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Abstract

In this article, our goal is to develop a method for Bayesian model averaging in linear regression mod-
els to accommodate heavier tailed error distributions than the normal distribution. Motivated by the
use of the Huber loss function in presence of outliers, Park and Casella (2008) proposed the concept of
the Bayesian Huberized lasso, which has been recently developed and implemented by Kawakami and
Hashimoto (2023), with hyperbolic errors. Because the Huberized lasso cannot enforce regression coef-
ficients to be exactly zero, we propose a fully Bayesian variable selection approach with spike and slab
priors, that can address sparsity more effectively. Furthermore, while the hyperbolic distribution has
heavier tails than a normal distribution, its tails are less heavy in comparison to a Cauchy distribution.
Thus, we propose a regression model, with an error distribution that encompasses both hyperbolic and
Student-t distributions. Our model aims to capture the benefit of using Huber loss, but it can also adapt
to heavier tails, and unknown levels of sparsity, as necessitated by the data. We develop an efficient
Gibbs sampler with Metropolis Hastings steps for posterior computation. Through simulation studies,
and analyses of the benchmark Boston housing dataset and NBA player salaries in the 2022-2023 season,
we show that our method is competitive with various state-of-the-art methods.

Keywords: Generalized hyperbolic distribution, Huberized Bayesian lasso, Hyperbolic distribution,
Markov chain Monte Carlo model composition (MC3), Spike and slab priors, Student-t distribution.

1 Introduction

Searching for suitable variable selection methods from a Bayesian perspective has been a venerable inquiry in

the arena of linear regression models, with Clyde and George (2004); O’Hara and Sillanpää (2009); Garcia-

Donato and Martinez-Beneito (2013); Forte et al. (2018) providing a few reviews, among others. A large class

of those techniques relies upon a presumption of normal errors. Such an assumption, however, compromises

with the robustness of the obtained estimates towards extreme observations. This motivates the necessity

of devising a method for Bayesian variable selection that enhances the normality assumption by flexibly

adapting to an unknown degrees of tail heaviness.

Normal errors correspond to a quadratic loss function, which is sensitive to unusual observations. The

Huber loss function (Huber (1973); Huber and Ronchetti (2011)) has been proposed as an alternative to the
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quadratic loss function. It is defined as

LHuber(a; c) =


a2/2, if |a|≤ c,

c(|a|−c/2), otherwise,

a ∈ R, (1)

where c > 0 is a tuning parameter. From the above definition, it can be seen that the Huber loss function

is quadratic in a region around zero and linear outside that region. This makes the Huber loss function

less sensitive to extreme observations compared to the quadratic loss function. However, Bayesian posterior

computation under the Huber loss function is not straightforward.

Park and Casella (2008) suggested the hyperbolic loss function as an approximation to the Huber loss

function. The hyperbolic loss function is given by

LHyperbolic(a; η, ρ
2) =

√
η(η + a2/ρ2), a ∈ R, (2)

where η > 0 and ρ2 > 0 are parameters that are typically unknown. The hyperbolic loss function corresponds

to assuming a hyperbolic distribution (Barndorff-Nielsen (1978)) for errors. The hyperbolic distribution can

be expressed as a scale mixture of normal distributions (Gneiting (1997)), which leads to more tractable

Bayesian computation, compared to using the Huber loss function. Park and Casella (2008) proposed

the preliminary idea of the ‘Bayesian Huberized lasso’ to robustify the traditional Bayesian lasso with

normal errors, although without any explicit implementation. Furthermore, they assumed the tail heaviness

parameter η to be fixed in their discussion of the method. However, owing to its vital role as an unknown

shape parameter in the error density, η demands a prior. Recently, Kawakami and Hashimoto (2023)

implemented the Bayesian Huberized lasso with a continuous prior on η. This leads to an intractable

full conditional distribution for η, since η appears as an argument in a modified Bessel function in the

likelihood. Kawakami and Hashimoto (2023) developed an approximate Gibbs sampler by approximating

the full conditional distribution of η.

The Bayesian Huberized lasso uses continuous Laplace priors for the regression coefficients, which assist

in shrinkage but do not facilitate variable selection. In this article, we propose a mixture of a point mass at

zero and a continuous prior on the regression coefficients to allow exclusion of variables from a model. Many

authors have used this prior and its variants for variable selection in regression models with normal errors,

such as George and McCulloch (1993, 1997); Clyde et al. (2011); Ghosh and Clyde (2011); Hans (2010, 2011);

Ghosh and Ghattas (2015); Ročková and George (2018); Nie and Ročková (2023), to name a few. If there are

p covariates, the Bayesian Huberized lasso can be thought of as operating in a single model framework with
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all variables, that is, under the full model. In contrast, our framework has 2p models corresponding to the

potential inclusion/exclusion of each of the p variables. This makes the posterior computation significantly

more challenging in our setup, especially due to the tail heaviness parameter, to which we also assign a

prior. We tackle this computational challenge by specifying a discrete prior with a flexible but finite support

for the tail heaviness parameter η. This facilitates efficient posterior computation due to the existence of a

tractable full conditional distribution for η.

The hyperbolic distribution has heavier tails than a normal distribution, but has thinner tails than some

members of the Student-t family, such as the Cauchy distribution. Therefore, we propose a model in which

the errors follow either a hyperbolic or a Student-t distribution. With this flexible modeling strategy, we

can take advantage of the Huber loss function via the hyperbolic distribution component of the error model.

However, if necessary, the model can also seamlessly adapt to the heavier tails of the Student-t distribution,

as dictated by the data. A model with Student-t errors has been developed by Gramacy and Pantaleo (2010),

who also put spike and slab priors on the regression coefficients. They used a continuous prior for the tail

heaviness parameter and developed a reversible jump MCMC sampler for posterior computation. In Sections

4 and 5, we compare our method to those of Gramacy and Pantaleo (2010) and Kawakami and Hashimoto

(2023), and demonstrate that our method is competitive with these state-of-the-art methods.

While the aforementioned papers are most closely related to our work, there are many other interesting

papers on Bayesian robust regression. We provide a brief review of a few of them here. Our proposed method

as well as the previously reviewed literature rely on a traditional fully Bayesian posterior formulation based

on a likelihood and a prior. Jiang and Tanner (2008) proposed an alternative approach using a Gibbs

posterior based on a risk function, which bypasses the need to model the data directly. They illustrated

that this alternative approach can be useful under model misspecification using examples for binary data.

Kundu and Dunson (2014) proposed non-normal error distributions via semiparametric location mixture of

normals, unlike scale mixture of normals, as in our case. They focused on g-priors and showed that their

method enjoys model selection consistency. Motivated by applications in gene environment interaction, Ren

et al. (2023) proposed a model with Laplace errors and spike and slab priors for Bayesian variable selection.

Instead of changing the likelihood, Hans et al. (2023) developed an alternative strategy by tuning a Zellner’s

g-prior to obtain optimal predictions in the presence of outliers.

Before proceeding further, the organization of the present article is outlined as follows. In Section 2, we

review the hyperbolic error model. In Section 3, we introduce our proposed mixture model using hyperbolic

and Student-t errors. In Section 4, we carry out a simulation study to compare the performance of the

proposed mixture model with some competing models. We analyze the Boston housing dataset and NBA

player salaries in Section 5. Concluding remarks and possible directions for future work are stated in Section
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6. Additionally, for clarity on parametrization, the probability density functions of some distributions that

are used throughout the article, are provided in an Appendix.

2 Hyperbolic Error Model

In this section, we first briefly review the hyperbolic distribution. Next, we consider a regression model with

hyperbolic errors and spike and slab priors, which serves as one of the components for our proposed mixture

model described in Section 3.

2.1 Review of the Hyperbolic Distribution

Mathematically, the hyperbolic density is defined as

fHyperbolic(x|θ, α, δ, µ, ϕ) =
θ

2αδK1(δθ)
e−α

√
δ2+(x−µ)2+ϕ(x−µ), −∞ < x < ∞, (3)

where K1 is a modified Bessel function with index 1, θ =
√
α2 − ϕ2, µ ∈ R, α > 0,−α < ϕ < α and δ > 0.

A reparametrized symmetric (about zero) version of the density is obtained by substituting ϕ = µ = 0,

α = θ =

√
η

ρ2
and δ =

√
ηρ2 in (3), thereby yielding

fHyperbolic(x|η, ρ2) =
1

2
√
ηρ2K1(η)

e−{η(η+x2/ρ2)}1/2

, −∞ < x < ∞, (4)

with shape parameter η > 0 and scale parameter ρ2 > 0. Let us denote the density as Hyperbolic(η, ρ2).

This density forms a special case of a larger class of distributions, viz., the generalized hyperbolic distribution

(Barndorff-Nielsen (1978)), whose symmetric members can be represented as a normal scale mixture with a

generalized inverse Gaussian mixing density. We highlight a special case of Example 1 by Gneiting (1997),

that explicitly states this result.

Example 1 (Gneiting (1997)). Let A and a be random variables such that A|a2 ∼ N(0, a2) and a2 ∼

GIG(1, η/ρ2, ηρ2). Then A is distributed as Hyperbolic(η, ρ2).

The hyperbolic density in (4) has a heavier tail than the normal density, but is lighter-tailed than a

Cauchy distribution. This is illustrated in Figure 1, where the cumulative distribution functions of hyperbolic

distributions (for different choices of η and ρ2 = 1) are compared with those for standard normal and Student

t-distributions with one degree of freedom (that is, the standard Cauchy distribution). Furthermore, we note

that the Hyperbolic(η = 50, ρ2 = 1) distribution is almost identical to the standard normal distribution,

which provides useful information for specifying a prior for η in (19), in Section 3.1.
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Figure 1: Cumulative distribution functions of different symmetric densities.

2.2 Model Formulation

Let us consider a linear regression model with p covariates as

Y = Xβ + ϵ, (5)

where n is the sample size, Y = (y1, y2, . . . , yn)
⊤ denotes the n-dimensional response vector, X is the n× p

design matrix, β = (β1, β2, . . . , βp)
⊤ corresponds to the p-dimensional vector of regression coefficients, and

ϵ is the n-dimensional vector of independent and identically distributed hyperbolic errors with a probability

density function (4). The covariates as well as the response variables are centered about their respective

means and scaled by their standard deviations, such that incorporating an intercept term in model (5)

is not necessary. Besides, we also incorporate variable selection uncertainty. In particular, we define a

p-dimensional binary vector γ = (γ1, γ2, . . . , γp)
⊤, where γj (j = 1, 2, . . . , p) takes the value one or zero

depending on whether the jth covariate is included in or excluded from the model. For example, the vectors

γ = (1, 1, . . . , 1)⊤ and γ = (0, 0, . . . , 0)⊤ represent the full model with all covariates and the null model with

no covariates, respectively. When γj = 0, we assume the corresponding regression coefficient, βj = 0, for

j = 1, 2, . . . , p. Thus, under a variable selection framework, some of the components of β can be exactly

zero. Let Γ = {0, 1}p denote the model space consisting of all the 2p possible models. For every model γ

in the model space Γ, we define βγ to be the pγ-dimensional vector of the non-zero components in β, and

let Xγ signify the matrix of corresponding columns of the design matrix X. Using the normal scale mixture

representation of the hyperbolic density stated in Example 1, we can rewrite model (5) in the following form,
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which assists in simplifying posterior computation.

Y |γ,β, σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n ∼ N(Xγβγ ,Σ), (6)

σ2
i |ρ2, η

ind∼ GIG(1, η/ρ2, ηρ2), i = 1, 2, . . . , n. (7)

For the unknown parameters, we specify the following priors:

βj |γj , ρ2, τ2
ind∼ N(0, ρ2τ2) I (γj = 1) + δ{0}(βj) I (γj = 0), j = 1, 2, . . . , p, (8)

τ2 ∼ IGamma(ν/2, ν/2), (9)

ρ2 ∼ IGamma(a, b), (10)

η ∼ DiscUniform(Sη), (11)

γj |π̃
ind∼ Bernoulli(π̃), j = 1, 2, . . . , p, (12)

π̃ ∼ Beta(s1, s2), (13)

where ν > 0, a > 0, b > 0, s1 > 0, s2 > 0, Σ = diag (σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n), Sη is a finite set of positive real

numbers, δ{0}(·) represents a point mass at zero and I (·) denotes the indicator function. It is easy to observe

that marginalizing over τ2 from (8) using (9) leads to a multivariate-t prior with ν degrees of freedom on the

non-zero regression coefficients, while retaining point mass priors on the zero coefficients. In this manner,

we put spike and slab priors on the regression coefficients. The aforementioned priors and likelihood lead

to closed form full conditional distributions, from which samples can be drawn with relative ease. Thus, we

develop a Gibbs sampler for posterior computation.

We close our deliberation on the hyperbolic error model through a summary of its significance and

pitfalls. To deal with heavy-tailed data, a plausible contender is the Student-t error model. However, the

simulation study in Section 4.1 reveals the usefulness of the hyperbolic error model, when the true data

generating model is hyperbolic. Our simulation study suggests that the hyperbolic model can have superior

performance in estimation of regression coefficients in such a case. These results provide another motivation

for using the hyperbolic error model, in addition to its relationship with the Huber loss. On the other

hand, the Student-t distribution can achieve a higher degree of tail heaviness compared to the hyperbolic

distribution. Accordingly, both the error models have some benefits and drawbacks, entailing a probe for a

more befitting error model.
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3 Mixture of Hyperbolic and Student-t Error Models

It has been discussed in Section 2 that despite having heavier tails than a normal distribution, the hyperbolic

distribution has thinner tails than some members of the family of Student-t distributions. However, there

are situations where a hyperbolic error model provides better estimation than a Student-t error model, like

the one shown in Section 4.1. This suggests that it would be appealing to have a model that accounts for

the characteristics of both distributions. Inspired by this idea, we propose a linear regression model, where

the errors follow a mixture of hyperbolic and Student-t distributions. We incorporate variable selection

uncertainty in our model, via spike and slab priors on the regression coefficients.

3.1 Model Formulation

We return to the linear regression model (5) with p covariates and n observations introduced in Section 2.2.

While the notational connotations remain unchanged, the error distribution becomes different. As mentioned

at the beginning of this section, we consider a mixture of hyperbolic and Student-t errors as

ϵi|α, η, ρ2
iid∼ Hyperbolic(η, ρ2) I (α = 0) + t(η, ρ2) I (α = 1), i = 1, 2, . . . , n, (14)

where t(η, ρ2) refers to a Student-t distribution with location parameter zero, degrees of freedom parameter

η, and scale parameter ρ2, and the parameter α ∈ {0, 1} denotes an indicator function for choosing the error

distribution between hyperbolic and Student-t. Equation (14) implies that conditional on α = 0, all the

errors are generated from the hyperbolic density, that is ϵi|α = 0, η, ρ2
iid∼ Hyperbolic(η, ρ2), i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

while conditional on α = 1, all the errors are generated from the Student-t density, that is ϵi|α = 1, η, ρ2
iid∼

t(η, ρ2), i = 1, 2, . . . , n.

Using the normal scale mixture representations of the hyperbolic and Student-t distributions, we can

express the above regression model in a more computationally convenient form as

Y |γ,β, σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n ∼ N(Xγβγ ,Σ), (15)

σ2
i |α, η, ρ2

iid∼ GIG(1, η/ρ2, ηρ2) I (α = 0) + IGamma(η/2, ηρ2/2) I (α = 1), i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

(16)

where Σ = diag (σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n). Under such a model, we are tasked with a simultaneous learning of the

error density, tail heaviness and variable selection. To account for the tail heaviness, we fall back on the

strategy of putting a discrete uniform prior on η, as used in Section 2, while a conditional Bernoulli prior is

assigned to the error indicator α. The remaining parameters retain their previous priors stated in Section
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2. In other words, we introduce the priors

α|ω ∼ Bernoulli(ω); (17)

ω ∼ Beta(m1,m2); (18)

where m1 > 0 and m2 > 0, and maintain the prior structure in (8) through (13) for the rest of the unknown

parameters.

The challenge in the prior specification now shifts to the selection of a suitable grid Sη for the prior of

η in (11). It is important to note that the parameter η has a two-fold implication. When α = 0, η serves

as the shape parameter under hyperbolic errors. On the other hand, η indicates the degrees of freedom

for Student-t errors for α = 1. While η controls the tail heaviness under both hyperbolic and Student-t

error models, its interpretation changes when the error density changes. Therefore, it is crucial for the

prior to encompass a wide range of tail heaviness under both error distributions. Figure 1 shows a drastic

reduction in tail heaviness of the hyperbolic density from η = 0.05 to η = 1, followed by a slow and gradual

subsidence thereafter. When the value of η becomes large enough and approaches 50, the cumulative density

functions of the hyperbolic and the standard normal densities are nearly indistinguishable. Based on the

above information, we specify a support for η, that consists of a dense grid of values in the interval (0, 1], and

a relatively sparse grid when η > 1. Furthermore, it is well known that a Student-t distribution with more

than 30 degrees of freedom behaves similar to a normal distribution, while low degrees of freedom (about 3

or less) correspond to significantly heavy tails. Accordingly, we choose

Sη = {0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, . . . , 0.9, 1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50}, (19)

as the prior support of η, which provides an extensive coverage of varying degrees of tail heaviness for both

the error distributions.

3.2 Posterior Computation

Equipped with the model and priors in Section 3.1, we can derive all the full conditional distributions

in closed form. Therefore, we can develop a Gibbs sampling algorithm to simulate from the joint poste-

rior distribution p(γ,β, σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n, τ

2, ρ2, α, η, π̃, ω|Y ). It is worth mentioning that a naive implemen-

tation of the Gibbs sampler can lead to poor mixing, so we perform several block updates to improve

mixing. One possibility is to draw the pairs (γj , βj) component-wise, for j = 1, . . . , p, conditional on

γ1, β1, . . . , γj−1, βj−1, γj+1, βj+1, . . . , γp, βp, other parameters, and the observed data. Since this updating
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scheme can lead to poor mixing, we carry out a block update for β and γ. Conditional on other parameters,

we integrate out β, and draw γ using a Metropolis-Hastings step, with an add-delete proposal, as in the

Markov chain Monte Carlo model composition (MC3) algorithm (Madigan and York (1995); Hoeting et al.

(1999)). Given a model γ, the MC3 algorithm selects one component of γ at random, say γk, and the

proposed model γ∗ is formed by flipping γk to 1 − γk. The proposed model γ∗ is then accepted with the

appropriate Metropolis-Hastings acceptance probability. It may be noted that this proposal randomly adds

a variable to the current model or drops one. We also perform block updates for α, η and (σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n)

⊤,

in that order. A block update for η is possible due to the carefully chosen prior with finite support, and is

a critical step for improved mixing. The full conditional distributions are given as follows.

p(γ|Y , σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n, τ

2, ρ2, π̃) ∝
[

|Aγ |−1/2

(τ2ρ2)pγ/2
exp

(
1

2
Y ⊤Σ−1XγA

−1
γ X⊤

γ Σ−1Y

)
I(γ ̸= 0) + I(γ = 0)

]
× π̃pγ (1− π̃)p−pγ ,

(20)

β|Y ,γ, σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n, τ

2, ρ2 ∼ N
(
A−1

γ X⊤
γ Σ−1Y , A−1

γ

)
, (21)

ρ2|γ,β, σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n, τ

2, α, η ∼ GIG

(
−
(
a+ n+

pγ
2

)
, η

n∑
i=1

1

σ2
i

, 2b+
β⊤
γ βγ

τ2
+ η

n∑
i=1

σ2
i

)
I (α = 0)

+ GIG

(
nη − pγ − 2a

2
, η

n∑
i=1

1

σ2
i

, 2b+
β⊤
γ βγ

τ2

)
I (α = 1),

(22)

p(α|Y ,γ,β, ρ2, ω) ∝

(1− ω)
∑
η∈Sη

n∏
i=1

1

2
√

ηρ2K1(η)
exp

(
−

√
η

(
η +

ϵ2i
ρ2

)) I (α = 0)

+

ω ∑
η∈Sη

n∏
i=1

Γ((η + 1)/2)

Γ(η/2)

ηη/2√
πρ2

(
η +

ϵ2i
ρ2

)−(η+1)/2
 I (α = 1),

(23)

p(η|Y ,γ,β, ρ2, α) ∝

[{
n∏

i=1

1

2
√

ηρ2K1(η)
exp

(
−

√
η

(
η +

ϵ2i
ρ2

))}
I (η ∈ Sη)

]
I (α = 0)

+

[{
n∏

i=1

Γ((η + 1)/2)

Γ(η/2)

ηη/2√
πρ2

(
η +

ϵ2i
ρ2

)−(η+1)/2
}
I (η ∈ Sη)

]
I (α = 1),

(24)

σ2
i |Y ,γ,β, ρ2, α, η

ind∼ GIG

(
1

2
,
η

ρ2
, ϵ2i + ηρ2

)
I (α = 0) + IGamma

(
η + 1

2
,
ϵ2i + ηρ2

2

)
I (α = 1),

i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

(25)
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τ2|γ,β, ρ2 ∼ IGamma

(
ν + pγ

2
,
β⊤
γ βγ

2ρ2
+

ν

2

)
, (26)

π̃|γ ∼ Beta (s1 + pγ , s2 + p− pγ) , (27)

ω|α ∼ Beta (m1 + α,m2 + 1− α) , (28)

where Aγ = X⊤
γ D−1Xγ +

1

τ2ρ2
Ipγ , pγ =

∑p
j=1 γj , and ϵi = yi − x

(γ)⊤
i βγ , for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. With a

current model state at γ, the acceptance probability of a proposed model γ∗ in the Metropolis-Hastings step

is computed as

πa = min

{
1,

p(γ∗|Y , σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n, τ

2, ρ2, π̃)

p(γ|Y , σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n, τ

2, ρ2, π̃)

}
. (29)

The sampling scheme is traced out in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Gibbs sampler with Metropolis-Hastings step for the HTEM

Given a current state, the next state is generated as follows:

1. Draw τ2 from the full conditional distribution in (26).

2. Draw ρ2 from the full conditional distribution in (22).

3. (a) Draw α from the conditional distribution in (23).

(b) Draw η from the conditional distribution in (24).

(c) Draw (σ2
1 , σ

2
2 , . . . , σ

2
n)

⊤ from the full conditional distribution in (25).

4. Draw π̃ from the full conditional distribution in (27).

5. Draw ω from the full conditional distribution in (28).

6. (a) Update γ using a Metropolis-Hastings step with the acceptance probability πa defined in (29).

(b) Draw β from the full conditional distribution in (21).

The niceties of the algorithm enable a seamless movement between the two error models while allowing

regression coefficients to be exactly zero, within a simple Gibbs sampling framework. Moreover, large values

of η for either of the mixed error densities tend to mimic a relatively light tailed structure like a normal error

model. At this juncture, we make a salient observation. If the value of α is fixed at 0, the mixture model

becomes identical to the hyperbolic error model in Section 2, and the algorithm will generate samples from

the posterior of the hyperbolic model only. On the other hand, by enforcing α = 1, we can sample from

the posterior of the Student-t error model. As such, the proposed mixture model potentially emerges as a

flexible layout, with hyperbolic and Student-t error models as special cases.
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4 Simulation Study

In this section, we compare the performance of our proposed mixture model (HTEM) in Section 3 with

some other candidate methods through several simulation studies. For this purpose, we consider a regression

model as

yi = β0 + β1xi1 + β2xi2 + · · ·+ βpxip + ϵi, i = 1, 2, . . . , p, (30)

where n = 100 and p = 100. The covariates xijs (i = 1, 2, . . . , n; j = 1, 2, . . . , p) are generated independently

from a Uniform(−2, 2) distribution. A total of six scenarios have been studied by varying the true values of

regression coefficients and the true error distribution. In particular, the following scenarios are considered,

under a sparse framework, where only a few coefficients among β1, β2, . . . , βp are non-zero:

• Strong signals: β0 = 2, β1 = β2 = β5 = β7 = β10 = 3, and the rest are set to zero.

• Mixed (strong and weak) signals: β0 = 2, β1 = 0.5, β2 = 1.5, β3 = 2, β4 = −3, and the rest are set to

zero.

The true error distributions used for the simulations are Hyperbolic(η = 0.5, ρ2 = 2), N(0, 2) (normal with

mean 0 and variance 2), and t(η = 2.1, ρ2 = 1). Combining everything together, the six studied scenarios

are listed below:

(I) Strong signals with errors drawn independently from Hyperbolic(0.5, 2),

(II) Strong signals with errors drawn independently from N(0, 2),

(III) Strong signals with errors drawn independently from t(2.1, 1),

(IV) Mixed signals with errors drawn independently from Hyperbolic(0.5, 2),

(V) Mixed signals with errors drawn independently from N(0, 2),

(VI) Mixed signals with errors drawn independently from t(2.1, 1).

We carry out the comparison with respect to estimation and predictive performances in two parts. At first, we

compare our proposed method the HTEM with its special cases: the hyperbolic error model (HEM) and the

Student-t error model (TEM). Thereafter, we compare the performance of HTEM with some state-of-the-art

methods for Bayesian variable selection and/or Bayesian robust regression.

4.1 Comparison of the HTEM With its Special Cases, the HEM and the TEM

As discussed in Section 3, the HTEM reduces to the hyperbolic error model (HEM) studied in Section 2 and

the Student-t error model (TEM), by fixing the value of the error indicator α at 0 and 1 respectively. In

11



this section, we illustrate the flexibility of the HTEM over the HEM or the TEM alone, through simulation

studies under Scenarios (I), (III), (IV) and (VI), in which the true distribution of the errors is hyperbolic or

Student-t.

We first state our choice of hyperparameters used to implement the three methods. We take ν = 1

degree of freedom for the multivariate-t prior on βγ , the vector of non-zero regression coefficients, to have a

reasonably heavy-tailed prior. For the inverse gamma prior on the scale parameter ρ2, the hyperparameters

are taken as a = 2.1 and b = 0.1, to have most of the prior mass concentrated below 1, as the response

variables are standardized to have scale 1. The prior on the inclusion probability π̃ is taken to be Beta(s1 =

1, s2 =
√
p), in order to favor a sparse model with a relatively small number of nonzero regression coefficients,

as recommended by Li (2013). We use a Beta(m1 = 1,m2 = 1) prior on ω, to give equal weight to the HEM

and the TEM, apriori. The prior for the tail heaviness parameter η has been specified in (19), in the earlier

section.

All the Gibbs samplers are executed for 100,000 iterations, after discarding the first 10,000 iterations as

burn in. The regression coefficients are estimated using the posterior medians of the MCMC samples due to

an inherent robustness of the median over the mean. Using these estimates, the root-mean-squared errors

(RMSEs) of the regression coefficients are calculated as
√

1
p+1

∑p
j=0(βj − β̂j)2, with β̂j being the estimated

posterior median of βj . We also compute the relative RMSEs, defined as dividing the RMSE for a method

by the lowest RMSE among all the studied methods. The relative RMSE will be close to 1, for a method

that is frequently the best, in terms of RMSE. The RMSEs of signals (non-zero regression coefficients) and

noise variables (regression coefficients with a true value of zero) are also examined separately.

Based on 100 replicates, the boxplots of overall relative RMSEs are presented in Figure 2. A general

trend can be observed from these boxplots. The HEM usually produces the smallest RMSEs under true

hyperbolic errors, while the TEM seems to outperform the rest under true Student-t errors. The RMSEs

for the HTEM appear to be in between those for the HEM and the TEM, being slightly closer to the true

error model. The HTEM is required to estimate the true error density, unlike the true error model. In other

words, the HTEM is assigned a more difficult task than the true error model, which explains why it may be

outperformed by the true error model. The fact that the HTEM tends to have relative RMSEs closer to the

true error model is promising, and underscores the importance of having a mixture model, instead of fitting

only one of them.

We also compare the predictive performance of the HTEM, the HEM and the TEM. For each of the

four scenarios, we generate a new test dataset of 1,000 data points. Using the previously obtained 100,000

MCMC samples based on the training dataset, we construct 90% prediction intervals with the quantiles

of the posterior predictive distribution. The empirical coverage probabilities and the boxplots of median
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Figure 2: Relative RMSEs of all the regression coefficients for the HTEM and its special cases under different
scenarios. Relative RMSE of any method is its RMSE relative to that of the method having the smallest
RMSE. The boxplots are based on 100 replicates.
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Table 1: Empirical coverage probabilities of 90% prediction intervals for the HTEM and its special cases
under different scenarios, averaged over 100 replicates.

HEM HTEM TEM
Scenario (I) (Hyperbolic) 0.899 0.897 0.892
Scenario (III) (Student-t) 0.908 0.898 0.897
Scenario (IV) (Hyperbolic) 0.896 0.895 0.888
Scenario (IV) (Student-t) 0.902 0.891 0.890

widths of the prediction intervals are laid out in Table 1 and Figure 3 respectively. The observations

in regard to the predictive performance are nearly consistent across all the simulation scenarios. Overall,

each of the three methods maintain a coverage close to 90%. On a more rigid scrutiny, the HEM maintains

the largest empirical coverage with the largest median width, while the TEM provides the smallest of such

values. Similar to the RMSEs of regression coefficients, the HTEM typically lies in between the HEM and

the TEM, with an inclination towards the true model.

At this juncture, we observe that the HTEM strikes a balance between the HEM and the TEM. The

performance of the HTEM tends to be closer to the true model. For real data, when the true error distribution

is unknown, using the HTEM seems a natural solution, instead of choosing one among the HEM and the

TEM. Therefore, we focus on the more flexible HTEM solely for the rest of our study, and compare it with

existing methods for Bayesian variable selection.

4.2 Comparison of the HTEM With Existing Methods

This section ventures to explore the advantages of the HTEM vis-à-vis some prevailing candidate methods.

The Huberized lasso (Park and Casella (2008)), being a stemming entity for our proposed method, asks for

consideration in our comparison. The Bayesian Huberized lasso (HBL) of Kawakami and Hashimoto (2023)

uses an approximate Gibbs sampler. Kawakami and Hashimoto (2023) put a gamma prior on the shape

parameter η. This gives rise to a full conditional distribution for η, that is not available in closed form.

Thus, Kawakami and Hashimoto (2023) approximate the full conditional of η by a gamma distribution.

However, in our comparison, we refrain from using such approximation and replace the same with our own

discrete uniform prior on the grid in (19). We also use the inverse gamma prior in (10) on the scale parameter

ρ2 instead of an improper prior proposed by Kawakami and Hashimoto (2023). Such an approach is deployed

to ensure a parity among the compared methods. The HBL uses Laplace priors on the regression coefficients

corresponding to the lasso. With our implementation of the HBL, the comparison of the HBL with the HTEM

boils down to comparing 1) Laplace versus spike and slab priors on regression coefficients, and 2) hyperbolic

errors in the HBL, versus a mixture of hyperbolic and Student-t errors in the HTEM. In addition to the
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Figure 3: Median widths of prediction intervals for the HTEM and its special cases under different scenarios.
The boxplots are based on 100 replicates.
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Table 2: RMSEs of all the regression coefficients for the HTEM and the other studied competing methods
under different scenarios, averaged over 100 replicates. The smallest value for each scenario is highlighted in
bold font.

HTEM MONOT MONON HBL
Scenario (I) (Hyperbolic) 0.064 0.134 0.144 0.228
Scenario (II) (Normal) 0.032 0.046 0.047 0.137

Scenario (III) (Student-t) 0.040 0.048 0.122 0.153
Scenario (IV) (Hyperbolic) 0.074 0.157 0.166 0.176
Scenario (V) (Normal) 0.038 0.061 0.061 0.109

Scenario (VI) (Student-t) 0.043 0.062 0.138 0.116

HBL, we consider the normal and the Student-t error models proposed by Gramacy and Pantaleo (2010),

which perform variable selection using spike and slab priors, through reversible jump MCMC algorithms.

Both the techniques by Gramacy and Pantaleo (2010) are implemented using the monomvn package in R, and

we denote them by MONON and MONOT for the normal and Student-t models respectively.

To carry out the present comparison, we look at all the six scenarios mentioned earlier, pertaining to the

three error densities and two types of signals. We use the same hyperparameter values in Section 4.1, and

run the Gibbs samplers for 100,000 iterations, after a burn in of 10,000 samples, as before. For comparison,

we employ the same metrics as in Section 4.1. The overall RMSEs and relative RMSEs are summarized in

Table 2 and Figure 4. Across all the scenarios, the HTEM shows substantial gain in overall RMSE. In view of

the sparseness involved in our simulation setups, the HBL typically yields large RMSEs with Laplace priors.

Under heavy-tailed errors, the MONON also results in large RMSEs. As the closest robust competitor with

spike and slab priors, the MONOT usually provides smaller RMSEs compared to the MONON and the HBL,

but significantly higher values than the HTEM. Furthermore, on examining the the RMSEs for the noise

variables (Figure 5), we observe that the HTEM is able to identify the zero coefficients very well, with the

corresponding RMSEs close to 0. For the signals (Figure 6), the accuracy of estimation of the HTEM is

at least comparable with the rest of the methods. To summarize, in a sparse framework, the HTEM seems

to be particularly effective in identifying the noise variables, and often has an overall superior performance

compared to several competing methods.

We next study the predictive performance of the methods. We construct 90% prediction intervals for

1,000 out-of-sample points as in Section 4.1. The empirical coverages are compiled in Table 3, while boxplots

of median widths are reproduced in Figure 7. The HTEM creates prediction intervals with a consistent

coverage of about 90% across all the scenarios, as evident from Table 3. The MONON and the HBL produce

an overcoverage under Student-t errors, while the MONOT performs quite similar to the HTEM. Moreover,

from Figure 7, it is revealed that the steady coverage of the HTEM is achieved with shorter intervals than

the other methods. Even under true Student-t errors, the results for the HTEM are almost similar to those
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Figure 4: Relative RMSEs of all the regression coefficients for the HTEM and the other studied competing
methods under different scenarios. Relative RMSE of any method is its RMSE relative to that of the method
having the smallest RMSE. The boxplots are based on 100 replicates.
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Figure 5: RMSEs of noise variables (regression coefficients with true value zero) for the HTEM and the other
studied competing methods under different scenarios. The boxplots are based on 100 replicates.
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Figure 6: RMSEs of signals (non-zero regression coefficients) for the HTEM and the other studied competing
methods under different scenarios. The boxplots are based on 100 replicates.
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Table 3: Empirical coverage probabilities of 90% prediction intervals for the HTEM and the other studied
competing methods under different scenarios, averaged over 100 replicates.

HTEM MONOT MONON HBL
Scenario (I) (Hyperbolic) 0.897 0.891 0.890 0.886
Scenario (II) (Normal) 0.899 0.906 0.904 0.899

Scenario (III) (Student-t) 0.898 0.900 0.922 0.922
Scenario (IV) (Hyperbolic) 0.895 0.874 0.873 0.888
Scenario (V) (Normal) 0.894 0.893 0.891 0.888

Scenario (VI) (Student-t) 0.891 0.893 0.914 0.911

of the MONOT. Accordingly, a prospective advantage in using the HTEM is apparent in terms of predictions

as well.

4.3 Detection of True Error Density

A pertinent query is exploring the ability of our proposed method to detect the true error model. We

recall that in the proposed HTEM, an indicator α is introduced to switch between hyperbolic and Student-t

densities. In particular, the hyperbolic density is chosen for α = 0, while α = 1 denotes the Student-t density.

Moreover, the normal distribution can be captured under both α = 0 and α = 1, for large values of η.

We study the proportion of times a hyperbolic density has been chosen by the HTEM, which is the Monte

Carlo estimate of the posterior probability of a hyperbolic error model, P (α = 0|Y ). For all the scenarios,

the corresponding MCMC sample proportion is used as an estimate. The results are displayed in Figure 8.

Under Scenarios (I) and (IV), when the true errors are generated from a hyperbolic distribution, the posterior

probability of a hyperbolic model, P (α = 0|Y ), is estimated to be much higher than the corresponding prior

probability 0.5. Similarly, under Scenarios (III) and (IV), which correspond to true Student-t errors, the

posterior probability of the Student-t error model, given by 1 − P (α = 0|Y ), is usually estimated to be

higher than 0.5, the prior probability. However, the (estimated) posterior probability of the correct error

model, is higher under true hyperbolic errors in Scenarios (I) and (IV), than those under Scenarios (III) and

(VI). As far as the true normal errors in Scenarios (II) and (V) are concerned, the estimate of the posterior

probability of a hyperbolic model is close to or slightly above 0.5. The result is sensible since normal errors

can arise from large values of η from either component of the mixture distribution. The usefulness of the

proposed HTEM, as discussed in Section 3.2, thus gets yet another empirical justification.

5 Real Data Analysis

In this section we demonstrate the performance of the HTEM when applied to some real life datasets. In

particular, we explore two datasets, namely, the well known Boston Housing dataset, and a recent dataset

20



Figure 7: Median widths of prediction intervals for the HTEM and the other studied competing methods
under different scenarios. The boxplots are based on 100 replicates.
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Figure 8: Estimated posterior probability of choosing the hyperbolic error model by the HTEM under
different scenarios. The diamonds indicate the average proportions and the dashed line marks a proportion
of 0.5, corresponding to the prior probability. The boxplots and averages are based on 100 replicates.
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on salaries of NBA players.

We divide each dataset into a training and a test set, following the split ratios mentioned explicitly in

Sections 5.1 and 5.2. The process is replicated 100 times by creating 100 different random splits of the

datasets, while maintaining the same split ratio across the replications for each dataset. This is done in

order to curtail the sensitivity of the results to a specific choice of split.

Our investigation examines two aspects. The first point of interest is to evaluate the posterior behaviors

of α and η in the HTEM. The other goal is to compare the predictive efficiency of the HTEM with that of the

MONOT, the MONON and the HBL. To that end, we implement the Gibbs samplers for all the techniques

on the training sets for 100,000 iterations post burn in (10,000), with the same hyperparameters as in the

simulation study in Section 4. The error distribution indicator α is examined through the proportion of

times a hyperbolic density gets chosen among the MCMC samples. On the other hand, the MCMC sample

mode of η is studied to get an idea about the tail heaviness. After fitting the models to a training set, the

predictive efficiencies are assessed using median absolute deviation (MeAD), which is defined as the median

of absolute differences between the predicted and the actual values of the corresponding test samples. We

also examine 90% prediction intervals through empirical coverage probabilities and median widths.

5.1 Boston Housing Dataset

The Boston Housing dataset from the MASS package in R, consisting of 506 observations on 13 neighborhood

characteristics as regressors and median house value as response variable, often serves as a benchmark

example with heavy-tailed errors. As a preprocessing step, we undertake a logarithmic transformation on

the response variable to ensure an approximate symmetry among the residuals. The dataset contains 13

variables, all of which appear to be significant based on the least squares model. We make the problem more

interesting for a variable selection framework, by incorporating many noise variables in the design matrix,

as in Ghosh and Reiter (2013). In particular, we generate 100 noise variables independently from a standard

normal distribution, resulting in a total of p = 113 regressors. We compare the different methods to test how

effectively they can drop the noise variables from the model, which in turn could lead to improved predictive

performance.

A 50%-50% split ratio is used to divide the dataset into training and test samples for each of the 100

replications. Figure 9 conveys an overall inclination towards choosing Student-t errors. We find that the

MCMC sample mode of η lies at a value of 2 very consistently across the replications, except for a handful

of fluctuations to even smaller values. The boxplots of the metrics pertaining to predictive efficiency are

presented in Figure 10, based on the 100 replicates. Based on the first panel in Figure 10, the HTEM
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Figure 9: Estimated posterior probability of choosing the hyperbolic error model by the HTEM, for the
Boston Housing dataset. The diamond indicates the average proportion and the dashed line marks a pro-
portion of 0.5, corresponding to the prior. The boxplot and average are based on 100 replicates.
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Figure 10: Median absolute deviations (top panel), empirical coverage probabilities (middle panel) and
median widths (bottom panel) of 90% prediction intervals for the HTEM and the other studied competing
methods for the Boston Housing dataset. In the middle panel, the diamonds indicate the mean empirical
coverages and the dashed line marks a coverage of 90%. The boxplots and means are based on 100 replicates.
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has the smallest MeAD. As a heavy-tailed technique with spike and slab priors, the MONOT acts as the

closest competitor to the HTEM with slightly larger MeAD values. The HBL produces larger values of

MeAD, followed by the non-robust MONON. In terms of prediction intervals, all the four methods perform

quite similarly in maintaining the empirical coverage, with the MONON and the HBL yielding slightly

more conservative intervals, as evident from the second panel in Figure 10. The third panel in that plot

shows that the HTEM has median widths comparable to the MONOT, which typically prompts the shortest

intervals. The intervals corresponding to the MONON and the HBL are much wider. Considering the higher

preference for Student-t errors in Figure 9, for the Boston housing dataset, the predictive performance of

different methods for this dataset seems to concur with the findings in the simulation study.

5.2 NBA Player Salaries Dataset

We now turn to the NBA player salaries dataset. The dataset contains the salaries of 467 basketball players

participating in the 2022-23 season of NBA, along with 49 other features, including teams, player positions,

and several player statistics and performance indicators. Since teams and positions are categorical variables,

we create dummy variables for the respective categories. The categories with 5 or less observations are

dropped to avoid potential complications that might arise due to inadequate inclusion of such rare categories

in the training set. Furthermore, we exclude the observations with missing data. After performing these data

processing steps, a total of 374 observations are left, with a response variable (salary) and p = 81 predictors.

The resulting dataset exhibits multicollinearity among the covariates, thereby making the problem more

intricate than the simulation study as well as the Boston Housing example in the preceding sections. In

addition, to control the unstable residual variance caused due to the extremely large salary figures, the

salaries are divided by a factor of 106, and to maintain a rough symmetry among the residuals, the salaries

are subjected to a square root transformation thereafter.

For each of the 100 replications, 196 randomly selected observations are included in the training sample

to maintain a reasonable share of all the categories, while holding onto the remaining 178 observations in the

test sample. We first look at the choice of the error distribution by the HTEM, along with the estimation

of the corresponding tail heaviness parameter, based on the observed data. The boxplot in the left panel

in Figure 11 indicates remarkable priority to the hyperbolic error model. The boxplot in the right panel

in Figure 11 shows that the posterior modes of η are mostly located around the smaller values. In other

words, our proposed model prefers a hyperbolic error model, typically with heavy tails. From Figure 12, all

the methods seem to maintain a nearly 90% coverage, with the MONOT and the MONON having slightly

shorter prediction intervals than the other two methods. Similar to the Boston Housing dataset, the HTEM
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Figure 11: (Left panel) Estimated posterior probability of choosing the hyperbolic error model by the HTEM,
for the NBA Player Salaries dataset. The diamond indicates the average proportion and the dashed line
marks a proportion of 0.5, corresponding to the prior probability. (Right panel) MCMC sample modes of the
tail heaviness parameter η under the HTEM. Both the boxplots and the average are based on 100 replicates.

27



Figure 12: Median absolute deviations (top panel), empirical coverage probabilities (middle panel) and
median widths (bottom panel) of 90% prediction intervals for the HTEM and the other studied competing
methods for the NBA Player Salaries dataset. In the middle panel, the diamonds indicate the mean empirical
coverages and the dashed line marks a coverage of 90%. The boxplots and means are based on 100 replicates.
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continues to have slightly lower MeAD values compared to the remaining competing models.

6 Conclusion

The primary objective of the article has been to design a fully Bayesian model averaging approach to tackle

variable selection under heavy-tailed errors. Transcending the thin-tailed normal error models, we have

explored a more general class of error densities, viz., the hyperbolic density, in the modeling framework.

The alluring nature of this distribution is its adaptability to varying extent of tail heaviness. Additionally,

we have also accounted for the potentially thicker-tailed Student-t distribution. Using a mixture of these

two densities, we have created an amalgamated error structure. Together with that, we have devised a

new model (HTEM) that incorporates the gold standard prior for Bayesian variable selection, specifically,

the spike and slab priors for regression coefficients. It has been demonstrated, both illustratively and

intuitively, that the HTEM is a more flexible approach than working with its components, the HEM or

the TEM, alone. Promising results have been obtained for the HTEM when compared to other state-of-

the-art methods through several simulation studies and two real datasets. Precisely, the effectiveness of

our proposed technique is appealing in terms of variable selection, regression coefficient estimation, and

prediction. The HTEM has also demonstrated competitive performance with several well-known Bayesian

variable selection methods in uncertainty quantification, particularly in generating prediction intervals with

good frequentist coverage.

We conclude this article with some promising and important directions for future work. In this article,

we have considered two well-known symmetric members of the family of generalized hyperbolic distributions

(Gneiting, 1997), namely, the hyperbolic and the Student-t distributions. Potentially, the parameter p

in the GIG(p, a, b) distribution, the mixing density for scale mixture of normals, can be given a flexible

prior to accommodate a richer family of heavy-tailed error distributions. Another direction is to consider

asymmetric error distributions by putting a prior on µ in (3). Other viable directions include scenarios,

where the number of predictors and/or the sample size is much larger than the ones considered here. In a

very high-dimensional framework, standard MCMC algorithms can become trapped in local modes. There

are many possibilities that include 1) exploring alternative MCMC algorithms that are customized for highly

multimodal distributions, 2) simplifying the problem by modifying the goal to estimate the posterior mode(s),

instead of the entire posterior distribution, or 3) considering alternative continuous shrinkage priors for

variable selection such as the horseshoe prior, to name a few. While a very large sample size is desirable

for estimation, it can reduce the speed of algorithms substantially, which can create a different kind of

computational challenge. In such scenarios, alternative algorithms based on divide-and-conquer methods or
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those based on subsampling could prove to be useful. Last but not the least, exploring the stability of the

algorithms and results under varying hyperparameter choices is also worth considering.
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Appendix: Some Useful Distributions

We briefly review a few distributions that are frequently encountered in this article, mainly for clarity on

the parametrizations of their density functions used herein.

1. Let GIG(p, a, b) denote the generalized inverse Gaussian (GIG) distribution with the density

fGIG(x|p, a, b) =
(a/b)p/2

2Kp(
√
ab)

xp−1e−(ax+b/x)/2, x > 0, (31)

where a, b > 0, p ∈ R and Kp is a modified Bessel function of the second kind.

2. The gamma distribution Gamma(a, b) has a density of the form

fGamma(x|a, b) =
ba

Γ(a)
xa−1e−bx, x > 0, (32)

where a > 0 and b > 0 respectively indicate the shape and the rate parameters.

3. Likewise, the inverse gamma distribution IGamma(a, b) has the density

fIGamma(x|a, b) =
ba

Γ(a)
x−a−1e−b/x, x > 0, (33)

where a > 0 and b > 0 respectively indicate the shape and the scale parameters.

4. The probability mass function of the discrete uniform distribution DiscUniform(G) on a finite set of

real values G is expressible as

fDiscUniform(x) =
1

|G|
, x ∈ G, (34)
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where |G| represents the number of elements in G.
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