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Abstract

Noninformative priors constructed for estimation purposes are usu-
ally not appropriate for model selection and testing. The methodology
of integral priors was developed to get prior distributions for Bayesian
model selection when comparing two models, modifying initial im-
proper reference priors. We propose a generalization of this methodol-
ogy to more than two models. Our approach adds an artificial copy of
each model under comparison by compactifying the parametric space
and creating an ergodic Markov chain across all models that returns
the integral priors as marginals of the stationary distribution. Besides
the guarantee of their existance and the lack of paradoxes attached to
estimation reference priors, an additional advantage of this methodol-
ogy is that the simulation of this Markov chain is straightforward as it
only requires simulations of imaginary training samples for all models
and from the corresponding posterior distributions. This renders its
implementation automatic and generic, both in the nested case and in
the nonnested case.

∗∗ Juan Antonio Cano (1956-2018) was Professor in the Department of Statistics and
Operations Research at the University of Murcia. Dr. Cano was a dear mentor and friend
who contributed substantially to the theory of integral priors and was instrumental to the
developments of this article.
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1 Introduction

There exists an extensive literature on the choice and variety of noninfor-
mative prior distributions for estimation. The most famous of these prior
distributions are the Jeffreys prior (Jeffreys (1961)), and the reference priors
(Bernardo (1979), Berger and Bernardo (1992)). These default or reference
methods usually yield an improper prior distribution, which is determined
up to a positive multiplicative constant. Very often this is not a serious
issue for estimation because the constant cancels in the posterior distribu-
tion. However, in model selection problems where we have two models under
consideration, Mi : {fi(x | θi), θi ∈ Θi}, i = 1, 2, and improper priors
πN
i (θi) = cihi(θi), i = 1, 2, the Bayes factor

BN
21(x) =

c2
∫

f2(x | θ2)h2(θ2)dθ2
c1
∫

f1(x | θ1)h1(θ1)dθ1
,

depends on the arbitrary ratio c2/c1. An attempt towards solving this issue
consists of using intrinsic priors (Berger and Pericchi (1996)) that use part
of the data to turn the prior into a proper posterior. Intrinsic priors are
the solution {πI

1(θ1), π
I
2(θ2)} of a system of two functional equations. Under

certain conditions, and assuming that M1 is nested inM2, the system of func-
tional equations reduces to a single equation with two functional unknowns,
in such a way that once an arbitrary choice is made for πI

1(θ1), the dual prior
πI
2(θ2) is automatically determined. The solution {πI

1(θ1), π
I
2(θ2)} proposed

by Moreno et al. (1998) consists of choosing πI
1(θ1) = πN

1 (θ1) and hence

πI
2(θ2) = πN

2 (θ2)Ef2(z|θ2)(B
N
12(Z)) =

∫

πN
2 (θ2 | z)mN

1 (z)dz,

where z denotes an imaginary training sample, BN
12(z) = mN

1 (z)/m
N
2 (z), and

mN
i (z) =

∫

fi(z | θi)πN
i (θi)dθi, i = 1, 2. See Pérez and Berger (2002) for

more details. However, intrinsic Bayes factors are often not suitable in the
non-nested case, see Berger and Mortera (1999) and Moreno (2005). An-
other proposal consists of using fractional priors, which are again defined as
the solution to a system of functional equations (see Moreno (1997)). How-
ever, this methodology has received less attention and also faces difficulties
(Robert, 2001).

Pérez and Berger (2002) have proposed a novel approach under the name
of expected posterior priors distributions. This method can be applied in
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the general scenario where we have q ≥ 2 models under consideration. The
expected posterior priors are defined as

π∗
i (θi) =

∫

πN
i (θi | z)m∗(z)dz, i = 1, . . . , q,

where m∗(z) is an arbitrary predictive density, which can be improper, for
the imaginary training sample z. When M1, say, is nested in the other
models, Pérez and Berger (2002) propose m∗(z) = mN

1 (z), and therefore this
method applied to two nested-encompassing models produces the intrinsic
priors introduced by Moreno et al. (1998).

Other approaches have been proposed for prior construction towards
Bayesian model selection, among which Bayarri and Garćıa-Donato (2008),
Bayarri et al. (2012), and Fouskakis et al. (2015). A review of reference pri-
ors for model selection can be found in Consonni et al. (2018).

1.1 Integral priors

Integral priors have been introduced in Cano et al. (2008) for model selection
when two models, Mi : {fi(x | θi), θi ∈ Θi}, i = 1, 2, are under consideration.
These prior distributions, π1(θ1) and π2(θ2), are defined as the solution of a
system of integral equations, and can be considered as a generalization of the
expected posterior priors introduced in Pérez and Berger (2002). Concretely,
integral priors {π1(θ1), π2(θ2)} satisfy the integral equations

π1(θ1) =

∫

πN
1 (θ1 | z1)m2(z1)dz1,

π2(θ2) =

∫

πN
2 (θ2 | z2)m1(z2)dz2,

where πN
i (θi) is a prior distribution for estimation (typically a noninformative

prior), πN
i (θi | z) ∝ fi(z | θi)π

N
i (θi), mi(z) =

∫

fi(z | θi)πi(θi)dθi, i =
1, 2, and z1 and z2 are (minimal) imaginary training samples for θ1 and
θ2, respectively. When θi or zi are discrete, the corresponding integrals are
replaced by sums with no loss of generality. These integral equations balance
each model with respect to the other one since the prior πi(θi) is derived
from the marginal mj(zi), and therefore from πj(θj), j 6= i, as an unknown
generalized expected posterior prior.

Integral priors can be used to compare both nested and non-nested mod-
els without the need to make this distinction, and the application of this
methodology does not need to specify a predictive distribution as with the
expected posterior priors approach.

3



Cano et al. (2008) showed that π1(θ1) and π2(θ2) are integral priors if and
only if π1(θ1) and π2(θ2) are the invariant σ-finite measures of two Markov
chains, (θt1) and (θt2), respectively. For instance, the transition θ′1 → θ1 of
the Markov chain (θt1) is made of the following steps:

1. Generate a training sample z2 ∼ f1(z2 | θ′1)

2. Generate θ2 ∼ πN
2 (θ2 | z2)

3. Generate a training sample z1 ∼ f2(z1 | θ2)

4. Generate θ1 ∼ πN
1 (θ1 | z1).

Therefore, the study of integral priors can be performed considering the
stochastic stability of these Markov chains, as in Cano et al. (2007a), Cano et al.
(2007b), Cano and Salmerón (2013), Salmerón et al. (2015), Cano and Salmerón
(2016), and Cano et al. (2018).

In some situations the Markov chains for integral priors are recurrent
Markov chains, even positive Harris recurrent, in which case the integral
priors are proper prior distributions. This implies that the Bayes factor
B21(x) is defined without ambiguity (Robert, 2001) and can be estimated by
the Monte Carlo estimator

B̂21(x) =

∑T
t=1 f2(x | θt2)

∑T
t=1 f1(x | θt1)

associated with the above Markov chains.
In the general case Cano and Salmerón (2013) have proposed to consider

constrained imaginary training samples z when the simulation of the chains
is performed, which guarantees the existence and the uniqueness of invari-
ant probability measures. This approach has been implemented successfully
in several situations, see Cano and Salmerón (2013), and Cano et al. (2018).
However, the simulation of constrained imaginary training samples can in-
volve high computing time, specially when the accept-reject method is im-
plemented. In this article we therefore propose a new approach.

The plan of this paper is as follows. In Section 2 we generalize the defi-
nition of integral priors for more than two models. In Section 3 we propose
to add copies of the models under consideration but with compact para-
metric spaces, and we show that integral priors are proper priors. Sec-
tion 4 is dedicated to show how the methodology applies to the problem
of testing if the mean of a normal population is negative, zero, or positive.
This multiple non-nested hypothesis testing problem has previously been
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studied in Berger and Mortera (1999) assuming known variance when us-
ing both intrinsic and fractional Bayes factor. However, as pointed out by
Berger and Mortera (1999), these approaches do not correspond to genuine
Bayes factors attached to specific prior distributions. In Section 5 we apply
our methodology to the one way ANOVA model. In section 6 we show how
the simulation from the integral posterior can be performed. Finally, in Sec-
tion 7 we present some relevant conclusions and outline incoming research.

2 The Markov chains associated with integral

priors

When considering only two models, the integral priors are the invariant σ-
finite measures of two Markov chains, (θt1) and (θt2). In this section we extend
the definition of the integral priors when comparing more than two models,
through a generalization of the above Markov chains.

As a starter, it proves convenient to represent the simulation of the dual
chains (θt1) and (θt2) as shown in Figure 1, where each single step θi → θj ,
i 6= j, is carried out simulating zj (an imaginary training sample for θj
given θi), and then simulating θj ∼ πN

j (θj | zj), that is, simulating from the
transition

πij(θi, θj) =

∫

fi(zj | θi)πN
j (θj | zj)dzj . (1)

More specifically, given an initial point θ11 ∈ Θ1, we carry out the transitions
θ11 → θ12 → θ21 → θ22 · · · obtaining two marginal Markov chains, (θt1) and (θt2).
When starting with an initial point θ12 ∈ Θ2, the process maintains the same

θt2

θt1

θt+1
2

θt+1
1

Figure 1: Transition of the Markov chains for two models under comparison.

stochastic behavior.
However, with more than two models under comparison, there exist sev-

eral possibilities for combining simulations from πij(θi, θj) in a sequence of
simulation steps, towards obtaining Markov chains on each parametric space.
For instance, consider the following three models involving the exponential
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distribution. Under model Mi the data x = (x1, . . . , xn) are drawn from the
exponential distribution

Mi : fi(xj | θi) = θ−1
i exp(−xj/θi), j = 1, . . . , n, θi ∈ Θi, i = 1, 2, 3, (2)

the difference being that Θ1 = (0, 1), Θ2 = (1,+∞), and Θ3 = (0,+∞), and
πN
i (θi) ∝ θ−1

i , i = 1, 2, 3. Figure 2 shows two possibilities to combine single
steps. Each possibility produces a Markov chain on Θi, i = 1, 2, 3.

Possibility 1

θt1

θt2

θt3

θt+1
1

θt+1
2

θt+1
3

Possibility 2

θt1

θt3

θt2

θt+1
1

θt+1
3

θt+1
2

Figure 2: Two possibilities to combine single steps when comparing three
models.

For i = 1, 2, 3, we have simulated both the Markov chain (θti,1) correspond-
ing to the first possibility (left), and the Markov chain (θti,2) corresponding
to the second possibility (right). If (θt3,1) and (θt3,2) had the same stationary
distribution, then the kernel density estimates from the simulations (log θt3,1)
and (log θt3,2) should be quite similar, but Figure 3 demonstrates a clear dif-
ference between both. Hence the specific way in which the single steps are
combined can produce different answers, with the consequent problem of
defining integral priors for more than two models in a consistent manner. A
straightforward proposal that makes this issue vanish is to randomly choose
the ordering in which the steps are performed: if we have carried out the steps
θti1 → θti2 → θti3 for a given sequence (i1, i2, i3), then we select at random a
sequence (j1, j2, j3) with the condition that j1 6= i3, and then we perform the
steps θti3 → θt+1

j1
→ θt+1

j2
→ θt+1

j3
, as shown in Figure (4). This produces three

Markov chains, (θt1), (θ
t
2) and (θt3), and leads us to the following definition.

Definition. The integral priors π1(θ1), π2(θ2) and π3(θ3), are the σ-finite
invariant measures for the Markov chains (θt1), (θ

t
2) and (θt3) defined above,

respectively.
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Figure 3: Kernel density estimates from 100,000 simulations of the Markov
chains (log θt3,1) and (log θt3,2).

θti1

θti2

θti3

θt+1
j1

θt+1
j2

θt+1
j3

Figure 4: Definition for three models.

This definition reproduces the original one (with two models) and natu-
rally extends to more than three models.

Based on this new definition we have simulated the Markov chains asso-
ciated with the corresponding integral priors for the models {M1,M2,M3}
in (2). The histograms corresponding to the chains (log θti), i = 1, 2, 3, are
shown in Figure (5). It indicates that the chains on the contrained parameter
spaces accumulate some weight near the boundary, while the unconstrained
chain explores both positive and negative parts of its support.
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Figure 5: Histograms based on 100,000 simulations from the integral priors
for log θi, i = 1, 2, 3, form left to right, using the associated Markov chains.

3 Proper integral priors

As indicated above, for some model comparisons involving two models, the
Markov chains associated with integral priors are recurrent Markov chains.
In the general case Cano and Salmerón (2013) have proposed to consider con-
strained imaginary training samples z when the simulation of the chains is
performed, which guarantees both the existence and the uniqueness of invari-
ant probability measures. In brief, their practical recommendation consists
in keeping the imaginary training samples constrained within an interval of
±5s about the sample mean, where s is the sample standard deviation. This
approach has been implemented successfully in several situations comparing
two models, see Cano and Salmerón (2013) and Cano et al. (2018). However,
since the simulation of constrained imaginary training samples is carried out
using some accept-reject method (for instance, a truncated normal distribu-
tion, see Robert (1995)), this induces a consequent computational overhead.
The computational alternative developed in this article consists in including
in the comparison an artificial copy of each model of interest but with a
corresponding compact parametric space.

Consider for instance the case of two models under comparison, Mi :
fi(x | θi), θi ∈ Θi, i = 1, 2, and their attached improper priors πN

1 (θ1) and
πN
2 (θ2). We then introduce model M3, a copy of model M1 with compact
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parametric space, that is,

M3 : f1(x | θ3), θ3 ∈ Θ3,

where Θ3 is a compact subset of Θ1 such that πN
3 (θ3) ∝ πN

1 (θ3)IΘ3
(θ3) is a

proper prior. Our goal is to obtain integral priors for both θ1 and θ2, but
we can resort to our generalized methodology of constructing integral priors
for the three models {M1,M2,M3}, which produces Markov chains (θti) with
transition densities Qi(θi | θ′i), and resulting integral priors πi(θi), that is,

πi(θi) =

∫

Qi(θi | θ′i)πi(θ
′
i)dθ

′
i, i = 1, 2, 3.

Note that we are using the conditional notation for the transition density
Qi(θi | θ′i), while the alternative notation πij(θi, θj) corresponds for the single
step transition θi → θj , i 6= j.

Since πN
3 (θ3) is a proper prior, we need no imaginary training sample for

θ3. In this case
π13(θ1, θ3) = π23(θ2, θ3) = πN

3 (θ3).

Thus, the Markov chain (θt3) is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables, θt3 ∼
πN
3 (θ3), and therefore π3(θ3) = πN

3 (θ3) is the integral prior for θ3. The study

θti1

θti2

θti3

θt+1
j1

θt+1
j2

θt+1
j3

θt+2
k1

θt+2
k2

θt+2
k3

Figure 6: 2-step transition for three models

of the stochastic stability of the corresponding Markov chains (θt1) and (θt2)
entails a slightly greater level of complexity. The most natural approach is
based on the 2-step transition densities

Q2
i (θi | θ′i) =

∫

Qi(θi | θ̃i)Qi(θ̃i | θ′i)dθ̃i, i = 1, 2.

For i = 1, 2, both the transition density Qi(θi | θ′i) and the 2-step tran-
sition density Q2

i (θi | θ′i), are mixtures of conditional densities due to the
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randomness on the order of the sequences, see Figure 6. Each component of
the mixture Q2

i (θi | θ′i) corresponds to a specific realisation of the sequences
(i1, i2, i3), (j1, j2, j3), and (k1, k2, k3). However, all components of this mix-
ture share the very helpful property that a simulation from πN

3 (θ3) occurs at
some point, since j = 3 appears in the sequence (j1, j2, j3). For instance, with
regards to the mixture Q2

1(θ1 | θ′1), configuration 1 in Figure 7 corresponds
to the component

∫

πN
3 (θ3)π31(θ3, θ1)dθ3,

and configuration 2 corresponds to the component
∫

πN
3 (θ3)π32(θ3, θ2)π21(θ2, θ̃1)π12(θ̃1, θ

′
2)π21(θ

′
2, θ1)dθ

′
2dθ̃1dθ2dθ3.

Configuration 1 Configuration 2

θt3

θt2

θt1

θt+1
2

θt+1
3

θt+1
1

θt+2
3

θt+2
1

θt+2
2

θt3

θt2

θt1

θt+1
3

θt+1
2

θt+1
1

θt+2
2

θt+2
1

θt+2
3

Figure 7: Examples of 2-step transitions.

More precisely, it is straightforward to derive that all components of these
mixtures are necessarily equal to one of four cases that can be schematically
represented as follows

1 → 3 → 1, 1 → 3 → 2 → 1,

1 → 3 → 1 → 2 → 1, and 1 → 3 → 2 → 1 → 2 → 1.

Then Q2
1(θ1 | θ′1) does not depend on θ′1, and hence π1(θ1) = Q2

1(θ1 | θ′1) is
the integral prior for θ1:

∫

πi(θi)Qi(θ
∗
i | θi)dθi =

∫

Q2
i (θi | θ′i)Qi(θ

∗
i | θi)dθi

=

∫

Qi(θi | θ̃i)Qi(θ̃i | θ′i)Qi(θ
∗
i | θi)dθidθ̃i

10



=

∫

Qi(θ̃i | θ′i)Q2
i (θ

∗
i | θ̃i)dθ̃i = Q2

i (θ
∗
i | θ′i) = πi(θ

∗
i ).

Similarly, the 2-step transition for (θt2) is the integral prior for θ2, that is,
π2(θ2) = Q2

2(θ2 | θ′2).
On the other hand, it is clear that the resulting priors depend which

model is copied into a compact version. In order to overcome the resulting
arbitrariness, we propose to duplicate each model into a compact version.
For instance, when facing two models, we add to the model M3 the model

M4 : f2(x | θ4), θ4 ∈ Θ4,

where Θ4 is a compact subset of Θ2 such that πN
4 (θ4) ∝ πN

2 (θ4)IΘ4
(θ4) is a

proper prior. We consider that the training sample size for θ4 is zero as well.
Then we apply the general methodology of integral priors to the collection of
models {M1,M2,M3, M4}. Thus the integral priors for the copied models are
πi(θi) = πN

i (θi), i = 3, 4. The 2-step transition Q2
i (θi | θ′i) does not depend on

θ′i and hence πi(θi) = Q2
i (θi | θ′i) is the integral prior for θi, i = 1, 2. Besides,

Q2
1(θ1 | θ′1) is a mixture of densities and the components of this mixture are

reduced to eight cases that can be schematically represented as follows:

1 → 3 → 1, 1 → 3 → 2 → 1,

1 → 3 → 1 → 2 → 1, 1 → 3 → 2 → 1 → 2 → 1,

1 → 4 → 1, 1 → 4 → 2 → 1,

1 → 4 → 1 → 2 → 1, and 1 → 4 → 2 → 1 → 2 → 1,

which means that there exist functions H1
1 (θ1, θ3) and H2

1 (θ1, θ4), defined for
θ1, θ3 ∈ Θ1 and θ4 ∈ Θ2, such that the integral prior π1(θ1) is

π1(θ1) = Q2
1(θ1 | θ′1) =

∫

πN
3 (θ3)H

1
1 (θ1, θ3)dθ3 +

∫

πN
4 (θ4)H

2
1 (θ1, θ4)dθ4.

Similarly, there exist functions H1
2 (θ2, θ3) and H2

2 (θ2, θ4), defined for θ2, θ4 ∈
Θ2 and θ3 ∈ Θ1, such that

π2(θ2) = Q2
2(θ2 | θ′2) =

∫

πN
3 (θ3)H

1
2 (θ2, θ3)dθ3 +

∫

πN
4 (θ4)H

2
2 (θ2, θ4)dθ4,

is the integral prior for θ2.
Obviously, this device of adding copycat models with a compact paramet-

ric space applies to more than two models as follows. We start from q ≥ 2
models

Mi : fi(x | θi), θi ∈ Θi, i = 1, . . . , q,

11



under comparison and associated improper prior distributions πN
i (θi) i =

1, . . . , q. Given a compact subset Θq+i ⊆ Θi such that
∫

Θq+i
πN
i (θi)dθi < +∞,

we consider a copy of Mi but with parameter space Θq+i, that is,

Mq+i : fi(x | θq+i), θq+i ∈ Θq+i,

and πN
q+i(θq+i) ∝ πN

i (θq+i)IΘq+i
(θq+i), i = 1, . . . , q. Then integral priors for

{M1, . . . ,Mq, . . . ,M2q} do exist, they are unique and proper priors, and the
integral prior for θi satisfies

πi(θi) = Q2
i (θi | θ′i) =

q
∑

j=1

∫

πN
q+j(θq+j)H

j
i (θi, θq+j)dθq+j ,

where the function Hj
i (θi, θq+j) is defined for θi ∈ Θi and θq+j ∈ Θj, i, j =

1, . . . , q.

3.1 Selecting the compact sets

Without loss of generality consider two models under comparison, M1 and
M2, with their copies over compact parametric spaces, M3 and M4, respec-
tively. It is quite sensible to seek compact sets such that the posterior prob-
abilities

P 3
x =

∫

Θ3

πN
1 (θ1 | x)dθ1 and P 4

x =

∫

Θ4

πN
2 (θ2 | x)dθ2

are close to one. While there are a variety of ways to choose these compact
sets, we opt for the simple solution where both Θ3 and Θ4 are a Carte-
sian products of compact intervals. More specifically, our proposal is made
of credible intervals with posterior probability 1 − α and α ∈ (0, 1) small,
typically α ≤ 0.05. The following example illustrates the behavior of this
method.

Example 1. For the data x = (x1, . . . , xn), consider the models

M1 : f1(xj | θ1) =
1

θ1
exp(−xj/θ1), j = 1, . . . , n, θ1 ∈ (0, 1),

and

M2 : f2(xj | θ2) =
1

θ2
exp(−xj/θ2), j = 1, . . . , n, θ2 ∈ (1,+∞),

with πN
i (θi) = 1/θi, i = 1, 2. For a sample of size n = 15 and mean 0.7, we

implement the above methodology of integral priors, thus defining the collec-
tion of models {M1,M2,M3,M4}, where Θi+2 = [ai+2, bi+2] is a 100(1− α)%

12



Table 1: Estimation of the Bayes factor B12(x) and posterior probability
P (M1 | x), based on 106 simulations from the integral priors.

α a3 b3 a4 b4 B̂12(x) P̂ (M1 | x)
0.05 0.44 0.97 1.00 1.62 8.98 0.90
0.01 0.39 0.99 1.00 1.90 9.10 0.90
0.005 0.37 1.00 1.00 2.02 9.09 0.90
0.001 0.34 1.00 1.00 2.28 9.16 0.90

credible interval based on the quantiles α/2 and 1−α/2 of πN
i (θi | x), i = 1, 2.

We also opt for using training samples z of size one for both θ1 and θ2. Sim-
ulation from the posterior distributions is straightforward:

θ1 = 1/(1− z−1 log u1), u1 ∼ U(0, 1),

and
θ2 = −z/ log(u2(1− e−z) + e−z), u2 ∼ U(0, 1).

For α ∈ {0.05, 0.01, 0.005, 0.001}, Table (1) provides B̂12(x), the approximate
values of B12(x), as well as the estimated posterior probability of model M1

if the prior probabilities of M1, M2, M3 and M4 are 1/2, 1/2, 0, and 0,
respectively. Hence, P̂ (M1 | x) = B̂12(x)/(1 + B̂12(x)). It is worth noting
that under the unconstrained exponential model

f(xj | θ) = θ−1 exp(−xj/θ), j = 1 . . . , n, θ ∈ (0,+∞),

and πN(θ) ∝ 1/θ, the posterior probability of Θ1 = (0, 1) is 0.89.
The histograms corresponding to the chains (log θti), i = 1, 2, 3, 4, using

the associated Markov chains with the compact sets for α = 0.001 (last row
in Table (1)), are shown in Figure 8.

To evaluate the Monte Carlo variability in Table (1), we repeated 100
times the estimations, that is, we simulated the Markov chains 100 times
and computed the corresponding estimator B̂12(x). The standard deviation
of the 100 values of B̂12(x) was 0.02 for each value of α.

4 Testing the mean under dependent samples

In the specific context of paired samples in which each subject is measured
twice, resulting in pairs of observations, there are three natural hypotheses
regarding the mean difference, µ, namely, µ < 0, µ = 0, and µ > 0. This
multiple non-nested hypothesis testing problem has been previously studied

13



−12 −8 −6 −4 −2 0

0
.0

0
.4

0
.8

0 5 10 15

0
.0

0
.4

0
.8

−1.0 −0.6 −0.2 0.0

0
.0

0
.4

0
.8

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

0
.0

0
.4

0
.8

Figure 8: Histograms based on 106 simulations from the integral priors for
log θi, i = 1, 2 (first row: log θ1 left, log θ2 right), and i = 3, 4 (second row:
log θ3 left, log θ4 right).

in Berger and Mortera (1999), assuming known variance and comparing the
encompassing arithmetic intrinsic Bayes factor (EIBF), the encompassing
expected intrinsic Bayes factor (EEIBF), the median intrinsic Bayes factor,
and the fractional Bayes factor. Unfortunately, as pointed out by the authors,
these approaches do not correspond to Bayes factors with respect to genuine
prior distributions. In this section, we therefore apply the theory of integral
priors for this testing problem.

Under model Mi the difference data x = (x1, . . . , xn) are independently
drawn from the Normal distribution N (µi, σ

2
i ), i = 1, 2, 3, with µ1 < 0,

µ2 = 0, and µ3 > 0, that is,

fi(x | µi, σi) = (2π)−n/2σ−n
i exp

(

− 1

2σ2
i

n
∑

j=1

(xj − µi)
2

)

, i = 1, 3,

f2(x | σ2) = (2π)−n/2σ−n
2 exp

(

− 1

2σ2
2

n
∑

j=1

x2
j

)

,

and we consider the default estimation priors πN
i (θi) = 1/σi, i = 1, 2, 3,

where θ1 = (µ1, σ1), θ2 = σ2, and θ3 = (µ3, σ3).
To investigate this setting, we produced a simulated sample x of size n =

15 from the Normal distribution with mean −1 and variance 4. The observed

14



sample mean and standard deviation were−0.927 and 2.530, respectively. We
thus consider copies M4, M5, and M6, with compact parametric spaces Θi,
i = 4, 5, 6, of the form

θ4 = (µ4, σ4) ∈ Θ4 = [a4, b4]× [c4, d4],

θ5 = σ5 ∈ Θ5 = [c5, d5],

and
θ6 = (µ6, σ6) ∈ Θ6 = [a6, b6]× [c6, d6]

respectively.
For models M1 and M3, imaginary training samples are samples, z, of

size 2, and the corresponding posterior distributions are

πN
i (µi, σi | z) ∝ σ−3

i exp

(

− s2z
2σ2

i

)

exp

(

−(z̄ − µi)
2

σ2
i

)

, i = 1, 3,

where z̄ and sz 6= 0 are the sample mean and standard deviation of z, re-
spectively. The posterior distribution πN

i (µi | z) is proportional to
∫ +∞

0

σ−3
i exp

(

− s2z
2σ2

i

)

exp

(

−(z̄ − µi)
2

σ2
i

)

dσi =
1

s2z + 2(z̄ − µi)2
,

an half-Cauchy density, and therefore, to simulate from πN
i (µi | z) we can

generate u, v ∼ U(0, 1) and take

µ1 = z̄ − sz√
2
cot
(u

2
(π − 2 arctan(

√
2z̄/sz))

)

and

µ3 = z̄ − sz√
2
cot

(

v − 1

2
(π + 2 arctan(

√
2z̄/sz))

)

.

To simulate from πN
i (σi | µi, z) we can generate ξi from the exponential

distribution Exp(1) and take

σi =

√

s2z + 2(z̄ − µi)2

2ξi
, i = 1, 3.

For model M2, imaginary training samples are samples of size 1, z 6= 0, and
the posterior distribution is the inverse Gamma distribution

πN
2 (σ2 | z) ∝ σ−2

2 exp

(

− z2

2σ2
2

)

.
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Therefore, to simulate from πN
2 (σ2 | z) we can generate ξ2 ∼ Ga(1/2, 1) and

take σ2 = |z|/√2ξ2.
For α ∈ {0.05, 0.01, 0.005} we again select the compact intervals as the

100(1−α)% credible intervals based on the quantiles α/2 and 1−α/2 of the
marginal posterior distribution of πN

i (θi | y), i = 1, 2, 3, that is

1− α =

∫ bi+3

ai+3

πN
i (µi | x)dµi, i = 1, 3,

and

1− α =

∫ di+3

ci+3

πN
i (σi | x)dσi, i = 1, 2, 3.

Based on such compact sets, we apply the methodology of integral priors
with 500, 000 simulations in order to approximate the posterior probabili-
ties of models M1, M2 and M3 when selecting as set of prior probabilities
{1/3, 1/3, 1/3, 0, 0, 0}. The approximated posterior probabilities of models
M1, M2, and M3 are shown in Table 2, again with very little variability when
α decreases. Figure 9 shows the histograms based on the simulations from
the integral prior for log(−µ1) and log(µ3), corresponding to α = 0.005.

Table 2: Estimation of the posterior probabilities of models M1, M2, and M3

in the Normal mean difference example.

α P̂ (M1 | x) P̂ (M2 | x) P̂ (M3 | x) P 4
x P 5

x P 6
x

0.05 0.51 0.42 0.06 0.90 0.95 0.91
0.01 0.50 0.43 0.06 0.98 0.99 0.98
0.005 0.50 0.44 0.06 0.99 0.99 0.99

5 Integral Priors for ANOVA

In the classical ANOVA setting, we now consider a sample xi from the Normal
population N (µi, σ

2), i = 1, . . . , k, in order to handle on the hypothesis test

H0 : µ1 = · · · = µk

H1 : all theµi are not equal.

Hence we are again dealing with a comparison between two models. Un-
der model M1 the k populations have mean µ and variance σ2

1 , and under
model M2 the population i has mean µi and variance σ2

2 , i = 1, . . . , k. The
default (estimation) prior distributions in this setting are πN

1 (µ, σ1) = 1/σ1

16
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Figure 9: Histograms based on simulations from the integral priors for
log(−µ1) and log(µ3) in the Normal mean difference example.

and πN
2 (µ1, . . . , µk, σ2) = 1/σ2. Unfortunately, these priors are improper and

therefore their use is not justified for model selection. In order to construct
integral priors for ANOVA, we again consider copies M3 and M4 with com-
pact parametric spaces.

The imaginary training samples for the transitions θ1 → θ2 and θ2 → θ1
are generated as follows:

For θ1 → θ2. Given θ1 = (µ, σ1)

1. j ∼ U{1, . . . , k}

2. zi ∼ N(µ, σ2
1), i 6= j, and zj = (z1j , z

2
j ), where z1j , z

2
j ∼ N(µ, σ2

1)

3. z = (z1, . . . , zk) is the imaginary training sample

For θ2 → θ1. Given θ2 = (µ1, . . . , µk, σ2)

1. j1, j2 ∼ U{1, . . . , k}

2. zj1 ∼ N(µj1, σ
2
2), zj2 ∼ N(µj2 , σ

2
2)

3. z = (zj1 , zj2) is the imaginary training sample

For model M1, when the sample size is 2, that is x = (z1, z2), the simula-
tion from πN

1 (µ, σ1 | x) can be carried out as follows:

17



1. ξ ∼ Ga(1/2, 1), σ1 =
|z1−z2|
2
√
ξ

2. µ ∼ N(x, σ2
1/2).

For model M2, when the sample size is nj = 2 for some j ∈ {i, . . . , k}
and ni = 1 for i 6= j, then

πN
2 (σ2 | x) ∝ σ−2

2 exp

(

− s2j
2σ2

2

)

,

and therefore the simulation from πN
2 (µ1, . . . , µk, σ2 | x) can be carried out

as follows:

1. ξ ∼ Ga(1/2, 1), σ2 =
|z1−z2|
2
√
ξ
, where xj = (z1, z2)

2. µi ∼ N(xi, σ
2
2/ni), i = 1, . . . , k.

To implement our methodology we consider k = 3 populations. The
compact parametric spaces are chosen as product

Θ3 = [a3, b3]× [c3, d3]

and
Θ4 = [a41, b41]× [a42, b42]× [a43, b43]× [c4, d4].

For α = 0.05 and α = 0.01, we select the intervals as the 100(1 − α)%
credible intervals. For sample sizes n1 = n2 = n3 = 10, the realizations
of simulated sample means are x1 = x2 = 0, x3 ∈ {0, 0.75, 1, 1.5}, while
the realizations of the sample standard deviations are s1 = s2 = s3 = 1.
Table 3 produces estimated posterior probability P̂ (M1 | x) under the prior
probabilities P (M1) = P (M2) = 1/2 and P (M3) = P (M4) = 0.

6 Integral posterior

In case copycat models with compact parametric spaces have been added,
a simple Monte Carlo estimator of the Bayes factor for integral priors is
based on the Markov chains (θti) associated with integral priors πi(θi), i =
1, . . . , q. For example, we can estimate the Bayes factor B21(x) by

∑T
t=1 f2(x |

θt2)/
∑T

t=1 f1(x | θt1). However, it is well known that this is not the optimal
strategy when the integral posterior πi(θi | x) ∝ πi(θi)fi(x | θi) is concen-
trated relative to the integral prior πi(θi). In such situations general methods
based on the integral posterior could produce estimates of the evidence, and
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Table 3: Estimations of the posterior probabilities of model M1 in the
ANOVA example.

x3 P 3
x P 4

x P̂ (M1 | x)

α = 0.05

0 0.90 0.82 0.91
0.75 0.90 0.82 0.67
1 0.90 0.82 0.37
1.5 0.90 0.82 0.03

α = 0.01

0 0.98 0.96 0.91
0.75 0.98 0.96 0.68
1 0.98 0.96 0.39
1.5 0.98 0.96 0.03

therefore of the Bayes factor, in a more efficient way. Besides, the simulation
from the integral posterior entails some additional difficulties because the
integral prior is not known analytically. To overcome this issue we resort to
a completion of the integral posterior as follows.

The simulation of θt+1
i given θti is carried out in several steps. The last two

of these steps are the simulation of a training sample zt+1
i , and the simulation

θt+1
i from πN

i (θi | zt+1
i ). In this way the process (zti) arises. On the other

hand, since the 2-step transition density Q2
i (θi | θ′i) does not depend on θ′i, it

follows that given an initial point θ0i , the subsequences {θ2i , θ4i , θ6i , . . . } and
{θ3i , θ5i , θ7i , . . . } are iid from πi(θi). Note that θ

t
i and θt+1

i are independent if
any compact space was involved along the transition θti → θt+1

i . In general,
we consider the subsequence (θ̌ti) of the Markov chain (θti) such that θ̌ti and
θ̌t+1
i are independent, and the corresponding subsequence (žti) of (zti). This
sequence is the key ingredient of the quoted completion. If pi(zi) is the
stationary distribution of (zti), then (žti) are iid from pi(z), and

πi(θi) =

∫

πN
i (θi | zi)pi(zi)dzi.

Therefore

πi(θi, zi | x) =
fi(x | θi)πN

i (θi | zi)pi(zi)
mi(x)

is a completion of πi(θi | x), and πi(θi | zi, x) = πN
i (θi | zi, x). Then the

Metropolis-Hastings algorithm with target πi(θi, zi | x) and proposal of the
form

qi(θ
′
i, z

′
i | θi, zi, x) = pi(z

′
i)ρi(θ

′
i | θi, z′i, x),
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can be implemented provided

fi(x | θ′i)πN
i (θ′i | z′i)ρi(θi | θ′i, zi, x)

fi(x | θi)πN
i (θi | zi)ρi(θ′i | θi, z′i, x)

. (3)

can be computed. Note that if ρi(θ
′
i | θi, z′i, x) does not depend on z′i, then

this Metropolis-Hasting algorithm becomes the pseudo-marginal Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm, see Andrieu and Roberts (2009), for the target πi(θi | x)
where the unbiased estimator of the target is πi(θi, zi | x)/pi(zi). On the
other hand, if we choose

ρi(θ
′
i | θi, z′i, x) = πN

i (θ′i | z′i, x) =
fi(x | θ′i)πN

i (θ′i | z′i)
mN

i (z
′
i, x)/m

N
i (z

′
i)
,

then (3) is given by
mN

i (z
′
i, x)

mN
i (z

′
i)

mN
i (zi)

mN
i (zi, x)

.

The aforementioned Metropolis-Hastings algorithm produces a Markov chain
(θ̃ti , z̃

t
i) through the following transition. Given θ̃ti and z̃ti :

1. Take z′i = žt+1
i and generate θ′i ∼ ρi(θ

′
i | θ̃ti , žt+1

i , x)

2. Take θ̃t+1
i = θ′i and z̃t+1

i = z′i with probability

1 ∧ fi(x | θ′i)πN
i (θ′i | z′i)ρi(θ̃ti | θ′i, z̃ti , x)

fi(x | θ̃ti)πN
i (θ̃ti | z̃ti)ρi(θ′i | θ̃ti , z′i, x)

,

otherwise take θ̃t+1
i = θ̃ti and z̃t+1

i = z̃ti .

Then the integral posterior and the integral prior can be estimated by

π̂i(θi | x) =
1

T̃

T̃
∑

t=1

πN
i (θi | z̃ti , x),

and

π̂i(θi) =
1

T

T
∑

t=1

πN
i (θi | zti),

respectively.
This allows us to use methods such as Chib’s (1995) approach to estimate

the evidence by
π̂i(θ

∗
i )fi(x | θ∗i )
π̂i(θ∗i | x)

, (4)
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where θ∗i is any plug-in value for θi, and the Harmonic mean estimator (see
Gelfand and Dey (1994))

(

1

T

T
∑

t=1

ϕi(θ̃
t
i)

fi(x | θ̃ti)π̂i(θ̃ti)

)−1

,

where ϕi(θi) is a density.
We now apply 4 to estimate the evidence for model M1 in Example 1

with α = 0.01 and θ∗1 = x = 0.7, obtaining the value 2.78× 10−5. The value
obtained using T−1

∑

t f1(x | θt1) was 2.79× 10−5.

7 Conclusions and oncoming research

We advocated in this paper a principled generalization of the methodology of
integral priors (Cano et al., 2008) when two or more models are to be com-
pared. Our approach proves to be quite automated and generic, both in the
nested and in the nonnested cases, with the only requirement being the exis-
tence of training samples of finite size for all models under comparison. Since
we did not compare here the outcome of more approximate solutions like
intrinsic and fractional pseudo Bayes factors (Robert, 2001), further experi-
ments could be conducted in that spirit. The examples we considered so far
allow to approximate the Bayes factor with the Monte Carlo estimator, but
extensions to more general settings are directly available when using evidence
approximations (Friel and Wyse, 2011), like bridge sampling, inverse logistic
regression or even harmonic means since some models (Marin and Robert,
2011) are associated with compact parameter spaces.
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