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Abstract

The Bayes factor, the data-based updating factor of the prior to posterior odds of two hypothe-
ses, is a natural measure of statistical evidence for one hypothesis over the other. We show how
Bayes factors can also be used for parameter estimation. The key idea is to consider the Bayes
factor as a function of the parameter value under the null hypothesis. This ‘Bayes factor func-
tion’ is inverted to obtain point estimates (‘maximum evidence estimates’) and interval estimates
(‘support intervals’), similar to how P-value functions are inverted to obtain point estimates and
confidence intervals. This provides data analysts with a unified inference framework as Bayes
factors (for any tested parameter value), support intervals (at any level), and point estimates can
be easily read off from a plot of the Bayes factor function. This approach shares similarities but
is also distinct from conventional Bayesian and frequentist approaches: It uses the Bayesian evi-
dence calculus, but without synthesizing data and prior, and it defines statistical evidence in terms
of (integrated) likelihood ratios, but also includes a natural way for dealing with nuisance param-
eters. Applications to real-world examples illustrate how our framework is of practical value for
making make quantitative inferences.

Keywords: Bayesian inference, integrated likelihood, meta-analysis, nuisance parameters, replica-
tion studies, support interval

1 Introduction

A universal problem in data analysis is making inferences about unknown parameters of a statistical
model based on observed data. In practice, data analysts are often interested in two tasks: (i) estimat-
ing the parameters (i.e., finding the most plausible value or a region of plausible values based on the
observed data), and (ii) testing hypotheses related to them (i.e., using the observed data to quantify
the evidence that the parameter takes a certain value). While these tasks may seem distinct, there are
several statistical concepts that provide a link between the two.

In frequentist statistics, there is a duality between parameter estimation and hypothesis testing
as P-values, confidence intervals, and point estimates correspond in the sense that the P-value for
a tested parameter value is less than α if the (1 − α)100% confidence interval excludes that param-
eter value, and that the (two-sided) P-value is largest when the tested parameter value is the point
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estimate. The P-value function – the P-value viewed as a function of the tested parameter (for an
overview see e.g., Bender et al., 2005; Fraser, 2019) – provides a link between these concepts. One may
alternatively look at closely related quantities: One minus the two-sided P-value function known as
confidence curve (Cox, 1958; Birnbaum, 1961), one minus the one-sided P-value function known as
confidence distribution, or its derivative known as confidence density (Xie and Singh, 2013; Schweder
and Hjort, 2016). A visualization of the P-value function, such as shown in the left plot in Figure 1,
provides the observer with a wealth of information, as P-values (for any tested parameter), confi-
dence intervals (at any level of interest), and point estimates can be easily read off. As such, P-value
functions and their relatives have been deemed important measures to address common misinter-
pretations and misuses of P-values and confidence intervals (Greenland et al., 2016; Infanger and
Schmidt-Trucksäss, 2019; Rafi and Greenland, 2020; Marschner, 2024, among others).
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Figure 1: Examples of P-value functions and Bayes factor functions. P-value are two-sided. Bayes factors
are oriented in favor of the tested parameter value over a specified alternative hypothesis (i.e., a higher Bayes
factor indicates higher support for the parameter value over the alternative).

In Bayesian statistics, the posterior distribution of the unknown parameter plays a similar role
to the P-value function, since point estimates (e.g., posterior modes, medians, or means), credi-
ble intervals, and posterior probabilities of hypotheses can all be derived from it. The posterior
provides a synthesis of the data and the prior distribution, which can be seen as an advantage
but also as a challenge in the absence of prior knowledge. In particular, for testing of hypothe-
ses, it can be difficult to specify prior probabilities such as ‘Pr(the treatment effect is absent)’ and
‘Pr(the treatment effect is present)’.

One approach to address this issue is to report the Bayes factor (Jeffreys, 1939; Good, 1958; Kass
and Raftery, 1995), i.e., the updating factor of the prior to posterior odds of two hypotheses. As
such, Bayes factors allow data analysts to evaluate the relative evidence for two hypotheses without
depending on the prior probabilities of the hypotheses; for example, a Bayes factor can quantify the
evidence for the presence or absence of a treatment effect without having to assign prior probabilities
to these hypotheses (although one still has to specify a prior for the parameter under the alterna-
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tive, which is challenging in itself). However, the use of Bayes factors comes at the cost of lacking
an overarching concept, such as a P-value function or posterior distribution, that can provide data
analyst with a coherent set of point and interval estimates. In practice, data analysts who wish to
perform hypothesis testing with Bayes factors but also parameter estimation are therefore faced with
a dilemma; they can either supply their Bayes factors with a posterior distribution conditional on one
hypothesis being true (e.g., the posterior of a treatment effect, assuming the effect is indeed present),
which can lead to contradictory conclusions with the Bayes factor (for examples, see Stone, 1997;
Wagenmakers et al., 2022), or they can assign prior probabilities to the tested hypotheses and report
a posterior averaged over both hypotheses (known as Bayesian model averaging, see e.g., Hoeting
et al., 1999; Campbell and Gustafson, 2022), but this requires specification of prior probabilities which
is highly controversial and the reason why the Bayes factor was reported in the first place rather than
the posterior probabilities of the hypotheses.

Our goal is therefore to resolve this dilemma and provide a unified framework for estimation
and hypothesis testing based on Bayes factors. The idea is the same as for the P-value function; we
consider the Bayes factor as a function of the tested parameter. We then use this Bayes factor function
to derive point estimates, interval estimates, and Bayes factors (as shown in the right plot in Figure 1),
establishing a duality between hypothesis testing and parameter estimation. Our framework builds
on the recently proposed Bayesian support interval (Wagenmakers et al., 2022; Pawel et al., 2024) and
extends it with the novel concept of point estimation based on Bayes factors. We call the resulting
estimate the maximum evidence estimate (MEE) – the parameter value that receives the most evidential
support from the data over a specified alternative hypothesis. This provides data analysts with a
unified framework for statistical inference centred around the Bayes factor.

Approaches related to the Bayes factor function have recently been proposed in the physics com-
munity under the names of ‘Bayes factor surface’ (Fowlie, 2024) and ‘K ratio’ (Afzal et al., 2023).
Another method called ‘Bayes factor function’ has recently been proposed by Johnson et al. (2023).
In this approach, Bayes factors are viewed as a function of a hyperparameter of the prior under the
alternative hypothesis but for a fixed null hypothesis. We acknowledge that introducing another con-
cept with the same name may be confusing, but we think that Bayes factor function is the most
appropriate name, in analogy to P-value function.

This paper is structured as follows. In the following (Section 2), we introduce the general theory
of Bayes factors, support sets, and maximum evidence estimates. We then discuss their connection
to other approaches to statistical inference (Section 3). Various real data examples in Section 4 illus-
trate properties of the Bayes factor framework. We conclude with a discussion of the advantages,
limitations, and opportunities for future research (Section 5).

2 Bayes factor function inference

Suppose we observe data y with an assumed distribution with probability density/mass function
p(y | θ, ψ) that depends on parameters θ ∈ Θ and ψ ∈ Ψ, with θ being the focus parameters and
ψ being possible nuisance parameters. Consider two hypotheses, the null hypothesis H0 : θ = θ0

postulating that θ takes a certain value θ0 and the alternative hypothesis H1 : θ ̸= θ0 postulating that
θ takes a different value. A natural measure of relative evidence for the two hypotheses is the Bayes
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factor (Jeffreys, 1939; Good, 1958; Kass and Raftery, 1995), the data-based updating factor of the prior
odds of the hypotheses to their posterior odds

BF01(y; θ0) =
p(H0 | y)
p(H1 | y)

/
p(H0)

p(H1)
(1a)

=
p(y | H0)

p(y | H1)
(1b)

=

∫
Ψ p(y | θ0, ψ)p(ψ | H0)dψ∫

Θ

∫
Ψ p(y | θ, ψ) p(θ, ψ | H1)dψ dθ

(1c)

with p(θ, ψ | H1) denoting the prior assigned to the parameters under H1 and p(ψ | H0) the prior
assigned to the nuisance parameters under H0.

As (1a) shows, the Bayes factor represents the data-based core of the Bayesian belief calculus. It
remains useful even if one rejects the idea of assigning probabilities to H0 and H1, since this is not
necessary (Goodman, 1999). The alternative expression of the Bayes factor in equation (1b) shows that
this update is dictated by the relative predictive accuracy of the two hypotheses. That is, the posterior
odds of the null hypothesis H0 increase if it outperforms the competing alternative hypothesis H1

in predicting the data y, and vice versa (Good, 1952; Gneiting and Raftery, 2007). Finally, the last
equation (1c) shows how the Bayes factor can be calculated, i.e., by dividing the likelihood of y under
the null value θ0 (possibly integrated over the prior of ψ under H0) by the likelihood of y integrated
over the prior of θ (and possibly ψ) under H1. The priors for θ and ψ may also be point priors, in
which case the Bayes factor reduces to a likelihood ratio.

The idea now is to consider the Bayes factor (1) as a function of θ0, that is, to vary the tested
parameter value (the point null hypothesis H0 : θ = θ0) in order to assess the support for different
parameter values over the alternative H1, see the right plot in Figure 1 for an example. Like the P-
value function, this Bayes factor function (BFF) helps to address cognitive challenges with inferential
statistics (Greenland, 2017). For example, it shifts the focus of inference from testing a single privi-
leged null hypothesis (e.g., the hypothesis that there is no treatment effect) to an entire continuum of
hypotheses. By looking at the BFF, data analysts can then identify hypotheses that receive equal or
even less support from the data than the privileged one; for example, a parameter value indicating a
very large treatment effect may receive equal support as the value of no treatment effect (sometimes
called ‘counternull’, see Rosenthal and Rubin, 1994).

For one- or two-dimensional focus parameters θ, the BFF can be plotted as a curve or surface,
respectively, so that the relative support for parameter values can be visually assessed. For higher
dimensional focus parameters, this becomes more difficult and the BFF may need to be summarized
in some way, which we discuss in the following.

2.1 Support sets

The BFF can be used to obtain support sets (Wagenmakers et al., 2022) which are set-valued estimates
for θ based on inverting the Bayes factor (1) similar to how P-value functions are inverted to obtain
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confidence sets. Specifically, a support set at support level k > 0 is defined by

Sk = {θ0 : BF01(y; θ0) ≥ k}

that is, the parameter values for which the Bayes factor indicates at least evidence of level k over
the specified alternative. In practice, a k support set (typically an interval) is obtained from ‘cutting’
the BFF at k and taking the parameter values above as part of the support set (see the right plot in
Figure 1 for illustration). It may happen that for certain choices of k the support set is empty because
the data do not constitute relative evidence at that level.

The choice of the support level is arbitrary, just as the choice of the confidence level from a confi-
dence set is. One may, for example, report the support level k = 1 as it represents the tipping point
at which the parameter values begin to be supported over the alternative. Conventions for Bayes
factor evidence levels can also be used. For example, based on the convention from Jeffreys (1961), a
support set at level k = 10 includes the parameter values that receive ‘strong’ relative support from
the data, while a k = 1/10 support set includes the parameter values that are at least not strongly
contradicted.

2.2 The maximum evidence estimate

A natural point estimate for the unknown parameter θ based on the BFF is given by

θ̂ME = arg max
θ0∈Θ

BF01(y; θ0),

and we call it the maximum evidence estimate (MEE), since it is the parameter value for which the Bayes
factor indicates the most evidence over the alternative. The associated evidence level

kME = BF01(y; θ̂ME),

that is, the BFF evaluated at the MEE, quantifies the evidential value of the estimate θ̂ME over the
alternative. Evidence levels close to kME = 1 indicate that the MEE receives little support over the
alternative hypothesis H1, whereas large evidence levels kME indicate that the MEE receives substan-
tial support over the alternative hypothesis H1. A useful summary of a BFF is hence given by the
MEE, its evidence level, and a support set, similar to how a P-value function may be summarized
with a point estimate and confidence set.

To understand the behaviour of the MEE with increasing sample size, we may look at an ap-
proximation of the Bayes factor. Suppose that the data y1:n = {y1, y2, . . . , yn} are independent and
identically distributed and denote by ψ̂0 the maximizer of the log likelihood of the data under the
null and by (θ̂1, ψ̂1) the maximizer under the alternative hypothesis. Denote by nV̂0 and nV̂1 the
modal dispersion matrices (minus the inverse of the matrix of second-order partial derivatives of the
log likelihood evaluated at the corresponding maximizer). Applying a Laplace approximation to the
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logarithm of the BFF (O’Hagan and Forster, 2004, equation 7.27) gives then

log BF01(y1:n; θ0) ≈ log
p(y1:n | θ0, ψ̂0)

p(y1:n | θ̂1, ψ̂1)
+

dim(θ)

2
log

n
2π

+ log
p(ψ̂0 | H0)

p(θ̂1, ψ̂1 | H1)
+

1
2

log
|V̂0|
|V̂1|

. (2)

To obtain the MEE, the log Bayes factor (2) needs to be maximized with respect to θ0. It is clear that
as θ0 becomes more different from θ̂1, the log normalized profile likelihood (first term) will decrease
toward negative infinity, indicating evidence against the parameter value θ0. On the other hand,
when θ0 is not too far from θ̂1 the term will be about zero, so that an increasing sample size n (second
term) increases the log BFF toward positive infinity, indicating evidence for θ0. The relative accu-
racy of the priors (third term) and the relative dispersion (fourth term) lead to further adjustments
of the BFF. For instance, when a parameter estimate is likely under the corresponding prior, this in-
creases the evidence for corresponding hypothesis while a misspecified prior that is in conflict with
the parameter estimates lowers the evidence for the corresponding hypothesis. In sum, finding the
MEE corresponds approximately to maximizing the profile likelihood that is adjusted based on the
accuracy of the prior of the parameters and the modal dispersion.

2.3 Example: Normal mean

Suppose we observe a single observation y assumed to be sampled (at least approximately) from a
normal distribution Y | θ ∼ N(θ, σ2). Assume that σ2 is known and we want to conduct inferences re-
garding θ. This is a simple but frequently encountered scenario, for example, y could be an estimated
regression coefficient from a generalized linear model and σ its estimated standard error. In the fol-
lowing we will consider an example from RECOVERY collaborative group (2022). This randomised
controlled trial found a reduction in mortality of patients hospitalised with COVID-19 when treated
with baricitinib compared to usual care (age-adjusted log hazard ratio y = −0.14 with standard error
σ = 0.064 estimated with Cox regression). To obtain a Bayes factor for contrasting H0 : θ = θ0 against
H1 : θ ̸= θ0 we need to formulate a prior for θ under the alternative H1. We will now discuss three
choices with different characteristics shown in Table 1.

Perhaps the simplest choice is a prior that does not depend on the parameter value θ0 of the null
hypothesis, such as a normal prior with mean m and variance v (left column in Table 1). The hyper-
parameters m and v may be specified based on external data or based on an alternative hypothesis of
interest (e.g., the prior mean m could be set to a minimum clinically important treatment effect and
v could be set to zero to obtain a point prior as typically used in a power analysis). RECOVERY col-
laborative group (2022) reported a meta-analytic log hazard ratio and standard error based on eight
previous trials, which we now use to set the prior mean and variance to m = −0.56 and v = 0.122,
see Figure 2 for the resulting BFF (orange). In this case, the MEE is given by θ̂ME = y = −0.14 with
the support interval centered around it. Due to the apparent conflict between the observed data and
the specified prior under the alternative, the k = 1 support interval spans an wide range from −0.35
to 0.08, indicating that very beneficial up to slightly harmful treatment effects are supported by the
data over the alternative.

The formulae in Table 1 (left column) show that as the prior mean m becomes closer to the ob-
served data y, the evidence level kME decreases and the support interval becomes narrower. This is
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Table 1: Bayes factor function BF01, maximum evidence estimate θ̂ME, evidence value kME, and k support
interval (SI) for a normal mean based on one observation y from Y | θ ∼ N(θ, σ2) with known variance σ2

and for three prior distributions for θ under the alternative H1: A normal prior (left), a normal prior centered
around the parameter value of the null hypothesis θ0 (middle), a point prior shifted away from the parameter
value of the null hypothesis θ0 by d > 0 (right).

Prior for θ under H1

θ ∼ N(m, v) θ ∼ N(θ0, v) θ = θ0 + d

BF01 exp
[
− 1

2

{
(y−θ0)

2

σ2 − (y−m)2

σ2+v

}]√
1 + v

σ2 exp
[
− 1

2

{
(y−θ0)

2

σ2(1+σ2/v)

}]√
1 + v

σ2 exp
{

2d(θ0−y)+d2

2σ2

}
θ̂ME y y non-existent

kME exp
{

(y−m)2

2(σ2+v)

}√
1 + v

σ2

√
1 + v

σ2 non-existent

k SI y ± σ
√

log(1 + v
σ2 ) +

(y−m)2

σ2+v − log k2 y ± σ
√{

log(1 + v
σ2 )− log k2

}
(1 + σ2

v )
[
y + σ2 log k

d − d
2 , ∞

]

because an alternative closer to the data clearly has better predictive accuracy of the data than an
alternative further away, and thus fewer point null hypotheses can outpredict it. Figure 2 illustrates
this phenomenon with another prior distributions (one with mean at the observed log hazard ratio
y = −0.14, the blue BFF). The BFF has its mode still at the observed log hazard ratio estimate but
shows a far narrower k = 1 support interval from −0.22 to −0.06 than the orange BFF with the mean
m = −0.56 based on the eight previous trials.

Another approach to formulating a prior distribution for θ under the alternative commonly sug-
gested in ‘objective’ Bayes theories is to center the prior around the tested parameter value θ0 (Jef-
freys, 1961; Berger and Delampady, 1987; Kass and Wasserman, 1995). For example, one can specify
a normal prior with mean at the null value θ0 (middle column in Table 1). Thus, the resulting BFF
varies both the null and the alternative, unlike the BFF based on the ‘global’ normal prior with fixed
mean m. As a result, the interpretation of the BFF is different: For such a ‘local’ normal prior, the
BFF quantifies the support of parameter values over alternative parameter values in a neighborhood
around them. As for the global normal prior, the MEE based on the local normal prior is given by
θ̂ME = y and support intervals are centered around it, but the associated, Bayes factor, evidence level
and support interval are different. Figure 2 illustrates that when the mean m of a global normal prior
is too different from the observed data y (as in the case of the orange BFF, where the prior was spec-
ified based on the eight previous trials), the k = 1 support interval based on the local prior with the
same variance is narrower. On the other hand, when the mean m of the global prior is equal to the
data (blue BFF), the support interval based on the local prior is wider.

The last prior in the right most column of Table 1 represents a point prior shifted from the null
value θ0 by d > 0. The prior is again ‘local’ in the sense that it is different for each tested parameter
value of the null hypothesis θ0, and as such encodes an alternative hypothesis that the log hazard
ratio is greater than the tested parameter value. However, this leads to an ever-increasing BFF, see
Figure 2 for a numerical illustration. As a result, the MEE and its evidence level do not exist, while
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Figure 2: Bayes factor function, MEE, and k = 1 support interval for a log hazard ratio θ based on estimated
log hazard ratio y = −0.14 with standard error σ = 0.064 from the RECOVERY trial (RECOVERY collaborative
group, 2022) for different prior distributions for the θ under the alternative H1. A normal likelihood Y | θ ∼
N(θ, σ2

i ) is assumed for the data.

the support interval still exists but its right limit extends to infinity. Although such a prior seems
unrealistic, the example demonstrates that a poorly chosen prior can lead to pathological behavior of
the resulting BFF.

2.4 Choice of the prior

As the previous example showed, the prior assigned to the parameters under the alternative has a
substantial impact on BFF inference. This ‘sensitivity’ of Bayes factors to prior distributions enables
data analysts to accurately quantify the support of parameter values over informative alternative
hypotheses when they are available, but poses a challenge in their absence (Kass and Raftery, 1995).
Various approaches have been proposed to deal with this issue, for example, ‘default’ or ‘objective’
prior distributions (Bayarri et al., 2012; Consonni et al., 2018), reverse-Bayes analysis (Held et al.,
2022), prior elicitation (O’Hagan, 2019), or sensitivity analysis (Franck and Gramacy, 2019), all with
advantages and disadvantages. Here we will not reiterate general considerations on prior specifica-
tion for Bayes factors (see e.g., Section 5 in Kass and Raftery, 1995) but focus on specific considerations
related to BFFs.

As in other Bayes factor applications, BFFs are only unambiguously defined if priors for focus
parameters are proper under the alternative H1 (i.e., integrate to one), whereas priors for nuisance
parameters may be improper as long as the same prior is assigned under both the null H0 and the
alternative H1 so that arbitrary constants cancel out. A general distinction can be made between

8



A Bayes Factor Framework for Unified Parameter Estimation and Hypothesis Testing S. Pawel

global priors, which do not depend on the value of θ0 under the null hypothesis and local priors,
which do. In the latter case, the interpretation of the BFF is more intricate, since for each parameter
value the BFF quantifies the support over a different alternative. For a more natural interpretation,
global priors may hence be preferred over local priors. At the same time, local priors correspond to
the typical use of ‘default’ Bayes factors, which is to center the prior around θ0, and as such may be
preferred in the same situations where default Bayes factors would be used.

Finally, it is usually advisable to report sensitivity analyses for plausible ranges of priors, to as-
sess the robustness of the conclusions. A convenient visual sensitivity analysis is, for example, to
plot different BFFs resulting from different prior specifications, as shown in Figure 2. One can go a
step further and use a ‘reverse-Bayes‘ approach (Good, 1950; Held et al., 2022), which involves sys-
tematically determining the prior that represents the tipping point and changes the conclusions of
the analysis. Data analysts can then reason about whether or not such a prior is plausible in the light
of external knowledge and data.

2.5 Sequential analysis

An attractive property of Bayesian inference is that it provides a coherent way to analyze data that
come in batches. That is, the same posterior distribution is obtained regardless of whether all data
are analyzed at once, or whether the posterior distribution based on one batch is used as the prior for
the other.

If we have two batches y1 and y2, the BFF based on both batches is

BF01(y1:2; θ0) = BF01(y1; θ0)× BF01(y2 | y1; θ0)

where

BF01(y2 | y1; θ0) =

∫
Ψ p(y2 | θ0, ψ) p(ψ | y1, H0)dψ∫

Θ

∫
Ψ p(y2 | θ, ψ) p(θ, ψ | y1, H1)dψ dθ

is the partial Bayes factor obtained from using the posterior distributions under the null p(ψ | y1, H0)

and under the alternative p(θ, ψ | y1, H1) based on the first batch y1 to compute the Bayes factor
based on the second batch y2 (O’Hagan and Forster, 2004, p.186). This result generalizes to more
than two batches by

BF01(y1:n; θ0) = BF01(y1; θ0)×
n

∏
i=2

BF01(yi | y1:(i−1); θ0),

that is, a BFF based on all the available data can be obtained by multiplying the BFF based on the
previous batches by the partial Bayes factor based on the current batch. Thus, like ordinary Bayesian
inference with posterior distributions, BFF inference is sequentially coherent.

2.6 Asymptotic behaviour of the Bayes factor function

It is of interest to understand the asymptotic behaviour of the BFF, that is, how does the BFF (and
quantities derived from it) behave as more data are generated under a certain ‘true’ hypothesis? It
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is well-known that Bayes factors are consistent in the sense that when the data are generated under
one of the contrasted hypotheses, the Bayes factor tends to overwhelmingly favour that hypothesis
over the alternative as more data are generated, i.e., go to zero or infinity, depending on the orienta-
tion of the Bayes factor (see e.g., Kass and Vaidyanathan, 1992; Gelfand and Dey, 1994; Dawid, 2011).
Since the BFF is nothing else than the Bayes factor evaluated for various null hypotheses, this consis-
tency property carries over to the BFF. That is, as more data are generated from the true model with
parameter θ∗, the BFF at θ0 = θ∗ will go to infinity, while the BFF at θ0 ̸= θ∗ will go to zero.

As a concrete example where the distribution of the BFF can be derived in closed-form, consider
again inference about a normal mean based on data Y | θ ∼ N(θ, κ2/n), where κ2 denotes a unit-
variance and n the sample size. The logarithm of the BFF based on a normal prior θ | H1 ∼ N(m, v)
can then be written as

log BF01(Y; θ0) =
1
2

[
log

(
1 +

n v
κ2

)
+

(θ0 − m)2

v
−

{
Y − (θ0 − m)κ2

n v
− θ0

}2 v n
κ2(v + κ2/n)

]
. (3)

Hence, when the data are generated from Y | θ∗ ∼ N(θ∗, κ2/n) with true mean θ∗, we have that

{
Y − (θ0 − m)κ2

n v
− θ0

}2 n
κ2 ∼ χ2

1,λ

with non-centrality parameter λ = n
{

θ∗ − (θ0−m)κ2

n v − θ0

}2
/κ2. Thus, by rearranging terms in (3), we

can compute the probability that the Bayes factor is below some threshold γ by

Pr{BF01(Y; θ0) ≤ γ | θ∗} = 1 − Pr(χ2
1,λ ≤ X)

with

X =

{
log

(
1 +

n v
κ2

)
+

(θ0 − m)2

v
− 2 log γ

}(
1 +

κ2

v n

)
.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of the BFF for different sample sizes, a true mean of θ∗ = 0, a
unit-variance of κ2 = 4, and with a local normal prior with the same unit variance (a unit-information
prior, see Kass and Wasserman, 1995) specified under the alternative. We see that as the sample size
increases, the distribution of the BFF at the true mean shifts toward larger values, indicating more
evidence for the true mean, as it should. On the other hand, the further away the BFF is evaluated
from the true mean, the more its distribution shifts toward smaller values, indicating increasing
evidence for the alternative, as it should.

3 Connection to other inference frameworks

We will now explore connections of BFF inference to other inference frameworks.
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Figure 3: Distribution of the BFF for different sample sizes. A data model Y | θ ∼ N(θ, κ2/n) is assumed and
data are generated from a true mean θ∗ = 0 and unit-variance κ2 = 4. The BFF is based on a local normal prior
θ | H1 ∼ N(θ0, v = 4) assigned to θ under the alternative.

3.1 Maximum integrated likelihood

In typical situation where a division of the null’s marginal likelihood p(y | H0) by the alternative’s
marginal likelihood p(y | H1) does not change the maximizer of the null’s marginal likelihood p(y |
H0), the MEE can be obtained by maximizing p(y | H0) without reference to an alternative H1. This
is, for instance, the case when a global prior (a prior that does not depend on θ0) is assigned to θ

under the alternative, or also in the case of the local normal prior that is centered around θ0 from the
previous example. The MEE is then equivalent to the maximizer of the integrated likelihood

θ̂MIL = arg max
θ∈Θ

∫
Ψ

p(y | θ, ψ) p(ψ | H0)dψ,

based on prior p(ψ | H0) assigned to the nuisance parameters (see e.g., Kalbfleisch and Sprott, 1970;
Basu, 1977; Berger et al., 1999; Royall, 1997; Severini, 2007). When there are no nuisance parameters,
the MEE reduces to the ordinary maximum likelihood estimate.

To consider a concrete example, assume a sample of n normal random variables Y1, . . . , Yn |
θ, σ2 i.i.d.∼ N(µ, σ2). Suppose that σ2 is the focus and µ the nuisance parameter, and that an improper
uniform prior p(µ | H0) = 1 is assigned to µ. The intergrated likelihood of an observed sample
y1, . . . , yn is then

p(y1, . . . , yn | σ2) = (2πσ2)−(n−1)/2 n−1/2 exp
{
−∑n

i=1(yi − ȳ)2

2σ2

}

11
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and maximizing it leads to the sample variance (REML) estimate of the variance

σ̂2
MIL =

∑n
i=1(yi − ȳ)2

n − 1
.

The same MEE is obtained when the prior p(µ, σ2 | H1) does not depend on the value of the variance
under H0 as the denominator of the Bayes factor is simply a multiplicative factor that does not change
its maximum. This shows that REML and MIL estimates can also be motivated from a Bayesian ev-
idence perspective which complements the well-established connections between REML estimation
and marginal posterior estimation based on flat priors for the nuisance parameters (Harville, 1974;
Laird and Ware, 1982). It is reassuring that different methods produce the same estimate in these
situations. However, the important difference between these methods is the motivation and inter-
pretation of the resulting estimate – the MEE represents a natural estimate for θ because it is the
parameter value for which the data provide the most evidence over an alternative hypothesis, while
the (integrated) maximum likelihood estimate is defined without reference to alternatives.

3.2 Likelihoodist inference

The likelihoodist school of statistical inference (Barnard, 1949; Edwards, 1971; Royall, 1997; Blume,
2002) rejects the use of prior distributions to formulate alternatives or to eliminate nuisance param-
eters, but it also shares features with the BFF paradigm. That is, if point priors are assigned to the
parameters, the Bayes factor reduces to a likelihood ratio which is the evidence measure used by
likelihoodists. For this reason, BFF inferences correspond to likelihoodist inferences if the Bayesian
and likelihoodist agree on the used point priors.

However, there is disagreement when it comes to the use of support sets. When there are no
nuisance parameters, likelihoodists define their support sets based on the relative likelihood

L(θ) =
p(y | θ)

p(y | θ̂ML)
(4)

where θ̂ML is the maximum likelihood estimate. For example, Royall (1997) recommended reporting
the set of parameter values with relative likelihood greater than k = 1/8 (at most ‘strong’ evidence
against them) or k = 1/32 (at most ‘quite strong’ evidence against them). From a Bayesian per-
spective, using the observed maximum likelihood estimate as a prior under the alternative seems
to hardly represent genuine prior knowledge or an alternative theory, but rather a cherry-picked al-
ternative that gives to the most biased assessment of support for the alternative (Berger and Sellke,
1987).

3.3 Frequentist inference

The relative likelihood (4) serves as an important basis for frequentist statistics since under the null
hypothesis −2 log L(θ0) has an asymptotic chi-squared distribution with dim(θ) degrees of freedom.
Frequentists thus also use relative likelihoods but merely as a test statistic.

Another connection between frequentist and BFF inference is given by the ‘universal bound’ (Ker-
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ridge, 1963; Robbins, 1970; Royall, 1997), which bounds the frequentist probability of obtaining mis-
leading Bayesian evidence. That is, when data are generated under H0 : θ = θ0, the probability of
obtaining a Bayes factor BF01 less than k < 1 is at most k for any prior under the alternative

Pr{BF01(y) ≤ k | H0} ≤ k.

If there are nuisance parameters, the bound holds only marginalized over the prior of the nuisance
parameters. For the bound to hold in a strict sense (i.e., for every possible value of the nuisance
parameter), special priors must be assigned to them (Hendriksen et al., 2021; Grünwald et al., 2024).

The universal bound can thus be used to transform BFFs into conservative P-values and con-
fidence sets, e.g., a k = 1/20 support set obtained from a BFF corresponds to a 95% conservative
confidence set and p = min{BF01, 1} corresponds to a conservative P-value. Remarkably, the bound
holds without adjustment even when the data collection is continuously monitored and stopped as
soon as evidence against H0 is found (Robbins, 1970). However, it is important to note that P-values
and confidence sets obtained in this way are usually much more conservative than ordinary ones
which are calibrated to have exact type I error rate and coverage, respectively. Finally, if the data
model is misspecified, the bound is obviously invalid.

3.4 Bayesian inference

The BFF can, under certain conditions, be transformed into a Bayesian posterior distribution. Specif-
ically, assuming that the priors for the nuisance parameters satisfy p(ψ | H0) = p(ψ | θ = θ0, H1), the
Bayes factor can be represented as the ratio of marginal posterior to prior density evaluated at the
tested parameter value (known as Savage-Dickey density ratio, see e.g., Dickey, 1971; Verdinelli and
Wasserman, 1995; Wagenmakers et al., 2010). Hence, the posterior can be obtained by multiplying
the BFF with the prior

p(θ | y, H1) =
p(y | θ, H1)

p(y | H1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=BF01(y;θ)

×p(θ | H1). (5)

It is, however, important to emphasize that BFFs based on priors under the alternative that depend
on the null (e.g., commonly used ‘local’ normal or Cauchy priors that are centered around θ0) cannot
be transformed to a genuine posterior distribution in this way, but multiplication with the prior will
result in a different posterior for every θ.

Since, under certain regularity conditions, the posterior is asymptotically normally distributed
around the maximum likelihood estimate (Bernardo and Smith, 2000, chapter 5.3), we can conclude
that whenever these conditions are satisfied and the BFF has the Savage-Dickey density ratio repre-
sentation (5), the BFF is asymptotically given by the asymptotic posterior normal density divided by
the prior density, both evaluated at θ0. The posterior, and hence also the BFF, will become more con-
centrated around the true parameter θ∗ as more data are generated, giving another intuition about
the consistency property of Bayes factors.

The Savage-Dickey density ratio (5) also provides a convenient way to compute BFFs: One of
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the many programs for computing Bayesian posterior distributions, such as Stan (Carpenter et al.,
2017) or INLA (Rue et al., 2009), can be used to compute a posterior density, which can then be
divided by the prior density to obtain a BFF. The caveat is again that this only works for global priors
under the alternative and with the same prior assigned to the nuisance parameters under the null
and alternative.

The relationship between the posterior and the BFF also exposes its connection to another Bayesian
inference quantity – the relative belief ratio

RB(θ | H1) =
p(θ | y, H1)

p(θ | H1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=BF01(y;θ)

, (6)

see e.g., Evans (2015). This quantity is the updating factor of the prior to the posterior density/mass
function, and is related to the Bayes factor via the aforementioned mentioned Savage-Dickey den-
sity ratio. An estimation and testing framework centred on the relative belief ratio was developed by
Evans (1997). The parameter value that maximizes the relative belief ratio was termed the least relative
surprisal estimate, later also referred to as maximum relative belief estimate (Evans, 2015). Clearly this es-
timate is equivalent to the MEE whenever the BFF and relative belief ratio coincide. Evans (1997) also
defined a δ × 100% relative surprise region, which is the set of parameter values with δ × 100% poste-
rior probability and with highest relative belief ratios among all such sets. Similarly, Shalloway (2014)
defined an evidentiary credible region which is equivalent to the relative surprise region, but motivated
by information theory. While both are closely related to the support set via the Savage-Dickey den-
sity ratio, they differ from the support set in that they are defined by posterior probabilities and not
by evidence, the ordering induced by the relative belief ratio merely provides a rule to chose among
all credible sets (Wagenmakers et al., 2022). Thus, a relative surprise region may contain parameter
values that are not supported by the data. For this reason, Evans (2015) defined yet another type of
region, a k plausible region which contains parameter values with a relative belief ratio of at least k and
as such coincides with the k support set whenever the Savage-Dickey density representation applies
to the BFF and when a global prior is chosen for θ under the alternative.

4 Applications

We will now apply BFF inference to several real-world examples.

4.1 Binomial proportion

Bartoš et al. (2023) conducted a study to test the hypothesis that fair coins tend to land on the same
side as they started slightly more often (with a probability of about 0.51). This hypothesis was for-
mulated by Diaconis et al. (2007) based on a physical model of coin flipping. During the course of the
study, 48 participants contributed to the collection of n = 350′757 coin flips among which y = 178′078
landed on the same side as they started.

We will now assume a binomial data model Y | θ ∼ Bin(n, θ) and conduct inferences regarding
the unknown probability θ. In their pre-registered analysis, Bartoš et al. (2023) specified a truncated
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beta prior for the probability θ under the alternative (θ | H1 ∼ Beta(a, b)[l,u]). Based on this prior, the
Bayes factor for testing H0 : θ = θ0 against H1 : θ ̸= θ0 is

BF01(y; θo) =
θ

y
0 (1 − θ0)n−y

B(a + y, b + n − y)/ B(a, b)
× Iu(a, b)− Il(a, b)

Iu(a + y, b + n − y)− Il(a + y, b + n − y)

with the beta function B(a, b) =
∫ 1

0 ta−1 (1 − t)b−1 dt and the incomplete regularized beta function
Ix(a, b) = {

∫ x
0 ta−1 (1 − t)b−1 dt}/ B(a, b). Specifically, Bartoš et al. (2023) assigned the hyperparam-

eters a = 5100, b = 4900, l = 0.5, u = 1 to instantiate an alternative hypothesis that closely aligns
with the theoretical prediction from Diaconis et al. (2007) of a 0.51 probability with slight uncertainty
around it.
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Figure 4: Bayes factor function analysis of data from Bartoš et al. (2023). Among n = 350′757
coin flips, y = 178′078 landed on the same side as they started. A beta prior tightly concentrated
around the theoretically predicted probability of 0.51 is assigned to the probability under the alternative
(θ | H1 ∼ Beta(5100, 4900)[0.5,1]).

Figure 4 shows the resulting BFF for a range of probabilities from 0.5 to 0.515. Looking at the
BFF evaluated at θ = 0.5, we can see the finding reported by Bartoš et al. (2023): There is extreme
evidence (BF01 = 1/(1.71 × 1017)) against θ = 0.5 and in favour of the alternative concentrated
around θ = 0.51. This result hence provides decisive evidence for the theory from Diaconis et al.
(2007) over the hypothesis that coins tend to land on the same side with equal probability. However,
the BFF framework permits further insights. For example, we can see that all probability values up
to about 0.504 and all values larger than 0.512 are decisively refuted by the data, each having an
associated Bayes factor below 10−3. Furthermore, the k = 1 support interval from 0.506 to 0.509
shows the probability values that are better supported by the data than the specified alternative,
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which excludes the theoretically predicted θ = 0.51. The MEE at θ̂ME = 0.508 is the best supported
value, with kME = 6.51 indicating substantial evidence over the alternative concentrated around 0.51.

4.2 Meta-analysis

The previous analysis assumed that coin flips were independent among participants and trials. The
top left plot in Figure 5 shows that this assumption seems violated as the estimated probabilities that
a coin lands on the same side for each of the n = 48 study participants are clearly heterogeneous.
This suggests that the analysis should be modified to account for heterogeneity. In the following, we
will therefore synthesize these estimates while accounting for heterogeneity with a meta-analysis, as
Bartoš et al. (2023) did.

Suppose we have i = 1, . . . , n estimates yi with (assumed to be known) standard errors σi. The
estimates are assumed to be normally distributed around a participant specific true probability θi,
i.e.,

yi | θi, σ2
i ∼ N(θi, σ2

i )

θi | θ, τ2 ∼ N(θ, τ2).

Marginalized over the participant specific probabilities, the distribution of an estimate is then

yi | θ, τ, σ2
i ∼ N(θ, σ2

i + τ2).

There are two unknown parameters, θ and τ. The mean θ quantifies the average probability across
participants, while the heterogeneity standard deviation τ quantifies the heterogeneity of these prob-
abilities. The Bayes factor for testing H0 : θ = θ0, τ = τ0 against H1 : θ ̸= θ0, τ ̸= τ0 is then given by

BF01(y1, . . . , yn; θ0, τ0) =
∏n

i N(yi | θ0, τ2
0 )∫ ∞

0

∫ +∞
−∞ ∏n

i N(yi | θ, τ2) p(θ, τ | H1)dθ dτ

with N(x | m, v) denoting the normal density with mean m and variance v evaluated at x.
As in the previous analysis we assigned a θ | H1 ∼ Beta(5100, 4900)[0.5,1] prior to the average

probability θ under the alternative H1. In addition, we assigned a half-normal prior p(τ | H1) =√
2/π exp{−τ2/(2 s2)}/s to the heterogeneity standard deviation τ, and assumed it to be indepen-

dent of θ. Half-normal priors are commonly used in meta-analysis due to their simplicity and de-
sirable properties such as nearly uniform behavior around zero τ = 0 (see e.g., Röver et al., 2021).
We choose a scale s = 0.02 because the resulting prior gives 95% probability to τ values smaller than
0.04, thus encoding the possibility of no heterogeneity (all true participant probabilities are the same
when τ = 0) up to small amounts of heterogeneity (the true participant probabilities differ by a few
percentage points). BFFs for priors with smaller or larger scale parameters are also shown in Figure 5
as sensitivity analyses.

The top-right plot in Figure 5 shows the BFF in a two-dimensional surface when both parameters
are considered as focus parameters. In contrast to the analysis that ignored between-participant
heterogeneity, we see that the MEE for the average probability (θ̂ME = 0.51) is now consistent with
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Figure 5: Bayes factor analysis of coin flipping experiments from Bartoš et al. (2023), taking into account
between-participant heterogeneity. The product of a truncated beta prior (θ | H1 ∼ Beta(5100, 4900)[0.5,1]) for
θ and a half-normal prior with scale 0.02 for τ are assigned under the alternative H1. The same priors are
assumed when the parameters are nuisance parameters under H0 (bottom plots). The bottom plots also show
the BFF for other scale parameters of the half-normal prior.
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the theoretical prediction of Diaconis et al. (2007). In addition, the MEE for the heterogeneity standard
deviation (τ̂ME = 0.016) suggests small but non-negligible heterogeneity. This MEE receives strong
support over the alternative (kME = 14). The relatively concentrated k = 1 support region indicates
that probabilities from around 0.505 to 0.515 along with heterogeneity standard deviations from 0.012
to 0.021 are supported by the data over the alternative. Finally, the BFF shows that probabilities of
θ = 0.5 and no heterogeneity τ = 0 are clearly refuted by the data over the alternative (log BF01 =

−1.81 × 105).
The two bottom plots in Figure 5 show BFFs when either τ or θ is considered as nuisance pa-

rameter. In both cases, the same prior as for the alternative H1 was assigned to the corresponding
nuisance parameter under H0. In addition, BFFs for other choices of the scale parameter of the half-
normal prior were computed to assess the sensitivity of the results to this choice. We see that the two
marginal MEEs (θ̂ME = 0.51 and τ̂ME = 0.016) align with the joint MEEs, but their evidence values
(kME = 2.2 and kME = 6.4, respectively) indicate less support over the alternative than for the joint
one. Finally, looking at the colored BFFs obtained by changing the scale parameter of the half-normal
prior assigned to τ, we see that the scale has little effect on inferences about the probability θ, but a
more pronounced effect on inferences about τ. For the latter parameter, increasing the scale of the
prior does not seem to change the BFF too much, while decreasing the scale to a value of s = 0.005
dramatically increases the height of the BFF, increasing the support of the MEE and surrounding
values over the alternative. This seems reasonable, since the data show clear signs of heterogeneity,
while a prior with such a small scale would predict almost none. In sum, the BFF analysis suggests
that, on average, coins tend to land on the same side with probability θ = 0.51 in accordance with
the hypothesis from Diaconis et al. (2007). At the same time, there seems to be considerable between-
flipper heterogeneity.

4.3 Replication studies

In a replication study, researchers repeat an original study as closely as possible in order to as-
sess whether consistent results can be obtained (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and
Medicine, 2019). Various types of Bayes factor approaches have been proposed to quantify the de-
gree to which a replication study has replicated an original study (Verhagen and Wagenmakers, 2014;
Ly et al., 2018; Harms, 2019; Pawel and Held, 2022; Pawel et al., 2023). A common idea is that the
posterior distribution of the unknown parameters based on the data from the original study is used
as the prior distribution in the analysis of the replication data. If the replication data support this
prior distribution, this suggests replication success. We will now show how this idea translates to
analyzing replication studies with BFFs.

Suppose that original and replication study provide effect estimates yo and yr with standard er-
rors σo and σr, respectively. Each is supposed to be normally distributed around a common un-
derlying effect size θ with (assumed to be known) variance equal to its squared standard error, i.e.,
yi | θ ∼ N(θ, σ2

i ) for i ∈ {o, r}. A ‘replication BFF’ may then be obtained by using the replication
data to contrast the null hypothesis H0 : θ = θ0 to the alternative H1 : θ ∼ N(yo, σ2

o ), where the prior
under the alternative is the posterior distribution of θ based on the original data and a flat prior for
θ (Verhagen and Wagenmakers, 2014). As such, the replication Bayes factor represents a special case
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of the ‘partial Bayes factor‘ (O’Hagan and Forster, 2004, p.186). This leads to the following BFF

BF01(yr; θ0) =

√
1 +

σ2
o

σ2
r

exp
[
−1

2

{
(yr − θ0)2

σ2
r

− (yr − yo)2

σ2
r + σ2

o

}]

with MEE at the replication effect estimate θ̂ME = yr, evidence value

kME =

√
1 +

σ2
o

σ2
r

exp
{
(yr − yo)2

2(σ2
o + σ2

r )

}
,

and k support interval

yr ± σr

√
log

(
1 +

σ2
o

σ2
r

)
+

(yr − y0)2

σ2
r + σ2

o
− log k2.

We will now demonstrate application of the replication BFF by reanalyzing data from three repli-
cation studies that were part of the large-scale replication project in the social-behavioral sciences
(Protzko et al., 2023). The original experiment termed “Labels” found the following central result:

“When a researcher uses a label to describe people who hold a certain opinion, he or she is in-
terpreted as disagreeing with that opinion when a negative label is used and agreeing with that
opinion when a positive label is used.” Protzko et al. (2023, p. 312)

which was based on an estimated standardized mean difference yo = 0.205 with standard error
σo = 0.051. The replication studies conducted in three other labs found a smaller, a similar, and a
much larger effect estimate (yri ∈ {0.09, 0.205, 0.435} with standard errors σri ∈ {0.052, 0.057, 0.044},
respectively).

The top plot in Figure 6 shows the associated BFFs, MEEs, and k = 1 support intervals. We see
that, the BFFs peak at the corresponding replication estimate, but the height of these peaks differs
between replications. The replication from lab 2 produced an effect estimate identical to the original
one, so there is little support of its MEE over the alternative based on the original study as the esti-
mates from both studies are in close agreement. In contrast, the MEEs from lab 1 and lab 3 receive
substantial and very strong support over the alternative because they are either smaller or larger. In
turn, their k = 1 support intervals are much wider compared to the narrow support interval from lab
2. Finally, we can also see that the BFF from lab 1 indicates that there is absence of evidence regarding
whether or not the data support the value of no effect (BF01 ≈ 1 at θ = 0), whereas the BFFs from
labs 2 and 3 indicate strong and decisive evidence against no effect up to very small effects of around
θ = 0.1, respectively.

The bottom plot in Figure 6 illustrates the posterior distributions, conveniently obtained by multi-
plying the BFF by the prior distribution based on the original data since this BFF has a Savage-Dickey
density ratio representation. We can see that the k = 1 support intervals from the top plot are given by
the set of effect sizes with posterior density larger than the prior density. These posteriors represent
a synthesis of the original and replication studies, as they lie somewhere in between the likelihood
of the replication data and the prior based on the original study. For example, the posterior from lab
3 is centered around 0.34 with 95% credible interval from 0.27 to 0.4. Clearly, this interval excludes
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Figure 6: Bayes factor functions with maximum evidence estimates and k = 1 support intervals (top) and
posterior distribution with posterior modes and 95% highest posterior density credible intervals (bottom) for
the three replication studies from the “Labels” experiment (Protzko et al., 2023). The original study found
an estimated standardized mean difference of yo = 0.205 with standard error σo = 0.051 which is used to
formulate the prior distribution under the alternative θ | H1 ∼ N(yo, σ2

o ). The replication effect estimates
were yri ∈ {0.09, 0.205, 0.435} with standard errors σri ∈ {0.052, 0.057, 0.044}, respectively, and are assumed
to be normally distributed yri | θ ∼ N(θ, σ2

ri). The posterior is obtained by multiplying the BFF with the prior
density.

both the original (yo = 0.205) and the replication effect estimates (yr3 = 0.435), leading to a different
conclusion from the BFF, which indicates decisive evidence for the MEE at yr3 = 0.435 (kME = 521).
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4.4 Logistic regression

To illustrate a computationally more involved application of BFFs, we consider the epidemiologi-
cal study from Neutra et al. (1978), previously reanalyzed by Greenland (2007) and Sullivan and
Greenland (2013). This study investigated the association between neonatal death and 14 exposure
variables. Among the 2992 recorded births only 17 neonatal deaths occurred. This leads to challenges
in conducting inferences with so many exposure variables, as we will see in the following.

Figure 7 shows the BFFs related to a logistic regression analysis of the data including all exposures
as main effects and an intercept term. Each BFF relates to the exponentiated regression coefficient,
which can be interpreted as the multiplicative change of odds of neonatal death when increasing the
variable by one unit while keeping all other variables fixed. An improper flat prior was assigned
to the intercept under both the null and the alternative, while independent N(0, 1/2) priors were
assigned to the coefficients under the alternative. This prior represents an alternative postulating
that the median odds ratio is 1 and that 95% of odds ratios are in between 1/4 and 4, representing a
plausible range of odds ratios in epidemiology (Greenland, 2006). For the analysis of each coefficient,
all other coefficients were considered as nuisance parameters with the same priors assigned to them
under the null as under the alternative.

BFFs were computed in three ways: i) By first computing the marginal posterior distribution for
each coefficient from kernel smoothing of 10′000′000 Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) samples
(solid orange lines) computed with Stan (Carpenter et al., 2017) and then computing the BFF via
the Savage-Dickey density ratio as explained in Section 3.4. ii) By computing the marginal posterior
with integrated nested Laplace approximation (short-dashed blue lines) via INLA (Rue et al., 2009)
and then computing the BFF via the Savage-Dickey density. iii) By estimating the parameters of
the logistic model first with maximum likelihood, and then using each estimated coefficient and its
standard error for a univariate normal analysis as explained in Section 2.3, ignoring the nuisance
parameters (long-dashed green lines). As a result, the MEEs from the univariate normal analysis
correspond to maximum likelihood estimates, while the MEEs from the MCMC and INLA analyses
correspond to integrated maximum likelihood estimates.

The MCMC analysis took the longest of the three (around 30 minutes to run), followed by the
INLA analysis (about a second to run), followed by the univariate analysis (almost instantaneous).
We can see that the BFFs based on MCMC and INLA (with default settings) may have inaccuracies
or cannot be computed in the outer regions of the BFF, since these are regions where the posterior
density is close to zero. We can also see that the univariate normal BFF agrees reasonably well with
the MCMC and INLA BFFs in most cases, with the exception of the ’Hydramnios’ variable. In this
case, the MCMC and INLA BFFs increase monotonically but end abruptly around OR = 50 and OR
= 30, respectively, because no larger MCMC samples were observed or because the INLA algorithm
returned a posterior density of zero. However, the shapes of the BFFs suggest that their maxima lie
outside the range shown, and may even be larger than the maximum of the univariate normal BFF.
Because of these computational issues, the ‘Hydramnios’ BFF should be interpreted with caution.

Due to the sparse nature of the data, most of the BFFs are undiagnostic about whether or not
the variables exhibit harmful or beneficial associations with neonatal death. For example, the BFF
(based on MCMC) for the variable ‘Early age’ (top left panel) has its mode at ÔRME = 1.4 indicating
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Figure 7: Multiple logistic regression BFF analysis of 2992 births with 17 neonatal deaths from Neutra et al.
(1978) as reanalyzed by Sullivan and Greenland (2013). Each plot shows the BFF related to the exponentiated
regression coefficient which can be interpreted as odds ratio. Independent, weakly informative N(0, 1/2) pri-
ors are assigned to the coefficients under the alternative H1. All other coefficients were considered as nuisance
parameters and the same priors assigned to them as under the alternative. Variables are binary indicators, ex-
cept early age (0, 20 ,1 15 19, 2 under 15), gestational age (0 = no, 1 = 36− 38 weeks, 2 = 33− 36 weeks; under
33 weeks excluded), isoimmunization (0 = no, 1 = Rh, 2 = ABO), labour progress (0 = no, 0.33 = prolonged,
0.67 = protracted, 1 = arrested) and past abortion (0 = none, 1 = 1, 2 = 2+).
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a slightly harmful association between early age pregnancy and neonatal death, yet this parameter
value receives only anecdotal support over the alternative (kME = 1.5) and the corresponding k = 1
support interval spans the range from beneficial (OR = 1/1.4) up to harmful associations (OR = 2.5).

For most variables, the BFFs indicate that strongly harmful (OR > 10) associations are dis-
favoured by the data relative to the alternative. However, the variables ‘Gestational age’, ‘Hydram-
nios’, ‘Malpresented’, and ‘Twin, triplet‘ are notable exceptions. In each case, the BFFs suggest small
up to very harmful associations with neonatal death. For example, for the variable ‘Hydramnios’ an
MEE (based on univariate normal analysis) of ÔRME = 60.3 (k = 1 support interval from 1.7 to 2188)
is obtained. This extreme inflation reflects the fact that only one death was observed with hydram-
nios during pregnancy. The example illustrates that just as non-Bayesian methods, BFFs, support
intervals, and MEEs can suffer from small-data artifacts. These could be avoided with a posterior
distribution based on a weakly informative prior that shrinks the posterior toward more realistic
values (Greenland, 2006), with the caveat that a poorly chosen prior may also mask genuine signals
from the data.

5 Discussion

We showed how Bayes factors can be used for parameter estimation, extending their traditional use
cases of hypothesis testing and model comparison. We also linked these ideas to the overarching
concept of Bayes factor functions (BFFs), which are Bayes factor analogues of P-value functions,
and are likewise particularly useful for reporting of analysis results. This provides data analysts
with a unified framework for statistical inference that is distinct from conventional frequentist and
Bayesian approaches: While a P-value function can only quantify evidence against parameter values
(Greenland, 2023), BFFs allow us to quantify evidence in favour of parameter values over the alter-
native. Moreover, if a BFF diagnoses absence of evidence, data analysts can continue to collect data
without worrying about multiplicity issues. Like ordinary Bayesian inference, BFF inference uses the
Bayesian evidence calculus, but without synthesizing data and prior. When point priors are assigned,
Bayes factors become likelihood ratios, so BFF inference aligns with likelihoodist inference, but when
there are nuisance parameters, BFFs include a natural way to eliminate them via marginalization over
a prior.

Like the likelihoodist and Neyman-Pearson paradigms of statistical inference, BFF inference re-
quires the formulation of alternative hypotheses. For this reason, BFFs are particularly valuable in
contexts where prior data or theories are available to formulate alternative hypotheses. For example,
BFFs (under the name of ‘K ratio‘) have been used by the large-scale NANOGrav collaboration to
quantify the evidence for new physics theories against the established Standard Model (Afzal et al.,
2023). In cases where there are no clear alternative hypotheses, data analysts may use BFFs based on
‘weakly informative‘ (Gelman, 2009) or ‘default‘ prior distributions (e.g., unit-information priors, see
Kass and Wasserman, 1995), but should acknowledge this limitation and report sensitivity analyses
(e.g., BFFs for different prior distributions). Another possibility is to base BFF inference on Bayes
factor bounds (Berger and Sellke, 1987; Sellke et al., 2001; Held and Ott, 2018), which give a bound
on the maximum evidence against parameter values, but at the cost of losing the ability to quantify
evidence in favour of parameter values (Pawel et al., 2024).
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Where under their control, data analysts should design experiments and studies so that conclu-
sive inferences can be drawn from the data collected, including BFF inferences. Future research needs
to investigate how experiments need to be designed to enable conclusive inference with BFFs. For ex-
ample, one may design an experiment so that the expected width of a support interval is sufficiently
narrow, or so that the expected evidence level for the MEE is sufficiently large. Finally, calculating
BFFs can be challenging, as our logistic regression example showed. For example, if a BFF is com-
puted via the Savage-Dickey density ratio from a posterior distribution computed by MCMC, the
BFF may be imprecise at the tails of the posterior, even with millions of samples. Future work may
focus on developing more efficient techniques for computing BFFs in such settings.

Bayesian, likelihoodist, or predictive reasoning may all motivate the Bayes factor as a natural tool
for quantifying the relative evidence or support of competing hypotheses. Nevertheless, neither the
Bayes factor nor any other measure of statistical evidence is infallible or suitable for all purposes. For
example, Bayes factors by construction do not take into account the prior probabilities of their con-
trasted hypotheses, so they may indicate strong support for a hypothesis even though this hypothesis
would still remain unlikely when combined with its prior probability (Lavine and Schervish, 1999;
Good, 2001). Any type of statistical inference can lead to distorted scientific inferences if used in a
bright-line fashion without consideration of contextual factors (Goodman, 2016; Greenland, 2023).
We believe that BFFs are useful in this regard because they shift the focus from finding evidence
against a single null hypothesis to making gradual and quantitative inferences.
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Pillado, J. J., Blecha, L., Boddy, K. K., Brazier, A., Brook, P. R., Burke-Spolaor, S., et al. (2023). The
NANOGrav 15 yr data set: Search for signals from new physics. The Astrophysical Journal Letters, 951(1):L11.
doi:10.3847/2041-8213/acdc91.

Barnard, G. A. (1949). Statistical inference. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological),
11(2):115–139. doi:10.1111/j.2517-6161.1949.tb00028.x.
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