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Limiting behavior of the Jeffreys
Power-Expected-Posterior Bayes Factor in
Gaussian Linear Models

D. Fouskakis* and I. Ntzoufras!

Summary: Expected-posterior priors (EPP) have been proved to be extremely useful for testing
hypothesis on the regression coefficients of normal linear models. One of the advantages of us-
ing EPPs is that impropriety of baseline priors causes no indeterminacy. However, in regression
problems, they based on one or more training samples, that could influence the resulting posterior
distribution. The power-expected-posterior priors are minimally-informative priors that diminish-
ing the effect of training samples on the EPP approach, by combining ideas from the power-prior
and unit-information-prior methodologies. In this paper we show the consistency of the Bayes fac-
tors when using the power-expected-posterior priors, with the independence Jeffreys (or reference)
prior as a baseline, for normal linear models under very mild conditions on the design matrix.

Keywords: Bayesian variable selection; Bayes factors; Consistency; Expected-posterior priors;
Gaussian linear models; Objective model selection methods; Power-expected-posterior priors; Power
prior; Training sample; Unit-information prior.

1 Introduction

|Rér§Zjnd_B_@:gﬂd (lZDﬂj) developed priors for use in model comparison, through utilization of the
device of “imaginary training samples” ) |20_O_4L lS_piﬁgﬁlhalI&rjnﬁLSmiiﬂ, h.%ﬁ, hmkﬂ, |l9_9_ﬂ)
They defined the expected-posterior prior (EPP) as the posterior distribution of a parameter vector
for the model under consideration, averaged over all possible imaginary samples y* coming from
a “suitable” predictive distribution m*(y*). Hence the EPP for the parameters of any model
M, € M, with M denoting the model space, is

7E(0,) = / 7 (Ol m* (y°) dy” (1)

where 7Y (0,|y*) is the posterior of 8, for model M, using a baseline prior 7' (8,) and data y*.
An attractive option for m* arises from selecting a “reference” or “base” model M, for the
training sample and defining m*(y*) = m{'(y*) = f(y*|My) to be the prior predictive distri-

bution, evaluated at y*, for the reference model M, under the baseline prior 73 (6y). In the
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variable-selection problem that we consider in this paper, following the skeptical-prior approach
described by [Spiegelhalter, Abrams and Myles (1299_4,, Section 5.5.2), the constant model (with no
predictors) is a good reference model. This selection makes calculations simpler, and additionally
makes the EPP approach essentially equivalent to the arithmetic intrinsic Bayes factor approach
of Berger and Pericchi (1996).

One of the advantages of using EPPs is that impropriety of baseline priors causes no indetermi-
nacy. There is no problem with the use of an improper baseline prior 7)Y (8,) in (Il); the arbitrary
constants cancel out in the calculation of any Bayes factor. However, in regression problems, EPPs
are based on one or more training samples, that could influence the resulting posterior distribution.

To diminish the effect of training samples on the EPP approach and simultaneously to pro-

duce a minimally-informative prior, [Fouskakis, Ntzoufras and Drapgﬂ (Ig)ﬁ) introduce the power-
expected-posterior priors (PEP), by combining ideas from the power-prior approach of i
dﬁ) and the unit-information-prior approach of ). As a first step,
the likelihoods involved in the EPP distribution are raised to the power % and density-normalized.
This power parameter ¢ is set equal to the size of the training sample n*, to represent information
equal to one data point. Regarding the size of the training sample, n*, this is set equal to the
sample size n; in this way the selection of a training sample and its effects on the posterior model
comparison is completely avoided.

In what follows, we examine variable-selection problems in Gaussian regression models. Thus,
for any model M,, with parameters 8, = (3,,0?), the likelihood is specified by

(Y‘Xg,ﬁg,U?,Mg) NNn(XZ/Bfaal?IrJa (2>

where Y = (Y7,...,Y,) is a vector containing the (real-valued) responses for all subjects, X, is an
n x dy design matrix containing the values of the explanatory variables in its columns, I, is the n xn
identity matrix, 3, is a vector of length d, summarizing the effects of the covariates in model M, on
the response Y and o7 is the error variance. Furthermore we denote the imaginary/training data
set y*, their size by n*, and the corresponding imaginary design matrix by X* of size n* x (p+1),
where p denotes the total number of available covariates. Following the PEP methodology we set
n* =n and X* = X.

For any M, € M, we denote by 7 (8,,0Z|X;) the baseline prior for model parameters 3, and
o?. Then the power-expected-posterior (PEP) prior /%" (8,, 02| X}, §) takes the following form:

my (Y%, 0)

PEP 2 Nk N 2|5
s By o7 | X;,0)=m,(8,,0;|X N Tor
1 (Beyoi | X5,9) ¢ (B, 071X7) mN (y*| X; ,0)

Y| Be,of, Mo X ,0)dy™, (3)

where f(y*| 8,02 M;:X;,8) o f(y*|B,,02, My;X;)s is the EPP likelihood raised to the power
of % and density-normalized, i.e.,

* >U2>M;X*% * *7X* 7U2In*%
fy*| By o8, My; X5, 6) = AN ; . *Z); = fre (4 fﬁg 26 )1
ff(y*‘ﬁbo-éa MZ7X£)6dy* fan* (y*7 XZ/BZ7O-( In*)‘sdy*
= fn,. (¥ XiBy,00710) (4)

here fn,(y; p,X) is the density of the d-dimensional Normal distribution with mean g and co-
variance matrix X, evaluated at y.

The distribution mY (y*|X;,d) appearing in (B]) is the prior predictive distribution (or the
marginal likelihood), evaluated at y*, of model M, with the power likelihood defined in (@) under
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the baseline prior 7Y (3,07 | X}), i.e
m (| X3, 6) = / Fr (s XiBy, 502 1) 1l (B, , 07| X2) dB, do? (5)

Here we use the independence Jeffreys prior (or reference prior) as the baseline prior distribu-
tion. Hence for any M, € M we have

* Ce
T (Be,0? 1X) = . (6)
A

where ¢, is an unknown normalizing constant; we refer to the resulting PEP prior as J-PEP.

2 The conditional J-PEP prior distribution

In the following, we denote by
H, = X,(XIX,)"'X] and P, = I,, — H,

and the corresponding measures based on Xj by Hj and P , respectively.
Under (@), the corresponding marginal likelihood with response data y* explanatory variables
X5 and likelihood function raised to the power of 1/4 is given by

*_d n
T X;|7V2r (L . Z) RSS:™ 7,

my (y*[X7,0) =

where RSS; is the residual sum of squares given by RSS; = y** P} y*.
The J-PEP prior for the parameters of model M, is given by

zPEP( 60 Z‘Xb ) = /ﬂ-év(/abO-l?|y*7XZ75)m(J)V(y*‘X875)dy

X5
= /f(y*|,3570'?7M£;Xg7) (@a%‘xé)%dy

= // [/ f(y*|ﬁéao-lgaMZ;XZ’5)f(y*|60>00>M0aX3> )WN(BZaUﬂXz)dy*
my (y*|X3, )

*

<l (Bo, 02|X5)dBodo?
- / / B(By, 0218y, 02: X5, )1 (8o, 02|X5)dBydor?

with the conditional J-PEP prior given by

fN (y*; Xgﬁg,(SO’?I )fN (y*'Xoﬁm&TgI )CZ/Ue%dy*

WE/J_PEP(BbUﬂBOvUS;XZv d n* de
P20 (M) RSS2

Cg7T2

%(dg n*

™
2

7 (Y XuBy, 6071,0) i, (U5 XeBy, 6021, )y (7)
UZF( 2 )

XX |42 / RSSZ



where Eo = (60T,OdTZ_dO)T and 0y being a vector of zeros of length k. The product of the two
normal densities involved in the integrand is given by

n*— _n*fd
= (20) " [5(o2 +oR)] T T TN . (v ETDETY)
a * * _1
% fe, (Bri B (07 + o) (Xi7X7) ™) (®)
with
o2+ o 1 = 1 1 o2 = 2
E= (4521, and D= —X} —Xi8, = =X} :
< dodo? ) o dol Bo ¥ do? B 6t <O’€ +00ﬁ o? —i—azﬁé)

Note that () was obtained from the property

Fr (U XO1L A v, (4: X020, Ao) = (27) 772 | Ay + Ao VX T (A + Ap)TIXG |12
X fa, (Y;ET'D,ETY) f, (©15 09, A1 + Ay) 9)

with
E=A7'"+A;" and D = A;'X0O, + A, X0, .

Expression (@) can be easily obtained using the identity:
(y — X01) AT (y — XO1) + (y — XO2)TA  (y — XO,) =
= y' By — 2y (AT'XO; + A;'X0;) + 0] + XTAT'XO, + 6] + X"A;'X0,
[CTy — C_lD]T[CTy — C_lD] + (@2 — @1)TXT(A1 + Ag)_1X(@2 — @1),

with C a n x n lower triangular matrix (the Cholesky decomposition) with non zero elements in
the diagonal such that E = CC”.
Replacing (8)) in (), we obtain

—L(dg—n*) . W
T B0 o X5.0) = S XX B+ o)) X
¢ 2
a * %\ —1
X [N, (ﬁé%ﬁoﬂs(az? +00) (X;X7) )
n*fdz
<[ W PY) T e (0 E DE ) dy (10)

We set
o E1/2 (y* _ E—lD) _ <1/2(y* _ XZP)
where ( = (%) and I' = ({6)~! ( 2+0260 + U2+ 2B£> Therefore we have y* = (~'/22 + X;T,
0~¢

dy* = (""" /?dz and
Iy (WHETDET) dy” = [, (20,1, dz



since the term ¢~"/2, coming from the Jacobian of the transformation, cancels out with the

determinant of the variance, that is |E|'/? = ¢""/2. Moreover,
Y TPy = (V24 XGT)TR (V2 + XT))
_ —IZTP*Z + _1/2ZTP*X*P ‘I’ PTX*TP* _1/2Z _I_ PTX*TP*X*F
¢ 08 ¢ Ty 0 Fry
= ('2"P;2 (11)

since X;'P}; = P;X; = 0.
Returning back to (I0) we obtain

WZ_PEP( £ O-lg|ﬁ0a O-g; XZ? 5) =

* * -1 n*—d — _
= 27 [o—?r (” dz)] B3+ 02" > S (B Bo 80} + 03 (Xi7X) )

n*fdz ”*7dZ

< [ EPR) T e (0.1 dz

n*fdl n*fdz

n*— i * d 171 _”*7dZ n*— n*—
_ g p<” f) (o2 + 0] 7 6T (02) T (o) T (02 4+ o)

<t (86T 000% + (X)) B [(2Pim) 5]

n*— i *— d 17t n*— n*— *
= F(n Z) (03) 2" (07) 2 " Nod + o))

n z—dl F(n 2 L + %)

Lty

Xan* (BZ;§0,5(03 + US)(XZTXE)A) 2

since . hF(h+r/2)
E[(zKz)"] =2 2

where K is idempotent and z ~ N(0,1,,) and therefore zKz ~ x?; where r is the rank of K.
Therefore ([I2]) becomes

- * F(n* - dé) _n*idf "’L**d(_ 0'2 _(n*_dl)
m (B ol Bo, 00: X, 8) = W(US) (07) 1<1+U—‘;
=55) :
<. (BB 80t + D) (XG7X7) ) (12

3 The J-PEP Bayes factor

The Bayes factor of any model M, versus the reference model M, under the J-PEP-prior approach,
is given by
J fra (93 XeBy, 07L) )~ (By, 071X, 0)dB,doy

f I (Y5 XoBo, o51n) 70 (B, 05 1X5)dBodog

J-PEP _

with the denominator given by

n—dg

_ d _
m) (y]Xo) = com @~ |XTX,| V2T <%) RSS,

bt



Using ([I2)), the nominator is given by
my =P (ylXe, X7, 0) =
- / / / / F (3 XeBe, 021w P (B, 0218y, o3 X, 0)md (B, 031X dBdor?dBydort
“ 3 * %\
= ////U_%CZan(ZU?XZﬂZ’Ul?In)deZ (55550>5(03+U?)(X5TX4) 1) dB,dotdB,do?,

with

o2\ "L (0 — dy)
Ce=(o5)" = (o) = (1 + —é) R (13)
(%)

Integrating out 3,, we obtain

_ « & =
ml P X0 = [ [ [ S0 i XiBy )] dBydotast
0
with
S = 021, + 8(0? + 02)X, (X7 X;) T'XT

The above expression was obtained using the following formula:
[ 50581 A i, (013 02, 42 401 = i, (3: X002, Ay + XAXT)
Moreover,
mi w1, X0 = [ [ [ S0 [t X8, =) ] apydotaot
= / / / ;-%Ce [ (y; XoBo, X)) dBydaiday

IS _n—d _ - _ 1
= [ [ G| en s e { 5o sy } | dotact

where

-1
As =3 =T X (XX xE

since
/an(y;XQA)d@ = (2m) " AT AXTATIX Y
X exp {—%yT [A_l - A_1X(XTA_1X)_1XTA_1] y}

with X being a n x p matrix.



Substituting expression (I3)), we obtain

—(n*—dy) *

" _n 7‘12 n*fdl_ 0'2 F(n - d@)

my PEP(y|X,, X, 6) = // (07) 2 1<1+0—§) T (k)
2

n— _ 1
x [(2@- g Xl exp { g0 sy | ot

nfody —(n*—dy)
n— d n —d 2 0.2 ¢
= co(2m)” L n_dlg// ( ) (1—|-0_)
0

x |20 |72 XIS T XK |2 exp ——yTAgy do?do?. 14
l 0~ 2 4 0

We now set

2
o

r=1/og+oF and¢:arctan< a_g>
0

for r € [0,400) and ¢ € [0, 7/2]. The inverse transformations are given by

o2 =r?cos’ ¢ and o} = r?sin’ ¢ (15)

while the Jacobian is

902 D02 8(r2 cos? 92 cos? .
Jré) = S0 a%? B (r i 9) (o gjf 9) | 2rcos?¢ —2r?cos¢sin g
" | 997 99 | T | AGZsin?g)  (Or?sin?¢) | T | 2rsin?¢  2r2sin ¢ cos ¢
or  9¢ or A
= 4r%sin ¢ cos ¢(cos? ¢ + sin® ¢) = 41 sin ¢ cos ¢ . (16)

Then, the matrix X, becomes equal to
S, = oL+ 8(0F + od)Xe(X;TXE) XT = ?sin® 6 L, + 20X, (XTX;) T XT = 2B(e) (17)
with B(¢) being a n x n matrix given by
B(¢) = sin® ¢ I, + 6%, (X;7X;) 7'XT (18)
while Ay, can be rewritten as
Ay = 27 o wX, [ng’[lxo] T xryy

= r?B7@) =BT (6)Xo [X{r BT (9)Xo] X3 BTH(9)
= 12 [B7(9) = BTH($)XeA T (9)X{ B (9)]

with
Al¢) = Xo B~ ()Xo (19)
being a dy X dy matrix. Moreover, we have that
y' Avy =r2D(9) (20)



with
D(¢) =y" [B7(¢) = B~ (#)XeA™ (¢)Xs B (9)] ¥ (21)
being a scalar. Finally, the first three terms in the integrand of (I4]) can be written as

£-1 —(n*—dy)
o
(1 + —‘;) =
g9

o? 2
0 08

nfd

(2 cos® ) r? cos? ¢ + r2sin? ¢ ~(n"=dy)
= (r°cos
(:os2 r2 cos? ¢
n 7dz
2 -1
sin
= (r’cos’¢)” (ci)s;b (cos® ¢)" e
2

= 77 (sin ¢ cos p)" "%~ (22)

Using the transformation (I5]) and the corresponding Jacobian given by ([I6]), as well as expres-
sions ([IT), [20) and (22)), the marginal likelihood (I4]) now becomes

my " (y[Xe, X7, 0) =
7'('/2 o0

— co(2m) "zdo (n* — dy) / / r~4(sin ¢ cos ¢)" "%~
- T = 72B()|V2|r—2XI B- (¢)X0‘1/2

X exp {—%r‘zD(gb)} 473 sin ¢ cos ¢ drde

(sin ¢ cos g)"" ~de~1

- 1
ONXTB (¢)X0W2/ o lexp{‘?" 2D<¢>} drdo.
0
(23)

= 400 27'('

We now set w = 1/r (& r =w"! and dr = (—1)w2dw), resulting in

. n—do I'(n* — d
m{ P (y[Xe, X7, 0) = deo(2m)” QOW

2
w/2

(singeosg)” 41 [, {—1 ? } R
/ B AD] 7 / T ep Ty Do) g wdudo.

i T (n* —d
— 4(;0(2@—%(71*7_@@2
(=%

w/2 00

—dp—1
" (sin ¢ cos @)™ ~de~ pn—do- 2
|B(0)[/2[A(9)|V/2D(¢
0

0
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o0

_ndg ' (n* —d (sin ¢ cos @)™ ~de~1 . _
= 4co(2) 20 : /|B V72| A($) /2D (¢ /w 72 fp(w; D(¢) ") dwds,

0

- nzdoF n* — dy) (sin ¢ cos @) ~de~1
= 400(27T) n —de / |B 1/2|A )|1/2D(¢)

Er(w™ 7%, D(¢)"")do,

where fr(w;s?) is the density function of the Rayleigh distribution with scale parameter s* (which
here is equal to D(¢)~!) and variance s2(4 — 7)/2. Moreover, by Eg(wk;s?) we denote the corre-
sponding k™ moment about zero which is given by s*2%/2I'(1 4 k/2). Therefore we have:

my P (Y Xe, X, 6) =

w/2
n—dy I (n* — dy) (sin ¢ cos @) ~de=12n=do=2)/2T" (1 4 n=do=2)
G el e 0T o T ) i el
w/2
_ Comig T (' = dp) gy 2- (”—dO) (singcos )"~
-l r(""T—W)Q2 ST / B PIAG D@ w7
n—dg F(n —dg (sin ¢ cos ¢ ~de~1
Ry oy / BONAAG D@7

Hence the Bayes factor of model M, versus the reference model My, under the J-PEP prior
approach, is given by

n—dy T(n* —dwr(”*dO)

2com 2 y /2
BFJ-PEP _ (") / (sin g cos )™ ! dé
20 - n—dg :
com L(do—n ‘XTX ‘ /21 (n do RSS |B 1/2|A )‘1/2[D(¢)]( do)/2
/2
I'(n* —do) 7 (sin ¢ cos ¢) ~de~1
= 2 TD{ Xo\ RSSO / 172 e (n_do)/2d¢. (24)
D (54 BOIIAG D)

Under the J-PEP approach we set (X}TXZ‘) = (X{X,), n* =n and § = n and thus

B(¢) =sin® ¢ L, + 6X, (X;?FXg)_lX;ZF =sin?¢ I, + 0H, .



Moreover,

_ . _ 1 ) -1 !
B (¢) = [sin’¢ L, +0H,] ' = o [In + mxg (X7 Xe) x{}
1 5 71 5 -1
= — |I''-1m'—X XTX —XI'x XTIt
sin? ¢ [n " sin? ¢ ‘ <[( ¢ Z) ] + sin?¢ ¢ Z) e

1 §  sin’¢ 1 )
= —— |, — H)| =—— |, ————H
sin? ¢ { sin® ¢ § + sin? ¢ 4 sin? ¢ { § + sin? ¢ 4
1 ) 1 sin?¢
= I, -H n
sin® ¢ § + sin® ¢ | d+ sin® ¢ § + sin? ¢
0 1
P+ ———1,
sin (0 +sin> ¢) T o)

(25)

and |B(6)| = [sin? 6 L, + GH,| = (sin? ¢)"
resulting in

L, + LHg‘ = (sin? ¢)"

sin? ¢

L, + s (XEX0) (XFX,) 7|

dg
|B(¢)| = (sin® ¢)" (1+ 52 ) = (sin® ¢)" (8 + sin® @),

sin” ¢

(@), A(¢) is now given by

1 )
A = XI'BYp)Xg= —X'|T, - ————H,| X
2 0 ()Xo sin? ¢ 0[ §+sin? ¢ Z} 0
1 5 1 5
= I X'Xg - — X"H,Xy| = —— | XI'Xy) — ——XI'X
sin?¢ | Y 0 6 +sin?¢ " ! 0] sin2¢[ 00 §+sin?¢ 0
1
= —— XX
§+sin2g 00

since Hy is idempotent and XOTHg = Xq for any model M, nested in M,. This comes from the
blockwize formula where for any X, = [ X, Xy o] we have

Hg = H0+H(In—HO)Xe\0<:>
XoHe = XqHo+Xg Hpx,,

—1
= XoT+XoTPOXz\o{[Pon\o]TPoXZ\o} [PoXno]"

-1
= Xg + (Xg - XgH0>XZ\O{[POXZ\O]T(POXZ\O} [POXZ\O]T = Xg

Therefore |A(¢)| = (§ +sin? ¢)~®|XTX,| and XgA~(¢)Xo = (0 +sin® ¢) Hy. From (ZI)), we obtain
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D(p) = Yy By -y B H¢)XeA T (¢)X5B(9)y
= (e RSsT) — B @6+ s B oy
T ox slin2 0 <snf2 g%t yTy) ~oraot
AN A AT

1 5
_ RSS, +yT
5+sm2¢<sm2¢ ety y)

§+sin’¢ o 0
TR ey, - — 1) o (1, - — W
sin? ¢ Y § + sin? ¢ £)e d +sin® ¢ ‘)Y

= 1 (.5 RSSe+yTy)

§ + sin? ¢ \ sin® ¢
§+sin’¢ B 5 5 ?
_ Hy — ——H/Hy ——— | H/HH
sin? ¢ Y 0 § +sin? ¢ ¢ gb Ho Z_I_{(S—l—sin%b} cHotle | 'Y
(HoH,=Ho) 1 J T §+sin®¢ [ sin?¢ 1° T
£ — H
§ +sin? ¢ (sin2 QSRSSZ Ty y) sin? ¢ d +sin® ¢ y Hoy
1 J
= RSS,+y"y—y'H
5+Sin2¢<sin2¢ ety Y-y Oy)
1 J
— RSS,+ RSS) | .
§ +sin? ¢ <sin2 o) or 0)
By substituting the above equations in (24]), we obtain
J—pEp _o L(n—di) o ry 1 v [ (sin ¢ cos ¢)" !
By =2 ———— X X |2RSST/ do
7 e O R (ORIl e
:2 %‘XTX(” RSS 2
P ()’
72 (sin ¢ cos ¢)"‘dz—1(n + sin? ¢)%% (ﬁRSS[ + RSSO)_ ’
d d¢
) (sin2 ¢) "= (n + sin ) F (n + sin® @)~ % [XT X[ 1/2
_n=dg
,T(n—d) // (sin ¢ cos @)~ (n + sin? 6) <" (sin? 9) "5 (nfE5L 4 sin? ) de
DR (sin? 6) 2" (n + sin? 6) ¥ (n + sin? )~ %
/2 n—d
I'(n—d sin )"~ (cos @)%~ (n + sin® ¢) =
- P("—d/?)/( P eos o sin )5 -
( 2 ) 0 (ngg‘;‘ + sin ¢> ’
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For large n, we can write

(n-+sin?@) 3" = (n+sin6)%(n+sin’¢) 7 = n’ <1+Sm2¢/2)5<n+sm2¢)§f

n2(n + sin? gb)del exp <sm ¢)

2
n; dy sin2 gb
exp 5 .
Similarly,

n—dg n—dg 1 .:..2 1 RSSp
2 2 5 SIn
( RSS, Hm%) _ [ RSS@] (H&)

V)

Q

Q
3

—d

0
2 S RSSy\ 2
sin® ¢
RSS
14—
n

[NIE]

"RSS, "RSS, n/2
n RS55 n;do ex 1 sin? ¢RSSO
RSS, P 3 RSS, )

Moreover, for large z we have
1 1
logI'(2) ~ <z — 5) logz — 2+ 3 log(2m).
Hence

1
logT'(n — dy) = (n —dy— = | log(n —dy) — (n —dy) + 5 log(27)

n—dg _ n—dg—l n—dg n—dg 1
logF( 5 ) R~ ( 5 )log( 5 ) ( 5 )+210g(27r)

logT'(n — dy) — 2logT (n—2d4> ) — (n—dg)—l—%log(%r)

n—dg—l n—dg n—dg 1

1 1
X3 log(n — dy) — 3 log(27m) + (n — dy — 1) log 2

1
3 log(n) +nlog?2 .

Q
T~
N
|
U

~
|
N | —
~_
=)
=
N
|
U
~

Q
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From the above we obtain that

1 1
log B/, T*F =~ 3 log(n — dy) — 3 log(2m) + (n — dy) log 2
7r/2 (Sln ¢)n—d0—l(cos QS)H dp— 177, 2d exp <Sin22¢>
+ log/ "=ag do
0 [n—gggé] ’ exp < sin? gbggg‘;)
1 1 —d —d
~ g log(n — dy) — 5 log(27) + (n — dy¢) log2 + — logn — % lognlog2
/2 . —dn— n— sin
n—dy, RSS, #* (sin ¢)"=01 (cos ¢)" L exp ( ¢)
2 log RS'S, 1 / 2 , RSS, d¢
0 , exp( sin (bRSS‘Z)
1 1 de — do
. log(n — dy) — 3 log(27) 4+ (n — dy) log2 — logn
/2, . n—do— n—dp— sin
n—dy  RSS, / (sin )"~ %~ 1(cos ¢)" %L exp ( 22¢>
— log + log/ do
2 RSS, ) exp ( sin? gbggg‘z)
1 dy —d
~ —logn+nlog2 — ‘ Ologn—ﬁlo RSS,

2

since the integral

w/2 w/2

(sin @)~ (cos )"~ exp (252 s’ [ RSS,
j e fon 220 255])
9 exp <% sin? qb%‘;g) ) ¢

when n > dy 4+ 1 and n > dy + 1. The latter integral has a finite value for all n according to
@&&lﬁﬁmMarﬂnﬁij_MQrﬁud (|2£)DQ p.1216) Hence the interval involved in the B} has
also a finite value for all n.

If we compare any two models M, versus M, (both of them different than the reference model)
we have that

RS'S,
—2logBLF ~ nlog RSSZ + (dy — dy)logn = BIC, — BIC}, . (28)

Therefore the J-PEP approach has the same asymptotic behavior as the BIC-based variable-
selection procedure. The following Lemma is a direct result of (28)) and of Theorem 4 of
LEMMA 1: Let M, € M be a normal regression model of type (Q) such that

Xr (In — Xg(Xf Xg)*X%)XT

lim is a positive semidefinite matriz,
n—00 n

with Xp being the design matriz of the true data generating regression model My # M;. Then,
the variable selection procedure based on J-PEP Bayes factor is consistent since BFJ{F_PEP — 0 as

n — o0.
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4 Discussion

Under the power-expected-posterior priors (PEP) approach, ideas from the power-prior and unit-
information-prior methodologies are combined. As a result the resulting priors are minimally-
informative and additionally the effect of training samples that is a big issue on the expected-
posterior prior approach is diminishing. When using the independence Jeffreys (or reference) prior
as a baseline prior for normal linear models we prove that PEP approach has the same asymptotic
behavior as the BIC-based variable-selection procedure. Therefore under very mild conditions on
the design matrix is a consistent variable selection technique.
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