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Abstract

Many complex diseases are known to be affected by the interactions between genetic variants
and environmental exposures beyond the main genetic and environmental effects. Study of
gene-environment (GxE) interactions is important for elucidating the disease etiology. Ex-
isting Bayesian methods for G xE interaction studies are challenged by the high-dimensional
nature of the study and the complexity of environmental influences. Many studies have shown
the advantages of penalization methods in detecting GxE interactions in “large p, small n”
settings. However, Bayesian variable selection, which can provide fresh insight into G xE study;,
has not been widely examined. We propose a novel and powerful semi-parametric Bayesian
variable selection model that can investigate linear and nonlinear G X E interactions simultane-
ously. Furthermore, the proposed method can conduct structural identification by distinguish-
ing nonlinear interactions from main-effects-only case within the Bayesian framework. Spike
and slab priors are incorporated on both individual and group levels to identify the sparse
main and interaction effects. The proposed method conducts Bayesian variable selection more
efficiently than existing methods. Simulation shows that the proposed model outperforms
competing alternatives in terms of both identification and prediction. The proposed Bayesian
method leads to the identification of main and interaction effects with important implications
in a high-throughput profiling study with high-dimensional SNP data.

Keywords:Bayesian variable selection, Gene-environment interactions, High-dimensional ge-
nomic data, Semi-parametric modeling, MCMC

1 Introduction

It has been widely recognized that the genetic and environmental main effects alone are not
sufficient to decipher an overall picture of the genetic basis of complex diseases. The Gene-
Environment (GxE) interactions also play vital roles in dissecting and understanding complex
diseases beyond the main effects.* Significant amount of efforts have been made to conducting
analysis for the investigation of the associations between disease phenotypes and interaction
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Figure 1: Non-linear GxE effect of SNP rs1106380 from the Nurses’ Health Study (NHS) data.
The blue dashed lines represent the 95% credible region.

effects marginally, especially in GWAS.® As the disease etiology and prognosis are generally
attributable to the coordinated effects of multiple genetic and environment factors, as well
as the GXE interactions, joint analysis has provided a powerful alternative to dissect GxE
interactions.

From the statistical modeling perspective, the interactions can be described as the product
of variables corresponding to genetic and environmental factors. With the main G and E
effects, as well as their interactions, the contribution of genetic variants to disease phenotype
can be expressed as a linear function of the environmental factor. Such a linear interaction
assumption does not necessarily hold true in practice. Taking the Nurses’ Health Study (NHS)
data analyzed in this article as an example, we are interested in examining how the SNP effects
on weight are mediated by age as the environmental factor. The range of subjects’ age in the
NHS data is from 41 to 68. As reported, for type 2 diabetes, the average age for the onset
is 45 years.* Therefore, the presence of rs1106380xage interaction is roughly within such a
range. We fit a Bayesian marginal model to SNP rs1106380 by using a non-parametric method
to model the GXE interaction while accounting for effects from clinical covariates. A 95%
credible region has also been provided. Figure [l clearly suggests that the linear interaction
assumption is violated. Mis—specifying the form of interactions will lead to biased identification
of important effects and inferior prediction performance.

The non-linear G xE interactions have been first conducted in marginal analysis, including
Ma et al.” and Wu and Cui®. Motivated by the set based association analysis, the modeling
strategy has been adopted to investigate how genetic variants in a set, such as the gene set,
pathways or networks, are mediated by one or multiple types of environmental exposures to
influence disease risk. The set—based modeling incorporating the nonlinear GxE interactions
is essentially a joint analysis with high-dimensional covariates. Recently, penalized variable



selection methods have emerged as a promising tool to capture GxE interactions that might
be only weak or moderate individually, but that are strong collectively.” 2

Penalization methods have been first coined in Tibshirani*®, which has also pointed out the
connection between penalization and the corresponding Bayesian variable selection methods.
In particular, the LASSO estimate can be interpreted as the posterior mode estimate when
identical and independent Laplace prior has been imposed on each component of the coefficient
vector under penalized least square loss. Park and Casella’* has further refined the prior as a
conditional Laplace prior within the fully Bayesian framework to guarantee the unimodality of
the posterior distribution. As LASSO belongs to the family of penalized estimate induced by
the ¢, norm penalty with g=1, the Bayesian counterpart of penalization methods have been
generalized to accommodate more complex data structure with other penalty functions, such
as elastic net, fused LASSO and group LASSO. These extensions can also be formulated within
the Bayesian framework with a similar rationale of specifying priors.*?

As penalization is tightly connected to Bayesian methods, the development of novel Bayesian
variable selection will significantly broaden the scope of variable selection methods for GxE
interaction studies, which will provide us fresh perspectives and promising results not offered
by the existing studies. However, our limited literature review indicates that Bayesian variable
selection has not been thoroughly conducted in existing G xE studies, especially for nonlinear
interactions. For example, Liu et al.'% has developed a Bayesian mixture model to identify
important GXE and GxG interaction effects through indicator model selection. Variable se-
lection has been achieved by examining the posterior inclusion probability. Under a two-phase
sampling design, Ahn et al.’” has considered Bayesian variable selection on GxE interac-
tions using spike—and—slab priors. Both studies cannot handle nonlinear interactions. More
pertinent to the penalization, Li et al.’® has developed a Bayesian group LASSO for non-
parametric varying coefficient models, where the non-linear interaction is expressed as a linear
combinations of Legendre polynomials, and the identification of G xE interactions amounts to
the shrinkage selection of polynomials on the group level using multivariate Laplace priors.
Li et al.*® has been built upon the Laplace prior adopted in Bayesian LASSO, therefore the
coefficients cannot be shrunken to zero exactly in order to achieve the "real” sparsity,

Accounting for nonlinear effects in GxE studies has deeply rooted in structured variable
selection for high dimensional data.’” An efficient selection procedure is expected to not only
accurately pinpoint the form of nonlinear interactions, but also avoid modeling the main-effect-
only case (corresponding to the non-zero constant effects) as nonparametric ones, since this
type of misspecification may over—fit the data and result in loss of efficiency. To the best
of our knowledge, automatic structure identification involving nonlinear effects has not been
conducted in Bayesian GxE studies. To overcome the aforementioned limitations, we develop
a novel semi-parametric Bayesian variable selection method for GxE interactions. We con-
sider both linear and nonlinear interactions simultaneously. The interactions between a genetic
factor and a discrete environmental factor are modeled parametrically, while the nonlinear in-
teractions are modeled using varying coefficient functions. In particular, we conduct automatic
structure identification via Bayesian regularization to separate the cases of GxE interactions,
main-effect-only and no genetic effects at all, which more flexibly captures the main and inter-
action effects. Besides, to shrink the coefficients of unimportant linear and nonlinear effects to
zero exactly, we adopt the spike-and-slab priors in our model. The spike-and-slab priors have
recently been shown as effective when being incorporated in Bayesian hierarchical framework



for penalization methods, including the spike-and-slab LASSO?%2! Bayesian fused LASSO%2
and Bayesian sparse group LASSO2. It leads to sparsity in the sense of exact 0 posterior
estimates which are not available in Bayesian LASSO type of Bayesian shrinkage methods
including Li et al.'8

Motivated by the pressing need to conduct efficient Bayesian G xE interaction studies ac-
counting for the nonlinear interaction effects, the proposed semi-parametric model significantly
advances from existing Bayesian variable selection methods for GxE interactions in the follow-
ing aspects. First, compared to studies that solely focus on linear*®- or non-linear effects"®,
the proposed one can accommodate both types of effects concurrently, thus more comprehen-
sively describe the overall genetic architecture of complex diseases. Second, to the best of our
knowledge, for GxE interactions, automatic structure discovery has been considered in the
Bayesian framework for the first time. Compared to Li et al.*®, one of the very few (or perhaps
the only) literature in Bayesian variable selection for non-linear effects, our method is more
fine tuned for the structured sparsity by distinguishing whether the genetic variants have non-
linear interaction, main effects only and no genetic effects at all, with the forms of coefficient
functions being varying, non-zero constant and zero respectively. Third, borrowing strength
from the spike—and-slab priors, we efficiently perform Bayesian shrinkage on the individual
and group level simultaneously. In particular, with B—spline basis expansion, the identification
of nonlinear interaction is equivalent to the selection of a group of basis functions. We develop
an efficient MCMC algorithm for semi—parametric Bayesian hierarchical model. We show in
both simulations and a case study that the exact sparsity significantly improves accuracy in
identification of relevant main and interaction effects, as well as prediction. For fast computa-
tion and reproducible research, we implement the proposed and alternative methods in C++
and encapsulate them in a publicly available R package spinBayes.“*

The rest of the article is organized as follows. In Section[2] we formulate the semi-parametric
Bayesian variable selection model and derive a Gibbs sampler to compute the posterior esti-
mates of the coefficients. We carry out the simulation studies to demonstrate the utility of
our method in Section [3] A case study of Nurses’ Health Study (NHS) data is conducted in
Section

2 Data and Model Settings

2.1 Partially linear varying coefficient model

We denote the ith subject using subscript i. Let (X;,Y;, Z;, E;, W), i =1,...,n be independent
and identically distributed random vectors. Y; is the response variable. X; is the p-dimensional
design vector of genetic factors, and Z; and E; are the continuous and discrete environment
factors, respectively. The clinical covariates are denoted by g-dimensional vector W;. In the
NHS data, the response variable is weight, and X; represents SNPs. We consider age and the
indicator of history of hypertension for Z; and E;, correspondingly. Height and total physical
activity are used as clinical covariates, so ¢ is 2. Now consider the following partially linear
varying coefficient model

P q P
Y; = Bo(Z;) + Z Bi(Z:) Xij + Z a;Wis + Gl + Z G X+ € (1)
j=1

=1 j=1
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where (;(-) is a smoothing varying coefficient function, o is the coefficient of the ¢th clinical
covariates, (p is the coefficient of the discrete E factor, and (; is the coefficient of the interaction
between the jth G factor X; = (Xyj,...,X,;)" and E;. The random error ¢; ~ N(0, o%).

Here only two environmental factors, Z; and F;, are considered for the simplicity of notation.
Their interactions with the G factor are modeled as non—linear and linear forms, respectively.
The model can be readily extended to accommodate multiple E factors.

2.2 Basis expansion for structure identification

As we discussed, distinguishing the case of main-effect-only from nonlinear GxE interaction
is necessary since mis-specification of the effects cause over-fitting. The following basis expan-
sion is necessary for the separation of different types of effects. We approximate the varying
coefficient function f;(Z;) via basis expansion. Let g, be the number of basis functions

dn
Bi(Zi) =Y Bi(Zi)ve = Bi(Z:)" 4
k=1

where Bj(ZZ-) = (le(Zi),...,qun(Zi))T is a set of normalized B spline basis, and 7, =
(Y15 - - -»Vign) " is the coefficient vector. By changing of basis, the aforementioned basis expan-
sion is equivalent to

an
Bi(+) ~ Z Bje() ik = i1 + Bju(-) 0
k=1

where Bj.(Z;) = (Bj2(Z), ..., Bjg, (Z)T. v and Y5 = (Y2, -+ Vjg,) | correspond to the
constant and varying components of 3;(-), respectively. The intercept function can be approx-
imated similarly as fo(-) & S, B )k = 1 + Boa(-) 1. Define 75 = (11, (352) 1) > 1 =
(m, () ") ", Bj(Zi) = (1,(Bju(Z:)) ") " = (Bji(Zi),- -, Bjg,(Z:)) " and By(Zi) = (1, (Bo.(Z))"
Collectively, model can be rewritten as

p q p
Yi=Bo(Z) n+ Y Bi(Z) i Xij + Y Wi + GE + Y GEXy + 6
j=1

=1 =1
p
= Bo(Z) 'n+ Y (Xijvn + Uijse) + W at Bl G+ T+«
j=1

where Uz’j = (Bj2(Zi)Xij7 ey qun(ZZ’>XZ")T, o = (Oél, e ,Oéq)T, ,-Tz = (XilEiy e ,XipEZ'>T,
and ¢ = ((1,...,¢,)". Note that basis functions have been widely adopted for modeling the
functional type of coefficient in general semi-parametric models, as well as functional regression
analysis.””*0 For a comprehensive review of literature in this area, please refer to Morris.*®

2.3 Semi-parametric Bayesian variable selection

The proposed semi-parametric model is of “large p, small n” nature. First, not all the main and
interaction effects are associated with the phenotype. Second, we need to further determine
for the genetic variants, whether they have nonlinear interactions, or main effect merely, or no
genetic contribution to the phenotype at all. Therefore, variable selection is demanded.



From the Bayesian perspective, variable selection falls into the following four categories:
(1) indicator model selection, (2) stochastic search variable selection, (3) adaptive shrinkage
and (4) model space method.* Among them, adaptive shrinkage methods solicit priors based
on penalized loss function, which leads to sparsity in the Bayesian shrinkage estimates. For
example, within the Bayesian framework, LASSO and group LASSO estimates can be un-
derstood as the posterior mode estimates when univariate and multivariate independent and
identical Laplace priors are placed on the individual and group level of regression coefficients,
respectively. 1418

The proposed one belongs to the family of adaptive shrinkage Bayesian variable selection.
For convenience of notation, we first define the approximated least square loss function as

follows:

p p
L(n,7v,a,6,C) =Y — Bon — ZXﬂjl - Z Ujvje = Wa — EG — T¢|

J=1 J=1

whereY = (3/1, ce ,Yn)T, BO = (BO(Zl)a .. ,Bo(Zn))T, U] = (Uljy ey Unj)T, W = (Wl, . ,Wn)—r
and T = (Ty,...,T,)". Let 0 = (n",v",a’,(, (") be the vector of all the parameters. Then
the corresponding penalized loss function is

p p p
L(0,7, 0,60, ) + Ae D 1GH+ A D Il + 20D Il (2)
j=1 j=1 j=1

The formulation of has been primarily driven by the need to accommodate linear and
nonlinear G X E interaction while avoiding mis-specification of the main-effect-only as nonlinear
interactions. Here v;; is the coefficient for the main effect of the jth genetic factor X;, and
the ¢, norm of the spline coefficients ||7y;.||2 is corresponding to the varying parts of 5;(-). If
|7j«ll2 = 0, then there is no nonlinear interaction between X; and continuous environment
factor Z. Furthermore, if v;; = 0, then X; has no main effect and is not associated with
the phenotype. Similarly, the linear interaction between X, and the discrete environment
factor F is determined by (;. (;=0 indicates that there is no linear interaction. Overall,
the penalty functions in provide us the flexibility to achieve identification of structured
sparsity through variable selection. Note that the main effects of environmental exposures Z
and E are of low dimensionality, thus they are not subject to selection. Therefore, for the
current GxE interaction study, we are particular interested in conducting Bayesian variable
selection on both the individual level of v;; and ; (j = 1,...,p), and the group level of
Vi (] = 1a--'7p)'

Laplacian shrinkage on individual level effects. Following the fully Bayesian analysis
for LASSO proposed in Park and Casella’*, we impose the individual-level shrinkage on genetic
main effects and linear GxE interactions by adopting i.i.d. conditional Laplace prior on 7;;

and ¢; (j=1,...,p)
exp{ ~ 22 }

ﬁ} {21}
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The above Laplace priors can be expressed as scale mixture of normals®"

ind
(’yjl| c]7 ) ~ N(07 0-27—(:23’)
in )\2 )\2
72 ?‘: exp{ — —CT2-}

(¢l 0%) %N, 0?72)

€J

ind )\ )\z
7 S en{ -5
It is easy to show that, after integrating out T - and Te], . ) leads to the same priors in

Laplacian shrinkage on group level effects Kyung et al.’® extended the Bayesmn
LASSO to a more general form that can represent the group LASSO by adopting a multivariate
Laplace prior. We follow the strategy and let the prior for v, (j =1,...,p) be

VP ) 5

7(34l0%) o< exp { -

where L = g, — 1 is the size of the group, (‘F’\” )~! is the scale parameter of the multivariate

Laplace and v/L terms adjusts the penalty for the group size. v/L can be dropped from the
formula when all the groups have the same size. In this study, we use the same number of
basis functions for all parameters, and thus L is the same for all groups. For completeness, we
still include v/L in for possible extension to varying group sizes in the future. Similar to
the , this prior can be expressed as a gamma mixture of normals

ind
(ryj*| v]7 ) ~ NL([)? O-QTi?jIL)

) ind <L+1 LA5> (6)
T, Gamma 5 7 g

vj
where % is the shape parameter and LT’\Q is the rate parameter of the Gamma distribution.
After integrating out Tfj in @, the conditional prior on 7;, has the desired form in 1} Priors
in and @ can lead to a similar performance as the general LASSO model in , by
imposing individual shrinkage on v;; and (; and group level shrinkage on ~;,, respectively.
Spike-and-slab priors on both individual and group level effects. Compared with
, priors in and @ cannot shrink the posterior estimates to exact 0. Li et al.1® has such a
limitation since multivariate Laplace priors have been imposed on the group level effects. One
of the significant advancements of our study over existing Bayesian G xE interaction studies,
including Li et al.’®, is the incorporation of spike—and-slab priors to achieve sparsity. For ;.,
we have

znd
Vil bujis Tz 0% '~ G NL(0, diag(o®7, ..., 0°1)) + (1= ¢u;)d0(75)

¢vj|7rv ~ Bernoulli(ﬂv) (7)
Toil A NdGamma( _2|_ : 2”)
where dg(7;+) denotes a point mass at Orx; and 7, € [0,1]. We introduce a latent binary
indicator variable ¢,; for each group j,(7 = 1,...,p). ¢,; facilitates the variable selection
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by indicating whether or not the jth group is included in the final model. Specifically, when
¢v; = 0, the coefficient vector 7;, has a point mass density at zero which implies all predictors
in the jth group are excluded from the final model. This is equivalent to concluding that the
Jjth G factor X; does not have an interaction effect with the environment factor Z. On the
other hand, when ¢,; = 1, the prior in (7)) reduces to the prior in @ and induces the same
behavior as Bayesian group LASSO. Thus, the coefficients in vector 7;, have non-zero values
and the jth group is included in the final model. Note that, after integrating out ¢,; and Tfj
in , the marginal prior on 7, is a mixture of a multivariate Laplace and a point mass at
07«1 as follows

7(vj«lo*) ~ m M-Laplace(0, ) + (1 = m0)00(7;+) (8)

o
VLA,
When m, = 1, (§)) is equivalent to (). Fixing m, = 0.5 makes the prior essentially non-
informative since it gives the equal prior probabilities to all sub-models. Instead of fixing
Ty, We assign it a conjugate beta prior m, ~ Beta(r,, w,) with fixed parameters r, and w,.
The value of A\, controls the shape of the slab part of and determines the amount of
shrinkage on the ;.. For computation convenience, we assign a conjugate Gamma hyperprior
A2 ~ Gamma(a,, b,) which can automatically accounts for the uncertainty in choosing A,
and ensure it is positive. We set a, and b, to small values so that the priors are essentially
non-informative.

Remark: The form in shows that our prior combines the strength of the Laplacian
shrinkage and the spike—and-slab prior. The Laplacian shrinkage is used as the slab part of
the prior, which captures the signal in the data and provides the estimation for large effects.
Compared with 7 the additional spike part (point mass at zero) in shrinks the negligibly
small effects to zeros and achieve the variable selection.

Likewise, for v;; and (; (j = 1,...,p) corresponding to the individual level effects, the
spike-and-slab priors can be written as

ind
7j1|¢cj77—c2ja o® '~ e;N(0, U2Tc2j) + (1 = ¢¢;)do(7)1)

bej|Te n Bernoulli(7,) (9)
N >\2
T A ! Gamma(1, ?C)

and
Gildes, 7202 % GN(0, 0272) + (1 — ¢j)00(())

Gej|me S Bernoulli(7,) (10)
ind )\Z
72| Ae '~ Gamma(1, ?)
We assign conjugate beta prior 7. ~ Beta(r., w.) and 7, ~ Beta(r, w.), and Gamma priors
A2 ~ Gamma(a,, b.) and A\? ~ Gamma(a,, b.). An inverted gamma prior for o2 can maintain
conjugacy. The limiting improper prior m(0?) = 1/0? is another popular choice. Parameters
1, a and (y may be given independent flat priors.



2.4 Gibbs sampler

The binary indicator variables can cause an absorbing state in the MCMC algorithm which
violates the convergence condition.®! To avoid this problem, we integrate out the indicator
variables ¢., ¢, and ¢, in , @D and . We will show that, even though ¢., ¢, and ¢, are
not part of the MCMC chain, their values still can be easily computed at every iterations. Let
u = E(Y), the joint posterior distribution of all the unknown parameters conditional on data
can be expressed as

7T(777 «, gOa ’leaTga Te, )\07 Vi 7—37 Ty, )‘m Cju Te, )\67 7—62’ 02|Y)
_n 1
x(@?) Fexp{ = (V=) (V= )}

202

1 _ 1 _
X exp ( — 577T2170177> exp ( — éaTanlcO exp ( 202 Co)

p
L 1
<11 (Wv (ro*rl) exp (= gogmrtfie )Ty + (1= >5o(%*>>

j=1 v

%

. L2 L1 L)
<mvabVH( >(@21m(~7%)
j=1

X Wg”_l(l — 7Tv)w“_1

p
1 1
X H <7rc(27r<72762j) 2 exp < — W’Y%)I{m#o} + (- 770)50(%‘1))
1 cj
A

p 2
— )‘c
X ()\g)ac ! eXp( b )\2> H 7 exp ( — ?TCQJ)

x 1 — m,) et

_1 1
X E (71‘@(27T027'62j) 2 exp < — _20_276% C?)I{Cj¢0} +(1— ﬂe)éo(gj)>

2 1 2 |p| )\2 )\2 2

A Ae— _be)\ e _ ¢ .

X ( e) exp( e) o= 2 eXp 2 TGJ
x 7o (1 — ) vt

< (o) exp(— )



Let ) = E(Y') — Bon, representing the mean effect without the contribution of 5y(Z;). The
posterior distribution of 1 conditional on all other parameters can be expressed as

m(n|rest)

o< m(n)m(yl)

1 _ 1
x exp | — —nTZnoln exp | — 5 (Y - ) (Y — p)
2 20

1 _ 1
o< exp ( - QUTEnolﬁ ~ 5,2 = Bon - fi—m) ' (Y = Bon — M(—n)))

_ 1 2
o exp (n7(S5 + =By B = — (Y = iy) Bon)

52
Hence, the full conditional distribution of m is multivariate normal N (y,, %,) with mean
o, LT e T T
fin = (Eno + 35 BO> (;(Y — H-m)) Bo)
and variance ] .
5, = (27;01 + B8] BO>

The full conditional distribution of o and (y can be obtained in similar way.

alrest ~ N (o, Xa)
where 1o = S (5 (Y — p_ay)) W) T and 8, = (S0 + SWTW) !

§0|rest ~ N(MCO? 2Co)

T B2\
where 1, = ¢, (5 (Y — fy—g)) T E) and ¢, = (1/02, + Z=42) L,
Denote ji(—,,) = E(Y) — Uj7j. and l,; = 7(7;. # O|rest), the conditional posterior distri-
bution of ~;, is a multivariate spike-and-slab distribution:

Yyelrest ~ 1N (ps,. . %55, ) + (1= L) 0o (75:) (11)
where 1., = %, Ul (Y — py—,,)) and 5, = (U U; + %IL)A. It is easy to compute that [,;
is equal to
o

L _1 1
Ty + (1 - Wv)(TEj) 2 |ij*| 2 eXp ( - QU%HE%‘*U]T(Y - lu(_’Yj*))H%)

ly; =

The posterior distribution (11f) is a mixture of a multivariate normal and a point mass at 0.
Specifically, at the gth iteration of MCMC, fyj(-i) is drawn from N(p.,,, X,,,) with probability

@) — 0. Otherwise

l,; and is set to 0 with probability 1 —[,;. If 7(-5) is set to 0, we have ¢,;

J
(9) 1
gbvj =1.
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Likewise, the conditional posterior distributions of v;; and (; are also spike-and-slab dis-
tributions. Let ju,,, = X, X (Y — p—y,y) and ¥, = (X X; + =)', the full conditional
cj
distribution of ;; is

Yiilrest ~ 1 N(py,, 0°5,,) + (1= 1e)do(v51)

where

lej = m(7yj1 # Olrest)

Te
1 _1
T (1= 1) (72)3(55) " Fexp (= g Tl = 0,0) T X1B)

Let pe, = X, (Y — p—¢;)) ' T; and X, = (T T + - ) ! the full conditional distribution of (;

is

Gilrest ~ 1N (pie;, 0°%¢;) + (1 = 1lej)do(¢5)

where

— (¢, # Olrest)

Te

T+ (1= ) (72)3(S¢) Fexp (= 2 (Y = pe))TT3)

At the gth iteration, the values of ¢§j> and (bg) can be determined by whether the fy](f) and

C](g) are set to 0 or not, respectively. We list the conditional posterior distributions of other
unknown parameters here. The details can be found in the Appendix (Section |C.1)).

Inverse-Gamma( 5, ng) if v, =0
(Tfj)_1|rest ~

: By
Inverse-Gaussian( LA, H%fj%) if v, #0

Inverse-Gamma(1, ’\72) if y1 =0

(Tfj)_1|rest ~

: o?\
Inverse-Gaussian(\?, v;'l ) ifyn #0
J

Inverse-Gamma(1, %g) if ;=0
(Té)_1|rest ~

Inverse-Gaussian(\2, ’%’2) if¢; #0

A2, A2 and A? all have inverse-gamma posterior distributions

L+1 LYY 73
)\3|rest ~ Inverse-Gamma(a, + 1%7 b, + 232 1 j)
)
M2|rest ~ Inverse-Gamma(a. + p, b. + —]—21 2y
2
M2|rest ~ Inverse-Gammal(a, + p, be + —2321 7y

11



T, T. and 7, have beta posterior distributions

p p
Ty|rest ~ Beta(r, + Z Ity,.=0y, woy + Z Iy, +0)

j=1 j=1
P P
Te|rest ~ Beta(r. + Z Liy)i=0y, we + Z I{’le#o})
j=1 j=1
p p
Te|rest ~ Beta(r, + Z L0y, we + Z Lic,201)
j=1 j=1

2

Last, the full conditional distribution for ¢? the posterior distribution for ¢? is Inverse-

Gamma(ji,2, Xy2) where
o?|rest ~ Inverse-Gamma(pi,2, Yo2)
with mean

n+> Loz + LY T, 200 + 0 Lic 20
2

Ho2 = 8 +
and variance

(V= )T = )+ 35 ()79 + (52) o + (7))
2

202:h+

Under our priors setting, conditional posterior distributions of all unknown parameters have
closed forms by conjugacy. Therefore, efficient Gibbs sampler can be used to simulate from
the posterior distribution.

To facilitate fast computation and reproducible research, we have implemented the proposed
and all the alternative methods in C++ from the R package spinBayes** available from the
corresponding author’s github website. The package is pending a manual inspection and will
be available at CRAN soon.

3 Simulation

We compare the performance of the proposed method, Bayesian spike and slab variable se-
lection with structural identification, termed as BSSVC-SI, to four alternatives termed as
BSSVC, BVC-SI, BVC and BL, respectively. BSSVC is the proposed method but without im-
plementing structural identification. It does not distinguish the nonzero constant effect from
the nonlinear effect. Specifically, in BSSVC, coefficients of ¢, basis functions of ; are treated
as one group and are subject to selection at the group level. Comparison of BSSVC-SI with
BSSVC demonstrate the importance of structural identification in the detection of interac-
tion effects. BVC-SI is similar to the proposed method, except that it does not adopt the
spike-and-slab prior. BVC does not use the spike-and-slab prior and does not distinguish the
constant and varying effects. All these three alternative methods, BSSVC, BVC-SI and BVC,
are different variations of the proposed BSSVC-SI, aiming to evaluate the strength of using
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the spike-and-slab prior and demonstrate the necessity of including structural identification.
The last alternative BL is the well-known Bayesian LASSO.** BL assumes all interactions are
linear. Details of the alternatives, including the prior and posterior distributions, are available
in the Appendix (Section to Section .

We consider four examples in our simulations. Under all four settings, the responses are
generated from model with n = 500,p = 100 and ¢ = 2. Note that, the dimension of
regression coefficients to be estimated after basis expansion is larger than the sample size
(n = 500). For example, when the number of basis function ¢, = 5, the effective dimension of
regression coefficient is 604. In each example, we assess the performance in terms of identifica-
tion, estimation, and prediction accuracy. We use the integrated mean squared error (IMSE)
to evaluate estimation accuracy on the nonlinear effects. Let Bj(z) be the estimate of a non-
parametric function 3;(z), and {2z, }.7"f be the grid points where j3; is assessed. The IMSE

m=1

of B](z) is defined as IMSE (Bj(z)) = Ly norid {B](zm) — ,Bj(zm)}z. Note that IMSE(BJ«)

Ngrid m=1

reduces to MSE(B]-) when (3, is a constant. Identification accuracy is assessed by the number
of true/false positives. Prediction performance is evaluated using the mean prediction errors
on an independently generated testing dataset under the same settings.

Ezample 1

We first generate a n X p matrix of gene expressions, where n = 500 and p = 100, from
a multivariate normal distribution with zero mean vector. We consider an auto-regression
(AR) correlation structure for gene expression data, in which gene j and k have correlation
coefficient pl~* with p = 0.5. For each observation, we simulate two clinical covariates from
a multivariate normal distribution with p = 0.5. The continuous and discrete environment
factors Z; and E; are simulated from a Unif[0, 1] distribution and a binomial distribution,
respectively. The random error e ~ N(0,1).

The coefficients are set as u(z) = 2sin(27z), 51(z) = 2exp(2z — 1), fa(z) = —62(1 — 2),
B3(z) = =423, B4(z) = 0.5, B5(2) = 0.8, Bs(2) = —1.2, B7(2) = 0.7, Bs(z) = —1.1, ay = —0.5,
as =1, =15, (=06, =15 G=-13,G =1, (= —0.8. We set all the rest of the
coefficients to 0.

Ezample 2

We examine whether the proposed method demonstrates superior performance over the
alternatives on simulated single-nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) data. The SNP genotype data
X; are simulated by dichotomizing expression values of each gene at the 1st and 3rd quartiles,
with the 3-level (2,1,0) for genotypes (AA,Aa,aa) respectively, where the gene expression values
are generated from Example 1.

Ezxample 3

In the third example, we consider a different scheme to simulate SNP data. The SNP
genotype data are simulated based on a pairwise linkage disequilibrium (LD) structure. For
the two minor alleles A and B of two adjacent SNPs, let ¢; and ¢o be the minor allele frequencies
(MAFSs), respectively. The frequencies of four haplotypes are calculated as pap = qig2 + 0,
Pab = (1 —aq)(1 —q2) + 6, pap = ¢1(1 — q2) — 0, and pog = (1 — ¢1)g2 — 9, where ¢ denotes
the LD. Under Hardy-Weinberg equilibrium, SNP genotype (AA, Aa, aa) at locus 1 can be
generated from a multinomial distribution with frequencies (¢%,2¢:(1 — ¢1), (1 — ¢1)?). Based
on the conditional genotype probability matrix®?, we can simulate the genotypes for locus 2.
With MAFs 0.3 and pairwise correlation r = 0.6, we have 6 = 7/q1(1 — ¢1)g2(1 — ¢2).
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Ezxample

In the last example, we consider more realistic correlation structures. Specifically, we use
the real data analyzed in the next section. To reduce the computational cost, we use the first
100 SNPs from the case study. For each simulation replicate, we randomly sample 500 subjects
from the dataset. The same coefficients and error distribution are adopted.

Posterior samples are collected from a Gibbs Sampler running 10,000 iterations in which
the first 5,000 are burn-ins. The Bayesian estimates are the posterior medians. To estimate the
prediction errors, we compute the mean squared error in 100 simulations. For both BSSVC-SI
and BSSVC, we consider the median probability model (MPM)%#3 to identify predictors that
are significantly associated with the response variable. Suppose we collect G posterior samples
from MCMC after burn-ins. The jth predictor is included in the regression model at the gth
MCMC iterations if the indicator ¢§g) = 1. Thus, the posterior probability of including the
jth predictor in the final model is defined as

p;=7(¢; =1ly) = GZsb(g j=1...,p (12)

A higher posterior inclusion probability p; can be interpreted as a stronger empirical ev-
idence that the jth predictor has a non-zero coefficient and therefore is associated with the
response variable. The MPM model is defined as the model consisting of predictors that have
posterior inclusion probability at least % When the goal is to select a single model, Barbieri
and Berger® recommends using MPM due to its optimal prediction performance.

Table 1: Simulation results. (n,p,q) = (500, 100, 2). mean(sd) of true positives (TP) and
false positives (FP) based on 100 replicates.

BSSVC-SI BSSVC

Varying Constant Nonzero Varying Constant Nonzero

Example 1 TP  3.00(0.00) 4.93(0.25) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.20(0.41) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.26) 0.00(0.00) 0.10(0.31)

Example 2 TP  3.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.20(0.41) 0.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.26) 0.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18)

Example 3 TP  3.00(0.00) 4.97(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.03(0.18) 0.07(0.37) 0.00(0.00) 5.03(0.18) 0.00(0.00) 0.10(0.31)

Example 4 TP  3.00(0.00) 4.97(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.17(0.38) 0.03(0.18) 0.00(0.00) 5.10(0.31) 0.00(0.00) 0.13(0.35)

Table|l|summarized the results on model selection accuracy. The identification performance
for the varying and nonzero constant effects corresponding to the continuous environment
factor, and nonzero effect (linear interaction) corresponding to the discrete environment factor
are evaluated separately. We can observe that the proposed model has superior performance
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over BSSVC. BSSVC fails to identify any nonzero constant effect and has high false positive
for identifying varying effect since it lacks structural identification to separate main-effect-only
case from the varying effects. On the other hand, BSSVC-SI identifies most of the true effects
with very lower false positives. For example, considering the MPM in Example 1, BSSVC-SI
identifies all 3 true varying effects in every iteration, with a small number of false positives
0.20(sd 0.41). It also identifies 4.93(sd 0.25) out of the 5 true constant effects without false
positives. Besides, all the 5 true nonzero effects are identified without any false positives.
We demonstrate the sensitivity of BSSVC-SI for variable selection to the choice of the hyper-
parameters for m,, 7. and 7, and the the choice of the hyper-parameters for A,, A\, and A, in
the Appendix. The results are tabulated in Table [§] and Table [6] respectively. Both tables
show that the MPM model is insensitive to different specification of the hyper-parameters.
The alternatives BVC-SI and BVC are not included here due to the lack of variable selection
property. Li et al.® adopts a method that is based on 95% credible interval (95%CI) for
selecting important varying effects. In the Appendix, we show that, even adopting the 95%CI-
based selection method, the identification performance of BVC-SI and BVC are unsatisfied,
especially in terms of selecting a large number of false positives (Table [7).

We also examine the estimation performance. We show the results from Example 1 (Table
here. The IMSE for all true varying effects, MSE for constant and nonzero effects, as well
as the total squared errors for all coefficient estimates and prediction errors are provided in the
Table. We observe that, across all the settings, the proposed method has the smallest prediction
errors and total squared errors of coefficients estimates than all alternatives. For example, in
Table 2] the BSSVC-SI has the smallest total squared errors 0.268(sd 0.080) and prediction
error 1.159(0.066) among all the approaches. The key of the superior performance lies in (1)
accurate modeling of different types of main and interaction effects, and (2) the spike and slab
priors for achieving sparsity. Compared with BVC-SIT which has (1) but does not spike and
slab prior, BSSVC-SI performs better when estimating both varying and constant coefficients.
For example, the IMSE and MSE on [y(Z) and «a; are 0.049 (sd 0.017) and 0.004 (sd 0.004),
respectively. While BVC-SI yields 0.067(sd 0.030) and 0.008(0.010), correspondingly. Besides,
compared with BSSVC which adopts the spike and slab priors without considering structured
Bayesian variable selection, BSSVC-SI has comparable estimation performance on coefficients
even though BSSVC overfits the data. In addition, similar patterns have been observed in
Table [§] Table [9] and Table [I(] for Examples 2, 3 and 4 respectively, in the Appendix.

As a demonstrating example, Figure [2| shows the estimated varying coefficients of the
proposed model for the gene expression data in Example 1. Results from the proposed method
fit the underlying trend of varying effects reasonably well. Following Li et al.’® we assess the
convergence of the MCMC chains by the potential scale reduction factor (PSRF).##3% PSRF
values close to 1 indicate that chains converge to the stationary distribution. Gelman et al.=®
recommend using PSRF< 1.1 as the cutoff for convergence, which has been adopted in our
study. We compute the PSRF for each parameter and find all chains converge after the burn-
ins. For the purpose of demonstration, Figure |3| shows the pattern of PSRF after burn-ins for
each parameter in Figure 2] The figure clearly shows the convergence of the proposed Gibbs
sampler.

We conduct sensitivity analysis on how the smoothness specification of the parameters in
the B spline affects variable selection. The results summarized in Table [11]in the Appendix
shows that the proposed model is insensitive to the smoothness specification as long as the
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Table 2: Simulation results in Example 1. Gene expression data (n,p,q) = (500, 100, 2).
mean(sd) of the integrated mean squared error (IMSE), mean squared error (MSE), total
squared errors for all estimates and prediction errors based on 100 replicates.

BSSVC-SI BSSVC BVC-SI BVC BL
IMSE
Bo(Z) 0.049(0.017) 0.050(0.017) 0.067(0.030) 0.066(0.028) 0.806(0.039)
B1(Z) 0.052(0.028) 0.027(0.019) 0.090(0.051) 0.107(0.051) 0.139(0.060)
B2(Z) 0.035(0.020) 0.026(0.014) 0.045(0.023) 0.050(0.021) 0.252(0.049)
B3(Z) 0.033(0.025) 0.024(0.019) 0.081(0.057) 0.106(0.062) 0.256(0.062)
MSE
i 0.004(0.004) 0.004(0.005) 0.008(0.010) 0.008(0.011) 0.012(0.015)
s 0.004(0.005) 0.004(269) 0.009(0.013) 0.009(0.013) 0.011(0.012)
Co 0.033(0.025) 0.024(0.019) 0.081(0.057) 0.106(0.062) 0.032(0.045)
G1 0.004(0.005) 0.003(0.004) 0.007(0.008) 0.006(0.007) 0.026(0.043)
(s 0.011(0.014) 0.009(0.011) 0.017(0.016) 0.017(0.016) 0.055(0.067)
(3 0.008(0.011) 0.008(0.010) 0.017(0.024) 0.017(0.022) 0.055(0.052)
Ca 0.014(0.017) 0.019(0.028) 0.020(0.025) 0.020(0.023) 0.042(0.052)
(s 0.009(0.013) 0.010(0.016) 0.020(0.030) 0.024(0.032) 0.048(0.052)
Total 0.268(0.080) 0.304(0.132) 2.181(0.373) 2.119(0.363) 4.916(0.564)
Pred.
Error 1.159(0.066) 1.167(0.067) 2.112(0.175) 2.075(0.170) 9.417(0.914)

choices on number of spline basis are sensible. In simulation, we set the degree of B spline
basis O = 2 and the number of interior knots K = 2, which makes ¢, = 5.

Computation feasibility is an important practical consideration for high-dimensional Bayesian
variable selection methods. We examine the computational cost of the proposed method for
finishing 10,000 MCMC iterations under different combinations of sample sizes and SNP num-
bers. We focus on SNP numbers since the increase is computationally more challenging than
that of the covariate numbers due to basis expansion. The results summarized in Table [L12[show
that the proposed method is highly computationally efficient. For example, when sample size
n = 1500 and the number of gene p = 300, the CPU time for 10,000 iterations is approximately
121 seconds. Please note that the number of regression coefficients to be estimated after basis
expansion is on the order of ¢,p + p, where ¢, is the number of basis functions. The term ¢, p
gives the number of spline coefficients of nonlinear GxE interactions and p is the number of
linear G X E interactions. In this example, the number of regression coefficients to be estimated
is approximately 1800, higher than the sample size n = 1500. The efficient C++ implemen-
tation of the Gibbs sampler is an important guarantee for the computational scalability. The
proposed method can be potentially applied to larger datasets with a reasonable computation
time.
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4 Real Data Analysis

We analyze the data from Nurses’ Health Study (NHS). We use weight as the response and
focus on SNPs on chromosome 10. We consider two environment factors. The first is age which
is continuous and is known to be related to the variations in the obesity level. The second
is the binary indicator of whether an individual has a history of hypertension (hbp), which is
a sensible candidate for a discrete environment factor. In addition, we consider two clinical
covariates: height and total physical activity. In NHS study, about half of the subjects are
diagnosed of type 2 diabetes (T2D) and the other half are controls without the disease. We
only use health subjects in this study. After cleaning the data through matching phenotypes
and genotypes, removing SNPs with minor allele frequency (MAF) less than 0.05 or deviation
from Hardy—-Weinberg equilibrium, the working dataset contains 1716 subjects with 35099
SNPs.

For computational convenience prescreening can be conducted to reduce the feature space
to a more attainable size for variable selection. For example, Li et al.’® use the single SNP
analysis to filter SNPs in a GWA study before downstream analysis. In this study, we follow
the procedure described in Ma et al.” and Wu and Cui® to screen SNPs. Specifically, we use
three likelihood ratio tests with weight as the response variable to evaluate the penetrance
effect of a variant under the environmental exposure. The three likelihood ratio tests have
been developed to test whether the interaction effects are nonlinear, linear, constant or zero,
respectively. The SNPs with p-values less than a certain cutoff (0.005) from any of the tests
are kept. 269 SNPs pass the screening.

We analyze the data by using the proposed method as well as BSSVC, the alternative with-
out structural identification. As methods BVC-SI, BVC and BL show inferior performance in
simulation, they are not considered in real data analysis. The proposed method identifies
three SNPs with constant effects only, eleven SNPs with varying effects and sixteen SNPs with
interactions with the hbp indicator. The BSSVC identifies twelve SNPs with varying effects
and 10 SNPs with interactions with the hbp indicator. The Identification results for varying
and constant effects are summarized in Table [3] In this table, we can see that the three SNPs
(rs11014290, rs2368945 and rs10787374) that are identified as constant effects only by BSSVC-
SI are also selected by BSSVC. However, due to lack of structural identification, BSSVC
identified them as SNPs with varying effects. The proposed method identifies rs1816002, a
SNP located within gene ADAMTS14 as an important SNP with varying effect. ADAMTS14
is a member of ADAMTS metalloprotease family. Studies have shown that two members in the
family, ADAMTS1 and ADAMTS13 are related to the development of obesity*®, which sug-
gests that ADAMTS14 may also have implications in obesity. The alternative method BSSCV
fails to identify this important gene. The varying effect of the DIP2C gene SNP rs4880704
is identified by both BSSVC-SI and BSSVC. DIP2C (disco interacting protein 2 homolog C)
has been found a potential epigenetic mark associated with obesity in children®” and plays an
important role in the association between obesity and hyperuricemia.? The identification re-
sults for nonzero effects (representing the interactions with the binary indicator of a history of
hypertension (hbp)) are summarized in Table[4] The interaction between rs593572 in gene KC-
NMA1 and hbp is identified by the proposed method. KCNMAT1 (potassium calcium-activated
channel subfamily M alpha 1) has been reported as an obesity gene that contributes to ex-
cessive accumulation of adipose tissue in obesity.*! Interestingly, the main effect of KCNMA1
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is not identified, which suggests that KCNMAT1 only has effect in the hypertension patients
group. This result could be partially explained by the observation of significant association
between the genetic variation in the KCNMA1 and hypertension.2

Table 3: Identification results for varying and constant effects.

BSSVC-SI BSSVC
SNP Gene V(Age) C V(Age)
rs11014290 PRTFDC1 -1.864 Varying
rs2368945 RPL21P93 1.494 Varying
rs4880704 DIP2C Varying Varying
rs1106380  CACNB2 Varying Varying
rs2245456  MALRD1 Varying
rs17775990 OGDHL Varying Varying
rs7922576 ZNF'365 Varying Varying
rs1816002 ADAMTS14 Varying
rs2784761 RPL22P18 Varying Varying

rs181652  ACO005871.1  Varying
rs10765108  DOCKI1 Varying

rs2764375 LINC00959  Varying Varying
rs10787374 RPS6P15 2.020 Varying
rs11006525 MRPL50P4  Varying

rs1698417 AC026884.1 Varying
rs7084791  PPP1R3C Varying
rs12354542 BTF3P15 Varying

The eleven varying coeflicients of age that are identified by BSSVC-SI and the intercept are
shown in Figure [4] in the Appendix. All estimates have clear curvature and cannot be appro-
priately approximated by a model assuming linear effects. It is difficult to objectively evaluate
the selection performance with real data. The prediction performance may provide partial
information on the relative performance of different methods. Following Yan and Huang®® and
Li et al.™® we refit the models selected by BSSVC-SI and BSSVC by Bayesian LASSO. The
prediction mean squared errors (PMSE) based on the posterior median estimates are com-
puted. The PMSEs are 90.66 and 95.21 for BSSVC-SI and BSSVC, respectively. We also
compute the prediction performance of BVC-SI; BVC and BL, based on the models selected
by the 95% Cl-based method. The PMSE is 106.26 for BVC-SI, 110.19 for BVC and 107.82
for BL. The proposed method outperforms all the competitors.
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Table 4: Identification results for nonzero effect corresponds to the discrete environment effect.

BSSVC-SI  BSSVC

rs10740217 CTNNAS3 -1.06 -1.18
rs10787374 RPS6P15 -1.56 -1.42
rs10795690 AC044784.1 1.23
rs10829152 ANKRD26 1.29 1.73
rs10999234 PRKG1 1.97
rs11187761 PIPSL 1.04
rs11245023 C100rf90 -0.92
rs11250578 ADARB2 -1.62
rs12267702 LYZL1 1.30 0.96
rs17767748 BTRC 1.18 1.15
rs2495763 PAX2 -1.33 -1.12
rs4565799 MCM10 -0.84 -0.98

rs593572 KCNMA1 1.70

rs685578 AL353149.1 -1.13
rs7075347 AL357037.1 1.00

157911264 HHEX -1.30

15796945 RNLS 1.89

rs9419280 LINCO01168 1.57

rs997064 PCDH15 1.31

5 Discussion

The importance of GxXE interactions in deciphering the genetic architecture of complex dis-
eases have been increasingly recognized. A considerable amount of effort has been developed
to dissect the GxE interactions. In marginal analysis, statistical testing of GxE interactions
prevails, which spans from the classical linear model with interactions in a wide range of stud-
ies, such as case-control study, case only study and the two-stage screening study, to more
sophisticated models, such as empirical Bayesian models, non- and semi-parametric models.**
On the other hand, the joint methods, especially the penalized variable selection methods,
for GXE interactions, have been motivated by the success of gene set based association anal-
ysis over marginal analysis, as demonstrated in Wu and Cui*?”, Wu et al.#® and Schaid et
al.*?. Recently, multiple penalization methods have been proposed to identify important G xE
interactions under parametric, semi-parametric and non-parametric models recently. G812
Within the Bayesian framework, non-linear interaction has not been sufficiently considered
for G xE interactions. Furthermore, incorporation of the structured identification to determine
whether the genetic variants have non-linear interaction, or main-effect-only, or no genetic influ-
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ences at all is particularly challenging. In this study, we have proposed a novel semi-parametric
Bayesian variable selection method to simultaneously pinpoint important GxE interactions in
both linear and nonlinear forms while conducting automatic structure discovery. We approx-
imate the nonlinear interaction effects using B splines, and develop a Bayesian hierarchical
model to accommodate the selection of linear and nonlinear GXxE interactions. For the non-
linear effects, we achieve the separation of varying, non-zero constant and zero coefficient
functions through changing of spline basis, corresponding to cases of GXxE interactions, main
effects only (no GxE interactions) and no genetic effects. This automatic separation of differ-
ent effects, together with the identification of linear interaction, lead to selection of important
coefficients on both individual and group levels. Within our Bayesian hierarchical model, the
group and individual level shrinkage are induced through assigning spike-and-slab priors with
the slab parts coming from a multivariate Laplace distribution on the group of spline coeffi-
cients and univariate Laplace distribution on the individual coefficient, correspondingly. We
have developed an efficient Gibbs sampler and implemented in R with core modules developed
in C++, which guarantees fast computation in MCMC estimation. The superior performance
of the proposed method over multiple alternatives has been demonstrated through extensive
simulation studies and a case study.

The cumulative evidence has indicated the effectiveness of penalized variable selection meth-
ods to pinpoint important GxE interactions. Bayesian variable selection methods, however,
have not been widely adopted in existing G x E studies. The proposed semi-parametric Bayesian
variable selection method has the potential to be extended to accommodate a diversity forms
of complex interaction structures under the varying index coefficient models and models alike,
as summarized in Ma and Song?®. Other possible extensions include Bayesian semi-parametric
interaction analysis for integrating multiple genetic datasets.*” Investigations of all the afore-
mentioned extensions are postponed to the future.
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A Additional simulation results

A.1 Hyper-parameters sensitivity analysis

We demonstrate the sensitivity of BSSVC-SI for variable selection to the choice of the hyperpa-
rameters for m,, 7. and .. We consider five different Beta priors: (1) Beta(0.5, 0.5) which is a
U-shape curve between (0, 1); (2) Beta(1, 1) which is a essentially a uniform prior; (3) Beta(2,
2) which is a quadratic curve; (4) Beta(1, 5) which is highly right-skewed; (5) Beta(5, 1) which
is highly left-skewed. As a demonstrating example, we use the same setting of Example 2 to
generate data. Table [5| shows the identification performance of the median thresholding model
(MPM) with different Beta priors. For all choices of Beta priors, the MPM model is very stable
for both the proposed model BSSVC-SI and the alternative BSSVC. Also BSSVC-SI correctly
identifies almost all true effects with low false positives in all cases. Therefore, we simply use
Beta(1, 1) as the prior for m,, 7, and 7, in this study.

We also evaluate the sensitivity of BSSVC-SI to the choice of the Gamma hyperpriors on
Ao, Ae and \.. We test the shape parameter of the Gamma prior for five different values:
{0.1,0.5,1,2,5}. This ranges from highly skewed exponential shape to highly diffuse unimodal
shape. We fix the rate parameter at {1,2,5} and test different combinations of shape and
rate parameters on a two-dimensional grid. In Table[6] we show the simulation results of some
representative cases under the scenarios of Example 2. BSSVC-SI model has stable performance
with high TP and low FP for different Gamma priors. Similar patterns are observed for all
other cases. In this study, we use Gamma(1, 1) for A,, A. and A, under all scenarios.

A.2 Variable selection based on 95% credible interval

Alternatives BVC-SI and BVC lack for the variable selection property. In order to create
sparsity on the coefficients estimated by these two methods, we consider a 95% credible interval
based method used in Li et al.®¥. Specifically, a varying effect is included in the final model if at
least one of its spline coefficients has a two-sided 95% credible interval that does not cover zero.
Similarly, a constant effect is included in the final model if the two-sided 95% credible interval
of its spline coefficient does not cover zero. The same rule applies to the linear interaction
effects. The results are tabulated in Table [7l
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Table 5: Sensitivity analysis. (n,p,q) = (500, 100, 2). mean(sd) of true positives (TP) and
false positives (FP) based on 100 replicates.

BSSVC-SI BSSvVC

Varying Constant Nonzero Varying Constant Nonzero

Beta(0.5,0.5) TP  3.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.07(0.25) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.07(0.25) 0.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18)

Beta(l, 1) TP  3.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.07(0.25) 0.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 0.10(0.31)

Beta(2, 2) TP  3.00(0.00) 4.93(0.25) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.20(0.48) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 4.97(0.18) 0.00(0.00) 0.10(0.31)

Beta(l, 5) TP  3.00(0.00) 4.97(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.17(0.46) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18)

Beta(5, 1) TP  3.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.27(0.52) 0.07(0.25) 0.03(0.18) 5.07(0.25) 0.00(0.00) 0.27(0.58)

Table 6: Sensitivity analysis. (n,p,q) = (500, 100, 2). mean(sd) of true positives (TP) and
false positives (FP) based on 100 replicates.

BSSVC-SI BSSvVC

Varying Constant Nonzero Varying Constant Nonzero

Gamma(0.1,1) TP  3.00(0.00) 4.93(0.26) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.20(0.41) 0.07(0.26) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 0.07(0.26)

Gamma(0.5,2) TP  3.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.07(0.26) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)

Gamma(l, 1) TP  3.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.07(0.25) 0.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 0.10(0.31)

Gamma(1, 5) TP  3.00(0.00) 4.93(0.26) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.07(0.26) 0.00(0.00) 0.07(0.26) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 0.07(0.26)

Gamma(2, 5) TP  3.00(0.00) 4.93(0.26) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.13(0.35) 0.07(0.26) 0.00(0.00) 4.93(0.26) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)

Gamma(5, 1) TP  3.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  0.20(0.41) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.07(0.26) 0.00(0.00) 0.20(0.41)
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Table 7: Simulation results. (n,p,q) = (500, 100, 2). mean(sd) of true positives (TP) and
false positives (FP) based on 100 replicates.

BVC-SI BVC

Varying Constant Nonzero Varying Constant Nonzero

Example 1 TP  2.98(0.15) 4.73(0.45) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  1.89(1.40) 0.42(0.69) 4.07(2.27) 6.13(1.18) 0.00(0.00) 3.16(2.02)

Example 2 TP  3.00(0.00) 4.76(0.48) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  3.27(2.38) 0.36(0.57) 5.13(2.32) 6.78(1.52) 0.00(0.00) 4.20(2.21)

Example 3 TP  3.00(0.00) 4.78(0.42) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  2.09(1.86) 0.24(0.53) 4.33(2.32) 6.04(1.30) 0.00(0.00) 3.42(2.11)

Example 4 TP  3.00(0.00) 4.78(0.52) 5.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00)
FP  3.33(1.98) 0.24(0.43) 6.47(2.66) 6.51(1.36) 0.00(0.00) 5.07(2.61)
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A.3 Estimation and prediction results

Table 8: Simulation results in Example 2. SNP genotype data (n,p,q) = (500, 100, 2).
mean(sd) of the integrated mean squared error (IMSE), mean squared error (MSE), total
squared errors for all estimates and prediction errors based on 100 replicates.

BSSVC-SI BSSVC BVC-SI BVC BL
IMSE
Bo(Z) 0.043(0.013) 0.043(0.012) 0.055(0.024) 0.055(0.022) 0.810(0.038)
B1(Z) 0.042(0.020) 0.021(0.012) 0.069(0.031) 0.085(0.031) 0.127(0.022)
B2(Z) 0.027(0.018) 0.021(0.012) 0.044(0.025) 0.049(0.025) 0.234(0.037)
B3(Z) 0.030(0.026) 0.026(0.022) 0.074(0.034) 0.094(0.038) 0.256(0.055)
MSE
a 0.011(0.012) 0.012(0.013) 0.022(0.023) 0.022(0.022) 0.010(0.014)
Qs 0.003(0.003) 0.003(0.004) 0.007(0.009) 0.007(0.008) 0.010(0.014)
Co 0.033(0.025) 0.024(0.019) 0.081(0.057) 0.106(0.062) 0.024(0.032)
1 0.005(0.005) 0.006(0.007) 0.009(0.013) 0.008(0.013) 0.015(0.021)
) 0.008(0.009) 0.006(0.008) 0.019(0.023) 0.019(0.022) 0.027(0.037)
(3 0.009(0.015) 0.009(0.013) 0.017(0.023) 0.019(0.025) 0.053(0.068)
Ca 0.009(0.014) 0.011(0.019) 0.011(0.015) 0.010(0.014) 0.025(0.033)
(s 0.006(0.007) 0.006(0.008) 0.020(0.028) 0.024(0.030) 0.028(0.030)
Total 0.227(0.083) 0.253(0.104) 2.020(0.260) 1.931(0.228) 4.329(0.436)
Pred.
Error 1.160(0.071) 1.169(0.064) 2.196(0.180) 2.155(0.154) 9.593(0.863)
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Table 9: Simulation results in Example 3. SNP genotype data based on the linkage disequilib-
rium (LD) structure (n,p,q) = (500, 100, 2). mean(sd) of the integrated mean squared error
(IMSE), mean squared error (MSE), total squared errors for all estimates and prediction errors
based on 100 replicates.

BSSVC-SI BSSVC BVC-SI BVC BL
IMSE
Bo(Z) 0.046(0.015) 0.045(0.014) 0.060(0.023) 0.058(0.022) 0.818(0.038)
B1(Z) 0.059(0.025) 0.025(0.013) 0.112(0.045) 0.120(0.045) 0.136(0.035)
B2(Z) 0.035(0.018) 0.023(0.017) 0.051(0.024) 0.054(0.025) 0.248(0.050)
B3(Z) 0.032(0.019) 0.027(0.018) 0.083(0.049) 0.105(0.051) 0.260(0.049)
MSE
aq 0.003(0.005) 0.003(0.004) 0.006(0.009) 0.006(0.009) 0.011(0.015)
o) 0.005(0.006) 0.004(0.006) 0.010(0.015) 0.009(0.013) 0.011(0.015)
Co 0.010(0.013) 0.008(0.011) 0.024(0.034) 0.023(0.033) 0.039(0.056)
(1 0.008(0.014) 0.008(0.015) 0.012(0.016) 0.011(0.014) 0.022(0.026)
) 0.010(0.014) 0.008(0.012) 0.024(0.035) 0.025(0.035) 0.044(0.058)
(3 0.009(0.008) 0.010(0.009) 0.024(0.034) 0.024(0.032) 0.049(0.052)
(4 0.013(0.017) 0.022(0.022) 0.026(0.034) 0.023(0.030) 0.044(0.046)
(s 0.017(0.026) 0.038(0.034) 0.032(0.039) 0.030(0.036) 0.056(0.067)
Total 0.307(0.107) 0.407(0.141) 2.176(0.219) 2.015(0.207) 4.628(0.510)
Pred.
Error 1.203(0.064) 1.209(0.068) 2.164(0.137) 2.088(0.132) 9.483(0.995)
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Table 10: Simulation results in Example 4. SNP genotype from T2D data (n,p,q) = (500,
100, 2). mean(sd) of the integrated mean squared error (IMSE), mean squared error (MSE),
total squared errors for all estimates and prediction errors based on 100 replicates.

BSSVC-SI BSSVC BVC-SI BVC BL

IMSE

Bo 0.051(0.019) 0.051(0.019) 0.066(0.021) 0.064(0.020) 0.809(0.050)
B1(Z) 0.032(0.015) 0.018(0.011) 0.052(0.027) 0.068(0.030) 0.136(0.032)
B2(Z) 0.015(0.010) 0.014(0.009) 0.029(0.021) 0.033(0.020) 0.225(0.026)
B3(Z) 0.023(0.018) 0.019(0.013) 0.051(0.027) 0.066(0.030) 0.238(0.039)
MSE

a 0.003(0.003) 0.003(0.004) 0.007(0.013) 0.007(0.013) 0.010(0.013)

Qs 0.003(0.004) 0.003(0.005) 0.005(0.005) 0.005(0.004) 0.010(0.011)

Co 0.007(0.014) 0.007(0.016) 0.015(0.015) 0.014(0.014) 0.054(0.086)

1 0.004(0.006) 0.004(0.005) 0.008(0.013) 0.008(0.011) 0.019(0.027)

@) 0.009(0.009) 0.006(0.007) 0.019(0.022) 0.018(0.020) 0.023(0.031)

(3 0.007(0.010) 0.007(0.009) 0.012(0.018) 0.012(0.021) 0.019(0.024)

Ca 0.004(0.004) 0.004(0.004) 0.006(0.008) 0.006(0.008) 0.019(0.022)

(s 0.003(0.003) 0.003(0.004) 0.013(0.014) 0.014(0.014) 0.018(0.023)
Total 0.178(0.052) 0.194(0.049) 1.751(0.194) 1.648(0.157) 4.062(0.401)
Pred.
Error 1.141(0.073) 1.147(0.064) 2.164(0.134) 2.109(0.125) 11.337(0.991)
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A.4 Sensitivity analysis on smoothness specification

Let O denotes the degree of B spline basis, and K denotes the number of interior knots.
Huang et al.?% and Huang et al.28 show that n'/(?9*3) is the optimal order of the number of
spline knots K. For quadratic and cubic splines corresponding to O = 2 and 3 respectively,
we conduct a sensitivity analysis for the proposed model under the setting of Example 2, for
K € [1,5]. Table shows that K = 1 leads to unsatisfactory performance, especially for
prediction. When K > 2, different values of K lead to similar performance under O = 2 and
O = 3. This suggests the model performance is insensitive with respect to the smoothness
specification.

Table 11: Sensitivity analysis on smoothness specification. (n,p,q) = (500, 100, 2). mean(sd)
of true positives (TP), false positives (FP) and prediction error based on 100 replicates.

0=2 Varying Constant Nonzero
K TP FP TP FP TP FP Pred.Error
1 2.97(0.18) 0.20(0.55) 4.87(0.35) 0.10(0.31) 4.97(0.18) 0.03(0.18)  1.998(0.152)
2 3.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)  1.172(0.071)
3 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 0.13(0.43)  1.140(0.093)
4 3.00(0.00) 0.07(0.25) 4.93(0.25) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)  1.200(0.118)
5 2.98(0.15) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.16(0.37) 5.00(0.00) 0.07(0.25)  1.150(0.077)

0=3 Varying Constant Nonzero
K TP FP TP FP TP FP Pred.Error
1 3.00(0.00) 0.17(0.38) 4.87(0.35) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)  1.676(0.159)
2 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18)  1.089(0.054)
3 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 4.97(0.18) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)  1.185(0.072)
4 3.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 5.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18) 5.00(0.00) 0.03(0.18)  1.156(0.078)
5 2.98(0.15) 0.11(0.32) 4.96(0.21) 0.04(0.21) 5.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)  1.258(0.107)
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A.5 Computational cost

Table 12: Computational cost analysis for BSSVC-SI under the setting of Example 1. p:
number of genes. time: CPU time (in seconds) for 10,000 MCMC iterations. The number of
regression coefficients to be estimated after basis expansion is approximately ¢,p + p, where g,
is the number of basis function. In this study, ¢, = 5.

n = 500 n = 1500 n = 3000
# of genes time # of genes time # of genes time
p =100 11.707 p =300 121.396 p =600 552.043
p =200 24.878 p = 600 236.571 p =900 834.645
p =300 36.372 p =900 341.366 p = 1200 988.939
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A.6 The estimated varying coefficient functions

Bo (2)
B. (2)

B2(2)
-0.5 0.0 0.5

Bs (2)

-1.0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 2: Simulation study in Example 1 for the proposed method (BSSVC-SI). Red line: true
parameter values. Black line: median estimates of varying coefficients for BSSVC-SI. Blue
dashed lines: 95% credible intervals for the estimated varying coefficients.
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A.7 Assessment of the convergence of MCMC chains
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Figure 3: Potential scale reduction factor (PSRF) against iterations for varying coefficient
functions in Figure 2| Black line: the PSRF. Red line: the threshold of 1.1. The 4;; to ;s,
(7 =0,...,3), represent the five estimated spline coefficients for the varying coefficient function
Bj, respectively.
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B Additional results for real data analysis
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Figure 4: Real data analysis for the proposed method (BSSVC-SI). Black line: median esti-
mates of varying coefficients for BSSVC-SI. Blue dashed lines: 95% credible intervals for the
estimated varying coefficients.
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C Posterior inference

C.1 Posterior inference for the BSSVC-SI method
C.1.1 Priors
Y|7]77117 SR 77[)1771*7 s 77}7*7 ag, ... 7aq7 CO; <17 ey gpa 02

x (o) Fep |~ 5 =T - )}

77 ~ N(In (07 2770)
o~ Nq<0, an)
CO ~ N(07 0-20>

/lelﬂ-m T(;2j7 02 ~ ﬂ-cN<07 0-27—@2j) + (1 - 7Tc>60<7j1)7 j - ]-7 Ry Z

A TS
Tfj])\c ~ ?exp(——2 ), j=1,...,p

Vislmo, 7507 ~ m N (0, Diag(o?7y;, ..., 0770)) + (L = m)do(v5.), j=1,...

vJj

L+1 L2
2 2

Tfj|)\v~Gamma( ), j=1,...,p

Cj’ﬂ'stja 02 ~ 7"-61\1(07 0272') + (1 - We)éﬂ(Cj)a ] = 17 Y %

€Jj

A2 Nt
Tfj|)\e~?exp(— 2]), j=1,...,p

9 h

0 ~ (%) exp(——3)
Consider the following conjugate gamma priors for A2, A2 and \?
M\ ~ Gamma(a, b.), A? ~ Gammal(a,, b,) and M2 ~ Gamma(a,, b,)
and conjugate beta priors for 7., 7, and 7,

7. ~ Beta(r., w.), m, ~ Beta(r,, w,) and m,~ Beta(re, w,)
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C.1.2 Gibbs Sampler
7(n|rest)

where By = (Bo(Z1), ..., Bo(Z,))". Hence, the full conditional distribution of 7 is multivariate
normal with mean

1
52

T
Y — - TB)
(T( 270 77)) 0

_ 1 -1
fn = (Znol + ;BOTBO> (
and variance 1 .
5, = (2;01 +—B; BO>
Similarly, the full conditional distribution of «v is N(pq, Xa) with
_ 1 -1,1 T
flo = <Zaé + —QWTW> <—2(Y - M(fa))TW>
o o
and variance 1 .
S = (T + W W)
o

where W = (Wy,...,W,)". And the full conditional distribution of {y is N (¢, X¢,) With

1 & 171 &
o = (1/030 +t 3 > Ef) <§ > (i - M(—co))Ez'>
=1 3

=1

and variance

1 < -1
S = (102 +— D E?)
i=1
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The full conditional distribution of v;,
(3 frest)

oc (el Tz, )7 (y)

_n 1
o (0%) 7% exp ( = 55 (Y = Uitge = paye) | (V = Upge = ﬁ‘(—w*))) (13)

L 1
X (WU(QWO'ZTSj) 2 exp < — W’V;‘I%*)hw*#o} +(1- 7Tv)50(7j*)>
vj
where U; = (Uy, ..., Uy;)" is a n x L matrix. Let ¥, = (U] U; + =1I.)"", we have
vj
Loy = (30 # Olrest)
Ty
L _1 3
mo+ (1= m,) (2) 515, [ exp (= glIZ5.07 (Y — oo, )3)

Hence, the full conditional distribution of «;, is a spike and slab distribution

Yielrest ~ 1 N(py,,, 025, ) + (1 = 1y;)0(7js)

with mean
-
fye = B3, U5 (Y = i)
This posterior distribution is a mixture of a multivariate normal and a point mass at 0. To
sample from this posterior distribution at the gth iteration, we follow the steps:

e Generate u from Unif[0,1]

o Ifu<i,
— Generate t from N(p,,,, 0°%,,,)
— set ’yj(-f) =t and ¢§§> =1

o Ifu> lvj
— set ’yj(-f) =0 and Qg? =0

Note that, when we sample vj(f), we also compute the value of qﬁ,l()?). The full conditional
distribution of v;; can be expressed as

7(y;1|rest)

x w(ylry, o) m(y|)
_n 1
o (0%)7% exp ( B T:?(Y — X1 = M) (Y = X1 — N(m))> (14)

_1 1
X (7‘(6(27’['0'27'62].) 2 exp ( — WVJa)I{Wl#O} + (1 — 7'('0)50(")/]'1)>
cj
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Let ¥, = (X} X; 4+ =)', we have

Te
1 _1
T (1= 1) (12)F(5) " F exp (= SR = 1) X 1)
Hence, the full conditional distribution of v;; is a spike and slab distribution

Yjilrest ~ g N (ptay,, 0780,,) + (1= lej)do(vj1)

with mean
Hoyjn = E%lXT(Y = H(=)
The full conditional distribution of (;,j =1,...,p

m((j|rest)
(G175, 0w (yl-)

1
x (%) Bexp (= 55 (Y = TG — neey) (V= TG = g,

. 1
(20?22 S 1 —7)60(¢;
X <7T( TooT,;) eXP( 20_2ng€]) (g0 + ( W)o(@))

Let X¢, = (T,) T; + =)', we have

ej

lej = 7(C; # Ofrest)

Tr(i
met (1= m) (72} (S)F exp (— 2 — )T )
Hence, the full conditional distribution of (; is a spike and slab distribution

Cj'reSt ~ lejN(:qua 022@') + (1 - lej)(SO(Cj)

where

Now, we derive the full conditional d1str1but10n for Tv], TCJ and T

71'(7'3]-|1"68t)
T‘-(T’E_y|>\ ) (7]*' 1)_77 )

5 L\?
oc(TQ-)%’lexp< o= 5 )

1
X (WU(27T0'2 2 ) 2 exp ( 2027_2 ’}/;’Yj*):[{'yj*;éo} + (1 - 7711)50(73'*))
vj
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When ~;. = 0, [I6]is equal to

L+1

3 LN
(1= m) () texp (= 75,75)

Therefore, when v;, = 0, the posterior distribution for (72;)~' is Inverse-Gamma(

L+1 L) )
vj :
When ;. # 0, [16]is equal to

20 2

(7 |rest)

Ll LX\? 1
() ¥ exw (=) e (= gz i)
vj

L
2

o (1 —m,)(2mo?T))”

1 L\ |13
x (1 _ 7_(_”)(27_‘_0_2)—%(7_2 )—5 exp (_ 7_2 v ||7J ”2>

vj w9 2027'3]-
Therefore, when v;, # 0, the posterior distribution for (7'3]4)_1 is Inverse-Gaussian(L\?, ﬁ;\ % (ﬂ; )-
J*12
Together
L+l LA : _
. Inverse-Gamma(=3=, =5*) if 75, =0
(ij) |rest ~ _ EoT. .
Inverse-Gaussian( L2, W) if vj. #0
J*12
Similarly, the posterior distribution for (77)~" is
(72 |rest)
2 2 2
X 71—(7—cj |)‘C)7T(’le |cha 9 )
A2 ¥
x ?Cexp<—rfj§c> (17)

_1 1
X <7Tc<271'0'27'62j) 2 exp ( — W’YJ%)I{%J#()} + (1 — 7'('0)(50(’}/]'1)>
cj

When v;; = 0, [I7is equal to

Al Al
(1-— WC)? exp ( — Tfj?>
Therefore, when ;; = 0, the posterior distribution for (77;)~" is Inverse-Gamma(1, /\7%) When
vj1 # 0,[I7 is equal to

(72, |rest)

1N A2
- () o - )




Therefore, when 7;; # 0, the posterior distribution for (72)~" is Inverse-Gaussian(AZ, , /%)
i1
Together
Y :
Inverse-Gamma(1, %) if ;1 =0
(Tfj)_1|rest ~

) o2\ .
Inverse-Gaussian (A2, "f% ) ify1 #0
J

The posterior distribution (7'62]-)_1

(72, |rest)
oc m(1e; A (¢jl7es, 07)
2

>\e < 2 )‘g)
x —Zexp | —T15=
g PP\ T T

2.2
20 e

X (71’6(271'0-27'62].); exp ( — LC;) I{Cﬁéo} + (1 — We)(SO(Cj))

Following the similar arguments, we have

Inverse-Gammay(1, ’\;) if ;=0
(Tfj)_1|rest ~ v
Inverse-Gaussian(\?, |/=&-) if ¢ # 0

Now, we derive the full conditional distribution for A? and 7. The posterior distribution for
A2
7(A2|rest)

p

o m(A2) [ [ =(7217%)
j=1
=
L)\2 L)\2
2\ay,—1 2 v v __2
&S (Av) eXp(_bv)\v)H ( 9 ) exp <_ 2 TUj)

(D41 LY 72
o (AD) S L exp ( — (by + — 2]2_1 ]')Aa%)
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. LYP_ 72,
the posterior distribution for A2 is Inverse-Gamma(a,, + @, b, + #)

m(A2|rest)

n(A) [ m(75122)

j=1
P \2 2
A A
Ac— 2 c c_2
oc (A2 exp(—b.A?) Jl;[l o P ( — ?ch>
P2
<ty esp - o )

P

7'2' . .
the posterior distribution for A\? is Inverse-Gamma(a. + p, b. + =i=—<). Similarly, the full

¥ 2
conditional distribution for A? is Inverse-Gamma(a, + p, b + %)

Next, we derive the full conditional distribution for 7, 7. and m,. The posterior distribution
for m,

7(my|rest)

X ﬂ-(ﬂ-’v) H W(VJZ*'WUa Tq?j) 0-2)

oc T 1 — )t

p
L 1
X H (m(27m273j) 2 exp ( — W%’I%‘*)I{m#o} +(1- 7Tv)50(7j*)>
j=1 v

» ))—1
- Wzv-i-z:g:l(‘s()(“/]*)) (1 _ Wv)wv"‘zg?m L0y —1

the posterior distribution for 7, is Beta(r, + »7_ (do(75«)), wo + >°0_; Tty 203)-

7(7me|rest)

p
X ﬂ-(ﬂ-c) H 7T-(P)/~721|7.‘-C7 TCQja 0-2>

p
1 1
X | | (WC(QWUZTEJ-) 2 exp ( T 52,2 7?1)1{%1750} +(1 - 7rc)50('7j1>>
j=1 “

ret3oE_ 1 (80(v51)) -1

e+t T 20y —1
X Te (1—me)" 2= Loja 20y
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the posterior distribution for . is Beta(r. +>_F_ (do(vj1)), we + 27— Liyji20y)-
7(7e|rest)

p

o w(m) [[ (e 72, 0%)

J=1

oc e 1 — ) et

Ld 1
X H <7Te 27?0 7' ~3 exp ( 2% 27_2 C )I{CJ¢0} + (1 - 776)50@]))

7j=1
~ 7Tge+2§-’=1<<so(<;j>>—1(1 )Pt Ty
the posterior distribution for . is Beta(re + >27_;(d0(C;)), we + >27_; Li¢;20y). Last, the full

conditional distribution for o2
m(0?|rest)

p
Hﬂ- ]1|7TC7 cg? 2) (’Y]*|7TU7 3]702)7T<<j’ﬂ-677—j270-2>
7j=1

oc(o—2>“exp<—£><a2>’%exp(—iw WY - )

202
2 _2\—1 1 2
(271—0— cg) 2 exp < - 25272 7j1>I{7j17£0} + (1 - 7Tc)60(’}/j1>
cj

1
(271'0’ 3]) 2 exp < 20_27_2-”)/%”)@*)1{7]'*7&0} + (1 o Tr”)éo(fyj*)>
vj

p
1 1
x> (merotr) Fen (- 5 2g)1{41¢0}+(1—7r€)50(gj)>

) _(S+n+L Ly, 203 P g 20} T X Ly 20} -1
) 2

X exp ( 1 (h + Y =) (Y —p)+ Z;}:l(ﬂ?j);ﬁl + (705) v (TJZ>_ICJZ>>

the posterior distribution for o2 is Inverse-Gamma(p,2, Yy2) where

n+L Z?:l I{’Yj*?éo} + Z?:l I{Cj#o} + Z?zl I{'Yﬂ?fo}
2

Ho2 = S +

and variance
Y =) T (Y =)+ 20 (72) 7 v + (72) e + (1) 7

Yig2 = h+ 5
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C.2 Posterior inference for the BSSVC method

C.2.1 Priors
Y’nafyh s 77})70517 s 7aq7C07<17 .- '7Cp702

() Fep{ — gV =) - )}

77 ~ NQn (07 27)0)
o~ Nq<0, ZaO)
go ~ N((]? O-go)

7j’7r07 7—3]'? 02 ~ 7TUNqn (07 Diag<027_3j7 B 70_27_33')) + (1 - ﬂ—v)&](’}/]’)? ] =5
G+ 1 quA)

Tfj\)\UNGamma( 5 ), J=1,...,p

2

Cj|7re,7'€2j, o? ~ 1 N(0, 02762j) + (1 —m)oo(¢), 7=1,....p

A2 272 _
Tezj|>‘eN?eXp(_ 26j)7 .]:1’7]9

9 h

0% ~ (%) exp(——)
Consider the following conjugate gamma priors for A\? and \?

A ~ Gamma(a,, b,) and A? ~ Gamma(a,, b.)
and conjugate beta priors for 7, and 7,

7, ~ Beta(ry,, w,) and m, ~ Beta(r., we)

C.2.2 Posterior distribution

(nlrest) ~ Ng, (b, ;) where

LT e T T
oy = (Zno + ;Bo Bo) (E(Y — H(=p) Bo)

1 -1
2, = (E;& + ;BoTBo>
m(a|rest) ~ Ny(fta, Xo) Where
-1 Lo ol T T
flo = (Zao + W W) (;(Y — H(-a)) W)

1 1
Sy = (2;5 + ;WWV)
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7(Golrest) ~ N(ug,, S¢,) where

B 1 n 1,1 n
He¢o = <0-401 + 52 Z E?) (; Z(yz - II"L(_CO))Ei>
=1 i

i=1
2 1 ¢ o) !
yjlrest ~ LN (i, 028,,) 4+ (1 — 1,;)d0(7;) where
floy = Xy, U]T Y = p=ay)
1 -
Ew = (U]TUj + T_qun) !

vj

Ty

an _1 3
mo+ (1= m)(73) % 5, F exp (= ZISLUT(Y = ) 3)

Lo

Glrest ~ 1e;N(pe,, 028¢,) 4+ (1 — 1e;)d0(¢;) where
ne, =Y T (Y = p—c)

ZCJ' = (TTTJ + 7__2)71

le;

1 _1 e
T+ (1= ) (72)3(S¢)Fexp (= S (Y = o) T3 13)

At the gth iteration, the values of ¢ffj’-) and ¢i§’-) can be determined by whether the %(‘g) and ¢ ;g)
are set to 0 or not, respectively.

A2 ;
Inverse-Gamma( &, 222) if v; =0

(15:) " |rest ~

: Y
Inverse-Gaussian (g, A2, k) iy #0
712

Inverse-Gammay(1, ’\;) if ;=0

(7'82]-)_1|1"68t ~

Inverse-Gaussian(\2, ’\%72) if¢; #0

A, and A, all have inverse-gamma posterior distributions

nt 1 qn P: 7_3~
A\ ~ Inverse-Gammal(a, + ]M, b, + _232 L 7
g2
A2 ~ Inverse-Gammal(a, + p, b, + %)
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7, and 7, have beta posterior distributions

P p
m, ~ Beta(r, + 2(50(%‘))7 Wy + Z I{vﬁéo})
j=1

j=1

me ~ Beta(re + Y (60(¢))s we + Y Lic;01)

j=1 j=1

0? ~ Inverse-Gamma(jiy2, X2 ) where
_ n+gn Z§:1 L0y + Z§:1 Lic; 201
o2 = 5 + ;

S =4t Y =) " (Y =)+ 30 () v+ (12) 7
7 9

C.3 Posterior inference for the BVC-SI method
C.3.1 Priors

Y|7]77117 ey VPl Y1k -

"77}7*70517'"7Oéq7<07cl7"'agpao-2
1
x (@) Fexp{ = OV =) (V = )}
T]N Qn(O Z )

N, (0,

Zao)
C() ~ N(O UCO)

Y |2 >0~ N(0, o? 3;) j=1,...,p
A2 )\2 2
2 c c C] -
ch|/\c~7exp( T)’ j=1,...,p
Vi, v],a ~ N (0, diag(c? v],...,a27'3j)) j=1,...,p
L+1 L)\
Tfj|/\U~Gamma( _2|_ , 2”), j=1,...,p
(|2 72,0 ~ N(0, 027'2) j=1,...,p
A2 TS
TSleN?eXp< Tj>7 J :17"‘7p

e h
0% ~ (0% 1eXP(—;)
Consider the following conjugate gamma priors for A2, A2 and \?
A2 ~ Gamma(a,, b,),

A\ ~ Gamma(a,, b,) and A\? ~ Gammal(a, b.)
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C.3.2 Gibbs Sampler

7 (nlrest) ~ Ng, (s, ) where

_ 1 -1/1 T
oy = (Enol + ;BOTBO> (;(Y - M(—n))TBo>
R !
2= (i + =550 Bo)
m(a|rest) ~ Ny (fta, Xa) where

o= 3+ ) (B ey )’

Do = (2;5 + %WTW) B

m(Colrest) ~ N(pe,, X¢,) where

1 — -1/1
He¢o = (1/0-?0 + 52 Z E?) <§ Z(le - M(—C0)>Ei)
i=1 !

1 -1
oo = (102 + = D EF)

i=1
The full conditional distribution of ;
(35 |rest)
oc (Yl 7oz, %) (yl)
X ex —l(O'QTQ)_lT ; —L(Y—U - — VY — Ujyje — )
p 9 vj) Vi Vix 902 Ve — H(=vj4) 3 Vi T M=)
1 _
xoxp | = 55 (7)™ e+ U] U = 20V mw*))T(Um*)))
1 _
ocexp | — 5 (%T* ((ng) t+ UJ‘TUJ'>%'* —2(Y - #(w*))TUﬂj*>>
where U; = (Uyj,...,U,;)". Hence, the full conditional distribution of v, is multivariate

normal with mean

oy = <(7_02j)71IL + U]TUJ)_l ((Y — /L(_W*))TU])T

and variance

-1
Z’Yj* = 02 ((ng)_lIL + U]TU]>
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Similarly, the full conditional distribution of «;; is normal distribution with mean

Py = <(TCJ) +XTX> 1((%’ - M(—’le))TXj)

and variance )

Yy = o? ((7'62]-)71 + X;Xj>
Let D,, = diag(73,... ,Tfp). The full conditional distribution of ¢ = ({1, ...,¢) "

m(C|rest)

(C| Tely -« ep’ Q)W(y|)

1

1 _
xexp | — §(U2Dn) ¢ - 292

(Y =T¢ — p—g) (Y = T¢ — u<—c>))

xexp [ — % (D¢ + T~ 2(y — MHQTTQ)

xexp | — —— (CT(D;I +TTT)C = 2(Y — pi )TT4>>

202

where T' = (Ty,...,T,)". The full conditional is N, (u¢, 0?3;) with
-1 T\ T\ "

= (171 (0 o)

and variance .

Se= (D +T7T)
Now, we derive the full conditional distribution for 77; and A?.
W(Tfj|rest)

W(ngp\ ) (7]*’ ’U]’ )

LA2 1
o (1) 5 exp (— Toj 2”) (72)7% exp ( 5(0° )" 1%1%)

L)\2 . 2
w (72 oxp (_ng X _ Iy Hz)

202 ij
the posterior distribution for (72;)~" is Inverse-Gaussian(L\?, %) Similarly, the posterior
J*

distribution for (72)~" is Inverse-Gaussian(AZ, , / )‘7” ), and the posterior distribution for (72)~"
Jl
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. . 202
is Inverse-Gaussian(\?, Zf; ).
J

7(A2|rest)

p
w(A) [ [ (s 13%)
j=1
P =
) LN L\
oc (A= exp(—b,\2) H (T) exp (— i 7'%)
j=1
o () e (‘ (b, + ng 1 ”m)

2
the posterior distribution for A\? is Inverse-Gamma(a, + p, b. + M) Similarly, the full
2
conditional distribution for A\? is Inverse- Gamma(ae +p, be + @)

Last, the full conditional distribution for o2

m(o?|rest)
p
Hﬂ- 7]1‘7'(67 Tejs 2) (Vj*‘ﬂvangaa) (CJ|7T€7 323702)
7=1

o (o) 757! exp(—%)(oj)g exp ( — TL(Y — ) (Y — u))

202 4
7=1
p 1 <

X <0'2)7§ exp < — ﬁ Z(sz)*lc‘f)

j=1
x (02)_("’*%)—1
< oxp (_ L ns (Y = @) (Y = @) + 350, (2) o + () i + <ng>—1¢;>>
o2 9

the posterior distribution for o2 is Inverse-Gamma(p,2, 3,2) where

n+2p+pL

Po2 = S+ 9
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and variance

YV =) T (Y = ) + 320 (75) " + (7)) e + (75)71¢F

202:h+ 5

C.4 Posterior inference for the BVC method
C.4.1 Priors

_n 1
Y’T]afyla--'77;07@17--'7aq7<07C1a"'7<p702 X (O—Z) 2 eXp{ - T._Q(Y_M)T(Y_ﬂ)}

77 ~ NQn <O7 Z’rlo)
o~ Nq(O, an)

CO ~ N(07 O-go)

rleTq?]ﬁ 02 ~ Nqn(07 diag(UQT'Eja te 70-27_3]'))7 j - 17 -5 D

A ~ G , ——
Toil amma,( 5 5

)7 j:]‘)"'7p

§j|7'82j,02 ~ N(0, 02732;')7 j=1,...,p

A N
Tezj‘)\eN?eXp<_ 23)7 j:177p

0% ~ (o) exp(——;)
g

Consider the following conjugate gamma priors for A2 and \?
A2 ~ Gamma(a,, b,) and A? ~ Gamma(a,, b.)

C.4.2 Gibbs Sampler

m(n|rest) ~ Ny, (tty, 3) where

_ 1 -1,1 T
oy = (Znol + ;BOTBO) (;(Y - #(fn))TBt))

1, 1 -1
5, = <2n01 + B BO)
m(afrest) ~ N, (fta, Xo) where

(s ) (L w)'
Mo = a0 + o2 2( ,U(,a))

g
A AN
S, = (an - W W)
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7(Golrest) ~ N(ug,, S¢,) where

1 « 171 &
He¢o = (1/020 + o2 Z E?) (; Z(yz - /’L(_CO))Ei>
i=1

i=1
2 1o o)
2 = (1/% +;ZE2‘>
i=1
7jlrest ~ Ng, (tt,, 05,,) where

[y = L, UjT(Y — [i(=))

1 _
Ew = (UjTUj + 7__2]:(171) !

vj

Gjlrest ~ N(pug,, 0*%¢,) where .
pe; = BTy (Y = p—¢y)
T Lo
=G+ =)

ej

e,

J

gn\202
;113

The posterior distribution for (7)™ is Inverse-Gaussian(g,\?, ). Similarly, the poste-

rior distribution for (72)7" is Inverse-Gaussian(AZ, )‘2;72) A, and ), all have inverse-gamma
J
posterior distributions
A2 ~ Inverse-Gamma(a, + %, by + %)
P2
2 J=1"¢
A ~ Inverse-Gamma(a, + p, be + T)
o2 ~ Inverse-Gamma(p,2, Xy2) where
loz = 5 + n+p+ Pln
2
1 P
o= ht S ((V = )TV =)+ D) v+ (72)7')
j=1

o1
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