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Abstract

This paper presents a loss-based generalized Bayesian methodology for high-dimensional
robust regression with serially correlated errors and predictors. The proposed framework
employs a novel scaled pseudo-Huber (SPH) loss function, which smooths the well-known
Huber loss, achieving a balance between quadratic and absolute linear loss behaviors. This
flexibility enables the framework to accommodate both thin-tailed and heavy-tailed data
effectively. The generalized Bayesian approach constructs a working likelihood utilizing the
SPH loss that facilitates efficient and stable estimation while providing rigorous estimation
uncertainty quantification for all model parameters. Notably, this allows formal statistical
inference without requiring ad hoc tuning parameter selection while adaptively addressing
a wide range of tail behavior in the errors. By specifying appropriate prior distributions for
the regression coefficients—e.g., ridge priors for small or moderate-dimensional settings and
spike-and-slab priors for high-dimensional settings—the framework ensures principled infer-
ence. We establish rigorous theoretical guarantees for the accurate estimation of underlying
model parameters and the correct selection of predictor variables under sparsity assumptions
for a wide range of data generating setups. Extensive simulation studies demonstrate the
superiority of our approach compared to traditional quadratic and absolute linear loss-based
Bayesian regression methods, highlighting its flexibility and robustness in high-dimensional
and challenging data contexts.

1 Introduction

In many applications, the available data for estimating statistical models may be corrupted due
to various mechanisms, including measurements being incorrectly recorded due to device mal-
function (Woodard et al., 2015; Lapinsky and Easty, 2006), erroneous record keeping (De Mingo
and Cerrillo-i Martinez, 2018; Georgiou, 2021) and self-reported inaccuracies (Rosenman et al.,
2011; Ezzati et al., 2006), inclusion of small distinct sub-populations incorporated in the core
data set (Rosenberg et al., 2002; Li et al., 2008) and increasingly due to data poisoning attacks
by malicious adversaries (Fan et al., 2022; Ahmed and Kashmoola, 2021; Steinhardt et al., 2017).

A number of concepts and techniques have been developed in the field of robust statistics to
both assess and mitigate the impact of such corruptions to the estimators of the parameters of
the statistical model under consideration; see, e.g., Tukey (1960); Huber (1964, 1972); Rousseeuw
(1991); Hampel (2001); Maronna et al. (2019); Huber (1981); Maronna et al. (2006); Huber and
Ronchetti (2009). The focus of this paper is to develop a robust estimator procedure for the
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regression coefficient of the linear model under high dimensional scaling, wherein the number
of predictors can exceed that of the sample size. Specifically, consider the stochastic linear
regression model for data {(y;, x;)}_,, wherein y; € R and x; € RP denote the response and the
predictor vector for the i-th observation, respectively, given by

yi=xiB+e 1<i<n, (1)

with 8 € RP denoting the vector of regression coefficients, and {e;}?_, denoting the errors.
Note that we allow for both the errors and the predictors to exhibit dependence; specifically, (a)
the errors {¢;}_; are identically distributed, but not necessarily independent, (b) the predictor
vectors {x;}?_; are identically distributed, but not necessarily independent, but (c) the error
process is independent of the predictor process.

The key objective of the paper is to develop flexible Bayesian methodology and provide rigor-
ous theoretical guarantees for the parameters of model (1) when the responses y; are corrupted
or heavy-tailed (as specified in the sequel) in the following two high-dimensional regimes: (i) p
is comparable to n (the “large p large n” setting), or (ii) p is much larger than n (the “large
p small n” setting). In this general and challenging setting, it is prudent to avoid specifying a
likelihood, or making other detailed assumptions regarding the error process (such as existence
of moments, etc.).

In the frequentist domain, a popular approach to estimate the regression coefficient vector in
model (1) in a robust manner, is to employ the Huber loss function Huber (1964), given by

207t —a? || > a7t
nga(t) = {t2 ‘t| < 0[71. (2)

The loss £f o corresponds to the widely used ¢y loss function for smaller values of ¢, and to
the ¢; loss for larger values, with the parameter « controlling the balance of the linear and
quadratic components. As discussed in the sequel, this balance/combination of the ¢5 and ¢;
losses has attractive properties. Minimizing the average Huber loss % Yo ey — T 3) with
respect to B leads to a robust estimator for the regression coefficients. With a focus on modern
high-dimensional settings, Lambert-Lacroix and Zwald (2011) and Fan et al. (2017) consider
M-estimation problems that combine the Huber loss with lasso type penalty functions (see also
Rosset and Zhu (2004)). High-dimensional asymptotic properties of the resulting estimators are
established assuming independent and identically distributed errors (and predictors), and under
suitable moment assumptions on the error distribution. In cases where the data corruption is
deemed particularly severe, the ¢; loss function that forgoes the quadratic component in fg 4
altogether is a popular choice. Methodology and theory using the ¢; (also referred to as least
absolute) loss function is developed in Wang (2013) (see also Hansheng Wang and Jiang (2007)).

Our goal is to develop Bayesian methodology which would come with the natural benefit of
providing uncertainty quantification for the regression parameter. However, a Bayesian approach
requires exact specification of the likelihood. This would require us to make specific and strong
assumptions regarding the data generating process that as discussed previously, we would like
to avoid. In recent work, Bissiri et al. (2016) propose a generalized Bayesian framework, which
in absence of a likelihood, uses relevant loss functions to capture information in the data about
the parameter(s) of interest. The exponential of the negative loss is then used as a generalized
likelihood or a data based weight function, which after combining with the prior, produces a
generalized posterior belief function for the parameter of interest. For the regression model
with a Huber loss function and a prior belief distribution with density 7(3) with respect to the



Lebesgue measure on RP, the generalized posterior density is given by

_ e (=2 tual(®ipi), B) 7(B)
Jw €30 (= 2201 Cra((xi,9:), B7)) w(B')dB’

assuming that the integral in the denominator is finite. This generalized posterior distribution
is both intuitive and also supported by a rigorous decision-theoretic justification in Bissiri et al.
(2016), wherein it is established that it minimizes a relevant (derived) loss function over the set
of all distributions on the parameter space (see discussion in Section 1 of Bissiri et al. (2016)).

Tra (B | {(yi, i) iiy) VBERP, (3)

The non-smooth nature of the Huber loss £, can create computational challenges for in-
ference based on the generalized posterior distribution (3). The pseudo-Huber loss function
(Hartley and Zisserman, 2003) is a smooth variant/approximation of the Huber loss, defined as

ZPH’a(t)ZCVQ <\/1+222—1> . (4)

It can be shown to be quadratic for small values of ¢, and approaches linearity for large values
of t, with the parameter « controlling the transition point between these two regimes. In the
context of linear regression, Park and Casella (2008) consider a two parameter version of {pg q,
and show that the exponential of the negative pseudo-Huber loss function (added over all ob-
servations) corresponds, up to a multiplicative factor, to the data likelihood, if the errors are
assumed to be independent and identically drawn from a distribution which corresponds to a
specific Generalized Inverse Gaussian (GIG) scale mixture of Gaussian distributions. With all
the entries of B endowed with independent Laplace prior distributions, a generalized posterior
distribution similar to (3) can be obtained with ¢y , replaced by ¢pg . The GIG mixture of
Gaussians representation mentioned above can be leveraged to derive a Gibbs sampler (with easy
to sample from conditional distributions) for the corresponding generalized posterior distribu-
tion, termed the Bayesian Huberized lasso (BHL) in Park and Casella (2008). Extensions of the
BHL are provided in Kawakami and Hashimoto (2023), wherein hierarchical and empirical Bayes
approaches for estimating and leveraging « are proposed.

However, the pseudo-Huber loss function has the following critical drawback: while its limit
is indeed t2 for a — oo, its other limit is not |t| for & — 0 as desired and hence can not act
as a bridge between the /5 and ¢; loss functions the way the standard Huber loss does. This
discrepancy can lead to substantively inferior performance as shown in Section 2.4.

The first key contribution of the paper is proposing a subtle, but critical variant of the pseudo-
Huber loss function that provably admits the /5 and ¢; ones as its respective limits for a — oo
and o — 0, and developing comprehensive high-dimensional generalized Bayesian methodology
based on it. Specifically, we define the scaled pseudo-Huber (SPH) loss function as

ESPH’a(t):OL\/OZQ-F]. <\/1+;22—1> . (5)

It can easily be shown that limy e spm.a(t) = t2/2 while limy 0 lspu.a(t) = |t|. Further,
as illustrated in Proposition 1, the corresponding SPH-based generalized likelihood can still be
interpreted as the actual likelihood, when the errors are independently and identically distributed
according to a GIG scale mixture of Gaussian distributions (see Proposition 1). This is critical for
developing scalable sampling procedures from corresponding generalized posterior distributions.
Since Laplace prior distributions for the entries of 3 have well-documented issues with posterior
coverage etc. Castillo et al. (2015); Bhadra et al. (2019), we focus on two alternative prior



distributions for 3: (a) a standard multivariate Gaussian “ridge” prior for 8 for “large p, large
n” settings, and (b) spike-and-slab priors to introduce exact sparsity in 3 for “large p, small n”
settings. For both alternatives, we develop efficient Gibbs sampling algorithms (see Section B)
which leverage the aforementioned Gaussian scale mixture representation of the scaled pseudo-
Huber loss {spp,qo. This mixture representation assigns a scale parameter to each observation
in the dataset. We utilize the marginal posterior distributions of these scale parameters to
develop an approach for diagnosing outliers/contaminated observations in the data (see Section
2.3). Specifically, we monitor the posterior dispersion — e.g., the posterior standard deviation to
identify the observations

The second key contribution of the paper is establishing consistency results for the result-
ing generalized posterior distributions under the ridge and the spike-and-slab priors under high
dimensional scaling. Note that many of the optimization based estimators can be regarded as
posterior modes under an appropriate data model and an appropriate prior distribution for 3.
While high-dimensional asymptotic properties of posterior mode estimators in robust regression
have been established in, e.g., Lambert-Lacroix and Zwald (2011); Nevo and Ritov (2016); Fan
et al. (2017); Loh (2017); Sun et al. (2020); Loh (2021), no high-dimensional results re-
garding consistency of the entire posterior distribution are available in extant literature
for any of the relevant methods (see remark following Theorem 3). Further, even these poste-
rior mode consistency results required (a) independent and identically distributed errors (and
predictors), and (b) suitable moment assumptions on the error distribution. With a focus on
applications of interest where the error process does not admit any integer moments, and may
exhibit temporal correlation, we allow the errors (in the true data generating model) to form a
serially correlated second order stationary process (with no moment assumptions whatsoever),
and the predictors to form a mean zero covariance stationary Gaussian process, with mild mix-
ing type assumptions for both processes (see Assumptions A2-A3 or B2-B3 in Section 3). For
the ridge prior setting, we establish that the (sequence of) £gpm,o based generalized posterior
distribution concentrates on an appropriately shrinking neighborhood of the (sequence of) true
regression coefficient vector (see Theorem 2). In this setting, no sparsity is assumed and we
allow p to grow with n with the constraint p,, log p, = o(n). For the spike-and-slab prior setting,
we assume sparsity in the (sequence of) true regression coefficient vector corresponding to the
data generating model. Further, we allow p to grow sub-exponentially with n, and show that
the induced posterior distribution on the space of 2P possible sparsity patterns in @ in the limit
places all of its mass on the “true” sparsity pattern (Theorem 3).

The scaled pseudo-Huber loss based methodology is developed in Section 2. Estimation and
sparsity selection consistency results are presented in Section 3. Extensive empirical analysis to
study the performance of the proposed method is undertaken in Section 4. Additional details
related to the methodological developments in Section 2 and proofs of the consistency results in
Section 3 are provided in an Appendix.

Notation: The notation for the various probability distributions used in our model and method-
ology are displayed in Table 1.

2 Robust generalized Bayesian regression based on the
scaled Pseudo-Huber Loss

We start the exposition by providing a key normal scale-mixture representation for the pseudo-
Huber loss function that is used in the sequel.

Proposition 1. Suppose € | A ~ N(0,A) with A | @ ~ GIG(a = 1+ a?,b = o?,p = 1) for any



Table 1: Notation and density/mass functions for various probability distributions used in this
paper.

Notation ‘ Probability density/mass function

x ~ Inv-Gaussian(u, o) 5 z73/2 exp ( — W), x>0, u>0,0>0

x ~ GIG(a,b,p) %x”_l exp[—%(aa:—i—g)], >0,a>0 b>0, —co<p<oo
x ~ Inv-Gamma(a, b) f(z) = rb(:ll) (1/x)* texp (=b/z); x>0; a>0,b>0

x ~ Beta(a, b) Flﬂ(g;?é’g)x“_l(l —z) L 0<w<l;a>0;b>0

x ~ Exponential(A) Texp(—z/A); x>0; A>0

x ~ N(p,0?) 21Wexp {—#(m;“)ﬂ; —co <z <00, A>0

z ~ Np(p,X) \/;le‘exp [—%(az —/,L)Tz_l(w—p,) ;. x €RP; peRP Y e SPXP

x ~ Bernoulli(p) p*(1-p)t= ze€{0,1}; 0<p<1

fixed o > 0. Then, the A\-marginalized density fc(e | &) of € at a fixed o > 0 has the form:

)

fe(e | a) o exp [—Wﬂ( 14 (2)2 - 1)

which is the generalized density associated with the scaled pseudo-Huber loss function with
tuning parameter o € (0, c0).

Within the framework of the generalized Bayes approach discussed in the introduction, the
above A-marginalized density fc(e | &) can be thought of as the error distribution producing
the generalized likelihood associated with a scaled pseudo-Huber loss-based linear regression.
Consequently, the Proposition enables the construction of the following hierarchical/multilevel
(generalized) likelihood layer for robust pseudo-Huber regression:

yi | BN ~N(xIB, M), Ni|la~GIGa=1+a%b=a%p=1) (6)

wherein the parameters {);} are treated as latent/augmented data.

Remark A in Section A in the Appendix shows that for @« — 0, fe(e | a) converges to
the density of the standard Laplace distribution, while for o — oo to that of the standard
normal distribution, the two error distributions associated with the ordinary ¢5 and the robust
¢, (median) regression respectively. Thus the proposed framework (6) enables an amalgamation
of the standard ¢, and the ¢; regression models. The former can be recovered by setting \; = o2
(i.e., setting a degenerate 1,2y mixing distribution for \;) for some common parameter a2 >0
for all ¢+ while the latter can be obtained by fixing the parameters of the GIG distribution to
GIG(a =2,b=0,p = 1) = Exponential(1) for ;.

Remark. The parameter o can be thought of as a “global” contamination parameter in the
following sense. The closer « is to 0, the closer is the pseudo-Huber loss function to the ¢; loss,
and consequently the larger the degree of contamination of the responses. At the other end of
the spectrum, as o — oo, the pseudo-Huber loss approaches the ¢5 loss and hence the degree
of contamination of the responses is rather limited. Consequently, in the proposed Bayesian
formulation, the posterior distribution of o would provide an assessment of the amount of “global
contamination” present in the data under consideration.



Remark. Throughout, we assume the predictor variables to be centered and, therefore, ignore
an additional intercept parameter p in the model. If needed, a straightforward generalization of
the model of the form

yi|,u7ﬁ7>\’i NN(M_szTﬁa)‘L)v Al | awGIG(a:1+a2,b:a2,p: 1)

will allow incorporation of intercept terms.

Remark. Similar to Kozumi and Kobayashi (2011), one can consider an additional global scaling
parameter o > 0 in the model:

Yi | /83 )‘iva NN(:E;IIBaoj)‘i)v )\’L | Q ~ GIG(G‘ =1 +a27b = a27p = 1)

This can potentially aid some additional flexibility for the model to permit modeling of a richer
set of data.

To complete the specification of the generalized Bayes posterior distribution of the model,
the key model (regression) parameter B and the tuning parameter o — and additionally the
intercept parameter p and/or the global scaling parameter o, if present, are endowed with prior
distributions. We discuss some specific choices for the prior distribution next.

2.1 Specification of distributions for the parameters 8 and a of the
scaled pseudo-Huber regression model

We consider independent prior distributions for the regression parameter 3 and the pseudo-Huber
tuning/balance parameter ce. Two specifications for the prior distribution of 3 are considered:
the first is better suited for a low-dimensional setting wherein the number of predictors is of the
order of the sample size (p = O(n)), and the second is suited for high-dimensional data (p >> n).
We list the two prior distributions for 3 as follows.

(1) A Gaussian, weakly informative prior distribution of the form:

B~ N(Bo, Q1) (7)

where Gy is a fixed prior mean and (@ is a fixed prior precision matrix for the regression parameter
B. Commonly, By is set to the zero vector, and @ is set to a diagonal matrix with some moderately
small diagonal entries such as 0.01, effectuating independent vague priors for the coordinates of

3.

(2) A hierarchical spike-and-slab prior distribution of the form:

Bilv=0~1gy, Bly=1~N(071% (8)
~v; ~ Bernoulli(q), ¢ ~ Beta(ag, by),

where «; is a Bernoulli 0-1 random variable with [y; = 1] implying that the j-th predictor is
“active”. Conditional on y; = 1, f; is endowed with a “slab” prior N (0, 72) with some reasonably
large 7 such as 7 = 100. On the other hand, when v; = 0, §; is fixed (has a degenerate
distribution) at zero. The a priori proportion ¢ of “active” predictors can be specified; we
consider a Beta(agy, by) prior on ¢ for its data-driven estimation.

For the tuning/balance parameter a, a Gamma prior distribution is considered:
o? ~ Gamma(ay, by ).

In addition, if the model includes an intercept term f, a vague normal prior such as p ~ N(0,77)
can be used for some reasonably large 7, such as 7, = 100. In addition, if the model includes
an additional global scaling parameter o, one may use an inverse gamma prior of the form
0? ~ Inv-Gamma(a,, by ).



2.2 Posterior Distribution Computation

The complicated structures of the likelihood and the prior distribution — for both low/moderate
dimensional and high-dimensional cases — render the resulting posterior distributions intractable,
precluding independent random drawing from the posterior. Since principled uncertainty quan-
tification is a key motivation of this paper, we focus on Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
sampling from the posterior, which permits theoretically guaranteed computation for the poste-
rior distribution. Below, we summarize an efficient Gibbs-type algorithm for MCMC sampling
from the target posterior distribution. We first describe MCMC sampling of model parame-
ters given a fixed value of the tuning parameter a. Then, we describe an approach for MCMC
sampling for « for a full Bayesian inference.

MCMUC sampling from the posterior distribution given «. (1) with the weakly informa-
tive Gaussian prior (7) on 3 , the form of the posterior distribution is given in Section B in the
Appendix. The conditional (posterior) distributions for the model parameters for a fixed value
of the balance parameter o have closed-form expressions involving standard probability distri-
butions, namely, Gaussian (for 8 and the intercept u, if exists), generalized inverse Gaussian
(for {\;}) and inverse gamma (for o2, if exists) that permit efficient random sampling. Hence, a
standard Gibbs sampling algorithm can be devised for MCMC drawing from the a-conditioned
posterior distribution.

(2) With the hierarchical spike-and-slab prior in (8) for 3, the (full) conditional posterior
distributions of the model parameters given a fixed value of « still have analogous closed-form
expressions, with similar conditional distributions as in the weakly informative Gaussian prior
case for B, {\;}, p (if exists) and o2 (if exists). In addition, the full conditional distribution
for each spike and slab “active” predictor indicator 7; each has a Bernoulli structure, and the
corresponding prior proportion parameter ¢ has a full conditional beta distribution. Therefore
another Gibbs sampling scheme yields draws from the a-conditioned posterior distribution. De-
tailed steps for the Gibbs samplers for the settings (1) and (2) are provided in Section B in the
Appendix.

MCMC sampling for «. The integral producing the marginal posterior density of « is un-
available in closed form, and the conditional posterior density of «, given the remaining model
parameters, does not have a standard form for efficient random sampling. A rejection sampler
can be constructed using analytical upper bounds for the modified Bessel function-based terms
to draw samples from the conditional posterior distribution of a given {);}. However, the gen-
eral non-tightness of these bounds can lead to substantial inefficiency in practice. Instead, we
suggest using slice sampling (Neal, 2003) for Markov chain sampling from the {);}-integrated
conditional posterior density of a given 3 (and yu, and o2, if exists). Integrating out {)\;} from
the full conditional distribution for sampling « results in a blocked/collapsed MCMC sampler;
such blocking/collapsing can lead to improved mixing for the resulting Markov chain.

Remark. Instead of drawing posterior samples for « for full Bayesian inference, one may use a
point estimate of « for empirical Bayes inference for the remaining model parameters. Lever-
aging the conditional posterior distribution of the model parameters as described, an iterative
Gibbs expectation maximization (Gibbs EM) algorithm (Casella, 2001) may be constructed that
alternates between maximizing the posterior conditional density of & and MCMC sampling from
the remaining model parameters. The consequent algorithm will be computationally faster than
the complete MCMC algorithm described above if the maximization step for « is limited only to
burn-in iterations of the Gibbs EM algorithm. The resulting empirical Bayes estimators for the
model parameters will still permit rigorous 3 inference, variable selection (for the high dimen-
sional setup), and prediction, thanks to the strong theoretical guarantees for the model presented



in Section 3. However, as discussed in Section 2.3 below, the shape of the posterior distribution
of «, as opposed to only a single point estimate, provides valuable diagnostic information about
the contamination levels present in the data and hence can be insightful in exploratory data
analyses.

Remark. The computational complexity for each iteration of the proposed slice-within-Gibbs
sampler can be derived in terms of n and p, and additionally, the sparsity level E?Zl 7, (for the
spike and slab case). For the normal (ridge) prior model, the computational complexity for each
MCMC iteration is O(n) + O(p?) owing to the O(n)-operations for {\;;i = 1,...,n} sampling
and O(p?) operations for 3 sampling which requires an inversion of a p x p matrix for multivariate
normal generation. A regular stepping out slice sampling with a pre-specified maximum number
of windows (Neal, 2003) for « is done in constant O(1) operations and thus does not change the
overall cost complexity of the sampler in terms of n and p. In the spike and slab prior model,
sampling B reduces into an O(( ’;:1 7v7)%) operation which can be substantially smaller than
than O(p?) if the sparsity level is high, i.e., Z§=1 v; < p. However, sampling from the full
conditional distribution of each 7; requires O((1 43,1 c;
computation of the determinants (see Appendix B) in its Bernoulli mass function. Collectively for
all {~;} this leads to a computation complexity of O(p(1 + Z;’:l §;)3) which can be substantial,

s} V57)?) operations owing to the

e.g., near O(p*) if the sparsity level is low, i.e., Zf d0; is nearly in the same order as p. The
overall cost complexity for each iteration of the MCMC sampler for the spike and slab model is
thus O(n) + O(p(1 + 3°7_, §;)%).

2.3 Diagnosis of contaminated observations through the micro-level
contamination parameters

Based on the hierarchical model structure, the parameter \; serves as the individualized Gaus-
sian scale parameter for the response y;, with independent Generalized Inverse Gaussian (GIG)
priors assigned to A\;. The posterior distribution is influenced by both the working model and the
data; hence, for contaminated observations with heavy-tailed errors, the marginal posterior dis-
tribution of the corresponding ); is expected to exhibit higher variability. We propose using this
heuristic to identify contaminated observations. Specifically, we suggest examining the marginal
posterior standard deviations s, = sd(\; | data) or their scaled variants §; = s;/ min;—;___, sy
to determine the contaminated observations. In practice, observations with significantly large s;
or §; can be determined using standard outlier detection methods based on empirical quantiles
and interquartile ranges for s; or §; (Chambers, 2018; McGill et al., 1978) as implemented in
typical boxplot computation routines, including the default boxplot method in R. This heuristic
is expected to perform well in applications with low-to-moderate contamination proportions.

To visualize the heuristic’s performance as the contamination proportion varies, we performed
two simulation experiments. In each experiment, data were generated from a linear regression
model with p = 5 predictors and regression coefficients 3 = (2,2,0,0,0)”. Predictors were gener-
ated from autoregressive AR(1) processes with a standard normal base distribution and a serial
correlation coefficient of 0.4. The first two predictors, corresponding to the non-zero regression
coefficients, had a correlation of 0.9, while the remaining three predictors were independent of
each other and the first two.

In the first simulation, residual errors were generated from a 90%-10% mixture of (a) an
AR(1) process with a standard normal base distribution and a serial correlation of 0.2 (the
uncontaminated distribution) and (b) an independent Cauchy(0, 5) distribution (the contaminant
distribution). Contaminated observations were labeled. In the second experiment, a 50%-50%



mixture of the same distributions was used to generate the residual errors. In each setting we
generated datasets with n = 20 (small), n = 50 (medium), and n = 500 (large) and fit the
proposed scaled pseudo-Huber model with a ridge prior on the regression coefficients using the
proposed MCMC sampler (10,000 final draws after discarding the initial 10,000 draws as burn-in).

We then obtained the marginal posterior standard deviations {3;} of the micro-level con-
tamination parameter {\;} and their scaled variants for each dataset. These values are shown
as boxplots in Figure 1—with separate boxplots for the contaminated and non-contaminated
observations (true labels). As illustrated, there is a clear distinction between {§;} values for
contaminated and non-contaminated observations across all data sizes and contamination pro-
portions. The {3;} values for contaminated observations are notably higher. Thus, a standard
empirical quantile-based outlier detection method applied to these {3;} values is expected to
identify the truly contaminated observations with reasonable precision.

n=20 n=50 n =500
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Figure 1: Boxplots of scaled posterior standard deviations of {)\;} (y axis) obtained separately for contaminated
and non-contaminated observations.



2.4 Empirical assessment of the effect of ’scaling’ the pseudo-Huber
loss

As noted in the Introduction, a key novelty of our approach is the proposed scaling of the
pseudo-Huber loss, which ensures that the loss asymptotically becomes the exact ¢1 and 5 losses
as @ — 0 and a — oo respectively. The unscaled pseudo-Huber loss, by contrast, does not
converge to {1 when a — 0 and thus is not guaranteed to provide robust Bayesian inference in
the presence of heavy contamination—precisely where the ¢; loss is preferred over the /5 loss.

To assess the impact of this non-convergence of the unscaled pseudo-Huber loss on inference,
we considered the first simulation experiment described in Section 2.3 with a 90%-10% mix of
contaminated and non-contaminated observations in each of the three simulated datasets of sizes
n = 20 (small), n = 50 (medium), and n = 500 (large). On each dataset, we fitted two generalized
Bayesian pseudo-Huber models: one with a scaled pseudo-Huber loss and one with an unscaled
loss, using the proposed MCMC algorithm and its modification (analogous to ) to handle the
unscaled loss, respectively. For comparison, we also fitted Bayesian /1 and ¢5 regression models
using MCMC sampling. Each MCMC was run for 10,000 iterations after discarding the initial
10,000 iterations as burn-in.

To alongside assess the contamination diagnostic method proposed in Section 2.3, we obtained
the scaled posterior standard deviations {5;} of {\;} from each scaled pseudo-Huber fit and
applied an empirical quantile-based outlier detection approach on these {3;} values using the
default boxplot function in R. The observations {i} corresponding to the identified outliers
in {8;} were deemed contaminated and were subsequently discarded from the original training
datasets. We then reran the Bayesian scaled pseudo-Huber model on these filtered datasets using
MCMC sampling.

Posterior draws for 8 = (51, ..,5)T were collected from each model fit on each dataset, and
the first two coordinates of these draws were visualized as scatterplots. These scatterplots are
displayed in Figure 2 with overlaid contour lines (red curves) showing the 50%, 80%, and 95%
highest posterior density regions for (81, 82) computed from the posterior MCMC draws. The
figure also visualizes the corresponding true value (2,2) (yellow dot) of (81, 52).

We make the following observations from Figure 2. First, the scaled pseudo-Huber Bayesian
model demonstrates impressive estimation performance for (81, 82), with the posterior closely
aligning with the true values across all dataset sizes (small, medium, and large). The posteriors
concentrate well around the true values, with the degree of concentration increasing with the
sample size. Second, the posteriors for the scaled pseudo-Huber model resemble those of the ¢;
model, which is expected given the substantial contamination in the generated data, causing the
scaled pseudo-Huber fit to trace the £; model fit.

Third, the unscaled pseudo-Huber fits exhibit a highly sporadic pattern, with no clear concen-
tration of the posterior around the true values, contrasting sharply with the scaled pseudo-Huber
posteriors. This sporadicity limits the utility of the unscaled pseudo-Huber model for inference
in high contamination settings. The ¢5 fits also appear sporadic, though to a lesser degree than
the unscaled pseudo-Huber fits. Finally, the contamination filtering (based on the diagnostic pro-
posed in Section 2.3) and subsequent refitting strategy result in a small but positive improvement
in the posterior, aligning it more closely with the true values.
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Figure 2: Visualizing the joint generalized posterior distributions of the first two coordinates (81, 82)
of B, under different losses and a weakly informative Gaussian prior belief distribution for 3, through

point clouds and density contours. The contour lines represent the joint highest posterior density sets
for (B1,B2) at 50%, 80%, 90%, and 95% probability levels.

3 Theoretical guarantees: consistency of pseudo-Huber based
robust estimators for linear regression

Consider the linear regression model in (1). As discussed in Section 2, we consider two settings,
the first wherein the number of predictors is of the order of the sample size and the second
corresponding to high-dimensional scaling.

For both settings, we consider the generalized likelihood function L£(3) := exp(—nHy(8)),
with

n

ZEQ(Y; _XiTﬁ)’ (9)

=1

H,(B) :=

1
n

and ¢, corresponding to the scaled pseudo-Huber loss function

Ea(m):a\/l—kozz( 1+(Z)2—1>. (10)

11



3.1 Consistency in the p = O(n) setting

As discussed in Section 2.1, for this setting a Gaussian prior distribution on the regression
coeflicients is imposed, given by

Tridge(B) o exp(—7°B"B) VB eR?, (11)
for some 72 > 0. The posterior density for the posited working Bayesian model is given by
Tridge(B | Y) o exp(—nHo(8) — 78" 8) VB €RP. (12)

We consider an asymptotic setting wherein the number of regressors p = p,, grows with the
sample size n. For the purposes of asymptotic evaluation, we allow o = «,, to vary with n as
well, but consider it to be fixed /known and do not place a prior distribution on « in the working
model. The true data generating model is given by

)/i,n = inﬁo,n + €in t=1,2,---,n. (13)

for every n > 1, with By, denoting the vector of true regression coefficients. In particular, we
make the following regularity assumptions regarding the data generating model and the prior
precision parameter 72.
o (Assumption Al) - p, logp, = o(n), pn, = 00, a, — 00 and a, (/22 — 0. Here M is an
appropriately chosen constant.

The growth rate of p, in this setting is constrained by the lack of any low dimensional
structure, such as sparsity on By ,. Note that p, would be allowed to grow at a much
faster rate (sub-exponentially) in the spike-and-slab based consistency analysis (Section
3.2).

e (Assumption A2) - For every n > 1, the predictor vectors {x;,}; are independent of
the errors {¢; ,}7—;, and form a covariance stationary Gaussian sequence with I'y(h) :=
Cov(x;n, Tithn) for every —(n—1) <h <n—1and 1 <i,i+h <n. There exists k1 > 0
(not depending on n) such that

0 < K1 < Amin(Tn(0) € Amax(Tn(0)) < K71 < 00,

and

n—1
Ko 1= supz ITn(R)], < oo.
nzl 7,

o (Assumption A3) - For every n > 1, the errors {¢; ,}7; form a second order stationary
sequence. Also, for the uniformly bounded function g(z) := E [(1 4 2% + (1/k1)Z?)~3/2Z?]
(with Z standard normal), we have

K. :=sup {Var(g(el,n)) +2) ICOU(Q(el,n)vg(ei,n)”} < oo.

nz1 i=2

Some standard and common settings where Assumption A3 is satisfied are presented next.

— The error process forms an m-dependent second order stationary sequence (such as a
moving average process); in this case Cov(g(€1 ), g(€in)) = 0 for every i > m.
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— The errors form a second order stationary a-mixing sequence (see for example Jones
(2004)) with >, ae(k) < oo. Since g is uniformly bounded by k1, it follows by
(Ibragimov, 1962, Theorem A.5) that [Cov(g(€e1,,), g(€in))| < 4kFa(i — 1) for every
i > 2, and hence Assumption A3 is satisfied.

— In particular, Assumption A3 is satisfied if the errors form a stationary and geometri-
cally ergodic Markov chain (since such a Markov chain is exponentially fast a-mixing
and ¢ is uniformly bounded, see Chan and Geyer (1994)).

e (Assumption A4) - The prior distribution’s precision parameter 72 satisfies

75 = O(ay/mpn/[1Bo.u ).

Note that under a Gaussian likelihood based working model, the posterior mode for 3
(with the prior distribution specified in (11)) is given by the ridge regression estimator
/éridge = (XTX + Tzfp)’lXTy. It is clear that some upper bound on the parameter 72
(depending also on By,,) is needed for consistency of [:)',,idge. To see this, consider the

special case when X is semi-orthogonal, in particular, X7 X = nl,. In this case
N n 1_r
/Bridge = mﬂO,n + EX €.

The ||¢2|]-norm of the second (error) term on the right-hand-side can be shown to converge

to zero (in probability) by routine arguments assuming Gaussian errors, and it is clear that

2 ~
. - . . .
the condition m”ﬁomn is necessary for consistency of Biqge. Assumption A4 can be

thought as its counterpart in the current setting (with possibly non-Gaussian and correlated
eITors).
Let Py denote the underlying probability measure corresponding to the true data generating
model, and Ej the expectation with respect to Fy. In the subsequent analysis, we will often

refer to Y; », € ny in, Qn, Bo.n by Yi, €, @i, Q, B0 for notational convenience. Since ¢ (z) =
V1+a=2(1+ (z/a))=3/2 > 0 for every x € R, it follows that the Hessian matrix of H given by

1 n
VZH,(B) = =Y (Y —x! B)xx}
CEFPEEEEE
is positive definite for every B € RP. It follows that

7_2
Qa(/@) = a_lHa(ﬁ) + %ﬁTﬁ

is strictly convex and has a unique minimizer. This minimizer is of course, also the posterior
mode, and will be denoted by Bpm ridge- The first task is to study the asymptotic properties of
Bpm,ridge Under the high-dimensional setting described above.

Theorem 1 (Posterior mode consistency with ridge prior). Under Assumptions Al-A4

PO (lﬁpm,ridge - ﬁo” > Manﬁ> =0

as n — 0o, for an appropriate constant M.
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With the consistency of the posterior mode in hand, we proceed to establish the consistency
of the entire posterior distribution. For this result, we need to slightly strengthen our set of
assumptions by adding the following regularity conditions.

e (Assumption A5) - (a) The prior precision parameter 72 satisfies 72 = O (min (‘T‘T\/(T, ”Tf) ),

(b) the error process has a finite first moment, i.e., Ele;| < oo, and (c) there exists a
constant k3 > 0 such that A, (0,) > k3 for every n > 1. Recall that ©,, denote the n X n
block partitioned matrix whose (i,7)*" block is given by I',(i — j) for 1 < 4,5 < n.

The following result shows that the posterior distribution asymptotically places all of its mass

on a neighbourhood of radius O(a,/22) around the true parameter Go.

Theorem 2 (Posterior distribution consistency with ridge prior). Let ILiq4e(- | Y) denote the
posterior distribution for the Bayesian working model based on the likelihood in (9) and prior
distribution in (11). Under Assumptions A1-A5, there exists a constant M* such that

a1 (18- 0l > 31722 Y) ] 0

Remark. With a Gaussian likelihood based working model, a ridge prior distribution on 3, and
serially correlated Gaussian errors and predictors in the data generating model (with relevant
regularity assumptions on their respective spectral densities), minor modifications to arguments
in Ghosh et al. (2021) lead to a posterior convergence rate of \/g, when no low-dimensional struc-
ture is imposed on By, and py, log p, = o(n). In the current setting, where minimal assumptions
are placed on the error process (existence of first moment and weak dependence outlined in As-
sumption A3) in the data generating model, Theorem 2 establishes a convergence rate of a, \/g .
To summarize, the rate in Theorem 2 contains an extra factor of a,, as compared to the Gaussian
error setting, but is obtained under significantly weaker assumptions on the error process (and
of course using a different, pseudo-Huber based, working model).

as n — oQ.

3.2 Sparsity selection consistency in the high-dimensional setting

Next, we focus on the high-dimensional setting where sparsity is induced in B by the use of
independent spike-and-slab prior distributions on the entries of 3 as in (8). The spike-and-slab
posterior can be obtained by combining this prior with the generalized likelihood in (9). We
begin by defining relevant sparsity-based notation.

Note that every element of the set {0,1}? represents a possible sparsity pattern in the re-
gression coefficient vector B. In particular, s € {0,1}” represents the sparsity pattern where
the coefficients with indices in ind(s) := {j : s; = 1} are deemed significant and other coef-
ficients are deemed insignificant. Given a sparsity pattern s, for any a € RP, define the sub-
vector a, as a; = (a;)jeind(s). Similarly, for any p x p matrix A, define the submatrix As as
As = ((ajr))jkeind(s)- Finally, we define |s| := |[{j : s; = 1}|, and for any b € RIS, Qo (b) will
implicitly stand for the function Qu(byiy,s), where the by s, = 1 for 1 < j < [s| and all other
entries of by s are zero.

Note that the spike-and-slab posterior distribution induces a probability distribution over
the space of all possible sparsity patterns, or equivalently {0,1}?. Let IIgg(s | Y) denote the
probability mass assigned to the sparsity pattern s by the spike-and-slab posterior distribution.
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Routine calculations show that

[s]
qTt
Hss (s]Y) o (W) /eXP(*”aQa(ﬁs))dﬁs (14)

for every s € {0,1}".

Consider the true data generating model described in (13). Recall that Py denotes the
underlying probability measure corresponding to the true data generating model, and E; the
expectation with respect to Py. Further, let sg € {0,1}? represent the sparsity pattern corre-
sponding to By (the “true” sparsity pattern). The first task will be to establish strong selection
consistency, i.e.,

ss(so | Y) &

as n — oo. In other words, we want to show that with Py-probability tending to 1, the posterior
distribution (on the sparsity patterns) places almost all of its mass on the true sparsity pattern
sg. This will be achieved by examining the ratio

Hss (s|Y) _ ( a7 fexp (—naQa(Bs)) dBs (15)
(

Is|—Isol
Iss (so | Y) 1— q)@) f exp (—naQa(Bs,)) dBs,

for different choices of the sparsity pattern s. The authors in Narisetty and He (2014) establish
strong selection consistency for linear regression with spike-and-slab prior distribution, when the
errors in both the true and the working model are assumed to be independent and identically
normally distributed. Further, in their setting, the non-zero components of the true parameter
Bo do not change with n. We too assume that the set of indices which are 1 for the true
sparsity pattern sq do not change with n, and impose the following regularity conditions. These
regularity conditions are very similar to Assumptions A1-A4, with appropriate adaptations for
the spike-and-slab setting.

e (Assumption B1) - p, — 00, a,, — oo and a2 log p = o(n) for some § > 0.

e (Assumption B2) - For every n > 1, the predictor vectors {x;,}7 ; are independent of
the errors {¢; ,}1",, and are a covariance stationary Gaussian sequence with I',(h) :=
Cov(xin, Tiyhn) for every —(n—1) <h<n-—1and 1<4,i+h <n. There exists k1 >0
(not depending on n) such that

0 < K1 < Amin(Tn(0) € Amax(Tn(0)) < K7t < 00,

and

n—1
Ko 1= supz ITn(R)]5 < oo.
nzl 7,

e (Assumption B3) - For every n > 1, the errors {¢; ,}7; form a second order stationary
sequence which is either m-dependent or is a-mixing with Y7~ a.(k) < oo.

e (Assumption B4) - The prior mixture probability ¢ = ¢, satisfies ¢, = p;aﬂé. The prior
slab precision parameter 72 > 0 does not vary with n.
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Remark. In Ghosh et al. (2021), the authors consider a linear regression with a spike-and-slab
prior distribution and a Gaussian likelihood based working model. They extend the strong
selection results of Narisetty and He (2014) to a setting where the true error and predictor
processes are stationary Gaussian processes with serial correlation. Leaving minor modifications
involving boundedness of eigenvalues of spectral densities and fixing sy with n aside, the key
differences/tradeoffs in the assumptions required by Ghosh et al. (2021) and Assumptions B1-
B4 above are as follows: (a) Assumption B3 does not require Gaussianity and is significantly
weaker than the corresponding assumption on the error process in Ghosh et al. (2021), but
(b) logp = o(n/a?*%) in Assumption B1 as opposed to logp = o(n) in Ghosh et al. (2021),
and ¢, = p, o™ a8 opposed to ¢, = p;¢ (for an appropriate constant C) in Ghosh et al.
(2021). Again, it should be noted that a pseudo-Huber loss based working model is used here,
as compared to the Gaussian likelihood based working model in Ghosh et al. (2021).

With Assumptions B1-B4 in hand, we proceed to analyze and bound the ratio rlf((s%‘p)

different cases - the sparsity pattern s is a superset of the true one sg, s is a subset of sy, and
finally none is a subset of the other one, but with some additional requirements on their size -
to establish the following result.

under

Theorem 3 (Strong selection consistency with spike-and-slab prior). Consider the spike-and-slab
prior distribution based working model in Section 2.1, with the true data generating mecha-
nism given by (13). Under Assumptions B1-B4, and restricting to realistic sparsity patterns,
whose cardinality is less than or equal to n/(log(max(n,p)))'™, the working model posterior
distribution on the space of sparsity patterns satisfies

Mss(so | Y) 51

as n — o0.

Remark. We carefully review relevant high-dimensional consistency results in the robust regres-
sion literature. To the best of our knowledge, existing high-dimensional analyses focus only on
consistency of posterior modes for various robust Bayesian models (note that most optimization
based estimators can be regarded as posterior modes under an appropriate Bayesian model), and
do not establish consistency/convergence of the entire posterior distribution. In Lambert-Lacroix
and Zwald (2011), consistency and asymptotic normality of penalized estimators based on Huber
loss and the lasso/adaptive lasso penalty is established in the i.i.d. error and fixed p setting. Fan
et al. (2017) extend the consistency results in the high-dimensional setting where p is allowed to
grow sub-exponentially with n, but consider independent errors with bounded second moments
(under the data generating model). The predictor process is assumed to be i.i.d sub-Gaussian,
and Sun et al. (2020) considers truncation based adaptations and extensions to the setting when
the predictors are heavy-talied (with finite fourth moments) under the data generating model.
Loh (2017) considers generalized M-estimators obtained by minimizing an objective which com-
bines a ‘robust’ loss function (convex, bounded derivatives etc.) and a separable penalty function
(with suitable regularity) and establish consistency allowing p to grow sub-exponentially with
n. The errors in the data generating model are assumed to be independent. In Nevo and Ritov
(2016), the authors establish consistency of the Bayes estimator under a bounded loss function
under spike-and-slab prior distributions on the components of 3. The working model and the
data generating models both assume i.i.d. errors with a common log-concave density.
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4 Simulation study

This section summarizes results from extensive simulation experiments conducted to assess the
frequentist statistical properties of our approach and compare them with Bayesian ¢; and /5
regressions under both the ridge prior and the spike-and-slab prior. We considered a wide range
of data-generating settings for regression, varying n, p, sparsity levels, residual error distributions,
and error and predictor correlations. The data-generating setups were segmented into two broad
categories: one representing a low/moderate-dimensional setup with p = O(n), and the other
representing a sparse, high-dimensional setup. The true data-generating model was specified as

_ T atrue
yi =x; B + e,

with randomly generated @; = (zi1,...,2;)7 € RP, y; € R, and ¢; € R for i = 1,...,n in
each dataset, and a prespecified “true” regression parameter 3'*"¢ common across datasets (the
frequentist replication setup). We generated {¢;} using an autoregressive(1) process with serial
correlation p. € {0,0.2,0.4} for i = 1,...,n, and drew {zx;} using a vector autoregressive(1)
process with serial (over ¢) correlation p, and the same predictor-coordinate (over j) correlation
pz € {0,0.4,0.6}.

We used the standard normal distribution as the underlying marginal distribution (across
both i and j) for the vector autoregressive(1) process used to generate the predictors {x;;} across
all simulation settings. For the marginal distribution of the residual error €;, we considered a wide
range of distributions across simulations, comprising the normal distribution and its continuous
scale mixtures—specifically, the student ¢ distribution—as well as discrete mixtures. We con-
sidered four broad categories for the marginal distributions of €;: (a) thin-tailed, comprising the
standard normal distribution; (b) moderate-tailed, consisting of the student ¢ distributions with
4 and 8 degrees of freedom, and 99%-1% and 95%-5% discrete mixtures of standard normal-
standard Cauchy and standard normal-N'(0,10%) distributions; (c) heavy-tailed, covering the
student ¢ distribution with 1 (i.e., the standard Cauchy) and 2 degrees of freedom, and 90%-10%
discrete mixtures of standard normal-standard Cauchy and standard normal-A/(0, 10%) distribu-
tions; and (d) extremely heavy-tailed, comprising 90%-10% and 50%-50% discrete mixtures of
standard normal and Uniform(—10%°,10'%) distributions.

Collectively, we considered a large range of values for the sample size n, ranging between 50
and 20,000, and the predictor dimension p, ranging between 10 and 250. We ensured n > p
for the low/moderate-dimensional p = o(n) setups, and n < p for the sparse high-dimensional
setups. The “true” regression coefficient 3¢ = (ﬂ;“‘e :j=1,...,p) was created using the rule:

2
tue — 054 (j — 1) ——
B; + )p_l,

for the low/moderate-dimensional p = o(n) setups, and the rule:

6'grue — 2 j S [p/20]7
! 0 j>[p/20],

for the sparse high-dimensional setups, where [x] denotes the smallest positive integer greater
than or equal to x. A detailed description of all individual data-generating settings considered
in our simulation study is provided in Supplementary Tables ?77-77.

For each data-generating setting corresponding to a specific choice of n, p, correlation (for e
and z), and error distribution, we generated R = 200 independent data replicates. Subsequently,
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for each replicated dataset, we fit the Bayesian SPH model alongside ¢; and {5 regressions to
compare their performances. For the low/moderate-dimensional setups, we used the ridge prior
while fitting the models, whereas, for the sparse high-dimensional setups, we employed the spike-
and-slab prior. The models included an intercept term but did not include an additional common
variance parameter o2 beyond {\;} except for £3 which included a common variance A\? for all
observations.

All model parameters, including the prior hyperparameters and the SPH tuning parameter «,
were estimated in a fully Bayesian way through posterior MCMC sampling. Specifically, we used
the proposed MCMC sampler (Algorithm ??7) to generate 10,000 approximate posterior draws
for model inference after discarding the initial 5,000 draws as burn-in. We subsequently focused
on the posterior draws for the regression parameters 3 to quantify and assess Bayesian estima-
tion, prediction, and credible interval estimation performances. For the sparse high-dimensional
setups, we also examined the spike-and-slab indicator parameters « to evaluate variable selection
performances. The subsections below summarize our evaluation results.

4.1 Estimation performance

To aid a holistic assessment of the Bayesian estimation of the regression parameters 3¢ in each
replicated dataset, we focused on the posterior mean squared error (posterior MSE), defined as

M; data = posterior MSE(j, data) = E [(8; — 8;™*°)* | data] ,

which utilizes the entire posterior distribution obtained for a model in each given dataset. The
posterior MCMC draws for 3 were used to compute/approximate the integral underlying this
MSE. Separately for each of the three models SPH, ¢;, and {5, we computed posterior MSE
coordinate-wise for 3 in each dataset, yielding a separate MSE M ;“fdel for each data-generating
setting (combining all setups; see Supplementary Tables xx—yy), where r = 1,..., R = 200
indexes the data replicates for the setting, and j = 1,...,p; indexes the 3 coordinates, where p;
denotes the number of non-zero (“signal”) coefficients in B%Y¢; i.e., p; = p in all low/moderate
dimensional settings with n > p while p; = [p/20] under all high dimensional settings with
n < p. Subsequently, as a summary measure for each model in each data-generating setting, we
focused on the median posterior MSE, defined as

median (median M ‘-“TOdd) ,
¥ R \71

Jj=1,...,p1 \r=1,...,

where median(-) denotes the empirical median operator.

Figure 3 visualizes these median posterior MSEs obtained for the different simulation set-
tings for the three models as vertical line/bar plots. Simulation settings are shown along the
horizontal axis, with the median posterior MSE (relative to SPH for that setting) plotted along
the vertical setting separately under low/moderate-dimensional setups (panels A, C) and sparse
high-dimensional setups (panels B, D). Different error distribution groups—specifically, heavy,
moderate, and thin—are considered within each setup and labeled as facets within each panel.

The figure demonstrates that across all simulation settings—both low/moderate-dimensional
setups using a ridge prior for estimation (panels A, C) and high-dimensional setups involving a
spike-and-slab prior for estimation (panels B, D)—the proposed SPH model strikes an impressive
balance between ¢; and {5 in terms of model estimation accuracy. It closely approximates the
better of the two in extreme situations, such as those involving heavy tails (where ¢; is expected to
be superior) or thin tails (where ¢5 is expected to perform better). In contrast, in the intermediate
setups involving moderate tails, the SPH outperforms both ¢; and /5.
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Figure 3: Median (over replicates and 3 coordinates) posterior MSEs for Bayesian ¢, ¢, and
SPH regression across simulation settings. Panels A and C show low/moderate-dimensional
setups with the ridge prior, while panels B and D depict sparse high-dimensional setups with the
spike-and-slab prior. Each panel is grouped by error distributions— heavy, moderate, and thin
tails—displayed as subplots/facets. Median posterior MSE values are scaled relative to SPH in
each setting, with results for SPH, /1, and /5 shown in red, green, and purple, respectively.

4.2 Prediction performance

For prediction assessment, we first generated an independent “test dataset” for each replicated
training dataset used to fit the models. The test dataset shared the same n, p, B'™¢, predictor
and error correlation structure, and error model as the training data but differed in the random
elements, namely ¢;, x;, and y;. Subsequently, we focused on the expected (over the data distri-
bution) posterior predictive distribution to predict y!" given x!**" and obtained the prediction

(posterior) MSE:

M; gata = prediction MSE(i, data) = E [(yfeSt —p— ,BT:cEeSt)2 | training data] .
Analogous to the steps involved in estimation performance assessment, the prediction MSE
was first computed using posterior MCMC draws for each fitted model and every observation 4
(i.e., y coordinate) within each replicate of the training-test dataset pair, yielding Mi‘f}?del for each
individual data-generating setting (see Supplementary Tables xx—yy), where » = 1,..., R = 200
indexes the data replicates for the setting, and ¢ = 1, ..., n indexes the observation/y coordinates.

As a summary measure for each model in each simulation setting, we then computed the median
posterior MSE, defined as

i=1,....n \r=1

geeey

median (median Mi”‘TOdd) .
: n i,

Figure 4 visualizes these median prediction MSEs for the different simulation settings for
the three models as vertical line/bar plots. Simulation settings are plotted along the horizontal
axis, with the median posterior MSE (relative to SPH for that setting) shown separately under
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low/moderate-dimensional setups (panels A, C) and sparse high-dimensional setups (panels B,
D). Different error distribution groups—specifically, heavy, moderate, and thin—are considered
within each setup and labeled as facets within each panel.
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Figure 4: Median (over replicates and y coordinates) prediction MSEs for Bayesian ¢;, ¢5, and
SPH regression across simulation settings. Panels A and C show low/moderate-dimensional
setups with the ridge prior, while panels B and D depict sparse high-dimensional setups with the
spike-and-slab prior. Each panel is grouped by error distributions— heavy, moderate, and thin
tails—displayed as subplots/facets. Median prediction MSE values are scaled relative to SPH in
each setting, with results for SPH, /1, and /5 shown in red, green, and purple, respectively.

The figure conveys a message similar to that obtained in the estimation performance assess-
ment shown in Figure 3. Across all simulation settings—both low/moderate-dimensional setups
using a ridge prior for estimation (panels A, C) and high-dimensional setups involving a spike-
and-slab prior for estimation (panels B, D)—the proposed SPH model achieves an impressive
balance between ¢; and ¢, in terms of prediction accuracy. SPH closely approximates the better
of /1 and /5 in extreme situations, such as those involving heavy tails where SPH tracks ¢;, which
performs better than {5, or thin tails where SPH resembles ¢, which is superior to ¢;. However,
in the intermediate setups involving moderate tails, SPH outperforms both ¢; and /5.

4.3 Interval Estimation Performance: Frequentist coverages of uncer-
tainty (posterior credible) intervals

To assess the uncertainty (credible) interval performance of the models, we focused on settings
with independent errors (i.e., zero serial correlation) and a low dimensional 3 (p = 10). Within
this setup, we considered a large range of error distributions categorized into four groups: ex-
tremely heavy, heavy, moderate, and thin (see Supplementary Tables xx - yy), and generated
replicated datasets of a wide range of sample size n ranging between 50 and 20,000. In each
replicate, we fit the three models using the ridge prior. From each fitted model in each replicated
dataset, we obtained the (marginal) uncertainty /Bayesian credible interval for each 3 coordinate
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using equi-tailed posterior quantiles (computed using the MCMC draws). We then evaluated the
frequentist replication-based coverage, defined as

R
. 1 AL,mode rue AU, mode
coverage(j, model) = i Z 1 (Bﬁ’r del < [3; < B[{’T d 1) ,
r=1
and the mean length of credible intervals, defined as

1 . .
mean length(j, model) = = Z (b’jU’;mOdd — 5ﬁ;m°d61> ,
r=1

where (3 jL ’TmOdel and B;{’Tmo‘m) denote the 90% equi-tailed posterior credible interval for 3;, com-
puted using the posterior MCMC draws for the model and separately for each data-generating

setting, for data replicate r.

Posterior credible intervals obtained from Bayesian £; regression with a fixed/low p and vague
priors on 3 are known to suffer from poor frequentist coverage under high error contamination
and model misspecification. This issue arises from the resulting non-standard asymptotic struc-
tures of the Bayesian ¢; posteriors, leading to a mismatch between the asymptotic (in n) sampling
variance of a point estimate of S—such as the posterior mean or mode—and the asymptotic form
of the posterior covariance of 3 commonly used to obtain Bernstein—von Mises-type asymptotic
normal approximations for a 3 posterior. Adjustments to the asymptotic posterior covariance of
B under these settings have been suggested to address this mismatch in Bayesian ¢; regression.
Specifically, it has been established that for Bayesian ¢; regression with a known o, an asymp-
totic normal approximation of the form N,(E(B3 | data), V) matches the asymptotic frequentist
sampling distribution of E(8 | data), through the approximate asymptotic covariance matrix:

1

Vo = — (var(B | data) XTX var(B | data))
o

where var(3 | data) denotes the posterior covariance matrix for @, which can be computed

using MCMC draws from the posterior as usual. This asymptotic structure differs from that of

Bayesian /5 regression, where both the asymptotic posterior distribution of 3 and the asymptotic

sampling distribution of E(3 | data) has the approximate form N,(E(3 | data), var(3 | data)).

In our simulations, while assessing frequentist coverage performances, we implemented this
adjustment to produce an adjusted ¢; posterior (£1-adj) and considered the associated posterior
credible intervals. Specifically, credible/confidence intervals for the coordinates of 8 under ¢1-
adj were obtained through the corresponding approximate normal equi-tailed quantiles. Since
the SPH loss converges to the ¢; loss under heavy-tailed setups, we also considered analogous
adjustments to the SPH-based 3 posteriors to yield the SPH-adj posterior and the consequent
adjusted credible intervals.

The computed frequentist coverages and average lengths are plotted along the vertical axis
as dots and error bars—reflecting the median and 10% and 90% empirical percentiles computed
over all simulations settings specific to every sample size—for different sample size n (horizontal
axis). The dots and error bars are color-coded by the models.

The figure highlights the robustness of SPH and ¢;, along with their posterior variance-
adjusted counterparts (SPH-adj and ¢;-adj), in achieving adequate frequentist coverage and
maintaining narrow uncertainty intervals across all sample sizes (n) and error distributions.
SPH-adj and ¢;-adj are particularly effective, achieving coverage levels close to the nominal 90%
when n > 200 across all data-generating settings while maintaining small mean interval lengths.

21



Extremely Heavy Heavy Moderate Thin

-
,,,,,,,, | ao | 0o | 00 | 0o |-00|-0o- || -2% |00 00 o0l en| onlon|-0nlon || 20|00 00 | en| on| on| e gelse || %2000 e lan | el ae ]2 | -

Coverage
°
&
3

ESLSSESSESE 58S SSSES 63588888 658888888
N Y 8 S S S S S N Y 6 8 S & S N Y 6 8 S & S N Y 6 8 S & S
YIS YIS YIS YIS

Sample size (n)

B
Extremely Heavy Heavy Moderate Thin
0]
£ 1
c 10
Q@
= 102
g 10
< 0
10 » » | » | ad »
2 | 2 *» a0 2 | a0 ™ at | an
102 LA AL RIS e | | an | an | e
S O © & & & & & & S O © & & & & & & S O © & & & & & & S O © & & & & & &
s S S & 8 S S G O S 8 &§ &§ & &S G O S 8 &§ &§ & &S Gb O S 8 &§ &§ & &S
“”“’Sw“u?g“w@ “”“’Sr&@g“w@ “W”$$§§§ “W”$$§§§

Sample size (n)

SPH = SPH-adj « &, = ¢-adj = ¢,

Figure 5: Replication-based coverages (Panel A) and mean lengths (Panel B) of 90% Bayesian
credible (equi-tailed) intervals for Bayesian 1, ¢1-adj, ¢2, SPH, and SPH-adj regression models
across various error distribution categories (extremely heavy, heavy, moderate, and thin) and
sample sizes (n).

However, for small to moderate sample sizes (n < 100) under extremely heavy-tailed errors, the
adjustment results in overly wide intervals, but they become reasonable and effective as n > 200.
Notably, the adjustment appears crucial for /1 to achieve adequate coverage under moderate and
thin-tailed errors, where it would otherwise undercover. In contrast, SPH maintains adequate
coverage without adjustment for moderate and thin-tailed errors (thanks to its ability to mimic
{5 in these setups) but benefits from the adjustment under heavy and extremely heavy-tailed
errors. Both SPH and ¢; consistently outperform ¢, in all setups except under thin-tailed errors
in terms of mean interval lengths; ¢5 produces adequate coverage tracking the nominal level
(except with extremely heavy-tailed errors, where it severely overcovers) but with substantially
wider intervals—often more than an order of magnitude larger than SPH and ¢;—in all but thin
error tail setups.

4.4 Variable Selection Performance under Spike and Slab prior

Finally, to assess the variable selection performances of the three models under the spike and slab
prior, we focused on simulation settings within the n > p regime. For each replicated dataset
generated in this regime, we obtained a Bayesian point estimate of the variable selection indicator
vector Amodel — (’3/;-“0‘181 :j=1,...,p), defined separately for each model and each coordinate j
of B as

Agmodel = 1 [Pr (yjrode' = 1| data) > 0.5] ,

where the posterior probabilities were computed using posterior MCMC draws for the model.
Subsequently, for each dataset, the variable selection performances of the three models were
measured using the Matthews Correlation Coefficient (MCC) between the estimated variable
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selection indicators 4™°¢! and the “true active” variable indicators

’Ytrue — (]1 [ﬁ;rue 7& O} 7 =1,... ap) :

As an overall summary of variable selection performance for each model across replications, the
empirical median of these MCC values was computed across all simulation settings for each
specific combination of n, p, predictor and error correlation, and error tail category (heavy,
moderate, and thin). The results are presented in Table 2 below.

Error Tail: Heavy  Error Tail: Moderate Error Tail: Thin
Correlation n D ‘ 0y Uy SPH 4y ly SPH ‘ 2 lo SPH
75 100 | 1.00 0.08 1.00 | 1.00 0.88 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 1.00
75 200 | 0.86 0.03 0.88]1.00 0.81 1.00 |1.00 1.00 1.00

None
75 250 | 051 0.02 0.52 | 0.98 0.72 0.99 | 1.00 0.98 1.00
75 100 | 0.98 0.16 0.99 | 1.00 0.90 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 1.00
75 200 | 0.96 0.11 094 | 1.00 087 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 1.00
75 250 | 0.76 0.05 0.71 | 1.00 082 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 1.00
Low 100 100 | 1.00 0.16 1.00 | 0.99 094 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 1.00

100 250 | 0.97 0.10 0.98 | 1.00 0.89 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 1.00
75 100 [ 0.92 021 091 | 0.99 090 0.99 | 099 1.00 0.9
75 200 | 0.89 025 0.88 |0.99 083 0.99 | 1.00 1.00 1.00
75 250 | 0.75 0.18 0.75|0.99 081 0.99 |1.00 1.00 1.00
Moderate 100 100 | 0.92 0.34 0.92 | 0.99 094 0.99 | 0.99 1.00 0.9
100 200 | 0.93 025 0.93]0.99 092 0.99 |1.00 1.00 1.00
100 250 | 0.93 0.24 0.93 | 1.00 093 099 | 1.00 1.00 1.00

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
100 200 | 0.99 0.2 1.00| 1.00 092 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 1.00
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Table 2: Overall variable selection performances as measured by MCC (summarized via medians
across replicates and simulation settings) under simulation settings with models fitted using spike
and slab priors. In each simulation setting with a specific combination of correlation, n, p, and
error tail, the highest MCC obtained from the three models ¢1, /5, and SPH are highlighted via
bold texts.

The table documents the impressive performance of SPH in variable selection across all sim-
ulation settings. SPH consistently achieves the highest or nearly the highest MCC values among
the three models, regardless of the correlation structure, sample size (n), or predictor dimension
(p). The selection performance is virtually perfect for all settings under moderate and thin error
tails and remains high for most settings under heavy error tails, except in cases where n < p (e.g.,
n =75 and p = 250), where the MCC values are moderate. The performance of Bayesian ¢; is
very similar to SPH in most settings, providing a competitive alternative. In contrast, Bayesian
{5 consistently underperforms across all settings other than the thin error-tailed setups, with low
MCC values. All models show moderate declines in variable selection performance under heavy
error tails when predictor and error correlations increase, which effectively reduces the datasets’
effective sample sizes.
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Appendix

A Technical Developments for Section 2

Proof of Proposition 1:

The joint density of (e, A) is given by:

1€? 1+a?/a 1 a?
e e [1€] SR )
Jeale ) = JEA TR 753 X Skaviran ST S
1 2 2
=C1(a) X7Y?% exp {2{(1+a2)>\+ a ;\LE H i A>0,—00 < e < oo,
where C4 () = V1ta? We consider the transformation (e, \) — (g, k) where k = 1/.

2v2ra K1 (av/1+a2)’
The absolute Jacobian of the transformation is simply 1/x2. Therefore, in the transformed scale,
the joint density of (g, k) is:

few(e, k) = Ci(a) k%% exp {_; {(a2 + &%)k + 1:‘12 H )

Note that for any fixed € € (—o0,00), the right hand side above without the proportionality

V14 a?
Va2 +e?’

constant C1(a) is the kernel of an Inverse-Gaussian (,u =

o'} 1 2
/ k32 exp {— {(a2—|—€2)m+ J;a H dk
0

:ﬂ exp [f~/1+a2~/a2+52]

c=1+ a2> density for k.
Thus,

N | =

1+ a?

V2 2
- Ve exp | —av/1+ a? 1+ (E)

1+ a2 e

V2
= \/TLQ exp (fa\/ 1+ a2> exp
a

Therefore, the marginal density of € is obtained as

fele | o) = /000 fen(e, k) de = Ca(a) exp l—a\/l + a2 < 1+ (2)2 - 1>1 ,

m/@( 14 (E)Qlﬂ .

where Cy(a) = C () \/‘{% exp (—av1+a?) = m exp (—av1+ a?) is free of .
This completes the proof. (I

Remark. Since lim lim,_,0 oK} (oz\/l—i—oﬂ) = 1, it follows that as @ — 0, fe(e | ) —
1 exp (—|e|) which is the density of a standard Laplace distribution. On the other hand, as

a — 00, VI+a2 ~ aand Cy(a) ~ Cy(a) where Cy(a) = m and “~” represents

asymptotic equivalence defined for two functions fi(a) and fa(a) as fi(a) ~ fa(a) as a — oo if
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Ji(e) _

and only if lima—,c0 75 = 1. Now for positive real o« — oo, Ki(a) = /5, exp(—a) (1+0(2))
(Abramowitz et al., 1988, p. 378, 9.7.2); hence as o — oo

C;(@) =20/ 7 exp(—a?) <1+o(;2>> exp (a2) :@( (;)
Furthermore, exp [_am( 1+(§)2—1)} 5 exp[ 2( (=) -1

and
2 V1+te? —1 e?
lim o 1+(f) 1) =g YETE — lim s
e a 50 t =0 21 +te2 2

where the second last last equality is a consequence of the L’Hospital rule. Together, this implies
fele ] a) = } exp(—=< ) the standard normal density, as o — 0.

B Additional Details on Posterior Distribution Computations
B.1 Posterior MCMC sampling for the Gaussian (ridge) prior case

For the Gaussian, weakly informative prior distribution, some standard calculations lead to
the following simplified form of the posterior distribution of the model parameters. Let A =
(A1, A0)T and A = diag(\), we get:

(B, A, 0%, a? | data)

{H A‘W} resp |- (- XB)TA - XP)
x 27" (1 + a®)"/2(a?)""/? {K1 ( a?(1 +a2))}_n exp [—; <.n %2 +(1 +a2)§:)\i>]

< () P2IQI 2 exp | 515 (8 — o) QB -~ o)
x (%)% Lexp (—leba> X
x (a?)*~exp(—boa?)

~ exp [Q;(y — XB)TA T (y - Xﬁ)]

X 11:[1{ ; exp [—; (if + 042)\@‘)}}
X exp [_%12('6 —Bo)"QR(B - ﬁo)]

x (o)~ (F54ar) L exp (012170)

x (a?)® ™ exp(—boa?)

Then, MCMC samples from the posterior distribution can be obtained through the following
Gibbs-type sampling procedure in Algorithm 1 below.
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Algorithm 1:

1. p | rest ~ N (vaumau, 02va,,) where vy, =1 /(7—12 +> 0, )\i) andmy,, = >y )%.(yi_
z] B).
2. B rest ~ N (V,\mA,UQV)‘) where Vy = (XTA_lX + Q) and mx = XTA 'y + QBo.

1 1
3. A | rest ~ GIG (a =’ b=a%+ —5 (yi — xl'B)?,p= 2) independently for i = 1,...,n.
o

Sampling from this GIG distribution is efficient because GIG(a, b, p) = m and a
GIG distribution with p = —1/2 collapses into an ordinary inverse Gaussian distribution
which permits computationally efficient random variate generation.

4. 0% | rest ~ Inv-Gamma (a = "T“’ +ag,b= % {(y—XB)"A " (y— XB)+ (B—Bo)" Q(B— o)} + bg) :

5. p(a | rest) o

Remark. Straightforward modifications can be made on the above Gibbs sampler, specifically on
Step 2, to cater to the L? and L' regression problems. The steps for drawing 3 and 02 remain
unaltered. For L? regression one simply sets all \; = 1. For L' regression, the independent (in
i) full conditional density of A; turns out to be of the form

1 - T 3)2
m(A; | rest) oc A; % exp {—; {2)\i + W;H )
o ;

which implies

1 1
Ai | rest ~ GIG (a =2,b=—(yi — x!'B)%,p= 2) . (16)

g

B.2 Posterior MCMC sampling for the spike-and-slab prior case

For the hierarchical spike-and-slab prior distribution, we first note that the conditional on 3, the
full conditional posterior densities for p, A, and « remain the same as those provided in Step 3
of Algorithm 1. However, the full conditional distributions of 8 and o2 have a different form,
and in addition there is a need to sample the predictor activation variables v = (y1,...,7)7
and ¢. The following Gibbs sampling procedure for fixed value of @ summarized in Algorithm 2
below outlines how to obtain samples for the model parameters 3, v, ¢, and 2.

1. Full conditional posterior distribution of (5;,v;) for each j = 1,...,p. Due to
degenerate nature of the spike distribution, the joint full conditional distributions of the
entire (3,7) vector becomes intractable. Instead, we focus on the full conditional poste-
rior distribution of each coordinate (8;,v;) for posterior Gibbs sampling. Straightforward
algebra shows that

Py | Bj v =0, B85, 7—j,rest) oc N'(y | X_;B_;,0%A)

and
p(y | Bj,v; =1,B_j,7v—j.rest) o< N (y | X_;B8_; + X;B;,0°A)
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Therefore, the ; integrated (marginal) likelihood is:
p(y |7 =0,8-j,7-j,rest) = N(y | X_;5-;,0%A)

and
Pyl v =17,8-50") =N (y| X_jB85,0°A+7°X;X]).

Combining

2. Full conditional distribution of g. We have ¢ | rest ~ Beta(aq + p1, by + p — p1) where
pr=#{j v =1}
3. Full conditional distribution of ¢2. Given =, define I'y, X and (") as before. Then

1 T 1
0? | rest ~ Inv-Gamma | a = a + n+p17 b="b,+ = (ny(l),B(l)) A(ny(l)B(l)) + = E 52
2 72 J

2

C Proofs of Posterior Consistency Results in Section 3
C.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Suppose we have infy;|u|=1 Qa(Bo + dn1) > Qa(Bo). It would then imply that @, has a local
minimum in the set {3 : |3 — Bo|| < dn}. Since Qq is a strictly convex function, this would
imply ||Bpm — Bol| < §,. Hence to establish the result, it is enough to show that

P ( inf Qa(ﬂO + 5nu) > Qa(ﬂO)) —1

uifu=1

as n — o0.

With this goal in mind, we arbitrarily fix u such that ||u|| = 1. Using the second order Taylor
expansion of fy(t) = Q(Bo + td,u) around t = 0, we get

Qa(,@0+6nu) _Qa(ﬂo) = fu(l) _fu(o)
B 5nzn, T 5721271 " k52 T T 2
= % 2 ga(ﬁl)$l u+ % £ ga(Ei —t 5,”:131 u)(ml u) +

252 2726,
LT TiuTﬂo. (17)
no
where t* € (0,1). Since (¢; — t*0,ziu)? < 262 + 25, (xFu)?, and ¢ (y) = V1+a 2(1 +
a~2y?)=3/2 it follows that

5 — T 2726,

Qo(Bo + 0n1t) = Qa(Bo) > @;ﬂa(ei)wi u— == u 8ol +
VI +a™2 & —2 2 2 —2. T \2\~3/2, T 9
TZ (1+2a %€ + 2620 (x] u)?) (z; u)”.

i=1

(18)
Since 2a~2 < 1 and 2a7262 < 1 for large enough n (by Assumption A1), we have

inf (Qa (,30 + 5nu) - Qa (ﬁo))

uifu=1
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n

2VIF+a2?2 g —3/2 0
>  inf 22— 1+e+ (x7u)? zlu)? — sup |[— Y 2 (e)xlu| -
u:|lul|=1 2na ; ( ( ) ) ( ) u:flul|=1 | N ; ( )
2725,
—[1Boll (19)

Next, we focus on the second term on the RHS in (19). Let K3 > 0 be arbitrarily fixed. Since
{x;}?"; and € = {¢;}_; are independent, it follows that for any u with |jul| <1

IR T p p
Py (m ;:1 0 (e;)z; u> Kl\/;> = E ( E 0 ()l u > Kl\/; | e)]
< FEy|FEqg |exp = E 4 (ei)mTusKl\/E | €](20)
- no @ ‘ n

By Assumption A2 and \é (e1)] < av1l+ a2, it follows that conditional on €, the random
variable a1 Y"1 | ¢ (¢;)] u has a Gaussian distribution with mean zero and variance v,,, where

n

Un = Z% T,0u+ Y faledlal&) yrp (5 i)y

2
«
i=1 1<i#j<n

(1+a7?) <nuTFn(O)u + z_:(n — k) [u" (T (k) + Tn(—k)) u‘)
k=1

(14+a7?) <n|rn(0)||2 - i(n — k)| Tn(k) + rn(—k)Hg)

< (1+a7? QnZHF

IN

IA

< 2(1+a” )ngn‘

The last two inequalities follow from Assumption A2 and the fact that T',,(—=k) = T',(k)T. Tt
follows by (20) that

1
P, 2 (e > K4/
(na\/l—l—a—QZ ‘i :c v ! n)

Il
=
| —
@
"
N

[\
|3
|
[ )
|
Va)
=
5
=
N———
| I—

for every s > 0. Choosing s = K1./np/(2k2), we get

Py Zé €)T; u>K11/p <exp(—K12p>
ncm/l—l—oz_2 ‘ nj| 4kq

for every u such that |lul| < 1. Since £ u has a symmetric distribution around 0, it follows that

1 K?p
P ——— 2 (& wu>K1/f <ex (—1>
0( nav1+ a2 Z ! ! >_ P 4Ko

32



for every u such that [lul| < 1, which implies

Py < > K1\/§> <exp (—fo) (21)

for every u such that ||ul]| < 1. To get a bound on the supremum over all appropriate u, we
employ a technique similar to Vershynin (2011). By (Vershynin, 2011, Lemma 5.2), there exists
a set S1o with the property that Sip C {u: |Ju|| <1}, |S10] < 217, and for any u with ||ul| <1,
there exists w(y,) € S1o such that |[u — wy|| <0.1. Now, for any u with [[ul| <1, we have

1 n
— Z O (&), u
na

ezwu

2 (
nov1+a— 2;

1 n
/ ! T
< o ZE €)x; (U —Wy)| + P ;Ea(q)mi W (u)
< (&)X (10( u 2 (e
< Z (e)] (10(u = w(w))| + max mZ )] W‘
1 n
< 0.1 su O (e)xlu| + max |[— Y L (e))x!w|.
N Hu|1\:)<1 naz ¢ weS1o na; (i)

It follows that

- Z 0 (&)

u: HuH<1

Using this inequality along with the union-sum inequality, and noting that (21) holds for an

arbitrary K7 > 0, we obtain
o2 )
n

Py
HUH 1
9K,
T \/7>

< Py | max
weESio

ezwu

1
2 (
nov'1 + navlt a2 - Z

namzé ik

81K?p
< 217 ——1
e ( 400k2 >
81K?
= exp(—{400 10g21} )—>Oasn—>oo (22)
if K is chosen to be 10vrzlog2l MZglc’gm. We now focus our attention on the first term in (19). Again,

fix u with ||u|| = 1 arbitrarily. Define the random variables

(@7 u)? )‘3/ ? (aTu)?

Zi(n) = (1+¢€
() ( ta k1uTT,(0)u u’T, (0)u

V1<i<n.

It follows by Assumptions A2 and A3 that {Z;(u)}", are i.i.d. random variables and are uni-
formly bounded by ;. Note that G(u) := x¥u/ \/uTl"n u has a standard normal distribution
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and is independent of ¢;. Hence

Eo[Zi(u)] = Eo [(1 +ef+ (1/;-;1)G(u)2)_3/2

= Ml.

G(u)Q]

Based on the arguments above, it follows that M is a strictly positive constant which does not
depend on u and n. Also, by the definition of the function ¢ in Assumption A3, it follows that
g(€;) = E[Z;(u) | € (and Ey[Z;(u)] = E[g(e;)] by tower property). Note that

> g(ei) = nEo[Zi(w)]

M
>n 1>+P0<
4 i=1

Py ( %ZZi(u) — Eo[Z1 ()]
Py ( Zzi(u) - ZQ(Q‘)
- B ( > Ziw) = Y E[Zi(w) | ]| > ”]f1> + Py ( ,

nMy
Py ( > Zi(u) = > E[Zi(u)]| €| > 1 |e> + Py <

i=1 i=1
We first derive an upper bound for V(3""" , Z;(u) | €). Note that Z;(u) is a uniformly bounded
function of I (which has a normal distribution, even if we condition on €). Using the fact
that the maximal correlation between two normal random variables Z; and Z, is given by
|Corr(Z1,Zs)| (see for example Lancaster (1957)), the stationarity of the predictor process,
and Assumption A2, we obtain

n

IA

> TLMl
4

> TLM1
4

29(62‘) —nEolg(e1)]

i=1

n

Zg(ei) —nEog(e1)]

= EO

1,

Cov(Z;(u),Z;(u) | e) < 4/—1?|C’orr(;ciTu,mJTu | €)]
< 420l (i — j)u|
- uT,(0)u
< 4k [uTT, (i — j)u|
< 25 [[Tn(i = 5) + Tn(i = 5.

Let 1,, denote the vector of all ones in R™. It follows by Assumption A2 that

v Ziw e = SVZ@a+ Y CovZi(u).Zw) e
=1 i=1

1<i#j<n

n—1
< dnkyy T,
h=0

= 4nkiks.

Using the independence of the predictors and the errors, along with Bernstein’s concentration
inequality for bounded random variables, we obtain
> an |
€
4

g

n

> Ziw) =Y Elziw) | @

i=1

Ey
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1 2M2
< Ep [exp (— s — )]
V(2 izi Zi(w) | €) + =5+ M,
2M?
< exp| - LR M
dnki 4+ 16nk1 Ky + ML
— exp(—ndhy),
(24)
where My = Sl . We now focus on the second term in (23). Note that by

384k2+ 1536k ra+16m1 My
second order stationarity of the error sequence

LV (S gle)) = Vigle)+Y (1 - ) Covla(er). g(e)) < Vig(e))+3 " [Covlgler), glei))] < K..
=1 1=2

N n
=2

Again using uniform boundedness of g, Bernstein’s concentration inequality and Assumption A3,

it follows that
1 2M2
> niy < exp (_ n 32" : nk1 >
4 V(> imi9(e)) + 2= M,y

Py (
Ln2M2
32 1 _.
exp (— oK.+ ”g”lM1> =:exp (—nMs), (25)
where M3 =

n

> g(e) —nEg[g(er)]

i=1

IN

3M?

96K. 1 16r: My Since

)—3/2 (xlu)?

Zi(u) < (1+ € + (2] u)? -
1

it follows by (23), (24) and (25) that

1 M
(nz (14 €+ (z/u)?) 52 (xl'u)? < m21>
i=1

IN
~
/N
3=
N
£
N
S—

i=1
= ( ZZ ) < Eo[Zi(u )]—%1)
< 2exp (— mln(Mg,Mg) ). (26)

We now use another covering argument to get a bound on the infimum over all appropriate u.
By (Vershynin, 2011, Lemma 5.2), there exists a set S/, with the property that Si/,, C {u:
[lul] <1}, [S1/,] < (2p + 1)P, and for any u with [[ul| = 1, there exists w(y) € 51/, such that
[u—we| <p~t. We define Wiy = (1/[|W(u)||) W) so that |[Wy)|| = 1. Since

1
1= el = [l = Il < o = w1 < 5,
we get
lu - Wl <1 |+' ! 1]” B
u—w u—w _— W —.
WEET T W=
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We denote the collection of all possible W) (as u varies over {u : |lu|| = 1}) by Sl/p. It follows
that |5'1/p\ < (2p+ 1)?. Now, for any a > 0, consider the function

IQ

9o () = (1+a+ax2)-3/2

Simple calculations show that

323

2z n
(1+a+x2)=5/2

< 5.
(I+a+ax2)=3/2

lg4(@)] < '

Hence for every u, we have

RS

=1

0 [1<

u (nzgsf(mzru)> H
i=1

1 . / T

o deg (x; w)z

< fzge (@] w) 2]

< = .

< n;uwm

< L\

< 5 52131 x; (27)

i=1

The last inequality follows by Jensen’s inequality, using the concavity of the square-root function.
Let & € R™ be the vector obtained by stacking @i,xs,- - ,x, on top of each other. Let O,
denote the n xn block partitioned matrix whose (4, ) block is given by I',,(i—j) for 1 < 4,7 < n.
Then by Assumption A2, & has a multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and covariance
matrix ©,,.

We next present an argument to bound the largest eigenvalue of ©,, in terms of k3. The
argument below is based on the proof of Theorem 2.3 in Basu and Michailidis (2015), but is
presented here for completeness. Consider the function

1 —1
fn<a>=2k__§(; e, bl o)

The existence, boundedness and continuity of f,, follows from Assumption A2. For any u € R"?
with [|all; = 1, partition u as ((a')”, (a?)7, - ,(ﬁQ)T)T. Define G(0) = >°;_, uFe~™*? and
note that

G* da_zz/ E)T g kk)ede_%z BYTgh —

- k=1k'=1

By Assumption A2, and the triangle inequality for the || - ||2-norm (for matrices with complex
valued entries), it follows that ||f,(0)]|2 < ko/m for every 6 € [—m,7r]. Note also that f,(9) is
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hermitian and all its eigenvalues are real for every 6 € [—m, w]. Using the block partitioned form
of ©,,, and the definition of f,, we obtain

a’o,0 = En: En:(ﬁk)TFn(k —ka"

k=1k'=1

= 3N [ @@ e
k=1k'=1Y"T

= G(0)" fn(0)G(0)do
52 7 Gy cioys

s
= 2;‘62.

We conclude that ||©y (|2 < 2ks.
Let C,, := {% S xTx; < 4pro}. Since Tz = Y1 al'z; and |0, < 2k2, the event

= i
{70, 'z < 2np} is a subset of C,,. Note that #”©, '@ has a x2, distribution under Py. Using
standard tail concentation bounds for y? random variables (see for example (Cao et al., 2020,

Lemma 4.1)), it follows that

Py(Cr)

IA

Py (a:T®,:1m > 2np)
5 4n2p2
exp| ———
P 4dnp + 2np
2
2exp (—;Lp> — 0

as n — o0o. It follows by the mean value theorem and (27) that for every u with |jul| =1

IN

n n

1 —3/2 1 ~ —3/2 -
SN (e @) @l 3 (4 @l )?) T )
i=1 i=1
< 10\/13"”»2”11 - v~V(u) ”
2
S Olig (28)
VP
on C,. Hence
inf 1 i (1+€ + (wiTu)z)_g/2 (I'u)? > min 1 i (1+¢€ + (mz“w)z)—3/2 (xFw)?— 20}{2.
u:llul=17n p wES1/p N p VP

on Cp. It follows by (26) and Assumption Al that

. 1 = —3/2 K',lMl 20K
P inf — 14+ e + (x7u)? xlu)? < —— —
0 <u1|u|_1 n 7;21 ( ( ) ) ( ) 2 \/ﬁ

< P ( min 1 Z (1+ e + (m?w)Q) 8 (xI'w)? < méwl> + Py(Cy)

B weSyp i

37




s e X POGZ (4 + @ >>3/2<w?w>2<'1%>
wesl/p i=1

as n — oo. For large enough n, #1.M1 — 20% > 88 Using (19), (22), 29), and Assumption A4,
we get

—252
P, ( it (Qu(Bo +5,m) — Qu(A) > L MM i 2>5n\/f>

u:fjul|=

2 81K}
> 1- (2 exp (_;w) + exp (— {400;2 — log 21} p) + 2 x exp (— min(Ma, M3)n + plog(2p + 1)))

for large enough n. Since 8, = May, \/g , it follows that

P ( inf  (Qal(Bo + 6,1) — Qa(Bo)) > V1 + a2(K; + 2)5n\/§> -1

usful=1

for a large enough choice of M. O

C.2 Proof of Theorem 2

We first establish that the posterior asymptotically places all of its mass in a neighborhood of
radius K"« around (g, for an appropriate K. Note that

f\luH>K”a exp(—naQq.(Bo + u))du
Sz ©D(=10Qa (Bpm + v))dv
Jiu)> icra €XP(—10Qa(Bo + u))du
Ju ex0(=10 {Qu(Bym + V) = Qa(Bym) v
(30)

(|8 = Boll > K"a | Y)

= oxp(naQa(Bym))

for any K" > 0. A specific choice of K" will be made later. Using the second order Taylor
expansion of fy (t) = Qa(Bpm + tv) around t = 0, we get

no (Qa (,épm +v) = Qa (:épm)>
= na (f0) - fv<o>)

= {272 L+ ZE’ — &l Bym)x } v+ - Z Y — 2l By — t* (Wl v)(@lv)? + r2vTy
where t*(v) € (0,1). Since Bpm is the unique minimizer of @), it follows that

no (Qa (Bpm + V) Qo ﬂpm ) ZEH — &; ﬂpm - t*(v)xZTV) (LELTV) + ?vlv. (31)
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Since 0 < £ (y) < 1 for every y € R, it follows that

. R n T
\/% (Qa(ﬁpm +v) - Qa(/@pm)) < VTE:Z:l# +72vTy (32)

for every u € RP. It follows from (30) that
IL([|B - Boll > K" | Y)
Sjups> k770 €¥P(—10Qa (B0 + 1)) du
Jopexp (VI a v Emmely T a2rvTy) du

< exp(naQa(Bpm)) (33)

Now, let v € RP with ||v|| = 1. Then
T lzn:me v = lZTQZ
n = v n ’
where Z ~ N, (0, 1,,) under Py, and the (r,s)!" element of Q is given by v'T',(r — s)v. Using

1Ql% < nllQll, Eo [+ZTQZ] = v'T,(0)v, along with the Hanson-Wright inequality of Rudelson
and Vershynin (2013), we obtain

( ( Za::c)v—vf()v

for every n > 0. By a very similar argument to the one at the end of Page 1547 in Basu and
Michailidis (2015), it follows that ||Q]| < ||©,] < 2k2. Hence,

1 n
P = !l | v—vIT,(0
0<v <n;mml>v v T, (0)v
Using Lemma B.2 in Ghosh et al. (2019), it follows that

1
p0<
n_

n
E xxl —T
i=1

as n — oo. It follows by Assumption Al, Assumption A2 and (33) that on an event with
Py-probability converging to one, we have

> ||Q||77> < 2exp (—enmin(n?, 7))

10%2

\f

) < 2exp (—25p).

10%2
\[

) < 2exp (—p(25 —2log(21))) — 0 (34)

2 —1_\P/2 .
(16 - ool > K% 1 ¥) < (T2 exp(n0QuBn)) [ exp(-naQa(h + w)iu
& lul|>K"a (35)

Note that for any ¢t € R we have
V14 a?(Jt] — a) < Lo(t) < V14 a?lt.

Since y; —xl (Bo+u) = ¢; —xzlu, yi — L Bpm = € — =] (Bpm — Bo) and |e; — T u| > |zl u| —|e;],
it follows after straightforward calculations that

exp(naQq (,@pm))/ exp(—naQ.(Bo + u))du

lu]|>K"
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IN

IN

exp (naw a2 +2V1+0a2 ) el +V1+a2 ) [a] (Bpm — Bo)l + 72 Bpml® T2||,60||2> x
=1 =1
/ exp <o¢Z |eTu| — 2T211T,30> du
[lul|>K"

i=1

exp (na\/l +o?+2V1+a2> el + V1i+ta2 > [@] (Bpm — Bo)l + 72 1Bpml* — 72||ﬂ0||2> X
i=1 =1

1 — 272
[ e (a5 tefal - 2210 ) g, (36)
Jaf>K"a ni3 na

where 1 = u/||u|. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Assumption 2, (34) and Theorem 1 it
follows that

n

Z |sz(Bpm - ﬁ0)| < \/ﬁ Z(Bpm ﬁo)T:B Z; (ﬁpm 50) <v 2"‘@104]\2\/@
=1

=1

on a set with Py probability converging to 1. Also, by the strong law of large numbers, Assump-
tion A4’ and Theorem 1, we get

21402 el 72| Bpml* 72 11Boll* < 4nEoler[+27% | Boll| Bpm—Boll+72 | Bpm—Bol|* < Kzna®

i=1

for an approrpriate constant K5 on an event with Py probability converging to 1. It follows by
(36) that

on an event with Py probability converging to 1. Let ¢ :=

exp(naQa(Bom)) / exp(~naQa (8o + u))du

lull>K"a
exp<—n||u|< Z|wT| e "’”'))du (37)

lé’\gfl Fix v with ||v|| = 1 arbitrarily.

< exp(2(Ks + 1)na2)/
ull>K"a

Then, by Markov’s inequality

PO(Z lzlv|<nc) < Py (eXp (—2\/52 Z |a:;fv|> > exp(—nc))
i=1 i=1
< exp(2y/kanc)Ey |exp (—meg Z |:cfv|>1 . (38)
i=1
Recall that x € R" is the vector obtained by stacking @x;,xs,- - ,x, on top of each other,

and x has a multivariate distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix ©,,. It follows that
Xv = (I, ® vI)x has a multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix
(I, ®v1)O, (I, ® v). Tt follows by Assumptions A2 and A5 that

K3 S )\min ((In & VT)Gn(In (24 V)) S >\maz ((In & VT)@n(In & V)) S Ra.
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Combining this fact with (38), we get
n

exp (—22 |Zz-|>
i=1

where {Z;}7_; have an iid. standard normal distribution under Py. Using the Mills ratio
identity, it follows that

n p/2
PO(Z leTv| < ne) < exp(2y/manc) (:j) Ey
i=1

n

PO(Z lzTv| < nc)

=1

AN
D
o]
=
[N
5
[ V]
3
&

IN
@]
%
o
—~
[\
X
[V}
3
&

IN
©)
o]
ko]
—
%
3
&
/\/‘\\/—\
X
N~ N~
=
[\v]
~
o
k]
gl
N—
s
—~
N
=
\Y
K

log 2 P2
- o) (2

Recall the construction of the set Sj/, (in the proof of Theorem 1) with the property that
Sip SHAv: |Vl £ 1}, 15| < (2p 4 1)P, and for any v with ||v|| < 1, there exists w(,) € Sy,
such that [|[v — w,)|| < p~'. Recall also, the construction W) = (1/||w()[)W(v) (so that
W)l = 1) with the property

2
[v—wul <=,
p

and that gl/p denotes the collection of all W,y (as v varies over {v : |v|| < 1}). Now, for any
v with ||v]| < 1, we have

dMolalivl = Dl =Y ]l (v — W)l
=1 =1 =1

It follows that

inf x;v| > inf x; wW|—— x;
|V||<1Z| | > WESWQ | Zn ||
in /K
> inf §:|a: - (40)
vi[[v[<14 f

on an event with Py-probability converging to 1 (see the definition of the set C,, in the proof of
Theorem 1). Using Assumption Al and (40), for large enough n, we get

inf Tv < —
(v HVH<1Z| | )

an./
< mf wf Yt Wl < T+ 2 )+ R(C)
WESl/p,L 1 \/]3
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< P ( inf Z|mlTv~v\ < nc) + Py(Cy)
WESl/p i=1
< > R (le?vv < nc) + Bo(Cr)
weS i=1
1 2 P/2
< exp (” Of ”) (Z?) (2p+ 1)P + Py(CS) = 0 (41)
3

as n — oco. By (35), (37), (41) and Assumption A4, it follows that

(18~ Bpmll > K"a | Y)

R N
< <W> exp(2(Ks + 1)na?) / exp <_mc|u||> Ju
2w lul|>K" 4
2 -1 p/2 "2
K
< (3T 36 n) exp(2(Ky + 1)na?) exp (_nc a >/ exp (_nac|u||>du
2w 8 [ul|>K"« 8

_ /2
372 + 3k 1n>p 9 neK"a? nacd P |l
S s — eXp(Q(KQ —+ 1)7’10{ ) expl| —— / exp _ T Lai=1 1 du
( 2 8 ul|l>K"a 8\/]3

2 —1 p/2 "2 p
K 16
< <3T+23H1n> exp(Q(K2+1>mz)eXp(_nc a)( \/:5> .
s

8 naoc

on an event with Py-probability converging to 1. By Assumptions Al and A5, it follows that
Eo [T (18 = Byl > K"a | Y)| >0 (42)

for a suitably large constant K" as n — oo. In light of (42), to prove the desired result, it is
enough to show that

IL([|B = Boll > M"6n, [IB = Boll < (K" —=1)a | Y)
converges in Py-probability to zero as n — oco. Note that

(8 = Boll > M*6,, 1B~ Boll < (K" = 1) | Y)
Jjal<zaul> a5, SP(—naQa(Bo + u))du
Jr» exp(—10Q0(8))d3

— fl\uHSf(a,Hu\bM*gn exp(—na{Qq(Bo +u) — Qu(Bo)})du o B A
= pr exp(—na {Qa(/épm +u) — Q(X(Bpm)})du X exp ( (Qa<,60) Qa(ﬂpm>)

(43)
where K = K” — 1. For any vector u, the vector @t denotes u/|[ul|. For every u such that

|u|| < Ka,|ju|| > M*6,, (17) (without the d,, term) and (18), along with (22) and Assumption
A5 imply that on an event with Py-probability converging to one

1 & 272 T2
Qa(Bo +1u) — Qu(Bo) > P ;%(ei)m?u - EH“HH@OH + %uTU +

42



Vita2d _
S Z(1+2a

i=1
|uH 272 72
= Zf/ z]a— —|u|Bo] + —u"u+
no no no

VI+a~Z|ul? & - .
;;La ” ” 2(14_20[72 2_|_2a 2”11” ( )2) 3/2 (mTu

=1

2
—oM* 5 P TuTu s
n no

A a=2lull2 & _ —3/2
++;#”“” 3 (1 12+ 2K2(m$ﬁ)2) @Ta)?  (44)

i=1

22 + 2a_2(:niTu)2)73/2 (x]u)?

7

Y

for an appropriate constant C. Now, by the exact argument starting from the end of (22) to (29)
(adjusting for relevant constants in the definition of Z;(u)), it follows that

3/2

1 n B
Py ( H‘nﬁ-’ "y (1 + 262 + 2K2(xTu)? ) (xFu)? > M) —1 (45)
" -1

as n — oo for an appropriate constant M. Tt follows by (43), (44), (31), (32) and (45) that
IL([|B = Boll > M*op, B = Boll < (K" = 1)a | Y)

N V1+ a2
< exp ((JM 5nam+in2w@ T1Bpm = Boll” + 72(1Bpm — Boll?

i=1

nM+1ta=2 T 2..T
f\|u|\>M*5n exp (— 5 ulu—7%u u)

Jzw exp (—nvV1+ a2k1uTu — 72¢/1 4+ a—2u’u) du

on an event whose Py-probability converges to one as n — oo. It follows by (34) and Theorem 1
that

IL([|B = Boll > M*on, B = Boll < (K" = 1a | Y)

M M* 2 2 M* 2

< exp (CM*énaw/np + 2nk162 + 7262 — r (4 ) 62 — T (2 ) 52) X

exp (—nv1+ a—zmuTu —72y/1+a2ufu) du
Jaw D (=1V v

~ ~ —p/2
M (M*)? T2(M*)? nM + 272

< * 2 272 T 2 2

< exp <CM Onoy/np + 2nk16;, + 770, 1 o5 5 o5 Ry
M M* 2 2 M* 2

< exp (C’M*57,,a./np+2n/{15721+7'25,21 n (4 ) 53* T (2 ) 5Z+§logﬁ3> ,

on an event whose Py-probability converges to one as n — oo, where k3 = 5k /M + 5/2. Since
Span/np = 0(nd2) and p = o(nd?), choosing M* = 4 max (1, 2K1, %) ensures that

(|83 = Boll > M*6n, [IB = Boll < (K" = 1)r | Y)
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converges to zero in Py-probability as n — oo. (I

C.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Let s be any element of {0, 1}? which satisfies |s| < n/(log(max(n, p)))!*? + |so|. Using the same

arguments that led to (34), but replacing x; by x; s, v/p/n by 4/ IS“%, I'.(0) by (T'y(0))ss, we
get

¥

Let

S 10ke [|s|logp

vV

1n

T
- i85 ¢ Fno ss
2 2l = (T(0)

) < 2exp (—[slog p(25 — 21og(21)))  (46)

_7 n

1 & .
- i, 5 T FnO ss
2 Dozl (00

10k2 /|s|logp
Dy := Nsef0,137: s:£0,|s|<n/ (log(max(n,p)))+5+Iso] { < :

It follows by (46) that

P(D,) > 1- > 2exp (—|s|log p(25 — 21og(21)))
s€{0,1}7: 50,5(s|<n/(log(max(n,p)))+5+|so|
— (P
> 1- 2exp (—klogp(25 — 2log(21
> 132 (7)o (htewp(2s —21estz1)
2 I_QZpkp73k
k=1
-2
p
I p—t 1

as n — co. We now derive bounds for the ratio of the posterior probability assigned to a given
sparsity pattern s and the posterior probability assigned to the true sparsity pattern sy under
different cases.

Case I: s is a ‘superset’ of sy with |s| < n/(log(max(n,p)))'*°. Let s € {0,1}? be such that
so C s. Hence s; = 1 whenever so; = 1. Prior to examining the ratio in (15), we need to establish
consistency of the restricted posterior mode for 8 under the sparsity constraint imposed by s.
This posterior mode is denoted by Bpm,s. The proof goes along the same lines as the proof of
Theorem 1, with some key changes that we highlight. Similar to the proof of Theorem 1, with

On,s = M ay/ ‘5“7# (for an appropriately chosen M** independent of n and s), we aim to
establish that

Py ( inf Qa(ﬁO,s + 5n,su) > Qa(ﬁo,s)) —1

ueRlsl:||u||=1

as n — 0o0. Since sy C s, it follows that for every 1 <i<n
€ =yi — o, Bo=1Yi — &, . Boso =Y — T, Bo,s and [|Boll = [|Bo,s | = l1Bo,sl-
Using this fact along with similar arguments leading up to equation (18), we obtain

Qa(ﬁo,s + 6n,su> - Qa(ﬁo,s)
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Y

1) i 2726
ﬁ Zlf;(ﬁi)wzsu - TR’SWOH +
i

Vit a=202 0 &

2no

(142072 + 25121,304_2(3’;T u)?) e

1,8

(z] ). (47)

i=1

Again, repeating the exact same arguments between (18) and (22) replacing z; by ; s, \/p/n

by /952 1, (k) by (,(K))s. and 217 by 217, we get

1 - /Is|logp
Py sup | Z:X €; :BZTU > K\ ———
(u:|u|—1 navl+a=? ; ) "
81K?
= exp (— {400;2 - logZI} |s] logp) —0asn— oo (48)

if K is chosen to be sufficiently large. Now fix u € RI*l with |ju|| = 1 and define

(@7 u)? )”2 (7 u)>

v 1 <71 <n.
riu? (T,(0))ssut Visisn

Z; s(u) := (1 +ef +

It follows by Assumptions A2 and A3 that {Z; ;(u)}?; are ii.d. random variables and are
uniformly bounded by ;. Note that Gy(u) := @{ ;u/\/u”((0))ssu has a standard normal
distribution and is independent of €1, and Ey[Z7 s(u)] = Eo[Z1(u)] = M, (see proof of Theorem
1). Also, by the definition of the function ¢ in Assumption A3, it follows that g(e;) = E[Z; s(u) |
€] (and Ey[Z; s(u)] = Elg(e;)] by tower property). Now, the entire argument from equation (23)
to (26), can essentially be repeated verbatim (with «; replaced by ;s and T',(-) replaced by
(T(+))s), leading to the conclusion that

1 « _
Py ( Z (1+€+ (mzsu)Q) 3/2 (CCZ:SU)Q <

n -
=1

) < 2exp (— min(Ms, M3)n) . (49)

Again, by (Vershynin, 2011, Theorem 5.2), there exists a subset gl/max npof {ue RISl |lu =1}
with the property that |5’1/max(n,p)| < (2max(n, p)+1)%!, and that for any u € R!s! with |[ul| = 1,
there exists W) € 91/max(n,p) such that [[u — Wy < m. Again, the entire argument
from equation (27) to (28), can essentially be repeated verbatim (with «; replaced by x; ; and
0,, replaced by (0,,)s), leading to the conclusion that

n

inf 1 Z (1 +e? + (mfu)2)73/2 (xln)?

Rlsl: =1"n
ueRrlsl:ul=1 7

Vv

min =3 (14 + (@lw)?) " (@l w)? - 20y/[slra

WEST ) max(p,n) T i—1 e ’ max(n,p)
. 1 n —3/2 20/k
> min — Z (1 + ef + (mzsw)Q) / (ggg:sw)2 _ AUyR2

vn

w€§'1/ max(p,n) n =1

on an event with Py-probability converging to one. In particular, for appropriately chosen con-
stants K7 and M** (independent of s), and for n large enough to satisfy y/nkiM; > 80k2 and
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min(Ma, M3)(log max(n, p))1+° > 2log(2n + 1), we obtain

PO ( inf Qa(/@O,s + 5n,5u) > Qa(ﬁO,s))

ueRlsl:|luf=1

2 81K?
> 1- (Qexp <—T;S> + exp (— {400;2 —log21} |slogp)> —

2 x exp (— min(Msz, M3)n + |s| log(2|s| + 1))

> 1- (2exp (—%38> + exp (—3|s|logp) + 2 x exp (—W)) (50)

Let Gy s := {infyepiet:|julj=1 Qo (Bo,s +0n,s1) > Qa(Bo,s)}. It follows that 1Bpm.s — Bol| < 0. on
the event C), s. Now, by second order Taylor series expansion and the fact that 0 < ¢"(y) < 1,
it follows that for every u € RISl

no (Qa(/épm,s + 11) - Qa(/épm,s)) > T2uTua (51)
and for every v € Rl*l
no (Qa(ﬁpm,so + V) - Qa(/épm,sO))

n T
T =1 *"%,80*"1, T
< V1i+a2v v 5 4,50 72

pp VIV + vy (52)

A

IN

on the event D,, defined at the beginning of this proof when n is large enough so that

V1i+a=? 10kg 1 n /|so] log p - 1
2—Vi+a? Ve \ (logmax(n,p))®/2 n K1

Note by Assumption B1 that the LHS of the above inequality converges to zero as n — oo, hence
this inequality eventually holds for all n above a relevant threshold. Combining (15), (51) and
(52), we now get

(s |Y) qr Is|—Isol (7_2 + nl_l)‘sf’l/z
M(soY) = <(1—Q)) Tlel

((1 E q)>|s||so <1 + ”1172)|80| exp (na (Qa(ﬁpmyso) _ Qa(Bpm,s))> (53)

Again, noting that s is a superset of sg, and by repeating the arguments between (33) and (34)
with appropriate changes, we get

na(Qa(Bpm,so) - Qa(ﬁpm,s)) S (Rfl + TQ)”/éfill,pm,so - Bfill,pm,s 2

1
S (M**)2&2(K,1_1 +7_2)(|S| + |j;)|) ng

exp (na (Qa(/épnl,so) - Qa(/épm,S)))

on the event C,, ;s N Cp s, N D,,. Note that

s +Isol _ |, 2ol
s Tsol = " TSI Iso]

< 1 +2|So|
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Let Ny be such that a® = o > 4(1 + 2|sg]|) for n > Ny. Then
(Is| + |so|)e® logp < 0.25 (|s| — [so]) a*logp
for n > Ny. It follows by (53) and the definition of ¢ that on C), s N Cy, 5, N Dy,

Hss(s|Y)
—er v <K
gs(so | Y) — 0

Isl=Isol
2

(54)

for large enough n (cutoff not depending on s) and an appropriate constant Ky (not depending
on n and s).

Case II: s is a ‘subset’ of sg. Let s € {0,1}” be such that s C sg. Note that under the true
model Py, we have
yi = ! Bote
= @/ Bos+ 2]\ Bose\s +E
= @i (Bos + (Tn(0))ss(Tn(0))s,0015B0,5015) +
(5010 = (0D sgrns(Pn(0))ssis) Bosors + i

_ T 3 =
- xi,s/@O,s + 6i,s

where

/60,5 = /BO,S + (Fn(O))ss(Pn(o))s,so\sﬁ(),so\s
and

~ T
€i,s = (mi,so\s - (Fn(o))so\s,s(Fn(o))ssmi,s) ﬁO,so\s + €.

Note that by construction é;  is independent of @; ;. For any u € RI* with |u|| = 1, define the
random variables

@lw? 7 (@)
k1uT (T, (0))ssu u”

Zi o(u) == (1 +é, +

Now, note that

ZZi(u) — nEo[Z;(u)]
< D Ziw) =) g@)| + D gler) — nEo[Zi(u))]
=1 i=1 =1
< ZZi(u) - Zg(gi) + ZQ(Q‘) - ZEO[Q(gi) | €]| + ZEO[Q(Q) | €] —nEo[Z1(u)]},

where g(&) = Eo [Zi(u) | €]. Using the independence of & ; and @, ,, and observing that Z; ,(u)
is a uniformly bounded function of :B;T,:su (conditional on €;), a parallel argument to the one right
after equation (23) leads to the bound

n
V(> Zis(u) | €) < dnkir,.
i=1
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Similarly, using independence of €; and x;, and observing that ¢(¢;) is a uniformly bounded
function of (a:i,sO\s — (Fn(O))SO\&s(Fn(O))SSmLS)T Bo.so\s (conditional on ¢;), it can be shown that
n V(3 1, g(&) | €) is uniformly bounded (in € and s). Finally Assumption B3 can be used to
show that n ™'V (37", Eo[g(&;) | €]) is uniformly bounded (in s). The above facts can be leveraged
to repeat the arguments in the proof of Theorem 1 with straightforward changes/adjustments to
conclude that there exists a constant M*** (not depending on s) such that

R ~ 1
1Bom.s — Bl < M+ ELE2

on a set Cp, s with Py(Cp ) = 1 asn — oco. Let v € RIsol be such that BPm,SO + v corresponds
to the filled version of Bpm’s in Rl*ol (with zeros appended in relevant places). It follows that
for large enough n, there exists a constant K* such that ||v|| < K* on C), ;. By a second order
Taylor series expansion around the restricted mode ﬁpm,sw we get

«Q <Qa(/épm,so +v) — Qa(BPm,SO))

IvI? § 9?) Y2 (T gy 2T
Z (1426 +2||v]*(=],,v)?) (4, V)" — T”VHH/@'OH

= 2
" i=1
> > (2 + 2K @l 9)°) T (], 9) = S Ko

i=1

with v = v/||v||. By a similar argument as the one leading to (45), there exists a constant M
such that

P < inf L S (1428 2K (@l v)?) P @l v)? > M) —1 (55)

vi|v|[=1nNn
vli=1n <

Note that the bound in (53) holds for any s € {0,1}?. Also, by construction of v, it follows that
[[v]> > (Iso| — [s])S?, where S = min;<;<|s,| |8s,,i|- Combining everything, we get

Is|—[sol [sol R .
m = <<1qq>) (1+/<c1172> exp (12 (QolBpme) = Q)

Kyq'sI=1s0l exp (=0.25n(|so| — |s|) M S?)
K1 exp (—0.125n(|so| — |s|) M S?) (56)

<
<

for large enough n (cutoff not depending on s) on a set, say C’n,s, with Py-probability converging
to 1 as m — oo. Here K is a constant which does not depend on n or s. The last inequality
follows from Assumption B4.

Case I1I: s satisfies s ¢ sg, So ¢ s, |s| < n/(log(max(n, p)))!T? and |s| > |so|. Let § :=sUsy.
Note that § is a superset of sg. By repeating the arguments in Case I up to equation (50)
verbatim, and noting [§| < n/(log(max(n,p)))'™ + |so| = o(n/logn), there exists a set C,,
such that

2n|§|

Py(Crs) > 1-— <26Xp (3) + exp (—3|8|logp) + 2 x exp (

min(M;, Mg)n)>
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2 in(M,, M.
> 1= <2<3Xp (—ZJS) + exp (—3[s[log p) + 2 x exp (—W)) 7

for large enough n (cutoff not depending on s), and H,épmvs —Bol| < 6,5 on C,, 5. It follows that

no(Qa(Bym.s) = Qa(Bpm.z)) < (k1" + 7)Britrpm.so — Britt.pm sl
S 1
S (M**)QOZ2(I€1_1+T2)(|S|+|io|) ng
2 1
< (M**)2a2(f£fl +7_2)(|S| + |:LO|) ogp

on the event C,, s N C,, s, N D, for large enough n (cutoff not depending on s). Note that

2 3
[s| = Isol [s| = Isol

Let N be such that a® = o > 4|so|(1 + 3|sq|) for n > N§. Then
1
(|s| + 2Jso|)a? logp < sl (Is| = Iso|) a®*® log p

for n > N§. Let d(s,so) = [sNs§| + |so Ns¢| denote the number of disagreements between s and
So. Since [s| — [so| > 1 and |sg] > 1, we get
d(s,so) = [snNsf|+[soNs°
|sNsgl — [so Ns®| + 2|sp Ns
|s| — |so| + 2|so N's°|
[s| = Isol + 2lsol(Is| — [so)
3[sol([s| = [sol)-

ININ

It follows by (53) and the definition of ¢ that on C,, s N Cy, 5, N Dy,

HSS (S ‘ Y) 1/‘ ‘ \50|(\S£—|50\) L d(S,So)
e PV 2 KK So < K* /(6lsol) 57
Ilsg (SO | Y) =0 (q ) =70 (q ) ( )

for large enough n (cutoff not depending on s) and an appropriate constant K (not depending
on s as well).

Case IV: s satisfies s ¢ sg, so ¢ s, |s| < n/(log(max(n,p)))'*? and |s| < |sg|. Let § := sNs.
Note that s is a subset of both s and sg. It follows by (53) that

II (S | Y) [s|—Isol 1 [sol
ey < (ahg)  (am) ewle(ed
[s|—Isol [sol
- <<1 = q)) (1 i f<«'1172> e (12 (QalBpm) = Qo))
X exp (na (Qa (Bo,s0) — Qu ﬂpm s )

<(1 ‘ q)>|s| 5ol (1 n Klsz)IsO exp (na (Qa(ﬁo,%) _ Qa(épm,s)>) (58)
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Let

s*:=spUs=soW(s\8) =sW(sp\8).

Let /épm,s, rill(s+) denote the s*-dimensional vector obtained by appending relevant zeros to Bpm,8~
Noting that |s*| < 2|sg|, and repeating the analysis in Case I (replacing s by s*), we get

Qa (/épm,s) - Qa (/80,so )

= Qa(/épm,s,fill(s*)) - Qa(ﬂO,s*)

>

|2%1]\41
8«

||/épm,s,fill(s*) - /307s*| - H/@Apm,s#fill(s*) - ﬂO,S*

s*|1 272
(m [s*Tlogp |, 27 ||ﬁo||>
n no

on an event with Py-probability converging to 1. Also, note that

Yi =

where

and

xlBo+e

wz:s*ﬁ(),s* + €

$st/80,s + wzs*\sﬁo7s*\s + €
o — T

oclTé (Bo,s + (T(0)) 5.1 (Tn(0))5,5\580,5\5) + (@i s\s = (Tn(0))sv5,5 (T (0)) 55 i)~ Bo,sers + €
o — T

acfs ('6075 + (Fn(o))ssl (Fn(o))s,so\Eﬁo,so\E) + (xi,so\g - (F”(O))SO\E,S(Fn(o))s;xi,s) ﬂO,sO\E + €

T 5 ~
wi,SIBO,s + €i,s

BO,S = ﬂO,s + (Fn(o))s_sl (F’ﬂ(o))s,so\§ﬁo,80\5

~ _ T
€is = (Ti50\s = (Tn(0))so\5,s (T (0) ' @i s) " Boso\s + €i-

By repeating the arguments in Case II (with s replaced by §) up to equation (56), we get

on an

| < M***Oé |S‘10gp
- V n

event with Pp-probability converging to one as n — oco. Since the true model sy does not

”Bpm,s - BO,S

vary with n, and |s*| < 2|sg|, it follows that

Y

V

v

Qoz (/épm,s,fill(s*)) - Qa (/BO,S* )

5 plMy
||/3pm,s,f7,ll(s*) ﬂO,S || Sa
. 1+ a=2)[s*|1 272
1Bpm.s. fiti(s<) — Bo,s |l <K1\/( o™")ls*| logp + u ||ﬂ0”>
n no

N /flMl ~ okok 2 S0 logp
(180, = By o2 + 1180 0al) "2 (ﬂo,s—ﬂo,s||+ﬂ0,s()\§||+M o A0l lBP )

(m ey, Wﬂoll)

n no

(Iso| — [8[)S*K1M:
16
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for large enough n (cutoff not depending on s), on an event with Py-probability converging to
one as n — oo. Using (58), we conclude that

Hss(s|Y)
ss (so | Y)

(Iso| — |8])nS?k1 M
16

Rrq® 150 exp (_

)

= SQK/lMl
< K.qIsol _o fi
S 149 exp( 16
= ?’LSzfilMl
< K B
< 1€XP< 39 )
— nnglMl d(s,so)
< K —_
. 1(“"( 64so] ))

(59)

(60)

for large enough n (cutoff not depending on s) on a set with Py-probability converging to 1 as
n — o0o. Here K3 is a constant which does not depend on n or s. The second to last inequality
follows from Assumptions B1 and B4, and the last inequality uses d(s,so) < 2|sq|.

We now gather the results from all the four scenarios above to establish strong selection consis-

tency. Note that

>

s:[s|>[sol;|s|<n/(log(max(n,p))

>

s:|s|>[so|,|s|<n/(log(max(n,p))

IN

IN

2 exp (n/(log(max(n,p)))5 +logp —

pexp (—%)

PO(OTCL,S)

s|

)1+6

2
(2 exp (— n
146

3 ) + exp (—3|s|log p) + 2exp (—

)

Z?pj exp (—3‘7) + ij exp (—3jlogp) +
j=1 j=1

min(Ms, M3)n
2

)

1—pexp (—2) +p2—1

+ 2exp (n/(log(max(n,p)))6 +logp — 5

min(Ms, M3)n

min(Ma, M3)n

2

) o0

as n — oo. Note that the number of sparsity patterns satisfying the conditions in Case II and
Case IV are uniformly bounded in n (since the indices in sy which are one do not change with
n). It follows that the inequalities in (54), (56), (57) and (60) hold jointly on a common event
whose Py-probability converges to 1 as n — oco. On this common set, denoted by C,,, we have

that for every s # sy with |s| <

where
frn = min (q}/ 2

g/ 15D exp (—0.125nM S?) , exp (—

n/(log(max(n,p)))*

Igs (s|Y) wx pd(s,50)

< K filsso

Hss (so | Y) ~ o

nSQI‘ilMl
64|SQ|

)

and K™* is a constant not depending on s or on n. By Assumptions B1 and B4, it follows that

pfn — 0 as n — oco. Hence

II(s|Y)
(s |Y)

>

s:s#50,|s|<n/(log(max(n,p)))' +°

o1

))



S K** Z fg(S,SO)
sis#s0.ls| <n/ (log(max(n,p))) 1+
P
S K** Z Z fg(S,So)
j=1s:d(s,s0)=j
p .
< K™ Z(pfn)]
j=1
1- pfn
as n — o0o. O
D Detailed information on simulation settings
Table A3: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from extremely heavy-tailed error distributions and models fitted
with a ridge prior on the regression parameters.
Setting n p  Correlation Error Distribution
Setting-1 50 10 a: 0;e: 0  discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—1019,1019) (90%; 10%)
Setting-2 100 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and U(—10°,101%) (90%;10%)
Setting-3 200 10 : 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10%°,101%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-4 500 10 a: 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10°,101%) (90%;10%)
Setting-5 1,000 10 a: 0;e: 0  discrete mix A(0,1) and U(—10°,10%°) (90%; 10%)
Setting-6 2,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and U(—10°,101%) (90%;10%)
Setting-7 5000 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10%°,101%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-8 10,000 10 @: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and U(—10'°,101%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-9 20,000 10 a: 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10'°,10%) (90%;10%)
Setting-10 50 10 a:0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and U(—10°,101%) (50%;50%)
Setting-11 100 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10%°,10'%) (50%; 50%)
Setting-12 200 10 a: 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10°,10%) (50%;50%)
Setting-13 500 10 a: 0;e: 0  discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10'°,10%) (50%;50%)
Setting-14 1,000 10 2: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and U(—10°,10'%) (50%;50%)
Setting-15 2,000 10 x: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and U(—10°,10%) (50%;50%)
Setting-16 5,000 10 x: 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10%°,10%) (50%; 50%)
Setting-17 10,000 10 a: 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and U(—10'°,10%) (50%;50%)
Setting-18 20,000 10 2: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and U(—10°,101%) (50%;50%)
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Table A4: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from heavy-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a ridge
prior on the regression parameters.

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-1 100 20 : 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-2 100 50  a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-3 100 75 x:0.2; e 0.3 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%;10%)
Setting-4 250 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A/(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-5 250 125 2: 0.2;&: 0.3 discrete mix N(0,1) and A(0,10%) (90%;10%)
Setting-6 250 187 a: 0.2;&: 0.3  discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-7 100 20  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=1

Setting-8 100 50  x: 0.2;&: 0.3 continuous t with df=1

Setting-9 100 75  x: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous t with df=1

Setting-10 250 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=1

Setting-11 250 125 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-12 250 187 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-13 100 20  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=2

Setting-14 100 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous t with df=2

Setting-15 100 75  x: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous t with df=2

Setting-16 250 50  x: 0.2;&: 0.3 continuous t with df=2

Setting-17 250 125 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=2

Setting-18 250 187 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous t with df=2

Setting-19 100 20  z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-20 100 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-21 100 75  x: 0.4; e 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-22 250 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-23 250 125 2: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=1

Setting-24 250 187 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-25 100 20  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=2

Setting-26 100 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=2

Setting-27 100 75  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-28 250 50  z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-29 250 125 z: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-30 250 187 x: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-31 200 20 : 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix M(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-32 200 50  x:0.2; e 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%;10%)
Setting-33 200 75 x:0.2; e 0.3 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%;10%)
Setting-34 500 50  x: 0.2; e 0.3 discrete mix A/(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-35 500 125 2: 0.2;&: 0.3 discrete mix N(0,1) and A(0,10%) (90%;10%)
Setting-36 500 187 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-37 200 20  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=1

Setting-38 200 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=1

Setting-39 200 75 x: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous t with df=1

Setting-40 500 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=1
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Table A4: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from heavy-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a ridge
prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n D Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-41 500 125 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-42 500 187 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-43 200 20  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=2

Setting-44 200 50  x: 0.2;&: 0.3 continuous t with df=2

Setting-45 200 75 x: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous t with df=2

Setting-46 500 50 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=2

Setting-47 500 125  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=2

Setting-48 500 187 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=2

Setting-49 200 20  x: 0.4; e 0.6 discrete mix A/(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-50 200 50  x: 0.4; e: 0.6 discrete mix A/(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-51 200 75 x: 0.4; e 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-52 500 50  ax: 0.4;e: 0.6  discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-53 500 125 2: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and A(0,10%) (90%;10%)
Setting-54 500 187 z: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and A(0,10%) (90%; 10%)
Setting-55 200 20  z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-56 200 50  z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-57 200 75  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-58 500 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-59 500 125 2: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-60 500 187 2: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-61 200 20  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=2

Setting-62 200 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=2

Setting-63 200 75  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-64 500 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=2

Setting-65 500 125 z: 04;¢e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-66 500 187 x: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous t with df=2

Setting-67 50 10 z:0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-68 100 10 2:0;e: 0 discrete mix A/(0,1) and C(0, 10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-69 200 10 z:0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-70 500 10 z:0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-71 1,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-72 2,000 10 z:0;e&: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0, 10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-73 5,000 10  z: 0;&: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-74 10,000 10 2: 0;&: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-75 20,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%;10%)
Setting-76 50 10 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=1

Setting-77 100 10 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=1

Setting-78 200 10 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=1

Setting-79 500 10 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=1

Setting-80 1,000 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=1
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Table A4: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from heavy-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a ridge
prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n D Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-81 2,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=1
Setting-82 5,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 continuous t with df=1
Setting-83 10,000 10 x: 0;¢&: 0 continuous ¢ with df=1
Setting-84 20,000 10 x: 0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=1
Setting-85 50 10 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=2
Setting-86 100 10 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=2
Setting-87 200 10 =x:0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=2
Setting-88 500 10 =x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=2
Setting-89 1,000 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=2
Setting-90 2,000 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=2
Setting-91 5,000 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=2
Setting-92 10,000 10 z: 0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=2
Setting-93 20,000 10 x: 0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=2

Table A5: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from moderate-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a
ridge prior on the regression parameters.

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-1 100 20  a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,102%) (99%;1%)
Setting-2 100 50  a: 0.2;e: 0.3  discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%;1%)
Setting-3 100 75 x: 0.2; e 0.3 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-4 250 50  @: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix N'(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%;1%)
Setting-5 250 125 @: 0.2; & 0.3 discrete mix A'(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-6 250 187 @: 0.2;&: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-7 100 20  a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix M(0,1) and N(0,102) (95%;5%)
Setting-8 100 50  @: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix N'(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-9 100 75 x: 0.2; e 0.3 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-10 250 50  a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,102) (95%;5%)
Setting-11 250 125 a: 0.2;&: 0.3 discrete mix A/(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%; 5%)
Setting-12 250 187 x: 0.2;e: 0.3  discrete mix AV'(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-13 100 20 z:0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=4

Setting-14 100 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=4

Setting-15 100 75 x: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous t with df=4

Setting-16 250 50  z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=4

Setting-17 250 125  2: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-18 250 187 2: 0.2;: 0.3  continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-19 100 20  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-20 100 50  z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=8
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Table A5: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from moderate-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a
ridge prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-21 100 75 x: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous t with df=8

Setting-22 250 50  z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-23 250 125 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-24 250 187 : 0.2; e 0.3  continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-25 100 20 a: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,102%) (95%;5%)
Setting-26 100 50  a: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-27 100 75 x: 0.4; e 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-28 250 50  a: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,102) (95%;5%)
Setting-29 250 125 2: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix N'(0,1) and A(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-30 250 187 2: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-31 100 20  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=4

Setting-32 100 50 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-33 100 75  x: 0.4; e 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-34 250 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-35 250 125 : 04;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-36 250 187 x: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-37 100 20  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-38 100 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-39 100 75  x: 0.4; e 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-40 250 50  x: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-41 250 125 2: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-42 250 187 x: 0.4;¢: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-43 200 20  a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix M(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%;1%)
Setting-44 200 50  a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-45 200 75 x:0.2; e 0.3 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-46 500 50  a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,102%) (99%;1%)
Setting-47 500 125 @: 0.2;&: 0.3 discrete mix A/(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-48 500 187 @: 0.2;&: 0.3 discrete mix A'(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-49 200 20  a: 0.2;e: 0.3  discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,102) (95%;5%)
Setting-50 200 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3  discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-51 200 75 x: 0.2; e 0.3 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-52 500 50  a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-53 500 125 @: 0.2;&: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-54 500 187 @: 0.2;&: 0.3  discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-55 200 20  z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-56 200 50 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-57 200 75  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=4

Setting-58 500 50 z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-59 500 125 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous t with df=4

Setting-60 500 187 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4
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Table A5: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from moderate-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a
ridge prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-61 200 20 z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-62 200 50  z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-63 200 75  x:0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=8

Setting-64 500 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous t with df=8

Setting-65 500 125  2: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-66 500 187 x: 0.2;: 0.3  continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-67 200 20  x: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 discrete mix N'(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%;1%)
Setting-68 200 50  a: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%;1%)
Setting-69 200 75  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-70 500 50  a: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,102%) (99%;1%)
Setting-71 500 125 2: 0.4;e: 0.6  discrete mix AV'(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-72 500 187 @: 0.4; &: 0.6 discrete mix A(0,1) and N(0,10%) (99%; 1%)
Setting-73 200 20 a: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,102%) (95%;5%)
Setting-74 200 50  a: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,102%) (95%;5%)
Setting-75 200 75  x: 0.4; e 0.6 discrete mix AV(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-76 500 50  a: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,102) (95%;5%)
Setting-77 500 125 2: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix N'(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-78 500 187 2: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and N(0,10%) (95%;5%)
Setting-79 200 20  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-80 200 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-81 200 75  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=4

Setting-82 500 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-83 500 125  z: 04;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-84 500 187 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-85 200 20  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-86 200 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-87 200 75  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-88 500 50  z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-89 500 125 x: 04;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-90 500 187 x: 04;¢e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-91 50 10 z:0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-92 100 10 2 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-93 200 10 z:0;e: 0 discrete mix N'(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-94 500 10 z:0;e: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-95 1,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-96 2,000 10 = 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-97 5,000 10  x: 0;&: 0 discrete mix N'(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-98 10,000 10  z: 0;&: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-99 20,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-100 50 10 z:0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
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Table A5: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from moderate-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a

ridge prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-101 100 10 z:0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-102 200 10 2:0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-103 500 10 x:0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-104 1,000 10  z: 0;&: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-105 2,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-106 5,000 10 2: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-107 10,000 10  z: 0;&: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-108 20,000 10  z: 0;&: 0 discrete mix A'(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-109 50 10 =x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=4

Setting-110 100 10 =2:0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-111 200 10 2:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=4

Setting-112 500 10 2:0;e: 0 continuous ¢t with df=4

Setting-113 1,000 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-114 2,000 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=4

Setting-115 5,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 continuous t with df=4

Setting-116 10,000 10 z: 0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-117 20,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-118 50 10 =2:0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-119 100 10 2:0;¢: 0 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-120 200 10 2:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=8

Setting-121 500 10 2:0;e: 0 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-122 1,000 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=8

Setting-123 2,000 10 x: 0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-124 5,000 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=8

Setting-125 10,000 10 x: 0;e: 0 continuous ¢ with df==8

Setting-126 20,000 10 z: 0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢ with df=8

Table A6: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from thin-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a ridge

prior on the regression parameters.

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution
Setting-1 100 20  x:0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-2 100 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-3 100 75  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous A(0,1)
Setting-4 250 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-5 250 125 z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N(0, 1)
Setting-6 250 187 z: 0.2;&: 0.3 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-7 100 20  z: 0.4; e 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
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Table A6: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from thin-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a ridge
prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution
Setting-8 100 50  x: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous N (0,1)
Setting-9 100 75 x: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-10 250 50  x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-11 250 125 z: 04;¢e: 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-12 250 187 z: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-13 200 20  x:0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-14 200 50  x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-15 200 75 x:0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-16 500 50  x:0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N (0,1)
Setting-17 500 125 a: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-18 500 187 a: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous N(0,1)
Setting-19 200 20  z: 0.4; e 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-20 200 50  x: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous N (0,1)
Setting-21 200 75 x: 0.4;¢: 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-22 500 50  x: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-23 500 125 z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous N'(0,1)
Setting-24 500 187 x: 04;¢e: 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-25 50 10 @z 0;e: 0 continuous N(0, 1)
Setting-26 100 10 2 0;e: 0 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-27 200 10 2:0;e: 0 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-28 500 10 z:0;e: 0 continuous N(0, 1)
Setting-29 1,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 continuous N(0, 1)
Setting-30 2,000 10  x: 0;e: 0 continuous N(0, 1)
Setting-31 5,000 10 2: 0;&: 0 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-32 10,000 10 z: 0;&: 0 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-33 20,000 10 z: 0;e: 0 continuous N(0, 1)

Table A7: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from heavy-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a spike
and slab prior on the regression parameters.

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-1 75 100 m: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-2 75 200 x: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-3 75 250 a: 0;e: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-4 75 100 z: 0;e: 0 continuous t with df=1

Setting-5 75 200 z: 0;e: 0 continuous t with df=1

Setting-6 75 250 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=1

Setting-7 75 100 x: 0;e: 0 continuous ¢t with df=2
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Table A7: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from heavy-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a spike
and slab prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-8 75 200 z: 0;e: 0 continuous t with df=2

Setting-9 75 250 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=2

Setting-10 75 100 a: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-11 75 200 z: 0.2; &: 0.3  discrete mix A/(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-12 75 250 a: 0.2; &: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%;10%)
Setting-13 100 100 a: 0.2;&: 0.3  discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-14 100 200 x: 0.2; &: 0.3  discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-15 100 250 2: 0.2;&: 0.3  discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%;10%)
Setting-16 75 100 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=1

Setting-17 75 200 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=1

Setting-18 75 250 z: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-19 100 100 z: 0.2; &: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-20 100 200 z: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=1

Setting-21 100 250 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=1

Setting-22 75 100 =z: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-23 75 200 z: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-24 75 250 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=2

Setting-25 100 100 z: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=2

Setting-26 100 200 z: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-27 100 250 z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-28 75 100 x: 0.4;&: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%;10%)
Setting-29 75 200 z: 0.4; e: 0.6 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-30 75 250 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%;10%)
Setting-31 100 100 2: 0.4;&: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%;10%)
Setting-32 100 200 z: 0.4; e: 0.6  discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%;10%)
Setting-33 100 250 z: 0.4; &: 0.6 discrete mix A/(0,1) and C(0,10) (90%; 10%)
Setting-34 75 100 z: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-35 75 200 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-36 75 250 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=1

Setting-37 100 100 z: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=1

Setting-38 100 200 x: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=1

Setting-39 100 250 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous t with df=1

Setting-40 75 100 z: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=2

Setting-41 75 200 z: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=2

Setting-42 75 250 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=2

Setting-43 100 100 z: 0.4; ¢: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=2

Setting-44 100 200 «: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=2

Setting-45 100 250 «: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=2
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Table A8: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from moderate-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a
spike and slab prior on the regression parameters.

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-1 75 100 x: 0;e&: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-2 75 200 z: 0;¢&: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0, 10) (99%;1%)
Setting-3 75 250 x: 0;e: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-4 75 100 x: 0;¢&: 0 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-5 75 200 m: 0;e&: 0 discrete mix A/(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-6 75 250 @: 0;¢&: 0 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0, 10) (95%;5%)
Setting-7 75 100 z: 0;e: 0 continuous t with df=4

Setting-8 75 200 x: 0;e: 0 continuous t with df=4

Setting-9 75 250 x:0;e: 0 continuous t with df=4

Setting-10 75 100 =z: 0;e: 0 continuous t with df=8

Setting-11 75 200 x: 0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-12 75 250 a: 0;¢e: 0 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-13 75 100 m: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-14 75 200 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A/(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-15 75 250 z: 0.2;&: 0.3  discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-16 100 100 z: 0.2; &: 0.3  discrete mix N'(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-17 100 200 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-18 100 250 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-19 75 100 z: 0.2; &: 0.3  discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-20 75 200 z: 0.2; &: 0.3 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-21 75 250 m: 0.2;e: 0.3 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-22 100 100 x: 0.2; e: 0.3  discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-23 100 200 z: 0.2; &: 0.3  discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-24 100 250 z: 0.2; &: 0.3 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-25 75 100 z: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-26 75 200 z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-27 75 250  z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢t with df=4

Setting-28 100 100 z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-29 100 200 a: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous t with df=4

Setting-30 100 250 z: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-31 75 100 a: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous t with df=8

Setting-32 75 200 z: 0.2; : 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-33 75 250 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous t with df=8

Setting-34 100 100 a: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous t with df=8

Setting-35 100 200 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous ¢ with df=8

Setting-36 100 250 x: 0.2; e: 0.3 continuous t with df=8

Setting-37 75 100 z: 0.4;¢e: 0.6 discrete mix N'(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%;1%)
Setting-38 75 200 x: 0.4; &: 0.6 discrete mix N'(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-39 75 250 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-40 100 100 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
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Table A8: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from moderate-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a
spike and slab prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n D Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-41 100 200 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix A/(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-42 100 250 z: 0.4; &: 0.6 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (99%; 1%)
Setting-43 75 100 z: 0.4; &: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-44 75 200 z: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix N'(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-45 75 250 m: 0.4;e: 0.6 discrete mix A(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-46 100 100 z: 0.4; &: 0.6 discrete mix N(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-47 100 200 z: 0.4; &: 0.6 discrete mix N'(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-48 100 250 z: 0.4;&: 0.6 discrete mix N'(0,1) and C(0,10) (95%;5%)
Setting-49 75 100 z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-50 75 200 z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-51 75 250 z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-52 100 100 a: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-53 100 200 z: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous ¢ with df=4

Setting-54 100 250 a: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous t with df=4

Setting-55 75 100  z: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous ¢t with df=8

Setting-56 75 200 x: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-57 75 250 x: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-58 100 100 a: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-59 100 200 «: 0.4; &: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Setting-60 100 250 a: 0.4; e: 0.6 continuous t with df=8

Table A9: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from thin-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a spike
and slab prior on the regression parameters.

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution
Setting-1 75 100 x: 0;¢e: 0 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-2 75 200 z: 0;e: 0 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-3 75 250 a: 0;¢&: 0 continuous N (0, 1)
Setting-4 75 100 a: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous A (0,1)
Setting-5 75 200 z: 0.2; e: 0.3  continuous N(0,1)
Setting-6 75 250 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-7 100 100 : 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous A (0,1)
Setting-8 100 200 x: 0.2;e: 0.3 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-9 100 250 x: 0.2;e: 0.3  continuous A (0,1)
Setting-10 75 100 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous A (0,1)
Setting-11 75 200 : 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous A (0,1)
Setting-12 75 250 x: 0.4;e: 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
Setting-13 100 100 z: 0.4;e: 0.6  continuous N (0,1)
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Table A9: Simulation settings for scenarios with data generated
from thin-tailed error distributions and models fitted with a spike
and slab prior on the regression parameters. (continued)

Setting n P Correlation Error Distribution

Setting-14 100 200 : 0.4;e: 0.6  continuous A (0,1)
Setting-15 100 250 x: 0.4;&: 0.6 continuous N(0,1)
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