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Abstract

This article deals with the analysis of high dimensional data that come from multiple
sources (“experiments”) and thus have different possibly correlated responses, but share
the same set of predictors. The measurements of the predictors may be different across
experiments. We introduce a new regression approach with multiple quantiles to select
those predictors that affect any of the responses at any quantile level and estimate the
nonzero parameters. Our estimator is a minimizer of a penalized objective function, which
aggregates the data from the different experiments. We establish model selection consistency
and asymptotic normality of the estimator. In addition we present an information criterion,
which can also be used for consistent model selection. Simulations and two data applications
illustrate the advantages of our method, which takes the group structure induced by the
predictors across experiments and quantile levels into account.

Some Key Words: Data integration; High dimensional data; Information criterion; Penal-
ized quantile regression.
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1 Introduction

To set the stage for this work on data integration, first consider K different data sets with

linear regression models
Ve=Xlaj+Us (k=1,...,K). (1)

Here Y}, is a scalar response, X}, is a p-dimensional predictor, o is a p-dimensional parameter
vector and Uy, is the error term. |[Zellnen (1962) referred to this set of models as seemingly
unrelated regressions and proposed the idea of estimating the regression parameters simulta-
neously using a generalized least squares method. The responses in model (I are different,
but dependent, while the predictors are the same in the K data sets, but not their values.
This is, for example, given if individuals are assessed through various responses from different
experiments and the predictor values are measured in different ways (Gao & Carroll, 2017).

Model (), with the assumption that E(Uy | Xx) = 0, can also be written as a heteroge-

nous linear regression model, i.e., as
EYy—X{aj | X)) =0 (k=1,...,K).

We consider the same scenario, but pursue a different approach. Instead of modeling the
conditional mean of the response given the covariates, we assume linear regression models

for the conditional quantiles @, (X}) at various quantile levels 7,,, (m =1,..., M), i.e.,
E{IY, < X10:)—7m | Xe} =0 (k=1,...,K), (2)

where I(-) is the indicator function and 65, is a p-dimensional parameter vector. This is

equivalent to
pr(Y, < XLor | X)) =pr{Ye < Q.. (X3) | Xa} =7 (m=1,...,M; k=1,..., K).

We are interested in the high dimensional data situation and therefore let the dimension
p = p, of the parameter vector tend to infinity as the sample size n increases. In addition,
we assume that the data are sparse, i.e. most of the parameters are zero, which means that

only a fraction of the predictors affect the responses.



An important goal is to identify the relevant predictors. One possible approach is to
aggregate each predictor’s effect in all experiments by forming groups. In our scenario all
responses share the same set of predictors. Hence we have a natural group structure: the
parameters of different quantiles and experiments that belong to the same predictor consti-
tute a group; see|Gao & Carroll (2017), who developed a group penalized estimation method
using a pseudolikelihood. To handle the unspecified dependence between the responses in
the K experiments, they pooled the marginal likelihoods and imposed Ls-group penaliza-
tion on the grouped parameters. The group penalty was introduced in a 1999 Australian
National University Ph.D. thesis by S. Bakin and then applied to group selection questions
by Yuan & Lin (2006). (Gao & Carroll (2017) used it to select predictors that are influential
in any of the experiments. The main tool in their article is the smoothly clipped absolute
deviation penalty (Fan & Li, 2001). In addition, (Gao & Carroll (2017) used the concept of
the Bayesian information criterion to also develop a pseudolikelihood information criterion
that applies to the high dimensional scenario. The pseudolikelihood approach they em-
ployed is an important advance and useful when the distribution of the error can be modeled
parametrically, which is not assumed in our case.

In this article we use a linear quantile regression approach based on model (2), i.e. we
will not work with a likelihood, but with a different objective function. Quantile regres-
sion was introduced by [Koenker & Bassett (1978); see also [Koenker (2005). In contrast to
classical regression, it provides a global picture of the predictors’ effect on the distribution
of the responses, while it is robust to heavy-tailed distributions. In high dimensional set-
tings Belloni & Chernozhukowv (2011) studied linear quantile regression with a Lasso penalty,
Wang et al. (2012) proved selection consistency of linear quantile regression with nonconvex
penalty functions, and [Sherwood & Wang (2016) derived asymptotic properties of partially
linear additive quantile regression with a nonconvex penalty. In addition to these articles
on single quantile regression, Zou & Yuan (2008a) introduced a composite quantile regres-
sion approach for linear models, which considers multiple quantiles simultaneously. They
assumed that the slopes were the same across quantiles and used the adaptive Lasso penalty
from [Zou (2006). The method shares the oracle properties proposed in [Fan & Li (2001). In

the presence of heterogeneity, i.e. when the covariates and the error are dependent so that the



slopes vary across quantiles, the method of |Zou & Yuan (2008b) is able to detect non-zero
slopes simultaneously. [Zou & Yuan (2008b) generalized the approach to the case with mul-
tiple responses. The two 2008 articles by Zou & Yuan consider only the scenario with a fixed
number of parameters. Moreover, [Fan et al. (2016) studied quantile regression with multiple
responses under the assumption that the responses and predictors can be transformed to a
multivariate normal variable by some monotone function, which is not posited in our model.
Unlike us who are interested in identifying relevant predictors, they focused on predicting
responses and estimating correlation matrices.

Our goal is simultaneous variable selection with multiple quantiles across K experiments.
To take account of the unknown dependence structure between the responses in the different
experiments, we integrate the data by summing up their quantile loss functions. Addition-
ally, similar to [Sherwood & Wang (2016) who conducted variable selection with multiple
quantiles, we apply a nonconvex penalty on the Li-norm of the coefficients related to each
predictor, which represents the overall strength of the predictor across multiple experiments
and quantiles. This penalty function takes the group structure into account and excludes
covariates that have no impact on any of the responses at any of the quantile levels. More-
over, the Li-norm is computationally convenient in quantile regression settings, thanks to
Peng & Wang (2015), who provided a new “Quick Iterative Coordinate Descent” algorithm
for solving nonconvex penalized quantile regression in high dimensions with no group struc-
ture. With modifications, their algorithm can be adapted to our approach; see Section [4l

Multiple quantile regression for dependent data that originate from different sources has,
to the best of our knowledge, not been studied in the literature. Apart from this we also
cover the high dimensional data scenario by adding a nonconvex group penalty term. We
establish selection consistency and asymptotic normality of our estimator in this quite gen-
eral setting under mild assumptions. Additionally we propose a multiple quantile Bayesian
information criterion (MQBIC) based on pooled check functions, which is an extension of the
Bayesian information criterion for linear quantile regression (Lee et all,2014) to the multiple
experiment scenario. Similar to the pseudolikelihood information criterion in |Gao & Carroll
(2017), MQBIC permits consistent model selection (see Section [B]) and choice of the tuning

parameter for the penalized estimator (see Section H).
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Summing up, the main contribution of this article is the introduction of quantile based
methods to the high dimensional scenario of data integration. We propose a penalized
estimation process and an information criterion, which can identify the covariates that affect
any of the responses at any of the quantile levels. Our method enjoys robustness and can be
applied to the complex scenario with heterogeneous data and dependent responses.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce our objec-
tive function, which involves a nonconvex group penalization term, and present the oracle
properties of the estimator. The MQBIC is presented in Section [3] and its model selection
consistency is established. In Section 4l we compare our method with other approaches using
simulations. Our method is illustrated in Section Bl by means of empirical data examples.
Section [0 gives a brief conclusion of the article and a discussion of further questions. All
proofs are in the Appendix. For notational clarity we assume in the following that the sample
sizes and the quantile levels are the same in every experiment. The conclusions and methods

are essentially the same if we drop these assumptions.

2 Penalized estimator

Throughout this article we will use the capital letter C' to represent a generic constant,
including Cy, Cy, etc. We write I,,, for the m x m identity matrix. The symbols || - ||; and
|| - || refer to the L;- and Lo- norms of a vector and ® denotes the Kronecker product.

Our conditional quantile regression model is Q,,,(X}) = X 65 with ordered levels 0 <
T < Ty < - <7y <1 We can set the first column of X}, to be (1,...,1)" so that the
model contains intercept terms. For notational convenience, we assume the intercepts all
equal zero. The number of predictors p, tends to infinity as the sample size n increases.

For k = 1,...,K and i = 1,...,n we consider n independent copies {Y%;, Xx;} with
Xii = (Xgit, -+, Xgip,)T of the base observation {Vj, X} from model (). Here we use
three subscripts to locate the predictors, i.e. Xj,; represents the j™ component of the i*"
observation in the k™ experiment. We write Xy.; = (Xj1j,..., Xn;)? for the vector. The
data are summarized in Table [Tl

The regression parameters 65, (k=1,..., K, m=1,..., M) are assumed to be sparse,



Table 1: Data structure of multiple experiments

Experiment 1 Experiment K
Parameters of 7 07, = (67 S )T = (03 i )T
1 11 1t -+ Y11p, K1 K110+ UK1p,
Parameters of 01y = (0% )T o = (0% o )L
M v = Winmis - Yinp, kv — \Ukmi - Yk wp,

: _ T _ T
Observation 1 }/117 X11 = (X111,...,X11pn) YKla XKl = (XKllv"'7XK1pn)
Observation n Yy, Xi, = (X Xinp, )t Yicn, Xn = (X Xecnp, )T

1n, 1n Inly--- 1npn Kn) Kn Knly-- - Knpnp,

i.e. most of the components of ¢, are zero. Write 6*9) for the parameters related to
the ;' predictor (j = 1,...,p,) across the K experiments and the M quantile levels, i.e.
00 = ( S g Okcage - Okcar;) - We want to select the predictors that have an
effect on any of the responses, i.e. we want to specify theset A = {j : 1 < j < p,,, [|0*?)| > 0}.
Without loss of generality let A = {1,2,...,¢q,}, i.e. only the first ¢, predictors have nonzero
parameters. We assume that g, tends to infinity as n and p, increase. For convenience of

notation, we use the letter a at the end of a subscript if we refer to subvectors or submatrices

that consist of components with subscripts in A. For example, Xpia = (Xgi1, - -, Xgig,) s
Xk-a = (Xklaa ce 7ana)T and H;;ma = ( Zml’ SR ;mqn>T'

The dependence between the experiments is unspecified. To integrate the data we there-

fore sum up the quantile loss functions across the K experiments and the M quantiles,

(n(0) = "_122{:12%:12?:1Pm(yki - Xgiekm)' (3)

Here p,,(7) = {7, —I(z < 0)} is the check function and 0 = (0,...,05,,, ..., 0%, ..., 052"
is a parameter vector. To select the predictors that affect any of the responses, a nonconvex
penalty function Q, (-) with tuning parameter )\, is imposed on the overall impact of each
predictor. That impact is represented by the L; norm of the vector ), which contains

the parameters of the j*" predictor in the K experiments. This gives the overall objective



function

D, (6) = €a(0) + 25, (109]]). (4)

Our estimator is obtained by minimizing I'y (#). We use the smoothly clipped absolute

deviation (SCAD) penalty function (Fan & Li, 2001)

alyx — (22 + 22)/2
a—1

(a+1)\2

O, () =Xzl (0< 2z < \,) + 5 “I(x > ahy,),

I\, <z <ad,)+

where a is a constant that is usually set to 3.7 (Fan & Li, 2001). Before stating the asymp-

totic properties of our estimator, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 There is a constant C' > 0 such that |Xy;;| < C for every k = 1,..., K,

t=1,....nand j=1,...,p,.
Assumption 2 For every k =1,..., K there are positive constants C; and Cs such that
Cl S )\min(n_nganu) S )\max(n_lX];I.‘an-a) S 02,

where Apin(+) and Apax(+) stand for the smallest and the largest eigenvalue, respectively.
In addition, the true model contains at least one continuous covariate, and Xy, and
(Yit, ..., Yen)T are in “general positions”, which is an identifiability condition that guarantees

that a solution to the quantile regression problem exists (Koenker, 2005, Section 2.2.2).

Assumption 3 For every k = 1,...,K and m = 1,...,M, the conditional probability
density fim(- | ) of exm = Vi — X105, given X;, = x is uniformly bounded and bounded
away from zero in a neighborhood of zero, and has a derivative f], (- | x), which is uniformly

bounded in a neighborhood of zero.
Assumption 4 The true model size satisfies ¢, = O(n') for some 0 < ¢; < 1/2.

Assumption 5 There are positive constants co and C such that 2¢; < co < 1, where ¢; is

the constant introduced in Assumption[f, and n1=2/2min, <, [|0*9 ||, > C.

Assumptions [I] and 2] guarantee good behavior of the design matrices. The conditions in

Assumption [3 concern the unknown distribution of the random errors. They are considerably
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weaker than assuming a specific parametric model for the error distribution. Assumption 4]
regulates the growth rate of the true model size. This is a standard assumption for linear
models with a diverging number of parameters; see, for example, [Wang et all (2012) and
Lee et all (2014). Assumption [l excludes situations where the nonzero parameters decay too
fast. Conditions similar to Assumptions [[H5l were required in (Wang et al! (2012) for single
experiments with a single quantile.

The oracle estimator 6 is defined as the minimizer of (,(0) that knows that the first g,
components of § are nonzero and that the others are zero, i.e. ||[§9)|| = 0 for ¢, < j < p,. The
following theorem provides the model selection consistency of our estimator. More precisely,
we will show that, with probability tending to one, the oracle estimator can be obtained

with our approach, i.e. by minimizing the objective function Iy, ().

Theorem 1 Let S(\,) denote the set of local minimizers of T'x,(8) and 8 the oracle esti-
mator. Under Assumptions [IH3, pr{§ € S(A\)} = 1 asn — oo, if A\, = o{n-(17e2)/2}

n=12q, = o(A\,) and n~tlogp, = o(X}).

The next theorem, Theorem 2] gives the asymptotic normality of the nonzero part of
the oracle estimator @ from Theorem 0 i.e. of éa. We first introduce some notation. For

E=1,....K,m=1...,.Mandi=1,...,n we write

Ekmi = Yii — XiiOhms €hm = (Ekm1, -+ Ekmn) > €= (€11, Elapr -+ 2 ER1r - > €M) >
kmi(€) = Ton = L(€kmi < 0), Pk (€) = {Whm1(€), -, Vrmn(€)} 7,

Unie(€) = {1 ()T, Varnr (2) T, Unle) = (W (&) Wi (€)1}

H, = E{t, ()t ()T | X} with X = {Xp; : k=1,...,K,i=1,...,n},

Bk = diag{ fxm (0 | Xx1), -+, fem(0 | Xgn)}, Bk = diag(Buki, - - -, Bukn),

B, = diag(Bui, .-, Bur), 05 = (0510, Oiaar -2 Ociar - - - Ocnra) s

0 n I T o nr T T T T
ekma:(ekml,,ekmqn) ,9(1:(ella,...,ele...,eKla,...,eKMa) .

Theorem 2 Letn* =nxM x K, q¢& = ¢, x M x K. Denote X, = diag({py @ X1.0, ..., Iy ®
Xrk.a) as a n* x ¢ block diagonal matriz, R, = n'XIB,X,, S, = n'XITH,X, and



Y, = RIS, R1. Consider a s x ¢* matriz A, with s fized and A, AT — G, a positive

definite matriz, then
n'?A, 520, — 0) — N(0,G) (n— o)

in distribution, provided Assumptions [IHj] are satisfied and Apin(S,) is uniformly bounded

away from zero.

Theorems [1l and 2] establish the model selection consistency and asymptotic normality of
our estimator when experiments are correlated. This shows that it is reasonable to aggregate
information from multiple experiments, rather than ignoring the correlation and analyzing

each experiment separately.

3 Multiple quantile Bayesian information criterion

To select the correct model we use an information criterion that balances the goodness-of-fit
and the complexity of a model. By applying this information criterion to a set of competing
models, the true model can be identified with probability approaching one. In the context
of quantile regression, Lee et all (2014) developed a Bayesian information criterion with a
diverging number of predictors. That method considers one single quantile and deals with
data from one single experiment. We use a generalized version of the criterion, now based
on multiple quantiles and on data from several experiments, which improves its ability to
select the correct model.

The multiple quantile Bayesian information criterion of a submodel D C {1,2,...,p,} is
MQBIC(D) = log{3"1_, Yoy Sy pm (Yei — XiipOkmp) } + (20) 7} [D| T logm, (5)

where 0p,p = argmingegio| Y iy pm(Yei — X5pf) for k = 1,...,K and m = 1,..., M,
|D| is the cardinality of D, and T, is a sequence of positive constants diverging to infinity
as n increases. The notation Xj;p refers to the subvectors of Xj; which only contain the
components with subscripts in D. We set an upper bound on the cardinality of competing

models, say d,,, and search for the best model among submodels whose cardinality is smaller



or equal to d,. Define D* = {1,2,...,q,} as the subset of {1,...,p,} corresponding to the
true model, and M = {D C {1,...,p,} : |D| < d,} as the set of all competing models. The
first part of the MQBIC represents the goodness-of-fit, while the second term is a penalty
on the model complexity. To guarantee model selection consistency of the MQBIC we need

the following assumptions, in addition to some of the assumptions from Section

Assumption 6 For every k =1,..., K there are constants 0 < C5 < Cy such that for any
D cC{l,...,pu} the matriz Xp.p = (Xpp, ..., Xpmp) T satisfies

: 13T 1T
Cs < minp|<ad, Amin(n X pXep) < Max|pj<ad, Amax(n XppXep) < Cu.

Assumption 7 The full model size p, is of order p, = O(n®) for some cg > 0; the true

model size q, is fized, q, = q, and satisfies ¢ < d, = O(n) for some 0 < ¢4 < 1/2.
Assumption 8 The sequence T), in the definition ([3) satisfies T;,, — oo and n= T, logn — 0.

Assumption 9 The average of the check functions, n_lszzl Z%:l S Pm(Ekmi), 18

bounded and bounded away from zero with probability tending to one.

Assumption [@ extends Assumption 2| for the true model to all candidate models. This is
common for scenarios with more regression parameters than observations, i.e. p, > n. In
Assumption [7, the true model size is fixed because of a technical difficulty in handling the
maximum of [D\D*|n 3" {pm (Ve — X];I,;'D/e\km'p) — oy (Vi — X,;ED*HAkmD*)H over the set
of overfitted models {D € M : D* C D, D # D*} (Lee et all, 2014). Assumption [§ regulates
the growth rate of the sequence T,,. Assumption [0 is made for convenience in the proofs
because n ' S0 SM S p(€kmi) appears in denominators.

In the following theorem we show that the true model has, with probability tending to

one, the smallest MQBIC value among all candidate models.

Theorem 3 If Assumptions[d [3 and[619 hold, then with probability tending to one, the true
model can be selected by minimizing the MQBIC, that is

limnﬁmpr{minpe(M\{D*})MQB]C(D) > MQB]C(D*)} =1.



Theorem [3 establishes model selection consistency of the MQBIC for data from multiple
dependent sources, which provides another approach to identify the true underlying model.
In the MQBIC approach estimation and model selection are separate processes. This is
different from minimizing the objective function in Section [2] which is a one-step procedure.
The main advantage of the MQBIC is that we can use it to select the tuning parameter A,
for the penalized estimation process in Section 2] which is computationally more efficient

than cross validation. The details are given in Section [l

4 Simulations

In this section we study the numerical performance of our estimators. We use the objective
function (@) with M = 5 quantiles, 3 = 1/6, % = 2/6,...,75 = 5/6, and study two different
group structures, namely complete and incomplete grouping. Complete grouping means
that parameters of the same predictor can only be either all zero or all nonzero, while in the
incomplete case a group may contain both zero and nonzero predictors.

In both cases the number of experiments is K = 2, the sample size is n = 100 and the
number of predictors is p = 100 or p = 200. The nonzero parameters are drawn independently
from a uniform distribution on [0.05,1]. For K = 1,2 we generate independent random
vectors X, ¢ = 1,...,100, from a p-dimensional multivariate normal distribution with
mean zero and a covariance matrix whose (i, j)th component is 0.5 for 1 < .5 < p.
The predictors Xy, for the different scenarios described below are transformations of the
X;.’s. Fori=1,...,100 the error terms (£;, &;)T are drawn independently from a bivariate
normal distribution with mean zero or from a bivariate t distribution with three degrees of
freedom. The covariance matrix of (&4, &y;) is ¥ with entries ¥1; = Y9 = 1 and X5 =
Yo = 0.7. For minimizing the objective functions we use an algorithm by Peng & Wang
(2015), modified for multiple quantiles and experiments. The majorization function in that
article (Peng & Wang, 2015, equation (7)) becomes n= '3 1 S"M S 5,0 (Yai — X50km) +

il Q’An(Hg(j)||1+)||9(j)||1. Here €2, (-) is the derivative of Qy,(-); 0 is the result from the

previous iteration. The minimization of the modified majorization function can be done

using the algorithm in Section 3 of [Peng & Wang (2015). We refer to that article for a
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detailed description. The tuning parameter A is chosen from a grid A. For A € A let
@,km = (5,\,;%1, cee 5,\7kmp)T denote the estimators obtained from minimizing the objective
function (@) with A, = A, where k = 1,2 and m = 1,2,3,4,5. Further let D, ={j:1<j <

0D DD D |§A7km]~| > 0}. In order to obtain the final estimator we use

X = argminye, [log {300, X, S0 om (YVei = X500 km)} + (20) ' [Dal(logn) T, (6)

which minimizes the MQBIC. This approach adapts criterion (2.10) in [Lee et all (2014) to
multiple quantile levels and experiments. Since that article recommends T = C'logp and
their simulation results show this type of information criterions tends to underfit models
slightly, we consider 7" = (logp)/3 or (logp)/6 and examine how this affects the performance

of the method. In each scenario we record the following three indices.

1. Positive selection rate (PSR): the proportion of selected predictors that affect any
quantile of any response. Then, formally, PSR = |AN A|/|A| with A= {j :1<j <
pI°0] > 0} and A= {j:1<j<p 0] >0},

2. False discovery rate (FDR): the proportion of selected predictors that affect no re-
sponse, i.e. [ AN .A/|A9.

3. Absolute error (AE): the absolute estimation error, i.e. (KM)~|6 — 6*|;.

The data integration (DI) approach is compared with the standard method, a combined
analysis based on the 7" quantile (CA-7). That method considers only one quantile, 7.
It analyzes the data from the two experiments separately and then merges the two sets of
selected predictors. We will see that in most of the cases the CA-7 method selects more
unimportant predictors than the DI approach. This indicates that the false discovery rate
will rise even further when the results from different quantile levels are combined. We
therefore did not consider this approach. In Tables we present the average values of the
three indices calculated from 100 simulated data sets. The standard deviations are provided
in parentheses.

Table 2] shows the simulation results for a scenario with normal errors and complete

* * * * * * *
group structure. The nonzero parameters are oy, g, 0 (19), (15, ¥(a0) and a3y, agg,
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Table 2: Positive selection rates, false discovery rates and absolute errors of the data in-
tegration method and the combined analysis for models with normal errors and complete
group structure. Here DI denotes the data integration method, CA-7 the combined analysis
with one quantile 7 =2/6 or 3/6; PSR is the positive selection rate, FDR the false discovery

rate and AE the absolute error (KM)_1||§— 0*||;. The parameter T" in criterion (@) is (a)
(logp)/3 or (b) (logp)/6.

p =100 p = 200
PSR(%) FDR(%) AE  PSR(%) FDR(%) AE

DI 98.3 (5.0) 1(15) 03(0.1) 982(5.2) 0.7(0.7) 0.3(0.1)

(a) CA-(2/6) 83.3(7.5) 4(22) 06(0.1) 78.0(8.2) 0.8(0.7) 0.7(0.1)
CA-(3/6) 81.7 (5.0) 4(14) 03(0.1) 792(7.3) 0.7(0.7) 0.3(0.1)

DI 99.0 (4.0)  1.9(24) 02(0.1) 983 (4.0) 1.1(0.1) 0.3 (0.1)

(b) CA-(2/6) 92.3 (8.7) 19.2 (16.2) 0.8 (0.3)  89.3 (5.6) 28.1(0.7) 1.5 (0.7)
CA-(3/6) 83.3(4.1) 6.9(87) 03(0.2) 88.7(1.6) 12.2(0.3) 0.6 (0.5)

Table 3: We consider the same scenario as Table2] but now the predictors have an incomplete
group structure.

p =100 p =200
PSR (%) FDR(%) AE  PSR(%) FDR(%) AE

DI 97.2 (5.6) 8(L7) 04(0.1) 913 (9.7) 8(0.9) 0.4 (0.1)

(a) CA-(2/6) 86.0 (6.8) 4(3.0) 07(0.1) 829 (6.0) 4(1.2) 08(0.1)
CA-(3/6) 84.6 (5.4) 2(1.9) 04(0.1) 838 (6.2) 1(1.0) 0.4 (0.1)

DI 98.0 (4.3) 24 (21) 03(0.2) 966 (6.5)  2.0(2.0) 0.4 (0.1)

(b) CA-(2/6) 92.2(7.3) 23.7(16.5) 0.9 (0.3)  92.0 (7.1) 32.6 (18.3) 1.7 (0.7)
CA-(3/6) 87.2 (4.8) 7.6 (8.6) 0.4 (0.2) 87.1(7.3) 13.7(16.5) 0.8 (0.6)
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Table 4: We consider the scenario from Table Bl with an imcomplete group structure, but
now the random errors follow a bivariate t distribution with three degrees of freedom.

p =100 p = 200
PSR(%) FDR(%) AE  PSR(%) FDR(%) AE

DI 93.7 (6.9) 4(14) 05(0.1)  89.7(9.9) 7(0.8) 0.5 (0.2)

(a) CA-(2/6) 83.0 (6.8) 6(2.6) 0.8(0.1)  80.7 (6.6) 4(15) 0.9 (0.2)
CA-(3/6) 81.2 (5.8) 7(1.8) 05(0.1)  81.3(6.5) 9 (0.8) 0.5 (0.1)

DI 94.9 (6.0) 2.0 (2.2) 04 (0.1) 941 (7.3)  1.7(1.7) 0.5 (0.1)
(2/6) 88.7(8.0) 12.9(13.0) 0.8(0.3)  85.0 (8.4) 12.7(15.7) 1.3 (0.8)

(b) CA-(2/
CA-(3/6) 84.8 (5.6) 5.4 (5.6) 0.4(0.2) 83.7(6.4)  4.8(9.7) 0.6 (0.5)

319y Wa(15): Xa(ap)- Let @(+) be the distribution function of a standard normal variable. For
k=1,2and i = 1,...,100 the predictors are Xy;3 = ®(X};3) and Xy;; = X,’m-j for 7 # 3.
The responses are Y;; = XL w0 1+ 0.7€; Xpi3. The DI method achieves the highest positive
selection rates and the lowest false discovery rates. It also has the lowest absolute errors.
Apparently the DI method is not much affected by the choice of T'.

In Tables[Bland [l we present the simulation results for the same scenario as in the previous
table, but now the predictors have an incomplete group structure. The error variables in the
two tables have a normal distribution (Table ) and a t distribution with three degrees of
freedom (Table d)). The nonzero parameters are ajy, ajg, O, O (19), @15 Qo) and 3y,
Qg O‘;(lzy a§(15), a§(20), a§(25). For ¢ =1,...,100 the predictors in the first experiment are
X1 = O(Xy;;) and Xy = Xy
Xoiz = ®(X;3) and Xy;; = Xy, for j # 3. The responses are Y;; = Xitar 4+ 0.76; X151 and

for j # 1. The predictors in the second experiment are

Yo, = X%a’z‘ +0.7&9; X9;3. Inspecting the quantities in the two tables we see that the DI again
has higher positive selection rates and lower false discovery rates. Also it produces similar
or smaller absolute errors than its competitors. We observe that in both tables criterion
(@) using T' = (logp)/6 selects larger models compared with that using 7' = (logp)/3. The
results in Table [ also illustrate the robustness of quantile regression when dealing with
heavy-tailed distributions. For the t error distribution we omit the results for the simpler

case with completely grouped predictors, where our approach also works well.
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5 Examples

5.1 Multiple experiments

In this section we apply our method to data from a liver toxicity study (Bushel et al., 2007),
which are avaliable in the R package mixOmics (Rohart et al.,2017). In the study two groups
of 32 male rats each were exposed to non-toxic (50 or 150 mg/kg) and toxic (1,500 or 2,000
mg/kg) doses of acetaminophen (paracetamol), respectively. There is a data set for each
group, which contains the rats’ expression profiles of 3,116 genes and level of cholesterol. Due
to the different experimental environments, the two data sets have different measurements.
We want to identify the genes that significantly affect the response, namely the level of
cholesterol on a logarithmic scale, based on aggregating the two data sets. To preprocess
the data the genes are sorted by the absolute values of their correlation coefficients with the
response in each set. The top 50 genes in each set are retained as covariates in the analysis.

To fit sparse models, we minimize the objective function (4]) using all data. We consider
quantiles 7, = m/10 for m = 1,...,9 and use two different penalties, the SCAD penalty
and the minimax concave penalty (MCP). The tuning parameters of the penalties are chosen
using formula (@), i.e. as minimizers of the MQBIC, with 7" = logp/6. In addition, we take
an approach based on random partitions: we divide each data set randomly into two parts, a
training set of size 24 and a validation set of size 8. This is repeated 50 times. The training
set is used to select parameters and obtain parameter estimates as before, i.e., by minimizing
(@) with A chosen using (B). The prediction errors S0 S™ S™ 5 (V=X ,};é\km —/l;km) are
calculated based on the estimates from the training sets and data X, Y from the validation
sets. Here by, is the estimated intercept in the conditional quantile @, (Xk). For comparison
we also consider the combined analysis, which treats the data sets separately and then
combines the results. We record the sizes of the models that are fitted using the entire data
sets, and the simulated means and standard deviations of the model sizes and prediction
errors otained from the 50 replications.

Table Bl shows the results of analyzing the liver toxicity data. When using the entire data
sets, the DI method with SCAD penalty selects 4 covariates, which include the 3 covariates

14



Table 5: Analysis of the liver toxicity data. The sizes of the selected subset models (column
2) are based on all data, the average sizes and prediction errors (column 3 and 4) are based
on the data using random partitions. The standard deviations are in parentheses. Here
DI denotes the data integration method, CA the combined analysis, SCAD the smoothly
clipped absolute deviation and MCP the minimax concave penalty.

All Data Random Partition
Model Size Model Size Prediction error
DI with SCAD 4 3.12 (1.61) 1.82 (0.72)
DI with MCP 3 3.04 (1.54) 1.85 (1.00)
CA with SCAD 6 6.72 (2.56) 1.97 (0.72)
CA with MCP 10 7.64 (3.37) 1.98 (0.79)

selected by the DI method with MCP and are also chosen by the combined analysis with
either of the two penalties. Using the random partition approach, the DI method generates
models that are, on average, more sparse than those obtained from the combined analysis,

with lower prediction errors.

5.2 Multiple responses

As a second application, now with a multivariate response vector, we analyze data sets of
financial market indices from the R package FusionLearn (Gao et al), 2019). These data
contain three correlated indices: the VIX index, the S&P 500 index and the Dow Jones
index. The VIX and the S&P 500 are negatively correlated, while the S&P 500 and the
Dow Jones are positively correlated (Gao & Carroll, 2017). The covariates are 46 major
international equity indices, North American bond indices and major commodity indices.
In the analysis the transformation log(V, /V,) x 100 of each index is used, where V; and
V, denote today’s and yesterday’s value. The training data set consists of 232 records of
three years’ market performances with three-day spacing between the values. As shown in
Gao & Carroll (2017), the values are not autocorrelated at a 5% significance level.

As before, we minimize the objective function () to select covariates and estimate pa-
rameters. The quantiles in ) are 7, = m/20 for m = 1,2,...,19. We again use the
SCAD penalty and the MCP, and determine their tuning parameters with criterion (@). The

SCAD penalty selects 4 covariates, which are the same as the 4 covariates selected by the
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Table 6: Analysis of the financial market indices. The figures are the prediction errors and
the sizes of the selected submodels. The full model size is p = 46. Here DI denotes the
data integration method, CA the combined analysis, UR is unpenalized regression, SCAD
denotes smoothly clipped absolute deviation and MCP minimax concave penalty.

Model Size Prediction errors
VIX S&P 500 Dow Jones
DI with SCAD 4 10045.8 524.9 306.9
DI with MCP 4 10026.5 522.7 308.8
CA with SCAD 23 10139.9 637.6 398.6
CA with MCP 19 10115.8 637.8 391.0
UR 46 13408.5 644.0 663.4

MCP penalty. The competing methods are the combined analysis with the two penalties
and unpenalized regression. The latter includes all 46 covariates in the model and generates
estimators by minimizing the loss function (3]) without a penalty term. We use the five fitted
models for predictions based on a (different) validation data set with 464 records. Prediction
errors for the three indices, that is Z%Zl S pm (Y — X,?ﬁkm — Ekm) for k = 1,2,3, are
recorded in Table[6l The DI method with both the SCAD penalty and the MCP outperforms
the other three approaches, while DI with the SCAD penalty and DI with the MCP yields
similar prediction errors. Apart from that, the DI method yields models that are consider-
ably smaller than those from the combined analysis, i.e. it achieves more sparsity. The two
empirical data examples in Sections [5.1] and [5.2] again clearly demonstrate the advantages of

our method.

6 Conclusion and discussion

To the best of our knowledge we are the first to introduce a quantile regression approach
to a data integration scenario with high dimensional data. By considering multiple quan-
tiles simultaneously we obtain a global picture of the relationship between predictors and
responses. A penalized estimator and an information criterion, which aggregate information

from multiple experiments, were developed to select variables and to estimate model param-
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eters. Our method copes with heterogeneity in the data. It successfully exploits the group
structure in the parameter set across quantiles and experiments so that influential predictors
can be identified.

In practice quality and relevance of data may vary from one source to another. Therefore

a weighted version of the loss function (3]),

gglw)(g) = n_IZS:lwkZ%ﬂZ?:lpm(Yki - X,};Hkm),

T, may improve our estimator, which uses uniform

with weight vector w = (wy, ..., wk)
weights. It would be worthwhile to specify and construct such weights for data from different
experiments.

The nonconvex penalty function associated with the Li-norm has different properties
compared to the penalty function associated with the Ls-norm employed by (Gao & Carroll
(2017), which forces parameters in the same group to be all zero or all nonzero. When the
least squares approach is used, |Jiang & Huang (2015) show that the penalty associated with
the Li-norm can be applied if the group structure is incomplete, i.e., both zero and nonzero
parameters exist in the same group, which is called “bi-level selection” property. In this
article we focus on groups of parameters to identify predictors that have an impact on one
or more responses at some quantile levels. In the simulations of Section 4] we saw that the
SCAD penalty with the Li-norm actually performs well at the group level even if the group

structure is incomplete. Theoretical properties of the Li;-norm in the quantile regression

setting, however, still need to be investigated in greater detail.

Supplementary material

e All the programs of Section 4 and[Blare available at https://github.com/guorongdai/Data-Integre

e The data in Section L.l are from the R package FusionLearn, while the data in Section
6.2 are from the R package mixOmics.
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A Appendix
Lemma 1 Use the notation from Section[2 and write
gnkm = n1/2(XgaBnkak-a)_nga¢nkm(5)

fork=1,...,K andm=1,..., M. Then, provided Assumptions[, [, [3 and[]] are satisfied,
we have || Bukml| = Op{(gnlogn)t/?}.

Proof of Lemma [Tt We calculate

Nnkm (5)TXk-a(XgaBnkak-a)_nga¢nkm (e)

Amin (N X0 Butkm Xia) 7210 Wt (€) T X Xt g Ui (€)

Cn ™ e (8) T X o X it o Untem (€)

Cn™! gn(maxi<j<q, [Ynkm(€) X))

Cn™ g (maxi <<, | D20 Yrmi(2) Xis )7, (A1)

IA A IA

where the third step uses Assumptions 2] and Bl Since t,(€)Xyi; has mean zero and is
bounded by Assumption [I Hoeffding’s inequality gives

pr{ 31 Vi) Xisl = Lu(nlogn)/?} < 2exp{~CL2logn)
for any positive sequence L, — oo. It follows that

pri{maxi<j<q, |37 Yrmi(€) Xpis| = La(nlogn)'/?}
< S pr{ [ k() Xig| > Lu(nlogn)*/?)
< 2¢, exp{—CL2logn} = 2¢,n " — 0, (A.2)

where the last step holds true because g, = o(n'/?); see Assumption @l Therefore
max <j<g, | Y imy Yhmi (€) Xpis| = Op{ (nlogn)'/?}.

This combined with (&) gives || Burml|? = O,(gulogn), which completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem [It Under Assumptions [[H4, Lemma 6 of [Sherwood & Wang (2016) gives

17272 (Bt — Of) — Bkl = 0p(1) (A.3)
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for every k and m, with Enkm defined in Lemma [Il Therefore
10k = il = Op{n™*(qulogn)*}. (A4)
It follows that for every k and m,

Oms — Ol < 118 = 65| = Op{n™"(glogn)'*} = O {n 1=/ (log n)'/*}.

maxi<;<g,
Hence

i) _ gr0) b g | =0 n@-D/2 1/2
ax |67 — 7]y < KM max  max max |Gpm; — ;| = Opin (logn)™"},

which, combined with Assumption [, yields
o) _ 09|,

mini<j<g, [09]1 > mini<jcg, 0°9]; — maxi<jq,
> (Onple—b/2 {n(cl—l)/2(10g n)l/Z} = Op{n(”‘l)/z}.

We assume ), = o{n(®2=1/2} which implies
primini<j<,, |09 > aX,} — 1. (A5)

The subderivative of the objective function (@) with respect to ) is
(
00, (0)/00Y) + X S(6V), 10911 < A,
'y, (0)
900)

= 9 80,(0)/809 + SO0 (ar, — 0D]1)/(a—1), Ay < [|0D]y < aX,, (A.6)

00,(0)/009), ar, < |609D]|y,

\

where S(0Y)) = (Sign(6y1;), - . ., Sign(f1as5); - - -, Sign(Og1;), - - -, Sign(Ogepr;)) T with Sign(z) =
z/|x| for  # 0, and Sign(0) = [—1,1]. Thus (A.5) implies that, with probability tending to
one, g (1 < j < @) belongs to the third case in ([A.G). Combined with the fact that fis a
local minimizer of 4,,(0), it gives that

0 € 9L(0)/009)|,_5 = 0T, (0)/009|,_5. (A7)
Under Assumptions [[H3, Lemma 2.3 of Wang et al. (2012) yields that for every k and m,
pr{mas,, <, [00)/00unly_gl > M} = 0. (A.8)

Since ||§(j)||1 = 0 for ¢, < j < pn, which belongs to the first case in ([A.G]), we have
O, (0)/00V],_5 = 00(0) /00| ,_g + \.S(0) (A.9)

Since S(0) = {(u1,...,ug) : Jug| < 1,k =1...,K}, (A8) and (A.9) imply that for ¢, <
J =< Pn;

pr{0 € aTy, (0)/90V|,_s} — 1. (A.10)
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Combining (A.7)) and (A.10) completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem B Set 3, = n'/2(6, —67), B, = n_l/QRngTqﬁn( ) and write 4,5, "*3, =
Z?lem'a where Dnz = n_l/zAnZ;l/zRgl(snia 5n7, = {,lvbl-i(g)T 17,aa cee 7¢K z( ) Km}T
and Y. (€) = {Vr1i(€), . . ., Yrass(€)}7T for every k and i. We have E(D,;) = 0 since E(d,;) = 0
and

S E(DDY) = 0 B4R Bl | X)) RS2 AT)
= E{An2;1/2RT—Ll(n—lXEHnXa)Rn12n1/2A3}
= E(Anz,:l/zR;ISnR;IE,_LlpAE) _ AnAZ Nyl

For any n > 0 we obtain

S EUIDnlPI(1Dwill > )} < 972300 1E(||Dm||4)

() Y E{ (6 Ry S, P AT AS P R 600)% )
() 2N (A A) S E{ (0, R, S R 600)* )
Cn =Y E{(6,:5, 10mi)?}

Cn=2 37 E{ A wmin (Sn) 7210 |*}

Cn= 23 E([16ul")

Cn= 3 B (0o s Wi () X kial )}
Cn= Y E{(maxi<p<r|| Xpiall) '}

Cn~' B{(max<j<n maxy <p< || Xnial) '}

Cn~lq; = o(1),

(VAN VAN VAN VAN

VAN VAN VAN

with A\pax(+) being the largest eigenvalue of a square matrix. The fourth step in the above
display results from the fact that Apax(ALA,) — C. The sixth step uses the condition that
Amin(Sy) is uniformly bounded away from zero. The last but one step holds true because of
Assumption [T, and the last step uses Assumption @l This shows that the Lindeberg-Feller
condition for the central limit theorem is satisfied, i.e. we have

AnZgl/Qﬁn =3 "D, — N(0,G) in distribution (n — o). (A.11)

It is obvious that B, = (B, B -2 B -+ Blens)™ With B defined in Lemma
I Hence, using ([A.3]), we have

18 = Ball < 3r o1 Bakim — Brtmll = 0p(1).
It follows that

(B\n - En)TE 1/2A AT Vz(ﬁn gn)
S )\max(AnAE))\min( n) 1”571 - 571”2 - Op(]-)'

14,271 2(B,, — Ba)|?

20



In the last step we used Apax(A,AY) — C, Assumption 2l and the condition that Ay, (S,) is
uniformly bounded away from zero. This combined with (A1) yields

nl/zAnZgl/z(@\a -0 = AHZ;UQ@L — N(0,G) in distribution (n — 00).

Lemma 2 Set M} = {D : D € M,D* C D} and use the notation from Section[3 Let
Assumptions [, [3, [@ and[7 be satisfied. Let ¢4 be the constant from Assumption[]. Then we
have, fork=1,... K, m=1,..., M, and any positive sequence L,, satisfying L, — oo and
1< Ln(logn)1/2 < n1/10—04/5;

pr{ 320 {pm (Vs = XiipOimd) = pm(Emi) Y| < La|Dllogn, for any D € Mi} — 1.

Proof of Lemma 2} Under Assumptions [Il Bl [6] and [7, Lemma A.2 in the supplement to
Lee et al! (2014) gives

1m0 imyp s pr{ | Gemp — 05, 0|l < Ln~2(|D|log p,)"/?, for any D € M:} = 1. (A.12)
Then, as L,, — oo,
pr{[|0smp — 05, pll < Lo~ Y2(|D[logpn) /2, for any D € M} — 1. (A.13)
Under Assumptions [, B, [ and [ and since 1 < L, (logn)Y/? < n'/10=¢/5 we can apply
Lemma A.1 in the supplement to [Lee et al. (2014), which gives

D™ [Vind — E(Vinp | Xep) + 2> Xt Ormd — O ip) e (€)]] = 0,(1) (A.14)

1=1

max
DeM:

with Vinp = Yo {om(Yei — X];I;D/e\kmp) — pm(€kmi)}. Then we have, on an event that has
probability tending to one,

i1 X i B> = O ()
< N10kmp = O[22 XkinWrmi (€]
< N[Ok — O 1D 2mas <y | S0 Xiijthimi ()|
< L,n~Y*(|D|log p,)"*|D|"*L,,(nlogn)"/* = L?|D|logn (A.15)

for any D € M. The last but one step uses (A.2)) and (A.13)). From Assumption [7] we have
pn = O(n). Hence ([A.2]) holds true when g, is substituted by p,. We also have, for any
0p € Rl satisfying ||0p — 0%, 5| < L.n~2(|D|logp,)"/?,
2 BApm (Yii — Xpipp) — pm(Eromi) | Xii} |

= S By O ) (g < ) = (g < 0)ds | X}

= S0 Jy e O By (s | Xii) = Fian (0 | Xia)ds

= Sy e ) s (5 | X

< C(0p — mp)" iy (XkinXiip) (00 — Oip)

< Cnnax (07 X Xie0) |00 — G I

< Cnll0p — 6;,.p|I> < CL2|D|log p,. (A.16)
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The first step in the above results is from Knight’s identity (Knight, 1998). In the sec-
ond step, Fin,(- | Xk) is the conditional distribution function of &g, given Xj. The third
step uses a Taylor expansion with some 5 between 0 and X (0p — 67, ). The fourth
step holds true because of Assumption B and the fact that sup,,, | X5p(0p — 05,p)| <
sup; <i<p, | Xnio|| |00 — Ofnpll < CLnd,n™'*(logn)'/? < Cnie/572/5(logn)'/? — 0 (Assump-
tions [[l and [7). Combining (A13]), (A.14), (A15) and (A.16) yields that, for any D € M7,

|E(Vimp | Xkp)| + 2130 Xip (Okmd — ) imi ()] + | D]0, (1)
CL2|Dl|logp, + L2|Dllogn + |D|o,(1) < CL?|D|logn

with probability approaching one, where the 0,(1) term comes from (A.I4). This finishes
the proof.

Proof of Theorem B} Consider the set of overfitted models M; = {D € M : D* C D,D #
D*} and the set of underfitted models My = {D € M : D* ¢ D}. Since M; U M,y =
M\{D*} it suffices to show

lim,, oopr{minpe p, MQBIC(D) > MQBIC(D")} =1, (A.17)

lim,, oo pr{minpe p, MQBIC(D) > MQBIC(D*)} = 1. (A.18)

We first prove (A.17)). Write Wp = n S S S o (Y — Xkngkme) and W* =

n S ST ST oo (Ekmi). From Lemma B we know that we can choose some sequence

L,, that does not depend on D and satisfies L,, — oo, L, = o(T,) and n~'L,d,logn — 0
such that for k=1,..., Kandm=1,..., M,

pr{ |27 {pm (Vi = XipOimp) = P (i)}
< (MK)™'L,|Dllogn, for any D € M*} — 1. (A.19)

Since [Wp — W*| < n = 00, Son IS {pm(Vi = XEpOkmp) — pm(Yi — Xfipebfype) | we
have pr{|Wp — W*| < n~'L,|Dllogn, for any D € M3} — 1. Tt follows that

pr{|/V[773 — /V[?D*| <n 'L,(|D| + |D*|)logn, for any D € M3} — 1 (A.20)
and that, for some positive constants C5 and Cg,
pr{C; < W+ < Cg, for any D € M}t — 1. (A.21)

Here we used Assumption [@ and the fact that n='L,,|D*[logn — 0 (Assumption [7). There-
fore, with probability tending to one,

minpey, MQBIC (D) — MQBIC(D*)
= minpeay, [log{1 + W5t (Wp — Wp)} + (2n) "' T,,(|D| — |D*|)log n]
> minpep, {—2Wp |[Wp — Wpe| + (2n) T, (|D| — |D*|)log n}
> minpe, {—Cn 'L, (|D| + [D*|)logn + (2n) ' T,,(|D| — |D*)logn}. (A.22)
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The first inequality in the above derivation comes from the fact that log(1 + =) > —2|z|
for any |z| € (—=1/2,1/2), from ([(A20) combined with n='L,d,logn — 0, and from (A2]).
The last step holds true because of (A.20) and ([A.21]). Then ([A.22) implies (A.17) because
L, =o(T,) and |D| > |D*|.

To prove equation (AIS) we introduce D' = D U D* for any D € M,. Since ¢ is
fixed by Assumption [{l there is a parameter with minimum absolute value v > 0, i.e.

v = minj<p<g Minj <<y Mingep- |05,,;] > 0. Since (AI2) still holds for any set in M3 =

{DcA1,...,pn}:|D| < 2d,,D* C D}, we have
pr{maxpe v, |Oemp — O || < v} — 1. (A.23)

Fork =1,....K, m = 1,...,M and any D € My, let O be a |D’'| x 1 vector, i.e.
the dimension of gkmpl is given by the number of indices in the set D' = D U D*. We
define it as an extended version of @Wm: the components of 5kmpz that correspond to the
index set D coincide with the components of é\kmD; the remaining components are filled with
zeros. For example, if D = {1,3}, D* = {1,2} and Ormp = {1.4,0.7}, then D" = {1,2,3},
|D'| = 3 and gkmpl = (1.4,0,0.7)T. Since D* ¢ D, there exist some ko and mg such that
161gmor — 0 mop || = v. Combined with (A.23) and since the check function is convex, this

implies that there exists a |D'| x 1 vector p/ such that ||fp — ;... p»/|| = v and

Z?:yomo (Yei — Xlg(;iné’D’) < Z?:Wmo (Yei — Xlg(‘)iD’gkomoD’) = Z?:lpmo (Yegi — XI;FOz"Dé\komo’D)'
Write B, (D) = {w € RPT: |lw|| = v} and Gp/(w) = 07" 31 {pmo (Ergmoi — Xjoipw) —
Pmo (Ekgmoi) }- Then we have, for any D € Mo,
0 L pme (YVeoi = Xib ipOhomon) = Pmo (Yioi — X ot iprOrgmonr) }
> 0 S o (Yios = Xiyin00) = o (Yeas = XiyiprOroman)}
= G (00 = 0 ymyr) = G (Orgmorr = Ofymyp) +
E{Gp(0p — Oymep) | Xeonr} = E{Grr (0 — 0} pr) | Xio1r}
> infoep, (o) E{Gp () | Xiyp} — Supyep, (o) |G (w) — E{Gp (w)[ Xk p }H —
G Bromon — O my)- (A.24)
Similar to the calculation of (A.I6]) we have, for any D’ € M3 and w € B, (D),

—1xn XkT ip'%
n Zz‘:Jo 0 Fkomo (8 ‘ XkoiD’) - Fkomo (O ‘ XkoiD’)dS

XT L w
n_lz?:IIO for? sfkomo(§ | XkoiD’)dS
CWT{n_lz?:I(XkoiD’Xl;I(;iD’)}w
Cmin (0™ X 0 Ko 1) [w]|? = O], (A.25)

E{Gp(w) | Xk}

>
>

where the third step uses Assumption (B]) and the last step Assumption (6). Then, under
Assumptions [Il B [l and [7, Lemma A.3 in the supplement to [Lee et all (2014) gives

maxprepmy SUPyep, (o |G (W) — E{Gp(w) | Xiopr }| = 0,(1). (A.26)
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It is obvious that ([A.19) is still valid when M3 is substituted by Mj. Hence

G Orgmonr — Ofymypr)] < Cn ' Lydylogn} — 1,

pf{maX’D'eM;

G Brgmopr — 0 mopr)| = 0p(1). This, combined with (A24), (A:25)
and ([A.26]) implies that, with probability approaching one,

which gives maxpre vy

n_lmin’DeMzzzlzl{pm(Ykoi - Xl;l;iDé\kOMOD) - pm(Ykoi - XkoiD’é\komo'D’)} > 2C. (A'27)

Since D € D’ we have Y, {pm (Yii — Xkngkme) — P (Yii — kaﬁkmpl)} > 0 for any k, m
and D € M,. It follows
Wp =Wy = 0 0 S S {on (Y — XipOhmp) — pn(Yii — Xniv )}
> 07 Y {om (Yeoi — XppinOkomop) — Pm (Yeoi — XkgivOkgmon?) }-

This, combined with (A27), gives
pr{minpeps, (Wp — Wp) > 2C} — 1. (A.28)
Then, with probability tending to one,

minpe v, MQBIC(D) — MQBIC(D')
= minpen, [log{1 + W5 (Wp — Wp)} — (2n) " 'T,(|D'| — |P|)logn]
> minpe, [min{log 2, Wy, (Wp — Wpi)/2} — (2n) T, |D*|log n]
> minpen, [min{log 2, W5'C} — (2n) "' T,|D*[logn] > 0 (A.29)

The first inequality comes from the fact that log(1 + z) > min{xz/2,log2} for any = > 0.
The second inequality uses (A.28]). The last step uses Assumption [§ and the fact that (A.21))
is still valid when M is substituted by Mj. Since (AIT) can be easily extended to any
D € (Mi\{D*}), we know that, with probability tending to one, MQBIC(D’) >MQBIC(D*)
for any D' € Mj. This and (A.29)) yield

minpe i, MQBIC(D) — MQBIC(D*)
= minpe ., {MQBIC(D) — MQBIC(D') + MQBIC(D') — MQBIC(D*)}
> minpe g, {MQBIC(D) — MQBIC(D')} > 0,

with probability tending to one. This proves (A.IS]).
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