
S1 Text. Sensitivity analysis 

We conducted sensitivity analysis to verify that the choice of non-informative priors did not 

significantly alter the posterior distributions. In addition to the original set of priors, we used 

three additional sets, by decreasing the variance of the priors for the fixed effects (Priors-2), and 

introducing uniform priors for the fixed (Priors-3) and random effects (Priors-4). Table A1 

compares HDIs for the main effects and interaction across the four sets of priors. Evidently, the 

differences are negligible, demonstrating that in our case the choice of priors has a negligible 

effect on the posterior distributions. 

Table A1.  

Sensitivity analysis examining the effects of choosing different non-informative priors. 

Exp. Effect Priors-1 Priors-2 Priors-3 Priors-4 

  

𝛽1~𝑁(0, 100) 

𝛽2~𝑁(0, 100) 

𝛽3~𝑁(0, 100) 

𝜇𝛽0~𝑁(0, 100) 

𝜎𝑟𝑒𝑠
2 ~𝐼𝐺(0.001, 0.001) 

𝜎𝛽0
2 ~𝐼𝐺(0.001, 0.001) 

𝛽1~𝑁(0, 10) 

𝛽2~𝑁(0, 10) 

𝛽3~𝑁(0, 10) 

𝜇𝛽0~𝑁(0, 10) 

𝜎𝑟𝑒𝑠
2 ~𝐼𝐺(0.001, 0.001) 

𝜎𝛽0
2 ~𝐼𝐺(0.001, 0.001) 

𝛽1~𝑈(0,90) 

𝛽2~𝑈(−90, 90) 

𝛽3~𝑈(−90, 90) 

𝜇𝛽0~𝑈(−90, 90) 

𝜎𝑟𝑒𝑠
2 ~𝐼𝐺(0.001, 0.001) 

𝜎𝛽0
2 ~𝐼𝐺(0.001, 0.001) 

𝛽1~𝑈(0, 90) 

𝛽2~𝑈(−90, 90) 

𝛽3~𝑈(−90, 90) 

𝜇𝛽0~𝑈(−90,90) 

𝜎𝑟𝑒𝑠~𝑈(0, 90) 

𝜎𝛽0~𝑈(0, 90) 

1 M. strength (b1) [ -2.12 : -0.22 ] [ -2.1 : -0.23 ] [ -2.14 : -0.28 ] [ -2.17 : -0.3 ] 

1 Delay (b2) [ 1.58 : 3.48 ] [ 1.56 : 3.41 ] [ 1.63 : 3.49 ] [ 1.62 : 3.48 ] 



1 Interaction (b3) [ -1.27 : 0.61 ] [ -1.21 : 0.6 ] [ -1.24 : 0.59 ] [ -1.25 : 0.59 ] 

2 M. strength (b1) [ -1.38 : -0.06 ] [ -1.33 : -0.02 ] [ -1.32 : -0.03 ] [ -1.38 : -0.04 ] 

2 Delay (b2) [ 2.02 : 3.38 ] [ 2.02 : 3.36 ] [ 2.07 : 3.4 ] [ 2.08 : 3.4 ] 

2 Interaction (b3) [ -0.4 : 0.91 ] [ -0.39 : 0.95 ] [ -0.39 : 0.91 ] [ -0.42 : 0.88 ] 

3 M. strength (b1) [ -2.29 : -0.82 ] [ -2.24 : -0.78 ] [ -2.28 : -0.84 ] [ -2.25 : -0.78 ] 

3 Delay (b2) [ 1.47 : 2.96 ] [ 1.44 : 2.93 ] [ 1.49 : 2.95 ] [ 1.4 : 2.9 ] 

3 Interaction (b3) [ -1.07 : 0.42 ] [ -1.01 : 0.44 ] [ -1.08 : 0.43 ] [ -1.02 : 0.48 ] 

 

 


