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Abstract

The R package CVEK introduces a suite of flexible machine learning models and robust hy-
pothesis tests for learning the joint nonlinear effects of multiple covariates in limited samples. It
implements the Cross-validated Ensemble of Kernels (CVEK)(Liu and Coull 2017), an ensemble-
based kernel machine learning method that adaptively learns the joint nonlinear effect of multiple
covariates from data, and provides powerful hypothesis tests for both main effects of features and
interactions among features. The R Package CVEK provides a flexible, easy-to-use implementa-
tion of CVEK, and offers a wide range of choices for the kernel family (for instance, polynomial,
radial basis functions, Matérn, neural network, and others), model selection criteria, ensembling
method (averaging, exponential weighting, cross-validated stacking), and the type of hypothesis test
(asymptotic or parametric bootstrap). Through extensive simulations we demonstrate the validity
and robustness of this approach, and provide practical guidelines on how to design an estimation
strategy for optimal performance in different data scenarios.

Keywords: robust hypothesis test, nonlinear effect, Gaussian process, CVEK, R, kernel en-
semble.

1. Introduction

In recent years, kernel machine methods have seen widespread application in biomedical
studies for learning the complex, nonlinear effects of multivariate genetic or environmental
exposures. Given data and feature {y,x}, practitioners are often interested in constructing
a function ĥ(x) that best describes the data generation mechanism y = µ+ h(x) + ε.
Further, given groups of features {x1,x2} ⊂ x, interest may focus on conducting a
hypothesis test for either the overall effect of x1 on y, or on the interaction effect between
two feature groups x1 and x2 based on h.
Traditionally, kernel machine regression (KMR) handles this task by specifying a kernel
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function k(x,x′) that gives rise to a large function space Hk, and estimates the data
generation function h through regularized regression. Using the estimated ĥ, hypothesis
tests for feature effects can become simply variance component tests by interpreting the
KMR as a linear mixed model (Liu, Lin, and Ghosh 2007). Given unlimited data and proper
choice of kernel family, kernel machine regression enjoys a theoretical guarantee of learning
arbitrary continuous target functions defined over a compact input space (Micchelli, Xu,
and Zhang 2006), thereby inducing a valid hypothesis test with correct Type I error.
In practice, however, the performance of KMR in limited samples is known to be extremely
sensitive to the choices of the kernel function. To guarantee reasonable performance, k must
be selected carefully so that its mathematical properties reflect those of the data generating
mechanism. Selecting an overly smooth kernel will result in an ĥ that underfits the data,
inducing an invalid hypothesis test with inflated Type I error. Selecting an overly flexible
kernel function will lead to ĥ that overfits the data, leading to an underpowered test. For
most applications in epidemiology and the natural sciences, it is often difficult to specify a
kernel family a priori for a complex, nonlinear data generation mechanism h. This leads to
challenges in both estimation and testing.
CVEK is an R package that provides a suite of robust estimation and testing procedures
that adaptively learn the proper kernel function from the data through the use of kernel
ensembling, thereby achieving unbiased effect estimation and valid hypothesis testing in
limited samples. Specifically, CVEK implements the Cross-validated Ensemble of Kernels
(CVEK) (Liu and Coull 2017; Liu, Lee, Lin, Valeri, Christiani, Bellinger, Wright,
Mazumdar, and Coull 2019), an ensemble-based kernel machine learning procedure that
automatically discerns the most appropriate kernel for the data using a cross-validated
approach. CVEK offers a range of choices in base kernel families, model selection criteria,
and ensemble methods, so the practitioner can flexibly design a modeling strategy for the
data at hand. Section 2 introduces CVEK and such choices in detail. Section 3 presents
CVEK’s implementation of asymptotic and bootstrap-based hypothesis tests for the overall
effect of a single feature/group, as well as the interaction effect between features/groups.
Section 4 provides a hands-on tutorial in learning and testing gene-environment interactions
with CVEK. Section 5 discusses the impact of choice of estimation strategy (i.e., choices of
model selection criteria and ensemble strategy) on the performance of the resulting
hypothesis test. This is demonstrated through a comprehensive simulation study that
evaluates validity (i.e., Type I error) and power of the implemented tests using diverse
modeling strategies under a wide range of data generation mechanisms.

2. Robust estimation using kernel ensemble via CVEK

2.1. Gaussian process regression

Assume we observe data from n independent subjects. For the ith subject, let yi be a
continuous response, xi be the set of p continuous features that have a potentially nonlinear
effect on yi. We assume that the outcome yi depends on features xi through the data
generating model

yi = µ+ h(xi) + εi, where εi iid∼ N(0, λ).
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We assume h : Rp → R follows the Gaussian process (GP) prior GP(0, k) governed by the
positive definite kernel function k, such that the function evaluated at the observed
covariates follows the multivariate normal (MVN) distribution

h = [h(x1), . . . , h(xn)] ∼MVN(0,K)

with covariance matrix having elements Kij = k(xi,xj). Under this construction, the
predictive distribution of h evaluated at the samples is also multivariate normal,

h | {yi,xi}ni=1 ∼MVN(h∗,K∗),
h∗ = K(K + λI)−1(y− µ),
K∗ = K−K(K + λI)−1K.

To understand the impact of λ and k on h∗, recall that operationally, a Gaussian process
can be understood as the Bayesian version of kernel machine regression, where h∗
equivalently arises from the optimization problem

h∗ = argmin
h∈Hk

‖y− µ− h(x)‖2 + λ‖h‖2H,

where Hk is the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) generated by kernel function k.
From this perspective, h∗ is the element in a spherical ball in Hk that best approximates
the observed data y. The mathematical properties (e.g., smoothness, spectral density) of h∗
are governed by the kernel function k. The norm of h∗, ‖h‖2H, is constrained by the tuning
parameter λ.
Consequently, choice of kernel function k and tuning parameter λ critically impact the
quality of the final estimate ĥ. To this end, CVEK offers a wide range of choices for the
kernel family and tuning parameter selection strategies, which we review below.

Kernel Family

In this section we review some commonly-used kernel functions that are implemented in
CVEK, including three stationary covariance functions (Gaussian radial basis function,
Matérn and rational quadratic), as well as non-stationary covariance functions (polynomial
and neural network).

• Intercept Kernel (intercept)
The intercept kernel implements the simplest of all kernel functions

k(x,x′) = 1,

which corresponds to the intercept under the (generalized) linear model.

• Linear Kernel (linear)
The linear kernel is

k(x,x′) = 〈x,x′〉,

where 〈x,x′〉 := x>x′, the inner product of x and x′. It is useful when dealing with large,
sparse data vectors x.
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• Polynomial Kernel (polynomial)

The polynomial kernel is

k(x,x′) = (1 + 〈x,x′〉)p,

which is commonly used with support vector machines (SVMs). The polynomial kernel
becomes the intercept kernel when p = 0, and the linear kernel when p = 1.

• Gaussian Radial Basis Function (RBF) Kernel (rbf)

The Gaussian radial basis function kernel is

k(x,x′) = exp
(
− |x− x′|2

2l2
)
,

where l is the characteristic length-scale. It is typically used when knowledge about the
form of the exposure-response relationship exists.

• Matérn Kernel (matern)

The Matérn kernel is

k(x,x′) = 21−ν

Γ(ν)
(√2ν|x− x′|

l

)ν
Kν

(√2ν|x− x′|
l

)
with positive parameters ν and l, where Kν is a modified Bessel function (Abramowitz
1974). The Matérn kernel is commonly used to define the statistical covariance between
measurements made at two points that are |x− x′| units distant from each other. The most
interesting cases for machine learning are ν = 3/2 and ν = 5/2, for which

kν=3/2(x,x′) =
(
1 +
√

3|x− x′|
l

)
exp

(
−
√

3|x− x′|
l

)
,

kν=5/2(x,x′) =
(
1 +
√

5|x− x′|
l

+ 5|x− x′|2

3l2
)

exp
(
−
√

5|x− x′|
l

)
,

since for ν = 1/2 the process becomes very rough, and for ν ≥ 7/2, in the absence of
explicit prior knowledge about the existence of higher order derivatives, it is probably very
hard from finite noisy training examples to distinguish between values of ν ≥ 7/2.

• Rational Quadratic Kernel (rational)

The rational quadratic kernel is

k(x,x′) =
(
1 + |x− x′|2

2αl2
)−α

with α, l > 0 can be seen as a scale mixture (an infinite sum) of squared exponential (SE)
covariance functions with different characteristic length-scales (sum of covariance functions
is a valid covariance). The limit of the rational quadratic covariance as α→∞ is the SE
covariance function with characteristic length-scale l.
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• Neural Network Kernel (nn)
The neural network kernel is

k(x,x′) = 2
π
sin−1

( 2σx̃>x̃′√
(1 + 2σx̃>x̃)(1 + 2σx̃′>x̃′)

)
,

where x̃ = (1, x1, ..., xd)> is an augmented input vector and σ is the covariance coefficient.

Model Selection Criteria
In practice, the tuning parameter λ is selected by minimizing certain objective functions in
a process known as Model Selection that measures the model’s degree of "appropriateness"
given certain values of λ. Depending on the specific criteria, such "appropriateness" can be
the distance between the current model and the true model, the model’s out-of-sample
prediction error, or the model likelihood. Here we review some commonly used model
selection criteria.
In kernel machine regression, most of the model selection criteria can be expressed as a
function of λ through the model’s predictive "hat" matrix Aλ:

Aλ = K(X,X)[K(X,X) + λI]−1.

In this way, tr(Aλ) is the effective number of model parameters. It decreases monotonically
with λ > 0. For notational simplicity we assume y is centered: y = y− µ̂, where
µ̂ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 yi.

• Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and its small-sample variant (AICc)
AIC handles the trade-off between the goodness of fit of the model and the simplicity of the
model:

λAIC = argmin
λ∈Λ

{
log y>(I−Aλ)2y + 2[tr(Aλ) + 2]

n

}
,

where Λ is the set that contains all possible values of λ. When n is small (e.g., n/p < 40)
(Burnham and Anderson 2002), extreme overfitting is possible, giving small bias/ large
variance estimates. The AIC small-sample correction (Hurvich and Tsai 1989; Hurvich
Clifford M., Simonoff Jeffrey S., and Tsai Chih Ling 2002) is derived by modifying the
penalty as the product of the original penalty, 2[tr(Aλ) + 2]/n and n/[n− tr(Aλ)−3], where
we plug in Aλ and σ̂2. In this case, we obtain our small-sample objective function AICc,

λAICc = argmin
λ∈Λ

{
log y>(I−Aλ)2y + 2[tr(Aλ) + 2]

n− tr(Aλ)− 3
}
.

• Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
The Bayesian information criterion is

λBIC = argmin
λ∈Λ

{
log y>(I−Aλ)2y + log(n)[tr(Aλ) + 2]

n

}
.

The formula for BIC is similar to the one for AIC. It is more conservative in the selection
process with penalty for number of parameters to be log(n), instead of 2 for AIC.
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• Leave-one-out Cross Validation (loocv)
Suppose we perform K-fold cross-validation, which partitions observations into K groups,
κ(1), ..., κ(K), and calculates Aλ K times, each time leaving out group κ(i), to get

A−κ(1)
λ ,A−κ(2)

λ , . . . ,A−κ(K)
λ .

A value of K = 10 is very common in the field of applied machine learning. For A−κ(i)
λ ,

cross-validated residuals are calculated on the observations in κ(i), which did not
contribute to the estimation of A. The objective function estimates prediction error and is
the sum of the squared cross-validated residuals,

λK−CV = argmin
λ∈Λ

{
log

K∑
i=1

[yκ(i) −A−κ(i)
λ yκ(i)]>[yκ(i) −A−κ(i)

λ yκ(i)]
}
.

Note that loocv corresponds to K = n. In this case, we can write our objective function as
(Golub, Heath, and Wahba 1979),

λloocv = argmin
λ∈Λ

{
log y>[I− diag(Aλ)− 1

n
I]−1(I−Aλ)2[I− diag(Aλ)− 1

n
I]−1y

}
. (1)

• Generalized Cross Validation (GCV) and its small-sample variant (GCVc)
In (1), if we approximate each diagonal element of the matrix Aλ, Aλ[ii] with its mean
tr(Aλ)

n , in a sense we give equal weight to all observations. We then get the generalized
cross validation objective function,

λGCV = argmin
λ∈Λ

{
log y>(I−Aλ)2y− 2 log[1− tr(Aλ)

n
− 1
n

]
}
, (2)

where ’− 1
n ’ is due to GCV counting µ as part of the model complexity, but not σ2. This

motivates the proposed small-sample correction to GCV (Boonstra, Mukherjee, and Taylor
2015), which does count σ2 as a parameter,

λGCV c = argmin
λ∈Λ

{
log y>(I−Aλ)2y− 2 log[1− tr(Aλ)

n
− 2
n

]+
}
.

• Generalized Maximum Profile Marginal Likelihood (gmpml)
The generalized maximum profile marginal likelihood is defined as

λgmpml = argmin
λ∈Λ

{
log y>(I−Aλ)y− 1

n− 1 log|I−Aλ|
}
.

This is a likelihood-based method, where λ is interpreted as the variance component of a
mixed-effects model.

2.2. Cross-Validated ensemble of kernels

Traditional applications of Gaussian process estimate h using a single kernel function k for
h ∈ Hk, therefore imposing a priori assumption on the mathematical properties of h
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through k. In such case, choosing a kernel function that is too restrictive or too flexible will
lead to either model underfit or overfit, rendering the subsequent hypothesis tests invalid.
Recently, Liu and Coull (2017); Liu et al. (2019) addressed the challenge by proposing
Cross-Validated Ensemble of Kernels (CVEK), an ensemble-based estimator that adaptively
learns the form of the kernel function from data. CVEK estimates h using the ensemble of
GP predictions generated from a library of (fixed) base kernel functions {kd}Dd=1,

ĥ(x) =
D∑
d=1

udĥd(x), u ∈ ∆ := {u | u ≥ 0, ‖ u ‖1= 1}, (3)

where ĥd is the kernel predictor generated by the dth base kernel kd.
The exact algorithm proceeds in three stages as follows (see Algorithm 1, which can be
found in Section 6).

Stage 1: Estimate Base Model Cross-Validation Error
For each base kernel in the library {kd}Dd=1, we first standardize the kernel matrix by its
trace Kd = Kd/tr(Kd), and then estimate the prediction based on each kernel as
ĥd,λ̂d = Kd(Kd + λ̂dI)−1y, d ∈ {1, . . . , D}, where the tuning parameter λ̂d is selected by
minimizing one of the model selection criterion introduced in Section 2.1.2. In the case of
leave-one-out cross validation (loocv), the cross-validation error can be expressed in
closed-form:

CV(λ|kd) = [I− diag(Ad,λ)]−1 (y− ĥd,λ), where Ad,λ = Kd(Kd + λI)−1.

We denote the final estimated loocv error for dth kernel as ξ̂d = CV(λ̂d|kd)

Stage 2: Estimate Ensemble
Using the estimated individual model cross-validation errors {ξ̂d}Dd=1, we estimate the
ensemble weights u = {ud}Dd=1 according to one of the ensemble strategies that will be
introduced in Section 2.2.1. After estimating û, the final ensemble prediction is estimated
as:

ĥ =
D∑
d=1

ûdĥd =
D∑
d=1

ûdAd,λ̂d
y = Ây,

where Â = ∑D
d=1 ûdAd,λ̂d

is the ensemble hat matrix.

Stage 3: Estimate Ensemble Kernel Matrix
Using the ensemble hat matrix Â, estimate the ensemble kernel matrix K̂ by solving:

K̂(K̂ + λI)−1 = Â.

Specifically, if we denote UA and {δA,k}nk=1 as the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of Â,
respectively, then the ensemble kernel matrix K̂ adopts the form:

K̂ = λK ∗
[
UAdiag

( δA,k
1− δA,k

)
U>A

]
, (4)

where we recommend setting λK = min
[
1,
(∑n

k=1
δA,k

1−δA,k

)−1]
.
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Ensemble Strategies

We now introduce the choices for an ensemble strategy to be used in Stage 2 of CVEK.
Briefly, an ensemble strategy estimates the ensemble weights u = {ud}Dd=1 from individual
model cross-validation errors {ξ̂d}Dd=1. Choices available are:

• Averaging Ensemble (avg)
Motivated by existing literature on the omnibus kernel (Zhan, Plantinga, Zhao, and Wu
2017), a simple way to choose the weights is ud = 1/D for d = 1, 2, ...D.

• Exponential Weighting (exp)
Dalalyan and Tsybakov (2007) proposed estimating u using the estimated errors {ξ̂d}Dd=1 as:

ud(β) = exp(−‖ξ̂d‖22/β)∑D
d=1 exp(−‖ξ̂d‖22/β)

.

From the perspective of optimal model aggregation, the authors showed that under squared
loss, the error bound in excessive risk of exponential weighting converges at the fast rate of
O( 1

n). Here, β serves as a tuning parameter to determine how different the ensemble
weights are. Increasing β results in more similar weights, based on their estimated errors.
An infinite β results in an averaging ensemble. Exponential weighting can also be viewed as
the frequentist version for Bayesian model averaging under Gaussian noise (Yang and
Dunson 2014).

• Cross-Validated Stacking (stack)
Alternatively, we can estimate u such that it minimizes the overall cross-validation error.
After obtaining the estimated errors {ξ̂d}Dd=1, we estimate the ensemble weights
u = {ud}Dd=1 such that it minimizes the overall error:

û = argmin
u∈∆

‖
D∑
d=1

udξ̂d‖2 where ∆ = {u | u ≥ 0, ‖u‖1 = 1}.

3. Hypothesis testing for nonlinear effects

3.1. Testing for general nonlinear effect

We use the classical variance component test (Lin 1997) to construct a testing procedure for
the hypothesis about a Gaussian process. Specifically, recall the assumed model:

yi = µ+ h(xi) + εi, where εi iid∼ N(0, λ).

We are interested in testing the null hypothesis:

H0 : h ∈ H0.

We first express this hypothesis in terms of model parameters. The key to our approach is
to assume that h lies in a RKHS generated by a garrote kernel function kδ(z, z′) (Maity and
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Lin 2011), which is constructed by including an extra garrote parameter δ in a given kernel
function. When δ = 0, the garrote kernel function k0(x,x′) = kδ(x,x′) |δ=0 generates H0,
the space of functions under the null hypothesis. In order to focus on a particular hypothesis
of interest, practitioners need only to specify the form of the garrote kernel such that H0
corresponds to the null hypothesis. As a result, the general null hypothesis is equivalent to,

H0 : δ = 0. (5)

We now construct a test statistic T̂0 for (5) by noticing that the garrote parameter δ can be
treated as a variance component parameter in a linear mixed model (LMM). This is because
the Gaussian process under a garrote kernel can be formulated into the LMM

y = µ + h + ε, where h ∼ N(0, τKδ), ε ∼ N(0, σ2I),

and Kδ is the kernel matrix generated by kδ(z, z′). Consequently, we can derive a variance
component test for H0 by calculating the squared derivative of the Restricted Maximum
Likelihood (REML) with respect to δ under H0 (Lin 1997),

T̂0 = τ̂ ∗ (y− µ̂)>V−1
0 [∂K0]V−1

0 (y− µ̂), (6)

where τ = σ2

λ and V0 = σ̂2I + τ̂K0. In this expression, K0 = Kδ |δ=0, and ∂K0 is the null
derivative kernel matrix whose (i, j)th entry is ∂

∂δkδ(x,x′) |δ=0. Appendix E also provides
the derivation of the REML based test statistic.

Extension for Interaction Testing
In the previous section, we assume that we are able to obtain a kδ that generates H0
exactly. However, depending on the exact hypothesis of interest, identifying such a k0 is not
always straightforward. In this section, we revisit the case of interaction testing and
consider how to build a k0 for the hypothesis of interest.

H0 : h(x) = h1(x1) + h2(x2),
Ha : h(x) = h1(x1) + h2(x2) + h12(x1,x2),

where h12 is the “pure interaction” function that is orthogonal to main effect function h1
and h2. This hypothesis is difficult to formulate with Gaussian process models, since the
kernel functions k(x,x′) in general do not explicitly separate the main and the interaction
effect. Therefore rather than directly defining k0, we need to first construct H0 and Ha that
correspond to the null and alternative hypotheses, respectively, and then identify the
garrote kernel function kδ such that corresponds to H0 when δ = 0 and Ha when δ > 0.
We build H0 using the tensor-product constructions of RKHS on the product domain
(x1,i,x2,i) ∈ Rp1 × Rp2 (Gu 2013), due to this approach’s unique ability to explicitly
characterize the space of “pure interaction” functions. Let 1 = {f | f ∝ 1} be the RKHS of
constant functions, and H1, H2 be the RKHS of centered functions for x1, x2 respectively.
We can then define the full space as H = ⊗2

m=1(1⊕Hm). H describes the space of functions
that depends jointly on {x1,x2}. It adopts the orthogonal decomposition,

H = (1⊕H1)⊗ (1⊕H2)
= 1⊗ {H1 ⊕H2} ⊕ {H1 ⊗H2} = 1⊕H⊥12 ⊕H12,
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where we have denoted H⊥12 = H1 ⊕H2 and H12 = H1 ⊗H2 respectively. We see that H12 is
indeed the space of “pure interaction” functions, since H12 contains functions on the
product domain Rp1 × Rp2 , but is orthogonal to the space of additive main effect functions
H⊥12. To summarize, we have identified two function spaces H0 and Ha that have the desired
interpretation,

H0 = H⊥12, Ha = H⊥12 ⊕H12.

We are now ready to identify the garrote kernel kδ(x,x′). To this end, we notice that both
H⊥12 and H12 are composite spaces built from basis RKHSs using direct sum and tensor
products. If we denote km(xm,x′m) as the reproducing kernel associated with Hm, we can
construct kernel functions for composite spaces H⊥12 and H12 as

k0(x,x′) = k1(x1,x1) + k2(x2,x2),
k12(x,x′) = k1(x1,x1)k2(x2,x2).

Hence, the garrote kernel function for Ha is

kδ(x,x′) = k0(x,x′) + δk12(x,x′).

Finally, using the chosen form of the garrote kernel function, the (i, j)th element of the null
derivative kernel matrix is ∂

∂δkδ(x,x′)
∣∣∣
δ=0

= k12(x,x′), i.e., the null derivative kernel matrix
∂K0 is simply the kernel matrix K12 that corresponds to the interaction space. Thus, we
also call it the alternative kernel. Therefore the score test statistic T̂0 in (6) simplifies to

T̂0 = τ̂ ∗ (y−Xβ̂)>V−1
0 K12V−1

0 (y−Xβ̂),

where V0 = σ̂2I + τ̂K0.
There exist multiple approaches for estimating the null distribution of T̂0. Specifically,
assuming ∂K0 is a fixed matrix (e.g., in the case of interaction testing, fixing the k12 to be a
linear kernel), one can derive the closed form expression of the asymptotic distribution of T̂0
(i.e., a mixture of χ2 distributions). Alternatively, one can approximate the null distribution
in a data-driven manner using bootstrap sampling. Compared to the bootstrap, the
asymptotic method is advantageous in that it is more powerful if the null model is correctly
specified, but is restrictive in that it requires the alternative kernel ∂K0 to be fixed a priori.
This requirement further prevents practitioners from improving test power due to the need
to learn the optimal ∂K0 from data. The bootstrap test, on the other hand, does not
require ∂K0 to be fixed and hence does not suffer from this limitation. We introduce these
two types of procedures in detail in Section 3.2, and discuss a data-adaptive strategy for
estimating ∂K0 in Section 3.3.

3.2. Null distribution estimation

Asymptotic Approximation
Assuming fixed ∂K, the null distribution of T̂ can be approximated with a scaled chi-square
distribution κχ2

ν using the Satterthwaite method that matches the first two moments of T ,

κ ∗ ν = E(T ) = τ̂ ∗ tr(V0∂K0), 2 ∗ κ2 ∗ ν = V ar(T ) = Îδδ.
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This procedure yields the solution

κ̂ = Îδδ/[τ̂ ∗ tr(V−1
0 ∂K0)], ν̂ = [τ̂ ∗ tr(V−1

0 ∂K0)]2/(2 ∗ Îδθ),

where Îδδ = In,δδ − I>δθI
−1
θθ Iδθ is the efficient information of δ REML. Iδδ, Iθθ and Iδθ are

sub-matrices of the REML information matrix. Numerically more accurate, but
computationally less efficient, approximation methods are also available (Bodenham and
Adams 2016).
Finally, the p-value of this test is calculated using the tail probability of κ̂χ2

ν̂ ,

p = P (κ̂χ2
ν̂ > T̂ ) = P (χ2

ν̂ > T̂/κ̂).

A complete summary of the proposed testing procedure is available in Algorithm 2, which
can be found in Section 6.

Parametric Bootstrap

When the sample size is small, we make valid inferences about a population using
resampling. A commonly used resampling method is the bootstrap, which gives valid tests
in small to moderate sample sizes.
Testing in a regression model framework requires computing the distribution of the test
statistic under the null hypothesis. We approximate this null distribution using a bootstrap
sample of the test statistic resampled from the fit of the null model. For instance, when
testing (5), we first fit the model under the null,

E(y?) = K0(K0 + λI)−1y = A0y,

and generate Y? with a random noise, whose variance is also estimated. We then compute
the test statistic for this simulated sample, and repeat this process B times. The empirical
distribution of the test statistic provides an estimate of the test statistic’s distribution under
the null. Correspondingly, p-values are calculated as the proportion of simulated test
statistics that are as or more extreme than the observed value.
Like the classical bootstrap, this approach samples from a distribution based on the
observed data, but the simulations are from a fitted parametric model rather than the
empirical distribution. To obtain a valid test, the fitted parametric model is chosen so that
the null hypothesis is satisfied. A complete summary of the proposed testing procedure is
available in Algorithm 3, which can be found in Section 6.

3.3. Strategy for estimating alternative kernel

As mentioned previously, the asymptotic test requires the alternative kernel ∂K0 in the test
statistic (6) to be fixed a priori, due to the need to approximate the null distribution
analytically. Traditionally, ∂K0 is fixed to be either linear or a specific kernel family with
fixed hyperparameters (e.g., Gaussian RBF family with fixed length-scale). Consequently,
the form of the alternative kernel needs to be correctly specified in order to sufficiently
describe the interaction effect, since otherwise a misspecified alternative kernel may lead to
a loss of power. On the other hand, the bootstrap test allows ∂K0 to be estimated
adaptively from the data in order to better represent the alternative hypothesis space.
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To this end, we propose a strategy for data-adaptive estimation of the alternative kernel in
the bootstrap test. Specifically, we estimate the alternative kernel using the ensemble
weights {µ̂d}Dd=1 obtained from the ensemble procedure as described in (3), i.e.,

∂K0 =
D∑
d=1

ûd ∗ ∂K0,d. (7)

Consequently, if the true interaction effect is not linear, a bootstrap test with an adaptively
estimated alternative kernel can better describe the interaction effect from the data, and
therefore will have better power when compared to an asymptotic or bootstrap test with the
∂K0 fixed to be a linear kernel. In Section 5.2, we empirically investigate the effectiveness of
this approach through extensive simulation.

4. The CVEK package
Using a library of base kernels, CVEK learns the generating function from data by directly
minimizing the ensemble model’s error, and tests whether the data is generated by the
RKHS under the null hypothesis. Section 4.1 presents a simple example to conduct
Gaussian process regression and hypothesis testing using the cvek function on simulated
data. Section 4.2 shows a real-world application where we use CVEK to understand whether
the per capita crime rate impacts the relationship between local socioeconomic status and
the housing price in Boston, MA, U.S.A.

4.1. Tutorial using simulated dataset

Generate Data and Define Model

We generate a simulated dataset using the linear kernel, and set the relative interaction
strength to be 0.2. The outcome yi is generated as,

yi = h1(xi,1) + h2(xi,2) + 0.2 ∗ h12(xi,1,xi,2) + εi,

where h1, h2, h12 are sampled from RKHSs H1, H2, H12, generated using the corresponding
linear kernel. We standardize all sampled functions to have unit form, so that 0.2
represents the strength of interaction relative to the main effect.

> set.seed(0726)
> n <- 60 # including training and test observations
> d <- 4
> int_effect <- 0.2
> data <- matrix(rnorm(n * d), ncol = d)
> Z1 <- data[, 1:2]
> Z2 <- data[, 3:4]
>
> kern <- generate_kernel(method = "linear")
> w <- rnorm(n)
> w12 <- rnorm(n)
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> K1 <- kern(Z1, Z1)
> K2 <- kern(Z2, Z2)
> K1 <- K1 / sum(diag(K1)) # standardize kernel
> K2 <- K2 / sum(diag(K2))
> h0 <- K1 %*% w + K2 %*% w
> h0 <- h0 / sqrt(sum(h0 ^ 2)) # standardize main effect
>
> h1_prime <- (K1 * K2) %*% w12 # interaction effect
>
> # standardize sampled functions to have unit norm, so that 0.2
> # represents the interaction strength relative to main effect
> Ks <- svd(K1 + K2)
> len <- length(Ks$d[Ks$d / sum(Ks$d) > .001])
> U0 <- Ks$u[, 1:len]
> h1_prime_hat <- fitted(lm(h1_prime ~ U0))
> h1 <- h1_prime - h1_prime_hat
>
> h1 <- h1 / sqrt(sum(h1 ^ 2)) # standardize interaction effect
> Y <- h0 + int_effect * h1 + rnorm(1) + rnorm(n, 0, 0.01)
> data <- as.data.frame(cbind(Y, Z1, Z2))
> colnames(data) <- c("y", paste0("z", 1:d))
>
> data_train <- data[1:40, ]
> data_test <- data[41:60, ]

The resulting data look as follows.

y z1 z2 z3 z4
1.2065 -0.354 -0.8478 -1.9983 1.3628
1.5957 -1.3522 0.9002 1.0221 -0.7188
1.4699 0.5276 -0.8568 0.0372 0.4386
1.5936 -1.0577 0.7019 0.9086 -0.8035
1.3631 0.9927 0.7144 -0.9476 -0.2037

Now we can apply the cvek function to conduct Gaussian process regression. Table 1 is a
detailed list of all the arguments of the function cvek.
Suppose we want our model library to contain three kernels: linear, polynomial with p=2,
and rbf with l=1 (the effective parameter for polynomial is p and the effective parameter
for rbf is l, so we can set anything to l for polynomial kernel and p for rbf kernel). We
then first apply define_library.

> kern_par <- data.frame(method = c("linear", "polynomial", "rbf"),
+ l = rep(1, 3), p = 1:3, stringsAsFactors = FALSE)
> # define model library
> kern_func_list <- define_library(kern_par)
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Arguments Description
formula (formula) A user-supplied formula for the null model.
kern_func_list (list) A list of kernel functions in the model library.
data (data.frame, n*d) A data.frame, list or environment (or object coercible

by as.data.frame to a data.frame), containing the variables in formula.
Neither a matrix nor an array will be accepted.

formula_test (formula) A user-supplied formula indicating the alternative effect to
test. All terms in the alternative mode must be specified as kernel terms.

mode (character) A character string indicating which tuning parameter criteria
is to be used.

strategy (character) A character string indicating which ensemble strategy is to
be used.

beta_exp (numeric/character) A numeric value specifying the parameter when
strategy = "exp".

lambda (numeric) A numeric string specifying the range of tuning parameter to
be chosen. The lower limit of lambda must be above 0.

test (character) Type of hypothesis test to conduct. Must be either ’asymp’
or ’boot’.

alt_kernel_type (character) Type of alternative kernel effect to consider. Must be either
’linear’ or ’ensemble’.

B (numeric) Number of bootstrap samples.
verbose (logical) Whether to print additional messages.

Table 1: Arguments of the function cvek().

The null model is then y ∼ z1 + z2 + k(z3, z4).

> formula <- y ~ z1 + z2 + k(z3, z4)

Estimation and Testing

With all these parameters specified, we can conduct Gaussian process regression.

> est_res <- cvek(formula, kern_func_list = kern_func_list, data = data_train)
> est_res$lambda

[1] 4.539993e-05

> est_res$u_hat

[1] 0.994864707 0.000000000 0.005135293

We can see that the ensemble weight assigns 0.99 to the linear kernel, which is the true
kernel. This illustrates the accuracy and efficiency of the CVEK method.
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We next specify the testing procedure. Note that we can use the same function cvek to
perform hypothesis testing, as we did for estimation, but we need to provide formula_test,
which is the user-supplied formula indicating the additional alternative effect (e.g.,
interactions) to test for. Specifically, we will first show how to conduct the classic score test
by specifying test="asymp", followed by a bootstrap test where we specify test="boot",
and the number of bootstrap samples B=200.

> formula_test <- y ~ k(z1, z2):k(z3, z4)
>
> cvek(formula, kern_func_list = kern_func_list,
+ data = data_train, formula_test = formula_test,
+ mode = "loocv", strategy = "stack",
+ beta_exp = 1, lambda = exp(seq(-10, 5)),
+ test = "asymp", alt_kernel_type = "ensemble",
+ verbose = FALSE)$pvalue

[,1]
[1,] 1.493613e-08

> cvek(formula, kern_func_list = kern_func_list,
+ data = data_train, formula_test = formula_test,
+ mode = "loocv", strategy = "stack",
+ beta_exp = 1, lambda = exp(seq(-10, 5)),
+ test = "boot", alt_kernel_type = "ensemble",
+ B = 200, verbose = FALSE)$pvalue

[1] 0

Both tests come to the same conclusion. At the significance level 0.05, we reject the null
hypothesis that there’s no interaction effect, which matches our data generation mechanism.
Additionally, we can predict new outcomes based on estimation results est_res.

> y_pred <- predict(est_res, data_test[, 2:5])
> data_test_pred <- cbind(y_pred, data_test)

y_pred y z1 z2 z3 z4
1.4597 1.4552 0.4552 0.8838 -0.1065 -0.7295
1.5226 1.5927 -0.3551 -0.7374 -1.0941 -2.1262
1.4995 1.5197 -2.9798 -1.0641 -0.2713 -0.2268
1.4939 1.5176 0.0146 -0.2485 -0.4155 -0.9279
1.487 1.5309 -0.2603 -1.0785 -0.8478 -0.8378

4.2. Detecting nonlinear interactions in Boston Housing Prices



16 Cross-Validated Kernel Ensemble

In this section, we show an example of using the cvek test to detect nonlinear interactions
between socioeconomic factors that contribute to housing price in the city of Boston,
Massachusetts, USA. We consider the Boston dataset (available in the MASS package),
which is collected by the U.S Census Service about the median housing price (medv) in
Boston, along with additional variables describing local socioeconomic information such as
per capita crime rate, proportion of non-retail business, number of rooms per household,
etc. Table 2 lists the 14 variables.

Variables Description
crim Per capita crime rate by town.
zn Proportion of residential land zoned for lots over 25,000 sq.ft.
indus Proportion of non-retail business acres per town.
chas Charles River dummy variable (= 1 if tract bounds river; 0 otherwise).
nox Nitric oxides concentration (parts per 10 million).
rm Average number of rooms per dwelling.
age Proportion of owner-occupied units built prior to 1940.
dis Weighted distances to five Boston employment centres.
rad Index of accessibility to radial highways.
tax Full-value property-tax rate per USD 10,000.
ptratio Pupil-teacher ratio by town.
black 1000(B − 0.63)2 where B is the proportion of blacks by town.
lstat Percentage of lower socioeconomic status in the population.
medv Median value of owner-occupied homes in USD 1000’s.

Table 2: Variables of the Boston dataset.

Here we use cvek to study whether the per capita crime rate (crim) impacts the relationship
between the local socioeconomic status (lstat) and the housing price. The null model is,

medv ∼ x>β + k(crim) + k(lstat),

where x> =(1, zn, indus, chas, nox, rm, age, dis, rad, tax, ptratio, black),
and k() is specified as a semi-parametric model with a model library that includes linear
and rbf kernels with l = 1. This inclusion of nonlinearity (i.e., the rbf kernel) is important,
since per classic results in the macroeconomics literature, the crime rates and socioeconomic
status of local community are known to have a nonlinear association with the local housing
price (Harrison and Rubinfeld 1978).

> kern_par <- data.frame(method = c("linear", "rbf"),
+ l = rep(1, 2), p = 1:2, stringsAsFactors = FALSE)
> # define kernel library
> kern_func_list <- define_library(kern_par)

To this end, the hypothesis regarding whether the crime rate (crim) impacts the association
between local socioeconomic status (lstat) and the housing price (medv) is equivalent to
testing whether there exists a nonlinear interaction between crim and lstat in predicting
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medv, i.e.,

H0 : medv ∼ x>β + k(crim) + k(lstat),
Ha : medv ∼ x>β + k(crim) + k(lstat) + k(crim) : k(lstat).

To test this hypothesis using cvek, we specify the null model using formula, and specify the
additional interaction term (k(crim) : k(lstat)) in the alternative model using
formula_test, as shown below:

> formula <- medv ~ zn + indus + chas + nox + rm + age + dis +
+ rad + tax + ptratio + black + k(crim) + k(lstat)
> formula_test <- medv ~ k(crim):k(lstat)
> fit_bos<- cvek(formula, kern_func_list = kern_func_list, data = Boston,
+ formula_test = formula_test,
+ lambda = exp(seq(-3, 5)), test = "asymp")

Given the fitted object (fit_bos), the p-value of the cvek test can be extracted as below:

> fit_bos$pvalue

[1] 4.614106e-06

Since p < 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis that there’s no crim:lstat interaction, and
conclude that the data does suggest an impact of the crime rate on the relationship between
the local socioeconomic status and the housing price. In Appendix F, we provide additional
code showing how to visualize the interaction effect from a cvek model.

5. Simulation and practical recommendations
In this section, we conduct a simulation study to evaluate the finite-sample performance of
the CVEK hypothesis tests in a setting that is analogous to a typical nutrition-environment
interaction study (Liu et al. 2019). We generate two groups of input features
(xi,1,xi,2) ∈ Rp1 × Rp2 independently, both within and between group from a standard
Gaussian distribution, representing a subject’s level of exposure to p1 environmental
pollutants and the levels of a subject’s intake of p2 nutrients. Across all simulation
scenarios, we keep n = 100, and p1 = p2 = 2. We generate the outcome yi as,

yi = h1(xi,1) + h2(xi,2) + δ ∗ h12(xi,1,xi,2) + εi, (8)

where h1, h2, h12 are sampled from RKHSs H1, H2, H12, generated using a ground-truth
main effect kernel kmain (related to h1, h2) and an interaction kernel kint (related to h12),
and εi ∼ N(0, σ2 = 0.012). We standardize all sampled functions to have unit form, so that
δ represents the strength of interaction relative to the main effect. Additional simulation
results for correlated exposures are presented in Appendix B.
For each simulation scenario, we first generate data using δ, kmain and kint as in (8), then
select a kmodel to estimate the null model and obtain a p-value using either an asymptotic
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approximation (Algorithm 2) or parametric bootstrap (Algorithm 3). We repeat each
scenario 200 times, and evaluate the test performance using the empirical probability
P̂ (p ≤ 0.05). Under the null hypothesis, a correct test should produce P̂ that is smaller or
equal to the significance level 0.05. Under the alternative hypothesis Ha : δ > 0, P̂ (p ≤ 0.05)
estimates the test’s power, and should ideally approach 1.0 quickly as the strength of
interaction δ increases.
In this study, we vary the combination of kmain (the true main effect) and kint (the true
interaction effect) to produce data generating functions hδ(xi,1,xi,2) with different
smoothness and complexity properties, and vary kmodel to reflect different common modeling
strategies for the null model in addition to using CVEK. We then evaluate how these two
aspects impact the Type I error and power of the resulting hypothesis tests.
Specifically, we consider the following seven types of data generation mechanism where
kmain = kint (i.e., the main effect function and the interaction function belong to the same
family). We also consider two additional scenarios where kmain 6= kint.

The data generation mechanisms are:

• Three simple (non)linear kernels that can be sufficiently modeled using finite-dimensional,
parametric functions.

– linear: kmain is a polynomial kernel with degree 1.
– quadratic: kmain is a polynomial kernel with degree 2.
– cubic: kmain is a polynomial kernel with degree 3.

• Four flexible nonlinear kernels that each represent the space of all continuous functions
with a prespecified set of mathematical properties (e.g., differentiability or complexity).
Data generated by these kernels are usually more difficult to model.

– rbf_1: A Gaussian RBF kernel with length-scale 1. This kernel represents the space
of functions that are smooth (i.e., infinitely differentiable) and have reasonable
complexity (i.e., does not have fast-varying fluctuations that are difficult to model).

– rbf_0.5: A Gaussian RBF kernel with length-scale 0.5. Compared to rbf_1, rbf_0.5
has the same degree of smoothness but is more complex, i.e., has fast-varying local
fluctuations.

– matern_2.5_1: A Matérn 5
2 kernel with length-scale 1. Compared to rbf_1,

matern_2.5_1 has the same degree of complexity but is less smooth, in the sense that
it represents the space of twice-differentiable functions, but is not necessarily infinitely
differentiable.

– matern_1.5_0.5: A Matérn 3
2 kernel with length-scale 0.5. Compared to

matern_2.5_1, matern_1.5_0.5 is more complex but less smooth. It represents the
space of once-differentiable functions.

• Two data generation mechanisms where the true main effect h1 + h2 and the true
interaction effect h12 are generated from two separate kernel families (i.e., kmain 6= kint).
The data generating mechanisms are
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– quadratic_rbf: The main effects are generated from polynomial with degree 2, while
the interaction effect is generated from rbf with length-scale 1. This combination
generates data under quadratic main effects but a flexible nonlinear interaction:

y = x2
1β1 + x2

2β2 + δ ∗ h12(x1, x2) + ε.

– rbf_lnr_0.5: The main effects are generated from rbf with length-scale 0.5, while
the interaction effect is generated from polynomial with degree 1. This combination
generates data under flexible nonlinear main effects but with a linear interaction:

y = h1(x1) + h2(x2) + δ ∗ x1x2 + ε.

The types of model libraries kmodel considered are:

• Polynomial: A library of three parametric, polynomial kernels with degree p = 1, 2, 3.
This library represents a parametric model with polynomial nonlinearity.

• RBF A library of three nonparametric, rbf kernels with length-scale l = 0.5, 1, 2. This
library represents a nonparametric model with a high degree of smoothness (i.e., infinitely
differentiable) that can incorporate more general types of nonlinearity.

• Polynomial+RBF A library of three polynomial kernels with p = 1, 2, 3 and three rbf
kernels with l = 0.5, 1, 2. This library represents a semi-parametric model with a mixture of
parametric and nonparametric kernels.

To understand how the choices of model-selection criteria and ensemble strategy impact the
model performance, for each combination of data generation mechanism and model library,
we estimate the null model y = h1(x1) + h2(x2) under all possible choices of model selection
criteria (loocv, AIC, AICc, BIC, GCV, GCVc, gmpml) and ensemble strategy (avg, exp,
stack). In Sections 5.1-5.3, unless otherwise specified, we report results using loocv for
tuning parameter selection and stack for the ensemble strategy, which corresponds to the
default setting in CVEK. In general, loocv guarantees correct Type I error, except for
Cubic data, which is hard to fit. Also, while correct Type I error is guaranteed, stack leads
to better power. We provide the results for the other settings in Appendix A.
Figures 1-4 present the results. They show the estimated P̂ (p < 0.05) (y-axis) as a function
of interaction strength δ ∈ [0, 1] (x-axis). Each panel in the figure represents the result for a
specific data generating mechanism (Linear, Quadratic, Cubic, RBF l = 1, RBF l = 0.5,
Matérn ν = 5/2 with l = 1 and Matérn ν = 3/2 with l = 0.5), while the different lines
represent results from different modeling choices (e.g., choice of null model model library,
type of hypothesis test, choice of model selection criteria, etc).
Summary of Recommendations Our key recommendations are (1) for kernel library
design, it is beneficial to include flexible nonlinear kernels such as the RBF (Section 5.1),
(2) for hypothesis testing, use the parametric bootstrap test and the linear alternative
kernel when the sample size is small (Section 5.2), and (3) choose loocv as the model
selection criterion and stack as the ensemble strategy (Section 5.3).

5.1. Impact of model library for null model
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Figure 1 compares the performance of the hypothesis test constructed when the null model
is fixed to match the true model (Oracle), or estimated using one of the three different
types of model libraries (Polynomial, RBF, Polynomial + RBF). Here, the test is
based on the bootstrap test with linear alternative kernel. Results for other test types are
reported in the Appendix A.
Generally speaking, when all kernels in the model library are parametric (i.e., Polynomial
library), the resulting test is more powerful for polynomial data (e.g., linear, quadratic,
cubic in Figure 1), but loses power for data with nonlinearities (e.g., quadratic_rbf,
rbf_0.5, rbf_lnr_0.5, matern_1.5_0.5 in Figure 1). On the other hand, model libraries
that involves nonparametric kernels (e.g., RBF library and Polynomial + RBF library)
lead to tests that yield slightly less power for polynomial data, but more more powerful for
data with more complex nonlinearities (e.g., quadratic_rbf, rbf_0.5, rbf_lnr_0.5,
matern_1.5_0.5 in Figure 1). Comparing the test power between a purely non-parametric
model library (RBF) versus a semi-parametric model library (Polynomial + RBF),
RBF performs slightly better than Polynomial + RBF library, especially when data
comes from quadratic main effect with RBF interaction. This is likely due to the fact that
adding less flexible polynomial kernels doesn’t result in much of an increase in bias, but
introduces more variance due to the need to estimate additional weights. Consequently, we
recommend designing the model library to include the nonparametric kernels (e.g., RBF
library or Polynomial + RBF library).

5.2. Impact of test type and choice for the alternative kernel

Figure 2 compares the performance of three types of hypothesis test (lnr_asymp refers to
asymptotic test with linear alternative kernel, lnr_boot which is the bootstrap test with
linear alternative kernel and ens_boot which is the bootstrap test with ensemble alternative
kernel) under different data generation mechanisms. We fix the the model library for null
model to RBF.
We first compare the asymptotic to the bootstrap test under the linear alternative kernel.
Here, the asymptotic test is observed to be more powerful when data is generated from
parametric models with polynomial nonlinearity (e.g., linear, quadratic, cubic in Figure
2), but has difficulty in guaranteeing correct Type I error under more complex data (e.g.,
the cubic). Meanwhile, when data are generated from more flexible kernels (e.g., rbf_0.5,
matern_1.5_0.5 in Figure 2), the bootstrap test is observed to be slightly more powerful
than the asymptotic test. So we recommend choosing the test type to be bootstrap.
Now, fixing the test type to be bootstrap test, we consider the impact of the choice of the
alternative kernel on test performance. Specifically, we are interested in whether the test
with an adaptively estimated alternative kernel (using the strategy outlined in Section 3.3)
leads to better power compared to the one with linear kernel as the alternative kernel. In
general, the test based on the ensemble alternative kernel is more powerful than that
generated by the linear alternative kernel, especially when data are generated having high
complexity with quickly-varying local fluctuations (e.g., rbf_0.5, matern_1.5_0.5 in
Figure 2). Interestingly, when the data are simulated under nonlinearities generated from
the RBF or the Matérn kernel, the test power sometimes decreases as the data generation
mechanism moves away from the null (e.g., rbf_1, matern_2.5_1 in Figure 2). The
simulation in Appendix A also shows this phenomenon. This result suggests the test
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statistic (6) calculated with the ensemble alternative kernel can be unstable and yields an
underestimate of the true alternative kernel under the alternative. Since the linear
alternative kernel is more stable, we recommend choosing a linear alternative kernel in
combination with the parametric bootstrap for testing.

5.3. Impact of model selection criterion and ensemble strategy

Figure 3 compares the performance of the proposed hypothesis test when null models are
selected from different tuning parameter criteria. This figure presents results when fixing
the model library for null model to RBF and test type to bootstrap test with linear
alternative kernel.
Among the seven tuning parameter selection methods (loocv, AIC, AICc, BIC, GCV,
GCVc, gmpml), we notice that loocv is generally better at guaranteeing correct Type I
error, except for Cubic data, which is hard to fit for all selection methods. Furthermore, it is
important to note that some conventional hyper-parameter selection criteria (e.g., AIC in
red and BIC in purple) produces suboptimal tests with inflated Type I error and weak power
(e.g., cubic, quadratic_rbf, rbf_0.5 in Figure 3). The issue with test power is especially
severe when data comes from polynomial main effect, as the test power is weak and
sometimes even decreases as the data generation mechanism moves away from the null (e.g.,
cubic, quadratic_rbf in Figure 3). This result suggests poor fits of the null model as
estimated using AIC/BIC. Consequently, we recommend using loocv and avoid using
AIC/BIC-type criteria under these scenarios.
Figure 4 compares the performance of hypothesis test when null models are selected from
different ensemble strategies, fixing the model library for null model to RBF and test type
to bootstrap test with linear alternative kernel. Interestingly, while Cubic data is hard to fit
and stack is more powerful, avg and exp can guarantee correct Type I error. This is likely
due to the fact that avg and exp have closed-form solutions for weights while the weights of
stack need to be estimated, thus introducing more variance. On the other hand, among the
three ensemble strategies, we notice that stack is generally more powerful than avg and
exp. Therefore, we recommend choosing stack as the ensemble strategy.

6. Conclusion
In this paper we describe CVEK, a powerful and flexible toolkit in R for learning nonlinear,
multivariate feature effects in limited samples. Given data, CVEK efficiently learns the
complex, nonlinear data generation mechanism using an ensemble of kernel machine
regressions. The package offers flexible choices for both kernel specification and
hyper-parameter tuning for constructing the base models in a given library, as well as
different ensemble strategies for constructing the final ensemble. CVEK also offers a suite of
hypothesis tests for both the main effects and the interaction effects for the kernel features,
and provides an asymptotic approximation and the parametric bootstrap as options for
estimating the null distribution of the resulting test statistic. Further, one can use either the
linear alternative kernel or an ensemble alternative kernel to test interaction effect. Through
comprehensive simulation, we show that the hypothesis tests offered by CVEK are valid and
powerful even under complex, non-smooth data generating mechanisms where the classical
approaches fail. In practice, for a robust option for general purpose use, we recommend
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users employ an RBF model library for the ensemble, select the hyper-parameter using
loocv, and construct the ensemble using cross-validated stacking. For testing, we
recommend one chooses the linear alternative kernel in combination with the parametric
bootstrap. We encourage practitioners to conduct sensitivity analysis in order to examine
the robustness of their conclusions, utilizing the wide range of options provided by CVEK.
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Figure 1: Power of hypothesis test using the true model (Oracle) and the three kmodel’s, fixing
the tuning parameter selection method to loocv, ensemble strategy to stack, and the test
type to bootstrap test with linear alternative kernel.
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Figure 2: Power of hypothesis test using different types of tests, fixing the tuning parameter
selection method to loocv, ensemble strategy to stack, and model library for null model to
RBF.
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Figure 3: Performance of hypothesis test when null models are selected from different tuning
parameter selections, fixing the ensemble strategy to stack, test type to bootstrap test with
linear alternative kernel, and model library for null model to RBF.
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Figure 4: Performance of hypothesis test when null models are selected from different ensemble
strategies, fixing the tuning parameter selection method to loocv, test type to bootstrap test
with linear alternative kernel, and model library for null model to RBF.
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Algorithm 1 Cross validated ensemble of kernels (CVEK)
1: procedure CVEK

Input: A library of kernels {kj}Kj=1, Data (y,x)
Output: Ensemble Kernel Matrix K̂
# Stage 1: Estimate λ and CV error for each kernel

2: for j = 1 to K do
3: Kj = Kj/tr(Kj)
4: λ̂j = argmin LOOCV

(
λ | Kj

)
5: ξ̂j = CV

(
λ̂j | Kj

)
6: end for

# Stage 2: Estimate ensemble weights uK×1 = {u1, . . . , uK}
7: û = argmin

u∈∆
‖
∑K
j=1 uj ξ̂j ‖2 where ∆ = {u | u ≥ 0, ‖ u ‖1= 1}

# Stage 3: Assemble the ensemble kernel matrix K̂ens

8: Â = ∑K
j=1 µ̂jAλ̂j ,kj

9: UA, δA = spectral_decomp(Â)
10: λK = min

(
1, (∑n

k=1
δA,k

1−δA,k )−1,min
(
{λ̂j}Kj=1

))
11: K̂ = λK ∗ ÛA diag

(
δA,k

1−δA,k

)
Û>A

12: end procedure

Algorithm 2 Variance component test for h ∈ H0
1: procedure VCT FOR INTERACTION

Input: Null Kernel Matrix K0, Derivative Kernel Matrix ∂K0, Data (y,x)
Output: Hypothesis Test p-value p
# Stage 1: Estimate Null Model using REML

2: (µ̂, τ̂ , σ̂2) = argmaxLREML(µ, τ, σ2 | K0)
# Stage 2: Compute Test Statistic and Null Distribution Parameters

3: T̂0 = τ̂ ∗ (y−Xβ̂)>V−1
0 ∂K0V−1

0 (y−Xβ̂)
4: κ̂ = Îδδ/[τ̂ ∗ tr(V−1

0 ∂K0)], ν̂ = [τ̂ ∗ tr(V−1
0 ∂K0)]2/(2 ∗ Îδθ)

# Stage 3: Compute p-value and reach conclusion
5: p = P (κ̂χ2

ν̂ > T̂ ) = P (χ2
ν̂ > T̂/κ̂)

6: end procedure
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Algorithm 3 Parametric bootstrap test
1: procedure Parametric Bootstrap Test

Input: Null Kernel Matrix K0, Derivative Kernel Matrix ∂K0, Data (y,x)
Output: Hypothesis Test p-value p
# Stage 1: Estimate Null Model using Gaussian Process Regression

2: µ̂ = A0y, σ̂2 = y>(I−A0)y
n−tr(A0) , τ̂

# Stage 2: Sample response from the fitted model obtain in Step 1
# and compute the test statistic based on fitting the alternative
# model, repeat for B times

3: for b = 1 to B do
4: y? = µ̂ + ε, ε ∼ N(0, σ̂2)
5: T̂0b = τ̂ ∗ (y? − µ̂)>V−1

0 ∂K0V−1
0 (y? − µ̂)

6: end for
# Stage 3: Compute the test statistic for the original data, based
# on fitting the alternative hypothesis model

7: T̂0 = τ̂ ∗ (y− µ̂)>V−1
0 ∂K0V−1

0 (y− µ̂)
# Stage 4: Compute p-value and reach conclusion

8: p = 1
B

∑B
b=1 I(T̂0b > T̂0)

9: end procedure
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Computational details
The results in this paper were obtained using R 3.6.1 with the CVEK 0.1-2 package.
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A. Further simulation results under the settings in Section 5

A.1. Performances of different libraries combined with different testing
types
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Figure A.1: Power of hypothesis test using different libraries combined with different types of
tests, fixing the tuning parameter selection method to loocv and ensemble strategy to stack.
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A.2. Performances of different libraries combined with different ensemble
strategies
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Figure A.2: Power of hypothesis test using different libraries combined with different ensemble
strategies, fixing the test type to bootstrap test with linear alternative kernel and tuning
parameter selection method to loocv.
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A.3. Performances of different testing types combined with different
ensemble strategies
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Figure A.3: Power of hypothesis test using different testing types combined with different
ensemble strategies, fixing the model library for null model to RBF and tuning parameter
selection method to loocv.
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A.4. Performances of different tuning parameter selections combined with
different testing types
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Figure A.4: Power of hypothesis test using different tuning parameter selections combined
with different types of tests, fixing the model library for null model to RBF and ensemble
strategy to stack.



Journal of Statistical Software 35

A.5. Performances of different beta’s of exponential weighting

Below shows the performances under three different beta’s of exponential weighting:
min{RSS}Dd=1/10, median{RSS}Dd=1 and max{RSS}Dd=1 ∗ 2. Here {RSS}Dd=1 are the set of
residual sum of squares of D base kernels. We can see that their performances are quite
similar.
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Figure A.5: Power of hypothesis test using different beta’s of exponential weighting, fixing
the model library for null model to RBF, test type to bootstrap test with linear alternative
kernel, tuning parameter selection method to loocv and ensemble strategy to stack.
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B. Correlated settings

B.1. Performances of different libraries under correlated setting (without
between group correlation)
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Figure B.1: Power of hypothesis test using the true model (Oracle) and the three kmodel’s
when within group correlation coefficients are 0.3 and 0.7 respectively, and between group
correlation coefficient is 0, fixing the tuning parameter selection method to loocv, ensemble
strategy to stack, and the test type to bootstrap test with linear alternative kernel.
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B.2. Performances of different testing types under correlated setting
(without between group correlation)
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Figure B.2: Power of hypothesis test using different types of tests when within group cor-
relation coefficients are 0.3 and 0.7 respectively, and between group correlation coefficient is
0, fixing the tuning parameter selection method to loocv, ensemble strategy to stack and
model library for null model to RBF.
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B.3. Performances of different libraries under correlated setting (with
between group correlation)
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Figure B.3: Power of hypothesis test using the true model (Oracle) and the three kmodel’s
when within group correlation coefficients are 0.3 and 0.7 respectively, and between group
correlation coefficient is 0.2, fixing the tuning parameter selection method to loocv, ensemble
strategy to stack and the test type to bootstrap test with linear alternative kernel.
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B.4. Performances of different testing types under correlated setting (with
between group correlation)
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Figure B.4: Power of hypothesis test using different types of tests when within group cor-
relation coefficients are 0.3 and 0.7 respectively, and between group correlation coefficient is
0.2, fixing the tuning parameter selection method to loocv, ensemble strategy to stack and
model library for null model to RBF.



40 Cross-Validated Kernel Ensemble

C. Backfitting algorithm for multiple kernels

Algorithm 4 Backfitting algorithm for multiple kernels
1: procedure Fitting Multiple Kernels

Input: A set of kernel matrices {Kd}Dd=1, Data (y,X), λ
Output: Estimators β, {αd}Dd=1
# Stage 1: Initialize parameters β and {αd}Dd=1

2: β = (X>X)−1X>y
3: for d = 1 to D do
4: αd = (Kd + λI)−1(y−Xβ)
5: end for

# Stage 2: Iterative update
6: for step = 1 to max_step do
7: β = (X>X)−1X>(y−∑D

d=1Kdαd)
8: for d = 1 to D do
9: αd = (Kd + λI)−1(y−Xβ −

∑
d′ 6=dKd′αd′)

10: end for
11: end for
12: until convergence
13: end procedure

D. Projection matrices for multiple kernels
Basically, for the problem (Buja, Hastie, and Tibshirani 1989),

y = Xβ +
D∑
d=1

Kdαd,

define below projection matrices to the linear and the dth kernel as,

H = X(X>X)−1X>,
Sd = Kd(Kd + λI)−1.

Then we can compute the "projection matrices" to the overall kernel space B as,

Ad = (I− Sd)−1Sd,

A =
D∑
d=1

Ad,

B = (I +A)−1A.

Consequently, the final projections to the kernel effect space and the fixed effect space are,

PK = (I−BH)−1B(I−H),
PX = H(I− PK),



Journal of Statistical Software 41

such that Xβ̂ = PXy and ∑D
d=1Kdα̂d = PKy.

E. Derivation of the REML based test statistic

E.1. Derivation of the score test statistic

In this section, we derive the score test statistic based on REML (Maity and Lin 2011).
Denote V(θ) = σ2Vλ = σ2I + τKδ, where θ = (δ, τ, σ2). The REML

lR(µ, λ, σ2|y) = −1
2
[
log | σ2Vλ | +(y− µ)T (σ2Vλ)−1(y− µ) + log | σ−21TV−1

λ 1 |
]
, (9)

can be rewritten as

lR = −1
2
[
log | V(θ) | +log | 1TV(θ)−11 | +(y− µ)TV(θ)−1(y− µ)

]
. (10)

Under H0 : δ = 0 (2.2.2), we set θ0 = (0, τ, σ2) and

P0(θ0) = V(θ0)−1 −V(θ0)−11[1TV(θ0)−11]−11TV(θ0)−1.

Take the derivative of (10) with respect to δ,

∂lR
∂δ

=− 1
2
[∂log | V(θ) |

∂δ
+ ∂log | 1TV(θ)−11 |

∂δ
+ ∂(y− µ)TV(θ)−1(y− µ)

∂δ

]
=− 1

2
[
tr
(
V(θ)−1∂V(θ)

∂δ

)
+ tr

(
[1TV(θ)−11]−11T ∂V(θ)−1

∂δ
1
)

+ (y− µ)T ∂V(θ)−1

∂δ
(y− µ)

]
=− 1

2
[
tr
(
V(θ)−1τ(∂Kδ)

)
− tr

(
τ(∂Kδ)V(θ)−11[1TV(θ)−11]−11TV(θ)−1)

− (y− µ)TV(θ)−1τ(∂Kδ)V(θ)−1(y− µ)
]

=1
2(y− µ)TV(θ)−1τ(∂Kδ)V(θ)−1(y− µ)

− 1
2 tr

[
τ(∂Kδ)

[
V(θ)−1 −V(θ)−11[1TV(θ)−11]−11TV(θ)−1]], (11)

where ∂Kδ is the derivative kernel matrix whose (i, j)th entry is ∂kδ(x,x′)
∂δ . If we further

denote K0 = Kδ |δ=0 and ∂K0 = (∂Kδ) |δ=0, we get the REML based score function of δ
evaluated at H0

Sδ=0 = 1
2(y− µ)TV(θ0)−1τ(∂K0)V(θ0)−1(y− µ)− 1

2 tr[τ(∂K0)P0].

To test for H0 : δ = 0, we propose to use the score-based test statistic

T̂0 = τ̂(y− µ̂)TV−1
0 (∂K0)V−1

0 (y− µ̂), (12)

where V0 = σ̂2I + τ̂K0.
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E.2. The null distribution of the test statistic

For simplicity, we denote

V = V(θ),
P = P(θ) = V−1 −V−11[1TV−11]−11TV−1.

With similar derivation as (11), for each θi ∈ θ = (δ, τ, σ2), we have

∂lR
∂θi

= −1
2
[
tr
(
P∂V
∂θi

)
− (y− µ)TV−1(∂V

∂θi

)
V−1(y− µ)

]
. (13)

From (Liu et al. 2007) we know µ̂ = [1TV−11]−11TV−1y. Plug it in (Lin and Zhang 1999),
and we obtain

(y− µ)TV−1 = yT
(
I− 1[1TV−11]−11TV−1)TV−1 = yTP.

Then (13) becomes

∂lR
∂θi

= −1
2
[
tr
(
P∂V
∂θi

)
− yTP

(∂V
∂θi

)
Py
]
.

The second-order partial derivatives with respect to θi and θj are

∂2lR
∂θi∂θj

=− 1
2
[
tr
(∂P
∂θj

∂V
∂θi

)
+ tr

(
P ∂2V
∂θi∂θj

)
+ yTP

(∂V
∂θi

)
P
(∂V
∂θj

)
Py

+ yTP
(∂V
∂θj

)
P
(∂V
∂θi

)
Py− yTP ∂2V

∂θi∂θj
Py
]
, (14)

where we have used the fact that
∂P
∂θj

=−V−1∂V
∂θj

V−1 + V−1∂V
∂θj

V−11[1TV−11]−11TV−1

+ V−11[1TV−11]−11TV−1∂V
∂θj

V−1

−V−11
(
[1TV−11]−11TV−1∂V

∂θj
V−11[1TV−11]−1)1TV−1

=−P∂V
∂θj

P.

Then (14) becomes

∂2lR
∂θi∂θj

=− 1
2
[
− tr

(
P∂V
∂θj

P∂V
∂θi

)
+ tr

(
P ∂2V
∂θi∂θj

)
+ yTP

(∂V
∂θi

)
P
(∂V
∂θj

)
Py

+ yTP
(∂V
∂θj

)
P
(∂V
∂θi

)
Py− yTP ∂2V

∂θi∂θj
Py
]
. (15)

Since

E(PyyT ) = P[V ar(y) + (Ey)(Ey)T ] = P[V + µµT ] = PV,
PVP = P[I− 1[1TV−11]−11TV−1] = P,
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we get

E
[
yTP

(∂V
∂θj

)
P
(∂V
∂θi

)
Py
]

=tr
(
E
[
P
(∂V
∂θj

)
P
(∂V
∂θi

)
PyyT

])
=tr

(
P
(∂V
∂θj

)
P
(∂V
∂θi

)
PV

)
=tr

(
P
(∂V
∂θj

)
P
(∂V
∂θi

))
,

E
[
yTP ∂2V

∂θi∂θj
Py
]

=tr
(
P ∂2V
∂θi∂θj

)
.

Therefore,

Iθi,θj = −E
[ ∂2lR
∂θi∂θj

]
= 1

2 tr
(
P
(∂V
∂θj

)
P
(∂V
∂θi

))
.

F. Visualizing nonlinear interaction in Boston Housing Price
In this section we show an example of how to visualize the fitted interaction from a cvek
model. Here we consider the Boston example in Section 4.2. We visualize the interaction
effects by creating five datasets: Fix all confounding variables to their means, vary lstat in
a reasonable range (i.e., from 12.5 to 17.5, since the original range of lstat in Boston
dataset is (1.73, 37.97)), and respectively set crim value to its 5%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 95%
quantiles.

> # first fit the alternative model
> formula_alt <- medv ~ zn + indus + chas + nox + rm + age + dis +
+ rad + tax + ptratio + black + k(crim):k(lstat)
> fit_bos_alt <- cvek(formula = formula_alt, kern_func_list = kern_func_list,
+ data = Boston, lambda = exp(seq(-3, 5)))
>
> # mean-center all confounding variables not involved in the interaction
> # so that the predicted values are more easily interpreted
> pred_name <- c("zn", "indus", "chas", "nox", "rm", "age",
+ "dis", "rad", "tax", "ptratio", "black")
> covar_mean <- apply(Boston, 2, mean)
> pred_cov <- covar_mean[pred_name]
> pred_cov_df <- t(as.data.frame(pred_cov))
> lstat_list <- seq(12.5, 17.5, length.out = 100)
> crim_quantiles <- quantile(Boston$crim, probs = c(.05, .25, .5, .75, .95))
>
> # crim is set to its 5% quantile
> data_test1 <- data.frame(pred_cov_df, lstat = lstat_list,
+ crim = crim_quantiles[1])
row names were found from a short variable and have been discarded
> data_test1_pred <- predict(fit_bos_alt, data_test1)
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>
> # crim is set to its 25% quantile
> data_test2 <- data.frame(pred_cov_df, lstat = lstat_list,
+ crim = crim_quantiles[2])
row names were found from a short variable and have been discarded
> data_test2_pred <- predict(fit_bos_alt, data_test2)
>
> # crim is set to its 50% quantile
> data_test3 <- data.frame(pred_cov_df, lstat = lstat_list,
+ crim = crim_quantiles[3])
row names were found from a short variable and have been discarded
> data_test3_pred <- predict(fit_bos_alt, data_test3)
>
> # crim is set to its 75% quantile
> data_test4 <- data.frame(pred_cov_df, lstat = lstat_list,
+ crim = crim_quantiles[4])
row names were found from a short variable and have been discarded
> data_test4_pred <- predict(fit_bos_alt, data_test4)
>
> # crim is set to its 95% quantile
> data_test5 <- data.frame(pred_cov_df, lstat = lstat_list,
+ crim = crim_quantiles[5])
row names were found from a short variable and have been discarded
> data_test5_pred <- predict(fit_bos_alt, data_test5)
>
> # combine five sets of prediction data together
> medv <- rbind(data_test1_pred, data_test2_pred, data_test3_pred,
+ data_test4_pred, data_test5_pred)
> data_pred <- data.frame(lstat = rep(lstat_list, 5), medv = medv,
+ crim = rep(c("5% quantile", "25% quantile",
+ "50% quantile", "75% quantile",
+ "95% quantile"), each = 100))
> data_pred$crim <- factor(data_pred$crim,
+ levels = c("5% quantile", "25% quantile",
+ "50% quantile", "75% quantile",
+ "95% quantile"))
>
> data_label <- data_pred[which(data_pred$lstat == 17.5), ]
> data_label$value <- c("0.028%", "0.082%", "0.257%", "3.677%", "15.789%")
> data_label$value <- factor(data_label$value, levels =
+ c("0.028%", "0.082%", "0.257%",
+ "3.677%", "15.789%"))
>
> ggplot(data = data_pred, aes(x = lstat, y = medv, color = crim)) +
+ geom_point(size = 0.1) +
+ geom_text_repel(aes(label = value), data = data_label,
+ color = "black", size = 3.6) +
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+ scale_colour_manual(values = c("firebrick1", "chocolate2",
+ "darkolivegreen3", "skyblue2",
+ "purple2")) +
+ geom_line() + theme_set(theme_bw()) +
+ theme(panel.grid = element_blank(),
+ axis.title.x = element_text(size = 12),
+ axis.title.y = element_text(size = 12),
+ legend.title = element_text(size = 12, face = "bold"),
+ legend.text = element_text(size = 12)) +
+ labs(x = "percentage of lower status",
+ y = "median value of owner-occupied homes ($1000)",
+ col = "per capita crime rate")

Figure F.1 shows the medv - lstat relationship under different levels of crim. Numbers at
the end of each curve indicate the actual values of crim rate (per capita crime rate by town)
at the corresponding quantiles. From the figure we see that crime rate does impact the
relationship between the local socioeconomic status v.s. housing price. Building on this
code, user can continue to refine the visualization (e.g., by adding in confidence levels) and
use it to improve the the model fit based on domain knowledge (e.g., by experimenting with
different kernels / hyper-parameters).
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Figure F.1: medv - lstat relationship under different levels of crim
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