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ABSTRACT

Bayesian fused lasso is one of the sparse Bayesian methods, which shrinks both re-
gression coefficients and their successive differences simultaneously. In this paper,
we propose a Bayesian fused lasso modeling via horseshoe prior. By assuming a
horseshoe prior on the difference of successive regression coefficients, the proposed
method enables us to prevent over-shrinkage of those differences. We also propose
a Bayesian hexagonal operator for regression with shrinkage and equality selection
(HORSES) with horseshoe prior, which imposes priors on all combinations of differ-
ences of regression coefficients. Simulation studies and an application to real data
show that the proposed method gives better performance than existing methods.

KEYWORDS
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1. Introduction

Recently, a wide variety of data have come to be used in statistical analysis. Espe-
cially, the analysis of high-dimensional data, such as image data and financial data is
taking on added significance. To handle these data, it is important to perform variable
selection and variable fusion, which correspond to extracting relevant variables and
capturing the group structure of data, respectively. To this end, sparse regularization
methods such as lasso (Tibshirani 1996), fused lasso (Tibshirani et al. 2005), and a
hexagonal operator for regression with shrinkage and equality selection (HORSES)
(Jang et al. 2015) have been proposed. These methods allow us to execute variable
selection and variable fusion by the estimation of regression coefficients.

Meanwhile, many Bayesian approaches to these regularization methods, in which
priors on regression coefficients correspond to regularization terms, have also been pro-
posed. For example, Park and Casella (2008) proposed Bayesian lasso, which shrinks
regression coefficients by assuming they follow a Laplace distribution. Furthermore,
Park and Casella (2008) developed a Gibbs sampling using a hierarchical expression
of the Laplace distribution. Kyung et al. (2010) expanded Bayesian lasso by assuming
Laplace distributions not only on regression coefficients but also on their successive
differences, which is called Bayesian fused lasso.

A Laplace prior tends to shrink its targets, such as regression coefficients and their
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successive differences, too much. To overcome this problem, the Student-t prior and the
normal-exponential-gamma (NEG) distribution (Griffin and Brown 2005), which have
heavier tails than a Laplace prior, have also been used. Song and Cheng (2020) pro-
posed using a Student-t prior to construct Bayesian fusion models. Shimamura et al.
(2019) proposed Bayesian fused lasso based on the hierarchical expression of an NEG
prior. In addition, a horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al. 2010) is also often used instead of
a Laplace prior. A horseshoe prior has an infinite spike at zero and a Cauchy-like tail,
which leads to simultaneous weak shrinkage on non-zero elements and strong shrinkage
on exactly zero ones. Makalic and Schmidt (2015) introduced a linear regression model
in which a horseshoe prior is assumed on the regression coefficients and developed a
simple Gibbs sampler for it. However, these existing methods assume a horseshoe prior
on only the regression coefficients.

In this paper, we propose Bayesian fused lasso modeling with horseshoe prior un-
der the framework of linear regression models. To formulate the Bayesian model, we
assume a Laplace prior on the regression coefficients and a horseshoe prior on their
successive differences. We also propose Bayesian HORSES with horseshoe prior, where
the horseshoe prior is assumed on every pair of differences of regression coefficients.
We develop a Gibbs sampler for the parameters by using the hierarchical expression
of the half-Cauchy prior (Wand et al. 2011) shown by Makalic and Schmidt (2015).

We note that Banerjee (2021) proposed imposing a horseshoe prior on differences of
coefficients. However, Banerjee (2021) used the model assumed in the one-dimensional
fused lasso signal approximation in Friedman et al. (2007), which is a special case
of a linear regression model. In addition, Banerjee (2021) did not perform variable
selection, unlike our proposed method.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the Bayesian
models and introduces sparse Bayesian modelings with horseshoe prior. In Section 3,
we propose Bayesian fused lasso and Bayesian HORSES with horseshoe prior, and then
develop Gibbs samplings for them. Section 4 presents Monte Carlo simulations and an
application to real data to compare our proposed method with existing methods. We
conclude our paper in Section 5.

2. Sparse Bayesian linear regression modeling

In this section, we review Bayesian linear regression, Bayesian lasso, and Bayesian
fused lasso. We also describe Bayesian linear regression via horseshoe prior.

2.1. Preliminaries

Let y = (y1, y2, . . . , yn)
T be an n-dimensional vector of the response variable and X =

(x1,x2, . . . ,xn)
T be an n × p design matrix. A linear regression model is formulated

as

y = Xβ + ǫ, (1)

where β = (β1, β2, . . . , βp)
T is a p-dimensional regression coefficient vector and ǫ =

(ǫ1, ǫ2, . . . , ǫn)
T is an n-dimensional error vector that is distributed as Nn(0n, σ

2In).
Here 0n is an n-dimensional vector of zeros, σ2 is an error variance, and In is an n×n
identity matrix. Without loss of generality, we suppose that the response variable is
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centered and the explanatory variable is standardized as follows:

n
∑

i=1

yi = 0,

n
∑

i=1

xij = 0,

n
∑

i=1

x2ij = n (j = 1, 2, . . . , p). (2)

Then, the likelihood function is given by

f(y | X;β, σ2) =

n
∏

i=1

f(yi | xi;β, σ
2), (3)

where

f(yi | xi;β, σ
2) =

1√
2πσ2

exp

{

−(yi − xT
i β)

2

2σ2

}

. (4)

2.2. Bayesian lasso

Tibshirani (1996) proposed lasso, which performs parameter estimation and variable
selection simultaneously in terms of frequentist. He also mentioned that the lasso
solution is identical to a posterior mode obtained by imposing the Laplace distribution
on the parameter vector β as its prior.

Based on the perspective of Tibshirani (1996), Park and Casella (2008) established
a Bayesian estimation for lasso. The estimation is called Bayesian lasso. Bayesian lasso
considers a conditional Laplace prior in the form

π(β | σ2) = (σ2)
− p

2

p
∏

j=1

Laplace

(

βj√
σ2

| 0, λ
)

=

p
∏

j=1

λ

2
√
σ2

exp

(

− λ√
σ2

|βj |
)

,

(5)

where λ (> 0) is a hyper-parameter. Conditioning β on σ2 makes the posterior distri-
bution unimodal (for example, see Appendix A in Park and Casella (2008)).

The prior distribution in (5) can be rewritten as

λ

2
√
σ2

exp

(

− λ√
σ2

|β|
)

=

∫ ∞

0

1√
2πσ2τ2

exp

(

− β2

2σ2τ2

)

λ2

2
exp

(

−λ2

2
τ2
)

dτ2 (6)

by using a scale mixture of normals (Andrews and Mallows 1974). This equation means
that the Laplace distribution is represented as the convolution of the following two
distributions:

π(β | σ2, τ21 , . . . , τ
2
p ) =

p
∏

j=1

1
√

2πσ2τ2j

exp

(

−
β2
j

2σ2τ2j

)

,

π(τ21 , . . . , τ
2
p ) =

p
∏

j=1

λ2

2
exp

(

−λ2

2
τ2j

)

.
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For the parameter σ2, the improper prior distribution π(σ2) ∝ 1/σ2 or any inverse
gamma distribution for σ2 is assumed. Based on the likelihood and the prior distribu-
tions, a Gibbs sampling for Bayesian lasso is developed. We omit the Gibbs samplers.
For details, we refer the reader to Park and Casella (2008).

2.3. Bayesian fused lasso

The fused lasso (Tibshirani et al. 2005) encourages sparsity in both the coefficients
and their successive differences. Kyung et al. (2010) proposed Bayesian fused lasso as a
Bayesian counterpart to fused lasso. Bayesian fused lasso assumes a prior distribution
for β of the following form:

π(β | σ2) ∝ (σ2)−
2p−1

2 exp



−λ1

σ

p
∑

j=1

|βj |−
λ2

σ

p
∑

j=2

|βj − βj−1|



 , (7)

where λ1 and λ2 are positive hyper-parameters. Similar to Bayesian lasso, a scale
mixture of normals is applied. Then the prior distribution (7) is transformed into

π(β | σ2) ∝ (σ2)−
2p−1

2

p
∏

j=1

∫

1
√

2πτ2j

exp

(

−
β2
j

2σ2τ2j

)

λ2
1

2
exp

(

−λ2
1

2
τ2j

)

dτ2j

×
p
∏

j=2

∫

1
√

2πτ̃2j

exp

{

−(βj − βj−1)
2

2σ2τ̃2j

}

λ2
2

2
exp

(

−λ2
2

2
τ̃2j

)

dτ̃2j .

(8)

Using this hierarchical relationship, Kyung et al. (2010) developed a Gibbs sampling
for Bayesian fused lasso.

To perform the fully Bayesian estimation, Kyung et al. (2010) further assumed the
gamma distribution for the hyper-parameters λ1 and λ2 as

λ2
1 ∼ Ga(r1, δ1),

λ2
2 ∼ Ga(r2, δ2),

(9)

where r1, r2, δ1, and δ2 are positive hyper-parameters. Here, the probability density
function of the gamma distribution is given by

Ga(x | m, c) =
cm

Γ(m)
xm−1 exp(−cx) (x ≥ 0),

wherem is a shape parameter and c is a rate parameter, both taking positive values. In
Kyung et al. (2010), r1 = 1, r2 = 1, δ1 = 10, and δ2 = 10 are used because the gamma
distribution is relatively flat with these parameter values. We omit the full conditional
posteriors and the Gibbs samplers. For details, we refer the reader to Kyung et al.
(2010).

Next, we explain HORSES by Jang et al. (2015). HORSES was proposed as an exten-
sion of fused lasso; HORSES imposes an L1 penalty on all combinations of differences
of regression coefficients. In the Bayesian framework, this corresponds to assuming a
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Laplace prior of the form

π(β | σ2) ∝ (σ2)−
p2+p

4

p
∏

j=1

Laplace

(

βj√
σ2

| 0, λ1

)

×
p
∏

j>k

Laplace

(

βj − βk√
σ2

| 0, λ2

)

(10)

for regression coefficients β. Note that HORSES is also known as generalized fused
lasso (She 2010).

The Laplace distribution shrinks all of the regression coefficients to the same extent.
Shimamura et al. (2019) proposed Bayesian fused lasso and Bayesian HORSES with
NEG prior. This method assumes a Laplace prior on the regression coefficients and an
NEG prior on their differences. Because an NEG prior has two properties, a spike at
zero and extreme flatness of its tail, the method with an NEG prior has the advantage
that exactly identical regression coefficients tend to be estimated as identical, while
different regression coefficients tend to be estimated as different.

2.4. Bayesian linear regression model with horseshoe prior

Makalic and Schmidt (2015) proposed the following Bayesian linear regression model:

y | X,β, σ2 ∼ Nn(Xβ, σ2In),

βj | λ2
j , τ

2, σ2 ∼ N(0, λ2
j τ

2σ2),

σ2 ∼ σ−2dσ2,

λj ∼ C+(0, 1),

τ ∼ C+(0, 1).

(11)

Here, C+(0, a) (a > 0) is a half-Cauchy distribution, which has the following density
function:

p(x) =
2a

π (x2 + a2)
, (x > 0).

The hierarchies of priors in (11) represent the horseshoe prior proposed in Carvalho
et al. (2010). In the model with horseshoe prior, the half-Cauchy prior distribution is
assumed on hyper-parameters λj and τ . Hyper-parameter λj adjusts the level of local
shrinkage for regression coefficient βj , while hyper-parameter τ determines the degree
of global shrinkage for all regression coefficients. Owing to having these two types of
hyper-parameters, the horseshoe prior simultaneously enjoys a heavy tail and infinitely
tall spike at zero. These properties induce exactly identical regression coefficients to
tend to be estimated as identical, while different regression coefficients tend to be
estimated as different.

To develop a Gibbs sampling for the parameters, Makalic and Schmidt (2015) used
a hierarchical expression of the half-Cauchy distribution (Wand et al. 2011), which
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means that x follows C+(0, A) when x2 and a have the following priors:

x2 | a ∼ IG

(

1

2
,
1

a

)

, a ∼ IG

(

1

2
,
1

A2

)

, (12)

where A is a positive constant. Using (12), the priors of the model (11) can be expressed
as follows:

y | X,β, σ2 ∼ Nn(Xβ, σ2In),

βj | λ2
j , τ

2, σ2 ∼ N(0, λ2
j τ

2σ2),

σ2 ∼ σ−2dσ2,

λ2
j | νj ∼ IG

(

1

2
,
1

νj

)

,

τ2 | ξ ∼ IG

(

1

2
,
1

ξ

)

,

ν1, . . . , νp, ξ ∼ IG

(

1

2
, 1

)

.

(13)

We omit the full conditional posteriors and the Gibbs samplers. For details, we refer
the reader to Makalic and Schmidt (2015) and Nalenz and Villani (2018).

3. Proposed method

In this section, we propose the Bayesian linear regression modeling, which assumes
the horseshoe prior on successive differences of regression coefficients. We also extend
this approach to HORSES.

3.1. Bayesian fused lasso with horseshoe prior

We propose assuming a Laplace prior on regression coefficients and a horseshoe prior
on their successive differences as follows:

π(β | σ2) ∝ (σ2)−
p

2

p
∏

j=1

Laplace

(

βj√
σ2

| λ̃1

)

×
p
∏

j=2

∫∫

1
√

2πλ2
j τ̃

2σ2
exp

{

−(βj − βj−1)
2

2λ2
j τ̃

2σ2

}

2

π(1 + λ2
j )

2

π(1 + τ̃2)
dλ2

jdτ̃
2,

(14)

By assuming the prior (14), small differences between successive regression coefficients
are largely shrunk, while large differences are not much shrunk.

Using a scale mixture of normals (Andrews and Mallows 1974), the prior (14) can
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be expressed as follows:

π(β | σ2) ∝
∫

. . .

∫

(σ2)−
2p−1

2 (τ̃2)−
p−1

2 π(τ̃2 | ξ)π(ξ)
p
∏

j=1

(τ2j )
− 1

2

p
∏

j=2

(λ2
j )

− 1

2 exp

(

− 1

2σ2
βTB−1β

)

×
p
∏

j=1

π(τ2j )

p
∏

j=2

π(λ2
j | νj)

p
∏

j=2

π(νj)dτ̃
2dξ

p
∏

j=1

dτ2j

p
∏

j=2

dλ2
j

p
∏

j=2

dνj .

(15)

Here, the inverse of matrix B is represented by

B−1 =





















1
τ2
1

+ 1
λ2
2τ̃

2 − 1
λ2
2τ̃

2 0 . . . 0 0

− 1
λ2
2 τ̃

2

1
τ2
2

+ 1
λ2
2 τ̃

2 +
1

λ2
3 τ̃

2 − 1
λ2
3τ̃

2 . . . 0 0

0 − 1
λ2
3τ̃

2

1
τ2
3

+ 1
λ2
3 τ̃

2 + 1
λ2
4 τ̃

2 . . . 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 . . . 1

τ2
p−1

+ 1
λ2
p−1τ̃

2 + 1
λ2
pτ̃

2 − 1
λ2
pτ̃

2

0 0 0 . . . − 1
λ2
pτ̃

2

1
τ2
p

+ 1
λ2
pτ̃

2





















.

(16)
The detailed calculation of (15) is given in Appendix A. Therefore, the priors on
β, τ21 , . . . , τ

2
p , τ̃

2, λ2
2, . . . , λ

2
p, ν2, . . . , νp, ξ are given by

β | σ2, τ21 , . . . , τ
2
p , τ̃

2, λ2
2, . . . , λ

2
p ∼ Np(0p, σ

2B),

τ2j ∼ EXP

(

λ̃2
1

2

)

,

τ̃2 | ξ ∼ IG

(

1

2
,
1

ξ

)

,

λ2
j | νj ∼ IG

(

1

2
,
1

νj

)

, (j = 2, . . . , p),

ξ, νj ∼ IG

(

1

2
, 1

)

, (j = 2, . . . , p),

where EXP(x | d) is an exponential prior with density function

EXP(x | d) = d exp(−dx), (x ≥ 0). (17)

Here d is positive. In addition, we assume the priors on σ2 and λ̃2
1 as

σ2 ∼ IG(
ν0
2
,
η0
2
),

λ̃2
1 ∼ Ga(r1, δ1).

(18)
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By using the likelihood and the priors for the parameters, we can obtain the full
conditional distributions as follows:

β | y,X, σ2, τ21 , . . . , τ
2
p , τ̃

2, λ2
2, . . . , λ

2
p ∼ Np(A

−1XTy, σ2A−1)

A = XTX +B−1,

σ2 | y,X,β, τ21 , . . . , τ
2
p , τ̃

2, λ2
2, . . . , λ

2
p ∼ IG

(n1

2
,
s1
2

)

n1 = n+ 2p− 1 + ν0,

s1 = (y −Xβ)T (y −Xβ) + βTB−1β + η0,

1

τ2j
| βj , σ2, λ̃2

1 ∼ IGauss

(
√

σ2λ̃2
1

β2
j

, λ̃2
1

)

,

λ̃2
1 | τ21 , . . . , τ2p ∼ Ga



p+ r1,
1

2

p
∑

j=1

τ2j + δ1



 ,

τ̃2 | β1, . . . , βp, σ2, λ2
2, . . . , λ

2
p, ξ ∼ IG





p

2
,

1

2σ2

p
∑

j=2

(βj − βj−1)
2

λ2
j

+
1

ξ



 ,

λ2
j | βj , βj−1, σ

2, τ̃2, νj ∼ IG

(

1,
(βj − βj−1)

2

2σ2τ̃2
+

1

νj

)

,

νj | λ2
j ∼ IG

(

1,
1

λ2
j

+ 1

)

,

ξ | τ̃2 ∼ IG

(

1,
1

τ̃2
+ 1

)

.

By using the full conditional distributions, we can perform the Gibbs sampling.

3.2. Bayesian HORSES with horseshoe prior

Next, we propose assuming a Laplace prior on the regression coefficients and a horse-
shoe prior on all combinations of their differences as follows:

π(β | σ2) ∝ (σ2)−
p

2

p
∏

j=1

Laplace

(

βj√
σ2

| λ̃1

)

×
∏

j>k

∫

1
√

2πλ2
j,kτ̃

2σ2
exp

{

−(βj − βk)
2

2λ2
j,k

τ̃2σ2

}

2

π(1 + λ2
j,k

)

2

π(1 + τ̃2)
dλ2

j,kdτ̃
2.

(19)
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Therefore, the priors on β, τ21 , . . . , τ
2
p , τ̃

2, λ2
1,2, . . . , λ

2
p−1,p, ν1,2 . . . , νp−1,p, and ξ are

given by

β | σ2, τ21 . . . , τ2p , τ̃
2, λ2

1,2, . . . , λ
2
p−1,p ∼ Np(0p, σ

2B),

τ2j ∼ EXP

(

λ̃2
1

2

)

,

λ2
j,k | νj,k ∼ IG

(

1

2
,

1

νj,k

)

,

νj,k ∼ IG

(

1

2
, 1

)

,

where λ2
j,k = λ2

k,j, ν
2
j,k = ν2k,j and the (i, j)-element of B−1 is represented as

B−1
(i,j) =



















1

τ2j
+

1

τ̃2

∑

l 6=i

1

λ2
i,l

, (i = j),

− 1

λ2
i,j

, (i 6= j).

(20)

By assuming an inverse gamma prior on σ2 in (18), the full conditional distributions
are represented as

β | y,X, σ2, τ21 , . . . , τ
2
p , τ̃

2, λ2
1,2, . . . , λ

2
p−1,p ∼ Np(A

−1XTy, σ2A−1),

A = XTX +B−1,

σ2 | y,X,β, τ21 , . . . , τ
2
p , τ̃

2, λ2
1,2, . . . , λ

2
p−1,p ∼ IG

(n1

2
,
s1
2

)

,

n1 = n+ p(p+ 1)/2 + ν0,

s1 = (y −Xβ)T (y −Xβ) + βTB−1β + η0,

1

τ2j
| βj , σ2, λ̃2

1 ∼ IGauss

(
√

σ2λ̃2
1

β2
j

, λ̃2
1

)

,

λ̃2
1 | τ21 , . . . , τ2p ∼ Ga



p+ r1,
1

2

p
∑

j=1

τ2j + δ1



 ,

λ2
j,k | βj , βk, σ2, τ̃2, νj,k ∼ IG

(

1,
(βj − βk)

2

2σ2τ̃2
+

1

νj,k

)

,

νj,k | λ2
j,k ∼ IG

(

1,
1

λ2
j,k

+ 1

)

.

By using the full conditional distributions, we can perform the Gibbs sampling for
Bayesian HORSES.

Note that the hyper-parameter τ̃2 is treated as a tuning parameter. The value of
the tuning parameter is selected by any model selection criterion such as the widely
applicable information criterion (WAIC) (Watanabe 2010).
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4. Numerical studies

In this section, we compare the proposed method with existing methods through
Monte Carlo simulations and show its effectiveness. In addition, we apply the pro-
posed method to soil data (Bondell and Reich 2008).

4.1. Monte Carlo simulation

We conducted Monte Carlo simulations with artificial data generated from the true
model

y = Xβ∗ + ǫ, (21)

where β∗ is the p-dimensional true coefficient vector and the error vector ǫ is
distributed normally as Nn(0n, σ

2In). In addition, xi (i = 1, 2, . . . , n) is distributed
according to the multivariate normal distribution Np(0p,Σ).

We considered the following settings:

Case 1: β∗ = β∗
1 or β∗

2, Σii = 1, Σij = 0.5, (i 6= j),

Case 2: β∗ = β∗
1 or β∗

2, Σii = 1, Σij = 0.5|i−j|, (i 6= j),
Case 3: β∗ = (3.0T5 ,−1.5T5 ,1.0

T
5 ,2.0

T
5 ,0.0

T
p−20)

T , Σii = 1, Σij = 0.5, (i 6= j),

Case 4: β∗ = (3.0T5 ,−1.5T5 ,1.0
T
5 ,2.0

T
5 ,0.0

T
p−20)

T , Σii = 1, Σij = 0.5|i−j|, (i 6= j),

where Σij is the (i, j)-th element of Σ. For each case, we considered σ = 0.5, 1.5.
We simulated Cases 1 and 2 with β∗

1 = (0.0T5 ,1.0
T
5 ,0.0

T
5 ,1.0

T
5 )

T and
β∗
2 = (0.0T5 ,2.0

T
5 ,0.0

T
5 ,2.0

T
5 )

T . We considered n = 50 for Cases 1 and 2 and
n = 30, 50 for Cases 3 and 4. Therefore, Cases 1 and 2 correspond to n > p cases,
whereas Cases 3 and 4 correspond to n = p and n < p cases. We simulated 100
datasets for each case. Cases 1 and 2 are according to example 1 in Shen and Huang
(2010), whereas Cases 3 and 4 are respectively according to examples 2 and 3 in
the same reference. For each case, the Gibbs sampling was run with 5,000 iterations
(where we discarded the first 2,000 iterations as burn-in).

We compared Bayesian fused lasso with horseshoe prior (BFH) to Bayesian fused
lasso (BFL) and Bayesian fused lasso with NEG prior (BFNEG). For BFNEG, the
shape parameter in the Gamma distribution in the NEG prior was set to 0.5 according
to the simulation study in Griffin and Brown (2011), while the rate parameter was
selected by WAIC.

To evaluate the accuracy of the estimation of regression coefficients, we used mean
squared error (MSE):

MSE =
1

100

100
∑

k=1

(β̂(k) − β∗)T (β̂(k) − β∗), (22)

where β̂(k) = (β̂
(k)
1 , . . . , β̂

(k)
p )T is the regression coefficient vector estimated from the

k-th dataset. We also computed MSEdiff , expressed as

MSEdiff =
1

100

100
∑

k=1

(β̂
(k)
diff − β∗

diff)
T (β̂

(k)
diff − β∗

diff), (23)
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where β∗
diff is a vector of the non-zero differences of the true regression coefficients

and β̂
(k)
diff is the estimated value of β∗

diff from the k-th dataset. MSEdiff is an index to
assess how close the differences of estimated regression coefficients which are not zero
are to the true differences. For example, regression coefficients for Case 1 are given
by β∗ = (0.0T5 ,2.0

T
5 ,0.0

T
5 ,2.0

T
5 )

T and the non-zero successive differences are between
the 5th and 6th, 10th and 11th, and 15th and 16th elements of β∗. Then, MSEdiff is
calculated as follows:

(24)
MSEdiff =

1

100

100
∑

k=1

[{

(β̂
(k)
6 − β̂

(k)
5 )− (β∗

6 −β∗
5)
}

2+
{

(β̂
(k)
11 − β̂

(k)
10 )− (β∗

11−β∗
10)
}

2

+
{

(β̂
(k)
16 − β̂

(k)
15 )− (β∗

16 − β∗
15)
}

2
]

.

In addition, we computed prediction squared error

PSE =
1

100

100
∑

k=1

(β̂(k) − β∗)TΣ(β̂(k) − β∗) (25)

to evaluate the accuracy of prediction.

Table 1.: MSE (standard deviation), MSEdiff , and PSE for Case 1. Bold font indicates smallest
value among BFL, BFNEG, and BFH.

σ = 0.5 σ = 1.5
MSE MSEdiff PSE MSE MSEdiff PSE
(sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd)

β∗
1

BFL
0.329 0.118 0.325 2.056 0.723 1.226
(0.146) (0.102) (0.277) (0.902) (0.561) (0.589)

BFNEG
0.219 0.089 0.275 1.444 0.614 0.929
(0.082) (0.066) (0.215) (0.632) (0.414) (0.480)

BFH
0.187 0.098 0.283 1.094 0.760 0.770

(0.105) (0.096) (0.278) (0.571) (0.501) (0.452)

β∗
2

BFL
0.623 0.205 0.945 2.459 0.911 1.893
(0.307) (0.173) (1.076) (1.092) (0.786) (1.243)

BFNEG
0.504 0.173 0.909 1.720 0.773 1.438
(0.252) (0.144) (0.993) (0.806) (0.702) (0.975)

BFH
0.454 0.200 0.982 1.306 0.791 1.429

(0.276) (0.196) (1.079) (0.746) (0.752) (1.199)
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Table 2.: MSE (standard deviation), MSEdiff , and PSE for Case 2. Bold font indicates smallest
value among BFL, BFNEG, and BFH.

σ = 0.5 σ = 1.5
MSE MSEdiff PSE MSE MSEdiff PSE
(sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd)

β∗
1

BFL
0.271 0.120 0.250 1.528 0.715 1.171
(0.126) (0.096) (0.128) (0.718) (0.537) (0.519)

BFNEG
0.183 0.094 0.196 1.109 0.625 0.956
(0.094) (0.101) (0.116) (0.558) (0.477) (0.436)

BFH
0.139 0.079 0.189 0.622 0.540 0.682

(0.084) (0.085) (0.121) (0.334) (0.396) (0.365)

β∗
2

BFL
0.568 0.209 0.627 1.925 0.918 1.605
(0.275) (0.156) (0.382) (0.907) (0.751) (0.754)

BFNEG
0.471 0.195 0.596 1.297 0.703 1.266
(0.247) (0.174) (0.362) (0.832) (0.544) (0.729)

BFH
0.413 0.176 0.593 0.849 0.596 1.058

(0.247) (0.160) (0.408) (0.524) (0.649) (0.631)

Table 3.: MSE (standard deviation), MSEdiff , and PSE for Case 3. Bold font indicates smallest
value among BFL, BFNEG, and BFH.

σ = 0.5 σ = 1.5
MSE MSEdiff PSE MSE MSEdiff PSE
(sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd)

n = 30

BFL
4.460 2.198 3.931 14.295 5.098 8.940
(2.380) (1.649) (2.596) (5.784) (3.278) (3.904)

BFNEG
1.601 0.275 1.835 14.087 4.773 8.521
(0.300) (0.148) (0.486) (6.379) (3.272) (4.111)

BFH
1.623 0.736 2.408 7.478 3.119 5.530

(0.848) (0.556) (2.656) (3.945) (2.563) (3.525)

n = 50

BFL
1.805 0.533 1.648 8.390 2.104 4.989
(0.642) (0.410) (1.094) (3.276) (1.555) (1.999)

BFNEG
1.937 0.573 1.801 10.584 2.514 6.250
(0.588) (0.452) (1.150) (4.257) (1.970) (2.583)

BFH
0.787 0.298 1.424 2.333 1.065 2.237

(0.461) (0.258) (1.842) (1.273) (0.832) (1.909)
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Table 4.: MSE (standard deviation), MSEdiff , and PSE for Case 4. Bold font indicates smallest
value among BFL, BFNEG, and BFH.

σ = 0.5 σ = 1.5
MSE MSEdiff PSE MSE MSEdiff PSE
(sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd)

n = 30

BFL
2.697 1.760 3.194 8.537 4.341 9.160
(1.221) (1.293) (1.488) (3.470) (2.934) (4.098)

BFNEG
2.039 0.905 2.477 9.716 4.830 9.897
(0.809) (0.702) (1.045) (4.750) (3.859) (4.768)

BFH
1.254 0.578 1.802 4.290 2.452 4.998

(0.569) (0.476) (0.832) (2.906) (2.848) (2.516)

n = 50

BFL
1.468 0.503 1.457 6.040 1.931 4.932
(0.470) (0.339) (0.548) (2.511) (1.376) (1.940)

BFNEG
1.708 0.554 1.722 7.621 2.494 6.165
(0.638) (0.454) (0.724) (3.335) (1.891) (2.519)

BFH
0.716 0.260 1.067 1.360 0.687 1.897

(0.355) (0.211) (0.561) (0.758) (0.550) (0.883)

The results are summarized in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4. The proposed method BFH
shows smaller MSEs and PSEs than BFL in almost all cases. This indicates that BFH
outperformed BFL not only when n > p but also when n = p and n < p. In addition,
BFH gives smaller MSEdiffs than BFL in almost all cases. The reason is that BFH
does not shrink non-zero differences of regression coefficients too much compared to
BFL. Furthermore, BFH gives smaller values of MSE in 15 cases, PSE in 13 cases,
and MSEdiff in 11 cases, out of the 16 cases, in comparison to BFNEG. BFH worked
better than BFNEG especially in the case that successive regression coefficients had
higher correlation than other pairs of regression coefficients. These results show that
BFH gives a closer estimation to the true regression coefficients and can capture more
non-zero differences of regression coefficients than the existing methods.

4.2. Application

We applied Bayesian HORSES with horseshoe prior in Section 3.2 to the Appalachian
Mountains Soil Data dataset, which was analyzed in Bondell and Reich (2008) and
Jang et al. (2015). This dataset is available from https://blogs.unimelb.edu.au/

howard-bondell/#tab25 and was used for showing the relationship between soil char-
acteristics and rich cove forest diversity. The dataset was collected at twenty 500 m2

plots in the Appalachian Mountains. Forest diversity, which is represented as the num-
ber of different plant species, is used for response variables and 15 soil characteristics
in 20 plots are used as explanatory variables. The data are the average of five equally
spaced measurements in each plot. We standardized soil data before the analysis.

We compared Bayesian HORSES with horseshoe prior (BHH) to Bayesian HORSES
(BH) and Bayesian HORSES with NEG prior (BHNEG). For this application, we chose
the hyper-parameters λ2

2 for BH from five candidates between 10−4 and 10−2, τ̃2 for
BHH from five candidates between 104 and 106, and γ22 for BHNEG from five can-
didates between 1 and 10. We set the hyper-parameter λ2 for BHNEG as 0.5. We
executed a leave-one-out cross-validation to assess the performance of the models. In
each estimation, the Gibbs sampling was run with 10,000 iterations and 5,000 iterations
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were discarded as burn-in. The mean values of cross-validation, CV, are summarized
in Table 5.

From Table 5, the value of CV for our proposed method is smaller than that for
BH. BHNEG gives the smallest value of CV, but gives the largest value of standard
deviation. On the other hand, our proposed method gives the smallest value of standard
deviation and the second largest value of CV. Table 6 shows the regression coefficients
estimated by all 20 samples. Note that the hyper-parameters were selected by WAIC.
The scales of the estimated values are different from those of the results of Jang et al.
(2015), but we observe that BHH captures almost the same group structure as found
in Jang et al. (2015). Considering these results, BHH gives relatively stable estimation
capturing the group structure of variables compared to the existing methods.

Table 5.: Results for analysis of Appalachian Mountains Soil Data.

BH BHNEG BHH
CV 0.000678 0.000619 0.000656
(sd) (0.000840) (0.000852) (0.000805)

Table 6.: Estimated values of regression coefficients in analysis of Appalachian Mountains Soil
Data.

BH BHNEG BHH
Base saturation −0.00441 −0.00199 −0.00330
Sum cations −0.00745 −0.00419 −0.00638
CEC buffer −0.00501 −0.00570 −0.00599
Calcium −0.00916 −0.00505 −0.00702
Magnesium 0.00306 −0.00120 −0.00003
Potassium −0.00799 −0.00378 −0.00540
Sodium 0.00003 0.00020 0.00035
Phosphorus 0.00781 0.00355 0.00609
Copper 0.01489 0.00646 0.01132
Zinc −0.00586 0.00107 −0.00194
Manganese 0.01077 0.00789 0.00946
Humic matter −0.02309 −0.01444 −0.01930
Density −0.00089 0.00232 0.00060
pH 0.01156 0.00388 0.00682
Exchangeable acidity 0.00580 −0.00132 0.00105
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5. Conclusions

We proposed Bayesian fused lasso modeling with horseshoe prior, and then developed
the Gibbs sampler for the parameters by using a scale mixture of normals and a
hierarchical expression of a half-Cauchy prior. In addition, we extended the method to
the Bayesian HORSES. Through numerical studies, we showed our proposed method
is superior to the existing methods in terms of prediction and estimation accuracy.

In Bayesian HORSES with horseshoe prior, we select the value of global shrinkage
parameter τ̃2 by WAIC. It would be interesting to assume any proper prior on τ̃2.
Considering how to accelerate the convergence of the Gibbs sampling for our proposed
method would also be interesting. We leave these topics as future work.
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Appendix A. Detailed calculation of the formula (15)

The detailed calculation of rewriting (14) as (15) is as follows:

π(β | σ2) ∝ (σ2)−
p

2

p
∏

j=1

∫

1
√

2πτ2j

exp

(

−
β2
j

2σ2τ2j

)

λ̃2
1

2
exp

(

− λ̃2
1

2
τ2j

)

dτ2j

×
p
∏

j=2

∫∫





1
√

2πλ2
j τ̃

2σ2
exp

{

−(βj − βj−1)
2

2λ2
j τ̃

2σ2

}

×
∫ ( 1

νj
)

1

2

Γ(12 )
(λ2

j )
− 3

2 exp

(

− 1

νjλ2
j

)

1

Γ(12)
(νj)

− 3

2 exp

(

− 1

νj

)

dνj

×
∫ (1

ξ
)

1

2

Γ(12 )
(τ̃2)−

3

2 exp

(

− 1

ξτ̃2

)

1

Γ(12 )
(ξ)−

3

2 exp

(

−1

ξ

)

dξ

]

dλ2
jdτ̃

2

∝
∫

. . .

∫ p
∏

j=1

1
√

2πσ2τ2j

exp

(

−
β2
j

2σ2τ2j

)

p
∏

j=1

λ̃2
1

2
exp

(

− λ̃2
1

2
τ2j

)

×
p
∏

j=2

1
√

2πλ2
j τ̃

2σ2
exp

{

−(βj − βj−1)
2

2λ2
j τ̃

2σ2

}
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j=2

( 1
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(λ2
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− 3
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− 1

νjλ
2
j
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×
(1
ξ
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1

2

Γ(12)
(τ̃2)−

3

2 exp(− 1
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1
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3
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−1

ξ

) p
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− 1
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× dτ̃2dξ
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j=1
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j=2

dλ2
j

p
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j=2

dνj
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∫

. . .

∫
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2p−1
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(τ2j )
− 1
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− 1

2 exp
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− 1

2σ2
βTB−1β
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