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1] INTRODUCTION

ABSTRACT

B ayesian m odel selection is a tool to decide whether the introduction of a new pa—
ram eter is warranted by data. I argue that the usual sam pling statistic signi cance
tests for a null hypothesis can be m isleading, since they do not take into account the
Inform ation gained through the data, when updating the prior distrdbution to the pos—
terior. O n the contrary, B ayesian m odel selection o ers a quantitative in plem entation
0f0 ccam s razor.

T introduce the Savage{D ickey density ratio, a com putationally quick m ethod to
determm ine the B ayes factor of tw o nested m odels and hence perform m odel selection.
A s an illustration, I consider three key param eters for our understanding of the cos-
m ological concordance m odel. By using W M AP 3{year data com plem ented by other
cosn ologicalm easurem ents, I show that a non{scale Invariant spectral index of per-
turbations is favoured for any sensible choice of prior. It is also found that a at
Universe is favoured w ith odds 0f29 :1 overnon{ atm odels, and that there is strong
evidence against a CDM isocurvature com ponent to the initial conditions which is
totally (anti)correlated w ith the adiabatic m ode (odds of about 2000 : 1), but that
this is strongly dependent on the prior adopted.

T hese results are contrasted w ith the analysisofW M AP 1{yeardata, which were
not inform ative enough to allow a conclusion asto the status ofthe spectralindex.In a
com panion paper, a new technique to forecast the B ayes factor ofa fiture ocbservation
is presented.

K ey words: Coan ology { Bayesian m odel com parison { Statisticalm ethods { Spec—
tral index { F latness { Isocurvature m odes

clari ed, and som e even overcom e, by adopting a B ayesian
approach to testing. In this work, we take the viewpoint of

In the epoch ofprecision coan ology, we often face the prob—
Jem of deciding whether or not cosn ological data 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 of the spectral index, an extra isocurvature m ode,
or a non-constant dark energy equation of state. T he status
ofsuch additionalparam eters isuncertain, as often sam pling
(frequentist) statistics signi cance tests do not allow them
to be ruled out with high con dence. T here is a lJarge body
ofw o that addresses the di culties arisihg from the use
of p{values (signi cance level) In assessing the need for a
new param eter. M any weaknesses of signi cance tests are

? E-m ail address: rxtQastro.ox.ac.uk

1A good starting point is the collection of references available
from the website of D avid R . Anderson, D epartm ent of F ishery
and W ildlife B iology, C olorado State U niversity.

B ayesian m odel selection to determm ine w hether a param eter
is needed in the light of the data at hand.

The key quantity for Bayesian m odel com parison is
the m arginal lkelhood, or evidence, whose calculation
and interpretation is attracting increasing attention in
cosm obgy and astrophysics D rellet all [2000; Isainiet all
12004 ;|Lazarides et alll2004;B eltran et a1ll2005; K unz et all
lZM; T rottd M), after it was introduced In the cos—
mological context by |Ja & [1996); |Sbsaret all [2003).
The m arginal lkellhood has proved useful in other con-—
texts, as well, for instance consistency checks between
data sets (Hobson et alll2002;M arshall et alll200€), the de~
tection of galaxy clusters via the Sunayev-Zeldovich ef-
fect [Hobson & M cLachlan 12003) and neutrino em issions
from type II supemovae M&MM) . In this pa—
per we use the Savage{D ickey densiy ratio for an e cient
com putation of m arginal lkelhoods ratios (Bayes factor),
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whil in a com panion paper (Trottz 120072) we present a
new m ethod to forecast the Bayes factor probability distri-
bution ofa future cbservation, called PPOD (for \P redictive
P osterdior O dds D jsuibum'on" .W e then illustrate applica—
tions to som e in portant param eters of current coam ological
m odelbuilding.

T his paper is organized as follow s: we review the basics
ofB ayesian m odel com parison in section |2l and we introduce
the Savage{D ickey density ratio (SDDR) for the com puta—
tion ofthe B ayes factor betw een tw o nested m odels. Section
is devoted to the application of m odel selection to three
central param eters of the cosm ological concordance m odel:
the spectraltilt of scalar perturbations, the spatialcurvature
of the Universe and a totally (anti)correlated isocurvature
CDM contrbution to the iniial conditions. W e discuss our
results and sum m arize our conclisions in section [4l.

Som e com plem entary m aterial is presented in the ap-
pendices. An explicit illustration of Lindly’s paradox is
given in appendix [&], the m athem atical derivation of the
SDDR is presented in appendix [B] whilke a series of bench—
m ark tests for the accuracy of the SDD R are carried out in
appendix[C].

2 BAYESIAN MODEL COM PARISON

In this section, we rstbrie y review the basics ofB ayesian
Inference and m odelcom parison and introduce our notation.
W e then present the Savage{D ickey density ratio for a quick
com putation of the B ayes factor of two nested m odels.

2.1 Bayes factor

Bayesian inference (see eg.lJaynes (2003);M acK ay (2003))
is based on Bayes’ theorem , which is a consequence of the
product rule of probability theory:

p( jj;M ) = M: 1)

p@i )

On the left-hand side, the posterior probability for the pa—
ram eters given the data d under a modelM is propor—
tional to the likelhood p(dj ;M ) tin es the prior probabilk-
ity distrbbution function (@df), ( M ), which encodes our
state of know ledge before seeing the data. In the context of
m odelcom parison it ism ore usefulto think of ( M ) asan
Integral part of the m odel speci cation, de ning the prior
available param eter space under them odelM .The nom al-
ization constant in the denom inator of [I) is the m arginal
likelihood for the m odelM (som etin es also called the \evi-
dence") given by

p(dj’l)=/p(dj;M) (3)d @)
where designates the param eter space underm odelM .In
general, denotesam ulti{din ensionalvector ofparam eters
and d a collection ofm easurem ents (data covariance m atrix,
etc), but to avoid cluttering the notation we w ill stick to the
sin ple sym bols introduced above.

2 Themethod was called ExPO for \E xpected P osterior O dds"
in a previous version of this work [Trottd|2005).Iam gratefulto
Tom Loredo for suggesting the new , m ore appropriate nam e.

Consider two com peting models M o and M ; and ask
what is the posterior probability of each m odel given the
data d.By Bayes’ theorem we have

pMid)/ pdMi) ™ 1)

wherep (dM ;) isthem argihallikellhhood forM ; and ™ i) is
the prior probability ofthe ith m odelbefore we see the data.
T he ratio of the likelihoods for the two com peting m odels is
called the Bayes factor:

(i= 0;1); 3)

pP@AMo)
pAM 1)’

which is the sam e as the ratio of the posterior probabilities
of the two m odels in the usual case when the prior is pre-
sum ed to be noncom m ittalabout the altematives and there—
fore M o)= M 1)= 1=2.The Bayes factor can be inter—
preted as an autom atic O ccam ’s razor, w hich disfavors com —
plex m odels involving m any param eters (see eg. M acK av
(2003) for details).A Bayes factorBg; > 1 favorsm odelM o
and In tem s of betting odds it would prefer M ¢ over M ;
w ith odds 0ofB o1 against 1. The reverse is true forBo; < 1.
It is usual to consider the logarithm of the Bayes fac—
tor, for which the so{called \Je reys’ scak" gives em pir-
ically calbrated levels of signi cance for the strength of
evidence [Je reyisi1961; Kass & Raftery 11993), jInBo1Jj>
1;> 25;> 5:0.D1i erent authors use di erent conventions
to qualify the Je reys’ levels of strength of evidence. In this
work we w illuse the convention sum m arized in Tabl[d { of-
ten in the literature one deem soddsabove jinB o1 j= 5 tobe
Yecisive’, but we prefer to avoid the use ofthe term because
of the strong connotation of nality that it carries w ith it.
If we assum e that the two com peting m odels are exhaus—
tive, ie.thatp™M o @) + pM 1 ) = 1 and a non{com m ital

4)

01

pror M o)= ™ :1)= 1=2, we can relate the strength of
evidence to the posterior probability of the m odels,
... Bo1
pMod) = B+ 1
1 )
pM.1H) = m:

T his probability is indicated in the third colum n of Tabl[Il.

T he sub Ect of hypothesis testing has received an enor-
m ous am ount of attention in the past, and the controversy
on the sub fct is far from being resolved am ong statisticians.
An ilustration ofthe di erence between Bayesian m odel se—
lection and frequentist hypothesis testing is given In Ap-—
pendix [&], where Lindley’s paradox is worked out w ith the
help ofa sin ple exam ple.T here it isshown that the B ayesian
approach has the advantage of taking into account the infor-
m ation provided by the data, which is ignored by frequentist
hypothesis testing.

Evaluating the m arginal likelhood integral of Eq. [2)
is In general a com putationally dem anding task for m ulti{
din ensional param eter spaces. T hem 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
din ensionality of the param eter space and on the char-
acteristic of the likellhhood function. In certain cosm olog—
ical applications, them odynam ic integration can require
up to 100 tim es m ore lkellhood evaluation than param e-
ter estin ation [Beltran et al. |2005). An elegant algorithm
called \nested sam pling" has been recently put forward by



Table 1. Je reys’ scale for the strength of evidence when com —
paring two m odels, M ¢ versus M 1, w ith our convention for de—
noting the di erent levels of evidence. T he probability colum n
refers to the posterior probability of the favoured m odel, as-
sum ing non{comm ittal priors on the two com peting m odels,
ie. ™M o) = ™M 1) = 1=2 and that the two m odels exhaust
them odel space, pM o)+ p™M 1) = 1.

JnBp1j Odds P robability N otes

<10 <3:1 < 0:750 Inconclusive

10 3:1 0:750 P ositive evidence
235 12 :1 0:923 M oderate evidence
50 150 :1 0:993 Strong evidence

Skilling (2004), and in plem ented in the cosm ological con—
text by|B assett et al. (2004);M ukherpe et all (2006) .W hilke
nested sam pling reduces the number of likellhood evalia-
tions to the sam e order of m agnitude as for param eter esti-
m ation, in the cosm ological context this does not necessarily
iIn ply that the com puting tim e can be reduced accordingly,
seeM ukheree et all [200€) for details.

2.2 The Savage{D ickey density ratio

Here we investigate the perform ance of the SavageD ickey
density ratio (SDDR),whose use is very prom ising in tem s
of reducing the com putationale ort needed to calculate the
Bayes factor of two nested m odels, as we show below (for
other possibilities, see eg.D I iccio et all [1997)).

Suppose we wish to com pare a two-param eters m odel
M wih a restricted subm odelM o wih only one free pa—
ram eter, ,andwih xed! = !; (forsim plicity ofnotation
we take a two{param eters case, but the calculations carry
over trivially in the m ulti{din ensional case). A ssum e fur-
ther that the prior is separable which is usually the case In
coam ology), ie. that

(t; M)= (M) (Mol (6)

Then the Bayes factor Bo; of Eq. [4) can be written as (see
A ppendix [B])

M) - (SDDR): (7)
This expression goes back to JM . Dickev (1971),
who attrbuted it to LJ. Savage, and is therefore
called Savage{D ickey density ratioc (SDDR, see also
Verdinelli & W asserm anl  (1993) and references therein).
Thanks to the SDDR, the evaluation of the Bayes factor
of two nested m odels only requires the properly nom alized
valie ofthem argihalposteriorat ! = !, underthe extended
m odelM ;,which isa by{product of param eter nference.W e
note that the derivation of [1) does not involve any assum p—
tion about the posterior distribution, and in particular about
its nom ality.

For a G aussian prior centered on !, wih standard de-
viation ! and a G aussian ]J'ke]jhoo wih mean ” and
width *, Eq. (@) gives

1 5 2
nBo1(; )= E]n(l‘*'

) i ®)

21+ 2)

3 N otice that ~and * are referred to the likelihood, not the pos—
terior pdf.

Applications of Bayesian m odel selection 3

where we have introduced the num ber of sigm a’s discrep—
ancy = 7 !> ¥” and the volum e reduction factor

= "= | (see Appendix [B] Br details). For strongly in-
form ative data, B 1 and in tem s of the Inform ation
content I= In 0, Eq.[@) is approxin ated by

2

nBo1 I =2 (infom ative data): 9)

The two tem s on the right{hand side pull the B ayes factor
In opposite directions: a Jarge Informm ation content I signalsa
large volum e ofw asted param eter space under the prior, and
actsas an O ccam s razor tem favouring the sin plerm odel,
while a large favours the m ore com plex m odelbecause of
them ism atch between them easured and the predicted value
of the extra param eter. E vidence against the sin pler m odel
scaksas ? ,while evidence In its favouronly accum ulates as
I= In .Furthem ore, for strong odds against the sin pler
m odel ( 1) the prior choice becom es irrelevant unless
I , a situation which gives rise to Lindley’s paradox (see
Appendix[B]) . For the case where 1, ie. the prediction
of the sin pler m odel is con m ed by the observation, the
odds in favour of the sim pler m odel are determ ined by the
Inform ation content I, and therefore by the prior choice.
The use ofthe SDDR for nested m odels has severalad—
vantages. A  rst In portant point is the analytical insight
Eq. [0 gives into the working of m odel selection for two
nested m odels, which we have brie y sketched above. P riors
on the comm on param eters on both m odels are unin por—
tant, as they factor out when com puting the Bayes factor.
The only relevant scales in the problem are the quantities
and , seeEq. (@), with the latter controlled by the prior
width on the extra param eter. The volum e e ect arising
from a change In the prior (eg. when enlarging the prior
range) can be easily estim ated from the SDDR expression,
w ithout recom puting the posterior. U sually, the posterior
pdf in Eq. [@) will be obtained by M onte Carlo M arkov
Chain M CM C) technigques. In this case, even a change in
the variables, or a m ore restrictive prior can usually be ap—
plied by sin ply posterior re{weighting the M CM C sam ples
w ithout recom puting them . Secondly, the SDD R can be ap—
plied to existing M CM C chains, and therefore the m odel
selection question can be dealt w ith easily after the param —
eter estim ation step has already been perform ed. F nally,
A ppendix[C] dem onstrates that i the benchm ark G aussian
likellhood scenario the SDD R gives accurate resuls out to
< 3.For larger value of the perform ance of the m ethod
is hindered by the fact that it becom es very di cult with
conventionalM CM C m ethods to cbtain sam ples far out into
the tails of the posterior. O ne could argue how ever that the
m ost interesting regin e for m odel com parison is precisely
where the SDDR can yild accurate answers. This is also
the region where m ost of the m odel selection questions in
coam ology currently lie. Finally, often a high num erical ac—
curacy In the Bayes factor does not seem to be central for
m ost m odel com parison questions, especially in view of the
fact that the uncertainty in the resul can be strongly dom —
nated by the prior range one assum es. T his suggests that a
quick and com putationally inexpensive m ethod such as the
SDDR m ight be helpfiil in assessing the m odel com parison
outcom e for a broad range of priors. W e therefore advocate
the use 0c£ SDDR m ethod for m odel selection questions in-—
volving nested m odels w ith m oderate discrepancies betw een
the prediction of the sin ple m odel and the posterior resul,
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< 3.W enow tum to the dem onstration of the m ethod on
current coan ological cbservations.

3 APPLICATION TO COSM OLOGICAL
PARAMETERS

In this section we apply the Bayesian m odel selection tool-
box presented above to three cosn ological param eters w hich
are central for our understanding ofthe coan ological concor—
dancem odel: the spectral index of scalar (adiabatic) pertur-
bations, the spatial curvature of the U niverse and an isocur—
vature cold dark matter (CDM ) com ponent to the initial
conditions for cosm ological perturbations.

3.1 Param eter space and cosm ological data

W e use the WM AP 3{year tem perature and polarization
data [Hinshaw et al.l2006;Page et al.|2006) supplem ented
by am all{scale CM B m easurem ents [Readhead et all|2004;
Kuo et all|l2004) . W e add the Hubble Space Telescope m ea—
surem ent of the Hubble constant Hy = 72 8 km /s/M pc
[Freedm an et all 12001) and the Sloan D igital Sky Survey
(SD SS) data on the m atter power spectrum on linear (k <
0:1h 'M pc) scales [Tegm ark et all|2004) . Furthem ore, we
shall also consider the supemovae lum nosity distance m ea—
surem ents (R dess et all|2004) .W e denote allofthe data sets
butW M AP as \extemal" for sin plicity of notation.W e are
also interested in assessing the changes In the m odel com —
parison outcom e in going from W M AP 1l{year to W M AP
3{year data. W e shall therefore com pare our results using
the 3{yearW M AP data with the rst{yearW M AP data re—
lease Bennett et all|2003;|H inshaw et all{2003;Verde et all
2003), com plem ented by the \extemal" data sets described
abov
W e m ake use of the publicly available codes CAM B
and CosmoM C [Lewis & Bridle 2002) to compute 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
Monte Carlo M C) is perform ed using \nom al param e—
ters" [Kosowsky et all [2002), in order to m inin ize non{
G aussianity in the posterior pdf. In particular, we sam ple
uniform ly over the physical baryon and cold dark m atter
(DM ) densities, !y ph? and !. <h?, expressed in
unitsof1:88 10 ?° g=am 3;‘the ratio ofthe angular diam eter
distance to the sound horizon at decoupling, -, the optical
depth to rejonization . (assum ing sudden reionization) and
the logarithm of the adiabatic am plitude for the prim ordial
uctuations, n16°A s . W hen com bining the m atter power
soectrum wih CM B data, we m arginalize analytically over
a bias b considered as an additional nuisance param eter.
T hroughout we assum e threem assless neutrino fam ilies and
no m assive neutrinos (for constraints on these quantities,
see Instead eg.Bowen et all [2002); [Spergelet al. (2006);
Lesgourgues & Pastor (200€)),we x theprin ordialH elim
m ass fraction to the value predicted by B ig B ang N uclkosyn—
thesis (see eg.Trotta & Hansen [2004)) and we neglect the

4 A m ore detailed discussion on theW M AP rst year data m odel
com parison result and the pow er of the extermal data sets can be
found in the original version of the present work,|Trotta (2009).

contribution of gravitationalw aves to the CM B pow er spec—
trum .

3.2 M odelselection from current data
T he scalar spectral index

Asa rst application we consider the scalar spectral index
for adiabatic perturbations, ns . W e com pare the evidence
in favor of a scale invariant index M ¢ :ns = 1), also called
an Harrison-Zeldovich (H Z) spectrum , w ith a m ore general
m odel of single- eld In ation, n which we do not require
the spectral index to be scale nvariant, M ; :ng 6 1.The
latter case is called for brevity \generic in ation".

W ithin the fram ework of slow {roll In ation, the prior
allowed range for the spectral index can be estin ated by
considering that ng = 1 6 + 2 ,where and are the
slow -roll param eters. If we assum e that is negligble, then
ns = 1+ 2 .Ifthe slow wollconditionsaretobe ful lled,

1, then we must have j j< 0:1, which gives 08< ng < 12.
Hence we take a Gaussian prioron ng with mean = 190
and width = 02.

T he result ofthem odelcom parison is shown in Table[Z.
W hen emplying W M AP 1{year data, the m odel com par-
ison yields an nnconclisive result (nBo1 = 068 0:04),
but the new, lower value for ng from the W M AP 3{year
data, enhanced by the an all scale CM B m easurem ents and
SDD S m atter power spectrum data, does yield m oderate
evidence for a non{scale invariant spectral ndex (nBg1 =

286 028),wih odds ofabout 17:1, or a posterior prob-—
ability of a scale Invarant index of 5% , when com pared
to the above altemative generic In ation m odel. This is a
consequence of both the shift of the peak of the posterior
to ng = 0:95 and a reduction of its soread when using
W M AP 3{year data, which places the scale invariant value
ofng = 1 atabout 333 away from the posterior’s peak (see
how ever the discussion about possible system atic e ects in
Parkinson et al. (200€)).In Tabk [ we also give the resul—
ing value of the Bayes factor obtained by using the SDDR
form ula and a G aussian approxin ation to the posterior, see
Eq. B9).since them arginalized posterior orng isvery well
approxin ated by a G aussian, we nd a very good agreem ent
between this crude estin ate and the num erical result using
the actual shape of the posterior, w ith a discrepancy of or-
der 5% .This supports the idea that for reasonably G aussian
pdf’s using a G aussian approxin ation to the SDDR m ight
be a good way of obtaining a rst estin ate of the Bayes
factor for nested m odels.

Our ndings are n broad agreem ent
wih [Parkinson et all (2006), where i was found using
nested sam pling that a sim ilar data com pilation as the one
em ployed here gives InB g1 = 199 026 for the com pari-
son between the HZ m odeland a generic In  ationary m odel
wih a at prior between 0:8 B l12.Forsuch a at
prior, we obtain, using the SDDR, nBg1 = 2:98 028,
where the di erence with|Parkinson et all (2006) has to
be ascrbed to di erent constraining power of the di erent
data com pilations used, rather than to the methods for
com puting the B ayes factor. For a m ore detailed discussion
of a series of possible system atic e ectswhich m ight change
the outcom e of the m odel com parison, see section ITIC
in|Parkinson et all (2006).
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Table 2. Summ ary of m odel com parison results from W M AP data com bined with sm all{scale CM B m easurem ents, SDD S, HST and
SNIadata.W M AP 3+ extreferstoW M AP 3 yeardata release, W M AP 1+ exttoW M AP lst yeardata.T hem ost spectacular in provem ent
from WMAPL toW M AP 3 is the m oderate evidence against a scale{invariant spectral index. E rrors in the B ayes factor are obtained by
com puting the variance of the SDDR estin ate from 5 subchains (see A ppendix [C] for details). T he \estim ate" colum n gives the value

obtained by em ploying the G aussian approxim ation to the likelihood, Eq. [E79) fora G aussian prioror Eq. BEI0) pra at prior.
D ata InBp; from SDDR 0 dds in favour P robability Comm ent
(num erical) (estim ate) of sin plerm odel of sin plerm odel

Spectral index:ng = 1 versus 0:8 Ig 12 (G aussian)
W M AP 3+ ext 286 0:28 3:00 1to 17 0.05 M oderate evidence for non {scale invariance
W MAPI1+ext 0:68 0:04 0:71 2tol 0.66 Inconclusive result

Spatial curvature: = Oversus 10 1 (Flat)
W M AP3+ext 3:37 0:05 325 29to 1 0.97 M oderate evidence fora at Universe
W MAPI1+ext 2:70 0:09 2:68 15to 1 0.94 M oderate evidence fora at Universe

A diabaticity: fiso = 0 versus 100 £o 100 Flat)
W M AP3+ext 7:62 0:02 7:63 2050 to 1 0.9995 Strong evidence for adiabatic conditions
W MAPI1+ext 7:50 0:03 7:53 1800 to 1 0.9994 Strong evidence for adiabatic conditions

T he spatial curvature

W enow tum to the issue of the geom etry of spatial sections.
W e evaluate the Bayes factor for = 0 ( at Universe)
against a m odel w ith 6§ 0.A s discussed above, we only
need to specify the prior distrbution for the param eter of
Interest, nam ely .W echoosea atpriorofwidth =
10 on each side of = 0, orwe know that the universe is
not em pty (thus < 190, setting aside the case of < 0)
nor largely overclosed (therefore > 1 is a reasonable
range, see[33 for fiurther comm ents).

Cosn ic m icrowave background data alone cannot
strongly constrain because of the fiindam ental geom et—
rical degeneracy. Even CM B and SD SS data together allow
fora w ide range of values for the curvature param eter, w hich
translates into approxin ately equalodds for the curved and

at m odels. Adding SN Ia observations drastically reduces
the range of the posterior, since their degeneracy direction
is aln ost orthogonal to the geom etrical degeneracy of the
CM B. Further Inclusion of the HST m easurem ent for the
Hubble param eter narrow s dow n the posterior range consid-
erably, since the handle on the value of the H ubble constant
today breaks the geom etrical degeneracy. W hen all of the
data W M AP 3+ ext) is taken into account, we obtain for the
Bayes factor nBo; = 337 005, avouring a at Universe
m odelw ith m oderate odds ofabout 29 :1 (see Tabk[d).This
corresponds to a posterior probability fora at Universe of
97% , for our particular choice of prior. W e notice the slight
In provem ent in these odds from the resul obtained using
W M AP 1+ ext data, where the oddswere 15 :1, which is to
be ascribed m ainly to the inclusion ofpolarization data that
helps further tightening constraints around the geom etrical
degeneracy.

The CDM isocurvature m ode

The third case we consider is the possibility of a cold dark
matter (CDM ) isocurvature contribution to the prim ordial
perturbations. For a review of the possbl isocurvature
m odes and their observational signatures, see eg. |Trotte
(2004) . D eterm ining the type of initial conditions is a cen—
tralquestion for our understanding of the generation ofper—
turbations, and has far reaching consequences for the m odel
building of the physicalm echanisn s which produced them .
Constraints on the isocurvature fraction have been derived

In severalworks, which considered di erent phenom enologi-
calm ixtures of adiabatic and isocurvature initial conditions
[P derpaoliet al. 11999; IAm endola et al. [2002; |ITrotta et all
2001, 12003; [Trotta & Durrer 12006; [Bucher et all [2004;
C rotty et alll2003;Valiviita & M uhonen|2003;Belran et al.
2004; M oodlev et al.|2004; K urkiSuonio et al.|2005). Two
recent studies making use of the latest CMB data
Bean et all. 12004; Keskitalo et all 12004) obtain di erent
conclusions as to the level of isocurvature contribution.
W hile both groups report a lIower best t chi{square for
amodelwih a large (n 3) spectral index for the CDM
isocurvature com ponent, they give a di erent interpretation
of the statistical signi cance of the in provem ent. It is pre—
cisely in such a context that a m odel selection approach as
the one presented here m ight be helpfi1il, In that it allow s to
account for the O ccam ’s razor e ect descrbed above. T he
question of isocurvature m odes has been addressed from
a m odel com parison perspective by Belran et al. (2005);
Trotte [20070).

Since the goal of this work is not to present a detailed
analysis of isocurvature contributions, but rather to give a
few illistrative applications of B ayesian m odel selection, we
restrict our attention to the com parison ofa purely adiabatic
m odelagainst am odelcontaininga CDM isocurvaturem ode
totally correlated or anti{correlated. For sin plicity, we also
take the isocurvature and adiabatic m ode to share the sam e
spectral index, ns . This phenom enological set{up is close
to what one expects in som e realizations of the curvaton
scenario, see eg.|lGordon & Lewis (2003); ILyth & W ands
(2003); |Lazarides et al. (2004). For an extended treatm ent
ncluding allofthe 4 di erent isocurvaturem odes, seeT rotte
20070) .

W e compare model M o, with adiabatic uctuations
only, with M ;, which has a totally (anti)correlated isocur—
vature fraction

S
fiso -7 (10)

where isthe prin ordial curvature perturbation and S the
entropy perturbation in the CDM com ponent (see |Trotta
(2004); |Lazarides et al. [2004) for precise de nitions). The
sign ofthe param eter fis, de nesthe type of correlation.W e
adopt the convention that a positive (negative) correlation,
fiso > 0 (fiso < 0), corresponds to a negative (positive) value
of the adiabatic{isocurvature CM B correlator power spec—
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trum on large scales.W e choose fis, as the relevant param e—
ter for m odel com parison because of its in m ediate physical
Interpretation as an entropy{to{curvature ratio, but this is
only one am ong several possibilities.

In the absence of a speci ¢ m odel for the generation
of the isocurvature com ponent, there is no cogent physical
m otivation for setting the prior on fis, . A generic argum ent
is given by the requirem ent that linear perturbation theory
be valid, ie. ;S 1.This however does not translate into
a prior on fis,, unless we specify a lower bound for the cur-
vature perturbation. In general, i, is essentially a free pa—
ram eter, unless the theory has som e built{in m echanisn to
set a scale for the entropy am plitude. T his how ever requires
digging into the details of speci c realizations for the gener-
ation of the isocurvature com ponent. For instance, the cur-
vaton scenario predicts a large fiso ifthe CDM is produced
by curvaton decay and the curvaton does not dom inate the
energy density, In which case ffis ] rt 1, since the
curvaton energy density at decay com pared w ith the total
energy densiy is sm all, r 1 [Lyth & W ands
2003;/G ordon & Lew i5/2003) . O nce the details of the curva—
ton decay are form ulated, it m ight be possbl to argue for
a theoretical lower bound on r, which gives the prior range
for the predicted values of fiso -

In the absence of a com pelling theoretical m otivation
for setting the prior, we can still appeal to another piece
of nform ation which is available to us before we actually
see any data: the expected sensitivity of the instrum ent.By
assessing the possble outcom es of a m easurem ent given is
forecasted noise levels we can lin it the a priori accessible
param eter space for a speci c observation on the grounds
that it is pointless to adm it values which the experim ent
w ill not be able to m easure. For the case of fis,, there is a
lower lim it to the a priori accessible range dictated by the
fact that a an all isocurvature contribution ism asked by the
dom inant adiabatic part.C onversely, the upper range for fiso
is reached w hen the adiabatic part ishidden in the prevailing
isocurvature m ode. In order to quantify those two bounds,
we carry out a Fisher M atrix forecast assum ing noise levels
appropriate for the m easurem ent under consideration, thus
determ ining which regions of param eter space is accessble
to the observation. Such a prior is therefore m otivated by
the expected sensitivity of the instrum ent, rather then by
theory. T he prior range for a scale{free param eter thereby
becom es a com putable quantity which depends on our prior
know ledge ofthe experim entalapparatusand itsnoise levels.

W e have perform ed a FM forecast in the ( ; B ) plane,
whose resuls are plotted in Figure[Il for the W MAP ex-—
pected sensitivity. W e use a grid equally spaced in the log—
arithm ofthe adiabatic and isocurvature am plitudes, in the
range 10 © 5 1band10 ® $3j 102.Foreach
pair ( ; BJ) the FM yields the expected error on the am —
plitudes aswell as on fis . T he expected error how ever also
depends on the ducial values assum ed for the rem aining
coam ological param eters. In order to take this into account,
at each point in the ( ; ) grid we run 40 FM forecasts
changing the type of correlation (sign (S) = 1), the spec—
tral index (ns = 08 :::12 wih a step 0of 0:1) and the op-—
tical depth to reionization (= 0:05:::035 wih a step of
0:1). The other param eters ( ;!c;!'p) are xed to the con-
cordance m odelvalues, since ;S arem ostly correlated w ith

r;ns and thusonly the ducialvaluesassum ed forthe latter

curv= tot
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Figure 1. The param eter space accessible a prioritoW M AP in
the ( ;5 ) plane is obtained by requiring better than 10% ac-
curacy on Ifis,jin the Fisher M atrix error forecast (open circles
for the best case, crosses for the worst case, depending on the

ducialvalues of r;ng and on the sign of the correlation). T his
translates into a prior accessible range 0:4 < ifi5, j< 100 (diagonal,
dashed lines), but only if ;3 10 °.M odelswhich roughly sat—
isfy the COBE m easurem ent of the large scale CM B anisotropies
(T=T 10 ) lie on the blue/solid line and have positive (neg—
ative) correlation left (right) of the cusp.

tw o param eters have a strong In pact on the predicted errors
of the am plitudes. W e then select the best and worst out-
com e for the expected error on fis,, In order to bracket the
expected result of the m easurem ent independently on the

ducial value for ,;ns . Notice that at no point we m ake
use of real data. By requiring that the expected error on
fiso be of order 10% or better, we obtain the a priori acces—
sble area in am plitude space orWw M AP, which is shown in
Figure[d.

It isapparent that fisc cannotbem easured by W M AP if
either or § jarebelow about 10 5, which case the signal
is Jost In the detectornoise.Foram plitudes lJarger than 10 s,
fiso J= 1 is accessble to W M AP wih high signal{to{noise
independently on thevalieof ,;ns,while i J 04 can be
measured only in a few cases for the m ost optin istic choice
of param eters. A s an aside, we notice that if we restrict our
attention to m odels which roughly com ply with the COBE
m easurem ent of the large scale CM B power (blue/solid lines
in Figure[dl), then W M AP can only explore the subspace of
anti{correlated isocurvature contribution (right ofthe cusp)
and only if > 7 10° .0 n the otherend ofthe range, we can
see that ffiso J= 100 is about the largest value accessible to
W MAP, at least for 5 16;$3j 10 2.Thereisa sin -
plephysicalreason forthe asym m etry ofthe accessible range
around i j= 1:a an all isocurvature contribution can be
overshadow ed by the adiabatic m ode on large scales due to
cogm ic variance, but a subdom inant adiabatic m ode is still
detectable even in the presence of a much larger isocurva—



ture part, because the 1rst adiabatic peak at * 200 sticks
out from the rapidly decreasing isocurvature power at that
scale (at least if the spectral tilt is not very large, as in our
case). In conclusion, the values of fiso jwhich W M AP can
potentially m easure w ith high signal{to{noise are approxi-
m ately bracketed by the range 04 fisoJ 100, assum ing
that > 10 °.G iven the fact that m ost of the prior volum e
lies above fisocj= 1, we can take a at prior on £, cen—
tered around fis, = 0, wih a range 100 fo 100, or

fiso = 100.A swe shall see below, it is this Jarge range of
a priori possble values com pared w ith the am all posterior
volum e w hich heavily penalizes an isocurvature contribution
due to the O ccam ’s razor behavior of the B ayes factor.

T he m arginalized posterior on fis, from W M AP 3+ ext
data gives a 95% interval 0:06 £o 0:10, thus yield-
Ing only upper bounds on the CDM isocurvature fraction,
In agreem ent w ith previous works using a sin ilar param —
eterization (see|Trottd [2007d) for details). The spread of
the posterior is of order 0:1, which lies an order of m ag-
nitude below the level (fisoJ= 1) at which an isocurva-
ture signal would have stand out clearly from the W M AP
noise. The Bayes factor corresponding to the above choice
of prior ( 100 fo 100) is given in Tabl, and with
InBo; = 7:62 i corresponds to a probability of 0:9995 (or
odds of 2050 to 1) for purely adiabatic initial conditions.
This is a consequence of the Jarge volum e of w asted param —
eter space under the large prior used here, and a ne exam -
ple of autom atic O ccam ’s razor built into the Bayes factor.
W e notice that in order to obtain a m odel{neutral conclu—
sion (odds of 1:1) one would have to choose a prior w idth
below 0:1, ie. nd amechanisn to strongly lin it the avail-
able param eter space for the isocurvature am plitude (T rotta
20070) . In other words, the iIntroduction ofa new scale{free
isocurvature am plitude is generically unw arranted by data,
a feature already rem arked by |Lazarides et all [2004).

This result di ers from the ndings oBeltran et all
(2005), who considered an isocurvature CDM adm ixture to
the adiabatic m ode w ith arbitrary correlation and spectral
tilt and concluded that there is no strong evidence against
m ixed m odels (odds of about 3 : 1 in favor of the purely
adiabatic m odel) . W hile their setup is not identical to the
one presented here and thus a direct com parison isdi cul,
we believe that the key reason of the discrepancy can be
traced back to the di erent basis for the initial conditions
param eter space. Instead of the isocurvature fraction fis,
Beltran et all [2005) em ploy the param eter describing the
fractional isocurvature power, which is related to fis, by

£2
= —2: 11)
1+ £2,
The In nie range 0 foj < 1 ocorresponds in this

param etrization to a com pact interval 0:1) for (or ( 1:1)
for-_ ), overwhich they take a_ at prior for the variable
(or” T).Flat prorsover or = correspond to the priors
over i, jdepicted in Figure[d, which cut away the region
of param eter space where fisoj 1.Asa consequence, the
O ccam ’'s razor e ect is suppressed and the resulting odds in
favor of the purely adiabatic m odel are m uch an aller than
n our case.

T his exam ple illustrates that m odel com parison resuls
can depend crucially on the underlying param eter space.W e
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Figure 2. Equivalent priors on jfis Jj corresponding to the_  at
priors used in Beltran et al. (2005) for the param eters and =~ .

Both priors cut away the param eter space fisJ 1, thus re—
ducing the O ccam ’s razore ect caused by a scale-free param 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 variables adopted.

now tum to discuss the dependence of our other resuls on
the prior range one chooses to adopt.

3.3 D ependence on the choice of prior

A s descrbbed in detail in A ppendix [A], the Bayes factor is
really a function of two param eters, and the inform ation
content I = In , see Eq. B9) or the case of a Gaus-
sian prior and a G aussian likellhood in the param eter of
interest. Figure [3 shows contours of jhBo;j= const for
const = 1:0;2:5;5:0 In the (I; ) plne, as com puted from
Eq. B9). The contours delin it signi cative levels for the
strength of evidence, as summ arized in Tabk[l. In the 1
Jow ng, we w illm easure the inform ation content I in base{10
logarithm . For m oderately infom ative data (I 1 2) the
m easured m ean has to lie at least about 4 away from ! -
in order to robustly disfavor the sin plerm odel (ie. > 4).
Conversly, or < 3highly inform ativedata (I> 2) do favor
the conclusion that ! = !, .In general, a large inform ation
content favors the sin plerm odel, because O ccam ’s razor pe—
nalizes the Jarge volum e of \w asted" param eter space of the
extended m odel A large disfavors exponentially the sim -
pler m odel, in agreem ent w ith the sam pling theory resul.
T he location on the plane of the three cases discussed in the
text (the scalar spectralindex, the spatial curvature and the
CDM isocurvature com ponent) ism arked by diam onds (cir-
cles) orW M AP 1+ ext W M AP 3+ ext).Even though the In—
form ative regions of F igure[3 assum e a G aussian lkelhood,
they are illustrative of the results one m ight obtain in real
cases, and can serve as a rough guide for the Bayes factor
determ ination.

A notherusefiill properties of displaying the resul of the
m odel com parison in the (I; ) plane as in Figure |3 is that
the In pact of a change of prior can be easily estim ated. A
di erent choice of prior w ill am ount to a horizontal shift of
thepointsin F igure[3, at least aslongasI > 0 (ie. posterior
dom inated by the likelihood) . T huswe can see that given the
results w ith the priors used in this paper, no other choice
of priors for fis, or within 4 order of m agnitude will
achieve a reversal of the conclusion regarding the favoured
m odel. At most, picking m ore restrictive priors (re ecting
m ore predictive theoretical m odels) would m ake the points
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Figure 3.Regions in the (I; ) plane (shaded) where one of the
com peting m odels is supported by positive (odds of 3:1), m oder—
ate (12:1) or strong (odds larger than 150:1) evidence. T he white
region corresponds to an inconclusive result (odds of about 1:1),
while in the region I < 0 (dotted) the posterior is dom inated
by the prior and the m easurem ent is non{infom ative. In the
low er horizontal axis, I is given in base 10, ie. I = Iogy
while it is given in bits in the upper horizontal axis. T he con—
tours are com puted from the SDDR fom ula assum ing a G aus-
sian likelihood and a G aussian prior. T he location of the three
param eters analyzed in the text is shown by diam onds (circles)
for W M AP 1+ ext data W M AP 3+ ext data). Choosing a wider
(narrow er) prior range would shift the points horizontally to the
right (to the left) of the plot.

for fi, or  drift to the left of F igure[3, 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, & 19 <
ns < 20 would reverse the conclusion ofthem odel selection,
favouring the modelns = 1 wih odds of about 3:. This
choice of prior is however physically unm otivated. On the
other hand, reducing the prior by one order of m agniude
{ ie., m aking it of the sam e order as the current posterior
width (I = 0) { would still not alter the conclusion that
ns = 1 isdisfavoured w ith m oderate odds.

The prior assignment is an irreducble feature of
Bayesian m odel selection, as it is clear from is presence
in the denom inator of Eq. [@). There is a vast literature
which adresses the problem of assigning prior probabilities
(see Potnote[dl) in a way which re ects the state of know -
edge before seeing the data. In applications to m odel selec—
tion,  m ight be m ore usefulto regard the prior as express—
Ing the available param eter space under the m odel, rather
then a state of know ledge before seeing the data, as argued
n ) . The underpinnings of the prior choice
can be found In our understanding ofm odel{speci c issues.
In this work we have o ered two exam ples of priors stem —
m ing from theoretical m otivations: the prior on the scalar
spectral ndex is a consequence of assum ing slow {rollin a—

tion while the prior on the spatial curvature com es from our
know ledge that the Universe is not em pty (and therefore

the curvature m ust be am aller than 1) nor overclosed (or
it would have recollapsed) . T his sin ple observations set the

correct scale for the prior on , which is of order unity.
On the other hand, if one wanted to inpose an in ation{
m otivated prior of w idth 1, then the Inform ation content
ofthe data would go to 0 and the outcom e of the m odel se—
Jection would be non-inform ative. In general, it is enough to

have an order of m agniude estin ate of the a priori allowed

range for the param eter of Interest, since the logarithm of
the m odel likelhood is proportional to the logarithm of the

prior range. Furthem ore, considerations of the type out-
lined above can help assessing the in pact of a prior change

on the m odel com parison outcom e. O ften one will nd that
m ost \reasonable" prior choices w ill lead to qualitatively to

the sam e conclusion, or else to a non{comm ittal resul of
the m odel com parison.

For essentially scale{free param eters, such as the adia—
batic and isocurvature am plitudes of our third application,
m odel theoretical considerations of the type em ployed by
[Lazarides et all [2004) can lkead to a lin ftation of the prior
range. In the context of phenom enological m odel building,
we have dem onstrated that an analysis of the a priori pa—
ram eter space accessble to the instrum ent can be used to
de ne a prior encapsulating our expectations on the quality
of the data we willbe ablk to gather.

An imnportant caveat is the dependence of the Bayes
factor on the basis one adopts in param eter space, which
sets the naturalm easure on the param eters. A at prior on

does not correspond to a at prior on som e otherset ()
obtained via a non {linear transform ation, since the tw o prior
distrbutions are related via

d ()],
= I
A s illustrated by the case ofthe isocurvature am plitude, this
is especially relevant for param eters which can vary over
m any orders ofm agnitudes. W e put forward that the choice
of the param eter basis can be guided by our physical insight
of the m odel under scrutiny and our understanding of the
observations. T his principle would suggest that one should
adopt at priors along \nom alvariables" or principal com —
ponents, because those are directly probed by the data and
usually can be interpreted in tem sofphysically relevant and
m eaningfulquantities.A generalprinciple of consistency can
be invoked to select the m ost appropriate variable for cases
where m any apparently equivalent choices are present (for
exam ple, fis,, Or ).W e leave further exploration ofthis
very relevant issue to a future publication.

(M) = (M)} 12)

4 CONCLUSIONS

W e have argued that frequentist signi cance tests should be
Interpreted carefully and in particular that B ayesian m odel
selection reasoning should be used to decide whether the
Introduction ofa param eter is warranted by data.Them ain

strengths of the B ayesian approach are that it does consider
the inform ation content of the data and that it allow s one

to con m predictions ofam odel, nstead of just disproving
them as in the sam pling theory approach.



W e have investigated the use ofthe Savage{D ickey den-
sity ratio (SDDR) as a toolto com pute the Bayes factor of
tw o nested m odels, at no extra com putational cost than the
M onte Carlo sam pling of the param eter space. The tech—
nigque is lkely to be accurate for cases where the the esti-
m ated value of the extra param eter under the larger m odel
lies Jess than about 3 sigm a’s away from the predicted value
underthe sim plerm odel, as shown in A ppendix[C]. In a com -
panion paper (Trottd|20072) a com plem entary technique is
Introduced, called PPOD , which produces forecasts for the
probability distribution of the Bayes factor from future ex—
perim ents.

W e have applied this B ayesian m odel selection point of
view to three centralingredients ofpresent{day coan ological
m odelbuilding. R egarding the spectral index of scalar per—
turbations, we found that W M AP 3{year data disfavour a
scale{invariant spectral index w ith m oderate evidence, and
that this resul holds true for all reasonable choices of priors.
This is a signi cant change w ith respect to the Inconclusive
result one obtained using the W M AP 1st year data 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
WMAPIl+ext to W M AP 3+ ext, and we have stressed that
this conclusion can only be obtained ifthe H ubble param eter
is m easured independently or if supemovae lum inosity dis—
tance m easurem ents (or other low {redshift rulers, such as
baryonic acoustic oscillations, see |E isenstein et al. (2009))
are em ployed. Finally, purely adiabatic initial conditions
are strongly preferred to a m ixed m odel containing a to-
tally (anti)correlated CDM isocurvature contrbution (odds
larger than 1000 :1), on the grounds of an O ccam ’s razor
argum ent, that the prior available param eter space ism uch
larger than the sm all surviving posterior volum e. This is
how ever crucially dependent on the variabl one chooses to
in pose at priorson.

In the light ofthese ndings, it seem s to us that m odel
com parison tools o er com plem entary insight in what the
data can tell us about the plausibility of theoretical specu-—
lations regarding cosm ological param eters, and can provide
usefil guidance In the quest of a cosm ological concordance
m odel.
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APPENDIX A: AN ILLUSTRATION OF
LINDLEY'S PARADOX

Lindleyv (1957)’s paradox descrbes a situation where fre—
quentist signi cance tests and B ayesian m odel selection pro—
ceduresgive contradictory results.A swedem onstrate below ,
it arises because the nform ation content of the data is ne—
glected in the frequentist approach.

Let us consider the toy exam ple of a m easurem ent of
a G aussian distributed quantity, !, by drawing n iid sam —
ples with known sd. .Then the lkelhood function is the
nom al distrdbution

PG ) =N ~~ (1); A1)

where * is the estim ated m ean and "~ = =pH its uncer—
tainty. From the point of view of frequentist statistics, a
signi cance test is perform ed on the null hypothesis Hg

! = 1,.Wede ne asdinensionless number which indi-
cates \how m any sigm a’s away" is our estin ate ofthem ean,

~, from its value under H o in units of its uncertainty:
sNREDS

A

@z2)

This \num ber of sigm a’s" di erence is interpreted as a m ea—
sure of the con dence with which one can re®ct Hp. The
\p {value"

1
p{value=/ p (%5 73h)dl @A3)

is com pared to a number , called the \signi cance level"
of the test and the hypothesis H ¢ is refcted at the 1

con dence kevel if p{value < .Ifwepik a ( xed) con -
dence kvel, say = 005, then the frequentist signi cance
test reects the null hypothesis if

1
Z () plzz/ exp( €=2)at  =2: @ 4)

(or a 2{tailed test).For = 0:05 the equality in Eq. (A 4)
holds for = 1:96. In other words, sam pling statistics refect
the null hypothesis at the 95% con dence lkevel if the m ea—
sured mean ismore than = 1:96 sigm a’s away from the
predicted !, underHy.

T his conclusion can be in strong disagreem ent w ith the
Bayesian evaliation of the Bayes factor, ie. a valie !; re—
fcted under a frequentist test can on the contrary be fa-
vored by B ayesian m odel com parison (Lindlev|1957).In the
Bayesian m odel com parison approach, the two com peting
m odels are M ¢, w ith no free param eters, in which the value
of! is xedto! = !, andm odelM 1, w ith one free param —
eter ! § !,.UnderM ;, our prior belief before seeing the
data on the probability distribbution of ! is explicitly repre—
sented by the prior pdf (!).Thispriorpdfisthen updated
to the posterior via B ayes theorem[d, Eq. 0.

A form al m easure of the infom ation gain obtained
through the data is the cross{entropy between prior and
posterior, the K ulback {Lebler divergence

. (#)
DKL(p;>=/p<Ji>an(3fd: ®5)
For a G aussian prior of standard deviation ! centered on
!> and a G aussian lkelhood with mean » and standard
deviation *#, the inform ation gain is given by

D1 + = Jn+12(2 1); @ 6)
KL 2 2 ’
where we have de ned
=1y A7)

the factor by which the accessible param eter space under
M ; is reduced after the arrival of the data (rem em ber that
~ is the standard deviation of the likelhood). For totally
uninform ative data, = 1 and = 0, and thusD ki = 0.

5 N otice that, after applying B ayes theorem , the posterior prob—
ability is attached to the param eter ! itself, not to the estim ator
~as in sam pling theory. In the B ayesian fram ework we only deal
w ith observed data, never with properties of estin ators based
on a ( ctional) in nite replication of the data. In cosm ology one
only has one realization of the U niverse and there is not even the
conceptual possbility of reproducing the data ad in nitum and
therefore the B ayesian standpoint seem s better suited to such a
situation.



Unless 1 (in which case the null hypothesis is refected

w ith m any sigm a’s and there is hardly any need for m odel
com parison) we can usually neglect the second tem on the
right{hand{side of Eq. [A6).W e are therefore led to de ne
a sin plerm easure of the inform ation content of the data, I,
as

I n : @A 8)

The choice of the logarithm base is only a m atter of con-
venience, and this sets the units in which the entropy is
m easured. H ad we chosen base{2 logarithm instead, the in—
form ation would have been m easured in bits. Th Figure[3,
the choice of using the base{10 logarithm for the bottom
horizontal axis m eans that I describes the order of m agni-
tude by which our prior know ledge has In proved after the
arrival of the data.

W enow com pute the B ayes factor B o1 in favor ofm odel
M o from Eq. [@), using again the above G aussian prior, cb—
taining

2
B iD= 41 2 — ] :
01 (7 ) + exp< 20+ 2)) @9

The m odel com 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 Infom ation gain in going from prior to pos—
terjor. If instead of a G aussian prior one takes a at prior
around !, of width 2 ! (the factor of 2 being chosen to

facilitate the com parison w ith the case of a G aussian prior
of standard deviation !) one cbtains instead

Bm<,~)=\/E 'exp( *=2) ®10)

[z ( Doe(r )]
where the function Z (y) is de ned in E4), a consequence
of the top{hat prior. For ! , the posterior is well
Jocalized w thin the boundaries of the prior and the term in
square brackets in [A10) tendsto 1.

In order to clarify the role of the inform ation content
and the di erence w ith frequentist hypothesis testing, con—
sider the ®llow ing example (see Figure B1)). For a xed
choice ofpriorw idth !, in agine perform ing threedi erent
m easurem ents, each wih a di erent valuie of (ie. with
di erent inform ation content I) but with outcom es such
that is the same In all three cases. This is depicted in
the top panel of Figure A 1], where the likelhood mean is

= 1:96 sigma’s away from !, for all three cases. Under
sam pling statistics, all three m easurem ents equally refct
the null hypothesis, that ! = !,, at the 95% con dence
Jlevel. And yet comm on sense clearly tells us that this can—
not be the right conclusion in all three cases. Indeed, the
Bayes factor, Eq. E9) or BEI0), correctly recovers the in—
tuitive result (ottom panel of Figure A1) : the m easure—
m ent with the larger ervor ( = 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 sin pler
model InBo1 = 02, or odds of about 54 against My and
pMo{)= 044).For = 1=20o0rI= 13 (m oderately infor-
m ative data), evidence starts to accum ulate in favor ofM o
(nBo1 = 1:08,0ddsof3:1 in avorandp™ o) = 0:75).For
very inform ative data, = 1=100;I = 2, Bayesian reason-
iIng correctly deduces that the sin plerM ( should be favored
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Figure A 1. Iustration ofLindley’s paradox . Sam pling statistics
hypothesis testing rejcts the hypothesis that ! = !, with 95%
con dence In all 3 cases (coloured curves) ilistrated in the top
panel ( = 1:96 in all cases). B ayesian m odel selection does take
into account the inform ation content of the data I, and correctly
favors the sim plerm odel (predicting that ! = !») for infom ative
data (right vertical line in the bottom panel, I = 2 expressed in
base{10 logarithm ), with odds of 14 : 1 (for a G aussain prior,
dotted black line).Usinga atpriorofthe sam ew idth (solid black
line) instead reduces InB g1 by a geom etric factor In 2= )=2 =
022 in the informm ative (I 1) regim e. N otice that for non{
inform ative data (T 0) the Bayes factor reverts to equal odds
for the two m odels.

(nBo; = 2:68, odds of 14:1 In favor of M ¢ and a posterior
probability pM o) = 0:94). The above num bers are for a
G aussian prior, but those conclusion are largely indepen-
dent of the choice of a G aussian or ofa at prior, provided
the bulk of the prior volum e is the sam e (com pare the dot—
ted and solid line in the bottom panel of Figure A1 for a
G aussian and a at prior, respectively).

T his illustration show s that the Bayes factor can cor-
rectly avorm odels which would be refected w ith high con -
dence by hypothesis testing In a sam pling theory approach.
W hile in sam pling theory one is only able to disorove m od—
els by reecting hypothesis, it is in portant to highlight that
the Bayesian evidence can and does accum ulate in favor of
sin plerm odels, scaling as 1= .W hile it is easier to disprove
! = 1,;, sihce m odel refction is exponential with , the
B ayesian approach allow s to evaluate what the data have to
say in favor of an hypothesis, as well.

In sum m ary, quoting the num ber of sigm a’s away from
!> (the param eter) isnot alwaysan infom ative statem ent
to decide whether or not a parameter ! di ers from !;.
A nswering this question is a m odel com parison issue, w hich
requires the evaluation of the B ayes factor.
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APPENDIX B: DERIVATION OF THE SDDR

The Bayes factor By; ofEqg. [2) can be evaliated by com -
puting the integrals

PMod) = /d o()p@] ;il=); ®1)

pM1) = /d at 1 ( ;pdi;l)  a: ®2)

Here o ( ) denotes the prior over in model M o, and

1( ;!) the pror over ( ;!) underm odelM ;. N ote that,
since the m odels are nested, the likelihood finction forM o
is just a slice at constant ! = !, of the likelihood fiinction
nmodelM1,pdj ;!).

Now multiply and divide B g1 by the numberp (!, #)

p(! = !'>9;M 1), which is the m argihalized posterior for
! under M ; evaliated at !., and usihg that p(!.#) =
p(l2; F)=p( J.;d) at allpoints , we obtain

. ()pdj ;l=)p( J2;d)
Boi=p(l- a -2 3
01 = p( .Ji)/ g pd B B3)
=p(!?jd)/d Pl 32id), B4)
1(te; )

where in the second equality we have used the de nition of
posterior, namely that p(!-; #) = pdil-; ) 1(=2; )=q.

Up to this point we have not m ade any assum ption nor ap—

proxim ation.W e now assum e that the prior satis es

10 3e)= o) ®5)

which always holds in the (usualin cosm ology) case of sep—
arable priors, ie.

1ty )=

1 (1) o ): B 6)

U nder this assum ption, and since p( j -;d) - [B4) is the
nom alized m arginal posterior, Eq. [B4) sinpli es to the
SDDR given in Eq. [1).

APPENDIX C: BENCHMARK TESTSFOR THE
SDDR

In orderto explore the accuracy ofthe SD D R ,we have tested
its perform ance for the benchm ark case ofa G aussian lkeli-
hood.A D {din ensional likelhood is generated by choosing
a random D {dim ensional, diagonal covariance m atrix. T he
correlations can be set to 0 w thout loss of generality since
In the Gaussian case i is always possible to rotate to the
principalaxis of the covariance ellipse. T hem ean ofthe like—
lhood is set to 0 for the last D 1 din ensions, whilk for
the 1rstparam eter (the one we are interested in testing) the
mean is chosen to lie 1 away from 0, where is selected

below and ? is the covariance along direction 1.W e then

com pare the two follow ing nested m odels: M ( predicts that
the rstparameter ;1 = 0, while M ; has a G aussian prior
centered around 0 and of width w = 1=, where is

xed.

T he posterior is then reconstructed ushga M CM C al
gorithm and the Bayes factor com puted using the SDDR.
The results are shown in Figure [C1] as a finction of the
num ber of sam ples for param eter spaces of dim ension D =
5;10;20 and for = 1;2;3.W ehave xed = 02 through-
out (changing the value of only rescales the Bayes factor

g
£
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Figure C 1.Benchm ark test for the SDDR formula for a G aus—
sian likelihood and prior, for param eter spaces of dim ensionality
D . The horizontal, dotted lines give the exact value. The SDDR
perform sextrem ely well for com paringm odels lying < 3 sigm a’s
away from each other. In this case, less than 10° sam ples are re—
quired to achieve a satisfactory agreem ent w ith the exact result.
For > 4 the tails of the likelihood are not su ciently explored
to apply the SDDR . The m issing points for = 3 indicate that
the given num ber of sam ples are insu cient to achieve coverage
of the sim pler m odel prediction.

withouta ectingtheaccuracy,aslongas < 1,ie.forinfor-
m ative data). T he errors on the Bayes factor are com puted
as In the text using a bootstrap technique: the f1ll sam ple
set isdivided in R = 5 subsets, then them ean and standard
deviation of the SDDR are com puted from those subsets.
The error thus only re ect the statistical noise within the
chain and it does not take into account a possible system atic
under{exploration of the lkelhood’s tails.

It is clear that the SDDR perfom s extrem ely well for

2 while i becom es less accurate for = 3. This is be-
cause it isratherdi cul to explore regions furtherout in the
tails of the distrdbbution using conventionalM CM C m ethods.
For > 3 it becom es very unpractical to obtain su cient
sam ples in the tail. For m odels that lie lss than about 3
sigm a’s away from each other, the SDDR gives a satisfac-
tory accuracy In the m odel com parison result at no extra
cost than the param eter estin ation step, requiring less than
10° sam ples.Furthem ore, the scaling w ith the dim ensional-
ity of the param eter space appears to be rather favourable,
and the error ncreases only m ildly from D = 5toD = 20
at a given num ber of sam ples.

C learly, for likelihoods that are close to G aussian, the
approxin ations A 9) and BEI0) can still give a usefil or-
der of m agniude estin ate of the resul. Finally, we stress
that in the regin e where the SDDR works well ( < 3) its
accuracy is not lin ited by the assum ption of nomm ality of
the likelihood, but only by thee ciency and accuracy ofthe
M CM C reconstruction ofthe posterior.P articular carem ust



be exercised In exploring accurately distributions presenting
heavier tails than G aussians, and further work is required
to extend the M CM C sam pling to the regine > 4. In this
case, sam pling at a higher tem perature could help In cbtain—
Ing su cient sam ples in the tail, an issue whose exploration
we leave for future work.
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