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Abstract

Robust regression has attracted a great amount of attention in the literature recently,
particularly for taking asymmetricity into account simultaneously and for high-dimensional
analysis. However, the majority of research on the topics falls in frequentist approaches,
which are not capable of full probabilistic uncertainty quantification. This paper first pro-
poses a new Huberised-type of asymmetric loss function and its corresponding probability
distribution which is shown to have the scale-mixture of normals. Then we introduce a
new Bayesian Huberised regularisation for robust regression. A by-product of the research
is that a new Bayesian Huberised regularised quantile regression is also derived. We fur-
ther present their theoretical posterior properties. The robustness and effectiveness of the
proposed models are demonstrated in the simulation studies and the real data analysis.

Keywords: Asymmetric Huber loss function, Bayesian elastic net, Bayesian lasso, Quantile regres-
sion, Robustness

1 Introduction

Robust regression methods have a wide range of applications and attracted a great amount of attention
in the literature recently, particularly for taking asymmetricity into account simultaneously and for high-

dimensional analysis, such as the adaptive Huber regression (Sun et al.|(2020)) and asymmetric Huber loss

and asymmetric Tukey’s biweight loss functions for robust regression (Fu and Wang| (2021)). The Lasso

(Tibshirani| (1996))) and the Elastic Net (Zou and Hastie| (2005)) are some popular choices for regularising

regression coefficients. The former has the ability to automatically set irrelevant coefficients to zero. The
latter retains this property and the effectiveness of the ridge penalty, and it deals with highly correlated
variables more effectively. Robust regularisation methods for quantile regression provide a promising
technique for variable selection and model estimation in presence of outliers or heavy-tailed errors

[and Zhul (2008); 'Wu and Liu/ (2009)); Belloni and Chernozhukov]| (2011)); [Su and Wang| (2021))). However,

the majority of research on the topics falls in frequentist approaches, which are not capable of full
probabilistic uncertainty quantification. Quantile regression, particularly Bayesian quantile regression
enjoys some of robustness such as median more robust than mean, but has different modelling aims from

robust regression.
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Exploring unconditional Bayesian regularisation prior, such as the Bayesian lasso (Park and Casella)

(2008))) and the Bayesian elastic net (Li and Lin| (2010))), for robust regression is not straightforward.

Several issues may arise. The joint posterior may be multimodal, which slows down the convergence of

the Gibbs sampler and the point estimates may be computed through multiple modes, which lead to the

inaccurate estimators (Kyung et al.|(2010); Park and Casella) (2008))). The choices of the hyperparameters

in gamma priors of regularisation parameters may also have strong influences on the posterior estimates.

For the former, it was firstly observed by Park and Casella/(2008) in the Bayesian lasso. For the latter, it is

common to employ invariant prior on scale parameter (Berger (1985)). |Cai and Sun| (2021)) address these

two issues by introducing the scale parameter to the Bayesian lasso and its generalisation for quantile

regression. Moreover, [Kawakami and Hashimoto| (2023) use the scale parameter of the hyperbolic loss

function (Park and Casellal (2008)) to propose the Bayesian Huberised lasso, which is the robust version

of Bayesian lasso. Along this line, we will propose Bayesian Huberised regularisation in this paper.

Quantile regression introduced by [Koenker and Bassett| (1978)) is a useful supplement to ordinary

mean regression in statistical analysis, owing to its robustness property and its ability to offer unique
insights into the relation between the response variables and the predictors that are not available in

doing mean regression. Recently, the Bayesian approaches for variable selection in quantile regression

have also attracted much attention in research area (Li et al.| (2010)); |[Alhamzawi et al.| (2012)); [Alhamzawi
land Yu| (2012); Alhamzawi and Yu (2013); |Chen et al. (2013); Reich and Smith| (2013); Alhamzawi|
(2016); (Alshaybawee et al|(2017); Adlouni et al. (2018); |Alhamzawi et al.| (2019)). In Bayesian quantile

regression, the error distribution would usually be assumed to follow asymmetric Laplace distribution

proposed by [Yu and Moyeed| (2001 that guaranteed posterior consistency of Bayesian estimators
(2013))) and robustness (Yu and Moyeed| (2001)). Furthermore, Alhamzawi et al.|(2012) adopt the

inverse gamma prior density to the penalty parameters and treated its hyperparameters as unknown
and estimated them along with other parameters. This allows the different regression coefficients to
have different penalisation parameters, which improves the predictive accuracy. Quantile regression,
particularly Bayesian quantile regression enjoys some of robustness such as median more robust than
mean, but has different modelling aims from robust regression.

Therefore, this paper first proposes a new Huberised-type of asymmetric loss function and its cor-
responding probability distribution, which is shown to have the scale-mixture of normals. Then we
introduce a new Bayesian Huberised regularisation for robust regression. Furthermore, by taking advan-
tage of the good quantile property of this probability distribution, we develop Bayesian Huberised lasso
quantile regression and Bayesian Huberised elastic net quantile regression. This results in the proposed
models covering both Bayesian robust regularisation and Bayesian quantile regularisation. Besides,
emphasise that the posterior impropriety does exist in Bayesian lasso quantile regression
and its generalisation when the prior on regression coefficients is independent of the scale parameter.
Thus, we will discuss some properties of the Bayesian Huberised regularised quantile regression, includ-

ing posterior propreity and posterior unimodality. The approximate Gibbs sampler of

[Hashimoto| (2023) is adopted to enable the data-dependent estimation of the tuning robustness param-

eter in the fully Bayesian hierarchical model. The advantage of this sampling step is that it does not



require cross validation evaluation of tuning parameters (see |Alhamzawi| (2016) for example) nor the
rejection steps, such as the inversion method and adaptive rejection sampling algorithm (see |AlThamzawi
et al.| (2019) for example). We demonstrate the effectiveness and robustness of the Bayesian Huberised
regularised quantile regression model through simulation studies following by real data analysis.

The remainder of this paper is as follows. In Section[2 we define a Huberised asymmetric loss function
with its corresponding probability density function and derive a scale mixture of normal representation
for Bayesian inference. Section [3] presents the Bayesian Huberised regularisation including the Bayesian
Huberised lasso (Kawakami and Hashimoto| (2023)) and the Bayesian Huberised elastic net. This results
in a new robust Bayesian regularised quantile regression. In Section ] and [f] a wide range of simulation

studies and three real data examples weree conducted. In Section [f] we draw the conclusions.

2 Huberised Asymmetric Loss Function

The lasso and elastic net estimates are all regularised estimates and the differences among them are only
at their penalty terms. Specifically, they are all solutions to the following form of minimization problem

for regularised quantile regression
n
mﬂinz pr(yi = xiB) + A191(B) + A292(B) , (1)
i=1

for some A1, A2 > 0, penalty functions g;(-) and g2(+), pr(x) = x(7 — I(X < 0)) is the check loss function
and I(-) is the indicator function. The lasso corresponds to A1 > 0, Ao =0, ¢1(8) = || 8] and g2(8) = 0.
The elastic net corresponds to A\; = A3, A2 = Ay > 0, g1(8) = ||B]| and ¢2(8) = ||8]I3-

Letting 7 = 0.5, the first term of Equation (1) reduces to i ,|y; — x;3| and the corresponding
method is called the least absolute deviation (LAD) regression, which is known to be robust against
outliers in response variables. However, the LAD regression might underestimate regression coefficients
for non-outlying observations. To remedy this problem, the Huber loss function is used and it is defined

as

1,.2
27, lz] <4,
L (@) = 4 (2)

(el =6/2), |z[ >4,
where § > 0 is a robustness parameter and it is practically set as § = 1.345 (Huber| (1964)). The
behaviour of this loss function is such that it is quadratic for small values of x and becomes linear when
€ exceeds 0 in magnitude.
Clearly, the Huber loss function has non-differentiable points and it has limited scope in applications.
Li et al.[(2020) propose two generalised Huber loss functions, which are Soft Huber and Nonconvex Huber.
They are attractive alternatives to the Huber loss function because they are analogous to the pseudo

Huber loss function and they have a normal scale mixture property resulting in a broader range of



Bayesian applications. The Soft Huber loss function can be defined as

L, (2) = VGG (M— 1) , (3)

and the Nonconvex Huber loss function as

|z
Lg{é(@vﬁ@( 1+g*1 ; (4)
where (1, {2 > 0 are non-negative hyperparameters. Here, the Soft Huber loss bridges the ¢; (absolute)
loss and the £y (squared) loss. On the other hand, the Nonconvex Huber loss bridges the /; /5 loss and
the ¢; loss. By letting n = /(13 and p? = %’ the Soft Huber loss function becomes the hyperbolic

loss function, that is,
LY (1) — z?
mp2 (L) =4[ Ntz ) ()

where 7 > 0 is the robustness parameter and p? > 0 is a scale parameter. Park and Casella (2008) used
this hyperbolic loss function to formulate the Bayesian Huberised lasso, which has proven to be robust
to outliers.

When the error distribution is asymmetric or contaminated by asymmetric outliers, the estimators
obtained from Equations , , and may result in inconsistency of predictions of a conditional
mean given the regressors (Fu and Wang (2021))).

Therefore, we propose the Huberised-type asymmetric loss function by letting n = /({2 and p? =

% in Equation and it is given by

12t = o (14 e te <on) =0

The corresponding density function is

o _ nr(l—7)e" T —p
f(rcmn,pﬁ)—wﬂ)exp{—\/n(nﬂL P (T—I(l"<0))>}a (6)

where i € R is a location parameter. Here, p? acts as a scale parameter and 7 acts as a shape parameter
of this density function.

The following proposition states that the parameters p and 7 in @ satisfy: p is the 7th quantile of
the distribution.

Proposition 2.1 If a random variable X follows the density function in @ then we have P(X < pu) =171
and P(X >p)=1—-r.

Proof: The proof can be found in Appendix O



To observe the behaviour of the proposed loss function, we set

=VG& (VG + VG +1) and p? J?zh/{zT then we have the following limits,

Jim, L% (2) = /x(r—I(z <0)) and Jim L% (2) =a(r—I(z <0)),

which suggests that the proposed loss bridges the quantile loss function. Daouia et al.| (2018)) use the
quantile loss function for tail expectiles to estimate alternative measures to the value at risk and marginal
expected shortfall, which are two instruments of risk protection of utmost importance in actuarial science
and statistical finance. [Ehm et al.| (2016) show that any scoring function that is consistent for a quantile
or an expectile functional can be represented as a mixture of elementary or extremal scoring functions
that form a linearly parameterised family. However, in this paper, we show a totally new way to achieve
it, and our proposed loss is a novel representative of asymmetric least squares (Daouia et al| (2019)).
Figure|l]illustrates the asymmetric shape behaviour for five different values of 7 (0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.9).
From the figure, Ln 2 T( x) approaches the square root of the quantile loss function, as n — 0, and
L;‘j}%ﬁ (z) approaches the quantile loss function, as n — cc.

Kawakami and Hashimoto| (2023) discussed that it is essential to choose the right value of hyper-
parameters of 1 and p? where p? can easily be estimated by a Gibbs sampler in a Bayesian model
whereas the estimation of 7 is difficult. They proposed the approximate Gibbs sampler to enable the
data-dependent estimation of 7. This paper will also adopt their approximate Gibbs sampler.

To fully enable the Gibbs sampling algorithm for Bayesian modelling, the density function in @ has
a scale mixture of normal representation with exponential and generalised inverse Gaussian densities.
Suppose that a random variable X has a probability density function f(z|f) and unknown parameter

that satisfies

f(x]6) = / o(als, o) n(010) do (7)

where ¢(+) is the mixing distribution and 7(-) is some density function that is defined on (0, 00), then X or
its f(x|0) is a scale mixture of a normal distribution. It has many applications in statistics, finance and,
particularly in Bayesian inference. Probability distribution with a scale mixture of normal expression
could be grouped into two groups: symmetric probability distributions (Andrews and Mallows| (1974);
West| (1987))) and asymmetric probability distributions (Reed and Yu| (2009); da Silva Ferreira et al.
(2011); [Kozumi and Kobayashil (2011))). Therefore, the following proposition provides an alternative

stochastic representation, which is a normal scale-mixture.

Theorem 2.1 If the model error ¢; = y; — x;3 follows the density function (@, then we can represent

€; as scale mixture of normals given by

fleism,m, p%)

1
O</ N (€5 (1 = 27)v, dvio) E (Uz‘; T()) GIG (027 , 772777P2> dvido;
20; 1
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Figure 1: The asymmetrical behaviour of the proposed loss function for 7=0.1 (short dashed),
0.25 (normal dashed), 0.5 (solid), 0.75 (short-normal dashed), and 0.9 (long dashed) for different
values of 1 and p?.

where GIG(z|v, ¢,d) denotes the GIG distribution and its density is specified by

farc(z) = Q(Ic(/lc(itzzl)x”l exp —%(czx +d’z7Y ), v>0, 9)



and K, (-) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind at index v (Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard
(2001])).

Proof: The proof can be found in Appendix O

3 Bayesian Huberised Regularised Quantile Regression Model

3.1 Bayesian Huberised Lasso Quantile Regression

In this paper, we consider a Bayesian analogous of Huberised regularised quantile regression model.
Kawakami and Hashimoto| (2023) showed that the unconditional Laplace prior of 3 (Park and Casella
(2008)) would lead to multimodality of a posterior density and resolved this issue by introducing p? as

a scale parameter to formulate the Bayesian Huberised lasso, that is,

k
r(Bl% M) = {A%ig} . (10)

By using the scale mixture of normal representation of Laplace distribution|Andrews and Mallows| (1974]),

the Bayesian Huberised lasso can be expressed as
M
Bls, o ~ N(0,0°A), 5,1 ~ Eup (2) =1k,

where s = (sq1,..., ;)" and A = diag (s1,..., sk).
Therefore, with the Bayesian Huberised lasso, we present the following hierarchical model using the

scale mixture of normal representation in Theorem [2:1}

yIX,B,0,v~NXB+(1-27)v,V),
Ui‘P2777NGIG (17;72’77/)2) ) 1= 17"')”7
1_
Ui|ain:1:p(T(T)>7 1=1,...,n,

201‘

Bjls;, 2NN(Osz i=1,...k,

S”)\%NE(E])( ) sk
1
2

p~ ~m(p”) ox
p

b

7, A} ~ Gamma(\}; a, b)Gamma(n; c, d)

where V = diag(401v1,...,40,v,). As a prior of p?, we assume the improper scale invariant prior, that
is proportional to 2, but a proper inverse gamma prior can also be employed, for example. Similar to
Kawakami and Hashimoto| (2023) and [Cai and Sun| (2021)), Proposition [3.1]shows that using the improper
prior on p? will lead to a proper posterior density. Baeed on this proposition, Subsection will show

that the unconditional prior on 3 can result in multimodality of the joint posterior. We further impose



a gamma prior on A\? and 7. We set hyperparameters a = b = ¢ = d = 1 for simulation studies and real
data analysis. The sensitivity analysis of hyperparameters is detailed in Subsection

As for the Gibbs sampler, the full conditional distribution of 3 is a multivariate normal distribution
and those of o, v, s and p? are generalised inverse Gaussian distributions. The full conditional distribu-
tion of A\? is a Gamma distribution. The approximate Gibbs sampler is used for 1. Appendix gives
the details of the full conditional posterior distributions for the Gibbs sampling algorithm.

Proposition 3.1 Let p?> ~ 7(p?) o p% (improper scale invariant prior). For fized Ay > 0 and n > 0,

the posterior distribution is proper for all n.

Proof: The proof can be found in Appendix O

Proposition 3.2 Under the conditional prior for B given p* and fixzed Ay > 0 and n > 0, the joint
posterior (B, p*|y) is unimodal with respect to (B3, p?).

Proof: The proof can be found in Appendix (I

3.2 Bayesian Huberised Elastic Net Quantile Regresison

We also present the Bayesian Huberised elastic net, that is,

k 2

S A3 As3] 85 /\46'}
Blp?, A3, A :”C’)\,/\ - A AN 11
Tl A j=1 (3 4) 2\/;?65(1){ \/072 p? (1D

where C (5\3 )\4> =TIt (%, 5\3) (5\3)71/2 exp {—;\3} is the normalising constant and 5\3 = &. The
computations of the normalising constant is detailed in Appendix B of |Li et al| (2010). Note that by
letting p? = 1, Equation reduces to the original Bayesian elastic net (Li and Lin| (2010)).

By using the scale mixture property (Andrews and Mallows| (1974))), the Bayesian Huberised elastic

net can be expressed as a scale mixture of normal with truncated gamma density:

) -
o0 1 - 24t A

% X3, M) = / I N R T e
m(Blp*, A3, As) ng ; 227 )\ 2mp2(t; 1)\ ¢



With the Bayesian Huberised elastic net, we have the following hierarchical model:

y|X7/670-7VN N(Xﬁ—’_ (1 _2T)V7V)7
Uz|PQa7lNGIG(1aZQﬂ7P2> , 1=1,...,n,

1—
U¢|U¢~Exp<7-(T)> , 1=1,...,n,

20;
2p2(t; — 1
Bjlts Aa, p° ~ N O,M , j=1,...,k,
)\4tj
< 1<) /A -
tj|>\3NF1<2,)\3) t—?exp{—)\gtj}l(tj>l), jzl,...,k,
J
1
pzNTr(p2)O<ﬁ7

A3, Mg, 1 ~ Gamma(\s; a1, by ) Gamma(Ay; az, by) Gamma(n; as, bs) ,

where a1, as, as, by, be, bg > 0 are hyperparameters, they are set to 1 for simulation studies and real data
analysis and I'(-, -) is the upper incomplete gamma function.

Appendix gives the details of the full conditional posterior distributions for the Gibbs sampling
algorithm. The full conditional distributions are all well-known distributions except the full conditional
distributions of A3 and n and the Metropolis-Hasting algorithm is employed on As. We also present

Proposition for the use of improper prior on p? and provide demonstration of the unconditional prior

on 3 in Subsection

Proposition 3.3 Let p? ~ 7(p?) p% (improper scale invariant prior). For fived A3 > 0, Ay > 0 and

n > 0, the posterior distribution is proper for all n.

Proof: The proof can be found in Appendix U

Proposition 3.4 Under the conditional prior for B given p? and fived A3 > 0, Ay > 0 and n > 0, the
joint posterior (B, p?|y) is unimodal with respect to (3, p?).

Proof: The proof can be found in Appendix d

3.3 Approximate Gibbs Sampler for Estimation of 7

In this subsection, we will briefly discuss the approximate Gibbs sampler for the data-dependent esti-
mation of 7 that is proposed by Kawakami and Hashimoto| (2023|). Notice that in a Bayesian Huberised

regularised quantile regression model, the full conditional distribution of n is

(o, p?) o Kl(ln)n 0"~ exp {77 (; > <p2 + Z) + b) } : (12)

i=1

where a = ¢ and b = d in case of Bayesian Huberised lasso quantile regression and a = a3 and b = b3 in

case of Bayesian Huberised elastic net quantile regression. Since the right side of Equation ([12)) contains



the modified Bessel function of the second kind, the full conditional distribution of 1 does not have a
conjugacy property. However, it is possible to approximate by a common probability distribution.

For the selection of an initial value of the approximate Gibbs sampling algorithm, we need to approx-
imate the modified Bessel function of the second kind. According to |Abramowitz and Stegun| (1965)),
we have K, (z) ~ (3)T'(v) (%)_V as  — 0 for v > 0 and K, (z) ~ \/5=€e* as  — oo. Kawakami and

Hashimoto| (2023)) stated that in either case, it would not make much difference in estimating 1. So, we

will focus on the latter case only for this paper. As n — oo, we have

2 a+n/2—1 I~ (oi P
m(nle, p®) ~n exp = ( 5D g R b
i=1 ¢

which holds the approximation m(n|o, p?) ~ Gamma( ja+ 3, % i1 (51 + 2 ) +b— n) for large 7.
The algorithm of the approximate Gibbs sampler is as follows.
Given the current Markov chain states (o, p?), we set the initial value as A = a + n/2 and B =

Ly ﬁ—&-ﬁ +b—n. Form=1 M, do the followi t

Y (B + 5 ) =1,...,M, wing steps
077<—%,
o A a+ny? s log Ki(n);
« Beb+ At nllogKn(n)+ 550, (%+2).

until [n/(A/B)—1| < € or in other words, the convergence of 1 is met. The full derivation of the algorithm
is detailed in Kawakami and Hashimoto| (2023) and they also illustrated that in their simulation results,
the approximation is close to the true full conditional distribution and the approximation accuracy
increases as the sample size increase. For simulation studies and real data analysis, we set M = 10 and

a tolerance ¢ = 1078,

4 Simulations

4.1 Multimodality of Joint Posteriors

As related to Propositions and we present a simple simulation to demonstrate that the uncondi-
tional prior for B can result in multimodality of the joint posterior. Instead of Equations and (1)),

we specify the unconditional lasso prior

k

m(BA1) = H exp {—M|Bjl}

and the unconditional elastic net prior
k

ﬂ|)\3,)\4 H )\3a)\4 *GXP{ A3|6]|_)\46 }

Jj=1
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Figure 2: Contour plot of an artificially generated posterior density of (log(f),log(p?)) of
the joint posterior density and for Bayesian Huberised lasso quantile regression and
Bayesian Huberised elastic net quantile regression, respectively. The logarithm of 3 and p? is
used for a better visibility.

with same improper prior 7(p?) o ,%2 Then the joint posterior distribution of 3 and p? for Bayesian

Huberised lasso quantile regression is proportional to

k
m(8,°ly) o< (07) " exp § ~Aa 31|
- n (g —xiBl+ (1 = 27)(y: — xiB3)
<IT (\/p( . )) , (13

and that for Bayesian Huberised elastic net quantile regression is proportional to

k k
7(B,2%ly) o< (p2) " Texp{ A3 D [Bj — Ad D B2
j=1

j=1

Xl:[lKO <\/n(lyi_xi/g|+(12_27—)(yi_Xi/@)>> ’ (14)

2

In Appendices and it is shown that using the conditional prior and , respectively,
lead to a unimodal posterior for any choice of A1, A3, Ay > 0 and 7 > 0 with an improper prior 7(p?). On
the other hand, the joint posteriors and can have more than one mode. For example, Figure
showed the contour plots of a multimodal joint density of log(3) and log(p?). This particular example

results from considering the following data generated model,
yi=x;8+¢€, € ~ALD(0,0=0.03,7=0.5),

where 8 = 1 and z; ~ N(0,1) for + = 1,...,10, which is similar to |Cai and Sun| (2021). Due to

multimodality in the joint posterior with unconditional prior for 3, we use the prior for 8 conditioning

11



on the scale parameter p?.

4.2 Sensitivity analysis of hyper-parameters

In this subsection, we test the sensitivity of hyperparameters of Gamma prior of n, A1, A3 and A4 on the
posterior estimates for the proposed methods. We equally divide x € [—2, 2] into 50 pieces and the data

are generated from
yi =x;B8+¢, € ~ALD(0,0=0.03,7=05), i=1,...,50,

_ _ _ _\T
with X, = ((1 + 6*4(11‘*0.3)) 1 ’ (1 + 63(“70'2)) 1 : (1 + 6—4(931»70.7)) 1 7 (1 + e5(xi70.8)) 1) and IB _
(1,1,1,1)T. Tt indicates that the true curve is

flz) = (1 + e*4<$*°~3)) Ty (1 + e3<$*°~2)) Ty (1 + e*4<f‘*°~7)) Ty (1 + e5<$*°~8>) -

In fact, this function was utilised in |[Jullion and Lambert| (2007) to test the sensitivity of hyperparameters
of the Gamma prior on the scale component in Bayesian P-spline.

We consider the proposed models to estimate 3. Note that there are four prior hyperparameters
a, b, ¢ and d in the Bayesian Huberised lasso quantile regression and six prior hyperparamters a, b1,
as, by, asz and bs in the Bayesian Huberised elastic net quantile regression. We mainly set a = b =c¢ =
d= a1 = ay = azg = by = by = b3 = 1 in both simulation studies and data analysis. We generate 3000
posterior samples after discarding the first 1000 posterior samples as burn-in. Then we plot y; = x;3
for i = 1,...,50 in Figures [3] and [4] for both proposed Bayesian models, where 3 is the posterior mean
for the corresponding proposed model. In Figure [3| we fixed ¢ = 1 with b varied for the top-left plot
and b = 1 with a varied for the top-right plot. In both cases, we keep ¢ = d = 1 fixed. Both bottom
plots of Figure [3] follows in a similar manner. As for Figure ] we also fixed a; = 1 with b; varied for the
top-left plot while keeping as = by = a3 = bg = 1. The rest of Figure 4] also follows in a similar manner.
From the figures, we observe that the estimation results do not change very much for a variety selection

of hyperparameters.

12



Figure 3:
regression.

Figure 4: Sensitivity analysis of hyper-parameters for the Bayesian Huberised elastic net quantile
regression.
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4.3 Simulation Studies

In simulation studies, we illustrate performance of the proposed methods. We compare the point and
interval estimation performance of the proposed methods with those of some existing methods. To this

end, we consider the following regression model with n € {100,200}, & = 20 and 7 € {0.25,0.5,0.75}:
yi = Bo+ B1wi1 + ...+ Brwik + o€, i=1,...,n,

where Bg = 1, 81 = 3, B2 = 0.5,84 = B11 = 1, B7 = 1.5 and the other 38;’s were set to 0. We assume
y = (yl, ... 7yn)T is the response vector. The predictors x; = (1, ... ,xik)T were generated from a
multivariate normal distribution Ny (0, %) with ¥ = (rl=7);; ;<. for |r| < 1. Similar to Kawakami and

Hashimoto| (2023) and Lambert-Lacroix and Zwald| (2011)), we consider the siz scenarios.

e Simulation 1: Low correlation and Gaussian noise. € ~ N,(0,1,,), 0 =2 and r = 0.5.

e Simulation 2: Low correlation and large outliers. e = W/y/var(W), o = 9.67 and r = 0.5. W is ta
random variable according to the contaminated density defined by 0.9 x N (0,1) 4+ 0.1 x N(0,152),

where /var(W) = 4.83.

e Simulation 3: High correlation and large outliers. e = W/y/var(W), o = 9.67 and r = 0.95.

e Simulation 4: Large outliers and skew Student-t noise. ¢; ~ 0.9 x Skew-t3(y = 3) +0.1 x N (0, 20%),
oc=1and r=0.5.

e Simulation 5: Heavy-tailed noise. €; ~ Cauchy(0,1), 0 = 2 and r = 0.5.

e Simulation 6: Multiple outliers. ¢; ~ 0.8 x Skew-t3(y = 3) + 0.1 x N(0,10%) + 0.1 x Cauchy(0, 1),
o=1andr=0.5.

For the simulated dataset, we applied the proposed robust methods denoted by HBQR-BL and
HBQR-EN where they were employed with Bayesian Huberised Lasso and Bayesian Huberised elastic
net, respectively. We also applied the existing robust methods, including Bayesian linear regression
with Bayesian Huberised lasso (Kawakami and Hashimoto (2023)), and Bayesian quantile regression
with original Bayesian lasso and Bsyesian elastic net (Li et al.| (2010))) denoted by HBL, BQR-BL and
BQR-EN, respectively. For HBL and BQR-BL, we assume A\; ~ Gamma(a = 1,b = 1) and for BQR-EN,
we assume A\; ~ Gamma(a; = 1,b; = 1) and Ay ~ Gamma(ags = 1,b; = 1). For the HBQR-BL and
HBQR-EN, We implement both Gibbs and Metropolis-within-Gibbs algorithms, respectively and set all
the hyperparameters to 1.

When applying the above methods, we generated 2000 posterior samples after discarding the first
500 samples as burn-in. We computed posterior median of each element of 3;’s for point estimates of
B;’s, and the performance is evaluated via root of mean squared error (RMSE) defined as
[(k +1)71 Zf:O(BAj - ﬂ;“‘e)ﬂ 1/27 and median of mean absolute error (MMAD) defined as
median [(k +1)7! Z?:o ‘Bj — pyre
lated average lengths (AL) and coverage probability (CP) defined as (k + 1)1 Z?:o |CI;| and (k +

] We also computed 95% credible intervals of f;’s, and calcu-
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1)t Z?:o I(B; € CI;), respectively. These values were averaged over 300 replications of simulating
datasets.

We report simulation results in Tables [I}ff] and Figures In Simulation 1, there is no outliers in
simulated datasets. In the median case (7 = 0.5), both HBL and BQR-BL have the smallest RMSE
and MMAD for both n = 100 and n = 200. In the upper and lower quantile cases (7 = 0.25,0.75),
HBQR-BL and HBQR-EN outperformed BQR-BL and BQR-EN even though they are comparable. In
the presence of large outliers (Simulations 2 and 3) for 7 = 0.5, HBQR-BL and HBL perform better for
n = 100 for Simulation 2. As the sample size increases to n = 200, BQR-BL and HBL outperform the
proposed methods. Similarly, HBL and BQR-EN have the smallest RMSE and MMAD for Simulation
3. However, for both simulations, the proposed methods perform significantly better in case of upper
and lower quantiles. Particularly, in Simulations 4-6 where there are skewed & heavy-tailed noise with
large outliers, heavy-tailed noise (Cauchy distribution) and multiple outliers, respectively, the proposed
methods perform significantly better than the existing robust methods in all cases of 7. Observing the
performance of BQR-EN, the boxplots of Simulation 5 in Figures [B][7] were wider compared to other
methods, which suggest that this method may not produce as efficient estimates as the proposed HBQR-
EN did. All the boxplots for 7 = 0.25 and 7 = 0.75 can be found in Appendix [C] Looking at the CP,
they are reasonable in all simulations. For AL, it is evident that the proposed methods have the lowest
AL in all cases while the BQR-BL has the largest AL. To conclude these simulation studies, the proposed
methods seem to perform well consistently in all scenarios.

We also present the boxplot of posterior median of 7 in Figure [8] for 7 = 0.5. In the absence of
outliers (Simulation 1), the posterior median of 1 has large values. On the other hand, in the present of
large outliers (Simulations 2-4,6) and in a model following a heavy-tailed noise (Simulation 5), small 5
is chosen. The results for 7 = 0.25 and 7 = 0.75 are similar (see Appendix . Therefore, like the HBL
method (Kawakami and Hashimoto| (2023)), it is evident that 7 is adaptively chosen for each simulated

dataset.
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Figure 5: Boxplots of RMSE based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-

BL, HBQR-EN, HBL, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.5).

16

T
Model 6




_| © N=100 = N=200 . .

S
o
L] L]
S = ] . -+
a] 1 M 1
< H I | [ |
§ < | ; | j H .
o+ L T i Emes g+ o
j I i '
! T T |
1 e T e - B L e
! ] : — - —— T -
" ] I
R o o
T T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
~ . .
=] 0O N=100 = N=200 . .
. L ' L
s ! —— . I
0 1 ! . |
s 7 : ! I !
I —_ .
3 3 + — : —
S © i . .
: . e 1 : : - ¢ =
S ) ! 1] ! I ! - i |
o = 4+ 4 ‘ i T T — ==
! - | ; |
S - R - = L
= —_ ' ! —_ |
o J. e —
T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
O N=100 =8 N=200 * *
~ o
S . .
- 3 H
2 °] ‘ : . : i
I N T I —_
= - 13 I — | | !
= . = - O —
K £ ‘ \ | o | 1 T 1 w
‘ — ‘ e 1 . == ‘ ==
=l —— e o m L -
- 1 ! = H
S " '
. o
T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
~ | O N=100 = N=200 . .
o | . .
- . .
w© . .
o 7 . . 3
g ' ' ]
©
s 3 { $ i {
< [ i - | . 1 ' .
o 7 —— H —— — '} T .
o e ‘ - 1 — S e . }_:_—1 —_—
34 = [=———=] - ==
T T T T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
O N=100 = N=200 *
0 .
3 .
° \ : 2
| : i -
: S e b s
< T !
: 1
e e e B =1
o ' T H H . Il ! 1
T e ‘ :
B — . o |
e N —_
T T T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Figure 6: Boxplots of MMAD based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-
BL, HBQR-EN, HBL, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.5).
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Figure 7: Boxplots of AL based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-BL,
HBQR-EN, HBL, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.5).
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Methods RMSE | MMAD | AL CP
HBQR-BL100 | 0.3675 | 0.2548 | 0.9238 | 0.8711
HBQR-EN100 | 0.3795 | 0.2585 | 0.9673 | 0.8725
BQR-BL100 | 0.3956 | 0.2627 | 1.3406 | 0.9411
BQR-EN100 | 0.3859 | 0.2628 | 0.9624 | 0.8821

T2 HBQR-BL200 | 0.3328 | 0.2108 | 0.6624 | 0.8483
HBQR-EN200 | 0.3380 | 0.2104 | 0.6822 | 0.8576

BQR-BL200 | 0.3534 | 0.2118 | 0.9076 | 0.9311
BQR-EN200 | 0.3476 | 0.2123 | 0.6819 | 0.8732
HBQR-BL100 | 0.2659 | 0.2059 | 0.9465 | 0.9211
HBQR-EN100 | 0.2678 | 0.2100 | 0.9834 | 0.9289

HBL100 | 0.2426 | 0.1891 | 0.9553 | 0.9432
BQR-BL100 | 0.2468 | 0.1946 | 1.2976 | 0.9848
BQR-EN100 | 0.2502 | 0.1968 | 0.9838 | 0.9413

T HBQR-BL200 | 0.1962 | 0.1550 | 0.6810 | 0.9143
HBQR-EN200 | 0.1952 | 0.1549 | 0.6927 | 0.9192

HBL200 | 0.1777 | 0.1404 | 0.6763 | 0.9384
BQR-BL200 | 0.1825 | 0.1452 | 0.8756 | 0.9778
BQR-EN200 | 0.1841 | 0.1460 | 0.6900 | 0.9329
HBQR-BL100 | 0.3635 | 0.2521 | 0.9395 | 0.8756
HBQR-EN100 | 0.3662 | 0.2503 | 0.9891 | 0.8722
BQR-BL100 | 0.3943 | 0.2587 | 1.3484 | 0.9440
BQR-EN100 | 0.3853 | 0.2664 | 0.9920 | 0.8859

T=0m HBQR-BL200 | 0.3386 | 0.2141 | 0.6703 | 0.8573
HBQR-EN200 | 0.3315 | 0.2105 | 0.6895 | 0.8562

BQR-BL200 | 0.3571 | 0.2146 | 0.9053 | 0.9340

BQR-EN200 | 0.3512 | 0.2174 | 0.6890 | 0.8659

Table 1: Numerical results in Simulation 1.
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Methods RMSE | MMAD AL CPp
HBQR-BL100 | 0.3822 | 0.2579 | 1.1290 | 0.9046
HBQR-EN100 | 0.4051 | 0.2767 | 1.2135 | 0.9002

BQR-BL100 | 0.5643 | 0.3385 | 2.6992 | 0.9506
BQR-EN100 | 0.4950 | 0.3100 | 1.6428 | 0.9311

T=0% HBQR-BL200 | 0.3418 | 0.2233 | 0.8011 | 0.8762
HBQR-EN200 | 0.3528 | 0.2368 | 0.8484 | 0.8765
BQR-BL200 | 0.4588 | 0.2540 | 1.7800 | 0.9521
BQR-EN200 | 0.4221 0.2436 | 1.2130 | 0.9394
HBQR-BL100 | 0.2886 | 0.2203 | 1.175 | 0.9533
HBQR-EN100 | 0.2945 | 0.2336 | 1.2251 | 0.9522

HBL100 0.2683 | 0.2013 | 1.604 | 0.9946

BQR-BL100 | 0.2954 | 0.2262 2.333 | 0.9992
BQR-EN100 | 0.3273 | 0.2340 | 1.5357 | 0.9733

T=00 HBQR-BL200 | 0.2060 | 0.1591 | 0.7990 | 0.9279
HBQR-EN200 | 0.2130 | 0.1679 | 0.8332 | 0.9297

HBL200 0.1793 | 0.1386 | 1.0921 | 0.9943

BQR-BL200 | 0.1926 | 0.1511 | 1.4813 | 0.9992
BQR-EN200 | 0.1941 0.1522 | 1.1176 | 0.9929
HBQR-BL100 | 0.3791 | 0.2624 | 1.1734 | 0.9066
HBQR-EN100 | 0.3889 | 0.2822 | 1.2615 | 0.9000
BQR-BL100 | 0.5761 0.3468 | 2.7564 | 0.9525
BQR-EN100 | 0.4697 | 0.3086 | 1.8026 | 0.9433

T=0m HBQR-BL200 | 0.3324 | 0.2188 | 0.8013 | 0.8792
HBQR-EN200 | 0.3352 | 0.2198 | 0.8442 | 0.8705
BQR-BL200 | 0.4530 | 0.2498 | 1.7595 | 0.9521
BQR-EN200 | 0.4087 | 0.2416 | 1.2458 | 0.9437

Table 2: Numerical results in Simulation 2.
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Methods RMSE | MMAD AL CPp
HBQR-BL100 | 0.5676 | 0.4038 | 2.3005 | 0.9259
HBQR-EN100 | 0.5805 | 0.4285 | 2.5853 | 0.9268

BQR-BL100 | 0.6854 | 0.4754 | 5.0697 | 0.9524
BQR-EN100 | 0.6147 | 0.4293 | 2.9063 | 0.9430

T2 HBQR-BL200 | 0.5173 | 0.3732 | 1.8027 | 0.9094
HBQR-EN200 | 0.5319 | 0.3825 | 2.0427 | 0.9060
BQR-BL200 | 0.5836 | 0.4033 | 3.7568 | 0.9519
BQR-EN200 | 0.5542 | 0.3872 | 2.4114 | 0.9422
HBQR-BL100 | 0.4949 | 0.3576 | 2.370 | 0.9719
HBQR-EN100 | 0.4958 | 0.3856 | 2.583 | 0.9700

HBL100 0.4525 | 0.3248 | 3.199 | 0.9980

BQR-BL100 | 0.5023 | 0.3671 | 4.4369 | 0.9992
BQR-EN100 | 0.4910 | 0.3566 | 2.7858 | 0.9871

T=00 HBQR-BL200 | 0.4317 | 0.3197 | 1.8692 | 0.9611
HBQR-EN200 | 0.4317 | 0.3178 | 2.0474 | 0.9624

HBL200 0.3707 | 0.2719 | 2.4534 | 0.9965

BQR-BL200 | 0.4053 | 0.3041 | 3.3309 | 0.9992
BQR-EN200 | 0.3975 | 0.2995 | 2.3221 | 0.9921
HBQR-BL100 | 0.5563 | 0.3993 | 2.3546 | 0.9300
HBQR-EN100 | 0.5911 | 0.4240 | 2.7935 | 0.9321
BQR-BL100 | 0.6650 | 0.4591 | 4.9652 | 0.9531
BQR-EN100 | 0.5984 | 0.4318 | 3.3417 | 0.9482

T0 HBQR-BL200 | 0.5241 | 0.3856 | 1.8819 | 0.9114
HBQR-EN200 | 0.5390 | 0.3926 | 2.1538 | 0.9033
BQR-BL200 | 0.5786 | 0.4008 | 3.8405 | 0.9522
BQR-EN200 | 0.5455 | 0.3940 | 2.6987 | 0.9479

Table 3: Numerical results in Simulation 3.
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Methods RMSE | MMAD AL CPp
HBQR-BL100 | 0.2705 | 0.1957 | 1.0598 | 0.9416
HBQR-EN100 | 0.2803 | 0.2093 | 1.1574 | 0.9408

BQR-BL100 0.3335 0.2542 | 2.5406 | 0.9990
BQR-EN100 0.3300 0.2362 | 1.5557 | 0.9769

T2 HBQR-BL200 | 0.2265 | 0.1572 | 0.6799 | 0.9038
HBQR-EN200 | 0.2287 | 0.1584 | 0.7199 | 0.9004
BQR-BL200 | 0.2168 | 0.1679 | 1.5867 | 0.9979
BQR-EN200 | 0.2143 | 0.1636 | 1.0815 | 0.9721
HBQR-BL100 | 0.4965 | 0.2950 | 1.2265 | 0.9193
HBQR-EN100 | 0.5048 | 0.3049 | 1.2383 | 0.9213

HBL100 0.5434 0.3111 | 1.6510 | 0.9450

BQR-BL100 0.5609 0.3312 | 2.2801 | 0.9503
BQR-EN100 0.5184 0.3134 | 1.6965 | 0.9430

T=00 HBQR-BL200 | 0.4407 | 0.2385 | 0.8315 | 0.9029
HBQR-EN200 | 0.4466 | 0.2314 | 0.8457 | 0.9006

HBL200 0.4927 0.2461 | 1.1366 | 0.9446

BQR-BL200 0.5061 0.2571 | 1.4968 | 0.9506
BQR-EN200 0.4835 0.2515 | 1.1630 | 0.9444
HBQR-BL100 | 0.8388 | 0.4236 | 1.4484 | 0.9070
HBQR-EN100 | 0.8417 | 0.4460 | 1.5382 | 0.9005
BQR-BL100 1.1330 0.5333 | 2.7729 | 0.9492
BQR-EN100 1.0732 0.5514 | 2.1302 | 0.9281

T HBQR-BL200 | 0.7868 | 0.3716 | 1.0323 | 0.8829
HBQR-EN200 | 0.7940 | 0.3874 | 1.0884 | 0.8676
BQR-BL200 1.0651 0.4624 | 1.9991 | 0.9462
BQR-EN200 1.0206 0.4729 | 1.5216 | 0.9149

Table 4: Numerical results in Simulation 4.
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Methods RMSE | MMAD AL CPp
HBQR-BL100 | 0.4465 | 0.3012 | 1.4890 | 0.9169
HBQR-EN100 | 0.4460 | 0.3193 | 1.5992 | 0.9189

BQR-BL100 0.8163 0.4688 | 4.3100 | 0.9522
BQR-EN100 0.7197 | 0.3866 | 1.2336 | 0.8401

T2 HBQR-BL200 | 0.3741 | 0.2456 | 1.0247 | 0.9108
HBQR-EN200 | 0.3926 | 0.2647 | 1.1039 | 0.9035
BQR-BL200 0.7137 0.3841 | 3.1585 | 0.9521
BQR-EN200 0.6376 0.3508 | 1.5062 | 0.8983
HBQR-BL100 | 0.3292 | 0.2257 | 1.4712 | 0.9668
HBQR-EN100 | 0.2469 | 0.2002 | 1.0604 | 0.9616

HBL100 0.4151 0.2771 | 2.3541 | 0.9909

BQR-BL100 0.4577 0.3172 | 3.6592 | 0.9963
BQR-EN100 0.6727 0.3435 | 0.7418 | 0.8184

T=00 HBQR-BL200 | 0.2320 | 0.1780 | 0.9866 | 0.9594
HBQR-EN200 | 0.2495 | 0.1861 | 1.0505 | 0.9570

HBL200 0.2861 0.1996 | 1.7512 | 0.9951

BQR-BL200 0.3155 0.2263 | 2.6611 | 0.9990
BQR-EN200 0.4242 0.2551 | 1.2599 | 0.9279
HBQR-BL100 | 0.4315 | 0.2998 | 1.5445 | 0.9321
HBQR-EN100 | 0.4356 | 0.3011 | 1.7046 | 0.9303
BQR-BL100 0.7818 0.4538 | 4.2976 | 0.9649
BQR-EN100 0.6703 0.3859 | 1.7851 | 0.8868

T HBQR-BL200 | 0.3732 | 0.2442 | 1.0471 | 0.9089
HBQR-EN200 | 0.3913 | 0.2607 | 1.1202 | 0.9008
BQR-BL200 0.7062 0.3789 | 3.2171 | 0.9554
BQR-EN200 0.5920 0.3386 | 1.8842 | 0.9287

Table 5: Numerical results in Simulation 5.
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Methods RMSE | MMAD AL CPp
HBQR-BL100 | 0.2669 | 0.2034 | 1.0971 | 0.9503
HBQR-EN100 | 0.2734 | 0.2141 | 1.1773 | 0.9546

BQR-BL100 | 0.3397 | 0.2591 | 2.2468 | 0.9960
BQR-EN100 | 0.3285 | 0.2438 | 1.4439 | 0.9639

T2 HBQR-BL200 | 0.1931 | 0.1454 | 0.6920 | 0.9203
HBQR-EN200 | 0.1978 | 0.1466 | 0.7353 | 0.9235
BQR-BL200 | 0.2025 | 0.1595 | 1.4260 | 0.9984
BQR-EN200 | 0.2002 | 0.1557 | 0.9916 | 0.9814
HBQR-BL100 | 0.2550 | 0.1937 | 1.0816 | 0.9516
HBQR-EN100 | 0.2634 | 0.2050 | 1.1773 | 0.9546

HBL100 0.4862 | 0.2947 | 1.5152 | 0.9384

BQR-BL100 | 0.3228 | 0.2480 | 2.1960 | 0.9970
BQR-EN100 | 0.3200 | 0.2370 | 1.4295 | 0.9698

T=00 HBQR-BL200 | 0.4094 | 0.2328 | 0.8321 | 0.8971
HBQR-EN200 | 0.4147 | 0.2355 | 0.8701 | 0.8959

HBL200 0.4450 | 0.2384 | 1.0562 | 0.9379

BQR-BL200 | 0.4584 | 0.2502 | 1.3950 | 0.9498
BQR-EN200 | 0.4392 | 0.2452 | 1.0774 | 0.9363
HBQR-BL100 | 0.8115 | 0.4248 | 1.4426 | 0.8998
HBQR-EN100 | 0.8229 | 0.4399 | 1.5531 | 0.8946
BQR-BL100 1.0427 | 0.5067 | 2.5333 | 0.94682
BQR-EN100 | 0.9903 | 0.5243 | 1.8811 | 0.9092

T0 HBQR-BL200 | 0.7661 | 0.3735 | 1.0210 | 0.8689
HBQR-EN200 | 0.7734 | 0.3836 | 1.0743 | 0.8630
BQR-BL200 | 0.9763 | 0.4381 | 1.8219 | 0.9437
BQR-EN200 | 0.9407 | 0.4492 | 1.3898 | 0.9019

have large outliers.

Table 6: Numerical results in Simulation 6.

5 Real Data Analysis
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The robustness and efficiency of the Bayesian Huberised regularised quantile regression models are
demonstrated via the analysis of two benchmarking datasets: Crime data and Top Gear data. They
For a better interpretation of the parameters and to put the regressors on the

common scale, we standardised all the numerical predictors and response variables to have mean 0 and




variance 1. Like in simulation studies, we also consider all the five methods of which we generated 10,000
posterior samples after discarding discarding the first 5,000 posterior samples as a burn-in. Then we
report posterior medians of regression coefficients and their 95% credible intervals. For brevity, we drop
the names of predictors of the datasets and keep the corresponding number to indicate each predictor.
For BQR-BL, BQR-EN, HBQR-BL and HBQR-EN, we set the quantile levels as 7 € {0.1,0.5,0.9} for
the Crime and Top Gear datasets.

Since datasets may contain outliers, we adopt the following four criteria as measures of predictive
accuracy; mean squared prediction error (MSPE), mean absolute prediction error (MAPE), mean Huber
prediction error (MHPE) for § = 1.345 and median of squared prediction error (MedSPE) via 10-fold
cross validation. They are defined by MSPE = 10! Z;Ozl(yj - X?B(_j))Q, MAPE = 10! Z}O:ﬂyj -
XTB=9|, MHPE = 1071 y.2 | Livter (y; — XT3(=9)) and MedSPE = median; <;<10(y; — X7 3(9))2,
where Lf uber (.} is defined by 7 B(_j ) is the posterior median based on dataset except for jth validation
set, and y; and X; are the response variables and covariate matrix based on the jth validation set,

respectively.

Methods MSPE | MAPE | MedSPE | MHPE

HBQR-BL | 0.0226 | 0.1223 | 0.0044 | 0.0113
HBQR-EN | 0.0156 | 0.1034 | 0.0071 | 0.0078
BQR-BL | 0.0157 | 0.1054 | 0.0137 | 0.0078
BQR-EN | 0.0169 | 0.1285 0.0150 0.0085

HBQR-BL | 0.0123 | 0.0946 | 0.0067 | 0.0061
HBQR-EN | 0.0121 | 0.0938 | 0.0073 | 0.0061
7=0.5 HBL 0.0304 | 0.1534 0.0173 0.0152
BQR-BL 0.0192 | 0.1008 0.0081 0.0096
BQR-EN | 0.0250 | 0.1474 0.0185 0.0125

HBQR-BL | 0.0400 | 0.1439 | 0.0077 | 0.0200
HBQR-EN | 0.0278 | 0.1346 | 0.0079 | 0.0139
BQR-BL 0.0453 | 0.1582 0.0106 0.0226
BQR-EN | 0.0401 | 0.1629 0.0146 0.0200

Table 7: Mean squared prediction error (MSPE), mean absolute prediction error (MAPE),
mean Huber prediction error (MHPE) for § = 1.345 and median of squared prediction error
(MedSPE) for Crime data, computed from 10-fold cross-validation.
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Figure 9: Posterior medians and 95% credible intervals of the regression coefficients at 7 = 0.5
in the Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso (BQR-BL), Bayesian quantile regression
with elastic net (BQR-EN), the Huberized Bayesian lasso (HBL) and the proposed Bayesian
quantile regression with Bayesian lasso (HBQR-BL) and elastic net (HBQR-EN), applied to the
Crime data.

Methods MSPE | MAPE | MedSPE | MHPE

HBQR-BL | 0.0288 | 0.1500 | 0.0196 | 0.0144
HBQR-EN | 0.0296 | 0.1505 | 0.0229 | 0.0148
BQR-BL | 0.0360 | 0.1736 0.0331 0.0180
BQR-EN | 0.0331 | 0.1605 0.0267 0.0166
HBQR-BL | 0.0127 | 0.0942 0.0064 0.0064
HBQR-EN | 0.0120 | 0.0905 0.0070 0.0060
7=0.5 HBL 0.0110 | 0.0863 | 0.0055 | 0.0055
BQR-BL | 0.0183 | 0.1102 0.0101 0.0092
BQR-EN | 0.0110 | 0.0864 | 0.0063 | 0.0055

HBQR-BL | 0.0643 | 0.2309 | 0.0410 | 0.0322
HBQR-EN | 0.0843 | 0.2662 | 0.0628 | 0.0421
BQR-BL 0.6942 | 0.7652 0.7337 0.3471
BQR-EN | 0.2290 | 0.4461 0.1790 0.1145

Table 8: Mean squared prediction error (MSPE), mean absolute prediction error (MAPE),
mean Huber prediction error (MHPE) for 6 = 1.345 and median of squared prediction error
(MedSPE) for Top Gear data, computed from 10-fold cross-validation.
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Figure 10: Posterior medians and 95% credible intervals of the regression coefficients at 7 = 0.5
in the Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso (BQR-BL), Bayesian quantile regression
with elastic net (BQR-EN), the Huberized Bayesian lasso (HBL) and the proposed Bayesian
quantile regression with Bayesian lasso (HBQR-BL) and elastic net (HBQR-EN), applied to the
Top Gear data.

5.1 Crime Dataset

The data are collected from Statistical Abstract of the United States for the 50 states and the District of
Columbia (U.S. Census Bureau| (2006)). This data were analysed in the book of Statistical Methods for
the Social Sciences (Agresti and Finlay| (1997))). The predictors are the number of murders per 100,000
people in the population, the percentage of the population living in metropolitan areas, the percentage
of the population who are white, the percentage of the population who are high school graduates or
higher, the percentage of families living below the poverty level, and the percentage of families headed
by a single parent (male householders with no wife present and with own children, or female householders
with no husband present and with own children). The response of interest is the number of murders,
forcible rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults per 100,000 people in the population. In total, we have
51 observations and included squared variables, which results in 12 predictors in our models.

The posterior medians and 95% credible intervals of the regression coefficients based on the five
methods are reported in Figure[d] From the figure, all the methods behave similarly and the estimation
are very close. The BQR-BL method produces relatively largest credible intervals, which suggests that
this method may be unstable in producing estimates. The similar performances can also be found in
7 = 0.1 and 7 = 0.9 (see Appendix C). Table [7| also presents the predictive performance of the five
methods for 7 = 0.5 and the four Bayesian quantile regression based methods for 7 € {0.1,0.9}. The
proposed methods perform better than the existing robust methods in both median and upper quantile

levels. The HBL method produces relatively large error measures in the median case among the rest
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of methods. Looking at the lower quantile level (7 = 0.1), MSPE, MAPE and MHPE suggest that
HBQR-EN and BQR-BL perform better while MedSPE suggests that both proposed methods perform

better. In this case, they are very comparable.

5.2 Top Gear Dataset

The data uses information on cars featuring on the website of the popular BBC television show Top Gear.
It is available in the R package 'robustHD’ (Alfons (2021))) and contains 242 observations on 29 numerical
and categorical variables after removing the missing values. A description of the variables is provided
in Table 3 of the paper (Alfons et al.| (2016)). The response of interest is MPG (fuel consumption) and
the remaining variables are predictors. For categorical variables, there are 4 binary variables and 12
variables with three levels. These 12 variables are assigned two dummy variables each. The resulting
design matrix consists of 12 numerical variables, 4 individual dummy variables, and 12 groups of two
dummy variables each, giving a total of 40 predictors.

The posterior medians and 95% credible intervals of the regression coefficients based on the five
methods are reported in Figure From the figure, all the methods are comparable. Like for the Crime
dataset, the BQR-BL method produces relatively largest credible intervals. The similar performances can
also be found in 7 = 0.1 and 7 = 0.9 (see Appendix C). Table [§ also presents the predictive performance
of the five methods for 7 = 0.5 and the four Bayesian quantile regression based methods for 7 € {0.1,0.9}.
All the methods are comparable in the median case (7 = 0.5) where both HBL and BQR-EN have the
lowest error measures. Looking at the extreme quantile levels (7 = 0.1,0.9), the proposed methods
significantly outperform the BQR-BL and BQR-~-EN methods especially at the upper quantile level where
the existing robust methods perform slightly worse than the proposed methods. Furthermore, BQR-BL

has the highest error measures in all cases.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have presented the Bayesian Huberised regularisation. We proposed the Huberised
asymmetric loss function and its corresponding probability density function that leads to a scale mixture
of normal distribution with exponential and generalised inverse Gaussian mixing densities. This results in
fully Bayesian hierarchical models for quantile regression and its Gibbs sampling algorithm with approx-
imate Gibbs sampler for the data-dependent estimation of the robustness parameter. We have proved
theoretically that the proposed Bayesian models yield a good posterior propriety and unimodality in their
joint posterior density with conditional prior for the regression coefficients. Simulation studies and real
data examples show that the proposed methods are effective in predictive accuracy and their robustness
is evident under a wide range of scenarios. In many situations, the proposed methods outperform the
existing Bayesian regularised quantile regression methods especially at the extreme quantile levels. Our

proposed methods have proven to be robust in obtaining valuable results.
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A  Proofs

A.1 Proposition

We set = 0 and we wish to calculate P(X < 0), that is,

0
P(X <0) :/ fx(z)dz

177(1 — T)e’7 z(1— 7')
- 2p(77+) - { ! >}d$

777'(1 — 7‘)677 x(1— 7')
22 +1) Jo eXp{ \/77 )}dx'

) , we have

z(1—7)
z

By letting u = 4 /7 (77 +

1—71)e? [ Qup?
P(XSO):M/ ot s 2P g
20%(n+1) J, n

= ﬂ/mue_“du
(n+1)J,

On the other hand, it follows that P(X > 0) = 1 — 7. This completes the proof.

A.2 Theorem [2.1]

Let a, b be some real constants. By using the equality

exp(—|ab):/ooo\/2a7riaexp{—;(a o+ b0 —1>}da, (A1)
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(Andrews and Mallows| (1974)) and let a =  / -k and b = \/77 + 55 (7 — I(e; <0)), f(€) can be expressed

as a scale mixture of asymmetric Laplace (AL) and generalised inverse Gaussian (GIG) densities:

T(1—7)e" €
Mew{—\/n (n+ %= 1le <o>>)}

o</ ALD (€;;0,20;,7) GIG <0i;1, Z,\/an) do; ,
0 p

where GIG(v|1, ¢, d) denotes the GIG distribution and its density is given by (7) and ALD.

The ALD can be expressed as a scale mixture of normal and exponential densities using the equality

(Equation lb by letting a = \/%r, b= \/ZT and multiplying a factor of exp {—%} (Kozumi and

Kobayashi| (2011))). Therefore, f(¢;) is expressed as a normal scale mixture of exponential and generalised

inverse Gaussian (GIG) densities:

nT(l —71)e" €
Wexp{—\/n (774— 7z (r—1I(e; < 0)))}

o0 o0 1 _
x / / N(e&|(1 — 27)v;, dov;) Exp (vi; T(T)> GIG <0i; 1, %, \/an) do;dv; ,
0 0 P

20’1‘

where N(-) and Exp(-) are the normal and ezponential densities, respectively.

A.3 Proposition [3.1

The overall posterior distribution is given by
(B, p% v, 0,sly)

_ 7(y|X, B, v.0)7(Bls, p2)7(v]o)m(a]p?)m (o) (s)
JTTIT 7y X, B.v, o) (Bls. p2)w(v]o)n(o]p?)m (o2 (s)dBdvderdsdp®

We show that the normalising constant of the posterior distribution is finite, that is,

/////W(yp(’ﬁ7V,U)W(ﬁ\&PQ)W(V|U)7T(U|P2)7T(,02)7T(s)dﬁdvd0'dsd,o2 <.
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First, we consider the integral with respect to 3. We have
[ 751X, B.v.0)m(Bls. )08

(T 1 (yi —xiB — (1 = 27)v;)?
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X exp {—;(y —XB-(1-2rv) IV iy —=XB8—(1-27)v)

1
X exp {QBTAlﬁ} ag,
2p
where V = diag(4oyv1,. ..,40,v,) and A = diag(sy,..., sk). In particular, we have

/exp {;(y ~XB—(1-2rv)'V iy - X8 - (1— 2T)V)} X exp {Q;ﬁTAlﬂ} dp
— e {50~ (1 =2V y - (- 20w)
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The expression in (A.2)) is due to the identity of |[I + AB| = |I + BA| (Henderson and Searle (1981))).

Hence, we have

[ 51X, Bov.)n(8ls. 7)o
= e {4 - (1= 20TV - (- 20
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Next, we have

7(y|X, B, v.0)m(Bls, *)7(v|o)m(0]p*)m (o) (s) dBdvdordsdp®
1]

_ ////(277)_"/2 exp {—;(y (1 20TV (y — (1 - 2T)v)}

12y T(1 - 1— 1)
Vo XAXT AT T {<20)} 7(0]0%)(p?)m(s)dvdordsdp?
=1 7 7

< J[][ emrew {—1<y — (-2 VT (y - (1- 2T>v>} v

XHT (=) exp{ (12_ o }%|p2>w<p2>w<s>dvdadsdp2’

by using the fact that |A + B| > |A| implies |A + B|~'/2 < |A|~'/2 for a positive definite matrix A and
a semi-positive definite matrix B.

Next, we consider the integral with respect to v. First, we have
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2
Letting a? = %‘i and b* = 2 and using the equality (Equatiom ), we have

20’1‘

- (T(14_T)>n (f[l oz-) o exp {Jl—ﬁﬂy}

- (252 () {8

Hence, we have

///// (vIX, 8,v,0)m(Bs, p*)m(v]o)m _(0,0) m(p*)m(s)dBdvdodsdp®
///< 1—T>"<ﬁ ) exp{ [yl + (1= 27)y 1—27) }

1

xgmexp{ g(pﬂ’)} 7(p?)m(s)dodsdp?

NI 57 (o)

n 2
1 n(oi  p lyi| + (1 = 27)y; 2 2
X Ul o, exp {2 (2 + ) Y P— m(p°)m(s)dodsdp” .

p i
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we have
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In Equation (A.3), we note that the inequality
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for any n > 0 for i = 1,...,n. Hence, we have

implies

///// (y1X, B,v,0)m(Bls, p*)w(v]o)n(o|p®)m(p?)7(s)dBdvdodsdp®

T(1—7) —(n+1) Iyz|+ 27)y;
S(zm(n)) /(pQ) ) HKO<\/ >d2'

Using the fact that

Ko(x) < Kl/g(ﬂf) =

holds for all z > 0 (Yang and Chu| (2017))), we obtain
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By using the transformation /p? = x, we have
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Since the integrand is the kernel of IG( NI Vvl + (1= 27)yi) where IG(-) is the inverse
Gamma distribution, the integral is finite for any n. Hence, the posterior distribution under the improper

prior 7(p?) o p—lz is proper for any n.

A.4 Proposition

The joint posterior density of (3, p?) is expressed by
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First, we consider the integral with respect to v. We have
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Hence, we have
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Then the log posterior density is given by
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Like Kawakami and Hashimotol (2023)) and |Cai and Sun| (2021)), we consider the coordinate transfor-
mation ¢ + , & & ——=. In the transformation coordinate, Equation . is given b
vF e U ‘ s

(2n +k —2)log& — M| @1

+ Zlog [Ko (\/77 + = (\ﬁyz X @[ + (1 —27)(§y: — Xi‘I’))) (A.6)

The first two terms in Equation (A.6)) are concave. The last term is also concave, since the Theorem
2(b) of Baricz et al.| (2011)) is equivalent to log-convexity of K, for every v. Therefore, the joint posterior
7(B, p?|y) is unimodal. This completes the proof.
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A.5 Proposition

Like the proof of Proposition we follow in the similar manner. The overall posterior distribution is

given by

(B, p*,v, o, tly)

_ m(y|X, B, v, o)m(BIt, p*)7m(vlo)m(a|p®)m(p*)7(t)
JIJT =(y1X, B, v, 0)m(Blt, p)m(v]o)m(c|p?)m(p?)7(t)dBdvdedtdp? |

We show that the normalising constant of the posterior distribution is finite, that is,

][] 751%.8.v.00m(lt. o m(vlo (ol m( (0 v dtg? < o

First, we consider the integral with respect to 3. We have
761X, 8.v,0)m (Bl )8

“1/2 , . ~1/2 [ 4 . 1/2
= [m 2w ™ <H> <H> I

1
X exp {;(y -XB-(1- QT)V)TV*I(y —-XB-(1- QT)V)}

A
<oxp {28 B} ds.
where V = diag(401v1, . . .,40,v,) and Ay = diag((t; — 1)t7 ", .., (t, — 1)t;;}). In particular, we have

e {‘i“‘f ~XB (1 27W)"V " (y - XB — (1 - 2T)v)} X exp {—j);*BTAglﬁ} a8

—ep {30y - (1 -2V Iy - (- 20v) |
_111/2
% (27)k/2 Tyy—1 2\ 1
(2n) <XV X+ A2>

= exp {—;(y —(=-2nv)Iviy-@1- 2T)V)}

—-1/2 —-1/2

2 2
x (2m)F2 | DAY VRV 4 %XA;XT
4

() ()

—exp {50y - (1 =20V - 1 2r>v>}

—1/2

k
X(Qw)k/22n2k/2( 2\k/2 —k/2 H

—1/2
1XT

2)\4
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Hence, we have

/ (y[X. B,v,0)m(Blt. p*)dB

= (2%)”/2 exp {—;(y - (1- QT)V)TV_l(y —(1- 27’)V)}

—1/2

p2
V4 XA IXT

X
24

Next, we have

[[][761%.8.3.00m(818. A1n(v om0l (P () apavio vy

- [[[[enrsan{ S5 -a-2mmvi - a-2m)

—1/2

2
$ [V LXAFIXT| a(vle)n(o|p?)n(p?)n(t)dvdodtdp?

2\

< [[[[eneo {;W ~ -2V iy - (1 - 27>v>} v

n

T exp {—(1_)} 7 (0100 ) (s)dvdodsdp®

i1 20'1' 20’1’

Next, we consider the integral with respect to v. We have

S en {5 - 0 -20mv iy - - 20w |

y Sr(l—1) eXp{_T(l—T)Ui}dv

2CTZ' 201‘
1

[\

i
-1

o (1) () o { -tttz
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Hence, we have
///// (y1X,8,v,0)m(BIt, p*)7(v|o)m(o|p*)m(p* )7 (t)dBdvdodtdp®

/// 1_T <ﬁ ) exp{—W}
}_[1 2P2K1(77) { g (Zz + f) } (p?)m(t)dodtdp?
M Ciy)) v

1 /o, (1 =20\ 1
L ovesn {—2 (’7;’ ; (W " W) ) } () (6)dordtdp?
=1

g

G o s ([ )
X _ﬁfl <;’5\3> \//;T;exp{f\gtj}l(tj > 1) x pl—thdpQ
- (o) 5 ) )
forrm e (3 o - R
() e (5) )

1 n
—3n/2—1 L m _ — _
Q/x exp{ m\/; E_l Vil + (1 2T)yl}d$.

As the integrand is same as that in (A.4]), the integral is finite for any n. Hence, the posterior

distribution under the improper prior 7(p?) o p% is proper for any n.

A.6 Proposition

Like the proof of Proposition we follow in the similar manner. The joint posterior density of (3, p?)

is expressed by

(8, Ply) = / / w(y|X. B, 0, v)7(Blp*)(v]o)m(o] ) (%) dvider
= (a|p?)m(p?) (74([1(1_(7:))) )"

- n (v —xiBl+ (1 —27)(yi —xiB)
ngo (\/p2 ( 5 >>

o (p2)7n7k/271 exp _\jj)—Z|ﬁj ZBQ

- n (v —xiBl+ (1 —27)(yi —xiB)
Xil;IIKo (\//)2 ( 9 )) .
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Then the log posterior density is given by

A3

\/ﬁ

K, ( w <|yi—xiﬂ|+<12—27><yi—xim))] @

We also consider the coordinate transformation & <« %, ¢ +» ——. In the transformation coordi-

Ve O Vs
nate, Equation (A.7) is given by

k
log w(B3, p°ly) = — (n +5+ 1) log p* —

+ Zlog
i=1

A4
181 — ﬁ”ﬁ”%

(2n 4k +2)log& — Ay || @1 — M| @3

+ Zlog [KO (\/772 + %E (|€y: — xi®| + (1 —27)(Eyi — Xﬂ’)))

Since the four terms are log-concave, the joint posterior of 7(3, p?|y) is unimodal. This completes

the proof.

B Details of Gibbs Sampling Algorithm

B.1 Bayesian Huberised Lasso Quantile Regression

The joint posterior distribution is as follows.

ﬂ—(67 p25V7 g, )‘17 S|y)

i1 20'1'
1 2
J
X exp{ —
j];[l 2mp?s; { 20253}
k
A2 A2
SENEY
Jj=1
b 9
X I a) (M) exp {-bAT}
T e exp {~dn}
b {—
I'(c)
>< i
P
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The full conditional posterior distribution of 3 is given by

ﬂ—(ﬁ|y7 p27v7 g, )‘17 S)

n
1 (yi —xiB — (1 = 27)v;)?
. 11_[1 V8o, v; exp{ 80;v;

Mmoo
27rp S; 2p?s;
X exp {—;(y - XB-(1-2nv)IV iy -XB-(1- QT)V)}
X exp{2;2,8TA1,8}
X exp {—; (,BT (XTV_1X + p12A_1> B—28TXTVl(y—(1- 27’)V)> }

X N(Nﬁa Eﬁ) ’

-1
where V = diag(4oyv1,...,40,v,), A = diag(si,...,sk), Xg = (XTV_1X+ p%A_l) and pg =
SeXTV-l(y — (1 —-27)v).

The full conditional posterior distribution of ¢;, i = 1,...,n, is given by

ﬂ-(ai|Ya 183 p27V7 Aly S)

1 (yi —xiB — (1 = 27)v;)*
> 11;[1 \/8To;v; P { 80,v;

n

1 n{o; p?
Uorm=e{-3(7+5)}
n
T7(1—7) 7(1 = 7)v;
x H 2(Ti xP {_ 20'7;
i=1

— 1 i — X3 — (1 —27)v;)? 1
x 0, 8/2 exp{— (7’202- + ((y xiB m)v) +7(1—"1)y; +77p2> >}
2 1% 4 ag;

Vg

1 i — X8 — (1 —27)v;)?
o<GIG< Z,(y xiB — ( o) +T(1—T)Ui+77,02> .
p dv;
The full conditional posterior distribution of v;, i = 1,...,n, is given by

W(Ui‘ya ﬂv p270-7 >\17 S)

Xp {— (yi —xi — (1 — 27)v;)? }

80'2"01'
Sl —1) (1 —7)v;

x H 20’1‘ eXp{ 20’1'

x v._l/2exp 1y —xB—(1— 27)v;)? T (1 —7)vs
¢ 2 40'i’()i

N Rl
x GIG | = + '

)

2" 4oy o 40;
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The full conditional posterior distribution of p? is given by

71—(p2|)’7 67 v,o, )\17 S)

The full conditional posterior distribution of s;, j =1,...,k, is given by

ﬂ-(sj'y’ /67 anVa g, )\1)

1 2 A2 As;
X ———=—=exp{ — 55 X —expq ———
A /27rp25j 2p Sj 2 2

The full conditional posterior distribution of A\ is given by
7T()\1 |y7 ﬂa 92»V7 g, S)

k
X | 12exp{— B)

Jj=

X Ifza)()\%) exp{ b)\l}
k
()\%)aﬂﬁ 1eXp - b—l—Z% A
j=1
k 5
o Gamma a—i—k,b—i—;i
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B.2 Bayesian Huberised Elastic Net Quantile regression

The joint posterior distribution is as follows.

7T(ﬁ7 p25v7 o, ta A37 A4|y)

% i )\4tj exp 4 — >\4tj5]2
L 7,1 P2 (t; — 1)

b =
1\ (A .
X HI‘_l (27>\3) t—%exp {—Agtj}_[(tj > ].)
1 J

X i (5\3)(1171 exp {—bl;\g}
['(a1)
o D27 yaam exp {—ba)s}
T(ag) "
x I8 peat e (byn)
['(as)
L
5 -
Clearly, it is obvious to see that the full conditional posterior distributions of ¢; and v;, i =1,...,n

are the same in the Bayesian Huberised lasso quantile regression.

The full conditional posterior distribution of 3 is given by

’/T(,@‘y, pZ’V, g, tv >\3a )‘4)

exp {— (yi —xiB — (1 — 27)v;)? }

8oiv;
X exp {;(y —XB8-(1-2nv)Ivily-XB-(1- 2T)v)}
X exp{—zgﬁTTlﬁ}
o exp {—; (ﬂT (XV_1X + 2:;4T‘1) B—28"X"Vy—(1- 27’)V)> }

x N (ll'ﬁv Eﬁ) )

—1
where V = diag(401v1, . ..,40,0,), T = diag((t1 — 1)t ", ..., (t,— 1)t 1), B = (XV’1X + %T’l)
and p = XX V-l(y — (1-27)v).
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The full conditional posterior distribution of p? is given by

,/T(p2|yv /vav g, t7 )\37 )‘4)

n

The full conditional posterior distribution of ¢; — 1 is given by

Tr(t] - 1|Y7 187 027va g, A?n )\4)

~ /\47’5]' expd — )\4tjﬂ]2‘
mp*(t; — 1) p?(t; — 1)
(1 % /5\3 N
x I 1 (27)\3) t—jexp{f)\gtj}f(tj >1)

MtiBF -
X (t]‘ - 1)‘1/2 exp {—/)2(4;]5]1) - Agtj} I(tj > 1)
J

_ 12082 1 -
x (t; — 1) 1/2exp{—2< pQth71+2)\3(tj—1) I(t; —1>0)

1 - 2\

The full conditional posterior distribution of A3 is given by

T(A\aly, B, 0%V, 0, t, A3, M)

k =
1 (1 % [ A3 5
O(jl;{r 1 (2,)\3> t—jexp{—)\;;tj}f(tj > ].)

b(fl g alfl g
A b1
X F(al)( 3) exp{ 1 3}
SO N s | - .
x Ik (2,)\3> (As)? exp{ — | Y tj+b| s
j=1

As it is infeasible to directly sample from 7r(5\3|y7 B,p%, v,0,t, A3, \1), the one-step Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm is employed. Following |Li et al.| (2010), the proposal distribution is
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¢(\3]t) ~ Gamma (k +a1, b + Z?Zl(tj - 1)) They showed that

~hm V )\3 exp(~A3) -1 ’
Az—roo =1 (%,/\3)
implies that

li ﬂ-(;\3|ya/87p27v70-7t7)‘37)\4)
lim 2
Az—o0 q(/\3|t)

)

exists and equals to some positive constant. Hence, the tail behaviours of q(;\3|t) and 7r(5\3 ly, B, 0% v,0,t, A3, \1)
are similar.

The full conditional posterior distribution of A4 is given by

7T()\4|y, 137 P27Va g, t7 )\3)

k 2
)\4tj )\4tjﬁj
x | I —————— expR —————
o et = 1) { pA(t; —1)

az

x 2\ Texp {—by\s}

I'(a2)
5+a2—1 b tJBQ
o A\ exp{ — 227]+b2 A4
= it —1)
k 2
k ;35
o Gamma | = + as, — I 4y
2 ]; p*(t; — 1)
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C Results for Simulation Studies and Real Data Examples
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Figure 11: Boxplots of RMSE based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-
BL, HBQR-EN, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.25).
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Figure 12: Boxplots of MMAD based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-
BL, HBQR-EN, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.25).
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Figure 13: Boxplots of AL based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-BL,
HBQR-EN, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.25).
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Figure 14: Boxplots of RMSE based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-
BL, HBQR-EN, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.75).
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Figure 15: Boxplots of MMAD based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-
BL, HBQR-EN, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.75).

95



© 7 O N=100 = N=200 *
.
n - : .
* .
< - H . .
i ——
- 1 ° |
< ™ - 1 ) 1
. i - I .
| .
o G — O
- — == . =
— = __‘_ — —
- _ . — —
— p—r— . - .
T T T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
=9 N=100 = N=200 M
© -
.
o -
. .
.
< ! !
— | -
< - . ! ] |
| 1
= —
o i T === ! -
—_ ; — R E— .
A e —_ - == —— pur— p——
T T T T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
© 4 O N=100 = N=200 . °
, .
S s :
3 . s
2 B 4
| 4 . ; .
. ! I .
[Tol ° | .
i = —
1
) —_— = —— - B ——
T T T T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
~
O N=100 = N=200 *
© - .
o -
i
< - ]
N .
2 . — *+ : : . :
" L =] \ ! | J; .
N9 _ . E '] — = l
—4— —_ — 1 T ——
- % —— — —— ——
+
o L] .
T T T T T T T T T T T
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Figure 16: Boxplots of AL based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios for HBQR-BL,
HBQR-EN, BQR-BL and BQR-EN in this order (7 = 0.75).
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Figure 17: Boxplots of posterior median of 1 based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios
for HBQR-BL (top) and HBQR-EN (bottom) (7 = 0.25).
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Figure 18: Boxplots of posterior median of 1 based on 300 replications in six simulation scenarios
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Figure 19: Posterior medians and 95% credible intervals of the regression coefficients at 7 = 0.1
in the Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso (BQR-BL), Bayesian quantile regression
with elastic net (BQR-EN) and the proposed Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso
(HBQR-BL) and elastic net (HBQR-EN), applied to the Crime data.
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Figure 20: Posterior medians and 95% credible intervals of the regression coefficients at 7 = 0.9
in the Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso (BQR-BL), Bayesian quantile regression
with elastic net (BQR-EN) and the proposed Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso
(HBQR-BL) and elastic net (HBQR-EN), applied to the Crime data.
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Figure 21: Posterior medians and 95% credible intervals of the regression coefficients at 7 = 0.1
in the Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso (BQR-BL), Bayesian quantile regression

with elastic net (BQR-EN) and the proposed Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso
(HBQR-BL) and elastic net (HBQR-EN), applied to the Top Gear data.

Top Gear

Method

— BQR-BL

-+ BQR-EN

--- HBQR-BL
-- HBQR-EN

coefficient

0 10 20 30 40
covariate index
Figure 22: Posterior medians and 95% credible intervals of the regression coefficients at 7 = 0.9
in the Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso (BQR-BL), Bayesian quantile regression
with elastic net (BQR-EN) and the proposed Bayesian quantile regression with Bayesian lasso
(HBQR-BL) and elastic net (HBQR-EN), applied to the Top Gear data.
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