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Abstract

There is a growing interest in the analysis of replication studies of original findings
across many disciplines. When testing a hypothesis for an effect size, two Bayesian
approaches stand out for their principled use of the Bayes factor (BF), namely the
replication BF and the skeptical BF. In particular, the latter BF is based on the skep-
tical prior, which represents the opinion of an investigator who is unconvinced by the
original findings and wants to challenge them. We embrace the skeptical perspective,
and elaborate a novel mixture prior which incorporates skepticism while at the same
time controlling for prior-data conflict within the original data. Consistency prop-
erties of the resulting skeptical mixture BF are provided together with an extensive
analysis of the main features of our proposal. Finally, we apply our methodology
to data from the Social Sciences Replication Project. In particular we show that,
for some case studies where prior-data conflict is an issue, our method uses a more
realistic prior and leads to evidence-classification for replication success which differs
from the standard skeptical approach.
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1 Introduction and Background

The so-called “replication crisis” has been plaguing scientific research across many disci-

plines (Open Science Collaboration, 2015; Camerer et al., 2018), and this has generated a

growing interest in the analysis of replication studies. Several attempts have been carried

out to pinpoint the notion of “replication success”; see for instance Hutton et al. (2020),

Anderson and Maxwell (2016), Johnson et al. (2017), Ly et al. (2018), Hedges and Schauer

(2019), Harms (2019) and Held (2020).

Within the Bayesian framework, the Bayes Factor (BF) has played an important role

in evaluating the evidence for replication success. Notable examples are the replication BF

(Verhagen and Wagenmakers, 2014) and the skeptical BF (Pawel and Held, 2022). In this

paper we analyze consistency issues for both BF’s, and then discuss potential prior-data

conflict underlying the use of the skeptical BF. This investigation will eventually lead to

our proposal which in a loose sense can be regarded as a natural halfway house between

the two.

We review the main features of the replication BF in Section 1.1 and of the skeptical BF

in Section 1.2. Sections 1.3 to 1.5 contain the motivation for our work and present useful

technical details. In particular, Section 1.3 is devoted to consistency issues under replication

data; specifically, consistency of the replication BF is proven, while this is not the case for

the skeptical BF. A more specific notion of consistency, named information consistency,

is dealt with in Section 1.4: again the replication BF satisfies it; on the other hand we

argue that information consistency cannot be properly formulated when it comes to the

skeptical BF because the two contrasting hypotheses are not nested. Finally, Section 1.5

highlights why prior-data conflict should be taken into consideration in replication studies,

and provides some background on the topic. Section 2 presents our proposal, namely the
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skeptical mixture prior with the allied BF, along with a result on consistency and the

extensive analysis of an example (Section 2.1). Section 3 contains an application to case

studies from the Social Sciences Replication Project reported in Camerer et al. (2018),

together with an assessment of our method, also from a comparative viewpoint. Some

issues worthy of discussion are then summarized in Section 4. To ease the flow of ideas,

several technical details have been collected in the Supplementary material.

1.1 The Replication Bayes Factor

Consider two Bayesian models for the same observable y

Hj : {f(y |Hj, θj); f(θj |Hj)}, j = 1, 2, (1)

where f(y |Hj, θj) is the data distribution under Hj indexed by parameter θj, and f(θj |Hj)

is the corresponding parameter prior. We evaluate the plausibility ofH1 relative toH2 based

on data y through the Bayes Factor (BF)

BF1:2(y) =
f(y |H1)

f(y |H2)
, (2)

where f(y |Hj) =
∫
f(y |Hj, θj)f(θj |Hj)dθj is the marginal data distribution under Hj,

also named the marginal likelihood of Hj.

In Equation (1) both the data distribution and the prior may depend on Hj. In our

setting however, the family of data distributions is the same underH1 andH2 with the same

parameter θ say, so that f(y |Hj, θj) = f(y | θ); as a consequence Hj characterizes only the

prior for θ, and model comparison reduces to a Bayesian hypothesis testing problem.

Let θ be the effect of a treatment on an outcome of interest, and θ̂o and θ̂r denote

estimators (typically MLE) of θ obtained under the original and the replication study

respectively, with corresponding standard errors σo and σr. Following common practice in
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meta-analytic studies, we further assume that the sample sizes nk are sufficiently large to

justify a normal distribution for the estimators, so that θ̂k | θ ∼ N(θ, σ2
k) with σk known,

k ∈ {o, r}. This represents a reasonable approximation for various types of effect sizes,

including means and mean differences, odds ratios, hazard ratios, risk ratios or correlation

coefficients, usually after a suitable transformation; see for instance Spiegelhalter et al.

(2003, Section 2.4).

The following notation will also be useful in the sequel. Denote the z-values associated

to the estimates of the two studies with zo = θ̂o/σo, zr = θ̂r/σr, respectively; the relative

effect estimate with d = θ̂r/θ̂o; the variance ratio with c = σ2
o/σ

2
r . Since for many types of

effect sizes the variances are inversely proportional to the sample size, often one can safely

assume that σ2
k = σ2/nk, k ∈ {o, r}, where σ2 is the unitary variance in each study. In this

case c = nr/no, the ratio between the replication and the original sample size.

Of particular interest in our setting is the situation wherein zo is sufficiently large in

absolute value, so that the original experiment is believed to provide substantial evidence

that there is truly an effect, i.e. θ ̸= 0. To evaluate to what extent a replication study

resulted in a success, thus confirming the original finding, Verhagen and Wagenmakers

(2014) compared two hypotheses using replication data θ̂r | θ ∼ N(θ, σ2
r). The first one is

the standard null hypothesis H0 : θ = 0 of no effect. The second one reflects the opinion of

an advocate who believes the effect to be consistent with that found in the original study.

This is quantified through a posterior distribution on θ, conditionally on the original data

θ̂o, and based on a flat prior for θ. The resulting advocate prior becomes

HA : θ ∼ N(θ̂o, σ
2
o).

The BF of H0 against HA,

BF0:A(θ̂r) =
f(θ̂r |H0)

f(θ̂r |HA)
≡ BFR,
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is named the Replication Bayes factor. It can be verified that

BFR =
√
1 + c exp

{
−z

2
o

2

(
d2c− (1− d)2

1/c+ 1

)}
. (3)

Replication success is declared whenever BFR is sufficiently low to provide convincing

evidence against H0, based on conventional evidence thresholds essentially dating back to

Jeffreys (1961); see for instance Schönbrodt and Wagenmakers (2018, Table 1). It may be

observed that the replication BF is a partial BF (O’Hagan and Forster, 2004) for checking

H0 against its complement θ ̸= 0 when the prior under the latter is flat. In this context,

θ̂r is used as comparison data and θ̂o as training data; see also Ly et al. (2019). Notice

that BFR provides an answer to the following question: “In the replication experiment, is

the effect absent or is it similar to what was found in the original one?”, where the latter

supposition is represented through HA. This should be contrasted with more traditional

default Bayesian testing methods, where the alternative is usually a relatively uninformative

prior centered on the null value θ = 0; see for instance Wetzels and Wagenmakers (2012).

We highlight that BFR establishes a useful connection between the replication and the

original experiment, through the advocate prior. However, replication success is declared

on the basis of the evidential strength against H0 when compared to HA solely under the

replication data. In other words there is no explicit consideration of the evidence against

H0 provided by the original data. This issue in taken up in the next section.

1.2 The Skeptical Bayes Factor

Pawel and Held (2022) propose a different route to establish replication success. Their key

idea is to compare two particular BF’s: one based on the original data, and the other one on

the replication data. For the former they compare the standard null hypothesis of no effect

H0 against that of a skeptic who is unconvinced by the result. This view is operationalized
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through a skeptical Normal prior, centered on zero and with a variance σ2
S = gσ2

o , where g is

chosen so that the resulting BF provides unconvincing evidence against the null hypothesis.

In other words, the skeptic wishes to “challenge” the original finding, and requires the Bayes

factor to attain a value so that s/he cannot take a definitive commitment against the null,

and thus further investigation (namely the replication experiment) is called for. More

formally, let 0 < γ < 1 be a value such that the comparison of

H0 : θ = 0 vs HS : θ ∼ N(0, gγσ
2
o) (4)

leads to

BF0:S(θ̂o; gγ) = γ,

with the understanding that values above γ would not be considered adequate evidence

against H0. For instance γ = 1/10 could be a suitable choice, because values of BF0:S

in the bracket (1/10,1/3) provide only moderate evidence against H0, while those in the

bracket (1/30, 1/10) imply strong evidence against H0; see again Table 1 of Schönbrodt

and Wagenmakers (2018) (notice however that the BF in their table is the reciprocal of

ours). A slightly different classification scheme is available in Kass and Raftery (1995).

We note that the skeptical prior N(0, gγσ
2
o) is constructed through a reverse-Bayes

methodology, a technique dating back to Good (1950). The reason is that the prior is

specified after the data are in, because the BF is required to attain a specific value on the

original data θ̂o; see Held et al. (2022) for an insightful discussion of reverse-Bayes ideas.

The value of gγ, whose dependence on the original data is omitted for simplicity, can

be explicitly computed as in Pawel and Held (2022, formula (3)). It must be pointed out

however that gγ will not exist when BF0:S(θ̂o, g) is always above γ for any g > 0: this

happens for instance when |zo| ≤ 1, and γ ≤ 1; but it may also happen for 1 < |zo| ≤ 2
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if γ is smaller than 1/3. These situations however are hardly of interest, because in both

cases either no effect is claimed, or the evidence of an effect is not particularly strong, and

so replication of the experiment is often not even considered. On the other hand, when

BF0:S = γ is attainable, there will typically be two values of gγ leading to this result. The

higher value, which is usually much greater than the smaller value, is merely an instance

of the Jeffreys-Lindley paradox (Shafer, 1982), and is accordingly discarded because it

represents vagueness rather than skepticism.

Clearly the skeptical prior is data-dependent; however its use is confined to obtain a BF

whose value, on the original data, is set based on external considerations. The skeptical

distribution will then be used as a regular prior to construct a BF based on the replication

data θ̂r, and in that context is not data-dependent.

Turning to replication data, one then compares the skeptical prior HS : θ ∼ N(0, gγσ
2
o)

against the advocate HA : θ ∼ N(θ̂o, σ
2
o), leading to

BFS:A(θ̂r; gγ) =

√
1/c+ 1

1/c+ gγ
exp

{
−z

2
o

2

(
d2

1/c+ gγ
− (d− 1)2

1/c+ 1

)}
, (5)

where zo = θ̂o/σo, d = θ̂r/θ̂o, and c = σ2
o/σ

2
r . Replication success at level γ is declared if

BFS:A(θ̂r; gγ) ≤ BF0:S(θ̂o; gγ) = γ. (6)

In the words of Pawel and Held (2022) “It is natural to consider a replication successful if

the replication data favor the advocate over the skeptic to a higher degree than the skeptic’s

initial objection to the original study”.

Rather than fixing a value γ, and then checking whether Equation (6) holds, one might

instead look for the smallest γ satisfying (6), namely

BFS ≡ inf {γ : BFS:A(θ̂r; gγ) ≤ γ}. (7)
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The value BFS is called the skeptical BF, and represents the smallest γ level for which

replication success can be established. It may happen that BFS does not exist, because

there is no γ for which replication success can be established, but this usually occurs when

|zo|, or |d| = |zr|/|zo|, or both are too small. More details are provided in Pawel and Held

(2022).

1.3 Consistency

Model selection consistency (Liang et al., 2008), or simply consistency, is the property of

a statistical procedure to recover the true model (or hypothesis) as the sample size grows.

Below we analyze separately the behavior of the replication and the skeptical Bayes factor.

In both cases consistency is evaluated relative to a sequence of replication datasets whose

sample size is assumed to grow indefinitely.

Proposition 1. Consider a sequence of replication datasets with increasing sample size

nr = 1, 2, . . .. Assume there exists a corresponding sequence of estimators {θ̂(nr)r }∞nr=1 of

a common parameter θ whose distribution for sufficiently large nr can be approximated as

θ̂
(nr)
r | θ ∼ N(θ, (σ

(nr)
r )2) with σ

(nr)
r known. Denote with BF

(nr)
R the replication BF based on

θ̂
(nr)
r . Let θ∗ denote the true value of θ. Then the following limits in probability hold

if θ∗ = 0, BF
(nr)
R →

nr→∞
∞ at rate O(

√
nr);

if θ∗ ̸= 0, BF
(nr)
R →

nr→∞
0 at rate exp{−Knr},

(8)

where K > 0 is a positive constant. As a consequence, BFR is consistent.

Proof. See Supplementary material.

Proposition 2. Under the assumptions of Proposition 1, let pS(·) and pA(·) denote the

density of the skeptical and the advocate prior leading to (5). Let θ∗ denote the true value
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of θ. Then the following limit in probability holds

BFS:A(θ̂
(nr)
r ; g) →

nr→∞
pS(θ

∗)
pA(θ∗)

. (9)

Proof. See Supplementary material.

It follows from Proposition 2 that consistency does not hold for BFS:A because it con-

verges to a constant irrespective of the true value θ∗. Ly and Wagenmakers (2022), dis-

cussing Bayes factors for “peri-null” hypotheses, also mention, as a particular case, the

inconsistency of BFS:A. We note that both the consistency of BFR and the inconsistency

of BFS:A reported in Proposition 1 and Proposition 2, respectively, are in accord with the-

oretical results on the asymptotic behavior of Bayes factors under rather general conditions

on model and priors presented in Dawid (2011).

Proposition 2 highlights the fact that the pair {HS;HA} leading to BFS:A is a compari-

son between two opinions (priors) on the parameter for the same model. The bottom line is

that even an infinite replication sample size cannot favor one over the other overwhelmingly.

1.4 Information Consistency

Besides consistency, another useful criterion to evaluate a Bayes factor is information con-

sistency. Bayarri et al. (2012) present this criterion with regard to two nested models, M0

and M , with M0 (the null model) nested in M . Let ΛM0:M(y) be the likelihood ratio, and

consider a sequence of data vectors {ym} of fixed sample size, such that

lim
m→∞

ΛM :M0(ym) = ∞, (10)

so that, in the limit, the data provide overwhelming evidence in favor of M . It is then

required that the BF in favor of M follows suit and diverges accordingly. We show in the

Supplementary material (Proposition S.1) that BFR is information consistent. On the other
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hand, the noton of information consistency becomes vacuous when it comes to the skeptical

BFS:A, because the two models under comparison are not nested, as already mentioned at

the end of Section 1.2. We note that some concerns about information consistency are

addressed in Pawel and Held (2022, Section 3.4), to whom we refer for further details.

1.5 Prior-Data Conflict

The skeptical prior is constructed by fixing a value γ for BF0:S which renders the original

finding unconvincing at level γ. How reasonable is the skeptical prior θ ∼ N(0, gγσ
2
o)

relative to the information on θ provided by the data in the original experiment? The

same concern applies to N(0, gSσ
2
o), where gS is the value corresponding to BFS defined in

Equation (7). Surely a skeptical prior which is at odds with the original data would appear

suspicious to an external agent (e.g. a regulatory agency or a project grant reviewer).

Indeed we would like to be skeptical but not unrealistic. The problem we are addressing is

an instance of prior-data-conflict (Evans and Moshonov, 2006; Egidi et al., 2021); see also

Held (2020) in the context of replication studies.

Here we simply sketch the idea. Consider a statistic T having distribution fT (t|θ) and

a prior θ ∼ π(θ). Let the marginal density be given by

mT (t) =

∫
fT (t|θ)π(θ)dθ, (11)

where t ranges over the set of values of T . Let tobs be the observed value of T . The p-value

for prior-data conflict (Evans and Moshonov, 2006) is defined as:

P (tobs) = PrmT {t : mT (t) ≤ mT (tobs)}, (12)

where PmT (·) is the probability computed under the marginal mT (·) in (11). The index

P (tobs) measures how surprising is the value tobs by computing the probability of all those

10



t’s whose density is below the density at T = tobs. Intuitively, if P (tobs) is very small, say

below 10% or possibly a smaller value, then a surprising value has occurred and in this case

we declare prior-data conflict. If mT (·) is unimodal, P (tobs) provides the tail probabilities

under mT (·), where the tails are the t-values whose density is below the cutoff mT (tobs).

2 The Skeptical Mixture Prior and Bayes Factor

We generalize the skeptical prior HS : θ ∼ N(0, gγσ
2
o) employed in (4) with a mixture prior

composed of a point mass and a continuous component. These type of priors have been

already implemented (Ročková, 2018) as variants of the classic spike-and-slab prior; they

have also been used as data distribution in genomic studies (Taylor and Pollard, 2009).

Specifically we define the family of skeptical mixture priors at level γ ∈ (0, 1) as

θ ∼ ψγδ0 + (1− ψγ)N(0, hγσ
2
o), (ψγ, hγ) ∈ Uγ, (13)

where δ0 is the Dirac measure at θ = 0, 0 ≤ ψγ ≤ 1 is a weight, hγ > 0 is the relative

variance, and Uγ is the set of pairs (ψγ, hγ) such that the BF for the comparison ofH0 : θ = 0

against the hypothesis that θ follows any distribution in the family (13) in the original

experiment is equal to γ.

As for the skeptical prior, our notation does not make explicit the dependence of the

pair (ψγ, hγ) on the original estimator θ̂o. It is worth emphasizing that, differently from

the skeptical prior, its mixture counterpart is naturally defined as a set of distributions.

The family of priors in (13) includes the skeptical prior (4) as a special case by setting

(ψγ = 0, hγ = gγ). The family is clearly empty if the condition that the BF is equal to γ

cannot be fulfilled.
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2.1 Prior-data conflict under the skeptical mixture prior

Consider θ̂o|θ ∼ N(θ, σ2
o), with σ2

o known, and assume that θ is distributed according to

the skeptical mixture prior at level γ, (13). The marginal density of the estimator θ̂o is

m(θ̂o) =

∫
N(θ̂o|θ, σ2

o)dFSM(θ),

where N(θ̂o|θ, σ2
o) is a shorthand notation for the sampling density of θ̂o and FSM(θ) the

cdf of the mixture prior (13). We obtain

m(θ̂o) = ψγN(θ̂o|0, σ2
o) + (1− ψγ)N(θ̂o|0, σ2

o(1 + hγ)). (14)

Simplifying the notation, the structure of Equation (14) can be formally written as

mT (t) = ψN(t|0, σ2) + (1− ψ)N(t|0, σ2(1 + h)). (15)

To evaluate the p-value for prior-data conflict P (tobs) defined in (12) with regard to (15)

it is expedient to introduce an auxiliary random variable V having a Bern(ψ) distribution

and define the joint density of (T, V ) as h(t, v|θ) = f(t|v, θ)g(v) where g(0) = ψ, g(1) =

(1− ψ) and

f(t|v, θ) =


N(t|0, σ2) if v = 0

N(t|θ, σ2) if v = 1.

Let θ ∼ N(θ|0, σ2 · h). Then, marginally

h(t) =
∑
v

{∫
h(t, v|θ)N(θ|0, σ2 · h)dθ

}
g(v)

= ψ

∫
N(t|0, σ2)p(θ)dθ + (1− ψ)

∫
N(t|θ, σ2)p(θ)dθ

= ψN(t; 0, σ2) + (1− ψ)N(t; 0, σ2 · (1 + h)),

which coincides with (15).
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Since V is ancillary, one can condition on it to compute prior-data conflict; see Evans

and Moshonov (2006). Hence

P(tobs|v = 0) = Pr
{
N(T |0, σ2) ≤ N(tobs|0, σ2)

}
P(tobs|v = 1) = Pr

{
N(T |0, σ2(1 + h)) ≤ N(tobs|0, σ2)(1 + h)

}
,

whence

P(tobs) = ψP(tobs|v = 0) + (1− ψ)P(tobs|v = 1). (16)

Lemma. Let T ∼ f(t) = N(t|0, τ 2). Then

Pr{f(T ) ≤ f(tobs)} = Pr

{
U ≥

(
tobs
τ

)2
}
,

where U ∼ χ2(1), a chi-squared distribution with one df.

Proof : f(T ) ≤ f(tobs) iff
(
T
τ

)2 ≥ (
tobs
τ

)2
, and (T/τ)2 ≡ U ∼ χ2(1). □

Using the lemma together with (16) and reverting to the notation used in (14), the

p-value for prior-data conflict based on the skeptical mixture prior (13) is

Pγ(θ̂o) = ψγ(1−G1(z
2
o)) + (1− ψγ)(1−G1(z

2
o/(1 + hγ))), (17)

where G1(·) is the cdf of a chi-squared distribution with one df.

2.2 Embedding control for prior-data conflict in the skeptical

mixture prior

Since any element in the set Uγ of hyperparameters {(ψγ, hγ)} describing the family (13)

leads to a BF equal to γ, a skeptic is offered the opportunity to select a prior which in

addition provides some control on prior-data conflict.
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Based on the analysis reported in Section 2.1 and in particular Equation (17), let

(ψγ,α, hγ,α) ∈ Uγ : Pγ(θ̂o) = α, (18)

be a pair defining a skeptical mixture prior in (13) whose p-value for prior-data conflict,

Pγ(θ̂o), is equal to α. Small values of α indicate that the observed value θ̂o is highly

unlikely to occur under the skeptical mixture prior. One could set for instance α = 0.1

as an upper-bound for the p-value to declare lack of prior-data conflict. The problem of

finding (ψγ,α, hγ,α) can be visually represented by plotting, in (h, ψ) space: i) the contour

lines realizing P (θ̂o;ψ, h) = α for a grid of α-values, where P (θ̂o;ψ, h) is identical to the

expression in (17) except that (h, ψ) are unconstrained : ii) the contour line Uγ for a fixed

value of γ; and finally looking for possible points of intersection. Figure 1 illustrates

this procedure with varying zo and γ. We remark that the general shape of the contours

P (θ̂o;ψ, h) = α can be easily checked analytically because ∂P (θ̂o;ψ, h)/∂ψ < 0 for all h > 0

and ∂P (θ̂o;ψ, h)/∂h > 0 for all 0 < ψ < 1. Notice that Pγ(θ̂o) = α might not be attainable

at the chosen level α. This can happen for a variety of reasons which are depicted in Figure

1 for three selected values of γ. The first one is that an intersection is available, but it

occurs only at values α greater than the predetermined threshold (third panel in Figure 1)

This means that there is no appreciable prior-data conflict even for the standard skeptical

prior (ψ = 0), which can therefore be safely employed by default. Yet another possibility is

that an intersection does not occur even for very small α-values: this goes in the opposite

direction of the case discussed above; see the first panel in Figure 1. This situation will

actually occur only for few real studies that we examine in Section 3. In this case one might

settle down again on the standard skeptical prior, although one should be aware that prior-

data conflict is not under control. The final possibility is that our predetermined level α

can indeed be achieved but not with the standard skeptical prior; this is clearly the most
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interesting case from our perspective and it happens in the middle panel of Figure 1. In

this case the standard skeptical barely achieves α = 0.05 while a skeptical mixture with a

positive ψ and correspondingly higher relative variance h achieves the goal of Pγ(θ̂o) = 0.1

Consider now the comparison

HSM : θ ∼ ψγ,αδ0 + (1− ψγ,α)N(0, hγ,ασ
2
o) versus HA : θ ∼ N(θ̂o, σ

2
o), (19)

where HSM represents the skeptical mixture prior and HA the advocate prior. Let pA(·)

be the density function of the advocate prior and let f(θ̂r |HA) =
∫
f(θ̂r | θ)pA(θ)dθ denote

the marginal density of θ̂r conditionally on HA. Similarly let pS(θ;hγ,α) = N(θ; 0, hγ,ασ
2
o)

be the density function of the continuous component of the skeptical mixture prior and let

f(θ̂r |HS, hγ,α) =
∫
f(θ̂r | θ)pS(θ;hγ,α)dθ denote the marginal density of θ̂r conditionally on

HS with given hγ,α, as in (4). Finally, let PSM(·) be the cdf of the skeptical mixture prior

(19), which is everywhere continuous, save in θ = 0, where it makes a jump equal to ψγ,α.

Then

BFSM :A(θ̂r;ψγ,α, hγ,α) =

∫
f(θ̂r | θ)dPSM(θ)

f(θ̂r |HA)

=
1

f(θ̂r |HA)
×
(
ψγ,αf(θ̂r | θ = 0) + (1− ψγ,α)f(θ̂r |HS)

)
= ψγ,αBFR + (1− ψγ,α)BFS:A(θ̂r;hγ,α), (20)

where BFR is the replication BF defined in (3), and BFS:A is the BF comparing the skeptical

and the advocate prior defined in (5) having relative variance hγ,α, which now depends on

γ as well as α. We highlight that BFS:A appearing in (20) is not the standard skeptical BF

of (5) because it is evaluated at the relative variance hγ,α, and thus already incorporates

the prior-data conflict constraint. We then declare replication success at level γ iff

BFSM :A(θ̂r;ψγ,α, hγ,α) ≤ γ,
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that is, the data favor the advocate over the sceptical mixture prior at a higher level than

the skeptic’s initial objection. Analogously to the skeptical Bayes factor of Pawel and Held

(2022) in Equation (7), the skeptical mixture Bayes factor is defined as

BF SM(α) = inf{γ : BF SM :A(θ̂r;ψγ,α, hγ,α) ≤ γ}, (21)

with α a further tuning parameter. As for the skeptical Bayes factor it may happen

that BFSM(α) does not exist, because there is no γ for which replication success can be

established, but this usually occurs when |zo|, or |d| = |zr|/|zo|, or both are too small.

The following represents an important feature of our proposal.

Result 1. Under the skeptical mixture prior introduced in (19), if ψγ,α > 0 and the true

value is θ∗ = 0, then BFSM :A(θ̂r;ψγ,α, hγ,α) is consistent.

Proof. For nr → ∞, the result follows immediately from (20) and the fact that BFR →

∞, if θ∗ = 0 because of (8), while BFS:A(θ̂r;hγ,α) converges to a constant because of (9).

□

Thus, if the effect is truly absent, this will be flagged by BFSM :A with unlimited evidence

if the sample size grows indefinitely. On the other hand if θ∗ ̸= 0, then the continuous

skeptical component of the mixture will take the lead, and BFSM :A will converge to the

constant (1 − ψγ,α)
pS(θ

∗;hγ,α)
pA(θ∗)

; see Proposition 2. While this result is only partial, it is

particularly useful in a replication setting wherein correctly ascertaining the lack of an

effect may prove very valuable to contrast an original finding possibly pointing in a different

direction.

To better appreciate the skeptical mixture BF, we further investigate the behavior of

BFSM(α) in (21). The following preliminary fact about the skeptical BF will be useful in

the sequel. Recall that the value BF0:S(θ̂o;hγ) = γ, when it exists, can be reached for two
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values of hγ, namely hγ = gγ and hγ = gJLγ , where gγ < gJLγ . The former is the classic

skeptical relative variance of Pawel and Held (2022); while the latter, corresponding to a

higher variance, arises because of the Jeffreys-Lindley’s paradox described for instance in

Bernardo and Smith (2000, sect. 6.1.4) and illustrated in Pawel and Held (2022, Fig. 2).

For fixed θ̂o,obs ̸= 0 and (ψ, h) ∈ ℜ+ ×ℜ+ the partial derivative of Pγ(θ̂o,obs, ψ, h) wrt ψ

is negative, while that wrt h is positive; see also Figure 1. The reason why this occurs is

because increasing ψ while holding h fixed will subtract area from the tails of m(θ̂o, ψ, h)

where the density is belowm(θ̂o,obs, ψ, h). Thus, to increase α one should let ψ diminish and

h increase; see also Figure 1 in the Supplementary material for a graphical explanation. The

locus of points Uγ traverses the contours of Pγ(θ̂o, ψ, h), see Figure 1, and as h increases

along Uγ, α also increases, while ψ eventually will decrease to zero. Suppose now the

supremum of α having an intersection with Uγ exists, and let it be α∗
γ. Then as α → α∗

γ

ψγ,α → 0; hγ,α → gJLγ .

The above result holds for each γ. Because of (21) we can thus conclude that as α → α∗
γ

BFSM(α) → BFS,

whereBFS is the skeptical Bayes factor defined in (7). The result holds becauseBFS:A(θ̂r; gγ) =

BFS:A(θ̂r; g
JL
γ ).

2.3 Example

To illustrate our method and provide a comparison we use the same setting discussed in

Pawel and Held (2022, Sect. 2.2), and accordingly fix zo = 3, zr = 2.5 and c = σ2
r/σ

2
o = 1,

so that d = θ̂r/θ̂o = 0.83. This setup is meant to represent a situation often encountered

in practice with the replication study providing a somewhat weaker evidence against the
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null than the original study. Additionally we fix the p-value for prior-data conflict at level

α = 0.1.

INCLUDE HERE Figure 2

We compute the skeptical and the skeptical mixture BF proposed in Equations (7),

(21), equal to 0.19 and 0.16, respectively. In this case the skeptical relative variance can

be shown to be gγ = 0.75. Moreover, (ψγ,α=0.1, hγ,α=0.1) = (0.69, 8.16): see also Figure 2

in the Supplementary material for a graphical explanation. Turning to Figure 2 we see

four curves. Two, namely BF0:S (solid dark brown) and BF0:SM (dashed light brown),

are based on the original data, while BFS:A (solid dark blue) and BFSM :A (dashed light

blue), refer to replication data. When two curves are basically superimposed they appear

as dashed with alternating dark and light color. The black cross represents the skeptical

BF, BFS, while the green one represents the skeptical mixture BF, BFSM(α). All curves

are plotted as a function of the relative variance. Additionally all skeptical mixture priors

realize a p-value for prior-data conflict equal to α = 0.1. The replication Bayes factor BFR

is also included, and appears as a constant green line because its corresponding prior has no

hyperparameters. Notice that BF0:S(θ̂o) and BF0:SM(θ̂o) initially decrease, and essentially

coincide, up to a certain level of the relative variance. After this threshold the BF0:SM(θ̂o)

curve starts increasing whereas BF0:S(θ̂o) continues to decrease for a while and then starts

increasing, too. This behavior can be explained as follows. Recall that zo = 3 is a result

which exhibits evidence against the null. Consider the skeptical prior first. As the relative

variance increases it will push mass towards areas in the θ-space better supported by the

data, and so evidence for the null will initially decrease; then it will make a turn and

start increasing (in the interval between 4 and 9): this happens because as the variance

increases further mass is pushed away in the tails of the θ-space; the end result is that H0
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becomes more reasonable (Jeffreys’-Lindley paradox). Now turn to the curve under the

skeptical mixture prior. In the first part it essentially coincides with that for the skeptical

prior (monotone decreasing behavior), but then it makes a bend and starts increasing at an

earlier stage than the skeptical prior curve (this is about half-way between 1 and 4 on the

horizontal axis). The reason why this occurs is because the skeptical mixture incorporates

a constraint on prior-data conflict which is absent in the skeptical prior. Specifically, pairs

(h, ψ) on the same prior-data conflict contour level are positively related; see Figure 1. This

implies that, as the relative variance increases so does ψ; in this way the evidence for H0 is

further enhanced because it can benefit from two sources: the increased variance and the

greater lump mass on θ = 0 in the prior. This explains why the BF0:SM(θ̂o) curve starts

turning upward at an earlier stage.

A mirror-like phenomenon occurs for the curves BFS:A(θ̂r) and BFSM :A(θ̂r) because

zr = 2.5, so that evidence is still against the null, although to a lesser extent. Now the

curves will first increase together because mass is pulled away from areas around zero which

are not supported by the likelihood, and will thus favor the skeptical, respectively skeptical

mixture, hypothesis (recall that they are both centered on θ = 0. Both curves will then

start decreasing basically for the same reason explained earlier, namely that as the variance

increases more prior mass escapes to areas of the parameter space hardly supported by the

likelihood and this makes a fixed prior, like the advocate prior, more reasonable. Again

change in monotonicity happens at an earlier stage for the skeptical mixture prior, because

it must control for prior-data conflict. Another feature to be noted is that BFSM :A lies

between the upper curve BFS:A and the lower one BFR coherently with Equation (20).

Finally, we assess the behavior of BFSM(α) as a function of α, in order to highlight

the role of the prior-data conflict threshold in terms of replication success. To this end we

19



plot some scenarios in Figure 3, where c = 1, zo ∈ {2, 2.5, 3} and the ratio d = θ̂r/θ̂o ∈

{1, 0.75, 0.5}. The skeptical Bayes factor is marked by a black cross in correspondence of

the realized level of prior-data conflict attained by the skeptical prior of Pawel and Held

(2022), whereas the skeptical mixture Bayes factor varying with α is denoted by a pink

dashed line. As we argued at the end of Section 2.2, one can see that the skeptical mixture

BF stabilizes around the BFS as α grows. Also it appears that the prior-data conflict

realized under the skeptical prior increases (α decreases) as zo increases. In particular for

zo = 3 the value of α is always below 5% suggesting incompatibility of the skeptical prior

with the data in the original study.

INCLUDE HERE Figure 3.

3 Case studies

In this section we consider real data sets from the Social Sciences Replication Project

(SSRP), (Camerer et al., 2018). In 2016 SSRP planned to replicate a collection of ex-

perimental studies in the social sciences published in Nature and Science in the period

2010-2015. These studies were chosen because they were published in two high-profile

journals, share a common experimental structure and test a treatment effect with a sta-

tistically significant finding. In particular, we compare the results obtained from 12 all

without missing data using our skeptical mixture prior methodology with those produced

by the skeptical BF as well as the replication BF. Effect estimates for each study were

reported on the correlation scale r. Following Pawel and Held (2022, Section 5 and Table

2), Fisher z-transformation was applied to obtain approximate normality for the estima-

tor θ̂ = tanh−1(r), and moreover c ≈ nr/no. Throughout we evaluated the skeptical BF,

BFS, and the skeptical mixture BF, BFSM(α), along with the target p-value for prior-data
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conflict for three selected thresholds, α = {0.01, 0.05, 0.1} when applicable.

For each study, the summary statistics {zo, zr, no, nr, c, d} are reported in columns 1

through 6 of Table 1 together with the hyperparameters for the skeptical priors and the

three Bayes factors under investigation. Specifically, we denote with gS and (ψSM,α, hSM,α)

the hyperparameters of the skeptical, respectively skeptical mixture prior, computed in

correspondence of the degrees of skepticism γS = BFS and γSM = BFSM(α); see Equations

(7) and (21). Finally, PS and PSM denote the realized p-values—see Equation (17)—under

the skeptical and the skeptical mixture prior. The distinct scenarios reported in Table

1—one for each α—are depicted in Figures 4, 5, and 6.

We now summarize the main features which emerge.

First of all we notice that the ratio d = θ̂r/θ̂o is always below one, save for the study

Kovács et al. (2010), so that the effect is less pronounced in the replication study.

Consider first the section of Table 1 with α = 0.01. Recall that, notwithstanding this

value of α, for some studies the corresponding prior-data conflict p-value PSM may differ

from this target because of the reasons we explained in Section 2.2. For a few studies,

notably Aviezer et al. (2012), Balafoutas and Sutter (2012), Janssen et al. (2010), Kovács

et al. (2010), Nishi et al. (2015), and Pyc and Rawson (2010), the resulting BFS and BFSM

are either the same or they belong to the same broad evidence class as for instance reported

in Schönbrodt and Wagenmakers (2018, Table 1). This happens because the realized prior-

data conflict is similar in the two approaches. Turning now to studies for which there

appears to be a difference between the skeptical mixture BFSM and the standard skeptical

BFS, an interesting pattern comes to the surface. Start with the study Derex et al. (2013),

for which PS = 0.001 is much smaller than our set value α = 0.01. One can see that BFS =

0.12 > BFSM = 0.05 (we approximate values to the second digit for ease of legibility), so
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that there is weaker evidence of replication success under the skeptical prior than under the

skeptical mixture. Interestingly this difference is meaningful on the BF scale, because BFS

corresponds to moderate evidence in favor of replication success, while evidence becomes

strong when BFSM is considered. The skeptical BFS achieves only moderate evidence

for replication success because the resulting skeptical prior is highly conflicting with the

original data (PS = 0.001). Our approach reduces the conflict to 0.01 by making the prior

variance much higher, and this boosts the advocate prior and hence replication success.

A similar phenomenon happens with the study Karpicke and Blunt (2011). Conversely,

consider study Gneezy et al. (2014); in this case PS = 0.034 > PSM = 0.01 and so the

resulting prior-data conflict is less strong under the skeptical prior than under the skeptical

mixture. As a consequence, we now obtain BFS = 0.15 < BFSM = 0.36 so that evidence for

replication success is moderate under the skeptical and only anecdotal under the skeptical

mixture; a similar phenomenon holds for the study Morewedge et al. (2010). Clearly for

both studies by setting a higher value of α such as 0.05 or 0.1 we obtain agreement.

INCLUDE HERE Figure 4

INCLUDE HERE Figure 5

INCLUDE HERE Figure 6

4 Discussion

We presented a method to analyze replication studies and in particular to assess whether

a replication experiment is successful in reproducing the findings of an original experi-

ment. We used a stylized framework with effect size estimators approximately normally

22



Table 1: Twelve studies from the Social Sciences Replication Project (Camerer et al., 2018). Effect values, originally expressed as sample

correlation coefficients, were subsequently turned into effect estimates θ̂ using Fisher z-transformation. Reported are the z-values for the original

(zo) and replication studies (zr); c ≈ nr/no, and relative effect estimates d = θ̂r/θ̂o. Based on the choice γS = BFS and γSM = BFSM for

skepticism, respectively, prior hyperparameters are shown, namely the relative variance gS for the skeptical prior and the pair (ψSM,α, hSM,α)

for the skeptical mixture prior, the latter based on three possible prior-data conflict scenarios for α = {0.01, 0.05, 0.1}, when these thresholds are

achievable. PS(θ̂o) indicates the p-value for prior-data conflict under the skeptical prior, whereas PSM (θ̂o) indicates the p-value for prior-data

conflict under the skeptical mixture prior. The skeptical Bayes factors BFS , the replication Bayes factor BFR, and the skeptical mixture Bayes

factor BFSM (α) are reported in the last three columns.

Study zo zr no nr c d gS PS PSM ψSM,α hSM,α BFS BFR BFSM

α = 0.01

Aviezer et al. 6.8 3.93 15 14 0.92 0.6 0.24 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.24 0.013 < 0.001 0.013
Balaf. and S. 2.37 2.28 72 243 3.48 0.52 0.25 0.034 0.034 < 0.001 0.25 0.638 0.26 0.638
Derex et al. 4.04 2.97 51 65 1.29 0.65 0.4 0.001 0.01 0.963 12.26 0.117 0.03 0.05
Duncan et al. 2.83 4.41 15 92 7.42 0.57 0.5 0.021 0.01 0.303 0.21 0.322 < 0.001 0.545
Gneezy et al. 3 3.71 178 407 2.31 0.81 1 0.034 0.01 0.173 0.38 0.149 < 0.001 0.356
Janssen et al. 5.76 2.24 63 42 0.65 0.48 0.03 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.03 0.63 0.61 0.63
Karp. and Bl. 4.24 2.75 40 49 1.24 0.58 0.26 < 0.001 0.01 0.972 20 0.179 0.08 0.031
Kovacs et al. 2.22 6.44 24 95 4.38 1.38 3.95 0.317 0.317 < 0.001 3.95 0.309 < 0.001 0.309
Morewedge et al. 2.63 3.44 32 89 2.97 0.76 0.97 0.061 0.01 0.809 0.05 0.256 0.01 0.874
Nishi et al. 2.85 2.55 200 480 2.42 0.57 0.35 0.014 0.011 0.189 0.32 0.401 0.12 0.529
Pyc and Rawson 2.27 2.63 36 306 9.18 0.38 0.09 0.029 0.029 < 0.001 0.09 0.849 0.25 0.849
Rand et al. 2.62 1.19 343 2136 6.27 0.18 - - - < 0.001 - - 9.59 -

α = 0.05

Aviezer et al. 6.8 3.93 15 14 0.92 0.6 0.24 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.24 0.013 < 0.001 0.013
Balaf. and S. 2.37 2.28 72 243 3.48 0.52 0.25 0.034 0.05 0.561 0.97 0.638 0.26 0.553
Derex et al. 4.04 2.97 51 65 1.29 0.65 0.4 0.001 0.05 0.927 100 0.117 0.03 0.042
Duncan et al. 2.83 4.41 15 92 7.42 0.57 0.5 0.021 0.05 0.663 2.67 0.322 < 0.001 0.256
Gneezy et al. 3 3.71 178 407 2.31 0.81 1 0.034 0.05 0.458 2.13 0.149 < 0.001 0.143
Janssen et al. 5.76 2.24 63 42 0.65 0.48 0.03 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.03 0.63 0.61 0.63
Karp. and Bl. 4.24 2.75 40 49 1.24 0.58 0.26 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.26 0.179 0.08 0.179
Kovacs et al. 2.22 6.44 24 95 4.38 1.38 3.95 0.317 0.05 0.009 0.31 0.309 < 0.001 0.653
Morewedge et al. 2.63 3.44 32 89 2.97 0.76 0.97 0.061 0.05 0.012 0.81 0.256 0.01 0.287
Nishi et al. 2.85 2.55 200 480 2.42 0.57 0.35 0.014 0.05 0.744 3.59 0.401 0.12 0.275
Pyc and Rawson 2.27 2.63 36 306 9.18 0.38 0.09 0.029 0.05 0.71 1.1 0.849 0.25 0.674
Rand et al. 2.62 1.19 343 2136 6.27 0.18 - - - 0.948 - - 9.59 -

α = 0.1

Aviezer et al. 6.8 3.93 15 14 0.92 0.6 0.24 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.24 0.013 < 0.001 0.013
Balaf. and S. 2.37 2.28 72 243 3.48 0.52 0.25 0.034 0.1 0.634 3.11 0.638 0.26 0.466
Derex et al. 4.04 2.97 51 65 1.29 0.65 0.4 0.001 0.001 < 0.001 0.4 0.117 0.03 0.117
Duncan et al. 2.83 4.41 15 92 7.42 0.57 0.5 0.021 0.1 0.667 6.2 0.322 < 0.001 0.219
Gneezy et al. 3 3.71 178 407 2.31 0.81 1 0.034 0.1 0.608 5.82 0.149 < 0.001 0.132
Janssen et al. 5.76 2.24 63 42 0.65 0.48 0.03 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.03 0.63 0.61 0.63
Karp. and Bl. 4.24 2.75 40 49 1.24 0.58 0.26 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.26 0.179 0.08 0.179
Kovacs et al. 2.22 6.44 24 95 4.38 1.38 3.95 0.317 0.1 0.002 1.7 0.309 < 0.001 0.441
Morewedge et al. 2.63 3.44 32 89 2.97 0.76 0.97 0.061 0.1 0.406 2.55 0.256 0.01 0.238
Nishi et al. 2.85 2.55 200 480 2.42 0.57 0.35 0.014 0.1 0.73 8.65 0.401 0.12 0.245
Pyc and Rawson 2.27 2.63 36 306 9.18 0.38 0.09 0.029 0.1 0.688 3.26 0.849 0.25 0.561
Rand et al. 2.62 1.19 343 2136 6.27 0.18 - - - 0.884 - - 9.59 -23



distributed with known variances, a procedure often used in meta-analysis, possibly after

a suitable transformation, with reasonably large sample sizes.

Throughout we systematically used the Bayes factor (BF) as a measure of evidence,

coupled with reverse-Bayes techniques to elicit a skeptical prior, along the lines originally

presented in Pawel and Held (2022). We proposed a novel skeptical mixture prior which

combines skepticism while hedging against prior-data conflict, a feature which is not cur-

rently available in the methodology for skeptical BF’s. For this reason, our method could

be more attractive to external agencies or reviewers when evaluating a replication protocol,

in particular when a standard skeptical prior is strongly in conflict with the original data.

In this context, a useful take-home message of our investigation is that restoring prior-data

conflict to a tolerable level may lead to declare stronger evidence for replication success, as

illustrated in the analysis of some cases within the Social Science Replication Project.

We evaluated prior-data conflict using the notion of p-value proposed by Evans and

Moshonov (2006) and examined sensitivity of our results to a grid of α-values. However our

framework can be employed with alternative measures of conflict, such as those presented

in Reimherr et al. (2021) or in Young and Pettit (1996) and Veen et al. (2018).
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Figure 1: Contours of p-values for prior-data conflict (solid black line). Contour for

BF0:SM(θ̂o;ψ, h) = γ (dashed red line), for three selected values of zo and γ.
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Figure 2: Bayes factors BF0:S(θ̂o; g), BFS:A(θ̂r; g), BF0:SM(θ̂o;ψ, h), BFSM :A(θ̂r;ψ, h) and

BFR(θ̂r) as a function of the relative variance. The black cross represents the skeptical BF,

BFS, while the green one represents the skeptical mixture BF, BFSM(α), with (ψγ,α, hγ,α)

evaluated at γSM = BFSM(α) and α = 0.1 under the original data.
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Figure 4: Bayes factors BF0:S(θ̂o; g), BFS:A(θ̂r; g), BF0:SM(θ̂o;ψ, h), BFSM :A(θ̂r;ψ, h) as a

function of the relative variance. Data from twelve studies of the Social Sciences Replication

Project (Camerer et al., 2018). The black cross represents the skeptical BF, BFS, while the

green cross represents the skeptical mixture BF, BFSM , with gγ and (ψγ,α, hγ,α) evaluated

at γS = BFS and γSM = BFSM(α), respectively, and α = 0.01 under the original data.
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Figure 5: Bayes factors BF0:S(θ̂o; g), BFS:A(θ̂r; g), BF0:SM(θ̂o;ψ, h), BFSM :A(θ̂r;ψ, h) as a

function of the relative variance. Data from twelve studies of the Social Sciences Replication

Project (Camerer et al., 2018). The black cross represents the skeptical BF, BFS, while the

green cross represents the skeptical mixture BF, BFSM , with gγ and (ψγ,α, hγ,α) evaluated

at γS = BFS and γSM = BFSM(α), respectively, and α = 0.05 under the original data.
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Figure 6: Bayes factors BF0:S(θ̂o; g), BFS:A(θ̂r; g), BF0:SM(θ̂o;ψ, h), BFSM :A(θ̂r;ψ, h) as a

function of the relative variance. Data from twelve of the Social Sciences Replication Project

(Camerer et al., 2018). The black cross represents the skeptical BF, BFS, while the green

cross represents the skeptical mixture BF, BFSM , with gγ and (ψγ,α, hγ,α) evaluated at

γS = BFS and γSM = BFSM(α), respectively, and α = 0.1 under the original data.

35


	Introduction and Background
	The Replication Bayes Factor
	The Skeptical Bayes Factor
	Consistency
	Information Consistency
	Prior-Data Conflict

	 The Skeptical Mixture Prior and Bayes Factor
	Prior-data conflict under the skeptical mixture prior
	Embedding control for prior-data conflict in the skeptical mixture prior
	Example

	Case studies
	Discussion

