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Abstract

WeEI explore the theoretical and numerical property of a fullly&sian model selection method in
sparse ultrahigh-dimensional settings, if.>> n, wherep is the number of covariates amdis the
sample size. Our method consists of (1) a hierarchical Bagesodel with a novel prior placed over the
model space which includes a hyperparamgteontrolling the model size, and (2) affieient MCMC
algorithm for automatic and stochastic search of the models theory shows that, when specifying
t, correctly, the proposed method yields selection congigtére., the posterior probability of the true
model asymptotically approaches one; wheis misspecified, the selected model is still asymptotically
nested in the true model. The theory also reveals inseitgitif/the selection result with respect to the
choice oft,. In implementations, a reasonable prior is further assuometyd which allows us to draw
its samples stochastically. Our approach conducts sefeatstimation and even inference in a unified
framework. No additional prescreening or dimension reidacstep is needed. Two novglpriors are
proposed to make our approach more flexible. A simulatiodysta given to display the numerical
advantage of our method.

Keywordsand phrases. model selection, fully Bayesian method, ultrahigh-dimenality, posterior con-
sistency, size-control prior on model space, generalizgth&r-Siow prior, generalized hypgrprior, con-
strained blockwise Gibbs sampler, simultaneous creditténial.
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1 Introduction

Suppose tha-dimensional response vectér= (ys, ..., yn)" and then by p covariate matriX = (X, ..., Xp)
are linked by the linear model
Y=XB+e¢, (1.1)

where theXjs, j = 1,...,p, aren-vectors,8 = (B1,...,Bp)" is an unknownp-vector of regression co-
efficients, ande = (e1,..., €)' is ann-vector of random errors. The true parameter vegtopntainss,
nonzero components amd- s, zeros. Here we assunpes- n, i.e., p/n — oo asn — oo, but ideally restrict
s, = o(n), i.e., the true model is sparse. Our goal is to explore aonaatic fully Bayesian procedure for
selecting and estimating the nonzgss in (1.1), in the “largge-smalln” scenario.

In frequentist settings, there is a vast amount of litemtalbout variable selection in sparse ultrahigh-
dimensional models. We only list a few representative oBased on LASSO| [52, 32, 45,151,/33] obtained
selection consistency whemis growing exponentially witm, i.e., logp = O(n?) for somea > 0. Selection
consistency here means,ragoes to infinity, with probability approaching one the seddanodel is the true
model. [24] considered bridge regression, a link betweenL®t'SSO and ridge regression, and obtained
selection consistency.[ [28] proposed a unified approachdoan regularized least squares with a class
of concave penalties.[ [14, 16] proposed sure independamreersng (SIS) based on correlations. |[46]
proved selection consistency using BIC criteria. | [49] esed several multi-stage selection approaches.
[43] applied a regularized likelihood approach based orcanvex constraints and proved selection and
estimation consistency. |[6] proposed a new method for blrigelection without using penalty. There are
many other frequentist approaches handling this reseaect) see [15] for an insightful review.

In Bayesian framework, selection consistency is somewiffi@rdnt from the one in frequentist setting. Un-
like the frequentist setting which treats the true model asdfia priori, Bayesian approaches assume the
model as a random element which h&spdssible choices. Under proper Bayesian hierarchical fapiie

is possible to derive the posterior distribution of the mode other words, the posterior probabilities of
all the 22 models are achievable. We say such procedupgsserior consistenif the posterior probability

of the true model converges to one. A nice property of the Biayeapproach is that it can evaluate all the
possible models based on the posterior probabilities amdde a stochastic search, though an MCMC pro-
cedure might be needed. Besides, it can simultaneouslyucbrdtimation and inference over the selected
codficients through the posterior samples.

Posterior consistency has been theoretically establiatmesh p is fixed (seel[17, 34, 29] 9])._[29] obtained
posterior consistency in the setting of mixturegspriors for fixedp. [39] extended these results to the
growing p situations. Their results cover bofh< n andp > n. Forp > n, they examined a two-step
procedure. Explicitly, in step | a dimension reduction (oegtreening) procedure such as SIS proposed
by [14] is performed to obtain a reduced model space, andcejm l$tthe Bayesian selection procedure is



performed over the reduced model space. However, the ®yossheme has several drawbacks. According
to [14], to yield better selection accuracy, the data hasetalivided into two subsamples with one for
SIS and the other for Bayesian model selection. This additiprescreening step introduces additional
complexity in applications, and very often one has to deil@enthe sizes of both subsamples, though a
default choice may be an equal separation. Furthermoreanymmigh-dimensional problems, the number of
predictorsp can be much larger than the sample sizgo the sizes of both subsamples become even smaller.
Usual Bayesian selection procedures based on a smallestsaflihe data may cause selection inaccuracy.
Motivated by these considerations, an automatic one-stg@®an method, which does not involve any
prescreening or dimension reduction procedure, is higagded and useful in both theoretical and applied
aspects. Related theoretical results on Bayesian modelteal include([2, 35, 22] who proved consistency
of Bayes factors whep = O(n). [26] placed a set of novel non-local priors over the moaetiicients
and proved posterior consistency for< n. Recently, [[3] proposed a non-fully Bayesian selectionhoeét
which works undemp > n but requires thresholding the marginal posterior meargs of

In this paper, we explore the theoretical and numerical gntypof a fully Bayesian model selection proce-
dure in sparse ultrahigh-dimensional situations wheieallowed to grow exponentially with. In our ap-
proach, stochastic model search, parameter estimatioawemdinference can be simultaneously conducted
in a unified framework, though an MCMC procedure is employ@dHese goals. No additional steps such
as dimension reduction or thresholding are needed. Our Inoclades a hyperparameter controlling the
size of the target models, namely, the size-control paramet set of mild seficient conditions are pro-
vided under which posterior consistency holds when this-simtrol parameter is correctly specified, i.e., it
is greater than the size of the true model. We also examingdlieetion performance when the size-control
parameter is misspecified. To the best of our knowledge, ouk i8 the first one establishing posterior con-
sistency of the fully Bayesian model selection method inahigh-dimensional settings, and theoretically
examining the ffect of a misspecified size-control parameter on model seteptsult. To make the model
more flexible, we propose two new typesgpriors extending those in [50, 29] to ultrahigh-dimensgibn
settings. Posterior consistency under these priors ibledtad. A prior over the size-control parameter
is considered which largely avoids misspecification, amtld®s a nontrivial extension of the traditional
sampling scheme. The simulation study reveals that theggempmethod is computationally accurate and
convenient.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In SedflonBayesian hierarchical model involving suitable
priors is explicitly given. Sectiohl 3 contains the thearatiresults which justify posterior consistency and
evaluate the féect of misspecifying the hyperparameter controlling thelel®ize in various situations in-
cluding theg-prior. New types ofj-priors are constructed in this section. We also brieflyuisahe credible
interval construction over the selected ftméents. Sectiof]4 presents the computational detailsvimgl

a constrained blockwise sampling procedure. In Sefionsimalation study is given to demonstrate the
performance. All the technical proofs are given in the appen



2 A hierarchical model with a size-control prior on model space

Before formally describing our models, we first introducenemotation that are used frequently throughout
this paper. Defing; = 1(8; # 0), i.e., the 0-1 variable indicating the exclusion or irsatun of3;, and define
v=01... ,yp)T. Throughout we usp| to denote the number of onesjn Clearly, eachy corresponds to

a candidate modéf = X, B8, + €, whereX, is ann X |y| submatrix ofX, andg, is the subvector (with size
lyl) of B, whose columns and elements are indexed by the nonzero cemisoofy, respectively. The 2
possibleys correspond to thePalifferent models, which form the entire model space. Foraagdy’, let
Y\Y)i=1y; =1, y] =0),and ¢ ny’); =1(yj =1, y] = 1). Thus,y\y’ is the 0-1 vector indicating the
variables present i but absent iy’, andy Ny’ is the 0-1 vector indicating the variables present in hoth
andy’. We say thay is nested iy’ (denoted by c y’) if ¥\y’ is zero. Denote the true model dheient
vector byg® and the corresponding 0-1 vector $Y, and lets, = |y denote the size of the true model.

We adopt a normal linear model between the response andai@gsii.e.,
Y|B, 02 ~ N(XB, o2l p). (2.1)

Suitable prior distributions are required for the paramsgfeando?. We adopt the “spike-and-slab” prior
for gjs, i.e

Bilyj.o® ~ (L= })d0 + ¥iN(0. cjo?), (2.2)
wheredg(-) is the point mass measure concentrating on zerocgscre temporarily assumed to be fixed.
Note thatc;’s are used to control the variance of the nonzeroffuments, and therefore are called the

variance-control parameters. In next sections we willttilea mixture ofg-prior setup, i.e., assuming priors
onc;j’'s. The “spike-and-slab” prior has been explored in variapplied aspects by [44, 11,110,/ 48] 31].

We place an inversg? prior ono?, i.e.,
1/0? ~ x2, (2.3)

whereyv is a fixed hyperparameter. Other choices such as the nomiafiwe priors or inverse Gamma priors
can also be applied. The theoretical results derived inghjser can be extended without furtheffidulty
to these situations.

A prior probability, namelyp(y), should be assigned to each candidate medieé.,
¥~ p() (2.4)

A popular choice ofp(y) is the so-called independent Bernoulli prior used [20,[24,/4,5/36] 30, 40],

or the Bernoulli-Beta prior used by [37] [3,131]. The indepamtdBernoulli prior assumes each covariate
P

to be included in the model with probabilit, i.e., p(y¥) = [] 017’ (1 - 6;)}1 with ¢;s being fixed. The
j=1

Bernoulli-Beta prior assumes further a Beta prior aat
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In many practical applications, such as genewise selectioly a small amount of covariates should be
included in the model, which can be treated as, in Bayesianitelogy, prior information. Thus, most of
the candidate models, especially those with large modessihould be assigned a tiny or even zero prior
probability. In Bernoulli prior, this can be achieved by @ssng a very small but positivéj. Due to the
huge number of candidate models, of which most are “incttrezen though each “incorrect” model is
assigned a very small prior probability, the aggregatedrgmiobability over all the “incorrect” models can
still be large. This will severelyféect the accuracy of the Bayesian model selection procedea p/> n.
Here we propose a novel prior that only assigns positive mgitp the models with smaller sizes, i.e, a

size-control prior on model space. Namely,

m,, if |yl <tp,
pr) =2 "7 - (2.5)
0, otherwise,

wherer, for ly| < t, are fixed positive numbers, amg e (O, n) is an integer-valued hyperparameter con-
trolling the sizes of the candidate models. Cleally,l(2s5hore powerful than Bernoulli or Bernoulli-Beta
prior to screen out the models with larger sizes. When thetrauraf nonzeros iﬁo, i.e., S, is small so that

th, > s, this implies [2.5) is powerful to screen out the “incorfetibdels with greater sizes.

Based on the above Bayesian hierarchical mddel (2.1);(th&)joint posterior distribution for y, o%)
can be derived. For simplicity, denafe= (Y, X) to be the full data variable. The joint posterior distribat
is then

pB,7.0%Z) o« pZIB,a?)pBlo, v)p(y)p(c?)
2
o O-—(n+v+2)exp( Y - X,BII +1) ()l—[[

Iy

s

where ¢(:) is the density function of the standard normal random tégiaj € ¥ means the indey €
{1,..., p} satisfiesy; = 1 andj € —y meansy; = 0, p(y) is the prior defined as if_(2.5). Integrating gt

)] [ o). (26)

je~y

ando? in (2.8) one obtains

)—(n+v)/2

P(yIZ) o detW,) ™ ?p(y) (1+ YT (In = X, U;'X])Y , (2.7)

whereW,, = £/°U,3}/%, U, = £,1+X] X,, andZ, denotes the principle submatrix Bf= diagCs. .. . , Cp)
indexed byy. Here we adopt the convention th&f = 0 andXy = Uy = Wy = 1, whered) means the null
model, i.e., the vectoy with all elements being zero.

The optimal mode} is chosen to maximizé (2.7), i.e.,
7 =arg rr;axp(ylz)- (2.8)

In other words}y achieves the highest posterior probability among all thesiibe models. Whepy| > t,,
p(y1Z) = 0. So maximizing[(218) is actually performed over a smalledei space named as the target
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model space. We name the model selection procefurke (2.83yesBn ultrahigh-dimensional screening.
Ideally we hope to show that the selected mogés asymptotically exactly the true modgf. This is
equivalent to showing than(y°|Z) is asymptotically greater thap(y|Z) for anyy # »°, which holds if
p(y%Z) converges to one in certain mode.

3 Mainresaults

In this section, we present our main results on posteriosistency. Throughout we suppog # 0, that

is, the true model is not empty. Our first result shows thatrw®perly choosind, > s,, under certain
mild conditions,p(y°|Z) converges in probability to one, where convergence hatifeumly for c;’s lying
within certain ranges. Since typically, is unknown, one may face a risk of misspecifyipgso thatt, is
actually smaller thars,. Theoretical results are thus needed to examine this isituaOur second result
shows that when & t, < s,, with probability approaching one, the selecjed nonnull and is nested to
the true model, implying that all the selected variablessigeificant although there are other significant
variables not selected.

Throughout this whole section, we defiRg = Xy(XIXy)‘lxl, i.e., the projection matrix based of,.
We adopt the convention thRy = 0. LetA_(A) andA,(A) be the minimal and maximal eigenvalues of the
square matriA. Suppose there exist positive sequengr?andan such tha’g_bn <¢j < gpnforj=1,...,p.
Denotek, = ||,330||2 andyy, = ﬂl‘lﬁ' |B?|, Where,b"j’ denotes thgth element of8° and|| - || denotes thé,-norm.

3.1 Whent,>s,

We first consider the casg > s,, that is, the size-control parametgis correctly specified as being greater
than or equal to the size of the true model. In this case, theertrodely® has positive posterior probability,
and thus, is among our target model space.

To provep(y?|Z) asymptotically approaches one, we introduce some usefation and technical assump-
tions. DefineSi(t)) = {¥ly° c v, # %%yl < to} andSy(tn) = {yl¥° is not nested iy, ly| < t,}. Itis
clear thatS:(t,) andSa(t,) are disjoint, ands(t,) defined byS(tn) = S1(tn) U Sa(tn) U{y°} is the class of
all models with size not exceedinig. To insure a flexible choice df, we assumé, € [y, rn] for some
integerr, > s,. Our result in this section shows that when properly fixing tipper bound,, any choice
of t, € [y, rn] will guarantee that the true model is selected. This sagsttie selection result is somewhat
insensitive to the choice af within certain range.

Assumption A.1 There exists a positive constant such that, as n— oo, with probability approaching



one, for anyt e [sn, rn],

. 1.+ 1.+
1/cp < ye@%ﬂ) A (ﬁxyo\y(ln - Py)xyo\y) < yg%) Ay (ﬁxyo\yxyo\y) < Cp,

and

; 11 T
yergign) A (ﬁxy\yo(l n— Pyo)Xy\yo) > 1/cp.

Assumption A.2 sup max 22
P 0P oS, PO

the[sn.rn]

< 00,

Assumption A.3 The sequences, S, ¢n, [ k., andy, satisfy, as n— oo,

(i). sn = o(n);

(ii). nyf — oo;
(iii). sn <rp<n/2andr,logp = o(nlog(1+ min{1,y32}));
(iv). shlog(1+ congn) = o(nlog(1+ min{1,ya});

(v). log p = o(log Qn) and k, = O(fn).

Remark 3.1 We briefly discuss the validity of Assumptiéns| A.L td A.3. Mfehave the following result
showing that Assumptidn_A.1 holds under a very broad ranggtwations. Its proof is similar to that of
Proposition 2.1 in[[39], and thus is omitted.

Proposition 3.1 Assumptio Al1l is satisfied if there exisgs>c0 such that

1 1
-1 ; T T
Cp” < min A_ (ﬁxyxy) < |§n|s%>§ A+ (ﬁXyXY) < Co. (3.1)
(3.0) is called thesparse Riesz conditipm standard condition in the study of high-dimensional jeafs;
see [51/38] for applications in LASSO. Proposition]3.1 aonéi that thesparse Riesz conditiois even
stronger than our Assumptigén A.1. Assumpfiod A.2 holds filaee indfference prior ovel with |y| < t;,

ich implies2%. —
which |mpI|esp(y0) =1

To see when Assumptiébn A.3 holds, let us consider a simptasoe Supposey, = Nk, s, = nke,

rn = N8 andlog p = nf, where l§ > 0, ky, ko, k3 are nonnegative satisfying k ks and 2k; + ks + ks < 1.
Furthermore Jlogk, = O(logn) which is a weaker assumption than [25]. Then it can be showettly that

#n and ¢ with log én = o(nt"217k) and i = o(log ¢ ) satisfy Assumption A.3. In this simple situation,
both ¢, and gn are growing exponentially with n. In other words, they hawéd¢ large enough to support
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the high-dimensional selection. Here we want to emphasiaethe upper bound fop, and the lower
bound for@n are both necessary for selecting the true model; sek [44hé&uristic explanations in a lower-
dimensional situation.

Theorem 3.2 Under Assumptioris A.1 through A.3, asneo,

min inf _ p(y°2) = 1, in probability.

Sn<th<rn ¢n§CL...,Cp§¢n

The proof of Theoreri 312 is given in the appendix. Thedrenp®ides a set of dficient conditions under
which, uniformly forc;s € [gn,gn] andt, € [s,, rn], posterior consistency holds. In other words, selection
accuracy is not sensitive to the values of these hyperpaeasnehen they are in a proper range. These
conditions are satisfied whem= O(exp(**)) for someks € (0,1) (see Remark3.1), thus, Theoréml 3.2
holds in ultrahigh-dimensional settings. The proof of Tieea[3.2 relies on finding the sharp upper bounds
of the Bayes factors between models includings a component. It is shown that uniformly fgre [s,, ]
with s, andr, growing at certain rates, all these upper bounds can be waibged so that the posterior
probability of the true model converges to one. In next segtive further examine the performance of our
Bayesian selection method whigris misspecified, i.ety < s,.

In computations (Sectidd 4), to enhance flexibility, we liertassume a prigo(t,) overt,. Concretely, in
simulation study (Sectidn 5) we chose the improper ppi@) = | (t, < my) with some giverm, > 0. Here

my, represents our prior belief on the rangespfthe number of true nonzeros. To be conservative, we set
m, = n/2, a commonly accepted upper bound in sparse high-dimeadgiwablems (seé [7]), but still find
satisfactory selection accuracy.

Here we want to compare Theorém13.2 with literature. Theeet@p major types of Bayesian model
selection procedures explored in literature, i.e., theeBdgctor and the fully Bayesian approach based on
hierarchical models liked (2.1)=(2.5). Bayes factor is afwiseol for pairwise model comparison and is
equivalent to the fully Bayesian model selection wheis fixed (seel[l,_29]). Whep < n s increasing
with n, these two types of selection methods are not equivaleat[88). In this case| ]2, 3%, 22] proved
consistency for Bayes factors which holds evengder O(n).

In contrast, the fully Bayesian approach evaluates all them@dels and selects the model with the highest
posterior probability, and thus, is essentiallffelient from Bayes factor in the setting of growipglmpor-

tant literature includes [17, 34, 29, 9] who showed selectionsistency for fixegh. Later on these results
were generalized to increasipgvith p < nin a range of hierarchical models; seel[39, 26]. To the bestiof
knowledge, Theorein 3.2 is the first result establishinggr@st consistency for a fully Bayesian method in
ultrahigh-dimensional settings. [38] also describes adtep procedure so that selection consistency holds
for p > n. Of course this procedure is not fully Bayesian since a miekry step such as SIS is performed



before formal selection. Instead, the selection methaadiniced in this paper is performed by directly
fitting the hierarchical mode[(2.1]=(2.5). No additiont#ss such as SIS or posterior mean thresholding
considered by[3] are needed. The key is the applicationeptior [2.5). We believe when adopting this
prior, other existing results valid fgr < n can also be extended o> n.

32 WhenO<t,<s,

Now we turn to the case of misspecifying the hyperparantgs that actually & t, < s,. In this case, the
true modely®, which has posterior probability zero, is outside our targedel space and thus is impossible
to be selected out. We will show that even in this false sgtfie selected mod@lis asymptotically nested
in the true model. In other words, all the selected variahtessignificant ones which ought to be included
in the model.

Define To(tn) = {710 < |y] < th,y € %%, Ti(tn) = {¥I0 < Iyl < ta,y Ny° # 0, yis not nested in°},
andTo(th) = (710 < ly] < th,y N 9% = 0}. Itis easy to see thalg(ty), T1(tn), T2(tn) are disjoint and
T(tn) = To(tn) U T1(th) U Ta(t,) is exactly the class af with |y| < t,. Throughout this section, we make the
following assumptions.

Assumption B.1 There exist a positive constanj @nd a positive sequengg such that, when > oo, with
probability approaching one,

1 1
d7t < min A_ | =XTX,, | < maxa, [=XIX, | < do, and 3.2
O 7 s, (n v y)_|7|<sq +(n rRr) =T (32)
y#0 y#0
T
max A (xyo\ypyxyo\y) < pn. (3.3)
O<th<sy

Assumption B.2 sup max M < 00,
P n pm"eT(tn), P07 <%
O<th<sy

Assumption B.3 The sequences,sp , kn, ¥n andpp, satisfy, as n— oo,

(). s = o(n);
(i)). NY2 — oo;

(). s = o(ry3);
(V). k= O(0,);

(v). max(pn, §31og p} = o(min{n, log(g ))).-



Remark 3.2 Before stating our main theorems in this section, let us éxamhe validity of the Assumptions
B.I{B.3. Assumption B.2 holds if we adopt theffladénce prior, i.e., fy) is positive constant for all
v € T(tn). The following result demonstrates the validity of Assuom@B.1 in a special situation, though
we believe this condition may still hold in more general case

Proposition 3.3 Suppose the rows &f are iid copies of¢1, . . ., &p) which is a zero-mean Gaussian vector
with E{gj?} = 1for1 < j < p. The vector(¢y, ..., &p) is a subvector of the infinite population sequence
{¢,] =1,2,...) which satisfies the Riesz condition, i.e., (4.5)in [51]. thermore, glog p = o(n) andé&j’s

are independent. Then Assumpfion|B.1 holdgfot a2 log p with any constank > 4.

Proposition[3.8 is proved in the Appendix. In the setting mip@sition[3.3, we may choogg = S log p.
Supposgogk, = O(logn) and choosey_such thadogg > n. Letyn = nk, s, = N2 andlogp = n,
where i > 0, ky, ko are nonnegative satisfyingk; + ko + ks < 1 and 2k, + k4 < 1. Then it can be
easily verified that Assumptién B.3 holds in this particigéunation. Clearly, Assumptiofis B.3 and]A.3 are
not contradictive in that there exis$p, sn,wn,fn,an,kn} satisfying both conditions. Thef@lirence is that
Assumptioil Al3 also involveg, i.e., the upper bound for the hyperparametgmthile Assumptioh Bl3 does
not since § has already been assumed to be bounded,byse careful readers may also notice that, unlike
Assumptioi Al3 which places both upper bounddfeand lower bound forgn, in Assumptiom BI3, only
lower bound fo@n is assumed. The reason is, in the subsequent Théarém 3.dpwé/a= 0, a model in
To(tn). This case is preferred when all thgsaend to infinity (corresponding i, = oo); see [44]. Thus,
the upper bound fop, is not necessary. Actually, in the below Theofem 3.5 whershow in a situation
that? is nested in the true model byt 0, an upper bound fos,, will still be needed.

Next we state our first theorem in this section.

Theorem 3.4 Under Assumptioris B.1=B.3, as# oo,

max Py Z
yeT1(th)UT2(tn) ( | )
max  sup

0stn<shy <ci...cpstn  MAX P(YIZ)

— 0, in probability.

The proof of Theorerh 314 can be found in the Appendix. Thed@elrexamines the situation of misspec-
ifying the hyperparametdy, i.e.,t, < s,. It says that in such situation, even though the selectecehjod
cannot be the true model since necessdyilyx s,, 7 can still be nested to the true model with probability
approaching one. Furthermore, convergence holds uniyoionl0 < t, < s, andc;s within certain range.

Theoren 3.4 allowy = 0. However, when the true model is nonnull, we may ask furthér can be
nonnull. The following result provides a positive answettis question. The price we pay is an additional
assumption to separate a nonnull model from the null model.
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Theorem 3.5 Suppose we happen to choose sanft (0, s,). Let Assumptioris B.I—=B.3 be satisfied. If,
in addition, Assumptiof_A.3 (iv) holds, and thereyis To(t,)\{0}, such thaij|,830\y||2 < fo||,32||2, where

fo > Ois constant. Then as® c,  sup _ S((gllg = 0p(1). In other wordsy is a better choice than the

null model.

The proof of Theorerh 315 is given in the appendix. In Thedreb) ®e make the assumpticuﬁgo\y||2 <
follB91I2. Heuristically,||89]| represents the information of the modeindllﬂgo\yn represents the information
of the complement mode®®\y. This assumption simply says that much of the informatiotheftrue model

is concentrated op. Theoren 3.5 states that with this “information” assumptmd Assumption Al3 (iv),
modely can successfully outperform the null model so faat 0 with arbitrarily large probability. Note
here Assumptiof_Al3 (iv) is necessary since otherwise withapproaching infinity the null model will
be always preferred (sele [44]). To the best of our knowle@igeprems$ 314 anid 3.5 are the first theoretical
results in the fully Bayesian setting examining the setecgierformance with misspecified hyperparameters.

3.3 Extensionstotheg-prior setting

In this section, we extend the results in Section$ 3.1 antb3t&eg-prior setting. For simplicity, let all the
variance-control parameters be the same,gje=,cforall j = 1,..., p. Instead of using a fixed we place
overc a proper priomg(c), i.e., fow g(c)dc = 1. Here we consider a broad functional classg@) including
the variations of the Zellner-Siow prior proposed byl [50§ &ine hypeg-prior proposed by [29].

Assuming a randoma € (0, o), the conditional probability of given (, Z) is exactly

)—(n+v)/2

p(yIc. Z) o< det@W,)™2p(y) (1 + YT (In = X, U;*X])Y : (3.4)

whereW,, andU,,, both depending, are defined as ifh (2.7). Consequently, the posterior pilityad y,
in the setting ofy-prior, is given by

Pa(ri2) = [ plrie: Z)g(e)d 35)
where the subscrif represents the posterior probability in the setting-gfior.
We will prove thatpg(y|Z) shares similar probabilistic properties as those in 8esiB.1 and 3]2, though
a g-prior setting has been considered. |[29] obtained seleatimsistency in thg-prior settings wherg
is fixed. Their proof relies on an application of Laplace appmation of the posterior likelihood. Here

we will use a diterent approach which relies on the uniform convergencdtsehiat have been derived in
previous sections. Our first theorem below treats the casatylz [s,, rp] with ry > s, being some integer.

Theorem 3.6 Suppose Assumptidns A.1JA.3 are satisfied. Furtherma@rgper and satisfies, asf oo,
¢ 3 oo 3 : 0 : .
b " g(c)dc = o(1) and fq;n g(c)dc = o(1). Then as n— oo, Sﬂrﬁrg:grn Pg(¥°1Z) — 1, in probability.
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Theoreni 3.6 is proved in the appendix. It establishes madetson consistency under tiyeprior setting.
Again, this result uniformly holds far, € [s,, rn].

Our second and third results treat the case §} < s,. The proofs are given in the appendix. They state
that even when one misspecifies thesuch it actually lies in (0s,), the selected model may still be nested
in the true model, and even nonnull. However, we are only tdow the desired results for thagewith
compact supportg[n, #n], though we conjecture that these results may still holdriore generags.

Theorem 3.7 Suppose Assumptiofis B.1JB.3 are satisfied. Furthermors, pgoper and supported in

1 , — reTagotatn P
[¢ ,on],i.€.,dc) =0ifc ¢ [¢ ,dn]. Thenas no oo, Max ————————
Zn Zn O<th<sy M3 Por12)

— 0, in probability.

Theorem 3.8 Suppose we happen to choose sanft (0, s,). Let Assumptioris B.I—B.3 be satisfied. If,
in addition, AssumptioR A.3 (iv) holds, and thereyiss To(tn)\{0}, such thaﬂlﬁgo\yll2 < follB2I1?, where

fo > Ois constant. Furthermore, g is proper and supporte(ﬂgg #n]. Then as n— oo, gg((g'é; =0p(1). In

other words;y is a better choice than the null model in the setting of gprio

3.4 Generalized Zellner-Siow prior and generalized hyper-g prior

In this section, motivated from [50] and [29] in fixgscenario, two new types gfpriors will be proposed.
The first one is a generalization of Zeller-Siow prior matadhfrom [50]. The second one is a generalization
of the hyperg prior motivated from[[2B]. Both variations never appeanetiterature and are nontrivial.

The original form of Zellner-Siow prior ig(c) « c~¥/2 exp(=n/(2c)); see [29]. However, as demonstrated
in our simulation study, the accuracy of using this prioresely decreases in high-dimensional setting. The
reason is, as revealed in the discussions in Remark 3.1htevacmore accurate selection, one has to shift
the range@n,an] to be suitably large. A possible choice is to make b@%f‘and&n exponentially growing
with n. To achieve selection consistency in tprior setting, one may choogeconcentrated orﬂ],qbn]
(see Theorem 3.6), implying that the modega$, say, exponentially growing with; see the original form

of Zellner-Sior prior with modea/3. This motivates us to consider the followiggneralizedZellner-Siow
prior

_ ﬂ —a-1 ( Abn
90) = gy expl /o) (3.6)

wherea > 0, b, > 0 are fixed hyperparameters. The priofin|3.6) is actulg, p™) with modep™/(a+1).
A nice property of this prior is its conjugacy for which we case a Gibbs sampler step to draw the
samples. A proper choice is a constant 0 andb, < logn. With direct calculations we havﬁ’jn g(c)dc =
(T(a))?! pfn 41 ¢ exp(-cydcand fg: g(c)dc = (I'(a)) ! Opbn'pal c*texp(-c)dc. Thus, withg = pVer and
on = pbﬁ, bc_);h integrals are(1), i.e.,g satisfies the condition in Theorém B.6. Note that this caommlis
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violated fora = 0. Furthermore, it follows from the discussions in RentadktBat such choice Q;fn anden
also fulfill Assumptior_A.B fors,, ¥, p specified therein. This shows that the prlor{3.6) can indeedce
consistent Bayesian selection.

Next we intend to explore our second typegabrior. Following [29], the motivation of the hyperprior is
that the shrinkage factay(1 + c) has most of the mass near 1, for which they assgftte+ c) to have beta
distribution with hyperparameters properly managed. Herews demonstrated in our simulation study, the
hyperg prior or the hypeg/n prior considered in [29], though work well in lower-dimeonsal situation,
does not work well in high-dimensional setting. The reasosimilar to that for the conventional Zeller-
Siow prior, i.e, the mode of theggpriors are not large enough to support high-dimensionatten. From
this point of view, we consides/(1 + c) ~ Betagn, b), leading to the followinggeneralizechyperg prior
_T(en+hb) ¢t
[(@n)I'(b) (1 + c)antd’

g(c) (3.7)

whereb > 0 is constant and, = p* + 1 with a, =< logn. Obviously, the mode of our generalized hyper-
prior is (v — 1)/(b + 1). With ¢ = p¥® andg, = p, by direct calculations, it can be verified that
OQ” g(o)de = O(af* exp(-an/(1 + ¢ ))) = o(1) and f(;: g(c)dc = O(eR/(1 + ¢n)) = o(1). Therefore, the
proposed generalized hyper-g prior also satisfies the gsma in Theorem 316, implying the selection
consistency.

In implementations we simply choogse= b = 0 to achieve the maximum prior modes for both generalized
Zellner-Siow prior and generalized hyper-g prior, thoulggytmay violate the limit conditions in Theorem
[3.6. Our empirical results in Sectibh 5 demonstrate satisfa performance of such choice.

3.5 Simultaneous credibleintervals

In many applications, model selection is just an initialpstéfter selecting the model, it is important to
further make inference on the selected variables, e.gsteaiing simultaneous credible intervals for the
nonzero features.

Suppose one has selected mogeand the goal is to further build credible intervals &6 withy; = 1.
To ease technical arguments, we assume knotmand cjs,yj = 1forj = 1,...,r, andy; = O for
j=r+1,...,p. Therefore the hierarchical model becomes

Y8 ~ N(XB,c?1n), Bj~ (1-7v;)d0 +viN(0,cjo?).

With straightforward calculations one can show fBafollows N(¢, 02U '), whereg = U;'X]Y andU,, is
defined as in(2]7). Thus, the marginal posterior distrisutorg; for j =1,...,risg; ~ N(g,-,crjz), where
&j is the jth component o€, ando-J? is the jth diagonal element Qi-ZU;l. The 100x (1 — @)% credible
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interval forg; is thus
Clj:éjtcypoj, J=1,...,1, (3.8)

wherec,, is the lower {/2)-th quantile of the standard normal distribution.

To see the performance of the intervalg<€;ve use the concept of Bayes false coverage rate (FCRYleonsi
ered by [[53]. Namely, eV be the number of the ¢8 which do not coveg;. Then FCR= E{V/r}. Since
foranyj=1,...,r, P(8j ¢ Clj|Z) = a, it follows by Theorem 2 ofi[53] that FCR «. In other words, the
Bayes FCR of the simultaneous credible intervals constdiict [3.8) can be controlled at arbitrary nominal
level @, though a smalles would enlarge the G$ simultaneously.

4 Computational details

In this section we present the sampling details. In Sectidh we fix cjs and demonstrate how to use
MCMC to draw samples fronB,y, o2 t,. In Sectionf 4.2, we discuss various ways of handling djwe
including using BIC or RIC in which the;js are fixed a priori, or using an additional MCMC step to draw
samples front;s in ag-prior setting.

4.1 A constrained blockwise Gibbs sampler for automatic and stochastic model search

In previous sectiong,, i.e., the size-control parameter [n_(2.5), is a fixed intedé&ough the theory holds
uniformly for t,, within certain range, practically one still has to chooser@ppr one to facilitate com-
putation. To address thisftlculty, we further place a prior ofy. Specifically, to play simple, we let
p(tn) = I(ta < my), i.e., a uniform prior on [Im,] with m, being a predetermined integer, though other
choices with more complicated forms can also be used, whighcdes corresponding revisions in the fol-
lowing algorithm. With this prior and based on the Bayesi@rdrchical model[{(2]1)-(215), the posterior
distribution is

p(ﬂ? Y 0-29 tnlz) o« p(ﬂ? Y O-2|tl’l’ Z) p(tn)’ (41)

wherep(B, 7, o?ltn, Z) is exactly given in[(26). Temporarily all thgs are fixed hyperparameters.

We will present anficient Gibbs sampler to draw posterior samples friom (4.1¢ohventional Gibbs sam-
pler one draws samples iteratively and separately fromuhednditionalsp(8ly, o2, tn, Z), p(y18, o2, tn, Z),
p(c?|B, 7, th, Z) and p(tnlB,v, 02, Z). However, for our specific Bayesian model, it can be shovat th
both the full conditionals foB andy involve intensive matrix inversion computation, an extedyrtime-
consuming step when data dimension is large or a long Markaincneeds to be sampled. To ease the
matrix inversion computation|, [27] used a novel techniqustiuctured high-dimensional model which re-

14



duces computing time. Here we will adopt dfdrent approach that fully avoids the computation of the
inverse matrices.

To improve sampling speed, we propose a constrained blgek@ibbs sampler motivated from [23] and
[48]. The basic idea of the original blockwise Gibbs samep treat each two-dimensional vecyr =
(Bj,vj), for j = 1,...,p, as a block. Instead of samplig®andy separately, we draw them together
through sampling the blockg;s iteratively. A nice property of the blockwise Gibbs sampgethat it
effectively avoids matrix inversion computation, and therefic more computationallyfiécient. However,
our specific prior on the model space, i.e., the inclusiorhefhyperparametey, that controls the model
size, induces nontrivial modifications in this method. Sfeadly, during the sampling process, to fulfill the
blockwise technique, the size of the sampled model from tbeiqus iteration has to be less thianwhich

is essentially a constrained version of the blockwise piome In practical implementations, we further
allow a stochastic draw fromp, i.e., an automatic and stochastic control of the modeksilzeing posterior
sampling, which makes our procedure even more flexible.

From [2.6), the joint posterior @, . .., g, given o? andt, is

p(gl’ ] gplo-z’ tl’]’ Z)
T IY = XBI? + B, X8 )
o« (2102)7% ply) exp| - P 62 T oot8y): 4.2)

202 . .
ey e~y

Denoteg_; = {0, --,0j-1,Gjs1- - - -» Gp}- If l¥_jl > tn, i.e., the number of indexdswith k # j andyx = 1
is greater thart,, then the posterior probability i (4.2) becomes zero. Smmlg considerly_j| < t,. To
ease the technical arguments, suppose for gaeh(Bk, yk) with k # |, yx andgk “match” each other in the
sense thapy = 1 if B« # 0, andyk = 0 if B¢ = 0. It can be shown directly from (4.2) that

p(gj |g—J s 0-2’ tl’]’ Z)

202

i IY = XBI? + B, X8
o (chjaz)‘Tp(yj,y_j)eXD[— — y)' [ ] 60s)

je=y
X[ X2 - 2uB; +BIE;1ﬂy]

SHEGH (4.3)

y
o« (21cj0) 2 plyj.y_j) eXIO[— 02
je-y

whereu; = (Y - X_jB_;)"X;j andX_; = (Xl,...,Xj_l,Xj+1,...,Xp) forj=1,...,p.

We first considety_;| < tn. Inthis casep(yj, y_;) is always positive since the size ofi(y_;), i.e.,yj+ly_jl,
does not exceety. From [4.3), it can be shown that the full conditionalspf € 1,;) and ¢; = 0,4;) are
respectively

5 (4.4)

ViB} — 2uip;
p(yj = LBjlg_j. 02, tn, Z) o (21¢jo?) 2p(y; = 1, y_,-)exp[—”—},
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wherev? = X]X; +¢;*, and
X}—Xjﬂjz - 2u;B;

202

PO = 0.Bl9_j, 0% tn, Z)  p(yj = O, y_j)exp[— )50(,31)- (4.5)

Integrating oup; in (4.4) and[(4.5), one obtains the marginal distributiomfpgiven by

Py =Ly u?
=19, 0%t 2 ex , 4.6
Pos =18 % e D) & Ty, Pl2r2 o)
and
p()’] = Olg_j,O'z,tn,Z) o p()’] = 0’ 7/—]) (47)

From [4.6) and[(4]7), we can drayy marginally through

1
p(’)/J = Olg_J’ 0'2,tn, Z) = v ) 7 . (48)
1 POj=ly ) i
1+ 59 w000 eXp(zUZVJz)
Then by [4.4) and_(415), we samggthrough the following marginal conditional distributions

U 0_2
Bilyi =19 0%t Z ~N| 3. = |, (4.9)

ViV
p(Bj = Oly; =0,9_j,0%t,,Z) = 1. (4.10)

Through [4.8)+(4.10), we can draw samplefrom p(gjlg_j,O'Z, tn, Z) in the settingly_;| < t,, for j =
1...,p

Whenly_j| = ty, it follows directly from [4.2) thatp(y; = 1,,8j,g_j|o-2,tn,Z) = 0, implying p(yj =
0lg_j, 0% th, Z) = 1. Using [43B), it can be shown thp(; = Oly; = 0,9_;,0?,ty,Z) = 1. In other words,
we simply set8; = 0 to match its binary statg;, by which we can control the model sizes to be not
exceeding,. We should mention that this additional “size-control”’psoes not appear in conventional
lower-dimensional Bayesian model selection; seé [23] 8} fdr comparison. Here we need it to address
the ultrahigh dimensionality.

From [2.6), it can be verified that the full conditional®f is given by

Y = XBIP+ BB, + 1
202 ’

P28, 7, t, Z) o (o) exp( (4.11)

_ 2, 0aTy-1
that is, %8, 7.t Z ~ 1G ("”Z'”, RO % ﬁ7+1), wherelG(a, b) denotes the inverse-gamma distri-
bution with densityr(x) « x 2 1exp(-b/x). Finally, giveng,y, o, it is easy to see thd is uniform in
[yl ma].

To conclude, we summarize our Gibbs sampler in a fashionctdmate applied directly in programming.
Set the initial stagago) = 0,,8%0) =0,forj=1,...,p, 0-(20) to be a random selected positive number, é(ﬂd

to be uniform over [1m,]. Suppose we have sampled'{, s, aﬁ),tﬂ)) from thelth iteration.
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(i). Suppose, in thel{1)th iteration, we have sampled the fifstL blocks, i.e.g{ " = (841, ,{*1)),. ..,gﬁ'*ll)
1+1) | | | | 1+1) A |
(ﬂg +:|:_L)’ §+]:_L)) DenOtey I (y( +1)’---”y5 +:|:_L)’ Ygila,)’p)) andﬁ— (ﬂg_+1)"" (+1) ﬁ() ’ﬁ(p))T

j+1
To generateg('”) ="y, j'+1)), we use the following procedure:

J

(1) — 1 PUi=Lly-) u?
- Wyl < t - then SeY] " = Owith probability 1 T+g) whered; = VoY p(7}=0,7_j) exp(
uj = (Y = X_jB)"X; anva? = XjTXJ- +C; 1

If y§|+l) = 1, then dravyﬁ”” from N (“ ) Else, |fy('+l) =0, then se}S’('”) =
). Ifly_jl =9, then sety('+1) 0 andﬁ“*l)

(ii). After finishing (i) for all j = 1,..., p, denotey(!*1) and 80*1) to be the current update gfandp.

Draw o2 ., from

(I+1)

| - |
o[ty Y- XBUIIR + (BT LB + 1
2 ’ 2 ’

iii). Draw &Y uniformly over [y(+D], my].

4.2 About thec;s

The choice ot;s plays an important role in practical implementation of method, and therefore they must
be well addressed. In our numerical study, we chise ¢, a constant hyperparameter for gl 1,..., p,
though to ease the application they can be chosenfiesatit numbers if we priorly have preferences over
certain coéicients.

There are several popular ways of findimigncluding BIC, RIC (se€ [13]), and the Benchmark prior metho
(see [17]). In these methodsis fixed asn, p?, and maxn, p?} respectively. An alternative way is to
avoid findingc by assuming to follow the g-priors such as the ones introduced in Sedfion 3.4, though an
Metropolis-Hasting step might be needed to drawdkamples.

Supposeay(c) is a proper prior ovec, then the full conditional o€ can be derived directly by

2 2 ﬂlﬁ
p(clB, v, 02, th, Z) < p(Bly. C, a?)g(c) o c"V/2 exp| - 9(c). (4.12)

Wheng is the generalized Zellner-Siow prior specified by (3.6)I2} has a closed form. Explicithg
follows 1G (a+ [y1/2, p* + |8, II2/(20%)).

Wheng is the generalized hyperprior specified in[(3]7)[{4.12) does not have a closed fomthis case,
we have to incorporate an Metropolis-Hasting step. Teéltliyjove reparametrize = logc. Then the full
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conditional ofx is p(«|B, v, o2, th, Z) = pc(expK)|B, ¥, o2, tn, Z) - expk), wherepe(:|8, ¥, o2, tn, Z) denotes
the full conditional ofc specified as in[(4.12). Witkgg being the current value of, then generatene,
from N(kolg, 02), i.€., @ normal proposal, with? being a fixed priori. Then we accegien With probability

p(Knevvw, y’ 0-2’ tl’l’ Z)/ p(Kold IB’ 7’ 0-2’ tn, Z)

5 Simulation study

In this section, a simulation study is conducted to complageperformance of éierent methods. In Ex-
ample 5.1, we compare our approach based on the generaktleeiZSiow (GZS) and generalized hyper-
(GHG) priors with several popular Bayesian methods. Spadifi we examined the posterior probability
of the true model using flerent approaches. We also looked at the FCR and length ofrthétaneous
credible intervals constructed using the GZS and GHG pribv€Example 5.2, we compare our approach
with SIS-SCAD and ISIS-SCAD considered by [14]. The mediae f the selected models and median
estimation error are reported.

51 Examplel

For the first simulation, the data were generated fdém= X8 + € with € ~ N(0,0?l,). The entries
Xijs of X are standard normal with the correlation betwegpn and X;j, being pliz-12 i.e., the AR(1)
model. To better examine the performance, we consideredigtywaf situationso? = 1,2, nhps) =
(100 15,2), (200 15,2),(100,100Q0 10), (200 100Q 10), andpo = 0,0.5. The choice op represents inde-
pendence and relatively higher correlation among the pradi. Note in these situations RIC and the
benchmark prior method by [17] coincide with each other smwlg considered RIC. The true model coef-

iclent IS = _ or sy =4, ,wner _s IS the — §y)-dimensional zero vectoy
ficient is8° = ( Op_s)T f 2,10, where,_, is the (o — s)-dimensional +

+ u-
/2’ Ts/2? Sn/2

(u;n/Z) is the (5,/2)-dimensional vector with components uniformly geneddtem [1, 5] ([-5, —1]).

We fixedv = 6 in (2.8) somewhat arbitrarily though we found other cheieéso performing well. The
prior ont, was set to bep(t,) = 1(t, < n/2), a commonly acceptable prior sparsity assumption in many
high-dimensional problems. For GZS defined aginl(3.6), veseh = 0 andb,, = d; for GHG defined as

in 3.4), we choser,, = pOI + 1 andb = 0. To examine sensitivity, we considerdd: 2.8, 3, 3.2, and denote
the corresponding GZS and GHG priors as GZS2.8, GZS3, GZB8RIZGHG?2.8, GHG3, GHG3.2. Our
study relied orN = 100 replicated data sefs,) = (Y (), X)) forv=1,...,N. Based on each dafg,), we
generated 10000 samples from the posterior distributiGedban any of the above mentioned approaches
in a variety of settings. The first 5000 samples served asisjrand the second half were used to conduct
computation. It takes about 440.30 seconds to generate0l0@¢€terior samples whem = 1000 using

the parallel computing techniques on a computer with 16 C&#ds256 GB Memory. Convergence of the
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Markov chains was monitored by Gelman-Rubin’s statisses [18].

The results contain two parts. First, we examined the eogbipiosterior probability of the true model using
BIC, RIC, Zellner-Siow (ZS), hypeg-(HG) and hypeg/n (HGN) priors that were considered in [29], and
GZS, GHG introduced in Sectidn 3.4. The empirical proporta the true model, denoted aeyﬁlz(\,)), is
an estimate op(y%2Z2,). Forn € (0,1), defineF () = #{1 < v < N|p(y€|2(v)) > n}/N. Thatis, 1- F(n)

is the empirical distribution function q@(y/olz(v))s. Sincep(yﬁﬁ(\,)) > 0.5 implies that the true model is
selected F(0.5) measures the selection accuracy. To further examine lgwifisantly the true model is
selected, we also looked B{(0.9), i.e., the empirical proportion qﬁ(yﬁz(\,)) greater than @. For each
of the above mentioned situations, we examifégl) for n = 0.5,0.9. Obviously, the larger value &f(r)
indicates better performance.

Our empirical finding (based on the R packd@®@Sprovided by www.stat.duke.egclydeBAS) reveals
that the value of the hyperparameter in HG and HGN recomntehgd29] cannot yield high value (close
to 1) of p(yBE(V)), though correct model selection can still be achievedesitwas found to be greater than
p(ﬂf(v)) for anyy # »°. For this reason, we chose the hyperparameter in HG and H®#I @l to achieve
higher value ofp(yﬁlz(\,)) (see Tablell). The code was written in Matlab and is availapbn request.

Table[1 summarizes the valuesff0.5) andF(0.9). We found that all the approaches demonstrate satis-
factory performance wherp(s,) = (15, 2). With o andp increasing, the selection performance is slightly
affected but overall is accurate enough. Whpns{) = (100Q 10), BIC, HG, ZS and HGN cannot select
the correct model, while GZS and GHG can still accuratelgaethe true model. The worst situation is
o? = 2,p = 0.5, in whichF(0.5) all decreases t0.80-090. Somewhat surprisingly, RIC can still achieve
values ofF(0.5) up to 070 whenn = 100, and even up t0.90 whenn = 200. This is because RIC
fixesc = p?, a large number to yield more accurate selection. Howevegrinot give positive values of
F(0.9), indicating insignificant selection of the true modelcbmtrast, both GZS and GHG can give values
of F(0.9) over 080 whenn = 100, and even over.90 whenn = 200. The results also demonstrate that
selection accuracy of GZS and GHG appears to be not muctigensid € [2.8, 3.2] in all of the situations.

Second, we computed the FCR and the length of the 95% creidifglievals for the selected cfiients
(based on the highest posterior probability model), whers@Ad GHG withd = 2.8, 3, 3.2 were used.
The 95% credible intervals were constructed using the ftar{@8). The posterior estimates ©ando?,
obtained through posterior averages of thend o chains, were plugged in to obtain the intervals. We
should point out that the credible intervals, together wfith empirical posterior probability of the true
model, were jointly obtained through the posterior samplasother words, model selection and credible
interval construction were jointly achieved, reflecting tlone-step” feature of the method. Based on the
100 replicated data sets, the FCR was calculated as the ralsancbverage proportions, and the average
length was recognized as the mean length of the intervathéoselected cdicients.
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n =100 n =200

(p,sn) = (15,2) (1000 10) (152) (1000 10)

2,  Method F(05) F(09) F(05) F(09) F(05) F(09) F(05) F(0.9)
1 0 BIC 0.94 — — — 1 0.31 — —
RIC 097 005 073 — 099 038 098 —

zs 0.85 — — — 0.98 — — —

HG 096 056 — — 096 071 — —
HGN 094 053 — — 098  0.82 — —
Gzs28 099 082 099 079 1 0.99 1 0.92
GHG2.8 099 082 096 078 1 0.97 1 0.98
GzS3 099 090 099  0.89 1 0.99 1 0.97
GHG3 098  0.90 1 0.94 1 0.96 1 0.97
GzS3.2 1 0.86 1 0.93 1 0.95 1 1
GHG3.2 097 091 096  0.90 1 0.93 1 0.99
05  BIC 0.90 — — — 097 024 — —
RIC 094 003 070 — 097 031  0.96 —

zs 0.75 — — — 0.95 — — —

HG 095  0.49 — — 094 068 — —
HGN 092  0.56 — — 098 084 — —
Gzs28 098 080 095 070 1 0.90 1 0.91
GHG2.8 098 082 096 078 098  0.89 1 0.95
GZS3 1 091 097 086 1 0.95 1 0.97
GHG3 099 089 094 087 1 0.92 1 0.97
Gzs32 098 087 095 001 1 0.97 1 0.99
GHG32 1 093 095 092 1 0.98 1 0.98
2 0 BIC 0.93 — — — 098 023 — —
RIC 095 002 074 — 1 034 096 —

zs 0.83 — — — 0.97 — — —

HG 092 036 — — 097 057 — —
HGN 084  0.38 — — 090 050 — —
GzS2.8 1 083 093 072 1 0.90 1 0.97
GHG2.8 097 076 098  0.83 1 090 098  0.93
Gzs3 099 093 093  0.82 1 0.95 1 0.95
GHG3 1 082 098 088 1 0.94 1 0.97
Gzs32 099 092 096 092 1 0.93 1 1
GHG32 1 094 095  0.90 1 0.95 1 0.98
05  BIC 0.90 — — — 094 023 — —
RIC 093 001 064 — 095 030  0.90 —

zs 0.80 — — — 0.94 — — —

HG 083 037 — — 095 051 — —
HGN 081  0.34 — — 098 050 — —

GZS2.8 0.98 0.82 0.90 0.65 0.98 0.91 0.98 0.90

GHG2.8 0.99 0.86 0.88 0.58 1 0.90 0.97 0.92
GZS3 0.98 0.87 0.85 0.68 1 0.91 0.93 0.91
GHG3 0.99 0.88 0.87 0.79 1 0.90 0.99 0.91
GZS3.2 1 0.88 0.89 0.71 1 0.94 0.93 0.90
GHG3.2  0.97 0.92 0.84 0.74 1 0.98 0.96 0.90
Table 1:Values of Ry) for = 0.5,0.9 in various settings. “—” indicates a zero-value.
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Table[2 summarizes the results. We observed that the FCRal aantrolled by 5% except foiof?, p) =
(2,0.5). This is consistent with the finding by [53] who showed ttet FCR of the simultaneous credible
intervals can be controlled by the nominal level for congting the intervals, when signal-to-noise ratio
is reasonably large. Whewr{,p) = (2,0.5), FCR tends to be around 10% reflecting tfieet of higher
correlation and model error. As increases, op and o® decrease, the average lengths of the credible
intervals for the selected cfirwients become shorter. The results also reveal that usirgyd®d GHG with
different choices ofl € [2.8, 3.2], the performance of the simultaneous credible interaplsears to be not
much sensitive, at least in this simulation.

n=100 n = 200
o2 p Method @s)=(152) (100010) (152) (1000 10)
1 0 GzS28  550(38.93) 7.40(38.58) 5.17(27.30) 5.90 (27.29
GHG2.8  5.67(38.98)  7.55(37.82) 3.17(27.72) 6.49 (27.44)
GZS3 550 (38.94)  7.40(38.67) 5.17(27.30) 5.90 (27.31)
GHG3 5.67(39.00)  7.37(37.97) 3.17(27.73) 6.59 (27.45)
GZzS3.2  550(38.96)  7.40(38.72) 6.50(27.30) 5.90 (27.29)
GHG3.2  5.67(39.00) 7.27(38.07) 3.17(27.73) 6.50 (27.46)
05 GzS2.8  3.00(4458) 7.04(47.62) 4.00(32.18) 4.80(®5.1
GHG2.8  6.83(44.59)  7.33(47.10) 5.50(31.73) 6.80 (35.01)
GzS3 3.00 (44.60)  6.49 (47.67) 4.00(32.18) 4.80 (35.13)
GHG3 6.83 (44.61)  7.05(47.14) 5.50(31.75) 6.80 (35.02)
GZS3.2  3.00(44.62)  6.49(47.79) 3.50(32.19) 4.80(35.17)
GHG3.2  6.83(44.61)  7.05(47.29) 5.50(31.75) 6.80 (35.02)
2 0 GzS28  650(54.61)  6.00(54.52) 4.00(38.89) 6.40 (39.66
GHG2.8  5.17(54.26)  7.37(56.52) 6.50(38.36) 5.99 (40.17)
GzS3 6.50 (54.62)  6.22(54.71) 4.00(38.89) 6.50 (39.68)
GHG3 4.83(54.27)  7.11(56.72) 6.50(38.36) 5.90 (40.19)
GZS3.2  6.50(54.64)  6.22(54.91) 4.00(38.90) 6.40 (39.68)
GHG3.2  4.83(54.28)  7.01(56.91) 6.50(38.36) 5.90 (40.21)
05 GzS2.8  6.00(63.07) 859 (6531) 6.83(45.30) 5.60(@8.3
GHG2.8  4.50(62.33)  8.68(68.33) 4.50(45.09) 6.10 (49.16)
GzS3 6.00 (63.08)  9.09 (65.42) 6.83(45.30) 5.50 (48.37)
GHG3 4.00(62.35)  9.96(68.72) 4.50(45.09) 5.92(49.16)
GZzS3.2  550(63.10)  9.19(65.71) 6.83(45.30) 5.60 (48.35)
GHG3.2  4.50(62.35)  9.90(68.84) 4.50 (45.09) 5.92 (49.16)

Table 2:100<FCR (100xaverage length) of the 95% credible intervals for the s@lécgficients constructed by GZS and GHG
in various settings.

5.2 Example2

In our second study, we adopted two simulation settings 4i). [In Setting I,N = 200 data sets were
generated fron¥ = X8 + € with € ~ N(0, 1.5%1,,), whereX is n x p containing i.i.d standard Gaussian
entries. We considereah,(p, s,) = (200 100Q 8) and (8002000Q 18), where recalk, represents the size
of the true model. In each data replication, gyenonzero cofficients were chosen to be1)Y(a + |2),
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whereu was drawn from Bernoulli distribution with parameter Ozdyas drawn from standard Gaussian
distribution, anda = 4logn/ +/n and 5logn/ v/n corresponding to the two situations. [n[14], the median
size of the selected models and the mediamﬁ)f- || obtained from SIS-SCAD and ISIS-SCAD were
reported. In Bayesian approaches, we also looked at theameiie of the selected models with the highest
posterior probability, and the median |&f - B, whereﬁ was found by posterior mean of tjlessamples.
To demonstrate how stable the posterior estimate is, welabéed the standard deviations |&f - BYIs.

We fixedv = 6 in (Z.8). The prior ort, was set to be(t,) = I(t, < n/2). Due to computational cost,
we generated Markov chains with length 4000 and 1000rfop,(s,) = (20Q,100Q 8) and (8002000Q 18)
respectively. Using Gelman-Rubin’s statistics, we foumat the Markov chains appear to mix well.

In Table[3, we compared the median size of the selected m@a8SM) and the median of the error
||E—,B°|| (ME) obtained from SIS-SCAD, ISIS-SCAD, and the proposegeB&an method with GZS3 and
GHG3 priors, in Setting I. The performance of GZS and GHGrgnwaithd = 2.8 and 32 is similar, and thus,
was not reported. Results based on SIS-SCAD and ISIS-SCAB suenmarized from [14]. We observed
that all the four methods yield satisfactory accuracy infitccient estimation, and GZS3 and GHG3 perform
slightly better in yielding the correct model size. The stam deviations o[lfﬁ — B°|| using both GZS3 and
GHG3 priors are around 0.08 and 0.04 (foe 100Q 20000), reflecting the stability of the two approaches.

", p. ) SIS-SCAD  ISIS-SCAD GzS3 GHG3
(200,1000,8)  15(0.374) 13(0.329) 8(0.2811) 8 (0.2806)
(0.0784) (0.0783)
(800,20000,18) 37 (0.288)  31(0.246) 18 (0.2252) 18 (0.p257
(0.0329) (0.0360)

Table 3: MSSM and ME based on SIS-SCAD, ISIS-SCAD, GZS3 and GHG3tfiagSeFor SIS-SCAD and ISIS-SCAD, the
numbers in the parentheses represent the MEs. For GZS3 arai3GtHe numbers in the parentheses represent MEs (upper) and
standard deviations QEE—/}OH (lower).

In Setting 11,N = 200 data sets were generated fréne X8 + € with € ~ N(0, o2l ,). We considered three
situations §, p, s,) = (200, 100Q 5), (200,100Q 8), (800, 2000Q 14). Correspondingly, we chose,@) =

(1, 2logn/ v/n), (1.5,4logn/ vn), (2, 4logn/ vn). The true cofficient vectors® was generated using the
same strategy described in Setting I. The majdifedénce in Setting Il lies in generating tikematrix.
Explicitly, the s, predictorsXy, ..., Xs, were generated froN(0, A) for some positive definite covariance
matrix A with condition numberyn/ logn. The procedure for producingy was described in[14]. Then we
drewWs ,1,..., Wp from N(O, I p_s,), setX; = W + rXj_g, for j = sy + 1,...,2s, andX; = Wj + (1 - )Xy
forj=2s,+1,...,p. Herer = 1—4logn/p,1 - 5logn/p,1 - 5logn/p for the three situations. We still
fixedv = 6 in (2.8). The prior o, was set to be(t,) = I(t, < n/2). The Markov chains have length 4000
and 1000 forp = 1000 and 20000 respectively. The chains appear to convaggdion Gelman-Rubin’s
statistics. In Tablgl4, the MSSMs and the ME%f—ﬁoll obtained from the four methods in Setting Il were

summarized. Although the covariate variables now haveitedependence structure, all the four methods
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still perform well. In particular, GZS3 and GHG3 yield mowtisfactory selection and estimation accuracy,
and produce stable results.

(n, p. sy SIS-SCAD  ISIS-SCAD GzS3 GHG3

(200,1000,5)  21(0.331)  11(0.223)  5(0.1570) 5 (0.1559)
(0.0478) (0.0477)

(200,1000,8) 18 (0.458) 13.5(0.366) 8(0.2947) 8 (0.2959)
(0.0732) (0.0731)

(800,20000,14) 36 (0.367) 27 (0.315) 14 (0.2633) 14 (0.2631
(0.0543) (0.0466)

Table 4:MSSM and ME based on SIS-SCAD, ISIS-SCAD, GZS3 and GHG3tiag3e For SIS-SCAD and ISIS-SCAD, the
numbers in the parentheses represent the MEs. For GZS3 ara3GtHe numbers in the parentheses represent MEs (upper) and
standard deviations qﬁ—ﬁon (lower).

6 Conclusions

We examined posterior consistency of a fully Bayesian neihosparse high-dimensional settings. As
revealed in our main results, the prior (2.5) plays an imgurtrole. This prior plays the same role as
a dimension reduction step. Theffdrence is, unlike other methods in which dimension redacigoa
separate step, using (2.5) dimension reduction is fulféletbmatically and stochastically in the process of
Bayesian model fitting and MCMC search, and thus, all théssitzl procedures are conducted in a unified
framework. This “one-step” fashionféers our method from the existing ones.

Tabled1 and]2 demonstrate the numerical performance ofrtipwged method. Overall, the performance
is not much sensitive to the choice of hypeparametierGZS and GHG. In practice, we recommend to use
d = 3 which, at least in our simulation settings, display satifry accuracy. Other choices close to it yield
not much diferent results.

Two extensions of our method to other scopes are worth nréntjo The first one is the high-dimensional
Gaussian graphical model in which the goal is to find the astt genes through estimating the sparse
precision matrix. As is well known that this problem can blved by Bayesian model selection approach
in a completely dierent setting; se€[[8] and the references therein. It isipeshat we can apply a prior
similar to [2.5) to control the size of genes during the mditiéhg and conduct a stochastic search to find
the associated genes.

The second direction that we intend to explore is whetheapproach can be extended to generalized lin-
ear models with high-dimensionality. Ideally, a fully Bajen framework endowed with MCMC is possible

to simplify the selection procedure, and meanwhile, cohéstimation and inference over the selected
variables. It remains open whether such computing methadsbe proposed in more general modeling
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framework. It is well known that in generalized linear motted posterior distribution of the model does
not have closed forms. A common method is to apply Laplacecxppation; see, e.g.| [47]. However,
as pointed out by [41] that the approximation error cannogdly controlled in higher dimensional set-
tings. An alternative way might be first showing uniform cergence of the posterior probability by fixing
certain hyperparameters like Theordms B.2-3.5, then gliag this to more broader situations where the
posterior probability can be expressed as an intractategral; see, e.g., Sectibn B.3.

APPENDI X: Proofs

To prove Theorern 312, we need the following preliminary lesnm

Lemmal Suppose ~ N(0, 02l ) and recall the true model ¥ = Xg° + €.

(i). Letv, be ann-dimensional vector indexedjby S, a subset of the model space. Adopt the convention
thatv}e/nvyll = Owhenv, = 0. Let#S denote the cardinality af with #S > 2. Then

IVI

22! = 0, (\ogEEs)). ©)

7eS [yl
In particular, letv, = (In - Py)Xyo\yﬂyo\y for y € S,(t,), we have

|v

—— = Op(y/rnlog p). (6.2)

max
Sh<th<rp ‘}’ESZ(tn) ||V‘y”

(ii). For any fixeda > 2,

. —_— o _
am, P(tng[ﬁ)r(n] Joaax € (Py = Pyo)e/(lyl — sn) < aoglog p)

(iii). Adopt the convention thatTPye/|y| = 0wheny is null. Then for any fixed > 2,

lim P max max €' P < lo
n—oo (tne[s1 rn] y€Sa(tn) € €/|7| ao-o g p)

Proof of Lemmal(l

The proof of (ii) and (iii) is a trivial modification of Lemma A in [39]. Next we only show (i). For any
T

O_OHV 0 ~ N(0,1). By (9.3) of [12], ifé ~ N(0, 1), thenP(l¢] > t) < Coexp(-t?/2) for some positive

constaniCq. Therefore,

p max|—>o-oCW) > ('

7eS |yl vyl

v, #0,

o
€|
> 0oC \Iog(#S) | < CottS - (#S)™C°/2 = Co(#S) /2,
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which is small whernC > 0 is chosen as siiciently large. This showg (6.1). To shofv (6.2), consider
S= U Sytn). ClearlyS c Sy(rn). Note #5(r) < (§) +...(°) < = p//It < p. Thus we have

Sh<th<rn |Sl’n

#S < p'. Thus, plugging this intd (611), we gét (6.2).

Proof of Theorem

The idea of the proof is to derive explicit upper bounds (@mif for the variance-control paramete;s)

for the ratio ;’(%ZZ)) wherey # 9. By showing that the sum of these upper bounds converges do aed

using the trivial factp(y?2) = 7y we will concludep(y®Z) — 1. Throughout the proofs of our

—wm (
P

1+7§70 p(01z)

theoretical results, we use the shortcut “w.l.p.” to dertbteterminology “with large probability”. For any

S <ty < rp, We consider the following decomposition fpre S;(tn) U Sa(tn),
det 1+YT(In = X, U IXT)Y
_lo ( D(VIZ)) _ —Iog( p(y))+}|og( (Wy))Jr 470 (In - X,Uy7X5)
P&O12) PGO)) " 2 " \detW,0)) 2 1+YT(In=P))Y
Cney, (LY GUDONY hey (10YT0-PY
2 1+YT(ln = Pyo)Y 2 1+YT(ln=Pe)Y )

Denote the above five terms by, I, 13, 14, I5. Next we approximate these terms respectively.

By Assumption_A.lL,l; is bounded from below. Sincd, > P,, I3 > 0. By assumptiork, = O@n),
ny2 — oo, and the proof of Theorem 2.2 in [39],0—14 = Op(1). Next we approximatés. Fory € S(ty),
letv, = (In— Py)Xyo\y,Bgo\y. Note Assumptiof AJ3 (iii) implies, log p = o(ny?). By Assumptior AL, it
can be shown that

2 _ (n0 TyT 0 10 2 -1,2
vyl = (B,0,,) X 0, (In = Py)Xy0\,8 0., 2 NGTIB o II7 = NG .

Note (n—P,)X,0 = (0, (In—P,)X,0,,). Then by Lemmall (i) and (iii) we have for some fixed- 2, w.l.p,
for s, < t,, < ry and uniformly overy € So(ty),

YT(In=P)Y = Inl5+2vie+e (In—P)e
> |Ivyl3 - 4oollvyllVrnlog p + €' € — acglyllog p
\ranlo tylo
> vy 2|1 - 4o Yn09P 20 00R) T

a
v O |y, 12
= | l5L+o0(l) + €€

> nglyd(l+o(l) + €' e

Sinces, = o(n), €' (I, — P,o)e = na'(z)(l + op(1)). Therefore, there exists a const@it> 0 (not depending
onvy) such that w.l.p., fos, < t, < r, and for anyy € Sx(ty),

n+v 1+nglyd(l+0(1) + €' e
I5 > log
2 1+€(In—P,o)e

n+vy )
2 — log (1 +C'yj). (6.3)
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On the other hand, for any fixed > «, by properties of projection matrices and Lenima 1 (ii), weeha
w.l.p, for s, < t, < ry and uniformly fory € Si(t,),
1+ Y (I =P)Y _ 1 YT(Py - P0)Y
1+YT(In—-Py)Y 1+YT(In—-Py)Y
. (/ag(J)Tx;o(P7 — Pyo)X,0B,0 + 2(/330)TXIO(P7 - P,o)e+ €' (P, — P,o)e
1+YT(In-Py)Y

eT(P,, - Pyo)e
1+€(In—P,o)e
_ aoj(lyl - )
no3(1 + op(1))

_ &(lyl = sn)log p
. :

v

1

It follows by the inequality that log(* x) > —2x whenx € (0,1/2), and by AssumptionAl3 (iii) which
implies that [y| — s3) log p/n approaches zero uniformly for € Si(t,) with s, < ty < r,. Therefore, for
largen, w.l.p, for s, < t, < ry and uniformly fory e Si(t,),

n+v a(lyl — sn)lo
5> 75 o1 - TZSNO0R) > a1 5o, (6.4
whereaq = 2¢’. It follows by Lemma A.2 in[[39] that

I, > 274yl - sv) log(1 + cgln?n), for s, < t, < rn and uniformly fory € Sa(t,), and (6.5)

I, > 2715, log(1+ congn), for s, < tn < 1y and uniformly fory € Sy(ty). (6.6)

By Assumptior A.B (), log = o(log(1+ calngn)) Using [6.3)(6.6), we have, w.l.p, far, < t, < rp and
uniformly forgn <¢ < ¢n,

J—2_1(|y|—$q)

-1
priz) _ < (1%,
p(y°12) <C [ p2a0 » 7€S1(th), Sn<th <1y, (6.7)
and
p(y1Z) = ( 1 — n+v , 2)
< C 2 sylog(1 - ——log(1+C
Py = C SPZ oot ondw) = 5 logl e Gy
< CA+CYY) ™, yeSoltn), < th <. (6.8)
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It follows by (6.7), [6.8), and Assumptidn A.3 (iii)) and (\gsh — o,

-1 ~27Y(yl-sn)
3 0D oy (L,
S, p002) T pPeo

y€Sa(tn)

~Z (p s, 1+coln<;>]2 =)
r=sp+1 p2ao
th=% 1+c 1n¢
(p- sn)r
< CZ o
g 1+C‘1n¢
= c o] (P - ) e
< C (exp( \/ p2o+2/(1 + c(‘)ln?n)) - 1) -0,

and

> Do syt 1+ Cud)F <C i Cud ¥ 0

Note the above convergence holds in probability and is umifflnrfn <¢ < ¢nands, <t, < r,. Asa

consequence, min inf _ p(y¥°Z) — 1in probability.
5’|<tn<rn¢ <C1,...,Cp<n

Proof of Proposition

(3.2) follows immediately from Proposition 2 in [61]. Nexewerify (3.3). Fix 2< o/ < a/2. If £ = Xﬁ,
then by Chebyshev’s inequality,

P (exp€/a’) > exp(@/a’)uan))
exp((a/a’)uan)E {exp€/a’)}
(1-2/a’)y*? exp(a/a’)uay). (6.9)

P(¢ = auan)

IA
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Clearly, givenP,,, XjTPyxj fO||OWS)(§,|. Then it follows by [6.9) and the fa(:f) < p"/r! that

7€T (tn) jeyO\y

P[ max max X| P, X; > aslog p
O<th<sy

IA

P[ max maxX'P,X;>as,lo
('}’ET(Sﬂ—l)jE'yo\'y IR a gp)

> DL P(X[PyXj = as;logp)

YET($i—\0} jeyO\y
= Z Z E{P(X]P,X] = as,log piP, )}
YET(S—L\0) jer0\y

> P(x% = alyllogp)
YET($i—\0} jeyO\y

s> [@-2/a)exp(-(a/a’)logp)]”
€T (sh—1)\{0}

Sl p "
S, (r) (1~ 2/a")H2p7/|
=1
;_1 1 r
r=1 "

< sexp((1-2/2) Y2p @ D) — 1] = O(sy/p) = o(1).

IA

IA

IA

IA

Thus, with probability approaching one, for apye T(t,) with 0 <ty < s,

T T T .
A (X0, PyXyoy) < trace(X o Py X0, ) < & max max XJP,X; < asilog p.
O<th<Sy

To prove Theorern 314, we need to establish the followingmieary lemma.

Lemma 2 Suppose ~ N(0,o3l,). Adopt the convention thaf e/||v, || = 0 whenv, = 0, ande' P, ¢/ly| =
0 wheny is null.

. . _ 0 el

(i). Fory € To(ty), definev, = (I, - Py)Xyo\y,Byo\y. Thenogtln%én ygT](%) ”37 = Op(V/S)-
. . _ 0 el
(i). For y € To(ty), definev, = P,,Xyoﬂyo. Thenogtln%én ygT](%) “37 = Op(/S)-

(iii). For y € T4(t,), denotey* = ¥ N ¥° which is nonnull. For any fixed > 4,

T
€ (P, —Py,)e
( max max € Py ~Pye < aoris log IO) =1
O<th<siyeTa(ty) |yl — [¥7|

[im P

n—oo

(iv). Then for any fixed > 2,

lim P[ max max €'P <ac?logpl|=1
n—oo (O<tn<S1 yeTo(tn) € 76/|Y| =% 9 p)
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Proof of Lemmal[2

The idea of the proof is similar to that of Lemrha 1 and PropmsiB.3. But there is some technical

difference so we still present some of the details. We note thaltfact |J T(t,) c Ti(s, — 1) for
O<thn<sy

| =0,1,2. Thus, t( U To(tn)) < #To(sh — 1) < 2%. The proof of parts (i)—(ii) follow immediately by
O<tn<Sy
6.1).

For part (iii), fix @’ such that < o’ < @/2. Then the desired conclusion follows by (6.9) and the thevbe
argument

GT(P -P,)e
P max max <2~ 7€ 525 lo )
(0<tn<51 yeT1(ty) |y| _ |,},*| aO’oS’l ap
= max ————— >aojSlo
(reTl(sn—l) byl =17l 0sn 100 p)
< P(€T(Py - Py )e > ac3(iyl - ly*Dsalog p)
y€T1(sh—1)
$—2
< )Y -2y
r=1 lyl-ly*|=r
NIlE Sh P
< AP T (1 2 27072 (@l )rsn
D1 (BYR NR  ( CRCTRR
$n=2 Sn—1-1 r
S'I (p_ S’]) ’ _r/2 —(a/a’)rs
< —1-r : 1-2 n
< r:1(3n )(Sn—l—r)! o ( /a’)"ep
w14

IA
Yo
lag

A
Y
—
D
pas
O
—_
—
H
I
N
~
S
-
e
N
o
T
D
~
Q\
7
N—
I
=
| S——

= O(sypt(e/)s) = O(p! (/%) = o(1),
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For part (iv), fixa’ such that < o’ < «. Then by[(6.9) witha, = log p therein, we have

P max max €'P > ac?lo
(0<tn<sn yeTa(tn) € Pye/lyl z aoglog p)

IA

P[ max €' P,e > acilo )
(yETz(Sn—l) v /Iyl 0l0gp

IA

P (eT P,e> ao-%lyl log p)
7€T2(sn—1)
s$h—1

IA

>, (=2 exp(aja’)r logp)

lyl=r
y€T2(5n—-1)

[

r=

[N

- S

»

r ﬁremvmwwwr

ﬂ
[y

Ed
AN
| =

[(l _ 2/0.’/)_1/2 pl—(a/a’)]r

IA

[
—

r=

exp((L - 2/a’)H2pt1*)) — 1 = o(1),

IA

which shows part (iv).

To show part (v), fixx > o’ > 2. By (6.9) witha, = Clog(2s,) therein, we have

P| max max e'P > aCo?log(2
(O<tn<snyeTo(tn)€ v€/lyl = aCoglog( Sn))

T 2
= P (ye'lgjl(g)gl) € P7€/|’}’| > CYCO'O |Og(2$_l))
_ T X
=P [ye'll:?(gxl) € P76/|7/| > CI’CO'O IOg(Zs,I)
v#0
< P (eT P,€/lyl > a/Co'g Iog(zs,l))
7€To(sn—1)
y#0
S
< Z Z a- 2/a/’)—r/2 exp(—(a/a’)rC log(sy))
r=1 5,0
lyl=r
Sh s, r
= Z ( r ) [(1 - 2/a’) Y2 exp(—(a/a’)C Iog(zsq))]
r=1

|1+ (1= 2/a) Y2 (257)@/C] ™ — 1,

which is small wherC > 0 is chosen to be $ficiently large. This proves part (v).
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Proof of Theorem 3.4

To make it more readable, we sketch the idea of the proof. Wdikgt show that fory € Ty(t,) with 0 <
th < sy andy ny® # 0, mra}tx) p(y1Z)/p(y N y°Z) converges to zero in probability. Note the denominator is
r€lilln

max p(ylZ) max p(ylZ)

€T1(tn) . o €To(tn)
bounded byyeTmO(a;m(ﬂZ), and thuw — 0 in probability. Secondly, we show th A 0

in probability, i.e., anyy € Ty(tn) is even worse than the null model. This will complete thegbrd-or
simplicity, all the arguments in this proof section are bupon [3.2) and (3]3), which by Assumption B.1
have overwhelming probability whemis large. Next we finish these two steps.

Step |: Fory € T4(tn), definey* = yny°, which by our definition off1(t,), is nonnull. We will approximate
the log-ratio ofp(y|Z) to p(y*|Z2), which can be decomposed as follows

i ( p(y|Z) ) C b ( p(y) ) L (det(\N,,) ) n+v [1+ YT(ln— X,,U;lXDY]
o i2)) po)) " 2 0N detw,y) T T2 1Y (In—P)Y
n+v [1+YT(In_Xy*U;}X;—*)Y] n+v (1+YT(In—Py)Y)
lo + .
2 1+YT(In=Py)Y 2 1+YT(In=Py)Y

Denote the above five terms by I, I3, 4, I5. Clearly,l1 is bounded from below and > 0. To approximate
l4, we use the following Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury matrigritity (pp. 467,[42]),

U - (XX, ) = = (XX, ) (zy* + (x;xy*)_l)_l (XT.%,) "
Then byY = Xyo,Bg0 +€,

L+ YT(In— X, UIXT)Y
1+YT(In = Py)Y
YTXo (X Xy )t = U HXY
1+YT(In=Py)Y
L. YTXy (X X0 ) HEy + (X1, Xy ) )10 X ) XY
1+ YT(lh - Py )XY
T T -2y T
. ¢_1Y Xy (X]. Xy ) 72X, Y
=N 1+YT(In=Py)Y
(BgO)TX;OX,,* (XI*X,,*)_ZX;X),OB)O,O + €' X, (X].Xy) 2X] €
1+YT(In=Py)Y '

IA

IA

1+ 2@1

Without loss of generality, assumi&o = (X,+, X,0,,+) and,Bgo = (B%)". (ﬂﬁo\y*)T)T. By a direct calcula-
tion it can be examined that

L - XTX, ) IXT X o, -
XIOX,,*(X;X,,*)‘ZXLX,@: T |le -1y T o 1/T) y—zyoT\y :
X0 Xy (X3 Xy )™ X0 Xy (X7 %) X X g0,
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By Assumptiori B.IL, w.l.p.,

_ do dop
i (X0, Xy (65 X ) 2T X010 ) < =22 (X0 Py XKooy ) < =2,
which implies, w.l.p. 1, (XI(’XY* (XI*XY*)—Zx;Xyo) <1+ d°—rf" = O(1). Thus,
_ do,
(%) XTo Xy (XT.X,) 2XT. X087 < (1 + rf”)kn. (6.10)

By P, < P,o, E{e"P,0€} = 03, implying €' P,oe = Op(sn), and [3.2) of Assumption Bl.1, we have, w.l.p.,
_ do
€' Xy (X3 Xy ) PX]€ < FeTPyoe = Op(sn/N). (6.11)
On the other hand, by Assumptibn B.3 (i)
YT(In =Py )Y > YT(In = P,0)Y = €' (In — P,0)€ = nog(L + 0p(sn/N)) = nog(L + op(1)). (6.12)

Combining [6.ID)+£(6.12), and using the fagt> s/?2 > s,/n, we have for 0< t, < s, and uniformly for
7 € Tl(tn)!

LV X U Yy ppa o doon/ b Oty 200 ol g
1+Y ' (In=Py)Y nao(l + 0p(1)) n¢>

It follows by k, = O(@n) andp, = o(n) (Assumptiori B.B (iv) and (v)) that for @ t, < s,, uniformly for c;s
€ [¢,., #nl and uniformly fory € Ti(tn), 0 < 14 = Op(1).

Next we present lower bounds ftg. Assume, without loss of generality, thdto = (X,:,X,0,-) and
ﬁgo = (B, (Bgo\y*)T)T. Then it follows byY = Xyoﬂgo +eand @, — P,-)X,- = 0 that

YT(P, =Py )Y = ((B))TX} + (B0, ) X o + €)(Py = Py )Xy0Blo(Xy B + X015, . + €)
= (ﬂ 0\y* )TXTO\y (Py - Py*)xyo\y*ﬂ?,o\y* + z(ﬁgo\y*)TX;—o\y* (Py - Py*)f + GT(P)/ - Py*)f

0 Ty T o T
< 282, X 0, (Py = Py )Xo, B0 . + 26T (Py = Py)e.
By (3.3) of Assumptiofi Bl1,

0 \TyT 0 0 \TyT 0
(ﬁyo\y*) Xyo\y*(Py_Py*)XVO\V*B POy S (ﬂyo\y*) Xyo\y*Pyxyo\V*ﬂ yO\y*

0 \TyT 0 0 2
(ﬂ},O\),) X,},O\,},P}’Xyo\yﬁ),O\y < pﬂllﬁy0\7||

By Lemmal2 (iii), w.l.p.,e" (P, — P,-)e < ao3s(lyl - ly*l)log p < ao3silog p, wheree > 4 is prefixed.
Therefore, w.l.p, for any & t, < s, andy € T (t,),

YT(Py = Py)Y < 2(pnlBYs I + acgs;log p) = 2maxpn, s log pH(IIBY,  II* + O(1)). (6.13)
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We approximate the tertd’ (I ,— P,-)Y. Denotev,- = (Ih— Py»«)Xyo\y*,Bgo\y*. A direct examination verifies
that (n — Py+)X,0 = (0, (In = Py:)X,0,,+) Which leads to

YT(In—Py)Y (B0, ) X o1 (In = Py )Xo, B0, + 28, )X o (In =Py )e+ € (In—Py-)e

= ||v,,*||2+2v;e+eT(ln—P,,*)e
2|VT*€| 1
> v lPl1- —X—- +€ (In-P.oe 6.14
v [ ) T U0 (614)

T €]
By Lemmd2 (i), uniformly fory*, % = Op(/%n). Sincey®\y* # 0, by Assumptio B,
Y
1 1P
A (ﬁx;\y*(l n— Py*)xyo\y*) > dyt - F” (6.15)
which implies
1P 1P
Iyl 2 n(dp™ = DB, I 2 (dg™ = < )nwr.
By AssumptioriB.B (jii), i.e. s, = o(ny2), we have[(6.14) is greater than
Iy IB(L+ 0n(2)) + N1+ 0p (1) > (™ = E0)1B% P + o) - (1 + 0p(1). (6.16)

Now combined with[(6.113)£(6.16) we obtain w.l.p.
1+YT(ln-P))Y _a YT(P, - P, )Y o1 C’ maxpn, S log p}
1+YT(In =Py )Y 1+YT(In=Py)Y n
whereC’ > 0 is constant unrelated goandn. This shows that w.l.p., for any € t,, < s, and uniformly for
¥ € T1(tn),

’

n+v 1+YT(In=Py)Y
Is = log =
2 1+Y ' (In=-Py)Y
whereC” > 0 is constant unrelated toandn.

) > —CN maX{Pm ﬁ Iog p}’

To conclude Step I, we still need to approximagegiven as follows. SincéJ,: is a submatrix ol,,, it
follows from the determinant formula for block matrices (@68, [42]), and[(6.15) that

detU,) = detU,)det(X)l. +XJ, .

(In— Xy UM X)X y0)
detU,-) det(Z;3. + XJ . (In = Py )Xy

detU,) det(Z, . + (Ndy" — pn)l pry) -

v

v

Therefore,
detW,) det®,) det(U,)
det@W,-) detE,) detU,)
> detl®,,) det(E;L . + (ndy® - pn)l 1)
= det(l ol + (ndg? _p“)zy\yo)
> det((l +(ndy* - pr)¢ )| |y\y°|)
= (L+(ndy" —pn)g )" = 1+ (ncy* - pn)g (6.17)
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which shows that, > 27t log(1+ (nd,* ~pn)9,)- By Assumptio B.B (v) we have, w.l.p., for some constant
C > 0, for any O< t, < s, uniformly forcjse [Qn";”] and uniformly fory € T4(tp),

m;ﬁ":oz(ilz) < Ff’((yyllzz)) < C-exp(~2tlog(L+ (ndp" — pu)g, ) + C” maxpn, log pl) = o(2).  (6.18)

y€To(tn)
_ ,max p0iz)
= .
This proves——om = o0(1)
¥€To(tn)

Step 11: To accomplish the second step, we consider the followirngagosition for any G< t,, < s, and
y € Ta(tn),

(P2 ()| 1 det(vvy))
'Og( p(@lZ)) - '09( p(o)) T2 '°g(dewv@)
+n+vIog(1+YT(In—X7u;lx})Y]+ ntv, (1+YT(|n— Py)Y).

2 1+YT(In—-P))Y 2 1+YTY

Denote the above four terms by, I, I3, 14. Similar to the arguments in Stepll, is bounded from be-
low, I3 > 0. So we only approximate, andl,4. First we approximaté,. By (3.3) of Assumption Bl1,
XIOPyXyo < pnls,. Lety, = Pyxyoﬂgo, immediately we havév, [|? < pnllﬂgoll2 = pnkn. By Lemmd2 (iv),
we have w.l.p.e"P,e < aodly|log p, wherea > 2 is prefixed. Therefore, w.l.p., for any@t, < s, and
uniformly fory € To(t,),

YTP)'Y (ﬂ?,o)TXIOP),Xyoﬂ?,O + Z(ﬂ?,o)TXIOP,,e +€e" P),e

||v,,||2 + 2v;,-e + eTP,,e

IA

2llvyII> +2€"P,e

A

< 20nkn + 22073ty log p.

On the other hand, frorE{l(Xyo,Bgo)Te|2/||Xyo,320||2} = o2 we have|(X),oﬂ)Olo)T€|/||X70ﬂ)o,o|| = Op(1). By
3.2) of Assumptior@]ﬂjxyoﬂgo||2 > ndy k. Therefore, we have

YTy

IX,0B%1% + 2(X0B%) e + €T e

X0l (1 +0p ( ,/%D rele

IIXy0B%0I1% (1 + 0p(2)) + norg(1 + 0p(1))
(dg'nky + Nod) - (1 + 0p(1)).

v

Then byt, log p < s2log p, for any 0< t, < s, and uniformly fory € Tx(ty),

T, - T 2 2t, 1o ’
1+YT(In-P))Y YRy (onkn + @o gty gp).(1+op(1))21_c max{pn,ﬁlogp},

1+YTY 7 1+YTY n(dytkn + o'2) n

T(] -
whereC’ > 0iis constant unrelated joandn. Consequently,s = ™ log (W) > —C"” max{pn, § log p},

whereC” > 0 is unrelated tg andn.
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Finally we approximate, for y € T»(t,). Sincely| > 1, we have
det(W,) = det(l, + £/2X] X, £5/%) = det((1 + ndy "¢ )I}y) = 1+ ndy'g .

Therefore,l; > 27t log(1+ ndalgn) > max(pn, $2log p} (Assumptior BB (v)). As a consequence, we

have, w.l.p., for some consta@t> 0, for any 0< t, < s,, uniformly for cjs e [gn,¢n] and uniformly for

e
D0 < C-exp(-27log(1+ ndy'¢ ) + C” maxipn, 4 log p}) = o(1). (6.19)

This completes Step Il, and thus completes the proof of Tere@.4.

Proof of Theorem

We begin with the following decomposition
1+ YTl = X, UzIXT)Y
iy (p((Z)IZ)) _ —Iog(@)+}og( 1 )_n+v (nT yUy Xy)
p(r1Z) p(r)) 2 ~\detW,) 2 1+YT(Ih=P))Y
n+v ( 1+YTY )
2 1+YT(ln-P)Y)

Denote the above four terms Wy, J,, J3, J4. Clearly, J; is bounded below. The approximation @& is

+

exactly the same as the approximation oin Step | of the proof of Theorein 3.4. By replacing therein
with y, one can show by going through the same procedure that-0J; = Op(1), uniformly for c;s
€ [@n, #n]. So we only need to approximafe andJ,.

1+YTy YTP,Y

1+YT(1n=P,)Y 1+YT(In=P,)Y "
denominator respectively. Lej = Pyxyoﬂ?/o. Immediately we have

ﬂo 0 0
vy = Py(Xy, X,0\) oy ) = XyBy + P”XYO\Vﬂyo\y'
O\

It follows by (3.3) of Assumptiof Bl1 anw20\7||2 < follBYII? that

To approximatel,, note =1+ So we only approximate the numerator and

BDTXT Py Xy, B | < IXyBII - 1Py X0, 8% Il < IX, 8911 \JlnllB 12 < 11X 8311 - v TopnlIBI
It follows by (3:2) of Assumptio BI1 thatX, 85 > (/nd;2IBSIl > /ndgty3. Thus, byp, = o(n)

(Assumptior B.B (v))
1(B9)TX] Py X 40,,8%, | B
X, 85112 ~ \ng;t '

Py X,0,,8%, I? fopn
||:(7;3|)|/2\7 = O(ﬂ(égl) = 0(1) Then

O\Ty T 0 0 2
BT3Py Xy01,B%,, . IPyX 0,82, |

IX, 85112 X, 85112

Similarly, one can sho

vy IIZ = 1X, 85117 [1 + J = [IX,B21P(1 + o(1)).
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Therefore, by Assumptidn B.3 (iii), and Lemima 2 (ii),

YTPY = [vlP+2v e+€ Pye
)
> v ||2(1+op( —))
4 ny
= IX,BP(1 + 0p(1))
> [IX,B007/2, w.l.p.
112012
> ndytIBII°/2. (6.20)

On the other hand, if we I8t, = (I, - Py)Xyo\y,Bgo\y, then by [(3.2) of Assumptidn B.1
2 0 \TyT 0 0 12 012
|ﬁ;‘y” < (B,yo\,},) X),O\),X'yo\'yﬁ,yO\,}, < ncb”ﬂ,yO\,},” < nd) fO”B’y” .

Therefore, by Lemmil 2 (i) anef (I, - P,)e = no3(1 + 0p(1)),

e
YT'(In—P))Y = |ﬁ7,,||2[1 + ﬁ} +€ (In—Py)e
Y

= IWIP(L + 0p(1)) + no§(L + 0p(1))
< 2(vyl? + nod) w.l.p.

< 2n(do follBOI° + o7§). (6.21)

Defineo = 03/(do fo). Consequently, by (6.20) and (6121), dij|? > y3, w.l.p.,

YTP Y n 11120112 2 2
1+ — >1+ dolloﬁyll >1+ i : ;b” >1+ i min{},ﬂ}.
1+Y ' (In=P))Y an(do f()||ﬂ?,||2 + 0'(2)) 4d0 fo vai+ & 4d0 fo 2" 2
Thus,
n+v 1 (1 y? }
Js > log|1+ mind =, — 1. 6.22
t=T2 g[ 42 fo {2 220 (6.22)

Finally we approximatel,. Since defW, ) = det(l}, + /X7 X, £/?) < (1 + dong,)”!. Then

1 1 S —
b==lo > ——log (1 + dgn¢p) . 6.23
2= 5 g[det(Wy)} > g (1 + dongn) (6.23)

Combining [6.2R) and (6.23), there exists cons@ustich that, w.l.p., uniformly focjse [gn, énl,

pO2) =~ (s — . n+vy 1 (1]
02) <C- exp{E log (1 + dongp) — > Iog[1+ m mln{é, %}D

which approaches zero by AssumptionlA.3 (iv). This comgi¢e proof.
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Proof of Theorem

We observe that

min  pg(»°|Z) (6.24)

Si<th<rp

1 ¢n én
= min f p(y°|c,Z)g(c)dczsqrrt1inrf p(y°|c,Z)g(c)dc2f gcdc- min inf_ p(>°c, 2).
0 shstnJg, ¢, <

Sh<th<rn Sh<th<rn ¢n§c én

By Theoren3:2, min inf_ p(y°c,Z) = 1+ op(1). By Assumption,ft;jn g(c)dc = 1 + o(1). Thus, by

Sh<th<rn ¢n5cg¢n

@),Sn min pg(7°1Z) > (1 + 0(1)) - (1 + op(1)) = 1 + 0p(1), which proves the desired result.

<th<rp

Proof of Theorem[3.7

Define

cZ c,Z
Din= max sup Lo)’ and Dy, = max ued ).
0<tn<Sh 4 <c<g, 7<T2(t) P(¥ N ¥0lC, 2) 0<tn<sn 4 <c<q, 7€ T2(t) P(OIC, Z)

By (6.18) and[(6.19) in the proof of Theorém 134, = 0p(1) andD,, = 0p(1). For anyy € Ty(t,), denote
y* =y ny° Then

Po(712)

00 an f/?n
= fo p(ylc, Z)g(c)de = f p(ylc, Z)g(c)dc < Dipy f p(y*lc, Z)g(c)dc = D1n pg(¥*1Z) < D1 yerqag) pg(¥12).
fn fn o\tn

Therefore,

max Z
y€T1(tn) pg(’}’| )

X —— <D =0p(1). 6.25
% max P < O p(1) (6.25)
y€To(tn)

Likewise, for anyy € To(tp),
o n
Poi2) = | PlrIc.2)g(O)de < Dn | - POl Z)g()dC = Dan Po(012) < Dzn_Max po(12).
¢ = o

-n —n

Therefore,

max Z
y€To(tn) pg(yl )

= <
O<tn<s, Max Z)
<tn< Lo pg(7’| )

The desired conclusion follows immediately from (6.25) 46.26).

Don = 0p(1). (6.26)
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Proof of Theorem

DefineD, = sup 222 Theoreni3b implie®, = op(1). Then

Z) "
o, <o p(yic.2)

n n
pg(01Z) = f¢ p(0lc, Z)g(c)dc < Dy f¢ p(ylc, Z)g(c)dc = Dy py(¥12).

Thus, 299 < b = 05(1), which completes the proof.

Tpg(y1Z) =
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