]



[Figure 1 about here.]

In Figure 1 (a, b), we present two sample functional observations (circles) from the stationary
and nonstationary datasets, along with the underlying true signals (solid lines), smooth estimates
by BHM (dash-dot lines), BGP (dotted lines), and BABF (dashed lines). Mean signal estimates
by BHM (dash-dot lines), BGP (dotted lines), and BABF (dashed lines) are plotted in Figure 1 (c,
d), along with the sample mean estimates (circles) and true mean curves (solid lines). The 95%
pointwise credible intervals (crosses) for the signal estimates and mean estimate by BABF are also
added to the plots in Figure 1. We can see that, with common grids, all three Bayesian methods
produced similarly good estimates for functional signals and mean. Especially, with stationary
data, the estimates for functional signals are almost overlapped with each other. However, with
nonstationary data, our BABF method produced the best smooth estimates for functional signals.

We also present 3 dimensional (3D) plots for the covariance surface estimates by BGP, BHM
and BABF in Figure 2 (a, b, ¢, e, f, g), along with the true covariance surfaces in Figure 2 (d, h) for
the stationary data (with a Matérn surface) and nonstationary data (with a nonlinearly transformed
Matérn surface). Because BGP assumes a parametric Matérn model, the true covariance model for
simulated stationary data, the functional signals and mean estimates by BGP have relatively low
RMSEs. Although the covariance estimate by BGP is still a Matérn function with the most accurate
structure, the variances were underestimated, compared to BHM and BABF (Figure 2). However,
in real data analysis, a wrong model is usually assumed for the covariance surface in BGP, which
is likely to produce estimates with large errors. In contrast, the nonparametric covariance estimates

by BHM and BABF would be more flexible and applicable in real data analysis.

[Figure 2 about here.]

In addition, we present the coverage probabilities of the 95% pointwise credible intervals by
BGP, BHM, and BABF in one example simulation, as in Table 3. For functional signals, BGP

has the highest coverage probability with stationary data, while BHM and BABF have higher

11
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coverage probabilities with nonstationary data. All methods have similar coverage probabilities for
the functional mean, where the relatively low values are due to narrow 95% confidence intervals.
As for the covariance function, the coverage probability of BGP is significantly lower than the
ones of BHM and BABF for both stationary and nonstationary data, because of the variance

underestimation by BGP.
[Table 3 about here.]

In summary, with common grids, Bayesian GP based regression methods (BGP, BHM,
and BABF) produced better smoothing and estimation results, compared to estimating
mean-covariance functions with pre-smoothed functional data by CSS. BABF gave at least similar

results (better results with nonstationary data) as the previous BHM.

4.2 Studies with random grids

For each simulated nonstationary dataset, we generated 30 true functional curves from the
stationary and non-stationary GPs as in Section 4.1, with observational grids (length 40) that are
randomly (uniformly) generated over 7 = (0, 7/2). Raw functional data were then obtained by
adding noises from N (0, v/5/2) to the true functional data. We compared our BABF method (with
an equally spaced working grid 729 C T) to CSS and PACE, with 100 simulation replicates.

In Table 4, we presented the average RMSEs for the estimates of signals, noise variance,
mean-covariance functions (evaluated on the grid that is equally spaced over 7 with length 40),
along with standard errors of these average RMSEs in the parentheses. We can see that, for both
stationary and nonstationary data with random grids, our BABF method performs consistently

better than CSS and PACE (with lowest RMSEs), for both signal and mean estimation.
[Table 4 about here.]

We presented two sample observations (circles) from the stationary and nonstationary functional

data in Figure 3 (a, b), along with signal estimates by CSS (dash-dot lines), PACE (dotted lines),



BABF (dashed lines), and the true signals (solid lines). We can see that, with random grids,
BABF produced the best signal estimates. This is because CSS smoothed each functional curve
independently, PACE only used limited information per pooled-grid point in the random-grid case,
and BABF used more information through basis function approximations. For both stationary and
nonstationary functional data, PACE and BABF gave closely good mean estimates, but CSS gave
the worst mean estimate, as shown in Figure 3 (c, d). The 95% pointwise credible intervals (crosses)

by BABF are added to the plots in Figure 3.

[Figure 3 about here.]

[Figure 4 about here.]

Covariance surface estimates by CSS, PACE and BABF (for stationary and nonstationary
functional data) are plotted in Figure 4 (a, b, c, e, f, g), along with the true stationary
and nonstationary covariances in 4(d, h). We can see that PACE produced the most roughest
covariance estimate, which is due to using limited information on the pooled-grid points. Coverage
probabilities for the BABF estimates of one example simulation are listed in Table 5, which shows
that our BABF method performs very well with both stationary and nonstationary functional data.
The relatively low coverage probabilities for nonstationary signals is due to narrow 95% confidence

intervals.

[Table 5 about here.]

In summary, with random grids, our BABF methods produced the best signal and mean estimates,
compared to CSS and PACE. Although the sample covariance estimate using pre-smoothed data
by CSS has the lowest RMSE with nonstationary data, the sample covariance estimate using the
smoothed data by BABF will have at least similar RMSE because of more accurately smoothed
functional data. Thus, our approach of conducting Bayesian references with basis function

approximations is indeed valid, with the advantages of efficient and stable computations.

13
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5. Application on real data

We analyzed a functional dataset from a study of obesity in children and adolescents (Lee et al.,
2016), by the Children’s Nutrition Research Center (CNRC) at Baylor College of Medicine. This
study estimated the energy expenditure (EE, minute by minute, in unit kcal) of 106 children
and adolescents (44 obese cases, 62 nonobese controls) during sleep, by using the CNRC room
respiration calorimeters (Moon et al., 1995). The original data were collected during 24 hours with
a series of scheduled physical activities for participants, however, we only used the sleeping EE
(SEE) data measured at 405 time points during the sleeping period (12:00am-7:00am), where each
participant has a SEE signal curve (a functional observation over time) with 405 observations. This
real SEE data set is a good example of the case with high dimensional common grids. The goal of
this study is to identify different EE patterns between obese cases and controls, and then provide
insights about using EE to make obesity predictions.

Many statistical tools have been used to analyze this type of functional data. For example, Zakeri
et al. (2010) analyzed a similar EE data set by multivariate adaptive regression splines; Lee et al.
(2016) analyzed the same SEE data by first smoothing the functional data by the smoothing spline
method, and then using the functional principle component analysis (FPCA) method to identify
patterns in the obese and nonobese groups. Here, we applied CSS, PACE, and our BABF method
on this SEE functional dataset. Specifically, CSS was applied independently on each signal with a
smoothing parameter chosen by GCV, PACE was applied with common grid 1 : 405, and BABF
was applied with the equally-spaced-grid over [1,405] with length 30 as the working grid 7. Note
that both PACE and BABF were applied separately for the functional data of obese and nonobese

groups.

[Figure 5 about here.]

We present one example signal (circles) from each group, along with signal estimates by CSS

(dash-dot lines), PACE (dotted lines), and BABF (dashed lines) in Figure 5 (a, b). The estimates



of group means are plotted in Figure 5 (c, d), including estimates by the sample mean (circles),
CSS (dash-dot lines), PACE (dotted lines), and BABF (dash-dot lines). Pointwise 95% credible
intervals (crosses) by BABF are added to the plots. Figures 6 and 7 show 3D plots of the covariance
surface estimates and heatmaps of the correlation estimates by CSS, PACE, and BABF. Again, the
mean-covariance estimates given by CSS are the sample estimates with the pre-smoothed signals.

Clearly, CSS produced the roughest signal estimates, which lead to the roughest mean-covariance
estimates (Figures 5-7). Both PACE and our BABF method gave reasonable smooth signal
estimates (Figure 5 (a, b)) and covariance estimates (Figure 6 (b, c, e, f)), showing the periodic
patterns of the SEE data. Note that PACE is essentially a FPCA method with smoothed
mean-covariance estimates, which is expected to give similar results as in Lee et al. (2016).
Whereas, the mean estimates by our BABF method show better periodic patterns than PACE
(Figure 5 (c, d)), and the correlation estimates by BABF show less correlations between two apart
time points than the ones by PACE (Figure 7 (b, c, e, f)). This real case study demonstrates that our

BABF method is a good statistical tool for functional data analysis.

[Figure 6 about here.]

[Figure 7 about here.]

6. Discussion

In this paper, we propose a novel approach that conducts posterior inferences for Bayesian
GP regression models (e.g., BHM by Yang et al. (2015)) with basis function approximations
for functional data analysis. Our approach represents functional data by a system of basis
functions, and then conducts posterior references through MCMC samplings of the basis
coefficients. Specifically, we show details about deriving the induced Bayesian framework
and MCMC process for the basis coefficients, with the BHM. As a result, the BHM with

approximations by basis functions (BABF) not only retains the same advantages as BHM, such

15
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as simultaneously smoothing (without the necessity of selecting smoothing parameters) and
estimating mean-covariance functions in a nonparametric way; but also provides one solution
for the computational bottleneck of the Bayesian GP regression methods. In addition, by MCMC
samplings with the basis coefficients that usually have a much smaller dimension K, compared
to the pooled-grid dimension p, the BABF reduces the computation complexity from O(np3m) to
O(nK?3m) with sample size n and total MCMC iterations m.

Both simulation and real case studies demonstrate that BABF has similar performance as BHM
and other Bayesian GP regression models in the case with low dimensional common grids, and
that BABF outperforms the alternative methods (e.g., CSS, PACE) in the case with random grids
and the case with high dimensional common grids. Although the computation time by BABF (with
12,000 MCMC iterations) is still about 4 times of the computation time by the frequentist method
PACE, BABF provides complementary credible intervals to quantify the uncertainties of parameter
estimation, and basis function representations for the nonparametric estimates of functional signals,
mean, and covariance.

Of course, good performance of our method with basis function approximations is related to a set
of reasonable basis functions. The type of selected basis functions should depend on the analyzed
data, e.g., Fourier series could be used for periodic data, B-splines could be used for Gaussian
process data (as used in this paper), and wavelets could be used for signal data. The general
strategies of choosing basis functions for representing data curves are applied to our method, which
1s not sensitive to the number of basis function, as long as a reasonable number is used (e.g., 20
in our simulations, 30 in the study of SEE dataset). Take B-splines for an example, the knots used
for constructing B-splines should depend on the density of the analyzed data over the domain. We
used the optknt function in Matlab to obtain a knot sequence that is best for interpretation at the
working grid 7 (Gaffney and Powell, 1976; Micchelli et al., 1976; De Boor, 1977), where 7 should

be chosen to well represent data densities over the domain (e.g., equally-spaced for our simulated



data that have either equally-spaced observation grids or uniformly generated random grids). More
details about constructing appropriate B-splines can be found in De Boor et al. (1978).

In conclusion, our BABF method sheds light on efficiently conducting Bayesian functional
data analysis with Gaussian-Wishart processes and interpreting covariance functions by basis
functions. A software for implementing the BHM and BABF methods is freely available at

https://github.com/yjingj/BFDA.
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(a) One sample stationary curve

(b) One sample nonstationary curve
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Figure 1.

Sample curve estimates in (a), (b); mean estimates in (c), (d).
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(a) BGP estimate (stationary) (e) BGP estimate (nonstationary)
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Figure 2. Covariance estimates and the true covariances.



(a) One sample stationary curve (b) One sample nonstationary curve
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Figure 3. Two sample curve estimates in (a), (b); and mean estimates in (c), (d).
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(a) CSS estimate (stationary) (e) CSS estimate (nonstationary)
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Figure 4. Covariance estimates and the true covariances.



(a) One example nonobese signal (b) One example obese signal
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Figure 5. Example signal estimates by CSS, PACE, and BABF, along with 95% intervals by
BABF in frames (a, b); mean estimates by sample mean, CSS, PACE, and BABF, along with 95%
intervals by BABF in frames (c, d).
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(a) CSS estimate (nonobese) (d) CSS estimate (obese)
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Figure 6. Covariance estimates by CSS, PACE and BABF.
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Figure 7. Heatmaps of the correlation estimates by CSS, PACE and BABF.
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Table 1
Simulation results with stationary functional data and common grids: average RMSEs and corresponding standard errors (in
parentheses) of { Z; ()}, u(t), Xz (t,t), and o2 produced by CSS, PACE, BFPCA, BGP, BHM, and BABF. Average RMSEs are
omitted if the corresponding parameters are not directly estimated. Two best results are bold for each parameter.

CSS PACE BFPCA BGP BHM BABF

{Z(t)} 04808 04553 0.5657 0.4020  0.4067  0.4073
(0.0213) (0.0268) (0.0550) (0.0219) (0.0207) (0.0204)
p(t) 04757 04194 - 03982  0.3961  0.3961
(0.1347)  (0.1593) (0.1527) (0.1538) (0.1535)
S(t,t)  1.0017  1.0375 1.0988  0.9601  0.9590
(0.3079)  (0.2850) (0.4934) (0.2902) (0.2913)
o2 - 0.0764 0.0460  0.0491  0.0483
- (0.0516) (0.0327) (0.0357) (0.0352)




Table 2
Simulation results with nonstationary functional data and common grids: average RMSEs and corresponding standard errors (in
parentheses) of { Z;(t)}, u(t), Xz(t,t), and o2 by CSS, PACE, BFPCA, BGP, BHM, and BABF. Average RMSEs are omitted if
the corresponding parameters are not directly estimated. Two best results are bold for each parameter.

CSS PACE BFPCA BGP BHM BABF

{Z,(&)} 1.0271 05185 06314 0.5183 05759 0.5133
(0.00463) (0.0255) (0.0632) (0.0265) (0.0227) (0.0227)

wu(t) 0.9446 05782 - 0.5387  0.5530  0.5356
(0.1509)  (0.2095) - (0.2090) (0.2038) (0.2094)

Y(t, t) 1.9635 1.9751 - 19733 2.0296 19768
(0.8386) (0.8160) - (0.6831) (0.6891) (0.7835)

o? - 0.0810 - 0.1472  0.2432  0.0692

- (0.0541) (0.0879) (0.0644) (0.0492)
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Table 3

Example coverage probabilities for the 95% pointwise credible intervals of {Z;(t)}, pu(t), and X(t,t) by BGP, BHM and BABF.
The highest probability is bold for each parameter.

BGP BHM  BABF

{Z;(t)} stationary 0.9483 0.9217 0.9208
nonstationary 0.8350 0.9450 0.8742
w(t) stationary 0.7500 0.7250 0.7250
nonstationary 0.6750 0.6750 0.6750
(¢, t)  stationary 0.0000 0.7869 0.7869
nonstationary 0.3819 0.9913 0.9938
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Table 4
Simulation results with stationary/nonstationary functional data and random grids: average RMSEs and corresponding standard
errors (in parentheses) of { Z;(t)}, u(t), z(t, t), and o2 by CSS, PACE, and BABF. Average RMSEs are omitted if the
corresponding parameters are not directly estimated. Best results are bold for each parameter.

Stationary Nonstationary
CSS PACE BABF CSS PACE BABF

(Z:(t)} 04839 14141 04079 10137 2.6300  0.6832
(0.0229) (0.1424) (0.0219) (0.0511) (0.2876) (0.0576)

p(t) 04229 04196 03690  0.9905 0.6157  0.5920
(0.1471) (0.1290) (0.1302) (0.1888) (0.2160) (0.2138)

S(t,t) 10445 14089 1.0054  1.6403 24120  2.2090
04313  (0.3502) (0.3286) (0.6086) (0.6497) (0.4506)

o2 - 0.1900  0.0509 - 0.4007  0.2209
; (0.1818) (0.0387) - (0.2960) (0.1189)
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Table 5
Example coverage probabilities for the 95% pointwise credible intervals of {Z;(t)}, u(t), and (¢, t) by BABF.

{Z@®)} w@) Bt
stationary 0.8650  1.0000 0.9506
nonstationary 0.5625  0.9000 0.8550




