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Abstract

We study Bayesian linear regression models with skew-sytnerseale mixtures of normal error
distributions. These kinds of models can be used to capgpartures from the usual assumption of
normality of the errors in terms of heavy tails and asymmétfy propose a general non-informative
prior structure for these regression models and show tlatdnresponding posterior distribution
is proper under mild conditions. We extend these propriesuits to cases where the response
variables are censored. The latter scenario is of intenetftd context of accelerated failure time
models, which are relevant in survival analysis. We presesitnulation study that demonstrates
good frequentist properties of the posterior crediblerirgtts associated to the proposed priors. This
study also sheds some light on the trade-off between inedeasdel flexibility and the risk of over-
fitting. We illustrate the performance of the proposed medeéth real data. Although we focus on
models with univariate response variables, we also pressené extensions to the multivariate case
in the Supporting Web Material.

Key Words: accelerated failure time model; flexible errargydel selection; multivariate; noninforma-
tive prior; skewness.

1 Introduction

The classical assumption of normality of the residual eriprfinear regression models (LRMs) can be
restrictive in practice. In many cases, the use of more flexplarametric distributional assumptions
is necessary to capture departures from normality. Thegertlees often arise when the sample con-
tains outliers or when the residual errors are asymmetmave@l approaches have been proposed for
parametrically modelling these departures from normalitgh as the use of scale mixtures of normal
distributions [18], and skew-elliptical distributions, 34, 5], among others (see also [4] and [22]). In the
absence of strong prior knowledge about the model parameteray for conducting Bayesian inference
consists of using noninformative priors (often referre@smbjective Bayesian inference). In a general
sense, these kinds of priors are functions of the param#tiatgproduce posterior distributions with
good frequentist properties. The use of objective Bayeisitanence in LRMs with symmetric errors
has been widely studied. In particular, [18] studied theppety of the posterior distribution associated
with Bayesian LRMs with an improper prior structure anddasi errors distributed according to the
family of scale mixtures of normals (SMN). The use of moreagahprior structures has been recently
studied in [13] and [24] for particular members of the SMN figrmin a related vein, [36] studied the use
of Jeffreys-type priors in the context of accelerated failiime (AFT) models with SMN errors (which
are LRMs for the logarithm of the survival times). Howevégerte are fewer studies related to the use of
noninformative priors with flexible error distributionsathallow for capturing skewness. [19] proposed
a class of multivariate two-piece distributions that allfmw capturing skewness. They employed these
distributions for modelling the errors in multivariate LRNAnd also proposed an improper prior struc-
ture, which is similar to that in [16]. Another recent refiece is [30], who studied AFT models with



errors distributed according to the generalised extrenee\distribution. They proposed an improper
prior for this LRM, but their conditions for the propriety tife posterior involve truncating the support
of the prior distribution on the shape parameter, which mgueduces the flexibility of the model, as
well as a condition on the prior for the scale parameter.

Here, we study the use of the class of skew-symmetric scatturas of hormal (SSSMN) dis-
tributions for modelling residual errors in LRMs. This dasontains, for instance, the skew-normal
distribution [2], the skew-distribution [3], and the skew-logistic distribution [37s well as the cor-
responding symmetric models as particular cases. We peogpageneral improper prior structure that
preserves the propriety of the posterior distribution im slense that the posterior exists under the same
conditions as in the model with SMN errors. This result aaws to appeal to existent results in order
to show the propriety of the posterior associated to LRM&BIESMN errors and the proposed prior
structure. We discuss the use of the proposed Bayesian snodalirvival analysis as well as the impact
of using flexible distributions in the prediction of the ramiag life of patients that survived beyond the
end of the study.

The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we describé& ®Ms of interest and introduce the
proposed noninformative prior structure. We provide easheck sufficient conditions for the propriety
of the corresponding posterior distribution. These res@present an extension to previous results for
LRMs with symmetric errors [16, 18, 13, 24]. In Section 3, wéead our results to cases where the
sample contains censored response variables for appfiaattithe proposed models to survival analysis.
In Section 4, we present a simulation study where we illtstiae good frequentist properties of the
95% credible intervals obtained with the proposed prioi$ @discuss some issues associated to certain
skew-symmetric models. In Section 5 we present two apphiestwith publicly available data sets in
the context of biometric measures and survival analysisprabfs are presented in the Supporting Web
Material.

2 Linear regression with skew-symmetricerrors

2.1 Bayesian model

Recall first that a real random variabteis said to be distributed according to a skew-symmetriaielist
bution if its probability density function (PDF) can be vieih as [39]

s(z) = 2f(2)e(2), z €R, 1)

wheref is a symmetric PDF angd : R — [0, 1] is a function that satisfies(z) = 1 — ¢(—z). We focus
on the family of parametric skew-symmetric distributiorighe type
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whereG is a cumulative distribution function (CDF) with continubsymmetric PDFRy with support
onRR, ¢ € R is a location parameteg; > 0 is a scale parametek, € R, andé € A C R is a shape
parameter. We will refer tg as the “baseline density”. Note that this structure alloovgtie case where
f = g. We do not consider the case whereontains an unknown shape parameter @ané f since
this would produce a model with 5 parameters that may playnéant roles. This structure covers
many cases of practical interest such as the skew-normtabditon, the skewt distribution [3] with

o0 degrees of freedom, the skew-logistic distribution [3Tid @¢he skew-slash distribution [38]. Density
(2) is asymmetric for\ # 0, ands = f for A = 0. If a random variabléZ has distribution (2), we will
denote itasZ ~ SS¢,w, A, 0; f, 9).

Consider now the linear regression model:

s(elew A 0) = 2 f (Z;f

yj:XjT/B_FEj?j:lv"wnv (3)



wherey; € R, 3 is ap-dimensional vector of regression parameteysf'r’@d' SS0,w, A, d; f,g), and
X = (x1,...,X,) " is aknownn x p design matrix of full column rank. In some cases, we might be
interested on centring the regression model on the meamue goantile (such as the median), in which
case we have to properly centre the error distribution. Targring strategy is typically done after the
estimation of the parameters has been performed. This pagmbeen discussed by [34] in the context
of regression models with skew-elliptical distributioas, well as in [5].

We adopt the general prior structure:

w(802,0) = P40 @

wherep(), §) is a proper prior. This prior structure covers the structfreeveral priors obtained by
formal rules such as the independence Jeffreys prior, ffreyierule prior, and the reference prior [32].
Given that this prior is improper, we need to investigateditions for the existence of the corresponding
posterior distribution.

In order to provide a general propriety result, we restrigt study to the case when the baseline
density f in (2) belongs to the family of SMN distributions. Recall tlkasymmetric PDF is said to be
a SMN if it can be written as:

f(zé):/R 127 22)dH (7]6), z € R,

where H is a mixing distribution with positive support ardrepresents the standard normal PDF. The
family of scale mixtures of normals contains important msdrich as the normal distribution, the
logistic distribution, the Studertdistribution, the Laplace distribution, the symmetric geadised hy-
perbolic distribution, and the slash distribution. Unddas tsetting, we have the following results (see
the Supplementary Web Material for a formal proof).

(i) Consider the model (3)—(4). Assume tlfain (2) is a scale mixture of normals and thahk(X) =
p. If a = 1, a sufficient condition for the propriety of the posterior(@f,w, 4, A) isn > p.

(i) If a > 1, a sufficient condition for the propriety of the posterionis> p + 1 — a and
/ 7 p(8)dH (7|5)ds < oo, (5)

wherep(d) represents the marginal prior 6n

These results indicate that the introduction of skewnessdrdistribution of the residual errors, by
means of the skew-symmetric construction (2), does notitie existence of the posterior distribution,
as long as we use a proper prior on the skewness parametera = 1 the propriety of the posterior is
guaranteed by having more observations than covariatésdalass of LRMs with SSSMN errors. The
results presented here are satisfied with probability area{fnost all sets of observations). We refer the
reader to [16, 17], [18], and [36] for a discussion on zerobpbility events that induce improper poste-
riors. This includes, for instance, samples with a certaimiber of responses that can be represented as
an exact combination of their covariates which, in pringjglave probability zero of occurrence under
a continuous model but that may appear in practice due tadingrof the measurements. Fer> 1
the conditions for the existence of the posterior distidoubecome more restrictive and condition (5)
has to be checked case by case. For the cases when the residualistribution is a skew-normal
or a skew-logistic (normal or logistic baselirf¢, the condition (5) is automatically satisfied [36], and,
therefore, the condition > p + 1 — a is sufficient for the propriety of the posterior. Similargr cases
when the baseline PDFis a generalised hyperbolic distribution (with either fitad parametep > 0
or with a compactly supported marginal prii{)) or a Laplace distribution, the condition> p+1—a
is also sufficient for the existence of the posterior [13, 24]



211 Theroleof A in skew-symmetric models

An aspect that has been little discussed in the literatutkei®verall influence of the parameteron

the shape of a skew-symmetric PDF (1). We already mentiomaidttie PDF (1) is left/right skewed
for A < 0. However, the parametercontrols other features as well such as spread and locditithe o
mode. Moreover, for some combinationsfoandG, the parametek has little influence of the shape of
the PDF for a certain range of values arouné- 0. For instance, in the skew-normal PDF, the shape
parameter\ has little influence on the asymmetry whigr < 1. In this region,A mainly controls the
location and spread of the PDF. Figure 1 shows that a skemald?DF with parametek = 1 can be
reasonably well approximated with a normal PDF. This phesrwon is also observed in other models
where f andG have lighter tails than normal, while models with heavidistaeem to be exempt from
this problem. Intuitively, this suggests that it is hard stirmate the paramete(s,w, \) (both from a
Classical and a Bayesian perspective) in some light-takedv-symmetric models when the true value
lies in a certain interval centred at = 0 and the sample size is small or moderate. Consequently,
if one uses a skew-symmetric distribution, with lighter qual tails than normal, to model the errors
in a LRM, it is expected to observe high correlation betwdendstimator of the intercept regression
parameter, the scale parameter, and the skewness paré8ese3ection 4). Given that these issues only
appear when the errors are nearly symmetric, a simple snlatinsists of testing fox = 0 in order to
identify the best and most parsimonious model for the datarelver, in the context of our paper this
issue has little relevance since we are only consideringales wherf is a SMN, leaving the normal
as the only problematic case.

Figure 1: Normal PDF with parameter).505,0.817) (dashed lineys. skew-normal PDF with parameters
(0,1,1) (continuous line).

2.2 Discussion on the choice of the priorsfor the shape parameters

The choice of the priors for the shape parametars) deserves further discussion. We present a sum-
mary of some informative an non-informative priors usedtf@ shape parameters in skew-symmetric
models.

2.2.1 Priorsfor A

(i) Jeffreys priors. For the skew-normal regression model, we can employ treraete prior of
the skewness parameter This prior was obtained by [26], who showed that this is prognd
well defined. [8] showed that this prior can be reasonablyl sgbroximated using a Student-
distribution with1/2 degrees of freedom and scale parametee= /2. In [9], a similar result
was also established for the skewnodel with degrees of freedom> 2. [32] characterised the
marginal reference prior of the parameidn a large class of skew-symmetric models and showed
that this is symmetric, with tails of ordé(|\|~3/2), and proper. These kinds of priors have been
shown to induce posteriors with good frequentist propefi&s, 9, 32]. However, the reference



priors of A are well defined ah = 0 only if the second moment of is finite. As shown in [32],
the Jeffreys/reference prior afcan be calculated as follows

® g(\x)?
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(i) Matching priors. [10] calculated the matching prior for the skewness patamein the skew-
normal model. They showed that this prior is proper, datiefrendent, bimodal, with tails of order
O(|A|=3/?), and that this prior induces a posterior with good freqsemtioperties. However, the
bimodality of this prior might complicate sampling from tipesterior for small and moderate
samples. To the best of our knowledge, matching priors hav&een calculated for other skew-
symmetric models.

(i) Heuristic priors. An alternative non-informative prior can be constructgdusing the popu-
lar alternative parameterisation of the skew-normal ithigstion in terms of the parameter =
A/V1+ A2 e (—1,1). If we assign a uniform prior on the parametethis induces the following
proper prior on\:

1

p(A) o (ESUEE (7)

This prior has been used recently in [11].

(iv) Informative priors. In cases where there is reliable prior information, one @apeal to any
proper prior that can capture the features of our prior flig particular, [11] proposed the use
of the skew-normal distribution as a prior distribution thvhyperparameter&y, wo, Ag), for .
This prior allows the user to control the mass allocated duegof\ < 0, which are related to
negative and positive skewness.

2.2.2 Priorsfor §

Regarding the tail parametér [33] proposed a general method for constructing weaklgringtive
priors for kurtosis parameters. The idea consists of asgigm uniform prior to a bounded measure of
kurtosis applied to the symmetric baseline dengiyd). In order for this method to be applicable, the
chosen measure of kurtosis must be a one-to-one functidmegbdrameted. This strategy induces a
proper prior on the parametérwhich can be interpreted as a weakly informative prior, i@ sense
that it assigns a flat prior on a function that representsrifieence of the parametéron the shape of
the density. In the case of the degrees of freedom of the Btud#istribution, [33] showed that this
strategy produces a prior with a behaviour similar to thahefapproximation to the Jeffreys prior for
this parameter [21] proposed in [23].

In addition, these priors ofican be coupled with the Jeffreys priors in order to produaerd prior
on (A, ¢) by using the decomposition(\, 6) = p(A|0)p(9), where

* g(\r)?
p(A|d) \//0 x f(x‘a)G()\x)[l —G’(/\x)]dx'

This prior also has tails of orded(|\|~%/2), for each value ob. If the prior p(\|) is not too variable
for different values oy, we may opt for an independent structyre\, §) = p(\)p(d) for practical
purposes. For instance, in the skewdistribution, the priop(A|d) can be reasonably well approximated
with a Student: distribution with1/2 degrees of freedom and scale parameterA reasonable value
of oy depends on the degrees of freedontigure 2 shows the values of that produce a reasonable
approximation (obtained by matching the mode) doe 2.1,2.2,...,50. We observe that, varies
between 0.5 and /2. In this case, for the sake of simplicity, we adopt the pgipk,d) = p(A)p(9),

5



wherep(\) is a Student- distribution with1/2 degrees of freedom and scale parametgr= 7/2,
which corresponds to the reference prior\ofin Section 4 we show, through a simulation study, that
this prior structure induces a posterior with good freqgistpiroperties.
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Figure 2:Value of the scale parametep used in the Studertapproximation to the Jeffreys prior ofin the
skew+ model withd degrees of freedom.

3 Acceerated failuretime models

A closely related family of LRMs that are of great interestsirvival analysis are AFT models. The
basic idea behind this kind of LRM consists of modelling acfeturvival timesT = (77, ... ,Tn)T in
terms of a set of covariatgs through the model equation:

logTj:xJ-Tﬁ+aj, j=1,....,n. (8)

In this context, the distribution of the errargis typically assumed to be normal or thafp (e ;) follows
a Weibull distribution. Given that the normality assumptican be restrictive in practice, several alter-
native models have been proposed. For instance, from dazghsderential framework, [7] proposed
the use of the Birnbaum-Saunders distribution, which epoads to modelling the survival timg$ as
a log-Birnbaum-Saunders distribution; and [31] employesidlass of log-two-piece distributions. From
a Bayesian perspective, [36] employed the class of log sogdure of normals for modelling survival
times; meanwhile [30] employed the log generalised extreahge distribution.

We consider the class of log skew-symmetric (LSS) distitimst [28]:

si(tlE,w, ), 8) = %f (logi_5‘5> a (Abgi_ 5) >0, ©)

for modelling the survival timeq’; in (8), wheref and g are as described in Section 2. It includes,
for example, the log-skew-normal and log-skewistributions [6, 25]. This class of distributions can
also be seen as an extension of the class of log-symmettitbditons (which is obtained with =

0). If a positive random variabl@ has distribution (9) we denote it & ~ LSS, w, A, d; f,9).
More specifically, we assume th@f|x;, 3, w, \,0 ~ LSS(ij,B,w,A,é; fyg), that f in (9) is a scale
mixture of normals, and thatnk(X) = p. If we adopt the prior structure (4) for this model, then the
corresponding posterior is proper under the conditionsecti8n 2. However, in the context of AFT
models, the presence of (right—, left—, and interval-) oesth responses is quite common. Suppose
that 7j|x;, B,w, A\, 6 ~ LSS(ijﬁ,w, A, 0; f,g), that f in (9) is a scale mixture of normals, and that
rank(X) = p. Consider the prior structure (4) for this model. Suppose &hatn,. < n observations
are censored ana, = n — n. are observed. Then,

6



() If a =1, a sufficient condition for the propriety of the correspargdposterior is, > p.

(ii) If a > 1, a sufficient condition for the propriety of the posteriomis> p + 1 — a together with

(5).

In the Supplementary Web Material we provide a study of thieeexe case in which all of the observa-
tions are censored (Corollary 2). This scenario require®eeroareful analysis given that, intuitively,
samples containing only censored observations contdimififormation about the parameters, thus, one
has to be careful about using non-informative priors in sitheme scenarios.

4 Simulation study

In this section we present a simulation study that illussahe performance of the proposed models.
We study the regression model:

y; = B+ Paxyj + Paxej +e5, j=1,...,n,

where we simulate the variables; andxz,; from a standard normal distribution and consider different
combinations of the distribution of the residual errors drelsample size.

In the first scenario, we simulate the residual errors fronkeavsnormal distribution with scale
parametero = 0.5 and skewness parameter= 0,1,2,3,4,5, (51,62,03) = (1,2,3) andn =
100, 250, 500. Negative values oA produce similar results and are, therefore, omitted. Wetatie
product prior structure (4) with = 1 andp(\) given by the reference prior of this parameter [26].
We use the Studentapproximation from [8] to facilitate its implementation.of~each of these sce-
narios, we obtainV = 1,000 samples of siz&, 000 from the posterior distribution using the R [29]
t-walk Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampler [14] after arb-in period of5, 000 iterations and
thinned to every25th iteration (55,000 iterations in total). Then, we caltelthe proportion 0b5%
credible intervals that include the true value of the patanse the 5%, 50%, and 95% quantiles of the
maximum likelihood estimators (MLES), the maximuarposteriori (MAP) estimators, and posterior
median estimators, as well as the median Bayes factor assddo the hypothesi&, : A = 0. The
Bayes factor is approximated using the Savage-Dickey teretio [15]. In the second scenario, we
simulate the residual error from a skew-logistic distribatwith scale parameter = 0.5 and skewness
parameten = 0, 1,2, 3,4,5. We adopt the product prior structure (4) witk= 1 andp(\) given by the
reference prior of this parameter [32]. We use the Studapiproximation (1/2 degrees of freedom and
scale 4/3) from [32] to facilitate its implementation. Iretthird scenario, we simulate the residual errors
from a skewt distribution with degrees of freedom= 3 and scale parameter = 0.5. We adopt the
prior on the skewness parameter described in the first siionlacenario. For the degrees of freedom
0, we use the approximation to the Jeffreys prior propose@3it [

2do
(0 +d)3

w(0) = (20)
We fix the hyperparametelr = 2, which induces a prior with mode at= 1.

Results are reported in Tables 1-3 below and Section 3, §al8e6S, of the Supplementary Web
Material. For the first scenario (skew-normal errors, Talile3), we can observe that the coverage of
the credible intervals of the parameteris greatly affected when the true value bfis zero or one.
Moreover, the Bayes factors associatedHg : A = 0 favours the normal model in both cases, for
all sample sizes, wheh = 0, 1, which emphasises the difficulty in identifying models wj} < 1.
These scenarios correspond to the cases described infB2dtith where the skew-normal distribution is
nearly or exactly symmetric, which in turns complicates ittentification of the paramete(s, w, \),
and induces a strong correlation between these paramEtguses 3—4 show the scatter plots associated
to a posterior sample df31, 52, B3, w, A) for n = 250 and A = 1,5, respectively. These figures show
the strong correlation between the paramef{gisw, \) for A = 1, while the correlation between these

7



parameters seems to be lower for= 5. We can also observe from these tables that the coverage
improves as\ > 2 and that the coverage proportions converge to the nomimaé s the sample size
increases. This study also indicates that we need atleé@stservations in order to get a good coverage.
For the second and third scenarios (Tables 1S—-6S), we @aeywod coverage for all the sample sizes
as well as a good behaviour of the Bayesian estimators cadpaithat of the corresponding MLEs.

In the Supplementary Web Material, Tables 7S—-9S, we preseatiditional simulation study using
the configuration in the first scenario with the prior (7) fbe tparameteA. This study shows that the
prior (7), that has been considered as a noninformative prithe literature, induces a posterior with
poor frequentist properties.
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Figure 3:Scatter plot for a single posterior simulation(df, 32, 83, w, A) with n = 250 and\ = 1.
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Figure 4:Scatter plot for a single posterior simulation(¢fi, 32, 83, w, A) with n = 250 and\ = 5.

5 Applications

In this section, we illustrate the performance of the prepgoBayesian models with two real data sets.
In the first example, we revisit the popular “Australian Agtads” data set. We compare the performance
of 4 types of distributional assumptions on the residuadrerin a LRM studied in [1]. In the second
example we present an application in the context of sunavellysis of cancer patients. Simulations
from the corresponding posterior distributions are oladinsing the t—-walk [14]. Model comparison is
conducted via Bayes factors which are calculated using anitance sampling (and corroborated using
Laplace’s method), the Bayesian information criterion@GBland log-predictive marginal likelihood
(LPML). LPML is a measure that ranks the models of intereseims of their predictive performance
(see [35] for an overview that includes the case with ineceamsored observations). Larger values of
LPML indicate a better predictive performance. The use efBlayes factors with improper priors is
justified in this context since we use the same prior stredwith improper priors only on the common
parameters) for the different models in order to avoid tres@nce of arbitrary constants (see [36] for a
discussion on this point). R codes are available upon réques

5.1 Australian athletes data

Our first application concerns the study of the regressiodehd]:
me]‘ = ﬁlHt]‘ + ﬁgwt]’ + €5, j=1,...,102, (11)

where Lbm;, Ht;, andWWt; denote the lean body mass, the height, and the weight of 18&alan
male athletes from the Australian Institute of Sport (Al&)adset. We compare the models obtained with
four distributional assumptions on the residual eregrsa skew-normal distribution SN, w, A) [2], a
skew Student-distribution SS{0, w, A, d) with unknown degrees of freedom, and the corresponding
symmetric submodels (normal and Studént\We adopt the prior structure (4) with = 1. For the



Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

b1 4456  4.917 5,521 | 4.463 4.996 5.519| 4559 4999 5380, 0.987 -
B2 1.913 2.002 2.089 | 1911 2.001 2.091| 1916 2.003 2.085| 0.956 -
B3 2.908 3.001 3.087 | 2.905 2.999 3.086| 2.906 3.000 3.087 0.942 -
w 0.492 0.613 0.761 | 0.475 0.542 0.714| 0.504 0.581  0.699 0.849 -
A -1.993  0.285 2224 | -1.452 -0.003 1.613| -1.196 0.009 1.520| 0.989 2.141

b1 4.788  5.009 5.317 | 4.796 5.057 5.649| 4.856 5.193 5.507| 0.947 -
B2 1.931 2.001 2.069 | 1.927 2.001 2.069| 1.928 2.002 2.067| 0.950 -
B3 2.930 3.001 3.066 | 2.929 3.001 3.071| 2931 3.002 3.066| 0.963 -
w 0.373  0.485 0.635| 0.388 0.450 0.613| 0.417 0.483 0.603| 0.994 -
A 0.007  0.992 2.550 | -0.988 0.190 2.063| -0.713 0.248 1.974, 0.964 2.029

B 4.886  5.003 5.252 | 4.885 5.009 5.435| 4900 5.059  5.359 0.911 -
B2 1.941  2.001 2.058 | 1.938 2.003 2.060| 1.942 2.001  2.058 0.955 -

B3 2.944  3.000 3.060 | 2.941 3.001 3.061| 2.943 3.001  3.059 0.952 -

w 0.354 0.496 0.600 | 0.336 0.447 0.593| 0.365 0.462  0.589 0.947 -

A 0.451 2.083 4942 | -0.315 1.585 3.389| 0.035 1.441 3.973 0.901 1.093
A=3

b1 4.909 5.002 5.115| 4.904 5.003 5.147| 4915 5.020 5.257 0.912 -
B 1.946  1.998 2.047 | 1.944 1.998 2.050| 1.947 1.999  2.047 0.955 -
B3 2.949  3.000 3.054 | 2.948 3.000 3.054| 2.950 3.001  3.053 0.950 -
w 0.395 0.491 0.590 | 0.319 0.484 0.585| 0.359 0.482  0.587 0.929 -
A 1.488 3.225 10.269| -0.154 2.463 5.112| 0.577 2.742  6.939 0.904 0.223

B 4928 5.002 5.084 | 4.922 5.000 5.091| 4.929 5.008 5.137 0.946 -
B2 1.954  2.000 2.046 | 1.953 2.001 2.047| 1.954 2.001 2.045| 0.964 -

B3 2.954  3.002 3.047 | 2.953 3.003 3.048| 2.955 3.002  3.048 0.964 -

w 0.407 0.495 0.576 | 0.369 0.488 0.574| 0.380 0.490 0.574 0.950 -

A 2.298 4505 108.781 -1.076 3.227 8.417| 1.502 3.807 12553 0.941 5x1072
A=5

B 4933 4.998 5.068 | 4.930 4.997 5.074| 4.938 5.000 5.096 0.954 -
B2 1.954 1.998 2.043 | 1.953 1.999 2.043| 1.956 1.999 2.044|, 0.955 -

B3 2.960 3.003 3.046 | 2.959 3.003 3.047| 2.962 3.003 3.045| 0.969 -
w 0.418 0.499 0.575| 0.397 0.494 0.574| 0.402 0.498 0.578| 0.958 -
A 2997 5883 138.56(0 -17.640 3.930 12.81(0 2.192 4,929 21.107, 0.943 2x1072

Table 1:Point estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtamsar regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-normal distributian,= 100.
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Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

A=0
b1 4574 4965 5.424 4568 5.008 5429 4.665 4.994 5335 0.988 -
B2 1.948 2.000 2.057] 1.945 1999 2.057| 1.947 2.000 2.056 0.945 -
B3 2947 2998 3.052 2.945 2996 3.055 2.946 2997 3.053 0.952 -
w 0.504 0.584 0.683] 0.484 0.525 0.656| 0.508 0.555 0.640, 0.859 -
A -1.406 0.079 1.400 -1.240 0.030 1.234) -1.035 0.015 1.017] 0.988 2.547

A=1
B 4869 5.000 5.290, 4.872 5.024 5.548/ 4.897 5.157 5.430, 0.903 -
B2 1.957 2.000 2.047| 1.957 2.000 2.049 1.959 2.000 2.047] 0.943 -

B3 2.957 3.001 3.044 2956 3.001 3.044 2.958 3.001 3.043 0.949 -
w 0.393 0.498 0.589 0.401 0.440 0.581] 0.420 0.465 0.564f 0.986 -
A 0.014 1.018 1.782 -0.809 0.548 1.690| -0.428 0.390 1.553 0.903 2.282
=2

B1 4922 5.002 5.100 4.922 5.002 5.117| 4928 5.013 5.217| 0.919 -
B2 1.967 2.001 2.035 1966 2.001 2.038 1.966 2.001 2.035 0.955 -
Ba 2.966 3.000 3.033 2965 3.001 3.034 2966 3.001 3.033 0.967 -
w 0.420 0.498 0.565 0.358 0.492 0.564| 0.386 0.489 0.564 0.919 -
A 1231 2.046 3.159 0.718 1.871 2.886] 0.592 1.897 3.009 0.917 0.080
A=3
b1 4948 5.001 5.064 4.946 5.001 5.067] 4.949 5005 5.074 0.944 -
B2 1.971 2.000 2.028 1970 2001 2.029 1971 2.000 2.028 0.966 -
B3 2970 3.001 3.029) 2.969 3.000 3.029] 2.970 3.000 3.029 0.963 -
w 0.437 0.497 0552 0.431 0.494 0.550, 0.430 0.495 0.551f 0.950 -
A 2.034 3.093 4.676/ 1.851 2.845 4.117| 1.826 2.950 4.330, 0.947 1x10~ 1t
A=4
B 4958 4998 5.050, 4.958 4.998 5.051] 4.960 5.000 5.054 0.962 -
B2 1.973 2.000 2.028 1972 2.000 2.027| 1.973 2.000 2.027, 0.965 -

B3 2973 2999 3.026/ 2.973 2999 3.027| 2.973 2999 3.026 0.970 -

w 0.449  0.497 0.549 0.445 0.495 0.545 0.446 0.496 0.546| 0.966 -

A 2.820 4.180 6.669 2539 3.781 5.629 2.687 3.979 6.161] 0.947 1x10~13
A=5

B 4962 4997 5.0420 4960 4.997 5.044| 4.962 4.999 5.044 0.953 -
B2 1.976 2.001 2.025 1975 2001 2.026] 1.976 2.001 2.026 0.967 -

B3 2975 3.000 3.026/ 2.974 2999 3.026] 2.974 2999 3.026 0.959 -
w 0.447 0.499 0.548 0.447 0.497 0.545 0.448 0.499 0.547| 0.956 -
A 3.550 5.289 8.647] 3.196 4.692 7.200| 3.356 4.965 7.821) 0.959 6x10~12

Table 2:Point estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtamsar regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-normal distributian,—= 250.
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Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

b1 4.612 5022 5376 4.608 4.991 5379 4.680 5.000 5.287| 0.981 -
B2 1.964 2001 2035 1963 2.000 2.037/ 1.965 2.001 2.036 0.957 -
B3 2962 3.000 3.039 2.959 3.000 3.040] 2.962 3.000 3.040| 0.951 -
w 0.502 0.567 0.649 0.487 0.520 0.630] 0.507 0.541 0.615 0.848 -
A -1.134 -0.045 1.181] -1.066 0.009 1.140; -0.807 -0.007 0.898 0.982 2.953

b1 4897 5.000 5.263 4.896 5.012 5.450, 4.910 5112 5.333 0.892 -
B2 1.969 1.999 2.029 1.967 1.999 2.031 1.969 1.999 2.031] 0.948 -
B3 2970 3.000 3.031] 2.968 3.000 3.033 2.970 3.000 3.032 0.950 -
w 0.411 0501 0.569 0.405 0.437 0.567| 0.424 0.463 0.560, 0.965 -
A 0.055 1.010 1.602 -0.430 0.833 1.547| -0.130 0.544 1505 0.885 2.279

B1 4950 4999 5.062 4950 5.000 5.064] 4.954 5004 5.081 0.950 -
B2 1.975 2001 2025 1974 2.000 2.025 1975 2.000 2.024 0.953 -
B3 2976  3.001 3.026] 2.976 3.001 3.027] 2.976 3.001 3.026| 0.949 -
w 0.447  0.499 0.545 0.440 0.497 0.544] 0.436 0.496 0.543 0.942 -
A 1.446 2.022 2.706/ 1.362 1.943 2585 1.317 1.961 2.633 0.937 2x10726

b1 4963 4.999 5.0400 4.962 5.000 5.041 4.965 5.000 5.043 0.958 -
B2 1.979 1.999 2.0200 1.978 1.999 2.022] 1.979 1.999 2.021f 0.967 -
B3 2977  3.000 3.0220 2.977 3.000 3.022| 2.978 3.000 3.022 0.955 -
w 0.458 0.498 0.538 0.456 0.497 0.537] 0.458 0.498 0.538 0.957 -
A 2351 3.048 4.019 2.246 2928 3.874] 2.295 2984 3.925 0.954 4x107°3

b1 4.968 5.001 5.033 4.968 5.001 5.034] 4.969 5.001 5.034 0.950 -
B2 1.981 2.000 2.017] 1.981 2.000 2.019] 1.981 2.000 2.018 0.961 -

B3 2.981 2.999 3.020, 2.981 2.999 3.020] 2.981 2,999 3.019 0.964 -

w 0.460 0.499 0.536 0.458 0.498 0.537| 0.459 0.499 0.536 0.941 -

A 3.142 4073 5415 2996 3.895 5.119] 3.073 3.976 5.216| 0.954 3x107%
A=5

B1 4974 5.000 5.027| 4974 5.000 5.029 4.974 5.000 5.028 0.962 -
B2 1.983 2.000 2.017] 1.982 2.000 2.017| 1.982 2.000 2.017] 0.963 -

B3 2.983 2999 3.017] 2.983 2999 3.017] 2.983 2999 3.017| 0.966 -
w 0.465 0.499 0532 0.463 0.497 0.532 0465 0.498 0.532] 0.953 -
A 3.913 5199 7.083 3.669 4.895 6.654/ 3.795 5043 6.800| 0.956 5x10~16

Table 3:Point estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtamsar regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-normal distributian,= 500.
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skewness parameter, in both cases, we use the Studgptroximation (withl /2 degrees of freedom
and scaler/2) to the reference prior proposed in [8]. For the degrees e¥édom we use the prior
(10) with hyperparametef = 10. This prior structure allows us to match the priors assedidb the
different distributional assumptions, which in turn heljssto justify the use of Bayes factors for model
comparison. The propriety of the corresponding posteristridutions is guaranteed by Proposition 1
and Corollary 1. We obtain a posterior sample of di2zg)00 after a burn-in period d25, 000 iterations

and thinned to evergsth iteration for each of these models (275,000 iteratiorietad). Table 4 presents

a summary of the posterior samples as well as the BIC, Baytsré& and LPML. All of the model
selection criteria favour the model with skewerrors, which suggest the presence of heavy tails and
skewness.

In order to assess the goodness of fit of the SSt model, we geap®ayesian residual analysis as
follows. First, for each posterior sample of the parame(tﬁf@, /Bék)), =1,...,10000, we obtain the
median of the residual erro%k) = Lbm; — Y“)Htj - ﬁék)Wtj. By using the posterior samples of
(w, A, 0), we approximate the posterior predictive distributiontwf errors and obtain a sample of size
10,000 from this distribution. Then, we obtaif/ = 10,000 sub-samples of siz&)2 from the sample
of the predictive distribution, and construct a QQ-plotdach of these samples. Finally, using thése
QQ-plots we generate a predictive envelope by taking themd®&% quantiles of the QQ-plots at each
sample quantile point. This envelope can be used to visaaBgss the fit of the residuals and to detect
shortcomings of a model in specific regions. Figure 5 showegthkdictive quantile envelope associated
to both the SSt and normal models. We notice that the envelspeciated to the SSt model covers all
the data points as well as the straight line, which represeaitfect fit. On the other hand, the envelope
produced with the normal model does not contain the straiighin several regions.

Model SSt SN t N
B1 0.05 (0.03,0.08) | 0.05 (0.04,0.08) | 0.06 (0.04,0.08)| 0.08 (0.06,0.10)
B2 0.81(0.75,0.87) | 0.81(0.76,0.85) | 0.77(0.74,0.81)| 0.73(0.69,0.77)
w 1.85(1.18,2.77) | 3.51(2.94,4.22) | 1.24(0.96,1.62)| 2.29 (2.01,2.64)
A -2.43 (-7.04,-0.57)| -4.08 (-7.89,-2.18) - -
5 2.69 (1.54,6.03) - 2.33(1.44,4.28) -
BIC 231.07 238.21 233.00 241.83
Bayes factor - 4 %104 8 x 1073 3x 107
LPML -217.39 -224.48 -218.84 -232.18

Table 4:AIS Data: Posterior median, 95% credible intervals, BIC Bagles factors against the SSt model.

Predictive Quantiles

Predictive Quaniles

Sample Quantiles

(@)

Figure 5: Bayesian residual analysis: (a) skew-normakgr(b) skewt errors.
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5.2 North Central Cancer Treatment Group (NCCTG) data

We now analyse the popular NCCTG lung cancer data. This @dtaomtains the survival times of
n = 227 patients (the total number of patients is 228 but, for thess#ksimplicity, we have removed
one patient with a missing covariate) with advanced lungeafrom the NCCTG. The sample contains
63 censored observations. The goal of this study was to cartha descriptive information from a
guestionnaire applied to a group of patients against thenmdtion obtained by each patient’s physi-
cian, in terms of prognostic power [27]. We fit an AFT model\{8h three covariates “age” (in years),
“sex” (Male=1, Female=2), “ph.ecog” (ECOG performancerec®=good-5=dead) as well as an in-
tercept, together with 4 distributional assumptions onrdsdual errors. We compare the inference
obtained with skew-logistic errors (SS Logistic), skewnal errors (SS Normal), and the correspond-
ing symmetric sub-models (logistic and normal). We adopthor structure (4) witlu = 1 and the
reference prior for\ proposed in [32] (which is approximated using a Studedistribution with 1/2
degrees of freedom and scale 3/4). The propriety of the gporaling posterior distributions is guaran-
teed by Theorem 2 in the Supporting Web Material. We obtainsaguior sample of siz&0, 000 after

a burn-in of50, 000 and thinned to evergsth iteration (300,000 iterations in total). Table 5 shows a
summary of the posterior samples as well as the model cosgparihe Bayes factors, BIC, and LPML
favour the model with SS logistic errors, which suggestspitesence of skewness and slightly heavier
tails than normal. In this case, we cannot obtain a residuallyais given that the data set contains cen-
sored observations. Although there have been some attémpteduce Bayesian residual analyses in
the presence of censored observations [12], there doege@ot ® be an agreement on which of these
methods is more appropriate.

Model SS logistic SS Normal Logistic Normal
Intercept 6.79 (5.82, 7.74) | 7.19 (6.20, 8.28) | 5.96 (4.98,6.96) | 6.48 (5.30, 7.62)
Age -0.01 (-0.02,0.00) | -0.01 (-0.02,0.00) | -0.01 (-0.02, 0.00)| -0.02 (-0.03, 0.00)
Sex 0.44(0.19,0.72) | 0.45(0.17,0.72) | 0.49(0.22,0.76) | 0.53(0.23,0.84)
ph.ecog -0.37 (-0.55,-0.19)| -0.34 (-0.53, -0.15)| -0.41 (-0.60, -0.22)| -0.36 (-0.57,-0.16)
w 0.71(0.57,0.86) | 1.46(1.28,1.67) | 0.55(0.48,0.63) | 1.04(0.93,1.17)

A -2.03 (-4.20,-0.64)| -3.26 (-5.90, -1.85) - -

BIC 555.93 563.67 562.17 580.96

Bayes factor - 0.008 0.108 1x107°

LPML -268.53 -272.48 -272.91 -283.23

Table 5:NCCTG Lung Cancer data: Posterior median, 95% crediblevalg, BIC and Bayes factors against the
SS logistic model.

Now, using the AFT models with SS Logistic and Logistic estave study the remaining life of five
patients which survived beyond the end of the study. A prgpediction of the individual remaining
life is of great importance in medicine since this inforratcan be used for planning health care. Table
6 presents a summary of the quantiles of these distribufionthe first 5 censored patients. These
guantiles were obtained by using the posterior AFT modetredrat the median (averaged over all the
posterior samples). We can observe that the quantiles thigha 50% are much larger in the model
with Logistic errors than those obtained with the model V8@ Logistic errors. This difference seems
to be produced by the larger values in the posterior sampleimthe model with Logistic errors, which
are overestimated by the lack of flexibility of this errortdisution.

6 Discussion

We proposed a flexible class of LRMs with SSSMN errors thatazgrture a variety of tail behaviours
and skewness. The proposed models represent an extensiBMtavith SMN errors. The latter have
been widely used to capture heteroscedasticity and themresof outliers, but they cannot capture
departures from symmetry. The use of SSSMN error distobstican capture additional unobserved
heterogeneity which has the effect of inducing asymmettpénresidual errors. We introduced a non-
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Quantile 5% 25% 50% 75% 95%
SS Logistic model
Patient 1 1054.1 | 1163.4 | 1576.7 | 2120.3 | 3539.5
Patient 2 1045.8 | 1155.6 | 1347.6 | 1693.3 | 2693.3
Patient 3 1008.1 | 1200.1 | 1516.2 | 2048.7 | 3436.6
Patient 4 896.0 | 1217.3 | 1706.0 | 2478.9 | 4363.4
Patient 5 882.6 | 1071.5| 1374.5| 1881.8 | 3174.8
Logistic model

Patient 1 1043.9 | 1211.7 | 1549.4 | 2318.6 | 5700.5
Patient 2 1052.9 | 1206.9 | 1520.3 | 2241.5 | 5453.9
Patient 3 997.8 | 1160.0 | 1485.5| 2225.7 | 5481.2
Patient 4 857.6 | 1034.8 | 1378.8 | 2136.7 | 5387.6
Patient 5 869.3 | 1013.5| 1302.4 | 1956.2 | 4829.0

Table 6: NCCTG Lung Cancer data: Quantiles of the predictive regitifeadistribution for the Median SS
Logistic and Logistic models.

informative prior structure that induces proper posteriender rather mild conditions. We presented
propriety results in a unified framework that covers the bsiRMs and AFT models. We provided
tangible conditions for checking the propriety of the pdstedistribution in cases when the response
variables are censored. We have illustrated the need ®istht of extension with simulated and real
data. Our simulation studies also indicate that the prap@smr structure induces posterior distribu-
tions with appealing frequentist properties. We have emigbd the usefulness of the proposed models
in survival analysis, which are relevant in medicine. Hoarethey can also be applied to other contexts
such as finance, biology, or industrial applications.

We implemented the proposed models using a general-puld@$¢C sampler. This was possible
given that we were using distributions with numericallyctedole PDF and CDF. In a more general
framework, the Metropolis within Gibbs sampling strategyhich takes advantage of the stochastic
representation of SMN) proposed in [36] can be extended tdetsonvith SSSMN errors by using the
stochastic representation of this sort of distribution8].[3This only implies an additional step in the
Gibbs sampler from [36]. In those cases when the PDF and CHife@SSMN of interest are tractable,
it is possible to implement a Metropolis-within-Gibbs sdempwvith already available R packages such
as ‘spBayes’ [20].
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1 Propriety results

In the material below, equation numbers refer to equatiorthé main paper. Equations associated to
the Supporting Web Material have an “S” suffixed to the equetiumber.

Proposition 1 Consider the model (3)—(4). Assume tlfidh (2) is a scale mixture of normals and that
rank(X) = p. Then, the posterior of3,w, \, §) is proper if the posterior distribution associated to
model (3), with errors distributed according to a scale mietof normalsf with shape paramete,
scale parameteg, and prior structure given by:

(B, w,d) x ﬁ(d), (18)

wa
wherep(d), the marginal prior ory, is proper.
Corollary 1 Consider the model (3)—(4) and assume that (2) is a scale mixture of normals. Then,
(i) If a = 1, a sufficient condition for the propriety of the posterior(@f, w, d, A) isn > p.

(ii) If @ > 1, a sufficient condition for the propriety of the posteriomis> p + 1 — a and
/ 72 p(8)dH (r]8)ds < oo,

wherep(d) represents the marginal prior oh

Theorem 1 Suppose thaf’j|x;, 3, w, A, ~ LSijTﬁ,w,/\,(S;f, g), that f in (9) is a scale mixture
of normals, and thatank(X) = p. Consider the prior structure (4) for this model. Suppossdhat
n. < n observations are censored ang = n — n. are observed. Then,

() If a = 1, a sufficient condition for the propriety of the corresparglposterior isn, > p.
(ii) If a > 1, a sufficient condition for the propriety of the posterionis> p + 1 — a and (5).

An extreme case arises when all of the observations are r@ehsd he following result provides
conditions for the propriety of the posterior under thisrsre.

Theorem 2 Consider the model (8) with prior (4), whefeis a scale mixture of normals. Suppose that
n; < n observations are interval censored, where the length cethietervals is finite, and that the
othern — n; observations are censored (not necessarily in a finite wa@r Denote theu; interval-
censored observations &, ..., I,,), and letX,,, be the corresponding design submatrix. Then, the
corresponding posterior is proper § = I; x --- x I,, and the column space &,,, are disjoint,
together with one of the following conditions



(@) a=1andn; > p.
(b) a>1,n; >p+1—a,and (5).

Theorem 2 represents a generalisation of Theorem 5 frormpéso provides more tangible con-
ditions on the type of censoring required to guarantee tlstemce of the posterior distribution. An
alternative way of checking that and the column space &,,, are disjoint consists of formulating
this condition as a linear programming (LP) problem. Denpte R?, ¥ = (¢1,...,%,,)" € £ and
I; =[lj,u;],j =1,...,ny. Define the LP problem:

Find max 1,

n,%p
Subjectto  X,,,n =1,
and loglj Sl% Sloguj, i7=1,...,n1. (29)

Thus, condition (iii) is equivalent to verifying the inféasity of the LP problem (2S), for which there
are several theoretical and numerical tools (LP solveraijable (see.g.[3]). Note also that the aim of
this formulation is not to solve the maximisation problermhigh is trivial), but to check the feasibility
of the restrictions. This is if the LP solver reports infééldly, then the sets are disjoint, otherwise it
should return some feasible vector.

2 Extensionsto multivariatelinear regression

In this section, we present a multivariate extension of thgeBian LRM discussed in Section 2. Re-
call first that a random vectdt is said to be distributed according tona—variate skew-symmetric
distribution,m > 1, if its PDF can be written as [7]:

S(Z|€) = 2f(Z - E)SD(Z - 5)7 zc Rm7 (38)

where f is a symmetric PDF with support "™, andy : R™ — [0, 1] satisfies the condition(z) =
1 — ¢(—z). This class of distributions contains the multivariatevekermal [2] and the multivariate
skew+ distributions [1] as particular cases.

Consider now the linear regression model:

yj':BTXj—i-Ej, j:].,...,’l”b7 (48)

wherey; € R™, B is ap x m matrix of regression parameters, arglis a knownp x 1 vector of
covariates. LeX = (xi,...,x,)' denote the entire design matrix, and suppose that this eds
full column rank. We focus on the study of the model (4S) wittoes distributed according to a certain
class of skew-symmetric distributions. In order to introeluhis model, recall that a PDfis said to be
a multivariate scale mixture of normals (MSMN), if it can betten as follows:

9] 7.m/2 T
f(z|§72,5):/0 WGXP{—§

where H is a mixing distribution,d € A C R is a shape parameter, alis am x m positive
definite symmetric matrix. This family contains the multiegde normal and the multivariate Student-
distributions, among others. We say that a densitya multivariate skew-symmetric scale mixture of
normals (MSSSMN) if it can be written as in (3S) wherés a MSMN.

(z-&)' 57 (2 &)} dH (7o), z € R,

Theorem 3 Consider the linear regression model (4S) and suppose lieagitrors
£; i MSSSMNO, 3, A, 6; f, ¢), wheref is a MSMN with shape parametéy and the skewing func-

tion ¢ contains a skewness parameter vectoiAdopt the prior structure:

p(A,9)

W(B,E,A, 6) X m )
det(3)"3"

(59)

2



wherep(A, 0) is assumed to be proper. Then, the posterior distributiqurager, for almost any sample,
provided that, > m + p andrank(X) = p.

This result indicates that the introduction of skewnesa,thie skew-symmetric construction (3S),
does not affect the existence of the posterior, providedttigprior on the skewness parameter vector
A is proper. The prior structure (5S) is of interest in praetiiven that it is a generalisation of the
structure of the independence Jeffreys prior (see [4] fsthucture of this prior in the symmetric case).
Moreover, it provides a general structure that leads to grgosteriors under rather mild conditions.
Analogously to the results presented for univariate respsrthis result holds with probability one. We
refer the reader to [4] for a discussion on some zero-préibabvents that produce improper posteriors.
The following results present particular details on theppiety of the posterior for skew-normal and
skew+ errors

Corollary 2 Consider the linear regression model (4S) and suppose lteaétrors are distributed ac-
cording to the multivariate skew-normal distribution [2}dopt the prior structure:

p(N)
m—+1 2

(B, X,\) x ————
det(32) 2~

wherep(A) is assumed to be proper. Then, the posterior distributiqorager provided thatr > m + p
andrank(X) = p.

Corollary 3 Consider the linear regression model (4S) and suppose lteaétrors are distributed ac-
cording to the multivariate skewdistribution [1] with unknown degrees of freedam> 0. Adopt the
prior structure:

P(A)p(9)

B
"8 ) det(X) 2

wherep(\) andp(d) are assumed to be proper. Then, the posterior distributioproper provided that
n > m + p andrank(X) = p.

Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1

The marginal likelihood of the data is given by

m(y) = / [ﬁS(yjlijﬁ,w,é,/\)] %dﬁdwdéd)\.

Jj=1

Using that0 < G(-) < 1in (2) and thaip(\, 0) is proper it follows that

n L T
/ e (y] %, P 5) P-0) 16 duodbax
=1 w w w
2n/ f[lf vi—% B
=1 w w

IN

m(y)

5)] ﬁi‘z) dBdwds, (6S)

wherep(d) = [ p(X, §)dA, which is proper. The result follows by noting that the |&sti in inequality
(6S) corresponds to the marginal likelihood of a LRM withidesl errors distributed according to the
symmetric distributionf and prior structurer(3, w, §) « p(d)/w®. O

3



Proof of Corollary 1

(i) follows by Proposition 1 together with Theorem 1 in [5i) follows by Proposition 1 together with
the proofs of Lemma 1 from [4] and Theorem 2 from [6]. O
Proof of Theorem 1

As discussed in [6], the contribution of a censored obsemab the likelihood function is a factor in
[0, 1]. Then, the marginal likelihood of the complete sample isanfifwunded by the marginal likelihood
of the uncensored observations. Therefore, the proprietiyeoposterior distribution can be based on
the uncensored observations. O

Proof of Theorem 2
Provided that either (i) or (ii) are satisfied, it follows tha
nr
I(t1, .. tn;) :/Hsl(tj\x}ﬁ,w,A,a)w(ﬁ,w,A,a)dﬁdwdAda < o0,
7=1
for each(t,...,t,,) € £. Finally, given that the Lebesgue measurefof finite (since this set is
bounded), it follows that the marginal likelihood of theadgfg I(t1,... ty,)dty - - - dty, isfinite. O

Proof of Theorem 3

The proof follows analogously to the proof of Propositionylrimting that the inequalit f (x)p(x) <
2f(x) holds. O



3 Simulation with skew-logistic and skew-t¢ errors.

For a description of the simulation scenario see Sectiontdeomain paper.

Method MLE MAP Median Coverage| BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

A=0

b1 4377 4971 5.607 | 4364 4.966 5596| 4.463 4.966 5.512| 0.960 -

B2 1.846  1.998 2150 | 1.841 1999 2.155| 1.845 1998 2.149| 0.951 -
B3 2.862  2.999 3.147 | 2.862 3.001 3.154| 2.861 2.999 3.148| 0.960 -
w 0.442  0.523 0.666 | 0.458 0.529 0.627| 0.476 0.553 0.652| 0.904 -
A -1.114  0.037 1.194 | -0.720 0.026  0.709| -0.861 0.038 0.895| 0.961 2.817
A=1
B 4684 4.993 5.484 | 4.695 5.020 5530 4.745 5.065 5.506| 0.959 -
B2 1.884  2.001 2.110| 1.881 2.004 2.121| 1.880 2.001 2.111| 0.958 -
B3 2.886  3.003 3.122 | 2.884 3.005 3.131| 2.884 3.004 3.123| 0.954 -
w 0.381 0.493 0.654 | 0.387 0.469 0.625| 0.405 0.490 0.627| 0.979 -
A 0.014 1.086 2924 | -0.053 0.593 2.006| -0.044 0.816 2.305| 0.958 1.390
A=2
b1 4812 4.996 5.317 | 4.807 5.011 5.346| 4831 5.050 5.359| 0.942 -
B2 1.896  2.000 2.094| 1.893 2.001 2.098| 1.896 2.000 2.095| 0.959 -
B3 2.896  2.998 3.092 | 2.893 2999 3.091| 2.898 2998 3.091| 0.959 -

w 0.367 0.496 0.617 | 0.350 0.467 0.606| 0.372 0.474  0.605 0.958 -

A 0.664  2.260 5121 | 0.322 1.466  3.443| 0.548 1.772 4.236 0.947 0.307
A=3

b1 4.859  5.002 5.230 | 4.854 5.008 5.246| 4.872 5.030 5.277 0.920 -

B2 1.915 2.002 2.087 | 1.907 2.001 2.088| 1.914 2.000 2.088 0.955 -

Ba 2913  3.000 3.087 | 2910 3.000 3.086| 2.915 3.000 3.086 0.968 -

w 0.374 0.492 0.601 | 0.342 0476 0.593| 0.361 0.478 0.590 0.933 -

A 1.213  3.225 9.416 | 0580 2305 5.027| 0912 2660 6.595 0.923 0.078
A=4

B 4.874  4.999 5.156 | 4.867 5.004 5.182| 4.880 5.017 5.206 0.927 -
B2 1.925 1.997 2.081 | 1.923 1998 2.080| 1.926 1.997 2.077 0.959 -
B3 2921  2.996 3.075| 2919 2996 3.081| 2.924 2997 3.075 0.961 -

w 0.398 0.498 0.603 | 0.369 0.488 0.599| 0.385 0.489 0.600 0.938 -
A 1.991 4457 107.873 -0.893 3.108 7.313| 1.505 3.748 13.127] 0.918 0.020
A=5
b1 4.892  4.999 5.138 | 4.885 4.998 5.156| 4.899 5.006 5.180 0.929 -
B2 1.931  2.002 2.078 | 1.927 2.001 2.075| 1.930 2.001 2.075 0.957 -
B3 2.924 3.001 3.074 | 2925 3.001 3.076| 2.926 3.001  3.070 0.958 -
w 0.400 0.499 0.591| 0.384 0.489 0.588| 0.390 0.495 0.590 0.937 -
A 2574 5741 144920 -3.665 3.788 12203 2.031 4.879 18.220 0.919 0.015

Table 1SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-logistic distribution,= 100.



Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% | 5% 50% 95% | 5% 50% 95%

A=0
b1 4.614 5.004 5.417| 4.572 5.010 5.435 4.616 5.016 5.395 0.941 -
B2 1.911 2.000 2.089 1.903 2.001 2.092 1.910 2.001 2.088 0.959 -
B3 2914 3.001 3.098 2.911 3.003  3.100| 2.914 3.002 3.100 0.956 -
w 0.464 0.510 0.587| 0.470 0.517 0.575 0.480 0.528 0.589 0.917 -
A -0.600 -0.020 0.603| -0.538 -0.020 0.488 -0.595 -0.023 0.573] 0.935 4.669
A=1
b1 4.784 4999 5.306 4.786 5.013 5.312) 4.820 5.043 5.294) 0.969 -
B2 1.922 2.000 2.070 1.920 2.000 2.076] 1.922 2.000 2.070, 0.957 -
B3 2.929 3.001 3.078 2.926 2.999 3.078 2.928 3.000 3.078 0.948 -
w 0.409 0.499 0.598 0.404 0.474  0.586 0.419 0.487  0.585 0.967 -
A 0.280 1.028 1.942 0.217 0.785 1.718 0.314 0.885 1.738 0.965 0.405
A=2
b1 4.879 5.011 5.182 4.882 5.014 5.187| 4.888 5.034 5.218 0.925 -
B2 1.941 2.001 2.059 1.938 2.000 2.062 1.940 2.001 2.059] 0.962 -
B3 2.941 2.999  3.058 2.940 3.001  3.058 2.940 2.999 3.058 0.961 -
w 0.413 0.492  0.569 0.389 0.483 0.568 0.402 0.483 0.564] 0.941 -
A 1.060 1.993 3.219 0.777 1.743  2.861 0.910 1.813 2,999 0.922 0.003
A=3

b1 4.914 5.003 5.106] 4.913 5.004 5.117| 4.921 5.012 5.129 0.946 -
B2 1.949 2.001 2.051] 1.948 2.000 2.053 1.950 2.001 2.051) 0.963 -
B3 2.947 2.999  3.051 2.947 2.999  3.056] 2.948 2.999 3.052 0.959 -

w 0.430 0.496 0.565 0.422 0.492 0.562 0.421 0.493 0.561] 0.936 -

A 1.942 3136 4910 1.676 2.801 4.328 1.752  2.914 4584 0.937 1x1078
A=4

b1 4923 4999 5.077| 4923 5.001 5.080 4.929 5.004 5.085 0.952 -

B2 1.954 1.999 2.046/ 1.953 1.998 2.049 1.955 1.998 2.047] 0.955 -

B3 2,952 2,999 3.046) 2.952 2,999 3.046 2.952 3.000 3.046 0.967 -

w 0.439 0.499 0560 0.432 0.495 0.556/ 0.434 0.496 0.559| 0.948 -

A 2.788  4.161 6.653 2.487 3.717 5.715 2580 3.924 6.203 0.953 2x107 11t
A=5

b1 4.940 4999 5.0700 4.937 5000 5.073 4.942 5002 5.075 0.957 -

B2 1.958 2.000 2.043 1.956 2.001 2.042 1.958 2.000 2.043 0.965 -

B3 2.958 2,999 3.041] 2.958 2.998 3.042 2959 2998 3.041 0.971 -

w 0.442  0.499 0.556/ 0.439 0.496 0.555 0.441  0.497 0.555 0.958 -

A 3.432 5271 8539 3.002 4.631 7.160] 3.233 4919 7.875 0.950 2x10~ 11

Table 2SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-logistic distribution,= 250.



Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% | 5% 50% 95% | 5% 50%  95%

A=0
B 4730 4993 5254 4721 4995 5.272| 4715 4991 5270 0.926 -
B2 1.932 1.999 2.065 1.933 1.999 2.067| 1.933 1.999 2.065 0.950 -
B3 2935 3.002 3.064 2.935 3.002 3.068 2.935 3.002 3.064 0.956 -
w 0.473 0.504 0.543] 0.478 0.509 0.545 0.482 0.514 0.551) 0.947 -
A -0.331 0.006 0.369 -0.328 0.011 0.328 -0.369 0.008 0.396/ 0.928 7.415
A=1
b1 4.832 5.006 5.235 4.828 5.009 5.226| 4.851 5.034 5.226 0.946 -

B2 1.948 2.000 2.054 1945 1999 2.053 1.947 2.000 2.055 0.952 -
B3 2946  3.001 3.054 2945 2999 3.057| 2.947 3.000 3.055 0.943 -

w 0.429 0.499 0572 0.422 0.488 0.568/ 0.434 0.492 0.565 0.948 -

A 0.431 0995 1.677] 0.364 0.887 1.578/ 0.460 0.908 1.580 0.946 0.03
A=2

B 4918 5.003 5.111f 4919 5.005 5.1211 4.924 5013 5.132 0.947 -

B2 1.954 2.000 2.044 1952 2.000 2.044 1.954 1.999 2.044 0.943 -

B3 2957 2999 3.0421 2.956 2.999 3.043 2.957 2998 3.042 0.958 -

w 0.444 0.498 0.546/ 0.435 0.493 0.545 0.438 0.492 0.543 0.955 -

A 1.355 2.019 2740 1.183 1.894 2.628 1.239 1921 2.653 0.948 2x10~16
A=3

B 4938 5.002 5.068 4.939 5.004 5.072| 4.939 5.006 5.077] 0.950 -
B2 1.964 1999 2.036 1960 1.999 2.036/ 1.963 2.000 2.035 0.961 -
B3 2961 2999 3.037] 2961 2.999 3.039| 2.962 2998 3.036) 0.953 -

w 0.452 0.498 0.542] 0.451 0.495 0.543| 0.450 0.496 0.543 0.956 -

A 2270 2990 4.101 2.125 2.867 3.857| 2.161 2910 3.960, 0.950 4x10—40
A=4

B 4948 5.002 5.056/ 4.948 5.003 5.059| 4.949 5.004 5.059 0.950 -

B2 1.966 2.000 2.034 1966 2.000 2.034 1.966 2.000 2.033 0.952 -
B3 2.968 3.001 3.034 2967 3.001 3.035 2.967 3.000 3.034 0.949 -
w 0.457 0.499 0.542] 0.454 0.498 0.543| 0.455 0.498 0.543 0.955 -
A 3.062 4.081 5598 2.884 3.846 5.311 2968 3.961 5.361 0.946 7x10743
A=5
b1 4958 4999 5.051) 4.957 5.000 5.051] 4.958 5.001 5.053 0.958 -
B2 1.968 1.999 2.028 1.967 1998 2.028 1.969 1.999 2.028 0.952 -
B3 2970 3.001 3.033 2968 3.001 3.033 2.970 3.001 3.0320 0.952 -
w 0.457 0.498 0.537| 0.456 0.497 0.537| 0.457 0.497 0.537| 0.952 -
A 3.806 5.143 7.036] 3.577 4.828 6.536| 3.688 4.982 6.740 0.947 1x10~43

Table 3SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-logistic distribution,= 500.



Method MLE MAP Median Coverage| BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

A=0
b1 4.587 5.009 5.395| 4.560 5.012 5.427| 4.603 5.009 5.377| 0.951 -
B2 1.891 1.999 2.109| 1.890 1.999 2.112| 1.890 1.998 2.108| 0.950 -
B3 2.893 3.002 3.109| 2.884 3.002 3.105| 2.890  3.001 3.108| 0.963 -
w 0.403 0.525 0.732| 0.429 0.557 0.735| 0.446 0.584 0.768| 0.859 -
A -1.064 -0.032 1.096| -0.907 -0.021  0.861| -0.984 -0.026 0.989| 0.951 -
4 1.927 3.187 8.596| 1.941 3.128 7.486| 2.124  3.754 12.291 0.904 3.166
A=1

B 4780  4.996 5.262| 4.753  4.983 5.269| 4.789 5.007 5.273| 0.960 -
B2 1.914 2.001 2.088| 1.913 2.001 2.091| 1.915 1.999 2.088| 0.960 -
B3 2.917 2.999 3.086| 2.911 2.997 3.089| 2.917 2.998 3.088| 0.959 -

w 0.364  0.498 0.746| 0.380 0.497 0.746| 0.397 0.528 0.755| 0.944 -

A 0.198 1.061 2.510| 0.071 0.875 2.097| 0.123 0.959 2.392| 0.963 -

6 1.918 3.162 10.156 1.917 3.021 6.954| 2.095 3.633 11.724 0.914 0.966
A=2

b1 4.847 4.994 5.158| 4.843  4.980 5.149| 4.856 4.993 5.167| 0.951 -

B2 1.933 2.000 2.074| 1.928 2.001 2.076| 1.930 2.000 2.074| 0.950 -

B3 2.933 2.999 3.072| 2.929 2.999 3.074| 2.933 2.999 3.073| 0.969 -

w 0.361 0.507 0.717| 0.351 0.509 0.728| 0.377 0.522 0.725| 0.949 -

A 1.001 2.262 5.496| 0.782 1.867 3.979| 0.912 2.091 4.776| 0.950 -

0 1.938 3.179  10.717 1.930 2.948 7.047| 2.082 3.485 11.200 0.927 0.061
A=3

b1 4.883  4.991 5.106| 4.880  4.985 5.104| 4.893  4.990 5.110| 0.952 -
B2 1.939 2.002 2.067| 1.937  2.002 2.066| 1.942 2.001 2.064| 0.955 -
B3 2.943  3.000 3.061| 2.942  2.999 3.062| 2.944  2.999 3.059| 0.966 -

w 0.358  0.511 0.698| 0.361  0.512 0.708| 0.374  0.525 0.703| 0.951 -

A 1.702 3,509 15.273 1.339 2.780 6.306| 1.562  3.205 8.903| 0.936 -

0 1.947  3.212 13439 1.923  2.968 6.882| 2.101  3.494 11.393 0.921 0.015
A=4

B1 4910  4.995 5.084| 4.904  4.987 5.080| 4.913 4.994 5.086| 0.964 -
B2 1.945 2.002 2.062| 1.942 2.002 2.060| 1.946 2.002 2.059| 0.949 -
B3 2.949 2.999 3.060| 2.944 2.999 3.058| 2.949 2.999 3.058| 0.960 -

w 0.368  0.511 0.694| 0.371  0.516 0.693| 0.383  0.526 0.699| 0.957 -
A 2214 4847 29.79¢ 1.805  3.645 8.605| 2.096  4.349 13.213 0.957 -

) 1.954 3276 12496 1.890 2.946 6.617| 2.063  3.497 10.987 0.931 0.008
=5

b1 4.925 4.997 5.072| 4919 4991 5.067| 4.925 4.994 5.069| 0.961 -
B2 1.948 2.001 2.054| 1.948 2.001 2.055| 1.950 2.002 2.053| 0.964 -
B3 2.951 3.000 3.055| 2.948 3.000 3.052| 2.951 3.000 3.050, 0.978 -

w 0.370  0.512 0.686| 0.371 0.514 0.688| 0.390  0.525 0.684| 0.945 -
A 2.813 5988 56.575 2.226 4.317 10.681 2.673 5371 18.05] 0.960 -
0 1.954 3218 12.533 1.873 2.950 6.665| 2.052 3.498 10.688 0.930 0.007

Table 4SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-distribution with 3 degrees of freedom,= 100.



Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

A=0
b1 4776 4997 5.235 4.749 4997 5.244| 4780 4.998 5.227| 0.964 -
B2 1.935 2.000 2.064 1931 1998 2.067| 1.935 1.999 2.065 0.965 -
B3 2.937 3.000 3.066/ 2.934 3.000 3.070 2.936 3.000 3.067] 0.953 -

w 0.439 0509 0.599 0.449 0.523 0.616| 0.456 0.531 0.628 0.914 -

A -0.526 0.005 0.509 -0.500 0.005 0.490 -0.481 0.006 0.496/ 0.967 -

1 2,252  3.040 4.944 2.249 3.022 4.803 2.369 3.195 5480 0.927 5.582
A=1

B 4.857 5.001 5.157| 4847 4996 5.164] 4.856 5.003 5.160, 0.951 -

B2 1950 1.998 2.0521 1.949 2.000 2.055 1.951 1.998 2.052 0.960 -

B3 2945 2999 3.053 2944 3.000 3.055 2.945 2999 3.054 0.954 -

w 0.408 0.499 0.639 0.407 0.494 0.633 0.420 0.507 0.641) 0.946 -

A 0.461 1.024 1.768 0.401 0.962 1.720| 0.430 0.989 1.759 0.954 -

0 2244 3.036 4.987| 2.224 2959 4.732] 2.316 3.158 5.440, 0.940 0.140
A=2

B 4914 4999 5.088 4.911 4997 5.091 4914 5.000 5.091) 0.945 -
B2 1.960 2.000 2.042 1.958 2.000 2.045 1.960 2.000 2.043 0.961 -

B3 2955 2998 3.042 2.952 2,999 3.042] 2.955 2.999 3.042 0.955 -

w 0.404 0501 0.615 0.401 0.500 0.617] 0.407 0.505 0.625 0.953 -

A 1.271  2.067 3.226) 1.176 1.932 3.017| 1.218 2.009 3.154 0.953 -

0 2232 3.050 4.992 2.194 2944 4575 2.288 3.152 5214 0.949 8x10~?
A=3

B 4937 4999 5.067] 4933 4997 5.065 4.934 5.000 5.067| 0.949 -
B2 1.966 2.000 2.038 1.963 2.000 2.038 1.965 2.000 2.037] 0.953 -
B3 2963 2999 3.034 2961 2999 3.036| 2.962 2998 3.033 0.949 -

w 0.410 0.502 0.604 0.406 0.502 0.614| 0.416 0.507 0.612] 0.956 -

A 2.030 3.169 5.009 1.825 2.866 4.571 1.949 3.042 4.807] 0.948 -

0 2240 3.090 5.062 2.156 2.928 4.647| 2.286 3.150 5.227] 0.937 2x10~12
A=4

B 4950 5.000 5.056/ 4.948 4.997 5.058 4.950 5.000 5.058 0.953 -
B2 1.969 1999 2.033 1968 2.000 2.034 1970 1.999 2.032 0.952 -
B3 2967 2999 3.031 2966 2998 3.032] 2.968 2.999 3.0321 0.959 -

w 0.413 0.505 0.596| 0.412 0503 0.600| 0.416 0.507 0.603| 0.954 -

A 2.749 4201 6.931] 2.497 3.784 50931 2.650 4.063 6.461] 0.960 -

) 2.243 3.081 4.863 2.187 2.965 4.488 2.289 3.147 5.086 0.946 6x10~12
A=5

B 4957 4999 5.049 4.953 4998 5.048/ 4.955 5.000 5.050 0.950 -
B2 1.973 2.000 2.029 1971 1999 2.029 1.972 1.999 2.029 0.955 -
B3 2971 2999 3.030 2970 2999 3.030, 2.971 2999 3.029 0.965 -

w 0.412 0.504 0.591] 0.413 0.504 0.599| 0.415 0.507 0.598 0.945 -
A 3.315 5228 9.096/ 2.939 4.638 7.558 3.161 4.977 8.352 0.955 -
0 2231 3.068 5.116 2.157 2.928 4503 2.278 3.137 5.264 0.935 7x107 11

Table 5SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-distribution with 3 degrees of freedom,= 250.



Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

A=0
b1 4.831 4990 5162 4.823 4.992 5.172| 4.834 4991 5.158 0.954 -
B2 1.951 1.999 2.042 1951 1999 2.045 1.951 2.000 2.043 0.954 -
B3 2955 3.002 3.046 2.955 3.002 3.047| 2.954 3.002 3.047, 0.951 -

w 0.455 0.506 0.565 0.460 0.513 0.575 0.464 0.517 0.579 0.918 -

w -0.367 0.024 0.369 -0.362 0.019 0.378 -0.362 0.024 0.369 0.955 -

0 2414 3.060 4.103 2.381 3.044 4.040, 2.463 3.133 4.269 0.940 8.122
A=1

B 4890 5.000 5.105 4.887 4.998 5.110| 4.894 5.002 5.110, 0.942 -

B2 1.960 2.000 2.035 1.958 2.000 2.037| 1.960 1.999 2.035 0.947 -

B3 2965 3.000 3.038 2963 3.000 3.041 2.965 3.000 3.038 0.972 -

w 0.433 0.501 0.594 0.430 0.499 0.595 0.437 0.505 0.595 0.955 -

w 0.610 1.015 1556 0.566 0.984 1.502| 0.581 1.002 1.538 0.938 -

0 2416 3.058 4.121) 2.415 3.020 4.025 2.475 3.118 4.212 0.937 5x10~7
A=2

b1 4.938 4.999 5.066 4.931 4.998 5.065 4.937 5.001 5.069] 0.941 -
B2 1.969 1.999 2.028 1968 1.999 2.029 1.969 1.999 2.028 0.947 -

B3 2972 3.000 3.030 2971 3.001 3.031) 2.972 3.000 3.030, 0.965 -

w 0.428 0.504 0.583 0.428 0.502 0.586 0.430 0.504 0.586 0.937 -

w 1.445 2.032 2.877 1.387 1.962 2.775 1.428 2.001 2.838 0.943 -

0 2423 3.068 4.142) 2.370 2.988 4.024) 2.461 3.105 4.257] 0.949 8x10735
A=3

B 4957 4998 5.045 4.955 4999 5.045 4.957 4999 5.045 0.960 -
B2 1.973 1.999 2.024 1973 1999 2.025 1.973 1.999 2.024 0.952 -
B3 2976 3.000 3.025 2975 2999 3.027| 2976 3.000 3.026 0.969 -

w 0.434 0504 0.573 0.433 0.504 0.575 0.435 0.506 0.573 0.957 -

w 2291 3.080 4.228 2.175 2.968 4.020 2.251 3.031 4.146/ 0.960 -

0 2432 3.056 4.075 2376 2999 3.942 2.456 3.081 4.127] 0.950 1x10743
A=

B 4964 4999 5.033 4.963 4.999 5.034] 4964 4999 5.035 0.958 -
B2 1.976 1.999 2.021) 1976 1.999 2.022 1.977 1.999 2.021] 0.949 -
B3 2978 3.000 3.022 2.978 3.000 3.023 2.979 3.000 3.0220 0.958 -

w 0.437 0503 0.569] 0.439 0505 0.572| 0.440 0.506 0.571] 0.950 -
w 3.052 4112 5798 2911 3915 5533 2.986 4.018 5.666 0.956 -

) 2.417 3.043 4.144 2367 2974 4.023] 2.437 3.085 4.206 0.941 3x10~41
=5

B 4970 4999 5.029 4.969 4.998 5.028 4.970 4.999 5.029) 0.963 -
B2 1.979 1999 2.019 1978 1.999 2.020] 1.978 1.999 2.019 0.956 -

B3 2,980 3.001 3.021) 2.980 3.001 3.021) 2.980 3.001 3.021] 0.956 -
w 0.443 0.503 0.563 0.441 0.502 0.567| 0.445 0.505 0.566] 0.949 -
w 3.835 5221 7.380] 3.613 4.913 6.910| 3.748 5.094 7.178 0.945 -
0 2412 3.066 4.086 2.366 2.985 3.962| 2.442 3.094 4159 0.953 3x10735

Table 6SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-distribution with 3 degrees of freedom,= 500.
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4 Simulation with prior (7)

For a description of the simulation scenario see Sectiontdeomain paper.

Method MLE MAP Median Coverage| BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%
A=0
b1 4477 4991 5,535 | 4.617 4.999 5404 4.802 4.997 5.247] 0.999 -
B2 1916  2.001 2.085| 1915 2.000 2.088 1.918 2.001 2.082 0.956 -
B3 2916  2.997 3.088 | 2913 2997 3.088 2914 2997 3.087] 0.950 -
w 0.485  0.606 0.759 | 0.462 0.523 0.605 0.486 0.550 0.635 0.904 -
A -2.079  -0.002 2.032 | -0.487 -0.006 0.383 -0.659 0.005 0.568 0.999 1.061
A=1

B 4.790 5.010 5.318 | 4.870 5.249 5474 4969 5.242 5.400 0.915 -
B2 1.925 1.999 2.071| 1.926 1999 2073 1.927 1.999 2.071 0.942 -

B3 2.927 3.001 3.065| 2.925 3.002 3.070, 2.927 3.002 3.065 0.961 -

w 0.368  0.487 0.646 | 0.381 0.436 0.525 0.397 0.458 0.546/ 0.990 -

A 0.006  0.995 2.659 | -0.306 0.025 1.500| -0.328 0.106 1.164] 0.939 1.0321
A=2

B 4.885  5.005 5290 | 4916 5.064 5423 4.946 5.188 5.368 0.799 -
B2 1.944  2.000 2.056 | 1.941 2.000 2.056| 1.945 2.000 2.055 0.963 -

B3 2.942 2.998 3.058 | 2.940 2.998 3.061) 2.943 2998 3.058 0.957 -

w 0.342 0.491 0.603 | 0.321 0.380 0.558/ 0.340 0.410 0.548 0.838 -

A 0.240 2.116 5181 | -0.195 0.230 2.779 -0.007 0.672 2.980, 0.783 0.749
A=3

b1 4911 4.998 5.115 | 4.939 5.028 5.401) 4.949 5.064 5.339 0.869 -

B2 1.951 2.000 2.051 | 1.949 2.001 2.048 1.950 2.001 2.048 0.960 -

B3 2.944 3.000 3.052 | 2.943 2997 3.053 2946 2999 3.0520 0.952 -

w 0.394  0.494 0.595 | 0.307 0.449 0.560| 0.331 0.446 0.553 0.863 -

A 1.512 3.289 10.371| -0.121  1.992 3.904] 0.180 1.918 4.416/ 0.835 0.273
A=4

B 4.926 5.001 5.093 | 4.950 5.026 5.242) 4960 5.043 5.285 0.866 -
B2 1.953 1.999 2.046 | 1.953 2.000 2.048 1.954 2.000 2.046 0.951 -

B3 2.953 2.999 3.046 | 2.952 3.000 3.047| 2.954 3.000 3.047] 0.959 -

w 0.407 0.495 0.585| 0.305 0.460 0.553] 0.335 0.456 0.555 0.883 -

A 2176 4378 115.504 0.014 2550 4974 0413 2739 5.896 0.849 0.105

A=5

b1 4.933 5.000 5.069 | 4.955 5.019 5.118 4.963 5.029 5.212 0.918 -
B2 1.957 1.998 2.042 | 1.957 1.998 2.043] 1.958 1.998 2.042] 0.964 -
B3 2.958 2.998 3.041 | 2.957 2.998 3.044| 2957 2,999 3.041] 0.971 -

w 0.416  0.497 0.576 | 0.308 0.468 0.549 0.350 0.466 0.552] 0.916 -

A 2.882 5.844  135.799 0.119 3.197 6.105 0.906 3.579 7.721] 0.895 0.027

Table 7SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-normal distribution,= 100.
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Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

b1 4567 4976 5.436| 4.613 5.000 5.367| 4.774 4996 5.237] 0.994 -
B2 1.945 2.002 2.052| 1.945 2.001 2.053 1.946 2.001 2.052f 0.954 -
B3 2945 3.001 3.054 2.942 3.000 3.054 2945 3.000 3.054 0.941 -
w 0.498 0.584 0.688 0.479 0.519 0.577| 0.497 0.539 0.603 0.894 -
A -1.363 0.038 1.452 -0.912 -0.002 0.929 -0.609 0.001 0.612] 0.993 1.166

B 4.867 5.008 5.285 4.898 5180 5.444 4946 5.216 5.360, 0.858 -
B2 1.959 1.999 2.041 1.955 1.999 2.043 1.958 1.999 2.041 0.944 -

B3 2953 2999 3.045 2.951 2,999 3.045 2.952 2999 3.045 0.942 -
w 0.396 0.493 0.589 0.394 0.430 0.554/ 0.410 0.450 0.540| 0.968 -
A 0.017 0994 1873 -0.281 0.108 1.556/ -0.206 0.190 1.370| 0.862 1.095
=2

B 4931 5.004 5.107| 4.941 5.021 5.313 4.949 5.040 5.300 0.857 -
B2 1.964 2.001 2.036| 1.961 2.001 2.037) 1.963 2.001 2.034 0.951 -
B3 2965 3.001 3.034| 2.963 2999 3.035 2965 3.000 3.035 0.962 -
w 0.420 0.494 0.559| 0.340 0.474 0552 0.362 0.466 0.547, 0.858 -
A 1.145 2.000 3.017| -0.055 1.665 2.603 0.230 1.585 2.631 0.842 0.205

b1 4951 5.003 5.063 4.958 5.011 5.081] 4.962 5016 5.098 0.932 -
B2 1.970 2.000 2.031 1969 2.000 2.032 1970 2.000 2.031 0.964 -
B3 2968 3.000 3.030] 2.966  3.000 3.031] 2.968 3.000 3.031 0.956 -
w 0.439 0.496 05521 0.418 0.485 0.542 0.417 0.485 0.542 0.936 -
A 2.080 3.067 4.780] 1.633 2.583 3.845 1.600 2.685 4.076| 0.917 5x1077

B 4957 4999 5.047| 4.962 5.007 5.058 4.965 5.009 5.059 0.953 -
B2 1.974 2.000 2.027| 1.973 2.000 2.028 1.974 2.000 2.027, 0.968 -

B3 2972 3.000 3.025 2.971 3.000 3.025 2.972 3.000 3.026] 0.974 -

w 0.446  0.500 0.548 0.435 0.491  0.540| 0.436 0.492 0.540 0.949 -

A 2.861 4.222 6.612] 2.396 3.487 5141 2485 3.648 5.404 0.946 8x10~13
A=5

B 4966 5.001 5.044 4.972 5.007 5.053 4.974 5.009 5.056 0.945 -
B2 1.973 2.000 2.025 1.973 2.000 2.025 1.974 2.000 2.025 0.959 -

B3 2974 2999 3.024 2.974 3.000 3.025 2.974 3.000 3.024 0.961 -
w 0.452  0.497 0.546| 0.443 0.489 0.535 0.443 0.490 0.538 0.956 -
A 3.481 5202 8.767] 2.888 4.263 6.408 3.048 4.488 6.859] 0.937 7x10713

Table 8SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-normal distributian—= 250.
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Method MLE MAP Median Coverage BF
5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95% 5% 50% 95%

b1 4617 4994 5379 4.642 5.004 5.354 4776 4.997 5.228 0.994 -
B2 1.962 2.000 2.039] 1.960 1.999 2.040, 1.961 2.000 2.040] 0.939 -
B3 2963 3.001 3.037| 2.960 3.001 3.041 2962 3.001 3.037] 0.948 -
w 0.501 0.568 0.648 0.485 0.514 0.555 0.499 0.532 0.587] 0.884 -
A -1.142 0.003 1.140 -0.952 -0.010 0.954 -0.590 0.005 0.602 0.994 1.276

B 4900 5.000 5.267] 4910 5.067 5.400, 4.943 5178 5319 0.826 -
B2 1.970 2.001 2.030] 1.968 2.000 2.031 1.969 2.001 2.030, 0.958 -
B3 2970 2999 3.031] 2.969 2998 3.030] 2.969 2.999 3.030| 0.951 -
w 0.405 0.499 0.562 0.402 0.429 0.551] 0.414 0.448 0.535 0.927 -
A 0.047 1.014 1561 -0.307 0.360 1.408 -0.105 0.327 1.314 0.813 1.075

b1 4.947 5.003 5.065 4.952 5.010 5.081) 4.956 5.016 5.114 0.916 -
B2 1.976 2.001 2.025 1976 2.001 2026 1.976 2.001 2.025 0.964 -
B3 2975 3.000 3.024 2974 3.000 3.026] 2.975 3.000 3.024 0.955 -
w 0.445 0.497 0.546/ 0.419 0.490 0.542] 0.417 0.488 0.540| 0.910 -
A 1436 1.983 2.682 1.227 1.826  2.488 1.070 1.837 2.530| 0.913 1x10~17

b1 4.962 5.000 5.042 4.963 5.004 5.049 4.967 5.006 5.051] 0.945 -
B2 1.977 1999 2.0200 1977 2.000 2020 1.978 1.999 2.0200 0.957 -
B3 2979 3.000 3.021] 2.978 3.000 3.022] 2.979 3.000 3.021] 0.962 -
w 0.461 0.500 0.537] 0.452 0.494 0.535 0.454 0.495 0.535 0.944 -
A 2325 3.050 4.081 2113 2810 3.691 2.162 2.876 3.791] 0.938 5x107°3

b1 4968 5.001 5.033 4.970 5.004 5.038 4.972 5005 5.039 0.945 -
B2 1.982 2.000 2.020 1.982 2.001 2.020 1.982 2.000 2.0200 0.972 -

B3 2979 3.000 3.019 2.979 3.000 3.0200 2.980 3.000 3.019 0.949 -

w 0.461 0.499 0.532 0.457 0.494  0.528 0.457 0.495 0.528 0.952 -

A 3.064 4.049 5.470| 2.826 3.700 4981 2.879 3.796 5.074 0.934 1x10752
A=5

B 4976 5.000 5.028 4.978 5.003 5.033 4.979 5.004 5.033 0.956 -
B2 1.981 2.000 2.019 1.981 2.000 2.019  1.981 2.000 2.018 0.951 -

B3 2982 3.000 3.017| 2.981 3.000 3.018 2.982 3.000 3.017] 0.959 -
w 0.464 0.497 0.532] 0.460 0.494  0.528 0.461 0.494 0.529 0.943 -
A 3.877 5086 7.157| 3.514 4.626 6.353] 3.601 4.729 6.475 0.947 4x10~48

Table 9SPoint estimators, coverage proportions and Bayes fadtarear regression model with residual errors
simulated from a skew-normal distributian,= 500.
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