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A N O M A LIES IN T H E FO U N D AT IO N S

O F R ID G E R EG R ESSIO N

D .R .JEN SEN A N D D .E.R A M IR EZ

A bstract. A nom aliespersistin the foundationsofridgeregression assetforth in H oerl

and K ennard (1970) and subsequently. Conventionalridge estim ators and their proper-

ties do not follow on constraining lengths ofsolution vectors using LaG range’s m ethod,

as claim ed. Estim ators so constrained have singular distributions; the proposed solu-

tions are not necessarily m inim izing;and heretofore undiscovered bounds are exhibited

for the ridge param eter. N one ofthe considerable literature on estim ation,prediction,

cross{validation,choiceofridgeparam eter,and related issues,collectively known asridge

regression,isconsistentwith constrained optim ization,norwith corresponding inequality

constraints. The problem is traced to a m isapplication ofLaG range’s principle,failure

to recognizethesingularity ofdistributions,and m isplaced linksbetween constraintsand

the ridge param eter. O therprinciples,based on condition num bers,are seen to validate

both conventionalridge and surrogate ridge regression to be de�ned. N um ericalstudies

illustrate that ridge analysis often exhibits som e ofthe sam e pathologies it is intended

to redress.

1.Introduction

G iven thefull{rankm odelY = X � + � with zero{m ean,hom oscedastic,and uncorrelated

errors,theordinary leastsquares(OLS)estim atorsb�L solvethek equationsX
0
X � = X

0
Y

on m inim izing Q (�)= (Y � X �)0(Y � X �):Ill{conditioned m odelslong have posed spe-

cialchallenges,in thatb�L often exhibitsexcessivelength,inated variances,instability,and

otherintrinsicdi�culties.Noting these,Hoerl(1962,1964)considered ad hoc solutions b�R

= fb�R �
= (X

0
X + �Ik)

�1 X
0
Y ;� � 0g and noted theirsuccessfulapplicationsin chem ical

engineering. Analyses built around these have been labeled ridge regression in statistics,

although Levenberg (1944)and Riley (1955)earlierposed such solutionsin num ericalanal-

ysis. Noting thatOLS \doesnothave builtinto ita m ethod forportraying sensitivity of

the solutionsto the estim ation criterion," Hoerland K ennard (1970)soughtm athem atical

foundations beyond G auss’s principle with its inherent lim itations. Speci�cally,they as-

serted that b�R aresolutionsm inim izing Q (�)subjectto the constraintf�
0
� = c2g:O thers

identify ridge regression instead with the constraints f�
0
� � c2g ofBalakrishnan (1963);

however,Hoerland K ennard (1970),p. 64,speci�cally relegate this to approaches other

than ridgeregression.

1991 M athem atics SubjectClassi�cation. Prim ary:62J07;Secondary: 62J20.

K ey words and phrases. Constrained optim ization,incom plete use ofLaG range’s m ethod,nonsingular

distributions,alternative foundations.
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Ridgeestim atorsabound,based on estim ative,predictive,cross{validative,and num erous

othercriteria,typically giving disparatechoicesfor�:Even theearly sim ulationsofDem p-

ster,Schatzo�,and W erm uth (1977) identi�ed 57 ridge and related shrinkage estim ators.

An expository survey and num ericalexam ples are provided in M yers (1990). In short,a

considerableliterature,spanning thepastthirty{six years,restson thefoundationsofHoerl

and K ennard (1970),ostensibly the m athem atics ofconstrained optim ization,to rem edy

defectsofOLS in ill{conditioned system s.

In fact,little ofthe collective literature known asridge regression isconsistentwith the

constrained optim ization ofHoerland K ennard (1970),norwith corresponding inequality

constraints.Herethe problem istraced to (i)a m isapplication ofLaG range’sprinciple,(ii)

failure to identify singulardistributions,and (iii)invalid linksbetween the constraintsand

the ridge param eters. These errorsare evidentalso in M arquardt(1970),M arquardtand

Snee(1975),G olub,Heath and W ahba(1979),van Nostrand (1980),and elsewherethrough-

out the literature. In consequence,m uch that is known about ridge regression rests on a

falseprem ise.By analogy,Hoerland K ennard (1970)considered generalized ridgeregression

assolving them odi�ed equations(X
0
X + �)� = X

0
Y ;with nonnegativeridgeparam eters

� = Diag(� 1;:::;�k):Asnoted later,thesesolutionsagain areinconsistentwith LaG range

m inim ization. In sum m ary,notto denigrate its usefulnessin practice,the collective body

ofridge regression rests on little m ore than heuristics. To the contrary,aspects ofridge

regression have proven usefulenough,often enough,to deserve sound rationale for their

im plem entation.In thisspiritweseek to supplantthem issing foundationswith alternatives

based on conditioning ofthe linearsystem X
0
X � = X

0
Y .An outline follows.

Supporting developm ents com prise Section 2,to include notation and the basics ofin-

variance and condition num bers. Section 3 reexam ines LaG range optim ization in linear

inference. Section 4 develops supporting rationale for ridge regression as currently prac-

ticed,and an alternativeapproach using surrogate ridge m odels.A casestudy in Section 5

revisitsan ill{conditioned data setconsidered elsewhere. Section 6 concludeswith a brief

sum m ary.

2.Preliminaries

2.1.N otation. The sym bolsRk and R
k
+ designate Euclidean k{space and itspositive or-

thant;Fnk and F
C

nk
com prise the realand com plex (n � k) m atrices ofrank k � n;and

Sk and S
+

k
designate the realsym m etric (k � k) m atrices and their positive de�nite vari-

eties. The transpose,inverse,trace,and determ inantofA 2 Fkk are A
0
;A

�1
;tr(A );and

jA j;and V
�
is the conjugate transpose ofV 2 F

C

nk:G roups ofnote include U(k) as the

unitary (k � k) m atrices,and O (k) as the realorthogonalgroup. Specialarrays are the

(k� k)identity Ik;the unitvector1k = [1;1;:::;1]02 R
k;and the diagonalm atrix D a =

Diag(a1;:::;ak):Them apping �(X )= [�1;:::;�k]
0takesX 2 F

C

nk
into itsordered singular

values f�1 � :::� �k > 0g:The singular decom position is X = U D V
�
;such that D =

Diag(D �;0)oforder(n � k);D � = Diag(�1;:::;�k);U 2 U(n);and V 2 U(k);where the
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colum ns ofU = [u1;:::;un]and V = [v1;:::;vk]com prise the left{ and right{singular

vectors ofX :Equivalently write X = U 1D �V
�
=
P k

i= 1
�iuiv

�
i with U 1 = [u1;:::;uk];

and itsM oore{PenroseinverseasX
y
= V D

y
U

�
;with D

y
= Diag(D

�1

�
;0)oforder(k� n):

Speci�cally,therealm odelY = X � + � in canonicalform becom esY = P D �� + �;where

X = P D �Q
0
and � = Q

0
� is an orthogonalreparam etrization. For Y 2 R

n random ,

designateitsm ean vector,itsdispersion and correlation m atricesasE(Y )= �;V(Y )= �;

and C (Y )= R ;and itslaw ofdistribution asL(Y ):

2.2.Invariance and C onditioning. A function  (� )on F
C

nk iscalled unitarily invariant

if,for each G 2 F
C

nk
and any unitary m atrices U 2 U(n) and V 2 U(k);it follows that

 (G ) =  (U G V
�
):Then  (G ) depends on G only through its ordered singular values

�(G ) = [1;:::;k]
0:Let � com prise the sym m etric gauge functions on R

k such that for

each �(� )2 �;(i) �(u1;:::;uk)is sym m etric under the 2
kk!perm utations and reections

abouttheorigin;(ii)�(u)> 0 when u 6= 0;(iii)�(� )ishom ogeneous,i.e.,�(cu)= jcj�(u)

forc6= 0;and (iv)�(u + v)� �(u)+ �(v):Let	 com prise the unitarily invariantm atrix

norm son FCnk;von Neum ann (1937)dem onstrated thatthesearegenerated asfk� k�;� 2 �g

with kG k� = �(1;:::;k):Correspondingnorm son Fnk areinvariantunderX ! P X Q
0
;

with (P ;Q ) 2 O (n)� O (k);see also Schatten (1970)and M arshalland O lkin (1979). In

particular,theFrobeniusnorm on Fnk iskX kF = [tr(X
0
X )]1=2 = (

P k

i= 1
�2i)

1=2 in term sof

the singulardecom position X = P D �Q
0
;with k� k asthe Euclidean norm on Rk:

Two typesofconditioning aregerm aneto the presentstudy:

Type A Conditioning: Stability ofthe solution z ofthe linearsystem A z = b;when the

coe�cientsA 2 F kk aresubjected tosm allperturbations,isgauged by thecondition num ber

cg(A )= g(A )g(A
�1
);whereg(� )ordinarilyisanorm .Thesystem iswellconditioned atA =

Ik with cg(Ik)= 1.0,largervaluesreecting greaterill-conditioning.Speci�cally,with g(A )

= kA k�;then fc�(� );� 2 �g com prise the unitarily invariantType A condition num bers,

so thatfc�(A )= kA k�kA
�1
k�;� 2 �g;astreated in M arshalland O lkin (1979),Horn and

Johnson (1985),and elsewhere. In particular,take c1(A )= �1=�k;where f�1 � :::� �kg

arethe ordered eigenvaluesofA :

Type B Conditioning: The conceptofelasticitiesisinvoked in Belsley,K uh and W elsch

(1980) to link sensitivities ofsolutions,and ofvariances of b�L = (Z
0
Z )�1 Z

0
Y ;with dis-

turbancesin the data m atrix Z 2 Fnk;asgauged by itscondition num berc1(Z )= �1=�k;

with �(Z )= [�1;:::;�k]
0:HereZ istheresultofscaling thecolum nsofX to have(approx-

im ately) equallengths. M ore generally,the unitarily invariantcondition num bers on Fnk

arec�(X )= �(X )�(X
y
);with X

y
asthe M oore{Penroseinverse.The system iswellcon-

ditioned atX = P IkQ
0
;where c�(P IkQ

0
)= c�(Ik)= 1.0,largervaluesreecting greater

ill-conditioning.In sum m ary,Belsley etal.(1980)proceed to scalethe colum nsofX ! Z

to haveapproxim ately equallengths,and to focuson kZ k�1
= �1;so thatc1(Z )= �1=�k:
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3.T he Principal Issues

3.1.LaG range’s M ethod. G iven di�erentiable functionsf(u1;:::;uk)and g(u1;:::;uk)

such thatthe gradientr g(u1;:::;uk)6= 0 on G0 = fu 2 R
k :g(u)= 0g;the problem isto

m inim izef(u1;:::;uk)subjectto theconstraintg(u1;:::;uk)= 0.W riteL(u1;:::;uk;�)=

f(u1;:::;uk)+ �[g(u1;:::;uk)� 0]:Itisnecessary thatgradientvectorsin Rk be parallel,

i.e,

r f(u1;:::;uk)= �r g(u1;:::;uk); (3.1)

whereas

@L(u1;:::;uk;�)=@� = [g(u1;:::;uk)� 0] (3.2)

recovers the constraint. LaG range’s principle requires solving the k + 1 equations,(3.1)

and (3.2), in the k + 1 unknowns fu1;:::;uk;�g:To m inim ize f(u1;:::;uk) subject to

g(u1;:::;uk)� 0;de�nethe Lagrangian L(u;�)= f(u)� �g(u):Stuezle1 hasgiven condi-

tionsforu� to bea solution,nam ely,(i)g(u�)� 0;(ii)r u L(u
�;��)= 0;(iii)��g(u�)= 0;

and (iv)�� � 0:

Forconstrained leastsquaresthe objectivefunction isnow

L(�1;:::;�k;�)= Q (�)+ �(�
0
� � c

2)

with Q (�)= (Y � X �)0(Y � X �)asbefore.Corresponding to (3.1)and (3.2)are

(X
0
X + �Ik)� = X

0
Y (3.3)

�
0
� = c

2 (3.4)

to be solved for the k + 1 unknowns (�1;:::;�k;�):Designate these as fb�c;
b�g such that

b�
0

c
b�c = c2;as apparently intended by Hoerland K ennard (1970). Ifinstead Q (�) is to

be m inim ized subject to f�
0
� � c2g;then the constrained solution b�0 satis�es b�0 = b�L

whenever b�
0

L
b�L < c2;and otherwise (X

0
X + �Ik)�0 = X

0
Y for som e � > 0 such that

b�
0

0
b�0 = c2;as shown in Balakrishnan (1963). See also the conditions (i){(iv) ofStuezle

(2005)ascited.

3.2.R idge R egression: A Survey. W e recallessentialsofconventionalridge regression

assetforth principally in Hoerland K ennard (1970),M arquardt(1970),and M arquardtand

Snee (1975).Forcontinuity weretain theirnotation,with theirfk;p;b�;b�
�

g corresponding

to ourf�;k;b�L;
b�R �

g and,on occasion,b�R �
= b�

�

� = b�
�

(�):Accordingly,write the residual

sum ofsquaresas� = (Y � X b)0(Y � X b)= �m in + �(b);where�m in = (Y � X b�)0(Y � X b�)

and �(b)= (b� b�)0X
0
X (b� b�):Variousassertionshavebeen setforth,asenum erated here

forlaterreference.

A 1.Hoerland K ennard (1970),p.57:\b�
�

= [Ip + k(X
0
X )�1 ]�1 b� (2.3)*."

A 2. Hoerland K ennard (1970), pp. 58{59: \The ridge trace can be shown to be

following a path through thesum sofsquaressurfaceso thatfora �xed � a singlevaluefor

1Stuezle, W ., \Chapter 5. N otes on R idge R egression," online notes for BioStat 538, W inter 2005,

U niversity ofW ashington,atwww.stat.washington.edu/wxs/Stat538{w05
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b ischosen and thatisthe one with m inim allength." Precisely:\M inim ize b
0
b subjectto

(b� b�)0X
0
X (b� b�)= �0 (3.2)*." \Thisreducesto b = b�

�

= (X
0
X + kI)�1 X

0
Y wherek

ischosen to satisfy the restraint(3.2)*."

A 3. Hoerland K ennard (1970),p. 59: \O fcourse,in practice it is easierto choose a

k � 0 and then to com pute �0:In term sofb�
�

the residualsum ofsquaresbecom es��(k)

= (Y � X b�
�

)0(Y � X b�
�

)= �m in + k2b�
�
0(X

0
X )�1 b�

�

(3.6)*."

A 4. Hoerland K ennard (1970), p. 59: \A com pletely equivalent statem ent of the

problem isthis: Ifthe squared length ofthe regression vectorb is�xed atR 2;then b�
�

is

the value ofb that gives a m inim um sum ofsquares. That is, b�
�

is the value ofb that

m inim izesthe function F1 = (Y � X b)0(Y � X b)+ (1=k)(b
0
b� R 2)(3.7)*."

A 5.M arquardtand Snee(1975),p.5:\Ifb�
�

isthesolution of(X
0
X + kI)b�

�

= g;then

b�
�

m inim izes the sum ofsquares ofresiduals on the sphere centered at the origin whose

radiusisthe length ofb�
�

:" Here g = X
0
Y :

3.3.P ropertiesofSolutions. W enextexam inedistributionsoftheconstrained solutions

b�c;subjectto
b�
0

c
b�c = c2;tocontinuetheun�nished workofHoerland K ennard(1970),and of

b�0 underinequality constraints.To theseendsidentify thesphereSc = fu 2 R
k :u0u = c2g

and the open ballB c = fu 2 R
k : u0u < c2g;both ofradius c;and the com plem ent

B c
c = fu 2 R

k :u0u � c2g:Accordingly,let�(� )be the probability m easure on Rk induced

through Y ! b�L ;let �Sc
(� ) be the m easure on Sc � R

k induced through solutions b�c of

(3.3) and (3.4);and let �B c
(� ) be the nonsingular m easure on Bc � R

k induced through

L(b�L j
b�
0

L
b�L < c

2):Stochasticpropertiesofb�c and
b�0 aregiven next.

T heorem 1. Let b�c 2 R
k be the constrained solution satisfying (3.3) and (3.4), and let

b�0 2 R
k m inim ize Q (�1;:::;�k)subjectto f�

0
� � c2g;with �0(� )asitsprobability m easure

on R
k:

(i)The jointdistribution L(b�c)= Fc(b)corresponding to �Sc
(� )issingularon Rk ofrank

k� 1:

(ii)The m easure �0(� )forb�0 adm itsthe m ixture representation

�0(A)= � � �B c
(A)+ �� � �Sc

(A) (3.5)

with m ixing probabilities � = 1� �� 2 (0;1);such that

(iii) �B c
(A)= [�(B c)]

�1
R

A
IB c

(t)d�(t);where IB c
(t)isthe indicator function;and

(iv)� = �(B c):

P roof:Conclusion (i)isim m ediate,since b�c 2 R
k constructively lieson the sphere b�

0

c
b�c =

c2:W eproceed by conditioning on theexclusiveoutcom esb�L 2 B c and b�L 2 B c
c:Clearly

b�0

takesthevalue b�L with probability � = P (b�
0

L
b�L < c

2)= �(B c);wheretheconditionalm ea-

sure corresponding to L(b�L j
b�
0

L
b�L < c2)is�B c

(A)= [�(B c)]
�1

R

A
IB c

(t)d�(t);asasserted,

to give conclusion (iii). Sim ilarly,b�0 takesthe value
b�c with probability �� = 1� � as in

(iv),itsconditionalm easureasin (i),to com plete ourproof.�

O bserve thatthe singulardistribution L(b�c)ofconclusion (i) m ay be added to the list

ofdistributionsarising in the analysisofdirectionaldata,to include the von M ises{Fisher
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distributions,forexam ple.ForfurtherreferenceseeBatschelet(1981),Fisher(1993),Fisher,

Lewis and Em bleton (1993),Evans,Hastings and Peacock (2000),and M ardia and Jupp

(2000).Conclusion (ii)for b�0 com plem entsthe work ofBalakrishnan (1963)in the context

oflinearestim ation. M oreover,underG aussian errors,� = �(B c)derivesfrom a weighted

sum ofk independentnoncentralchi{squared random variables,each having a singledegree

offreedom ;seeK otz,Johnson and Boyd (1967).

3.4.A C ritique. W e nextreexam inethe criticalassertionsofSection 3.2.

Assertion A 1: False. Asnoted,the solution b�c necessarily lieson the sphere b�
0

c
b�c = c2

and thus hasa jointsingulardistribution in R
k ofrank k � 1:To the contrary,Assertion

A 1 im pliesthatb�
�

(�)hasa nonsingulardistribution foreach � � 0,yetb�
�

clearly refersto

the constrained solution throughoutSection 3 ofHoerland K ennard (1970).The assertion

isfalse,applying to solutionsof(3.3)only,asthere isno one{to{onelineartransform ation

taking b�L ontothesphereb�
0
b� = c2:In consequence,expression (3.6)*ofHoerland K ennard

(1970)isin error,asareitsim plications,sincethe term k2b�
�
0(X

0
X )�1 b�

�

derivesfrom the

inapplicableAssertion A 1.

Assertion A 2,and its dualA 4,appear to be essentially intact. The exception is that

\1=k" in expression (3.7)* ofHoerland K ennard (1970)instead should be \k:"

Assertion A 5: False. Thisassertion arisesasthe dualto A 3,excluding (3.6)* ofHoerl

and K ennard (1970).The basic idea isto solve (3.3)as b�
�

(�)for�xed � > 0;and then to

discovertheim plied constraintf�
0
� = c�2gat(3.4)on evaluating b�

�
0b�

�

= c�2:However,the

solution b�
�

(�)need notm inim ize theresidualsum ofsquaresSS(�)= [Y � X b�
�

(�)]0[Y �

X b�
�

(�)];asclaim ed. This fallacy stem s from the tacitbut unfounded assum ption that�

and c2 correspond one{to{one.Tothecontrary,itisdem onstrated in Section 5thatm ultiple

solutionsm ayhavethesam elength butdi�erent�s,forexam ple,kb�
�

(�1)k= kb�
�

(�2)kwith

�1 < �2:Butthen thesolution b�
�

(�2)cannotbem inim izing,asSS(�2)> SS(�1)from the

m onotonicity ofSS(�):In thisregard Figure3ofM arquardtand Snee(1975)isparticularly

m isleading.AssertionsA 2,\fora �xed � a single value forb ischosen and thatisthe one

with m inim allength," and A 5,that\b�
�

m inim izesthe sum ofsquaresofresidualson the

spherecentered attheorigin whoseradiusisthelength ofb�
�

;" often arem isrepresented as

equivalentassertionsregarding solutions b�R �
of(3.3)alone. See van Nostrand (1980),for

exam ple.

To continue,for�xed cde�ne the equivalenceclass

�(c)= f� :k b�
�

(�)k= cg; (3.6)

and let�c = m inf�(c)g:Then Assertion A 5 m ay be corrected asfollows.

AssertionA 5*.Ifb�
�

(�)isasolutionof(X
0
X + �I)b�

�

= X
0
Y havinglength kb�

�

(�)k= c�;

then b�
�

(��c)m inim izesthe sum ofsquaresofresidualson the spherecentered atthe origin

whoseradiusisthe length c� ofb�
�

;where��c = m inf�(c�)g:

Assertion A 5* hasprofound consequencesin practice.O fthe m any schem esdevised for

choosing theridgeparam eter�;theuserthen m ustexam inethecorresponding equivalence
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class for each such �:Ifit is a singleton set,then the solution thus attained is m inim iz-

ing.O therwisethealgorithm A 5* m ustbeim plem ented to attain them inim izing solution.

Furtherdetailsareprovided in Section 5.3.

Itisclearthat b�c isthe LaG rangesolution m inim izing Q (�)subjectto f�
0
� = c2g:To

the contrary,Hoerland K ennard (1970),M arquardt(1970),M arquardtand Snee (1975),

G olub etal.(1979),and othersconcerned with constrained optim ization,instead take b�R �

astheridgeestim ator,solving (3.3)aloneforsom e� > 0:Togetherwith Assertion A 5,this

istantam ountto assertingthatthek linearequations(3.3)som ehow em body theconstraint

(3.4)aswell,which they clearly cannot. Yet b�R ;not
b�c;com prise the ridge estim atorson

which essentially allofridge regression now rests.Assertion A 1 clearly holdsforsolutions

b�R �
satisfying (3.3)only.

Confusion persists in the m eaning ofridge regression. Bunke (1975),Hocking (1976),

and Tibshirani(1996),for exam ple,assert that ridge regression em bodies the inequality

constraintf�
0
� � c2g;despite the disclaim erofHoerland K ennard (1970). Yetnowhere

do these authors acknowledge the constrained solution b�0 ofBalakrishnan (1963),nor its

properties as in Theorem 1,opting instead for the ridge solutions fb�R �
;� � 0g ofHoerl

(1962,1964). O n the other hand, the inequality{constrained solution b�0 does have the

nonsingularm ixturedistribution ofTheorem 1.However,weareawareofno work in ridge

regression thatexplicitly accountsforthe structureofeither b�c orof
b�0 asin Theorem 1.

In short,ridgeregression in itspresentform restsessentiallyon b�R through an accidentof

history.Indeed,expressionsforvariancesand biases;solutionsfor� purporting to m inim ize

expected m ean squares;prediction,validation,and cross{validation;and other aspects of

ridge regression;allare predicated on Assertion A 1. Ifinstead either b�c or
b�0 were taken

asstarting points,asrequired undertheaegisofconstrained optim ization,then theensuing

\ridgeregressions"would di�erdram atically from theconventionalonebased on fb�R �
;� �

0g;togetherwith thecriticalbutfalseAssertion A 1,with c2 now correspondingto �:These

di�erencesnecessarily would includeissuessuch as(i)thestability ofthesolutions b�c or
b�0

instead ofb�R �
;in com parison with b�L ;(ii) the ination ofvariances,taking into account

actualvariancesto bederived from Theorem 1 asreference;(iii)prediction using bY c = X b�c

or bY 0 = X b�0;instead of bY R �
= X b�R �

;(iv) the use,m eaning,and properties ofcross{

validative and predictive criteria based on bY c or bY 0;instead of bY R �
;(v) ridge traces as

m odi�ed to takeinto account b�0 and singularity ofthejointdistribution of
b�c;and (vi)the

trade{o� between biasand varianceoftheconstrained estim ators b�c and
b�0;asdeterm ined

using actualm om ents to be derived from Theorem 1. O ther di�erences m ay be noted.

Allsuch properties would have to be established anew,com plicated considerably by the

nonstandard distributionsencountered in Theorem 1.

By analogy,Hoerland K ennard (1970) further considered generalized ridge regression

invoking the k equations(X
0
X + �)� = X

0
Y ;with � = Diag(� 1;:::;�k)asnonnegative

ridge param eters. Note thatthis,too,cannothave resulted from LaG range m inim ization:

G iven thatf�21 = c21;:::;�
2
k = c2kg;theonly function ofthedata now would beto determ ine
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signsofthe rootsfb�1 = � c1;:::;
b�k = � ckg:O n the otherhand,ifinequality constraints

f�21 � c21;:::;�
2
k � c2kg areinvoked instead,then correctsolutionsare provided by M yoken

and Uchida (1977)akin to thoseofBalakrishnan (1963)wheref�1 = � � � = �k = �g:

4.Foundations V ia C onditioning

W e seek substitutes for the failed principle ofconstrained optim ization as a basis for

conventionalridgeregression.In whatfollowsweconsiderfb�R �
;� � 0g assolutionsto (3.3)

aloneasin Hoerl(1962,1964),withoutreferencetoconstrained optim ization and discredited

assertions thereto as noted. Type A conditioning of the linear system X
0
X � = X

0
Y

prom ptsthe m odi�cation (X
0
X + �Ik)� = X

0
Y ;from the perspective ofboth num erical

analysis (Levenberg (1944) and Riley (1955)) and of statistics (Hoerl(1962,1964)). A

survey isprovided subsequently.M oreover,theTypeB conditioning ofY = X � + � isalso

germ ane,since the conditioning ofX
0
X dependson thatofX ;and forfurtherreasonsto

be cited. A new approach to illconditioned system s,using surrogate ridge m odels,rests

essentially on TypeB conditioning.Detailsfollow.

4.1.B ackground. Ill{conditioned m odelstypicallyarisefrom nonorthogonalityofcolum ns

ofX :LetW = X
0
X and V = (X

0
X )�1 :SinceV(b�L)= �2V ;thevarianceination factors

(VIF s)ofb�L = [b�L1;:::;
b�Lk ]

0arede�ned asfVIF (b�Lj)= vjj=w
�1
jj ;1� j� kg;i.e.,theratio

oftheactualvariancetothe\ideal"varianceattained when colum nsofX areorthogonal,so

thatW = Diag(w11;:::;wkk):O ften Y = Z � + � istaken with Z
0
Z in \correlation form "

having unit diagonalelem ents; then fVIF (b�Lj) = vjj;1 � j � kg are diagonalelem ents

ofV = (Z
0
Z )�1 from the scale{invariance ofVIF s. W ith fV1 � V2 � :::� Vkg as the

ordered diagonalelem ents ofV ;M arquardt and Snee (1975) identify V1 to be \the best

single m easure ofthe conditioning ofthe data," thus a criticaldiagnostic tool. See also

M arquardt(1970),Beaton,Rubin and Barone (1976),and Davies and Hutton (1975). A

basicconnection between VIF sand condition num bersisdue to Berk (1977):

Lem m a 1.Given Z
0
Z in correlation form ,with fV1� V2� :::� Vkg astheordered diagonal

elem entsofV = (Z
0
Z )�1 :Then the condition num berc1(Z

0
Z )satis�es

V1 � c1(Z
0
Z )� k(V1 + � � � + Vk): (4.1)

Sincefc�(A )= c�(A
�1
);� 2 �gfrom Section 2.2,theTypeA condition num berforZ

0
Z � =

Z
0
Y isidenticalto c�[V(b�L )];so thatLem m a 1 isreally aboutdispersion param etersin the

equivalentform

V1 � c1[V(b�L)]� k(V1 + � � � + Vk): (4.2)

4.2.R idge R egression. ThatX
0
X ! (X

0
X + �Ik)im provesconditioning hasbeen cited

by M arshalland O lkin (1979)asa justi�cation forridgeregression.In brief,theirTheorem

C.3,p.273,assertsthatforany (A ;B )2 S
+

k
such thatc�(B )� c�(A );with fc�(� );� 2 �g

asin Section 2.2,then c�(A + B )� c�(A ):Riley (1955)showed thatB = �Ik satis�esthe

hypothesisofthe theorem forany A 2 S
+

k
;where � dependson num ericalconsiderations.
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Thisholdsforany TypeA conditioning ofA z = b ! (A + �Ik)z = b asin Section 2.2,and

thusin particularforX
0
X � = X

0
Y ! (X

0
X + �Ik)� = X

0
Y ;asnoted by M arshalland

O lkin (1979),p.273,to giveTypeA conditioning asa basisforridgeregression.M oreover,

using condition num bers c1(� );the im provem ent is seen directly on com paring c1(X
0
X )

= �21=�
2
k
with c1(X

0
X + �Ik) = (�21 + �)=(�2

k
+ �);where �(X ) = [�1;:::;�k]

0:Essential

propertiesofb�L and b�R �
are sum m arized in Table 1,along with the surrogate estim ator,

b�S�
;to be de�ned subsequently.

Table 1. Propertiesoffb�L;
b�R �

;b�S�
g underG auss{M arkov assum ptions,

whereX � = P Diag(
p
�2
1
+ �;:::;

p
�2
k
+ �)Q

0
and A � = (X

0
X + �Ik):

Estim ator De�nition E(b�) V(b�)

b�L (X
0
X )�1 X

0
Y � �2(X

0
X )�1

b�R �
A

�1

�
X

0
Y A

�1

�
X

0
X � �2A

�1

�
X

0
X A

�1

�

b�S�
A

�1

�
X

0
�Y A

�1

�
X

0
�X � �2A

�1

�

4.3.Surrogate M odels. Nonetheless,the correspondence A z = b  ! X
0
X � = X

0
Y

is incom plete in the context oflinear inference,since both A = X
0
X and b = X

0
Y are

subject to disturbances in X :This has not been taken into account. In particular,ridge

solutionssatisfying (X
0
X + �Ik)� = X

0
Y ;despite im proved conditioning on the left,still

are subjectto the ill{conditioning ofX on the right. To correctthis oversight,we invoke

TypeB conditioningfrom Section 2.2on observingthatX
0
X ! (X

0
X + �Ik)istantam ount

to m odifying X itselfasa m eansto enhanced conditioning. In particular,begin with the

singulardecom position X = P D �Q
0
;letX � = P Diag(

p
�2
1
+ �;:::;

p
�2
k
+ �)Q

0
;observe

that(X
0
X + �Ik)= X

0
�X �;and notethatridgeregression entailsX

0
�X �� = X

0
Y :Instead,

we take Y = X �� + � as an approxim ation,or surrogate,for the ill{conditioned m odel

Y = X � + � itself,asin the following.

D e�nition 1.G iven an ill{conditioned m odelY = X � + �;itsridgesurrogate isam odi�ed

m odelY = X �� + �:Thesurrogateestim atorb�S�
;solving X

0
�X �� = X

0
�Y ;isOLS forthe

surrogatem odel.

To continue,the orderofapproxim ation ofX � forX m ay be gauged by the Frobenius

distance

kX � X � kF =

"
kX

i= 1

�

�i�

q

�2i + �

� 2
#1=2

; (4.3)

from the unitary invariance ofk� kF :M oreover,the conditioning ofX
0
�X �� = X

0
�Y now

m ay be gauged through Type B conditioning as in Section 2.2. For later reference,basic

properties offb�S�
;� � 0g are sum m arized in Table 1. It rem ains to com pare properties

offb�L;
b�R �

;b�S�
g:Directcom parisonsare som ewhatobscure;however,these becom e m ore

transparenton invoking canonicalform sto be considered next.
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4.4.C anonical Form s. The singular decom position X = P D �Q
0
;with P

0
P = Ik;to-

gether with the orthogonalreparam etrization � = Q
0
�; gives Y = X � + � ! Y =

P D �Q
0
� + � ! U = P

0
Y = D �� + P

0
�;such thatE(P

0
�)= 0 and V(P

0
�)= �2P

0
InP

= �2Ik under G auss{M arkov assum ptions regarding the errors ofY = X � + �:Accord-

ingly,E(U )= D �� and V(U )= �2Ik:In canonicalform itfollowsthatb�L = (D
2

�)
�1 D �U =

D
�1

�
U ;E(b�L)= �;and V(b�L)= �2D

�2

�
underOLS,asgiven in Table2.Sim ilarexpressions

forthecanonicalridgeestim atorsfb�R �
;� � 0g;and thecanonicalsurrogateridgeestim ators

fb�S�
;� � 0g;arereported in Table2.Since b� = Q b�;E(b�)= Q E(b�);and V(b�)= Q V(b�)Q

0

for allthree estim ators,Table 1 follows directly from Table 2,and conversely. M oreover,

issuesregardingtheconditioning offb�L ;
b�R �

;b�S�
g;aslineardata transform ations,and con-

ditioning ofthecorresponding dispersion m atricesfV(b�L );V(
b�R �

);V(b�S�
)g;areconsidered

subsequently.Thesecan be established directly in term softhoseoffb�L ;b�R �
;b�S�

g;sinceQ

isorthogonaland condition num bershereareunitarily invariant.

Table 2. Properties offb�L ;b�R �
;b�S�

g under standard G auss{M arkov as-

sum ptions,whereU = P
0
Y and D (!i)= Diag(!1;:::;!k):

Estim ator De�nition E(b�) V(b�)

b�L D
�1

�
U � �2D

�2

�

b�R �
D (�i=(�

2
i + �))U D (�2i=(�

2
i + �))� �2D (�2i=(�

2
i + �)2)

b�S�
D (1=

p
�2
i
+ �)U D (�i=(

p
�2
i
+ �))� �2D (1=(�2i + �))

Speci�cally,in canonicalform wehaveD �
b�L = U ;so thattheTypeB condition num ber

c1(X )= c1(D �)= �1=�k properly gaugesthesensitivity ofthe solution b�L to disturbances

in X :Sim ilarly,with D
�
� = Diag((�21 + �)=�21;:::;(�

2
k + �)=�2k);observe from D

�
�
b�R �

= U

thatitscondition num bergaugessensitivity ofthesolution b�R �
;and thusofb�R �

= Q b�R �
to

perturbationsin X ;from theorthogonality ofQ :ThisunderscoresthecentralroleofType

B conditioning from Section 2.2,assetforth in Belsley etal.(1970).

4.5.C entralIssues. Severalissues,to beexam ined em pirically in Section 5,appearto be

open questionsnotaddressed in thevolum inousliteratureon ridgeregression.Intrinsicdi�-

cultieswith OLS include(i)nonorthogonalityofthecolum nsofX ;asreected in c�(X )and

c�(X
0
X );(ii)instability ofsolutionslinked to the conditioning ofthe data transform ation

b�L (Y )= (X
0
X )�1 X

0
Y ;considered asa function ofY ;and (iii)pathologiesin dispersion

param etersasreected in VIF sand the ill{conditioning ofV(b�L):M oreover,atsom e level

the conditioning ofE(b�R �
)= T(�)becom esan issue in transform ing the param eterspace,

asin assessing the trade-o� between varianceand bias.Asridgeregression seeksrem edies,

itispertinentto ask how wellthe ridge solutionsprogresstowardsthose ends. Regarding

item (i),the apparent\correlations" in W = X
0
X ;nam ely fwij=

p
wiiwjjg;aretaken into

fwij=
p
(wii+ �)(wjj + �)gaselem entsof(X

0
X + �Ik):Thesein turn decreasein m agnitude
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with increasing �:Nonetheless,ridge solutionsthem selvesare subjectto nonorthogonality,

togetherwith attendantdi�cultiesregarding stability,VIF s,and conditioning oftheirdis-

persion m atrices. Im proving stability ofthe solutions thus hinges on the conditioning of

b�R �
(Y ) when considered as a data transform ation. M oreover,the capacity to am eliorate

dispersion problem sofOLS hingeson im proving VIF sand condition num bersforV(b�R �
):

O n theotherhand,itiswidely known thatb�R �
shrinksstochastically towardstheorigin,as

do itsm ean and dispersion m atrix,with increasing �. These issuesin turn prom ptseveral

questionsto be considered subsequently.

Q 1: Doesitfollow thatstability ofb�R �
(Y )necessarily im proveswith increasing �?

Q 2: G iven thatV(b�R �
)= �2(X

0
X + �Ik)

�1 X
0
X (X

0
X + �Ik)

�1 ;doesitfollow that

condition num bersc1[V(b�R �
)]decreasewith increasing �?

Q 3: W ith regard to variance ination,does it follow that VIF s for elem ents of b�R �

decreasewith increasing �?

Q 4: Viewing E(b�R �
)= T(�)asa transform ation on the space ofparam eters,doesit

follow thatitsconditioning im proveswith increasing �?

Forcom pleteness,observethattheforegoing issuespertain notonly to theridgeestim a-

torsfb�R �
;� � 0g them selves,butalso to otherbiased solutionsto include fb�S�

;� � 0g.

W e nextundertake a com parativestudy ofpropertiesofridge and surrogateridge solu-

tions,to be continued in the casestudiesofSection 5.

4.6.Som e C om parisons. Regarding the conventionalfb�R �
;� � 0g and surrogate ridge

fb�S�
;� � 0g estim ators,both shrink stochastically towardstheorigin with increasing �;as

do theirm eansand variances,and sim ilarly forfb�R �
;� � 0g and fb�S�

;� � 0g:Speci�cally,

fora given �;itisseen from Table2 thatb�S�
achieveslessershrinkage,both in expectation

and variance,than b�R �
:

Condition num bers forvariousarraysare given in Table 3 forthe canonicalestim ators

fb�L ;b�R �
;b�S�

g:Thesearraysinclude(i)coe�cientsde�ning b�(U )with referenceto stability

ofthe solutions;(ii)coe�cientsde�ning the param etertransform ationsE( b�)= T(�);and

(iii) the dispersion m atrix V(b�):Entries in Table 3 follow directly from Table 2 and the

de�nition ofc1(� );on recalling thatelem entsofD� = Diag(�1;:::;�k)areordered asf�1 �

:::� �k > 0g:O bserve,m oreover,thattherowsofTable3 m ay beidenti�ed equivalently as

fb�L;
b�R �

;b�S�
g;and thecolum nsasfc1[b�(Y )];c1[T(�)];c1[V(b�)]g;respectively.Thisfollows

since� = Q �;b� = Q b�;and V(b�)= Q V(b�)Q
0
;Q isorthogonal,and thecondition num bers

areunitarily invariant.

Note further that c1[b�L(Y )]= c1(X ) and c1[V(b�L )]= c1(X
0
X );whereas c1[b�S�

(Y )]

= c1(X �)and c1[V(b�S�
)]= c1(X

0
�X �);asboth areOLS in theirrespective m odels.M ore-

over,both condition num bers,c1[b�S�
(Y )]= (

p
�2
1
+ �=

p
�2
k
+ �);and itssquarec1[V(b�S�

)];

decreasem onotonically with increasing �;thusassuring im proved conditioning forthe sur-

rogate estim ators. Condition num bers associated with b�R �
;and thus with b�R �

;are m ore

convoluted and willbe exam ined furtherin Section 5.
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Table 3. Condition num bersfordatatransform ationsb�(U );forparam eter

transform ationsE(b�)= T(�);and forV(b�);foreach offb�L;b�R �
;b�S�

g:

Estim ator c1[b�(U )] c1[T(�)] c1[V(b�)]

b�L
�1
�k

1.00
�
2

1

�2
k

b�R �

m axf�i=(�
2

i+ �)g

m inf�i=(�
2

i
+ �)g

�
2

1
(�

2

k + �)

�2
k
(�2

1
+ �)

m axf�
2

i=(�
2

i+ �)
2
g

m inf�2
i
=(�2

i
+ �)2g

b�S�

p
�2
1
+ �

p
�2
k
+ �

�1

p
�2
k
+ �

�k

p
�2
1
+ �

�
2

1
+ �

�2
k
+ �

5.C ase Studies

5.1.T he D ata. W e reexam inethe HospitalM anpowerData asreported in M yers(1990).

Recordsatn = 17 U.S.NavalHospitalsinclude: Y :M onthly m an{hours;X 1 :Average

daily patientload;X 2 :M onthly X{ray exposures;X 3 :M onthly occupied bed days;X 4 :

Eligible population in the area � 1000;and X 5 :Average length ofpatients’stay in days.

The basicm odelis

Yi = �0 + �1X 1 + �2X 2 + �3X 3 + �4X 4 + �5X 5 + �i;1 � i� n: (5.1)

FollowingHoerland K ennard (1970),M arquardt(1970),M arquardtand Snee(1975),M yers

(1990),and others,wecenterand scalethem odel,so thatY = Z � + � with Z
0
Z in correla-

tion form ,the centralfocusbeing the ratesofchange� = [�1;�2;�3;�4;�5]
0:The data are

given in Table3.8,pp.132{133,ofM yers(1990),and com putationsweredonem ostly using

PRO C IM L ofthe SAS Program m ing System . The data are exceedingly ill{conditioned:

Elem entsofD � areD � = Diag(2:048687;0:816997;0:307625;0:201771;0:007347);c1(Z
0
Z )

= 77,754.86;the m axim alVIF in OLS estim ation isV1 = VIF (b�1)= 9,595.685;and other

VIF sappearsubsequently in Table8 at� = 0:

5.2.C hoicesfor �. W idely diversecriteria haveevolved in thechoicefor�;with profound

consequencesregardingridgeestim ators,ridgepredictors,and theirproperties.Fivecriteria

in com m on usage are reported in Table 4,together with de�nitions and their values as

determ ined for the HospitalM anpower Data. These include DF� = tr(H �) with H � =

[Z (Z
0
Z + �Ik)

�1 Z
0
];the cross{validation PRESS� statistic of Allen (1974); a rotation{

invariant version called G eneralized Cross Validation (GCV�) by G olub et al. (1979);C�

as a device for variance{biastrade{o� as in M allows (1973);and HKB� as recom m ended

by Hoerl,K ennard and Baldwin (1975)based on sim ulation studies. Aslisted in Table 4,

SSR es;� isthe residualsum ofsquaresusing ridge regression;b�2 isthe OLS residualm ean

square;and fe2
(i;�)

garethePRESS residualsforridgeregression.Furtherdetailsaregiven in

M yers(1990),pp.392{411,includingnum ericalvaluesforDF�;C�;and PRESS� asreported

in Table 4. Furtherchoicesinclude � 2 f0:01;0:03;0:05;0:07;0:09g and othersto be noted

subsequently.
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Table 4. Choicesfor� in the HospitalM anpowerData corresponding to

conventionalcriteria DF�;GCV�;C�;PRESS�;and HKB�:

Nam e De�nition Value for�

DF� tr(H �)=
P k

i= 1

�
2

i

(�2
i
+ �)

0.0004

GCV�
SSR es;�

[n�(1+ tr(H � ))]
2 0.004787

C� [
SSR es;�

b�2 � n + 2+ 2tr(H �)] 0.0050

PRESS�
P n

i= 1
e2
(i;�)

0.2300

HKB�
kb�

2

b�
0

L
b�L

0.616964

5.3.M inim izing Solutions. O ften a de�nitive valueforthe constraintf�
0
� = c2g isnot

apparentin a particularstudy. Thism otivatesthe dualAssertionsA 3 and A 5 ofSection

3.2: (i) choose �;(ii) solve (3.3) for b�R �
;(iii) evaluate the im plied constraint at (3.4) as

b�
0

R �

b�R �
= c�2;and (iv)assertasin A 5 thatthesolution so attained \m inim izesthesum of

squaresofresidualson thespherecentered attheorigin whoseradiusisthelength" ofb�R �
:

W ehaveclaim ed thatAssertion A 5 isfalse.Evidenceisprovided in Table5,wherelengths

Table 5. Lengths of b�R �
;and square roots ofresidualsum s ofsquares

R(�)= [(Y � Z b�R �
)0(Y � Z b�R �

)]
1

2 ;fordesignated valuesof�:

� 0.00 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.16 0.20 0.24 0.28

kb�R �
k 394.67 137.82 33.14 31.50 70.02 99.19 122.10 140.73

R(�) 2129.53 2474.87 2735.75 2914.38 3057.54 3184.84 3305.00 3422.13

� 0.32 0.36 0.40 0.48 0.56 0.60 0.64 0.68

kb�R �
k 156.25 169.40 180.69 199.00 213.09 218.93 224.11 228.70

R(�) 3538.22 3654.22 3770.58 4004.70 4240.27 4358.28 4476.26 4594.06

� 0.72 0.76 0.80 0.84 0.88 0.92 0.96 1.00

kb�R �
k 232.79 236.42 239.65 242.53 245.08 247.34 249.33 251.09

R(�) 4711.56 4828.65 4945.23 5061.20 5176.49 5291.03 5404.77 5517.64

kb�R �
k;and square roots R(�) = [(Y � Z b�R �

)0(Y � Z b�R �
)]

1

2 ;are reported as � ranges

system atically over[0;1]:Recallthatthisrangeisstipulated by Hoerland K ennard (1970)

and others when Z
0
Z is in \correlation form ." Here b�R �

= [b�1;b�2;b�3;b�4;b�5]
0 consists of

ratesofchange;sim ilartrendsare exhibited when � isexpanded to include the intercept.

Itisseen thatkb�R �
k initially decreasesto a m inim um ,then increasesbeyond � = 1.0,but

eventually decreasesto zero since b�R �
isa shrinkageestim ator.

G reaterdetailisseen onrecallingfrom Section4.4thatb�R �
= Q b�R �

;thatQ isorthogonal;

and thus,letting gb�R
(�) = kb�R �

k2;that gb�R
(�) = gb�R

(�):The canonicalform ofSection
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4.4 assuresthatgb�R
(�)=

P k

i= 1
U 2
i�

2
i=(�

2
i + �)2:Thisisdi�erentiable;itsderivativeis

@gb�R
(�)=@� = � 2

kX

i= 1

U
2
i�

2
i(�

2
i + �)�3 ; (5.2)

and itspath tracesevolution ofthe derivative as� varies. In particular,at� = 0 we have

[@gb�R
(�)=@�]�= 0 = � 2

P k

i= 1
U 2
i=�

4
i:Thisisprecipitousforthe HospitalM anpowerData in

view ofthe factthat�k = �5 = 0.007347.

A detailed localview is provided in Table 6,to include not only kb�R �
k and R(�);but

also the ridge estim ates b�R �
= [b�1;b�2;b�3;b�4;b�5]

0 in rowscorresponding to variouschoices

for �:Values of b�R �
for � 2 f0:08;0:11;0:12g are as in Table 8.9 ofM yers (1990),who

Table 6. Ridge estim ators b�R �
;lengthsofb�R �

;and square rootsR(�)=

[(Y � Z b�R �
)0(Y � Z b�R �

)]
1

2 ofresidualsum s ofsquares,for designated

valuesof�:

� b�1 b�2 b�3 b�4 b�5 kb�R �
k R(�)

0.08 10.6354 0.065428 0.359139 6.3206 -30.7471 33.1448 2735.75

0.08095 10.6118 0.065432 0.358279 6.3674 -28.9649 31.5000 2740.68

0.08797 10.4475 0.065444 0.352298 6.6903 -16.4728 20.6250 2775.83

0.0981 10.2378 0.065414 0.344681 7.0942 -0.3156 12.4645 2823.03

0.09829 10.2342 0.065413 0.344548 7.1012 -0.0308 12.4615 2823.89

0.0983 10.2340 0.065413 0.344541 7.1015 -0.0159 12.4615 2823.93

0.11 10.0248 0.065325 0.336955 7.4935 16.3900 20.6251 2874.22

0.12 9.8679 0.065217 0.331280 7.7785 28.8834 31.5000 2914.38

reportsridge estim atesfor� 2 [0;0:24]by increm entsof0.01.Itisseen thatkb�R �
k takes

its m inim um value,12.46150,at �m in = 0.09829. To continue,designate b�R �
as b�R (�):

It is seen that b�R (0:12) and
b�R (0:08095) have the sam e length, nam ely, kb�R (0:12)k =

31.500 = kb�R (0:08095)k;so that �(31:500) = f0:08095;0:12g in the notation of(3.6).

Suppose a user chooses b�R (0:12) as the ridge estim ate for the HospitalM anpower Data.

Then b�R (0:12)isnotthe m inim izing solution oflength 31.500;thisisseen from R(0:12)=

2914:38 > 2740:68 = R(0:08095):Sim ilarly,it is clear that �(20:625) = f0:08797;0:11g

as in (3.6),and that b�R (0:11) ofTable 6 is not m inim izing,to be supplanted instead by

b�R (0:08797)from Table6.A continuum offurtherexam plescan beconstructed by reecting

� asym m etrically about �m in = 0.09829,the sm aller � ofeach pair corresponding to the

m inim izing solution.These clearly constitute counterexam plesto Assertion A 5.

Notonly arede�nitive valuesforthe constraintf�
0
� = c2g notevidentbeforehand,but

profound and heretoforeundiscovered lim itspertain to adm issiblevaluesfor� in orderthat

solutions ofgiven length c� be m inim izing. To �x ideas,suppose in equation (3.4) that

fgb�R
(0:00) > c�2 � c2 � gb�R

(0:09829) = 12:461502 = 155:2877g:Then the only feasible

values for � are those in the interval[m ing�1
b�R

(c2);0:09829]:For exam ple,if33:144812 =
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1098:5784 � c2 � 155:2877;then from Table 6 the feasible values are � 2 [0:08;0:09829]:

Forfgb�R
(0:00)� c2 � gb�R

(0:09829)g;the feasible valuesare � 2 [0:00;0:09829]:These are

theonly feasiblevaluesfor� 2 [0;1]:O n theotherhand,choosingf0< c2 < gb�R
(0:09829)=

155:2877g requires� in the interval(m ing�1
b�R

(c2);1 );where m ing�1
b�R

(155:2877)> 158:For

exam ple,ifc2 < 100;then the feasible values are � 2 (198;1 ):As these are far outside

the recom m ended interval[0;1];constraints c�2 2 (0;155:2877) m ust be declared to be

inadm issible. Values reported for f0 < c2 < gb�R
(0:09829)= 155:2877g are supported by

the M aple software package. Values reported for PRESS� and HKB� in Table 4 are thus

inadm issiblein view ofAssertion A 5*.

In short,im bedded in the HospitalM anpowerData are the hidden feasible constraints

f�
0
� = c2g with c2 � 155:2877:These could nothave been discerned beforehand shortof

the foregoing detailed analyses.

To sum m arize, origins of the anom aly exhibited here m ay be traced as follows: (i)

The ridge trace of b�5(�) exhibits a down-up{down character,beginning with b�5(0:00) =

-394.3280,decreasing to zero between � = 0.09 and � = 0.10,and increasing thereafterto

b�5(1:00)= 250.8307 and beyond,and eventually decreasing to zero through shrinkage.(ii)

jb�5(�)jdom inatesotherestim atesby ordersofm agnitude ranging from one to fourexcept

nearitsm inim um .(iii)O therestim atesexhibitrelatively narrow rangesin com parison with

b�5(�)as� variesover[0;1]:(iv)In consequence,kb�R �
k islargely determ ined by [b�5(�)]

2 as

� varies.Finally notethat�(c�)from (3.6)takeson two valuesin thecasesexam ined,from

thedown{up{down characterofkb�R �
k as� evolves.Itisclearin othercircum stancesthat

�(c�)m ay consistofthreeorm oreelem ents.Forexam ple,a singledom inantestim atem ay

exhibitm ultiplesign changes,whereasestim atesforothercoe�cientsm ay haveoneorm ore

sign changesaswell.Theseand related m attersarestudied in Zhangand M cDonald (2005),

and referencescited therein,underspecialstructureofZ
0
Z in correlation form .Properties,

to includesign changes,crossings,and rates{of{changeofindividualridgeestim ates,aswell

asboundson the num berofsign changes,are determ ined by those authorson identifying

zerosand derivativesofpolynom ialsin � ofdegreek � 1;underspecialstructureascited.

These facts alone challenge the m eaning ofnum erous sim ulation studies purporting to

com parealternativecriteria forchoosing �;when allsuch choiceshaveignored them inim iz-

ing constraintson �:Thusaggregatesofm inim izing/non{m inim izing valuesare com pared

with othersuch aggregates,to the e�ectoftotalobfuscation.

W e turn nextto propertiesofridge and surrogate ridge solutions,to include condition

num bers and other diagnostics. Com putations for the condition num bers proceed as in

Table 3,based on equivalence between conditioning for b� and the canonicalestim atorsb�;

asnoted in Section 4.6.

5.4.P roperties of b�R �
and b�S�

. In sum m ary,theridgesolutionsto (Z
0
Z + Ik)� = Z

0
Y

accountforill{conditioning ofZ
0
Z on theleftofZ

0
Z � = Z

0
Y ;whereasthesurrogatesolu-

tionsto Z
0
�Z�� = Z

0
�Y accountforill{conditioning on therightaswell.Itthusisgerm ane

tocom parefb�S�
;� � 0gwith fb�R �

;� � 0gusingthedataathand.W enextexam inecritical
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issuesfrom Section 4.5,applicable both to ridge and to surrogate ridge solutions. Table 7

listscondition num bersand otherquantitiesa�liated with f b�R �
;� � 0g and fb�S�

;� � 0g;

under values for � as listed. Q uestion 1 ofSection 4.5 is negated for b�R �
:Stability of

Table 7. Condition num bersforb�R �
(Y );b�S�

(Y );V(b�R �
);and V(b�S�

);the

m axim alVIF sVM (b�R �
)and VM (b�S�

);and theFrobeniusdistanceDZ (Z�)

= kZ � Z� kF ;undervariouschoicesfor�:

� c1(b�R �
) c1(b�S�

) VM (b�R �
) c1[V(b�R �

)] VM (b�S�
) c1[V(b�S�

)] DZ (Z�)

0.0004 33.1584 96.1565 141.5345 1099.4770 1146.399 9246.064 0.0140

0.004787 9.0957 29.4630 10.9688 82.7319 112.6300 868.0653 0.0638

0.005 9.0537 28.8348 10.8874 81.9695 108.0918 831.4473 0.0654

0.010 8.1707 20.4561 9.2481 66.7610 56.6915 418.4530 0.0974

0.030 11.6724 11.8596 21.2905 136.2440 21.2197 140.6508 0.1847

0.050 15.1539 9.2114 34.0995 229.6392 13.6552 84.8507 0.2511

0.070 17.8166 7.8046 42.5990 317.4320 10.2639 60.9119 0.3083

0.090 20.4222 6.8997 51.7827 417.0673 8.3166 47.6061 0.3598

0.230 29.6720 4.3868 100.5675 880.4276 3.9338 19.2438 0.6429

0.616964 53.4183 2.7932 250.4309 2853.5130 2.0374 7.8022 1.1769

1.000 66.6915 2.2797 451.5788 4447.7550 1.5976 5.1968 1.5745

the solutions b�R �
;as gauged by c1[b�R �

(Y )];initially im proves but then erodes. Further

com putations show that c1[b�R �
(Y )]takes its m inim alvalue, 7.4463,at � = 0:015;and

increasesthereafter.In contrast,despite higherbeginning valuesthan c1[b�R �
(Y )];the con-

dition num bersc1[b�S�
(Y )]forsurrogateestim atorsdecreasem onotonically with increasing

�;the trendsc1[b�R �
(Y )]= 11.7723 = c1[b�S�

(Y )]crossing at� = 0.03045.

Q uestions2and 3ofSection 4.5arerefuted forb�R �
:Com putationsinterpolatingthoseof

Table7 show thatc1[V(b�R �
)]tem porarily decreasesover� 2 [0;0:015];whereitsm inim um

is55.4470,butitincreasesthereafter.Sim ilarly,them axim alVIF sforb�R �
initially decrease

and then increase.By com parison,both thecondition num bersc1[V(b�S�
)];and them axim al

VIF sfor b�S�
;decreasewith increasing �:Although initially larger,VM (b�S�

)approxim ates

VM (b�R �
)at� = 0:030;and the ratio VM (b�R �

)=VM (b�S�
)increasesm arkedly thereafter.

RecallthatthesurrogateY = Z�� + � isintended asan approxim ation to Y = Z � + �:

The order ofapproxim ation,as gauged by the Frobenius distance (4.3),is tabulated as

the �nalcolum n ofTable 7. Relative changes,given by kZ � Z � kF =kZ kF ;are 0.1123

at � = 0:05;ranging up to 0.5263 at � = 0:616964;where the denom inator is kZ kF =

2.236068.

Further details are given in Tables 8 and 9,from which severalentries ofTable 7 are

drawn. Table 8 exam ines the evolution of VIF s, and conditioning of the correlation

m atrices,for b�R �
as� varies. Values for c1[C (b�R �

)]are included,as Lem m a 1 applies in

each case.Itisfound thatc1[C (b�R �
)]achievesitsm inim um ,61.4449,at� = 0.0173.In all
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Table 8. Variance ination factors for b�R �
;and condition num bers for

C (b�R �
)and T(�)= E(b�R �

);fordesignated valuesof�:

� VIF1 VIF2 VIF3 VIF4 VIF5 c1[C (b�R �
)] c1[T(�)]

0.000 9595.68 7.9406 8931.449 23.2887 4.2794 54756.83 1.0000

0.0004 141.5345 7.8481 133.0221 13.0512 3.3997 576.8409 8.4095

0.004787 7.1604 7.1682 7.8840 10.9688 3.0128 90.13222 89.5726

0.005 7.1047 7.1379 7.8349 10.8874 2.9972 89.50392 93.5175

0.010 8.0001 6.4919 8.8456 9.2481 2.6830 75.66936 185.8150

0.030 19.7743 4.7268 21.2905 5.6339 2.0003 109.4703 552.8219

0.050 32.0013 3.6885 34.0995 4.0168 1.6988 177.2545 916.3722

0.070 42.5990 3.0187 45.0695 3.1473 1.5363 227.9178 1276.515

0.090 51.7827 2.5598 54.4589 2.6269 1.4377 267.3171 1633.297

0.230 100.5675 1.3868 102.4723 1.6364 1.2446 441.9639 4040.511

0.616964 250.4309 1.0879 243.2535 1.8791 1.3541 1047.931 9965.795

1.000 451.5788 1.2184 430.5957 2.4738 1.5386 2174.418 14961.96

Table 9. Variance ination factors for b�S�
;and condition num bers for

C (b�S�
)and V(b�S�

);fordesignated valuesof�:

� VIF1 VIF2 VIF3 VIF4 VIF5 c1[C (b�S�
)]

0.000 9595.68 7.9406 8931.449 23.2887 4.2794 54756.83

0.0004 1146.399 7.8846 1068.211 14.2203 3.5089 5091.248

0.004787 112.6300 7.5308 106.0234 12.0987 3.2190 458.9380

0.005 108.0918 7.5147 101.7946 12.0488 3.2099 440.5738

0.010 56.6915 7.1607 53.8459 11.0379 3.0219 233.7461

0.030 21.2197 6.0737 20.5412 8.4506 2.5374 93.1862

0.050 13.6552 5.3181 13.3380 6.9511 2.2606 63.4167

0.070 10.2639 4.7584 10.0777 5.9605 2.0792 48.8365

0.090 8.3166 4.3258 8.1934 5.2538 1.9500 39.9124

0.230 3.9338 2.8218 3.9092 3.1133 1.5493 17.9102

0.616964 2.0374 1.7669 2.0330 1.8380 1.2710 7.5371

1.000 1.5976 1.4635 1.5957 1.4981 1.1781 5.0614

instanceseach VIF initially decreases,then increases,butvaluesof� atwhich thechanges

occurdi�er acrossthe �ve estim ators. Ifwe view E(b�R �
)= T(�)as a transform ation on

theparam eterspace,Q uestion 4 ofSection 4.5 askswhetheritsconditioning im proveswith

increasing �:To the contrary,the last colum n ofTable 8 shows that condition num bers

increaseexplosively with increasing �:From Table3 itisclearthatcorrespondingcondition

num bersforE(b�S�
)= T(�)aresquarerootsofthoselisted in Table 8 forb�R �

:
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Sim ilarentriesin Table9 givethe evolution ofVIF sand c1[C (b�S�
)]for b�S�

:

A noted departure from Table 8 is that the m axim alVIF is VM (b�S�
) = VIF (b�1) for

allcases,independently of�:Further com putations show that the crossing c1[C (b�R �
)]=

99.56217 = c1[C (b�S�
)]occursat� = 0.02750.

6.C onclusions

Littleoftheconsiderableliteratureon ridgeregression isfound to beconsistentwith the

optim ization ofHoerland K ennard (1970)underequality constraintsfb�
0
b� = c2g;and under

the inequality constraintsfb�
0
b� � c2g ofBalakrishnan (1963),despite pervasive claim s to

the contrary.

Theproblem istraced to (i)a m isapplication ofLaG range’sprinciple;(ii)thefalseclaim

that the constrained solutions have nonsingular distributions, corresponding one{to{one

with b�L ;and (iii)theim plied butincorrectassertion thattheridgeparam eter� corresponds

one{to{onewith c2;and thusthefalseclaim thatthesolution b�R �
of(X

0
X + �Ik)� = X

0
Y

m inim izestheresidualsum ofsquaresam ong estim atorsoflength b�
0

R �

b�R �
= c�2:O urThe-

orem 1 suppliesthe m issing distributionsappropriateto constrained m inim ization.G ener-

alized ridgeregression,seen assolving theequations(X
0
X + �)� = X

0
Y with nonnegative

ridge param eters � = Diag(� 1;:::;�k);is also shown to be inconsistent with LaG range

m inim ization.

LaG range optim ization having failed asa rationalfoundation forconventionalridge re-

gression,alternativesbased on conditioning aredeveloped in Section 4.Lim itationsin Type

A conditioning,on which a justi�cation for b�R �
rests,prom pt the introduction ofsurro-

gate ridge solutions, b�S�
;to account for ill{conditioning ofX on both sides ofthe OLS

equations,X
0
X � = X

0
Y :Extensive num ericalstudies,asreported in Section 5,reexam -

ine the HospitalM anpowerData in a m annercom plem entary to the conventionalanalyses

undertaken in M yers(1990).Itisdem onstrated thatnone ofthe conditioningsofb�R �
(Y );

E(b�R �
)= T(�);and V(b�R �

);northe varianceination factors,ascriticalpropertiesofthe

ridge estim atorsfb�R �
;� � 0g;isenhanced m onotonically on increasing �:In contrast,for

thesurrogatesolutionsb�S�
;all(exceptT(�))oftheseareuniform ly enhanced as� evolves.

Itisseen that b�R �
isbetterwithin a narrow rangeforsm all�;butitsVIF sand condition

num bersoften becom e excessive within the range of� often recom m ended in practice. In

short,ridgeregression often exhibitssom eofthe very pathologiesitisintended to redress.

In sum m ary,thereisavastand expanding com pendium on theso{called theory,m ethod-

ology,and sim ulation studiessurrounding ridge regression.Ifindeed constrained optim iza-

tion is to be pivotal,then the bulk ofthese studies willhave to be reworked to take into

account the nonstandard distributions ofSection 3.3,as wellas constraints for the ridge

param eterto be m inim izing,asdocum ented in Sections3.4 and 5.3. Itisrem arkable that

this�eld ofapplied engineering hasthrived forso long,despite criticalfalse assertionsand

a dearth ofsustaining foundation principles.
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