arXiv:1312.0302v1 [stat.ME] 2 Dec 2013

On the Equivalence between Bayesian and Classical
Hypothesis Testing

Thomas S. Shively Stephen G. Walker

Abstract

For hypotheses of the type
Hy:0=0y vs H1:9§£90

we demonstrate the equivalence of a Bayesian hypothesissieg a Bayes
factor and the corresponding classical test, for a largesa@émodels, which
are detailed in the paper. In particular, we show that the ebthe prior and
critical region for the Bayes factor test is only to specifg type | error. This
is their only role since, as we show, the power function ofBlages factor
test coincides exactly with that of the classical test, dheetype | error has
been fixed.

For more complex tests involving nuisance parameters, weves the
classical test by using Jeffreys prior on the nuisance patens, while the
prior on the hypothesized parameters can be arbitrary upat@a class. On
the other hand, we show that using proper priors on the ncésparameters
results in a test with uniformly lower power than the claaktest.
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1. Introduction. There are potentially many ways a Bayesian can select be-
tween a specific density modg({z|6,) and the more general model given by
{f(x]0), ©(8)}, wherer(0) is a prior distribution. However, though there
has traditionally been a reluctance for the Bayesian tosinyate the deci-
sion from a type | error perspective, every decision ciitenmust have a
probability of making the wrong choice, when assumffig|¢,) to be cor-
rect. For the classes of models we consider in this papervaed decisions
are based on the Bayes factor, we show there is an expliait GEmnecting
the decision criterion and the value of the type | error. Qguenent then is
that it is preferable for the Bayesian to select the critiegion for the Bayes
factor using benchmark type | errors. The reasoning is thvaafy ad-hoc
chosen critical region for the Bayes factor, the type | ecanm be computed
and it is unreasonable to allow it to be either too small orlevge. Once
this type | error has been put in place, we show that the powreation for
the Bayes factor decision criterion coincides with the pofuaction for the
classical test. If the classical test is uniformly most pdulethen we have
effectively defined a uniformly most powerful Bayesian teghich differs
from the one defined by Johnson (2013).

If the decision criterion to testly : 8 = 0y vs Hy : 6 # 6y (or a one-
sided alternativéd; : 6 > 6,) is based on the Bayes factor, i.e. rejéfy
if B > A, then, for the models we consider, we show that for any chaiice
(\, ), there exists & such that

B>\ = Te(C,,

whereT is the classical test statistic for the hypothesis t€5stjs a critical
region for the test of the formd’, = {T': T > n}orC, ={T : T >
v orT < 49}, andy = ~1 or (y1,72), depending on the type of testing
problem. Hence, the well known problem of selecting batand = for
the Bayesian is equivalent to the selectiomof In fact, the sole role of
(\, ) is in determining the type | error; they play no further ralethie test.
Consequently, we argue that the selectiory bfised on the value of the type
| error is now the most interpretable idea; and certainly @sedense from an
Objective Bayesian point of view. This then defines the Bdgetor decision
criterion without having to specify a particular prioror value of\.

On the other hand, if the above thinking is eschewed, a(ll @) has
been chosen, there still existsyand the type | error can be evaluated. The
power function for the Bayes factor corresponds to the pdwection of
the classical test with the type | error determined by theigghof (\, ).
Moreover, the test is actually the classical test with a ipbssinreasonable
type | error. One is simply working with our recommendatiand a classical
test except allowing the type | error to be dictated by theiahof (), 7)
rather than set at a traditional value.

The key to the paper is working with modélgz|6) for which

I [
B() = [ £k w(a0) = [ gteo)n(ao)
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andB(t) is a monotone (for a one-sided test) or convex (for a twoekidst)
function int. If the alternative hypothesis is one-sided, then for argseln
A there exists a4 such that

Aszuz/mmwﬂw> )

andB(T) > Aifand only if T > ~;,. If the alternative is two-sided, then for
any chosen\, we can find ar such that there exists = (1, 2) for which

A:BWﬂ:/Mm%ﬂMFJ%m:/MWWﬂM) @)

andB(T') > Aifand only if T' < 1 or T' > .
In either caseB > Aif and only if ' € C,. We can now se¥ in a
traditional way; i.e.
P9:90(T S C’Y) =«

for some standard. This follows since we can findzaand a\ such that this

particulary can be set via (1) or (2). And vica versa, the sole rolé&gfr),

as far as the test is concerned, is to determinad therefore the type | error.
The density functions we consider in this paper are of thefpfz|0, ¢)

wheref may be either a scalar or vectgrjs a nuisance parameter, and the

hypothesis test of interest is

Hy:0=09 vs H1297590. (3)

When# is a scalar we also consider one-sided tests where theatiteyiis
H, : 0 > 6y. When the null hypothesis is a single pofht 6, and there is
no nuisance parameter the Bayes factor is

_ [ f(=]6) 7(d0)
f(x|6o)

There is a vast amount of literature on how to select the pr{6) for
constructing the Bayes factor. It is well known that the cloof prior
can significantly influence the value of the Bayes factor., $@meexample,
Garcia-Donato and Chen (2005). The overwhelming liteaitsion objective
priors for Bayes factors where the goal is to find a defautbrptiat works
well across a range of testing problems; see Aitkin (199t}He posterior
Bayes factor, O’'Hagan (1995) for the fractional Bayes fa@erger and Per-
richi (1996) for the intrinsic Bayes factor, and for otheead see De Santis
and Spezzaferri (1997).

There is also a significant literature related to the choica.oFor ex-
ample, Jeffreys (1961) gave a scale for determining theeende in favour of
Hy. More recently, Kass and Raftery (1995) gave an ad-homsgjidcale of
A values to define the strength of evidence in favoHef
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To outline our main result for the one-parameter, one-stidgubthesis
test

Hy:0=0y vs H;p:0 >0, (4)
consider a continuous density functigfi:|6) such that
f(x62)
t,61,0:) = 5
900002 = fapp,) ©

is a monotone increasing function bf= ¢(z) for everyfy, < 6, < 6. The
classical test for this problem is to rejdét if 7' > v where

P9:90 (T > 7) =«

for a suitable choice ofi. This test is a UMP test (see Shi and Tao, 2008,
Theorem 3.2.2).
For a Bayesian test using a specific prid#) defined or¢ > 6, we show
in section 2.1 that there is a uniquesee (1), such tha® > X if and only
if T > ~. Using this value of\, the power function for the Bayesian test
exactly matches the power function of the classical UMP. tdstreover, we
show this result holds for every(#) defined orf > 6, and therefore every
Bayesian test, no matter what prior is used, is equivalehgalassical UMP
test. Hence, the properties of the Bayesian test are indep¢of the prior.
We show a similar result in section 2.2 for the two-sided ite$8) when
f(x|6) is a member of the one-parameter exponential family

f(@il0) = a(z:) exp{fd(z:) — b(0)}. (6)

The classical test for this problem is to rejéts if T' < +; orT' > -, where
T =Y ", d(X;), andy; and~, are chosen such thapBy, (T < 71) =
Po—o,(T" > 72) = «/2. This test is a uniformly most powerful unbiased
(UMPU) test (see Shi and Tao, 2008, Theorem 3.3.4).

For a Bayesian test using a priore 11, wherell is a large class of prior
distributions, we show there is a uniquesuch thatB > X if and only if
T < v orT > ~,. Therefore, the Bayesian test obtained for every I1 is
equivalent to the classical UMPU test. For exampld,(it|d) is the density
function for a N-|6, 02) random variable witlr? known, the Bayesian test
is equivalent to the classical UMPU test for every symmaedrior centered
atfy. This means every Gaussian prior with meégnno matter what the
variance is) will give an equivalent Bayesian test. Othenmsetric priors
that have been proposed in the literature such as t-distsitaiand Johnson
and Rossell's (2010) non-local method-of-moments digtidns also give
equivalent UMPU Bayesian tests.

In section 2.3 we consider a two-sided test for the mean of zssSan
N(-|0, o) distribution wheno? is unknown. In this cases? is a nuisance
parameter and must be integrated out when computing the natoneind
denominator of the Bayes factor. We show that if a diffusempis used
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for o2, then the Bayesian test is equivalent to the classicalt tivesevery
symmetric prior centered &p.

Section 3 considers the properties of Bayesian tests inSgausegres-
sion models. The model we consider is

p
yi= Y Bixi; + o€ )
i=1

where(e; ), are independent standard normal and the test of interest is
Hy:8=0 vs H12|ﬁ|>0 (8)

with 5] = Y1, 62
For o2 known, we show that the Bayesian test is the same for any prior
on 3 in the class of elliptical distributions

m(Blo*) o< r(B271B) 9)

whereY = ¢2(X’X)~! and X is the matrix of regressor variables. Further,
we show that every Bayesian test using a prior from this é¢tasgquivalent to
the classical test for this problem. Fef unknown, we show that if a diffuse
prior is used for?, then the Bayesian test is equivalent to the classicaltF-tes
for every priorin (9).

Section 4 considers the problem of two-sample tests for thaldy
of means and variances, and also subset selection for thar lnegression
model. Here we establish the principle that we recover thssital tests
when we place standard diffuse priors on the nuisance paeasnehile the
choice of prior on the hypothesized parameter can be aribjtchosen from
a large class of prior distributions. Section 5 then lookstzt happens when
the Bayesian elects to be informative about all parameteiesaboth nui-
sance and those under hypothesis. The result is quiteirsgairtithat it can
be shown under general conditions that the subjective Biagater is uni-
formly worse than the classical test, or equivalently, amifly worse than
the Bayesian test with diffuse priors for the nuisance patans. Section 6
considers the implication of the results in sections 2, 3darajarding how to
interpret scales that measure the strength of the eviddribe Bayes factor
in favor of the alternative. Section 7 concludes with a désgon.

2. Tests for one-parameter distributions. This section shows the proper-
ties of Bayesian tests for one- and two-sided tests invgleine-parameter
distributions. Section 2.1 considers one-sided testinblpms while section
2.2 discusses two-sided testing problems. Section 2.3dmnssa two-sided
test of the mean of a Gaussian distribution whéns unknown. Section 2.4
discusses the relationship between the results developszgttions 2.1 and
2.2 and a UMP Bayesian test recently proposed by Johnso3Y201



2.1 One-sided tests. To illustrate the properties of a Bayesian test in a well-
known context, considerX;)?_ , from a normal distrbution with unknown
meand and known variance? = 1, and a test of (4) witlf, = 0.

We first consider a simple case wher@) is a point prior aty = 6;.
Then the appropriate Bayes factor for the test is given by

B = exp{0iT — inb7}.

An important property is thaB = B(T') is a monotone increasing function
of TwhereT' = )" | X; is the classical test statistic. For any chosen critical
value), i.e. the Bayesian rejecfd, if B > ), there existsy = v(r, A) such
that

A= exp{61y — inbi}.

ThenB > X if and only if ' > ~ and the Bayesian test that rejeéfs if
B > )\ is equivalent to the classical UMP test and is therefore a Ud4P
itself. It would appear clear now to selegtirectly using benchmark type
| error considerations. If not, the test remains classicaiith a possibly
unreasonable type | error.

Now consider a general priar(#) defined ord > 0. Then the appropri-
ate Bayes factor is given by

B = / exp{0T — in6*} w(df) = / g(T,0)n(d).  (10)
>0 >0
whereg(T, 6) is a monotone increasing function dffor any# > 0. Since
the integral of an increasing function with respect to angrmr () is also an
increasing functionB is an increasing function d@f. Setting

A= / exp{0y — $n6>} w(d0)
0>0

implies B > X if and only if " > ~ for every priorz(6) defined ord > 0.
Therefore, the Bayesian test that rejetfg if B > ) is equivalent to the
classical UMP test and is independentnof Thus, the Bayesian test is a
UMP test no matter what prior is used.

To generalize the Gaussian example, consider the one-sdedf (4)
for a continuous density functiof{x|6).

THEOREM 1. Let f(x|6) be a continuous density function that satisfies (5).
Then the Bayesian test of (4) that rejeHisif B > )\ with Py_g,(B > \) =
« Is independent of the prior and is a UMP test.

ProOF As discussed in the introduction, the classical UMP testttics
problem rejectdd, if T > ~. The Bayes factor for this test is

B = / g(T7 907 9)7r(d9)
6>0¢
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and is a monotone increasing functionffor every priorr(#). Then, set-
ting

A= / 9(779059)71'((19)
0>00

we haveB > X if and only if T > ~ for any priorm(#). Therefore, the
Bayesian test that rejects, if B > ) is equivalent to the classical UMP test
for every priorr(6), and therefore every Bayesian test is a UMP test.[

We note that continuous density functions in the exponkEfatiaily are mem-
bers of this class because

f(x]62)
f(x|01)

is an increasing function ofiz) = > ", d(z;) for 6, > 6; > 6,. Also,
this result can be generalized to discrete distributiona straightforward
manner, although the notation becomes more cumbersome theeneed to
randomize to get an exaatlevel test.

g(t,01,02) =

= exp{d(z) (02 — 01) — n[b(62) + b(61)]}

2.2 Two-sided tests. We now consider the two-sided test in (3). To illustrate
the properties of a two-sided Bayesian test in a well-knosmext, we again
consider(X;)?_, from a normal distrbution with unknown medn known
variances? = 1, andfy, = 0. The classical test for this problem is to reject
Hyif T > yorT < —y whereT = >, X, and~ is chosen so that
Py—o(T > v) = «/2. This is a uniformly most powerful unbiased (UMPU)
test.

For a symmetric priofr(#) centered at O the appropriate Bayes factor is

given by
 Josolf (@0) + f (x| = 0)]m(d6)
B F(z6 = 0)

_ /9 _[exp{0T) + exp{ 0T} exp{—né?}n(a0)

B

= / (T, 0)m(dO)
6>0
whereh(T, 0) is a convex function of” for any6. Also, if

h(v,0) = [exp{6~} + exp{—0~}] exp{—3nb>}

thenh(T,0) > h(~,0) ifand only if "> v orT' < —v. Since this is true
for everyd > 0, if we set

A= [ hioymas)
0>0
thenB > Xifand only if ' > v or T < —~. Therefore, the Bayesian test

that rejectsH, if B > X is equivalent to the classical UMPU test and is in-
dependent of the choice of prior from the class of all symimeistributions
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centered at zero. Since the classical and Bayesian tesexjaielent, the
Bayesian test is a UMPU test for any symmetric prior centatexbro.

This result can be generalized to density functions in tip@agntial fam-
mily. More specifically, iff(x|6) is a continuous density function in the ex-
ponential family of density functions described in (6) thieere exists a class
of prior distributiondI defined on the support éfsuch that the Bayesian test
of (3) that rejectsHy if B > A with Py—_y,(B > \) = « is independent of
the priorr € IT and is a UMPU test.

As discussed in the introduction, the classical UMPU testis problem
is to rejectH if T' < 1 or T' > ~, whereT = Y7 | d(X;).

To construct the class of prior distributiofisand compute\ so that the
Bayesian test is equivalent to the classical UMPU test, let

(@lfy) | falte)
(z]60)  f(x]60)
wheref, < 6y < 6, andt = >, d(x;). Thenh(t,0:,6,) is a convex

function oft. Further, for every > 6, there exists a uniqué: r(0) < 0
such that

h(t,01,0) ;

h(’}/lv 97 T(G)) = h(’YQv 97 T(@))

Now let IT be the class of prior distributions such that forc 1T we have
7w(8) = =w(r(0)) for all & > 6,. For the Gaussian case discussed above
with 8, = 0, (8) = —6 andlIl is the class of symmetric prior distributions
centered at 0.

The appropriate Bayes factor for this problem is

Sl Fla)
B ‘/ F(xlfo) (9)d9+/9>90 Flalfo) " O

:/ h(t, 0, r(0))m(0)do.
6>00

If we set
A= [ htn.,r()()ds
6>0¢

thenB > Aifand only if T" > ~; orT' < ~, for anyw € II. Therefore, the
Bayesian test that rejectd, if B > X is equivalent to the classical UMPU
test for every priorr € II, and therefore every Bayesian test using one of
these priors is a UMPU test.

This result is formalized in the following theorem:

THEOREM 2. Suppose

Bm:/ﬁ@mﬂw)



where

[ (xl0)

f(zl0o)

AssumeB(t) is convex, which it is when we have the exponential family.
Then fory, andv: as defined, with; < 72, choose the prior(6) so that

B(m) = B(72)-

Then due to the convexity dB(t), it follows thatB(t) > A\ = B(v1) =
B(v2) ifand only ift < 1 ort > 7s.

h(t,0) =

Hence, the two-sided test imposes a constraint on the piidgchais not
present for the one-sided test. However, this constaintiignmal, being
effectively a symmetry condition.

2.3 Tests for Gaussian models with o2 unknown. This section considers
two-sided Bayesian tests of (3) whéeK, )7 ; are from a normal distrbution
with unknown mear and unknown variance/¢ = o2. In this problemg?

is a nuisance parameter. The classical test refdetd 7' < —y orT > ~
whereT = \/n(X —6y)/Sx with 5% = L5 3" | (X; — X)?. We assume
6o = 0. We use the standard diffuse prior forfor reasons expanded on in
section 5.

LEMMA 1. With prior distributions

m(6¢) = h(6v/9)v/'¢ and m(¢) ox ¢, (11)
whereh(-) is a symmetric density function centered at 0, the Baye®fact
given by

5 1] F(l6,¢)m(ds|o)n(do) (12)

[ f(@lbo, p)m(dg)

is a monotone function if?.

PROOF The denominator of (12) is given by, and we only consideréhe-

vant terms,
n —n/2
=1

The numerator, again only including relevant terms, is gjadter some ini-
tial transformatiord = s/\/é, by

=1 0



whereh*(s) = exp{—3ns?} h(s) is a symmetric function. Hence, since
cosh(-) is a symmetric non-negative function, we can write, for pesi(a;),

/ 2 cosh(nX+/¢s) h*(s ds—Zaj (n?X2p)
0

Therefore, the Bayes factor is given by

o . n n/2
b Sy L/ (2,0
=0 (i, X"

:“Z (zl 1X2>j’

wherex does not depend on the data. The term

X? 1 T2

STLXZ T n(n—1)+T?

is a monotone increasing functiondr?. O

Hence, the Bayes factor is an increasing functiofdf Therefore, there is
a unique that is a function ofy such thatB > M ifand only if T" < —y
orT" > ~, and the Bayesian test is equivalent to the classical foestny
symmetric priorr(6|¢) defined in (11).

2.4 Optimal Bayesian tests in the literature. Recently, Johnson (2013)
proposed a definition of a UMP Bayesian test based on findmgtior(6)
for which
Pg(B > /\) > PQ(B/ > )\)
for all 6 and for all )
o 10 (9)
f(=l6o)
wherer’ is any prior distribution.

To facilitate a comparison with the results developed irtisas 2.1 and
2.2, itis convenient to illustrate this idea for the exparaifiamily distribu-
tion

F(216) = c(z) exp{af — b(6)}
whereb(+) is increasing, and a test of (4). First, define

log A + n(b(0) — b(6o))

gr(0,00) = 50,

and leté* be the minimizer ofgx(6,6,) (assuming for convenience it is
unigue). Then the UMP Bayesian test Johnson (2013) propesedet the
prior = be a point mass &t and rejectH, if B > A = g, (0*, 6)).
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A disadvantage of this test is that there is no notion ofrsgttie decision
criterion A to give a specific type | error. To fairly compare Bayesian and
classical tests it is important to control for the type | emate. Otherwise,
the power function can be made arbitrarily close to one fgnatue ofd by
allowing a sufficiently high probability of type I error.

It is also useful to note that the results in section 2.1 shesvyeprior
gives a UMP test of (4), including the prior with a point mas#g if A is
chosen so thaty, (B > ) = a.

3. Testsinvolving regression models. In this section we consider the Bayes
factor for the Gaussian regression model in (7) and test8)of3ection 3.1
discusses the case wheré is known while section 3.2 considers the case
whereo? is unknown.

The majority of existing research in this area is in the desifja suit-
able prior distribution for the non-null models and manyesgpf priors have
been proposed. Examples include the intrinsic prior of Beemd Perrichi
(1996), the mixtures of-priors, see Liang et al. (2008), and Johnson and
Rossell's (2010) non-local method-of-moment multivagigtiors. Bayarri
et al. (2012) contains a thorough discussion of the use afabilbf priors
for this problem. The consistency of some of the resultingeBaactors is
provided in Casella et al. (2009).

3.1 Testsfor Gaussian regression modelswith o2 known. Lettingo? = 1,
the model in (7) can be written as

y=Xp+e¢ (23)

wherey = (y1,...,9n) 8= (B1,...,8p) e = (e1,...,€,), andX is the
n X p design matrix. Rather than work directly with (13) we comsithe
transformed model

y=2Z6+c¢

whereZ = XQ, Z'Z = I and§ = Q' 5. The equivalent hypothesis test of
interest is
Hy:0=0 vs H12|5|>0 (14)

whereld] = >0, 67 and the transformed prior f@ris in the class of spher-
ically symmetric distributions

7(8) o< r(8'6).
The classical test for this problem s to rejéfy if |T| = >-7_, T7 > v
where .
Tj = Z }/121]
=1
forj = 1,...,p, and~y is chosen so thaPs—o(|T| > v) = «. Thisis a

likelihood ratio test and is the analog to the well-knowneBttwheno? is
known.
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The appropriate Bayes factor is given by

B(Ty,....T, / /exp{ZM}exp{ Lofs|} w(6]) d

If (8) is a spherically symmetric distribution the(dd) = 7 (|d|) ddy . . .

Hence,

B(Ty,...,T, / /exp{Z5T} (16 d

9(18]) = exp (=5nd]) = (|9])-

where

THEOREM 3. Itis that
B(Tla s aT;D) = ¢(|T|)

wherey is a montone increasing function.

PROOFE Now, forj =1,...,p,

6B/8Tj=/ /5 exp{Z5T} (16]) dé.

Using integration by parts, with

= {_Z }and V' =3;9(16)

we have
OB/OT; = —Tj/ /exp {Z& T } (6)) d
whereG’ = g.
Letting

/ /exp{Z5T} (16)) d

gives the partial differential equations

dB/dT; = —T; B’

12
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forj =1,...,p. The general solution to these equations is of the type
B(Th,...,T,) = v(|T)).

But we know that
B(T1,0,...,0) = ¢(T?)

and thaty) must be monotone. In fact, it is easy to show that, for some
constant > 0, we have
P(s)=c / cosh(ds) g(|9]) dd
0
which is an increasing function far > 0 becauseosh(s) is an increasing
function fors > 0. O

Therefore B(T1, ..., T,) is a monotone increasing function|@f| and
B(Ty,...,T,) > A(y)
if and only if |T'| > - where

A(y) = (7).

This implies the Bayesian test that rejeéfs if B(T4,...,T,) > A(v) is
equivalent to the classical test and is independent of thielof prior from
the class of all spherically symmetric priors centered at 0.

3.2 Gaussian regression modelswith o2 unknown. This section considers
tests of (14) whew? is unknown and must be integrated out of the Bayes
factor. The classical test for this problem is to rejglgtif

(RSS —RSS)/p N

"= "Rss /i)
wherey is chosen so 2 (F > «) = a. Thisis the well-known F-test. Here
RSS =y'y
and
RSS =y'(I - H)y
where

H=2(Z'2)1'Z" =77
is the usual hat matrix. Hence, the F-test involves thes$tati
T =y Hy/y'y.
In fact,

F=xkT/1-T)

13



which is increasing iff” andx is a constant not involving'.
We now show we can recover tte test with a spherically symmetric
prior for § and the usual noninformative prior for= o 2.

LEMMA 2. Using the priorst(3|¢) = ¢P/2h(y/¢6) andn(¢) x =1, the
Bayes factor is a monotone functionikh

PROOF The appropriate Bayes factor for the test is given by

[ J 118, 9)n(dd]¢)m(dg)
7015 = 0,9)7(a9)

Following the same reasoning as in section 2.3, the nunrestbe Bayes
factor, including only relevant terms, is given by

/¢n/271 exp {—%(by/y} Z aj ¢j (y/ZZ’y)j do.
=0

This becomes

Zaﬂ y Hy) ”/2+J)'

Y y"/2+3

The denominator of the Bayes factor, again only includingvant terms, is
given byy’y—"/2 and hence the Bayes factor can be written, for sehmet
depending on the data, as

—mz (yHy) S T =S (F/ (4 F))
J=0 Jj=0

This is an increasing function df. O

If we now set

A=k a;(v/(k+7))
j=0
thenB > Xifand only if F' > ~. This implies the Bayesian test is equivalent
to the classical F-test and is independent of the choiceiof for 6 from the
class of all spherically symmetric priors centered at 0.

4. Two-sample tests and subset selection. In this section we consider
Bayesian tests based on samples from two Gaussian digiributSection
4.1 considers the test for the equality of the two means asguthat the
variances are known. Section 4.2 considers the two satviglgt in which
the variances are unknown but equal and section 4.3 cosglteequality of
varianceF-test. Section 4.4 looks at subset selection for the linegeission
model.
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4.1 Tests for the equality of means with known variances. Here we con-
sider(X;1)7t, from a normal distribution with unknown meénand known
variancel /i, (X;2);2, from a normal distribution with unknown meah
and known variancé/r, and a test of

Hy:01 =05 vs H12917é92.

The classical test for this problem is to rejddt if 7' > ~ whereT =
(X1 — X2)?, X; and X, are the sample means, ands chosen so that
P91:92(T > 7) = Q.

Using the prio; ~ N(0, (cn;;)~!) for j = 1,2 for some fixed: > 0
and the prior NO, (cn171 + cnata) 1)) for the common mean undéf,, we
show that the Bayes factor test does not dependand is equivalent to the
classical test.

The appropriate Bayes factor is given by

B 15—y [T, N(zij105, 7571 N(d6;0, (cnymy) 1)
ST N(@in [0, 717 1) TT2 N(@i2|0, 75 1) N(d60, (cnamy + cnams) 1)

Now the terms

ni n2

1 E 2 1 E 2

exp —57_1 xil — 57‘2 551‘2
i=1 i=1

cancel from the numerator and denominator and so, for some 0 not
depending on the data, we have

B=x exp{ 1 1 [(nlﬁfl + naTTy)?

=2 =2
-5 —N17T1T7] — N2T2X .
21+4¢ niT + NaTo ! 2

We then deduce using straightforward algebra that
B =k exp{s' (71 — 72)°}

wherex’ > 0 does not depend on the data. Therefore, if weJ)set
k exp{k’~v}, thenB > Xif and only if T > ~. Hence, the Bayesian test
that rejectd if B > )\ is equivalent to the classical test for all

4.2 Tests for the equality of means with equal but unknown variances.
We now consider the case where the variances are unknowegbal; so let
¢ = 11 = 1. Since the variances are equal we can re-parameteiztsthe
Therefore,(X;1);2, come from a normal distribution with unknown mean
61 and unknown variance/¢, (X;2);2, from a normal distribution with
unknown meard; + 6 and unknown varianck/¢, and we are interested in a
test of

Hy:0=0 vs H197é0

The classical test for this problem is to rejéty if T > ~v orT' < —~ where
Xy — X

r= \/(nl — 1)812 + (TLQ — 1)S§
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and-y is chosen so thay—o(T' > ) = a/2.
We adopt standard non-informative priors for the nuisaramameters,
namely

(01,6) x ¢ 2.

The prior ford is normal with zero mean and variange)) ! and the aim is
to show that the Bayes factor test does not depend on
The Bayes factor is, after the necessary integration, diyen

n/2
(n—1)52

(n—1)§2 — 1a(E2=2)?

c+no 771%/71

B =k

wherex > 0 is a constant not depending on the data &Ads the sample
variance of the whole data set. Now

I
To x—n(arg Z1)

n/2
1—rx'T?

72 _ (Xo — Xy)?
(n—1)52
andx’ > 0 does not depend on the data. Using

and hence

where

M2 (%, — X0)2,

(n—1)8% = (ng —1)S? + (ny — 1)S2 +
n
whereS? andS3 are the sample variances from {h€;; ) and(X,2) samples,
respectively, we see that

sy T2
1+ T?ning/n

whereT is the classical test statistic.

Finally, 72 is increasing withl'2, sincen,,n, > 1 impliesnins > n,
and B is increasing with2. Therefore,B is a monotone function ifl"2
which means we can recover the classical two-sampist for allc > 0 by
taking the appropriatg.

4.3 Test for equality of two variances. In this case we assun(e;; ),
come from a normal distribution with unknown meanand unknown vari-
ance¢~!, and (X;2)!2, come from a normal distribution with unknown
meanu, and unknown varianc@g¢) 1. We are interested in a test of

Hy:0=1 vs H;:0>1.
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The classical F-test for this problem is to rejékg if 7 > ~ where
F=5%/52

with
ni na

512 = Z(Xil — X1)2 and 522 = Z(Xlg — X2)2

i=1 i=1

and~ is chosen so tha®_; (F > v) = a.

The prior ford will be denoted byr(6). The priors for the nuisance
parameters will be diffuse, so the prior fgiis proportional top—!, and the
prior for the; will be proportional to 1. The Bayes factor is then given by

[ J 62 1972/2 expl—3(S? +053)} dgn(do)
[P exp{~50(57 + 53)} do

wherex does not depend on the data. This leads to

n/2
B:Ii/ gn=/2 M / w(d6)
9>1 ST + 053

B[ (Lt " o)
01 F4+0

is monotone increasing iA. Therefore, if we set

)\:Ii/ gn=/2 v+l " m(do)
0>1 v+ 0

thenB > A if and only if F' > ~ and the Bayesian test that rejedfs if
B > \is equivalent to the classical F-test. We can deal with agided test
by following the work found in section 2.

B=k

and hence

4.4 Subset selection. Here we revisit the linear regression model but inspired
now with the knowledge that using non-informative priorstba nuisance
parameters leads to the classical tests.

Consider the linear model

y = X161+ X252 + o€

whereX; isn x p1, X5 iSn X pa, € is normal with zero mean and variance-
covariance matrix thé,, identity matrix, and a test of the hypothegig :
B2 = 0vs. Hy : B2 # 0. The classical F-test reject if

'(H-H
:ys ﬂy>%
y'(I = H)y

17



where H; is the hat matrix with3, = 0 and H is the full hat matrix, and
wherePg,—o(F > v) = a.
Letting ¢ = o2, we take the prior fops|¢ as

m(B2|¢) o< exp { —5cpfy X X B2}

for somec > 0. Also, we adopt the standard non-informative priors for the
nuisance parameters 803;, ¢) oc ¢~ 1. Our aim is to show that the Bayes
factor test does not depend eand is equivalent to the F-test.

Using these priors, the denominator of the Bayes factoetajming only

relevant terms, given by
—n/2
(@/(I - Hl)y)

where
Hy = X1 (X]X,)71X].

For the numerator, let us define
X =({-H)Xs.

After the necessary integration, it is possible to show thatnumerator is,
again with only relevant terms, given by

—n/2
1
"I—H)y— —yX(X'X)" X' )
<y( 1)y T (X'X) y)

Hence, the Bayes factor test statistic is a monotone fumctio

y' (I —Hy)y

y'(I = Hi)y — 7y X (X' X)Xy

and therefore a monotone function of
X(X'X) X'y

y/
T pr—
y'(I — Hy)y

If we defineX = [X1X5], thenitis easy to show that
H+X(X'X)'X' = X(X'X) ' X’

and hence P
T=——
1+ F’
which is monotone i". Therefore, the Bayes factor test is equivalent to the
classical F-test for alt.
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5. Subjective Bayes factor. For the testing problems considered in sections
2, 3 and 4 we showed that if standard non-informative diffusers are used
for nuisance parameters then we recover the classicaldesiny prior on
the parameter under hypothesis chosen from a wide classwibdiions.
In many cases, the resulting tests are UMP or UMPU tests. ke we
alter this and instead put proper priors on the nuisanceneteas, we show
in Theorem 4 in this section that the resulting subjectivgeBafactor test is
uniformly worse than the classical test.

We begin by illustrating the result for the well-known twinksd equality
of variance test. Consider two models whé#&;)"!; come from a normal
distribution with known mean 0 and unknown variange' and (X;2)",

come from a normal distribution with known mean 0 and unkneamance
-1
T2 .
The classical test for this problem is to rejé€§ if F' < v, or F' > v,
where

F=87/83 with §7=Y"X2
i=1

and~; and~ys are chosen so the probability of a Type | erroisThis is the
well-known F-test.

To keep the notation manageable in our illustration, supplos informa-
tive priors for ther; are independent Gamrfig, b;) distributions, the infor-
mative prior for the common variance is a Ganjma) distribution, and set
ny = ng2 =n/2,a; = az = a/2 andby = by = b/2. Then the appropriate
Bayes factor is given by

(b/S2 4 %)a+n/2

B=k - _ 7
(1b/92 + LT)a/2+n/4 (192 4 L(1 = T))a/2tn/a

for somex > 0, which does not depend on thi&;;), S? = S? + S3 and
T = S%?/52
Following some extensive algebra and removing terms thabtidepend

on the data, the subjective Bayes factor test statistiovesngdy
1

B*(Q,T) — L

@+3)32-T

where@ = b/5? andT = 1 — T(1 — T). Hence,

F
T=1__-
11+ F)2
and we picky; < v such that
71 2

I+7)?2  (1412)?
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and
et

(1471)2
SOF <~ 0rF >~y ifandonly if T > ~.

The conditions of Theorem 4 require that (Q,T) < B*(0,T) for all
T,andB*(Q,T) is monotone increasing ifi for all Q). This is easily shown
in this testing problem. Therefore, given these conditidieorem 4 shows
that the subjective Bayes factor test has uniformly lowevgthan the clas-
sical test, or equivalently, lower power than the Bayesoiatst with a dif-
fuse prior on the nuisance parameter.

We now state and prove Theorem 4. Consider a testpf 6 = 6,
vs. Hy : 0 # 6y whereHy is rejected ify)(Q,T) > A. Further, suppose
Y(Q,T) < (0,T) for all T, andy(Q, T) is monotone increasing il for
all Q. Under these conditions we can prove the following:

N[

’7/:

THEOREMA4. If

a= Py, (V(Q,T) > A) = Py, (T > )
then for allg it is that

Py((Q,T) > A) < By(T > ).

That s, the test based @{Q,T) > X is uniformly worse than the test based
onT > ~.

PROOF. Now, let us write = (0, ), S0

a =Py, (¥(Q,T) > (0, X)) > Pa, ((0,T) > (0, ) = Py, (T > \),

due to the monotonicity. Hence,< A. Now

Po(1(Q.T) > 1(0,1) < Pp(1(Q.T) > 1(Q,A)) = Po(T > A)
and sincey < ), we have
Py(T > ) < Py(T > ),
completing the proof. O

Hence, the test involving andT is uniformly worse than the one involving
justT. This is becaus@ is decreasing i) whereag) is increasing inf".
This result has significant implications for the subjectBayes factor test
and using non-informative priors on the nuisance pararmei#e note here
that it is possible to show Theorem 4 applies to all the nwegrarameter
examples appearing in sections 2, 3 and 4.

6. Implications of the results. This section considers an implication of the
result discussed in section 2.1. In particular, we showahaeasure of the
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strength of the evidence in the Bayes factor in favor of tkerahtive hypoth-
esis in a one-sided testing problem should depend on thelsaimp and that
a single scale independent of the sample size is not alwagg@opriate one
to use. Similar comments apply to the other tests discusssddtions 2, 3
and 4.

Consider(X;); from a normal distrbution with unknown medrand
known variancer? = 1 and a test of

Hy:0=0 vs H;:0>0.

The classical test for this problem is to rejéé if X > ~ whereX is the
sample mean angis chosen so tha—,(X > ) = a.

The Bayes factor for this problem is given in (10). Sinke= T/n,
the Bayes factor is a monotone increasing functioXdbr any priorz ().
Then setting

A= / exp{nby — in6*} 7(d)
6>0

we haveB(X) > X if and only if X > ~ for any priorz(6), and the power
function for both tests i$(6) = Py(X > ) = Py[B(X) > A. If the true
1 1

value off = 0, thenX = O(n"~2) and thereforeB(X) = O(n~2). Hence,

1
A = en” 2 for some constant
This contradicts the ad-hoc scale introduced by Kass anigR4fL995),
which is

B Evidence for alternative hypothesis
1-3 Not worth a mention

3-20 Positive

20 — 150 Strong

> 150 \ery strong.

The reason is that for a smail] a specific value oB3 will not represent strong
evidence for the alternative hypothesis (i.e. for smalf 6 = 0 this value of
B can be reasonably attributed to random chance) while fgelathe same
value of B will be very unlikely to occur ifé = 0 and therefore provides
strong evidence in favor of the alternative.

The conclusion is that a Bayes factor can be difficult to prtet in a
specific problem and guidance from the classical test irrogténg strength
of evidence will be useful, if not essential.

Selectingy up front to determine a type | error means thaand = are
connected and this might seem unreasonable. In fact it ldyhigasonable
as we now demonstrate. Continuing the example discussea adappose
the prior forf is given byN (6|0, 1/7). Then the Bayes factor is

B(n,7) = “T—T—n exp{%nQXQ/(n—l—T)}.
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Therefore, for the Bayesian test to coincide with the ctadgest, the corre-
sponding value oA must be a function of both andr. Even without con-
sidering the equivalency between the Bayesian and cla$sgts, the chosen
A must depend on the value of For example, supposeX ? = 10, in which
case it is reasonable to rejefé@t. If n/7 = 10000, thenB(n,7) = 1.5 and
according to the above scale the evidence in favor of thenatve is rated
as “Not worth a mention”. However, if /7 = 100, thenB(n, 7) = 14.8 and
the evidence is rated as “Positive” in favor of the alterr@atiConsequently,
there is no universal that can be chosen to cover &fi, 7).

7. Discussion. In this paper we considered using Bayes factors as a means
to do Bayesian hypothesis testing. We will consider only-sided tests of
the typeHy : 0 = 0y vs Hy : 6 > 0y in this section to keep the discus-
sion as concise as possible. Similar comments also apphetother tests
considered in the paper.

The models we consider for one-sided testing problems irelyriting

B(T) = / 4(T, 0) 7(d)

whereT is the classical test statistic ari8i(7") is a monotone increasing
function of T'. If ¢(T',0) is monotone for alp then we achieve this for any
m. If not, then we need to restriet to a particular class to ensuf(T) is
monotone.

Now, for any choice of A\, 7), where the Bayesian would rejeg; if
B > )\, we can find ay for which

/\:/g(%@)w(dﬁ).

ThenB > Xifand only if " > ~. No matter whaty is, the Bayesian and
classical tests are equivalent and have the same type | Byror (7" > 7).

It is now in our opinion prudent to ensufies set so that the type | error is a
reasonable value for the classical and Bayesian tests. ddi@dssuggestion

is that rather than determir(@, =) without regard to the type | error, one
should sety to give a benchmark type | error and rely on the notion that for
any there exists & for which thisy can be realized.

In any case, for the Bayesian pursuing a hypothesis tesighra Bayes
factor, for the models we have considered, it is a conseauttiat the role of
(\, ) is solely to determine the type | error.

We have also shown that when nuisance parameters are pitdseate-
sirable to put the standard non-informative prior on thesance parameter.
If not, it can be shown that in the examples we have considéredayesian
test is uniformly worse than the classical test.
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