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Estimation under matrix quadratic loss
and matrix superharmonicity

Takeru Matsuda* and William E. Strawderman'

Abstract

We investigate estimation of a normal mean matrix under the matriz quadratic loss.
Improved estimation under the matrix quadratic loss implies improved estimation of any
linear combination of the columns. First, an unbiased estimate of risk is derived and the
Efron—Morris estimator is shown to be minimax. Next, a notion of matrix superharmonic-
ity for matrix-variate functions is introduced and shown to have analogous properties with
usual superharmonic functions, which may be of independent interest. Then, we show
that the generalized Bayes estimator with respect to a matrix superharmonic prior is min-
imax. We also provide a class of matrix superharmonic priors that includes the previously
proposed generalization of Stein’s prior. Numerical results demonstrate that matrix super-
harmonic priors work well for low rank matrices.

1 Introduction

Suppose that we have a matrix observation X € R"*P whose entries are independent normal
random variables X;; ~ N(M;j,1), where n —p —1 > 0 and M € R™P? is an unknown
mean matrix. By using the notation of matrix-variate normal distributions, it is expressed as
X ~ Ny p(M, I, 1), where I, is the n-dimensional identity matrix. In this setting, we consider
estimation of M under the matriz quadratic loss @, E, ,]:

L(M,M) = (M —M)" (M — M),

which takes a value in the set of p x p positive semidefinite matrices. Namely, the risk function
of an estimator M = M(X) is defined as

R(M, M) = Ex[L(M, M(X)))],

and an estimator M is said to dominate another estimator Ms if R(M, M) = R(M, Ms) for
every M, where < is the Lowner order: A < B means that B — A is positive semidefinite.
Thus, if M7 dominates My, then

Ex[ll (M1 — M)el’] < En[||(Ma — M)e|?

for every M and ¢ € RP. In particular, each column of M, dominates that of My as an estimator
of the corresponding column of M under quadratic loss.
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In the context of multivariate linear regression, improved estimation of the regression co-
efficient matrix under the matrix quadratic loss implies improved estimation of mean response
for any value of the explanatory variables. Specifically, let x; € RP and y; ~ Nq(BTxi,E)
for i =1,...,n, where B € RP*? and ¥ € R?7*Y is a known covariance matrix. By using the
notation of matrix-variate normal distributions, it is expressed as Y ~ N,, ,(XB, I, %), where
X = (21,...,2,)" € R™P and Y = (y1,...,yn)" € R™9. Then, B = (X' X)71XTY is
sufficient for B and its distribution is B ~ N, (B, (X" X)~!,¥). Thus, multivariate linear re-
gression reduces to estimation of B based on B. If B; dominates B, under the matrix quadratic
loss L(B,B) = (B — B)(B — B)", then B, provides better estimation of mean response B &
for any value of the explanatory variables z: E{||(B; — B)z||*} < E{||(B2 — B) " z||*}.

Whereas we adopt the matrix quadratic loss in this study, most existing studies on estima-
tion of a normal mean matrix used the Frobenius loss:

n p
UM, M) = ||M = M=) (M — Mai)?,

a=1 i=1

which is the trace of the matrix quadratic loss: I(M, M) = tr L(M, M). When n —p — 1 > 0,
Efron and Morris [4] proposed an estimator

Ny = X (I = (n—p = (X X)), (1)

which is viewed as a matrix version of the James—Stein estimator. They showed that MEM
is minimax and dominates the maximum likelihood estimator M = X under the Frobenius
loss. Note that Mgy does not change the singular vectors but shrinks the singular values of
X towards zero [17]. Motivated from this property, Matsuda and Komaki [14] developed a
singular value shrinkage prior

msvs(M) = det(M T M)~ (=p=1)/2, @)

which is viewed as a matrix version of Stein’s prior for a normal mean vector [17]. They
proved that this prior is superharmonic and thus the generalized Bayes estimator with respect
to mgys is minimax and dominates the maximum likelihood estimator under the Frobenius
loss. Both the Efron—Morris estimator and the generalized Bayes estimator with respect to
mgyvs have large risk reduction when M is close to low rank, because they shrink the singular
values separately.

In this study, we investigate shrinkage estimation of a normal mean matrix under the matrix
quadratic loss. First, we derive an unbiased estimate of matrix quadratic risk for general
estimators and prove that the Efron—-Morris estimator (1) is minimax. Next, we introduce a
notion of matriz superharmonicity for matrix-variate functions and show that it has analogous
properties with usual superharmonic functions |9], which may be of independent interest. Then,
we show that the generalized Bayes estimator with respect to a matrix superharmonic prior is
minimax. For a normal mean vector (p = 1), it reduces to the result by Stein |[17] on quadratic
loss. We also provide a class of matrix superharmonic priors, which includes the singular value
shrinkage prior (2]). Finally, we give several numerical results, which demonstrate that matrix
superharmonic priors work well for low rank matrices.



2 Estimation under matrix quadratic loss

In this section, we provide preliminary results on estimation of a normal mean matrix under
the matrix quadratic loss.

2.1 Definition of minimaxity
Since the matrix quadratic loss is only partially ordered, the definition of minimaxity under
this loss is not straightforward. In this paper, we adopt the following definition.

Definition 2.1. An estimator M is said to be minimaz under the matriz quadratic loss if

sup ¢' R(M, M)c = infsup ¢ R(M, M')e
M M’ M

for every ¢ € RP.

Namely, we define M to be minimax under the matrix quadratic loss if Me is a minimax
estimator of Me¢ under quadratic loss for every ¢, because ¢ R(M, M)c = Ep[||Mc — Mc|?).
In partlcular since Xc¢ is a minimax estimator of Mc¢ for every ¢, the maximum likelihood
estimator M = X is minimax under the matrix quadratic loss with constant risk R(M, M) =
nl,. Thus, any estimator that dominates the maximum likelihood estimator is also minimax.

2.2 Unbiased estimate of risk

Here, we derive an unbiased estimate of the matrix quadratic risk. Our derivation is based
on Stein’s lemma for matrix-variate normal distributions expressed by a matrix version of
divergence. Note that a locally integrable function g : R™"*P — R™*P is said to be weakly
differentiable [6] if there exist locally integrable functions dg;h fora=1,...,nandi=1,...,p

such that
0
/h( )aXm X)dX = /&nh

holds for any infinitely differentiable function ¢ : R"*P — R with compact support.

Definition 2.2. For a function g : R™*P — R"*P, its matrix divergence div g : R"*P — RP*P
is defined as

(dlv g(X Z BX ——0aj (X

Lemma 2.3. Let X ~ Ny, ,(M, I, 1) and g : R™*P — R"*P be a weakly differentiable function.
Then,

Ex[(X — M) g(X)] = Ey[div g(X)).
Proof. By applying Stein’s lemma [6],

En((X = M) g(X)]lij =Enm | (Xai — Mai)gaj(X)]




O

Theorem 2.4. The matriz quadratic risk of an estimator M =X+ 9(X) with a weakly
differentiable function g is given by
R(M, M) = nl, + Ep[div g(X) + (div g(X))" + g(X) T g(X)].
Proof. By using Lemma [2.3]
R(M, M)

=En[(X +g(X) = M)T(X + g(X) = M)]

=En[(X = M) (X = M) + (X = M) "g(X) + g(X) " (X = M) + g(X) " g(X)]

=nl, + Ex[divg(X) + (divg(X)) " + g(X) " g(X)].

2.3 Minimaxity of Efron—Morris estimator

By using Theorem [2.4] we show that the Efron-Morris estimator (1) is minimax under the
matrix quadratic loss.

Theorem 2.5. When n —p — 1 > 0, the Efron-Morris estimator Mg in @ is minimax
under the matriz quadratic loss.
Proof. Let g(X) (n—p—1)X(XTX)"" so that Mgy = X + g(X).

To calculate div g(X), we use the formula [13]

0
aXai

(X'X)7 = (X" X)X Ba + B X)(X T X) 7,

where Eq; € R™*P is the matrix unit with 1 in the (a,4)-th entry and Os elsewhere. Then,

0
0X ai

0 _
o 2 Xar(XTX)
ar k

(X(XTX))g

=((XTX) i = > Xar((XTX) (X T Eai + Efp X )i (X T X))
k,l,m

=((XTX) i = D Xan(X T X))t (Gim Xt + 60 Xam ) (X X))y,
k,l,m

where 6;; is the Kronecker delta. Thus,

> s (XXX,

=n((XTX) i = D (X X))t (G (X X )t 4 0t (X T X)) (X T X))y
k,l,m
=(n—p—-1)((X" X))y



Therefore,
div g(X) = —(n—p—1*(X ' X)7",
Also,
9(X) g(X) = (n—p—-1*(XTX)"".

Therefore, from Theorem [2.4]

R(M, Mgy) =nl, — (n—p —1)2Ey[(X T X) 7Y < nl,, (3)
which means that MEM is minimax. O

Corollary 2.6. The matriz quadratic risk of the Efron-Morris estimator at M = O s
R(O, Mgwm) = (p+ 1)1,

Proof. When M = O, the matrix (X " X)~! follows the inverse Wishart distribution W~!(n, I,,).
Thus, from the formula for the mean of the inverse Wishart distribution [§],

Ev—o|(X' X)) =(n—-p—-1)71I,.
Therefore, from (@),
R(O, Min) = nly — (n —p = 1)*Ex=o[(X T X)7'] = (p + 1)1,
O
We will study the matrix quadratic risk of the Efron-Morris estimator numerically in

Section 5.

Remark 2.7. Matsuda and Komaki [15] developed an empirical Bayes method for matrix com-
pletion based on the Efron—Morris estimator. It is an interesting future problem to investigate
its performance in terms of the matrix quadratic loss.

3 Matrix superharmonicity

In this section, we introduce a notion of matriz superharmonicity for matrix-variate functions,
which will be used to derive Bayes minimax estimators in the next section.

First, we review the definition of a superharmonic function |9, Definition 3.3.3]. Let S, , =
{r+re|eeR" ||| =1} C R” be the sphere with center = and radius r > 0. For a function
f:R" - RU{oo}, let

L(f :z,r) = ﬁ/g f(z)ds(z) = 1 flx+re)ds(e)

Qn, So,1

be the average value of f on S ,, where ds denotes the surface area element and €2, is the
surface area of the unit sphere Sp; in R™. Then, f is said to be superharmonic if it satisfies
the following:



1. f is lower semicontinuous;

2. f # oo;
3. L(f:x,r) < f(x) for every z € R" and r > 0.

Now, we introduce matrix superharmonicity. For a matrix-variate function f : R"*P — RU
{00}, we can define its superharmonicity as the superharmonicity of fovec™! : R"” — RU{cc},
where vec : R"*P — R"™ is the vectorization operator [8]. However, such a definition does not
take into account the matrix structure. We propose a stronger version of superharmonicity for
matrix-variate functions, which we refer to as matrix superharmonicity. For X € R™*P and
pERP let Sx,={X +ep' | eeR", e]| =1} and

LX) =g [ H +epTste)

be the average value of f on Sx ,. Note that we take average over only rank one perturbations
around X here.

Definition 3.1. A matriz-variate function f : R™*P — R U {oo} is said to be matriz super-
harmonic if it satisfies the following:

1. f is lower semicontinuous;

2. [ # o0;
3. L(f : X,p) < f(X) for every X € R"P and p € RP.

We will provide examples of matrix superharmonic functions in Sections 4.3 and 4.4.

Proposition 3.2. If a function f : R™P — RU {oco} is matriz superharmonic, then fovec™!
1 superharmonic.
Proof. For every X € R"*P and r > 0,
1
L(f ovec ! : vee(X),r) = W /SM L(f: X, p)ds(p).

Since L(f : X, p) < f(X) for every p from the matrix superharmonicity of f,
L(f ovec™ : vee(X),r) < f(X).
O

The converse of Proposition does not hold when p > 2. One counterexample is f(X) =
| X H%ﬁnp as we will show in Proposition [4.15]

Remark 3.3. When n = 1, Sx, = {X — p, X + p} and thus the third condition of matrix
superharmonicity reduces to midpoint convexity:

L) = LEEDTIX D) iy

which is equivalent to usual convexity for a lower semicontinuous function f on RP. On the
other hand, the definition of midpoint convexity is not unique for functions defined on discrete

space [16]. It may be interesting to investigate discrete analogue of matrix superharmonicity
and its applications.




We provide a characterization of matrix superharmonicity for C? functions. Recall that a
C? function f : R™ — R is superharmonic if and only if its Laplacian is nonpositive:

Z Wf

for every z |9, Lemma 3.3.4]. This property is extended to matrix superharmonic functions by
using a matrix version of the Laplacian.

Definition 3.4. For a C? function f : R"*P — R, its matriz Laplacian ﬁf : RPXP — RPXP g
defined as

~ n 2
B1O0) = 3 50
a=1 al Q

Theorem 3.5. A C? function f : R™ P — R is matriz superharmonic if and only if its matriz
Laplacian is negative semidefinite Af(X) < O for every X.

Proof. Assume that f is matrix superharmonic. Let e € R™ be a unit vector. From Taylor’s
theorem,

f(X+eph)
1 0 f
)+ Z 3X X)eapi + = Z W(X)eaplebp] +0(HPH )-
Thus,

L(f:Xop)= o [0 enTas(e)

1 0% f 9
= — (X)pipi
~ 100+ 5 3 g (X ol
= f(X) + %pTAf(X)p +o(llpl?),
where we used
1 1 1
— eqds(e) =0, — eqepds(e) = —0gp-
Qn So,1 Qn So,1 n

On the other hand, L(f : X, p) < f(X) from the matrix superharmonicity of f. Therefore, we
must have

pTAF(X)p <0

for every p. Hence, ﬁf(X) = O for every X. )
Conversely, assume that Af(X) < O for every X. For arbitrary X and p, let f(e) =
f(X +ep"). Then,

o F o ( of o f -
6)_%:8—6(21_;6—%<6 ) Zﬂzmﬂy pTAf(X +ep')p <0

a7l7j



Let C, = {e € R" | n < |le]| < 1} and g(e) = |le||*™™ — 1. Then, g > 0 and Ag = 0 on C,,.
Therefore, from Green’s theorem,

/ (fDng — gDy f) ds(e) = / (fAg—gAf)de >0,
acy, Cy

where 0C,, = So, U So,1 is the boundary of C;, and D,, f is the directional derivative of f in
the direction of the outer normal unit vector. On the other hand, since D, g = —(2 — n)p!™"
on Sp, and Dy,g =2 —mnon Sp1,

fDngds(e) = —(2—n)y'™" [ fds(e) +(2—n) [ fds(e)
oCy So,n So,1
=—2-—n)Q,L(f: X,np) + (2 —n)Q,L(f : X, p).

Also, since § = n?>"" — 1 on So,n and g =0 on Sy 1,

/ gD, fds(e) = (772_" -1) D, fds(e),
6Cn SO,n

which is O(n) as n — 0. Therefore,
L(f: X,p) < L(f: X,np) + O(n).

By taking n — 0, we obtain L(f : X,p) < f(X). Since X and p are arbitrary, f is matrix
superharmonic. O

The limit of an increasing sequence of superharmonic functions is also superharmonic [9,
Theorem 3.4.8]. Matrix superharmonic functions have a similar property.

Lemma 3.6. Let fi1 < fo < ... be an increasing sequence of matriz superharmonic functions
and assume that f =limg_,o fr Z 00. Then, f is also matriz superharmonic.

Proof. Since each f, is lower semicontinuous, their supremum f is also lower semicontinuous.
Also, from Lemma 3.2.10 of [9],

f(X 4ep)ds(e) = lim fe(X +epl)ds(e).

5071 k—o0 5’071
Therefore,
L(f: X,p) = lim L(fi: X,p) < lim fu(X) = f(X),
k—o00 k—o00
where we used the matrix superharmonicity of each fy. O

4 Bayes estimation with matrix superharmonic prior

In this section, we investigate Bayes shrinkage estimation under the matrix quadratic loss.



4.1 Uniqueness of Bayes estimator

Let
ma(X) = / p(X | M)r(M)AM (4)

be the marginal distribution of X ~ N,, ,(M, I,,, I,) with prior w(M).

Similarly to the Frobenius loss, the (generalized) Bayes estimator under the matrix quadratic
loss is uniquely given by the posterior mean, even though the matrix quadratic loss is only
partially ordered.

Definition 4.1. For a function f : R™*P — R, its matriz gradient %f : R™M*P — R™¥P g
defined as

.
00Xy

(VI(X))ai f(X).

Lemma 4.2. If m;(X) < oo for every X, then the (generalized) Bayes estimator of M with

respect to a prior w(M) under the matriz quadratic loss is uniquely given by the posterior mean:
_ [ Mp(X | M)m(M)dM

M™(X)=E;[M|X]= To(X [T~ X + Viogma(X).

Proof. For each estimator M =M (X), its posterior risk is decomposed as

~

EA[(M(X) - M)T (N(X) - M) | X]
—E[(E«[M | X] = M)"(E[M | X] = M)] + D" D,

where D = M(X) — Ex[M | X]. Thus, the posterior risk is uniquely minimized under the
Lowner order by taking D = O, which means that M(X) = E;[M | X]. O

4.2 Sufficient condition for minimaxity

Now, we provide a sufficient condition for minimaxity of (generalized) Bayes estimators under
the matrix quadratic loss.

Theorem 4.3. If \/m,(X) is matriz superharmonic, then the generalized Bayes estimator
M™(X) = X + Vlogmy(X) with respect to ©(M) is minimaz under the matriz quadratic loss.

Proof. From Theorem 2.4] the matrix quadratic risk of the generalized Bayes estimator M~ is
given by

R(M, M) = nl, + Ey[2Alog m(X) + (Vog mx(X)) T (Vlog ma(X))]
Ay/mg(X)

=nl, +4E
P (X)

Since /my(X) is matrix superharmonic and C2 by definition, Ay/m;(X) < O for every X
from Theorem Therefore, R(M, M™) < nl, and thus M™ is minimax. O



We also provide another sufficient condition based on the matrix superharmonicity of prior
itself.

Lemma 4.4. If 7(M) is matriz superharmonic and my(X) < oo for every X, then mr(X) is
also matriz superharmonic.

Proof. Let ¢(Z) be the probability density of Z ~ N,, ,(O, I, I). Then,

_ / $(Z — M)n(M)dM = / $(A)n(Z — A)dA.

Thus, for every X € R™P and p € RP,

Limy : X,p) = /Sm{/gb (X +ep’ A)dA}ds(e)
aron /¢(A) {/50,1 (X +ep — A)ds(e)} dA

—m7|—

where the second equation follows from Fubini’s theorem and the inequality follows from the
matrix superharmonicity of w. Therefore, m, is matrix superharmonic. U

Lemma 4.5. If f : R™*P — R is matriz superharmonic and ¢ : R — R is monotone increasing
and concave in the range of f, then ¢ o f is also matriz superharmonic. In particular, if f is
matriz superharmonic and non-negative, then \/f is also matriz superharmonic.

Proof. For every X € R™*P and p € RP,

Lo [ X0 =g [ (/X +en)is(e)

g¢(g-s ﬂX+wU®@Q

=o(L(f : X, p))
< o(f(X)),
where the first inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality and the second inequality follows

from the matrix superharmonicity of f and the monotonicity of ¢. Therefore, ¢ o f is matrix
superharmonic. O

Theorem 4.6. Let m(M) be a superharmonic prior with mz(X) < oo for every X. Then,
the generalized Bayes estimator M™(X) = X + Vlogm,(X) with respect to m(M) is minimax
under the matrix quadratic loss.

Proof. From Lemma [4.4] and Lemma [4.5] /m,(X) is matrix superharmonic. Therefore, from
Theorem A3, M7™ is minimax. O

10



When p = 1, Theorem [4.3] and Theorem reduce to the classical results by Stein [17] on
minimax Bayes estimators of a normal mean vector.

Remark 4.7. Whereas matrix superharmonic priors provide minimax Bayes estimators of any
linear combination Mc simultaneously, there may be cases where we are only interested in
linear combination with nonnegative coefficients ¢ € Rﬁ. In such cases, only the copositivity
12] of —Am,(X) suffices. Thus, it may be interesting to develop another version of matrix
superharmonicity based on copositivity.

Remark 4.8. Recently, superharmonic priors have been found to give minimax predictive den-
sities under the Kullback—Leibler loss [11, [7]. It is an interesting future problem to investigate
properties of matrix superharmonic priors in predictive density estimation under some analogue
of matrix quadratic loss.

4.3 Matrix superharmonic priors

Here, we provide a class of matrix superharmonic priors, which includes the previously proposed
generalization (2]) of Stein’s prior.
Let

Tapg(M) = det(M T M + BI,)~(@tntp=1/2, (5)

where —n —p+1 < a < —2pand f > 0. When a = —2p and 3 = 0, 7, (M) coincides
with the singular value shrinkage prior (). Note that m, g(M) with e > 0 and 8 > 0 is the
so-called matrix t-distribution with o degrees of freedom [8]. When p = 1, m, g(M) reduces to
the n-dimensional (improper) multivariate t-prior [5]

Ta5(1) = (llf* + B) =72,

and it is superharmonic when —n < o < —2 and § > 0. This result is extended to general p
as follows.

Theorem 4.9. If -n—p+1<a < —-2p and > 0, then the prior o g(M) in (@) is matriz
superharmonic.

Proof. In the following, the subscripts a, b, ... run from 1 to n and the subscripts 4, j, ... run
from 1 to p. We denote the (i, j)-th entry of S™! by S% and the Kronecker delta by ij.
First, assume that 8 > 0. Let S = M "M + BI, = O. Since S;; = >, Ma;i M, + B6ij,

% = 0ir Mar + 0yt Mg (6)
Also,
0 det S = SY det S.
85,
Thus,
05 0 gorg =2 > M S™ det S. (7)
ai k

11



Therefore,

2

DML My, det S
=2 (SU =Y MypMyS7SH 43 MakMalS““Sﬂ> det S, (8)
k,l k,l

where we used

oS+ _ ZSzlSkm ISim _ ZM Sl]Skl ZM SzlS]k:

OM; OM;
which is obtained by differentiating >, S;rS%* = §;; and using (@).
Now,

A (atn+p-1)/2 0 (adn+p—1)/2

A —(a+n+p— - —(at+n+p—

(A(det S) )ij SEIYACITA (det S)

a+n+p—1 (- rtp—
= g (detS) (=D "(Agij + Baig),  (9)

where

a+n+p+1 _9 0 0
— (det S) <3Mai det S o, det S |,

2

Baij = —(det S)lﬁ det S.
ai aj

Aaij =

By using (@) and ), MoxMa; = Sk — Bk,
Z Agij =2(ac+n+p+1) Z <Z MakSik> <Z MalSjl>
a a k l

=2(a4+n+p+1) (S” Z S”fSﬂk>
On the other hand, from (&),

ZBW 2(n—p+1)SY — QBS”ZS’“’“rQBZS”“SJ’“

Hence,
> (Auij + Baij) = 2(a +2p)S7 — 2(a+n+p)B Y S5 — 2559 3 5t
a k k

Substituting this expression into (@) gives

A(det §)~(tmip—n/2 _ @+ ;P —1

x (2(a+2p)S™ = 2(a+n+p)B(S™H2 - 28tr(S™HSTY), (10)

(det S)f(a+n+p71)/2

12



which is negative semidefinite from —n —p+1 < a < —2p, > 0 and S~ = O. Therefore, by
Theorem B35}, 7, 5(M) = (det S)~(@+7+P=1)/2 is matrix superharmonic.
Next, assume that § = 0. Let

>7<a+n+p71>/2

70 (M) = det (MTM + kUL L k=1,2,....

Then, each 7(%) is matrix superharmonic from the above discussion. Also, #() < 7(2) < ...
and limy_,oo 7*) (M) = Ta,g(M) for every M. Therefore, from Lemma B.6, 7, (M) is also
matrix superharmonic. O

Proposition 4.10. If -n—p+1<a < —2p and > 0, then the marginal density m,(X) in
@) with ™ = 7w 5 in @) is finite for every X.

Proof. We use the fact that m,(X) in (@) is interpreted as the expected value of w(M) with
respect to M ~ Ny, (X, I,, I).
When 3 > 0, since 7, g(M) < 7, 5(0) = gPletntp=1)/2,

mW(X) < B—p(a+n+p—1)/2

for every X.
When g =0,

me(X) =E [(det S)*<a+"+p*1>/2} ,

where S = M T M has a noncentral Wishart distribution S ~ W,(n, I,, X " X) from Theorem
3.5.1 in [§]. Therefore, by using Theorem 3.5.6 of [§],

1 a+p—1n 1_+
A(X)=Cetr | —=X"X )1 [—— —=XTX),
ma(X) Cer<2 )11< 2 22 >
where C' = 27P(@Fm+P=1/2T (—(a 4+ p — 1)/2) /Ty(n/2), T} is the multivariate Gamma function
and 1F; is the hypergeometric function of a matrix argument [|8]. Thus, m,(X) is finite for
every X. ]

From Theorem [4.6] Theorem [£.9] and Proposition [£.10] we obtain the following.

Theorem 4.11. If —n—p+1<a < —2p and B > 0, then the generalized Bayes estimator
with respect to the prior o g(M) in [B) is minimax under the matriz quadratic loss.

By taking a = —2p and § = 0 in Theorem and Theorem .11l we obtain the following
result on the singular value shrinkage prior (2)).

Corollary 4.12. When n —p —1 > 0, the singular value shrinkage prior wgys(M) in ([2)
is matriz superharmonic. Also, the generalized Bayes estimator with respect to mwsys(M) is
minimaz under the matrix quadratic loss.

In particular, the matrix superharmonicity of mgyg is strongly concentrated on the space of
low rank matrices, which has measure zero, in the same way as the Laplacian of Stein’s prior
7(p) = ||p||>~™ becomes a Dirac delta function at the origin.

13



Corollary 4.13. If M has full-rank, then Aﬂsvs(M) =0.
Proof. Substituting o = —2p and § = 0 into (I0) gives

A(det §)~ (P2 = —(n — p — 1)(det §) P2 {(n — p)(STH)? + (571 S8 = O,
where we used det S > 0 since M has full-rank. O

Remark 4.14. The Efron-Morris estimator (I) can be viewed as a pseudo-Bayes estimator
M = X + Vlogm(X) [6] with the pseudo-marginal m(X) = wgyg(X) = det(X T X)~(—p=1)/2,
Combining such a pseudo-Bayes interpretation with Theorem [£3]and Theorem L9 with 8 = 0,
it follows that the estimator M = X (I, — ¢(X | X)) is minimax for 0 < ¢ < 2(n —p — 1).

4.4 Stein-type priors

We further investigate matrix superharmonicity of another types of shrinkage priors.

Since Stein’s prior 7(u) = ||u||*~" for p € R™ is superharmonic |17], the prior
2— -
ms(M) = | M|[z" = [[vec(M)[[>~" (11)
is also superharmonic. More generally, the shrinkage prior w(M) = || M| ~¢ with ¢ > 0 is super-

harmonic if and only if 0 < ¢ < np—2 [6]. However, the range of ¢ for matrix superharmoncity
is narrower. In particular, Stein’s prior 7g(M) in (II]) is not matrix superharmonic.

Proposition 4.15. The prior m(M) = | M||z¢ with ¢ > 0 is matriz superharmonic if and only
if0<c<n-2.

Proof. First, assume that 0 < ¢ < n — 2. Let mg(M) = (|M||3 + B)~? with 8 > 0. Then,
m3(M) is C? and its matrix Laplacian is
Amg(M) = —c(|M|F + B) 2 (n(|M|F + B)I, — (¢ +2)M M) < O,

where we used n(|M|% + B)I, — (c+2)M "M = O from n > ¢+ 2 and |M|%1, = MTM.

Therefore, from Theorem B3, mg(M) is matrix superharmonic for every f > 0. Then,

7B (M) = (|IM|E + k~1)7¢/? is an increasing sequence of matrix superharmonic functions

with limy_,eo 7% (M) = 7(M). Thus, from Lemma 36, 7(M) is also matrix superharmonic.
Next, assume that ¢ > n — 2. Consider M and p defined by

Mai:{l (Z: ) > pl:{l (Z: ) :
0 (2<i<p) 0 (2<i<p)
Then,

L M) =g [ w00+ epTdste) = o [ a(e)dst)

where the function g : R™ — R is given by g(e) = [|1 + ¢||¢ with the all-one vector 1 =
(1,...,1)T € R Since ¢ > n —2, Ag(e) = c(c —n +2)[|1 +¢|| 72 > 0. Thus, by Green’s
theorem,

1
q [ 9le)ds(e) > g(0) = w(M).
n JSp 1
Hence, we have L(7 : M, p) > n(M). Therefore, 7(M) is not matrix superharmonic. O
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Corollary 4.16. When p > 2, Stein’s prior ng(M) = HMH%_W is not matrix superharmonic.

[1] showed that the column-wise shrinkage estimator of James—Stein type

C
Za Xgl

is minimax under the matrix quadratic loss when 0 < ¢ < 2(n—2)/p. Note that this estimator
can be viewed as a pseudo-Bayes estimator M = X + V log m(X) 6] with the pseudo-marginal
m(X) = [[;(3, X2)~¢2. Their result is understood from the viewpoint of matrix superhar-
monicity as follows.

M= XD, D=diag(d,...,dy), di=1

Proposition 4.17. The prior (M) = [[;(3, M2%)™%? with ¢ > 0 is matriz superharmonic
if and only if 0 < ¢ < (n—2)/p.

Proof. First, assume that 0 < ¢ < (n —2)/p. Let mg(M) = [[,(>, M2 + 8)~¢/? with 8 > 0.
Then, m3(M) is C? and its matrix Laplacian is

Ang(M) = eng(M)(cA — (n — 2)B — nfC),

where A, B, C are p X p positive semidefinite matrices with entries

-1 -1
Aij = <Z Mgi + ﬁ) (Z ng + 5) <Z MaiMaj> y

—2
Bij = biAij,  Cij = dij (Z M2+ ﬁ) -

Let S = B~'/2AB~'/2 = O. Then, all diagonal entries of S are one and thus S < (trS)I, = pI,.
Thus, A = BY/28B'/? < pB. Therefore, from ¢ < (n — 2)/p,

Amg(M) = c(cp —n + 2)mg(M)B < O.

Hence, from Theorem [B.5}, 75(M) is matrix superharmonic for every 8 > 0. Then, 7(¥)(M) =
[L,(, M2 + k~1)7¢/2 is an increasing sequence of matrix superharmonic functions with
limy,_, oo #*) (M) = 7(M). Thus, from Lemma [36], 7(M) is also matrix superharmonic.

Next, assume that ¢ > (n — 2)/p. Suppose that all entries of M and p are one. Then,

L M) =g [ w00+ epTdste) = o [ a(e)dst)

where the function g : R” — R is given by g(e) = ||1 + ||’ with the all-one vector 1 =
(1,...,1)T € R™. Since ¢ > (n — 2)/p, Ag(e) = cp(cp —n + 2)||1 + e||~?~2 > 0. Thus, by
Green’s theorem,

1
q [ 9le)ds(e) > g(0) = n(M).
n JSp1
Hence, we have L(7 : M, p) > w(M). Therefore, 7(M) is not matrix superharmonic. O
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5 Numerical results

In this section, we present several numerical results on the matrix quadratic risk of shrinkage
estimators. We denote the i-th singular value of M by o;. Note that singular values are in
descending order: o1 > 09 > --- > o).

In the following, we focus on the eigenvalues A\; > --- > A, of the matrix quadratic risk
R(M, M) of several estimators. Since R(M, M) = nl, for the maximum likelihood estimator
M=X , an estimator is minimax if and only if A\; < n for every M.

First, we compare the generalized Bayes estimators with respect to the singular value
shrinkage prior mgys(M) in ([2) and Stein’s prior 7g(M) in () for n = 5 and p = 3. We
employed the numerical method of [14] to compute the generalized Bayes estimators.

Figure M plots the three eigenvalues Ay > Ay > A3 of the matrix quadratic risk with respect
to o9 when o0; = 10 and o3 = 0. For 7wgyg, all eigenvalues do not exceed n = 5, which
indicates the minimaxity. More specifically, both A\; and A3 are almost constant with values
A1 =~ b and A3 = 4 respectively, whereas A9 increases from 4 to 5 with o9. These behaviors are
understood from the fact that wgyg shrinks each singular value separately [14]. For mg, A is
larger than n = 5 when o9 < 8 and thus the estimator is not minimax. This is compatible with
Proposition However, the sum A\; + Ao+ A3 of eigenvalues, which is equal to the Frobenius
risk Ep[[|M — M||2] = tr R(M, M), does not exceed np = 15, because 7g is superharmonic
in usual sense. This is similar to the fact that the James—Stein estimator is not minimax
componentwise, even though it is minimax under the quadratic loss for the whole vector |12].

6 6

;g 4 is-’ 4

= :

= =

D D

Q0 0

5 2| 1% 2 |
0 ! ! ! ! 0 ! ! ! !
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10

09 02

Figure 1: Eigenvalues of matrix quadratic risk of generalized Bayes estimators (n = 5, p = 3,
o1 = 10, o3 = 0). left: mgys. right: ms. The dashed line shows n = 5.

Figure 2 plots the three eigenvalues A\; > Ao > A3 of the matrix quadratic risk with respect
to o1 when o9 = o3 = 0. Thus, the rank of M is one. For mgyg, both Ay and A3 are almost
constant around 4, whereas A\ increases from 4 to 5 with oq. It indicates that wgyg works
particularly well when M has low rank. For mg, all eigenvalues are fairly small when o1 = 0,
namely M = O. However, A1 increases rapidly with ¢; and becomes larger than n = 5 when
o1 > 4.

Next, we compare the Efron-Morris estimator Mgy = X(I — (n —p — 1)(XTX)™1) and
the James-Stein estimator Mjg = (1 — (np—2)/||X||2)X in higher dimension. Note that these
estimators have almost the same risk with the generalized Bayes estimators with respect to
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Figure 2: Eigenvalues of matrix quadratic risk of generalized Bayes estimators (n = 5, p = 3,
o9 = o3 = 0). left: mgyg. right: ms. The dashed line shows n = 5. Note that the second and
third eigenvalues almost overlap in both plots.

msys and 7g, respectively.

Figure B plots the 20 eigenvalues Ay > - -- > Ay of the matrix quadratic risk with respect
to o1 when n = 100, p = 20, 0; = (6 —4)/5-01 (i = 2,...,5) and 05 = -+ = 099 = 0.
Thus, the rank of M is five. The results are qualitatively the same with Figure [, with the
advantage of the singular value shrinkage more pronounced. For Mg, all eigenvalues are
smaller than n = 100. In particular, the bottom 15 eigenvalues are almost constant around
20: A = .-+ &~ Ay =~ 20. On the other hand, for MJS, the largest eigenvalue A; grows
rapidly with o1 and exceeds n = 100 when o; > 10. Other eigenvalues also increase with oy,
including Ag, ..., Aog. These results show that the singular value shrinkage works well for low
rank matrices.

100 |- == - = o - - memmeo oo - 100
<] <]
= =
g g
g 50| 1 & 50
2 2
M) M)
0 ‘ ‘ 0
0 10 20 30

g1
Figure 3: Eigenvalues of matrix quadratic risk (n = 100, p = 20, o; = (6 —4)/5 - o1 for
i =2,....,5and o6 = -+ = g99 = 0). left: Efron—Morris estimator. right: James—Stein
estimator. The dashed line shows n = 100. Note that the bottom 15 eigenvalues almost

overlap in both plots.

For the Efron—Morris estimator, the above simulation results suggest that the i-th eigen-
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value \; of the matrix quadratic risk depends only on the i-th singular value o; of M approx-
imately: \; & gn p(0;) for some function g, ,. Finally, we investigate this functional relation
gn,p Numerically. Figured plots A; with respect to o1 when 09 = --- = 0, = 0 for several values
of n and p. It indicates that g, ,(0) ~ p, which is compatible with R(O, MEM) = (p+1)I, from
Corollary In addition, Figure @ implies g, ,(0) — n as 0 — oco. This is understood from
the fact that the Efron—Morris estimator MEM becomes essentially the same with the maxi-
mum likelihood estimator M = X, which has the constant risk R(M, M ) = nl,, in a direction
of a very large singular value [17, [14]. These properties of g, , provide a quantification of the
advantage of the Efron—Morris estimator over the maximum likelihood estimator when M has
low rank. Namely, if M has rank r < p, then 0,41 = --- = 0, = 0 and thus A\, 41,..., A, should
be close to ¢ ,(0) = p. Therefore, the reduction in the Frobenius risk is evaluated as

np—trR(M,MEM)znp—rn—(p—r)p:np<1—f> (1—8).
P n

Thus, the Efron-Morris estimator attains large risk reduction especially when either p/r or
n/p is large.

100 1,000
o o
= =
: :
g 50 g 500
e E:
S} 5}

0 ! ! 0 ! ! ! !
0 10 20 30 0 20 40 60 80 100
o1 01

Figure 4: Largest eigenvalue of matrix quadratic risk of the Efron-Morris estimator (oo =
. =0, =0). left: n =100, p = 10,20,...,50. right: n = 1000, p = 100,200, ...,500. The
dashed line shows n.
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