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Abstract

Penalized regression methods, such.asegularization, are routinely used in high-dimensional
applications, and there is a rich literature on optimalitygerties under sparsity assumptions. In
the Bayesian paradigm, sparsity is routinely induced thihdwo-component mixture priors having
a probability mass at zero, but such priors encounter dagirmputational problems in high
dimensions. This has motivated an amazing variety of cantis shrinkage priors, which can be
expressed as global-local scale mixtures of Gaussianbtdtieg computation. In sharp contrast
to the corresponding frequentist literature, very litd&known about the properties of such priors.
Focusing on a broad class of shrinkage priors, we provideiggeesults on prior and posterior
concentration. Interestingly, we demonstrate that mastroonly used shrinkage priors, including
the Bayesian Lasso, are suboptimal in high-dimensionahgst A new class of Dirichlet Laplace
(DL) priors are proposed, which are optimal and lead to effitposterior computation exploiting
results from normalized random measure theory. Finite gapgrformance of Dirichlet Laplace

priors relative to alternatives is assessed in simulations
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1. INTRODUCTION

High-dimensional data have become commonplace in broddcappn areas, and there is an ex-
ponentially increasing literature on statistical and camapional methods for big data. In such
settings, it is well known that classical methods such asimam likelihood estimation break
down, motivating a rich variety of alternatives based onghieation and thresholding. Most pe-
nalization approaches produce a point estimate of a higlewional coefficient vector, which
has a Bayesian interpretation as corresponding to the mibdeposterior distribution obtained
under a shrinkage prior. For example, the wildly populardodls, regularization approach to
regressionE8] is equivalent to maximuanposteriori(MAP) estimation under a Gaussian lin-
ear regression model having a double exponential (Laplaige) on the coefficients. There is
a rich theoretical literature justifying the’-ﬂ)timalitquerties of such penalization approaches

,,BQM, with fast algorith

use of L, regularization in particular.

[9] and comipgjlapplied results leading to routine

The overwhelming emphasis in this literature has been oidlgaproducing a point estimate
with good empirical and theoretical properties. Howevermany applications, it is crucial to
be able to obtain a realistic characterization of uncetyaim the parameters, in functionals of
the parameters and in predictions. Usual frequentist @ges to characterize uncertainty, such
as constructing asymptotic confidence regions or using tlméstrap, can break down in high-
dimensional settings. For example, in regression whenuhger of subjects is much less than
the number of predictorg, one cannot naively appeal to asymptotic normality andmgdiag
from the data may not provide an adequate characterizationaertainty.

Given that most shrinkage estimators correspond to the ma®&ayesian posterior, it is nat-
ural to ask whether we can use the whole posterior distohut provide a probabilistic measure
of uncertainty. Several important questions then arisestlii from a frequentist perspective, we
would like to be able to choose a default shrinkage prior kbads to similar optimality proper-
ties to those shown fak,; penalization and other approaches. However, instead @fisjdhat a

particular penalty leads to a point estimator having a maxmptimal rate of convergence under



sparsity assumptions, we would like to obtain a (much steongesult that the entire posterior
distribution concentrates at the optimal rate, i.e., thetgor probability assigned to a shrinking
neighborhood (proportionally to the optimal rate) of theetvalue of the parameter converges to
one. In addition to providing a characterization of undetia taking a Bayesian perspective has
distinct advantages in terms of tuning parameter choidewalg key penalty parameters to be
marginalized over the posterior distribution instead dfirg on cross-validation. Also, by induc-
ing penalties through shrinkage priors, important newsdaf penalties can be discovered that
may outperform usual,-type choices.

An amazing variety of shrinkage priors have been proposdterBayesian literature, with
essentially no theoretical justification for the perforroaif these priors in the high-dimensional
settings for which they were designed. |[11] and [3] providedditions on the prior for asymp-
totic normality of linear regression coefficients allowittge number of predictors to increase
with sample sizen, with H] requiring a very slow rate of growth arQ [3] assugp < n. These
results required the prior to be sufficiently flat in a neigiitmmd of the true parameter value, es-
sentially ruling out shrinkage priorsu [2] considered skage priors in providing simple sufficient
conditions for posterior consistency in< n settings, whiIe@?] studied finite sample posterior
contraction inp > n settings.

In studying posterior contraction in high-dimensionatisefs, it becomes clear that it is critical
to obtain tight bounds on prior concentration. This sultsétechnical hurdle has prevented any
previous results (to our knowledge) on posterior concéintran p > n settings for shrinkage
priors. In fact, prior concentration is critically impontenot just in studying frequentist optimality
properties of Bayesian procedures but for Bayesians inimibtpa better understanding of the
behavior of their priors. Without a precise handle on primmeentration, Bayesians are operating
in the dark in choosing shrinkage priors and the associagpdrparameters. It becomes an art
to use intuition and practical experience to indirectlyuod a shrinkage prior, while focusing on
Gaussian scale families for computational tractabilitym® beautiful classes of priors have been
proposed bﬂzﬂgﬂ among others, w [23] showing thaeasially all existing shrinkage priors

fall within the Gaussian global-local scale mixture famine of our primary goals is to obtain
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theory that can allow evaluation of existing priors and geif novel priors, which are appealing
from a Bayesian perspective in allowing incorporation abpknowledge and from a frequentist
perspective in leading to minimax optimality under weakrsipp assumptions.

Shrinkage priors provide a continuous alternative to paiass mixture priors, which include
a mass at zero mixed with a continuous density. These priersiighly appealing in allowing
separate control of the level of sparsity and the size of iipeas coefficients. In a beautiful re-
cent article, EE] showed optimality properties for cargfuthosen point mass mixture priors in
high-dimensional settings. Unfortunately, such prioelléo daunting computational hurdles in
high-dimensions due to the need to explorg?anodel space; an NP-hard problem. Continu-
ous scale mixtures of Gaussian priors can potentially leatfamatically more efficient posterior
computation.

Focusing on the normal means problem for simplicity in exjpms, we provide general theory
on prior and posterior concentration under shrinkage gridne of our main results is that a broad
class of Gaussian scale mixture priors, including the Biayletsassol] and other commonly
used choices such as ridge regression, are sub-optimalrdMel insight into the reasons for this
sub-optimality and propose a new class of Dirichlet-Laplé@L) priors, which are optimal and
lead to efficient posterior computation. We show promisimgal results for DL and Dirichlet-

Cauchy (DC) priors relative to a variety of competitors.

2. PRELIMINARIES
In studying prior and posterior computation for shrinkag®ens, we require some notation and
technical concepts. We introduce some of the basic nothgoge. Technical details in the text are
kept to a minimum, and proofs are deferred to a later section.
Given sequences,, b,, we denotez,, = O(b,,) if there exists a global constaat such that

a, < Cb, anda, = o(b,) if a,/b, — 0asn — oco. For a vectorr € R",

x|, denotes its

Euclidean norm. We will us&" ! to denote thér — 1)-dimensional simplexz = (z4,...,z,)" :

xj >0, 0 x; = 1}. Further, letA; ! denote{r = (zy,...,2,1)" 1 2; >0, Z;;i x; <1}
For a subset C {1,...,n}, let|S| denote the cardinality of and defindds = (0, : j € .5)
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for a vectord € R". Denote sup(®) to be thesupportof 6, the subset of1, . .., n} corresponding

to the non-zero entries éf Letl,[q; n] denote the subset &" given by
blg;n|={0€R" : #(1<j<n:0; #0) <q}.

Clearly,ly[q; n] consists ofj-sparse vectorg with [supgf)| < g.

Let DE(7) denote a zero mean double-exponential or Laplace diswibutith densityf (y) =
(27)~te /™ for y € R. Also, we use the following parametrization for the threggmeter
generalized inverse Gaussian (giG) distributitn: giG(\, p, x) if f(y) oc y*~te 05y x/v) for

y > 0.

3. CONCENTRATION PROPERTIES OF GLOBAL-LOCAL PRIORS
3.1 Motivation

For a high-dimensional vectére R", a natural way to incorporate sparsity in a Bayesian frame-

work is to use point mass mixture priors
0~ (1—m)do+mgy, j=1,....m, (1)

wherer = Pr(¢; # 0), E{|supff)| | 7} = nx is the prior guess on model size (sparsity level),
andg, is an absolutely continuous density Bnlt is common to place a beta prior anleading to
a beta-Bernoulli prior on the model size, which conveys aomatic multiplicity adjustmen[éG].
[B] established that priof[1) with an appropriate betampoior and suitable tail conditions o
leads to a frequentist minimax optimal rate of posteriort@stion in the normal means setting.
We shall revisit the normal means problem in subse¢tion 3.4.

Although point mass mixture priors are intuitively appagland possess attractive theoretical
properties, posterior sampling requires a stochastickaarer an enormous space in complicated

models where marginal likelihoods are not available aiily, leading to slow mixing and con-

vergencel[23]. Computational issues and consideratiaisitany of the);s may be small but not



exactly zero has motivated a rich literature on continudumkage priors; for some flavor of the

vast literature refer t(ﬂg ﬂglm ZJJHZS] noted thatesdially all such shrinkage priors can be

represented as global-local (GL) mixtures of Gaussians,

9]- ~ N<07wj7->7 %’ ~f, T~y (2)

wherer controls global shrinkage towards the origin while the lezales{);} allow deviations

in the degree of shrinkage. ¢f puts sufficient mass near zero afiés appropriately chosen, GL
priors in (2) can intuitively approximaté](1) but through @tinuous density concentrated near
zero with heavy tails.

GL priors potentially have substantial computational adages over variable selection priors,
since the normal scale mixture representation allows fojugate updating of and+ in a block.
Moreover, a number of frequentist regularization procedsuch as ridge, lasso, bridge and elastic
net correspond to posterior modes under GL priors with gppate choices off andg. For
example, one obtains a double-exponential prior corredipgrto the popular.; or lasso penalty
if f has an exponential distribution. However, unlike variagkection priord{1), many aspects of
shrinkage priors are poorly understood. For example, egsitiproperties, such as how the prior
concentrates around an arbitrary spaktseemain to be shown. Hence, Bayesians tend to operate
in the dark in using such priors, and frequentists tend tdeetgcal due to the lack of theoretical
justification.

This skepticism is somewhat warranted, as it is clearly #se¢hat reasonable seeming priors
can have poor performance in high-dimensional settingsekample, choosing = 1/2 in prior
(@) leads to an exponentially small prior probability2f* assigned to the null model, so that it
becomes literally impossible to override that prior infatnaeness with the information in the data
to pick the null model. However, with a beta prior enthis problem can be avoide|;}26]. In the
same vein, if one places i.i.d. (Bl 1) priors on the entries df, then the induced prior off9|| is
highly concentrated aroungn leading to misleading inferences éralmost everywhere. These

are simple cases, but it is of key importance to assess whaihk problems arise for other priors



in the GL family and if so, whether improved classes of przas be found.

There has been arecent awareness of these issues, mgta/atisic assessment of the marginal
properties of shrinkage priors for a single Recent priors such as the horsesIu)e [5] and gener-
alized double ParetQQ[Z] are carefully formulated to obtamrginals having a high concentration
around zero with heavy tails. This is well justified, but aswik see below, such marginal behav-
ior alone is not sufficient; it is necessary to study the jaiistribution of¢ on R"™. Specifically,
we recommend studying the prior concentratitifid — 6,|| < ¢,) where the true parametéy is

assumed to be spars®: € ly[q,,; n] with the number of non-zero components< n and
t, =n’? with § € (0,1). (3)

In models wherey,, < n, the prior must place sufficient mass around sparse vedatow
for good posterior contraction; see subsectioh 3.4 foh&rrtetails. Now, as a first illustration,
consider the following two extreme scenarios: i.i.d. stddnormal priors for the individual

component#; vs. point mass mixture priors given biyl(1).

Theorem 3.1. Assume that, € ly[g,; n| with ¢, = o(n). Then, for i.i.d standard normal priors

ong;,
P16 = boll, < tn) < ™" (4)

For point mass mixture priorgl) with 7 ~ Beta1,n + 1) and gy being a standard Laplace

distributiongy = DE(1),
P(H@ - 90”2 < tn) > e—cmax{gn,|lfoll;} (5)

Proof. Using ||0]2 ~ x2, the claim made in[{4) follows from an application of Andersoin-
equality [6.1) and standard chi-square deviation inetjasliln particular, the exponentially small

concentration also holds fd@#(||6, ||, < ¢,,). The second claini{5) follows from resultsEL [6].0



As seen from Theorein 3.1, the point mass mixture priors havehnimproved concentra-
tion around sparse vectors, as compared to the i.i.d. ngon@ distributions. The theoretical
properties enjoyed by the point mass mixture priors can Ijnbstattributed to this improved con-
centration. The above comparison suggests that it is oft teeevaluate a shrinkage prior in high
dimensional models under sparsity assumption by obtaitsngpncentration rates around sparse
vectors. In this paper, we carry out this program for a widesslof shrinkage priors. Our analysis
also suggests some novel priors with improved concentratiound sparse vectors.

In order to communicate our main results to a wide audieneeywil first present specific
corollaries of our main results applied to various exissihginkage priors. The main results are

given in Section 6. Recall the GL priors presentedn (2) dedsequencsg, in (3).

3.2 Prior concentration for global priors
This simplified setting involves only a global parameies, ; = 1 for all j. This subclass
includes the important example of ridge regression, witloutinely assigned an inverse-gamma

prior, 7 ~ 1G(«, f3).

Theorem 3.2. Assumé& ~ GL with+; = 1 for all ;. If the prior f on the global parameter has
anIG(a, /) distribution, then

nl—"9

P(0]l, < ta) < e, (6)

whereC' > 0 is a constant depending only enand .

The above theorem shows that compared to i.i.d. normal{@)y, the prior concentration
does not improve much under an inverse-gamma prior on theabl@ariance regardless of the hy-
perparameters (provided they don’t scale wijleven wher, = 0. Concentration aroung} away
from zero will clearly be even worse. Hence, such a prior iswell-suited in high-dimensional
settings, confirming empirical observations documente[@,]]. It is also immediate that the

same concentration bound [ (6) would be obtained for thefgn@ly of priors onr.



In [Q], the authors instead recommended a half-Cauchy psia default choice for the global
variance (also see [10]). We consider the following genelass of densities of0, co) for 7, to
be denotedF henceforth, that satisfy: (if(r) < M for all 7 € (0,00) (i) f(r) > 1/M for
all 7 € (0,1), for some constant/ > 0. Clearly, F contains the half-Cauchy and exponential

families. The following result provides concentration hds for these priors.

Theorem 3.3. Let ||6y]|, = o(v/n). If the prior f on the global parameter belongs to the class

F above then,

Cre~U=9len < P(||g||, < t,) < Che 170 loem, (7)
Furthermore, if||6,||, > t,, then

emrmiosen SP([|0 — folly < tn) < eTmE, (8)

wherea,, = ||6y||, /t, > 1 and¢;, C; > 0 are constants witl;, C's, ¢, depending only o/ in

the definition ofF and¢; depending onV/ andoé.

Thus [7) in Theorerh 313 shows that the prior concentrationrat zero can be dramatically
improved from exponential to polynomial with a careful pram 7 that can assign sufficient mass
near zero, such as the half-Cauchy pn@ , 24]. Unforttelgaas [(8) shows, for signals of large
magnitude one again obtains an exponentially decayingamibty. Hence, Theorerh 3.3 con-
clusively shows that global shrinkage priors are simplyfteotible enough for high-dimensional

problems.

Remark 3.4. The condition|6y||, > t, is only used to prove the lower bound@®). For any||6, |
bounded below by a constant, we would still obtain an uppenie—C"""" 1" in (@), similar to

the bound inG).



3.3 Prior concentration for a classof GL priors

Proving concentration results for the GL family (2) in thengeal setting presents a much harder
challenge compared to Theoréml3.3 since we now have to addlity integrate over the local
parameters) = (¢1,...,,). We focus on an important sub-class in Theokem 6.4 belowgham
the exponential family for the distribution gfin (&). For analytical tractability, we additionally
assume tha#, has only one non-zero entry. The interest in the exponefatnailly arises from
the fact that normal-exponential scale mixtures give riséhe double-exponential family [32]:
6 | v ~ N(0,v0%),¢ ~ Exp(1/2) implies¢ ~ DE(cs), and hence this family of priors can be
considered as a Bayesian version of the | [21]. We nae ateoncentration result for this

class noting that a general version of Theofem 3.5 can belfoufiheoreni 614 stated in Section

0.

Theorem 3.5. Assume& ~ GL with f € F andg = Exp()) for some constank > 0. Also
assume/, has only one non-zero entry arﬂﬂoﬂg > logn. Then, for a global constar@ > 0

depending only or/ in the definition ofF,
P([|6 = bolly < ta) < eV 9)

Theoren 3.6 asserts that even in the simplest deviation frmmull model with only one
signal, one continues to have exponentially small conaéntr under an exponential prior on the
local scales. Froni{5) in Theorem B.1, appropriate pointsnmaiture priors[{ll) would have
P(]|0 — o], < t,) > e Clfoli under the same conditions as above, clearly showing thatithe

difference in concentration still persists.

3.4 Posterior lower boundsin normal means

We have discussed the prior concentration for a high-dimaasvectord without alluding to any

specific model so far. In this section we show how prior cotregion impacts posterior inference
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for the widely studied normal means problgr(see[[—_LUBHS] and references therein):
yi=0;+¢€¢, €~N(01), 1<i<n. (20)

The minimax rates,, for the above model is given byf = ¢, log(n/q,) whend, € ly[g,.; n].
For this modelﬁk] recently established that for point maserp for § with = ~ betd1, kn +
1) and go having Laplace like or heavier tails, the posterior cortgat the minimax rate,e.,
E,0,P(||0 — 6o, < Ms, | y) — 1 for some constant/ > 0. Thus we see that carefully chosen
point mass priors are indeed optintHowever not all choices fayy lead to optimal proceedures;

] also showed that ify is instead chosen to be standard Gaussreposterior does not contract

at the minimax ratg.e., one could havé, 4, P(||0 — 6|, < s, | y) — 0 for signals of sufficiently
large magnitude. This result is particularly striking givilae routine choice of Gaussian f@yrin
Bayesian variable selection and thus clearly illustralbesrteed for careful prior choice in high
dimensions.

To establish such a posterior lower-bound resUIt, [6] shibtheat given a fixed sequeneg if

there exists a sequencg(r,, > t,) such that

B0~ Goll, <t)
=o(e ™), (11)
B0 Ol <)

thenP(||0 — 6y||, < t, | y) — 0. This immediately shows the importance of studying the
prior concentration. Intuitively[(11) would be satisfiedhen the prior mass of the bigger ball
16 — 6|, < r, is almost entirely contained in the annulus with inner radjuand outer radius,,,

so that the smaller balld — 6y, < t,, barely has any prior mass compared to the bigger ball. As
an illustrative example, in the i.i.d. (8, 1) example witht,, = s,,, settingr,, = /n would satisfy
(A1) above, proving that i.i.d. (9, 1) priors are sub-optimal. Our goal is to investigate whether a

similar phenomenon persists for global-local priors imtigf the concentration bounds developed

LAlthough we study the normal means problem, the ideas andtsés this section are applicable to other models
such as non-parametric regression and factor models.
2t is important that the hyper parameter fodepends om. We do not know if the result holds without this

11



in Theorem$ 313 ar{d 6.4.
As in Section 3.2, we first state our posterior lower boundilt€sr the case where there is

only a global parameter.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose we obserge~ N, (6, 1,) and (10) is fitted with aGL prior on # such
that; = 1 for all j and the priorf on the global parameter lies in 7. Assumé, € l;[g,; n|
whereg,/n — 0 and |6y, > s,, with s? = ¢, log(n/¢,) being the minimax squared error loss

overlygn;n]. ThenE, o P16 — 6o, < sy | y) — 0.

Proof. Without loss of generality, assuniié, |, = o(y/n), since the posterior mass with a prior
centered at the origin would be smaller otherwise. Choaosijng s,,, r,, to be a sequence such that
tn <1, < ||6o]l, and resorting to the two-sided bounds in Theorem 3.3, the ira{11) is smaller

than(t, /r,)", and hence’ (t, /r,)" — 0 sincer, < ||fo|l, = o(v/n). O

Theoren 3.6 states that a GL prior with only a global scaleuts-gptimal if ||6y[|, > s,.
Observe that in the complementary regido||, < s, }, the estimatoé = 0 attains squared error
in the order ofy, log(n/¢,), implying the conditiori|6,||, > s, is hardly stringent.

Next, we state a result for the sub-class of GL priors as inofdm[6.4, i.e., whemg has an

exponential distribution leading to a double-exponemtisiribution marginally.

Theorem 3.7. Suppose we obserye~ N, (6, I,,) and the model if10) is fitted with aGL prior
on f such thatf lies in F andg = Exp(\) for some constant > 0. Assumé, € ly[q,,; n] with

gn = 1 and||fy)5 /logn — oo. ThenE, ¢, P([|6 — 6o, < vogn | y) — 0.

A proof of Theoreni 37 is deferred to Sectidn 6. Frﬂn [6], appiate point mass mixture pri-
ors would assign increasing mass witto the same neighborhood in Theorem 3.7. Hence, many
of the shrinkage priors used in practice are sub-optimalgh-dimensional applications, even in
the simplest deviation from the null model with only one miadely sized signal. Although Theo-
rem[3.T is stated and proved fghaving an exponential distribution (which includes the 8sign

lasso|[21]), we conjecture that the conclusions would carito be valid if one only assumegso
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have exponential tails plus some mild conditions on the iehaear zero. However, the assump-
tions of Theorerh 3]7 precludes the case whéas polynomial tails, such as the horsesu)e [5]and
generalized double PareB [2]. One no longer obtains tighhds on the prior concentration for
having polynomial tails using the current techniques armbdomes substantially complicated to
study the posterior.

Another important question beyond the scope of the currapépshould concern the behavior
of the posterior when one plugs in an empirical Bayes estintthe global parameter. How-
ever, we show below that the “optimal” sample-size depengkmy-in choicer,, = ¢?/logn (so

that marginallyd; ~ DE(c/+/log n) ) for the lasso estimat 0] produces a sub-optimal pmster

Theorem 3.8. Suppose we obserye~ N, (6, I,,) and ([L0)is fitted with aGL prior on § such that
7 is deterministically chosen to bg, i.e., f = ¢,, for a non-random sequeneag andg = Exp(\)

for some constant > 0. Assumé, € ly[q,; n] with ¢, (logn)? = o(n) andr, = ¢/logn is used
as the plug-in choice. Thef,, 3,P([16 — 6|, < s, | y) — 0, with s2 = ¢, log(n/¢,) being the

minimax squared error loss ovéf{q,; n|.

A proof of Theoreni 318 can be found in Sectidn 6. Note thatghtlly stronger assumption on
the sparsity allows us to completely obviate any conditinin this case. Also, the result can

be generalized to any, if ¢, logn/7, = o(n).

4. A NEW CLASS OF SHRINKAGE PRIORS
The results in Sectionl 3 necessitate the development of ergleciass of continuous shrinkage
priors with improved concentration around sparse vecirshat end, let us revisit the global-local
specification[(R). After integrating out the local scaje%, (2) can be equivalently represented as

a global scale mixture of a kerngl(-),
0, " K(,7), T~ (12)

whereK(z) = [ ~12¢(x/\/¥)g(¢)dy is a symmetric unimodal density (or kernel) Bnand
K(z,7) = 7=Y2K(z/+/T). For exampley; ~ Exp(1/2) corresponds to a double exponential ker-
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nelC = DE(1), while; ~ 1G(1/2,1/2) results in a standard Cauchy kerkek= Ca0, 1). These
traditional choices lead to a kernel whichhisundedn a neighborhood of zero, and the resulting
global-local proceduré_(12) with a single global parametdoesn’t attain the desired concentra-
tion around sparse vectors as documented in Thebréem 3dindem sub-optimal behavior of the
posterior in Theorem 3.7.

However, if one instead uses a half Cauchy p;zl@/r2 ~ Ca, (0, 1), then the resulting horse-
shoe kernelu4|:|5] is unbounded with a singularity at zerois thenomenon coupled with tail
robustness properties leads to excellent empirical pedaces of the horseshoe. However, the
joint distribution of& under a horseshoe prior is understudied. One can imagihé tzhieves
a higher prior concentration around sparse vectors cordgareommon shrinkage priors since
the singularity at zero potentially allows most of the esgrto be concentrated around zero with
the heavy tails ensuring concentration around the relgtsmall number of signals. However,
the polynomial tails of); present a hindrance in obtaining tight bounds using oumtiecies. We
hope to address the polynomial tails case in details els@ykiwough based on strong empirical
performance, we conjecture that the horseshoe leads t@timead posterior contraction in a much
broader domain compared to the Bayesian lasso and other aomsiminkage priors. The normal-
gamma scale mixture@l?;] and the generalized double Hanierqg] follow the same philosophy
and should have similar properties.

The above class of priors rely on obtaining a suitable kétrtblrough appropriate normal scale
mixtures. In this article, we offer a fundamentally diffetelass of shrinkage priors that alleviate
the requirements on the kernel, while having attractiveibtcal properties. In particular, our
proposed class of kernel-Dirichlet (kD) priors replacesgshngle global scale in (12) by a vector
of scales(¢17, ..., ¢,7), wherep = (¢4, ..., ¢,) is constrained to lie in thén — 1) dimensional

simplexS™—1:
ej | ¢j7 T~ IC( 7¢j7—)7 (¢7 T) € Sn_l ® R+7 (13)

whereK is any symmetric (about zero) unimodal density that can peesented as scale mixture
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of normals E]Z]. While previous shrinkage priors in theritieire obtain marginal behavior similar
to the point mass mixture prioiis| (1), our construction aibre@sembling théoint distributionof ¢
under a two-component mixture prior. Constrainingn S™~! restrains the “degrees of freedom”
of the ¢,’s, offering better control on the number of dominant erstiied. In particular, letting
¢ ~ Dir(a,...,a) for a suitably chosen allows [13) to behave liké{1) jointly, forcing a large
subset ofd4, . .., 6,) to besimultaneouslglose to zero with high probability.

We focus on the Laplace kernel from now on for concreteneganthat all the results stated

below can be generalized to other choices. The correspghasnarchical prior
0, ~ DE(¢;7), ¢ ~ Dir(a,...,a), T~g (24)

is referred to as a Dirichlet Laplace prior, denoted,Di). In the following Theoreni 4]1, we
establish the improved prior concentration of thé, prior. For sake of comparison with the
global-local priors in Section 3.3, we assume the same tondias in Theorerh 3.5; a general

version can be found in Sectibh 6.

Theorem 4.1. Assume ~ DL,(7) as in([@4) with a = 1/n and7 ~ Exp()\) for some\ > 0.
Also assumé, has only one non-zero entry a|116|0||§ = clogn. Also, recall the sequendag in

@). Then, for a constant' depending only o on \,

P([|6 = ol <tn) = exp{—C+/logn}. (15)

From (8) in Theorerh 3]1, appropriate point mass mixtureslavatiain exactly the same con-
centration as inL(15), showing the huge improvement in cotnaon compared to global-local
priors. This further establishes the role of the dependealesy, since in absence of, a DE7)
prior with 7 ~ Exp()\) would lead to a concentration smaller thar'vV” (see Theorer 3.5).

To further understand the role @f we undertake a study of the marginal propertied of

integrating outp;. Clearly, the marginal distribution af; is Betga, (n — 1)a). Let WG(«, 5)
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denote a wrapped gamma distribution with density function
flaya, B) o |z]*te 2l 2 eR.

The results are summarized in Proposifion 4.2 below.

Proposition 4.2. If | ¢,7 ~ DL,(7) and¢ ~ Dir(a,...,a), then the marginal distribution of
¢, givenr is unbounded with a singularity at zero for any< 1. Further, in the special case

a = 1/n, the marginal distribution is a wrapped Gamma distribut’fG (1/n, 7).

Thus, marginalizing oves, we obtain an unbounded kerriél(similar to the horseshoe). Since
the marginal density of; | 7 has a singularity at 0, it assigns a huge mass at zero whilmieg
exponential tails, which partly explains the improved aamtcation. A proof of Proposition 4.2
can be found in the appendix.

There is a recent frequentist literature on including allpemalty specific to each coefficient.
The adaptive Lassi:d% 35] relies on empirically estimateights that are plugged in.ﬂlB]
instead propose to sample the penalty parameters from arfwsivith a sparse point estimate
obtained for each draw. These approaches do not produclkepa$térior distribution but focus on

sparse point estimates.

4.1 Posterior computation

The proposed class of DL priors leads to straightforwardgyem computation via an efficient

data augmented Gibbs sampler. Note that the(®Lprior (I4) can be equivalently represented as

g; ~ N(O,¢j¢?T2), Y; ~ Exp(1/2), ¢ ~ Dir(a,...,a).

In the general DL(7) setting, we assume a gamfnal /2) prior onT with A = na. In the special
case whem = 1/n, the prior onr reduces to an EXp/2) prior consistent with the statement of

Theoreni 4.

We detail the steps in the normal means setting but the #ihgors trivially modified to accom-
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modate normal linear regression, robust regression wilnhtiled residuals, probit models, lo-
gistic regression, factor models and other hierarchicaisSian cases. To reduce auto-correlation,
we rely on marginalization and blocking as much as possiker sampler cycles through (i)
01, 0,1,y, (i) | o,7,6, (iii) 7| ¢,0 and (iv)¢ | 6. We use the fact that the joint posterior of
(v, ¢, T) is conditionally independent af givend. Steps (ii) - (iv) together gives us a draw from

the conditional distribution ofy, ¢, 7) | 0, since

[, 0,7 [ 0] =[] ¢,7. 0] | ¢,0][¢ | 0].

Steps (i) — (iii) are standard and hence not derived. Stgpginon-trivial and we develop an
efficient sampling algorithm for jointly sampling. Usual one at a time updates of a Dirichlet
vector leads to tremendously slow mixing and convergemnaghance the joint update in Theorem

4.3 is an important feature of our proposed prior.

Theorem 4.3. The joint posterior ofy | 7 has the same distribution 483 /7', ...,7,,/T), where
T; are independently distributed according to a ¢iG- 1, 1, 2|6;|) distribution, andl" = E;?:l T;.

Proof. We first state a result from the theory of normalized randorasuees (see, for example,
(36) in B]). Supposé, . .., T, are independent random variables witthaving a density; on
(0,00). Letg; = T;/T with T = 3", T;. Then, the joint density of (¢1, ..., ¢, 1) supported

on the simplexS™~! has the form
forcons) = [ e T a0t (16)

whereg,, =1 — E;‘:—ll ¢;. Integrating outr, the joint posterior of | ¢ has the form

[e.9]

n 1 .
7T(¢17 o ¢n—1 | 9) x H |i¢?—1_:| / e—T/27_>\—n—le— > \9j|/(¢j7')d7—. (17)
ey b1 Js

=0
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Settingf;(z) o< e l%l/2e=*/2 in (16), we get

n

1 o n1g
(b1, o Pn1) = [H E] / ) e~ H2 1m0 o= 251 1031/(850) gt (18)
i Je=

J=1

We aim to equate the expression[inl(18) with the expressidhdh Comparing the exponent of
¢; gives usd = 2 — a. The other requirement — 1 — nd = A —n — 1 is also satisfied, since
A = na. The proof is completed by observing thgtcorresponds to a gi@G — 1, 1, 2|6;|) when
0=2—a. O

The summary of each step are finally provided below.

(i) Tosample | ¥, ¢, 7,y, drawd; independently from a Ni;, o7) distribution with
of = {1+ 1/(eim)} 7Y wy = {1+ 1/(¥057°)} My

(i) The conditional posterior af | ¢, 7, 6 can be sampled efficiently in a block by independently
samplingy; | ¢, 0 from an inverse-Gaussian distribution(jG, \) with y; = ¢,7/|6;], A =

1.
(iii) Sample the conditional posterioroff ¢, # from a giG\ —n, 1,2 Z?:l 16,1/ ¢;) distribution.

(iv) To samplep | 6, drawTy, ..., T, independently witl; ~ giG(a — 1,1, 2(6;|) and setp, =
T;/T with T = 3" | T;.

5. SIMULATION STUDY
Since the concentration results presented here are nompéstyc in nature, we expect the theoreti-
cal findings to be reflected in finite-sample performance ahntigular, we aim to study whether the
improved concentration of the proposed Dirichlet Lapld2(,,) priors compared to the Bayesian
lasso (BL) translate empirically. As illustration, we shtive results from a replicated simulation
study with various dimensionality and sparsity leve},,. In each setting, we havig)0 replicates

of a n-dimensional vectoyy sampled from a N6y, I,,) distribution with 8, having ¢, non-zero
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entries which are all set to be a constant- 0. We chose two values of, namelyn = 100, 200.
For eachn, we letg, = 5, 10, 20% of n and choosel = 7, 8. This results inl2 simulation settings

in total. The simulations were designed to mimic the setitingection 3 wheré, is sparse with a

few moderate-sized coefficients.

Table 1: Squared error comparison over 100 replicates

n 100 200
dn 5 10 20 5 10 20
A 7 8 7 8 7 8 7 8 7 8 7 8

BL 33.05 33.63 49.85 50.04 68.35 6854 64.78 69.34 99.50 1503133.17 136.83
DLy, 820 719 17.29 1535 32.00 29.40 16.07 14.28 33.00 30.80 5365.59.61

LS 21.25 19.09 38.68 37.25 68.97 69.05 41.82 41.18 75.55 275.137.21 136.25
EBMed 13.64 12.47 29.73 27.96 60.52 60.22 26.10 25.52 57.16.055 119.41 119.35

PM 12,15 10.98 25.99 2459 51.36 50.98 2299 2226 49.42 248.401.54 101.62

HS 830 7.93 18.39 16.27 37.25 35.18 15.80 15.09 35.61 33.5&.157 70.23

The squared error loss corresponding to the posterior meskeraged across simulation repli-

cates is provided in Tablg 1. To offer further grounds for panson, we have also tabulated the

results for Lasso (LS), Erﬁairical Bayes median (EBMed) a

point mass prior (PM) as i

, posterior median with a

[6] and the posterior median gmoading to the horseshoe pri£|r [5].

For the fully Bayesian analysis using point mass mixturergtiwe use a complexity prior on the

subset-sizer,, (s) x exp{—rslo

for the non-zero entries as in [

ﬁn/s)} with ~ = 0.1 and independent standard Laplace priors

Even in this succinct summary of the results, a wide diffeecbhetween the Bayesian Lasso

and the proposed DL, is observed in Tablel 1, vindicating our theoretical resultse horseshoe

performs similarly as the Dl,,. The superior performance of the Pl prior can be attributed

to its strong concentration around the origin. However,ases where there are several relatively

3The EBMed procedure was implemented using the pacl@be [16].

4Given a draw fors, a subsetS of sizes is drawn uniformly. Set; = 0 for all j ¢ S and drawd;,j € S i.i.d.
from standard Laplace.

5The beta-bernoulli priors ifi{1) induce a similar prior oe ubset size.
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small signals, the DL, prior can shrink all of them towards zero. In such settinggehding on
the practitioner’s utility function, the singularity atroecan be “softened” using a Qlprior for a
smaller value ofi. Based on empirical performance and computational effogiene recommend
a = 1/2 as a robust default choice. The computational gain ariges the fact that in this case,

the distribution of7} in (iv) turns out to be inverse-Gaussian (iG), for which exsamplers are

available.

Table 2: Squared error comparison over 100 replicates

n 1000

A 2 3 4 5 6 7

BL 299.30 385.68 424.09 450.20 474.28 493.03

HS 306.94 353.79 270.90 205.43 182.99 168.83
DL,, 368.45 679.17 67134 37401 213.66 160.14
DL,, 267.83 315.70 266.80 213.23 192.98 177.20

For illustration purposes, we choose a simulation settkig to an example irDS], where one
has a single observatianfrom an = 1000 dimensional N(6,, I,,) distribution, withd,[1 : 10] =
10,6y[11 : 100] = A, andfy[101 : 1000] = 0. We the varyA from 2 to 7 and summarize the
squared error averaged acra$$ replicates in TablEl2. We only compare the Bayesian shriekag
priors here; the squared error for the posterior medianbisiésed. Tabl€12 clearly illustrates the
need for prior elicitation in high dimensions accordinghe heed, shrinking the noise vs. signal

detection.

6. PROOFS OF CONCENTRATION RESULTS IN SECTION 3
In this section, we develop non-asymptotic bounds to thermoncentration which are subse-
guently used to prove the posterior lower bound results. Mpartant tool used throughout is a

general version of Anderson’s Iean[BO], providing a coriion result for multivariate Gaus-

sian distributions:
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Lemma 6.1. Supposé ~ N, (0,%) with 2 p.d. andd, € R™. Let||6,2, = 65~ ""6,. Then, for

anyt > 0,
e 3 WIER(|16]l, < 1/2) < P(|6 — 6oll, < ) < &3 1%IER(|6], < 0).

It is well known that among balls of fixed radius, a zero meattirariate normal distribution
places the maximum mass on the ball centered at the origimma6.1 provides a sharp bound
on the probability of shifted balls in terms of the centerediyability and the size of the shift,
measured via the RKHS norfil||7.

For GL shrinkage priors of the forrhl(2), given= (¢4, ...,,)" andr, the elements of are
conditionally independent with | ), 7 ~ N,,(0, X) with ¥ = diag(¢y 7, ..., ¥,7). Hence we can

use Lemmagll to obtain

e VO I (0], < ta/2 | ¥, 7) <SP0 = Boll, < B | ¢, 7)

< e VEIZI /0 p(||6]), < ta | ¥, 7). 49

Letting X; = 67, X;’s are conditionally independent givén, «») with X; having a densityf (z |
7,1) = D/(y/T¢;x)e~/2™i) on (0, 00), whereD = 1/(1/2r). Hence, withw,, = ¢2,

e~ il 2T%5) . (20)

o 1
MWH<%«Mﬂ=Df/
’ S <wn j[[l VTV,

For sake of brevity, we usg>_ z; < w,} in (20) and all future references to denote the region
{r 1a2; >0V =1,...,n, 37 7; < w,}. To estimate two-sided bounds for the marginal
concentratiorP(||0 — 6y]|, < t,), we need to combiné_(19) & (20) and integrate guand 7
carefully. We start by proving Theordm B.2 & Theorem 3.3 veh@ne only needs to integrate out

T.
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6.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2

In (20), setp; = 1 for all j, recallD = 1/v/27 andw,, = t2, and integrate over to obtain,

0o n

B(I6], < t.) = D" /

— e u/Cn)y ]d : 21
[~ 1] /. e L gzt y)

Substitutingf (1) = cr~ 1+ e=8/7 with ¢ = 4%/T(«) and using Fubini’s theorem to interchange

the order of integration betweenandr, (21) equals

n

ch/ H 1 [/OO T—(1+n/2+a)€—%(2ﬁ+zmj)dT:| dr
ij§w7L j=1 \/@ 7=0

1 S|
= cD"2V* D (n)2 + «) / dx
Y aj<wn (2B + > ay)n/2re ]1;[ Vi

n

1 1
= D2V 2T (n )2 + a) / [] de. (22)
S;<1 2684+ wn ) xj)"/2+a VeS|

We now state the Dirichlet integral formula (4.635@[12})simplify a class of integrals as above

over the simplex\n—!:

Lemma6.2. Leth(-) be a Lebesgue integrable function amg> 0,j = 1,...,n. Then,

' - a;—1 . H?:lr(aj) /1 (Caj)-1
/ijqh(zxj)ﬂxj dml...dxn——r(zn tzoh(t)t dt.

j=1 j=1 O‘J’)

Lemma 6.2 follows simply by noting that the left hand sid&ig 7, X;) up to normalizing
constants whereX;, ..., X,) ~ Diri(ai,...,a,, 1), so thaty 7, X; ~ Beta>_a;,1). Such
probabilistic intuitions will be used later to reduce mooenplicated integrals over a simplex to a
single integral or{0, 1).

Lemme6.2 withu(t) = 1/(283 + w,t)"/*** applied to[2R) implies

F(1/2)n 1 tn/2_l
P(10]], < t,) = cD™2™2 ™2 (n /2 / dt. 23
(0[], < tn) =c w,*T'(n/2 + a) T(n/2) ),y (28 + wnt)r/2ra (23)

SubstitutingD = 1/4/27, bounding(23 + w,t)"*** > (28)°*1(28 + w,t)"/?>~!, and letting
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w, = w,/(26), 23) can be bounded above by

Cn/24a) . [0 7 w, (/2 + ) @\
/2T (@) 25 " / <1+wnt>n/2—1dt§r<n/2>r<a><25>a+1(1+wn> |

where the second inequality above usgg: + t) is an increasing function in > 0 for fixed

wp'(n/2+a)
(n/2)T(a)(2B)>+!

above byc“1le", Also, using(1 — z)Y/* < eforall z > 0, {@,/(1 + @,)}**~! can be bound

a > 0. By definition,w, = n’ for0 < § < 1 and hences can be bounded

above bye=C2n/wn — ¢=C2n""" Hence the overall bound is¢™' "~ for some appropriate constant

C>0. O

6.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3

We start with the upper bound ihl(7). The steps are similabaseand hence only a sketch is

provided. Boundingf(7) < M and interchanging order of integrals [n21),

n

1 1
P(||0]|, < t,) < MD"2"?*7'T(n/2 — 1)wn/ [] dz. (24)
2 say<1 Q0 @)" P /T

Invoking Lemmd 6.2 withh(t) = (1/t)"/?>~! in (24), the upper bound i}(7) is proved:

Wn,
n/2—1

r(1/2)"

MD"2"*71D(n/2 — 1)w, F(n/2)

= an_(1_5).

1
/ xn/2—1/xn/2—1dx _ (M/Q)
x=0

We turn towards proving the lower bound to the centered aumnagon in [7). Recalling that

f(r)>1/Mon(0,1) for f € F, and interchanging integrals in_(21), we have, with= 1/,

G|
(6, < t) = KD [

1
H—[/ T2 2w/ CT) g | d. (25)
S xj<wn j=1 \/E =0

We state Lemmla 6.3 to lower bound the inner integral @yarproof can be found in the Appendix.
Recall [ 77"/2¢=*/C)dr =T'(n/2 — 1)(2/a,)"*"*. Lemm&&.B shows that the same integral

over (0, 1) is of the same order when, =< n.

Lemma 6.3. For a sequence,, < n/(2e¢), [_ 7 "2 */dr > (2/a,)"*7'T(n/2 — 1)&,,

1
T=
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where¢,, T 1 with (1 —¢&,) < D//n for some constanb > 0.

Clearly}" z; < w, and hence we can apply Lemmnal6.3[inl(25) to get

1 |
P(||6]], < t,) > K&,D"2V?7'0'(n/2 — 1 wn/ de.  (26)
(6], < ) (/2= | s H Ner
The rest of the proof proceeds exactly as in the upper bouselfcam [24) onwards. O
Finally, we combine Anderson’s inequalify (19) with [20)itfv; = 1 for all j in this case) to
bound the non-centered concentration§in (8). For the upmand, we additionally usg(r) < M

for all 7 to obtain

n

1 o0
P((|0 — 0|, < t,) < MD" / — { / T-"/ze-[”@oII%@xﬂ/@ﬂdf} de  (27)
S xi<wn j=1 \/@ 7=0

n

1 1
= MD"2"* 1D (n/2 — 1)w? / 5 [[—=d= (28)
say<t (100l + wa X2 )71 S0 VS
r(1/2)" [1 n/2—1
MDD (g2 — 12 D) / - . (29)
P(n/2) Jao ([160][5 + wna)/>=1

In the above display[(28) £(29) follows from applying Lem@& with Aa(t) = 1/(]|6o]|> +
w,t)™2~1, Simplifying constants if(29) as before and usip@: -+ t) is an increasing function in

t > 0 for fixeda > 0, we complete the proof by boundirig {29) above by

Cwn /1 (wnx)"/2_1 dr < Cwn ( Wp, ) n/2-1 < Cwn ( W, )n/2_1
- - T =~ — ’
(n/2=1) Juzo (1603 + waz)™/2=1 " = (0/2 = 1) \w,, + 1603 (/2= 1)\ 1665

The right hand side of the above display can be bounded abpved!°¢?» for some constant

¢ > 0. Remark[(3.14) readily follows from the above display; werdidise the condition otjfy||,

so far.
For the lower bound on the prior concentration in the nornterexd case, we combine Ander-
son’s inequality[(19) in the reverse direction along witl)(2Ne then use the same trick as in the

centered case to restrict the integral oveo (0, 1) in (30). Note that the integral over thés is
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overy_ x; < v, with v, = t2 /4 as a consequence 6f{19). Hence,

P(16 — tull, < ) = KD" | :

1
H_{/ 71/2 =101+ 251/ 27) g | dar. (30)
ZSEjSUn le \/ 'I] ’T:O

Noting that||6, |5 + 3> z; < ||6o]l> + v = o(n), we can invoke Lemm@a8.3 to lower bound the
inner integral over by &,1'(n/2 — 1)27/271/(||6o]|5 + - 2;)/>~! and proceed to obtain the same
expressions as i (28) & (P9) with/ replaced byK¢,, andw, by v,,. The proof is then completed

by observing that the resulting lower bound can be furthemied below as follows:

CUn /1 (Unl’>n/2_1 C’Un /1 (’Unl’>n/2_1

dx >
(n/2 = 1) Jozo (|60]l5 + vaz)"/>~ (n/2 = 1) Jomrya (|160]15 + vaz)/2~!
< Cvy, ( U /2 )N/z_l > Cun ( Un/2 )n/2_1
= (/2= 1)\ (|62 + va/2) ~(n/2 = 1)\ 21|63 7

where the last inequality uses < |6, so that]|6 |5 + va < 2 6o]15. O

To prove Theorer 315, we state and prove a more general ogsatincentration of GL priors.

Theorem 6.4. Assumé ~ GL with f € 7 andg = Exp(\) for some constant > 0. Also assume
6y has only one non-zero entry. Let, = t2. Then, for a global constartt; > 0 depending only

on M in the definition ofF,

0o n—3)/2
o

=0 {iby + [|60]|2 / (ww,) } 722

P([|0 — 0o, < tn) < C) e Vrdi,. (31)

Letv, = r2/4 satisfyv,, = O(y/n). Then, for||6y|, > 1/+/n,

o (n—3)/2
1

e gy, (32)
vi=erlooll3 {41+ (160l /(an)}(n_3)/2

P10 — Byl < 70) > Coe™ V™

wherecy, dy, Cy are positive global constants with > 2 and C; depends only o/ in the

definition of F.
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6.3 Proof of Theorem 6.4

Without loss of generality, we assumeto be the Expl) distribution since the rate parameter
A can be absorbed into the global parametewvith the resulting distribution still inF. Also,
assume the only non-zero entryéis 6y, so that||f, > = |6.|*. The steps of the proof follow
the same structure as in Theorem 3.3, i.e., using Anderswetmiality to bound the non-centered
concentration givem, T by the centered concentration as[inl(19) and exploiting tbpgaties of
F to ensure that the bounds are tight. A substantial additcoaplication arises in integrating
out in this case, requiring involved analysis.

We start with the upper bound{31). Combinifgl(19)&I(20), aodndingf(7) < M yields:

P16 = boll, < tn)

< D"/ f(r —1/(27)2” 03 /w] {/ —xj/(Zij)dx] dipdr
Z:vj<wn — \/xﬂ_’(/)]

SMD"/ /Hg {/ 2¢ 931/1"1+Z%/%]d7]dwdx
S xj<wn j=1 \/_

= MD"2"*7'T(n/2 — L)w}/? / H

Hn L 1/2
= dx | dip.
[/ZIJ<1 [||‘90H /¢1+wn2%/¢ ]n/Z ! } v
(33)

Comare[(3B) with[(28). The crucial difference in this casiat the inner integral over the simplex
> ;—1r; < lisnolonger a function o _"_, x;, rendering Lemm@a6l2 inapplicable. An important
technical contribution of this paper in Leminal6.5 below & ttomplicated multiple integrals over

the simplex as above can be reduced to a single integral Ovey.

Lemma®6.5. Leta; =1/2forj=1,...,nandg;,j =0,1,...,n be positive numbers. Then,
n a;i—1
R (1/2)" 1 n/2-2(1 _
/ . ey mpde = W2y (2 —1) il x)a_dx.
Say<t D1 4%+ qo]” I'(n/2) 2=0 | [j—1 (g7 + q0)%

A proof of Lemmd.6.b can be found in the Appendix. We didn’t fenaly previous instance

of Lemmal6.b though a related integral wiihi2 in the exponent in the denominator appears in
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[B]. Our technique for the proof, which utilizes a beadtifientity found in B’] can be easily
generalized to any; and other exponents in the denominator.

Aplying Lemmd®.5 withyy = ||6|3 /41 andg; = w, /1, to evaluate the inner integral over
(33) equals

<Mwm/2"”/{ﬂ

} 1 n/2 2(1_1,)
¢1 = OHJ 1\/wnx/¢j+QO)

dxdip, (34)

noting that(n/2 — 1) D"2"/271T"(n/2 — 1) T'(1/2)"/T'(n/2) = 1/2.
So, at this point, we are down from the initi@n + 1) integrals to(n + 1) integrals. Next,

usingg(v;) = e ¥11(y; > 0) to integrate out);, j = 2,...,n, (34) equals

oo _ /22 (1— ) nl

Mg )0/ e { } dx di.

(M | OH /2)w, /1111:0 ViV Sao wnx /1 + qo /w 0 \/m T diy
(35)

Using a standard identity and an upper bound for the compitane error function erfc:) =

2/ [ e~ dt (sedAT in the Appendix),

T = YT expwns — S
Lﬂ et = Y el 0ol a0) < e

Hence, the expression in_(35) can be bounded above by

dx di

n/2 2(1 _ ZIZ')
M/2) |8o]|5 w2
Il Alomléo¢UWHWM|[ww+wﬂwwmm“w2

n/2 2(1 —
o Wp 1 2 (n—1)/2
P1=0 z=0 \/ wnx+ ||6’o|| [wnl'?/)l + ||90||2/ﬂ

dx d¢1 .

(36)

Let us aim to bound the inner integral ovein (36). We upper boun(l —z) in the numerator by,

lower-boundy / (w,x + ||6||3) in the denominator by/||6, |5 and multiply a/ w, x4 (|63 /7
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term in the numerator and denominator to get

/ n/2 2(1 —ZIZ') s
v=0 Sz + 002 [wazeds + [|60])2 /7] "

Jeouton + 10612 / i i
<
-

16615 0 (wpzty + [|6o]5 /7)

dx.

n/2

We use the fact thaf_ 2™/>2/(ax + B)"/?dz = 2(a+ B)'~/2/{5(n — 2)} to conclude that the

last line in the above display equals

Vit + 106l3 /7 9r (wan + 16,2 /7)™
ooz 19l (n=2)

1 T

- 21+ |0 2 —(n—s)/2‘
160] ||90||§(n/2_1)(“’ U1+ 116615 /7)

Substituitng this in[(36), we finally obtain:

3)/2

0 boll, < 1) lwn \/7 n e Vidipy,  (37)
210 — 6ol iz /. 0{¢1+H90|| S .

whereC; > 0 is a global constant (depending only 8f). (31) clearly follows from[(37). [

L ower bound: We proceed to obtain a lower boundi@|6 — 6, ||, < r,,) similar to (3T) under
additional assumptions on as in the statement of Theorém|6.4. To that end, note thagiprthof
of the upper bound here, we used only two inequalities uBd):( (i) Anderson’s inequality in
(@19) and (ii) upper bounding(7) by M. As in the proof of the lower bound in Theorém]3.3, we
obtain a lower bound similar to the expression[in] (34) by §ing Anderson’s inequality (19) in

the reverse direction, and (ii) usirfgr) > K on (0, 1):

P([|6 = boll, <)

T L (1 9W)[ [ —wsz = [0l + S o, 0,)]
> KD"/ _/ J {/ 2672 0012 /143271 @5/5) dr | di dx.(38)
ijsUnH Ly wH VUi L=
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However, unlike Theoref 3.3, we cannot directly resort tonrea[6.3 sincer,, = [|6o]|5 /11 +
i1 /v, can be arbitrarily large if;'s are close enough to zero. This necessitates a more
careful analysis in bounding below the expressioflin (3&)dmstraining the);’s to an appropriate

regionl’ away from zero:

I'= {01 160]13 < ¥1 < ca l|6oll5, ¥ > cs/v/n, j = 2,---,71}-

In the above display; < ¢, andcs > 1 are positive constants to be chosen later, that satisfy

L/er +max{1/ (e [|60][5), v/ es}vn < n/(2e). (39)

With [39), we can invoke Lemnia 6.3 to bound below the integvalr  in (38), since for) € T,

16012 /6130, /4y < 1 ertmax{ 1 (ex [60l12), v/ /es} Sy &y < Vfertmax{1/(c [|60]12). v/7/es}va <
n/(2e) by (39). The resulting lower bound is exactly same[as$ (33) witreplaced byK'¢,, and

w, by v,, where&, 1 1is as in Lemm&B®6l13. As in the upper bound calculatién$ (38}, (@e

invoke Lemmd 65 withy, = ||6]|5 /¢ andg; = v, /v, to reduce the multiple integral over the

simplex and bound the expression[inl(38) below by

n 1 3/4 n/2 2(1 _ J}')
n/2 =
oo e [ TISR G [ ooy

,7:

L Ny I = == T S
nUp, — — x .
0 2 1/)1201”90”2 ¢1 IEZI/Q Unx+QO¢1 w:czg/\/ﬁ Unx_'_wqo '

(40)
Note the inner integral over s restricted tq1/2,3/4). Now,
o0 e_w \/E
d) = evnx/qoerf(;( ot 4 ¢ \/ﬁ) )
/w:C:s/\/ﬁ \/m \/% \/ / 0 3/

We use a lower bound on the erfc function (se€ A.8 in the Appxefiod a proof) which states that
for 2 > 2, \/mererfc(y/z) > (1/\/5)1+5 for anyd > 0. Since we have restricted > 1/2 in
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(40) andv, 1)1/ HHOHS > cyv, onT, we havey/v,z/qy + c3/v/n > y/¢1 providedw, > 1. Thus,
choosing:; > 2, we can apply the above lower bound on the error function tmtdahe expression

in the r.h.s. of[(4N) as:

ﬁ /40 <\/ Lo 1 o
~—e"roerfe| \/v,x/qo + c3/vn | > ——e ca/v/n

\/q_O \/% \/Unl’/Q(]—i‘Cg/\/ﬁ

> LQ—CB/\/E ! 1 = 6_03/\/5 ! .
Vo Vonr /g +3/(4m) (1 +e2)° (L4 ¢2)° \/v,2 + 3qo/(47)

In the second to third step, we used that/qy + c3/v/n < v,x/q0 + 3/(4m) for n larger than
some constant. We chooge= 1/(n — 1) and substitute the above lower bound for the I.h.s. of

(41) into (40). This allows us to bound (40) below by

Cin [|follz e~ =DV /2

260 n/o—
/ 2110 e—¢1w§"_3)/2 /3/4 T /2 2(1 B x) " dwl (42)
- =12 (v + 100l13) [vatne +3 60113 /(4m)] 2

Let us tackle the integral overin (42). To that end, we first lower-bouridl — x) in the numerator

by 1/4, upper-bound / v,z + ||6,||5 in the denominator b)(/ v, + [|60]|5- Next, we use the formula

/3/4 /22 p 2(a + 4ﬁ/3)1—n/2 {1 - {a 4 45/3}n/2—1}

i (az+ B2 T T B —2) a+20

with o = v,1, and3 = 3|6o|5 /(47). Now, (a + 45/3)/(a + 28) = 1 — 28/{3(a + 28)} is

bounded away from and1 sincec; ||6,]|5 < o < ¢, ||6o]|3. Thus,

EURe
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for n large. Substituting all these in_(42), we finally obtain:

Co&, v, exp(—c3y/n) o c2|6o]| P2 »
P10 = boll, < 7ra) = : 2—-1 : \/72 / 12 n—3)2° YLy,
(n/2=1) Un + 1100lly Jvr=erliool? {ib1 + ||6o]3 /(7va) }

(43)

whereC; > 0 is a global constant depending only énin the definition of 7 and¢,, 1 1 with
1 —¢&, < D//nfor some constanb > 0. We only required:; > 2 so far. Since|6o||, > 1//n,
choosing:; andc; to be sufficiently large constantb, {39) can always be sadisfihe proof of[(32)

clearly follows from [48), sincg,v,/(n/2 - 1), /- +””"00H2 can be bounded below ky V™. O

6.4 Proof of Theorem 3.7
Letm, = (n — 3)/2. We sett, = s,,, wheres,, is the minimax rate correspondingdg = 1, so
thatw, = s2 = logn. Also, let||6||> = mw,u?, whereu, is a slowly increasing sequence; we
setu,, = log(log n) for future references. Finally let, = r2/4 = ,/m,,. With these choices, we
proceed to show that (1) holds.

We first simplify [37) further. The functiom — x/x(z + a) monotonically increases from

to 1 for anya > 0. Thus, for anyl;,, > 0,

= {nn _ —%d
/wlzo {ib1 + 1160ll3 / (mw,) } we

o 1 e T mn
: / 1 e i + / e Vdipy < ( - ) +e I (44)
sr=0 {0+ 160ll3 / ()} T

We choose an appropriaig which gives us the necessary bound, nantely= u,/m,,. Then,

using the fact thatl — z)'/* < e~! forall z € (0,1), we have

Tn n _ R /,rnn n _ 1 B L n < e—ann/(m+un) < e_unm/2
Tn_'_u% \/mn_'_un \/m—n+un - - ’

where for the last part used that/* is an increasing function angm,, + u, < 2,/m,. Thus,
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substituting?’, in (44) yields, for a global constant; > 0,

Chw w
P(||0 — 6], < sn) < n N eTunymn/2, (45)

Next, again using the fact that— x/x(z+ a) is monotonically increasing, and choosing= oo,

we simplify the lower bound (43). Observe

e} 177»'” _ 6_¢1dw1
/wl:aueoﬁ {01+ 116015 / (va) }

mn
> Un 6—01||90H§’
vy, +C

for some constant’ > 0. Finally, using(1 — z)'/* > e~2 for all x € (0,1/2) ande™'/* is an

increasing function in: > 0, we have,

Un ” > e VIn/2,
v, + C -

Hence, the integral is bounded belowdsyv™=+eillfol2)/2 yresulting in

Cyé,v v B 2
P16 — 6 <r) > nUn n e ( mn+cl||90|\2)/2. 46
(1=l < r) 2 et [Ty e (46)

Thus, finally, noting that,,, — oo,

3/2
PO = bolla < 5n) 2 o W omesvitioold) g-unvim/z o
P(|10 — Ool|2 < 70) -,
whereC, D > ( are constants. O
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6.5 Proof of Theorem 3.8

As before, we assume= 1 w.l.g., since it can be absorbed in the constant appearengdguence

7, otherwise. As in the proof of Theordm B.7, combing (19) & (@0btain

z;+ 63
P(||0 — 6o|| < t,) < D"t "/2/ {/ exp (— g) da:}dz/)
’ Zr]<wn 1V xﬂbj 29

o+ 62,
(I oo (- o o o

wherew, = t;. Using the fact/;" J-exp { — (% + z) }dx = /me™*Y", we obtain

P10 — bol| < tn)

n ) 2
< D”W”/2T_"/2 ”/2/ H L exp{ 24/ Wns + 0 o, }d:c
;<1 27,
sl
2 2 v 2 2 gl n
< (D ”w") " / H—dm - (D Tt ) A CL) YA
Tn Ya<i Tn (

I'(n/2+1)’
where the second to third inequality uses> 0 and the last integral follows from LemrhaB.2.

Along the same lines,

Bl ool < = (Z7) [ {_2\/5}@
Tn Ya;<1 0 VT 27,

<D27Tvn>"/2 _ VRl v T(1/2)"
> e

T Taeey “o

Tn

wherev,, = r2/4. From the second to third equation in the above display, veel y& + b <
va+ b and) ", \/7; < \/n by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality if € A"~". Thus, from[(4V) &
(43), the ratio in[(Il1) can be bounded above as:

n/2
P9l <)  (10)"
P10 = boll <7n) = \vn

33



Choose,, = s, r, = 2v/2s,, so thatv,, = 2w, = 2q¢, log(n/q,) and(w, /v,)"/? = e~“". Clearly
van /T, < Cng,(logn)? and hencegV 2n™/™ — o(e™) by assumption. Thus, the right hand side

of the above display- 0, proving the assertion of the Theorem.

Proof of Theorem4.1]
First, we will state a more general result on the concewinatf DL, ,,(7) whent ~ Exp()). The
result follows from a straightforward modification of Lemma. in ] and the detailed proof is

omitted here. Assumé= t,,/(2n). For fixed numbers < a < b < 1, let

(n - Qn)5 <Qn - 1)b

- - (Qn - 1)CL
2q log(n/qn) 2Gn

4qy,

M = ) gnzl_

Also, without loss of generality assume tHat C Sy = supgy), i.e.,0p1 # 0. Let.S; = Sp\{1}.

If 0y € lo(gn;m), it follows that
P(||0 — 00| < tn) > CP(T € [2qn,4q,)) AnBn,
whereC' is an absolute constant, and

O
A, = exp{—qnlogQ—Z%—ﬁm/(l—b)nn}

JES1

. e

In our case}Sy| = 1,0y, = /logn, andt,, = n%/2. HenceA,, is a constant3,, = exp{—K;+/logn}
for some constank’; and P(r € [2¢,,4q,]) is also a constant. Hence, under the assumptions of

TheorenZ1LP(||60 — 6o < t,) > exp{—C/Togn}.
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APPENDIX
Proof of Proposition 4.2
Whena = 1/n, ¢; ~ Beta1/n,1 —1/n) marginally. Hence, the marginal distributionéfgiven

T is proportional to

Y eem (% \'"
e 1031/(o5T) (7T ¢ 2do;.
/@:0 (1 - ¢j) S

Substitutingz = ¢;/(1 — ¢,) so thatp; = z/(1 + z), the above integral reduces to
e1051/7 / e 0l62) 1w g o il 16,11/
z=0

In the general case,; ~ Betaa, (n — 1)a) marginally. Substituting = ¢,/(1 — ¢,) as before,

the marginal density of; is proportional to

00 na—1
o161/7 / o1051/(2) ,~(2-a) (L) &
z=0 1 +z

The above integral can clearly be bounded below by a constatltiple of
1
o1051/7 / o 1051/(r2) ,~(2-a) g,
z=0

Resort to LemmB&®6l3 to finish the proof.

Proof of Lemmal6.3

Using a simple change of variable,

1 0o
/ T—n/2€—an/(27—)d7_ _ / Zn/2—2€—anz/2dz
7=0 z

=1

(—) / /227t = (—) {F(n/2 —1) - / t"/z_ze_tdt}
an t=an/2 an t=0
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Noting thatfgo/2 n2=2e=tdt < ap*™' /(n/2 — 1) anda, < n/(2¢) by assumption, the last entry

in the above display can be bounded below by

3 n/2-1 - - az/Z—l 3 n/2—1 B {n/(Qe)}N/Z—l

(&) ree-of-f] = (3) -]

Let&, = 1 — {n/(2e)}?71/T'(n/2). Using the fact thal’(m) > 2rm™ '/2¢=™ for any
m > 0, one had'(n/2) > C{n/(2¢)}"/*~1y/n with C = e\/7. Hence,(1 — &,) < C/+/n for

some absolute constafit> 0.

Proof of LemmaG.5
Lets =n/2, T = 3", qjr; + q andqj = (¢; + qo). Then, the multiple integral in Lemnia®.5

equals

n 71 a;—1 - n q;'xj a;—1
=11 (q_j) / ] (T) dx (A.1)

j=1 ;<1

Now, we make a change of variable franto z, with z; = ¢jz; /T for j = 1...,n. Clearly,z also

n

belongs to the simpleA™~1. Moreover, lettingz,, ., = 1 — ijl z;, one hasy, 11 = qont1/T,

wherez, ;1 =1 — Z;;l x;. Thus, by composition rule,

T Tn Tnt1 1
T=2"—... — —

— = = A.2
= Zn/@n ZnfQ0 )4 A F 20 /d F Zes1 /0 (A-2)

LetJ = (%) _be the Jacobian of the transformation dfd= (%) = J L Then,
0z / jl 0z / jl

q’, . .
72 (T — q; X;)if L = j
Hjl - ’

LR qifl# ]
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H| = |H\|I[}-, ,;2 with H, = T1, — zq", whereq = (q1,...,q,)" and|A| de-
notes the determinant of a square matfix Using a standard result for determinants of rank
one perturbations, one haf| = 7" |1, — +zq¢"| = T"(1 — ‘ITTE) = qT"', implying |H| =

(T HTIH qg = = T]"_, ¢.. Hence the Jacobian of the transformation is
j=1T T Jj=11j

Tn+1

/] =
TH] 1 j

so that the change of variable [n (A.1) results in

n 1 aj—l 1 n )
— —_— Z(-lj_ T2d2’
H(Qé) QOH 161J / z]<1{]:[ ! }

1\% / 1 { T - }
— Z; (A.3)
q;) > z<1 (1/12’1 + et Upzy + Zn-‘rl H 7

Jj=1

wherev; = —%— = % Now, the expression ifi_(A.3) clearly equals

q;+qo0 q;
1\ H?:l I'(aj) -
— | =/——EiwnZi1+- 4 vy + 2, , A4
CIOE(%) (s + 1) nty+ -+, + Znt1 (A.4)
where (71, ..., Z,) ~ Dir(aq,...,a,,1). A profound result inm7] shows that expectations of

functions of Dirichlet random vectors as above can be retdit@wéhe expectation of a functional of
univariate Beta random variable:

Dickey's formula [7]: Let (Zy,---,Z,) ~ Dir(B1, -+, Bn, o) @nd Z, g = 1 — >0 | Z,.

n+1

Suppose: < 77 3;. Then, fory; > 0,

lniyj ] Eﬁ{vﬁ){(i_yj)}%v

whereX ~ Betab,a) with b = Y"1 8, — a.
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Applying Dickey’s formula with3; = o; = 1/2for j = 1,...,n, f,+1 = 1 anda = 2 (so that
b=%+1-2=7%5—1),(Ad) reducesto

qu() rors H{V]+X1_VJ>}% A9

whereX ~ Betab, a) with densityf(z) = (n/2)(n/2 — 1)2"/?>72(1 — ) for z € (0,1). Hence,

(A.D) finally reduces to

(1/2)" / a"*2(1 — 1)
——1 dx
C]o<2 ) I'(n/2) HJ (@57 + q0)*

Error function bounds
Let erfqz) = % [ e~"dt denote the complementary error function; clearly @rfc= 2[1 —
®(v/27)], where® denotes the standard normal c.d.f. A standard inequalktg, (or example,

Formula 7.1.13 in|1]) states

2 i 2
oy v S Yreertve) < e (A-0)
Based on[(A.B), we show that
Vvreterfe(y/x) < \/ﬁ (A.7)
140
VmeTerfe(y/x) > {%} (A.8)

where [[A.8) holds for any > 0 providedz > 2.
In view of (A.6), to prove[(AY) it is enough to show that/= + 1/7 < x + \/z + 4/,

which follows since:

(VT ++/r+4/7)* —4(x +1/7) = 22+ 2\/z\/2 + 4/7 — 42 > 0.
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To show [A.8), we use the lower bound for the complementamyrdéunction in [A.6). First, we

will show that for anys > 0, z + /22 + 2 < 22 if 2 > 2. Noting that ifz > 2
JJ2+25 —JJ2 — .7}2(1‘25 o 1) — x2<$ o 1)<1 L4 +CL‘25) 2 2.

Hencev/z? + 2 < 219 if x > 2, showing thatr + /22 + 2 < 22'*9 if z > 2. Thus, we have, for

x > 2andany > 0,

Vvreterfe(y/x) > <%) 1+6.
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