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Abstract

The Robbins estimator is the most iconic and widely used procedure in the empiri-
cal Bayes literature for the Poisson model. On one hand, this method has been recently
shown to be minimax optimal in terms of the regret (excess risk over the Bayesian ora-
cle that knows the true prior) for various nonparametric classes of priors. On the other
hand, it has been long recognized in practice that Robbins estimator lacks the desired
smoothness and monotonicity of Bayes estimators and can be easily derailed by those
data points that were rarely observed before. Based on the minimum-distance distance
method, we propose a suite of empirical Bayes estimators, including the classical non-
parametric maximum likelihood, that outperform the Robbins method in a variety of
synthetic and real data sets and retain its optimality in terms of minimax regret.
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1 Introduction

Consider the Poisson mean estimation problem. Given observations Y £ (Yi,...,Y,),
independently distributed according to the Poisson distribution with mean parameters 6" £
(01,...,0,), the goal is to learn the parameter vector under the squared error loss. It is

well known in the literature that the minimax estimator need not be the best choice in
practice, unless the observations are known to be generated according to the worst case
prior distribution on the parameter space. A class of shrinkage type alternative estimators
was proposed in the seminal paper of [Rob51, Rob56], namely the empirical Bayes (EB)
methodology. In the regular Bayes setup, which also produces estimators with shrinkage
properties, one assumes that the parameter values are independently distributed according
to a prior distribution G. Then the best estimator under the squared error loss (i.e., the
Bayes estimator) of 6; is given by the posterior mean @\G(Y;) = E¢ [6;]Y;]. The EB theory
proposes to bypass the assumed knowledge about G, which might be unavailable in practice,
by approximating the G dependent expressions using the observations. For example, in the
Poisson model, given any prior distribution G on the parameter 6 the posterior mean is of
the form

~ [ e L.G(dh) +1
Oc(y) = Eywpoie).o~c [0]Y = y] = i efHéG(dG) =W 1)L]CGJECZ;/(y) :

y!

(1)



where Poi(6) denote the Poisson distribution with mean 6 and the marginal density of the
Y;-s are given by

foly) = / fo(9)C(d8),  oly) = %y cZ.21{0.1,..}. 2)

Then in the EB methodology one can approximate either G or fg from the data and plug it
in the above formula. The major achievement of the EB theory is that, when the number of
independent observations is large, it is possible to “borrow strength” from these independent
(and seemingly unrelated) observations to achieve the asymptotically optimal Bayes risk per
coordinate. Since its conception, the theory and methodology of EB have been well developed
and widely applied in large-scale data analysis in practice cf. e.g. [ETSTO01, VH96, Bro08,
PLLB10]. We refer the reader to the surveys and monographs on the theory and practice of
EB [Mor83, Cas85, Zha03, Efr14, ML18, Efr21].

In particular, to motivate the use EB methodology in the Poisson settings, we present
a real data example where we produce three EB estimators that beat the minimax optimal
estimator. We analyze the data on total number of goals scored in the National Hockey
League for the seasons 2017-18 and 2018-19 (the data is available at https://www.hockey-
reference.com/). We consider the statistics of n = 745 players, for whom the data were
collected for both the seasons. Let Y; be the total number of goal scored by the i*" player
in the season 2017-18. We model Y; as independently distributed Poi(6;) random variables,
where 6;’s are independently distributed according to some prior G on R,. Based on the
observations we intend to predict the goal scored by each player in the season 2018-19. As
the number of goals Y;-s in the data are all below 50, for the sake of computation we can
assume that the parameters 6;-s are supported on [0,50]. The minimax estimator in the
Poisson settings with a squared error loss is given by the posterior mean for the worst case
prior’. To compete with the minimax estimator, we consider EB estimators based on three
methods of estimating the prior G from the data:

e Nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator (NPMLE) [KW56]
e Minimum squared Hellinger (H?) distance estimator
e Minimum y2-distance estimator.

The description of the above estimation methods are provided later in Section 2. The root
mean squared error (RMSE) and mean absolute deviation error (MAD) for predicting the
hockey goals are presented in Table 1. Notably, it can be seen that all the EB estimators
perform better that the minimax estimator in both the error metrics.

To  find the worst case prior we solve argmax;E[|0 — E[8]Y]?] =

argmax [EG [62] — > aeoly + 1)2%} over the set of priors supported on [0,50]. For compu-

tation purposes we divide the interval [0,50] into a grid of 1000 equidistant points and then optimize the
prior probabilities using a gradient ascent algorithm.


https://www.hockey-reference.com/
https://www.hockey-reference.com/

Table 1: Minimax vs EB estimators
Methods | Minimax estimator | minimum-H? | NPMLE | minimum-y?

RMSE 8.62 6.02 6.04 6.05
MAD 7.54 4.37 4.38 4.39
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Figure 1: Least favorable prior on [0,50]

Getting back to the literature review, there are two main avenues to solving the EB

problem:

e f-modeling: Construct an approximate Bayes estimator by approximating the marginal
density. For example, the Robbins estimator [Rob56] is a plug-in estimate of (1)
replacing the true fo with the empirical distribution, leading to

% N 2lem: Y=gl 3)

J

é\j - é\Robbins(}/}nfh cee 7Y7L> = <}/; + 1)

g-modeling: We first obtain an estimate/\@ of the prior G from Y™ and then apply the
corresponding Bayes estimator formula 65(Y;). Examples of G include the celebrated
NPMLE method mentioned above

~ 1 <&
_ L Y, 4
G argglaxn; og fa(Y:) (4)

where the maximization is over all priors on R, (unconstrained NPMLE). When ad-
ditional information about the prior is available (e.g., compactly supported), it is

convenient to incorporate this as constraints into the above optimization, leading to a
constrained NPMLE.

In a nutshell, both f-modeling and g-modeling rely on estimate of the population density

fa; the difference is that the former applies improper density estimate such as the empir-
ical distribution or kernel density estimate (see, e.g., [LGL05, BG09, Zha09] for Gaussian
models), while the latter applies proper density estimate of the form f5.
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In recent years, there have been significant advances in the theoretical analysis of f-
modeling EB estimators for the Poisson model, specifically, the Robbins method. For com-
pactly supported priors, [BGR13] showed that with Poisson sampling (replacing the sample

size n by Poi(n)), the Robbins estimator achieves a O (#")22
n(loglogn)

6;. Later [PW21] showed the same bound holds with fixed sample size n and established
the optimality of the Robbins estimator by proving a matching minimax lower bound. For
the class of subexponential priors, for estimating each ; the Robbins estimator also achieves

) regret for estimating each

optimal minimax regret © (logn)?
n

On the other hand, despite its simplicity and optimality, it has been long recognized that
the Robbins method often produces unstable estimates in practice. This occurs particularly
for those y which appears few times or none whatsoever, so that N(y) is small or zero. Thus,
unless N (y+1) is also small, the formula (3) produces exceptionally large value of O opbins(y)-
In addition, if N(y + 1) = 0 (e.g., when y > max{Yi,...,Y,}), we have Bropbins(y) = O
irrespective of any existing information about y, which is at odds with the fact that the
Bayes estimator 0g(y) is always monotonically increasing in y for any G [HS83]. These
issues of the Robbins estimator have been well-documented and discussed in the literature;
see, for example, [Mar68, Section 1] and [ML18, Section 1.9] for a finite-sample study and
[EH21, Section 6.1] for the destabilized behavior of Robbins estimator in practice (e.g., in
analyzing insurance claims data). To alleviate the shortcomings of the Robbins estimator,
a number of modifications have been proposed [Mar68, BGR13| that enforce smoothness or
monotonicity; nevertheless, it is unclear they still retain the regret optimality of the Robbins
method. This raises the question of whether it is possible to construct a well-behaved EB
estimator that is provably optimal in terms of regret.

In this paper, we answer this question in the positive. This is accomplished by a class
of g-modeling EB estimators, which are free from the unstable behavior of Robbins es-
timator, thanks to their Bayesian form which guarantees monotonicity among many other
desirable properties. The prior is learned using the minimum-distance method, including the
NPMLE (4) as a special case. Introduced in the pioneering works [Wol53, Wol54, Wol57],
the minimum-distance method aims to find the best fit in class to the data with respect
to a given distance. As such, it is well-suited for the task of estimating the prior and the
obtained density estimate is proper and of the desired mixture type.

As a concrete example, we consider a simple uniform prior and compare the numerical
performance of Robbins and three prototypical examples of minimum-distance estimators of
G, with respect to the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence (i.e., the NPMLE), the Hellinger
distance, and the y2-divergence, respectively (see Section 2.1 for the formal definitions).
As evident in Fig. 2, the minimum-distance EB estimators provide a much more consistent
approximation of the Bayes estimator compared to the Robbins estimator. This advantage
is even more pronounced for unbounded priors (cf. Fig. 6 in Section 5.4); see also Fig. 3
for a real-world example where EB methodology is applied to a prediction task with sports
data. Notably, in multidimensional settings, such minimum distance based EB methodologies
are difficult to implement in practice as they are computationally expensive even in fixed
dimensions. However, we propose that the uni-dimensional EB methodology can be employed
to provide improved analyses in multidimensional setups as well. To demonstrate the above,
we considered a regression problem based on simulations. We show that the performance



of a ordinary least square (OLS) method can be significantly improved when we pre-process
the individual covariate columns using minimum-distance EB filters before supplying them
to the algorithm.
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Figure 2: Comparison of Robbins estimator with different minimum-distance EB estimators.
Here the latent Qii'rig “Uniform[0, 3] and the observation Y;irrlg'Poi(Hi), fori=1,...,n. We plot
5(}/;) against Y; for various EB estimators 0. For reference, we also plot the true value 6;
and the Bayes estimator é\g(Y;). The sample sizes are n = 50, 100, 200, 500.

The superior performance of minimum-distance EB estimators in practice is also justified
by theory. In addition to characterizing their structural properties (existence, uniqueness,
discreteness) in the Poisson model, we show that, under appropriate conditions on the dis-
tance functional, their regret is minimax optimal for both compactly supported and subex-
ponential priors. This is accomplished by first proving the optimality of minimum-distance
estimate for density estimation in Hellinger distance, then establishing a generic regret up-
per bound for g-modeling EB estimators in terms of the Hellinger error of the corresponding
density estimates. We also extend the theoretical analyses to a multidimensional Poisson
models.

1.1 Related works

Searching for a stable and smooth alternative to the classical Robbins method for the Poisson
EB problem has a long history. [Mar66] was one of the proponents of using g-modeling
estimators to resolve this problem. The author considered modeling the prior using the



Gamma, distribution and estimated the scale and shape parameters using a y2-distance
minimization; this is a parametric approach as opposed to the nonparametric approach in
this paper. Based on the monotonicity of the Bayes estimator, [Mar69] used non-decreasing
polynomials to approximate the Bayes oracle (recently, similar isotonic regression based EB
approaches have also been used to estimate the Bayes oracle in other models, e.g., see [BZ22]
for an example in the Gaussian mean estimation problem). Nonetheless, it is unclear whether
these regression-based approaches for estimating the Bayes oracle directly can be used to
draw any conclusions about estimating the marginal data distribution, which is also one of
the primary focuses of our work. [LK69] proposed an iterative method of estimating of the
prior, by first using the empirical distribution of the training sample Y™ and then using
corresponding posterior means of the 6;’s to denoise. On a similar vein, [BM72] assumed
the existence of density of the prior distribution and used kernel method to approximate the
prior. For a detailed exposition on other smooth EB methods, see [ML18]. However, none
of these methods has theoretical guarantees in terms of the regret for nonparametric class of
priors considered in the present paper.

Applying NPMLE for estimating the mixture distribution has been well-studied in the
literature. [KW56] was one of the preliminary papers to prove the consistency of the NPMLE,
which was subsequently extended in [HS84, Jew82, T84, Pfa88]; for a more recent discussion,
see [Chel7]. In the present paper we focus on the Poisson mixture model and sharpen
these results by obtaining the optimal rate of convergence for the NPMLE. In additional to
the aforementioned statistical results, structural understanding of the NPMLE (existence,
uniqueness, and discreteness) has been obtained in [Sim76, Jew82, Lin83a, Lin83b, Lin95]
for general univariate exponential family. We extend these structural results to a class of
minimum-distance estimators for Poisson mixture models following [Sim76]. Finally, we
mention the recent work [MKV™"21] which explored the application of NPMLE in a related
scenario of heterogeneous Poisson mixtures.

Initial work on applying NPMLE for EB estimation was carried out in [Lai82] for the
Binomial and the normal location models, and the analysis is primarily numerical. For
theoretical results, [GvdV01, Zha09] analyzed the Hellinger risk of NPMLE-based mixture
density estimates, which forms the basis of the analysis of NPMLE for EB estimation in
[JZ09]. The resulting regret bounds, though state of the art, still differ from the minimax
lower bounds in [PW21] by logarithmic factors for both the classes of compactly supported
and subgaussian priors. This is because (a) the density estimation analysis in [Zha09] is
potentially suboptimal compared to the lower bounds in [Kim14]; (b) the Fourier-analytic
reduction from the Hellinger distance for mixture density to regret in [JZ09] is loose. In
comparison, in this paper both the density estimation and the regret bounds are optimal
with exact logarithmic factors. This can be attributed to the discrete nature of the Poisson
model so that for light-tailed priors a simple truncation-based analysis suffices. Additionally,
these sharp results are generalized from the NPMLE-based EB estimator to the minimum-
distance estimators.

1.2 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the class of minimum
distance estimators and identify conditions on the distance function that guarantees the



existence and uniqueness of the minimizer. The theoretical guarantees in terms of density
estimation and regret are presented in Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 therein. The proof sketches
of these results are presented in Section 3 and Section 4 respectively. In Section 5 we present
an algorithm for computing minimum-distance estimators in the one-dimensional setting and
study their numerical performance in empirical Bayes estimation with both simulated and
real datasets. In Section 6 we mention our theoretical results in a multi-dimensional setting.
For all the other related details of proofs, see Appendix.

1.3 Notations

Denote by Z, (resp. R,) the set of non-negative integers (resp. real numbers). For a Borel
measurable subset © C R, let P(O) be the collection of all probability measures on ©.
For any 6 € R, let &y denote the Dirac measure at 6. Denote by SubE(s) the set of all
s-subexponential distributions on Ry: SubE(s) = {G : G([t,00)]) < 2e"/*Vt > 0}. Let
Y, ~ Poi(6;) for i = 1,...,n and Y ~ Poi(f), with 91,...,(9”,91'33'G. This also implies
Yi,. .. ,Yn,Yl‘rI\f1 ‘fo where fg is the mixture distribution defined in (2). Let Es and Pg
respectively denote the expectation and probability where the true mixing distribution is G.

2 Problem formulation and results

2.1 Minimum-distance estimators

Denote by P(Z.) the collection of probability distributions (pmfs) on Z,. We call dist :
P(Zy) x P(Zy) — Ry a generalized distance if dist(p|lqg) > 0 for any p,q € P(Z,), with
equality if and only if p = ¢. Note that any metric or f-divergence [Csi67] qualifies as a
generalized distance.

The minimum-distance? methodology aims to find the closest fit in the model class to the
data. While it is widely used and well-studied in parametric models [Ber77, Ber55, Pol80,
Bol77, Mil84], it is also useful in nonparametric settings such as mixture models. Denote by

1 n
P = ; Y, (5)
the empirical distribution of the sample Y7, ...,Y,,. The minimum-distance estimator for the

mixing distribution with respect to dist, over some target class of distributions G, is

G € argmin dist(p=™|| fo). (6)
Qeg

Primary examples of minimum-distance estimators considered in this paper include the fol-
lowing

e Maximum likelihood: dist(p|lq) = KL(p|lq) = > >0 P(y) log % is the KL divergence.

In this case, one can verify that the minimum-KL estimator coincides with the NPMLE
(4).

2We adopt this conventional terminology even when dist need not be a distance.




2
e Minimum-Hellinger estimator: dist(p||q) = H?(p,q) = >0 (\/p(y) — \/q(y)> is the
squared Hellinger distance.

(p(y)—q(y))?

) is the y?-divergence.

e Minimum-x? estimator: dist(p||q) = x2(p|lq) = > >0

Note that there are other minimum-distance estimators previously studied for Gaussian
mixture models, e.g., those respect to L,-distance of the CDFs, aiming at estimating the
mixing distribution [DK68, Che95, HK18, Ede88]. These are outside the scope of the theory
developed here.

In general, the solution to (6) need not be unique; nevertheless, for the Poisson mixture
model, the uniqueness is guaranteed provided that the generalized distance dist admits the
following decomposition:

Assumption 1. There exist maps t : P(Z;) — R and ¢ : R*> — R such that for any two
distributions ¢1, g2 € P(Z)

dist (¢1]|q2) = t(q1) + Zf(fh(y)a %(v)),

y=0
where b +— {(a, b) is strictly decreasing and strictly convex for a > 0 and ¢(0,b) = 0 for b > 0.

The following theorem guarantees the existence, uniqueness, and discreteness of both
unconstrained and support-constrained minimum-distance estimators. For the special case
of unconstrained NPMLE this result was previously shown by [Sim76] and later extended to
all one-dimensional exponential family [Lin95].

Theorem 1. Let dist satisfy Assumption 1. Let p be a probability distribution on Z. with
support size m. Then for any h > 0, the constrained solution argmingep (o ) dist(p|l fq)
exist uniquely and is a discrete distribution with support size at most m. Furthermore, the
same conclusion also applies to the unconstrained solution argmingep,)dist(p||fq), which
in addition is supported on [min,_y ., Yi,max;—1 Y|, where {yi,...,ym} is the support
of p.

To analyze the statistical performance of minimum-distance estimators, we impose the
following regulatory condition on the generalized distance dist:

Assumption 2. There exist absolute constants ¢y, co > 0 such that for pmfs ¢, ¢y on Z

caH?(q1,q2) < dist(q1lq2) < eax*(q1llg2) (7)

Major examples of generalized distance satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2 include the KL
divergence, squared Hellinger distance, and y2?-divergence. This follows from noting that
2H? < KL < x? and each of them satisfies the decomposition Assumption 1: for squared
Hellinger ¢t = 2, ¢(a,b) = —2v/ab, for KL divergence t = 0, ¢(a,b) = alog & for x*-divergence
t=-1,4(a,b) = % On the other hand, total variation (TV) satisfies neither Assumption 1
nor 2 so the theory in the present paper does not apply to the minimum-TV estimator.



2.2 Main results

~

In this section we state the statistical guarantee for the minimum-distance estimator G
defined in the previous section. Our main results are two-fold (both minimax optimal):

1. Density estimation, in terms of the Hellinger distance fz and the true mixture fg;

2. Empirical Bayes, in terms of the regret of the Bayes estimator with the learned prior

G.

As mentioned in Section 1, the regret analysis in fact relies on bounding the density estima-
tion error. We start with the result for density estimation. Recall from Section 1.3 P([0, h])
and SubE(s) denote the class of compactly supported and subexponential priors respectively.

Theorem 2 (Density estimation). Let dist satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2. Given any h,s > 0,
there exist constants Cy = C1(h) and Cy = Cy(s) such that the following are satisfied.

1. Let G € P([0,h)) and G = argmingep o ) dist(pE™ || fo), then E [H?(fq, fg)]
Cy _logn
n loglogn

for any n > 3.

2. Let G € SubE(s) and G = argmin,, dist(pe™|| fq), then E [H?(fa, fz)] < Llogn for
any n > 2.
Remark 1. It has been shown recently in [PW21, Theorem 21| that for any fixed h, s, the

minimax squared Hellinger density estimation errors are at least €2 (nl(l)ogglggn) and 2 (log ”)

for priors in the class P(]0, h]) and SubE(s), respectively. This establishes the minimax
optimality of our minimum-distance density estimates.

Next we turn to the problem of estimating 64, ...,6, from Yi,...,Y,, under the squared
error loss, using the empirical Bayes methodology. In this work we study the estimation
guarantees of the g-modeling type estimators. Notably, to produce an estimator ¢; of ;, we
use the observations Y7 = (Y1,...,Y;_1,Yj41,...,Y,) to approximate G and then plug it
in the formula of the Bayes estimator @\@(YJ) in (1). Given any class of distributions G and
any distribution estimator strategy characterized by @, define the total regret as its worst
case excess risk over the Bayes error:

TotRegret, (G: G) £ snép {EG [Hé\"(Yn) —0"? —n- mmse(G)} } , (8)

~

0; = b5 )(Yj), j=1,...,n.

where mmse(G) denotes the minimum mean squared error of estimating 6 ~ G based on a
single observation Y ~ fy, i.e., the Bayes risk

mmse(G) £ inf Eg [(5(1/) . 9) 2} — B¢ [(é‘G(Y) —9)?|. 9)

10



In addition, one can define the problem of quantifying the individual regret for the estimator

G

Regret, (G:G) 2 sup {]EG [@(W) —9,)?] - mmse(a)} L 0u(Y") = Ogyny (Vo). (10)

Here Yi,...,Y, 1 can be viewed as training data which is used to learn the estimator and
then we apply it on a fresh (unseen) data point Y, to predict 6,,. Getting back to the loss
function under consideration, it is not difficult to see that the total regret with sample size
n can be bounded from above using n times the individual regret with training sample size
n—1

TotRegret, (G: G) < n - Regret, (G: G). (11)

In view of the above inequality of the total and individual regret functions, we limit ourselves
to studying the individual regret only, as this will suffice to achieve the desired optimal rates.

Now we are in a position to describe the main results for empirical Bayes estimation. For
an ease of notations, suppose that given a fresh sample Y ~ Poi(f), where 6 is generated
from an unknown prior distribution G, we want to predict the value of ¢ in the squared
error loss and training sample to construct the estimator G is given by Y7,...,Y,. Given
any estimator G' of G we define the regret of the empirical Bayes estimate 05 as

o~

Regret(@; G) =Eqg {(0@(}/) — 9) 1 — mmse(G)

W g, [(a@m—é};mﬂ —Eo |YGs) - D)) |, (12

y=>0

where the identity (a) followed by using the orthogonality principle: the average risk of any
estimator # can be decomposed as

~

Ec[(6 — 0)%] = mmse(G) + Eg[(0 — 0c)?. (13)
Similarly we define the maximum regret of G over the class of model distributions G

Regret(@; G) = sup Regret(@; G). (14)
Geg

Then we have the following estimation guarantees.

Theorem 3 (Empirical Bayes). Let dist satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2. Given any h,s > 0,
there exist constants Cy = Cy(h) and Cy = Cy(s) such that the following are satisfied.

1. IfG = argmingep o ) dist(py™ || f@), then for any n > 3,

n

~ 4 logn 2
: < — | — X
Regret(G; P([0, h])) < - (loglogn> (15)

11



2. If G = argming dist(p;™"|| fq), then for any n > 2,
A. Co 3
Regret(G; SubE(s)) < — (logn)”. (16)
n

Remark 2. 1. As mentioned in Section 1, for fixed h and s, both (15) and (16) match
the minimax lower bounds recently shown in [PW21, Theorem 1]. This establishes the
regret optimality of minimum-distance EB estimators, which was only known for the
f-modeling-based Robbins estimator before.

2. When dist is the KL divergence, the minimum-distance estimator G = argming KL(p||q)
is the NPMLE. This follows from the expansion

emprQ Zpemp Zpemp ) log pe™P(y) — % Z log fQ(Y)
=1

y>0

emp

3. Theorem 3 holds for approximate solutions. Consider the following approximate minimum-
distance estimators (G, over some target class of distributions G, that satisfies

dist(ps™ || fz) < 1nf dlSt(pemprQ) + 0. (17)

for some & > 0. Then (15) (resp. (16)) continues to hold if § < —28"_ (yesp. log”).

~ nloglogn
Note that G is the NPMLE over G if 6 = 0 and dist is given by KL divergence. In case
of NPMLE, (17) translates to an approximate likelihood maximizer G such that

- Zlog falYi) > argmax— Zlog fa(Y:) —o.

This type of results is well-known in the literature, see, for example, [JZ09, Zha09] for
the normal location-mixture model.

3 Proof for density estimation

The proof of Theorem 2 is based on a simple truncation idea. It is straightforward to
show that the density estimation error for any minimum dist-distance estimator can be
bounded from above, within a constant factor, by the expected squared Hellinger distance
between the empirical dlstrlbutlon pe™ and the data-generating distribution f, which is
further bounded by the expected x2-distance. The major contribution to x?(p™|| f¢) comes
from the “effective support” of fg, outside of which the total probability is o(n). For the
the prior classes P([0,h]) and SubE( ), the Poisson mixture f¢ is effectively supported on
{0, .. (log)lgogn)} and {0,...,0(logn)}. Each point in the effective support contributes &
to x (pe’“p|| fc) from which our results follow.

12



Proof of Theorem 2. For any K > 1 and distribution G denote
ex(G) £PY > K] = Z faly (18)

Note that dist satisfies Assumption 2, namely (7). We first prove the following general
inequality

E[H*(fe, fg)] < ——+

ct n

Ao K (402 2n> ©(G). (19)

&1
Using the inequality (a + b)* < 2(a® + b?), and as G is the minimizer we get
H2(fG7fé) ( (2™, f5) + H(pE™, fa))” < Q[HQ(pemp fa)+ H* (0™, fo)]
(d'St(pemprG) + dist(p;, ™" || fa)) < —d'St(PemprG)- (20)

Define Y. = max? ; Y;. as before. Then, bounding L d by x? we get the following chain
c2

E emp . 21 -
B [dist(p]Lfo) L prncrt] < E [0 {Ymax<K}]=Z gt
’ y>0 c\y
(@ PE™(y) — fo (1)L vam<k} ] .
ZKZK fG(y) ZPZKfG max< ]

where the last equality follows from the fact that under {Yi.x < K} we have pf™P(y) = 0
for any y > K. Using E[pf™(y)] = fg(y) and, thus, E[(p™P(y) — fa(y))?] = Var(pe™P(y)) =
St Var(ly,—y) = JeWJeW) we continue the last display to get

(P2 (1) — foW)*Lvamm<k}]

LB [dist(s™ ] fo) Lpery] < 3 5 (@)1~ ex (@)

o = fa(y)
< g}:{ )fG< DT | (@)1= (@)
b 1 K
= = D (1= fely) + ex(G)1 = ex(G)" < -t ex(G)

y<K

(21)

IN

Using the union bound and the fact H? < 2 we have E [Hz(f(;, f@)l{ymsz}} < 2P [Vinax > K|
2nek (G). Combining this with (20) and (21) yields

E [H*(fa, fa)] <E[H*(fo, [6)livam<ry) + E[H*(fa, f6)1 YaumzK}]
4 deg K 4c
< E [dist(pS™]| fo) L vima<i}] + 2nex (G) < C_QE + <C—2 +2n ) x(G),
1 1
which completes the proof of (19).
To complete the proof of the theorem we need to estimate the value of K such that
ex(G) < n—12 This is done slightly differently for each of the two different classes of priors:
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1. Let G € P([0,h]). The function e~?¢¥ is increasing in § € [0,y] for y > 0. Hence, for

K > 2h,
> [he—fgy X ehhy  emhpE 20 B \YVTE 9ehpK
w@ =3 [ Sroms St 3 (g) <M
y=K y=K y—K=0

(22)

We choose K = {%—‘. Using K! > (%)K from the Stirling’s formula and the

loglogn

5 for all n > 3 we continue the last display to get

fact logloglogn <

2(2+he)logn

loglogn e)logn
<9 log logn g8 < 26—(loglogn—log10glogn)% < 26—2105” < 3
2logn n?

(23)

as required.

2. Let G € SubE(s). Choose K = bg?(lfi’i), Then (44) in Appendix C implies that

ex(G) < 325. Plugging this in (19) completes the proof.

4 Proof of regret upper bound

4.1 General regret upper bound via density estimation

The proof of Theorem 3 relies on relating the regret in EB estimation to estimating the
mixture density in the Hellinger distance. This idea has been previously noted in [JZ09,
Theorem 3| for the Gaussian location models using Fourier analysis and an ingenious in-
duction argument. Here the analysis turns out to be much simpler thanks in part to the
discreteness of the Poisson model and the light tail of the prior, leading to the following
deterministic result which is crucial for proving the regret optimality of minimum-distance
EB estimators.

Lemma 4. Let G be a distribution such that Eg[0*] < M for some constant M. Then for
any distribution G supported on [0, k], any h > 0 with G([0,h]) > % and any K > 1,

Regret(G; Q) < {12(h2 +R2) 4+ 48(h + E)K} (H2(fe. f2) + 4G((h, 0)))

+2(h+ B)2exc(G) + 2(1 + 2V (M + TG ((h, o))

where Regret(G: G) and ex(G) were defined in (18) and (12) respectively.

14



We provide a sketch of the proof here (see Appendix B for the full proof.) It is relatively
easy to bound the regret if the corresponding Bayes estimator is also bounded, which is the
case if the prior GG is compactly supported. Otherwise, one can consider its restriction G, on
[0, k] defined by G(:) = Gé'(?(g?}’l?)]). The truncation error can be controlled using properties
of the mmse as follows:

(1+ 22/ (M + B G((h,0))
G0, 1)

Regret(G; G) < Regret(G; Gy) + (24)

Then we use the structure of the Bayes estimator (1) in the Poisson model to relate Regret(é ; Gp)
to the squared Hellinger distance between fg, and fz

Regret(G; Gn) < {6(1* + 12) + 24(h + WK } H(fa, fo) + (h+ W)Pexc(Gh), (25)
for any K > 0. We then show that ex(Gy) and H?(fe,, fz) satisfies

EK(Gh) < QEK(G), HQ(fanyh) <2 {H2(fG> f@) + 4G((h, OO))} :

Replacing these bounds in (25) we get the desired result.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 3

For rest of the section, let C'y, Cy, ... denote constants depending on h, s, d as required. For
Part (a), recall that G' = argmingep (o 4y dist (p"?|[ fq) is the support-constrained NPMLE.

To apply Lemma 4, set h = h, M = h*, and K = [M-‘ For any G € P([0, h]) we

loglogn
have from the proof of Theorem 2(a)

9 1 1

Then Lemma 4 yields the required bound

2
Regret(G: G) < {1212 + 48hK ) E [H2 (fo fo)] + 2 < &2 ( log n ) |

n — n \loglogn

For Part (b), G = argming, dist(p;"|| fo) is the unconstrained minimum-distance estima-
tor. Choose

2logn

h:4810gn, K:m

. M =125 (26)

Since G is s-subexponential, we have (see Lemma 9 in Appendix C for details)

2 (C) < = (27)

nt’ — 2n?

Eql0'] < M, G((h,o0)) <

15



In view of Lemma 8 in Appendix A we get that G is supported on [O,/ﬁ] where h = Yiax =
max?_, ¥;. Then Lemma 4 and (E¢[Y2,.])? < Eq[Y2.] < Ci(logn)?) (see Appendix C for a
proof) implies

G

Regret(@; G) é E [{6(h2 + Yn21ax) + 24K<h + Ymax)} H2(fG7 fé)] + n (28)

Next we bound the expectation in the last display. Using the fact that H? < 2, we get

E[{(h?+Y2,) + 4K (h + Yua) } H*(fo, f2)]

< (B +4Kh+12K*)E [H* (fa, fa)] + 2E [{(R* + Yiu) + 4K (B + Yiax) } Livaacs2xt]
(29)

Using Theorem 2(b) we get E [H?(fo, fz)] < %%, For the second term in (29) we use
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and union bound to get

E [{6(h* + Vi) + 24K (h + Vi) } L))
<VE[{6(h2 +Y2,) + 24K (h + i) Y] B [Vonax > 2K]

<VE {6002 + Y20 + 20K (b + V)] nearc(G)

< VR + Vi) + 16K7(0 + Y200 < /B + (log n)? + AK2(R2 + C(log n)?)).
n n

Plugging the bounds back in (29) and in view of (28), we complete the proof.

5 Numerical experiments

In this section we analyze the performances of the empirical Bayes estimators based on
the minimum-H?, the minimum-y?, and the minimum-KL divergence estimator (i.e., the
NPMLE). We compare them against the Robbins estimator and also draw comparisons
among their individual performances. Unlike the Robbins estimator, the minimum-distance
based estimators do not admit a closed form solution. Our algorithm to compute the solution
is closely related to the vertex direction method (VDM) algorithms for finding NPMLE
[Lin83a, Lin95], specialized for the Poisson family and modified to work with the generalized
distance that we considered. In case of the NPMLE, the convergence of the VDM method
to the unique optimizer is well-known [Fed72, Wyn70], and the algorithms for finding the
other minimum dist-distance estimators are expected to show similar convergence guarantees
as well. Additionally, thanks to the form of the Poisson density, the first-order optimality
condition takes on a polynomial form, which allow us to use existing root-finding algorithms
for polynomial to update the support points of the solution. See [Sim76] for a similar VDM-
type algorithm for Poisson mixtures and [KM14, KG17] for discretization-based algorithms.

5.1 First-order optimality condition and algorithm

In the numerical experiments we focus on the unconstrained minimum-distance estimator
G = argming, dist(p;™|| f), which is a discrete distribution (Theorem 1). For any ¢ € R,

n

16



let 0y denote the Dirac measure at §. Suppose that the support of p™ be {y1,...,ymn}. The
optimality of G implies that for all 6, € € [0, 1] we have dist(p™"[| f&) < dist(pr™ (|1 _0)G1es,)-

leading to the first-order optimality condition —d|st(pemp|| fa—odie 50) > 0, namely
e=0

m

é Z if eme (4, f)’f_fA( S (fo(yi) — f@(yz)) > 0. (30)

Averaging the left hand side over § ~ G, we get S D@(H)d@(ﬁ) = 0. This implies that each
¢ in the support of G satisfies Dg() = 0. Simplifying the above equation we get that the

o

atoms of G satisfies the following polynomial equation in 6

Y wil@) (" = 0v) =0, wi(G) = { sz(pimp(yz) f)' } /il
i=1 I=rai)

Iterating the above conditions leads to following algorithm for computing G.

Algorithm 1 Computing the minimum dist-distance estimators
Input: Data points Yy, ..., Y,. Target distribution Gg , = Z pjde,. Divergence dist with ¢—
¢ decomposition dist(qi[/g2) = t(q1) + >_ 50 £(a1(y), ¢2(v))- Tnitialization of (0, ). Tolerance

€M, 72-
Steps:

emp.

1: Calculate empirical distribution pf Obtain the set of distinct sample entries

{yla SR ym}
while dist(p™|| fa,,.) decreases by less than € in the new update, do

newroots = {0 :0 > 0,57 w;(Ge,) (y;0¥ 1 — 0¥) = 0}.

Combine 6 and newroots and denote the new vector as €'.

Merge entries of @' that are within 7, distance of each other.

Find argming > %, (5™ (vi), fa, ,(vi)), via gradient descent with initialization at
B= p.
7: Remove entries of 8’ and p’ corresponding to the entries of p' that are less than 7,
and re-normalize p'.

(0, ) < (6, 1))

9: end while
Output: (0, p).

®

We apply this algorithm for finding the minimum-distance estimators in the following
examples. In all our experiments we used 7, = 0.01,7, = 0.001. Instead of a pre-specified
tolerance € we set the maximum number of iteration to be 15. We choose the initialization for
0 as the uniform grid of size 1000 over the interval [0, Y;,.x], with a uniform initial probability
assignment .

5.2 Real-data analysis:Prediction of hockey goals

We study the data on total number of goals scored in the National Hockey League for the
seasons 2017-18 and 2018-19 (the data is available at https://www.hockey-reference.com/).
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We consider the statistics of n = 745 players, for whom the data were collected for both the
seasons. Let Y; be the total number of goal scored by the i player in the season 2017-18.
We model Y; as independently distributed Poi(6;), where 6;’s are independently distributed
according to some prior G on R, . Based on the observations we intend to predict the goal
scored by each player in the season 2018-19. Specifically, for the ith player our prediction is
0(Y;), where g is an emplrlcal Bayes estimator driven by the 2017-18 data, either through
f-modeling (e.g. = QRobbmS) or g-modeling (e.g. = QG, where G is learned by minimum-
distance methods). We tabulate performance of the estimators in terms of the root mean
squared error (RMSE) and the Mean absolute deviation (MAD) with respect to the true
goal values in 2018-19:3

Table 2: Robbins vs. minimum-distance: Prediction error comparison.

Methods Robbins minimum-H* NPMLE minimum-y?
RMSE 15.59 6.02 6.04 6.05
MAD 6.64 4.37 4.38 4.39

Season 2018 vs Season 2019 Season 2018 vs Season 2019

O Past vs Future O Past vs Future
Robbins | —a- Hellinger

- Hellinger —%- NPMLE

=#%=- NPMLE =»= Chisquare

2504 —¥- Chisquare

o o
]
K

Figure 3: Prediction of hockey goals with empirical Bayes, comparing Robbins and minimum-
distance estimators. On the right panel, the Robbins estimator is omitted.

In Fig. 3 we plot the EB estimators based on the Robbins method, the minimum H?,
the minimum-y? distance estimator and the NPMLE against the 2017-18 data (denoted
s “Past” on the z-axis) and compare their estimates against the real values of goals in
2018-19 (denoted by “Future” on the y-axis). The left panel shows that there exists a large
number of individuals for whom the Robbins estimator produces unstable prediction that
is significantly worse than all minimum-distance methods. This difference is significant for
values of scored goals which have lower sample representations. Thus on the right panel we
omit the Robbins estimator and provide a more detailed comparison for the three minimum-
distance estimators, which shows that their behavior are mostly comparable except near the
tail end of the data-points. Interestingly, all three estimators seem to do shrinkage towards
several fixed values. There could be several explanations for this multi-modality. One is

3Given data points Y1, . . ., Y, and their predictions Y1, . . ., Y, the RMSE is defined as \/% S (Y — Y;)2
and the MAD is defined as £ >0 | [V; — Yil.
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that different clusters correspond to different player positions (defense, winger, center). The
other is that clusters correspond to the line of the player (different lines get different amount
of ice time). To test this hypothesis we also redid on Fig. 3 the estimation for each position
separately. Since the multi-modality is retained, we conclude that the second option is more
likely to be the real explanation.

In addition we also compared the four goal-prediction methods based on different EB es-
timators across the possible playing positions: defender, center, winger. Similar as before, we
used the Poisson model and tried to predict the goal scoring for the year 2019 using the goal
scoring data from the year 2018 for players in each playing position separately. As expected,
the minimum distance methodology provides more stable and accurate estimates that the
estimates based on the Robbins method. The plots showing closeness of the predictions to
the true number of goals for the different EB methods are provided below.

Season 2018 vs Season 2019: Center Season 2018 vs Season 2019: Winger
80 80
O Pastvs Future O Pastvs Future
70 4 Robbins 70 4 Robbins
—-&- Hellinger —-&- Hellinger
—a- —a-
60 NPMLE 604 NPMLE
%~ Chi square —%- Chi square
50 e 50 o
L a0 g 0 L a0 o 4 x:{ﬁejﬁ
5 5 S
2 2 Q A
] ° i‘ﬁ-iiﬁ ] o ! Bo 10 gld] Lol ak
0 :mo 30 I 0 ¥ ast™ 0
0 0D
o 9 & offOyq08d o
20 o o 204 o B7P @g o b o
000 © odg Q@ S 0q 8, c:O o Q o g?\ Bebco, §9g°/ © ¥
O Oo 8 WMOQ 8 @c Dgo Dgo ok o
104 o 10{ Bo BOBLmEIOL o8g" o0 o o
E i<t e@a@ o DDO 8%0pg, gogggo o o
DD@ " B4 Q
o] BRREESSCC. "oose o N g6 S5, b
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 5 0 6 12 18 24 30 36 42 48
Past Past

Season 2018 vs Season 2019: Defender
80

O Past s Future
70 4 Robbins

—&k- Hellinger
—#- NPMLE

60
-x- Chi square

50

40 4

30 1

Figure 4: Prediction of hockey goals at different playing positions.

5.3 Application of EB methods for filtering

In this section we demonstrate an application of the EB methodology for data cleaning. We
propose to show that given a standard statistical methodology, incorporating an EB-based
filter on the data before feeding it to the algorithm, can significantly improve the existing
performance guarantees. For our analysis we use simulated data based on multivariate linear
models.

For this simulation study, we assume that the observed data 1, ..., ¥y, are independently
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Effect of EB filtering on OLS

[ Without EB filtering
mmm With Hellinger filtering

50

Bl With NPMLE filtering
40 4 mmm with Chi-squared filtering

30 4

20 4
| HIII
0
2 5 10 15

Number of covariates

RMSE

Figure 5: Improving results for OLS using EB filtering

generated via a linear model
Y in:d. 01/8, 0,2 {Qij}?zl € Ri, 6 S Rd, 1= 17 Lo, n.

In addition, we also assume that the observer does not directly see the data generating 6;-s.
Instead, we can only observe a Poissonized version X; of #;, given as

Xi = {XU ?:1, Xijlrfl\(}POi(eij), 1= 1,...,7’L, j = 1,...,d.
In other words, each coordinate of X; are generated independently according to a Poisson
channel, with mean being the corresponding coordinate of 8;. Then we pose the following
question: Upon observing {(y;, X;)};_,, can we improve upon the ordinary least squares using EB filters?
To answer the problem we will show that EB-based one-dimensional data filters, applied
separately on each of the covariates before running the OLS, can significantly improve the
prediction of y if the 8;-s values are coming from a multivariate mixture model. Our process
for generating the data {(y;, X;)}.,—, is outlined as follows. To generate each coordinate of
0;, we randomly generated entries from a uniform mixture of Gaussian distributions, with
means [2,8,16,32] and standard deviation 1, and then take the absolute values. Each co-
ordinate of the regression coefficient 5 was selected uniformly from [—5,5]. The number of
covariates (i.e., d) are varied in the set [2,5,10,15]. A total of 1200 samples (y1, ..., ¥1200)
were generated. To access the goodness of the fit, we compute y and the corresponding
root mean squared error (RMSE). To examine the effect of the one-dimensional EB filters
on the covariates, we used NPMLE, Hellinger-based, and Chi-squared distance based one
dimensional EB filters. The RMSE prediction errors were compared with and without the
filtering. In all the simulations, the EB filtering improved the result. The plot of errors
are presented in Fig. 5 and the errors are reported (along with standard deviations inside
parenthesis) in Table 3.
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Table 3: Performance of EB filtering

Covariates | Without filtering H? filter NPMLE filter \? filter
> 13.75 (0.149) | 11.857 (0.131) | 11.867 (0.131) | 11.093 (0.132)
5 92.306 (0.137) | 19.309 (0.121) | 19.325 (0.121) | 19.547 (0.122)
10 31.621 (0.143) 27.327 (0.126) | 27. 349 (0.126) | 27.670 (0.128)
15 38.412 (0.145) 33.163 (0.129) | 33.195 (0.129) | 33.578 (0.130)

5.4 More simulation studies

In this subsection, we test more priors in addition to the uniform prior in Fig. 2, including
discrete priors and priors with unbounded support. In Section 5.2 we see that the three
minimum-distance estimators performed similarly. However, question arises whether the
best choice among the minimum-distance EB methods can be argued when some information
about the prior is available. With the specific goal of differentiating the three minimum-
distance estimators among themselves, we carry out simulation studies in the end of this
section using different priors.

For comparing the EB methods in the discrete setup we choose the prior G to be
0.2Poi(1) 4+ 0.3Poi(2) 4+ 0.5P0i(8) and for the continuous unbounded setup we choose the
prior G to be the Gamma distribution with scale parameter 2 and shape parameter 4, i.e.
with prior density f(z) = %x:)’e_%. In both of the cases we simulate {91‘}?23 independently
from the prior distribution and correspondingly generate data Y; ~ Poi(6;). For each of the
priors we calculate the Bayes estimator numerically (denoted by the black dashed line in the
plots). Then from the generated datasets we compute the Robbins estimator, the NPMLE
based EB estimator, the H?-distance based EB estimator and the y2-distance based EB esti-
mator. All the estimators are then plotted against 6 and the data (Fig. 6). As expected, the
Robbins estimator shows high deviation from the true 6 values in many instances whereas
the minimum-distance based estimators are much more stable.

Prior: 0.2*Poi(1)+0.3*Poi(2)+0.5*P0i(8),n=600

O True Theta

-- Bayes estimator
Robbins estimator

-&- Hellinger estimator -&-

—+#- NPMLE estimator —+#- NPMLE estimator

~%- Chi square estimator ~%- Chi square estimator

Prior: Gamma [shape=4,scale=2],n=600

O True Theta

-- Bayes estimator
Robbins estimator
Hellinger estimator

404 - 404 -

EORASOE“S %zieiz.is N ° 888 Uéga
.ég‘g‘g@%@'go.ﬁ E:E i E‘E’!’g&gﬁ%

15

Figure 6: Robbins vs. minimum-distance estimators: Unbounded priors

To differentiate the different minimum-distance based EB methods we analyze the ef-
fect of the tail properties of the prior in the simulations below. Consider the exponential
distribution parameterized by scale (a) and with density go(z) = 1e=*/*. Note that the
higher values of a generate distributions with heavier tails. We consider three values of «:
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0.3,1.05 and 2. For each o we estimate the training regret for sample sizes n in the range
[50,300]. Given sample Y7, ...,Y, from the mixture distribution with prior G we define the
training regret for any estimator G of G as Eq[: ZZL:1<§G(§/Z'> - ga(Yz))Q] We compute the
Bayes estimator 5@<y) numerically for each y. For every pair («, n) we replicate the following
experiment independently 10,000 times for each minimum-distance method:

e Generate {0}, and Y; ~ Poi(6;),
e Calculate G using minimum-distance method,
e Calculate prediction error E(Y") = %Z?:l(é\g(y;) - é\@(Y;))z

Then we take the average of E(Y") values from all the 10,000 replications to estimate the
training error. For each a and each minimum distance method, at every n we also estimate

the 95% confidence interval as [E(Y™)F0.0196xsd(E(Y™))] where E(Y™) and sd(E(Y™)) define
respectively the sample mean and the sample standard deviation of the E(Y™) values over
the 10,000 independent runs. Below we plot the training regrets and their 95% confidence

bands against the training sample sizes (Fig. 7).
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Figure 7: Comparison of minimum-distance estimators

We observe that that minimum-H? based estimator outperforms the other estimators
when the scale of the exponential distribution is small. As the tails of the prior distributions
become heavier, the performance of the minimum-H? based estimator gets worse and the
NPMLE based estimator comes out as a better choice.
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6 An extension of the results in multiple dimensions

For a clarity of notations, in this section we use the bold fonts to denote vectors, e.g.,
0 = (017'--76d>70i = (Qil,...,éid),Y = (th;Y’d),Y'z = (Kly-‘wY;d),y = (yl,...,yd),
etc. Let G be a prior distribution on R%. We will study an extension of our minimum distance
estimators (6) in the d-dimension coordinate-wise independent Poisson model: Consider the
following data-generating process [Joh86, BF85]

0, %G, Y, "SPoi(fy), i=1,....n, j=1,....d (31)

Note that the marginal distribution of the multidimensional Poisson mixture is given by

/H 0.9 dG ), yezi.

To construct the minimum distance estimator we use the same minimization principle as
in (6), where we will specify the prior class G used for optimization when we state the
results. Next we construct the EB estimator. Denote by §G the Bayes estimator, whose j-th
coordinate 0 ; is

9
fe 0; H;’lzl e % ﬁdG(G)
fa(y)

fe(y +ej)

=1,...,d
faly) bend

0c,i(y) = Ecl0;|y] = =(y; +1)
where e; denote the j-th coordinate vector. Suppose that G gives us an estimate of
the prior distribution G' and consider the corresponding empirical Bayes estimator OA =
(QG - GG 2)- Similar to (12), let us define the regret of any plug-in estimator based on a

prior estimate G as

Regret(G:, G) = B |[0(Y) — 0a(Y)|?| =Eq | 3 10a() — ba®)lPfoly) | . (32)
yEZi
where Y ~ fg is a test point independent from the training sample Y;,....Y, lrl\(} fa (

denotes the set of all d-dimensional vectors with non-negative integer coordinates). We Wlll
prove regret bounds for the minimum distance estimator of the form (6) where the dist
function satisfies the following regularity assumption.

Assumption 3. There exist maps ¢ : P(Z%) — R and ¢ : R* — R such that for any two
distributions ¢y, q2 € P(Z%)

dist (q1]lq2) = t(q) + > _ Ua1(y) a=2(y)),

d
yEZJr

where b — ((a, b) is strictly decreasing and strictly convex for a > 0 and £(0,b) = 0 for b > 0.
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Assumption 4. There exist absolute constants c;, co > 0 such that for pmf-s ¢, ¢2 on Zi

aH?* (g1, ¢2) < dist(q1]|g2) < eax*(a1]|qe)- (33)

Assumption 3 and Assumption 4 are identical to Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 respec-
tively. The loss functions such as the Kullback-Leibler divergence, squared Hellinger distance,
Chi-squared divergence satisfy the above assumptions, similarly as in the one-dimensional
case. We have the following results.

Theorem 5. Suppose for a functional dist satisfying Assumption 3 and Assumption 4, G is
a minimum distance estimator of the form (6). Then the following results hold (cy,cy > 0
below are absolute constants):

1. If G is supported on [0, h]? and G is chosen to be the solution supported over [0, h]¢,
d
then E [H(fg, fo)] < (amadbi)( losty )4

n log log(n

2. If all marginals of G belong to the SubE(s) class of distributions for some s > 0, and G
d
is chosen to be the unrestricted optimizer, then E [H*(fz, fa)] < %(log(m)d.

Theorem 6. Suppose that the assumptions in Theorem 5 holds true. Then the following
regret bounds hold for n > d (c1,co > 0 below are absolute constants):

1. If G is supported on [0, h]¢ and G is chosen to be a solution supported over [0, h]?, then

~ d(cimax{l,h a+2 . og(n .
Regret(G; () < 4o ;{L b (10g{go(g()n))d+1 ;

2. If all marginals of G belong to the SubE(s) class of distributions for some s > 0, and G

is chosen to be the unrestricted optimizer, then Regret(G; G) < M(log(n))d“.

The proofs of the above results are provided in Appendix D below. We conjecture these
regret bounds in Theorem 6 are nearly optimal and factors like (logn)? are necessary. A
rigorous proof of matching lower bound for Theorem 6 will likely involve extending the regret
lower bound based on Bessel kernels in [PW21] to multiple dimensions; this is left for future
work.

Data availability

The real data set on hockey goals that we used is available at https://www.hockey-reference.com/.

Acknowledgment

Y. Polyanskiy is supported in part by the MIT-IBM Watson Al Lab, and the NSF Grants
CCF-1717842, CCF-2131115. Y. Wu is supported in part by the NSF Grant CCF-1900507,
NSF CAREER award CCF-1651588, and an Alfred Sloan fellowship.

24


https://www.hockey-reference.com/

References

[Ber55]

[Ber77]

[BF85]

[BG09)

[BGR13]

[BM72]

[Bol77]

[Bro0g)]

[BZ22]

[Cas85|

[Che95|

[Chel7|

[Csi67]

[DK68]

Joseph Berkson. Maximum likelihood and minimum x? estimates of the logistic
function. Journal of the American statistical association, 50(269):130-162, 1955.

Rudolf Beran. Minimum Hellinger distance estimates for parametric models. The
annals of Statistics, pages 445-463, 1977.

LD Brown and RH Farrell. Complete class theorems for estimation of multi-
variate poisson means and related problems. The Annals of Statistics, pages
706-726, 1985.

Lawrence D Brown and Eitan Greenshtein. Nonparametric empirical Bayes and
compound decision approaches to estimation of a high-dimensional vector of
normal means. The Annals of Statistics, pages 1685-1704, 20009.

Lawrence D Brown, Eitan Greenshtein, and Ya’acov Ritov. The poisson com-
pound decision problem revisited. Journal of the American Statistical Associa-
tion, 108(502):741-749, 2013.

G Kemble Bennett and HF Martz. A continuous empirical Bayes smoothing
technique. Biometrika, 59(2):361-368, 1972.

E Bolthausen. Convergence in distribution of minimum-distance estimators.
Metrika, 24(1):215-227, 1977.

Lawrence D Brown. In-season prediction of batting averages: A field test of
empirical Bayes and Bayes methodologies. The Annals of Applied Statistics,
2(1):113-152, 2008.

Alton Barbehenn and Sihai Dave Zhao. A nonparametric regression alterna-
tive to empirical bayes approaches to simultaneous estimation. arXiv preprint
arXiw:2205.00336, 2022.

George Casella. An introduction to empirical Bayes data analysis. The American
Statistician, 39(2):83-87, 1985.

Jiahua Chen. Optimal rate of convergence for finite mixture models. The Annals
of Statistics, 23:221-233, 1995.

Jiahua Chen. Consistency of the MLE under mixture models. Statistical Science,
32(1):47-63, 2017.

I. Csiszar. Information-type measures of difference of probability distributions
and indirect observations. Studia Sci. Math. Hungar., 2:299-318, 1967.

JJ Deely and RL Kruse. Construction of sequences estimating the mixing distri-
bution. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 39(1):286-288, 1968.

25



[Edess)]

[Efr14]

[Efr21]

[EH21]

[ETSTO1]

[Fed72]
[GvdV01]

[HK18]

[HS83]

[HS84]

[Jew82]

[Joh86]

[JZ09]

[KG17]

David Edelman. Estimation of the mixing distribution for a normal mean
with applications to the compound decision problem. The Annals of Statistics,
16(4):1609-1622, 1988.

Bradley Efron. Two modeling strategies for empirical Bayes estimation. Statisti-
cal science: a review journal of the Institute of Mathematical Statistics, 29(2):285,
2014.

Bradley Efron. FEmpirical Bayes: Concepts and Methods. 2021. http://
statweb.stanford.edu/~ckirby/brad/papers/2021EB-concepts-methods.
pdf.

Bradley Efron and Trevor Hastie. Computer Age Statistical Inference, Student
Edition: Algorithms, Evidence, and Data Science, volume 6. Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2021.

Bradley Efron, Robert Tibshirani, John D Storey, and Virginia Tusher. Empirical
Bayes analysis of a microarray experiment. Journal of the American statistical
association, 96(456):1151-1160, 2001.

Valerii Vadimovich Fedorov. Theory of optimal experiments. Elsevier, 1972.

S. Ghosal and A.W. van der Vaart. Entropies and rates of convergence for
maximum likelihood and Bayes estimation for mixtures of normal densities. The
Annals of Statistics, 29(5):1233-1263, 2001.

Philippe Heinrich and Jonas Kahn. Strong identifiability and optimal minimax
rates for finite mixture estimation. The Annals of Statistics, 46(6A):2844-2870,
2018.

JC van Houwelingen and Th Stijnen. Monotone empirical Bayes estimators
for the continuous one-parameter exponential family. Statistica Neerlandica,
37(1):29-43, 1983.

James Heckman and Burton Singer. A method for minimizing the impact of dis-
tributional assumptions in econometric models for duration data. Econometrica:
Journal of the Econometric Society, pages 271-320, 1984.

Nicholas P Jewell. Mixtures of exponential distributions. The annals of statistics,
pages 479-484, 1982.

lain Johnstone. Admissible estimation, dirichlet principles and recurrence of
birth-death chains on Z . Probability theory and related fields, 71:231-269, 1986.

Wenhua Jiang and Cun-Hui Zhang. General maximum likelihood empirical Bayes
estimation of normal means. The Annals of Statistics, 37(4):1647-1684, 2009.

Roger Koenker and Jiaying Gu. Rebayes: an r package for empirical bayes
mixture methods. Journal of Statistical Software, 82:1-26, 2017.

26


http://statweb.stanford.edu/~ckirby/brad/papers/2021EB-concepts-methods.pdf
http://statweb.stanford.edu/~ckirby/brad/papers/2021EB-concepts-methods.pdf
http://statweb.stanford.edu/~ckirby/brad/papers/2021EB-concepts-methods.pdf

[Kim14]

[KM14]

[KW56]

[Lais2]

[LGLO5]

[Lin83al

[Lin83b]

[Lin95]

[LK69]

[LT84]

[Mar66]

[Mar68]

[Mar69]

[Mil84]

Arlene KH Kim. Minimax bounds for estimation of Normal mixtures. bernoulli,
20(4):1802-1818, 2014.

Roger Koenker and Ivan Mizera. Convex optimization, shape constraints, com-
pound decisions, and empirical Bayes rules. Journal of the American Statistical
Association, 109(506):674-685, 2014.

Jack Kiefer and Jacob Wolfowitz. Consistency of the maximum likelihood esti-
mator in the presence of infinitely many incidental parameters. The Annals of
Mathematical Statistics, pages 887-906, 1956.

Nan M Laird. Empirical Bayes estimates using the nonparametric maximum like-
lihood estimate for the prior. Journal of Statistical Computation and Simulation,
15(2-3):211-220, 1982.

Jianjun Li, Shanti S Gupta, and Friedrich Liese. Convergence rates of empiri-
cal Bayes estimation in exponential family. Journal of statistical planning and
inference, 131(1):101-115, 2005.

Bruce G Lindsay. The geometry of mixture likelihoods: a general theory. The
annals of statistics, pages 86-94, 1983.

Bruce G Lindsay. The geometry of mixture likelihoods, part II: the Exponential
family. The Annals of Statistics, 11(3):783-792, 1983.

Bruce G Lindsay. Mixture models: theory, geometry and applications. In NSF-
CBMS regional conference series in probability and statistics, pages i—163. JS-
TOR, 1995.

Glen H Lemon and Richard G Krutchkoff. An empirical Bayes smoothing tech-
nique. Biometrika, 56(2):361-365, 1969.

Diane Lambert and Luke Tierney. Asymptotic properties of maximum likelihood
estimates in the mixed Poisson model. The Annals of Statistics, pages 1388-1399,
1984.

JS Maritz. Smooth empirical Bayes estimation for one-parameter discrete distri-
butions. Biometrika, 53(3-4):417-429, 1966.

JS Maritz. On the smooth empirical Bayes approach to testing of hypotheses
and the compound decision problem. Biometrika, 55(1):83-100, 1968.

JS Maritz. Empirical bayes estimation for the Poisson distribution. Biometrika,
56(2):349-359, 1969.

PW Millar. A general approach to the optimality of minimum distance esti-
mators. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 286(1):377-418,
1984.

27



[IMKV*21] Zhen Miao, Weihao Kong, Ramya Korlakai Vinayak, Wei Sun, and Fang Han.

[ML18]

[Mor83]

[Pfa8s]

[PLLB10]

[Pol80]

[PS98]

[PW21]

[Rob51]

[Rob56]

[Sim76]

[VH96]

[Wol53]

[Wolb4]

Fisher-pitman permutation tests based on nonparametric Poisson mixtures with
application to single cell genomics. arXiw preprint arXiv:2106.03022, 2021.

Johannes S Maritz and T Lwin. FEmpirical Bayes methods. Chapman and
Hall/CRC, 2018.

Carl N Morris. Parametric empirical Bayes inference: theory and applications.
Journal of the American statistical Association, 78(381):47-55, 1983.

Johann Pfanzagl. Consistency of maximum likelihood estimators for certain
nonparametric families, in particular: mixtures. Journal of Statistical Planning

and Inference, 19(2):137-158, 1988.

Bhagwant Persaud, Bo Lan, Craig Lyon, and Ravi Bhim. Comparison of em-
pirical Bayes and full Bayes approaches for before-after road safety evaluations.

Accident Analysis € Prevention, 42(1):38-43, 2010.

David Pollard. The minimum distance method of testing. Metrika, 27(1):43-70,
1980.

G Pélya and G Szegd. Problems and Theorems in Analysis I, (reprint ed.).
Springer, Heidelburg, 1998.

Yury Polyanskiy and Yihong Wu. Sharp regret bounds for empirical Bayes and
compound decision problems. arXwv preprint arXiv:2109.03943, 2021.

Herbert Robbins. Asymptotically subminimax solutions of compound statistical
decision problems. In Proceedings of the second Berkeley symposium on mathe-
matical statistics and probability, pages 131-149. University of California Press,
1951.

Herbert Robbins. An Empirical Bayes Approach to Statistics. In Proceedings of
the Third Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical Statistics and Probability, Vol-
ume 1: Contributions to the Theory of Statistics. The Regents of the University
of California, 1956.

Leopold Simar. Maximum likelihood estimation of a compound Poisson process.
The Annals of Statistics, 4(6):1200-1209, 1976.

Jay M Ver Hoef. Parametric empirical Bayes methods for ecological applications.
FEcological Applications, 6(4):1047-1055, 1996.

J Wolfowitz. Estimation by the minimum distance method. Annals of the Insti-
tute of Statistical Mathematics, 5(1):9-23, 1953.

J Wolfowitz. Estimation by the minimum distance method in nonparamet-
ric stochastic difference equations. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics,
25(2):203-217, 1954.

28



[Wol57]

[(Wyn70]

[Zha03]

[Zha09]

Jacob Wolfowitz. The minimum distance method. The Annals of Mathematical
Statistics, pages 7588, 1957.

Henry P Wynn. The sequential generation of d-optimum experimental designs.
The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 41(5):1655-1664, 1970.

Cun-Hui Zhang. Compound decision theory and empirical Bayes methods. An-
nals of Statistics, pages 379-390, 2003.

Cun-Hui Zhang. Generalized maximum likelihood estimation of normal mixture
densities. Statistica Sinica, pages 1297-1318, 2009.

29



Supplement: Optimal empirical Bayes estimation for the Poisson
model via minimum-distance methods

Soham Jana, Yury Polyanskiy and Yihong Wu

A  Proof of Theorem 1

We first prove the result for the constrained solution argmingep (o 4y dist(pl|fg). As men-
tioned towards the end of the proof, this also implies the desired result for the unconstrained
solution. Suppose that p is supported on {y1,...,yn} C Z. Define

S={(fow).--- falym)) : @ € P([0,h])}, (34)

where fo(y) = Egq[fo(y)] is the probability mass function of the Poisson mixture (2), and
fo(y) = e790Y/y!. We claim that S is convex and compact.? The convexity follows from defi-
nition. For compactness, note that S is bounded since supy~, fo(y) = e Yy¥/y!, so it suffices
to check S is closed. Let (f,..., f") € R™ be the limiting point of (fg,(¥1),-- -, fo, (Ym))
for some sequence {Q} in P([0, h]). By Prokhorov’s theorem, there is a subsequence {Q, }
that converges weakly to some Q" € P([0,h]). Since 0 — fy(y) is continuous and bounded,
we have fi = fq(y;) for all j. In other words, S is closed.

Next, define v : S — R by v(f1,..., fm) = Yoy L(p(yi), fi). By Assumption 1, the value
of the min-distance optimization can be written as

min dist =t(p)+ min  v(fi,..., fm) 35
ocmim  dist(pllfo) =t(p) +  min  v(fi,..., fm) (35)

Furthermore, by assumption £(0,b) = 0 and b — ¢(a, b) is strictly convex for a > 0. Thus v
is strictly convex. Therefore, there exists a unique point (ff,..., f) € S that achieves the
minimum on the right side of (35). Thus, the left side has a minimizer G € P([0, h]) that
satisfies

It remains to show that the above representation is unique at the special point (f;, ..., f%);

this argument relies on the specific form of the Poisson density. Let G be one such minimizer.
By the first-order optimality condition (see (30) in Section 5.1),

Dg(0) =Y " ai(foly:) — f7) >0, YO<O<h;
=1

Dg(0) =0, for G-almost every 6, (37)

where a; = %E(p(yi), F)ly=p <0, since £ is strictly decreasing in the second coordinate and
f& > 0. Define
@i
b = == > 0.

Z;L ai f;

“In this case, S is in fact the closed convex hull of the set {(fo(y1),---, fo(ym)) : 0 € [0,h]}.
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As (¢ is strictly decreasing in second coordinate, di;ﬂ(p(yi),f) < 0 foral feR,i=
1,...,m. Using this, we rearrange (37) to get

m

S :b—"le)yi < e V9 € [0, 1],

im1

m b@ N ; ) ~

E WQ t = ¢” for each € in the support of G. (38)
i=1 7Y

Then the following lemma shows that the support of G has at most m points.

Lemma 7. Suppose that ;" 3;0% < € for all 0 € [0,h] where 3; € R and h > 0. Then
the number of solutions to > i~ ;6% = €’ in 0 € [0, h] is at most m.

Proof. The proof is a modification of [Sim76, Lemma 3.1(2)], which deals with the specific
case h = 0o. Recall the following version of Descartes’ rule of signs [PS98, Part V, Problem
38 and 40]: Consider an entire function (i.e., a power series whose radius of convergence is
infinity) ¢(x) = ag + a1x + agz® + ... with real coefficients. Let r be the number of strictly
positive zeros of ¢ counted with their multiplicities and let s be the number of sign changes®
in the sequence ag,ay,.... Then r < s. We apply this fact to the function

¢(6‘) = iﬁﬁyl — 69 = iaﬁj,
i=1 Jj=0

where
1 . .
0 — 51_; ]:yi,zzl,...,m
! —%<O else

Case 1: Suppose that 0 is a root of ¢(-). Then ag = 0. As there are at most m — 1 positive
coefficients in ag, ay, ..., there can be at most 2(m — 1) sign changes, which implies at most
2(m — 1) positive roots of s counting multiplicities. Note that, as ¢(0)1pcony < 0 and s is
an entire function, each root of s inside (0, k) has multiplicity at least 2. Suppose that m,
is the multiplicity of h as a root of ¢(-), which we define to be 0 when h is not a root. This
means that the total number of distinct roots in (0, k) is at most the largest integer before
(2(m — 1) —my)/2. If h is not a root then the number distinct roots in (0, k) is at most
m — 1. If h is a root, then its multiplicity is at least 1, and hence, the number of distinct
roots in (0, h) is at most m — 2. Hence, there are at most m many distinct roots in [0, h].

Case 2: Suppose that 0 is not a root of ¢(-). As there are at most m positive coefficients
in ag, ay, ..., there can be at most 2m sign changes, which implies at most 2m positive roots
counting multiplicities. By a similar argument as in the previous case, the total number of
distinct roots in (0, k) is at most than the largest integer before (2m — my,)/2. If h is not a
root then the number distinct roots in (0, k) is at most m. If h is a root, then the number of
distinct roots in (0, h) is at most m — 1. Hence, in total at most m distinct roots in [0, h]. O

®The number of sign changes is the number of pairs 0 < i < j such that a;a; < 0 and either j =i+ 1 or
ap =0 for all i < k < j.
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Suppose that there are r(< m) different 6;’s (denote them by 6, ...,6,) for which (38)
holds. This implies given any optimizer G its atoms form a subset of {6, ...,6,}. Let w; be
the weight G puts on 6;. Then in view of (36) we get that

,
E wie” 0 = flyl, i=1,00r
j=1

The matrix {¢%" : j = 1,...,7r,i = 1,...,m} has full column rank, and hence the vector

(w1, ..., w,) can be solve uniquely. This implies uniqueness of the optimizer G as well. This
finishes the proof for the constrained solution.

Next we argue for the unconstrained minimizer argming, dist(p|| fg). In view of Lemma 8
below, we get that the unconstrained minimum-distance estimator is supported on [0, k] with

.....

and uniqueness of the unconstrained estimator follow.

Lemma 8. Let dist satisfy Assumption 1 and let p be a probability distribution on Z. with
support {y1,...,Ym}. Then the minimizer argming dist(p||fo) is supported on the interval

[ymin7 ymax]; where Ymin = mini:l ..... m Yir Ymax = MaAX;=1 .. m Yi-
Proof. Let @ be a distribution with Q([0, Ymin)) + Q((Ymax, 00)) > 0. Define another distri-
bution @) by

Q(+) = Q[0 Ymin)) Iy, (1) + Q- N [Yimin, Ymax]) + Q((Ymax; 00))Oyia (-)-

In other words, Q moves the masses of Q on the intervals [0, ymin) (resp. (Ymax, 00)) to the
Point Yumin (T€SP. Ymax)- As fo(y) is strictly increasing in 6 € [0, y) and strictly decreasing in
0 € (y,00) we get foreachi=1,....n

Joly) = / fo(:)dQ(0)
:/ ﬁwwmm+/ ﬂMMM@+/ Fo(u:)dQ(O)
0<0<Ymin Ymin <0 <Ymax

Ymax >0

< QO i)y () + / Fo(0)AQO) + Q(Yrmer 50)) Fym (41)

ymingegymax
— [ 5o0)a(6) = f5(w0).
Hence, by Assumption 1, we get

dist(pll fo) = t(p) + > Lpy), foly))

y:p(y)>0
D)+ 3 o). fow) F tw)+ Y (blw). f5w) = distlpllfz).  (39)
y:p(y)>0 y:p(y)>0

where (a) follows from (0, -) = 0; (b) follows as the function b — ((a, b) is strictly decreasing.
In other words, given any @ with Q([0, Ymin))+Q((Ymax, 00)) > 0 we can produce @) supported
oL [Ymin; Ymax] such that dist(p[| f5) < dist(p[|fo). Hence, the claim follows. O
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B Proof of Lemma 4

Let 6 ~ G,Y|0 ~ fy. Then for any G independent of Y, we can write Regret(@; G) =
- . . Iy 2
> oeo(0a(y) — 0a(y))?faly) = Eg {(HG(Y) — HG(Y)> ]; cf. (12). Fix h > 0 and note the

following
o mmse(G) = E[(0g—0)2 > P[0 € [0, h]] Eoc[(0c—0)2]0 € [0, h]] = P[0 € [0, h]] mmse(G,,)
e mmse(G) < /Eg[0*] < VM, and

e For any fixed distribution G

Ec |(0(¥) ~ 0)°] <Eq |(05(Y) —0)Lipan] +Ee |06(7) = 0)Lpsn)

INE
=
Q

[6at0) - 07]0 < ] +[Bc [Ba) ~ )] B [11020)

INE

Ea, [(05(Y) — 7] + /8t + Eclp) (1, o))

= Ee, [@a(v) — 67] +/8(ht + M)G((h, ). (10)

where step (a) followed by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and step (b) followed as (z +
y)t < 8(xt + y*) for any z,y € R.

Using these we get

Regret((; G) = Eg | (04(Y) — 9)2] — mmse(G)

< Eg, [@p(V) — 6] — mmse(Gy) + mmse(€y) — mmse(@) + y/8(ht + M)G((h, 00))

< B [860) 0, (1)) + (g5 — 1) mumse(©) + /538 + M)G((h, )

(@ 3 1 (A 2v2)/ (bt + M)G((h, 00
< Eg, |(0a(Y) ~ b6,(Y))?] +( + >\/c(:<[0,+h])) ((h, o))
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Next we bound the first term. Fix K > 1. Using é\Gh(y) < h,0a(y) < . we have

Ec, [@a(Y) = 86, (V) 1v<x )|

fay+1)  fo,(y+ 1)>2
fay) fe(y)

=

-1

= Sy 1) fe ) (

<
o

T

Y ) faw+1)  2fay+D) L (faly+tD)  2fe@+1) \
=2t th(y>{3(Gf@<y> o) P e )

y=0

2fe(y+1) = 2fay +1)\°
0 < e (W) + faly) ) }
| (D a0+ DN\ (foo ) — fa@)? [+ Dfe v+ D\ (for ) — fa(y))?
=7 ; {( fe() ) Jor) + o) < fe.(y) ) fe ) + fa(y)

2 (fa,(y+1) = faly+1))° }
fe,(y) + fay)

_ 3({§Gh(y>}2 i {%(y)}Q) i (sz(( )) G + 192 Z + 1 th ?:(1)) _'_J;%(gg;_ 1))

y=0

+4(y + 1)

2 o = (fo, () — fa())? 2<fch<y+1>—f<y+1>>2
3+ R Z fan(y G(y) +12Z(y+1) fch(y)+f6;(y)

y=

where (a) followed from (z +y+ 2)? < 3(z? 4+ y? + 2?) for any x,y, 2z € R. Using (\/ fq, (z) +
fa(2))? < 2(fg,(x) + fa(z)) for x = y,y + 1 we continue the last display to get

Eg, [(é\é(y) - §Gh(Y))21{Y<K,1}]
K-1
<6(h +12) 3" (1 fouw) = 1/ 15w))?
y:O
Ko+ Dfey+ D+ @+ Digly+1) =
+ 24K max [AOERAe ) Z\/fchyﬂ \/fG (y+1

< (6(h2 +R2) + 24(h + E)K> “(far fan)-

-~

Again using é\gh(y) < h,ga(y) < h we bound Eq, [(Hé(Y) - é\Gh(Y))Q]-{YzK}} by (h +
ﬁ)%K(Gh). Combining this with the last display we get

~

Eg, |0a(Y) = 06, (V))?| < {604 + 1%) + 24(h + K | H2(fg, fa,) + (h+ ) e (Gh).
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In view of above continuing (41) we have

Regret(G; G) < {G(h2 +h%) +24(h + ﬁ)K} H(fg, fa,)

(14 2v2)y/ (M + B)G((h, o0))

+ (h+h)2ex (Gr) + GO0 (42)
Using triangle inequality and (z + y)? < 2(2? + y?) we get
H*(fa, fa,) < 2{H*(fa, f5) + H*(fa,. fo)} - (43)

Note that
H*(fa,, fa) < 2TV (fa,. fa) < 2TV(Gh, G) = 4G((h, x)).

where TV denotes the total variation and the middle inequality applies the data-processing
inequality [Csi67] and the last equality followed as

TV(Gy, G) :/h |dGh(9)—dG(9)|+/oodG(9)

1 h
_ (m _ 1) /0 dG(0) + G((h, 00)) = 2G((h, ).

Then, combining (42), (43) and (23) we get the desired bound

Regret(G; Q) < {12(h2 4 R2) + 48(h + Tz)K} (H?(f, f&) + AG((h, 0)))

e(G) (1+2VD (M +F9G((h, o))

) Ay 0.

C Auxiliary results

Lemma 9. Given any s > 0 and G € SubE(s), the following are satisfied.
1. If 0 ~ G, then E[0*] < 12s*.

i.4.d.

2. If {Y;}7_, "~ fa, then

64(logn)* + 45

PlY; > K] < 1
(log (1 + 3;))

(44)

N W

e Kes(4%) E[vA ] <

Proof. To prove (i) we note that for any s, M > 0 using integral by parts we have fOM e Sdr =

[—se75 (65 + 65% 4 3s2? + x?’)]gd. Then we get using the definition of SubE(s) tail proba-
bilities and with limit as M — oo

o o y y M
E[9Y] = 4/ VP[0 >y dy < 2/ yle sdy =2 lim |—se s (65 + 6sY + 35y + y3)} < 125
0 0 0

M—o0
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The proof of the property (ii) is as follows. Using Ez.poi(s) [eZt} = eg(etfl),t > (0 and
denoting c(s) = log 125 we have

E ["] = Egec [Evimpoico) [ 0]] = Eg e | = / /G (dB)
0

:1:/25 x/28 () 671/23 3
// dxG(df) = / G([x,00))dx < / dr < —
e<f 28 z>0 5 2

where (a) followed by using tail bound for SubE(s) distribution G. In view of Markov
inequality

P[Y; > K] < E [¢¥1¢()] ¢=eK < o Klog(144)

l\'JICO

The expectation term is bounded as below. Pick L large enough such that v(y) =y 3~vlos(1+3;)
is decreasing for all y > L. Then we can bound ZZZ i v(y) < f oLV v(y)dy. Then, using
the last inequality for such L > 0

E max - 4 Z y3P max

§4L4+n > PP > yldy

y>L+1
S4L4 ZyS —ylog 1+25 dy
y>L
(a) 3
<AL+ n zge_zdz
2 {log (1 + )} z>Llog(1
(b) —Alog(l—i-%)
2ty 45n _Z/de <ALt v 45ne” 2 247
2 {log (1 + = )} #>Llog(1+ 5 {1og (1 + %)}
where (a) followed from a change of variable, (b) followed using 2® < 15¢~= for any z > 0.
Choosing L = 1og2(lfi ’i) we get the desired result. O]

D Proofs of the multidimensional results

D.1 Density estimation in multiple dimensions

The proof of Theorem 5 is based on a similar truncation idea as in the proof of Theorem 2.
We first note the following result.

Lemma 10. There exist absolute constants ¢y, co such that the following holds.

1. IfG e P(0,h]%) and Y ~ fo then P|Y ¢ [0, hteen ]d} <4

loglogn

2. If all the marginals of G lie in SubE(s) and Y ~ fg then P [Y ¢ [0, caslog n } < ni

36



Proof. From the proof of Theorem 2 we get that there exist constants ¢, ¢y such that
with probability at least 1 — n—%o all the coordinates of the random variable Y lie within

[O,Zlhlog’ign] if G is supported on [0, h], and lie within [0, ¢;logn] if the marginals of G
are SubE(s). Then using a union bound over all the coordinates we achieve the desired

result. O

Proof of Theorem 5. Suppose that the dist function, for which we compute the minimum
distance estimator, satisfy Assumption 4. Then, using a proof strategy identical to proving
the result (20) in the one-dimensional case, we get

H(Ja f2) < ~ (st ) + dist(p™]fc)) < — st fo).

logn
loglogn

Then, in view of Assumption 4 we bound édist by x? to get the following (K = ¢;h
for G supported on [0, h]? and K = ¢yslogn for G with all the marginals in SubE(s))

1 em
CQE |:d|St(p p||fG)1{}’i€[0,K]d Vi=1,..., n}]

<E [XQ( P fe) yieo,m90 vim,.., n}] =2 fc(y) |

E [( emp( ) fG( )) 1{Y¢€[O,K}d Vi=1

—

>

yel0, K] Ja(y) yg[0,K]
E[(p5™(y) — fa(y))’] d
< ye%qd fG(y> + IEDY’Vfc [Y §§ [07 K] ]
SIS (1 oty + oy < 2 (45)
y€[0,K]4

where (a) followed as {Y; € |0, ] Vi =1,...,n} implies p™P(y) = 0 for any y ¢ [0, K]%;
and (b) follows from E[p¢™P(y)] = fo(y) and thus E[(pf™(y) — fa(y))?] = Var(pe™(y))
L3t Var(liy,—yy) = M, and due to choices of K with Lemma 10.

Using the union bound and the fact H? < 2 we have

2d

Combining this with (45) yields

~~~~~ n}} + Y faly)PlY € [0,K)'Vi=1,...

E [H2(fG7 f@)} <E [H2(fG7 f@)l{Yie[QK]d Yi=1,..., }] +E |:H2(fG7 fG)l{Yg_f[OKd for some i€{1,..., n}}]

4(K 4+ 1)
n

<

)

which completes the proof. n
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D.2 Regret bounds in multiple dimensions

Proof of Theorem 6. We first note that it suffices to only prove the case where the data
generating distribution G satisfies G € P([0, h]¢). To prove the case where the marginals of GG
belong to the SubE(s) class, it suffices to choose h = ¢slogn where ¢ > 0 is a sufficiently large
constant. This is because of the following. Using the property of the Poisson mixture and the
result on the support of G for the one dimensional case in Lemma 8, as fo(y) = H?Zl fo, (y),

we get for any global optimizer G

1. G is supported on [0, max?_; max]", Y;; 4 1], which itself is a subset of [0,¢slogn]*
with probability at least 1 — n% for a large enough constant ¢ > 0.

2. As a result of the above and Lemma 10, we get that with probability at least 1 — n%,
each coordinate of 84 lies in the interval [0, ¢slog n).

Hence, using arguments similar to the one dimensional case in (41) we can argue the following.

Lemma 11. Given any estimate @, for the choice h = ¢slogn we have

. - d282
Regret(G, G) < Regret(G, Gp) + O(—-).

A
where given any G supported on Ri, G, denote its restriction on the hypercube [0, h]?, i.e.,
GrlY €] =G[Y €Y €]0,h]4].

We will prove the above result at the end of this section. In view of this, it suffices
to bound Regret(G, Gj) to get the desired regret upper bound. To bound Regret(G,G) =
Eq, [Hé\@(Y) - é\Gh(Y) HQ} we use the following decomposition that is similar to the decom-

position in the proof of the one dimensional case. First we restrict the expectation on the
event {Y; € [0,K]?% i € {1,...,n}}, where for some absolute constants ¢;, ¢, to be chosen
later we pick

. logn -
K= Clhm 1{G€7’([O,h]d} + CQSlog n 1{marginals of G are SubE(s)}-

Note that G is supported on [0, h]¢, where & = h when G is chosen to be supported over [0, h]?
or as max;-l:1 max;_; Y;; +1 when G is obtained by performing an unrestricted optimization.

Note that in the later case, as we argued above, 1 is bounded from above by ¢slogn with a
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probability 1 — n%. Hence, we have
Ea, [105(Y) — 86, (V) P ry o0

fely+e) fo,y+ ej))2
ye[%;{d; b+ D ol ( fa() fa,(y)

faly+e)  2faly+e) \ fan(y + &)
<y§qd;%“ fonv { (- o) +2(

2fc,(y+e;) —2fa(y +€;)\
+3< for W) + Jaly) ) }

_ 2th<y + ej) )
fe,(y) fa,(y) + fa(y)

fc(y +e)\ Vaw) = fa®) | (wi+Diay+e)\ Ualy) — fay)’
: 3ye%{]d ]Zl { ( (y) ) th<y) + fé(y) * ( th(y) )

fa,(y) + fa(y)
o (fa,(y +e;) — faly +e)))?
s+ forlw >+fGG< ) }

3(R2+1?) Y Z ey fG S 1 > Z’y +1)? 2fey ) — faly +e))”
th !

y€[0,K]d j=1

ye[0,K] j=1 fe,(y) + fa(y)
where (a) followed from (z + y + 2)* < 3(2® + y* + 2*) for any z,y,2 € R. Using
(\/th(iv) + \/fé(w))z < 2(fq,(x) + fa(x)) for * = y,y + e; we continue the last display
to get

Eq, [H@( Y) - 0a,(Y >|121{Y€[0Kd}]
6(h* +1%) Y Zweh N

ye()KdJ 1

+24Kyg)a}>{<]dz (s +1)th(yf;(ej; Ecyj(;_)l fG yte) Z Z \/th (y+ej) — \/fc (y+e€j))

y€[0,K]4 j=1
< d (6(h% +B?) +24(h + B)K ) H*(f3 fa,.).

where the last inequality followed as

d
(y; + ) fe,(y +e;) + (y; + 1) fa(y + e;)
jzl Fory) + f2() ye%qd; \/th (y+e;)— \/fc (y +ej))
d
(yj+1)th(y+ej>+( )fG y+ej 2
= ; Ja,(y) + fa(y) >0 o) =y Iaw) < HUe o)

ye[o K+1)d

Again, using O, (y) < h,é@(y) < h we bound Eq, [(éé(Y) - OGh( ))21{Y¢[07K d}] by
(h + /fz) ex(Gr), where ex(G),) = Pg, [Y ¢ [0, K]?]. Combining this with the last display
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we get
Eg, |106(Y) — 8c, (V)| < {60 +72) + 24(h + WK } HX(fg, fa,) + (h+ B)?exc(Ga).

Finally we take expectation on both sides with respect to the training sample, @, and .
Using the high probability bound on h and the bound on E [H *(fa, th)} as in Theorem 5
(note that in the case of subexponential marginals of G, where we pick h = ¢slogn, for a
large enough constant ¢ the support parameter h of G is bounded from above by h with
a high probability. Hence, the analysis for the bounded prior setup applies even though G
is obtained via an unrestricted optimization), and the probabilistic bound on ex(G},) as in
Lemma 10 we get the result. This finishes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 11. We first note the multi-dimensional version of (40) as follows:
Ec |[86(Y) = 01°] <Ee |6(Y) = 01" L guipey | +Ea | 186(Y) = 611 o000,

2) B [Héé(y) - 0”2’ 0 € [0, h]d] + \/Ec [H@};(Y) - 9\\4] Eg [1{0¢[0,h}d}]

(b) . - d
< Eq, [105(Y) - ]| + ( 4 (h? —1-34)—9)

n

d?s?

<Eq, [[85(Y) - 0] + O(). (46)

where step (a) followed by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, step (b) followed as
o (x+y)* <8(z*+y*) forany 2,y € R
e any coordinate of é\@(Y) is bounded by %
e E[f]] <O(s'),j=1,...,d by Lemma 9
e PO ¢ [0,h]] < % for a large enough .

Then, similar to (41) in the one-dimensional case, the following equation applies (note that
here G is supported on [0, ¢slogn] with a high probability):

d?s?

n2

Regret(G; G) < Regret(G: G),) + mmse(G),) — mmse(G) + O( )

mmse(G .
Note that we have mmse(Gj) < P[BT&(}L]ZI] from the following

mmse(G) = E[[|0c — 0]]%] > P [0 € [0,h]Y] Eo-c[|6c — 6216 € [0,h]%] > P [0 € [0, h]?] mmse(G).

As mmse(G) < d (given that the naive estimation of Y achieves an expected loss of d) and
P[0 ¢ [0,h]%] <%, we get the desired result. O
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