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Abstract: The Full Bayesian Significance Test (FBST) possesses many desirable aspects, such as not
requiring a non-zero prior probability for hypotheses while also producing a measure of evidence for
Hy. still, few attempts have been made to bring the FBST to nonparametric settings, with the main
drawback being the need to obtain the highest posterior density (HPD) in a function space. In this
work, we use Gaussian processes to provide an analytically tractable FBST for hypotheses of the type

Hy:g(x) =b(x)B, YVxe X, BeRk

where g(-) is the regression function, b(-) is a vector of linearly independent linear functions—such as
b(x) = x’—and X is the covariates’ domain. We also make use of pragmatic hypotheses to verify if the
adherence of linear models may be approximately instead of exactly true, allowing for the inclusion
of valuable information such as measurement errors and utility judgments. This contribution extends
the theory of the FBST, allowing its application in nonparametric settings and providing a procedure
that easily tests if linear models are adequate for the data and that can automatically perform variable
selection.

Keywords: FBST; HPD; Bayesian nonparametrics; linear model; Gaussian process; pragmatic hypoth-
esis

1. Introduction

Although linear models are widespread in the scientific literature, their validity is
rarely tested in its full complexity. Generally, linearity is tested as a particular case of a
more general parametric model [1,2] or compared to a finite selection of models through
measures such as the DIC [3]. In actuality, testing the adherence of linear models to data
in a Bayesian setting requires (i) assigning a nonparametric prior to the set of regression
functions and (ii) devising a posterior-based procedure that highlights the evidence for the
linear model hypothesis. Such procedure has not yet been proposed.

The Full Bayesian Significance Test (FBST, [4]) is the testing framework used through-
out this work. The FBST does not violate the likelihood principle, does not require setting
positive prior probabilities to hypotheses and provides a measure of evidence for Hy, along
with other desirable characteristics. With the exception of Liu et al. [5], the FBST has not
been applied to nonparametrics, with Pereira and Stern [6] leaving the open question:

“The e-value and the FBST were originally developed for parametric models.
How can the e-value be used, interpreted, computed (and maybe generalized) in
semi-parametric or non-parametric settings?”

Therefore, the FBST still requires theoretical developments to systematically embrace
nonparametric settings.

Bridging the gaps presented above, the objective of this paper is to provide a non-
parametric FBST formulation that allows for testing the adherence of linear models to data.
By using a Gaussian Process (GP, [7]) to model the regression function, we provide an
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analytical FBST when the covariate space is finite, as well as a simulation-based FBST for
when it is infinite. Furthermore, we lay out FBST procedures for hypotheses that include
negligible deviations from Hj, known as pragmatic hypotheses [8], which are useful to
evaluate if Hy is approximately instead of exactly true. An illustration of the FBST applied
to Hy and its pragmatic version, Pg(H), is presented in Figure 1.

e Do not reject Hy e Reject Hy e Reject Hy
e Do not reject Pg(Hp) e Do not reject Pg(Hp) e Reject Pg(Hy)

= N [ o N [ o N

Figure 1. Illustration of the FBST for a point-wise Hy and its pragmatic version Pg(Hp) in the
hypothesis space H. Each panel presents a possible configuration of the hypotheses and the HPD,
with the text above the panels indicating the conclusion.

This work is organized as follows. In section 2, a brief presentation of the required
background knowledge is provided. Our findings are presented in section 3, leading in
section 4 to an application that puts all the novel FBST procedures to use. Lastly, section 5
describes how to enhance the FBST further and establishes potential future research. All
proofs can be found in Appendix A.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Full Bayesian Significance Test (FBST)
The FBST is composed of three steps [4]. For Hy : 0 € ©g C ©, where O is the
parameter space, these steps are:
1. Delimit the set of elements in ® that are more likely than those in ®y. That is, if f(0|D)
is the posterior density of 8 given the data D,

T:= {9 €0O: f(0|D) > sup f(9|D)}

0@

2. Obtainev :=1—-P(0 € T|D) = 1— [, f(6]D)db, the Bayesian evidence value or
simply e-value.

3. Reject the hypothesis if ev < « for a previously specified significance level « € (0,1).
In this paper, we make use of a procedure that is equivalent to the FBST: reject H if

the Highest Posterior Density (HPD) region is such that HPD N ®y = @. The HPD region

is the smallest region such that the posterior probability is of 1 — «, obtained by finding the

density value f* such that

P(6 € HPD|D) =1—a, HPD:={0€©: f(6|D) > f*}.

When 6|D is normally distributed, the HPD region is equivalent to the credible interval
symmetric around the posterior mean. For its multivariate counterpart, 8|D ~ Ni(u,X),
the HPD is given by the following ellipsoid [9]:

{0€R: (0—p)S7(0—p) <00 (XD}, (1)
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where q1_ (x}) is the (1 — «)100% quantile of a chi-squared distribution with k degrees
of freedom.

2.2. Gaussian Processes (GP)

A GP is a conjugate nonparametric prior generally used to model functions in regres-
sion settings. Assuming that Y = ¢(x) + € and that e ~ N(0,¢?), the random function g(-)
behaves according to a GP if, for the covariate space &,

¢(X) ~ N(m(X),K(X, X)), VXCAX

where m(-) and K(+, -) are functions that respectively determine the mean and covariance
of the process. Thus, due to the conjugacy of the normal distribution, its posterior is such
that, for X* C &,
8(X*)|y, X ~ N(u(X"), 2(X", X7)),
(X*) = m(X*) + K(X, X*) (K(X, X) +*I) " (y — m(X),
T(X*, X*) = K(X*, X*) — K(X, X*)(K(X, X) + o*T) 1K(X*, X).
In this setting, the HPD region can be analytically obtained for any finite set X* =

(x1,%2, -+ ,xp)’. Since the marginals of the posterior GP are also normally distributed,
Equation 1 entails that the (1 — «)100% HPD region for ¢(X*)|y, X is

{h(X*) € R™ : (h(X*) — p(X*)B(X*, X) 7 (XT) = u(XY)) < qao(xm)} @

It is also possible to obtain an HPD set for the GP without setting X*. Let P, and
P¢|y,x respectively be the prior and posterior probability measures of the GP defined on a
measurable space (G, G). Hence,

, VA CG,

Pg|y,X(A) =

Since Py, x < Py, the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the GP for i € G is such that

dP n
a0 o<exp<—2},zl}_:1<yi—h<xi>>2> = oxp~ 552 (0~ HX)) (1= h(X) ), O

i.e., it suffices to check h only on the values of X in the sample. Thus, for a constant ¢,
HPD(1_y) = {h € G:RSS(h) <cp}, RSS(h):=(y—h(X)) (y—h(X)). 4)

2.3. Pragmatic hypotheses

The pragmatic hypothesis uses the notion of negligible deviations from Hy to provide
an enlarged version of the hypothesis, allowing for tests to take measurement errors or
expert’s utility judgments into consideration through the choice of a threshold e. For the
hypothesis space H and the dissimilarity function d(-, -), the pragmatic hypothesis is

Pg(Ho,d,e):= |J {heH:d(hyh) <e} = {h e H: inf d(hg,h) < s}. )
h(]eH() ]’loEHO

In this work, we assume that H = § is a space of functions of the type h : X — R. Further
specifications on H are presented in section 3. When d(-, -) and ¢ are implicit, we use Pg(Hp)
to denote the pragmatic hypothesis.
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3. Results

Throughout this paper, we use the GP to model the regression function g(-) and
assume that the hypothesis of interest takes the form

Hy:g(x) =b(x)B, Yxe X, BeRk (6)

where b(x) = (b1(x),ba(x),- -, bx(x)) C His a linearly independent set of linear functions
and X is the covariate space. The choice of b determines the test being performed, such as
evaluating the adherence of linear models to data (b(x) := x) or doing variable selection
(b(x) :==x_;).

Our findings are divided in two settings: those applicable to Hy and those to Pg(Hp).
In both cases, we explore when X’ is a finite or an infinite set. The finite case provides a
closed-form solution for the FBST of Hy and a solution for the pragmatic hypothesis that
requires a univariate optimization procedure. When X is infinite, testing Hy or Pg(Hy)
requires sampling from the GP on X for determining c, in the HPD of Equation 4. This can
be achieved through the following steps:

1. Set the significance level « and the number of draws B;

Draw a sequence (g(b) (X )) from the posterior GP;

2

be{1,2,,B}

3. For each draw, obtain the respective residual sum of squares, the RSS(g(®)) of (4);
4. Choose ¢, such that (1 — «)100% of the posterior draws provide an RSS below it.

Theorem 1 (FBST of the linear model hypothesis). Let Hy be the hypothesis in Equation 6 and
§()|y, X ~ GP(u(-),Z(-,-)). Then,
*  When X is a finite set, the FBST does not reject Hy if and only if

(b(2)B = (2)) (2, )7 (B(X)B — 1(X)) < g1 ().

where B = (b(X)’Z(X,X)’lb(X))ilb(X)’Z(X,X)’llu(/‘() and | X| is the size of X.

o When X is an infinite set, the FBST does not reject Hy if and only if
yYMy <c,, M=1-bX)bX)bX)) 'b(X).
Before presenting the FBST for the pragmatic version of Equation 6, we specify H and

provide the infimum when the dissimilarity function in Equation 5 is the L? distance in the
probability space of X'. The hypothesis space H is such that

heH <= Ex(h?) = / h(x)2dP(x) < oo. @)
X
As for the infimum, it is described in the following Lemma:
Lemma 1 (Infimum of the dissimilarity on the linear model set). Let Equation 7 denote the

hypothesis space and Hy be the hypothesis in Equation 6. If d(ho, h) := \/Ex[(ho — h)?], then
d(Ho,h) = d(b x By, h),Vh € H, where

E[b%(gf)] E[bz(zg)lh (X)] E[Zk(X)Z1(X)]

E[b E . E

Bt i, Ay | EOOROOLEEOOL - Bls0BOO]
Elb1(X)bc(X)] E[b2(X)be(X)] -+ E[bF(X)]

= (Eh(XO0 (X)), ERX)b(X)], -, EhX)bH(X)).
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Theorem 2 (FBST of the pragmatic version of Hy). Let H be given by Equation 7 and set

d(ho,h) = \/]Ex[(ho — h)Z] ThET’l,

e When X is a finite set, the FBST does not reject Pg(Hy) if and only if

€2 _ 1
B 01 1) ([N TR A (i) () <0

-1
where N := Dy, []I —b(X) (b(X)/Dp(X)b(X)) b(X)/Dp(X)] and Dy is a diago-

nal matrix formed by the vector P(X).
*  When X is an infinite set, the FBST does not reject Pg(Hy) if and only if

Jh € HPD: d(bx B, h) <e

In the infinite case of X" in Theorem 2, the FBST for Pg(Hy) can only be approximately
verified. Except for when P({g € HPD} N {d(Hy,g) < ¢}) = 0 and Pg(Hy) are both true,
drawing from the HPD and checking if any of these functions belong to Pg(Hy) provides an
arbitrarily precise proxy for the FBST. More generally, assuming that ¢, has been obtained,
the following algorithm allows for performing the approximate FBST:

1. Seteg, By and By;
2. Draw a matrix X* = (x1,x2,- - ,xp,)’;
3. Obtain Ay from Lemma 1;
4. Draw (g(b )(X *)) be(12 B} from the posterior GP such that all are in the HPD in (4);
€112, ,62
5. Setb=1;
6. Use
PG Ly o) :
Elg®)(X)bi(X))] = B, Y g (xbi(x), i€{1,2,-- Kk},
=1
to obtain Bg(b) ;
7. Verify if
b x B e®) = LY B ® (x))
d(b x By, 8") = B, Z(b(xj) By — 8 (xj)> <g (8)
j=1

8.  If (8) is true, do not reject Pg(Hy). Else, set b = b + 1 and repeat 6-7 while b < By;
If (8) was false forall b € {1,2,-- -, By}, reject Pg(Hp).

h

4. Application: Water droplet experiment

The dataset from Duguid [10] provides a setting in which small water droplets (rang-
ing from 3 to 9 micrometers) are free falling through a tube that keeps factors such as
temperature and humidity constant. As a droplet falls, a camera takes a picture at every
0.5 second, ceasing activity after 7 seconds. One of the objectives of the study was to
evaluate Fick’s law of diffusion, which in this setting implies that—when using time as a
covariate—the decrease in radius of the falling droplet can be described through a linear
model. Therefore, two hypotheses of interest are

H} :g(t) = Bo+ Bit, Vte€ {0s,05s,---,7s}, (Bo,p1) € R
H3 :g(t) = Bo, Vte€{0s,05s,---,7s}, Po€ER;

with the first hypothesis testing the validity of Fick’s law for this case and the second one
verifying if time can be removed as a covariate.
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We model the data through the GP scheme presented in subsection 2.2 and with the
following prior specification:
349 1
o2 = 0.01, m(t) = % =6,Vte X, K(tl,tz) = exp{—2||t1 — t2||2}, (tl,tz) Cc X.
As shown in Figure 2a, this choice leads to functions that obey the 3-9 micrometers restric-
tion without becoming too restrictive as a consequence. In Figure 2b, we observe that the
posterior draws resemble a linear model except on t = 0, due to the missing observation.

o
9
8- Ss
.
= 8
wn
2| 7 B
3 2
g 2
— ©
<@ s
o [}
£ a
o’ <
a
o
4
3] 3
0 2 . 4 6 0 2 4 6
Time Time
(a) Prior draws (b) Posterior draws

Figure 2. GP draws of the (a) prior and (b) posterior for the water droplet data. The colored curves
represent each draw, the black dots are the observed data and the dashed line is the least squares
estimate of the linear model.

Table 1 presents the e-value when testing the original null hypotheses and their
pragmatic versions. We provide two choices for ¢, one conveying the knowledge of mea-
surement errors (¢ = 0.1606) and the other being a more restrictive version, evaluating the
robustness of the test. Two settings for A" are evaluated, X = {0,0.5,1,---,7} (original
setting, discrete uniform) and t ~ U(0,7) (continuous uniform). For Hé and under the
finite X, the e-value is high under the informed Pg(Hy), but low on the other settings.
When using the infinite X instead, the e-value is lowered under Hy, but raised under the
more restrictive P¢(Hp), evidencing that the FBST in the infinite case is not necessarily a
more conservative version of the finite case. Setting « = 0.05, Fick’s law is rejected only if
one ignores the measurement errors of the experiment. For H3, all cases strongly reject the
hypothesis, therefore time should remain as a covariate.

Table 1. e-value of Hy and Pg(Hy) under finite and infinite X' for the water droplet experiment.

Original hypothesis
Assumption on ¢ FBST applied to | H} : g(t) = o+ B1t H3 : g(t) = Bo
Ho 0.0446 0
te {0,051, ,7} Pg(HO, d, %) 0.0516 0
Pg(Hy,d,0.1606) | 1 0
Hj 0.0063 0
t~ U(0,7) Pg(HO, d, %) 0.5121 0
Pg(Hy, d,0.1606) | 1 0
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Lastly, we present the reasoning behind our choice for ¢, with further details found in
Lassance et al. [11]. In the original experiment, the radius of the droplets is not obtained
directly, but through Stoke’s law instead, i.e.,

Vi) =8 — g = v <k, ©)

where V7 is the terminal velocity and Ks = 8.446. Since the mean velocity (Vi) was used in
(9) instead of V7, there are two sources of measurement error: the estimate of V3 (maximum
error of 5 = 0.14) and switching V7 for V) in (9) (maximum error of # = 0.3555). We
conclude that the margin of error of the radius is
= t)—y(t)| = KsVr(t) —y(t
e = max (1) ~ y(0)] = max{ |\ Ve ) - )|

= r%a%{’\/Ks(VM(t) —0—1n)—y(t) \/KS(VM(t) +041) —y(t) ’} ~ 0.6218.

7

While € relates to the [, distance, Lemma 1 uses the I distance. To obtain an estimate of
the latter from the former, we use Proposition 6.11 of Folland [12], which implies that

ly x;) — g(x;))?2 1 max x;) — g(x;
\/n i;(y( i) —8(xi))? < \/;€=> y(xi) —g(xi)| <e,

i€{12, n}

thus € ~ 0.6218/+/15 ~ 0.1606.

5. Discussion

Regarding the results of the application (section 4), we believe to have demonstrated
the importance of using pragmatic hypotheses whenever reasonable. While choosing ¢ is
not a simple task in nonparametric settings, there are strategies available for deriving it
[11]. Furthermore, while the e-value is not a measure of evidence against H{ [4], combining
it with a pragmatic hypothesis allows one to perform the Generalized FBST (GFBST, [13]),
which can discriminate “evidence of absence” from “absence of evidence” along with many
other desirable properties.

One of the main limitations of this work is in the strategy of performing variable
selection. While the aforementioned GFBST allows for multiple testing without the necessity
of correcting «, variable selection is only possible through Equation 6 if the linear model
hypothesis is not rejected. Therefore, one future research direction is developing tests that
evaluate conditional independence without assuming a specific functional form for the
relationship between variables.
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Appendix A Proofs
Proof of Theorem 1. The proof is done in parts:

Finite X'. Since X is finite, Equation 2 is the HPD. Therefore, if 38 € R such that
(b(X)B — u(X))E(X, X) T (B(X) — u(X)) < g0 (0, (A1)

then the FBST does not reject Hy. Derivating the left side of (A1) in terms of , we observe
that B minimizes such expression. M

Infinite X'. In this case, the FBST does not reject the hypothesis iff 38 € R such that
RSS(b x B) < c,. This is equivalent to not rejecting H iff
-1 ! -1
(v = () (6(X)b(X)) 'b(X)'y) (y — b(X) (b(X)'B(X)) 'B(X)'y) = y'My < c,
since (b(X)'b(X)) 'b(X)'y is the least squares estimate of . W
O

Proof of Lemma 1. The proof is found in Lassance et al. [11] and is summarised here for
completeness. We note that H is a Hilbert space and that Hy is a closed subspace in H whose
basisis b = (by, by, - -, by). Setting (hy, hy) := Ex[h1(X)hy(X)], Yhy, hy € H, Corollary 5.4
of Brezis [14] ensures that 3B, € R* : infy, ey, d(ho, h) = d(b x B, h) characterized by

(h—bx B, bxp)= iﬁj(h—bxﬁh,bj) =0, VBeRK
j=1

and thus (h — b x Bh/bj) =0,Vje{1,2,---,k}. Therefore,

=~

(h_bxﬁh/b]):(hlb])_ 1Eh,i(bi/b]'):0/ Vj€{1,2,~~~,k},

i

thus leading to the linear system

oy ﬁ:h,i(bi/ by) = (h,by)

Yk B, by) = (h,b . -
llﬁhr’(l.Z) (,b2) — Ap x By =hpy = B, = A, x Iy,

Y Bui(bi, by) = (h, by)
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Proof of Theorem 2. The case for the infinite X follows immediately from Lemma 1. As
for when & is finite, Lemma 1 implies that

B = (b(X)/DIF’(X)b(X)) b(X) Dp(x)h(X),

and thus

Since the HPD is given by Equation 2, the FBST does not reject Pg(Hy) if and only if

he H:d(Ho h(X)) = /H(X)NI(X) < e a2
heH: (h(X) = p(X)Z(X, X) 7 (h(X) = p(X)) < q1-a(XFy))

are intersecting ellipsoids. From Proposition 2 of Gilitschenski and Hanebeck [15], the
ellipsoids intersect if and only if

&2

1-—s

Jse(0,1): 1-— y(;\/)/( N4 %Z(X,X)q(l_a) (XZX)>;1(X) <0,

thus concluding the proof for the finite case. [
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