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Abstract

The James-Stein estimator is an estimator of the multivariate normal mean and
dominates the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) under squared error loss. The
original work inspired great interest in developing shrinkage estimators for a variety
of problems. Nonetheless, research on shrinkage estimation for manifold-valued data
is scarce. In this paper, we propose shrinkage estimators for the parameters of the
Log-Normal distribution defined on the manifold of N x N symmetric positive-definite
matrices. For this manifold, we choose the Log-FEuclidean metric as its Riemannian
metric since it is easy to compute and is widely used in applications. By using the
Log-Euclidean distance in the loss function, we derive a shrinkage estimator in an ana-
lytic form and show that it is asymptotically optimal within a large class of estimators
including the MLE, which is the sample Fréchet mean of the data. We demonstrate
the performance of the proposed shrinkage estimator via several simulated data exper-
iments. Furthermore, we apply the shrinkage estimator to perform statistical inference
in diffusion magnetic resonance imaging problems.
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1 Introduction

Symmetric positive-definite (SPD) matrices are common in applications of science and en-
gineering. In computer vision problems, they are encountered in the form of covariance
matrices, e.g. region covariance descriptor (Tuzel et al. 2006), and in diffusion magnetic
resonance imaging, SPD matrices manifest themselves as diffusion tensors which are used
to model the diffusion of water molecules (Basser et al. 1994) and as Cauchy deformation
tensors in morphometry to model the deformations (see Frackowiak et al. (2004, Ch. 36)).
Many other applications can be found in Cherian & Sra (2016). In such applications, the
statistical analysis of data must perform geometry-aware computations, i.e. employ methods
that take into account the nonlinear geometry of the data space. In most data analysis
applications, it is useful to describe the entire dataset with a few summary statistics. For
data residing in Euclidean space, this may simply be the sample mean, and for data resid-
ing in non-Euclidean spaces, e.g. Riemannian manifolds, the corresponding statistic is the
sample Fréchet mean (FM) (Fréchet 1948). The sample FM also plays an important role in
different statistical inference methods, e.g. principal geodesic analysis (Fletcher et al. 2003),
clustering algorithms, etc. If M is a metric space with metric d, and x,...,x, € M, the
sample FM is defined by Z = argmin,, > | d*(x;,m). For Riemannian manifolds, the dis-
tance is usually chosen to be the intrinsic distance induced by the Riemannian metric. Then,
the above optimization problem can be solved by Riemannian gradient descent algorithms
(Pennec 2006, Groisser 2004, Afsari 2011, Moakher 2005). However, Riemannian gradient
descent algorithms are usually computationally expensive, and efficient recursive algorithms
for computing the sample FM have been presented in the literature for various Riemannian
manifolds by Sturm (2003), Ho et al. (2013), Salehian et al. (2015), Chakraborty & Vemuri
(2015), Lim & Palfia (2014) and Chakraborty & Vemuri (2019).

In R? with the Euclidean metric, the sample FM is just the ordinary sample mean.
Consider a set of normally distributed random variables Xi,..., X,. The sample mean
X =n7tY" | X;is the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) for the mean of the underlying
normal distribution, and the James-Stein (shrinkage) estimator (James & Stein 1962) was

shown to be better (under squared error loss) than the MLE when p > 2 and the covariance



matrix of the underlying normal distribution is assumed to be known. Inspired by this result,
the goal of this paper is to develop shrinkage estimators for data residing in Py, the space
of N x N SPD matrices.

For the model X; % N(pi,0?) where p > 2 and 02 is known, the MLE of u = [p1, ..., pp|"
is pMYE = (X, ..., X,)7 and it is natural to ask whether the MLE is admissible. Stein (1956)
gave a negative answer to this question and provided a class of estimators for u that dominate

the MLE. Subsequently, James & Stein (1962) proposed the estimator

where X = [X,... ,Xp]T, which was later referred to as the James-Stein (shrinkage) esti-
mator.

Ever since the work reported in James & Stein (1962), generalizations or variants of
this shrinkage estimator have been developed in a variety of settings. A few directions
for generalization are as follows. First, instead of estimating the means of many normal
distributions, carry out the simultaneous estimation of parameters (e.g. the mean or the scale
parameter) of other distributions, e.g. Poisson, Gamma, etc.; see Johnson (1971), Fienberg
& Holland (1973), Clevenson & Zidek (1975), Tsui (1981), Tsui & Press (1982), Brandwein
& Strawderman (1990) and Brandwein & Strawderman (1991). More recent works include
Xie et al. (2012), Xie et al. (2016), Jing et al. (2016), Kong et al. (2017), Muandet et al.
(2016), Hansen (2016), and Feldman et al. (2014). Second, since the MLE of the mean of a
normal distribution is also the best translation-equivariant estimator but is inadmissible, an
interesting question to ask is, when is the best translation-equivariant estimator admissible?
This problem was studied extensively in Stein (1959) and Brown (1966).

Besides estimation of the mean of different distributions, estimation of the covariance ma-
trix (or the precision matrix) of a multivariate normal distribution is an important problem in
statistics, finance, engineering and many other fields. The usual estimator, namely the sam-
ple covariance matrix, performs poorly in high-dimensional problems and many researchers
have endeavored to improve covariance estimation by applying the concept of shrinkage in
this context (Stein 1975, Haff 1991, Daniels & Kass 2001, Ledoit & Wolf 2003, Daniels &
Kass 2001, Ledoit & Wolf 2012, Donoho et al. 2018). Note that there is a vast literature



on covariance estimation and we only cited a few references here. For a thorough literature
review, we refer the interested reader to Donoho et al. (2018).

In order to understand shrinkage estimation fully, one must understand why the process
of shrinkage improves estimation. In this context, Efron and Morris presented a series
of works to provide an empirical Bayes interpretation by modifying the original James-
Stein estimator to suit different problems (Efron & Morris 1971, 1972b,a, 1973b,a). The
empirical Bayes approach to designing a shrinkage estimator can be described as follows.
First, reformulate the model as a Bayesian model, i.e. place a prior on the parameters.
Then, the hyper-parameters of the prior are estimated from the data. Efron & Morris
(1973b) presented several examples of different shrinkage estimators developed within this
empirical Bayes framework. An alternative, non-Bayesian, geometric interpretation to Stein
shrinkage estimation was presented by Brown & Zhao (2012).

In all the works cited above, the domain of the data has invariably been a vector space
and, as mentioned earlier, many applications naturally encounter data residing in non-
Euclidean spaces. Hence, generalizing shrinkage estimation to non-Euclidean spaces is a
worthwhile pursuit. In this paper, we focus on shrinkage estimation for the Riemannian
manifold Py. We assume that the observed SPD matrices are drawn from a Log-Normal
distribution defined on Py (Schwartzman 2016) and we are interested in estimating the
mean and the covariance matrix of this distribution. We derive shrinkage estimators for the
parameters of the Log-Normal distribution using an empirical Bayes framework (Xie et al.
2012), which is described in detail subsequently, and show that the proposed estimator is
asymptotically optimal within a class of estimators including the MLE. We describe sim-
ulated data experiments which demonstrate that the proposed shrinkage estimator of the
mean of the Log-Normal distribution is better (in terms of risk) than the sample FM, which
is the MLE, and the shrinkage estimator proposed by Yang & Vemuri (2019). Further, we
also apply the shrinkage estimator to find group differences between patients with Parkin-
son’s disease and controls (normal subjects) from their respective brain scans acquired using
diffusion magnetic resonance images (dMRIs).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we present relevant material on

the Riemannian geometry of Py and shrinkage estimation. The main theoretical results are



stated in section 3 with the proofs of the theorems relegated to the supplement. In section 4,
we demonstrate how the proposed shrinkage estimators perform via several synthetic data
examples and present applications to (real data) diffusion tensor imaging (DTT), a clinically
popular version of dMRI. Specifically, we apply the proposed shrinkage estimator to the
estimation of the brain atlases (templates) of patients with Parkinson’s disease and a control
group and identify the regions of the brain where the two groups differ significantly. Finally,

in section 5 we discuss our contributions and present some future research directions.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we briefly review the commonly used Log-Euclidean metric for Py (Arsigny
et al. 2007) and the concept of Stein’s unbiased risk estimate, which will form the framework

for deriving the shrinkage estimators.

2.1 Riemannian Geometry of Py

In this work, we endow the manifold Py with the Log-Euclidean metric proposed by Arsigny
et al. (2007). We note that there is another commonly used Riemannian metric on Py,
called the affine-invariant metric (see Terras (2016, Ch. 1) for its introduction and Lenglet,
Rousson, Deriche & Faugeras (2006) and Moakher (2005) for its applications). The affine-
invariant metric is computationally more expensive and in some applications it provides
results that are indistinguishable from those obtained under the Log-Euclidean metric as
demonstrated in Arsigny et al. (2007) and Schwartzman (2016). Based on this reasoning, we
choose to work with the Log-Euclidean metric. For other metrics on Py used in a variety of
applications, we refer the reader to a recent survey (Feragen & Fuster 2017).

The Log-Euclidean metric is a bi-invariant Riemannian metric on the abelian Lie group
(Py,®) where X ©Y = exp(log X + logY’). The intrinsic distance dig : Py X Py — R

induced by the Log-Euclidean metric has a very simple form, namely

die(X,Y) = ||log X —logY||



N(+)

where | - || is the Frobenius norm. Consider the map vec : Sym(N) — R~z defined by

T

VeC(Y) = Y11, - - -, Ynn, \/i(ylj)l<]

N(N+1)

(Schwartzman 2016). This map is actually an isomorphism between Sym(N) and R™ =z
To make the notation more concise, for X € Py, we denote X = vec(log X) € R
From the definition of vec, we see that dpg(X,Y) = || X — Y.

Given Xi,...,X, € Py, we denote the sample FM with respect to the two intrinsic
distances given above by

X = argminn~ Zd (X;, M) —exp< ZlogX) (2

MePn i=1

~—

2.2 The Log-Normal Distribution on Py

In this work, we assume that the observed SPD matrices follow the Log-Normal distribution
introduced by Schwartzman (2006), which can be viewed as a generalization of the Log-
Normal distribution on Rt to Py. The definition of the Log-Normal distribution is stated

as follows.

Definition 1 Let X be a Py-valued random variable. We say X follows a Log-Normal
distribution with mean M € Py and covariance matrix ¥ € Py(y41)/2, ot X ~ LN(M, ), if
X ~ N(M,Y).

From the definition, it is easy to see that Flog X = log M and El|log X — log M||*> =
E|X — M |> = tr(X). Some important results regarding this distribution were obtained
in Schwartzman (2016). The following proposition for the MLEs of the parameters will be

useful subsequently in this work.

Proposition 1 Let Xi,..., X, ~ LN(M Y)). Then, the MLEs of M and ¥ are MMLE — ¥

~ - —_— T
and YMLE = p~15™0 (Xi — MMLE) <Xi — MMLE> . The MLE of M is the sample FM

under the Log-Euclidean metric.

2.3 Bayesian Formulation of Shrinkage Estimation in R?

As discussed earlier, the James-Stein estimator originated from the problem of simultane-

ous estimation of multiple means of (univariate) normal distributions. The derivation relied
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heavily on the properties of the univariate normal distribution. Later on, Efron & Mor-
ris (1973b) gave an empirical Bayes interpretation for the James-Stein estimator, which is

presented by considering the hierarchical model

ind

szz ~ N(GHA); i:1>"'7p7
b; ~ N(p\),

where A is known and g and A are unknown. The posterior mean for 6; is

A A
T AN T At (3)

N
‘9i

The parametric empirical Bayes method for estimating the 6;’s consists of first estimating
the prior parameters A and p and then substituting them into (3). The prior parameters A
and p can be estimated by the MLE. For the special case of u = 0, this method produces
an estimator similar to the James-Stein estimator (1). Although this estimator is derived
in an (empirical) Bayesian framework, it is of interest to determine whether it has good
frequentist properties. For example, if we specify a loss function L and consider the induced
risk function R, one would like to determine whether the estimator has uniformly smallest

risk within a reasonable class of estimators. In (3), the optimal choice of A and p is

(S\OPt, fi°*") = arg min R(éA’“, 6),
At
where 6 = [01,...,0,]7, o — [ ... ,éz’j\’“]T, and A\°P* and /°P depend on 6, which is

unknown. Instead of minimizing the risk function directly, we will minimize Stein’s unbiased
risk estimate (SURE) (Stein 1981), denoted by SURE(\, ), which satisfies Eg [SURE(A, )] =

A1

R(O

,0). Thus, we will use
(S\SURE, [LSURE) = argmin SURE(A, p).
A
The challenging part of this endeavor is to derive SURE, which depends heavily on the risk
function and the underlying distribution of the data. This approach has been used to derive
estimators for many models. For example, Xie et al. (2012) derived the (asymptotically)
optimal shrinkage estimator for a heteroscedastic hierarchical model, and their result is

further generalized in Jing et al. (2016) and Kong et al. (2017).
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3 An Empirical Bayes Shrinkage Estimator for Log-
Normal Distributions

In this section, we consider the model
Xy MLN(M, %), i=1,...,p.j=1,...,n,

and develop shrinkage estimators for the mean M = [My, ..., M,] and the covariance matrix
¥ =[%4,...,%,]. These X;;’s are Py-valued random matrices. For completeness, we first
briefly review the shrinkage estimator proposed by Yang & Vemuri (2019) for M assuming
Y; = A;I, where the A;’s are known positive numbers and I is the identity matrix. The
assumption on X is useful when n is small since for small sample sizes the MLE for ¥ is
very unstable. Next, we present estimators for both M and 3. Besides presenting these
estimators, we establish asymptotic optimality results for the proposed estimators. To be
more precise, we show that the proposed estimators are asymptotically optimal within a
large class of estimators containing the MLE.

Another related interesting problem often encountered in practice involves group testing

and estimating the “difference” between the two given groups. Consider the model

X WINMOY M) i=1, . p =1, g,

Y, MINMP s, i=1,. . i=1,...,n,
where the X;;’s and Y;;’s are independent. We want to estimate the differences between
Mi(l) and Mi(Z) fori =1,...,p and select the ¢’s for which the differences are large. However,
the selected estimates tend to overestimate the corresponding true differences. The bias
introduced by the selection process is termed by selection bias (Dawid 1994). The selection
bias originates from the fact that there are two possible reasons for the selected differences
to be large: (i) the true differences are large and (ii) the random errors contained in the
estimates are large. Tweedie’s formula (Efron 2011), which we discuss and briefly review
in section 3.3, deals with precisely this selection bias, in the context of the normal means
problem. In this work, we apply an analogue of Tweedie’s formula designed for the context

of SPD matrices.



3.1 An Estimator of M When ¥ is Known

For completeness, we briefly review the work of Yang & Vemuri (2019) where the authors
presented the estimator for M assuming that 3; = A;I where the A;’s are known positive

numbers. Under this assumption, they considered the class of estimators given by

—~ n — A;
M.)\"u e 1 X’L S 1 4

where 11 € Py, A > 0, and X; is the sample FM of X;i,..., X;,. Using the Log-Euclidean
distance as the loss function L(]/\E, M)=p'>", diE(]\Z, M), they showed that the SURE
for the corresponding risk function R(]/\Z M) = EL(]/\Z , M) is given by
1< A; - q(n*\? — A?)
SURE(\, ) = - — [ Ail[log X; —1 S M- XA I
)= 53 Gy (Adlos %o tesul + 1
Hence, A and p can be estimated by
(S\SURE, f°URE) = arg min SURE(A, ). (5)
A
Their shrinkage estimator for M; is given by
- ;\SURE B A
MBURE — exp (jl— log X; + —————log ,&SURE) : (6)
nASURE 1 A. nASURE 1 A,
They also presented the following two theorems showing the asymptotic optimality of the

shrinkage estimator.
Theorem 1 Assume the following conditions:
(i) limsup, , p~' >0 A7 < oo,
(ii) limsup, ., p~' 37, Aslllog M;||* < oo,
(iii) limsup,_ . p~" Y7, [log M;||*™® < oo for some & > 0.

Then,

prob

—~ ),
sup ISURE(\, 1) — L(M ™", M)| 230 as p — oo.

A>0,[[log pf| <max; ||log Xl
Theorem 2 If assumptions (i), (i) and (iii) in Theorem 1 hold, then

lim [ROV M) — ROM™, M) < 0.

p—o0



3.2 Estimators for M and X

In Yang & Vemuri (2019), the covariance matrices of the underlying distributions were
assumed to be known to simplify the derivation. In real applications however, the covariance
matrices are rarely known, and in practice they must be estimated. In this paper, we consider
the general case of unknown covariance matrices which is more challenging and pertinent in

real applications. Let

Xii| (M, ) " LN(M;, %)
M| % LN (p, A8 (7)

IMEY Inv-Wishart(¥, v),

fori =1,...,pand j = 1,...,n. The prior for (M;,Y;) is called the Log-Normal-Inverse-
Wishart (LNIW) prior, and it is motivated by the normal-inverse-Wishart prior in the Eu-
clidean space setting. We would like to emphasize that the main reason for choosing the
LNIW prior over others is the property of conjugacy which leads to a closed-form expression

for our estimators. Let
j=1 j=1

Then the posterior distributions of M; and ¥; are given by

nlog X; + Ao _
M ({Xi g Z00) ~ LN (exp (FE5E22E0) ()i

¥i|S; ~ Inv-Wishart (¥ + S;, v +n — 1),

and the posterior means for M; and ¥; are given by

— nlog X; + \log i - U+ S;
T onp (MK M ogy g 5 WS

Consider the loss function

P p
L((M,Z),(M,2)) =p™ > dip(M;, M) +p > [|IS = S

i=1 i=1

= L1<ﬁ7M) + LZ(ia E)
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Its induced risk function is given by

p
R(<M7 2)7 (M7 E)) = pil ZEdiE(Miv Mz) + EHEZ - EiHQ

=1
p
=p Ak n) Y [t + N (. M)
=1
p
7 Y=g =22 (0= 1+ (v - g = 1) ()
=1

— v — g — Dtr(US,) + (n — 1)(tr5)? + tr(qﬂ)}

with the detailed derivation given in the supplemental material. The SURE for this risk
function is
z n—A\/n -
SURE(\, W, v, 1) =p* Z()\ +n)7? [— trS; + AN di (X5, ,u)]
— n—1
n—3+(v—q—1)>
(n+1)(n—2)

(n—1?—(v—g-1) 2 v—gq-1 2
=Dt D —2) () 2 g (S + (Y ) }

+wrn—q-27 tr(S2)

with the detailed derivation given in the supplemental material.

The hyperparameter vector (A, ¥, v, i) is estimated by minimizing SURE(X, ¥, v, ), and
the resulting shrinkage estimators of M; and ¥; are obtained by plugging in the minimizing
vector into (9). Note that this is a non-convex optimization problem and for such problems,
the convergence relies heavily on the choice of the initialization. We suggest the following

initialization, which is discussed in the supplemental material:

p
fto = exp (p‘l > log Xz)
i=1

np~ ' 30 di (X, o)

Ao = _
’ p(nnfl) R DY di 5 (Xi, po)
1
Yo = n—q=2_ y4 c i p 1 +q+ 1
p?q(n—1) tr [( i=1 Sl)( i=1 SZ )} —1

vg—q—1
Vg= —— Si.
p(n—1) Z::
In all our experiments, the algorithm converged in less than 20 iterations with the suggested

initialization. This concludes the description of our estimators of the unknown means and
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covariance matrices. Theorem 5 below states that SURE(\, ¥, v, 1) approximates the true
—~\pu ~Uw

loss L((M , 2 ), (M , E)) well in the sense that the difference between the two random
variables converges to 0 in probability as p — oo. Additionally, Theorem 6 below shows that
the estimators of M and ¥ obtained by minimizing SURE(\, ¥, v, i) are asymptotically

optimal in the class of estimators of the form (9).
Theorem 3 Assume the following conditions:
(i) limsup, . p~* >0 (tr Zi)4 < o0,
(ii) limsup,,_, ., Py ]\Z'TEM/Z < 00,
(iii) limsup,_,..p~ " 3%, [llog M;||*™® < oo for some 6 > 0.

Then

—~\u Uy
sup SURE(\, W, v, 1) — L((M S RNIYs 2))
)\>0,1/>q+1,H\IlH§max19§g HSZ”,
|llog pl| <maxi <i<p ||log Xil|

prob
— 0 asp— o0.

Note that the optimization has some constraints. However, in practice, with proper
initialization as suggested earlier, the constraints on W and g can be safely ignored. The
reason is that, for U and p far from S;’s and X; respectively, the value of SURE will be large.
The constraints on A and v can easily be handled by standard constrained optimization

algorithms, e.g. L-BFGS-B (Byrd et al. 1995).

Theorem 4 If assumptions (i), (ii), and (iii) in Theorem 5 hold, then

—SURE ~SURE

lim R((M 55 ),(M,z))—R<(J\7[A’“,§W’”),(M,E)) <0.

Note that in all the above theorems, we consider the asymptotic regime p — oo while
the size of the SPD matrix N is held fixed. The main reason for fixing the size of the SPD
matrix is that in our application, namely the DTI analysis, the size of the diffusion tensors
is always 3 x 3, because the diffusion magnetic resonance images are 3-dimensional images.
However, the number of voxels p can increase as they are determined by the resolution of

the acquired image which can increase due to advances in medical imaging technology. This
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is different from the usual high dimensional covariance matrix estimation problem in which
the size of the covariance matrix is allowed to grow.

Remark: The proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 in Yang & Vemuri (2019) use arguments
similar to those that already exist in the literature, and in that sense they are not very
difficult. In contrast, the proofs of our Theorems 5 and 6 above do not proceed along
familiar lines. Indeed, they are rather complicated, the difficulty being that bounding the
moments of Wishart matrices or the moments of trace of Wishart matrices is nontrivial
when the orders of the required moments are higher than two. We present these proofs in

the supplementary document.

3.3 Tweedie’s Formula for F' Statistics

One of the motivations for the development of our approach for estimating M and X is a
problem in neuroimaging involving detection of differences between a patient group and a
control group. The problem can be stated as follows. There are n, patients in a disease
group and n, normal subjects in a control group. We consider a region of the brain image
consisting of p voxels. As explained in section 4.2, the local diffusional property of water
molecules in the human brain is of clinical importance and it is common to capture this
diffusional property at each voxel in the diffusion magnetic resonance image (dAMRI) via a
zero-mean Gaussian with a 3 x 3 covariance matrix. Using any of the existing state-of-the-art
dMRI analysis techniques, it is possible to estimate, from each patient image, the diffusion
tensor M; corresponding to voxel i, for i = 1,...,p. Let Mi(l) and Mi(z) denote the diffusion
tensors corresponding to voxel ¢ for the disease and control groups respectively. The goal is
to identify the indices ¢ for which the difference between Mi(l) and MZ@) is large. The model

we consider is

ind

X; SINWMMY S, i=1,...,p, 5=1,... na,

v, NINM®P Y, i=1,...,p, j=1,...n,

(2

In this work, we compute the Hotelling T statistic for each ¢ = 1,...,p as a measure of

the difference between Mi(l) and MZ-(Q). The Hotelling T? statistic for SPD matrices has been

13



proposed by Schwartzman et al. (2010) and is given by

2= (%) (L+ H)s] (% -7) w

Ny Ty

where X; and Y; are the FMs of {X;;}; and {Y};}, and S; = (n, + n, — 2)*1(52-(1) + Si(z)) is
the pooled estimate of ¥; where SZ-(D and 52‘(2) are computed using (8). Since the X;;’s and
Y;;’s are Log-normally distributed, one can easily verify that the sampling distribution of ¢?
is given by

where v = n, + n, — 2 is a degrees of freedom parameter (recall that ¢ = N(N + 1)/2).
Note that we make the assumption that the covariance matrices for the two groups are the
same, i.e. 251) = ZZ@ = Y,. Similar results can be obtained for the unequal covariance
case, but with more complicated expressions for the T2 statistics and the degrees of freedom
parameters. The \;’s are the non-centrality parameters for the non-central F' distribution

and are given by

\ = <i + i) (]\Z(l) _ ]\7(2))TE;1(]\’Z(1) . ]\Z@))-

Ny Ny ! !

These non-centrality parameters can be interpreted as the (squared) differences between Mi(l)
and ]\41»(2)7 and they are the parameters we would like to estimate using the statistics (10)
computed from the data. Then, based on the estimates 5\2-, we select those ¢’s with large
estimates, say the largest 1% of all \i. However, the process of selection from the computed
estimates introduces a selection bias (Dawid 1994). The selection bias comes from the fact
that it is possible to select some indices i’s for which the actual \;’s are not large but the
random errors are large, so that the estimates \; are pushed away from the true parameters
Ai. There are several ways to correct this selection bias, and Efron (2011) proposed to use
Tweedie’s formula for such a purpose.

Tweedie’s formula was first proposed by Robbins (1956), and we review this formula
here in the context of the classical normal means problem, which is stated as follows. We
observe Z; d N(u;,0%),i=1,...,p, where the u;’s are unknown and o? is known, and the

goal is to estimate the p;’s. In the empirical Bayes approach to this problem we assume

that p;’s are iid according to some distribution G. The marginal density of the Z;’s is then
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f(z) = [ ¢o(z — p) dG(n), where ¢, is the density of the N(0,0?) distribution. With this
notation, if G' is known (so that f is known), the best estimator of u; (under squared error

loss) is the so-called Tweedie estimator given by

A £(2)
pi=2;+o m
A feature of this estimator is that it depends on G only through f, and this is desirable
because it is fairly easy to estimate f from the Z;’s (so we don’t need to specify GG). Another
interesting observation about this estimator is that fi; is shrinking the MLE gM\¥ = Z; and
can be viewed as a generalization of the James-Stein estimator, which assumes y; Y (0, )
with unknown A. The Tweedie estimator can be generalized to exponential families. Suppose
that Z;|n; o fni(2) = exp(miz — ¢(n;)) fo(z), and the prior for ¢ is G. Then the Tweedie
estimator for 7; is
i = 1(Z0) — (2,

where [(z) = log [ f,(z) dG(n) is the log of the marginal likelihood of the Z;’s and ly(z) =
log fo(2)-

Although this formula is elegant and useful, it applies only to exponential families. Re-
cently, Du & Hu (2020) derived a Tweedie-type formula for non-central y? statistics, for
situations where one is interested in estimating the non-centrality parameters. Suppose

ind

Zz|)\7, ~ X12/,)\i and )\7, i

~ (. Then,

21,(Z:)

B(MZ) = (2= v +4)+ 22 (25

+1,(2) | (1+26(2)), (11)

where [, (-) is the marginal log-likelihood of the Z;’s (see Theorem 1 in Du & Hu (2020)).
For our situation, if we define Z; = [(v — ¢ — 1) /vq]t?, then

ind
Z7,|)\z ~ Fq,l/—q—l,/\i
(recall that v = n, +n, —2). Assume that the \;’s are iid according to some distribution G.
We would now like to address the problem of how to obtain an empirical Bayes estimate of \;.
Let ®,, ,, » be the cumulative distribution function (cdf) of the non-central F' distribution,
Fyy i, and let @, be the cdf of the non-central x? distribution, x2,,. Then the transformed

variable Y; = (f,jll, 2 (Poy im0, (Z;)) follows a non-central x* distribution with degrees of freedom

15



parameter v; and non-centrality parameter A;, and we note that when 1, is large, ®,, ,, 1, and
<i>yh \; are nearly equal, so that this quantile transformation is nearly the identity. However,
the transformation depends on )\;, which is the parameter to be estimated, so we propose
the following iterative algorithm for estimating F(\;|Z;). Let )\Et) be the estimate of \; at
the ¢-th iteration. Then, our iterative update of \; is given by
o1 (Y(t)>
N = [ =y ) + 20 (2 ()] (120, (05)),
1420, (V)

—1
Vl,)\gt)

where ;") = &
likelihood [, (y) is not available since the prior G for \; is unknown. There are several

7

(¢V17V27A£t)(Zi>), v1 = q, and vy = v — g — 1. Now the marginal log-

ways to estimate the marginal density of the Y;(t)’s. One of these is through kernel density
estimation. However, the iterative formula involves the first and second derivatives of the
marginal log-likelihood, and estimates of the derivatives of a density produced through kernel
methods are notoriously unstable (see Chapter 3 of Silverman (1986)). There exist different
approaches to deal with this problem (see Sasaki et al. (2016) and Shen & Ghosal (2017)).
Here we follow Efron (2011) and postulate that [,, is well approximated by a polynomial of
degree K, and write [, (y) = ZkK:o Bry®. The coefficients By, k = 1,..., K, can be estimated
via Lindsey’s method (Efron & Tibshirani 1996), which is a Poisson regression technique for
(parametric) density estimation; the coefficient 3 is determined by the requirement that
fu(y) = exp(l,,(y)) integrates to 1. The advantage of Lindsey’s method over methods
that use kernel density estimation is that it does not require us to estimate the derivatives
separately, since I], (y) = S kBry* ' and U (y) = S k(k—1)Bpy* 2. In our experience,
with /], and [] estimated in this way, if we initialize the scheme by setting )\EO) to be the
estimate of \; given by Du & Hu (2020) procedure, then the algorithm converges in less than

10 iterations.

4 Experimental Results

In this section, we describe the performance of our methods on two synthetic data sets and
on two sets of real data acquired using diffusion magnetic resonance brain scans of normal

(control) subjects and patients with Parkinson’s disease. For the synthetic data experi-
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ments, we show that (i) the proposed shrinkage estimator for the FM (SURE.Full-FM; with
simultaneous estimation of the covariance matrices) outperforms the sample FM (FM.LE)
and the shrinkage estimator proposed by Yang & Vemuri (2019) (SURE-FM; with fized co-
variance matrices) (section 4.1.1); (ii) the shrinkage estimates of the differences capture the
regions that are significantly different between two groups of SPD matrix-valued images
(section 4.1.2). For the real data experiments, we demonstrate that (iii) the SURE.Full-
FM provides improvement over the two competing estimators (FM.LE, and SURE-FM) for
computing an atlas (templates) of diffusion tensor images acquired from human brains (sec-
tion 4.2.1); (iv) the proposed shrinkage estimator for detecting group differences is able to
identify the regions that are different between patients with Parkinson’s disease and control

subjects (section 4.2.2). Details of these experiments will be presented subsequently.

4.1 Synthetic Data Experiments

We present two synthetic data experiments here to show that the proposed shrinkage esti-
mator, SURE.Full-FM, outperforms the sample FM and SURE-FM and that the shrinkage
estimates of the group differences can accurately localize the regions that are significantly

different between the two groups.

4.1.1 Comparison Between SURE.Full-FM and Competing Estimators

Using generated noisy SPD fields (Ps) as data, here we present performance comparisons of
four estimators of M: (i) SURE.Full-FM, which is the proposed shrinkage estimator, (ii)
SURE-FM proposed by Yang & Vemuri (2019) which assumes known covariance matrices
and (iii) the MLE, which is denoted by FM.LE, since by proposition 1 it is the FM based on
the Log-Euclidean metric. The synthetic data are generated according to (7). Specifically,
we set u = I3, ¥ = Is, and n = 10, and we vary the variance A and the degree of freedom v of
the prior distribution as follows: A = 10,50, and v = 15, 30. Figure 1 depicts the relationship
between the average loss (averaged over m = 1000 replications) and the dimension p under
varying conditions for the four estimators. Note that since the covariance matrices >;’s are

unknown in our synthetic experiment and (n — 1)71S; is an unbiased estimate for ¥;, the
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A;’s in (6) can be unbiasedly estimated by [(n — 1)q]~! tr S;.

o
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I
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Spatial Dimension (p)

Figure 1: Average loss for the three estimators. Results for varying A and degree of freedom
v are shown across the columns and rows, respectively. Note that in the bottom two panels,
the line corresponding to FM.LE is essentially the same as the SURE.FM, but is barely

visible.

As is evident from Figure 1, for large A the gains from using SURE.Full-FM are greater.
This observation is in accordance with our intuition, which is that for large A, the M;’s are
clustered, and it is beneficial to shrink the MLEs of the M;’s towards a common value. The
main difference between SURE-FM and SURE.Full-FM is that the former requires knowledge
of the ¥;’s and in general such information is not available, and estimates for the ¥;’s are
needed to compute the SURE-FM. Hence the performance of SURE-FM depends heavily on
how good the estimates for the X;’s are. In our synthetic data experiment, we consider the
unbiased estimate A; = [(n — 1)g] ' tr S; for SURE-FM. In this case, the prior mean for %;
is F(%;) = (v—q—1)"'I, for which the assumption 3; = A;I seems reasonable. For large v,
the A,’s are closer to zero, which results in a smaller shrinkage effect (this can be observed
in Figure 1, where we see that SURE-FM is almost identical to FM.LE for v = 30). Note

that even if the assumption ¥; = A;I is not severely violated, our estimator still outperforms
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SURE-FM by a large margin.

On the other hand, we can fix A and v to see how different choices of p and ¥ affect the
performance of our shrinkage estimator SURE.Full-FM. To do this, we fix n = 10, A = 10,
and v = 15 (so that we can compare with the top-left panel of Figure 1). We consider
p = diag(2,0.5,0.5) and ¥;; = 0.5/*=7. The result is shown in Figure 2. The top-left panel
of Figure 1 shows that when y = I and ¥ = I, there is no difference between SURE-FM and
SURE.Full-FM, but Figure 2 shows that when one of u and ¥ is not identity, our shrinkage
estimator outperforms SURE-FM. For different choices of A and v, the improvement will be

more significant, following the trend we observed in Figure 1.

u=diag(2,0.5,0.5), W=1/g p=13, W=[0.5/];
/- . A
e e [ e S
0 ’ Estimator
o
2 0.06- — - FM.LE (MLE)
e ——. SURE-FM
()
E —— SURE.FUIl-FM

1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 50 100 150 200 0O 50 100 150 200

Spatial Dimension (p)

Figure 2: Average losses for the four estimators. The left panel assumes p = diag(2,0.5,0.5)
and ¥ = [ and the right panel assumes p = I and W,; = 0.5/,

4.1.2 Differences Between Two Groups of SPD-Valued Images

In this subsection, we demonstrate the method proposed in section 3.3 for evaluating the
difference between two groups of SPD-valued images. For this synthetic data experiment, we
use P, the manifold of 2 x 2 SPD matrices, since it is easy to visualize these matrices. For
the visualization, we represent each 2 x 2 SPD matrix of the SPD-valued image by an ellipse
with the two eigenvectors as the axes of the ellipse and the two eigenvalues as the width and

height along the corresponding axes respectively. The data are generated as follows. Given
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ng, M 02 k=1,2,i=1,...,p, generate

2 7

Xij 1251 LN(M1(1)>0-12[)7 ] = 17 sy N,

Y, M LN(MP,6%1), j=1,... n,.

)

We generate nqy = ny = 30 P-valued images for the two groups, and the size of each P,-
valued image is 20 x 20, which gives p = 20 x 20 = 400. For the variances o;, we consider
a low variance scenario o; U(0.1,0.3) and a high variance scenario o; S U(0.3,0.8). The
means Mi(k) are depicted visually in Figure 3 (in the form of images with ellipses instead of

gray values at each pixel), and the region in which the means are different is the top-right

corner, containing a quarter of the pixels; this is the ‘ground truth’ data.

(a) Group 1 (b) Group 2

Figure 3: The mean P»-valued images Mi(k), k = 1,2, used to generate random Ps-valued
images for the two groups. The vertical ellipse represents the matrix diag(0.3,1) and the

horizontal ellipse represents the matrix diag(1,0.3).

As described in section 3.3, we first compute the Hotelling 7% statistic from {X;;}7%, and
{Yi;}52, for each i and transform each of them to the F' statistic. Now we have p non-central
I statistics, f; xd F oy 1=1,...,p,where y =¢=3,and vy, =n1+ng—2—-q—1=
n1+ny—6. With the resulting £’ statistics, we can apply the algorithm described in section 3.3
to estimate the non-centrality parameters (at each location), and for the estimation of the

marginal log likelihood, we adopt Lindsey’s method to fit a polynomial of degree K = 5 to the
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log-likelihood /,,. We have experimented using different values of K, and we found that the
results are robust to changes in K, at least for relatively small K. In our experiments, we set
ny = ny = 30. As we can see from Figure 3, we expect the method to yield large values on the
top-right corner of the image and small values for the rest of the matrix-valued image (field).
We compare the proposed estimator X;fweedie to the estimator X?AOM = max (%22_2) fi—uv1, O),
which is obtained by the method of moments (MOM) and truncated at 0, and also compare
them for different o2’s. Note that we choose to compare with the MOM estimator instead
of the MLE for two reasons: (i) the MLE for the non-centrality parameter of non-central
F distribution is expensive to compute, and (ii) the MOM is commonly used as a standard
for comparison, see for example Kubokawa et al. (1993). As we can see from the results,
there are more black spots (which indicate no difference) in the top-right corner for the
MOM estimates than the Tweedie-adjusted estimates. These show that the Tweedie-adjusted
estimator allows us to capture the true region of difference better than the MOM estimator
does, especially for large o?’s. This is due to the presence of the shrinkage effect in Tweedie’s

formula.

4.2 Real Data Experiments

In this section, we present two real data experiments involving dMRI data sets. The diffu-
sion MRI data used here is available for public access via https://pdbp.ninds.nih.gov/
our-data. dMRI is a diagnostic imaging technique that allows one to non-invasively probe
the axonal fiber connectivity in the body by making the magnetic resonance signal sensitive
to water diffusion through the tissue being imaged. In dMRI, the water diffusion is fully char-
acterized by the probability density function (PDF) of the displacement of water molecules,
called the ensemble average propagator (EAP) (Callaghan 1993). A simple model that has
been widely used to describe the displacement of water molecules is a zero mean Gaussian;
its covariance matrix defines the diffusion tensor and characterizes the diffusivity functional
locally. The diffusion tensors are 3 x 3 SPD matrices and hence have 6 unique entries that
need to be determined. Thus, the diffusion imaging technique employed in this case involves
the application of at least 6 diffusion sensitizing magnetic gradients for acquisition of full

3D MR images (Basser et al. 1994). This dMRI technique is called diffusion tensor imaging
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Figure 4: Comparison between the proposed shrinkage estimates and MOM estimates of the

non-centrality parameters.

(DTI). Some practical techniques for estimating the diffusion tensors and population mean
of diffusion tensors accurately can be found in Wang & Vemuri (2004), Chefd Hotel et al.
(2004), Fletcher & Joshi (2004), Alexander (2005), Zhou et al. (2008), Lenglet, Rousson &
Deriche (2006), and Dryden et al. (2009).

DTT has been the de facto non-invasive dMRI diagnostic imaging technique of choice in
the clinic for a variety of neurological ailments. After fitting/estimating the diffusion tensors
at each voxel, scalar-valued or vector-valued measures are derived from the diffusion tensors
for further analysis. For instance, fractional anisotropy (FA) is a scalar-valued function

of the eigenvalues of the diffusion tensor and it was found that FA was reduced in the
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neuro-anatomical structure called the Substantia Nigra in patients with Parkinson’s disease
compared to control subjects (Vaillancourt et al. 2009). In Schwartzman et al. (2008), the
authors proposed to use the principal direction, which is the eigenvector corresponding to
the largest eigenvalue of the diffusion tensor, to represent the entire tensor; the principal
direction contains directional information that any scalar measures such as the FA does not
and hence, might be able to capture some subtle differences in the anatomical structure of
the brain. In this work, we use the full diffusion tensor which captures both the eigen-values
and eigen-vectors, in order to assess the changes caused by pathologies to the underlying

tissue micro-architecture revealed via dMRI.

4.2.1 Estimation of the Motor Sensory Tracts of Patients with Parkinson’s Dis-

ease

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of SURE.Full-FM on the dMRI scans of
human brain data acquired from 50 patients with Parkinson’s disease and 44 control (normal)
subjects. The diffusion MRI acquisition parameters were as follows: repetition time =
7748ms, echo time = 86ms, flip angle = 90°, number of diffusion gradients = 64, field of
view = 224 x 224 mm, in-plane resolution = 2 mm isotropic, slice-thickness = 2 mm, and
SENSE factor = 2. All the dMRI data were pre-registered into a common coordinate frame
prior to any further data processing.

The motor sensory area fiber tracts (M1 fiber tracts) are extracted from each patient
of the two groups using the FSL software (Behrens et al. 2007). The size (length) of each
tract is 33 voxels for the left hemisphere tract and 34 voxels for the right hemisphere tract,
respectively. Diffusion tensors are then fitted to each of the voxels along each of the tracts to
obtain p = 33 (p = 34) 3 x 3 SPD matrices. We then compute the Log-Euclidean FM tract
for each group. The FM tract here also has 33 (34) diffusion tensors along the tract. We
will use these FMs computed from the full population of each group as the ‘ground truth’;
thus, the underlying distribution in this experiment is the empirical distribution formed by
the observed data, i.e. the 33 (34) SPD matrices. Then, we randomly draw a subsample of
size n = 10, 20,50, 100 (with replacement) respectively from each group and compute the

SURE.Full-FM (our proposed estimator) and the three competing estimators (FM.LE and

23



SURE-FM respectively) of each group for each subsample size n. We compare the perfor-
mance of the different estimators by the Log-Euclidean distance between the estimator and
the ‘ground truth’ FMs. The entire procedure is repeated for m = 100 random draws of
subsamples and the average distances are reported in Table 1. Since our proposed shrinkage
estimator jointly estimates the FM and the covariance matrices, we also compare our covari-
ance estimates, denoted SURE.Full-Cov, with the MLE of the covariance matrices, i.e., the

sample covariance matrices. The results are shown in Table 2.

Table 1: Average loss for the three estimators in estimating the population FM for varying

n (with the standard errors in parentheses).

n 10 20 50 100
FM.LE 0.774 (0.03)  0.405 (0.01)  0.159 (0.005)  0.079 (0.002)
SURE-FM 0.772 (0.03)  0.404 (0.01)  0.160 (0.005)  0.079 (0.002)

SURE.Full-FM 0.199 (0.01) 0.151 (0.003) 0.094 (0.002) 0.057 (0.001)

Table 2: Average loss for the two estimators, MLE and SURE.Full-Cov, in estimating the

population covariance matrices for varying n (with the standard errors in parentheses).

n 10 20 20 100

MLE 123.69 (5.71) 66.80 (2.69) 25.54 (0.91) 12.91 (0.41)
SURE.Full-Cov 78.77 (3.21) 52.02 (2.03) 22.81 (0.80) 12.15 (0.38)

As is evident from Table 1, the SURE.Full-FM outperforms the competing estimators un-
der varying size of subsamples. Also note that, as the sample size increases, the improvement
is less significant, which is consistent with the observations on the synthetic data experiments
in section 4.1. Recall that in section 4.1.1, the SURE.FM and the SURE.Full-FM perform
equally well when the assumption ¥; = A;I is not violated severely. For real data, it is
impossible to check this assumption and it is unlikely to be true. Hence, in this real data
experiment, SURE.Full-FM outperforms SURE-FM by a large margin. The improvement of
the proposed shrinkage estimator for the covariance matrices over the MLEs is evident from

Table 2.
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4.2.2 Tweedie-Adjusted Estimator as an Imaging Biomarker

Finally, we apply the shrinkage estimator proposed in section 3.3 to identify the regions that
are significantly distinct in diffusional properties (as captured via diffusion tensors) between
patients with Parkinson’s disease and control subjects. In this experiment, the dataset
consists of DTT scans of 46 patients with Parkinson’s disease and 24 control subjects. To
identify the differences between the two groups, we use the DTI of the whole brain, which
contains p = 112 x 112 x 60 voxels, without pre-selecting any region of interest. The diffusion
tensors are fitted at each voxel across the whole brain volume. The goal of this experiment
is to see if we are able to automatically identify the regions capturing the large differences
between the Parkinson’s disease group and control groups and qualitatively validate our
findings against what is expected by expert neurologists. In this context, Prodoehl et al.
(2013) observed that the region most affected by Parkinson’s disease is the Substantia Nigra,
which is contained in the Basal Ganglia region of the human brain.

After computing both the Tweedie-adjusted estimates and the MOM estimates of the non-
centrality parameters, we select voxels with the largest 1% estimates of the non-centrality
parameters and mark those voxels in bright red. (Note that there are other ways to determine
the threshold for the selection, for example by using the false discovery rate (FDR) in
hypothesis testing problems. However, this is beyond the scope of this paper and we refer
the reader to Schwartzman (2008) for interesting work on FDR analysis for DTI datasets.)
These voxels are where the large differences between Parkinson’s disease group and control
group are observed. The results are shown in Figure 5. For a better visualization, we
threshold the estimates by the top 1%. Note that, to take into account the spatial structure,
we apply a 4 x4 x 4 average mask to smooth the result. This smoothing may also be achieved
by incorporating spatial regularization term in the expression for SURE (??). However, the
ensuing analysis becomes much more complicated and will be addressed in our future work.

From the results, we can see that the shrinkage effect of our Tweedie-adjusted estimate
successfully corrects the selection bias and produces more accurate identification of the af-
fected regions. Our method is able to capture the Substantia Nigra, which is the region

known to be affected by Parkinson’s disease. Notably, our method did not point to the ap-
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parently spurious and isolated regions selected by the MOM estimator (the tiny red spots in
Figure 5(a)). We also mention that the past research using FA-based analysis did not re-
port the Internal Capsule as a region affected by Parkinson’s disease. We suspect that this
discrepancy is due to the fact that FA discards the directional information of the diffusion
tensors while we use the full diffusion tensor which contains the directional information.
We plan to conduct a large-scale experiment in our future work to see if this observation

continues to hold.

Internal Capsule /

Substantia Nigra (SN) Substantia Nigra (SN)

(a) MOM estimates (b) Tweedie-adjusted estimates

Figure 5: Differences between Parkinson’s disease and control groups are superimposed on

dMRI scans of a randomly-chosen Parkinson’s disease patient and indicated in red.

5 Discussion and Conclusions

In this work, we presented shrinkage estimators for the mean and covariance of the Log-
Normal distribution defined on the manifold Py of N x N SPD matrices. We also showed that
the proposed shrinkage estimators are asymptotically optimal in a large class of estimators
including the MLE. The proposed shrinkage estimators are in closed form and resemble
(in form) the James-Stein estimator in Euclidean space RP. We demonstrated that the
proposed shrinkage estimators outperform the MLE via several synthetic data examples
and real data experiments using diffusion tensor MRI datasets. The improvements of the
proposed shrinkage estimators are significant especially in the small sample size scenarios,

which is very pertinent to medical imaging applications.
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Our work reported here is however based on the Log-Euclidean metric, and one of the
drawbacks of this metric is that it is not affine (GL) invariant, which is a desired property
in some applications. Unfortunately, the derivation of the shrinkage estimators under the
GL-invariant metric is challenging due to the fact that there is no closed-form expression
for some elementary quantities such as the sample FM which makes it almost impossible to
derive the corresponding SURE. Our future research efforts will focus on developing a general
framework for designing shrinkage estimators that are applicable to general Riemannian
manifolds.

For applications in localizing the regions of the brain where the two groups differ, our
approach already works well, but it can potentially be improved if we take into account the
fact that neighboring voxels within a region are close under some measure of similarity. For
instance, Mi(k) and M }k) should be close if voxels 7 and j are close. Currently, our approach
is to apply a spatial smoother to the Tweedie-adjusted estimates. Instead, the improvement
can be achieved by imposing regularization constraints, e.g. a spatial process prior, in the
proposed framework. However, the ensuing analysis becomes rather complicated and will be

the focus of our future efforts.
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Supplement to “An Empirical Bayes
Approach to Shrinkage Estimation on the
Manifold of Symmetric Positive-Definite
Matrices”

Abstract

In this supplement, we provide the technical details in section 3.2 of the main paper,
including the derivation of the risk function and the SURE, the proofs for Theorem
5 and 6, and the implementation details for minimizing SURE. The notation used in

this supplement is the same as in the main paper.

1 Preliminary

Before presenting the proofs, we review the following elementary results for both multivariate
normal distributions and Wishart distributions which are use extensively in the proofs. Let

X ~ Np(p,X). Then

B|X —c|* =tr X + [ln—c|®

BlIX —d[* = (tr¥)* +2tr(5%) + 4(u — ) 'S — o) + 2 — c|Ptr Z+ [ — ¢!
where ¢ € RP. For X ~ LN(M, %),

Ed(X,0) =tr S+ d? (M, C)
Edl (X,0) = (tr2)? + 2tx(3?) + 4(M — C)'S(M — C) + 2d2 5 (M, C) tr S + diy (M, C)

where C' € Py. These results can be easily obtained from the definition of the Log-Normal

distribution.
Let Y be a p x p symmetric matrix with eigenvalues Ay, ..., A\, and let K = (ky,...,k,) be
a (non-increasing) partition of a positive integer k, i.e. ky > ko >,..., >k, and > . k; =k

where the k;’s are non-negative integers. The zonal polynomial of Y corresponding to x,

denoted by C,(Y), is a symmetric, homogeneous polynomial of degree k in the eigenvalues
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A, ..., Ap. One of the properties of the zonal polynomials is that (tr Y)k =>  C.(Y). For

a more precise definition of the zonal polynomial and its calculations, we refer the readers

to Ch. 7 of Muirhead (1982). The following lemma is essential in our work.

Lemma 1 (Muirhead (1982), Corollary 7.2.4) If Y is positive definite, then C,(Y") > 0 for

all partitions k.

The jth elementary symmetric function of Y, denoted by tr; Y, is the sum of all principal

minors of order j of the matrix Y. For the case of j =1, tr; Y = Y7 | A\; = trY, and for the

case of j = 2, tra Y = >

1<j

are useful in the proofs

(trY)? = tr(Y?) + 2ty YV
(trY)* = (tr(YH)? + 4tr(Y) troy Y + 4(try V)2

= tr(Y?) 4+ 2try Y2 4 2(tr Y) (tr Y)?
For S ~ Wishart, (X, v), the kth moment, k =0,1,2,... of tr S is given by
B(rs)* =23 (5) Gl
sy =23 (5) 6

where

(a),i:ﬁ<a— Z;1>k

i=1
is called the generalized hypergeometric coefficient and

(a)g, =ala+1)...(a+k;—1), (a)g=1

AiAj. The definition gives rise to the following identities which

(12)

(13)

(14)

(Gupta & Nagar (2000), Theorem 3.3.23). Next, we review some elementary results for the

Wishart distribution:

ES =v¥
ES* =v(v+ )X+ v(tr )%
EtrpS=v(v—1)---(v—k+1)try X
E(trS)? =v(v+2)(trX)? —dvtr, ¥ = 2 (tr )% + 2v tr(X?).
These results can be found in Gupta & Nagar (2000)(p. 99 and p. 106).
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2 Derivation of the Risk Function and the SURE

Recall that the loss function is L((Z\/Z, 3), (M,%)) =p ' 37 d%E(]\//T M)+p 130, 15—
Si|l? = Li(M, M) + Ly(2,%). Write R((M, %), (M, X)) = EL (M, M) + ELy(2, %) =
Ry(M, M) + Ry(S,%). Then

Ry(M,M)=p" ZEd (M;, M;)
p 2 2
=P p [()\_l_n)QEdLE(Xz»MZ) + ()\_‘_n)gdLE(uaMz)
P
=p t(A+n)? Z [ntrEi + N2 o (p, M)
and
R p
Ro(B,)=p' Y (wtn—q=2)E|(¥ - (v—g- 1))+ (S — (n— 1)
i=1
p
=p! Z(y +n—q—2)" [E tr(S?) — 2(n — D) Etr(S;%;) + (n — 1)*tr(2?)
i=1

+tr(¥?) = 2(v — g — 1) tr(U%) + (v — ¢ — 1)* tr(Z?)

_— Zp;(u tn—q—2)72 [n(n — 1) (22 + (0 — 1)(tr D)% — 2(n — 1) tx(X2)
+Z(n —1)2r(57) + tr(¥?) = 2(v — ¢ — 1) tr(V%;) + (v — g — 1)* (%)

— Y=g =2)2 (=1 =g 1))
_22@ — g — Dtr(U) + (n — 1)(trs)? + tr(qﬂ)} .

To obtain the SURE for this risk function, we first have to find unbiased estimates of the
quantities trY;, d?g(p, M;), tr(X?), tr(¥Y;), and (trX;)%. With the results provided in
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Section 1, it is easy to verify the following equations:

tr(UY;) = B((n — 1) tr(TS)))
< n(tr S;)? — 2tr 52 )
(n=1)(n+1)(n—-2)
, (n—1)tr S? — (tr S;)?
tr? = B ) )

(n+1)(n —2)
n(n—1)/
Plugging the above unbiased estimates into the risk function we obtain
1 - o M 272 (v A2
SURE\, U, v, 1) =p ; (A+n) [n — trS; + N dig(Xi, 1) — Y p— tr Si]
(n—1)trS? — (tr Si)z)
(n—1(n+1)(n-2)

Fwrn—q=2)7 -1+ -q-1)(

n(trS)2 —2trS?  _v—q—1 2
(n+1)(n—2) 2 o ulrS) +u(Y ﬂ
P n—N/n %
- p‘l{ Sty [Pt S+ (5 )
i=1

n—3+w—q—1)>

2 ")

+(V+n—q—2)‘2[

v

(n—172—(v—q—1)° v—gq-1 (WS, + tr(\lfz)] }

(n—1(n+1)(n—2)

(tl"Si)2 -2

n—1

3 Proofs of the Theorems

The following lemmas are essential for proving Theorem 5.
Lemma 2 (Xie et al. 2012) Let X; N (0;, A;). Assume the following conditions:
(i) limsup, , p~' >0 A7 < oo,
(i) limsup, ,., p~' >0, A7 < oo,
(iii) limsup,_,.op~* >0, |6;*™ < oo for some § > 0.

Then E(maxi<i<, X?) = O(p*@*9)) where §* = min(1,§).
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The next lemma is an extension of the previous lemma to Log-Normal distributions.

Lemma 3 Let X; % LN(M;,%;) on Py and ¢ = N(N + 1)/2. Assume the following

conditions:
(i) limsup, oo p* >0, (tr Zi)Q < 00,
(ii) limsup, ,o.p~' 27, ]\Z'TEJ\Z < 0,
(iii) limsup,_,.o p~" 37, [log M;||*™® < oo for some & > 0.
Then E(maxi<;<, || log X;||?) = O(p**%)) where §* = min(1,§).

Proof. Write Y; = X; and y; = M;. Then ||Y;||> = |/log X;||%. From the definition of the
Log-Normal distribution, Y; N (i, X;). Since for j=1,...,q

sz < Z tr ;)
ZEZJJN” < Z,U/z zNz—ZMiTEiM

=1
Z TTRTRAMES Z a0 = Z [log M;|**°,
i=1 i=1 i=1

by Lemma 2, we have E(max;<;<,Y:%) = O(p*>t9)). Then

Z7J

B( max || 1og X;|?) = B( max ||v;]?)
NASY
q

2/(2+6%)
< 5(3 g 2) = 2 B v3) = 00
J:

which concludes the proof. O

Lemma 4 Let S; £ Wishart(X;,v) where the ¥;’s are ¢ X q symmetric positive-definite
matrices. If limsup, ., p~* >_7_, (tr $;)* < oo, then E(maxi<;<, ||Si[|?) = O(¢*p"/?(log p)* +
*p'/?(log q)*).
ind

Proof. Write S; = X;X] where X; ~ N,(0,%;). Then ||S;||*> = || X;||*. From Lemma 2,
we have F(max;<j<, X2) = O(p*?) and E(maxi<icpi<j<q X7;) = O(¢**p*3). Let X;; =

Il ) S E N

2127, ; where Z,; S N(0,1). Then X%, = 52,7, ; and

(2N

max < max  YZo. max  Z.
1<i<p,1<j<q " T 1<i<p,g<j<q "7 1<i<p,1<j<q

Il By Ry Il iy SL B Il By g e
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Since

4 . 4 . 4 =
1< D% o i < 12 tr(Z)” < Zl tr(Z)" = Op)
1=
implies max;<; <q X2 =O(p'/?) and
<i<p,1<j<q “~i,jj p

SUSPhA ) >

we have

E( max X;Z) < max X? »jE( max Zz‘,j) = O(p'*(logp + log q)?).

T 1<i<p,q<j<q

I B o R Il gy SF Sy US>

Then

E( max HSiHQ) - E( max HXiHA‘) -y
Sy

1<i<p 1<

q 2
2
j=1
q
4 2 2
oax < 21 X+ XiJXi,k) ]
j:

ik
4 4
< qE< max Xm-) +q(q — 1)E< max Xiu’)

B By g R

=F

Il iy SR

< ¢*O(p**(logp + log q)?)

= O(¢*p"*(logp)* + ¢*p"/*(log q)?)

Theorem 5 Assume the following conditions:
(i) limsup, ., p~* >0 (tr Zi)4 < 00,
(ii) limsup, ,..p~' 37, MTS,;M; < oo,
(iii) limsup,_,. p~" >0, [llog M;||*™® < oo for some 6 > 0.

Then

—~Ap AT

sup ‘SURE(A,\I/,V,M—L((M 5> ),(M,E))
)‘>O:V>(I+17H‘I/HSmaxlgigpiHSi”a
| og sl Smax < <y | 108 Kl

b
P20 as p — 00.
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Proof. First, we write the loss function L as
—~A\pu Vv 1 =\ " ST 2
L((M™7,277), (M —p Zd (MM, M) + (|27 — 3]

- (M ,M) 4 Ly (zqu 2),

where

P

Ly <]/\Z/\’u, M) =p! Z H()\ +n)"? (n(log)z} — logMZ-> + A(log,u — logMi>> H2
i=1
P

=yt DO+ ) (K, My) 4+ N2 (s, M)
i=1
+ Qn)\< log X; — log M;,log it — log MZ>] ,
P 2

Ly (i\hy, E> =pt Z(V +n—qg=2) (V= (v—qg—-1%) + (S — (n— 1)%))

=1

p

=Yg 2) b (9) 2 — g 1) (U5 £ (g~ 1) ()

+tr (S2) = 2(n — 1) tr ($:%%) + (n — 1)*tr (52)
+2(0 — (v —q—1)%;, 8 — (n — 1)Ez‘>]‘

Write the SURE as
SURE(A, i, ¥, v) = SURE; (A, ) + SURE, (W, v),

where

1 )‘Q/n 252 (v
SURE; (\, ) Z A+ 1) [ 22 tr S5+ A dLE(Xi,u)},

n—3+v-gqg-—1)° 2
SURE:(8.) =1 v+ n =42 [ ey ()

(n—12%—(v—q-—1)> 2 v—q—1 5
+ R CES) (trSi) -2 p— tr(\I/Si)—l—tr(\I/) .
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Since

/\)‘/1/ ~ U
sup SURE(\ W,v,p) — L((M ™", "), (M%) )| <
A>0,v>q+1,|| ¥ || <maxy <i<p [|Sill,
| log p|| <max; << || log X ||
/\)\7
sup ISURE (A, 1) — Li (M, M)
A>0, || log pl| <maxi<;<p || log X; ||
N\ N7
+ sup |SURE,(V,v) — Ly(5 7, 2)],

v>q+1, [ W[ <maxi<icp [|5i

it suffices to show the two terms on the right-hand side converge to 0 in probability. For the

first term,

ISURE; (\, p) — Ll(J\A/IA’”,M)| =

p
pt Z()\ +n)72 [n ﬁ : trS; — n?di g (X;, My)
=1

tr Sz =
+ N (m + di g (Xi, p) — di (M, #))

+ 2n)\< log X; — log M;,log pu — log Ml>] ‘

p

< p’IZ(/\—i-n)’Q(n_ trS; —n2diE(XZ,M))‘ (15)
i=1
+ —lzp: 2 ( tr.S; . (X )_d2 (M; ))
p o ()\+n)2 n(n—l) LE i b LE is b
(16)
p
2nA
1 . J— .
+|p ; Nt n)? <1ogX log M;, log logMZ>.
(17)

We will now prove the convergence of each of the three terms individually.
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For (15), from assumption (i), we have

P
Var <p1 Z ( 7_l Lt S; — n*d 5 (X, Ml))>
i—
p
= 1Plz\/'ar< Dt S, — n2d? (X; M))
D n—1 7 LE (2] 7
i=1
! ‘1ZP:E< " e S — n2d2y(X M)>2
= - roj—n iy Vg
pp 2 n—1 LE
2 P 'E(trS)2 _
nto i 2 1 74
= — _— Ed; o (X;, M;) — 2
D p . | (TL _ 1)2 +n LE( )
=1
2 P
1 tro 2
= n_p_l n+ (tr21)2+4 12
P — |[n—1 n—
=1
n? & 2
= —pil (trEl) +
P — ln —1 —

Then, by Markov’s inequality,

P
_ n S
p ! Z (n —3 trS; — n?dig(X;, Ml)>
i=1
Thus
P
sup |p~! )\+n_2(
Sup | izl( I
P n
= (sup(A+n)"2)|p!
</\>%)( ) )p Z:(n—l
1 P n
_ -1 29 v

Remark 1 By the identity (12), assumption (i) implies limsup, ,,, p~"

and limsup, ,, p~" > 5, try X; < oo.
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n —

L+ () 2t (5) - 2(0r )|

4 ] trg 2 + 2tr (Ef)} 2Z%0.

rob
P20 as p — o0.

prob

— 0 asp— 0. (18)

Pt (32) <



For (16),

p
_ /\2 tr Sz
sup ! ( (

+ diE(Xia M) - diE(Mia M)) |

A>0,log pl<maxycicy og Xl | =7 (A +1)? \n(n —1)
p
B A2 tr S;
- swp Y + [|og X;||* — || log M
250, [log | <maxy <y [ log %o | 4 (A+n)? \n(n—1)

+ 2(log X; — log M;, log p}) |

< sup
A>0

p
A2 tr.S; _
-1 i log X;||2 — || log M; 2)
> <A+n>2<n<n_1>+“ o8 Xi|1* — | 10g M

+ sup
A>0,|| log pf| Smaxy <i<p || logX-H

_ tr.S;
12( =+ 1 og Xill? = [llog MilP)

)\ n <ZlogX log Mi,log,u>
n)

2
(o)
- )\>Ig )\“—n

2)2 & .
+ sup P lllog log X; — log M;
X>0,[log pl <maxi<izy los Kl | (A+7)? Zl ( )
(By Cauchy’s inequality)
p
_ tr S;
<Y (g oy + Mow il = Il og M)
i=1
P
—1 7 7
+|p max || log X, || Zl (log X; — log M;)
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Since by assumptions (i) and (ii),

p
Var (p1 > (n(‘jj—s) + 1105 Xi[[* ~ [[105 M| ))
= Zw( )+y|1ogxy|2—ulogMH)
—p-2ZE( o+ o K = [log M)

P n+1 9 4 (trZi)Q 2tr (EZQ)
(nz(n -1) (tr¥)” - n?(n —1) tra 2 J{ n? * n?

4 ~ —~ 2
+ ﬁMz‘TziM" + g” log M;||? tr ; + || log Mi|’4> + || log M;]|*

= p_2

1=

2 1 1 2
vt Ei<—tr i+ || log MZ-HQ) - 2<—tr i + || log Min) | log Mj||? — = tr 54 log MiHQ]
n n n n

(%)’ — try X + %tr (=) + %J\ZTEJ\Z] %0,

|
no
=
| — |
S
S
|
o)

n?(n —1)

prob

p
t
P (n(an_> + | log X;||* — || log M| ) —0 asp— o0

by Markov’s inequality. Since by Lemma 3,

2 . .
E 5 lax || log Xl Z (log X; — log M,) ]
p i=1
) » ) 21 1/2
Sp E(1n<1a<x | log X || ) Z(logXi—logMi) ]

i=1
= 0(p™) x OV ) x 0
— O/,

we have

prob

— 0

sup
A>0, || log pf| <maxi <<y || log Xl

p
1 tl"Si 2 2 2
> e (B (K ) — (M) 23

as p — oo. (19)
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For (17), we have

P
2nA -
-1
sup P —< log X; — log M;, log ;1 — log Ml>
A>0,] log | <maxy <i<y || log | ; (A +n)?
2n\ _ P _
< sup [p~'—"— max || log X; log X; — log M,
_)\>]3p ()\—Fn)zléiﬁp” & ” ;( & & )H
p
2n\ -
+sup [p! —<lo X, — log M;, 1o Mi>
sup | p ;(/\Jrn)z g g M;, log
1 | . 1< .
= 2_p 112%); || log X, || ZZI (IOgXl- — log Mz) + 2_p ZZI <10g X; — log M;, log MZ>

since supy.o2nA/(A +n)? = 1/2. By assumption (ii), we have

Var

p
p! Z <10g X; — log M;,log MZ>]

=1

d _ 2
=p 2 Z E< log X; — log M;, log M1>
i=1
d — ~ —~ ~ ~\T7 ~—

i=1

p
1~
_9 T pP—00
p Z_; M,
and again by Markov’s inequality,

1 & _ ro
|2—§ :<logXi—logMi,logMi> P8 ) as p — oo
P

Thus,
u 2nA - b
sup -1 —<10gXi—logMi,log,u—logMi> PPR0 asp — oo
A0, log | <maxy << || Tog X (A+mn)?
) > <i<p i =1
(20)
Combining (18), (19), and (20), we have
/\Av ro
sup }SUREl(/\,,u) — L (M #, M)‘ PR as p — 00. (21)

)‘>07|| log #||SmaX1§i§p ” log XIH
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For the second term, we have

SURE, (T, v) — Ly(8",3),|
= |p~t Z(V +n—q—2)%2v—q— 1)(% — tr(\I/Ei)>

(n—=172-(—q—1) (n—17°—(r—q—1)
(n+1)(n—2)(n—1) (n+1)(n—2)

+2(n — 1) tr(S;%;) — ((n — 12+ (v—q— 1)2) tr(¥?)

(tr S;)* — tr(S?)

— 2<\If —wv—q-1)%,8—-(n— 1>2i>] ‘

N~ 2v—g =D - 1)

+|p! Z Cv [ (tr Si)2 — (n — 1)2(tr 25)2 — 2(n — 1) tr(zg)}

1S (= 1)C0w) [tr(sf) (= 1)(trS)? — n(n — 1) tr(zg)]

=1

<

p

7 32 =[5 = (0= D xS

u 2<\If (v—q—1)%;,8 — (n—1)%;)

-1
P (v+n—qg—2)2

where

W)= (v+n—q-2)"

Note that sup,., ; C(v) = [(n+1)(n —2)(n — 1)]7".
For (22), by Lemma 4, we have

sup
v>q+1,[| 9| <maxi <i<p [|Sil|

< sup <2<V —q— 1)(77’ B 1>p—1 max ”Sz”

v>q+l (v4+n—q—2)? 1<i<p

- 2(” - 1)2 -1
~ o (p s 151
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and
p

1

B/ max ||| ;Sz-—(n—l)&]
. 211/2
< E(g%HSH) ZS (n—1)% ]

=O0(p") x O(gp"*logp + qp*'*log q) x O(p*/?)

= O(p™"*logp) = o(1).

Hence, we have

prob

— 0 asp— 0.

p—l i 2(V —q— 1)<n B 1) <\II,SZ . (TL _ 1)Ez>

v emm ey 5 | (g 2)
(27)
For (23), we have
Vs;;gl Z C(v [ (trS;)? — (n — 1)*(tr 2;)* — 2(n — 1) tr(Z?)]
= i i T pt Z [ (tr 8;)% — (n — 1)%(tr 2;) — 2(n — 1)tr(z§)]
and
Var 12 [ (tr S;)% — (n — 1)%(tr 2;)2 — 2(n — 1) tr(zg)}]
= p2 Z\/ar ((tr S — (n—1)2(tr 252 — 2(n — 1) tr(z§>)
= p 2 Z E< (trS;)? — (n — 1)*(tr 2;)* — 2(n — 1) tr(Z?))z
=23 [B(rS)* — ((n— 17 %) + 20— 1) tr(zg))Q}
= 2 (%5 1)&62(22-) —(n—1)'(trsy)’
Al — 1P (tr )2 tr(32) — 4(n — 1)2(tr(z§))2] 22X 0 (by (13)).
By Markov’s inequality, we have
Y [(tr S)? — (n— 1)2(tr2;)? — 2(n — 1) m@?)] PR asp oo (28)
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Remark 2 By Lemma 1, assumption (i) implies limsup, ,.,p~" >V Ci(3;) < oo for all

=1
partitions x = (ki, ..., k,) with > k; <4.

For (24), we have

p

s Y= 1C0W) [tr(sf) — (n—D)(tr)? — nln — 1) tr(zf)]
=07 1)1(n 5 p! Z [tr(sf) —(n—1)(tr ;)% —n(n— 1) tr(zg)}

and

Var

Y [tr(sf) (=) S)? —nln—1) tr(zg)}]

—p 2 Var (tr(sf) (= 1)) —nln — 1) tr(zg))

=1

_ Z B((52) — (n— 1)(tr 5> n(n — 1) tr(zf))2

P

=p? 4 [ (tr(S7))* — <(” — D(trZ)* +n(n - 1) tr(z?))z}
Zp: [ (tr S;)* = (n—1)%(tr 5,)*

—2n(n — 1)2(tr ;) tr(2?) — n*(n — I)Q(tr(E?))Q] 230 (by (13)).

By Markov’s inequality, we have

p

Y [tr(sf) —(n— D)(tr)? —nln — 1) tr(zf)] RO asp oo (29)
i=1
For (25), by Cauchy’s inequality, we have
p p
p > 2 - 1)[m~(5iz ) — (n— 1) tx(52) } = > 2 - )58 — (n - DY)
i=1 i=1

2(n—1)p Zyzl,sl (n—1)%,)]

2(n—1)p Z [Zill[[Si = (n = 1)
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Then

Var ( (n—1)p X:IIZ I1S: = n—l)ZiH)

_ ‘“%p—l Z;Var (ISiIlIS: = (0 — D))

<A (Pl ~ (0= U

_ A‘(”T?l)zpl itr(zf) [B6x(87) — 2(n — DB (ST + (0~ 1) ()

_ A1 th (52) [ — 1) tr(53) + (n — D)(tr2)* — 2(n — 1)*tr(5F) + (n — 1)2tr(2?>]
_ wp—l 'p (4(2))% + tr(S2) (tr 2,)2 22 0.

By Markov’s inequality, we have

% g as p — 0o. (30)

p Y 2(n - 1) [tr(SiZi) —(n—1) tr(zg)]

=1

For (26), we have

sup
v>g+1, || V][ <maxi<i<p [|Si|

p_1i2<\11—(y—q—1)2i,5i—(

(vrn—q—27

=1

p ¢ — p— .
< sup —12 2<\I]>SZ (n 1)§z>
Z/>q+1,H\I/H§max1<i<p Al —~ (v+n—-q-2)
V—q—l N(Ei, S — (n— 1)%;
+ sup |p!
v>q+1 — (v+n—q—2)>2
p
< sup p_122<\11,5i (n—1)% _IZQ<ZZ,SZ
)| <maxi<i<p IS5 ]| i1
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Since by assumption (i)

ple EZ,SZ n—12>>
=1

I
| =
3

-
I
A

< piz IS4 P1S: = (n = 1))
_ piz ISHPE[ r(S2) — 2(n — 1) te(S;5%) + (n — 1) tr(32)]
_ %Z f(59)[(n— 1) (5) + (0 — (e 5,)?]

@
Il
—

1< -
<N (wrm)t Yo,
p =1

by Markov’s inequality, we have

p
1=1

prob

— 0 asp— oo.

Similarly, we have

p
p Y 2V, S — (n—-1)%; — max ||S;| S;i—(n—1)%;
Hw<maxl<z<pus I Z )= p isisp ;
and
2 p
E plngg«g;HSH 215 (n—1)% ] = o(1)

Hence, we have

Z (v+n—q—2)?2

b
0 as p — 0o.

sup
v>q+1,|| ¥ <maxi <<y [|Si]| i—1
(31)
Combining (27), (28), (29), (30), and (31), we have
oy TO
sup |SURE; (1, ¥) — Ly(E, 3)| p—> 0 asp— 0. (32)
v>q+1,|| V|| <maxi <;<p [|Si]]
0

The proof is concluded by (21) and (32).
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Theorem 6 If assumptions (i), (ii), and (iii) in Theorem 5 hold, then

— SURE ~SURE

nim (R((M ), (M.3)) - R((M1.2"), (M.T))| <0

Proof. Since
L<(]/\ZSURE7 iSURE)’ (M, 2)) B L((]\/ZTM, ixp,y)’ (M, 2))
_ L((]\//\[SURE’ iSURE)7 (M, E)) — SURE(XSURE jSURE {jSURE 5SURE)
+ SURE(ASURE jSURE [SURE 5SUREY _ QURE(), u, U, »)

+ SURE(\ 1, W,0) — L( (M, £, (M, %))

< sup L((]\//\IA’“,EQ’V),(M, 2)) _ SURE(), u,\lf,u)‘
PWIR\N7
0
+ sup L((]\/ZA’M,E\P’V), (M, 2)) — SURE(M, 1, W, )
PWIR\N7
—2 sup L((]\/ZA’”,E\P’V), (M, 2)) _ SURE(M, 1, ¥, )|,
RWIR\ N7

from Theorem 5, we have

lim

[L<<ASURE ~SURE A ~Tp
p—0o0

M ET) (ML) - (M), (M, m))| <o,

Hence, by dominated convergence, we have

Jim [R((27. 87, (01, 9) - (1.7, (01,3
= Jim B[ (S, (013)) (01,87, (1. 9))
_ E{ ]}ggo [L((]\/ZISURE7 ESURE)’ (M. E)) B L<<M)\7M’ i‘l/,u>’ (M, E))} }
<0.
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4 Implementation Details

—~A\u Vv

Note that to find the shrinkage estimators (M = ,3 ), we need to solve the optimization

problem

min SURE(A, i, ¥, v)

A, U

which is a non-convex optimization problem. Hence the solution depends heavily on the

initialization of the minimization algorithm. In this section, we provide a way to choose the

initialization so that, in our experiments, the algorithm converges successfully in less than

10 iterations. We can compute the marginal expectations

EYP(X1) = BYE X (XIP|M) | = EEFIM] = g

Edi(X]7, 1) = Bx, { By, [Ex (df g (X7, )| My, 35) 5] }

:EziKl/n‘i‘l/)‘) trzl} - (%4_%)%

n—1
BIST) = B, [ (57 150)) = B[] =
i 2 S \P¢ v 2 n—q—2 n—q-—?2

(33)

(34)
(35)

(36)

where EME(-) denotes the Fréchet expectation with respect to the Log-Euclidean metric, i.e.

EM(X) = exp(E(log X)). Thus the hyperparameters can be written as

= ELYE (XlLE)
nEdiy (Xi*, 1)

A= o E(tr S;) — Ed? 5 (XIE 1) (by (34) and (35))

_ g+1 r
T T (B(S)E(S, )~ 1 +q+1 (by (35) and (306))
v =""9"ps) (b (39))
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and an initialization of the hyperparameters can be obtained by replacing the (Fréchet)

expectations with the corresponding sample (Fréchet) means, i.e.

p
[to = exp <p‘1 > log XZ-LE>

np_l p d%E(X 7“0)
letrSZ Py d%E(XLEaNO)

+1
vy = a +qg+1

b (0 SO, 57| -1

\1,0:’/0—_‘1—125

n—l

Ao =

p(n—1)

Note that these initial values can also be viewed as empirical Bayes estimates for u, A\, v, and
U obtained by matching moments. However these estimates do not possess the asymptotic
optimality as stated in Theorem 5 and Theorem 6 since they are not obtained by minimizing

an estimate of the risk function.
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