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Abstract

Establishing the frequentist properties of Bayesian approaches widens their appeal and offers new un-
derstanding. In hypothesis testing, Bayesian model averaging addresses the problem that conclusions
are sensitive to variable selection. But Bayesian false discovery rate (FDR) guarantees are contingent
on prior assumptions that may be disputed. Here we show that Bayesian model-averaged hypothesis
testing is a closed testing procedure that controls the frequentist familywise error rate (FWER) in
the strong sense. The rate converges pointwise as the sample size grows and, under some conditions,
uniformly. The ‘Doublethink’ method computes simultaneous posterior odds and asymptotic p-values
for model-averaged hypothesis testing. We explore its benefits, including post-hoc variable selection,
and limitations, including finite-sample inflation, through a Mendelian randomization study and sim-
ulations comparing approaches like LASSO, stepwise regression, the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure
and e-values.

Keywords: Bayesian model averaging, hypothesis tests, post-hoc variable selection, false discovery
rate, familywise error rate, Doublethink

1. Introduction

Hypothesis testing is a fundamental scientific approach for identifying variables that affect an outcome
of interest [Pearson, 1900, Fisher, 1925, Neyman and Pearson, 1933]. In observational studies, however,
the statistical evidence that one variable directly affects an outcome typically depends on which other
variables are included in the model, because of confounding and mediation [Vandenbroucke, 2002, Pearl
et al., 2016]. Uncertainty in model selection can, therefore, strongly influence conclusions and should
be accounted for, particularly in big data settings featuring thousands of variables. Bayesian model
averaging provides a solution [Raftery, 1995], but in many settings Bayes has not become mainstream.

The advantages of Bayesian methods, like model-averaging and interpretability, are counterbalanced
by various concerns [Gelman, 2008], chiefly the sensitivity to debatable prior assumptions. Whereas
Bernstein-von Mises theorem [Borwanker et al., 1971] shows that Bayesian and frequentist parameter
estimates and confidence regions can converge for large, informative samples, the influence of the prior
on hypothesis tests remains uncomfortably direct. The posterior odds of one hypothesis versus another
can be doubled by simply doubling the prior odds. Bayes factors are similarly manipulable through
the prior on effect sizes [Gelman and Shalizi, 2013]. This is partly a problem of scale: in large samples,
the prior contributes only a constant term to the log posterior odds and gets overwhelmed, and indeed,
Bayesian hypothesis testing is consistent by Doob’s theorem [Doob, 1949, Kass and Wasserman, 1995,
O’Hagan, 1995]. Yet even in large samples, priors influence testing at the boundary of statistical
significance, which can lead different researchers to different conclusions. Likewise, Bayesian false
discovery rate (FDR) guarantees are contingent on the prior, which may be disputed.

Establishing the frequentist properties of Bayesian tests can broaden their appeal and afford new in-
sights [Bayarri and Berger, 2004]. There is long-standing interest in bridging this Bayesian-frequentist
divide [Held and Ott, 2018]. Formalizing earlier ideas expressed by Good [1992], Sellke, Bayarri, and
Berger [2001] introduced methods that convert p-values to maximum Bayes factors and, by implica-
tion, Bayes factors to minimum p-values. Zhou and Guan [2018] derived the null distribution of Bayes
factors in linear regression, enabling direct interconversion of Bayesian and frequentist measures of
evidence. For models in which chi-squared statistics are sufficient, Johnson’s [2005, 2008] approach
(see also Wakefield [2009]) enabled one-to-one interconversion between Bayes factors and p-values via
the maximized likelihood ratio (MLR), similarly to the Bayesian information criterion (BIC; Schwarz
[1978]), to which it converges. Vovk and Wang [2021] developed conversion of Bayes factors involving
a simple null and a possibly model-averaged alternative hypothesis (e-values) to maximum p-values,
together with a closed testing procedure (CTP; Marcus et al. [1976]) to control the familywise error
rate (FWER). FWER is considered standard control in frequentist multiple testing [Tukey, 1953].
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Goeman and Solari [2011] developed general p-value-based CTPs for FWER control that allow mul-
tilevel testing, meaning that thresholds for arbitrary combinations of hypotheses are pre-determined
and significant groups of variables can be freely identified post-hoc [Meinshausen, 2008, Goeman et al.,
2019].

In this paper, we investigate the frequentist properties of Bayesian model-averaged hypothesis tests
involving nested models, with uncertainty in both the null and alternative hypotheses. Surprisingly, we
show that Bayesian tests are CTPs that control both the Bayesian FDR and the frequentist FWER in
the strong sense at some rate. We quantify a large-sample asymptotic false positive rate and FWER,
which enables interconversion of Bayesian model-averaged posterior odds and asymptotic p-values, on
which we base a new method ‘Doublethink’. We investigate the limitations of Doublethink, including
the nature of asymptotic convergence, finite-sample inflation, and the requirement for minimum effect
size and maximum correlation assumptions. We demonstrate the benefits of the approach, including
multilevel testing and post-hoc variable selection, through a simulation study benchmarking alternative
approaches and a Mendelian randomization study of age-related macular degeneration. Finally, we
discuss the broader implications of this work.

2. Bayesian hypothesis testing is a closed testing procedure that controls the
familywise error rate in the strong sense

Definition 1 (Frequentist familywise error rate control). Marcus, Peritz, and Gabriel [1976]
introduced the closed testing procedure (CTP) to control the frequentist familywise error rate (FWER)
in the strong sense. Suppose random variable y has a probability mass or density function p(y;x, θ)
that depends on auxiliary data x and parameters θ ∈ Θ that are partitioned into ν parameters-of-
interest, β, and ζ nuisance parameters, γ. The aim is to test a set of hypotheses about β defined
by W = {ωs}, where ωs ⊂ Θ and s is an index. W must be closed under intersection, meaning
ωs, ωs′ ∈ W implies ωs ∩ ωs′ ∈ W . A ‘local’ test controls the false positive rate (FPR) at level αs by
rejecting θ ∈ ωs when ψs(y) = 1 (rather than 0) such that:

FPRs := sup
θ∈ωs

Pr (ψs(y) = 1;x, θ) = αs. (1)

A CTP rejects θ ∈ ωs when ϕs(y) = 1, which indicates rejection of all intersection hypotheses in W :

ϕs(y) = min
ωr⊆ωs

ψr(y). (2)

If ωs̃ ∈W is the intersection of true null hypotheses, this CTP controls the FWER in the strong sense
(i.e. s̃ ≥ 0) at level (see SI Section 2.1)

FWER := sup
θ∈ωs̃

Pr

(
max
ωs⊆ωs̃

ϕs(y) = 1;x, θ

)
≤ αs̃

≤ max {αs : ωs ∈W} . (3)

Definition 2 (Bayesian false discovery rate control). A Bayesian test rejects the null hypothesis
that θ ∈ ωs when ψs(y) := I(POωc

s:ωs ≥ τ), i.e. when the posterior odds

POωc
s:ωs =

∫
ωc
s
p(y;x, θ) dΠ(θ)∫

ωs
p(y;x, θ) dΠ(θ)

, (4)

exceed some threshold τ , where I is an indicator function, ωc
s = Θ\ωs, and Π(θ) is the prior distribution

on θ ∈ Θ. It controls the Bayesian false discovery rate (FDR) locally [Efron et al., 2001] at level

FDRs := Pr (θ ∈ ωs | y, x) ψs(y)

=
1

1 + POω′
s:ωs

I
(
POω′

s:ωs ≥ τ
)

≤ 1

1 + τ
(5)
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and globally at level

FDR :=

∑
s FDRs

max {1,
∑

s ψs(y)}
≤ 1

1 + τ
. (6)

Theorem 1 (Bayesian hypothesis tests simultaneously control the Bayesian FDR and the
frequentist FWER). Bayesian hypothesis tests are a type of CTP known as a shortcut CTP. That is,
ϕs(y) = ψs(y) = 1 (rejection of θ ∈ ωs) automatically implies ϕr(y) = ψr(y) = 1 for all intersection
hypotheses ωr ⊂ ωs. Therefore by Definitions 1 and 2 they simultaneously control the frequentist
FWER in the strong sense at level max{αs : ωs ∈W} and the Bayesian FDR at level 1/(1 + τ).

Proof. First, define the posterior odds versus the grand null hypothesis, s = 0:

POωs =

∫
ωs
p(y;x, θ) dΠ(θ)∫

ω0
p(y;x, θ) dΠ(θ)

. (7)

By definition, ωr ⊂ ωs and ωc
r ⊃ ωc

s, so POωr ≤ POωs and POc
ωr

≥ POc
ωs
. Since POωc

s:ωs =
POωc

s
/POωs (by Equation 4) then POωc

r :ωr ≥ POωc
s:ωs so ψs(y) = 1 immediately implies ψr(y) = 1.

□

The rest of this paper focuses on quantifying the level at which a Bayesian test controls the FWER,
asymptotically for large samples, in a general regression setting.

3. Frequentist false positive rate of a Bayesian model-averaged regression
converges pointwise as the sample size grows

We apply Theorem 1 to construct a joint Bayesian-frequentist approach to model-averaged hypothesis
testing in a regression setting.

Definition 3 (Regression problem). We consider a general regression with n observed outcomes,
y = (y1, . . . , yn)

T and ν regression coefficients, β = (β1, . . . , βν)
T , for candidate explanatory variables

xij , i = 1 . . . n, j = 1 . . . ν. The aim is to identify which regression coefficients are non-zero. We index

null hypotheses by a binary vector s ∈ S = 2ν such that ωs = {θ : βj = 0 ∀ sj = 0} ⊆ Θ = Rν+ζ .
We define models in terms of variable selection, so that model s has parameter space Θs = {θ : βj =
0 ∀ sj = 0 ; βj ̸= 0 ∀ sj = 1} ⊆ Θ. The models are disjoint with respect to β, unlike the null

hypotheses. All models include ζ nuisance parameters, γ = (γ1, . . . , γζ)
T . Together, we write θ =

(
β
γ

)
.

In general, the finite sample properties of frequentist methods, including FWER, are difficult to obtain.
Instead it is standard to use approximations based on the asymptotic distribution of methods as the
sample size, n, tends to infinity. For nested hypotheses, the workhorse is the likelihood ratio test.

Definition 4 (Likelihood ratio test; LRT). Wilks [1938] and Wald [1943] showed that the dis-
tribution of the maximized likelihood ratio (MLR) for null model s nested in alternative t (i.e.
tj ≥ sj ∀ j = 1 . . . ν and

∑ν
j=1 tj >

∑ν
j=1 sj , or t > s for shorthand)

RΘt:Θs :=
supθ∈Θt

p(y;x, θ)

supθ∈Θs
p(y;x, θ)

(8)

converges (not necessarily uniformly), such that the deviance,

2 logRΘt:Θs

d→ χ2
|t|−|s|, n→ ∞, (9)

where χ2
k represents a chi-squared distribution with k degrees of freedom, assuming the n outcomes are

independent realizations each with likelihood that satisfies standard regularity conditions (SI Section
1) under the ‘local alternatives’ assumption (Equation 47) [Davidson and Lever, 1970]. The FPR of
this test converges,

αt:s := sup
θ∈Θs

Pr (2 logRΘt:Θs ≥ xcrit; θ) ∼ Pr
(
χ2
t:s ≥ xcrit

)
, n→ ∞, (10)
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for some threshold xcrit, in general pointwise meaning that

sup
θ∈Θs

lim
n→∞

Pr (2 logRΘt:Θs ≥ xcrit; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
t:s ≥ xcrit

) = 1. (11)

As shorthand we will write Rt:s := RΘt:Θs and Rs := Rs:0.

One method that addresses the regression problem while controlling the FWER, approximately for
large n, is given below.

Example 1 (FWER control of the regression problem). The LRT [Wilks, 1938, Wald, 1943]
can be combined with Bonferroni correction [Bonferroni, 1936] to define a leave-one-out test that drops
variables relative to the grand alternative:

P =
{
p1:t = Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 logR1:t

)
: t ∈ S, |t| = ν − 1

}
(12)

ϕs(y) = ϕBon
s (P) = I

(
min
t≥s

|t|=ν−1

p1:t ≤
α

ν

)
. (13)

This controls the FWER at level α, to the order of the large n approximation. There is a large
literature on combined tests for p-values that are more powerful than Bonferroni correction under
certain conditions [Loughin, 2004], for example Simes [1986], Hommel [1988], Meijer et al. [2019],
Wilson [2019a], Liu and Xie [2020].

Despite its familiarity, it can be hard to solve the regression problem while controlling the FWER and
maintaining power, and Example 1 has various problems. When the candidate explanatory variables,
x, are correlated, parameter estimates can be noisy and p-values deflated (conservative), which reduces
power. Under collinearity of x, it may not be possible to fit the grand alternative model at all, in
which case the method does not work.

Instead, it is common to select a model, s < 1, for example using expert opinion, univariable asso-
ciations, machine learning, or statistical optimization [Miller, 2002, Porwal and Raftery, 2022], then
perform |s| leave-one-out likelihood ratio tests and, perhaps, (ν−|s|) add-one-in tests. Sparse models
(|s| ≪ ν) are usually preferred on principle, and to mitigate variance and deflation due to correlated
variables (see e.g. Tibshirani [1996]). Often, adjustment is made for multiple testing, as per Example
1, but uncertainty in model selection – which can affect conclusions – is rarely accounted for, partly
because the effects of selecting s on the distribution of test statistics is not known, in general.

Bayesian model averaging presents a solution to these challenges and, by Theorem 1, controls the
FWER. To be practical, we need to quantify the level at which the FWER is controlled. As a first
step we pursue an asymptotic approximation to the FPR by extending work by Schwarz [1978] and
Johnson [2005, 2008].

Definition 5 (Bayesian information criterion; BIC). Schwarz [1978] developed the BIC for
model selection as an approximate Bayes factor in large samples. It implies the posterior odds of
model t versus model s (not necessarily nested) are

POΘt:Θs ≈ µΘt:Θs n
−(|t|−|s|)/2 Rt:s, (14)

where µΘt:Θs =
∫
Θt

dΠ(θ)/
∫
Θs

dΠ(θ) are the prior odds. The BIC has error of order Op(1) when used

to approximate the log posterior odds or log Bayes factor [Kass and Wasserman, 1995]. As shorthand
we will write POt:s := POΘt:Θs and POs := POs:0, and likewise for µt:s.

Definition 6 (Joint Bayesian-frequentist test: Johnson model). Johnson [2005, 2008] devel-
oped simultaneous Bayesian-frequentist inference that defines the posterior odds of model t versus
model s (not necessarily nested) via the MLR as

POt:s = µt:s ξ
(|t|−|s|)/2
n R1−ξn

t:s , ξn =
h

n+ h
, (15)

where h is the prior precision parameter. This closely resembles Equation 14, to which it converges as
n → ∞, but is proper in the sense that EΠ[POt:s | θ ∈ Θs] = µt:s. In general, the model mirrors the
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Classical quantity Bayesian counterpart

Quantity Expression SI Eqn. Quantity Expression SI Eqn.

Maximum likelihood estimate θ̂s 22 Posterior mean n
n+h

θ̂s 62

Estimator variance [J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs ]
−1 23 Posterior variance n

n+h
[J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs ]

−1 63

Maximized likelihood ratio Rs 26 Bayes factor
(

h
n+h

)|s|/2
Rs

n/n+h 74

Table 1. Connections between Bayesian and classical inference in Johnson’s [2005,
2008] model. J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs is the observed information matrix for model s at the MLE.

assumptions of the LRT (Definition 4), including large n and local alternatives. It is derived under
the following conjugate prior:

θFs

∣∣ θ ∈ Θs
d
= N|s|+ζ

(
0, h−1 [I(0)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
, (16)

where Fs is the index set of unconstrained parameters in model s, Nk(m,Σ) represents a multivariate
Normal distribution on k dimensions with mean vector m and variance matrix Σ, I(θ)Fs,Fs is the
per-observation Fisher information matrix for model s evaluated at θ. The prior resembles Zellner’s
[1986] g-prior with g = n/h; h = 1 corresponds to the unit information prior [Kass and Wasserman,
1995, Liang et al., 2008]. The test POt:s ≥ τ controls the local Bayesian FDR at level 1/(1 + τ)
(Definition 2) and the FPR converges in general pointwise

sup
θ∈Θs

Pr (POt:s ≥ τ ; θ) ∼ Pr

(
χ2
t:s ≥ 2 log

τ

µt:s ξ
(|t|−|s|)/2
n

)
, n→ ∞, (17)

meaning that

sup
θ∈Θs

lim
n→∞

Pr (POt:s ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr

(
χ2
t:s ≥ 2 log τ

µt:s ξ
(|t|−|s|)/2
n

) = 1. (18)

Johnson’s model formalizes the asymptotic relationships not only between classical and Bayesian
hypothesis tests, but point estimates and variances too (Table 1).

Next we define a model-averaged extension of Johnson’s [2005, 2008] model, including a prior on
models. Notably, the posterior odds in Definition 6 would be pre-determined if the prior on θ were
continuous since that would require

∫
Θs

dΠ(θ) = I(s = 1). Therefore pursuing Bayesian hypothesis

testing with null hypotheses {θ : βj = 0 ∀ sj = 0} implies a discontinuous prior.

Definition 7 (Bayesian model-averaged hypothesis testing: Doublethink model). We as-
sume that the prior odds of model t versus model s take the form

µt:s = µ|t|−|s| (19)

meaning the prior probability that βj ̸= 0 is independent for each variable and equal to µ/(1 + µ).
We can write the model-averaged posterior odds of null hypothesis ωv = {θ : βj = 0 ∀ vj = 0}, which
constrains the variables indexed by set V = {j : vj = 0}, via Equation 4 in terms of the Johnson
model (Equation 15) as

POAV :OV := POωc
v :ωv =

∫
ωc
v
p(y;x, θ) dΠ(θ)∫

ωv
p(y;x, θ) dΠ(θ)

=

∑
s∈AV

∫
Θs
p(y;x, θ) dΠ(θ)∑

s∈OV

∫
Θs
p(y;x, θ) dΠ(θ)

=

∑
s∈AV

POs∑
s∈OV

POs
(20)

where we define the set of models compatible with null hypothesis ωv as OV = {s ∈ S : Θs ⊆ ωv},
and the models consistent with the alternative hypothesis ωc

v as AV = S \OV . The test of the realized
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model-averaged posterior odds, POAV :OV ,

ψv(y) = I (POAV :OV ≥ τ) (21)

controls the Bayesian FDR locally and globally at level 1/(1+ τ) (by Definition 2) and (by Definition
1 and Theorem 1) the FWER at level

max
ωv∈W

sup
θ∈ωv

Pr (ψv(y) = 1;x; θ) . (22)

It remains to quantify the rate at which the FPRs and FWER are controlled. We note that whereas
the Johnson model is derived under a specific prior, its close connection to the BIC implies that the
model-averaged posterior odds in Definition 7 may serve as a useful large sample approximation in a
wide variety of settings.

Theorem 2 (Frequentist false positive rate of the Bayesian model-averaged hypothesis test
in large samples). Asymptotically, for large sample size, the frequentist FPR of the Bayesian model-
averaged hypothesis test in Definition 7, which rejects the null hypothesis, ωv = {θ : βj = 0 ∀ j ∈ V},
(where V = {j : vj = 0}), when POAV :OV ≥ τ , converges pointwise to

αv = sup
θ∈ωv

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ) ∼ Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

)
, n→ ∞ (23)

meaning

sup
θ∈ωv

lim
n→∞

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

) = 1. (24)

Proof. See SI Section 3.1

□

Corollary 1 (The model-averaged deviance has a limiting chi-squared distribution in the
tail). Define the model-averaged MLR as

RAV :OV :=
POAV :OV(

µ
√
ξn + 1

)|V| − 1
∼ POAV :OV

|V|µ
√
ξn
, n→ ∞. (25)

The model-averaged deviance converges pointwise in the tail to a chi-squared distribution with one
degree of freedom:

2 logRAV :OV
d→ χ2

1, n→ ∞ (26)

in the sense that

sup
θ∈ωv

lim
n→∞

Pr (2 logRAV :OV ≥ x+ log n; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ x+ log n

) = 1. (27)

Corollary 2 (The model-averaged posterior odds can be transformed into an asymptotic
p-value). The Bayesian model-averaged test in Definition 7, which rejects the null hypothesis ωv =
{θ : βj = 0 ∀ j ∈ V}, (where V = {j : vj = 0}), when POAV :OV ≥ τ , is equivalent to a frequentist test
that rejects the null when the asymptotic p-value pAV :OV is less than or equal to the asymptotic false
positive rate αv (Equation 23), where

pAV :OV ∼ Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

POAV :OV

|V|µ
√
ξn

)
, n→ ∞. (28)

This result extends Johnson’s [2005, 2008] interconversion of MLRs and p-values for nested hypothesis
tests to the model-averaged setting.

In the next section we derive the asymptotic FWER and adjusted p-values that account for multiple
testing.
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4. Strong-sense familywise error rate of a Bayesian model-averaged regression
converges pointwise as the sample size grows

Theorem 3 (Familywise error rate of the Bayesian model-averaged hypothesis test in
large samples). Asymptotically, for large sample size, the strong-sense frequentist FWER of the
Bayesian model-averaged hypothesis test in Definition 7, which rejects all null hypotheses ωv = {θ :
βj = 0 ∀ vj = 0}, v ∈ 2ν , for which POωc

v :ωv ≥ τ , converges pointwise to

α := max
ωv∈W

sup
θ∈ωv

Pr
(
POωc

v :ωv ≥ τ ; θ
)

∼ Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

τ

ν µ
√
ξn

)
, n→ ∞ (29)

meaning

max
ωv∈W

sup
θ∈ωv

lim
n→∞

Pr
(
POωc

v :ωv ≥ τ ; θ
)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

ν µ
√
ξn

) ≤ 1, (30)

POAV :OV ≡ POωc
v :ωv and V = {j : vj = 0} by Equation 20.

Proof. By Definition 1, Theorem 1, Definition 7 and Theorem 2. See SI Section 3.2. □

Corollary 3 (The model-averaged posterior odds can be transformed into an asymptotic
adjusted p-value; Doublethink). The Bayesian model-averaged test in Definition 7, which rejects
all null hypotheses {θ : βj = 0 ∀ j ∈ V}, V ⊆ {1, . . . , ν}, for which POAV :OV ≥ τ , is equivalent to a
frequentist test that rejects the same nulls when their asymptotic adjusted p-values p⋆AV :OV

are less

than or equal to the asymptotic FWER α (Equation 29), where

p⋆AV :OV ∼ Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

POAV :OV

ν µ
√
ξn

)
, n→ ∞. (31)

We call this approach, which (by Theorem 1) simultaneously controls the Bayesian FDR, locally and
globally, at level 1/(1 + τ), Doublethink.

Corollary 4 (Scaling of bounds on the Bayesian FDR and the asymptotic FWER). The
asymptotic bound on the FWER, α, scales approximately linearly with the bound on the Bayesian
FDR, 1/(1 + τ), the number of variables ν, the prior odds that βj ̸= 0, µ, the square root of the prior

precision,
√
h, and the inverse square root of the sample size, 1/

√
n:

α ∼ ν µ
√
h

τ

√
n0
n

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

√
n0
)
, n→ ∞, n0 = O(n). (32)

The bounds are not necessarily tight.

Proof. By Theorem 3, noting that the function G(x) = Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log x

)
is regularly varying in x with

index λ = −1 which, by the definition of regular variation (Karamata [1933], Mikosch [1999] Definition
1.1.1), satisfies

lim
x→∞

G(c x)

G(x)
= cλ. (33)

□

5. Uniform convergence of the false positive rate requires beta-min and rho-max
assumptions in a two-variable model

Definition 8 (Two-variable model with simplifying assumptions). To study uniform conver-
gence we consider a normal linear model with ν = 2 regression coefficients (the variables-of-interest,
β), an intercept (the nuisance parameter γ), a known variance σ2, and likelihood proportional to
p(y;x, θ) =

∏n
i=1 pN (0,1) ((yi − γ − β1 xi1 − β2 xi2)/σ). We assume the variables are standardized

with means E[x·1] = E[x·2] = 0, variances E[x2·1] = E[x2·2] = 1, and correlation coefficient E[x·1 x·2] = ρ.



DOUBLETHINK: SIMULTANEOUS BAYESIAN-FREQUENTIST MODEL-AVERAGED HYPOTHESIS TESTING 9

0 1 2 3 4 5

−
3.

5
−

3.
0

−
2.

5
−

2.
0

−
1.

5
−

1.
0

log10 Sample size

lo
g 1

0 
P

r(P
O

12
 >

 τ
)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

−
5

−
4

−
3

−
2

β2

lo
g 1

0 
P

r(P
O

1 
>

 τ
)

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

1.0

Figure 1. Inflation in the simplified two-variable model testing β1 = β2 = 0 (left) and β1 = 0
(right). Left: FPR as a function of sample size: simulations (black line) and Theorem 2 (green
line). Assuming µ = 1, h = 1, τ = 9. Right: FPR as a function of β2 for ρ ∈ [0.0, 1.0] (shaded
grey lines, labelled by ρ) and Theorem 2 (green dashed line). Assuming n = 145, µ = 0.1,
h = 1, σ = 1, τ = 9. 10 million simulations in both.

There are three null hypotheses of interest, {θ : βj = 0 ∀ j ∈ V}, with V = {1}, V = {2} or
V = {1, 2}. The first two scenarios are symmetric, so we only consider the first. As shorthand, we
write the corresponding posterior odds as PO{1} = POAV :OV with V = {1}, and PO{12} = POAV :OV

with V = {1, 2}.
Theorem 4 (Uniform convergence in a simplified two-variable model). In the simplified two-
variable model (Definition 8), the FPR, and therefore the FWER, converge uniformly to the asymptotic
expressions given by Theorems 2 and 3, subject to further assumptions: (i) |βj | ≥ βmin > 0, and (ii)
|ρ| ≤ ρmax < 1, meaning that

lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈ω∗

v
ρ∈P ∗

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

) = 1, (34)

where vj = I(j /∈ V), ω∗
v = {θ ∈ ωv : |βj | ≥ βmin > 0 ∀j /∈ V} and P ∗ = {ρ : |ρ| ≤ ρmax < 1}.

Proof. The proof is still a work-in-progress. See SI Section 3.3. □

Corollary 5 (Inflation in the simplified two-variable model). In the simplified two-variable
model (Definition 8), with fixed n and V = {1}, the FPR can be inflated, with inflation factor ι, such

that Pr
(
PO{1} ≥ τ ; θ

)
= Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

µ
√
ξn ι

)
∼ ι Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

µ
√
ξn

)
. The inflation factor has

range ι ∈
(

µ
√
ξn

1+µ
√
ξn
, 1+µ

√
ξn

µ
√
ξn

)
. At its worst, Pr (PO1 ≥ τ ; θ) ∼ Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

)
.

There are two sources of inflation in the simplified two-variable model, illustrated by Figure 1. The first
source (left panel) are higher-order tests involving more than one-degree-of-freedom (here, PO11:00),
whose contribution is assumed negligible by Theorem 2. As the sample size increases, this source of
inflation recedes and the FPR tends to its asymptotic level.

The second source (right panel) is correlation between variables that have zero effect (x·1 here) and
those that have non-zero effect (x·2 here). Inflation peaks at an effect size β2 that depends on the
value of ρ. For the smallest effect sizes, deflation is evident for higher |ρ|. For the largest effect sizes,
inflation abates to its asymptotic level. Worst-case inflation increases with |ρ|, from none when ρ = 0,
to the worst case as |ρ| → 1. At the point |ρ| = 1, deflation is observed regardless of β2. Negative ρ
and β2 are not shown because the behaviour is symmetric.
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This second source of inflation does not abate as the sample size increases; instead, worst case inflation
increases, and manifests at ever-smaller values of β2, inversely proportional to

√
n. At its worst, the

FPR, instead of scaling inversely with
√
n, as per Corollary 4, remains on the order of the FDR

(Corollary 5).

This explains the need to assume a minimum effect size |β2| and maximum correlation coefficient
|ρ| to ensure uniform convergence of the FPR to Theorem 2. Whereas it is impossible to control the
minimum effect size in real data analysis it is possible to mitigate the inflating effect of highly correlated
variables, as we will discuss later (Definition 9). Another countermeasure would be to increase either
µ or ξn via h; however, this would diminish the advantages of Bayesian model-averaging in terms of
sparsity, variance reduction and over-fitting.

6. Application to Mendelian randomization study of age-related macular
degeneration

To trial Doublethink in a real data analysis, we applied it to a Mendelian randomization study of
age-related macular degeneration (AMD).

Example 2 (Mendelian randomization study of age-related macular degeneration). Zuber
et al. [2020] used two-sample multivariable Mendelian randomization [Sanderson et al., 2019] to study
the causal effects of ν = 49 biomarkers on AMD, and introduced a Bayesian model-averaging approach,
MR-BMA. The aim was to identify which biomarkers had a non-zero effect on risk of AMD. In their
model, the parameters-of-interest, β, were the direct causal effects of each biomarker on AMD. The
outcome data y were z-scores for the direct effect of n = 145 genetic variants on AMD, estimated by a
genome-wide association study (GWAS) [Fritsche et al., 2016]. For each genetic variant, the variables
xi· were z-scores of its direct effects on the 49 biomarkers, estimated by another GWAS [Kettunen
et al., 2016]. For each genetic variant, a common standard error was used in the denominator of
all z-scores, applying the standard error from yi to all the z-scores in xi·. There was one nuisance
parameter, the error variance, γ, expected theoretically to equal one. This yielded the normal linear
regression p(y;x, θ) =

∏n
i=1 ϕ

(
(yi − β1 xi1 − · · · − βν xiν)/

√
γ
)
.

In their Bayesian model-averaged analysis of AMD, the biomarkers for which Zuber et al. [2020] found
the strongest evidence of a causal effect on AMD were XL.HDL.C and L.HDL.C (extra-large and
large high-density lipoprotein cholesterol), with posterior probabilities 0.70 and 0.23, corresponding
to Bayes factors of 21 and 2.7, respectively. Considering that neither would be considered ‘strong’
evidence according to Jeffreys’ [1939] scale, and the prior influences Bayes factors anyway, this begs the
question: (i) How would a frequentist evaluate this level of evidence? (ii) Would the evidence against
the null hypothesis of no effect have been stronger by grouping XL.HDL.C and L.HDL.C together?

In partial answer to the first question, Julian et al. [2023] implemented a permutation procedure,
which for this dataset yields unadjusted p-values below 0.005 for both XL.HDL.C and L.HDL.C (200
permutations, taking 80 hours). However, such procedures generally control the FWER only in the
weak sense, i.e. when the grand null is true. The e-value approach of Vovk and Wang [2021] suggests
maximum p-values (inverse Bayes factors) of 0.048 and 0.37 respectively, unadjusted for multiple
testing, although its requirement for no nuisance parameters in the null hypothesis is not met here.
The leave-one-out tests of Example 1 yielded unadjusted p-values of 0.90 and 0.16, probably a dilution
of the signal due to many correlated variables.

Since the number of biomarkers was too large to fit all 249 ≈ 1015 models, and since many biomarkers
were highly correlated, we selected a subset of 15 variables, for which we exhaustively analysed all
215 = 32 768 models. We selected the 15 variables in a way that attempted to preserve most of the
important variability, and the correlation structure, in the data: (1) We ranked the biomarkers by
their two-sample univariable Mendelian randomization p-values for a causal association with AMD.
(2) From the most to the least significant, we introduced 15 biomarkers iteratively. (3) We omitted
biomarkers with an absolute correlation exceeding |ρ| = 0.8 with two or more biomarkers that we had
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Biomarker Posterior odds Asymptotic p-value Point estimate Standard error
(unadjusted) (posterior mean) (root posterior variance)

XL.HDL.C 1.75 0.001 0.33 0.26
L.HDL.C 0.58 0.004 0.14 0.20
Gln 0.08 0.033 -0.03 0.11
IDL.TG 0.06 0.048 -0.01 0.05
S.VLDL.TG 0.03 0.091 -0.01 0.04
Table 2. Two-sample multivariable Mendelian randomization in a Doublethink sub-analysis
of 15 biomarkers in Zuber et al. [2020] for direct effects on AMD risk. Top 5 variables shown.

already introduced. The 15 remaining biomarkers ranged from the first to the 24th most significantly
associated with AMD. Three pairs were highly correlated: XL.HDL.C and L.HDL.C (ρ = 0.82);
ApoB and IDL.TG (ρ = 0.91); S.HDL.TG and S.VLDL.TG (ρ = 0.92). The other nine biomarkers
we included were LDL.D, Ace, XL.HDL.TG, ApoB, VLDL.D, M.HDL.C, His, Ala and Gln.

An important caveat is that the analysis of only a subset of the candidate variables affects the inter-
pretation of those results. The next theorem clarifies the valid interpretation of such results.

Theorem 5 (Testing based on a sub-analysis). Suppose we conduct a sub-analysis in which a
subset of variables, V ′ ⊂ {1, . . . , ν}, are excluded from the analysis, in a Bayesian model-averaged set-
ting (Definition 7). In the sub-analysis, the model-averaged posterior odds against the null hypothesis
V ⊂ {1, . . . , ν}, V ∩ V ′ = ∅, could be written

POA−
V :O−

V
=

∑
s∈A−

V
POs∑

s∈O−
V
POs

, (35)

where we define the reduced model space to be S− = {s ∈ S, sj = 0 : j ∈ V ′}, and the sets of models
compatible with the null and alternative hypotheses in the sub-analysis to be O−

V ⊂ S− and A−
V ⊂ S−.

Then POA−
V :O−

V
is a lower bound on the posterior odds against the intersection null hypothesis V ∪ V ′

because

POA−
V :O−

V
< POAV∪V′ :OV∪V′ . (36)

The rejection of a null hypothesis V in the sub-analysis therefore implies rejection of the null hypothesis
V ∪ V ′ in the full analysis.

Proof. A−
V ⊂ AV∪V ′ and O−

V = OV∪V ′ . □

We analysed the 15 biomarkers with Doublethink, assuming a prior odds of variable inclusion of
µ = 0.1 and a prior precision parameter h = 1. Table 2 reports the five most significant associations
between biomarkers and AMD risk. The top two variables were the same as Zuber et al. [2020] found,
XL.HDL.C and L.HDL.C, with posterior odds of 1.75 and 0.58, corresponding to Bayes factors of 17
and 5.8, and unadjusted asymptotic p-values (by Corollary 2) of 0.001 and 0.004.

However, these tests should be properly interpreted as intersection null hypotheses with the 34 excluded
variables, according to Theorem 5. This implies Bayes factors of only 0.045 and 0.015. After adjusting
for ν = 49 biomarkers (by Corollary 3 or Bonferroni correction), neither was significant, even at
α = 0.05. This begs the question, is there evidence that any of the biomarkers had non-zero causal
effects on AMD risk?

In fact there was strong evidence that at least one of the biomarkers directly affected AMD risk. The
posterior odds against the null hypothesis that none of the 15 biomarkers affected AMD risk were
3688, corresponding to a Bayes factor of 956, and an unadjusted asymptotic p-value (by Corollary 2)
of 6.0×10−6. After sub-analysis adjustment (Theorem 5), the Bayes factor was 21, and after adjusting
for ν = 49 variables, the asymptotic p-value (by Corollary 3) was 2.0× 10−5.
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The smallest group of significant variables comprised XL.HDL.C and L.HDL.C. The posterior odds
against the null hypothesis that neither affected AMD risk was 89, corresponding to a Bayes factor
of 381 and an unadjusted asymptotic p-value of 3.4 × 10−5. After sub-analysis adjustment (for 36
variables; Theorem 5), the Bayes factor was 2.1, and the asymptotic p-value, adjusted for ν = 49
variables, was 1.0 × 10−3. This shows that the combined test was able to establish significance (in
a Bayesian sense at an FDR < 0.012 and in a frequentist sense at an asymptotic FWER < 0.0011),
whereas the individual tests were not.

Not only is power increased by testing an intersection null hypothesis that no members of a group
have an effect, but consideration of FWER control in the presence of correlation suggests that highly
correlated variables should always be treated as a group, as the next section considers.

Note that the Doublethink combined test (Corollary 3) was significant when p-value-based combined
tests were not. We applied four methods that control the FWER: Bonferroni [1936] correction, two
multilevel procedures (Hommel [1988] implemented by Meijer et al. [2019], and Wilson [2019b]) based
on Simes’ [1986] test, and the harmonic mean p-value (HMP) procedure [Wilson, 2019a]. We also
applied the Benjamini and Hochberg [1995] procedure, which controls a frequentist FDR. We furnished
these procedures with unadjusted p-values from Corollary 2, which test the null hypothesis of no
effect for each of the 15 variables individually (or rather, the intersection of each with the 34 excluded
variables, as per Theorem 5). None of these tests rejected the null hypothesis that neither XL.HDL.C
nor L.HDL (nor the 34 excluded variables) influence AMD risk, at α = 0.05. None of them even
rejected the grand null hypothesis that none of the biomarkers affected AMD risk. The much-reduced
significance among these p-value-based combination tests compared to Doublethink likely reflects the
information bottleneck when reducing the data to individual p-values before combining them.

7. Inflation between highly correlated variables: simulation approach

In human GWAS, genetic variants that are physically linked tend to be correlated, so that signals
of association often manifest as clusters of significant genetic variants. When several linked genetic
variants are significant, the assumption is that most are not causally associated. So we reject the
intersection hypothesis that none of the clustered variants are associated, but we do not reject all the
elementary hypotheses, as a straightforward interpretation of statistical significance would suggest,
because that would probably produce many false positives among the clustered variants. In this section
we formalize the idea and show through simulation that the way statistical significance is interpreted
has a direct bearing on FWER control.

Definition 9 (Frequentist control of FWERρ). In the regression problem (Definition 3), where
the binary vector s ∈ S = 2ν indexes the null hypotheses such that {βj = 0 ∀ sj = 0}, where βj
is the coefficient for variable x·j , define the correlation coefficient between variables j and k to be
ρj,k. Define the maximum absolute correlation between variables whose regression coefficients are
constrained versus unconstrained under null hypothesis s to be

ρmax
s = max

j,k:sj ̸=sk
|ρj,k|, (37)

with ρmax
0 = ρmax

1 = 0. The idea is group the most correlated variables indivisibly, in order to exclude
null hypotheses with the highest ρmax

s from the set of all tested hypotheses, W , because they are most
susceptible to inflation. We define Wρ = {ωs : s ∈ S \1, ρmax

s ≤ ρ}. By definition, Wρ remains closed
under intersection. We define the intersection of true null hypotheses in Wρ to be ωs̃ and we define
FWERρ to be

FWERρ := sup
θ∈ωs̃

Pr

(
max
ωs⊆ωs̃

ϕs(y) = 1;x, θ

)
≤ αs̃

≤ max {αs : ωs ∈Wρ} . (38)

This implies the regular FWER (Definition 1) equals FWER1. Since FWERρ ≤ FWER1, it is a
less stringent error rate to control, and control of FWER1 implies control of FWERρ. In particular,
notice that it limits the maximum absolute correlation between variables that are constrained versus



DOUBLETHINK: SIMULTANEOUS BAYESIAN-FREQUENTIST MODEL-AVERAGED HYPOTHESIS TESTING 13

unconstrained in the intersection of true null hypotheses. It also reduces the size of the intersection
of true null hypotheses, |s̃|.

Definition 10 (Asymptotically equivalent test statistic). The proof of Theorem 2 implies that
the model-averaged posterior odds against the null hypothesis {θ : βj = 0 ∀j ∈ V}, POAV :OV , are
asymptotically equivalent to the posterior odds of alternatives differing from the true model s̃, θ ∈ Θs̃

by one degree-of-freedom:

POAV :OV →
∑
j∈V

POs̃+ej :s̃ =: P̃OAV :OV (39)

as n → ∞, assuming that s̃ ∈ OV , where {ej}k = I(j = k). This allows us to partition the error of

Doublethink into (i) the approximation to the distribution of P̃OAV :OV and (ii) the rate of convergence
to the asymptotically equivalent test statistic.

Remark 1 (The α ≤ 0.025 threshold in Doublethink). Simulations based on the asymptotically
equivalent test statistic (Definition 10) indicate that the FWER should be set no larger than α = 0.025
in Doublethink; equivalently, p-values that exceed 0.025 should be reported as not significant, or 1.
This is because the chi-squared approximation (Theorem 2; Corollary 1) can be anti-conservative for
α ≥ 0.0259846, for some values of |V|, even under independence, even when applied to the asymptot-
ically equivalent test statistic. See SI Section 4 and SI Figure 9.

Definition 11 (Bayes FWER). For the purpose of simulation it is convenient to define the FWER
as an expectation over a (possibly degenerate) distribution of parameter values, rather than in a
minimax sense (Definition 1). We define the Bayes FWER in a Bayes risk sense (see, e.g. Berger
[1985]) as

BFWER :=

∫
Θ
Pr
(
POAV0(θ)

:OV0(θ)
≥ τ ;x, θ

)
dΠ(θ), (40)

where the notation V0(θ) emphasizes that the intersection of the true null hypotheses depends on the
parameter θ. By analogy, we can define BFWERρ with reference to Definition 9, and the asymptoti-
cally equivalent Bayes FWER,

AFWER :=

∫
Θ
Pr
(
P̃OAV0(θ)

:OV0(θ)
≥ τ ;x, θ

)
dΠ(θ), (41)

with the caveat that the asymptotically equivalent test (Definition 10), does not actually define a
CTP, and therefore AFWER is not a familywise error rate, for finite n.

Definition 12 (Worst-case Bayes FWER in Doublethink). The e-value approach of Vovk and
Wang [2021] yields a worst-case inflation for BFWER in Doublethink when Π is the ‘true’ distribution
of parameter values, which provides a benchmark for simulation performance.

BFWER = Pr
(
POAV0(θ)

:OV0(θ)
≥ τ ;x,Π

)
≤ E

[
POAV0(θ)

:OV0(θ)
;x,Π

]
/τ

= E
[
µ|V0(θ)|; Π

]
/τ

=

[(
1 +

µ

1 + µ

)ν

− 1

]
/τ ∼ ν µ

τ
when µ≪ 1. (42)

To investigate inflation in Doublethink in a real data setting, we performed simulations based on the
AMD Mendelian randomization data [Zuber et al., 2020]. We simulated β for ν = 15 variables from
the Doublethink prior, assuming µ = 0.1 and h = 1, fixing γ = 1, and selecting the variables as before.
To assess performance, we calculated BFWER and AFWER (Definition 11).

Figure 2 shows that when n = 145 (left panel), BFWERρ (black points) exhibited circa five-fold infla-
tion at ρ = 1, less than the 87-fold worst case inflation determined by the e-value approach (Definition
12). The inflation had subsided by ρ = 0.5, there was slight deflation around ρ = 0.3, and 1.6-fold
inflation at ρ = 0. This pattern can be understood by comparing to the asymptotically equivalent
error rate, AFWERρ (grey points). Near ρ = 1, BFWERρ far exceeded AFWERρ, indicating that the
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Figure 2. Inflation in simulations based on the AMDMendelian randomization example with
ν = 15 variables and n = 145 (left) or n = 14 500 (right). BFWER as a function of ρ (black
points), versus AFWER (grey points) and Theorem 3 (green line). Assuming µ = 0.1, h = 1,
τ = 9. Error bars based on 50 000 (left) and 500 000 (right) simulations.

model-averaged posterior odds were far from converging to the asymptotically equivalent test statistic.
This reflects the difficulty in reliably attributing the causal effect between pairs of highly correlated
variables. Near ρ = 0.5, BFWERρ had converged to AFWERρ. AFWERρ was slightly conservative
for intermediate values of ρ, by the conservative nature of the CTP. Near ρ = 0 and ρ = 1, there was
inflation in AFWERρ caused by small-sample error in the distribution of the asymptotically equivalent
test statistic.

When n = 14 500 (Figure 2, right panel), the pattern was similar but worst-case deflation was reduced
(3.2-fold) and BFWERρ (black points) converged to AFWERρ (grey points) at larger values of ρ,
reflecting the improved ability to correctly identify the true model with larger sample size. Theorem 3
(green line) was no longer an anti-conservative approximation to AFWERρ at any value of ρ, reflecting
better performance of the asymptotic approximation at a larger sample size.

With either sample size, BFWERρ was less inflated for smaller ρ because the set of true null hypotheses
was less likely to split groups of highly correlated variables. For ρ = 1, the set of true null hypotheses
(V0 = {j : βj = 0}) often included variables that were highly correlated with other variables outside
the set. This caused inflation of the posterior odds. When ρ = 0.5, elementary hypotheses concerning
highly correlated variables were removed from W , the set of null hypotheses under investigation.
Although W still contained groups of the same hypotheses, these groups were indivisible. Therefore
the set of true null hypotheses (which can be smaller than under ρ = 1, but not larger) no longer split
highly correlated variables, so inflated variables were not left out of the set of true null hypotheses.
When ρ = 0, there was a single group of all variables, the null hypothesis which corresponds to the
grand null. Controlling FWER0 is therefore equivalent to a single combined test with weak-sense
control.

These results show that not only it is beneficial, in terms of power, to group correlated variables,
but also advisable in terms of controlling the FWER. This formalizes existing practice in terms of
interpreting statistically significant signals, as per the GWAS example. Interestingly, decisions con-
cerning choice of ρ for FWERρ can be deferred until post-analysis, in the same way that decisions
concerning choice of τ for the FDR and α for the FWER can be deferred. This means the analysis
can be executed across all elementary hypotheses, and the level ρ in FWERρ control determined when
the results come to be interpreted.
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Comparing these results to the sub-analysis of the AMD Mendelian randomization data in the previ-
ous section, it suggests that any attempt to attribute causal effects within the three pairs of highly
correlated variables (XL.HDL.C and L.HDL.C, ApoB and IDL.TG, S.HDL.TG and S.VLDL.TG;
ρ > 0.8) would be prone to inflated familywise error, although the Bayesian FDR would still be
properly controlled, contingent on the prior. Therefore, not only do we conclude that XL.HDL.C and
L.HDL.C form a significant group in the sub-analysis, but the frequentist would exercise great caution
in attempting to attribute the signal to XL.HDL.C versus L.HDL.C.

8. Comparison to related approaches: simulations

We used simulations to compare the performance of Doublethink to related approaches: LASSO
[Tibshirani, 1996], elastic net [Zou and Hastie, 2005], ridge regression [Hoerl and Kennard, 1970],
backward elimination [Venables and Ripley, 2002] using the BIC [Schwarz, 1978], and MR-BMA
[Zuber et al., 2020]. To these we added as benchmarks the grand null model, the grand alternative
model, and the ‘oracle’ or true model [Fan and Li, 2001], as if it were known.

To compare methods for hypothesis testing, we deployed some approaches (LASSO, elastic net, MR-
BMA and Doublethink) both natively, and as the first step in a model selection procedure. In the
model selection version (taking the maximum a posteriori model for the Bayesian methods), we fitted
the data without regularization and performed ν leave-one-out or add-one-in hypothesis tests. To
investigate the effect of prior assumptions in Doublethink, we fitted the model at combinations of
µ = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.2, and h = 0.25, 1 and 4.

For testing intersection null hypotheses, which only Doublethink supported natively (Corollary 3),
we employed p-value combination approaches: the Bonferroni [1936] procedure, a multilevel Simes’
procedure [Wilson, 2019b], Hommel’s [1988] procedure, which is also based on Simes’ [1986] test,
implemented by [Meijer et al., 2019], and the HMP procedure [Wilson, 2019a]. For comparison, we
applied the same p-value combination procedures to Doublethink’s unadjusted p-values (Corollary 2),
substituting any p-values above 0.02 with 1 (as per Remark 1).

Simulations were based on the AMD Mendelian randomization data [Zuber et al., 2020]. We simulated
β for ν = 15 variables from the Doublethink prior, assuming µ = 0.1 and h = 1, fixing γ = 1, and
selecting 15 of the 49 biomarker variables as before. Again, we computed the Bayes FWER (Definition
11) as an average over the simulations.

We compared the following metrics: computation time, out-of-sample prediction error (measured as
the root mean squared error, or L2 norm), estimator error (L2 norm), coverage of the standard error,
Bayes FWER for type I (false positive) errors, and rates of strikeout (wrongly calling every test) for
type II (false negative) errors. We calculated the FWER overall and for tests of individual variables
only (marginal), pairs of variables only (pairwise), and the global test that all variables are null
(headline). The target FWER was α = 0.01. In total we performed 10 000 simulations.

Computation time. On average, most methods took under 0.01 seconds to run in R [R Core Team,
2024], the exceptions being LASSO (0.08s), elastic net (0.86s), MR-BMA (5.5s) and Doublethink
(49s). The 5.5s run-time of MR-BMA, which is efficiently implemented, reflects its exhaustive search
of all 32 768 models. The 49s run-time of Doublethink reflects its exhaustive search, native support
for testing intersection null hypotheses, and lack of optimization.

Prediction error We computed out-of-sample predictive error (root mean squared error, i.e. L2 norm)
by simulating pairs of datasets for each simulated parameter vector. The first was used for training
the model, the second for testing prediction error. Most methods achieved an error below 1.05, the
exceptions being ridge regression (1.16) and the grand null model (3.4) (Figure 3). The latter reflects
the worst case because no coefficients were fit.

Estimator error. Methods differed substantially in their estimator error (Figure 3, left). The oracle
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Figure 3. Out-of-sample prediction error in 10 000 simulations from the Doublethink prior
with µ = 0.01 and h = 1. The key applies to all figures in this section.
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Figure 4. Estimator error (left) and standard error coverage (right) in 10 000 simulations
from the Doublethink prior with µ = 0.01 and h = 1. Expected coverage (black line) is shown,
with allowance for Monte Carlo error (grey lines; 95% confidence interval).

model was close to optimal (root mean squared error 0.020). Doublethink’s Bayesian model-averaged
estimates and model selection-based estimates performed closely (below 0.033), for all assumed values
of µ and h. Surprisingly, the model selection-based estimates out-performed the native estimates
for LASSO and MR-BMA (error below 0.050). Backward elimination (0.067) and elastic net (0.100)
followed. Poor estimates were obtained under the grand alternative model (0.257) and ridge regression
(0.407), presumably due to over-fitting caused by lack of sparsity. The grand null model, in which all
parameters were returned as zero, under-fitted, returning the worst case estimator error (0.654).

Standard error coverage. We defined coverage to be the proportion of simulations in which a 99%
confidence interval, constructed from the standard error assuming a Normal sampling distribution,
included the true parameter value (Figure 4, right). The oracle model was conservative (99.5% cov-
erage), with Doublethink model averaging the best calibrated of the methods (98.7–99.3% coverage),
followed by Doublethink model selection (97.8%–98.3%). LASSO, MR-BMA and elastic net model
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selection were less well calibrated (97.3%, 96.8% and 96.3% respectively), while MR-BMA model av-
eraging performed similarly (97.2%). Three methods produced anti-conservative standard errors: the
grand alternative model (94.9%), backward elimination (93.2%) and the grand null model (90.9%
coverage).

Marginal Bayes FWER. To compare the false positive (type I error) rates across methods, we began
by focusing only on marginal tests for the significance of individual variables. Figure 5, left, circles,
shows that again the oracle method was close to optimal in terms of marginal type I Bayes FWER,
nearing the target of α = 0.01 by achieving 0.0091. The grand alternative model was slightly anti-
conservative (0.015). Doublethink model averaging showed a range of errors, from the conservative,
0.002 (when assuming µ = 0.2, h = 4), to the anti-conservative, 0.015 (assuming µ = 0.05, h = 0.25).
Doublethink, LASSO and elastic net model selection produced anti-conservative errors ranging from
0.021–0.0026, followed by MR-BMA model selection (0.038), backward elimination (0.081) and the
grand null model (0.664), which was strongly anti-conservative, as expected.

For every method capable of producing p-values, we were able to apply p-value combination methods
(Bonferroni, Simes, Hommel and HMP procedures). Results were usually similar across procedures,
so Figure 5, left shows these as vertical lines of differing heights that often overlap. For Doublethink
model averaging, they combine the unadjusted p-values from Corollary 2, instead of the adjusted
p-values from Corollary 3. They differed from the latter in the anti-conservative direction. For all
other methods, the main result utilized Bonferroni correction, so these results coincided, and the other
combination tests differed very little.

Marginal strikeout rates. To compare power, we defined the type II strikeout rate as the probability of
failing to detect all true signals, which corresponds, for an individual dataset, to 100% false negative
rate. We restrict attention to methods that did not exhibit appreciably anti-conservative BFWER.
For marginal tests of the significance of individual variables, the oracle model showed a strikeout rate
of 0.045, providing a reference point for other methods (Figure 5, right). The grand alternative
model exhibited the worst strikeout rate of 0.129, demonstrating that it is slightly anti-conservative
and strongly under-powered, an undesirable combination. Doublethink model-averaging exhibited
strikeout rates of 0.052-0.070. This range of performance across different prior assumptions reflected
the corresponding degree of conservatism of the tests (Figure 5, left).

Pairwise Bayes FWER. Pairwise tests of the intersection null hypothesis that neither of a pair of
variables has an effect are expected to be more powerful than marginal tests alone, but the additional
multiple testing burden increases the risk of false positives. Figure 6, left shows the BFWER for
pairwise tests. Only Doublethink model averaging performed these tests natively (circles). For all
other methods, including Doublethink model selection, combined tests were performed using the p-
value combination methods (vertical bars). The pairwise BFWER was barely higher than the marginal
BFWER for these combination tests, which is unsurprising since (i) no new information is introduced
and (ii) the closed testing procedures on which they are based are designed to control the FWER.
For Doublethink model averaging, the pairwise BFWERs were all higher than the marginal BFWERs
(Figure 5, left), ranging from the conservative, 0.005, to the anti-conservative, 0.021. This reflects
the method’s exploitation of the full data for pairwise tests, which is potentially more powerful, and
the limitation of the asymptotic approximation for controlling the FWER.

Pairwise strikeout rates. The greater power of the Doublethink approach to pairwise testing can be
seen in Figure 6, right. Pairwise strikeout rates were lower than marginal strikeout rates (Figure
5, right), ranging from 0.045–0.056, and rivalling the oracle strikeout rate of 0.045 (albeit for the
anti-conservative prior µ = 0.05, h = 0.25). The pairwise strikeout rate for the grand alternative
model was nearly unchanged at 0.127.

Headline Bayes FWER. The headline FWER (Figure 7, left) is calculated assuming the grand null hy-
pothesis is true. As before, the oracle model was well calibrated (0.010–0.013) which coincided, in this
case, with the grand null hypothesis. Methods that were not generally well calibrated (LASSO, elastic
net, MR-BMA and Doublethink model selection) showed headline BFWER in the range 0.010–0.016.
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Figure 5. Type I Bayes FWER (left) and type II strikeout rate (right) for marginal tests
of the significance of individual variables in 10 000 simulations from the Doublethink prior with
µ = 0.01 and h = 1. Expected type I BFWER (black line) is shown, with allowance for Monte
Carlo error (grey lines; 95% confidence interval).
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Figure 6. Type I Bayes FWER (left) and type II strikeout rate (right) for pairwise tests.
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Figure 7. Type I Bayes FWER (left) and type II strikeout rate (right) for headline tests.
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Figure 8. Type I Bayes FWER for ρ = 1 (left) and ρ = 0.43 (right) for all tests of the
significance of any group of variables in 10 000 simulations from the Doublethink prior with
µ = 0.01 and h = 1. Expected type I BFWER (black line) is shown, with allowance for Monte
Carlo error (grey lines; 95% confidence interval).

Backward elimination remained anti-conservative (0.067–0.084), as did the grand alternative model
(0.018–0.019). Combination tests based on Doublethink Corollary 2 were conservative (0.002–0.009),
but under-powered. Doublethink Corollary 3 was anti-conservative under the grand null hypothesis
(0.011–0.029). While undesirable, earlier simulations suggested this source of inflation should abate
for larger sample sizes (Figure 2, left versus right).

Headline strikeout rates. In a closed testing procedure, when there are true signals to be found, the
headline or ‘global’ test is the most powerful. The headline strikeout rates are calculated assuming
the grand null hypothesis is false. The oracle model again provided a benchmark, 0.045. The grand
alternative remained under-powered at 0.127. Headline strikeout error rates for Doublethink model
averaging outperformed the oracle model, ranging from 0.037–0.043.

Overall Bayes FWER and FWERρ. We calculated the overall Bayes FWER and the corresponding
Bayes FWERρ, in which variables with absolute correlation coefficients exceeding ρ are grouped to-
gether indivisibly, so that sub-groups cannot be tested (Definition 9). Figure 8 shows that BFWERρ

was inflated for Doublethink model averaging at ρ = 1 (left), but this was mitigated at ρ = 0.43
(0.010–0.017; right). BFWER0.43 ≤ BFWER1 for all methods, but some remained inflated, including
backward elimination (0.061–0.071) and the grand null model (0.644–0.650). The oracle model was
well-calibrated at both BFWER1 and BFWER0.43 (0.008–0.011).

Importantly, the headline strikeout rate (Figure 7, right) prevails irrespective of choice of ρ, so
power can be upheld while inflation in the FWER is mitigated by defining indivisible groups of null
hypotheses. This allowed Doublethink performance to approach that of the oracle model.

9. Discussion

Often, the goal of hypothesis testing is to identify a few influential variables among many candidates,
reflecting the scientific principal of explaining complex observed patterns by simple unobserved pro-
cesses. Recently, statistical inference has lost ground to artificial intelligence prediction engines. But
for accurately estimating parameters, quantifying their uncertainty, and controlling false positives,
model choice is vital, as the simulations showed. Bayesian model averaging is especially useful when
the model is uncertain, but for decades frequentists and Bayesians have debated hypothesis testing,
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seemingly irreconcilably (e.g. Edwards et al. [1963], Berger and Sellke [1987], Bayarri and Berger
[2004], Gelman [2008]).

Perhaps it is surprising, therefore, that Bayesian hypothesis testing can be formulated as a closed test-
ing procedure [Marcus et al., 1976] that simultaneously controls the Bayesian FDR and the strong-sense
frequentist FWER (Theorem 1). Particularly because FWER, in contrast to FDR, is often charac-
terized as “an extremely strict criterion which is not always appropriate” [Storey, 2003]. Theorem 1
is general, independent of prior or modelling assumptions, complementing known results like the fre-
quentist admissibility of Bayesian procedures [Wald, 1950, Berger, 1985]. It addresses both the broad
question of when Bayesian and frequentist philosophies converge, and the practical question of how
to choose significance thresholds. Whereas it will usually be convenient to pre-determine one or the
other, reporting both the FWER and FDR offers an opportunity to bridge Bayesian and frequentist
approaches to hypothesis testing

In big data regression settings, Theorems 2 and 3 extend work by Johnson [2005, 2008] to interconvert
FPR, FWER and FDR thresholds. Corollaries 2 and 3 interconvert the unadjusted and adjusted
p-values and posterior odds. These results are less general than Theorem 1, comprising large-sample
limits that require assumptions including an appropriate prior and independent observations. Con-
vergence is pointwise, rather than uniform in general, subjecting their use to finite-sample inflation.
Yet they afford insights into the relationship between the frequentist approach to multiple testing and
Bayesian prior assumptions. Corollary 4 shows that the FWER threshold is asymptotically propor-
tional to (i) the number of variables, ν; (ii) the prior odds, µ; and (iii) the square root of the prior
precision h; and asymptotically inversely proportional to (iv) the Bayesian threshold, τ ; and (v) the
square root of the sample size, n.

The FWER and FDR bounds – which are not necessarily tight – are approximately inversely propor-
tional. For a Bayesian, ν, µ and h are components of the prior, whose effects must be counter-balanced
if the FWER is to be held constant: in a Bayesian sense, Bonferroni correction modifies the prior odds
µ to hold the expected number of variables ν µ/(1 + µ) constant while ν increases. Corollary 4 reca-
pitulates the Jeffreys-Lindley paradox [Jeffreys, 1939, Lindley, 1957]: Bayesian inference is consistent
for a fixed FDR threshold, τ , [Doob, 1949], whereas the practice of fixing the FWER threshold, α,
irrespective of sample size, n (e.g. at 0.05 or 0.005 [Benjamin et al., 2018]), is not consistent because
there exists a tangible probability of falsely rejecting a null hypothesis no matter how large the sam-
ple [O’Hagan, 1995]. This is solved by inversely scaling α with

√
n, originally advocated by Jeffreys

[Wagenmakers and Ly, 2023], from which point one could report both the FWER and FDR bound.

Interconverting model-averaged posterior odds and adjusted p-values using Doublethink (Corollary 3)
has several limitations that stem from the underlying assumptions, including (i) a large sample size,
which implies that a Normal approximation to the likelihood is reasonable locally; (ii) data that com-
prise independent realizations of a process satisfying technical conditions which imply locally unique,
consistent and asymptotically Normal maximum likelihood estimators [Cox and Hinkley, 1974]; (iii)
a specific family of conjugate priors parameterized by µ and h, and (iv) local alternatives, which
implies that the Normal approximation holds in the vicinity of null and alternative hypotheses. The
local alternatives assumption is convenient for deriving an asymptotic distribution for the maximized
likelihood ratio [Cox and Hinkley, 1974, Johnson, 2005, 2008], yet it implies that non-zero parameter
values scale with

√
n, contrary to consistency and our prior. The conjugate prior is convenient for

pursuing joint Bayesian-frequentist inference (e.g. Zellner [1986], Liang et al. [2008]), but its covari-
ance structure, based on the Fisher information, is otherwise hard to justify. The independent data
assumption restricts the generality of the approach. It is not recommended to apply Doublethink
with α > 0.025; p-values larger than 0.025 should be interpreted as 1 (Remark 1), but this is hardly
limiting if α is to scale inversely with

√
n.

Of principal concern, the large sample assumption means the asymptotic results may be inaccurate
for finite samples, as evidenced by the simulations. Two sources of inflation were found: (i) the
contribution of higher order tests involving more than one-degree-of-freedom to the posterior odds,
which vanishes asymptotically, and (ii) lack of convergence of the posterior odds to the asymptotically
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equivalent test statistic (Definition 10). The latter is caused by correlation between variables that have
zero and non-zero effects. The simplified two-variable model (Definition 8) attributed this inflation
to specific parameter values that scale inversely with

√
n, and therefore threaten inflation regardless

of n. In simulations, all methods were affected by such inflation (Figure 8), which invalidates the
fundamental assumption that test statistics are well calibrated under the null. To address it, we
formalized the practice of making inferences about indivisible groups of correlated variables, rather
than the individual variables concerned, through the notion of FWERρ (Definition 9). In simulations,
this mitigated, but did not eradicate, inflation at ρ = 0.43.

Hypothesis testing, particularly multiple testing, represents a long difficult-to-reconcile conflict be-
tween Bayesian and frequentist approaches [Bayarri and Berger, 2004], unlike parameter estimation
(e.g. Doob [1949], Borwanker et al. [1971]). Doublethink is connected to other approaches that bridge
this gap, notably e-values [Vovk and Wang, 2021]. Application of the e-value approach to the Dou-
blethink model (Definition 7) allows interconversion of the Bayesian FDR and the Bayes FWER,
assuming the prior is correctly specified. The e-value bound on the Bayes FWER (Definition 12) is
then approximately proportional to (i) the number of variables, ν; and (ii) the prior odds, µ; but not
(iii) the square root of the prior precision h; and inversely proportional to (iv) the Bayesian thresh-
old, τ ; but not (v) the square root of the sample size, n. Therefore the e-value bound on the Bayes

FWER is conservative, in the large-sample limit, by a factor of approximately
√
h/n, but conversely,

the Doublethink threshold on the Bayes FWER could be anti-conservative, in a finite sample, by the
corresponding amount.

Another related approach, which extends FWER, is the false discovery proportion (FDP) approach of
Goeman and Solari [2011], Goeman et al. [2019]. The FDP approach comprises a ‘multilevel’ closed
testing procedure [Meinshausen, 2008] in which all possible combinations of hypotheses are simulta-
neously controlled via pre-determined thresholds. This means arbitrary combinations of hypotheses
can be tested and significant groups of variables identified freely identified post-hoc. The approach is
inherent to Bayesian control of the FDR and, by Theorem 1, the FWER. Multilevel testing challenges
concepts like fishing for significance, data dredging, and p-hacking [Andrade, 2021].

The Bayesian FDR considered here motivated, but remains distinct from, frequentist FDR concepts.
Doublethink controls both the ‘local’ and ‘global’ Bayesian FDR [Efron et al., 2001], rather than a
frequentist FDR controlled by Benjamini and Hochberg’s [1995] or Storey’s [2003] procedures. One
connection to Theorem 1 is that controlling the frequentist FDR controls the FWER at the same
level, but only in the weak sense [Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995]. Whereas Corollary 4 indicates the
FWER bound is O(

√
n) smaller than the Bayesian FDR bound.

Doublethink belongs to a class of combination tests that exploit heavy-tailed distributions, including
the Cauchy combination test [Liu and Xie, 2020] and the HMP procedure (Wilson [2019a]), through its
reliance on Karamata’s theory of regular variation [Karamata, 1933]. The HMP offers model averag-
ing, starting with p-values, whereas Doublethink pursues joint Bayesian-frequentist model-averaging,
beginning with nested maximized likelihood ratios. A theoretical advance over the HMP is the ability
of Doublethink to allow model uncertainty in the null hypothesis, as well as in the alternative hypoth-
esis. Another is the clarification that the relevant limit is n → ∞, rather than ν → ∞. By Corollary
1, the model-averaged deviance asymptotically follows a chi-squared distribution with one degree of
freedom. This mirroring of the null distribution of the classical likelihood ratio test statistic [Wilks,
1938, Wald, 1943] emerges from the self-similarity or fractal property of sums of heavy-tailed random
variables [Mandelbrot and Van Ness, 1968, Taqqu, 1978].

This paper focused on the frequentist properties of Bayesian model averaging. To the extent it defends
p-values, it should be read only as a defence of LRT-based p-values. Equally, it could be read as an
inquiry into the circumstances under which p-values are useful, despite their flaws. The ability to
interconvert model-averaged p-values with sufficient statistics like the model-averaged deviance or
posterior odds implies a reprieve from the central criticisms of p-values – their lack of evidentiary
value and violation of the likelihood principal (see, e.g. Birnbaum [1962]). Simultaneous Bayesian-
frequentist hypothesis testing addresses another major flaw of p-values – their indifference towards
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power – because the prior determines the optimal performance envelope of the test. By characterizing
the asymptotic properties of Bayesian tests under the null hypothesis, even when the prior is wrong,
we have aimed to exploit the benefits of Bayesian model-averaged hypothesis testing while mitigating
the subjective influence of the prior by controlling both the FWER and the FDR.
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Supplementary Information

1. Regularity conditions

The following regularity conditions, as listed previously by Davidson and Lever [1970] and Johnson
and colleagues (Johnson [2008], Hu and Johnson [2009]), are assumed. A more detailed explanation
of each condition is provided in Davidson and Lever [1970].

For almost all y ∈ Y, x ∈ X and all θ ∈ Θ and j, k, l = 1, ..., ν + ζ.

(a) ∂ log p(y;x,θ)
∂θj

, ∂2 log p(y;x,θ)
∂θj∂θk

and ∂3 log p(y;x,θ)
∂θj∂θk∂θl

exist for

(b) There exists arbitrary functions, Fj(y) and Fjk(y), that are integrable over Y, such that
∣∣∣∂ log p(y;x,θ)

∂θj

∣∣∣ <
Fj(y) and

∣∣∣∂2 log p(y;x,θ)
∂θj∂θk

∣∣∣ < Fjk(y).

(c) The matrix I(θ) with elements

I(θ)jk = Eθ

[(
∂ log p(y;x, θ)

∂θj

∣∣∣∣
θ

)(
∂ log p(y;x, θ)

∂θk

∣∣∣∣
θ

)]
(1)

is positive definite with a finite determinant.

(d)

∣∣∣∣∂3 log p(y;x, θ)∂θj∂θk∂θl

∣∣∣∣
θ

∣∣∣∣ < Hjkl(y|x) (2)

where there exists an M > 0 such that Eθ [Hjkl(y;x)] < M <∞, and κ, L > 0, such that

Eθ

[
|Hjkl(y;x)− Eθ[Hjkl(y;x)]|1+κ

]
< L <∞ (3)

(e) There exists ψ, T > 0 such that, whenever ∥ θ∗∗ − θ∗ ∥≡
∑ν+ζ

j=1 | θ∗∗j − θ∗j |< ψ, θ∗∗, θ∗ ∈ Θ

Eθ

[{
∂3 log p(y;x, θ)

∂θj∂θk∂θl

∣∣∣∣
θ

}2
]
< T <∞ (4)

(f) There exists η,K > 0, such that

Eθ

[∣∣∣∣∂ log p(y;x, θ)∂θj

∣∣∣∣
θ

∣∣∣∣2+η
]
< K <∞ (5)



DOUBLETHINK: SIMULTANEOUS BAYESIAN-FREQUENTIST MODEL-AVERAGED HYPOTHESIS TESTING 27

2. Background theory

2.1. Closed testing procedures control the familywise error rate in the strong sense.
Marcus, Peritz, and Gabriel [1976] introduced the closed testing procedure (CTP) to control the
frequentist familywise error rate (FWER) in the strong sense. Suppose random variable y has a
probability mass or density function p(y;x, θ) that depends on auxiliary data x and parameters
θ ∈ Θ. The aim is to test a set of hypotheses defined by W = {ωs}, where ωs ⊂ Θ and s is an
index. W must be closed under intersection, meaning ωs, ωs′ ∈W implies ωs∩ωs′ ∈W . A ‘local’ test
controls the false positive rate (FPR) at level αs by rejecting θ ∈ ωs when ψs(y) = 1 (rather than 0)
such that:

FPRs := sup
θ∈ωs

Pr (ψs(y) = 1;x, θ) = αs. (6)

A CTP rejects θ ∈ ωs when ϕs(y) = 1, which indicates rejection of all intersection hypotheses in W :

ϕs(y) = min
ωr⊆ωs

ψr(y). (7)

By construction, rejection of the null hypothesis ωs by the CTP implies rejection of any and all
intersection hypotheses too:

ϕs(y) = 1 =⇒ ϕr(y) = 1 ∀ ωr ⊆ ωs. (8)

Sometimes this is an inherent property of the local test, in which case we have a procedure

ϕs(y) = ψs(y) (9)

known as a shortcut CTP. Shortcut procedures are more computationally efficient.

The purpose of the CTP is to control the FWER at a rate determined by the local tests. The FPR of
test ϕ is related to the FPR of local test ψ by

sup
θ∈ωs

Pr (ϕs(y) = 1; θ) = sup
θ∈ωs

Pr

 ⋂
ωr⊆ωs

{ψr(y) = 1} ; θ


≤ sup

θ∈ωs

Pr (ψs(y) = 1; θ) = αs. (10)

Let ωs̃ denote the intersection of all true null hypotheses in W . The CTP controls the FWER in the
strong sense (i.e. s̃ ≥ 0) at level

FWER := sup
θ∈ωs̃

Pr

 ⋃
ωs̃⊆ωs

ϕs(y) = 1;x, θ


= sup

θ∈ωs̃

Pr (ϕs̃(y) = 1;x, θ)

≤ αs̃. (11)

by the logic of the CTP (Equation 8) and the FPR of test ϕ (Equation 10). In other words, for a
familywise error to occur, it is necessary and sufficient that θ ∈ ωs̃ be rejected by test ϕs̃(y). In
practice, ωs̃ is unknown, so we have

FWER ≤ max {αs : ωs ∈W} . (12)

2.2. Fixed-model: classical results. We assume that the sample size, n, is sufficiently large that
the likelihood of θ constrained by model s so that θ ∈ Θs approximates that of a Multivariate Normal
distribution centered around the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE).

p(y;x, θ) ≈ p(y;x, θ̂s) exp

{
−n
2

(
θFs

− θ̂sFs

)T
IFs,Fs

(θ̃)
(
θFs

− θ̂sFs

)}
∝ fN|s|+ζ

(
θ̂sFs

; θFs , n
−1
[
I(θ̃)Fs,Fs

]−1
)

(θ ∈ Θs) (13)
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Here, Θs ⊆ Θ is the parameter space of model s, constrained such that θB1\Bs
= 0 for grand alter-

native model 1, fN|s|+ζ
represents the joint probability density function for a (|s|+ ζ)-variate Normal

distribution, and θ̂s is the MLE for model s. Furthermore, I(θ)Fs,Fs is the unit (or per-observation)
Fisher information matrix, (defined in Equation 14) relating to the index set of free parameters, Fs,

evaluated at the true parameter value, θ̃. Under the regularity conditions given in Section 1, the unit
Fisher information matrix can, for discrete data y, be expressed by SI Equation 14; for continuous y
the summation is replaced by an integral.

{I(θ)}jk =
−1

n

∑
y

[
∂2

∂θj ∂θk
log p(y;x; θ)

]
p(y;x; θ) {j, k = 1 . . . ν + ζ}. (14)

2.2.1. Motivation for the Normal approximation to the likelihood. To understand the motivation for
the approximate form of the likelihood, we highlight that the theory was developed with large data
sets in mind. We refer the reader to asymptotic theory (see for example Davison [2003] and Chapter
9 of Cox and Hinkley [1974]), which provides a framework for assessing properties of estimators and
statistical tests in the limit as sample sizes tend to infinity. A key theorem from this work demon-
strates the asymptotic normality of maximum likelihood estimators for independent data, assuming
standard asymptotic theory regularity conditions (covered by those listed in Section 1). Specifically,
the theorem says that the difference between the maximum likelihood estimator of a multidimensional
parameter and the true value of that parameter converges in distribution to a Multivariate Normal
distribution, with the zero vector as the mean, as the number of samples in the data set tends to
infinity. Furthermore, the covariance matrix scales with the inverse of the unit information matrix
evaluated at the true value of the parameter. In the context of our framework, this gives the following,

θ̂sFs

d→N|s|+ζ

(
θ̃Fs ,

1
n

[
I(θ̃)Fs,Fs

]−1
)
, n→ ∞ , (15)

where N|s|+ζ is a |s| + ζ-variate Normal distribution and θ̃Fs is the unknown true value of θFs . The
Multivariate Normal form of the likelihood assumed in this work (Equation 21) is linked to this result
and can be derived through a Taylor expansion of the log-likelihood function around the MLE in a
similar manner to proof of this result (Cox and Hinkley [1974], Davison [2003]). Key steps are detailed
below.

First, for θ ∈ Θs, define l(θ) = l(θ;y,x) = log p(y;x, θ) to be the log-likelihood function, given y and

x. Provided that ∥ θ− θ̂s ∥= Op(n
−1/2), a Taylor expansion of the log-likelihood function around the

MLE gives

l(θ) = l(θ̂s) + (θFs − θ̂sFs
)U(θ̂s)Fs,Fs −

1

2
(θFs − θ̂sFs

)
T
J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs(θFs − θ̂sFs

) + op(1). (16)

Where U(θ) is a vector of first-order partial derivatives,

{U(θ)}ij =
∂l

∂θi
(17)

and J(θ), which is known as the observed information matrix, is a vector that incorporates the second-
order partial derivatives.

{J(θ)}ij = − ∂2l

∂θi∂θj
(18)

Crucially, by the definition of the MLE,

U(θ̂s)Fs,Fs = 0 (19)

Furthermore, in the context of the regularity conditions assumed here (Section 1), the unit Fisher
information matrix, I(θ), is a consistent estimator of J(θ)/n [Cox and Hinkley, 1974, p. 302] and
the two can be used interchangeably. In much of the theory that we discuss here on, I(θ) is used,
as this form is the typical form used in the theorem describing the normality of the MLE (Equation
15), which we refer to later. However, in the case of estimating confidence intervals for the model
parameters (as discussed in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.3.1) the observed information is a quantity that can
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be calculated more easily, as it does not require expectations to be derived, and is used instead. For
θ ∈ Θs, Equation 16 can therefore be simplified as follows,

l(θ) = l(θ̂s)− n

2
(θFs − θ̂sFs

)
TI(θ̃)Fs,Fs(θFs − θ̂sFs

) + op(1), (θ ∈ Θs) (20)

By exponentiating both sides of Equation 20, the expression for the Multivariate Normal form of the
likelihood assumed in this theory is revealed.

p(y;x, θ) = p(y;x, θ̂s) exp
{
−n
2
(θFs

− θ̂sFs
)TI(θ̃)Fs,Fs(θFs

− θ̂sFs
) + op(1)

}
, (θ ∈ Θs)

(21)

2.2.2. Classical point estimate and variance. We are interested in providing point estimates and con-
fidence intervals for the effect sizes for each of the covariates included in our regression analysis, as
well as for a range of nuisance parameters. In the regression problem, the classical point estimate and
confidence region of the parameter θsFs

(of model s) are derived from the Normal approximation to
the likelihood described above (Equation 21). Thus, the classical point estimate is precisely the MLE

θ̂sFs
. (22)

A classical variance can also be derived from the Normal approximation to the likelihood and is given
by [n I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]

−1 or its consistent estimator [J(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]
−1. In the usual case, where θ̃ is unknown,

this quantity is also unknown. When it is required that the variance is estimated in practice (e.g. in
the calculation of confidence regions), then it is typical to replace this variable with another that is a

consistent estimator of it. In the large n scenario that we are interested in, θ̂s is a consistent estimate
of θ̃ [Cox and Hinkley, 1974] and therefore a more useful expression for the classical variance is given
by, [

J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs

]−1
. (23)

2.2.3. Classical confidence region. Using the Normal approximation to the likelihood, it is possible to

provide a (νs + ζ)-dimensional 100(1 − α)% confidence region for the parameter θFs
[Stuart et al.,

1998, p. 137], given by,{
θFs

:
(
θFs

− θ̂sFs

)T
J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs

(
θFs

− θ̂sFs

)
≤ Qχ2

|s|+ζ
(1− α)

}
, (24)

where Qχ2
ν
(p) is the quantile function of the chi-squared distribution with ν degrees of freedom. For

an individual parameter, the 100(1− α)% confidence interval simplifies to{
θ̂Fs

}
j

±

√([
J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs

]−1
)

jj

Qz

(
1− α

2

)
(25)

where Qz(p) is the quantile function of the standard Normal distribution. Note the importance of
model choice for determining the standard error (the square root term): the index set Fs specifies
which terms are fixed (and therefore contribute no uncertainty) and which are estimated.

2.2.4. Classical hypothesis tests: p-values. To test whether there is evidence that a particular set
of covariates, specified by model s, should be included in the regression model, a hypothesis test
comparing the maximized likelihood ratio for the test between model s and the grand null, model
0, can be performed. When the null hypothesis is true, this test statistic can be used to generate



30 DOUBLETHINK: SIMULTANEOUS BAYESIAN-FREQUENTIST MODEL-AVERAGED HYPOTHESIS TESTING

a p-value for the test. The maximized likelihood ratio for the test between model s and the nested
grand null, model 0, is represented by

Rs =
sup{p(y;x, θ) : θ ∈ Θs}
sup{p(y;x, θ) : θ ∈ Θ0}

(26)

=
p(y;x, θ̂s)

p(y;x, θ̂0)
. (27)

This expression can be evaluated by replacing the denominator with the Normal approximation to the
likelihood (MT Equation 21) evaluated at the constrained maximum likelihood (θ̂0Fs

)

Rs =
p(y;x, θ̂s)

p(y;x, θ̂s) exp

{
−n

2

(
θ̂0Fs

− θ̂sFs

)T
I(θ̃)Fs,Fs

(
θ̂0Fs

− θ̂sFs

)
+ op(1)

} (28)

Therefore

Rs = exp

{
n

2

(
θ̂0Fs

− θ̂sFs

)T
I(θ̃)Fs,Fs

(
θ̂0Fs

− θ̂sFs

)
+ op(1)

}
(29)

This expression can be further simplified to derive one that is independent of the nuisance parameters.
Although the derivation has been described previously (Cox and Hinkley [1974], Davison [2003]), the
key steps are outlined here. First, a partition, compatible with the partition of the parameter vector
(θ̃), is defined on the per unit information matrix,

I(θ̃)Fs,Fs =

(
I(θ̃)Bs,Bs I(θ̃)Bs,F0

I(θ̃)F0,Bs I(θ̃)F0,F0

)
(30)

and its inverse. [
I(θ̃)Fs,Fs

]−1
=


(
[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,Bs

(
[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,F0(

[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
F0,Bs

(
[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
F0,F0

 (31)

where the dimensions of the partition, are, in each case[
|s| × |s| |s| × ζ
ζ × |s| ζ × ζ

]
(32)

Then

Rs = exp

{
n

2

(
−β̂sBs

γ̂0 − γ̂s

)T (I(θ̃)Bs,Bs I(θ̃)Bs,F0

I(θ̃)F0,Bs I(θ̃)F0,F0

)(
−β̂sBs

γ̂0 − γ̂s

)
+ op(1)

}
(33)

This can be simplified because, under the large n approximation, the MLEs of the parameters common
to model 0 and model s are related through the following expression, derived from a Taylor expansion
(see p.308 of Cox and Hinkley [1974] or p.138 of Davison [2003] for proof),

γ̂0 − γ̂s =
[
I(θ̃)F0,F0

]−1
I(θ̃)F0,Bs β̂

s
Bs

+ op(n
−1/2) (34)

giving,

Rs = exp

{
n

2

{
β̂s
Bs

}T
{
I(θ̃)Bs,Bs − I(θ̃)Bs,F0

[
I(θ̃)F0,F0

]−1
I(θ̃)F0,Bs

}
β̂s
Bs

+ op(1)

}
(35)

Using a standard linear algebra formula (see, for example, Horn and Johnson [2012]) for the inverse
of a 2× 2 block matrix(

[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
Bs,Bs

=

{
I(θ̃)Bs,Bs − I(θ̃)Bs,F0

[
I(θ̃)F0,F0

]−1
I(θ̃)F0,Bs

}−1

(36)
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Equation 35 can be rewritten in a form that is independent of the nuisance parameters.

Rs = exp

n2 {β̂s
Bs

}T
[([

I(θ̃)Fs,Fs

]−1
)

Bs,Bs

]−1

β̂s
Bs

+ op(1)

 (37)

By the large n approximation (15), the distribution of the MLE for model s is(
β̂sBs

γ̂s

)
d→N|s|+ζ

(β̃Bs

γ̃

)
,
1

n


(
[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,Bs

(
[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,F0(

[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
F0,Bs

(
[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
F0,F0

 , n→ ∞

(38)

The marginal distribution of the MLE of βs
Bs

is then multivariate Normal with mean and covari-
ance revealed by rearrangement of Equation 38 and selection of the upper left-hand element of the
multivariate covariance matrix.

β̂s
Bs

d→N|s|

(
β̃Bs

, 1n

(
[I(θ̃)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,Bs

)
, n→ ∞ (39)

In hypothesis testing, we are interested in evaluating the evidence against the null. When the null is
true, β̃Bs = 0. Since γ̃ can always be assumed to equal 0 following reparameterization (provided 0 is

not at the edge of parameter space), the null can also be specified in full as θ̃ = 0. Substituting these
expressions into Equations 39 gives

β̂s
Bs

d→N|s|

(
0, 1n

(
[I(0)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,Bs

)
, n→ ∞ (40)

and into Equation 37, gives

Rs = exp

{
n

2

{
β̂s
Bs

}T
[(

[I(0)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
Bs,Bs

]−1

β̂s
Bs

+ op(1)

}
. (41)

Equations 40 and 41 lead to Wilks’ Theorem (Wilks [1938]); namely, that under standard asymptotic
regularity conditions (covered by those in Section 1), under the null, the limiting distribution of
2 logRs (as n tends to infinity) is central chi-squared with degrees of freedom equal to the difference
in the number of unconstrained parameters between the alternative and the null, |s|.

2 logRs
d→ χ2

|s|, θ ∈ Θ0, n→ ∞. (42)

For a given test statistic, the p-value is the probability of obtaining a value of the test statistic at
least as extreme as the observed result, under the assumption that the null hypothesis is correct. This
leads to the standard result that for large n, the p-value for the nested likelihood ratio test of model
s versus model 0 is given by

ps → Pr
(
χ2
|s| ≥ 2 logRs

)
, θ ∈ Θ0, n→ ∞. (43)

Equivalently, the significance threshold (for Rs) for a false positive rate α is given by

Rs ≥ e

1
2
Q−1

χ2
|s|

(1−α)

. (44)

2.2.5. Classical hypothesis tests: power. To evaluate the power of the likelihood ratio test – the proba-
bility of rejecting the null hypothesis (model 0) when, in fact, it is false – it is necessary to consider the
likelihood ratio test statistic when the alternative model (model s) is true. Following the approach
of earlier works (Davidson and Lever [1970], Johnson [2008] and Hu and Johnson [2009]), a local
alternatives assumption can be followed, whereby,

under model 0: θ0Fs
=

(
0
γ

)
(45)
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under model s: θs,nFs
=

(
βs,n
Bs

γ

)
(46)

Where

βs,ni = qni /n
1/2, with lim

n→∞
qni = qi, i = 1, 2..., |s|. (47)

In simple terms, therefore, the local alternatives hypothesis assumes that βs,n
Bs

is a sequence of alter-

natives that converge to the null vector at rate n1/2 and that interest focuses on small departures
from the null. The fact that larger departures from the null become self-evident in large sample sizes
motivates this scaling assumption; the focus of the statistical analysis is necessarily on the ‘grey area’
of small departures from the null. More importantly, the assumption is convenient because it implies
the tail of the distribution of the MLE is still approximately normal near the null value, which greatly
simplifies the theory.

Equation 37 gives an expression for the maximized likelihood ratio.

Rs = exp

n2 {β̂s
Bs

}T
[([

I(θ̃)Fs,Fs

]−1
)

Bs,Bs

]−1

β̂s
Bs

+ op(1)

 (48)

When the alternative is true β̃Bs
= βs,n

Bs
and θ̃ = θs,n. Therefore, Equation 48 is given by

Rs = exp

{
n

2

{
β̂s
Bs

}T
[(

[I(θs,n)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
Bs,Bs

]−1

β̂s
Bs

+ op(1)

}
(49)

and Equation 39 gives the marginal distribution of β̂s
Bs
.

β̂s
Bs

d→ N|s|

(
βs,n
Bs
, 1n
(
[I(θs,n)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,Bs

)
, n→ ∞ (50)

It follows from Equations 49 and 50 that the distribution of 2 logRs under the sequence of local
alternative models specified above converges in distribution to a non-central chi-squared distribution
(see Wald [1943], Davidson and Lever [1970]) with |s| degrees of freedom

2 logRs
d→ χ2

|s|, δ, n→ ∞ (51)

where the non-centrality parameter of the chi-squared distribution is

δ = n
{
βs,n
Bs

}T [(
[I(θs,n)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,Bs

]−1

βs,n
Bs

=
{
qnBs

}T [(
[I(θs,n)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
Bs,Bs

]−1

qnBs
(52)

Since model 0 is rejected in favour of model s when ps ≤ α, the statistical power of the test for fixed
θ̃ ∈ Θs and false positive rate α would be

Pr

(
χ2
|s|,δ ≥ Q−1

χ2
|s|
(1− α)

)
. (53)

Note however, that δ is not fixed under s, otherwise it would be optimal by the Neyman-Pearson lemma
(Neyman and Pearson [1933]) to use that value in the likelihood ratio test, instead of estimating
it. If, instead of being fixed, the non-centrality parameter was in fact encountered with frequency
approximated by

δ ; s ∼ Gamma

(
|s|
2
,
|s|
2 δ̄s

)
, (54)
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where E(δ; s) = δ̄s, then

2 logRs ; s
d→
(
1 + δ̄s

|s|

)
χ2
|s| (55)

and the statistical power of a test with variable θ̃ would be

Pr

(
χ2
|s| ≥

(
1 + δ̄s

|s|

)−1
Q−1

χ2
|s|
(1− α)

)
. (56)

2.3. Fixed-model: Bayesian results.

2.3.1. Bayesian point estimate and variance. Following Bayes rule, the posterior distribution for the
free parameters for model s, f(θFs

∣∣y,x, s), is proportional to the product of the likelihood, p(y;x, θ)
with θ ∈ Θs (Equation 13), and the prior density, π(θ|s) (specified by MT Equation 16). By consid-

ering the local alternatives hypothesis, as above, we write θs,n in place of θ̃ within the likelihood to
give

f(θFs

∣∣y,x, s) ∝ p(y;x, θ)π(θFs |s), (θ ∈ Θs)

∝ fN|s|+ζ

(
θ̂sFs

∣∣∣∣ θFs
, n−1 [I(θs,n)Fs,Fs ]

−1

)
fN|s|+ζ

(
θFs

∣∣∣∣0|s|+ζ , h
−1 [I(0)Fs,Fs ]

−1

)
.

(57)

By the definition of the sequence of local alternatives (Equations 46 and 47), θs,nFs
is a consistent

estimator of θ0Fs
= (0, γ)T . Since, through transformation, γ can be assumed to equal the zero vector,

θs,n is a consistent estimator of 0. Furthermore, since I is a continuous function,

I(θs,n)Fs,Fs → I(0)Fs,Fs , n→ ∞. (58)

Considering Equation 57 at the limit as n tends to infinity, substitution of I(0)Fs,Fs with I(θs,n)Fs,Fs

allows the posterior density to be written as,

f(θFs

∣∣y,x, s) ∝ fN|s|+ζ

(
θFs

∣∣ n
n+h θ̂

s
Fs
, n
n+h [n I(θs,n)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)

n→ ∞ (59)

i.e., the posterior distribution for the free parameters tends in distribution to a (|s|+ζ)-variate Normal
distribution.

θFs

∣∣y,x, s d→ N|s|+ζ

(
n

n+h θ̂
s
Fs
, n
n+h [n I(θs,n)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
, n→ ∞ (60)

For the purposes of deriving a posterior mean and variance that can be calculated in practice, the
substitution of I(θs,n)Fs,Fs with J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs/n, gives

θFs

∣∣y,x, s d→ N|s|+ζ

(
n

n+h θ̂
s
Fs
, n
n+h

[
J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs

]−1
)
, n→ ∞ (61)

Thus, the posterior mean

n
n+h θ̂

s
Fs

(62)

and the posterior variance

n
n+h

[
J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs

]−1
(63)

serve as the Bayesian point estimate and variance, respectively, and each differs from its classical
counterpart (Equation 22 and 23) by a factor n/(n+ h).

For the fixed parameters, the posterior variances and covariances are zero and the posterior means

equal the prior means of zero:
⋆

V s
ij:i/∈Fs

= 0,
⋆

V s
ij:j /∈Fs

= 0,
⋆
ms

i:i/∈Fs
= 0.
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2.3.2. Bayesian credibility region. From the posterior distribution derived in Equation 61, the equal-
tailed 100(1− 1/(1 + τ))% credibility region is given by{

θFs
: (n+h)

n

(
θFs

− n
n+h θ̂

s
Fs

)T
J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs

(
θFs

− n
n+h θ̂

s
Fs

)
≤ Qχ2

|s|+ζ

(
1− 1

1+τ

)}
(64)

and the single-parameter credibility interval is given by,

n
n+h

{
θ̂Fs

}
j

±

√
n

n+h

([
J(θ̂s)Fs,Fs

]−1
)

jj

Qz

(
1− 1

2(1+τ)

)
(65)

2.3.3. Bayesian hypothesis testing: the Bayes Factor. To derive an analytical expression for the Bayes
factor, an expression for the marginal probability density function, m(y|x, s), is first derived by
integrating the model likelihood (Equation 21) over the prior on θ, given model s (MT Equation 16).
As above, we assume a local alternatives hypothesis under model s, as specified by Equations 45 to
47.

m(y|x, s) ∝
∫
Θs

p(y;x, θ)π(θ|s) dθ

∝
∫
Θs

fN|s|+ζ

(
θ̂sFs

∣∣ θ, n−1 [I(θs,n)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
fN|s|+ζ

(
θ
∣∣0|s|+ζ , h

−1 [I(0)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
dθ

(66)

Next, though replacement of IFs,Fs(θ
s,n) with its consistent estimator, IFs,Fs(0), the marginal prob-

ability mass function can be written as a Multivariate Normal density

m(y|x, s) ∝
∫
Θs

fN|s|+ζ

(
θ
∣∣ n
n+h θ̂

s
Fs
, n
n+h [n I(0)Fs,Fs ]

−1
)
dθ

∝ fN|s|+ζ

(
θ̂sFs

∣∣0,Σ) (67)

Where

Σ =
(
1
h + 1

n

)
[I(0)Fs,Fs ]

−1 (68)

Equation 67 can be partitioned into two Multivariate Normal distributions: one defining the marginal
distribution β̂s

Bs
and the other defining the conditional distribution of γ̂s

Bs
given β̂s

Bs

m(y|x, s) ≈ c fN|s|+ζ

(
β̂s
Bs

∣∣∣∣0,ΣBs,Bs

)
×

fN|s|+ζ

(
γ̂s

∣∣∣∣ΣF0,Bs{ΣBs,Bs}−1β̂s
Bs

[{
Σ−1

}
F0,F0

]−1
)

(69)

Here c is a scale constant. An expression for m(y|x,0) can be similarly derived by integrating the
model likelihood over the prior, given model 0.

m(y|x,0) ≈ c fN|s|+ζ

(
β̂s
Bs

∣∣∣∣0, h
n+h ΣBs,Bs

)
×

fN|s|+ζ

(
γ̂s

∣∣∣∣ΣF0,Bs{ΣBs,Bs}−1β̂s
Bs
,
[{

Σ−1
}
F0,F0

]−1
)

(70)

Thus the Bayes factor for the test between model s and model 0, defined as

BFs =
m(y|x, s)
m(y|x,0)

(71)



DOUBLETHINK: SIMULTANEOUS BAYESIAN-FREQUENTIST MODEL-AVERAGED HYPOTHESIS TESTING 35

can be simplified (via Equations 69 and 70) as follows

BFs ≈
fN

(
β̂s
Bs

∣∣∣∣0,ΣBs,Bs

)
fN

(
β̂s
Bs

∣∣∣∣0, h
n+h ΣBs,Bs

)
=

(det( h
n+h ΣBs,Bs))

1/2

(det(ΣBs,Bs)
1/2

exp

{
−1

2

(
1− n+h

h

){
β̂s
Bs

}T
{ΣBs,Bs}−1β̂s

Bs

}
(72)

Since ΣBs,Bs has dimension |s| × |s|, det
(

h
n+h ΣBs,Bs

)
=
(

h
n+h

)|s|
det(ΣBs,Bs) and therefore,

BFs ≈
(

h
n+h

)|s|/2
exp

{
n
2h

{
β̂s
Bs

}T
{ΣBs,Bs}−1β̂s

Bs

}
=

(
h

n+h

)|s|/2
exp

{
n
2h

(
1
h + 1

n

)−1
{
β̂s
Bs

}T
[(

[I(0)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
Bs,Bs

]−1

β̂s
Bs

}
(73)

Through comparison of Equation 73 with Equation 41, it is possible to write the Bayes factor as a
function of the MLR, Rs, under the null hypothesis. This expression has been referred to as the
likelihood ratio test-based Bayes factor (Johnson [2008], Hu and Johnson [2009]).

BFs ≈
(

h
n+h

)|s|/2
(Rs)

n/(n+h) (74)

It is noteworthy that the local alternatives assumption employed above implies that the hyperparame-
ter, h, be proportional to the sample size (h ∝ n), such that βs,ni shrinks with n, as given by definition
(Equation 47).

Following the methods of Johnson and colleagues, however (Johnson [2008], Hu and Johnson [2009]),
this local alternatives assumption is dropped from this point forward. Instead, h is assumed to be
fixed at a constant to remove the dependence of the prior on n. Furthermore, as derived previously
(see Lemma 1 of Johnson [2008]) and repeated in Section 2.3.5 for completeness, when h is a constant,
the logarithm of the Bayes factor is consistent, allowing for consistency of hypothesis testing.

Notice further that because the Bayes Factor depends only on a single hyper-parameter, h, is it easy
to calculate. For n ≫ h, the main role of the hyper-parameter h is to modify the penalty on the
number of free parameters in the Bayesian interpretation of the maximized likelihood ratio, Rs.

The posterior odds for the test of model s to 0 is defined to be the product of model prior odds,
µs:0 = µ|s| (see MT Equation 19) and the Bayes Factor (Equation 74) and can be written as follows,

POs ≈ µ|s|
(

h
n+h

)|s|/2
(Rs)

n/(n+h) (75)

In the Bayesian framework, the null hypothesis, model 0, is rejected in favor of the alternative hy-
pothesis, model s, in the sense that the smallest 100 (1− 1/(1 + τ))% posterior model credibility set
excludes model 0, when POs ≥ τ . Model 0 is therefore rejected when the following inequality holds

µ|s|
(

h
n+h

)|s|/2
R

n/(n+h)
s ≥ τ (76)

2.3.4. Classical power of the Bayesian test. Since the Bayes factor is an increasing function of the
MLR, the prior implies that δ̄s = |s|n/h, and Equation 56 can be used to calculate the classical power
of the Bayesian hypothesis test.

Pr

(
χ2
|s| ≥

(
1 + n

h

)−1
Q−1

χ2
|s|

(
1− 1

1+τ

))
. (77)
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2.3.5. The logarithm of the Bayes factor is consistent. As demonstrated by Johnson [2008], and re-
peated here for completeness, the logarithm of the Bayes factor (Equation 74), as given below, is
consistent.

log(BFs) ≈ −|s|
2
log
(
n
h + 1

)
+
(

n
n+h

)
log (Rs) (78)

This means that under model 0

log(BFs)
p→−∞, n→ −∞ (79)

and under model s

log(BFs)
p→∞, n→ ∞ (80)

This result follows from noticing that, when the null hypothesis is true, 2 logRs
d→ χ2

|s| as n →
∞ (Equation 42), i.e. can be written as the sum of squares of |s| independent standard Normal
distributions. The second term on the right-hand side of Equation 78 is thus bounded in probability,

whereas the first tends to -∞ as n→ ∞. Therefore, log(BFs)
p→−∞.

When the alternative hypothesis is true, however, 2 logRs
d→ χ2

|s|, δ as n → ∞ (Equation 51) i.e.

represents the sum of independent and identically distributed random variables that each has an
expectation that is a linear function of n (Equation 52 and MT Equation 14) and finite variance. The
second term on the right-hand side of Equation 78 is therefore Op(n). As the first term is O (− log (n)),

the term on the right-hand side dominates the one on the left-hand side, and log(BFs)
p→∞.

It is noteworthy that the convergence of log(BFs) to ∞ is Op(n) when model s is true, and to −∞
is only Op(− log(n)) for fixed h. Therefore it is ‘easier’ to reject an under-specified versus an over-
specified model.

Based upon the consistency result demonstrated here, we argue that whereas the local alternative
hypothesis is useful for motivating the asymptotic theory on which the approximate methods are
based, in practice h should be fixed, for example at h = 1, as in the unit information prior [Kass
and Wasserman, 1995], and further that in the classical significance threshold, α, should, for example,

scale with n−1/2, to make the classical approach consistent too.

3. Proofs

3.1. Proof of Theorem 2.

Step 1. Define the type I error rate given the parameters. The type I error rate can be defined to be
conditional on the true’ parameter θ̃ ∈ ωv (which specifies the ‘true’ model s̃ ∈ OV).

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
= Pr

(∑
s∈AV

POs∑
s∈OV

POs
≥ τ ; θ̃

)
(by MT Eqn. 20) (81)

Let TV = {t : t ∈ AV , tj = 0 ∀ j /∈ V} define the ‘basic’ alternatives. Then Equation 81 can be
rewritten as

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
= Pr

(∑
s∈OV

POs
∑

t∈TV POs+t:s∑
s∈OV

POs
≥ τ ; θ̃

)
(82)

Step 2. Simplification of the posterior odds.
Step 2a. Independence case: simplification by factorization. If we assume that the likelihood factorizes
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due to independence such that

Rs =
ν∏

j=1

R
sj
ej ∀ s ∈ S (83)

where {ej}i = I(i = j), then

POs+t:s = POs′+t:s′ ∀ s, s′ ∈ OV , t ∈ TV (84)

allowing Equation 82 to be rewritten as

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
= Pr

(∑
s∈OV

POs
∑

t∈TV POs̃+t:s̃∑
s∈OV

POs
≥ τ ; θ̃

)

= Pr

∑
t∈TV

POs̃+t:s̃ ≥ τ ; θ̃

 . (85)

Step 2b. General case: simplification by Bayesian consistency. If we assume identifiablity, Doob’s the-
orem ([Doob, 1949]) implies consistency of the Bayesian posterior (see also Miller [2018] and Chapter
10 of Van der Vaart [2000] for more context). We therefore assert that

POs∑
s∈OV

POs
∼

{
1 if s = s̃
0 if s ̸= s̃

n→ ∞ (86)

This implies, for t ∈ TV and s ∈ OV \ s̃,

Pr

(
POs POs+t:s∑

s∈OV
POs

≥ τ ; θ̃

)
= o

(
Pr

(
POs̃ POs̃+t:s̃∑

s∈OV
POs

≥ τ ; θ̃

))
. (87)

Moreover, Wilks [1938] has shown that, assuming standard regularity conditions, as s̃ is the true
model, that 2 logRs̃+t:s̃ converges in distribution to a chi-squared distribution with |t| degrees of
freedom

2 logRs̃+t:s̃
d→ χ2

|t|, θ̃ ∈ Θs̃, n→ ∞ (88)

or equivalently, Rs̃+t:s̃ converges in distribution to a log-gamma distribution

Rs̃+t:s̃
d→ LG

(
|t|
2 , 1

)
, θ̃ ∈ Θs̃, n→ ∞ (89)

By the definition of the log-gamma distribution and Karamata’s theorem [Karamata, 1933] (see e.g.
SI Equation 16 of Wilson [2019a]), and by Johnson [2008] (MT Eqn. 15)

Pr
(
Rs̃+t:s̃ > x; θ̃

)
∼ log(x)|t|/2−1

Γ (|t|/2)
x−1, x→ ∞ (90)

Pr
(
POs̃+t:s̃ ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
∼ Pr

(
Rs̃+t:s̃ >

τ(
µ
√
ξn
)|t| ; θ̃

)
, n→ ∞, (91)

where ξn = h/(n + h). Therefore POs̃+t:s̃ is a non-negative regularly varying random variable with
heavy tail index converging to 1.

Remark 1.3.5 of Mikosch [1999] states, for non-negative, not necessarily independent random variables
X and Y , where X is regularly varying and Pr(Y > x) = o(Pr(X > x)), that

Pr(X + Y > x) ∼ Pr(X > x) x→ ∞. (92)

The asymptotic forms for the posterior odds and type I error probability therefore converge on the
exact forms for the independence case, giving:

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
∼ Pr

∑
t∈TV

POs̃+t:s̃ ≥ τ ; θ̃

 n→ ∞. (93)



38 DOUBLETHINK: SIMULTANEOUS BAYESIAN-FREQUENTIST MODEL-AVERAGED HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Step 3. Removal of low-order terms. By Johnson [2008] (MT Eqn. 15) we write

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
∼ Pr

∑
t∈TV

(
µ
√
ξn

)|t|−1
Rs̃+t:s̃ ≥ τ

µ
√
ξn

; θ̃

 n→ ∞. (94)

Whenever |t′| > |t|, we have (by Eqn. 90)

Pr

((
µ
√
ξn
)|t′|−1

Rs̃+t′:s̃ ≥ τ

µ
√
ξn

; θ̃

)
Pr

((
µ
√
ξn
)|t|−1

Rs̃+t:s̃ ≥ τ

µ
√
ξn

; θ̃

) ∼
(
µ
√
ξn

)|t′|−|t| Γ
(
|t|
2

)
Γ
(
|t′|
2

) log

(
τ

µ
√
ξn

)(|t′|−|t|)/2

→ 0, n→ ∞. (95)

Therefore, by Remark 1.3.5 of Mikosch [1999] (Equation 92 above), we can ignore all but the one
degree-of-freedom tests, giving

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
∼ Pr

∑
j∈V

Rs̃+ej :s̃ ≥ τ

µ
√
ξn

; θ̃

 n→ ∞. (96)

Here ej is a vector of length ν such that {ej}i = 1 if i = j and 0 if i ̸= j.

Step 4. Simplification of the convolution.
Step 4a. Independence case: summing non-negative regularly varying random variables. Regularly
varying random variables have well-known ‘fractal-like’ properties: they are said to be closed under
convolution. Corollary 1.3.6 of Mikosch [1999] states that if X1, X2, ..., Xk are non-negative i.i.d.
regularly varying random variables, then

Pr(X1 +X2 + ...+Xk > x) ∼ k Pr(X1 > x), x→ ∞. (97)

Since, by Wilks [1938], Rs̃+ej :s̃ converges to a log-gamma distribution given θ̃ ∈ Θs̃ (Equation 89),
then

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
∼ |V| Pr

(
Rs̃+ej :s̃ ≥ τ

µ
√
ξn

; θ̃

)
, n→ ∞. (98)

for any j ∈ V.

Step 4b. General case: simplification by the Davis-Resnick condition. Davis and Resnick [1996] Lemma
2.1 states that if X1, ..., Xk are non-negative, regularly varying random variables with dependence
structure such that

Pr(Xi > x,Xj > x)

Pr(X1 > x)
→ 0, x→ ∞, i ̸= j (99)

then

Pr(X1 + ...+Xk > x) ∼ k Pr(X1 > x), n→ ∞. (100)

This result applies to the sum in Equation 96. To show this, first consider

Rs̃+t:s̃ = exp

{
n

2

(
θ̂s̃Fs̃+t

− θ̂s̃+t
Fs̃+t

)T
I(θ̃)Fs̃+t,Fs̃+t

(
θ̂s̃Fs̃+t

− θ̂s̃+t
Fs̃+t

)
+ op(1)

}
(101)

Following Equations 29 to 39 of the background theory, it is possible to show that

2 log(Rs̃+t:s̃) = UT
s̃+t:s̃Us̃+t:s̃ + op(1) (102)

where

Us̃+t:s̃ = n1/2

[([
I(θ̃)Fs̃+t,Fs̃+t

]−1
)

Bt,Bt

]−1/2

β̂s̃+t
Bt

(103)

and since s̃ is the true model

Us̃+t:s̃
d→ N|t| (0,1) . (104)
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Also, by defining the following scalar: Bi = n1/2

[([
I(θ̃)Fs̃+ei

,Fs̃+ei

]−1
)

Bei ,Bei

]−1/2

, we can write

(
Us̃+ei:s̃

Us̃+ej :s̃

)
=

(
Bi 0
0 Bj

) β̂
s̃+ei
Bei

β̂
s̃+ej
Bej

 (105)

Next, let w = s̃+ ei + ej . Under the large n approximation, a Taylor expansion (c.f. Equation 34 of
the background theory) gives,

θ̂s̃+ei
Fs̃+ei

= θ̂wFs̃+ei
+
[
I(θ̃)Fs̃+ei

,Fs̃+ei

]−1
I(θ̃)Fw,Bej

β̂w
Bej

+ op(n
−1/2) (106)

By defining the following scalar: Ai =

([
I(θ̃)Fs̃+ei

,Fs̃+ei

]−1
I(θ̃)Fw,Bej

)
Bej

, element selection gives

β̂s̃+ei
Bei

= β̂wBei
+Ai β̂

w
Bej

+ op(n
−1/2) (107)

=⇒

 β̂
s̃+ei
Bei

β̂
s̃+ej
Bej

 ≈
(

1 Aj

Ai 1

)(
β̂
w

Bei

β̂wBej

)
(108)

=⇒
(
Us̃+ei:s̃

Us̃+ej :s̃

)
≈

(
Bi 0
0 Bj

)(
1 Aj

Ai 1

)
β̂
s̃+ei+ej
Bei+ej

(by Eqn. 105) (109)

=

(
Bi BiAj

BjAi Bj

)[([
I(θ̃)Fw,Fw

]−1
)

Bei+ej ,Bei+ej

]1/2
Us̃+ei+ej :s̃ (110)

(by Eqn. 103)

From Equation 104, Us̃+ei+ej :s̃
d→ N|t| (0,1). Therefore, the joint distribution of the scores is a linear

transformation of a standard bivariate normal distribution and, through multivariate normal affine
transformation rules, is therefore also a bivariate normal distribution. Thus, for some correlation
coefficient (−1 < c < 1), we can write(

Us̃+ei:s̃

Us̃+ej :s̃

)
d→ N2

((
0
0

)
,

(
1 c
c 1

))
. (111)

Therefore, for i, j ∈ V, i ̸= j,

Pr
(
Rs̃+ei:s̃ > x,Rs̃+ej :s̃ > x; θ̃

)
= 4Pr

(
Us̃+ei:s̃ >

√
2 log(x), Us̃+ej :s̃ >

√
2 log(x)

)
∼ 1

π

(1 + c)2√
1− c2

log(x)−1 x−2/(1+c), x→ ∞, (112)

Here, the last line is from a standard asymptotic form for the bivariate Normal distribution [Zhou and
Xiao, 2017]. From Equation 90

Pr
(
Rs̃+ei:s̃ > x; θ̃

)
∼ 1√

π
log(x)−1/2 x−1, x→ ∞. (113)

The Davis-Resnick condition (Equation 99) is therefore satisfied because

Pr

(
Rs̃+ei:s̃ >

τ

µ
√
ξn
, Rs̃+ej :s̃ >

τ

µ
√
ξn

; θ

)
Pr

(
Rs̃+ek:s̃ >

τ

µ
√
ξn

; θ

) ∼ 1√
π

(1 + c)2√
1− c2

log

(
τ

µ
√
ξn

)− 1
2
(

τ

µ
√
ξn

)− (1−c)
(1+c)

→ 0, n→ ∞ (i, j, k ∈ V, i ̸= j) (114)

Applying Davis and Resnick [1996] Lemma 2.1 to Equation 96 gives the same asymptotic form for the
type I error probability as the independence case (Equation 98):

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
∼ |V| Pr

(
Rs̃+ej :s̃ ≥ τ

µ
√
ξn

; θ̃

)
, n→ ∞. (115)
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for any j ∈ V.

Step 5. Taking the supremum. By the definition of regular variation (Karamata [1933]; Mikosch [1999]
Definition 1.1.1), a non-negative random variable X with regularly varying tail probability and tail
index λ satisfies Pr(X > ax) ∼ a−λ Pr(X > x) as x→ ∞ for any constant a > 0. Therefore,

Pr
(
POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ̃

)
∼ Pr

(
Rs̃+ej :s̃ ≥ τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

; θ̃

)
, n→ ∞ (116)

By the definition of the respective distributions, if X
d
= LG(ν/2, 1) then 2 logX

d
= χ2

ν . Finally, we
have

αv = sup
θ∈ωv

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ) (117)

∼ Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

)
, n→ ∞ (118)

in the sense that

sup
θ∈ωv

lim
n→∞

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

) = 1. (119)

□

3.2. Proof of Theorem 3.

Proof. By the logic of a CTP (Definition 1), the FWER is controlled at or below

FWER ≤ max{αv : ωv ∈W}, (120)

where the FPR for the test of null hypothesis ωv is

αv = sup
θ∈ωv

Pr (ψv(y) = 1;x, θ) , (121)

and ψv(y) = I(POωc
v :ωv ≥ τ) for a Bayesian test (Definition 2).

Moreover, by Theorem 1, the Bayesian test is a shortcut CTP, so ϕv(y) = ψv(y).

In the Doublethink model (Definition 7) we specify the null hypotheses as ωv = {θ : βj = 0 ∀ vj = 0},
v ∈ 2ν , and we use the notation POAV :OV = POωc

v :ωv , where V = {j : vj = 0}.

By Theorem 2 we have

αv = sup
θ∈ωv

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ) ∼ Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

)
, n→ ∞ (122)

meaning

sup
θ∈ωv

lim
n→∞

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

) = 1. (123)

The tail probability of the chi-squared distribution is monotonic decreasing, so

max
ωv∈W

Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

)
= Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

τ

ν µ
√
ξn

)
. (124)

This gives

α := max
ωv∈W

sup
θ∈ωv

Pr
(
POωc

v :ωv ≥ τ ; θ
)

∼ Pr

(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log

τ

ν µ
√
ξn

)
, n→ ∞ (125)



DOUBLETHINK: SIMULTANEOUS BAYESIAN-FREQUENTIST MODEL-AVERAGED HYPOTHESIS TESTING 41

meaning

max
ωv∈W

sup
θ∈ωv

lim
n→∞

Pr
(
POωc

v :ωv ≥ τ ; θ
)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

ν µ
√
ξn

) ≤ 1. (126)

□

3.3. Proof of Theorem 4. Uniform convergence in a simplified two-variable model.

Proof. Let θ = (γ, β1, β2)
T , where γ is the intercept and β1 and β2 are the regression coefficients for

the model

Y
d
= Nn

(
(1, X1, X2) θ, σ

2In
)
, (127)

σ2 assumed known. Here, In is the identity matrix of dimension n. The unit Fisher information is
given by:

I(θ) = 1
nσ2 (1, X1, X2)

T (1, X1, X2) =
1
σ2

( 1 0 0
0 1 ρ
0 ρ 1

)
(128)

And its inverse is given by:

I(θ)−1 = σ2
(
1 00

0
0 (I(θ)B,B)

−1

) (
where I(θ)B,B =

(
1 ρ
ρ 1

))
(129)

From Equation 128

[I(θ)Fs,Fs ]
−1 =

{
σ2 ( 1 0

0 1 ) if s ∈ {(10) , (01)}
I(θ)−1 if s = (11)

(130)

Following step 4b of the proof of Theorem 2, the score statistics for the models s = (10) and s = (01)
can be expressed as linear transformations of the grand alternative model, s = (11)

Us = n1/2
[(

[I(θ)Fs,Fs ]
−1
)
Bs,Bs

]−1/2

β̂s
Bs
, (Eqn. 103) (131)

=

{
n1/2

σ β̂s
Bs

if s ∈ {(10) , (01)}
n1/2

σ (I(θ)B,B)
1/2 β̂s if s = (11)

(132)

Since the likelihood surface is multivariate normal

β̂s
Bs

= β̂11
Bs

−
(
I(θ)−1

)
Bs,Bs′

[(
I(θ)−1

)
Bs′ ,Bs′

]−1
β̂11
Bs′

= β̂11
Bs

+ ρβ̂11
Bs′

for (s, s′) ∈ {((10), (01)) , ((11), (11))} (Eqn. x) (133)

Therefore, (
U10

U01

)
= n1/2 I(θ)B,B β̂11 (by Eqns. 132 and 133)

= I(θ)B,B (I(θ)B,B)
−1/2 U11 (by Eqn. 132)

= (I(θ)B,B)
1/2 U11

=

(
1 ρ
ρ 1

)1/2(
W
Z

) (
letting U11 =

(
W
Z

))
=

(√
1− ρ2 ρ
0 1

)(
W
Z

)
(by Cholesky decomposition)

=

(√
1− ρ2W + ρZ

Z

)
(134)
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Let θ̃ =
(
γ̃

β̃

)
be the true parameter vector. The distribution of U11 can be derived as follows

β̂11 d
= N2

(
β̃, 1n [I(θ̃)

−1]B,B

)
(c.f. Equation 39)

=⇒ U11
d
= N2

(
n

1
2

(
[I(θ̃)−1]B,B

)− 1
2
β̃, I2

)
(Eqn. 131)

=⇒
(
W
Z

)
d
= N2

(
n1/2

σ

(
1 0

ρ
√

1−ρ2

)
β̃, I2

)
d
= N2

((
n1/2σ−1β̃1

n1/2σ−1(ρβ̃1+
√

1−ρ2β̃2)

)
, I2

)
(135)

To consider the limiting false positive rate, notice that there are three possible hypothesis tests:
V = {1, 2}, V = {1} and V = {2}. Since the third of these mirrors the second theoretically, we do
not consider it further. Among the remaining two hypothesis tests, the false positive rate can be
calculated for the following three cases:

Case 1: s̃ = (00) , V = {1} (136)

Case 2: s̃ = (00) , V = {1, 2} (137)

Case 3: s̃ = (01) , V = {1} (138)

Since β̃1 = 0 for each case,(
W
Z

)
d
= N2

((
0√

n(1− ρ2)β̃2/σ

)
, I2

)
(Eqn. 135) (139)

Let Ž = Z −
√

n(1−ρ2)β̃2

σ , then(
W
Ž

)
d
= N2

(
0, I2

)
(Eqn. 135) (140)

The model-averaged posterior odds is given by

POAV :OV (Z,W ) =

∑
s∈AV

POs(Z,W )∑
s∈OV

POs(Z,W )
(MT Eqn. 20) (141)

Where

POs(Z,W ) = µ|s|
(

h
n+h

)|s|/2
(Rs(Z,W ))n/(n+h) (Eqn. 75)

= (µ
√
ξn)

|s|eUs
TUs(1−ξn)/2

(
since ξn = h

n+h

)
(142)

Let Θ∗
s = {θ ∈ Θs : |β2| ≥ βmin}

Case 1 or 2: (s̃ = (00) and V = {1} or V = {1, 2})

Since s̃ = (00), then β̃2 = 0, which implies Z = Ž. Therefore

Pr (POAV :OV (Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ) = Pr
(
POAV :OV (Ž,W ) ≥ τ ; θ

)
(143)

Since the right-hand side does not depend on any unknown θ̃ (i.e. does not depend on γ̃)

sup
θ∈Θ∗

00

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ) = Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ) (144)

Therefore

lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈Θ∗

00
ρ∈P ∗

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

) = lim
n→∞

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

) (145)

= 1 (by Ther. 2: MT Eqn. 23) (146)

Case 3: (s̃ = (01) and V = {1})
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Since s̃ = (01), then

Pr (POAV :OV (Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ) = Pr

(
POAV :OV

(
Ž +

√
n(1−ρ2)β̃2

σ ,W

)
≥ τ ; θ

)
(147)

i.e. the right hand side is dependent on the unknown β̃2 – although not on γ̃. For readability let PO{1}
be shorthand for POAV :OV when V = {1}. From Equations 141 and 142

PO{1}(Z,W ) = µ
√
ξn e

(1−ξn)W 2/2

(
e−(1−ξn)(ρW−

√
1−ρ2Z)2/2 + µ

√
ξn

e−(1−ξn)Z2/2 + µ
√
ξn

)
(148)

Also let

PO+
{1} (Z,W ) = µ

√
ξne

(1−ξn)W 2/2 ιn(Z) (149)

Where

ιn(Z) = 1 + 1
µ
√
ξn
e
−(1−ξn)

(
|ρ|wc(Z)−|Z|

√
1−ρ2

)2
/2

(150)

and the critical values, wc, are given by

wc(Z) =


√
2 log τ

1+µ
√
ξn

|Z| < |ρ|√
1−ρ2

√
2 log τ

1+µ
√
ξn√

2 log τ
µ
√
ξn

|Z| > |ρ|√
1−ρ2

√
2 log τ

µ
√
ξn

|Z|
√

1−ρ2

|ρ| otherwise

(151)

Let sρ = sgn(ρ) and sZ = sgn(Z). For log τ
1+µ

√
ξn

≤W 2 < log τ
µ
√
ξn
, it can be shown that

(sρsZ W − wc(Z))
(
ρ2(sρsZW + wc(Z))− 2|ρ||Z|

√
1− ρ2

)
≥ 0

=⇒
(
sρ|ρ|W − sZ |Z|

√
1− ρ2

)2
≥

(
|ρ|wc(Z)− |Z|

√
1− ρ2

)2
=⇒ e−(1−ξ)(ρW−Z

√
1−ρ2)2/2 ≤ e−(1−ξ)(|ρ|wc(Z)−|Z|

√
1−ρ2)2/2

=⇒ PO{1} (Z,W ) ≤ PO+
{1} (Z,W ) (152)

For W 2 ≥ log τ
µ
√
ξn

PO+
{1} (Z,W ) ≥ τ ≤ PO{1} (Z,W ) (153)

=⇒ Pr
(
PO+

{1} (Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ
)

= 1 = Pr
(
PO{1} (Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ

)
(154)

For W 2 < log τ
1+µ

√
ξn

PO+
{1} (Z,W ) < τ > PO{1} (Z,W ) (155)

=⇒ Pr
(
PO+

{1} (Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ
)

= 0 = Pr
(
PO{1} (Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ

)
(156)

Therefore

Pr
(
PO{1} (Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ

)
≤ Pr

(
PO+

{1} (Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ
)

∀ (Z,W ) (157)

Let

ι̌n(Ž, β2) := ιn(Z) = ιn

(
Ž +

√
n(1−ρ2)β̃2

σ

)
(158)
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and let ϕ be the pdf of a standard normal random variable. Then Equation 147 can be rewritten as

sup
θ∈Θ∗

01
ρ∈P ∗

Pr
(
PO{1}(Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ

)
≤ sup

β2: |β2|≥βmin
ρ∈P ∗

∞∫
−∞

Pr
(
W 2 ≥ 2

1−ξn
log (τ/µ

√
ξn ι̌n(ž, β2))

)
ϕ(ž)dž

≤
∞∫

−∞

sup
β2: |β2|≥βmin

ρ∈P ∗

Pr
(
W 2 ≥ 2

1−ξn
log (τ/µ

√
ξn ι̌n(ž, β2))

)
ϕ(ž)dž

(159)

Notice that ι̌n(ž, β2) and therefore Pr
(
W 2 ≥ 2

1−ξn
log (τ/µ

√
ξn ι̌n(ž, β2))

)
is maximized w.r.t. β2 when

0 = |ρ|wc(ž)− |ž|+
√
n(1− ρ2)β2/σ

√
1− ρ2 (160)

⇐⇒ β2 =
σ(|ρ|wc(ž)−

√
1−ρ2|ž|)

(1−ρ2)
√
n

=: βopt2 (by definition) (161)

Taking account of the assumption that |β2| ≥ βmin, the value of β2 at the supremum, denoted βsup2 (ž),
is therefore given by

βsup2 (ž) =

{
βopt2 (ž) if |βopt2 (ž)| ≤ βmin

sgn(βopt2 (ž))βmin otherwise
(162)

allowing Equation 159 to be rewritten as

sup
θ∈Θ∗

01
ρ∈P ∗

Pr
(
PO{1}(Z,W ) ≥ τ ; θ

)
≤

∞∫
−∞

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2

1−ξn
log (τ/µ

√
ξ ι̌n(ž, β

sup
2 (ž)))

)
ϕ(ž) dž (163)

Therefore

lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈Θ∗

01
ρ∈P ∗

Pr
(
PO{1} ≥ τ ; θ

)
Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log (τ/µ

√
ξn)
) ≤ lim

n→∞

∞∫
−∞

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2

1−ξn
log (τ/µ

√
ξ ι̌n(ž, β

sup
2 (ž)))

)
Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ/µ

√
ξn
) ϕ(ž) dž

= lim
n→∞

∞∫
−∞

F̄n (τ/µ
√
ξ ι̌n(ž, β

sup
2 (ž)))

F̄n (τ/µ
√
ξn)

ϕ(ž) dž (164)

Where F̄n(x) is the tail probability of a LG
(
1−ξn
2 , 1

)
distribution (a regularly varying function at

n→ ∞ with tail index -1). Let

fn(ž) =
F̄n (τ/µ

√
ξn ι̌n(ž, β

sup
2 (ž)))

F̄n (τ/µ
√
ξn)

ϕ(ž) (165)

and let hn(ž) = fn+n0−1(ž) for some n0 ≥ 0. Therefore

lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈Θ∗

01
ρ∈P ∗

Pr
(
PO{1} ≥ τ ; θ

)
Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log (τ/µ

√
ξn)
) ≤ lim

n→∞

∞∫
−∞

fn(ž) dž

= lim
n→∞

∞∫
−∞

hn(ž) dž (166)

We assert it can be shown that ι̌n(ž, β
sup
2 (ž)) and therefore fn(ž) is ‘ultimately’ monotonically decreas-

ing with n. That is, there exists a particular n0 (yet to be defined precisely), for which the sequence
hn(z) is monotonically decreasing with n.
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Since F̄n is a regularly varying function at n→ ∞ with tail index -1, by the theory on Potter bounds
(see Theorem 11 of Kevei [2019]), there exists a δ̌ > 0 and a Aδ̌ > 1, such that

Fn(x)

Fn(y)
≤ Aδ̌

(
x

y

)−(1+δ̌)

(∀x < y) (167)

Therefore

hn(ž) =
F̄n+n0−1 (τ/µ

√
ξn ι̌n+n0−1(ž, β

sup
2 (ž)))

F̄n+n0−1 (τ/µ
√
ξn)

ϕ(ž)

≤ Aδ̌ ι̌n+n0−1(ž, β
sup
2 (ž))

−(1+δ̌)
ϕ(ž)

≤ Aδ̌ ι̌n0(ž, β
sup
2 (ž))

−(1+δ̌)
ϕ(ž)

=: g(ž) (by definition) (168)

The Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem [Van der Vaart and Yen, 1968] states if hn : R 7→
[−∞,∞] are (Lebesgue) measurable functions such that the pointwise limit h(x) := limn→∞ hn(ž)
exists and there is an integrable g : R 7→ [0,∞] with |hn(ž)| ≤ g(ž) for all n and all ž ∈ R, then

lim
n→∞

∞∫
−∞

hn(ž) dž =

∞∫
−∞

h(ž) dž (169)

Notice first that g(ž) = Aδ̌ ι̌n0(ž, β
sup
2 (ž))

−(1+δ̌)
ϕ(ž) is integrable; and second that

h(x) := lim
n→∞

hn(ž) = lim
n→∞

fn(ž) = ϕ(ž) (170)

Therefore Equation 166 can be rewritten as

lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈Θ∗

01
ρ∈P ∗

Pr
(
PO{1} ≥ τ ; θ

)
Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log (τ/µ

√
ξn)
) ≤

∞∫
−∞

ϕ(ž) dž = 1 (171)

Equations 146 and 171 cover all cases, showing that in generality

lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈Θ∗

s̃
ρ∈P ∗

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

|V|µ
√
ξn

) ≤ 1 (∀ s̃) (172)

Or equivalently,

lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈ω∗

v
ρ∈P ∗

Pr (POAV :OV ≥ τ ; θ)

Pr
(
χ2
1 ≥ 2 log τ

|V|µ
√
ξ

) ≤ 1, (173)

where vj = I(j /∈ V).

□

4. The α ≤ 0.025 threshold in Doublethink

This section explains MT Remark 1. We consider the test statistic

P̃OAV :OV =
∑
j∈V

POs̃+ej :s̃, (174)

which is asymptotically equivalent (see proof of Theorem 2) to the posterior odds, POAV :OV , as n→ ∞
(Definition 10), where s̃ is the ‘true’ model and {ej}k = I(j = k). It tests the null hypothesis that
βj = 0 for all j ∈ V.
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Figure 9. Tail probabilities for the mean of k LG(1/2,1) random variables for k = 1, . . . , 10
based on 10 million simulations (solid coloured lines) and the theory of regular variation (Equa-
tion 178; dashed coloured lines). Grey lines indicate the smallest x at which the tail probability
Pr(X̄k ≥ x) is greatest at k = 1.

We rewrite it as

P̃OAV :OV

|V|µ
√
ξ

=
1

|V|
∑
j∈V

R1−ξ
s̃+ej :s̃

∼ 1

|V|
∑
j∈V

Rs̃+ej :s̃, (175)

as n→ ∞, where ξ = h/(n+ h).

Under independence, when s̃ is true, this problem is equivalent to studying

X̄k =
1

k

k∑
j=1

Xj , (176)

where 2 logXj , j = 1 . . . k are independent and identically distribution chi-squared random variables
with one degree of freedom. Equivalently, Xj , j = 1 . . . k are independent and identically distributed
log-gamma random variables with shape parameter 0.5 and scale parameter 1.

Theorem 2 and Corollary 1 are equivalent to the asymptotic approximation

Pr(X̄k ≥ x) ∼ Pr(χ2
1 ≥ 2 log x), x→ ∞. (177)

Whereas direct application of the theory of regular variation [Karamata, 1933] would have

Pr(X̄k ≥ x) ∼ kPr(χ2
1 ≥ 2 log k x), x→ ∞. (178)

See, for example, Mikosch [1999] Corollary 1.3.6.

We used simulations to investigate whether the approximation (Equation 177) is conservative, under
independence, for all k at all probabilities less than 0.0259846 (Figure 9) in the sense that

Pr(X̄1 ≥ x) ≥ Pr(X̄k ≥ x), ∀ k ≥ 1, x ≥ xcrit. (179)

This is apparent in the graph because the red line (k = 1) is above all other coloured lines (k > 1)
when x ≥ xcrit.

We solved xcrit numerically based on the following empirical observation: the solution to Pr(X̄1 ≥
x) = Pr(X̄k ≥ x), x > 1, was solved at increasingly smaller values of x as k increased. This is apparent
in the graph because the red line (k = 1) crosses the pink line (k = 10) at smaller values of x than
the purple line (k = 9), and so on.
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Therefore it appeared to be sufficient to solve, numerically, the convolution

Pr(X̄1 ≥ xcrit) = Pr(X̄2 ≥ xcrit), xcrit > 1

=

∫ ∞

1
pLG(0.5,1)(y) Pr(X1 + y ≥ 2xcrit)dy, (180)

where pLG(0.5,1) is the density function of a log-gamma random variable with shape parameter 0.5 and
scale parameter 1. This yielded

xcrit = 11.92362,

Pr(X̄1 ≥ xcrit) = 0.0259846. (181)
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