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Abstract

Functional data analysis (FDA) finds widespread application across various fields,
due to data being recorded continuously over a time interval or at several discrete
points. Since the data is not observed at every point but rather across a dense grid,
smoothing techniques are often employed to convert the observed data into functions.
In this work, we propose a novel Bayesian approach for selecting basis functions for
smoothing one or multiple curves simultaneously. Our method differentiates from other
Bayesian approaches in two key ways: (i) by accounting for correlated errors and (ii)
by developing a variational EM algorithm instead of a Gibbs sampler. Simulation stud-
ies demonstrate that our method effectively identifies the true underlying structure of
the data across various scenarios and it is applicable to different types of functional
data. Our variational EM algorithm not only recovers the basis coefficients and the
correct set of basis functions but also estimates the existing within-curve correlation.
When applied to the motorcycle dataset, our method demonstrates comparable, and
in some cases superior, performance in terms of adjusted R? compared to other tech-
niques such as regression splines, Bayesian LASSO and LASSO. Additionally, when
assuming independence among observations within a curve, our method, utilizing only
a variational Bayes algorithm, is in the order of thousands faster than a Gibbs sampler
on average. Our proposed method is implemented in R and codes are available at
https://github.com/acarolcruz/VB-Bases-Selection.

1 Introduction

In Functional Data Analysis (FDA), a common problem involves assessing observations from
a continuous functional y(-) at specific evaluation points, usually representing a continuous
variable such as time. Since y(-) is not observed at every point but rather across a dense grid,
smoothing techniques are often employed to convert the observed data into functions. This
process, known as functional data representation, is commonly achieved using basis function
expansion methods, considering, for example, Fourier and B-splines basis functions.



One common method for estimating a smooth function, which is represented by a linear
combination of known basis functions, involves finding the set coefficients for this linear
combination that minimizes a penalized least squares criterion. This criterion includes a
penalty term that measures the function’s roughness. The smoothing parameter, which
controls the trade-off between data fit and smoothness, is typically determined through
cross-validation (Ramsay and Silverman, 2005). However, while these methods effectively
manage smoothness, they do not perform basis selection, which is the process of identifying
the most relevant basis functions from a set of candidates.

Bayesian techniques have significantly advanced the field of functional data representa-
tion, providing robust and flexible modelling methods. For example, Gaussian processes,
which are non-parametric models, are widely used in Bayesian functional data analysis due
to their ability to model and smooth complex data (Williams and Rasmussen, 2006). Addi-
tionally, spike-and-slab priors are employed for basis function selection, offering an effective
approach to distinguish between relevant and irrelevant basis functions (Kuo and Mallick,
1998; Ishwaran and Rao, 2005; Crainiceanu et al., 2009; Sousa et al., 2024). For instance,
Sousa et al. (2024) utilized spike-and-slab priors for simultaneous basis selection across mul-
tiple curves by introducing a hierarchical model and sampling from the posterior distribution
via a Gibbs sampler.

Independence across observations within a curve is often assumed when performing func-
tional data representation, as it greatly simplifies model inference derivation. However, this
assumption may not hold true in certain scenarios, especially when working with repeated
measurements or longitudinal data (Goldsmith et al., 2011; Huo et al., 2023). As a result,
ignoring the data correlation structure can lead to inaccurate inference results (see Figure
1). Under a Bayesian framework, introducing a correlation structure within a curve poses
a challenge in deriving the posterior distribution for the correlation parameters due to its
non-conjugacy in most proposed structure cases. The incorporation of a data correlation
structure often requires additional steps within the chosen Bayesian inference algorithm to
address this issue. For instance, Dias et al. (2013) employed the Metropolis-Hastings method
within a Gibbs sampler to account for non-conjugacy when estimating a correlation function
decay parameter.

The use of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods, such as the Gibbs sampler, for
basis function selection in functional data representation, as shown in Sousa et al. (2024),
can be computationally costly, especially in large data settings. Therefore, considering al-
ternative Bayesian inference approaches, such as variational inference, may yield more com-
putationally efficient results (Goldsmith et al., 2011; Earls and Hooker, 2017; Huo et al.,
2023; Xian et al., 2024). Variational inference algorithms, such as variational Bayes (VB)
or variational EM (Blei et al., 2017; Li and Ma, 2023; Huo et al., 2023), aim to find the so-
called variational distribution that best approximates the true posterior instead of sampling
from the posterior distribution as MCMC techniques. Additionally, when performing basis
selection for functional data representation, it is important to recognize that the assumption
of independence across observations within a curve may not hold true in many situations.

Thus, in this work, we propose a novel Bayesian approach for selecting basis functions
for smoothing one or multiple curves simultaneously. Our approach builds upon the method
proposed by Sousa et al. (2024) in two key ways: (i) by accounting for correlated errors and
(ii) by developing a variational EM algorithm instead of a Gibbs sampler. Since our main



interest lies in basis function selection, we focus on obtaining a point estimate for a proposed
correlation decay parameter while still approximating the full posterior distributions for the
other model parameters. In the E-step of our variational EM algorithm, we fix the correlation
decay parameter and estimate the variational distributions for the other model parameters
using VB. In the subsequent M-step, we use these VB estimates to maximize the evidence
lower bound (ELBO) with respect to the correlation decay parameter. The algorithm iterates
until ELBO convergence. As a result, all model parameters are obtained simultaneously
and automatically, facilitating for a rapid and adaptive selection of basis functions while
incorporating a data correlation structure. Our proposed method is implemented in R and
codes are available at https://github.com/acarolcruz/VB-Bases-Selection.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of variational inference,
along with a detailed description of our proposed model and VB algorithm. Section 3 presents
the results of simulation studies designed to evaluate the performance of our method under
various scenarios. In Section 4, we apply our methodology to a real dataset, showcasing
its practical utility. Finally, Section 5 offers a conclusion of our study and discusses the
implications of our proposed method.

2 Methods

2.1 Variational Bayes

Unlike MCMC methods that approximate the exact posterior distribution by sampling from
the stationary distribution of the model parameters, variational inference takes on an opti-
mization approach for approximating probability densities (Jordan et al., 1999; Wainwright
et al., 2008). Variational Bayes (VB) is a variational inference algorithm that approximates
the posterior by another density restricted to a family with some desired properties (Blei
et al., 2017). The approximated posterior is determined by the density in that family that
minimizes the Kulback-Leibler (KL) divergence to the exact posterior. Let 8 be the set of
model parameters, ¢ € Q be a density function over © (parameter space), and y be the
observed data. Then, more precisely, VB seeks to find a variational distribution ¢* in Q that
minimizes the KL divergence to the true posterior, that is,

q"(0) = argmin KL(¢(0) || p(0 | ). (1)

qeQ

The KL divergence between the two densities is defined as:

q(6)
KL((0) | 50 | ) = & 1oz 20 )
p(6 | y)
= E(log q(8)) — E(logp(€ | y))
= E(log ¢(0)) — E(log p(6,y)) + log p(y), (2)
where all expectations are taken with respect to ¢(€). Directly minimizing KL(q || p) is

not possible since p(y) is often intractable to compute. As an alternative, since logp(y)
is considered a constant with respect to ¢(@) and KL(q || p) is non-negative, we optimize



an alternative objective function called the evidence lower bound (ELBO). The ELBO is
derived from the decomposition of log p(y) as follows:

log p(y) = log p(y) /e q(6)de

[ 0.9/
= [ o8 {pw "9)/a(0) } a(6)d0

(
oo £ ool 8

= KL((0) | p(6 | 9)) + / 19) 1o {pfe(?)w

TV
ELBO

] ae . (3)

This decomposition demonstrates that the ELBO is the negative KL divergence presented
in (2) plus log p(y). Therefore, maximizing the ELBO is equivalent to minimizing the KL
divergence. Consequently, the task of approximating the posterior density with VB becomes
an optimization problem, with the complexity determined by the choice of the density family
Q. One widely used family is the mean-field variational family, where the parameters @ are
assumed to be mutually independent, leading to the factorization ¢(6) = [, ¢;(¢;). This
assumption facilitates the analytical computation of ¢(8).

To obtain each variational distribution ¢;(#;) we consider the coordinate ascent varia-
tional inference (CAVI) algorithm (Bishop, 2006). Under the CAVI, we optimize the ELBO
with respect to a single variational density ¢;(#;) while holding the others fixed, resulting in
the optimal variational distribution ¢}(6;) defined as follows:

log ¢;(0;) = Eqe_;) [logp(y, 0)] + constant, (4)

where ¢(0_;) indicates that the expectation is taken with respect to the variational distri-
butions of all other model parameters except 6; and “constant” represents any terms that
do not depend on 0;.

2.2 Variational EM

Suppose that 6, € O is a hyperparameter whose posterior distribution is intractable to obtain
due to its non-conjugacy. In variational inference, one approach commonly used to address
this issue is the Variational EM algorithm (Liu et al., 2019; Li and Ma, 2023; Huo et al.,
2023). Let A C O represents the set of model parameters for which we can approximate the
posterior distribution using VB. The Variational EM algorithm iteratively maximizes the
ELBO with respect to ¢(A) and 6; using the following two steps:

e E-step: Assuming 6, fixed, we obtain the variational distribution of ¢(A), ¢*(A), using
the CAVI algorithm as described in Section 2.1;

e M-step: We compute the update of 6; as the argmax, ELBO(q*(A),0;), where the
obtained ¢*(A) in the E-step is held fixed.
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2.3 Model

We consider the Bayesian model framework for basis selection as in Sousa et al. (2024) and
demonstrate a Variational Bayes approach for approximate inference while incorporating a
correlation structure into the data. Suppose there are m curves, each with n; observations
at points t;; € A C R, where ¢ € 1,...,m and j € 1,...,n;. Denote the observed value of
the i-th curve at t;; as y;;. We can express y;; as follows:

yij = yiti;) = gi(tiy) + i(ti), (5)

where g;(t;;) is represented as a linear combination of K known basis functions:

K
gi(ti;) = Z ZiBri Br (i), (6)
k=1

with Zi;s being Bernoulli independent random variables, where P(Z; = 1) = 6;;. Note
that the coefficients from the linear combination of basis functions for the ith functional are
defined as the vector &, = (&14, -+ ,&ki)’ = (Z1i5iy Z2iBoiy - - - ZxkiPrci)’, where Zg; = 0 for
some k indicates that such basis functions should not be considered in the representation of
the 7th functional, thus inducing basis selection.

For the random errors, €;(+), a common approach is to assume they are independent nor-
mally distributed with a mean of zero and a variance of 0%, as assumed in Sousa et al. (2024).
However, as previously discussed, depending on the application, this assumption may not
hold true (Ramsay and Silverman, 2005; Goldsmith et al., 2011; Huo et al., 2023). Therefore,
to account for correlation among observations within a curve, we assume &;(+) in (5) follows a
Gaussian process with mean zero and covariance functional o?¥(-,-). Specifically, we adopt
the assumption, as presented in Dias et al. (2013), that (¢, s) = exp (—wl|t — s|), which is
the correlation function of an Ornstein—-Uhlenbeck process (Williams and Rasmussen, 2006),
where w > 0 represents the correlation decay parameter. This correlation structure ac-
counts for varying correlation depending on the distance between observations within the
same curve, more specifically, the correlation between Y;(t) and Y;(s) decays exponentially
as |t — s| increases.

To perform basis selection as described in Sousa et al. (2024), we employ an approach
commonly used in Bayesian variable selection, specifically the use of spike-and-slab priors
(Kuo and Mallick, 1998; Ishwaran and Rao, 2005). In spike-and-slab priors, each coefficient
has a probability of being exactly zero, referred to as the spike component, and a probability
of coming from a continuous distribution, often Gaussian, referred to as the slab component.
This allows for variable selection by shrinking some coefficients to zero while estimating
others with non-zero values. In our context, we incorporate a spike-and-slab prior in the
basis coefficients, &; = Zpifr; in (6), allowing for adaptive basis function selection, where
coefficients can take zero estimates with probability 1 — 6;; and are drawn from N (0, 720?)
with probability #,;. Therefore, we define the following Bayesian hierarchical model:



Y, | Z,8,0%w ~ MVN (g,(-),0°¥);

Bri | 0%, 7% ~ N(0,7%0%);

Zyi | @ ~ Bernoulli(6y,);

Ori ~ Beta(pigi, 1 — pirs); g
72 ~ IG(A, A2);

o? ~ 1G(01, 05);

where g,(+) = (gi(t1), -+, gi(t,,))T as defined in (6) and U(t,s) = exp (—wl|t — s]|).

We develop a variational EM algorithm to infer Z, 8, 3, 02, 72, and w. Initially, we treat
w as a fixed hyperparameter to derive the variational distributions for the other quantities
of interest. Using the mean-field approximation, we assume that the variational distribution
factorizes over Z,0, 3,02, and 72, enabling a tractable approximation. Subsequently, we
update the hyperparameter w by directly maximizing the ELBO. Specifically, given the
obtained variational distribution of Z, 0,3, 02, and 72, we update w by setting the first
derivative of the ELBO with respect to w to zero. Since an analytical solution is not available,
we use an optimization algorithm to find the optimal value of w.

2.4 Proposed variational EM algorithm

In what follows, we derive the variational distribution of all model parameters except w
using the CAVI algorithm described in Section 2.1. The update of the estimate of w is
then computed by directly maximizing the ELBO with respect to w given the obtained
variational distributions. Therefore, in this Section we present the E-step of our variational
EM algorithm. For the M-step, we use a quasi-Newton method to optimize the value of w.
Our algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Assuming w fixed and considering the mean-filed approximation, the variational distri-
bution of Z, 0, 3, 0%, and 7% can be factored as follows:

m K m

0(Z,6,8,0°,7) = [ [ 1] a(Zs) x [T [T a(6) x [[4(8)) x a(e®) x a(=7).  (8)

i=1 k=1 i=1 k=1 i=1

Then, using the CAVI algorithm, we derive an update equation for each quantity in (8)
by computing the expectation of the complete-data likelihood with respect to all quantities
except the one of interest, where the complete-data likelihood is defines as follows:

p(Y’ Z’ 076’0—277—2;7’[]) :p<Y | Z707/8’0-277—2’w)p(z707ﬁ70-277—2)
=p(Y | Z,B,0%w)p(Z | 0)p(B | o*, 73)p(0)p(a?)p(T?).  (9)

Then, for instance, the optimal variational distribution for Zy;, ¢*(Zy;), is defined as
follows:

log ¢"(Zyi) = E_z,.(logp(Y,Z,6,3, o, 12 w)) + constant, (10)
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where —Z;; indicates that the expectation is taken with respect to the variational distribu-
tions of all other random variables except Z;;, and “constant” represents all terms that do
not depend on Zj;.

2.4.1 VB equations
1. Update equation for ¢(Z;).
log ¢*(Zyi) = E_yz.)(logp(Y, Z,0, B,0°, 7% w)) + constant
RE_ ) (logp(Y | Z, B, 0% w)) + B_yz,)(log p(Z | 9)). (11)
Taking the expectations in (11), the terms that do not depend on Zj; will be added to

. + .
the constant term. For convenience, we use =~ to denote equality up to a constant. Hence,

1
log ¢ (Z;) %ZI Zyi =) { T;Eq*(gz) log(az)
r=0

1 1 5 B B
B RRC) (;) Ep@ e @ |[(yi = 30 (vi — §5)]
+ 1 Eg(9,,) 108(0ki) + (1 — 1) Ege(a,,;) log (1 — Qki)},
where §, = G'3;, with ) ) i )
Gi = (G- -Gy - Gin) ks s
and Gy; = (Z1;B1(tij), - - -, Zi—1iBr—1(ti;), 7 Bi(tij), Zig1iBry1(tij), - - - Zi Bi (ti5)).

Therefore, ¢*(Zx;) has a Bernoulli distribution with parameter

CXP Uir

* —
Py = 1 — )

(12)

where
n;

Qleir — — EEq*(Uz) 10g(0’2)

1 1 . i
— 5Er 0 <;> Eg@ @ (v — 30 (vi — §)]
+ 7 B0 108(0ri) + (1 = 7) Ege (6,) 108 (1 — Oa)-

2. Update equation for ¢(6y;). Since only p(Z | 8) and p(0) in (9) depend on 0y;, we
derive ¢*(0x;) as follows:

% +
log ¢ (6ri) = E—q(0,,) (log (Z | 0)) + E_y(0,,)(log p(6))
+
R E_g0.)(log p(Zi | Oki)) + E—g(0y) (log p(Oki))
= By (2.0 Zki 108 Oi + Egr(2,) (1 — Zyi) log (1 — Oy;)
= (Eq*(zki)Z]ﬂ' + Ugi — 1) log 0y; + (2 — Eq*(Zki)Zki — Uki — 1) log(l — 91%)



Hence, ¢*(0;) follows a Beta distribution with parameters

arit = Egr(2,) Zri + ki (13)
and
ariz = 2 — Egr (2, Zki — Hhi (14)

3. Update equation for ¢(3;). Considering that only the terms p(Y | Z, 3, 0% w) and
p(B ] 0% 72) in (9) depend on 3;, we derive the ¢*(3;) as follows:

% +
log ¢*(B;) = E_yp.)(logp(Y | Z, B, 0% w)) + E_ys, (logp(B | 6°,7°))
n; 1

- 1 .
~ =5 By o) 10g(0%) = S By (o) (ﬁ> Ep@|(yi —9)"v ' (vi — 9,)]

K 1 1 1
- E(Eq*(rf?) log(0) + Eg-(r2) log(7%)) — 5 (@?) <§) ) (ﬁ) BiB;-
Let G; be a K x n; matrix with column vectors G;; = (Z1;B1(tj), ..., ZxiBk(tij))".
Hence, Ep(2)Gi; = (p1;B1(tij), - - -, DB (tij))', where py; is defined as in (12).

Therefore, by completing the squares with respect to @, we have that ¢*(3,) follows a
multivariate normal distribution with parameters

1 - /
1a, = <Eq*(a2) (;) y;\I’ 1Eq*(Z)G;ZBZ) (15)
and

1 1 - -
Xp, = [Eq*(gz) <;> (Eq*(ﬂ) (ﬁ) I + Egz) GV lEq*(Z)G;)] , (16)

where [ is the identity matrix of size K.
4. Update equation for ¢(c?).

. +
log ¢*(0%) = E_y2(logp(Y | Z, B, o w)) + E,q(az)(logp(UQ))

=~ <ZZ; Ty m2 + 6+ 1) log(o?)

G (Yi - gi)/qjil(}’i - gi)
- { ZEqwzz-)-q*(m) ( 5 +
=1
1) «— ) 1
Eg-(r2) 72 Z Eq8)BiBi + 02 2
=1

Therefore, ¢*(0?) has an inverse-gamma distribution with parameters

Yo ni +mK + 26,
2

51 = (17)



and
* 1 = o 1 m
05 = 5 <Z By 3y (yi — 9.0 yi — 9,) + Ep(r2y (ﬁ) ZEq*(ﬁi)IB;ﬁi + 252) (18)
=1 i=1

5. Update equation for ¢(7%). Since only the terms p(3 | o2, 7%) and p(72) in (9) depend

on 72, we derive the ¢*(72) as follows:

. +
log q (7'2) ~E_y2(logp(B | o2, 7'2)) + E,q(Tz)(logp(7'2))
mK 1 1) & 1
— (T + M+ 1) 10g<72) — 5 (Eq*(a2) (;) Z Eq*(ﬂb)ﬁ;ﬁz + 2)\2) Eq*(TQ) (ﬁ) .

i=1

Similar to ¢*(0?), ¢*(7%) also follows a inverse-gamma distribution with parameters

Q+

K+ 2\
N AT 19)
2
and
. 1 1)\ &
)\2 = § (Eq*(ﬂ) (;) ZEq*(ﬂi)B{iIBi + 2)\2> ) (20)
=1

2.4.2 Expectations

In this Section, we define the expectations in the update equations for the variational distri-
butions derived in Section 2.4.1. We have that,

Eq(21)Zki = Pis (21)

Eff‘(ﬁi)ﬁl%i = Varg,, + M%kia (22)

B0, 108 Ok = Y(arin) — ¥(arin + ariz), (23)
Egr (o) 10g(1 — Or;) = Y(ariz) — ¥ (arin + ariz), (24)
By (02 log o® = log 65 — ¥(67), (25)
Eqge(2)log 7% = log A — (A}), (26)
Eq*(cr?)% = g—: (27)

Eq*(ﬂ)% - i—; (28)
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where ¥(z) = LT (), which is referred to as the digamma function.

Additionally, using the result E(X'AX) = trace(AVarX) + E(X) AE(X), we obtain

Egzya8)(¥i — 9)' V" (yi — 9;)
= (yi — Ep@)Gipg,)" V' (yi — Eg(2)Gipg,) + trace(V ' Var(G;3;)), (29)

where

Var(G'3,) = B(t;)Var(Z; o 8,)B(t;), (30)

where B(t;) is the matrix with the basis functions applied to the vector of evaluation points
t; for functional i and o defines element-wise multiplication. Therefore,

Var(Z; o 8;) = Var(Z;)Xp, + Var(Z;)pg g + X5, E(Z:)E(Z;)". (31)

Similarly, Ep«z_,)-q*) [(yi — 8;)"V ' (y: — ;) in (12) is obtained as follows:

Eg-(z_1i)0*(8) [(YL ~ 30 (yi — §,)
= (Vi = Ep(z)Gins) V(i — Ep @) Gipp,) + trace(¥ ™ Var(Gi8,)),  (32)
where 3 _
Var(G;3;) = B(t;)Var(Z; o 8,)B(t;)’, (33)
Z; is the vector Z; with the k-th entry equals to a constant » = {0,1} and

Var(Z; 0 ;) = Var(Z:)Ss, + Var(Z,) g pls, + 56, E(Z)E(Z,). (34)

2.4.3 Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO)

In this Section we derive the ELBO, which is used in the VB algorithm as the convergence
criterion. The ELBO is defined as

ELBO(q) = E,<(logp(Y,Z,0, 3, %, 12 w)) — By (logq(Z, 0,3, 02,7'2)). (35)

Using the decomposition of the complete-data likelihood given in (9) and the fact that
the variational distribution is assumed to be part of the mean-field family, we calculate the
ELBO as follows:

| 0)) — Ey4-(log q(Z))+

| 0%,7%)) — Eg(log q(8))+

) — Eg(log q(0))+ (36)
) — Eg(log q(0?))+

E,(logp 2)) — Eq*(logq(TQ)).

10



Consequently, we define each term as follows:

Eq(logp(Z | 0)) — Ey-(logq(Z)) = (37)
m K
=> > [pZiEq*wM) log(0i) + (1 = pri) Bq (04 108(1 = Oni) — pis log pgs — (1 — ppi) log(L — pj;)
i=1 k=1
Ep(logp(B | 0°,7%) — Eg(logq(B) = (38)
- K log |¥5| K
= Z [ - — (Eq*(az) log o’ + Eg(2) log 7'2) + M + —
— 2 2 2
1 1 1 ,
_ §Eq*(02) ; Eq*(Tz) 7_—2 (trace(Egi) + llz,@illfgi)],
Ey(logp(0)) — Eg-(log q(8)) = (39)
m K
Z [(Mm — ki) Eg(0,) 108 (0ki) + (1 — pii + ari2) Eg= o, 10g(1 — Or)
i=1 k=1
log I'( a1 ) (ag;
— log I'(purs ) (1 — pugs) + s11 kzl) (@ 2)],
Ey-(logp(c?)) — Ey(log g(0®)) = (40)
= 0, log dy — log I'(0y) — 67 log 65 + log T'(67)+
1
(5; — 61)Eq*(02) log 0'2 + (5; — 52)Eq*(02) (;) ,
Ey-(logp(1%)) — By (logq(1?)) = (41)
Arlog Ay —log (A1) — A log Aj + log T'(A})+
* * 1
()\1 - Al)Eq*(TQ) ].Og T2 + ()\2 - )\2)Eq*(7'2) (p) 5
and

Eq(logp(Y | Z,B,0%w) = (42)

I
NE

i 1
{ — % (log 27 + Eye(p2) log %) — 5 log ||
1

1 _
Eg(02) (;) Bz 80 |[vi — )V (yi — g,)] }

Therefore, at each iteration, we update the ELBO using the obtained variational distribu-
tions and the estimate of w. The variational EM algorithm stops when the difference between
the ELBO values of consecutive iterations becomes negligible or the maximum number of
iterations is achieved.

N | — =
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Algorithm 1 The variational EM algorithm for basis function selection for functional data
representation with correlated errors

1: Set hyperparameter values for the prior distributions;

2: Assign initial values to pJ, 05, A3, and w;

3. while ELBO® — ELBO“™Y > tolerance and ¢ < Ny, do
4: fori=1,....M do

5: Update the parameters ¢*(3;) using (16) and (15);

6: end for

7: Update the parameters of ¢*(0?) using (17) and (18);

8:  Update the parameters of ¢*(72) using (19) and (20);

9: fort=1,...,M do

10: for k=1,..., K do

11: Update the parameters ofg*(6y;) using (13) and (14);
12: Update the parameter of ¢*(Z;) using (12).

13: end for

14: end for

15: Update ELBO' using (37)-(42);

16: Update w using a quasi-Newton method;
17: Update ELBO' using the obtained w.
18: end while

3 Simulations

We conduct experiments on synthetic datasets to evaluate the performance of our proposed
method for basis selection and its ability to select the correct set of basis functions from a
set of candidates while accounting for within-curve correlation. In each simulated scenario,
curves are generated according to (5). To account for various properties of functions, such as
periodicity, we consider two types of mean curves, g;(-), in (5): one constructed by a linear
combination of B-splines and the other by a linear combination of Fourier basis functions.

To simplify the data generation, we generate all curves using the same mean curve, i.e.,
gi(ti;) = g(t;;) for i = 1,..., m. During estimation, however, our proposed method estimates
each g¢;(t;;). It is worth mentioning that, in practice, each curve can have a different mean
functional. Thus, we would typically display the estimated mean functional for each curve
individually. However, since the curves are generated with the same mean curve g(-), we
simplify by displaying the estimated mean curve across all curves. For each scenario, we
generate 100 datasets, each composed of five curves with 100 observed values equally spaced
along the curves.

For initializing our VB algorithm, we set the parameter d; for the noise variance so that
the mean of the variational distribution of o2 matches the true noise variance used when
generating the datasets, while ensuring that the variance of this distribution is relatively
large. For A3 and w, which are the scale parameter of the variational distribution of 72 and
the correlation decay parameter, respectively, we set their initial values arbitrarily. Lastly,
for the probability p;. that the k—th basis is included in the representation of curve i, we
initially assume that all basis functions should be included, setting p;z = 1 Vi, k. The
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algorithm runs with a convergence threshold for the ELBO of 0.01 and a maximum of 100
iterations.

To assess our method’s performance, we present the mean estimates of the basis function
coefficients and their respective standard deviations over the 100 simulated datasets. Specif-
ically, since the curves are generated with same mean functional g(-), the estimates of the
basis function coefficients are obtained by averaging the basis coefficients’ estimates across
the five curves. In particular, we first compute the mode (Zkz) of the variational distribution
of Zj; and the mean (pg,, as the kth entry in (15)) of the variational distribution of Bri to
obtain the estimate of the kth basis coefficient for each curve, defined by §k2 = g, X Z;ﬂ
Then, based on the fkl values, we compute the estimate of the kth basis coefficient as the
average of the ékis over the five curves, that is, ék = % Zfil é;m Since we consider 100 sim-
ulated datasets, this procedure results in 100 estimates for each basis function coefficient.
We display their mean and standard deviation.

Additionally, based on the estimates of the basis function coefficients for each curve, ékis,
obtained as described previously, we present the estimated mean functional and a 95% equal-
tailed credible band for one simulated dataset. To construct the equal-tailed credible band,
we adapt the approach used in Sousa et al. (2024) to consider the variational distributions.
Specifically, we sample 200 values from the variational distributions of Z; and 3,. Using
these samples, we compute the estimate of each basis coefficient, ék Then, based on these
estimates we generate 200 curves evaluated at the same points. For each evaluation point,
we compute the 2.5% and 97.5% quantiles of the function values to form the credible band.

In Sections 3.1 and 3.2, we provide in details the data generation procedure used in
the simulated scenarios and comment on the performance of our model in performing basis
selection, specifically its ability in identifying the correct set of basis functions from a set of
candidates while accounting for within-curve correlation.

3.1 Simulated Scenarios 1 and 2

In Scenarios 1 and 2, the curves are generated by a linear combination of cubic B-splines
with known true coefficients, plus some random noise generate by a Gaussian process. For
Scenario 1, we consider a noise variance of 02 = 0.12, while for Scenario 2, we assume
o0? = 0.22. Additionally, for both Scenarios, we assume a correlation decay parameter w = 6
in Equation (7) when generating the data.

To assess the performance of our proposed method in selecting the correct number and the
true set of basis functions, we deliberately set four basis coefficients to zero. This deliberate
manipulation allows us to evaluate how well the method identifies and recovers the true
underlying structure of the data.

The curves are generated at each evaluation point ¢;; as follows:

y(ti;) = (—2,0,1.5,1.5,0, —1,—-0.5,—1,0,0)'B(t;;) + &(t;;), (43)

where e(t;;) ~ GP(0,0%%(.)) and B(t;;) is the vector of the generated B-splines evaluated
at t;;. Furthermore, without loss of generality, we assume that the curves are observed in
the interval [0, 1] and at the same evaluation points, that is, t;; =t; Vi=1,...,5
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Table 1 shows the mean estimated coefficients for the basis functions computed as de-
scribed in Section 3, along with their respective standard deviations (SD). Notably, the
estimated coefficients closely align with the true values in both scenarios with higher stan-
dard deviations for scenario 2 due to the higher noise variance.

In the left panels of Figure 1, we present the estimated mean curve, along with a 95%
equal-tailed credible band for one simulated dataset under both scenarios (¢ = 0.1 and o =
0.2) obtained from our proposed method which accounts for the data correlation structure.
Notably, the estimated mean curve closely aligned with the true curve consistently across
the evaluation points. Regarding the credible band, we observe that the band is relatively
narrow, and as expected, the band widen with a higher noise variance.

Furthermore, Figure 1 also compares the results when accounting for the data correlation
structure using our proposed method with those obtained when the covariance structure is
misspecified by assuming the observations within a curve are uncorrelated. When the cor-
relation in the data is misspecified, the uncertainty in the results is underestimated, leading
to narrower credible bands, as shown in Figure 1. To further investigate this behaviour we
observe that the mean estimated noise variances for the proposed method are 0.0097 and
0.0388 for 02 = 0.12 and 02 = 0.22, respectively across the 100 simulated datasets. In con-
trast, for the misspecified scenarios, the mean estimated noise variances across the simulated
datasets are 0.0044 and 0.0178 for 02 = 0.1 and 02 = 0.22, respectively. This demonstrates
that the noise variance is underestimated in the misspecified scenarios.

Additionally, our model effectively selects the correct basis functions, as demonstrated in
Figure 2, where boxplots distant from zero correspond to true basis coefficients generated far
from zero. Finally, the estimated correlation decay parameter obtained using our proposed
method averages 6.2116 and 6.1784 across the 100 simulated datasets with o = 0.1 and
o = 0.2 respectively.

3.2 Simulated Scenario 3

For simulation Scenario 3, we evaluate our method’s performance when we have periodic
data. We adapt the second simulated study from Sousa et al. (2024) to include within-curve
correlation by assuming a correlation decay parameter w = 6 in ¥(-). The data is generated
as a linear combination of trigonometric functions with a noise variance of o2 = 0.12 and
same evaluation points t;; = t; € [0,27] Vi =1,...,5.

The curves are generated as follows:

y(t”) = COS(tij> + Sin(2t1j) + €(tij), (44)

with e(t;;) ~ GP(0,02¥(.)).

For periodic data, Fourier basis functions are typically used to represent the data. Given
the simplicity of the generated curves, we employ ten Fourier basis functions. Similar to
previous scenarios, Table 2 presents the mean estimated basis coefficients as the simple
average across the five curves and simulated datasets. Figure 3a shows the boxplots of
ék across all simulated datasets. Notably, only two basis functions showed non-zero values,
indicating that these basis functions sufficiently represent the data. Table 2 also includes the
standard deviations of the average estimated basis coefficients, demonstrating high precision
in the estimates.
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Table 1: Simulated Scenarios 1 and 2. Mean estimates for the basis function coefficients

(Mean) over the 100 simulated datasets accordingly to the data dispersion and when w = 6.
The mean estimates are computed as s iiol &, where & = %Z?Zl &, as described in

Section 3 and s indicates the sth simulated dataset. We also present the respective standard
deviations (SD) alongside the mean estimates. For comparison, the true basis coefficients
are included as well.

oc=20.1 oc=0.2
True Mean SD Mean SD

& —2.0 —=1.9940 0.0400 -1.9753 0.0779
& 0.0 0.0060 0.0484  0.0189 0.0958
&s 1.5 1.4727 0.0654 1.4261 0.1272
&4 1.5 1.4961 0.0606 1.4735 0.1177
& 0.0 —0.0004 0.0430  0.0026 0.0824
& —1.0 —0.9785 0.0586 —0.9432 0.1161
& —0.5 —0.4966 0.0549 —0.4411 0.1417
& —1.0 —-0.9774 0.0610 —-0.9352 0.1266
&9 0.0 0.0029 0.0526  0.0122 0.1026
§10 0.0 0.0024 0.0396  0.0102 0.0786

To illustrate the fidelity of the estimated curve, Figure 3b shows the estimated mean
curve in one simulated dataset, along with a 95% equal-tailed credible band calculated as
the average of the results obtained from the five curves. The estimated mean curve closely
align with the true one, with narrow credible band. Additionally, our method satisfacto-
rily estimated the correlation decay parameter, averaging 6.5603 across the 100 simulated
datasets.
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Table 2: Simulated Scenario 3. Mean estimates for the basis function coefficients (Mean)
over the 100 simulated datasets when o = 0.1, K = 10, and w = 6. The mean estimates are
computed as 10 Ziiol é,i, where é,i =3 Zf\il é}iz as described in Section 3. We also display
their respective standard deviations (SD).

Mean SD

& 0.0026 0.0169
& 1.7678  0.0243
&3 1.7700 0.0242
& 0.0008 0.0138
& 0.0016 0.0123
& 0.0009 0.0137
& 0.0037 0.0170
& —0.0008 0.0132
& —0.0001 0.0150
£  0.0011 0.0123
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Figure 1: Simulated Scenarios 1 and 2. True (blue) and estimated (red) mean curves with a
95% equal-tailed credible band (dashed lines) for one simulated dataset accordingly to the
data dispersion, K = 10 and w = 6. Figures (a) and (c) refer to our proposed method that
estimates the data correlation structure for ¢ = 0.1 and ¢ = 0.2 respectively. Figures (b)
and (d) were obtained by running VB algorithm assuming independence among observations

within a curve for ¢ = 0.1 and o = 0.2 respectively.
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(a) o =0.1 (b) 0 =0.2

Figure 2: Simulated Scenarios 1 and 2. Boxplots of the estimates of the basis function
coefficients, s, generated from 100 simulated datasets accordingly to the data dispersion,
K =10 and w = 6. The dashed lines correspond to the true values of the basis coefficients.
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Figure 3: Simulated Scenario 3. Figure (a) shows the boxplots of basis coefficients estimates,
éks, generated from 100 simulated datasets when ¢ = 0.1, K = 10, and w = 6. The dashed
line at zero was added to show which basis functions are being removed when representing
the functional data. Figure (b) displays true (blue) and estimated (red) mean curves with
a 95% equal-tailed credible band (dashed lines) for one simulated dataset when o = 0.1,

K =10, and w =6
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4 Real Data Analysis

In this section, we apply our proposed method to the well-known motorcycle dataset available
in the faraway R Package. This dataset has been extensively analyzed in the literature
(Silverman, 1985; Eilers and Marx, 1996; Curtis B. Storlie and Reich, 2010; Schiegg et al.,
2012; de Souza and Heckman, 2014). It consists of 133 measurements of head acceleration
(in units of g) taken over time during a simulated motorcycle accident. We jittered the time
points by adding a small random noise to them, because some time points have multiple
acceleration measurements, which impedes the use of smoothing methods.

We applied our proposed method to represent the motorcycle data using 20 cubic B-
splines basis functions (K = 20). To initialize the scale parameter ¢; of the variational
distribution of the noise variance o2 in our algorithm, we consider the mean square error
from a regression spline with 20 basis functions. Specifically, d; is set so that the initial mean
of the variational distribution of o2 matches the mean square error obtained from the fitted
B-splines, with a sufficiently large variance. We set the correlation decay parameter w = 10
and \5 = 100. For the inverse-gamma prior distribution of 0%, we consider a large prior mean
(e.g., 30) and a large prior variance (e.g., 10). For the inverse-gamma prior distribution of
72, we consider a non-informative prior. As in the simulated studies, we initially include
all basis functions in the data representation. The ELBO convergence threshold was set to
0.001.

We compare our proposed method with three commonly used approaches for smoothing
functional data. Unlike our method, these alternative approaches cannot fit multiple curves
simultaneously. However, because the motorcycle data is represented as a single curve, we
can compare the performance of our approach with regression splines, LASSO (Tibshirani,
1996), and Bayesian LASSO (Park and Casella, 2008). For all methods, we use the same
number and set of basis functions. In the cases of the Bayesian Lasso and Lasso, we utilize
the matrix of basis functions as the input for the design matrix.

Furthermore, for LASSO, we consider a grid of values defined by the R function seq(0.001
1, length = 9) to determine the smoothing parameter. The parameter that yielded the
best performance was then used for comparison with the other methods.

The methods are compared based on the adjusted R* and by visually inspecting the
smoothed data. Table 3 presents the adjusted R? values obtained from all methods. Our
proposed method exhibited the best performance with the highest adjusted R?, while the
Bayesian LASSO had the worst performance. Notably, our method was the only one that
reduced the number of basis functions used to fit the data, using only seven out of the 20 basis
functions. In contrast, the Bayesian LASSO and LASSO methods, which also incorporate
regularization and are capable of performing basis function selection utilized all 20 basis
functions. Additionally, LASSO and regression splines had similar performances in terms of
adjusted R?.

Figure 4 shows the mean curves estimated by the three methods with a 95% credible
band for our proposed method. Visually, the estimated curves obtained from our proposed
method, regression splines and LASSO closely align in some regions. Additionally, we note
that the Bayesian LASSO penalizes some regions more heavily than the other methods. For
example, in the 18-23 ms range, the Bayesian LASSO estimates higher head acceleration
than the other methods, and in the 27-32 ms range, it estimates lower head acceleration
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than the other methods.

Notably, our proposed method not only selects the number of basis functions but also
identifies which specific basis functions are preferable for representing the data along the
range of evaluation points. In our application to the motorcycle data, we found that only
seven out of the 20 basis functions should be used, specifically the basis functions in columns
six to 12 in the B-splines matrix. Additionally, our method was the only one to capture the
expected behavior present in the data. Specifically, since the data measures head acceleration
in a simulated motorcycle accident, it is expected that head acceleration should be zero at the
start of the experiment, as the impact has not yet occurred. Similarly, after the impact, head
acceleration should return to zero. Our method was the only one to capture this expected
behavior.

Despite the estimated within-curve correlation being negligible (& = 10°), indicating
minimal or no correlation in the head measurements, our proposed method remains highly
effective. It demonstrates comparable, if not superior, performance to commonly used tech-
niques in functional data representation. This highlights how adaptable and reliable our
method is, making it a compelling choice even when within-curve correlation is not signifi-
cant.

Table 3: Real Data Analysis. Comparative table of adjusted R? values obtained from our
proposed method, regression splines, Bayesian LASSO and LASSO with K = 20 and same
set of basis functions.

Method Adjusted R?
Proposed method 0.7891
Regression splines 0.7722
Bayesian LASSO 0.7457
LASSO 0.7715
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Figure 4: Real Data Analysis. Time in ms in the x axis and head acceleration in units of g
in the y axis. Estimated mean curves using our proposed method (red), regression splines
(green), LASSO (blue) and Bayesian LASSO (orange), with a 95% equal-tailed credible band
(dashed lines) for the motorcycle dataset.
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5 Discussion

In this work, we extend the approach proposed in (Sousa et al., 2024) to select basis functions
for functional data representation in two ways: (i) by accounting for within-curve correlation
and (ii) by utilizing VB instead of a Gibbs sampler. Our proposed method accurately selects
the correct set of basis functions from a candidate set while incorporating within-curve
correlation. Simulation studies demonstrate that our method effectively identifies the true
underlying structure of the data across various scenarios. Additionally, our approach is
applicable to different types of functional data, as evidenced by the satisfactory results
obtained in the simulated studies using both B-splines and Fourier basis functions. Our
variational EM algorithm not only recovers the basis coefficients and the correct set of basis
functions but also estimates the existing within-curve correlation. Although our method
does not quantify the uncertainty in the estimation of the correlation decay parameter, it
effectively improves the measurement of uncertainty in basis function selection.

Our application to the motorcycle dataset further showcased the practical utility of our
proposed method. Compared to other techniques such as regression splines, LASSO and
Bayesian LASSO, our method not only achieved comparable or superior performance in terms
of adjusted R? but also offered the advantage of selecting a more parsimonious set of basis
functions. Additionally, our Bayesian approach allows for the measurement of uncertainty
through the construction of credible bands, which the other methods do not provide.

Additionally, we investigate the computational efficiency of a VB approach compared to
a Gibbs sampler in performing basis selection through simulation studies. For this com-
parison, we assume independence among observations within a curve. The detailed results
are provided in the supplementary material. Notably, our VB method demonstrated similar
performance to the Gibbs sampler while using only thousandths of the computational time
required by the Gibbs sampler. This highlights that variational inference methods provide an
effective alternative for computing the posterior distribution, offering significant reductions
in computational cost.

For future work, the within-curve correlation structure considered in this study can be
extended to assume that both correlation and variance of the errors are functional. This
would provide a more flexible dependence structure and improve the model’s adaptability.
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1 Comparative study between MCMC and VB

In this Section we compare the computational efficiency of a VB algorithm to a Gibbs sampler
in performing basis function selection, assuming independence among observations within a
curve. As in the simulated Scenarios 1 and 2 in Section 3.1 in the main text, we generate
five curves given by a linear combination of cubic B-splines with known true coefficients,
plus some random noise generate by a normal distribution with mean of zero and variance
of 02 = (0.1%,0.5?) for Scenarios 1 and 2 respectively. Thus, the curves are generated as
follows:

y(ti;) = (=2,0,1.5,1.5,0, —1,—0.5, —1,0,0)'B(t;;) + &(ts;), (1)

where ¢(t;;) ~ N(0,0%) and B(t;;) is the vector of the generated B-splines evaluated at
ti;. Furthermore, without loss of generality, we assume that the curves are observed in the
interval [0,1] and at the same evaluation points, that is, t;; =t; Vi=1,...,5

To compare both approaches we consider 100 simulated datasets where for the Gibbs
sampler we utilize two chains each with 10000 iterations. We initialize both chains from
different starting points:

e First chain: B=-1,0=3%0>=1and 7?2 =1 and

1
57
e Second chain: 3 =1,0 = %,02 =5and 72 =5.

Additionally, in the first chain, we initialize Z as one for all curves and basis functions,
while in the second chain, we generate these values randomly from a Bernoulli distribution
with probability of success 0.7. For the hyperparameters of the priors for o and 72, we use
non-informative priors, setting both hyperparameters in each prior to zero. To summarize
the results, we first evaluate the convergence of the chains using the approach proposed by
Gelman and Rubin (1992). Then, using a 50% burn-in for each chain and thinning by 50, we
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obtain 100 sample points from each chain, resulting in 200 values to estimate the posterior
of each parameter. The estimates of each parameter are computed as the maximum a
posteriori estimate and the credible bands are constructed as in Sousa et al. (2024). For the
VB algorithm, we initialize the required parameters and obtain their estimates as described
in Section 3 of the main text.

In Figure 1, we present the estimated mean curve along with a 95% equal-tailed credible
band under both scenarios (¢ = 0.1 and o = 0.5) obtained from our VB method (left panels)
and from the Gibbs sampler (right panels). Notably, for both approaches, the estimated mean
curve closely aligned with the true curve consistently across the evaluation points and the
credible bands for both methods are similar.

Additionally, both models effectively selects the correct basis functions, as demonstrated
in Figure 2, where boxplots distant from zero correspond to true basis coefficients generated
far from zero.

We observe a strong consistency in the estimated posterior distributions between MCMC
and VB. Both were successfully recover the true underlying structure in the data. Moreover,
the VB method is in the order of thousands faster than MCMC, taking three seconds on av-
erage to obtain the posterior distributions. Therefore, this comparative study demonstrates
the computational efficiency of VB in comparison with MCMC for performing basis function
selection for multiple curves simultaneously.
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Figure 1: True (blue) and estimated (red) mean curves with a 95% equal-tailed credible
band (dashed lines) for one simulated dataset accordingly to the data dispersion, K = 10
and m = 5. Figures (a) and (c) refer to the VB algorithm for ¢ = 0.1 and o = 0.5 respectively.
Figures (b) and (d) refer to the Gibbs sampler for 0 = 0.1 and o = 0.2 respectively.
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Figure 2: Boxplots of the estimates of the basis function coefficients generated from 100
simulated datasets accordingly to the data dispersion, K = 10 and m = 5. The dashed
lines correspond to the true values of the basis coefficients. Figures (a) and (c) refer to the
VB approach for ¢ = 0.1 and o = 0.5 respectively. Figures (b) and (b) refer to the Gibbs
sampler for 0 = 0.1 and o = 0.5 respectively.
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