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Abstract

Datasets in the fields of climate and environment are oftey la@ge and irregularly
spaced. To model such datasets, the widely used Gaussiegsprmodels in spatial statis-
tics face tremendous challenges due to the prohibitive ctatipnal burden. Various ap-
proximation methods have been introduced to reduce the atatignal cost. However, most
of them rely on unrealistic assumptions for the underlyingcpss and retaining statistical
efficiency remains an issue. We develop a new approximatibamse for maximum likeli-
hood estimation. We show how the composite likelihood me:tem be adapted to provide
different types of hierarchical low rank approximationsttiare both computationally and
statistically efficient. The improvement of the proposedhnd is explored theoretically;
the performance is investigated by numerical and simulagiodies; and the practicality is
illustrated through applying our methods to 2 million measuents of soil moisture in the
area of the Mississippi River basin, which facilitates adretinderstanding of the climate
variability.
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1 Introduction

Soil moisture is a key factor in climate systems, which hagaifscant impact on hydrolog-
ical processes, runoff generations and drought develofgnefo understand its spatial vari-
ability and predict values at unsampled locations, Ganspracess models are widely used
(Stein'1999), where likelihood based methods are apprepfta model fitting. However, it
generally require®)(n®) computations and (n?) memory forn irregularly spaced locations
(Sun & Stein 2014). Similar to other climate variables, maatellite-based or numerical model
generated soil moisture datasets have nearly a globalageavith high spatial resolutions, so
that the exact computation of Gaussian likelihood becomnekilpitive. There are various ex-
isting methods, many of which were discussed by Sunlet alZ(R2OFor example, covariance
tapering |(Furrer et al. 2006, Kaufman etlal. 2008, Sang & ldu2d12) assumes a compactly
supported covariance function, which leads to a sparserieoe® matrix; low rank models, in-
cluding space-time Kalman filtering (Wikle & Cressie 1998y rank splines|(Lin et al. 2000),
moving averages (Ver Hoef et'al. 2004), predictive procegsBanerjee et al. 2008) and fixed
rank kriging (Cressie & Johannesson 2008), make use of atlptecess with a lower dimen-
sion where the resulting covariance matrix has a low rankesgmtation; and Markov random
field models |(Cressie 1993, Rue & Tjelmeland 2002, Rue & H&€l@52 Lindgren et al. 2011)
exploit fast-approximated conditional distributionsw@assng conditional independence with the
precision matrix being sparse. These methods use modé¢lsmthaallow exact computations
to reduce computations and/or storage, and each has itgttrand weakness. For instance,
Stein (2013) studied the properties of the covariance saged showed that covariance taper-
ing sometimes performs even worse than assuming indepeblbeks in the covariance; Stein
(2014) discussed the limitations on the low rank approxiomat and Markov models depend on

the observation locations, and realignment to a much findrwgith missing values is required



for irregular locations| (Sun & Stein 2014). Recently depeld methods include the nearest-
neighbor Gaussian process model (Datta et al.|2015), whiokad as a sparsity-inducing prior
within a Bayesian hierarchical modeling framework, the tinesolution Gaussian process model
(Nychka et all 2015), which constructs basis functions guasiompactly supported correlation
function on different level of grids, equivalent krigingléber & Nychka 2015), which uses an
equivalent kernel to approximate the kriging weight fuaotwhen a nontrivial nugget exists, and
multi-level restricted Gaussian maximum likelihood meti{@astrillon-Candas et al. 2016), for
estimating the covariance function parameters using astsr

An alternative way to reduce computations is via likelih@l score equation approxima-
tions. Vecchial (1988) first proposed to approximate thdihk@d using the composite likelihood
method, where the conditional densities were calculatedhmpsing only a subset of the com-
plete conditioning set. Stein et/al. (2004) adapted thidwktor restricted maximum likelihoods
approximation. Instead of approximating the likelihoaklf, Sun & Stein[(2014) proposed new
unbiased estimating equations for score equation appedm where the sparse precision ma-
trix approximation is constructed by a similar method. lesh approximation methods, the exact
likelihood and the score equations can be obtained by usagdmplete conditioning set to cal-
culate each conditional density. It was shown that the apmration quality or the statistical
efficiency depends on the selected size of the subset. Itnenam that the subset is still in-
adequate by considering the largest possible number oésteaeighbors, which motivates this
work.

In this paper, we propose a generalized hierarchical low naethod for likelihood approx-
imation. The proposed method utilizes low rank approxioraihierarchically, which does not
lead to a low rank covariance matrix approximation. Thenefd is different from the predictive
process method (Banerjee etlal. 2008), where the covarimatex is approximated by a low

rank representation. Furthermore, the proposed metha@iogrthe independent blocks (Stein



2013) and nearest neighbors (Sun & Stein 2014) approaclgseaml cases. The improvement
of the proposed method is explored theoretically and theopeance is investigated by numer-
ical and simulation studies. We show that the hierarchimaldank approximation significantly
improves the statistical efficiency of the most commonlyduseethods while retaining the com-
putational efficiency, especially when the size of condailsubsets is restricted by the computa-
tional capacity, which is always the case for real datagetsillustrations, our method is applied
to a large real-world spatial dataset of soil moisture inMississippi River basin, U.S.A., to
facilitate a better understanding of the hydrological psscand climate variability. Our method
is able to fit a Gaussian process model to 2 million measurtswmeéth fast computations, making

it practical and attractive for very large datasets.

2 Methodology

2.1 Approximating likelihoods

Let {z(s) : s € D C R} be a stationary isotropic Gaussian Process in a dorhaim the d-
dimensional Euclidean space, and typically 2. We assume the mean of the process is zero for
simplicity and the covariance function has a parametrimfo{(h; ) = cov{z(s), z(s')}, where

h = |s — ¢|| and@ is the parameter vector of length Suppose that data are observed at

irregularly spaced locations, . . ., s, then,
Z = (z1,--.,20)" ~ N(0,%(0)),

wherez; = z(s;),i = 1,...,n, andX(6) is the variance-covariance matrix with tig ;)™
elementC(]|s; — s;l|; 6). For simplicity,é is omitted in notations hereinafter unless clarification

is needed.



The maximum likelihood estimate can be obtained by maximgizihe log-likelihood,
1 1, ey n
(0| 2) =10g{f(Z | 6)} = —3log(|%]) - 52"E7'Z — Slog(2m).

wheref is the multivariate normal density. In practice, if the m@&ry is a vector that depends
linearly on unknown parameters, the restricted maximusiililbod estimate should be employed
(Stein et al. 2004).

When computations become prohibitive, one way to approtertize likelihood is through

log-conditional densities,

(01 2) = 10g{f (=1 | )} + 3 log{f(z1-1 | Z;,0)}.

J=1

whereZ; = (z,...,2;)", for1 < j < n — 1, indicating all the “past” observations of ;.
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which is the log-density ofv; = 077, whereb; = (—O']-sz_jl, 1,0,...,0)". It can be shown

thatw;s are independent and;, ~ N (0, v;), wherev; = b7Xb; (Stein et al. 2004). Sun & Stein
(2014) further showed that the precision matriXis' = Z;:Ol b;b7 Jv;, whereby = (1,0,...,0)*
andUO = ngbO

More generallyz;,; can be defined as a vector which is usually more computatyoetii-

-1

cient, and the correspondig = (—o;X;, 1,0,...,0)", wherel is an identity matrix of size

J.



However, for a large, itis computationally expensive to evalué]glaj. Vecchia(1988) pro-
posed approximating each conditional density by only cioing on a subset; ; consisting
of r <« j nearest neighbors. The same approach is used by Stein20@d)(for approximating
the restricted maximum likelihood estimate. Sun & Steinl4?CGalso used the subset of nearest
neighbors to approximate the precision matrix for scoreaéqn approximation.

In this paper, we propose a generalized framework that alkmapproximate these condi-
tional densities hierarchically using a low rank repreagan. Although we implement our al-
gorithm for application ir§5 with z;., being a vector, we present and illustrate our methodology

assuming;,, is scalar for simplicity.

2.2 Hierarchical low rank representation

Motivated by the nearest neighbors method, where onrty j nearest neighbors are selected to
approximatéij‘jlo—j for a large; in equation[(lL), we propose a general approximation framiewo
for 7 > r using a low rank representation.

Denoter‘jloj by z;,or¥;x; = o;. We propose to approximate by a low rank representa-
tionz; = A;,z,, wherez; is a vector of lengthr and A4, , is aj x r matrix. Then, instead of solv-
ingX,x; = o;, we minimize the normzjjAj,Tij—aj]\Z;jl = (854,85 —05) 5 (854,03 —

;) or equivalently solved} Xi;;A;.7; = A7 ;. Therefore; is approximated by,

A~

By = Ajdy = Ay (AT 5545, T AT oy, (2)

which only involves a linear solve of dimensieon In this framework, we approximate; for
eachj > r hierarchically by a low rank representation, which inclsigeany commonly used

strategies as special cases with different choices$;of The following are some examples:

Example 1 Independent blocks method (IND). In this method, no coti@iabetween “past”



points and the “current” point is considered. Namely, . is a 0 matrix; howeverz;,, is a

vector of length- here for fair comparison to other methods in terms of comipana

Example 2 Nearest neighbors method (NN). Choeseearest neighbors of;,; from Z;. The
corresponding4; ,. is of j x r dimensions, where each column consists of only one elelrant

the k-th row if z;, is selected fron&; and zero otherwise.

Example 3 Nearest neighboring sets method (SUM). Chaosearest neighboring sets of 4,
where each set containg > 1 neighbors and a total ofnrr < j neighbors are selected from
Z;. The matrix4;, is specified as g x r matrix with each column having: elements of,
indicating the sum of the: selected neighbors are considered. In this way, more neighdre

included while the computational cost remains the same.

Example 4 Nearest neighbors and nearest neighboring sets method IMYSCombine Exam-
ples 2 and 3, where, columns of4; , are constructed as in Example 2, and- r; are built as in
Example 3. In this way, we use the exact information from-fhreearest neighbors and consider

r —rp nearest neighboring sets with a total numberpf m(r — r;) selected nearest neighbors.

2.3 Hierarchical low rank approximation method

In this section, we propose a generalized hierarchical kmk mpproximation method (HLR).

In equation|(R), the matrixl;, is a0-1 matrix. Ther x r matrix A7, ¥;; A;, only extracts the
corresponding rows or columns &f;. Now suppose we selegtr nearest neighbors aof .4,

and the corresponding;, ., is of sizej x mr. To retain the same computational costs associated

with rankr, we propose the following approximation,

AL 555 A e = PyLPY + €1, (3)

J,mr



whereL, is a positive definite matrix of dimensionx r, P; is amr x r matrix consisting of
r basis functions/,,,. is the identity matrix of sizenr, ande§ is the nugget. By the Sherman—

Morrison—Woodbury formula,
(PiLi P! + € 1) " = € Lnw — €, " P(L;' + €, > P} P;) ' P, (4)

then(A7,,,%;;A;m:)~" in equation((R) can be approximated by inverting only-an- matrix L;.
This approach shares the same spirits with the predictivegsis| (Banerjee etlal. 2008) and fixed
rank kriging (Cressie & Johannesson 2008). However botlhoakst approximate the covariance
function by a low rank representation while the low rank apgmation is done for each > r
hierarchy in our method, and the resulting approximatecgaxce is no longer low rank. The
detailed choice foP’; were discussed by Cressie & Johannesson (2008). In this, pepase the

eigenfunctions.

©e
®
2
@

Figure 1: A random field where = 5 locations have observations



To help comprehend, Figl 1 illustrates the methods destribé2.2 and 2.8 forn = 5
observationsZ = (z,...,25)". Letr = 2, then IND consider8 independent blocks, antl )
is approximated by (zs5) f(z4, z3) f (22, z1). For the other four methods, the conditional density
is required to calculate in each hierarchy. For instanchigrarchy; = 5, NN approximates the
conditional densityf (z5 | z4,...,21) bY f(25 | 24, 23); SUM by f(25 | 24+ 23, 22+ 21); NNSUM
by f (25 | 24, 23+ 22); and HLR by f (25 | a1424 + a1323 + a1222 + a1121, G424 + Go323 + G222 +

as z1), whereg;;s are determined by the low rank approximation.

2.4 Assessing model quality

There are various ways to measure the performance of appatiein methods, including the
Kullback—-Leibler divergence, the Godambe informationnmaand the Frobenius norm.

The Kullback—Leibler divergence computes the divergericeeapproximated from the ex-
act distributions. For the zero-mean Gaussian proces$utigack—Leibler divergence has the
closed form,

D (N|V.) = 5 {tr(5720) + log([%) — log([]) — n}

where N, and N, stand for the exact and the approximated distributionpa@ssely,>, and:,
are the corresponding covariance matrices,rargdthe dimension of the distribution.

The Godambe information matrix gives the asymptotic vasnand covariances for the
estimated parameters in the Gaussian process, as used figdfaet al.|(2008) and Sun & Stein
(2014). The Frobenius norm is another way to think aboutghadlem. However, it is a matrix
norm and does not penalize the positive definiteness of aieoa matrix|(Steln 2014).

For our numerical and simulation studiessi®, we choose the Kullback—Leibler divergence
and the Godambe Information matrix to assess the qualithefpproximation. Because the

results in terms of showing the different performances endar, we only present the results of

9



Kullback—Leibler divergence. It will be shown numericatlhat the Kullback—Leibler divergence

of the hierarchical low rank approximation method is alwtyessmallest. This is due to the fact
that for eacly > r, the hierarchical low rank approximation method providestier approxima-
tion in equation[(R) by including more neighbors than therestaneighbors method. Lé’_;g‘ be

ther x r matrix defined by4}, ¥;; A; . in equation(R) using the nearest neighbors method and let
Vil = P;L;P] + €1, be themr x mr matrix for approximatingd?, %, A; .., in equation[(B)
by the hierarchical low rank approximation method, wheyeconsists of eigenfunctions. The
following theorem shows the result that the approximatmi{; induced byV;7 is better than

that induced by/j'}' in terms of the Frobenius norm.

Theorem1 Let A, > A\; > -+ > A, > 0 be the eigenvalues of?,, %A, ... If € in

J,mr

equation(3) satisfies; < (A, + An.,)/2, we have,

1A VAT e — S55lle < A VAL, — S5,

J,mr

where|| - || means the Frobenius norm.

The proof is shown in the Appendix. Similar results hold foe tomparison between hierarchical
low rank approximation method and the nearest neighbogtsgyeethod, or the nearest neighbors

and nearest neighboring sets method.

2.5 Computational complexity and parallelization

For our hierarchical low rank approximation method, we needxecute a linear solve of di-
mensionr, which requiresO(min(7j,r)?) computation in equatioi4) for each hierarchy=
1,...,n — 1 assuming that the direct method is employed. Then the totapatational cost is
O(r®n) for likelihood approximation per value. When< n, the computational cost is much

smaller tharO(n?), which is required by the Cholesky decomposition.

10



In practice, the computation time can be reduced furthetmpsingz;,, as a vector due to
the fact that it leads to a smaller number of hierarchiesribatl to be evaluated. It is also worth
noting that our approach can be parallelized easily bedieseomputation of each hierarchy is

independent of each other.

3 Numerical study

3.1 Design setup

In the numerical study in this section and the following siiation study in§4l, we focus on irreg-
ularly spaced data with an unstructured covariance méiix & Stein 2014). The observations
are generated at the locations'/?(r — 0.5+ X,,,{ —0.54Y,,) forr, ¢ € {1,...,n'/?}, wheren
is the number of locations, and,,s andY,,s are independent and identically distributed, uniform
on(—0.4,0.4). The advantage of this design is that it is irregular, and wegrearantee that no
two locations are too close.

Here, we study the performances of different approximati@thods proposed i§.2 and
§2.3 in different settings. We consider a zero-mean Gaugs@sess model with Matérn covari-

ance function possibly with a nugget,
C(h; o, B,v,7%) = a{(2v)' 1/ BY K, {(2v)' 1/ B} {T ()2"~ '} + 7°1(h = 0),  (5)

where K, (-) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind of ordeF(-) is the gamma
function,1(-) is the indicator function, > 0 is the distance between two locations;> 0 is the
sill parameter3 > 0 is the range parameter,> 0 is the smoothness parameter, afds the
nugget effect.

Forn irregularly spaced locations, the description of the fivéhuods considered is shown in
Table1.

11



Table 1: Description of the five methods used in the numesttady. IND, independent blocks
method; NN, nearest neighbors method; SUM, nearest neigigheets method; NNSUM, near-
est neighbors and nearest neighboring sets method; HLRigreechical low rank approximation

method.
Method | Description

IND Divide the locations intdn/r| blocks, each of which contains
points.[n/r| means the largest integer that is no larger than

NN A number ofr nearest neighbors are selected to constiyet

SUM A number ofr nearest neighboring sets are selected and each set has
2 locations. Then a total number 2f nearest neighbors are used to
construct4; ,..

NNSUM | A number of[r/2] nearest neighbors are first selected, then the fol-
lowing 2(r — [r/2]) nearest neighbors are divided inte- [r/2]

sets of size.

HLR A number of2r nearest neighbors are considered, wheyds a

r x r diagonal matrix with elements corresponding to tHeading

eigenvaluesP consists of the corresponding eigenvectors.

In §3.2£3.4, we present the Kullback—Leibler divergence dated from different settings
for the five methods with fixed atl andn = 900. In §3.5, we discuss the effect of sample size

n and the rank.

3.2 Dependence level

In the Matérn model in equatiohl(5), the range paraméteontrols the dependence of the pro-

cess. In this section, we consider differénGivenr = 0.5, which corresponds to an exponential

12



covariance function ane? = 0.15, the first row of Fig[ 2 shows the Kullback-Leibler divergenc
for g = 0.1, which means a weaker dependence, @ard 0.5, which indicates a stronger depen-
dence, as the rankincreases from to 8. We can see that the HLR approximation is always the
best with the smallest Kullback—Leibler divergence, and/&hd NNSUM win against NN only
whenr = 2 for § = 0.1, while for 5 = 0.5, the improvement of SUM and NNSUM exists up to
r = 6. Itimplies that when a strong correlation is present, a kmahber of nearest neighbors is
not adequate to provide a good approximation of the conditidensity. It is also worth noting
that the range of /n in this study is from0.22% to 0.89%. For very largen, andr < n, the
improvement from HLR, SUM or NNSUM approaches can be sultisian

3.3 Smoothnessleve

In the Matérn covariance function, a largeindicates a smoother process. In this section, we
fix 3 = 0.5 and7? = 0. We consider two smoothness levels with= 0.5 andv = 1, which
correspond to the exponential and Whittle covariance fanst respectively. The second row
of Fig.[2 shows the Kullback—Leibler divergence. Similathe HLR approach outperforms the
other methods. For the rougher process, whea 0.5, SUM and NNSUM are slightly better
than NN at- = 2. Whenv increases ta, the improvement almost disappears and all the methods

need a large to achieve similar performancesas= 0.5.

3.4 Noiseleve

The nugget effect can be viewed as measurement errors ori¢che-structure in the underlying
process. In this section, we consider differeft Given3 = 0.25 andv = 0.5, the last row of
Fig.[2 shows the Kullback—Leibler divergence fér= 0 andr? = 0.15. In both cases, the HLR

approach still provides the best approximation, althowghdrger2, a largerr is needed. If the

13



B = O.l,v:O.S,IZZO.ls B = 0.5,\;:0.5,12:0.15

10°
10°

10*
s
o
[}
s
10*

.

10°
1
10°

10°

-
e

10?
10?

.....

______________

10"
1
10*

10°
10°

Kullback-Leibler divergence

10°
10°

102
0

_______________

10*
7
10*
1
1
/

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

............
'''''''''''''

10°
10°

rank
Figure 2: Six panels showing the Kullback—Leibler divergeagainst rank with 900 locations

in IND (long-dash,— — —), NN (dot-dash; - ), SUM (dashes, - - -), NNSUM (dots; ), and

HLR (solid, —) methods. The corresponding parameters atieated in the titles.
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rankr is limited to a small number, we can see that SUM or NNSUM cagorave NN when the

process is noisy or with a largef.

3.5 Samplesizeand rank

In this section, we explore the effect of sample size givenrétnkr or the ratio ofr /n. Fig.[3
shows the results for a similar design as in the first row of Bidput withn = 2500. Com-
paring Fig[B to the first row of Fid.l2, we can see that for a gipeocess, a larger number of
locations does require larger ranks to achieve a similareqapation quality. Whernr is fixed,
NN is often not adequate, especially for largeand SUM, NNSUM, and HLR can improve the
approximation by including more neighbors.

Although it is not realistic for a large dataset, we also stigate a situation where NN is

adequate to provide a good approximation at ranknd then compare the Kullback—Leibler

° =0.1v=05,1°=015 B=0.5,v=05,1*=0.15
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Figure 3: Two panels showing the Kullback—Leibler divergeagainst rank with 2500 locations
in IND (long-dash,— — —), NN (dot-dash; - -), SUM (dashes, - - -), NNSUM (dots; -), and
HLR (solid, —) methods. The corresponding parameters atieated in the titles.

15



divergence for NN at+1 and NNSUM with the same firgtnearest neighbors and one additional
set containing the next nearest neighbors. We find that fer= 1,3 = 0.5,v = 0.5,72 = 0
andn = 900, NN with rankr + 1 = 51 gives a Kullback—Leibler divergence ast x 10-2 and
NNSUM reduces Kullback-Leibler divergence bi.

4 Simulation study

In §3, we calculated the Kullback—Leibler divergence at the rarameter values. In this section,
we generate: = 900 observations with parameterss= 1,5 = 0.1,v = 0.5 and7? = 0.15.
We run the optimization for, 3, 72 while fixing v at the true value and obtain the estimates
of a, 3,72 by maximizing the approximated likelihoods with= 2. We repeat the estimates

procedureb00 times and the boxplots ef and S are shown in Fid.}4. We see that the estimates
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Figure 4: Two panels showing the boxplot of parameter esémand mean squared error times
10 (left) or 1000 (right). The solid line is a reference foe tinue parameter value, and the dash
line is the corresponding mean squared error offb@number of estimates in each method.

Left: illustration for estimated; Right: illustration for estimated.
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obtained by the hierarchical low rank approximation methaek the smallest mean squared error

among the 3 approximation methods and are close to the exagtmam likelihood estimation.

5 Application

5.1 Dataset description

In this section, we apply our method to modeling soil moist key factor in evaluating the
state of the hydrological process, including runoff geheraand drought development. We
consider high-resolution daily soil moisture data at thel&yer of the Mississippi basin, U.S.A.,
on Januanyi®, 2014 (Chaney et al. in review). The spatial resolution i8.6083 degrees. The

grid consists ofl830 x 1329 = 2,432,070 locations with2, 153, 888 observations anl78, 182

missing values. The illustration of the data is shown in Big.

Soil moisture

50

45

40

latitude

35
|

25

-120 -110 -100 -90 -80 =70
longitude

Figure 5: Soil moisture (unit: percentage) at the top layethe Mississippi basin, U.S.A. on
Januaryl®, 2014.
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We know that a one-degree difference in latitude along angitade line is equivalent tol 1
km; however, the distance of one-degree difference in todgi depends on the corresponding
latitude. As the range of the latitude in this region is tigkdy small, for simplicity, we use the
distance of one-degree difference in longitude at the cémtation of the region to represent all
others, which i87.5 km; namely, in this regionl® in latitude is111 km and1° in longitude is
87.5 km.

To understand the structure of the day’s soil moisture, we Gaussian process model with
a Matérn covariance function. From all the locations, wedanly pickn = 2,000, 000 points,
which are irregularly spaced, to train our model. To asdessgjtiality of our model, the fitted

models can be used to predict part of the left out observation

5.2 Estimation and prediction

To use a Gaussian process model, we first fit a linear modeékttigitude and latitude as the
covariates to the soil moisture. After fitting, we find the atagely skewed residuals, hence we
apply a logarithm transformation with some shift. The hgséom of the transformed residual
is shown in the left panel of Fid. 6, which does not show strdegarture from Gaussianity.
To examine the isotropy of this process, we calculate thectonal empirical variograms as
illustrated in the right panel of Figl 6. We see the variogsam the circle with the same radius
to the origin have similar values, suggesting that it iseeable to assume an isotropic model.
Let z(s) denote the transformed residual and the redidme the set of the selected locations,
then the proposed Gaussian process model hergis : s € D € R} ~ GP(0,C(h;6)). We
choose three different covariance functions: the expaalenthich has the smoothness parameter
v = 0.5; the Whittle, which hass = 1; and the Matérn covariance function, which has an
unknownv. The formula is given in equatiohl(5). Given that th&00, 000 observations follow

Z ~ N(0,%(0)), X(0) is the 2 million by 2 million variance-covariance matrix taimed from the
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Figure 6: Left: the histogram of the transformed residuRlght: the image plot of the empirical

variogram at different distances and along different dios:s.

chosen covariance function. We use nearest neighbors aratdtical low rank approximation
methods with rank- = 60 to get the approximated likelihood and then obtain the patam
estimates. The results are shown in Table 2. The Matérnrieme model is more flexible by
allowing to estimate.. The estimated in the Matérn covariance model by both methods is
smaller thar0.5, and the estimated has the largest value. It suggests a rougher process with a
larger dependence range compared to the estimated ex@drenariance model. The last row
of Table[2 shows the values of log-likelihood per observatieor each given covariance model,
the likelihood with parameters estimated by the hieraadHmw rank approximation method is
always larger than that by the nearest neighbors method. ngrddferent covariance models,
the likelihood with Matérn covariance is the largest.

The size of the problem in this application is in the millipasdataset which is far beyond
the ability of classic analysis methods. However, nearegihibors and hierarchical low rank
approximation methods can evaluate the approximatedHibedl at each iteration in the opti-

mization procedure within 5 and 14 minutes, respectivehe fast computation makes it highly
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Table 2: Parameter estimation results

Nearest neighbors Hierarchical low rank approximation
Exponential ~ Whittle Matérn | Exponential ~ Whittle Matérn
Estimated « 1.0073 0.9787 1.0597 1.0065 0.9789 1.0539
Estimated 5 (km) 21.6115 5.9316  222.6545 21.2944 5.8216  178.2051
Estimated 72 0.0107 0.0013 0.0000 0.0096 0.0012 0.0001
Estimated v 0.5000 1.0000 0.2079 0.5000 1.0000 0.2214
log-likelihood/n —0.1042 —0.1417 —0.0852 —0.0941 —0.1308 —0.0761

practical for applying the proposed methods to a large weale spatial dataset problem. The
experiment is performed with the Intel Xeon E5-2680 v3@&HB@ processor.

Next, we use the fitted Matérn model by the hierarchical lankrapproximation method to
predict soil moisture at th&)00 left out locations by kriging, which is known to provide thedb
linear unbiased prediction as well as the prediction stahdaors |(Cressie 1993). However, the
problem here is of size = 2,000,000, hence kriging cannot be employed directly, because it
involves a linear solve of size (Furrer et al. 2006). In fact, the proposed methods in thpepa
can be adopted for approximating kriging equations as wailit for the purpose of validating
the fitted model, we explore the exact computation methoddating the irregularly spaced data
as observations on a finer regular grid with missing valué® rEsulting covariance matrix has
a block Toeplitz Toeplitz block structure, which can be edd® in a block circulant circulant
block matrix (Kozintsev 1999). Then kriging can be done kst feourier transformation. More
details can be found in_ Chan & Ng (1996). The mean squaredqpid errors over thd 000

validation locations id.53 x 10~°, which is notably small.
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6 Discussion

The implementation in this paper was done with a singledathgrogram, however as aforemen-
tioned in§2.5, computation in each hierarchy can be paralleled, wivimhid reduce the compu-
tation time dramatically and make applications even maaetral. The proposed method can be
also extended to more complicated settings. For examplteajh the rank was fixed to the same
in each hierarchy, it can be chosen flexibly in accordanck thig number of “past” observations
that are involved in the hierarchy, which, we believe, wogilke a better approximation. More-
over, for prediction problems, the proposed method can tibduinvestigated to approximate

kriging equations for large irregularly spaced spatiabdats.
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Appendix

Recall that the dimension 6f) is mr x mr, VJy isr x r, Aj, is j x r, A is j x mr, and
¥;; is j x j. Define B to be themr x r matrix by keeping thenr selected rows fromd, ,, or
B = A7, . A;.. LetM denoteA}, >, A; ... The proof of Theoremll is as follows.

J,mr J,mnr

Proof of Theorem [ Since the equation,

1A VAT e — il 5 = 1A VAT, — 5551

7,mr
= ||A;F,mr(A]7m7“‘/y;|AyT,mr - ij)Aj,mrH% - ||A;r,mr(AJ,T’V;I;IA;F,T - Ejj)Aj,mrH%‘
= |V = A} S5 A me |7 — | BV} BT — AT %55 A e 1B

= |Vij =M% = IBVjB" — M|[3,

it suffices to show,
IV = M|lp <|BVB" — M|p.

Noting thatV! = P,L;P[" + €31,,,, we have|| V| — M||p = | P;L; P} — (M — €I,,,,)|| . Since
€ < (A + Amp)/2, we know that the eigenvalues 8f — ¢ 1,,,, satisfy\; — 7 > Xy — €& >

> N —gand|\ — €| > maxp” (A — €]). Thus, |\ — €] > [ — € > - >
A — €] > maxi”, (|, — €7]). By the construction of; and L;, and Eckart-Young-Mirsky
theorem|(Eckart & Young 1936, Mirsky 1960), we know,

|P;L; P! — (M — e?]mr)||F = inf || X — (M — e?[mr)HF.
rankx)<r

Noting that the rank oBV}YB™ is r, we have||V}! — M||p = |P,L; P} — (M — € 1,)||r <
|BVNB™ — (M — €1, )||r = (BV}Y BT — M) — €31, || . It is easy to observe that the diagonal
elements 0BV} B* — M is non-positive, thu$(BVY B" — M) — €, I,n, | r < || BV} B* — M || 5.
Then ||V} — M| <|BV}}B" — M| . This completes the proof.
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