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Abstract
-
8 A hierarchical Bayesian approach that permits simultaneous inference for the
C)_ regression coefficient matrix and the error precision (inverse covariance) matrix in
8 the multivariate linear model is proposed. Assuming a natural ordering of the
g elements of the response, the precision matrix is reparameterized so it can be es-
S timated with univariate-response linear regression techniques. A novel generalized
'>2 bridge regression prior that accommodates both sparse and dense settings and is
E competitive with alternative methods for univariate-response regression is proposed

and used in this framework. Two component-wise Markov chain Monte Carlo algo-
rithms are developed for sampling, including a data augmentation algorithm based
on a scale mixture of normals representation. Numerical examples demonstrate
that the proposed method is competitive with comparable joint mean-covariance
models, particularly in estimation of the precision matrix. The method is also used
to estimate the 253 x 253 precision matrices of two classes of spectra extracted from
images taken by the Hubble Space Telescope. Some interesting structural patterns

in the estimates are discussed.



1 Introduction

The simultaneous modeling of multiple numerical response variables is a fundamental
problem. A Bayesian shrinkage estimation framework is proposed under the following
model. Let Y; be a g-variate response random vector and X; € R? be the associated
covariate vector for the ¢th subject, and let B € RP*? be the regression coefficient matrix.
Define ¢; to be a ¢-variate latent random vector with zero mean and positive definite,
diagonal covariance matrix D and L € R?*? to be a lower triangular matrix with ones on

its diagonal. The distribution of Y; is described by the multivariate linear model
Y;=B'X;+ Le;, i=1,...,n. (1)

Denote the covariance matrix of the Y;’s by Q1.

Although several frequentist approaches for simultaneous estimation of (B, () in this
multivariate linear model have been proposed (Rothman et al.; 2010; Lee and Liu, 2012;
Cai et al.; 2013), there is limited work in this setting from a Bayesian perspective. Several
approaches focus on structure learning for 2 and either provide only an estimate of its
sparsity structure (Bhadra and Mallick, 2013; Bottolo et al.; 2021) or relax the positive
definite constraint in estimation (Samanta et al., 2022). Methods that both estimate €
itself and preserve the positive definite constraint include the multivariate spike-and-slab
LASSO (mSSL) (Deshpande et al., 2019) and the horseshoe-graphical horseshoe (HS-
GHS) (Li et al., 2021). Both mSSL and HS-GHS extend priors used in sparse univariate-
response linear regression to the multivariate case. mSSL specifies spike-and-slab lasso
priors (Rockova and George, 2018) on each element of B and the off-diagonal elements
of Q, while HS-GHS uses the horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al.; 2010). The prior on 2
is then truncated to the space of positive definite, symmetric matrices. Li et al. (2021)
consider full posterior inference, but Deshpande et al. (2019) only consider computation
of the posterior mode.

Full posterior inference on (B, §2) using a novel penalized regression prior is proposed
here. Whereas use of the ridge and lasso regression penalties would require the practi-
tioner to consider penalty selection in model fitting, the proposed prior addresses this
nuisance parameter using a type of model averaging approach. Furthermore, the range
of the penalty is extended beyond the commonly used range of [1,2]. Allowing penalty
values less than 1 encourages sparsity when appropriate, while values greater than 2 im-
prove performance in dense settings. The proposed generalized bridge (GBR) prior also
uses local shrinkage parameters. This results in a local-global interpretation and leads
to the same sort of tail-robustness properties enjoyed by the horseshoe (Carvalho et al.,
2010). In estimation and prediction, the GBR prior is competitive with the horseshoe

and the spike-and-slab lasso (Rockova and George, 2018).



When extending the GBR prior to multivariate linear regression, estimation of 2 is
first converted to estimation of a sequence of ¢ autoregressions (Pourahmadi, 1999), and
the GBR prior is specified in an element-wise fashion for B and the coefficients of the
autoregressions. The connection between ) and autoregression is now described. For
ease of exposition, let 1 € R? and consider the following special case of equation (1), with
a single Y and e:

Y =pu+ Le. (2)

Define T = L~!, which is also lower triangular with ones on its diagonal. The modified

Cholesky decomposition is given by
Q=T"D'T. (3)
Since € = T(Y — p) express its jth row equality as

Yi=p = Tjn(Yr—pa) = =TV —pi1) +e5, J€{2,...,q},

which is the linear regression of Y; on Y3, ...,Y;_;. Let (T, D) be an estimator of (T, D)
based on fitting these ¢ regressions. The corresponding precision matrix estimator is
QO = TTﬁ_lf, which is guaranteed to be positive definite and symmetric, but is not
invariant to permutations of the variables. As a result, it is more suited to applications
where Y has a natural ordering, such as longitudinal or spatial data (Wu and Pourahmadi,
2003; Kidd and Katzfuss, 2022), though it has been applied to financial returns data
for computing the covariance matrix for ¢ assets (Carvalho et al., 2010; Gramacy and
Pantaleo, 2010). Methods have been proposed to address the ordering issue — see for
example Kang and Deng (2020) and Zheng et al. (2017) — but a natural ordering of the
variables is assumed to be available here.

A related idea is neighborhood selection (Meinhausen and Bithlmann, 2006), which
estimates ) by regressing each element of Y on all other elements. This results in a
pseudolikelihood. Although the resulting estimator is permutation invariant, it is not
guaranteed to be positive definite or symmetric (Yuan and Lin, 2007). Jalali et al. (2020),
Samanta et al. (2022), and Williams et al. (2018) proposed Bayesian methods taking this
approach.

Under the assumption that ¢ is Gaussian, Bayesian approaches using the modified
Cholesky decomposition have considered a variety of univariate-response regression pri-
ors. Daniels and Pourahmadi (2002) used conjugate priors without making sparsity
assumptions. Many others first impose sparsity and then specify a multivariate normal
prior on the coefficients conditional on the sparsity pattern. Lee et al. (2019) and Smith
and Kohn (2002) allow an arbitrary sparsity pattern, while Kidd and Katzfuss (2022) and

Lee and Lin (2023) assume a banded structure for 7. Lee and Lee (2021) also assume



a banded structure but specify a flat prior on the coefficients. Surprisingly, penalized
regression priors have received little attention. Gramacy and Pantaleo (2010) consider
ridge and lasso priors, but penalized regression approaches are often considered under
a frequentist paradigm (Huang et al., 2006; Levina et al., 2008). Additionally, many
of these methods focus on covariance estimation and estimate p with the sample mean;
among the methods mentioned here, only Daniels and Pourahmadi (2002) and Smith and
Kohn (2002) also consider mean estimation in the presence of covariates.

The proposed model makes use of the regression framework provided by the modified
Cholesky decomposition for estimating €2 while allowing u to depend on the value of pre-
dictors, as described by equation (1). The resulting posterior distribution is analytically
intractable in the sense that closed-form expressions for posterior quantities of interest
are not available. Two Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms are developed
for sampling from the posterior. The first is a standard component-wise algorithm that
can accommodate values of the penalty parameter greater than 2. The second is a data
augmentation algorithm that, although unable to allow penalty values greater than 2,
is computationally more efficient, reducing the number of required Metropolis-Hastings
updates from pg + q(q —1)/2 + 2 to 2.

The data augmentation algorithm uses a scale mixture of normals (SMN) represen-
tation of the exponential power distribution (West, 1987) to augment the posterior con-
ditionals of the elements of B and the lower triangular matrix 7". This allows sampling
using multivariate normal distributions, even when p > n and ¢ > n, without changing
the posterior conditionals of the other parameters. While standard calculations suffice for
demonstrating this for T', sampling from a multivariate normal distribution for B in the
p > n case requires a transformation that uses 7" and the p X p orthonormal matrix of the
singular value decomposition (SVD) of the covariate matrix X. Two sampling strategies
for the multivariate normal distribution are considered: the approach of Bhattacharya
et al. (2016) is used when the dimension of the normal distribution to be sampled is
greater than the sample size, and the approach of Rue (2001) is used otherwise.

Due to the computational considerations in the development of the data augmentation
algorithm, the proposed model can be fitted to datasets with large n that the available
implementation of HS-GHS is unable to fit due to memory constraints. The data example
in Section 6 uses spectra extracted from images obtained by the Hubble Space Telescope.
These spectra have length ¢ = 253, and the analysis compares the precision matrices of
spectra with and without emission lines. The training sample for the spectra without
emission lines had a sample size of n = 90, 670, and there are no covariates. The HS-GHS
algorithm requires inversion of an ng x ng matrix to sample the mean structure, and for
this data example, 128 gigabytes (GB) of random-access memory (RAM) was insufficient
for completing this operation for a single iteration of the algorithm. On the other hand,

because p =1 < n and ¢ < n, the proposed data augmentation algorithm pre-computes



products involving matrices with n rows, so that the largest matrix required is ¢ x q.
As a result, 16 GB of RAM was sufficient for 5000 iterations of the data augmentation
algorithm in this example.

The remainder proceeds as follows. Section 2 develops the GBR prior for univariate-
response regression, and Section 3 extends it to estimation of (B,{2) to construct the
generalized mean-covariance bridge (GMCB) prior. Point estimates and the sampling
algorithms are discussed in Section 4. Estimation performance is compared to other joint
mean-covariance methods in Section 5, and GMCB is demonstrated on emission spectra

in Section 6. Concluding remarks are offered in Section 7.

2 The Generalized Bridge Prior

The modified Cholesky decomposition transforms the estimation of €2 into a sequence
of univariate-response regression problems. A penalized regression approach that allows
elimination of the nuisance parameters through the use of marginal densities for inference
is developed in this setting, before considering its extension to the multivariate linear
model in Section 3.

When considering penalized regression methods, many can be described by a common
framework. Let [|-||2 denote the Euclidean norm. If Y is an n x 1 vector of centered
responses, X is an n x p standardized matrix of covariates, and 5 is a p x 1 vector of
regression coefficients, for fixed a > 0 and A\ > 0, the frequentist penalized regression

estimate is the solution to

p
argminl|y = X3+ Y151 @

j=1

Choices of & = 1 and o = 2 correspond to the frequentist lasso (Tibshirani, 1996) and
ridge (Hoerl and Kennard, 1970) estimates, respectively. Values of « other than 1 and
2 in (0,2] correspond to the frequentist bridge estimate (Frank and Friedman, 1993),
though values of @ < 1 have been limited in application due to non-convexity.

Bayesian penalized regression priors may be constructed so that the frequentist es-
timates are the posterior modes. If I, denotes the n x n identity matrix, a standard

Bayesian formulation of penalized regression models assumes

Y|X,B,0% ~ N(XB,0%1,),

Al/e g Ao
v(BIA, o, 0%) = (21/a+1(:2)1/ap(1/a)) eXp {_QT‘Q Z_; |5j|a} . (5)

For fixed (), &) and v(0?) o 1/0?, the marginal posterior distribution of 3 is characterized
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Figure 1: Exponential power prior on j3; for different values of A and a when o2 = 1.

by

q(BlY) o

~(3+E+1)
] : (6)

p
1Y — XBl5+ 2D 181°
j=1

and hence the mode of this distribution is the solution to equation (4).

Equation (6) requires a choice of A\ and ov. While X is often modeled with a prior or
selected through methods such as cross-validation or empirical Bayes approaches, similar
treatment of « is not widespread. Polson et al. (2014) consider a prior for a € (0,1),
but other approaches fix a at a pre-selected or estimated value (Park and Casella, 2008;
Mallick and Yi, 2018; Armagan, 2009; Griffin and Hoff, 2020), despite the optimal choice
of a varying based on the nature of the unknown /5 (Tibshirani, 1996; Fu, 1998). As shown
in Figure 1, smaller values of & accommodate large signals and sparsity, while larger values
accommodate small non-zero signals. For estimating an unstructured covariance matrix,
it is necessary to accommodate both sparse and dense settings, which is difficult when «
is a fixed value.

Figure 1 also highlights the role of A in the prior’s behavior in sparse settings, where
small « is preferred. The value of A must be large enough to shrink noise sufficiently
but also small enough to avoid overshrinking large signals. When a single value of A
is specified for all 3;, as in standard penalized regression priors, this can lead to sub-
optimal performance; Carvalho et al. (2010) discuss this trade-off for the case « = 1. The
proposed prior addresses these limitations by using a prior for (A, a) € (0,00)? X [ky, k2],
where 0 < k; < 1 and 2 < ky. Allowing k; to be less than 1 will encourage sparsity
when appropriate, while allowing ks to be larger than 2 will yield improved performance

in dense settings. Replacing the scalar A with a p-dimensional vector allows for differing



shrinkage in estimating each (;.
As in the standard Bayesian formulation of penalized regression, the proposed prior

assuimes

Y|X,B,0° ~ N(XB,0%1,).

A proper conjugate prior 0? ~ IG(a,b) is assumed, and the prior on 3 is

» p 1/a P
V(B|)\,a,a2):(21/a+1(02;/ar<1/a)) (HA]) exp{—r;;/\j‘ﬂﬂa}.

Jj=1

The only difference from equation (5) is that each (; is assigned a parameter \; > 0.

Routine calculation shows that E(3;|\;, 02, «) = 0 and

o N\ 2/«
Var(B;]);, 0%, a) = EE??Q; <%) gi/e,

Hence the variance is a decreasing function of A;. If A; is small, larger values of 3; are

likely but if )\; is large, smaller values of 3; are likely. This suggests a way to incorporate

a spike-and-slab prior through the prior for A;, with

1 1
)\j ~ iGamma(el, fl) + §Gamma(€27 f2>-

The hyperparameters are chosen so that one component of the mixture has a small mean
and variance while the other can have a relatively large mean and variance.

Finally, a prior for o needs to be specified. Notice that unlike A;, which controls
shrinkage for an individual 3;, this parameter is common to all of the ;. If one wants
to maintain the analogy with the frequentist methods in equation (4), the prior for «
can be specified as a mixture of three components, where each represents the analyst’s
assessment of the relative importance of lasso, bridge, and ridge. Empirical work for such
a mixture prior indicated that different choices for the mixture parameters yield similar
estimation and prediction. This motivated consideration of a uniform distribution for «
which has been found to work well, especially since extending the range of o appears to

be impactful. Therefore it is assumed that
o~ Ul’lif(kl, kg), 0<k < 1, 2 < k.

The prior obtained for 3 by marginalizing over A, cr, and o2 is referred to as the generalized

bridge (GBR) prior.



Figure 2: GBR density for ks = 2 (solid), ko2 = 4 (dashed), and ks = 8 (dotted) when
k?l =1 and (61, f17 €2, fg) = (O]_, ]_, 27 001)

2.1 Hyperparameter Specification

Consider the effect of the hyperparameters on the GBR prior’s density for a single regres-
sion coefficient when 0% = 1. Figure 2 shows that larger values of k; increase both the
mass assigned to the neighborhood around zero and the size of that neighborhood. The
value of k; has a minimal effect on these aspects of the density and instead determines the
value at zero, with smaller values resulting in a taller spike (Table 1). Thus larger values

of ky are more suitable for dense settings, while small values of k; encourage sparsity.

Table 1: Value of GBR density at zero for different values of k; when k; = 2 and
(€1, f1, €2, f2) = (0.1,1,2,0.01).

k1 v(0)

0.01 5.105 x 10166
0.1  7.068 x 10™
0.5 151.337

1 7.851

Compared to ki and ks, the values of ey, fi, es, and f; have more moderate effects
on the density. Recall that these hyperparameters are specified so that the mean and
variance of the first component of the prior on \; are small and the mean and variance
of the second component are large. Larger values of e; and smaller values of f; result in
more mass near zero. Smaller values of f5 result in more mass concentrated at zero. The
effects of e; are most prominent, with values of es < 1 resulting in flatter densities.

Empirical work for the scenarios described in Section 5 suggests that the hyperpa-
rameters (eq, f1, ea, f2) = (0.1,1,2,0.01) work well for sparse settings and (ey, f1, €2, f2) =
(1,1,40,0.5) work well for dense settings. Figure 3a compares the two densities with
(k1,k2) = (0.5,4), showing that the first prior has heavier tails and more mass concen-
trated at zero, while the second prior has more positive density on smaller, non-zero

values. Compared to the priors in Figure 3b, which use the usual range of a with
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(a) With (K1, k2) = (0.5,4). (b) With the usual range (ki, k2) = (1, 2).

Figure 3: Comparison of the GBR densities with (eq, f1, ea, f2) = (0.1,1,2,0.01) (dashed)
and (eq, f1, €9, f2) = (1,1,40,0.5) (solid). Code for reproducing these plots is available at
the GitHub repository for the R package GMCB.

(k1,k2) = (1,2), these priors have more mass concentrated at zero and small non-zero
values and heavier tails, allowing better accommodation of sparse and dense settings.
The results in Section 5 further suggest that the choice (kq, k) = (0.5,2) yields better

estimation in sparse settings, while (k1, k2) = (0.5,4) is more suitable for dense settings.

2.2 Tail-Robustness

The global-local structure of the GBR prior leads to the same sort of tail-robustness
properties enjoyed by the horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al., 2010). Consider the following

one-dimensional case of the model:
Y|3~ N(B,1),

arl/e A e
o600 = (s ) o {519
A~ %Gamma(el, fi) + %Gamma(em f2),

a ~ Unif(ky, k2).

Let m(y) be the marginal density achieved by integrating over all the parameters. A

standard calculation shows that the marginal posterior mean of  satisfies

d
E(Bly) =y + a logm(y),

and hence the following result shows that the GBR prior satisfies a tail-robustness prop-

erty, indicating that bias is small for large signals.

Theorem 1. There is some C} which depends on the hyperparameters such that |y —



E(8ly)| < Cj, and

d
lim — logm =0.
7o (y)

Proof. See Appendix A. n

In estimation and prediction, the GBR prior is competitive with popular methods
such as the horseshoe (Carvalho et al., 2010) and the spike-and-slab lasso (Rockova and
George, 2018). Simulation results and additional details, including sampling approaches,

are available (Xiang, 2020).

3 The Generalized Mean-Covariance Bridge Prior

Consider now an extension of the GBR prior to mean and covariance estimation, where
the response is modeled by the multivariate linear model in equation (1). Let j: & denote
the indices j through &, and let A7 denote column j of matrix A. As previously described,
the modified Cholesky decomposition allows the model to be expressed as a sequence of
autoregressions, with the jth autoregression’s coefficients given by —Tj 1.j—1) = 5; and
its error variance given by D;; = 7;. Assuming ¢; is multivariate normal with mean zero
and covariance matrix D, the likelihood of the Y;, suppressing dependence on i, can be

expressed as
1/'1|)(7 81771 ~ N ((BI)TX/.YI) )

j—1
§/j|Yi:(j—1)7X7 B1J75J7ry] ~ N ((B]>TX + Zéj,k (Yk - (Bk)TX) 77]) ) ] = 27 - g
k=1
(7)

Observe that B’ and 4, are regression coefficients in a univariate-response linear re-
gression, so the GBR prior in Section 2 can be directly specified on these parameters.
However, there is little reason to expect the same penalty to be appropriate for B? and
d;, as the matrices B and T" are not expected to have similar levels of sparsity. Thus the
GBR prior is specified such that elements of B share a penalty parameter while elements

of T share a separate penalty parameter. In particular, the prior on B7 is

. 1« .
V(Bj|AJ7Oéb7rYj) uexp{_ﬂz)\kﬂBk]'ab}? J = 17"'7Q7

J k=1

and the prior on ¢; is

1 & ,
v(05]75, aua, ) o< exp {_2_,}/.sz7]§|53'7]§|04(1} , J=2,...,q.

J k=1

10



For the remaining parameters, each of the regularization parameters \;; and 7 follow
two-component Gamma mixture priors, the penalty parameters a; and ay4 are indepen-
dent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) Unif(ky, ks), and the v; are i.i.d. 1G(a,b). The
full hierarchical model is detailed in Appendix B, with the resulting posterior density
characterized by equation (11).

The above prior is specified on (B, T, D). The prior induced on (B, {2) by this spec-
ification, marginalizing over the regularization parameters and the penalty parameters,
is referred to as the generalized mean-covariance bridge (GMCB) prior. Similar to the
GBR prior, when the regularization parameters and the penalty parameters are fixed,

the posterior mode of B’ given §; is the frequentist bridge estimate, and vice versa.

4 Estimation and Sampling

For posterior inference on (B, {2) under the GMCB prior, equation (3) is used to obtain
posterior samples of €2 from samples of 7" and D. Point estimators are commonly selected
to be the Bayes estimators under separate loss functions for B and €2. A common choice of

loss function is squared Frobenius loss for both B and €2, resulting in the point estimator
(Br, Q) = (E(BY, X), EQ]Y, X)).

The following loss functions are also considered:
Lo(B,B) = tr ((B ~B)Q(B - B)T),
Ls(Q,Q) = tr(QQ71) —log Q7! — ¢.

The loss function Lg is the scalar quadratic loss (Yuasa and Kubokawa, 2021) and is
based on the Kullback-Liebler (KL) divergence between two matrix normal distributions
with the same precision matrix, and Lg is based on the KL divergence between two
multivariate normal distributions with the same mean. The Bayes estimators under

-

these loss functions (Yang and Berger, 1994; Yuasa and Kubokawa, 2021) are
A -1 1
(Bo.0s) = (BBl X) [BOIY. 0], [BGO Y 30] ).

Closed-form expressions under the GMCB prior are not available for either of these

point estimators, requiring Monte Carlo methods for estimation.

11



4.1 Markov Chain Monte Carlo

Two component-wise MCMC algorithms with invariant density characterized by equation
(11) in Appendix B are developed. The full details of the posterior conditionals are
provided in Appendix B.1. Among these, only the distributions for the Ag;, 7, and vy, are
standard distributions. The GMCB-MH algorithm is a component-wise sampling scheme
that uses Gibbs updates for these parameters and random walk Metropolis-Hastings
updates with Gaussian proposal distributions for the remaining parameters. All updates
are univariate, as block updates for B? and §; result in low acceptances rates, even for p
and ¢ small relative to n. For ease of notation, define v to be the vector of v;’s, and
and 7 to be vectors of length ¢(¢ — 1)/2 concatenating the §; and 7;, respectively. The

algorithm makes updates in the following order:

(A,B,Oéb,T, (5,’)/,Oéd) — (A/7B7ab77—7 677705(1) — (AlaBlaabaTa 577704(1)
— (N, B, ap,7,0,7,aq) = (N, By, 7,8,7v,0q) = (N, B ay, 7,87, aq)
— (A,7B,,O{2,T/,5/,’7l70éd)—) (AGBGQ&;,,TC(SC’YQO[&).

This update order implies that initialization values for the regularization parameters A
and 7 are not required.

GMCB-MH is valid for all n, p, ¢, and ky > 2. However, a more computationally
efficient algorithm is available when ks = 2. In this case, the exponential power distribu-
tion has a SMN representation (West, 1987). This property can be leveraged to replace
the Metropolis-Hastings updates for B and 0 in GMCB-MH with Gibbs updates. Al-
though the SMN representation has been used for a data augmentation algorithm for the
Bayesian bridge in multiple regression (Polson et al., 2014), the available implementation

cannot be directly applied here because B and § are not conditionally independent.

4.2 GMCB-SMN Algorithm

The GMCB-SMN algorithm updates B and ¢ by augmenting their posterior conditional
distributions. The basic strategy for B is discussed here, with the full details and appli-
cation of the strategy to sampling 0 deferred to Appendix B.2. Both GMCB-SMN and
GMCB-MH are implemented using the C++ interface provided in the Repp (Eddelbuettel
et al.; 2023a) and ReppAmaradillo (Eddelbuettel et al.; 2023b) packages in the R package
GMCB, which is freely available at https://github.com/czhao15103/GMCB.

Let p, denote the density of a positive stable random variable with characteristic
exponent a < 1. West (1987) showed that the mixing density in the SMN representation

of the exponential power distribution is the density of a polynomially-tilted positive stable
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random variable. Then the SMN representation of the prior on By, is given by

129\
B‘W‘,A iy Vi & ~ N 07_<_]) )
kj| kjs Akjs g5 &b ( Wi )\kj

—1/2
g(wiglaw) o< Wi Payja(wiy),  wig > 0,

and the posterior conditional distribution of B can be obtained by marginalizing over the

W+
Q(BD/, X7 A7 Qp, 6a 7T, Qd)

o /]R exp {—% tr(Y — XB)Q(Y — XB)T)}

i

q
k=1 j=1

V(Brjlwj Akjs Vi ab)g(wkjlab)] dw. (8)

The integrand of equation (8) will be referred to as the augmented posterior conditional
distribution of B. To update B, the algorithm samples the conditional distributions
associated with equation (8) for w and then B and discards w. Doing so will preserve the
invariant density of the Markov chain and does not affect the other posterior conditional
distributions.

The conditional distribution of wy; associated with equation (8) is the distribution
of an exponentially-tilted positive stable random variable. Devroye (2009) proposed a
double-rejection algorithm for sampling from this distribution that has been implemented
in the R package copula (Hofert et al., 2020). A modified version of this implementation
is used in the package GMCB.

For deriving the conditional distribution of B associated with equation (8), note that
the contribution from the SMN representation of the exponential power prior is easily
expressed as a multivariate normal distribution on vec(B) with mean zero and a pg X pq
diagonal covariance matrix A. Thus the derivation is straightforward when the likelihood
can be expressed in terms of vec(B). When X " X is invertible, this can be accomplished
by using the equivalence between a matrix normal distribution and a multivariate normal
distribution. Routine calculation then shows that the conditional distribution under
equation (8) is a multivariate normal. The expressions for the mean and covariance
matrix can be found in Appendix B.2.

When p > n, the likelihood cannot be rewritten in this way, as it relies on the
invertibility of X T X. However, a variable transformation for B using the SVD of X and
the modified Cholesky decomposition of {2 makes it possible to sample with a multivariate
normal distribution. Define U € R™*" and V € RP*? to be orthonormal matrices and
C' € R™P? such that the SVD of X is given by X = UCVT. Define n = V'BT". The

13



Jacobian of this transformation is a constant with respect to n, and letting ® denote the
Kronecker product, the trace in the likelihood component can be rewritten in terms of n

as
—2vec(CTUTYT D) vec(n) + vec(n) (D2 @ ) (D~Y? @ C) vec(n).

Although the matrix (D72 ® C)T(D~Y2 ® C) is not full rank, the contribution of the

prior after transformation is
1
exp {—5 vec()) (T @ V)TA(T' @ V) vec(n)} .

As T is unit lower triangular and V' is orthonormal, (T~ @ V)TA(T~! ® V) is positive
definite, so that the conditional distribution of vec(n) is multivariate normal.

In either case, updating B requires sampling from a pg-variate normal distribution.
For sampling this distribution, the computational complexity of the approach in Rue
(2001) is O(p3¢?); that is, there exists a constant M > 0 such that the number of floating
point operations required is bounded above by Mp3q3. Specific to GMCB-SMN, the com-
putational complexity of the approach in Bhattacharya et al. (2016) is O(np?¢®), as the
matrix (T-'@V)TA(Tt®V) is not sparse. To sample as efficiently as possible, GMCB-
SMN uses the approach in Rue (2001) when p < n and the approach in Bhattacharya
et al. (2016) when p > n. As shown in Section 5.1, when p < n, this choice makes
GMCB-SMN much faster than the HS-GHS algorithm, which always uses the approach
in Bhattacharya et al. (2016) when updating B.

A similar augmentation strategy is used for the posterior conditional distribution of

;. The SMN representation expresses the prior on d;; as

1 2,7/ 2/aq
5j,k|€j,k77-j,k77j7&d ~ N <07 _(_j) )
€j,k Tj,k

g(ejulaa) o< ;4" Paypalein), € > 0.

Like the wy;, the conditional distribution of each ¢;;, associated with the augmented pos-
terior conditional distribution is an exponentially-tilted positive stable random variable.
For the conditional distribution of §; associated with the augmented posterior conditional,
standard calculations show that it is a (j — 1)-variate normal distribution for all values
of n, p, and q. When updating §;, GMCB-SMN uses the approach in Rue (2001) when
j < n and the approach in Bhattacharya et al. (2016) when j > n.
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4.2.1 Summarizing the GMCB-SMN Algorithm

By augmenting the posterior conditional distributions of B and §, GMCB-SMN only
requires Metropolis-Hastings updates for the penalty parameters a; and ay. Let w and €
denote the collections of the latent scale variables for B and 9, respectively. The algorithm

makes updates in the following order:

(Ba A> Qp, 57 7, Oéd) — (w/> Ba A7 Qp, 57 77, ad)

/

w, B/7 AJ Qip, 67 77, Oéd) — (wlu BI? Al? Qp, 57 79, Oéd)

/

(
(',
(
(

Sy

/ !/ / / !/ / / /
7A7ab7577—777ad> — (W,B,A,Oéb,ﬁ,é,T,’}/,Oéd)

/ / / / ! / ! / / / / /
w)B7A7ab767677777ad>_> (WaBaA704b767577'7%04d)

L4l

€

/ / / / / ! / / / / / / / ! / / /
7BaA7ab7€a5aTv’77ad)_> (W7B7A7ab7€a5a77’77ad)'

The latent scale variables w’ and € are discarded, and the posterior conditional distribu-

tions used to update A, ap, 7, v, and a4 are the same as those used in GMCB-MH.

4.3 Comparing GMCB-MH and GMCB-SMN

Although GMCB-SMN is not applicable for values ky > 2, it is much more efficient than
GMCB-MH. For the scenarios described in Section 5, sampler efficiency was compared
based on the computation time and the multivariate effective sample size (ESS) (Vats
et al., 2019), which was computed using the R package memcse (Flegal et al., 2021), for 1eb
iterations. As shown in Table 3 in Section 5, GMCB-MH has a much lower multivariate
ESS. This is likely due to higher autocorrelation for B and 4, as illustrated in Figure
4. Autocorrelation for the remaining parameters tended to be similar between the two
algorithms, which is expected as the sampling approach is the same for those parameters.
While the difference in computation time shown in Figure 5 is not that large, changes
in the relative size of p and ¢ can have a significant impact. The scenarios in Section 5
have p = ¢ = 5. For the data example described in Section 6, where p = 1 and ¢ = 253,
GMCB-MH required an average of 6-8 hours for 1000 iterations, while GMCB-SMN

required only 20-30 minutes for 2000 iterations.

Remark 1. While it is possible to reduce the dimension of the posterior by integrating
out A and 7, doing so does not result in any computational advantages — in fact, the

elements of v can no longer be sampled using standard distributions.

Remark 2. A data augmentation algorithm based on a scale mixture of uniforms (SMU)
representation is also possible. The SMU representation has been used for the Bayesian
bridge in multiple regression by Griffin and Hoff (2020) and Mallick and Yi (2018). Under
this representation, truncated normal distributions are used to update B and §. Although

the algorithm is valid for k3 > 2 and allows block Gibbs sampling of B, Gibbs sampling
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Figure 4: Autocorrelation plots for randomly selected elements of B and ¢ in Scenario 1
in Section 5. These plots are typical of what was observed in each scenario. Additional
correlation plots for the other scenarios are available in the appendix.
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Figure 5: Comparison of GMCB-MH and GMCB-SMN based on total computation time
in seconds for 100, 000 iterations, based on 2000 replications.
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of 6 under the SMU representation requires ¢ < n. This restriction can be addressed
using a SVD-based transformation, but it would require ¢ — n SVDs to be computed at

every iteration of the algorithm when ¢ > n.

5 Simulations

Estimates for (B, ) from GMCB are compared with estimates from HS-GHS (Li et al.,
2021) and mSSL (Deshpande et al., 2019). The following simulations compare the MAP
estimates from both optimization algorithms for mSSL (DPE and DCPE) with the Bayes
estimates (Bp, Qp) and (Bg, Qs) from GMCB and HS-GHS. The MATLAB code by Li
et al. (2021) was used for HS-GHS, and the R package mSSL (Deshpande, 2019) was used
for mSSL. Code for replicating the simulations can be found at the GitHub repository
for the R package GMCB.

In all simulations, p =5, ¢ = 5, and n = 100. For each scenario, the rows of X were
drawn independently from N, (0, X x), where the ijth element of ¥y is 0.777!, and 2000

responses were generated from the model
Y=XB+E, E~MVN,,0,IL,Q"=X).

Before estimation, the design matrix was standardized and the response matrix was
centered. For hyperparameter settings, the default values in the package mSSL were used
for mSSL-DPE and mSSL-DCPE. For both GMCB algorithms, k; = 0.5, while k; = 2 for
GMCB-SMN and ky = 4 for GMCB-MH. An empirical prior specified using the method-
of-moments was used for . The priors on the regularization parameters differed between
scenarios. Extensive empirical work indicated that a Gamma(1,1) and Gamma(40,0.5)
mixture prior works well in dense settings, while a Gamma(0.1,1) and Gamma(2,0.01)
mixture prior is more suitable in sparse settings. The results presented use the first prior
for both A and 7 in Scenario 1 and the second prior for both in Scenario 2. In Scenario
3, the first prior was used for 7 while the second was used for A.

The multivariate ESS approach (Vats et al.; 2019) was used to determine the number
of iterations for the GMCB-MH, GMCB-SMN, and HS-GHS samplers. The minimum
ESS for the 40 parameters of interest as computed using the mcmcse package (Ilegal
et al., 2021) was 8438, and the number of iterations was selected so that the multivariate

ESS was approximately twice the minimum ESS.

Scenario 1: The entries of the matrix B were independently drawn from N(2,0.001%).

The covariance matrix is compound symmetric with »;; = 0.71#3} so Q is a dense
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matrix. The parameters of the modified Cholesky decomposition are

v = (1,0.51,0.424,0.388,0.368) "

and
0.7, j=2,
0.412, 45 =3,
gk — .
0.292, j5 =4,
0.226, j =05.

GMCB-MH, GMCB-SMN; and the HS-GHS algorithm were run for 1.5e5, 2.5e4, and

2.5e4 iterations, respectively.

Scenario 2: The entries of the matrix B were independently drawn from N(5,1?%), and
12 entries were randomly set to zero. The covariance matrix has an AR(1) structure with
¥ = 0.7 50 Q is banded. The parameters of the modified Cholesky decomposition

are
v = (1,0.51,0.51,0.51,0.51) "

and

0.7, k=j-1,
Ojk = .
0, otherwise.

GMCB-MH, GMCB-SMN, and the HS-GHS algorithm were run for 1.5e5, 2.5e4, and

2.5e4 iterations, respectively.

Scenario 3: Three randomly selected coefficients in B were independently drawn from
N(15,3%), and the remaining coefficients were set to zero. The precision matrix was
defined as in Daniels and Pourahmadi (2002) scenario I1TA:

v =(0.5,0.7,1,3,5)"

and

0.75 + 0.02k, k=7 —1,

04, k=7—2,
djk = ,

0.2, k=j-23,

0.1, k=j—4.
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This results in a nonstationary covariance matrix.
GMCB-MH, GMCB-SMN, and the HS-GHS algorithm were run for 1.5e5, 2.75e4, and

3e4 iterations, respectively.

The average Frobenius loss for all scenarios is displayed in Table 2. (The results
under Lg and Lg, which show similar trends, are omitted). Estimation accuracy for B
is similar across all scenarios for the three models. For estimation of €2, the average loss
for mSSL was nearly double that of the fully Bayesian approaches when €2 was dense
(Scenarios 1 and 3). When (2 was sparse (Scenario 2), mSSL slightly outperformed the
fully Bayesian approaches. The lack of local regularization parameters in mSSL may
explain the difference in performance. mSSL uses the regularization parameter from the
slab component of the spike-and-slab LASSO prior on the off-diagonal elements as the
rate of the exponential prior on the diagonal elements of €2. In both Scenarios 1 and 3, the
diagonal elements of ) are much larger in magnitude than the off-diagonal elements, while
the magnitudes are similar in Scenario 2. Without local parameters, the same amount of
regularization is applied to both the diagonal and non-zero off-diagonal elements.

Comparing the results for GMCB-MH and GMCB-SMN;, the utility of allowing larger
values for ko in dense scenarios is evident in the estimation of 2. In Scenarios 1 and 3,
the 9, are dense with small signals, and extending the upper bound to k; = 4 places more
prior mass on smaller, non-zero values, allowing GMCB-MH to outperform both GMCB-
SMN and HS-GHS in both scenarios, while GMCB-SMN only outperforms HS-GHS in
Scenario 3. When the §; are sparse (Scenario 2), extending the upper bound has little
benefit, but both GMCB methods outperform HS-GHS. Increasing ko has little effect on

estimation of B, even in Scenario 1, where B is dense.

5.1 Comparison of Computational Effort

The computational efficiency of the GMCB and HS-GHS algorithms were compared based
on the computation time and multivariate ESS for 1e5 iterations. The mSSL algorithms,
which produce MAP estimates rather than posterior samples, are omitted from this com-
parison. For the scenarios in the previous section, the multivariate ESS of HS-GHS is
comparable to that of GMCB-SMN in Scenario 1 but lower in the other two scenarios
(Table 3), and the total computation time is much higher in all three scenarios (Table
4). HS-GHS always uses the approach of Bhattacharya et al. (2016) for sampling mul-
tivariate normals when updating B. Specific to HS-GHS, the computational complexity
is O(n*pg®), which is much higher compared to the O(p®q®) complexity of the sampling
approach in Rue (2001) used in GMCB-SMN, which does not depend on n.

However, when p > n, the linear scaling of computational complexity with p for
HS-GHS makes it much faster than GMCB-SMN, which has computational complexity
O(np®q®) when using the method of Bhattacharya et al. (2016). Table 5 compares the
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Table 2: Average squared Frobenius loss of B and Q for GMCB, HS-GHS, and mSSL,
based on 2000 replications. The maximum standard error for all values in the table was
0.060.

Scenario (B, Q) Method IB-B|% Q-]
GMCB-MH 0.944 2.454

(Bp,Qp) GMCB-SMN  0.944 3.612
HS-GHS 0.920 3.471

1 GMCB-MH 0.941 2.287
(Bg,Qs) GMCB-SMN  0.940 3.247
HS-GHS 0.918 2.787

\Ap MSSL-DCPE  0.898 5.925
mSSL-DPE 0.899 5.972

GMCB-MH 1.286 1.706

(Bp,Qp) GMCB-SMN  1.227 1.265
HS-GHS 1.437 1.862

9 o GMCB-MH 1.292 1.439
(Bg,ts) GMCB-SMN  1.229 1.081
HS-CHS 1.445 1.589

mSSL-DCPE ~ 1.195 1.038

MAP L SSL-DPE 1.194 1.045

o GMCB-MH 3.331 0.741
(Br,Qr) GMCB-SMN  3.293 0.827
HS-CHS 3.338 0.934

3 o GMCB-MH 3.339 0.678
(Bg,€s) GMCB-SMN  3.298 0.747
HS-CHS 3.346 0.761

mSSL-DCPE  3.413 1.614

MAP - SSL-DPE 3.402 1.524

computation time for 500 iterations for n = 100, p = 120, and g = 50. Because 500 iter-
ations are insufficient for effectively estimating over 7000 parameters, estimation results
for this scenario are omitted. As expected, the required computation time is significantly
higher for GMCB-SMN. Note that GMCB-MH is faster than both GMCB-SMN and HS-
GHS for a fixed number of iterations, but achieving an acceptable multivariate ESS likely

requires far more iterations for GMCB-MH.

6 The WISP Survey Example

The WFC3 Infrared Spectroscopic Parallel (WISP) Survey is a pure parallel Hubble Space
Telescope (HST) program, meaning the data were collected by the Wide Field Camera
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Table 3: Average multivariate ESS for GMCB-MH, GMCB-SMN, and HS-GHS for the
scenarios in Section 5, based on 2000 replications. The maximum standard error for all
values in the table was 1.916.

Scenario  (B,Q)) GMCB-MH GMCB-SMN HS-GHS
. (Br, Q) 13470 77180 77400
(Bg, Qs) 13250 81720 82400
5 (Br, Q) 13572 83320 75670
(Bg, Q) 14070 83100 79300
5 (Br, Qr) 13760 72040 59800
(Bg, Q) 14070 71480 60400

Table 4: Average computation time in seconds for GMCB-MH, GMCB-SMN, and HS-
GHS for the scenarios in Section 5, based on 2000 replications. The maximum standard
error for all values in the table was 0.0677.

Scenario GMCB-MH GMCB-SMN HS-GHS

1 46.11 43.33 1062
2 46.08 38.90 1060
3 50.55 39.80 1284

Table 5: Average computation time in hours for GMCB-MH, GMCB-SMN, and HS-GHS
for a scenario with n = 100, p = 120, ¢ = 50, based on 50 replications. The maximum
standard error for all values in the table was 0.037.

GMCB-MH GMCB-SMN HS-GHS
2.6 46 6.3

3 (WFC3) while other HST instruments were in use. The survey used the WFC3’s two
near-infrared grisms® (Atek et al., 2010), which cover different wavelengths — the Gigo
covers the 800-1150 nanometer (nm) range, while the G4 covers the 1075-1700 nm range
(Dressel and Marinelli; 2023). By combining the spectra from the two grisms, it is possible
to detect multiple emission lines for each object (Atek et al., 2010). The detection and
identification of these lines are necessary for the scientific goals of the WISP survey, as
they provide the distance of the galaxies and allow the measurement of galaxies’ physical
properties (Dickinson et al., 2018). Visual inspection of these spectra would be time-
consuming: the WISP survey has observed 483 fields? (Baronchelli et al.; 2010), and each
field includes hundreds, or even thousands, of spectra.

One-dimensional spectra (i.e., the flux, or brightness, at each observed wavelength) are

extracted from the dispersed images and used for the detection of emission lines. In these

! Grisms are combinations of a diffraction grating and a prism that can produce dispersed images of
light spectra for all objects in the field of view (Weiner, 2012).
2Data is only available for 432 (Dickinson et al., 2018).
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spectra, spurious features, e.g., due to contamination by stellar diffraction spikes, nearby
continuum sources, or zeroth orders, may be mistaken for emission lines (Atek et al.,
2010). However, visual inspection of the two-dimensional images and extracted spectra
provides classifications for the emission lines as either genuine or spurious (Dickinson
et al., 2018). In this analysis, the one-dimensional spectra are the input for GMCB. All
analysis was conducted in R (R Core Team, 2022).

The data used for this analysis were restricted to fields that were covered by both
grisms. Each spectrum is sampled into 254 wavelength bins. However, because each
grism had a flux measurement for the wavelength 1149.5 nm, the two measurements were
combined using a weighted average based on the measurement errors. Consequently, only
g = 253 unique wavelengths were included in the analysis. About 16.6% of the considered
spectra did not have measurement errors available and were removed. This filtering left
135, 386 spectra from 258 fields.

Each spectrum was classified based on the presence or absence of emission lines as
determined by a WISP emission-line catalog constructed by Bagley et al. (2020). For
convenience, let Cy denote the class of spectra with no emission lines and C; denote the
class of spectra with emission lines. Any spectra not included in the catalog were placed
in Cy, which accounted for 129,529 of the available spectra. For spectra included in the
catalog, the degree of reviewer agreement in the identification of the emission lines was
used to filter spectra for C;. There were 3565 spectra with a high degree of reviewer
agreement that were placed in C}, and the remaining 2292 spectra which were included
in the catalog were placed in a separate class. Only spectra in Cy and C; were used for
this analysis. Due to class imbalance, the training and test samples were created using
a stratified approach, with 70% of each class in the training sample and 30% in the test
sample. This resulted in 90,670 spectra from Cy and 2495 spectra from C] in the training
sample.

The GMCB model was fitted to the training sample on the cuberoot scale. Even an
assumption of marginal normality was unreasonable on the original scale of the data, so
a variety of univariate transformations that preserved the sign of the flux measurements
were considered, including the inverse hyperbolic sine and various root transformations.
Among those considered, the cuberoot transformation resulted in the most improvement
in terms of marginal normality for both classes, so the analysis proceeded on this scale.
The results presented are based on 1e6 iterations of GMCB-SMN and use the hyperpa-
rameters recommended for sparse settings in Section 2 with a Unif(0.5,2) prior on the
penalty exponents and an empirical prior on ~ elicited using the method of moments.
Results of a sensitivity analysis are available in Appendix D and indicate minimal impact
of the hyperparameters on estimation.

Figure 6 compares heatmaps of the log absolute value of the elements in the sample

precision matrix, Qp, and Qg for Cy and C;. Visible in all six matrices is a light colored
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pattern resembling a cross. These patterns occur at the wavelengths in the upper range
of the G1po and the lower range of the G141, where flux measurements are known to
have more noise. The cross hatch appearance in the matrices for Cy is likely due to the
rearrangement of the wavelengths in preparing the spectra for analysis — the wavelengths
in this region were out of order in the raw spectra. Although the cross hatch pattern
is not visible in the matrices for Cf, it is worth noting that there are 31,878 distinct
elements being estimated from 2495 spectra.

There are two interesting band patterns in the GMCB-SMN estimates for Cjy. Only
the narrower band is apparent in the sample precision matrix. This band spans the
portion of the precision matrix corresponding to the wavelengths 835.1-1058.3 nm and
1261.1-1693.55 nm. The wider band that is only apparent in QO and Qg spans the portion
of the precision matrix that approximately corresponds to the wavelengths 871.1-1151.9
nm and 1154.15-1693.55 nm. Such patterns may be due to the presence of mislabeled
spectra, which were not included in the catalog used for defining the classes. Larger
partial covariances between flux measurements are expected between the wavelengths at
which emission lines occur, because the presence of a particular gas will be indicated by
the presence of all of its emission lines in the galaxy’s spectrum (Spectroscopy 101, 2021),
though they may be difficult to detect. In addition, certain emission lines corresponding
to different gases are often both detectable in the same spectrum (Atek et al.; 2010), and
larger partial covariances between the flux measurements at these wavelengths might also
be expected. If this conjecture is correct, the plots of the wavelengths spanned by these
bands should produce straight lines, because the ratio of the observed wavelengths for
two different emission lines is a constant (Imaging the Universe—The University of lowa,
2023). Figure 7 plots the longer wavelengths spanned by each band against the shorter
wavelengths. Both plots show strong linear relationships, though the plot for the wider
band exhibits some deviations from the predominant linear trend at the lower and upper
ends. This suggests that the band patterns in the estimates may reflect the presence of

emission lines at these wavelengths, though further investigation is required.

Remark 3. Estimates for the precision matrices from GMCB-MH, HS-GHS, and mSSL
were not obtained. For this example, GMCB-MH requires 32,133 component-wise Metropolis-
Hastings updates, and the time required to tune the proposal step sizes and obtain es-
timates was prohibitive. For HS-GHS, the algorithm could not be run on the training
sample for Cy. Updating the mean in this case, where n = 90,670 and ¢ = 253, would
require inversion of a 22,939,510 by 22,939,510 (ng X ng) matrix on each iteration of the
algorithm, which could not be completed with 128 GB of RAM. For mSSL, the available

implementation was unable to fit the data without an artificial predictor.

23



Sample Precision GMCB-SMN Qp GMCB-SMN Qg

Figure 6: Log of the absolute value of entries of the estimated precision matrices, where
darker colors correspond to larger values. The top row is for Cy, and the bottom row is
for C.
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Figure 7: Plots of the wavelengths that correspond to the band structures visible in Qr
and Qg for Cy.
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7 Final Remarks

Simultaneous mean and covariance estimation under a multivariate linear model was pro-
posed using a novel penalized regression prior. The GBR prior allows the practitioner to
address uncertainty in the regularization and penalty parameters in a principled manner
by averaging over the posterior distribution. This is useful for simultaneous mean and
covariance estimation, where there may be little prior information about the appropriate
amount of penalization for the covariance or precision matrix. In the development of
GMCB-SMN;, selection of the sampling strategy for B based on the relative size of p and
n enables the algorithm to handle data with large n, as demonstrated by the WISP survey
example, and makes it much faster than the available HS-GHS algorithm for p < n.

There are a few extensions of this work that may be of particular interest for analyzing
longitudinal data. It is common to measure covariates at each time point, so that the
covariates associated with a single response vector Y; may be a ¢ X p matrix rather than
a single vector of covariates. The mean regression coefficient B is then a p-length vector
instead of a p x ¢ matrix. The Gaussian likelihood can still be reparameterized into a
sequence of autoregressions in this case, though efficient sampling of  and B is likely to
be more challenging than in the framework considered here.

Consider also the case where the covariance matrix of Y is known to be a sum of two
positive definite matrices A and E. The regression framework used here can be extended
to such cases by observing that if Y ~ N,(u, A+ E), this distribution is the marginal
distribution of Y in the hierarchy

Y|Z ~ NQ(M7E)7
7 ~ N, (0, A).

The joint distribution of Y and Z is the product of two normal distributions, each of which
can be rewritten in the regression framework of the modified Cholesky decomposition.
Thus both A and E can be estimated using a prior such as the GMCB prior. This
hierarchy can be generalized to fit linear mixed models, as well as error-in-variable linear

regression models.
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Appendices

A Proof of Theorem 1
Proof. Notice that

- [ [ e (25 gt

.{1 it Tlea+1/a) 1 52 T(ex+1/a)
20(ex) (IB]*/2+ fr)rtte 2T(ea) (1812/2 + fo) 2+t

} dp do.

For ease of computation assume that e; = ey = e, fi = fo = f and therefore

= [ [ (25 s
J° T(e+1/a)

L(e) (|B8]2/2 + f)ett/e dp do
and
/ 1 1 (5 —y)? X
m'(y) :H//\/—Q—WW — ) exp (_ _ > S
e I(e+1/a) §
I(e) (|8|*/2 + f)ett/« dg da.
Set

o) = o (<5 s g

_ CNen [ B9 1
h(y)—/(ﬂ v) p( 5 >(|B|a/2+f)e+l/adﬂ.
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Let t = 8 — y so that

o) = [ (=) Gy gy
)= v (=) Gy o

while if ¢ = —t then

o) = [ (-5) G g
i) = [t (=5 ) Gy e

Hence

290 = [[exp (=) [t /24 17 o=l 2+ g7 a
onto) = [[vexw (=5 ) [ o2+ 070 = o= ype 2 9y e)

Notice that both functions under the integral sign are even. Thus

o) = [ e (=5) [t /24 gy ez e
) = [ vesp (=5) [Q vtz 5o = o=l 2+ gy an

Suppose y > 0 (a nearly identical proof will hold with y < 0). Then
- t? —e—1/a
o) > [ (<5 ) G-z e
0
y/2 2
> exp (—§> (|t —y|*/2+ f)~c Vo dt
/2
= eXp (—5) y— )2+ f) e Vedt

y/2 2
> exp(—§> Y /2 + f) Ve dt

_ (a/2+f el/a

where C] < @ Next consider

i) = [ e (<5 ) [ vtz e a2

= hi(y) + ha(y),
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where

) = [ e (<5) [(0 =024 1) = (2 e
o) = [ v (=5 ) [ =l 2+ g7 = s ez )]

Set
S() = ((y = 0°/2+ £ = (ly +0)% /24 )

The next step is to show that, when 0 < ¢t < y/2,
t
S(t) < V(t) = dae + 1/a) (/2 /2 + £yl

First notice that S(0) = V' (0) = 0 so that it suffices to show that S’(t) < V'(t). Consider

S/(t) _ 05(6 —;1/&) (y o t)a—l ((y _2t)a + f

+ MQJ + t)a—l (@ + f

)(e+1/a+1)

)(e+1/a+1)

V(1) = ((y/2)/2 + f)~ Ve 5 dafe +1/a).

Notice that

o —(e+1/a+1) 1 —(e+1+1/a)
o) = (G 4 1) = e (14 )

2 xo

is a decreasing function when x is large and 0 < k1 < o < ko < 4. Thus, when y is large

and 0 <t <y/2,y—t>y/2and y+t>y > y/2. Therefore,

) —(e+1/a+1)

yS’(t) — a(e + 1/a)y<y _ t)a—l ((y _2t)a

2 +f

e

—(e+1/a+1)
)

<ate+ amtu2r (Y251 1

< ale+1/a)y(y/2)*" (<y/22>“)1 <<y/22>a . f><e+1/a>

= dafe + 1/a)((y/2)*/2+ )=V,

>(e+1/a+1)
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which gives S(t) < V'(t). So S(t) < V(t). Then

hi(y) = /0 y/QteXp (-?) S(t) dt

[ e (<5 ez e L e s yma
“dale +1/a) /:t2exp <—§) dt

Sdale+1/a) - 2V2r

A\

<((y/2)*/2+ )y

<((y/2)°/2+ Ve

LR

and

Therefore,

—h(y) = hi(y) + ha(y)

a Ce1ja L —e—1/a Y
< ((y/2)*/)2+ f)V -§-4a(e+1/a)-2\/%+f exp (—g) (10)
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By equations (9) and (10),

all(e+1/a)
m'(y) S =) Giraryay 4
m(y) al(e+1/a)
J oty 21/eT(1/a)

al'(e+ 1/«
1 J wil—jli(l//a))[((yﬁ)“ﬂ + f)Ve8a(e + 1/04)} do

Yy al'(e+1/a)
21/0+17(1 /)

al'(e+1/a) e 1 2
e e () e

al'(e+1/a) o o
21/C,+1—F<1m)01(y"‘/?+f) /o (2m) =12 dav

A+ A,

Culy™/2+ f) o1/ (2m) /2 da

S

Notice that A; is bounded by a constant since

al'(e+ 1/«
_ QULI—M[«:U/?WM + ) e8ale + 1/a)] da

al'le+ 1/«
/ 2/(—;(1//03)0 (y/2+ f)=e=/o(2m) /2 da

;2/1;(f$<11//2)) ((w/2)° /24 )7V S8hale + 1/ky)] da
kT (e + 1/ks)
21/k1+1r(1/k1)

J((g/2)/2+ 1)~/ da

/2 + )V da
S /2 + f)_e_l/a dov _A(0)
G2+ ) da ek

A

Ci(y™/2 + f) e/ (2m) /2 da

(0)
Ce7f7k17k2

(0)
< Ceyf7k1 k2

Notice that, because of the term exp{—y*/8}, Ay is a higher order term of A; when y
goes to infinity. Then

1 1 4 N\
§A1 + Ag = ;Ce(,}kl,kz +o (;) Ce(,},kl,kg ~ O(1/y)

since C’S}kh,@ < Ce(?}kl,l@ and C’e(?}kh,@ are constants depending on the choice of kq, ks, e, f.

Therefore lim,_,., m'(y)/m(y) = 0. O
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B Sampling Algorithms for GMCB

Recall that j : k denotes the indices j through k and that A’ denotes column j of matrix
A. In the following, IG(a, b) and Gamma(a, b) denote the shape-rate parameterization of
the inverse Gamma and Gamma distributions, respectively.
The fully specified model under the GMCB prior is as follows. The likelihood is given
by
Y| X;, B,Q ' ~ N,(B"X;,Q71), i=1,...,n.

Under the modified Cholesky decomposition, this is equivalent to

Y'X,B', %1 ~ N, (XB' nl,),
Yj‘le(j—l)’X’Blzj’(Sj?,yj ~ N, (XBj + (le(j—l) _ XBl:(j—l)) (5],7%.[”) . j=2,....q.

The prior on B? for j = 1,...,q is given by

1/ap
. . O[b 1
V(BJ‘AJ’ab,f)/j) = (21/%“71/0413{‘ 1/% ) (H )\k]> exp{——JkZ)\k]\BkJ’ b}
1

1 1
Akj ~ EGamma(ekj,la Jrin) + §Gamma(€kj,2a fri2),

ap ~ Ul’lif(kl,kfg)7 0< k‘l < ]_, ]’{/'2 > 2,

and the prior for 9, for j = 2,...,q is given by

7j—1 j—1 1/aq
JR— ad . [ a
V(W’%’&d)_(21/%“#/‘“%(1/%)) (H> exp{ Jzkf”'d”‘ }
‘7 =

1 1
Tik ~ §Gamma(sjk71, tik1) + §Gamma(sjk72, tik2),

Qg ~ Unif(kl, k’Q)

Finally, v; ~ 1G(a,b), j=1,...,q.
Define v = (y1,...,7)" and 7 = (72,73 ,...,7,)". Let I{-} denote the indicator
function and |[|-||; denote the Euclidean norm. The posterior distribution of this model is
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characterized by

Q(Bv A7 Qp, 67 YT, ad‘Ya X)

1\ 1 1 112
x [ — exp ——HY — XB||5
i

q n/2
1 ) . ) .
11 [( ) exp {—2—||w — XB — (YhU-D XBWU)(SJ.Hg}]
fy.
=2

j J

'(21/abr (1) ) (HHA“> exp{__zzxkjw |a,,}

k=1 j=1 i k=1 j=1 i
P 1 ;;]11 ek]—l flj;wQQ ekj’g—l
HH ki exp{—=Aujifrja}t + (H)Akj exp {—Aj frj2}
: J»

=1y

o

q a+1
1
Ik < ap <k} {k < 0g < R} [ ] (7—) exp {—b/7;}
J

j=1

q Jj—1 7j—1 1/aq 1 j—1
Qg
T o) oot Tt
=2 <21/ad%'/ dF(l/ad)) (k:l Vi e
1

jf tsjkyl Sjk,2
jk)l Sjk,1— k2 Sjk’g—l
' T ex Tjkl + T exp {—7j1t; _
(F(Sjk,l) Jsk P{—=Tjntir1} T(sjp) P{—Tjk mz})]
(11)

B.1 Posterior Conditionals

The following posterior conditionals are used to construct the GMCB-MH algorithm.

B.1.1 By,
Let Bjy denote the matrix B with By; removed. The kernel of the posterior conditional
for By; is given by

Q(Bkj‘ya Xa B(kj)7 A> Qp, 57 Y5 Ty ad)

1 1
X exp {_2_TAkj|Bkj’ab} exp {—Q—%HYI - XBIH%}
J
q
e {5y = xB7 = (rimy - xpeooyg )
J

Jj=2

1 1
=exp {—2—7)\[4;]'|Bkj’ab} exp {—5 tr((Y — XB)Q(Y — XB)T)} :
j

where in the last line, €2 is a function of § and ~ through the modified Cholesky decom-

position in equation (3).
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B.1.2 )\
Let A ) denote the matrix A with Ay; removed. The kernel of the posterior conditional

for Ag; is

()‘If]|YV7 Xv Bv A(kj)7 Qp, 57 YT, ad)

fljk] 1 +1/ 1 1
X J,1 )\ek-jJ ap— exp {_/\k (fk R Bk ab) }
F(ek‘],l) kj J J,1 27]' | J|

f]:;12 exjo2t+1l/ap—1 1
y ka2 yemett/ent o b3 e+ ——|Bigl ) V. 12
F(ek],) kj kj fk]ﬂ 27;" kj| ( )

Integrating over the right side of equation (12) with respect to Ag;, the normalizing

constant is

fi' Cexja +1/on) fijs [exjo + 1/aw)
P(erja) (frja + gy [ Brglon) s ttee = Tlewja) (foga + gy | Bglow) o2 tH/e

Let
wy = Jigi" [(egja +1/ap)
1=
F(ek], ) (fkj,l + %j’Bkj|Oéb)€kj,1+1/ocb
_ fi:jk]; D(egjo+ 1/cw)
Wy =

F(ek],Z) (fkj,2 + %j|Bkj|ab)ekj’2+l/ab .

Then the posterior conditional distribution of Ax; is given by

(Akj|YX B A(kj)aab757777—7 Oéd)
ek 1
7 /T (€r1) | enyus1/an— 1
- kjl—]/\k’;]’lﬂ/ ' leXP —Akj | Srin + g|Bkj|ab
J

w1 + Wo
s /T (exj2) 1
k‘]2 / €kj2) | epiotl/ap—1 o
4+ =\ — ki ; — | By .
L oxp { g (foe + 5Bl ) |
Therefore,
w1 1 a
)‘kj|Y7 XaB7A(kj)aaba57/y7T7 Qg ~ m@ramma €kj,1 + fk:],l + |Bkj| b
1 2 j
Wa 1
—G + B ™).
Ty e (61” 2+ gy T2 %" bl )
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B.1.3 4,
Let d¢jx) denote the vector 6 with d;; removed. The kernel of the posterior conditional
for ¢; is given by

q((S],kD/’ X: Ba Aa Qp, 5(j,k)a YT, Oéd)

1 1 . . » »
scexp { ~ 5 maldal* exp { ~ oYY - XBI - (YO X B )
J J

B.1.4 ~
Let 7y(;) denote the vector v with ~; removed. The kernel for the posterior conditional for

~1 is given by

q(f}/l‘Yv X7 Ba A? Ay, 57 T57(1) ad)

1 S+ tatl 1 1 <&
x (-) exp{ —— —HYl XB'3+ 2> Ml Bual™ +0 ) ¢
71 M 2 k=1

SO

n 1 1<
Y, X, B, A, o, 0, 7,71y, g ~ Gamma —+£—|—a,—||Y1—XBl||§—I——Z)\k1|Bk1|°‘b+b :
(673 2 2

2
k=1

The kernel for the posterior conditional for v;, 7 = 2,..., ¢ is given by
q(y;Y, X, B, A, aw, 8, T,75), @a)

1 2+3 +2= - Fa+l 1 1 . . ' '

o (-) - exp {—— (—||w — XBJ — (YEUD — x plU=1)g5,2
~ -\ 2

Vs j

j—1

1 Tl 0 + 5 ;)‘MBM\ >+ b) } :

+

N | —

k=

SO

ﬁYj‘YaXvB>A7aba(5 T, 7

-1
J +£—|—a,
Qg (07

~ Gamma <2 +

1 . »
SIY7 = XBT — (Y10 — X BHOD)g 3 Zwm

+§ ; Akj| B ™ + b) :
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B.1.5 Tk

Let 7 ) denote the vector 7 with 7;; removed. The kernel for the posterior conditional

for 7 is given by

q(ijkIK X7 B; A7 Ay, 5a Y T(5,k)» O{d)

toam g1 1
IR, Sjk,1 Qg g
I (Sjk’,l) Tk { ’ ( ’ ,Y] | |

tsick; Sjk2+1l/ag—1 1 @
+ mTjjﬁk’z ¢ exp {_Tj,k (tjk,2 + %‘(517“ d> } . (13)

Integrating over the right side of equation (13) with respect to 7, the normalizing

constant is

ti [(sjr1 +1/aq) tiy [(sjr2 +1/aa)
D(sjkn) (tna + g |Ggu]oa)sertt/oa T(sjn) (tnz + 5|05 ) okt

Let
di — 2 U(sjk,1 +1/aq)
=
Plsgna) (tjea + g ||t/
dy = tiis [(sjr2 +1/aq)
) =

Plsjez) (ko + g Gl o) matt/on
Then the posterior conditional distribution of 7; is given by

(Tjk|Y X B Auab757777—(j7k)7ad)
e T (s . o 1
= —jk ! / ( 3k, 1)7';:],:‘1+1/ a—t exp {—Tj,k (tjkg + 5 5j,k|ad) }

dy + dy 2
sjk
ik,2 /F(S]k 2) Sik2+1l/ag—1 1
L L2 /7 (59k2) oo d i (o + 5o ) b
dy + dy 3k p Gk | Yik,2 2%| ikl
Therefore,
|YX B, A ) dl G + 1 t + 1 |5 |ad
T; «Q T(ik), Qd ™~ amma | s; —, 1 ;
Gk Ay Dy LN, Oy, 0,7, T k) Qd d1+d2 jk,1 ad, jk,1 27] i
1 1
+ Gamma (s ko + —,tika + 0j.k ad) )
dy dz o d ] ? ’7j| ! |
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B.1.6 ap

The kernel of the posterior conditional for «y, is given by

Q<ab‘Y7 X7 Ba A> 57 YT, Oéd)

l/ab P
)\k] 1 )\k]
X (m) (”” ) eXP{—EE E ‘B }I{klﬁabék‘z}-

k1]1% k=1 j=1
B.1.7 Qq

The kernel of the posterior conditional for ay is given by

Q<ad|y7 X7 B7 A) Qp, 67 e 7—)

q J=1 /i1 1/aq
(%)
X o Tik eXxpy —— T; k]é k‘ I{kl <oy < k-2}
sz (2”‘“7;/ dF(l/ad)> (H ’ ) { Z e }

]kl

B.2 Posterior Conditionals under SMN

The parameters B and 0 can be easily sampled under a SMN representation. For the ex-
ponential power distribution with density proportional to exp{—|z|*}, the mixing density
in terms of the standard deviation o is h(o) & 0~ 2p,/2(c~2), where p, /2 is the density of
a positive stable distribution with index «/2 < 1 (West, 1987). The mixing density in

terms of the precision w = 1/0? is then g(w) oc w™!/%py o (w).

B.2.1 By

Let wy; denote the latent variable associated with Bj;. Under the SMN representation,

the prior on By; is given by

1 2,.)/ 2/ay
Byjlw ) >‘ y Vi ~ N 0, — (_]> )
k]| kj> Akjs Vir X ( Whj )\k:j

1
g(wislon) oc wi " pay ja(wiy).
Define w € RP*? t0 be the matrix of latent variables associated with B. Then

Q(B7 W|Y> Xa A7 Qp, 57 YT, ad)

o exp {—% tr((Y — XB)Q(Y — XB)T)}

P q 2/ab 1/2 2/
Wk kj waAkj 2 /
. — B o ) 14
HH <27 2/ab> exp{ 2(2;) 2/ kj Pay/2(Wi;) (14)

k=1 j=1
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Let wj) denote the matrix w with wy; removed. The posterior conditional for wy; asso-

ciated with equation (14) is given by

)\i/abB2
Q(wk‘]’}/a XyBaAaaba(S?’Y?Ta adaw(kj)) X exp _]—2/01 kj pab/2(wk‘j)7
2(2y,)H w

which is an exponentially tilted positive stable distribution. The algorithm described in
Devroye (2()(]()) and a modified version of the implementation in the R package copula
(Hofert et al., 2020) is used to sample wy;.

Let ® and ® denote the Kronecker and Hadamard products, respectively. Define [v],
to be the vector v with each of its elements repeated p times and the pq x pg matrix A
to be

-1

A = diaglvec(w) ® vec(A)?/] (diag[(2[],)7))

Then the posterior conditional for B associated with equation (14) is given by
Q(B|Y7 Xv A7 Qy, 5a Y, T, Qg w)

1 p OJk')\2/~ab
X exp {—5 tr((Y — XB)Q(Y — XB)T)} H Hexp {—WB,@

k=1 j=1

— exp {—% tr((Y — XB)Q(Y — XB)T)} exp {—% vec(B)TAvec(B)} . (15)

When p < n,let B=(X"X)'XTY. Define® = Q'@ (X"X) " and ® =01 + A,
Then equation (15) is proportional to

exp {—% te(XTX(B - BB — B)T)} exp {—% vee(B)TA vec(B)}
= exp {—%[Vec(B) — vec(B)]"O© ! [vec(B) — vec(B)]} exp {—% vec(B)TA Vec(B)}
o exp {—% <vec(B)Tc1>vec(B) — 2vec(B)TO ! vec(B )) }
— exp {—% <Vec(B)T(I> vee(B) — 2vec(B)TO 19710 Vec(B)> } ,

SO
vec(B)|Y, X, vec(A), ap, 0,7, T, g, vec(w) ~ Ny, ( d'O7 ! vee(B), <I>_1> : (16)

To show that equation (15) is a normal distribution even when (X TX)~! does not
exist requires a variable transformation. Let X = UCV " denote the SVD of X, where
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U e R and V € RP*P are orthonormal and C' € R™*P. Let r = rank(X). Define

w = max(p —r,0)

z = max(n —r,0),

and let ¢y € R™" be the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements the positive singular

values of X. Then
C — w O’I"XU) )
OZXT’ OZX’LU

Define n = VT BT . The Jacobian of this transformation is a constant with respect to

n, and equation (15) can be rewritten as
Q<77’Y7 X7 A7 Oy, (57 Y, T, Od, W)
1
X exp {—5 [tr[D(=TYUCy—n'CTUYT" +7n'C"Cn))

+vee(Vp(T™HNHTA VGC(VU(T_I)T)} }

(IIIJ
»
i)

I

|
R
[\]
=%
3
S5
h<
=
3
Q
=
+
=
3
3}—‘
—
Q
3
Q
=

+vec(n) (T7'@ V) TA(T™ @ V) vec(n)] }
[—2vec(CTUTYTTD™")T vec(n) + vec(CnD ™Y T vec(CnD~1/?)

+vee(n) (T 1@ V)TAT @ V) vee(n)] }

+ Vec(n)T(T_1 ® V)TA(T_1 ®V) Vec(n)} }
[—2vec(CTUTYTTD™") " vec(n) + vec(n) (D' @ CTC) vec(n)

=exp {—% [—2vec(CTUTYTTD™")T vec(n) + vec(n) (D72 @ C) (D72 @ C) vec(n)
+vec(n) (T7'@V)TA(T @ V) vec(n)] }

I
0]
4
o
|
N —
|
[\
<
)
o
—~
Q
_|
Q
4|
=~
~
4|
)
=
_'
<
@
2
=

+vec(n) [(D'@CTC)+ (T o V)TA(T @ V)] vec(n)] } .
Define © = [(D'@CTC)+ (T @ V)TA(T ' ® V)]7L. Then
vec(n)|Y, X, vec(A), ap, 8,7, T, ata, vee(w) ~ Nyg (O vec(CTUTYT D), 0) . (17)

For p < n, B is sampled directly using equation (16). For p > n, B is obtained by first
sampling from equation (17) using the algorithm by Bhattacharya et al. (2016):

1. Sample u ~ N(0,(T @ VT)A™HT" @ V)) and e ~ N(0, I,,,) independently.
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2. Set v = (D"V2® C)u+e.

3. Solve for w in

(DT @ CVIHA™MTTD 2@ VCT) + Lyw=vec(U'YTTD™ V%) — v
4. Set vec(n) =u+ (TR VHA(TTD V22 VC w

B.2.2 4

Let €; be the latent variable associated with d;5. The prior on ¢;; can be represented

1 [ 2y 2/aq
0j k€5 Tiks Vjr a ~ N (07 - (_J> 7
€jk \ Tj.k

—1/2
gleinloa) o< €% Dagsalesn)-

as

Define ¢ € R274=1/2 to be the vector of latent variables associated with §. Then

Q(5 E’Y X B A » Oy Y, T, ad)

q
«[] {exp {——||Yﬂ XB/— (Y- — XBl‘(j‘l))éjH%}

j=
€ikTjk 2 ~1/2
— ) o ) ) 18
s 1( (2v5) 2/%) exp{ 2(2;)¥a Jvk}EM Paa/2(€5k) (18)

Let € ) denote the vector € with €;; removed. The posterior conditional for €;j, corre-

sponding to equation (18) is

2/%162
ko O5k
Q<€j,k|Y7 X7 B7 A7 Qp, 67 v, T, 04, E(J,k)) X exp { W 7,k } pad/Q(Ej k)
This is an exponentially tilted positive stable distribution and can be sampled from using
the algorithm described in Devroye (2009).
Let Z; = Y/ — XB/, W; = YYD — XBYU-V 7 = (151,...,75,-1)", and ¢; =
(€j1,---,€j5-1)" . Define the (j—1)x (j—1) matrix ¥; to be ¥; = dlag[(e]@7’2/%)/(2%)2/%],

and let d.;) denote the vector 0 with ; removed. Then the posterior conditional for d;
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corresponding to equation (18) is
q<5j|Y7 Xa B7 Aa Ay, 5(3‘)7 Y, T, O, 6)
1 1
o exp {_2_%”2]' - Wj@'”%} exp {—55;%53'}

1
J

1 _
= exp {—g (0] (W[ Wy +49,)8; — 2Z] Wi(W] W 4 ~;05) " (W, W + %"I’j)%’)} :
J
SO
6J|Y7 X7 BJ A7 Qlp, 5(])7 Y, T,0q, €~ Njfl ((W]TW] + ’Y]‘I]J)ilvvj—rzﬁ WJ(W]TWJ + VJ‘I]J)il) :

Recall that j = 2,...,q. For j < n, ¢, is sampled directly. For j > n, the algorithm
proposed by Bhattacharya et al. (2016) is used:

1. Sample u ~ N(0, \1/]—1) and e ~ N(0, I,) independently.
2. Set v = J%?W/Ju +e.
3. Solve for w in (%Wj\I/;lW]T + IL)w = \/%7ZJ' — .

4. Set 6 = u+ =0 W w.

N
C Additional autocorrelation plots

Figures 8 and 9 display the autocorrelation plots for randomly selected elements of B and
0 in Scenarios 2 and 3 as described in 5. These plots are typical of what was observed

for B and ¢ in each scenario.
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Figure 8: Autocorrelation plots for randomly selected elements of B and ¢ in Scenario 2
in Section 5. The top plots correspond to GMCB-MH and the bottom plots correspond
to GMCB-SMN.
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Figure 9: Autocorrelation plots for randomly selected elements of B and ¢ in Scenario 3
in Section 5. The top plots correspond to GMCB-MH and the bottom plots correspond
to GMCB-SMN.
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D WISP Survey Example Sensitivity Analysis

Table 6 gives the hyperparameter combinations considered in the sensitivity analysis.
Recall that Cjy denotes the class of spectra with no emission lines and C; denotes the
class of spectra with emission lines. Figures 10 and 11 compare Qr and Qg under each of
these priors with the estimates in Section 6 for Cy and C1, respectively. As shown in the
figures, there is little qualitative difference in the estimates, and all eight matrices for C
exhibit the band patterns discussed in Section 6. All results are based on 1le6 iterations
of the GMCB-SMN algorithm.

Table 6: Priors considered in the sensitivity analysis.

Model Regularization Parameters Penalty Parameters 7y
1 1/2[Gamma(0.1,1) + Gamma(2,0.1)] Unif(0.5,2) IG(1e-3, 1e-3)
2 1/2[Gamma(1, 1) + Gamma(40, 0.5)] Unif(1,2) empirical
3 1/2[Gamma(1, 1) + Gamma(40, 0.5)] Unif(1,2) IG(1e-3, 1le-3)
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GMCB-SMN Qp GMCB-SMN Qg

Figure 10: Log of the absolute value of entries of the estimated precision matrices for
Cy, where darker colors correspond to larger values for the model in Section 6 (top row),
Model 1 (second row), Model 2 (third row), and Model 3 (bottom row).
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GMCB-SMN Qp GMCB-SMN Qg

Figure 11: Log of the absolute value of entries of the estimated precision matrices for
(', where darker colors correspond to larger values for the model in Section 6 (top row),
Model 1 (second row), Model 2 (third row), and Model 3 (bottom row).
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