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1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation

Mixed-type responses (i.e. continuous, categorical, and count data) are com-
monly encountered. For example, in developmental toxicology, a group of preg-
nant dams may be exposed to a test substance, and the outcomes of interest
include the presence or absence of birth defects or fetal death (binary responses),
fetal weight and dam’s uterine weight (continuous responses), and the number
of pups in each litter (a count response) [60, 39, 26]. In clinical trials, mixed-type
outcomes are used to assess the efficacy and safety of treatments or interven-
tions. Efficacy is often quantified by a continuous variable, while safety is a
binary variable [70, 85]. In manufacturing systems, performance metrics are
frequently a mix of continuous and discrete responses [24, 41, 20]. Finally, mul-
tivariate counts and categorical data often arise in image classification analysis
[82] and in gene expressions of patients with different cancer types [64].

Analysts often wish to jointly model q mixed-type responses given a set of p
covariates, since the responses are correlated and the p predictors jointly affect
all q responses. However, specifying a joint likelihood function is difficult. Thus,
correlations between the responses are usually accommodated by employing
shared latent variables or shared random effects [52, 26, 20, 75] or by factorizing
the joint likelihood as a product of conditional densities and a marginal density
[24, 30, 22]. In this paper, we adopt the first approach and use a latent vector
to connect the q mixed responses and the p predictor variables.

1.2. Related works

Bayesian approaches are appealing because they provide natural uncertainty
quantification through the posterior distribution. However, it has historically
been challenging to implement Bayesian models for mixed-type multivariate re-
gression, especially if p is moderate or large. Several Bayesian computational
tools, such as integrated nested Laplace approximation (INLA) [63] and Hamil-
tonian Monte Carlo (HMC) [54] are only appropriate for small p [12]. Other
Bayesian approaches require inefficient rejection samplers or Metropolis-Hastings
(MH) algorithms that are difficult to tune [12]. To address these challenges, [75]
proposed to use mixtures of normal distributions to approximate the residual
errors for logistic and log-linear models with shared random effects. These ap-
proximations permit closed-form Gibbs sampling updates, but the subsequent
algorithm is no longer exact. Recently, [12] introduced a hierarchical generalized
transformation model where the mixed-typed responses are first transformed to
continuous variables and then an exact Gibbs sampler is applied to the trans-
formed responses. While this alleviates some computational difficulties, the re-
gression coefficients may be less interpretable since the transformation changes
the scale of the original responses.

In this paper, we develop a new approach for mixed-type multivariate Bayesian
regression based on Pólya–gamma (PG) augmented latent variables [59]. All of
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the conditional distributions in our model are tractable. Thus, our method can
be implemented with an exact Gibbs sampling algorithm, and no transforma-
tions of the responses or approximations for residual error terms are required
to fit it. While PG data augmentation (PGDA) [59] has been widely used for
univariate Bayesian regression models with discrete responses, PGDA has sur-
prisingly been overlooked for Bayesian analysis of mixed-type multivariate data.
A strength of our proposed method is its simplicity and the fact that it allows for
exact Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling from the posterior without
transforming the data [12].

In addition to its computational simplicity, our method also performs vari-
able selection. Earlier works on mixed-type multivariate regression models (e.g.
[26, 85, 24, 12]) did not consider variable selection from the p covariates. How-
ever, if p is moderate or large, then variable selection is often desirable. Recently,
several variable selection methods for mixed-type multivariate regression mod-
els have been proposed. From the frequentist perspective, [42] introduced the
Multivariate Regression of Mixed Responses (MRMR) method which applies
an ℓ1 penalty on the regression coefficients. However, the MRMR method of
[42] only provides point estimates and lacks inferential capabilities. [20] recently
proposed the Bayesian sparse multivariate regression for mixed responses (BS-
MRMR) model which uses spike-and-slab priors to identify significant variables
and provides uncertainty quantification through the posterior distributions.

We pause here to highlight the main differences between our method and the
BS-MRMR method of [20]. First, we use continuous global-local shrinkage (GL)
priors, whereas [20] use point-mass spike-and-slab priors. In particular, [20] only
consider cases where p < n, and in their numerical and real data examples, p is
no larger than 80. In contrast, we consider cases where p ≫ n, including a real
application where p = 9183 and n = 174. In the past, global-local priors en-
joyed significant computational advantages over point-mass spike-and-slab pri-
ors [8, 10, 7]. For example, [46] and [44] give numerical examples where it is very
computationally challenging or even impractical to fit multivariate Bayesian re-
gression models with point-mass spike-and-slab priors when p is large. Recently,
however, there has been some work that greatly improves the computational effi-
ciency of point-mass spike-and-slab priors [36, 84]. Unfortunately, these promis-
ing new spike-and-slab approaches are restricted to univariate Gaussian linear
regression and have yet to be explored for mixed-type multivariate regression
models. In this work, we focus on GL priors primarily due to their analytical
convenience, especially in simplifying posterior sampling.

Motivated by applications from genomics where p is often larger than n,
we develop a new Bayesian variable selection method for mixed-type multivari-
ate regression using GL shrinkage priors. We call our approach the Mixed-type
Multivariate Bayesian Model with Shrinkage Priors (Mt-MBSP). GL priors are
especially convenient because of their representation as Gaussian scale mixtures,
which allows for conjugate updates. This leads to a straightforward one-step es-
timation procedure. Here, “one-step” refers to fitting the Mt-MBSP model with
all p predictors only once and then using the subsequent posterior distribution
for inference.
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Apart from their different prior distributions, a second major difference be-
tween our Mt-MBSP method and the BS-MRMR method of [20] is that we
propose a two-stage estimation method that first screens out many spurious
variables in the first stage. In contrast, [20] do not perform a variable prescreen-
ing procedure before conducting final variable selection. It is well-established
that when p ≫ n, variable prescreening often improves the estimation and
prediction accuracy of variable selection methods [28, 53]. For example, in the
genomic data application in Section 9 of [53], the authors employ prescreening
to reduce the number of predictor genes from p = 22,575 to p ∈ {200, 400}
before fitting their Bayesian variable selection method.

Finally, [20] do not provide any theoretical justifications for BS-MRMR,
whereas we theoretically characterize the asymptotic behavior of Mt-MBSP
(both its one-step and two-step variants). Theory for Bayesian mixed-type mul-
tivariate regression models is very scarce. Due to the unknown correlations be-
tween multiple responses, theory for univariate response regression models does
not trivially extend to the multivariate, mixed-type setting. Moreover, theoret-
ical results established under the assumption of subexponential growth of p do
not automatically hold in the setting of exponential growth, as we later show.

1.3. Our contributions: methodological and theoretical novelties

One of the contributions of this paper is to enhance theoretical understanding
of Bayesian mixed response models. To the best of our knowledge, we present
the first asymptotic results for Bayesian mixed-type multivariate regression.
First, we derive the posterior contraction rate for the one-step Mt-MBSP model
when p grows subexponentially with respect to n. We further establish that a
subexponential growth rate of p in n is both necessary and sufficient for poste-
rior consistency. Although the Bayesian high-dimensional literature commonly
makes this assumption [4, 17, 53], it was not previously known whether subex-
ponential growth of p in n is actually necessary or whether this can be relaxed
(in either multivariate or univariate Bayesian models).

The assumption of subexponential growth may also be invalid in the era
of “big data,” especially in applications involving high-throughput biological
and genomic data [28]. This has prompted some researchers to study variable
selection methods when p can grow exponentially fast with n [47]. However,
the asymptotic regime where p is allowed to diverge exponentially fast has not
been studied before in the Bayesian framework. In this paper, we derive a
negative result showing that under standard assumptions on the design matrix
and sparsity of the regression coefficients, exponential growth of p with respect
to n can lead to posterior inconsistency under the one-step Mt-MBSP method
and other one-stage estimators.

To overcome the limitation of the one-step estimator and improve estimation
when p≫ n, we introduce a novel two-step estimation procedure. The first step
of our two-stage approach screens out a large number of predictors. The second
step then fits the Mt-MBSP model to only the predictors that remain in the
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model after the first step. We prove that our proposed two-step algorithm has
the sure screening property. Consequently, we show that our two-step estimator
can consistently estimate the true regression coefficients even when p grows
exponentially with n. Furthermore, even if p does not grow exponentially fast,
the two-step estimator still improves upon the one-step estimator with a sharper
posterior contraction rate under the p≫ n regime.

Two-stage estimators are frequently used in statistics. In this general class
of estimators, a “pilot” estimate is first obtained, and then based on this pilot
estimate, a second estimation procedure is done to yield an improved estima-
tor. For example, a two-stage estimator may achieve an optimal or accelerated
convergence rate or attain an oracle property that the one-stage estimator is
incapable of achieving [29, 87, 6, 72, 80, 18]. In the present context, our two-
step Mt-MBSP corrects the potential inconsistency of one-step Mt-MBSP and
achieves an accelerated convergence rate when p > n.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:

1. Methodologically, we introduce the Mt-MBSP method for Bayesian esti-
mation and variable selection in mixed-type multivariate regression mod-
els even when p ≫ n. Our method accommodates correlations between
the mixed-type (discrete and continuous) response variables trough latent
variables and facilitates variable selection from the p covariates using con-
tinuous shrinkage priors. By employing PGDA, Mt-MBSP can also be fit
with an exact Gibbs sampler.

2. Theoretically, we derive both necessary and sufficient conditions for poste-
rior contraction under the one-step Mt-MBSP model when p≫ n. We shed
new light on asymptotics for Bayesian high-dimensional regression models
by formally establishing that subexponential growth of p with respect to
n is a necessary condition for the posterior consistency of one-stage es-
timators. The overwhelming majority of asymptotic theory for Bayesian
high-dimensional regression models focuses only on sufficient conditions
for consistency. Our necessary conditions are useful in that they imply
conditions which, if violated, lead to posterior inconsistency.

3. We introduce a two-step estimation procedure that screens out spurious
variables and that gives consistent estimation when p grows exponentially
with respect to n. The proposed Bayesian prescreening procedure using
GL priors is a new idea and can be applied to either multivariate or uni-
variate regression models. We provide theoretical support for the two-step
procedure by establishing its sure screening property and its posterior con-
traction rate when p is allowed to grow exponentially fast with n. This
ultrahigh-dimensional regime is different from the existing literature on
Bayesian high-dimensional asymptotics, which has assumed subexponen-
tial growth of p with n.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the Mt-
MBSP method and discuss posterior sampling. Section 3 presents asymptotic
results for the one-step Mt-MBSP estimator. In Section 4, we introduce a novel
two-step algorithm which we study theoretically. Section 5 presents simulations
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and examples on real datasets. Section 6 concludes the paper. All of the proofs
are deferred to Appendix C.

1.4. Notation

For two sequences of positive real numbers an and bn, an = o(bn) means
limn→∞ an/bn = 0, while an = O(bn) means |an/bn| ≤ M for some positive
real number M independent of n. The ℓ2 norm of a vector v is denoted by ∥v∥,
while the Frobenius norm of a matrix A is denoted by ∥A∥F . For a symmetric
matrix C, we denote its minimum and maximum eigenvalues by λmin(C) and
λmax(C) respectively. For a set S, we denote its cardinality by |S| and for a
subset T ⊂ S, T c means T c = S \ T . Finally, a positive measurable function
L defined over (c,∞), for some c ≥ 0, is said to be slowly varying if for every
fixed α > 0, L(αx)/L(x) → 1 as x→ ∞.

2. The Mt-MBSP Method

2.1. Joint modeling of mixed-type responses

Let Yn = (y1, . . . ,yn)
⊤ be an n× q response matrix of n samples, where yi =

(yi1, . . . , yiq)
⊤, i = 1, . . . , n, are q × 1 response vectors. Suppose that we have

a mixture of continuous and discrete responses in Yn. Let θi = (θi1, . . . , θiq)
⊤

be a q × 1 natural parameter vector whose elements are related to a linear
combination of covariates through a specified link function.

In our joint modeling approach, we model the continuous responses in yi

using Gaussian densities, i.e. if the kth component of each response vector yi, i =
1, . . . , n, is continuous, then

pk(yik | θik) =
1

(2π)1/2
exp

(
− (yik − θik)

2

2

)
. (2.1)

Meanwhile, we model the discrete responses in yi using the following density
function, i.e. if the ℓth component of yi, ℓ ̸= k, is discrete, then

pℓ(yiℓ | θiℓ) = C
{exp(θiℓ)}f

(1)
iℓ

{1 + exp(θiℓ)}f
(2)
iℓ

, i = 1, . . . , n, ℓ = 1, . . . , q, (2.2)

where {f (1)iℓ }qℓ=1 and {f (2)iℓ }qℓ=1 are values which may depend on Yn, and C is
the normalizing constant. The family of densities (2.2) is quite broad and can
model a variety of discrete data types. Some examples of response variables
belonging to this family are listed below.

Example 1 (Bernoulli). Let f (1) = y ∈ {0, 1} and f (2) = 1. Then

P (Y = y | θ) =
(

exp(θ)

1 + exp(θ)

)y (
1

1 + exp(θ)

)1−y

=
{exp(θ)}y

1 + exp(θ)
.
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Example 2 (binomial). Let f (1) = y ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,M} and f (2) =M . Then

P (Y = y | θ, M) =

(
M
y

)
py(1− p)M−y ∝ {exp(θ)}y

{1 + exp(θ)}M
,

where p = exp(θ)/{1 + exp(θ)}.

Example 3 (multinomial). For multinomial response variables with L > 2
classes and M trials, we can reexpress the multinomial density as

P (Y1 = y1, . . . , YL−1 = yL−1 | θ1, . . . , θL−1,M) ∝
L−1∏
ℓ=1

exp(θℓ)
yℓ

[1 + exp(θℓ)]Mℓ
,

where M1 = M and Mℓ = M −
∑

j<ℓ yj for 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ L − 1 [50]. That is, for
class ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1},

P (Yℓ = yℓ | θℓ) ∝
exp(θℓ)

yℓ

{1 + exp(θℓ)}Mℓ
,

i.e. f
(1)
ℓ = yℓ ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,M} and f

(2)
ℓ =Mℓ in (2.2).

Example 4 (negative binomial). Let f (1) = y ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . } and f (2) = y + r.
Then

P (Y = y | θ, r) =

(
y + r − 1

y

)
py(1− p)r ∝ {exp(θ)}y

{1 + exp(θ)}y+r
,

where p = exp(θ)/{1 + exp(θ)}.

Remark 1. The Poisson distribution with rate parameter θ is a limiting case
of the negative binomial (NB) distribution with r = ∞. To model equidispersed
count data with (2.2), we can set r to be large. For large r, the NB is practically
indistinguishable from a Poisson [40]. The NB is also more flexible in its ability
to model overdispersed counts.

Remark 2. For unknown dispersion parameter r in the NB model, we can
model r with a G(c1, c2) prior, i.e. a gamma distribution with shape and rate
parameters (c1, c2). This leads to a conditionally conjugate update for r in the
Gibbs sampler (see Appendix A).

The parametric family (2.2) is especially convenient, as it facilitates closed-
form updates for Gibbs sampling. In particular, (2.2) enables a PGDA approach
to easily sample from the posterior distributions of the parameters. A random
variable ω is said to follow a Pólya–gamma distribution PG(a, b) with parame-
ters a > 0 and b ∈ R if

ω =
1

2π2

∞∑
k=1

gk(
k − 1

2

)2
+
(

b
2π

)2 , and gk ∼ G(a, 1).
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Let κ = f (1) − 0.5f (2) and PG(ω | f (2), 0) denote the density function for
PG(f (2), 0), and then we have the following identity from [59]:

p(y | θ) ∝ {exp(θ)}f(1)

{1 + exp(θ)}f(2)
= 2−f(1)

eκθ
∫ ∞

0

e−ωθ2/2 PG(ω | f (2), 0) dω.

Thus, conditional on ω, the likelihood contribution is Gaussian in θ, i.e.

p(θ | ω, y) ∝ p(θ)eκθe−ωθ2/2 ∝ p(θ) exp

{
−ω
2

(
θ − κ

ω

)2}
. (2.3)

On the other hand, if y is continuous and has the density (2.1), then

p(θ | y) ∝ p(θ)p(y | θ) ∝ p(θ) exp

{
−1

2
(θ − y)

2

}
. (2.4)

From (2.3)-(2.4), we can unify continuous and discrete outcomes with the fol-
lowing conditional density of θ,

p(θ | ω, y) ∝ p(θ) exp
{
−ω
2
(θ − z)

2
}
, (2.5)

where

z =

 y and ω = 1 if y is continuous as in (2.1);

f(1)−0.5f(2)

ω and ω ∼ PG(f (2), 0) if y is discrete as in (2.2).

(2.6)
Our construction (2.5)-(2.6) allows for simplicity of Bayesian computation. In
particular, if p(θ) in (2.5) is a Gaussian density, then the conditional density for
θ | ω, z is also Gaussian. This implies that modeling the q responses through a
latent Gaussian distribution leads to tractable full conditionals.

2.2. Prior specification

Having specified the form for the q responses in yi in (2.1)-(2.2), we now jointly
model them given a set of p covariates xi, where xi = (xi1, . . . xip)

⊤. Let B
denote a p× q unknown matrix of regression coefficients. We model the natural
parameter θi in (2.1)-(2.2) with covariates xi as follows:

θi = B⊤xi + ui, ui ∼ Nq(0,Σ), i = 1, . . . , n, (2.7)

where ui is a q-dimensional random effect vector with covariance Σ that models
the correlations among the q responses. Based on (2.5)-(2.6), there exist cor-
responding augmented data vectors zi and ωi for each yi. Denote the n × q
matrices of auxiliary variables, Zn = (z1, . . . , zn)

⊤ and Wn = (ω1, . . . ,ωn)
⊤,

where the (i, k)th entries zik and ωik are defined as in (2.6). Then by (2.5)-(2.7),
we have

zi = B⊤xi + ui + εi, ui ∼ Nq(0, Σ), εi ∼ Nq(0, Ω
−1
i ), i = 1, . . . , n, (2.8)
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Table 1
Polynomial-tailed priors, their respective hyperpriors p(ξj) up to normalizing constant C,

and the slowly-varying component L(ξj).

Prior p(ξj)/C L(ξj)

Student’s t ξ−a−1
j exp(−a/ξj) exp (−a/ξj)

TPBN ξu−1
j (1 + ξj)

−a−u {ξj/(1 + ξj)}a+u

Horseshoe ξ
−1/2
j (1 + ξi)

−1 ξ
a+1/2
j /(1 + ξj)

NEG (1 + ξj)
−1−a {ξj/(1 + ξj)}a+1

GDP
∫∞
0 (λ2/2) exp(−λ2ξj/2)λ

2a−1 exp(−ηλ)dλ
∫∞
0 ta exp(−t− η(2t/ξj)

1/2)dt

Horseshoe+ ξ
−1/2
j (ξj − 1)−1 log(ξj) ξ

a+1/2
j (ξj − 1)−1 log(ξj)

where Ωi = diag(ωi1, . . . , ωiq) and ui is the random effect in (2.7). Let B =
(b1, . . . ,bp)

⊤. To apply the Bayesian approach, we endow the rows bj of B
with the following independent GL priors:

bj | ξj ∼ Nq(0, τξjIq), ξj ∼ p(ξj), j = 1, . . . , p, (2.9)

where τ > 0 is a global shrinkage parameter which shrinks all elements in bj

to zero. Meanwhile, the ξj is a local shrinkage parameter that controls the
individual shrinkage in bj through a combination of heavy mass around zero
and heavy tails. We assume that p(ξj) is a polynomial-tailed density,

p(ξj) = Kξ−v−1
j L(ξj), (2.10)

where K > 0 is the constant of proportionality, v is a positive real number, and
L is a slowly varying function valued over (0,∞). If ∥bj∥ is zero or close to zero,
then the combination of global shrinkage and heavy mass near zero in p(ξj)
ensures that the entries are in bj are heavily shrunk to zero. On the other hand,
if ∥bj∥ is large, then the heavy tails of p(ξj) counteract the global shrinkage from
τ and prevent overshrinkage of bj . This adaptive shrinkage allows Mt-MBSP to
identify the nonzero signals.

The polynomial-tailed prior density function (2.10) encompasses many well-
known shrinkage prior distributions, including the Student’s t, three parame-
ter beta normal (TPBN) [2], horseshoe [16], normal-exponential-gamma (NEG)
[35], generalized double Pareto (GDP) [3], and horseshoe+ [8]. Table 1 lists the
p(ξj)’s and L(ξj)’s in (2.10) for these priors. The TPBN family includes the
horseshoe (u = 0.5, a = 0.5) and NEG (u = 1, a > 0) as special cases.

A similar prior (2.9)-(2.10) was used by [4] for the regression coefficients in
the Gaussian multivariate linear regression model y = B⊤x+ ε, ε ∼ Nq(0,Σ).
Different from [4], the mixed-type response model introduced in this paper allows
for binary, categorical, or discrete outcomes by employing latent vectors (2.8) to
link the responses and the covariates. In contrast, the method of [4] can only be
used if all of the response variables are continuous. Moreover, [4] make a very
restrictive assumption that the covariance matrix Σ is known. In this article,
we treat Σ as unknown with a prior.

To complete our prior specification, we endow the covariance matrix Σ for
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the random effect ui ∼ Nq(0,Σ) in (2.7) with an inverse Wishart prior,

Σ ∼ IW(d1, d2Iq), (2.11)

where d1 > q − 1 is the degrees of freedom and d2 > 0 is a scale parameter.

2.3. Posterior sampling and variable selection

Thanks to the data augmentation scheme with latent vectors (zi,ωi), it is very
convenient to derive a simple Gibbs sampler to implement our method. In par-
ticular, if the TPBN prior [2] is used for (2.9)-(2.10), then all conditional distri-
butions under (2.9) have a closed form. The TPBN prior can be reparameterized
as

bj | νj ∼ Nq(0, νjIq), νj | ηj ∼ G(u, ηj), ηj ∼ G(a, τ), j = 1, . . . , p, (2.12)

and includes the popular horseshoe prior [16] when u = a = 0.5. For concrete-
ness, we discuss the Gibbs sampler with TPBN priors (2.12) for the local scale
parameters. However, it is straightforward to derive the Gibbs sampler for the
other polynomial-tailed priors listed in Table 1 by similarly reparameterizing
them as in (2.12). Our theoretical results in Sections 3 and 4 are also derived
under the general class of polynomial-tailed densities (2.10).

We first consider the Gibbs sampling algorithm for our model with all p pre-
dictors. We refer to this as the one-step Gibbs sampler. In Section 4, we will in-
troduce and theoretically analyze a two-step algorithm suitable for large p. The
Gibbs sampler for the one-step Mt-MBSP model with the TPBN hyperprior
(2.12) is given in Appendix A. All of the conditional distributions in our Gibbs
sampler are available in closed form, thus obviating the need to use approxima-
tions for the residual errors [75] or transformations of the responses [12]. This is
because of the latent formulation (2.8), where zi conditioned on the other vari-
ables follows a linear mixed effects model with Gaussian random effects. Since
we use a conditionally conjugate Gaussian scale mixture prior (2.9)-(2.10) for B
and an inverse-Wishart prior (2.11) for Σ, the associated conditional distribu-
tions have analytical forms under (2.8). By (2.6), the conditional distributions
of the latent variables ωik, k = 1, . . . , q, also have closed forms.

A desirable property of MCMC algorithms is geometric ergodicity. If a Markov
chain is geometrically ergodic, then a Markov chain central limit theorem exists,
and this allows practitioners to compute asymptotically valid standard errors
for Markov chain-based estimates of posterior quantities [61]. In the literature,
there has been significant progress made on establishing geometric ergodicity
for both Pólya-gamma-based Gibbs samplers [77, 21] and Gibbs sampling al-
gorithms for regression models under Gaussian scale-mixture shrinkage priors
[56, 57, 11]. Since our MCMC algorithm in Appendix A employs Pólya-gamma
data augmentation and Gaussian scale-mixtures, we expect that our algorithm
is also geometrically ergodic under suitable conditions. However, a rigorous the-
oretical analysis on the convergence of the MCMC chain is needed to confirm
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this and should be explored in future work. In Appendix D, we report MCMC
diagnostics for several of our simulated examples, demonstrating adequate con-
vergence our MCMC algorithm and quality of the MCMC samples.

After estimating the (j, k)th entries bjk’s in B using the Gibbs sampler, we
can use the 0.025 and 0.975 quantiles, q0.025(bjk) and q0.975(bjk), for each j =
1, . . . , p, k = 1, . . . , q, to select the set of variables A0 ⊂ {1, . . . , p} that are
significantly associated with the q responses as

A0 = {j | q0.025(bjk) > 0 or q0.975(bjk) < 0 for some k = 1, . . . , q} . (2.13)

That is, if at least one of the entries in the jth row of B has a 95% credible
interval that does not contain zero, then we select the jth covariate.

3. Asymptotic theory for one-step Mt-MBSP

3.1. Posterior contraction rate of one-step Mt-MBSP

Theoretical analysis of Bayesian mixed-type multivariate regression models has
been missing in the literature. We address this gap by considering the high-
dimensional regime where the number of covariates p diverges as n → ∞ at
rates which depend on n. Accordingly, we use pn to denote the dimensions of
our parameter of interest Bn = Bpn×q. We first characterize the asymptotic
behavior of the posterior for Bn under the one-step Mt-MBSP method (i.e. Mt-
MBSP fitted to all pn variables without variable screening). In Section 4, we
introduce a novel two-step algorithm that can overcome some limitations of the
one-step estimator.

It bears mentioning that establishing new theoretical results for mixed-type
multivariate regression does not follow straightforwardly from existing results
in univariate regression or Gaussian multivariate regression (e.g. [67, 4]). Our
mixed-type regression framework involves latent vectors (2.8) that are corre-
lated through a shared random effect with an unknown covariance matrix Σ,
which we endow with a prior (2.11). Our proofs involve carefully bounding the
eigenvalues of the induced marginal covariance matrices of these latent vectors.
In contrast, latent vectors are not required for univariate regression models or
for multivariate Gaussian regression models. Furthermore, most of the exist-
ing literature only considers a subexponential growth of the predictors with
sample size, i.e. log pn = o(n), whereas we also allow for exponential growth
log pn = O(nα), α ≥ 1.

Before studying the general regime of log pn = O(nα), α ≥ 1, we first consider
the special case of log pn = o(n). Throughout this section, we assume we have a
mixed-type response model where (2.1)-(2.2) and (2.7) hold with true parame-
ters B0 and Σ0. That is, for k = 1, . . . , q, pk(yik | θi0) ∝ exp

{
−(yik − θik0)

2/2
}

if yik is continuous and pk(yik | θi0) ∝ {exp(θik0)}f
(1)
ik /{1 + exp(θik0)}f

(2)
ik if yik

is discrete. Meanwhile, θi0 = B⊤
0 xi + ui, ui ∼ Nq(0,Σ0), for each i = 1, . . . , n.

Based on (2.5)-(2.6), there exist two auxiliary vectors zi and ωi for each obser-
vation (yi, xi), with which we define the latent matrices Zn = (z1, . . . , zn)

⊤

and Wn = (ω1, . . . ,ωn)
⊤. We make the following assumptions.
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(A1) n≪ pn and log pn = o(n).
(A2) Let S0 ⊂ {1, . . . , pn} denote the set of indices of the rows in B0 with

at least one nonzero entry. Then |S0| = s0 satisfies 1 ≤ s0 and s0 =
o(n/ log pn).

(A3) For Xn = (x1, . . . ,xn)
⊤, and for an arbitrary set S ⊂ {1, . . . , pn}, let XS

denote the submatrix of Xn containing the columns with indices in S.
For any S where |S| = o(n/ log pn), there exists a sequence εn satisfying
εn = n−k0 such that nk0+d = o(n/ log pn) for some k0 > 0, d > 0 and

εn < λmin

{
1

n
(XS)⊤XS

}
< λmax

{
1

n
(XS)⊤XS

}
< ε−1

n as n→ ∞.

(A4) There exists a constant 0 < k1 <∞ such that

k−1
1 ≤ λmin(Σ0) < λmax(Σ0) < k1.

Assumption (A1) allows the number of covariates pn to grow at a subexponen-
tial rate with n. Assumption (A2) restricts the number of true nonzero coef-
ficients in B0. Assumption (A3) bounds the eigenvalues of the Gram matrices
n−1

∑n
i=1 x

S
i (x

S
i )

⊤ for all sets S of size o(n/ log pn). This assumption is needed
to ensure identifiability of the model parameters when p ≫ n [4]. Assumption
(A3) is analogous to Assumption 4 of [66], which is weaker than Assumptions
(B3)-(B4) of [4], Assumption A1(3) of [67], and Assumption 1 of [15]. In par-
ticular, the minimum eigenvalue in Assumption (A3) is lower bounded by a
sequence εn that decreases to zero as n increases, while the upper bound on
the maximum eigenvalue ε−1

n also diverges as n increases. Similar assumptions
on the eigenstructure of the design matrix are made in [53, 48, 79]. Finally,
Assumption (A4) bounds the eigenvalues of the unknown covariance matrix Σ0.
Since the response dimension q is fixed, this assumption is reasonable.

To derive the main theoretical results for the one-step Mt-MBSP model, we
also need the following assumptions.

(B1) Let k2 < 1, where k2 = k0+d and k0 and d are defined in Assumption (A3).
Let τ be a decreasing function of n satisfying τ = Cnk2−1−ρ exp(nk2−1)
for some constants C > 0 and ρ > k2.

(B2) For the slowly varying function L(·) in the hyperprior p(ξj) in (2.10),
limt→∞ L(t) ∈ (0,∞). That is, there exists c0 > 0 such that L(t) ≥ c0 for
all t ≥ t0 for some t0 which depends on both L and c0.

(B3) The maximum entry in B0 satisfies supn supj, k |(B0)jk|2 = O(log pn).

Assumption (B1) specifies an appropriate rate of decay for the global shrink-
age parameter τ in (2.9) to ensure that most coefficients are shrunk to zero.
Assumption (B2) is a very mild condition on L(·) in the hyperprior (2.10) to en-
sure that the tails do not decay too quickly. All of the shrinkage priors listed in
Table 1 satisfy condition (B2). Finally, Assumption (B3) bounds the magnitude
of the entries in B0 at a rate that diverges polynomially in n.
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Theorem 1 (posterior contraction rate for one-step Mt-MBSP estimator). As-
sume that (2.1)-(2.2) hold where the natural parameters θi0’s satisfy (2.7) with
true parameters (B0,Σ0). Suppose that Conditions (A1)-(A4) and (B1)-(B3)
hold, and we endow Bn with the prior (2.9)-(2.10) and Σ with the inverse-
Wishart prior (2.11). Then, for any arbitrary ε > 0,

sup
B0

EB0
P

(
∥Bn −B0∥F > ε

(
s0 log pn

n

)1/2 ∣∣∣∣ Zn, Wn

)
−→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Remark 3. In the literature on high-dimensional Bayesian regression, sev-
eral authors have relaxed the assumption of exact sparsity. For example, in
[48, 53, 79], the regression coefficients in Sc

0 = {1, . . . , pn} \ S0 do not need
to be exactly zero but can instead have bounded norm. An inspection of the proof
of Theorem 1 reveals that we can also obtain the same posterior contraction
rate under “approximate” sparsity of B0. The proof of Theorem 1 entails de-
composing ∥Bn−B0∥2F =

∑
j∈S0

∥bn
j −b0

j∥2+
∑

j∈Sc
0
∥bn

j −b0
j∥2 and separately

bounding the error for each term (here, bn
j and b0

j denote the jth row of Bn and

B0 respectively). Therefore, provided that
∑

j∈Sc
0
∥b0

j∥2 is bounded above appro-

priately, the total approximation error can be well-controlled and we can obtain
the same result in Theorem 1.

However, the aim of our work is to highlight the theoretical and practical
advantage of a two-stage method (Section 4) when pn = O(exp(nα)), α ≥ 1.
Thus, to simplify the presentation, we keep the assumption of exact sparsity
for b0

j , j ∈ Sc
0, i.e.

∑
j∈Sc

0
∥b0

j∥2 = 0. It should also be noted that [48, 53,

79] establish variable selection consistency for the Gaussian linear regression
model, whereas Theorem 1 concerns estimation consistency for a mixed-type
multivariate regression model. In general, variable selection consistency does not
imply estimation consistency or vice versa. For example, [87] showed that when
the tuning parameter λn in the LASSO estimator [73] satisfies λn = O(n1/2), the
LASSO achieves estimation consistency but has inconsistent variable selection.

3.2. Posterior inconsistency of one-step Mt-MBSP under
exponential growth

Theorem 1 implies that log pn = o(n) is sufficient for posterior contraction, i.e. as
n→ ∞, the one-step Mt-MBSP posterior concentrates all of its mass in a ball of
shrinking radius (s0 log pn/n)

1/2 → 0. Subexponential growth of the predictors
relative to sample size is a common assumption for posterior consistency in the
Bayesian variable selection literature [53, 4, 17, 55, 81]. However, it is unclear
if the condition that log pn = o(n) is necessary or if it can be relaxed. The next
theorem establishes that this condition is in fact necessary. In other words, if we
relax log pn = o(n) to log pn = O(n), then the posterior may be inconsistent.

Theorem 2 (posterior inconsistency under exponential growth). Assume the
same set-up as Theorem 1, where we endow Bn with the prior (2.9)-(2.10) and



Wang et al./Mixed-type Multivariate Bayesian Model with Shrinkage Priors 15

Σ with the prior (2.11). Assume that log pn = Cn where C > 0, s0 < ∞, and
conditions (A2)-(A4) and (B1)-(B3) hold. Then there exists a constant δ ∈ (0, 1)
such that for ε > 0,

sup
B0

EB0
P

(
∥Bn −B0∥F > ε

∣∣∣∣ Zn, Wn

)
> δ as n→ ∞.

Theorem 2 shows that if we relax log pn = o(n) to log pn = O(n), then the
one-step Mt-MBSP posterior may not concentrate all of its mass inside a ball of
fixed radius ε > 0 almost surely as n→ ∞. This leads to the following necessary
condition for posterior consistency.

Corollary 1. Assume the same set-up as Theorem 1. Suppose that conditions
(A2)-(A4) and (B1)-(B3) hold. Then the condition that log pn = o(n) is neces-
sary for posterior consistency under the one-step Mt-MBSP model.

Almost all of the literature on asymptotics for Bayesian high-dimensional
regression focuses on sufficient conditions for posterior consistency. Meanwhile,
necessary conditions are rarely investigated. We have only been able to find two
other exceptions to this. Namely, [68] and [34] investigated necessary conditions
for posterior consistency in Gaussian linear regression models with Gaussian pri-
ors when p ≤ n. Apart from the fact that they do not consider the p≫ n regime,
[68] and [34] are able to handle the posterior distribution directly since they have
Gaussian models with conjugate Gaussian priors. Their proof techniques thus
seem difficult to adapt to cases where explicit, conjugate computations are un-
available. Taking a different approach, our proof of Theorem 2 provides a general
recipe for proving posterior inconsistency which does not require conjugacy.

Our results confirm that if all pn covariates are used to estimate B0, then
posterior consistency is guaranteed if and only if log pn = o(n). This motivates
us to develop a two-step estimator in Section 4 which first reduces the dimen-
sionality of the covariate space and thus can consistently estimate the true B0

even if log pn = O(nα), α ≥ 1.
Our proof technique in Theorem 2 may be useful for establishing necessary

conditions for posterior consistency in other high-dimensional Bayesian models.
For example, the proof of Theorem 2 can be suitably adapted to show that
subexponential growth of p with respect to n is both necessary and sufficient
for posterior consistency of one-stage estimators in univariate regression models.
This is formalized in the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Suppose that we have a univariate regression model where
p(yi | θi0) ∝ exp{−(yi − θi0)

2/2} if the yi’s are continuous, and p(yi | θ0i) ∝
{exp(θi0)}f

(1)

/{1 + exp(θi0)}f
(2)

if the yi’s are discrete. Assume that for i =
1, . . . , n, θi0 = x⊤

i β0, where β0 = (β01, . . . , β0pn
)⊤ ∈ Rp and sup1≤j≤pn

|β0j | =
O(log pn). Suppose that we estimate β0 with a GL prior (2.10) (with q = 1) and
Assumptions (A2)-(A3) and (B1)-(B2) hold. Then the condition that log pn =
o(n) is both necessary and sufficient for posterior consistency.



Wang et al./Mixed-type Multivariate Bayesian Model with Shrinkage Priors 16

4. Two-step Mt-MBSP

4.1. Two-step algorithm

In this section, we devise a new two-step approach suitable for large p and
study its asymptotic properties when log pn = O(nα), α ≥ 1. The regime of
log pn = O(nα), α ≥ 1, subsumes slower growth rates (e.g. polynomial growth
pn ∝ nk, k > 1) as special cases. We stress that the algorithm in this section
is meant to be applied in scenarios when p ≫ n. If p is small, then it may be
sufficient to run the one-step Gibbs sampler to obtain good inference.

Our proposed procedure is as follows:

Step 1. Fit the Mt-MBSP model with all p predictors and obtain the 0.025
and 0.975 quantiles of the entries bjk’s in B. For some small threshold
γ > 0, first find an initial set An such that

An =

{
j | max

k=1,...,q
q0.025(bjk) > −γ or max

k=1,...,q
q0.975(bjk) < γ

}
.

(4.1)
In (4.1), “maxk=1,...,q” means that for fixed j, at least one of the q entries in
{bjk}qk=1 satisfies the given conditions. Letting qj = |maxk=1,...,q q0.5(bjk)|,
where q0.5(·) denotes the median, and Kn = min{n− 1, |An|}, determine
the final candidate set Jn ⊂ An as

Jn = {j ∈ An | j is one of the Kn largest qj ’s} . (4.2)

Step 2. Fit the one-step Mt-MBSP model to only the final Kn variables
in the candidate set Jn from Step 1. Then select variables using selection
rule (2.13).

Our approach differs from other feature screening methods, most of which are
based on ranking the covariates by some measure of marginal utility such as
marginal correlation [28, 38]. In contrast, Step 1 above more closely resembles
the role of a slack variable in support vector machines (SVMs) which allows for
violations of the margin [14]. For example, if γ = 0.05 and qj has a corresponding
95% posterior credible interval of (−0.03, 0.12), then we would still regard the
jth covariate as significant in Step 1 and include it in the set Jn.

The goal of Step 1 in our two-step algorithm is to reduce the number of
parameters to a much smaller candidate set, rather than to estimate the coeffi-
cients well. We want the initial set (4.1) to be larger than the set (2.13) so that
we can identify more significant variables, particularly if estimation is subopti-
mal at this stage. Since |An| could still be large, we collect the variables in An

with the Kn largest values of {|maxk=1,...,q q0.5(bjk)|}pj=1 into a final candidate
set Jn, where |Jn| = Kn < n. Step 2 of our algorithm then further refines the
search only on the set Jn.

In practice, both Step 1 and Step 2 are fit using the Gibbs sampler in Ap-
pendix A. However, since Step 1 typically screens out a very large number of
covariates, Step 2 is computationally inexpensive to run, regardless of the size
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of p. We also employ the fast sampling technique of [9] in Step 1, so that we can
avoid having to invert a large p × p matrix when sampling from the columns
of B. The fast sampling algorithm of [9] ensures that the computational com-
plexity for each Gibbs sampling iteration of Step 1 is only linear in p, thereby
ensuring the computational feasibility of our approach.

The role of γ in (4.1) is distinct from the role of the global shrinkage parameter
τ in the GL shrinkage prior (2.10). Under sparse situations, the global shrinkage
parameter τ shrinks all of the posterior estimates in B to zero, which decreases
the chance of making Type I errors (or false discoveries). The local shrinkage
parameters ξj ’s in (2.10) counteract the chances of making Type II errors (or
false negatives). Even so, the selection rule (2.13) may not work well in high
dimensions, especially in light of Theorem 2. On the other hand, γ in (4.1)
allows more variables to remain in the initial set Jn even if they fail to meet
the selection criterion (2.13). This not only helps to control the Type II error
when p≫ n but it also improves the estimation performance in Step 2.

4.2. Sure screening property and sharper contraction rate

We now rigorously justify our two-step procedure. The next theorem states
that under a mild “beta-min” condition, our two-step algorithm has the sure
screening property when log(pn) = O(nα), α ≥ 1. Intuitively, we require the
nonzero entries in B0 to be sufficiently large; otherwise, it would be difficult to
distinguish them from zero.

Theorem 3 (screening property). Suppose that log(pn) = O(nα) where α ≥ 1,
s0 = o(n) and s0 ≥ 1, and Assumptions (A3)-(A4) and (B1)-(B3) hold. Further,
assume that

min
j∈S0

max
k=1,...,q

|(B0)ij | ≥
c3
nζ

for some 2ζ < α,

where S0 is the set of indices of the true nonzero rows in B0. Let γ in (4.1) be
set to γ = (rn log pn/n)

1/2, where rn ∈ (s0, n), and let Jn be the final candidate
set (4.2) in Step 1. Then under the two-step algorithm,

sup
B0

EB0
P (S0 ⊂ Jn | Zn, Wn) −→ 1 as n→ ∞.

The screening property in Theorem 3 guarantees that the final candidate set
Jn in Step 1 of the proposed method can capture the true set of nonzero regres-
sion coefficients S0, even if log pn/n→ ∞. Based on Theorem 3, we construct a

two-step estimator B̃n ∈ Rpn×q as follows:

• If j ∈ Jn, then set the (j, k)th entry b̃jk to be the estimator obtained from
Step 2 of the two-step algorithm.

• Otherwise, if j /∈ Jn, then set b̃jk = 0.

The next theorem establishes the convergence rate of this two-step estimator
B̃n.
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Theorem 4 (posterior contraction rate for two-step Mt-MBSP estimator). As-
sume the same setup as Theorem 3 where log pn = O(nα), α ≥ 1. For the set
Jn in (4.2), assume that |Jn| = Kn satisfies s0 logKn = o(n). Then for any

arbitrary ε > 0, the two-step estimator B̃n satisfies

sup
B0

EB0
P

(
∥B̃n −B0∥F > ε

(
s0 logKn

n

)1/2 ∣∣∣∣ Zn, Wn

)
−→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Theorem 4 shows that, unlike the one-step estimator analyzed in Section 3,
the two-step estimator B̃n can consistently estimate B0 with posterior con-
traction rate (s0 logKn/n)

1/2 → 0 when log pn/n → ∞. Since Kn = min{n −
1, |An|}, Theorem 4 essentially requires that s0 = o(n/ log n) in order for the

two-step estimator B̃n to achieve posterior contraction. This is less stringent
than Assumption (A2) that s0 = o(n/ log pn), which is needed for posterior
contraction of the one-step estimator in Theorem 1. Thus, one practical benefit
of the two-step estimator is that it can achieve consistent estimation under less
strict requirements on the true sparsity level.

We stress that the growth rate log pn = O(nα), α ≥ 1, encompasses scenarios
where pn can grow subexponentially. For example, Theorems 3 and 4 can allow
log pn ∝ nδ, where 0 < δ < 1, and even slower growth rates as well. As long as
Kn ≺ n ≺ pn, the two-step estimator’s contraction rate of (s0 logKn/n)

1/2 in
Theorem 4 is provably sharper than the one-step estimator’s contraction rate of
(s0 log pn/n)

1/2 in Theorem 1. Thus, the two-step estimator has an advantage
over the one-step estimator whenever pn diverges faster than n (not necessar-
ily exponentially fast). As shown in Theorem 2, the one-step estimator is also
incapable of consistent estimation when pn grows exponentially fast, unlike the
two-step estimator.

4.3. Selecting the threshold in two-step Mt-MBSP

In Theorem 3, the threshold γ in Step 1 of our two-step MT-MBSP algorithm
depends on rn ∈ (s0, n). However, in practice, the true sparsity level s0 is
unknown. One approach could be to first obtain an estimate for the sparsity
level ŝ0 and then set (for example) γ̂ = [(ŝ0 + 1) log pn/n]

1/2. This type of
empirical Bayes approach has been considered by several authors [74, 62].

Another method is to tune γ from a grid of candidate values, as in [44, 53].
We prefer this approach since it obviates the challenge of obtaining an estimate
for s0. We propose tuning γ from a set of candidate values using the Watanabe-
Akaike information criterion (WAIC) [78]. Let

ℓ(BJn(γ),Σ | zi,ωi) = − 1
2 (zi −B⊤

Jn(γ)
xi,Jn(γ))

⊤(Ωi +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤
Jn(γ)

xi,Jn(γ)),

(4.3)
where Jn(γ) is the set (4.2) determined by using γ as the threshold in (4.1),
BJn(γ) is the submatrix of B with row indices in Jn(γ), and xi,Jn(γ) is the
subvector of xi with indices in Jn(γ). Let mi and vi denote the estimated
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posterior mean and variance of ℓ(BJn(γ),Σ | zi,ωi) in (4.3). The WAIC for a
given γ is defined as

WAIC(γ) = −2

n∑
i=1

mi + 2

n∑
i=1

vi. (4.4)

We select the γ which minimizes the WAIC (4.4). In practice, we run Step 2 of
the two-step Mt-MBSP algorithm in parallel for each candidate γ and estimate
(4.4) from the MCMC samples in Step 2.

[44, 53] used the Bayesian information criterion (BIC) [65] to select a suitable
threshold in their Bayesian variable selection methods. We prefer to use WAIC
(4.4), since WAIC is asymptotically equivalent to Bayesian leave-one-out cross-
validation (LOOV) while also being much less computationally intensive than
LOOCV [78]. Unlike other criteria such as BIC or deviance information criterion
(DIC) [69], WAIC also does not require the posterior to be approximately nor-
mal. Finally, WAIC is more “fully Bayesian” since it averages each term (4.3)
over the entire posterior distribution, whereas BIC and DIC are conditional on
a single point estimate of (4.3) [32].

Remark 4. In practice, it cannot be verified whether the γ selected by the WAIC
criterion satisfies γ = (rn log pn/n)

1/2 for some rn ∈ (s0, n) as in Theorem 4.
This is because s0 is typically unknown. However, models with lower WAIC
indicate that these particular subsets of predictors (4.2) provide better fits to the
data. Thus, choosing γ from WAIC should at least produce models which exclude
spurious predictors that are not supported by the data. More rigorous theoretical
guarantees of WAIC in the present context can be explored in future work.

5. Simulations and real data analyses

In this section, we illustrate Mt-MBSP on a variety of simulated and real
datasets with a wide range of sizes for p. In Section 5.1, we provide numeri-
cal evidence to support our theoretical results from Sections 3 and 4 in finite
samples. In particular, we show that when p > n, two-step MBSP outperforms
one-step Mt-MBSP in terms of estimation and variable selection performance.
In Section 5.2, we demonstrate Mt-MBSP on a chronic kidney disease dataset
with a small number of covariates (p = 23), and in Section 5.3, we study a very
high-dimensional cancer dataset with p = 9183 genes.

5.1. Simulation studies

To corroborate our theory, we conducted simulation studies with different combi-
nations of continuous, binary, and count responses in Yn. We have implemented
our method in an R package, available at https://github.com/raybai07/

MtMBSP.

https://github.com/raybai07/MtMBSP
https://github.com/raybai07/MtMBSP
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In our simulations, we considered the following pairs for (n, p): (80, 300),
(100, 500), and (150, 1000). Therefore, we were in the situation where p > n and
p grows faster than n. The rows of the design matrix Xn were independently
generated from Np(0,Γ), where Γ = (Γij) with Γij = 0.5|i−j|. For the true
matrix B0 in (2.7), we randomly chose s0 = 0.01× p of the rows to be nonzero
and the remaining rows were set to zero. We generated the nonzero entries in the
columns of B0 corresponding to continuous and binary responses independently
from U([−2,−0.5] ∪ [0.5, 2]) and the nonzero entries in B0 corresponding to
count responses from either U(0.3, 0.6) or U(−0.6,−0.3). The reason that we
simulated smaller nonzero coefficients for the count responses was because in
order to obtain realistic count values, we could not allow the corresponding
entries in B0 to be too large. The covariance matrix Σ = (Σij) in (2.7) was
Σij = σ2(I{i = j} + ρI{i ̸= j}), where σ2 = 0.2 and ρ = 0.5. Based on
(2.1)-(2.2) and (2.7), we generated the continuous outcomes from a Gaussian
distribution, the binary outcomes from a Bernoulli distribution, and the count
outcomes from an NB distribution with r = 50.

We considered the following six simulation scenarios:

Scenario 1: two continuous and two binary responses (q = 4)
Scenario 2: two continuous, two binary, two count responses (q = 6)
Scenario 3: three count and two continuous responses (q = 5)
Scenario 4: four binary responses (q = 4)
Scenario 5: three binary and two count responses (q = 5)
Scenario 6: three count responses (q = 3)

We generated 100 synthetic datasets for each scenario and fit the Mt-MBSP
model with horseshoe priors (i.e. TPBN priors (2.12) with u = a = 0.5) as the
local scale parameters (2.10). For the other hyperparameters in the Mt-MBSP
model, we followed [4, 81] set τ = max{p−1(n log n)−1/2, 10−5} in (2.9) and
d1 = q and d2 = 10 in (2.11). Although Theorems 1-4 imply that the theoretical
value of τ should be even smaller (Assumption (B2)), the choice for τ in (B2)
is extremely close to zero for large p and causes numerical problems in practice
[81, 74]. For count responses, we endowed the dispersion parameter r with a
G(c1, c2) prior with c1 = 10 and c2 = 1.

We ran the one-step algorithm (Section 2.3) for 1100 MCMC iterations, with
a burn-in of 100 iterations. For the two-step algorithm (Section 4.1), Step 1
and Step 2 were each run for 1100 MCMC iterations, with a burn-in of 100
iterations. Our MCMC convergence analysis in Appendix D confirms that this
number of Gibbs sampling iterations was enough to achieve convergence and
obtain quality MCMC posterior estimates. For two-step Mt-MBSP, we tuned
the threshold γ in Step 1 using WAIC (4.4) from a grid of candidate values
{0.02, 0.04, . . . , 0.40}. This choice of grid worked well in our simulations; how-
ever, on real data, practitioners may want to experiment with different choices
of candidate values for γ.

Let B̂ denote a posterior median estimator for B0, and let B̂S0 and BS0

denote the s0× q submatrices of B̂ and B0 which contain the row indices in S0.
That is, BS0 contains the true nonzero rows of B0. Meanwhile, TP, FP, TN,
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and FN denote the number of true positives, false positives, true negatives, and
false negatives, respectively. We recorded the following metrics for both one-step
Mt-MBSP and two-step Mt-MBSP:

• root mean squared error (rMSE) where rMSE = (pq)−1/2∥B̂−B0∥F ;
• rMSE for BS0 , i.e. rMSE(S0) where rMSE(S0) = (s0q)

−1/2∥B̂S0 −BS0
0 ∥F ;

• coverage probability (CP) for the 95% posterior credible intervals, i.e. the
percentage of credible intervals for the entries bjk’s that contained the true
(B0)jk’s;

• sensitivity (Sens) where Sens = TP/(TP+FN);
• specificity (Spec) where Spec = TN/(TN+FP);
• and Matthews correlation coefficient (MCC) [51] where

MCC =
TP× TN− FP× FN

{(TP + FP)× (TP + FN)× (TN + FP)× (TN + FN)}1/2
.

MCC lies between -1 and 1, with a higher MCC indicating greater selection
accuracy.

In two-step Mt-MBSP, recall that Jn (4.2) is the set of variables that are not

screened out after Step 1. Our two-step Mt-MBSP estimator B̃ is by construc-
tion a p × q matrix where the rows bj , j /∈ Jn, are fixed to 0q. Therefore, to
corroborate the result in Theorem 4, we evaluated the estimation performance
(or rMSE) using all pq entries in B̃. However, unlike two-step Mt-MBSP, the
one-step Mt-MBSP estimator is not exactly sparse. Thus, to ensure a fair com-
parison between one-step Mt-MBSP and two-step Mt-MBSP, we also evaluated
rMSE(S0), i.e. the rMSE for only the true nonzero rows in B0.

In our two-stage estimator, only the rows bj , j ∈ Jn, are re-estimated in Step
2. Thus, for two-step Mt-MBSP, we used the 95% credible intervals from Step
1 to quantify uncertainty for the entries in bj , j ∈ J c

n (i.e. the entries estimated

as b̃jk = 0 in Step 2) and the 95% credible intervals from Step 2 to quantify
uncertainty for the entries in bj , j ∈ Jn. This procedure allowed us to calculate
the CP for two-step Mt-MBSP.

It should be noted that most post-selection inference methods do not provide
inference for the variables that are not selected [45]. However, in our case, we
can use the 95% credible intervals from Step 1 to provide some measure of uncer-
tainty for the variables that have been screened out in our two-step algorithm.
By construction of the set (4.2), all of the credible intervals for bjk, j ∈ J c

n ,
contain zero. Although the estimator for B in Step 1 is not guaranteed to be
consistent (Theorem 2), Theorem 3 shows that with a well-chosen threshold γ
in (4.1), we have Jn ⊂ S0, or equivalently, Sc

0 ⊂ J c
n . As a result, the 95% cred-

ible intervals for bj , j ∈ J c
n , obtained from Step 1 will typically still correctly

contain zero and give correct inference in this respect.
Table 2 reports our results averaged across the 100 replications for the differ-

ent scenarios. In all of the simulation settings, we see that as n and p increased
with p growing faster than n, the average rMSE decreased for both the one-step
estimator and the two-step estimator. This provides numerical evidence of the
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Table 2
Comparisons between the one-step method and two-step method averaged across 100
Monte-Carlo replicates. The empirical standard errors are provided in parentheses.

Scenario 1: continuous and binary (q = 4)

One-step method Two-step method

(n, p) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000) (80, 300) (100, 150) (150, 1000)

rMSE 0.044 (0.010) 0.035 (0.007) 0.027 (0.010) 0.031 (0.012) 0.028 (0.008) 0.026 (0.004)
rMSE(S0) 0.423 (0.110) 0.340 (0.072) 0.264 (0.086) 0.282 (0.103) 0.265 (0.077) 0.258 (0.044)

CP 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001)
Sens 0.997 (0.033) 0.994 (0.034) 0.977 (0.051) 0.997 (0.033) 0.996 (0.028) 0.991 (0.040)
Spec 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
MCC 0.998 (0.018) 0.997 (0.018) 0.988 (0.062) 0.998 (0.018) 0.998 (0.036) 0.988 (0.027)

Scenario 2: continuous, binary, and count (q = 6)

One-step method Two-step method

(n, p) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000)

rMSE 0.025 (0.006) 0.022 (0.005) 0.021 (0.003) 0.022 (0.006) 0.021 (0.004) 0.021 (0.003)
rMSE(S0) 0.241 (0.062) 0.221 (0.046) 0.213 (0.035) 0.219 (0.057) 0.209 (0.041) 0.213 (0.035)

CP 0.999 (0.002) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000)
Sens 1.000 (0.000) 0.998 (0.020) 0.992 (0.031) 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.010) 0.999 (0.010)
Spec 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
MCC 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.011) 0.996 (0.016) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.011)

Scenario 3: count and continuous (q = 5)

One-step method Two-step method

(n, p) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000)

rMSE 0.012 (0.003) 0.011 (0.002) 0.009 (0.001) 0.011 (0.002) 0.009 (0.002) 0.008 (0.001)
rMSE(S0) 0.116 (0.028) 0.109 (0.020) 0.085 (0.011) 0.108 (0.024) 0.094 (0.016) 0.080 (0.010)

CP 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000)
Sens 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.996 (0.020) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.002)
Spec 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
MCC 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.998 (0.010) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.005)

Scenario 4: all binary (q = 4)

One-step method Two-step method

(n, p) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000)

rMSE 0.094 (0.012) 0.061 (0.010) 0.048 (0.009) 0.076 (0.016) 0.051 (0.010) 0.041 (0.008)
rMSE(S0) 0.877 (0.135) 0.593 (0.094) 0.481 (0.089) 0.582 (0.145) 0.425 (0.081) 0.379 (0.077)

CP 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001)
Sens 0.933 (0.012) 0.830 (0.154) 0.685 (0.141) 0.983 (0.073) 0.976 (0.065) 0.955 (0.063)
Spec 0.999 (0.001) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.002) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
MCC 0.954 (0.080) 0.906 (0.089) 0.822 (0.089) 0.958 (0.087) 0.969 (0.054) 0.970 (0.039)

Scenario 5: binary and count (q = 5)

One-step method Two-step method

(n, p) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000)

rMSE 0.042 (0.010) 0.034 (0.005) 0.033 (0.007) 0.032 (0.005) 0.029 (0.007) 0.028 (0.006)
rMSE(S0) 0.399 (0.101) 0.341 (0.047) 0.321 (0.066) 0.318 (0.052) 0.274 (0.054) 0.272 (0.063)

CP 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000)
Sens 0.953 (0.116) 0.946 (0.106) 0.904 (0.098) 0.997 (0.033) 0.998 (0.020) 0.983 (0.043)
Spec 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 0.999 (0.001) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
MCC 0.971 (0.078) 0.970 (0.060) 0.949 (0.054) 0.990 (0.039) 0.995 (0.025) 0.991 (0.023)

Scenario 6: all count (q = 3)

One-step method Two-step method

(n, p) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000) (80, 300) (100, 500) (150, 1000)

rMSE 0.017 (0.008) 0.016 (0.008) 0.015 (0.005) 0.014 (0.007) 0.013 (0.007) 0.013 (0.004)
rMSE(S0) 0.158 (0.078) 0.153 (0.071) 0.152 (0.053) 0.140 (0.072) 0.126 (0.072) 0.129 (0.043)

CP 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.000) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001)
Sens 0.633 (0.294) 0.618 (0.231) 0.678 (0.203) 0.923 (0.141) 0.904 (0.141) 0.857 (0.160)
Spec 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
MCC 0.683 (0.488) 0.769 (0.157) 0.812 (0.133) 0.957 (0.078) 0.947 (0.081) 0.920 (0.097)
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posterior contraction results in Theorems 1 and 4. Table 2 also shows that the
two-step method consistently had a lower average overall rMSE than the one-
step method, especially in higher dimensions when p = 1000. This corroborates
Theorem 4, which implies that when p > n, the two-step Mt-MBSP estimator
should have a lower estimation error than the one-step estimator. Furthermore,
Table 2 also indicates that not only was the average overall rMSE lower for
two-step Mt-MBSP, but so was the average rMSE(S0). This demonstrates that
the two-step estimator’s improvement over one-step Mt-MBSP could not be
solely attributed to the fact that the one-step estimator was not exactly sparse.
Instead, two-step Mt-MBSP also estimated the true nonzero entries in B0 with
greater accuracy than one-step Mt-MBSP.

The average MCC was also consistently higher under the two-step method,
indicating better ability to discriminate between true null and non-null coeffi-
cients than the one-step method. This provides some evidence of Theorem 3,
which proved that two-step Mt-MBSP has the sure screening property with a
well-chosen threshold γ in (4.1). Since Step 1 of two-step Mt-MBSP typically
resulted in a set of variables Jn that properly contained the true set of non-null
variables S0, the two-step approach was less likely to misclassify true signals
than one-step Mt-MBSP. Overall, our results suggest that adding the variable
screening step in our two-step approach is useful for improving the final estima-
tion and variable selection performance.

Scenario 6 (all counts) is a particularly interesting case study. Here, all of
the true nonzero signals in B0 were relatively weak. Table 2 shows that the
sensitivity was considerably higher for two-step Mt-MBSP than for one-step Mt-
MBSP in Scenario 6. This suggests another advantage of our two-step approach.
It appears as though two-step Mt-MBSP is able to select more weak signals
which are erroneously classified as null signals by the selection rule (2.13) for one-
step Mt-MBSP. By choosing an initial candidate set (4.2) with more variables
whose posterior credible intervals actually contain zero in Step 1, the two-step
model is then able to detect these weak signals in Step 2.

Remark 5. Theorem 2 implies that the one-step Mt-MBSP estimator is incon-
sistent when p grows exponentially fast with n. We found it challenging to con-
struct an artificial simulation demonstrating this posterior inconsistency. Our
simulations in this section still corroborate our theoretical findings that when
p ≫ n, the two-step Mt-MBSP method improves upon the one-step Mt-MBSP
method through lower estimation error and better variable selection. In Section
5.3, we provide an illustration on a real dataset with very large p (p = 9182 and
n = 174).

5.2. Application with small p: Chronic kidney disease data

We used the chronic kidney disease (CKD) dataset analyzed in [27] to evaluate
the proposed method. CKD is a disease in which the kidneys are unable to filter
blood properly. As a result, excess fluids and waste in the blood remain in the
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Fig 1. Plots of the five-fold average ROC curves using the proposed method (black) and the
marginal logistic model (gray).

body and may lead to other health problems such as heart disease and stroke.
This dataset contains medical records from n = 400 patients, 250 of whom had
CKD. There are 24 independent variables (11 numerical and 13 nominal) and a
class variable (CKD status). These 24 variables are described in the Appendix
B.

We studied whether the specific gravity (SG) (a continuous outcome) and
the CKD status (a binary outcome) jointly vary with the other 23 attributes.
SG is the concentration of all chemical particles in urine and is commonly used
to quantify kidney function. We modeled the SG as a Gaussian response y1
and the CKD status as a binary response y2 and fit the Mt-MBSP model with
the other p = 23 variables as covariates. Our method selected the following
three variables as being significantly associated with the CKD status: albumin
(AL), hemoglobin (HEMO), and diabetes mellitus (DM) and only HEMO is
significant for the SG. The study by [27] also ranked AL and HEMO as the top
two features.

Using five-fold cross-validation (CV), we compared the results from Mt-
MBSP to the results from fitting two separate marginal models,

y1 = β⊤
1 x+ ε and P (y2 = y | x) = exp{y(β⊤

2 x)}
1 + exp(β⊤

2 x)
, y ∈ {0, 1}.

We evaluated the average five-fold CV rMSE for the SG (y1) and average five-
fold CV area under the receiver operator characteristic (ROC) curve (AUC) for
the CKD status (y2). For y1, the rMSE for the Mt-MBSP model (0.876) was
lower than the rMSE for the marginal linear regression model (0.974). For y2,
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Mt-MBSP also had a much higher out-of-sample AUC (0.995) than the AUC for
the marginal logistic model (0.731), indicating far better discriminative ability
(see Figure 1). More detailed results from our analysis are in Appendix B. This
example shows that the Mt-MBSP method performs well when p < n.

5.3. Application with very large p: Carcinomas data

Carcinoma is a type of cancer that originates in cells that make up the skin
or tissue lining organs. Correctly classifying different carcinomas based on their
primary anatomical site (e.g. prostate, liver, etc.) is an important problem in
medicine, since this allows clinicians to formulate optimal treatment plans for
cancer patients [71]. In this section, we analyze the carcinomas dataset (U95a
GeneChip) in [71]. This dataset contains a total of n = 174 samples from 11 dif-
ferent carcinoma types: prostate, bladder/ureter, breast, colorectal, gastroesoph-
agus, kidney, liver, ovary, pancreas, lung adenocarcinomas, and lung squamous
cell carcinoma. The distribution of the n samples across these 11 respective cat-
egories is as follows: 26, 8, 26, 23, 12, 11, 7, 27, 6, 14, and 14. Collectively, these
carcinomas account for about 70% of all cancer-related deaths in the United
States [71].

In addition to the carcinoma type, each sample in our dataset contains p =
9183 gene expression levels, with a maximum hybridization intensity of ≤ 200 in
at least one sample. All hybridization intensity values below 20 were adjusted to
20, followed by log transformation of the data. Our objectives are to: 1) classify
carcinoma type based on gene expression levels, and 2) identify genes that are
significantly associated with the different types of carcinoma.

We applied the proposed two-step Mt-MBSP method to this carcinomas
dataset with q = 11 binary responses (one for each category of carcinoma)
and all p = 9183 genes. Thus, we needed to estimate a total of pq = 101,002 un-
known regression coefficients. Through experimentation, we found that tuning
the threshold γ in the two-step algorithm from {0.010, 0.011, . . . , 0.020} yielded
the best results. We ran the two-step algorithm for 2000 MCMC iterations in
each stage, discarding the first 1000 samples as burnin. To ensure that we had
run the Gibbs sampler for enough iterations, we used the R package mcmcse

[31] to estimate the effective sample size (ESS) and Monte Carlo standard error
(MCSE) for the posterior median of all 100,002 entries in the p×q regression co-
efficients matrix B. Step 1 had an average ESS of 789.94 and an average MCSE
of 0.0063 across all entries of B, while Step 2 had an average ESS of 580.37 and
average MCSE of 0.0043. These MCMC diagnostics were reassuring.

Our method identified eight significant genes enumerated as 1848, 1893, 2062,
2516, 3951, 5166, 7065, and 7777 in [71]. Interestingly, Mt-MBSP found that
each of these genes was only significantly associated with some but not all of
the carcinomas. For example, gene 7777 was found to be significantly associated
with cancers of the prostate, breast, and ovary but not with the other eight
carcinomas. In addition, carcinomas of the bladder/ureter, kidney, or pancreas
were not found to be significantly associated with any of the 9183 genes. Table 3
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Table 3
Results from our carcinomas data analysis. Carcinomas of the bladder/ureter, kidney, and
pancreas are not shown because none of the genes was found to be associated with them.

Carcinoma Significant genes
prostate 3951, 7777
breast 2062, 3951, 7777
colorectal 2062, 7605
gastroesophagus 5166
liver 1893
ovary 2516, 5166, 7777
lung adenocarcinomas 1848
lung squamous 3951, 5166

Fig 2. The ROC curves show that our method classifies eight types of carcinomas very well.
In the figure, “lung adenocarcinomas” is abbreviated as “lung adeno.” Carcinomas of the
bladder/ureter, kidney, and pancreas are not shown because none of the genes in the dataset
was found to be associated with them.

lists the results for the eight carcinomas that were found to be significantly
associated with at least one of the genes in the dataset.

We also examined the ROC curves and AUC for the eight types of carcinomas
exhibiting significant regression coefficients. Our results are shown in Figure 2
and demonstrate exceptional classification performance. For comparison, [13]
utilized SVMs and had to identify 10 significant genes for each class (or 110
total genes) in order to achieve comparable classification performance as Mt-
MBSP. Despite choosing a rather sparse model (eight out of 9183 genes), our
method still managed to achieve high classification accuracy.
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6. Discussion

We have introduced the Mt-MBSP method for joint modeling of mixed-type
(i.e. continuous and discrete) responses. Our method accommodates correlations
between the mixed responses through latent random effects. By employing a
Pólya-gamma data augmentation approach [59] for the discrete responses, Mt-
MBSP can be implemented with an exact Gibbs sampling algorithm where all
the full conditionals are available in closed form. GL priors are placed on the
regression coefficients to model sparsity and facilitate variable selection.

Until now, theoretical results for Bayesian mixed-type multivariate regression
models have been unavailable. We have taken a step towards resolving this gap in
the literature. We first derived the posterior contraction rate for the one-step Mt-
MBSP model (i.e. the model fit to all p variables without variable screening). We
have also shown that subexponential growth of p with n is necessary for posterior
consistency of the one-step method. To overcome this limitation, we introduced
a novel two-step algorithm that screens out a large number of variables in the
first step. We established the sure screening property of our two-stage approach
and the posterior contraction rate of the two-step estimator when p is allowed
to grow exponentially with n. The two-step estimator has a sharper contraction
rate than the one-step estimator if p diverges faster than n, making it especially
suitable for analysis of mixed-typed responses when p > n. The asymptotic
regime of log p = O(nα), α ≥ 1, has attracted theoretical interest [47], in part
due to the abundance of high-throughput biological and genomic data. However,
this regime has not been studied before in the Bayesian framework. Our paper
makes an advancement in this important direction.

In this article, we have not considered situations where the response dimen-
sion q could be large or divergent with n. Therefore, the choice of an inverse-
Wishart prior (2.11) for the covariance matrix Σ is adequate. However, the
“large q” scenario also arises in practice, for example, in microbiome differential
abundance analysis where there are large number of environmental outcomes
[19, 5]. In these scenarios, we may need to impose additional sparsity assump-
tions on the precision matrix Σ−1 [25, 49] or perform response variable selection
[1, 43], in addition to predictor variable selection. The joint mean–covariance
estimation procedure of [49] would be especially beneficial to use in the “large
q” regime, because this method preserves conditional conjugacy. We will inves-
tigate the interesting problem of “large p and large q” methodologically and
theoretically in future work. We also plan to examine other important theoret-
ical issues such as the asymptotic coverage of the posterior credible sets or a
Bernstein von-Mises type theorem for the shape of the posterior in ultra high-
dimensional settings. The present article intends to act as a springboard for
future theoretical developments in Bayesian mixed-response models.
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Appendix A: Gibbs sampling algorithms

A.1. One-step Gibbs sampler for Mt-MBSP

Recall that Zn = (z1, . . . , zn)
⊤ and Wn = (ω1, . . . ,ωn)

⊤ are n× q augmented
data matrices with rows zi and ωi, i = 1, . . . , n, where zik and ωik, k = 1, . . . , q,
are defined as in (2.6), and Xn = (x1, . . . ,xn)

⊤ is the n × p design matrix.
Let Un = (u1, . . . ,un)

⊤ be the n × q matrix where the ui’s are the random
effect vectors defined in (2.7). From (2.8), we have that Zn | Wn,Un,B,Σ is
proportional to

exp

(
n∑

i=1

{
−1

2
(zi −B⊤xi − ui)

⊤Ωi(zi −B⊤xi − ui)−
1

2
u⊤
i Σ

−1ui

})
.

Let βk denote the kth column of B so that B = (β1, . . . ,βq). Meanwhile,
let ν = (ν1, . . . , νp)

⊤ and η = (η1, . . . , ηp)
⊤, and let GIG(a, b, c) denote the

generalized inverse Gaussian distribution with density function f(x; a, b, c) ∝
xc−1e−(a/x+bx)/2. Assuming the prior (2.9)-(2.10) for B, the TPBN prior (2.12)
for the local scale parameters p(ξj)’s in (2.10), and the inverse-Wishart prior
(2.11) for Σ, we have the following Gibbs sampling algorithm for Mt-MBSP.

1. Initialize B,Wn,Un,ν,η,Σ.
2. Repeat for a large number of iterations:

i. Sample B | Zn,Wn,Un,ν,η,Σ as

βk ∼ Np

(
∆−1

k

n∑
i=1

(zik − uik)ωikxi, ∆
−1
k

)
, k = 1, . . . , q,

where

∆k = diag(1/ν1, . . . , 1/νp) +

n∑
i=1

ωikxix
⊤
i .

If p > n, then the fast sampling method of [9] is used to sample from
the full conditionals for the columns of B in O(n2p) rather than in
O(p3) time.

ii. Sample Un | Zn,Wn,B,ν,η,Σ as

ui ∼ Nq

(
Ψ−1

i Ωi

(
zi −B⊤xi

)
,Ψ−1

i

)
, i = 1, . . . , n,

where
Ψi = Ωi +Σ−1.

iii. Sample Wn | Zn,Un,B,ν,η,Σ by sampling the (i, k)th entry ωik as

ωik =


1 if yik is continuous as in (2.1),

PG
(
f
(2)
ik , (XnB+Un)ik

)
if yik is discrete as in (2.2),

where f
(2)
ik is defined as in (2.2).
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iv. Update each (i, k)th entry in Zn, i.e. zik, as in (2.6).

v. Sample ν | Zn,Wn,Un,B,η,Σ as

νj ∼ GIG(∥bj∥2, 2ηj , u− q/2), j = 1, . . . , p.

vi. Sample η | Zn,Wn,Un,B,ν,Σ as

ηj ∼ G(a, τ + νj), j = 1, . . . , p.

vii. Sample Σ | Zn,Wn,Un,B,η,ν

Σ ∼ IW(n+ d1, U
⊤
nUn + d2Iq).

A.2. Conjugate Gibbs update for the negative binomial
overdispersion parameter r

For count responses, we use the negative binomial (NB) distribution (Example
4 in Section 2.1), for which there is an unknown overdispersion parameter r.
In this case, we also endow r with a conditionally conjugate G(c1, c2) prior and
update r in every iteration of the Gibbs sampler. As shown in [83, 23], the
conditional distribution for r is a conjugate gamma distribution.

We now describe two-step approach for sampling the NB overdispersion pa-
rameter r from [83, 23]. The approach introduces a sample of latent counts li
underlying each observed count yi. Conditional on yi and r, li has a distribution
defined by a Chinese restaurant table (CRT) distribution,

li =

yi∑
j=1

uj ,

uj ∼ Bernoulli

(
r

r + j − 1

)
,

where uj = 1 if a new customer sits at an unoccupied table following a Chinese
restaurant process [58, 37], and li is the total number of occupied tables in the
restaurant after yi customers.

In Step 1, we draw li (i = 1, . . . , n) according to this CRT distribution.
In Step 2, the NB distribution can be derived from a random convolution of
logarithmic random variables, and conditional on r and ψi,

li
ind∼ Poisson[−r log(1− ψi)], where ψi =

exp(x⊤
i β)

1 + exp(x⊤
i β)

, i = 1, . . . , n.

Hence, if we assume a G(c1, c2) prior for r, then the full conditional for r in Step
2 is

r | l,ψ ∼ G

(
c1 +

n∑
i=1

li, c2 −
n∑

i=1

log(1− ψi)

)
, (A.1)

where l = (l1, . . . , ln)
⊤ and ψ = (ψ1, . . . , ψn)

⊤. In short, the Gibbs sampling
update for r first draws li, i = 1, . . . , n, independently from a CRT distribution,
and then r from the distribution (A.1) given l and ψ.
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Table B.1
Estimated regression coefficients B = (β1,β2) in the Mt-MBSP model fit to the CKD

dataset. Here, β1 is the vector of parameters associated with the Gaussian response y1 (SG),
while β2 is the vector of parameters associated with the binary response y2 (CKD status).

Variables β1 β2 Variables β1 β2

BGR 0.0000 -0.0000 RBC 0.0000 0.0000
BU -0.0000 0.0000 SU 0.0000 0.0000
SOD 0.0001 -0.0002 PC 0.0000 -0.0000
SC -0.0017 -0.0097 PCC 0.0000 0.0000
POT 0.0006 -0.0017 BA 0.0000 -0.0000
PCV -0.0011 0.0009 HEMO 0.7794 -3.2464
RBCC 0.0019 -0.0050 DM -0.2162 3.1619
GRF 0.0000 0.0000 CAD 0.0000 0.0000
AGE -0.0001 0.0001 APPET 0.0000 0.0000
BP 0.0000 0.0000 PE -0.0000 0.0000
HTN 0.0000 0.0000 ANE 0.0000 0.0000
AL -0.1641 1.5406

Appendix B: Additional details and results for the chronic kidney
disease (CKD) application

Table B.2 lists all 25 variables in the chronic kidney disease (CKD) application
from Section 5.2. The two response variables that we considered were specific
gravity (a continuous outcome abbreviated as SG) and CKD status (a binary
outcome for “yes” or “no”). The other 23 variables were used as predictors in
the Mt-MBSP model.

In Table B.1, we provide the posterior median estimates for the parameter
B = (β1,β2) under the Mt-MBSP model. Here, β1 denotes the parameters
corresponding to SG (y1), while β2 denotes the parameters corresponding to
CKD status (y2).

Appendix C: Proofs

Here, we give the proofs of all the theoretical results from Sections 3 and 4.1.
Propositions C.2 and C.3 are suitably adapted from Lemmas 1 and 2 of an
unpublished technical report [76] written by the same authors of this manuscript.

C.1. Preliminary Lemmas and Propositions

Proposition C.2. Assume that a positive measurable function L(x) is slowly
varying, i.e. for each fixed a > 0, L(ax)/L(x) → 1 as x → ∞. Then for each
ε ∈ (0, 1) and a > 1, there exists x0 such that

k̃1x
log(1−ε)/ log(a) ≤ L(x) ≤ k̃2x

log(1+ε)/ log(a)

whenever x > x0, for some constants k̃1, k̃2 > 0.
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Table B.2
The 25 variables in the CKD dataset analyzed in Section 5.2. In our analysis, we used a
continuous variable specific gravity (SG) and a binary variable CKD status (CKD) as the
response variables for our analysis. The other 23 covariates were used as the covariates.

Variable (type) Abbreviation (description)
Age(numerical) AGE in years
Blood Pressure(numerical) BP in mm/Hg
Specific Gravity(nominal) SG ∈ {1.005, 1.010, 1.015, 1.020, 1.025}
Albumin(nominal) AL ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5}
Sugar(nominal) SU ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5}
Red Blood Cells(nominal) RBC ∈ {normal, abnormal}
Pus Cell (nominal) PC ∈ {normal, abnormal}
Pus Cell clumps(nominal) PCC ∈ {present,not present}
Bacteria(nominal) BA ∈ {present, not present}
Blood Glucose Random(numerical) BGR in mgs/dl
Blood Urea(numerical) BU in mgs/dl
Serum Creatinine (numerical) SC in mgs/dl
Sodium (numerical) SOD in mEq/L
Potassium (numerical) POT in mEq/L
Hemoglobin (numerical) HEMO in gms
Packed Cell Volume (numerical) PCV ∈ [0, 1]
Glomerular Filtration Rate (numerical) GFR in ml/min
Red Blood Cell Count (numerical) RC in millions/cmm
Hypertension (nominal) HTN ∈ {yes, no}
Diabetes Mellitus (nominal) DM ∈ {yes, no}
Coronary Artery Disease (nominal) CAD ∈ {yes, no}
Appetite(nominal) APPET ∈ {good, poor}
Pedal Edema(nominal) PE ∈ {(yes, no}
Anemia(nominal) ANE ∈ {yes, no}
CKD status (nominal) CKD ∈ {yes, no}

Proof of Proposition C.2. By the definition of a slowly varying function, for
each ε ∈ (0, 1) and a > 1, there exists u0 so that |L(au)/L(u)−1| < ε whenever
u > u0. Thus, we have

L(u0)(1− ε) ≤ L(au0) ≤ L(u0)(1 + ε).

By induction, for all k ∈ N,

L(u0)(1− ε)k ≤ L(aku0) ≤ L(u0)(1 + ε)k. (C.1)

Note that aku0 > u0 for all k ∈ N since a > 1. Take x = aku0 so that k =
log(x/u0)/ log(a). We can then rewrite (C.1) as

L(u0)(1− ε)log(x/u0)/ log(a) ≤ L(x) ≤ L(u0)(1 + ε)log(x/u0)/ log(a),

and thus,

L(u0)

(
x

u0

) log(1−ε)
log(a)

≤ L(x) ≤ L(u0)

(
x

u0

) log(1+ε)
log(a)

.
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Proposition C.3. Suppose that ξ has the hyperprior density p(ξ) in (2.10), i.e.
p(ξ) = Kξ−a−1L(ξ), where L(·) is slowly varying. Let an = O(nt) and log bn ≍
ns be increasing sequences of n, where t and s are finite positive numbers. Then

P (ξ > anbn) > exp(−C log bn),

for some finite C > 0.

Proof of Proposition C.3. By Proposition C.2, there exists finite b > 0 andK1 >
0 so that

P (ξ > anbn) =

∫ ∞

anbn

Ku−a−1L(u)du

≥
∫ ∞

anbn

Ku−a−1K1u
−bdu

=
KK1

a+ b
(anbn)

−a−b

= exp {−(a+ b) log bn − (a+ b) log an + log(KK1/(a+ b))}
> exp(−C log bn)

for a sufficiently large C > 0. In the last line of the display, we used the fact
that an = O(nt) and log bn ≍ ns.

To derive the asymptotic behavior for p(Bn | Zn,Wn), we need to bound
the eigenvalues of Ωi = diag(ωi1, . . . , ωiq) for each i = 1, . . . , n. Without loss
of generality, we prove Proposition C.4 for all discrete responses. Namely, we
show that the eigenvalues of

∑n
i=1(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1/n are bounded away from zero
and infinity when all of the outcomes in yi are discrete. However, if there are
continuous (Gaussian) responses in yi, then the assertion that the eigenvalues
of
∑n

i=1(Σ + Ω−1
i )−1/n are bounded away from zero and infinity still holds.

This is because ωik = 1 for all k ∈ {1, . . . , q} where yik is Gaussian. Let S ⊂
I = {1, . . . , pn} be a set of row indices for the regression coefficients matrix.

Proposition C.4. Suppose that Assumptions (A3)-(A4) hold, so that the di-
agonal entries of Ωi follow PG(bik, 0), bik > 0, k = 1, . . . , q, and Σ | Un ∼
IW(n + d2,U

⊤
nUn + d1Iq). Then there exists a positive number k2 ∈ [0, 1) so

that as n→ ∞,

n−k2 ≤ inf
|S|=o(n/ log pn)

λmin

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1 ⊗ xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤}) a.s.,

and

sup
|S|=o(n/ log pn)

λmax

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1 ⊗ xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤}) ≤ nk2 a.s.,

where λmin(A) and λmax(A) denote the smallest eigenvalue and the largest
eigenvalue for a matrix A respectively.
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Proof of Proposition C.4. Recall that Ωi = diag(ω1i, . . . , ωqi), i = 1, . . . , n. We
first prove that for any v > 0,

min
1≤i≤n

ωki > n−v a.s. for each k ∈ {1, . . . , q}, (C.2)

as n → ∞. Based on the definition of a Pólya-gamma random variable [59], if
ω ∼ PG(b, c), then

ω =
1

2π2

∞∑
ℓ=1

gℓ(
ℓ− 1

2

)2
+
(

c
2π

)2 , gℓ
ind.∼ G(b, 1).

For any given k ∈ {1, . . . , q}, ωk1 ∼ PG(b1k, 0), and for b1k > 0, there exists

large N ∈ N so that Nb1k > 1 and Nb1kv > 2. Then, letting g∗ =
∑N

ℓ=1 gℓ, we
have

P

(
min

1≤i≤n
ωki ≤ n−v

)
= 1− P

(
min

1≤i≤n
ωki > n−v

)
= 1− P

(
ωk1 > n−v

)n
= 1− P

(
1

2π2

∞∑
ℓ=1

gℓ(
ℓ− 1

2

)2 > n−v

)n

≤ 1− P

(
2

π2(N − 1/2)2
g∗ > n−v

)n

= 1−
{
1− P

(
g∗ ≤ π2(N − 1/2)2

2nv

)}n

. (C.3)

Note that g∗ ∼ G(Nb1k, 1) and uNb1k−1e−u is an increasing function of u if
Nb1k > 1, u ∈ (0, 1). We have that for sufficiently large n,{

1− P

(
g∗ ≤ π2(N − 1/2)2

2nv

)}n

=

{
1−

∫ π2(N−1/2)2/2nv

0

1

Γ(Nb1k)
uNb1k−1e−udu

}n

>

{
1− 1

Γ(Nb1k)

(
π2(N − 1/2)2

2nv

)Nb1k

e−π2(N−1/2)2/2nv

}n

= 1 +O(n1−Nb1kv).

With (C.3),

P

(
min

1≤i≤n
ωki ≤ n−v

)
= O(n1−Nb1kv).

Since 1−Nb1kv < −1, we have P (min1≤i≤n ωki ≤ n−v) = o(n−1) so that (C.2)
follows from the Borel-Cantelli Lemma. Thus, for each k ∈ {1, . . . , q}, we take
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vk = d so that 0 ≤ vk + k0 < 1 and min1≤i≤n wki > n−d a.s., where k0 and d
are defined in Assumption (A3). Then we have

(Σ+ ndIq)
−1 ⊗

(
n−1

∑
i=1

xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤

)
≤ n−1

n∑
i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1 ⊗ xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤} a.s.

By Assumption (A3), for each S satisfying |S| = o(n/ log pn),

εn(Σ+ ndIq)
−1 ⊗ I|S| ≤ n−1

n∑
i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1 ⊗ xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤} a.s.

(C.4)

Now, it is enough to show that Σ is bounded. Using the fact that Σ | Un ∼
IW(n+ d2,U

⊤
nUn + d1Iq), we have that as n→ ∞,

1

n+ d2
(U⊤

nUn + d1Iq) −→ Σ0, a.s. (C.5)

On the other hand, it is implied by Theorem 1 in [86] that

λℓ(Σ)

λℓ[E(Σ | Un)]
=

λℓ(Σ)

λℓ[(U⊤
n Un + d1Iq)/(n+ d2)]

→ 1, ℓ = 1, . . . , q, a.s. (C.6)

so that Σ → Σ0 a.s. as n→ ∞. By Assumption (A4), the eigenvalues of Σ are
bounded away from zero almost surely. Thus,

n−d−k0 = εnn
−d ≤ λmin

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1 ⊗ xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤}) a.s.

Take k2 = d + k0, where k2 ∈ [0, 1). By Assumption (A3), we have that as
n→ ∞,

λmax[(n
−1

n∑
i=1

(Σ+Ω−1
i )−1 ⊗ xS

i (x
S
i )

⊤] ≤ λmax[n
−1

n∑
i=1

Σ−1 ⊗ xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤]

≤ k1ε
−1
n ≤ nk2 .

The proof is done.

In order to prove the main results in the paper, we will first characterize the
asymptotic behavior of the Mt-MBSP model when log pn = O(nα), α ∈ (0,∞).
We need the following assumptions, which are looser than assumptions (A1)-
(A2).

(S1) n≪ pn and log pn = O(nα), α ∈ (0,∞).
(S2) Let S0 ⊂ {1, . . . , pn} denote the set of indices of the rows in B0 with at

least one nonzero entry. Then |S0| = s0 satisfies 1 ≤ s0 and s0 = o(n).
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We need to consider these more general assumptions (S1)-(S2) in order to
prove Theorems 2 and 3. To derive the main results, we also need to construct
a suitable test function. For the test function given in Lemma C.1 below, we
need to first introduce the following notation. For each S satisfying that |S| =
o(n/ log pn), let

Σ̃n =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1 ⊗
(
xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤)})−1

.

Let λ̃ℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , pSq be the ℓth eigenvalues of Σ̃n. Based on Proposition C.4,
we have

n−k2 < min
ℓ
λℓ(Σ̃

−1
n ), k2 ∈ [0, 1). (C.7)

Based on (2.8),

zi = (BS)⊤0 xi + ε
′
i, where ε

′
i ∼ Nq(0, Σ+Ω−1

i ), i = 1, . . . , n.

Then we have

zi =
(
Iq ⊗ (xS

i )
⊤) vec(BS

0 ) + ε
′
i, i = 1, . . . , n.

The maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) for BS
0 is B̂S where

vec(B̂S)

=

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1 ⊗
(
xS
i (x

S
i )

⊤
)})−1(

n−1
n∑

i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1/2 ⊗ xS
i

}
z∗i

)

= Σ̃n

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

{
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1/2 ⊗ xS
i

}
z∗i

)
,

where
z∗i ∼ Nq

({
(Σ+Ω−1

i )−1/2 ⊗ (xS
i )

⊤
}
vec(BS

0 ), Iq

)
.

Then the distribution of B̂S is vec(B̂S) ∼ NpSq

(
vec(BS

0 ), Σ̃n

)
.

Define the set M as

M = {S : S ⊃ S0, S ̸= S0, |S| ≤ mn} , (C.8)

where S0 is the set of indices of the true model (i.e. the indices of the true
nonzero rows in B0), and mn is a positive number satisfying s0 ≤ mn and
mn log pn = o(nδ2n), where δ

2
n ∈ (s0n

−1 log pn, s0 log pn). Define the set T as

T = {S : S ⊂ (I \M), |S| ≤ n} . (C.9)

Let pS = |S| and s0 = |S0|, and let BS and BS
0 denote respectively the pS × q

submatrices of Bn and B0 containing the rows with indices in S. Let xS denote
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a pS × 1 sub-vector of x which contains components with indices in S. For
BS ∈ M, we can consider a multivariate linear regression model,

zi = (BS
0 )

⊤xS
i + εi, i = 1, . . . , n, (C.10)

where εi ∼ Nq

(
0, Ω−1

i +Σ
)
for each i = 1, . . . , n.

Finally, define the set,

Cn =
⋃

S∈M

{
∥B̂S −BS

0 ∥F > εδn/2
}
. (C.11)

Lemma C.1. Assume that we have a mixed-type response model (2.1)-(2.2)
where the parameters θi0’s satisfy (2.7) with true parameters (B0,Σ0). Suppose
that Assumptions (S1)-(S2) and Assumptions (A3)-(A4) in Section 3.1 hold.
Suppose that we endow the covariance matrix Σ with the inverse-Wishart prior
(2.11). Let δ2n ∈ (s0n

−1 log pn, s0 log pn). Define Φn = 1(Zn ∈ Cn) and Bε =
{Bn : ∥Bn − B0∥ > εδn}, where Cn is defined as in (C.11). Then, for any
arbitrary ε > 0, there exists a finite number C > 0 such that as n→ ∞,

(i) EB0
(Φn) ≤ exp(−C n(1−k2)δ2n/2);

(ii) supBn∈Bε
EBn(1− Φn) ≤ exp(−C n(1−k2)δ2n),

where k2 is defined in Proposition C.4.

Proof of Lemma C.1. To prove (i), let η = n1/2Σ̃
−1/2
n {vec(B̂S) − vec(BS

0 )} be
an pSq × 1 vector. Obviously, η ∼ NpSq(0, IpSq). We have

EB0
(Φn) = P (Zn ∈ Cn) ≤

∑
S∈M

P
(
∥B̂S −BS

0 ∥F > εδn/2
)

≤
mn∑

|S|=s0+1

(
pn
|S|

)
P
(
∥vec(B̂S)− vec(BS

0 )∥2F > ε2δ2n/4
)

≤
mn∑

|S|=s0+1

(
pn
|S|

)
P
(
tr
(
Σ̃nηη

⊤
)
> ε2nδ2n/4

)

≤
mn∑

|S|=s0+1

(
pn
|S|

)
P
(
nk2tr

(
ηη⊤) > ε2nδ2n/4

)
≤

mn∑
pS=s0+1

(
pn
pS

)
P
(
X 2

pSq > ε2n(1−k2)δ2n/4
)
. (C.12)

Note that the fourth inequality holds by using (C.7). By Theorem 1 of [33], we
have

P

(
X 2

pSq >
n(1−k2)ε2δ2n

4

)
≤ exp

(
−n

(1−k2)ε2δ2n
16

)
,
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when n is large. With the fact that
∑m

i=k

(
n
i

)
≤ (m−k+1)

(
n
m

)
, the right-hand-

side of (C.12) can be bounded as follows. For sufficiently large n,

mn∑
pS=s0+1

(
pn
pS

)
P

(
X 2

pSq >
n(1−k2)ε2δ2n

4

)
≤

mn∑
pS=s0

(
pn
pS

)
exp

(
−n

(1−k2)ε2δ2n
16

)

≤ (mn − s0)

(
epn
mn

)mn

exp

(
−n

(1−k2)ε2δ2n
16

)
. (C.13)

From the fact that mn ≪ n(1−k2)δ2n/ log pn, it is implied by (C.13) that

log

 mn∑
pS=s0+1

(
pn
pS

)
P

(
X 2

pSq >
ε2nδ2n
4k2

)
≤ log(mn) +mn(1 + log pn)−

1

16
n(1−k2)ε2δ2n. (C.14)

Altogether, combining (C.12)-(C.14), we have

EB0
(Φn) ≤ exp

(
−Cn(1−k2)δ2n/2

)
.

The proof of (i) is done. The proof of (ii) follows almost identical arguments as
the proof of Proposition 2 of [4], and thus, we omitted it here.

Finally, we have the following theorem which provides a general upper bound
on the radius of the ball in which the posterior asymptotically puts all of its
mass when log pn = O(nα), α ∈ (0,∞).

Proposition C.5. Assume the same setup as Lemma C.1 where Assumptions
(S1)-(S2) and (A3)-(A4) hold. Suppose that we endow the regression coefficients
matrix Bn with a prior p(Bn) satisfying

P
(
∥Bn −B0∥F < C̃n−ρ/2δn

)
> exp(−Dn(1−k2)δ2n) (C.15)

for any (C̃,D, ρ) with C̃ > 0, D > 0, and ρ > k2. Moreover, Σ follows an
inverse-Wishart prior (2.11). Then for any arbitrary ε > 0,

sup
B0

EB0
P

(
∥Bn −B0∥F > εδn

∣∣∣∣ Zn,Wn

)
−→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Proof of Proposition C.5. The proof is similar to the proof of [4]. Based on
Lemma C.1, both the type I and type II errors can control an exponential
decay rate. Let Φn = 1(Zn ∈ Cn), where Cn is defined as in (C.11). Let

JBε =

∫
Bn∈Bε

p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
dP (Bn) and Jn =

∫
p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
dP (Bn).
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The posterior probability of Bε = {∥Bn −B0∥F > εδn}, where ε > 0, is given
by

P (Bε | Zn) =
JBε

Jn
≤ Φn + (1− Φn)

JBε

Jn

def
= A1 +

A2

Jn
.

By using Markov’s inequality and part (i) of Lemma C.1, we have

P (A1 ≥ exp{−C n(1−k2)δ2n/4}) ≤ exp(C n(1−k2)δ2n/4)EB0
(Φn)

≤ exp(−C n(1−k2)δ2n/4).

Thus, the Borel-Cantelli lemma yields

P (A1 ≥ exp{−C n(1−k2)δ2n/4} infinity often) = 0,

since
∑∞

n=1 P (A1 ≥ exp{−C n(1−k2)δ2n/4}) ≤
∑∞

n=1 exp(−C n(1−k2)δ2n/4) <∞.
We have A1 → 0 a.s. in PB0 -probability as n→ ∞.

Next we will look at the term A2. By Fubini’s theorem,

EB0
(A2) = EB0

[(1− Φn)JBε
] = EB0

(
(1− Φn)

∫
Bn∈Bε

p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
dP (Bn)

)
=

∫
Bn∈Bε

EBn
(1− Φn)dP (Bn)

≤ P (Bn ∈ Bε) sup
Bn∈Bε

EB0
(1− Φn)

≤ sup
Bn∈Bε

EB0
(1− Φn) ≤ exp(−C n1−k2δ2n).

The last inequality follows from part (ii) of Lemma C.1. Again, by the similar
argument for A1, we apply the Borel-Cantelli lemma to obtain that

P (A2 ≥ exp{−C n(1−k2)δ2n/2} infinity often) = 0,

since
∑∞

n=1 P (A2 ≥ exp{−C n(1−k2)δ2n/2}) ≤
∑∞

n=1 exp(−C n(1−k2)δ2n/2) <∞.
We have A1 → 0 a.s. in PB0

-probability as n→ ∞. To finish the proof, we will
show that

exp(C n(1−k2)δ2n/2)Jn → ∞ a.s. in PB0
-probability as n→ ∞.

Define

Dn
def
=

{
Bn :

1

n(1−k2)δ2n
log

p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
< v

}
for 0 < v < C/2.

We have

exp(C n(1−kc)δ2n/2)Jn

= exp(C n(1−k2)δ2n/2)

∫
exp

{
−n(1−k2)δ2n

1

n(1−k2)δ2n
log

p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)

}
dP (Bn)

≥ exp
{
(C/2− v)n(1−k2)δ2n

}
P (Dn | Zn). (C.16)
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From (2.8), we have

log
p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
= −1

2

n∑
i=1

{
(zi −B⊤

nxi)
⊤(Ω−1

i +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤
nxi)

− (zi −B⊤
0 xi)

⊤(Ω−1
i +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤

0 xi)
}

= −1

2

n∑
i=1

tr
{
(Ω−1

i +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤
nxi)(zi −B⊤

nxi)
⊤}

+
1

2

n∑
i=1

tr
{
(Ω−1

i +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤
0 xi)(zi −B⊤

0 xi)
⊤}

≤ −1

2

n∑
i=1

tr
{
(Ω−1

i +Σ)−1(B⊤
nxi −B⊤

0 xi)(B
⊤
nxi −B⊤

0 xi)
⊤}

+

n∑
i=1

[
tr
{
(Ω−1

i +Σ)−1(B⊤
nxi −B⊤

0 xi)(B
⊤
nxi −B⊤

0 xi)
⊤}

× tr
{
(Ω−1

i +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤
0 xi)(zi −B⊤

0 xi)
⊤}]1/2 . (C.17)

Let κn = n(1−k2+ρ)/2, ρ > k2, where k2 ∈ [0, 1) is defined in Proposition C.4.
We have

P (Dn | Zn) = P

(
Bn :

1

n(1−k2)δ2n
log

p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
< v

)

≥ P

 1

n(1−k2)δ2n

{
tr

n∑
i=1

(Ω−1
i +Σ)−1(B⊤

n xi −B⊤
0 xi)(B

⊤
n xi −B⊤

0 xi)
⊤

}1/2

×
{
tr

n∑
i=1

(Ω−1
i +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤

0 xi)(zi −B⊤
0 xi)

⊤

}1/2

< v


≥ P

 1

n(1−k2)δ2n

{
tr

n∑
i=1

(Ω−1
i +Σ)−1(B⊤

n xi −B⊤
0 xi)(B

⊤
n xi −B⊤

0 xi)
⊤

}1/2

<
v

κn
,

{
tr

n∑
i=1

(Ω−1
i +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤

0 xi)(zi −B⊤
0 xi)

⊤

}1/2

< κn


= P

 1

n(1−k2)δ2n

{
tr

n∑
i=1

(Ω−1
i +Σ)−1(B⊤

n xi −B⊤
0 xi)(B

⊤
n xi −B⊤

0 xi)
⊤

}1/2

<
v

κn

 ,

(C.18)

by noting that

P

{tr

n∑
i=1

(Ω−1
i +Σ)−1(zi −B⊤

0 xi)(zi −B⊤
0 xi)

⊤

}1/2

> κn infinity often

 = 0.
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Thus, from (C.18), Assumption (A3), and Proposition C.4, we have that

P (Dn | Zn)

≥ P

 1

n(1−k2)δ2n

{
tr

n∑
i=1

(Ω−1
i +Σ)−1(B⊤

n xi −B⊤
0 xi)(B

⊤
n xi −B⊤

0 xi)
⊤

}1/2

<
v

κn


≥ P

{tr

n∑
i=1

(Bn −B0)(Ω
−1
i +Σ)−1(B⊤

n −B⊤
0 )xix

⊤
i

}1/2

<
n(1−k2)δnv

κn


≥ P

(
∥Bn −B0∥F <

vδn

nρ/2

)
.

Note that the second inequality holds since δn ≥ 1. For sufficiently large n and
any D > 0, we have

P

(
∥Bn −B0∥F <

2vδn
3nρ/2

)
> exp(−Dn(1−k2)δ2n),

we let D ∈ (0, C/2 − v) so that exp(C n(1−k2)δ2n/2)Jn → ∞ a.s. in PB0
-

probability as n→ ∞. This establishes the result.

C.2. Proof of Theorem 1

We first prove a more general result about the asymptotic behavior of the poste-
rior for Bn under the Mt-MBSP model when Assumptions (S1)-(S2) hold. The
reason for first obtaining Theorem C.5 below is because we need Theorem C.5 in
order to prove Theorem 3. The proof of Theorem 1 is simply a straightforward
modification of Theorem C.5.

Theorem C.5. Assume the same setup as Proposition C.5. Suppose that con-
ditions (S1)-(S2), (A3)-(A4) and (B1)-(B3) hold, and we endow Bn with the
Mt-MBSP prior (2.9)-(2.10) and Σ with the inverse-Wishart prior (2.11). Then,
for any arbitrary ε > 0,

sup
B0

EB0P

(
∥Bn −B0∥F > εδn

∣∣∣∣ Zn, Wn

)
−→ 0 as n→ ∞,

where δ2n ∈ (s0 log pn/n, s0 log pn).

Proof. In light of Proposition C.5, it is enough to prove that the Mt-MBSP prior
(2.9)-(2.10) for Bn satisfies condition (C.15). That is, for any constants C > 0
and D > 0,

P

(
∥Bn −B0∥F < C

δn
nρ/2

)
> exp(−Dn(1−k2)δ2n). (C.19)

under the Mt-MBSP prior on (2.9)-(2.10) on Bn. Let Bn = (β1, . . . ,βq) =
(bn

1 , . . . ,b
n
pn
)⊤. Since the rows of Bn are independent, the marginal prior of the

Mt-MBSP model can also be written as

p(Bn) =

pn∏
j=1

p(bn
j ), (C.20)
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where bn
j | ξj ,Σ

ind∼ Nq(0q, τnξjΣ) for j = 1, . . . , pn. Therefore, the marginal
prior for p(bn

j ) is

p(bn
j ) =

∫ ∞

0

(2πτnξj)
−q/2|Σ|−1/2 exp

(
− 1

2ξjτn
∥Σ−1/2bn

j ∥2
)
p(ξj)dξj ,

where p(ξj) is the hyperprior density (2.10). We have

P

(
∥Bn −B0∥2F < C2 δ

2
n

nρ

)
= P

∑
j∈S0

∥bn
j − b0

j∥2 +
∑
j /∈S0

∥bn
j ∥2 < C2 δ

2
n

nρ


≥ P

∑
j∈S0

∥bn
j − b0

j∥2 < C2 δ
2
n

2nρ
,
∑
j /∈S0

∥bn
j ∥2 < C2 δ

2
n

2nρ


≥
∏
j∈S0

P

(
∥bn

j − b0
j∥2 < C2 δ2n

2s0nρ

)
P

∑
j /∈S0

∥bn
j ∥2 < C2 δ

2
n

2nρ


def
= I1 × I2. (C.21)

We first bound I1 from below. In the following, we let C1 and C2 be appropriate
constants that do not depend on n, while C3 is the constant from Proposition
C.3. Let ∆2

n = C2δ2n/(2s0n
ρ). Then ∆2

n = O(log pn). From (C.21), we have

I1 =
∏
j∈S0

P
(
∥bn

j − b0
j∥2 < ∆2

n

)
=
∏
j∈S0

[∫ ∞

0

∫
∥bn

j −b0
j∥

2<∆2
n

1

(2πτnξj)q/2|Σ|1/2
exp

(
−
∥Σ−1/2bn

j ∥2

2ξjτn

)
p(ξj)db

n
j dξj

]

≥
∏
j∈S0

[∫ ∞

0

∫
∥bn

j −b0
j∥

2<∆2
n

(2πτnξjk1)
−q/2 exp

(
−

∥bn
j ∥2

2ξjτnk1

)
p(ξj)db

n
j dξj

]

≥
∏
j∈S0

q∏
k=1

[∫ ∞

0

∫
|bn

jk
−b0

jk
|2<∆2

n
q

1

(2πτnξjk1)1/2
exp

(
−

(bnjk)
2

2ξjτnk1

)
p(ξj)db

n
jkdξj

]
∆
= A, (C.22)

where the third inequality in (C.22) comes from the boundedness of Σ in (C.5)
and Assumption (A4) that 0 < k−1

1 < λmin(Σ) ≤ λmax(Σ) < k1 <∞.

We continue to lower-bound the term A in (C.22). Let p′n = exp{n(1−k2)} be
a sequence where k2 ∈ [0, 1) is defined in Proposition C.4. In the fifth line of
the following display (C.23), we use Assumption (B3) that maxj,k|(B0)ij |2 =

O(log pn) so that the term {|b0jk| ∨ (∆n/q
1/2)}2 ≤ M log pn for some finite

number M > 0. We also apply Proposition C.3 to the integral term by the fact

that p⋆(ξj) = C2ξ
−1/2
j π(ξj) = C2ξ

−(a+1/2)−1
j L(ξ), where C2 is the normalizing
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constant. We have

A =
∏

j∈S0

q∏
k=1

[∫ ∞

0

∫ b0jk+∆n/q1/2

b0
jk

−∆n/q1/2

1

(2πτnξjk1)1/2
exp

(
−

(bnjk)
2

2ξjτnk1

)
p(ξj)db

n
jkdξj

]

≥
∏

j∈S0

q∏
k=1

[∫ ∞

0

C1 ∆n

(τnξj)1/2
exp

(
−
{|b0jk| ∨ (∆n/q1/2)}2

2ξjτnk1

)
p(ξj)dξj

]
(1 + o(1))

>
∏
j∈S0

q∏
k=1

[∫ ∞

s0p′nnρ log pn/δ2n

C1∆n

(τnξj)1/2
exp

(
−
({|b0jk| ∨ (∆n/q1/2)}2

2ξjτnk1

)
p(ξj)dξj

]
(1 + o(1))

≥
∏
j∈S0

q∏
k=1

[
C1∆n

C2(τn)1/2
exp

(
−

{|b0jk| ∨ (∆n/q1/2)}2

2k1τns0p′nn
ρ log pn/δ2n

)∫ ∞

s0p′nnρ log pn/δ2n

p⋆(ξj)dξj

]
× (1 + o(1)),

where p⋆(ξj) = C2ξ
−1/2
j p(ξj) and

∫ ∞

0
p⋆(ξj)dξj = 1

>
∏
j∈S0

q∏
k=1

[
C1∆n

C2(τn)1/2
exp

(
−

Mδ2n
2k1τns0p′nn

ρ

)
exp

(
−C3 log p′n

)]
(1 + o(1))

= exp

(
qs0

[
log

(
C1

C2

)
−

1

2
log τn + log ∆n −

Mδ2n
2k1τns0p′nn

ρ
− C3 log p′n

])
(1 + o(1))

> exp

(
−qC3n

(1−k2) −
qMn(1−k2)δ2n

2k1τnp′nn
ρ+1−k2

+ qs0

[
log

(
C1

C2

)
−

1

2
log τn + log ∆n

])
(1 + o(1))

> exp

(
−qC3n

(1−k2)δ2n −
qMn(1−k2)δ2n

2k1τnp′nn
ρ+1−k2

+ qs0

[
log

(
C1

C2

)
−

1

2
log τn + log ∆n

])
× (1 + o(1)).

(C.23)

By Assumption (B1), τnn
ρ+1−k2p′n = c, and further, by Assumptions (S1)-(S2),

s0 log pn/n ≤ δ2n. Meanwhile, all the other terms in the exponent of (C.23) are
of order o(n(1−k2)δ2n) except −qC3n

(1−k2)δ2n. Therefore, (C.23) implies

I1 > exp
(
−Dn(1−k2)δn

)
, (C.24)

for sufficiently large n. Further, to derive the lower bound of I2 in (C.21),
we apply Markov’s inequality and the fact that bn

j | ξj ∼ Nq(0q, τnξjΣ) for
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j = 1, . . . , pn. We have

I2 = P

∑
j /∈S0

∥bn
j ∥2 < s0∆

2
n


= 1− P

∑
j /∈S0

∥bn
j ∥2 > s0∆

2
n


= 1− E

P
∑

j /∈S0

∥bn
j ∥2 > s0∆

2
n

∣∣∣∣ ξ1, . . . , ξpn


≥ 1− E

E
(∑

j /∈S0
∥bn

j ∥2 | ξ1, . . . , ξpn

)
s0∆2

n


= 1−

τntr(Σ)E
(∑

j /∈S0
ξj

)
s0∆2

n

≥ 1− τn(pn − s0)E(ξ1)

k1s0∆2
n

→ 1 as n→ ∞, (C.25)

where the last inequality of (C.25) follows from Assumption (A4), Assumption
(B1), and the fact E(ξ1) <∞. Note that the argument of boundedness of tr(Σ)
is similar to that of (C.5). In addition, it is implied by the assumptions (A3)
and (B1) that pn ≤ exp{n1−k2} = p′n since nk2 = o(n/ log pn). Thus,

τn(pn − s0)E(ξ1)

k1s0∆2
n

=
2τn(pn − s0)E(ξ1)

k1C2n(1−k2)δ2n
→ 0 as n→ ∞ .

By (C.21), (C.24), and (C.25), it is clear that for sufficiently large n, (C.19)
holds.

Proof of Theorem 1. To prove Theorem 1, we can modify the proofs of Lemma
C.1, Proposition C.5, and Theorem C.5. The proofs go through with δn replaced
by (s0 log pn/n)

1/2 as long as we assume that s0 = o(n/ log pn), as in Assumption
(A2). Since s0 is allowed to diverge as n → ∞, we must have log pn = o(n),
as in Assumption (A1). Thus, replacing conditions (S1)-(S2) in Theorem C.5
with conditions (A1)-(A2) gives the desired posterior contraction rate when
log pn = o(n).

C.3. Proofs of Theorem 2 and Corollary 1

Proof of Theorem 2. To give a counterexample, let k2 = 0 for Proposition C.4.
Let Φn = 1(Zn ∈ Cn), where Cn is defined as in (C.11). Let

JBε
=

∫
Bn∈Bε

p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
dP (Bn) and Jn =

∫
p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
dP (Bn).



Wang et al./Mixed-type Multivariate Bayesian Model with Shrinkage Priors 44

The posterior probability of Bε = {∥Bn − B0∥F > ε/4}, where ε > 0, can be
rewritten as

P (Bε | Zn) =
JBε

Jn
≥ (1− Φn)JBε

Jn
.

To prove the theorem, we need to show that under the assumption that log pn =
Cn where C > 0,

inf
n

EB0
{(1− Φn)Bε} > 0, (C.26)

and
Jn <∞ a.s. in PB0

-probability. (C.27)

To prove (C.26), we will use a similar argument as in the proof of part (i) of
Lemma C.1. On the set B∗

ε = {Bn : ∥BS
n −BS

0 ∥F > ε/4, ∀S ∈ M}, we have

EBn
(Φn)

≤
∑
S∈M

P
(
∥B̂S −BS

0 ∥F > ε/2, ∥BS
n −BS

0 ∥F > ε/4, ∀S ∈ M | Bn

)
≤

∑
S∈M

P
(
∥B̂S −BS

n∥F > ε/4 | Bn

)
.

Similar to (C.12) and (C.13),

log EBn
(Φn) ≤ log (mn − s0) +mn(1 + log pn)−

nε2

32k22
,

where s0, and k2 are defined as in Lemma C.1. Note that log pn = Cn where
C > 0. Thus, we letmn be a positive number such that s0 ≤ mn andmn satisfies
that log (mn − s0) +mn(1 + log pn)− nε2/(32k22) ∈ (−∞, 0). This implies that
EBn

(1− Φn) has a nonzero (constant) lower bound. Therefore,

EB0
[(1− Φn)JBε

] ≥ EB0
[(1− Φn)JB∗

ε
]

= EB0

(
(1− Φn)

∫
Bn∈B∗

ε

p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
dP (Bn)

)

=

∫
Bn∈B∗

ε

EBn(1− Φn)dP (Bn)

≥ P (Bn ∈ B∗
ε) inf

Bn∈Bε

EB0
(1− Φn).

Obviously, infn P (Bn ∈ B∗
ε) > 0. Thus, the proof of (C.26) is done.

In order to prove (C.27), we let Bn = (β1, . . . ,βq) = (bn
1 , . . . ,b

n
pn
)⊤. From

(C.20), the marginal prior for p(bn
j ) is

p(bn
j ) =

∫ ∞

0

(2πτnξj)
−q/2|Σ|−1/2 exp

(
− 1

2ξjτn
∥Σ−1/2bn

j ∥2
)
p(ξj)dξj ,
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where p(ξj) is the hyperprior density (2.10). We have

Jn =

∫
p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
dP (Bn)

=

∫
exp

{
log

p(Zn | Bn)
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−
pn∑
j=1

(
∥Σ−1/2bn

j ∥2

2ξjτn
+
q

2
log(2πτnξj) +

1

2
log |Σ| − log p(ξj)

) dBn

∆
=

∫
AdBn. (C.28)

Similar to (C.17),

log
p(Zn | Bn)

p(Zn | B0)
= −1

2

n∑
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nxi)
⊤(Ω−1
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0 xi)
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2
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Let κn = n(1+ρ)/2 for ρ > 0. Since
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 = 0,

and τn = O(p−1
n ), we have
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Note that the term
∑pn

j=1 ∥Σ−1/2bn
j ∥2/(2ξjτn) is the dominating term of or-

der Op(p
2
n) in (C.30). Combining (C.28)-(C.30), we have that Jn =

∫
AdBn is

bounded, i.e. we have established (C.27). Combining (C.26)-(C.27) gives that
EB0

P (Bε | Zn) is bounded away from zero and the proof is finished.



Wang et al./Mixed-type Multivariate Bayesian Model with Shrinkage Priors 46

Proof of Corollary 1. By Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, the one-step Mt-MBSP
posterior for Bn is consistent when log pn = o(n) but inconsistent if log pn =
Cn,C > 0.

C.4. Proofs of Theorems 3 and 4

Proof of Theorem 3. Based on Theorem C.5 and our proposed two-step proce-
dure, we have that for ε > 0,

sup
B0

EB0
P

 pn∑
j=1

q∑
k=1

{(Bn)jk − (B0)jk}2 > ε2
rn log pn

n
| Zn, Wn

 −→ 0 as n → ∞,
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rn log pn
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Then it follows that
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Based on (C.31),
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Thus,
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and
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By the condition that minj∈S0
maxk=1,...,q |(B0)jk| ≥ c3

nζ for some 2ζ < α so

that maxk=1,...,q |(B0)jk| ≫ (rn log pn/n)
1/2, j ∈ S0 and rn ∈ (s0, n), it then

follows from (C.33) that
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(C.34)

Recall that the set Jn collects the Kn = min{n − 1, |An|} < n largest values
among the elements in the set {|maxk=1,...,q q0.5[(Bn)jk]|}pn

j=1. Moreover, Jn

satisfies Jn ⊂ An and |Jn| ≥ |S0|. Therefore, it is implied by (C.34) that

EB0
P ( j ∈ S0 implies that j ∈ Jn | Zn, Wn) → 1.

The proof is done.

Proof of Theorem 4. Let J c
n = {1, . . . , pn} \ Jn. Let B̃Jn and B̃J c

n denote the

submatrices of B̃n with row indices in Jn and J c
n respectively, and define BJn

0

and B
J c

n
0 analogously. We have that, with probability tending to one,

∥B̃n −B0∥2F = ∥B̃Jn −BJn
0 ∥2F + ∥B̃J c

n −B
J c

n
0 ∥2F = ∥B̃Jn −BJn

0 ∥2F ,

where the final equality is because B̃J c
n is a zero matrix by construction and

because by Theorem 3, J c
n ⊂ Sc

0 as n → ∞. Thus B
J c

n
0 is also a zero matrix as

n→ ∞. The result now follows from Theorem 1.

Appendix D: MCMC Convergence Diagnostics

When we fit the Mt-MBSP model to the full data (i.e. all p predictors) in Section
5.1, we ran the Gibbs sampling algorithm in Appendix A for 1100 iterations,
discarding the first 100 samples as burnin. In this section, we verify that the
Gibbs sampler had adequate convergence for the six numerical experiments from
Section 5.1. Our analysis ensures that the superior performance of two-step
estimator (reported in Table 2) was not due to the algorithm failing to converge
for the one-step estimator. This also confirms that for the two-step estimator,
we had run Step 1 for enough iterations to obtain accurate estimates of the
posterior quantiles in (4.1)-(4.2) before running Step 2.
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Table D.3
Average ESS, MCSE(q0.5), MCSE(q0.025), and MSCE(q0.975) for the entries in the p× q
regression coefficients matrix B. These results are based on 1000 saved MCMC samples
following a burnin period of 100 initial samples which were discarded. The six scenarios

pertain to the six simulation settings described in Section 5.1.

ESS MCSE(q0.5) MCSE(q0.025) MCSE(q0.975)

Scenario 1 649.16 0.0010 0.024 0.023
Scenario 2 599.57 0.0007 0.014 0.014
Scenario 3 498.14 0.0006 0.011 0.011
Scenario 4 552.72 0.0017 0.043 0.040
Scenario 5 569.50 0.0010 0.021 0.020
Scenario 6 423.01 0.0008 0.016 0.016

To empirically verify convergence, we ran one replication for each of the six
scenarios in Section 5.1 when n = 150 and p = 1000. These scenarios contained a
mixture of continuous and discrete responses, and therefore, all of them utilized
Pólya-gamma data augmentation. We ran the Gibbs sampler for 1100 iterations,
discarding the first 100 samples as burnin. Using the R package mcmcse [31], we
recorded the effective sample size (ESS) and the Monte Carlo standard error
(MCSE) for the posterior median q0.5, the posterior 0.025 quantile q0.025, and
the posterior 0.975 quantile q0.975 for each of the regression coefficients in the
p× q matrix B.

Table D.3 reports the average ESS and average MCSE for the pq entries in B
based on the 1000 MCMC samples that were saved after 100 warmup iterations.
Table D.3 shows an acceptable ESS (greater than 400 on average) in all simu-
lation settings and a fairly low MCSE, indicating high precision of our MCMC
estimates for q0.5, q0.025, and q0.975. Figure 3 shows the MCMC traceplots for
the 1000 iterations after burnin for six randomly chosen coefficients in B from
each of the six scenarios. The traceplots in Figure 3 demonstrate superb mixing,
suggesting that the Gibbs sampling algorithm had already converged after the
first 100 warmup iterations.

Our analysis demonstrates that even when p > n and p is fairly large (here,
p = 1000), we can still obtain a high quality approximation of the posterior for
B by running just 1100 iterations of our Gibbs sampling algorithm in Appendix
A. While our empirical results are very good, a rigorous theoretical analysis of
the Gibbs sampler (e.g. its convergence rate or ergodicity) is desirable.
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gamma augmentation. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems 28: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems
2015, December 7-12, 2015, Montreal, Quebec, Canada (C. Cortes,
N. D. Lawrence, D. D. Lee, M. Sugiyama and R. Garnett, eds.)
3456–3464.

[51] Matthews, B. W. (1975). Comparison of the predicted and observed
secondary structure of T4 phage lysozyme. Biochimica et Biophysica Acta
(BBA) - Protein Structure 405 442-451.

[52] McCulloch, C. (2008). Joint modelling of mixed outcome types using
latent variables. Statistical Methods in Medical Research 17 53-73.

[53] Narisetty, N. N. and He, X. (2014). Bayesian variable selection with
shrinking and diffusing priors. The Annals of Statistics 42 789–817.

[54] Neal, R. M. (2011). MCMC using Hamiltonian dynamics. Handbook of



Wang et al./Mixed-type Multivariate Bayesian Model with Shrinkage Priors 53

Markov Chain Monte Carlo 2 113-162.
[55] Ning, B., Jeong, S. and Ghosal, S. (2020). Bayesian linear regression

for multivariate responses under group sparsity. Bernoulli 26 2353–2382.
[56] Pal, S. and Khare, K. (2014). Geometric ergodicity for Bayesian shrink-

age models. Electronic Journal of Statistics 8 604 – 645.
[57] Pal, S., Khare, K. and Hobert, J. P. (2017). Trace class Markov chains

for Bayesian inference with generalized double Pareto shrinkage priors.
Scandinavian Journal of Statistics 44 307-323.

[58] Pitman, J. (1995). Exchangeable and partially exchangeable random par-
titions. Probability Theory and Related Fields 102 145–158.

[59] Polson, N. G., Scott, J. G. and Windle, J. (2013). Bayesian inference
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