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Abstract

Gaussian process regression (GPR) model has been widely used to fit
data when the regression function is unknown and its nice properties have
been well established. In this article, we introduce an extended t-process re-
gression (eTPR) model, a nonlinear model which allows a robust best linear
unbiased predictor (BLUP). Owing to its succinct construction, it inherits
many attractive properties from the GPR model, such as having closed forms
of marginal and predictive distributions to give an explicit form for robust
procedures, and easy to cope with large dimensional covariates with an effi-
cient implementation. Properties of the robustness are studied. Simulation
studies and real data applications show that the eTPR model gives a robust
fit in the presence of outliers in both input and output spaces and has a good
performance in prediction, compared with other existed methods.

Keywords: Gaussian process regression, selective shrinkage, robustness,
extended t process regression, functional data

1. Introduction
Consider a concurrent functional regression model
yij = Joi(@ij) + €5, i=1,...mj=1.n, (1)

where m is number of functional curves, n; is number of observed data points
for the i-th curve, fo;(x;;) is the value of unknown function fo;(-) at the p x 1
observed covariate x;; € X = RP and ¢; is an error term. To fit unknown
functions fy;, we may consider a process regression model

yi(x) = fi(x) +e(x), i=1,...,m, (2)

Preprint submitted to Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference April 6, 202/



where f;(x) is a random function and ¢;(x) is an error process for x € X.
A GPR model assumes a Gaussian process (GP) for the random function
fi(+). It has been widely used to fit data when the regression function is
unknown: for detailed descriptions see Rasmussen and Williams| (2006)), and
Shi and Choi | (2011)) and references therein. GPR has many good features,
for example, it can model nonlinear relationship nonparametrically between
a response and a set of large dimensional covariates with efficient implemen-
tation procedure. In this paper we introduce an eTPR model and investigate
advantages in using an extended t-process (ETP).

BLUP procedures in linear mixed model are widely used (Robinson, 1991)
and extended to Poisson-gamma models (Lee and Nelder, 1996) and Tweedie
models ( Ma and Jorgensen, [2007)). Efficient BLUP algorithms have been de-
veloped for genetics data (Zhou and Stephens| [2012)) and spatial data (Dutta
and Mondal, [2015). In this paper, we show that BLUP procedures can be
extended to GPR models. However, GPR does not give a robust inference
against outliers in output space (y;;). Locally weighted scatterplot smoothing
(LOESS) method (Cleveland and Devlin, [1988)) has been developed for a ro-
bust inference against such outliers. However, it requires fairly large densely
sampled data set to produce good models and does not produce a regression
function that is easily represented by a mathematical formula. For models
with many covariates, it is inevitable to have sparsely sampled regions. |Wau-
thier and Jordan| (2010) showed that the GPR model tends to give an overfit
for data points in the sparsely sampled regions (outliers in the input space,
x;;). Thus, it is important to develop a method which produces robust fits
for sparsely sampled regions as well as densely sampled regions. Wauthier
and Jordan| (2010) proposed to use a heavy-tailed process. However, their
copula method does not lead to a close form for prediction of f;(x). As an
alternative to generate a heavy-tailed process, various forms of student ¢-
process have been developed: see for example Yu et al.| (2007)), [Zhang and
Yeung (2010), Archambeau and Bach| (2010) and Xu et al. (2011). However,
Shah et al.| (2014) noted that the t-distribution is not closed under addition
to maintain nice properties in Gaussian models.

In this paper, we use the idea in [Lee and Nelder| (2006]) for double hi-
erarchical generalized linear models to extend Gaussian process regression
to a t-process regression model. This leads to a specific eTPR model which
retains almost all favorable properties of GPR models, for example marginal
and predictive distributions are in closed forms. The proposed eTPR model
includes [Shah et al.| (2014)’s t-process model as a special case. We study
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the extended t-process and its robust BLUP procedure against outliers in
both input and output spaces. Properties of the robustness and consistency
are also investigated. In addition, we want to emphasize the following two
points: (1) the proposed eTPR model provides a very general model. Par-
ticularly, when m > 1, the parameter associated with the degrees of freedom
in ¢ process can be estimated. (2) We correct the statement made in Shah
et al| (2014) and clarify which covariance functions can result in different
predictions in GPR and eTPR (see the detailed discussion in Section 3.2).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents
an ETP and its properties. Section 3 proposes eTPR models and discuss
as the inference and implementation procedures. Robustness properties and
information consistency are shown in Section 4. Numerical studies and real
examples are presented in Section 5, followed by concluding remarks in Sec-
tion 6. All the proofs are in Appendix.

2. Extended t-process

As a motivating example, we generated two data sets with m = 1 and
sample size of n; = 10 where ;s are evenly spaced in [0, 1.5] for the first
n; — 1 data points and the remaining point is at 2.0. Thus, this point is a
sparse one, meaning it is far away from the other data points in the input
space. In addition, we make the data point 2.0 to be an outlier in output space
by adding an extra error from either N(0,2) or N(0,4). To fit the simulated
data, covariance kernel takes a combination of squared exponential kernel and
Matérn kernel (see the detailed discussion in Section 3.2). Prediction curves,
the observed data, the true function and their 95% point-wise confidence
intervals, are plotted in Figure[l] It shows that the predictions obtained from
LOESS and GPR are very similar but the predictions from eTPR shrinks
heavily in the area near the data point 2.0, i.e. selective shrinkage occurs.
Another example with an outlier in the middle of the interval is presented in
Figure D.6 and shows a similar phenomenon. This shows the robustness of
eTPR. However, in some other numerical studies, we found that the difference
between GPR and eTPR is ignorable. This motivates us to study the eTPR
models carefully and comprehensively in both theory and implementation.

Denote the observed data set by D,, = {X;,y;,7 = 1,...,m} where y; =
(Yit, - Yin; )T and X; = (@41, ..., T, )T . For a random component f;(u) at a
new point u € X, the best unbiased predictor is E(fi(u)|D,,). It is called a
BLUP if it is linear in {y;,7 = 1, ...,m}. Its standard error can be estimated



LOESS GPR eTPR

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
(a): N(0,2) (b): N(0,2) (¢): N(0,2)
LOESS GPR eTPR

0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0
(d): N(0,4) (e): N(0,4) (f): N(0,4)

Figure 1: Predictions in the presence of outlier at data point 2.0 which is disturbed by
additional error generated from N (0, 02), where circles represent the observed data, dotted
line is the true function, and solid and dashed lines stand for predicted curves and their 95%
point-wise confidence intervals from the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods respectively.

with Var(f;(u)|D,). To have an efficient implementation procedure, it is
useful to have explicit forms for the predictive distribution p(f;(w)|D,,), and
the first two moments E(f;(u)|D,,) and Var(fi(u)|D,).

Let f be a real-valued random function such that f : X — R. In this
paper, we extend a Gaussian process to a t-process using the idea in Lee and
Nelder (2006):

flr ~GP(h,rk), r~I1G(r,w),

where GP(h,rk) stands for a GP with mean function h and covariance func-
tion 7k, and IG(r,w) stands for an inverse gamma distribution. Then, f
follows an ETP f ~ ETP(v,w,h, k), implying that for any collection of
points X = (zy,...,x,)", x; € X, we have

fn= f(X) = (f(ml)a >f(mn))T ~ EMTD(Vaw’thn)a
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meaning that f, has an extended multivariate t-distribution (EMTD) with
the density function,

p(z) = |27TwKn\_1/2

P0f240) (|, G )R~ )\ )
[(v) <1+ ) )

h, = (h(x1), ..., h(xn))", K, = (kij)nxn and ki; = k(z;, x;) for some mean
function A(-) : X — R and covariance kernel k(-,-) : X x X — R.

It follows that at any collection of finite points ETP has an analytically
representable EMTD density being similar to GP having multivariate normal
density. Note that E(f,) = h, is defined when v > 1/2 and Cov(f,) =
wK,/(v —1) is defined when v > 1. When v = w = «/2, f, becomes
the multivariate ¢-distribution of | Lange et al| (1989). When v = «/2 and
w = 3/2, f, becomes the generalized multivariate ¢-distribution of |Arellano-
Valle and Bolfarine| (1995)). For f ~ ETP(v,w,0,k) it easily obtains that
E(f(x)) =0, Var(f(x)) = wk(x,z)/(v — 1), and

2w

E(f*(x))
Skewness(f(x)) = B (@) =0,
Kurtosis(f(x)) = E(/ (=) _ 3 +3 >3 when v > 2.

B2 @) -2
Thus, we may say that the ET' P(v,w, 0, k) has a heavier tail than the GP(0, k).
Proposition 1 Let f ~ ETP(v,w,h, k).
(i) Whenw/v — X asv — oo, we havelim,_,o, ETP(v,w, h, k) = GP(h, k).

(ii) Let Z € X be a px1 random vector such that Z ~ EMTD(v,w, p.,X.).
For a linear system f(x) = x* Z withx € X, we have f ~ ETP(v,w, h, k)
with h(z) = &' p, and k(z;,x;) = ! T, x; .

(iii) Let w € X be a new data point and k, = (k(u,x1), ..., k(u,x,))T.
Then, f|fn ~ ETP(v*,w*, h* k*) with v* =v+n/2, w* =w+n/2,

h'(u) =k, K (f = ha) + h(u),

E*(u,v) = 20t (Fn = Zfd)iIi’;l(f" — ha) (k(u,v) — kLK 'k,)

forv e X.



Even if the mean and covariance functions of f ~ ETP(v,w, h, k) can not
be defined when v < 0.5, from Proposition 1(iii), the mean and covariance
functions of the conditional process f|f, do always exist if n > 2. Also from
Proposition 1(iii), the conditional process ET P(v*,w*, h*, k*) converges to a
GP, as either v or n tends to oo. Thus, if the sample size n is large enough,
the ETP behaves like a GP.

For a new point w, we have f(u)|f, ~ EMTD(v",w", h*(u), k*(u, u)),
where

h*(u) = E(f(u)|fn) = ki K (fo = ha) + h(u),
Var(f(u)|fn) = Er(u,w) = s {k(u,u) — ki, K 'k, },

w
vt —1

and s = 2w+ (f, — ) K, (fn — hy,))/(2v +n —2). Note that from

Lemma 2(iv) in Appendix A, s = E(r|f,).

Under various combinations of v and w, the ETP generates various t-
processes proposed in the literature. For example, ETP(a/2,/2—1, h, k) is
the t-process of Shah et al.| (2014)). They showed that if covariance function
3} follows an inverse Wishart process with parameter o = 2v and kernel
function k, and f|¥ ~ GP(h,(a — 2)X), then f has an extended t-process
ETP(a/2,0/2 — 1, h,k). ETP(a/2,a/2,h,k) is the Student’s t-process of
Rasmussen and Williams| (2006) and ET'P(v, 1/2, h, k) is the model discussed
in Zhang and Yeung (2010).

3. eTPR models

For the process regression model (2)), this paper assumes that (f;, €¢;),7 =
1,...,m, are independent, and f; and ¢; have a joint ETP process,

(1)-rrefu(§)(5 1))

where h; and k; are mean and kernel functions, k.(u,v) = ¢I(u = v) and
I(-) is an indicator function. We can construct the ETP hierarchically as

(2) riNGP<( }(L)Z>,7“z(% 186 >) and 1; ~ IG(v,w),

which implies that f; + ¢;|r; ~ GP(h;,ri(k; + k.)) and r; ~ IG(v,w) results
in y; ~ ETP(v,w,h;, k; + ko). We call the above model as an extended t-
process regression model (eTPR). Hence, additivity property of the GPR and
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many other properties hold conditionally and marginally for the eTPR. When
r; = 1, the eTPR model becomes a GPR model. Without loss of generality,
let ny = -+- = n,, = n. For observed data D,, = {X;,y;,i = 1,...,m} with
Yi = Wity o, Yin)T and X; = (i1, ..., Ts) 7T, the model can be expressed as

fz(Xz)|Xz ~ EMTD(vavhinaKin>7
yi|fi,Xi ~ EMTD(V,W,fi(Xi),QbIn)?
yi’Xi ~ EMTD(V7W7 hip, Ein)a

where h;, = (hi(ivﬁ), "'7hi<win))T7 K;, = (kijl>n><na kijl = ki(wijawil)v and

Counsider a linear mixed model
ylj = 'I.Uf(s + ’U’JTb + €1j, j = 1, ., n,

where w; is the design matrix for fixed effects 4, v; is the design matrix for
random effect b ~ N(0,01I,) and €;; ~ N(0, ¢) is a white noise. Suppose that
X, =W, V,), i(X)=WL§+VIb hy, =WL§and K, =0V, VT
with W, = (wy,...,w,)T and V,, = (vy,...,v,)T. Then, the linear mixed
model becomes the functional regression model with

f1<X1>|X1 — W:,fcs + Vz:b|X1 ~ N(Wgé,Kln),
yilf1i, X1 =y1b, X1 ~ N(WLd+V]bol,),
y1|X1 ~ N(WZ(;,Eln)

This shows that the eTPR model extends the conventional normal linear
mixed models to a nonlinear concurrent functional regression. Contrary to
LOESS, this also shows that the eTPR method can produce a regression
function, easily represented by a mathematical formula.

3.1. Parameter estimation

So far we have assumed that the covariance kernel k;(-,-) is given. To
fit the eTPR model, we need to choose k;(-,-). A way is to estimate the
covariance kernel nonparametrically; see e.g. |Hall et al.| (2008). However,
this method is very difficult to be applied to problems with multivariate
covariates. Thus, we choose a covariance kernel from a covariance function
family such as a squared exponential kernel and Matérn class kernel.

Let 3 = (¢,04,...,0,,), where ¢ is a parameter for e¢(x) and 6, are those
for f;(x) (parameters involved in the kernel ;), i = 1, ..., m. Because y;| X; ~
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EMTD(v,w,0,3;,), the maximum likelihood (ML) estimator for 3 can be
obtained by solving

dlogps(yi| X;) SN\ 9%\
Z 98, ZT’/‘ <<51za a;" — Zm1> A ) =0, (4)

where 3}, is the kth element of 3, ai; = X7 'y;, 51, = (n + 2v) /(2w + yI 3, 1y,),
and

_ —(n/24v)
1l (n/2+v) yI's: ly,
zXz - 2 Zzn 1/2— 1 gL m I . 5
pal X0) = [ A (14 B2 5)

Score equations for GPR models are the ML estimating equations above with
v = o0 and s;; = 1. Thus, a parameter estimation for the eTPR models can
be obtained by a modification of the existing procedures for the GPR models.
From the hierarchical construction of ETP with m = 1, there is only one
single random effect 7, so that r; is not estimable, confounded with parame-
ters in covariance matrix. This means that v and w are not estimable. Follow-
ing |Lee and Nelder| (2006), we set w = v—1. Thus Var(f) = wk/(v—1) = k,
i.e. the variance does not depend upon v and w. When f ~ GP(h,k)
Var(f) = k. Under this setting, the first two moments of GP and ETP
have the same form allowing a common interpretation of parameters for the
variance for both GPR and eTPR models. Zellener| (1976) also noted that v
cannot be estimated with a single realization. In multivariate t-distribution,
Lange et al.| (1989) proposed to use v = 2. Zellener (1976)) suggested that
v can be chosen according to investigator’s knowledge of robustness of re-
gression error distribution. As v — oo, ETP tends to GP. When robustness
property is an important issue, a smaller v is preferred. We tried various
values for v and find that v = 1.05 works well. From now on, when m = 1
we set v =1.05 and w = v — 1 = 0.05.
When m > 1, the eTPR model includes m random effects r;, i =
1,...,m. Thus, v can be estimted. We have a score equation for v as follows,

dlog ps(yi| X:) 1 — yI'sly;
; v 2;{ +21Og<1+2(y—1)>
(n + ZV)yz 2 yz
— in —9 9 -0
2(” - 1)2 + (V - 1)yz Zzn Y; w( * I/) - w( )} ’

where (+) is a digamma function satisfying (¢ + 1) = ¢(t) + 1/t for t € R.
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We assume h;(u) = 0 as in GPR models. It is straightforward to extend
the proposed method to mean function with general form.

3.2. Predictive distribution

Since

( vl X, ~EMTD (v,v—1,0, K, )

from Lemma 2(iii) in Appendix A we have f;(X;)|D, ~ EMTD(n/2 +
v,n/24+v—1, i, Ci,), with

win = E(fi(X,)|D,) = KinE;lly'h

Ci, = Cov(fi(X,)|D,) = SOi¢KmE¢_n17

yI'S lyi+2(v - 1)
n+2v—1)

S0i — E(Tl‘Dn) =

Thus, given 3, }’m = E(f:(X;)|D,) is linear in y;, i.e. the BLUP for f;(X};),
which is an extension of the BLUP in linear mixed models to eTPR models.
This BLUP has a form independent of v, so that it is also the BLUP under
GPR models. However, the conditional variance depends upon v.

For a given new data point u, we have

( f;{;) ) ‘X,- ~ EMTD< — 1,0, ( iT ki(’fﬁu) ))

where ki, = (ki(za,u), - ki(xin, w))T. By Lemma 2(iii), the predictive
distribution p(fi(w)|D,,) is EMTD(n/2 4+ v,n/2 +v — 1, uf,, o},), where

= Var(fi(u )|1> )_ s01 (k’i(u,u) ~ B3 K. (7)
Furthermore, from Proposition 1(iii), f;|D, ~ ETP(n/2+v,n/2+v —1, hi k}),
where hf(u) = pf, and kf(u,v) = 30i<ki(u, v) — kﬂzi_nlkrw). From Lemma
2(iii), we also have y;(u)|D,, ~ EMTD(n/24+v,n/24+v — 1, uf,, 0F, + S0i@)
with E(y;(u)|D,) = u, and Var(y;(uw)|D,) = of,+ sei¢. Consequently, this
conditional predictive process can be used to construct prediction g;(u) =
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E(yi(u)|D,) =E(fi(u)|D,,) of the unobserved response y;(u) at * = u and
its standard error can be formed using the predictive variance, given by
ol + spi¢. The proof is given in Appendix B.2. The predictive variance for
fi(w) = pz, in (7)) differs from that for §;(u).

Shah et al.| (2014) discussed the case of m = 1 and stated that “both the
predictive mean and the predictive covariance of a TP will differ from that of
a GP after learning kernel hyperparameters”. Their statement is only partly
true when m = 1. However we show that predictive means and variances
from eTPR and GPR models always differ when m > 1. We consider five
commonly used covariance functions here (Rasmussen and Williams, [2006;
Shi and Choi | [2011)): squared exponential kernel (ks.), non-stationary linear
kernel (k;y,), von Mises-inspired kernel (k,,,), rational quadratic kernel (k)
and Matérn kernel (k,,) (see the details in Appendix B.2).

Proposition 2 (The model with m = 1)

(i) Under the kernel functions ks, ki and kyn,, the predictions of f1(X1)
and fi(w) from eTPR models are exactly the same as those from GPR
models.

(ii) Under k., and ky,, eTPR and GPR models produce different predic-
tions. And the predictive standard error from the e TPR model increases
if the model does not fit the responses well while that under the GPR
model does not depend upon the model fit.

Proposition 3 (The model with m > 1)

When m > 1, v can be estimated. The eTPR and GPR models under all
the five kernel functions discussed above have different values of predictions
and predictive variances. The predictive variance under the eTPR model
decreases if the model fits the responses y; better while that under the GPR
model is still independent of the model fit.

The proofs of Propositions 2 and 3 are given in Appendix B.2. This paper
takes two combinations of ks, + kjn and kg + k,,, in simulation studies. For
the first combination k. + ki;,, €eTPR and GPR models with m = 1 have
the exactly same predictions, but the eTPR has a slightly larger values of
predictive variance than the GPR. For the second case, both predictions and
predictive variances are different.

Random-effect models consist with three objects, namely the data D,,
unobservables (random effects) and parameters (fixed unknowns) 3. For in-
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ferences of such models, Lee and Nelder| (1996) proposed the use of the h-
likelihood. | Lee and Kim|(2015) showed that inferences about unobservables
allow both Bayesian and frequentist interpretations. In this paper, we see
that the eTPR model is an extension of random-effect models. Thus, we may
view the functional regression model either as a Bayesian model, where
a GP or an ETP as a prior, or as a frequentist model where a latent process
such as GP and ETP is used to fit unknown function fy; in a functional space
(Chapter 9, | Lee et al.| (2006)). With the predictive distribution above, we
may form both Bayesian credible and frequentist confidence intervals. Es-
timation procedures in Section 3.1 can be viewed as an empirical Bayesian
method with a uniform prior on @. In frequentist (or Bayesian) approach,
(5) is a marginal likelihood for fixed (or hyper) parameters.

4. Robustness and information consistency

4.1. Robust properties

The eTPR models give robust estimates of parameters and the unknown
regression function compared to the GPR models. Even with m = 1, under
some kernel functions the eTPR models are more robust against outliers in
the output space than the GPR models.

Let fir(uw) = jf, = ”:”lﬁ—ﬁ and Vip = 6}, = a;‘n|6_6 be the predic-

tive mean and variance for f;(u), under the eTPR model. And let fic(u)
and Vg be those under the GPR model with sg; = 1. Let M;r = (sz('u,) —
fio(w))//Vir and Mg = (ﬁg(u)—fol-(u))/\/m be two student t-type statis-
tics for a null hypothesis f;(u) = fio(u). Under a bounded kernel function,
if y;; — oo for some j, M;; — oo, while M;p remains bounded. Therefore,
M;r for eTPR is more robust against outliers in output space compared to
that for GPR. This property still holds for ML estimators.

Proposition 4 If kernel functions k;, i = 1,--- ,m, are bounded, continuous
and differentiable on 6;, then for given v, the ML estimator 3 from the eTPR
has bound influence function, while that from the GPR does not.

4.2. Information Consistency

Let pg, (yi| foi, X i) be the density function to generate the data y; given
X ; under the true model , where fy; is the true underlying function of f;.
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Let py,(f) be a measure of random process f on space F = {f(:) : ¥ — R}.
Let

Pos. (4] X1) = /F polwilf, X )dpo. (1),

be the density function to generate the data y; given X; under the assumed
eTPR model . Thus, the assumed model is not the same as the true
underlying model . Here ¢ is the common in both models and ¢ is the
true value of ¢. Let py ; (y:|X;) be the estimated density function under
the eTPR model. Denote D[p,ps] = [(logp; — log pe)dp: by the Kullback-
Leibler distance between two densities p; and ps. Then, for fixed m, we have
the following proposition.

Proposition 5 Under the appropriate conditions in Lemma 3 and condition
(A) of Appendiz C, we have for i =1,--- m,

1
gEXi(D[pdm(yi\fomXi),P¢0,éi(yi|X¢)]) —0,as8 n — 00,

where the expectation is taken over the distribution of X;.

From Proposition 5, the Kullback-Leibler distance between two density
functions for y;|X; from the true and the assumed models becomes zero,
asymptotically. Let yi = (yi1, ..., va)" and Xy = (zi1, ..., xg)’, L =1, ...,n.
In Appendix C, we show that

DPoo0; (Yl X)) = Hp¢o,0i(yil|Xil7yz’(l—l))a (8)
=1

where

Doo.0: Wit Xat, Yi—1y) —/p¢0<yil|faXz'layi(l—l))dpei(f|Xil>yi(l—l))a
F

Do (%‘(1-1) |/, Xi(z—n)pei (f)
H Xi7 1(l— = .
po(f1 Xt Yie-n) Sz Poo(Wia-n)| ', Xia-1))dpe, ()

Under the true model , similarly to , we have

pzi)o(yi’fOia Xz) = Hp¢o (yil‘fOia X, yi(lfl))'
=1
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Seeger et al. (2008) called pg, (vl foi, X, Yig—1)) and p¢07éi(yil|Xﬂ,yi([,1))
Bayesian prediction strategies. We show that

D[quo(yz'\fomXi)apqso,éi(yz’\Xi)] :/ZQ(yil‘Xilyyi(l—1)>p¢o(yi|f0iaXi)dyia
=1

where Q(Z/z’l|Xu,yi(l—1)) = log{p¢0 (yil’fOz‘;Xz‘l;yz‘(l—l))/pqgo’éi(yil‘Xil;yz‘(l—l))}
is a loss function and ;" ; Q(ya| X, yiu-1)) is called cumulative loss. Un-
der the GPR model, Seeger et al. (2008) and Wang and Shi (2014) proved
information consistency, interpreted it as the average of cumulative loss
Y1 Qa| X i1, yig—1y) /n tending to zero asymptotically. In this paper, we
show this property for the robust BLUPs. Consequently, the frequentist
BLUP procedure is consistent with the Bayesian strategy in terms of average
risk over an ETP prior.

5. Numerical studies

5.1. Simulation studies

We use simulation studies to evaluate performance in terms of the robust-

ness for the eTPR model . For GPR and eTPR models, we use
¢ GPR: fz ~ GP(O, kl> and €ij ™~ N(O,¢), 1= 1, S, m, j = 1, L, n,

e ¢TPR: f; ~ ETP(v,v — 1,0,k;) and ¢; ~ ETP(v,v — 1,0,k.), i =
1,...,m,

where k; are kernel functions, k.(u,v) = ¢I(u = v) and I(-) is an indicator
function.

Results are based on 500 replications. As we discussed in Section 3.2,
when m = 1, the eTPR and GPR methods give the same predictions under
covariance functions such as k., kj;, and k,,,, of fi, but have different pre-
diction values under other kernels such as k,, and k,,. But the predictions
are always different for the two models when m > 1. Thus, we separate the
discussion for m =1 and m = 2.

(i) Models with m =1

We used the GPR and eTPR models with kernel function &y = k.. +k,, to
fit the simulation data. Based on the discussion given in the previous section,
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these two methods with this type of kernel function will result in different
predictions of f;. When some sparse data points are far away from the dense
data points, predictions at the area of the sparse ones from the eTPR method
are regularized more than those from the LOESS and the GPR methods; i.e.
eTPR is a robust method in the input space.

Table 1: Mean squared errors of prediction results and their standard deviation (in
parentheses) by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with m = 1, ¢ = 0.1 and
6 = (0.05, 10, 0.05).

n o2  LOESS GPR ¢TPR
10 1 0.122(0.121) 0.116(0.134) 0.074(0.077)
2 0.198(0.222) 0.201(0.247) 0.117(0.140)
3 0.275(0.325) 0.285(0.345) 0.162(0.205)
4 0.352(0.428) 0.360(0.423) 0.209(0.270)
20 1 0.128(0.154) 0.120(0.156) 0.088(0.111)
2 0.228(0.289) 0.226(0.310) 0.162(0.212)
3 0.329(0.425) 0.335(0.462) 0.237(0.312)
4 0.431(0.562) 0.443(0.584) 0.311(0.408)
30 1 0.154(0.196) 0.139(0.198) 0.107(0.150)
2 0.284(0.371) 0.279(0.407) 0.210(0.294)
3 0.414(0.547) 0.421(0.604) 0.312(0.430)
4 0.544(0.723) 0.568(0.787) 0.414(0.563)

We first generate data from the process regression model . We assume
f1 follows a GP with mean 0 and the kernel function k. + kj;,,, and error term
follows a normal distribution with mean 0 and variance ¢. We set ¢ = 0.1
and @ = (ng,m,&) = (0.05, 10, 0.05), where 7y and 7; are parameters for
the kernel k., and &, is the one in the kernel kj,. In each replication of
the simulation study, N = 61 points evenly spaced in [0, 2.0] are generated
and used for covariate, denoted by S, where the 46th and 61th points are
1.5 and 2.0. We take n — 1 points with orders evenly spaced in the first 46
points of S and point 2.0 as the training data, and the remaining as the test
data, where n is the sample size. Three different sizes, n = 10, 20 and 30,
are considered. The test data points are denoted by {x; cj=1,...,J} with
J = N — n. To show the performance of robustness, the training data at
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Figure 2: Predicted values at the data points =z € {0.0, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 1.8, 2.0} with
m = 1 and constant disturbance at the point 2.0, where mean function is 0, and dashed,
doted and solid lines respectively represent predictions from the LOESS, GPR and eTPR
methods.

point 2.0 is disturbed by adding extra errors generated from N(0,0?) with
0% =1,2,3 and 4 respectively.

We show the results from one replication with n = 10 and 02 = 2 and
4 in Figure [l The prediction and its 95% prediction point-wise confidence
intervals are computed and presented. From Figure 1 we see that the eTPR
method has selective shrinkage (Wauthier and Jordan, 2010) and gives a
wider interval in the area with sparse data points.

The simulation study result based on 500 replications are reported in
Table [I The performance is measured by the mean squared error between
the predictions and the true values for the test data: MSE = Z;.Izl( fi (z3) —
fio(7))?/J. Table (1] shows that the eTPR model performs the best among
the three methods: LOESS, GPR and eTPR, and the GPR has comparable
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MSE with the LOESS, in the presence of outliers. The improvement is greater
with large 02 as expected. This is also confirmed in Figure Instead of
random disturbance, a constant disturbance ¢ is added to the training data
point 2.0, where § = —2, —1,0, 1 and 2. Predicted values ¢;(u) at data points
u=10,0.5,1.0,1.5,1.8 and 2.0 are calculated respectively by the LOESS, GPR
and eTPR. Figure |2 presents the average value of predictions based on 500
replications at each data points against §. It shows clearly that the influence
from outliers is ignorable for the data points in the area less than 1.5, in
which there are densely observed data. But the influence becomes larger in
the sparse data area 1.5 < x < 2.0. Predictions from the eTPR method are
shrunken more heavily than those calculated from the other methods in this
area.

Table 2: Mean squared errors of prediction results and their standard deviation (in paren-
theses) by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with m = 1 and no outliers.

n  Model LOESS GPR eTPR

10 (1)  0.044(0.028) 0.034(0.025) 0.035(0.025)
(2)  0.046(0.029) 0.046(0.029) 0.044(0.029)

20 (1) 0.020(0.012) 0.022(0.018) 0.021(0.015)
(2)  0.024(0.014) 0.030(0.018) 0.028(0.017)

30 (1) 0.013(0.009) 0.013(0.011) 0.014(0.009)
(2)  0.016(0.010) 0.021(0.013) 0.020(0.012)

We also investigate robust property against model misspecification and /or

outliers in output space. Data y;; are generated from the following 6 process
models:
(1) f1 ~ GP(0,
(2) f1 ~ GP
(3) S
(4) f
(5)
(6

), €1~ N(0,0), » =0.1, and 8 = (0.05, 2, 0.05);

), €1~ N(0,¢),  =0.1, and 8 = (0.1, 4, 0.1);

), €1 ~ \/_tg, = 0.1, and 6 = (0.05, 2, 0.05);

) €1 ~~ \/_tg, = 01, and 0 = (01, 4, 01),

f1 ~ ETP(2 2,0,k), e; ~ ETP(2,2,0,k.), ¢ =0.1,and 8 = (0.05, 2, 0.05);
) f1 and €; has a joint ETP with ¢ = 0.1 and 6 = (0.05, 2, 0.05),
where k = kg + k. We also take sample size as n = 10, 20 and 30. In each
replication, N = 50 points are generated evenly spaced in [0, 3.0], denoted
by S. And n points evenly spaced in S are taken as training data, and the

Y

0,k
0, k
GP(0, k
GP(0, k
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Table 3: Mean squared errors of prediction results and their standard deviation (in paren-
theses) by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with 6 different simulation setups and

m = 1.

n  Model LOESS GPR eTPR

10 (1) 1.241(4.955) 0.158(0.240) 0.089(0.135)
(2) 1.027(3.643) 0.188(0.307) 0.146(0.256)
(3) 0.412(1.584) 0.131(0.198) 0.078(0.077)
(4) 0.415(1.586) 0.147(0.192) 0.110(0.119)
(5) 1.111(4.325) 0.204(0.456) 0.122(0.262)
(6) 1.232(3.553) 0.365(0.400) 0.327(0.443)

20 (1) 0.682(4.497) 0.074(0.125) 0.047(0.064)
(2) 0.515(2.350) 0.089(0.151) 0.074(0.117)
(3) 0.160(0.621) 0.073(0.088) 0.058(0.061)
(4) 0.164(0.621) 0.086(0.089) 0.081(0.094)
(5) 0.290(1.163) 0.086(0.162) 0.068(0.153)
(6) 0.454(1.372) 0.298(0.520) 0.270(0.432)

30 (1) 0.793(6.723) 0.043(0.082) 0.033(0.060)
(2) 0.324(2.643) 0.060(0.119) 0.052(0.107)
(3) 0.186(1.838) 0.053(0.060) 0.045(0.043)
(4) 0.189(1.843) 0.067(0.070) 0.062(0.063)
(5) 0.366(2.764) 0.063(0.144) 0.055(0.127)
(6) 0.533(2.099) 0.256(0.336) 0.246(0.314)

remaining as testing data. Values of mean squared error (MSE) for test data
are computed for each of the LOESS, GPR and ¢TPR methods. Table
presents MSEs of LOESS, GPR and eTPR under Cases (1) and (2), where
the data are generated from the GPR models and do not exists outliers.
It shows that eTPR has comparable performance with GPR. As expected,
LOESS is comparable with or slightly better than the other two models for
those two simple cases. To study robustness, we consider model misspeci-
fications and outliers in the following ways. For Cases (1), (2) (5) and (6),
the nth data point from the training data set is added with a t; error. Thus,
Cases (1) and (2) have outliers, Cases (3) and (4) have non-normal errors and
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Cases (5) and (6) have both. We see from Table |3| that the eTPR method
performs consistently better than the other two methods, especially when
sample size is small. More simulation study results are presented in Table
D.11 in Appendix D.

Performance of the eTPR is also investigated by studying data generation
model with peak contamination (Sawant et al.[(2012))). Under Cases (1), (2),
(5) and (6), data y;(u) are contaminated through ;(u) = y1(u) + 4eymy if
Ty <u < Ty + 1/15, otherwise 7;(u) = y1(u), where ¢; is 1 with probability
0.8 and 0 with probability 0.2, n; is independent of ¢; taking value of 1
or -1 with equal probability of 0.5, T} is random number from a uniform
distribution in [0,14/15]; see the details in (Sawant et al.| (2012))). Sample
size is n = 20. MSEs of prediction from the LOESS, GPR and eTPR are
presented in Table [ It shows that eTPR has the smallest MSE, and GPR
performs better than LOESS.

Table 4: Mean squared errors of prediction results and their standard deviation (in paren-
theses) by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods under peak contamination and n = 20.

Model ~ LOESS GPR eTPR
(1) 0.142(0.097) 0.085(0.090) 0.065(0.070)
(2)  0.145(0.099) 0.105(0.087) 0.092(0.083)
(5)  0.168(0.115) 0.119(0.112) 0.101(0.120)
(6)  0.353(0.359) 0.303(0.365) 0.286(0.393)

(ii) Models with m = 2

Now we study the models when m > 1. We take m = 2 and kernel
functions, k; = kg + kiin, i = 1,2, for both GPR and eTPR models. Based
on the previous discussion, GPR and eTPR models under this kernel have
different predictions when m > 1, while they have the same ones when m = 1.

Let us investigate selective shrinkage property of the eTPR firstly. Simu-
lation data are generated similar to the cases of m = 1, where f;, €;, x;; and
y;; for each 7 follow the same setups as those in the constant disturbance case
above. Sample sizes are ny = ny = n = 10. The average predicted values
at data points u = 0,0.5,1.0,1.5,1.8 and 2.0 are presented in Figure [3] It
shows the results similar to the case of m = 1 in Figure 2] The eTPR model
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Figure 3: Predicted values at the data points z € {0.0, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 1.8, 2.0} with m =2
and constant disturbance at the point 2.0, where dashed, doted and solid lines respectively
represent predictions from the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods, respectively.

shrinks the prediction at sparse data region much more than the LOESS and

GPR models.
We now consider the models with one single explanatory variate in func-

tion f;, ¢+ = 1,2. Sample sizes are taken as ny = no = n = 10. Similar to
=1, data y;; are generated from the following 6 process models:

( ) fi

(2) f
(3) fi ~
(4) fi ~
(
(

.

5) fi~

where k = kg + kiin, 0 =

) )7 € ~ N<Oa ¢)7 ¢ =0.05, and 6 =
), €~ N(0,0), o =0.1, and 8 =
Vota, ¢
~ Pty ¢
ETP(2,2, 0 k:) e ~ ETP(2,2,0,k,), ¢ = 0.05, and 0 =
6) f; and ¢; has a joint ETP (3]) with ¢ = 0.05 and 8 =
(M0, M1, &0). As before, N = 50 points evenly spaced

GP(0,k
GP(0,k
GP(0,k), € ~
GP(0,k), €

(0.025, 2, 0.025);

(0.05, 2, 0.05);
= 0.05, and 6 = (0.025, 2, 0.025);
= 0.1, and 6 = (0.05, 2, 0.05);

(0.025, 2, 0.025);

(0.025, 2, 0.025),

in [0, 3.0] are generated, n = 10 randomly selected points are used as training
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Table 5: Mean squared errors of prediction results and their standard deviation (in paren-
theses) by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with m = 2 and without outliers. Di-

mension of the covariates is 1 or 3.

Dimension Model LOESS GPR eTPR(v = 1.05) eTPR
1 (1) 0.033(0.034)  0.021(0.015)  0.020(0.015)  0.022(0.016)
(2)  0.065(0.069)  0.043(0.032)  0.042(0.030)  0.041(0.030)
3 (1)  19.111(155.179) 0.061(0.037)  0.059(0.036)  0.061(0.042)
(2)  19.518(154.742) 0.098(0.061)  0.096(0.061)  0.103(0.063)

Table 6: Mean squared errors of prediction results and their standard deviation (in paren-
theses) by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with m = 2 and outliers. Dimension of
the covariates is 1 or 3.

Dimension Model LOESS GPR eTPR(v = 1.05) eTPR
1 (1) 0.257(0.753)  0.160(0.464)  0.152(0.475)  0.139(0.441)
(2)  0.293(0.815)  0.183(0.482)  0.171(0.464)  0.161(0.444)
(3) 0.253(0.799)  0.147(0.511)  0.156(0.760)  0.130(0.495)
(4)  0.398(0.804)  0.247(0.735)  0.227(0.688)  0.222(0.710)
(5) 0.392(1.157)  0.199(0.577)  0.155(0.351)  0.154(0.389)
(6) 0.389(0.555)  0.300(0.435)  0.295(0.440)  0.277(0.440)
3 (1) 26.216(253.396) 0.272(0.919)  0.264(0.909)  0.252(0.922)
(2)  68.825(672.400) 0.246(0.458)  0.242(0.456)  0.230(0.434)
(3) 33.026(412.647) 0.329(0.923) 0.318(0.841) 0.308(0.919)
(4)  25.892(177.680) 0.318(0.503)  0.312(0.446)  0.294(0.430)
(5)  20.432(281.501) 0.298(0.613)  0.203(0.610)  0.285(0.624)
(6)  24.803(219.508) 0.499(0.719)  0.486(0.661)  0.475(0.678)

data and the remaining as testing data. Here the parameter v is estimated.
As comparison, we also consider the model with fixed value of v = 1.05 (as
in the case of m = 1), denoted by eTPR(r = 1.05). Values of mean squared
error based on 500 replications are reported for all the four models in the
upper panel in Table [5] It shows the results for Cases (1) and (2), where
the data are generated from GPR models. We can see that all four methods
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Table 7: Estimates of v with m = 2 and 1- or 3- dimensional covariates

Dimension (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
1 3.592(0.912) 3.712(0.803) 3.557(0.938) 3.693(0.819) 3.553 (0.951) 3.471(1.030)
3 3.782(0.692) 3.734(0.742) 3.804(0.650) 3.736(0.768) 3.666(0.854) 3.666(0.832)

performs similarly.

To study robustness, in Cases (1), (2), (5) and (6), one data point for
each group is randomly selected from the training data set and is added with
a ty error. We see from the upper panel in Table [f] that eTPR methods
perform better than the LOESS and GPR. And eTPR has smaller MSE
than eTPR(v = 1.05), indicating a better fit when the parameter v can be
estimated from the data.

We also study the models with multivariate covariate € = (1, 22, x3)". In
this case, @ = (1o, 71, M2, M3, &0, &1, &2), where (19, 71, M2, 173) are the parameters
in the kernel kg, and (&, &1, &2) are the ones in the ky;,. To generate data, we
follow the previous six process models, but 8 = (0.05, 2, 2, 2, 0.05, 0.05, 0.05)
for Cases 1, 3, 5 and 6, and for Cases 2 and 4, 8 = (0.1, 4, 4, 4, 0.1, 0.1, 0.1).
Let S1, Se and S3 be sets of N = 50 points evenly spaced in the intervals (-2,
2), (0, 3) and (1, 2), respectively. For each group, we randomly take 10 points
as the training data and the remaining as the test data. The lower panel in
Table |5 shows the MSEs for Cases (1) and (2), where GPR models are the
true models of the generated data. We can see that the eTPR methods have
comparable MSEs with the GPR, both perform pretty well. But the LOESS
method fails in this case this is because it is designed to deal with the model
with a one-dimensional covariate only.

To study robustness, we also randomly select one data point for each
group from the training data and add ¢, errors for Cases (1), (2), (5) and (6).
The lower panel in Table [0 presents the values of MSE. Again, the eTPR
methods perform better than the GPR method, and the LOESS fails.

Table [ lists estimates of v for 1- and 3- dimensional covaraite. We can
see that the estimates of v are much larger than v = 1.05, the fixed value we
used in the setting and in the case of m = 1.

More curves are generated to study the performance of prediction from
the 4 methods. We take m = 10 and simulation cases (1) - (6) are the
same as those in the situation of m = 2 and 3-dimensional covariates. For
Cases (1), (2), (5) and (6), two curves from m ones are selected, and for each
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selected curve, one data point is randomly chose from the training data sets
and added with a ¢y error. Table [§] presents the values of MSE and Table [9)
lists estimates of v. These tables shows the similar conclusion with m = 2.

Moreover, MSEs and their standard deviations for GPR and eTPR methods
become smaller compared to m = 2.

Table 8: Mean squared errors of prediction results and their standard deviation (in paren-
theses) by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with m = 10 and 3-dimension covariates.

Model LOESS GPR eTPR(v =1.05)  eTPR

(1) 27.167(204.574) 0.131(0.547)  0.126(0.543)  0.124(0.541)
(2)  67.839(568.164) 0.164(0.463)  0.161(0.488)  0.154(0.395)
(3)  39.760(373.899) 0.335(0.647)  0.333(0.640)  0.323(0.653)
(4)  64.973(517.224) 0.383(0.893)  0.336(0.563)  0.328(0.579)
(5)  39.024(348.024) 0.146(0.201)  0.142(0.182)  0.136(0.132)
(6)  40.297(350.117) 0.376(0.300)  0.373(0.303)  0.368(0.298)

Table 9: Estimates of v with m = 10 and 3- dimensional covariates

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
3.895(0.393) 3.897(0.417) 3.554(0.820) 3.575(0.801) 3.480(0.901) 3.401(0.922)

5.2. Real examples

The eTPR model is applied to executive function research data com-
ing from the study in children with Hemiplegic Cerebral Palsy and consist-
ing of 84 girls and 57 boys from primary and secondary schools. These
students were subdivided into two groups (m = 2): the action video game
players group (AVGPs) (56%) and the non action video game players group
(NAVGPs) (44%). To demonstrate the proposed method, we take 2 mea-
surement indices, Big/Little Circle (BLC) mean correct latency and Choice
Reaction Time (CRT) mean correct latency which are investigated as age of
children: for more details of this data set, see Xu et al. (2015). Before apply-
ing the proposed methods, we take logarithm of BLC and CRT mean correct
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Figure 4: Prediction curves from the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with kernel k; =
kse +kiin for the BLC and CRT data, where circles represent data points, and solid, dotted
and dashed lines stand for predictions from the GPR, LOESS and eTPR, respectively.

latencies. For the GPR and eTPR methods, kernel function k; = kg + ky;,, or
kse + kn, is used. Figures [4] and [5| present prediction curves under these two
kernels, where circles represent observed data points, and solid line, dashed
line and dotted line stand for predictions from the GPR, eTPR and LOESS
methods, respectively. Estimates of v are 6 for eTPR models with either
kernel function. We can see prediction curves from the LOESS and eTPR
methods are more smooth than those from the GPR method. Furthermore,
prediction curves from the GPR method are more influenced by the choice
of kernel function compared to those from the eTPR.

We randomly select 80% observation as training data and compute predic-
tion errors for the remaining data points (i.e. the test data). This procedure
is repeated 500 times. Table [10| presents mean prediction errors of BLC and
CRT mean correct latencies. We can see that the GPR is the worst, while the
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Figure 5: Prediction curves from the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with kernel k; =
kse + Kk, for the BLC and CRT data, where circles represent data points, and solid, dotted
and dashed lines stand for predictions from the GPR, LOESS and eTPR, respectively.

eTPR is comparable with the LOESS. Again, prediction errors from the GPR
more depend on kernel functions compared to the eTPR. Thus, selection of
kernel function is more important for the GPR method.

We also apply the three methods to Whistler snowfall data and spatial
interpolation data. Those are the models with m = 1. Whistler snow-
fall data contain daily snowfall amounts in Whistler for the years 2010 and
2011, and can be downloaded at http://www.climate.weather office.ec.gc.ca.
Response for snow data is logarithm of (daily snowfall amount+1) and co-
variate is time. For spatial interpolation data, rainfall measurements at 467
locations were recorded in Switzerland on 8 May 1986, and can be found
at http://www.ai-geostats.org under SIC97. Spatial interpolation data has
response, logarithms of (rainfall amount+1), and two covariates for coordi-
nates of location. We also take kernel function k; = k.. + kiin, OF koo + ki
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Table 10: Prediction errors and their standard deviation (in parentheses) for the 3 real

data sets by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods.

kernel Data LOESS GPR eTPR

kse + ki~ BLC  0.019(0.006) 0.025(0.017) 0.020(0.006)
CRT  0.049(0.012) 0.062(0.026) 0.049(0.012)

Snow  1.142(0.102) - 1.111(0.105)

Spatial 0.510(0.119) - 0.193(0.075)

kse +kn  BLC  0.019(0.006) 0.021(0.009) 0.020(0.006)
CRT  0.049(0.012) 0.054(0.013) 0.049(0.012)

Snow  1.142(0.102) 1.113(0.105) 0.953(0.164)

Spatial 0.510(0.119) 0.203(0.082) 0.197(0.079)

for both the GPR and eTPR methods. Prediction errors of the GPR, eTPR
and LOESS are listed in Table When m = 1, results of the eTPR are
the same as those of the GPR for kernel k. + k;;,,, so we only list prediction
errors of the eTPR in this table. We can see that eTPR has the smallest
prediction error. For spatial data with multivariate predictors, the LOESS
is much worse. Overall, the eTPR is the best in prediction.

6. Concluding remarks

Advantages of a GPR model include that it offers a nonparametric re-
gression model for data with multi-dimensional covariates, the specification
of covariance kernel enables to accommodate a wide class of nonlinear re-
gression functions, and it can be applied to analyze many different types of
data including functional data. In this paper, we extended the GPR model
to the eTPR model. The latter inherits almost all the good features for the
GPR, and additionally it provides robust BLUP procedures in the presence
of outliers in both input and output spaces. Even with m = 1, under some
kernels it gives robust prediction. Numerical studies show that the eTPR is
overall the best in prediction among the methods considered.

The GPR or eTPR model discussed in this paper is a concurrent func-
tional regression model. The information consistency of the estimation of
the unknown f(-) in equation (1) requires dense data, i.e. the sample size
tends to infinity. We have shown that eTPR preforms robustly when there
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are outliers or the data are sparse in some areas. The idea has potential to
be extended to a general functional data analysis framework, e.g. scalar-on-
function or function-on-function regression model.

Appendix A. Properties of extended t-process

Let 3 be an n x n symmetric and positive definite matrix, p € R", v > 0
and w > 0. In this paper, Z ~ EMTD(v,w, u,¥) means that a random
vector Z € R™ has the density function,

w (z =)'z —p) —(n/2+v)
['(v) (1 + 2w ) ,

where I'(+) is the gamma function.

We may construct an EMTD via a double hierarchical generalized linear
model (Lee and Nelder, |2006)) as follows:
Lemma 1 [If

p(z) = [2mws| V2

Z|lr ~ N(p, %), r~I1G(r,w),

where 1G(v,w) stands for an inverse gamma distribution with the density

function
1l w1 w
g(r>—P(V)(T) wexp( 7“)7
then, marginally Z ~ EMTD(v,w, pu, %2).

Proof: From the construction of Z, we have

puwzﬁmmamamw

0 _ Tz_l B , 1
:/0 |27rr2|‘1/2 exp(—(z ) > (z m)p(z/)(%)”“;eXp(—W/T)dT’
B /OO 2|2 L (Dt g (2 E ) Bz ),

’ F(V) " 2r r
- —(n/24v
= ]27rw2]*1/2w 14 (z— )2z —p) (n/2+v)
F(”) 2w s

which is the density function of EMTD.f
Properties of EMTD are as follows.
Lemma 2 Let Z ~ EMTD(v,w, u, X).
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(i) If w/v = X > 0 as v — o0, then lim, oo EMTD(v,w,pu, %) =
N(p, AZ).

(ii) For any matriz A € R™™ with rankl <n, AZ ~ EMTD(v,w, Ay, AZAT).

(ili) Let Z be partitioned as (ZT, ZT)" with lengths ny and ny = n — ny,
and p and X have the corresponding partitions as pu = (u!, ui)? and

o X X
Y = ( SIS ) Then,

Z1 ~ EMTD(V,CU,/J/I,Ell)’
Zy|Z) =z, ~ EMTD(v*,w*, u*, ¥7),

with v = ny /2 + v, w* = n /2 +w, p* = XLEH 21 — w1) + po,
¥ = 2w+ (21 — ) TSz — 1) D201 /(2w +ny), and Xy =
Yoo — BEX IS, This gives E(Z3|Zy) = p* and Cov(Z4|Z,) =
W (v —1).

(iv) Let r be a random effect in Lemma 1. Then, r|Z ~ 1G(0,0) with
v=n/2+v,0=w+(Z - p)'SHZ —p)/2 and

2w+ (Z-p)'2N(Z - p)
Brz) = n+2v— 2 !

Cw+(Z-p)'2H(Z —p)’
(n+2v—2)%(n/2+v—2)

Var(r|Z) =

Proof: The conclusions (i), (ii) and Zy ~ EMTD(v,w, py, X11) in (iii) are
easily obtained by the definition of EMTD and Lemma 1. Now we only prove
that Z5|Z, ~ EMTD(v*,w*, u*, 2*). Let a; = (21 — 1) (21 — p1) and
ag = (zg — p*)TE* Y (zg — p*), then a; +ay = (z — p)" X7z — p). We have

p(2)
P\z2|z1) =
(22]21) o(z1)
|27Tw2|—1/2f(7;/(i)+u) (1 4 a12-;a2)_(n/2+V) ( as )—(n/2+u)
= o +
n v a1\ —(n1/24v )
[2me S, |1/2EOE (14 )~ 2t

which indicates Z5|Z1 ~ EMTD(v*,w*, p*, ¥*).
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By combining definitions of IG and EMTD, we have

_ p(Z]r)g(r)

B 1 1 (w +(Z-p)TsNZ - u)/z)"/”"“
P(n/2+v)w+(Z - p)"2"H(Z - p)/2 r
exp (_w +(Z - u)Tfll(Z - u)/2>7

which indicates (iv) holds in this Lemma.f

Proof of Proposition 1: Proposition 1 can be easily proved by using
Lemma 2, so omitted here.{

Appendix B. Properties of eTPR model

Appendixz B.1. Parameter estimation

Let B8 = (¢,04,...,60,,), where ¢ is a parameter for e(x) and 6, are those
for fi(x) (parameter in the kernel k;), i = 1,...,m. We know that y;|X; ~
EMTD(V, Vv — 1,0, Em) with Em = Km + ¢In, Km = (kz’jl)nxn and kijl =
ki(x;;, ;). For given v, the marginal log-likelihood of 3 is

i=1

Flog(0(2 ) - 1og<F(v))},

where S; = y'S; 'y;. The score function of S, the kth element of 3, is

8[ ,6 1/ — 82@n
aﬂk ZTT ((31104 o;T — Em1> A ) , (B.1)

where a; = X My;, and sy, = (n +2v)/(2(v — 1) + S;).
A maximum likelihood (ML) estimate of B can be learned by using gra-
dient based methods, denoted by 3. The first derivative is given in 1)
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and the second derivative of I(3;v) with respect to 3 is,
82 /67 ( 1 822171 82171 1821'11 )
Tr| | suo; a - — DI
0BOB ; (= ) <aﬁkaﬂk 0B, ™ OB )

1 0% 0%\ 1 s 205\
— §Tr (sha al 5, b, 95, ) + T2 {TT <aiai 5, .

a?l(ﬂ;u>>
OBKOBk /8:/3’

Thus, variance of Bk can be estimated by using ( —

Bk is the kth component of B

Appendiz B.2. Prediction

The five covariance kernels are given as follows, (Rasmussen and Williams,
2006}, Shi and Choi | 2011)), for u,v € RP,

e Squared exponential kernel:

1 p
kse(u, U) — 77(] eXp <—§ Z 771(“1 - ’UZ)2> ,
=1

where 7, > 0,1 =0,1,...,p.

e Non-stationary linear kernel:

kiin(u, v) E M—1U;,

where 7, > 0,1 =0,...,p— 1.

e von Mises-inspired kernel:

kym(w, v) = 19 exp (771<i cos(u; — vy) — p)) ,

=1

where 1y > 0 and 7; > 0.
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e Rational quadratic kernel:

qu(u,v) = (1 + (201/)\ — 1) an(ul — Ul>2> s

=1
where A >0 and g, >0,l=1,...,p.

e Matérn kernel: for a known «,

ko (w,v) = (mllw = v])*Kal(mlw —vl)),

1
I'(a)20-1

where 7 > 0 and /C,,(+) is a modified Bessel function of order a. When
a = 3/2,

p p

b (w,0) = (L4 m (Y (w —0)*) ) exp (=m (Y (w —w)*)'/?).

=1 =1

Proof of Proposition 2: We show that under the kernel functions k., kiin
and ky,,, when 7 is unknown and estimated, the predictions of f;(X;) and
fi(u) from eTPR models have the same values as those from GPR models.
When 7 is a constant such as 79 = 1, €eTPR models under each of above
kernels have different predictions to those from GPR models. We take the
squared exponential kernel and the rational quadratic kernel as examples to
prove the properties.

Under the squared exponential kernel &y = k., we can reparametrize the
kernel function k; as ki = k1 /¢, that is

1 p
ki(u, v) = ng exp <—§ > m(w - Ul)z) ,

=1

where 15 = 19/¢. Thus, we can rewrite

f 0 k¥ 0
(4 )~ere(ow=1(5)e(§ 1))

where [ (u,v) = I(u = v).
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Let 07 = {n;,m,l = 1,...,p}, and 8" = (¢, 0:7)T. Under this reparametriza-
tion, for a new data point & = w, the prediction of f;(u) becomes

E(fi(u)|D,) = kluzl_nlyl = kiu‘Hl_nlyh

where ki, = (ki(x11, ), ..., k1 (1, w)T, ki, = (ki (z11,0), ..., ki (€1, w))T,
K7, = (k{(x1, 1;))nxn and Hy,, = K7, + I,,. We can see this prediction
only depends on n; and 7;. The predictive covariance under the eTPR model
1s

Var(fi(w)|Dy,) = so(kr(u, w) — k1,21, k1) = so (ki (u, u) — ki, Hy, ki),
_yiSny H20v—1) o'y Hyy +2(v - 1)
n+2v-—1) n+2v-—1) ’

501

which indicates that it depends on ng, 7;, ¢ and v.
From (B.1)), letting the score function of ¢ be 0, we obtain

n

s1p = ———.
yriFHlnll%

It gives a ML estimator of ¢ as

qu v ypiernlylz v q;’

v—1 n v—1

where ¢ is ML estimator of ¢ under the GPR model (s, = 1).
For n; and 7, we have their score equations,

ol(B";v) oB;v) 1 —1py-1 T ryr—1 1\ 0H 1,
= =-T H H — H =
877[ (977[ 9 r (Sllqb 1n Y1Yi 1n 1n> anl 07
o v) JlBv) 1 1 pr_1 _ _1\OHy,
V) B Hilyy Hy! — Hy! 0.
8776 8776 2 r (811¢ 1 Y1Y1 1in ln) 6776 0

Thus, we have

)1 H
AMB5Y) _ L, ((—n H,ywyi Hy, - H‘1>a 1”) =0, (B3)

Oy 2 Yyl Hi,y, oy
olB* ;v 1 n _ B _\OH,
(6 * ) = éTT (( Try—1 Hlnlylyripﬂlnl _Hml) P i ) =0. (B.4)
Tlo yiHi,y, Tlo

31



We can see that the score equations (B.3) and (B.4)) for n, and 7§ do not
depend on v and s11, and they are the same as those under the GPR model.
Therefore, the parameters 75, 7, under the eTPR model are estimated with
the same values as those under the GPR model, which leads to the same
prediction of fi(u).
Plugging ¢ in Var(fi(u)|D,,), we have
n—+2v Ty * —17,%
Var(fi(u)|D,) :m¢(lﬁ (u,w) — k7, Hi, k7,)
n+2v
- Ty D,),
where Var(f,(u)|D,) is conditional variance of fi(u) under GPR model. It
follows that the eTPR has slightly bigger variance estimate of the predictor
than the GPR.
Under the rational quadratic kernel k; = k,,, the score equations for ¢,
A and 7; are

ol(B; v 1 _
(8gz5 ) = §T7’ (811ala1T - Elnl) =0,
ol(B:v) 1 1) 05
“on a2t <<5H“1a1 =) 50) =0
ol(B:v) 1 )05
anl = §T’I” <<511a1a1 - Eln) anl = 0,

which are different from those under the GPR model. Hence, the eTPR
model has the different estimate value of B from the GPR model.
Note that

YISy r2v -1 (v — Fu) S0y — Fu)/ /0P +2(v — 1)
B n+2v-—1) B n+2v-—1) ’

501

where }’ln = M1, is the prediction for f1(X). Thus, the predictive variance
under the eTPR model decreases if the model fits the responses y; better
while that under the GPR model is still independent of the model fit.g

Proof of Proposition 3:
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When m > 1 such as m = 2, we use combination of k; = k. + ki, as an
example to illustrate our methods, that is

ki(u,v) = k(u,v;0;) = 10 exp (——Zﬁzz w — ) > +Z§dulvl, (B.5)

=1

where 0; = {n0,74,&u,1 = 1,...,p} are a set of parameters. Let parameter
B = (¢,07,02)T. The predictions from both GPR and eTPR are exactly
the same under this kernel when m = 1.

From , similar to the case with m = 1, the score equation of ¢
becomes

2
1
i=1

where H;, = K;,,/¢ + I,,. For other parameters, such as 53 = 71, we have
its score equation,

ABiv) 1 L\ 0HL
o —2Tr(<511<25 H ywy  Hy, Hln) B =0, (B.7)

From (B.6) and (B.7), we can see that the score equation for 7;; depend
on v, s;1 and s1a. So they are different under the eTPR model from those
under the GPR model. Thus, the predictions of fi;(X;) and fi(u) have
different values for the eTPR and GPR models.

When m > 1, we may estimate v by using the following derivative,

oUB;v) _ o SR L
___—Z{—+21Og( Q(U_l))_g(y_1)2+(y—1)si

— 20(5 +v) + 20(0) |, (B.8)
where 1(+) is digamma function satisfying ¢(x + 1) = ¢¥(z) + 1/x.

Variance of prediction ¢;(u):
From the hierarchical sampling method in Lemma 1, we have

( ‘2 ) ri~GP (1/, (v—1),0, ( Tz'oki TS% )) , 1~ 1G(y, (v — 1)),
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which suggests that conditional distribution of y,|f;, 7, X; ~ N(f:(X;), ri¢L,)
and conditional distribution of yl|n, , ~ N(0,r;%;,). For given r;, it fol-
lows that E(g;(u)|r;, D) = kL X My, and Var(g;(uw)|r;, D) = ri(ki(uw,uw) —
kT >k, + ¢). Consequently, we have

Var(i;(w)| D) = E((5:(w))*|Dn) — (E(:(w)|Dn))*
=E, [{Var(ji(uw)|ri, Dn) + (E(@i(w)lri, D)) HDn] — (E(ji(w)|Dy))*
=B, (Var(§i(w)|ri, Dn)|Dy) + (E(§i(w)|Dn))* — (E(ji(w)|Dy))?

=50i <kz(U, u) — kf,35 K, + ¢),
where so; = E(r;|D,) = (2v — 2+ 3,73y /(n + 2v — 2).

Appendix C. Robustness and consistency

Since kernel functions k; depend on parameters @;, from now on let
ki(u,v) = k;j(u,v;0;) for convenient description.
Proof of Proposition 4: From (B.1]), the score function of §; from the
eTPR model is

s6(Bi Y1 oY) = 5 ZTr ((shzm yyl s} Ei;) 5 > .
=1

Let s7(B;91, ., Ym) = (5108591, s Ym), -+, 5.(B5 91, .., ym)) T, where L is
length of 3. When sy; = 1, the score function becomes that under the GPR
model. The term s;; = (n+2v)/(2(v — 1) + ¥y i) in s0(B591, o, Ym)
plays an important role in estimating 3. For example, when y;; — oo for
some j, the score sr(B;yi,...,Ym) is bounded, while that from the GPR
model tends to oo.

Let T(F,) = T, (Y11, - Ymn) be an estimate of B, where F), is the empirical
distribution of {y11,...,Ymn} and T is a functional on some subset of all
distributions. Influence function of 7" at F' (Hampel et al., 1986) is defined
as

1P T, F) = i T((1 - t)F —|—tt5y) — T(F)

)

where dqy put mass 1 on point y and 0 on others.
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For given parameter v, following [Hampel et al.| (1986) estimator B of B
has the influence function

F(y;8,F) = — (E (%»_1 s1(B;y).

Note that the matrix 9%1(8;v)/0B9B" is bounded according to wy;, i =
1, ...,m, which indicates that the influence function of B is bounded under
the eTPR model. Similarly, we can obtain that the score function (s1; = 1)
under the GPR model is unbound, which leads to unbound influence function
of parameter estimate.f

Proof of the equation : From Bayes” Theorem, we have

Hpqsoe (a| Xit, Yii—1)) = Pgo.0, (Wir| Xi1) H/p% Vil f+ Xivs Yia—1))dpe, (f| X, Yia-1))

=1

Do yzl’fa zl)dp9 (f)
- i Xz /
—Poob yll ! H f]:p¢0 yzl 1) |f Xz(l 1))dp9 (f)

:/}_p%(yilfa Xi)dpo,(f) = p¢0,0i(yi|Xi)7

which shows that the equation holds.f

Lemma 3 Suppose y; = {yi1, ..., Yyin} are generated from the eTPR model
(@ with the mean function h(x) = 0, and covariance kernel function k; is
bounded and continuous in parameter 6;. It also assumes that the estimate
B almost surely converges to 3 as n — oco. Then for a positive constant c,
and any € > 0, when n is large enough, we have

(— logp%’éi (y:| X3) + log pg, (yil foi, X))

¢ +2(v—1)
2(n+2v —2)

1
n
1(1 .

<n —log|I, + ¢g Kin| +

(fuil2 + o) +c} re,

where K, = (ki(wijawil))nxn; qZ-Q = (yi - fOi(Xi))T<yi - fOi(Xi))/¢0: I, is
the n X n identity matriz, and || fo;||x is the reproducing kernel Hilbert space
norm of fo; associated with kernel function k;(-,-;8;).
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Proof: From Proposition 1, it follows that there exists a variable r; ~
IG(v, (v — 1)), conditional on r; we have

(Y bmer((0)-(9 %)),

where GP(h, k) stands for Gaussian process with mean function » and covari-
ance function k. Then conditional on r;, the extended t-process regression
model becomes Gaussian process regression model

yi(T) = ng(w) + €(x), (C.1)

where ]ZZ = le’l"z ~ GP(O,TZ/CZ(,,HI)), Q\m ~ GP(O,leE(,,(b(])) s and ﬁ
and error term ¢€; are independent. Denoted p by computation of conditional
probability density for given r;. Based on the model (C.1)), let

pG(yi|Ti7Xi):/p¢o(yi|fariaXi)d]39i(f)a
f
Po(yi|7“z‘7Xz‘) :p¢o(yi|f0iari7Xi)u

where fp, is the induced measure from Gaussian process GP(0, r:k:(-, -; 6;)).
We know that variable r; is independent of covariates X ;. Then it easily
shows that

oo @10 = [ polulr Xo)gr)ar (©2)
ool o X0) = [ polwilr: Xolg(r). (©3)
Suppose that for any given r;, we have

— log pa(yi|ri, Xi) + log po(yi|rs, X)
1 i
§§logyIn+¢gley+%(Hf0i||§+c)+c+ng. (C.4)

Then we have

—1og/pg(yi|r,Xi)g(7")dr < log|In+¢51Km| 4+ c+ ne

~ N

~10g [ molwlr X0 exp{~ (1 full + gl (CH
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By simple computation, we show that
r
/po(yi|7“, Xi) exp{=(5(Ilfoilli + ¢))}g(r)dr

= [ mwlr Xg)ar [ exol=Cllfull + Do’ (C6)

where g*(r) is the density function of IG(v + n/2, (v — 1) + ¢?/2). From
(C.2)), (C.3), (C.5) and (C.6]), we have

—logp,, 4(yil Xi) + 1og pg, (yil foi, X i)

1 _ r .
<3108 1L+ 05 Kl + ¢~ o [ exp{= ({11l + )}y (r)ar

1 i 2
§510g|1n—|—¢51Km| +c+HfOHTk+c/rg*(r)dr

@?+2v—1)

:% log | I, + ¢ Kin| +
which shows that Lemma 3 holds.

Now let us prove the inequality . Since the proof of is similar
to those of Theorem 1 in Seeger et al| (2008) and Lemma 1 in | Wang and
Shi (2014), here we summarily present the procedure of the proof, details
please see in Seeger et al| (2008) and | Wang and Shi (2014). Let H be the
reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) associated with covariance function
ki(-,0;), and H,, = {f(:) : f(-) = D1, auki(z, @iy50;), for any oy € R}.
From the Representer Theorem (see Lemma 2 in Seeger et al., 2008), it is
sufficient to prove for the true underlying function fOi = foilri € Han.
Then for given r;, fo; can be written as

foi(-) =m; Zalki(wa xi;0;) =rK( ),
=1

where Kz() = (l{fz(w, i1, 01>, . ]{?Z(iB, Lin, 01)) and o = (Oél, ey Oén)T.
By Fenchel-Legendre duality relationship, we have

—log pa(yilri, X:) < Eq(—logp(yil fi,m:)) + D[Q, P, (C.7)

~

where P is a measure induced by GP(0,7:k;(-,-;8;)), and Q is the posterior
distribution of f; from a GP model with prior GP(0, :k;(-, -; 8;)) and Gaus-
sian likelihood term [, N(9u|fi(zu), mid0), where §; = (Gi1, .o, Yin)" =
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7i(K i+ ¢ol,)o and Ky, = (ki(2, i; 0;))nxn- Then we have EQ(ﬁ) = foi,
where the expectation is taken under probability density ). Let B =
I, + ¢61Km, then we have

D@, P = % {— log |K;, Kn| +log |B| + Tr(K;, KB~
rillfoillf + riaKin (K, K — L)e—n}, (C.8)

Eqo(— logp(yi|fiv r;)) < —log p(yil foi, i) + %nglTT(Kz‘nBl)
= —logpolwilrs, Xo) + 500 Tr(KuB™),  (CY)

Where IA{WL = (kl(mw, il éi))an.
Hence, it follows from (C.7)), (C.8) and (C.9)) that

— log pe(yilri, X) + log po(yilri, X:)
1 . .

<5 {—log| K, K| +log |B| + Tr((K,, Kin + 07 Kin) B™) + i forl
KK, Koy —I)a — n} . (C.10)

Since the covariance function is bounded and continuous in 8; and 6; — 6,

A —1
we have K, K,;, —I,, — 0 as n — oco. Hence, there exist positive constants
c and ¢ such that for n large enough

—log|K,, Ku| <c, oKy (K, K, —1I,)a<c
Tr(K, Kiu,B™) < Tr((I, + ¢K;)B). (C.11)
Plugging (C.11)) in (C.10)), we have the inequality (C.4)). &

To prove Proposition 5, we need condition
(A) |[foillx is bounded and Ex (log I, + ¢ Kin|) = o(n).

Proof of Proposition 5: It easily shows that ¢ = (y; — fo:s(X:))T (y; —
foi(X:))/éo = O(n). Under conditions in Lemma 3, and condition (A), it
follows from Lemma 3 that

1
EEXi(D[p%(ydfOiaXi)7p¢0,éi(yi|Xi>]) — 0,as n — oo.

Hence, Proposition 3 holds.f
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Appendix D. More simulation studies

LOESS GPR eTPR

05
!

0.0

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

(@): N(0,2) (b): N(0,2) (c): N(0,2)

LOESS GPR eTPR

-1

-2

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

(d): N(0,4) (e): N(0,4) (f): N(0,4)

Figure D.6: Predictions in the presence of outlier at the middle data point which is
disturbed by additional error generated from N (0, 02), where circles represent the observed
data, dotted line is the true function, and solid and dashed lines stand for predicted curves
and their 95% point-wise confidence intervals from the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods
respectively.

Two data sets with m = 1 and sample size of n; = 10 are generated,
where the first n; — 1 data points {z1;} are evenly spaced in [0, 1.5] and
the remaining point is at 2.0. At the middle point of zy; = 0.9375, the
observation is added with an extra error from either N(0,2) or N(0,4). Pre-
diction curves, the observed data, the true function and their 95% point-wise
confidence intervals, are plotted in Figure [D.6] We see that the predictions
from eTPR shrinks heavily in the area near the data point 1.0, compared to
LOESS and GPR.

In addition, we make the data sparse in the area near the point 1.0 by
generating the first 4 and the last 5 data points {x1;} evenly spaced in [0, 0.5]
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Figure D.7: Predictions in the presence of sparse and outlier at middle point 1.0 which is
disturbed by additional error generated from N (0, 02), where circles represent the observed
data, dotted line is the true function, and solid and dashed lines stand for predicted curves
and their 95% point-wise confidence intervals from the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods
respectively.

and [1.5, 2.0], respectively, and to make it outlier by adding an extra error
from either N(0,2) or N(0,4). Other setups are the same as those in Figure
[ Results are presented in Figure [D.7] It shows that the predictions from
eTPR also shrinks heavily and have more robustness around the data point
1.0, compared with LOESS and GPR.

To illustrate performance of eTPR with large sample size, data y;; with
n = 60 and 100 are generated from the 6 process models in part (i) in
Subsection 5.1. Other setups are the same as those in Table[3| where N = 100
(150)@. From Table we see that the eIPR method performs better or

2100 or 1507
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Table D.11: Mean squared errors of prediction results and their standard deviation (in
parentheses) by the LOESS, GPR and eTPR methods with n = 60 and 100.

n  Model LOESS GPR eTPR
60 (1)  0.124(0.806) 0.025(0.063) 0.019(0.042)
(2) 0.127(0.803) 0.032(0.079) 0.028(0.076)
(3)  0.063(0.171) 0.036(0.046) 0.032(0.042)
(4)  0.066(0.172) 0.048(0.061) 0.045(0.071)
(5)  0.101(0.550) 0.032(0.086) 0.027(0.060)
(6)  0.346(1.016) 0.264(0.551) 0.268(0.598)
100 (1)  0.152(1.978) 0.017(0.059) 0.013(0.036)
(2)  0.156(1.980) 0.024(0.082) 0.022(0.071)
(3)  0.038(0.102) 0.026(0.032) 0.023(0.025)
(4)  0.041(0.103) 0.036(0.040) 0.033(0.035)
(5)  0.174(2.220) 0.018(0.049) 0.015(0.027)
(6)  0.274(0.719) 0.215(0.349) 0.211(0.346)

comparable with GPR, and both are better than LOESS. Combined with the
results shown in Table 3, eTPR performs overall better than GPR, but the
performance tends to similar when the sample size increases. This matches
the theory presented in Proposition 1 that the extended T-process behaves
similar to Gaussian process when sample size n is large.
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