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We study asymptotic minimax problems for estimating a d-dimensional regression parameter
over spheres of growing dimension (d — co). Assuming that the data follows a linear model with
Gaussian predictors and errors, we show that ridge regression is asymptotically minimax and
derive new closed form expressions for its asymptotic risk under squared-error loss. The asymp-
totic risk of ridge regression is closely related to the Stieltjes transform of the Marcenko—Pastur
distribution and the spectral distribution of the predictors from the linear model. Adaptive ridge
estimators are also proposed (which adapt to the unknown radius of the sphere) and connec-
tions with equivariant estimation are highlighted. Our results are mostly relevant for asymptotic
settings where the number of observations, n, is proportional to the number of predictors, that
is, d/n — p € (0, 00).

Keywords: adaptive estimation; equivariance; Marcenko—Pastur distribution; random matrix
theory

1. Introduction

Consider a linear model where the observed data consists of outcomes y1,...,y, € R and
d-dimensional predictors x1,...,x, € R? that are related via the equation
_ T P .
yi=x; B+ ¢4, i=1,...,n; (1)
the d-dimensional vector 3 = (81, ..., 4)" € R?is an unknown parameter and €y, ..., &, €

R are unobserved errors. To simplify notation, let y = (y1,...,yn)7 € R, X =
(x1,...,%,)T, and € = (¢1,...,£,)T € R™. Then (1) may be rewritten as y = X3 + €.

In this paper, we study asymptotic minimax estimation of 3 over spheres of growing
dimension (i.e., d — 00), under the assumption that the data (y, X) are jointly Gaussian.
This is a variant of a problem considered by Goldenshluger and Tsybakov [31, 32]; it is
closely related to the fundamental work of Pinsker [43] and others, for example, Belitser
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and Levit [5], Beran [7], Golubev [33], on sharp asymptotic minimax estimation in the
Gaussian sequence model. Taken together, the results in this paper provide a new exam-
ple where sharp asymptotic minimax estimation is possible; an example that illustrates
connections between linear models with many predictors and now classical results on the
spectral distribution of large random matrices.

1.1. Statement of problem

Let I denote the k x k identity matrix. We assume throughout that

X1, % RUN(0,I;) and e~ N(0,1,) (2)
are independent. More general models, where one might allow for positive definite
Cov(x;) = X and arbitrary Var(e;) = 02 > 0, are discussed in Section 1.4.

Given an estimator 8 = 3(y, X) of 3, define the risk under squared-error loss

R(B.8)=Eg(||B - BI1%), (3)

where || - || denotes the ¢2-norm. The expectation in (3) is taken with respect to the
joint distribution of (X,e) and the subscript 8 in Eg indicates that y = X3 + ¢ (for
expectations that do not involve y, we will often omit the subscript). We emphasize that
the expectation in (3) is taken over the predictors X as well as the errors €; in other
words, rather than conditioning on X, (3) is the unconditional risk under squared-error
loss.

Let S471(7) = {B € R%;||B|| = 7} be the sphere of radius 7 > 0 in R? centered at the
origin. The minimax risk for estimating 3 over S%~1(7) is given by

r(r) =ran(r)=inf sup R(B,B), (4)
B Besi-1(r)

where the infimum in (4) is taken over all measurable estimators 3 = B(y, X).

The minimax problem determined by (4) is the main focus of this paper. Our analysis
entails (i) identifying and analyzing specific estimators 3 such that SUPgegd-1(r) R(ﬁ, B) ~
r(7), and (ii) obtaining accurate closed-form approximations for r(7), while focusing on
settings where d is large.

1.2. Overview of results

To better orient the reader, we give a brief section-by-section overview of the paper. We
conclude this section with an additional comment on the nature of the asymptotic results
derived herein.

Section 2: Ridge regression. Ridge regression (Hoerl and Kennard [35] and Tihonov
[50]) is a widely studied regularized estimation method whose use has been advocated
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in various settings where d is large or X is ill-conditioned. Our analysis in Section 2
yields a simple formula for the optimal ridge regularization parameter and a new closed-
form expression for the associated ridge estimator’s asymptotic risk. More specifically, we
show that if d/n — p € (0,00), then the asymptotic risk of the ridge estimator is closely
related to the Stieltjes transform of the Marcenko—Pastur distribution (Marcenko and
Pastur [39]), which plays a prominent role in random matrix theory, for example, Bai
et al. 2], El Karoui [28], Silverstein [46]. Settings where d/n — 0 and d/n — oo are also
considered. Our results for ridge regression immediately provide an upper bound on r(7),
in the usual way: It is clear from (4) that 7(7) <supgega-1(s) R(3,8) for all estimators
B; taking B to be the specified ridge estimator gives the desired upper bound.

Section 3: An equivalent Bayes problem. An equivariance argument implies that (1) is
equal to the Bayes risk for estimating 3 under the prior distribution 8 ~ wga—1(;, where
Tga-1(,) denotes the uniform distribution on $%~!(7) (this is an application of well-known
results on equivariance, e.g., Chapter 6 of Berger [8], and is essentially an illustration of
the Hunt—Stein theorem (Bondar and Milnes [11])). Additionally, we argue that when d
is large, the Bayes risk for estimating 8 under the prior distribution 8 ~ mga-1(,) is close
to the Bayes risk for estimating 8 under a normal prior distribution, which coincides with
the risk of ridge regression. We conclude that the risk of ridge regression is asymptotically
equivalent to 7(7) and that ridge regression is asymptotically optimal for estimation over
Sa=1(7).

Section 4: An adaptive ridge estimator. The ridge regression estimator BT(T) that is
asymptotically optimal over S¢~!(7) depends on the radius 7 = ||3||, which is typically
unknown. Replacing 7 with an estimate, we obtain an adaptive ridge estimator that
does not depend on 7, but is asymptotically equivalent to BT(T). It follows that the
adaptive ridge estimator is adaptive asymptotic minimax over spheres S%~!(7), provided
72> n~1/2. Additionally, we show that the adaptive ridge estimator is asymptotically
optimal among the class of all estimators for 8 that are equivariant with respect to
orthogonal transformations of the predictors, as d — cc.

Proofs may be found in the Appendices.

Note on asymptotics. Throughout the paper, our asymptotic analysis is focused on
settings where d — 0o. We typically assume that n — oo along with d and that d/n — p €
[0, 00]. It will become apparent below that most of the “action” occurs when 0 < p < cc.
Indeed, one of the implications of our results is that if 0 < p < co, then the minimax
risk 7(7) is influenced by the spectral distribution of the empirical covariance matrix
n~1XTX. On the other hand, if p =0, then the behavior of r(7) is more standard.
If p =00, then we will show that it is impossible to out-perform the trivial estimator
Bnull = 0 for estimation over S?~!(7); note the contrast with sparse estimation problems,
where 3 is assumed to be sparse and it may be possible to dramatically out-perform ,@nun
when d/n — oo, for example, Bickel et al. [10], Bunea et al. [18], Candes and Tao [19],
Raskutti et al. [44], Ye and Zhang [52], Zhang [54].
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1.3. Relationship to existing work

The minimax problem (4) is closely related to problems considered by Goldenshluger and
Tsybakov [31, 32], who studied minimax prediction problems over ¢?-ellipsoids

{,3652;2@%5;3<L2}; L>0,a={a},

k=1

in an infinite-dimensional linear model with independent (but not necessarily Gaus-
sian) predictors. Goldenshluger and Tsykbakov’s results apply to classes of ellipsoids
with various constraints on a = {a;} and L. Taking L=7, a1 =---=aq =1, and
G441 = agy2 = -+~ = 00 (and following the convention that 0 x co = 0), the results in
Goldenshluger and Tsybakov [32] may be applied to obtain asymptotics for the minimax
risk over the d-dimensional ball B,(7) = {8 € R%; 8| < 7},

7(r)=inf sup R(B,B); (5)
B BeBy(T)

results in Goldenshluger and Tsybakov [31] yield adaptive estimators that are asymp-
totically minimax over classes of balls Bg(7). In Section 3.2, we show that r(7) ~ 7(7),
when d is large (see (12) below). Thus, Goldenshluger and Tsybakov’s results are clearly
related to the results presented here. However, as applied to balls By(7), their results
typically require that d/n — 0 (for instance, Theorem 1 of Goldenshluger and Tsybakov
[32] requires that d = o{\/n/log(n)} and Assumption 3 of Goldenshluger and Tsybakov
[31] requires d = O{y/n/log(n)}). By contrast, the results in this paper apply in settings
where d/n — p € [0, 00], with the bulk of our work focusing on 0 < p < co.

The analysis in this paper focuses on estimation over the sphere S~!(7), rather than
the ball B4(7); that is, we focus on the minimax problem (4), as opposed to (5). The
ball B4(7) and other star-shaped parameter spaces (e.g., ellipsoids or ¢P-balls) have
been more frequently studied in the literature on asymptotic minimax problems over
restricted parameter spaces (Donoho and Johnstone [26], Golubev [34], Nussbaum [42]).
Evidently, the problems (4) and (5) are closely related. However, analysis of (4) appears
to be somewhat more complex; in particular, obtaining lower bounds on r(7) seems
more challenging. To justify our emphasis on the sphere S%~!(7), in Section 3.2, we
show that asymptotics for 7(7) follow easily from asymptotics for (7). Additionally,
by studying estimation over the sphere, we are able to draw deeper connections with
equivariance than seem to be available if one focuses on the ball (e.g., Proposition 7
below). A similar approach has been considered by Marchand [40] and Beran [7] in
their analysis of the finite-dimensional Gaussian sequence mode. In fact, one of the key
technical results in this paper (Theorem 2) is essentially a multivariate extension of
Theorem 3.1 in Marchand [40]. While we believe that the additional insights provided by
studying minimax problems over the sphere justify the added complexity, we also note
that more standard approaches to obtaining lower bounds on the minimax risk over balls
(see, e.g., Nussbaum [42] or Chapter 3 of Tsybakov [51]) may be applied to obtain lower
bounds for 7(7) directly.
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Finally in this section, we mention some of the existing work on random matrix theory
that is especially relevant for our analysis of ridge regression in Section 2. Theorem 1 in
Section 2.2 relies heavily on now classical results that describe the asymptotic behavior
of the empirical distribution of the eigenvalues of n~' X7 X in high dimensions (Bai [1],
Bai et al. [2], Mar¢enko and Pastur [39]). Additionally, we point out that while other
authors have alluded to the relevance of random matrix theory for ridge regression (El
Karoui and Kosters [29]), the results presented here on ridge regression’s asymptotic risk
seem to provide a greater level of detail than available elsewhere, in the specified setting.

1.4. Distributional assumptions

The linear model (1) with distributional assumptions (2) is highly specialized. However,
similar models have been studied previously. Stein [48], Baranchik [3], Breiman and
Freedman [13], Brown [15] and Leeb [37] studied estimation problems for linear models
with jointly Gaussian data, but, for the most part, these authors do not require Cov(x;) =
I4. Moreover, as discussed in Section 1.3, the infinite-dimensional linear model considered
by Goldenshluger and Tsybakov [31, 32] is similar to the model studied in this paper.
For our purposes, one of the more significant consequences of the normality assumption
(2) is that the distributions of X and e are invariant under orthogonal transformations.
This leads to substantial simplifications in many of the ensuing calculations. Results
in El Karoui and Kosters [29] suggest that a general approach to relaxing some of the
distributional assumptions made in this paper may be feasible, but this is not pursued
further here.

We point out that the assumption F(x;) =0, which is implicit in (2), is not par-
ticularly limiting: If E(x;) # 0, then we can reduce to the mean 0 case by centering
and de-correlating the data. The normality assumption (2) also requires Var(e;) = 1. If
Var(g;) = 02 # 1 and o2 is known, then this can be reduced to the case where Var(e;) = 1
by transforming the data (y, X ) — (y /o, X); the corresponding transformation for the pa-
rameters 3, o2 is given by (3,02) — (3/0, 1) and the risk function should be scaled by o2,
as well (ultimately in this scenario, most of the results in this paper remain valid except
that the signal-to-noise ratio || 3||?/o? replaces the signal strength || 3||?). If o2 is unknown
and d/n — p < 1, then o2 may be effectively estimated by 2 = (n — d) ™|y — X 3,2,
where 3, = (XTX)"'XTy is the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator; one can sub-
sequently reduce to the case where Var(e;) = 1. (Throughout, if the square matrix A is
not invertible, then we take A~! to be its Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse; typically, the
matrices we seek to invert will be invertible with probability 1.) Recent work suggests
that o may also be effectively estimated when d >n. Fan et al. [30] and Sun and Zhang
[49] propose methods for estimating 02 when d > n and 3 is sparse (see also related work
by Belloni et al. [6] and Dalalyan and Chen [20] on estimating 3 in high dimensions when
02 is unknown); Dicker [25] considers estimating 02 when d >n and 3 is not sparse.

Under the Gaussian assumption (2), the predictors x; are uncorrelated at the popu-
lation level, that is, Cov(x;) = I4. The results in this paper are easily adapted to set-
tings where Cov(x;) = X' is a known positive definite matrix by transforming the data
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(v, X) + (y, X X~1/2), and making corresponding transformations of the parameters and
risk function. If Cov(x;) = X is unknown, but ¥ is an operator norm consistent estima-
tor, then it is straigthforward to check that most of our asymptotic results remain valid,
mutatis mutandis, for the transformed data (y,XZA’*l/Q). On the other hand, in high-
dimensional settings where d/n — p > 0, an operator norm consistent estimator for X
may not exist. In Dicker [24], the author considers a prediction problem closely related to
the estimation problem considered in this paper, with unknown Cov(x;) = X; the author
identifies an asymptotically optimal equivariant estimator and derives expressions for the
estimator’s asymptotic risk (Theorems 2—-3 and Corollary 1 of Dicker [24]). One interpre-
tation of the results in Dicker [24] is that they quantify the loss in efficiency of equivariant
estimators when Cov(x;) = X' is unknown, as compared to the results presented here for
the case where Cov(x;) = I is known.

2. Ridge regression

Define the ridge regression estimator
B,(t)=(XTX +d/t?1;) ' XTy,  tel0,0).

The parameter ¢ is referred to as the “regularization” or “ridge” parameter and is sub-

ject to further specification. By convention, we take 8,(0) =0 and (3,(c0) = Bg =
(XTX)"1XTy to be the OLS estimator.

2.1. The oracle ridge estimator

Our first result identifies the optimal ridge parameter ¢ and yields an oracle ridge esti-
mator with minimal risk. A simplified expression for the oracle ridge estimator’s risk is
also provided.

Proposition 1. Suppose that 3 € S*~'(1). Then

RB,(7).BY = infRIB,(1).8) = Elr{(X"X +d/r*L) ")) (6)

Corollary 1. Suppose that 7 > 0. Then

r(r) < sup  R{B,(7),8} = Eltr{(XTX +d/7°1;) " }].
BeSd=1(r)

Proposition 1 is proved in Appendix A and it implies that the optimal ridge parameter
is given by the signal strength 7 = [|3||. Notice that the risk of 3, (7) is constant over the
sphere 3 € S4~1(7). Corollary 1, which gives an upper bound on 7(7), follows immediately
from Proposition 1 and the definition of r(7).
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In practice, the signal strength 7 = ||3|| is typically unknown. Thus, with 8 € S4~1(7),
BT(T) may be viewed as an oracle estimator. In cases where the signal strength is not
prespecified, Proposition 1 implies that 3,(]|3|) is the oracle estimator with minimal
risk among ridge estimators. We will refer to both 3,.(7) and 3,(||3|)) as the oracle ridge
estimator, according to whether or not B € S?~!(7) has been specified in advance. In
Section 4, we discuss adaptive ridge estimators that utilize an estimate of the signal
strength.

Expressions similar to those in Proposition 1 for the optimal ridge parameter and the
risk ridge estimators have appeared previously in the literature (see, e.g., the review ar-
ticle by Draper and Van Nostrand [27]). However, other existing results on the risk of
ridge estimators tend to either (i) be significantly more complex than Proposition 1 or (ii)
pertain to the Bayes risk of ridge regression, assuming that 8 follows a normal prior dis-
tribution. Proposition 1 is a simple, yet conclusive result for the optimal ridge parameter
with respect to the frequentist risk R(,@, B3). Its simplicity follows largely from the sym-
metry in our formulation of the problem; in particular, we are focusing on unconditional
risk and the distribution of X is orthogonally invariant.

2.2. Asymptotic risk

It appears that the risk formula (6) cannot be further simplified with ease. However,
results from random matrix theory yield a closed-form expression for the asymptotic
risk. For p € (0,00), the Mar¢enko—Pastur density f, is defined by

() = max{ (1= p).0100(2) + 3o =2 = N )

where a = (1—/p)?, b= (1+4/p)?, do(-) is the Dirac delta, and 1(,4)(-) is the indicator
function of the open interval (a,b). The density f, determines the Maréenko—Pastur
distribution, which is the limiting distribution of the eigenvalues of n ' XT X, if n — 0o
and d/n — p € (0,00) (Marcenko and Pastur [39]); it also determines the corresponding
cumulative distribution function, F,(t) = fjoo fo(2)dz. The Stieltjes transform of the
Marcenko—Pastur distribution is defined by

mp(s)z/ ! fp(z)dzz/ide(z)

zZ—S

(7)

1
:_2—/)8{s+p—1+\/(s+p—1)2—4ps}, s<0.

The main result of this section implies that if 3 € S¢~1(7), then the risk of the oracle
ridge estimator may be approximated by (d/n)mg,{—d/(n7?)}.

Theorem 1. Suppose that 0 < p_ <d/n < p; < oo for some fized constants p_, p4 € R.
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(a) If0<p_<pyr<lorl<p_<pi<ooand|n—d|>5, then

R{@(ﬂ,,@}—%md/n(—%)]:o( 72 n/>

o nr 1472

Besd—1(r)

(b) If0< p_ <1< ps < o0, then

sup
BeSI=1(r)

R{B,(7),8) - gmd/n(— d )‘:omnl/&).

nT2

Theorem 1 is proved in Appendix A. Since R{@, (r), 8} is constant over 8 € $9~1(r),
the supremums in parts (a) and (b) of Theorem 1 are somewhat superfluous; however,
they serve to emphasize that the upper bounds do not depend on any particular value
of B€ S 1(r).

Let 0 < sg < 8q_1 < --- < 51 denote the ordered eigenvalues of n~' X7 X and define the
empirical cumulative distribution function F,, 4(s) = d~* ijl 1(—o0,s,;)(8). There are two
keys to the proof of Theorem 1. The first is the observation that if 3 € S?~!(7), then, by
Proposition 1,

L R(B (1.8 = 18 [u{ (2x7x + nifd)}] 0 [ s o)

in other words, the risk of the oracle ridge estimator is the expected value of the Stieltjes
transform of F,, 4. The second key is Theorem 1.1 of Bai et al. [2], which states that
under the conditions of Theorem 1,

i‘ég'E{Fn,d(s)} — Fan(s)| =

(8)

O(n=1?) if0<p_<pr<lorl<p_<py<oo,
O(n~8) if0<p_<1<p; <oo.

The different rates in (8) depending on whether or not p_ < 1 < p4 helps to explain why
these situations are considered separately in Theorem 1 above; more fundamentally, the
major difference between the two cases is that if d/n — 1 (corresponding to the setting
where p_ <1< py), then 0 is contained in the support of the continuous part of the
Marcenko—Pastur distribution, which complicates the analysis.

The asymptotic risk of the oracle ridge estimator, when d/n — p € (0,00), is given
explicitly in the following corollary, which follows immediately from Theorem 1.

Corollary 2. For p € (0,00) and T € [0,00) define the asymptotic risk of the oracle ridge
estimator

Re(rop) = 5ol 0= 1) = p {20 = 1) = o} 47277
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(a) If p€(0,00) \ {1}, then

lim SgﬂngR{Br(Ilﬁll)yﬁ} — R, (|8, d/n)| =0.

d/n—pg

(b) If0<T < o0 is a fixed real number, then

lim  sup |R{B,(IB]).8} = R-(|BI,d/n)| =0.

d/n—1 BERY,
o<|IBlI<T

In Corollary 2 and throughout the paper, the notation limg/,,,, indicates the limit
as n — oo and d/n — p. Corollary 2 implies that if d/n — p € (0,00) \ {1}, then the
risk of the oracle ridge estimator 3,.(||3||) converges to the asymptotic risk R,.(||3||,d/n)
uniformly over all 3 € R?; if d/n — 1, then the convergence is uniform over compact sets.

It is clear from Theorem 1 and Corollary 2 that if d/n — p € (0, 00), then the spectral
distribution of n~' X7 X plays a prominent role in determining the risk of the oracle ridge
estimator via the Marc¢enko—Pastur law; if d/n — 0 or d/n — oo, then its role subsides,
as illustrated by the following proposition.

Proposition 2.
(a) [d/n—0] For p,7 €[0,00) define

2

__PT
R(r,p) = pye (9)
Then
R{B,(18I).8}

lim sup 1/ =0.

d/n—0gera| R([|B],d/n)
(b) [d/n— o0 Let 0 <T < oo be a fived real number. Then

lim  sup  |R{B,(|8I),8} - 1BI*| = 0.
BERY,;

d/n—o0
o<|igll<T

Proposition 2 is proved in Appendix A. It gives the asymptotic risk of the oracle ridge
estimator in settings where d/n — 0 and oo. Expressions like (9) are common in the
analysis of linear estimators for the Gaussian sequence model (Pinsker [43]). Thus, if
d/n — 0, then features of R{@3, (||8), 8} deriving from the random predictors X are less
apparent. A .

Now consider the null estimator 3,,,; =0 and notice that R(3,.;,3) = ||B]|?. Propo-
sition 2(b) implies that if d/n — oo, then the oracle ridge estimator is asymptotically
equivalent to B,,,. In Section 3, we argue that if d/n — oo, then 3, is in fact asymp-
totically minimax for the problem (4). In other words, non-trivial estimation is impossible
in (4) when d/n — oo.
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Combined with Theorem 1, Proposition 2 implies that the asymptotic risk of the oracle
ridge estimator R,.(7,p) extends continuously to p =0 and p = oo. For 7 > 0, we define
R,(7,0) =0 and R,.(7,00) = 712.

3. An equivalent Bayes problem

In this section, we use an equivariance argument to reduce the minimax problem (4)
to an equivalent Bayes problem. We then show that ridge regression solves the Bayes
problem, asymptotically.

3.1. The uniform measure on S% (1) and equivariance

Let mga—1(,) denote the uniform measure on S=1(7). Define the Bayes risk
ro(r)=int [ R(BB)dmsir (B =inf By, (1B -BIP). (10)
B JSsd-1(r) B

where the expectation F ) is taken with respect to the joint distribution of (X, &, 3),

sd=1(r

with B ~ 7ga-1(,) independent of (X, e). The Bayes estimator

/350[*1(7') = Eﬂ'sd—l(T) (/6|Ya X)
satisfies
rp(r) = Bnyy o {IBsicsir) — BI2Y. (11)

Let O(d) denote the group of d x d orthogonal matrices. As with € and X, the distri-
bution Tga-1(;) is invariant under orthogonal transformations; that is, if U € O(d) and

B~ mga-1(7), then UB ~ mga-1(+). A corresponding feature of the estimator Bsd—l(_r) is
that it is equivariant with respect to orthogonal transformations.

Definition 1. An estimator 3= B(y,X) is orthogonally equivariant if

Bly,XU)=U"B(y, X)
for all d x d orthogonal matrices U € O(d).
Let
E=6Eun= {3; B is an orthogonally equivariant estimator for 3}.

Then one easily checks that 3 ga-1(7) € &. Additionally, notice that B,(r) € & is orthog-
onally equivariant. The following proposition is proved in Appendix A.

Proposition 3. Suppose that 7 >0 and that B,,8, € S41(7).
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(a) If ﬁ 18 an orthogonally equivariant estimator, then the risk of ﬁ is constant over

S9=1(7); that is, R(B,B,) = R(B,B,).
(b)

r(r)=inf sup R(Baﬁ) = R{Bsdfl(f),ﬁl} = Ewsdflm{HBsdfl(T) —5H2} =rp(7).
Be& Besa—1(r)

Proposition 3(a) implies that all orthogonally equivariant estimators have constant
risk over spheres S%~1(7); we first noted that ridge regression possesses this property
in a remark following Proposition 1. Proposition 3(b) implies that the Bayes problem
(10) and the minimax problem (4) are equivalent. Proposition 3(b) also implies that the
estimator ,ésd—l(.r) is minimax over S¢1(7). While this, in a sense, “solves” the main
problem of interest (4), there are several caveats. For instance, the estimator ,@Sd_l(T)
is an oracle estimator (it depends on 7) and is difficult to compute, even if 7 is known.
Furthermore, Proposition 3 provides no information about the magnitude of r(7). In
the next section, we show that when d is large, r(7) = R{,@qu(ﬂ,ﬁ} ~ R{,@T(T),,@} ~
R,.(7,p) for B € S? (7). In addition to providing quantitative information about r(7),
this result suggests that ridge regression may be an appealing alternative to ,@Sd_l(T),
especially when combined with results on adaptive ridge estimators in Section 4.

3.2. Ridge regression and asymptotic optimality

Recall that the minimax estimator ,3 ga—1(r) 18 the posterior mean of B, under the as-
sumption that B ~ mga—1(; is uniformly distributed on the sphere S9=1(7). On the other
hand, the oracle ridge estimator BT(T) = En(0,72/d1,)(Bly, X) may be interpreted as the
posterior mean of 3 under the assumption that 3 ~ N(0,7%/dI4) is normally distributed
and independent of (X,e). If d is large, then the normal distribution N(0,72/dI,) is
“close” to the uniform distribution on S?~!(7) (there is an enormous body of litera-
ture that makes this idea more precise — Diaconis and Freedman [23] attribute early
work to Borel [12] and Lévy [38]). Thus, it is reasonable to expect that if d is large
and B € S?1(7), then ,ésd—l(T) ~ B3,(r) and that the two estimators have similar risk
properties. This is the content of the main result in this section, which is essentially a
multivariate extension of Theorem 3.1 from Marchand [40].

Theorem 2. Suppose that n > 2 and let s1 > -+ > sqan > 0 denote the nonzero (with
probability 1) eigenvalues of n ' XTX. Let 7 > 0.
(a) Ifd<n and B € S¥Y(7), then
N ~ A 1 S1 T d -1
R{,@Sd_l(T),[)’} < R{B,(1),B} < R{,@Sd_l(T),ﬁ}—i—aE —trs [ X" X+ ﬁld .

Sd
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(b) If d>n and B € S1(7), then

1
R{Bsd_l(‘r)ﬂg} < R{BT‘(T)716} < R{/@Sd_l(T)aﬁ} + %E |:::_7ll tI‘{ <XXT + %In) }:|

2(d —n) P I
e (o ) )

Theorem 2 is proved in Appendix B. The bound R{,ésd—l(T)y,@} < R{B,(r),B} fol-
lows immediately from Proposition 3(b) and Corollary 1. Proving the required upper
bounds on R{B,(7), 3} (which, by Proposition 3(b), are equivalent to lower bounds on
(7)) is fairly complex and involves transforming the linear model into an equivalent se-
quence model, along with the application of classical information identities (Brown [14])
and inequalities (Stam [47]). In the remainder of this section, we discuss some of the
implications of Theorem 2.

Asymptotically, Theorem 2 is primarily significant for settings where d/n — p € (0, 00).
If d/n — p € (0,00) \ {1}, then the upper bounds in Theorem 2 are O(n~!) and
R{B,(1),8} ~ R{,@Sd—l(T),ﬁ} =r(7), where 3 € S9~1(7); by Corollary 2, we can fur-
ther conclude that r(7) &~ R,(7,d/n). The case where d/n — 1 is somewhat problematic,
because then E (sgl) — 00; however, some conclusions can be made in this case by con-
tinuity arguments, for example, Corollary 3(b) below.

Proposition 4. Suppose that 0 < p_ < d/n < py < oo for some fized constants p—, py €
R and that 0 < p_ < pr <1l orl<p_ <py<oo.If|n—d|>5, then

sup )|R{ér(ﬂ,,6}—R{Bsmm,ﬁﬂ=ﬁesup |R{B,(7),B} — ()]

peSd—1(r Sd—1(T)
2
_ T -1
=0 (72 m 1n )

Corollary 3. Let R.(7,p) be the asymptotic risk of the ridge estimator defined in Corol-
lary 2.

(a) If p€ (0,00)\ {1}, then

fim,_ suplF(r d/m) () = Jlim sup [R(B.(191). 3} ~ (181D =o.

d/n—po<r
(b) If0<T < o0 is a fixed real number, then

lim ~ sup IRr(T,d/TL)—?‘(Tﬂ=d/1im1 sup  |R{B,(I8]).8} — (18I =0.

d/n—=10<7<T n—1  BeRrd,
o<|iBll<T

Proposition 4 follows directly from Theorem 2 and Lemma C.2 (found in Appendix C).
Corollary 3(a) follows immediately from Proposition 4 and Corollary 2(a). Corollary 3(b)
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may be proved similarly to part (a), while making use of the inequality 7q4,—x(7) <
r4.n(7) for integers 0 < k < n in order to avoid issues around d/n ~ 1. Corollary 3 implies
that if d/n — p € (0,00), then the minimax risk r(7) is asymptotically equivalent to
the asymptotic risk of the oracle ridge estimator and that the oracle ridge estimator is
asymptotically minimax.

Corollary 3 also provides the means for relating the minimax problem over £2-spheres
(4) to the minimax problem over ¢2-balls (5). Since S~1(7) C By(7), we have () < 7(7).
Furthermore, one easily checks that

sup R{B,(7),8}= sup R{B,(r),B}.

BeBa(T) BeSI—1(r)

Thus, if d/n — p € (0,00), then

r(r) <7(r) < sup R{B,(r).B}= sup R{B,(r),8} —r(r). (12)

BEB,(T) Besd=1(r)

It follows that if d/n — p € (0,00), then the minimax risk over S?~1(7) is equivalent
to the minimax risk over By(7) and that the ridge estimator 3,(7) is asymptotically
minimax for both problems.

When d/n — 0 or oo, asymptotics for the minimax risk r(7) are more straightforward.
The following proposition summarizes the behavior of 7(7) in these settings.

Proposition 5.

(a) [d/n— 0] Let R%(1,p) be the risk function (9). Then

RO(r,d
lim sup M — 1‘ =0.
d/n—0r>0 7‘(7’)
d—oo

(b) [d/n— oco] Let 0 < T < oo be fized. Then

lim  sup |r(r) — 7% =0.
d/n—000<r<T

Proposition 5(a) is a straightforward consequence of Theorem 2, Proposition 2, and
Lemma C.2. Proposition 5(b) follows from general properties of orthogonally equivariant
estimators; in particular, one can check that if d > n, then

R@3.8)> " 8|

for all orthogonally equivariant estimators B.

Proposition 5 gives precise asymptotics for r(7) when d — oo and d/n — 0 or co. While
Proposition 5 does not directly reference the ridge estimator, combined with Proposition 2
it implies that ﬁT(T) is asymptotically optimal for the minimax problem (4) when d — oo
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and d/n — 0 or co. Note that the null estimator ,@nun =0 is also asymptotically optimal
for (4) when d/n — co. We point out that the condition d — oo in Proposition 5(a) ap-
pears to be necessary, as it drives the approximation 7ga-1(y =~ N (0, 72 /dI,) underlying
Theorem 2.

4. An adaptive ridge estimator

B, (), where 7 = || 3|| is the
signal strength. Typically, 7 is unknown and, consequently, 3,.(T) is non-implementable.
A natural strategy is to replace 7 with an estimate, 7.

To this point, we have focused on the oracle ridge estimator

Define
%szax{%||y|2—1,0} (13)
and define the adaptive ridge estimator
B, =B,(%).

Observe that 3, € & is orthogonally equivariant. One can check that Supge ga-1(r) Eg(7/7—
1)2 — 0 whenever n — co (see Lemma C.5); thus, 7 is a reasonable estimator for 7. The
next result relates the risk of the adaptive ridge estimator BT to that of the oracle ridge
estimator. It is proved in Appendix A.

Theorem 3. Suppose that 0 < p_ < d/n < py < oo, where p_, p1 € R are fized constants
satisfying 0 < p_ < py <1 or 1 < p_ < py < oo. Also suppose that |n—d| >9 and n > 8.
Then

] > Yy _ L i
L R(B,B)~ RIB, (7). 8)1 =0 ) (1)
and
sup |R(B,. 8) ~ R (18], d/m)] = O(n~"12), (15)
BERE

where R,.(T, p) is the asymptotic risk of the oracle ridge estimator defined in Corollary 2.

Theorem 3 implies that if d/n — p € (0,00) \ {1}, then the risk of the adaptive ridge
estimator converges uniformly to that of the oracle ridge estimator and its asymptotic
risk is given explicitly by R.(7,p). If d/n — p € (0,00) \ {1} and 72 = ||8]|? > n~1/2,
then it follows from Theorem 3 that R(B,,3)/R{3,(r),3} — 1. On the other hand, if
d/n— pe(0,00)\ {1} and 72 = O(n=/2), then R{B,(r),3} = O(n~/2) and the limit
of R(B,,B)/R{B,(r),3} does not follow readily from Theorem 3. In other words, the
effectiveness of the adaptive ridge estimator is less clear when 72 = ||3]|? is very small.

If d/n— 0 or d/n — 1, then results similar to Theorem 3 may be obtained for the
adaptive ridge estimator, but the results are more delicate; results for d/n — oo are, in a
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sense, unnecessary because the oracle ridge estimator is equivalent to ﬁnun in this setting.
If d/n — 0, then the relevant quantity is the risk ratio R(83,., 6)/R{,@T (1), B}, rather than
the risk difference considered in Theorem 3, and one must carefully track the magnitude
of 72 = || B||? relative to d/n. Ultimately, however, when d/n — 0 the message is the same
as the case where d/n — p € (0,00) \ {1}: If 72 is not too small, then the adaptive ridge
estimator performs nearly as well as the oracle ridge estimator. If d/n — 1, then the rate
in (14) may be different, depending on 72 and the magnitude of |d/n — 1], for example,
Bai et al. [2].

4.1. Adaptive minimax estimation

Theorem 3 compares the risk of the adaptive ridge estimator to that of the oracle ridge
estimator. The next result, which follows immediately from Theorem 3 and Proposition 4,
compares the risk of the adaptive ridge estimator to 7(7).

Proposition 6. Suppose that p_,ps+ € R are fized constants satisfying 0 < p_ < ps <1
or 1 < p_ < py <oo. Suppose further that 0 < p_ < d/n<py <oo. If In—d| >9 and
n > 8, then

sup |R(BT,B)—T(T)|:O(72T—j_1n_1)—|—O( ! —1/2>. (16)

n
BeSi—1(r) T2 41

Combined with Proposition 4, Proposition 6 implies that if d/n — p € (0,00) \ {1},
then 3, is adaptive asymptotic minimax over spheres S¢~1(7), provided 72 > n=1/2,

4.2. Equivariance

In Section 3.1, we discussed connections between the minimax problem (4) and equiv-
ariance. Previously in this section, we noted that the adaptive ridge estimator BT is
orthogonally equivariant and adaptive asymptotic minimax over spheres S¢~!(7). The
following is an asymptotic optimality result for BT, which pertains to the class of orthog-
onally equivariant estimators &.

Proposition 7. Suppose that p € (0,00) \ {1}. Then

lim sup |R(8B,,8)— inf R(B,8)|=0.
d/n—p gcRra Be&

By Proposition 3, inf 5 ¢ R(3,8) =r(||8]]). Thus, Proposition 7 is a direct consequence
of Proposition 6. Proposition 7 implies that if d/n — p € (0,00) \ {1}, then the adaptive
ridge estimator BT is asymptotically optimal among all orthogonally equivariant esti-
mators. Note that the caveats discussed after the statement of Theorem 3 relating to
small || 3| also apply to Proposition 7. More specifically, if ||3|| = O(n~1/2), then the
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ratio R(Br,ﬁ)/{infaegR(ﬁ,ﬁ)} is more relevant than the risk difference considered in
Proposition 7 and the precise asymptotic behavior of this ratio is less clear.

Appendix A

This appendix contains proofs of results stated in the main text, with the exception of
Theorem 2; a proof of Theorem 2 may be found in Appendix B.

Proof of Proposition 1. Fix ¢ € [0,00] and suppose that 3 € S¢~1(7). Then
R{B,(t),8} = Ea{||B,(t) - B}
= B{|d(?X"X +dI;) '8 - 2(*XT X + dI;) "' X e|*} (17)
= B{||d(*XTX +dI;) "' B)*} + E{|2(*XTX + dl;) "' X Te|*}.

Since X is orthogonally invariant (i.e., X and XU have the same distribution for any
U € O(d)), it follows that

E{|d(*XTX 4+ dI,)” "B’} = PE{BT (*XT X + dI,) B}
= E{e] (*XTX + dId)_Qek},

where e;, = (0,...,0,1,0,...,0)T € R? is the kth standard basis vector. Summing over
k=1,...,d above and dividing by d, we obtain

E{|d(*XT X +dI,)" ' B|*} = dr?Eltr{(*XT X + dI;)"}). (18)
Additionally, it is clear that
E{|2(*XTX +dl;) ' XTe|’} = E[tr{t*(* X7 X + dI;) > XT X}].
Combining this with (17) and (18) yields
R{B,(t),8} = dr?E[tr{(*XT X + dI;)*}] + E[tr {t*(>XT X + dI;) > X" X}]
= Eltr{(>XTX + dI;) >(t*XT X + dr?I,)}].
Now let s; > --- > s4 > 0 denote the eigenvalues of n~1XTX. Then

d

o 4ns: 2
R{B(1).0) = E{Zﬁ}

Jj=1

d 72 dns;(t? —t2)?
> + ’
m2nsj+d = (t?ns; +d)?(m%ns; +d)

Jj=1

=F
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Clearly, the right-hand side above is minimized by taking ¢t =7 and R{,@T(T),,@} =
Eltr{(XTX 4+ d/m215)"}]. O

Proof of Theorem 1. Suppose that 3 € S?!(7) and let F,, 4 be the empirical cumu-
lative distribution function of the eigenvalues of n~' X7 X. Using integration by parts,
for ¢ >0,

n T a1y _ [ !
dtr{(X X +d/m°1,) }_/0 o dFp, a(s)

/(n7?)

(& 1 1
_ /0 D70 TFndl) + o (1= Faa(0)}(19)

> 1
- / W{l —Fya(s)}ds.

Similarly,

c 1 1
md/n{_d/(nTQ)} = A W dFd/n(s) + W{l _ Fd/n(C)} (20)
| Gt At

Now let A = |R{3,(r),8} — (d/n)mgsn{—d/(n7?)}|. Taking ¢ =0 in (19) and (20)

implies
A< ﬂ/m L B(Fu(s)} = Fun(s)|ds
“ny fs+d/mrpE T o
< ||5H28218|E{Fn,d(5)} — Fa/n(s)l;
where we have used the fact that F,, 4(0) = Fj/,,(0) = max{1 —n/d,0}, with probability

1. Thus, it follows from Theorem 1.1 of Bai et al. [2] (see equation (8) in Section 2.2
above) that

A O(r*n=12)  if0<p_<py<lorl<p_ <p;<oo,
| O(2n 1) if0<p_<1<py <oo.

Part (b) of Theorem 1 follows immediately.
To prove Theorem 1(a) we show that, in fact, A =0(n"/2) if 0 < p_ < py <1 or
1< p_ < py < oo. First, suppose that 0 < p_ < py < 1. Then, for 0 < c < (1 —+/d/n)?,

d 1 = 1
man(~im) = e~ | T P as
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and

n ¢ 1 1

" [E{Fpa(s)} — Fyn(s)]ds

- E{ / Cs—ldmi(s)} B {0}

* T SUP|E{Fna(5)} = Fayn(5)
_
c+d/(nt?)

* T SUP|E{Fna(5)} = Fayn(5)

< E[8511{84<c}] + P(Sd < C)

<{E(s;2)}*P(sg < ¢)V/? + ¢ P(sq < ¢) + ¢ sup| E{F, a(s)} — Fa/n(s)],

s>c

where s4 > 0 is the smallest eigenvalue of n=' X7 X, 1p is the indicator function of the
event D, and P(-) denotes the probability measure induced by the joint distribution
of (X,e). We bound the first two terms and the last term on right-hand side above
separately. Bounding the first two terms relies on a result of Davidson and Szarek [22].
Their Theorem II1.13, which is a consequence of concentration of measure, implies that

Ploa< ) e MV (1 _ﬁ>} (21)

provided ¢ <1 — y/d/n. Additionally, Lemma C.2 in Appendix C implies that E(s(f) =
O(1) if n — d > 5. Taking c= (1 — \/d/n)?/2, it follows that

{E(s7)}?P(sq < 0)'/? + ¢ ' P(sqg < ¢) = O(n~1/?)

(in fact, we can conclude that the quantities on the left above decay exponentially, but
this is not required for the current result). It now follows from Theorem 1.1 of Bai et
al. [2] that A =O(n~'/2). For the case where 1 < p_ < py < 0o, we note that the same
argument as above may be applied, except that both IF,, 4(s) and Fy/,,(s) have a mass of
weight (d —n)/d at 0, which cancel. Theorem 1(a) follows. O

Proof of Proposition 2. Proposition 2(b) follows directly from Proposition 1. Part (a)
follows from two applications of Jensen’s inequality. If d + 1 < n, then

R{B,(I18II), B} = E[tr{(X"X +d/||BII*I) " }]
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>d lE{tr(XTX)}+L B
d 18II%
_ _liBIPd/n
1BII* +d/n
= R)(|8l,d/n)

and, since E[tr{(XTX)~'}]=d/(n —d— 1) (Problem 3.6 of Muirhead [41]),

R{B,(1811). 8} = Elor{(X"X +d/||BII*L2) " }]
Bltr{(XTX)"1}]
— 1+ /1812 Elte{(XTX) 1}

I1BI*d/(n—d—1)
1817 +d/(n—d—1)

= R8Il d/(n—d —1)}.

Thus, R{8],d/(n—d—1)} < R{B, (18], 8} < R8I, d/n). Tt follows that if d/n — 0,
then

sup | ELB-IBID. B}
gera| R(IBI.d/n)

Proof of Proposition 3. Suppose that 3 = ﬁ(y,X) € & and that B € S9 (7). Let
e; = (1,0,...,0) € R? denote the first standard basis vector and let U € O(d) satisfy
B=7Ue;. Then, since B € & and (X, e) has the same distribution as (XU, e),

— 1| —0. 0

R(B.8) = Ea(|8 - B
= Es(|UTB(y, X) — re1|”)
(

18(y, XU) — Te||”)

XUre; +¢&,XU) —7eq”)

—~~

Xter +¢,X) el

Part (a) of the proposition follows.
To prove part (b), we first show that

r(r)=inf sup R(B,3). (22)
BeE BeSi—1(T)
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Given an estimator ,@ (not necessarily orthogonally equivariant), define

Boly,X)= UB(y, XU)droq(U),
O(d)

where T (q) is the uniform (Haar) measure on O(d). Then B €& and, since X and XU
have the same distribution for any U € O(d),
)

< / sup  E{|[UB(XB +e.XU) - B]*} drow (U)
O(d)ﬁesdil(T)

UB(y,XU) dro@)(U) - B
o(d)

sup R(Bo.B) =  sup Eﬁ{]

BeSd—1(T) pBeSI—1(r)

- / sup  E{IB(XUTB +e,X) — US|} dmoa) (U)
O(d) ﬁESd_l(‘r)

< sup R(B.B).
Besi-1(r)

The identity (22) follows. Thus, by part (a) and the fact that ,ésd—l(.r) €&,

r(r) = inf  sup R(B,ﬁ)
Be& Besa—1(r)

= inf R(B,6,)
Be&
= }nf Eﬂ'sd—l(r) (”B - 6“2)
Beé&
= ETrSdfl(T) {”Bsd*l(T) - ﬁHQ}
= T’B(’T),

which completes the proof of the proposition. O

Proof of Theorem 3. Suppose that 3 € S¥~1(7). It is clear that (15) follows from (14)
and Theorem 1. To prove (14), consider the risk decomposition of the oracle and adaptive
ridge estimators

R d\? 72 d \"'|?
rip. .0 = (5) Bf|(Gxmx+5n) o |
—1 2
+%E{ TQ(T—QXTX—i—gId) XTe }
n n n

2 ~2 —1
o= (2) sl (B 82)
n n

n

)
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d 72 d_\?
—2—2Eg{%2€TX<T—XTX—|——Id) B}
n n n
1 2
+ ﬁEﬁ{ }

The triangle inequality implies
|R{B,(7), 8} = R(B,.7)| < |Ep(H1)| + | Eg(Hz)| + 2| Es(Hs)|, (23)

\

72 d \"'
72 (—XTX + —Id) XTe
n n

where

2 -1
OGRS DR
n n n

2

Ul

~2 -1
. H (T—XTX 1 éld) 8
n n

2

1 2 2 T d - T ~2 72 T d - T :
Hy=—3 | =x"X+=1;) XTe|| —|#(=X"X+-1;) XTe| ¢,
n n n n n
d 72 d \ 2
Hy = 327X (T—XTX + —Id> 8.
n n n

To prove the theorem, we bound the terms |Eg(H1)|, |[Eg(Hz2)|, and |Eg(H3)| separately.
Let s1 > -+ > s4 >0 denote the ordered eigenvalues of n ' XTX and let U € O(d) be

a d x d orthogonal matrix such that S = n:lU TXT XU is diagonal. Additionally, let 3 =
(B1,-. ., Ba)T =UTB and let 6 = (01,...,04)" =UT(XTX)"/2XTe, where (XTX)~1/?
denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of (X7 X)'/2 if XT X is not invertible. Then

|Hy| = (%)2 zd:l{(%gsj f—?d/n)? (125, -de/")Q}

0

Since (az +b)~! < (a+b) ' max{z~!,1} for a,b,z >0,

i (&) S e ) ()

j
_ ()= Lo, L
~\n) 724+d/n\72+d/n  T2+d/n)\s3,, 1)

Similarly, we have

Hl = 1 Zd: 7‘48ij 74515?
| 2|_nj:1 (72s; +d/n)?  (r2s; + d/n)?

d Bisi(r* — ) 1 1
2 s, T an) 4 ) (%%j Tdjn s+ d/n) |
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S|
M=~

(d/n)gjzsj(f'2 —72) 72 72
(72sj+d/n)(m%s; +d/n) <7°28j +d/n + T25; + d/n) ’

j=1

X (d/n)d3IF* 7 <1 )

<F T am\s

d

>

1
S5
J

<i||5”2 |7A'2_T2| 1 +s
= n2 (72 +d/n) (72 +d/n) \ sann )

Repeated application of Holder’s inequality and Lemmas C.2, C.3 and C.5 (found in
Appendix C) imply that

|Eﬁ(H1)|+|Eg(H2)|:O( n_1/2>. (24)

7241

To bound |Eg(Hs)|, we condition on X and use integration by parts (Stein’s lemma,
e.g., Lemma 3.6 of Tsybakov [51]):

d 72 d_\"?
Eg(Hs3) = ﬁEg{%QeTX (;XTX—F EId> ﬁ}

2 [ oo fd, P o N[y A\
2, (ns;B; +n'/2s)/%6;)(d/n — 725;)B; 1
TP Z (72s; + d/n)? {Iyl2=n} |-
j=1
It follows that
2d (ns;B; +n'/%s5)/%6;)B;
Eg(Hs3)| < —<FE
B (Hs)| < 75 "{; (72s; + d/n)?
d 2 d 1/2% 53
R E J 25
~n? 3{; (?28J+d/n)2}+n5/2 ﬁ{Z (7255 +d/n)? (25)
_ L
=0 <7_2 n 1n >,

where we have used Lemmas C.2 and C.3 to obtain the last bound. The theorem follows
from (23) and (25). O
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Appendix B

This appendix is devoted to a proof of Theorem 2, which is fairly involved. Our first step
is to show that the minimax problem (4) may be reformulated as a minimax problem
for an equivalent sequence model. Ultimately, this will substantially simplify notation
and allow for a direct application of results from Marchand [40] that are important for
Theorem 2.

B.1. An equivalent sequence model

Let X' be a random orthogonally invariant m X m positive semidefinite matrix with rank
m, almost surely (by orthogonally invariant, we mean that X and UXU” have the same
distribution for any U € O(m)). Additionally, let § ~ N(0,I,,) be an m-dimensional
Gaussian random vector that is independent of Y. Suppose that the observed data are
(w, ), where

w=0+X25cR" (26)
and 6 € R™ is an unknown parameter.
For an estimator 6 = 8(w, '), define the risk under squared error loss

Rseq(é70) = EGHé - 0H2’

where, abusing notation, the expectation Eg(-) is taken with respect to (§,X) and the
subscript @ indicates that w =6 + £/2§ (we will sometimes drop the subscript  in
Eg(-) if the integrand does not depend on ). To distinguish Fg(-) from expectations
Eg(-) considered elsewhere in the paper, we emphasize that all expectations considered
in this section (Appendix B) refer to the sequence model (26).

B.2. Equivalence with the linear model

Most of the key concepts initially introduced in the context of the linear model (1) have
analogues in the sequence model (26). Define

éSanl(T) = E"fsm—l(f) (0|W7 E),

to be the posterior mean of 6 under the assumption that 6 ~ mgm-1(,) is uniformly
distributed on S™~1(7) and define

0,(7) = Exn(o.r2/m1,) (01w, 2) =72 /m(X + 72 /mI,) " 'w

to be the posterior mean under the assumption that 6 ~ N(0,7%2/ml,,) (for both of
these Bayes estimators we assume that 6 is independent of § and X'). The estimators
Osm-1(r)(7) and 0,.(7) are analogous to the minimax estimator Bga-1(,y and the optimal
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ridge estimator ﬁr (7) in the linear model, respectively. Now define the minimax risk over
Sm=1(7) for the sequence model

rSeq(T) :ir}f sup Rseq(éae)a
6 6eS(r)

where the infimum is over all measurable estimators for 8. We have the following analogue
to Proposition 3(b).

Lemma B.1. Suppose that T >0 and that 61,05 € S™ (7). Then Rseq{ésmq(ﬂ, 0,} =
Rseq{ésm—l(.,-), 02} and

Tseq(T) = sup Rseq{ésmq(ﬂ, 0}.
9esm—1(r)

The proof of Lemma B.1 is essentially the same as that of Proposition 3 and is omitted.
The next result gives an equivalence between the linear model (1) and the sequence model
(26) when d <n.

Lemma B.2. Suppose that m =d <n and that ¥ = (XTX)™. Let 7 >0. If 0,8 €
S™=1(7), then
Rseq{éf’(T)v 0} = R{Br (7-)5 6}

and

Tseq(T) = Rseq{ésmfl(.r)’ 0} = R{,@Sd_l(T),ﬁ} =r(7).

Lemma B.2 follows directly upon identifying w with 3., = (XTX)"1XTy = 8 +
(XTX)"'XTe. Lemma B.2 implies that it suffices to consider the sequence model (26)
(in particular, Req{0,(7),0} and Rseq{éSm—l(T),a}) in order to prove Theorem 2(a).
Note that Lemma B.2 does not apply when d > n. Indeed, if d > n, then the usual OLS
estimator is not defined (moreover, if one uses a pseudoinverse in place of (X7 X)~1,
then (X7 X)~1XT X3 is not necessarily in S¢~1(7)). The case where d > n is considered
separately below.

B.3. Proof of Theorem 2(a)
In this section, we prove Theorem 2(a) by bounding
Rseq{ér(T)va} - Rseq{ésm—l(r)70}~ (27)

By Lemma B.2, this is equivalent to bounding R{B,(r),3} — R{BSd—l(T)(T),ﬁ}. The
lower bound

0 < Reeq{0:(7),0} — Reeq{Osm-1(,), 6} (28)
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follows immediately from Lemma B.1. Marchand [40] obtained an upper bound on (27)
in the case where X = 12[,, for fixed v? >0 (i.e., in the Gaussian sequence model with
i.i.d. errors), which is one of the keys to the proof of Theorem 2(a).

Lemma B.3 (Theorem 3.1 from Marchand [40]). Suppose that X = v?1,, for some
fized v* >0 and that @ € S™~1(7). Then
1 %2m 1

Rseq{0-(7),0} — Reeq{Osm-1(7),0} < e SR T ERSEQ{GT(T),O}.

Thus, in the Gaussian sequence model with i.i.d. errors, the risk of 6,(7) is nearly
as small as that of 6 sm-1(7y- Marchand’s result relies on somewhat delicate calculations
involving modified Bessel functions (Robert [45]). A direct approach to bounding (27)
for general X’ might involve attempting to mimic these calculations. However, this seems
daunting (Bickel [9]). Brown’s identity, which relates the risk of a Bayes estimator to the
Fisher information, allows us to sidestep these calculations and apply Marchand’s result
directly.

Define the Fisher information of a random vector £ € R™, with density fe (with respect
to Lebesgue measure on R™) by

[ Vie®)Vfe(t)"
o=/ e ®

where V fe(t) is the gradient of fe(t). Brown’s identity has typically been used for uni-
variate problems or problems in the sequence model with i.i.d. Gaussian errors (Bickel
[9], Brown and Gajek [16], Brown and Low [17], DasGupta [21]). The next proposition
is a straightforward generalization to the correlated multivariate Gaussian setting. Its
proof is based on Stein’s lemma.

Lemma B.4 (Brown’s identity). Let I5(0 + X/28) denote the Fisher information
of @+ X128, conditional on X, under the assumption that 6 ~ Tgm-1(r) is independent
of § and . If @ € S™ (1), then

Reeq{Osm-1(r),0} = E{tx(2)} — E[tr{Z?I=(0 + £'/28)}].

Proof. Suppose that 8 € S™~1(7) and let

f(w) :/S _1( )(27-[)—m/2 det(E_l/Q)e_l/Q(w_e)TEﬂ(W_e) dﬂ—sm—l(-,—)(a)

be the density of w =8 + X/2§, conditional on X and under the assumption that
0~ TSgm=1(7)- Then

) v
Om 1 =F f(LW(;V)

7"S7n71(7)(

Olw,X)=w+
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It follows that
Req{Osm—1(r),0} = B,y {0sm-1(r) — 0|1}

LV f(w) 2}
f(w)
0T 33125 f(w) }
f(w)
WT 2 W
+Eﬁsm_lm{vf( }(VEV)QW( )}
0T 33125 f (w) }
f(w)

_ 1/2
‘EW”MHP 5+

— B{(D) + 26, {

= E{tr(X)} + 2B, {
+ E[tr{2?I5(8 + 2/%5)}].
By Stein’s lemma (Lemma 3.6 of Tsybakov [51]),

07332V f(w)
Tsm—1(r) T e

= T 2 2O w
P =B (5 o )

(30)
= —Eltr{2%I5(0 + £V/25)}).
Brown’s identity follows by combining (29) and (30). O

Using Brown’s identity, Fisher information bounds may be converted to risk bounds,
and vice-versa. Its usefulness in the present context springs from two observations: (i)
The decomposition

w=0+326={0+ (y0,,)" 201} + (¥ — yomIm)/? s, (31)

where 81,02 b N(0,I,,) are independent of X, o, is the smallest eigenvalue of X, and
0 << 1is a constant; and (ii) Stam’s inequality for the Fisher information of sums of

independent random variables.

Lemma B.5 (Stam’s inequality; this version due to Zamir [53]). Let u,v € R™
be independent random variables that are absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue
measure on R™. Then

tr[ I (u+v)] < tr[O{I(u)~ + I(v)"1} Y
for all m x m positive definite matrices W.

Notice in (31) that 0 + (fyam)l/ 261 may be viewed as an observation from the Gaus-
sian sequence model with i.i.d. errors, conditional on X. The necessary bound on (27)
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is obtained by piecing together Brown’s identity, the decomposition (31), and Stam’s in-
equality, so that Marchand’s inequality (Lemma B.3) may be applied to 0 4 (yo,,)"/2d;.

Lemma B.6. Suppose that X has rank m with probability 1 and that @ € S™~ (7). Let
01> > 0m >0 denote the eigenvalues of 3. Then

Rseq{ér(T),e} — Rseq{ésm—l(T);e} < E |:<m0.1 A\ 1) tr{(E—l + m/TQIm)fl} .
Om

Proof. Since X is orthogonally invariant and independent of &,
Reea{0,(7),0} = Eo{||7*/m(X + 72 /m1,,) " 'w — 0]|*}
= BE{|Z(2+ 7 /mIL,) " 6]}
+ B{||7/m(E + 72 /ml,) " 28]}
= Bltr{r?/mX?(X + 72 /mI,) *}] (32)
+ E[te{(r?/m)* £(X + 7 fm 1) "}
= Eltr{r?/mX(Z + 72 /ml,) Y]
= B[t {(Z7 +m/7%L,) '}
Thus, Brown’s identity and (32) imply
Recq{0,(7),0} = Reeq{B5-1 (), 0} = Eltr{ Z2I5(0 + '/25)}]
+ Bl {(X7 4+ m/m 1) Y] - B{tr(2)}
= E[tr{X*Is(8 + £/25)}]
— Eltr{Z*(X +72/ml,,)""}].

Taking u =0 + (yo,,)Y/%81, v = (X — youLn)"/?82, and ¥ = X? in Stam’s inequality,
where d1, 02, and 0 <~y < 1 are given in (31), one obtains

Reeq{0:(7),0} — Reeq{Osm-1(,), 0}
< B{tr(2?[Is{0 + (voum) 281} ' + X — yomla] )}
— Ete{Z*(X+ 7% /mIn) ).

By orthogonal invariance, Ix{60 + (fyom)l/Qél} = (I, for some ¢ > 0. Thus,

Reca{0:(7),0} = Reca{O50-1(-),0} <E (“" [22{2 i (% ‘7"’”>Im}1]>

(33)
— Eltr{Z?(X 4+ 72/ml,) " }].
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Next we bound (. Conditioning on X', applying Brown’s identity with vo,,, I,,, in place of
X, and applying Marchand’s inequality (Lemma B.3) with v? = vo,,, we obtain

1

my?op,¢ = tr[y?on, Io{6 + (yo,,) /281 }] < myor, — (1 - _)
m

T280,mm
2+ yom’

Dividing by m~y202, above, it follows that

c< ( 1 >70m+72/m2

VYom ) YOm +T2/m

Further rearranging implies that

1 2
— =0, >(m—1) YImT

¢

Hence, combining this with (33),

0 0 2 ’70m7—2 !
Recq{0,(7), 0} ~ Reca {8517, 0} < B 10| 520 54 (m— )220,

YO mm2 +

— E[tr{Z?(Z +72/ml,) "},

Finally, taking v 1 1 above yields

Reafr(7).0) = RO 0) < B (w52 { 5t - ) 220 }lb

m
Omm?2 472

— B[te{ (5 + 72 /mI,) "]

< 8| (52 n1) ol e 7,

MO,

where it is elementary to verify the second inequality upon diagonalizing . This com-
pletes the proof of the lemma. O

Theorem 2(a) follows immediately from (28) and Lemmas B.2 and B.6.

B.4. Proof of Theorem 2(b)

It remains to prove Theorem 2(b), which is achieved through a sequence of lemmas.
Similar to the proof of Theorem 2(a), the initial steps involve reducing the problem
from the linear model to the sequence model. In the following lemma, we derive a basic
property of orthogonally equivariant estimators for 3 (in the linear model) when d > n.
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Lemma B.7. Suppose d > n and that ﬁ = ,@(y,X) € & is an orthogonally equivariant
estimator for B in the linear model (1). Further suppose that X = UDVT, where U €
O(n), D is an nxn diagonal matriz, and V is an n x d matriz with orthonormal columns.

Let Vo be a (d—n) x d matriz so that (V Vi) € O(d). Then Vi3 =0.
Proof. Let W € O(d —n) and let Vi = VVT + VoWV € O(d). Then

Bly. X)=VivB(y, XViv) = Vi B(y, X). (34)
Since (34) holds for all W € O(d — n), we must have V;T3 = 0. O

In the next lemma, we relate the minimax risk under the linear model r(7) to the risk
under the sequence model.

Lemma B.8. Suppose that d >n and let 72 > 0. In the sequence model (26), suppose
that m=n and ¥ = (XXT)7L. For 0 = (61,...,00)T €R?, let 0,, = (01,...,0,)T €R"
be the projection onto the first n coordinates. Then

d—mn
r(r) > / Feea(10n]) Aoy (8) + 2272,
Sdil(T) n
Proof. By Proposition 3,
r(r) = inf / R(B.B) drgas () (B). (35)
Bee Jsa-1(r)

Assume that 8 = [")’(y,X) € & and let X =UDVT be the decomposition in Lemma B.7.
Additionally, let 3, = (B1,...,3,)T € R™ be the first n coordinates of 3. Then, under
the linear model (1),

18- 812 =V B(y,X) - VT8> + IV Bl
=8, {UDVTB+e,(UD 0)} - VI | + Vi8>

Let B, = (B1,...,0n)" € R™. Integrating B over S¢!(7) with respect to the uniform
measure, making the change of variables

ut o0
g (Y0 )
and using the fact that ,@ € &, it follows that

/ 18— Bl drgar()(8)
Sd=1(r)

d;nTQ

:/Sd_l( )I\Bn{UDvT,@+e,(UD 0)} = VTB|* drgar(»(B) +
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d_
dnT2

= [ JBAUDUTB, 52, UD 0)} U8, [P drssosioy(8) +

d—
dnTQ.

:/Sdl( )I\Bn{UDUTﬁn+s,(UDUT 0)} = B,ll” drgar (1) (8) +

Next, for w € R" and n x n positive definite matrices 2, define the estimator for
the sequence model 8(w,Y) = 3, {X~1/?w, (X712 0)}. Then, with m =n and ¥ =
(XXT)"'=UD2UT,

/ R(B,B)dmga-1(:(B)
Sd-1(7)

d—n
72,

= /541(7_) Rseq(é, Hn) d7TSd—1(T) (9) + ”

By equivariance, Ryeq(6,9) is constant over spheres 9 € S4~1(||6,,|), which implies that
Rseq(ea on) > 'f'seq(”Hn”). Hence,

. d—
/ R(B.B) dmsa1()(8) > / reea(10a]]) dmsacs () (8) + 22 (36)
Sd=1(r) n

Sd=1(7)
The lemma follows from (35) and (36). O

The proof of Theorem 2(b) will follow from a calculation involving Lemmas B.6 and
B.8. The key part of this calculation is contained in the following lemma.

Lemma B.9. Suppose that 2 <n <d. Let sy > ---> s, >0 denote the nonzero eigen-
values of n ™' XTX. Then

r(7) ZE[(I - ns—;) tr{ (XXT+ %In)_l}] + d;nr?

Proof. With 6,, e R", m=n and ¥ = (XX7)~! Lemma B.6 and (32) imply that
Tseq([0nl]) = Rseq{ésnfl(nenn), 0.}

> Raaf0,(10a0.0,3 ~ B| (2 )ud (307 ) H (37)

{2 o) )]

Additionally, if @ ~ 7ga-1(,), then 8 = 72z/[|z|| in distribution, where z ~ N (0, ;); using
basic properties of the chi-squared distribution, it follows that

1 d—2
/sd—l(T) 6.2 dmsi1n(0) = 72(n —2)’ (38)
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where 0, = (0,...,0,)T € R" is the projection of @ = (6,...,04)" € R? onto the first n
coordinates. Thus, by (37), Jensen’s inequality and (38),

/Sdld(T)T(|0n,|)d7TSd_1(T)(0)
>F Kl - ns—;l> tr{ (XXT + /Sdl(T) ﬁ dwsd_l(T)(g)In) _1”
el ) )

The lemma follows by combining the last inequality above with Lemma B.8. g

We now have the tools to complete the proof of Theorem 2(b). Suppose that d > n
and B € S91(7). Then
. ) o
R{B, (1), B} = Elor{ (XXT +d/r°L,) '} + =22,

Since R{,ésd—l(T),ﬁ} =r(7), Lemma B.9 implies

R{B,.(1),B} — R{Bsa-1(r), B} = R{B,(7),8} — (1)
< Blte{(XXT +d/7°L,)""}]

o)l ) )
ctafze{ (e 2) )
- d

Theorem 2(b) follows.

Appendix C

Lemma C.1. Let sq > 0 denote the smallest eigenvalue of n~'XTX. Suppose that a >0
is a positive real number and that n —d>2a+1. If d=1, then E(s;") <e®. If d>2,
then

5
B(s;) < 2{E S ——

2a/(n—d+1)
N @D =ap } ' (39)
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Proof. Suppose first that d = 1. Then nsy ~ x?2 is a chi-squared random variable on
n degrees of freedom. By Theorem 1 of Kecki¢ and Vasi¢ [36], which gives convenient
bounds on the ratio of two gamma functions,

(n/2)"T(n/2 — a)

(n/2)%(n/2 —a)"/?7o=1 |
T(n/2) e se

(n/2)n/2—1 =

E(s;") = <

This proves the first part of the lemma.
Now suppose that d > 2. Suppose further that (39) is true for a =1. If 0 < ag < 1, then

}an/(ndJrl)

E(s;%) <{E(s;")}" < 2{% memﬂ/z

and (39) holds for a = ag. Thus, we may assume that a > 1. Let ¢t > 0 be a fixed positive
number. Then
E(sq") < Blsg "1ysu<py] +17° (40)

Muirhead [41] (Corollary 3.2.19) gives the joint density of the ordered eigenvalues, s; >
>85>0, of nTIXTX:

d d
n n—d—
fan(s1,...,84) = Cdnexp <—§ Z sj> H sg- =172 1_[(5z — 55),
=1 / j=1

i<j
where
2
/2

Cdn = (Q/n)dn/QFd(d/Q)Fd(n/Q)

and
d
Ta(n/2) =7/ T]T{(n—j+1)/2}
j=1
is the multivariate gamma function. Let Ty = {(s1,...,54) € R%; 51 >--- > 54> 0}. Then,

Els;"145,<1}] :/ s, fan(s1,...,8q)ds1---dsq
Tdﬁ{sd<t}

t
§/ {/ s;“fd,n(sl,...,sd)dsd}dsl---dsd1
Tg_1 0

c d—1 1/2

d,

S - / Hsj fd*l,n(sl,...,Sd,l)dsl---dsd71
Tq—1 j

Cd—1,n 1

t
/ s(nfdfl)/Qfaefns/st
0
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< Cd,n E{det(n_1ZTZ)1/2}t("_d+1)/2_“,
Cd—1,n

where Z is an n X (d — 1)-dimensional matrix with i.i.d. N(0,1) entries and the last
inequality above follows from the fact that n — d > 2a + 1. It is easy to check that

Cnd Vr(n/2)"/?

Cnd—t D@/ {(n—d+1)/2)

Additionally, it is well known (Problem 3.11 in Muirhead [41], for instance) that

1 /29 _ —n2 MHn+1)/2}
E{det(n=1272)"?} = (2/n)d~ Y/ Flin —d 1 1)/3]

By Corollary 1.2 of Batir [4] (a variant of Stirling’s approximation),

e N2+ 1<T(x+1) <z%e "/m(2x + 1), for all z > 0.

It follows that,

Cnd e gm0/ (4 1) /2)
ey At 22 Y = T T T = d t 1)/2)2

7T7’l<n_d+2)/2(7’l _ 1)(n,—1)/2€(n,—d—3)/2

= 4(d —2)d=2/2\/d —1(n — d — 1)"~4=1(n — d)

nod

en+1/2
(d—1)(n—d)?

Tt
< =
— 4

and

5
ElsT1 < t(n—d+1)/2—af n n+1/2.
(S Lo < s\ @-Dn—a2°

Thus, by (40)

E(S;a) S t(n—d+1)/2—az n? en+1/2 + t—a

N @d—Dn—a7

Taking ¢ = [(11/4)\/n5/{(d — 1)(n — d)2}en+1/2]=2/(n=d+1) giyves (39). O

Lemma C.2. Let s1 > sq > 0 denote the largest and smallest eigenvalues of n'XTX,
respectively. Suppose that a >0 is a fized positive real number and that 0 < d/n <p; <1
for some fized constant py € R.

(a) E(st) =0(1).
(b) Ifn—d>2a+1, then E(s;*) =0(1).
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The constants implicit in the bounds from parts (a) and (b) depend on the exponent a.

Proof. Part (a) is well known and may be easily derived from large deviations results
for s; (see, e.g., Theorem II.13 of Davidson and Szarek [22]). Part (b) follows directly
from Lemma C.1. O
Lemma C.3. Let a >0 be a fized positive real number. If n > 2a, then

1 “1 n/d+1\"
pei, P (ma) =0l () |

where the implicit constant in the big-O bound depends on the exponent a.

Proof. Suppose that 3 € S?~1(7). Since |ly||?/(72 + 1) ~ x2 has a chi-squared distribu-
tion with n degrees of freedom,

1 “ n/d+1\*
E —_— <E -
A(m=am) = 5{(557) |
< (n/d+1)"n"Eg(|ly||~**)
n/d+1\"

-o{(%57) } .
Lemma C.4. Let Pg(-) denote the probability measure induced by the joint distribution
of (y,X), wherey =XpB+e. Then

sup Pﬁ (%2 = 0) < e(*”/4)(72/(72+1))2 .
BeSsI=1(r)

Proof. Suppose that 3 € S¢71(7). Let t > 0 be fixed. Since V = ||y||?/(7? + 1) ~ x2 has
a chi-squared distribution with n degrees of freedom, it follows that

e2t/(72+1))n/2

> < ent/(TQJrl)Eﬁ(eftV) _ < o

22— ) = <
Pg(T 0) Ps (V 2

Taking ¢t = 72/2 and using the fact that (1 — z)e® < e=*"/2 for all > 0 yields

o2/ (T3 41)

n/2
< e(—"/4)("'2/(7'2+1))2.
T24+1 -

Pa(#? =0) < (
Lemma C.5. Suppose a >0 is a fized positive real number. Then

2a
+1
ap  Eg(|#2 -2 =0 —=
pesiti(r) alm =) ( ne/z )

where the implicit constant in the big-O bound depends on the exponent a.
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Proof. Suppose that 3 € S%~!(7). From the definition of 72,

. a 1 ¢ ap /n
Ba( -7 < Ba{ Ll - 07+ 0| farmat 0.y

Since [[y[|*/(7% + 1) ~ X3,

a}:o(%). (42)

TQaPB(f_Q =0)< 7_2ae(—n,/4)(7—2/(7—2+1))2

1
Ba{ [2Ivie - 2+ 1)

Additionally, Lemma C.4 implies

a @ —_n T2 T2 2
— (7—2+1) <7-2_|_1> o(=n/4)(T7/(77+1)) (43)

a/2
af 2 _
< (72 41) <—a> e=/2,
n

The lemma follows by combining (41) and (43). O
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