








Demographic Research — Volume 8, Article 3

a)

B negative effect
[ noeffect
= positive effect

c)

B8 positive effect

Figure A.4: Credibility intervals of structured spatial effects relative to different
priors: (a) 1G(1,0.001), (b) 1G(1,0.05), (c) 1G(1,0.01), (d) I1G(1,0.5)

Finally, Figure A.5 portrays the posterior distributions of some of the 103 random
structured spatial effects, in correspondence with the different priors, including those
used in Section 4 for the estimate of the model. It appears once again to be evident that
they differ very little, even though the informative prior distribution tends to yield a
more symmetric and mesocurtic curve. We carried out an analogous analysis with
similar results for unstructured effects, which, however, cannot be reported herein.
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Figure A.5: Structured spatial effect distributions of six provinces for different inverse
gamma priors (scale parameter equal to 1 and several shape parameter
values)

Finaly, although no indicator-based diagnostic was implemented for the model
parameters (e.g. Gelman and Rubin 1992 and Brooks and Gelman 1998) other than the
graphs presented at the beginning of this appendix, the large number of chains analyzed
showed a substantial convergence to the values discussed in section 4. This assures us
of the robustness of the estimates obtained.
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