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Abstract

Hidden Markov models (HMMs) are probabilistic methods in which observations are seen as realizations of a latent
Markov process with discrete states that switch over time. Moving beyond standard statistical tests, HMMs offer a
statistical environment to optimally exploit the information present in multivariate time series, uncovering the latent
dynamics that rule them. Here, we extend the Poisson HMM to the multilevel framework, accommodating variability
between individuals with continuously distributed individual random effects following a lognormal distribution, and
describe how to estimate the model in a fully parametric Bayesian framework. The proposed multilevel HMM enables
probabilistic decoding of hidden state sequences from multivariate count time-series based on individual-specific pa-
rameters, and offers a framework to quantificate between-individual variability formally. Through a Monte Carlo study
we show that the multilevel HMM outperforms the HMM for scenarios involving heterogeneity between individuals,
demonstrating improved decoding accuracy and estimation performance of parameters of the emission distribution,
and performs equally well when not between heterogeneity is present. Finally, we illustrate how to use our model to
explore the latent dynamics governing complex multivariate count data in an empirical application concerning pilot
whale diving behaviour in the wild, and how to identify neural states from multi-electrode recordings of motor neural
cortex activity in a macaque monkey in an experimental set up. We make the multilevel HMM introduced in this study
publicly available in the R-package mHMMbayes in CRAN.

Keywords: Hidden Markov models, Multilevel analysis, Time series, Count data, Monte Carlo Simulation, Bayesian
statistics
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1. Introduction

Longitudinal count data are commonly encountered
in fields such as healthcare (Inaba, 2017; Chiang et al.,
2018; Conesa et al., 2015; Marchuk et al., 2018), ecol-
ogy (DeRuiter et al., 2017; Perry et al., 2019), neuro-
physiology (Radons et al., 1994; van Kempen et al.,
2021; Kirchherr et al., 2022), seismology (Orfanogian-
naki et al., 2010; Felix et al., 2022), meteorology
(Holsclaw et al., 2017), traffic flow and crash mod-
els (Cheng et al., 2017; Rossi et al., 2015), and fi-
nance, among others (for a review, see, Davis et al.,
2021). Analyzing count time series requires dealing
with the autocorrelation of the data and possibility of
over-dispersion. Hidden Markov models (HMMs) have
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been widely used to model such data, which assume
that the observations are generated by an unobserved
Markov chain. HMMs are flexible probabilistic mod-
els for sequential data which assume the observations to
depend on an underlying latent state process. They are
used for classification tasks, forecasting, or general in-
ference on the data-generating process (for an overview,
see, Zucchini et al., 2017). In an HMM’s basic model
formulation, the underlying state sequence is assumed
to be a finite-state first-order Markov chain. This as-
sumption is mathematically and computationally very
convenient and allows for an efficient likelihood evalu-
ation and inference (Zucchini et al., 2017) and allows to
deal with the autocorrelation in the longitudinal series
of observations. When it comes to count longitudinal
data, the HMM-Poisson is a popular variant, which as-
sumes that the counts are generated by a Poisson emis-
sion distribution with mean that depends on the under-
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lying state. Several applications of the HMM-Poisson
are found in the literature: for example, states mod-
elling levels of risk of epileptic seizures (Chiang et al.,
2018) and advancement of pulmonary disease (Marchuk
et al., 2018), inferring four different behaviours in pilot
whales using sensor data (DeRuiter et al., 2017), un-
covering neural states involved in the different stages of
the orchestration of a motor behaviour (Sadacca et al.,
2016), or early warning detection of influenza outbreaks
(Conesa et al., 2015). However, the HMM-Poisson does
not account for heterogeneity between individuals or
clusters of data.

In practice, it is common for longitudinal count data
to exhibit heterogeneity between individuals or groups,
which can lead to biased and inaccurate estimates if not
accounted for and worsen the effect of over-dispersion
in the count data (McNeish, 2019). Multilevel mod-
els have been developed to address this issue, where
individual-specific parameters are assumed to follow a
population-level distribution (Hox et al., 2018), includ-
ing multilevel HMMs (Altman, 2007). Although several
methods have been proposed to model between individ-
ual variability, the estimation of individual specific ran-
dom effects on both components of the model via tradi-
tional maximal likelihood methods tends to be compu-
tationally intractable using frequentist approaches, pos-
sibly limiting a more widespread utilization of these
models (Altman, 2007; McClintock, 2021). For this
reason most of the application of the multilevel HMM
consist on mixture models that allocate variability be-
tween groups of individuals with discrete random ef-
fects, limiting the possibility of exploring individual
differences (e.g., Maruotti et al., 2021). However, re-
cent research has shown that wrongly assuming a mix-
ture distribution for a continuously distributed between
individual variation can lead to biased parameter esti-
mation (McClintock, 2021). A small number of ap-
plications have shown that it is possible to include in-
dividual specific random effects in both components
of HMMs with more than two hidden states using an
iterative Bayesian estimation framework (e.g., Shirley
et al., 2012; de Haan-Rietdijk et al., 2017; Vidal Busta-
mante et al., 2022; Hale and Aarts, 2023; Mildiner Mor-
aga et al., 2023). Yet, to the best of our knowledge,
only DeSantis and Bandyopadhyay (2011) and Kirch-
herr et al. (2022) considered a multilevel HMM with
continuous random effects in combination with an emis-
sion distribution suitable to analyze count data. How-
ever, the multilevel HMM with zero inflated Poisson
conditional-probabilities in DeSantis and Bandyopad-
hyay (2011) only included individual-specific random
effects on the emission distribution and was limited to

two hidden states due to estimation constraints. On the
other hand, we developed the model in Kirchherr et al.
(2022) in collaboration with applied researchers, which
we formally introduce, describe, and assess here for a
statistical audience.

The purpose of this study is to introduce a
novel Bayesian multilevel hidden Markov model with
a Poisson-lognormal emission distribution (MHMM-
PLN) to model longitudinal count data of multiple indi-
viduals at a time. Our proposed model extends the stan-
dard HMM to the multilevel framework to account for
the hierarchical structure of the data and incorporates
a lognormal distributed individual specific random ef-
fects that captures the over-dispersion between individ-
uals in the count data, and allows to study individual dif-
ferences between them. We describe how to efficiently
sample the group-level and individual specific param-
eters in the model in the Bayesian framework, which
we made openly accessible on the R library mHMMbayes

(Aarts, 2019). We show that the model has the poten-
tial to provide more accurate estimates of the sequence
underlying states and emission parameters than a com-
parable single-level HMM under data generating condi-
tions with or without between individual heterogeneity
in one or both components of the model with a small
Monte Carlo simulation.

The rest of the manuscript is organized as follows.
Section 2 describes the specification and estimation of a
basic HMM Poisson and the multilevel HMM Poisson-
lognormal model. Section 3 consists of the Monte
Carlo simulation study aimed at evaluating the mulilevel
HMM. In Section 4 we showcase the information that
can be obtained with the model with two distinct em-
pirical applications. We conclude with a discussion of
the main results, limitations, and future perspectives in
Section 5.

2. Model specification

In this section we present a brief introduction to the
Bayesian HMM for count time series and describe ap-
proaches to apply it to a group of individuals. Subse-
quently, we describe the Bayesian multilevel HMM for
count time series and discuss how it extends the mod-
eling capabilities of the single-level HMM. Finally, we
discuss inference of the MHMM using Bayesian esti-
mation.

2.1. Specification of the single-level HMM Poisson-
lognormal

In the basic single-level Hidden Markov Model
(HMM), we assume that one or more time series of
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count observations, denoted as O1,O2, ...,OT across
time points t ∈ {1, 2, ...,T }, result from a sequence of
underlying states, represented by S 1, S 2, ..., S T , where
there are M possible hidden states S t ∈ {1, ...,M}, which
cannot be directly measured. More formally, the model
posits that the probability of observing a count Ot = q at
time t depends solely on the state S t visited at that time,
denoted as P(Ot = q|S t = i), and is defined by an ar-
bitrary emission distribution. The hidden states are not
identically and independently distributed; instead, they
follow a first-order Markov process. In other words,
the probability of transitioning from state S t−1 = i at
time point t − 1 to state S t = j at time t depends only
on the departing state i at time point t, expressed as
P(S t = j|S t−1 = i). Figure 1 provides a detailed il-
lustration of the general structure of a basic HMM for
multivariate count data.

Three sets of parameters describe the basic single-
level HMM: the initial distribution of the states π with
the initial probabilities πi ≡ P(S t=1 = i) of each state
at the first-time measurement (i.e., t = 1); the tran-
sition distribution A containing the probabilities ai j =

P(S t = j|S t−1 = i) of switching between states; and the
emission distribution B consisting on the parameters bi

defining P(Ot = q|S t = i), the probabilities of observ-
ing q counts each time series, given the hidden state S t

being visited.
In terms of these three components, the likelihood L

of a basic univariate hidden Markov model (HMM) can
be defined as

L = πB(O1)AB(O2)AB(O3)...AB(OT )1′ (1)

where π is a column vector of dimensions (1×M) with
the initial probabilities of the states S t=1 ∈ {1, ...,M},
πi ≡ P(S t=1 = i), A is a transition probability matrix
of dimensions (M × M) denoting the transition proba-
bilities ai j = P(S t = j|S t−1 = i) which is assumed to
be homogeneous over the occasions t, B is the emission
distribution consisting of a diagonal matrix of dimen-
sions (M×M) with the ith diagonal element denoting the
emission probability density bi defining P(Ot = q|S t =

i) which can take any arbitrary form, and 1′ is a column
vector of M elements of value one. In the context of this
study, a Poisson emission distribution is assumed for the
observed counts Ot, given the hidden state S t, such that
P(Ot = q|S t = i) ≡ Poisson(bi). B is the diagonal ma-
trix of dimensions (M × M) with its diagonal elements
denoting the Poisson parameters b (expected counts) for
the M hidden states.

Although the model has been defined for an univari-
ate observed sequence, it can readily be extended to

multivariate data with the convenient assumption that
the multiple sequences (e.g., observations from multi-
observed sequence probes) are conditionally indepen-
dent given the hidden states (e.g., Zucchini et al., 2017,
see diagram in Figure 1). That is, we specify the joint
distribution P(O1t = q1,O2t = q2, ...,OkT = qT ) for the
k ∈ {1, 2, ...,K} state-dependent emission distributions
as the product of the K marginal state-dependent emis-
sion probability densities P(Okt = qt |S t = i):

P(O11 = q1, ...,O1T = qT )...P(OK1 = q1, ...,OKT = qT ) =

=

T∏
t=1

K∏
k=1

P(Okt = qt |S t = i)

(2)

As a result, the likelihood of the general multivariate
HMM takes the form:

L =
K∏

k=1

πBk(Ok1)ABk(Ok2)ABk(Ok3)...ABk(OkT )1′ (3)

A basic HMM of this specification can be easily
estimated using direct likelihood maximization (e.g.,
Zucchini et al., 2017), following a computationally ef-
ficient recursive implementation of the Expectation-
Maximization algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977) known
as the Baum-Welch algorithm (Baum et al., 1970), or
via the Bayesian estimation framework as we do here
(e.g., Scott, 2002).

The Bayesian specification requires choosing a suit-
able set of priors for the transition and emission param-
eters. Although a categorical distribution and its con-
jugate Dirichlet prior could be used for the transition
probabilities ai j, for consistency with the specification
of the multilevel HMM in Section 2.3 here we adopt a
multinomial logit with a normal prior of the form:

ai j ∼ MNL(αi j) (4)

αi j ∼ N(α0i j,Ψ0i j) (5)

where α0i j represent the prior expectations on the in-
tercepts of the multinomial logit, and Ψ0 the prior ex-
pectation on their covariance.

The multinomial logistic regression is a common
way to model categorical outcomes, such as the choice
of one of several possible states, where the probabili-
ties for selecting outcomes can be explained by covari-
ates. Hence, probabilities to transition from hidden state
i ∈ {1, ..,M} to state j ∈ {1, ..,M} is modeled using M
batches of M − 1 intercepts αi j. That is,

3



St-1 St St+1

O1,t-1
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Figure 1: Directed acyclic graph of a basic hidden Markov model with a multivariate Poisson emission distribution. The probability ai j of switching
to a hidden state j at time t, depicted as S t = j with a circle, depends only on the state i at the previous time point (i.e., S t−1 = i). The multivariate
counts observed at time t over the K time series, depicted with squares as O1t , ...,OKt , depends only on the value of the current latent state S t .
Superimposed are the model parameters, with transition probabilities ai j, Poisson means b1i, ..., bKi, the multinomial logit intercepts αi. and the
emission matrix B., respectively.

ai j =
exp(αi j)

1 +
∑M

l=2 exp(αil)
(6)

where the numerator is set equal to 1 for j = 1, mak-
ing the first state of every row of the transition prob-
ability matrix A the baseline category. Notice that the
multinomial logistic regression consists on a matrix of
(M×M−1) elements, with M rows denoting transitions
from M states, and M − 1 columns denoting transitions
to M − 1 states, since the transitions to the first state
(first column) are defined as the reference category and
are not estimated (thus, αi j=i = 0).

We let the state i–specific Poisson parameters bki for
each of the K dependent variables follow a lognormal
distribution of the form:

ln(bki) ∼ N(b0ki, τ0ki) (7)

where b0ki and τ0ki represent the prior expectations
on log–transform means and uncertainty of the Poisson
parameters bki, respectively. Note that using a normal
prior on the log-transform of the Poisson parameters bnki

is equivalent to specifying a lognormal prior on the un-
transformed Poisson parameter. In addition, as previ-
ously mentioned, because bki are assumed to be condi-
tionally independent given the state, no covariance ma-
trix is estimated for the covariance between dependent
variables.

2.2. Dealing with data of multiple individuals

When applying Hidden Markov Models (HMM) to
multiple sequences of data, researchers face challenges
in handling individual variation. One approach involves
fitting a ”complete pooling” standard HMM, assum-
ing a same set of parameters shared among all individ-
uals –with the option of incorporating individual co-
variates, making parameters conditional on these at-
tributes. However, complete pooling does not account
for individual variation and may lead to biased infer-
ence (Rueda et al., 2013). Conversely, fitting a separate
”unpooled” HMM for each individual (i.e., ”no pool-
ing”) captures individual heterogeneity but is inefficient
and may lead to difficulties in comparing parameters
and hidden states between individuals. The individual
fixed effects model (e.g., Jonsen, 2016; McClintock and
Michelot, 2018) combines aspects of both approaches
–it assumes ”complete pooling” for one of the com-
ponents of the model, and ”no pooling” to the other–
but results in complex and less interpretable models.
An intermediate solution is the mixture HMM (e.g.,
Bartolucci and Farcomeni, 2015; Maruotti et al., 2021;
Langrock et al., 2012), where latent classes with vary-
ing model parameters are specified, while individuals
within each class share common parameters. However,
it assumes a limited number of homogeneous subgroups
and may be a poor approximation when individual vari-
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ation is continuous, as shown by McClintock (2021).
The continuous random effects multilevel framework

(i.e., ”partial pooling”), on the other hand, brings to-
gether the benefits of both ”complete pooling” and ”un-
pooled” models: it allows estimation of parameters at
both the individual and group levels, providing group-
level estimates while allowing deviation between indi-
vidual parameters, and measuring individual variation
(Gelman and Carlin, 2014). Expanding the model into
the multilevel framework with continuous random ef-
fects, the MHMM presents three main advantages com-
pared to traditional HMMs: 1) it estimates individual
parameters that deviate from group means according
to a parametric continuous distribution (e.g., normal),
making possible to decode distinct underlying processes
over time for each of them, while maintaining consistent
meanings for each state across individuals, 2) it enables
the measurement of deviations from the group-level
means (i.e., between-individual heterogeneity) through
those random effects, and 3) it incorporates a hierarchi-
cal structure that imparts regularization to individual-
specific parameters, enhancing the model’s resilience to
outliers; all this while using all the information available
in the data.

In the upcoming subsection, we describe a statistical
specification in the Bayesian framework of a MHMM
with a Poisson-lognormal emission distribution suitable
to count time series.

2.3. Specification of the multilevel HMM Poisson-
lognormal

In the current implementation of the multilevel HMM
(see Figure 2) we again use a multinomial logistic re-
gression to represent ani j, the probability for an individ-
ual n ∈ {1, ..,N} of switching between a state S n,t−1 = i
and state S n,t = j, at occasion t

ani j ∼ MNL(αni j) (8)

We adopt a group-level state-specific multivariate
normal prior distribution on the individual-specific pa-
rameters αni j, with mean vector ᾱi. of M − 1 elements
denoting the group-level intercepts ᾱi j, and covariance
Ψi. denoting the covariance between the M − 1 state
i-specific intercepts over individuals. A convenient
hyper-prior on the parameters of the group-level prior
distribution is a multivariate normal distribution for the
mean vector ᾱi., and an Inverse Wishart distribution for
the covariance Ψi.. That is,

αni j ∼ N(ᾱi j,Ψi j) (9)

ᾱi j ∼ N(m0i j, 1/K0Ψi j) (10)

Ψi j ∼ IW(Ψ0, d f0) (11)

The parameters m0i j, and K0 denote the values of the
parameters of the hyper-prior on the group (mean) vec-
tor ᾱi j. Here, m0i j represent the prior expectations on
the group-level transition intercept means, and K0 de-
notes the number of observations (i.e., the number of
hypothetical prior individuals) on which m0i j are based.
The parameters Ψ0 and d f0, respectively, denote val-
ues of the covariance and the degrees of freedom of the
hyper-prior for the Inverse Wishart distribution on the
group variance Ψi j of the individual-specific random in-
tercepts αni j.

Just as for the basic HMM introduced in section 2.1,
count data Onkt follow Poisson emission distributions,
but here with individual-specific parameters bnki condi-
tionally independent on the state S t ∈ {1, ..,M} (Figure
2). That is,

Onkt ∼ Poisson(bnki) (12)

for observed sequence (the dependent variable) k ∈
{1, ...,K}, on time point t ∈ {1, ...,T }, and individual n ∈
{1, ...,N}, given the state i.

We adopt a group-level state-specific lognormal
prior distribution on the individual-specific parameters
bnki, with group-level means b̄ki, and variancees τki.
The complete specification of the emission distribu-
tion adopted is detailed in probabilistic notation below,
along with conveniently defined hyper-priors on the pa-
rameters of the model

log(bnki) ∼ N(b̄ki, τki) (13)

b̄ki ∼ N(l0ki, τ0ki) (14)

τki ∼ IG(cki, dki) (15)

The parameters l0ki denote the a priori expectations
on the group-level mean counts on the logarithmic scale
along with the a priori expectations on their variabil-
ity, τ0ki, respectively. Finally, cki, dki are the hyper
parameters denoting the shape and rate of the hyper
prior on the between-individual variance τki. Note that
using a normal prior on the log-transformation of the
individual-specific, observed sequence-specific, state-
specific Poisson parameters bnki is equivalent to speci-
fying a lognormal prior on the untransformed Poisson
parameter. In addition, as previously mentioned, be-
cause bnki are assumed to be conditionally independent
given the state, no covariance matrix is estimated for the
covariance between dependent variables.

In mHMMbayes, models are fitted using a hybrid
Metropolis within Gibbs MCMC algorithm, which
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Individual n = 1
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Individual n = N

normal
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Group-level Individual-specific

lognormal

Sn,t-1 Sn,t Sn,t+1

On,1,t-1
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On,2,t-1
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Figure 2: Directed acyclic graph of a multilevel hidden Markov model with a multivariate emission distribution. Each hidden state Sn for individual
n ∈ {1, 2, ...,N} over the time points t ∈ {1, 2, ...,T }, depicted with circles, depends only on the state at the previous time point. The observed
data On,k,1, ...,On,k,T for outcome variables k ∈ {1, 2, ...,K}, depicted with squares, depends only on the value of the current latent state S n,t .
Superimposed are the model parameters, with individual n specific transition probabilities ani j and Poisson emission means bnki, the individual
specific multinomial logit intercepts αni., and the emission matrix Bn1. Also depicted are the group-level mean ᾱi. and covariance Ψi. of the normal
distribution on αni., and the group-level means b̄1i, ..., b̄Ki and variances τ1i, ..., τKi of the normal distribution on b1Ki, ..., bnKi.

expands on classic HMM implementations by using
Bayesian estimation as outlined in Scott (2002) (see
Algorithm 1 in Supplementary materials). Thus, we
follow a MCMC sampler algorithm to iteratively sam-
ple from the appropriate conditional posterior distribu-
tions of (ᾱi j, b̄ki, Ψi j, τki) given the remaining param-
eters in the model. When natural conjugate priors are
available, Gibbs estimation algorithm is used due to
its simplicity and computational efficiency. However,
since the normal and the lognormal group-level priors
respectively chosen for αni j and bnki are not conjugate,
we use a self-scaled Random Walk Metropolis Hast-
ings sampling procedure to approximate their posterior
distribution. Without entering into too much detail, on
each new iteration it proposes new candidate values for
the individual-specific posterior distributions, drawing
a random step from a univariate or multivariate normal
distribution whose (co-)variance the covariance matrix
is set to be a combination of the covariance matrix ob-
tained from the individual data and the group-level co-
variance matrix (for more details, refer to Rossi et al.,
2005).

3. Simulation study

In this section, we introduce and conduct a Monte
Carlo simulation study to evaluate the performance of

the multilevel HMM (”partial pooling” model), and ad-
ditionally, compare it to the performance of a single-
level HMM (”complete pooling” model) for data with
and without (continually distributed) individual vari-
ability in the parameters of none, one, or both the tran-
sition and emission distributions.

To keep the simulation consistent with real prospec-
tive applications, group-level parameters used in to sim-
ulate data are based on the empirical results of fitting a
single-level HMM with a Poisson emission distribution
of a single dependent variable, the number of breath
anomalies per 15 minutes bin, in 51 patients found in
Marchuk et al. (2018). Data for N = 50 individu-
als with T = 500 observations1 each were generated
for Nrep = 250 repetitions fixing the number of hid-
den states to M = 4, with a group-level transition
probability matrix2 (group-level transition means) Ā =( 0.85 0.13 0.02 0.00

0.23 0.63 0.13 0.01
0.07 0.24 0.63 0.06
0.03 0.04 0.14 0.79

)
, group-level Poisson emission param-

eters (group-level Poisson-lognormal emission means)
B̄ = log(1, 11, 38, 119), and a between-individual vari-
ability according to the corresponding simulation condi-

1Preliminary results showed that using T = 5000, more in line
with T in Marchuk et al. (2018), only improved the parameter estima-
tion marginally with a large increment in its computational cost.

2Same as per Marchuk et al. (2018), probabilities < 0.005 are
rounded to 0.00.
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tion (see below). Although the model allows for the in-
corporation of time-invariant individual-specific covari-
ates in any of the two components of the model, none
were included as part of the data generation procedure.

3.1. Simulation conditions

Data was simulated under four levels of individ-
ual heterogeneity: (i) no heterogeneity between indi-
viduals in the transition and emission means (Ψi. =

diag(0, 0, 0, 0)), τ. = (0, 0, 0, 0)), (ii) only individ-
ual heterogeneity in the transition means (Ψi. =

diag(0.9, 0.9, 0.9, 0.9)), τ. = (0, 0, 0, 0)), (iii) only in-
dividual heterogeneity in the emission Poisson means
(Ψi. = diag(0, 0, 0, 0)), τ. = (0.9, 0.7, 0.5, 0.2)), and
(iv) individual heterogeneity in both the transition and
emission means (Ψi. = diag(0.9, 0.9, 0.9, 0.9)), τ. =
(0.9, 0.7, 0.5, 0.2)). Notice that the values chosen for the
between-individual variance components Ψ and τ are
well in line with the amount of variability reported in
the literature for empirical applications of related mixed
HMMs (e.g., 0.83 in Jackson et al. 2015; 0.10, 0.50
in Maruotti and Rydén 2009; 0.20, 0.42 in McClintock
2021; 0.10-1.00 in Rueda et al. 2013; 1.0 in Zhang et al.
2014), with Ψi. = diag(0.9, 0.9, 0.9, 0.9)) corresponding
to standard deviations in the range (0.007 − 0.225) for
the between-individual heterogeneity on the probabil-
ity scale, and τ. = (0.9, 0.7, 0.5, 0.2) resulting in stan-
dard deviations of (1.89, 15.72, 39.30, 61.88) between
individual-specific Poisson parameters bn..

3.2. Model fitting

Data simulation and model fitting was performed us-
ing R (R Core Team, 2021) and the developer version
of the package mHMMbayes (Aarts, 2019). The model
was fit with 4000 iterations, with the first 2000 being
discarded to dissipate the effect of starting conditions
(burn-in). In fitting the model, agnostic non-informative
hyper-priors were specified for all group-level param-
eters. Convergence of all group-level parameters was
checked by visual inspection of three randomly drawn
simulation repetitions per scenario, for which an addi-
tional chain with randomized starting values was used.
The sequence of most likely states given the observa-
tions was determined with the Viterbi algorithm (For-
ney, 1973; Viterbi, 1967) based on individual-specific
parameters.

3.3. Evaluation

Model performance was evaluated based on mean
and relative mean bias, precision (empirical standard er-
ror), and coverage of the 95% credibile interval (CrI) for

the group-level parameters ᾱi j and b̄i j, and the individ-
ual random effectsΨi j and τki on both components in the
model. Model performance of the group-level transition
parameters ᾱi j is presented on the probability domain
(āi j) to aid interpretation. Note however that parameter
estimation is on the logit domain. Model performance
of the variance of the individual level random effectsΨi j

and τki are presented on the logit domain. State decod-
ing accuracy by the Viterbi algorithm (Viterbi, 1967),
also known as global state decoding, was evaluated in
terms of balanced accuracy, F1 score, and Cohen’s κ.

For the code to reproduce the Monte Carlo simu-
lation, refer to https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.

10834837.

3.4. Simulation results
Visual inspection of the parallel chains revealed sat-

isfactory convergence of all the group-level fixed effects
in the two models (i.e., convergence rate 100%), in-
dependently from the condition of between-individual
heterogeneity specified. The convergence of transition
random effects was more challenging, with an average
of 92% of the parameters assessed satisfactorily meet-
ing the criterion. More specifically, the average conver-
gence rate of transition random effects were 100% in
scenario 1 (no between-heterogeneity), 86% in scenario
2 (heterogeneous transitions), 100% in scenario 3 (het-
erogeneous emissions), and 81% in scenario 4 (hetero-
geneity in both components). All but one of the emis-
sion random effects (98%) showed satisfactory conver-
gence, with one of the random effects exhibiting diver-
gence between the chains in a scenario with between-
heterogeneity in both components of the model.

3.4.1. Transitions
Group-level means. We compared the estimation per-

formance of transition probabilities between the multi-
level HMM and the HMM over the four conditions of
between individual heterogeneity. The results are visu-
alized in Figure 3 (for exact values in all parameters,
see Tables A.2–A.5). Overall, our results indicate that
when between individual heterogeneity is present, the
MHMM performs better than the HMM in terms of bias,
empirical SE, MSE, and parameter coverage. Under
conditions of no between individual heterogeneity the
performance gap between the two models became less
substantial.

In Scenario 1 (Table A.2), where no between-
heterogeneity was present in either component of the
model, both models exhibited good estimation perfor-
mance. No substantial biases were observed in estimat-
ing group-level transition means, with absolute bias of
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Figure 3: Estimation performance group-level transitions transition means ᾱi j on the MHMM (in yellow) and the HMM (in purple) over the four
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< 0.001 and < 0.005 for the HMM and the MHMM,
respectively. Both models presented an empirical stan-
dard error under 0.011 and an MSE lower than 0.0001.
However, the coverage of the 95% credible intervals
was more accurate in the HMM (mean = .945, range:
.917-.980) compared to the MHMM, which presented
over-coverage (mean = .964, range: .794-1.000).

In Scenario 2 (Table A.3), where only the transi-
tion distribution is heterogeneous between individuals,
the MHMM outperformed the single-level HMM. The
MHMM accurately estimated all transition probabili-
ties group-level parameters with a relative bias under
the ±10% threshold, while the HMM exhibited a rel-
ative bias under the ±10% threshold for only half of
the group-level parameters. Parameter estimation in
the MHMM was characterised by lower bias (mean ab-
solute bias over transitions parameters of 0.001 com-
pared to 0.017 for the HMM), comparable precision
(mean empirical standard error of 0.017 and 0.016 for
the MHMM and the HMM, respectively), and substan-

tially improved coverege of the 95% credible intervals
(mean coverage of .944 with range: .924-.956 for the
MHMM, compared to .280 with range: .108-.572 for
the HMM). Even after bias correction, the 95% credible
intervals remained overconfident in the HMM, leading
to under-coverage.

In both Scenario 3 (Table A.4), where between-
heterogeneity was present only in the emission distri-
bution, and Scenario 4 (Table A.5), where between-
heterogeneity was present in both components, the
MHMM consistently outperformed the single-level
HMM. In Scenario 3, the MHMM presented a lower
mean absolute bias (MHMM: 0.020, HMM 0.033),
lower mean absolute relative bias (0.147 and 0.502),
comparable precision in parameter estimates (mean em-
pirical SE of 0.012 and 0.014 for the MHMM and the
HMM, respectively), and it exhibited a better coverage
of the true group-level transitions (mean 95% coverage
of .712 and .126 for the MHMM and the HMM, respec-
tively). This trend persisted in Scenario 4, where the
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MHMM displayed a mean absolute bias of 0.027 (com-
pared to 0.027 in the HMM), mean absolute relative bias
of 0.187 (compared to 0.476 for the HMM), mean em-
pirical SE of 0.021 (compared to 0.020 for the HMM),
and mean 95% coverage of .750 (compared to .117 for
the HMM) over the transition probabilities. Similar to
the findings in Scenario 2, the 95% credible intervals
in the HMM remained excessively narrow, indicating
overconfidence in the model estimation, even after bias
correction, leading to persistent under-coverage.

Variance components.
In Scenarios 1 and 3 (Tables A.2 and A.4), where no

between-heterogeneity is present in the transition dis-
tribution, the MHMM consistently overestimated the
–absence of– heterogeneity. This resulted in a mean
upward bias of 0.363 (SD = 0.159) and 0.956 (SD
= 0.436) in the estimation of transition variance com-
ponents (the variance of the individual-specific state-
specific random intercepts) for each scenario, coupled
with substantial under-coverage of their 95% credible
intervals (as the value zero was never covered). No-
tably, the substantial bias in the between-individual vari-
ability of intercepts in the logit domain has a negligible
impact on the between-individual heterogeneity on the
probability scale, i.e., the variance between the transi-
tion probabilities calculated ad hoc, which remains rel-
atively accurate. Specifically, the upward bias is con-
siderably smaller for the ad hoc variance between indi-
viduals’ transition probabilities, with means of < 0.001
(SD = 0.001) and 0.002 (SD = 0.001) for Scenarios 1
and 3, respectively, although the value zero remains ex-
cluded from the 95 % credible intervals, resulting in null
coverage. However, this poses a limitation on the mea-
surement of the between-individual variability itself.

When between-heterogeneity is present only in the
transition distribution (Scenario 2), the estimation
of transitions’ variance components improves in the
MHMM, although an upward bias is still present. The
transitions’ variance components in the logit scale are
estimated with a mean upward bias of 0.085 (SD =
0.043) and a mean coverage of the 95% credible inter-
vals of .973 (range: .952-.992). However, Scenario 4,
with heterogeneity in both components of the model,
exhibited the worst estimation performance of the tran-
sitions’ variance components with a mean upward bias
of 1.025 (SD = 0.570) and a mean coverage of the 95%
credible intervals of .451 (range: .063-.933). Similarly
as before, the seemingly large biases in the logit scale
translate to relatively small deviations in the estimation
of between-heterogeneity calculated ad hoc as the vari-
ance in the individual transition probabilities, with mean
absolute biases of 0.002 and 0.003 for Scenarios 2 and

4, respectively, and mean coverage of the 95% credi-
ble intervals of .829 (range: .684-.992) and .766 (range:
.242-.992).

3.4.2. Emissions
Group-level means. Figure 4 summarizes the mean

bias, empirical standard error (SE), and coverage of the
Monte Carlo simulation study on the estimation of emis-
sion group-level parameters for the MHMM and the
HMM (for exact values in all parameters, see Tables
A.2–A.5). The results in Figure 4 generally indicate a
good estimation performance of the group-level Poisson
parameters by the MHMM, outperforming the HMM in
every scenario.

In Scenarios 1 and 2, where no between-
heterogeneity is present in the emissions, no substantial
biases were observed in estimating group-level emis-
sion means, with absolute bias of ≤ 0.001 for the
MHMM (compared to ≤ 0.035 for the HMM). Both
models presented precise estimations, with an empirical
standard error under 0.011 and an MSE lower or equal
than 0.001. The mean coverage of the 95% credible
intervals was substantially better in the MHMM (.995,
range: .976-1.000) compared to the HMM (.230, range:
.000-.925), although over-coverage is present in the
former.

In Scenarios 3 and 4, where between-heterogeneity
is present in the emissions, both models show larger
biases compared to the previous scenarios, although
the MHMM consistently showed better performance
than the HMM. In Scenario 3, the MHMM presented
a lower mean absolute bias (MHMM: 0.064, HMM
0.244), higher precision in parameter estimates (mean
empirical standard error of 0.111 and 0.165 for the
MHMM and the HMM, respectively), lower average
MSE (MHMM 0.021, HMM 0.093), and it exhibited a
better coverage of the true group-level Poisson emission
means (mean 95% coverage of .737 (range: .616-.948)
and .019 (range: .004-.036) for the MHMM and the
HMM, respectively). Similar trends occurred in Sce-
nario 4, where the MHMM displayed a mean absolute
bias of 0.064 (compared to 0.368 in the HMM), mean
empirical standard error of 0.101 (compared to 0.229
for the HMM), lower average MSE (MHMM 0.016,
HMM 0.195), and mean 95% coverage of .742 (range:
.567-.952), compared to .010 (range: .000-.020) for the
HMM, over the Poisson emission means.

Variance components.
In Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 (Tables A.2 and A.3),

the absolute bias for all emission variance components
was small (≤ 0.004), indicating that the MHMM was
able to deal adequately with the lack of heterogeneity in
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Figure 4: Estimation performance group-level emission means b̄i j on the MHMM (in yellow) and the HMM (in purple) over the four conditions
of between-individual heterogeneity (no heterogeneity, heterogeneous transitions, heterogeneous emissions, both heterogeneous). Dots represent
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the emission means. Parameter estimation was precise
(empirical standard error < 0.001 for all parameters),
and the MSE extremely low (< 0.001). Since the dis-
tributional assumptions of the Bayesian estimation used
an Inverse Gamma distribution to sample τki, which has
a low density around zero, even the small positive bias
≤ 0.004 led to a complete under-coverage when no be-
tween heterogeneity is present in the emission distribu-
tion (τki = 0.000).

In Scenario 3 and Scenario 4 (Tables A.4 and A.5),
the MHMM exhibits a moderate negative bias for
the emission variance components (ranging −0.330 to
−0.069), which indicates that the model underestimates
the between heterogeneity in the individual emission
means. Parameter estimation was lower than in Sce-
narios 1 and 2 (empirical standard error range: 0.028-
0.160), and the MSE higher (range: 0.005-0.116). The
MHMM presents varied levels of coverage over the
states in these two scenarios, depending on the size of
the bias of each parameter (range: .000-.960). However,

all values for the bias-corrected coverage ranging .896
to .964, suggesting an adequate level of confidence of
the credible intervals.

3.4.3. Decoding
To conclude, we examined the state decoding accu-

racy of a multilevel hidden Markov model (MHMM)
and a hidden Markov model (HMM) under the four sce-
narios. The mean evaluation metrics for each scenario
are presented in Table 1, along with their 95% confi-
dence intervals.

For Scenario 1 and Scenario 2, both the MHMM and
HMM models achieved excellent levels of state decod-
ing accuracy, with mean balanced accuracy Balanced
Accuracy, F1 score, and Cohen’s κ values ranging from
.991 to .997 for the MHMM, and .990 to .997 for the
HMM. No substantive differences were detected be-
tween the decoding metrics of the two models. The
95% credible intervals were narrow, indicating that the
results were precise.

In contrast, Scenario 3 and Scenario 4 (with between
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Table 1: Mean evaluation metrics for the results of the Monte Carlo simulation study on the state decoding accuracy.

Scenario Metric MHMM HMM
Mean 95%CIs Mean 95%CIs

No
heterogeneity

Bal. Acc .997 .996-.997 .997 .996-.997
F1 score .996 .995-.996 .996 .995-.996

Cohen’s κ .991 .989-.992 .991 .989-.992

Heterogeneous
transitions

Bal. Acc .997 .996-.997 .997 .996-.997
F1 score .995 .994-.996 .994 .993-.996

Cohen’s κ .992 .990-.993 .991 .988-.992

Heterogeneous
emissions

Bal. Acc .879 .845-.911 .793 .704-.843
F1 score .822 .768-.871 .701 .578-.770

Cohen’s κ .765 .696-.830 .625 .474-.706
Heterogeneous

transitions
& emissions

Bal. Acc .875 .838-.907 .773 .678-.838
F1 score .820 .759-.872 .669 .547-.758

Cohen’s κ .751 .668-.818 .573 .403-.692

heterogeneity in the emission distribution) were more
challenging to estimate, resulting in lower state decod-
ing accuracy for both models. Notably, the MHMM out-
performed the HMM in both scenarios, achieving statis-
tically significant improvements over the Balanced ac-
curacy, the F1 score, and Cohen’s κ of 10.6%, 15.3%,
and 21.31% in Scenario 3, and 13.5%, 21.35%, and
31.6% in Scenario 4, respectively. Although the inclu-
sion of between-individual heterogeneity in the transi-
tion distribution alone did not show an impact on the de-
coding accuracy (Scenario 2), the data generation pro-
cess with between heterogeneity in both components of
the model (Scenario 4) led to a lower decoding accu-
racy over the three metrics in the HMM when compared
to the scenario only including between heterogeneity in
the emission distribution (Scenario 3). The same pattern
was not detected for the MHMM, whose decoding ac-
curacy was equivalent in Scenarios 3 and 4. Finally, we
notice that the confidence intervals for the MHMM and
HMM models in Scenarios 3 and 4 were wider than in
Scenarios 1 and 2, which indicates greater variability in
the decoding accuracy over the simulation repetitions.

4. Empirical applications

In this section, we demonstrate the utilization of the
multilevel Hidden Markov Model (HMM) to investi-
gate the underlying dynamics that govern complex mul-
tivariate count data in two distinct practical scenarios.
The first example involves the identification of differ-
ent types of diving behaviors exhibited by pods (i.e.,
groups) of long-finned pilot whale in the natural habitat,
exploring variations in their latent behavioral dynam-
ics. By incorporating individual random effects into the

model, it becomes feasible to evaluate the unique differ-
ences among the pods of whales. The second practical
application serves as an illustration of how to identify
neural states from multi-electrode recordings of motor
neural cortex activity in a macaque monkey within an
experimental setup, where the observational units are
the individual trials. In this case, individual random ef-
fects within the model act as a tool to reliably unveil
neural states despite the heterogeneity between trials,
ensuring that the meaning of the states remains consis-
tent across them.

4.1. Pilot whale data

We present an empirical demonstration of the multi-
level Hidden Markov Model (HMM) discussed in sec-
tion 2. This demonstration employs behavioral data
obtained from 15 long-finned pilot whales in the Vest-
fjord region of Norway, originally analyzed in the work
of Isojunno et al. (2017) using a mixture HMM with
discrete random effects. Comprehensive details can
be found in the original study. The dataset comprises
several distinct data streams (e.g., dive depth, ground
speed, head pitch, etc.) associated with ”Foraging”,
”Exploratory”, ”Crowded”, and ”Directed” diving be-
haviors exhibited by these 15 individuals. The number
of recorded occasions varies between 50 and 254, with
a median of 148, as reported by McClintock (2021).
McClintock (2021) demonstrated that the inclusion of
continuously distributed individual random effects con-
tributes to the stability of results in cases where conver-
gence is challenging. This approach also aids in iden-
tifying variations in transition distributions among the
whales. Although the complete dataset includes multi-
ple observational variables characterizing dive charac-
teristics, our focus narrows down to three variables that
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align more closely with the definition of a count variable
due to their skewed distribution. These variables are the
duration of dives in minutes (rounded to the nearest in-
teger), the depth of dives in meters (rounded to whole
units), and the size of the whale group (pod) during each
dive. It is important to note that we employ this empiri-
cal dataset primarily as a means to showcase the insights
that can be derived using our novel model. However,
we do not assert that a Poisson distribution is the best
theoretical fit for these variables. For the sake of re-
sult interpretation, we have fixed the number of states at
four, a choice consistent with the model selection find-
ings in Isojunno et al. (2017) and confirmed by McClin-
tock (2021).

Same as for the simulation study, we fit the multi-
level HMM with a Poisson-lognormal distribution de-
scribed above (for details, see Section 3.2). The model
was fit with 4000 iterations, with the first 2000 being
discarded to dissipate the effect of starting conditions
(burn-in). Contrary to the simulation study, here we
specified weakly informative hyper-priors centred on on
the group-level means found in Isojunno et al. (2017) to
ensure the stability of the Monte Carlo Markov chains.
As starting values for the parameter chains, we used ran-
dom values centred on the same group-level values used
for the weakly informative hyper-priors. The sequence
of most likely states given the behavioural data, along
with each state’s forward probabilities were determined
for each trial with the Viterbi algorithm (Forney, 1973;
Viterbi, 1967) based on whale-specific parameters. Fi-
nally, we relied on posterior predictive checks (PPCs)
to assess the adequacy of the model fit to the empiri-
cal data. For code to reproduce the analyses refer to
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10834837.

The multilevel HMM produced stable results for the
model with four states, which generally reproduced the
group-level patterns previously found by Isojunno et al.
(2017). The composition of the four states in Figure 5b
go in line with the classification on ”Foraging”, ”Ex-
ploratory”, ”Crowded”, and ”Directed” dive behavior
in pilot whales. Foraging dives diverge clearly from
the other three type of dives, and they are characterized
by a relatively long duration (median = 5.15 minutes),
high depths (median=167 meters) and on par group size
(median = 7.73 individuals) at the sample-level. Mean-
while, the differences between Exploratory, Crowded,
and Directed types of dives is more subtle: the three
types of dives share a shorter median duration (1.20,
1.26, and 1.19 minutes, respectively), reach lower me-
dian depths (11.97, 11.10, 11.52 meters, respectively),
although their median group sizes appear to differ more
(6.24, 17.15, and 8.36 individuals per pod). Global
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Figure 5: Group-level (in black) and whale-specific (in grey) transi-
tion (a) and emission (b) maximum a posteriori parameter point esti-
mates, displayed with standard error. Whales exhibit heterogeneous
levels of variability across states and dependent variables. Notice that
the uncertainty is larger for Foraging dives, since they occur less fre-
quently in the data.

state decoding with the Viterbi algorithm revealed that
Exploratory dives were the most frequent dive type
(35.8% of all dives), followed by Directed (34.7%) and
Crowded dives (24.8%), with Foraging dives consisting
of only 4.6% of the data.

The average switching dynamics between dive types
(hidden states in this model) is shown in Figure 5a. For-
aging dives are generally more likely to be followed
by Exploratory or Crowded dives, than by Directed
dives. They were also the only type of dives in which
switching to a different type of dive was more likely
than exhibiting a new display of Foraging dive. Mean-
while, Exploratory, Crowded, and Directed dives tended
to have a higher temporal persistence (i.e., larger self-
transition probabilities), and were more likely to be fol-
lowed by a same type of dive behavior. The inclusion of
individual random effects revealed evidence of between-
individual differences in both components of the HMM,
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Figure 6: Decoded actograms with the mostly likely behavioural state for each dive number shown for five exemplary whales (in rows) and the
three observed time series (Dive duration, Dive depth, Group size; in columns).

as depicted in Figure 5a. Whether these differences can
be attributed to environmental, or individual differences
on the ”personality” of animals is not further explored in
this application. The recordings of five of the whales on
Figure 6 serve as example of individual-specific devia-
tions on the emission distribution: whales are assigned
to different dive states due to divergences on the ex-
pected values for one or other type of dive (i.e., differ-
ent baselines over the states for a dependent variable).
Notwithstanding, the general trends on the relation be-
tween the Poisson parameters over the states in each de-
pendent variable are relatively stable across whales, as
visualized by mostly parallel lines in Figure A.1.

To conclude, we demonstrate the process of assessing
model fit through posterior predictive checks (PPCs).
The idea is to check whether the patterns and charac-
teristics seen in the observed data are also present in the
simulated data. This is done simulating a large num-
ber of new synthetic datasets from the fitted model, to
obtain a posterior predictive distribution for each simu-
lated whale. Then, the simulated data is then compared
to the observed data at the individual or group level for
a number of statistics (e.g., mean counts, proportion of
zero counts, etc). Figures 7a–d show the PPCs for the
distribution of four statistics taken over the aggregated
data for the three dependent variables included in the
model: these are the mean, standard deviation, and max-

imum values observed over the 500 synthetic data sets,
and the proportion of zeros found in them. Overall, the
posterior predictive distribution of the statistics gener-
ally suggest a good model fit at the aggregated level.
However, the model tends to overestimate the propor-
tion of dives with a duration zero (Figure 7d), and, to a
lesser extent, it underestimates the proportion of dives
with depths and group sizes of value zero (Figure 7d).
The distributions of individual specific means on the
synthetics data sets in Figure 7e do not show substan-
tial deviations from goodness of fit.

4.2. Neural activation data

In this section we present a second empirical appli-
cation of the model to illustrate how it can be used to
uncover neural states from in vivo electrophysiological
experiments while accounting for individual differences
between multiple trials. Without going into too much
detail, one of the current views in neurophysiology sup-
ports the hypothesis that neural populations, rather than
single neurons, may be the fundamental unit of corti-
cal computation (Saxena and Cunningham, 2019). Al-
though basic HMMs have been successfully applied to
these types of data to uncover neural states, analysing
chronically recorded neural population activity can be
challenging not only because of the high dimensionality
of activity but also because of changes in the signal that
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may occur due to neural plasticity (e.g., task-induced
plasticity, Dayan and Cohen, 2011) or not (e.g., elec-
trode drift or degradation, Barrese et al., 2016; Welle
et al., 2020). From a statistical modelling perspective,
these changes in the recording signal cause variation
over trials, which is ignored when using conventional
HMM. When applying the multilevel HMM, this varia-
tion can be accommodated in the model.

To show how to extract neural states while account-
ing for different sources of variability, we use a selec-
tion of the data previously analysed in Kirchherr et al.
(2022), consisting of the recordings of neural activity of
two monkeys trained to reach, grasp, and place an ob-
ject after receiving a sound stimulus in an experimen-
tal set up, while they perform such task. Here, the de-
pendent variables are the number of neural activations
(spike counts) per 10 millisecond bin produced while

the monkeys perform the reaching task, recorded with
multi-electrode probe surgically inserted in its primary
motor cortex (M1) (see Figure 8a for an example of a
trial). Although Kirchherr et al. (2022) considered over
900 trials combined between two monkeys, for the il-
lustrative purpose of this application we focus on the
spike counts recorded with 15 electrodes in 97 experi-
mental trials performed in the span of two days on a sin-
gle macaque monkey (Macaca mulatta) (Day 1–2, mon-
key 2, electrodes 1–15 in the original data; we refer the
reader to Kirchherr et al. (2022) for further information
on the collection of the data set). Here, each trial will be
used as an independent individual in the model, with the
spike counts over time recorded by the 15 electrodes,
the dependent variables in the model, and the number
of hidden states fixed to 5 (the same as in the original
study). Notice that whereas the previous empirical ap-
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plication was used to explore the individual differences
in the behaviour of a relatively small number of indi-
viduals (whales) observed in their natural environment,
here, we focus on uncovering the forward probabilities
of hidden states on different trials with respect to a con-
trolled experimental stimulus.

We followed the same strategy as in the first empiri-
cal example in Section 4.1 to train a MHMM Poisson-
lognormal with 5 hidden states, using the group-level
parameter point estimation in Kirchherr et al. (2022)
for the starting values and weakly informative hyper-
priors. We extracted the global decoding along with
the state forward probabilities obtained with the Viterbi
algorithm (Forney, 1973; Viterbi, 1967), and we re-
lied on posterior predictive checks (PPCs) to assess
the adequacy of the model fit to the empirical data.
The event onset times of four consecutive behavioral
clues (go signal, arm movement, object contact, and ob-
ject placing) were used to rank the experimental trials
and provide an interpretation to the hidden states un-
covered. For code to reproduce the analyses refer to
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10834837.

The model with five hidden states was able to pro-
vide stable results and reproduce the general pattern of
results obtained for a much larger number of trials (383)
over a larger number of days (10) using a larger number
of electrodes (25) in the original study.

The five hidden states uncovered with the MHMM
generally show a good temporal alignment with differ-
ent stages of the reaching task performed by the mon-
key, as exemplified in Figure 8 showing the electric ac-
tivity of a trial (Figure 8a, raster plot), the estimated for-
ward probabilities for the same trial (Figure 8b), and the
average forward probabilities over all trials aligned us-
ing the behavioral onsets (Figure 8c). Notice that, hid-
den states in this context represent groups of neurons
whose electrical activity changes synchronically during
a period of time, conforming what is known as a tran-
sient neural state, which may be involved in the orches-
tration of a motor task. Here, the first neural state (State
1) appears to represent a basal state of general uniform
activity in the neurons recorded with the 15 electrodes
in the example (Figure 8c, Go panel; see also Figure A.2
for the group-level emission distribution). The forward
probability of the second neural state (State 2) becomes
the most likely at about 200 ms prior to the hand move-
ment onset (at which the monkey starts to reach for the
object) and peaks at 150 ms, after which it recedes, giv-
ing place to the third neural state (State 3) (Figure 8c,
Movement panel). The onset of the hand movement co-
incides with the switching between States 2 and 3, with
the later peaking at about 75 ms after the movement

onset (Figure 8c, Movement panel). The fourth neural
state (State 4) precedes the object contact, peaking ap-
proximately 75 ms before it (Figure 8c, Contact panel).
The onset of the object contact marks the switching be-
tween States 4 and 5, with the later exhibiting a shorter
duration (with a peak at about 50 ms after the object
contact onset; Figure 8, Contact panel). Approximately
125 ms after the object contact onset, the second neural
state (State 2) becomes the again the most likely state,
and it remains that way until right after the placement
of the object (Figure 8, Contact and Place panels). Fi-
nally, the temporal neighborhood of the object placing
appears to be accompanied by an increase in the likeli-
hood of the first neural state (State 1) in at least some of
the trials (Figure 8c, Place panel), recapitulating a basal
activity over the fifteen electrodes for the remainder of
the them (e.g., see Figure 8a). The same temporal align-
ment between the average forward probabilities across
and the behavioral landmarks was observed in most of
the trials, as depicted in the global state decoding for
the 97 trials in the data ordered by the corresponding
landmark onset in Figure 8d.

The switching dynamics between states described
above are also captured by the group-level transition
probability matrix in Figure 9. The off-diagonal tran-
sitions reflect the consecutive nature of the states, with
the highest off-diagonal probability of moving from one
state to the immediate consecutive (e.g., S 1 → S 2,
S 2 → S 3, and so on) with the notable exception of
state 5, which is more likely to switch to state 2. Notice
that, although such transition probability matrix sug-
gests a left-to-right process, backward transitions be-
tween states are still allowed (and in fact are more likely
than transitions between other states). The high self-
transition probabilities obtained for the five states go in
line with states that are persistent over time. Global de-
coding with the Viterbi algorithm reveals that state 1
occurs most frequently in the data (51.4%), followed by
state 2 (25.3%), state 3 (8.6%), state 4 (8.4%), and state
5 (6.3%). The mean empirical duration of the states var-
ied substantially over the decoded trials, placing state 1
as the most persistent (398± 454 ms), followed by state
2 (116± 134 ms), state 4 (109± 94 ms), state 3 (87± 71
ms), with state 5 (62 ± 52 ms) the shortest lived follow-
ing the object contact. A substantial between-trial vari-
ability was also observed for their emission parameters
which warrants the adoption of a multilevel approach,
as visualized in Figure A.3.

The posterior predictive checks in Figure 10 did not
show substantial deviations from goodness of fit, as the
model was able to reproduce the values of the summary
statistics taken on the aggregated empirical data for
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Figure 8: MHMM uncovered states align with phases of the reaching task. (a) Raster plot of a single example trial with the spiking activity over
the 15 electrodes. (b) Forward probabilities for each state given for the trial in Figure 8a. (c) Mean forward probabilities (solid lines, shaded
areas represent standard error) for each state averaged over trials and aligned to each behavioural event onsets (go: go signal, movement: reaching
movement, contact: object grasp, place: object placing). (d) Stacked state decoding over trials sorted by behavioural event times. Each row shows
the most likely state for each trial for every time step with the corresponding event time overlaying in red.

most of the electrodes. Extreme posterior predictive val-
ues were only obtained for electrode 2 (underestimation
of maximum spike counts), electrode 10 (overestima-
tion of the variability and the maximum spike counts),
and electrode 13 (overestimation of variability and pro-
portion of zeros in the spike counts). Notwithstanding,
considering the 15 dependent variables and the fact that
previous research has shown a strong beneficial effect
for including multivariate data on the estimation perfor-
mance of the model (e.g., Mildiner Moraga and Aarts,
2023; Wurpts and Geiser, 2014), we expect the state de-
coding to be robust to these type of deviations.

5. Discussion

In this study we developed and made available to the
community a Bayesian multilevel hidden Markov model

with a Poisson-lognormal emission distribution to anal-
yse (multivariate) count time-series of multiple subjects
or clusters at the time. We showed that it is possible
to include continually distributed individual random ef-
fects in both components of the model, and described
how to perform the estimation of the parameters in the
Bayesian framework. By means of a small Monte Carlo
simulation study, we also showed that the multilevel
HMM performs equally well than an equivalent (single-
level) HMM without random-effects over data genera-
tion conditions where no between-individual variability
is present in the data generation mechanism, and outper-
forms it when individual heterogeneity is present. Fi-
nally, we demonstrated how to extract insights from two
real data using the multilevel HMM with two empiri-
cal applications. Overall, these results suggest that the
multilevel HMM is a safer choice than the single-level
HMM if one is agnostic about the presence of between
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Figure 9: Group-level transition probability matrix (maximum a posteriori estimates) describing the dynamics of switching between states. The
pattern of the off-diagonal transition probabilities suggests a sequential left-to-right transition path, with the next state always more likely than the
previous state(s), except for S5.

individual heterogeneity in the data.
A key finding from this study underscores the im-

portance of considering individual heterogeneity when
modeling emission distribution parameters. Individuals
and groups exhibit variations in how their underlying
states manifest (i.e., externalize), influenced by factors
like age, sex, or other unobservable individual-specific
characteristics. The results presented here reveal that
neglecting this heterogeneity—incorrectly assuming a
uniform set of parameters for all individuals (”complete
pooling”)—not only leads to biased estimates of emis-
sion parameters (i.e., lower or larger expected counts
given the state) but also results in significantly poorer
accuracy in decoding the underlying process (i.e., the
sequence of hidden states) as demonstrated by a worse
performance with the single-level HMM when com-
pared to the multilevel HMM. While previous empiri-
cal studies have supported addressing individual varia-
tion in emission distributions (e.g., Altman, 2007; Lan-
grock et al., 2012; Rueda et al., 2013; Kirchherr et al.,
2022), our study provides the first evidence of the pro-
found impact of neglecting inter-individual heterogene-
ity on overall estimation accuracy. Our findings also
align with the work of McClintock (2021), which previ-
ously demonstrated that neglecting individual variation
in the latent process (specifically, in transition probabil-
ities) has only a minimal impact on model accuracy and
the overall estimation of group-level emission means.
The current results echo those of McClintock (2021), as
failure to account for heterogeneity in the transition dis-

tribution with the single-level HMM resulted in nearly
perfect decoding accuracy, comparable to the multilevel
HMM. Consequently, the study emphasizes that incor-
porating heterogeneity in emission distribution param-
eters has a more substantial influence on the model’s
decoding accuracy.

As illustrated in the first empirical example in Section
4.1, one of the primary benefits of using the MHMM is
its capability to assign distinct parameters to each unit
in the datasets. This proves especially advantageous
for researchers who aim to investigate individual vari-
ations, focus on personality traits, individual dynamics,
and related aspects. While some of these differences can
be partially explored using individual covariates, certain
traits contributing to inter-individual disparities may re-
main unobservable directly or lack a suitable means of
measurement. In other instances, the incorporation of
individual-specific random effects may merely serve a
practical purpose. For example, in the second empir-
ical application in Section 4.2, the inclusion of ran-
dom effects was done with the purpose of enhancing
the model’s decoding accuracy and making estimation
possible over a complex data set by controlling for the
unexplained heterogeneity between trials due to an ex-
perimental set up. This doesn’t necessarily imply a spe-
cial interest in studying the individual properties of the
trials, but rather underscores the importance of consid-
ering this nuance to prevent any detrimental effects on
the results of the analyses.

The results of the main simulation also revealed that
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the estimation of the individual specific random ef-
fects of the transition distribution appear to be espe-
cially hard, since not all parameters achieved conver-
gence in every repetition, and the variance components
σi j tended to be overestimated by the model. This result
goes in line with the previous evidence for multilevel
models and multilevel time-series (e.g., Asparouhov
et al., 2018; Hox et al., 2018; Landau and Stahl, 2013;
McClintock, 2021). Although previous literature sug-
gest that 50 individuals may be enough for accurate es-
timation of variance components, such recommendation
is for linear regression models without a temporal com-
ponent. The number of individuals required, though,
appears to be larger for MHMMs (McClintock, 2021;
Mildiner Moraga and Aarts, 2023), and still remains to
be explored for the MHMM-PLN. Based on the results
of Mildiner Moraga and Aarts (2023) we expect that
increasing the number of individuals and the number
of dependent variables alleviate issues with the stabil-

ity and the accuracy of on the estimation of these pa-
rameters. Interestingly, even though the MHMM-PLN
tended to overestimate the level of heterogeneity be-
tween individuals (measured as variance components),
it generally produced a good indication of the occur-
rence of heterogeneity between individuals (or the lack
thereof) and their inclusion lead to an improvement over
the estimation of group-level transition and emission
means, and accuracy of the decoding. Furthermore, the
ad hoc empirical between variability calculated as the
variance between individual-specific transition proba-
bility matrices proved to be accurate.

The overestimation of transition random effects is
likely a consequence of using a scaled Inverse-Wishart
distribution to sample the variance-covariance matrices
of random effects, which has a low density around zero
(Gelman and Pardoe, 2006; Lemoine, 2019). The es-
timation of variances can perform poorly when vari-
ances are small relative to means, constraining variances
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upwards and correlations downwards (Alvarez et al.,
2014). As a result, sampling from the Inverse-Wishart
can lead to slight to moderate overestimation of the pos-
terior variance-covariance matrix (Alvarez et al., 2014;
Lemoine, 2019). In the future, a different prior distribu-
tion other than the Inverse-Wishart could be explored to
sample the covariance matrix of the multivariate normal
distribution Ψ used to sample the individual-specific
transition intercepts αni j.

In this study, our primary objective was to provide
the initial formal description of the multilevel Hid-
den Markov Model (HMM) for count time-series and
evaluate its performance in comparison to a single-
level HMM. While our model serves as a founda-
tion, there are opportunities for practical enhancements
by relaxing certain assumptions. One straightforward
extension involves incorporating individual-level (i.e.,
time-invariant) covariates such as biological sex, body
mass, or medication use (e.g., Schliehe-Diecks et al.,
2012; Prisciandaro et al., 2019) to explain variabil-
ity in individual-specific transition intercepts (αni j) and
Poisson means (bnki) or estimating the effect of an
experimental treatment in one or other component of
the model (e.g., Altman, 2007; Shirley et al., 2012;
de Haan-Rietdijk et al., 2017). The presented mul-
tilevel HMM readily accommodates the inclusion of
individual-level covariates by integrating a regression
coefficient matrix into the group-level linear predictor of
the multinomial logit for transitions and the linear pre-
dictor of the group-level Poisson regression for emis-
sions, functionalities that are readily available in the
accompanying R package mHMMbayes. The model de-
scribed in this study is time-homogeneous, and as such
it may not capture certain processes that exhibit time-
varying characteristics. Relaxing the assumption of
time homogeneity could be achieved by incorporating
time-varying covariates into one or both components
of the model. Support for time-varying covariates in
the latent process is less straightforward extension to
the model, which could be achieved incorporating re-
gression coefficients in the linear predictor of the multi-
nomial logit at the individual-level with the transition
probability matrix re-estimated for each time-step (e.g.,
Leos-Barajas and Michelot, 2018). Similarly, the Pois-
son regression could be extended to incorporate time-
varying covariates in the emission distribution. These
modifications would enable a more accurate representa-
tion of latent processes that change over time, capturing
phenomena like learning a new skill (e.g., Visser, 2011)
or assessing the influence of exogenous variables such
as treatment or social context on the dynamics of the
studied process (e.g., Holsclaw et al., 2017; van Beest

et al., 2019; Beumer et al., 2020; Photopoulou et al.,
2020).

5.1. Conclusion

Overall, our simulation study showed that the
MHMM offers advantages over the HMM for more
complex data-generating processes involving hetero-
geneity between individuals, particularly in terms of
state decoding accuracy and estimation performance of
parameters of the emission distribution. Importantly,
our results indicate that the MHMM should be pre-
ferred over the basic HMM when researchers do not
know in advance whether they can expect between-
heterogeneity in their data. To promote the adop-
tion of our multilevel count time series analysis model
within the community and facilitate its accessibility, we
have incorporated the Poisson MHMM described in this
work into the mHMMbayes R package, which is publicly
accessible on CRAN.
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Appendix A. Supplementary materials

Be N individuals, K observed time-series per individ-
ual, and Tn occasions specific to individual n:

Algorithm 1: the Bayesian Poisson-lognormal
multilevel HMM

Inputs:
Data.
A0,B0: initial values for the transition and emission

means.
m0i j, K0,Ψ0,d f0, l0ki, τ0ki, cki, dki: hyper-parameters.
M: number of hidden states.
R: number of iterations.

Initialize MCMC chains:
an:=A0;
bnk:=B0;
Sample from conditional posterior distributions:
for iteration r in 1 to R do

for individual n in 1 to N do
for occasion t in 1 to Tn do

Calculate forward probabilities over M
states and K series: Fn,t = P(O[1:t]

nk , S
[t]
n );

end
for occasion t in Tn to 1 do

Use F[1:t]
n to backward sample: S [1:t]

n ;
end

end
for hidden state i in 1 to M do

Gibbs update: Ψi., ᾱi.;
for time-series k in 1 to K do

Gibbs update: b̄ki, τki;
end
for individual n in 1 to N do

RW-Metropolis update: αni.;
Update: ani.;
for time-series k in 1 to K do

RW-Metropolis update: bnki;
end

end
end
End of MCMC iteration r, store current parameter

values
end
return: Chain samples from the posterior distributions

of the parameters: An, αn, ᾱ, Ψ, Bn, b̄k, τk.
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Table A.2: Performance metrics for the two models under conditions of no between heterogeneity

MHMM HMM

parameter bias emp. SE MSE coverage bias emp. SE MSE coverage

Fixed effects
ā11 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.996 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.940
ā12 -0.001 0.003 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.937
ā13 -0.002 0.001 0.000 0.937 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.940
ā14 -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.794 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.956
ā21 0.001 0.005 0.000 1.000 -0.001 0.005 0.000 0.917
ā22 0.002 0.006 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.925
ā23 -0.002 0.004 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.956
ā24 -0.002 0.001 0.000 0.873 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.956
ā31 -0.002 0.004 0.000 0.984 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.944
ā32 0.001 0.007 0.000 1.000 -0.001 0.007 0.000 0.980
ā33 0.004 0.008 0.000 1.000 0.001 0.007 0.000 0.964
ā34 -0.004 0.004 0.000 0.964 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.937
ā41 -0.002 0.004 0.000 0.952 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.956
ā42 -0.005 0.005 0.000 0.921 0.000 0.005 0.000 0.944
ā43 0.002 0.009 0.000 1.000 0.001 0.009 0.000 0.937
ā44 0.004 0.011 0.000 0.996 -0.001 0.011 0.000 0.925
b̄1 0.001 0.009 0.000 0.980 -0.003 0.008 0.000 0.925
b̄2 -0.001 0.004 0.000 1.000 -0.034 0.004 0.001 0.000
b̄3 -0.001 0.003 0.000 1.000 -0.026 0.003 0.001 0.000
b̄4 -0.001 0.003 0.000 1.000 -0.025 0.003 0.001 0.000

Random effects
σ12 0.163 0.006 0.027 0.000 - - - -
σ13 0.298 0.024 0.090 0.000 - - - -
σ14 0.553 0.074 0.312 0.000 - - - -
σ22 0.167 0.006 0.028 0.000 - - - -
σ23 0.208 0.011 0.044 0.000 - - - -
σ24 0.496 0.059 0.249 0.000 - - - -
σ32 0.278 0.023 0.078 0.000 - - - -
σ33 0.253 0.020 0.065 0.000 - - - -
σ34 0.366 0.036 0.135 0.000 - - - -
σ42 0.638 0.103 0.417 0.000 - - - -
σ43 0.499 0.059 0.253 0.000 - - - -
σ44 0.434 0.048 0.191 0.000 - - - -
τ1 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - - -
τ2 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - - -
τ3 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - - -
τ4 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - - -
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Table A.3: Performance metrics for the two models under conditions of between heterogeneity in the transitions

MHMM HMM

parameter bias emp. SE MSE coverage bias emp. SE MSE coverage

Fixed effects
ā11 0.002 0.015 0.000 0.944 -0.008 0.015 0.000 0.336
ā12 -0.002 0.015 0.000 0.956 -0.001 0.014 0.000 0.312
ā13 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.968 0.007 0.004 0.000 0.152
ā14 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.952 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.288
ā21 0.002 0.022 0.000 0.940 -0.036 0.019 0.002 0.084
ā22 -0.003 0.035 0.001 0.948 0.032 0.032 0.002 0.144
ā23 0.000 0.019 0.000 0.952 0.000 0.019 0.000 0.328
ā24 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.956 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.460
ā31 -0.001 0.008 0.000 0.924 -0.012 0.007 0.000 0.248
ā32 0.000 0.034 0.001 0.952 -0.041 0.031 0.003 0.128
ā33 0.000 0.039 0.002 0.948 0.048 0.037 0.004 0.108
ā34 -0.001 0.011 0.000 0.932 0.005 0.012 0.000 0.448
ā41 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.924 -0.006 0.005 0.000 0.496
ā42 -0.001 0.009 0.000 0.952 -0.002 0.008 0.000 0.572
ā43 -0.002 0.026 0.001 0.936 -0.032 0.022 0.002 0.176
ā44 0.002 0.033 0.001 0.924 0.040 0.029 0.002 0.192
b̄1 0.000 0.011 0.000 0.976 -0.004 0.010 0.000 0.916
b̄2 -0.001 0.004 0.000 1.000 -0.035 0.005 0.001 0.000
b̄3 -0.001 0.003 0.000 1.000 -0.022 0.004 0.000 0.000
b̄4 -0.001 0.003 0.000 1.000 -0.016 0.003 0.000 0.000

Random effects
σ12 0.059 0.192 0.040 0.952 - - - -
σ13 0.047 0.215 0.048 0.980 - - - -
σ14 0.090 0.268 0.080 0.984 - - - -
σ22 0.037 0.180 0.034 0.968 - - - -
σ23 0.062 0.216 0.050 0.956 - - - -
σ24 0.099 0.294 0.096 0.972 - - - -
σ32 0.078 0.212 0.051 0.972 - - - -
σ33 0.043 0.202 0.043 0.972 - - - -
σ34 0.078 0.224 0.056 0.988 - - - -
σ42 0.181 0.352 0.156 0.992 - - - -
σ43 0.151 0.274 0.098 0.976 - - - -
σ44 0.097 0.270 0.082 0.964 - - - -
τ1 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - - -
τ2 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - - -
τ3 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - - -
τ4 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - - -
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Table A.4: Performance metrics for the two models under conditions of between heterogeneity in the emissions

MHMM HMM

parameter bias emp. SE MSE coverage bias emp. SE MSE coverage

Fixed effects
ā11 0.022 0.013 0.001 0.448 0.008 0.010 0.000 0.356
ā12 -0.021 0.016 0.001 0.576 -0.027 0.010 0.001 0.016
ā13 -0.001 0.005 0.000 0.836 0.015 0.009 0.000 0.048
ā14 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.928 0.004 0.003 0.000 0.148
ā21 -0.006 0.010 0.000 0.992 -0.009 0.017 0.000 0.460
ā22 0.038 0.019 0.002 0.560 0.038 0.023 0.002 0.132
ā23 -0.036 0.020 0.002 0.460 -0.045 0.014 0.002 0.008
ā24 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.888 0.016 0.007 0.000 0.012
ā31 0.013 0.012 0.000 0.780 0.062 0.015 0.004 0.004
ā32 -0.044 0.025 0.003 0.564 -0.089 0.022 0.008 0.000
ā33 0.042 0.021 0.002 0.624 0.036 0.022 0.002 0.192
ā34 -0.012 0.007 0.000 0.704 -0.010 0.011 0.000 0.392
ā41 0.005 0.006 0.000 0.900 0.030 0.013 0.001 0.032
ā42 0.012 0.012 0.000 0.796 0.053 0.016 0.003 0.000
ā43 -0.039 0.018 0.002 0.432 -0.035 0.019 0.002 0.168
ā44 0.020 0.013 0.001 0.904 -0.048 0.017 0.003 0.044
b̄1 0.000 0.129 0.017 0.948 0.355 0.147 0.148 0.004
b̄2 -0.147 0.149 0.044 0.616 0.183 0.199 0.073 0.036
b̄3 0.031 0.106 0.012 0.744 0.245 0.190 0.096 0.020
b̄4 0.078 0.061 0.010 0.640 0.196 0.125 0.054 0.016

Random effects
σ12 0.498 0.296 0.335 0.000 - - - -
σ13 1.266 0.364 1.735 0.000 - - - -
σ14 1.125 0.407 1.430 0.000 - - - -
σ22 0.260 0.053 0.070 0.000 - - - -
σ23 1.122 0.517 1.525 0.000 - - - -
σ24 1.798 0.448 3.434 0.000 - - - -
σ32 0.972 0.573 1.272 0.000 - - - -
σ33 0.492 0.098 0.252 0.000 - - - -
σ34 1.126 0.353 1.391 0.000 - - - -
σ42 0.974 0.394 1.102 0.000 - - - -
σ43 1.298 0.518 1.951 0.000 - - - -
σ44 0.544 0.133 0.314 0.000 - - - -
τ1 -0.080 0.160 0.032 0.960 - - - -
τ2 -0.238 0.120 0.071 0.488 - - - -
τ3 -0.309 0.038 0.097 0.000 - - - -
τ4 -0.069 0.028 0.005 0.456 - - - -
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Table A.5: Performance metrics for the two models under conditions of between heterogeneity in transitions and emissions

MHMM HMM

parameter bias emp. SE MSE coverage bias emp. SE MSE coverage

Fixed effects
ā11 0.032 0.019 0.001 0.563 0.005 0.017 0.000 0.298
ā12 -0.030 0.021 0.001 0.619 -0.025 0.015 0.001 0.119
ā13 -0.003 0.005 0.000 0.849 0.015 0.010 0.000 0.087
ā14 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.933 0.005 0.004 0.000 0.119
ā21 -0.008 0.026 0.001 0.940 -0.037 0.022 0.002 0.071
ā22 0.050 0.040 0.004 0.726 0.071 0.033 0.006 0.063
ā23 -0.047 0.026 0.003 0.480 -0.050 0.020 0.003 0.028
ā24 0.004 0.004 0.000 0.873 0.016 0.009 0.000 0.024
ā31 0.015 0.014 0.000 0.825 0.033 0.019 0.001 0.079
ā32 -0.064 0.043 0.006 0.631 -0.109 0.026 0.013 0.000
ā33 0.057 0.045 0.005 0.734 0.090 0.039 0.010 0.028
ā34 -0.011 0.012 0.000 0.817 -0.014 0.016 0.000 0.262
ā41 0.006 0.007 0.000 0.905 0.018 0.015 0.001 0.250
ā42 0.011 0.017 0.000 0.837 0.038 0.020 0.002 0.056
ā43 -0.054 0.027 0.004 0.429 -0.057 0.024 0.004 0.044
ā44 0.034 0.028 0.002 0.829 0.000 0.036 0.001 0.349
b̄1 0.005 0.131 0.017 0.952 0.484 0.211 0.279 0.004
b̄2 -0.103 0.121 0.025 0.754 0.322 0.262 0.172 0.020
b̄3 0.060 0.088 0.011 0.694 0.384 0.259 0.214 0.000
b̄4 0.088 0.066 0.012 0.567 0.283 0.184 0.114 0.016

Random effects
σ12 0.685 0.570 0.793 0.484 - - - -
σ13 1.550 0.763 2.981 0.063 - - - -
σ14 0.904 0.675 1.271 0.528 - - - -
σ22 0.152 0.240 0.081 0.933 - - - -
σ23 1.562 0.824 3.115 0.087 - - - -
σ24 1.680 0.822 3.497 0.127 - - - -
σ32 1.529 1.222 3.826 0.306 - - - -
σ33 0.368 0.355 0.261 0.742 - - - -
σ34 1.075 0.623 1.542 0.341 - - - -
σ42 0.901 0.916 1.648 0.659 - - - -
σ43 1.648 1.096 3.913 0.262 - - - -
σ44 0.249 0.364 0.194 0.877 - - - -
τ1 -0.090 0.159 0.033 0.921 - - - -
τ2 -0.330 0.084 0.116 0.147 - - - -
τ3 -0.326 0.036 0.108 0.000 - - - -
τ4 -0.074 0.027 0.006 0.333 - - - -
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Figure A.1: The emission means are relatively stable across whales, which indicates that the behavioral states have similar representations across
the whales. The state-specific emission means for each whale (maximum a posteriori estimates) have been linked to facilitate the comparison.
Parallel lines indicate similar emission pattern across states for different whales.
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Figure A.2: Group-level Poisson emission means (maximum a posteriori) by electrode and state, displayed in the natural scale as exp(b̄ki) to
facilitate comprehension.
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Figure A.3: The spread in the trial-specific posterior samples of the Poisson emission parameters bki shows the variability in the emission distribu-
tion parameters between trials.
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