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Abstract

Model checking is essential to evaluate the adequacy of statistical models and the validity of
inferences drawn from them. Particularly, hierarchical models such as latent Gaussian models
(LGMs) pose unique challenges as it is difficult to check assumptions about the distribution of
the latent parameters. Discrepancy measures are often used to quantify the degree to which a
model fit deviates from the observed data. We construct discrepancy measures by (a) defining
an alternative model with relaxed assumptions and (b) deriving the discrepancy measure most
sensitive to discrepancies induced by this alternative model. We also promote a workflow
for model criticism that combines model checking with subsequent robustness analysis. As
a result, we obtain a general recipe to check assumptions in LGMs and the impact of these
assumptions on the results. We demonstrate the ideas by assessing the latent Gaussianity
assumption, a crucial but often overlooked assumption in LGMs. We illustrate the methods
via examples utilising Stan and provide functions for easy usage of the methods for general
models fitted through R-INLA.

Keywords: Bayesian, latent Gaussian models, model checking, robustness, R-INLA, Stan.

1 Introduction

Assumptions such as linearity, normality, constant variance, or fixed smoothness are common in
statistical practice. However, they may not be supported by the data y and can significantly impact
the statistical results. Therefore, robustness analysis, which studies the “sensitivity of Bayesian
answers to uncertain inputs” (Berger et al., 1994), is often employed to quantify this impact. On
the other hand, model checking procedures, such as prior or posterior predictive checks (Box, 1980;
Gelman et al., 1996), are used to check if the model can replicate certain features in the observed
data. In this paper, we explore how these seemingly different topics, robustness analysis and model
checking, are connected in the context of checking the adequacy of assumptions in latent Gaussian
models (LGMs). We also present a workflow for model criticism that integrates both topics.

Generally, Bayesian model checking involves choosing: (a) a discrepancy measure d(y) which
measures what aspects of the model should be checked; (b) a predictive distribution π(ypred) to
generate simulated data from the fitted model; (c) a way to compare the discrepancy measure
at the observed data d(y) with the “reference” distribution d(ypred). The choice of discrepancy
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measures is usually made rather arbitrarily, based on intuitive notions, and becomes difficult when
checking assumptions on the latent parameters of hierarchical models. See for example Gelman
et al. (1995) and Sinharay and Stern (2003). The latter authors checked the latent Gaussianity in
a hierarchical model, but some proposed discrepancy measures did not detect model misfit, even
when large misspecification was present. The discrepancy measures d(y) should be sensitive to the
types of model misspecifications we believe may be present. First, an alternative model is seen
as a potential direction of model misspecification. Then, we derive the discrepancy measure most
sensitive to small discrepancies induced by it. This idea is used to construct meaningful discrepancy
measures d(y) when it is otherwise difficult.

We consider a data vector y and a base modelM0 with parameter vector z. This base model is
the special case η = 0 of a more flexible modelM1, which contains an extra flexibility parameter η
(M0 is nested inM1). The flexibility parameter η can enter the response distribution or any of the
priors, and we employ the word “model” to encompass both the response and the prior distribution:
π(y, z|η). Moreover, the parameter η allows us to quantify deviations from the base model (Simpson
et al., 2017), and it is linked to assumptions made in M0; for instance, if η is an autocorrelation
parameter thenM0 has an independence assumption, not present inM1.

The goal is to assess the adequacy of model assumptions inM0 and the impact of these assump-
tions in the results. This assessment is conducted solely based on the data y and theM0 fit, i.e.,
π(z|y, η = 0). The aim is not that of model selection, and the modelM1 is only used to define a
plausible model perturbation. This scenario frequently arises in statistical modelling. For instance,
the R-INLA software can only fit LGMs (Rue and Martino, 2007), and we would like to assess
the reasonability of the latent Gaussian assumption without fitting a latent non-Gaussian model
(LnGM) (Cabral et al., 2022b), which can be prohibitively expensive. Probabilistic programming
languages, such as Stan (Carpenter et al., 2017), provide greater flexibility in specifying models than
R-INLA. Still, there are cases where it is fast and computationally feasible to perform inference on
the base modelM0, but it is strenuous or time-consuming to fit the more flexible modelM1. The
idea is that instead of spending a lot of energy implementingM1, we first fitM0 and then check
if minor perturbations in the “direction” ofM1 do not change the answers substantially.

There is a vast literature on Bayesian model checking which is too extensive to enumerate.
However, some key papers are Box (1980), Rubin (1984), Gelman et al. (1996), and the book
Gelman et al. (1995). Bayarri and Castellanos (2007) discussed model checking in the context
of hierarchical models but assumed that the discrepancy measure d(y) is given. An important
development is given in Meng (1994), which defined discrepancy measures as functions of both
the data and model parameters d(y, z). Meng (1994) then chose the conditional likelihood ratio
as a discrepancy measure, which in our setting would be d(y, z) = supη π(y|z, η)/π(y|z, η = 0).
However, for hierarchical models, if we are checking assumptions on the latent parameters z, then
π(y|z, η) = π(y|z), and so d(y, z) = 1. Instead, we propose using the Bayes factor (BF) between
M1 andM0 given η:

BFη(y) =
π(y|η)

π(y|η = 0)
.

We cannot evaluate BFη(y), because we only have access to the M0 fit (π(y|η) is unknown).
However, as we will show in Section 2, under mild regularity conditions, we can perform a Taylor
expansion with respect to η around the base model to obtain

BFη(y) = 1 + s0(y)η +
s0(y)

2 − I0(y)
2

η2 + O(η2), (1)

where the sensitivity s0(y) can be computed solely on the data y and π(z|y, η = 0). From now on,
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we will refer to s0(y) as the BF sensitivity, and we will motivate its use as discrepancy measure
d(y) when a more sensible choice is not available.

Remark 1. According to Weiss (1996) and Gustafson (1996), the results obtained from a Bayesian
analysis may be called into question by a perturbation to the underlying assumptions only when all
of the following criteria are satisfied:

1. The perturbation is plausible a priori.

2. The perturbation is supported by the observed data a posteriori.

3. The perturbation produces a large change in a posterior quantity of interest.

Remark 1 motivates a workflow for model criticism (Box, 1979), which we demonstrate for
four applications that involve both model checking and subsequent sensitivity analysis: (a) We
construct a perturbation based on the availability of a plausible alternative model M1; (b) Then
we compute the BF sensitivity s0(y) of this perturbation. By contrasting it with a reference
distribution s0(y

pred), predictive checks detect if s0(y) is unusually high, which indicates support
for the perturbation; (c) Should that occur, we compute the sensitivity of posterior summaries of
interest to find which results should be cast into doubt. We will revisit this workflow in Section 3.5.

The layout of the paper is as follows. Section 2 shows how to compute the sensitivity of posterior
summaries for small perturbations of the prior or response distribution in hierarchical models. Then
the BF sensitivity s0(y) is shown to be the most sensitive posterior summary. Section 3 studies
model checking utilising s0(y) as the discrepancy measure. To assess the adequacy of the latent
Gaussianity assumption in LGMs, in Section 4, we consider the case where M0 is an LGM and
M1 is an LnGM. Also, as mentioned by Berger et al. (2000), “The most important challenge for
the field of Bayesian robustness is to increase its impact on statistical practice; indeed, to make
it a routine component of applied work”. Thus, Section 5 discusses the implementation of the
proposed workflow in probabilistic programming languages and showcases two applications in Stan,
and Section 6 presents easy-to-use functionalities for R-INLA. Finally, in Section 7, we discuss the
main results and present directions for future work.

2 Local robustness

We study the robustness of the base model to perturbations defined in reference to the alternative
model. To this end we extend the notion of perturbation of Kass et al. (1989) and Weiss (1996)
to also include changes in the response distribution: π(y, z|η)/π(y, z|η = 0). A local approach to
robustness focuses on small perturbations, i.e., small values of η (Berger et al., 1994). Therefore,
we perform the Taylor expansion:

π(y, z|η)
π(y, z|η = 0)

= 1 + p(y, z)η +
(
p(y, z)2 + g(y, z)

) η2
2

+ O(η2),

which requires twice differentiability of π(y, z|η) at η = 0 and where,

p(y, z) = lim
η→0

d

dη
log π(y, z|η), g(y, z) = lim

η→0

d2

dη2
log π(y, z|η). (2)

These limits are taken only from the right (if η ∈ R+
0 ) or left if needed. We shall refer to p(y, z)

as the “local perturbation”. These are the only derivatives that need to be computed, and they
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are straightforward to compute because the response and prior distribution are known analyt-
ically. Henceforward, E{l(y, z)|η} and E{l(y, z)|y, η} are used to denote the prior and poste-
rior expectations of some function l(y, z) conditioned on η, which are given by

∫
l(y, z)π(z|η)dz

and
∫
l(y, z)π(z|y, η)dz, respectively.

2.1 Local robustness of the Bayes factor

For simplicity, we consider here an exponential prior on η with rate parameter θη. This prior is
motivated in Cabral et al. (2022a) for the non-Gaussianity parameter of the non-Gaussian models
we will study in Section 4. The informal but mostly used approach to Bayesian robustness is to fit
the flexible model and check if our Bayesian answers change significantly. Assessing the adequacy
of the base model or the necessity of using the alternative model would then involve investigating
π(η|y). We can perform a Taylor expansion of log π(η|y) around the base model:

log π(η|y) = log π(η = 0|y) + (s0(y)− θη)η −
I0(y)

2
η2 + O(η2),

where

s0(y) = lim
η→0

d

dη
log π(y|η), I0(y) = − lim

η→0

d2

dη2
log π(y|η), (3)

with the limits taken only from the right (if η ∈ R+
0 ) or left if needed. The derivatives are taken

over the prior predictive distribution π(y|η) =
∫
π(y, z|η)dz. The quantities s0(y) and I0(y) are

the Fisher’s observed score and information of η, respectively, if there are no latent parameters z.
If s0(y) < θη then π(η|y) has a local maximum at η = 0, and the base model is locally robust in a
(very) strict sense. For fixed parameter η, the Bayes factor (BF) betweenM1 andM0 is given in (1),
and s0(y)η is the increase in the BF for small values of η. Computing s0(y) is not straightforward
in hierarchical models because π(y|η) is seldom available in closed form. The usefulness of the
following theorem is that it relates derivatives of the log evidence log π(y|η) with the derivatives of
log π(y, z|η) shown in (2) which are readily available. The proof is given in Appendix A.1.

Assumptions. Assumptions (A1): Let π(y, z|η) and ∂ηπ(y, z|η) be continuous functions of η in
a neighbourhood of η = 0, denoted as ζ(η). Assume also that p(y, z)π(z|y, η) are integrable with
respect to z,∀η ∈ ζ(η). Assumptions (A2): Let ∂2ηπ(y, z|η) be a continuous function of η in ζ(η).
Assume also that p(y, z)2π(z|y, η) and g(y, z)π(z|y, η) are integrable with respect to z,∀η ∈ ζ(η).
Theorem 1. Under the previous assumptions, equation (1) holds and

s0(y) = E {p(y, z)|y, η = 0} and I0(y) = −E {g(y, z)|y, η = 0} − V {p(y, z)|y, η = 0} .
We highlight that s0(y) and I0(y) can be approximated by Monte Carlo integration from samples

of π(z|y, η = 0) obtained from the base modelM0. Further, as exemplified in Remark 2, we only
need to compute the derivative of the hierarchical component being checked, making it feasible to
assess specific components of complex hierarchical models directly.

Remark 2. LGMs with joint density π(y,w,γ) = π(y|w,γ)π(w|γ)π(γ) are studied in Section 4,
where w are the latent random effects and γ are nuisance parameters. We assess the latent Gaussian
prior on w|γ by contrasting it to a non-Gaussian prior defined by π(w|γ, η), where η controls the
non-Gaussianity. The local perturbation in (2) required to compute s0 then simplifies to

p(y, z) = lim
η→0

d

dη
log π(y, z|η) = lim

η→0

{
d

dη
log π(y|w,γ) + d

dη
log π(w|γ, η) + d

dη
log π(γ)

}
= lim

η→0

d

dη
log π(w|γ, η).
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We will compute this local perturbation in Section 4 for a specific class of non-Gaussian models.

2.2 Local robustness of posterior expectations

We can also evaluate how sensitive a summary of the posterior distribution, given by E{l(y, z)|y, η},
is to small changes in η, where l(y, z) is a real-valued function of the observed data y and parameters
z. Under mild regularity conditions given in Theorem 2, the Taylor expansion around η = 0 yields:

E{l(y, z)|y, η} = E{l(y, z)|y, η = 0}+ slη + O(η), (4)

where sl is the sensitivity measure. If l(y, z) = z1, where z1 is a regression coefficient, then sl
quantifies the increase in the posterior mean of z1 when we fit M1 instead of M0, for small η.
Theorem 2 follows from (1) and Theorem 1, and it has been stated in several forms before in the
robustness literature, for instance, in Gustafson (1996), and more recently in Giordano et al. (2018).
As before, these measures can be computed from the base model fit.

Theorem 2. Assume (A1) and that l(y, z)π(z|y, η) and l(y, z)p(y, z)π(z|y, η) are integrable with
respect to z,∀η ∈ ζ(η). Then, (4) holds and sl = Cov [l(y, z), p(y, z)|y, η = 0] .

The proof is given in Appendix A.2. The measure s0(y) in (1) can be further motivated from
the viewpoint of sensitivity analysis as follows. We seek the loss function l∗(y, z) whose posterior
expectation has the highest sensitivity sl∗ . A unique result is obtained when we consider loss
functions ls with unit posterior standard deviation (SD {l(y, z)|y, η = 0} = 1):

l⋆(y, z) = argmax
ls(y,z)

[Cov {ls(y, z), p(y, z)|y, η = 0}]

= argmax
ls(y,z)

[Corr {ls(y, z), p(y, z)|y, η = 0}] ∝ p(y, z) + const.

The posterior expectation of the previous loss, p(y, z), can then be expanded to
E {p(y, z)|y, η} = s0(y) +O(η), where s0(y) is the approximation at the base model M0. The
interpretation is that s0(y) is the posterior summary that will change the most if we fit the alter-
native modelM1 (for small η) instead ofM0.

One challenge in the local robustness literature is calibrating the sensitivity measures (Sivagane-
san, 2000) to answer: How large is a large deviation from the base results? And does it matter? In
the following section, we discuss how posterior predictive checks can inform whether a high value
of s0(y) is unusual or if it can be attributed to the fitted model internal variability (high values of
s0(y) could occur even if the model assumptions are valid). Nonetheless, sensitivity analysis is use-
ful on its own since it informs which statistical inferences are the most sensitive and to which model
assumptions. Thus, it can point to model inadequacies and directions for model improvement.

3 Model checking for LGMs

LGMs are three-stage hierarchical models containing many statistical models that are widely used
(Rue et al., 2009). It assumed that the observed data y of dimension N is conditionally independent
given a latent Gaussian field x and hyperparameters θ1, and the latent field x depends on a second
set of hyperparameters θ2:

Response y | x,θ1 ∼
∏

i∈I π (yi | xi,θ1)
Latent field x|θ2 ∼ N (0, Q(θ2))

Hyperparameters θ ∼ π(θ),
(5)
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where θ = (θ1,θ2). LGMs are an umbrella class of models that generalize many related variants of
“additive” or “generalized” linear models (Rue et al., 2017). We can interpret {xi, i ∈ I} in (5) as
the linear predictor ℓi, which depends on a intercept and linear effects contained in β, and random
effects wi:

ℓ = Bβ +A1w1 +A2w2 + . . . , (6)

where the matrix B is the design matrix, and wi are Gaussian processes with precision matrices
Q(θi) with dimension ni× ni. These Gaussian processes could be, for instance, autoregressive pro-
cesses to model temporal dependence, spatial models, or measurement error models. The matrices
Ai are constant and have dimension N×ni. All components are assumed to be a priori independent
of each other, and a Gaussian prior is set on β. Thus the joint vector x = (ℓ,β,w1,w2, . . . ) is also
normally distributed and corresponds to the latent Gaussian field in the LGM formulation of (5).

We focus on checking assumptions on a single random effect component w in LGMs. Therefore,
the flexibility parameter η enters the prior π(w|θ2, η) and the modelM1 is defined by:

π(y,β,w,θ|η) = π(y|β,w,θ1)π(w|θ2, η)π(β,θ).

Thus, the parameter vector is z = (β,w,θ), and, as shown in Remark 2, the local perturbation
simplifies to p(y, z) = p(w,θ2) = limη→0 ∂η log(w|θ2, η). Finally, when checking assumptions on
w, we treat the linear effects and the hyperparameters as nuisance parameters γ = (β,θ). In the
literature, w is also referred to as local latent variables and γ as global latent variables. Section 4
focuses on a non-Gaussian perturbation on w. However, we also consider in Section 5.1 perturbing
the smoothness of a Gaussian Matérn model on w.

3.1 Why model checking?

Box (1979) famously said “all models are wrong, but some are useful”. Thus, as in Gelman et al.
(1995), we also recognise beforehand that all models are wrong, and the goal of model checking
is not to falsify the base model M0 but to understand in which ways it does not fit the data.
This viewpoint is elucidated further in Gelman et al. (1996), where the authors present posterior
predictive checks (PPCs) as the Bayesian counterpart of the classical goodness-of-fit and discuss
their use in judging the fit of a single Bayesian model.

In PPCs, the most common numerical summary of discrepancy is the probability:

p = P (d(ypred,γ) > d(y,γ)|y, η = 0), (7)

where we integrate over the joint density π(ypred,γ|y, η = 0), ypred is predicted data from the fitted
model, and γ = (β,θ) are nuisance parameters. Low values indicate that the data y is unusual
along the d-dimension. For instance, if p = 0.01, only 1% of the predicted data is as extreme in the d-
dimension as the observed data. It is important to distinguish these upper-tailed probabilities, often
called Bayesian p-values, with frequentist p-values as defined in Robins et al. (2000). Frequentist
p-values are uniform under the base model. Another important consideration is that given a fixed
probability of rejecting the true base model, they should have a high probability of rejecting the
alternative model. These criteria are not crucial in PPCs, and it is more important that the p-values
be interpreted as posterior probabilities of the joint model π(y,ypred, z) that inform if π(ypred) can
capture certain features in the observed data y. PPCs have been criticised for potentially having
low power and for using the data twice (Bayarri and Berger, 2000). Further discussions and varying
perspectives on model checking can be found in Bayarri and Castellanos (2007) and Gelman (2007).

6



3.2 Choice of predictive distribution

In Bayesian hierarchical modelling, often there is no clear line separating the prior distribution from
the likelihood (Gelman, 2003; Spiegelhalter et al., 2002). When checking the prior distribution of
the random effects in LGMs, it makes sense to marginalise them out and use the following density
as the likelihood:

π(ypred|β,θ, η = 0) =

∫
π(ypred|β,w,θ1)π(w|θ2, η = 0)dw. (8)

We then consider in the predictive checks of (7), the predictive density

π(ypred,β,θ|y, η = 0) = π(ypred|β,θ, η = 0)π(β,θ|y, η = 0), (9)

where we first generate samples β(i) and θ(i) from the posterior π(β,θ|y, η = 0), then sample

w(i) from the prior π(w|θ(i)
2 , η = 0), and finally ypred,(i) is sampled from π(ypred|β(i),w(i),θ

(i)
1 ). As

explained in the Appendix C, this predictive scheme is associated with several prediction tasks, such
as predicting the measurements of an unobserved individual in a longitudinal study or in a territory
far away from the location of the observed data in spatial statistics. These prediction tasks involve
the prior distribution of the latent random effects (and not their posterior distribution). Similar
predictive densities have been used in Sinharay and Stern (2003) and Bayarri and Castellanos (2007).
Other predictive densities can be useful, such as those considering the posterior distribution on w,
and these are discussed in Appendix C.

3.3 Choice of discrepancy measure

Box (1980) advocated using the Fisher’s score ∂ηπ(y|η)|η=0 as a measure of a discrepancy for
simple 1-level models in the absence of nuisance parameters. An advantage of using measures
based on the Fisher’s score is that for minor deviations from the base model, they yield the most
powerful tests (Rao, 1948, 2005). Its use was exemplified from a Bayesian perspective to check
for serial autocorrelation and the need for power transformation. We extend his ideas by using
similar discrepancy measures for hierarchical models that consider the uncertainty of the nuisance
parameters. It is useful when the alternative model we are entertaining can generate features in the
data relevant to the statistical analysis, which the simpler model cannot generate. One example is
given in the spatial application of Section 4 where a non-Gaussian prior for w can lead to predictions
with pronounced spikes, unlike the Gaussian prior.

We provide here an argument for using the BF sensitivity s0(y,γ) = E{p(y, z)|y,γ, η = 0} as
a discrepancy measure which directly relates to the Bayesian model check in (7) and the predictive
distribution of Section 3.2. We consider the predictive distribution π(ypred|γ, η), where, similarly
to (8), we integrate over the prior π(w|γ, η) of the latent random effects. In Figure 1 we show
sample paths of ypred|γ, η = 0 (base model M0) and ypred|γ, η = 1 (alternative model M1). The
generative model is the latent random walk of order 1 (RW1) model of Section 4.5 for some fixed
nuisance parameters γ̂. The flexibility parameter η controls the excess kurtosis of the driving noise,
and larger values lead to the appearance of sudden jumps in the sample paths.

Several criteria can be used to establish the optimality of s0(·, ·). If the distribution of d(ypred
η ,γ)

barely changes for increasing η, then the model checking procedure is not sensitive to model mis-
specification or, in other words, it fails at detecting discrepancies in the direction of the alternative
model M1. This concern is closely linked to the model checking procedure severity (Mayo, 1996;
Mayo and Spanos, 2006; Gelman and Shalizi, 2013). A model undergoes a severe check when it
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Figure 1: Sample paths generated from ypred|γ̂, η = 0 (left) and ypred|γ̂, η = 1 (center), and density
plots of the resulting discrepancy distributions d(·, ·) (right). We chose d(·, ·) = s0(·, ·).

successfully passes a probe with a high probability of detecting an error if it is present (severity is
closely related, but not identical, to power; see Mayo and Spanos (2006)).

We assume, without loss of generality, that the discrepancy d(ypred,γ, η = 0)
has mean 0 and variance 1. Intuitively, we want E[d(ypred,γ)|γ, η] to increase
with η and SD[d(ypred

η ,γ)|γ] to be small. This leads us to define detectability as
detectability(d, η,γ) = E[d(yrep,γ)|γ, η] / SD[d(yrep,γ)|γ, η], shown in Figure 2, a quantity we
aim to maximise. Lemma 1 is a consequence of (1) and Theorem 1 and it establishes the optimality
of s0(·, ·) under the previous criteria when η is small (proof given in Appendix A.3).

Figure 2: Detectability index detectability(d, η,γ) (left), and severity SEVn(d,y, η) (right) for
varying η and for dn(y,γ) = 0. We consider the setting of Figure 1 and chose d(·, ·) = s0(·, ·).

Lemma 1. Assume (A1) and let π(y|γ, η) and ∂ηπ(y|γ, η) be continuous functions w.r.t. η in ζ(η).
Also, let the functions d(ypred,γ)π(ypred|γ, η) and d(ypred,γ)s0(y

pred,γ)π(ypred|γ, η) be integrable
w.r.t. ypred,∀η ∈ ζ(η). The slope of detectability(d, η,γ) near the origin η = 0 is maximised when
we choose the discrepancy measure d(·, ·) = s0(·, ·):

argmax
d(·,·)

{
lim
η→0

d

dη
detectability(d, η,γ)

}
= as0(·, ·) + b, a, b ∈ R,
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It is also possible to motivate s0(·, ·) for the common summary of discrepancy in (7), for instance,
by making use of the model check’s severity:

SEVn(d,y, η) = P
{
dn(y

pred,γ) > dn(y,γ)|y, η
}
,

where the subscript indicates n observed data. The severity can be visualized in Figure 2. Theorem
3 demonstrates that the discrepancy measure s0(·, ·) produces the model checking procedure with
the highest severity for small η and any observed data y. The theorem follows from Lemma 1 and
the proof is given in Appendix A.4. We restrict the result to asymptotically normal discrepancy
measures: limn→∞ dn(y

pred,γ) ∼ N(·, ·). While the Bayes factor would be the optimal choice for all
values of η, our inability to fit the alternative modelM1 limits us to using the BF sensitivity.

Theorem 3. Under the regularity conditions given in Appendix A.4, the slope near η = 0 of
SEVn(d,y, η) is maximised when d(·, ·) = s0(·, ·), when n→∞ and for any observed data y:

argmax
d(·,·)

[
lim
n→0

lim
η→0

d

dη
SEVn(d,y, η)

]
= as0(·, ·) + b, a, b ∈ R.

3.4 Approximating the reference distribution

We choose the BF sensitivity s0 as the discrepancy measure and consider the problem of finding the
reference distribution s0(y

pred, γ̂)|η = 0, which is required to compute (7). Approximating (7) by
Monte Carlo requires obtaining samples from π(ypred,γ|y, η = 0) of the base model fit. Then, for
each sample (ypred,(i),γ(i)) we need to compute s0(y

pred,(i),γ(i)) = E{p(w,θ2)|ypred,(i),γ(i), η = 0},
which would need to be approximated by MCMC (or INLA) if no closed-form expression is available.

A faster alternative consists in fixing the nuisance parameters at γ̂ (e.g., at their pos-
terior mode) and considering the Gaussian approximation for the reference distribution:
s0(y

pred, γ̂)|η = 0 ∼ N [0, V {s0(ypred, γ̂)|η = 0}], where the variance is found analytically. In this
case, (7) simplifies to p = Φ[−s0(y, γ̂)/SD{s0(ypred, γ̂)|η = 0}]. However, deriving the variance
of the reference distribution analytically may be cumbersome for some models. As discussed in
Appendix D, another possibility is to approximate the variance of s0(y

pred, γ̂)|η = 0 by the measure
I0(y, γ̂) given in Theorem 1 which can be computed by Monte Carlo from theM0 fit.

3.5 Workflow for model criticism in LGMs

Based on Remark 1, we present in Algorithm 1 the workflow we use to conduct criticism on the
latent random effects w of LGMs, which involves both model checking and subsequent sensitivity
analysis. The workflow can also be applied to study the adequacy of assumptions in the response
distribution or on the other latent parameters. It can also be extended to consider multiple model
extensions, and an application is given in Section 6.1.

The first line of Algorithm 1 involves defining the local perturbation p(y,w,γ). This can be
done analytically for specific models M0 and M1, as described in Section 4.2, or numerically, as
explained in Section 5, which is more natural in probabilistic programming languages as it avoids the
need for model-specific derivations. The comparison of the reference distribution with the observed
BF sensitivity in line 4 of Algorithm 1 can be done by computing the upper-tailed probability p in
(7). However, as in Gelman (2003), we favour the use of diagnostic plots such as a scatter plot of
s0(y

pred,γ) against s0(y,γ) (see Figure 9) or the density plot of s0(y
pred, γ̂) compared to s0(y, γ̂)

(see Figure 11). Model misfit is revealed if the observed BF sensitivity is in the tails of reference
distribution, which prompts a sensitivity analysis to investigate the most sensitive answers.
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Algorithm 1 Workflow for model criticism in LGMs

Require:
π(w,γ|y, η = 0) ▷M0 fit (samples or a deterministic result as in INLA)
log π(y,w,γ|η) ▷M1 log density
li(y,w,γ), i = 1, . . . ,m ▷ loss functions of interest

1: Define p(y,w,γ)← limη→0 ∂η log π(y,w,γ|η) ▷ Local perturbation

// Model checking
2: Define π(ypred,γ|y, η = 0) ▷ Replicated data from the fittedM0 model
3: Define s0(·,γ) = E[p(·,w,γ)|·] ▷ BF sensitivity
4: Compare s0(y

pred,γ) with s0(y,γ) under the distribution π(ypred,γ|y, η = 0)

// Sensitivity analysis
5: if model check reveals important misfit then
6: Compute sli = Cov [li(y,w,γ), p(y,w,γ)|y, η = 0] ▷ Sensitivity measures
7: Rank sli ▷ Determine most sensitive answers; See Figure 5 (right) and Table 1
8: end if

Model checking and sensitivity analysis go hand-in-hand. The former informs if the fitted model
fails to capture important features in the data. However, the model may still be useful for certain
purposes even if it does not fit some aspects of the data (Gelman et al., 2005), and sensitivity
analysis can inform if the perturbation to the assumptions has a large impact on posterior inferences
of interest. For example, if one is interested in estimating the intercept in a large data problem, then
an inadequate Gaussian assumption on the random effects can be of little practical importance.

4 Robustness and model checking for latent non-

Gaussianity

The latent random effects w are used to model spatial and temporal dependence in LGMs, and the
Gaussian distribution is the canonical choice of distribution for w. Checking this Gaussian prior
is of particular interest, since, as shown in Appendix C, if the Gaussian prior is a bad generative
prior (Gelman et al., 2017), in that it fails to replicate certain non-Gaussian features that may be
found in the data, such as sudden jumps or spikes, then the posterior distribution will also fail to
generate those features in the future predictions (or at unobserved locations in spatial statistics).

The Gaussian prior assumption imposes constraints on the tail behaviour of the posterior dis-
tribution. For instance, the posterior distribution satisfies π(w|y) ≤ Cπ(w), where C is a constant
and y is the observed data (Chiuchiolo et al., 2022). Hence, the posterior marginals of w are con-
strained to have tails that behave like Gaussian tails or are lighter. However, there are many applied
problems where leptokurtic behaviour is present (Bolin, 2014; Wallin and Bolin, 2015) and in these
problems, an LnGM that assumes a leptokurtic prior on w can lead to improved predictions (Cabral
et al., 2022a). In this section, we perturb the Gaussian prior assumption on w and demonstrate
how to carry out the workflow in Section 3.5. We start by defining the alternative modelM1.
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4.1 Latent non-Gaussian models (LnGMs)

We focus on LGMs with a single random effects component w with mean 0 and precision ma-
trix Q(θ2) = D(θ2)

Tdiag(h)−1D(θ2), where h is a known vector. We consider LnGMs (Cabral
et al., 2022b) as flexible extensions of LGMs with the following prior model on the latent ran-
dom effect: D(θ2)w = Λ(η), where Λ(η) is a vector of independent random variables such that
Λ(0) ∼ N{0, diag(h)} results in the simpler Gaussian model, and larger values of η are related to
increasing levels of leptokurtosis. The multivariate transformation method then yields

π(w|θ2, η) = |D(θ2)|πΛ{D(θ2)w|η} = |D(θ2)|
n∏

i=1

πΛi
[{D(θ2)w}i|η], (10)

where πΛi
(w|η) is the density function of a univariate non-Gaussian distribution, e.g., the symmetric

normal inverse-Gaussian (NIG) and generalized asymmetric Laplace (GAL) distributions in Cabral
et al. (2022a). Their densities are:

πNIG
Λi

(w|η) ∝
K1

(√
ηw2 + h2i /η

)
√

(h2i + ηw2)
, πGAL

Λi
(w|η) ∝ |w|ηhi− 1

2Kηhi− 1
2

(√
2η|w|

)
,

where Ka(x) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind of order a. The vector h is necessary
when approximating continuous models. For example, it contains the distances between observed
time points in stochastic processes, or the area of the basis functions in the SPDE approach (see
Section 4.4 and Lindgren et al. (2011)). For models defined in discrete space, h is a vector of ones.
This model extension for the random effects can be used for time series models, models for graphical
and areal data, and Matérn processes, which are useful in several applications, such as geostatistics
and spatial point processes (Cabral et al., 2022b).

4.2 BF sensitivity measure

We consider the previous non-Gaussian model extension for the latent random effect w in LGMs.
To compute the sensitivity measures in Theorems 1 and 2, we only need to calculate the local
perturbation in (2), which from (10) is given by

p(w,θ2) =
∑
i

pi[{D(θ2)w}i], pi(w) = lim
η→0

d

dη
log πΛi

(w|η) = (w2 − 3hi)
2 − 6h2i

8h3i
, (11)

when the alternative model considers random effects driven by either NIG or GAL noise. We note
that the BF sensitivity s0(y) in (1) is then given by s0(y) =

∑n
i=1 di(y), where

di(y) = E

[
({D(θ2)w}2i − 3hi)

2 − 6h2i
8h3i

∣∣∣∣y, η = 0

]
. (12)

An informal check of plotting each element di can be useful, as it illustrates the increase in the Bayes
factor when the noise element Λi(0) is made slightly non-Gaussian (see Section 2.1). For spatial
and temporal models, each index i is associated with a particular time point or location in space, so
such plots can indicate the most sensitive points in time or space (see Figure 3). This observation
highlights the potential benefits of exploring the sensitivity of the Bayes factor to deviations from
the Gaussian assumption.
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4.3 LGMs with Gaussian response

The examples and applications in this paper are all part of the general model with Gaussian response
and a Gaussian prior on the latent random effects w:

y|β,w, τϵ ∼ N(Bβ +Aw, τ−1
ϵ I), w|θ2 ∼ N [0, {D(θ2)

Tdiag(h)−1D(θ2)}−1]. (13)

We derive next the BF sensitivity s0(y,γ) and the mean and variance of the reference distribution
s0(y

pred,γ)|η = 0 for the previous model. We consider fixed nuisance parameters γ = (β, τϵ,θ2),
although we can also integrate the results over the posterior distribution of γ. The results make
the model checking of Section 3 both straightforward and computationally efficient. In the case of
LGMs with a non-normal response, an asymptotic approximation of the reference distribution is
given in Appendix D.

For the LGM in (13), the latent random effects w have a full conditional with precision matrix
Qw = τϵA

TA+DTdiag(h)−1D, where D = D(θ2) and Qw = Qw(τϵ,θ2). The distribution is:

w|y,β, τϵ,θ2 ∼ N
{
µw = τϵQ

−1
w AT (y −Bβ),Q−1

w

}
. (14)

The sensitivity measures di are

di(y,γ) =
b4i + 3Γ2

ii − 6b2iΓii

8h3i
, b = Dµw, Γ = −DQ−1

w DT + diag(h), (15)

and finally s0(y,γ) =
∑

i di(y,γ). To perform the model checking of Section 3, we also need to
compare s0(y,γ) with the reference distribution s0(y

pred,γ)|η = 0. The reference distribution can
be approximated to a Gaussian distribution with mean and variance given in Proposition 1 (proof
given in Appendix A.5). An example of this comparison is shown in Figure 11.

Proposition 1. The mean and variance of the reference distribution for replicated data from (13)
with fixed γ is E{s0(ypred,γ)|η = 0} = 0 and V {s0(ypred,γ)|η = 0} =

∑
i,j 3Γ

4
ij/(8h

3
ih

3
j).

4.4 Example

Figure 3 shows pressure measurements at 157 different locations in the North American Pacific
Northwest, where the sample mean was subtracted from the data. Bolin and Wallin (2020) consid-
ered an LnGM for the pressure data which appeared to have some localized spikes and short-range
variations that were not well captured by an LGM. This dataset was further analysed in Cabral et al.
(2022a), where a leave-one-out cross-validation study gave substantial preference to the LnGM.

We fitted the model y ∼ N(Aw, σ2
ϵ I), where the random effects w approximate a Gaussian

Matérn random field obtained by the stochastic partial differential equation approach (Lindgren
et al., 2011). It begins by expressing the underlying continuous process X(s) as a weighted sum
of basis functions, X(s) =

∑n
i=1wiψi(s) where ψi(s) are basis functions associated with the mesh

in Figure 3. The weights w = (w1, . . . , wn) follow the system Dw = Λ(0), for a particular matrix
D shown in Lindgren et al. (2011). Finally, the matrix A is the projector matrix with elements
Aij = ψi(sj), where sj is the location of the jth observation.

The previous LGM was fitted in R-INLA (with the hyperparameters fixed at the posterior
mode), and the sensitivity measures di in (12) are shown in Figures 3 (right) and 4 (right). We
observe five locations that stand out for leading to a larger increase in the Bayes factor when
we apply a non-Gaussian perturbation to the associated driving noise elements. In contrast, for
most spatial indices, the same non-Gaussian perturbation has minimal impact on the Bayes factor.
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Figure 3: Measurements of pressure with the FEM mesh on the background (left). Spatial plot of
di’s revealing the location of the most sensitive nodes (right).

These locations match closely with the locations with non-Gaussian departures in the latent field
found after fitting the LnGM. In Appendix B, we fitted this LnGM, which considers the prior
Dw = Λ(η), to the pressure data, and then generated similar diagnostics as the one in Figure 3
(right). However, The LnGM fit took about 2.5 hours in Stan (with 1000 total iterations), while
the LGM fit in R-INLA and the diagnostics shown in Figures 3 and 4 took just a few seconds.

We simulated the reference distribution s0(y
pred, γ̂)|γ̂, η = 0 by Monte Carlo and the samples

are shown in Figure 4 (left), where γ̂ is the posterior mode of the nuisance parameters. We also
show the Gaussian approximation of the reference distribution, based on Proposition 1. The BF
sensitivity of the observed data is considerably larger than the samples of the reference distribution,
indicating that the fitted LGM fails to replicate the pronounced spikes observed in the data.

Figure 4: The left plot shows samples from the reference distribution (histogram), its Gaussian
approximation (black line) and observed BF sensitivity (red line) for the geostatistical data problem.
The right plot shows di, the contribution of each spatial index to the BF sensitivity.

After detecting model misfit, as outlined in Algorithm 1, we proceed to calculate the sensitivity
of posterior summaries of interest using Theorem 2 and equation (11). This application focused
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on spatial predictions, which are the posterior mean of the spatial random effects at unobserved
locations. These predictions are shown in Figure 5, which displays a grid of 100 × 100 locations
encompassing the studied region. We also show in Figure 5 the sensitivity of those predictions for
each unobserved location. We scaled the sensitivity measures by dividing them with the standard
deviation of each prediction. The plot informs us about the difference in predictions between the
LGM and LnGM (without requiring fitting the LnGM). We observe that a small non-Gaussian
perturbation to the random effects’ prior will have a larger impact on the spatial regions near the
spikes of the observed data. The results suggest fitting an LnGM to improve the predictions near
those regions. Details about how the spatial predictions and their sensitivity were computed in
R-INLA are in Appendix B.

Figure 5: Spatial predictions (left) of pressure and their scaled sensitivity (right).

4.5 Simulation study

To evaluate the effectiveness of the model checking procedure of Section 3 in identifying latent non-
Gaussianity, we generate simulated data from a latent random walk of order 1 (RW1) model that
is driven by NIG noise. The model for the data is yi = σwwi + σϵϵi, where wi − wi−1 = Λ(η), i =
2, . . . , N , and Λ(η) is standardized NIG noise with parameter η. The Gaussian model is obtained
when η = 0 (see Section 4.1).

For the simulated data we considered the parameters η ∈ (0, 0.1, 0.5, 2, 10), σϵ = 1,
σw ∈ (1/3, 1, 3), and dimension N ∈ (200, 1000). We simulated 1000 datasets for each param-
eter configuration. We fitted each simulated dataset to an LGM (that assumes a latent Gaus-
sian RW1 model) in R-INLA with the empirical Bayes approximation, meaning that the hyper-
parameters are fixed at their posterior mode γ̂ = (σ̂w, σ̂ϵ). For each fit, we then computed the
upper-tailed probability in (7) with the ngvb package (see Section 6) which uses the approximation
p ≈ Φ[−s0(y, γ̂)/SD{s0(ypred, γ̂)|η = 0}]. The results are shown in Figure 6. As expected, dis-
crepancies are more easily detected when we increase the non-Gaussianity (η) and scale (σw) of the
latent process and the dimension N of the simulated data because the upper-tailed probabilities p
are closer to 0.

When σw = 1/3, the latent signal is barely detectable, and the model checks do not detect
discrepancy. This behaviour is also observed in Sinharay and Stern (2003). Indeed, when we
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consider σϵ →∞, we have π(w|y, σw) ∼ N{0,D(σw)
−1D(σw)

−T}, which implies that s0(y, γ̂) = 0.
Thus the Bayes factor BFη in (1) is locally flat, giving no preference to the non-Gaussian latent
prior. However, this behaviour is desired because, in this limit, the latent random effects are not
detectable and play no role in the fitted model.

N = 200 N = 1000

σw = 3

σw = 1

σw = 1
3

Figure 6: Box plots of the upper-tailed probabilities p for 1000 simulated latent RW1 datasets
driven by NIG noise with dimension N , and parameters η, σϵ = 1 and σw.

5 Implementation in probabilistic programming languages

In the probabilistic programming (PP) paradigm models are specified usually through the loga-
rithm of the joint distribution, log π(y, z, η), and then inference is performed automatically. Popular
PP languagues are Stan (Carpenter et al., 2017), Tensorflow Probability (Dillon et al., 2017) and
PyMC3 (Salvatier et al., 2016), among others. Robustness studies can be easily incorporated in this
programming paradigm, because we only additionally require posterior samples of the local pertur-
bation p(y, z) = limη→0 ∂η log π(y, z, η). This perturbation could be computed via the automatic
differentiation algorithms of PP languages or through

p(y, z) ≈ (log π(y, z, η = ϵ)− log π(y, z, η = 0))/ϵ,

for a small ϵ. Then the sensitivity measures of Theorem 2 are obtained by computing the posterior
covariance between l(y, z) and p(y, z). To perform model checking, we also need to specify the
predictive density and now the joint model is π(y,ypred, z, η).

5.1 Application 1: Checking a Matérn model with fixed smoothness

The Matérn covariance function is widespread in Gaussian processes applications to time series,
spatial statistics and beyond. Its smoothness parameter ν provides complete control over the mean-
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square differentiability of the process. However, calculating derivatives of this covariance function
with respect to ν requires computing derivatives of the modified Bessel function of the second kind,
which can be costly. As a result, PP languages and software packages often require fixing ν instead
of estimating it.

The data shown in Figure 7 are standardised measurements of head acceleration per millisecond
in a simulated motorcycle accident, and it is available in the MASS R-package. We consider noisy
observations y|w, σϵ ∼ N(w, σ2

ϵI), where w is a Gaussian process with Matérn covariance function
with distribution w|σw, ρ, ν ∼ N{0,Σ(σw, ρ, ν)}, conditioned on the scale, range and smoothness
parameters, respectively. We can marginalise out the random effects w and declare the following
model in Stan:

π(y|σϵ, σw, ρ, ν) ∼ N{0, σ2
ϵI+Σ(σw, ρ, ν)}, (16)

and then samples from the random effects w can be generated through (14). Stan’s built-in Matérn
covariance functions include the cases ν = (1/2, 3/2, 5/2,∞). We fix ν = 3/2 and compute:

p(y,γ) ≈ (log π(y|γ, ν = 3/2 + ϵ)− log π(y|γ, ν = 3/2))/ϵ, (17)

at each iteration, where γ = (σϵ, σw, ρ) contains the hyperparameters. Finally, for model checking,
we define replicates ypred that have the same distribution as (16) for ν = 3/2, and we also compute
p(ypred,γ) based on (17). Since we do not need to integrate out the random effects in (17), we
can use p(y,γ) directly as a discrepancy measure d(y,γ). We show in Figure 7 a scatter plot of
d(ypred,γ) and d(y,γ), where (ypred,γ) is draw from the posterior distribution. The fraction of
points above the diagonal gives us the upper-tail probability P{d(ypred,γ) > d(y,γ)|y, ν = 3/2}
which is about 0.24, and so the fitted model can generate replicated data with similar levels of
smoothness as the observed data as quantified by the discrepancy measure d. We repeated the
model cheeking procedure for ν = 1/2 and ν = 5/2. In the first case, p = 0.08, and so the Matérn
model with ν = 1/2 may not be sufficiently smooth, while for ν = 5/2, no large misfit was detected.

Figure 7: The left plot shows the data as black circle markers, the posterior mean of the random
effects (blue line) and 97.5% credible intervals (shaded area). The right plot shows d(y,γ) at the
observed and replicated data, for each hyperparameter sample from the posterior distribution.

5.2 Application 2: Checking latent non-Gaussianity in Stan

Sampling algorithms like Stan’s Hamiltonian Monte Carlo can struggle to explore the parameter
space of hierarchical models because of the problematic geometry induced by the posterior dis-
tribution (Margossian et al., 2020; Betancourt and Girolami, 2015). For LGMs the problematic
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geometry is due to the interaction between the latent Gaussian variable x in (5) and the hyperpa-
rameters θ2. For LGMs with a Gaussian response an easy remedy is to remove explicit hierarchical
correlations by marginalising out w as in (16). This (base) model can be easily fitted, however, the
previous marginalisation is no longer possible if we want to consider non-Gaussian distributions for
the random effects.

We study areal data, consisting of the number of residential burglaries and vehicle thefts per
thousand households (yi) in 49 counties of Columbus, Ohio, in 1980. This dataset, illustrated in
Figure 8, is found in the spdep package in R. We observe several sharp variations in the crime
rate of neighbouring counties, which, with a deeper examination of the data, do not seem fully
explained by the available covariates. These sharp variations suggest that we could benefit from
using a non-Gaussian model to account for the spatial effects. Walder and Hanks (2020) analysed
this dataset using a non-Gaussian model to account for the spatial dependency. We consider the
same set of covariates as the previous authors and fit the following model:

yi = β0 + β1HVi + β2HIi + σwwi + σϵϵi, (18)

where HVi and HIi are the average household value and household income for county i, w accounts

for structured spatial effects, whereas ϵi
i.i.d∼ N(0, 1). We consider a simultaneous autoregressive

(SAR) model (Besag, 1974; Wall, 2004; Ver Hoef et al., 2018) for the spatially structured effects w.
The Gaussian SAR model is defined by DSAR(σw, ρ)w = Λ(0) with DSAR(σw, ρ) = (I − ρW)/σw
where W is the row standardized adjacency matrix, −1 < ρ < 1 is the autocorrelation parameter,
σw is the scale parameter, and Λ(0) is a vector of i.i.d. standard Gaussian noise.

Figure 8: Crime rates in Columbus, Ohio, per thousand households (left), and posterior mean of
the spatial effects w (right).

We fit this LGM by declaring π(y|γ) ∼ N{β0+β1HV+β2HI, σϵI+(DT
SARDSAR)

−1} in Stan. An
equivalent LnGM considersDSAR(σw, ρ)w = Λ(η), whereΛ(η) is a vector of i.i.d. standardized NIG
noise (Cabral et al., 2022a), but it cannot be as easily fitted in Stan. Therefore, at each iteration of
the LGM fit we compute the sensitivity measures s0(y,γ) and s0(y

pred,γ), from Section 4.3, and we
show the scatter plot in Figure 9. The result suggest that predictive replicates have some difficulty
in replicating features in the observed data since P{s0(ypred,γ) > s0(y,γ)|y, η = 0} ≈ 0.05.
Figure 9 also shows the sensitivity measures di in (12), where we observe that only one county
is detected as an “outlying” county. Following Algorithm 1, since the Gaussian prior assumption
seems inadequate, we compute the sensitivity of the posterior mean of the intercept and linear effects
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(divided by the standard deviation) and show the results in Table 1. The sign of the sensitivity
measures suggest an increase of the posterior mean of β1, and a decrease in the posterior mean of
β2, when considering an LnGM. An LnGM was fitted to this data in Cabral et al. (2022b) and the
results corroborate the previous conclusions.

Figure 9: BF sensitivity for each county di (left) and sensitivity measure s0 at the observed and
replicated data, for each sample from the posterior distribution (right).

Parameter β0 β1 β2
Mean (sd) 60.10 (6.33) -0.30 (0.09) -0.94 (0.37)

Scaled Sensitivity -0.93 7.43 -2.75

Table 1: Mean and standard deviation of the linear effects (second row), and sensitivity of the linear
effects scaled by the standard deviation (third row).

6 Implementation in R-INLA

To facilitate model checking and the computation of the sensitivity measures of Section 4, we
built the function ng.check. This function was added to the ngvb package, which is available at
github.com/rafaelcabral96/ngvb. The package also contains functions that fit LnGMs using
INLA and variational Bayes approximations (Cabral et al., 2022b). After fitting an LGM with
R-INLA we can call the ng.check function using the inla object as the input. We consider the
linear predictor in (6) which contains several random effects wi that are traditionally Gaussian
processes and to which we entertain the possibility of being driven by NIG or GAL noise with
flexibility parameter ηi. For each random effects, the ng.check function produces diagnostic plots
(see Figure 11) and computes the following:

1. Measures di(y) of Section 4.3, and s0(y) and I0(y) of Theorem 1.

2. Upper-tailed probability p in (7) for LGMs with Gaussian response.

3. Sensitivity of the random effects, ∂ηiE(wi,j|y, ηi)|ηi=0, and likewise, the sensitivity of the
intercept, linear effects, and linear predictor.
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These sensitivity measures are computed based on the Gaussian mixture approximation in R-
INLA (Rue et al., 2009),

π(x,θ | y) ∝
K∑
k=1

πG(x | y,θk)π(θk | y)∆k. (19)

The previous approximation considers only a set of K hyperparameter values θk with associated
integration weights ∆k which are obtained by placing a regular grid or using a central composite
design centred on the posterior mode. More details are included in Appendix E.

6.1 Application 3: Model with random intercept and slope

The data comes from an orthodontic study reported by Potthoff and Roy (1964). The response
variable, shown in Figure 10, is the distance in millimetres between the pituitary and pterygomax-
illary fissure, measured for 11 girls and 16 boys at ages 8, 10, 12, and 14. The data suggest that
the intercept and slope vary with the subject. Thus, Pinheiro et al. (2001) proposed the following
linear mixed-effects model to describe the response growth with age:

yij = β0 + β1Ii(F ) + (β2 + β3Ii(F )) tj + σ0b0i + σ1b1itj + ϵij, (20)

where yij denotes the response for the ith subject at age tj, i = 1, . . . , 27 and j = 1, . . . , 4; β0 and
β2 denote the intercept and slope linear effects, respectively, for boys; and β1 and β4 denote the
difference in intercept and slope fixed effects, respectively, between girls and boys. In addition,
Ii(F ) denotes an indicator variable for females, and bi = (b0i, b1i) is the random effects vector for
the ith subject. Finally, ϵij ∼ N(0, σ2

ϵ) is the within-subject error.

We consider Gaussian priors for the latent random intercepts b0i
i.i.d∼ N(0, 1) and random slopes

b1i
i.i.d∼ N(0, 1). The resulting model is an LGM that can be fitted with R-INLA, and we check the

previous latent Gaussianity assumption. We show the observed and reference distribution for s0 in
Figure 11, where no large departure from latent Gaussianity are detected. The BF sensitivities were
0.67 and 1.20 · 10−7 for the random intercept and random slope components, so the Bayes factor is
more sensitive to the first component than the second. These results are consistent with the LnGM
fit in Cabral et al. (2022b) which indicated only a slight departure from latent Gaussianity for the
random intercept component and no significant departure for the random slope component.

The LGM fit in R-INLA and the diagnostic plots were generated with the following code, where
the data is stored in Orthodont which is included in the ngvb package.

formula <- value ~ 1 + Female + time + tF + f(subject, model = "iid")

+ f(subject2, time, model = "iid")

LGM <- inla(formula, data = Orthodont,

control.compute = list(config = TRUE))

check <- ng.check(fit = LGM)

7 Discussion

Prior modelling should not be overlooked, as features of the prior distribution can carry over into
the posterior and affect the model’s overall performance. Therefore, predictive checks and sensi-
tivity analysis that incur little additional computational cost were developed to check the latent
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Figure 10: Trellis display of the distance in millimetres between the pituitary and pterygomaxillary
fissure for girls (first row) and boys (second row).

Figure 11: Gaussian approximation of the reference distribution based on Proposition 1 (black
curve) for the random intercept component (left) and random slope component (right).

Gaussianity assumption in LGMs. The idea is that the analyst will first fit a simpler LGM and
assess if it can replicate important features in the data and then perturb it slightly in the direc-
tion of the LnGM to evaluate the impact on the results. This follows from the ideas of scientific
learning, iterative model building, and continuous model expansion of Box (1980), Rubin (1984),
and Gelman et al. (1996). Although it is possible to perform model checking without an explicit
alternative model (Gelman, 2007), it may be challenging to elicit intuitive discrepancy measures
when checking the latent components of a complex hierarchical model. In these cases, if a more
realistic model for the latent components is plausible, a statistically motivated choice is the Bayes
factor sensitivity. On the other hand, from a robustness analysis perspective, posterior predictive
checks can help in the interpretation of the sensitivity measures, such as the Bayes factor sensitivity,
by indicating if the observed sensitivities are unusually high according to the fitted model. Finally,
model checking and robustness analysis are also related through the workflow for model criticism
we present in Section 3.5.

An interesting observation in the time series and spatial statistics applications we studied is
that significant deviations from Gaussianity, when present, usually occurred only for a few time
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points or locations. For example, in the pressure data example, Figure 5 shows that deviations
from Gaussianity are more prevalent for 5 spatial locations. Consequently, rather than robustifying
the entire latent process by fitting an LnGM, it is more efficient to robustify only those specific
locations. This can be done, for instance, by conditioning the random effects’ driving noises on
mixture variables that control their variance in order to add more flexibility to the model (see
Cabral et al. (2022b)). By doing so, the latent process can account for non-Gaussian behaviour in
specific locations while preserving the Gaussian assumption in most areas.

Future work includes investigating the use of these tools to check other common assumptions,
such as independence, stationarity, or symmetry, both at the response distribution or at any latent
layer of hierarchical models. We gave primacy to the sensitivity of the Bayes factor. However,
there are other measures for model assessment and selection (see Gelman et al. (2014) and Vehtari
and Ojanen (2012)), such as the expected log predictive density, E{log π(y|z)|y, η}, and the widely
applicable information criterion (WAIC). Most of these measures involve a posterior expectation
and, therefore, can be assessed for sensitivity using Theorem 2.
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Appendices
The appendices provide supporting material for the main article. Firstly, Appendix A includes
the proof of the theorems, lemma and proposition. Then, Appendix B examines different ways
of simulating data from the fitted model and explains the reasons behind choosing the particular
sampling scheme outlined in Section 3.2. Furthermore, in Appendix D, we discuss the asymptotic
approximation of the reference distribution, which is useful when checking LGMs with non-Gaussian
responses. Finally, Appendix E details how the various sensitivity measures are computed in R-
INLA.

A Proofs

The formulas for s0 and I0 in Theorem 1 can be proven by applying the interchange of derivative
with integral, similar to the proofs of Fisher’s and Louis’ identities (Louis, 1982) used in maximum-
likelihood estimation problems involving hidden variables or unobserved data. Similarly, the formula
for sl in Theorem 1 has been proven in Pérez et al. (2006) using the same derivative-integral
exchange. We provide here more concise proofs based on Taylor expansions.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The regularity conditions of the theorem are necessary for the Taylor expansions of BFη(y) with a
remainder that behaves like O(η2). We start by expanding the Bayes factor of equation (1):

BFη(y) =
π(y|η)

π(y|η = 0)
=

∫
π(y, z|η)dz
π(y|η = 0)

(a)
=

∫
π(y, z|η = 0)(1 + p(y, z)η + (p(y, z)2 + g(y, z))η2/2 + O(η2))dz

π(y|η = 0)

=

∫
π(z|y, η = 0)(1 + p(y, z)η + (p(y, z)2 + g(y, z))η2/2 + O(η2))dz

= 1 + E{p(y, z)|y, η = 0}η + (E{p(y, z)2|y, η = 0}+ E{g(y, z)|y, η = 0})η2/2 + O(η2).

where step (a) follows from (2). Comparing the previous expansion with equation (1),

BFη(y) = 1 + s0(y)η + (s0(y)
2 − I0(y))η2/2 + O(η2),

yields the result of the theorem.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The regularity conditions of the theorem are necessary for the Taylor expansions of π(z|y, η) and
E{l(y, z)|y, η} with a remainder that behaves like O(η). We start by doing a Taylor expansion of
the posterior density:

π(z|y, η) = π(y, z|η)
π(y|η)

(a)
=

π(y, z|η = 0)(1 + p(y, z)η + O(η))

π(y|η = 0)(1 + E{p(y, z)|y, η = 0}η + O(η))
(b)
= π(z|y, η = 0)(1 + (p(y, z)− E{p(y, z)|y, η = 0})η + O(η)),
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where in step (a), the Taylor expansion in the numerator follows from (2) and the Taylor expansion
in the denominator follows from Theorem 1. Step (b) results from another Taylor expansion to the
fraction. Now, the posterior expectation of l(y, z) is given by

E{l(y, z)|y, η} =
∫
l(y, z)π(z|y, η)dz =

∫
l(y, z)π(z|y, η = 0)dz +

+

(∫
l(y, z)(p(y, z)− E{p(y, z)|y, η = 0})π(z|y, η = 0)dz

)
η + O(η)

= E{l(y, z)|y, η = 0}+ Cov {l(y, z), p(y, z) | y, η = 0} η + O(η).

A.3 Proof of Lemma 1

We consider the predictive distribution π(ypred|γ, η):

π(ypred|γ, η) =
∫
π(ypred|w,γ)π(w|γ, η)dw,

where we integrate over the prior π(w|γ, η) and the nuisance parameters γ are fixed. We also
define E(d,γ, η) = E{d(ypred,γ)|γ, η} and SD(d,γ, η) = [V {d(ypred,γ)|γ, η}]1/2 to be the mean
and variance of the discrepancy measure d under the simulated data. The steps of the proof are
given next. As the previous proofs, it relies on regularity conditions that permit derivative-integral
and limit-integral exchange.

argmax
d(·,·)

{
lim
η→0

d

dη

E(d,γ, η)

SD(d,γ, η)

}
= argmax

d(·,·)

{
1

SD[d,γ, 0]
lim
η→0

d

dη
E(d,γ, η)

}
= argmax

d(·,·)

[
1

SD(d,γ, 0)

∫
d(ypred,γ)

{
lim
η→0

∂ηπ(y
pred|γ, η)

}
dypred

]
(a)
= argmax

d(·,·)

{
1

SD(d,γ, 0)

∫
d(ypred,γ)s0(y

pred,γ)π(ypred|γ, η = 0)dypred

}
= argmax

d(·,·)

[
Cov

{
d(ypred,γ), s0(y

pred,γ)|γ, η = 0
}

SD {d(ypred,γ)|γ, η = 0}

]
= argmax

d(·,·)

[
Corr

{
d(ypred,γ), s0(y

pred,γ)|γ, η = 0
}
SD

{
s0(y

pred,γ)|γ, η = 0
}]

= argmax
d(·,·)

[
Corr

{
d(ypred,γ), s0(y

pred,γ)|γ, η = 0
}]

= as0(·, ·) + b, a, b ∈ R,

where Corr stands for correlation. Step (a) is based on (1) and Theorem 1:

π(ypred|γ, η) = π(ypred|γ, η = 0)(1 + s0(y
pred,γ)η + O(η)).

A.4 Proof of Theorem 3

We utilise here the same notation of Appendix A.3 and for fixed γ consider

lim
η→∞

dn(y
pred,γ) = d(ypred,γ) ∼ N{E(d,γ, η), V (d,γ, η)}.
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Assumptions: For step (a), we assume that SEVn(d,y, η) is integrable w.r.t. η and con-
verges uniformly to a continuous function, and that dn(y,γ) is asymptotically normal. Let
α(d, η,γ) = Φ {(d(y,γ)− E(d,γ, η))/SD(d,γ, η)}. For step (b) we need to assume that α(d, η,γ)
and ∂ηα(d, η,γ) are continuous functions w.r.t. η in ζ(η), and that the functions α(d, η,γ)π(γ|y, η)
and ∂ηα(d, η,γ)π(γ|y, η) are integrable w.r.t. γ, ∀η ∈ ζ(η). Lastly, for step (c) we need the same
assumptions as Lemma 1.

We then have that:

lim
n→∞

lim
η→0

d

dη
SEVn(d,y, η)

(a)
= lim

η→0

d

dη
lim
n→∞

SEVn(d,y, η) = lim
η→0

d

dη
SEV (d,y, η),

where SEV (d,y, η) = P
{
d(ypred,γ) > d(y,γ)|y, η

}
. The regularity assumptions on SEVn(d,y, η)

mentioned at the end of the proof allow exchanging limit with derivative in step (a). Then, by
leveraging on the normality of d we have:

SEV (d,y, η) = P
{
d(ypred,γ) > d(y,γ)|y, η = 0

}
= 1−

∫
Φ

{
d(y,γ)− E(d,γ, η)

SD(d,γ, η)

}
π(γ|y, η)dγ.

Finally,

argmax
d(·,·)

[
lim
η→0

d

dη
SEV (d,y, η)

]
= argmin

d(·,·)

[
lim
η→0

d

dη

∫
Φ

{
d(y,γ)− E(d,γ, η)

SD(d,γ, η)

}
π(γ|y, η)dγ

]
(b)
= argmin

d(·,·)

[
lim
η→0

d

dη
Φ

{
d(y,γ)− E(d,γ, η)

SD(d,γ, η)

}]

= argmax
d(·,·)

{
1

SD[d,γ, 0]
lim
η→0

d

dη
E(d,γ, η)

}
(c)
= as0(·, ·) + b, a, b ∈ R,

Step (b) follows by exchanging the limit and derivative with integral and because π(γ|y, η) is
positive and does not depend on d. Step (c) follows from Lemma 1.

A.5 Proof of Proposition 1

Here we consider the nuisance parameters γ, which are β and θ = (τϵ,θ2) to be fixed. The replicated
data yrep

0 from the LGM in (13) follows the distribution

π(yrep
0 ) ∼ N(Bβ, τ−1

ϵ I+A(DTdiag(h)−1D)−1AT ).

Now, as in (15), the BF sensitivity is s0(y
rep
0 ,γ) =

∑
i di(y

rep
0 ,γ), and the contribution from

index i is

di(y
rep
0 ,γ) =

b4i (y
rep
0 ) + 3Γ2

ii − 6b2i (y
rep
0 )Γii

8h3i
,

where,

b(yrep
0 ) = DτϵQ

−1
w AT (yrep

0 −Bβ), Γ = −DQ−1
w DT + diag(h), Qw = τϵA

TA+DTdiag(h)−1D.
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The distribution of b(yrep
0 ) can be simplified to N(0,Γ). Then, it follows from the central mixed

moments’ formula for the multivariate normal distribution (Guiard, 1986) that E[di(y
rep
0 ,γ)] = 0,

and Cov(di(y
rep
0 ,γ), dj(y

rep
0 ,γ)) = (3Γ4

ij)/(8h
3
ih

3
j). Therefore, the mean and variance of the refer-

ence distribution are E[s0(y
rep
0 ,γ)] = 0, and V ar[s0(y

rep
0 ,γ)] =

∑
i,j Cov(di(y

rep
0 ,γ), dj(y

rep
0 ,γ)) =∑

i,j(3Γ
4
ij)/(8h

3
ih

3
j).

B Details about the pressure data application

B.1 Fitting the latent non-Gaussian model

We fitted the latent non-Gaussian model (LnGM) to the pressure data using the Stan implemen-
tation in Cabral et al. (2022a). Details about how to fit this model in Stan can be found in
rafaelcabral96.github.io/nigstan/. The LnGM considers y ∼ N(Aw, σ2

ϵ I), where the random
effects w approximate a Matérn random field driven by NIG noise, and are defined by Dw = Λ(η),
for matrices A and D specified in Cabral et al. (2022a). A useful alternative representation is

w|V ∼ N
(
0, (DTdiag(V)D)−1

)
,

Vi|η ∼ IGaussian(hi, η
−1h2i ) i = 1, . . . , N,

where now the latent variables w are normally distributed conditioned on a set of mixing variables
V that follow the inverse-Gaussian distribution. These mixing variables add extra flexibility to
the initial Gaussian model. For the Gaussian base model, we have Vi = hi, so values of Vi much
larger or smaller than hi indicate more flexibility or rigidity of the latent field at node i. We show
in Figure 12 the posterior means of Vi/hi, for each spatial node. We highlighted the nodes where
the 90% posterior credible intervals of Vi do not include the value hi which indicates a significant
departure from Gaussianity. The resulting plot highlights the same 5 nodes as the ones shown in
Figure 3, which shows the BF sensitivity for each spatial node. The advantage of the BF sensitivity
plot is that it identifies the locations where the latent Gaussian assumptions lack flexibility solely
from the output of the LGM fit in R-INLA, i.e., without fitting the more expensive LnGM.

B.2 Sensitivity of spatial prediction

After fitting the LGM in R-INLA, we can obtain the posterior distribution of the weights w, which
correspond to the latent spatial field X(s) evaluated at the mesh nodes. The triangulation mesh of
the finite element method is shown in Figure 5. The random field X(s) evaluated at the unobserved
locations s1, s2, . . . of the 100 × 100 grid composes the vector xP = {X(s1), X(s2), . . . } and it is
given by the linear combination xP = APw, where AP is the projector matrix with elements ψi(sj).
This matrix is computed with the command inla.spde.make.A available in R-INLA. Then, the
posterior mean of the predictions is APE(w|y), where E(w|y) is the posterior mean of the random
effects obtained from R-INLA. The sensitivity of the predictions illustrated in Figure 5 is derived
from Theorem 2. Specifically, we have sP = AP limη→0 ∂ηE(w|y, η), where the term on the right
pertains to the sensitivity of the random effects w and is obtained from the function ng.check (see
Section 6).
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Figure 12: Plot of the posterior means of log(Vi/hi) for each spatial index. The 5 nodes where
significant departures from Gaussianity are detected are illustrated as circles with thicker contours.

C Predictive distributions in model checking

There are several ways to simulate data from the fitted model (see Robins et al. (2000)). The number
of choices increase when dealing with hierarchical models, because we might choose, for instance,
to simulate the second level variables from their prior distribution, and the third level variables
from their posterior distribution or vice-versa. Before discussing the usage of different predictive
distributions, we present an illustrative example that sheds light on some of the challenges of
performing predictive checking on the latent levels of hierarchical models.

C.1 Illustrative example

We consider the problem of smoothing time series data containing sudden jumps. Similarly to Wang
et al. (2018), the data were simulated from the following model:

yi = sin3(2π(wi/10000)
3) + σϵϵi, ϵi ∼ N(0, 1),

where wi ∈ [0, 100] are equally spaced with distance 1 and σ2
ϵ = 0.04. We added a jump of size -2 at

location 20 and another one of size 3 at location 40 and subtracted the simulated processes by the
sample mean. The original and modified time series with two added jumps are shown in Figure 13.
We considered the following model:

yi = wi + σϵϵi, (21)

where w = (w1, . . . , w100) follows a random walk of order 1 (RW1) prior. The dependency matrix
D that defines this RW1 component is

D(σw) =
1

σw


−1 1

−1 1
. . . . . .

−1 1

 ,
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where D(σw)w = Λ(0), with Λ(0) being an i.i.d. standard Gaussian noise vector.
The two sudden jumps can be seen as process outliers in that, for a Gaussian RW1 model,

the likelihood of those sudden jumps occurring is very low. To account for these events,
we also considered an equivalent non-Gaussian RW1 component driven by NIG noise, where
wi+1 − wi = Λi, i = 1, . . . , 99. Large events in the noise process Λi will lead to large jumps in the
process w. We chose the priors τϵ = 1/σ2

ϵ ∼ Gam(1, 0.5), τw = 1/σ2
w ∼ Gam(1, 0.005) (using the

shape and rate reparameterization), and η ∼ Exp(1). The smoothed process π(w|y) and prediction
replicates drawn from π(y101:200|y) for the LGM, and LnGM fits are shown in Figure 13.

Figure 13: The data is shown as black circle markers for the original time series (top) and the
modified time series (bottom). The posterior mean of the latent field (blue line) and 97.5% credible
intervals (shaded area) are shown in the interval x ∈ [1, 100], and five prediction replicates are
shown in the interval x ∈ [101, 200].

The sensitivity measures di(y) computed from the LGM fit are shown in Figure 14, where the
locations 20 and 40 of the two sudden jumps clearly stand out for the modified time series. We
make a few observations regarding the LGM fit:

1. The two jumps were captured by posterior distribution of the LGM’s latent field π(w|y)
although at the cost of a 45% increase in its marginal scale, compared with the original time
series with no jumps. On the other hand, the marginal scale of the LnGM only increased by
8%.
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2. Each term of the score s0(y) =
∑

i di(y) in (12) can be simplified to

di(y) = E

[
({D(σw)w}2i − 3)2 − 6

8

∣∣∣∣y, η = 0

]
,

where {D(σw)w}i = (wi+1 − wi)/σw, and so di(y) will be large when there is a sudden jump
at location i of the smoothed process π(w|y), which is visible in Figure 14.

3. Unlike the pressure example of Section 4.4, the LGM does not oversmooth the data since
the two sudden jumps are present in the posterior mean of the latent field. Thus, one may
think there is no benefit in considering an LnGM beyond having less uncertain predictions.
However, the future replicates of the LnGM fit exhibit jumps for the modified time series,
while the future replicates of the LGM fit do not.

The last point exemplifies that even if no under fitting can be detected at the observed locations,
the LGM may fail to generate important path features in future predictions. To detect predictive
hindrance of this kind, we can consider replicates drawn from the predictive density given in Section
3.2, which we will further explore here.

Figure 14: Marginal likelihood sensitivity measures di for the LGM fit of the original time series
(left) and time series with jumps (right).

C.2 Predictive distributions

We consider here several predictive distributions for LGMs. We use the notation yobs to refer to the
observed data and we we define three types of replicates: yprior, ymixed, and ypost, which correspond
to prior, mixed, and posterior predictive replicates, respectively.

C.2.1 Prior predictive distribution

Box (1980) proposed checking Bayesian models by contrasting the observed data with the prior
predictive distribution, which for LGMs with only one random effects w takes the form

π(yprior|η = 0) =

∫
π(yprior|β,w,θ1)π(β,w,θ|η = 0)dβdwdθ.

31



In the present context this predictive distribution might not be desirable, since it does not allow
distinguishing an inadequate prior for the latent random effectsw with an inadequate prior for β and
θ. We often choose very diffuse priors for the linear effects β and hyperparameters θ or shrinkage
priors meant to penalize model complexity (Simpson et al., 2017). Although they can lead to
reasonable posterior distributions, these priors are often not generative. A prior is not generative
if it does not lead to replicates consistent with our understanding of the problem (Gelman et al.,
2017). Figure 15 shows five prior predictive replicates for the model of Section C.1. The marginal
standard deviation of the prior predictive process is considerably higher than the fitted process in
Figure 13. At the same time, the replicates appear to be comparatively less smooth than the data.

Figure 15: Prior predictive replicates from the LGM (left) and LnGM (right) fit, for the data with
two sudden jumps.

We simulated the reference distribution of the BF sensitivity s0(y
prior
0 , γ̂), for the time series with

and without the sudden jumps, where γ̂ = (σ̂w, σ̂ϵ) is the prior mode of the nuisance parameters.
The posterior distribution of η is close to 0 for the original time series with no jumps, suggesting
adequacy of the LGM. However, as shown in Figure 16, in the s0-dimension, the observed data is
highly unlikely given this prior predictive distribution since the prior distribution of the nuisance
parameters is not representative of the data.

C.2.2 Posterior predictive density

Posterior predictive replicates (Rubin, 1984; Gelman et al., 1996) are drawn from

π(ypost|yobs, η = 0) =

∫
π(ypost|β,w,θ1)π(β,w,θ|yobs, η = 0)dβdwdθ.

Gelman et al. (1995) rejected prior predictive checking by claiming that it considers the prior as true
“population distribution” while the posterior predictive distribution views the prior as an outdated
initial estimate. Figure 19 shows five posterior predictive replicates for the model and data of
Section C.1. Unlike prior predictive checking, if we use the posterior predictive distribution, the
first time series with no jumps is not unusual along the s0-dimension, as shown in Figure 18, which
compares s0(y

post
0 , γ̂) with s0(y, γ̂), where γ̂ is the posterior mode of the nuisance parameters.
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Figure 16: Reference distribution s0(y
prior
0 , γ̂) obtained for the original time series with no jumps

(left) and the time series with the added jumps (right) using prior predictive replicates. The red
vertical line indicates the BF sensitivity at the observed data.

Figure 17: Posterior predictive replicates from the LGM (left) and LnGM (right) fit for the data
with two sudden jumps.

C.2.3 Mixed predictive replicates

More replicating schemes can be taken into account. To check if π(w|θ2, η = 0) is a good gen-
erative prior, we can think of π(ymixed|β,θ, η = 0) =

∫
π(ymixed|β,w,θ1)π(w|θ2, η = 0)dw as the

likelihood, obtained by marginalising out w. By taking into account the prior distribution π(β,θ),
we end up with a 2-stage hierarchical formulation for LGMs. Since the priors for the linear ef-
fects and hyperparameters are often not generative, it makes sense to sample from their posterior
distribution. This leads to the mixed predictive distribution that we use in Section 3.4:

π(ymixed|yobs, η = 0) =

∫
π(ymixed|β,θ, η = 0)π(β,θ|yobs, η = 0)dβdθ. (22)

Predictive distributions of the previous kind that involve the prior distribution for the variables
of one level of the hierarchical model and the posterior distribution of the variables at another
level are referred to as “mixed predictive” distributions in Gelman et al. (1996). Mixed predictive
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Figure 18: Reference distribution s0(y
post
0 , γ̂) obtained for the original time series with no jumps

(left) and the time series with the added jumps (right) using posterior predictive replicates. The
red vertical line indicates the observed value.

replicates for the LGM and LnGM fits are shown in Figure 19 for the time series with two sudden
jumps. The sample paths of these replicates resemble the future predictions in Figure 13. Namely,
we see a similar level of smoothness and jumps for the LnGM model (we explore this resemblance
in the next paragraph). Thus, if the model checks reveal inadequacy using this mixed predictive
distribution, it means there are features in the data that will not be replicated in future time points
(in the example of this section, it is the sudden jumps). The reference distribution s0(y

mixed, γ̂)
obtained from this predictive scheme is shown in Figure 20. For the modified time series with two
jumps, we can see that this predictive check is less optimistic than the one in Figure 18 since the
samples are closer to 0.

Figure 19: Mixed predictive replicates from the LGM (left) and LnGM (right) fit for the data with
two sudden jumps.

The mixed predictive scheme density in (22) is associated with several prediction tasks, in-
cluding predicting the observations of an unobserved subject in a longitudinal study. In this case,
the temporal random effects are often sampled from their prior distribution, while the linear ef-
fects and hyperparameters are sampled from the posterior distribution. Other predictive tasks are
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Figure 20: Reference distribution s0(y
pred
0 , γ̂) obtained for the original time series with no jumps

(left) and the time series with the added jumps (right). The red vertical line indicates the observed
value, and the black curve approximates the reference distribution based on Proposition 1.

long-range forecasting in a time series model or predicting data on a territory far away from the
location of the observations in a spatial model. The relationship between these prediction tasks
and the mixed predictive scheme in (22) is demonstrated next. Let us consider here predictions at
unobserved locations yunob, and the latent vectors wobs and wunob at the observed and unobserved
locations. Replicates draw from (22) share similar sample path features as yunob, as suggested by
the following relationship (we omit the conditioning on η = 0):

π(yunob|yobs) =

∫
π(yunob,wunob,wobs,β,θ|yobs)dwunobdwobsdβdθ (23)

=

∫
π(yunob|wunob,β,θ1)π(w

unob|wobs,θ2)π(w
obs|yobs,θ2)× π(β,θ|yobs)dwobsdwunobdβdθ

≈
∫
π(yunob|wunob,β,θ1)π(w

unob|θ2)π(β,θ|yobs)dwunobdβdθ.

For time series and spatial statistics models, the joint prior distribution π(wobs,wunob|θ2) often
considers decaying correlation with lag. Therefore, the unobserved latent process, which is suffi-
ciently distant from the observed locations, will be practically independent of it, motivating the
approximation π(wunob|wobs,θ2) ≈ π(wunob|θ2), which serves as the basis for the approximation in
(23). We note that π(yunob|yobs) in (23) closely resembles the posterior predictive density of (22),
where both involve the prior distribution for the latent field and the posterior distribution for the
nuisance parameters and thus have similar sample path features.

D Asymptotic approximation for the reference distribution

For i.i.d. data and simple 1-level models with no nuisance parameters, the reference distribution of
the Fisher’s score sRS(ypred

0 ) = limη→0 ∂ηπ(y
pred
0 |η) can be asymptotically approximated by a normal

distribution with variance given by the Fisher’s information IRS = −E{limη→0 ∂
2
ηπ(y

pred
0 |η)} (Rao,

2005), where ypred
0 stands for replicated data from the base model. The resulting test is Rao’s score

test, which considers the statistic (sRS(y))2/IRS, which asymptotically follows the χ2 distribution
under the base model. In practice, the observed Fisher’s information, − limη→0 ∂

2
ηπ(y|η), can be
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used as a consistent estimator of the Fisher’s information, and it can be readily computed from the
observed data.

Likewise, we could approximate the variance of s0(y
pred
0 ,γ) by the measure I0(y,γ) given in

Theorem 1, for fixed nuisance parameters:

I0(y,γ) = −E {g(y, z)|y,γ, η = 0} − V {p(y, z)|y,γ, η = 0} ,

p(y, z) = lim
η→0

d

dη
log π(y, z|η), g(y, z) = lim

η→0

d2

dη2
log π(y, z|η).

We can compute I0(y,γ) by Monte Carlo from samples of the fitted model since it only involves
the posterior expectation and variance of g(y, z) and p(y, z), respectively. For the latent non-
Gaussianity check of Section 4, if we consider random effects driven by NIG noise, we have:

p(w,θ2) = lim
η→0

d

dη
log π(w|θ2, η) =

n∑
i=1

({D(θ2)w}2i − 3hi)
2 − 6h2i

8h3i
,

and,

g(w,θ2) = lim
η→0

d2

dη2
log π(w|θ2, η) (24)

=
n∑

i=1

−3h3i − 3h2i {D(θ2)w}2i + 6hi{D(θ2)w}4i − {D(θ2)w}6i
8h5i

.

We prove in Sections D.2 and D.3 that E{s0(ypred
0 ,γ)} = 0, and

I = V {s0(ypred
0 ,γ)} = E{I0(ypred

0 ,γ)}, for fixed values of γ. However, establishing the con-
ditions for the asymptotic normality of s0(y

pred
0 ,γ) and if I0(y,γ) is a consistent estimator of I

is not straightforward in general, because in our models the data is not i.i.d. and the dimension
of the latent variables grows with the data in some LGMs. Nonetheless, simulations suggest that
s0(y

pred
0 ,γ)/

√
I0(y,γ) asymptotically follows a standard normal distribution, when the latent

signal is detectable. These are shown in the next section.
The replicated data ypred

0 is draw from the base model:

π(ypred
0 |γ, η = 0) =

∫
π(y|w,β,θ1)π(w|θ2, η = 0)dw.

We consider that the nuisance parameters γ = (β,θ) are fixed, and for simplicity, from now on, we
omit the conditioning on γ.

D.1 Simulations

Figure 21 shows samples of the distribution s0(y
pred
0 , γ̂)/

√
I0(y, γ̂) obtained for 12 simulated

datasets y(i), i = 1, . . . , 12, from the latent Gaussian RW1 model in (21): yi = σwwi+σϵϵi. The sim-
ulation parameters were σϵ = 1 and σw ∈ {1/3, 1, 3, 5}, and the dimension was N ∈ {50, 200, 1000}.
When σw = 1/3, the signal is barely detectable, and I0 is negative, and so s0(y

pred
0 , γ̂)/

√
I0(y, γ̂)

cannot be computed, and the plots for these cases are empty. For the other cases, the asymptotic
result can provide an adequate approximation.
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Figure 21: Density of a standard normal distribution (red) and kernel density estimate (black) of
the distribution s0(y

pred
0 , γ̂)/

√
I0(y, γ̂) for simulated latent RW1 models with different dimensions

N and scales σw.

D.2 Mean of the reference distribution

The results rely again on conditions that allow derivative-integral and limit-integral interchange.
The mean of the reference distribution under replicated data ypred

0 is

E{s0(ypred
0 ,γ)} =

∫
s0(y

pred
0 ,γ)π(ypred

0 |η = 0)dypred
0

=

∫ (
lim
η→0

∂η log π(y
pred
0 |η)

)
π(ypred

0 |η = 0)dypred
0

=

∫
limη→0 ∂ηπ(y

pred
0 |η)

π(ypred
0 |η = 0)

π(ypred
0 |η = 0)dypred

0

= lim
η→0

∂η

∫
π(ypred

0 |η)dypred
0 = lim

η→0
∂η1 = 0.
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D.3 Variance of the reference distribution

The variance of the reference distribution under replicated data ypred
0 is

V
{
s0(y

pred
0 ,γ)

}
= E

{
s20(y

pred
0 ,γ)

}
(a)
= E

{
I0(y

pred
0 ,γ)

}
.

Step (a) results from the relationship

E

[{
lim
η→0

∂η log π(y
pred
0 |η)

}2
]
= −E

{
lim
η→0

∂2η log π(y
pred
0 |η)

}
. (25)

The previous equation can be derived from the expansion

∂2η log π(y
pred
0 |η) =

∂2ηπ(y
pred
0 |η)

π(ypred
0 |η)

− (∂η log π(y
pred
0 |η))2, (26)

and

E

{
∂2ηπ(y

pred
0 |η)

π(ypred
0 |η)

}
=

∫
∂2ηπ(y

pred
0 |η)

π(ypred
0 |η)

π(ypred
0 |η)dypred

0 = ∂2η

∫
π(ypred

0 |η)dypred
0 = 0.

Thus, taking the limit of both sides of (26) and then taking the expectation leads to (25).

E Implementation in R-INLA

The R-INLA software computes the posterior distributions of the parameters of LGMs, which,
in Section 4 corresponds to setting η = 0 (we omit the conditioning on η = 0 here). We
leverage on the Gaussian mixture approximation in (19) where x | y,θk ∼ N(µk,Σk = Q−1

k ), and
x = (ℓ,β,w). The quantities π(θk | y), µk, Qk, and Σk are returned by R-INLA when the argu-
ment control.compute = list(config = TRUE) is added to the inla function. With the previous
approximation, posterior expectations and covariances can be computed by conditioning on each
hyperparameter configuration θk, and then computing the weighted average:

E{f(x,θ)|y} =
K∑
k=1

E{f(x,θk)|y,θk}π(θk | y)∆k. (27)

All sensitivity measures can be expressed as posterior expectations or covariances, so below, we
will derive the results conditioned on θk. We consider the posterior distribution of the random
effects w|y,θk ∼ N(µw,Σw), where µw and Σw can be obtained from R-INLA. Another useful
random vector is the latent residual vector:

r|y,θk = D(θk)w|y,θk ∼ N
{
D(θk)µ

w, D(θk)Σ
wD(θk)

T
}
.

We also define b = D(θk)µ
w and Γ = −D(θk)Σ

wD(θk)
T + diag(h). We show in the next sections

how various quantities related to sensitivity analysis and model checking are computed in R-INLA.
The results in Sections E.1, E.2 and E.3 apply to any LGM (with Gaussian or non-Gaussian re-
sponse), while Section E.4 only applies for LGMs with a Gaussian response.
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E.1 BF sensitivity

The BF sensitivity s0 is s0(θk) =
∑n

i di(θk), and as already seen in Section 4.3:

di(y,θk) = E

{
(r2i − 3hi)

2 − 6h2i
8h3i

∣∣∣∣y,θk

}
=
b4i + 3Γ2

ii − 6b2iΓii

8h3i
.

E.2 Sensitivity of posterior expectations sl

We consider the sensitivity of posterior expectations of w, β and ℓ, for non-Gaussian prior pertur-
bations on w. We compute here the sensitivity of the posterior mean of the first fixed effect β1,
and similar calculations apply for other posterior means. From Theorem 2 and equation (11), the
sensitivity is given by:

sβ1(y, θk) =
n∑

i=1

Cov

{
β1,

(r2i − 3hi)
2 − 6h2i

8h3i

∣∣∣∣y,θk

}
.

Under the Gaussian mixture approximation:

(β1, r)
T |y,θk ∼ N

([
µβ1

b

]
,

[
Σβ1 Σβ1,r

Σr,β1 −Γ+ diag(h)

])
,

where Σβ1,r = Cov(β1,w | y,θk)D
T (θk). Then, it can be shown that:

sβ1(y,θk) =
n∑

i=1

biΣ
β1,r
i (−3Γii + b2i )

2h3i
.

E.3 Measure I0

From Theorem 1, and equations (11) and (24), the measure I0 is given by:

I0(y,θk) = −
n∑

i=1

E {gi(ri)|y,θk} − V

{
n∑

i=1

pi(ri) | y,θk

}
.

where gi(ri) is given in (24). Then, we have:

E {gi(ri)|y,θk} = E
{
(−3h3i − 3h2i r

2
i + 6hir

4
i − r6i )/(8h5i )

∣∣y,θk

}
= −(b6i + b4i (−15Γii + 9hi) + 3b2i (15Γ

2
ii − 18Γiihi + 4h2i )

8h5
−

− 3(−5Γ3
ii + 9Γ2

iihi − 4Γiih
2
i + h3i )

8h5
.

Also, V {
∑n

i=1 pi(ri)|y,θk} =
∑

i,j Cov{pi(ri), pj(rj)|y,θk}, and

Cov{pi(ri), pj(rj)|y,θk} =

=
Γij(3Γ

3
ij − 12Γ2

ijbibj + 9Γij(Γii − b2i )(Γjj − b2j)− 2b1(−3Γii + b2i )bj(−3Γjj + b2j))

8h3ih
3
j

.
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E.4 Model checking for LGMs with Gaussian response

The ng.check function produces a diagnostic plot, which can be seen in Figure 4 (ex-
cept the histogram) comparing the Gaussian approximation of the reference distribution
N [0, V {s0(ypred, θ̂)|η = 0}] with the observed BF sensitivity value, where the variance of the refer-
ence distribution is given in Proposition (1), and θ̂ is fixed at the posterior mode. The upper-tailed
probability p in (7) is also computed, and it takes into account the uncertainty associated with the
hyperparameters, p =

∑K
k=1 p(θk)π(θk | y)∆k, where:

p(θk) = P
{
s0(y

pred,θk) > s0(y,θk)|θk, η = 0
}
≈ Φ

[
−s0(y,θk)/SD{s0(ypred,θk)|η = 0}

]
.
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