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Online Supplementary Material
We introduce the methods implemented in our package. We also show the R syntax and results from the
joint prior distributions. We also include some user-defined R syntax and results, with comments on the
results.

Methods
• The instrument-phenotype associations are denoted by γ̂j .
• The instrument-outcome associations are denoted by Γ̂j .

In one-sample MR analyses, the Wald estimator is

βj = Γ̂j
γ̂j
. (1)

In two-sample MR analyses the numerator and denominator are obtained from different samples.1

When there are multiple instruments, the IVW estimator is used to estimate the causal effect in a summary
level dataset. Equation (2) shows the linear model, with no intercept, from which we derive the IVW
estimator (3).

Γ̂j = βγ̂j + εj ; εj ∼ N(0, σ2
yj

). (2)

The IVW estimator is given by,

βIVW =
∑J
j=1 wj β̂j∑J
j=1 wj

, (3)

where wj is the inverse variance of the ratio estimate 1
var(β̂j) = 1

σ2
yj

.

Under its accompanying InSIDE assumption, the MR-Egger estimator accounts for pleiotropy while estimat-
ing the causal effect. The estimator is defined from the following model (4);

Γ̂j = α+ βγ̂j + εj , εj ∼ N(0, σ2), (4)

which is weighted by wj .

The radial MR-Egger model, as seen in equation (5), is formulated such that the IVW estimator is its
sub-model.

β̂j
√
wj = α+ β

√
wj + εj , εj ∼ N(0, σ2), (5)

where wj denotes the same weights as in equation (3).
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Assuming known variance, the likelihood of the MR-Egger estimator follows a univariate Gaussian distribu-
tion in equation (6), again w denotes the weights.

P (Γ̂|α, β, σ, γ̂j) =
J∏
j=1

N(α+ γ̂jβ, σ
2w) (6)

Equation (7) denotes the Bayesian posterior distribution of the MR-Egger model;

P (α, β, σ|Γ̂j , γ̂j) ∝ P (Γ̂j , γ̂j |α, β, σ)P (α, β, σ). (7)

Prior distributions
The choice of prior distributions is an important factor in Bayesian estimation. In the presence of pleiotropic
instruments, the use of vauge/uninformative prior distributions may lead to estimates with low precision.2
This section gives a brief description on the formulation of the different prior distributions included in this
package and the rjags syntax used for implementing them.3

Non-informative prior distributions

We use non-informative prior distributions when we have no prior beliefs about the distribution of a pa-
rameter. This type of prior distribution is expected to produce estimates similar to frequentist estimates.
Equation (8) denotes some possible non-informative prior distributions, these have large variances for the
average pleiotropic effect (α) and the causal effect (β).

α ∼ N(0, 1000), β ∼ N(0, 1000), σ ∼ U(0.0001, 10). (8)

Weakly informative prior distributions

The idea of a weakly informative prior, equation (9), is to provide partial information on the variables, hence
it is ideal for regularization. The prior distributions are described in equation (9), where the variance is
reduced for α and β compared to the non-informative prior distributions.

α ∼ N(0, 1), β ∼ N(0, 1), σ ∼ U(0.0001, 10). (9)

Pseudo-Horseshoe prior distribution

The horseshoe prior is a hierarchical prior made up of local and global half-Cauchy distributions. The horse-
shoe prior was applied in MR to incorporate pleiotropic instruments for individual level data.4 Pleiotropic
instruments are outliers which leads to biased estimates of the causal effect. We extend the MR-Egger
estimator by placing a shrinkage prior on the causal effect β.

The Cauchy distribution was chosen as the prior distribution due to some appealing properties, for example
the divergence property of no mean or variance, rather mode and median which are equal. An investigation
into the direction of causality through Bayesian models showed that pleiotropic instruments can give the
causal effect a multimodal distribution.5 Assuming there are more strong instruments, the divergence prop-
erty of the Cauchy distribution weighs more on the effect of the strong instruments and reduces the effect
of outlying instruments. The convergence towards the Gaussian distribution in the presence of a large num-
ber of instruments is another useful property of the Cauchy distribution as a shrinkage prior. The default
prior distributions for our prior = "pseudo" option, in the mr_egger_rjags and mr_radialegger_rjags
functions, are as in equation (10).

α ∼ N(0, 1), β ∼ C(0, 1), σ ∼ IG(0.5, 0.5). (10)
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Joint prior distribution

A conjugate bivariate normal prior distribution on the slope and intercept in the MR-Egger model has been
shown to have good properties.6 We extend that model by including the covariance between the slope and
intercept in the multivariate prior. Our default joint prior is in equation (11).(

α
β

)
∼MVN

([
0
0

]
,Σ
)
, where Σ =

[
σ2
α σασβραβ

σασβραβ σ2
β

]
. (11)

Example: Estimates from joint and user-defined prior distributions
Joint prior distribution for the MR-Egger model

The syntax for placing the joint prior distribution on the intercept and slope in the MR-Egger model is
shown below, where ρ is set to 0.75 and σ2

α = 10, 000 and σ2
β = 10, 000.

joint_mregger <-
mr_egger_rjags(

dat,
prior = "joint",
rho = 0.75,
seed = c(123456, 456789, 342564),
n.chains = 3

)

joint_mrradegger <-
mr_radialegger_rjags(

dat,
prior = "joint",
rho = 0.75,
seed = c(123456, 456789, 342564),
n.chains = 3

)

The estimates in Table S1 are larger than the frequentist estimates with similar range.

Table S1: Results from models using joint prior distributions.
Model Coefficient Estimate 95% Credible Interval
Bayesian MR-Egger Intercept -0.07 -0.13, 0
Bayesian MR-Egger Slope 4.63 0.31, 8.43
Bayesian MR-Egger Radial Intercept -33.58 -54.64, -10.64
Bayesian MR-Egger Radial Slope 6.95 2.53, 10.99

We are interested if the size of the correlation coefficient between the intercept and slope in the joint prior
distribution affects their estimates. We fitted the MR-Egger and radial MR-Egger models for values of the
correlation coefficient between -0.99 upto 0.99.
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Figure S1: Estimates of the causal effect and average pleiotropic effect for different values of ρ in the joint
prior distribution.

Figure S1 shows that in this example the estimates from the MR-Egger model are relatively unaffected by
the value of ρ in the joint prior. Whereas, the radial MR-Egger estimates, especially the intercept, show
more variability as ρ varies.

User defined prior distributions

Informative prior distributions can help to account for pleiotropy in Bayesian MR analyses.2 The user might
want to specify their own prior, for example, if deriving their prior distributions from external evidence.7

For example, below we show two sets of prior distributions. The first, specifies a Gamma distribution for
the residual standard deviation. The second, additionally specifies a Student-t distribution on the mean
parameters of the MR-Egger model.
# normal gamma prior distributions
user_egger <-

mr_egger_rjags(
dat,
betaprior = "dnorm(1E-3,1E-3)",
sigmaprior = "dgamma(1E-4,1E-4)",
seed = c(123456, 456789, 342564),
n.chains = 3)

user_radialegger <-
mr_radialegger_rjags(

dat,
betaprior = "dnorm(1E-3,1E-3)",
sigmaprior = "dgamma(1E-4,1E-4)",
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seed = c(123456, 456789, 342564),
n.chains = 3)

# shrinkage prior; student t and gamma prior distributions
user_egger2 <-

mr_egger_rjags(
dat,
betaprior = "dt(0,1,13)",
sigmaprior = "dgamma(1E-4,1E-4)",
seed = c(123456, 456789, 342564),
n.chains = 3)

user_radialegger2 <-
mr_radialegger_rjags(

dat,
betaprior = "dt(0,1,13)",
sigmaprior = "dgamma(1E-4,1E-4)",
seed = c(123456, 456789, 342564),
n.chains = 3)

Results from the normal gamma prior distributions in Table S2 show similar estimates to those using weakly
informative prior distributions. Student-t gamma prior distributions shrink the estimates of the intercept
and slope of the MR-Egger models.

Table S2: Results from models from fitted with user defined prior distributions.
Model Coefficient Estimate 95% Credible Interval
Normal Gamma Priors
Bayesian MR-Egger Intercept -0.05 -0.14, 0.02
Bayesian MR-Egger Slope 3.78 -1, 8.59
Bayesian MR-Egger Radial Intercept -27.53 -51, -4.51
Bayesian MR-Egger Radial Slope 5.79 1.36, 10.31

Student-t Gamma Priors
Bayesian MR-Egger Intercept 0 -0.04, 0.03
Bayesian MR-Egger Slope 0.66 -1.2, 2.71
Bayesian MR-Egger Radial Intercept -1.8 -13.91, 9.91
Bayesian MR-Egger Radial Slope 0.81 -1.25, 3.03

We can view the distribution in Figure S2 and convergence in Figure S3 of the MCMC simulations in the
Radial MR-Egger model. The R syntax for density plot is shown below
parlabels <- data.frame(

Parameter = c("Estimate", "Pleiotropy", "sigma"),
Label = c("beta", "alpha", "sigma")

)
ggsradegger2 <- ggs(pseudo_mregger$samples, par_labels = parlabels)
ggs_density(ggsradegger2)
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Figure S2: Density plots for the 3 chains for the Radial MR-Egger model fitted using the pseudo-horseshoe
prior distribution.

The R syntax for the traceplots is given below.
ggs_traceplot(ggsradegger2)
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Figure S3: Traceplots for the 3 chains for the Radial MR-Egger model fitted using the pseudo-horseshoe
prior distribution.
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