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Abstract

In this manuscript, we discuss the substantial importance of Bayesian reasoning in Social Sci-
ence research. Particularly, we focus on foundational elements to fit models under the Bayesian
paradigm. We aim to offer a frame of reference for a broad audience, not necessarily with spe-
cialized knowledge in Bayesian statistics, yet having interest in incorporating this kind of methods
in studying social phenomena. We illustrate Bayesian methods through case studies regarding
political surveys, population dynamics, and standardized educational testing. Specifically, we pro-
vide technical details on specific topics such as conjugate and non-conjugate modeling, hierarchical
modeling, Bayesian computation, goodness of fit, and model testing.
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1 Introduction

Bayesian methods refer to data analysis tools derived from the principles of Bayesian inference, i.e.,
inductive learning through Bayes’ Theorem (Van de Schoot et al., 2021). These methods allow us
to estimate parameters with good statistical properties, predicting/imputing future/missing observa-
tions, and making optimal decisions according to prespecified utility functions. Moreover, Bayesian
techniques are also intrinsically linked to sophisticated computational algorithms for model estimation,
selection, and validation (Hoff, 2009). A wide variety of scientific publications in the context of Social
Sciences point out that Bayesian methods are a predominant methodology for the analysis of different
phenomena since the early 1990s (e.g., Western and Jackman, 1994; Jackman, 2004; Gill and Walker,
2005; Barberá, 2015; Moser et al., 2021; Lynch and Bartlett, 2019; Fairfield and Charman, 2022).

Several reasons justify adopting a Bayesian approach to statistical inference in Social Sciences. Quan-
titative research shows that the social phenomenon is quite different from its counterpart in the exper-
imental sciences, so its characteristics and methodological requirements are more akin to the Bayesian
paradigm, far from the assumptions of the frequentist approach (e.g., Jackman, 2009; Fairfield and
Charman, 2019). That is why we discuss advantages (and challenges!) about adopting a Bayesian
spirit in Social Science research.

We provide foundations about model fitting under the Bayesian paradigm, from the prior distribution
and sampling distribution specification to posterior inference mechanisms, including model verification
and evaluation. Additionally, we illustrate the essentials of Bayesian methodologies through case studies
in contexts such as political surveys, population dynamics, and standardized educational testing.

Unlike other authors (Lenhard, 2022; Sosa and Buitrago, 2022; Van de Schoot et al., 2021; Kruschke,
2021; Van de Schoot et al., 2014; Draper, 2009; Walker et al., 2007; Jackman, 2004), we provide a
review of the Bayesian paradigm focused exclusively on Bayesian machinery framed in Social Science
research. We aim to offer a frame of reference for a broad audience, not necessarily with specialized
knowledge in Bayesian statistics, yet having interest in incorporating this kind of methods in studying
social phenomena.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 draws a parallel between Bayesian and frequentist infer-
ence. Section 3 presents the rationale for a Bayesian approach to scientific research in Social Science.
Section 4 shows the importance of sensitivity analysis, the suitability of conjugate analysis, model
evaluation and testing, and Bayesian computation via Monte Carlo simulation. Section 5 provides
fully develops case studies from a Bayesian perspective. Finally, Section 6 discusses our main findings
as well as some alternatives for future research.

2



2 Statistical inference: frequentist versus Bayesian

Two paradigms to data analysis coexist in Statistics: frequentist and Bayesian. They differ in many
ways, including the probability interpretation, the parameters’ nature, and the statistical/computational
methods required to make inferences. However, both alternatives are governed by axiomatic founda-
tions of probability and use the likelihood function to estimate unknown parameters.

Under any of these approaches, the relationship between data y = (y1, ..., yn) and parameters θ ∈ Θ is
established by a sampling distribution y ∼ p(y | θ), which fully characterizes the random mechanism
that generates y, for any given value of θ. The nature of θ is one of the main differences between
the Bayesian and the frequentist paradigm. On the one hand, the frequentist approach assumes θ as
a fixed but unknown quantity, and any estimate of it constitutes a random variable in itself, since
depends on repeated random sampling. Typically, θ is estimated by maximizing p(y | θ) as a function
of θ. On the other hand, the Bayesian approach assumes θ as a random variable so that any estimate
of it, is fixed and constitutes a realization of such a random quantity. From this point of view, we can
directly incorporate into the model any prior beliefs (state of knowledge) about θ using probabilistic
statements. Such a task can be carried out through the prior distribution, p(θ), whose purpose is to
characterize the uncertainty about θ external to y. Thus, once y is observed, prior beliefs are updated,
and the posterior distribution, p(θ | y), is obtained in order to fully describe the updated state of
knowledge about θ, given the empirical evidence provided in y. In this context, Bayes’ Theorem is the
optimal rational method that guarantees coherence and logical consistency for updating prior beliefs
about θ according to the information contained in y (Jackman, 2004; Hoff, 2009).

Bayes’ Theorem states that

p(θ | y) = p(y | θ) p(θ)∫
Θ p(y | θ) p(θ) dθ

,

where p(y) =
∫
Θ p(y | θ) p(θ) dθ is the marginal probability of y, which does not depend on θ because

it is an integral over all the values of θ ∈ Θ, and therefore, corresponds to a normalization constant
that allows p(θ | y) to be a valid probability distribution. Since p(θ | y) and p(θ) are functions of θ,
and p(y) does not depend on θ, the sampling distribution p(y | θ) has to be regarded as a function of
θ (as frequentists do!), and therefore, Bayes’ Theorem can be expressed as p(θ | y) ∝ ℓ(θ) p(θ), where
ℓ(θ) = c p(y | θ) is the so called likelihood function, for any c > 0 (typically chosen as c = 1).

The previous expression makes evident two important aspects: (i) the posterior distribution is simply
proportional to the likelihood function times the prior distribution, and (ii) some frequentist results
can be seen as a particular cases of Bayesian analysis. Regarding the first aspect, the influence of
prior beliefs and data on the posterior distribution depends on the amount of information provided
in the prior distribution and the sample size, respectively. Regarding the second aspect, frequentist
and Bayesian are typically equivalent when the prior distribution is non-informative (all the possible
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parameter values have the same density) and/or the sample size is large in comparison with the
dimension of the parameter space. In this case, the posterior distribution takes the same form as the
likelihood function.

Generally, Bayesian analysis are simple and direct from a conceptual point of view since they mainly
rely on a naive application of Bayes’ Theorem. Cox (1946), Cox (1963) and Savage (1972) constitute
theoretical support to justify that if p(y | θ) and p(θ) represent the beliefs of a rational person (in
a probabilistic sense), then Bayes’ Theorem is the optimal method for updating his beliefs according
to the laws of probability. Furthermore, uncertainty quantification under the Bayesian paradigm is
for free! Once the posterior distribution is obtained, any aspect of the model parameters can be
described using probabilistic statements. However, everything is not bright and there are challenges.
Computation under the Bayesian paradigm is quite challenging because in multiparameter models
integrals to characterize any aspect of the posterior distribution can be hard to compute.

3 Bayesian inference in Social Science

In social research, frequentist methods become unreliable when data do not correspond to a random
sample from a larger population. The conventional interpretation of confidence intervals as well as
hypothesis tests, which rely on patterns emerging from repeated sampling, tend to be confusing and
inadequate in contexts where uncertainty do not arise from variation in repeated sampling (Western
and Jackman, 1994; Jackman, 2009). Consequently, adhering to a frequentist notion of probability
in the absence of repeatable data loses its meaning. In contrast, the subjective interpretation of
probability provided in the Bayesian paradigm offers a coherent and internally consistent tool for
statistical inference when data can not be framed in the context of repeated experimentation.

Social scientists often encounter themselves working with “small” data gathered from real-life social
behavior, where classical experimental-design requirements are typically not met. In such scenarios,
subjective judgments regarding the model’s formulation become inevitable and intrinsic to the scientific
process (Jackman, 2009). Thus, it is natural for researchers in this context setting prior probabilities
about the unknown quantities and interpret them subjectively (depending on the modeler’s state of
knowledge). Furthermore, the absence of “large datasets” implies that estimates obtained through a
frequentist approach lack robust statistical properties, particularly concerning the asymptotic prop-
erties that validate classical inference procedures. Comparative research studies in the social domain
have demonstrated that applying frequentist methods to small data may lead to imprecise estimates
of the effects of explanatory variables (e.g., Western and Jackman, 1994).

The social field abounds with data grouped over several units or periods. Hence, a key research question
is how a causal structure operating at one level of analysis (e.g., individuals) varies over a higher level
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(e.g., localities or periods). The Bayesian approach to statistical inference is well suited to answer this
question since it allows the researcher to formalize assumptions about between and within between-
group heterogeneity by formulation a proper structured of prior beliefs. Thus, the prior distribution,
considered by critics of Bayesian inference as a weakness, provides a way to expand from a simple
model to a model involving several sources of heterogeneity, which allows modelers analyzing cases
where social research requires understanding the relative weight of unknown quantities at different
levels (Jackman, 2009).

Other advantages of Bayesian inference, not exclusive of Social Science, include its conceptual sim-
plicity. As mentioned previously, Bayesian inference does not require to consider hypothetical data as
frequentists do when developing confidence intervals and hypothesis tests. This is because the posterior
distribution directly represents the most up-to-date information about the parameter, given nothing
more than the observed data. Such a straightforward nature inherent in the Bayesian paradigm is quite
appealing to social scientists, making it the primary methodology adopted by quantitative researchers
in this field (Jackman, 2009).

Nowadays, Bayesian computation has become more feasible than ever before due to the current devel-
opments in both and hardware and software. Such a computational framework make possible to solve
complex statistical problems that a few decades before were just not possible to handle. Specifically,
the recent low cost and computational speed make it attainable for social scientists to analyze data
from a Bayesian simulation-based approach. In this sense, the set of algorithms known as Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC, see Sec. 4.3 for details) allows the Bayesian approach to be a practi-
cal reality for applied researchers (Jackman, 2009). These algorithms provide a powerful and flexible
way to approximate the posterior distribution for most multiparameter models. For example, esti-
mates of hierarchical models, latent variable models, and estimates based on observations with missing
data have become straightforward procedures because the mathematics and computation underlying
Bayesian analysis is drastically simplified via Monte Carlo simulation.

4 Fundamentals for Bayesian modeling

Here, we provide essential details for formulating and fitting Bayesian models, from conjugate families to
specifics in Bayesian computation based on Monte Carlo simulation. This material is key to understand
and implement the case studies given in Sec. 5.
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4.1 Sensitivity analysis

The main criticism of the Bayesian approach relies on the inherent subjectivism of the prior distribution.
For frequentists, data analysis based on subjective information states (depending on the analyst) lacks
scientific rigour. However, the question is, why should we neglect available external information that
is consistent with reality when it can contribute to explaining the phenomenon of interest and lead to
more accurate inferences and plausible conclusions? Even when external information is not available,
we can set the prior distribution to reflect such state of knowledge. In this regard, there are available
a number of options to specify the prior distribution in an “objective” fashion thought the so called
objective priors (see Reich and Ghosh 2019, Chap. 2 for details).

Since the state of information may vary depending on the analyst, the choice of the prior distribution
and the robustness of the inferences based on this choice is a fundamental issue in Bayesian inference.
Regarding the prior choice, the literature exposes some methods for eliciting subjective prior distri-
butions (e.g., Berger, 2013; Congdon, 2007; Garthwaite et al., 2005; Stuart et al., 1994). However,
it may not be easy to formulate the researcher’s prior beliefs mathematically and precisely. For this
reason, the prior distribution is often only an approximation of such beliefs and can be chosen for
computational convenience (Hoff, 2009).

From a Bayesian perspective, studying the robustness of inferences means performing a sensitivity
analysis. The purpose is to examine how the posterior distribution changes as different values of the
hyperparameters are adopted. This analysis allows us to argue that the conclusions are consistent from
both a qualitative and quantitative point of view. There are two ways to perform a sensitivity analysis
in practice, either (i) by weakening or strengthening the adopted prior or (ii) by repeating the analysis
with different priors (Jackman, 2004).

4.2 Conjugate distributions

Conjugate families are essential in Bayesian statistics because they greatly simplify computation.
Specifically, suppose that the prior distribution p(θ) belongs to a known family of distributions. Then,
such a prior is said to be conjugate regarding the sampling distribution p(y | θ), if the posterior dis-
tribution p(θ | y) belongs to the same family of distributions as the prior does (Jackman, 2004, 2009).
It is up to modelers to work them or not depending on their prior beliefs and their modeling choices.

Under conjugacy, the update from the prior to the posterior distribution merely changes the parameters
that define the corresponding conjugate family. This feature is easy to interpret, and besides easing
computation, this characteristic allows us to develop some intuition about Bayesian learning through
straightforward examples. However, it’s important to acknowledge that conjugate priors have certain
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limitations. For instance, not all likelihood functions have a known conjugate prior, and most conjugacy
pairs are applicable only to small-scale examples with a limited number of parameters (Reich and
Ghosh, 2019). Furthermore, not every state of knowledge about an unknown parameter is easy to
express using a conjugate prior distribution.

4.3 Bayesian Computation via Monte Carlo Simulation

In Bayesian inference, we can formulate complex conjugate analyses, from a mathematical point of
view, and even non-conjugate analyses, which motivate alternative methods to explore the posterior
distribution. These methods allow the generation of random samples from the posterior distribution,
in some cases computationally intensive, when the underlying computations required for the analysis
are either extremely demanding or analytically intractable, typically due to the number of model
parameters. Simulation-based procedures to approximate the posterior distribution as well as other
distributions or measures related to it are based on the Monte Carlo principle and Markov chains (e.g.,
Gamerman and Lopes, 2006; Robert and Casella, 2013; Turkman et al., 2019).

The Monte Carlo principle states that any characteristic of a random variable, can be approximated
arbitrarily well by generating random samples from its probabilistic distribution. The learning accuracy
rate strongly depends on the number of samples gathered during the simulation process. On the other
hand, Markov chains are a first-order stochastic process, which allows exploring multidimensional
parameter spaces when the posterior distribution has a complex or unknown analytic shape. Through
this process, we are able to generate a random sequence (also known as random walk) of values
with serial dependency, in order to empirically explore the probability distribution of a given random
variable, even when the samples are correlated (for formal treatment of Markov chain theory see Carlin
and Louis, 2008, Jackman, 2009, Meyn and Tweedie, 2012, and Norris, 1998). In particular, Bradley
and Meek, 2014 provide applications in Social Sciences.

Monte Carlo samples are not a mechanism for gathering “new data” but rather to generate either
independent and identically distributed (IID) or correlated samples from the posterior. In other words,
these samples are a means to explore the posterior distribution, not an inference method in themselves.
Particularly, Markov chain theory states that it is possible to construct random walks in parameter
spaces such that the chain visits locations in that space with frequencies proportional to the probability
of those locations under a distribution of interest such as the posterior distribution. A chain with this
property is called ergodic (Jackman, 2004). Ergodicity is an essential property because it ensures that
we can simulate Markov chains whose stationary distribution is the posterior distribution, when the
number of iterations grows.
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In practice, the iterative history generated by the Markov chain is typically stored and treated as a
series of random samples from the posterior distribution. Then, following the Monte Carlo principle,
these samples are useful for learning about any aspect of θ according to its posterior distribution.
Thus, both the Monte Carlo principle and Markov chain theory support a whole range of Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms, such as the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm (Sec. 4.3.3), the
sampler Gibbs algorithm (Sec. 4.3.2) and the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm (Sec. 4.3.4), among
many other, which nowadays are core computational tools to carry out Bayesian inference. For a review
of modern methods in this regard, see part III of Gelman et al. (2014).

In Bayesian inference, Monte Carlo methods based on IID sampling an MCMC algorithms serve to
the same purpose: Generating random sequences of θ that allows to fully characterize its posterior
distribution. In the case of IID sampling, such independent samples constitute a direct representation
of the posterior distribution, which can not be guaranteed for MCMC samples. Given the serial
dependency of the samples that arise when implementing a MCMC algorithm, it is simply not possible
to guarantee that they correspond to an empirical distribution close to the posterior distribution for a
finite number of iterations. In other words, given the finite nature of the MCMC algorithm along with
the autocorrelation between consecutive values of the random walk, there is no certainty at all that
the simulated chain has reached convergence to the target distribution.

Evaluating convergence and precision with which Markov chains approximate the posterior distribu-
tion is not straightforward. In practice, it is common to diagnose non-convergence through graphical
representation of the chain (e.g., traceplots) and numerical measures (e.g., R̂ statistic, Gelman et al.
2014). Although several authors have proposed strategies to examine convergence (e.g., Gelman et al.,
1992; Geweke et al., 1991; Raftery and Lewis, 1991), such approaches have highlighted the problem
of establishing such diagnoses and have not guaranteed an infallible method to evaluate it (Geyer,
1992). Consequently, in order to reach a reasonable approximation of the target distributio, using
MCMC algorithms, it is highly recommended to run the algorithm a large number of times to ensure
convergence. In particular, a higher number of iterations compared to what would be need using IID
sampling (Hoff, 2009).

Aiming to increase as much as possible the effective sample size (equivalent sample size under IID
sampling) of a sequence of samples generated using MCMC algorithms, it is customary to discard the
initial values of the chain (burn-in period) and take systematic samples of it (thinning). It is also
highly recommended to run several chains at different starting points of the parameter space to check
whether they tend to the same stationary distribution or not. During this process, it may be possible
to encounter processing or storage limitations, depending on the number of models parameters and the
complexity of the model. Therefore, highly optimized algorithms are in order.

8



4.3.1 Monte Carlo principle

Let θ be the parameter of interest and y be a sample of observed values from a posterior distribution
p(θ | y). Suppose that a IID random sample of size B is drawn from p(θ | y), i.e., θ(1), · · · , θ(B) i.i.d∼
p(θ | y). Thus, the empirical distribution induced by θ(1), · · · , θ(B) is known as the Monte Carlo
approximation of the target distribution p(θ | y). Such empirical distribution gets closer to the true
target distribution as B increases. In practice, it is customary to choose B large enough such that the
Monte Carlo standard error (i.e., the standard deviation of the Monte Carlo samples divided by the
square root of B) is less than the desired precision (Hoff, 2009). Additionally, thanks to the law of
large numbers states, we have that

1

B

B∑
b=1

g(θ(b)) −→ E(g(θ) | y) =
∫
Θ
g(θ) p(θ | y) dθ as long as B →∞ ,

where g(θ) is any function of θ. Consequently, any aspect of the posterior distribution can be approx-
imated arbitrarily well with a large enough Monte Carlo sample Hoff (2009).

4.3.2 Gibbs sampler

When it is difficult to simulate from the posterior distribution directly, it is recommended to sample
iteratively from the full conditional distribution p(θi | θ1, . . . , θi−1, θi+1, . . . , θk,y) of each parameter
θi, for i = 1, · · · , k. The Gibbs sampler allow us to generate samples from the posterior distribution
by updating sequentially each component of θ through its conditional distribution, given the most
recent state of the other model parameters. Specifically, given the current state of the parameters
θ(b−1) = (θ

(b−1)
1 , . . . , θ

(b−1)
k ), we can generate the next state θ(b) from θ(b−1), for b = 1, . . . , B, as

follows:

1. Draw θ
(b)
1 ∼ p(θ1 | θ(b−1)

2 , θ
(b−1)
3 , . . . , θ

(b−1)
k ).

2. Draw θ
(b)
2 ∼ p(θ2 | θ(b)1 , θ

(b−1)
3 , . . . , θ

(b−1)
k ).

...

k. Draw θ
(b)
k ∼ p(θk | θ

(b)
1 , θ

(b)
2 , . . . , θ

(b)
k−1).

This algorithm generates a dependent sequence of values of θ, namely, θ(1), . . . , θ(B). In this random
sequence, θ(b) depends on θ(0), θ(1) . . . , θ(b−1) only through θ(b−1), which means that, given θ(b−1), θ(b)

is conditionally independent of θ(0), θ(1) . . . , θ(b−2) (this is the so called the Markov property). Finally,
the target distribution is reached as b −→∞, no matter what starting value θ(0) is chosen to start the
algorithm (although some starting are more convenient than others).
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4.3.3 Metropolis-Hastings

Again, when it is difficult or even possible to simulate from the posterior distribution directly, the
Metropolis-Hastings algorithm provides a general setting to build a Markov chain through a series
of “jumps” that generate a random sequence, whose target distribution is the posterior distribution
p(θ | y). Specifically, given the current state of the parameters θ(b−1) = (θ

(b−1)
1 , . . . , θ

(b−1)
k ), we can

generate the next state θ(b) from θ(b−1), for b = 1, . . . , B, as follows:

1. Simulate a jump candidate θ∗ around θ(b−1) using a proposal distribution J(θ∗ | θ(b−1)). Usually,
J(θ∗ | θ(b−1)) is taken to be symmetric, i.e., J(θ∗ | θ(b−1)) = J(θ(b−1) | θ∗) (in this case,
the algorithm is simply known as Metropolis algorithm). For instance, when θ is univariate,
commonly used proposal distributions are N(θ∗ | θ(b−1), δ) and U(θ∗ | θ(b−1)−δ, θ(b−1)+δ), where
the tunning parameter δ is chosen to allow the algorithm run efficiently. In practice, it is common
to set δ in such a way that the proportion of effective jumps roughly lies between 20 and 50%.

2. Compute the acceptance ratio

r =
p(θ∗ | y)/J(θ∗ | θ(b−1))

p(θ(b−1) | y)/J(θ(b−1) | θ∗)
.

If the proposal distribution is symmetric, then the acceptance rate becomes

r =
p(θ∗ | y)

p(θ(b−1) | y)
.

Typically, r is expressed on logarithmic scale in order to achieve numerical stability.

3. Determine the transition probability α = min{1, r}. Thus, if the candidate increases the proba-
bility of the posterior distribution, then it is accepted with probability 1. On the other hand, if
the candidate does not increase the probability of the posterior distribution, then it is accepted
with probability r.

4. Simulate u ∼ U(0, 1).

5. Set θ(b) = θ∗, if u ≤ α, and θ(b) = θ(b−1), otherwise.

Again, it can be shown the algorithm given above, regardless of the proposal distribution J(· | ·) and the
initial value θ(0), generates a Markov chain whose stationary distribution is the posterior distribution
p(θ | y) (Gamerman and Lopes, 2006). See also our discussion about the Markov property given in
the previous section.
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4.3.4 Monte Carlo Hamiltonian

A possible inefficiency of the Gibbs sampler and the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm lies in their local
random walk behavior (Gelman et al., 2014), which causes the chain to take too long to explore the
posterior distribution efficiently. Such a behavior leads to long-time converge times, mainly when deal-
ing with complex models such as those related to high-dimensional posterior distributions (Betancourt,
2019). The Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm is an alternative to overcome such inefficiency.

This algorithm considers a “boost” variable φ to explore more efficiently the target distribution by
moving on different trajectories, suppressing the local random walk motion described by other samplers
(Betancourt, 2017, 2019). In a Hamiltonian algorithm, samples are drawn from the joint distribution
p(θ, φ | y) = p(θ | y) p(φ). However, only simulations of θ are of interest since φ operates as an
auxiliary variable. Specifically, given the current state of the parameters θ(b−1) = (θ

(b−1)
1 , . . . , θ

(b−1)
k ),

we can generate the next state θ(b) from θ(b−1), for b = 1, . . . , B, as follows:

1. Simulate φ ∼ N(0,M), where M is a diagonal matrix representing the covariance matrix associ-
ated with the impulse function p(φ). Typically, M is chosen to be as the identity matrix.

2. Update (θ, φ) using L “jumps” scalded by a factor ϵ. Specifically, in a given jump, both θ and φ

change relative to each other as follows:

(a) Update φ:

φ← φ+
ϵ

2

∂

∂θ
log p(θ | y) .

(b) Update θ:
θ ← θ + ϵMφ .

(c) Repeat the above steps L− 1 times.

3. Let θ(b−1) and φ(b−1) be the initial values of θ and φ respectively, and θ∗ and φ∗ the corresponding
values after the L steps. Compute the acceptance ratio

r =
p(θ∗ | y) p(φ∗)

p(θ(b−1) | y) p(φ(b−1))
.

4. Determine the transition probability α = min{1, r}.

5. Simulate u ∼ U(0, 1).

6. Set θ(b) = θ∗, if u ≤ α, and θ(b) = θ(b−1), otherwise.

The tunning parameters ϵ and L are chosen to allow the algorithm run efficiently. In practice, it is
common to set them in such a way that the proportion of effective jumps roughly lies between 60 and
70%. See Gelman et al. (2014) for more details about the choice of ϵ, L and M.
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4.4 Goodness of fit

After establishing the structure of the model and approximating the posterior distribution p(θ | y), it
is convenient to evaluate the model’s fit, aiming to detect misleading inferences due to a poor model
fitting. Formally, the model’s goodness of fit can be carried out through external validation tests,
which consist in generating hypothetical replicas of the data, say yrep, though the posterior predictive
distribution, p(yrep | y) =

∫
Θ p(yrep | θ) p(θ | y) dθ . Then, such replicated data are directly compered

with the observed data. If the model fits well to the data, then replicated data should present a similar
behavior to the observed data.

Usually, the model and data discrepancy is examined through a set of test statistics (e.g., measures
of trend and variability), say t(y). These quantities are used as metrics to compare the predictive
simulations with their corresponding observed values. In addition, such quantities allow us to identify
the relevant aspects of the data that are reasonably reproduced by the proposed model. The lack of
fit of the data concerning the posterior predictive distribution is measured by the posterior predictive
p value, ppp = Pr(t(yrep) > t(y) | y), which can be interpreted as the probability that the replicated
data is more extreme than the observed data (in test statistics terms). Thus, the model fits well to
the data regarding the test statistic t(y) if and only if the corresponding ppp does not assume extreme
values such as 0 or 1 (Gelman et al., 2014).

4.5 Model comparisson

Information criteria allow us to evaluate and compare models through their predictive performance.
Poluar alternatives include the Deviance Information Criterion (DIC, see Gelman et al., 2014; Spiegel-
halter et al., 2002) and the Watanabe-Akaike Criterion (WAIC, see Gelman et al., 2014; Watanabe,
2013).

The DIC is defined as
DIC = −2 log p(y | θ̂Bayes) + 2pDIC ,

where θ̂Bayes = E(θ | y) ≈ 1
B

∑B
b=1 θ

(b) is the posterior mean of θ, and pDIC to the effective number of
parameters,

pDIC = 2
[
log p(y | θ̂Bayes)− E(log p(y | θ) | y)

]
≈ 2

[
log p(y | θ̂Bayes)−

1

B

B∑
b=1

log p
(
y | θ(b)

)]
.

On the other hand, the WAIC is defined as

WAIC = −2lppd + 2pWAIC,
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where

lppd = log
n∏

i=1

p(yi | y) =
m∑
i=1

log

∫
Θ
p(yi | θ) p(θ | y) dθ ≈

n∑
i=1

log

(
1

B

B∑
b=1

p(yi | θ(b))

)

is the posterior predictive distribution in logarithmic scale, which summarizes the predictive ability of
the model fitted to the data. The corresponding effective number of parameters is given by

pWAIC = 2
n∑

i=1

[log (E(p(yi | θ) | y))− E (log(p(yi | θ) | y))] ,

which in practice can be calculated as

pWAIC ≈ 2
n∑

i=1

[
log

(
1

B

B∑
b=1

p(yi | θ(b))

)
− 1

B

B∑
b=1

log p(yi | θ(b))

]
.

When Comparing models, lower DIC and WAIC values imply higher predictive accuracy.

Although the DIC is widely used as a model selection tool, it has several disadvantages compared to the
WAIC. Common criticisms include the penalty term, pDIC, is not invariant to reparameterization; the
DIC may not be consistent with identical replicates of the same experiment; the DIC is not based on a
completely Bayesian predictive criterion (see Spiegelhalter et al., 2014, , for more details). The WAIC
addresses many of these criticisms. In particular, The WAIC is invariant to reparameterizations, which
makes it useful in the case of models with hierarchical structures, in which the number of parameters
increases with the sample size (Spiegelhalter et al., 2014).

5 Study cases

This section illustrates the Bayesian methodologies described in previous sections with three case stud-
ies. First, we exemplify the Monte Carlo principle using IID sampling in the context of a multinomial-
Dirichlet model. Then, we illustrate the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo
algorithm, and goodness-of-fit methods in the context of a generalized linear model for count data.
Finally, we show the Gibbs sampler and information criteria metrics in the context of hierarchical linear
regression models. The interested reader may request the code to reproduce all the examples from any
of the authors.

5.1 Political survey: A Multinomial-Dirichlet model

We implement a Multinomial-Dirichlet model to analyze the 2022 Colombian Presidential Consulta-
tions. This model allows us to estimate the population share of votes that each candidate will receive

13



based on the data provided by a national pollster. The independent media company Valora Analitik
reported that “after adding up the differences between the latest polls and the results given in Election
Day, Invamer is the pollster that was closest in its predictions, followed by Guarumo and EcoAnalítica,
and in third place, the CNC. The pollster furthest away from the results was Yanhaas, in fourth
place”1. Consequently, we use the Invamer results to illustrate the way a Multinomial-Dirichlet model
is implemented. The Invamer survey was conducted at the end of February 20222. It involved the
participation of 1504 men and women aged 18 and over, representing diverse socio-economic levels
across the country, including urban and rural areas. This survey seeks to gather information about
participants’ preferences in the presidential consultations for Colombia’s elections in 2022. In Table
1, data correspondes to respondents who indicated their definite or probable vote for each party’s
consultation. It is important to note that this count does not include undecided voters.

Pacto Histórico
G. Petro F. Márquez C. Romero A. U. Guariyú A. Saade n

322 56 24 7 1 410
Coalición Equipo por Colombia

F. Gutiérrez A. Char E. Peñalosa D. Barguil A. Lizarazo n

51 43 33 27 22 176
Coalición Centro Esperanza

S. Fajardo J. M. Galán C. Amaya A. Gaviria J. E. Robledo n

45 28 18 15 13 119

Tabla 1: Invamer’s survey results about party consultations in Colombia 2022.

Although Invamer uses a particular kind of random sampling without replacement, it is customary to
consider such a sample as a simple random sample with replacement, given that the total sample size
is very small compared to the size of the Universe. Under the conditions given above and given that
our uncertainty about the responses of the 1504 people in the survey is interchangeable, a particular
version of De Finetti’s Theorem (Bernardo and Smith, 2000, p. 176) guarantees that the only sampling
distribution appropriate for data of this nature is the Multinomial distribution. Below we describe the
modeling approach as well as the results in the context of the political landscape in Colombia.

The population of interest consists of items categorized into k ≥ 2 types, where each type j has a
proportion denoted by 0 < θj < 1, with j = 1, . . . , k. The components of θ = (θ1, . . . , θk) are such
that

∑k
j=1 θj = 1. Now, an IID sample y = (y1, . . . , yn) of size n is taken from the population. Let

n = (n1, . . . , nk) be the random vector that represents the counts associated with each type of item.
Here, nj denotes the number of elements in the random sample that belong to type j, for j = 1, . . . , k.
In this situation, n follow a Multinomial distribution with parameters n and θ, which is defined as

1https://www.valoraanalitik.com/2022/03/14/ranking-encuestadoras-elecciones-marzo-colombia-2022/
2https://es.scribd.com/document/562600199/Invamer-Marzo-2022
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follows: n | n,θ ∼ Mult(n,θ) if and only if

p(n | n,θ) = n!∏k
j=1 nj !

k∏
j=1

θ
nj

j (1)

provided that
∑k

j=1 nj = n and 0 ≤ nj ≤ n, for j = 1, . . . , k. To make inferences about θ, we
consider the model with sampling distribution n | n,θ ∼ Mult(n,θ) and the prior distribution θ ∼
Dir(a1, . . . , ak), i.e.,

p(θ) =
Γ
(∑k

j=1 aj

)
∏k

j=1 Γ(aj)

k∏
j=1

θ
aj−1
j , (2)

where a1, . . . , ak are the hyperparameters of the model. Figure 1 shows the model’s representation
through a directed acyclic graph (DAG).

Using (1) and (2), a direct application of Bayes’ Theorem states that the posterior distribution of θ is
such that

p(θ | n) ∝ p(n | θ) · p(θ) ∝
k∏

j=1

θ
nj

j ×
k∏

j=1

θ
aj−1
j =

k∏
j=1

θ
nj+aj−1
j ,

which corresponds to the kernel of a Dirichlet distribution with parameters a1 + n1, . . . , ak + nk.
Therefore, we get that θ | n ∼ Dir(a1 + n1, . . . , ak + nk), i.e., the family of Dirichlet distributions
is conjugate to the Multinomial sampling distribution (see Sec. 4.2 for more details). Finally, we
illustrate a typical property of conjugate models. Given that the expected value of the j-th component
of a random vector with Dirichlet(c1, . . . , ck) distribution is cj/c

∗, with c∗ =
∑k

j=1 cj , the posterior
mean of θj is given by

E(θj | n) =
aj + nj∑k

j=1(aj + nj)
=

aj + nj

a∗ + n
=

a∗

a∗ + n
· aj
a∗

+
n

a∗ + n
· nj

n
,

where a∗ =
∑k

j=1 aj and n =
∑k

j=1 nj , and consequently, the posterior mean of θj corresponds to a
weighted mean between the prior mean of θj and the sample mean of category j, for j = 1, . . . , k.

Figure 1: DAG for the Multinomial-Dirichlet model.
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We present the results of the Multinomial-Dirichlet model fit below. We draw 50000 IID samples of the
posterior distribution of θ to estimate the proportion of votes for Pacto Histórico, Coalición Equipo por
Colombia, and Coalición Centro Esperanza. We use a1 = . . . = ak = 1

2 (this choice of hyperparameters
corresponds to Jeffreys’ prior; Gelman, 2009). In Appendix A we present an algorithm to simulate IID
samples from the Dirichlet distribution.

In Table 2, we compare our results (posterior mean) with the final report of the Registraduría Nacional
del Estado Civil, which is the observed value in Election Day3. We see that for Pacto Histórico and
Coalición Centro Esperanza candidates, all credible intervals contain the observed value. On the other
hand, for Coalición Equipo por Colombia, all the intervals, except the one corresponding to candidate
David Barguil, do not include the observed value. We strongly believe that this happened because of
unexpected political changes prior to Election Day.

Consultation Candidate Observed Mean 2.5% 97.5%
G. Petro 80.50 78.18 74.08 82.02

Pacto F. Márquez 14.05 13.70 10.55 17.19
Histórico C. Romero 4.06 5.94 3.87 8.42

A. U. Guariyú 0.98 1.82 0.76 3.34
A. Saade 0.38 0.36 0.03 1.12
F. Gutiérrez 54.18 28.85 22.39 35.68

Coalición A. Char 17.72 24.37 18.40 30.96
Equipo por E. Peñalosa 5.80 18.77 13.42 24.84
Colombia D. Barguil 15.77 15.41 10.52 21.09

A. Lizarazo 6.51 12.61 8.14 17.87
S. Fajardo 33.50 37.45 29.11 46.08

Coalición J. M. Galán 22.55 23.46 16.39 31.34
Centro C. Amaya 20.89 15.23 9.46 22.18

Esperanza A. Gaviria 15.58 12.76 7.42 19.18
J. E. Robledo 7.46 11.11 6.13 17.30

Tabla 2: Observed value, posterior mean, and lower (2.5%) and upper (97.5%) limits of a 95% confidence interval
based on percentiles for each candidate of each political group. Quantities expressed in percentage points.

5.2 Population dynamics: A Poisson regression model

In this study, we examine the investigation conducted by Arcese et al. (1992) on the reproductive
activities of n = 52 female sparrows during the summer. The research was later revisited byHoff (2009,
Chap. 10), who applied the Bayesian approach to analyze the data. We study the number of offspring

3https://resultados.registraduria.gov.co/
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as a function of age through a Poisson regression model. Although this application is typical of Bio-
statistics, it is also interesting from the point of view of Social Sciences because it is strongly related
to reproductive patterns and population dynamics. In this case, we illustrate the Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm along with the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm for obtaining samples from the posterior
distribution.

Given that the number of offspring is a count variable, we propose to model this variable as a function
of age employing the following model:

yi | θi
iid∼ Poisson(θi) , (3)

where yi is the number of offspring of sparrow i, for i = 1, . . . , n, ηi = log(θi) =
∑k

j=1 βj xi,j =

βTxi is the linear predictor associated with the patterns in the data related to the fixed effects, with
β = (β1, . . . , βk) and xi = (xi,1, . . . , xi,k), and finally, xi,j is the predictor j observed in individual
i, for i = 1, . . . , n and j = 1, . . . , k. This formulation constitutes a generalized linear model (GLM,
McCullagh, 2018) with a logarithmic link function.

A plot of the number of offspring versus age suggests that number of offspring varies with age according
to a concave relationship (Hoff, 2009, p. 172). For this reason, we specify a linear predictor using a
quadratic function of the form ηi = β1 + β2 agei + β3 age2i , so k = 3, β = (β1, β2, β3) and xi =

(xi,1, xi,2, xi,3), with xi,1 = 1, xi,2 = agei, and xi,3 = age2i , for i = 1, . . . , n. In addition, we observe
that the distribution (3) may be restrictive since under this formulation, we have that E(yi | θi) =

Var(yi | θi) = θi. For this reason, we recommended examining the model’s goodness of fit through
relevant test statistics (see Sec. 4.4 for more details). Other popular alternatives to the Poisson
distribution are the Negative Binomial distribution (overdispersion: the variation is greater than the
expected value) and the Comway-Maxwell-Poisson distribution (underdispersion: the variation is less
than the expected value).

To complete the model specification with sampling distribution (3), it is necessary to specify a prior
distribution for β. Except for the Normal regression model, there are generally no conjugate priors for
regression parameters when working with GLMs. However, a standard family of prior distributions that

Figure 2: DAG for the Poisson regression model.
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works well in practice is the family of multivariate Normal distributions, so we let β ∼ N(β0,Σ0) as a
random mechanism to specify the external information about β. Consequently, the model parameters
are β1, . . . , βk and the model hyper-parameters are β0 and Σ0. Figure 2 shows the representation of
the model using a DAG.

In this case, the posterior distribution of β is

p(β | y) ∝
n∏

i=1

e−θi θyii × exp
{
−1

2β
TΣ−1

0 β + βTΣ−1
0 β0

}
,

with y = (y1, . . . , yn) and θi = exp
(
βTxi

)
, for i = 1, . . . , n, or equivalently in logarithmic scale,

log p(β | y) = βT
n∑

i=1

yixi −
n∑

i=1

exp
(
βTxi

)
− 1

2β
TΣ−1

0 β + βTΣ−1
0 β0 +C , (4)

where C is a constant that does not depend on β, and consequently the corresponding gradient is

∂

∂β
log p(β | y) =

n∑
i=1

(
yi − exp

(
βTxi

))
xi . (5)

We note that p(β | y) does not correspond to any parametric family of standard distributions, which
motivates the use of specialized algorithms to explore this posterior distribution through dependent
random sequences. In particular, the Metropolis algorithm and the Hamiltonian algorithm allow us to
empirically approximate p(β | y) through a sequence of values β(1), . . . ,β(B) generated in a Markovian
manner (see Sec. 4.3 for more details). Details about these algorithms are provided in Appendix B.

In this case, we fit the model assuming a non-informative prior information, by letting βj
IID∼ N(0, 10),

for j = 1, 2, 3, i.e., β ∼ N(β0,Σ0), where β0 = 03 and Σ0 = 10 I3. We choose as initial value β(0) = 03.
Then, we run the algorithms using 10000 iterations after a warm-up period of 1000 iterations. On the
one hand, in order to implement the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, we use ∆0 = c (XTX)−1, with
c = 0.7 and X = [x1, . . . ,xn]

T. On the other hand, in order to implement the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo
algorithm, we use L = 100, ϵ = 0.01, and M = I3. These adjustments lead to favorable acceptance
rates of 38% and 66%, respectively (see Gelman et al., 2014, Chap. 12 for more details about the
selection of tunning parameters).

Figure 3 shows the Markov chains associated with p(β | y). We observe no evidence of a lack of
convergence. Furthermore, we notice that the Hamiltonian algorithm produces chains with better mix-
ing properties than the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm (this is expected given that the Hamiltonian’s
convergence rate is higher than Metropolis’s). Finally, both the effective sample sizes and the Monte
Carlo errors presented in Table 3 confirm that these chains are appropriate to make inferences about
the parameters of interest (again, it is evident that the Hamiltonian algorithm is more efficient in
exploring the posterior distribution).
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Figure 3: Markov chains associated with the posterior distribution p(β | y) of the Poisson regression model.

Parameter
Effective size MC error

Metropolis Hamiltonian Metropolis Hamiltonian
β1 802.2 6429.1 0.016 0.005
β2 729.1 6407.7 0.013 0.004
β3 665.7 6233.2 0.002 0.001

Tabla 3: Effective sample sizes and Monte Carlo errors corresponding to the Markov chains associated with the posterior
distribution p(β | y) of the Poisson regression model.

Figures (a), (b), and (c) in Figure 4 display the posterior distribution of the regression coefficients,
accompanied by the respective point estimate and a 95% credible interval based on percentiles. Our
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findings indicate that age and age-squared effects are significant (credible intervals do not contain
0). Furthermore, the signs of the point estimates of β2 (positive) and β3 (negative) confirm that the
number of offspring varies with age through a concave relationship. This behavior is clear in panel (d)
of Figure 4, where it is evident that the reproductive pattern of this species has a moderate period of
ascent (years 1 and 2), then reaches a peak (year 3), and then, it has a prolonged period of decline
(years 3 to 6).

Finally, the model’s goodness of fit is evaluated by means of the posterior predictive distribution of
a perdifined set of test statistics (see Sec. 4.4 for more details). In this case, the mean and variance
are chosen as test statistics since they characterize essential aspects of the data (trend and dispersion)
that might be overshadowed due to the mean-variance restriction of the Poisson model. Panels (e) and
(f) of Figure 4 suggest that the model fits the data well because the observed values of the data are
typical values of the posterior predictive distribution of the corresponding test statistics (i.e., posterior
predictive p values are not close to either 0 or 1).

5.3 Standardized educational testing: Hierarchical linear regression model

In this study, we employed three multiple linear regression models to examine the math score outcomes
of the Saber 11 Test during the first semester of 2020 in Colombia. The Instituto Colombiano para la
Evaluación de la Educación (ICFES) applies this standardized test periodically to measure the skills
of students who finish secondary school. We aim to make inferences about the Colombian student
population at the national and departmental levels about their performance in mathematics. We
examined the score in mathematics because it is a variable that social researchers usually relate to
other important educational factors (e.g., Anis et al., 2016; Živković et al., 2023). This dataset is
publicly available4.

Based on the exam design, production, application, and scoring guide of the Saber 11 exam, the
mathematics test is graded on a scale ranging from 0 to 100, with whole numbers only. The average
score is set at 50 points, with a standard deviation of 10 points. In our analysis, we treated the score as
the response variable, while considering the student’s sex and employment status as covariates. Prior
to model fitting, a pre-processing step was conducted, which involved eliminating all records with
missing data. Furthermore, the variables “sex” and “employment status” were encoded (sex: 1 if male,
0 if female; employment status: 1 if worked 0 hours during the last week, 0 otherwise). The resulting
dataset, formed through these adjustments, comprised a total of 14,015 records. Bayesian imputation
methods are available (see for example Ch. 7 Hoff, 2009). However, since the percentage of records
lost by direct deletion is very small, adding this level of additional complexity in any of the models is
not necessary.

4https://www2.icfes.gov.co/data-icfes
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Figure 4: Panels (a)-(c): posterior distribution of β1, β2, and β3, along with the mean posterior (solid line) and the
limits of a 95% credibility interval based on percentiles (dotted lines). Panel (d): posterior mean and limits of a 95%
credibility interval based on percentiles, for age in {1; . . . ; 6}. Panels (e)-(f): posterior predictive distribution of the mean
and variance (test statistics), along with the observed value (solid line) and the corresponding posterior predictive p value.

Figure 5 shows the math sample means of each department. We observe that the averages oscillate
between 35 and 70 approximately. In addition, we do not have any information for eight departments
(including the archipelago of San Andrés, Providencia, and Santa Catalina). We also appreciate that
the department with the highest average is Quindio, while the lowest is Caquetá. Finally, those
departments located in the Orinoquía and Amazonía Regions of the country exhibited the lowest
scores nationwide.

Let yi,j and xi,j = (xi,j,1, . . . , xi,j,p) be the response variable and the vector of covariates corresponding
to individual i in group j, respectively, for i = 1, . . . , nj and j = 1, . . . ,m. In this case, yi,j corresponds
to the mathematics score of student i in department j, where nj is the number of students in department
j, and m is the number of departments. In addition, p = 3 covariates are considered, namely xi,j,1,
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Figure 5: Average math scores by departments. Departments in gray do not have information regarding math scores.

constant variable equal to 1 associated with the intercept of the linear predictor, xi,j,2, dummy variable
associated with the sex of student i in department j, and xi,j,3, dummy variable associated with the
employment condition of student i in department j. Three multiple regression models with different
characteristics are proposed below to analyze the data. Figure 6 shows the representation of the models
using DAGs. These models can be easily extended to consider spatial information. The Bayesian
paradigm is particularly useful in such a case (e.g., Banerjee et al., 2014).

Model 1: Multiple linear regression

• Sampling distribution:

yi,j | β, σ2,xi,j
IND∼ N(xT

i,jβ, σ
2) , i = 1, . . . , nj , j = 1, . . . ,m ,

where β = (β1, . . . , βp) is the vector of regression coefficients and σ2 is the variance of the response
variable. The sampling distribution is equivalent to

y | β, σ2 ∼ Nn(Xβ, σ2In) ,

where y = (y1, . . . ,ym), with yj = (y1,j , . . . , ynj ,j), and X = [XT
1 , . . . ,X

T
m]T, with Xj =

[x1, . . . ,xnj ]
T, and In is the identity matrix n× n.
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• Prior distribution:
β ∼ N(β0,Σ0) , σ2 ∼ GI

(
ν0
2 ,

ν0σ2
0

2

)
.

• Hyperparameters: β0, Σ0, ν0, σ2
0.

Model 2: Multiple linear regression with random effects

• Sampling distribution:

yi,j | β, θj , σ2 IND∼ N(xT
i,jβ + θj , σ

2) , i = 1, . . . , nj , j = 1, . . . ,m ,

where θj is the random effect corresponding to group j. Here, the random effects θ1, . . . , θm rep-
resent the latent (unobserved) characteristics of the groups associated with the response variable.
The sampling distribution is equivalent to

y | β,θ, σ2 ∼ Nn(Xβ + ϑ, σ2In) ,

where θ = (θ1, . . . , θm) and ϑ = (θ11n1 , . . . , θm1nm), with 1nj the vector of ones of size nj .

• Prior distribution:

θj | τ2
IID∼ N(0, τ2) , τ2 ∼ GI

(
η0
2 ,

η0τ20
2

)
, β ∼ N(β0,Σ0) , σ2 ∼ GI

(
ν0
2 ,

ν0σ2
0

2

)
.

• Hyperparameters: η0, τ20 , β0, Σ0, ν0, σ2
0.

Model 3: Multilevel multiple linear regression with random effects

• Sampling distribution:

yi,j | βj , θj , σ
2
j

IND∼ N(xT
i,jβj + θj , σ

2
j ) , i = 1, . . . , nj , j = 1, . . . ,m ,

where βj = (β1,j , . . . , βp,j) and σ2
j are the vector of regression coefficients and the variance of

the response variable corresponding to the group j, respectively. The sampling distribution is
equivalent to

yj | βj ,θ, σ
2
j

IND∼ Nnj (Xjβj + θj1nj , σ
2
j Inj ) , j = 1, . . . ,m .

• Prior distribution:

θj | τ2
IID∼ N(0, τ2) , βj | β,Σ

IID∼ Nn(β,Σ) , σ2
j | ν, σ2 IID∼ GI

(
ν
2 ,

νσ2

2

)
,

τ2 ∼ GI
(
η0
2 ,

η0τ20
2

)
, β ∼ Nn(µ0,Λ0) , ν ∼ e−κ0ν ,

Σ ∼WI(n0,S
−1
0 ) , σ2 ∼ G(α0, β0) .
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Figure 6: DAGs for the multiple regression models.

• Hyperparameters: η0, τ20 , µ0, Λ0, n0, S0, κ0, α0, β0.

We fit the models using a Gibbs sampler (see Sec. 4.3 for more details) with 55000 iterations. The
first 5000 iterations of the algorithm constitute the warm-up period, so they are not considered to
carry out the posterior computations. Details of the Gibbs sampler for each model are given in
Appendix C. Furthermore, we implement the models using the following hyperparameters based on a
unit information prior distribution (Kass and Wasserman, 1996) as follows:

• Model 1: β0 = β̂ols, Σ0 = n σ̂2
ols(X

TX)−1, ν0 = 1, σ2
0 = σ̂2

ols, where β̂ols and σ̂2
ols are the

ordinary least squares estimators of β and σ2, respectively, i.e., β̂ols = (XTX)−1XTy and σ̂2
ols =

1
n−p(y −Xβ̂ols)

T(y −Xβ̂ols) .

• Model 2: β0 = β̂ols, Σ0 = n σ̂2
ols(X

TX)−1, ν0 = η0 = 1, σ2
0 = τ20 = σ̂2

ols.

• Model 3: µ0 = β̂ols, Λ0 = S0 = n σ̂2
ols(X

TX)−1, n0 = 5, η0 = κ0 = α0 = 1, τ20 = β0 = σ̂2
ols.

An exhaustive convergence analysis (we do not present it here) indicates no signs of lack of convergence
in any case.

Table 4 shows the estimate and 95% credible intervals based on percentiles for the components of β and
σ for each model (β and σ2 are part of the first hierarchy in Models 1 and 2, while the second in Model
3; see Figure 6). On the one hand, the estimates of β1 agree with the design of the test. The biggest
difference is only (51.28 − 50)/50 = 2.56% regarding the test design (50 points), which in practical
terms does not correspond to a substantial difference. On the other hand, the estimates of σ indicate
that the variability of the average scores turns out to be significantly higher than the test design (10
points). The smallest difference is (11.36− 10)/10 = 13.6%, and the limits of all the credible intervals
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are greater than 10, which indicates a significantly higher heterogeneity in math scores than initially
anticipated. Finally, the estimates associated with β2 and β3 indicate that there is a significant effect of
gender and employment status on the average math score since the limits of the corresponding credible
intervals are greater than 0 (except for that of β2 in Model 3). Specifically, being a man working 0
hours a week are characteristics corresponding to a significant increase in the average math score of
3.13 and 8.99 points according to Model 1, 3.05 and 8.17 points according to Model 2, and 2.32 and
6.97 points according to Model 3, respectively.

Parameter
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Mean 2.5% 97.5% Mean 2.5% 97.5% Mean 2.5% 97.5%
β1 51.28 50.83 51.74 48.79 45.51 52.02 49.35 44.93 53.7
β2 3.13 2.71 3.56 3.05 2.64 3.47 2.32 -0.38 5.02
β3 8.99 8.53 9.45 8.17 7.72 8.65 6.97 3.63 10.25
σ 12.76 12.61 12.91 12.43 12.29 12.58 11.36 10.07 12.66

Tabla 4: Posterior mean and lower (2.5%) and upper (97.5%) limits of a credibility interval based on 95% percentiles
for the β and σ components in each model.

Table 5 presents the DIC for each model (see Sec. 4.5 for more details). The DIC evaluates the
model’s predictive quality penalizing for the effective number of parameters. The results show that
Model 3 has the best predictive capabilities. Unlike Models 1 and 2, Model 3 is a multilevel model
with regression coefficients and specific variance components, which allows internal characterization of
each department’s dynamics and direct department comparisons. For this reason, we use Model 3 to
analyze behavior and differences between departments.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
DIC 111139.6 110435.8 109982.9

Tabla 5: Deviance information criteria for each model.

Figure 7 shows the posterior means and credible intervals based on percentiles using 95% and 99%
confidence, for each regression coefficient βk,j , with k ∈ {1, 2, 3} and j ∈ {1, · · · , 25}. These plots
allow us to identify trends and significant differences from the reference values (50 for β1 and 0 for β2

and β3) across departments. Intervals in blue do not contain the reference value, indicating significant
differences concerning the corresponding reference value. Panel (a) of Figure 7 indicates that all
the departments behave very similarly concerning the intercept, given that all the posterior means
are close to 50 and all the credibility intervals contain this value. This phenomenon confirms the
suitability of the test design in terms of central tendency. On the other hand, panel (b) of Figure 7
indicates significant differences regarding sex respect to the reference value in eight departments. This
empirical evidence is unfortunate in terms of equity because the sex of the individual is not expected
to have a significant association on the individual’s performance on the test. Indeed, this is the case
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(a) β1,j : intercept

(b) β2,j : sex

(c) β3,j : employment status

Figure 7: Posterior mean and credible intervals based on percentiles using 95% (thick lines) and 99% (thin line) con-
fidence, for each regression coefficient βk,j, with k ∈ {1, 2, 3} and j ∈ {1, · · · , 25}. Intervals in blue do not contain the
reference value (50 for β1 and 0 for β2 and β3).
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in Antioquia, Bogotá, Caldas, Cauca, Cundinamarca, Meta, Nariño, and Valle del Cauca, where there
exists a significant increase in the math score in favor of men. Finally, panel (c) of Figure 7, once again
indicates significant differences regarding employment status respect to the reference value, but this
time in 12 departments.

Interestingly, employment status is significant in those departments where sex is also significant (except
in Meta), in all cases, in favor of those individuals who did not work the week before taking the test.
Other departments that turned out to have a significant association concerning employment status are
Magdalena, Santander, and Risaralda. We observe that the most developed regions of the country,
such as Bogotá, Antioquia (Medellín), and Valle del Cauca (Cali), where people commonly migrate to
get job opportunities, present a greater inequality in terms of labor condition. Finally, we evidence an
estimated effect greater than 5 points in some cases and up to 10 points in others, on math scores,
for those who did not work in the previous week to perform the test. In particular, in Antioquia,
Magdalena, and Santander, not working increases the math score considerably.

6 Discussion

Our findings reveal that implementing the Multinomial-Dirichlet Model works well in scenarios requir-
ing estimating proportions of interest from surveys. Specifically, in the context of political polls, we
show that the majority (73.3%) of the credibility intervals include the observed observed vales after
Election Day. On the other hand, implementing the Poisson regression model exemplifies the use of
Monte Carlo simulation in scenarios where the researcher has small sample sizes to assess the relation-
ship between variables. In particular, the Bayesian model reasonably fits the data set in population
dynamics. Likewise, the operationalization of the linear regression model from a Bayesian point of
view allows us to illustrate the usefulness of hierarchical modeling to characterize population groups.
Specifically, in the context of the performance of standardized tests, the model makes it possible to
identify regions of Colombia with outstanding scores in mathematics, aside to quantify the association
that covariates such as gender and employment status have on the me math score by geographic area.

In addition, from the results in the applied contexts, we discuss and provide the technical details about
conjugate modeling, hierarchical modeling, Monte Carlo simulation, Gibbs sampler, the Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm, the Monte Carlo Hamiltonian algorithm, the evaluation of the model’s goodness
of fit through test statistics, and the use of information criteria for model comparisson.

On the other hand, the reader must be aware of the free-use specialized software alternatives cur-
rently available for doing Bayesian computing. However, we do not discuss them in this document for
space reasons. These include Bugs (Bayesian inference Using Gibbs Sampling), Jags (Just Another
Gibbs Sampler), Stan and Nimble (e.g., Kruschke 2014, and McElreath 2020), which are available in
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both R and Python. Finally, we encourage readers to inquire about other important topics typical
of the Bayesian paradigm. These include interchangeability and De Finetti’s representation theorem,
improper priors, objective priors, Bayes factors, model averaging, approximations of the posterior dis-
tribution through analytic methods (e.g., variational inference), and Bayesian non-parametric statistics.
All of these topics can be found at Gelman et al. (2014), Reich and Ghosh (2019), and Heard et al.
(2021).
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A Multinomial-Dirichlet Model

Let k be independent random variables X1, . . . , Xk such that Xj | αi, β
IND∼ Gamma(αj , β), for j =

1, . . . , k. It can be shown that the random vector

Y = (Y1, . . . , Yk) =

(
X1

X1 + . . .+Xk
, . . . ,

Xk

X1 + . . .+Xk

)
has a Dirichlet distribution with parameter α = (α1, . . . , αk), i.e., Y | α ∼ Dir(α). This result leads
to the following algorithm to generate random vectors θ = (θ1, . . . , θk) with Dirichlet distribution with
parameter α:

1. Choose any value for β > 0 (e.g., β = 1).

2. Simulate g1, . . . , gk such that gj
IND∼ Gamma(αj , β), for j = 1, . . . , k.

3. Compute θj = gj/
∑k

ℓ=1 gℓ, for j = 1, . . . , k.
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B Poisson regression

Let β(b) be the state of parameter β at iteration b of the algorithm, for b = 1, . . . , B. Given an initial
value β(0), the following algorithms generate a new state β(b) from the preceding state β(b−1).

Metropolis Algorithm

1. Simulate β∗ ∼ N(β(b−1),∆0), with ∆0 a fixed covariance matrix.

2. Compute the transition probability

α = min
{
exp

(
log p(β∗ | y)− log p(β(b−1) | y)

)
, 1
}

,

where log p(β | y) is given in (4).

3. Set

β(b) =

β∗, with probability α;

β(b−1), with probability 1− α.

Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm

1. Simulate φ ∼ N(0,M), with M a fixed covariance matrix.

2. Establish β∗ = β(b−1) and φ∗ = φ.

3. Update (β∗,φ∗) through L jumps scaled by a factor ϵ as follows:

(a) Update φ∗:

φ∗ ← φ∗ − ϵ

2

∂

∂β
log p(β∗ | y) ,

where ∂
∂β log p(β | y) is given in (5).

(b) Update β∗:
β∗ ← β∗ + ϵMφ∗

(c) Repeat the steps (a) y (b) L− 1 times.

4. Compute the transition probability

α = min
{
exp

(
log p(β∗ | y)− log p(β(b−1) | y) + log p(φ∗)− log p(φ)

)
, 1
}
,

where log p(β | y) is given in (4) y p(φ) = N(φ | 0,M).

5. Set

β(b) =

β∗, with probability α;

β(b−1), with probability 1− α.
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C Multiple linear regression

Let Θ(b) be the state of parameter Θ at iteration b of the algorithm, for b = 1, . . . , B. Given an
initial value Θ(0), the following algorithms generate a new state Θ(b) from the preceding state Θ(b−1),
by iteratively sampling the elements of Θ from the corresponding complete conditional distributions.
These distributions are obtained directly from the posterior distribution of Θ, taking into account only
the expressions that involve the component of Θ we are interested in since the other terms can be
regarded as constant.

Model 1: Multiple linear regression

Parameters: Θ = (β, σ2).

Posterior distribution:

p(Θ | y) ∝ Nn(y | Xβ, σ2In)× Np(β | β0,Σ0)× GI
(
σ2 | ν02 ,

ν0σ2
0

2

)
.

Algorithm:

1. Sample β from its full conditional distribution,

β | − ∼ Np

(
(Σ−1

0 + 1
σ2X

TX)−1(Σ−1
0 β0 +

1
σ2X

Ty), (Σ−1
0 + 1

σ2X
TX)−1

)
.

2. Sample σ2 from its full conditional distribution,

σ2 | − ∼ GI
(
ν0 + n

2
,
ν0σ

2
0 + (y −Xβ)T(y −Xβ)

2

)
.

Model 2: Multiple linear regression with random effects

Parameters: Θ = (θ1, . . . , θm, τ2,β, σ2).

Posterior distribution:

p(Θ | y) ∝ Nn(y | Xβ + ϑ, σ2In)

×
m∏
j=1

N(θj | 0, τ2)× GI
(
τ2 | η02 ,

η0τ20
2

)
× Np(β | β0,Σ0)× GI

(
σ2 | ν02 ,

ν0σ2
0

2

)
.

Algorithm:
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1. Sample θj , j = 1, . . . ,m, from its full conditional distribution,

θj | − ∼ N

(
1
σ2

∑nj

i=1(yi,j − xT
i,jβ)

1
τ2

+
nj

σ2

,
1

1
τ2

+
nj

σ2

)
.

2. Sample τ2 from its full conditional distribution,

τ2 | − ∼ GI

(
η0 +m

2
,
η0τ

2
0 + θTθ

2

)
.

3. Sample β from its full conditional distribution,

β | − ∼ Np

((
Σ−1

0 + 1
σ2X

TX
)−1 (

Σ−1
0 β0 +

1
σ2X

T(y − ϑ)
)
,
(
Σ−1

0 + 1
σ2X

TX
)−1

)
.

4. Sample σ2 from its full conditional distribution,

σ2 | − ∼ GI
(
ν0 + n

2
,
ν0σ

2
0 + (y −Xβ − ϑ)T(y −Xβ − ϑ)

2

)
.

Model 3: Multilevel multiple linear regression with random effects

Parameters: Θ = (θ1, . . . , θm, τ2,β1, . . . ,βm,β,Σ, σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
m, ν, σ2).

Posterior distribution:

p(Θ | y) ∝
m∏
j=1

Nnj (yj | Xjβj + θj1nj , σ
2
j Inj )

×
m∏
j=1

N(θj | 0, τ2)× GI
(
τ2 | η02 ,

η0τ20
2

)
×

m∏
j=1

Np(βj | β,Σ)× Nn(β | µ0,Λ0)×WI(Σ | n0,S
−1
0 )

×
m∏
j=1

GI
(
σ2
j | ν2 ,

νσ2

2

)
× e−κ0ν × G(σ2 | α0, β0) .

Algorithm:

1. Sample θj , j = 1, . . . ,m, from its full conditional distribution,

θj | − ∼ N

(
1
σ2

∑nj

i=1(yi,j − xT
i,jβj)

1
τ2

+
nj

σ2

,
1

1
τ2

+
nj

σ2

)
.
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2. Sample τ2 from its full conditional distribution,

τ2 | − ∼ GI
(
η0 +m

2
,
η0τ

2
0 + θTθ

2

)
.

3. Sample βj , j = 1, . . . ,m, from its full conditional distribution,

βj | − ∼ Np

((
Σ−1 + 1

σ2
j
XT

j Xj

)−1(
Σ−1β + 1

σ2
j
XT

j (yj − θj1nj )

)
,

(
Σ−1 + 1

σ2
j
XT

j Xj

)−1
)

.

4. Sample β from its full conditional distribution,

β | − ∼ Np

((
Λ−1

0 +mΣ−1
)−1

(
Λ−1

0 µ0 +Σ−1∑m
j=1 βj

)
,
(
Λ−1

0 +mΣ−1
)−1
)
.

5. Sample Σ from its full conditional distribution,

Σ | − ∼WI
(
n0 +m,

(
S0 +

∑m
j=1(βj − β)(βj − β)T

)−1
)

.

6. Sample σ2
j , j = 1, . . . ,m, from its full conditional distribution,

σ2
j | − ∼ GI

(
ν + nj

2
,
νσ2 + (yj −Xjβj − θj1nj )

T(yj −Xjβj − θj1nj )

2

)
.

7. Sample ν from its full conditional distribution,

p (ν | −) ∝

[(
νσ2/2

)ν/2
Γ (ν/2)

]m  m∏
j=1

σ−2
j

ν/2

exp

−ν
κ0 +

σ2

2

m∑
j=1

σ−2
j

 .

8. Sample σ2 from its full conditional distribution,

σ2 | − ∼ G

α0 +
mν

2
, β0 +

ν

2

m∑
j=1

σ−2
j

 .

D Notation

The Gamma function is denoted by Γ(·) and is given by Γ(x) =
∫∞
0 ux−1 e−u du. Matrices and vectors

with entries consisting of subscripted variables are denoted by the variable letter in bold. For example,
x = (x1, . . . , xn) denotes a column vector of n × 1 with entries x1, . . . , xn. We use 0 and 1 to denote
the column vector whose entries are equal to 0 and 1, respectively, and we also use I to denote the
identity matrix. A subscript in this context indicates the corresponding dimension. For example, In
denotes the identity matrix of size n× n. The transpose of a vector x is denoted by xT. Similarly for
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matrices. Also, if X is a square matrix, we use tr(X) and |X| to denote the trace and determinant of
X, respectively.

Below we present the probabilistic distributions used in the applications:

• Gamma:

A random variable X has a Gamma distribution with parameters α and β, denoted by X | α, β ∼
G(α, β), if the probability density function is

p(x | α, β) = βα

Γ(α)
xα−1 exp {−βx} , x > 0 , α > 0 , β > 0 .

• Inverse Gamma:

A random variable X has an inverse gamma distribution with parameters α and β, denoted by
X | α, β ∼ GI(α, β) , if the probability density function is

p(x | α, β) = βα

Γ(α)
x−(α+1) exp {−β/x} , x > 0 , α > 0 , β > 0 .

• Normal:

A random variable X has a Normal distribution with parameters µ and σ2, denoted by X |
µ, σ2 ∼ N(µ, sig2), if the probability density function is

p(x | µ, σ2) =
1√
2πσ2

exp

{
−1

2

(x− µ)2

σ2

}
, x ∈ R , µ ∈ R , σ2 > 0 .

• Dirichlet:

A random vector X = (X1, . . . , XK) has a Dirichlet distribution with parameter α, denoted by
X | α ∼ Dir(α), if the probability density function is

p(x | α) =


Γ(

∑K
k=1 αk)∏K

k=1 Γ(αk)

∏K
k=1 x

αk−1
k , if

∑K
k=1 xk = 1, α1, . . . , αK > 0;

0, otherwise.

• Multivariate Normal:

A d×1 random vector X = (X1 . . . , Xd) has a Multivariate Normal distribution with parameters
µ and Σ, denoted by X | µ,Σ ∼ Nd(µ,Σ), if the probability density function is

p(x | µ,Σ) = (2π)−d/2 |Σ|−1/2 exp
{
−1

2(x− µ)TΣ−1(x− µ)
}
, x ∈ Rd , µ ∈ Rd , Σ > 0 .

• Inverse Wishart:

A d × d random matrix W has an Inverse Wishart distribution with parameters ν and S−1,
denoted by W ∼WI(ν,S−1), if the probability density function is

p(W) ∝ |W|−(ν+d+1)/2 exp
{
−1

2tr(SW
−1)
}
, W > 0 , ν > 0 , S > 0.
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