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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 /(x) that best describes the data generation mechanism y = 4 h(x) + €.
Further, given groups of features {x1,x2} C x, interest may focus on conducting a
hypothesis test for either the overall effect of x; on y, or on the interaction effect between
two feature groups x; and x9 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 Hy, and estimates the data
generation function h through regularized regression. Using the estimated h, 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 A that underfits the data,
inducing an invalid hypothesis test with inflated Type I error. Selecting an overly flexible
kernel function will lead to & 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 i*" subject, let y; be a
continuous response, x; be the set of p continuous features that have a potentially nonlinear
effect on y;. We assume that the outcome y; depends on features x; through the data
generating model

yi =+ h(x;) + ¢, wheree; #d N(0,\).
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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 &, such that the function evaluated at the observed
covariates follows the multivariate normal (MVN) distribution

h = [h(x1),...,h(x,)] ~ MV N(0,K)

with covariance matrix having elements K;; = k(x;,x;). Under this construction, the
predictive distribution of h evaluated at the samples is also multivariate normal,
h | {yi, xi}iy ~ MVN(h* K"),
h* = K(K + A" (y — p),
K=K -K(K+\I)'K.
To understand the impact of A 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

b = argmin [ly — s — A + Al
heH,

where Hj, is the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) generated by kernel function k.
From this perspective, h* is the element in a spherical ball in H; 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||3,, is constrained by the tuning
parameter A.

Consequently, choice of kernel function k£ and tuning parameter A critically impact the
quality of the final estimate h. 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).

o 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.

o Linear Kernel (linear)

The linear kernel is
k(x7 X/) = <X? X,>’

where (x,x’) := xx/, the inner product of x and x’. It is useful when dealing with large,
sparse data vectors x.
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o Polynomial Kernel (polynomial)

The polynomial kernel is
k(x,x') = (14 (x,x))”,

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

[x —x'”

k(x,x) :exp(— o )7

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

o Matérn Kernel (matern)
The Matérn kernel is

k(x,x") = 217V<\/m>”[{y<\/m>

- T(v) l l

with positive parameters v and [, where K, 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 v = 3/2 and v = 5/2, for which

bomale) = (1 e (- VD)
X ey (- S,

]{IV:5/2(X,X,) = (1 +

since for v = 1/2 the process becomes very rough, and for v > 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 v > 7/2.

o Rational Quadratic Kernel (rational)

The rational quadratic kernel is
x — x/|2\ -«
k(x,x") = (1 ‘7)

(e, ) o0
with «, [ > 0 can be seen as a scale mizture (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 o — oo is the SE
covariance function with characteristic length-scale .
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o Neural Network Kernel (nn)

The neural network kernel is

1( 20% ' %/ )
7T VU +20%TR)(1+ 20% %)

T

where x = (1,21, ...,x4)  is an augmented input vector and o is the covariance coefficient.

Model Selection Criteria

In practice, the tuning parameter A 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 . 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 A through the model’s predictive "hat" matrix Aj:

Ay =KX, X)[K(X,X)+ 1]

In this way, tr(A,) is the effective number of model parameters. It decreases monotonically

with A > 0. For notational simplicity we assume y is centered: y =y — i, where

A1 n .
H= 5 2.i=1Y-

o 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:

i 2[tr(Ay) + 2
Aarc = argmln{ log yT(I _ A}\)Qy n M}’
AEA n

where A is the set that contains all possible values of \. 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(A ) +2]/n and n/[n —tr(A,) — 3], where
we plug in Ay and 2. In this case, we obtain our small-sample objective function AICc,

2[tr(Ax) + 2] ¥

Aazce = argmin{ log y' (I — Ay)2y + —— A2 T2
AIC argmm{ ogy ( Ay + n—tr(Ay) — 3

€A

« Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)

The Bayesian information criterion is

: log(n)[tr(Ay) + 2
Aic = argmm{log yT(I— A%y + g(n)[tr(Ay) ]}_
NeA -

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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o Leave-one-out Cross Validation (loocv)
Suppose we perform K-fold cross-validation, which partitions observations into K groups,
k(1),...,k(K), and calculates A\ K times, each time leaving out group k(i), to get

—k(1) —k(2) —k(K
AP AT A,

A value of K =10 is very common in the field of applied machine learning. For A;”(i),
cross-validated residuals are calculated on the observations in (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,

K . .
Ak—cv = &r;gniin { 10g > [Yu(i) — A;K(Z)YK(i)]T[yn(i) -A, H(l)yn(z)]}-
€ i=1

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

. . 1. . 1.
Aooey = argmin {log y—r [I — diag(Ay) — —1] 1(I — A)\)Q[I — diag(Ay) — —1] ly}. (1)
AEA n n

o Generalized Cross Validation (GCV) and its small-sample variant (GCVc)
In (1), if we approximate each diagonal element of the matrix Ay, Ay(;) with its mean

tr(:*), in a sense we give equal weight to all observations. We then get the generalized

cross validation objective function,

. 1
Agev = argmin{ log y" (I — Ax)%y - 2log[1 - 1}
AEA n n

(2)
where ’—%’ is due to GCV counting j as part of the model complexity, but not ¢2. This
motivates the proposed small-sample correction to GCV (Boonstra, Mukherjee, and Taylor
2015), which does count o2 as a parameter,

. tr(A 2

AGeve = argmm{ log y'(I— Ay)%y —2log[l — (A)) —]+}.
AEA n n

o Generalized Maximum Profile Marginal Likelihood (gmpml)

The generalized maximum profile marginal likelihood is defined as

1
-1

Agmpml = argmin{ log yT(I —A)y — log|T — A,\|}.
A n

€A

This is a likelihood-based method, where A 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 & for
h € Hp, 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 i using the ensemble of
GP predictions generated from a library of (fixed) base kernel functions {ks}2_,,

D
h(x) =Y ugha(x), weA:={uluz=0,]ul:=1} 3)
d=1

where hy is the kernel predictor generated by the d* base kernel ky.

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}dDzl, we first standardize the kernel matrix by its
trace Ky = Kg/tr(Ky), and then estimate the prediction based on each kernel as

fld75\d =Ky(Kq+ S\dI)_ly, d € {1,...,D}, where the tuning parameter \g 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(A[kqa) = [I — diag(Agp)] ' (y — hgy), where Agy = Kg(Kg+ D)~
We denote the final estimated loocv error for d kernel as &g = CV(Ag|kq)

Stage 2: Estimate Ensemble

Using the estimated individual model cross-validation errors {éd}fl):l, 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 U, the final ensemble prediction is estimated

as:
D

D
b= gy =Y uh, v = Ay,
d=1 d=1

where A = S agA A, 18 the ensemble hat matrix.

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

K(K+AD)"' =A.

Specifically, if we denote Uy and {04}, as the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of A,
respectively, then the ensemble kernel matrix K adopts the form:

0k

R - ) dak
KX 1_6A,k

; (4)

U adiag( )UL

. . é -
where we recommend setting Ak = min {1, (22:1 %)




8 Cross-Validated Kernel Ensemble

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}dDzl from individual
model cross-validation errors {{;}7_;. Choices available are:

o 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 uqg = 1/D for d = 1,2,...D.

« Exponential Weighting (exp)
Dalalyan and Tsybakov (2007) proposed estimating u using the estimated errors {{;}1_, as:

_ exp(—J&al3/8)
)= D o EalR/B)

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(%) Here, ( serves as a tuning parameter to determine how different the ensemble
weights are. Increasing 8 results in more similar weights, based on their estimated errors.
An infinite § 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).

o Cross-Validated Stacking (stack)
Alternatively, we can estimate u such that it minimizes the overall cross-validation error.
After obtaining the estimated errors {éd}é?:l, we estimate the ensemble weights
u = {ug}?_, such that it minimizes the overall error:

D
a= argminHZ ug€q)?> where A = {u|u>0,|ull; =1}.
ucA d=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 = p+ h(x;) + €, wheree; ifivd N(0,\).
We are interested in testing the null hypothesis:
Hy: h € Hy.

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 ks(z,z') (Maity and
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Lin 2011), which is constructed by including an extra garrote parameter § in a given kernel
function. When ¢ = 0, the garrote kernel function ko(x,x’) = ks(x,x’) |s=0 generates Hy,
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 Hg
corresponds to the null hypothesis. As a result, the general null hypothesis is equivalent to,

Hy:6=0. (5)

We now construct a test statistic Ty for (5) by noticing that the garrote parameter § 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=p+h+e where h~ N(0,7K;s), €~ N(0,0%1),

and Ky is the kernel matrix generated by ks(z,z’). Consequently, we can derive a variance
component test for Hy by calculating the squared derivative of the Restricted Maximum
Likelihood (REML) with respect to § under Hy (Lin 1997),

Ty =7+ (y— ) Vi [0Ko Vo (y — i), (6)

where 7 = “72 and Vo = 621 + 7K. In this expression, Ko = K |5—0, and 0K is the null
derivative kernel matrix whose (i,5)!" entry is %k(g(x, x') |s=o. 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 ks that generates Hg
exactly. However, depending on the exact hypothesis of interest, identifying such a kg is not
always straightforward. In this section, we revisit the case of interaction testing and
consider how to build a kg for the hypothesis of interest.

Ho : h(x) = hi(x1) + ha(x2),
Ha 2 h(x) = h1(x1) + ha(x2) + hi2(x1, X2),

where hio is the “pure interaction” function that is orthogonal to main effect function h
and he. 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 kg, we need to first construct Ho and H, that
correspond to the null and alternative hypotheses, respectively, and then identify the
garrote kernel function kg such that corresponds to Hg when 6 = 0 and H, when § > 0.

We build Hy using the tensor-product constructions of RKHS on the product domain
(x14,%2,) € RPY x RP? (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 Hi, Ho be the RKHS of centered functions for x;, xs respectively.
We can then define the full space as H = ®2,_1(1 @& H,,). H describes the space of functions
that depends jointly on {x1,x2}. It adopts the orthogonal decomposition,

H=1dH1)®(1DHs)
:1®{H1@7‘[2}@{7‘[1®7‘[2}:1@7{f'2@7'l12,
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where we have denoted 7-[%2 =H1 & He and Hio = H1 ® Ha respectively. We see that Hio is
indeed the space of “pure interaction” functions, since Hi2 contains functions on the
product domain RP* x RP2 but is orthogonal to the space of additive main effect functions
Hi5. To summarize, we have identified two function spaces Hg and H, that have the desired
interpretation,

Ho = Hiy, Ha=Hi® Hio

We are now ready to identify the garrote kernel ks(x,x’). To this end, we notice that both
His and H1o are composite spaces built from basis RKHSs using direct sum and tensor
products. If we denote k,(Xm,x,,) as the reproducing kernel associated with H,,, we can
construct kernel functions for composite spaces 7—[%2 and Hio as

ko(x,x’) = kl(xl,xl) + kQ(XQ,Xg),

k12(x,x") = k1(x1,x1)k2(x2,X2).
Hence, the garrote kernel function for H, is
ks(x,x') = ko(x,x') + dk1a(x, x').

Finally, using the chosen form of the garrote kernel function, the (i,5)" element of the null

derivative kernel matrix is %kg(x, x') o= k12(x,x'), i.e., the null derivative kernel matrix
0

0K is simply the kernel matrix Kio that corresponds to the interaction space. Thus, we
also call it the alternative kernel. Therefore the score test statistic 7p in (6) simplifies to

To =7+ (y—XB) Vi'KuVy' (v - XB),

where Vi = %1 + 7K.

There exist multiple approaches for estimating the null distribution of Tp. Specifically,
assuming 0Ky is a fixed matrix (e.g., in the case of interaction testing, fixing the k2 to be a
linear kernel), one can derive the closed form expression of the asymptotic distribution of Ty
(i.e., a mixture of x? 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 0K to be fixed a priori.
This requirement further prevents practitioners from improving test power due to the need
to learn the optimal 0Kg from data. The bootstrap test, on the other hand, does not
require 9Kg 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 0Ky in Section 3.3.

3.2. Null distribution estimation

Asymptotic Approxzimation

Assuming fixed 9K, the null distribution of 7' can be approximated with a scaled chi-square
distribution sx?2 using the Satterthwaite method that matches the first two moments of T,

kv =E(T)=7xtr(VodKy), 2%k?xv=Var(T)=Is.
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This procedure yields the solution
io= 155 /(7 t1(Vo '0Ko)], D= [F+tr(Vy ' 0Ko)]?/(2 * 1s9),

where 155 =1L,s5 — Ig—gI;@lI(;g is the efficient information of § REML. Iss, Iyg and Isg 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 /%Xl%,

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*) = Ko(Ko + \I) 'y = Ayy,

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 0Kg in the test
statistic (6) to be fixed a priori, due to the need to approximate the null distribution
analytically. Traditionally, 0Ky 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 0K 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 {14}, obtained from the ensemble procedure as described in (3), i.e.,

D
8K0 = Z ﬂd * 8K0,d. (7)
d=1

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
0K 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 y; is generated as,

yi = h1(x;1) + ha(xi2) + 0.2 % hi2(x;1,%;2) + €,

where hi, ha, hio are sampled from RKHSs H1, Ha, Hi2, 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)

> 71 <- datal, 1:2]

> Z2 <- datal, 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))

hO <- K1 7%} w + K2 7%}, w

h0 <- hO / sqrt(sum(h0 ~ 2)) # standardize main effect

hi_prime <- (K1 * K2) J)*J), wl2 # 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]

hl_prime_hat <- fitted(1m(hl_prime ~ UO))

h1l <- hl_prime - hl_prime_hat

h1 <- h1 / sqrt(sum(hl ~ 2)) # standardize interaction effect
Y <- hO + int_effect * hl + rnorm(1) + rnorm(n, 0, 0.01)

data <- as.data.frame(cbind(Y, Z1, Z2))

colnames(data) <- c("y", paste0O("z", 1:d))

data_train <- datal[1:40, ]
data_test <- data[41:60, ]

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYV

The resulting data look as follows.

y zl 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 1=1 (the effective parameter for polynomial is p and the effective parameter
for rbf is 1, so we can set anything to 1 for polynomial kernel and p for rbf kernel). We
then first apply define_library.

> kern_par <- data.frame(method = c("linear", "polynomial", "rbf"),

+ 1 = 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
kern_func_list
data
formula_test
mode

strategy
beta_exp
lambda

test
alt_kernel_type

B
verbose

(formula) A user-supplied formula for the null model.

(list) A list of kernel functions in the model library.

(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) A user-supplied formula indicating the alternative effect to
test. All terms in the alternative mode must be specified as kernel terms.
(character) A character string indicating which tuning parameter criteria
is to be used.

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

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

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

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

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

(numeric) Number of bootstrap samples.

(logical) Whether to print additional messages.

Table 1: Arguments of the function cvek().

The null model is then y ~ 21 + 22 + k(23, 24).

> formula <- y ~ zl1 + z2 + k(z23, 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,

beta_exp = 1, lambda = exp(seq(-10, 5)),
test = "boot", alt_kernel_type = "ensemble",

>

+

+ mode = "loocv", strategy = "stack",
+

+

+ B = 200, verbose = FALSE)$pvalue

(11 O

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 zl 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 1.56197 | -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)? 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 (1stat) and the housing price. The null model is,

medv ~ x' B+ 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 [ = 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"),

+ 1 =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 (1stat) 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.,

Ho : medv ~ x' B + k(crim) + k(Istat),
Ha = medv ~ x' B+ 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")

+ + Vv Vv + Vv

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:1stat 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

(x4,1,%i2) € RPY x RP? independently, both within and between group from a standard
Gaussian distribution, representing a subject’s level of exposure to p; environmental
pollutants and the levels of a subject’s intake of po nutrients. Across all simulation
scenarios, we keep n = 100, and p; = ps = 2. We generate the outcome y; as,

Yi = hi(x,1) + ha(x52) + 0 * hia(x4,1, X4.2) + €, (8)

where hy, ha, hio are sampled from RKHSs H1, Ha, Hi2, generated using a ground-truth
main effect kernel k4, (related to hi, he) and an interaction kernel ki (related to hia),
and ¢; ~ N (0,02 = 0.01%). We standardize all sampled functions to have unit form, so that
¢ 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 0, kpmqain and kipe as in (8), then
select a ky04e; to estimate the null model and obtain a p-value using either an asymptotic



18 Cross-Validated Kernel Ensemble

approximation (Algorithm 2) or parametric bootstrap (Algorithm 3). We repeat each
scenario 200 times, and evaluate the test performance using the empirical probability

P(p < 0.05). Under the null hypothesis, a correct test should produce P that is smaller or
equal to the significance level 0.05. Under the alternative hypothesis H, : 6 > 0, P (p <0.05)
estimates the test’s power, and should ideally approach 1.0 quickly as the strength of
interaction 0 increases.

In this study, we vary the combination of k4 (the true main effect) and k;y,; (the true
interaction effect) to produce data generating functions hs(x; 1,%;2) with different
smoothness and complexity properties, and vary kj,oqe; 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
Emain = kint (i.e., the main effect function and the interaction function belong to the same
family). We also consider two additional scenarios where kpqin # Kint-

The data generation mechanisms are:

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

— linear: Kpgin iS a polynomial kernel with degree 1.
— quadratic: kg iS a polynomial kernel with degree 2.

— cubic: kpgin is a polynomial kernel with degree 3.

o 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
complezity (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 % 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 % 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.

e Two data generation mechanisms where the true main effect h; 4+ ho and the true
interaction effect his are generated from two separate kernel families (i.e., kmain 7 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:

Yy = ZE%,BI + :17352 + 6 % h12(l'1,l'2) + €.

— 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= hl(l'l) + hg(xg) +dxx129 + €0
The types of model libraries k,,,4.; considered are:

e 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 [ = 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.

e Polynomial4+RBF A library of three polynomial kernels with p = 1,2,3 and three rbf
kernels with [ = 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 = hy(z1) + hao(z2) 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 P(p < 0.05) (y-axis) as a function
of interaction strength ¢ € [0, 1] (x-axis). Each panel in the figure represents the result for a
specific data generating mechanism (Linear, Quadratic, Cubic, RBF | = 1, RBF [ = 0.5,
Matérn v = 5/2 with [ = 1 and Matérn v = 3/2 with [ = 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 4+ 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, 1nr_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 k;,oq¢;’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 {/{j}JKzl, Data (y,x)
Output: Ensemble Kernel Matrix K
# Stage 1: Estimate A and CV error for each kernel

2: for j =1to K do
3 K; = K;/tr(K;)
4: \j = argmin LOOCV()\ | Kj>
5: fj = CV()\J' | Kj)
6: end for
# Stage 2: Estimate ensemble weights upx1 = {u,...,ux}
7: u = argmin || Z]K:1 u;&; |12 where A={u|u>0,[ul;=1}
ueA

~

# Stage 3: Assemble the ensemble kernel matrix K,
SOCK oA
8: A= Zj:l MJA)\j,kj
9: Uy4,04 = spectral_decomp(A)
: Sak =1 - (Y K
100 A = min(1, (Zfo; 1420) 7 min({(G 1)

11: K= )x*Ux diag( Oak ) IAJX

1-6ak

o~

12: end procedure

Algorithm 2 Variance component test for h € H
1: procedure VCT FOR INTERACTION
Input: Null Kernel Matrix Kg, Derivative Kernel Matrix 0Ky, Data (y, x)
Output: Hypothesis Test p-value p
# Stage 1: Estimate Null Model using REML
2: (v, #,62) = argmaxLren(p, 7,02 | Ko)
# Stage 2: Compute Test Statistic and Null Distribution Parameters
To =7+ (y —XB) V19KV H(y — XB)
fio=155/[7 % tr(Vy'0Ko)], 0= [F*tr(Vy'0Ko))?/(2* 1)
# Stage 3: Compute p-value and reach conclusion
p=P(kx} >T)=P(x; > T/k)
end procedure
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Algorithm 3 Parametric bootstrap test

1: procedure PARAMETRIC BOOTSTRAP TEST
Input: Null Kernel Matrix K, Derivative Kernel Matrix 0K, Data (y, x)
Output: Hypothesis Test p-value p

# Stage 1: Estimate Null Model using Gaussian Process Regression

~ A2y (I-A )y A
“—A0y7 o~ = n_tr(A%) 9 T

# 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
for b=1to B do
vy =fp+e €~N(0,5%)
Top =7+ (y* — o) ' Vi 0KV ' (y* — f2)
end for
# Stage 3: Compute the test statistic for the original data, based
# on fitting the alternative hypothesis model
Ty =4x(y — ) Vi 0KV (y — f2)
# Stage 4: ComEute E—value and reach conclusion
p =3 i1 L(Top > Tp)
end procedure

o
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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.

References

Abramowitz M (1974). Handbook of Mathematical Functions, With Formulas, Graphs, and
Mathematical Tables,. Dover Publications, Inc., New York, NY, USA. ISBN
978-0-486-61272-0.

Bodenham DA, Adams NM (2016). “A comparison of efficient approximations for a
weighted sum of chi-squared random variables.” Statistics and Computing, 26(4),
917-928. ISSN 1573-1375. doi:10.1007/s11222-015-9583-4. URL
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-015-9583-4.

Boonstra PS, Mukherjee B, Taylor JMG (2015). “A Small-Sample Choice of the Tuning
Parameter in Ridge Regression.” Statistica Sinica, 25(3), 1185-1206. ISSN 1017-0405.
doi:10.5705/ss.2013.284.

Buja A, Hastie T, Tibshirani R (1989). “Linear Smoothers and Additive Models.” The
Annals of Statistics, 17(2), 453-510. ISSN 0090-5364. doi:10.1214/a0s/1176347115.
URL http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.aos/1176347115.

Burnham KP, Anderson DR (2002). Model Selection and Multimodel Inference: A Practical
Information-Theoretic Approach. 2 edition. Springer-Verlag, New York. ISBN
978-0-387-95364-9. doi:10.1007/097636. URL
https://www.springer.com/gp/book/9780387953649.

Dalalyan AS, Tsybakov AB (2007). “Aggregation by Exponential Weighting and Sharp
Oracle Inequalities.” In Learning Theory, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pp. 97-111.
Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg. ISBN 978-3-540-72925-9 978-3-540-72927-3.
doi:10.1007/978-3-540-72927-3_9. URL
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-540-72927-3_9.

Golub GH, Heath M, Wahba G (1979). “Generalized Cross-Validation as a Method for
Choosing a Good Ridge Parameter.” Technometrics, 21(2), 215-223. ISSN 0040-1706.
doi:10.1080/00401706.1979.10489751. URL
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00401706.1979.10489751.

Gu C (2013). Smoothing Spline ANOVA Models. Springer Series in Statistics, 2 edition.
Springer-Verlag, New York. ISBN 978-1-4614-5368-0. URL
//www . springer.com/us/book/9781461453680.

Harrison D, Rubinfeld DL (1978). “Hedonic housing prices and the demand for clean air.”
Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 5(1), 81-102. ISSN 0095-0696.
doi:10.1016/0095-0696(78)90006-2. URL
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0095069678900062.

29


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11222-015-9583-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-015-9583-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.5705/ss.2013.284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176347115
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.aos/1176347115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/b97636
https://www.springer.com/gp/book/9780387953649
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-72927-3_9
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-540-72927-3_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00401706.1979.10489751
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00401706.1979.10489751
//www.springer.com/us/book/9781461453680
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0095-0696(78)90006-2
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0095069678900062

30 Cross-Validated Kernel Ensemble

Hurvich CM, Tsai CL (1989). “Regression and time series model selection in small samples.”
Biometrika, 76(2), 297-307. ISSN 0006-3444. doi:10.1093/biomet/76.2.297. URL
https://academic.oup.com/biomet/article/76/2/297/265326.

Hurvich Clifford M, Simonoff Jeffrey S, Tsai Chih Ling (2002). “Smoothing parameter
selection in nonparametric regression using an improved Akaike information criterion.”
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 60(2),
271-293. ISSN 1369-7412. doi:10.1111/1467-9868.00125. URL
https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1467-9868.00125.

Lin X (1997). “Variance component testing in generalised linear models with random
effects.” Biometrika, 84(2), 309-326. ISSN 0006-3444. doi:10.1093/biomet/84.2.309.
URL https://academic.oup.com/biomet/article/84/2/309/233889.

Lin X, Zhang D (1999). “Inference in generalized additive mixed modelsby using smoothing
splines.” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology),
61(2), 381-400. ISSN 1467-9868. doi:10.1111/1467-9868.00183. URL
https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1467-9868.00183.

Liu D, Lin X, Ghosh D (2007). “Semiparametric Regression of Multidimensional Genetic
Pathway Data: Least-Squares Kernel Machines and Linear Mixed Models.” Biometrics,
63(4), 1079-1088. ISSN 0006-341X. doi:10.1111/j.1541-0420.2007.00799.x. URL
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2665800/.

Liu J, Coull B (2017). “Robust Hypothesis Test for Nonlinear Effect with Gaussian
Processes.” In I Guyon, UV Luxburg, S Bengio, H Wallach, R Fergus, S Vishwanathan,
R Garnett (eds.), Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 30, pp. 795-803.
Curran Associates, Inc. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/
6681-robust-hypothesis-test-for-nonlinear-effect-with-gaussian-processes.
pdf.

Liu JZ, Lee J, Lin PiD, Valeri L, Christiani DC, Bellinger DC, Wright RO, Mazumdar MM,
Coull BA (2019). “A Cross-validated Ensemble Approach to Robust Hypothesis Testing
of Continuous Nonlinear Interactions: Application to Nutrition-Environment Studies.”
arXiv:1904.10918 [stat]. ArXiv: 1904.10918, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.10918.

Maity A, Lin X (2011). “Powerful tests for detecting a gene effect in the presence of possible
gene-gene interactions using garrote kernel machines.” Biometrics, 67(4), 1271-1284.
ISSN 1541-0420. doi:10.1111/3j.1541-0420.2011.01598.x.

Micchelli CA, Xu Y, Zhang H (2006). “Universal Kernels.” J. Mach. Learn. Res., 7,
2651-2667. ISSN 1532-4435. URL
http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?7id=1248547.1248642.

Yang Y, Dunson DB (2014). “Minimax Optimal Bayesian Aggregation.” arXiv:1403.1845
[math, stat]. URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.1345.

Zhan X, Plantinga A, Zhao N, Wu MC (2017). “A fast small-sample kernel independence
test for microbiome community-level association analysis.” Biometrics, 73(4), 1453-1463.
ISSN 0006-341X. doi:10.1111/biom.12684. URL
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5592124/.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biomet/76.2.297
https://academic.oup.com/biomet/article/76/2/297/265326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00125
https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1467-9868.00125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biomet/84.2.309
https://academic.oup.com/biomet/article/84/2/309/233889
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00183
https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1467-9868.00183
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0420.2007.00799.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2665800/
http://papers.nips.cc/paper/6681-robust-hypothesis-test-for-nonlinear-effect-with-gaussian-processes.pdf
http://papers.nips.cc/paper/6681-robust-hypothesis-test-for-nonlinear-effect-with-gaussian-processes.pdf
http://papers.nips.cc/paper/6681-robust-hypothesis-test-for-nonlinear-effect-with-gaussian-processes.pdf
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.10918
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0420.2011.01598.x
http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=1248547.1248642
http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.1345
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/biom.12684
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5592124/

Journal of Statistical Software 31

A. Further simulation results under the settings in Section 5

A.1. Performances of different libraries combined with different testing
types

Library — Oracle — Polynomial — RBF Polynomial+RBF type — Inr_asymp —- ens_boot

linear quadratic cubic

1.00- P S ——— [-—--,ﬁ_a.-—_—_—_—-—_——:-—:‘_—::- B s —————x =]
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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

strategy — avg —- exp Library — Oracle — Polynomial — RBF Polynomial+RBF

linear quadratic cubic

1.00+ ———

0.75+
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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

strategy — avg —- exp type — Inr_asymp — Inr_boot — ens_boot
linear quadratic cubic
1.00 e
0.75+
0.50+
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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

wning AIC — BIC GCVc — loocv  type — Inr_asymp —- ens_boot
9 AlCc GCV gmpml

linear quadratic
1.00+ = ——=
0.751 Bl S N
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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.
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A.5. Performances of different beta’s of exponential weighting

Below shows the performances under three different beta’s of exponential weighting:
min{RSS}?_, /10, median{ RSS}2_, and max{RSS}?_, * 2. Here {RSS}L_, are the set of
residual sum of squares of D base kernels. We can see that their performances are quite
similar.

beta — max — med — min
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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 kj,ogei’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 kp,oder’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.




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
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C. Backfitting algorithm for multiple kernels

Algorithm 4 Backfitting algorithm for multiple kernels

1: procedure FITTING MULTIPLE KERNELS
Input: A set of kernel matrices {K4}2_,, Data (y,X), A
Output: Estimators 3, {ag}1
# Stage 1: Initialize parameters B and {ag}l,
B=XTX)"'XTy
for d=1to D do
ag = (Kq+ M)~ (y — XB)
end for
# Stage 2: Iterative update

6: for step =1 to max__step do

7: B=X"X)"'XT(y -2 | Kjay)

8: ford=1to D do

9: g = (Kd + )\I)’l(y — X8 - Zd’;ﬁd Kd/ad/)
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),
D
y=XB+)_ Kyay,
d=1
define below projection matrices to the linear and the d** kernel as,
H=XX"X)"1xT,
Sq= Ky(Kq+ A\I)7L.

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

Ag=(I—Sq) "' Sa,

A=Y Aq,
d=1
B=(1+A4)'4

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

Py =(I-BH) 'B(I-H),
Py = H(I — Py),
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such that X3 = Pxy and Y7 | Kyéq = Pry.
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(0) = 02V, = ¢*I + 7K;, where 8 = (6, 7,02%). The REML
1 _ - —
(i 2 0?ly) = =5 [log [ ®Va | +(y = )T (0" V) Ty — ) +log [ 021" V'L[ ], (9)
can be rewritten as
1 _ -
In = [i0g | V(0) | +10g| 17V(O) 1 | +(y ~ ) V(O) My~ )] (10)

Under Hy: 6 =0 (2.2.2), we set 8y = (0,7,0?) and
Po(60) = V(00) ™' — V(60) '1[17V(8p) 1] 11TV (6y) .

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

olp 1[&09 [ V(©) |, dlog | 1"v(9) 1| Loy = w)'V(6) 'y - u)}

a5 2 9o 96 A6
-1
=— ;[tr(V(B)la‘(;ga)) - tr([lTV(O)ll]llTavé? 1)
TdV(0)!

Iy —n) v - u)]
S %[tr(V(O)_lT(ﬁK(;)) —tr(r(0Ks) V(@) '1[1Tv(e) 1 11T v(e) ™)
—(y = wWTV(O) (0K, V(0) My — )]
=5 = ) "V(O) 7K V() (y — )
~ tr[rEK)[V(O) ™ - V(o) 1TV (o) 11TV (e) . (1)

where 0K is the derivative kernel matrix whose (i, 7)"" entry is %’g’x,). If we further

denote Ky = Kj |s—9 and 0Ky = (9Kjs) |s=0, we get the REML based score function of ¢
evaluated at Hy

Ss-0= 5y — ) V(80)" T(OKo)V(6) (v ) — 51r[r(9Ko) P,

To test for Hy : 6 = 0, we propose to use the score-based test statistic
0 =7y - )" Vi (0Ko) V' (y — ), (12)

where Vi = %I + 7K.
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E.2. The null distribution of the test statistic
For simplicity, we denote
v-V(),
P=PO)=v!i-vlhpfv-1lhlv-
With similar derivation as (11), for each 6; € 8 = (4,7, 0?), we have

olg 1, OV oV

aef_i[”(Pael) b =)V GV el (13)

From (Liu et al. 2007) we know i = [17V~11]7117V~ly. Plug it in (Lin and Zhang 1999),
and we obtain

(y—p) Vv i=yTa-11"v-111"v-H v =yTPp.
Then (13) becomes

Olr 1

B _7[”( (9V) oV
90; 2 00;

T
—y'P
Y PG

)Py|.

The second-order partial derivatives with respect to ¢; and 6; are

%l 1r, 0P OV 0*V e, OV, OV
9600, =3l (o0, 90, T P ag.08,) Y P g, P (5g,)
EAVANIRoA Y e 0PV
P(ae JP (5, )Py —Y Paeiaejpy} (14)
where we have used the fact that
83 _ 10V 1 187 19117y —1 Tys—1
5% Vaev V80V 1nfv-1-ifv
+viiptv-ttafvt OV y-1
90,
~vhi(tvlyatve 1g;fv pfv-1hHaitv!
J
oV
= Pt
Then (14) becomes
g 1 IV _aV PPV oV, OV
aeiaej__ﬂ ir(P o Pag) + 1 (P agap) TV P55, )P (5g, Py
AN AY T PV
Y'P(55)P (55, Py ¥ P 550 Py, (15)

Since

E(Pyy") = P[Var(y) + (Ey)(Ey)"] = P[V + pu'] = PV,
PVP =P[I-1[17v 11 11TV =P,
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we get
B[y P (G P (35 Py] —tr(E[P (P (G Py
_ r(P(g;;)P(g;:)PV)
=ir(P (5P (550).
E {yTP 6892; Py] —tr (P 6892;]-) .
Therefore,
00, = ~lggam] = 3 (PG P G))

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 1stat 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(1stat)
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_testl <- 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_testl_pred <- predict(fit_bos_alt, data_testl)
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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)

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 50), 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 75), quantile
>
+

data_testb5 <- 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)

>
>
> # crim is set to its 957 quantile
>
+

>

>

> # combine five sets of prediction data together

> medv <- rbind(data_testl_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",
+ "507, quantile", "75}, quantile",
+ "95J, quantile"), each = 100))
> data_pred$crim <- factor(data_pred$crim,

+ levels = c("5), quantile", "25J quantile",
+ "507, quantile", "75}; quantile",
+ "957 quantile"))

>
>
>
>
+
+
>
>
+
+
+

data_label <- data_pred[which(data_pred$lstat == 17.5), ]
data_label$value <- c("0.0287", "0.082;", "0.257%", "3.6774", "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("firebrickl", "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 - 1stat 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 - 1stat relationship under different levels of crim
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