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ABSTRACT

Gaussian process (GP) regression is a fundamental tool in Bayesian statistics. It is also known
as kriging and is the Bayesian counterpart to the frequentist kernel ridge regression. Most of the
theoretical work on GP regression has focused on a large-n asymptotics, characterising the behaviour
of GP regression as the amount of data increases. Fixed-sample analysis is much more difficult
outside of simple cases, such as locations on a regular grid.

In this work we perform a fixed-sample analysis that was first studied in the context of approximation
theory by Driscoll & Fornberg (2002), called the “flat limit”. In flat-limit asymptotics, the goal is to
characterise kernel methods as the length-scale of the kernel function tends to infinity, so that kernels
appear flat over the range of the data. Surprisingly, this limit is well-defined, and displays interesting
behaviour: Driscoll & Fornberg showed that radial basis interpolation converges in the flat limit to
polynomial interpolation, if the kernel is Gaussian. Subsequent work showed that this holds true in
the multivariate setting as well, but that kernels other than the Gaussian may have (polyharmonic)
splines as the limit interpolant.

Leveraging recent results on the spectral behaviour of kernel matrices in the flat limit, we study the
flat limit of Gaussian process regression. Results show that Gaussian process regression tends in the
flat limit to (multivariate) polynomial regression, or (polyharmonic) spline regression, depending on
the kernel. Importantly, this holds for both the predictive mean and the predictive variance, so that
the posterior predictive distributions become equivalent.

For the proof, we introduce the notion of prediction-equivalence of semi-parametric models, which
lets us state flat-limit results in a compact and unified manner. Our results have practical conse-
quences: for instance, they show that optimal GP predictions in the sense of leave-one-out loss may
occur at very large length-scales, which would be invisible to current implementations because of
numerical difficulties.

Gaussian processes are a cornerstone of modern Bayesian methods, used almost wherever one may require nonpara-
metric priors. Quite naturally, the theory of Gaussian Process methods is well-developed. Aside from limited special
cases in which Fourier analysis is applicable, GP-based methods have mostly been studied under large-n asymptotics
(see, e.g. [45143135149,141]]), which apply when the number of measurements is high. In this paper we report intrigu-
ing theoretical results obtained under a different asymptotic, one that treats the data as fixed, rather than random, with
fixed sample size. The limit we look at is the so-called “flat limit”, pioneered by [11]] in 2002. The flat limit consists
in letting the spatial width of the kernel function go to infinity, which results in the covariance function becoming flat
over the range of the data.

Studying Gaussian processes under the flat limit may seem at first sight to be entirely pointless - does that not cor-
respond to a prior that contains only flat functions? The answer is no, because covariance functions have a second
hyperparameter that sets the vertical scale (pointwise variance). When one lets pointwise variance grow as the covari-
ance becomes wider, the actual function space spanned by Gaussian processes remains interesting and useful. In the
cases studied here, they are (multivariate) polynomials and (polyharmonic) splines.

A first hint that such would be the case was obtained in [11l], where Driscoll & Fornberg examined Radial Basis
Function interpolation in the flat limit, a popular method in approximation theory that corresponds to noiseless GP
regression. Driscoll & Fornberg found that under certain conditions, the RBF interpolant tends to the Lagrange poly-
nomial interpolant in the flat limit. The result is very surprising, since the RBF interpolation problem may seem at first
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sight to become ill-defined in the flat limit. Subsequent papers generalised this result to multivariate interpolation [22],
and finitely-smooth kernels [44]]. Our contribution can be seen as an extension of these results, since RBF interpolation
features as a special case.

Further evidence that GPs may be interesting in the flat limit comes from the study of the spectrum and eigenvectors
of kernel matrices performed in [4]]. The full story is complicated, but the key phenomenon is that the eigenvectors of
kernel matrices tend in the flat limit to orthogonal multivariate polynomials or polyharmonic spline bases. Based on
these results, we have been able to study the flat limit of determinantal point processes (DPPs), a type of point process
that is in some sense dual to Gaussian processes [3]].

To give some highlights, we show the following:

1. GP regression tends in the flat limit to either polynomial regression or (polyharmonic) spline regression.

2. Which it is depends on the smoothness of the kernel, and on the amount of regularisation enforced by the
prior

3. The specific kernel has only a minor influence on the limit, influencing only the part of the function space
that is most heavily regularised.

4. There is nothing in theory that prevents the optimal GP model (according to hyperparameter selection criteria)
from being arbitrarily close to the flat limit. Such solutions are invisible in practice because of numerical
issues, or because they are obscured by a nugget term.

5. In some cases, we show empirically that the flat limit is a good approximation for GP regression even when
the actual kernel is far from flat.

Gaussian processes are used throughout machine learning and statistics, for many other tasks than just regression. For
instance, they are also used for classification [52]], density estimation [31], certain numerical methods [8]], as emulators
in inverse problems [46] and Bayesian optimisation (starting with [20]), etc. We show in the appendices that our
results can be extended to the general setting of so-called “latent Gaussian models”, with non-Gaussian likelihoods
and observations that are arbitrary linear functionals. The message is the same: a GP prior in a statistical model turns
(effectively) in the flat limit into a polynomial or a spline.

There are some important practical consequences of our results, that we discuss in detail in section [5} In particular,
if the data presents strong polynomial trends, then caution should be observed when performing hyperparameter
selection. Overall our results argue in favour of using polyharmonic (eg., thin plate, [12,[27]) splines as priors, at least
for functions in spaces of dimension < 3. These splines occur as flat limits of GP models, eliminating a bothersome
hyperparameter, and efficient tools are available (for instance the highly-popular R package mgcv, [53]).

We shall now introduce our results informally, by way of a few pictures. Fig. [T|shows a synthetic dataset, fitted using
various methods. A very classical way of fitting such data is to use polynomials, which results in the curves on panel
(a). Another classical way is to use smoothing splines, which results in panel (c), where the different curves correspond
to different values of the regression parameter. A more modern way of producing a fit is to use a Gaussian process,
which results in a Bayesian version of Radial Basis Function interpolation [41]. Gaussian process regression requires
a covariance function, which determines the behaviour of the fit. The ever-popular Gaussian or “squared-exponential”
covariance function is

kel(@,y) = vexp (—< 2~y M

where x and y are two points in R%. In this definition v and ¢ are hyperparameters. & sets the horizontal scale
(the width of the Gaussian), and ~ sets the vertical scale (its height). For a fixed value of €, changing the value of
~ produces different fits. Increasing y increases the amount of variation allowed in the fitted function (the effective
degrees of freedom), resulting in a tighter fit to the data. Decreasing ~y decreases the degrees of freedom, as v — 0 the
fit goes to a horizontal line at 0. Panel (b) shows the fits for a few different values of +, for a fixed value of ¢ = 0.5.
Panel (d) is the same, but for a different covariance function, specifically one in the Matérn family (see eq. (3 for
the definition), which has the property of being only once differentiable at 0. For reasons that cannot be succintly
explained, differentiability of the kernel function plays a large role — see [4]].

Our analysis consists in letting € — 0, making the covariance functions “flat” over the range of the data. One outcome
is that in the flat limit, to put things very roughly, panel (a) — panel (b) and panel(c) — panel (d).

The next set of figures should explain this a bit better. For a given value of ¢ and +, the fit produced by a Gaussian
process is a function from (in this case) [0, 1] to R. Call it f, ., (z). If we leave ¢ fixed and vary +, we obtain a family

of functions F, = { fe,'yh/ € R*}. Panel (b) of ﬁg shows a few elements from F. for the Gaussian kernel. A
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Figure 1: Various fits of the same data. a. Polynomials of degree O to 3. b. Gaussian process regression, with a
Gaussian kernel, ¢ = 0.5 and different values of 7 (see text). c. Quadratic smoothing splines. d. GP regression, with
a Matérn kernel (see text).

polynomial fit is another function from [0, 1] to R, this time parametrised by the degree of the polynomial. Call p,.(x)
the polynomial fit of degree r. An implication of our results (theorem [4.2) is that as ¢ — 0 the set F, intersects (goes
through) the polynomial fits. This is best understood graphically. We cannot plot F., but we can plot the following:
we choose two locations on the x-axis (at x, = 0.2 and x; = 0.8), and plot the value of the fit at these locations. For

fixed €, we can think of the pair ( fsw (za), fsﬁ (7)) as a parametric curve in R2, parameterised by . The curves on
fig. 2] are two such parametric curves, for the Gaussian kernel and two different values of e. The predictions of the
polynomial fits at , and z;, are just a set of points in R?. What theorem [4.2]implies is that as ¢ — 0, the parametric
curves will go through each polynomial fit (and more than that, interpolate linearly between these points).

For the Matérn kernel, following again theorem [4.2] the comparison should be to another parametric curve, corre-
sponding to the smoothing splines for all possible values of the regularisation parameter. Barring very high values of
v (for which the behaviour of the GP becomes polynomial), the GP fit should behave like a spline and therefore tend
to the parametric curve produced by the smoothing splines. That is exactly the behaviour observed on fig. [3]

Theorem @l is actually a bit more informative than what we have just shown, since it deals for instance with the
predictive variance as ¢ — 0. Theorem generalises the result to fits in R? with d > 1. It is stated abstractly in
terms of asymptotically equivalent models, but figs. 2] and [3] are useful to keep in mind to visualise what happens to
GP fitsas e — 0.

Organisation of the paper

Section [T] introduces GP regression, the main formulas and notation. Taking GPs to the flat limit produces improper,
semi-parametric GP models which have a penalised and an unpenalised part. Section [2]introduces some notation and
useful facts on semi-parametric models for GP regression. Section 3] sets the main theoretical framework, where we
develop an equivalence relation on semi-parametric models from the point of view of prediction-equivalence. Roughly,
two models are prediction-equivalent if they lead to the same predictive distributions. Subsequent results are stated in
terms of prediction equivalence.

Section [ contains our core results on limits of GP regressions in the univariate case, which are generalised in section
[6] to the multivariate case. Section [5|contains additional results on hyperparameter selection and degrees of freedom.



Gaussian Process Regression in the Flat Limit A PREPRINT

0.8

Prediction at x

0.275

0.250

0.225

0.200

0.175

0.150

0.125

| | | | | )
0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40

Prediction at x=0.2

Figure 2: Predictions at z = 0.2 and z = 0.8 from different models. The numbered dots correspond to the polynomial
fits with degree O to 6. The continuous curves are the predictions from GP regression with Gaussian kernel, fixing ¢ but
letting v vary. We show the two limits v — 0 and v — oo, which correspond respectively to a maximally penalised
fit and to a minimally constrained one (an interpolation). The two individual curves are for two different values of €.
Theorem @ states that as ¢ — 0 the continuous curve goes through the blue dots in a piecewise linear manner.
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Figure 3: Predictions at x = 0.2 and x = 0.8 from different models. The dashed line corresponds to smoothing
spline fits for all possible values of the regularisation parameter. The continuous curves are the predictions from GP
regression with a once-differentiable Matérn kernel, fixing € but letting v vary. The two individual curves are for two
different values of ¢. Theorem@ states that as € the continuous curve tends to the dashed curve.
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Section [5.5] shows how to construct matched flat-limit approximations to GP regressions, and includes numerical
results. The discussion in section[7]highlights some limitations and directions for future work. The appendices contain
some deferred proofs, various results on Wronskian matrices, and the outline of two proofs extending our results to
general linear observations and non-Gaussian likelihoods.

1 Background on GP regression and related methods

Gaussian processes are used in a variety of statistical models, but the simplest and most elegant is GP regression,
also known as kriging. GP regression is a Bayesian procedure for non-parametric regression, in which we assume
that a function f(z) has been measured (with noise) at n locations x1, . .., x, and the goal is to infer f given these
measurements and some vague prior knowledge, for instance that f is smooth. The procedure is called non-parametric
because we do not assume that f has some parametric form. Instead, a Gaussian process prior is used to capture some
basic prior knowledge about f, for instance its smoothness or its periodicity.

A Gaussian process is a random function f(z) : £ — R that has multivariate Gaussian marginals. For simplicity
we take QO C R in this introduction, but higher dimensions are dealt with further down. We note f ~ GP(u, ),
where u(z) : © — Ris a mean function and x(z,y) : 22 — R is a covariance function, if for all finite subsets X =

{21...2,} of Q, the random vector fx = [f(z1)... f(z,)]" has a multivariate Gaussian distribution, specifically
fx ~ N(px,Kxy), where uxy = [pu(z1). ..M(a:n)]T and Ky = [m(xi,xj)]gszl. In most cases, the covariance
k(z,y) is a decreasing function of the distance between = and y, which ensures that f(xz;) and f(z;) have similar
values if z; is close to z; and so that the random function is smooth (the smoothness order of f is in fact a function of
the smoothness order of x). In GP regression the GP plays the role of a prior. The assumption is that f ~ GP(0, k)
and in addition that the measurements are i.i.d. and Gaussian, namely

yi ~ N(f(:),0%) 2)

foriinl,... , Then the posterior distribution f|y is also a Gaussian process. This can be verified by writing
the joint distribution of y and fy- for any finite set X’ C Q. By hypothesis, that joint distribution is a multivariate
Gaussian, and so the (posterior) conditional fx/|y is Gaussian as well. The posterior mean and covariance functions
can be easily derived by applying the usual Gaussian conditioning formulas, and read:

E(f(2)|y) = kuox (Kx +0°I) 'y 3)
with k; v = [k(z,21) ... k(z,z,)], and
Cov(f (@), f(z')y) = k(z,a) — ko x (Kx +02T1) " kx @)

The posterior expectation, f(x) = E(f(x)|y) is naturally used as an estimator for f(x). Two remarks are in order:

1. when the hyperparameters are fixed, f is a linear function of y, which makes GP regression a member of the
family of linear smoothers studied by, e.g., [/| El

2. fcanbewrittenas f(z) = 3. k(z, x;)ay, so that f belongs to the reproducing kernel Hilbert space generated
by x, which relates GP regression to classical kernel methods [42]

In fact, most of the results given below apply (with appropriate modifications) to related methods like kernel ridge
regression or support vector regression.

1.1 Covariance functions, and the problem of hyperparameters

So far, we have not defined our covariance function. We shall focus on radial-basis kernel functions, meaning that
k(z,y) = vy (||Jz — y||,) for some function 1, i.e. the covariance only depends on the (Euclidean) distance between
x and y. For x to be a valid covariance function, it needs to be positive definite, and for stationary covariance functions
this is equivalent (by Bochner’s theorem) to requiring that v be the Fourier transform of a non-negative measure.

'A different derivation of the same estimator is used in the kriging literature, via minimum variance arguments [41]]. Note that
here we are just stating the usual assumptions used to derive classical GP regression. In our analysis we make no assumptions on
the true function f or the distribution of the measurements y. We describe what happens to the GP estimator for a given, fixed
dataset.

>When the hyperparameters are themselves selected based on the data, the final fit is generally a non-linear function of v,
however.
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The prototypical choice in machine learning is to use the squared-exponential (also known as Gaussian) covariance
function, eq. (I). In this formulation € acts like an inverse horizontal scale (an inverse bandwidth) while ~ acts like an
inverse vertical scale (a gain parameter). These parameters are usually unknown and must be estimated from the data,
using one of the methods outlined below in section In addition, the noise variance o2 (see eq. (83)) may not be
known either, in which case it needs to be estimated too, bringing the number of hyperparameters to three: ¢, 7, o2.

The goal here is to characterise the flat limit of GP regression, which is the regime where ¢ — 0. This essentially fixes
¢ and leaves only two hyperparameters to be estimated. We describe later (section [5) how to understand this limit in
the context of hyperparameter selection.

While in machine learning the squared-exponential kernel is the most popular, in spatial statistics the Matérn class of
kernels [43] is very often preferred. These kernels feature an additional hyperparameter » € R* which determines
regularity, and have a somewhat unwieldy expression ([52], p. 83):

1—v

@) = oy (Varle o —ul) K. (Varte e — i) )

where K, is a modified Bessel function. The expression simplifies when 2v is an integer. For instance, with v = 1/2
we obtain the exponential kernel:
ke(,y) = yexp (—¢ [lz — yl|) (6)

The value of v determines the regularity of f in the sense that if f is drawn from a Matérn kernel with parameter v, f
is |v| times mean-square (m.s.) differentiable. This implies for instance that if f is drawn from a exponential kernel
it is continuous but nowhere differentiable.

More generally, and beyond Matérn kernels, the regularity of f is determined by the differentiability of the covari-
ance x(x,y) in both variables. Heuristically, it is easy to see that f is m.s. differentiable if and only if x(z,y)

is differentiable in both x and y. M.s. differentiability is equivalent to requiring that M has finite vari-
ance in the limit 6 — 0. By writing the covariance of f(z + J) and f(z) one can check that Var(w)
5 2(k(z + 6,2 + 8) + k(z,x) — 2k(z + 6, x)) which has a finite limit if and only if x(z, y) is differentiable in both
variables at y = z. Repeating the argument we see that m.s. differentiability of order s requires that the kernel be s
times differentiable in both variables at y = .

The regularity of the kernel essentially determines its flat limit behaviour. We use the following definition:

Definition 1.1 (Regularity parameter). We say a kernel k(x,y) has regularity parameter v if it is (r — 1)-times
differentiable in both x and y at x = 0,y = 0, but not r-times differentiable.

Example 1.1. The exponential kernel (eq. (6)) is not differentiable at y = x, because the distance function is not. It
therefore has regularity parameter v = 1. In dimension d = 1, one can check directly that the Matérn kernel

k(z,y) = (1 + |z — y|) exp(|z — y])

is once-differentiable and therefore has r = 2. The Gaussian kernel is infinitely differentiable in both variables, and
therefore has v = oo.

For stationary kernels, the regularity parameter is easy to determine based on the power spectral density, see [45] or

appendix [8.3.1]

1.2 Other linear smoothers

In this section we introduce other linear smoothers which are related to GP regression in the flat limit. The first is
polynomial regression, which is very simple when d = 1 (the multivariate case introduces some complexity, dealt
with in section @) Here we assume f is a polynomial of degree s, noted f € P, ie. f(z) = > i_,oz’, with

a € R¥*L, f is estimated by maximum likelihood, i.e. via least-squares:

Jo() = argmin e S (s — f(0)? = va, ()T (VL Vey) 'ViLy )

where v<s(x) = [z 21 ... 2°]T is the column vector in R**? that contains the first s order monomials at =, and

where the Vandermonde matrix Ve, = [v<s(1), ..., v<s(2,)] T of R*(5+1) collects these vectors at the locations

Z1,...,Ty. This matrix and the space it spans are fundamental objects in the paper. Eq. shows that fs depends
linearly on y, so that polynomial regression is a linear smoother.



Gaussian Process Regression in the Flat Limit A PREPRINT

The only hyperparameter in this case is the degree s. The polynomial regression fit can also be thought of as a
Bayesian a posteriori estimate, specifically E( f|y) under a (improper), flat prior over the coefficients c. In this case
the posterior variance equals:

Var(f|y) = UQUSS(x)T(V;VSS)ilvﬁs(x)' (8)

A different and very popular family of smoothers are the smoothing splines, which generalise to the polyharmonic
splines when d > 1. Here f is only assumed to be p-times differentiable, and estimated using penalised maximum
likelihood. The penalty equals the energy of the p-th derivative of f:

f = avgmin o, oo~ 1) 0 | (@) ©
where the optimisation is over C),(2), the space of p-times differentiable functions on €2.

An important feature of the fQ( f (”)(a:))de regulariser is that it has a null space, since any polynomial of degree
(p — 1) has zero penalty.

A famous result known as the “representer theorem” ([S0, 42]) states that this variational optimisation problem col-
lapses to a finite-dimensional optimisation problem: the solution f belongs to a finite dimensional space of functions,
the splines of order p with knots at z; ... x,,. The argument is quite simple [42]. Without using the RKHS formalism,
it can be sketched as follows: the error > (y; — f(z;))? is indifferent to the values of f outside of the measurements
X, so we need to look for the function that minimises the penalty given certain values fr. The solution turns out to be
a spline of order p with knots at X', and so the solution of the overall optimisation problem is just to find the optimal
such spline.

Classical results on splines [[12] show that a basis for this space is given by functions of the form:
n p—1
g(x) :Z|x—mi\2p_lai+z,ﬂﬁj. (10)
=1 j=0

Here g is a sum of a piecewise polynomial term and a polynomial term. Note that the latter spans the null space of the
regulariser. This form has n + p degrees of freedom, but the regularisation term imposes Vg;a = 0, which removes
p degrees of freedom.

We can inject eq. (I0) into the smoothing splines optimisation problem (eq. (9)) to turn into a finite dimensional
problem over o and 3. Some calculus shows that the problem is equivalent to inverting the following “saddle-point”

system:
((—1)pD(2p—1> I V<p) (a) _ (y) (1n)
vl 0 )\B 0

where D(*?~1) is a symmetric matrix with entries Dgp =y — a2
Recall that 7 is a regularisation parameter: the smaller 7, the closer f must fit the data. In the  — 0 limit, regularisa-

tion turns into interpolation, and the system above turns into:

— (2p—1)
() 6) -0 w

which is the classical system for polyharmonic spline interpolation [6,51]. On the other hand, letting 7 go to co in the
optimisation problem (eq. (9)) effectively imposes that the solution belongs to the null space of the regulariser, i.e. the
space of polynomials of degree up to p — 1. In this limit we therefore recover polynomial regression. The same sort of
relationships are present in the flat limit of GP regression. The limit is sometimes a spline, sometimes a polynomial,
sometimes a regression and sometimes an interpolant. Exactly what happens depends on n, on the regularity of the
kernel, and on how much regularisation is applied.

1.3 Degrees of freedom of a linear smoother

The notion of effective degrees of freedom is important in the analysis of linear smoothers (see [7]]). If f){ = My,
where M is the smoother matrix, the number of effective degrees of freedom is simply defined as Tr M. For instance,
if M is a projection (as in the case of polynomial regression), then Tr M is just the dimension of the space vy is
projected to (the image space). For regularised regressions, the matrix M is not a projection but the eigenvalues are
in [0, 1], and summing these eigenvalues, which is what the trace does, is a natural way of defining a “dimension” for
the image space.
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In the case of polynomial regression of degree p, the number of degrees of freedom of the smoother simply equals
p + 1, the dimension of the space of polynomials of degree p. In the case of GP smoothers, the number of degrees of
freedom equals (from eq. (@)):

A

%
>\i+02

n
Tr (K(K +0°1)7") =) (13)
i=1
where the \;’s are the eigenvalues of K. On the right-hand side, each term in the sum is between 0 and 1. If A; is
much larger than o2, then the term is close to 1. If \; is much smaller than o2, then the term is close to 0. If there is
an index j such that A\; > \; 1, and \; > 02 > Aj 1, then the smoother matrix is close to a projection matrix. Such
a scenario arises in the flat limit.

The number of degrees of freedom of (polyharmonic) spline interpolants are a bit more intricate to work out, because
the smoothing matrix does not take a very convenient form. The result can be obtained either by a brute-force calcu-
lation or by noticing that the problem is the same as computing the expected size of an extended L-ensemble [47) Eq.
(17)], yielding the following figure:

(M) =pt 3 (14)

where here the \;’s are the eigenvalues of the matrix (—1)"'QID<2P—1)Q 1, Q) being an orthonormal basis of the
orthogonal of span V,,. Recall that when 7 goes to 0 regression turns into interpolation, so that My = y. One can
verify from eq. that the number of degrees of freedom indeed goes to n. In the other limit, when n — oo we
perform a polynomial regression of degree p — 1, and accordingly the number of degrees of freedom goes to p.

1.4 Hyperparameter selection

There are several methods available for hyperparameter selection in GP regression. The most satisfactory is certainly
to avoid hyperparameter selection entirely by computing the marginal posterior expectation (integrating over the hy-
perparameters). This is not tractable analytically and somewhat expensive in practice, so alternative methods are often
preferred. Let us set up more appropriate notation. The vector of hyperparameters is 8 = (v, €, o) if 0 is unknown,
and 0 = (v, €) if 0% is considered known.

A method for hyperparameter selection popularised by [25]], but equivalent to a form of Empirical Bayes [34]], is to set
6 to its maximum-likelihood value. The probability of the observations y given the hyperparameters (marginalising
over f) is:

-1/2 1 _
p(y|6) = det (27(Kg + o°1)) / exp(—in(Kg + 021" 2y) (15)
The maximum likelihood estimate of @ is obtained by maximising eq. (I3)). For our purposes here it is not very fruitful

to compute the asymptotics of eq. (I3)) in the flat limit because it is divergent, as the prior becomes improper. We
therefore focus our efforts on other selection criteria which are not divergent, as we show in section E}

The non-divergent criteria we focus on in this paper are also very popular, and consist of

1. LOO-MSE: leave-one-out cross-validation with a squared-loss
2. LDOO-NLL: leave-one-out cross-validation with a negative log-likelihood
3. SURE: Stein’s Unbiased Risk Estimator.

We believe AIC [[1] and Generalised Cross-Validation [[17] should show qualitatively the same behaviour, but we do
not study them here.

For all these three criteria, the smoother matrix plays a central role. Recall that the smoother matrix My is defined via
the posterior expectation at the sampled locations which equals :

-1 o2 \7!
E(.fX|ya 9) =vK. ('VKE + J2I) y=K. (Ks + ,}/I) y = Mpy (16)

Cross-validation is a natural way of picking hyperparameters, but one needs to pick a cost function and a way of
splitting the datasets. Leave-one-out (LOO) is popular with GPs because there are closed-form formulas for two loss
functions. One is the squared-loss. LOO cross-validation with the squared-loss reads:
1< 2
Cloofmse(a) = — Z (yz - E(f(xz)‘y*m 0)) (17)

n
i=1
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Here E(f(z;)|y—;, 0) is the posterior expectation of f(x;) conditional on all the data except y;. Standard calculations
using the Woodbury lemma show that an alternative formula for the LOO loss is [16] :

n

1 yi — (Moy), )"
Cloofmse(e) = ﬁ ; (1]\4’9(1,1)) (18)

Evident from this formula is that LOO squared-error loss only depends on the smoother matrix. A different choice,
one that takes uncertainty into account, is to use the negative log-likelihood as a cost:

1 — 1|1 1 (y; — E(y;|ly_;,0))?
Cloo—nn(0) = 0 Zlogp(yi|y_i,0) =0 {Z §1Og (2mVar(yi|y—i, 0)) + 3 (yLVar(g(f|yy _10))) } (19)
i=1 i=1 Hgmy

Eq. (I9) also has an equivalent form that is faster to compute and involves the smoother matrix, see [52] (p. 117).

Finally, another way of selecting a hyperparameter, popular in the signal processing community, is Stein’s Unbiased
Risk Estimate (SURE, [23])), which assumes that 2 is known.

1 — 202
0:72+7E i — (M, i2+—TM 2
CSURE( ) o ni:1 (y ( B'y)) n T'ivlig (20)

SURE is quite similar to AIC in that it features a loss term corrected by a measure of model complexity, quantified
here by the degrees of freedom of the smoother matrix Tr My.

2 Semi-Parametric models

The goal of this section is to introduce some notation to unify linear smoothers like GP regression, polynomial regres-
sion and polyharmonic spline regression; we shall describe them all as “semi-parametric” GP models. Semi-parametric
regression [37], known in geostatistics as “universal kriging” [26], is not a new concept, and the results in this section
are not novel. However, we introduce some notation that allows us to describe what happens in the flat limit in a
compact and unified way.

Semi-parametric Gaussian process models assume the unknown function f(z) to be of the form:
f@) =g(@)+ ) aivi(x) @1

where g(x) is non-parametric and V = {v1(z) ... v, ()} is a set of basis functions forming the parametric part. g(z)
is given a zero-mean Gaussian process prior, and the prior on the weights «; is the improper uniform prior p(«;) o 1.
We will see later that these improper priors can be viewed as a GP with infinite variance along certain directions.
Despite the improper prior, the posterior is well-defined under mild conditions (see below), and the resulting fit has
useful properties. Of course, if no basis functions are included, then the model is a (non-parametric) GP regression,
and if no non-parametric term is included, then we have a parametric model.

We use the following notation for describing semi-parametric models:

Definition 2.1 (Semi-parametric model). A semi-parametric model (SPM) over @ C R% is a tuple M = (I;V),
where l(x,y) is a (conditionally)-positive definite kernel (see def. on Q, andV = vi(x),..., vy (x) is a set of
linearly-independent basis functions.

Example 2.1. The following describes a SPM over R: M = (exp(—(z —y)?);{1,z,2?}). The non-parametric

part is a Gaussian kernel, and the parametric part are the basis functions 1, x, x%. It corresponds to a standard GP
regression with a Gaussian kernel, except that polynomial trends of degree < 2 are unpenalised.

A parametric model over R is the special case where the kernel is uniformly 0 or (equivalently) missing, e.g. M =
(0; {sin(x), cos(x)}) is a parametric model with two sinusoidal basis functions. A purely non-parametric model has
V=0, eg M= (exp(—(z —y)?);0) is a standard GP model with Gaussian covariance.

A “conditionally positive-definite” kernel is a kernel that is only positive definite on a subspace, as we explain be-
low. The possibility for the non-parametric kernel to be conditionally positive definite rather than positive definite is
probably non-obvious to the reader. An example where conditionally positive-definite kernels are used is smoothing
spline regression with linear splines. This prior may be cast as M = (—|x — y|; {1}), i.e. with a single basis function,
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namely the constant function. The function I(x,y) = —|z — y| is not positive definite, as can be easily verified. For

0

instance, if we evaluate the kernel matrix for [ at the locations 1 = 0,25 = 1, we find L = 1 _01>, which has

eigenvalues equal to —1 and 1, whereas a positive definite kernel would give non-negative eigenvalues. Nonetheless,
the smoothing splines SPM is well-defined, because, as we shall explain soon, kernels only need to be positive definite
along the directions orthogonal to the span of the basis functions.

Definition 2.2 (unisolvent sets, conditional positive-definiteness). A set of locations X = {x1,...,x,} C Qis said
to be unisolvent for the SPM M = (I;{v1,...,vm}) if the matrix
V= [Uj(mi)]?!ijzl (22)

has rank m. V' corresponds to the evaluation of the m basis functions (along columns) at the points in X (along rows).
We call it the basis matrix. It has a QR decomposition V.= QR, where Q is an orthonormal basis for span V.

The kernel matrix equals
L = [lzi, ;)2 23)

and we use “kernel matrix” rather than covariance matrix because L may not be positive definite.

The condition that the kernel | be conditionally positive-definite (see [S1I], ch. 8) with respect to V corresponds to the
requirement that for all unisolvent X, the matrix

L=(I-QQ"L(I-QQ")
be positive definite. Note that I —QQ'" is a projector on the space orthogonal to span V', the requirement is therefore

that L be positive semi-definite on the space orthogonal to span'V'.

Example 2.2. We return to M = (—|z — y|; {1}), linear smoothing splines, on the set X = {0,1}. Here V' = (})

which has (trivially) full column rank, so that X is unisolvent. The orthonormal form of the basis matrix is Q =

L ~
(%) /\/2. As before L = (_01 01>, and L = (_11//22 11/22> - < % ) (% f%) so that L is indeed
V2

2
positive semi-definite. More generally, since in this case there is only one basis function, all sets X € R of size at least
1 are unisolvent. The fact that l(x,y) = —|x — y| is conditionally positive-definite w.r.t. the constant function is shown
in [28)].

The requirement that the measurement locations X be unisolvent is necessary when using a SPM, because it essentially
states that the basis functions need to be identifiable from X, or equivalently that the posterior distribution be proper,
despite the improper prior on the parametric part. We do not wish to linger too much on unisolvent sets, except to
note that there are non-trivial sets in R? that are not unisolvent w.r.t. polynomial basis functions. For instance, if
V = {1,21, 22,7172, 2%, 23} in R? (where x; and xo represent the first two coordinates), then choosing a point
set where 1 = x5 will lead to trouble, since the matrix V' will have linearly-dependent columns. There are more
surprising examples to be found, but these examples are all algebraic sets, and thus occur with probability 0 when
sampling X" independently from 2 [39].

A useful way of thinking about SPMs is to view them as limits of standard non-parametric GP models when the prior
covariance along the span of the basis functions goes to infinity (so that they become unpenalised). The details can be
found in appendix but the gist is that we may define a family of kernels indexed by ¢,

ke(x,y) =l(z,y) + ézvi(w)vi('y)
i=1

which represents the prior covariance of a model

fe(x) = g(x) + Z @;v; ()

where g(z) is a GP with covariance [ and a; . .. o, are sampled i.i.d. from a N'(0,e~!) Gaussian. We let ¢ — 0 to
make the parametric part unpenalised, and appendix [8.1] shows that

lim (ke; 0) = (15V)

i.e. the non-parametric model becomes semi-parametric in the limit. This explains why we are allowed to build
“improper” models based on conditionally-positive definite [: if the directions oiﬂ “negative variance” are all along

3These directions correspond to the space spanned by the eigenvectors associated with negative eigenvalues of L.

10
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the span of the basis functions, then they will be swamped for ¢ large enough by the é positive-definite term. A tidier
construction would use “intrinsic” priors, as in [36].

We end this section with some concrete formulas for inference in SPMs, derived from the limit viewpoint in appendix
[8:1] These formulas can be used for implementation.

Proposition 2.3. The conditional expectation in a SPM (1; V) has the following form:

L+oT V!
s =te o) (P35 1) () e
where l, x = [l(z,21) ... Uz, zp)]and v, = [vi(x) ... vn(2)]
Proof. In appendix [8.1] O

One may check that this generalises the non-parametric case by removing the basis functions, and the parametric case
by setting [ = 0 (which implies L = 0 and [, x = 0). In addition, we can see in eq. (24)) that a SPM results in a linear
smoother (in the sense that the fit is a linear function of y), and that the fit takes the form

flz) = Z ol ;) + Z B,v;(x)

where the coefficients o and 3 depend on y and o2. Although the fit seems to take its value in a n 4+ m-dimensional
space of functions, eq. (24) actually implies the condition V' Tax = 0 which removes m degrees of freedom. This
generalises the case of smoothing splines introduced earlier ((eq.see (I0)).

An expression for the smoother matrix can be derived either by taking x = x; in eq. (24)), or by using the correspon-
dence between SPMs and extended-L-ensembles [47, [13]] to get
M=QQ" +L(L+o%I)7} (25)

where Q is an orthonormal basis for V and L = (I-QQ")L(I-QQ"). Eq. is the sum of a projection matrix
(as arises in a least-squares fit of a parametric model), and a regularised fit (as arises in a non-parametric GP model),
limited to the subspace orthogonal to V.

The conditional variance takes a similar form to eq. (24)), namely:
Proposition 2.4. The conditional variance in a semi-parametric model (1; V) equals:

5 1
Var(F()ly) = Lo x — (e v2) (L i ‘g) (ﬁ#) 26)

Proof. In appendix [8.1] O

Here again the parametric and non-parametric special cases can be recovered by setting [ = 0 or removing the basis
functions.

3 Prediction-equivalence of semi-parametric models

In the flat limit, standard GP models become equivalent to certain semi-parametric models (SPMs), in the sense that
they give the same predictions (conditional expectation and conditional variance) regardless of what the value of o2 is,
where the measurements X occur and where the prediction is sought. The aim of this section is to formalise the notion
of predictive-equivalence of SPMs, and to exhibit a simple criterion for proving equivalence based on the smoother
matrix.

Definition 3.1 (Prediction-equivalence for semiparametric models). Two semi-parametric models M = (1;V) and
M’ = (I'; V') are said to be prediction-equivalent over a domain Q € RY, noted M ~ M, if |V| = |V'|, and for any
finite X C Q unisolvent for V and V', for all x € Q, y € RI*|, 62 € R*:

1. The predictive expectations (eq. (24)) are equal: E(f(z)|y) = Exmv (f(x)]y)
2. The predictive variances (eq. (26)) are equal : Varp(f(z)|y) = Varay (f(2)|y)

11
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i.e., the predictive distributions are equal.

In some cases the predictive-equivalence of two models is easy enough to establish. For instance, if } and )’ are two
sets of basis functions for the same function space, then whatever I, (I;1) ~ (I;V’). To take a concrete example,
V = {x1,x2} spans the same space as V' = {x1 — 22,21 + 2} and so using one rather than the other changes
nothing to the model (theoretically, if not numerically). If the intuitive argument does not convince, one can also
check equivalence directly via eq. and (26).

A more subtle source of prediction-equivalence is the following: if v; € V), then, for any a:
Uz, y) + avi(z)vi(y); V) ~ (l(z,y); V)

This form of prediction-equivalence follows directly from the argument outlined in section[8.1] or again can be checked
via egs. (24) and (26). By extension, for any set of coefficients («; ),

(l(x, y) + Z ;v (2)vi(y); V> ~ (l(z,y); V)

In our flat limit computations however, we cannot show equivalence so directly. What we have access to are smoother
matrices, but it turns out that this is enough. The next lemma is essential for our proofs, and concerns prediction-
equivalence of two non-parametric models.

Lemma 3.2. These two statements are equivalent:

a) The nonparametric models with covariance k and k' are prediction-equivalent on Q, i.e. (k; ) ~ (K';0).

b) For all finite X C Q, 0 € RY, the smoother matrices Mx = Kx(Kx + 0*I)"" and M}, = K. (K" +
o2I)~! are equal

Proof. We prove each implication separately. (a) = (b) is straightforward. Since (k; @) ~ (k’; 0), then Ey(z|y) =
Ey (z|y) for all z, including x € X, implying that:

0iMyy = 8;Mhy
foralli € {1,...,|X|} and y € RI¥I. This implies equality of My and M (i.e., take y to be any d;).

(b) = (a) is less direct, but essentially the same as the derivation for the fast formula for leave-one-out cross-
validation.

The main trick is that the prediction mean and variance at x given observations at X can be computed from the
smoother matrix for ) = X U . Let || = n. We begin with the variance. The predictive variance at x for kernel k
equals

Vg = kx,z - km,X(KX + 0—2-[)71]{:){,1

which is a Schur complement in the block matrix

<KX +0 I kx,

ko " z) = Ky +0*I — 0%3,,6,) (27

i.e., we have

1
— =6, (Ky+0°I —0°5,6,) "6,
vy
Applying the Woodbury lemma, we have
1 0?Ps,6 P
— =48, (P+ ——="2)d,
Vg n Jr1—<725,1—P5n)
where P = (Ky + 0?I)~! = 07%(I — My). Noting ¢ = §,] My,§,, and simplifying, we obtain:
—g2_°
Ve =0 1—c¢

By equality of the smoother matrices My = M3, for any ), we have ¢’ = c and v}, = v,, thus the predictive variances
are equal. For the predictive means, one can repeat a similar computation with the following formula:

B(f(2)ly) = 0 26 [ (K5' + 07T — 0™ 6,6]) " (g)

12
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which is obtained from the conditional posterior over fx, f(z) given y. Applying the Woodbury lemma again, we
see that the expectation depends only on the smoother matrix for ). The calculation is equivalent to proving formula
(5.26) in [16].

An alternative way of proving the same result uses the block inverse formula for the matrix of the Lh.s in equation
(27), since we have

E(f(z)ly) _
B 5 (Ky + oI — 626,6)) " (g)

which leads using the previous calculations to

3, My ("5)
E = "’
(fF@ly) = ——
which shows again that the a posteriori mean at x only depends on the full smoother matrix My . O

With the above lemma in hand, extension to semi-parametric models is straightforward: As with standard kernels,
predictive equivalence can be assessed from equality of smoother matrices:

Proposition 3.3. These two statements are equivalent: letting M = (I; V) , M’ = (I'; V')
a) M~ M.

b) For all finite X C  unisolvent for V and V', 0> € R*, the smoother matrices for M and M' at X are
equal.

Proof. The proof is a variant of lemma (a) = (b) follows from the same argument.

For (b) = (a), we use the characterisation of semi-parametric models as limits. k.(z,y) = l(x,y) +
ey ey v(@)v(y) converges in ¢ — 0 to the semi-parametric model S, and similarly k. (z,y) = I'(z,y) +
ety ey V' (@)V' (y) goes to S, in the sense that the predictive means and variances converge to that of S and 5.
By corollary[8.4] we know that the smoother matrix if k. equals M. = M+ O(e), its counterpart M. = M+ O(e)
and, by assumption, since the smoother matrices for S and S’ are equal then My = M. From the proof of lemma
we know that the predictive means and variances for k. and k. are continuous functions of M (¢) and M’ (), and
therefore have the same limit as e — 0. O

In practice, as mentioned in section[I.4] a “vertical scale” hyperparameter is present in GP models. For semiparametric
models, this means that we consider the family M(y) = (y;)) indexed by v € R™, and ~ is set by minimising a
hyperparameter selection criterion like those in section[I.4] The marginal likelihood cannot be used here (unmodified,
at least), because the prior is improper. This leaves us with cross-validation and SURE ﬂ An important property
of predictive-equivalent models is that two equivalent models remain equivalent post-selection: the value of these
selection criteria are equal for all values of o2 and .

Proposition 3.4 (Post-selection equivalence). Let M = (I;V) ~ M’ = (I';V) on Q, and consider the families of
models M(v) = (y1; V) and M’ () = (y1'; V). Then for any data y and noise variance o2, the value of the selection
criteria given by eq. (T7), eq. (19) and eq. 20) are the same for M(v) and M’ (). Consequently, if v* is the optimal
value of the criterion for M, it equals the optimal value for M’, and the selected models M(v*) and M'(v*) are
prediction-equivalent.

Proof. First, it is is easy to check that if (I; V) ~ (I'; V) then (y1; V) ~ (y!'; V). The leave-one-out criteria rely on
predictive means and variances so the result follows directly from the definition of predictive equivalence. For the
SURE criterion, the result follows because eq. (Z0) only depends on the smoother matrix. O

Remark 3.5. The result can be extended to selection of o? as well, if 0? is unknown and selected via eq. (19).

Because the vertical scale hyperparameter y is always present in practice in a SPM, it is useful to introduce a notion
of equivalence “up to a constant’:

Definition 3.6. We say that M = (I;V) and M’ = (I'; V') are equivalent up to a constant, noted M x M/, if there
exists o € R’ such that (I; V) ~ (al’;V").

*AIC and Generalised Cross Validation would work as well

13
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This relaxed form of equivalence also holds post-selection. By prop. if v* is the optimal value of y for the family
M(e), then 1~ is the optimal value for the family M’ (7), and M(y*) ~ M'(ZL-). Therefore, because two models

M o< M’ define effectively the same family of models up to a change of scale, we shall use the  notation in our
results to hide irrelevant multiplicative factors.

4 Main result in the univariate case

We use the notation a. < M to denote models that become prediction-equivalent in the flat limit, in the sense that

e—

the predictive distributions of a. converge to that of M. The precise definition we use is an asymptotic variant of
definition [3.1] Here k. denotes a family of kernels indexed by a parameter .

Definition 4.1 (Asymptotic prediction-equivalence). k. is said to be asymptotically prediction-equivalent to a fixed
(semi)-parametric model M = (I; V) over a domain ) € R, noted k. ROM, if |V| = |V'|, and for any finite X C Q

such that Vy and V3, have full column rank, for all x € Q, y € RI*¥l 52 € RT:

1. The predictive expectations are such that: Ey_(f(z)|y) = Em(f(z)|y) + O(e)
2. The predictive variances are such that: Vary_(f(x)|y) = Varp(f(x)|y) + O(e)

We use the short-hand k. X, M if there exists M < M such that k. 20 M
e—

We are now ready to state our main result in the one-dimensional case. We look at models of the form k. (x,y)e P,
where the vertical scale hyperparameter (7y) grows as € — 0. This lets us control the degrees of freedom of the fit in
the flat limit; the higher the value of p, the more degrees of freedom we allow. A more thorough discussion of degrees
of freedom can be found below (section [5). What the equivalent model turns out to be in the flat limit depends on p
and r, the regularity of the kernel, and nothing else.

In the statement of the theorem, k. designates a family of kernels indexed by a inverse-scale parameter ¢, of the form
ke(z,y) = K(ex, ey)
The required assumptions are:

1. k is stationary; i.e. there exists ¢ such that k(z,y) = ¥ (| — y|)
2. ) is analytic in a neighbourhood of 0.

The second assumption can be removed, but doing so in general requires handling non-integer p, as we explain in the
appendix (section [8.7).

Theorem 4.2. Let k.(x,y)) a family of kernels with inverse-scale parameter ¢, verifying the assumptions above. Let
K have regularity parameter r, and let p be an integer. Then the following asymptotic equivalence holds:

ke P % USR%Y
where l,(x,y) and V,, depend on the interplay between p and r. There are four different cases:

e p<2r—1landpiseven ie,Im <rst p=2m. Thenl(z,y) =™ y™ and V = {2°, 21,... 2™}
This case amounts to penalised polynomial regression.

e p<2r—landpisodd ie,I3m <r—1st p=2m+ 1 Thenl(x,y) =0andV = {202, .. 2™}
This case amounts to unpenalised polynomial regression (eq. (7)).

e p = 2r — 1. In this case, l(z,y) = (—1)"|x —y|* "t and V = {202, ... 2"}, which amounts to
smoothing spline regression (eq. (9)).

* p > 2r — 1. This case leads to an interpolant independently of the value of 0. The interpolant is either a

spline of degree r or a polynomial (infinite r).

Proof. A full proof is given in appendix[8.2] The bulk of the proof consists in obtaining the limit of the smoother matrix
corresponding to model k.~ in ¢ — 0. We can work this out from the results in [4]], which provide the asymptotic
eigenvalues and eigenvectors of K. From this we obtain an expression for the smoother matrix as M, = My + O(¢)

14
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where M, depends on p and 7. The proof is completed by appealing to lemma|[3.2]and proposition [3.3] which allows
us to deduce equivalence of models from equality of smoother matrices.

Examining the proof of lemma|[3.2]and proposition[3.3] we see that the predictive mean and variance depend smoothly
on M, and so we have asymptotic predictive equivalence in the sense of definition d.I] The different cases are the
different cases for smoother matrices. O

Example 4.1. If k.(z,y) is the exponential kernel, which has r = 1, then e~k (z,y) is asymptotically equivalent
to the model (—|x — y|; 1), i.e. the parametric part is the constant function and the non-parametric part is the kernel

(z,y) = —|x — y|. By eq. @A), it implies that f = E(f|y) tends to:

n
fla)==> Bilz — il + o+ O(e)
i=1
The kernel functions |x — x;| are piecewise linear and so the fit goes in the limit to a linear spline. Recall that
B is constrained: V'3 = 0, which here simplifies to > ; = 0. This sets the boundary conditions, as one
may easily check by looking at derivatives outside the range of the data: % f () = 0 if x is to the left or right
of the observations X, so that the fit has a built-in, implicit Neumann boundary condition. Generalising further,
if ke(x,y) is a kernel with finite v, and setting p = 2r — 1, ePk.(x,y) is asymprtotically equivalent to the model
S=((-1)"|z—yl* {1, x,...,2""1}), which leads to the asymptotic fit:

r—1

fla) = (=1 Zﬂzhﬁ — [+ Zajvj + 0O(e)
i=1 7=0

with the constraint V' 3 = 0.

The multivariate counterpart of theorem can be found in section [6] The multivariate theorem resembles the uni-
variate one, but requires quite a bit of notation. Instead of going directly to multivariate equivalent models, we take a
look instead at degrees of freedom and hyperparameter selection in the flat limit.

5 Degrees of freedom, hyperparameter selection, and practical consequences

In this section we study the behaviour of the degrees of freedom, and the various hyperparameter selection methods as
€ — 0. All results are applicable to the multivariate case even though the numerical examples concern the univariate
case.

Since degrees of freedom play such an important role in hyperparameter selection, we also look at their asymptotics
and show that scaling 7y as ype ~P for some well-chosen g and p keeps the degrees of freedom constant as € — 0. We
stress two practical implications of these results.

First, for certain datasets, very low values of € may be appropriate or even optimal (in terms of prediction performance).
In section[5.3] we show an empirical example of this phenomenon, where solutions at very low values of ¢ are selected
in the hyperparameter selection procedure, because the data contain a linear trend.

Second, that there is a good solution in small € may not be visible to practitioners, because common practice is to use
a “nugget term” (a diagonal perturbation to the kernel matrix). As we show in section [5.4] the use of a nugget term
increases numerical stability, at the cost of distorting the results of hyperparameter selection.

We would argue that a good alternative for many datasets is to directly use the flat limit models instead. In particular,
splines are well-established, work well in low dimensions, and benefit from solid implementations (in the R mgcv
package, for instance, [53])).

It turns out that flat-limit models can approximate the resuls of a GP fit even when ¢ is relatively large. In section 5.3
we use the theoretical results on degrees of freedom to formulate a “matched approximation” for a given GP model.
The matched approximation to a kernel k. is the flat limit model with the same regularity and degrees of freedom for
the measurement locations X'. An interpretation of theorem [4.2]is that the matched approximation becomes exact as
€ — 0. The empirical results we obtain show that the matched approximation is sometimes very good, especially for
Matérn models.

Finally, the flat limit is also valid in more complicated models with non-Gaussian likelihoods, and observations that
depend on general linear functionals of f (rather than just pointwise evaluation). We show such an example in section
5.6l
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Figure 4: Isofreedom curves (see section|[5.1) of a smoother matrix as a function of € and +. The set X’ was generated
by sampling n = 8 points from the unit interval. We show the contours of Tr(yK.(vK. + 02I)~!) as a function of
v and ¢ for the Gaussian and exponential kernels. Notice that the contours become linear in small .

5.1 Degrees of freedom and isofreedom curves

As explained in section [I.3] the degrees of freedom of a linear smoother measure in some sense the “dimension” of
the range of the smoother matrix. Given a GP model defined by a kernel £ and measurements at X', the degrees of
freedom typically increase with larger ¢ and larger . We show an example in figure ] where the degrees of freedom
are displayed as a function of v and ¢ for a randomly drawn point set X' in R. Because degrees of freedom decrease
as ¢ — 0, in section [d] we let 7 increase as ¢ — 0 so that a nontrivial smoother matrix could arise in the limit. The
particular form chosen is v = yp£~P, which looks like a choice of convenience but actually has a deeper motivation.
What one might notice on figure [ which has log-log axes, is that the contours become lines in small e. We dub these
contours “iso-freedom curves”, because they correspond to sets of the form

Fm = {(577” Tr(vKe (7K. + UQI)_l) = m}

for fixed values of m. Given m, o and €, we can solve for the value of ~y such that the degrees of freedom equal m. v
should verify:

Tr(yK.(yK. +c*I)7') =m

YAi(e)

o —m=0 28

Zv)\i(s)—i—a? mn (28)

Eq. is a rational equation in -, and the eigenvalues of \;(¢) are analytic in €. Call ,,(g) the solution of eq.

as a function of €, and note that it is a parametrisation of the iso-freedom curve, giving v as a function of €. The

Newton-Puiseux theorem implies that 7, (¢) can be expanded as a Puiseux series in small £ (see [3]]), i.e. that there
exist vy, € Z,s € ZT such that:

L 1

Tm(e) =% (0 + O(e?)) (29)

A Puiseux series is just a power series in ev,andif s = 1itis actually a power series. Notice that log,,(¢) =~

é loge + log v, which explains why the iso-freedom curves look linear in log-log coordinates. In equation (29),

l, s and o depend on m (the desired number of degrees of freedom), and the kernel function. They can actually be

determined in closed-form using the Newton polygon [30]], but that would carry us outside the scope of this manuscript.

Among other things, it is not too hard to show that s = 1 here, so that the iso-freedom curves have integer slopes in

small €.

5.2 Hyperparameter selection in the flat limit

In section[T.4] we introduced three hyperparameter selection methods: the SURE criterion, and two criteria based on
leave-one-out cross-validation. Given the results above, one can verify that all three criteria are constant in ¢ — 0
along isofreedom lines. Figure[5] gives a visual illustration of this fact.

16



Gaussian Process Regression in the Flat Limit A PREPRINT

0.9 |- L .. 1075
0.6
0.6 |-
105-0
(]
. 0.4
o, 03f -
2.5
@ 10
0.0 [@
0.2
® 1000
—03 |
(]
I I e I I I I I I ]
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 10—2:0 1015 10— 10 10-0-5 100-0
X €
107"
2
5.1072
5.0
107 1.9
=
1025 18 0
1.7 L
1000 - < —5-10
1.6
. . . B E—] = L L I ]
10-20 10-15 10-1.0 10-05 100-0 10-20 10-15 10-1.0 10-05 100-0
&€ 13

Figure 5: Asymptotics of hyperparameter selection. A synthetic dataset is shown in the upper-left panel. The three
other panels are contour plots for three different hyperparameter selection criteria. We set 0> = (0.1)? and used a
Gaussian kernel. Note that these three criteria are mostly constant along lines, which have asymptotically constant
degrees of freedom (see fig. E[)

To see why the three criteria are asymptotically constant along iso-freedom lines, consider theorem 2] and equation
(29) jointly. We shall state the result informally. Following a contour with constant degrees of freedom to the limit
e — 0, we need to set y(g) = e P(y9 + O(e)) (by eq. 29)). This is identical in € — 0 to setting y(e) = £ P
(up to negligible terms), and we may apply theorem [4.1] which tells us that the predictive mean and variance converge
to finite quantities. It is clear from the formulas of the two leave-one-out criteria (eq. (I7) and (T9)) that they must
then converge to finite quantities as well. The SURE criterion (eq. (20)) must converge as well since the degrees of
freedom are asymptotically constant and the smoother matrix converges.

5.3 Flat-limit solutions are sometimes optimal

One implication of the fact that selection criteria do not diverge is that, for some datasets, the optimal solutions may
be in small . This is the case if the data contain strong polynomial trends that become unpenalised in the flat limit.
For instance, when using a kernel with regularity order » = 3, trends up to quadratic order are unpenalised in the flat
limit. If such a trend is present in the data, and the signal-to-noise ratio is sufficiently low, then the flat limit solution
may be optimal.

Let us offer a concrete example of this phenomenon. In this example the true latent function is the sum of a sinusoid
and a linear trend, specifically:

f(z) =0.1sin(27x) + =

We use a r = 3 Matérn kernel, and perform hyperparameter selection for € and ~ the classical way, using numerical
optimisation. We use box constraints to constrain the search to regions where the matrices can be inverted, but to
reflect normal practice we use standard floating point arithmetic and not arbitrary-precision. Since hyperparameter-
selection criteria are known to have multiple minima, we use 10 different random initialisations for the optimisation.
We show the results for the Cy criterion (eq. (]EI)), but similar results hold for the other two criteria.
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Figure 6: Flat-limit solutions can be optimal in certain scenarios. The data are shown on the left in light blue, the true
function is the dotted black line, and the GP fit corresponding to the selected hyperparameters is in red. The contour
plot represents the optimisation landscape for criterion Cy;. The optimum was obtained numerically and is shown as
the dot.
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Figure 7: Same as in fig. |§|, but with lower noise variance. Here two different optima emerge, corresponding to a linear
fit for the one, and to a fit that follows the sinusoid for the other.

The results appear on fig. [6|and[7] If the noise level is larger than a certain threshold (depending on n), then a single
optimum shows up, with a very low value of . It corresponds to fitting just the linear trend. At intermediate signal-to-
noise ratios, two optima are present, one that fits just the linear trend, and one that tries to follow the sinusoid as well.
Finally, at low noise, only the latter is present. It is noteworthy that in these simulations both minima are at low values
of ¢, showing that flat-limit solutions can indeed emerge in practice.

5.4 Why low ¢ solutions are frequently invisible in practice

However, these solutions may be invisible or unattainable when using naive numerical methods, especially when the
Gaussian kernel is used. The main source of numerical difficulty arises when computing the smoother matrix:

0_2
M. =K. (K. + 7I)*l

Since v becomes very large as ¢ — 0, "72 is small, and one must invert a poorly conditioned matrix. A Cholesky

decomposition in standard floating point precision may fail, so that the small-¢ part of the space is inaccessible. In
practice sometimes a “nugget term” is used to alleviate numerical difficulties: one replaces K. with K. + I, where
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Figure 8: Effect of a nugget term on hyperparameter selection as ¢ — 0. A “nugget term” is a small multiple of the
identity that is added to the kernel matrix to get around numerical issues. We show the degrees of freedom (top row)
and the LOO-NLL criteria (bottom row) with and without the nugget term (left and right columns). The nugget term
equals 10—61, we use the Gaussian kernel and the same data as in ﬁgure

v is small. However, once the nugget term is added, increasing v beyond v has no effect. Some useful eigenvectors are
made invisible by the nugget term and this has the effect of “clipping” the surface of hyperparameter selection criteria,
as shown in fig. [§] Since this is clearly undesirable, a better option in the future may be to adapt existing methods for
stable RBF interpolation (e.g., [15,(14]) to GP regression problems.

5.5 Towards practical approximations

Our limit results are not directly applicable when faced with the question: “what is a useful approximation of a
particular GP model at a particular value of €”? We do not claim to have a universal recipe, but we shall present in this
section a particular approximation that gives surprinsingly good results in certain cases.

This approximation is best understood graphically. We take as input a certain kernel function, and a certain value for
o2, v and e. We can think of it as occupying a certain position in the space of hyperparameters as shown on figure
[ or 5] for example. The approximation we suggest, which we call the matched approximation, consists in following
the iso-freedom line from that point to ¢ — 0. Following theorem [£.2] the matched approximation will be either a
polynomial or a spline regression, with the same number of degrees of freedom as the original GP regression. The
process is illustrated graphically in figure 0]and [I0] for two different kernels.

Let us sketch a concrete algorithm for kernels with 7 = oo and degrees of freedom set to m € R*. By theorem
the equivalent semiparametric models are of the form S = (yaPy?;{z,...,2P~'}) for some degree p. The
corresponding fit will have between p and p + 1 degrees of freedom, where the former is attained with v = 0 and the
latter with v — oo. We therefore need to set p = |m] and adjust + such that the m-th eigenvalue of the smoother
matrix equals m — p. A similar algorithm applies for finite r.
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Figure 9: The matched approximation. The fit in green on the left-hand panel is a GP regression with ¢ = 4 and 5
degrees of freedom. The kernel is Gaussian. The other coloured curves are other models along the isofreedom curve,
with lower values of €. The isofreedom curve is shown on the right-hand panel. The matched approximation is the
limit obtained by following the isofreedom curve all the way to € — 0. The corresponding fit is the dashed black curve
on the left. See fig. @ for the same thing with a Matern kernel.
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Figure 10: Same as fig. EL but the kernel used is a Matérn kernel with regularity order » = 2. The other parameters are
identical. Note that the matched approximation fit is now very close to the original fit (even though the original fit has
e =4).

The matched approximation is illustrated on figs. Oto[T2] for kernels with different regularities, and for different values
of . For the Matérn kernel the quality of the approximation is excellent even though € = 2; it is hard to account for
this fact in our current perturbative framework.

5.6 An example with non-Gaussian likelihood

Gaussian processes are used in myriad applications, and most of them involve non-Gaussian likelihood functions.
In appendix [8:3] we sketch how our results extend to non-Gaussian likelihoods. Here, we illustrate these results
numerically, via an application that involves logistic likelihoods.

A classical example of combining a Gaussian process prior with a non-Gaussian likelihood is GP classification, where
the data y € {0, 1}™ are independent binary outcomes and the model is:

plyi = 1f(xi)) = (f (i) (30)

where x ...z, are “feature vectors” or covariates in R%, f is a non-parametric function modelled as a Gaussian
process, and ® is a sigmoidal link function. Often, ® is chosen to be the logistic function ®(z) = m.

Compared to the case of Gaussian likelihoods, an additional difficulty is that the posterior distribution over f is not
a Gaussian process (lack of conjugacy). This makes it necessary to approximate the posterior, using some form of
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Figure 13: Reconstruction of a function from noisy observations of the sign of its derivative. In this example the
measurements are binary, y; € 0, 1, with E(y;) = ®(f'(x;)) and ® the logistic function. We take f(x) = = + ﬁ.
f/(zx) is shown as a solid red line, and the simulated measurements as blue dashes at the bottom and at the top. Fitting
a degree-2 polynomial to f’ results in the dashed green line. Integrating the estimated f’(x) results in a estimator of

f(@).

MCMC method or approximate inference. In the numerical illustration shown below, we use Expectation Propagation
(EP, [29]), which provides a Gaussian approximation to the posterior. EP converges to the correct posterior in the
large-n limit [10], and is known empirically to be extremely accurate in finite samples [52].

An additional direction for extending our results consists in letting the likelihood depend on arbitrary linear functionals
of the Gaussian process f. This lets model cases where observations depend on derivatives of f, or mean values of f
over some area [38]. We sketch that extension in appendix [8.4]

Our numerical example brings together these two features (see fig. [[3): we assume that the observations correspond
to the sign of the derivative of f(z) (up to noise). Concretely, the model is as follows: f(z) is a univariate function,
and we observe y1 ...y, € 0,1" with

plyi = 1Uf' (@) = @(f'(z:)) €3]
where 1 ...x, are a set of locations in [—1,1]. The goal is to reconstruct f from these observations. Following
[38], if f is a Gaussian process with covariance k(x,y), then f’ is a Gaussian process with covariance a%a%k(a:, Y).

Accordingly, eq. (3T) is just an instance of GP classification with a specific kernel. We can run a standard version of
EP for Gaussian process classification to obtain an approximation of p(f’|y), where f’ = [f'(z1) ... f'(zn)]".

The quantity of interest is however f, not f’. We can use p(f(z)|y) « p(f|f)p(f’|y) and standard Gaussian
conditioning formulas to obtain:

E(f(2)ly) = b(z)' ME(f'|y) (32)
with b(z) = [Zk(x, y)|y=s, ]I, a vector of first derivatives of the kernel function, and
0 0 "
M= | L L k(a,b)| e, b,
9a g5 (% Dlasii=s,

i=1,j=1

a matrix of second derivatives. In equation [32] b(2z)! M ! is best viewed as an integration operator, that converts
observations of a derivative into an approximation of the function at x. A similar equation can be derived for the
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Figure 14: Results of fitting a GP model with Gaussian covariance to the problem outlined in fig. (same data,
€= %), compared to matching flat-limit results. The GP fits are shown as solid lines, and polynomial fits as dashed
lines. a. Estimated value of f’(x), with different d.o.f., matched to polynomial fits b. Corresponding estimates for

f().

posterior variance of f(x) as a function of the variance of f’|y. Since no information is available on the mean value of
[ over the interval, we plot below the results for f — 3 [ _11 f(z)dz. Equivalently, we condition on f_ll f(z)dx = 0.

If we use the Gaussian kernel for f, then the flat limit behaviour should match that of a polynomial model. Let us briefly
work out what that polynomial model looks like. Assuming f(z) = > o/ 2, then f'(z) = >0, (i + 1)1z’ If
we use a flat prior on the coefficients «, eq. [32]turns into a classical Bayesian logistic regression with m covariates,
and we can use EP to approximate the posterior over «; ..., given y. Numerically, a better alternative is to use
the Legendre polynomials (instead of the monomial basis) to improve conditioning, and that is what we do in our
implementation.

If instead of the Gaussian kernel we use a kernel with finite smoothness, the flat limit behaviour corresponds to fitting
a smoothing spline. We need f to be at least once differentiable, which implies that the order of smoothness should
be at least one (which precludes the exponential kernel). In our illustrations we use a Matérn kernel with » = 3. The
matching semi-parametric model is of the form S = (—|z — y|%; {1, ,22}). This corresponds to a spline of degree
3 (for f(z)), and the corresponding model for f’(z) is then a spline of degree 2. Stating this in terms of kernels
exaggerates the complexity of what we are doing: the procedure consists in fitting a smoothing spline to the data,
which produces an estimate for f’(x), and integrating that estimate to get an estimate of f(z).

It remains to compare the results of fitting a GP to directly fitting an equivalent flat-limit model. In the regression
case, we made use of the effective degrees of freedom to match GP fits to flat-limit results. When observations are
non-Gaussian, an additional source of difficulty arises, because the estimate is not linear in the observations (which
in our case or binary anyways). Different generalisations can be found in the literature, and here we follow [32] and
define the effective d.o.f. from a Gaussian approximation to the posterior distribution. Specifically, the approximation
produced by Expectation Propagation for the posterior p(f|y) takes the following form:

() = exp(— g FUK ™ + H)F 40 f) (33)

where H is a diagonal matrix, r a vector, and both depend (non-linearly) on the data y. In [32] the Gaussian approxi-
mation at the mode is used implicitly, and here we can define analogously the d.o.f. as

dof(K,y)=Tr((K~'+ H)"'H) (34)

One can check that this definition generalises the case of (heteroskedastic) Gaussian observations, and [32] outline
asymptotic arguments in terms of model selection. We will not repeat them here but note that they carry over to the
Gaussian approximation formed by Expectation Propagation, by the results in [[10].

Figures an show the results for Gaussian and Matérn kernels, respectively, with ¢ = % The approximate d.o.f.
given by eq. [34]succeeds in matching the GP fits to very close flat-limit equivalents. The match is markedly better
with higher d.o.f., even at higher values of £ (not shown). We suspect that this has to do with faster convergence of the
eigenvectors associated with smaller eigenvalues to their flat limit, but our theory is currently insufficient to properly
explain this phenomenon.

6 Results in the multivariate case

To deal with the multivariate case, we require a bit of background on multivariate polynomials and polyharmonic
splines.
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Figure 15: Same as fig. with a 7 = 3 Matérn kernel. The matching flat limit models are smoothing splines. The
GP fits are shown as solid lines, and the smoothing spline fits as dashed lines.

6.1 Preliminaries and notation

Much of the material here is drawn from [55} 4], please refer to these papers for a more extensive background. Much
information can also be found in e.g. [S1]] .

T . . )
Letx = (z1 x2 ... 4) € R<. A monomial in « is a function of the form:

for & € N (a multi-index). The degree of a monomial is defined || = % a;. For instance: &(13) = zla3sl

has degree 5.

A multivariate polynomial in « is a weighted sum of monomials in &, and its degree is equal to the maximum of the
degrees of its component monomials. As an example, —z(1:21) 42011 4 2 22(1,0.0) _1 5 a multivariate polynomial
of degree 4 in R3:

An important difference between the univariate and the multivariate case is that when d > 1, there are several mono-
mials of any given degree, instead of just one. For instance, with d = 2, the first few monomials are 2(*:?) of degree
0; (10 201 of degree 1 ; (29, 211 2(0:2) of degree 3. The number of monomials of degree k in dimension d

1S
E+d—-1
Jﬁ,d—( o ) (35)

The notation .7, 4 comes from the notion of homogeneous polynomials.

A homogeneous polynomial is a polynomial made up of monomials with equal degree. Therefore, the set of homo-
geneous polynomials of degree k has dimension .77, 4. The set of polynomials of degree k is spanned by the sets of
homogenous polynomials up to &, and has dimension:

k+d
Wk,dzj%,d—i-«%ﬁ,d-f----—i-%”m:( d > (36)

Note that & 4 = 1 and &; 4 = d + 1. By convention, we will also set &_; 4 to be equal to 0.

The fact that there are several monomials for each degree in dimension d is reflected in the structure of the eigenvalues
in the flat limit. Previously, in the » = oo case, each eigenvalue had a different order in . In the multivariate case,
there are blocks of eigenvalues with the same order in €, corresponding to a block of homogeneous polynomials of a
given degree m. For instance, in d = 2, there is one monomial of degree 0, two monomials of degree 1 (x; and x3),
three monomials of degree 2 (m%, z129 and x%), and in general m + 1 monomials of order m. As first shown in [40],
these give rise to a single eigenvalue of order €%, two eigenvalues of order £2, three eigenvalues of order £4, etc.
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6.1.1 Polynomial bases and orderings

The multivariate flat limit is more complicated than the univariate case, even though the results are substantially the
same. The reason why the results are more complicated is fairly deep and boils down to the lack of a natural order on
the set of multivariate monomials.

We use in section [] the fact that eigenvectors of smooth kernel matrices tend to discrete polynomials. In dimension
d = 1, there is an obvious way to construct a basis of orthogonal polynomials, which is just to apply the Gram-Schmidt
process to the monomials (1, 2,22, 23, ...). The monomials in dimension 1 are naturally ordered by increasing de-
gree. In dimension two, the degree only gives a partial order. For instance, at degree one, even though the constant
polynomial is a consensus starting point, we have to decide at degree 1 which of x; or x5 should come first in the
Gram-Schmidt process. Depending on which we pick, we get a different orthogonal basis spanning polynomials of
degree < 1. We could also decide to orthogonalise ;1 +z2 followed by x; — 2, and get yet another basis. Multivariate
orthogonal polynomials are non-unique, and therefore both richer and more complicated than univariate orthogonal

polynomials.

To state our results, we need to pick an ordering on the monomials, even though the ordering is immaterial to the
actual limits (kernel matrices do not care how we order monomials). The need for an ordering is an annoyance that
can probably be lifted by finding a representation that is intrinsically invariant, but we have not found one as yet.

In any event, given an ordering, for an ordered set of points = {1, ..., x,}, all in R%, we define the multivariate

Vandermonde matrix as:
Vae=[Vo V1

Vi] € R ZPha (37)

where each block V; € R™"*?%.4 contains the monomials of degree i evaluated on the points in . As an example,
consider n = 3, d = 2 and the ground set
Q={[4].[£]. (%]}

One has, for instance for &k = 2:

—_
<
pary
N
ik

2 2
Yir Y1z Z
2 5
y% Y222 Z% ’
1lys 23|93 yszz 23

Voo =

—_
<
N
N
)

where the ordering within each block is arbitrary.

We will use V<, () to denote the matrix V<, reduced to its lines indexed by the elements in X'. As such, V< (X') has
| X | rows and &7, 4 columns. The QR decomposition of V<, inherits a natural block structure from V<, corresponding
to the degrees of the monomials, i.e. we may split <y, into blocks Qq, Q1, etc. where Q; comes from the Gram-
Schmidt process applied to monomials of degree ¢ onto monomials of lower degree.

What this means for kernel matrices is that the particular limiting eigenbasis that appears as € — 0 depends more
strongly on the kernel than in the univariate case. In a sense, the kernel implicity selects a particular family of
orthogonal polynomials. The specific basis is determined by the so-called Wronskian matrix of the kernel, defined as:

k(«P)(0,0)
alg!

Wy, = [ € Rkax P, (38)

}a<k’ﬁ<k

k() being the partial derivatives of k(z, y) with respect to > and «”. Here we index the matrix using multi-indices
(equivalently, monomials), so that an element of W<y is e.g., W(q 2) (2,1) Which is a scaled derivative of k(x,y) of
order (0,2) in « and (2, 1) in y. For example, for d = 2 and k = 2 we may write

[1:((0,0),(0,0))  £((0,0),(1,0))  £((0,0),(0,1))  EL@OEOD 4((0,0),(1,1)) k00207

£((1,0,(0,0))  £((1,0),(1,0)  £((1,0),(0,1)) kofeon £((1,0),(1,1)) rf o2

£((0.1),(0,0)  £((0,1),(1,0))  £((0,1),(0,1)) k15,00 £((0,1),(1,1)) k(015.02) P
Weo = £((2.0).(0,0)) £((2.0).(1,0)) £ ((2:0).(0.1)) k«z,o;(w)) £((2,0),(1,1)) k((w?,(o‘z)) € R7227 722

2 2 2 4 2 4

E((11),0,0)  p((1,1),(1,0)  p((L1),(0,1)) kEDED p(11),(1,1)) kDO

E((0.2),(0,0)  p((0,2),(1,0))  1((0,2),(0,1)) k((o,zgmz,o)) £((0,2),(1,1)) k.((o,zg,(o,z))

L 2 2 2 4 2 4 d

for a given ordering of the monomials, and where all the derivatives are taken at z = 0,y = 0. Eq. makes Wron-
skian matrices look more daunting to compute than they really are. We explain in the appendix how the Wronskian

may easily be computed in the stationary case from the Fourier transform of the kernel.
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6.1.2 Polyharmonic splines

Polyharmonic splines [12] generalise smoothing splines in d > 1, and play the same role in the flat limit. For our
purposes here, the space of polyharmonic splines of order r in dimension d for a point set X" is given by functions of
the form:

n
flx) = Zﬁi & — o) * " + Z ayx” (39)
i=1 Iy I<k

where V., 3 = 0.

We recognise the general form of semi-parametric models (eq. (54)), where here the parametric part is played by

monomials of degree less than 7, and the non-parametric part by the radial basis function || — a;[* "
notation, polyharmonic spline models are therefore semiparametric models given by

My = (1) lle =yl {2l < 1})

Note that polyharmonic splines generalise splines to d > 1, but they are not piecewise polynomials. The fact that
I(z) = (—1)" ||l — y||*" " is conditionally positive-definite is proved in [28]

. In our

6.2 Smoother matricesin d > 1

The smoother matrices in d > 1 have the same kind of limit as in the univariate case. Depending on the growth rate
of v, n and the regularity of the kernel, sometimes one has polynomials, sometimes splines. The next lemma gives a
complete picture, and reexpresses theorem 5.2 from [3]] in a form adapted to the GP context. To lighten the notation in
the lemma, we define the following matrices, which appear in the flat limit of the eigenvectors:

P =QQ/ViWV,'QQ/ (40)
where W, € R%i.ax#i.a is the Schur complement:
W, =W, -W (W) 'Wh (41)

in the block description of W; or
Wei_q | WA
W [ W,
We recall that D(27—1) is the matrix D"~ = [sz - Hw_l} _ . with monomials of degree < r projected out, i.e.
0.

De) = (I - Q.,.QL)D® V(I - Q..QL,) (42)

The following lemma is not particularly easy to read and the reader may skip ahead to the theorem at no great loss. It
generalizes to the multivariate setting the first steps in the proof of theorem[{.2]in the univariate case (see Th. [8.9)and

subsections[8.2.2]and [8.2.3]).

Lemma 6.1. Let X C Q2 C R? with a set of |X| = n measurement locations, k. a kernel with regularity r, p an
integer and () = ~yoe~P. Then the smoother matrix

o? !
M. = K. (K8 + I)
(€)
has the following expansion in ¢ — 0:
M. =A+BTB'" +0() (43)
where A is a projection matrix, BT A = 0, and T" is diagonal (and in some cases null). A, B and T depend on r, n

and p. First, p is either even or odd, meaning that only one out of the two following values &, % is an integer. We

call that integer . The possible limits are:
c IfP_14g>norr < p—gl then M, = I+ O(¢)

« Ifr > and pis odd, thenT = 0 and A = Q Q.

>More precisely, it is a minor variant of the functions actually studied.
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o Ifr > pgl and p is even, then A = Q<1QL, B are the (non-null) eigenvectors of P; (defined above) and
L YoM N ;- :
Yii = Thooks’ where \; is the i-th eigenvalue of P,.
e Ifr= 2L then A = Qgr—lQ;T_l and B are the non-null eigenvectors offgr_lﬁ(%fl), 5\1 its eigenval-
"/05\1:~
T+vo0Ai

ues, and vy;; =

In a nutshell, the smoother matrices are in the limit either projection matrices, or the sum of a projection matrix and a
smoother matrix. This indicates that the limiting models are generally semi-parametric and occasionally parametric.

6.3 Mainresultind > 1

The generalisation of theorem [4.2]to the multivariate case requires the following assumptions.

In the statement of the theorem, k. designates a family of kernels indexed by an inverse-scale parameter ¢, of the form

k.(z,y) = k(ex, ey)

The required assumptions are:

1. k is stationary and radial (isotropic); i.e. there exists ¢ such that k(x,y) = ¢ (||l — y||,)

2. 1 is analytic in a neighbourhood of 0.

The first assumption is for simplicity, and because the most common types of kernels are radial. Non-radial kernels
can be dealt with using the tools in [4], but at the cost of greater complexity. As before, the second assumption can be
removed in some cases, with some subtleties involved, see appendix [8.7]

Theorem 6.2. Let k. (x,y) = k(e(x — y)) a family of kernels with inverse-scale parameter e. Let k be a stationary
positive-definite kernel for x,y in R, with regularity parameter r, and p an integer. Then the following asymptotic
equivalence holds:

ke o (V)

where l,,(x,y) and V), depend on the interplay between p and r. There are four different cases:

*p<2r—1landpiseven ie, Im < rst p = 2m. Thenl(x,y) = Z|a|=m 1Bl=m Wo(a, B)z>yP,
V = {x7| |y| < m}. This case amounts to penalised polynomial regression.

e p<2r—landpisodd ie,Idm <r—1st.p=2m+ 1 Thenl(x,y) =0V = {z7]| |y| < m}. This
case amounts to unpenalised polynomial regression.

e« p=2r—1. Inthis case, l(z,y) = (1) || — y|*""

spline regression.

,V = {x7| |v| < r}, which amounts to polyharmonic

* p > 2r — 1. This case leads to an interpolant, if it exists, independently of the value of o2. The interpolant
is either a polyharmonic spline (finite r) or a polynomial (infinite v). The interpolant may not exist; this
depends on the number of points in X and its geometry.

Proof. Nearly identical to the proof of The only difference is that lemma [6.1]is used in the part labelled “Final
step of the proof™. O

We show in appendix [8.3.3]that for separable kernels the Schur complements of the Wronskian (eq. (1)) are actually
diagonal. For the Gaussian kernel a further simplification is possible, and gives a very compact limit result. The
“polynomial kernel” of order m is

pml(,y) = (2 y)"
and its associated reproducing kernel Hilbert space is the set of monomials in R? of degree m.
Corollary 6.3 (Flat limit of Gaussian kernels). For the Gaussian kernel in R?, the following equivalence holds as
e —0:

1. Forevenp = 2m,
kee™ o< (pmi{x?] |y| <m})
e—0
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Figure 16: Gaussian process fits in d = 2 and their matched approximations. a. Gaussian process fit with a Gaussian
kernel (the measurement locations are plotted with value y; as a colour scale) b. Matched approximation for the
Gaussian kernel. c. Gaussian process fit with a Matérn kernel (r = 3). d. Matched approximation (polyharmonic
splines).

2. Foroddp =2m+1
hee o (0 a7 y| < m))

The proof is given in section[8:3.5] The corollary states that in the flat limit, depending on the level of regularisation,
the GP model is either plain (multivariate) polynomial regression, or a SPM with a parametric part of polynomials of
degree < m, and a “non-parametric” part which is given by the polynomial kernel of degree m.

6.4 Numerical results

We illustrate our results with a few simulations in dimension 2. We generated a set of 30 random locations
in [0,1)? (sampled uniformly and independently), and noiseless observations y; from the function f(xq,72) =
exp (=3((z1 — 0.5)* + (x2 — 0.5)?) sin (3(z1 + 22)). Fig. shows (on the left) the contour lines of two GP re-
gressions with € = 1, one with a Gaussian kernel, the other with a Matérn kernel with » = 3. 7 has been adjusted so
that the degrees of freedom equal approximately 12 in both cases. On the right, the corresponding matched approxi-
mations (as in section [3.5), respectively multivariate polynomials and polyharmonic splines. Over this range and for
this value of ¢ the agreement is excellent (but see later for caveats).

While the matched approximation may be surprinsingly accurate close to the measurement locations, polynomials and
polyharmonic splines generally diverge as ||« || — oo, unlike GP models, which return to a baseline of 0. Consequently,
the matched approximations are very inaccurate far from the data, as shown in fig. [I7], which is just a zoomed-out
version of fig. [I6] There are ways of tapering the matched approximation to prevent divergence, but we leave the
details for future work.

Finally, in the introduction we described the flat limit in terms of the family of fits, seen as a parametric curve (pa-
rameterised by «). The predictions for the GP with a Gaussian kernel “go through” the polynomial predictions in
the limit. The same holds true in the multidimensional case, as per theorem ? For some appropriate value of v,

@

the prediction of the GP will come to match that of the model (O; ZI o<k T¥). 2 multivariate polynomial model of
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Figure 17: Same contents as in fig. but over a broader domain, to show the divergence in the matched approxima-
tions.

degree k. We show this on fig. which is similar to fig. [2} the prediction of the model at locations x, = (0.2,0.1)
and x;, = (0.8, 0.8) are plotted for different values of -y and fixed €.

For kernels with finite regularity index, theorem [6.2] shows that the behaviour in the flat limit depends on ~y. For low
values of ~, they behave like polynomial models. For high values, like polyharmonic splines. This is the behaviour
that appears on fig.

7 Conclusion

The flat limit of Gaussian process regression highlights the very strong connections GP methods share with classical
methods like polynomial regression and smoothing splines. The fact that, at least in certain cases, the flat limit
gives a very good approximation for large values of € shows that it may be useful in practice once the limits of the
approximation are better understood.

We conclude with some open questions and directions. First, while smoothing splines in d = 1 can be implemented
at cost O(n) [33]l, polyharmonic splines in d > 1 have cost O(n?). On the other hand, for Matérn models with low
regularity coefficient, there exist efficient (approximate) methods based on a stochastic PDE formulation [24]]. Since
such GP models have polyharmonic splines as their flat limit, this suggests that stochastic PDE methods should be
applicable.

Finally, if a tractable “sharp limit” (¢ — 00) expansion were available, there might be a way of finding good approx-
imations that work over a broad range of values of ¢, for instance via matched asymptotic approximations. Such an
approximation would be both interesting theoretically and practically useful.
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Figure 18: Prediction of GP model (with Gaussian kernel) vs. polynomial models. We show the predictions of the
model for the data shown on fig. [T for a range of values of ~ (continous curves), and two different values of e.
The labelled points are the prediction of the polynomial models of degree 0 to 5. As per theorem[6.2] as ¢ — 0, the
continuous curve must go through the labelled points.
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Figure 19: Prediction of GP model (with Matérn covariance, » = 3) vs. polynomial models and polyharmonic spline
kernels. The figure uses the same data and principle as in fig. [I8] but according to theorem[6.2} this GP model matches
polynomials of degree up to 2 at low v, and polyharmonic splines at higher values of . Accordingly, we show the
polynomial predictions for degree up to two (labelled points). The three curves are for decreasing values of €, ¢ = 0.5
isinred, e = 0.15 in green and € = 0.05 in purple. The panel to the right shows a zoomed-in version of the rectangle
highlighted in the first panel. The dotted curve corresponds to the polyharmonic splines.

8 Appendix

8.1 Semi-parametric models as limits

In this section we introduce SPMs as a limit (we do not claim that this is particularly original). This section parallels
section 4 in [47]. Readers familiar with DPPs may be interested to note that extended L-ensembles are to semi-
parametric GPs what L-ensembles are to GPs, see [13]]

Our definition of regression with semi-parametric Gaussian fields is as follows: let I(x, y) be a kernel (not necessarily
positive definite, as we will see), and vy (), ..., v.(y) a set of basis functions. Then semi-parametric GP regression
is just GP regression with the kernel

Ke(z,y) = l(z,y) +e ! Z vi(2)vi(y)

8Sampling measurement locations from the appropriate extended L-ensemble guarantees for instance that the posterior distribu-
tion is proper (integrable).
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in the limit € — 0. Even though the prior variance goes to infinity along some directions, the posterior distribution is
generally well-defined, and quantities like the smoother matrix tend to finite limits. Although the construction naturally
works for I(z, y) positive definite, recall that this is not a requirement, and I(z, y) may have negative eigenvalues, so
long as they align with the subspace spanned by the v;’s.

We introduce some notation, borrowed from [47], that will be used throughout this section. A non-negative pair is the
discrete counterpart to a SPM (; V).

Definition 8.1. A Nonnegative Pair, noted (L; V') is a pair L € R™*", V. € R"*P, 0 < p < n, such that L is
symmetric and conditionally positive semi-definite with respect to V', and V' has full column rank. Wherever a NNP
(L; V') appears below, we consistently use the following notation:

* Q € R™? is an orthonormal basis of span V', such that I — QQ'" is a projector on orth V

e L=(I-QQ")L(I-QQT") e R™" isalso symmetric and thus diagonalisable. From [47 Prop. 2.3] we
know that all its eigenvalues are non-negative. We will denote by q the rank of L. Note that q <n—pasthe
p columns of Q are trivially eigenvectors of L associated to 0. We write

L-OADT
its truncated spectral decomposition; where A= diag(Xl, . ,Xq) € R4 and U € R"™4 are the diagonal
matrix of nonzero eigenvalues and the matrix of the corresponding eigenvectors of L respectively.

Saddle-point systems feature prominently in our formulas:
Definition 8.2. The saddle-point system associated with a NNP (L; V') is the (2n) x (n + p) matrix:

swv)= (v )

It has the same form as the system that appears in polyharmonic spline interpolation, and this is no accident. Our first
step will be to find the limit of the smoother matrix, which here reads:

M.=(L+c'VV) L+ T+ 'VVT) ' =L+ VV ) (e(L+o2D)+VVT) (44)
To do so we use matrix perturbation theory (treating ¢ L as a perturbation), and specifically the approach of [3]]. The
difficulty lies in dealing with (e(L + oI) + VVT)_l, which is divergent as ¢ — 0 since V'V T is not invertible.
Because of that, it does not admit a power series. However, it does admit a Laurent series, which is an expansion
involving negative orders of €. We do not need the theory developed in [3]] in its full generality for our purposes here.
We introduce a simplified version tailored to our needs.
Theorem 8.3. Ler A(e) = VV T +eC, invertible for ¢ > 0, with C € R™ " symmetric and V. € R"*P, p < n, so
that V'V is non-invertible. Then:

Ae) ' =Y (By+¢eBy +e’By +...) (45)
This is a Laurent expansion around € = 0, and its terms By, By, . .. are the solutions of the following equation, called
the “master equation”:
VV'B;=0

VV'B, +CBy =1
VV'B, +CB; =0
VV'B;+CBy; =0

or equivalently:
VV'B;+CB; =611 (46)

for i going from 1 to co. In addition, all the terms By, By, . . . are symmetric.

The proof can be found in [3] but straightforward to sketch. The existence of the Laurent expansion (eq. (@3)) is a
consequence of Cramer’s rule. The master equation is obtained by plugging eq. into AA~! = I and matching
terms by order.

Using the Laurent expansion we find:
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Corollary 8.4. Let (L; V') a NNP. The smoother matrix M. has the following expansion in small :

M,

QQ" +UA (A+0°1) U406 @)
= QQ"+L (i+021)_1 + O(e) (48)

Proof. We use theorem [8.3|with C' = L + 02T in eq. (@), which gives
M. =(eL+VVT")(e(L+ oI+ VVT)‘1 = Y eL+VV ) (By+¢eB; +...) (49)

where B and B, verify the master equation:
VV'By=0
VV B, +(L+d*I)By =1
Expanding in eq. (30), we find:
M. =Y (VV'By)+ (LBy + VV ' B) + O(e) (50)

The diverging term V'V T By is null by the master equation. Again by the master equation, the constant-order term
equals I — 02 By. We now solve for By. Note that VVTB,=0 implies VTB, = 0(V is n times p and has full
rank). Therefore, By is orthogonal to span V' and we may express By in a basis that spans the complement of span V.

Recall that the notation we introduced, @ is an orthogonal basis for V., L = (I — QQ")L(I — QQT) € R"*", and
so L lies in the complement of span V. The (non-null) eigenvectors of U of L may therefore be taken as a basis for

the complement of span V', and we have that By = U Z, for some matrix Zj. Inserting this form into the master
equation (in the second term), we have:

VV B +(L+ 0?1 UZy=1
Multiplying to the left by U T, we have:
U (L+0*1UZy=U"
_ 1 o
= Z, = (UT(L + J2I)U) U’
~ o~ N1 o e\ T
— By=U (UT(L + 02I)U) UT = (UUT(L + UQI)UUT>
- SN — ~ e s _
by analogy with L = (UUTLUUT) , we have By = (L + o2I)t = (L + o2UU ") = U(A + o2I)"'U .
Inserting this result in eq. (50), we obtain M, = I —c2U(A+02I) U T +O(¢). Then observe that M, diagonalises
in (Q; U) to finally obtain:
M. =QQ" +c?UAA+7°I)7'U" +0(e)
hence completing the proof. O
The expression for the smoother matrix has a simple interpretation: anything in the span of V' goes through unpenalised

(for instance, constant and linear trends), and the rest is penalised in the usual way. This fits in with the “semi-
parametric regression” interpretation.

Next, we examine the conditional expectation at an unobserved location:

Corollary 8.5. The conditional expectation E(f(x)|y) has the following expansion in the semi-parametric limit:
L+o2T V'
Bl = e ) (P57 4) (§) +o@ 51

Proof. We start with:
E(f(2)ly) = (lox + ¢ 0, V) L+ T+ VV )y

and insert the Laurent expansion as previously, to obtain:

E(f(z)ly) = (v, V' Boy) + (ly,xBo + v,V B1) y + O(e) (52)
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As previously, the diverging term disappears since V' ' By = 0. The master equation for By can be rewritten as:

V4ol V By (I (53)
vl o)\Vv'B;)  \0
We may rewrite eq. (52) as:
B
B(f)) = (e ) (3T )+ 0
and eq. [24]is obtained by solving eq. [53|and injecting the result. O

Remark 8.6. By setting 02> = 0 in the equation, we recover the interpolation case. One may also verify that setting

x € X recovers a column of the smoother matrix. In addition, eq. |24|implies that the function f = E(f|y) belongs in
€ — 0 to a specific function space:

fz) = Z Bil(z, ;) + Z a;v;(x) + O(e) (54)

This looks at first sight like a function space of dimension n + p but by eq. V' T3 = 0, which removes p degrees
of freedom. The first term corresponds to the non-parametric part, the second to the parametric part. The spline basis
of eq. is a special case of this general form.

Finally, we may also obtain the asymptotic predictive variance using the same technique (although it requires going a
step further in the master equation):

Corollary 8.7. The conditional expectation Var(f(x)|y) has the following expansion in the semi-parametric limit:

L+o2I V\ '/l
Var(fa)ly) = L - (e v (FU7T0) (B

x

) +Oe) (55)

Proof. We follow the same steps as above, starting with:
Var(f(2)|y) = lpo +e vv) + (lox +e 0,V WL+ T+ 'VV ) Yy, +e7 Vo)
=l +e o) e 2(elyx v,V (By+eBy+eBy+..)(ely, + Vo))
We now extract the terms in the expansion, starting with the lowest valuation:
[e™?Var(f(2)ly) = —v.V  ByVw,
This term is zero by the master equation. The next order is:
e Var(f(2)ly) = vov] — v,V BV, — 2l xBoVo, (56)

The master equation implies By V' = 0, so the last term drops out. We also have By (L + oI )+ B, VVT =1, and
multiplying to the left by V'V T yields VV T B, VV T = VV T, Let a any vector such that aV = v,,. Then

aVVIB,VVTa =v,V B Vo, = vmv;

This shows that [e =] Var(f(x)|y) = 0, and therefore that the conditional variance is not divergent as ¢ — 0. We now
compute the constant-order term:

[°)Var(f(2)|y) = lpo — v,V BaVw, —2l, xB1Vv, —l, xBolx» (57)
The next order in the master equation is:
VV By + (L +0*)B; =0
Multiplying to the right by V'V T, we have:
VV'B,VVT = (L +*1)B,VV'
Again using o such that oV = v,, we obtain

v,V ByVv] = —a(L +0*I)B, Vv,
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We now inject this result in eq. (57)), and re-express it in the following form:
[ Var(f(2)|y) = loo + (L + 0> 1) B1 Vv, —2l, xB1Vv, — 1, xBolx s

We already note that the master equation for By is equivalent to Solving for By and V' " By is easy and gives
in particular V' By = (VT (VT(L + 021)_1V)_1 V (L + 0I)~L. Thus the term containing o equals o (L +
o2I)B, V] = v, (VI (L+02)'V) ' v] .

x

Collecting the different terms, we can write

B B,V
[EO]Var(f(xHy) = l:z:,z + (lI,X 'Uac) <VT.OBl . (VT (L +10'2I)_1V)1) (l’l?—?(> (58)

x

Now, using block inverse formula allows to show that if A € R™*™ is an invertible matrix B € R"*P p < n is full
rank, then

A B\' [(A1'-A'B(BTA'B)"'BTA~! A'B(BTA"'B)"!
BT o) ~ (BTA-'B)"'BTA"! —(BTA"'B)"!

Using this result, we observe that the matrix involved in Eq. (58) is the inverse of

L+o%I V
\d 0/’

hence finishing the proof. O
Remark 8.8. It is interesting to develop the inverse of the saddle point matrix,. The a posteriori mean then reads
E(f(2)|y) = vuB + lox (L +0*I)"! (y — V) (59)

where = (V' (L + o*I)7'V) ! V (L + 02I)~y. The estimation is performed after the polynomial trend has
been removed. Note that the preceding results corresponds to the Bayesian approach in which g admits a Gaussian
prior and (s are chosen Gaussian with an infinite variance, an uninformative prior which however leads to a proper
posterior (see e.g. [18]).

8.2 Proof of theorem4.2]

As stated in the proof sketch, most of the proof consists in working out what the limiting smoother matrices are. These
results can be found implicitly in [5]. The approach we use here is much more direct, however, and hopefully easier
to follow.

We start by recalling results from [4] on eigenvalues and eigenvectors in the flat limit. There are two essential facts
to keep in mind. One is that most eigenvalues of kernel matrices go to O in the flat limit, but they do so at different
speeds. The other is that the eigenvectors go to orthogonal polynomials or splines, depending on the regularity of the
kernel and the magnitude of the associated eigenvalues.

8.2.1 Asymptotics of the eigenvalues

In the cases we examine, the smoother matrix reads:

2 X
M. = K(K. + 21 = U. diag(—2E)__yuT
7 )\1(5) + 07

We will review the behaviour of the eigenvectors U, later. An interpretation that is helpful to keep in mind is that
the smoother matrix acts like a filter: the measurement y is transformed to the eigenbasis, then (by analogy with the

Fourier transform) each discrete “frequency” is scaled by /\E\i)%, after which the data is transformed back to its

il&)T =

original space. The function s(\) = )\J:‘Gg is analogous to a filter response function. It is an increasing function of A,
Yy

and maps R™ to [0, 1]. Notably, if A is small compared to ”72, then s(\) = 0, and if it is large s(\) ~ 1. In a nutshell,
what happens in the flat limit is that eigenvalues grow apart (by orders of magnitude), so that the eigenvalues separate
into three groups. A first group is much larger than "72, and these have s(\) = 1; a second has approximately the same

34



Gaussian Process Regression in the Flat Limit A PREPRINT

magnitude as ”72, and finally a third group is much smaller, and have s(\) = 0. That explains why GPs behave in
the flat limit like semiparametric regression (like intrinsic GPs): some directions in y go through the smoother matrix
unchanged, some are penalised, and some are clamped down to O.

The asymptotics of the eigenvalues of kernel matrices in the flat limit are as follows. If the kernel matrix is analytic in
g, then the eigenvalues can also be written as analytic function of e, i.e. \i(g) = €”i(\; + O(e)). The coefficient v;
is the valuation of the ¢-th eigenvalue, and gives the rate at which it vanishes as € — 0. In a log-log plot of eigenvalues
versus &, it defines the limiting slope. When d = 1, the valuation of the eigenvalues is given by the following result
(from [4]])

C[26i-1)ifi<r
vi= {27” — 1 otherwise

Note the dependency on r, the smoothness order of the kernel. Two extreme cases are the Gaussian kernel (r =
+00), for which the eigenvalues are O(1), O(e2), O(e*), O(e%), . . . and the exponential kernel, which has r = 1 and
eigenvalues that are O(1), O(g), O(g), O(¢), . ... Kernels with r > 1 behave like the Gaussian kernel for the first r
eigenvalues, then the next n — r eigenvalues are all of the same order.

Now consider the asymptotics of terms of the form 3 :\rid , as they appear in the spectral form of the smoother matrix.

B ¥
If v is constant as a function of ¢, then, for all kernels with r < 1,

M AL
)\1+%2 )\1+%2

+0(e)

and forall 7 > 1 \
\, iaz 69(5)
it

All but the first term go to 0 in € — 0. In the filtering interpretation, that means the smoothing matrix will only let
through the part of y that is proportional to the first eigenvector and everything else will be clamped down to zero.
The associated eigenvector is the constant vector, so that the output of the smoother is a constant function. In addition,
there will be some regularisation, given by
A
0<—"L <1
A+ %

The smoother matrix for constant « then becomes effectively the smoother matrix for a (penalised) polynomial regres-
sion of degree 0.

Thus, taking the limit ¢ — 0 while keeping  fixed does not lead to very interesting results, since the GP fit tends in
that case to a constant function. Precise examination of the asymptotics (more on which below) leads to the conclusion
that v must scale as e ~? for the number of degrees of freedom to stay constant as €.

As an example, we may take v = e~ !. There are two cases we need to distinguish: » = Landr > 1. If r > 1,

one may check that /\(/\)’% goes to 1 for ¢ = 1, and goes to O for ¢ > 1. Thus, the fit will now correspond to an
il€

~v(e)
)\(A)"% goes to 1 for ¢ = 1, then all subsequent terms
il€

v(e)

unpenalised polynomial regression of degree 0. If » = 1, then

Ai
Xi+-%$
then everything goes through with a penalty. This is the signature of a semiparametric model, and indeed it is. As we
will see later, in this case the parametric part is the constant function, and the non-parametric part is made up of linear
splines.

(from 2 to n) equal + O(g). From the filtering point of view, the first eigenvector goes through unpenalised,

The general pattern of the results has much in common with what we have seen so far. « needs to rise as ¢ — 0,
and by controlling the ratio /e, we control how many eigenvectors go through unpenalised, penalised, or not at all.
Asymptotically we need v = 7P, and the asymptotics will depend on the parity of p.

In the theorems stated here we take v = £~ P~. The first result concerns the smoother matrix and follows directly from

—~

the spectral asymptotics in [4]. We introduce D(27—1) the matrix D?"~1) = |||z; — x; ”27-—1} ~ with monomials of

degree < r projected out, i.e. obtained using a QR decomposition.
D@1 = (I-QQL)D* V(I -Q.QL,) (60)

"The requirement that K. be analytic is probably artificial, see [2]
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Q -, being and orthogonal basis for V.., e. g. obtained using a QR decomposition. We can state:

Theorem 8.9. Let x a stationary kernel with regularity order v € N7, given n observations on the real line
{x1,...,2,} the smoother matrix M. = yK(yK + o*I)~! has the following expansion as € — 0: M. =
UF.U" + O(e) where U is the matrix of limiting eigenvectors and F. is a diagonal (“filter”) matrix with entries

A .
\; + A—1g2gp—2(i—1) fisr
Fog=qM779° (61)
= : otherwise
A + 5,—10-2517—(27"—1)
The limiting eigenvectors are similarly partitioned as:
U= [ngin(nm) U]

where V.= QR is the QR decomposition of V' and U are the eigenvectors of D(27=1) qs defined above. If r > n
then U = Q.

Proof. This follows directly from noting that (by Rellich’s theorem) YK (yK + 1)~ = U(e)F.U(¢) " with U (¢)
)‘i(e)az and filling in the results of [4]]. O

analytic, and F;; ; = MO+
g ~v(e)

Note that the theorem includes the case > n. In this case, the result is independent of the regularity parameter  and
is equivalent to the infinite smooth case.

We can now study the flat limit when € goes to 0.

8.2.2 Smooth case,or r > n
In this case all the eigenvalues are O(c2(—1)). Thus we get :
*p>2n—1thenF,;; —. 01,Vi=1,...,n, M. — I and Tr(M.) — n.
This corresponds to the polynomial interpolation of n points by a polynomial of order n — 1.
* poddandp <2n—1: F;,; —. 0 1,Vi=1,...,1 = [p/2 + 1], 0 otherwise and thus M., — leQ;

and Tr(M.) — L.
This corresponds to a (unpenalised) regression by a polynomial of order [ — 1.

spevenandp <2n—1:: F,,;, — .0 LVi=1,....1 =p/2, Ayy1041 = 3 Alrdz , 0 otherwise. Thus
I+1 5
T 5‘p/2+1 T 5‘p/2+1
M. — QuQ + Kot 2 /2419 241 and Tr(M.) — p/2 + St

This corresponds to a penalised polynomial regression (the order is controlled by a balance between the
observation noise and the importance (as measured by the eigenvalue) of a higher order monomial).

8.2.3 Non-smooth case or » < n
In the non-smooth case, all eigenvalues have order at most 2r — 1 in €.

» for p > 2r — 1, we obtain an interpolation, since all eigenvalues of the smoother matrix go to 1.

L, Vi=r+1,...n.
=

e forp=2r—1,F.,;; —01,Vi=1,...,rand xi

i

- 2 ~
Thus, M. — Q< ; +UF.5, 11 (Fespq + %I)—lUT
Here we obtain the smoothing splines solutions, for which the splines of order r are added to the polynomial
regression of order r — 1.

» for p < 2r — 1, we recover the two last cases of the smooth-case above, depending on the parity of p.
Remark 8.10. Some examples will clarify the meaning of this result. For the Gaussian kernel, r = oo and so for
every odd r the smoother matrix goes to QSZQ; (I = (r — 1)/2), the smoother matrix of a polynomial regression
of degree l. For the exponential kernel, r = 1, and so for p = 1 the smoother matrix goes to the smoother matrix

of a polyharmonic spline regression of degree 1. For p larger than 1 all eigenvalues go to I and so the limit is an
interpolation.
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8.2.4 Final step of the proof, equivalent asymptotic models

The final step of the proof uses the results of section 3] The limit of smoother matrices, which is always of the form
M. = M;, + O(e). Examining the proof of lemm and proposition we see that the predictive mean and
variance depend smoothly on M. and so we have asymptotic predictive equivalence in the sense of definition
Then we obtain, using the results of the two preceding sections, and restricting to the the case r < n:

* p even: The model converges to (I,;V),) where the kernel associated is I,(x,y) = 2P/2T1yP/2+1 and the

basis functions given by the monomials up to order p/2, or V, = (1,z,22,...,2P/?).

* p odd: The model converges in this case to (I,; V,) where the kernel associated is I,,(x,y) = 0 and the basis

y) =
functions given by the monomials up to order |p/2 + 1|, or V, = (1,z,22,. pr/QHJ)
1

* p = 2r — 1: The model converges to ({,,; V,,) where the kernel associated is ! ( ) ( )|z —y[*" ! and
the basis functions given by the monomials up to order r — 1, or V,, = (1, , :r2 r=1y,

This concludes the proof.

8.3 Wronskians

8.3.1 Wronskian matrices from spectral representation

In this section we derive some properties of the Wronskian matrices of stationary kernel functions from their spectral
representation. For stationary kernels, we may write k(x,y) = k(x — y).

Bochner’s theorem [43]] tells us that £ may be written as:

klx—y) = /Rd exp (w' (z — y)) du(w) (62)

where p is a positive measure (the spectral measure). In fact, there is a one-to-one correspondence between measures
and kernel functions. Assume further that i has a density (i.e. is absolutely continous relative to the Lebesgue measure
on R?%). Then eq. (62) can be rewritten as:

K(x —y) = /Rd exp (w' (z — y)) ¢(w)dw (63)

where ¢ = 1 is the density corresponding to the spectral measure i, called the spectral density. Eq. (63) implies that
in this case « and ¢ are Fourier transform pairs. Since integrable functions have continuous Fourier transforms, if & is
integrable it has a spectral density.

We follow the normalisation convention of [45]] and note:
1
q(w) = @ny /Rd exp (—w ' z) k(z)dze (64)

the spectral density of the kernel. The spectral representation of k lets us link the Wronskian matrix to moments of g.
Partial derivatives k(®#) of k may be computed as:

Hlel+18| " Hlel+18| T J
S @) = G [ explie” (o )dn(w)

:/ L‘O‘Hl'@l(—l)‘mwa*ﬁexp(LwT(:c—y))du(w)
Rd

Thus, the (a,3) element of the Wronskian matrix equals:

W. o — (e,8)
a,f — a',@'k (070)
1 [e 2 «
= Tﬁ!/d e FIBH 1) B tB iy (w)
1 (o7 (o7
= a',B' e+l )I,GIEM (w +ﬁ)
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where E,, designates expectation under ¢ (note that ¢ is not normalised). In general, not all moments of ¢ exist,
which is an equivalent way of stating that not all derivatives exist [45]]. The fact that ¢ is symmetric around the origin
immediately yields that E, (wa"’ﬁ) # 0if and only if |« + B3] is even. We obtain the following compact expression:

(65)

W o ot (“1)PHPIE, (w**P) if o+ Bl = 2p,p € Z
B 0 otherwise

Remark 8.11. In certain cases further simplification is possible. If the kernel function is separable (which is the

case for instance for the squared-exponential kernel), then q is a product distribution: q(w) = szl p(w;), and
E,(wotP) = H?:l E, (w?j+ﬂ 7). In the special case of Matérn kernels, q is a multivariate Student’s t distribution,
and a simple expression for the moments can be found in [21)].

We now use eq. (63) to prove that Wronskians are positive-definite. The positive-definiteness is strict as long as the
spectral density exists.

Lemma 8.12. Let W,,, = [Wa gla.gep,, the Wronskian (of order m) of a stationary kernel of order v > m. Then
W, > 0. Further, if the kernel has a spectral density then W, > 0.

Proof. We will show that W,,, is a Gram matrix, which implies positive-definiteness. Consider the following sequence

of functions: ¥, (w) = %(Lw)7 where ~ runs over P,,,. We define a dot product from g¢:

< ¢n>= y P(w)n(w)dp(w)

Then:

<Vt > = [ i) ()P dul)

al

_ %ﬁl(_l)\m /(L)|a|+\mwa+ﬁdu<w)
= Wap

which verifies that W is indeed a Gram matrix, and implies W > 0. To go further and prove positive-definiteness,
we now assume that the spectral density exists. Consider the quadratic form p " Wp, with p # 0:

P Wp=> paWasps
a,B

= Zpa < ta,¥p > pg
=< Zpawomzpﬁwﬁ >
[T

where || f ||Z is the norm induced by the dot product we have defined, i.e.:

15 = [, ) Fllateo)ds 67)

Obviously, || f ||i = 0 if and only if f vanishes almost everywhere on the support of .

Recall that the set of functions 1), are a subset of the monomials (up to scaling). In eq. (66) 7,(w) = > Patha(w) is
a complex-valued polynomial of degree m, so ||7,(w) ||i # 0 unless 7, (w) = 0 almost everywhere on the support of
. Since f1 is absolutely continuous w.r.t the Lebesgue measure on R?, the support of 1 is a d-dimensional subset of
R<. Polynomials in R? can only vanish on a subspace of dimension less than d, so ||n,(w) ||i > 0 for all non-zero p.

O
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8.3.2 Expressions for the Wronskian in some special cases
The Wronskian for the squared exponential kernel can be worked out directly from eq. (63) and known formulas for
Gaussian moments. The spectral density of the squared exponential kernel equals:

2
]l

1 1
q(w) = @i /Rd exp (—LwT;E) exp(— ||g3||2)d:c = NG exp(—T) (68)

which is the (normalised) density of a d-dimensional Gaussian vector with independent entries of variance 02 = 2.
The p-th moment of a univariate, centered Gaussian variate z equals E(2?) = oP(p — 1)!! if p is even, and 0 otherwise.
Here n!! designates the so-called “double factorial”, which if n is odd, equals the product n(n —2)(n —4) ... 1. Since
q is separable, we have:

d , .
202y — D g, ... g even
E (W) = ITis i IERRE 69

u(7) {0 otherwise (©9)

Injecting eq. (68) into eq. (63), we obtain:

B (0‘%&1)”(—2)#(—1)3 if 1 + B1,...,0q + Bq even
a,B — . (70)

0 otherwise
8.3.3 The Wronskian matrix and orthogonal polynomials
Let hg, ..., hs denote the first s orthogonal polynomials of the spectral measure. There is a close relationship between
the orthogonal polynomials and the matrix of moments:

E(w?*P) = E(w*wP)
B[ X Aahr@ ] [ 3 Ayphyw)
[vI<]e] Iv'[<18I
= Z Ay Ay gE(hyhy)
B8’
= Z A%OLA"/-ﬂE(hz)
B
=(AHA ) (1)

which gives an LDLt decomposition of the matrix of moments (H is diagonal and its diagonal values are the energies
of the orthogonal polynomials). Using the same trick as in the previous section, and defining By o = %Aaﬁ, we
find the LDL* decomposition of W, specifically:

W = BHB* (72)

In certain cases the elements of B are available in closed-form. For example in the squared-exponential case the
orthogonal polynomials of the measure are the Hermite polynomials.

8.3.4 Wronskian matrix of Matérn kernels

In this section we consider Matérn kernels with regularity parameter v, with spectral density as in [52], p.84:

d v —v—d/2
I'(v)

One may verify that this is also the density of a multivariate ¢-distribution, with degrees of freedom 2v. The t-

distribution has finite moments of order 2v — 1, so that the order of regularity r of the kernel equals 2v. For instance,

if v = 1/2, then g(w) is integrable but has no other finite moments exist, meaning equivalently the kernel function is

not differentiable. The Matern kernel with v = 1/2 is actually the exponential kernel. The moments of ¢ are given in
[21]], p. 11.

The Wronskian matrix for the Matern kernels (and others) can be obtained from the expression for the Gaussian kernel.
In the expansion:

K(E) — fO-DO =+ fQEQD(Z) Lot f2r_162T71D2T71
the coefficients fy, fa,... depend on the kernel but the distance matrices do not, and it is the latter that can be
expressed in the monomial basis. For radial kernels it is enough to expand the radial function at 0 to obtain the correct
coefficients.
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8.3.5 Inverse and Schur complements of Wronskian matrices for separable kernels

Theorem [6.2]involves Schur complements in the Wronskian matrix (eq. @I))). A result in [19] shows that these Schur
complements are diagonal for separable kernels. Indeed, rephrased for our need, we have:

Theorem 8.13 (Th. 3.1 in [19]). Consider a random vector X with values in R? and with product measure p(X) =
1, p(X;). Let My, € RPwa*Pra be the moment matrix with entries M, 5 = E,[X“XP]. Note that the maximal
degree of the multiindexes considered is k.

Then M(;}, can be different from 0 if and only ifzz-i:l max(a;, 5;) < k.

Alternately, MY, is necessarily zero (called a congenital zero in [19]]) iﬁfZ?:l max(ay, ;) > k

(‘Yv

As an exemple, consider d = 2 and k up to 3. The pattern provided by the theorem is depicted in the following
matrices: all the entries x can take different values from zero, all the others are necessarily O:

(0,0) | (1,0) (0,1)
-1 _ (0,0) * * *
My =1 71,0) 0
(0,1) *
(0,0) | (1,0) (0,1) | (2,0) (1,1) (0,2)
(0,0) * * * * * *
(1,0) * * * * 0
Myt =1 (0,1) * 0 * *
(2,0) * 0 0
(1,1) * 0
(0,2) *
(0,0) | (1,0) (0,1) | (2,0) (1,1) (0,2) | (3,0) (2,1) (1,2) (0,3)
(0,0) * * * * * * * * * *
(1,0) * * * * * * * * 0
(0,1) * * * * 0 * * *
(2,0) * * 0 * * 0 0
Myt =1 (1,1) * * 0 * * 0
(0,2) * 0 0 * *
(3,0) * 0 0 0
(2,1) * 0 0
(1,2) * 0
(0,3) *

Since the Schur complements we need are diagonal subblocks M, ! for || = k, Th. 3.1 in [19] directly shows that
these are diagonal! This result allows to proove corollary [6.3]

8.3.6 Proof of corollary|[6.3|

We just have to proove that the flat limit kernel for the Gaussian kernel rescaled by £ 7 is p,(x,y) = (z ' y)?/? for
even p.

Wi (a, B)zyP.
Since W,,,(cx, B) is diagonal this reduces to I(z, y) = lal=m Hon.aWon (o, a)x®y™, where we recall that H,, 4 is
the number of monomials of degree m in dimension d.

From the main result we know that the limiting kernel in this case is {(z,y) = Zlalz

m,|Bl=m

W, (c, @) are the diagonal terms of the Schur complement discussed above. From elementary block inverses lemma,
we know that the Schur complement needed is the inverse of the corresponding block in the inverse of W,,,.

Let A be a diagonal matrix with elements ¢/ /al. Then W, = AqM,,Aj. Thus Wt = Ag*M, 'AZL

Since the block we are interested in is diagonal, we end up with Wi, (o, &) = 1/ (a!? M,;' (ax, o) ). We thus need to
calculate the diagonal terms in the inverse of the moment matrix.

To do so, a trick is to use the orthonornal polynomials associated we the measure at end (here the isotropic Gaus-
sian, see above). Writing the orthonormal polynomials as pa = > -, da,~Z”, we obtain Epapg = dap =
Z7< ,p<B dy pM,, (v, p)dg p. Note that the matrix D with entries do g is lower triangular (orthogonality) and
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invertible. Therefore, I = DM,,,D" so that M,;' = D' D. Thus, M} (at,a) = Y, d2 , = d2 , since in

a< [o
the block of order m all terms but the diagonal terms are equal to zero. Now, dq o may bg fgund using the norm
of the polynomial p, which writes Epaps = 1 = 27 <o QavEpax? = do,oEpox™ again because d is diagonal
for the term of maximal degree. The final twist here uses the fact that the measure is a product measure 1 = [ 1,
which implies that the orthonormal polynomials p, associated are products of the orthonormals polynomials p,, of
the measures ;. This implies that do,oc = [[da;,0;- In the Gaussian case considered, d, «, is thus simply the

norm of the Hermite polynomial of degree o;. For our case, d2, ,. = 1/(2%ay!) so that d, , = 1/(21*la!) and
W(a,a) = 2/¢l/al. Thus I(z,y) o > lajem M/ alzy® = (xzTy)™. Since proportionality here leads to
prediction-equivalence, this ends the proof of corollary

8.4 [Extension to general linear measurements

Here we sketch the extension of our results to general linear measurements of a GP, as used in linear inverse problems.
As a concrete example, suppose we take Fourier measurements of an unknown function f:

1
Y = / f(;v)e%””dx + v; (74)
0

with v; ~ N(0,0?). The goal is to reconstruct f from ¥ . .. y,,. We do so by assuming f is sampled from a Gaussian
process, and estimating f(x) via its posterior expectation E( f(z)|y).

Let us first set up some notation. To generalise beyond eq. (73)), we assume that each measurement is the output of a
linear functional acting on f:

yi = (di| f) +vi (75)

Here the linear functional may be for instance an integral operator (as in eq. (73)), or a differential operator. We
recover the usual setup (point evaluation of f) with ¢, = J,, the Dirac delta at ;.

Assume that f ~ GP(0, k) with k(z,y) a kernel function. Then one can show [38] that the vector [(¢;, f)]; has a
multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean E (¢; | f) = (¢; | E(f))) = 0 and covariance

Mi; = (¢ [ (il k),), = (di| k] &) (76)

where (¢ | f(z,y)), = (¢| f(-,y)) evaluates the operator along = with y fixed, and similarly for (¢ | f(z,)),.
Note for later that

(@il f+gldi) = (il f185) +(di]9]85)
and if h(z,y) = f(x)g(y) is a separable function, then

(il hld5) = (9il [){g]5) a7
The expectation of f(x) given y by noting that f, y are jointly Gaussian again, and by the usual conditioning formulas
E(f(x)ly) = m,(M +0*I)" 'y (78)

with mj, = [(¢1 | k(z,-)) ... (dn | K(z,-))]-

On the other hand, we may also try to solve the problem using polynomials (of fixed degree s < n). In this case the
natural thing to do is to solve:

argmmz — (i | /))? (79

fePs

where Ps is the set of polynomials of degree < s. That is a simple, finite-dimensional least-squares problem. Noting
Sij = (¢i|2?) (80)
we have the estimate f(z) = v%(SS?)~ 1Sty with v} = [2°...2°].

We can now proceed with the flat limit expansion. For brevity, we do this for d = 1 and » = oo but the general case
proceeds along the same lines. If we inject the expansion

ke(z,y) = Bo + Ba®(x — y)* + Bac* (x —y)* + ... (81)
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into the definition of the matrix M (eq. (76)) we find

M;j(e) = (¢ | ke | ¢5)
= (¢i | Bo + B2’ (x — y)* + Bac’ (z — y)* | ¢;)
=Bo(¢i|1]¢;) + € B2 (¢ | (x—y)?| b))+ €'Ba (i ]| (x — )" | d;) + ...

If we now use the binomial expansion, along with eq. (77), we find:
Mij(e) = Bo (i | 1) (L] d5) + € B2 {3 [ %) (6 11) — 2(¢1 | @) (b5 | y) + (di | 1) (&5 [9*)} + ...
= B0Si.05;.0 + Bae® {Si2Sj.0 — 25115851 + Si0Sj2} + ...
This allows us to write M in the form
M(e) = SA()WA(e)S! + ... (82)

With this in hand, all the results from [4] follow in a modified form, with S playing the role of the Vandermonde
matrix V. For instance, M (¢) will have eigenvalues of order 0, €2, ¢, ... and its limiting eigenvectors are given by
Gram-Schmidt applied to S.

If we now apply the expansion to the conditional mean (eq. (78)), we find:
m, = v A(e)WA(e)S + ...
Assuming S has full rank, we may write v}, = VLS. Eq. takes the following form
E(f(z)ly) = vV!SA(e)WA(e)S (SA(e)WA(e)S! + o’T) 1y + ... (83)

where we recognise a regularised inverse (smoother matrix). This generalises the smoother matrices we have already
studied, with S generalising V. By scaling the kernel matrix appropriately, we recover all the usual results. In the flat
limit of inverse problems, the GP model becomes equivalent to the usual parametric or semi-parametric models. See
section[5.6] for a detailed example.

8.5 Extension to non-Gaussian likelihoods

Although the results are entirely analoguous, going beyond Gaussian likelihoods requires a very substantial change to
the proof techniques. In the Gaussian case, the posterior mean of f(z) given the data y is a linear function of y. This
allows us to rely on linear algebra for the proofs, but if we now wish to generalise to non-Gaussian likelihoods this
avenue is no longer open.

Instead, what we may do is directly express posterior expectations as integrals and use asymptotic formulae for these
integrals. In the Gaussian case, we relied on a reduction (in section [3)) that let us study smoothing matrices only. Here
we rely on a more general result, in the form of a Bayesian variant of the representer theorem, that lets us focus on
the finite dimensional posterior for the values of f at the measured location. That posterior can itself be tackled using
asymptotic integrals, as we show.

We give only the barest sketch here, with apologies to the reader. There are many tedious details to be worked out, in
particular in specifying the exact class of likelihood functions for which the results hold (some form of regularity is
required).

8.5.1 Assumptions

An example of a non-Gaussian likelihood is the Bernoulli likelihood introduced in section[5.6] Each datapoint y; is a
class label in {0, 1} and we assume

plyi = 1[f (i) = @(f(2:)) (84)

where f is our Gaussian process. If f(a) > 0 then points at « are more likely to be in class 1, if f(x) < 0 it’s the
opposite and the separating surface is at the level set f(x) = 0.

Again we have X = {z;...x,} the measurement locations and fy = [f(z1)...f(zn)] the vector of function
values. The goal of GP classification is to form predictions at an arbitrary location, from the posterior predictive
distribution p(f(x)|y). To perform prediction, we compute the posterior expectation of f(x) given the data y, and if
that expectation is positive we predict class 1. Contrary to the Gaussian case, computing these expectations cannot be
done analytically.
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We can assume a model in a more general form, where the measurements y; at each location x; only depend on the
value of f at x;, and the measurements are independent, i.e.:

p(ylf) = Hl (il f (1)) = Ly(Fa) (85)

We can also extend this to general linear observations on f, as in the previous section, but that requires burdensome
notation so we stick to pointwise evaluation for simplicity.

The gist of the proof is as follows: first, we reduce the problem from looking at the posterior predictive at f(x) for
any x to just looking at the finite-dimensional posterior p(fx|y). Next, we compute asymptotics of the moments of
p(fx|y) essentially by doing multivariate integrals in the right basis.

8.5.2 The Bayesian representer theorem

The paper [9] contains a result which can be seen as a Bayesian counterpart of the representer theorem; and indeed you
can use it to prove the classical representer theorem. The representer theorem shows that a functional (i.e., infinite-
dimensional) optimisation problem actually collapses to a finite-dimensional optimisation problem. The Bayesian
representer theorem shows something similar for the posterior expectation of f(x) given the data, in a very general
setting.

Consider f(x) = E(f(z)|y) as a function of 2. We know that f belongs to the RKHS generated by the kernel, but
can we be more specific? The results in [9] show that we can:

E(f(x)ly) = k(z, X) K 'E(fx|y) = Zk (, )0 (y (86)

so that f actually belongs to an n dimensional subspace spanned by the kernel functions {k(z, 1) ... k(z, z,)}. The
kinship with the classical representer theorem should be obvious.

Importantly, by eq. (86), we can think of the posterior expectation at = as an interpolation at 2 from observations
at X with value E(fx|y) (to see that it is an interpolation, consider z € X). In addition, a similar result holds for
conditional variance:

Var(f(x)ly) = k(z, X) K~ Var(fx|y) (87)

which again is an interpolation of the posterior variance at the measured locations.

Since the flat limit of interpolation is well-characterised, we can focus on the behaviour of E(fx|y).

8.5.3 Asymptotic integrals

We would like to find asymptotic formulas for posterior expectations in the flat limit, of the form

[ FLy(f) exp(—2 fi(voe PK.) " f)df

E(fxly) = [ Ly(F)exp(—1 ft(voe P K.)~1 f)df

(88)

Recall that the role of the yye~P scaling (with p < 0) is to get a nontrivial limit. To look at what happens to eq.
in ¢ — 0, we will perform a linear change of variable, after which some dimensions will drop out and others will
simplify.

8.5.4 Some asymptotic formulas

Consider the following (univariate) integral:
B
I(e) = /s(gc) exp(—ExQ)dx (89)
which we seek to evaluate in € — 0 for different values of the exponent S3.

If 8 > 0, and s(z) is integrable, then

I(e) = /s(x)dx + O(?) (90)
If 5 < 0, and s(z) is differentiable at 0, then
I(e) = V2= (f(0) + O(¢?)) 1)
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which can be obtained from Laplace’s method or just by thinking of [89] as an expectation under an (unnormalised)
Gaussian and Taylor expanding f at 0.

We can combine these formulas in multivariate integrals, such as
1, 5 5 22
IO = [ g2 exp(—5(ea +y* + ) dadydz ©2)

~ [V ) expl- et 4 P dedy VI (o 0)expl- 5 (0)dody (93)

Assume that f(z,y,2) < 0 represents a likelihood function, and that f(x,y, 2) exp(—2 (ex® + y? + é))dxdydz is
a posterior density. We can compute the expectation of x,y, z via a modification of J(¢), similar to eq. . If we
apply the same process of asymptotic simplification and take the ratio, we’ll see that as ¢ — 0, the expectation is the
same as if we had (a) clamped z at 0 and (b) treated = as unpenalised. That is in a sense, all that is going on in the flat
limit: under the right change of basis, some dimensions are clamped at 0, some are unpenalised, and the remaining
still have some penalisation by the prior.

8.6 Putting it all together
Let us derive the right change of basis so that the prior in eq. can be treated as a product of Gaussians with
variances in different orders in e.

For now, consider the d = 1, smooth case. It will come as no surprise that the correct change of basis is to go to the
orthonormal polynomials, so that f = Qg where V' = QR is the QR decomposition of the full Vandermonde matrix
(degree n — 1). Note that the change-of-variable has determinant one (it’s a rotation). We also note g = [go - - - gn—1],
starting the indexing at 0 because of the association with monomial degrees.

As usual we can write K, as
K. =VAEWA()V! +... (94)

where A () is diagonal with A(g);; = €'. A quadratic form in K ~! can be expanded as:
FIK'f=gQ' V7 iIA(E) "W lA(e) 'V IQg +...=gR'A(e) "W A(e) 'Rlg+... (95
The matrix R~ is lower-triangular, and so with some algebra you can convince yourself that in the quadratic form
gQ'VIA(e) W TA(e) 'V Qg

the term in g% has valuation O in €, the term in g% has valuation —2, the term in g% has valuation —4, etc. This means
we can rewrite the prior as effectively proportional to:

Yoe? _
eXP(—T(Cogg +e gt +...)

At this stage we can apply our asymptotic integral formulas and we are done. Depending on p some dimensions
become unpenalised, some are clamped to O and the one that (potentially) remains is penalised. We have a semipara-

metric prior, the exact nature of which depends on the expansion of the kernel matrix at 0. To identify this model, we
repeat the arguments of the linear-Gaussian case.

8.7 Non-analytic kernels

As it stands our results are limited to kernels that are analytic at 0. This limitation is frustrating because, e.g. not all
Matérn kernels are analytic. In particular, numerical evidence suggests that thin-plate splines [53]] do appear in the flat
limit of Matérn kernel, but this is slightly beyond what we can prove using the current tools. In this section we explain
the problem and sketch a direction for the proof.

To explain the issue, let us consider the Matérn kernel in dimension 1, as defined in [45], eq. 14. Let k(z,y) =
Y(x — y), with

00 = g ) 6

where K, is a modified Bessel function. Recall that v determines the m.s. differentiability of the process: a sample
from a GP with Matérn covariance is m times differentiable if and only if v > m. Using the tools in this article,
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we can only handle the cases where v is half-integer, because in these cases 1(t) = exp(—[t|)p(t) where p(t) is a
polynomial [45].

Stein [45] gives asymptotic series for the Matérn kernel (eqs. 15 and 16, p. 32) which shed light on the behaviour of
1 (t) in small ¢. For simplicity, we only consider v < 1. If 0 < v < 1, then 1 has an expansion of the form:

() = by — bit? + O(|t]?)

where by and b; are coefficients depending on . Note that 2 is not an integer, so 1 is not asymptotic to a power
series. If v = 1, then ¢ has expansion:

Y(t) =2+ t?log |t| + O(t?)
where 2 log |t is not a monomial.

In terms of kernel matrices, this implies that if 0 < v < 1, K, can be expanded as:

K. =by11! — b, D) + O(&?)
where D) = [|z; — x| fv = %, we recover the special case of the exponential kernel. If v is any other
real number, we need to deal with a non-analytic matrix perturbation. This creates a problem because we use Rellich’s
theorem, which assumes that the perturbation is analytic. The same problem arises when v = 1, in which case:

K. =211" 4 (e%loge)L + O(£?)

where L = [|z; — zj|?log|z; — x]]; ;. Again we cannot use Rellich’s theorem.

It is relatively easy to see what should happen here: the scaling of v needs to be adapted to scale as ¢ ~2” or = li)g 6

when v = 1. What we need is a version of the results in [4] that does not rely on Rellich’s theorem. There is a
possibility of obtaining the same results using linear algebra in the field of transseries [48]], and we hope to pursue this
in the future.
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