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Abstract

Over the past two decades, shrinkage priors have become increasingly popular, and many
proposals can be found in the literature. These priors aim to shrink small effects to zero
while maintaining true large effects. Horseshoe-type priors have been particularly successful
in various applications, mainly due to their computational advantages. However, there is no
clear guidance on choosing the most appropriate prior for a specific setting. In this work, we
propose a framework that encompasses a large class of shrinkage distributions, including priors
with and without a singularity at zero. By reframing such priors in the context of reliability
theory and wealth distributions, we provide insights into the prior parameters and shrinkage
properties. The paper’s key contributions are based on studying the folded version of such
distributions, which we refer to as the Gambel distribution. The Gambel can be rewritten
as the ratio between a Generalised Gamma and a Generalised Beta of the second kind. This
representation allows us to gain insights into the behaviours near the origin and along the tails,
compute measures to compare their distributional properties, derive consistency results, devise
MCMC schemes for posterior inference and ultimately provide guidance on the choice of the
hyperparameters.
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1 Introduction

In a variety of fields, ranging from signal processing to statistics and machine learning, extensive
attention has been devoted to the problem of estimating a sparse vector of regression coefficients.
As a main example, consider the classical linear regression problem of estimating an unknown
signal @ = (6y,...,0,) € RP from an n-dimensional observation vector y € R", assumed to
be generated according to y = X6@ + € where X € R™P” is known and € ~ N, (0,0%I,)
follows a multivariate normal distribution with independent and homoscedastic components.
In many high-dimensional problems (large p), it can be assumed that the signal generating the
observation is either sparse or compressible. Precisely, the true signal 0 is called s-sparse if at
most s < p of its entries are non-zero, and compressible when the ordered absolute values of its
entries rapidly decrease in amplitudes and, thus, can be well approximated by a sparse vector
(see, e.g., |[Dziwoki and Kucharczyk| 2020)). The problem of estimating sparse or compressible
signals is routinely approached via regularised least squares estimators. Assuming without loss

of generality 02 = 1, a regularised least squares estimator for @ is obtained as
6= al;grﬂgin{%lly—XBHQ+pen(9)} (1)
E P

under a sparsity-promoting and separable (i.e., additive) penalty function pen(@): R? — R.
Famous examples of penalty functions are Lasso (Tibshirani, |1996), i.e., pen(€) = A Z§:1 161;
and Elastic-Net (Zou and Hastie, [2003), i.e., pen(8) = A1 3°7_, [0;] + A2 >-F_, 7. Regularised
estimators come with many useful advantages over non-regularised estimators (like ordinary
least squares), such as the possibility of performing variable selection, reframing of the inferen-
tial problem into a well-defined optimisation problem also for p > n scenarios, and exploiting of
the bias-variance trade-off to improve out-of-sample prediction performance of regression mod-
els. For detailed accounts on regularised estimators for variable selection, see, for instance, |Lv
and Fan (2009) and Wen et al. (2018). The connection between penalised/regularised regres-
sion and Bayesian shrinkage priors is well known. To favour a sparse solution in the Bayesian
framework, a prior m(0) placed on the regression coeflicients aims at shrinking small entries in
the signal towards zero while maintaining “true” large effects. The posterior distribution corre-
sponding to the regression model and a prior 7(0) for the coefficients is 7(0 | y) < 7(y | 8)7(6),

where 7(y | €) is the density of a n-variate Normal distribution with expectation X6 and co-

variance matrix 021, resulting from the likelihood. Assuming o2 = 1, the Bayesian maximum-



a-posteriori (MAP) estimator is then

argmax (6 | y) = argmin { 1 |ly — X6||* — log ()}
6cRr? OcR?

which is equivalent to for pen(0) = —logm(0). Moreover, m(0) is often defined via (con-
ditional) independent priors for the components of the signal, i.e., 8; | n i m(0;;m), for j =
1,...,p, for some auxiliary parameter n. Conditional independence (given 7) in the Bayesian
framework mimics the separability of the corresponding penalty in . For instance, the pop-
ular Lasso is equivalent to the MAP estimator obtained as 7(6) = §:1(2)\)_1 exp{—A[0;|}
from independent and identical Laplace priors for each coefficient.

A wealth of shrinkage priors have been proposed in the Bayesian literature (see, e.g.,|[Hsiang],
1975}, [Carvalho et al., 2009} [Polson and Scott), [2009; [Brown and Griffin|, [2010}; [Carvalho et al.,
2010b} [Armagan et al., 2011}, 2013} [Polson et al., [2014; Bhattacharya et all, 2015} [Zhang et al.,

2016; Bhadra et al., 2017; |Bai and Ghosh, 2018b; [Rockova and Georgel |2018)), often with little

theoretical justification for the comparative performance of these priors and limited guidance
on hyperparameter selection. The choice of a shrinkage prior in a particular sparse regression
application is usually driven by qualitative and computational reasoning. Arguably, this is due
to a lack of criteria or measures to compare the shrinkage behaviour of such priors. Such prob-
lems are further amplified by the fact that shrinkage priors are usually obtained as scale mixture
distributions, leading to a marginal distribution of the regression coefficients corresponding to
a higher transcendental function. Considerations to distinguish among different amounts of

shrinkage are often posed on the behaviour of the prior around zero (see, for instance,

wvalho et al., 2009} Bhadra et al., [2019) and, in particular, we may distinguish between priors

with a point mass at zero (i.e., two-groups models or Spike-and-Slab priors associating positive

probability to the event 6; = 0; see, e.g., Mitchell and Beauchamp), 1988} |Georgel, [2000; |George

land Foster}, 2000; [Yuan and Lin) 2005) and continuous priors which associate null probability

to the event 6; = 0 (see, for instance |Armagan et al. [2013; |Carvalho et al. [2010a; |Griffin

et al., [2010; Hans|, 2011; Park and Casella, [2008; |Zhang et al., |2012). Among continuous pri-

ors, we can further distinguish between priors with unbounded density at zero (to which we
refer as shrinkage priors with singularity) or continuous bounded density (to which we refer
as shrinkage priors without singurality). Nonetheless, a comprehensive and general study of
the distributional properties of shrinkage prior distributions is currently lacking, though it can

provide useful insights into their shrinkage behaviour. For instance, we show how continuous



priors with and without a singularity at the origin often perform similarly in terms of shrinkage
if other characteristics, e.g., tail shape and Gini index, are similar. In this regard, also |[Song
and Liang (2023) - considering general shrinkage priors - obtained asymptotic rates of conver-
gence that depend not only on the mass of the prior around the origin but also on the fatness
or flatness of the tails. In particular, considering polynomial-tailed priors, they conclude that
under certain conditions the posterior contraction rate and the variable selection performance
of continuous shrinkage priors are close to those of priors with a point mass.

To build a general framework encompassing a variety of shrinkage priors and to study their
distributional properties, we draw a connection between the problem of sparse recovery us-
ing shrinkage priors (or sparsity-inducing penalties) studied in statistics as well as machine
learning, and the theory of rare/extreme events, wealth distributions, and reliability, widely
studied in the finance/actuarial and engineering literature. Such a connection should not be
surprising, noting that there exists a substantial similarity between absolute-valued entries of
sparse or compressible vectors and random samples generated from size distributions, i.e., right-
asymmetric and fat-tailed distributions originally used to model income and wealth (Kleiber
and Kotz, 2003). However, in contrast to the reliability and economic theory literature, the lit-
erature about shrinkage priors still requires a proper quantification of the behaviour of the tails,
of the hazard function, and the overall inequality indexes of most used shrinkage distributions.
Indeed, the tail behaviour of shrinkage priors has generally been overlooked, and researchers
have often focussed on behaviour at the origin. Our main contributions are obtained by exploit-
ing this connection, leveraging results and concepts from wealth distributions and reliability,
and applying them to sparse recovery. This approach suggests many interesting quantitative
directions for comparing different shrinkage priors and for studying the sparsity level induced
by different shrinkage priors, such as the assessment of hazard behaviour, tail indexes, Gini
indexes, and Lorenz ordering, which are all considered in the following sections and which can

be widely applied to various distributions.

2 Preliminaries

A popular way to devise a shrinkage prior is by fattening the tails of a Normal distribution
via stochastic volatility (Bhattacharya et al.,2012), i.e., via a Scale-Mixture-of-Normals (SMN)
obtained by defining the prior w() for each entry 6 of the signal 6 hierarchically as 6 | A ~
N(0,2%) and A ~ g()\), where N(0,)?) denotes a Normal distribution with zero mean and



variance A2, and where g is a continuous distribution supported on the positive real line. When
this is the case, as in the Horseshoe (HS) prior literature (Carvalho et al.l 2009} [2010b; Van
Der Pas et al., [2014; |Ghosh and Chakrabarti, 2015} van der Pas et al., 2017} |Piironen et al.,
2017; Bhadra et al., 2017, [2019), the parameter x = 1/(1 + A?) is referred to as shrinkage
weight, while \? is called shrinkage coefficient. The shrinkage weight is interpreted as a random
shrinkage parameter, while the significance weight 1—k is considered as an inclusion probability,
which can be interpreted similarly to the probability mass at zero of a Spike-and-Slab (SnS)

prior. More generally, we say that a shrinkage prior 7 is a scale mixture whenever

n(6) = /0 01090 dA 2)

where g is a continuous distribution and A is a scale parameter of the density f. Many proposals
have been made for the choice of a continuous prior on the variance in (2)) (see, e.g., Tiao
and Tan| [1965; |Gelman), [2006; [Morris et al., 2011)). Roughly speaking, the literature on scale
mixtures can be divided into two classes: mixing with (generalised) Gamma/inverse-Gamma or
mixing with (generalised) Beta/inverse-Beta. |Zhang et al.| (2012) provide a unifying framework
for the first case, introducing a family of sparsity-inducing priors called Exponential Power-
Generalized Inverse Gaussian (EP-GIG). In this work, we focus on the second case (to which
the HS-like priors belong), while most of the criteria we devise to study their distributional
properties could also be extended to other classes of priors. The class of shrinkage priors
presented and studied in the following sections can be represented by mixing the shrinkage
weight of an Exponential Power (EP) distribution with a generalised three-parameter Beta
(G3B) density. Even though the strategy to create the mixture is different, our class of priors
and EP-GIG priors overlap, as detailed later. The main results obtained in this work arrive
from the study of the folded version of the EP-G3B mixtures on R™, which we refer to as the
Gambel distribution, since it can be expressed as the ratio between a Generalised Gamma (GG)
distribution and a Generalised Beta distribution of the second kind (GB2). Thus, four main
classes of distributions are strictly connected to Gambel priors: Exponential Power (EP), GB2,
Generalized Gamma (GG), and G3B. The probability density functions and parameter ranges
for these distributions are summarized in Table (I} where I'(z) denotes the Gamma function,
¢(q) = \/T(3/9)/T(1/q), and B(a,b) denotes the Beta function.

EP distributions have zero mean, and standard deviation A := (177”)1/ 1 To the best of

our knowledge, the EP has first been described in [Subbotin| (1923) and has then been studied



Table 1: Probability density functions for various distributions.

Probability Density Function \ Support \ Parameters

R e e E G Y P PR

p(x/q>ap—1 (1 + (q;/q)p)—(a+b)

B2 = R*
GG(I|CLdq):Ll’d_leXp(—(§>q) R* a>0,d>0,q¢>0
Y Y adr(d/q) a Y Y
1 a.a—1 1 — b—1
G3B(x | a,b,€) = at (1-2) 0,1) |a>0,b>0,6>0

B(a,b) (1 — (1 — )

in numerous works (see, e.g., Dytso et al., 2018, for a comprehensive study of its analytical
properties). The EP generalises the Gaussian (¢ = 2) and Laplacian (¢ = 1) densities (e.g.
Nadarajahl 2005) and corresponds to the g-norm optimisation problem with bridge penalty
pen(f) = — (c|f])? (Frank and Friedman, [1993). More preciesly, EP(z | ¢ = 2, ) is a Normal
distribution with zero mean and variance % —1, while EP(z | ¢ = 1, k) is a Laplace distribution
with zero mean and variance 2 (I_T”) ®. While the EP is often referred to as a Generalised Normal
distribution, we want to stress the potential of viewing its folded version as a Generalised
Gamma distribution, as detailed below. Moreover, the smaller the shape parameter ¢, the
flatter the tails of the EP distribution become.

The GB2 is also known as Inverted Beta distribution, Generalised Beta prime distribution,
or scaled F-distribution. It includes many common distributions as special cases, such as
Gamma, Lognormal, Weibull, and Exponential (McDonald, [1984]).

The cumulative distribution function of a GG is given in terms of the lower incomplete
gamma function vy by Fgg(z | a,d,q) = %, where v(d/q, (z/a)?) = fo(x/a)q td/1e~tds.

Note that the kernel of the GG is equivalent to the kernel of the EP when d = 1, up to
reparametrisation. This implies that the GG coincides with the folded version of an EP.

The additional scale parameter ¢ of the G3B distributions allows for a much wider variety of
shapes than the standard Beta distribution (corresponding to & = 1). The G3B was introduced
by [Libby and Novickl (1982) (see Nadarajah and Kotz, 2007, Section 4.6, for applications,
properties and generalisations, e.g., a five parameter version). It has been used in the Bayesian
literature for estimating the ratio of two variances (Gelfand, 1988). In the shrinkage literature,

the G3B has been used as mixing density for SMNs by |Armagan et al.| (2011). The G3B



is a special case of the Gauss Hypergeometric and the Compound Confluent Hypergeometric

distribution (see, e.g., [Nadarajah and Kotz, [2007).

3 Gambel distributions

3.1 Scale Beta mixtures of Exponential Power laws

Scale mixtures of Exponential Power distributions generalise scale mixtures of Normals. They
have been considered by [Zhang et al. (2012)) as shrinkage priors, with mixing density from the
class of Generalised Inverse Gaussian densities, resulting in marginal priors that are nonsingular
at zero. We consider such scale mixtures with three-parameter Beta densities (Libby and
Novick, |1982)), resulting in marginals that can facilitate both singular and nonsingular behaviour
at zero, and encompassing Horseshoe-like priors.

. . ai,az,...,am _ TP(a)T(az2)T'(am)
In the following, we use the notation F[ T ] = TOOT 0T - We denote by

U (x,y, z) the Tricomi confluent hypergeometric function, given for y = 1 + % —b¢ Zby

M M(1 —y,2—
W (2,y,2) = — {P( (#.9.%) Ay Mre -y, y’z)}

sin(7y) l+z—yT(y) I'(2)I'(2 - y)

with M(x,y, z) denoting the Kummer confluent hypergeometric function (Silverman et al.,
1972)). Further, we refer for all proofs to the Supplement.

Theorem 1. Given parameters q,a,b,& > 0, consider a random variable 0, taking values in R,

such that 0 | kK ~ EP(0 | q,k) and k ~ G3B(k | a,b,§). Then the marginal density of 6 is

a+ q

f0lqab8=T [ E ] b fB0 (a4 L1+ 1 -5 PO geRr)  (3)
q

Corollary 1. The density f(0 | ¢,a,b,&) defined in Theorem[]] has a singularity at zero if and

only if b < 1/q and its tails behave like |61,

By studying the Generalised Gamma, we will be able to relate the different hyperparameters
to tail and origin behaviour. This has been pointed out by [Polson and Scott| (2012b)); |Pérez
et al.| (2017);|Bai and Ghosh! (2018b)) for the Normal-mixture case, who remark in particular that
singular and nonsingular behaviour can be facilitated by different choices of a. Additionally,
g can be used to steer the tail and origin behaviour. Corollary [I] implies that the distribution

tails follow a power law, whose behaviour is controlled by a and ¢g. Larger values of a result in a
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Figure 1: Density plots of the scale mixtures in Theorem |I|for different hyperparameters (light solid
line) versus the Normal density with same variance (dark thin line).

faster decay to zero, making larger values of the regression coefficients less probable. Assigning
a G3B for the shrinkage weight x is equivalent to specifying a GB2 on the shrinkage coefficient

A2, as shown in the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Given parameters q,a,b,& > 0, a random variable 0 taking values in R is
distributed according to 0 | k ~ EP(0 | q,k), with k ~ G3B(k | a,b,§) if and only if 0 | k ~
EP(0 | q,K), with \* := =5 ~ GB2(\? | 1,£,b,a).

A multitude of shrinkage priors can be obtained by varying the parameters ¢, &, a and b.
The original Horseshoe (HS) prior of |Carvalho et al.| (2009, [2010b), defined by setting a half-
Cauchy random variable as the standard deviation \; of a Gaussian distribution (or equivalently,
setting a Beta random variable as the local shrinkage weight), 6; | A;,7 ~ N(0,A?72) with
Ai ~ CT(0,1), leads to a fat-tailed prior with unbounded density at the origin. Setting for
simplicity 7 = 1, the HS prior can be reframed as a scale Beta mixture of exponential power
laws as 6; | k; ~ EP(0; | 2, k;), with k; ~ G3B(k; | 1/2,1/2,1). Thus, our framework reduces to
the original HS when a = b =1/¢ = 1/2 and £ = 1. Note that [Zhang et al.| (2012)) propose the
EP-GIG, which is also a sparsity inducing prior. This prior is a scale mixture distribution, where
the parameter /(1 — k) follows a Generalised Inverse Gaussian distribution, which includes
the Gamma distribution as a special case. For this special case, the EP-GIG and the proposed

scale mixture in coincide.



3.2 Gamma-Beta quotient law

In order to study the properties of the scale mixtures introduced in the previous section, it is
convenient to focus on their folded versions on R™. All results derived for the folded versions can
be easily translated in terms of the original shrinkage prior of interest. Nonetheless, in Theorem
we show that the folded version on R™, to which we refer as Gambel distribution, admits a
representation in terms of the ratio between two random variables, where the numerator and
the denominator are distributed according to a generalised Gamma and a generalised Beta
of the second kind, respectively. The cumulative distribution function and moments of the
Gambel distribution are given in Propositions [2| and [3| below. Formally, given ¢, a,b,£ > 0 and
the density f(0 | ¢,a,b,&) defined in Theorem |1} consider for # € R the folded density (where,

as above, ¢(q) = +/I'(3/¢)/T'(1/q))

Gambel(0 | q,a,b,€) =2 x £(6] ¢,a,b,¢)

:F[a+;] q ¢(q)qj(a+%71+%_b7 (d)(Q)e)q)

B(a,b) £/ 3

Q=

Theorem 2. If X ~ GG(€/9,d=1,q) and Y ~ GB2(q, ¢(q),a,b), with X LY, then

6 — X/Y ~ Gambel(9 | q,a, bﬂg)

Proposition 2. The cumulative distribution function of the Gambel distribution is

B(a+ip-2t 1 at L
F(e;q7a7 ba g) = <¢,E(1(1/)q9) . <7+q q) oI [1:?1 T ) <¢§(1q/)q9)q]
L

+ (se)” 2t Lo (i‘ﬁl")q] 0>0) (1)
q

where o Fy is the generalised hypergeometric function.

Proposition 3. If 6 ~ Gambel(f | q,a,b,§), the k-th moment of § exists whenever k < aq and,

in this case, is

()

In particular, if 0 is distributed according to the scale mizture in Theorem (i.e., the unfolded

Gambel, 0 | k ~ EP(0 | q, k) with k ~ G3B(k | a,b,§)), the odd moments are zero whenever they



. . . . a— 27 b+ 2
exist. E.g. the mean is zero whenever a > 1/q. Moreover, the variance is 52/qfl a a
a, b

a ;a3 b+g | o
if a > 2/q; the fourth moment is qf(z)éll“[ ‘T T ] if a > 4/q; and the kurtosis, in this
b

Q= Qo

) a,

2/
case, is "L/ Ll ORGP ()D(5), which can be approzimated as (WD) ™",

Remark 1. |Nadarajah et al.| (2012) study the properties of the Gamma Beta Ratio distri-
bution, a special case of the Gambel distribution in Theorem @ If X ~ Gamma(B,)\) and
Y ~ Beta(a,b), then Z = X/Y has density and cdf

M B(B + a,b)

fz(z) = T(3) Bla.b) 281 1Fi(B+a;8+a+b;—Xz) (2>0) (6)
B
Fz(z) = ?((% j_t)ﬁ];@zz) oFy(B,a+ B8+ 1,a+b+ B;—Az)

In @, B =1 reduces the Gamma to the Laplace distribution and we obtain a scale-mizture of a
Laplace with a beta-prior on the reciprocal of the standard deviation. This leads to a distribution

with long fat tails.

4 Characterization of scale mixture priors

4.1 Decreasing hazard and concave survival function

Given the survival function S(z) := P(X > z) = 1 — F(x), the hazard function is the non-

decreasing function R(x) := —1In S(z) and the corresponding hazard rate is

o S'(x)  fle)  P(X edx)
r@) =R = =gy T 5@ - P(X =)

The hazard rate, also called failure rate in reliability, mortality of claims in actuarial appli-
cations and intensity function in extreme value theory, can be used to distinguish among the
various skewed fat right-tail distributions. The lower the hazard rate, the more skewed and
“dangerous” the distribution is (Kleiber and Kotz, 2003). Many distributions in reliability
applications have increasing hazard rates, at least from some argument onwards. If X is the
time to a certain event and the hazard rate is increasing then the conditional probability of
experiencing the event given survival up to time z increases with time (e.g. elderly mortality).

A constant hazard function means the chances of experiencing the event in case of survival up

10
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Figure 2: Hazard rates of the folded Gambel distribution for various hyperparameters.

to z do not change with z, i.e. the failure risk stays the same (e.g. adult mortality). Contrary,
when the hazard is decreasing, the probability of experiencing the event decreases with time

(e.g. child mortality).

Since r'(x) = é((:f)) +72(x), the monotonicity of the hazard rate is characterized by pen’(z) =
(—1In f(x))". We have that r(z) is decreasing (resp. constant, increasing) if and only if pen’(x)
is larger than (resp. equal to, smaller than) r(z).

In the reliability literature (e.g.[McDonald and Richards,|1988) the notation n(z) := (—1In f(x))’
is used, i.e. n = pen’. The hazard rate is increasing (decreasing) whenever n/(xz) > 0 (< 0) for
all z > 0. (Glaser (1980)) derives this from noticing (1/r)" = (1/r)n—1. In case n has one simple
zero, the situation splits up in further (non-monotonic) cases. The monotonicity of the hazard
rate is also determined by the second derivative of the hazard function R. In particular, r is
decreasing (resp. increasing) in x if and only if R is concave (resp. convex) in z. By definition
of R, this means in terms of the tail function that r(x) is decreasing (resp. increasing) in x if

and only if In(1 — F(z)) is convex (resp. concave) in x.

Theorem 3. Consider the hazard rate r(x) of a Gambel distribution with parameters q,a,b,& >

0.
1. If ¢ < 1, the hazard rate r(x) is decreasing on (0,00).

2. If ¢ > 1, then there exists some xq such that r(x) is decreasing on (xg,0).

11



Figure 3: Illustration of Lorenz Curve and Gini Index: The thick line depicts a Lorenz curve. The
Gini index is calculated as the ratio of the area of the shaded gray region (A) to the total area
under the perfect equality line (A + B).

Figure [2| shows hazard rate curves for the folded Gambel distribution for several choices
of hyperparameters. In our context, the interpretation of a decreasing hazard rate is that a

regression coefficient that is not shrunk to zero can assume large values.

4.2 Lorenz ordering

Lorenz curves (Lorenz, 1905) are functional measures and graphical representations widely em-
ployed in economics for the study of wealth distributions, where they provide valuable insight
into wealth inequality. They measure the concentration of income or wealth across a pop-
ulation and allow to visually compare it to the situation of perfect equality, in which each
segment of the population holds an equal share of the total income or wealth. Given an
observed variable Y corresponding, for instance, to a measure of wealth, the sample Lorenz
curve of a sample (Yi,...,Y,) is computed by calculating the relative cumulative wealth
C(r) = L, Yiliy,<e))/(Q2i1 Yi), ie., the percentage of wealth detained by all subjects
that have at most x, and plotting it against the empirical cumulative distribution function
F(z) = £ 3 1(y,<z)- Hence, the Lorenz curve is L(p) = C(F~*(p)), where F~!(p) = inf{x :
F(x) > p} is the generalised inverse of the cumulative distribution. See Figure for a graphical

example. Given an absolutely continuous distribution with density f(z), the Lorenz curve of

12



F~(p) +o0
f(z) can be defined as L(p) = [ af(x)dx/ [ zf(x)dz, while the Gini coefficient is given
0

by "
Jo = Sy @) f ()] — y| de dy
2 f0+oo zf(x)dz

When comparing Lorenz curves, a partial ordering called Lorenz ordering or Lorenz dom-

G = (7)

inance is established. Lorenz ordering provides a formal way to compare concentration levels
across different distributions. Two distributions functions F; and F5 with corresponding Lorenz
curves Ly and Lg, respectively, are said to exhibit Lorenz ordering if either Li(p) < Lo(p) or
Li(p) > La(p), for all p € [0,1]. In the latter case L; is said to Lorenz dominate Lo, implying
that its distribution exhibits less inequality than the distribution represented by Lo. Since
Lorenz ordering establishes only a partial order, certain distributions can be incomparable in
terms of the inequality levels described by Lorenz curves.

In the context of reliability theory, numerous similar concepts have been developed to com-
pare the time-to-failure patterns of different components or systems. These concepts establish
a partial ordering among the probability distributions associated with them. Interestingly, a
notable resemblance exists between these partial orders in reliability theory and the ones of
Lorenz ordering (Chandra and Singpurwalla, [1981; Kochar| 2006}).

In general, Lorenz curves, Lorenz orderings, and Gini indexes measure concentrations of
distributions, which in the context of shrinkage priors can be used as an indicator of the level of
shrinkage. Taking as reference a uniform improper distribution over the real line for each of the
coefficients in the regression, p() o 1 results in no penalization of the estimates and thus in the
MLE coefficients. The larger the “distance” from such prior, the higher the shrinkage. Table
shows the Gini coefficient of the folded Gambel distribution for several hyperparameter values.
As a closed-form expression for the Gini coefficient is not attainable, we employed numerical

integration of .

Table 2: Gini indexes for the Gambel distribution with the various hyperparameter choices depicted
in Figures [1] and [

qg a b ¢ Giniindex
05 1 1 1 0.002
1 1 2 1 0.077
2 05 05 1 0.120
05 5 5 5 0.235
1 2 2 3 0.364
2 03 3 1 0.002
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Figure 4: Lorenz curves of scale mixtures for different hyperparameters. Dashed lines denote the
improper prior distribution of perfect equality.

Theorem 4. Defining 0% := F~1(p), the Lorenz curve of a Gambel distribution with parameters
q,a,b,6 >0 s

¢(q)q(9*)q)

1 1 12 1 2
L(p) C<9*£b(bq+1)¢(q)f‘(a+ 7) F(b— - —‘,—1) 2F2((1+ — = =b+-+1,14—;
q q q q q q 3

- 255F(a+b)(0*)qu(fb+ é + 1) ()" 12 Fs <a+b,b+ é;b, % +1,b+ é +1; W))

. wO*Q@/F(%)ﬁi b csc(w(b - %)) ) 1

2(bg + 1)1“(%)3/2 Fla+b)Bab) T(b=2+1)0(=b+1+1)

5 Algorithms

In this section we describe two Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms for posterior
inference. We consider separately two cases: the low-dimensional case p < n, and the high-

dimensional case p > n. For the Horseshoe prior, more efficient algorithms can be found, for

instance, in Bhattacharya and Johndrow] (2021)).

5.1 MCMC for the case p <n

In case p < n, our proposed algorithm is similar to the Bayesian Bridge algorithm (Polson

)and Scott, [2012a)), which it can be easily extended to include as a particular case. Before
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presenting the hierarchical formulation that serves as the basis for our MCMC algorithm, we
discuss approaches taken by previous authors. Mallick and Yi (2014) use a mixture of uniforms
(an idea from |Choy and Chan, [2008) to represent the EP. The EP can be expressed as SMN
e A" fooo ﬁe*f/(zs)gqﬂ (%) ds (see the seminal work on the Bayesian Lasso by Park and
Casella, 2008), where g,/5 is the density of a positive stable random variable with index q/2
which in general has no closed form expression (see [West, |1987). The resulting conditional
distributions are closely related to certain exponential dispersion models, but it is unclear
whether an efficient Gibbs sampler can be developed. Moreover, the resulting conditional
posterior and prior are not known in closed form (Polson et al., [2014). Polson et al.| (2019)
therefore show how to represent the GG distribution as a scale mixture of Bartlett-Fejer kernels,
and this allows building a Gibbs sampler (though only for the case p < n and full rank X).
Additionally, Alhamzawi and Ali (2018) follow Mallick and Yi (2014) almost verbatim, but
write the Laplace density as a scale mixture of truncated Normal distributions with exponential
mixing densities. They claim that this leads to better, more stable and faster convergence of the
Gibbs sampler in case p > n or in the presence of multicollinearity, i.e. when X'X is singular or
nearly so. Further literature includes Nardon and Pianca (2009) and Kalke and Richter| (2013]),
who also built an R package pgnorm for simulation. We next provide a result that is useful for

devising an MCMC scheme. It is an extension of Proposition 1 in |Armagan et al. (2011)).
Proposition 4. Let 6 | kK ~ EP(q, k), K ~ G3B(a,b,§), and v = (1_—“)1/(1.
(i) Then v |\~ GG(A~Y4 qa,q) and X\ ~ Gamma(b, ¢).

(ii) The marginal distribution of v is the generalized Beta-prime distribution

7(7) = gt D)

qua—l €+ ’Yq]_(a+b)

(iii) The conditional posterior distribution of ~y | 6 is

(@017 \ _ga— 1

Our algorithm is an extension of the work by |[Mallick and Yi (2014), who expressed the
Laplace density as a scale mixture of uniform distributions (see also |(Choy and Chan| (2008))).
This representation of the Laplace density is given in the following proposition (proof given in

the Supplement).
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Proposition 5. The EP distribution with parameters q,k can be obtained as a scale mizture

of a uniform distribution, with o Gamma distribution mizing density, i.e.

0= [ gl 11/ du

—yut/1<O<yut/a

The EP thus has the hierarchical representation 6 | u ~ Uniform(—vyu'/?,yu!/?), with

u ~ Gamma(l + 1/¢, ¢(q)?), and a such our hierarchical model is:

y | X,0,0% ~ N(X8,5°1,)
o? ~7(0?) (usually IG(a, 0))

/ 1/Q)

0; | uj, A2 ~ Uniform(—ju}’?, v;u,

Vi | Aj ~ GG(Afl/q,qa,q), Aj ~ Gamma(b, §)

The Gibbs sampler is built by sampling from the full conditionals (shown in Supplement)

of each random variable in the previous hierarchical model.

5.2 MCMC for the case p > n

When p > n, the strategy is to write the EP as a scale mixture of normals so that, in case of
singular X'X, we can employ an MCMC algorithm in the spirit of /Alhamzawi and Ali (2018]).
Polson and Scott| (2012a) show that

o0
kexp(=v[0]"} o< [ N0 0.7 Shpys () ar ®)
o0 92
=i, oo {-

where £ is the normalising constant of the EP density, and p,/ is the standardized and posi-

b vy () AT 9)

tive Z-stable density (here positive means skewness parameter one, so that the distribution is
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supported on the positive real line). In our context, we get

Tq(0]7) = L@exp {_ <¢<q)|9|>q}

- T(1/q) g

00 B B 2 T 2
= [N 10T s (G ) oT

o) ’72 ¥ . 2 2
— k;/o N (0 |0, ¢(q)27> ¢(q)71/2pq/g (7)dr [substitute 7 := Tv*/d(q)7]

which we use to obtain the following hierarchical model:

y | X,0,0% ~ N(X6,5°1,)
o? ~m(c?)  (usually IG(a,))
0; | v, ~ N (0,77/(8(q)7;))
p(1j) ~ 1 Ppgln) (a/2<1)

Vil A~ GG()\JI/(],(]G,Q) Aj ~ Gamma(b, &)

The Gibbs sampler is built by sampling from the full conditionals (shown in Supplement)

of each random variable in the previous hierarchical model.

Example 1. For the lasso (q = 1), the mixture @ is with the %—stable distribution, which has
density py/2(t) = \/ﬁexp {f%} fort >0 (see|Feller, 2008, VI.2). Therefore, by (9), (same
as |Polson and Scott, |2012d, p. 293) we get

kexp{—v|0|} x /000 exp {_ng } \/ﬁexp{—%} dTr

6 Consistency

Consistency results are concerned with the behaviour of regression methods for growing number
of predictors p and sample size n. Denoting the dependence of the relevant notions by a
subscript n, the posterior distribution of 6,, under a given prior with density m(0,,) is called
strongly consistent if limy o0 P([|0n, — 3] > € | y) = 0 pry.-almost surely for any € > 0.

For scale mixtures of Normals, sufficient conditions for strong consistency have been shown
by |Armagan et al. (2013) in the low-dimensional setting (p < n), and have been extended to
the high-dimensional setting (p > n) by Bai and Ghosh| (2018a). In this section, we extend

strong consistency results to the entire class of scale Beta mixtures of Exponential Power laws
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introduced in Section [Bl

Following |/Armagan et al.|(2013) and Bai and Ghosh! (2018a)), we rely on the following mild
and common assumptions. We denote by S C {1,...,p} the support of the unknown true vector
0%, ie., B; > 0 if and only if j € S, and by s the cardinality of S. Note that, besides 8* and the
parameter vector 8, also the number of regressors p, and the sparsity level s are understood as
sequences depending on n, and denoted with an additional subscript. The assumptions for the

low-dimensional setting are
(L1) pn <n Vn and p, = o(n)

(L2) 0< A2, = liminf, o0 Amin (2 X, X;) < Himsup,,_, o0 Amax (X}, X,,) =: A2, < 0o, where

min
Amin and Apax denote the minimum and maximum eigenvalues (in particular X,, has full

rank, i.e., X/ X,, is positive definite)

(L3) sp =0 <10’g‘n) (i.e., limy o0 sp(logn)/n = 0)
The assumptions for the high-dimensional setting are
(H1) p, > n Vn and In(p,) = O(n?) for some d € (0,1)

(H2) VJ C {1,...,pn} with |J| < n:0 < A2 = lim infy 00 Amin (1 X/, X ;) and A2, < oo,

J,min

where X j is the submatrix of the J-indexed columns of X.

(H3) s, =0 (log"pn)

As final condition (L4) and (H4), for both settings, the sizes of the coefficients are assumed

to be uniformly bounded above in absolute value, i.e., sup,cysupjeg |6}, ;| < co.

Armagan et al.| (2013)) and Bai and Ghosh| (2018a)) show that sufficient for strong consistency
is that the prior captures 6; inside a ball of size depending on the eigenstructure of X,, with
sufficiently high probability. Specifically, given (L1)-(L2) (see Armagan et al., 2013, Thm 1) or
(H1)-(H3) (see Bai and Ghosh, |2018a, Thm 2) for the respective settings, sufficient for strong

consistency is that
P (/0. — 0 < -5) > exp(—dn) (10)

for all strictly positive A and d up to sizes depending on ¢, A2 and A12mn (resp. A?Lmin), and

some p > 0. To verify for a sparsity promoting prior at hand, /Armagan et al.| (2013)) start
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with the estimate

B (10, — 0 < ) =P | 3262+ 3 (0 — 05,)° < &

Jj¢s J€S
>P Ze (Pn— sn)c HP( _6:]"<\;;7>
Jj¢s Jjes
> 1m0 ) ) TIR (160 - 001 < )

j¢s JES
- &E(H%j)) <\/p—ﬂ (igg 16751 + W,—)) (11)

where the last inequality uses that 7 is assumed symmetric, and decreasing on RT. Indeed, in

A%
—

this case, if X ~ 7 and r,m > 0, then P(|X —m| <r) > r-7(m +r); the area of the rectangle
[m, m+ 7] x [0, 7(m +r)]. In particular, the range of the Gambel parameter a in the following

consistency result is to guarantee a finite second moment in ([11).

Theorem 5. Assuming (L1)-(L4) in the low-dimensional setting, and (H1)-(H4) in the high-
dimensional setting, the Beta mizture of Exponential Power laws prior in Theorem 1| with
a € (2/q,), b € (0,00) yields a strongly consistent posterior if ¢ = (C/(pn®logn))¥/? for

some C > 0.

7 Simulation study

In this section, we conduct two simulation studies where we perform Bayesian linear regression
to compare the impact of the different shrinkage prior distributions on the regression coefficients.
Specifically, we compare the Gambel distribution (with various hyperparameter settings) to the
Horseshoe, Laplace, and spike and slab priors. Table [3| details the prior distributions and their
hyperparameters.

For a fair comparison, the different prior distributions need to be calibrated. Typically, this
involves matching the mean and variance. Since some priors lack moments, we need to use an
alternative criterion and, instead, examine the curvature of the density function. We calibrate
the priors by ensuring that they have a similar mass in a “modal region” around the origin.
Recently, for unimodal distributions, |Cabral et al. (2024) proposed to delimit the bulk of the
distribution from its tails, using the point of maximum curvature. Intuitively, the curvature is

the amount by which a curve deviates from being a straight line. This implies that the modal
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Table 3: Prior distributions, whether or not they have a singularity at 0, Point of Maximum
Curvature (PMCurv) and P(|0] < PMCurv).

Prior Singularity? PMCurv P(|6] < PMCurv)
Horseshoe (¢ = 2,a =0.5,b=0.5,£ = 1) Yes 0.195 0.27
Gambel 1 (¢ =2, =0.5,b=10.52,£ =1) No 0.183 0.25
Gambel 2 (¢ =2,a=0.3,b=1.6,£ =1) No 0.98 0.27
Laplace (A = 1) No 0.34 0.29

Spike and slab Yes - -

region is defined as the interval (—PMCurv, PMCurv), where

'z
PMCurv := argrﬁ)ax —(1 n f’((x))2)3/2
is the Point of Maximum Curvature, which can be determined numerically.

As shown in Table [3] we chose the hyperparameters of the various priors so that their
masses at the modal region, P(|f| < PMCurv), are approximately the same. The spike and
slab prior is defined by 0; b wN(0,0%) + (1 — 7)dy where 03 = 1000 and 7 ~ Beta(2.85,1).
This hyperparameter configuration ensures that the mass at zero is similar to the mass in the
modal region of the other priors. Specifically, we have E[r] = P(|G| < PMCurvg) = 0.27 and
SD[r] =0.2.

The density and shrinkage profiles of the priors are shown in Figure[sl The shrinkage profiles
contrast the posterior expectation of the regression coefficient, E[f|y], with a varying datapoint
y, where the likelihood is y ~ N(6,1), and different priors are chosen for §. We note that
Gambel 1 is very close to the Horseshoe prior, while Gambel 2 is closer to a uniform prior (see
Table 3| and Figure [5)).

To evaluate the performance of the shrinkage priors across various scenarios, we conduct
simulations considering different levels of sparsity in the regression coefficients, variability in
the data, and sample sizes. The posterior inference is performed using three separate Markov
Chains Monte Carlo (MCMC) chains implemented in the software JAGS (Plummer et al.,
2003)), where each chain is run for 10,000 iterations, with the first 3,500 iterations discarded as

burn-in.
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Figure 5: Prior densities (left) and their shrinkage profiles (right). The shrinkage profile of the

Horseshoe prior cannot be seen as it is superimposed by the Gambel 1 prior.

7.1 Simulation study 1

In this simulation, we focus on the case p < n (fewer regression coefficients than datapoints)

and consider the linear regression model y | X, 80,0 ~ N(X8,0%Iy), with data simulated using

the following parameter value configurations:

1.

05™ = (20,20,40,40,0,0,0,0)', ¢ = 3, N = 50. The design matrix X is drawn from
a normal distribution with mean 0, marginal variance 1, and the pairwise correlation

between predictors is 0.5.

. Same as before, but 5™ = (1,1, 20, 20,0,0,0,0)".

Same as before, but 5™ = (20,...,20,5,...,5,0,...,0), ¢ = 15, N = 300.
———

7 times 8 times 15 times
_@sim — (20,...,20,5,..‘,5,0,...,0),, and T; = Zl—}-wj, g =1,...,5 Tr; = Zg+wj,
S——— N——
7 times 8 times 15 times

j=26,...,10; ¢; = Zg +wj, j = 11,...,15; and «; ~ N(0,1), j = 16,...,30. Here,
Z1, Zy, Z3 are i.i.d. standard normal variables and w; ~ N(0,0.01). We have N = 300.

Same as before, but 8™ = (1,...,1,50,...,50,0,...,0), o = 15, N = 500.
—— —— ——
7 times 8 times 15 times
5™ = (0.5,...,0.5,5,...,5,40,...,40,0,...,0)', 0 = 15, N = 300, and design matrix of
———— —— ——

5 times 5 times 7 times 15 times
same structure as before.

These six configurations are adapted from |[Tibshirani (1996)), |Zou and Hastie| (2005), Kyung

et al.| (2010), [Li and Lin| (2010)), and Roy and Chakraborty| (2017). For each, we generated

100 replicates. We evaluate the posterior means @ = E[f]y]. The code of the JAGS model

considering the Gambel priors is shown in the Supplement. We show in Table [4 the median of

the realised squared error loss 3 Zfil(é, — g5m)2,
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Table 4: Median of squared error loss for different prior distributions and configurations in the
simulation study 1.

Conf. 1 Conf. 2 Conf. 3 Conf. 4 Conf. 5 Conf. 6

Horseshoe 0.247 0.274 1.165 3.814 1.519 2.146
Gambel 1 0.246 0.272 1.166 3.887 1.528 2.170
Gambel 2 0.187 0.238 1.483 7.831 1.839 3.833
Laplace 0.328 0.323 1.270 14.023 4.955 8.844

Spike and slab ~ 0.172 0.320 1.125 3.912 1.696 2.492

Table 5: Squared error loss for different prior distributions in the simulation study 2.

w=00 w=02 w=05 w=00 w=02 w=0.5
Horseshoe 0.519 0.535 0.572 0.530 0.535 0.589
Gambel 1 0.510 0.529 0.571 0.522 0.527 0.590
Gambel 2 0.211 0.334 1.513 0.197 0.350 1.189
Laplace 1.133 0.670 1.632 0.734 0.678 0.919

Spike and slab 0.408 0.282 0.950 0.167 0.324 1.124

Unsurprisingly, the Horseshoe and Gambel 1 performed similarly. Thus, the fact that the
Gambel 1 prior, unlike the Horseshoe, has no singularity at zero, little affects the results. The
simulations also show that the Horseshoe and Gambel 1 prior performed similarly or better
than the Spike and slab prior, and overall, the Laplace prior performed worst. The superiority

of the Horseshoe over the Laplace prior has previously been noted by |Carvalho et al. (2010a).

7.2 Simulation study 2

In this simulation, we consider data ys™ = (y5™, ... y5™) generated as y§™ ~ N (f5™ 1), with
05 ~ wt, (0,3) + (1 — w)dy for each i, where t,(0,3) is a centred Student-t distribution with v
degrees of freedom and scale 3. We set N = 1000, € € {2,10} and w € {0.05,0.2,0.5}. Smaller
w leads to sparser simulated signals. The smaller v, the larger the kurtosis of the non-zero
regression coefficients (more values closer to zero with potentially more outliers). A similar
simulation scenario is considered by (Carvalho et al. (2010a)). We fit a simple linear regression
model y ~ N(60,7'Iy), where 7 has a truncated Cauchy distribution and each 6; follows
independently one of the priors in Table [3] Table [5] shows the realised squared error losses.

Again, the Horseshoe and Gambel 1 priors led to very similar performances. They also gave

better results than the other priors when the signal is sparser (w = 0.5). Overall, the Laplace
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prior performed worst, and the Gambel 2 prior (which is closest to a uniform prior) tended to

give better results for non-sparse signals.

8 Conclusion

The results of this paper provide valuable insights into the properties and applications of the
newly proposed Gambel distribution, a generalisation of many shrinkage priors. By placing
the analysis in reliability theory and wealth distributions, we extend understanding beyond
traditional Horseshoe-type priors. Empirical evaluations show that the Gambel distribution,
particularly its first variant (Gambel 1), performs comparably to the Horseshoe prior in shrink-
age efficiency under high sparsity without a singularity at 0. Its robustness across different
sparsity levels and signal-to-noise ratios highlights its practical utility.

We also examined tail behaviour and hazard rates, linking the Gambel distribution to wealth
distributions in order to quantify inequality and concentration effects via Lorenz curve and Gini
index analyses. This dual perspective bridges gaps in the literature by addressing behaviour at
both the origin and the tails, offering applications in high-dimensional regression with mixed
sparse and dense signals.

Future research will explore the use of the Gambel prior in other regression models, develop
efficient computational methods such as improved MCMC schemes, and assess performance on
real-world datasets. These efforts will further establish the Gambel distribution’s potential and

encourage its adoption in statistics and machine learning.
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Supplement

S.1 Proofs

S.1.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. The conditional distribution of # given x is an Exponential Power distribution with

parameters g and k, i.e. it has density

1/2
_ q¢(q) —r(¢(q) |6])? _ 3/q
EP(0 | q,k) = (1/n = D2 (1/q) exp{ L n } where ¢(q) = (F ll/q ])

and the marginal distribution of k is a Generalized Three Parameters Beta, i.e. it has a density

1 gaﬁafl(l _ H)bfl
B(a,b) (1 = (1= &)r)**?

G3B(x | a,b,8) =

Thus, setting

q9(q@)¢&”
¢i= 21'(1/q) B(a,b)

the marginal density for 0 is

1 1 —K o)1\ (1 — k)
f1gqab¢)=C /0 (1/k — 1)1/ eXp{ (f)(_q),{‘ - } (1— (g - 5)/1)““’&{

1 . ) o )
=C / exp {_aq(g) } Ha-l—l/q 1(1 _ /{)b 1/q 1(1 _ (1 _ §)/€) (a+b)d/€
0

11—k

where a4(0) := (¢(q) |6])?

K

o, we have k = - dk = 9 and

Substituting y := THy CE=nER

B 1 B Y a+1/q—1 Cbr1/gtL
f(01]q,a,b,)=C ; exp {—aq(0) y} Tty (1+y) X

y —(a+bd) )
X <1_(1_§)1+y> (1+y) “dy

1
_¢ / exp {—ag(8) y} =V (1 + £ )~ @)y
0
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The latter integral can be found in |(Gradshteyn and Ryzhik (2014), leading to

=C ¢! 1 1 (8(q) 0])*
f(g‘Qaayb,O—Cf /qF(a—l—l/q)\I/(a-FE’l_Fa_b’f)

S.1.2 Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. Since

I'(1—y)

Iy —1)
F'l4+x—y)

) ATVMA -y, 2 -y, 2),fory ¢ Z

W (2,y,2) = M(z,y,2) +

it follows that limg_,o Gambel(6 | ¢,a,b,&) = limg_o %mzb_l/q, from which it follows the

behaviour at the origin. Contrary, using the series expansion at z = oo of the Tricomi function,

we get that Gambel(d | ¢, a,b, &) ~ (6(q)|0]) 291 /(£2+1/a), O

S.1.3 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Note that if kK ~ G3B(k | a,b,§), then there exists Xp and X; independent random

variables such that X;/(Xo+ X1) = k. In particular,
Xo ~ Gamma(Xy | b, Bo) X1 ~ Gamma(X | a, 1)

where the Gamma distribution is parameterized in terms of the shape and rate parameters,
meaning that E[X] = ﬁ%. Moreover, the rate parameters 5y and 81 are such that £ = % The
proof of this equivalence follows directly from the construction of the G3B in |[Libby and Novick
(1982).

Thus, it follows that A? = =% = £ and

M~ GB2(X\? | 1,£,b,a)

since the ratio of two independent Gamma random variables is distributed according to a

generalized beta prime distribution. O
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S.1.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. The density of X and Y are respectively

1/q q x ¢
GG €7 1.9) = Anraze &P {‘ (5/) }

and

a(y/3(q)~ (1 + (y/d(q))?)~(@*D)
¢(q)B(a,b)

GB2(y | ¢, ¢(q),a,b) =

Thus the density of Z = X/Y is

“+oo
f(z]q,a,0,6) = i GG(zy | €Y9,1,¢)GB2(y | ¢,(q), a,b)|y|dy

Setting

q2

© = GAT(1/g)Bla.b)

the density of Z is

petnenc=e [l ()} () 0 ()

Substituting x := (%)q, we have y = ¢(q)z/?, dy = @xl/‘?_ldx, SO

0

the integral above can be found in |Gradshteyn and Ryzhik| (2014)), 3.383(5),

f(Z!q,avb,ﬁ)ZC%q)F<a+;>w<a+;,1+;—b,(‘b(?2)q>
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S.1.5 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. Employing the ratio representation provided by Theorem [2| i.e. # = X/Y such that
X ~GG(eY9,d=1,q) and Y ~ GB2(q, ¢(q),a,b), with X LY. The c.d.f. for X is

1(1/9,27/¢)

Foa(e | €% 1,0) = =75

where v is the lower incomplete gamma function: (1/q,27/¢) = fo;w/g t1/ae-tds.

F(0;q,a,0,§) =P(X/Y <0) =E[P(X <Y |Y)]=E P(l/%’((l@/;)q/f)}

_ /+°° v(L/a, (89)9/€) aly/9(a)* " (1 + (y/¢(a))) ~“*? dy
0

I'(1/q) ¢(q)B(a,b)
Defining
C = N B
we have
400 1 (By) ag—1 g —(a+b)
e A (e 1 67) B G ) DA

Substituting z := y9, we have y = /9, dy = ”%qudw, SO

qb +00 q
F(0;9,0,b,¢) = F(l;il()qu/o v <(11 i,x) 2 (p(g)? + x) ) da

the integral above can be found in [Prudnikov et al.| (1988), 2.10.2(4),

B(a+l,b—l) 1 at 1. 0\ 4
F(B;q,0.0,6) = (482) 52 oy | @ vo(4er)
(034 ¢ &/ r(3)Blab) S P —a; \ &

1
o0\ * (50 b, btai  (¢(q)0)7
+ £1/a 1 217 £1/a
bF(g) B(b,a) 14+b, 1+b-1

S.1.6 Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. Employing the ratio representation provided by Theorem [2| i.e. # = X/Y such that
X ~ GG(eY9,d=1,q)and Y ~ GB2(q, ¢(q),a,b), with X L Y, note that by the independence,
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E(X/Y)F) = E(X®)E(1/Y*) with

_ eh/ar [(Hk)/q]

(d+k)/q

d/q 1/q

E(X*) = ¢k/ar [

N q yr !
BUYN = [ e T o

[ q ¢(q) aqfkflwafk/cﬁl# w bst w — .
‘/o S By ¢ " Ty dw [Bubst w = (/9()"

. 1 /OO wa—k/q—l
" 0(@)FB(a,b) Jo (14 w)eklatk/atb

kernel of Beta prime distribution

_ Bla—k/q,b+k/q)
¢*B(a,b)

dy

dw

For the approximation of the kurtosis use I'(z + a)/T'(z + b) ~ 2°7°, and note

-2/ 2/
Kurtosis ~ (%) ! (q) q(b ) 2/q 2/q(b+ )Q/qb 2/q

S.1.7 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Note that for any hazard function, the following expression for the first derivative holds

=gy (S5

where, for all z > 0, S(z) > 0 and S’(x) < 0. Thus, the hazard function r(z) is decreasing for

true:

those z such that

“w
&
“
&

Considering the survival function, we have

“v
VQM—‘
N——
N
)
—
—
+ 2=
Q=
_
+ e
=+
| =
8
/N
m[&
e
8
~
)
.

_ . (eax) 7B(otg
S) =1 (51”) F(é)é(a,b

(s ) MGt | b bra (222"
&) ar($) B L4b, 14b- 1 \ &
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where, for z — oo, (see, |Paris, [2005)

d; 2l ~ F(b)F(C) x(a-ﬁ-d)—(b—i—c)ez
~ I'(a)(d)

¢(q)x>“ 2qa—2q+1 q B(at+ 1 p— 1) T(1 4+ 1I'(1 +*—a)
1 €1/ 2qa—2q+1 (¢(q) 1T 1 ( tq ) a
S(@)~1-e {”3 o (6”") r(é)B(a n T(C(a+7)
4 gl —2¢+1 <¢(q>> aletd)2041 T(3-b) TA+HIA+b—7)
€/ or(5) Bl T(O)L(b+a) '

Moreover, using the series expansion at z = co of the Tricomi function have that
—a

V(a,b,x) ~x

and thus

—ag—1T(a+1/q) ¢ <¢(q)>“q
S/ ) ~ —p 1
) [(1/g) Blab \ s
Finally, note that (see, for instance Abramowitz and Stegun, (1948)

U(a,b,z) =2 %Fy(a,1+a—b;;—x})

SO

J: —q
/() . 2 Fy <a+ 1/q,a —b;;— <¢(?/)q ) ) .

3
G - 1 2\ ¢ B 1
() “at 2Fp <a+1/Q+1,a—b;;—(¢§(?)q ) ) aa

S.1.8 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. We begin with the expression

[ zf(z)dzx
L(p) = —=
Ofxf(a:)da;
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This can be rewritten as

F~!(p)
0 Gambel(0 | ¢, a,b,&)dd

Using the ratio representation from Theorem [2, we obtain

F~1(p) 400
q
L(p) — Cd’(‘]) / / 6 exp {_ngx} xa—i—l/q—l(l + $)_(a+b)dxd9
©naq £
0 0
where
10g2¢ 1/ ¢4 3Fy (1—5,10+3,§;1,10,§;1)
C - ,u —
o(q)

r(z)
q
Applying Fubini’s theorem, we can interchange the order of integration
+oo F~Y(p

(p)
L(p) = CL((]) / x‘“‘l/q_l(l + x)_(“+b) / 0 exp {—qﬁ(g)qeqx} dé | dz

Hq
0

Now, let us evaluate the inner integral

v - CE) 00 227
0

where I'(a, z) = [° dit® e~ is the incomplete Gamma function.

Substituting this result back into the outer integral and evaluating, we obtain

. F(p) )
/ Qj‘a+1/q_1(1 + x)—(a-‘rb) / GeXp {_¢(§) eqx} dé | dz
0

¥ 1 _ %9*41
(9 )bq+1£q bF(%—b)Qﬁ(Q)bq 12}7'2 <a+b,b+;,b—é+1,b+;+1,¢(q)§( ))

bg+1
#)2 1 1 1 2. 1 2. o(q) % (67)"
(9)F(a+q>F<b—q)2F2<a+q,q,—b+q+1,1+q, : )
" 2I'(a + b)

Finally, multiplying this result by (C'¢(q))/(1q) and simplifying yields the theorem.
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S.1.9 Proof of Proposition 5

Proof. A direct calculation shows [ be~P du = e for a,b > 0. Therefore, with o := 14 1/q
and since I'(a) = F(%)/q,

o {42

. ¢(q) q,—o(q)u
C20(1+1/g)y / plate e du

u> q
:F(lJiUQ) / Mllﬂ1¢(q)q(l/q+1)exp{—¢(Q)qu}u1/q+1_1du
yul/a>[6]
- 5 : o 4, 01
- T(a) / autya $@)" oxp {=0(a)"u} u* ™ du
yul/1>16|

S.1.10 Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. Recall that

c1 o)) . o
7(0) = 0 (k1341 — b, W) iy — SRty

For sufficiently large n, therefore

P (|16, — 65 < A)

ner/2
(a

N

9 (1) () (0 o o1 2 0+ )
R I 1 (FE RS b@%Mm&+@%mDW
2 (1- i) (o) {¢(q)aq+lgz+l/q§l/q[ 10; 1% + m}_(awq)}sn

where (a) follows from equation (L1)). For (b), we use that on R? we have the relationship ||-[|; >
¢qll - |l4 between the 1-norm and the g-(quasi)norm, where ¢, := 1 for ¢ > 1 and ¢, := 2%/~ 1)
for ¢ < 1 (the latter following from the generalized Hélder inequality ||(vivi)Yq |- < [Jullpllvllq
for all u,v € RY whenever % = %—F% for 0 <7 <1and 0 < p,qg < o0). Step (c) follows

since ¥(a, 3,2) = 271 + O(|z|7!)] as z = 400 (see [Abramowitz and Stegunl, [1948, 13.1.8).
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Indeed, for sufficiently large z, this implies —¥ < W(a, 3, 2)2z* —1 < Y for some M > 0,
|2

[]
and thus ¥(a, B,2)z% > 1 — ‘—]‘Z‘[' > k for any k € (0,1) given that z is sufficiently large; thus
VU(a,B,2) 2 27)

Taking the negative logarithm, it follows that for sufficiently large n:

~logP (|6 — 03] < ;25)
(d)

< _ _ Pn"”c2§2/q> _ { Acy }
S —log (1 - 2 50 108 Gy g ol s

s (0t ) 10w [HIOLIL + 2]

(©) 2 .
= —log (1 — A;(%ﬂ) — sy log {Cl/%(qﬁiﬂcgﬁ/q} — % loglogn

+ Sn (a+ %) log

(L pun log m)?/2 (03 |% +A%(2 log nW]

()

where (d) follows from Proposition |3, which guarantees under the assumption % < a that

]E(Gij) = 9€%/7 for some constant cy; and (e) follows since £2/9 = C/(pn®logn). For n — oo,
the dominating term in the final expression is (x), and thus —logP (||6, — 6;] < nfﬁ) < dn

for all d > 0, which is the desired sufficient condition (10]). In more detail, () can be rewritten

as

<a + é) Isn {logpn + plogn + loglogn + %log HOZHZO}

in which, by (L4) and (H4), ||0%||% is bounded as n — oo. In the low-dimensional setting, the
dominating term is thus proportional to s, logn, and the final result follows from condition
(L3). For the high-dimensional setting, the dominating term is proportional to s, logp, and

(H3) guarantees the final result. O

S.2 MCMC algorithms

We next show the full conditionals of the random variables, which are necessary to implement

the Gibbs sampler, first for the case p < n and then for the case p > n.

S.2.1 MCMC for the case p <n

The full conditionals of the random variables in the hierarchical model in Section are given

next.
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Update ~;: For j =1,...,p

oy | rest) x93 exp(-Ar} T (> 94

)i

—1-1 0,
ocexp{-A T T <'7j > 15

ut
J

=TGG </\j1/q,qa —1,q, 19;] )

1/q
U

where TGG(a, d, p, xg) denotes the Generalised Gamma distribution left truncated in zg.

Update \;: For j =1,...,p

m(Aj | rest) oc A eXp{—)\jyj{l})\?*l exp{—\;&}
o AT exp{ =X (7] + €))

= Gamma (a + b, vjq- + f)
Update u;: For j=1,...,p

1 1
m(u; | rest) oc uj/q exp{—qb(q)quj}ﬁl (|0j| < 'yjuj/q>

ox exp{—o¢(q)?u; }Z <uj > |7';1‘ >
= Truncated Exp (qb(q)q, %711'4)

Update 6:
P

A - 1
(8 | rest) = N, (0,0*(X'X)") [[ 2 (|9j\ < fyjuj/q)
j=1
where 6 := (X'X)~1X'y is the ordinary least squares estimate. For generating draws from

a truncated multivariate normal distribution, see Rodriguez-Yam et al.| (2004]).

Update o2

m(0? | rest) o (%)aJrl exp {—% (i)n/2 exp {—5%(y — X0)'(y — X60)}

o? 202

=1G(a+n/2,0 + (y — X60)' (y — X0)/2)
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S.2.2 MCMC for the case p>n

The full conditionals of the random variables in the hierarchical model in Section [5.2] are given

next.

Update ~;: For j=1,...,p

(7 | rest) oc %GXP {—T - )‘j’Yj}’Yj -

x 'Y;‘ld_2 exp {_ (¢(Q%|;I9j|)q _ )\j’Y?}
e (L (S )} e

= GIG(2Aja 2(¢(Q)‘9j’)qv a— I/Q)

Here, we considered the representation 6|x ~ EP(q,x = ﬁ), YA ~ GGV, ga, q),
following Proposition [4
Update 7;: For j=1,...,p
~1/2 1/2 027, 6(q)>
m(7; | rest) o< 7 / pq/Q(Tj)Tj/ exp{— 172%((1) }
037¢(a)*
X Pq/z(Tj) exp {—%}

This density is an exponentially tilted a-stable distribution (Devroye, [2009) with tilting

02¢(a)?
27]2

parameter . Random variable generation for exponentially tilted a-stable distribu-
tions could be done by applying the algorithm in [Devroye| (2009) who develops an exact
sampling method, which is uniformly fast over all choices of o and the tilting parameter.
An alternative exact sampling method, the so-called fast rejection sampling, has been pro-
posed by [Hofert| (2011)). In principle, the sampling method by Hofert| (2011)) works for any
exponentially tilted density function over the positive real line. See Favaro et al. (2015
for a discussion of different sampling methods.

We propose an alternative scheme to generate samples from the full conditional of 7;, which

is potentially more efficient. While the Z-stable distribution does not have a closed-form

representation (except for ¢ = 1) when the skewness parameter 1, it can be written as a
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scale mixture (see, (Devroyel 2008, Theorem 6.6) and (Choy and Smith| [1997, Eq(8))),

r2/(a=2)

1
pq/Q(T) = (1(2_‘1)/0 s(u) exp{—s(u)Tq/(q—Q)}du

with Zolatarev’s function (Zolotarevl, 1966 |1986)

s(u) = (M>2/(q—2) (M)

sin(mu) sin(mwug/2)

Then

(7 | rest) o ij1/27]2/(q—2) exp{—s(uj)7-jq/(q_2)}le/2 exp {_ 9?721‘742(‘1) }

_ _ 92-7'j
_ 7_]'2/(11 2) eXp{—S(uj)T]q/(q 2)}exp {_ 3 2’;13@1)}

This density is an exponential tilting 1 2009) with tilting parameter sz(ﬁ(q) /(27;)
of a log-Gompertz distribution (i.e., the inverse of a Weibull distribution) (Kleiber and

[Kotz, 2003, Section 5.6.1) with density given by
f(z) = ab*z=* Lexp {-%)“} (>0

(the case a =1 is a special case of the inverse Gamma distribution)

Update u;:

7(u | rest) o s(u) exp{—s(u)79/(172)}

m(v | rest) o ﬁs (ﬁj) exp {—s (ﬁl) Tq/(q—Q)} [Subst v := logit(u), & = el

We can use the ratio-of-uniforms algorithm (as suggested by |(Choy and Smith| (1997)) to

generate random variates v and then transform them back to u.

The maximum of f(z) = ze~*™"“"” is achieved for z* = 79/~ with f(z*) = 79/~ D¢ 1,
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Thus

q
a(r):= sup [m(u | rest)]l/(rﬂ) = 7 F)(2=q) ¢~/ (r+1)
u€(0,1)
b= (r) := —b"(r)
bT(r) = sup ulr(u|rest)]”/ Y < [a(r)]"
u€e(0,1)

Update 6:

7(0 | rest) < N(y; X8, 0°L,)N(0; 0, S)

= NAX'y/o?, A™Y

with A := X'X/0? + 87! and S := ¢(q)? diag(v7 /71, . ..,7;/7p) (see[West and Harrison,
2006, 17.2).

Update o2:

m(0? | rest) o (L)OHrl exp{—% (i)n/Q exp{—5=(y — X0)'(y — X6)}

o2 o2

=1G(a+n/2,0 + (y — X0)'(y — X0)/2)

S.3 JAGS code

We provide the JAGS code used to fit the Bayesian model described in Section [7] of the paper.
The code specifies the model structure, priors, and likelihoods used in the simulations. We
consider n-dimensional data y with design matrix X, and for the prior on the regression coef-
ficients @ we followed the hierarchical model in . The hyperparameters are tau, q, a, b

and xi, and eta is equal to ¢(q).

model{
for(i in 1:n){

y[i] ~ dnorm(inprod(X[i,],theta),tau) }

for(i in 1:p){
thetal[il ~ dunif( - gammali]l*u[i]l~(1/q), gamma[il*ul[i]~(1/q))

uli] ~ dgamma(1+1/q, eta"q)
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gamma[i] ~ dggamma(a, pow(lambdal[il,1/q), q)

lambda[i] ~ dgamma(b, xi)}
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