
ar
X

iv
:a

st
ro

-p
h/

05
04

02
2v

3 
 9

 M
ay

 2
00

7

M on.N ot.R .A stron.Soc.000,000{000 (0000) Printed 11 A pril2024 (M N LATEX style � le v2.2)

A pplications ofB ayesian m odelselection to cosm ological

param eters

Roberto Trotta
?

O xford U niversity,A strophysics,D enys W ilkinson Building,K eble Road,O X 1 3R H ,U nited K ingdom

D �epartem entde Physique Th�eorique,U niversit�e de G en�eve,24 quaiErnestAnserm et,1211 G en�eve 4,Switzerland

11 A pril2024

A B ST R A C T

Bayesian m odelselection is a toolto decide whether the introduction ofa new pa-

ram eter is warranted by data.Iargue that the usualsam pling statistic signi�cance

testsfora nullhypothesiscan be m isleading,sincethey do nottakeinto accountthe

inform ation gained through thedata,when updating thepriordistribution to thepos-

terior.O n thecontrary,Bayesian m odelselection o�ersa quantitativeim plem entation

ofO ccam ’srazor.

Iintroduce the Savage{Dickey density ratio,a com putationally quick m ethod to

determ ine the Bayesfactoroftwo nested m odelsand hence perform m odelselection.

Asan illustration,Iconsiderthree key param etersforourunderstanding ofthe cos-

m ologicalconcordance m odel.By using W M AP 3{yeardata com plem ented by other

cosm ologicalm easurem ents,Ishow thata non{scale invariantspectralindex ofper-

turbations is favoured for any sensible choice ofprior.It is also found that a at

Universeisfavoured with oddsof29:1 overnon{atm odels,and thatthereisstrong

evidence against a CDM isocurvature com ponent to the initialconditions which is

totally (anti)correlated with the adiabatic m ode (odds ofabout 2000 :1),but that

thisisstrongly dependenton the prioradopted.

Theseresultsarecontrasted with theanalysisofW M AP 1{yeardata,which were

notinform ativeenough toallow aconclusion astothestatusofthespectralindex.In a

com panion paper,a new techniqueto forecasttheBayesfactorofa futureobservation

ispresented.

K ey w ords: Cosm ology { Bayesian m odelcom parison { Statisticalm ethods{ Spec-

tralindex { Flatness{ Isocurvaturem odes

1 IN T R O D U C T IO N

In theepoch ofprecision cosm ology,weoften facetheprob-

lem ofdeciding whether or not cosm ologicaldata support

the introduction of a new quantity in our m odel.For in-

stance,we m ight ask whether it is necessary to consider a

running ofthe spectralindex,an extra isocurvature m ode,

ora non-constantdark energy equation ofstate.Thestatus

ofsuch additionalparam etersisuncertain,asoften sam pling

(frequentist) statistics signi� cance tests do not allow them

to be ruled outwith high con� dence.There isa large body

ofwork
1
thataddressesthe di� cultiesarising from the use

ofp{values (signi� cance level) in assessing the need for a

new param eter.M any weaknesses ofsigni� cance tests are

? E-m ailaddress:rxt@astro.ox.ac.uk
1 A good starting point is the collection ofreferences available

from the website ofD avid R .A nderson,D epartm ent ofFishery

and W ildlife Biology,Colorado State U niversity.

clari� ed,and som e even overcom e,by adopting a Bayesian

approach to testing.In thiswork,we take the viewpointof

Bayesian m odelselection to determ inewhethera param eter

isneeded in the lightofthe data athand.

The key quantity for Bayesian m odel com parison is

the m arginal likelihood, or evidence, whose calculation

and interpretation is attracting increasing attention in

cosm ology and astrophysics (D relletal. 2000; Sainietal.

2004;Lazaridesetal.2004;Beltran etal.2005;K unz etal.

2006; Trotta 2007c), after it was introduced in the cos-

m ological context by Ja� e (1996); Slosaretal. (2003).

The m arginal likelihood has proved useful in other con-

texts, as well, for instance consistency checks between

data sets(Hobson etal.2002;M arshalletal.2006),thede-

tection of galaxy clusters via the Sunayev-Zel’dovich ef-

fect (Hobson & M cLachlan 2003) and neutrino em issions

from typeIIsupernovae(Loredo & Lam b 2002).In thispa-

per we use the Savage{D ickey density ratio for an e� cient

com putation ofm arginallikelihoods ratios (Bayes factor),

http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0504022v3
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while in a com panion paper (Trotta 2007a) we present a

new m ethod to forecastthe Bayesfactorprobability distri-

bution ofafutureobservation,called PPO D (for\Predictive

PosteriorO ddsD istribution")2.W e then illustrate applica-

tionsto som eim portantparam etersofcurrentcosm ological

m odelbuilding.

Thispaperisorganized asfollows:wereview thebasics

ofBayesian m odelcom parison in section 2 and weintroduce

the Savage{D ickey density ratio (SD D R)for the com puta-

tion oftheBayesfactorbetween two nested m odels.Section

3 is devoted to the application ofm odelselection to three

centralparam eters ofthe cosm ologicalconcordance m odel:

thespectraltiltofscalarperturbations,thespatialcurvature

ofthe Universe and a totally (anti)correlated isocurvature

CD M contribution to the initialconditions.W e discussour

resultsand sum m arize ourconclusionsin section 4.

Som e com plem entary m aterialis presented in the ap-

pendices. An explicit illustration of Lindley’s paradox is

given in appendix A, the m athem atical derivation of the

SD D R is presented in appendix B while a series ofbench-

m ark testsforthe accuracy ofthe SD D R are carried outin

appendix C.

2 B A Y ESIA N M O D EL C O M PA R ISO N

In thissection,we� rstbrie y review thebasicsofBayesian

inferenceand m odelcom parison and introduceournotation.

W ethen presenttheSavage{D ickey density ratio fora quick

com putation ofthe Bayesfactoroftwo nested m odels.

2.1 B ayes factor

Bayesian inference (see e.g.Jaynes(2003);M acK ay (2003))

is based on Bayes’theorem ,which is a consequence ofthe

productrule ofprobability theory:

p(�jd;M )=
p(dj�;M )�(�jM )

p(djM )
: (1)

O n the left-hand side,the posterior probability for the pa-

ram eters � given the data d under a m odelM is propor-

tionalto the likelihood p(dj�;M ) tim es the prior probabil-

ity distribution function (pdf),�(�jM ),which encodes our

state ofknowledge before seeing the data.In the contextof

m odelcom parison itism oreusefulto think of�(�jM )asan

integralpart ofthe m odelspeci� cation,de� ning the prior

availableparam eterspaceunderthem odelM .Thenorm al-

ization constant in the denom inator of (1) is the m arginal

likelihood for the m odelM (som etim es also called the \evi-

dence")given by

p(djM )=

Z




p(dj�;M )�(�jM )d� (2)

where
 designatestheparam eterspaceunderm odelM .In

general,�denotesa m ulti{dim ensionalvectorofparam eters

and d a collection ofm easurem ents(data covariancem atrix,

etc),butto avoid cluttering thenotation wewillstick to the

sim ple sym bolsintroduced above.

2 The m ethod was called ExPO for \Expected Posterior O dds"

in a previousversion ofthiswork (Trotta 2005).Iam gratefulto

Tom Loredo forsuggesting the new,m ore appropriate nam e.

Consider two com peting m odels M 0 and M 1 and ask

what is the posterior probability ofeach m odelgiven the

data d.By Bayes’theorem we have

p(M ijd)/ p(djM i)�(M i) (i= 0;1); (3)

wherep(djM i)isthem arginallikelihood forM i and �(M i)is

thepriorprobability oftheith m odelbeforeweseethedata.

Theratio ofthelikelihoodsforthetwo com peting m odelsis

called the Bayes factor:

B 01 �
p(djM 0)

p(djM 1)
; (4)

which isthe sam e asthe ratio ofthe posteriorprobabilities

ofthe two m odels in the usualcase when the prior is pre-

sum ed tobenoncom m ittalaboutthealternativesand there-

fore �(M 0)= �(M 1)= 1=2.The Bayesfactorcan be inter-

preted asan autom aticO ccam ’srazor,which disfavorscom -

plex m odels involving m any param eters (see e.g.M acK ay

(2003)fordetails).A BayesfactorB 01 > 1 favorsm odelM 0

and in term s ofbetting odds it would prefer M 0 over M 1

with oddsofB 01 against1.The reverse istrueforB 01 < 1.

It is usualto consider the logarithm ofthe Bayes fac-

tor,for which the so{called \Je� reys’scale" gives em pir-

ically calibrated levels of signi� cance for the strength of

evidence (Je� reys1961;K ass& Raftery 1995),jlnB 01j>

1;> 2:5;> 5:0.D i� erent authors use di� erent conventions

to qualify theJe� reys’levelsofstrength ofevidence.In this

work wewillusetheconvention sum m arized in Table1 { of-

ten in theliteratureonedeem soddsabovejlnB 01j= 5tobe

‘decisive’,butwepreferto avoid theuseoftheterm because

ofthe strong connotation of� nality that it carries with it.

Ifwe assum e that the two com peting m odels are exhaus-

tive,i.e.thatp(M 0jd)+ p(M 1jd)= 1 and a non{com m ittal

prior �(M 0)= �(M 1)= 1=2,we can relate the strength of

evidence to the posteriorprobability ofthe m odels,

p(M 0jd)=
B 01

B 01 + 1

p(M 1jd)=
1

B 01 + 1
:

(5)

Thisprobability isindicated in thethird colum n ofTable1.

The subjectofhypothesistesting hasreceived an enor-

m ousam ountofattention in the past,and the controversy

on thesubjectisfarfrom beingresolved am ongstatisticians.

An illustration ofthedi� erencebetween Bayesian m odelse-

lection and frequentist hypothesis testing is given in Ap-

pendix A,where Lindley’s paradox is worked out with the

help ofasim pleexam ple.Thereitisshown thattheBayesian

approach hastheadvantageoftaking intoaccounttheinfor-

m ation provided by thedata,which isignored by frequentist

hypothesistesting.

Evaluating the m arginallikelihood integralofEq.(2)

is in generala com putationally dem anding task for m ulti{

dim ensionalparam eterspaces.Therm odynam ic integration

is often the m ethod of choice, whose com putational bur-

den can becom e fairly large,as it depends heavily on the

dim ensionality of the param eter space and on the char-

acteristic of the likelihood function. In certain cosm olog-

ical applications, therm odynam ic integration can require

up to 100 tim es m ore likelihood evaluation than param e-

ter estim ation (Beltran etal.2005).An elegant algorithm

called \nested sam pling" has been recently putforward by
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Table 1.Je� reys’scale for the strength ofevidence when com -

paring two m odels,M 0 versus M 1,with our convention for de-

noting the di� erent levels of evidence. The probability colum n

refers to the posterior probability of the favoured m odel, as-

sum ing non{com m ittal priors on the two com peting m odels,

i.e. �(M 0) = �(M 1) = 1=2 and that the two m odels exhaust

the m odelspace,p(M 0jd)+ p(M 1jd)= 1.

jlnB 01j O dds Probability N otes

< 1:0 <
� 3 :1 < 0:750 Inconclusive

1:0 � 3 :1 0:750 Positive evidence

2:5 � 12 :1 0:923 M oderate evidence

5:0 � 150 :1 0:993 Strong evidence

Skilling (2004),and im plem ented in the cosm ologicalcon-

textby Bassettetal.(2004);M ukherjee etal.(2006).W hile

nested sam pling reduces the num ber of likelihood evalua-

tionsto the sam e orderofm agnitude asforparam eteresti-

m ation,in thecosm ologicalcontextthisdoesnotnecessarily

im ply thatthecom puting tim e can be reduced accordingly,

see M ukherjee etal.(2006)fordetails.

2.2 T he Savage{D ickey density ratio

Here we investigate the perform ance ofthe Savage-D ickey

density ratio (SD D R),whose useisvery prom ising in term s

ofreducing thecom putationale� ortneeded to calculatethe

Bayes factor oftwo nested m odels,as we show below (for

otherpossibilities,see e.g.D iCiccio etal.(1997)).

Suppose we wish to com pare a two-param eters m odel

M 1 with a restricted subm odelM 0 with only one free pa-

ram eter, ,and with � xed ! = !? (forsim plicity ofnotation

we take a two{param eters case,but the calculations carry

over trivially in the m ulti{dim ensionalcase).Assum e fur-

therthatthepriorisseparable (which isusually thecasein

cosm ology),i.e.that

�(!; jM 1)= �(!jM 1)�( jM 0): (6)

Then theBayesfactorB 01 ofEq.(4)can bewritten as(see

Appendix B)

B 01 =
p(!jd;M 1)

�(!jM 1)

˛

˛

˛

˛

! = ! ?

(SD D R): (7)

This expression goes back to J.M . D ickey (1971),

who attributed it to L.J. Savage, and is therefore

called Savage{D ickey density ratio (SD D R, see also

Verdinelli& W asserm an (1995) and references therein).

Thanks to the SD D R,the evaluation of the Bayes factor

oftwo nested m odelsonly requiresthe properly norm alized

valueofthem arginalposteriorat! = !? undertheextended

m odelM 1,which isaby{productofparam eterinference.W e

notethatthederivation of(7)doesnotinvolve any assum p-

tion aboutthe posteriordistribution,and in particularabout

itsnorm ality.

Fora G aussian priorcentered on !? with standard de-

viation � ! and a G aussian likelihood
3
with m ean �̂ and

width �̂,Eq.(7)gives

lnB 01(�;�)=
1

2
ln(1+ �

� 2
)�

�
2

2(1+ �2)
; (8)

3 N otice that �̂ and �̂ are referred to the likelihood,notthe pos-

teriorpdf.

where we have introduced the num ber ofsigm a’s discrep-

ancy � = ĵ� � ! ?j=�̂ and the volum e reduction factor

� = �̂=� ! (see Appendix A for details).For strongly in-

form ative data,�� 1 � 1 and in term s ofthe inform ation

contentI = � ln� � 0,Eq.(8)isapproxim ated by

lnB 01 � I� �
2
=2 (inform ative data): (9)

The two term son the right{hand side pullthe Bayesfactor

in oppositedirections:alargeinform ation contentIsignalsa

largevolum eofwasted param eterspaceundertheprior,and

actsasan O ccam ’srazorterm favouring thesim plerm odel,

while a large � favoursthe m ore com plex m odelbecause of

them ism atch between them easured and thepredicted value

oftheextra param eter.Evidenceagainstthesim plerm odel

scalesas�2,whileevidencein itsfavouronly accum ulatesas

I = � ln�.Furtherm ore,forstrong oddsagainstthesim pler

m odel(� � 1) the prior choice becom es irrelevant unless

I � �,a situation which givesriseto Lindley’sparadox (see

Appendix A).Forthe case where �� 1,i.e.the prediction

ofthe sim pler m odelis con� rm ed by the observation,the

oddsin favour ofthe sim pler m odelare determ ined by the

inform ation contentI,and therefore by the priorchoice.

TheuseoftheSD D R fornested m odelshasseveralad-

vantages.A � rst im portant point is the analyticalinsight

Eq.(7) gives into the working of m odelselection for two

nested m odels,which wehavebrie y sketched above.Priors

on the com m on param eters on both m odels are unim por-

tant,as they factor out when com puting the Bayes factor.

The only relevant scales in the problem are the quantities

� and �,see Eq.(9),with the lattercontrolled by the prior

width on the extra param eter. The volum e e� ect arising

from a change in the prior (e.g.,when enlarging the prior

range) can be easily estim ated from the SD D R expression,

without recom puting the posterior. Usually,the posterior

pdf in Eq. (7) will be obtained by M onte Carlo M arkov

Chain (M CM C) techniques.In this case,even a change in

the variables,ora m ore restrictive priorcan usually be ap-

plied by sim ply posterior re{weighting the M CM C sam ples

withoutrecom puting them .Secondly,theSD D R can beap-

plied to existing M CM C chains,and therefore the m odel

selection question can be dealtwith easily afterthe param -

eter estim ation step has already been perform ed.Finally,

Appendix C dem onstratesthatin the benchm ark G aussian

likelihood scenario the SD D R gives accurate results out to

�<� 3.Forlarger value of� the perform ance ofthe m ethod

is hindered by the fact that it becom es very di� cult with

conventionalM CM C m ethodstoobtain sam plesfaroutinto

thetailsoftheposterior.O necould arguehoweverthatthe

m ost interesting regim e for m odelcom parison is precisely

where the SD D R can yield accurate answers.This is also

the region where m ost ofthe m odelselection questions in

cosm ology currently lie.Finally,often a high num ericalac-

curacy in the Bayes factor does not seem to be centralfor

m ostm odelcom parison questions,especially in view ofthe

factthattheuncertainty in theresultcan bestrongly dom -

inated by thepriorrangeone assum es.Thissuggeststhata

quick and com putationally inexpensive m ethod such asthe

SD D R m ight be helpfulin assessing the m odelcom parison

outcom e fora broad range ofpriors.W e therefore advocate

the use ofSD D R m ethod for m odelselection questions in-

volving nested m odelswith m oderatediscrepanciesbetween

the prediction ofthe sim ple m odeland the posteriorresult,
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�<� 3.W e now turn to the dem onstration ofthe m ethod on

currentcosm ologicalobservations.

3 A P P LIC A T IO N T O C O SM O LO G IC A L

PA R A M ET ER S

In thissection we apply the Bayesian m odelselection tool-

box presented abovetothreecosm ologicalparam eterswhich

arecentralforourunderstandingofthecosm ologicalconcor-

dancem odel:thespectralindex ofscalar(adiabatic)pertur-

bations,thespatialcurvatureoftheUniverseand an isocur-

vature cold dark m atter (CD M ) com ponent to the initial

conditionsforcosm ologicalperturbations.

3.1 Param eter space and cosm ologicaldata

W e use the W M AP 3{year tem perature and polarization

data (Hinshaw etal.2006;Page etal.2006) supplem ented

by sm all{scale CM B m easurem ents (Readhead etal.2004;

K uo etal.2004).W e add the HubbleSpace Telescope m ea-

surem ent ofthe Hubble constant H 0 = 72 � 8 km /s/M pc

(Freedm an etal. 2001) and the Sloan D igital Sky Survey

(SD SS)data on the m atterpowerspectrum on linear (k <

0:1h
� 1
M pc) scales (Tegm ark etal.2004).Furtherm ore,we

shallalso considerthesupernovae lum inosity distance m ea-

surem ents(Riessetal.2004).W edenoteallofthedata sets

butW M AP as\external" forsim plicity ofnotation.W eare

also interested in assessing the changes in the m odelcom -

parison outcom e in going from W M AP 1{year to W M AP

3{year data.W e shalltherefore com pare our results using

the3{yearW M AP data with the� rst{yearW M AP data re-

lease (Bennettetal.2003;Hinshaw etal.2003;Verde etal.

2003),com plem ented by the \external" data setsdescribed

above
4
.

W e m ake use of the publicly available codes CAM B

and Cosm oM C (Lewis& Bridle 2002) to com pute the

CM B and m atter power spectra and to construct M onte

Carlo M arkov Chains (M CM C) in param eter space. The

M onte Carlo (M C) is perform ed using \norm al param e-

ters" (K osowsky etal. 2002), in order to m inim ize non{

G aussianity in the posterior pdf.In particular,we sam ple

uniform ly over the physicalbaryon and cold dark m atter

(CD M ) densities,!b � 
bh
2
and !c � 
ch

2
,expressed in

unitsof1:88� 10� 29 g=cm
3
;theratiooftheangulardiam eter

distanceto thesound horizon atdecoupling,� ?,theoptical

depth to reionization �r (assum ing sudden reionization)and

the logarithm ofthe adiabatic am plitude fortheprim ordial

 uctuations,ln10
10
A S .W hen com bining the m atterpower

spectrum with CM B data,we m arginalize analytically over

a bias b considered as an additional nuisance param eter.

Throughoutweassum ethreem asslessneutrino fam iliesand

no m assive neutrinos (for constraints on these quantities,

see instead e.g.Bowen etal.(2002);Spergeletal.(2006);

Lesgourgues& Pastor(2006)),we� x theprim ordialHelium

m assfraction tothevaluepredicted by Big BangNucleosyn-

thesis(seee.g.Trotta & Hansen (2004))and weneglectthe

4 A m oredetailed discussion on theW M A P � rstyeardata m odel

com parison resultand the powerofthe externaldata setscan be

found in the originalversion ofthe present work,Trotta (2005).

contribution ofgravitationalwavesto theCM B powerspec-

trum .

3.2 M odelselection from current data

The scalar spectralindex

Asa � rst application we consider the scalar spectralindex

for adiabatic perturbations,nS .W e com pare the evidence

in favorofa scale invariantindex (M 0 :nS = 1),also called

an Harrison-Zel’dovich (HZ)spectrum ,with a m ore general

m odelofsingle-� eld in ation,in which we do not require

the spectralindex to be scale invariant,M 1 :nS 6= 1.The

lattercase iscalled forbrevity \generic in ation".

W ithin the fram ework ofslow{rollin ation,the prior

allowed range for the spectralindex can be estim ated by

considering that nS = 1 � 6�+ 2�,where � and � are the

slow-rollparam eters.Ifwe assum e that� isnegligible,then

nS = 1+ 2�.Iftheslow-rollconditionsaretobeful� lled,��

1,then we m ust have j�j<� 0:1,which gives 0:8<� nS <� 1:2.

Hence we take a G aussian prior on nS with m ean � = 1:0

and width �= 0:2.

Theresultofthem odelcom parison isshown in Table2.

W hen em ploying W M AP 1{year data,the m odelcom par-

ison yields an inconclusive result (lnB 01 = 0:68 � 0:04),

but the new,lower value for nS from the W M AP 3{year

data,enhanced by the sm allscale CM B m easurem entsand

SD D S m atter power spectrum data, does yield m oderate

evidence for a non{scale invariantspectralindex (lnB 01 =

� 2:86� 0:28),with oddsofabout17:1,ora posteriorprob-

ability of a scale invariant index of 5% , when com pared

to the above alternative generic in ation m odel.This is a

consequence ofboth the shift ofthe peak ofthe posterior

to nS = 0:95 and a reduction of its spread when using

W M AP 3{yeardata,which placesthe scale invariantvalue

ofnS = 1 atabout3:3� away from theposterior’speak (see

howeverthe discussion about possible system atic e� ects in

Parkinson etal.(2006)).In Table 2 we also give the result-

ing value ofthe Bayes factor obtained by using the SD D R

form ula and a G aussian approxim ation to theposterior,see

Eq.(A9).Sincethem arginalized posteriorfornS isvery well

approxim ated by aG aussian,we� nd avery good agreem ent

between thiscrude estim ate and the num ericalresultusing

the actualshape ofthe posterior,with a discrepancy ofor-

der5% .Thissupportstheidea thatforreasonably G aussian

pdf’s using a G aussian approxim ation to the SD D R m ight

be a good way of obtaining a � rst estim ate of the Bayes

factorfornested m odels.

O ur � ndings are in broad agreem ent

with Parkinson etal. (2006), where it was found using

nested sam pling thata sim ilar data com pilation asthe one

em ployed here giveslnB 01 = � 1:99� 0:26 forthe com pari-

son between theHZ m odeland a genericin ationary m odel

with a  at prior between 0:8 � nS � 1:2.For such a  at

prior,we obtain,using the SD D R,lnB 01 = � 2:98 � 0:28,

where the di� erence with Parkinson etal. (2006) has to

be ascribed to di� erent constraining power ofthe di� erent

data com pilations used, rather than to the m ethods for

com puting the Bayesfactor.Fora m ore detailed discussion

ofa seriesofpossible system atice� ectswhich m ightchange

the outcom e of the m odel com parison, see section IIIC

in Parkinson etal.(2006).
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Table 2.Sum m ary ofm odelcom parison results from W M A P data com bined with sm all{scale CM B m easurem ents,SD D S,H ST and

SN Ia data.W M A P3+ extrefersto W M A P 3 yeardata release,W M A P1+ extto W M A P 1styeardata.Them ostspectacularim provem ent

from W M A P1 to W M A P3 isthe m oderate evidence againsta scale{invariantspectralindex.Errorsin the Bayes factorare obtained by

com puting the variance ofthe SD D R estim ate from 5 subchains (see A ppendix C for details).The \estim ate" colum n gives the value

obtained by em ploying the G aussian approxim ation to the likelihood,Eq.(A 9)fora G aussian prioror Eq.(A 10)fora  at prior.

D ata lnB 01 from SD D R O dds in favour Probability Com m ent

(num erical) (estim ate) ofsim plerm odel ofsim plerm odel

Spectralindex:nS = 1 versus 0:8 � nS � 1:2 (G aussian)

W M A P3+ ext � 2:86� 0:28 � 3:00 1 to 17 0.05 M oderate evidence fornon{scale invariance

W M A P1+ ext 0:68� 0:04 0:71 2 to 1 0.66 Inconclusive result

Spatialcurvature:
 � = 0 versus � 1:0 � 
� � 1 (Flat)

W M A P3+ ext 3:37� 0:05 3:25 29 to 1 0.97 M oderate evidence fora  at U niverse

W M A P1+ ext 2:70� 0:09 2:68 15 to 1 0.94 M oderate evidence fora  at U niverse

A diabaticity:fiso = 0 versus � 100 � fiso � 100 (Flat)

W M A P3+ ext 7:62� 0:02 7:63 2050 to 1 0.9995 Strong evidence foradiabatic conditions

W M A P1+ ext 7:50� 0:03 7:53 1800 to 1 0.9994 Strong evidence foradiabatic conditions

The spatialcurvature

W enow turn to theissueofthegeom etry ofspatialsections.

W e evaluate the Bayes factor for 
 � = 0 ( at Universe)

against a m odelwith 
 � 6= 0.Asdiscussed above,we only

need to specify the prior distribution for the param eter of

interest,nam ely 
 �.W echoosea  atpriorofwidth � 
� =

1:0 on each side of
 � = 0,forwe know thattheuniverseis

notem pty (thus
 � < 1:0,setting aside the case of� < 0)

nor largely overclosed (therefore 
 �
>
� � 1 is a reasonable

range,see 3.3 forfurthercom m ents).

Cosm ic m icrowave background data alone cannot

strongly constrain 
 � because ofthe fundam entalgeom et-

ricaldegeneracy.Even CM B and SD SS data togetherallow

forawiderangeofvaluesforthecurvatureparam eter,which

translatesinto approxim ately equaloddsforthecurved and

 at m odels.Adding SNIa observations drastically reduces

the range ofthe posterior,since their degeneracy direction

is alm ost orthogonalto the geom etricaldegeneracy ofthe

CM B.Further inclusion ofthe HST m easurem ent for the

Hubbleparam eternarrowsdown theposteriorrangeconsid-

erably,sincethehandleon thevalueoftheHubbleconstant

today breaks the geom etricaldegeneracy.W hen allofthe

data(W M AP3+ ext)istaken intoaccount,weobtain forthe

BayesfactorlnB 01 = 3:37� 0:05,favouring a  atUniverse

m odelwith m oderateoddsofabout29 :1(seeTable2).This

correspondsto a posteriorprobability fora  atUniverse of

97% ,forourparticularchoice ofprior.W e notice the slight

im provem ent in these odds from the result obtained using

W M AP1+ extdata,where the oddswere 15 :1,which isto

beascribed m ainly to theinclusion ofpolarization data that

helpsfurthertightening constraintsaround the geom etrical

degeneracy.

The CDM isocurvature m ode

The third case we consideris the possibility ofa cold dark

m atter (CD M ) isocurvature contribution to the prim ordial

perturbations. For a review of the possible isocurvature

m odes and their observational signatures, see e.g. Trotta

(2004).D eterm ining the type ofinitialconditions is a cen-

tralquestion forourunderstanding ofthegeneration ofper-

turbations,and hasfarreaching consequencesforthem odel

building ofthe physicalm echanism swhich produced them .

Constraints on the isocurvature fraction have been derived

in severalworks,which considered di� erentphenom enologi-

calm ixturesofadiabatic and isocurvatureinitialconditions

(Pierpaolietal. 1999; Am endola etal. 2002; Trotta etal.

2001, 2003; Trotta & D urrer 2006; Bucheretal. 2004;

Crotty etal.2003;Valiviita & M uhonen 2003;Beltran etal.

2004;M oodley etal.2004;K urki-Suonio etal.2005).Two

recent studies m aking use of the latest CM B data

(Bean etal. 2006; K eskitalo etal. 2006) obtain di� erent

conclusions as to the level of isocurvature contribution.

W hile both groups report a lower best � t chi{square for

a m odelwith a large (n � 3) spectralindex for the CD M

isocurvaturecom ponent,they givea di� erentinterpretation

ofthe statisticalsigni� cance ofthe im provem ent.Itis pre-

cisely in such a contextthata m odelselection approach as

theonepresented herem ightbehelpful,in thatitallowsto

account for the O ccam ’s razor e� ect described above.The

question of isocurvature m odes has been addressed from

a m odel com parison perspective by Beltran etal. (2005);

Trotta (2007b).

Since the goalofthiswork isnotto presenta detailed

analysis ofisocurvature contributions,butrather to give a

few illustrativeapplicationsofBayesian m odelselection,we

restrictourattention tothecom parison ofapurelyadiabatic

m odelagainstam odelcontainingaCD M isocurvaturem ode

totally correlated oranti{correlated.Forsim plicity,we also

taketheisocurvatureand adiabaticm odeto sharethesam e

spectralindex,nS .This phenom enologicalset{up is close

to what one expects in som e realizations of the curvaton

scenario, see e.g. G ordon & Lewis (2003); Lyth & W ands

(2003);Lazaridesetal.(2004).For an extended treatm ent

includingallofthe4di� erentisocurvaturem odes,seeTrotta

(2007b).

W e com pare m odel M 0, with adiabatic  uctuations

only,with M 1,which has a totally (anti)correlated isocur-

vature fraction

fiso �
S

�
; (10)

where � isthe prim ordialcurvatureperturbation and S the

entropy perturbation in the CD M com ponent (see Trotta

(2004);Lazaridesetal.(2004) for precise de� nitions).The

sign oftheparam eterfiso de� nesthetypeofcorrelation.W e

adoptthe convention thata positive (negative)correlation,

fiso > 0(fiso < 0),correspondstoanegative(positive)value

ofthe adiabatic{isocurvature CM B correlator power spec-
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trum on largescales.W echoosefiso astherelevantparam e-

terform odelcom parison because ofitsim m ediate physical

interpretation asan entropy{to{curvature ratio,butthisis

only one am ong severalpossibilities.

In the absence of a speci� c m odelfor the generation

ofthe isocurvature com ponent,there is no cogent physical

m otivation forsetting theprioron fiso.A generic argum ent

isgiven by the requirem entthatlinearperturbation theory

be valid,i.e.�;S � 1.Thishoweverdoesnottranslate into

a prioron fiso,unlesswe specify a lowerbound forthe cur-

vature perturbation.In general,fiso isessentially a free pa-

ram eter,unlessthe theory hassom e built{in m echanism to

seta scalefortheentropy am plitude.Thishoweverrequires

digging into thedetailsofspeci� crealizationsforthegener-

ation ofthe isocurvature com ponent.Forinstance,the cur-

vaton scenario predictsa large fiso ifthe CD M isproduced

by curvaton decay and the curvaton doesnotdom inate the

energy density,in which case jfisoj� r
� 1

� 1,since the

curvaton energy density at decay com pared with the total

energy density issm all,r � �curv=�tot � 1 (Lyth & W ands

2003;G ordon & Lewis2003).O ncethedetailsofthecurva-

ton decay are form ulated,itm ightbe possible to argue for

a theoreticallowerbound on r,which givesthe priorrange

forthe predicted valuesoffiso.

In the absence ofa com pelling theoreticalm otivation

for setting the prior,we can stillappealto another piece

ofinform ation which is available to us before we actually

seeany data:theexpected sensitivity oftheinstrum ent.By

assessing the possible outcom esofa m easurem entgiven its

forecasted noise levels we can lim it the a prioriaccessible

param eter space for a speci�c observation on the grounds

that it is pointless to adm it values which the experim ent

willnotbe able to m easure.Forthe case offiso,there is a

lower lim it to the a prioriaccessible range dictated by the

factthata sm allisocurvaturecontribution ism asked by the

dom inantadiabaticpart.Conversely,theupperrangeforfiso

isreached when theadiabaticpartishidden in theprevailing

isocurvature m ode.In order to quantify those two bounds,

we carry outa FisherM atrix forecastassum ing noise levels

appropriate forthe m easurem entunderconsideration,thus

determ ining which regions ofparam eter space is accessible

to the observation.Such a prior is therefore m otivated by

the expected sensitivity ofthe instrum ent,rather then by

theory.The prior range for a scale{free param eter thereby

becom esa com putablequantity which dependson ourprior

knowledgeoftheexperim entalapparatusand itsnoiselevels.

W e have perform ed a FM forecastin the (�;jSj)plane,

whose results are plotted in Figure 1 for the W M AP ex-

pected sensitivity.W e use a grid equally spaced in the log-

arithm ofthe adiabatic and isocurvature am plitudes,in the

range 10� 6 � � � 5� 10� 4 and 10� 8 � jSj� 10� 2.Foreach

pair (�;jSj) the FM yields the expected error on the am -

plitudesaswellason fiso.The expected errorhoweveralso

depends on the � ducialvalues assum ed for the rem aining

cosm ologicalparam eters.In orderto takethisinto account,

at each point in the (�;jSj) grid we run 40 FM forecasts

changing the type ofcorrelation (sign(S)= � 1),the spec-

tralindex (nS = 0:8:::1:2 with a step of0:1) and the op-

ticaldepth to reionization (�r = 0:05:::0:35 with a step of

0:1).The other param eters (�;!c;!b)are � xed to the con-

cordancem odelvalues,since�;S arem ostly correlated with

�r;nS and thusonlythe� ducialvaluesassum ed forthelatter

Figure 1.The param eterspace accessible a priorito W M A P in

the (�;jSj) plane is obtained by requiring better than 10% ac-

curacy on jfisojin the Fisher M atrix error forecast (open circles

for the best case, crosses for the worst case,depending on the

� ducialvalues of�r;nS and on the sign ofthe correlation).This

translatesinto a prioraccessiblerange0:4<� jfisoj<� 100 (diagonal,

dashed lines),butonly if�;jSj>� 10� 5.M odelswhich roughly sat-

isfy the CO BE m easurem entofthe large scale CM B anisotropies

(�T=T � 10� 5)lie on the blue/solid line and have positive (neg-

ative) correlation left(right) ofthe cusp.

twoparam etershavea strongim pacton thepredicted errors

ofthe am plitudes.W e then select the best and worst out-

com e forthe expected erroron fiso,in orderto bracketthe

expected result ofthe m easurem ent independently on the

� ducialvalue for �r;nS .Notice that at no point we m ake

use ofrealdata.By requiring that the expected error on

fiso beoforder10% orbetter,we obtain thea prioriacces-

siblearea in am plitudespaceforW M AP,which isshown in

Figure 1.

Itisapparentthatfiso cannotbem easured byW M AP if

either�orjSjarebelow about10� 5,in which casethesignal

islostin thedetectornoise.Foram plitudeslargerthan 10
� 5
,

jfisoj= 1 isaccessible to W M AP with high signal{to{noise

independentlyon thevalueof�r;nS ,whilejfisoj� 0:4can be

m easured only in a few casesforthe m ostoptim istic choice

ofparam eters.Asan aside,we notice thatifwe restrictour

attention to m odelswhich roughly com ply with the CO BE

m easurem entofthelargescaleCM B power(blue/solid lines

in Figure 1),then W M AP can only explore the subspace of

anti{correlated isocurvaturecontribution (rightofthecusp)

and only if�>� 7� 10
� 5
.O n theotherend oftherange,wecan

see thatjfisoj= 100 isaboutthe largestvalue accessible to

W M AP,atleastfor� � 5� 10� 4
;jSj� 10� 2.Thereisa sim -

plephysicalreason fortheasym m etry oftheaccessiblerange

around jfisoj= 1:a sm allisocurvature contribution can be

overshadowed by the adiabatic m ode on large scalesdue to

cosm ic variance,buta subdom inantadiabatic m ode isstill

detectable even in the presence ofa m uch larger isocurva-
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ture part,because the � rstadiabatic peak at‘� 200 sticks

outfrom the rapidly decreasing isocurvature poweratthat

scale (atleastifthe spectraltiltisnotvery large,asin our

case).In conclusion,the values ofjfisojwhich W M AP can

potentially m easure with high signal{to{noise are approxi-

m ately bracketed by the range 0:4 � jfisoj� 100,assum ing

that�>� 10� 5.G iven thefactthatm ostofthepriorvolum e

lies above jfisoj= 1,we can take a  at prior on fiso cen-

tered around fiso = 0,with a range � 100 � fiso � 100,or

� fiso = 100.Aswe shallsee below,itisthislarge range of

a prioripossible values com pared with the sm allposterior

volum ewhich heavily penalizesan isocurvaturecontribution

due to the O ccam ’srazorbehaviorofthe Bayesfactor.

The m arginalized posterior on fiso from W M AP3+ ext

data gives a 95% interval� 0:06 � fiso � 0:10,thus yield-

ing only upper bounds on the CD M isocurvature fraction,

in agreem ent with previous works using a sim ilar param -

eterization (see Trotta (2007b) for details).The spread of

the posterior is of order 0:1,which lies an order of m ag-

nitude below the level(jfisoj = 1) at which an isocurva-

ture signalwould have stand out clearly from the W M AP

noise.The Bayes factor corresponding to the above choice

ofprior (� 100 � fiso � 100) is given in Table2,and with

lnB 01 = 7:62 it corresponds to a probability of0:9995 (or

odds of 2050 to 1) for purely adiabatic initialconditions.

Thisisa consequence ofthelarge volum e ofwasted param -

eterspace underthelarge priorused here,and a � neexam -

ple ofautom atic O ccam ’srazorbuiltinto the Bayesfactor.

W e notice that in order to obtain a m odel{neutralconclu-

sion (odds of1:1) one would have to choose a prior width

below 0:1,i.e.� nd a m echanism to strongly lim itthe avail-

ableparam eterspacefortheisocurvatuream plitude(Trotta

2007b).In otherwords,theintroduction ofa new scale{free

isocurvature am plitude isgenerically unwarranted by data,

a feature already rem arked by Lazaridesetal.(2004).

This result di� ers from the � ndings ofBeltran etal.

(2005),who considered an isocurvature CD M adm ixture to

the adiabatic m ode with arbitrary correlation and spectral

tilt and concluded that there is no strong evidence against

m ixed m odels (odds ofabout 3 :1 in favor ofthe purely

adiabatic m odel).W hile their setup is not identicalto the

onepresented hereand thusa directcom parison isdi� cult,

we believe that the key reason of the discrepancy can be

traced back to the di� erent basis for the initialconditions

param eter space.Instead ofthe isocurvature fraction fiso,

Beltran etal.(2005)em ploy theparam eter�describing the

fractionalisocurvature power,which isrelated to fiso by

�=
f
2

iso

1+ f2
iso

: (11)

The in� nite range 0 � jfisoj < 1 corresponds in this

param etrization toacom pactinterval[0::1)for�(or(� 1::1)

for
p
�),overwhich they takea  atpriorforthevariable �

(or
p
�).Flatpriorsover� or

p
� correspond to the priors

over jfisojdepicted in Figure 2,which cut away the region

ofparam eterspace where jfisoj� 1.Asa consequence,the

O ccam ’srazore� ectissuppressed and theresulting oddsin

favor ofthe purely adiabatic m odelare m uch sm aller than

in ourcase.

Thisexam ple illustratesthatm odelcom parison results

can depend crucially on theunderlyingparam eterspace.W e

Figure 2. Equivalent priors on jfisojcorresponding to the  at

priorsused in Beltran etal.(2005)forthe param eters� and
p
�.

Both priors cut away the param eter space jfisoj � 1,thus re-

ducing the O ccam ’srazore� ectcaused by a scale-freeparam eter.

The odds in favor of the purely adiabatic m odel thus becom e

correspondingly sm aller. M odel com parison results can depend

crucially on the variablesadopted.

now turn to discussthe dependence ofourotherresultson

the priorrange one choosesto adopt.

3.3 D ependence on the choice ofprior

As described in detailin Appendix A,the Bayes factor is

really a function oftwo param eters,� and the inform ation

content I = � ln�,see Eq.(A9) for the case of a G aus-

sian prior and a G aussian likelihood in the param eter of

interest. Figure 3 shows contours of jlnB 01j = const for

const = 1:0;2:5;5:0 in the (I;�) plane,as com puted from

Eq.(A9).The contours delim it signi� cative levels for the

strength ofevidence,as sum m arized in Table 1.In the fol-

lowing,wewillm easuretheinform ation contentIin base{10

logarithm .Form oderately inform ative data (I � 1� 2)the

m easured m ean has to lie at least about 4� away from ! ?

in orderto robustly disfavorthesim plerm odel(i.e.,�>� 4).

Conversely,for�<� 3highly inform ativedata(I>� 2)dofavor

the conclusion that! = !?.In general,a large inform ation

contentfavorsthesim plerm odel,becauseO ccam ’srazorpe-

nalizesthelargevolum eof\wasted" param eterspaceofthe

extended m odel.A large � disfavorsexponentially the sim -

pler m odel,in agreem ent with the sam pling theory result.

Thelocation on theplaneofthethreecasesdiscussed in the

text(thescalarspectralindex,thespatialcurvatureand the

CD M isocurvaturecom ponent)ism arked by diam onds(cir-

cles)forW M AP1+ ext(W M AP3+ ext).Even though thein-

form ative regionsofFigure 3 assum e a G aussian likelihood,

they are illustrative ofthe results one m ight obtain in real

cases,and can serve as a rough guide for the Bayes factor

determ ination.

Anotherusefulpropertiesofdisplaying theresultofthe

m odelcom parison in the (I;�)plane asin Figure 3 isthat

the im pact ofa change ofprior can be easily estim ated.A

di� erentchoice ofpriorwillam ountto a horizontalshiftof

thepointsin Figure3,atleastaslongasI > 0(i.e.,posterior

dom inated bythelikelihood).Thuswecan seethatgiven the

results with the priors used in this paper,no other choice

of priors for fiso or 
 � within 4 order of m agnitude will

achieve a reversalofthe conclusion regarding the favoured

m odel.At m ost,picking m ore restrictive priors (re ecting

m ore predictive theoreticalm odels) would m ake the points
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Figure 3.R egions in the (I;�) plane (shaded) where one ofthe

com peting m odelsissupported by positive (odds of3:1),m oder-

ate (12:1)orstrong (oddslargerthan 150:1)evidence.The white

region corresponds to an inconclusive result(odds ofabout 1:1),

while in the region I < 0 (dotted) the posterior is dom inated

by the prior and the m easurem ent is non{inform ative. In the

lower horizontal axis,I is given in base 10,i.e.I = � log
10
�,

while it is given in bits in the upper horizontalaxis.The con-

tours are com puted from the SD D R form ula assum ing a G aus-

sian likelihood and a G aussian prior.The location of the three

param eters analyzed in the text is shown by diam onds (circles)

for W M A P1+ ext data (W M A P3+ ext data). Choosing a wider

(narrower) priorrange would shiftthe points horizontally to the

right(to the left)ofthe plot.

forfiso or
 � driftto theleftofFigure3,eventually entering

in the white,inconclusive region I<� 0:5.For the spectral

index from W M AP 3{year data,choosing a prior 2 orders

ofm agnitude larger than the one em ployed here,ie � 19 <

nS < 20 would reversetheconclusion ofthem odelselection,

favouring the m odelnS = 1 with odds ofabout 3:1.This

choice ofprior is however physically unm otivated.O n the

other hand,reducing the prior by one order ofm agnitude

{ i.e.,m aking itofthe sam e order as the currentposterior

width (I = 0) { would stillnot alter the conclusion that

nS = 1 isdisfavoured with m oderate odds.

The prior assignm ent is an irreducible feature of

Bayesian m odel selection, as it is clear from its presence

in the denom inator of Eq. (7).There is a vast literature

which adresses the problem ofassigning prior probabilities

(see footnote 1)in a way which re ectsthe state ofknowl-

edge before seeing the data.In applicationsto m odelselec-

tion,itm ightbe m oreusefulto regard thepriorasexpress-

ing the available param eter space under the m odel,rather

then a state ofknowledge before seeing the data,asargued

in K unz etal.(2006).Theunderpinningsofthepriorchoice

can be found in ourunderstanding ofm odel{speci� c issues.

In this work we have o� ered two exam ples ofpriors stem -

m ing from theoreticalm otivations:the prior on the scalar

spectralindex isa consequence ofassum ing slow{rollin a-

tion whiletheprioron thespatialcurvaturecom esfrom our

knowledge that the Universe is not em pty (and therefore

the curvature m ustbe sm aller than � 1) noroverclosed (or

itwould haverecollapsed).Thissim ple observationssetthe

correct scale for the prior on 
 �,which is oforder unity.

O n the other hand,ifone wanted to im pose an in ation{

m otivated priorofwidth � 1,then theinform ation content

ofthedata would go to 0 and theoutcom e ofthem odelse-

lection would benon-inform ative.In general,itisenough to

havean orderofm agnitudeestim ate ofthea prioriallowed

range for the param eter ofinterest,since the logarithm of

them odellikelihood isproportionalto the logarithm ofthe

prior range. Furtherm ore,considerations of the type out-

lined above can help assessing the im pactofa priorchange

on the m odelcom parison outcom e.O ften one will� nd that

m ost\reasonable" priorchoiceswilllead to qualitatively to

the sam e conclusion,or else to a non{com m ittalresult of

the m odelcom parison.

Foressentially scale{free param eters,such asthe adia-

batic and isocurvature am plitudesofourthird application,

m odeltheoreticalconsiderations of the type em ployed by

Lazaridesetal.(2004)can lead to a lim itation ofthe prior

range.In the context ofphenom enologicalm odelbuilding,

we have dem onstrated that an analysis ofthe a prioripa-

ram eter space accessible to the instrum ent can be used to

de� nea priorencapsulating ourexpectationson thequality

ofthe data we willbe able to gather.

An im portant caveat is the dependence of the Bayes

factor on the basis one adopts in param eter space,which

setsthe naturalm easure on theparam eters.A  atprioron

� doesnotcorrespond to a  atprioron som e otherset�(�)

obtained viaanon{lineartransform ation,sincethetwoprior

distributionsare related via

�(�jM )= �(�jM )

˛

˛

˛

d�(�)

d�

˛

˛

˛

: (12)

Asillustrated by thecaseoftheisocurvatuream plitude,this

is especially relevant for param eters which can vary over

m any ordersofm agnitudes.W eputforward thatthechoice

oftheparam eterbasiscan beguided by ourphysicalinsight

ofthe m odelunder scrutiny and our understanding ofthe

observations.This principle would suggest thatone should

adopt atpriorsalong \norm alvariables" orprincipalcom -

ponents,because those are directly probed by the data and

usuallycan beinterpreted in term sofphysicallyrelevantand

m eaningfulquantities.A generalprincipleofconsistency can

be invoked to selectthe m ostappropriate variable forcases

where m any apparently equivalent choices are present (for

exam ple,fiso,�or
p
�).W eleavefurtherexploration ofthis

very relevantissue to a future publication.

4 C O N C LU SIO N S

W ehaveargued thatfrequentistsigni� cancetestsshould be

interpreted carefully and in particularthatBayesian m odel

selection reasoning should be used to decide whether the

introduction ofa param eteriswarranted by data.Them ain

strengthsoftheBayesian approach arethatitdoesconsider

the inform ation content ofthe data and that it allows one

to con� rm predictionsofa m odel,instead ofjustdisproving

them asin the sam pling theory approach.
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W ehaveinvestigated theuseoftheSavage{D ickey den-

sity ratio (SD D R)asa toolto com pute the Bayesfactorof

two nested m odels,atno extra com putationalcostthan the

M onte Carlo sam pling of the param eter space.The tech-

nique is likely to be accurate for cases where the the esti-

m ated value ofthe extra param eterunderthe largerm odel

lieslessthan about3 sigm a’saway from thepredicted value

underthesim plerm odel,asshown in Appendix C.In acom -

panion paper(Trotta 2007a)a com plem entary technique is

introduced,called PPO D ,which producesforecasts for the

probability distribution ofthe Bayesfactorfrom future ex-

perim ents.

W e haveapplied thisBayesian m odelselection pointof

view tothreecentralingredientsofpresent{day cosm ological

m odelbuilding.Regarding the spectralindex ofscalarper-

turbations,we found that W M AP 3{year data disfavour a

scale{invariantspectralindex with m oderate evidence,and

thatthisresultholdstrueforallreasonablechoicesofpriors.

Thisisa signi� cantchange with respectto theinconclusive

resultone obtained using the W M AP 1styeardata release

instead.W e found that the odds in favour of a  at Uni-

verse have doubled (from 15 :1 to 29 :1) in going from

W M AP1+ ext to W M AP3+ ext,and we have stressed that

thisconclusion can only beobtained iftheHubbleparam eter

is m easured independently or ifsupernovae lum inosity dis-

tance m easurem ents (or other low{redshift rulers,such as

baryonic acoustic oscillations,see Eisenstein etal.(2005))

are em ployed. Finally, purely adiabatic initial conditions

are strongly preferred to a m ixed m odelcontaining a to-

tally (anti)correlated CD M isocurvature contribution (odds

larger than 1000 :1),on the grounds ofan O ccam ’s razor

argum ent,thatthe prioravailable param eterspace ism uch

larger than the sm all surviving posterior volum e. This is

howevercrucially dependenton the variable one choosesto

im pose  atpriorson.

In the lightofthese � ndings,itseem sto usthatm odel

com parison tools o� er com plem entary insight in what the

data can tellusaboutthe plausibility oftheoreticalspecu-

lationsregarding cosm ologicalparam eters,and can provide

usefulguidance in the questofa cosm ologicalconcordance

m odel.
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A P P EN D IX A : A N ILLU ST R A T IO N O F

LIN D LEY ’S PA R A D O X

Lindley (1957)’s paradox describes a situation where fre-

quentistsigni� cancetestsand Bayesian m odelselection pro-

ceduresgivecontradictoryresults.Aswedem onstratebelow,

itarises because the inform ation contentofthe data is ne-

glected in the frequentistapproach.

Let us consider the toy exam ple ofa m easurem ent of

a G aussian distributed quantity,!,by drawing n iid sam -

pleswith known s.d.�.Then the likelihood function isthe

norm aldistribution

p(̂�;̂�j!)= N �̂ ;̂�(!); (A1)

where �̂ is the estim ated m ean and �̂ = �=
p
n its uncer-

tainty.From the point of view of frequentist statistics, a

signi� cance test is perform ed on the nullhypothesis H0 :

! = !?.W e de� ne � as dim ensionless num ber which indi-

cates\how m any sigm a’saway" isourestim ateofthem ean,

�̂,from itsvalue underH 0 in unitsofitsuncertainty:

��
ĵ�� !?j

�̂
: (A2)

This\num berofsigm a’s" di� erenceisinterpreted asa m ea-

sure ofthe con� dence with which one can reject H0.The

\p{value"

p{value=

Z

1

�

p(̂�;̂�j!)d! (A3)

is com pared to a num ber �,called the \signi� cance level"

ofthe test and the hypothesis H 0 is rejected at the 1 � �

con� dence levelifp{value < �.Ifwe pick a (� xed) con� -

dence level,say � = 0:05,then the frequentist signi� cance

testrejectsthe nullhypothesisif

Z(�)�
1

p
2�

Z

1

�

exp
`

� t
2
=2

´

dt� �=2: (A4)

(fora 2{tailed test).For� = 0:05 the equality in Eq.(A4)

holdsfor�= 1:96.In otherwords,sam pling statisticsreject

the nullhypothesisatthe 95% con� dence levelifthe m ea-

sured m ean is m ore than � = 1:96 sigm a’s away from the

predicted !? underH 0.

Thisconclusion can bein strong disagreem entwith the

Bayesian evaluation ofthe Bayes factor,i.e.a value !? re-

jected under a frequentist test can on the contrary be fa-

vored by Bayesian m odelcom parison (Lindley 1957).In the

Bayesian m odelcom parison approach,the two com peting

m odelsare M 0,with no free param eters,in which thevalue

of! is� xed to ! = !?,and m odelM 1,with onefreeparam -

eter ! 6= !?.Under M 1,our prior beliefbefore seeing the

data on the probability distribution of! isexplicitly repre-

sented by thepriorpdf�(!).Thispriorpdfisthen updated

to the posteriorvia Bayestheorem
5
,Eq.(1).

A form al m easure of the inform ation gain obtained

through the data is the cross{entropy between prior and

posterior,the K ullback{Leiblerdivergence

D K L (p;�)=

Z

p(�jd)ln
p(�jd)

�(�)
d�: (A5)

Fora G aussian priorofstandard deviation � ! centered on

!? and a G aussian likelihood with m ean �̂ and standard

deviation �̂,the inform ation gain isgiven by

D K L +
1

2
= � ln�+

1

2
�
2
(�

2
� 1); (A6)

where we have de� ned

� � �̂=� !; (A7)

the factor by which the accessible param eter space under

M 1 isreduced afterthe arrivalofthe data (rem em berthat

�̂ is the standard deviation ofthe likelihood).For totally

uninform ative data,� = 1 and � = 0,and thus D K L = 0.

5 N otice that,afterapplying Bayes theorem ,the posterior prob-

ability isattached to the param eter! itself,notto the estim ator

�̂ asin sam pling theory.In the Bayesian fram ework we only deal

with observed data, never with properties of estim ators based

on a (� ctional) in� nite replication ofthe data.In cosm ology one

only hasone realization ofthe U niverse and there isnoteven the

conceptualpossibility ofreproducing the data ad in�nitum and

therefore the Bayesian standpoint seem s better suited to such a

situation.
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Unless�� 1 (in which case the nullhypothesisisrejected

with m any sigm a’s and there is hardly any need for m odel

com parison)we can usually neglectthe second term on the

right{hand{side ofEq.(A6).W e are therefore led to de� ne

a sim plerm easureoftheinform ation contentofthedata,I,

as

I � � ln�: (A8)

The choice ofthe logarithm base is only a m atter ofcon-

venience,and this sets the units in which the entropy is

m easured.Had we chosen base{2 logarithm instead,the in-

form ation would have been m easured in bits.In Figure 3,

the choice of using the base{10 logarithm for the bottom

horizontalaxis m eans that I describes the order ofm agni-

tude by which our prior knowledge has im proved after the

arrivalofthe data.

W enow com putetheBayesfactorB 01 in favorofm odel

M 0 from Eq.(7),using again the aboveG aussian prior,ob-

taining

B 01(�;�)=
p

1+ �� 2 exp

„

�
�
2

2(1+ �2)

«

: (A9)

The m odelcom parison result thus depends not only on �,

but also on the quantity �, which is proportional to the

volum e occupied by the posterior in param eter space and

describes the inform ation gain in going from prior to pos-

terior.Ifinstead ofa G aussian prior one takes a  at prior

around !? ofwidth 2� ! (the factor of2 being chosen to

facilitate the com parison with the case ofa G aussian prior

ofstandard deviation � !)one obtainsinstead

B 01(�;�)=

r

2

�
�
� 1

exp
`

� �
2
=2

´

� (A10)

ˆ

Z
`

�� �
� 1

´

� Z
`

�+ �
� 1

´˜� 1

:

where the function Z(y) is de� ned in (A4),a consequence

of the top{hat prior.For �� 1 � �,the posterior is well

localized within theboundariesofthepriorand theterm in

square bracketsin (A10)tendsto 1.

In order to clarify the role ofthe inform ation content

and the di� erence with frequentisthypothesistesting,con-

sider the following exam ple (see Figure A1). For a � xed

choiceofpriorwidth � !,im agineperform ing threedi� erent

m easurem ents,each with a di� erent value of� (i.e.,with

di� erent inform ation content I) but with outcom es such

that � is the sam e in allthree cases. This is depicted in

the top panelofFigure A1,where the likelihood m ean is

� = 1:96 sigm a’s away from ! ? for allthree cases.Under

sam pling statistics, all three m easurem ents equally reject

the nullhypothesis,that ! = !?,at the 95% con� dence

level.And yetcom m on sense clearly tells us that this can-

not be the right conclusion in allthree cases.Indeed,the

Bayes factor,Eq.(A9) or (A10),correctly recovers the in-

tuitive result (bottom panel of Figure A1): the m easure-

m entwith the larger error (� = 1=5,or I = 0:7,expressed

in base{10 logarithm ) corresponds to the least inform ative

data,and the Bayes factor slightly disfavours the sim pler

m odel(lnB 01 = � 0:2,oroddsofabout5:4 againstM 0 and

p(M 0jd)= 0:44).For� = 1=20 orI = 1:3 (m oderately infor-

m ative data),evidence startsto accum ulate in favor ofM 0

(lnB 01 = 1:08,oddsof3:1 in favorand p(M 0jd)= 0:75).For

very inform ative data,� = 1=100;I = 2,Bayesian reason-

ing correctly deducesthatthesim plerM 0 should befavored

Figure A 1.Illustration ofLindley’sparadox.Sam pling statistics

hypothesis testing rejects the hypothesis that ! = !? with 95%

con� dence in all3 cases (coloured curves) illustrated in the top

panel(� = 1:96 in allcases).Bayesian m odelselection does take

into account the inform ation content ofthe data I,and correctly

favorsthesim plerm odel(predicting that! = !?)forinform ative

data (right verticalline in the bottom panel,I = 2 expressed in

base{10 logarithm ),with odds of 14 : 1 (for a G aussain prior,

dotted black line).U sing a atpriorofthesam ewidth (solid black

line) instead reduces lnB 01 by a geom etric factor ln(2=�)=2 =

0:22 in the inform ative (I � 1) regim e. N otice that for non{

inform ative data (I � 0) the Bayes factor reverts to equalodds

forthe two m odels.

(lnB 01 = 2:68,oddsof14:1 in favorofM 0 and a posterior

probability p(M 0jd) = 0:94).The above num bers are for a

G aussian prior,but those conclusion are largely indepen-

dentofthe choice ofa G aussian orofa  atprior,provided

the bulk ofthe priorvolum e isthe sam e (com pare the dot-

ted and solid line in the bottom panelofFigure A1 for a

G aussian and a  atprior,respectively).

This illustration shows that the Bayes factor can cor-

rectly favorm odelswhich would berejected with high con� -

dence by hypothesistesting in a sam pling theory approach.

W hile in sam pling theory one isonly able to disprove m od-

elsby rejecting hypothesis,itisim portantto highlightthat

the Bayesian evidence can and doesaccum ulate in favor of

sim plerm odels,scaling as1=�.W hileitiseasierto disprove

! = !?,since m odelrejection is exponentialwith �,the

Bayesian approach allowsto evaluatewhatthedata haveto

say in favor ofan hypothesis,aswell.

In sum m ary,quoting the num berofsigm a’saway from

!? (the�param eter)isnotalwaysan inform ativestatem ent

to decide whether or not a param eter ! di� ers from !?.

Answering thisquestion isa m odelcom parison issue,which

requiresthe evaluation ofthe Bayesfactor.
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A P P EN D IX B : D ER IVA T IO N O F T H E SD D R

The Bayes factor B 01 ofEq.(2) can be evaluated by com -

puting the integrals

p(M 0jd)=

Z

d �0( )p(dj ;!?); (B1)

p(M 1jd)=

Z

d d!�1( ;!)p(dj ;!)� q: (B2)

Here �0( ) denotes the prior over  in m odel M 0, and

�1( ;!) the prior over ( ;!) underm odelM 1.Note that,

since the m odelsare nested,the likelihood function for M 0

isjusta slice atconstant! = !? ofthe likelihood function

in m odelM 1,p(dj ;!).

Now m ultiply and divideB 01 by the num berp(!?jd)�

p(! = !?jd;M 1), which is the m arginalized posterior for

! under M 1 evaluated at !?, and using that p(!?jd) =

p(!?; jd)=p( j!?;d)atallpoints ,we obtain

B 01 = p(!?jd)

Z

d 
�0( )p(dj ;!?)p( j!?;d)

q� p(!?; jd)
(B3)

= p(!?jd)

Z

d 
�0( )p( j!?;d)

�1(!?; )
; (B4)

where in the second equality we have used the de� nition of

posterior,nam ely that p(!?; jd) = p(dj!?; )�1(!?; )=q.

Up to thispointwe have notm ade any assum ption norap-

proxim ation.W e now assum e thatthe priorsatis� es

�1( j!?)= �0( ); (B5)

which alwaysholdsin the (usualin cosm ology)case ofsep-

arable priors,i.e.

�1(!; )= �1(!)�0( ): (B6)

Under this assum ption,and since p( j!?;d) in (B4) is the

norm alized m arginal posterior, Eq.(B4) sim pli� es to the

SD D R given in Eq.(7).

A P P EN D IX C : B EN C H M A R K T EST S FO R T H E

SD D R

In ordertoexploretheaccuracy oftheSD D R,wehavetested

itsperform anceforthebenchm ark caseofa G aussian likeli-

hood.A D {dim ensionallikelihood isgenerated by choosing

a random D {dim ensional,diagonalcovariance m atrix.The

correlations can be setto 0 withoutlossofgenerality since

in the G aussian case it is always possible to rotate to the

principalaxisofthecovarianceellipse.Them ean ofthelike-

lihood is set to 0 for the last D � 1 dim ensions,while for

the� rstparam eter(theoneweareinterested in testing)the

m ean is chosen to lie �� 1 away from 0,where � is selected

below and �
2

1 is the covariance along direction 1.W e then

com pare the two following nested m odels:M 0 predictsthat

the � rst param eter �1 = 0,while M 1 has a G aussian prior

centered around 0 and of width � w = �1=�,where � is

� xed.

The posterioristhen reconstructed using a M CM C al-

gorithm and the Bayes factor com puted using the SD D R.

The results are shown in Figure C1 as a function of the

num berofsam ples for param eter spacesofdim ension D =

5;10;20 and for�= 1;2;3.W e have � xed � = 0:2 through-

out(changing the value of� only rescales the Bayesfactor

Figure C 1.Benchm ark test for the SD D R form ula for a G aus-

sian likelihood and prior,forparam eter spaces ofdim ensionality

D .The horizontal,dotted lines give the exact value.The SD D R

perform sextrem ely wellforcom paring m odelslying �< 3 sigm a’s

away from each other.In this case,less than 105 sam ples are re-

quired to achieve a satisfactory agreem ent with the exact result.

For � >� 4 the tails ofthe likelihood are not su� ciently explored

to apply the SD D R .The m issing points for � = 3 indicate that

the given num ber ofsam ples are insu� cient to achieve coverage

ofthe sim plerm odelprediction.

withouta� ectingtheaccuracy,aslongas� < 1,i.e.forinfor-

m ative data).The errorson the Bayesfactorare com puted

as in the textusing a bootstrap technique:the fullsam ple

setisdivided in R = 5 subsets,then them ean and standard

deviation ofthe SD D R are com puted from those subsets.

The error thus only re ect the statisticalnoise within the

chain and itdoesnottakeintoaccountapossiblesystem atic

under{exploration ofthe likelihood’stails.

It is clear that the SD D R perform s extrem ely wellfor

� � 2 while itbecom es less accurate for � = 3.This is be-

causeitisratherdi� culttoexploreregionsfurtheroutin the

tailsofthedistribution usingconventionalM CM C m ethods.

For � > 3 it becom es very unpracticalto obtain su� cient

sam ples in the tail.For m odels that lie less than about 3

sigm a’s away from each other,the SD D R gives a satisfac-

tory accuracy in the m odelcom parison result at no extra

costthan theparam eterestim ation step,requiring lessthan

105 sam ples.Furtherm ore,thescaling with thedim ensional-

ity ofthe param eterspace appearsto be ratherfavourable,

and the error increases only m ildly from D = 5 to D = 20

ata given num berofsam ples.

Clearly,for likelihoods that are close to G aussian,the

approxim ations (A9) and (A10) can stillgive a usefulor-

der ofm agnitude estim ate ofthe result.Finally,we stress

that in the regim e where the SD D R works well(�<� 3) its

accuracy is not lim ited by the assum ption ofnorm ality of

thelikelihood,butonly by thee� ciency and accuracy ofthe

M CM C reconstruction oftheposterior.Particularcarem ust
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beexercised in exploring accurately distributionspresenting

heavier tails than G aussians,and further work is required

to extend the M CM C sam pling to the regim e �>� 4.In this

case,sam pling ata highertem peraturecould help in obtain-

ing su� cientsam plesin thetail,an issuewhose exploration

we leave forfuture work.
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