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Abstract
The theory of Bayesian learning incorporates the use of
Student-t Processes to model heavy-tailed distributions and
datasets with outliers. However, despite Student-t Processes
having a similar computational complexity as Gaussian Pro-
cesses, there has been limited emphasis on the sparse repre-
sentation of this model. This is mainly due to the increased
difficulty in modeling and computation compared to previ-
ous sparse Gaussian Processes. Our motivation is to address
the need for a sparse representation framework that reduces
computational complexity, allowing Student-t Processes to
be more flexible for real-world datasets. To achieve this, we
leverage the conditional distribution of Student-t Processes
to introduce sparse inducing points. Bayesian methods and
variational inference are then utilized to derive a well-defined
lower bound, facilitating more efficient optimization of our
model through stochastic gradient descent. We propose two
methods for computing the variational lower bound, one utiliz-
ing Monte Carlo sampling and the other employing Jensen’s
inequality to compute the KL regularization term in the loss
function. We propose adopting these approaches as viable
alternatives to Gaussian processes when the data might con-
tain outliers or exhibit heavy-tailed behavior, and we provide
specific recommendations for their applicability. We evalu-
ate the two proposed approaches on various synthetic and
real-world datasets from UCI and Kaggle, demonstrating their
effectiveness compared to baseline methods in terms of com-
putational complexity and accuracy, as well as their robustness
to outliers.

Introduction
Gaussian Processes (GPs) (Rasmussen 2003) offer a versatile
approach for incorporating non-parametric priors into func-
tions and have been extensively applied in various fields
including time-series forecasting (Heinonen et al. 2018),
computer vision (Blomqvist, Kaski, and Heinonen 2020),
and robotics (Deisenroth, Fox, and Rasmussen 2013; Lee
et al. 2022). However, a key limitation of GPs is their com-
putational complexity, with an exact implementation scal-
ing as O(n3) time and O(n2) memory, where n is the
number of training cases. Fortunately, recent advancements
have focused on developing sparse approximations (Titsias
2009) that maintain the desirable properties of Gaussian
processes while significantly reducing computational costs.
These sparse approximations achieve a computational com-
plexity of O(nm2) time and O(nm) memory, where m is a

value smaller than n and represents the number of elements
in the sparse approximations set.

Sparse approximations achieve this reduction by focus-
ing inference on a small number of quantities, which pro-
vide an approximation of the entire posterior over functions.
These quantities can be selected differently, such as func-
tion values at specific input locations (Quinonero-Candela
and Rasmussen 2005), properties of spectral representations
(Lázaro-Gredilla et al. 2010), or more abstract representa-
tions (Lázaro-Gredilla and Figueiras-Vidal 2009). Similar
approaches are also employed in random feature expansions
(Cutajar et al. 2017). In this context, we specifically examine
methods that approximate the posterior by using the function
values at a set of m inducing inputs (Moss, Ober, and Picheny
2023) (referred to as pseudo-inputs).

The success of sparse Gaussian processes has sparked inter-
est in extending the methodology to encompass more general
families of elliptical processes (Bankestad et al. 2020), such
as the Student-t process (TP) (Shah, Wilson, and Ghahra-
mani 2014). The TP offers added flexibility and robustness
against outliers, justified by Bayesian learning theory (Tang
et al. 2017; Chen, Wang, and Gorban 2020; Andrade 2023).
Although the computational complexity of TP is comparable
to that of GPs, there has been limited research on developing
sparse representation techniques for TP .

This can be attributed to several factors. Firstly, the prob-
ability density function of TP is more intricate compared
to that of GPs, which presents challenges in deriving the
conditional and marginal distributions for TP. Secondly, de-
veloping a sparse representation for TP is a novel problem
that has not been adequately addressed in previous works.
Moreover, there are unresolved issues related to posterior
inference and algorithm design specific to TP. Consequently,
the task of effectively modeling and computing TP using
sparse techniques remains a significant challenge.

To address these challenges, this paper introduces a novel
approach that extends the benefits of sparse representation
from GPs to TP. Our proposed method, called Sparse Varia-
tional Student-t Processes (SVTP), leverages the conditional
distribution of TP to incorporate sparse inducing points. By
utilizing these inducing points, we construct the prior distri-
bution and joint probability distribution of SVTP.

The key idea behind the Sparse Variational Student-t Pro-
cess (SVTP) is to effectively summarize the information con-
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tained in the data using sparse inducing points. This allows
for the application of variational inference techniques to ap-
proximate the posterior distribution, resulting in a reduction
in computational complexity. This reduction in complexity
enables the application of the Student-t Process to various
real-world datasets, enhancing its practical utility. Addition-
ally, SVTP is particularly significant in modeling processes
that exhibit outliers and heavy-tailed behavior.

Specifically, in our approach, we utilize Bayesian meth-
ods and variational inference (Kingma and Welling 2013;
Blei, Kucukelbir, and McAuliffe 2017) to derive a well-
defined lower bound for the SVTP model. This lower bound
allows for more efficient optimization using stochastic gra-
dient descent (Ketkar and Ketkar 2017), thereby enhancing
the scalability of the model. Based on the non-analyticity of
the KL divergence between two Student distributions (Roth
2012), we propose two methods for computing the variational
lower bound: SVTP-UB and SVTP-MC. SVTP-UB utilizes
Jensen’s inequality to obtain an upper bound on the KL reg-
ularization term in the loss function, while SVTP-MC uses
Monte Carlo sampling to evaluate it. We provide theoretical
and experimental analysis to demonstrate the applicability
of these methods and their respective advantages. Addition-
ally, we leverage reparameterization tricks (Salimbeni and
Deisenroth 2017) to efficiently sample from the posterior
distribution of SVTP, drawing inspiration from literature on
Bayesian learning. Furthermore, we conduct a comparative
analysis between SVTP and SVGP and provide a theoretical
explanation for why SVTP outperforms SVGP in handling
outlier data.

The two proposed approaches are evaluated on a series
of synthetic and real-world datasets from UCI and Kag-
gle, demonstrating its effectiveness over baseline methods
in terms of computational complexity, model accuracy, and
robustness. The results suggest that the SVTP is a promising
approach for extending the benefits of sparse representation
to outliers and heavy-tailed distributions, offering a powerful
tool for large-scale datasets in various applications. Overall,
our contributions are as follows:

• We propose a unified framework for sparse TP, which
utilizes inducing points to obtain sparse representations
of the data, aiming to reduce the complexity of TP.

• By employing variational inference and stochastic opti-
mization, we define a well-defined ELBO and present
two effective algorithms for inference and learning in our
proposed model, namely SVTP-UB and SVTP-MC. We
also analyze the theoretical connections and advantages
of SVTP methods compared to SVGP.

• We conduct experiments on eight real-world datasets, two
synthetic datasets. These experiments include verification
of time complexity, accuracy and uncertainty validation,
regression on outlier datasets. The results across all ex-
periments demonstrate the effectiveness and scalability
of our proposed algorithm, particularly showcasing its
robustness on outlier datasets.

Background and Notations
Gaussian Processes and Sparse Representation
Gaussian Processes (GPs) are widely used in regression tasks
due to their flexibility and interpretability. A GP is a collec-
tion of random variables, any finite number of which have a
joint Gaussian distribution. It is defined by a mean function
m(x) and a covariance function k(x,x′), which specify the
distribution of the GP at any point in its input space.

For a regression problem, we observe a set of input-output
pairs {xi, yi}ni=1, where yi = f(xi) + ϵi and ϵi is the noise
term. We assume that f(x) follows a GP with mean function
m(x) and covariance function k(x,x′). Then, the predictive
distribution of the function values at a new test point x∗ is
given by:
p(f(x∗)|x∗,X,y)

=N (k(x∗,X)K−1y, k(x∗,x∗)− k(x∗,X)K−1k(X,x∗)),
(1)

where k(x∗,X) is the 1× n covariance vector between the
test point and the input points, and K is the n×n covariance
matrix among the input points. The computation of the predic-
tive distribution involves the inversion of the n×n covariance
matrix K, which has a cubic computational complexity of
O(n3) and a quadratic memory complexity of O(n2). These
complexity factors limit the usability of GPs for large-scale
problems.

To address this issue, sparse representation methods (Hens-
man, Matthews, and Ghahramani 2015) have been proposed,
which use a small number of inducing points Z to approx-
imate the full covariance matrix of the GP. Sparse Gaus-
sian processes can be formulated using various techniques.
One popular approach is the Sparse Variational Gaussian
processes (SVGP), which use a variational distribution to
approximate the true GP posterior. In SVGP, we introduce
a set of m inducing points Z = {zi}mi=1 and corresponding
function values u = {ui}mi=1 at these points. Then, we in-
troduce a variational distribution q(u) to approximate the
true posterior distribution p(u|y) of the inducing function
values. The choice of the variational distribution q(u) is often
tractable, such as a Gaussian distribution.

Using the variational distribution q(u), the predictive dis-
tribution at test points x∗ is given by:

p(f(x∗)|x∗,X,y) =

∫
p(f(x∗)|x∗,Z,u)q(u)du, (2)

This predictive distribution can be expressed using an effi-
cient calculation of a low-dimensional matrix inverse, instead
of the full GP covariance matrix:
p(f(x∗)|x∗,Z,u)

=N (k(x∗,Z)K−1
u u, k(x∗,x∗)− k(x∗,Z)K−1

u k(Z,x∗)),
(3)

where k(x∗,Z) is the 1×m covariance vector between the
test point and the inducing points, Ku is the m×m covari-
ance matrix among the inducing points. The inducing points
can be selected to maximize the Evidence Lower BOund
(ELBO) of the marginal likelihood log p(y). SVGP reduces
the computational complexity and memory requirements of
GPs from O(n3) and O(n2) to O(nm2) and O(nm), respec-
tively.



Student-t Processes
A Student-t Process (TP) (Shah, Wilson, and Ghahramani
2014; Solin and Särkkä 2015) is a variation of a Gaussian
Process (GP) that utilizes the multivariate Student-t distribu-
tion as its base measure instead of the multivariate Gaussian
distribution. TPs are advantageous for handling outliers and
extreme values due to their heavier tail. This tail weight
is controlled by the degrees of freedom parameter denoted
as ν. As ν tends to infinity, the Student-t distribution con-
verges to a Gaussian distribution. By adjusting the ν value,
the Student-t Process can represent a range of heavy-tailed
processes, including the Gaussian Process. This flexibility
allows the Student-t Process to effectively handle various
data distributions with different tail weights.

Definition 1. The multivariate Student-t distribution with
ν ∈ R+/ [0, 2] degrees of freedom, mean vector µ and corre-
lation matrix R is defined as:

ST (y|µ,R, ν)

=
Γ
(
ν+n
2

)
|R|− 1

2

Γ
(
ν
2

)
((ν − 2)π)

n
2

(
1 +

(y − µ)⊤R−1(y − µ)

ν − 2

)− ν+n
2

,

(4)
where Γ(·) is the gamma function, y ∈ Rn, and | · | denotes
the determinant of a matrix.

As we know, the multivariate Student-t distribution is con-
sistent under marginalization. Using Kolmogorov’s consis-
tency theorem, we can define the Student-t process (TP) as
follows.

Definition 2. A function f is a Student-t process with pa-
rameters ν > 2, mean function Ψ : X → R, and kernel
function k : X × X → R, if any finite collection of func-
tion values has a joint multivariate Student-t distribution,
i.e. (f(x1), ..., f(xn))

T ∼ T Pn(ν, ϕ,K) where K ∈ Πn,
Kij = k(xi, xj), ϕi = Ψ(xi), and T Pn(ν, ϕ,K) represents
the multivariate Student-t distribution

Can Sparse Representation of GP be Extended to
TP?
We can naturally consider applying the sparse representation
method to Student-t processes (TPs) since they also involve
the inversion of an n× n matrix, which can be computation-
ally expensive for large datasets. However, the extension of
sparse representation to TPs is less explored compared to
Gaussian processes (GPs), and there is no established theoret-
ical framework or exploration of pseudo-inputs or inducing
points in the existing literature on TPs. Nonetheless, given the
similar computational challenges shared with GPs, it would
be interesting to investigate and develop sparse representation
techniques for TPs as well.

Fortunately, based on previous research (Kotz and Nadara-
jah 2004), we have found that the conditional distribution
for a multivariate Student-t has an analytical form, similar
to Gaussian distributions. This forms the cornerstone for
defining inducing-inputs-based TP methods .

Lemma 1. Suppose that y ∼ STn(ν, ϕ,K) is partitioned
into y1 and y2 with dimensions n1 and n2, respectively. Let

ϕ1, ϕ2, K11, K12, and K22 denote the corresponding parti-
tioned matrices, i.e,

ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2), K =

(
K11 K12

KT
12 K22

)
.

Then, given y1, the conditional distribution of y2 can be
expressed as STn2(ν + n1, ϕ

∗
2,

ν+β1−2
ν+n1−2 t

∗), where ϕ∗
2 =

K21K
−1
11 (y1 − ϕ1) + ϕ2, β1 = (y1 − ϕ1)

TK−1
11 (y1 − ϕ1)

and t∗ = K22 − K21K
−1
11 K12. The mean and covariance

matrix of the conditional distribution of y2 given y1 are
E[y2|y1] = ϕ∗

2 and cov[y2|y1] = ν+β1−2
ν+n1−2 t

∗, respectively.
Therefore, similar to GPs, we can define inducing inputs

for TP priors based on this conditional distribution, to reduce
the O(n3) time complexity issue of TPs. Our proposed ap-
proach for sparse representation of TPs combines the sparsity-
inducing properties of TP priors with variational inference,
Monte Carlo sampling, and other methods, providing a more
flexible and robust framework for modeling complex and het-
erogeneous data. The details of our method will be discussed
in the following section.

Sparse Student-t Processes and Variational
Inference

In this section, we propose the Sparse Student-t Process and
develop a variational inference method for posterior sampling
and prediction. We first define inducing points for TP and
construct a variational lower bound for optimization and
then present posterior sampling and prediction algorithms by
gradient-based optimization.
Defining Inducing Points
The key to the Sparse Student-t Process is the introduction
of sparse inducing points, which summarize the information
in the data and allow for more efficient computation. Specifi-
cally, we define a set of M inducing points Z whose function
values u follow a prior of a multivariate Student-t process
with ν degrees of freedom and zero-mean,

u ∼ T PM (ν, 0,KZ,Z′) (5)
Formally, we assume a set of N training data points (X,y),

where y = {yi}Ni=1 is the output vector and X = {xi}Ni=1
is the input matrix. In previous work, the noise model is
incorporated into the covariance function by adding a noise
covariance function to the parameterized kernel. In our model,
on the other hand, we can explicitly define a noise term ϵi,
i.e. yi = f(xi) + ϵi. Let f = {fi}Ni=1 and u = {ui}Mi=1.
Similar to the sparse Gaussian process , we define the kernel
matrix K as the variance matrix of the Student-t process.
The computational complexity of any TP method scales with
O(N3) because of the need to invert the covariance matrix K.
To reduce the computational complexity, we define the joint
distribution of f and u as a multivariate Student-t distribution.

p(u, f) = ST
(
ν,

[
0
0

]
,

[
KZ,Z′ KZ,X

KX,Z KX,X′

])
(6)

By Lemma 1, we can obtain the conditional probability
distribution of f | u as follows,

p(f |u) = ST (ν +M,µ,
ν + β − 2

ν +M − 2
Σ) (7)



where µ = KX,ZK
−1
Z,Z′u, β = uTK−1

Z,Z′u and Σ =

KX,X′ − KX,ZK
−1
Z,Z′KZ,X . This conditional distribution

enables us to introduce the inducing points in a way that
allows for efficient computation of the posterior distribution.
Similarly to most Bayesian inference problems, TP also re-
quires addressing the challenging partition function issue.
Therefore, we contemplate utilizing variational inference for
efficient optimization and resolution.

Constructing Variational Lower Bound
In variational inference, we often define a reasonable lower
bound to the true marginal likelihood log p(y) due to its
intractability. To efficiently optimize our model, we introduce
variational distributions, denoted as q(u), which approximate
the true posteriors p(u|f ,y). By utilizing Jensen’s inequality,
we can derive a lower bound that can be expressed as:

log p(y) = log

∫
p(y, f ,u)dfdu ≥ L(q)

=

∫
p(f |u)q(u) log

(
p(y|f)p(f |u)p(u)

p(f |u)q(u)

)
dfdu

= Ep(f |u)q(u)[log p(y|f)]−KL(q(u)||p(u))
(8)

Once we have an approximate posterior q(u), we can em-
ploy Monte Carlo sampling and stochastic gradient-based
optimization methods to estimate the variational lower bound
L(q) and optimize the hyperparameters and inducing points.
Next, we will discuss the construction of q(u) and how to
perform sampling from the posterior distribution.

Computation and Optimization
Specifying the Posterior Distribution Family As Eq. (8)
doesn’t restrict the distribution family of q(u), theoretically
any analytically parameterized distribution family can be
used to parameterize the variational distribution. We propose
to approximate q(u) as a Student-t distribution, i.e. q(u) =
ST (ν̃,m,S) . Although the true posterior distribution is
intractable, we intuitively consider that the posterior is closer
to a Student’s t-distribution because both the prior p(u) and
conditional distribution p(f |u) are Student’s t-distributions.

We rephrase the Eq. (8) and summarize the two terms of
our variational lower bound L(q). The statistical interpreta-
tions of these terms are the expected likelihood function and
KL regularization. Next, we will compute and optimize these
two terms separately.

L(q) = Ep(f |u)q(u)[log p(y|f)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
expected likelihood function

−KL(q(u)||p(u))︸ ︷︷ ︸
KL regularization

(9)

Re-parameterization Techniques In order to facilitate
backpropagation, we developed a reparameterization trick
to sample from a multivariate Student-t distribution with
arbitrary parameters. Firstly, we sample from a standard
Gaussian distribution and a Gamma distribution (Shah, Wil-
son, and Ghahramani 2014; Popescu, Glocker, and van der
Wilk 2022), respectively, denoted as ϵ0 ∼ N (0, I) and
r−1 ∼ Γ(ν/2, 1/2). Then, we obtain a sample u ∼ q(u) by
applying an affine transformation u = (r(ν − 2)S)

1
2 ϵ0 +m,

where the 1
2 power represents the Cholesky decomposition

of a matrix. This allows us to compute the Monte Carlo es-
timate of the expected likelihood function loss. Lemma 2
and Lemma 3 theoretically guarantees the feasibility of this
method.
Lemma 2. Let K be an n× n, symmetric, positive definite
matrix, ϕ ∈ Rn, ν > 0, ρ > 0, if

r−1 ∼ Γ(ν/2, ρ/2)

y | r ∼ Nn(ϕ, r(ν − 2)K/ρ),
(10)

then, marginally y ∼ ST (ν, ϕ,K).
Lemma 3. Consider A ∈ Rn×n, b ∈ Rn, µ ∈ Rn, Σ ∈
Rn×n. Let X be an n-dimensional Gaussian random vector
s.t. p(X) = N (µ,Σ). Then, the random vector Y = AX+ b
has the pdf: p(Y ) = N (Aµ+ b, ATΣA)
The Numerical Computation of the KL Regularization
Term The KL regularization term can be seen as an expec-
tation of the log density ratio. Since both p(u) and q(u) are
explicit density functions, we can naturally obtain:

KL(q(u) ∥ p(u)) = Eq(u)[log q(u)− log p(u)] (11)
To compute Eq. (11), a natural approach is to use Monte
Carlo sampling to obtain a consistent estimate, where we
still employ the reparameterization trick to sample from the
posterior distribution q(u) and then calculate the average of
log q(u) − log p(u). In this paper, we refer to this method
as SVTP-MC. By combining it with Eq. (8), we can easily
compute its evidence lower bound (ELBO).

However, since q(u) is a high-dimensional distribution,
Monte Carlo sampling may introduce bias in estimating Eq.
(11), especially in cases with a small number of samples.
Therefore, in the following, we propose another method for
regression tasks with relatively smaller training sets. The
overall idea is to compute an explicit upper bound for Eq.
(11) and use it as a regularizer in place of Eq. (11) as the
ELBO.

First, we rewrite Eq. (11) as follows:

Eq(u)[log q(u)− log p(u)]

=
1
2 log

|KZ,Z′ |
|S| + M

2 log ν−2
ν̃−2 + log Γ

(
ν̃+M

2

)
− log Γ

(
ν̃
2

)
− log Γ

(
ν+M

2

)
+ log Γ

(
ν
2

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
C(ν,ν̃,S)

− ν̃ +M

2
Eq(u)

{
log

[
1 +

1

ν̃ − 2
(u−m)

T
S−1 (u−m)

]}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

L1

+
ν +M

2
Eq(u)

{
log

[
1 +

1

ν − 2
uTK−1

Z,Z′u

]}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

L2

(12)
Eq. (12) requires the computation of two expectations, L1

and L2, which represent the entropy of q(u) and the cross-
entropy between q(u) and p(u), respectively 1. First, for L1,
we can establish its relationship with the standard Student-t
distribution using the following lemma:

1In this context, we omit some constant terms in the definition
of entropy.



Lemma 4. Let pX(x) = |Σ|− 1
2 pX0{Σ− 1

2 (x − µ)} be a
location-scale probability density function, where µ ∈ Rn is
the location vector and Σ ∈ Rn×n is the dispersion matrix.
Let X0 = Σ− 1

2 (X−µ) be a standardized version of X , with
standardized probability density function pX0(x0) that does
not depend on (µ,Σ). Then, we have

Ep(X)[f(Σ
− 1

2 (X − µ))] = Ep(X0)[f(X0)] (13)

where f is any arbitrary continuous function.
Next, we can use the following lemma to demonstrate

that the entropy of the standard student-t distribution can be
expressed in terms of the gamma function (and others 1999;
Villa and Rubio 2018) with respect to ν:
Lemma 5. let X0 be an N-dimensional standard student-t
random vector, i.e. p(X0) = ST (ν, 0, I), then we have,

Ep(X0)

[
log

(
1 +

X0
⊤X0

ν − 2

)]
= Ψ

(
ν +N

2

)
−Ψ

(ν
2

)
(14)

where Ψ(·) is the digamma function, i.e. Ψ(x) = d log Γ (x)
dx

for x ∈ R.
By utilizing this Lemma 4 and 5, we can obtain a numerical

solution for L1, that is,

L1 = Ψ

(
ν̃ +M

2

)
−Ψ

(
ν̃

2

)
(15)

For L2, since it involves a challenging high-dimensional
integration, we resort to Jensen’s inequality to derive an upper
bound, i.e.,

L2 = Eq(u)

{
log

[
1 +

1

ν − 2
uTK−1

Z,Z′u

]}
⩽ logEq(u)

[
1 +

1

ν − 2
uTK−1

Z,Z′u

] (16)

After the calculations, we present a tractable expression in
the form of the following theorem:
Theorem 1. An upper bound for L2, denoted as L⋆

2, can be
expressed as follows:

L⋆
2 = log

{
1 +

1

ν − 2
Tr

(
K−1

Z,Z′S
)
+

1

ν − 2
Tr

(
K−1

Z,Z′mmT
)}

(17)

In this paper, we refer to this approach as SVTP-UB be-
cause it computes an upper bound for the KL regularization
term. Regarding the applicability of these two methods, the
paper suggests that since the main purpose of the KL regular-
ization term is to prevent overfitting, which often occurs when
there is insufficient data, it is recommended to use SVTP-
UB with a larger regularization term in regression tasks with
smaller datasets. On the other hand, for regression tasks with
larger datasets, it is recommended to use SVTP-MC.

Stochastic Gradient Descent Based on Eq. (15) and Eq.
(17), we derive a new lower bound on log p(y) as follows:

log p(y) ⩾ L⋆(q) = Ep(f |u)q(u)[log p(y|f)]− C (ν, ν̃,S)

+
ν̃ +M

2
L1 −

ν +M

2
L⋆
2

(18)

By exploiting the independence of yi, we can express
log p(y|f) as the sum of individual terms:

log p(y|f) =
∑n

i=1
log p(yi|fi) (19)

According to Eq. (7), the marginal distribution of fi|u can
be defined as p(fi|u) = ST (ν +M,µi,

ν+β−2
ν+M−2Σi), where

µi = Kxi,ZK
−1
Z,Z′u, β = uTK−1

Z,Z′u, and Σ = Kxi,xi
−

Kxi,ZK
−1
Z,Z′KZ,xi

. It is worth noting that fi only depends
on the corresponding inputs xi.

Therefore, we can approximate the entire dataset by lever-
aging the idea of stochastic gradient descent and using a
mini-batch of data as follows:∑n

i=1
Ep(fi|u)q(u) log p(yi|fi)

≈ n

B

∑B

i=1
Ep(fi|u)q(u) log p(yi|fi)

(20)

Although this approach introduces additional noise, it
serves to accelerate convergence. Furthermore, this method
is applicable to any likelihood function p(yi|fi).
Prediction and Relationship between SVGP

We present algorithms for posterior sampling and predic-
tion using our proposed Sparse Variational Student-t Pro-
cess (SVTP). Specially, we first sample u from q(u) =
ST (ν̃,m,S), then sample f from p(f |u). To make predic-
tions at new input points X∗, we compute the mean and
covariance matrix of the predictive distribution:

µ∗ = kT
∗ K

−1
Z,Z′u

Σ∗ =
ν + β − 2

ν +M − 2
(k∗∗ − kT

∗ K
−1
Z,Z′k∗)

(21)

where β = uTK−1
Z,Z′u, k∗ denotes the kernel vector between

inducing points Z and the new input points X∗, k∗∗ is the
kernel between the new input points. We can finally obtain the
predicted distribution f∗ ∼ ST (ν+M,µ∗,Σ∗), y∗ = f∗+ϵ,
where ϵ = {ϵi}Ni=1 .

Specifically, we have discovered an interesting fact that
when we set q(u) = ST (ν + n,m,S) , we can analytically
marginalize u, resulting in (we proof it in the appendix):

q (f) =

∫
p (f |u) q (u)du = ST (ν, µ′,Σ′) (22)

where µ′ = KX,ZK
−1
Z,Z′m and Σ′ = KX,X′ −

KX,ZK
−1
Z,Z′(KZ,Z′ − S)K−1

Z,Z′KZ,X .
In this case, the mean and covariance matrix of the

marginal distribution q(f) are consistent with SVGP. Fur-
thermore, we have shown in the following theorem the rela-
tionship between SVGP and SVTP, stating that SVGP is an
extreme case of SVTP.
Theorem 2. as ν → ∞, the posterior distribution of SVTP
converges in distribution to the posterior distribution of
SVGP.

For a Student-t distribution, the parameter ν controls the
degree of tail-heaviness. Smaller ν values correspond to heav-
ier tails, while larger ν values make the tails more closely
resemble those of a Gaussian distribution. Therefore, it is a
natural extension to apply Student-t distributions to sparse
scenarios.



Outliers in Regression Analysis
When discussing the differences between SVTP and SVGP
in handling outliers in regression analysis, we can initially
ignore the influence of the noise term ϵi and assume that yi =
fi. Following (Hensman, Matthews, and Ghahramani 2015),
the variational lower bound for SVGP can be expressed as:

LSVGP = Eq(u) [log p (y|u)]−KL (q (u) ||p (u)) (23)

For the first term,

Eq(u) [log p (y|u)]

=− 1

2
Eq(u)

[
(y − µ)

T
S−1 (y − µ)

]
− 1

2
log |Σ|+ C

(24)
where µ,Σ are defined as in Eq.(7), and C is a constant
independent of (X,y). The first term of the ELBO for SVTP,
obtained from the previous section, can be defined as:

Eq(u) [log p (y|u)]

=− ν + n

2
Eq(u)

[
log

(
1 +

(y − µ)
T
S−1 (y − µ)

ν − 2

)]

− 1

2
log |Σ|+ C

(25)
We can see that the only difference between Eq.(24) and Eq.
(25) is that the term (y − µ)

T
S−1 (y − µ) in Eq.(24) is the

result of a log transformation of the term in Eq.(25). If there
are input outliers, this term would be disturbed and the log
transformation can reduce the disturbance. Therefore, the
ELBO of SVTP is more robust to input outliers than that of
SVGP.

Experiments
We evaluate the performance of our proposed methods,
SVTP-UB and SVTP-MC, on a total of eight real-world
datasets obtained from UCI and Kaggle. These datasets are
used for comparison against two baseline models, namely
Sparse Variational Gaussian Processes (SVGP) and the full
Student-T Processes (TP).

Our experiments are designed to verify the following four
propositions:

• Compared to TP, our proposed sparse representation
method SVTP significantly reduces computational com-
plexity, which facilitates the extension of TP method to
higher-dimensional datasets.

• As an inducing point method, SVTP demonstrates higher
regression accuracy and more robust uncertainty estima-
tion compared to SVGP.

• SVTP has a greater advantage over traditional SVGP
when dealing with outlier data.

• SVTP-MC demonstrates superior performance on larger
datasets, while SVTP-UB serves as an effective method
to prevent overfitting on smaller datasets.

Datasets and Experimental Setup
We use eight data sets to carry out the experiments, for which
details can be seen in the appendix. We utilize all algorithms

with a maximum iteration number of 5000 to minimize the
negative ELBO. We set the batch size to 1024. The learning
rate is set to 0.01, and the data is standardized. The noise
term ϵi is fixed at 0.10 in the experiments for fair comparison
of the performance of each model . We opt to use the PyTorch
platform and conduct all experiments on a single NVIDIA
A100 GPU.

Table 1: Comparison of Computational Complexity on re-
gression experiments. In this context, m refers to the number
of inducing points. "−" stands for not having enough space
and computational power to calculate its time.

Dataset Datasize m = n/10 m = n/4 Full TP
Yacht (307,6) 0.042s 0.045s 0.058s

Energy (767,8) 0.043s 0.046s 0.075s
Boston (505,13) 0.042s 0.045s 0.062s

Elevator (16599,18) 0.931s 2.412s 97.977s
Concrete (1029,8) 0.050s 0.061s 0.110s
Protein (45730,9) 12.44s 97.93s -
Kin8nm (8192,8) 0.45s 0.98s 5.49s

Taxi (209673,7) - - -

Comparison of Computational Complexity between
SVTP and Full TP
To empirically validate the computational efficiency of SVTP,
we conducted experiments on eight different datasets. We
compared the average time taken by SVTP-UB for complet-
ing one epoch (i.e., iterating over the entire dataset) with that
of the conventional full TP method. The results are presented
in Table 1, showing a significant reduction in computational
complexity with the decreasing number of inducing points in
SVTP. Consequently, the average time taken for one epoch
decreases accordingly, thus substantiating the method’s effec-
tiveness in terms of computational efficiency.

Real-world Dataset Regression
Unlike the baseline method proposed by (Shah, Wilson, and
Ghahramani 2014), our approach significantly reduces com-
putational complexity, allowing us to test our method on the
entire dataset instead of just a small subset as a training set.

Each experiment was repeated using five-fold cross-
validation, and the average value and range were reported
for each repetition. The evaluation metrics used to assess the
performance are the Mean Squared Error (MSE), and test
Log Likelihood (LL). We selected the number of inducing
points to be one-fourth of the original data size and employed
the squared exponential kernel. For large datasets such as
Protein and Taxi, the number of inducing points are selected
to be one-fourth of the batchsize. The experimental findings,
presented in Table 2, demonstrate that our SVTP methods
outperform SVGP across all datasets. This empirically estab-
lishes the improved accuracy and uncertainty estimation of
SVTP.

Regression Experimental Analysis
As discussed in the previous sections, in order to investi-
gate the superior performance of the SVTP, we conducted
empirical density analysis and kernel density estimation on



Table 2: Predictive Mean Squared Errors (MSE) and test Log Likelihoods (LL) of regression experiments

Dataset MSE LL
SVGP SVTP+UB SVTP+MC SVGP SVTP+UB SVTP+MC

Yacht 7.56± 0.23 1.44± 0.02 1.55± 0.03 −485± 2.4 −114± 0.5 −122± 0.7
Energy 2.02± 0.06 0.74± 0.04 0.84± 0.05 −156± 1.8 −63.3± 1.2 −70.5± 1.3
Boston 3.17± 0.21 1.82± 0.10 2.01± 0.12 −171± 4.8 −126± 2.6 −140± 2.9

Elevator 6.54± 0.28 1.93± 0.15 1.84± 0.11 −391± 19.2 −126.1± 10.2 −106± 8.7
Concrete 7.48± 0.24 5.71± 0.20 3.23± 0.18 −478± 11.4 −435± 9.0 −276± 7.4
Protein 7.23± 0.26 5.64± 0.22 4.86± 0.14 −425± 19.3 −295± 15.5 −260± 9.8
Kin8nm 5.19± 0.52 4.35± 0.47 3.85± 0.46 −400± 28.6 −385± 22.5 −225± 19.4

Taxi 0.76± 0.07 0.54± 0.05 0.41± 0.04 −301± 8.9 −152± 6.4 −124± 4.6
Concrete_Outliers 12.20± 0.32 8.62± 0.25 6.40± 0.22 −658± 20.8 −471.0± 14.2 −336.3± 13.6
Kin8nm_Outliers 14.66± 2.25 9.12± 1.72 8.86± 0.65 −1169± 61.9 −622± 52.4 −501± 31.4

the standardized y for all datasets. The results, depicted in
Figure 1, revealed the presence of varying degrees of outliers,
irregularities, and heavy-tailed characteristics in many of the
datasets. Among them, Yacht and Taxi exhibited particularly
prominent features. It is noteworthy that SVTP outperformed
SVGP to a significant extent on these two datasets, further
validating the effectiveness of their approach.

Figure 1: Empirical density analysis and kernel density esti-
mation on the experimental datasets

Additionally, we selected two datasets, Concrete and
Kind8nm, to perform outlier regression. We randomly added
three times the standard deviation to the y-values of 5% of
the data to synthesize data with more outliers.The results of
this analysis are also presented in Table 1, demonstrating the
performance of the model on these datasets.

In this section, we also conducted an empirical analysis
of the differences between SVTP-UB and SVTP-MC meth-
ods in computing the KL regularization term. We selected
four datasets: Boston, Elevator, Concrete, and Protein, and
obtained the specific values of the KL regularization term at
convergence using these two algorithms. We report the results
in Table 3. Upon analysis, we observed that SVTP-UB tends
to produce larger estimates of the KL regularization term.
Considering the findings from Table 1, where SVTP-UB
generally outperforms SVTP-MC in terms of convergence
for large datasets, we can deduce that SVTP-UB’s tighter

constraints negatively impact convergence in this scenario.
On the other hand, for smaller datasets, where overfitting
is a common concern due to limited data availability, these
tighter constraints provided by SVTP-UB become crucial
in preventing overfitting. Therefore, taking into account the
impact of dataset size on overfitting and convergence, we
recommend employing SVTP-MC for larger datasets. This
method strikes a better balance between the regularization
term and the dataset size, enabling smoother convergence.
Conversely, for smaller datasets where the risk of overfit-
ting is more pronounced, SVTP-UB should be the preferred
option.

Table 3: Comparison of the average values of the KL-term
on all datasets

Datasets SVGP+UB SVGP+MC
Boston 56 2.2

Elevator 42 3.1
Concrete 78 1.3
Protein 39 6.3

Conclusion
In this paper, we proposed SVTP, a novel approach that ex-
tends the benefits of sparse representation from Gaussian
Processes to Student-t Processes. The effectiveness of the
approach is demonstrated through experiments on both syn-
thetic and real-world datasets. The results show that the
Sparse Student-t Process can handle large-scale datasets
while also accurately modeling non-Gaussian and heavy-
tailed distributions. In terms of future work, we suggest ex-
ploring the application of the Sparse Student-t Process to
other likelihoods, such as classification and multi-output re-
gression. While the current focus of the paper is on modeling
regression tasks, extending the approach to handle different
types of data and problems could further enhance its versatil-
ity and applicability.
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