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Abstract: A fully Bayesian approach is proposed for ultrahigh-dimensional nonparametric
additive models in which the number of additive components may be larger than the sample
size, though ideally the true model is believed to include only a small number of components.
Bayesian approaches can conduct stochastic model search and fulfill flexible parameter es-
timation by stochastic draws. The theory shows that the proposed model selection method
has satisfactory properties. For instance, when the hyperparameter associated with the model
prior is correctly specified, the true model has posterior probability approaching one as the
sample size goes to infinity; when this hyperparameter is incorrectly specified, the selected
model is still acceptable since asymptotically it is shown to be nested in the true model. To
enhance model flexibility, two new g-priors are proposed and their theoretical performance
is investigated. We also propose an efficient reversible jump MCMC algorithm to handle the
computational issues. Several simulation examples are provided to demonstrate the advantages

of our method.
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1. Introduction

Suppose the data {Y;, X1;,..., X} are iid copies of Y, X7, ..., X, generated from the following

model ,
j=1
where ¢;’s denote the zero-mean random errors, and for each j =1,...,p, X; is a random variable

taking values in [0,1], f; is a function of X; satisfying E{f;(X;)} = 0. The zero-expectation
constraint is assumed for identifiability issue. Model (1.1) is called the additive component model;
see [37, 25] for an excellent introduction. Suppose model (1.1) contains s, significant covariates,
and the remaining p — s,, covariates are insignificant. Here we assume p/n — oo as n — oo, denoted

as p > n or equivalently n < p, but ideally restrict s,, = o(n), i.e., the true model is sparse. Our
1
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goal is to explore an automatic fully Bayesian procedure for selecting and estimating the significant
(nonvanishing) f;’s in model (1.1).

When each f; is linear in X, (1.1) reduces to a linear model. There has been a considerable
amount of frequentist approaches exploring issues on model selection in ultrahigh-dimensional sit-
uations, i.e., logp = O(nF) for some k > 0. The representative ones include regularization-based
approaches such as [51, 33, 46, 49, 23, 35, 29, 44, 48], and correlation-based approaches such as
[12, 14, 47]. An insightful review is given by [13].

Model selection on the basis of a Bayesian framework is conceptually different. Specifically,
Bayesian approaches conduct stochastic search of the models and evaluate each model by its poste-
rior probability. Three major advantages of Bayesian selection methods are worth mentioning: (1)
Bayesian approaches can perform model selection, parameter estimation and inference in a unified
manner through posterior samples, no additional procedures such as prescreening, thresholding or
data splitting are needed; (2) the choice of the hyperparameters is flexible by fulfilling stochastic
draws; and (3) Bayesian methods allow the practitioners to incorporate prior information in the
process of model search. The last feature might be attractive in small sample problems where prior
information may be useful to address data insufficiency. There has been an amount of literature
on Bayesian model selection in linear models. For example, when p is fixed, [16, 1, 20, 30, 7] show
that, under certain regularity conditions, the posterior probability of the true model converges to
one as n increases, in other words, posterior model consistency holds. This means that the pro-
posed Bayesian selection method is asymptotically valid. Later on, these results were generalized
by [38, 27] to the growing p situation with p = O(n). In ultrahigh-dimensional situations, [40]
considered a fully Bayesian hierarchical model with a prior controlling the model size and obtained
posterior model consistency. A straightforward MCMC algorithm was developed for model search.
Based on an extended Bayesian information criteria, [31] established posterior model consistency
in generalized linear models.

However, in many practical applications there might be little evidence confirming linearity of
the f;’s, for which a nonparametric assumption on the f;’s will largely enhance model flexibility,
leading to the so-called nonparametric additive models. Surprisingly, theoretical studies relating
to model selection in nonparametric additive models are almost all in frequentist settings. For
instance, [32, 28, 36] explored issues relating to component selection with smoothing constraints
assumed on the nonparametric functions. [34, 24] proposed penalty-based approaches and studied
their asymptotic properties. [11] proposed a learning approach based on independent correlation
and proved selection consistency. To the best of our knowledge, theoretical studies in Bayesian
settings are nonexistent, especially when p > n. In terms of empirical evaluation, [42] proposed an
objective Bayesian approach using penalized splines, [8] proposed a Bayesian framework based on
adaptive regression trees, and [41] proposed a Bayesian framework based on a spike-and-slab prior

induced from normal-mixture-inverse-gamma distributions. However, theoretical validity of these
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methods in ultrahigh-dimensional scenarios has not been justified.

In this paper, we propose a fully Bayesian hierarchical model which involves a new spike-and-
slab prior on the function coefficients and a novel prior controlling the model size, namely, the
size-control prior. The spike-and-slab prior has two important features: first, it either removes or
includes the entire block of function coefficients, which is useful for model selection purpose; second,
within each block, suitable decay rates are assumed on the function coefficients via their prior
variances to produce smooth estimate of the nonparametric function. The size-control prior, which
involves a size-control parameter, effectively restricts the scope of the target models, and facilitates
both theoretical and computing issues. Based on the proposed Bayesian framework, we show that
when the size-control parameter is correctly specified, posterior model consistency uniformly holds
when the hyperparameters are confined by suitable ranges; when the size-control parameter is
incorrectly specified, the selection results are still acceptable in the sense that the selected model is
asymptotically nested in the true model, in other words, the number of false positives asymptotically
vanishes. Interestingly, the asymptotic results are shown to be true even in the hyper-g prior settings.
Furthermore, a novel and nontrivial blockwise MCMC procedure is proposed for computation. Our
MCMC procedure allows stochastic search of all critical hyperparameters including the blocks of
the function coefficients, the indicator variables representing inclusion/exclusion of the variables,
the size-control parameter, and even the number of basis functions used for model fitting. The most
challenging part in computation is the so-called trans-dimensional problem, which is successfully
resolved by a novel and nontrivial variation of the “dimension-matching” technique proposed by [18]
in the reversible jump MCMC approach. Simulation results demonstrate satisfactory selection and
estimation accuracy of the proposed method. Performance under different basis structures is also
examined. To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first one establishing a both theoretically
and empirically effective fully Bayesian procedure for function component selection in ultrahigh-
dimensional settings.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we carefully describe our fully Bayesian
model and the prior distributions on the model parameters. In Section 3, asymptotic results are
provided for both well specified and misspecified model spaces. In the meantime, two new types of
g-priors are constructed and their theoretical properties are carefully studied. Section 4 contains the
details of the MCMC algorithm. Section 5 includes the simulation examples showing the satisfactory
performance of the proposed method. Section 6 summarizes the conclusions. Technical arguments

are provided in appendix.

2. A Bayesian Nonparametric Size-Control Model

Before describing our model, we introduce some notation and assumptions that are used frequently

in this paper. We associate each f;, j = 1,...,p, a 0\1 variable ; indicating the exclusion\inclusion
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of f; in the model (1.1). Specifically, when ; = 0, f; = 0 implies that f; is not included in model
(1.1); when v; = 1, f; # 0 implies that f; is included in model (1.1). Define v = (v1,...,7,)%.
For simplicity, we denote j € ~ to mean that 7; = 1, and denote j € —v to mean 7; = 0.
Throughout we use || to denote the number of ones in -y, which is called the size of . It is clear
that there are totally 2P possible «’s representing 2P different models, each of which determines a
subset of {fj,7 = 1,...,p} that are included in model (1.1). In other words, under ~, model (1.1) is
equivalent to Y; = > . fj(Xji)+e,i=1,...,n Forany v = (7,... )t and v = (v, ... ,’y;,)T
let (v\v'); = I(v; = 1,7; = 0), and (v N~'); = I(; = 1,7} = 1). Thus, v\~ is the 0\1 vector

indicating the functional components present in model 4 but absent in model 4/, and 4 N+’ is the

)

0\1 vector indicating the functional components present in both models v and «'. We say that ~
is nested in 4’ (denoted by v C «') if 4\v’ is zero. We further assume {f](-),j =1,...,p} to be the
true functional components, and denote v = (79, . .. ,’yg)T with ’y;-) = I(f]o # 0). That is, the data
{Yi, X1, ..., Xpi}iy are truly sampled from model V; = 37, o f]Q(in) +¢€,1=1,...,n. Thus,
~Y represents the true model where data are generated, and s,, = |v°| denotes the size of the true
model, i.e., the number of components f;’s included in the true model.

For j = 1,...,p, define an inner product <fj,fj>j = E{fj(Xj)fj(Xj)} for any fj,fj € Hj,
where H; is the class of functions on [0,1] satisfying E{|f;(X;)|*} < oo and E{f;(X;)} = 0.
This inner product induces a norm denoted by || - ||;, that is, || f;ll; = /E{[f;(X;)[*}. Suppose
the density function d;(z;) of X, satisfies 0 < K; < d;(z;) < Ky < oo for any z; € [0,1] and
j=1,...,p, where K, Ky are constants. Clearly, under (-, -);, M, is a well-defined Hilbert space. Let
{¢ji,1 =1,2,...} C H,; bethe orthonormal basis functions for H; under (-, -);. Any function f; € H;
thus admits the Fourier series f; = > [, B, with 85 = (f;, p;1); being the Fourier coefficients.
It can be shown that f; = 0 if and only if all the Fourier coefficients §j;’s are zero. Therefore, to
detect whether f; vanishes or not, it is sufficient to detect whether the 3;;’s are zero. In general,
f; might correspond to infinitely many Fourier coefficients. Handling all the Fourier coefficients
is computationally infeasible. Furthermore, it is commonly believed that only a finite subset of
the Fourier coefficients capture most of the information possessed by f;. Thus, we consider the
partial Fourier series fj ~ Y " Bjpj with truncation parameter m, where m = m,, is a sequence
increasing with n. General theory on Fourier analysis leads to that || f; —> %, B1¢i|/; approaches
zero as m — 0o, showing the validity of such approximation. We introduce some additional matrix
notation to simplify the expression of our model. For j = 1,...,p and [ = 1,...,m, define 8; =
(Bit, - Bim) Ty @51 = (0(Xj1), .-, 0(Xjn))T, and Zj = (®1,...,®jy). Thus, each Z; is n by
m. For and ~, define Z, = (Z;, j € 7v), the n by m|v| matrix formed by Z;’s with j € «, and define
B, to be the m|y|-vector of Fourier coefficients formed by 3,’s with j € . Define Y = (Y1, ... Y )T
to be the response vector.

We assume that the model errors ¢;’s are 7id zero-mean Gaussian with variance o2, therefore,
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model (1.1), given =, f;’s and o2, becomes

Y~ NO_ fi(Xji),0%), i=1,...,n. (2.1)
Jjey
Since each f; can be well approximated by >, B;1¢;; for some sufficiently large m, the mean of ¥; is
approximately Zj€7 oty Biipii(Xji). Thus, (2.1) is approximately Y; ~ N(E:j67 S Bieil(Xji), o).

In matrix form, this becomes
Y|v.8,.0° ~ N(Z,8,,0°L,). (2.2)
When v; = 0, f; = 0 implies that all the Fourier coefficients 3;;’s are zero. When v; = 1, f; # 0, we

place normal prior distributions over its Fourier coefficients. Explicitly, for j = 1,...,p, we adopt

the spike-and-slab prior for 3;’s, i.e,
Bitlyj, 0% ~ (1 =)0 + 1 N(0,¢;0%77), 1 =1,...,m, (2.3)

where dy(+) is the point mass measure concentrating on zero, {77, > 1} is a fixed nonincreasing
sequence, and c¢;’s are temporarily assumed to be fixed. Note that the ¢;’s are used to control the
variance of the nonzero coefficients, and therefore can be viewed as the variance-control parameters.
In many applications we may choose Tl2 = [~(2+D) for | > 1, where w > 1 /2 is a fixed constant
characterizing the degree of smoothness; see, e.g., [4]. The prior (2.3) can be viewed as a direct
multivariate extension of the conventional spike-and-slab prior on scalar coefficients considered by
[9]. Note that v; = 0 or 1 will exclude or include the entire block of the coefficients §j;’s, and
within the nonvanishing block, the coefficients follow the zero-mean Gaussian priors with variances
decaying at the rates Tl2’s, which may be useful to produce smooth estimates of the functions. In
[41], a different type of spike-and-slab prior was considered. Specifically, each coefficient block is
represented as the product of a scalar with normal-mixture-inverse-gamma prior and a vector whose
entries follow the bivariate mixture normal priors with a constant variance.

A variety of priors can be assumed on ¢2. For convenience, we consider the inverse x? prior, i.e.,
2 2
/0 ~ x5, (2.4)

where v is a fixed hyperparameter. Other priors such as the noninformative priors or the inverse
Gamma priors can also be applied. All the results developed in this paper can be extended to such
situations without substantial difficulty.

In high-dimensional inference, it is commonly believed that only a small subset of covariates
contribute substantially to the model. Treating this as prior information, the models with larger
sizes should be assigned with zero prior probabilities, and only the models with smaller sizes should
be assigned with positive weights. We call this a size-control prior on the model space. Namely, we
choose the prior on ~ as

Ty, if |7| < tn,
p\Y) = 2.5
@) { 0, otherwise, (23)
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where 7y for |y| < t, are fixed positive numbers, and ¢,, € (0,n) is an integer-valued hyperparameter
controlling the sizes of the candidate models. We name the set of models whose sizes are not
exceeding t,, as the target model space.

Denote Dy, = {Y;, X14,..., Xpi}/~ to be the full data variable. It can be shown by direct calcu-
lations that, based on the above hierarchical model (2.2)-(2.5), the joint posterior distribution of

(v,8,,07%) is

p(v,B,,0°|Dy)
o p(Y|y,B,,0% X, 's)p(By 17, 0%)p(v)p(c?)

Y -Z 241 o -3,
x o F2) exp (— | eicel ) p() H (/2mcjo) det(T,,) /2 exp <—L 5 ;

202 . 2cjo?
JEY
(2.6)
where || - || denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector, and T, = diag(r{, ..., 7). Integrating out 3.,
and o2 in (2.6), it can be checked that the marginal posterior of v is
— — —(n+v)/2
p(YD,) o det(W,) " 2p(v) (14 YT(L, — Z,U-'ZL)y) "2 (2.7)

where W, = 2’17/2U72’1y/2= U, = E;l + ZgZ,y, and X, = diag(c;Ty,,j € ) is the m|y| by m|~]|
diagonal matrix with diagonal elements (chlz, e ,ch%) for j € v. We adopt the convention Zy = 0
and Xy = Uy = Wy = 1, where () means the null model, i.e., the vector v with all elements being
zero. So (2.7) is meaningful for 4 = (). The selected model 74 is defined to be the one that maximizes
p(v|Dy,). Clearly, 4 belongs to the target model space since any model outside the target space has

zero posterior probability.

3. Main Results

Suppose the data are truly drawn from the model Y; = Zj&o f](-)(XjZ-) + €, where ¢;’s i N(0,03)
are independent of X;;’s, 03 is a fixed (unknown) positive number, and fj(-] € H; for j € 4. Recall
that 4 is a p-dimensional 0\ 1-vector representing the true model, and s,, = |y°| denotes its size. We
only consider s,, > 0, i.e., the true model is nonnull. Any f]o for 7 € v° admits the Fourier expansion
f](-) =32 5%90]-;, where 5%’8 represent the “true” unknown Fourier coefficients of f](-). When m is
sufficiently large, fjo is approximated by its partial Fourier series, that is, f](-) ~ > 5%903-;. To
insure that such partial Fourier series is a valid approximation, we assume a uniform error rate on
the tails of the Fourier series. Specifically, we assume that there are some positive constants a > 1
and Cj such that

o0
a 012
maxmaxm 1Bj1l" < C. (3.1)
l=m+1
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m
It is easy to see that (3.1) is equivalent to max Hf](-) - > 5;)19031”? = O(m~?), uniformly for m > 1.
jey =1

That is, the errors of the partial Fourier series of the nonzero fj(-]’s uniformly decrease to zero at
rate m~®. For instance, when fjo’s uniformly belong to the Sobolev’s ellipsoid of order a/2, i.e.,
max;e~o y o 1°] ;)l|2 < 00, for some constant a > 0, it can be checked that (3.1) holds. Namely,
a measures the degree of smoothness of the nonzero functions. A larger a implies that the nonzero
functions are more smooth.

Define I, = > ;0 12115 and 6, = minjeqo [|f7]l;- Define P, = ZW(Z£Z7)_1Z;§ to be the n
by n projection (or smoothing) matrix corresponding to 7. We adopt the convention Py = 0. Let
A—(A) and A4 (A) be the minimal and maximal eigenvalues of matrix A. Suppose the truncation
parameter m is chosen within the range [my, ms|, where my = mq,, mg = ma, with m; < my are
positive sequences approaching infinity as n — oo. The variance-control parameters c;’s are chosen

within [Qn, ¢n] for some positive sequences ¢, bn.-

3.1. Well Specified Target Model Space

In this section we present our first theorem on posterior consistency of our model selection pro-
cedure. We consider the situation ¢,, > s,, that is, the hyperparameter ¢,, is correctly specified as
being no less than the size of the true model. Thus, the true model is among our target model
space, for which we say that the target model space is well specified. We will present a set of suffi-
cient conditions and show that under these conditions, the posterior probability of the true model
converges to one in probability. Thus, the selection procedure asymptotically yields the true model.

Define Si(t,) = {v|7° € 7,7 # 7% 7| < tn} and So(t,) = {v|7° is not nested in ~, |y| < t,}.
It is clear that S(t,) and S(t,) are disjoint, and S(t,) defined by S(t,) = S1(t,) U S2(t.) {7}
is the class of all models with size not exceeding ¢, i.e., the target model space. We first list some

conditions that are used to show our theorem.
Assumption A.l. There exists a positive constant cy such that, as n — oo, with probability
approaching one

- : L r L r
Vo< pin i 0o (ol P ) < s e e (B T ) <

and

: : L
mel[g}%llnmz} ’76%1118n) A (EZ’Y\70 (In - PVO)ZV\WO) = 1/00'

Assumption A.2. sup max 22

< Q.
n vES(tn) (%)

Assumption A.3. There exists a positive sequence {h,,m > 1} such that, as m,my,my —
0, hy — o0, m~%h,, decreasingly converges to zero, mhy, increasingly converges to oo, and

Zm1§m§m2 1/hy = o(1). Furthermore, the sequences mi,ma, R,y Sn, th, On, ln,gn, On satisfy
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(1). mahpmysn = o(nmin{1,02}) and my “hm,s2 = o(min{l,n " m, log@n), 62.041);
(2). tp > s, and t,logp = o(nlog(1l + min{1,62%}));

(3). 1, = O@nﬂ%g) and log p = o(mq log (nQnTéz)),'
(4) masn IOg(l + n‘l—Sn) = O(TL lOg(l + min{lv 0721}))

In the following proposition we show that Assumption A.1 holds under suitable dependence
assumption among the predictors X;’s. To clearly describe this assumption, let {Xj}]o-’;l be a
stationary sequence taking values in [0, 1], and define its p-mixing coefficient to be p(|j — j'|) =
supy , [E{f(X;)g(X;)} — E{f(X;)}E{g(X;r)}|, where the supremum is taken over the measurable
functions f and g with E{f(X;)?} = E{g9(X;)?} = 1. Ideally we assume that the predictors
Xi,...,Xp in model (1.1) are simply the first p elements of {X;}32,.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose > ;2 p(r) < 1/2, t2m3logp = o(n), and maxi<j<psup;s; [|@jillsup <
00, where || - ||sup denotes the supnorm. Then there is a constant co > 0 such that with probability
approaching one

1 1
-1 . . T T
¢y < min min M |(—Z.Z,) < max max A 7.7, ) <. 3.2
0 = me[my,ma] 0<|v|<2t, (TL 7 7> T me€[mi,ma] 0<|v|<2ty * <’I’L v 7) =0 ( )

Furthermore, (3.2) implies Assumption A.1.

Assumption A.2 holds if we choose p(7v) to be constant for all |y| < t,, i.e., we adopt an
indifference prior over the target model space. To see when Assumption A.3 holds, we look at a
special example. We choose 7'12 =% for [ > 1. Suppose logp o n* for 0 < k < 1, s, o< 1, b, o< 1,
and the smoothness parameter a = 4. Choose t,, < 1, my = Cn1/5 +c1p and mo = Cn1/5 + cop,, Where
¢ > 0 is constant, ¢1, = o((logn)"), can, = o((logn)"), c1p, < capn, and 7 > 0 is a constant. Note that

such choice of m; and my yields minimax error rate in univariate regression. Let h,,, = (logm)" for
m > 1. Ideally we suppose that the selected t,, is greater than s,,. Choose Qn and ¢y, as log@n) o nk
and log(¢,,) o< n*? with max{0,k—1/5} < k1 < ko < 4/5. In this simple situation, it can be directly
verified that Assumption A.3 holds. Furthermore, Proposition 3.1 says that to satisfy Assumption
A.1, an additional sufficient condition is t2m3logp = o(n), which implies k < 3/5. Therefore, the

dimension p cannot exceed the order exp(O(n3/?)), which coincides with the finding by [36].

Theorem 3.2. Under Assumptions A.1to A.3, as n — oo,

min inf p(v°|Dy,) — 1, in probability. (3.3)

me[mi,ma] Qnﬁclw-vcpﬁd_)n

Theorem 3.2 says that under mild conditions the posterior probability of the true model converges
to one in probability. This means, with probability approaching one, our Bayesian method selects
the true model, which guarantees the validity of the proposed approach. Here, convergence holds
uniformly over ¢;’s € [Qn, én] and m € [my, ms]. This means, the selection result is insensitive to

the choice of ¢;’s and m when they belong to suitable ranges. It is well known that choosing the
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truncation parameter m is a practically difficult problem in nonparametrics; see [36, 11]. Therefore,
a method that is insensitive to the choice of the truncation parameter within certain range will be
highly useful. In Theorem 3.2 we theoretically show that the proposed Bayesian selection method is
among the ones which provide insensitive selection results. On the other hand, we also show that our
method is insensitive to the choice of the variance-control parameters c;’s. This is both theoretically
and practically useful since it allows us to place an additional prior, such as the g-priors, over the
c¢;’s while preserving the desired posterior model consistency; see Section 3.4. By slightly modifying
the assumptions, it is possible to show that (3.3) actually holds uniformly for ¢,, within some range,
as established by [40] in the linear model setting. That is, posterior model consistency is also
insensitive to the choice of t,,. We ignore this part since in our nonparametric models with g-priors,
insensitivity of the truncation parameter m and the variance control parameters c;’s should be paid
more attention. This may also simplify the statements so that the results become more readable.
To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 3.2 is the first theoretical result showing the validity of the

Bayesian methods in function component selection in ultrahigh-dimensional settings.

3.2. Misspecified Target Model Space

In this section, we investigate the case 0 < t,, < s, that is, t,, is misspecified as being smaller than
the size of the true model. Therefore, the true model is outside the target model space, for which we
say that the target model space is misspecified. We conclude that in this false setting the selected
model is still not “bad” because it can be asymptotically nested in the true model, uniformly for
the choice of m and ¢;’s.
Define Ty (t,) = {7]0 < |v| < tn,y T}, Th(tn) = {7]0 < |v| < tn, ¥y # 0, ~ is not nested in v°},

and Ty(t,) = {¥|0 < |v| < tn,y N ~y° = 0}. It is easy to see that Ty(t,), T1(tn), To(t,) are disjoint
and T'(ty) = To(tn) U T1(ty) U Ta(ty) is exactly the target model space, i.e., the class of vy with

|v| < t,,. Throughout this section, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption B.1. There exist a positive constant dy and a positive sequence p, such that, when

n — 00, with probability approaching one,

1 1
dy' < min min  A_ (—ZTZ7> <  max max Ay <;Z£Z7> <dp, and (3.4)

T me&[mi,me] 0<|v|<sp, n 7 T me€[ma,me] 0<|y|<sn
Ao (Zhoy PrZoory ) < o 3.5
mel[lrln?(mz]'veiq%?f—l) I Y] = P (3.5)

Assumption B.2. sup max PO) o,

n Yy ET(tn) P(Y')
Assumption B.3. There exists a positive sequence {hp,,m > 1} such that, as m,mi,my —
0, hy — 00, m~%hy,, decreasingly converges to zero, mhy, increasingly converges to oo, and

Zm1§mﬁm2 1/hy = o(1). Furthermore, the sequences mi, ma, by, Sn, On, ln,®, salisfy
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(1). mahm,sn, = o(nmin{1,02}) and ml_ahmlsfl = o(min{1,n"tmy log@n), 02});
(2). by =0(9,7,);
(8). max{py,, S% log p} = o(min{n, my log(n?nTgw)}).
The following result presents a situation in which Assumption B.1 holds. For technical conve-
nience, we require the predictors to be independent. It is conjectured that this result may hold in

more general settings.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose that the predictors Xi,..., X, are iid random variables taking values
in [0,1], s2m3logp = o(n), and maxi<j<psup;s [|@jillsup < 00. Then Assumption B.1 holds with

Pn < Mas? log p.

Assumption B.2 holds when we place indifference prior over the models with size not exceeding
t,. To examine Assumption B.3, we again look at a special case. For simplicity, we suppose the
setting of Proposition 3.3 holds. Choose Tl2 —= [7° for I > 1. Suppose logp = nF for k € (0,4/5),
spx 1,0, x1,1, x1, and a = 4. Let my = Cn1/5 + c1n, and moy = Cn1/5 + cop, where ¢ > 0 is
constant, c1, = o((logn)"), can, = o((logn)"), cin, < can, and r > 0 is a constant. Let h,, = (logm)".
Choose log@n) = nFt with k; > k. It can be shown in this special situation that Assumption B.3

holds. Furthermore, the condition s2m2logp = o(n) (see Proposition 3.3) implies k < 3/5. So the

growth rate of p is again not exceeding exp(O(n3/%)).

Theorem 3.4. Suppose 0 < t, < s, and Assumptions B.1-B.3 are satisfied.

Ty (bn 3T (¢ )p(ﬂy‘Dn)
(i). Asn — oo, max sup e
- max p(y|Drn)
me[my,ma) @, <c1,p<Pn ~ETy(tn)

(i1). Furthermore, suppose Assumption A.3 (4) is satisfied, and there is v € To(t,)\{0} and a

— 0, in probability.

constant by > 0 such that for all m € [my, ms],

STFIE < b > I (3.6)
JEYO\y Jjey

Then, as n — oo, max sup ﬁ((g"gz)) — 0, in probability.

me[ma,ma) ¢ <clyecp<on

When the hyperparameter t, is incorrectly specified as being smaller than the size of the true
model, the selected model 4 cannot be the true model since necessarily |y| < s,,. Theorem 3.4 (i)
shows that in this false setting, 4 can be asymptotically nested to the true model with probability
approaching one. This means, as n approaches infinity, all the selected components are the signifi-
cant ones which ought to be included in the model. Here, the result holds uniformly for m and ¢;’ s
within certain ranges, showing insensitivity of the choice of these hyperparameters. To the best of
our knowledge, Theorem 3.4 is the first theoretical examination of the function selection approach
when the model space is misspecified.

We should mention that in Theorem 3.4 (i), it is possible that 4 = ) since ) is a natural subset of

~Y. When ~? is nonull, we expect 74 to include some significant variables. Theorem 3.4 (ii) says that
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this is possible if there exists a nonnull model that can be separated from the null model. Explicitly,
the condition (3.6) says that the functions {f]o,j € v} dominate the functions {fjo,j € v\7}, in
terms of the corresponding norms || - ||;’s. This can be interpreted as that the model « includes a
larger amount of the information from the true model than its completion 4°\~. Theorem 3.4 (ii)
says that under this condition, with probability approaching one, < is more preferred than the null.

Therefore, 4 is asymptotically nonnull.

3.3. Basts Functions

The proposed approach relies on a proper set of orthonormal basis functions {¢;;,l > 1} in H;
under the inner product (-,-);. In this section we briefly describe how to empirically construct such
functions.

Suppose for each j = 1,...,p, {Bj;,l > 0} form a set of basis functions in L?[0,1]. Without
loss of generality, assume Bjo to be the constant function. For example, in empirical study we can
choose the trigonometric polynomial basis, i.e., Bjo = 1, Bj(x) = v2cos(2rkz) if | = 2k — 1, and
Bji(z) = /2sin(2rkx) if | = 2k, for integer k > 1. Other choices such as Legendre’s polynomial
basis can also be used; see [6]. We may choose a sufficiently large integer M with M < n. For
j=1,....,pand 1 <[ < M, define le to be a real-valued function whose value at Xj; is le(in) =
Bji(Xji) = & iy Bju(Xji). Define Wy = (Bji(Xji), ., Bjnr(Xj))", and 35 = 2370 W5, W,
Let A; be an M by M invertible matrix such that A?ﬁ]jAj = I Write Aj; = (aj1,...,a5m),
where aj; is the I-th column, an M-vector. Then define ¢j; as a real-valued function whose value at
Xjiis pji(Xj) = ;*-Flei, for j=1,...,pand [ = 1,..., M. In the simplest situation where Xj;’s
are itd uniform in [0,1], for j = 1,...,p, it can be seen that 3; ~ I, for which we can choose
A =1y, leading to ¢j; = le forl=1,..., M.

Next we heuristically show that the functions ¢j’s approximately form an orthonormal ba-
sis. By the law of large numbers, E{p;(X;)} ~ 13" 0u(X;) = %a;rl Y, Wy =0, and
E{oiu(X;)ou (X))} = 230 ol X e (Xji) = a;plﬁ]ajl/ =0y, forl,I'=1,..., M, where oy =1
if I =1’, and zero otherwise. Thus, {¢;;,l = 1,..., M} approximately form an orthonormal system.
Furthermore, any f; € H; admits the approximate expansion f;(X;;) ~ le\i 0 lele(X ;i) for some
real sequence ;1. So 0 = E{f;(X;)} = L S0 | f;(X;) =~ 1570, S Mo BiiBji(X ). Therefore, we
get that f5(Xji) ~ Yilo BuBu(Xji) — 5 sy Sito BuBu(Xji) = L%y BuBu(Xji) = B]TWJZ =
(Aj_l,éj)T(gojl(in), cooypim (X5i))T, where ,Bj = (Bj1,- -+, Bjn)". This means that the function f;
can be approximately represented by the ¢j;;’s for I = 1,..., M. Consequently, {¢;;,l =1,...,M}

approximately form an orthonormal basis in H; given that M is large enough.
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3.4. Mixtures of g-prior

The results in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 can also be extended to the g-prior setting. Suppose ¢; = ¢
for j =1,...,p. We assume c to have prior density g(c), a function of positive values over (0, c0)
satisfying fo c)dc =1, i.e., g is a proper prior. Then (2.7) is actually p(v|c, Dy,). The posterior
distribution Of 7 is therefore py(y|Dy) = [~ p(v|e, Dn)g(c)de, with the subscript g emphasizing
the g-prior situation. Then we have the following results parallel to Theorems 3.2 and 3.4. The
interpretations are similar to those for Theorems 3.2 and 3.4. Their proofs are similar to those in

[40], and thus are omitted.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose Assumptions A.1-A.3 are satisfied. Furthermore, g is proper and, as n —
00, f()?” g(c)de = o(1) and fg: g(c)de = o(1). Then as n — 00, MiNy,eim, my) Pg(Y°]Dn) — 1, in
probability.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose 0 < t,, < s,. Let Assumptions B.1-B.3 be satisfied, and g be proper and
supported in [, dl, i.c., g(c) =0 if ¢ & (6, Bnl.

MAX~y €T (£,)UTy (tr,) Pg (V| Dn)
MaXyeTy(tn) Pg(¥[Dn)

(i1). If, in addition, Assumption A.3 (4) holds, and there exist a v € Ty(t,)\{0} and a constant

bo > 0 such that for all m € [m1,ma], 3 ;c 0\, Hf]OHE < b0 ey HfjoHi Then as n — oo,

D, . .
MaAXy€[my ,ms] pg((v‘\Dn)) — 0, in probability.

(i). As n — 00, MaXyeim, mo] — 0, in probability.

We propose two types of g-priors that generalize the Zellner-Siow prior by [50] and generalize
the hyper-g prior by [30]. We name them as the generalized Zellner-Siow (GZS) prior and the
generalized hyper-g (GHG) prior respectively. Let b, > 0 be fixed hyperparameters. The GZS
prior is defined to have the form

pb —b—
g(c) = oK texp(—p'/c), (3.7)

and the GHG prior is defined to have the form

L(p"+1+0b) "
T(p + DIO(b) (1 + c)pr 140"

g(c) = (3.8)

We conclude that both GZS and GHG priors can yield posterior consistency. To see this,

since we assume p > n, we have p#/VIo8" _ o5 as n — oco. Let [ = pt/VIegn and gz_bn =

p“(log") It can be directly examined that, as n — oo, the GZS prlor satisfies fo c)de =
_ [e) Hdn

(T'(b)) lfp/"‘(b 1 ¢ Lexp(—ec)de = o(1), and f¢ (c)de = (T(b))~* [F TR Lexp(—c)de = 0( ); the

GHG prior satisfies fo gle)de = O((p" + 1) " exp(—(p* +1)/(1 + ¢ ))) = o(1) and f¢ c)de =

O((p* +1)°/(1 + ¢y)) = o(1). Furthermore, suppose 77 = (=%, a = 4, logp = n* with k € (O, 3/5),
6, < 1, s, oc 1, I, o< 1, t, oc 1 with t,, > s, hy, = (logn)”, and m; = ¢(n'/5 + o((logn)"),

my = (n'/® 4+ o((logn)"), where ¢ and r are positive constants and r € (0,1/2). It can be examined
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Z. Shang and P. Li/Bayesian High-Dimensional Inference 13

directly that the above Qn and ¢,, satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 3.5, implying posterior con-
sistency of the g-prior methods. Clearly, the modes of the GZS and GHG priors are both p#/(b+1)

which converges to infinity as n inflates, yielding consistent selection results.

4. Computational Detalils

In this section, sampling details will be provided. Instead of fixing t,, and m, we may place priors
over them to make the procedure more flexible. Let ¢; = ¢ for j = 1,...,p. Assume a g-prior
(either GZS or GHG) g(c) for ¢, and denote the priors for ¢, and m by p(t,,) and p(m) respectively.
For convenience, we consider the flat priors p(vy|t,) = I(|v| < tn), p(t,) = I(1 < t, < T,,) for
some prefixed positive integer T),, and p(m) = I(m; < m < mg) for some fixed positive integers
mq and mg. For other choices of p(t,) and p(m), the computational details in this section require
corresponding modifications.

It follows by (2.6) that the joint posterior distribution of (v, 3,02, ¢, m,t,) is

p(v, B, 0%, ¢c,m, t,| D)
_ 2 , rm-13.
o om 2oy (IEZZEEEL) (vareo) ol der(m,) 2 e <—Zﬂ€”ﬁ 1 Im ])

202 2c0?
LT 50(8)) - p(v[tn)g(e)p(m)p(tn), (4.1)
je=
where dg denotes the probability measure concentrating on the m-dimensional zero vector. The
MCMC sampling procedure is described as follows. For initial values, let v = 0, ,3(0) = 0.
Let 0(20) and ¢(© be uniformly drawn from some compact subsets of (0,00), and m© and tﬁ?) be
drawn from p(m) and p(t,) respectively. Suppose at the g-th iteration, we have obtained samples
(fy(q)jg(q)7 U(2q)7 D m@) gq)).
Sampling (3, m,~). The sampling procedure proceeds in two steps. First, one draws mlatl) given
9, o2 t,(qq). Second, one draws (B(q+1),7(q+1)) given m(q+1),c(q),a(2q), S?’. To complete the first

(a)°
step, by integrating out 3 in (4.1), the conditional distribution of m given ), J?q),t%q) is found by

< p(m) Z (c(q))_m|'7|/2det(S(7‘{)m
ly|<tt®)

s )

)—1/2 exp <_YT(In - Z’V(U(wq,)m)_lzﬁTy)Y>
(@)

where UY), = (¢0)'AZL + 277, 81, = A,,, U, and A, = diag(Ts,...,T,,) with
T,, therein appearing |v| times. In principle, one can draw m(@*+1 based on (4.2). However, (4.2)
involves a computationally expensive sum which is hard to handle in practice. To overcome this

difficulty, we propose an alternative (approximate) way of sampling m. When ~9D = @, draw
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m@*+Y randomly from [my,ms]. When 4@ # (), from (4.1) the conditional distribution of m given

7@, c@), o2 47 s found by

p(m|yD, D, U(2q) 9 D)
Y'(1, - sz)(U(q) )™ IZT(q))Y

(a) m
20; ’ . (4.3)
(9)

o p(m)(c(q))_mh(q”ﬂdet(S(q) m)_1/2exp —

ﬂy(fI),

In practice, one can draw m from (4.3) by an Metropolis-Hasting step given the current value 7(q),
which avoids computing the expensive sum and thus is more efficient. Explicitly, given the current

value myq, one draws My, from some proposal distribution Q(mpew|moig). Then accept Mipew

P(mnewh’vaUQytnyDn) . Q(Mora|Mnew)
p(moldh,c,UQ,tn,Dn) Q(mnew|mora)

is not unique, but can be made very simple. For instance, when m = m; (or msz), one draws m’

The choice of the proposal distribution Q(m'|m)

with probability

randomly from {m,m + 1} (or {m,m — 1}); when my; < m < mag, one draws m’ randomly from
{m—1,m,m+ 1}.

To complete the second step, we apply a nontrivial variation of the conventional blockwise tech-
nique (see [21, 45]) to sample 3;’s and ;’s, given an updated sample m(a+1) Note that the sample
ﬁg-q)’s from the previous g-th iteration have dimension m(® which might be different from mlatd),
This phenomenon of different dimensions makes the conventional blockwise sampling approach
fail since there is an underlying conflict between the current state of m and the (conditioning)
blocks from the previous iteration. Motivated from the “dimension-matching” technique in the
reversible jump MCMC approach (see [18]), we propose to modify the ,Bg-q)’s to be of dimension
m(7t1) to match the current state of m. Specifically, if m(@+1) < m(@ | define ,(:}g-q) to be an m(ath-
dimensional vector which consists of the first m(@*1) elements of ,Bg-q). If m@*tD) > m(D then define
B ((,B(q i m(q ) m(q)) , where 0;, denotes the h-dimensional zero vector. That is, Bg-q) is
m(7tY_dimensional with the first m @ elements being exactly the ones of B§q), and the remaining
m(at) — (@ elements being zero. If mtD) = ;@ then set ,(:}E»q) = ,Bg»q). Repeating the above
procedure for all j = 1,...,p, one gets ng)’s a “modified” set of samples from the previous stage.

Suppose we have updated samples (33 (a+1) ,’yiqﬂ )y (B§q+11 ,’ythl)), in which all Bg‘,ﬁl), for
i =1,...,5 — 1, are m¢™Y-dimensional. Define b = (B(?H),’y(qﬂ)) for j/ =1,...,5—1, by =
(,ng),yj( )) for j' = j+1,...,p, and b; = (8;,;), where 3; is an m(7+Y_dimensional nominal vector
and both 8; and v; will be updated. For convenience, define b_; = {bj,j'=1,...,p,j # j} to be

the conditioning blocks. The full conditional of b; given b_; and other variables highly depends on
(g+1) (g+1) _(a) (a)

thesize of y_; = (1" /... VGt V1o W ). Specifically, for effective sampling, |vy_ ]] cannot
exceed t(q) since otherwise the block b; will have zero posterior probability. When |~ _ ]] =1y ), ’yJ(qH)

has to be zero since otherwise the conditional probability becomes zero. In this case, one simply
+1
sets ng ) = 0,,+1)-
(a)

Next we suppose |y_;| < tp’. For j',j = 1,...,p, define Zg‘,”l) = (®j1,- s ®jpaen); an n
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Z. Shang and P. Li/Bayesian High-Dimensional Inference 15

by m(q+1) matrix, and define Z(q+1) = (ZE?H),]” #£ 4), an n by m@t1(p — 1) matrix. Similarly,
define B to be the m(q+1)( — 1)-vector formed by 3y (a+1) ,...aﬁthl ) B]H, e ,,(:}I(,q). Let u; =

Y — Z(_q;rl ,3(_(1]-. Note p(’yj,'y_j) = 1. Then we have from (4.1) that

p(ﬁjvlyj = 1|b—j70-(2q)7C(q)7tgzq)7m(q+1)7Dn)
(g+1)
B

< ”uj_zj
x exp|— 5

Tre
T
) ( 27TC(q)U(Q))_m(qH) det(T, 1) /% exp ( m) :

2
(9) 290 %(q)
(4.4)

Integrating out 3, in (4.4), one gets that

p(’Y] = 1‘b—]7 O-(zq)a c(q) ) tgzq)7 m(q+1) ) Dn)

w12 — uTzlet) o@y-1(g ety -
o det(QUT, i) (D)2 exp <_H ot S B T ) s

2
207,

where Qg.q) = (C(Q))_lT;ﬁqH) + (quﬂ))TZg.qH). Similarly, one gets from (4.1) that

2 (@) 4@ pla+D) I — 281
p(ﬂj/}/j :0|b—j70q 7Cq 7tnq ’mq 7Dn) X exXp | — 2 50(B]) (46)
(2) 202,
q
Integrating out 3, in (4.6) one gets that
112
Pl = Ofb_j, 0%, @ 10, m@+) D) o exp (—”2“—2”) . (47)
%(a)
Consequently, from (4.5) and (4.7) we draw 7](-[”1) from
1
_ . g2 +1 _
p(j = 1b_j,0%,, ¢ @ m@+) D,) = e (4.8)

Trz(a+1) ((@y\—1 7 (a+D\T
where 0; = det(Q\T, 1) /(@)™ /2 exp (_uj Z; (Qj ez

from (4.4) and (4.6) that

i > It can be shown
(q)

B = 16,08, @40, D) D, ~ N ((QF) 2wy, 08 (@) )
(B] - 0| (q+l - 07 b—jv 0(2q)7 C(q)vt(q)vm(q+l)7 Dn) = 17 (49)

n

from which Bg-qﬂ) is drawn. In the above procedure, finding the matrix product Z(_q;rl) B(_qj) is a
time-consuming step. It is possible to avoid computing this matrix product by iteratively using the

fOHOVViIlg I‘elation
—I—l e +1 N( ) +1 +1 +1 ~( )
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In practice, one only needs to compute Z(qul ,8 1 since the subsequent products can be iteratively
updated through (4.10).

The proposed blockwise sampling scheme (4.8) and (4.9) can be viewed as a generalization of
[21] from m = 1 (without group structure) to general m (with group structure). This generalization
is nontrivial because we allow m, the dimension of 3;, to change across the consecutive iterations.
When updating b; given the blocks from the previous iteration whose dimensions might be different
from the current value of m, we have to apply the “dimension-matching” technique to the previous
samples of 3,’s so that they have the same dimension as the current m. By doing so, one can apply
the conventional blockwise techniques to update the blocks consecutively. Note that when m does
not change across the iterations, there is no need to use such “dimension-matching” procedure.
Furthermore, the proposed blockwise technique can only be used for the constrained situation,
ie., when |[y_;| < t£{1>, which is essentially a constrained version (with group structure) of the
conventional blockwise sampling approaches.

Sampling 0. From (4.1), it can be easily seen that the full conditional of o2
o2yt glatl) pplath) o) la) p

1) - 1 _
n+ v+ mat|yla+l)| 1Y -z« g2 4 (ﬂ(q(jzrﬂ))TA (a+1) m(q+1)ﬁ,;1(j+3) () +1

~1G
2 ' 2

where IG(a,b) denotes the inverse Gamma distribution. Denote O'( ) as the updated sample.

+1
Sampling c¢. When g(c) is chosen to be the GZS prior specified as (3.7), we can use a Gibbs

sampling step to draw ¢4t1 . Indeed, the full conditional of ¢ is found to be

1 — 1
1G ( @D 2 4+ b, pH + (B(q&l))TA @+ 1) ma+n B q(jﬂ) (20'(2q+1))) :

When g(c) is chosen to be the GHG prior specified as (3.8), we need an Metropolis-Hasting step.
Explicitly, the full conditional of ¢ is

n

—mlat1) |~ (at1)| /o (g+1 AL q+1
T2 e <(ﬂ7<q+1)) (@ +1) m(a+1) 7<q+1)/(200q+1)))9(0)-

ple|yat), glath), 0(2(]4_1)7m(q+1)7t(¢D7 D,)

Write ¢ = exp(k), then the full conditional of & is

pr|y @t ﬁ(q+1),0(2q+1),m(q+1),t£{1),Dn)

o< exp (= (M) 2 = 1) k= (B TA e B /(2 exp(R)ad 1)) glexp(r)).

Given an old value kg, Araw Fpew ~ N(Koq,02) for some fixed o2. Then accept Kpe, With proba-

bility p(inew|y D, B9, 02 L m@D (0 D) /p(koraly D, B0 02 | m@tD (1) D).
Sampling t,. It is easy to see that the full conditional of t,, is uniform over [[y@+Y| T,], from

which we obtain t(q+1).
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5. Numerical Study

In this section we demonstrate the performance of the proposed method through empirical studies.
Specifically, we compare our Bayesian method based on GZS and GHG priors, denoted as BGZS
and BGHG respectively, with the iterative nonparametric independence screening combined with
penGAM, denoted as INIS-penGAM, and its greedy modification, denoted as g-INIS-penGAM,
both proposed by [11]. Other well-known approaches include the penalized method for additive
model (penGAM) proposed by [34], and the iterative sure independence screening (ISIS) combined
with SCAD proposed by [12, 15]; see [11] for numerical details.

We adopted two simulation settings considered by [24, 11] in the following examples in which
p = 1000 and n = 400. We chose somewhat arbitrarily the hyperparameter v = 6 in the prior
(2.4). In both the GZS and GHG priors defined by (3.7) and (3.8), we chose b = 0. To see how
sensitive the results are with respect to the choice of u, we considered difference values of u. The

test functions are defined by

sin(27z)

filz) =x, fo(z)= (22 —1)*, f3(z)=-——"—, and

- 2 —sin(27z)’
fa(x) = 0.1sin(27z) + 0.2 cos(2mz) + 0.3sin(272)? + 0.4 cos(27x)® + 0.5 sin(2mz).

Example 5.1. We adopted the simulation setting of Example 3 in [11]. Specifically, the data were
generated from the additive model Y = 5f1(X1) + 3f2(X2) + 4f3(X3) + 6f1(X4) + V/1.74e, where
e ~ N(0,1). The covariates were simulated by X; = (W; + pU)/(1+ p), j = 1,...,p, where W;’s
and U are iid draws from uniform distribution over [0,1]. p = 0 yields independent X;’s and p =1

yields dependent covariates with pairwise correlation 0.5.

Example 5.2. We adopted the simulation setting of Example 4 in [11]. This example is more
challenging in that it contains more true functions than Example 5.1. Specifically, the data were

generated from the following model

Y = fi(X1)+ fo(X2) + f3(X3) + fa(X4)
+1.5f1(X5) + 1.5f2(Xe) + 1.5f3(X7) + 1.5f4(Xs)
+2f1(X9) + 2f2(X10) + 2f3(X11) + 2f4(X12) —+ V 0.51846,

where € ~ N(0,1). The covariates X;’s were generated according to Example 5.1.

In Examples 5.1 and 5.2, [11] used five spline basis functions to represent the nonparametric
functions. In the present paper we considered both Legendre polynomial basis and trigonometric
polynomial basis. In both cases, we chose m; = 4 and mo = 6 so that the number of basis
functions m is varying around 5 to enhance flexibility. We used p = 0.5,0.6,0.8 and 0.8,0.9,1.1

for the above two bases, respectively, to demonstrate the insensitivity of the results. The MCMC
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algorithm introduced in Section 4 was implemented for posterior sampling. Results were based on
100 replicated data sets. Based on each data, we generated Markov chains with length 4000 for
each model parameter. The prior for ¢, was chosen as uniform in {1,...,7,}. Note in model (2.2)
there are at most m|vy| nonzero Fourier coefficients. In the present setup, this quantity is upper
bounded by mT,,. We chose T,, = [n/(3m)] so that the maximum number of nonzero coefficients
does not exceed n/3. In [10, 29] it was shown that the number of nonzero coefficients cannot exceed
n/2 for uniqueness of the solution in sparse recovery. Here we reduced the upper bound to n/3 to
gain more sparse solutions. For GHG prior, we chose 02 = 0.2 for the MH update of x in sampling
c; see Section 4 for detailed description.

Recall that the Fourier coefficient vector 8; may change dimension across iterations, i.e., the so-
called trans-dimensional problem. The resulting chains may include varying-dimension components.
It is well known in the literature that the classic approaches for convergence diagnostics may
fail. Following [19], we used the chains of MSE, a natural scalar statistics, to monitor MCMC
convergence of the Fourier coeflicients, which successfully resolves the trans-dimensional problem.
Although we are aware that such scalar statistics cannot guarantee convergence of the full chains,
its computational convenience is attractive. Moreover, the scope of the current paper focuses more
about the selection and estimation issues, for which monitoring convergence of the MSE chains
is believed to be a reasonable strategy. In our study we used Gelman-Rubin’s statistics (see [17])
to monitor convergence of the chains relating to MSE and the remaining parameters. Confirming
chain convergence, we dropped the first half of the posterior samples as burnins and only used the
second half to conduct statistical procedures.

We reported the average number of true positives (TP), the average number of false positives
(FP), the prediction errors (PE) based on BGZS and BGHG, and compared them with INIS and
g-INIS. Marginal inclusion rule is adopted to select the model. That is, the jth variable is selected if
its posterior exclusion probability P; = 1—p(y; = 1|D,,) < p for some quantity p € (0,1). We chose
P = 0.5 to yield median probability models; see [1]. The TP /FP is the number of true/false inclusions
in the selected model. The PE was calculated as Zqul Y — ?(q)\|2/(nQ), where 9= 7930 ig
the fitted response value obtained from the gth iteration. In other words, PE is the average value
of the mean square errors (MSE) along with the iterations.

Results on TP, FP and PE using BGZS and BGHG were summarized in Tables 1-2 and Tables
3-4, based on Legendre polynomial basis and trigonometric polynomial basis, respectively. Results
on INIS and g-INIS were directly summarized from [11]. In Example 5.1, we observed that, for both
bases, BGZS and BGHG perform equally well as INIS and g-INIS in terms of TP, but perform better
in terms of FP and PE.

In Example 5.2 where Legendre polynomial basis was used, both Bayesian approaches perform
better than INIS and g-INIS. Specifically, when p = 1 and p = 0.6, both BGZS and BGHG yield
larger TP, smaller PE, and comparable FP; when u = 0.8, both BGZS and BGHG yield smaller
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FP and PE, and comparable TP.

In Example 5.2 where trigonometric basis was used, the performance is not as good as using
Legendre polynomial basis, but is still satisfactory. Specifically, when p = 1 and p = 0.8, both
BGZS and BGHG yield slightly larger TP and FP than INIS and g-INIS (implying less conservative
selection results), and when p = 1.1, both methods yield slightly smaller TP and FP (implying
more conservative selection results); when p = 0, u = 0.8 or 0.9, both BGZS and BGHG can select
all the significant variables though they yield slightly larger FP. In all the cases, the proposed
Bayesian methods yield smaller PE.

The above results are not sensitive to the choice of u, though certain p may yield slightly better
performance. Due to the essentially different basis structures, the feasible ranges of p should be
slightly different. We found that, at least in the above examples, u € [0.5,0.8] and p € [0.8,1.1] are
feasible ranges for Legendre polynomial basis and trigonometric polynomial basis. Any choice of u
within these ranges can provide satisfactory results. Values outside the ranges may slightly lower

the level of accuracy.

o Method TP FP PE
0 INIS 4.00 (0.00) 2.58 (2.24)  3.02 (0.34)
g-INIS 4.00 (0.00)  0.67 (0.75)  2.92 (0.30)
BGZS p=0.5 4.00(0.00) 0.03(0.17) 2.25 (0.20)
uw=0.6 4.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.14) 2.25 (0.16)
pw=0.8 4.00(0.00) 0.03 (0.17) 2.23 (0.17)
BGHG p=0.5 4.00(0.00) 0.03 (0.17) 2.25 (0.20)
pw=0.6 4.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.14) 2.25 (0.16)
pw=0.8 4.00 (0.00) 0.03 (0.17) 2.24 (0.17)
1 INIS 3.98 (0.00) 15.76 (6.72) 2.97 (0.39)
g-INIS 4.00 (0.00) 0.98 (1.49)  2.61 (0.26)
BGZS p=0.5 399 (0.10) 0.06 (0.28)  2.02 (0.16)
pw=0.6 3.99 (0.10) 0.05(0.22)  2.00 (0.15)
pw=0.8 399 (0.10) 0.05(0.22) 2.04 (0.15)
BGHG p=0.5 3.98(0.14) 0.08 (0.30) 2.02 (0.16)
pw=06 3.99 (0.10) 0.06 (0.24)  2.00 (0.15)
pw=0.8 399 (0.10) 0.05(0.22) 2.04 (0.15)

TABLE 1
Simulation results of Example 5.1 using Legendre polynomial basis.

6. Conclusions

A fully Bayesian approach is proposed to handle the ultrahigh-dimensional nonparametric additive
models, and the theoretical properties are carefully studied. The numerical results demonstrate
satisfactory performance of the method, in terms of selection and estimation accuracy. The method
can achieve high level accuracy in both Legendre polynomial basis and trigonometric polynomial
basis. Therefore, basis selection is not a critically important issue for the proposed approach, though,
to make the approach highly accurate, the choice of the hyperparameter p in the proposed g-

priors should be slightly different in using different bases. The numerical findings suggest us to use
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p Method TP FP PE
0 INIS 11.97 (0.00)  3.22 (1.49)  0.97 (0.11)
g-INIS 12.00 (0.00)  0.73 (0.75)  0.91 (0.10)
BGZS =05 1198 (0.14) 0.74 (1.00)  0.60 (0.05)
pw=0.6 11.98 (0.14) 0.54 (0.86)  0.59 (0.05)
pw=08 11.98 (0.14) 0.41 (0.65)  0.60 (0.05)
BGHG =05 1198 (0.14) 0.70 (0.93)  0.60 (0.05)
w=0.6 11.98 (0.14) 0.58 (0.90)  0.59 (0.05)
pw=08 11.98 (0.14) 0.44 (0.67)  0.60 (0.05)
1 INIS 10.01 (1.49) 15.56 (0.93) 1.03 (0.13)
g-INIS 10.78 (0.75) 1.08 (1.49)  0.87 (0.11)
BGZS p=0.5 10.75 (0.80) 1.25 (1.30)  0.54 (0.05)
uw=0.6 10.92 (0.69) 1.08 (1.29)  0.54 (0.05)
w=0.8 10.76 (0.79)  0.88 (1.27)  0.54 (0.05)
BGHG p=0.5 10.74 (0.75) 1.13 (1.20)  0.54 (0.05)
uw=0.6 10.86 (0.72) 1.10 (1.18)  0.54 (0.05)
w=0.8 10.72 (0.80) 0.82 (1.13)  0.54 (0.05)

TABLE 2

Simulation results of Example 5.2 using Legendre polynomial basis.

o Method TP FP PE
0 INIS 4.00 (0.00) 2.58 (2.24)  3.02 (0.34)
g-INIS 4.00 (0.00)  0.67 (0.75)  2.92 (0.30)
BGZS p©=0.8 4.00(0.00) 0.04(0.19) 2.07 (0.14)
©w=0.9 4.00 (0.00) 0.06 (0.24)  2.07 (0.15)
pw=11 4.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.14) 2.09 (0.17)
BGHG p=0.8 4.00(0.00) 0.04 (0.19) 2.07 (0.14)
©w=0.9 4.00 (0.00) 0.06 (0.24) 2.07 (0.15)
pu=11 4.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.14) 2.09 (0.17)
1 INIS 3.98 (0.00) 15.76 (6.72) 2.97 (0.39)
g-INIS 4.00 (0.00) 0.98 (1.49) 2.61 (0.26)
BGZS p©=0.8 4.00(0.00) 0.08 (0.44) 1.76 (0.15)
©w=0.9 4.00 (0.00) 0.04 (0.20) 1.78 (0.12)
uw=11 4.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 1.76 (0.13)
BGHG p©=0.8 4.00(0.00) 0.10 (0.46) 1.76 (0.15)
©w=0.9 4.00 (0.00) 0.04 (0.20) 1.78 (0.12)
uw=11 4.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 1.76 (0.13)

TABLE 3

Simulation results of Example 5.1 using trigonometric polynomial basis.

20
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p Method TP FP PE
0 INIS 11.97 (0.00)  3.22 (1.49) 0.97 (0.11)
g-INIS 12.00 (0.00)  0.73 (0.75)  0.91 (0.10)
BGZS p©=0.8 12.00 (0.00) 1.22 (1.34) 0.54 (0.05)
pw=0.9 12.00 (0.00) 1.24 (1.27)  0.54 (0.06)
pw=11 11.88(0.32) 0.34 (0.77)  0.58 (0.05)
BGHG p=0.8 12.00 (0.00) 1.16 (1.40) 0.54 (0.05)
uw=0.9 12.00 (0.00) 1.10 (1.01)  0.54 (0.05)
w=11 11.88(0.33) 0.30 (0.68) 0.58 (0.05)
1 INIS 10.01 (1.49) 15.56 (0.93) 1.03 (0.13)
g-INIS 10.78 (0.75)  1.08 (1.49)  0.87 (0.11)
BGZS p©=0.8 10.86 (0.67) 2.18 (1.81)  0.44 (0.05)
w=0.9 10.76 (0.82) 1.34 (1.56)  0.47 (0.05)
pw=11 10.46 (0.86) 0.50 (0.81)  0.53 (0.05)
BGHG p=0.8 10.88(0.69) 2.06 (1.81) 0.44 (0.05)
w=0.9 10.68 (0.82) 1.58 (1.75)  0.47 (0.05)
pw=11 1044 (0.84) 0.48 (0.76)  0.53 (0.05)

TABLE 4
Simulation results of Example 5.2 using trigonometric polynomial basis.

€ [0.5,0.8] and p € [0.8,1.1] for Legendre polynomial basis and trigonometric polynomial basis,
respectively. The values outside these ranges are found to merely slightly lower the accuracy within
an acceptable range.

Acknowledge: Zuofeng Shang was a postdoctorate researcher supported by NSF-DMS 0808864,
NSF-EAGER 1249316, a gift from Microsoft, a gift from Google, and the PI’s salary recovery
account. Ping Li is partially supported by ONR-N000141310261 and NSF-BigData 1249316.

7. Appendix: Proofs
To prove Theorem 3.2, we need the following preliminary lemma. The proof is similar to that of
Lemma 1 in [40] and thus is omitted.

Lemma 1. Suppose € ~ N(0,021,) is independent of Z;’s. Furthermore, ma < n = o(p).

1). Let v~ be an n-dimensional vector indexed by v € S, a subset of the model space, and
ﬂy’
integer 1 < m < mgy. Adopt the convention that V£7m€/“V77m|’ =0 when vy, = 0. Let #S
denote the cardinality of S with #S8 > 2. Then

7 el
= Op (V1og(ma#) ) . (7.1)

Ve
In particular, let vy = (I, — P»-V)Z,.YO\,-VB,%O\,Y for v € Sa(ty,), we have

max Imax
1<m<ms ¥E€S ||[Vy,ml|

V3 mel

max max —2— = Op(y/logms + t,logp) = Op(\/t, logp). (7.2)
1<m<ma ¥€Ss(tn) |[Vy,m|

(ii). For any fized o > 4,

i Tp, - —s,) < ac? =1.
Jim. P<1<1}71;;>5n e e (Py — Pyo)e/(|7] sn)_aaologp> 1
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(iii). Adopt the convention that € Pye/|y| = 0 when v is null. Then for any fived o > 4,

lim P p < aogl =1.
o P (s, s P < oo

Proof of Proposition 3.1

Let C, = maxi<j<psup;>1 ||@jillsup- We first show that (3.2) holds with %ZgZ,y therein replaced
with E{%Z?;Z,y}. Then we show (3.2) by using concentration inequalities which establish sharp
approximations between %Z?;Z,y and E{%Z?;Z,y}.

For any a; = (aj1,...,a;m)’, j = 1,...,p, note Z;a; = i aj;® ;. Define a, to be the m/|vy|-
vector formed by a;’s with j € . Therefore, we get that =

T
al B{Z]Z }a, = E{ [ Y Zja, > Zja; | 2 =Y E{a]Z]Z;a;} + Y E{a]Z]Zja;}.
J€y J€y JEY j,q;ey
J7)

Since ¢j;’s are orthonormal in H,, E{a;*-FZ]TZjaj} =nkFE {(eril ajlgojl(ij‘))2} =n> " a?l. On the
other hand, for any j, j' € v, j # j', |E{al Z] Zya; }| = n| {32, ajepn(X;i) S0y ajupin(Xj)}]
np(|lj — j’\)\/z;’ll a?l \/Zl”;l a?,l. Therefore, by Cauchy’s inequality

m m
ST BTzl zpa) < 0 Y (i -5, Y a% | a2,
=1 =1

IN

5y el
J#j J#j
o
= n) pr)),
r=1 /
2
o0

DA

I
S
(]
2
3

r=1 jevy I=1 J€Y \J'€v,li—j'|=r

00 m m
SEDICNDIDILNED DR DD L
_ g1 J'l

r=1 jevy =1 JEY jl e, |j—j|=r I=1

00 m

2

ST )

r=1 JjEY =1

Therefore, for any m € [my, mso] and ~ # (),

1-2) p(r) < Ao (E{%Z£Z7}> <At <E{%Z£ZW}> <142 p(r). (7.3)
r=1

r=1

Next we look at the difference A = %(Zzzv - E{ZgZ,y}). The representative entry is
1 n
n Z[Cﬁjl(in)sﬁj'l'(Xj'i) — E{oj(Xji)pju (Xj)},
i=1
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for j,j’ € v, and [,I' = 1,...,m. Since ¢;;’s are uniformly bounded by Cl, fixing C' > 0 such that
C? > 8C:é, by Hoeffding’s inequality,

n

> len (X (Xi) — E{ou(Xji)eim (Xji)}| = Cy/nlogp

Li=1,. mo =1

- 2 2027'L lng 4-C2/(2C%)
S ZZ ZZGXP —W §2p ¥ —>0, as n — oQ.
%)

Therefore, max j ji—y .y |3 5= [051(Xji) oy (Xjri) — E{on(Xji)pyw (Xzi)}]| = Op(v/nlogp). De-

LI'=1,....,m2o

note Aj ;. to be the (j,1;j/,1')-th entry of A. By [22], with probability approaching one, for any
~ with |y| < 2t,, and m € [m1, mg], the spectral norm of A is upper bounded by [|A|[spectral <

t2 21 .
max Zje'y,lglgm 1A inw| < C”w, for some fixed large C’ > 0. That is, when n,p — oo,

t2m2logp
A 102
max max H Hspectral S ==
|v| <2t me[mi,mo]

o(1).
By Weyl’s inequality on eigenvalues (see [22]) and by (7.3), one can properly choose a small ¢y > 0
to satisfy (3.2), which completes the proof. Using similar proofs of Proposition 2.1 in [38], it can be

shown that (3.2) implies Assumption A.1. The details are straightforward and thus are omitted.

Proof of Theorem 3.2

Denote ,8? =( ?1, e ?m)T forj=1,...,p. Define kp, =3 ;0 HﬁgHz and ¥, = minco HB?H Be-
fore giving the proof of Theorem 3.2, we should mention that Assumption A.3 is actually equivalent
to the following Assumption A.4 which assumes the growing rates on terms involving the Fourier
coefficients of the partial Fourier series, i.e., k, and ,. The difference between Assumptions A.3
and A.4 is that [,, and 0, in the former are replaced with k,, and v, in the latter, respectively. This

modified assumption is easier to use in technical proofs.

Assumption A.4. There exists a positive sequence {h,,m > 1} such that, as m,my,my —
0, hy — 00, m~%h,, decreasingly converges to zero, mhy, increasingly converges to oo, and

Zm1§m§m2 1/hy, = o(1). Furthermore, the sequences mi,ma, by, Sn,tn, Un, k"’?n’ bn satisfy

(1). mahpmysn = o(nmin{1,v2}) and mi *hy, s2 = o(min{l,n"tm,y log(9, ). 2 ),

(2). tn > s, and t,logp = o(nlog(l + min{1,v2})); -

(3). kn = O(Qnﬂ%m) and log p = o(mq log (nQnTn%bz));

(4). masplog(1+ ne,) = o(nlog(l +min{l,v2})).
To see the equivalence, it can be directly shown by (3.1) that uniformly for m € [my, ms]

ly —kp = Z Z ‘5?1’2 < Cgspymy . (7.4)

je¥0 I>m+1
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On the other hand, for any j € ~° and any m € [mi,ma], we have ||fP% = S22, [85[* +
) ]ﬂ%F < S %\2 + Cgm® and, obviously, [|f7[Z > >, | %2, which lead to 1?2 <
02 <12 + Cgmy®. Therefore,

0< 62— 92 <Csmp® (7.5)
By (7.4) and (7.5) and direct examinations, it can be verified that Assumption A.4 is equivalent to
Assumption A.3. We will prove the desired theorem based on the equivalent Assumptions A.1, A.2
and A.4.

Throughout the entire section of proof, we use “w.p.a.1” to mean “with probability approaching

ne”. Using the trivial fact p(y°|D,,) = L soa» to get the desired result it is sufficient to
142000 150Dy
show % approaches zero in probability. For any v with |vy| < t,, consider the following
777" p(+°Dn)
decomposition

p(v|Dn ))
p(v°|Dy)
1 (p('y) > 1L 1 < det(W,) > 4P v 1+ YL, - 2,U;'2])Y
E\pv0) ) T 2% \det(W) 2 % 1+ YT (I, - P.)
_n+1/1 1+YT(In_Zﬁy°U;01Z£0)Y +n+1/10 1+Y'(1, - P,)Y
2 1+ Y (I, -Po)Y 2 1+Y'(I, -Po)Y )

Denote the five terms by Jy, Js, J3, Jy4, J5. It follows by Assumption A.2 that .J; is bounded below
uniformly for v € S(t,). It is also easy to see that J3 > 0 almost surely. To prove Jy is lower
bounded, by Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury (see [43]) ,

(2o + S) 7 = (Z00Zip) ™! = (Z00Zi0) ™ (B + (25 Zy0) ) (250 Z0) 7,

and by .0 > QannImsn and similar calculations in the proof of Theorem 2.2 in [38], it can be
shown that
1+ Y"1, - 20U, Z1,)Y
1+ Y (I, -Po)Y
Note Y = Z,yoﬂgo-i-’f], where ) = n+e€, 7 =3"c 0> 11 6%<I>jl, @i = (pi(Xj1), - 0u(Xu))T,

and € = (ey,...,€e,)T. Since for any m,

Y720 (210 Zy0)~ 2Z,TYOY'
1+ Y (I, - Po)Y

<1+4¢ 172

E{eTP,yoe} = ms,op, and

E{nl?} = nE{(Y_ Y BeaX;)*)

je€¥0 I=m+1

NSy, Z E{( Z 5?190jl(in))2}

je'yo l=m-+1

= nsnz Z |8 1]2<C5ns%m_“,

]6,70 l=m+1

IN
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where the last inequality follows by assumption (3.1), it can be shown by Bonferroni inequality

that as n — oo,

P ( max m_lh,_nleTP,yoe < sno*g) — 1, and P ( max  mh,t|n|? < C’gnsi> — 1. (7.6)

mi1<m<mg m1<m<mes

(7.6) will be frequently used in the proof of the main results in this paper. Since nTP,yon < |Inl?,

we have, w.p.a.l, for m € [my, ms],

Y'20(20,Z.0) 2L, Y < ( 18217 + 77 Zyo (22, Zy0) Zwon>
< 2 (||ﬂ%u2+cm 0 T (200 Zi0) ' 2507
< 2 (| 0H2 + 2con” nTP,yon + 2con_1eTP,yoe)
< 2 <|],300H2+200C53 M, + 2co0gn” mhm3n>
< 2 (||ﬂ30\|2 + 2c0Cps2my “hum, + 2cooin™ mghm23n> .

Since ky, > s,02 > s2my “hm, A1 tmahm, sp, wp.a.l, for m € [my, ms), YTZ70(Z,:COZ70)_2Z£0Y <
2k, (1 4+ 0(1)). On the other hand, w.p.a.1, for m € [my, ms],

Y (I, -Py)Y 7 (I, —Pyo)n=n" (I, —Pro)n+2n" (I, —Po)e — e P oe+e€'e

- 0O <nsim1_“hm1 +ny/s2my “hm, + mghm23n> +€ele
= €ele+0 <m/s%m1_ahm1 + mghm2sn> . (7.7)

By (1) in Assumption A.4, (7.7) implies Y7 (I, — P.0)Y = noj(1+op(1)). Therefore, w.p.a.1., for

m € [mq, ms),

g < g <1+M> _ o,

2
2 nﬁén7é%20t

where the last upper bound follows by k, = O@HT%Q), i.e., Assumption A.4 (3). This shows that,
w.p.a.l, Jy is lower bounded uniformly for m € [m1, mso] and ¢;’s € [Qn, bn).

Next we approximate J; in two situations. First, for v € Sy(t,,), a direct calculation leads to
YT(In -P,)Y = ”V'y,mH2 + 2V£,m’f7 + 7~7T(In —Py)n,

where vy = (I, — Py)Zyo\4 B0\, Since w.p.a.l., for m € [mi, mal, nT (I, — P,)n < [n|? <
Cans2my “h,, and €’ (I, — P )e < €l'e < 2no?, by Lemma 1 (iii), for a prefixed a > 4

77 (I, — PN > €' € — acit,logp — \/ZCgagnzsﬁmf“hml.
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Meanwhile, by Lemma 1 (i), for some large constant C’ > 0 and w.p.a.l., uniformly for m €
[m1,ma), V2 el < C'Vi10gpllvyml and [l m| < \/Cans2mi “hum, [Vym|. By Assumption
AL, |[Vyml? > cg'nap2, therefore we get that

YX(I, - P,)Y

_ t,logp ns2mi ®h tnlog p + ns2mi %h

1 2 n n'’t mi n n''v1 mi T
1+0 + +0 +

CO ’I’L”IIZ)n P \/ nw% \/ n¢% P nq}[)% € €

= c'npn(l+op(1) +e'e

Note Assumption A.4 (1) leads to ni/s2mi “hmy, + maohm,s, = o(ny?2) and ny/s2mi “hm, +

mahm, $n = o(n). By (7.7), we have, w.p.a.1., uniformly for m € [my, mao],

—1,2
Js > RT—FVIOg <1 4 % ¢n(12+ 0(1))> > ";‘V log (1 + C'y2)
90

v

for some large constant C’ > 0.
Next we consider v € Sy(t,). It can be checked by (7.7), Lemma 1 and straightforward calcula-
tions that for a fixed a > 4, w.p.a.1., uniformly for m € [mq, ms],

NTP —P ~
L S

L+ "~7T(In - P’yo)ﬁ

2|n|]* +2¢" (P, — P
TR O TRt )
1+7" (I, = Pyo)n
> ™ —2F v log | 1 205ms2my “humy + 2(|y| — sn)aod logp
1+€ele+ 0 <m/8%m1_“hm1 + mghm2$n>
L <1 B 205n8%m1_“hm12 +2(|y| = sn)aoh 10gp>
nog(1+o(1))

> (3005 ns2my “huny + 2(]7| — sn)aologp),

where the last inequality follows by ¢, logp = o(n), i.e., Assumption A.4 (2), the inequality that
log(l — x) > —2x when x € (0,1/2), and a suitably fixed ag € (4, a).
In the end we analyze the term J;. Using the proof of Lemma A.2 in [38], it can be shown that

for any ¢;’'s € ¢ , én] and m € [my, ma],

1
Jo > §m1(h] — sp,) log (1 + co_lngﬂ'ﬁm) for any v € Si(ty), and
Jy > _m;sn log (1 + conQ_San) for any v € Sa(t,). (7.8)

To make the proofs more readable, we give the brief proof of (7.8). When v € Si(t,), by Sylvester’s
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determinant formula (see [43]), Assumption A.1 and straightforward calculations we have

det(Uy) = det(Usyo)det <27\170+Z,y\,7 (I, zon;gzzo)zw\,yo)

v

det(Usyo) det (B30 + 20 0Ty = Poyo)Zoyi o )

V

det(U.0) det (E \1 o +co nIm|,y\,70|> .

Therefore,

det(W,)  det(X,) det(U,)
det(Woo) — det(S,0) det(Uno)

m(|vy|=sn) ma (|y|—sn)
> <1 + cgannTn%b) > <1 + calngﬂ'% > ' .

Taking logarithm on both sides, we get the first inequality in (7.8). When ~ € Ss(t,), since
det(W,) > 1, the second inequality in (7.8) follows by

Jo

v

1 1 1/2 1/2
~ 5 log(det(W0)) = — log (det (Im5n+2 z’, 270270»

> 23n

(14 congnti) > — log (14 cong, i) -

To the end of the proof, we notice that based on the above approximations of J; to Js, there
exist some large positive constants C' and N such that when n > N, w.p.a.1., for any cj’s € [Qn, O]

and m € [my, ma],

Z p(v|Dn)
p(°/D,)
~ES(t )
~ _ _ mi(|7Y| — S _
< C Z exp (306‘70 *ns2my “hum, + 2a0(]y| — s5) logp — ({7l = sn) 2| ») log(1 + ¢ 17@”7?2@))
YES1(tn)
tn 20{0 30 -2 2 —ah V—S8n
_ é Z <p_ 3n> p exp( BTy NSy ml)
-1
v=sn+1 U= $Sn (1 + Co n?nTgnQ)ml/2
- (PG ) )
v=1 v (1 + calnénTglf2)m1/2
_ ét"_s” P’ P?0 exp(3C505 2ns2my “hum, ) ’
B v=1 vl (1 + caannTglf2)m1/2
<

. 200 exp(3C0, “nsgmy “h
& exp P exp(_lg% nsyny mi) —1| —=0, asn — oo,
(1+c¢, n9n7%2)m1/2

where the last limit follows by Assumption A.4 (1)&(3), and by Assumption A.4 (4) we can make
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N large enough so that masy, log(1 + cong,7y) < 252 1og(1 + C'42) for n > N, which leads to

p(v|Dy) ~ 1 -, n-+v , 9
- < - o

Z p(v'D,) ¢ § : CXP | 5725 log(1 + congn i) 5 log(1+ C"Y%)
YES2(tn) ~YES2(tn)

C > exp (—n I Z log(1 + C'?/)%))
~ESa(tn)

< C-#Ss(tn) - (14 Clpp)~ (o)
< Cophn - 1+ C2)~ (/4 50, as n — oo,

IN

where the last limit follows by Assumption A.4 (2). This completes the proof of Theorem 3.2.
Before proving Theorem 3.4, we need the following lemma. The proof is similar to that of Lemma

2 in [40] and thus is omitted.

Lemma 2. Suppose € ~ N(0,031,). Adopt the convention that V,j;e/Hl/,yH = 0 when v = 0,
and €T Pye/|y| = 0 when ~ is null. Furthermore, ms < n = o(p).
: (7 _ 0 lvlel _ Vo Flogms
(i). For~ € Ty(ty), define vy = (I, P’Y)Z’YO\’VBWO\T Then | Jnax 7£&§n) ool = Op(v/sn +log ma).
(ii). For v € Ty(t,), denote v* =~ N~" which is nonnull. For any fived o > 6,

T(Py — Py
lim P max max < (Py v )€ < aagsn logp | = 1.
n—oo  \1<m<mo~eTi(ta) || — |77

(iii). Then for any fized o > 4,

lim P TP < aojl =1
i P (s, s e/l < o oss)

Proof of Proposition 3.3

Let C, = maxi<j<psup;>q ||¢jillsup- By Proposition 3.1, we get that (3.4) holds. Next we show that
(3.5) holds with p, oc mas2logp. Define A = ZSO\WP7Z70\7'
<I>£P7<I>jl for j € 4%\, and I = 1,...,m. By [5], any random variable ¢ almost surely bounded

The diagonal entry of A is A;; =

by a number b > 0 satisfies E{exp(a)} < exp(a®b?/2), i.e., £ is sub-Gaussian. Since p;;(Xj;),
i =1,...,n, are independent and uniformly bounded by C,, for any n-vector a = (a1, ... can)T,
E{exp(a”®;1)} = [T E{exp(aipji(X;i))} < [Iiz; exp(afC2/2) = exp(||a]]*C3/2), that is, ®;; is
sub-Gaussian. By Theorem 2.1 of [26], for some C' > 2 which implies 5CCZ|y|logp > CZ(|v| +
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2/|y|t + 2t) with t = C|v|log p, we have
P max ~ max = max <I>;*-F1P,V<I>jl/|7| > C’C’fp log p

me[ma,ma] 0<|y[<sn jEvO\v
=1,...m

< Y Y Y P(@IP,@; = CC2y|logp)
1<m<ma 0<|y|<sn jev°\v
l:17...,m
< ¥ ¥ Y& {P (@ﬁpﬂm > CC2ly| 10gp‘Pw>}
1<m<mgo 0<|’)"<57l jE’yO\’V
l:17...,m
< Z Z Z exp(—C|v|logp)
1<m<ma 0<|y|<sn je~O\vy
=1,....m
87L_1 p Sn_l pr
< mgsn Z <T>p—0r < mgsn Z ﬁp—Cr’ < mgsn(exp(pl_c) - 1) = O(m%sn/p) - 0(1)7
r=1 r=1 '

therefore, max, e, my] MAX(< || <s, TAX jcq0\ <I>;*-FIP7<I>]-1/\7] = Op(log p). So with probability ap-
=1,...m

proaching one, for any m € [my,ms] and v € T(s,, — 1)\{0}, \¢ (ZgPWZW) < trace (ZgP,yZ,y) <

C'mas? log p, for some large constant C’ > 0. This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.4 (i)

Like in Assumption A.4, one can replace 6,, and [,, in Assumption B.3 by v, and k,, while preserving
an equivalent condition. Specifically, by the statements in the beginning of Theorem 3.2, it can be

shown that the following assumption is an equivalent version of Assumption B.3.

Assumption B.4. There exists a positive sequence {hp,,m > 1} such that, as m,mi,my —
o0, hy — o0, m~%h,, decreasingly converges to zero, mhy, increasingly converges to oo, and

Zm1§m§m2 1/hy, = o(1). Furthermore, the sequences mi, ma, Ry, Sn,y Un, k"’?n satisfy

(1). mahpmysn = o(nmin{1,v2}) and mi *hy, s% = o(min{l,n"tm,y log(9, ) Un});
(2). k=06 72,);
(8). max{p,,s2logp} = o(min{n,my log(n?nTgw)}).

Next we will prove the theorem based on Assumptions B.1, B.2 and B.4. We first show that

w.p.a.l, for m € [mq, ma], Ir%a(x )p(‘y|Dn)/p(’y N~°D,,) converges to zero. Since the denominator
YEL] tn
is bounded by max p(|Dy), it follows that max p(v|Dn)/ n%a(x p(v|Dy) — 0 in probability.
Ia% t t YyE

0lln ~yel1(tn o(tn
Second, we show, w.p.a.1, for m € [my1,ms], max p(vy|D,)/p(B|D,) — 0. This will complete the
YET2(tn

proof. Next we proceed in two steps.
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Step 1: Consider the following decomposition for v € Ti(t,),
D,
g (21221
p(v*|Dn)
W 1+Y"(1, - Z2,U'2])Y
—10g<p(7)>+llog<det( 7)>+n+ylog (T +U5 Z5)
p(v*) 2 det(W4+) 2 1+Y' (I, -P,)Y
n+v 1+ Y"1, - 2+~ U ! ZL)Y Lty <1+YT(In—P7)Y>
— (0] ’
2 B\ T 1YTa, Py 2 1+ Y (I, P )Y

where v* = yN~? # 0. Denote the five items by Ji, Jo, J3, Js, J5. We use the methods in the proof
of Theorem 3.2 to analyze the five terms. Note that J; is bounded below by Assumption B.2, and

J3 > 0 almost surely. To handle .J4, using Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury matrix identity,

1+ Y (1, - Z,- Ul ZL)Y
1+ Y71, - Py )Y
Y72 (21, 2)"t — U N ZE Y
1+Y(1, - P, )Y
Y 2 (212 ) (B + (222 ) ) (2024 ) T 2L Y
1+Y'(1, - Py )Y
Y2\ (22.2.,-) 22 Y
1+Y'(I, - Py)Y
1+ Y71, - Py )Y '

- 1+

IN

14+ ¢ 172

< 1429 ',

Without loss of generality, assume Zo = (Zy+, Z40\4+) and Bgo = ((B5)7, (Bgo\,y*)T)T. By a

direct calculation it can be examined that

T —1T
2007 (21 2 ) 220 T = ( Ty (2 2y ) " 2 Lo\ >
* y*HYE T T _ T T ComT .
! Z’YO\W* Z’y* (Z’Y* ZPY*) ! Z’YO\’)’* Z’y* (Z,.y* Z’Y*) 2Z'7* Z’VO\W*

By Assumption B.1, w.p.a.1, for v € T5(t,,) and m € [mq, mo],

dopn

)

*PW*Z n

d
T T —2rT 0
N (2000 2o (252 ) P2 Zop ) € 0N (Zigo\ g Py Zigpye) <

which implies, w.l.p., Ay (ZSO Z,y*(Z:* zv*)—2z§* Zw°> <1+ do%. Therefore, it can be shown that

_ d
(B50) 200 By (23 Zeye) P21 20 B0 < (L4 =Lk,

On the other hand, by (7.6) in the proof of Theorem 3.2, it can be shown that, w.p.a.1, for m €

[m1,ma], 7" Zy(Z1.2) 22057 < 280 (|In|]> + €'Poe) < 22 (0B spmahm, + Camy “hp,ns?).

Meanwhile, by (7.7), Y'(I, = P4<)Y > Y'(I, - PL0)Y = €Te+ O (m [s2mi B, + mghm2sn>.
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So for m € [m1, my], and ¢;’s € [¢_, $n), we have 0 < —J; < 2 ]og <1 + 2(1+d°’;%"7)§"218+°13(1))> —
Ln m2
Op(1) since k, = O@nﬁw) (see Assumption B.4).
To approximate J5, without loss of generality, we may assume Z~o = (Z«, Z70\7*) and ,8,070 =
((B,Oy*)T, (BSO\W*)T)T~ It can be shown by Assumption B.1, B.4 (1), (7.6), and Lemma 2 (ii) that

Y'(P, - P)Y
2(6'070\'7*)TZT Py — Pv*)Zvo\ngow +4nT (P — P )n + 4ef (P — P e

IN

YO\
< 9 0 2 4(C 2 —ap 2 21
— an,B,.YO\,.Y* + ( annml mi +ao_08n ng)
< 2gn(HB9yo\,-y* 2 + Oél),

where g, = max{p,,ns2m; “hpm,, s2logp}, a > 4 and oy are fixed positive constants. On the other
hand, define v+, = (I, — Pv*)z’yo\q*ﬁgow*- Then by Assumption B.1, ||y« |2 > (dy'n —

Pn)”ﬁgow* 2. By Lemma 2 (i), w.p.a.1, for any m € [my,ms] and ~ € T (t,),

YH(1, -P,)Y
= ”V'yﬂm”z + 2’/3*,77177 +a" (I, - P )n

VSn +logmg + \/nsZmi hpy,

2

” Y ”
1

> vyeml® | 1+0 +ele— € Pooe—2|nl|-[le]

+ele— agsanth

= ((dg"n = )18 2 + o) (1 + 0(1)),

for some constant C’ > 0. Therefore, for some large positive constant C”, w.p.a.1, for any m €

[m1,mso] and v € Ty (t,),

T - *
Ko~ PV, <1 - YT(P,y P, )Y>
2 Y (I, -Py)Y
> v log | 1— 2"%(”'820\7*”2 *on) > —C"gy,.
2 ((dg'n = pa) B0\ |I? + nog) (1 +0(1)) ) —

By similar arguments in the proof of Theorem 3.2, it can be shown that for any m € [m1,mo], ¢;’s
S [Qn,(ﬁn], and v € T1(ty), Jo > "5+ log(1 + (do_ln — pn)QnT%Q). So, w.p.a.l, for any m € [mq, ma)
and v € Ty (t,), for some constant C>0

p(v|Dn)

C m —1 2 "
E A b L ——1 1 dt = p, . .
p(v*Dn) = CexP( 2 °g< +(ndy” —p )Qnng) +C" ) =0

max—yETl(tn)P(’Y\Dn) o
Maxy ey () P(YDn) p(1).

Thus, mMaXy, e my ,ms] maXCje[?n@?n]
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Step 2: Next we consider the following decomposition for v € Tx(t,,),
p(‘YIDn)>
p(0/Dy)
p(v) 1 (det(Wv)>
—log | —== | + zlog | —<=
’ <p<w>> 2% \det(Wy)
T —1T
ntv (1 +Y'(1, - 2,U; ZW)Y> A <1 +YT(1, - PW)Y> ‘

_|_
2 1+YN(I, -P,)Y 2 1+YTY

Denote the above four terms by Ji,Js, J3, J4. It is clear that Jy is lower bounded, and Js > 0.
We approximate Jy. For v € Th(t,,), let vy = P,YZ,YO,B,OYO. By Assumption B.1, ||V ml? < pnkn.

Thus, by Lemma 2, for some fixed a > 4, for any m € [mq, ms],

Y'P,Y

IN

2 (|[Vy,ml® + 20" Pyn + 2" Pye)
2(pnkn + 2C’anim1_“hm1 + 2a0(2]sn logp) < 2g,,(kn + a2),

A

2
n

hand, since E{|(Z08%0)"€|*/[|Z10B850 %} = 0§ we have [(Z,08%)" €| /||Z10B%| = Op(1). Thus,
|(Z0B50) 701 < 1 Zo 51l - (Iml] + Op(1). Since \/s2m; “hu, = 0(¥2) = o(kn), we have

Y'Y = [|Zy0B%I? + 2Zy0B8%) 7 + 77

1+ ns2mi;h -
= X082 1405 \/ B ) ) (14 op(1)) + Op (yfntstmy
n

X082 1> (1 + 0p(1)) 4+ nog(1 + op(1))
> (dy'nk, +nol) - (1+0p(1)).

where g, = max{py,ns;mj “hm,, s, logp}, and as is some fixed positive constant. On the other

Therefore, w.p.a.1, for v € Ty(t,,) and m € [m1, mo], Jy > 23~ log (1 — %) > —C'g,, for
some large constant C’ > 0.

Meanwhile, by similar proof in Step 1, it can be verified that for v € T5(¢,,) and m € [mq, ma],
Jo > Ttlog(l + ndalgﬂﬁm) which holds for ¢;’s € [Qn,qz_bn] Then w.p.a.l, for v € Ty(ty), ¢;’s
€ (8, ,dn] and m € [mi, my),

p(7|Dy)

) - L /
- < o _
p@D,) =P ( 5 l0g(l+ndy ¢, 7,) +C gn) op(1),

maX ey (t,) P(Y[Dn)
maxX ey (t,,) P(¥[Dn)

where C is some large positive constant. This shows MAX;ne my ,mo) MAXe e[ ]

op(1). This shows the desired result. B

Proof of Theorem 3.4 (ii)

Under Assumption B.4, it can be shown using similar arguments in the beginning of the proof of

Theorem 3.2 that Assumption A.3 (4) is equivalent to the following assumption, i.e., Assumption
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A4 (4),
masny log(1 4 nd,) = o(nlog(1 + min{1,21)). (7.9)

Similarly, (3.6) can be shown to be equivalent to

1850\ II* < 0618511, (7.10)

where b, > 0 is constant. To see this, using (3.1) and ¥2 > m* (see Assumption B.4 (1)), it can

be shown that 3,c. 1792 = 83121+ 0(1)) and X5,y 17912 = 18301, (0L + o(1)), uniformly
for m € [m1,mg]. Then it can be seen that (7.10) is equivalent to (3.6). Next we will prove the

theorem based on Assumptions B.1, B.2, B.4, (7.9) and (7.10).

For the ~ specified in the theorem, we consider the following decomposition
(@\Z)
~¥|Z)
o ( ( > 1 ( 1 ) ntv, 1+ Y"1, - 2,U;'2])Y
= — = — 0
% \p(v) 210 t(W5) 2 % 1+ Y1, - P,)Y
n+v ( 1+Yl'y >
lo .

2 1+Y7(1,-P,)Y

Denote the above four terms by Ji, Jo, J3, J4. Again, Ji has finite lower bound. By similar proof in

+

Step 1 of Theorem 3.4, one can show that w.p.a.1, for m € [m;, ms] and ¢;’s € [Qn, bn], 0 < —J3 =
Op(1).

Y'P,Y .
To analyze J4, note Jy = "TJ”’log <1 + m) Let vy, = P,VZ,yoBgo. It can be di-

rectly examined by property of P that v, ,, = Zﬂy,B,Oy + P’VZ’YO\’Y'B’OYO\')"
and |85, [1° < BllB5I1°, Le., (7.10), we have [(85)7Z Py Zoo\o 85\, < 1248511 - v/pabpI85]-
Meanwhile, HZ,y,C'}OH2 > ndngBOH2. Therefore, by p, = o(n), it can be shown that |v.,|? =
12,322 <1 (BO)TZHTZPW;HZ\ﬁvO\v n [P~ ||7Z0\;Oﬁﬁ20\7|| > = 1248 |2 (1+0(1)), for all m € [my,ms).
Since for each m € [mq, ma], V,:Cme/Hu%mH ~ N(O,ag), we get mMaxX,em; ms] |V':C,m€|/||'/%m‘| =

Op(y/logmy). Also note, w.p.a.1, for m € [my,ms), ll/g,mnl <Ny mll- Il < 1/ Cans2mi “hum, [[Vy.m],
thus we get that

By Assumption B.1

Y'P,Y > |vyml?+208 0

ns2mi “hy,, +logm _
= wanl? (1405 \/ e LROBTE ) ) > g8 21+ o (1),
n

To approximate YT (I, — P,)Y, let &y, = (I, — Po)Z ,70\,7,300\,7 It can be verified that
MaX € my mo] |ﬁ£me|/\|ﬁvm|| = Op(y/Togmy), and, by Assumption B.1, we have ||, > > (ndy '~
Pn)‘|570\7||2 and ||Dy,m|? < nd0||,870\,y\|2 < ndobf)HBwHQ. Therefore, it can be shown by direct cal-

culation that w.p.a.1, for m € [my, ms],
Y (L, = Py)Y < ([[Fy,mll” +nog) (1 + 0p(1)) < (ndoby||B5 1% + nog) (1 + op(1)).
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Therefore, w.p.a.1, for m € [mq, ms],

d7 118212 (1 1
L PR ||/87H0( +0(2)) L ntv
(ndoby |85 17 + nog) 2

Jy >

1+ 0(1) )2
=15 )

I 1+ .
o8 ( 3, G2+ G

where (o = 02/(dob})) and the last inequality follows by || 53”2 > 1)2. Therefore, we can get that
Ji > 2 og (1+ 20 min{1/2, 43/(260)}).
Finally, by the proof of (7.8), it can be shown that w.p.a.1, for m € [my,mg], Jo > —72* log(1+

dongnt?). So by (7.9), w.p.a.1, for m € [my,ms], as n — oo,

p(#|Dy)
»(>D)
< Conp (M2 g1+ dun?) ~ 1o (14 1 ming1 2,226} ) ) =0
0~0

where C is a large positive constant. This completes the proof.
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