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Abstract

Bayes factor null hypothesis tests provide a viable alternative to frequentist measures of
evidence quantification. Bayes factors for realistic interesting models cannot be calculated
exactly, but have to be estimated, which involves approximations to complex integrals.
Crucially, the accuracy of these estimates, i.e., whether an estimated Bayes factor
corresponds to the true Bayes factor, is unknown, and may depend on data, prior, and
likelihood. We have recently developed a novel statistical procedure, namely
simulation-based calibration (SBC) for Bayes factors, to test for a given analysis, whether
the computed Bayes factors are accurate. Here, we use SBC for Bayes factors to test for
some common cognitive designs, whether Bayes factors are estimated accurately. We use the
bridgesampling/brms packages as well as the BayesFactor package in R. We find that Bayes
factor estimates are accurate and exhibit only little bias in Latin square designs with (a)
random effects for subjects only and (b) for crossed random effects for subjects and items,
but a single fixed-factor. However, Bayes factor estimates turn out biased and liberal in a
2x2 design with crossed random effects for subjects and items. These results suggest that
researchers should test for their individual analysis, whether Bayes factor estimates are
accurate. Moreover, future research is needed to determine the boundary conditions under
which Bayes factor estimates are accurate or biased, as well as software development to

improve estimation accuracy.

Keywords: Bayes factors, Bayesian model comparison, simulation-based calibration,

null hypothesis testing, crossed random effects for subjects and items
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Null hypothesis Bayes factor estimates can be biased in (some) common factorial designs: A

simulation study
Introduction

Bayes factors have emerged as a popular tool for quantifying evidence for hypotheses
and comparing models in statistical data analysis (Chow & Hoijtink, 2017; Hoijtink & Chow,
2017; Lee, 2011; Mulder & Wagenmakers, 2016; Vandekerckhove, Rouder, & Kruschke, 2018).
Compared to traditional frequentist p-values, Bayes factors offer several advantages, such as
their ability to assess the likelihood of the null hypothesis, incorporate prior information, and
provide continuous measures of evidence strength. As a result, Bayes factors are increasingly

used in many scientific domains, including psychology, neuroscience, and social sciences

(Heck et al., 2022).

However, computing exact Bayes factors is often not feasible, as it involves solving
complex integrals that cannot be solved analytically. Instead, approximations are necessary,
which can lead to noisy or biased estimates of Bayes factors. To address this issue, several
software tools have been developed, such as the BayesFactor (Morey & Rouder, 2022) and
bridgesampling (Gronau, Singmann, & Wagenmakers, 2020) packages in R, which provide
estimates of Bayes factors. Nevertheless, the quality of these estimates are as yet unclear and
remain a concern, as biased estimates could lead to erroneous conclusions about the evidence

for hypotheses and the relative strengths of models (Schad, Nicenboim, Biirkner, Betancourt,

& Vasishth, 2022).

To investigate the accuracy of Bayes factor estimates, Schad et al. (2022) recently
proposed a method called Simulation-Based Calibration (SBC) for Bayes factors (for more
recent alternatives see Sekulovski, Marsman, & Wagenmakers, 2024). SBC provides a means
to assess whether Bayes factors are estimated accurately, or whether there is bias in the
Bayes factor estimator, reflecting liberal or conservative bias. In essence, SBC works by

defining a model prior (i.e., a priori model probabilities) and a parameter prior for each
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model (i.e., prior densities for each model parameter), and then doing a simulation many
times, where in each simulation, one performs the following steps: (1) sample a model from
the model prior, (2) for the sampled model, sample parameters from their prior distributions,
(3) use the sampled parameters to simulate data from the model, (4) compute (based on
Bayes factor estimates) posterior model probabilities for each of the models given the
simulated data. We can then compare the average posterior probabilities (averaged across
simulations) with the prior probability; this allows SBC to detect whether the Bayes factor
estimates are biased or not. If the average posterior probability is equal to the prior
probability, then this is consistent with accurate Bayes factor estimation. If the average
posterior deviates from the prior, then this indicates a liberal or conservative bias in the

Bayes factor estimation.

An important application domain of Bayes factor estimation is in the analysis of
factorial designs using linear mixed-effects models (LMMs; Baayen, Davidson, and Bates
(2008)). In particular, nested model comparisons for balanced factorial designs can be
analyzed using Bayes factors, which can replace traditional p-values as a means of assessing
main effects, interactions, and specific contrasts (Schad, Vasishth, Hohenstein, & Kliegl,
2020). In this context, Bayes factors are often used for null hypothesis tests, where a full
model containing all fixed effects of interest is compared to a null model that lacks some
effect or a set of effects (van Doorn, Aust, Haaf, Stefan, & Wagenmakers, 2021). This has
the potential to replace traditional frequentist p-values that are standardly used to analyze

experimental data in many scientific papers.

In this paper, we aim to investigate whether Bayes factor estimates obtained from
common factorial designs are biased or accurate using SBC. We build upon our prior work
(Schad, Nicenboim, & Vasishth, 2024), which demonstrated that data aggregation can lead
to biased inferences in Bayesian linear mixed models and ANOVA. To further assess the

accuracy of Bayes factor estimation, we focus on two widely used R packages:
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bridgesampling (Gronau et al., 2020), in combination with brms (Biirkner, 2017), and
BayesFactor (Morey & Rouder, 2022), which is also used in Jeffreys’” Amazing Statistics
Program (JASP; JASP Team (2024)). Specifically, we apply SBC to a range of experimental
repeated measures designs, including a 2x2 design with random effects for subjects, a design
with a single fixed factor and crossed random effects for subjects and items, and a 2x2 design
with crossed random effects for subjects and items. We summarize simulation studies
reported before (Schad et al., 2024) and extend these results with a simulation of the
BayesFactor package. By using SBC, we can determine whether the Bayes factor estimates
for the fixed effects are unbiased and provide a solid basis for statistical data analysis in these
experimental designs. This investigation is important, as biased Bayes factor estimates can
lead to erroneous conclusions about the evidence for hypotheses and the relative strengths of
models. Overall, our study contributes to the growing literature on the application of

Bayesian methods in the cognitive sciences (psychology, linguistics, and related areas).

To foreshadow our results: we found that Bayes factor estimates based on the
R-packages bridgesampling/brms as well as for the R-package BayesFactor were accurate or
exhibited only little bias for a 2x2 Latin square design with random effects for subjects and
for a design with a single fixed factor and crossed random effects for subjects and for items.
However, in a 2x2 repeated measures design with crossed random effects for subjects and for
items, we found that for both packages (bridgesampling and BayesFactor), the resulting
Bayes factor estimates were too large, reflecting a liberal bias. These results suggest that the
accuracy of BayesFactor estimates in commonly used software tools cannot be taken for
granted. While we provide some initial results about which kinds of designs might be most
vulnerable to Bayes factor bias, the accuracy of Bayes factor estimates may vary with design
features, statistical models used, and with prior assumptions. Therefore, we recommend (cf.
Schad et al., 2022) that SBC for Bayes factors (or another test of its accuracy; Sekulovski et
al. (2024)) should be employed to test the accuracy for a given set of design, models, and

priors before results from individual analyses are trusted. Moreover, we hope that our work
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can motivate improvements in software for estimating Bayes factors to achieve more accurate
estimation also in the situations that currently pose problems to the estimation procedures.
Until this is achieved, we caution users of respective software to acknowledge potential
limitations associated with Bayes factor estimation in their analyses, and to interpret

relating claims in the literature with caution.

Next, we provide a brief introduction to Bayesian analyses and Bayes factors, before we

report the results of our simulation studies.

Introduction to Bayesian analyses, Bayes factors, and simulation-based

calibration

Here, we provide a brief introduction to Bayesian analyses, Bayes factors, and to
simulation-based calibration for Bayes factors. This introduction is taken from Schad et al.
(2024). Other introductory treatments are available for Bayesian and Bayes factor analyses
(Chow & Hoijtink, 2017; Etz, Gronau, Dablander, Edelsbrunner, & Baribault, 2018; Etz &
Vandekerckhove, 2018; Hoijtink & Chow, 2017; Lee, 2011; Mulder & Wagenmakers, 2016;
Nicenboim & Vasishth, 2016; van Doorn et al., 2021; Vandekerckhove et al., 2018; Vasishth,
Nicenboim, Beckman, Li, & Kong, 2018).

A quick review of Bayesian methodology

Statistical analyses in the cognitive sciences often pursue two goals: to estimate
parameters and their uncertainties, and to test hypotheses. Both of these goals can be
achieved using Bayesian data analysis. Bayesian analyses focus on an “observational” model
M, which specifies the probability density of the data y given the vector of model
parameters O and the model M, i.e., p(y | ©, M), or by dropping the model, p(y | ©). It is
possible to use the observational model to simulate data, by selecting some model
parameters © and drawing random samples for the data §. When the data is given (fixed,

e.g., observed or simulated), then the observational model turns into a likelihood function:
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p(y | ©) = L,(O); this can be used to estimate model parameters or to compute the evidence
for the model relative to other models. To estimate parameters, in Bayesian data analyses
the likelihood is complemented by the prior, written p(©), that defines the joint probability
distribution of all the parameters of the model, which can encode domain expertise. Bayes’
rule specifies how to combine the likelihood and the prior to compute the posterior

distribution of the model parameters p(© | y, M;):

y |6, Mi)p(© | M)

_ o
PO M) =T Ty

(1)

Here, p(y | M) is a normalizing constant termed the “evidence” or “marginal likelihood”; it
is the likelihood of the data y based on the model M; averaging over the parameters ©. The
marginal likelihood can only be interpreted relative to other models. It is derived as

ply | My) = [ply | ©, M1)p(© | M;)dO. There is a key role of priors in this computation.
Priors play an important role in Bayesian inference as they can regularize inferences when
the data do not inform the likelihood functions strongly. However, they will influence
marginal likelihoods even when the data are strongly informative, and are thus even more
crucial for Bayes factors than for posterior distributions (Aitkin, 1991; Gelman et al., 2013;
Griinwald, 2000; Liu & Aitkin, 2008; Myung & Pitt, 1997; Vanpaemel, 2010).

For very simple models, posterior density functions can be computed analytically.
However, for most interesting models this is not possible and we have to rely on
approximation methods. One such approach is sampling methods such as Markov Chain
Monte Carlo sampling, which is an important method behind popular software implementing
Bayesian analysis.

Inference over hypotheses. Bayes factors provide a way to compare any two
model hypotheses (i.e., arbitrary hypotheses) against each other by comparing their marginal
likelihoods (Betancourt, 2018; Kass & Raftery, 1995; Ly, Verhagen, & Wagenmakers, 2016;

Schad et al., 2022). The Bayes factor tells us, given the data and the model priors, how
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much we need to update our relative belief between the two models.

To derive Bayes factors, we first compute the model posterior, i.e., the posterior

probability for a model M; given the data:

ply | Mi) X p(M) _ ply | My) x p(My)
(y | M) X p(My) + ply | Ma) x p(My) p(y) '

p(M; | y) =

Here, p(M,) is the prior probability for each model i. Based on the posterior model

probability p(M; | y), we can compute the model odds for one model over another as:

In words:

Posterior ratio = Bayes factor x prior odds (4)

The Bayes factor is thus a measure of relative evidence, the comparison of the
predictive performance of one model (M) against another one (Mj). This comparison

(BF}y») is a ratio of marginal likelihoods:

Y
BF12 — ( (5)
Py
BF5 indicates the evidence that the data provide for M; over Ms; in other words,
which of the two models is more likely to have generated the data, or the relative evidence

that we have for M; over M. Bayes factor values larger than one indicate that M; is more
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compatible with the data, values smaller than one indicate Ms is more compatible with the

data, and values close to one indicate that both models are equally compatible with the data.

In the present work, we will consider the case of nested model comparison, where a null
model hypothesizes that a model parameter is zero or absent (a point hypothesis), whereas
an alternative model hypothesizes that the model parameter is present with some prior

distribution and has some value different from exactly zero (a “general” hypothesis).

For most interesting problems and models in cognitive science, Bayes factors cannot be
computed analytically; approximations are needed. One major approach is to estimate Bayes
factors based on posterior MCMC draws via bridge sampling (Bennett, 1976; Meng & Wong,
1996), implemented in the R package bridgesampling (Gronau et al., 2020), which we use
in the present work. We also use Bayes factors computed by the R package BayesFactor
(Morey & Rouder, 2018). We chose these two packages for the present study because they

are widely used in cognitive science.

Introduction to simulation-based calibration (SBC). We have recently used
SBC for Bayes factors (Schad et al., 2022), which is a statistical technique designed to test
whether a Bayes factor estimated in a given analysis is accurate, or whether it is biased and
deviates from the true Bayes factor. Here, we first provide a short description of SBC
(derived from Schad et al., 2022) and then perform SBC to test the accuracy of Bayes factors

for analyses of non-/aggregated data in the presence of non-spherical random effects.

We can formulate an SBC-inspired method for Bayes factors (i.e., for model inference),
where M is a true model used to simulate artificial data y, and M’ is a model inferred from
the simulated data. SBC for model inference makes use of model priors p(M), which are the
prior probabilities for each model before observing any data. SBC can then be formulated as

follows (Schad et al., 2022).
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pM) =3 [ oM y)ply | M)p(M) dy (6)
M

We can read this equation sequentially (from right to left): first, we sample a model
from the model prior, p(M). Next, we simulate data based on this model, p(y | M). This in
fact involves two steps: simulating parameters from the parameter prior, p(© | M), and then
simulating artificial data from the parameters and model, p(y | ©, M), i.e.,
ply | M) = [ply| ©,M)xp(O | M)dO. Next, we estimate the posterior model
probabilities from the simulated data, p(M’ | y). This again involves several steps: we
compute marginal likelihoods, p(y | M’), for both models, compute Bayes factors, and
compute the posterior probability for each model given the data, p(M’ | y), by adding the
model prior. That is, we obtain a posterior model probability for each simulated data set.
We can now compare, whether the posterior model probability, p(M’ | y), — averaged across

all simulated data sets — is the same as the prior model probability, p(M).

The key idea is that if the computation of Bayes factors and posterior model
probabilities is performed correctly (and of course the data simulation is implemented
correctly), then the average posterior probability for a model should be the same as its prior
probability. By contrast, if the average posterior probability for a model deviates from its
prior probability, then this indicates that the Bayes factor estimate is biased, i.e., that the

obtained Bayes factor does not correspond to the true Bayes factor.

For a given run of SBC, to test whether the Bayes factor estimates are biased, we here
perform Bayesian t-tests on the posterior model probabilities, i.e., computing null hypothesis
Bayes factors to test whether the posterior model probabilities differ from the prior model
probability (here either 0.5 or 0.2). For these tests, we use the t-test in the BayesFactor

package to test whether SBC indicates bias in the estimation of Bayes factors.
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Results 1: Cases where Bayes factor estimates are accurate or exhibit slight bias

2x2 design with random effects for subjects: bridgesampling/brms
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Figure 1. Results from simulation-based calibration (SBC) for model inference: A simulation
example employing a 2 x 2 design based on the two-step decision task. A) The average
posterior model probability together with 95 percent confidence intervals is shown for the
main effects of reward (last trial was rewarded/not rewarded; random slope variance: SD
= 0) and transition frequency (last trial induced a common/rare transition; random slope
variance: SD = 0), and their interaction (random slope variance: SD = 0.4), reflecting
differing variations of the effects across subjects. The horizontal broken line is the prior
probability for the H1, and deviations from this line indicate estimation bias. B) Results
from SBC: The question is examined whether the posterior probability of H1 (see panel A) is
different from the prior probability of 0.5, using null hypothesis Bayes factor tests, including
sensitivity analyses for the prior scale. The vertical dashed line indicates a default Bayes
factor with prior scale of sqrt(2)/2. A+B) The results show that the posterior probability for
H1 (see panel A) does not diverge from the prior probability (of 0.5), suggesting that Bayes

factor estimates are accurate.
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We first performed SBC for Bayes factors for the bridgesampling package together with
brms in a 2 x 2 design inspired from the 2-step decision-making task (Daw, Gershman,
Seymour, Dayan, & Dolan, 2011). In this task, the probability to repeat an action is
examined as a function of whether the last trial was rewarded (contrast coding: rewarded =
0.5, not rewarded = -0.5) and whether during the last trial a common (0.5) or a rare (-0.5)
transition occurred in the task. Using SBC, we simulated data from a LMM. We simulated
data from 10 virtual subjects, and for each subject, we simulated average repetition
probabilities for each of five blocks. The model parameters used for simulating the SBC data
were inspired by our own data on the task (Schad et al., 2014). We assumed the following

prior distributions:

Bintercepty ~ Normal(0.7,0.1) (7)
Bcontrasts ~ Normal(0,0.2) (8)

O Random siopes ~ INormal (0, 0.2) (9)
OResidual ~ Normal, (0,0.5) (10)

P Random slopes ~ LI J(2) (11)

In the simulations, we set random slope variances to SD = 0 for the two main effects,
and to SD = 0.4 for the interaction, effectively assuming non-spherical random effects (see
Schad et al., 2024). Prior probabilities for the models were set to 50% each. We used 200
runs of SBC.

The results (see Fig. 1) showed that the posterior model probabilities were equal to the
prior model probability of 0.5 for both main effects and for the interaction. Indeed, the null
hypothesis that posterior model probabilities were equal to 0.5 was supported by Bayesian

t-tests (see Fig. 1b) showing Bayes factors of BF01 > 6 for the null for the two main effects
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and a Bayes factor of BF01 > 3 for the interaction. These results suggest that Bayes factor

estimates were accurate.

2x2 design with random effects for subjects: BayesFactor
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Figure 2. Simulation-based calibration for the BayesFactor package, using a 2 x 2 repeated
measures design. True random slope variances are simluated to be small for the main effects
and large for the interaction. A) Average posterior probabilities for H1 for main effects and
the interaction. B) Sensitivity analyses for a Bayesian t-test assessing whether the average
posterior probability for H1 (see panel A) differs from the prior value of 0.5. The vertical line
indicates the prior scale of a default Bayes factor. A+B) Results show that Bayes factors are

accurate and the null hypothesis of no bias is supported by the SBC.

As a next step, we performed SBC to analyze the BayesFactor package. We studied a
2 x 2 repeated measures design. Given that Bayes factor estimation in the BayesFactor
package proceeds considerably more quickly compared to the brms/bridgesampling packages,
we assumed 30 simulated subjects with each contributing 16 data points. Model parameters

were taken as the default values used in the BayesFactor package.

The results (see Fig. 2) using 1000 SBC simulations showed that the average posterior
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probabilities for H1 were close to the prior value of 0.5. Indeed, default Bayesian t-tests
showed Bayes factors in support of the null hypothesis of BF01 > 6 for all three tested
effects, and BF01 > 10 for two of the three effects. This supports the conclusion that the

estimated Bayes factors were accurate in this analysis.

One 2-level factor with crossed random effects for subjects and items:

bridgesampling/brms

Next, we simulated data from a Latin square design with one two-level fixed factor and
crossed random effects for 42 subjects and 16 items. Across the 125 SBC simulations, the
true standard deviation of the random item slopes was increased from 0 to 0.5 in equidistant
steps of size 0.004. We set the prior probability of the alternative hypothesis to a smaller
value of 0.2 (instead of the previous 0.5) to be able to detect potential liberal biases well
without ceiling effects. A Bayesian GLMM with a lognormal likelihood was used in the SBC
analyses using the package brms. We included correlated random slopes and intercepts for

subjects and for items. For the model parameters, we used the following priors:

Bintercepty ~ Normal(6,0.6) (12)
Bx ~ Normal(0,0.1) (13)

O Random stopes ~ INormal(0,0.1) (14)
OResidual ~ Normal, (0,0.5) (15)

P Random stopes ~ LK J(2) (16)

The results showed (see Fig. 3) that the average posterior model probabilities for the
H1 did not differ from the prior value of 0.2. Indeed, default Bayes factor analyses with
Bayes factors of BF01 > 3 provided some support for the null hypothesis that the average

posterior probability for H1 did not differ from 0.2 and that it did not change with



BIASED BAYES FACTORS 15

- 1
Al B2 |
___ average against
-1 mu=0.2
— 9 -+ slope
—
T —_—
5 0.4 4
T :
5 S
[ . s
o m
() <
E_ /—
=
2 024 - fF----t4--=-=------- -—---
2 [ ]
172] b
9 S | —
g —1
0.0
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 Prior scale

Random slope [true standard deviation]

Figure 3. SBC simulations for a design with crossed random effects for subjects and items and
a single two-level fixed factor. A) the posterior probability for the alternative hypothesis (H1)
is shown as a function of the true standard deviation of the item random slope. Error bars
are confidence intervals, regression lines are from a logistic regression. The prior probability
for the null is set to 0.2 (this is chosen - lower than before, where it was 0.5 - for pragmatic
reasons to demonstrate a potential increase in the average posterior probabilities compared to
the prior of 0.2 and to avoid potential ceiling effects). B) Results from a sensitivity analysis
of Bayesian tests of whether the average posterior probability differs from the prior of 0.2
and whether the posterior probability increases with increasing item random slopes. Vertical
lines indicate default Bayes factor prior scales. A+B) The results show that the posterior
probability for H1 does not differ from the prior value of 0.2, suggesting that Bayes factor

estimates are accurate and not biased.
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increasing values for the item random slope.

One repeated measures factor with crossed random effects for subjects and

items: BayesFactor
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Figure /. Repeating the previous analyses using the BayesFactor package. A) Results from
SBC: the posterior probability for the alternative hypothesis (H1) is shown as a function of
the true standard deviation of the item random slope. Error bars are confidence intervals,
regression lines are from a logistic regression. The prior probability for the null is set to 0.2.
B) Results from sensitivity analyses showing the Bayes factor BFO1 in support of the null
hypothesis: in the left panel of (B), the null hypothesis is that the average posterior is equal
to the prior of 0.2; in the right panel of (B), the null hypothesis is that the influence of the
true random slope is zero. The results show that given the high number of simulations, the
analysis can detect a numerically small but persistent bias in the Bayes factor estimation:

Bayes factors are slightly too small, reflecting a conservative bias.

Next, we used the same experimental design (two-level fixed factor and crossed random
effects for subjects and items) to perform SBC for the BayesFactor package, again using

default parameter settings for the BayesFactor package. We used n = 500 simulations due to
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the relatively high speed of the BayesFactor package in estimating Bayes factors.

As shown in Figure 4, the average posterior probability for H1 was slightly, but
persistently smaller than the prior probability of 0.2. This was supported by a default
Bayesian t-test with BF'10 = 26 for the difference from the prior probablity of 0.2. The
analysis moreover suggested that this effect did not change with the value of the true
random slope variance (BF01 = 3.9). Thus, the relatively high number of simulations
revealed a small but persistent conservative bias in the Bayes factor estimate, suggesting

that estimated Bayes factors are slightly smaller than their true value.

We repeated the above set of simulations with a similar design, but using a four-level
fixed factor instead of a two-level fixed factor. The results showed that despite the large
number of 500 simulation runs of SBC, the analysis was undecided on whether there was a
small bias in the estimated Bayes factors as being too small, or whether the Bayes factor
estimates were accurate (see Fig. 5): a default Bayesian t-test yielded a value of BF10 = 1.3
and was thus undecided. Again, the true random slope variance did not seem to influence
this result (BF01 = 6.9). The results thus suggest that if there is any bias in the Bayes
factor estimates, then this bias is likely of small magnitude. Large biases are unlikely based

on the results.

Results 2: Cases where we found (stronger) bias in Bayes factor estimates

Next, we report results in a situation where we found evidence for stronger biases in

estimated Bayes factors.

2x2 repeated measures design with crossed random effects for subjects and

items: bridgesampling/brms

We extended our previous simulations by performing SBC with 200 simulations with

the bridgesampling/brms packages in a 2 x 2 Latin square design with crossed random
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Figure 5. Repeating the previous analyses using a four-level fixed factor instead of a two-level

fixed factor. A) Results from SBC: the posterior probability for the alternative hypothesis

(H1) is shown as a function of the true standard deviation of the item random slope. Error bars

are confidence intervals, regression lines are from a logistic regression. The prior probability

for the null is set to 0.2. B) Results from sensitivity analyses showing the Bayes factor BF01

in support of the null hypothesis: in the left panel of (B), the null hypothesis is that the

average posterior is equal to the prior of 0.2; in the right panel of (B), the null hypothesis is

that the influence of the true random slope is zero. The results show that given the high

number of simulations, the analysis is unsure whether there is a small downward bias in the

Bayes factor estimation, or whether the analysis is accurate.
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effects for 16 subjects and 8 items. Both main effects and the interaction were treated as

correlated random slopes in the analysis.
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Figure 6. Analyses of a 2 x 2 repeated measures design. A) Results from SBC: the posterior
probability for the alternative hypothesis (H1) is shown as a function of the true standard
deviation of the item random slope for main effects A (upper panel) and B (middle panel) as
well as their interaction (lower panel). Error bars are confidence intervals, regression lines
are from a logistic regression. The prior probability for the null is set to 0.2. B) Results
from sensitivity analyses of Bayes factor tests of whether the average posterior probability
diverges from the prior value of 0.2, as well as of the influence of the random slope variance.
The results show that in the present design, null hypothesis Bayes factor tests were biased

such that estimated Bayes factor values were too large and larger than the true Bayes factor.
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The results (see Fig. 6) showed that the average posterior probability for the H1 was
larger than the prior probability of 0.2 for both main effects and the interaction. The default
Bayes factors for the divergence from 0.2 were BF'10 = 58 for main effect A, BF10 = 3342
for main effect B, and BF'10 = 50714 for the interaction. These provide strong evidence for
a clear divergence of the posterior from the prior, and suggest that Bayes factor estimates
are too large, i.e., larger than their true values, and thus provide liberal tests of the
alternative hypotheses. These effects were not strongly modulated by the true value of the
random slope variance. These results suggest that testing fixed effects (main effects and
interactions) in a 2 x 2 design using the bridgesampling/brms packages can run the danger
of providing too large Bayes factors that exaggerate the apparent evidence for an effect that

is different from zero even if this may not be true.

2x2 repeated measures design with crossed random effects for subjects and

items: BayesFactor

We used the same experimental design with a 2 x 2 fixed effects structure and crossed
random effects for 64 subjects and 16 items to perform SBC with 500 simulations for the
BayesFactor package. The results (see Fig. 7) showed that the average posterior probability
for the alternative hypothesis was much larger than the prior probability of 0.2 for both
main effects and the interaction. Bayes factors of the null hypothesis of no divergence were
decisive with BF'10 > 1le 4 10 for all three effects. Moreover, this bias got stronger with
increasing random slope variances for main effect B and for the interaction, whereas this

effect was not so clear for main effect A.

Discussion

In recent years, very user-friendly software has been developed to estimate Bayes
factors in (generalized) linear mixed-effects models in the cognitive sciences, including the
bridgesampling/brms packages as well as the BayesFactor package. However, Bayes factors

in complex models have to be estimated, with no guarantees for their accuracy. Here, we
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Figure 7. Analyses of a 2 x 2 repeated measures design, but now with the BayesFactor

package. A) Results from SBC: the posterior probability for the alternative hypothesis (H1) is

shown as a function of the true standard deviation of the item random slope for main effects A

(upper panel) and B (middle panel) as well as their interaction (lower panel). Error bars are

confidence intervals, regression lines are from a logistic regression. The prior probability for

the null is set to 0.2. B) Results from sensitivity analyses of Bayes factor tests of whether the

average posterior probability diverges from the prior value of 0.2, as well as of the influence

of the random slope variance. The results show that in the present design, null hypothesis

Bayes factor tests were biased such that estimated Bayes factor values were too large and

larger than the true Bayes factor.
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used simulation-based calibration for Bayes factors (Schad et al., 2022) to test the accuracy
of Bayes factor estimation by studying some commonly used factorial experimental designs
from the cognitive sciences. The results showed that Bayes factors were estimated accurately
or with little bias in a range of well-studied repeated measures Latin square designs, which
included (a) a 2 x 2 design with random effects for subjects and (b) designs with a single

fixed factor (with two or four levels) and crossed random effects for subjects and items. This

provides important validation of the relevant Bayes factor estimates.

However, when testing main effects and interactions in a 2 x 2 design with crossed
random effects for subjects and items, we found strong biases in Bayes factor estimates
indicating that estimated Bayes factors were too large, and larger than the true Bayes
factors, leading to liberal statistical null hypothesis tests that may indicate evidence for an
effect even when the effect is in fact zero. These biases were present for both studied software

packages, including the bridgesampling/brms packages, as well as the BayesFactor package.

These latter results are worrisome for the application of Bayes factor tests in 2 x 2
designs with crossed random effects for subjects and items - an experimental design that is
commonly used in fields such as psycholinguistics and psychology. They suggest that
researchers should exercise caution when interpreting results from null hypothesis Bayes
factor tests for these types of experimental designs, and they invite a re-evaluation of the

published literature based on these approaches.

We think that the results can be highly informative for developers of software tools to
estimate Bayes factors in such complex statistical (GLMM) models. They may point to
problems in the accurate estimation of Bayes factors in some specific analysis situations, and
we hope that the present results will lead to improvements in methodology to overcome the
current limitations to provide accurate estimates of Bayes factors also in these complex

analysis situations.
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Our results are quite limited in that we only focussed on a limited set of analysis
settings, priors, models, experimental designs, and software packages. There is thus no
guarantee that similar results will be obtained with slightly different designs, models, priors,
and data sets. The present results therefore highlight that it is good practice to validate the
use of Bayes factors when applying them in practice using simulation-based calibration for
Bayes factors (Schad et al., 2022) or alternative approaches (Sekulovski et al., 2024). We
hope that the present results will lead to a more robust use and application of Bayes factors
by highlighting their limitations and encouraging researchers to check for their individual

analysis, whether estimated Bayes factors are accurate.

However, performing SBC for every single analysis can be time consuming and difficult
to implement for non-expert users. Moreover, software developers need the best possible
information to understand the precise conditions under which current methods for Bayes
factor estimates are biased versus accurate in order to spot potential problems and improve
current technology. Therefore, we think that future research is needed to provide a thorough
characterization of the conditions under which Bayes factor estimates are biased versus

accurate.
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