math/0504499v2 [math.ST] 26 Aug 2005

arxXiv

T he Annals of Statistics

2005, Vol. 33, No.1,1{33

DO I:10.1214/009053604000001048

c Institute of M athem atical Statistics, 2005

DISCUSSION PAPER

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE| WHY IT IS MORE IM PORTANT
THAN EVER!

By Andrew Gelman
Colum bia U niversity

Analysisofvariance ANOVA ) isan extrem ely In portantm ethod
in exploratory and con m atory data analysis.U nfortunately, in com —
plex problem s (eg., split-plot designs), it isnot always easy to set up
an appropriate ANOVA .W e propose a hierarchical analysis that au-
tom atically gives the correct ANOVA com parisons even in com plex
scenarios. T he inferences for allm eans and variances are perform ed
under a m odel w ith a separate batch of e ects for each row of the
ANOVA table.

W e connect to classical ANOVA by working with nitesample
variance com ponents: xed and random e ectsm odels are character—
ized by inferences about existing levels of a factor and new lvels,
respectively. W e also introduce a new graphical display show ing in—
ferences about the standard deviations of each batch ofe ects.

W e illustrate w ith two exam ples from our applied data analysis,

rst illustrating the usefiilness of our hierarchical com putations and
displays, and second show ing how the ideas of ANOVA are helpfilin
understanding a previously t hierarchicalm odel.

1. IsANOVA obsolkte? W hat is the analysis of variance? E conom etri-
cians see it as an uninteresting special case of linear regression. B ayesians
e it as an In exble classical m ethod. T heoretical statisticians have sup—
plied m any m athem atical de nitions [see, eg., Speed (1987)]. Instructors
see it as one of the hardest topics In classical statistics to teach, especially
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2 A.GELMAN

n itsm ore elaborate form s such as splitplot analysis. W e believe, how ever,
that the ideas of ANOVA are usefulin m any applications of statistics. For
the purpose of this paper, we dentify ANOVA wih the structuring of pa-—
ram eters into batches| that is, w ith variance com ponentsm odels. T here are
m ore generalm athem atical form ulations of the analysis of variance, but this
is the aspect that we believe ism ost relevant in applied statistics, especially
for regression m odeling.

W e shall dem onstrate how m any of the di culties In understanding and
com puting ANOVA s can be resolved using a hierarchical Bayesian fram e—
work.C onversely, we illistrate how thinking in termm sofvariance com ponents
can be usefiilin understanding and displaying hierarchical regressions.W ith
hierarchical m ultilevel) m odels becom ng used m ore and m ore w idely, we
view ANOVA asm ore In portant than ever in statistical applications.

C lassical ANOVA for balanced data does three things at once:

1. A sexploratory data analysis,an ANOVA isan organization ofan additive
data decom position, and its sum s of squares Indicate the variance of each
com ponent of the decom position (or, equivalently, each set ofterm s ofa
linear m odel) .

2. Com parisons of m ean squares, along w ith F-tests [or F-like tests; see,
eg., Com eld and Tukey (1956)], allow testing of a nested sequence of
m odels.

3. Closely related to the ANOVA isa linearmodel twih coe cient esti-
m ates and standard errors.

Unfortunately, n the classical literature there is som e debate on how to
perform ANOVA In com plicated data structures w ith nesting, crossing and
lack of balance. In fact, given the m uliple goals listed above, it is not at
all obvious that a proocedure recognizable as \ANOVA " should be possble
at all in general settings Wwhich is perhaps one reason that Speed (1987)
restricts ANOVA to balanced designs].

In a linear regression, orm ore generally an addiivem odel, ANO VA repre—
sents a batching ofe ects, w ith each row ofthe ANOVA tabl corresoonding
to a set of predictors. W e are potentially interested in the lndividualcoe —
cients and also In the variance ofthe coe cients in each batch .0 ur approach
is to use variance com ponents m odeling for all row s of the table, even for
those sources of variation that have comm only been regarded as xed ef-
fects. W e thus borrow m any ideas from the classical variance com ponents
literature.

As we show In Section 2 of this paper, lrast-squares regression solves
som e ANO VA problm sbuthastrouble w ith hierarchical structures [see also
Gelnan (2000)]. In Sections 3 and 4 we present a m ore general hierarchical
regression approach that works n all ANOVA problem s in which e ects
are structured into exchangeable batches, ollow Ing the approach of Sargent
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and Hodges (1997). In this sense, ANOVA is Indeed a special case of linear
regression, but only if hierarchical m odels are used. In fact, the batching
of e ects In a hierarchical m odel has an exact counterpart in the row s of
the analysis of variance table. Section 5 presents a new analysis of variance
table that we believe m ore directly addresses the questions of Interest in
linear m odels, and Section 6 discusses the distinction between xed and
random e ects.W e present two applied exam ples in Section 7 and conclide
w ith som e open problem s in Section 8.

2. ANOVA and linear regression. W e begin by review ng the bene ts
and lim itations of classical nonhierarchical regression for ANOVA problam s.

21. ANOVA and clssical regression : good news. It iswell known that
many ANOVA com putations can be perform ed using linear regression com —
putations, w th each row ofthe ANOVA table corresponding to the variance
of a corresponding set of regression coe cients.

211. Latin square. For a sin plk exam ple, consider a Latin square w ith
ve treatm ents random iIzed toa 5 5 array ofplots.The ANOVA regression
has 25 data points and the follow ng predictors: one constant, four row s,
four colum ns and four treatm ents, w ith only four in each batch because,
ifall ve were included, the predictors would be collinear. A lthough not
necessary for understanding the m athem atical structure of the m odel, the
details of counting the predictors and checking for collinearity are in portant
In actually in plem enting the regression com putation and are relevant to
the question of whether ANOVA can be com puted sin ply using classical
regression. As we shall discuss In Section 3.1, we ultm ately will nd it
m ore helpfiilto nclude all ve predictors In each batch using a hierarchical
regression fram ew ork .)

For each of the three batches of variables in the Latin square problem ,
the variance of the J = 5 underlying coe cients can be estin ated using the
basic variance decom position form ula, where we use the notation vaer , for
the sam ple variance of J item s:

E (variance between the Aj’s) = variance between the true ;'s
+ estin ation variance;
E (var“;:l Aj) = Va]:“]?=l 5+ E (var(Ajj 3));
E WV (")=V ( )+ Vestim ation :

One can com pute V (") and an estin ate Of Vegtin ation directly from the co—
e clent estin ates and standard errors, respectively, in the linear regression
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output, and then use the sin ple unbiased estim ate,

@) Y ()=V (") VPestinaton:

M ore sophisticated estin ates of variance com ponents are possible; see, eg.,
Searle, Casella and M cCulloch (1992).] An F-test for null treatm ent e ects
corresponds to a test that V ()= 0.

Unlike in the usual ANOVA sstup, here we do not need to decide on the
com parison variances (ie., the denom nators for the F —~tests) . T he regression
autom atically gives standard errors for coe cient estin ates that can directly
be nput Nto Pegein ation I @) .

212. Comparing two treatm ents. T hebene tsofthe regression approach
can be further seen In two sim ple exam ples. F irst, consider a sin ple exper—
In ent wih 20 units com pltely random ized to two treatm ents, w ith each
treatm ent applied to 10 units. T he regression has 20 data points and two
predictors: one constant and one treatm ent indicator (orno constant and two
treatm ent indicators) . E ighteen degrees of freedom are available to estin ate
the residual variance, jist as in the corresponding ANOVA .

N ext, consider a design w ith 10 pairs of units, w ith the two treatm ents
random ized w ithin each pair. T he corresponding regression analysis has 20
data points and 11 predictors: one constant, one indicator for treatm ent
and nine indicators for pairs, and, if you run the regression, the standard
errors for the treatm ent e ect estin ates are autom atically based on the nine
degrees of freedom for the w thin-pair variance.

T he di erent analyses for paired and unpaired designs are confiising for
students, but here they are clearly determ ined by the principl of including
In the regression all the nform ation used in the design.

22.ANOVA and clssical regression : lad news. Now we consider two
exam ples w here classical nonhierarchical regression cannot be used to auto—
m atically get the correct answer.

221. A splitpbt Latin square. Here is the form of the analysis of vari-
ance table fora 5 5 2 gpolitplot Latin square: a standard experim ental
design but one that is com plicated enough that m ost students analyze it
Incorrectly unless they are told where to look it up. W e view the di —
culty of teaching these principles as a sign of the aw kw ardness of the usual
theoretical fram ew ork of these ideas rather than a fful of the students.)

In this exam ple, there are 25 plotsw ith ve fulbplot treatm ents (labeld
A,B,C,D, E), and each plt is divided Into two subplots w ith subplot
varieties (labeled 1 and 2). A s is Indicated by the horizontal lines in the
ANOVA tabl, the m ainplot residualm ean squares should be used for the
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Source df
TOoW 4
colum n 4
Aa,B,C,D,E) 4
plt 12
1;2) 1
TOW (1;2) 4
column  (1;2) 4
Aa,B,C,D,E) (1;2) 4
pt (1;2) 12

m ain-plot e ects and the sub-plot residual m ean squares for the sub-plot
e ects.

Tt isnot hard for a student to decom pose the 49 degrees of freedom to the
row s in the ANOVA table; the tricky part of the analysis is to know which
residuals are to be used for which com parisons.

W hat happens ifwe input the data Into the aov function in the statistical
package S—Plus? T his program uses the linearm odel tting routine 1m, as
one m ight expect based on the theory that analysis of variance is a special
case of lnear regression. E g., Fox (2002) w rites, \It is, from one point of
view , unnecessary to consider analysis of variance m odels separately from
the general class of Iinearm odels." ] F igure 1 show sthree attem ptsto t the
splitplot data w ith aov, only the last ofwhich worked.W e Include this not
to digparage S-Plus in any way but just to point out that ANOVA can be
done in m any ways In the classical linear regression fram ew ork, and not all
these ways give the correct answer.

At thispoint, we seam to have the ollow ing \m ethod" for analysis of vari-
ance: rst, recognize the form of the problem (eg. solitplot Latin square);
second, look it up in an authoritative book such as Snedecor and C ochran
(1989) or Cochran and Cox (1957); third, perform the com putations, using
the appropriate residualm ean squares. T his is unappealing for practice as
well as teaching and in addition contradicts the idea that, \If you know
linear regression, you know ANOVA ."

222. A sinpk hierarchicaldesign. W e continue to explore the di cul-
ties of regression PrANOVA w ith a sin ple exam ple.C onsider an experin ent
on four treatm ents for an industrial process applied to 20 m achines (ran-—
dom Iy divided into four groups of5), w ith each treatm ent applied six tin es
Independently on each of its vem achines. For sin plicity, we assum e no sys—
tem atic tin e e ects, so that the six m easurem ents are sin ply replications.
The ANOVA tabl is then
T here are no row s for jast \m achine" or \m easurem ent" because the design
is fully nested.
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> summary (aov (data ~ rows + columns + tABCDE + plots +
t12*rows + tl2*xcolumns + t12*tABCDE + tl12*plots))
Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)

rows 4 288.48 72.12 4.0283 0.0268475 *
columns 4 389.48 97.37 5.4387 0.0098253 *x*
tABCDE 4 702.28 175.57 9.8066 0.0009245 *x**
plots 12 308.04 25.67 1.4338 0.2710432

t12 1 332.82 332.82 18.5898 0.0010110 =**
rows:ti2 4 74.08 18.52 1.0344 0.4291297
columns:t12 4 96.68 24.17 1.3500 0.3079352
tABCDE:t12 4 57.08 14.27 0.7871 0.5496092
Residuals 12 214.84  17.90

> summary (aov (data ~ rows + columns + tABCDE +
t12%rows + t12*columns + t12+tABCDE + ti2#plots + Error(plots)))
Error: plots
Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
rows 4 288.48 72.12 7.3592 0.2689
columns 4 389.48 97.37 9.9357 0.2331
tABCDE 4 702.28 175.57 17.9153 0.1752
plots 11 298.24 27.11 2.7666 0.4401
Residuals 1 9.80 9.80

Error: Within

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
t12 1 332.82 332.82 7.3960 0.2243
rows:tl2 4 74.08 18.52 0.4116 0.8059
columns:t12 4 96.68 24.17 0.5371 0.7559
tABCDE:t12 4 57.08 14.27 0.3171 0.8496
t12:plots 11 169.84 15.44 0.3431 0.8842
Residuals 1 45.00 45.00

> summary (aov (data ~ rows + columns + tABCDE +
t12*rows + ti2*columns + t12#tABCDE + Error(plots))
Error: plots
Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)

Iows 4 288.48 72.12 2.8095 0.073984 .
columns 4 389.48 97.37 3.7931 0.032271 =
tABCDE 4 702.28 175.57 6.8395 0.004154 **

Residuals 12 308.04  25.67

Error: Within

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
tl2 1 332.82 332.82 18.5898 0.001011 *=*
rows:tl2 4 74.08 18.62 1.0344 0.429130
columns:tl2 4 96.68 24.17 1.3500 0.307935
tABCDE:t12 4 57.08 14.27 0.7971 0.549609
Residunals 12 214 .84 17.90

Fig.1l. Three attem pts at running the aov comm and in S-Plus. O nly the last gave the

correct com parisons. This is not intended as a criticisn of S-Plus; in general, classical
ANOVA requires careful identi cation of variance com ponents in order to give the correct
resuls with hierarchical data structures.
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Source df
treatm ent 3
treatm ent m achine 16

treatm ent machine measurement 100

W ithout know ng ANOVA, is it possible to get appropriate inferences for
the treatm ent e ectsusing linear regression? T he averages for the treatm ents
i= 1;:::;4 can be written in two ways:

x5 x®
3) vi = 3—10 Yijk
J=1k=1
or
X5
@) Vi =% Vi

Fomula (3) uses allthe data and suggests a standard error based on 29 de-
grees of freedom for each treatm ent, but thiswould ignore the nesting in the
design.Fomula (4) follow s the design and suggests a standard error based
on the four degrees of freedom from the vem achines for each treatm ent.

Fomulas (3) and (4) give the sam e estin ated treatm ent e ects but in —
ply di erent standard errors and di erent ANOVA F-tests. If there is any
chance of m achine e ects, the second analysis is standard. H owever, to do
this you must know to base your uncertainties on the \treatment ma-
chine" variance, not the \treatment machine m easurem ent" variance.
An autom atic ANOVA program must be abl to autom atically correctly
choose this com parison variance.

Can thisproblem be solved using least-squares regression on the 120 data
points? The sinplest regression uses four predjctors| one constant temm
and three treatm ent jndjcators| w ith 116 residual degrees of freedom . T his
m odelgives the w rong residual variance: we w ant the betw een-m achine, not
the betw een-m easuram ent, variance.

Since the m achines are used in the design, they should be included In
the analysis. T his suggests a m odel w ith 24 predictors: one constant, three
treatm ent indicators, and 20 m achine indicators. But these predictors are
collinear, so wem ust elin nate ourofthem achine ndicators. U nfortunately,
the standard errors of the treatm ent e ects in thism odelare estin ated using
the w ihin-m achine variation, which is still wrong. The problem becom es
even m ore di cul if the design is unbalanced.

The appropriate analysis, of course, is to Include the 20 m achines as
a variance com ponent, which classically could be estin ated using REM L
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(treating the m achine e ects as m issing data) or using regression w ithout
m achine e ects but with a block-structured covariance m atrix w ith intra—
class correlation estin ated from data. In a Bayesian context the m achine
e ects would be estin ated w ith a population distrbution whose variance is
estim ated from data, aswe discuss in generalin the next section . In any case,
we would like to com e at this answer sin ply by identifying the in portant
e ects| treatm ents and m adu'nes| w ithout having to explicitly recognize
the hierarchical nature of the design, In the sam e way that we would like to
be abl to analyze split-plot data w ithout the potentialm ishaps illistrated
In Figure 1.

3. ANOVA using hierarchical regression.

31. Fom ulktion as a regression m odel. W e shallwork w ith linearm od-—
els, w ith the \analysis of variance" corregponding to the batching of e ects
nto \sources of variation," and each batch corregponding to one row of the
ANOVA table.This isthem odelof Sargent and Hodges (1997).W e use the
notation m = 1;:::;M for the row s of the tabl. Each row m represents a

batch of J,, regression coe cients 5 i
m ) m )

subvector of coe cients as ™) = ([ ;i 5. ) and the corresponding

classical least-squares estin ate as 7@) | These estin ates are sub ect to G,
linear constraints, yielding (), = Jn Gn degrees of freedom . W e Iabel
the constraint m atrix as C ™), so that ¢ ™) "®) = 0 ©r allm . For nota—

tional convenience, we label the grand m ean as 1(0) , corresponding to the
(invisble) zeroth row of the ANOVA table and estin ated with no linear
constraints.

w ritten as
) Yi= m

where j}' indexes the appropriate coe cient j in batch m corresponding to
data point i.T hus, each data point pulls one coe cient from each row iIn the
ANOVA tabl.Equation (5) could also be expressed as a linear regression
m odelw ith a design m atrix com posed entirely of0’sand 1’s. T he coe cients

1;-’1 of the last row of the table correspond to the residuals or error tem of
them odel. ANOVA can also be applied m ore generally to regression m odels
(or to generalized linear m odels), n which case we could have any design
m atrix X , and (5) would be generalized to

® An

©) yi= fr)omo,

i 3
m=04=1
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T he essence of analysis of variance is In the structuring of the coe cients
nto batd1es| hence the notation j(m ) | going beyond the usuallinearm odel
form ulation that has a single indexing of coe cients §. W e assum e that
the structure (5), or the m ore general regression param eterization (6), has
already been constructed using know ledge of the data structure. To use
ANOVA tem nology, we assum e the sources of variation have already been
set, and our goal is to perform inference for each variance com ponent.

W e shalluse a hierarchical form ulation in which each batch of regression
coe clents ism odeled as a sam ple from a nom aldistribution w ith m ean 0
and its own variance 2 :

m *

(7) N ©O; 7)) forj= 1;:::;J, Poreach batchm = 1;:::;M

3
W e Pllow the notation ofNelder (1977,1994) by m odeling the underlying
coe clents as unconstrained, unlke the least-squares estin ates. Setting the
variances Iﬁ to 1l and constraining the j(m Vrg yields classical least-squares
estin ates.

M odel (7) correspondsto exchangeability ofeach set of factor levels, w hich
is a form of partial exchangeability or Invariance of the entire set of cell
means [see A ldous (1981)]. W e do not m ean to suggest that this m odel is
universally appropriate for data but rather that it is often used, explicitly
or In plicitly, as a starting point for assessing the relative im portance of the
e ects In lnear m odels structured as in (5) and (©).W e discuss nonex—
changeable m odels in Section 8 3.

O nem easure ofthe in portance ofeach row or \source" in the ANOVA ta-
bl is the standard deviation of its constrained regression coe cients, which
we denote

®) Sy = )T c@)c@Tcm)y loc@T] @),
(ChY

where ®) isthe vector of coe cients n batchm and C ™) istheg, Jp
fi1ll rank m atrix of constraints (r which ¢ @) @) = 0).Expression (8) is
Just the m ean square of the coe cients’ residuals after proction to the
constraint space.W edivideby )y = Jn  Gn ratherthan J, 1 because
multipking by C ®) induces g, linear constraints.
Variance estin ation is often presented in tem s of the superpopulation

standard deviations , , but in our ANOVA summ aries we focus on the

nitepopulation quantities s, for reasons discussed in Section 3.5. How—
ever, for com putational reasons the param eters , are useful intermm ediate
quantities to estin ate.
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32. Batching of regression aoe clents. O urgeneralsolution tothe ANOVA

problem is sin ple: we treat every row In the tabl as a batch of \random

e ects"; that is, a set of regression coe cients drawn from a distribution
with mean 0 and som e standard deviation to be estin ated from the data.
Themean of 0 com es naturally from the ANOVA decom position structure
(oulling out the grand m ean, m ain e ects, interactions and so forth), and
the standard deviations are sin ply the m agniudes of the variance com po—
nents corresponding to each row ofthe table.For exam ple, we can w rite the
sin ple hierarchical design of Section 222 as

Number of Standard

Source coe clents  deviation
treatm ent 4 S1
treatm ent m achine 20 S
treatm ent machine measurement 120 S3

E xoept for our focus on s rather than , this is the approach recom m ended
by Box and T iao (1973) although com putationaldi cultiesm ade it di cul
to I plam ent at that tim e.

The prim ary goal of ANOVA is to estin ate the variance com ponents
(in this case, s1;7S2;53) and com pare them to zero and to each other. The
secondary goal is to estim ate (and sum m arize the uncertainties in) the in—
dividual coe cients, especially, in this exam ple, the four treatm ent e ects.
From the hierarchicalm odel the coe cient estin ates w ill be pulled toward
zero, w ith the am ount of shrinkage determm ined by the estin ated variance
com ponents. But, m ore in portantly, the variance com ponents and standard
errors are estin ated from the data, w thout any need to specify com par-
isons based on the design. T hus, the struggles of Section 22 are avoided,
and (ierarchical) linear regression can indeed be used to com pute ANOVA
autom atically, once the row softhe table (the sources of variation) have been
speci ed.

For another exam ple, the splitplot Latin square looks like
This is autom atic, based on the principle that all variables in the design
be included in the analysis. Setting up the m odel in thisway, w ith allnine
variance com ponents estin ated, autom atically gives the correct com parisons
(eg., uncertainties for com parisons between treatmentsA,B,C,D,E wil
be estin ated based on m ain-plot variation and uncertainties for varieties 1,
2 willbe estin ated based on sub-plot variation).
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Number of Standard

Source coe clents deviation
row 5 s1
colum n 5 S
a,B,C,D,E) 5 S3
plot 25 S4
(1;2) 2 Ss
TOW 1;2) 10 Se
colum n 1;2) 10 S7
@a,B,C,D,E) (1;2) 10 Sg
pt (1;2) 50 So

33. Getting som ething for nothing? At this point we seem to have a
paradox. In classical ANOVA , you (som etin es) need to know the design in
order to select the correct analysis, as In the exam ples in Section 22.But
the hierarchical analysis does it autom atically. How can this be? How can
the analysis \know " how to do the splitplot analysis, for exam ple, w thout
being \told" that the data com e from a splitplot design?

The answer is In two parts.F irst, asw ith the classical analyses, we require
that the row s of the ANOVA be speci ed by the m odeler. In the notation
of (5) and (6), the user must specify the structuring or batching of the
linear param eters . In the classical analysis, however, this is not enough,
as discussed In Section 2 2.

The second part of m aking the hierarchical ANOVA work is that the
Informm ation from the design is encoded in the design m atrix of the linear
regression s shown by Nelder (1965a, b) and In plem ented in the software
G enstat].Forexam ple, the nesting In the exam ple of Section 22 2 isre ected
In the collinearity of the m achine indicators wihin each treatm ent. The
autom atic encoding is particularly useful in incom plete designs w here there
is no sin ple classical analysis.

From a linearm odeling perspective, classical nonhierarchical regression
has a serious lin itation: each batch of param eters (corresponding to each
row ofthe ANOVA tabl) must be included w ith no shrinkage (ie., n =1 )
or excluded ( , = 0), with the exogption of the Jast row ofthe table, whose
variance can be estin ated. In the exam ple of Section 22 2, we m ust either
Includethem achinee ectsunshrunken or ignore them , and neither approach
gives the correct analysis. T he hierarchical m odel works autom atically be-
cause it allow s nite nonzero values for all the variance com ponents.

T he hierarchical regression analysis isbased on them odelofexchangeable
e ectsw ithin batches, asexpressed In m odel (7), w hich isnot necessarily the
best analysis in any particular application . For exam ple, Besag and H igdon
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(1999) recom m end using spatialm odels (rather than exchangeable row and
colum n e ects) fordata such as In the split-plot experim ent described previ-
ously.Herewe are sin ply trying to understand w hy, w hen given the standard
assum ptions underlying the classical ANOVA , the hierarchical analysis au—
tom atically gives the appropriate Inferences for the variance com ponents
w ithout the need for additionale ort of identifying appropriate error tem s
for each row of the table.

34. Clhssical and Bayesian interpretations. W e are m ost com fortable
Interpreting the linear m odel In a Bayesian m anner, that is, wih a pint
probability distrdbution on all unknown param eters. H ow ever, our recom —
m ended hierarchical approach can also be considered classically, In which
case the regression coe cients are considered as random variables (and thus
are \predicted") and the variance com ponents are considered as param eters
(and thus \estin ated"); see Robinson (1991) and Geln an, Carlin, Stem
and Rubin [(1995), page 380]. The m ain di erence between classical and
Bayesian m ethods here is between using a point estim ate for the variance
param eters or ncliding uncertainty distrdutions. C onditional on the pa—
ram eters , , the classical and B ayesian inferences for the linear param eters

Ij“ are identicalin ourANOVA m odels. In either case, the ndividual regres—
sion coe cients are estin ated by lnear unbiased predictors or, equivalently,
posterior m eans, balancing the direct inform ation on each param eter w ith
the shrinkage from the batch of e ects. There will be m ore shrinkage for
batches of e ects whose standard deviations [ are near zero, which will
occur for factors that contribute little variation to the data.

W hen will it m ake a practical di erence to estin ate variance param eters
Bayesianly rather than with point estin ates? Only when these variances
are hard to distinguish from 0. For exam pl, Figure 2 show s the posterior
distrbution ofthe hierarchical standard deviation from an exam ple ofR ubin
(1981) and Gelm an, C arlin, Stem and Rubin [(1995), Chapter 5]. T he data
are consistent w ith a standard deviation of 0, but i could also be as high
as 10 or 20. Setting the variance param eter to zero in such a siuation is
generally not desirable because i would lad to falsely precise estim ates

of the ™). Setting the variance to som e nonzero valie would require
addiional work which, in practice, would not be done since i would o er
no advantages over B ayesian posterior averaging.

tm ightbe argued that such exam p]es| In which them axin um lkelihood
estin ate of the hierarchical variance is at or near zero | are pathologicaland
unlikely to occur In practice.But we would argue that such situationsw illbe
comm on n ANOVA settings, fortwo reasons.F irst, when studying them any
row s of a Jarge ANOVA table, we expect (In fact, we hope) to see various
nearzero variances at higher levels of interaction. A fter all, one of the pur-
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posesofan ANOVA decom position is to identify the in portant m ain e ects
and interactions In a com plex data set [see Sargent and Hodges (1997)].
Nonsigni cant rows of the ANOVA tabl correspond to variance com po—
nents that are statistically indistinguishable from zero. O ur second reason
for expecting to see nearzero variance com ponents is that, as infom ative
covariates are added to a linear m odel, hierarchical variances decrease until
it is no longer possible to add m ore Inform ation [see Gelnan (1996)].

W hen variance param eters are not well sum m arized by point estin ates,
Bayesian inferences are sensitive to the prior distrbution. For our basic
ANOVA com putationswe use noninform ative prior distributions of the form
P(wm)/ 1 which can be considered as a degenerate case of the inverse—
gamm a fam ily, aswe discuss in Section 4 2).W e further discuss the issue of
near-zero variance com ponents in Section 8 2.

35. Superpopultion and nitepopultion variances. Foreach row m of
an ANOVA tabl, there are two natural variance param eters to estin ate:
the superpopulation standard deviation , and the nitepopulation stan-
dard deviation s, as de ned In (8). T he superpopulation standard devia—
tion characterizes the uncertainty forpredicting a new coe cient from batch
m , whereas the niepopulation standard deviation describes the existing
Jn ooe cients. The two variances can be given the sam e point estim ate|
in classical unbiased estimation E (82 j 2 )= 2, and in Bayesian nference

m 7

0 T T T T T 1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30
sigma

Fig.2. Tlustration of the di culties of point estim ation for variance com ponents. P ic—
tured is the m arginal posterior distribution for a hierarchical standard deviation param eter
from Rubin (1981) and Geln an, Carlin, Sterm and Rubin [(1995), Chapter 5]. The sim —
plest point estim ate, the posterior m ode or REM L estim ate, is zero, but this estim ate
is on the extrem e of param eter space and would cause the inferences to understate the
uncertainties in this batch of regression coe cients.
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w ith a noninformm ative prior distribution (see Section 4.2) the conditional
posterior m ode of rﬁ giren all other param eters in the m odel is s*. The
superpopulation variance has m ore uncertainty, however.

To see the di erence between the tw o variances, consider the extrem e case
In which J, = 2 and so (), = 1] and a large am ount of data is avaibble

n both groups. T hen the two param eters 1(m ) and 2(m ) w ill be estin ated

accurately and so ijJ_srzﬂ = ( l(m ) 2(m ))2=2. T he superpopulation variance
rﬁ , on the other hand, is only being estim ated by a m easuram ent that is
proportionalto a 2 with one degree of freedom . W e know much about the
tw o param eters l(m ’; 2(m " but can say little about others from their batch.
A swe discuss in Section 6, we believe that m uch of the literature on xed
and random e ects can be fruitfilly reexpressed in tem sof nitepopulation
and superpopulation Inferences. In som e contexts (eg., obtaining nference
forthe 50 U S. states) the nite population seem sm ore m eaningfi1l, w hereas
iIn others (eg. subEctlevel e ects In a psychological experin ent) Interest
clkarly lies in the superpopulation.
T o keep connection w ith classical AN O VA , w hich focuseson a description |
a variance decom position | ofan existing dataset, we focuson nitepopulation
variances s2 .H owever, asan interm ediate step in any com putation| classical

or Bayesjan| we perform inferences about the superpopulation variances

2
oo

4. Inference for the variance com ponents.

41. Clhssicalinference. A though wehave argued that hierarchicalm od—
els are best analyzed using B ayesian m ethods, we discuss classical com pu—
tations rst, partly because of their sin plicity and partly to connect to the
vast literature on the estin ation of variance com ponents [see, eg., Seark,
Casella and M cCulloch (1992)]. T he basic tool is the m ethod of m om ents.
W e can st estin ate the superpopulation variances ﬁ and their approxi-
m ate uncertainty intervals, then go back and estin ate uncertainty intervals
forthe nitepopulation variances sﬁl .Herewe are working w ith the additive
m odel (5) rather than the general regression form ulation (6).

T he estin ates for the param eters Iﬁ are standard and can be expressed
In term s of classical ANOVA quantities, as follow s. The sum of squares for
row m is the sum of the squared coe cient estin ates corresponding to the
n data points,

Am) L2,
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and can also bew ritten asa weighted sum ofthe squared coe cient estin ates
for that row,

w here the weights w y sum to 1, and
i n
for balanced designs: SS, = J— (

Them ean square is the sum of squares divided by degrees of freedom ,

and

Wm

n

forbalanced designs: M S, = ———— (
T T @,

Af)

20
5 :

)

The allHim portant expected m ean square, EM S, , is the expected con-
trbution of sam pling variance to M S, , and it is also E M S, ) under the
null hypothesis that the coe cients ) are all equalto zero.M uch of the
classical literature is devoted to determ Ining EM S, under di erent designs
and di erent assum ptions, and com puting or approxin ating the F-ratio,
M S, =EM S, , to assess statistical signi cance.

W e shallproceed In a slightly di erent direction .F irst, we com pute EM S
under the generalm odelallow ing all other variance com ponents in them odel
to be nonzero. (This m eans that, in general, EM S, depends on variance
com ponents estim ated lower down in the ANOVA tabl. Second, we use
the expected m ean square as a toolto estim ate variance com ponents, not to
test their statistical signi cance. Both these steps ollow classical practice
for random e ects; our only innovation is to indiscrim inately apply them to
allthe variance com ponents In a m odel, and to follow this com putation w ith
an estim ate of the uncertainty in the nitepopulation variances sﬁ .

W e nd i more convenient to work with not the sum s of squares or
m ean squares but w ith the variances of the batches of estin ated regression

coe clients, which we lJabelas

1 )zm /\I(m))z.

@ o,

© Vin =

Vi can be considered a variance since for each row the J, e ect estin ates
") have several linear constraints fwih (), rem aining degrees of free—
dom ] and must sum to 0. For the \zeroth" row of the tabl, we de ne
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Vo = (Al(0>)2, the square of the estin ated grand m ean in the m odel.] For
each row of the table,

J,
for balanced designs: V, = =M St
n

W e start by estin ating the superpopulation variances Iﬁ , and the con-
strained m ethod-ofm om ents estin ator isbased on the variance-decom position
dentity [see (1)]

E(Vn)= o+ EVn;

m

where EV, is the contrbution of sam pling variance to V, , that is, the
expected value of V,, if , wereequalto 0.EV , In tum dependson other
variance com ponents In the m odel, and

Im

forbalanced designs: EV , = —EM S, :
n

T he natural estim ate of the underlying variance is then

(10) A2 = max(0;V, BV, ):

m

T he expected value BV , is itself estin ated based on the other variance
com ponents in the m odel, as we discuss shortly.

T hus, the classical hierarchical ANO VA com putations reduce to estin at—
Ing the expected mean squares EM S, (and thus EV ) In tem s of the
estin ated variance com ponents . For nonbalanced designs, this can be
com plicated com pared to the B ayesian com putation as described in Section
42.

Forbalanced designs, how ever, sin ple form ulasexist.W e do not go through
allthe literature here [see, eg.,Com eld and Tukey (1956),G reen and Tukey
(1960) and P lackett (1960)].A summ ary is given in Searle, Casella and M c-
Culloch [(1992), Section 42]. The basic idea is that, In a balanced design,

thee ect estinates ") 1 abatch m are sin ply averages of data, ad jasted

to ta set of linear constraints. T he sam pling variance Ev n In (10) can be
w ritten In tem s of variances ﬁ for all batches k representing interactions
that lncludem in the ANOVA tabl.W e w rite this as
X g
11) BV, = - %
Jx
k21 )

where I ) represents the set of all rows in the ANOVA table represent—
Ing interactions that inclide the variables m as a subset. For exam ple, in
the exam ple In Section 222, consider the treatment e ects (ie, m = 1 In

the ANOVA tablk).Here, J; = 4; n= 120 and BV ;= 55 3+ 55 5.For
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another exam ple, In the splitplot Jatin square In Section 22.1, the m ain—
plot treatm ent e ects are the third row of the ANOVA tabl m = 3), and
Bvs=2 f+2 2+ 2 3.

For balanced designs, then, variance com ponents can be estin ated by
starting at the bottom of the table W ith the highestJlevel interaction, or
residuals) and then working upwards, at each step usihg the appropriate
variance com ponents from lower In the tablk in omulas (10) and (11).
In this way the variance com ponents rﬁ can be estin ated noniteratively.
A Ftematively, we can com pute the m om ents estin ator of the entire vector

2= f;:::; 1\24 ) at once by solving the lnear system V = A *?, where V
is the vector of raw row variances V, and A is the square m atrix w ith
Ayn = JJLk ifk 2 Ifn ) and O otherw ise.

The next step is to detem Ine uncertainties for the estin ated variance
com ponents. O nce again, there is an extensive literature on this; the basic
m ethod is to express each estinate ~2 as a sum and di erence of inde-
pendent random variables whose distrbutions are proportionalto 2, and
then to com pute the variance ofthe estim ate. The di culty ofthis standard
approach is in working w ith this com bination-of- ? distribution.

Instead, we evaluate the uncertainties of the estin ated variance com po—
nents by sim ulation, perform ing the follow ing steps 1000 tin es: (1) sin ulate
uncertainty in each raw row variance V, by multiplying by a random vari-
abl of the form  (&f )y = %y, , @) sOlve for ~* in V = A*?, (3) constrain
the solution to be nonnegative, and (4) com pute the 50% and 95% intervals
from the constrained simulation draw s. This sin ulation has a param etric
bootstrap or Bayesian avor and is m otivated by the approxin ate equiva—
lence betw een repeated-sam pling and B ayesian inferences [see, eg., D G root
(1970) and E fron and T foshirani (1993)].

Conditional on the simulation for , we can now estin ate the nite—
population standard deviations s, . A s discussed In Section 3.5, the data
provide additional inform ation about these, and so our intervals for s, will

be narrower than for . , especially for variance com ponents w ith few de—

grees of freedom .G iven , the param eters j(m ) have a m ultivariate nom al
distrdbbution (in Bayesian temm s, a conditional posterior distribution; In clas—
sical tem s, a predictive distrdbution). The resulting inference for each s,
can be derived from (8), com puting eitherby sin ulation ofthe ’sorby ap—
proxin ation w ith the 2 distrbution . F nally, averaging over the sin ulations
of vyields predictive inferences about the s, ’s.

42. Bayesian inference. To estin ate the variance com ponentsusing B ayesian

m ethods, one needs a probability m odel for the regression coe cients j(m :
and the variance param eters , . The standard m odel for 's is indepen-—
dent nom al, as given by (7). In our ANOVA fomulation (5) or (6), the
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regression error temm s are Just the highest-Jlevel interactions, j(M ), and so
the distrbutions (7) include the likelhood as well as the prior distribbution.
For generalized linear m odels, the lkelihood can be w ritten separately (see
Section 72 for an exam pl).

T he conditionally conjigate hyperprior distributions for the variances can
be w ritten as scaled nverse- 2 :

2 2 . 2 .
m Inv— (mr Om)'

A standard noninfom ative prior distrbbution is uniform on , which cor-
responds to each , = 1l and on = 0 [, eg., Gelman, Carlin, Stem
and Rubin (1995)]. For values of m in which J, is large (ie., row s of the
ANOVA table corresponding to m any lnear predictors), , is essentially
estin ated from data.W hen J, is an all, the at prior distrbution in plies
that isallowed the possbility of taking on large values, which m inin izes
the am ount of shrinkage in the e ect estim ates.

M ore generally, i would m ake sense to m odel the variance param eters

n them selves, esgpecially for com plicated m odels w ith m any variance com —
ponents (ie. m any row s ofthe ANOVA tablk). Such m odels are a potential
sub ect of fiture research; see Section 82.

W ih them odelas set up above, the posterior distribbution for the param -
eters ( ; ) can be sin ulated using the G bbs sam pler, altemately updating
the vector given w ih linear regression, and updating the vector from
the independent iverse- ? conditional posterior distrbutions given . The
only trouble w ith this G dbbs sam pler is that it can get stuck w ith variance
com ponents , near zero.A more e cient updating reparam eterizes into
vectors , and ,which are de ned as follow s:

m) _ ),
| - m | 14
12) J J
m= mm
Them odel can be then expressed as
y=X( );
™ N©;2)  freachm;
I‘ﬁ IUV_Z(m;gm):

T he auxiliary param eters are given a uniform prior distrdbution, and then
this reduces to the origihal m odel [see Boscardin (1996), M eng and van
Dyk (1997), L1, Rubin and Wu (1998), L1 and Wu (1999) and G eln an
(2004)]. The G bbs sam pler ﬂlenpprooeeds by updating (usihg linear re—
gression with n data points and Jn predictors), (linear regression

M
m=0
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with n data points and M predictors) and ? (ndependent inverse- 2 dis—
tributions). T he param eters in the original param eterization, and , can
then be recom puted from (12) and stored at each step.

Starting points for the Bayesian com putation can be adapted from the
classical point estin ates or 2 and their uncertainties from Section 4.1.
The only di culy is that the variance param eters cannot be set to exactly
zero. O ne reasonable approach is to replace any ﬁ of zero by a random
value between zero and Bv j treating this absolute value as a rough
m easure of the noise level in the estim ate. G eneralized linearm odels can be
com puted using this G bbs sam pler w ith M etropolis jum ping for the non—
conjugate conditional densities [see, eg., Gelm an, C arlin, Stem and Rubin
(1995)] or data augm entation [see A bert and Chib (1993) and Lix (2002)].
In either case, once the sin ulations have approxin ately converged and pos—
terdor sin ulations are available, one can construct sin ulationdased intervals
for allthe param eters and for derived quantities of interest such asthe nite—
population standard deviations s, de ned In (8).

W hen we use the uniform prior density for the param eters . , the poste-
rior distributions are proper for batchesm w ith at least two degrees of free—
dom . However, for e ects that are unigue or In pairs [ie., batches for which
(@f ) = 1], the posterior densiy for the corresponding , is in proper, w ith
In nitemassinthelmi 4! 1 [Gelman,Carln,Sterm and Rubin (1995),
E xercise 5.8], and so the coe cients j(m In these batches are essentially
being estin ated via m axinum lkelihhood. T his relates to the classical result
that shrinkage estin ation dom inates least squares w hen estin ating three or
m ore param eters in a nom alm odel Jam es and Stein (1961)].

5.A new ANOVA tabl. Thereisroom for im provem ent in the standard
analysis of variance table: it is read in order to assess the relative In portance
ofdi erent sources of variation, but the num bers in the table do not directly
address this issue. T he sum s of squares are a decom position ofthe total sum
of squares, but the lines in the tabl with higher sum s of squares are not
necessarily those w ith higher estin ated underlying variance com ponents.
The m ean square or each row has the property that, if the corresponding
e ects are all zero, its expectation equals that of the error m ean square.
Unfortunately, if these other e ects are not zero, the m ean square has no
direct interpretation in termm s of the m odel param eters. The m ean square is
the variance explained per param eter, which is not directly com parable to
the param eters si and rﬁ , which represent underlying variance com ponents.

Sim ilarly, statistical signi cance (or lack thereof) of the m ean squares
is relevant; how ever, row s w ith higher F —ratios or m ore extrem e pvalues do
notnecessarily corresoond to batchesofe ectsw ith higherestin ated m agni-
tudes. In sum m ary, the standard ANO VA tabl gives all sorts of Inform ation,
but nothing to directly com pare the listed sources of variation.
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Our altemative ANOVA table presents, for each source of variation m ,
the estim ates and uncertainties for s, , the standard deviation of the coef-
cients corresponding to that row of the table. In addition to focusing on
estin ation rather than testing, we display the estin ates and uncertainties
graphically. Shce the essence of ANOVA is com paring the in portance of
di erent row s of the table, i is helpfiil to allow direct graphical com pari-
son, as w ith tabular digplays In general [see G eln an, Pasarica and D odhia
(2002)]. In addition, using careful form atting, we can display this in nom ore

space than is required by the classical ANOVA table.

Figure 3 show s an exam pl w ih the split-plot data that we considered
earlier. For each source of variation, the m ethod-ofm om ents estin ate of s,
is shown by a point, wih the thick and thin lines show ing 50% and 95%
Intervals from the sim ulations. T he point estin ates are not always at the
center of the intervals because of edge e ects caused by the restriction that
all the variance com ponents be nonnegative. In an applied context it m ight
m ake sense to use as point estim ates the m edians of the simulations. W e
display the m om ents estin ates here to show the e ects of the constrained
Inference In an exam pl where uncertainty is large.

In cur ANOVA table, the Inferences for all the variance com ponents are
sin ultaneous, In contrast to the classical approach In which each variance
com ponent is tested under the m odel that all others, except for the error
tem , are zero.T hus, thetwo tablsanswerdi erent inferential questions.W e
would argue that the sin ultaneous inference ism ore relevant in applications.
H owever, if the classical pvalues are of Interest, they could be incorporated
into our graphical display.

Source df Est. sd of effects
2 4 6 8

o

(A,B,C,D,E) *
plot *

—_

(
(
column * (
(
(

Fig. 3. ANOVA disphy for a splitplt latin square experim ent (cf. to the classical
ANOVA, which isthe naltabl in Figurel). T he points indicate classical variance com —
ponent estim ates, and the bars display 50% and 95% intervals for the nitepopulation
standard deviations , .The con dence intervals are based on sim ulations assum ing the
variance param eters are nonnegative; as a resul, they can di er from the point estim ates,
which are based on the m ethod ofm om ents, truncating negative estim ates to zero.
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6. Fixed and random e ects. A persistentpointofcon ict in the ANOVA
literature is the appropriate use of xed or random e ects, an issue which
we must address since we advocate treating all batches of e ects as sets of
random variables.E isenhart (1947) distinguishesbetween xed and random
e ects In estin ating variance com ponents, and this approach is standard in
current textbooks kg. K itk (1995)]. However, there has been a stream of
dissenters over the years; for exam pl, Yates (1967):

::: whether the factor levels are a random selection from som e de ned set
(@s m ight be the case w ith, say, varieties), or are delberately chosen by the
experin enter, doesnota ect the logicalbasis ofthe form alanalysis ofvariance
or the derivation of variance com ponents.

Before discussing the technical issues, we brie y review what ism eant by
xed and random e ects. ft tumsout that di erent| in fact, incom patible|
de nitions are used In di erent contexts. [See also K reft and de Leeuw
(1998), Section 13.3, for a discussion of the multiplicity of de nitions of
xed and random e ects and coe cients, and Robinson ( 1998) for a histor—
ical overview .] Here we outline ve de nitions that we have seen:

1. Fixed e ects are constant across individuals, and random e ects vary.
For exam ple, In a grow th study, a m odelw ith random intercepts ; and
xed slope ocorresgpondsto parallel lines fordi erent ndividuals i, orthe
modelyy= i+ t.Krefftand deleeuw [(1998),page 12]thusdistinguish
between =xed and random coe cients.

2. E ectsare xed if they are Interesting in them selves or random if there
is Interest in the underlying population. Searle, C asella and M cC ulloch
[(1992), Section 1 4] explore this distinction In depth.

3. \W hen a sam ple exhausts the population, the corresponding variable is

xed; when the sam pl isa an all (ie., negligble) part of the population
the corresponding variable is random " [G reen and Tukey (1960)].

4. \Ifan e ect is assum ed to be a realized value of a random variable, it is
called a random e ect" [LaM otte (1983)].

5. Fixed e ects are estin ated using least squares (or, m ore generally, m axi-
mum lkelhood) and random e ects are estin ated w ith shrinkage [\linear
unbiased prediction” in the termm inology of Robinson (1991)]. Thisde —
nition is standard in them ulikevelm odeling literature [see, eg., Snifers
and Bosker (1999), Section 4 2] and In econom etrics.

In the Bayesian fram ework, this de nition im plies that xed e ects

j(m) are estim ated conditionalon , = 1 and random e ects j(m) are

estin ated conditionalon [ from the posterior distribbution.

O f these de nitions, the st clarly stands apart, but the other four
de nitions di er also. Under the second de nition, an e ect can change
from xed to random with a change in the goals of inference, even if the



22 A.GELMAN

data and design are unchanged. T he third de nition di ers from the others

In de ninga nitepopulation W hilk leaving open the question ofwhat to do

w ith a large but not exhaustive sam ple), while the fourth de nition m akes
no reference to an actual (rather than m athem atical) population at all. The
second de nition allows xed e ects to come from a distrdbution, as long

as that distribution is not of interest, w hereas the fourth and fth do not
use any distrbbution for nference about xed e ects.The fth de nition has

the virtue ofm atheam atical precision but leaves unclear when a given set of
e ectsshould be considered xed or random .In sum m ary, it iseasily possible

for a factor to be \ xed" according to som e of the de nitions above and

\random " for others.Because ofthese con icting de nitions, it isno surprise
that \clear answers to the question ‘xed or random ?’ are not necessarily

the nom " [Bearle, Casella and M cCulloch (1992), page 15].

Oneway to focus a discussion of xed and random e ects is to ask how
Inferences change when a set of e ects is changed from xed to random ,
w ith no change in the data. For exam ple, suppose a factor has four degrees
of freedom corresponding to ve di erent m edical treatm ents, and these are
the only existing treatm ents and are thus considered \ xed" (according to
de nions 2 and 3 above). Suppose it is then discovered that these are part
ofa larger fam ily ofm any possible treatm ents, and so it is desired to m odel
them as \random ." In the fram ework of this paper, the nference about
these ve param eters ™) and their nitepopulation and superpopulation
standard deviations, s, and . , will not change w ith the new s that they
actually are viewed as a random sample from a distrbution of possble
treatm ent e ects. But the superpopulation variance now has an im portant
new role In characterizing thisdistribbution.Thedi erencebetween xed and
random e ects is thus not a di erence in inference or com putation but in
the ways that these nferences w illbe used. T hus, we strongly disagree w ith
the clain ofM ontgom ery [(1986), page 45] that in the random e ectsm odel,
\know ledge about particular [regression coe cients] is relatively useless."

W e prefer to sidestep the overloaded term s \ xed" and \random " w ith a
cleaner distinction by sin ply renam ing the term s in de nition 1 above.W e
de ne e ects (or coe cients) in a m ultilevel m odel as constant if they are
dentical for all groups in a population and varying if they are allowed to
di er from group to group.Forexam ple, them odelyij= 4+ xi3 (©funitsi
in groups j) hasa constant slope and varying intercepts, and yi3= 5+  §Xy3
hasvarying slopesand Interoepts. In thisterm inology (Wwhich wewould apply
at any lkevel of the hierarchy In a m ultilevelm odel), varying e ects occur in
batches, whether or not the e ects are interesting In them selves (de nition
2), and whether or not they are a samplk from a larger set (de nition 3).
De niions 4 and 5 do not arise for us since we estin ate allbatches ofe ects
hierarchically, w ith the variance com ponents , estin ated from data.
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7. Examples. W e give two exam ples from our own consuling and re—
search where ANOVA has been helpfiil in understanding the structure of
variation In a dataset. Section 7. describes a m ultilevel linear m odel for a
full-factorial dataset, and Section 72 describes a m ultilevel logistic regres—
sion.

From a classical perspective of inference for variance com ponents, these
cases can be considered as exam ples ofthe e ectiveness of autom atically set—
ting up hierarchicalm odelsw ith random e ects foreach row in the ANOVA
tabl. From a Bayesian perspective, these exam ples dem onstrate how the
ANOVA jdea| batching e ects into row s and considering the in portance of
each batd’1| applies outside of the fam iliar context of hypothesis testing.

71.A veway factorial structure: W eb connect times. D ata were col-
lected by an Intemet infrastructure provider on connect tin es| the tin e
required for a signalto reach a speci ed destjnatjon| as processed by each
oftwo di erent com panies.M essages w ere sent every hour for 25 consecutive
hours, from each 0f45 locations to four di erent destinations, and the study
was repeated one week later. Tt was desired to quickly sum m arize these data
to leam about the In portance of di erent sources of variation in connect
tin es.

Figure 4 show s a classical ANOVA of logarithm s of connect tim es using
the standard factorial decom position on the ve factors: destination (\to"),
source (\from "), service provider (\com pany"), tin e of day (\hour") and
week. The data have a full factorial structure w ith no replication, so the
full veway interaction, at the bottom of the table, represents the \error"
or lowest—level variability. The ANOVA reveals that allthem ain e ects and
aln ost all the Interactions are statistically signi cant. H ow ever, as discussed
n Section 5, it is di cul to use these signi cance levels, or the associated
sum s of squares, m ean squares or F -statistics, to com pare the in portance of
the di erent factors.

Figure 5 show sthe fullm ultilevel AN O VA display forthesedata.E ach row
show s the estim ated nitepopulation standard deviation ofthe correspond-—
Ing group ofparam eters, along w ith 50% and 95% uncertainty intervals.W e
can now inm ediately see that the lowest-level variation is m ore in portant
in variance than any of the factors except for them ain e ect of the destina—
tion . Company has a large e ect on isown and, perhapsm ore interestingly,
n interaction w ith to, from, and in the three-way interaction.

The infom ation in the m ultilevel digplay In Figure 5 is not sin ply con-—
tained in the m ean squares of the classical ANOVA table In Figure 4. For
exam pl, the e ects of from * hour have a relatively high estin ated stan—
dard deviation but a relatively low m ean square (see, eg., to * week).

F igure 5 doesnot represent the end ofany statistical analysis; forexam ple,
In this problem the analysis has ignored any geographical structure In the
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Source

to
from
company
hour
week

to * from
to * company
to * hour
to * week
from * company
from * hour
from * week
company * hour
company * week
hour * week
to * from * company
to * from * hour
to * from * week
to * company * hour
to * company * week
to * hour * week
from * company * hour
from * company * week
from * hour * week

*

company * hour * week

to * from * company * hour
to * from * company * week
to * from * hour * week

to * company * hour * week
from * company * hour * week

to * from * company * hour * week

Fig. 4. Classical ANOVA tablk for a 4
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The

\to" and \from " locations and the tin e ordering of the hours. A s is usual,
ANOVA isa tool for data exploration | for leaming about which factors are
In portant In predicting the variation in the data| which can be used to
construct usefiilm odels or design future data collection. T he linear m odel
is a standard approach to analyzing factorial data; in this context, we see
that them ulilevel ANOVA digplay, which focuses on variance com ponents,
conveys m ore relevant Inform ation than does the classical ANOVA , which

focuses on null hypothesis testing.
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Source df Estimated sd of effects
0 0.5 1 1.5 2
to 3
from 44 =
company 1 ——
hour 24 =
week 1+
to*from 132 —
to * company 3 —
to * hour 72 ~
to * week 3 +
from * company 44 -

from * hour 1056 .
from * week 44 1+ —
company * hour 24 +
company * week 1 =
hour * week 24 |+

to * from * company 132 -

to * from * hour 3168 t+

to * from * week 132 (=

to * company * hour 72 o

to * company * week 3 -
to * hour * week 72 ¢

from * company * hour 1056 | =
from * company * week 44 | -
from * hour * week 1056 | -
company * hour * week 24 |

to * from * company * hour 3168 |-—=

to * from * company * week 132 | =
to * from * hour * week 3168 +—

to * company * hour * week 2
from * company * hour * week 1056 | -

to * from * company * hour * week 3168 .

0 0.5 1 1.5 2

Fig.5. ANOVA display for the W orld W ide W eb data (cf. to the classical ANOVA in
Figure 4). The kars indicate 50% and 95% intervals for the nitepopulation standard
deviations s, , com puted using sim ulation based on the classical variance com ponent es—
tim ates. Com pared to the classical ANOVA in Figure 4, this display m akes apparent the
m agnitudes and uncertainties of the di erent com ponents of variation. Since the data are
on the logarithm ic scale, the standard deviation param eters can ke interpreted directly.
For exam pl, s, = 020 corresponds to a coe clent of variation ofexp (02) 1 02 on
the original scale, and so the unlogged coe cients exp ( j(m )) in this batch correspond to
m ultiplicative Increases or decreases in the range of 20% .

Another direction to consider is the generalization of the m odel to new
situations. Figure 5 displays uncertainty intervals for the nitepopulation
standard deviations so as to be com parable to classical ANOVA . Thism akes
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sense when com paring the two com panies and 25 hours, but the \to" sites,
the \from " sites and the weeks are sam pled from a larger population, and
for these generalizations, the superpopulation variances would be relevant.

72. A mulikvel ogistic regression m odelw ith interactions: political opin—
ions. D ozens of national opinion polls are conducted by m edia organiza—
tions before every election, and it is desirable to estim ate opinions at the
levels of individual states as well as for the entire country. T hese polls are
generally based on national random -digit dialing w ith corrections for nonre—
soonse based on dem ographic factors such as sex, ethnicity, age and educa—
tion [see Voss, Gelm an and K iIng (1995)]. W e estin ated statedevel opinions
from these polls, whilk sinultaneously correcting for nonresponse, n two
steps. For any survey resoonse of interest:

1. We ta regression model for the ndividual response given dem ograph—
ics and state. T hism odel thus estim ates an average response 5 for each
cross—classi cation j ofdem ographics and state. In our exam ple, we have
sex (male/fam alke), ethnicity (black/nonblack), age (four categories), ed—
ucation (four categories) and 50 states; thus 3200 categories.

2. From theCensus,weget theadult population N ﬁ)r%ach catego%( j.The
estin ated average response in any statesisthen = 53, N5 5= Ny,
w ith each sum m ation over the 64 dem ographic categories In the state.

W e neaed a large num ber of categories because (@) we are interested in
separating out the responses by state, and (o) nonregponse adjuistm ents
force us to Include the dem ographics. A sa resul, any given survey w illhave
few or no data in m any categories. This is not a problem , however, if a
mulilevelm odel is t, as is done autom atically in our ANOVA procedure:
each factor or set of Interactions in them odel, corresponding to a row in the
ANOVA table, is autom atically given a variance com ponent.

As descrbed by Gelman and Little (1997) and Bafum i, Gelm an and
Park (2002), this inferential procedure works well and outperform s stan—
dard survey estin ates when estin ating stateJdevel outcom es. For this paper,
we choose a single outcom e| the probability that a respondent prefers the
Republican candidate for P resjdent| as estin ated by a logistic regression
m odel from a set of seven CBS New s polls conducted during the week be-
fore the 1988 P residential election. W e focus here on the rst stage of the
estin ation prooedure| the inference for the logistic regression m odel| and
use our ANOVA tools to digplay the relative iIn portance of each factor in
the m odel.

W e label the survey responses y; as 1 for supporters of the R epublican
candidate and 0 for supporters of the D em ocrat W ith undecideds excluded)
and m odel them as independent, with Pr(y;= 1) = logi . (X )i).Thede-
sign m atrix X isall0’sand 1l’sw ith indicators for the dem ographic variables
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Source df Est. sd of effects
0 05 1 1.5
sex 1 =
ethnicity 1 -
sex * ethnicity 1 |—————
age 3 |-
education 3 [
age * education 9 —
region 3 [———
region * state 46 —-—
0 0.5 1 1.5

Fig. 6. ANOVA digphy for the logistic regression m odel of the prokability that a survey
respondent prefers the Republican candidate for the 1988 U .S. P residential election, based
on data from seven CBS News polls. Point estim ates and error bars show posterior m e—
dians, 50% intervals and 95% intervals of the nitepopulation standard deviations g ,
com puted using Bayesian posterior sim ulation. T he dem ographic factors are those used
by CBS to perform their nonresponse adjistm ents, and states and regions are inclided
because we were interested in estim ating average opinions by state. The large e ects for
ethnicity and the general political interest in states suggest that it m ight m ake sense to
inclide interactions; see F igure 7.

used by CBS in the survey weighting: sex, ethniciy, age, education and the
Interactions of sex  ethnicity and age  education.W e also include in X
indicators for the 50 states and for the four regions of the country (north—
east, m idwest, south and west). Since the states are nested w thin regions
(which is in plied by the design m atrix ofthe regression), nom ain e ects for
states are needed . A s in our generalapproach for linearm odels, we give each
batch of regression coe cients an independent nomm aldistrbbution centered
at zero and w ith standard deviation estin ated hierarchically given a unifom
prior density.

W e tthem odelusingtheB ayesian software Bugs [Spiegehalter, T hom as,
Best and Lunn (2002)], Inked to R R Progct (2000) and Gelm an (2003)]
where we com puted the niesam pl standard deviations and plotted the
resuls. Figure 6 digplays the ANOVA table, which show s that ethnicity is
by far the m ost Im portant dem ographic factor, w ith state also explaining
quite a bit of variation.

T he natural next step is to consider interactions am ong the m ost In por—
tant e ects, as shown In Figure 7. The ethnicity * state * region In-
teractions are surprisingly large: the di erences between A frican-Am ericans
and othersvary dram atically by state.A sw ith thepreviousexam ple, ANOVA
is a useful tool n understanding the In portance of di erent com ponents of
a hierarchicalm odel.
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8. Discussion. In summ ary, we have found hierarchical m odeling to be
a key step In allow ing ANOVA to be perform ed reliably and autom atically.
Conversely, the ideas of ANOVA are extrem ely powerfiill n m odeling com —
plx data of the sort that we Increasingly handle in statjstjcs| hence the
title of this paper. W e conclude by review ing these points and noting som e
areas for further work.

8.1. The Im portance of hierarchicalm odeling in form ulating and com put-
Ing ANOVA . Analysis of variance is fuindam entally about m ultilevel m od—
eling: each row In the ANOVA tabl corresponds to a di erent batch of
param eters, along w ith inference about the standard deviation of the pa—
ram eters In this batch. A crucialdi culy in classical ANOVA and, m ore
generally, in classical linear m odeling, is identifying the correct variance
com ponents to use In com puting standard errors and testing hypotheses.
T he hierarchical data structures In Section 22 illustrate the lin iations of
perform ng ANOVA using classical regression.

However, as we discuss In this paper, assigning probability distribbutions
for allvariance com ponents autom atically gives the correct com parisons and
standard errors. Just as a design m atrix corregoonds to a particular linear
model, an ANOVA table corresponds to a particular m ultilevel batching
of random e ects. It should thus be possbl to t any ANOVA autom ati-
cally without having to gure out the appropriate error variances, even for
notoriously di cult designs such as splitplots (recallF igure 1).

82. Estim ation and hypothesis testing for variance com ponents. This
paper has identi ed ANOVA w ith estin ation in variance com ponentsm od—

els. A sdiscussed In Section 3.5, uncertainties can bemuch lower for nie—
2 2

region * state

ethnicity * region
ethnicity * region * state

B

population variances sy than for superpopulation variances [, and it is
Source df Est. sd of effects
0 0.5 1 1.5
sex 1 =
ethnicity 1 —————
sex * ethnicity 1 |[—————
age 3 |
education 3 |[rrem—
age * education 9| ——
region 3| ———
6
3
6

n

0 0.5 1 1.5

Fig. 7. ANOVA disphy for the logistic regression m odel for vote preferences, adding
interactions of ethnicity with region and state. C om pare to F igure 6.
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through nitepopulation variances that we connect to classical ANOVA , In
which it is possible to draw useful inferences for even an all batches (@s in
our splitplot Latin square exam pl).

H ypothesis testing is in generala m ore di cult problem than estim ation
because m any di erent possible hypotheses can be considered . In som e rela—
tively sin ple balanced designs, the hypotheses can be tested independently;
for exam ple, the splitplot Latin square allow s independent testing of row ,
colum n and treatm ent e ects at the between-and w ithin-plot levels. M ore
generally, how ever, the test of the hypothesis that socme , = 0 willdepend
on the assum ptionsm ade about the variance com ponents lower in the table.
For exam ple, in the factorial analysis of the Intemet data In Section 7.1,
a test of the to * from interaction w ill depend on the estin ated variances
for all the higher-level low er Interactions including to * from, and it would
be nappropriate to consider only the full veway interaction as an \error
term " for this test (since, as Figures 4 and 5 show , m any of the Interm edi-
ate outoom es are both statistically signi cant and reasonably large). K hurd,
M athew and Sinha (1998) discuss som e of the options In testing for variance
com ponents, and from a classical perspective these options proliferate for
unbalanced designs and highly structured m odels.

From a Bayesian perspective, the corresponding step is to m odelthe vari-
ance param eters , .Testing ornullhypotheses of zero variance com ponents
corresponds to hierarchical prior distributions for the variance com ponents
that have a potential or nonnegligble m ass near zero, as hasbeen discussed
n the Bayesian literature on shrinkage and m odel selection Eeg. Gelm an
(1992), George and M cCulloch (1993) and Chipm an, G eorge and M cC ulloch
(2001)]. In the ANOVA ocontext such a m odel is potentially m ore di cult
to set up since i should ideally re ect the structure of the variance com po—
nents (eg., iftwo setsofm ain e ects are large, then one m ight expect their
Interaction to be potentially large).

83. M ore generalm odels. Ourm odel (7) for the linear param eters cor—
responds to the defaul inferences n ANOVA, based on com putations of
variances and exchangeable coe cients w ithin each batch. T his m odel can
be expanded in various ways. M ost sin ply, the distrbutions for the e ects
In each batch can be generalized beyond nom ality (eg. usihg t or m ix—
ture distribbutions), and the variance param eters can them selves be m odeled
hierarchically, as discussed In m ediately above.

Another generalization is to nonexchangeabl m odels. A comm on way
that nonexchangeable regression coe cients arise n hierarchical m odels is
through group-level regressions. For exam ple, the wve rows, colum ns and
possbly treatm ents In the Latin square are ordered, and system atic pat-
tems there could be m odelkd, at the very least, using regression coe cients
for linear trends. In the election survey exam ple, one can add statedevel
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predictors such as previous P residential election resuls. A fter subtracting
batch-level regression predictors, the addiive e ects for the factor kevels in
each batch could be m odeled as exchangeable. T his corresponds to analysis
of covariance or contrast analysis In classical ANOVA . O ur basic m odel (6)
sets up a regression at the level of the data, but regressions on the hierarchi-
calocoe cients (ie., contrasts) can have a di erent substantive interpretation
as Interblock or contextuale ects [see K reft and de Leecuw (1998) and Sni-
ers and Bosker (1999)]. In either case, Including contrasts adds another
tw ist in that de ning a superpopulation orpredictive purposesnow requires
specifying a distribution over the contrast variable (eg., In the Latin square
exam ple, if the rows are labeled as  2; 1;0;1;2, then a reasonable super—
population m ight be a uniform distrdbution on the range [ 25;2:5]).

M ore com plex structures, such as tin e-series and spatialm odels [see R p—
ey (1981) and Besag and Higdon (1999)], or negative intraclass correla—
tions, cannot be additively decom posed In a naturalway into exchangeable
com ponents. O ne particularly Interesting class of generalizations of classical
ANOVA involves the nonadditive structures of interactions. For exam ple, in
the Intermet exam ple in Section 7.1 the coe cients in any batch of two-way
or higherJdevel interactions have a natural gridded structure that is poten—
tially m ore com plex than the pure exchangeability of additive com ponents
[see A dous (1981)].

8.4. The Importance of the ANOVA idea in statistical m odeling and in—
ference. ANOVA ism ore In portant than ever because it represents a key
idea in statistical m odeling of com plex data struct:ures| the grouping of
predictor variables and their coe cients into batches. H ferarchical m odel-
ing, along w ith the structuring of nput variables, allow s the m odeler easily
to include hundreds of predictors In a regression m odel (@s w ith the exam —
ples In Section 7), as has been noted by proponents of m ultikevel m odeling
eg., Goldstein (1995), K reft and de Leecuw (1998) and Snipers and B osker
(1999)]. ANOVA allow s us to understand these models In a way that we
cannot by sim ply looking at regression coe cients, by generalizing classical
variance com ponents estin ates fg. Cochran and Cox (1957) and Searle,
Casella and M cCulloch (1992)]. The ideas of the analysis of variance also
help usto Include nitepopulation and superpopulation nferences In a sin—
gl tted m odel, hence unifying xed and random e ects.A future research
challenge is to generalize our nferences and displays to include m ultivari-
ate m odels of coe cients (eg. wih random slopes and random intercepts,
w hich will pintly have a covariance m atrix as well as individual variances).
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form ulation; John N elder, D onald Rubin, Iven Van M echelen and the editors
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